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Please. see State of TN v Reginold C. Steed 2017 WL 1330105,
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Poﬂ- -Convichon Po.hhm for case No. 20i5-B-1337
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53) % July 5, 7020 Fhe Us. Oidtrict Couct denied

0£+i+io{\er‘s 23us.C. 8 2284 Dedition P(um. <et.
Steed v, Moyes 2020 WL 364244
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Was tneffective at +he Senhnc{fxﬁ hean’/lc)i o Qm{l(f}j Yy declace &

Mol due do $he Presmﬂnaa ra?nr*P Cb{\%&(ﬂ(nﬁ o (andation
o the vickim's idenhfication of Hhe PH{J(\'M\U s the Pe,rP@chm(
68 Hhe offense in He form of a vickims im PaC{R Statement:

The Stote +hea reduted PH[MI\U’S Clacm bj +mdmf3 & doctored
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| \)msm%u\u C&?ML ot they claim was fled with

© dhe eiminod Couct in Ianaara 2018, and Condained no

recontodkion. The Criminal Court ssued ks m\inj N\Fehrmrﬁ

1<Z) 2018 aftec holdi ng eu(de§+.‘mr5 l\mn"/\& on F?,bruwfj Lo,
2003 in Whith + found thot counsel wos not ineffective ok
Jrhg Sentenc N bxwmg for fw ling Yo dedore @ misteial due 4o the
.,.Qre.sén%enu rqmrir not conJra(m‘fS I rec_ajf\mh@/\ ot dee Vickims
Wentification (ﬂ" +he PHM—{M\M as +he PE_‘(P(’}((L{’Q(.. PaJr[Jriw_r
© hen &()Fo,o\lu\l H\a er’m;‘/\af Courk's ruling 1o "H\e Conct of

Ceiminal Rppaals in which +he Court afficmed the Ceiminal

Courd's m((% 0N Ia-/\uarﬁ HJZM Q\uxst See Stade V. Steed

2018 WL 169265, next PeJr{thne.r Yoen Biled o 23 US.C.§

12RY Petition With +he Ws. District Court UH{\S Yhe same

Claim  wade durins PEHh‘onar's P&sir—umnc:h'w\ P(ot&c\(«\j \a
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Which M s bis%ric’f Court abficmed the Stode Wucts m\mﬁ
' ’Sulﬁ ‘.5 1020 ?\msa s Steed . Mmses im y\)L 36472444,
Petivioner did §o+ appeat the Diskeick Courtx aling o the Us.
Court of A:p{)eals. Dae. Year af+er the Districk Courd denied Y

Pekibionee Federal Habeos Relief petitioner wrote the Criminal Court
ClerB’s ofeice o QOGL&S«{- & ‘Lop\lj 0+ dhe Ceiminal Cancd's ?.luéemnic

- docked repock for Case No. 2005-8-1337 Stk v. Steed. The Cleck
" dhen mocled o Seven ?txgt dotument- enkitled Crimmal Case Summ’arj

Lor Cuse & 70615-B-1337 State v. Steed which dedaited all +he

tndeies o he FQCOrd a3 well as all Hhe coucd appe_ar()\nQQS. This

document $arls +o Show where o Pre_s,er&\c& (EP()H— was ied

and docheted with +he Ceimnal Court Which s a ‘rvm*l'-erioJ -ﬂ_ad—

Hhat s Con-Frar(j 4o the Ceminal Courd’s detorminabon Hhat a
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?ruw\—mce fePort is apart of s record -ond was Fled with

| H\Q Qr{mma\ Conrt ?You\uarﬂ 201G . PV&S& Q D‘F ‘Hm's T faﬂ(’.

dowme_mL reveals Hhod no%.‘fxﬁ was Hled n :ﬁmuary of 20lb.
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P&{Honu* then filed o w;'H—- of errar Cocam Nobis PQM—{M\

Wikh +he Criminal Court with Hhe Crminal Courts elecironiC.

docked cepock oppended to the petibin to demonsérate the

Peoud ulent Klre.-l'(’_)('(”i'l"h.ﬂ Cose was uoyu&fCaM an durff\j
‘:\f,-h‘J({onerk Pca+~C0nv{a+fon 'Prm‘_ud?{\g. The Crrminal Court
denied +he PM."h‘oz\ 0N Af)r,‘l Z.ZJ 2027. Ve}m‘of\er appeaiacl the

Criminal Cour+’.5 (’ul.‘/\j to the Court of Criminel A-Ppéals I Which

the Court aficomed w0 junuarﬂ ‘0)‘ 71613 please See. Stade .

3‘{‘6’.20\ 2023 WL 146350, Please also see +he oppended exhibet
14 |




N-1 of fhe Ucimined Cose Summ(xr.g foc Cose 4b 20815-
- B-1337 Stode v Steed page & Pekitioner Haen Pled o
FACW? Rale GOLNANRY motion with the (LS. Wishrict

Court in November 2023. The Us. Distercd Courd denied
+he ‘motion 0n November i 32023 please see. Steed w. V\O\Bes
- 2023 WL 76468539, Pebifioner Hhen appmied Yhe Drstrick

Courd’s drdec 4o +he Us. Couct of APpm‘s Por Hhe G i
in Which +he Qour{r' alficmed the Disteict Courd’s dearal of-

the Mokion DA Mag 2i, 2079 please See. Sheed v Fibz 23-
| J P

0024 Qppend.‘x A-7. Botidionec nmu\ o.f)peods $o dhis Couck |

ch cedeess.
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ARGumen T

Pt ibioner wos conwicted on (‘.kmrje_ﬁ of Esg)et_m\\b A%ravoio_cl :

