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| : IN COURT OF?EI%)ML
IN THE COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS  S/ATE OF OKLAHGA

OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 0TS g
MARILYN MONROE GREEN PORTER, ) SELDEN JONES
), CLERK
Appellant, )*:
) -
v. )  No. F-2025-438
) =y
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ) Vorehad Yo L
' ' ) IO\\':‘:\}_)
Appellee. ) Nealul 10865

Seadlire \O\EW5
ORDER DISMISSING APPEAL

On May 2, 2025, Appellant, pro se, filed a notice of intent tb
appeal and designation of record with the mal court clerk following
her conviction in Comanche County District Court Case No. CE-
2022-332. Appellant filed a copy of this not;‘[ice with the Clerk of this
Court on June 6, 2025. An attorney has not entered an appearance
in this appeal on behalf of Appellant. Appellant is attempting to
proceed pro se.

. In an Order issued August 27, 2025, Appellant was directed to
file a response and show ‘cause why an af:p]ication to proceed on
appeal pro se, as required by Rule 1.16, Rules of the Oklahoma Court
of Criminal Appeals, Title 22, Ch.18, App. (2025), has not been filed

in this matter. Appellant’s response was filed with the Clerk of this
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Court on September 26, 2025, Appellant has not obtained an order
from the trial court allowing her to proceed pro se.

This Court has recognjzéd “thaf there is no federal
constitutional right for a defendant to represent himself on direct
appeal.” Stouffer v. State, 2007 OK CR 4, ¥ 3, 154 P.3d4 88, 89
(citing Martinez v. Courf of Appeal of California, 528 U.S. 152
(2000)). Even so, this Court permits self:representation on direct
appeal so long as an Appellant who desires to proceed pro se
complies with the basic procedures set forth in Rule 1.16. Appellant
has not éomplied with these procedures. We find Appellant has not .
shown cause for her failure to comply with the rules of this Court.,

Accerdingly, the above styled certiorar appeal is DISMISSED.
Issuance of this order concludes proceedings before this Court.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

WITNESS OUR HANDS AND THE SEAL OF THIS COURT this
Bh day of Oeto o ) , 2025,

(A L

GARY L. LUMPKIN, Presiding Judge

WILLIAM J. MUSSEMAN, Vice Presiding Judge
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et + L Al

ROBERT L. HUDSON, Judge

SCOTT ROWLAND, Judge

ATTEST:

J,/J%}m

Clerk




IN THE COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS F|LED
0
OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMAQURTOF CRINKAL AFEEALS

OMA
MARYLYN MONROE GREEN PORTER, ) NOV -7 2025
) SELDEN JONES
_Appellant, ) CLERK
)
v. )  No.F-2025-438
)
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, )
)
Appellee. )

ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR REHEARING

Appellant has filed a petition for rehearing challenging this
Court’s October 8, 2025, order dismissing her appeal, in Comanche
County District Court Case No. CF-2022-332, for failure to comply
with the procedures to proceed pro se.

A petition for rehearing cannot be filed, as a matter of course, but
only for the following reasons: (1) some question decisive of the case
and duly submitted by the attorney of record has been overlooked by
the Court, or (2) the decision is in conflict with an express statute or
controlling decision to which the at.tenﬁon of this Court was not called
either in the brief or in oral argument. Rule 3.14(B), Rules of the
Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals, Title 22, Ch.18, App. (2025).

Appellant has not established that some question was overlooked by
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the order dismissing this appeal, or that the dismissal conflicts with
an express statute or controlling decision. Therefore, the petition for
rehearing should be, and is hereby, DENIED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

WITNESS OUR HANDS AND THE SEAL OF THIS COURT this

/44 day of /2 Ve mbaa )

GARY L. LUMPKIN, Presiding Judge

L)AC_\T- /\/W

WILLIAM J. MPSSEMAN, Vice Presiding Judge

DAVID B 'LEWIS Judg

%Mw.r L/e-——-\wﬁwx—

ROBERT L. HUDSON, Judge

2007

SCOTT ROWLAND, Judge

ATTEST:



