
Plain And S’impie. En

No. ^5 ~ (po90_______

Cuad-cv-oxsqb- ptgj - j vti)
IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Cofi&y LEE SUTTS — PETITIONER 
(Your Name)

VS.

Chadwick idqtson — respondent(s)

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, L £ u-H'.S, do swear or declare that on this date,
, 20 93, as required 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.

Executed on 3o8z'

The names and addresses of those served are as follows:

CH AD WICK PoTSoM_______________________________________ '___
O-EV\c^. oV A-Vic NorTh /xhn-Mn

A I nio. _________________________________

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
" a+ ar M'S len9^X 

MHwt Pre-dudidSl
- -I'



Pi cm n An J 
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English

:u

TN THE Supreme Court of the unitetj states

. COX/Efl LETTER

To: SuPreme, Court cT The uniFeA States clerK
I f-\r.<»t Street N E • VVnshi nekton (T) C j_ckO S A S]

•

Fro**): CoJkE._y_.LEEJ&DITS
^/a *7ol- Sanderson Road__________

cheSaPeohc .Virginia
/ xj

________ Non - Domestic

Dear clerK,

Enclosed You La/;11 Find A x Writ ot Certiorari?'___________
I Remiest that You File Phis docor^M^ into The

V

PuLlir. Pecord \n Petere.ncc To GaSe Nomters:

CRTS 060 9q4-13 through -1/r, 1‘, ^-cv-1:5^G;
And FL5 - EpQJld ThanKYou jW Your Rind

A+Ten±jon h> This nnaA4e_<_ _

JrAau-i. 1 H --i' Ao3^5. ''Wi+HouP Prejudice L)£.C_ rL-3o^Z/

* Cove.cA- Lee* $□++$-3ea.1 u - u —-—
e Coou -PinKE/CoOiA- Claimant.

RECEIVED

CCt X/irainia Attorney Chenecai c>FF\ce MAY 2 3 2025
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
SUPREME COURT, U.S.en/ww £_h -poison, virwni a jy-e-pi. or uori e^nono

I u

J_ oR The Ip



\x ATToCVx r^ Cn

<

Sherer v. Cullen H S 1 E A H5 ( CnnFronTafi or?
Claus eJive had ho endure Several o$ mcar&ra^on

5, There'S a ViolaTon of Federal fiules of
Criminal Procedure. The rilleaed injured

««/
vic Firn *in This Case never Sinned And Mr

0 '
Com pl? Fed A "Criminal ComplainF " Form LxJifh

TheNnrfoiK Tehee DeprxrTmenT. which i.s A
Vin 1 aFion of The Federal Holes of Cri mi nal

Procedure " ft ule 3." Violation oF Con.sTiFolional;___________
Procedural Due Process. xV The CourFs are Oof________

bound bo an officers i nFerpceFoTi on of The

lauJ undec uuhich he Presumes To acT, Hoff Sorter___________
V HaytS, 43. Art la 33, 3.^7 E H17." Thus, I

HeouesT TYvaF The CourT review Th?S Case Per

—
AC

5 U-S, C 7o^ ftia^F of Tevi euJ fa), (A) "___________________

The curif noio expends To all Cons+ifubinna 1

— jS_haLLen.^_eS/ZLEn^^eviZZnA_a.j_-SJL3v._u.!_3J__3_S_.X_J_2i3__S_<______________
GJ- AS- a, A -UE d ■ al ^37

Id> Therefore. I ftenup^sT ThaT Honorable 5uda.e
J e j

rxean+s Th\$ conf of CerTorari and revieuj
i^)

This CaSe ( A nd have all LotAJer Cour TS p r odd ce________

for bhc record All FfanScrlpfS And relafcc
documenTs AS Evidence, for This Case. 1 reouesF

V

ThaT FhiS CnSe iS dtbr/liSSed JXn&lbf discharged.
' a 1

U)\W\ an X fawne,d \ af (L "fteleaSC.________
H o-F Fh«- G?



7 I Jectaa under -the 'Period bu of ^ofu.
"J 1

Under fhe tau/S of -the unifcd SKxH5 W Avne-rioKj
Thnf bh?, WckS And CUcfAS PreSer-fed herein IS

-the Yru-thj fhe uUhole TriAh^ And nohhina boh -the

Tru-th. T Affirm.

«bAaiy * 1Hj aoa5. ''A/Vifhoub Prejudice (JecKSofl
Z'Xi .G *&*< * • £ o.v Lu\~ L e-e *. S o H-S - Se<A*

e cy?‘notary AC * . ~ > i /
Ctf<* ...FUWJC \vc . Copu - fiiahT/CDpu-CloiirviaA+.

:• : REG. #73T*|74 : * £ ' J -) ' 'J
: O ’. MY COMMISSION ; <C Z
« «3e • EXPIRES • Air , 

........

Nc>hAfU)***PW’bTi C Cpr'inf) . ........