Vlﬁbbus) Aﬁﬂr&l&‘d’.ﬁl ASS&uH)- and A‘H&MPHA Votunv(—o\rs‘ f’\&nﬂw

ULSHL«- ond 5\\/&(\ a 217 5«:&( Sentence Q’ﬂ the Davidsen Coun-
+3_ Criminat Couct. Abter offirmance OF his Convickisn on direct

Rppeal \)&UAM\U' filed o Post-Convicton fedition Qursum\’rh

TC.A&Y4o-30-1y auegmg Hat Counsel was tefbective of Hhe

SU\\'(’_nC.ft\ﬁ ho_(xril\f) Lor -?(u'liﬂﬁ to decdare o mistrral dae do Hhe
pmsm%mu. rtPor%- Cm‘\’cm‘m'ns a recontation OF the vickims dentifle -
-odion o \Mﬂ—fMu 03 the \Qu?&(o&br) n the form of o vicHims t'm‘)ad-

Statement. The S%od-e_ thea cefuted Pﬁ-(ﬁom,r‘s clorm ‘aj fendering a

doctoced presentence rtt)ﬁr-‘- ‘+hot H\es_ Corm Wes Nied it $he
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- Cerminat Courd in Q)’«muwaj- 20(G. This docume ht H,\Lﬂ Sﬁ.uj

Was fled with the Uriminal Court Gndoined no recantation.
The Cerminal Courd found theb Counsel was not neffective

. N ]
because of %e\presu\ﬂr\u repect Hhat was tadeed af the

thh’onu‘s Wi&u\\w’urﬁ kmrmﬁ. Due 4o +he Qrfmf/\(ll Court's dote-

T Minakon thet o ?FQ:SH\'I'(',V\CE mfoor«# S apm of ks cecord Whea

e Cact made ts ruling on peitioner 3 ?054-&6/\\1}&50{\ Quii\:m‘ ,

5
.

and denied ;tke pehiHon on +his Pre:k)ﬂ dhe Case 1S Corrend l\e} (xdjuc\icmleol

e .
and

on a fraudulent clarm r&garulfnf} the content and ‘P[l«'nj date of +he Pr@w&»
RALR repohl— Weth e Leiminad Cour+. Whean Qv_+{+ioner Made o claum

+hod counsel was meffechve ob the Smirmcmg hearf(\S' Lee %’(:nj 4o dechre
a misteial doe 4o +he prestatente repor% Q,Qﬂh{nmﬁ o Vich‘rﬁ Em?ad' stotement

oot was o cetantation b +he vickin's idenbitication of +he pecpetrator

the Lriminal Cour+ should hove refecenced cbs owa tlettronic Cetord 4o
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ascertoin 4w \Jum%ﬁ of +his clum. A cefecence Fo the uppmda&
\ .
" exhibik A-1 The Ceiminal Case Summm‘:j, for Cose 4 26i5-8-1337

take V. Steed {)ug& C:3 Would hove reveoled that Fhere (s nod

prum-l—mca repont ugarif- of +he Ueiminal Courd’s record which

Us an tlecdesnic fecord -?LLrSu.mH— o TN 206%™ Diskrick Court “Rule;

of PFO\C‘HC_Q Bule 6.0 The trfmfﬂd\ CourPs ('ulm.g does not

refectd upan the Ceiminal Courts swn fecocd *l'k«lre{:oreJ the rulfnj
on p&f-l—fcmr‘s plss%c.om!(c:\'\‘o/\ ?Uﬂ{m is traudulend The obsence

0F Hhe presentente repord feom %c Q;f:""f"a\ Cose Summar:j Yenae
\)rer_ludas e Courks desermination dF whether oc nok Counsel wos
mebfective ot the senﬂnan‘/\ﬁ ['\e().rfnj and the Courd’s ruh‘ns

Should have reflected uPoA the trath of the motter, The absence

o $Hhe Prtsmﬁnc_e re?cr# Lrom 4he  Criminal Case Summarﬁ Venut
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. 5 , |




10-7-768. Tn Gonzalez w. Croshy 125 Sk 7041 e languﬁe of

e Loack i Clear Yhed in ofderjl'o Qmm.il. 80 a f.R.c;u.?jj-‘Ti’;u(a Gb )
.&\b&iun 2 Pukikioner mast demonshrate & defeck i er;e 'Fedmd
Habeog ‘?ruw;d(nﬁ) this tase (fails up under the narrow StbPé.OQ
felief avaitable o o peditioner 'H\rouglv\ the Fa.Civ. fule

6 ()(RR) Pmcm_dingj hecause froud is o Qﬁﬂ,-%ribu{’{ms Loctor
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full and —Qe@r Nidm%iar% ,hto\r{nﬁ Oith Hhe Vickim Me. Lyons present
) gic&r%a‘n whether oc not the altm?)aﬁun; 'S\Sl; fochh in Petitioners
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J
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presenteate report s not ascerLarnable Wihouwt 4 Bemﬁ

docketed +o mmP]ﬁ wz‘+k Teas40-35-202 Please see

state V.steud 2019 WL 161265, Steed v, Meges 2620 WL
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Conclusion
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