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Synopsis
Background: After convictions and death sentence for first-
degree murder and sexual battery were affirmed on direct
appeal, 568 So.2d 891, denial of multiple state motions
for postconviction relief were affirmed, see 918 So.2d 224,
2008 WL 10675331, 148 So.3d 1163, 231 So.3d 393, and
260 So.3d 230, and denial of federal habeas petition, 701
F. Supp.2d 1245, defendant filed motion for postconviction
DNA testing. Motion was granted, after which he filed
fifth successive motion for postconviction relief. The Circuit
Court, 5th Judicial Circuit, Lake County, Brian Jerome
Welke, J., summarily denied motion. Defendant appealed,
moved for stay of execution, and filed petition for writ
of habeas corpus. Motion to stay execution was granted
pending completion of DNA testing. The Supreme Court, 431
So.3d 990, remanded for underlying data to be provided to
defendant so that analysis could be performed. On remand,
the Circuit Court denied defendant's request for evidentiary
hearing and subsequent request for rehearing.

Holdings: The Supreme Court held that:

death warrant period of almost four months did not violate
due process;

any possible error in circuit court's summary denial of
defendant's fifth successive motion for postconviction relief,
after it had granted defendant's motion for postconviction
DNA testing but before testing was completed, did not violate
due process; and

results of postconviction DNA retesting of swab from child
victim's underwear mounted on slide, which defendant sought
to prove that sperm was not his, did not constitute newly
discovered evidence that would prove defendant's actual
innocence.

Affirmed; petition for writ of habeas corpus denied; stay of
execution lifted.

Labarga, J., concurred in result.

Procedural Posture(s): Appellate Review; Post-Conviction
Review.

An Appeal from the Circuit Court in and for
Lake County, Brian Jerome Welke, Judge, Case No.
351987CF001347AXXXXX

And an Original Proceeding – Habeas Corpus

Attorneys and Law Firms

Suzanne Keffer, Capital Collateral Regional Counsel,
Brittney Lacy, Assistant Capital Collateral Regional Counsel,
Mary Elizabeth Wells, Special Assistant Capital Collateral
Regional Counsel, and Courtney M. Hammer, Staff Attorney,
Office of Capital Collateral Regional Counsel, Southern
Region, Fort Lauderdale, Florida, for Appellant/Petitioner

James Uthmeier, Attorney General, and Charmaine M.
Millsaps, Senior Assistant Attorney General, Tallahassee,
Florida, Nicole Rochelle Smith, Senior Assistant Attorney
General, Tampa, Florida, and Naomi Nichols, Senior
Assistant Attorney General, Daytona Beach, Florida, for
Appellee/Respondent

Opinion

PER CURIAM.

*1  Nearly four decades ago, James Aren Duckett was
convicted of the sexual battery and first-degree murder of
eleven-year-old Teresa McAbee. For the latter crime, he was
sentenced to death. On February 27, 2026, Governor Ron
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DeSantis signed a warrant scheduling Duckett's execution for
March 31, 2026.

Following issuance of the death warrant, Duckett submitted
several filings, including a motion for postconviction DNA
testing pursuant to section 925.11, Florida Statutes, and
Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.853. The circuit court
granted that motion. Subsequently, Duckett filed his fifth
successive motion for postconviction relief under Florida
Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.851. Before DNA testing was
finalized, the circuit court summarily denied that motion.
Duckett appealed that order and moved for a stay of
execution. He also petitioned for a writ of habeas corpus and
requested oral argument.

On March 26, 2026, we stayed Duckett's execution to allow
for DNA testing to be completed. Later, the laboratory
carrying out the testing reported its findings. According to
the Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE), those
findings were inconclusive. Duckett requested the full results
of his DNA testing to allow for further analysis. After this
Court's intervention, Duckett obtained those results and an

analysis of the underlying data. 1  That analysis, however, also
concluded that the results were inconclusive.

With these issues resolved, we now address Duckett's
appeal and habeas petition. For the reasons that follow, we
affirm the circuit court's order summarily denying Duckett's
fifth successive postconviction motion. We also deny his

habeas petition. 2  Accordingly, we lift the stay of execution
previously imposed and decline to hold oral argument.

I

On the night of May 11, 1987, Duckett was the only police
officer on patrol for the city of Mascotte, Florida. Between
10:00 and 11:00 p.m., he noticed a young girl, Teresa
McAbee, loitering outside a convenience store with a sixteen-
year-old boy. After asking the store clerk for Teresa's name
and age, Duckett approached Teresa and ultimately sat her in
the front passenger seat of his patrol car—the last place she
was seen alive. The next morning, her body was found in a
lake less than a mile from the store. According to the medical
examiner, Teresa had been sexually assaulted, strangled, and
drowned.

Circumstantial evidence gathered by investigators implicated
Duckett as the perpetrator. Among other things, unique tracks

found at the murder scene matched tires from Duckett's
patrol car. The police also discovered Teresa's and Duckett's
comingled fingerprints on the hood of his car, even though he
denied having seen her sit there.

In light of these facts and others, a jury found Duckett guilty
of first-degree murder and sexual battery. As to the first-
degree murder conviction, the jury recommended he receive
the death penalty by an eight-to-four vote. Subsequently,
the trial court found two aggravating circumstances: (1) that
Duckett murdered Teresa McAbee during the commission of,
or immediately after, a sexual battery; and (2) that her murder
was especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel. Weighing those
aggravators against the mitigating evidence offered by the
defense, the court accepted the jury's recommendation and
sentenced Duckett to death.

*2  Duckett appealed to this Court, raising both guilt-
and penalty-phase claims, but we affirmed his convictions
and death sentence. Duckett v. State, 568 So. 2d 891,
891 (Fla. 1990). Since then, Duckett has unsuccessfully
sought postconviction relief in both state and federal court.
See Duckett v. State, 918 So. 2d 224, 227 (Fla. 2005)
(affirming denial of initial postconviction motion and denying
habeas petition); State v. Duckett, Nos. 87-CF-1347(01), 88-
CF-0262, 2008 WL 10675331 (Fla. 5th Cir. Ct. June 9,
2008) (denying first successive postconviction motion, no
appeal taken); Duckett v. McDonough, 701 F. Supp. 2d 1245,
1250 (M.D. Fla. 2010) (denying federal habeas petition);
Duckett v. State, 148 So. 3d 1163, 1166 (Fla. 2014) (affirming
denial of second successive postconviction motion); Duckett
v. State, 231 So. 3d 393, 395 (Fla. 2017) (affirming denial
of third successive postconviction motion); Duckett v. State,
260 So. 3d 230, 230-31 (Fla. 2018) (affirming denial of fourth
successive postconviction motion).

On February 27, 2026, the Governor signed Duckett's death
warrant. This prompted Duckett to file a motion, which he
later amended, seeking postconviction DNA testing under

section 925.11 and rule 3.853. 3  Duckett v. State (Duckett VI),
431 So. 3d 990, 992 (Fla. 2026). As we explained in our
Duckett VI opinion:

The sample he wanted tested was a 1987 swab from the
victim's underwear mounted on a slide (called “Q-6(3)”),
which had continuously been in the State's possession. The
swab contained a small number of sperm heads. Duckett
contended that DNA testing would show that the sperm was

a2

https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000006&cite=FLSTS925.11&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1005173&cite=FLSTRCRPR3.853&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1005173&cite=FLSTRCRPR3.851&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1005173&cite=FLSTRCRPR3.851&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1990132173&pubNum=0000735&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1990132173&pubNum=0000735&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2007431155&pubNum=0000735&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_735_227&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_735_227 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2035259592&pubNum=0000999&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2035259592&pubNum=0000999&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2035259592&pubNum=0000999&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2021670593&pubNum=0004637&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_4637_1250&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_4637_1250 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2021670593&pubNum=0004637&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_4637_1250&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_4637_1250 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2033678981&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_1166&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_3926_1166 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2042873663&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_395&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_3926_395 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2042873663&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_395&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_3926_395 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2047217468&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2047217468&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000006&cite=FLSTS925.11&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2059802524&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_992&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_3926_992 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2059802524&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_992&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default)#co_pp_sp_3926_992 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2059802524&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8bd31c607b2911f1b0fea761d679f6c1&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.History*oc.Default) 


Duckett v. State, --- So.3d ---- (2026)

 WESTLAW   © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 3

not his, meaning that someone else committed the murder
and he is actually innocent.

Over two decades ago, during Duckett's initial
postconviction proceedings, we were informed that certain
items of clothing introduced into evidence could possibly
be tested for DNA, including Q-6(3). We relinquished
jurisdiction to the circuit court to allow for determination of
“whether there in fact existed clothing that could be tested
for DNA.” On remand, the examiner for FDLE determined
that because Q-6(3) had deteriorated and contained too
few sperm heads, the DNA testing methods then available
would not have produced any conclusive results. The
examiner added that any attempt to test the sample would
have destroyed it. Outside agencies confirmed the FDLE
examiner's concerns. Thus, no testing was performed on
Q-6(3).

Id. (citations omitted).

Noting these background facts, Duckett argued that the
sample should be tested using newer technology capable of
producing more reliable DNA results from small, deteriorated
samples. The State agreed that testing could be conducted,
and the circuit court granted Duckett's rule 3.853 motion.
Id. The sample “was ultimately sent to a private laboratory
requested by the State called DNA Labs International, Inc.
(DLI).” Id. at 992-93.

Two days after his motion for DNA testing was granted,
Duckett filed his fifth successive postconviction motion
under rule 3.851, in which he raised two claims. For his
first claim, he asserted that (1) his impending execution
is unconstitutional because he is actually innocent; (2)
the forthcoming DNA testing results would provide newly

discovered evidence of his actual innocence; 4  and (3) newly

discovered evidence shows the State violated Brady 5  by
failing to disclose a 2012 letter sent from the U.S. Department
of Justice to the State Attorney's Office regarding expert
testimony offered at his guilt-phase trial. As for his second
claim, Duckett argued that the truncated nature of the warrant
process is unconstitutional. He also moved for a stay of
execution.

*3  Although DNA testing was not yet complete, the circuit
court issued an order summarily denying Duckett's successive
postconviction motion and declining to stay his execution.
Duckett VI, 431 So. 3d at 993. Duckett appealed that order.
Id. At the same time, he moved for a stay of execution

and petitioned for a writ of habeas corpus. Id. We granted
Duckett's motion to stay his execution. See Duckett v. State,
428 So. 3d 40, 40 (Fla. 2026) (citing § 922.06(1), Fla. Stat.).

Testing was completed the next day. FDLE filed DLI's
report and relayed in an email that the report indicated
the testing was “inconclusive.” Duckett VI, 431 So. 3d at
993. This was because “neither FDLE nor DLI ha[d] the
capability to complete the testing process by performing a
statistical analysis on the data that was generated.” Id. Duckett
requested that FDLE and DLI release the underlying testing
data to him so that such an analysis could be performed. Id.

at 994. 6  The circuit court denied this request. Id.

On appeal, we partially reversed, holding that the circuit court
erred in denying Duckett the full results of the DNA testing.

Id. at 997. 7  Accordingly, we remanded for the underlying
data to be provided to Duckett so that the statistical analysis,
referenced by FDLE, could be performed. Id.

Subsequently, Duckett sent the underlying data to a

bioinformaticist for analysis. 8  That expert opined that “the
dataset did not contain sufficient information to support a
reliable contributor conclusion.” He added: “I cannot state, to
a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that James Duckett
either is or is not a contributor to the evidentiary DNA
mixture. The available data are insufficient to support either

an inclusion or an exclusion.” 9

Upon receiving this analysis, Duckett requested an
evidentiary hearing on DLI's testing process. The circuit court
denied this request, reasoning that the rule 3.853 motion
had already been “fully resolved,” Duckett had received the
complete results of the DNA testing, and he had not filed
a new rule 3.851 motion seeking postconviction relief. The

court denied Duckett's subsequent motion for rehearing. 10

Accordingly, we now turn to Duckett's pending appeal and
habeas petition.

II

We begin with Duckett's appeal of the circuit court's
order summarily denying his fifth successive postconviction

motion. 11  We review de novo the summary denial of this
motion and affirm if the claims raised therein “are untimely,
procedurally barred, legally insufficient, or refuted by the
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record.” Hutchinson v. State, 416 So. 3d 273, 279 (Fla.) (citing
Cole v. State, 392 So. 3d 1054, 1060-61 (Fla. 2024)), cert.
denied, ––– U.S. ––––, 145 S. Ct. 1980, 221 L.Ed.2d 750
(2025); see also Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.851(f)(5)(B).

A

*4  First, Duckett argues that the warrant proceedings have
denied him due process of law. He objects to the truncated
and “surprise” nature of the warrant process as well as the
circuit court's handling of issues related to the DNA testing.
In particular, he asserts that the court violated his due process
rights by denying his fifth successive postconviction motion
before DNA results became available. This claim fails.

To the extent Duckett bases this claim on the warrant period's
length and unanticipated issuance, we have rejected these
same arguments countless times before. See Jones v. State,
419 So. 3d 619, 625-26 (Fla.) (collecting cases), cert. denied,
––– U.S. ––––, 146 S. Ct. 79, 222 L.Ed.2d 1240 (2025).
Notably, given our stay of execution, Duckett's warrant period
has lasted almost four months—far longer than other warrant
periods that we have found constitutionally acceptable. See id.
at 625 (rejecting claim that thirty-day warrant period violates
due process).

Duckett also directs his due process arguments at the circuit
court's handling of the DNA testing process during the
warrant period. But these arguments, assuming they have
any merit, have been rendered moot by later developments.
Although the circuit court summarily denied Duckett's fifth
successive postconviction motion before DNA testing was
completed, we then stayed his execution. Thereafter, we
ordered that Duckett be provided the full results of his
testing so that a statistical analysis could be performed on the
underlying data. See Duckett VI, 431 So. 3d at 997. Duckett
obtained the analysis he sought, and the results were not
favorable to him. In light of all this, we are satisfied that the
requirements of due process were met. See Barwick v. State,
361 So. 3d 785, 790 (Fla. 2023) (“Due process requires that a
defendant be given notice and an opportunity to be heard on
a matter before it is decided.” (quoting Asay v. State, 210 So.
3d 1, 27 (Fla. 2016))).

B

Second, Duckett contends that he is actually innocent and his
execution would therefore violate the Eighth and Fourteenth
Amendments to the U.S. Constitution. This claim is meritless.

As an initial matter, Duckett does not have a viable newly
discovered evidence claim based on the DNA testing results.
To prove such a claim, Duckett must show two things: (1) that
the evidence was not known by the trial court, himself, or his
counsel at the time of trial, and that neither he nor his counsel
could have known of it by the exercise of diligence; and (2)
that the evidence is “of such nature that it would probably
produce an acquittal on retrial.” Preston v. State, 970 So. 2d
789, 797 (Fla. 2007) (quoting Jones v. State, 709 So. 2d 512,
521 (Fla. 1998)). Assuming he has made the first showing,
he has failed to make the second. Based on the analysis
conducted by Duckett's own expert, the DNA testing results
were inconclusive. Thus, he has not shown that this DNA
evidence, considered alongside all the evidence introduced at
trial and throughout his postconviction proceedings, would
probably lead to an acquittal on retrial.

So, Duckett is left to assert a freestanding actual innocence
claim based on the evidence he has presented throughout
his postconviction proceedings. However, “Florida does not
recognize an independent claim of actual innocence in
postconviction proceedings.” Sweet v. State, 293 So. 3d 448,
453 (Fla. 2020) (citing Elledge v. State, 911 So. 2d 57, 78 (Fla.
2005)). And as we have held, “Florida's refusal to recognize
postconviction actual innocence claims does not violate the
Eighth Amendment.” Id. at 454 (citing Tompkins v. State, 994
So. 2d 1072, 1088-89 (Fla. 2008)).

*5  Accordingly, Duckett is not entitled to relief on any of the
grounds asserted on appeal, and we affirm the circuit court's
order.

III

We now consider Duckett's habeas petition, in which he
again brings a claim of actual innocence and further argues
that this Court's piecemeal adjudication of the claims raised
throughout his various postconviction proceedings denied
him due process. He contends that judicial intervention
is necessary to prevent a manifest injustice based on the
cumulative effect of the alleged errors made in disposing of
his prior postconviction claims.
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The claims raised in Duckett's habeas petition essentially
duplicate those on appeal, and they fail for the same reasons
given above. Insofar as he seeks to relitigate our decisions
in his earlier postconviction proceedings, his claims are
procedurally barred. See Bates v. State, 416 So. 3d 312, 322
(Fla.) (citing Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.851(e)), cert. denied, ––– U.S.
––––, 146 S. Ct. 66, 222 L.Ed.2d 1190 (2025).

Accordingly, we deny Duckett's habeas petition.

IV

For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the summary
denial of Duckett's fifth successive postconviction motion.

Additionally, we deny his habeas petition. Having denied
relief, we lift our stay of execution. No motion for rehearing
will be considered. The mandate shall issue immediately.

It is so ordered.

COURIEL, C.J., and MUÑIZ, GROSSHANS, FRANCIS,
SASSO, and TANENBAUM, JJ., concur.

LABARGA, J., concurs in result.

All Citations

--- So.3d ----, 2026 WL 1970442

Footnotes

1 See Duckett v. State (Duckett VI), 431 So. 3d 990, 992 (Fla. 2026).

2 We have jurisdiction. See art. V, § 3(b)(1), (9), Fla. Const.

3 Duckett also filed demands for public records from several agencies under Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure
3.852(h) and (i). After a hearing, the circuit court granted some of those demands, ordering the relevant
agencies to produce the records by the scheduled deadline. The court, however, denied the rest of the
demands based on the agencies’ respective objections. Duckett has not challenged these denials on appeal.

4 “Per our scheduling order and absent a stay, Duckett was required to file his successive postconviction motion
before DNA testing results were available.” Id. at 993 n.4.

5 Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83, 83 S.Ct. 1194, 10 L.Ed.2d 215 (1963).

6 Additionally, Duckett again filed public records demands under rule 3.852(i), this time seeking the testing
data as well as DLI's testing process and protocols. Id.

7 We affirmed the circuit court's denial of Duckett's public records demands. Id.

8 The State also had the data sent for analysis by another bioinformaticist. We do not rely on that expert's
report in reaching our conclusions here.

9 In Duckett VI, we recognized this outcome was possible. See 431 So. 3d at 995 n.11 (“[I]t is possible that,
after conducting the statistical analysis that FDLE suggests is possible in this case, the entity performing the
analysis will be unable to offer a definitive conclusion based on a comparison of Duckett's known DNA and
the profile generated from the sample.”).

10 Duckett appealed the denial of his request for an evidentiary hearing, but we dismissed for lack of jurisdiction.

11 Duckett does not appeal the circuit court's denial of his Brady claim.
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Filing# 244027465 E-Filed 03/17/2026 06:16:26 PM 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR LAKE COUNTY, 
FLORIDA 

SC1960-72711 

CASE NO.: 35-1987-CF-001347-AXXX-XX 

DEATH WARRANT SIGNED: 
EXECUTION SCHEDULED FOR 
MARCH 31, 2026, AT 6:00 P.M. 

JAMES AREN DUCKETT, 

Defendant. 
I -----------

ORDER ON DEFENDANT'S SUCCESSIVE MOTION TO VACATE 
JUDGMENTS OF CONVICTIONS AND SENTENCE WITH 

REQUEST FOR LEAVE TO AMEND AND FOR EVIDENTIARY 
HEARING 

THIS CAUSE came before the Court on Defendant's Successive 

Motion to Vacate Judgment of Convictions and Sentence with Request 

for Leave to Amend and for Evidentiary Hearing, filed herein on March 

8, 2026, pursuant to Rule 3.851, Florida Rules of Criminal Procedure. 

(electronic court docket #1256). On March 10, 2026, the State filed a 

Response to the postconviction motion ( electronic court docket 
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#1258). On March 10, 206, the Court held a hearing pursuant to Huff 

v. State, 622 So. 2d 982 (Fla. 1993). Atthe Huff hearing, the Defendant 

was represented by Attorneys Courtney Hammer of Capital Collateral 

Regional Counsel South Region of Florida ("CCRC-S"), and Mary 

Elizabeth Wells, appearing in person, and Britteny Lacy of CCRC-S, 

appearing by Zoom. The State of Florida was represented by Attorneys 

Charmaine Millsaps, Nicole Smith, and Naomi Nichols of the Attorney 

General's Office, appearing by Zoom. Fifth Judicial Circuit State 

Attorneys Kenneth Nunnelly and Tom Wieczorek, who also 

represented the State of Florida, attended in person. Counsel for the 

Florida Department of Corrections and the Defendant's Federal Public 

Defender observed were also present on Zoom. Court Reporter 

Shannon Massingill of Ryan Reporting was present in person. On 

March 10, 2026, this Court entered a written order on the Huff hearing 

determining that the claims presented in the Defendant's successive 

motion for postconviction relief could be decided as a matter of law 

without an evidentiary hearing. (electronic court docket #1268). The 

Court also motioned the Florida Supreme Court for an extension of 

time, due to having not received DNA test results. The Motion was 

granted, with instructions to file a status report within 12 hours of DNA 
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results being available or by 5:00 P.M. on Wednesday, March 18, 

whichever occurred first. On March 16, 2026, this Court filed the Status 

Order with the Florida Supreme Court. However, since there are no 

other pending issue concerning the Defendant's "Successive Motion to 

Vacate Judgments of Convictions and Sentences of . Death • with 

Request for Leave to Amend and for Evidentiary Hearing," this Court 

will issue its order on the Defendant's 11Successive Motion to Vacate 

Judgments of Convictions and Sentences of Death with Request for 

Leave to Amend and for Evidentiary Hearing." 

Having considered the Defendant's "Successive Motion to 

Vacate Judgments of Convictions and Sentences of Death with 

Request for Leave to Amend and for Evidentiary Hearing," the State's 

Response, the official court file, legal argument of counsel, and the 

relevant legal authority, the Court makes the following findings of fact 

and conclusions of law: 

Facts 

a. The facts as testified at trial and "set forth in extensive detail" 

by the Florida Supreme Court are: 

Page 3 of 35 
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The murder [of Teresa McAbee] occurred in May 1987. At 
the time, Duckett worked as a police officer for the City of 
Mascotte. He was the only officer on patrol from 7 p.m. on 
May 11 to 7 a.m. on May 12. Between 10 and 10:30 p.m. 
on May 11, Teresa McAbee, an eleven-year-old girl, 
walked a short distance from her home to a convenience 
store to purchase a pencil. She left the store with a sixteen­
year-old Mexican boy, who was doing laundry next door. 
They walked over to the convenience store's dumpster and 
talked for about twenty minutes before Duckett approached 
them. Duckett entered the store and asked for the girl's 
name and age. The clerk advised him that Teresa was 
between ten and thirteen years old. Stating that he was 
going to check on her, Duckett left the store and walked 
toward the dumpster, where he located the two children. 
Duckett testified that he conversed with the children and 
instructed Teresa to return home. 

The sixteen-year-old boy testified that, after speaking with 
Duckett, he went to the laundromat to wait for his uncle, 
who arrived soon thereafter; that Duckett and Teresa were 
standing near the patrol car; and that Duckett asked the 
uncle the nephew's age. Subsequently, Duckett suggested 
that the uncle talk to his nephew while he spoke to Teresa. 
According to the uncle and the boy, Duckett placed Teresa 
in the passenger's side of his patrol car and shut the door 
before proceeding to the driver's side. The uncle also 
testified that he never saw Teresa touch the hood of 
Duckett's car. 

At about 11 p.m., Teresa's mother walked to the 
convenience store, searching for her daughter. The clerk 
told her that Duckett may have taken her daughter to the 
police station. For about an hour the mother and her sister 
drove around Mascotte in search of Teresa. During this 
time, the mother did not see a police car. She next went to 
the Mascotte police station and, finding no one there, drove 
a short distance to the Groveland police station. There, she 
told an officer that she wanted to report her daughter as 
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missing. The officer told her that he would contact a 
Mascotte officer to meet her at the Mascotte police station. 

Teresa's mother returned to the Mascotte police station 
and waited fifteen to twenty minutes before Duckett 
arrived. Duckett told her that he had spoken with Teresa at 
the store; that she had been in his police car; and that he 
had directed her to return home. The mother filed a missing 
person report with Duckett. 

Duckett drove to the mother's home to obtain a picture of 
Teresa, called the police chief to inform him of the missing 
person report, and advised the chief that he had made a 
flyer and did not need any help. Duckett then returned to 
the convenience store with a flyer but told the clerk not to 
post it because it was not a good picture. Although he told 
the clerk that he would return with a better one, he never 
did. Duckett did bring flyers to two other convenience 
stores. The clerk at one store testified that, while the police 
usually drove by every forty-five minutes to an hour, 
Duckett drove by at 9:30 p.m. but failed to return until he 
brought the flyer later that evening. A tape of Duckett's 
radio·calls indicated none between 10:50 p.m. and 12:10 
a.m. At 1 :15 a.m., Duckett went to the uncle's house to 
question his nephew about Teresa, then around 3 a.m. 
returned to the mother's home. 

Later that morning, Teresa's body was found in a lake less 
than a mile from the convenience store where Teresa was 
last seen. A medical examiner testified that the perpetrator 
had sexually assaulted the victim while she was alive, 
strangled her, and drowned her, causing her death. Before 
this incident, the victim had not engaged in any sexual 
activity. Blood was found on her underpants, but not in or 
about Duckett's patrol car. Semen was discovered on her 
jeans. 

A technician for the sheriff's department examined the tire 
tracks at the murder scene and concluded they were very 
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unusual. While leaving the crime scene, he observed that 
the tracks of a Mascotte police car appeared to be similar. 
He stopped his vehicle, examined the tracks, and 
determined that they were consistent with the tracks at the 
crime scene. An expert at trial corroborated this evaluation. 
The tracks were made by Goodyear Eagle mud and snow 
tires, which are designed for northern driving. While the 
local tire center had not sold any of those particular tires 
during its nine years of existence, it had received two sets 
by mistake and placed them on the two Mascotte police 
cars. 

Evidence revealed that the vehicle that left the impressions 
had driven through a mudhole. However, no evidence was 
presented that Duckett cleaned his vehicle, and no debris 
from the scene was found in or on his vehicle. Evidence 
was also presented that Duckett was neat and clean later 
that night, as if he had just come on duty. 

Both Duckett's and Teresa's fingerprints were discovered 
on the hood of Duckett's patrol car. Duckett's prints were 
commingled with the victim's, whose prints indicated that 
she had been sitting backwards on the hood and had 
scooted up the car. 

A pubic hair was found in the victim's underpants. While 
other experts could not reach a conclusion by comparing 
that hair with Duckett's pubic hair, one FBI special agent, 
who had been qualified in forty-two states as an expert in 
hairs and fibers, concluded that it was highly probable that 
it was Duckett's. The expert also testified that the pubic hair 
did not match the hairs of the sixteen-year-old boy, the 
uncle, or the others who were in contact with the victim that 
evening. 

Before his arrest, Duckett gave a statement in which he 
denied driving his vehicle to the lake that evening. He 
further stated that the victim had not been on the hood of 
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his patrol car and that he had stopped at the Jiffy store for 
coffee after the girl went home. 