Nofaru PublicU <0 / x G

S tc\ he oh \/i r^i n i a___________
Counhu Mihu oh . _. . _

u1 u f

Subscribed ond StXnrn/A-FFir nne.r) LePore. Mf.
on bhis . dniA oh _../%4 1/ ^oaS

btA _Z?6 r^V I&tT&. proved ho nn?„ oh

ScxhbhacWck. eViAp.qne. ho be hhe per Son (si

ujhe Appe rxrd Whore, me.____________________________ .________
M

‘X.
vUSe of a Nofc\ru is for ah f es bn bi o n an d Ver i f j f i op___________

Purposes onia and doe.S nob Con.Strfobe. n change inhlzr___________

boS or entrance or accepbancf of -Foreign JonSdichion.4
5 of fhe Ip



Ceri-i^icafe. o£ Service

T hereby Cer£Uj^i£hz^ I1! t 9\o^5,
A ..o^. Vh'iS uxM-k oV CerEfrfaf) " gias 
maJed Supre.nn<. CodH Mr He. UfiiVed SkkS 
Ckx.K 9 1 1st SReeV ME 9

OlfifX r>£ -FVic AHorneu G COCVal * 2>c>3>.
Hug Hi sVrec-b c 1A i cVi 
CHADWICK DqtSoNIj Difcc-V&r gV Wk, xTir^'i nia 
Pe-par^Mcn-b oV Cnx-rccVionS 9 (o4e>& AYwior^ V)rSv4 
LJ^jck/YwnJ^^ir^mLcL [asaasl.

X'wi4-h<x)j •pre.lodice, ur.c.l-3o^/z 
o C.or€c^-Le.e.« J5dV-V5- fcec^-

< C o 16k i a n -t

Id of Ip



rncm-p1

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 required. u
Issue 1? I Challenge. Jufisd
Supporting Facts and Argument.I PerSonS ifivotue-d fhiS rAaM'
Produce for The recor^The Physical documented

Of Authori tc/j A-$ Proof of TunSdiction ( A$ required bu,
Article XU, Section 1 of The united flepubhc ConStituhon;AIS< 

XX Jurisdiction Can be chMUn^d at anb> Tme^cmd ' Yuris Ji oHon | once 
Challenged i CanneT be aSSumct and mvsir be Reeded Bo^SoV Utah pother 
MCo. U ns F. 3U AOlPiAlO-'' Ihlranda v> Arizona uS flSbi ZX5" 

Issue 2. 11
"There is no victim or injured Parf^ in This case/'

Supporting Facts and Argument. An InW vhcVW never uw To Cour-f’
I Luas nof AHowtJ fo face r-n-y Accusers O'T ConRonf The uJiTn<sse$ used 

A^ainsf H in -This Case. Wh»th is a violation of The Constitution for 
•Vht uni fed 6Uc5 oy America, Of And The Virginia ConShU

" For a Grime ho exist, there mu$-f be an Injured Parl-^ (Corpus delicti).
Th^re Can be no Sanction or Penalty imposed on one because of This 
Constitutional flight. Sherer v. Cullen M^Z E q q Won clause.

Issue 3 *'K violation of Federal 'Rules of criminal Procedure/"
Supporting Facts and Argument. The Al Tn^ured v'C-ftm Zn This

maher never Signed And/or CompiePed A Cc i nnl na I Comp lain-H' ppm 
wifh The NorFoiK Police Z-ePorTmenf. vArch is A tAoUh'cn of The 
Bu'cs of crimroAt /Vo reduce1'flu I c 3*' VioWon of con^h fuh^m l# procedurqi 
'DuC ProCesS- " The CourfS ^rc oof bound bc^ officers infer^re-faHo 
Of The Un under which ht presumes h> acf. M Off Sooner V. H<xye$/ 
fl3k oW FU17?XS U3X £ ftof Revie W(*);(>)z/

"... the Lurif now expends To ciU Const i fufi onai Challe.n %£$•" Fay
V. A/o;a(37a U<S. 3^1. 83 5. Ct L.Ed. ad- S57



Issue 4. EX Post FACTO "T-.MeH use 5^*41, at V'

Supporting Facts and Argument The AlleoyC-A charts Ad J Con v> c-h oril 
Curr€nflu< b>6nc\ hciA Ca$Y\\fC AacxinSI 1^7 'n^ i >n c

A/ov^ber «,aoXO,Arc "EX ?°&T FActoJ'iWeruj wj.b AbohjHic 
tn +hc T^S +Vx JefenAanFS m +hn6 <mH<TM ,n V.plpbor,
TiVl€ US.C

64 MM^OlATE^tvE/SE; WoHT'BITloM (SEE. ATTACH/W
Identify the precise action you want tne Court or Appeals to take: « 4 - Q
I MEDIATE RELEASE j PROHIBITION J TlfAE SERVED; r'
SEHTENCe redaction; new TRIAL

6. Prior appeals (for appellants/petitioners only)
A. Have you filed other cases in this Court? Yes [] No M
B. If you checked YES, what are the case names and docket numbers for those 
appeals and what was the ultimate disposition of each? A/OOC

''VJITHOOT ?RE3UI)ICE QCC 1-30S " 

I ArA: Cof e<a Lee Soils - Scm 
Signature Ail RIGHTS ftESE^Vgt) 
[Notarization Not Required]

t Coreu tee Suits -Be.^
[Please Print Your Name Here]

