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MS. PARK: Stinson -- Mr. Stinson?

THE COURT: Stinson.

MS. PARK: I believe he was in jail for burglary -- a series
of burglaries.

THE COURT: So he was tried for a burglary. Yes, sir?

MR. DANIELS: If I could make a comment to clarify. I
believe when Defense was referring to the, quote, DA file
on Mr. Stinson, Your Honor --

MS. PARK: Oh, I'm sorry. The civil file. I apologize, Your
Honor.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. PARK: I've been talking about the civil file. Yes. We
did a public records request of the DA’s office and we got
the civil file relating to a civil complaint with regard to
the oral agreement that he had with the DA.

[43]THE COURT: Okay. So he was prosecuted for a
burglary, but he testified against Mr. Skinner.

MS. PARK: Yes. He was in -- he was in jail -- on a burglary
charge while he was in jail.

THE COURT: You said he was there for 24 hours with
Mr. Skinner.
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MS. PARK: Yes, in the same cell. I don’t know -- and Mr.

Stinson’s testimony is that during that time that he was
with Mr. Skinner that Mr. Skinner allegedly confessed
to him.

THE COURT: What was the timeframe?

MS. PARK: In terms -- the year, Your Honor?

THE COURT: In terms of when he was incarcerated with
Mr. Skinner.

MS. PARK: Your Honor, let me see. Your Honor, that
information is in the -- it might have 2000 -- it may have
been around 2000, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. So that is before Mr. Skinner’s trial?

MS. PARK: Yes. Yes. This was before Mr. Skinner’s trial,
yes. Yes.

THE COURT: Okay. And then he was prosecuted after
that? [44]Yes? No?

MS. PARK: Mr. Stinson was -
THE COURT: Yes.
MS. PARK: -- prosecuted after?

THE COURT: That’s a question. I'm sorry. That’s a
question.
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MS. PARK: I think he was -- I don’t know if he plead
guilty or if he went to trial, Your Honor, but I believe he
was pre-trial detained at the same time Mr. Skinner was
pre-trial detained.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. DANIELS: Judge, I don’t believe his prosecution
for the charges he was then incarcerated for are relevant
for the Defense’s argument here. They’re only filing civil
documents, nothing related to the prosecution.

MS. PARK: Yes, Your Honor, the civil documents. So the
issue, Your Honor, is that Mr. Stinson testified against Mr.
Skinner at his trial, but the only reason that he testified
falsely against Mr. Skinner was because he had something
to gain by testifying against Mr. Skinner. And what he
had to gain was a transfer. He desperately wanted to be
transferred into Dixon Correctional [45]Institute from
wherever he was, and I believe he was either at Hunt
or Angola. In exchange for him getting that transfer,
he testified against Mr. Skinner. And we believe that
information should have been provided to the defense
because if Mr. -- because if Mr. Skinner’s defense attorney
had that information, he could have cross-examined Mr.
Stinson at trial about it and the jury would then get to
have evaluated Mr. Stinson’s credibility and reliability.
But Mr. Skinner did not get that chance because that
information about the benefit that Mr. Stinson received
was not provided to the defense.

THE COURT: The State?
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MR. DANIELS: And just to give context to what is in the
documents that, obviously, you have not seen yet, Judge.
I believe it includes at one point the pleadings, obviously,
written and authored by Mr. Stinson. It includes a news
article that for some reason is attached as an exhibit. I
believe part of the court record includes a third-party
interpleader motion which was denied that is also prose by
another inmate. It makes allegations, I believe, that Mr.
Stinson alleges he was being intimidated at the facility
he was in by people working on behalf of friends of Mr.
Skinner, specifically, namely, I think Jeremy Strickland as
one of the parties intimidating him. And he also -- Judge,
again, the contents of a pleading are whatever the person
filing the pleading wishes [46]them to be. The contents of
the court record depict civil negotiations, Judge, rather
than an agreement. There is no recording that’s being
offered. Mr. Stinson’s not testifying, obviously, going to
weight of the argument now, Judge. But the breadth of
the offering in terms of the court pleading in Mr. Stinson’s
civil lawsuit includes things that there -- they would not
be admissible, I think, even in the civil trial, Judge, and
they’re bordering on -- I don’t even know if bordering on
the definition of evidence in terms of reliability because
it is whatever he was able to lay his hands on while in jail
at that time. So I think the relevance argument and the
foundation argument comes from the lack of reliability
of what is now being presented as a certified true court
record. While, yes, it is court record, I think that what is
being offered here, it -- it is being construed and it runs
a great danger of contaminating the record in this case
with unreliable or unverifiable information. So based on
that, Judge, we would maintain our objection.
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MS. PARK: Your Honor, the fact of the matter is the
District Attorney’s Office entered into a negotiated
agreement with Mr. Stinson. That agreement was put
forth in court records. That agreement was presented to a
Court of law in this courthouse on July 9th, 2007. There’s
a transcript of that proceeding that was also presented on
December 12th, 2007, which also is [47]transcribed, and
the presiding Judge accepted the agreement. He accepted
the agreement saying, yes, there’s an agreement between
the two parties and the District Attorney will transfer Mr.
Stinson to Dixon. And so State could argue the weight of
that and whether or not it is what weight they should give
it. At the end of the day, Your Honor, it is relevant evidence
to show that Mr. Stinson received a benefit which is a
transfer from one Department of Corrections institution
to another, which is what he wanted in exchange for his
testimony, and that he got what he wanted. And only when
and once after hereceived what he wanted, then the civil
suit was dismissed: And it is not spurious evidentiary
material. These are pleadings attested to by the DA’s
attorney. These are court records and transcripts in --
before -- sorry, Judge -- I was trying to look for a section
here -- but before a “judge in this courthouse. And so there
are transcripts. They are pleadings. They are sworn-to
documents, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Court will allow it, subject to the weight
of the evidence.

MS. PARK: Thank you, Judge.

THE COURT: And you said you had something you
wanted to file in connection with that?
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MR. DANIELS: At the appropriate time, Judge, based
on that argument -- Defense’s argument, I will offer it.

[48]THE COURT: And that will be 8 and 9, correct?

MS. PARK: Yes, Judge. Eight is the Ryan Stinson versus
District Attorney court file, 113598. And then 9 is the
public records request returns received by Mr. James’
post-conviction counsel from the DA’s office regarding
that same case.

MR. DANIELS: And, Judge, there’s a series of exhibits
that will be offered without State objection. I am in duty
court downstairs. I do have some victims who wish to give
impact statements on pleas. May I be excused to assist --

THE COURT: Do we need to take a recess?

MR. DANIELS: No, Judge. Mr. Sommer is more than
competent and he is present, obviously, in court with us, so
if we could -- if you’d just allow me to leave, I do intend --

THE COURT: Certainly.
MR. DANIELS: -- to return.

MS. ANGELSON: Thank, Your Honor. We will proceed.
As Mr. Daniels has noted, the State does not have
objections to the following exhibits of which there are quite
a few. Petitioner’s Exhibit 10 would be the trial transecript
in State versus Darrell Hampton, case number 0115994.
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[49]THE COURT: And you said that was State versus -

MS. ANGELSON: Darrell Hampton.
THE COURT: Hampton.

MS. ANGELSON: It’s just the trial transeript, Your
Honor.

THE COURT: Thank you.

MS. ANGELSON: And, similarly, the trial -- the
petitioner’s --

MR. SOMMER: No objection, Your Honor.
MS. ANGELSON: Oh, I'm sorry.

THE COURT: Without objection from the State. That
will be Number 10.

MS. ANGELSON: Number 11, we would offer the trial
transcript in State versus Shadrick Reed, 0115994, just
the transeript.

MR. SOMMER: No objection from the State.
THE COURT: Without objection from the State.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, the next number of
exhibits are going to be prosecutions of Eric Charles
Brown, the first being case number 8889, and this is the
[50]court record for that case.
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MR. SOMMER: No objection.