The State presented the testimony of three young women 
who allegedly had sexual encounters with Duckett. The 
first woman, a petite nineteen-year-old, testified that in 
January or February 1987 she ran into Duckett while she 
was looking for her boyfriend. Duckett told her that he, too, 
was searching for her boyfriend, and drove her in his patrol 
car. While in the car, Duckett placed his hand on her 
shoulder and attempted to kiss her. After she refused to 
kiss him, he desisted and she left the car. The second 
woman, a petite eighteen-year-old, stated that, on May 1, 
1987, Duckett picked her up while she was walking along 
the highway. After Duckett drove her to a remote area in 
an orange grove, he parked the car, placed his hand on her 
breast, and attempted to kiss her. When she refused to kiss 
him, he desisted and drove her to where she requested. 
The third woman, a petite seventeen-year-old, testified that 
on two occasions, once in February or March 1987, and 
again in April or May 1987, she _voluntarily met Duckett at 
a remote area while he was on patrol and performed oral 
sex on him. 

Duckett testified at trial. He admitted many of the facts 
surrounding the incident, including his encounter with 
Teresa, but denied driving off with her and killing her. He 
also denied any involvement with the three young women. 

The jury found Duckett guilty of sexual battery and first­
degree murder. In the penalty phase, the State presented 
no additional testimony, but Duckett presented four 
witnesses. The jury recommended a sentence of death by 
an eight-to-four vote. The trial judge found two aggravating 
circumstances (that the murder was committed during the 
commission of, or immediately after, a sexual battery; and 
that the murder was especially heinous, atrocious, or 
cruel), and one statutory mitigating circumstance (that 
Duckett had no significant history of prior criminal activity). 
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The trial judge also concluded that Duckett's family 
background and education gave rise to nonstatutory 
mitigation. For the murder, the trial judge sentenced 
Duckett to death, concluding that the aggravating 
circumstances outweighed the mitigating circumstances; 
and for the sexual battery conviction, the judge sentenced 
him to life imprisonment for the mandatory minimum of 
twenty-five years. 

Duckett v. State, 568 So. 2d 891, 892-94 (Fla. 1990). 

Procedural History 

b. On October 27, 1987, the Defendant was charged by 

Indictment with First Degree Murder from a Premeditated Design. 

(Exhibit A, Indictment). Defendant was also charged in case 1988-CF-

262 by Information with Capital Sexual Battery; the two cases were 

consolidated for trial. 

c. The Defendant was tried and convicted. (Exhibit B, Verdict) 

The jury recommended death by a vote of eight to four (Exhibit C, 

Advisory Sentence). The Trial Judge imposed a sentence of death. 

(Exhibit D, Sentencing Order; Exhibit E, Sentencing Transcript). On 

direct appeal, the Defendant raised four claims: "(1) whether the trial 

court erred in denying his motion for a judgment of acquittal based on 

his claim that the circumstantial evidence did not exclude all 

reasonable hypotheses of innocence; (2) whether the trial court erred 
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in admitting the testimony of the three female witnesses under the 

Williams rule; (3) whether the trial court erred in qualifying Michael 

Malone as an expert in the field of hair analysis; and (4) whether the 

trial court erred in imposing the death penalty." Duckett v. State, 568 

Fla. 891, 894 (Fla. 1990). The Florida Supreme Court found that (1) 

the State satisfied its burden of proof, (2) no Williams rule error 

occurred for two witnesses, and while the third should not have been 

admitted, the error was harmless, (3) there was no error in qualifying 

Michael Malone as an expert, and (4) Defendant's status as a police 

officer was not improperly used as a nonstatutory aggravating factor. 

Duckett v. State, 568 Fla. 891, 895 (Fla. 1990). 

d. Defendant filed an initial 3.850 Motion to Vacate on May 1, 

1992 and an Amended 3.850 Motion to Vacate on June 12, 1992. 

These were then combined into a Consolidated First and Second 

Amended Motion to Vacate Judgment of Convictions and Sentences 

With Special Request for Leave to Amend, filed November 15, 1994. 

Defendant's motion argued (1) access to the files and records 

pertaining to Defendant's case in the possession of the Florida Parole 

Commission, the Board of Executive Clemency and State Attorney's 

Office were withheld, (2) Defendant was denied adversarial testing at 
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trial because, critical, exculpatory evidence was not presented to the 

jury, 1 (3) Defendant was denied effective assistance of counsel by 

failing to investigate and prepare to refute aggravating factors and 

establish mitigation factors, (4) the prosecutor's inflammatory and 

improper comments, arguments and conduct rendered the conviction 

fundamentally unfair, and the failure of defense counsel to object was 

ineffective assistance of counsel, (5) Defendant was denied his rights 

under Ake v. Oklahoma, 470 U.S. 68 (1985) by the failure to to obtain 

an adequate mental health evaluation and provide the necessary 

background information to a mental health consultant, (6) Defendant 

was denied his right to a reliable capital sentence because the jury did 

not receive instructions guiding and channeling its sentencing 

discretion by explaining the limiting constructions of the aggravating 

factors and the aggravating factors were improperly argued and 

applied, (7) the jury was misled by arguments and instructions which 

unconstitutionally and inaccurately diluted its sense of responsibility for 

sentencing, and the failure to object was ineffective assistance of 

1 This claim involved the following subparts: (a) impeachment of the testimony of witness 
Gwendolyn Gurley (b) Williams rule testimony (c) newly discovered evidence (d) issues with the 
investigation procedure and other potential suspects (e) evidence contradicting the State's forensic 
evidence and (f) evidence corroborating Defendant's testimony. 
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counsel, (8) the penalty phase instructions shifted the burden to 

Defendant to prove that death was inappropriate, the trial judge 

employed this improper standard, and the failure to object was 

ineffective assistance of counsel, (9) the procedural and substantive 

errors at trial could not be harmless when viewed as a whole and 

deprived Defendant of a fundamentally fair trial, (10) evidence was 

legally insufficient to convince a rational trier of fact of Defendant's guilt 

beyond a reasonable doubt, and the failure of trial counsel to apply the 

correct standard was ineffective assistance, (11) Defendant's absence 

during critical stages of the proceedings violated Defendant's rights to 

due process and a fair trial, and the failure of trial counsel to ensure 

his presence was ineffective assistance, (12) the death sentence was 

enacted pursuant to a pattern and practice of prosecutors, courts and 

juries to discriminate on grounds of race and sex, (13) the Florida rule 

prohibiting Defense counsel from interviewing jurors violates the 

federal and Florida constitutions, and ( 14) the death penalty is cruel 

and unusual punishment in that it is applied in an arbitrary and 

capricious manner. (Exhibit F, Consolidated First and Second Motion 

to Vacate Judgments of Conviction). 
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After a Huff hearing and several evidentiary hearings, the motion 

was denied August 12, 2001 (Exhibit G, Order Denying Consolidated 

First and Second Amended Motions to Vacate Judgments of 

Conviction and Sentences with Special Request for Leave to Amend, 

Docket # 772). The court found that (1) there was no evidence of 

improperly withheld material, (2) the exculpatory evidence was either 

not credible, procedurally barred, or speculative and without factual 

support, and therefore would not have led to a different result, (3) the 

claimed mitigation was cumulative and the decision not to present it 

was tactical, (4) the claim of prosecutorial misconduct was procedurally 

barred, (5) the decision not to retain a mental health expert was 

tactical, and there was no evidence of mental health problems such 

that the use of an expert would have led to a different result (6) the 

claim of improper instruction on aggravating factors was procedurally 

barred, and defense counsel was not ineffective, (7) the claim of 

misleading instructions was procedurally barred and the instructions 

appropriately characterized the jury's role, (8) the death penalty is not 

cruel and unusual punishment as a matter of law (9) the claim of 

cumulative error was legally insufficient and/or procedurally barred, 

(10) the claim of insufficient circumstantial evidence was raised on 
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direct appeal and therefore barred, (11) Defendant was present at all 

critical proceedings, (12) the claim of discriminatory application of the 

death penalty was legally insufficient and procedurally barred, (13) 

claims regarding juror interviews were without legal merit and 

procedurally barred, and (14) Florida's death penalty procedures were 

constitutional. 

e. Defendant appealed the denial of his postconviction motion on 

ten grounds: 

"(1) he was denied an adversarial testing because certain 
exculpatory evidence was not presented; (2) he was 
denied effective assistance of counsel for failure to 
investigate, develop, and present mitigation evidence. and 
failure to obtain and present psychological testing; (3) the 
rule preventing counsel from interviewing jurors violates 
the federal and Florida constitutions; (4) prosecutorial 
misconduct rendered Duckett's conviction and sentence 
fundamentally unfair; (5) his counsel's failure to obtain an 
adequate mental health evaluation and to provide 
necessary background information to a mental health 
consultant denied Duckett a fair trial; (6) the two 
aggravating factors were constitutionally vague and 
improperly argued and applied; (7) the jury was misled by 
argument and instructions which unconstitutionally diluted 
its sense of responsibility; (8) the penalty phase jury 
instructions improperly shifted the burden to Duckett to 
prove that death was inappropriate; (9) Duckett's absence 
from critical stages of the proceedings violated his rights to 
due process and a fair trial; and {10) the death penalty 
constitutes cruel and unusual punishment." 

Page 13 of 35 

PAGE# 1273 
a19



Order On Defendant's Successive Motion to Vacate Judgment of Convictions and Sentence with 
Request for Leave to Amend and for Evidentiary Hearing 
State V. Duckett Case No. 35-1987-CF-001347-AXXX-XX 

Duckett v. State, 918 So. 2d 224, 231 (Fla. 2005), cert. denied 549 

U.S. 846 (2006). Claim 1 included several subclaims 11(a) State witness 

Gwen Gurley; (b) hair evidence; (c) tire tracks; (d) fingerprints; (e) a 

pencil; (f) Williams rule evidence; (g) other unheard evidence; (h) 

unheard corroborating evidence; and (i) cumulative analysis." Id. at 

FN6 (Fla. 2005). 

f. The Florida Supreme Court found that claims 3, 6, 7, 9, and 10 

were procedurally barred, because they should have been raised on 

direct appeal. Id at 231. It also found claims 1 (g), 1 (h) and 4 were 

legally insufficient, summarily denied claim 8 as without merit, and 

found claim 5 presented identical issues as claim 2. Id. It addressed 

claims 1 (a)-(f) and 2 on the merits. As to ground 1 (a), it found that trial 

counsel presented adequate impeachment of witness Gurley 

(presenting prior felony convictions and examining her on 

inconsistencies in her testimony) and that there was no reasonable 

probability of a different outcome at trial. Id at 232-234. Regarding 

claims 1 (b )-1 (f), it found that Michael Malone was correctly qualified as 

an expert, that a 1997 report was not Brady material because it was 

not and could not have been suppressed by the State in a 1988 trial, 

that the arguments regarding tire tracks were conclusory and legally 
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insufficient, that the decision not to present a fingerprint expert was 

tactical (since trial counsel had in fact received a report from an expert 

and determined it would not assist the defense), and that the claim 

regarding a pencil was legally insufficient because it failed to address 

prejudice. Id at 234-235. As to Claim 1 (f), it found that an objection to 

consolidation would have been futile. Id at 236. As to claim 2, the 

Florida Supreme Court found that the proposed mitigation testimony 

and evaluation demonstrating a lack of mental health problems or 

sadistic tendencies were cumulative, and trial counsel was not 

deficient for failing to present them. Id at 236-237. 

g. Defendant also petitioned the Florida Supreme Court for a writ 

of habeas corpus, raising four claims "(1) he is innocent and his 

execution would be a miscarriage of justice; (2) his direct appeal does 

not meet constitutional requirements because the State failed to 

disclose pertinent facts necessary to the Court's review; (3) appellate 

counsel failed to raise numerous meritorious issues on direct appeal; 

and (4) Duckett's death sentence violates the United States Supreme 

Court's decisions in Ring v. Arizona, 536 U.S. 584, 122 S.Ct. 2428, 153 

L.Ed.2d 556 (2002), and Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S. 466, 120 

S.Ct. 2348, 147 L.Ed.2d 435 (2000)." Duckettv. State, 918 So. 2d 224, 
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239 (Fla. 2005). The first was denied as legally insufficient, the second 

denied as being addressed as part of the 3.850 motion, the third denied 

as insufficiently pied and the fourth denied as without merit, because 

Ring does not apply retroactively. Id at 239-240. 

h. During oral arguments on appeal, Defense and the State 

indicated that DNA testing might be possible on certain items of 

clothing. The Florida Supreme Court relinquished jurisdiction to the trial 

court for DNA testing of the clothing. Duckett v. State, 918 So. 2d 224, 

230 (Fla. 2005). No usable DNA was detected on the items tested. 

(Exhibit H, Final Order and Report to Supreme Court on DNA Testing). 

Defense and State agreed not to test one potential sample (a slide 

containing sperm) because testing would consume the sample, and it 

would therefore be prudent to wait for possible future scientific 

advances that might allow for testing of then-undetectable material. 

i. During the proceedings in the trial court for DNA testing, 

Defendant filed a request for several other items found at the crime 

scene be tested for DNA. (Exhibit H at 3). The trial court found that the 

request exceeded the scope of the mandate relinquishing jurisdiction. 

Defendant also filed a motion arguing that testing was necessary to 

comply with Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83, 83 S.Ct. 1194, 10 L.Ed.2d 
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215 (1963) and Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419, 115 S.Ct. 1555, 131 

L.Ed.2d 490 (1995). The Court likewise found that the motion 

exceeded the scope of jurisdiction relinquished by the Florida Supreme 

Court. (Exhibit I, Order on Defendant's Motion for Compliance with 

Brady and Kyles). Both decisions were appealed and affirmed as being 

outside the scope of the trial court's jurisdiction on relinquishment. 

Duckett v. State, 918 So. 2d 224, 238-239 (Fla. 2005) 

j. Defendant filed for federal habeas corpus relief, raising sixteen 

claims. Duckett v. McDonough, 701 F.Supp 2d 1245 (M.D. Fla. 2010). 

These claims corresponded to the ten claims raised in his appeal of 

the postconviction motion, the two claims raised regarding his 

postconviction DNA testing, and the four claims raised in his state 

habeas petition. All claims were denied. 

k. Defendant filed his first "Successive Motion to Vacate 

Conviction and Sentence with Request to Amend11 on April 1, 2008. 

The Motion was denied without prejudice due to exceeding the 

permitted length, and refiled on November 27, 2010 (Exhibit J, 

Defendant's Successive Motion to Vacate Judgments of Conviction 

and Sentence with Special Request for Evidentiary Hearing). 

Defendant's motion raised four claims: (1) Defendant's convictions and 
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sentence violated the Sixth and Eighth Amendments under Porter v. 

McCol/um, 130 S. Ct. 447 (2009), (2) newly discovered evidence 

regarding false testimony of Gwen Gurley required Defendant receive 

a new trial; cumulative analysis of all testimony presented was 

warranted and Defendant was denied is due process rights to a fair 

trial under the Fifth, Sixth, Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments, (3) 

Defendant's due process rights were violated when he was pro_hibited 

from presenting evidence on his behalf at the prior evidentiary hearing, 

on the basis that witness Gwen Gurley asserted her Fifth Amendment 

right to remain silent due to the perjury statute, and (4) newly 

discovered evidence concerning the State's hair expert required the 

Defendant receive a new trial. 

I. Defendant subsequently filed an amendment on January 24, 

2012, which added new claim (5), newly discovered evidence form an 

independent examiner hired by the FBI reviewing the work of the 

State's hair expert required a new trial and (6), that the failure to apply 

Porter v. McCollum, 130 S. Ct. 447 (2009) to Defendant's previous 

postconviction claims was arbitrary and capricious (Exhibit K, 

Defendant's Amendment to Successive Motion to Vacate Judgments 
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of Conviction and Sentence with Special Request for Evidentiary 

Hearing). 

m. A preliminary Order was filed on February 13, 2012 (Exhibit 

L, Order). It summarily denied claims 1 and 6 as failing to state a basis 

of relief and claim 3 as successive. Defense was given leave to file 

another amendment consolidating claims 4 and 5. Another amendment 

was duly filed August 28, 2012 (Exhibit M, Defendant's Second 

Amendment to Successive Motion to Vacate Judgements of Conviction 

and Sentence with Special Request for Evidentiary Hearing). Following 

a Huff hearing, the request for an evidentiary hearing as to claim 7 (the 

consolidated hair expert claims 4 and 5) was denied. Exhibit N, Order 

Denying Evidentiary Hearing on Amended Claim VII). A final order was 

then filed on November 6, 2012. (Exhibit 0, Order Denying Successive 

Motion to Vacate). 

The order reiterated the denials of claims 1 and 6 (the Porter 

claims) as without merit under Florida law, found claims 2 and 3 (the 

perjury claims) to be untimely, refuted by the record and successive, 

and found claim 7 to provide no basis for relief, because the limitations 

of hair analysis were fully explored at trial. 
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n. Defendant appealed, arguing "that (A) the circuit court erred in 

summarily denying his claim that newly discovered evidence 

demonstrates that a Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) analyst's 

testimony at trial regarding hair evidence was erroneous and this Court 

should remand his case to the postconviction court for an evidentiary 

hearing on this claim; (B) the failure to apply the United States 

Supreme Court's decision in Porter v. McCollum, 558 U.S. 30, 130 

S.Ct. 447, 175 L.Ed.2d 398 (2009), retroactively to his claims violates 

his constitutional rights to due process and equal protection; (C) newly 

discovered evidence that a trial witness recanted her testimony 

requires that Duckett be granted a new trial; and (D) section 837.021, 

Florida Statutes (1997), relating to perjury by contradictory statement, 

is invalid." Duckett v. State, 148 So. 3d 1163, 1165-1166 (Fla. 2014) 

cert. denied 584 U.S. 1035 (2018). The Florida Supreme Court found 

that (1) the newly discovered evidence "[did] not give rise to reasonable 

doubt as to Defendant's culpability", 148 So. 3d at 1168-1169 (2) 

Porter was not a fundamental change to the law and did not apply 

retroactively, Id. at 1169 (3) the affidavits by Gwen Gurley's adult 

children testimony did not meet the pleading requirements because 

they failed to plead why they were not previously available and 
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recantation evidence making substantially the same claims had 

previously been rejected, Id. at 1170 and (4) the challenge to section 

837.021 Fla. Stat (1997) was not timely raised and thus procedurally 

barred. Id. 

o. Defendant filed his second successive motion August 25, 

2015. (Exhibit P, Defendant's Successive Motion to Vacate Judgments 

of Conviction and Sentences with Special Request for Evidentiary 

Hearing and Leave to Amend Docket #1069). Defendant's motion 

argued that Defendant was deprived of his right to due process 

because either the State withheld evidence that was material and 

exculpatory in nature and/or knowingly presented misleading evidence 

and/or defense counsel unreasonably failed to discover and present 

exculpatory evidence, and/or favorable evidence constituted newly 

discovered evidence of innocence, citing a report on hair fiber analysis. 

The postconviction court considered this as four separate claims: (1) a 

claim that the State had withheld evidence in violation of Brady, (2) that 

the State had knowingly presented false or misleading testimony in 

violation of Giglio, (3) that Defense counsel had been ineffective, 

violating Strickland, and ( 4) that the report constituted newly 

discovered evidence. (Exhibit Q, Order on Defendant's Successive 
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Motion). The court concluded that the report could not have been 

known to either the State or Defense counsel, and requiring denial of 

the Brady, Giglio, and Strickland claims. It further found that, while it 

met the first prong of the newly discovered evidence standard, it was 

not of such a nature it would probably produce a different result on 

retrial, because it the report presented no information that had not been 

presented in the previous postconviction claim that the Florida 

Supreme Court found "did not give rise to a reasonable doubt as to 

Duckett's culpability." 

p. Defendant appealed, arguing "the postconviction court erred 

in summarily denying: (1) Duckett's newly discovered evidence claim 

regarding Malone's trial testimony; (2) Duckett's Brady v. Maryland, 

373 U.S. 83, 83 S.Ct. 1194, 10 L.Ed.2d 215 (1963), claim; (3) Duckett's 

Giglio v. United States, 405 U.S. 150, 92 S.Ct. 763, 31 L.Ed.2d 104 

(1972), claim; and (4) Duckett's cumulative error claim." Duckett v. 

State, 231 So. 3d 393 (Fla. 2017) cert. denied 584 U.S. 1035 (2018). 

The Florida Supreme Court found (1) the newly discovered evidence 

"would not probably produce and acquittal on retrial even when it is 

considered cumulatively with all of the admissible evidence that could 

be introduced" Id. at 400 (2) the trial court's finding that there was no 
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evidence in any of the documents that the prosecutor knew of any 

problems regarding hair analysis was supported by competent 

substantial evidence, Id. (3) Defendant had not shown that the 

testimony, taken in its full context, was false, Id. and (4) Defendant did 

not establish any guilt phase errors that would either individually or 

cumulatively entitle him to a new guilt phase Id. at 402. 

q. Defendant filed his third successive postconviction motion on 

January 12, 2017. (Exhibit R, Defendant's Successive Motion to 

Vacate Judgments of Conviction and Sentences with Special Request 

for Evidentiary Hearing and Leave to Amend). The Motion claimed that 

( 1) Defendant's death sentence violated the Sixth Amendment under 

Hurst v. Florida, 136 S. Ct. 616 (2016), (2) Defendant's death sentence 

violated Hurst v. State, 202 So. 3d 40 (Fla. 2016), and Perry v. State, 

210 So. 3d 630 (Fla. 2016), and the Eighth and Fourteenth 

Amendments, (3) the retroactivity rulings in Asay v. State, 210 So. 3d 

1 (Fla. 2016) and Mosley v. State, 209 So. 3d 1248 (Fla. 2016) violate 

Furman v. Georgia, 408 U.S. 238 (1972), and (4) the court was 

required to revisit the previous newly discovered evidence claims and 

determine whether a different outcome would result. An amendment 

was filed on March 13, 2018, which added the claim that (5) Defendant 
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was entitled to resentencing under the revised section 921.141 Fla. 

Stat. (2017). (Exhibit S, Amendment to Defendant's Successive Motion 

to Vacate Judgments of Conviction and Sentences with Special 

Request for Evidentiary Hearing and Leave to Amend). 

q. The trial court found that claims (1 ), (2), (4) and (5) were 

barred, because Hurst did not apply to Defendant under Asay and its 

progeny, and that claim (3), which directly challenged Asay, had been 

rejected in Lambrix v. State, 227 So. 3d 112 (Fla. 2017). (Exhibit T, 

Order on Defendant's Successive Motion) The trial court therefore 

denied the motion. Defendant appealed, and the Florida Supreme 

Court affirmed, finding that Hurst did not apply retroactively to 

Defendant's sentence. Duckett v. State, 260 So. 3d 230 (Fla. 2018) 

cert. denied 587 U.S. 1053 (2019). 

Current Successive Motion 

r. In the current motion, the Defendant raises two claims for relief 

in his "Successive Motion to Vacate Judgment of Convictions and 

Sentence with Request for Leave to Amend and for Evidentiary 

Hearing." The Defendant argues that the claims require the Court to 

vacate the Defendant's conviction and sentence of death or stay the 
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Defendant's execution to provide counsel additional time to fully litigate 

any claims it may discover. 

Claim One 

s. The Defendant's first claim is labelled as an actual innocence 

claim, divided into five subparts. The Court considers subpart (a) to 

provide Defendant's account of the procedural history at trial rather 

than presenting claims for relief. Similarly, subpart (b) presents a 

procedural history of Defendant's postconviction proceedings. Insofar 

as Defendant's assertion that those previous postconviction 

proceedings have brought the State's case into question might be 

construed as a claim, such a claim would be successive and 

procedurally barred, as these claims were fully litigated in the previous 

postconviction proceedings and may not now be relitigated. 

Additionally, "actual innocence" is not cognizable as an independent 

claim in Florida postconviction proceedings. Sweet v. State, 293 So. 

3d 448, 453-454 (Fla. 2020). 

t. Defendant raises two substantive points that require 

addressing: 1. a Brady claim related to a letter and an email sent by 

the FBI to the State Attorney's Office December 4, 2012, and 
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December 21, 2012, respectively, and 2. a newly discovered evidence 

claim relating to DNA testing. 

u. Although the Florida Supreme Court previously held that "the 

State is under a continuing duty throughout all proceedings to comply 

with Brady ... [and] [t]his duty extends to postconviction proceedings" 

Duckett v. State, 918 So. 2d 224 (Fla. 2005), the U.S. Supreme Court 

later held that "Brady is the wrong framework" in postconviction 

proceedings, and instead the issue is whether the proceeding is 

"fundamentally unfair'' Dist. Att'y Off. for Third Jud. Dist. v. Osborne, 

557 U.S. 52, 68-69, 129 S. Ct. 2308, 174 L. Ed.2d 38 (2009). Florida 

subsequently recognized that Osborne "reject[ed] Brady's applicability 

at the postconviction stage" Dailey v. State, 279 So. 3d 1208, 1217 

(Fla. 2019). 

v. Additionally, even under the Brady standard, the results of the 

proceedings would not have been different. The record demonstrates 

that Defendant's first successive motion for postconviction relief motion 

was filed November 27, 2010 (Exhibit J) and then amended on January 

24, 2012 (Exhibit K) and September 19, 2012 (Exhibit M). Notably, the 

second amendment bases its claim on a report filed by Steve 

Roberson, described as an independent investigator for the FBI. 
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According to the Motion, Mr. Roberson's investigation was initiated at 

the prompting of Defense counsel upon learning that Defendant's case 

had not been included in previous reviews, and was completed May 

16, 2011. An evidentiary hearing on that claim was denied on 

November 6, 2012, (Exhibit N) and the claim itself was denied on legal 

grounds on March 15, 2013 (Exhibit 0). Notably, at a December 18, 

2012, hearing, Defense conceded that while the order denying an 

evidentiary hearing had not explicitly denied the claim, it was "fairly 

clear - I think the claims are likely to be denied," and that the primary 

purpose of the final order was to consolidate the claims for appellate 

purposes. (Exhibit U, Transcript of December 18, 2012, 3-5). Although 

Defense received leave to file a final brief, no brief was filed. 

w. The letter cited by Defendant bears the date December 4, 

2012, and the email December 21, 2024. It therefore cannot have 

affected any of the proceedings related to the hair analysis first 

successive postconviction motion, because that claim was decided on 

legal grounds that had been fully argued prior to the letter, and 

premised on factual grounds - the 2011 Roberson report and FBI 

reviews - that had already conducted. The fact that the FBI had 

requested information could not change those grounds, nor can it have 
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any bearing on either Mr. Roberson report. Nor could it affect 

Defendant's lack of inclusion in previous audits or review of FBI hair 

analysis, and therefore their relevance in this case. Likewise, 

according to Defense's Motion, the State's denials that a letter existed 

occurred December 16, 2000, June 5, 2002, September 18, 2003, and 

September 19, 2012, in other words, before the letter was sent. 

Conversely, the failure to disclose the letter cannot be the cause 

of the "piecemeal" nature of Defendant's litigation, since the 

subsequent report that the second successive motion would be based 

on had not yet been written and that claim could not have been brought 

or adjudicated regardless. (Exhibits P and Q). By then the fact that the 

FBI had been interested in Defendant's case was known to Defense 

and uncontested by the State. The result of that interest - the 2014 

report - was fully and completely litigated in postconviction 

proceedings. 

x. Defendant also raises a claim of actual innocence based on 

newly discovered DNA evidence. However, as Defendant admitted at 

the Huff hearing that in the absence of obtaining the DNA results, 

Defendant "cannot meet the burden" and that this claim is "a 
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placeholder." (Exhibit V, Transcript of March 10, 2026 Hearing). 

