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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

COREY LEE BUTTS - pemiionNeR

(Your Name)

VS.
CHADWICK DoTSoN — RESPONDENT(S)

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Cor U«\ Lee BUTTS , do swear or declare that on this date,
3 U“/\ 29~ , 2025 ) as requlred by Supreme Court Rule 29 I have
served the enclosed MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS
and PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI on each party to the above proceeding
or that party’s counsel, and on every other person required to be served, by depositing
an envelope containing the above documents in the United States mail properly addressed
to each of them and with first-class postage prepaid, or by delivery to a third-party
commercial carrier for delivery within 3 calendar days.

The names and addresses of those served are as follows:

CHADWICK DoTsoN

OFfice of the Attorney Genergl « 203 North Ninth 5treet-
Richmond ,Vicginia [A3a19).

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
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Piain And | ;

S;MP\Q O Attachme s
Eﬂgﬁsh
TNTHE SUPREME CoOuAT OF THE UNITETD STATES

(COVER LETTER

TO: SuPreme Court of the Lnited Stakes Clerk
1 Ficst street NE* Woshinaton D [20543)]

EFrom: CoREY LEE BBUTTS

s 701 Sanderson Road

(‘_\ne,SQOem\/\&’Virg'mia

Non-Demestic

Dear clerH,

Fnclosed You will Bind A Y Writ of Certiorar,.”

L ﬂe—({})&S‘)' that You file ¥his docoment into the
Poblic_Record n Refevence +o Case Nombers:

CRh4% 006004 -13 —}hrou&h -'1(,0,. 1 A3-cv-1390,

And 35- 00170 Thank You for Your Wind .

Attention to this_matter

:Moy-2 14 -+ 302S W Without Predudice Ve 1-304"

. Corey-lees %uj’i's-@aq

s Coou ﬂ;ahf/[‘mﬂu lemrm’l’

RECEIVED

MAY 23 2025

CC, Vicainia AYtornes Gienesn) otfice
J J OFFlCEM%FCTgERCLERSK

CHADWICK DoTSo N, Viroinin Dept, of Cocrections

1 of the L



\ AH’O"C\H mtn

Shecer v. Cujlen 481 E QHSiCOnFrom+a+{on |

C\aUSQ}I"\/& had o enduve Several Years of incarcecation,

A
¥ .

5. There’s o Violation of Federal Rules o

Ctiywnal Procedure. The a'\le%ea\ ndored

Victinm in this Case never SE%neA And [ox
Ccm'olpi—eal A MCrinminal ComP\aImL” Form (wi+h

the. Norfoik Police Deportment which is A

Vislation of the Federal Rules of Criminel

Peocedure M Ruie 3" violation of Constitutional
Procedural Due Process. ™ The Courts are net

bound b% on officers interprefntion of +the
law _Undec which he Precumes Yo oct HoffSomer

v HayeS 43 oMlo 32,227 E 4177 Thos T

Request that the CourY veyiew YhiS Case Per

50.5.C %703 Right of Review (@) (1) "
N e the Wit nows extends Yo atl Constitutional

Challen%es.” ij vV, Noio\i 39 U.4, 341i %3 5.

Ct 922,94 1.8d.3d. 331

lo, There_"?ore,i I Reguest that Honotable Sud%e

%ravﬁrs his wnt of Cextiorar: ond reviewl
+his CasL;AhA haove oll Lewexy Cour¥s produ ce

for the vecord Al YronseciptS And related

documents As Evidence for this Case. T request
that this Cose 1S dismissed Andlor A}schar%ad;

with_on Imme_dirx—\'e, Relense.,

H of the L



WAt oM. ke

. T declare under the ?anx\“\’b\ of Perducy

Unclw the low’s nf Yhe vmted S‘HAHLS 6% Amer\cox

That Yhe Facts And Claims Presented herein I$

Yhe \’\’u“ﬂr\i Yhe wWhole Tru%\\i And no-ifh'mci\) but the

Treoth. T AfSiom,

L , o
‘Mau-2z14 -2 3035 " Without Predudice Ucc 1-308

‘\10‘|ll"'

“\;\,QF.GH/ . :CQVC$‘LQL;§U++S-5%’
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Notary Public (s an) [)@’W

Stote of \hf‘a\mu

(’oun+%/cl+(5 QJE C/)(chﬁio,@ﬂk(o

Subﬂcribeé O\nA Swmrn/AH:WMeA before e

on Yhis 19" dau oS /%91/ 3025

bu Coch/ Lee BU#S D(OVP,A +o me of

Sa*\’xb%"a()rwu evidence “\”o be the ou.Son(s)

U)\\c APPe aré before me.,

‘Use of a No+0\r3 15 _for sttestation and Verification
PurPoses anly and does net Constitute o Ch(mse_ 1. Sta-

TuS or entrance or acteptance of foreign durisdichon?

5 of +he o



“ AHFochmen.

Cectificate of Sexvice.

1 herabq CerJr ‘ru Ihat on May -z 14 -2 3045,

A Cofm o&'— his. uof\*— of Cerhofo\f) MR

Mm|ed 1“0 Supreme Court of the United S+a+€5 f

ClexWk 4. 15T Steeet NE ° \/\l(xs\nmo&oﬂ DC TQ\DS H3—1 :

Otfice of the AH’orﬂuf) Genexal e 3\03\ North

Ninth skreets Rich mond  Virewnia [&33\1‘11

CHADWICK 'DOTSoNi Director ofF Yhe \I’\rgl NG

Depar+mem+ of Corrections ® (1900 Armore Drive
* Richmond, \/irg'\n?a (a2 8\3\5—1.

N withoout '\71'6_'50&‘\02. uee 1-308”

. Coren-tee: By 14s - Beun.

' Copu-Riahty [Copu~ Claimant
J J 7 LIS

lo of +he



3 Atrachment”

4. Issues on Appeal

Use the following spaces to set forth the facts and argument in support of the issues
you wish the Court of Appeals to consider on appeal. You must include any issue
you wish the Court to consider, regardless of whether the district court granted a
certificate of appealability as to that issue. You may cite case law but citations are

not requlred

Issue 1°T Cha“e_nge, JUﬁSd;c-hOY\

Supporting Facts and Argument. T ﬂaquaﬁ' PQrSonS n VDW&A N -HmS Malre
4o ‘Produce_ for the record,The ’7h«.55n(_a\ doecomented ™ Deligation

Of Ao’rhor\lrtj , AS Proot o§ Jurisdichon AS Tequiced by Law, Per

Article IO | Section 1 oF Fhe LN yed Stakes ﬂf—PUbt‘(— CbﬂSeruhoY\ Als

WIurisdichon Can be C\M\\m%ga atx any hme and SUT\SA\(/\'\OV\lOﬂCQ

~ Chavlenaed  Canned be a55umed and must bt detided” Bosso v Ltahn ?owir
ong L'eg% Co.44S F B\A 460,910." Miranda vi Acizona 364 us 43, 4 A5"

“There 1S no Victim or Inlured Party in +his case.”
Supporting Facts and Argument. 5 T3 ced VicHim OV Came Yo c,oufdf
I was not Allowed Yo fale My Acusers of Confront Int W”’”*’?55¢5 U$€(‘/ :
Asams%- Mme in this Case. Whith 15 a vielation oF the Constitukon Yor
the united Stares of AMerica, Wil 0F Aigns” And The Vicginia Conshito

W For a Crime Yo €Xist therd mogt be an indured Party (Corpys Delich).
There can be ne Sanchrion of Penalty \mp05e.é on ont becavse 0F this
Conshtutional RY fsrﬂ' Sh(;r'cr v, collen 441 E qi‘iSiCoﬂ%rcn%\’non Lavse.

Issue 3.
“violation of Federal Rules of C:r‘nmma\ Procedure.”