THE COURT: Without objection, Number 25. And are
those included in one binder, or are they separate?

MS. ANGELSON: They appear to be in one binder, yes.
We'll just confirm that. If the Clerk is ready, I can proceed
or I can wait. Petitioner’s 26 will also be two cases that go
together, Your Honor. It'’s State versus Richard Rogers.
Mr. Rogers was also a witness against Mr. Skinner, case
number 502030 and 502021. Again, those were the felonies
and misdemeanors that emerged from one transaction
and occurrence.

THE COURT: Any opposition to 26?7

MR. SOMMER: No objection.

THE COURT: Without objection, 26 will be entered.
MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, next, Petitioner’s 27 is
an article from the Baton Rouge Sunday Advocate with
[65]the title, Two Area Murders Profiled on National TV
Show, dated January 30th, 2000.

MR. SOMMER: No objection.

THE COURT: Without objection.

MS. ANGELSON: Exhibit 28 is the affidavit of Reginald
Melntyre dated February 27th, 2017.
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MR. SOMMER: No objection.

THE COURT: Without objection.

MS. ANGELSON: 29 is the obituary of William Alford,
Mr. Skinner’s trial counsel, dated August 6th, 2016.

MR. SOMMER: No objection.
THE COURT: Without objection.

MS. ANGELSON: Number 29 -- I'm sorry -- Number 30
is an affidavit from Susan Alford, May 4th, 2017.

MR. SOMMER: No objection.
THE COURT: Without objection.

MS. ANGELSON: Number 31, the deposition of Kelly
Gideon, February 19th, 2010.

MR. SOMMER: [56]Did we get the full one on this?
MS. ANGELSON: Yes.

MR. SOMMER: Okay. No objection.

THE COURT: Without objection.

MS. ANGELSON: 32 is the Affidavit of Lakendrick Scott,
July 22nd, 2022.



48a

Appendix A
THE COURT: And who is that?

MS. ANGELSON: Mr. Scott was -- oh, sorry. Lakendrick
Scott.

THE COURT: Lakendrick, okay. Thank you. Any
objection?

MR. SOMMER: Is that the one from 20227
MS. ANGELSON: Yes, sir.

MR. SOMMER: Judge, I think we have an objection
on that just as to hearsay. My understanding is the
nature of the affidavit is -- I would just saying he would
have testified in the same manner. It’s an affidavit that
says he would allegedly testify in the same manner as
a -- to testimony that’s been introduced in a transeript
previously. It’s already an exhibit, so we -- I would just
object to hearsay saying that he would testify in the same
way to something that’s already been [57]admitted. If it’s
already been admitted, it’s in. That’s fine. I don’t know
that a new affidavit saying he’'d say the same thing is, A,
relevant, and, B, it’s hearsay.

THE COURT: What is -- what’s the relevance of this?

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, our Ineffective Assistance
of Counsel claim, part of it is about Mr. Alford’s failure to
investigate on behalf of Mr. Skinner and locate witnesses
that would have offered evidence that Sam Sctt, who
claimed he was present when Eric Walber was killed, was,
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in fact, elsewhere with these witnesses with Lakendrick
Scott, with these -- the affiant of Petitioner’s 33, Doris
Scott-Dantzler. This is Sam Scott’s brother and sister-in-
law. They testified in Michael Weary’s proceedings that
they were with Mr. Scott at the time of the murder. Mr.
Weary’s post-conviction counsel advanced their testimony
as proof of Mr. Ourso’s ineffectiveness. That was not a
claim that eventually was ruled on because the Brady was
found to be dispositive in that case. We are advancing the
same claim as part of our ineffectiveness claim against
Mr. Alford. We believe that these affidavits are necessary
as additional proof that the testimony -- that they would
have supported -- they would have testified as they did
for Mr. Weary, you know, and that they would have been
available to testify in a trial for Mr. Skinner as they
would have been for Mr. Weary. That’s the -- that’s the
purpose, just [68]to establish that additional surety that
their testimony would have been available and it would
have been the same.

MR. SOMMER: Judge, my -- just -- response would be
that all that testimony is in Defense 1, the Weary record.
That’s already in. We did not object to that. This record,
in my mind, is to bolster, that testimony, and I think it’s
a workaround of having him come in here and testify,
which is fine. We agreed to let in Exhibit 1, the Weary
record, but I'm objecting because I don’t think it’s fair to
let him bolstify his testimony through an affidavit when
he could have come in here and we could ask him different
questions. Things have changed since then, and we don’t
know if his testimony would have been the same. Thats
just what he’s saying. All of the testimony substantively
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comes in in Exhibit 1. T just don’t think that it is relevant
or appropriate to allow them to then kind of double-down
on his prior testimony times two without us getting the
chance to talk to him and ask him questions. And so I
would object to the affidavit, again, as to relevance and
hearsay.

THE COURT: Anything from Defense?

MS. PARK: Your Honor, one of the elements of Ineffective
Assistance of Counsel is that Mr. Alford failed to make
any effort to talk to these critical witnesses. Mr. Scott
and [59]Ms. Dantzler-Scott states in their affidavits that
at no point did Mr. Alford or any defense member, an
investigator working on behalf of Mr. Skinner’s case, came
and talked to them about Sam Scott’s whereabouts. And
so that is a critical element that we have to meet, and we
believe these affidavits meet that element. The State has
already agreed to the substance of their testimony about
where they were on the night of the crime and the fact that
they were with Sam Scott, not here but at the Strawberry
Festival. And so they’re not actually objecting to the
substance really the substance of what they testified to,
and we just want to add an additional thing that they -- at
no point did anyone from Mr. Skinner’s defense team came
and spoke to them about what they knew about Sam Scott.

THE COURT: And if you wanted to put in that part of it,
I fully understand and T’ll admit that. But as to exactly
how he would have testified, I don’t think -- I think that
would be hearsay. So if you want to alter the affidavit to
say that he would have -- he was not -- check to see if he
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would testify, that, I feel, is totally appropriate if you
want to do the Ineffective Assistance of Counsel. But, as
to exactly how he would have testified, the questions may
have been different. Everything may have been different.
That -- you know, I believe the State is correct in that. So
is he available for you to do a new affidavit?

MS. PARK: [60]Your Honor, our position is that, Your
Honor --

THE COURT: And do me a favor. Could you take the
sunglasses off? They're really --

MS. PARK: Oh, these are my eyeglasses.
THE COURT: Oh, okay.
MS. PARK: I apologize.

THE COURT: The light -- the light just keeps catching
them, and it’s just blinding. It’s sort of like when that back
door opens. Architects were not great when they designed
this building. They’d never been in a courtroom before,
obviously.

MS. PARK: Your honor, we believe, and, it is the law,
actually, that hearsay is permitted in post-conviction
proceedings. There’s a case right on point. It is Tassin
versus Whitley. It is a case from Louisiana Supreme
Court wherein which it says, evidentiary rules governing
the trial on the question of guilt or innocence need not
be followed at the hearing in post-conviction. Louisiana
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Code of Criminal Procedure Article (B), which is the post-
conviction statute, specifically recognizes admissibility
of various properly authenticated documents such as
records, transcripts, depositions, and admissions of fact.
And so we believe that these two affidavits, [61]sworn-
to affidavits, should be admissible because hearsay is
certainly admissible in post-conviction hearings. And,
again, your Honor, the State is going to weight as opposed
to relevance and admissibility, and that’s up to this Court.

THE COURT: Anything from the State?

MR. SOMMER: I'd just reurge previous arguments,
Judge. I just think that it’s hearsay. Most of it’s already in,
and hearsay can be admissible, but it doesn’t necessarily
have to be or shall be. I believe it’s discretionary to the
Court.

THE COURT: 32 will be admitted. Objection is noted for
the record.

MS. ANGELSON: Thank you, Your Honor. And Number
is the affidavit of Doris Scott-Dantzler with similar content
and purpose.