Accordingly, there is currently no factual basis for this claim. 

Claim Two 

x. The Defendant's second postconviction claim for relief is that 

the expedited postconviction proceedings are a violation of 

Defendant's due process rights. 

y. The Florida Supreme Court has held that to succeed in a claim 

that warrant proceedings violate due process, a defendant must 

identify a matter on which he has not received notice and an 

opportunity to be heard. Bell v. State, 415 So. 3d 85 (Fla. 2025); Tanzi 

v. State, 407 So. 3d 385 (Fla. 2025). Defendant pointed to a number 

of challenges it has as a result of Court's scheduling order and the 

Defendant's requirement to comply with it. The Court is both aware of 

the difficulties presented by the limited time, and commends the 

attorneys for their efforts and diligence. Nonetheless, the only matter 

which Defendant points to that has not been addressed at this time, 
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and therefore requires specific discussion, is the DNA testing results 

based upon the Defendant's most recent 3.853 motion. 

z. The material Defendant seeks to have tested has been known 

since at least 2003. (Exhibit H) Extensive testimony was taken as to 

the possibility of testing at that time, including possible degradation and 

limited size of the sample (Exhibit W, Transcript of October 3, 2003, 

Hearing). The decision not to test the material in order to allow for 

future scientific advances can only be characterized as explicitly a 

tactical choice by counsel and Defendant. (Exhibit H "Defendant elects 

not to request testing on the slide at this time"). Defendant does not 

allege that this decision was outside the bounds of effective assistance 

of counsel. Nor could such a claim be supported. According to the 

affidavits filed by Defense's own experts, new testing techniques have 

indeed been developed since 2003 that offer an improved chance of 

obtaining a result, including the SNP testing that he has now sought 

(Exhibit X, Affidavit of Emily Booth Docket; Exhibit Y, Affidavit of David 

Mittleman Docket). Defendant therefore could have brought this claim 

at any time since 2003, or at minimum since SNP testing was 

developed. While the same reasoning that led Defendant to delay in 

2003 - the possibility of additional developments in DNA testing - has 
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still applied since, the fact remains that the decision not to seek testing 

has been just that - a decision. Thus, the opportunity for Defendant to 

be heard on his DNA testing claim has existed not for the 14 days since 

the death warrant issued, but for more than eight years. See Johnston 

v. State, 27 So.3d 11, FN2 (Fla. 2010) (urging postconviction counsel 

not wait for the eve of execution to seek DNA testing under 3.853). 

That Defendant tactically chose not to exercise that opportunity cannot 

be the basis for a due process violation. See Hayward v. State, 183 

So. 3d 286 (Fla. 2015) (inability to present witness testimony due to 

decision of defense counsel not to present witness by video 

conference was not a due process violation). 

Stay of Execution 

aa. The Court has previously addressed the Defendant's request 

for a stay of execution in its "Order Denying Defendant's Motion for 

Stay of Execution" entered on March 6, 2026. 

Based upon the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: 

1. The Defendant's "Order On Defendant's Successive 

Motion to Vacate Judgment of Convictions and Sentence with Request 

for Leave to Amend and for Evidentiary Hearing" is hereby DENIED. 
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2. The Defendant's motion for stay of execution is hereby 

DENIED. 

3. The Clerk of Court is directed to promptly serve on each 

party a copy of this Order with attachments, noting thereon the date of 

service by an appropriate certificate of service pursuant to Florida Rule 

of Criminal Procedure 3.851 (f)(5)(F). 

4. This Order with attachments shall also be transmitted by the 

Clerk of Court to the Supreme Court of Florida. 

5. The Lake County Clerk of the Court shall transmit the record 

to the Supreme Court of Florida no later than noon March 18, 2026. 

DONE AND ORDERED in chambers in Tavares, Florida on this 

17th day of March, 2026. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I do hereby certify that copies of this Order have been provided 
this 17th day of March, 2026 by e-mail to: 

Hon. Daniel B. Merritt, Jr. 
Chief Judge, Fifth Judicial Circuit 
jweeks@circuit5.org 

Charmaine M. Millsaps, Special Counsel, AAG 
Office of the Attorney General 
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charmaine.millsaps@myfloridalegal.com 
capapp@myfloridalegal.com 

Naomi Nichols, Senior AAG 
Office of the Attorney General 
naomi. nichols@myfloridalegal.com 
capapp@myfloridalegal.com 

Nichole Rochelle Smith, Senior AAG 
Office of the Attorney General 
nicole.smith@myfloridalegal.com 
capapp@myfloridalegal.com 

Marilyn Muir, Associate Deputy Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
marilyn.muir@myfloridalegal.com 

Scott A. Browne, Chief Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
scott. browne@myfloridalegal.com 

Stephen D. Ake, Attorney Manager 11 
Office of the Attorney General 
stephen.ake@myfloridalegal.com 

Paula Montlary, Paralegal 
Office of the Attorney General 
paula.montlary@myfloridalegal.com 

Nanette Pelehach 
Office of the Attorney General 
nanette. pelehach@myfloridalegal.com 

Elizabeth Bueter 
Office of the Attorney General 
elizabeth. bueter@myfloridalegal.com 

Jennifer Roberson 
Office of the Attorney General 
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James Duckett, DOC # 112232 
Florida State Prison 
P.O. Box 800 
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Andrea K. ·Roberts 
Judicial Assistant 
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428 So.3d 40 (Mem)
Supreme Court of Florida.

James Aren DUCKETT, Appellant(s)

v.

STATE of Florida, Appellee(s)

SC2026-0449 & SC2026-0450
|

MARCH 26, 2026

Lower Tribunal No(s).: 351987CF001347AXXXXX

Opinion
The execution of James Aren Duckett, scheduled for 6:00
p.m., Tuesday, March 31, 2026, is hereby stayed pending
further order of this Court.

Nearly four decades ago, Duckett was convicted of sexual
battery and first-degree murder. For the latter crime, he was
sentenced to death. Following issuance of the death warrant,
Duckett filed a motion for postconviction DNA testing under
Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.853. The State agreed

that the evidence Duckett wanted tested 1  was potentially
exculpatory and did not object to his motion as untimely.
Instead, the State focused its arguments on the testing process.
In line with the State's position, the circuit court granted
Duckett's motion for DNA testing but permitted the State
to exercise complete control over the location, timing, and
method of testing. The court-ordered DNA testing has not yet
been completed.

Meanwhile, two days after his rule 3.853 motion was
granted, Duckett filed a successive postconviction motion
under Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.851. He raised
several claims, including that the forthcoming DNA testing
results would provide newly discovered evidence of his actual
innocence. See Jones v. State, 709 So. 2d 512, 521 (Fla. 1998).
Although initially requesting (and receiving) a scheduling
extension from this Court to allow the DNA testing to be
finalized, the circuit court ultimately issued a final order
summarily denying the successive postconviction motion.

Duckett appeals that order. He also moves for a stay of
execution and petitions for a writ of habeas corpus. Finally,
he moves to strike the State's response to his motion to stay
in the pending appeal.

Based on our review of the record and the arguments of the
parties, we hereby exercise our discretion and grant Duckett's
motion to stay his execution. See § 922.06(1), Fla. Stat. (“The
execution of a death sentence may be stayed ... incident
to an appeal.”). The State shall provide this Court a report
addressing the status of the DNA testing no later than Friday,
March 27, 2026, at 5:00 p.m. Further, in light of these rulings,
we deny as moot Duckett's motion to strike.

MUÑIZ, C.J., and LABARGA, COURIEL, GROSSHANS,
FRANCIS, and SASSO, JJ., concur.

TANENBAUM, J., dissents with an opinion.

TANENBAUM, J., dissenting.
The defendant stands convicted of raping and murdering
an eleven-year-old girl in 1987. The trial court sentenced
him to death for the murder in 1988. The conviction and
sentence became final in 1990. For three decades after that,
the defendant pursued post-conviction motions and other
litigation in state and federal court. The last of those efforts
came to an end in 2019. The defendant did nothing further
until the Governor finally signed a death warrant on February
27, 2026.

At that point, the defendant took advantage of this court's
post-death-warrant relief *41  process set out in Florida Rule
of Criminal Procedure 3.851(h). Under that rule, he once
again asked the trial court for relief from the judgment and
sentence, asserting two claims.

In one claim, he asserted his actual innocence—as he had in
a prior, unsuccessful habeas petition. The defendant rooted
his actual-innocence claim in what he still hopes will be the
exonerating results of a DNA test not yet conducted. He
characterized this claim as a “placeholder,” because he, days
earlier, had filed a motion for DNA testing under Florida
Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.853. The defendant asserted
that he was seeking testing under a “new” methodology, even
though that methodology has been available since, at the

latest, 2024—but likely years earlier. 2  He failed to explain
why he waited until the Governor signed the warrant to pursue
all of this, which he clearly could have done sooner with the
exercise of some diligence.

The other claim challenged the constitutionality of the
“surprise nature of [the Governor's] death warrants” and
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the compressed schedule set for any further post-conviction
proceedings. He made this claim even though Florida law
states the following:

Within 30 days after receiving the
letter of certification from the clerk
of the Florida Supreme Court [that
the defendant's direct appeal and
initial post-conviction proceedings are
complete], the Governor shall issue a
warrant for execution if the executive
clemency process has concluded,
directing the warden to execute the
sentence within 180 days, at a time
designated in the warrant.

§ 922.052(2)(b), Fla. Stat. Save for the clemency process, the
defendant likely was eligible for a warrant as of 2011.

The trial court denied the first claim because, obviously,
the defendant failed to provide a factual basis for it—the
defendant being unable to point to any actual DNA evidence
demonstrating his innocence. The trial court denied the
second claim because, the court explained, the defendant had
years to pursue the innocence claim he was then asserting
but simply had made the “tactical choice” not to—making
the warrant process no surprise at all. The trial court's
order denying this post-warrant, successive, post-conviction
motion is a final one now subject to our review in case number
26-449.

Yet, there still is pending in the trial court the defendant's
DNA-testing motion. The State did not oppose the motion
in substance (curiously, not raising as an issue the motion's
timeliness and coincidence with the death warrant); it only
challenged who should do the testing. The State contended
that it (not some third party, as suggested by the defendant)
should retain control over the testing. The trial court granted
the defendant's rule 3.853 motion, allowing the State to
retain the control it requested. The parties are still awaiting
the outcome. The trial court still has jurisdiction over that
separate matter, which is not the subject of the appeal in case
number 26-449.

*42  The concern prompting this court's action today is
whether the DNA testing will be completed and results
known before the execution on March 31, 2026. The onus

undoubtedly is on the State to ensure this happens, and
we should trust that the State will. If the results cannot be
obtained in time, we should trust the Governor to stay the
execution on his own. See § 922.06(1), Fla. Stat. (authorizing
a stay “only by the Governor or incident to an appeal”). At all
events, though, this court does not have the statutory authority
it claims to issue the current stay.

As I just noted, the order denying the rule 3.851 motion—the
final order on appeal—is separate from the one granting the
rule 3.853 motion—a non-final order that is not on appeal.
The outcome of the DNA testing currently being conducted
would be outside the record we are considering to determine
whether the trial court erred in conclusively denying the
defendant's latest rule 3.851 motion, which the trial court did
based on the evidence and argument presented in the motion

at the time it was considered. 3  There is no basis for staying
the execution in the context of this appeal (in case number
26-449), which relates only to the trial court's order on the
rule 3.851 motion. We have the record we need to dispose
of the appeal without further delay, meaning section 922.06,
Florida Statutes, does not give us the authority to stay the
execution, and a writ of injunction issued to the Department
of Corrections (which is what a “stay” otherwise would be)
is not “necessary to the complete exercise of [our appellate]
jurisdiction” here. Art. V, § 3(b)(7), Fla. Const. I would deny
the motion filed in this case and proceed to disposition.

This is not to say the defendant does not have an avenue
for relief, if some action from this court becomes necessary
before the execution. Along with his appeal, the defendant
filed a petition for a habeas writ in this court, in case number
26-450. In that petition, he asserts actual innocence as a basis
for relief, relying in part on what he hopes is an exonerating
result. The defendant seeks a stay of execution in that case as
well. Given that the State already has agreed to the new testing
but also sought to maintain control over when that testing is
complete, I would hold the motion in case number 26-450 in
abeyance for now and await the State's status report that the
court is now ordering.

The death warrant is effective until April 7, 2026. If, based
on those reports, it becomes clear that the testing will
not be completed and the results known before March 31,
then I would favor a stay, but one to be issued as a writ
in preservation of our habeas jurisdiction. Presumably, the
results would be known by the end of the *43  warrant
period. Exonerating results could support some action by this
court in the habeas proceeding. That, after all, is what habeas
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writ is there for. We have much more flexibility under the
auspices of habeas to act promptly and meet any underlying
contingencies, if necessary. See Art. V, § 3(b)(9), Fla. Const.

All Citations

428 So.3d 40 (Mem)

Footnotes

1 The evidence is a swab from the victim's underwear.

2 Over twenty years ago, in fact, this court—in the middle of the defendant's appeal from denial of his initial post-
conviction motion, after oral argument—relinquished jurisdiction to the trial court to determine whether there
was any clothing in evidence that could be subjected to DNA testing. See Duckett v. State, 918 So. 2d 224,
230 (Fla. 2005). There was one slide, but “Duckett informed the circuit court by letter [upon relinquishment]
that he did not wish to pursue testing of Q–6(3) based on the unlikelihood of obtaining a DNA profile under
current technology and the fact that the sample would be consumed in any attempted test.” Id. Fast forward
to 2026, and, on the eve of his execution, it is that same Q–6(3) slide the defendant now wants tested.

3 As to the first claim, the trial court, in essence, determined that the defendant failed to present newly
discovered facts to overcome rule 3.851’s one-year time bar applicable to the first claim. See Fla. R. Crim.
P. 3.851(d)(2)(A) (precluding consideration of a motion under rule 3.851 if filed more than one year “after
the judgment and sentence become final,” unless the motion asserts newly discovered facts that “could not
have been ascertained earlier” through “due diligence”). The defendant's characterization of his first claim
as a “placeholder” was an acknowledgement that, at the time of filing, he could not “predicate” the claim on
“facts” that “were unknown to [him or his lawyer] and could not have been ascertained by the exercise of
due diligence.” Id. As mentioned in the margin, the slide now subject to testing has been known for decades
at this point, so that could not have constituted a newly discovered fact. And the existence of a new DNA
testing methodology was a fact, but not an exonerating one by itself. Meanwhile, the trial court determined
that the second claim (regarding the “surprise” nature of the Governor's signing of the defendant's death
warrant) flew in the face of logic. DNA testing results are not relevant to the correctness of the trial court's
determination as to either claim.

End of Document © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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429 So.3d 1006 (Mem)
Supreme Court of Florida.

James Aren DUCKETT, Appellant/Petitioner(s)

v.

STATE of Florida, Appellee/Respondent(s)

SC2026-0449, SC2026-0450
|

MARCH 30, 2026

Lower Tribunal No(s).: 351987CF001347AXXXXX

Opinion
The circuit court continues to have concurrent jurisdiction
to rule on motions related to DNA testing and successive
claims filed by the petitioner and nothing in this Court's
prior scheduling order precludes these additional filings. The
circuit court shall provide this Court a status report on all
pending issues by Thursday, April 2, 2026, at 5:00 pm. The
State's motion to lift stay of execution is denied. Appellant's
motion to relinquish jurisdiction is denied as moot.

MUÑIZ, C.J., and LABARGA, COURIEL, GROSSHANS,
FRANCIS, and SASSO, JJ., concur.

TANENBAUM, J., dissents in part with an opinion.

TANENBAUM, J., dissenting in part.
For more than three decades, the defendant has sat on death
row for killing an eleven-year-old girl after raping her. The
defendant's last post-conviction-relief effort came in 2019.
The Governor's recent warrant for the defendant's execution
prompted the defendant to throw a Hail Mary pass, one
that sought to use newer DNA-testing technology to test an
evidentiary slide that contained a sample swabbed from the
victim's underwear during the 1987 murder investigation.
Florida law entitles the defendant to this DNA testing at any
time once the judgment and sentence become final, provided
that the Florida Department of Law Enforcement (“FDLE”)
conducts the testing and that the results would “exonerate”
him. See § 925.11(1), (2)(h), Fla. Stat.

The trial court granted the defendant's last-minute request for
DNA testing and ordered that FDLE conduct or supervise
the testing. This court stayed the defendant's execution,
ostensibly as a precaution because the State retained control

over the testing (which the statute happens to require) and
the testing had not yet been completed—no one of course
wanting to proceed with an execution while a DNA test is
pending. Well, the State reported on Friday that the testing
was complete, and the results were inconclusive, meaning
there still is no exonerating evidence that demonstrates the
defendant's actual innocence.

As I noted in my prior dissent, the test results at all events
are not relevant to the defendant's appeal in case number
26-0449, which pertains only to the denial of his post-death-
warrant, successive motion for post-conviction relief that the
defendant filed and the trial court denied. The defendant's
“due process” challenge in that motion to the “surprise”
nature of the Governor's death warrant had zero merit on its
face. And without the new exonerating DNA evidence that
the defendant was hoping for, his successive claim asserting
innocence in the same motion remains time-barred, as the trial
court originally ruled.

The trial court's final order denying the defendant's last-ditch
effort has been with us for review in accordance with our
warrant schedule, and the trial court's order in that respect
appears to have been the correct disposition. By definition,
a final order means that all judicial labor has come to an
end as to the cause at hand (here, the post-conviction claims
asserted *1007  in the successive rule 3.851 motion). That
undoubtedly is the case here, so no further proceedings could
be had on that already denied motion that could justify
continuing this court's stay.

Meanwhile, the rule 3.853 motion seeking DNA testing—
in essence, a discovery motion filed as a matter of statutory
right—had been previously granted, and the DNA testing
now has been completed. Neither the defendant nor the State
separately has challenged the ruling on the motion in this
court. There being no exonerating evidence produced because
of that testing, there is nothing further for the trial court to
do regarding that motion either. Indeed, as has been the case
for decades, the defendant has not produced any exonerating
evidence to justify delaying his execution, which has been a
long time coming.

This court should simply proceed to dispose of the defendant's

appeal. 1  The stay need only be continued for so long
as necessary to allow this court to finalize and issue that
appellate disposition. Instead, the court unnecessarily (and
without authority) injects further delay at the behest of
the defendant. This court cited section 922.06(1), Florida
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Statutes, in its last order as its authority to issue the current
stay. But that provision authorizes this court to issue a stay
only when “incident to an appeal.” It was unclear even last
week what appeal the stay was incident to, given that we
already have a final order for review, and there is nothing
further we need to decide the current appeal—any DNA-
testing results submitted in the trial court being outside the
record for this appeal anyway. Now that the results are in, we
know that even our habeas jurisdiction is not implicated by the

DNA testing. 2  Any continued proceedings in the trial court
—though I do not see what else there is to do—could have
no bearing on our present appellate jurisdiction, or even our
habeas jurisdiction. I agree that we should deny the motion
to relinquish jurisdiction, but we should grant the motion to
lift the stay, effective on a date that reasonably allows us to
promptly dispose of the appeal in case number 26-0449.

Justice for the victim and her family has been delayed far too
long. The defendant's time is up, and we should not stand
in the way any further than is necessary to complete our
appellate work post haste.

A True Copy

Test:

John A. Tomasino

Clerk, Supreme Court

All Citations

429 So.3d 1006 (Mem)

Footnotes

1 As I noted in my previous dissent, though consolidated, the habeas petition is a separate proceeding. It
requires considerations that differ from those involved in the appeal. It makes no sense, then, to delay
disposition of the appeal in case number 26-0449 (of what clearly is a final order) merely based on what may
transpire (however unlikely that may be) in connection with the separate, non-appeal habeas proceeding—
the only avenue for relief possibly remaining for the defendant pending his execution.

2 I noted earlier that if there were to be a stay at all, it would be as a writ of injunction to protect our habeas
jurisdiction in case number 26-0450—to protect against the very unlikely event that the last-minute DNA-
testing results exonerated the defendant.

End of Document © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.

a54

https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000006&cite=FLSTS922.06&originatingDoc=I9a989cf0376a11f1a884e85094ef572c&refType=RB&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Keycite)#co_pp_f1c50000821b0 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

CASE NO. SC2026-0528 

EXECUTION STAYED 
_____________________________________________________ 

JAMES AREN DUCKETT, 
Appellant, 

v. 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 
Appellee. 

_____________________________________________________ 

ON APPEAL FROM THE CIRCUIT COURT 
OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT,  

LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

LOWER CASE NO. 1987-CF-1347 
_____________________________________________________ 

INITIAL BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
____________________________________________________ 

MARY ELIZABETH WELLS 
Special Assistant CCRC-South 
Fla. Bar No.: 0866067 
mewells27@comcast.net 

COURTNEY M. HAMMER 
Staff Attorney 
Fla. Bar No. 1011328 
hammerc@ccsr.state.fl.us 

BRITTNEY LACY 
Assistant CCRC-South 
Fla. Bar No. 116001 
lacyb@ccsr.state.fl.us 

Capital Collateral Regional 
Counsel – South Office 
110 S.E. 6th Street, Suite 701 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

COUNSEL FOR MR. DUCKETT  April 7, 2026  

Filing # 245426293 E-Filed 04/07/2026 11:56:54 AM

a55



ii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES ............................................................... iv 

REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT ................................................... v 

CITATIONS TO THE RECORD .......................................................... v 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS .......................................... 1 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS .......................................................... 17 

STANDARD OF REVIEW ................................................................ 18 

ARGUMENT 1 ............................................................................... 18 

A. The court’s finding that no testimony or reasoning was 
presented as to how the information sought by Defendant 
could lead to Defendant’s exoneration is erroneous (WR2. 163).
  ........................................................................................ 19 

B. The court erroneously found that reanalyzing the test 
results could not generate new evidence on which his actual 
innocence claim could rest (WR2. 163). ...................................... 24 

C. The lower court’s finding that it is uncontroverted that 
Defendant’s DNA testing could have been previously 
performed is clearly erroneous, contrary to the record, and 
irrelevant to the question before the court (WR2. 163). ................ 25 

D. The lower court’s failure to conduct an evidentiary 
hearing to determine who, where, and how the DNA would be 
tested denied Mr. Duckett due process. ...................................... 27 

E. Conclusion....................................................................... 30 

ARGUMENT 2 ............................................................................... 30 

The Lower Court Abused Its Discretion In Denying Mr. Duckett 
Access To Public Records In Violation Of The Fifth, Eighth, And 
Fourteenth Amendments To The U.S. Constitution And The 
Corresponding Provisions Of The Florida Constitution. .............. 30 

a56



iii 

A. “[A]cess to public records is an essential ingredient in 
any meaningful postconviction review.” Sims v. State, 753 So. 
3d 66, 71 n.10 (Fla. 2000) (Anstead, J., concurring)...................... 31 

B. The Lower Court Erred in Determining That Mr. Duckett’s 
Demands Were Neither Relevant to the Subject Matter of a Rule 
3.851 Proceeding Nor Reasonably Calculated to Lead to the 
Discovery of Admissible Evidence. ............................................ 32 

1.  Mr. Duckett’s demands were relevant to a claim of 
actual innocence based on newly discovered evidence 
which is cognizable in a Rule 3.851 proceeding. ..................... 33 

2.  Mr. Duckett’s demands were reasonably calculated to 
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. ......................... 33 

CONCLUSION AND RELIEF SOUGHT ............................................. 34 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE AND FONT ................................... 36 

 

a57



iv 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

Cases 

Callins v. Collins, 510 U.S. 1141 (1994) .................................................... 32 

Cardona v. State, 109 So. 3d 241 (Fla. 4th DCA 2013) .......... 14, 18, 28, 29 

Dist. Atty’s Office for 3rd Jud. Dist. v. Osborne, 557 U.S. 52 (2009) ......... 27 

Evitts v. Lucey, 469 U.S. 387 (1985) ................................................... 29, 32 

Ford v. Wainwright, 477 U.S. 399 (1986) .................................................. 32 

Goodwin v. State, 91 So. 3d 182 (Fla. 4th DCA 2012) .............................. 18 

Herrera v. Collins, 506 U.S. 390 (1993) .................................................... 27 

In re Amends. to Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.851, 3.852, et. seq., 797 So. 2d 1213 

(Fla. 2001) ............................................................................................. 32 

In re Amends. to Fla. R. Crim. P. Cap. Postconviction Recs. Prod., 683 So. 

2d 475 (Fla. 1996) ................................................................................. 32 

Ohio Adult Parole Authority v. Woodard, 523 U.S. 272 (1998) .................. 29 

Reynolds v. State, 192 So. 3d 41 (Fla. 2015) ............................................ 18 

Sims v. State, 753 So. 3d 66 (Fla. 2000) ............................................ 31, 32 

Zollman v. State, 820 So. 2nd 1059 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2002) ........................ 18 

Rules 

Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.853 ......................................................................... 26, 33 

a58



v 

REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

Mr. Duckett respectfully requests oral argument by counsel pursuant 

to Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.320. The resolution of the issues 

involved in this action will determine whether Mr. Duckett lives or dies. Mr. 

Duckett has raised meritorious issues that warrant an opportunity to be heard 

before this Court. A full opportunity to argue the issues at oral argument is 

appropriate in this case because of the seriousness of the claims at issue 

and the penalty that the State seeks to impose on Mr. Duckett. 

CITATIONS TO THE RECORD 

References to the record will note the relevant proceeding on appeal 

and page number: Direct Appeal (R. __); Postconviction Record on Appeal 

and proceedings after remand, SC01-2149 (PC-R1. __) and Transcripts 

(PC-R1-T. ___); Successive Postconviction Record on Appeal, SC13-719 

(PC-R2. __); Successive Postconviction Record on Appeal, SC16-793 (PC-

R3. __); Warrant Record on Appeal, SC2026-0449 (WR. ___); and Warrant 

Record on Appeal—3.853 proceedings, SC2026-0528 (WR2. ___), 

supplemental (WR2-S. ___), and sealed (WR2-S2. ___). All other references 

and citations are self-explanatory or explained herein.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS  

On February 27, 2026, the Governor signed an execution warrant for 

Mr. Duckett, setting his execution for March 31. The State of Florida seeks 

to execute Mr. Duckett for the murder and sexual battery of Teresa McAbee, 

for which he has steadfastly maintained his innocence for nearly 40 years.  

This Court has stayed the execution pending litigation of DNA testing 

of a critical piece of biological evidence extracted from Ms. McAbee’s 

underpants. The material was extracted pre-trial and mounted onto a slide 

identified as Exhibit 14, Q6(3), sub. 001 (“Q slide”) (WR. 433-543; 629-740). 