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
**********************

I certify that on I served a copy of this Informal Brief on all parties,  
addressed as shown below: ChadwicK Poison) oHice of fKe Altorne^ 
Gteneralj^oa NoriH Ninfh Siree-f RichmondjX/^r^inia £3^1^ 

^WITHOUT PREJUDICE UCC 1-308^
X AH’, Coreu

Signature A\l Ait! f|TS AE5EAVED

|^^^^^^^^>EO]IUMNDINGU>LEASE|



PAGiE. 1 oV Q
A fha^h cntnE

CATEACilJ^JEJlTO__ ____ _____ -

TS.$ue 5- T <4iA noh have,<x_28eljc^

Sup^ochc -̂--------------------
Tn All belong CaseS hhc Acc_u.£e^^

The. Ci <y ¥ ho a 'Pre I>mi Aar^JsCz^d-o^-^-Oh—because—

T ujos noh alktAjeJ. he have one^_al^heS_i^^^

Vo XX) <, ?rc>f£/>S j AlSo VioU¥eS> h¥>L l^-S. Ton sAihQhM

TSSut to. The TroSecuhor A/oile TroSe_^m jrhLS_

Ca.Q- And brought if bacfc uoihh no nemevl hence 

TWO (Al time.-S.________________ ______________ _—

$u pporfi n<^ Facf S tXndAr^Ujmenh—-----------------------
T cuen ¥ home on This CaSc TuJo fek)—T» m^_S_j_bjX^Se 

Th< Vi c¥i m coas n oA Conn I n a (AnAJ±LC_firo_S_e.ci) ho;r_ 

Said iA oTen Couch ¥ha¥ ¥hc ini¥i,a._l_ caLlTAeS$eA_

had ie¥4- hhc Counhr^The Evi h€n(X-_j^t^ll^L>¥¥h7-_ 

Cienh Tn Addihion This CaSc reSuih in a MiAhokL 

Three'feTTj^'cS. This vioUTe-.s 4hc ConShihj-kon Fbr 

The ktnihbh .Shades oh Am ch JS i H o ¥ .^-^hhs-PZlolgiJ^ 

My fiyh h<^ ex SpecA^ hrjaIjTlut Process^ T)oubi<------
Teoportki ■ violates The CiVh Annen^mtn.-ES,--------------



\v ^•^'OiCYirvv-^n V

(ATTACH MENTY

SupporYin_y-Ea£LiS_oniLAii^iiffl-^-0-t-----------------------
fAY.Public Mcndiz Le$lLiJ]Sn^ -----
Vi£jV pre Tn Vhe NorhoVK CyV^JTWL-AQj — 
m. VYinA 'ProScCuT-or KaVVieri n e-J^A, T^cys—Lbre^W, 
me And 5a FhaV U X 3o nob to, VW .for. 

Four (H ) Vo Nine fa") Y^ar S; TW V S V> c laj oo I j tok__
mt WK Vo booing An<L31^ra3xJIh^ HaViC-L^ 
_^A^JAO-d_LJQ^

CWy, And chary me co > VkXA/em oVW Way 
SW Can VhmK oF VhaV W5 VKSjCctm^exJlcreb.^- 
fflis;n& HY 61 u i AeAijqeS_Jro__QyTu;£n±F\ C^°) 
YtarS, \a/W X C€Sp€cYToH^^^cij_0_c2 W>e f|.eg_ 
Steal X cogs Catl^jLAWiWKijQ^ Yi>jo A^S__lodx6 
An A TnWW ,----

chary Vo An A ^ara Vated..jAakCxoo5-

T Arye. Thrvk Vhis \s A ViolaTf^j^JLJdit- 
F£,<4 ^-ra i Poles eV Cri nn j na 1 J2c0X£^vt-Cf Ti VVC.------
FW/ctl o'F Ch/il PrauXfe/ V^?olaW C?t ±W----
Con^H Mlon . Fo^ 'fec UniW SkMjl2M£y YYz
Lx-Uon nF 4W:^ ----

A Fair Rjfrl. Cc/u^l.

Prohiakon qF FYe Xd^)o:S<Co±o_ci a I iA.is_con_Au.c.h------
v/in^cFive •?ro&ieCuVijn'l__16



?AG|E 3 Of 51

G4TTAX H 1^Ej^LT)_________

TASu-eh T Mevcr AsKcd Foc A,3ur^

Suppof'^'j^^ Ea^cdtS—aiicl^x^yjfa^aX-----------------------
Th-c Sud^e 3oniuS P, PuUizZL2^^vn.^fax^_lJiA-----
Ordered And Sr^€-Ajjl^_-A^A>£U--AllLal^
T LJooid nod Ptxf hi ci paH V h hhC.Rial— 
b-g-CAoSt'- Cvr, ura$ Hob S Je_d_jfojS_a—feCn C.b—
Priftl.Hy Pft.A LfAU)j^£jcJSedin.oVb Sm^kJorL_AiLX 
had A arced PVioP qjc ujcrc Coming h> Co.yrh hojr_ 
A Suppression he^rin^J^_^y-pr<^s hAe v.L<kg. 
boohaOj?. Afld PVi€- v^€ Ca._LfixXcAC.(lS—bce^.b'S^ A^o  
one Wnn py>€ MoSpiPJ or Convent<tlcc—
Shore ^>aS Vh-erc -Vo Support dkc Pro 5c ru Vi on's .
<L\j\ d-cnzTftj Ttuf r^o Uauz^gZ—
And PuV 'indo, Wve, rca9d_±h^lVM^$_J_^^^