MR. SOMMER: Judge, I'll just -- understand -- for the
record, I'll just reurge the same objection, but it -- my
understanding is it’s pretty much the same affidavit.

THE COURT: Admitted. Objection noted.

MR. SOMMER: So was Lakendrick and was Doris?
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MS. ANGELSON: Yes. Your Honor, those are all of the
exhibits that we’ll be offering in our case in [62]chief. And,
just so that we’re clear, tomorrow we will be bringing the
Court a paper Bates stamped copy of the Dashain Moore
record in case number 14563 as well as the court records
for the prosecution of Eric Charles Brown in case numbers
8889 and 9109. I believe, other than that, we have -- oh, and
with the issues of the Weary and Skinner files outstanding
and to be resolved as soon as we can, I believe that will
make our record complete with the Court.

THE COURT:-Okay. And how will the -- so is -- that all-we
can address today? And, if so, tell me how the rest of the
week will proceed.

MR. SOMMER: The State’s going to be introducing some
exhibits.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. SOMMER: I believe it’s kind of similar. We’ve
already talked about some of them. Some should go in
without objection. And then I think as far as the week
goes, I think you're going to be free, and then I think
we're going to discuss timelines for post-briefing.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. SOMMER: So I think now we’ll just do the State’s
exhibits. All right, Judge. So we’re going to start -- we’ll
just --it’s going to be State’s [63]Exhibit 1, which is going
to be the criminal record of Ryan Stinson. Judge, I believe
there is going to be an objection.
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MS. ANGELSON: Yes, Your Honor.

MR. SOMMER: I guess I'm going to wait to number it,
Judge -- so pending how you rule on number -- after so
that it’s clear when we get it.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, yes. We have objections
to the State’s exhibits that are the same for a number of
the exhibits. As to Mr. Stinson’s rap sheet, I believe it is a
rap sheet that goes all the way until today. I do not want
to put any argument in the State’s mouth about why it
would introduce this. Perhaps the State could make that
argument.

MR. SOMMER: Yeah. Judge, so we -- we're offering the
criminal history --

THE COURT: Okay. Just so -
MR. SOMMER: Sorry.

THE COURT: -- I'm clear, Ryan Stinson plays what part
in the case?

MS. ANGELSON: Mr. Stinson is the gentleman who
testified as long as he’s being transferred to Dixon --

[64]THE COURT: To Dixon.

MS. ANGELSON: Yes.
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MR. SOMMER: Yes, Judge. And so, additionally, Mr.
Stinson -- they have in some Defense exhibits which is
going to be Stinson V DA and then our DA file 8 and 9 as
to Ryan Stinson are things that they introduced at this
hearing. We are offering his criminal history as an attack
on his credibility. The State’s position is that were he
called or were he to come to testify, we would be entitled
to attack his credibility based on his eriminal history. You
know, this -- we have agreed to kind of streamline a lot
of this and make it a paper hearing, so we're still trying
to perfect the record of our credibility attacks and so
the way that we have chosen to do that is by introducing
his criminal history as an exhibit. It is an attack on his
credibility. And, Judge, just -- we don’t need to get ahead
of ourselves. So there’s going to be -- one, two, three --
four of these as to Ryan Stinson, Reggie Jackson, Kevin
Broadway, and Lakendrick Scott. All of them were at least
mentioned in defense exhibits. These are just kind of our
credibility attacks on some of their witnesses, documents,
and exhibits.

THE COURT: Counsel?

MS. ANGELSON: So, Your Honor, as to -- thank you, [65]
Mr. Sommer, for summarizing those because I do have
the same objection for those exhibits. We understand
the State would have been able to impeach those people
had they testified at trial and that since we are talking
about Brady and the materiality of any evidence is going
to be evaluated as it existed at trial, we would object to
the admission of their rap sheets that include offenses
committed after trial. We believe obviously, we will make
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our arguments as to the weight of those documents,
but, in terms of relevance and to anything that could
be weighed or considered by the Court, the materiality
analysis essentially freezes at the trial and so any offenses
committed after that would not be relevant. And so to the
extent that they are accepted by the court, we asked that
they be redacted, or whatever procedure is appropriate,
not to include offenses committed after the trial.

THE COURT: Counsel?

MR. SOMMER: Judge, our position is that, first, as
she indicated, I think that’s more of a weight argument
similar to what they made to us. I don’t know for certain
that the materiality argument does freeze at the trial.
At Weary’s evidentiary hearing, there was a lot about
Randy Hutchinson’s medical records. They put on an
orthopedic surgeon, and this happened in 2012. The State
put on an orthopedic surgeon, too. The Court got to hear
testimony from both sides, so those are the [66]things
that did not exist at the time. The Court was able to kind
of weigh that new evidence as to the materiality. Again,
I just think that these criminal histories are going to be
an attack on their credibility. There is certainly some
weight arguments to be made as to some old things, and
some of these things didn’t even necessarily result in
a conviction. So whether or not those would be -- have
strong weight is arguable. But, again, Judge, in general,
my understanding of an evidentiary hearing, the idea is to
expand on the record. And so we have let in all this stuff.
We are expanding the record as much as possible. I think
with those general concerns, the State’s ecriminal history
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is to attack the credibility of some of Defense’s exhibits
should be admissible and we can argue about the weight
going forward.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, if I may just respond
to the argument about Randy Hutchinson’s medical
records, because I do think the question of the materiality
timeframe is critical. Your Honor may know or recall what
happened was there were some medical records that the
District Attorney had possession of that indicated that
Mr. Hutchinson, who is a codefendant in this case, had a
bad knee injury at the time of the crime and the Defense
alleged that that hidden information was subject to their
Brady obligation because it would have allowed cross-
examination as to whether or not he was physically capable
of doing some of the things he was alleged to have done by
Sam Scott, in [67]particular. I've just said a lot. I hope I've
been clear so far. The point is that they called two different
experts to evaluate the records that existed at the time.
They_did not do a new examination of Mr. Hutchinson’s
knee. They looked at the existing medical records from
1998. So, yes, it was new analysis, and both sides offered
that analysis. The point was that these are questions that
the jury could have evaluated. If the records had been
disclosed, an expert could have testified from either side.
And, in fact, on that issue, the Supreme Court in Mr.
Weary’s -- in reversing Mr. Weary’s conviction, honed in
on and said, you know, these questions of which expert is
correct about the records shows that this was a question
of fact for the jury. So I don’t think that that punctures
the idea that materiality is about what existed at the time
that could have had an impact on the jury’s decision. That
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is the language from the Weary Court. And that’s why,
with respect to these exhibits, the rap sheet specifically,
we're asking that the Court only admit the portions that
go up to the trial.

THE COURT: Were there charges pending on any of
these individuals that were not contained in the rap sheets?

MS. ANGELSON: I'm not aware that the rap sheets were
ever tendered in the first place, but we aren’t alleging that
that information was suppressed. The State, I believe,
wishes to offer it to attack [68]the credibility of people
who we have identified in records as potentially being
able to give favorable evidence and that their testimony
was essentially suppressed because records showing what
they would have said were not tendered to the defense.

THE COURT: And are you presenting this for -- what?

MS. ANGELSON: We have -- so maybe we should go
through who those people are. I'm not sure --

MR. SOMMER: Judge, so I -- we’re trying to attack their
credibility because this -- this hearing is progressing a
little differently than some others would, right. We're
putting in a lot of paper. You know, if we would have went
first, all these witnesses would have been here. All these
people would have testified. We would have asked them
about some criminal histories and convictions. Well, this
post-conviction hearing didn’t happen first. It happened
second. And so we’re trying to not do two-times works.
We're putting in a lot of transcripts as opposed to calling
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witnesses. And so, in some sense, although they got to
question them at the time, that kind of deprived us of the
chance to question the witnesses on the stand and attack
their credibility. So, in the simplest way, we’re offering
their criminal histories, which we just ran them last week
in an effort of completeness, and we're putting this in
the record to attack their credibility and expand [69]the
record is kind of the sense. And some of it is because we're
doing a whole paper hearing is -- is why we’re introducing
these. And, generally, I think a lot of the argument, again,
goes to weight as opposed to admissibility. And I --

MS. ANGELSON: And we would agree, Your Honor, as
to convictions that existed up to the point of trial, that
is where the weight will be debated, pure relevance to
materiality at trial. So I think it would help if we were
more specific about whose rap sheets we’re talking about.
That might clarify things for the Court. So, for example --

THE COURT: Okay. Let’s just go through them one at
a time --

MS. ANGELSON: Yes.
MR. SOMMER: Okay.