No attempt was made to test Q slide for DNA at the time of trial because 

DNA testing was not sophisticated enough to test such a minute amount. In 

2003, on appeal from the denial of his postconviction motion, this Court 

remanded Mr. Duckett’s case for DNA testing (WR. 632). The circuit court 

determined that the Q Slide and certain other items of evidence should be 

tested. FDLE analyst Emily Booth tested several of the items, except the Q 

slide, but could not obtain a profile. At a hearing, Ms. Booth testified that 

“due to the compromised nature of the slide, she was concerned that any 

attempt by her to unmount the slide would destroy the material on the slide 

and no DNA profile would be obtained” (WR. 632). No further DNA analysis 

was attempted, and the slide was preserved at Lake County Sheriff’s Office 
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for the possibility of testing in the future when technology progressed. 1 

Under warrant, Mr. filed a Motion for DNA testing pursuant to Rule 

3.853. Mr. Duckett obtained an affidavit from former FDLE analyst Booth 

indicating that based upon her review of the case file and her recognition of 

the degradation of the biological materials, the method of testing most likely 

to obtain a valid profile on the slide was Single Nucleotide Polymorphism 

(“SNP”) testing as opposed to Short Tandem Repeat (“STR”) (WR. 658-60).  

Mr. Duckett was referred to Othram, Inc., a leading laboratory in 

forensic testing, both because it conducts SNP using Forensic-Grade 

Genome Sequencing (“FGGS”), a specialized optimized application of 

Whole Genome Sequencing (“WGS”), and because Othram conducts the 

exact testing for FDLE, which does not offer SNP at all. Mr. Duckett retained 

David Mittelman, Ph.D., cofounder of Othram to obtain an affidavit 

explaining that SNP testing “would provide the most reliable method of 

extraction of testable DNA from the Q slide” (WR. 728-40). He noted that 

“the technology used at Othram is relatively new and thus is not available 

for use in most laboratories,” and that Othram was capable of conducing the 

testing “within one to two weeks from receipt of the slide” (WR. 536). 

                                  
1 Mr. Duckett sought the opinion of an numerous experts in the field who all 
expressed the same concerns (WR. 1498-99). 
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Mr. Duckett filed his motion on March 5 and the lower court held an 

impromptu hearing the next day. Because Mr. Duckett’s team had no notice 

and only learned of the hearing as it was beginning, they had no opportunity 

to prepare the expert, who they had just met a few days previously, before 

putting him on as an expert witness.2 During a short 15-minute recess, 

counsel was able to reach Dr. Mittelman and he agreed to appear via Zoom 

to answer the court’s questions. This was the only time Mr. Duckett was able 

to present expert testimony.3 The State agreed that it did not object to DNA 

testing, just to the type of testing and the lab that would conduct it.4 The 

hearing focused on how long testing would take and who would conduct the 

testing. Dr. Mittelman explained that Othram conducts testing for FDLE 

regularly and was available at any time to begin the testing, which would 

take from days to a few weeks (WR. 815, 818).  

The court granted testing finding that the results of the DNA testing 

would likely be admissible at trial or a future hearing, “that identity was an 

issue at trial, and that if DNA testing of the sperm indicated that it did not 

belong to [Mr. Duckett], there would have been a reasonable probability of 

                                  
2 Counsel learned of the hearing when they received emails asking if they 
were going to join the Zoom hearing in progress. 
3 The State presented an FDLE analyst but did not elicit any questions as to 
the requisite type of testing or the length of time required to conduct testing. 
4 The State did not dispute that the results of testing would be admissible. 
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an acquittal” (WR. 748). Although the Rule provides for an outside lab to 

conduct testing if good cause is shown, the State was adamant the rule 

required FDLE to conduct the testing. As this Court found in its Order staying 

the execution, the circuit court “permitted the State to exercise complete 

control over the location, timing, and method of testing” (WR2. 27). 

Ultimately, the court ruled that FDLE would conduct the quantification 

analysis, and if it was deemed SNP was appropriate, FDLE would send the 

sample to another lab as its designee (WR. 806, 819-20).  

The FDLE Crime Laboratory in Orlando completed the quantification 

completed on March 11. The results were significant and instructive. Until 

FDLE successfully retrieved the biological evidence from the Q slide, the 

existence of usable DNA evidence was uncertain and largely speculative. 

Mr. Duckett argued below that because the amount of DNA recovered 

appeared to be very limited, careful coordination was required to determine 

the best testing strategy. He emphasized that testing decisions must be 

made carefully to avoid consuming the sample in a way that prevents the 

most informative analysis.  

At a hearing held March 12, FDLE announced that it agreed with the 

defense that the “best course of action” was to process the DNA using SNP 

(WR. 1116). Leigh Clark, Deputy Director of Forensic Services, confirmed 
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that FDLE was unable to do the testing and listed four accredited labs that 

do: Othram, DNA Labs International (“DLI”), Bode Laboratories (“Bode”), 

and Signature Science. Although FDLE expressly stated, “We presently 

have our SNP testing needs met by Othram in Texas,” for the first time, 

FDLE informed the court that it was not in a position to contract with any lab 

as its designee in this case (WR. 1115). FDLE explained that the parties 

would be the client.5  

When asked to give her recommendation, Ms. Clark provided an 

analogy to make the point again that she was not an expert in SNP testing 

(WR. 1128). Notwithstanding this answer, the court maintained that its order 

stood and FDLE was to perform the testing or figure out a lab (WR. 1115).6 

After revisiting Rule 3.853, the court determined good cause existed for a 

private lab to conduct the testing—a fact that Mr. Duckett had argued a week 

earlier. The court directed FDLE to inquire of each lab “their technical 

                                  
5 This proved to be false. When the lower court later ordered the sample be 
sent to DLI, FDLE completed the contract and listed itself as the initiating 
agency. FDLE was also the main point of contact. Despite the lower court 
ordering CCRC-South pay for the testing, DLI would not even update 
counsel as to the testing progress (See WR2-S2. 342) . Indeed, the lab told 
undersigned counsel that all communications and information regarding the 
testing were required to go through FDLE per the AG. 
6 Despite previously agreeing FDLE could designate another lab to perform 
SNP testing as it’s designee, the State suddenly objected to any other lab 
conducting the testing and to the evidence leaving the state (WR. 1121). 
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capabilities, capacity to perform the testing, the location of the lab that will 

perform the testing, and their anticipated timeline to complete such testing.” 

(WR. 1092). Before FDLE returned the results of its inquiry, the court 

entered an order directing FDLE to select a lab.  

FDLE contacted each lab, except Othram, and sent the information to 

all parties the same evening but did not, however, select a lab. At 9:06 p.m. 

The court set a hearing for 9:00 a.m. the following morning. FDLE’s research 

indicated that Othram was the best choice—the lab offered the fastest 

turnaround time, the most sensitive technology, and greater capability for 

analysis of the results on the back end of the testing. Indeed, Othram was 

the only lab that could do both the testing and conduct the requisite analysis.  

On March 13, Ms. Clark again appeared and reported only some of 

the information gathered from the labs. Because the court only scheduled 

this hearing the night before, Dr. Mittelman was unable to appear due to a 

previously scheduled appointment. Mr. Duckett was unable to offer 

testimony from a scientist experienced in the testing at hand and rebut any 

misinformation. Instead, the court relied on Ms. Clark’s representations 

regarding SNP despite her testimony that she is not trained on nor does she 

conduct SNP testing.  

Mr. Duckett requested SNP testing be conducted using WGS, which 
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is specifically designed for degraded samples. At the March 12 hearing, Ms. 

Clark agreed “that it would be best for the private lab that would be 

conducting SNP testing to have the capabilities for a whole genome 

sequencing. . . .” because “you would want a professional who performs 

whole genome sequencing to make that decision [on whether WGS was 

necessary] based on the quantitation [sic] data” (WR. 1135, 1130-31) 

(emphasis added). Ms. Clark told the court that FDLE was “not in a position 

to be able to make a recommendation as to whole genome sequencing or 

not.” (WR. 1131). Ms. Clark clarified that the only recommendation FDLE 

could make was that SNP technology should be used (WR. 1131). 

Although Dr. Mittelman testified at the March 6 hearing that WGS 

would take only 1-2 weeks, and that he could start immediately, Ms. Clark 

testified that WGS would take 6-8 weeks (WR. 733, 1158). Upon learning 

that DLI and Signature Science offered a different kit, ForenSeq 

Kintelligence, which would only take 15 days, Ms. Clark changed her 

testimony: “in my opinion the whole genome sequencing is not necessary, 

and I do not believe that type of testing would be performed by Othram or 

DNA labs in this example” (WR. 1158).7 The statement was patently wrong 

                                  
7 Ms. Clark testified the day prior that the question about length of time 
“would be better posed to the entity that’s actually going to perform the 
testing," (WR. 1133-34), yet the only accredited lab certified to do SNP 
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as Dr. Mittelman indicated Othram would conduct WGS. Having no 

experience herself, Ms. Clark opined that whole genome sequencing is 

“overkill” (WR. 1159). Instead of following the dictates of the science, the 

determination of who was to do the testing and the method of testing 

performed was primarily driven by the perceived time limits which were not 

supported by the record and by the State’s demands.  

It was never determined whether DLI found this to be the best option 

based on their analysis or if they simply did the testing they were told to by 

FDLE.8 Indeed, it was never determined whether Kintelligence is approved 

for mixed samples containing male DNA. What was established, however, 

is that Kintelligence is meant for other types of DNA analysis and is not used 

for scientific questions like the one in Mr. Duckett’s case (WR. 1161). That 

means that DLI does not have the capability to conduct the analysis of the 

data required in this case— a point Ms. Clark mentioned in her email to the 

parties but conveniently left out of her summary to the court (See WR2. 156) 

(“DLI does not perform statistical analysis of Y-SNP results and therefore 

cannot provide a probability determination of data obtained in testing.”).  

                                  
testing who provided an estimate on WGS testing was Othram, and that 
time limit was significantly lower than that asserted by Ms. Clark. 
8 DLI’s initial response envisioned a test that would take closer to a month 
and would be conducted in their Utah facility (WR. 1233-35). 
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The lower court issued an order, relying on the unsupported 

assertions FDLE made to the court, and directed the evidence to be tested 

by DLI (WR. 1144).  

Meanwhile, on March 10, the lower court moved this Court for a 7-day 

extension of time, noting that testing would be completed no later than 

March 18. Acknowledging that the DNA results “would have a reasonable 

probability of producing an acquittal at trial if favorable to Defendant,” the 

court specifically requested the time “to receive the results of the DNA 

testing under [] 3.853(c)(8) so as to fully adjudicate the matter.” (WR. 972). 

This Court granted the extension, in part, ordering the lower court to file a 

status report “no later than 5:00 p.m., Wednesday, March 18, 2026, or within 

12 hours of receiving DNA results, whichever occurs first” (WR. 1074).  

On March 13, the parties learned that the testing would likely be 

completed on or before March 27. This Court granted the lower court an 

extension to address the DNA results and the lower court had the authority 

to issue a stay. Yet, at the behest of the State, on March 17, the lower court 

ruled on Mr. Duckett’s warrant proceedings and denied all claims, including 

his claim of actual innocence which was reliant on the outstanding results 

of the DNA testing. Mr. Duckett appealed to this Court and promptly moved 

for a stay, which this Court granted (WR2. 27).  
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On March 27, 2026, Ms. Clark sent an email to the parties with the 

results of the DNA testing conducted by DLI. The results were reported as 

inconclusive and DLI was unable to obtain a profile. Notably, the testing did 

yield data. The issue, however, is that DLI does not have the capability to 

conduct the requisite analysis to determine if a profile can be obtained—a 

problem FDLE was aware of when submitting the sample to DLI (WR2-S2. 

308). Ms. Clark expressly stated that the analysis is not yet over. While 

FDLE is unable to provide an opinion on the results of the tests, Ms. Clark 

suggested that “[a] qualified bioinformaticist may be able [sic] provide an 

opinion and calculation based on the Y SNP results.” (WR2-S2. 308). Ms. 

Clark suggested that either Othram or Parabon Nanolabs, Inc., would be 

capable of further reviewing the Y SNP data—the same two labs Ms. Clark 

suggested initially when the lower court was gathering information about 

which lab should conduct the testing in this case. Id.; (WR. 1165-66, 1169). 

In anticipation of the DNA testing results, on March 25, Mr. Duckett 

filed below a Motion Requesting Testing Protocol, Data, and Results of DNA 

Testing (WR2. 1-13). He explained that these items are necessary to assess 

the testing conducted and ascertain additional information. The State 

responded, arguing that Mr. Duckett is entitled to only the results and no 

other underlying data or protocols (WR2. 14-26). Mr. Duckett’s motion and 
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the State’s response were pending at the time the results issued and this 

Court entered its Orders staying the execution. 

The State surprisingly moved to lift the stay and conclude Mr. 

Duckett’s Rule 3.853 proceedings immediately after filing the results with 

this Court, tersely asserting that “[t]he SNP DNA results were inconclusive” 

and that the stay should be lifted “[b]ecause the SNP DNA testing is 

complete and the results do not exonerate [Mr.] Duckett.” Mot. to Lift Stay, 

Mar. 27, 2026. The State further moved in this Court and in the circuit court 

to dismiss Mr. Duckett’s discovery requests and to preclude any further 

filings, arguing that any such filings violated Jimenez v. Bondi, 259 So. 3d 

722 (Fla. 2018), because they were not contemplated by the scheduling 

order. The State argued that Mr. Duckett was not entitled to any further 

litigation because the inconclusive DNA results did not exonerate him.  

Mr. Duckett responded, requesting time to litigate outstanding issues 

in his Rule 3.853 proceeding given that the testing was inconclusive and 

FDLE’s indication that further analysis could still yield a profile that could 

exonerate him. Resp. to State’s Mot. to Lift Stay, Mar. 27, 2026. Mr. Duckett 

specifically noted that Rule 3.853(b)(2) contemplates testing to a definitive 

result. Mr. Duckett asserted that both Rule 3.853 and due process demand 

that he have the opportunity to have his expert review the testing data from 
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DLI and assess the reliability of the results and litigate any related issues. 

Mr. Duckett also filed a motion to relinquish.  

This Court rejected the State’s arguments and entered an Order 

denying the State’s motion to lift the stay. The Order clarified that the lower 

court retained “concurrent jurisdiction to rule on motions related to DNA 

testing and successive claims filed by the petitioner . . . .” (WR2. 51). The 

Court directed the lower court to file a Status Report on all pending issues 

by Thursday, April 2, 2026, at 5:00 p.m. Id. 

Once the Court ruled that Mr. Duckett was permitted to litigate his 

outstanding Rule 3.853 issues, Mr. Duckett filed public records demands to 

the State Attorney’s Office (“SAO-5”), FDLE, and the Attorney General’s 

Office (“AG”) requesting communication between each agency and DLI. As 

Mr. Duckett explained above, DLI would not communicate with CCRC-

South, but did communicate with the State. From FDLE, Mr. Duckett also 

requested the DLI case file and additional materials required for an expert 

to conduct a thorough assessment and analysis of the testing completed in 

order to render any further opinion (See WR2-S2. 345). 

On March 31, the lower court scheduled a status hearing for the same 

day at noon and a subsequent hearing for the next morning, April 1, at 9:00 

a.m. At the March 31 hearing, the lower court announced it intended to 
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address Mr. Duckett’s motion for the protocols and testing data. Present 

were Ms. Clark from FDLE and Rachel Oefelein, Ph.D., from DLI, both of 

whom confirmed that further statistical analysis of the Y SNP data from DLI 

is possible.9 Dr. Oefelein advised that the lab conducting the analysis 

recommended by the FDLE would be conducting a quantitative analysis, not 

further testing of the biological evidence itself, and that the review should 

not require a lengthy amount of time. Ms. Clark verified the information 

relayed by Dr. Oefelein, and that this was the suggested course of action in 

her March 27 email to try and ascertain more definitive results. The court 

inquired of both as to whether the sample had been consumed, which both 

confirmed was true (WR2. 195-96). 

Mr. Duckett requested the court hold an evidentiary hearing and hear 

from the scientists and subsequently permit another lab to analyze the 

testing data and determine whether conclusive results could be obtained 

(WR2. 189).10 Mr. Duckett again requested that the court send the data to 

                                  
9 This hearing, like every previous hearing, was not noticed as an evidentiary 
hearing and did not provide the defense with sufficient time or notice to 
secure expert attendance. Also, as with every previous hearing, the defense 
did not learn until the hearing if the State was bringing a witness or who that 
witness would be. Additionally, although both Ms. Clark and Dr. Oefelein 
were questioned by the court, neither were sworn as witnesses. 
10 When defense counsel requested that a representative from DLI appear 
at an earlier hearing to answer questions, they did not attend and the 
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Othram, the only lab suggested that is accredited to do the testing and is 

capable of reading the data. The State argued that the inconclusive result 

ended the inquiry (WR2. 188). In response to the question about which lab 

should read the data, the State made an unfounded and absurd claim that 

the Defense deliberately created a conflict with Othram labs (WR2. 193).11  

The lower court permitted the parties to file responses to arguments 

made at the hearing. Mr. Duckett was given until 3:00 p.m. and the State 

was given until 4:00 p.m. It was unclear until the court entered its order at 

7:52 p.m. whether there would be a hearing the following morning (WR2. 

155) (“And if necessary, we’ll have the hearing in the morning”). In his 

pleading, Mr. Duckett asserted that this Court could have agreed with the 

State’s argument that the results were inconclusive and no further analysis 

was warranted and could have lifted the Stay precluding any further review 

of the DNA results. This Court did not do that. Mr. Duckett further urged the 

lower court to hold an evidentiary hearing, as required by Cardona v. State, 

                                  
defense were informed by the court that even if they had attended, counsel 
would be precluded from asking them questions (WR. 1202). 
11 As Mr. Duckett has explained at every turn in this warrant, there is no 
conflict. Indeed, after it was known that Mr. Duckett retained Othram, the 
lower court ruled that FDLE was permitted to choose “Othram as its 
designee” (WR. 749). Despite the absurdity of this argument, at the March 
31 hearing the court agreed with the State’s argument and removed Othram 
as a potential lab to do the requested analysis of DLI’s data, despite the fact 
that they are the most qualified agency for the job (WR2. 207-08). 

a73



15 

109 So. 3d 241, 247-48 (Fla. 4th DCA 2013), to hear from the scientists on 

the anticipated scope and procedure of any further analysis.12 Mr. Duckett 

explained that he wants nothing more than to have the evidence properly 

examined using the testing methods and analysis most likely to produce a 

testable profile (See WR2. 127). 

The State’s pleading, arguing that an inconclusive result was the end 

of the necessary inquiry, highlighted the very need for an evidentiary hearing 

as it focused on scientific information not in evidence and in dispute.  

In the 7:52 p.m. order, the court stated it would determine whether Mr. 

Duckett is “entitled to the data from the DNA testing for its own independent 

analysis” at the hearing (WR2. 156-57). The court also further noted that it 

would address Mr. Duckett’s “remaining discovery requests” (WR2. 157). 

At the April 1 hearing, Mr. Duckett’s counsel urged the court to hold 

an evidentiary hearing wherein the experts would provide testimony as to 

the outstanding factual issues. Mr. Duckett highlighted the various facts at 

issue in this case and the necessity of a hearing to address them. He further 

requested, as he had in each of his pleadings and at prior hearings, that he 

seeks from the State records and data to provide the Court with valid facts 

                                  
12 This did not happen in the hearings determining who should do the testing 
and what testing should be done.  
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and evidence upon which it can rely.  

In response, the State asserted boldly, for the first time, and without a 

scintilla of evidence, that no further analysis was required because “we 

already know these are inculpatory not exonerating” (WR2-S. 239); id. at 

238-39 (“[T]hese numbers don’t exclude Duckett.”); id. at 239 (“[E]ither one 

of those numbers incorporate it. They are both evidence of guilt.”); “He does 

not have any new evidence of his innocence. The only thing on the table is 

evidence including him.” (WR2. 271). It is unclear what number the State is 

referencing because there is no report, and thus no number reported. 

Counsel was baffled, noting that she felt a “little bit like we’ve entered - - 

we’re Alice in – in Wonderland . . .” (WR2. 271). One can only describe the 

world in which the State can make such absurd and unfounded statements 

in litigation which will determine whether he lives or dies as a Wonderland. 

Despite FDLE’s clear statements that DLI was unable to read the data 

here and assess whether additional probative information can be gained, 

the State further claimed Mr. Duckett is not entitled to any underlying data 

because the numbers do “not matter” in postconviction (WR2. 271). The 

lower court did not hold a hearing and no experts provided any sworn 

testimony concerning SNP data calculations. The only information provided 

to the court was that the data needs to be read by a bioinformaticist.  
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The lower court entered a written order denying Mr. Duckett’s request 

to have the inconclusive data read by a qualified expert and his records 

demands. Mr. Duckett addresses each of the court’s grounds in turn.  

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS 

1.  The lower court erred when it denied Mr. Duckett access to the 

DNA testing data and precluded him from having the testing fully analyzed 

by a bioinformaticist as was recommended by the FDLE. Further, the court's 

failure to grant him the requisite evidentiary hearings regarding the scientific 

analysis of the DNA was error. The court's order was factually and legally 

erroneous, precluded meaningful appellate review, and denied Mr. Duckett 

his rights under the Fifth, Sixth, and Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments 

and presents a risk that an innocent man will be executed without being 

given the opportunity to fully analyze the DNA results. 

2. The lower court abused its discretion in denying Mr. Duckett 

access to public records wherein he met the requirements of Rule 3.852(i) 

and directly refuted the sole objection to the records. Further, the lower court 

erred when it made findings of fact contradicted by the record. The 

records—communications with a private laboratory concerning DNA testing 

and the underlying testing case file and accompanying laboratory 

documents—are directly related to Mr. Duckett’s litigation of his Rule 3.853 
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motion which is the basis for his newly discovered evidence claim that he is 

innocent, a recognized colorable claim.  

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Factual determinations are reviewed for competent substantial 

evidence. Goodwin v. State, 91 So. 3d 182 (Fla. 4th DCA 2012). Questions 

of law are reviewed de novo. Reynolds v. State, 192 So. 3d 41 (Fla. 2015). 

The lower court’s findings as to testing procedures are submit to de novo 

review “to determine whether they employ a method generally accepted by 

the scientific community.” Cardona, 109 So. 3d 241. 

ARGUMENT 1 

The Lower Court’s Denial Of Full Analysis Of The DNA 
Evidence, As Recommended By The FDLE, Denied Mr. 
Duckett Due Process And A Full And Fair Hearing Contrary 
To The Fifth, Eighth And Fourteenth Amendments To The 
U.S. Constitution and the Corresponding Provisions Of The 
Florida Constitution. 

Mr. Duckett has consistently professed his innocence of the charges 

supporting his death sentence. Rule 3.853 was promulgated to avoid the 

precise injustice that Mr. Duckett faces, to make sure that the wrongly 

convicted, like Mr. Duckett, do not become the wrongly executed. See 

Zollman v. State, 820 So. 2nd 1059, 1062 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2002), (quoting In 

re Amend. to Fla. R. Crim. P. Creating Rule 3.853, 807 So. 2d 633, 636 (Fla. 

2001) (Anstead, J., concurring)). Both the State and the lower court agreed 
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that Mr. Duckett had met his burden under Rule. 3.853, satisfying each 

prong required to obtain testing: 

[T]he Court agrees that identity was an issue at trial, and that if 
DNA testing of the sperm indicated that it did not belong to 
Defendant, there would have been a reasonable probability of 
an acquittal. 

(WR. 748). Yet when rubber met the road, the court inexplicably applied the 

brakes, in an order that appears to be more concerned with complying with 

the strict timeline resulting from litigating under warrant rather than ensuring 

that an innocent man is not put to death. The court’s decision precluding Mr. 

Duckett from completing the analysis on the DNA results, potentially 

excluding him as the perpetrator of the crime, denied both the spirit and the 

letter of the law. The lower court’s 2 ½ page order is replete with errors and 

contains no citations to the record and only cites three cases, none of which 

support the proposition that a defendant who has met his burden under Rule 

3.853 to obtain DNA testing should be forced to stop the inquiry before fully 

analyzing the testing to determine the result. Instead, the court relies on 

findings that are factually incorrect, contrary to the record, and not 

consistent with controlling law. 

A. The court’s finding that no testimony or reasoning was 
presented as to how the information sought by Defendant could 
lead to Defendant’s exoneration is erroneous (WR2. 163). 

It is unclear whether the court based this statement on a finding that 
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the requested analysis cannot exclude Mr. Duckett as the perpetrator, or a 

finding that defendant failing to adequately support his request for the further 

analysis with argument and testimony, but either way the court is wrong. 

Because the court fails to expand on the statement or to provide citations to 

the record, Mr. Duckett is left guessing what was meant by it. 

After DLI submitted the inconclusive result, the State began asserting 

the argument, with no evidence in support, that these results were actually 

inculpatory. See infra, p. 13. Nowhere in the results reported by DLI is there 

an assertion that the results are inculpatory or inclusive; nowhere in the 

email from Ms. Clark is there such an indication; nowhere in the statements 

made by either Ms. Clark or Dr. Oefelein do they state that the results are 

inculpatory or inclusive. To the extent the circuit court is reading a finding 

that an inconclusive result is only consistent with an inclusion, and is 

inconsistent with an exclusion, that interpretation is not supported by any 

evidence in the record, nor by science, and would be contrary ISO/IEC 

17025 accreditation requirements which DLI is bound by.13  

To the extent the court faults Mr. Duckett for failing to present 

testimony in support of his arguments, the fault lies with the process and not 

                                  
13 ANAB accreditation requires labs to produce accurate, objective, and 
unambiguous results which prohibits reporting definitive conclusions 
(inclusion or exclusion) when data is inconclusive. 
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Mr. Duckett. The court consistently held hearings with either little or no 

notice, precluding Mr. Duckett from presenting his expert to dispute the 

erroneous testimony of the FDLE or from questioning the representative 

from DLI about the anticipated testing. The only time Mr. Duckett was able 

to present expert testimony was in the initial hearing on the Rule 3.853 

hearing, a hearing which he learned about as it was happening. The court 

did not confirm that the April 1 hearing regarding whether the defense would 

be entitled to the data to conduct the necessary analysis until 7:52 p.m. the 

night before, and at no time did the court indicate that this was an evidentiary 

hearing nor that counsel should present expert testimony.  

To the extent that the court is asserting that Mr. Duckett failed to argue 

how this testimony would provide support for his innocence claim, that 

finding is belied by the record where Mr. Duckett, both in motions and in the 

hearings, has repeatedly argued that he believed the DNA evidence, if 

capable of producing a result, would exclude him. (See, e.g., WR2-S. 241, 

247, 260, WR2. 127, 189, 190). 

It is possible, though unclear from the lower court’s order due to the 

complete lack of explanation, that the court misunderstood the import of the 

inconclusive result and failed to appreciate the critical distinction between 

the result obtained by DLI and the analysis that a forensic bioinformaticist 
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could conduct on the test results. Because the court held no evidentiary 

hearings, there was no testimony regarding what an inconclusive result 

meant. 

DLI could not do what was needed to obtain a result and FDLE knew 

that likelihood existed yet allowed the evidence to be sent to them for 

testing. The agency that could have conducted the more sensitive WGS 

testing, completed it in the same or less time as Kintelligence, and provided 

the court with the full analysis of the result, Othram, was left standing in the 

wings because the State adamantly professed they were conflicted, and 

ignored testimony that they could do the testing in less time than the chosen 

agency. It is hard to imagine how this result comports with due process. 

When an analyst declares a result inconclusive, that declaration is not 

a finding of fact. It is an acknowledgment that the standard methodology has 

reached its limit. It means the data, as processed through the tools that DLI 

used, cannot support a statistically reliable conclusion under the laboratory's 

established protocols. That is precisely the testimony, albeit unsworn, that 

DLI representative Dr. Oefelein provided to the court (WR2. 203).  