Je-CiAcd Aoh-'^ PA^bi 6i podc. "fbiS iS ca VtO^'V/o.Q

pe-A^cd ah' CriV» nc/i (~ Prd^dufC^TVc V).£^l£V!_gk

Same AaU-.pJBuh T

k?m Vo Ary<A^ ^°P-P-^e53jloj3 ^Arbi^_j-An_d_£o

ConShi Vu-Ko^J
PcmC hcictl, In ehhecViVC

,An^^/idrnChV5 ProrcsS
AS5iSdan(X oh Cd on Sc I-



?A QE U of Q

(ATTACH HEMt)

TSSue ‘PcoSe.cufion uSeJ 3A.il hoos^ Snitch

5up_porfLay--------- ------
When X uQaS ivr Wt AJoftoUS Ci 3ca.iI ts>*__EjocC

CELL Wiocx CpK^TVpS ^anAoyYLZ^uy Uootl_.Qf±iZL__ 
APProacVi m-c AsK'Q<\ vyu. lP£rSomj_Q^^.lio21^And— 

he AlSo AskeJ m-c For PWe Cails ..uSln^jlLy—fiD 
Aomber. fe u>as a/1 oik/ LtuV Acij X ckd not ISnocu _ 
h'i/d .So X AWuyS k)U W/Vl A/o. WWn x UTCrA 

pn A /VoUC - ProScan Within A moo Ms X iz^aS
Ac-'I n <ii cFlJ And VYicvY Same CwV X uxtS in PW Tcxi I
lyjj VVi L\J&S AotO fr/i Ciy iAJtAncSS on H/ CaS-C._____
XroSiXu'Kofl OScJ 3ai\ hooS>e -SniPoh an PL a MCn-WJ__
Hcc-U^ hisW^ W> y>ve X&lSex T€-sf>mon^ in EXc^n^ 
for A Ttnoc CuX TVhS vioiaks Xht CdnsVi Yl>P<Qd> 
P<jr The QfhkJ SkJes of Am-cci rX^j 5^

Amendndedkj rio^P A Fa<C Tfial^ ___
ProWcYnyn of PM Ldto. IA)5 Care> ay oP. ^_.QSliLt/ HorS^—

TVx VVfyoia, ConsYi Yu V<on^ violation oP MY____
k> Doe ?roccSOt. U6> DiSPric-l- Court HAS.H_aZ-----

XXOkKS&ALXi^^ H : io-cv_-_QAXigJ-J------- -
Pro^fccukon Pailod Xo J15 clpse that &ye oX-Vncsj? Tai l 

hooSL Sa i tofo. has1A H fS of [>ei an in for man ______
AAenfal tolPh C-eJucKon m EMhany
W XcSkrnoriypriaA Counsel in affectFor



?A<^B 5o£Q

during Trials,__________ —------—;---------

Support i n g^aclSjxa-oLAj^ihnnJJii---------------
On ihc r^ornin^ o£ dh< 3uru Trial NoxAJkoJJLjjL h.££ 
rnc^ Paid larncyer because of u>hn.l- he done ghj22^___ i
5uPPre,S5?ofi heArin^, Ah-hhi.5 Poind Z artJjnJEeorJ^ 
nn^ tipc because Z Jonh hnuc ct lau^er So X h3i/<__

Ooun, Z AsKC/l Tor £< Con hi nuance Yo hrt^ unJ 8i>,^-----
rnort h%c So X Coot J gzb ano Her Iw^^eut. 
The denied rncj ^C^ucs h_Aor_g (Z>nAnu-dM.£-----
And -Forced me ho Jehe^XjXZ^el B TkC_^oA^&--------
Pf^SiA/n^ uvas ^oSef>h . f±i^dLaZ^h So m ddjl^hU-- 
6esF 1 &)(j>M >n de-Rndin^ m<y>€/-F X A.sKLi_bh<-------
3udcy€ Ligkohui <^/>n6h) pDpJO/7n I (^UCShlon5-Sc?ch ------
1, Whah /S>-He AJadufC and CnuSt—OJLjh^t A.<XuSaj^2^

whciA buffed)cd/on o\rn T bcino^ dried unJer?_______
3,0/lJ^r hW, Aihhhofihtj Qp hke 5^ And Az^CndnW; 
X fibresAccp^ ^oh ±h<_di^^JdA_- 
Aoh gnScuC/ 0uCJh?nm5 So.X-did r>Q_h-----
on j</r^-htnzl uJhdh <>7^5 6|Z or hou? jo Zr^eeej. ^
TUn dht h^limZZ6: 5hh Jou;r> And Jonjh A5/£_ 
Ancj KridrC- Zqfi^pDl /9(J€$-hii dn^, Wh-tn X AfengXcJ---
•fo A5K nnofe ffiueShi onS) The oudge had nn€-----