THE COURT: -- and exactly -- whether they testified,
what information they provided, and then what their rap
sheets were, you know, if you can separate the rap sheet
up to that time.

MR. SOMMER: Okay. Judge, I think we're going to start
with Ryan Stinson.



60a

Appendix A

MS. ANGELSON: So Ryan Stinson did testify, and I
believe he was cross-examined as to his convictions, or
I believe the State elicited his convictions at the [70]
time. And the State now offers full rap sheets, I believe,
because they -- in that we are offering records that existed
corroborating Mr. Stinson’s frame of mind at the time,
they are offering them as though this is a piece of their
cross-examination today, but no cross-examination has
happened today, Your Honor. And so I don’t whereas, if
Mr. Stinson were sitting there, it would be appropriate
to cross-examine him as to whatever it is he would say
today. We have not called Mr. Stinson. We are not asking
the Court to consider testimony today. We are asking
the Court to look to the records that we are presenting.
And I don’t believe that convictions that happened after
those records were generated are relevant to the Court’s
consideration.

THE COURT: What I'm concerned with -- if he had any
convictions before, is one thing. If he had charges pending,
that’s another thing. If long after all this was over with,
he picked up other charges, to me, that’s a third situation.
So what I want to look at is all three of those. So if the rap
sheet shows convictions at the time he testified, if there
were charges pending, that’s what I'm concerned about.
But anything that happened last year or the year before,
I really don’t see the relevance to what we're dealing with
today, if that makes any sense.

MR. SOMMER: Absolutely, Judge. In fact, just to
respond -- also, remember with Mr. Stinson, 8 and [71]9
are his civil suit that was filed, when, in 20077
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MS. ANGELSON: -- Yes, Your Honor. And what they
reflect is his state of mind at the time of the trial. And in --

MR. SOMMER: So he at least has -- I'm sorry. Go ahead.

MS. ANGELSON: And in any event, the point at which
he could have been cross -- for Brady purposes, we are
asking the question, did Mr. Skinner have a fair trial.
Our argument is, obviously, no. We are asking -- we are
putting forward these pieces of information and arguing
with each piece of information how it could be used at the
trial to have made the trial fair. So in Mr. Stinson’s case,
had Mr. Alford been aware that there was some agreement
to -- in exchange for his testimony that he would be
transferred, Mr. Alford could have cross-examined him
as to that agreement and to his motive to testify and to
change his mind in deciding to testify. That is the material
information for Your Honor to consider as to Brady.
Beyond that, the reliability of Mr. Stinson, I don’t believe,
is on the table, similarly with the other --

THE COURT: Okay. Let’s just address Stinson. As to
Stinson, anything through the civil thing, I will allow on
the rap sheet, anything that happened in 2010, 2015. After,
no, but anything in the rap [72]sheet up until the civil case
was concluded, I will allow in the rap sheet.

MR. SOMMER: Okay. I don’t know that I have that.
When was the --

MS. PARK: It was 2017, Your Honor, when the civil case --
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MR. SOMMER: When they agreed to resolve it, yes.

MS. PARK: Yes. It was --

THE COURT: And I think the -- that case will speak for
itself, whatever that exhibit was. Okay. And then who is
the next one after that?

MR.SOMMER: I need to get that date. All right. So that’s
going to come in as S-1, but the State is going to alter it.

MS. ANGELSON: And, Your Honor, just -- I believe
we are almost exactly aligned with Your Honor, but,
to the extent that your honor has allowed in additional
information, we’ll just note our objection for that piece.

THE COURT: Objection noted for the record.
MS. ANGELSON: Thank you.

MR. SOMMER: All right. Judge, the next one -- is
going to [73]be Reggie Jackson. And, Judge, it -- some
of these are going to be similar, so it will begin to get
duplicative, but, again, I just want to reurge -- so at this
post-conviction hearing, you're the finder of fact, so it’s
up to you to determine all this new evidence and whether
these people are credible. You would be tasked with
making credibility determinations. That is something
that a trial court and a fact-finder is tasked to do. That is
best done through live testimony where you can sit and
talk to him and ask him questions. They have robbed you
of that. Robbed may not be fair. They have not provided
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you with that opportunity to assess all this eredibility, and
they are asking you to make credibility determinations
based on a cold record based on things that happened
years ago. Our contention is that if Reggie Jackson was
here and were going to testify today and you were going
to decide whether or not he was credible and the things he
was saying was truthful and that helped them proved their
burden, all right, because this has -- this has shifted. They
have the burden. The State doesn’t have one. We would be
entitled to ask him about his entire criminal history as to
whether or not his testimony was credible. So this post-
conviction hearing is taking place today. I believe their
criminal history is relevant all the way up to it because it
goes not to what happened at trial and not to an ineffective
assistance of claim. It goes directly to their credibility and
as to whether or not what [74]they’re saying is true and
whether or not you believe it and whether or not that can
help them meet their burden. So, again, if Reggie Jackson
was here right now and testified to these things, we’d be
asking him about all of this. I think we'd be entitled to
do that. So I'm not saying that -- you know, we just can’t
go back in time, Judge, and say, okay, we can only ask
it up to here, but this is taking place today. They have
decided to do a paper hearing. That’s their decision. It’s
their burden. I think that the State, likewise, is entitled
to introduce their full criminal history. And so now we’re
talking about Reggie Jackson. This would be S-2. Reggie
Jackson is mentioned, I guess, a couple times throughout
their exhibits. I don’t know which ones, or do you have a
statement, maybe?

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor -- Your Honor, so we're just
-- I believe the State and the Defense are trying to sum
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in the details of what Mr. Jackson -- the role Mr. Jackson
would have played. So there was information that also was
litigated in Mr. Weary’s case that Reggie Jackson reported
-- Reggie Jackson, who was another inmate at the time,
reported that Sam Scott said, I am going to make -- I'm
going to make sure Michael Weary gets the needle, quote/
unquote, and that he was upset with him because, I think
he says Mr. Weary jacked him over. So he had some -- it
was revealing that Sam Scott has some agenda with Mr.
Weary. So, obviously, if he had been called to testify at [75]
trial, he might have been able to be cross-examined as to
his offenses to that point. But the question, also, is whether
or not this information should have been disclosed. And
so it is not necessarily the case that Mr. Jackson would
have ended up as a witness at trial. Brady information is
information that might lead to other admissible evidence.
There are other ways in which Mr. Alford might have used
that evidence if it had been disclosed to him. It would have
alerted Mr. Alford, for example, to the vendetta that Mr.
Scott had against Mr. Weary. It would have informed his
investigation and his conversation with witnesses to that
effect. It’s not necessarily the case that he would have
decided that Reggie Jackson was the appropriate witness.
But the question is should that information have been
disclosed, was it suppressed, was it favorable, and was
it material. And so that analysis exists -- Mr. Jackson,
for our purposes, exists as a person in roughly the year
2000. And so his eriminal history, again, we would -- we
would submit that the Court should only consider it as
to -- up until that point, in the year 2000, and we’ll make
our arguments as to the weight of that evidence. But in
terms of relevance, we think it stops roughly at the trial
-- I guess, roughly in 2000, we’d say, at the trial.
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MR. SOMMER: I'll be very brief. Judge, again, I think
their contention is that Reggie Jackson said Sam [76]
Scott said something. We are going to argue that Reggie
Jackson is not a credible person. The way that we intend to
do that since we’re doing a paper hearing is by introducing
his entire criminal history, which, again, if we were doing
this live, which this is the week that we had to do this, we
would have been entitled to do it and you could make your
credibility determinations.