But inconclusive does not mean uninformative. It means unresolved 

by conventional means. That does not mean the inquiry should end, 

especially when there are ways to resolve the issue and get a conclusive 
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result, as Ms. Clark recommended in her email to the court (WR2-S2. 308). 

A forensic bioinformaticist brings a fundamentally different toolkit to the 

same raw data. Their discipline sits at the intersection of computer science, 

statistics, and molecular biology, and it enables them to interrogate DNA 

evidence at a depth that DLI could not reach. This is the analysis that could 

provide the court with an exclusion or inclusion. There is no question that 

this analysis falls squarely within both the spirit and the letter of Rule. 3.853.  

It is precisely because FDLE’s analysis of the Q slide resulted in low-

template samples, that FDLE recommended SNP testing rather than STR 

testing. Additionally, the sample was a mixed DNA sample, containing 

genetic material from two or more contributors.14 Low-template and mixed 

DNA samples—precisely the kind most likely to be declared inconclusive—

contain signal that is obscured by noise, dropout, drop-in, and stochastic 

effects. A forensic informaticist can apply deconvolution algorithms to 

separate the overlapping genetic signals of multiple contributors, 

reconstruct partial profiles with quantified uncertainty, and assess whether 

a known individual can be statistically included or excluded from a mixture.  

                                  
14 It is unclear without analysis of the full results, a full report, or testimony 
from the analyst, whether this mixed sample is a result of DLI mixing the 
sperm fraction and the epithelial fractions together prior to conducting the 
testing, or for some other reason. 
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A forensic bioinformaticist can also serve a critical validation function. 

They can review the raw electropherogram data—the foundational output of 

the DNA typing process—and assess whether the original analyst's 

interpretation was the only reasonable one, or whether alternative 

interpretations of the same data are statistically supportable. In cases where 

the original analysis has declared a result inconclusive, a bioinformaticist 

may be able to demonstrate that the data, properly modeled, actually 

supports an exclusion of the defendant. That is not a minor distinction. That 

is potentially the difference between conviction and acquittal. Leaving out 

this critical step, when the state agent has recommended it, is inconsistent 

with the purpose of Rule 3.853. 

B. The court erroneously found that reanalyzing the test results 
could not generate new evidence on which his actual innocence 
claim could rest (WR2. 163). 

As with the previous finding, the court provides no analysis nor record 

citations, so once again Mr. Duckett is left trying to guess the support for 

this statement. The lower court found, when granting the DNA testing, that 

if the DNA testing excluded Mr. Duckett, there is a reasonable probability of 

an acquittal at trial; and Mr. Duckett continued to argue throughout the 

proceedings that the additional testing would provide him evidence of 

exclusion, which was needed to permit him to supplement his Rule 3.851 
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motion as the State had agreed he could do (WR2-S. 260). As with the 

previous finding discussed above, this finding is not supported by the record 

and thus deserves no deference. 

C. The lower court’s finding that it is uncontroverted that 
Defendant’s DNA testing could have been previously performed 
is clearly erroneous, contrary to the record, and irrelevant to the 
question before the court (WR2. 163). 

In perhaps the most inexplicable holding in the circuit court’s order, 

the court found that it is “uncontroverted that Defendant’s DNA testing could 

have previously been performed, long before [] the death warrant was 

signed” (WR2-S. 234). Not only is this contrary to the record, it is contrary 

to the law as the statute contains no timing requirement. The State 

conceded as much at the April 1 hearing (WR2-S. 261).  

Uncontroverted refers to information that is accepted as true and is 

not disputed by any party involved in the legal case. That could not be further 

from the truth in this case. As this Court previously found, the State did not 

object to the timeliness when they agreed to the DNA testing (WR2. 27). Yet 

it continued to present argument regarding timeliness, unsupported by facts 

or evidence. Mr. Duckett has repeatedly pointed out that no evidence has 

been presenting regarding when any testing method became available, and 

at no point agreed that the science was available to obtain a result earlier 

(see, e.g., WR2-S. 240-43). Because the circuit court’s factual findings are 
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clearly erroneous and lack evidentiary support, this Court should reverse. In 

addition to its factual errors, the circuit court misapplied the governing law. 

Questions of law are reviewed de novo, and no deference is owed to the 

circuit court’s legal conclusions. 

Rule 3.853 contemplates this approach of testing to a definitive result. 

See Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.853(b)(2) (The contents of a motion for postconviction 

DNA testing require a statement that “subsequent scientific developments 

in DNA testing techniques likely would produce a definitive result 

establishing that the movant is not the person who committed the crime.”). 

Both Rule 3.853 and due process demand that he have the opportunity to 

have a bioinformaticist review the testing data from DLI and assess the 

reliability of the results and litigate any related issues. 

This distinction matters not as an academic exercise, but because the 

defendant's right to present a complete defense guaranteed by the Sixth 

and Fourteenth Amendments includes the right to confront the full 

evidentiary record with the best available scientific tools. Mr. Duckett has 

the burden but he cannot meet his burden if the court will not permit him to 

take the necessary step, as advocated for by the FDLE, and conduct the full 

examination of the data that is required. He is entitled to expert analysis that 

can interrogate that evidence at its deepest level and, where the data 
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supports it, offer a statistically grounded result. 

The lower court’s ruling produces an outcome that conflicts with 

established public policy embodied in Rule 3.853. Rule 3.853 reflects the 

justice system’s priority of correcting wrongful convictions. Not allowing the 

defendant to complete the analysis on the testing fails to provide him the 

tools to correct his wrongful conviction. 

“DNA testing has an unparalleled ability to both exonerate the wrongly 

convicted and to identify the guilty,” Dist. Atty’s Office for 3rd Jud. Dist. v. 

Osborne, 557 U.S. 52, 55 (2009), and the public has an interest in the 

assurance that the State is not executing an innocent man. “Executing the 

innocent is inconsistent with the Constitution,” “contrary to the contemporary 

standards of decency,” “shocking to the conscience,” and “offensive to a 

principle of justice so rooted in the traditions and conscience of our people 

as to be ranked as fundamental.” Herrera v. Collins, 506 U.S. 390, 419 

(1993) (internal quotations and citations omitted) (O’Connor, J., concurring). 

“The execution of a legally and factually innocent person would be a 

constitutionally intolerable event.” Id. The additional scientific analysis by a 

qualified bioinformaticist as recommended by a state agent is warranted.  

D. The lower court’s failure to conduct an evidentiary hearing to 
determine who, where, and how the DNA would be tested denied 
Mr. Duckett due process. 
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The lower court erred by failing to conduct adequate hearings “relating 

to the procedures for DNA testing.” Cardona, 109 So. 3d at 242. Before 

determining what testing should be conducted, who would conduct it, the 

qualifications of the analysts to conduct said results and report them to the 

court, and the anticipated costs to the defendant, an evidentiary hearing 

should have been held. Id. That did not occur. Cardona squarely addresses 

the issue of when an evidentiary hearing is mandated pursuant to Rule 

3.853. The issue presented in Cardona was whether the lower court erred 

in not holding an evidentiary hearing before ordering specific testing 

procedures. The appellate court found that because the issue was a 

scientific issue rather than a legal issue, an evidentiary hearing was 

warranted to hear from the scientists on the anticipated scope and 

procedure. Id. at 241, 247, 248. Mr. Duckett was denied the requisite 

hearing both before the initial testing and when the court was considering 

whether to permit the analysis by the bioinformaticist.  

Had the initial hearings been held, it is unlikely that DLI would have 

been permitted to test the Q slide with Kintelligence, or to conduct any 

testing due to their inability to conduct the full analysis. It is possible that the 

failure to conduct evidentiary hearings before ordering the testing by DLI 

has irreparably harmed Mr. Duckett by destroying the entire sample with 
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testing that was not formulated for this type of inquiry. Unfortunately, that 

can no longer be resolved. But this Court can and should remand for an 

evidentiary hearing with respect to the analysis recommended by Ms. Clark, 

the qualifications of the potential bioinformaticists, and the costs to the 

defendant of said analysis. Mr. Duckett wants nothing more than to have the 

evidence properly examined using the testing methods and analysis most 

likely to produce a testable profile. This approach is consistent with Rule 

3.853 and supported by case law. “The intent of the statue, and the 

companion rule, is to establish a methodology for a convicted defendant to 

have physical evidence examined for possible exoneration. . . .” Id. at 246. 

By denying Mr. Duckett the right to have the DNA results fully 

analyzed, the lower court denied Mr. Duckett due process and essentially 

made Rule 3.853 unavailable to him. Where the State of Florida extends a 

right or a liberty interest, the right or liberty interest may only be extinguished 

in a manner that comports with due process. See Evitts v. Lucey, 469 U.S. 

387 (1985) (State must operate whatever programs it does establish subject 

to the protections of the Due Process Clause). To grant a substantive right 

and then not allow the defense an opportunity to fully exercise the right is a 

due process violation contrary to the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments. 

Cf. Ohio Adult Parole Authority v. Woodard, 523 U.S. 272 (1998) (due 

a88



30 

process protection applies to the right to seek clemency).  

E. Conclusion 

The lower court relies on facts not in evidence. The order makes 

blanket conclusions, yet no testimony supports the conclusion and it’s 

impossible to determine, without further support, the bases of the 

conclusions. A trial court abuses its discretion when it bases its ruling on 

matters outside the record. Because the circuit court’s order is flawed both 

factually and legally, it cannot stand.  

ARGUMENT 2 

The Lower Court Abused Its Discretion In Denying Mr. 
Duckett Access To Public Records In Violation Of The Fifth, 
Eighth, And Fourteenth Amendments To The U.S. 
Constitution And The Corresponding Provisions Of The 
Florida Constitution.  

After this Court confirmed the lower court retained jurisdiction to rule 

on motions relating to the DNA testing results, Mr. Duckett filed demands for 

additional public records to FDLE, SAO-5, and AG pursuant to Rule 3.852(i). 

From FDLE, Mr. Duckett sought DLI’s case file, including, inter alia, a copy 

of the electronic SNP testing data files and marker data generated for each 

sample tested, as well as DLI’s procedures and protocols for SNP testing 

and use of the ForenSeq Kintelligence kit. Due to the lack of transparency 

in the testing process, Mr. Duckett’s demands to each agency requested 
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communications and materials exchanged between the agencies and DLI 

from March 5, 2026, to present (WR2-SS. 345, 368, 390). None of the 

agencies filed written responses or objections, and FDLE did not appear at 

the April 1 hearing where Mr. Duckett’s demands were addressed.15 Rather, 

the lone argument concerning the demands came from ASA Nunnelley, who 

blanketly asserted that “the defense is not entitled to attorney work product” 

and urged the court to deny the demands “in all effects.” (WR2-S. 287-88). 

The lower court, in turn, found Mr. Duckett’s demands were “neither 

‘relevant to a subject matter of a proceeding under rule 3.851’ nor 

‘reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence’ as 

required by Fla. R. Crim. Pro. 3.852.” (WR2. 163). The lower court erred in 

denying him access to these materials in violation of due process and equal 

protection guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S. 

Constitution and the corresponding Florida Constitution provisions.  

A. “[A]cess to public records is an essential ingredient in any 
meaningful postconviction review.” Sims v. State, 753 So. 3d 66, 
71 n.10 (Fla. 2000) (Anstead, J., concurring). 

This Court promulgated Rule 3.852 to govern the production of public 

                                  
15 FDLE’s lack of appearance is curious as the agency appeared at nearly 
every other hearing regarding the DNA testing and the agency was served 
on the court’s order wherein the court noted the demands would be 
addressed at the hearing. Mr. Duckett submits that the agency waived any 
putative objections by failing to respond or appear at the hearing. 
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records for capital postconviction defendants. Rule 3.852, however, “was 

never intended to, and, indeed, [can]not, diminish a citizen’s constitutional 

right to access to public records.” In re Amends. to Fla. R. Crim. P. Cap. 

Postconviction Recs. Prod., 683 So. 2d 475, 477 (Fla. 1996) (Anstead, J., 

specially concurring); Sims, 753 So. 3d at 71-72 (Anstead, J., concurring). 

Rather, it was designed “to promote the prompt and efficient processing of 

capital cases in a fair, just, and constitutionally sound manner.” In re 

Amends. to Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.851, 3.852, et. seq., 797 So. 2d 1213, 1216 

(Fla. 2001). “[A]ccess to public records [remains] an essential ingredient in 

any meaningful postconviction review,” Sims, 753 So. 3d at 71 n.10 

(Anstead, J., concurring), and in safeguarding a death-sentenced 

individual’s due process rights under both the federal and state 

constitutions. See Evitts, 469 U.S. at 401. “[E]xecution is the most 

irremediable and unfathomable of penalties,” Ford v. Wainwright, 477 U.S. 

399, 411 (1986), and the need for absolute transparency is at its apex when 

the State “tinker[s] with the machinery of death.” Callins v. Collins, 510 U.S. 

1141, 1130 (1994) (Blackmun, J., dissenting).  

B. The Lower Court Erred in Determining That Mr. Duckett’s 
Demands Were Neither Relevant to the Subject Matter of a Rule 
3.851 Proceeding Nor Reasonably Calculated to Lead to the 
Discovery of Admissible Evidence.  

The lower court’s findings are belied by the record in this proceeding. 
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Moreover, they stem from the erroneous narrative peddled by the State that 

the DNA testing process and Rule 3.853 proceedings are over by virtue of 

the inconclusive results DLI reported through FDLE on March 27. Mr. 

Duckett’s demands satisfied Rule 3.852(i), and the lower court abused its 

discretion in finding that he was not entitled to the records at issue. 

1.  Mr. Duckett’s demands were relevant to a claim of actual 
innocence based on newly discovered evidence which is 
cognizable in a Rule 3.851 proceeding. 

This Court has long held that newly discovered evidence is a basis for 

supporting a claim of actual innocence in a Rule 3.851 proceeding. The 

lower court recognized this fact and the State conceded as much when it 

agreed to DNA testing on the Q slide and maintained that Mr. Duckett would 

be able to amend his 3.851 motion or file a new claim upon receipt of 

favorable results. Both FDLE and DLI confirmed that further analysis by an 

appropriate lab could yield a probative result, and the records sought in Mr. 

Duckett’s demands are directly relevant to his claim that he was wrongfully 

convicted and sentenced to death for a crime he did not commit.  

2.  Mr. Duckett’s demands were reasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

At bottom, the lower court unequivocally determined when it granted 

Mr. Duckett’s 3.853 motion that any resulting evidence derived from the 

DNA testing would likely be admissible at a subsequent proceeding as 
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required by Rule 3.853(c)(5)(B) (WR. 747). As such, a requesting access to 

the underlying data from the SNP testing DLI conducted is reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and the 

categorical opposite of a “fishing expedition”—particularly when 

uncontroverted representations from FDLE and DLI confirm that further 

analysis by a qualified lab could reach a definitive result. The case file and 

corresponding protocols are critical for any reviewing examiner to 

adequately review assess the testing.  

Moreover, this Court recognized that the lower court “permitted the 

State to exercise complete control over the location, timing, and method of 

testing.” (WR. 27). This level of unilateral authority, however, cloaked the 

process in a layer of secrecy that undermines the integrity of the 3.853 

proceedings. Mr. Duckett’s request for communications and materials are 

public records subject to disclosure and their relevance cannot be 

considered in a vacuum. It is undisputed that these communications exist, 

and transparency is required where the ultimate penalty is at stake. 

CONCLUSION AND RELIEF SOUGHT 

Mr. Duckett urges this Court to reverse the lower court, maintain the 

existing stay of execution, remand to the circuit court for a full and fair 

opportunity to be heard at an evidentiary hearing, direct that the additional 

a93



35 

DNA analysis be conducted, and grant such other relief as the Court deems 

just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Mary E. Wells  
MARY ELIZABETH WELLS 
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¶ªªktj©im�pjv�·p̧�¹ntºm��»{||��¼�~~�����{��}{���y��{}��{��­���y|{���y�|���� ��}}|����{���������}{|}��{��}{���y��{}��{��­���y|{���y�|����x{���½��»{��}��¡�����������{�������}{|}��{��}{���y��{}��{�­���y|{���y�|�����{|���y��}|���x��¾{�������}{~~��}}y�|����y�}���|�­���y|��²y�}��{�����{����²�y���{��~y��������{|}�{����¿}���������}}y�|���À�|��{����{��{�{������²�y���{���{��{�|��x����{���������{���y�|����������}{|}��}}y�|��À�|��{����{��{�{������²�y���{���{y�������y������|�y������}{|}��}}y�|���À�|��{����{�}y|{� �{����²�y���{��{|����y���­y����������}�����|�y�������}{|}��}}y�|���À�|��{���{��{��²�y���{��~y����������Álnjnkj®½­��¿­Â�x�ÃÄÄÅ��{�������|������}}����{�����y|����|������|}�|���y~��{}����y����Æ���}�y|��{�����|��}{�����Â|�}�����{������{���{���}���������}��y��}¦��y�������|��|������������}�}y�����yz�����}����|������|������}��}�|���{}{�|�����{���~y��{|{|{������{|��y��|�y|����{���{��~������y�|~y��{}����}����{}�{}{��{����|��{}������{����z{}���{�y�{}y���}�{}�}��}���{�����{���������z{|}�}y������}}¦������}�y���||y��|���������}}{��y�{���{���}���������}��y��}¦����|�{��y~��������{|���~y�����������y�����|�����������y���}�}���}��}�|���{}{�{������{���|~y��{}�y|����}{�|�|��}y�}������z{}���{�y�{}y��¦��}��}�|���y�����ÃÄÄÇ�{|����y}y�y����²y��}�����{�y|��}�{}�~y��y��������z�����}���������}��y��}¦���|�{��y~������}}¦��������}�~y��}����|������|������}��}�|��{}{���¾y��z�������{~~����}����y��}¦����|�{��y~��������������y�������{|����|�y~{��{��}�����y���}��|~y��{}�y|����{���|�}���}��}�|����y�����{|����y}y�y�����y|���}�|}���}��}�����y���|����������{|��~y��}����|������|��}��}�|���{}{�}y�����yz�����~y��{��}{}��}��{��{|{�������{�������}������}��²�y���{����{�}��|}�y~��{��½|~y�����|}�È²��½É��²��}������~{������}��{���������{���|��}����Æ}�|}�y~�}����{}{�|�����{���~y�{|{�������}���������}��y��}���{����y���{|��z���|}�{�����{��|��}y���y�z��}��������}�� ÂÊ|�²����{����±���³����Àyz��|y��­y|����{|}������|���{�{��{|}���������|�������}}¦���Æ���}�y|�~y��x{����°����³���²y��y��|������{|���y~�}�����{}���{��{|}�������}}�~�����{
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ABCDBEF�GHDIH�HJ�KLCJM�LAJENJNF�OJJPDEQ�RBOCIBESDICDBETUV�CJOCDEQ�WENJM�OJICDBE�XYZ[\\F�]KBMDNL�̂CLCWCJOF�LEN]KBMDNL�_WKJ�B̀�aMDADELK�bMBIJNWMJ�c[dZc[�eHJ�OLARKJ�HJGLECJN�CJOCJN�GLO�L�\Xdf�OGLg�̀MBA�CHJ�SDICDAhO�WENJMGJLMABWECJN�BE�L�OKDNJ�iILKKJN�jklmicnonF�GHDIH�HLN�IBECDEWBWOKpgJJE�DE�CHJ�̂CLCJhO�RBOOJOODBE[�eHJ�OGLg�IBECLDEJN�L�OALKKEWAgJM�B̀�ORJMA�HJLNO[�TWIPJCC�IBECJENJN�CHLC�TUV�CJOCDEQGBWKN�OHBG�CHLC�CHJ�ORJMA�GLO�EBC�HDOF�AJLEDEQ�CHLC�OBAJBEJJKOJ�IBAADCCJN�CHJ�AWMNJM�LEN�HJ�DO�LICWLKKp�DEEBIJEC[qSJM�CGB�NJILNJO�LQBF�NWMDEQ�TWIPJCChO�DEDCDLK�RBOCIBESDICDBERMBIJJNDEQOF�GJ�GJMJ�DÈBMAJN�CHLC�IJMCLDE�DCJAO�B̀�IKBCHDEQDECMBNWIJN�DECB�JSDNJEIJ�IBWKN�RBOODgKp�gJ�CJOCJN�̀BM�TUVFDEIKWNDEQ�klmicn[�rstuvww�xy�zw{wvF�X\d�̂B[�YN�YY|F�Yc}�i]KL[Y}}Zn[�~J�MJKDE�WDOHJN��WMDONDICDBE�CB�CHJ�IDMIWDC�IBWMC�CBLKKBG�̀BM�NJCJMADELCDBE�B̀�jGHJCHJM�CHJMJ�DE�̀LIC�J�DOCJNIKBCHDEQ�CHLC�IBWKN�gJ�CJOCJN�̀BM�TUV[o���y�qE�MJALENFCHJ�J�LADEJM�̀BM�]T���NJCJMADEJN�CHLC�gJILWOJ�klmicn�HLNNJCJMDBMLCJN�LEN�IBECLDEJN�CBB�̀JG�ORJMA�HJLNOF�CHJ�TUVCJOCDEQ�AJCHBNO�CHJE�LSLDKLgKJ�GBWKN�EBC�HLSJ�RMBNWIJN�LEpIBEIKWODSJ�MJOWKCO[���y�eHJ�J�LADEJM�LNNJN�CHLC�LEp�LCCJARC�CBCJOC�CHJ�OLARKJ�GBWKN�HLSJ�NJOCMBpJN�DC[���y�qWCODNJ�LQJEIDJOIBÈDMAJN�CHJ�]T���J�LADEJMhO�IBEIJMEO[�eHWOF�EB�CJOCDEQGLO�RJM̀BMAJN�BE�klmicn[���yUBCDEQ�CHJOJ�gLIPQMBWEN�̀LICOF�TWIPJCC�LMQWJN�DE�HDO�MWKJc[dZc�ABCDBE�CHLC�klmicn�OHBWKN�gJ�CJOCJN�WODEQ�̂DEQKJUWIKJBCDNJ�bBKpABMRHDOA�îUbnF�L�CJIHEBKBQp�CHLC�LKKBGOB̀M�ABMJ�MJKDLgKJ�TUV�CJOCDEQ�B̀�OALKKF�NJCJMDBMLCJN�OLARKJO[�J�MJ�WJOCJN�CHLC�klmicn�gJ�OJEC�CB�L�RMDSLCJ�KLgBMLCBMpcgJILWOJ�]T���NBJO�EBC�HLSJ�CHJ�ILRLgDKDCp�CB�RJM̀BMA�̂UbCJOCDEQ[eHJ�̂CLCJ�LQMJJN�CHLC�klmicn�GLO�RBCJECDLKKp�J�IWKRLCBMpLEN�CHJMJ̀BMJ�̀BIWOJN�DCO�LMQWAJECO�BE�CHJ�CJOCDEQ�RMBIJOO[�OOJECDLKKp�LIIJRCDEQ�CHJ�̂CLCJhO�RBODCDBEF�CHJ�IDMIWDC�IBWMCQMLECJN�TWIPJCChO�ABCDBE�̀BM�TUV�CJOCDEQ[�bJM�OJICDBEXYZ[\\iYniHnF�CHJ�IBWMC�RJMADCCJN�CHJ�̂CLCJ�CB�J�JMIDOJIBARKJCJ�IBECMBK�BSJM�CHJ�KBILCDBEF�CDADEQF�LEN�AJCHBN�B̀CJOCDEQ[�~HJE�DC�gJILAJ�IKJLM�CHLC�]T���IBWKN�EBC�IBARKJCJCHJ�̂Ub�CJOCDEQF�klmicn�GLO�WKCDALCJKp�OJEC�CB�L�����RMDSLCJ�KLgBMLCBMp�MJ�WJOCJN�gp�CHJ�̂CLCJ�ILKKJN�TUV��LgO�ECJMELCDBELKF��EI[�iT��n[�JLEGHDKJF�CGB�NLpO�L̀CJM�HDO�MWKJ�c[dZc�ABCDBE�GLO�QMLECJNFTWIPJCC�̀DKJN�HDO�̀D̀CH�OWIIJOODSJ�RBOCIBESDICDBE�ABCDBE�WENJM]KBMDNL�_WKJ�B̀�aMDADELK�bMBIJNWMJ�c[dZ\F�DE�GHDIH�HJIKLDAJNF�LABEQ�BCHJM�CHDEQOF�CHLC�CHJ�̀BMCHIBADEQ�TUVMJOWKCO�GBWKN�RMBSDNJ�EJGKp�NDOIBSJMJN�JSDNJEIJ�B̀�HDO