Page bofc

y-cnnovcd %row The Courtroom Ani Placed \A
Lock up, Th</i Th^A ha J The Trig/ u/TThazL-dic___
b-Cir?^ PccSenL j/? The Coorkro/?/^, X JonV ^nooU---- •  

■An^lhin^ Thab happened durino^ mtj Ma 4r/ 
uua5 force J on MC. This iS a v/i'otalioh 0$ The____
ConsYi PuPion for The uriLed shaTes <Ar Aaa^'icq,
VioWi°n c4 4Lc CorRonLaL/on ckosc^ Vio/a^ion aT 
Tk H4? 5U (Zb, An I------------ y I f j . —f

Pact mej Accuse^ M15_X<>cadj^£-—— 
ni-Xf -hrial hLt Sav^c -Lbing This \y.u.Ag±__ ___
duniaS P Pot Mo cjg.s fircS) J/n<^f This TaKjzu^uL—

4R Couri room inlo Ht CSudys c ha>^bc.rS^jTM 
ZuAafi kiisl me g>qcK fherc >n 4hC
Thab /V X do roL Shop Aski^ laiofoi (^L)-C$i-ioh  
4W X uiouU be PiaCeA M LoC/< uA ±^^_uj]iJ 
have Me -k/ai uUilhoof nor pcesenj-__j_p_JPhc^2ur£— 
roaoQj/W X -Fold Th<. SuJy. Th^j- Vhah lUqqIJ fc>€___
UD Corsb) Lubi'ona I beCooSc X have 4he 60>ojkiJi)MM 
rf^hb To 4eknJ MuS-clh X tuJas A^&).._P1^QC(L-Lio____
tocK ijf> A^cAn And cJaS nah-AlLou>eJ..TpJ^xJpr^^T ..



pASE’lof'’

■ Xbl Um / h€.J

Judy, Junius P, Foifon ------
TncnmpeXenX Xo —r

5uppprf i n Fa rXS _.^----------------------------
The Judge. d-ccwed m i n Co^peXen_X_fc) --------

order Xhai -ForcesjaLX^I JIclXu—_— 
X onhg Knncu hmm Xd PrcS-inF r^ijS eLXj£ro_£€r_Ajld----------

100F Pro So nofco XXe ifteSponrUmX i s Sa^jXm-----------
Thai jVn Xi mo br^r T X X did noX...hoi/<-----------

SWtS Amvrioa j ftitl oF P/gh/S^Jj^^SX1!^ /XM/wX 

VWn^ fight To Am 
6(X>nS-d | ri^hl Xr Xi/€. procusS. x X>hhjJnA^csXgz)_d—, 

hou Xo Prus-cmd ^hu APP6a l Pro .SjU-^_JljX<L_aX)-------------

—-----------------------

_____________________________  i /- ________ - ■ ■ ■   ——   -. ■ ■■ ■ ■ - ■ —   11 1 ‘ -■-'' ' —   :

TSSue JLdt: PAYldux^r uuas Xa^^n Am^^Xcom-^^---------------

SupporX’» nFdcfs and Ar^ujyienX-------- ------------------------ -----
5S/Ay APP&6.1 Xam^^Z A ban Jo'ri fne on A AX^__<XdXUj_Sj2£;---------------
Ji A r>o+ APfefll W; '&<$t -He> 4U SoPf<mL toort <rf------- ------



?A6iE 8ofrt

Virginia. Tbt coucY 64- APPatotoJ
Uixw/ fro {AhVh(k<xuH 4^0^-A)LZ^£L_A5------
(h, resell ~L h&i no to^gZ_bo wove —

APP-eaLlhto i/tototes rnQ_&iLS^
to W<l gp|<oK^ AS5i5fan^o£ cwr&l T^roJ^t 
fru tn±ire APpc^S Process. Th^ S^^AoWi^-fr-- 
r<6j u 'i r e J 4fr aY a 11 P^f£on5 uJ 1 frh.to_frht._JU_olfr-e<cL_$totofr_ 
rw$fr be a^x/on Joe ProcC55_jQfrjfrto^^AAC_aziJ-fr^<2nJ__ 
Jfo-Urfrton o? frhe
_£!LlV>kili4^ be ConclusiveAtyd2cesu-pQA<La^AiA5±— 
Km, frkis is nofr du< Proc^5_£j^JLlA^-r^x_LAJeru ._ 
ftai I roaJ co, 5 3 AI a^£aVi21jlLfrJA^^ —
F.fi.c,Pzz Federal l^ule.S ofr_CJv_d^too.ce2uJCC__-----------

XS5jLie_JL3uJIL^£Sjejcv^JJ^^n6^^
in open fburl And F_oj2Jfr<e_^^c<^rj£-^--------------- —

_^uppaidbji(^_£a^frs_!----------- —
^'\a/ j Fhoufr Pre5_UjdJjD_eJJJLc^^3_oA>JJXX_XjLX-O-3_/--------
I reSe.v'v'C not-^ riahF to be_CjciEn_pe-LLeJ ^0 .PejcEoi]^?