Supporting Facts and Argument. The A\(&dg&é Inbureé viekim In thys
‘mater never Sianed And Jor Complered A M Criminal Complaint”Forn
With the Norfoik Policg. DePariment. whith 15 A Vielabon of ¥he F@Azm(
Rules oF criminal ProcedureRule 3" violakon of _wn5¥t¥uhon~qk, Proceduml
Due Process. ' The Courts are not bound by 4N Otticers interpre Yato
0% Yhe law onder which he Presomes Yo act. Hoffsomer v. Ha\/&s
43 o%¥la 32,227 FUiq. W“Wg y.5.CE5 70 ’r\.gh+ of Review (1), @)/

... the writ now extends toall Constitutional Chu\llenges “ Fay
V. Noig, 373 0.5 341,83 S. C+ 833,9 L.Ed. &d- 337



N A achmeat ! |

Issue 4. EX PosT FACTO M Title 1¢ usc Sec.aU1, a4’
~ Supporting Facts and Argument The A\'le_c&v_él Charges And Con V;C’rffbfl- _I’m
urrenily baing held caphive 0“,Again5+ My wil] and Consent Smc{,\ -
- Noyember %l'a\giwlArc WEX ?0$T'FALT_O,” Becavse Slavery wa&iAbo\'ishéc_
W the Yeor 13&95,1’\105 he A&{:ﬁﬂ&anbin Wi Y}f’aH*'//Are_ m v,o((:ﬁo,,, ol
T g LS. C Sechion 19483 3495, 1Q%6, 8% L5C9 Federal Rules of cné. {

143 0 ' e Us. Cons i buiion 43" Amendmend
Proc g e o 53 3t BT b *

T I * PROHT BLTION (BEE ATTAC
Identify the precise acﬁBT%uE vlaaln{a‘t E&Er% g’tA Asl%éarl)s to ta%e: , 1 : ( E 1-9 .HMEN‘

T MMEDIATE AELEASE; PROHIBITION | TIME SERVED; ©
SENTENCE REDUCTION, NEW TRIAL

6. Prior appeals (for appellants/petitioners only)

A. Have you filed other cases in this Court? Yes [ ] No X

B. If you checked YES, what are the case names and docket numbers for those

appeals and what was the ultimate disposition of each? None o

§\WtTHOUT PRESUDICE UCC 1-30§ "

I AM:Cofey Lee BHutis - Bey
Signature A\l RIGHTS RESERVED
[Notarization Not Required]

T AM. Corey Lee Dutts-Be
[Please Print Your Name Here]
' CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

: ‘ RRRORRSORUSR TR R LT L 2 )
I certify that on 2\ lig/ao 2§ I served a copy of this Informal Brief on all parties,
addressed as shown bélow: Cho,d wick Do¥son, oFfice of the Attorney
General, 20 North Nindy Street mchmond\\/ar%'m;a 33214
Y WITHOUT PREJUDICE UCC 1-308% | |
1AM, Coreu Lee Hutts-Be
“Signature A\| RTE HIS AESERVED

v N
.| .NO STAPLES, TAPE OR BINDING PLEASE
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W AHaOhment -

(ATTACH M'ENT)“

TSssue 5 T 414 not have a ’Pﬂel}m'\na\% Hcoxins,

§uonor+m5 Focts ond Araumen+

Tn Al ¥€,10nu Cuse S the ACCUS(LA Shall anox/-\—:‘@

The r‘n%\n\— +0 o pre\\mlnarg) hearma (5\)“} becavse

I wos not allewed 4o hove one vao\aws My ‘(‘;c\\)hf

Yo Due rPf‘O(Q,SSiA\SO violakes ¥he 1.9, Constidoton,

Tssue b The ?roSe,cUJror Nolle ProSe_qui This
Case. And_brought it back with no new 2videace

Two @) times.

Su ooor‘hno\ FocYs and Araumen-l—

T wuﬁ’ home. on this Cage Two (?0 TimesS, becavse

The vickhim was Nnot Comm%iAﬁA Yhe !romcuhr

Sead in ofen Coury that the inihial witnesses

1had left Yhe Countru, The Evidenc. uS 10908 -

Cient In Acld Hon +hns Cabe fesult in a Mistrial

Theee' 3): Time & This violakes the Con Shukion For

the UrmLe,A Staes of Amen s, Rillo} Rmhh L Violates

My Pmm’r ‘ro A Spu/é% %o\\ Duu Procc&& Doubl€,

:Yﬁopor&u V;O\a’rcS Mvc, 5 Ammémw%&
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(ATTACH MENT\

iSGU?_- 1. T"roSaCu'*or]a\ MiS Condoct

Su DOO\"‘HY‘\% Facts oand Arqumen+
MY _ Public Detender LQS\\L \\na\a Came. Yo

visit me Tn dhe Norfolk City Sm\ And doid

me_that Prose coYor Ka)r\ne,rme, M, ’LSeM lhreudeJ

me, Ané S(A\A "Hna'\' 13 I do net +a\<e, Yhe P\eo‘ for

Foor {) Yo Nine @) ‘/&arsﬁTha* She wovld take

me_back Yo boo\é}nc\\)‘An&_ vparade The Malicios

Wconding Cham& Yo An /L\aara\/c&%'ed Mal Cious

Charoe | And Chm‘aa me. w.lrh Qe other H’\mc})
She Can Hink of ﬂwd' £S5 this Crwme l%(x&lfm

fasing MY Goidelines ko over Twenty Qo)

Yeors. when I tespectfoliy declined Yhe Plea

’Deud I oas (mﬂ?é }o booK\r)cx two clcw\s iater

And Inﬂuﬁed on Three (3) Yhorf, Fa\om\»\)

Charae,s Arc\ve, That this 15 A Viclaton of +he,

F&Aaro\i Ruie S 0’?’ Criminal ?roucéurﬁ TiHe 2%

fﬁém’aLJ%uwS OF Gyl Pro%éum \/;O\ahon of e

Consh dukion. \vo( m Um«%d Shates of Americo, Vio -

letion ok WC \/\f‘O\\ma Conéh}ohon “1“‘ SM (.(?M

AmmAmu\b D Process Rigny +o A Fair mel Equa |

Peokeckion o&- Pre baho, @fose,Cojrona\ Mis Condulh

Viad) clive Peogeimon, P
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(ATTACHMENT)

TSsue . I Never Asked For A Jury Trial.

Suoom‘}-mg Facts_and Araumem+

The "SUJ(,\Q Jonivs P Fu\hm AU‘\'GMQ‘\’\CO\HU&

Ovrdeced Aﬂa 5@\\&3\)!6& A Bofu h‘\ml ’%cCauS‘L

I woalA not ’Pa\(% L,LpaH, in éfh& /L’)w{/ln Frial

be cavse we wesS nNot 5»\1&4\)\&3 for o Bench

Hial, MY Pard Lawger Senneth Singleton And T

had Ao\{uﬂ Mt we welre wm»n% Yo coucY Lor

A baonmsé.on hearing to Suppeess ¥he Video
)roohme And Yhe medical Belords becavse No

lone Sifrom the Hospitul o the (onvenience

Store woas there Yo sopport Yhe Prosecu¥on's

6\/=&/n(/€ But Mu Lau)ue/ VQA‘-USQ,A o Ar%\)&
And 'Pu¥ nte M»e f&c(ord The thiogs T Lante d

hem_Jo A\"O\ULA*\’ the Sopﬁ“rﬂss.on he/a(mq And So

The, Sudae Pmsewq‘@r And MY lawoger All Jmeé to

Force And (ne.f(.e me into A waoh rial ¥hat

Some dau Bu+ T was not Prefored of rcaiq MAnd

T did not vnclafs)romc) hat Lias Qoina O, So T

dus+ dedh &e,é no+ +o P(,qf«)—, Ch paje, Th\s )s A v\o\ahofl

Ot +he COnshoLu%on ¥0r J“W, on; Fed States o America,

Fedarnl l’l«)ies o% Criimmina Vfoce/clu(L The Virginia

Const ’!“L)%onr"l)rbl STEh, Am%’/ndm%‘l'é DL Process

o e %r\c\l Tn eShectsve AsSistance cﬂr Counsel.
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W Abrachment! ‘

(ATTACHMENT)