LICWLK�DEEBIJEIJ[|�VC�CHJ��s��Z�HJLMDEQF�CHJ�IDMIWDC�IBWMCKJLMEJN�CHLC�TUV�CJOCDEQ�GBWKN�EBC�gJ�IBARKJCJN�GDCHDE�CHJCDAJKDEJ�IBECJARKLCJN�gp�BWM�OIHJNWKDEQ�BMNJM[�eHJMJ̀BMJF�CHJIDMIWDC�IBWMC�LOPJN�WO�̀BM�LE�J�CJEODBE�B̀�CDAJ�CB�LKKBG�CHJTUV�CJOCDEQ�CB�gJ�IBARKJCJN�LEN�CHJMJgp�QDSJ�CHJ�IBWMC�CHJBRRBMCWEDCp�CB�j̀WKKp�LN�WNDILCJ�CHJ�ALCCJM[o�~J�QMLECJN�CHLCMJ�WJOC�DE�RLMC�LEN�DOOWJN�L�MJSDOJN�OIHJNWKDEQ�BMNJM[VC�L�OWgOJ�WJEC�OCLCWO�IBÈJMJEIJF�]T���J�RKLDEJN�CHLCCJOCDEQ�GBWKN�KDPJKp�gJ�IBARKJCJN�LMBWEN��LMIH�YfF�Y}YmFL�NLCJ�gJpBEN�CHJ�CDAJ̀MLAJ�IBECJARKLCJN�gp�BWM�MJSDOJNOIHJNWKDEQ�BMNJM[��E�KDQHC�B̀�CHDO�LEN�BCHJM�̀LICOF�TWIPJCCLOPJN�CHJ�IDMIWDC�IBWMC�CB�OCLp�CHJ�J�JIWCDBE�LEN�CB�NJKLpMWKDEQ�BE�HDO�OWIIJOODSJ�RBOCIBESDICDBE�ABCDBE�WECDK�CHJ�TUVCJOCDEQ�GLO�IBARKJCJN[�eHJ�̂CLCJF�gp�IBECMLOCF�WMQJN�CHJIBWMC�CB�MWKJ�BE�CHJ�ABCDBE�LEN�LKKBG�TWIPJCC�CB�̀DKJ�LEBCHJMOWIIJOODSJ�MWKJ�c[dZ\�ABCDBE�gLOJN�BE�CHJ�TUV�MJOWKCOF�D̀CHJp�GJMJ�̀LSBMLgKJ�CB�HDA[�VQMJJDEQ�GDCH�CHJ�̂CLCJF�CHJ�IBWMCDOOWJN�L�̀DELK�BMNJM�OWAALMDKp�NJEpDEQ�TWIPJCChO�OWIIJOODSJRBOCIBESDICDBE�ABCDBE�LEN�NJIKDEDEQ�CB�OCLp�CHJ�J�JIWCDBE[VO�̀BM�TWIPJCChO�EJGKp�NDOIBSJMJN�JSDNJEIJ�IKLDAF�CHJ�IBWMCMWKJN�CHJMJ�GLO�IWMMJECKp�EB�̀LICWLK�gLODO�̀BM�QMLECDEQ�MJKDJ̀gJILWOJ�DC�HLN�pJC�CB�MJIJDSJ�CHJ�TUV�MJOWKCO[TWIPJCC�LRRJLKJN�CHJ�OWAALMp�NJEDLK�B̀�HDO�OWIIJOODSJRBOCIBESDICDBE�ABCDBE[��J�LKOB�ABSJN�̀BM�L�OCLp�B̀�J�JIWCDBELEN�RJCDCDBEJN�̀BM�L�GMDC�B̀�HLgJLO�IBMRWO[�eHLC�LRRJLKiILOJ�EWAgJM�̂aY}Yml}}|Xn�LEN�RJCDCDBE�iILOJ�EWAgJMâY}Yml}|Z}n�LMJ�OCDKK�RJENDEQ�gJ̀BMJ�WO[m��JLEGHDKJFTWIPJCC�̀DKJN�L�ABCDBE�DE�IDMIWDC�IBWMC�MJ�WJOCDEQ�CHLC�]T��RMBSDNJ�HDA�CHJ�CJOCDEQ�NLCL�LEN�RMBCBIBKO�LO�OBBE�LO�CHJ�TUVMJOWKCO�gJILAJ�LSLDKLgKJ[qE��LMIH�YmF�Y}YmF�GJ�J�JMIDOJN�BWM�NDOIMJCDBE�LEN�QMLECJNTWIPJCChO�ABCDBE�̀BM�L�OCLp�B̀�J�JIWCDBE�CB�LKKBG�̀BMIBARKJCDBE�B̀�CHJ�TUV�CJOCDEQ[�zvv���XYY[}mi\nF�]KL[�̂CLC[iY}YZn�ijeHJ�J�JIWCDBE�B̀�L�NJLCH�OJECJEIJ�ALp�gJ�OCLpJN�[[[DEIDNJEC�CB�LE�LRRJLK[on[feJOCDEQ�GLO�IBARKJCJN�CHJ�̀BKKBGDEQ�NLp[�eHJ�aJMCD̀DILCJ�B̀VELKpODO�IBESJpJN�CHLC�CHJ�TUV�DENDILCJN�LC�KJLOC�BEJ�ALKJIBECMDgWCBM[�eHJ�MJRBMC�GJEC�BE�CB�IBEIKWNJ�CHLC�j�N�WJ�CB�CHJKDADCJN�ELCWMJ�B̀�CHJ�TUV�ILKKO�BgCLDEJN�̀MBA�CHDO�OLARKJFDC�DO�EBC�OWDCLgKJ�̀BM�QJEJLKBQDILK�IBARLMDOBEO�BM�RHJEBCpRJLEN�LEIJOCMp�JOCDALCDBEO[o��E�LE�LIIBARLEpDEQ�JALDKF�]T��MJKLpJN�CHLC�CHJ�CJOCDEQ�GLO�jDEIBEIKWODSJo�LEN�EBCJN�CHLCEJDCHJM�]T���EBM�T���HLO�CHJ�ILRLgDKDCp�CB�IBARKJCJ�CHJCJOCDEQ�RMBIJOO�gp�RJM̀BMADEQ�L�OCLCDOCDILK�LELKpODO�BE�CHJ
a114



���������	�
������
���
�	�������������������������  !�"�#�$%

&'(
)*+'&�,-,.$./,0123425�6 78 94��:2�;��<3�82�29<=<5���>�#��?2@ 953 58��29!4� A

BCDC�DECD�FCG�HIJIKCDIBLM�NOFIPIKQ�RSST�UVWX�GYHHIGDIBDECD�C�ZYC[\]\IB�̂\O\J]OK_CD\̀\GD�_Ca�̂I�Ĉ[I�DO�bIK]OK_�DECDCJC[aG\G�CJBQ�DEYGQ�bKOP\BI�GDCD\GD\̀C[�̀C[̀Y[CD\OJGLcD�DE\G�bO\JDQ�DEI�dDCDI�CGeIB�YG�DO�[\]D�DEI�GDCa�O]�IfÌYD\OJQFEIKICG�VỲeIDD�KIZYIGDIB�DECD�FI�KI[\JZY\GE�gYK\GB\̀D\OJ�DODEI�̀\K̀Y\D�̀OYKDL�hJ�iCK̀E�jkQ�lklmQ�FI�\GGYIB�CJ�OKBIKIfb[C\J\JH�DECD�DEI�̀\K̀Y\D�̀OYKD�̀OJD\JYIB�DO�ECPI�̀OJ̀YKKIJDgYK\GB\̀D\OJ�DO�KY[I�OJ�_OD\OJG�KI[CDIB�DO�Vnc�DIGD\JH�CJBGỲ ÌGG\PI�̀[C\_G�]\[IB�̂a�VỲeIDD�CJB�DECD�JODE\JH�\J�OYKbK\OK�G̀EIBY[\JH�OKBIK�bKÌ[YBIB�DEIGI�CBB\D\OJC[�]\[\JHGLc̀ ÒKB\JH[aQ�FI�BÌ[\JIB�DO�[\]D�DEI�GDCa�CJB�BIJ\IB�VỲeIDDoG_OD\OJ�DO�KI[\JZY\GE�CG�_OODLpqEIKIC]DIKQ�VỲeIDD�CGeIB�DEI�̀\K̀Y\D�̀OYKD�DO�OKBIK�DECD�DEIYJBIK[a\JH�DIGD\JH�BCDC�̂I�KI[ICGIB�̂a�DEI�dDCDI�CJB�VWr�]OKC�ZYC[\]\IB�̂\O\J]OK_CD\̀\GD�DO�bIK]OK_�C�GDCD\GD\̀C[�CJC[aG\GLNI�CGGIKDIB�DECD�DE\G�CJC[aG\G�̀OY[B�IfOJIKCDI�E\_�CJBKIZYIGDIB�DECD�DEI�̀\K̀Y\D�̀OYKD�EO[B�CJ�IP\BIJD\CKa�EICK\JHDO�KIGO[PI�CJa�KI[CDIB�]C̀DYC[�\GGYIGL�NI�C[GO�]\[IB�bŶ[\̀KÌOKBG�BI_CJBG�YJBIK�U[OK\BC�sY[I�O]�tK\_\JC[�uKÒIBYKIjLMvlw\xQ�GIIe\JH�DEI�DIGD\JH�BCDC�CG�FI[[�CG�VWroG�DIGD\JHbKÒIGG�CJB�bKODÒO[GL�rJ�KIGbOJGIQ�DEI�dDCDI�CGGIKDIB�DECDDEI�DIGD\JH�KIGY[DG�B\B�JOD�IfOJIKCDI�VỲeIDD�̂YD�C̀DYC[[a\J̀Y[bCDI�E\_L�rD�]YKDEIK�CKHYIB�DECD�JO�CJC[aG\G�O]�DEI�DIGD\JHBCDC�FCG�JÌIGGCKa�̂ÌCYGI�CJa�GỲE�CJC[aG\G�FOY[B�OJ[aC]]ÌD�DEI�BIHKII�O]�\J̀Y[bCD\OJL�qEI�dDCDI�C[GO�ÔgÌDIB�DO�DEIB\G̀[OGYKI�O]�VWroG�DIGD\JH�bKÒIGG�CJB�bKODÒO[GL�U\JC[[aQ�\DÒJDIJBIB�DECD�JO�IP\BIJD\CKa�EICK\JH�FCG�KIZY\KIBLc]DIK�EO[B\JH�DFO�GDCDYG�̀OJ]IKIJ̀I�EICK\JHG�F\DE�[IGG�DECJ�CBCaoG�JOD\̀I�CJB�CD�FE\̀E�JO�GFOKJ�DIGD\_OJa�FCG�bIK_\DDIBQDEI�̀\K̀Y\D�̀OYKD�\GGYIB�CJ�OKBIK�BIJa\JH�VỲeIDDoG�KIZYIGD]OK�DEI�DIGD\JH�BCDCL�qEI�̀OYKD�]OYJB�DECD�VỲeIDD�ECB�]C\[IBDO�IGDĈ[\GE�EOF�DEI�\J]OK_CD\OJ�EI�GOYHED�̀OY[B�[ICB�DOE\G�IfOJIKCD\OJL�qEI�̀OYKD�C[GO�BIJ\IB�E\G�bŶ[\̀�KÌOKBGBI_CJBG�OJ�DEI�̂CG\G�DECD�DEIa�FIKI�JI\DEIK�yKI[IPCJD�DODEI�GŶgÌD�_CDDIK�O]�C�bKÒIIB\JH�YJBIK�KY[I�jLMvz{�JOKyKICGOJĈ[a�̀C[̀Y[CDIB�DO�[ICB�DO�DEI�B\G̀OPIKa�O]�CB_\GG\̂[IIP\BIJ̀IL{�U[CL�sL�tK\_L�uL�jLMvlw\xwlxwtxLVỲeIDD�CbbIC[G�DECD�OKBIKQ�FE\̀E�̀OJ̀[YBIB�KY[I�jLMvjbKÒIIB\JHG�\J�̀\K̀Y\D�̀OYKDLrrqEOYHE�JI\DEIK�bCKDa�KC\GIG�DEI�\GGYIQ�FI�̂ IH\J�̂ aCBBKIGG\JH�OYK�gYK\GB\̀D\OJ�DO�KIP\IF�DEI�̀EC[[IJHIB�OKBIKL

|}}�~~~������������|������Q��zv�dOL�jB�zlpQ�zjl�wU[CL�lklvxwydŶgÌD�_CDDIK�gYK\GB\̀D\OJ�\G�YJ\ZYI[a�YJFC\PĈ[I�̂ÌCYGI\D�̀OJ̀IKJG�C�̀OYKDoG�̀OJGD\DYD\OJC[�OK�GDCDYDOKa�CYDEOK\Da�DOEICK�C�̀IKDC\J�DabI�O]�̀CGIQ�CJB�DEI�bCKD\IG�̀CJJOD�̀OJ]IK�GỲECYDEOK\Da�OJ�C�̀OYKDL{�ẁ\D\JH��������������������������������Q���z�dOL�lB�jlQ�jv�wU[CL��DE�Vtc�lkkkxxxL��I�CKIGCD\G]\IB�DECD�FI�ECPI�gYK\GB\̀D\OJLdÌD\OJ�plvLzzwjxwCx�bKOP\BIG�DECD�y�C�J�CbbIC[�]KO_�DEIÒYKDoG�OKBIK�OJ�DEI�bID\D\OJ�]OK�bOGDGIJDIJ̀\JH�Vnc�DIGD\JH_Ca�̂I�DCeIJ�̂a�CJa�CBPIKGI[a�C]]ÌDIB�bCKDaL{�W\eIF\GIQKY[I�jLMvj�bKOP\BIG�DECD�y�C�J�CbbIC[�_Ca�̂I�DCeIJ�DO�DEICbbKObK\CDI�CbbI[[CDI�̀OYKD�OJ[a�]KO_�DEI�]\JC[�OKBIK�B\GbOG\JHO]�DEI�_OD\OJL{�U[CL�sL�tK\_L�uL�jLMvjw]xL�WCGD[aQ�U[OK\BC�sY[IO]�cbbI[[CDI�uKÒIBYKI�pLz�k�̀OJ]\K_G�DECD�y�C��BI]IJBCJD_Ca�CbbIC[�LLL�OKBIKG�BIJa\JH�KI[\I]�YJBIK{�KY[I�jLMvjL�U[CL�sLcbbL�uL�pLz�kŵxwzxwVxLNIKIQ�DEI�̀EC[[IJHIB�OKBIK�BIJ\IB�VỲeIDD�DEI�KI[\I]�EIGOYHED�YJBIK�KY[I�jLMvjQ�JC_I[a�]OK�DEI�̀O_b[IDI�KIGY[DG�O]RSS��E\G�Vnc�DIGD\JHL�rJ�ODEIK�FOKBGQ�DEI�OKBIK�yCBPIKGI[aC]]ÌDIB{�E\_L���plvLzzQ�U[CL�dDCDL�iOKIOPIKQ�DEI�OKBIK�EIKI\G�y]\JC[{�CG�KIZY\KIB�̂a�KY[I�jLMvjw]x�̂ÌCYGI�\D�̀OJ̀[YBIBDEI�KY[I�jLMvj�bKÒIIB\JHG�CJB�̂KOYHED�yCJ�IJB�DO�DEI�gYB\̀\C[[ĈOKQ{�|�����������}��� }���������}¡¡Q�jk��dOL�lB�p�Q�ppwU[CL�zp��xL�nODĈ[aQ�FI�ECPI�IfIK̀\GIB�CbbI[[CDI�gYK\GB\̀D\OJDO�KIP\IF�]\JC[�OKBIKG�BIJa\JH�̀Cb\DC[�BI]IJBCJDG¢�_OD\OJG]OK�bOGD̀OJP\̀D\OJ�Vnc�DIGD\JHQ�̀\D\JH�DEI�̀OJGD\DYD\OJC[bKOP\G\OJ�H\P\JH�YG�CYDEOK\Da�DO�KIP\IF�BICDE£bIJC[Da�CbbIC[GL¤���Q�¤�}�}������|���}Q�j���dOL�jB�zzljQ�zzlv�wU[CL�lkl�x¥�}¦��§� ����|���}Q�j�j�dOL�jB�zzl�Q�zzlv�wU[CL�lkljxLzkrrrVỲeIDD�CKHYIG�DECD�DEI�̀\K̀Y\D�̀OYKD�IKKIB�\J�BIJa\JH�E\GKIZYIGD�]OK�DEI�YJBIK[a\JH�DIGD\JH�BCDC�JÌIGGCKa�]OK�CZYC[\]\IB�̂\O\J]OK_CD\̀\GDoG�CJC[aG\G�CJB�Ob\J\OJL�NI�̀OJDIJBGDECD�F\DEOYD�DE\G�BCDC�EI�ECG�JOD�̂IIJ�bKOP\BIB�DEI�̀O_b[IDIDIGD\JH�KIGY[DGQ�DO�FE\̀E�EI�\G�IJD\D[IB�YJBIK�GÌD\OJ�plvLzzCJB�KY[I�jLMvjL�hJ�DE\G�KÌOKBQ�FI�CHKIILdÌD\OJ�plvLzzwlxw\x�bKOP\BIG�DECD�y�D�EI��} �§� �O]�DEIVnc�DIGD\JH�OKBIKIB�̂a�DEI�̀OYKD�GEC[[�̂I�bKOP\BIB�DODEI�̀OYKDQ�DEI�GIJDIJ̀IB�BI]IJBCJDQ�CJB�DEI�bKOGÌYD\JHCYDEOK\DaL{�wX_bECG\G�CBBIBx¥� }}��§ ��U[CL�sL�tK\_L�uLjLMvjẁxwMxL�rJ�DE\G�̀CGIQ�FI�CKI�bIKGYCBIB�DECD�DEI�̀O_b[IDIyKIGY[DG{�\J̀[YBI�DEI�YJBIK[a\JH�DIGD\JH�BCDCQ�JOD�G\_b[aVWroG�KIbOKD�DECD�DIGD\JH�FCG�y\J̀OJ̀[YG\PI{�FEIJ�\D�wCJB
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BCDEF�GHIJK�LMN�IHOHPQGQLR�LS�OTSUQVN�LMN�HWHGRKQK�LMHL�BCDEKXYYNKLNV�ZHR�PN�OSKKQPGN[\\�]XT�TNHKSWQWY�QK�L̂S_SGV[BQTKL̀�LS�YTHWL�H�ZSLQSW�_ST�OSKLISWUQILQSW�Cab�LNKLQWỲKNILQSW�cde[\\�TNfXQTNK�LMN�ISXTL�LS�_QWV̀�HZSWY�SLMNT�LMQWYK̀LMHL�gLMN�TNKXGLK�S_�Cab�LNKLQWY�S_�LMHL�OMRKQIHG�NUQVNWINŜXGV�PN�HVZQKKQPGN�HL�LTQHG[h�i�cde[\\jdFj_F�d[̀�BGH[�kLHL[lmnn�opmq�BGH[�r[�sTQZ[�t[�u[veujIFjeFjwF[�bK�LMN�kLHLN�TNHVQGRISWINVNK̀�HW�NxONTL�LNKLQ_RQWY�HL�LTQHG�ZXKL�OTSUQVN�KLHLQKLQIHGIHGIXGHLQSWK�S_�LMN�LNKLQWY�VHLH�̂MNW�TNOSTLQWY�Cab�TNKXGLK[ynn�z{|}�~��y�o�ǹ��ce�kS[�dV�d�v̀�d�\�jBGH[�\cc�F[�bW�NxONTLIHWWSL�KQZOGR�KHR�LMNTN�QK�H�gZHLIMh�PNL̂NNW�LMN�VN_NWVHWL�KCab�HWV�LMN�OTS_QGN�SPLHQWNV�_TSZ�LNKLQWY[�bYHQWKL�LMQKPHIJVTSÒ�LMN�KLHLXLN�K�TN_NTNWIN�LS�gLMN�TNKXGLK�S_�CabLNKLQWY�[[[�PN�QWY��HVZQKKQPGN�HL�LTQHGh�KXYYNKLK�LMHL�LMSKNgTNKXGLKh�QWIGXVN�LMN�LNKLQWY�VHLH�WNINKKHTR�_ST�H�Cab�NxONTLLS�S__NT�HW�SOQWQSW�HL�LTQHG[kNISWV̀�BCDE�QLKNG_�MHK�KXYYNKLNV�LMHL�CXIJNLL�MHK�TNINQUNVQWISZOGNLN�LNKLQWY�TNKXGLK[�]W�KNUNTHG�SIIHKQSWK̀�QL�MHKQWVQIHLNV������LMHL�LMN�gTNKXGLKh�QWIGXVN�LMN�LNKLQWY�VHLHXOSW�̂MQIM�CD��K�gQWISWIGXKQUNh�_QWVQWY�̂HK�ZHVN[�aHZNGR̀QW�HW�NZHQG̀�BCDE�ISW_QTZNV�LMHL�LMN�LNKLQWY�gRQNGVNV�TNKXGLK_ST���jZHGN�KONIQ_QIF�katKh�PXL�LMHL�PSLM�BCDE�HWV�CD�MHUN�gWS�ZNIMHWQKZ�LS�OTSUQVN�H�KLHLQKLQIHG�̂NQYML�HKKSIQHLNVQ̂LM�SWGR�LMN���kat�TNKXGLK[h�BCDE�LMNTN_STN�KXYYNKLNV�LMN_SGGŜQWY�ISXTKN�b�fXHGQ_QNV�PQSQW_STZHLQIQKL�ZHR�PNHPGN��LS��OTSUQVN�HW�SOQWQSW�HWVIHGIXGHLQSW�PHKNV�SW�LMN���y��{nm�p�m[�kONHJQWY�SWGR�_TSZ�ONTKSWHGĤHTNWNKK�S_�NWLQLQNK�̂STJQWY�QW�LMQKKOHIǸ���PNGQNUN�tHTHPSW�aHWSGHPK̀�WI[�HWV�ST�]LMTHZ̀��WI[�̂ SXGV�PNIHOHPGN�S_�_XTLMNT�TNUQN̂QWY�LMN���y���o�o[jEZOMHKQK�HVVNV[F��MQK�OMTHKQWY�NfXHLNK�LMN�g��kat�TNKXGLKhQ̂LM�LMN�g��kat�VHLH̀h�̂MQIM�MHK�RNL�LS�PN�HWHGR�NV[�BCDEKHRK�LMHL�HWSLMNT�GHPSTHLSTR�ZQYML�PN�HPGN�LS�ONT_STZ�LMHLHWHGRKQK�SW�LMN�LNKLQWY�VHLH[�bIISTVQWYGR̀�LMQK�NZHQG�jHGSWYQ̂LM�SLMNT�KLHLNZNWLK�PR�BCDEF�KXOOSTLK�LMN�ISWIGXKQSW�LMHLQ̂LMSXL�LMN�XWVNTGRQWY�VHLH̀�CXIJNLL�MHK�WSL�PNNW�KXOOGQNVISZOGNLN�LNKLQWY�TNKXGLK[\d

�MN�kLHLN�VQKHYTNNK[\u�sQLQWY�LMN�IQTIXQL�ISXTL�K�TXGQWY�PNGŜ`QL�HTYXNK�CXIJNLL�_HQGNV�LS�KMŜ�MŜ�HWR�HWHGRKQK�S_�LMNLNKLQWY�VHLH�̂SXGV�NxSWNTHLN�MQZ[��W�LMN�kLHLN�K�UQN̂ �̀QL�̂HKOTSONT�_ST�LMN�IQTIXQL�ISXTL�LS�QZOSKN�H�PXTVNW�SW�CXIJNLL�LSVNZSWKLTHLǸ�LMTSXYM�NxONTL�LNKLQZSWR�ST�SLMNT̂QKǸ�MŜ�LMHLHWHGRKQK�̂SXGV�GNHV�LS�MQK�NxSWNTHLQSW[\���MQK�HTYXZNWL�QKZNTQLGNKK[�MN�IQTIXQL�ISXTL�K�QZOSKQLQSW�S_�LMQK�NxSWNTHLQSW�PHKNVPXTVNW�o����|m�m�o�n�MHK�WS�PHKQK�QW�KNILQSW�cde[\\�ST�TXGNu[veu[��OSW�YTHWLQWY�CXIJNLL�K�ZSLQSW�_ST�OSKLISWUQILQSWCab�LNKLQWỲ�LMN�ISXTL�_SXWV�LMHL�MN�MHV�ZNL�LMN�TNfXQTNZNWLKS_�LMN�KLHLXLN�HWV�TXGN�Q[N[̀�LMHL�MN�IHTTQNV�MQK�PXTVNW[�]WINLMHL�TXGQWY�̂HK�ZHVǸ�CXIJNLL�̂HK�WSL�TNfXQTNV�LS�NKLHPGQKMHWRLMQWY�NGKN�LS�TNINQUN�LMN�ISZOGNLN�TNKXGLK�S_�LMHL�LNKLQWY[�MNTN_STǸ�LMN�IQTIXQL�ISXTL�ISZOSXWVNV�QLK�NTTST�QW�VNWRQWYCXIJNLL�K�TNfXNKL�_ST�LMN�XWVNTGRQWY�VHLH�PHKNV�SW�MQK�_HQGXTNLS�IHTTR�H�PXTVNW�LMHL�QK�̂QLMSXL�GNYHG�_SXWVHLQSW[BST�HGG�S_�LMNKN�TNHKSWK̀�̂N�TNUNTKN�LMN�IQTIXQL�ISXTL�K�STVNT�LSLMN�NxLNWL�QL�VNWQNV�CXIJNLL�K�TNfXNKL�_ST�LMN�XWVNTGRQWY�CabLNKLQWY�VHLH�WNINKKHTR�_ST�HWHGRKQK[��CXIJNLL�HGKS�IGHQZK�LMN�IQTIXQL�ISXTL�HPXKNV�QLK�VQKITNLQSW�QWVNWRQWY�MQK������VNZHWVK�_ST�HVVQLQSWHG�OXPGQI�TNISTVK̀�QWM̂QIM�MN�KSXYML�QW_STZHLQSW�HPSXL�CD��K�LNKLQWY�OTSINKK�HWVOTSLSISGK[\e��N�_QWV�WS�HPXKN�S_�VQKITNLQSW[�MN�IQTIXQL�ISXTL�TN�NILNV�CXIJNLL�K�VNZHWVK�SW�LMN�PHKQK�LMHLLMQK�QW_STZHLQSW�̂HK�WSL�gTNGNUHWL�LS�H�KXP�NIL�ZHLLNT�S_�HOTSINNVQWY�XWVNT�TXGN�u[ve\h�ST�gTNHKSWHPGR�IHGIXGHLNV�LSGNHV�LS�LMN�VQKISUNTR�S_�HVZQKKQPGN�NUQVNWIN[h�ynn�BGH[�r[sTQZ[�t[�u[vedjQFjdFjsF[��N�HYTNN�LMHL�CXIJNLL�MHK�_HQGNV�LSHGGNYǸ�HK�TXGN�u[ved�HWV�SXT�OTNINVNWL�TNfXQTǸ�MŜ�CD��KLNKLQWY�OTSINKK�HWV�OTSLSISGK�ISXGV�TNGHLN�LS�H�ISGSTHPGN�IGHQZ_ST�OSKLISWUQILQSW�TNGQN_[�ynn��o|pn��~��y�o�ǹ�dvu�kS[�uV�vd̀��cd�jBGH[�d \cF[��WKLNHV̀�MN�KNNJK�LMQK�QW_STZHLQSW�SWGRHK�OSKKQPGN�QZONHIMZNWL�NUQVNWIN[��MNTN_STǸ�̂N�H__QTZ�LMNIQTIXQL�ISXTL�K�VNWQHG�S_�LMNKN�VNZHWVK�HK�LS�LMN�LNKLQWY�OTSINKKHWV�OTSLSISGK[ �
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ABC�DEF�GBCFHBIJH�CFKLBJLM�NF�KGGICO�IJ�PKCDM�CFQFCLF�IJ�PKCDMKJR�CFOKJR�GBC�DEF�GSTT�CFLSTDL�BG�USVWFDDXL�UYZ�DFLDIJH[JKOFT\M�DEF�SJRFCT\IJH�RKDK[DB�]F�PCBQIRFR�DB�EIO�LB�DEKD�DEFLDKDILDIVKT�KJKT\LIL�EF�LFFWL�OK\�]F�PFCGBCOFR�]\�K�̂SKTIGIFR]IBIJGBCOKDIVILD_�ASCDEFCOBCFM�NF�IJLDCSVD�DEF�VICVSID�VBSCD�DBEBTR�KJ�FQIRFJDIKC\�EFKCIJH�IG�KJ\�RILPSDF�KCILFL�KL�DB�DEFF̀DFJD�BG�DEF�RKDK�JFVFLLKC\�GBC�KJKT\LIL_aD�IL�LB�BCRFCFR_Yb�cbdabY�Abe�efgfZeaYh�iajj�kf�ZjjbifU_clmanM�o_p_M�KJR�jZkZehZM�obleafjM�hebqqgZYqMAeZYoaqM�KJR�qZqqbM�pp_M�VBJVSC_dZYfYkZlcM�p_M�RILLFJDL�NIDE�KJ�BPIJIBJ_dZYfYkZlcM�p_M�RILLFJDIJH_dEF�VBSCD�EKL�JB�rSCILRIVDIBJ�DB�VBJLIRFC�DEF�KPPFKT�IJ�DEILVKLF_�iF�LEBSTR�RILOILL_ aZiEFJ�ATBCIRKXL�VIDIsFJL�CFQILFR�ZCDIVTF�t�BG�DEFIC�VBJLDIDSDIBJIJ�uvwxM�DEF\�OBRFCJIsFR�yDEF�ATBCIRK�rSRIVIKT�L\LDFO�KD�DEFKPPFTTKDF�TFQFTMz�VCFKDIJH�RILDCIVD�VBSCDL�BG�KPPFKT�DEKD�NBSTREKQF�DEF�yGIJKT�KJR�K]LBTSDFz�NBCR�yIJ�OBLD�IJLDKJVFLz�BGCFQIFN_�{|}~�}���������|M���w�qB_��R�u�wxM�u�w��w���ATK_uv���_�dEKD�IL�DB�LK\M�DEF�RILDCIVD�VBSCDL�NFCF�yOFKJD�DB�]FVBSCDL�BG�GIJKTM�KPPFTTKDF�rSCILRIVDIBJz�CFHKCRIJH�JFKCT\�KTTDCIKT�VBSCD�GIJKT�rSRHOFJDL�KJR�BCRFCL_���~|������~|M�u��qB_��R�x�vM�x����ATK_�uvw��������ZCD_�tM���w�V�M�ATK_�oBJLD_�uvwx���PCBQIRIJH�GBC�DEF�CIHED�DB�KPPFKT�yKTT�GIJKT�rSRHOFJDLBC�RFVCFFLz�DB�DEF�RILDCIVD�VBSCD�yF̀VFPD�DEBLF�GCBO�NEIVEKPPFKTL�OK\�]F�DKWFJ�RICFVD�DB�DEF�LSPCFOF�VBSCD�BC�DB�K�VICVSIDVBSCDz�����������]���TIOIDIJH�DEF�CIHED�DB�RICFVDT\�KPPFKT�K�DCIKTVBSCDXL�GIJKT�rSRHOFJD�DB�DEF�LSPCFOF�VBSCD�DB�LFQFCKT�QFC\JKCCBN�VKDFHBCIFLM�IJVTSRIJH�yrSRHOFJDL�IOPBLIJH�DEF�RFKDEPFJKTD\z�_dEF�B]rFVDIQF�NKL�DB�CFTIFQF�DEF�LSPCFOF�VBSCDXL�F̀DCFOFVKLF�VBJHFLDIBJ_�{|}~�}�M���w�qB_��R�KD�u�w��wv_�dEIL�VBSCDXLPBNFCM�IJ�DSCJM�NKL�yTIOIDFR�KJR�LDCIVDT\�PCFLVCI]FR_z�����KDu�w���VBOOFJDIJH�IJ�DEF�VBJDF̀D�BG�DEIL�VBSCDXL�PBNFC�yDB