. Dnjer Coi93m.c-tooxXov2^^ a^jiccmej^tofrbato 
T cli /1 nr>P e.nto>r\^n6iA3 in-^l^A62>Jjj-^^ intoZLtoi.
ijAmdin. T do nof accepAto^^ ---------
Co m p e 11 e rl t> e j 4- o f A id j^^lini-eALe.^Le.jJ—ConJracfr—
•or- Connm ereio>l

. JAY__B i^h±SJtoQ£^ —------



P l txt n And 

Sinople 
En^l 1 sh

A TTaoh <nb

IN THE SUPREME. CooflT OF THE UNITED STATES___________

COKEY LEE 3UTTS______________________________ :___________

V. Ca$<Lblo, CftlSf>OOf7oH-13“-16>
CHADWIgK DoTSo N ChsAppeal Ho, AS - (oO TO

Vx/riToF CerTi orari. _

- Lee ‘ ISoTVs -'beu> TotNftU ComeS

'flevicuo This CaSe, and releaS^ 1 Corecy 
iBuHs-Beo^ held Under The V^rSonaat

1. The Habeas Corpus pe-HTjon uoas Disused

—_Io_±he _U_t4_LT_LI)__STATESlXQUJM1_oe_A££E>^ ______________

THE PciOftTH CIKgu IT OjT April IS. ^0^5^ CaS-c A/o.
(1: as -Cv- OTSq (o-PTGt - IDlDl No- ^5 - IpOTO,

CR1$ 00 0 ToH -13 “ -llo. T>u_ Circui E CourT 3udaeS
1 -J

\aI 1LKINSonI and 1\uSHlN£i and Senior Circth 1-------- ------

SuJae- Floyd.
RECEIVED
MAY 2 3 2025

zic TUP Cl FRK

_ dv. The ClcMyvianT OouQ preSenTs This uur
SLIPREME COURT, U.S.

|F6T
CerT ipCaCi To The UNITED STATES SulWME CouffE

o-F The &>



VIRGINIA

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

Corey Lee Butts, Appellant,

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

Commonwealth of Virginia, 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 motion to withdraw is accompanied by a 

brief referring to the part of the record that might arguably support this appeal. A copy of this brief has been 

furnished to appellant with sufficient time for appellant to raise any matter that appellant chooses. Appellant 

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, 2019,1 appellant was convicted of

maliciously shooting into an occupied building, aggravated malicious wounding, reckless handling of a

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 Bumgardner took part in the consideration of this case by designation pursuant to 
Code § 17.1-400(D).

1 As discussed herein, appellant stood trial three times before September 30, 2019: November 27,
Pa je 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 and adopting his conclusion that [he] was competent to stand 

trial.” We disagree. .

“The determination whether a criminal defendant is competent 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 Orndorff v. Commonwealth; 271 Va. 486, 500 (2006)). “In 

conducting our review, we consider the evidence in the light most favorable to the. Commonwealth, the ; 

prevailing party on this issue in the circuit court.” Orndorff, 271 Va. at 500. -

On December 3,1 2018, Dr. Thomas Sugden, aTorensic 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 hot “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 the competency evaluation ;and the trial court’s ruling. Nevertheless, although 

appellant objected to the trial court’s ruling, he never sought to exclude Dr. Sugden’s evaluation because it

lacked an adequate factual foundation. Therefore, the trial court was entitled to consider it. See Bitar v.

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 failed to

preserve this argument. Rule 5A:18. Appellant does not invoke the good cause or ends of justice exceptions
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to Rule 5A:18, and the Court will not apply the exceptions sua sponte. 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 standlrial.

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

discretion. Commonwealth v. Duse. 295 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. 1'60, 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]is'liberty; 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 condition or 

combination, of conditions will reasonably, as sure the appearance of the [defendant] or the safety of the public 

if [he] is currently charged with . ... [a]n act of violence-as defined in .§ 19.2-297.1[,]” Code;

§ 19.2-120(B)(l). Aggravated malicious wounding’is “an.act.of violence” under Code § 19.2-297.l(A)(d).

Appellant asserts that the trial court abused its.discretion by revoking his bond because the sole basis 

for its decision was appellant’s disruptive behavior, rather than a concern he would not appear for trial or 

posed a danger to the public. We disagree.. 1 ;
t

The record reflects that appellant repeatedly denied that he was the person charged. The trial court 

found that, based on his “continuous denial of his 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 .

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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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 shooting on the night 

of the offense”- and, even though medical records established that the. victim underwent an orchiectomy, 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 offenses and Bray himself was a criminal who identified appellant only 

after he faced criminal charges. . • ; >

“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]he Court does not ask itself whether it believes thatthe evidence at the trialestablished guilt 

beyond a reasonable doubt.’” Secret v. Commonwealth, 29.6 Va. 204. 228 (2018) (quoting Pijor v. 

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 beyond 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 conclusions reached by the finder of fact at the trial.’” Chavez v. 

Commonwealth, 69 Va. App. 149, 161 (2018) (quoting Banks v. Commonwealth, 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.