TSSue q ”rosuuhon USe.cl Soul \nouSe. Snitch _

SUDOor-hng Eocts ond /\mume_n'i’
when I woas in Yhe Aorfoll c, by Sead (ot Floor

CELL BLock K This Rondom r:m,v Lovld 0Fen

APPraach me AbKunC\ e PerSong) Queb-}\ons And

he Also A%K&A M Fcr Phone Calls, USine My Pin

J
nomber, W was an older Goy And I Aid no¥ ¥.now

him So T /\\waub Yoid him No. Whin T went home

on A Nolle - /)roSf_am WilWin A few mon¥hs T woas

Re-indicted And \/\m)r Same. Goy T waS in the Jaul
Wikh LaS Now an fue witness on MY Cade.

| Prosecotion Lsed Jail havse Snitn with_a Mental

Heetth ha‘a’rorh\ o Q1L False T(is%monu\ N D(clnang@

for A Time (Lu+ ‘Ths violates The COnS'h fotion

|For The Onited States of America, 450 5™ G bh ‘6’““

a™ Ame/némmh MY rigpt Yo A Fair Trial, tcwo,f

pfoﬂchm ot H»e, Law l"\lé CM‘ﬁaM, of ’\‘Subhc{ Horse

‘h’adc\nc\ \\\JL V’\ro\.mc\ Conski }uhon Violalion of MY

\Qno\h*‘ to DU&L ’Pr’ouﬁ&g U.S 315+r|c+ court HASH v.

SOHNﬁoN c\w\ Case. 'No. N:do-cv-00161,

Drosecotion failed: o dis close Hhat eye wikness Jail

house "Snitth. his A HfS%f3 of bemg on 1 nfocmant,

Maental Heal+h historg [ OF Sen foace Y2 ducHm in EX¢ hanag

For Teg¥imony, Tria! coonsel 1in affective For Flting 10 iavictiit,
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(ATTACHMENT)

ISSue jo T wos not Presentin +he. Cour+mom

dUrma my TrialsS.

SUDDorhna Facts and Araumen+

On ‘Hm mOmmE\) of the Sury +hal Nov. dol$ . I Fired

mu Pou d lawuwr becavse Of' what he done at my

5UPPT655700 heafana At this Poiat T am in. ?ear For

my Life becavse T dlon+ hove a lawq&( So I have

No _Choice but fo by and defend MuSuP on_my

own. T Asked Por a Continuence +0 try aund BU(:{,

Mmort Hme So that T cCouid cuH another Idwu-&f But

Phe SUcic\c ciemeJ rm Peaucsi' Cor a_Conhnuance

1 And Foru,d me to Ad@ﬂJ mugét“: The bodae,

pf‘%:dmg\) wasS 505@0}1 M:cxho?zl 56 in. dama the
Gest T Coold \n da%nd,n\g rnusehﬂ T Asked Jrhfc

SUdc\& Lawsful consh tutional Ouésyt.ons Such AS?

4, \A/ha+ 15.the /\)a{uf(’, and Cavse oF +he Accum*:onﬂ

2 what D’umb&d/on om T b&ms Yried undur?

3, under Yoo Auﬂxorﬁu of the SH‘A d o™ Amerlcln»enf

T Reguest }o J?aa mu Acwmﬂ %o+ the dudge d;d

Not answer am/\ OF g QuLshons So T did ho+

Undur stand wth ures aom3 on. or how Yo Proceed,

Then the SUdo,e fold me 46 Sit Jown And don’t AsK |

Ang_more- ?—awPuL@u%%onﬂ when T Aftempied

to ASK prore CQue,S)racmS The Sudee bad me



PAGE b of
N Arachmea k!

removed from the Courtroom And Placed in

[Lock VP, Then Thcﬁ had WC_M?M i thout me

be;% Present 1n the Courtrpom. T don’t Jinow

Anq%’hmo\ thot %aoﬂmad olurms my_own trial That
wad &)rc;e,d on me, ThiS 15 a Viol ahon of +)v€,

Consy YoHon $or Yhe Unifed States oF America.,

violation of ¥ht confrontation u[&US{_, Violation of

Hhe ‘1“‘ 5“‘ (p“’ f7”‘ 75“’ And 41" AmendmenJrS

Vol alaon 0¥ TM V;mm:a Constitution T\)qML fo ,

Face moy Accuses Mlé Ca{fw;%_e_._oifwéh ce. The

NeXxt drial the Seme *%503 %a')o‘p%nuf his 3048{- A
Jun;vs P Ful fon wuas ?r&Sicl);f)S\),THS Hime Falkin out

ot +he Court room into the Sudg\)«as C%amb@rs) The

Uuéga Yoid me Back Yhert i ¥he Suég\w Cham befS

Yhat ¥ I do not stop Ask,?n?) lawdol Qoestions
Mt T would be Placed i Locis up And Hg:%\ L £

howe Yhe il witheot me Present in the ouvcd

voom  fnd T +old Yhe Sudae. that Phat wovld be

un apﬂah Fotiongl bulauﬁ{, T have Yhe Consh tuhoml

rlant fo defend My 5218 T wns then Placed (n

| LocK P Again And (/JaS not Allewed 4o be Present

dur; No, H»e, %fﬁal
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W AV o mant

(ATTACHMENT)_

TsSue 11, Nocfolk Circuit Coort Trial

SUJ%Q. Jounivs_ P _folton De.emaAj_tﬁuJ,eJ mMe

TIncompetent ‘o Represent myself At rial.

Supporjm.g Facts andj_rgumen+
The Sudae, deemed me in c‘.omr.)ejre,nf' to Represent

Order H)a{“ Force,c me._Fo reomme my éehc But

T onlu Know _how Yo Present muéel‘} ﬂro f)Cr And

ﬂM“ pfo Se. S5 now Yhe QeSﬁoﬂAmf ES Sauma

That T'm_Fime lzagécl Q>u¥ I did not bav(

A lawue,{ Yo ApPPec My Case Foc me. ThiS 1S

A \viola 1":01’) oF dhe COV?Sh h)\’-tm for Fhe Uni ke d

Statts of Ameri ca, il of ﬂ/ahfS ‘*i%s*“ (" Amend

Vh&n}S f‘mH’ +o An EFF@L\L\Vé_A,S_S).SMn(/C o+

Coumu raa\m‘ to Dot Process. T dont onderstund

how o Pre,sm+ Yhe, APPeal Pro se. I need. an

EFF&){}\/(L' Lqiw%ef }o do %q?f@{ rme,

I SSve 14’ MY Law%er wa$ +aKen Awau from me.

SuDoorhng_Fad'S qn& Arqu: ment

MY APPed| -Laivyer Aban Am me and Fhe Case, she

did not Apfeyl m et ¥ Hu SuPCeme @our% o?




|\PAGE Bof"
WAt thment!

VI(YA\YH() The couﬁ oF APPealS ¢ Uudaé Allowed My

Law[&bf Yo oithdrawl herseld From M)’ ces5%. AS

a resoid T haé no awtw/ Yo _movi ’FOWNJ with

121 APPegl, This ui olcmL(:S My ConS+Hi H)Hor)ec/ R{q)ﬂ‘"

90 have EFFective %5:3#@{76@ ¥ counsel 7’111’0()0\%007"

e Entire APPealS Process. The S Am@ndmef\+

raqwre(l Yhat all Pecsons wi¥hin ¥he (mah,é States

Most_be diven doe Process of the Law and Equal

’Pro«rec:tmn oF the law. Y I anu any qucs-hon of fact

or lmbt\a-i-u be Conc\usw__e,\sﬁ__ﬁcg_iu_m&d,q%ams‘r

him, this S not due Process ok law, Zeiglel V.

ﬂaLl road Co. 5% Ala.544.” Y Title a8 U.5.¢.5= |

FR.c.R” Federal Rules of Civi | Procedure

Issve 13. T Reserved. /&ege.rve, Allo§ my Rmh‘l‘5

in oPen Court And For the Record.