THE COURT: The Court will admit it and determine the
weight and credibility when reviewing the documents.

MS. ANGELSON: Please note our objection.
MR. SOMMER: Thank you, Judge. So that would be S-2.
THE COURT: And that is Reggie Jackson, correct?

MR. SOMMER: Yes, Your Honor. Judge, so the next one
is going to be S-3, and that’s going to be Lakendrick’s --
the criminal history of Lakendrick Scott. And, Judge, 1
suspect that, for the most part, the arguments are going
to be the same.

MS. ANGELSON: Yes, Your Honor. We don’t believe any
criminal history beyond the Michael Weary hearings, at
which Mr. Scott testified, would be relevant.

MR. SOMMER: Judge, I think they introduced an
affidavit of Lakendrick Scott that was signed a month ago.
[77]So, again, that would just go more to his credibility
for the same reasons.



66a

Appendix A

THE COURT: Same reason as Reggie Jackson, it will
be admitted.

MS. ANGELSON: Note our objection, please.
THE COURT: Objection noted for the record.

MR. SOMMER: Judge, S-4 is the criminal history of
Kevin Broadway. And Judge, again, he’s going to be the
same. It’s just a lot of -- we're attacking kind of the -- some
credibility stuff. He came into play in some of the Weary
stuff in Exhibit 1. Oh, and they introduced, I guess, a
transeript of Kevin Broadway.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, I can offer that Mr.
Broadway reported that Eric Charles Brown told him that
he never knew for sure who killed Eric Walber, but that
he would continue to say he knew because it increased the
likelihood that he would be released. And so that is the
information we were saying should have been disclosed to
the defense. And so that is a piece of our Brady allegation.

THE COURT: Same as with Reggie Jackson, it will be
admitted.

MR. SOMMER: Okay. So that’s 2, 3, and 4. And, Judge, I
apologize, but, just briefly, if we could go back [78]to S-1.
I know we kind of continued on to S-1. I'd ask that you
reconsider your prior ruling on S-1, which is the criminal
history of Ryan Stinson, kind of based on as things
developed that S-1 be admitted in its entirety.
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THE COURT: Court will admit it in its entirety and weigh
the evidence when reviewing the documents.

MR. SOMMER: Thank you, Judge.

MS. ANGELSON: Thank you, Your Honor. Please note
our objection.

THE COURT: Objection noted.

MR.SOMMER: So here’s S-1, 2, 3, and 4. I think that’s all
the criminal history stuff, if I recall. Judge, S-5 is going to
be a certified copy of the minutes from a court proceeding
on October 27th, 2021 of Lakendrick Scott. Page 1 is the
minutes of-a plea. Page 2 is, again, the certified minutes
from November 30th. This is on Lakendrick Scott.
Judge, basically, he failed to appear at a court hearing on
November 30th, 2021. Our contention is this, again, goes to
his credibility and reliability. They introduced an affidavit
saying that if Lakendrick Scott were called to testify, he
would appear. We're offering this in contradiction to that.
He had proper court notice at the last hearing and failed
to show.

[79]THE COURT: Any objection to the Court’s minutes?

MS. ANGELSON: Yes, Your Honor, on relevance
grounds for the following reason. The -- Lakendrick
Scott’s affidavit says he would have testified at a trial for
Mr. Skinner consistent with the way he testified at the
post-conviction hearing for Mr. Weary. So he would have
offered testimony in 2005. Had he been called to do so,
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he was willing and available. His failure to appear at a
misdemeanor monitoring date where he was expected to
pay some $300 in November, 16 years later, we believe,
has absolutely no bearing on whether or not it is the case
that he would have appeared in 2005. He also appeared
in court for a prosecution in 2021 on a number of times
before failing to appear to pay money in November. We
believe this is completely unrelated and does not have any
bearing on whether or not he is truthful in saying years
ago had I been asked to be in court to testify to these
facts, I would have done so.

THE COURT: Counsel?

MR. SOMMER: Yeah. Judge, just briefly, he had proper
court notice and he failed to appear. I think that’s relevant
as to whether or not he would have appeared. I think a lot
of that, again, is an argument as to the weight, so we're
offering S-5 to attack the credibility of Lakendrick Scott.

THE COURT: [80]And if he were called to testify, they
could question him about that. The Court will allow it
subject to considering the weight of the evidence.

MS. ANGELSON: Please note our objection.

THE COURT: Objection noted.

MR. SOMMER: S-6, Judge, is going to be certified court
minutes of Kevin Broadway. Judge, again -- so this is the

Bill of Information and certified court minutes of Kevin
Broadway where he was convicted of second-degree
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murder. Again, this is going to go to the credibility of
Kevin Broadway.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, we would object on a
number of grounds. First of all, Your Honor has already
admitted his rap sheet so we believe that, presumably,
the rap sheet reflects his conviction and is, therefore,
duplicative. Also we would reiterate our objection to the
Court’s consideration of a conviction from 2015. And we
believe that the State offers a conviction for murder simply
to prejudice Your Honor in evaluating the weight of the
evidence itself. So we’'d ask that it be excluded.

THE COURT: If I'm not mistaken, he was a case here
about the same time as the -- Mr. Skinner’s case; is that
correct? And I know the minutes are from Baton Rouge,
but it’s my understanding there was a case first here and
he was out prior to [81]sentencing. Is that the correct case
or a different one?

MR. SOMMER: Judge, I -- I don’t know if you -- I'm not
super familiar with all of them because they get confusing
to me, too. I know that’s the case for Dashain Moore. I
don’t specifically remember for Kevin Broadway. Dashain
Moore is the one that they tried in front of you.

THE COURT: Yeah.
MR. SOMMER: Kevin Broadway
MS. ANGELSON: Mr. Broadway was incarcerated when

he gave this information. That’s all the petitioner knows
about Mr. Broadway.
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THE COURT: Okay. I'll admit it, subject to the weight.
Objection noted for the record.

MS. ANGELSON: Thank you.

MR. SOMMER: Judge, the next one -- I'll wait until
ruling. This is the First Circuit opinion from for Kevin
Broadway for the minutes and conviction that we just
entered. Judge, the main reason that we’re offering this as
an exhibit is the -- someone at the First Circuit indicates
they found that Mr. Broadway had a history of lying to
the police. And, again, it just goes to his credibility, so we
are just offering it, again, as [82]further expansion of the
record to attack his credibility.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, we would have the same
objection, particularly, given that the statement doesn’t
appear to be time-limited in any way. It is also -- certainly,
if -- if we’re discussing the reliability of potential hearsay
statements, there’s no grounds for the Court to evaluate
what that statement was based on. And to the extent
that it -- to the extent that it documents, again, the same
conviction, we object on the grounds that it’s duplicative.

THE COURT: It will be admitted, subject to your
objection.

MR.SOMMER: Am I on 8 Madam Clerk? This is 8?7 Okay.
MS. PARK: 8 or 7?

DEPUTY CLERK: This is 7.
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MR. SOMMER: That’s 77

MS. PARK: Yes.