Late in the evening on November 8, 2016, Otinka Bray and Richard Eley visited a Norfolk 

convenience store to purchase drinks; :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 store, 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 pistol.’’ Bray stated that appellant fired approximately eight or nine shots: He 

recalled that appellant was wearing a large black coat, a black skull cap, “brownish pants,”: and black boots or 

shoes. Video footage from the front of the store captured the shooting and corroborated Bray’s description of 

the shooter . It also depicted the shooter Tiring:eight times in the direction of the convenience 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 was “holding his midsection.” Two 

men escorted the injured male to the back of the 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 convenience store. At trial, he 

identified his friend Eley in an image extracted from interior surveillance footage. He also identified the 

individual 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 standing next to the cash 

register. As the man walked toward the store entrance, he grabbed his midsection as the other customers in 

the store scattered. The footage showed the man stumbling to the backtof 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 and 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, location, 

and nature of the dispatch. The summary included a narrative of Gray’s'statement to Howard that he had 

been shot in the groin. The summary also reflected that Gray was transported to Sentara Norfolk General 

Hospital on Gresham Drive at 11:10 p.m. on November 8, 2016. >i -u.

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 hospitahat 11:17 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.3 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 suspects 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 thie date as November 11, 2016 during Ryan’s

Pa 3

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 ofNovember 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 resolvedby the jury in favor of the Commonwealth, those

findings will not be disturbed on appeal unless plainly wrong.”’ Towlerv. 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,, of-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,

. “[p]hotographs are ‘an aid . . . ill ascertaining the truth.?’l 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 presentf] a ... 

question Ifor the fact finderl.” Donati, 37 Va. App. at 581. ' ■ ■ : .

Here, the jury was presented with video and photographs of the shooting on the night .ofNovember 8, 

2016. . 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 store.

Although Bray did nbt immediately identify appellant as the shooter, his description of appellant on the night

■ of the shooting matched that of the shooter, as well as the description of appellant when he was apprehended 

outside the store two days later. Based on the photographs and footage from November 8, 2016 and

November 10, 2016, a rational fact finder could conclude that Bray’s identification was credible. In addition

to the photographs and footage, appellant’s flight from the convenience store on November 10, 2016 in
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response to the arrival of the police provided the jury with evidence bf 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 during 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 competent, credible, and sufficient to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that appellant was 

guilty of maliciously shooting into an occupied building, aggravated malicious wounding, reckless handling 

of a firearm resulting in serious injury, and use of a firearm in the commission of a feldny. ■ ■

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 hearing. However, as appellant concedes, his motion 

related to the lack of a preliminary hearing for charges that were 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- • ’ - s1 .

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 nolle prosequi ■ 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.’” Watkins v.

Commonwealth, 27 Va. App. 473, 475 (1998) (en fia/rc) (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 

and are not before us on appeal. Accordingly, we decline to consider this assignment of error.
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IV. Appellant asserts 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 court appointed counsel to represent him at trial over his objection.

On April 17, 2019, the trial court, ruled that appellant could not appear pro se at trial, and it appointed 

counsel to represent him. The trial court noted that its ruling was based on its finding that appellant 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 rights under the 

Uniform Commercial Code. In response, appellant objected and again cited his rights under the Uniform 

Commercial Code. ,

The trial court’s ruling followed in the wake of mistrials on November 26, 2018, April 16, 2017, and 

April 17, 2019, when appellant appeared pro se. The trial court reiterated its ruling at the beginning of 

appellant’s trial on September 30, 2019, and again stated that appellant’s disruptive conduct was the basis of 

the decision, • - ■ ■ -■ ■; b < : '

Appellant offers no argument in support of his assignment of error other than, an assertion that he 

objectedto the trial court’s decision and that he had represented himself previously. “A court may reject even 

a timely Faretta4 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 forpurposes 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)). “Afrial court must be permitted to distinguish 

between a manipulative effort to: present 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. Appellant’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 the record, the trial court did 

not abuse its discretion by ruling that appellant could not represent himself in the fourth trial and by 

appointing counsel to appear on his behalf:

V. Appellant contends that the trial court erred by denying his motion to'dismiss the charges because 

his statutory and constitutional speedy trial rights were violated. He.notes that he was indicted on April 4, 

2018, but “after two mistrials,”5, 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 for more than five months from the date of the indictments.” Emphasizing that he 

objectedto each of the continuances and that the delays were not attributable to him, appellant maintains that 

his statutory and constitutional speedy trial rights were-violated.We disagree. ;

After the indictments were.returned on April 4, 2018, appellant moved to continue the trial date from 

May 22, 2018 to June 6,2018. On June 4, 2018, by agreement of counsel, the trial court entered an order 

scheduling a bench trial for July 5, 2018. On June 6, 201>8, the trial court appointed the public defender to 

represent appellant.' In July, appellant asked for a jury trial and, on his motion, the trial was continued from 

July 5, 2018 to November 27, 2018.. ■ ; ■

: Ori the morning of trial on November 27, 2018,; appellant discharged, his retained-counsel and declared 

that he intended to proceed pro se. The trial court denied his motion for a continuance and seated a jury. At 

the conclusion of the Commonwealth’s evidence, the trial court declared a. mistrial. The trial court also ;.

ordered appellant to undergo a mental evaluation. The trial court appointed stand-by counsel for appellant 

and continued the trial date to April 15, 2019. On April 8, 2019, the trial court found appellant competent to 

stand trial. On April 16, 2019, appellant appeared for trial pro se with the assistance of stand-by counsel.