Suooorbﬁ%_Fad's ancLAraume.n+ '
"Without Predudice UCc 1-308,UCC 110 37

T reServe my Tight net to be Compe_u_c’_j Yo Perfom

bnder any Con ﬁ"ar i— or Commercial ageee ment thet
T did not PmL&r Knomuog c:‘r,_\éoluﬁiam_lu and_intent-

no_v:m_ll%_,i. do no+"'&-.cceqaj {—he_ | Lobs h+u of the

Compelled benekit of 4ny_LN reveaLLe.A Contract

0Y. CoMme_rcsai agr@p mcn%*'I Alsc ResServed
MY Ru_%his in_Open Court During Trtal ”
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Ploan And
S51mPle
Engﬁsh

“Atkachme "

LN THE SUPREME oudT OF THE UNITED STATES

COREY LEE BUTTS

V. Case No. CRI$000 704 -12--10b

CHADWICK DOTSON__ U.s.AppealNo. 2576070

Writ of Cevrtiorary

Now) Comes Coreu-lee : ’Bu)r‘.rs—il’;e.aj for

COPEY LEE BUTTS _ond Moves this Covrt to

Reviews this CaSe and TelealSe Coreg_\,-LeQ:

3U++S‘ﬁ&j; held undex the @e_r\Soﬁa%e.

COMEY LEE fEQUJ.LS; 1dew) Seonans i buot distinct

actuollu .on the followinag oxoonds *
> o J

1. The Hobeas Corpus petition was Dismissed

In the OUNITED STATES COuRT OF APPEALS FOR

THE FOORTH ClRculT _on Apcl 15, 2035, Case NO.

(l A3 ~CV-0139(-PTG - \fDiD\ No A5 - lp0r7(>
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VIRGINIA:

In tﬁe Court of Appeals of Virginia on Tuesday the 5th dayof October,2021.

Corey Lee Butts, ' : S Appellant,

against Record No. 1082-20-1
Circuit Court Nos. CR18000704-13 through CR18000704 16

Commonwealth of Virginia, v _ ‘ Appellee.

From the Circuit Court of the City of Norfolk

Before Senior Judges Clements, Haley and Retired Judge Bumgardner*

Counsel for appellant has moved for leave to withdraw. The motlon to withdraw is accompamed by a
brief refemng to the part of the record that might arguably support this appeal. A copy of this brief has been
furnished to appellant with sufﬁment time for appellant to raise any matter that appellant chooses. Appellant - N
has not filed any pro se supplemental pleadings.'

The Court has reviewed the petition for appeal, fully examined all of the proceedings; and determined
the case to be wholly frivolous for the following reasons:

I. Following a jury trial on September 30, 2019 and October 1, 2019,! appellant was convicted of
maliciously shooting into an occupled building, aggravated malicious wounding, reckless handlmg ofa
firearm resulting in serious injury, and use of a firearm in the commission of a felony. Appellant asserts that

. the trial court erred by finding him competent to stand trial and by revoking his bond on April 8, 2019. On
the one hand, he suggests that the trial court erred by ordering, sua sponte, a competency evaluation without

“any real indication that [he] was not Competent to stand trial.” On the other hand, appellant maintains that

* Retired Judge Bumgafdhé'r’;tB()‘I{ part in the consideration of this case by designation pursuant to
Code § 17.1-400(D).

! As discussed herein, appellant stood trial three times before September 30, 2019: November 27,
PaFJe IGBOAMBI 16, 2019, and April 17, 2019. Each of these proceedings ended in mistrial.




the trial court erred in finding him competent to stand trial based on the competency evaluation Because the
evaluating psychologist, Dr. Sugden, only spoke “generally”” with him. He asserts that the trial court
therefore “erred in accepting the doctor’s report anci adopting his conclusion that [he] was competent to stand
trial.” We-disagree. - |

“The determination whether a criminal defendant is competént to stand trial is a question of fact that

will not be disturbed-on appeal unless plainly wrong.” Smith v. Commonwealth, 68 Va. App.-399, 419

(2018), aff’d; 296 Va. 450 (2018) (quoting Orndorffv. Commonwealth; 271 Va. 486,500 (2006)). “In -

conductirig our review, we consider the evidence in-the light most favorable to the_Corhmonwealth, the :
prevailing party on this issue in the circuit court.” Orndorff; 271 Va. at 500. - .

On December 3; 2018, Dr: Thomas Sugden, a:forensic psychologist; met with appellant and assessed .
his competency to stand trial. -Dr. Sugden submitted a written evaluation to the trial court opining that - -
appellant was competent. Dr. Sugden noted in his report that appellant was uncooperative and refused to
participate in the evaluation. However, he observed that appellant did not “appear to be in distress”.or ';
paranoid. Dr. Sugden.also concluded that appellant’s thoughts were “logical,” “organized,” and “goal
directed.” Further, Dr. Sugden observed that appellant had a “significant legal history and courtroom
experience.”

The trial court accepted Dr. Sugden’s evaluation and found appellant competent to stand trial.
Appellant objected to the trial court’s ruling, providing the trial.court with additional evidence that he
understood the ramifications of tfle competency evaluationsand the-trial court’s ruling. Nevertheless, although
appellant objected to the trial court’s ruling, he never souglit to exclude Dr. Sugden’s évaluation because it
lacked én adequate factual foundation. Therefore, the trial court was entitled to consider it. See BM
Rahman, 272 Va..130, 140 (2006) (“[A]n objection based on the fact that a medical expert’s opinion . . . lacks
an adequate factual foundation . . . challenges the admissibility ‘of evidence rather than the sufficiency-of
evidence.”). To the extent that appellant contests the admissibility of the report on appeal, he has fail_ed to

preserve this argument. Rule 5A:18. Appellant does not invoke the gdod ¢ause or ends of Justice exceptions
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to Rule 5A:18, and-the Court will not apply the exceptions sua sp'ont_e. Edwards v. Commonwealth, 41

Va. App. 752, 761 (2003) (en banc). Accordingly, based on Dr. Sugden’s expert.opinion, the trial court could
rationally find that appellant was-competent to stand.trial..

With respect to the trial court’s decision to revoke appellant’s bond, we review it for abuse of

discretion. Commonwealth v. Duse,i295-Va. 1, 7 (2018)..“[T]he abuse of discretion standard requires a
reviewing court.to show enough deference to a primary decisionmaker’s judgment that the court does'not
reverse merely because the reviewing:court would have come to.a [different] result-in the first:instance.”

Barnes v. Commonwealth, 72 Va.-App. 160, 166 (2020) (quoting Duse; 295 Va.-at 7). “A person who is held

in custody> pending trial . . . shall be admitted to bail .. : unless there is probable cause to believe” that “[h]e
will not appear for trial” or-“[h]isiliberty: will constitute an unreasonable danger to himself or the public.”
Code-§-19.2-120(A). However, the trial;court “shall presume,. subject to rebuttal, that no condiﬁon or
combination.of conditions will r_easonably:éssure' the appearance of the [defendant] or the safety.of the public
if [he] is.currently charged with... . [a}n act of violenc-e‘as defined in §19.2-297.1[.]” Code: -
§ 19.2-120(B)(1).- Aggravated malicious wounding'is “an.act;of violence” under Code :§ 19.2-297.1(A)(d).
Appellaht asserts that the trial court abused its discretion by revoking his bond becalse the sole basis
for its decision was appellant’s disruptive l;el;;lvior, rather than a concern he would not appear for trial or
posed a danger to the public. ‘We disagree.. ' : -

The record reflects that.appellant repeatedly denied the;t he was the person charged.v The trial court
found that, based on his ,“continuous" denial'of'hise identity,” he posed a flight risk: - Further, appellant’s
disruptive conduct during the November 27, 2018 trial had necessitated a mistrial and had required
appellant’s removal from the courtroom. .Because of his continued misconduct, appellant Was removed from

the courtroom during the trial and observed:it from a cell. Based on the record, the trial court did not abuse

its discretion by granting the‘Commonwealth’s motion to revoke his bond.2 -

1

2 The Commonwealth’s motion was limited to revoking bond pending the April 16, 2019 trial date;
"however, mistrials occurred both on April 16, 2019 and April 17,2019. ‘On July 31, 2019, appellant filed a
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observed.it

II. Appellant contends that the evidence was insufficient to support his convictions because it failed
to prove that he was the perpetrator or that the injuries sustained-by the victim resulted from his actions. -He
emphasizes that the victim, Saquone Gray, did not testify regarding “the effects of'the .shO(;ting on the night
of the offense™ and, even though medical records established that the. victim underwent an or'chiectomy,' no
testimony proved that the procedure resulted from the shooting. Appellant asserts that the eyewitness .
testimony from Otinka Bray identifying him as the perpetrator was not credible because Bray was under the
influence of heroin on the day of the offenéeszand Bray himself was a-criminal who identified appellant only
after he faced criminal charges. - o N

- “When reviewing the sufficiency of the evidence; ‘[t]he judgment of the'trial court is presumed
correct and will not be disturbed unless it is plainly wrong or:without-evidence to support it.”” Smith V.