MR. SOMMER: Okay. Judge, additionally, the State is
going to offer State Exhibit with Attachment A and B.
Judge, Exhibit is the Memorandum of Understanding of
Darrell Hampton, which is going to be the proceeding that
we did before you last [83]week. Attachment A would be
the Affidavit, and Attachment B would be the transcript
of those hearings. Judge, we are offering this as to some
of the materiality issues. Again, Mr. Hampton was a
codefendant. He has now agreed to a factual basis that is in
line with the State’s position. It’s in line with the testimony
presented at Mr. Skinner’s trial. It further bolsters any
materiality argument for the State, Judge, in our mind,
and so we are expanding the record in that way. If we were
doing testimony with everybody, it’s likely that we would
have called Mr. Hampton in this proceeding, or not. So
we are going to offer the MOU, the affidavit signed by Mr.
Hampton in court last week, and then the transcript. And
just to make it easier, it’s Exhibit and then attachment A
and B, which is similar to how we introduced it last week.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, we would object on
relevance grounds. As we have said, the Court’s
determination in this case is about a Brady violation.
We are not here discussing innocence. That may be for
another day. These records, certainly, would be relevant
to any consideration of innocence if we were advancing
that claim. However, today we are talking about Brady
versus Maryland. Therefore, the relevant information
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for Your Honor to consider is was the information that
we are putting forward suppressed. Was the information
that we are putting forward favorable to Mr. Skinner,
and was the information we are [84]putting forward --
would it have been material at the trial. The information
that Mr. Sommer offers with respect to Mr. Hampton
cannot be considered as part of that materiality analysis
because nothing that Mr. Sommer offers with respect to
Mr. Hampton existed or could have been part of the trial
in 2005. Mr. Hampton pled guilty or, rather, received
a reduced sentence a number of days ago. And so the
question of how information that we are offering the Court
might have impacted the decision of the jury is not offset
in any way by the fact that in Mr. Hampton -- or, for that
matter, any of the other codefendants, as I believe that’s
where we're going, pled guilty and attested to certain
facts. If we were discussing an innocence claim, we would
not contest that that is relevant evidence, but in light of
the fact that we are discussing Brady, we don’t think that
this information that materialized years later is relevant.

THE COURT: Counsel?

MR. SOMMER: Judge, I would just respond that there is
a large number of Brady jurisprudence in Louisiana and
federally and across the country. I think the argument
for the State is going to be that the Court is tasked with
looking at the entire record, and it can go, I'll argue, to the
materiality as to ultimately whether or not they received
a fair trial. I think that the testimony from Mr. Hampton
further supplements the State’s theory [85]of the case at
his trial. It further bolsters that testimony and can be
used to now analyze whether or not he received a fair trial.
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MS. ANGELSON: And, Your Honor, I believe Mr.
Sommer is simply back-ending an innocence argument
into this discussion. We are looking at whether or not
the information available to the State and not disclosed
would have made a difference at Mr. Skinner’s trial. The
record that Your Honor will consider in terms of that
decision has to do with information that was available
at trial. It cannot be that a trial in 2005 somehow could
have absorbed information, the testimony of codefendants
who are pleading guilty, 15 years later. And so whereas
we do understand an argument as to looking at the whole
record for innocence, which is a separate claim that is
not before Your Honor, the fairness of the trial can only
be about the information that was available at trial and
whether the information we are offering as suppressed
would have made a difference to the jury. The jury would
never have heard that Darrell Hampton pled -- sorry
-- received a reduced sentence in 2022. The jury would
never have heard that Michael Weary received 25 years in
2018. The jury would not have heard that Shadrick Reed
received years in 2018. Those facts did not exist, and the
attestations that those men made in their plea colloquies
did not exist, and their testimony would not have been
available when they were still -- when they were [86]
defendants in the case when Mr. Skinner went to trial.

THE COURT: I think we've admitted a lot of things
today that were not set in stone as of the end of the trial.
There are a lot of things that you've come forward with
that you're saying, well, but for this, this wouldn’t have
happened. I think part -- Mr. Hampton was up -- included
in all of this that we would be doing here today until last
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week happened, so I think it is relevant. The Court will
determine the weight of that relevance when reviewing
everything.

MS. ANGELSON: Thank you. Note our objection.
THE COURT: Objection noted for the record.

MR. SOMMER: And, Judge, kind of continuing with
that theme, Judge, State Exhibit 9, Judge, is going to be
a transcript from September 26, 2016, and that’s going to
be a plea of a codefendant, Michael Weary, wherein which
Michael Weary articulated a factual basis also consistent
with Exhibit 8 that was just introduced, also consistent
with the State’s theory of the case as to Mr. Skinner in
2000. Judge, kind of for the same reasons previously
offered, the State’s offering S-9, Michael Weary’s plea
transeript.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, for this and I believe the
other exhibits, we maintain the same objection.

[87]THE COURT: And the Court will allow it, subject to
the weight.

MR. SOMMER: And, Judge, continuing moving. S-10,
Judge, is going to be the transcript from a Michael
Weary Bond Hearing wherein codefendant Shadrick
Reed testified as to a factual basis similar to that of Mr.
Weary and Mr. Hampton and the State’s theory of the
case at trial.
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THE COURT: Objection noted for the record. You said
that was a continuing objection, correct?

MS. PARK: Yes, Your Honor.

MR. SOMMER: I think I numbered that wrong. Can I
have that one back? What was that numbered?

THE COURT: 10.

MR. SOMMER: Okay. So that one, I think -- yeah, that’s
fine. All right. I'm sorry, Judge. Mr. Daniels organizes
things a little differently than me, so I'm trying to keep
up with what he has. Okay. To kind of go along with
S-10, Judge, S-11 is going to be a Motion for Substantial
Assistance and a Memorandum of Understanding as to
the codefendant, Shadrick Reed. And, again, it’s very
similar to what we just offered with the Darrell Hampton.
It, again, articulates a factual basis consistent with the
State’s theory of the case, the testimony [88]of Michael
Weary, Darrell Hampton, and goes to the factual basis
for Mr. Skinner. S-11.

MS. ANGELSON: Same objection, your Honor.

THE COURT: Objection noted for the record. It will be
introduced as S-11. Okay, we need to go back to Number
8. Number 8 was parts A and B, correct? And that was
the Memorandum of Understanding and the transcript of
the hearing? Were those the two?
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MR. SOMMER: So for 8, this can just be 8-C. This is
just the minutes that really just indicate the hearing or
A, B, and C.
THE COURT: A, B, and C.
MR. SOMMER: So 8-C, the minutes.
THE COURT: Thank you.
MS. ANGELSON: For Darrell Hampton?
MR. SOMMER: For Hampton, yes.

MS. ANGELSON: Okay. And, Your Honor, our objections
apply to that 8-C, as well, obviously.

THE COURT: It will be noted for the record.

MR. DANIELS: And, Judge, I appreciate it. Zach Daniels
[89]again on behalf of the State. I appreciate being
excused for that period of time.

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. DANIELS: Are we on 9?

MR. SOMMER: No. On, like, 12.

THE COURT: 12.

MR. DANIELS: 12, excuse me. I'll mark for identification
what I've marked as Exhibit State 12. I think we did
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provide Defense a copy of it. It is the Judgment of
Dismissal in the Ryan Stinson case, just to make sure
that is being offered as an exhibit. This was the exhibit
that I said I did reserve, based on your arguments, the
ability to enter my own exhibit. While it may be present,
I would like it to be a State exhibit.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, we believe this is part of
the record that we offered.

THE COURT: We'll still let it be State 12, unless there’s
an objection to it.

MS. ANGELSON: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And it corresponds to which one for you?
MS. PARK: Your Honor, it should correspond to --
[90]MR. SOMMER: 8 and 9.

MR. DANIELS: Defense 8 and 9.

MS. PARK: Yes, specifically 8.

THE COURT: Thank you.

MR. DANIELS: Judge, the State would offer -- and I
-- I would -- I can show Defense Counsel. This will be
the minutes for Kevin Broadway’s ’97 conviction. It is a

certified true copy. Judge, caption: 21st Judicial -District
Court; Case: State of Louisiana versus Kevin Broadway.
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It is a 1997 -- what ended up being a manslaughter
conviction in 1999. A number of -- I'd offer, file, and
introduce it, Judge. The basis of that is a number of
statements that are contained in the Defense argument
are made by Kevin Broadway through various parties.
The period of his incarceration when many of those
statements were made is based on this conviction. It is a
certified true copy.

THE COURT: And what is the docket number?

MR. DANIELS: Excuse me, Judge. They have changed.
Docket Number 98-Felony-0133217.

THE COURT: Thank you.