CFQIFN�RFVILIBJL�BG�DEF�RILDCIVD�VBSCDL�BG�KPPFKTz������������}����}|���}�����������}���}M���v�qB_��R����M������ATK_�uv�x��ydEF�rSCILRIVDIBJ�BG�DEIL�oBSCD�F̀DFJRL�BJT\�DB�DEF�}�����VTKLL�BG�VKLFL�FJSOFCKDFR�IJ�ZCDIVTF�tM�qFVDIBJ���]��BG�DEFATBCIRK�oBJLDIDSDIBJ_z��FOPEKLIL�LSPPTIFR��_�UBIJH�LB�NBSTR��� �TFKQF�DEF�LSPCFOF�VBSCD�DB�yGSJVDIBJ¡�¢�KL�K�LSPFCQILBC\]BR\�IJ�DEF�rSRIVIKT�L\LDFO�GBC�DEF�qDKDFM�F̀FCVILIJH�KPPFTTKDFPBNFC�IJ�VFCDKIJ�LPFVIGIFR�KCFKL�FLLFJDIKT�DB�DEF�LFDDTFOFJD�BGILLSFL�BG�PS]TIV�IOPBCDKJVF�KJR�DEF�PCFLFCQKDIBJ�BG�SJIGBCOID\BG�PCIJVIPTF�KJR�PCKVDIVF_z�{|}~�}�M���w�qB_��R�KD�u�w��w�_ABC�DEIL�KPPCBKVE�DB�NBCWM�DEBSHEM�DEIL�VBSCD�NBSTR�EKQFDB�]F�VKCFGST�yJBD�DB�QFJDSCF�]F\BJR�DEF�TIOIDKDIBJL�BG�IDLBNJ�PBNFCL�]\�KCCBHKDIJH�DB�IDLFTG�DEF�CIHED�DBz�FJHKHFIJ�CFQIFN�JBD�PCBQIRFR�GBC�]\�DEF�VBJLDIDSDIBJ_���~|M�u��qB_��R�KD�x��_�£FD�DEF�VBSCD�RIR�JBD�EFFR�IDL�BNJ�VKSDIBJMVBJDIJSIJH�DB�VBJLDCSF�IDL�rSCILRIVDIBJ�FQFC�OBCF�]CBKRT\MBJVF�KHKIJ�CFLSTDIJH�IJ�yK�LDKHHFCIJH�VKLF�TBKR_z�{|}~�}�M���wqB_��R�KD�u�w�_�dEF�LSPCFOF�VBSCD�STDIOKDFT\�SCHFR�KJBDEFCVBJLDIDSDIBJKT�KOFJROFJDM�BJF�DEKD�NBSTR�GSCDEFC�TIOID�IDLrSCILRIVDIBJ�KJR�FLLFJDIKTT\�LKQF�ID�GCBO�IDL�BNJ�KVVCFDIBJLBG�KSDEBCID\_��||�����KD�u�w��wv_�dEF�QBDFCL�KPPCBQFR�DEKDKOFJROFJDM�NEIVE�NFJD�IJDB�FGGFVD�IJ�uv��_dB�]F�LSCFM�DEFLF�IJVCFKLIJH�rSCILRIVDIBJKT�TIOIDKDIBJL�LDITTTFGD�IJ�PTKVF�DEF�VBSCDXL�F̀PCFLL�PBNFC�DB�yEFKC�KPPFKTL�GCBOGIJKT�rSRHOFJDL�BG�DCIKT�VBSCDL�IOPBLIJH�DEF�RFKDE�PFJKTD\_zZCD_�tM�����]��u�M�ATK_�oBJLD_��uv���_�ZHKIJLD�DEF�EILDBCIVKT]KVWRCBP�rSLD�RFLVCI]FRM�DEBSHEM�DEFCF�IL�JB�HBBR�CFKLBJ�DBCFKR�DEIL�HCKJD�BG�rSCILRIVDIBJ�OBCF�]CBKRT\�DEKJ�BDEFCL[LBJB�rSLDIGIVKDIBJ�GBC�DEIL�VBSCDXL�CFPFKDFR�yQFJDSCF¡L¢�]F\BJRDEF�TIOIDKDIBJLz�DEKD�LFVDIBJ���]��u��F̀PCFLLT\�FLDK]TILEFLCFHKCRIJH�CFQIFN�BG�RFKDE�PFJKTD\�rSRHOFJDL_���~|M�u���qB_�R�KD�x��_ybSC�LDKDF�oBJLDIDSDIBJ�IL�K�TIOIDKDIBJ�SPBJ�PBNFCMz�LByVBJLDIDSDIBJKT�rSCILRIVDIBJz�VKJJBD�]F�F̀PKJRFR�IG�RBIJH�LByCFLSTD¡L¢�IJ�K�RIOIJSDIBJ�BG�DEF�VBJLDIDSDIBJKT�rSCILRIVDIBJBG�LBOF�BDEFC�VBSCD_z�������¤��¥�|���¦�}���}������§̈���©|�̈¤����ª�¦¦«}M�v��ATK_�wuwM�u�v�qB_����M���w��uv�x���IJDFCJKTŜBDKDIBJL�BOIDDFR�������������}����¬��|�­�}~M�v�l_q_����M���M�w�oCKJVE����M���j_fR_�u����u��v���®|�̈�}�|}�¬�®����ª|}���¬�}~����̄��|���M��xu�l_q_����M��vuM�u���q_oD_�uvx�M��xj_fR_�R��u��uv���_�dEF�CSTF�SJRFC�BSC�OBRFCJ�VBJLDIDSDIBJKTLDCSVDSCF�IL�DEKD�DEF�RILDCIVD�VBSCD�BG�KPPFKT�EKL�F̀VTSLIQFKPPFTTKDF�rSCILRIVDIBJ�BQFC��̈̈�DCIKT�VBSCD�GIJKT�rSRHOFJDL�KJRBCRFCL�yJBD�RICFVDT\�KPPFKTK]TF�DB�DEF�LSPCFOF�VBSCD�BC�KVICVSID�VBSCD_z�ZCD_�tM�����]��u�M�ATK_�oBJLD_
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ABCDEFGHECIJ�KLGCJ�KLG�MBCDKEKNKEBCOP�QHBREDEBC�IHOCKECI�KLEDMBNHK�PESEKGF�FEHGMK�HGREGT�ONKLBHEKU�EC�SOKKGHD�ECRBPRECIKLG�FGOKL�QGCOPKUJ�KLG�KGVK�MBNPF�CBK�WG�QPOECGHX�Y�ZECOP[NFISGCK�\]̂\�_̀abcdc�\]d�ed̂\]�adf̂g\h�ED�OQQGOPOWPG�KB�KLEDMBNHK�iDB�fb\�OQQGOPOWPG�KB�KLG�FEDKHEMK�MBNHK�BZ�OQQGOPjX�kNKEZ�O�KHEOP�MBNHK�BHFGH�KB�WG�HGREGTGF�ED�fb\�BCG�ESQBDECIKLG�FGOKL�QGCOPKUJ�EK�ED�fb\�OQQGOPOWPG�KB�KLED�MBNHKJ�bfghKB�KLG�FEDKHEMK�MBNHKX�lGOFECI�KLG�DMBQG�BZ�BNH�ONKLBHEmGFHGREGT�OCU�SBHG�WHBOFPU�KLOC�TLOK�KLG�MPGOH�KGVK�QHBREFGDCGMGDDOHEPU�OIIHOCFEmGD�TLOK�DLBNPF�WG�BNH�BTC�COHHBTOQQGPPOKG�ONKLBHEKU�OK�KLG�GVQGCDG�BZ�KLG�WHBOF�[NHEDFEMKEBC�KLGMBCDKEKNKEBC�GVQHGDDPU�IERGD�KB�KLG�FEDKHEMK�MBNHKD�BZ�OQQGOPXnopqqq�krLOKJ�NCZBHKNCOKGPUJ�ED�TLOK�MBCKECNGD�KB�LOQQGC�EC�MODGD�PEsGKLEDX�tB�CBK�PBDG�DEILK�BZ�KLG�BCPU�SOKKGH�BC�HGREGT�EC�KLEDDBuMOPPGF�OQQGOPv�OC�BHFGH�FGCUECI�ZHGGuZPBOKECI�FEDMBRGHUHGwNGDKD�HGPOKGF�KB�txY�KGDKECI�KLOK�TOD�WBKL�BHFGHGF�OCFMBSQPGKGFJ�HGwNGDKD�NCSBBHGF�ZHBS�OCU�BCIBECI�QHBMGGFECIOKKOMsECI�KLG�PGIOPEKU�BZ�O�[NFISGCK�OCF�FGOKL�DGCKGCMG�DNW[GMKKB�KLED�MBNHKyD�OQQGPPOKG�[NHEDFEMKEBCXrB�WG�MPGOHJ�KLG�QGKEKEBC�ZBH�txY�KGDKECI�ED�CBK�O�MBPPOKGHOPQHBMGGFECI�OKKOMsECI�KLG�PGIOPEKU�BZ�KLG�[NFISGCKX�Y�QGKEKEBCZEPGF�NCFGH�DGMKEBC�z{|XnnJ�}PBHEFO�~KOKNKGDJ�BQGCD�O�QOHOPPGPQHBMGGFECIJ�OFROCMECI�O�DGQOHOKG�HEILK�BZ�OMKEBC�KB�BWKOECKGDKECI�EZ�MGHKOEC�MHEKGHEO�OHG�SGKX�rLG�txY�KGDKECI�ED�CBK�OFEDMBRGHU�FGREMG�OF[NCMK�KB�O�MBPPOKGHOP�OKKOMsX�YCF�KLG�DKOKNKGED�CBK�FGOKLuDQGMEZEMX��K�ONKLBHEmGD�txY�KGDKECI�ZBH�OCU�ZGPBCUJCBK�[NDK�EC�MODGD�EC�TLEML�FGOKL�LOD�WGGC�ESQBDGFX��dd��z{|XnninjJ�}POX�~KOKX�rLG�KHEOP�MBNHK�BHFGHGF�KLG�txY�KGDKECIKLG�FGZGCFOCK�HGwNGDKGFJ�KLG�KGDKECI�TOD�MBCFNMKGFJ�OCF�KLGHGDNPKD�TGHG�QHBREFGFXrLG�POWyD�MGHKEZEMOKG�BZ�OCOPUDED�DOEF�KLG�ZBPPBTECI�OD�EKD�HGDNPKD�MBCMPNDEBC�vrLGDG� �GVKHOMKGF�� EKGSD� TGHGMBSWECGF�ECKB�O�DECIPG�DOSQPG�ZBHtxY�OCOPUDEDX�rLG�txY�QHBZEPGBWKOECGF�ZHBS�KLED�DOSQPG�ECFEMOKGDOK�PGODK�BCG�SOPG�MBCKHEWNKBHX�tNG�KBKLG�PESEKGF�COKNHG�BZ�KLG�txY�MOPPDBWKOECGF�ZHBS�KLED�DOSQPGJ�EK�ED�CBK

DNEKOWPG�ZBH�IGCGOPBIEMOP�MBSQOHEDBCDBH�QLGCBKUQG�OCF�OCMGDKHU�GDKESOKEBCDXrLG�HGQBHK�OKKOMLGF�QOIGD�BZ�FOKO�QNHQBHKECI�KB�DLBT�LBT�KLOKKGDKECI�TOD�MBCFNMKGFX�rLED�ED�OPP�KLOK�DGMKEBC�z{|Xnn�HGwNEHGDX�dd���z{|Xnni{jiEjJ�}POX�~KOKX�i�rLG�HGDNPKD�BZ�KLG�txY�KGDKECIBHFGHGF�WU�KLG�MBNHK�DLOPP�WG�QHBREFGF�KB�KLG�MBNHKJ�KLGDGCKGCMGF�FGZGCFOCKJ�OCF�KLG�QHBDGMNKECI�ONKLBHEKUX�jX�rLGHGED�CB�DKOKNKBHU�QHBREDEBC�KLOK�ONKLBHEmGD�ZBPPBTuNQ�FEDMBRGHUBCMG�KLG�HGDNPKD�OHG�QHBREFGF�BH�KLOK�QHBREFGD�ZBH�MBCKECNGFQHBMGGFECID�KB�MLOPPGCIG�KLG�ECKGIHEKU�BH�OMMNHOMU�BZ�KLGKGDKECI�BH�KLG�HGDNPKDXn��~ESQPU�QNKJ�GRGC�KLED�ECFGQGCFGCKp�����DKOKNKBHU�QHBMGGFECIJ�ZEPGF�EC�KLG�MPBDGF�MHESECOP�MODGJED�BRGHXrLED�MBNHKyD�SOCFOKG�OZZEHSECI�KLG�KHEOP�MBNHKyD��[NFISGCKESQBDECI�KLG�FGOKL�QGCOPKU��SOFG�KLOK�[NFISGCK�OWDBPNKGPUZECOP�EC�nzz�J�NQBC�TLEML�KLG�KHEOP�MBNHK�PBDK�[NHEDFEMKEBCZBHGRGH�DORG�ZBH�MBCDEFGHOKEBC�BZ�OC�̂�\]b�_�de�MBPPOKGHOPOKKOMsX�rLG�KHEOP�MBNHK�DNSSOHEPU�FGCEGF�KLG�QBDKuTOHHOCKMBPPOKGHOP�OKKOMs�OD�BCG�KLOK�TOD�KESGuWOHHGF�KLOK�EDJ�ODBCG�fb\�ONKLBHEmGF�WU�KLED�MBNHKyD�HNPGDX��CFGGFJ�OD�KLGFGZGCFOCK�OFSEKKGF�FNHECI�O�LGOHECI�NCFGH�HNPG��X�|niZji|jikjJ�LED�PODKuSECNKGJ�QBDKuTOHHOCK�MBPPOKGHOP�OKKOMs�NCFGH�KLGHNPG�POMsGF�OCU�GVBCGHOKECI�txY�KGDK�HGDNPKD�MBCDKEKNKECICGTPU�FEDMBRGHGF�GREFGCMG�KLOK�TBNPF�GVMGQK�LES�ZHBS�KLGKESG�WOHXn�rLG�HGwNGDKD�KLG�MBNHK�CBT�QNHQBHKD�KB�OFFHGDD�TGHG�SOFGGRGC�KLBNIL�KLGHG�TOD�CB�QGCFECI�MBPPOKGHOP�OKKOMs�BC�KLG[NFISGCK�ESQBDECI�KLG�FGOKL�QGCOPKUX��K�ED�wNEKG�MPGOHJ�KLGCJKLOK�KLG�BHFGH�BC�HGREGT�FBGD�CBK�ESQBDG�KLG�FGOKL�QGCOPKUJOCF�EK�FBGD�CBK�HG[GMK�OC�OKKOMs�BC�KLG�[NFISGCK�KLOK�BHEIECOPPUFEFXnz��NHEDFEMKEBC�KB�HGREGT�KLED�BHFGH�MOC�ZECF�CB�KGVKNOPDNQQBHK�EC�BNH�MBCDKEKNKEBCXp�������YrLG�SO[BHEKUyD�HGDQBCDG�KB�KLG�MPGOH�MBCZPEMK�FGDMHEWGF�OWBRGED�KB�HGPU�QHESOHEPU�BC�KLG�MBNHKyD��PBCIDKOCFECI�QHGMGFGCK�KLOK�MPOESD�GVMPNDERG�HGREGT�ONKLBHEKU�BRGH��OPP�KUQGD�BZMBPPOKGHOP�QHBMGGFECID�EC�FGOKL�QGCOPKU��̂cdcX���\̂\d�����b��\]�_c\���\��b���aad̂gJ�oz��~BX�{F���J��n�i}POX�nzz�j�iGSQLODEDDNQQPEGFjX�kU��MBPPOKGHOP�QHBMGGFECIDJ��KLG�MBNHK�EC��b��\]
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BCDEFCGE�HIIJH�KL�MNOI�PIIQ�RISIRIQTUQV�JNKKIRH�PIWLQX�YZHK[LHK\TLQOUTKULQ�TMN]]IQVIH�KL�N�̂_̀abcdE�UJ[LHUQV�KMI�XINKM[IQN]KWe�fISLRI�NQX�HUQTIg�KMI�TLZRK�MNH�RLZKUQI]W�Ih[NQXIXUKH�NZKMLRUKW�PNHIX�LQ�UKH�LiQ�N[[NRIQKg�QLQ\KIhKZN]�OUIiKMNK�UK�MNH�[IR[IKZN]�NZKMLRUKW�LOIR�KMI�GjDc�UQ�iMUTM�KMIXINKM�[IQN]KW�iNH�UJ[LHIXg�IOIQ�US�KMI�YZXVJIQK�UKHI]S�MNHPITLJI�SUQN]�NQX�QLK�HZPYITK�KL�SZRKMIR�NKKNTkelm�nNOUQVKNkIQ�JLRI�LS�N�oJUVMK�JNkIH�RUVMKp�N[[RLNTM�HKNRKUQV�UQ�KMIqrrmH�NQX�TLQKUQZUQV�KMRLZVM�[RIHIQK�XNWg�KMUH�TLZRK�QIOIRMNH�IQVNVIX�UQ�N�KIhKZN]�NQN]WHUH�KL�HZ[[LRK�KMUH�LKMIRiUHIRNi�IhIRTUHI�LS�[LiIRsRLZKUQI]W�TUKUQV�LQ]W�KL�[NHK�[RNTKUTIUQHKINXe�tccu�cvavg�wx_FEy�BCDEvg�zr{�|Le�lX�NK�{q�}TUKUQVKiL�XITUHULQH�SRLJ�KMI�qrrmH�SLR�HZ[[LRKg�IOIQ�KMLZVM�KMITLZRK�UQ�PLKM�UQHKNQTIH�HUJ[]W�KLLk�YZRUHXUTKULQg�iUKMLZK�NQWKIhKZN]�TLQHUXIRNKULQ~���Fc�j���v�tEjEcg�{���|Le�lX�{mlg�{m��mz}�]Ne�lmmm~�}QLKUQV�KMNK�KMI�TLZRK�MNH�oPIIQ�]IHH�KMNQ�[RITUHIUQ�XISUQUQV�LZR�NZKMLRUKW�KLp�RIOUIi�UQKIR]LTZKLRW�LRXIRHoUQ�TNHIH�UQOL]OUQV�XINKM\HIQKIQTIX�XISIQXNQKHp���ZLKUQVKMI�TLQHKUKZKULQN]�[RLOUHULQ�VUOUQV�YZRUHXUTKULQ�KL�RIOUIi�NYZXVJIQK�oUJ[LHUQV�KMI�XINKM�[IQN]KWp��KMIQ�HKRUQV\TUKUQVTNHIH�UQ�iMUTM�KMI�TLZRK�[RIOULZH]W�oRIOUIi�IX��UQKIR]LTZKLRWXUHTLOIRW�LRXIRH�UQ�TN[UKN]�TL]]NKIRN]�[RLTIIXUQVH�eee�N]KMLZVMNPHIQK�NQ�Ih[RIHH�HKNKIJIQK�LS�MLi�KMI��LZRK�XIKIRJUQIHiMIKMIR�KL�IhIRTUHI�UKH�YZRUHXUTKULQp~e�MLZVM�KMI�JNYLRUKW�TLQKUQZIH�KMUH�[RUJNRW�RI]UNQTI�LQ�[NHK[RNTKUTI�SLR�NZKMLRUKWg�UK�XLIH�TUKI�SLZR�[RLOUHULQH�[ZR[LRKIX]WHZ[[LRKUQV�UKH�YZRUHXUTKULQN]�T]NUJe��URHKg�UK�TUKIH��RKUT]I��gHITKULQ��}P~}q~�LS�KMI��]LRUXN��LQHKUKZKULQg�PZK�NH�Ih[]NUQIXNPLOIg�KMI�[]NUQ�KIhK�XLIH�QLK�HZ[[LRK�KMNK�T]NUJe��QTINVNUQg�KIhKZN]�KRINKJIQK�LS�KMI�[MRNHI�oYZXVJIQK�UJ[LHUQVKMI�XINKM�[IQN]KWp�XIJLQHKRNKUQV�MLi�KMI�TLZRK�TLZ]X�MNOIYZRUHXUTKULQ�LOIR�N�JIRI�XUHTLOIRW�LRXIRg�UH�QLK�LQ�LSSIRe|ITLQXg�UK�TUKIH�HITKULQ�rl�eqq}�~g�iMUTM�HUJ[]W�RIHKNKIH�KMITLQHKUKZKULQN]�[RL[LHUKULQ�ZQXIR��RKUT]I��g�HITKULQ��}P~}q~sKMNK�N�KRUN]�TLZRK�H�LRXIR�VRNQKUQV�LR�XIQWUQV�KMI�[IKUKULQ�UHN[[IN]NP]I�PW�KMI�NXOIRHI]W�NSSITKIX�[NRKWelq��MI�HKNKZKI�XLIHQLK�H[ITUSW�KMNKg�UQ�N�oXINKM�������TNHIgp�KMI�N[[IN]�JZHKVL�KL�KMUH�TLZRK��UK�JIRI]W�HKNKIH�KMNK�NQ�N[[IN]�oJNW�PIKNkIQgp�[RIHZJNP]W�SRLJ�KMI�SUQN]�LRXIR�VRNQKUQV�LR�XIQWUQVKMI�[IKUKULQe���rl�eqq}�~}N~g��]Ne�|KNKe��OIQ�US�UK�XUX�HKNKIKMNK�UQ�N�XINKM�TNHIg�KMI�N[[IN]�iLZ]X�VL�KL�KMUH�TLZRKg�KMNK]UkI]W�iLZ]X�PI�NQ�ZQTLQHKUKZKULQN]�Ih[NQHULQ�LS�KMUH�TLZRK�HTLQHKUKZKULQN]]W�[RIHTRUPIX�YZRUHXUTKULQg�NH�HZVVIHKIX�INR]UIRe�MURXg�KMI�JNYLRUKW�TUKIH��]LRUXN��Z]I�LS��RUJUQN]��RLTIXZRI�e����NQX��]LRUXN��Z]I�LS��[[I]]NKI��RLTIXZRI�req�m}P~}q~}�~e��IUKMIR�RZ]I�H[ITUSUIH�KMNK�NQ�N[[IN]�TLZ]X�LR�JZHK�PIKNkIQ�KL�KMI�HZ[RIJI�TLZRKg�NQX�KMUH�TLZRK�TNQQLK�Ih[NQX