5 As noted previously, the record reflects that three mistrials occurred.
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The trial court granted appellant’s motion for a mistrial, and 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 entered an order ruling that appellant’s conduct during the 

April 17, 2019 trial prompted the trial court to declare a mistrial. The trial court set a new trial date for 

September 27, 2019.

' On July 31, 2019, appellant moved to dismiss the charges on the basis that his statutory and 

constitutional speedy trial rights had been violated. Appellant cites this motion as the place in the record 

where he preserved his speedy trial argument. The record does not reflect that thelrial 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. .. . ■! •••• f 1 ' u

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

Court to review on appeal, and appellant has waived his argument.6 See Williams v. Commonwealth, 57 

Va. App. 341, 347 (2010). Further, appellant has failed to ensure that the record contains a transcript or 

written statement of facts necessary, to; permit us to resolve his constitutional speedy trial; argument. Rule 

5 A: 8(b)(4)(ii). “A claim of a violation of speedy trial rights under the federal constitution is resolved by the 

balancing of four factors—-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

6 Further, we note that appellant sought or concurred in all of the delays in trial between April 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. “[W]hen 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 ascertain whether he addressed these factors at the 

hearing because the record does not include a transcript of that hearing. Accordingly, we decline to consider 

this argument.

Accordingly, we deny the petition for appeal and grant the motion for leave to withdraw. See Anders 

v. California, 386 U.S. 738, 744 (1967). This Court’s records shall reflect that Corey Lee Butts is now. 

proceeding without the assistance of counsel in this matter and is representing himself on any further 

proceedings 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 Commonwealth by appellant in
Court of Appeals of Virginia: . ;

I 
Attorney’s fee $400.00 plus costs and expenses

A Copy, 

Teste:
A. John Vollino, Clerk

By:

Deputy Clerk
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VIRGINIA:

In tfe Court ofAppeals of Virginia on Wednesday the 27th day of October, 2021.

Corey Lee Butts’, > ' -■ Appellant,

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

Commonwealth of Virginia, Appellee.

Upon a Petition'for Rehearing - ■

Before Senior Judges Clements, Haley and Retired Judge Bumgardner*

On consideration of the petition of the appellant to set aside the judgment rendered herein on the 5th 

day of October, 2021 and grant a rehearing thereof, the said petition is denied. ■: : ’

A Copy,

Teste:

Deputy Clerk

* Retired Judge Bumgardner took part in the consideration of this case by designation pursuant to 
Code § 17.1-400(D).
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Mr. Underwood:

Attached is the Court of Appeal's order, which disposes of the .petition for, reheating in the above-noted case.

A copy of the order was sent to appellant via U. S. Mail at:

Corey Lee Butts, 1407113 . .. .
Greensville Correctional Center ; •' ; ’ Cu . "V ~
901 Corrections Way
Jarratt, VA 23870 C ■' ' <. 1
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of the Court of Appeals of Virginia, you may do so by telephone at 804-786-5651 or by writing to A. John Vollino, 
Clerk, Court of Appeals of Virginia, 109 North Eighth Street, Richmond, Virginia, 23219

Deborah Uitvlucht ! 
Senior Deputy Clerk 
804-786-5651

WASH HANDS MAINTAIN 6 FT. OF
OFTEN PHYSICAL DISTANCE

COVER COUGHS DISINFECT 
AND SNEEZES SURFACES

WEAR A CLOTH 
FACE COVER IF 
YOU HAVE 
TOGO 
OUT
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V/tpptMDlX C"

VIRGINIA:

3n the Supreme Qowd 0/ Vvcginia he£d at the Suptetne Ooivd Studding in the 
Cdg o£ Slichmand an Sues dag the 8th dag- of, dugust, 2C23.

Corey Lee Butts-Bey a/k/a
Corey Lee .Butts,-No. 1407113, Petitioner,

, ■ . ’ - Z,‘S> 'i i, ’ ....

against Record No. 230362
' Mp. T /X Vi ■
Harold W. Clarke, Director, 
.Virginia Department of Corrections, a ’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 is of the opinion that the petition was not timely filed. In addition, petitioner’s argument 
that he is a “Moorish-American” and a “Natural Person” does not undermine the circuit court’s 
jurisdiction over his case such that the statute of limitations would not apply. Code § 17.1-513. 
It is therefore ordered’that the petition be dismissed.

A Copy,

Teste:

By:

Muriel-Theresa Pitney, Clerk

Deputy Clerk
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FILED: February 26, 2025 ’

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

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

\ --------------------- ------------- ------

COREY LEE BUTTS

Petitioner - Appellant-

v.

CHADWICK DOTSON

Respondent - Appellee

ORDER

The court grants leave to proceed in forma pauperis.

For the Court—By Direction

Zs/ Nwamaka Anowi, Clerk



FILED: April 15, 2025

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 25-6070, Corey Butts v. Chadwick Dotson
l: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


APPENWD'7
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 
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