MR. DANIELS: So that would be S- -- or State 13.
[91]THE COURT: State’s 13.

MS. ANGELSON: Same objection, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Objection will be noted for the record.
MR. DANIELS: Thank you.

MR. SOMMER: Judge, I believe that is all the exhibits
from the State. So, as far as the extension of the record,
I guess more or less sums it up pending kind of that

discovery request. So I guess we need to address the
language on the discovery order and then discuss briefing.
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MS. ANGELSON: Yes, Your Honor. However, in light
of the rulings of admissibility of a couple of the State’s
Exhibits, we did want to move for some more information,
and I'm prepared argue that. First, Your Honor, we
understand that Darrell Hampton gave a confession
to now-Judge Foster when she was the prosecution in
the presence of his counsel. We have never seen the
substance of that statement. I'm happy to share with the
State records that have led us to this conclusion. Judge
-- now-Judge Foster testified to that fact on Page 229 of
the Michael Weary post-conviction hearing transcripts.
And we also have a record that is among the District
Attorney file records offered from Mr. -- from -- from this
prosecution, Bates 2120, that Mr. Hampton asked Kearny
Foster [92]to talk to the District Attorney and that Mr.
-- that Kearny Foster said -‘that he would bring him to the
office to do that. We aren’t actually able to say for certain
that these two things refer to the same instance. There
may have been multiple meetings or multiple statements
given to the District Attorney. In light of the fact that
Mr. Hampton now offers direct evidence against Mr.
Skinner and Your Honor intends to consider that evidence
in these proceedings, we would ask for the disclosure of
any other statements that Darrell Hampton has made to
the District Attorneys Office, you know, and that we’d be
able to consider admitting those.

MR. SOMMER: Could you give us the page number on
that?

MS. ANGELSON: I'll give you the copies.
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THE COURT: And, for the record, you said it was Bates
21207

MS. PARK: Yes. DA’s Michael Weary returns on public
records, 2120.

THE COURT: And it -- has that been introduced as --
what?

MS. PARK: It’s part of the record, Your Honor. It has
been introduced as part of 5.

THE COURT: Defense 5?
[93]MS. PARK: Yes.

MS. ANGELSON: We’d have the Kearny Foster record
and the transcript, obviously, as part of Michael Weary’s --

THE COURT: And it’s Defense 5, but its Bates 2120.
MS. ANGELSON: Yes.

THE COURT: Okay. And so you are going to ask for that
and you have other items you're going to be asking for?

MS. ANGELSON: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Do you need to put those on the record,
or you just need several months to go through and decide
what discovery you need?
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MS. ANGELSON: No, Your Honor. We believe that this
should be it. one moment, please.

THE COURT: Let the record reflect Defense Counsel
are consulting.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, the only other thing is that
we are moving for the prison records of the codefendants,
whom Your honor will be -- whose testimony Your Honor
will be considering as part of these proceedings, and
we believe that those [94]would be relevant as to their
bias in offering testimony as they accept plea bargains
for this crime. We believe they go directly to showing
the conditions of confinement that these men were
experiencing at the time that could have motivated them
to enter into these plea agreements and offer information
against Mr. Skinner. And so we -- we are moving for
a Subpoena Duces Tecum of those records, both their
institutional records and their medical records, Your
Honor. We have motions drafted and we can offer them to
the Court for consideration if Your Honor would care to
review them rather than having to make a decision right
away. We also can give them to the State. We did not intend
to offer them if Your Honor did not admit the other -- this
testimony, but, as Your Honor will be considering it, we
would like to present the full picture of the circumstances
under which these men have offered testimony against
Mr. Skinner.

THE COURT: For the State?
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MR. DANIELS: Judge, so now we're asking for a
Subpoena Duces Tecum for which parties? I didn’t hear
the names of the people.

MS. ANGELSON: So it would be Mr. Reed, Mr. Weary,
and Mr. Hampton for the period of time between Mr.
the reversal of Mr. Weary’s conviction and each of them
entering into those agreements.

MR. DANIELS: [95]] think I can get a good -- good
picture of it. In terms of Mr. Reed and Mr. Weary, the
-- I believe the hearings were held in 2016 or 2017, so the
information that Mr. Reed-had come forward and provided
has long been a part of that record and counsel, I think,
was aware for a long period of time that Mr. Weary had
entered a plea. I would say that we're -- we're in a fishing
expedition situation, Judge. I would object to the Subpoena
Duces Tecum as to those. In terms of Mr. Hampton, this
was, you know, newly-disclosed. The deal, I think, was
reached -- we came into court last week. The issuance of
the Subpoena Duces Tecum for all prison housing records
and all medical records -- I would note, neither of those
party are present to assert any privacy interests in that.
Specifically as to the medical records, I think they would
have a significant privacy interest therein and I don’t know
that Mr. Skinner’s interest in thumbing through every
record that they have outweighs their privacy interests
there, Judge. In terms of the initial disclosure of any and
all statements of Mr. Hampton, I'd certainly review the
citations provided in Court today and disclose anything
that we do have or note for the record where it has been
disclosed already in the Freedom of Information Act
Response.
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MS. ANGELSON: And, Your Honor, our issue is not with
the timing of the disclosure but with the -- with the idea
that Your Honor will consider this testimony [96]that was
offered against Mr. Skinner on three different occasions.
We would like to be able to present other information
that we believe is important context for the offering
of those pleas and we're asking for information that is
limited up until the point at which that -- these -- for Mr.
Reed. Obviously, he gave an earlier statement. His -- the
conditions of his confinement at that time or whatever
he may have been suffering in prison at that time would
certainly be relevant to a motive to offer this information.
And that is the reason.

MR. DANIELS: Kind of a counterexample, Judge, is if
you recall from Mr. Skinner and Mr. Hampton’s previous
zoom appearances, at certain points, Mr. Skinner would
even appear on Mr. Hampton’s zoom being present
sometimes in the same room. If I recall, at least on one
occasion that occurred. The State, I guess, hypothetically
-- would we then be entitled to subpoena all other related
prison records to argue that opposite that Mr. Skinner
was actively intimidating witnesses like Mr. Hampton
to prevent them from coming forward? That’s what I
meant by a fishing expedition, Judge. It appears to be an
endless -- endless pile of documents that the defense is
now attempting to subpoena and, again, as to Mr. Weary
and Mr. Reed, subpoenaing on the date of a hearing after
a disposition has occurred some five years ago.

THE COURT: [97]That is going to be denied.
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MR. DANIELS: Thank you.

MS. ANGELSON: Note our objection.

THE COURT: Objection noted for the record. What else
do we have to address at this time?

MS. PARK: The Court’s indulgence, Your Honor. Just
one moment, please.

THE COURT: Yes, ma’am.

MS. ANGELSON: Your Honor, I apologize. Could I clarify
-- did the Court deny our request for Mr. Hampton’s
statements to the prosecutors?

THE COURT: Was that when you were just asking for
their -- their records?

MS. ANGELSON: No, ma’am. I made two requests,
which is certainly wrapped together, and I'm sorry about
that. My request -- the first request was for statements
by Mr. Hampton to the prosecutors. I think we offered
records that suggested he had spoken to now-Judge
Foster and -- potentially more than once and, according
to her testimony, offered a confession. And so that is not
a statement that we have ever seen or -- or that has been
disclosed. Now, Mr. Hampton is going to be a witness
whose -- whose confession against Mr. [98]Skinner will
be considered in these proceedings and so we just ask
that to the extent that they have that statement that they
turn it over to us.
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THE COURT: For the State, any argument?

MR. DANIELS: I defer to Counsel’s knowledge as to
the record of Mr. Hampton’s statement. We do have
the citations. I can check for it. And to clarify, the
Memorandum of Understanding secured Mr. Hamptons
testimony at the trial. He has not testified here in terms
of inconsistency of statement.

MS. ANGELSON: Well, his testimony is being accepted
by the Court in these proceedings for consideration
of materiality. And so we -- if there are inconsistent
statements that he has made to prosecutors in the past,
we would ask that those be disclosed in light of the ongoing
Brady obligation.