Commonwealth, 296 Va. 450, 460 (2018) (quoting Commonwealth v. Perkins, 295 Va: 323, 327.(2018)).. “In

such cases, ‘[t]hé¢ Court does not ask itself whether iz believes that the evidence at the trial established guilt

. beyond a reasonable doubt.”” Secret v. Commonwealth, 296 Va. 204, 228 (2018) (quoting Pijorv. - . -

Commonwealth, 294 Va. 502, 512 (2017)). “Rather, the relevant question is, upon review of the evidence in

the light most favorable to the prosecution, whether any rational trier of fact could have found the:essential
elements of the crime jbeyond a reasonable doubt.” Id. (quoting Pijorj 294 Va. at 512). “If there is -
evidentiary support for the conviction, ‘the reviewing court is hot permitted to substitute its own judgment,
even if its:opinion might:differ from the conc‘lusions‘ reached by the finder of fact at the trial.””” Chavez v.

Commonwealth, 69.Va. App.-149, 161 (2018) (quoting Banks.v. Commo‘nwealth,.67 Va. App. 273,288

(2017)).

“In accordance -with familiar principles of appellate review, the facts will be stated in the light most

favorable to the Commonwealth, the prevailing party at trial.” Gerald:v. Commonwealth, 295 Va. 469, 472

motion asking the trial court to reconsider its decision on bail. The record does not contain an order ruling on
the motion. On September 27, 2019, three days before trial, the trial court clerk signed a “form” jail card’
order stating that there were no changes in bond. The clerk signed another identical jail card on September

30, 2019.
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(2018) (quoting Scott v. Commonwealth; 292 Va. 380, 381(2016)). In doing so, we discard any of

appellant’s conflicting evidence, and regard as true all credible evidence favorable to the Commonwealth and
all inferences that may reasonably be drawn from that-evidence. Id. at 473. S

Late in-the evening on November §, 2016, Otinka Bray and Richard Eley visited a.-Norfolk»
convenience store to purchase-dr—inks;f :Bray admitted that he had used heroin earlier that day, but he testified
that he had used heroin for nearly twenty years and _that he was aware of his.surroundings and was
“functioning . .. very.well.” ‘While Eley entered the stobre, Bray walked to the side of the building to use the
bathroom. Upon returning to the front of the store, he saw appellant. Bray noted that he:knew appellant
“[f]rom the neighborhood.” According to:Bray, appellant walked across-the street, turned, and began firing
“a black, semiautomatic pisto_].’f Bray stated that appellant fired approximately eight or nine shots: He

. recalled that appell'ant ‘was wearing a large: black coat, a black skull cap, “brownish pants,”.and black boots or
shoes. Video footége from the front of the 'store captured the shooting and corroborated Bray’s description of
the shooter. It also depicted the shooter firing:eight times in the direction of the conveniénce store.

After appellant left the scene, Bray. entered the store to check on Eley. Eley was not injured, but Bray
noted that “a young fellow’” who had been standing . near the cash register wés “holding his'midsection.” Two
men escorted the injured male to the lﬁg_ckjoﬂthe store.: Bray.and Eley left the scene without speaking to the
police. Bray explained he did not want to'talk to the police because he was “scared” of the.consequences of
“street'law.” He stressed that he related what he -had seen to the police only after he was arrested in -
December 2016 because he hoped he might receive consideration for his testimony. . However, he.emphasized
that he was not incarcerated at the time of trial and had no pending charges when he testified. Bray:denied
that he ever viewed any store surveillance footage, but he acknowledged that the 'police may have shown him
a still photograph of appellant standing with other men in front of the'con\/.eriience store. Attrial, he -
identified his friend Eley in an image extracted from interior surveillance footage. He also identiiﬁed the

Windi\}idqgl who was shot.

-
~
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- Interior and exterior surveillance footage from the store at the time of:the shooting was admitted into
evidence. The interior footage depicted a man dressed in a red checked jacket standi.ng next to the cash - -
register. ‘As the man walked toward the store entrance, he grabbed his midsection as the other customers ir_1'
the store scattered. The footage showed the man sturﬁbling to the backof store and collapsing. |

Paramedic John Howard was dispatched to the store at:10:56 p.m: on November 8, 2016. Howard
testified that.a twenty-one-year-old male had been shot in the testicle-ahd was the only person in the store
who was injured.. The victim was conscious and identified himself as. Saquone Gray.  Howard:prepared a
“Prehospital Care Report Summary” that recorded Gray’s biographical information and.the time, loc;ation,
and nature.of the dispatch. . The summary included a narrative of Gray’S‘statemeﬁt to Howard that he had
been shot in the groin.” The summary also reflected that:Gray wastransported to Sentara Norfolk General
Hospital.on Gresham Drive at 11:10 p.m. on November §, 2016. it o

Gray did not appear at trial, but his Sentara Norfolk General Hospital records were admitted into
evidence. The records reflected that he was admitted to the hospital.at 11:1.7 p.m. on November 8, 2016 with
a gunshot:wound-to his testicle. Medical personnel determined that the testicle had been shattered and |
surgically removed it »through a procedure known as an orchiectomy.:.. ..

On November 10, 2016, a robbery alarm was activated at the same convenience store where Gray was
wounded.®> Officer:Ryan responded to the store shortly after 1:30 p.m. Ryan noted that he did not activate his
siren as:he-approached the store to avoid alerting any possible suspeéts at the scene. A black male dressed in
a black skull cap, a black trench coat, and black shoes was standing outside the store when Ryan arrived.
Upon seeing Ryan, the male ran.from the scene. The store clerk exited the store and gestured in the male’s
direction. Ryan pursued the male on foot and apprehended him. Appellant was identified as the individual

whom Ryan apprehended. Video footage. and photos of the shooter outside the convenience store-on the night

3 Although the Commonwealth’s attorney referred to the date'as November 11, 2016 during Ryan’s-
examination, the time stamp on the body camera footage was November 10, 2016, the same date later

identified by Detective'Murphy as the day that Ryan apprehended appellant.
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-of November 8, 2016 were admitted into evidence, as were video footage and a photo of appellant outside the
convenience store shortly before Ryan’s arrival on the afternoon of November 10, 2016..
“Determining the credibility of witnesses ... . is within the exclusive province of the jury, which has

the unique opportunity to observe the demeanor of the witnesses as they. testify.” Dalton v. Commonwealth,

64 Va. App. 512, 525 (2015) (alteration‘in-original) (quoting Lea:v. Commonwealth, 16 Va. App. 300, 304

(1993)). “When ‘credibility issues-have.been resolved:by the jury in favor of the: Commonwealth, those

findings will not be disturbed on appeal unless plainly wrong.”” Towler v. Commonwealth, 59 Va. App. 284,

291 (2011) (quoting Corvin v. Commonwealth, 13 Va. App; 296, 299 (1991)). -An “appellate court does not

‘retry the facts,” reweigh the evidence, or: make:its:own determination of the ‘credibility of the witnesses.””

Yahner v. Fire-X Corp.; 70 Va. App. 265, 273:(2019) (quoting Jeffreys v. Uninsured Employer’s Fund, 297

Va. 82, 87 (2019)). That deference applies-even to factual findings regarding recordings, sometimes referred

to as a “silent witness.” See Donati v Commonwealth,”37 Va. App. 575, 581 (2002). -As:we have recognized,

39

. - “[p]hotographs are ‘an:aid . . . inl ascertaining the truth.?”’ Bowman Apple Products Co..Inc. v.

Commonwealth, State Water Control Bd.;:50 Va. App. 383, 392.(2007) (quoting- Adams'v. Ristine, 138 Va.

273, 298 (1924)). “[A] video recording .:. . provide[s] depictions of physical facts that.present[] a. . . |
I question [for the fact ﬁndér].?"' Donati,:37 Va. App. at 581. . o
‘Here, the jury was presented with video and photographs of the shooting on the night'of November 8§,
12016.. The exterior images depicted a black-male dressed in a‘long dark coat; a dark skull cap, and black
shoes firing at the convenience store. ~The interior footage depicted the store occupants scattering and one of”
the customers, later identified as Gray; clutching his'midsection and stumbling to the back of the-Stor¢. o
Although Bray did not immediatély identify appellant as the shooter, his description of appellant on the night v
{- -~ of the shooting matched that of the shooter, as-well as the description of appellarit when he was apprehended
outside the store two days later. Based on the photographs and footage from November 8, 2016 and |
Noyem.ber 10, 2016, a‘rational fact finder could conclude that Bray’s identification was credible. In addition

to the phbtog}aphé and footage, appiél'l:ant‘"s‘ .flvvight‘ from the convenience store on'Noverr{Ber 10, 2016 in
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response to the atrival of the police provided the jury with evidence. of his guilt. See Speller v.

Commonwealth, 69:Va. App. 378, 388 (2018)." Further, although Gray did not testify, he was the only person

in the store wounded durihg the incident, and his identity and the location of his gunshot wound were ;
documented by paramedic and hospital records. Thus, the ‘evidence supported:a -rational" finding that Bray
was wounded as a result of the November 8, 2016 shooting and that appellant was the' shooter.: Accordingly, -
the evidence was cdmpeteﬁt,'credible, and sufficient to prove beyond-a reasonable doubt that appellanti\;s'as
guilty of maliciously shooting into an occupied building, aggravated malicious wounding, reckless handling
of a firearm resulting inrseriéus injury, and usé of a firearm in the ‘commission of a felony. -~ - *.

~ III. .Appellant maintains that the trial court erred by denying his July 31, 2019 motion to dismiss the
indictments because he was denied a preliminary héaring. However, as appellant concedes, his motion
related to the lack of a preliminary hearing for charges that wer¢ nolle prosequied in February 2017.
Appellant contends that he was indicted in September of-2017 “in direct contravention of the plain language
in [Code § 19.2-218].” We disagree: - .

The record before us begins with the indictments returned against appellant on April 4, 2018
However, assuming that appellant is correct that the earlier charges concluded. through nolle prosequi, those
charges'no longer.exist. “A nollelp‘r;s'equ‘i,‘discharges the accused from:liability on:the indictment to which
the nolle prosequi is entered.”” Duggins v. Commonwealth, 59 Va: App. 785; 791 (2012) (quoting Miller v.

Commonwealth,. 217 Va.,929,‘935 (1977)). “After a nolle prosequi of an indictment, the slate is-wiped clean, -

and the situation is the same as if ‘the Commonwealth had chosen to make no charge.”” Watkinsv.

Commonwealth, 27 Va. App. 473, 475 (1998) (en banc) (quoting Burfoot v. Commonwealth; 23 Va. App. 38,

44 (1996)). Should the Commonwealth elect to indict the defendant again, the new indictment is “an entirely
different proceeding” from that in which the nolle prosequi occurred: - Duggins; 59 Va. App. at 793. Thus,"
appellant’s argument that he was deprived of a preliminary-hearing relates to proceedings that no longer exist k

and are not before us on appeal. Accordingly, we decline to consider this assignment of error.
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Iv. Appellant dsserts that tHe trial court erred by appointing counsel and:by refusing to allow him to
represent himself at trial on September 30, 2019. He stresses that he had represented himself during prior
proceedings and that the trial cour»t‘.appo'infed counsel.to represent him at trial ovéf his objection.

On April 17, 2019, the trial.court,-rﬁled that appellant.could not appear éré se at triél, and it appointed
couﬁsel to represent him. The tri.al,-.court‘noted that its ruling was based on itsﬁnéiing that appellanf had
“,deliberately engaged in serious obstruction.” It emphasized that he had been “disruptive” in dealing with the
trial court and counsel, had “persisted in . . . frivolous defenses and arguments,” and had been unresponsive to
“basic questions.;’ The trial court also stressed that appellant had repeatedly cited his rightésunder the
Uniform Commercial Code. 'In responsey appellant objected and again cited his rights under the Uniform
Commercial Code. ., . . o o et e R P

The trial court’s ruling followed in the wake of mistrials on Noy'zember-26, 2018, April 16, 2017, and
‘April 17, 2019, when appellant appeared prose. ..'The trial court reiterated its.rulihg.at‘ the beginning.of |
appellant’s trial on September 30, 2019, and again stated thét appellant’s disruptive conduct. was the basis of
the decision, : =~ - .. RN DNV A

. Appellant offers no argument in support of his assignment of error. other than. an.assertion that he
objected to tﬁe trial court’s decision and:that he had fepresented hirﬁse’lf previously. - “A cc;urt may reject even
a timely Faretta* request [for self-representation] when used as ‘tactic to secure delay’ of the trial, even if the

. defendant expressly disclaims any-intent to do so.” Edwards v. Commonwealth, 49 Va. App. 727, 738

(2007). “[A] trial court may ‘deny.a request for self-representation when the request is made for purposes of
manipulation because, in such cases, the request will not be clear and unequivocal.”” Id. at 735 (quoting

United States v. Bush; 404 F.3d 263, 271.(4th Cir. 2005)). “Atrial court must be permitted to distinguish -

between a manipulative effort to. preserit particular arguments and a sincere desire to dispense with the

benefits of counsel.” Id. (quoting United States v. Frazier—El, 204 F.3d 553, 560 (4th Cir. 2000)).

4 Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806 (1975).
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Here, the trial court provided appellant with three opportunities to represent himself, and each time the
proceedings concluded in a mistrial. Aﬁbellant’s misconduct and refusal to abide by the trial court’s
admonitions were such that he had to be .removed from.the courtroom. - Based on thé record, the trial court did

| not abuse ifs discretion by ruling that appellant could not répresent himself in the fourth trial and by :
appointing counsel to appear on his behélf:

V. -Appe]lant contends that the trial court erred by denying his.motion to'dismiss the charges because
his statutory and-constitutional speeay trial rights were violated. He.notes that he was indicted on April 4,
2018, but “after two mistrials,”. he' was not tried until September.30,2019. He stresses that the . ,
Commonwealth. moved to revoke his bond.on April:8,:2019.- He therefore asserts that he was “held
continuously without bond fér more than ﬁVe_ months from the date of the indictments.” Emphasizing that he
objectedito each of the continuances and that the delays.were not: attributable to him, appellaﬁt maintains that
his statutory :and constitutional speedy trial rights-were:violated: ‘We:disagree...

After the indictments were. retumed-én April-4, 2018, appellant meved to continue the trial date from
May 22,2018 to June 6,2018. OnJune 4, 2018, by agreement of eounsel, the trial court entered an order
,scheduling a.bench trial for July 5, 2018.- On June 6, 2018, the trial court appointed the public defender to*
represent appellant. In July, appellant asked for a'j;;‘l}/ trial and; on his motion, the trial was continued from
July 5, 2018 to November 27, 2018. . - L R

: On‘the morning of trial.on November 27, 2018,.appellant:discharged. his retain_éd- counsel and declared
that he intended to proceed pro se. T:hé trial court deniéd his'motion for a continuance and seatéd ajury. At |
the conclusion of the Commonwealth’s evidence, the-trial court declared a.mistrial. The trial court also : .
ordered appellant .to uﬁdergo a mental evaluation. The trial court appointed stand-by counsel for appellant
and continued the tyial d»at}e t(; April 15, 2019 On April‘ 8,2019,the 't'r‘i:ail'c.()_urt ‘f;ounld appellar;t ‘c;(%m}petent: to

stand trial. On Ap_ril 16,2019, appella_nt appeared for trial pro se w1th the assistance of stand-by counsel.

3oy ria

3 As noted previously, the recofd reflects that three mi'striéls‘ océﬁrred.
Par;e 165 of 181 -10- '




W APPENDIR A7

‘The trial court granted appellant’s motion for a mistrial, a\ﬁd the case was continued to the following day. On
April 17, 2019, the trial court declared another mistrial and continued the case to May .1, 2019 for .
rescheduling. :On May 1, 2019, the trial-court e'ntered an order ruling that appellant’s conduct dtiring the
April 17,2019 triai prompted the trial court to declare.a mistrial. The trial court set a new trial ciate for
September 27, 201 9 |

-~ On July 31, 2019, appellant. moved. to dismiss the charges.on the basis that his statUtory and
constitutional speedy trial rights had been Violatea.-- Appellant cites this motion as the place in the record
where he preserved his speedy. trial argtiment. The record does not reflect that the:trial court-ruled on this
motion. The record includes neither:an.order reflecting the denial of the motion nor a transcript reflecting a-

hearing on the motion. " . B PN eTs MR I

When a party fails to obtain a:ruling-on-a matter presented toa trial court, there is nothing for this

| Court to review on appeal, and appellanthas waived:his argument.® See Williams V;:Coﬁlmonwealth, 57
Va. App. 341, 347 (2010). Further, appéllant has failed.to ensure thét'the record contains a f'ranscript or
written statement of facts necessary.to: permit us to resolve his-constitutional speedy trial:argument. Rule
5A:8‘(b)(4)(ii).-.~ “A claim of a.violation of speedy trial rights under the federal éonstittition is -r'eéolved by the
balancing of four faétors—'length of delay; reason for delay, defendant’s assertion.of his right, and prejudice

to the defendant.” Howard v. Commonwealth, 281 Va. 455, 462 (2011) (citing Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S.

'514, 530 (1972)); see also Beachem v:-Commonwealth, 10 Va. App. 124,131 (1990) (“A defendant must be

able to at least raise the presumption that ..... the-delay-involved was so detrimental as to have-endangered his

right to a fair trial.”). ‘Appellant addressed none of the Barker factors in his motion to dismiss. Assuming that

~ S Further, we note that appellant sought or concurred in all of the delays in trial between Aprll 4,2018
and November 27, 2018. Accordingly, the statutory speedy trial deadline did not run between those dates.
See Code § 19.2- 243(4). Once appellant stood trial on November 27, 2018, the speedy trial deadline was
met, even though that proceeding ended in a mistrial. “[When a prosecution is disrupted by mistrial, the
commencement of such trial, if timely, satisfies the statutory mandate and excludes subsequent retrials from
the provisions of Code § 19.2-243.” Fisher v. Commonwealth, 26 Va. App. 788, 793 (1998). “Code
§ 19.2-243 requires the timely commencement of trial. It does not require that the trial be concluded within
the specified time.” Morgan v. Commonwealth 19 Va. App. 637, 640 (1995).
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there was a hearing on his motion, we are unable to aéccrtain whether he addressed these factors at the
hearing because )the record does not include a transcript of that hearing. Accordingly, we deli:linbe to consider |
this argumént. - | . o B

Accordingly, we deny the petition for appeal and grant the motion for leave to withdraw. See m 4
v. California, 386 U.S. 738, 744 (1967). This Court’s records shall reflect that Corey Lee Butts is now.,
proceeding without the assistaﬁcé of Cduns’el in this matter aﬁd 1s ré};réséﬁting himéélf osn\ any further
procéediﬂgs or appeal. | “

The trial court shall allow Catherine M. Paxson, Esquire, the fee set forth below and also counsel’s
necessary direct out-of-pocket expenses. . The Commonwealth :shall. recover of the appellant the costs in this

Court and in the trial court.

Costs due the Cbrﬁfnénwealth by appéilant in
Court of Appeals of Virginia: -

Attorney’s fee  $400.00 plus costs and expenses

A Copy,
Teste.: .
A. John Vollino, Clerk

Deputy Clerk
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VIR GINIA

In tﬁe Court of ﬂppea[s of 'Vzrgzma on Wednesday the 27th c[ay of October, 2021..

- Corey Lee Butts, - . AR S ' o = - Appellant,

against:’ ‘Record No. 1082-20-1
: C1rcu1t Court Nos CR18000704 13 through CR18000704 16

Commonwealth of V1rg1n1a, vAppellee.

'Upon a Petition' for Rehearing‘ -

a " Before Senior Judges ‘Cleménts, Haley and Retired Judge Bumgardner*

[

On con51derat10n of the petition of the appellant to set a51de the Judgment rendered herem on the 5th

day of October, 2021 and grant a rehearlng thereof the said pet1t10n is demed

A Copy,

Teste:

A. John Vol]mo Clerk

Deputy Clerk

* Retired Judge Bumgardner took part in the con51derat10n of this case by designation pursuant to

" Code § 17.1-400(D).
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Deborah Uitvliucht L

From: : Deborah Uitvlucht ;

Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 3:58 PM

To: Gregory Underwood (gregory. underwood@norfolk gov)

Subject: Corey Lee Butts v. Commonwealth of Vlrgmla Record No. 1082 20 1 - Order - Petition for
Rehearing ‘ o

Attachments: 102721 order - PFR denied 1082 20- 1 pdf

"COURT OFﬁAPPE_ ALS OF VIRGINIA

Mr. UndenNood

P R AT R - o - s -~ L o Y T R AL T SRS

Attached is the Court of Appeal's order, WhICh dlsposes of the- petmon for rehearlng in the above-noted case.

A copy of the order was. sent to appellant via U. S Mall at: ;
T , - PUREE TS A L L

Corey Lee Buitts, 1407113 o C

Greensville Correctional Centér : P T RS S B

901 Corrections Way ' . .

Jarratt, VA23870 .. - .. Lo, S d R e e

DO NOT REPLY TO THIS EMAIL. : L e
This Court will také no action on anything received at this. em'ail'%'ddresé Should you wish to contact the Clerk's Office

of the Court of Appeals of Virginia, you may do so by telephone at 804-786-5651 or by wrltlng to A. John Vollino,
Clerk, Court of Appeals of Virginia, 109 North Eighth Street, R|chmond Vlrglma, 23219 -

S A :
SR i.
Deborah Uitvlueht :* S : L S .
Senior Deputy Clerk ' ' . ' '
804-786-5651 AL L
STAYHOME WASHMANDS  MAINTAIN 6 FT, OF COVERCOUGHS  DISINFECT  WEARA CLOTH
SIX STEPS To . OFTEN PHYSICALDISTANCE ~ ° ANDSNEEZES  SURFACES  FACE COVERIF
. N T YOUHAVE

o

STOPTHE
B IEY/ND
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WAPPENDIR A N
RECEIVED
CLERK'S OFFICE

- , OEC 2 7 221 _
u " COURT OF APPEALS OF VIRGINA v : oPY !’
NOTICE ol RECORDED coPY’”

TN THE COUAT OF APPEALS

Covey Lee Buits 7’RPLnrANo 1n82-20-1 -
~-\US- ) Cixeont Courd Nos, . ‘

/pmmonwfali’h OF Un’%\mm )) C’Ri‘i{ 000‘709 -:[3 ‘H’\fout(l)/h

% C‘Rl‘l 000 'YOH '1( )

_ _ _ - e

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Comas Nows the Accusal Covey Lew BoHs oy a

Lee Buts. - v5~ '

. wrm% mé a l&‘f&r

frm,l AAMS& me. 4’0 ‘:;\& o Mohon foC re/h&mnﬁf cuith Hhis

| hoﬂomblﬁ COWY

| St)pmme, couH' o& \/n’a. nig ON_ :Li/:(%l)»oai

Page 179 of 18

-

YAGE JoF> I



'NoTICE” “RECORDED CoPY”

TN _THE COuRT OF APPEALS

o

TO: CLERK OF COLRT , ctmom
109 N. EIGHTH STREET L | IEC_Z‘ 7 202
RIcAMOND vA 35214 ) I i |
. , +
1

RE: Lovey Let 'BUtis

-v«

fammon@.»ealm of. Virginie
Becocd NO.10%2-20-41.