MR. DANIELS: And, Judge, again a similar position as
the other requests. We are aware of our ongoing Brady
obligation. I’ll take this specific request, go back and see
if we can find anything, and disclose anything.

THE COURT: And we’ll review it at that point.

MS. ANGELSON: Thank you.

THE COURT: [99]Anything else?

MR. DANIELS: Nothing from the State.

MS. PARK: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: So where do we go from here?
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MS. PARK: Just briefly, I believe at our last status
conference, we set a date of September 26th. Is that right?

MR. DANIELS: I believe it was discussed, Judge, multiple
dates, one of which was September 26th as a transcript
deadline.

THE COURT: And that was not to come to court, correct?
MR. DANIELS: That was my understanding.

THE COURT: Okay. Because I'm not -- we're circuit
riders, and I'm not in this parish on that date.

MS. PARK: I think that were just going to have a phone
-- conference, Your Honor, to see if whether or not the

transeript was ready and, then, like he said, a brief being
scheduled.

MR. DANIELS: I believe it was, Judge. If we could
adopt that deadline as a deadline for the State to turn
over requested Brady information. As there were no
witnesses, I don’t know that briefing needs to [100]wait
on the transcript, unless council disagrees. Can I -- while
they’re talking, Judge, may I ask Court staff a question?

THE COURT: Certainly.

MR. DANIELS: And, Judge -- I appreciate that. Ms. Ray
is the court reporter. She did assure us that any transcript,
if it is requested, can be provided by September 27th, as
well.
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THE COURT: So was it September 26th, 27th, 28th?
What --

MS. PARK: I thought it was September 26th, Your Honor,
but it could be either date that’s convenient for the Court.

COURT REPORTER: Can I just say -- request it as soon
as possible, if you are going to request it.

THE COURT: Because she -- she’s new. My former court
reporter was one of only 41 percent who passed the Bar in
December -- I mean, in February, and is now practicing.
So she -- they kept -- all of a sudden when they found out
she was leaving, everybody filed multiple requests for
transeripts, so Ms. Ray has all of those transeripts that
all of -- a sudden at the last moment the last week when
she was leaving, people filed, so she has all those plus the
ones that she’s encountered so far this month. So please
turn in any request as soon [101]as possible so she can put
it in the stack to take care of.

MS. ANGELSON: We can do it right away.

THE COURT: The 26th -- I am in Tangipahoa Parish the
26th and 27th. The 28th, I am here doing arraignments,
bond reductions, 313 hearings, traffic, everything else. So
if you would want to do a telephone conference that day,
it may be -- let the record reflect Counsel are conferring.

MR. DANIELS: And, Judge, I think the -- you said the
28th you are present in Livingston for arraignments?
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THE COURT: Arraignments, bond reductions, 313s, 701s,
traffic, the usual.

MR. DANIELS: Would the court entertain a 2:00 p.m.
setting --

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. DANIELS: -- which should allow traffic to mostly
resolve?

THE COURT: Yes.

MS. ANGELSON: And, Your -- Your Honor, we -- if a
zoom appearance on that date is more convenient, I think
that would be fine if Your Honor would like to handle a
Livingston case while Your Honor is in [102]Livingston,
we're happy to do it on that date.

THE COURT: All right. Because I can’t tell you on the
26th exactly when I'll finish court. That is Tangipahoa
Parish. Usually, when the assistants are present, they
can say what they think the docket may look like. I can’t
tell you what it’s going to be like in Amite on that day. So
do you want to do 2:00 p.m.? And if you need to zoom in,
we can do a zoom conference, if you prefer not to come in.

MS. ANGELSON: Yes. We'll finalize that, but that -- if
that works for the Court, we can do that.

THE COURT: Certainly.
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MR. DANIELS: And I would remind Defense, in our
jurisdiction, if you do want Mr. Skinner present on Zoom,
does have the Defense provide the transport order.

MS. ANGELSON: That’s fine.
MS. PARK: Yeah.

THE COURT: And please do that early. The jails are
asking for at least two weeks ahead of time. So the problem
is we're getting people file something and by the time it
gets filed with the Clerk’s office, gets through all their
scanning department, gets to us with us being circuit
[103]riders in three parishes, it -- it’s going to take at least
that. So file that as soon as possible, please.

MS. PARK: Yes, Judge. So, Judge, we're back here on the
28th at 2:00 p.m. And, at that point, the State will turn
over any additional Brady materials they have.

THE COURT: And that -- that is September, correct?
MS. PARK: September, yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: September 28th.

MS. PARK: September 28th, yes. And I guess at that
time, we can set a briefing schedule and move forward.

MR. DANIELS: That’s fine with the State, Judge.

THE COURT: Do we need to do anything else today?
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MS. PARK: No, Your Honor. Judge, when we do get the
records tomorrow, do you just want us to bring them to
chambers? Do you want us to bring them up to chambers,
or how would you like for us to handle it?

THE COURT: Chambers.

MS. PARK: Chambers, okay. We’'ll do that.

[104]THE COURT: So we don’t actually need to be -- 1
need to tell my court reporter. Do we actually need to be

in court tomorrow or it’s just papers?

MS. PARK: Just -- we’ll just bring it to chambers, Your
Honor, the copies.

MR. DANIELS: I'm fine with that, Judge.

MR. SOMMER: Yeah. It’s stuff previously introduced.
They’re just --

MS. PARK: Yes.

MR. SOMMER: -- supplementing the record.

THE COURT: Thank you. There being nothing else to
come before the Court, Court is adjourned. Thank you,

counsel.

(END OF TRANSCRIPT.)
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LETTER OF RYAN STINSON, DATED MAY 1, 2000

[Images of the handwritten original follow]

5/1/2000

Ryan Stinson

DOB 5/18/79 Pin-1011969 age: 20
SSN: XXX-XX-XXXX

To Hom it may conser

Cedrick, June, Mike-Mike, Charles, OG, Darel, Poc, and
Eric Club

I am writing this statement in behalf of a named
Eric Walwer from Albany who was suposed to have been
murded in April of ninty eight. So I was told by one
defendant Poc,.

Well let me tell you the story I was told by Poc or Pop
see when the detatives brought him in they put him in E17
room with me. And we kicked it off perty good from the
start when I asked him what he was in for he said murder
saying it in the way of bragin but I left it at that see in jail
you learn not to ask to many questions. What I am about
to tell you I did not ask to know he was so busy bragin that
he did not real lize he was telling on himself. So he started
off by saing they got seven of us for a murder and trying
to pin it all on me. But if nether one of us talks nether one
of use will get the charge he said see if it was not for Eric
Club talking we would not have got in this mess were in
now, but boy when I get to the back I am going to send
a hit out on him to get him killed thats when I relly got
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if you do not then all you owe me is 50¢

Because I relly did not know what he was capable of but I
soon found out then he started saying that dam white boy
had it coming then I sliped in and said what do you mean
by that trying not to many questions but trying to carry
on conversation, he then began with the story he said I was
riding with the white boy and keep trying to get to drive
but he would not let me and that is what pissed me off so
when I got him to go were my boy’s were I leand over and
jerked the car in park and killed it and hit the white boy
then my boy’s come out to the car and helped me drag him
out and we beet him see we do not need weapons I fist or
dedely wepons then we ran over him with the car and left
we did not know if he was ded or not so we did not take
no chances with the law roling up on use we broke camp
we left the car in Albany and tried to wipe as many finger
prints of as we could. At that point I did not know if he
was trying to scare me or joust brag but if he was trying
to scar me he was doing a dam good job.

Then he said see the white boy’s dady is a police officer
that is why the isue is getting pushed so hard. All day long
for them three day’s he was trying to talk to sCedrick in
Room Three and tell him not to say a thang that you’ll did
not have nothing on him. The the detetives finley moved
him and then I was finley releved.

s/ Ryan Stinson
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