Civcout Cooct Nps CRIGa00N0Y-13

+h rou%x}n CA ﬁ( oao 204 <Ll

Dear clexK of court,

| Enclosed You wwill find o NoTicE o APPEAL. Plesse

Ll this NOTICE within Yhe Caucks €ile. ThanKyoo Yeor

W_/mx_ﬁmi_aﬂ;mn_b_{)m_maﬂa

| (DATF'.,_'LA,TLD,:L'[AQAI , , __Sincecely

WI.H)DU:” pr&ﬁddféf,
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W APPENDIX B

VIRGINIA

5ntﬁe5upwneeaaata{1)wguuaﬁe€dattﬁe5upmweawd$uwdmgmtﬁe
City of Richmond on Tuesday the Sth day of August, 2023.
Corey Lee Butts-Bey a/k/a S .
Corey Lee Butts, No. 14071 13, ' Petitioner,

."3«,;

agalnst | Record No 230362

“‘1 T a /x : . > gt o ' .
HaroldW Clarke D1rector ' - | :
V1rg1n1a Department of Correctlons S .4 ' Respondent. -

Upon,a Petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus

Upon consideration of the petition for a writ of habeas corpus filed May 25, 2023, the
Court finds the petition was riot filed: within one year from the November 29, 2021, date on
which the time to file an appeal to this Court expired.. Code § 8.01-654(A)(2). Accordingly, the
Court isrof the. opinion. that the petitiQn was not timely filed. In‘addition, petitioner’s argument
that he is a “Moorlsh-Amerlcan and a “Natural Person” 3 dees not undermine the circuit court’s

jurisdiction over hlS case such that the statute of llmttatlons would not apply. Code § 17.1-513.

It is therefore ordered that the petition be dismissed.

A Copy,
Teste:

| Muriel- Theresa P1tney, Clerk |

| Bf)fi W@{«b@w\)

Deputy Clerk

.-l.“

Page 19 of 19



\WAPPENDIL D
FILED: February 26, 2025

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 25-6070
(1:23-cv-01396-PTG-IDD)

AN

COREY LEE BUTTS

Pstitioner - Appellant..
V.
CHADWICK DOTSON

Respondent - Appellee

ORDER

The court grants leave to proceed in forma pauperis.
For the Court--By Direction

/s/ Nwamaka Anowi, Clerk




I
FILED: April 15, 2025

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 25-6070, Corey Butts v. Chadwick Dotson
1:23-cv-01396-PTG-IDD

NOTICE OF JUDGMENT

Judgment was entered on this date in accordance with Fed. R. App. P. 36. Please
be advised of the following time periods:

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI: The time to file a petition for writ
of certiorari runs from the date of entry of the judgment sought to be reviewed, and
not from the date of issuance of the mandate. If a petition for rehearing is timely
filed in the court of appeals, the time to file the petition for writ of certiorari for all
parties runs from the date of the denial of the petition for rehearing or, if the
petition for rehearing is granted, the subsequent entry of judgment. See Rule 13 of
the Rules of the Supreme Court of the United States; www.supremecourt.gov.

VOUCHERS FOR PAYMENT OF APPOINTED OR ASSIGNED
COUNSEL: Vouchers must be submitted within 60 days of entry of judgment or
denial of rehearing, whichever is later. If counsel files a petition for certiorari, the
60-day period runs from filing the certiorari petition. (Loc. R. 46(d)). If payment is
being made from CJA funds, counsel should submit the CJA 20 or CJA 30
Voucher through the CJA eVoucher system. In cases not covered by the Criminal
Justice Act, counsel should submit the Assigned Counsel Voucher to the clerk's
office for payment from the Attorney Admission Fund. An Assigned Counsel
Voucher will be sent to counsel shortly after entry of judgment. Forms and
instructions are also available on the court's web site, www.ca4.uscourts.gov, or
from the clerk's office.

BILL OF COSTS: A party to whom costs are allowable, who desires taxation of
costs, shall file a Bill of Costs within 14 calendar days of entry of judgment.
(FRAP 39, Loc. R. 39(b)).


http://www.ca4.uscourts.gov

v APPEN DR DY

PETITION FOR REHEARING AND PETITION FOR REHEARING EN
BANC: A petition for rehearing must be filed within 14 calendar days after entry
of judgment, except that in civil cases in which the United States or its officer or
agency is a party, the petition must be filed within 45 days after entry of judgment.
A petition for rehearing en banc must be filed within the same time limits and in '
the same document as the petition for rehearing and must be clearly identified in
the title. The only grounds for an extension of time to file a petition for rehearing
are the death or serious illness of counsel or a family member (or of a party or
family member in pro se cases) or an extraordinary circumstance wholly beyond
the control of counsel or a party proceeding without counsel.

Each case number to which the petition applies must be listed on the petition and
included in the docket entry to identify the cases to which the petition applies. A
timely filed petition for rehearing or petition for rehearing en banc stays the
mandate and tolls the running of time for filing a petition for writ of certiorari. In
consolidated criminal appeals, the filing of a petition for rehearing does not stay
the mandate as to co-defendants'not joining in the petition for rehearing. In
consolidated civil appeals arising from the same civil action, the court's mandate
will issue at the same time in all appeals.

A petition for rehearing must contain an introduction stating that, in counsel's
judgment, one or more of the following situations exist: (1) a material factual or
legal matter was overlooked; (2) a change in the law occurred after submission of
the case and was overlooked; (3) the opinion conflicts with a decision of the U.S.
Supreme Court, this court, or another court of appeals, and the conflict was not
addressed; or (4) the case involves one or more questions of exceptional
importance. A petition for rehearing, with or without a petition for rehearing en
banc, may not exceed 3900 words if prepared by computer and may not exceed 15
pages if handwritten or prepared on a typewriter. Copies are not required unless
requested by the court. (FRAP 40, Loc. R. 40(c)).

MANDATE: In original proceedings before this court, there is no mandate. Unless
the court shortens or extends the time, in all other cases, the mandate issues 7 days
after the expiration of the time for filing a petition for rehearing. A timely petition
for rehearing, petition for rehearing en banc, or motion to stay the mandate will
stay issuance of the mandate. If the petition or motion is denied, the mandate will
issue 7 days later. A motion to stay the mandate will ordinarily be denied, unless

- the motion presents a substantial question or otherwise sets forth good or probable
cause for a stay. (FRAP 41, Loc. R. 41).



SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES Q%[

OFFICE OF THE CLERK
WASHINGTON, DC 20543-0001

June 10, 2025

Corey Lee Butts

#1407113

Centralized Mail Distribution Center
3521 Woods Way

State Farm, VA 23160

RE: Butts v. Dotson

Dear Mr. Butts:
The above-entitled petition for writ of certiorari was postmarked May 15, 2025 and
received May 23, 2025. The papers are returned for the following reason(s):

No motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis, signed by the petitioner or by
counsel, is attached. Rules 33.2 and 39. The motion must be signed.

No notarized affidavit or declaration of indigency is attached. Rule 39. You may use
the enclosed form.

The petition fails to comply with the content requirements of Rule 14. A guide for in
forma pauperis petitioners and a copy of the Rules of this Court are enclosed. The
guide includes a form petition that may be used.

The petition fails to comply with the content requirements of Rule 14, in that the
petition does not contain:

The questions presented for review. Rule 14.1(a).
A reference to the opinions below. Rule 14.1(d).

A concise statement of the grounds on which jurisdiction is invoked. Rule 14.1
(e).

A concise statement of the case. Rule 14.1(g).

The reasons relied on for the allowance of the writ. Rules 10 and 14.1(h).

The appendix to the petition does not contain the following documents required by
Rule 14.1(i):

The lower court opinion(s) must be appended to the petition.

It is impossible to determine the timeliness of the petition without the lower court
opinions.



Please correct and resubmit as soon as possible. Unless the petition is submitted to
this Office in corrected form within 60 days of the date of this letter, the petition will
not be filed. Rule 14.5.

A copy of the corrected petition must be served on opposing counsel.

When making the required corrections to a petition, no change to the substance of the
petition may be made.

Sincerely,
Scott S. Harris, Clerk
By:

Lisa Nesbitt
(202) 479-3015

Enclosures