UKH�LiQ�TLQHKUKZKULQN]�YZRUHXUTKULQsN�HZPHKNQKUOI�JNKKIRsPW[RLTIXZRN]�RZ]Iell�K�MNH�PIIQ�HNUX�KMNK�oXINKM�UH�XUSSIRIQKep�wCE��jEFCG���v�tEjEcg�l{�|Le�lX��mrg��qq�}�]Ne�qr��~�� jGx¡��v�tEjEcg�q�z�|Le�X���rg���z�}�]Ne�lmq�~�}�ZLKUQV�wCE��jEFCG�~��G¢v�w_Fbjd�v�£cxFaCjg��m��¤e|e�l��g��mzg�rl�|e�Ke�l{lzg����¥e�XelX��z�}qr{l~�}|KIiNRKg�¦eg�TLQTZRRUQV~�}LPHIROUQV�KMNK�KMIo[IQN]KW�LS�XINKM�XUSSIRH�SRLJ�N]]�LKMIR�SLRJH�LS�TRUJUQN][ZQUHMJIQKg�QLK�UQ�XIVRII�PZK�UQ�kUQXp~e��RZI�KMLZVM�KMUHJNW�PIg�NQ�NTKUOI�XINKM�iNRRNQK�XLIH�QLK�IhTZHI�N�XI[NRKZRISRLJ�LZR�HZ[[LHIX�oTLJJUKJIQK�KL�KMI�HZ[RIJNTW\LS\KIhK[RUQTU[]IpsLZR�oRITLVQU�KULQ��KMNK�KMI�iLRXH�LS�N�VLOIRQUQVKIhK�NRI�LS�[NRNJLZQK�TLQTIRQg�NQX�iMNK�KMIW�TLQOIWg�UQ�KMIURTLQKIhKg�UH�iMNK�KMI�KIhK�JINQHep�§�jddc̀�§jFcdEyxx̀�x¢�ẗv©�ªcdEv�w�jv��v�tEjEcg�����|Le��X�z{g�{{�}�]Ne�lml�~�}UQKIRQN]�ZLKNKULQH�NQX�PRNTkIKH�LJUKKIX~e��S�UK�UH�KRZI�KMNK�oiI�VUOIKMI�iLRXH�LS�KMI�TLQHKUKZKULQ�KMIUR�[]NUQg�ZHZN]g�LRXUQNRWg�NQXTLJJLQ]W�NTTI[KIX�JINQUQVH�NK�KMI�KUJI�KMIW�iIRI�iRUKKIQgpªCE«�x¢��j��jyjDDcc��v�w�jv�§x�CGc�¬cdc�x�cdE�­DD®du�̄dGvg��{�|Le��X�q{�g�q���}�]Ne�lml�~g�iI�HMLZ]X�XL�HL�TLQHUHKIQK]Wg�N]]KMI�KUJIe��o]LQVHKNQXUQV�[RITIXIQKp�KMNK�XIJLQHKRNP]W�XIOUNKIH�SRLJKMI�T]INR�KIhK�UH�QLK�UJJZQI�SRLJ�RITLQHUXIRNKULQg�RIVNRX]IHHLS�KMI�TLQKIhK�NQX�RIVNRX]IHH�LS�iMIKMIR�NQWLQI�MNH�NHkIXSLR�KMNK�RITLQHUXIRNKULQe�ª¢v�£jb¡�c��v�°dCEc̀�tEjEcDg���{¤e|e�z{�g�{l��l�g�q�r�|e�Ke�qrzmg�lm��¥e�XelX��ll�}lmqr~}�MLJNHg�¦eg�TLQTZRRUQV~�}o�MI�KRZI�URLQW�LS�LZR�JLXIRQDEjFc�̀cGCDCD�XLTKRUQI�]UIH�UQ�KMI�SNTK�KMNK�[RL[LQIQKH�LS�DEjFcc̀GCDCD�KIQX�KL�UQOLkI�UK�JLHK�SIROIQK]W�iMIQ�KMI�[RITIXIQKNK�UHHZI�UH�]INHK�XISIQHUP]Iep~e�±I�JZHK�TLQKUQZLZH]W�[L]UTILZR�LiQ�YZRUHXUTKULQN]�PLZQXNRUIH��QL�LQI�TNQ�XL�UK�SLR�ZHe�QHZRUQV�KMNK�iI�NTK�LQ]W�iUKMUQ�TLQHKUKZKULQN]�TLQHKRNUQKH�UHNQ�LQVLUQV�IhIRTUHI�UQ�HI]S\XUHTU[]UQIe��LUQV�HL�UH�KMI�KRZIXIJLQHKRNKULQ�LS�YZXUTUN]�RIHKRNUQKe�ZR�XZKW�N]iNWH�UH�KL�N[[]W�KMI�]Ni�NH�iRUKKIQe��H�KMUH�TLZRKMNH�HNUX² �Q�N�TNHI�iMIRI�iI�NRI�PLZQX�PW�NMUVMIR�]IVN]�NZKMLRUKWsiMIKMIR�UK�PIN�TLQHKUKZKULQN]�[RLOUHULQg�N�HKNKZKIg�LRN�XITUHULQ�LS�KMI�|Z[RIJI��LZRKsLZRYLP�UH�KL�N[[]W�KMNK�]Ni�TLRRITK]W�KL�KMITNHI�PISLRI�ZHe�±MIQ�iI�NRI�TLQOUQTIXKMNK�N�[RITIXIQK�T]INR]W�TLQS]UTKH�iUKM
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ABC�DEF�FC�EGC�HFIGJ�AI�KLBIDMNLGCOCMCJA�JIGPEDDQ�PKHA�QRCDMSTUVUW�XY�Z[[\WN�]̂_�̀IS�aM�bc_N�de_�fgDES�]e]ehi�jWW�klYfJIARJm�ABEA�nGCDREJOC�RJACGCHAH�EGC�DIFCHA�RJ�OEHCH�SSS�RJoIDoRJmLGIOCMKGED�EJM�CoRMCJAREGQ�GKDCHp�fRJACGJED�qKIAEARIJHIPRAACMhhi�jWW�V\j[�rsVtuvkjW�wVx�ylY�[z�{V\Y�XY�|}VUUN�dc_~S̀S�]aeN�]bcN��â�̀S�AS��bcdN�]ea��S�MS]M�_�c�f]e�̂hfJIARJm�ABEA�jUVsW�lWukjkj�nRH�EA�RAH�FCE�CHA�������FBCJFC�RJACGLGCA�ABC��IJHARAKARIJ��COEKHC�IKG�RJACGLGCAEARIJOEJ��C�EDACGCM�IJDQ��Q�OIJHARAKARIJED�EPCJMPCJAp�fRJACGJEDqKIAEARIJH�IPRAACMhhS ��J�ABC�CJMN�ABC�MC�CJMEJA�RH�mEPRJm�ABC�LGIOCHH�HCA�IKA�RJHCOARIJ�̂]dS���AI�MCDEQ�C�COKARIJ�I��BRH�HCJACJOCN�FBROBBC�BEH�QCA�AI�MCPIJHAGEAC�RH�KJDEF�KDN�MCHLRAC�BRH�BEoRJmBEM�MCOEMCH�AI�MI�HIS��RH�C��IGAN�PRHmKRMCM�EH�RA�RHN�HBIKDMBEoC�AE�CJ�LDEOC�RJ�ABC�OIJAC�A�I��E�LCJMRJm�GKDC�aScd�PIARIJN�FBCGC�BC��[�\l��CEG�ABC��KGMCJ�I��HBIFRJm�nBIFpABC�JCF�RJ�IGPEARIJ�nFRDDp�C�IJCGEAC�BRPS�|kUuvu[u��XY�TUVUWNc���̀IS�]M�]aN�]_�]c�fgDES�]eebhi��W}t[\lj�XY�TUVUWN�a_aÌS�aM���]bN���]��]_�fgDES�]e]ahS��JHACEMN�BC�RH��CRJmLCGPRAACM�AI�ORGOKPoCJA�ABRH��KGMCJ�EJM�I�AERJ��KGABCG�MCDEQNKHRJm�ABC�LCJMRJm�MCEAB�FEGGEJA�AI�PEJK�EOAKGC�KGmCJOQ�GCmEGMRJm�E�ODIHCM�AGRED�OIKGA�LGIOCCMRJm�FBCGC�JIJC�C�RHAHS{zY��W}t[\ljN�a_a�̀IS�aM�EA���]_���JS��fJIARJm�ABC�MC�CJMEJA�H�ERDKGC�AI�LKGHKC�����ACHARJm�IJ�OCGAERJ�RACPH�RJ�EJ�CEGDRCGPIARIJ�nMCHLRAC��BRH���CRJm�EFEGC�I��ABC����C�RHACJOCp�I��RACPHAI��C�ACHACM�EJM�ABC�EoERDE�RDRAQ�I������ACHARJm�PCABIMHhi�sVt�[�XY�TUVUWN�ba_�̀IS�]M��ê N̂���eb�fgDES��̂cah�fOGRAROR�RJmnABC�EDD�AII��GCqKCJA�EJM�qKCHARIJE�DC�LGEOAROC�I��FERARJm�KJARDABC�CDCoCJAB�BIKG�AI�GERHC�IG�LGIHCOKAC�RHHKCH�FBROB�OIKDMBEoC�EJM�HBIKDM�BEoC��CCJ�GERHCM�PIJABH�IG�QCEGH��C�IGCphi XVtj�XY�yWttWUUN�bbe�~S̀S��ae�N��ae_N�̂ �̂̀S�AS��bc�N�d̂�S�MS]M�_d��f�̂_̂h�f¡CBJqKRHAN�¢SN�RJ�OBEP�CGHh�fOGRAROR�RJmBIFN�RJ�E�MCEAB�FEGGEJA�OIJAC�AN�n�£BQMGEKDRO�LGCHHKGC¤��OEJ�C���GIKmBA�AI��CEG�KLIJ�EJQ�¥KMmC�IG�mGIKL�I��¥KMmCH��ABEA�RJODRJCH�ABCP�AI�mGEJA�DEHA�PRJKAC�HAEQH�RJ�PEAACGH�I��ABRH�HIGA¥KHA��COEKHC�JI�PIGAED�OEJ��C�AIAEDDQ�HEARH�RCM�ABEA�FRABRJ�ABCC�AGCPCDQ�HBIGA�LCGRIM�I��ARPC�EDDIFCM��Q�HKOB�E�DEAC��RDRJm�BCBEH��KDDQ�mGEHLCM�ABC�OIJACJARIJH�I��ABC�LEGARCH�EJM�OIGGCOADQGCHIDoCM�ABCPphS¦BCGC�RH�JI�OIJHARAKARIJED��EHRH��IG�IKG�RJACGoCJARIJ�RJ�ABRHPEAACGN�EJM�ABC�LCJMRJm�MCEAB�FEGGEJA��Q�RAHCD��OEJJIA�HKLLDQ

RAS��I�AC�AKED�MC�CJHC�I��ABRH�OIKGA�H�C�CGORHC�I��¥KGRHMROARIJ�RJOEHCH�DR�C�ABRH�IJC�BEH�CoCG��CCJ�I��CGCMN�JIA��C�IGC�EJM�JIAAIMEQS��IJC�C�RHAHS�§KG�LGCoRIKH�C�CGORHCH�I��¥KGRHMROARIJN�EJMABC�IJC�RJ�ABRH�OEHCN�BEoC��CCJ�MCPIJHAGEACM�BCGC�AI��C�FGIJm�C�LGCHHDQ�OIJAGEGQ�AI�ABC�LDERJ�¥KGRHMROARIJED�HAEACPCJAH�RJABC�gDIGRME��IJHARAKARIJS¦BC�MC�CJMEJA�BEH�BEM�BRH�nMEQ�RJ�OIKGAp�PEJQ�MEQHN�RJ��EOAS§oCG�ABC�MCOEMCHN�ABRH�OIKGA�BEH�GC¥COACM�BRH�DCmED�OBEDDCJmCHAI�BRH�OIJoROARIJ�EJM�HCJACJOC�I��MCEABS��IJARJKRJm�¢KHAROC¡CBJqKRHA�H�LIRJA��GIP��C�IGC̈¦BCGC�PKHA�OIPC�E�ARPCN�CoCJ�FBCJ�HIRGGCoCGHR�DC�E�LCJEDAQ�EH�ABEA�I��MCEABBEH��CCJ�RPLIHCM�KLIJ�E�LEGAROKDEGMC�CJMEJAN�FBCJ�ABC�DCmED�RHHKCH�RJ�ABCOEHC�BEoC��CCJ�HK��RORCJADQ�DRARmEACMEJM�GCDRARmEACM�ABEA�ABC�DEF�PKHA��CEDDIFCM�AI�GKJ�RAH�OIKGHCS�����IKGBIDMRJmH��EGC�AI��C�EJQABRJm��KAMCEM�DCAACGHN�OELRAED�LKJRHBPCJA�FBCJRPLIHCM�LKGHKEJA�AI�ABC�HAEJMEGMH�DERMMIFJ�RJ�ABIHC�OEHCH�RH�OIJHARAKARIJEDiEJM�FBCJ�ABC�HAEJMEGMH�C�LIKJMCMRJ�ABIHC�OEHCH�EJM�RJ�HK�HCqKCJAMCORHRIJH�I��ABRH��IKGA��CEGRJm�IJABIHC�LGIOCMKGCH�BEoC��CCJ�OIPLDRCMFRABN�ABC�̀AEAC�RH�CJARADCM�AI�OEGGQIKA�ABC�MCEAB�HCJACJOCS��JMCCMN�¥KHAEH�ABC�GKDC�I��DEF�CJARADCH�E�OGRPRJEDMC�CJMEJA�AI��C�HKGGIKJMCM�FRAB�EDDABC�LGIACOARIJH�FBROB�MI�HKGGIKJM�BRPKJMCG�IKG�HQHACP�LGRIG�AI�OIJoROARIJEJM�MKGRJm�AGRED�EJM�ELLCDDEAC�GCoRCFNABC�IABCG�HRMC�I��ABEA�OIRJ�RH�ABEAFBCJ�ABC�̀AEAC�BEH�AE�CJ�EDD�ABC�HACLHGCqKRGCM��Q�ABEA�GKDC�I��DEFN�RAH�FRDDNEH�GCLGCHCJACM��Q�ABC�DCmRHDEAKGC�FBROBEKABIGR�CM�ABC�RPLIHRARIJ�I��ABC�MCEABHCJACJOCN�EJM�ABC�HAEAC�����©�OIKGAHFBROB�RPLIHCM�RA�EJM�KLBCDM�RAN�HBIKDM�C�OEGGRCM�IKAS XVtjN�bbe�~S̀S�EA��aeaN�̂̂ �̀S�AS��bc�S¦BC�ELLCED�HBIKDM��C�MRHPRHHCM��IG�DEO��I��¥KGRHMROARIJS
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BCC�DEFGFEHIJKLM�NOPLQ�RRST�UM�VWXP�YP�Z[[\W]�NMŜ _̀ àb̀acde fg�hijklmnho�mn�pqhlrhq�ohrlmk�shktuv�uh�wlxh�yzqmgom{rmtn|�}~~�lqr|��v�����s��e�v��kl|��tngr|�������|ee����l�v�kl|��rlr|����������~~�������kl|��|��qm�|��|��|������|� �t�rwh�hirhnr��z{�hrr�g�jzskm{�qh{tqog�oh�lnog�lkgt�gtzpwr�rwh�rhgrmnp�olrlv�uh�oh{kmnh�rt�looqhgg�uwhrwhqrwh�{mq{zmr�{tzqr�lszgho�mrg�omg{qhrmtn�mn�ohn�mnp�rwh�jqtoz{rmtn�t��gz{w�qh{tqog|��zq�tjmnmtn�rtol��qhnohqg�ttr�ln��omgjzrh�txhq�rwh�{tqqh{rnhgg�t��rwh�{mq{zmr�{tzqr�g�qzkmnp�mn�rwmg�qhgjh{r|� �z{�hrr�lg�ho�rwlr�rwh�rhgrmnp�sh�jhq�tq�ho�s���rwql�v��n{|��h�ntrho�rwlr�rwmg�klstqlrtq��wlo�rwh�ljjqtjqmlrh{ljlsmkmrmhg�lno�rwlr������wlo�ln�himgrmnp�{tnrql{r�umrw�mr|� �hq�tzq�g{whozkmnp�tqohq�lno�lsghnr�l�grl�v��z{�hrr�ulg�qh zmqho�rt��mkh�wmg�gz{{hggmxh�jtgr{tnxm{rmtn��trmtnsh�tqh��¡f�rhgrmnp�qhgzkrg�uhqh�lxlmklskh|� ¢£¤¤�¥¦�}§�§~v�̈����t|��o�������kl|�e����|¨ ¡t�tnh�omgjzrhg�rwlr�rwhgh��lrrhqg�lqh�umrwmn�rwmg��tzqr�g�yzqmgom{rmtn|© ªzgrm{h��lnhnslz��omgghnrho|� �n�rwh�h�lmkv������hijklmnho�rwlr�lkrwtzpw�rhgrmnp�«�mhkoho�qhgzkrg��tq�¬���lkh­gjh{m�m{���¡�gv®�����«wlg�nt�h{wlnmg��rt�jqtxmoh�l�grlrmgrm{lk�uhmpwr�lggt{mlrho�umrw�tnk��rwh�¬��¡��qhgzkrgv®�uwm{w��hlng�mr�mg�«znlskhrt�qhjtqr�l��lr{w�shruhhn�̄q|��z{�hrr�g�¬��¡�g�lno�rwtgh�ohrh{rho�mn�rwh�gl�jkh|®�°��rwh�gl�h�rt�hnvl{{tqomnp�rt�����v�rwmg��hlnr�����lkgt�ulg�znlskh�rt�qhjtqr�ln�hi{kzgmtn|� ªzgrm{h��lnhnslz��omgghnrho�mn�jlqr|e� �wh�omgghnr�lqpzhgv�mn�jlqrv�rwlr�uh�ot�ntr�wlxh�yzqmgom{rmtn�rt�looqhgg�{tkklrhqlk��lrrhqg�mn�{lghg�uwhqh�rwhohlrw�jhnlkr��wlg�shhn�m�jtgho|�¡tnh�t��rwh�{lghg�{mrho�s��rwh�omgghnr�khlo�rt�rwlr�{tn{kzgmtn|��tnpgrlnomnpjqh{hohnr�gl�g�yzgr�rwh�tjjtgmrh|�}~~�}§�§~�¥¦�±�£²§³�́µ�§¦�¶§¦��¤�·̧ ~̧��v�̈�©��t|��o�©�v�©e���kl|�e��©��wtkomnp�«rwlr�mn�loomrmtn�rt�tzq�ljjhkklrh�yzqmgom{rmtn�txhq�ghnrhn{hg�t��ohlrwv�uh�wlxh�hi{kzgmxh�yzqmgom{rmtnrt�qhxmhu�lkk�r�jhg�t��{tkklrhqlk�jqt{hhomnpg�mn�ohlrw�jhnlkr��{lghg®���¹µ���º»�¥¦�}§�§~v�¡t|������̈­��e�v���e�t|�o����v��̈�­̈e���kl|�fjq|�e��v�º~²§¦�¼~½µ~¼v�¡t|���­©���v�¾¾¾�¿|�|�¾¾¾¾v�¾¾¾��|�r|�¾¾¾¾v�¾¾¾��|�o|�o¾¾¾¾v����̈�À��e�©�e����¿|�|�fjq|��ev����̈���Á²~̧���¥¦�}§�§~v�©����t|��o�©��v�©��­�̈���kl|������|�Àh�lqhntr�{tnxmn{ho�rwlr�tzq�jqh{hohnr�mg�«{khlqk��hqqtnhtzgv®�}§�§~�¥¦�Â���~v���©��t|��o���©v���©���kl|������v�ntqwlg�hmrwhq�jlqr��lg�ho�zg�rt�qhxmgmr�tzq�jqmtq�wtkomnpg�mn�rwmg�qhplqo|ee Àh�ntrh�rwlr�«mn{tn{kzgmxh®�mg�ntr�g�ntn��tzg�umrw�«mn{t�jkhrh|®��z{�hrr�wlg�ntr�qh{hmxho�rwh�{t�jkhrhqhgzkrg�sh{lzgh�wh�wlg�ntr�shhn�pmxhn�rwh�znohqk�mnp�olrl|�¡hxhqrwhkhggv�mr�mg�jtggmskh�rwlrv�l�rhq�{tnoz{rmnprwh�grlrmgrm{lk�lnlk�gmg�rwlr������gzpphgrg�mg�jtggmskh�mn�rwmg�{lghv�rwh�hnrmr��jhq�tq�mnp�rwh�lnlk�gmg�umkksh�znlskh�rt�t��hq�l�oh�mnmrmxh�{tn{kzgmtn�slgho�tn�l�{t�jlqmgtn�t���z{�hrr�g��ntun��¡f�lno�rwh�jqt�mkhphnhqlrho��qt��rwh�gl�jkh|
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AB CDE�FGHHEIJ�FKEH�IKJ�ELMNEHHOP�EIQRQE�SGJD�KTN�GIJENMNEJRJGKI�KU�HEVJGKI�WBXYAAY�ZJ�[ENEOP�RHHENJH\�SGJDKTJEOR]KNRJGKI\�JDRJ�̂TV_EJJ�DRH�NEVEG̀EF�JDE�JEHJGIQ�NEHTOJHY�aE�HG[MOP�FGHRQNEEYbEORJEFOP\�JDE�FGHHEIJ�VKIJEIFH�JDRJ�̂TV_EJJ�DRH�NEcTEHJEF�JDE�TIFENOPGIQ�FRJR�KIOP�JK�G[MERVD�̂dZeH�JEHJGIQMNKVEHHY�aDGOE�̂TV_EJJ�[RP�DR̀E�HKTQDJ�GIUKN[RJGKI�NEQRNFGIQ�̂dZeH�JEHJGIQ�fghijkk�lmn�fghohihpk�UKN�JDRJMTNMKHE\�SE�DR̀E�FEIGEF�JDKHE�NEcTEHJHY�qTJ�̂TV_EJJ�DRH�ROHK�NEMERJEFOP�RHHENJEF�rRJ�JDE�HJRJTH�VKIUENEIVEHRIF�GI�DGH�]NGEUGIQs�JDRJ�R�HJRJGHJGVRO�RIROPHGH�KU�JDE�TIFENOPGIQ�FRJRtSDGVD�IEGJDEN�̂dZ�IKN�û dv�GH�R]OE�JKMENUKN[tVKTOF�ELKIENRJE�DG[Y�wOJDKTQD�JDE�FGHHEIJ�HTQQEHJH�JDRJ�JDGH�RIROPHGH�VKTOF�IÈEN�]E�ELKIENRJGIQ\SE�FK�IKJ�UGIF�ÈGFEIJGRNP�HTMMKNJ�UKN�JDRJ�VKIVOTHGKI�GI�JDE�NEVKNF�]EUKNE�THYAx aE�K]HEǸE�JDRJ�GI�̀RNGKTH�HJRJE[EIJH�GI�GJH�RIHSEN�]NGEU\�JDE�yJRJE�rSDEJDEN�GIJEIJGKIROOP�KN�IKJs�FNRSH�RIEcTG̀ROEIVE�]EJSEEI�JDE�̂zw�JEHJGIQ�{NEHTOJH|�RIF�JDE�JEHJGIQ�FRJRY�}jj~�j���\�wIHSEN�qNGEU�KU�wMMEOOEE�RJ��r{̂TV_EJJ�MNEHEIJEF�IK�JEHJG[KIP�KN�RUUGFR̀GJH�JK�FE[KIHJNRJE�JDRJ�HJRJGHJGVRO�RIROPHGH�KU�JDE�NEHTOJH�VKTOFPGEOF�RIP�ELVTOMRJKNP�ÈGFEIVEY|s���n��RJ�Ax�r{CK�OR]EO�JDE�NEHTOJH�RH�RIPJDGIQ�KJDEN�JDRI��GIVKIVOTHG̀E��NEcTGNEHHJRJGHJGVRO�RIROPHGHY|s���n��rIKJGIQ�JDRJ�{�J�DE�OKSEN�VKTNJ�FEIGEF�JDE�[KJGKI�UKN�HJRJGHJGVRO�RIROPHGH�KU�JDE�yz�ẑw�NEHTOJH|sYA� v̀EI�HK\�RH�IKJEF�R]K̀E\�JDE�yJRJE�GIHGHJEF�JDRJ�RI�ÈGFEIJGRNP�DERNGIQ�SRH�TIIEVEHHRNPYAX wH�SE�DR̀E�IKJEF\�̂TV_EJJ�ROHK�HKTQDJ�JDE�JEHJGIQ�FRJR�GI�JDEHE�NEVKNFH�FE[RIFHY��G̀EI�KTN�DKOFGIQ\�SEFEVOGIE�JK�RFFNEHH�JDE�FEIGRO�KU�JDKHE�FE[RIFH\�UGIFGIQ�RIP�FGHMTJE�NEQRNFGIQ�JDE[�JK�IKS�]E�[KKJYA� Z�NEVEIJOP�ELMORGIEF�JDE�DGHJKNGVRO�]RHGH�UKN�JDGH�VKTNJ�ROHK�DR̀GIQ��TNGHFGVJGKI�K̀EN�R�VKOORJENRO�RJJRV_�KIR��TFQ[EIJ�G[MKHGIQ�JDE�FERJD�MEIROJP�TIFEN�JDGH�VKIHJGJTJGKIRO�MNK̀GHGKIY�}jj���ppli�����}oloj\�zKYy�B�B���XAW\��xA�yKYxF�BX�\�B�X����ruORY�wMNY�AXs�rCRIEI]RT[\��Y\�VKIVTNNGIQ�GI�MRNJ�RIF�FGHHEIJGIQ�GIMRNJs�rK]HEǸGIQ�JDRJ�JDGH�VKTNJeH�RUUGN[RIVE�KU�JDE��TFQ[EIJ�G[MKHGIQ�JDE�FERJD�MEIROJP�[ENQEH�SGJD�JDRJ�TFQ[EIJ\�HTVD�JDRJ�R�[KJGKI�UGOEF�TIFEN�uOKNGFR�bTOE�KU��NG[GIRO��NKVEFTNE�xY�XA�RJJRV_GIQ�JDE�TIFENOPGIQR]HKOTJEOP�UGIRO��TFQ[EIJ�MNKVEEFH�TIFEN�KTN��TNGHFGVJGKI�GI�R�SRP�[GNNKNGIQ�JDE�VKNR[�IK]GH�MNKVEEFGIQ�JDRJR�NTOE�xY�XA�MNKVEEFGIQ�NEMORVEFs\�ijgo��njm�jn\�zKY�BX��BB�\������YyY�����\�����yY�JY�����\�����dYvFYBF����\�B�B��ad�A���A�x�r�YyY�wMNY�BA\�B�B�sYA� CDE�FEUEIFRIJ�IÈENJDEOEHH�QEJH�RSRP�SGJD�THGIQ�RH�R�NEF�DENNGIQ�JDE�uOKNGFR�̂EMRNJ[EIJ�KU�dRS�vIUKNVE[EIJr{û dv|s�RIROPHJeH�VDRNRVJENG�RJGKI�R]KTJ�JDE�NEHTOJH�RIF�DEN�ORV_�KU�cTROGUGVRJGKI�JK�KUUEN�RI�KMGIGKI�R]KTJJDKHE�NEHTOJH��]EGIQ�GIVKIVOTHG̀EY�CDE�û dv�RIROPHJ�VKTOF�IKJ�KUUEN�RI�KMGIGKI�RJ�R�DPMKJDEJGVRO�IES�JNGRO]EVRTHE�HDE�FGF�IKJ�VKIFTVJ�JDE�JEHJGIQ\�HK�DEN�VK[[EIJH�FK�IKJ�[RJJENY�CDE�GIUKN[RJGKI�]EGIQ�VK[[EIJEFKI�SKTOF�]E�GIRF[GHHG]OE�DERNHRPY�������mm�����hkk��\�W���yKY�BF�A�xB\�A�x��xW�ruORY�B���s��}��o�����g� hml\���B��YyY���W\��W��W�\�A���yY�JY�A��X\�BAW�dYvFYBF��B��rB�B�sY�yJGOO\�JDE�FEUEIFRIJ�IKS�SRIJH\]RHGVROOP\�JDE�{HKTNVE�VKFE|�UKN�JDE�JEHJGIQ�HK�JDRJ�DGH�ELMENJ�VRI�NÈGES�RIF�MENDRMH�KMGIE�R]KTJ�JDENEOGR]GOGJP�KU�JDE�JEHJ�NEHTOJH�cTKJEF�R]K̀EY�CDE�FEUEIFRIJ�TIFKT]JEFOP�GH�THGIQ�JDE�̂zw�JEHJGIQ�MNKVEHH�RHRI�G[MEN[GHHG]OE�{UGHDGIQ�ELMEFGJGKIY|�����¡�oi�ihi¢����}oloj\�����yKY�BF�Bx\�B��ruORY�B���s�r{bTOE�xY�Xx�GHIKJ�GIJEIFEF�JK�]E�R�UGHDGIQ�ELMEFGJGKIY|sYyG[MOP�MTJ\�JDKTQD�HEVJGKI�WBXYAA�EHJR]OGHDEH�RI�GIFEMEIFEIJ�NGQDJ�KU�RVJGKI\�JDE�RVJGKI�GH�FGHMKHEF�KU�KIVEJDE�JEHJGIQ�GH�KNFENEF�RIF�JDE�NEHTOJH�MNK̀GFEFY�ZJ�FKEH�IKJ�VNERJE�R�IES�{[GIG�JNGRO|�K̀EN�SDEJDEN�JDE�̂zwJEHJGIQ�NEHTOJH�RNE�MNK]RJG̀E�KU�JDE�FEUEIFRIJeH�QTGOJ�KN�GIIKVEIVEY�wIP�ÈGFEIJGRNP�DERNGIQ�GIHJERF�SKTOFKVVTN�GI�R�fjmn�m��NTOE�xY�X��KN�NTOE�xY�XA�MNKVEEFGIQY�qP�VKIJNRHJ\�JDE�KIOP�MTNMKHE�KU�JDE�JEHJGIQ�TIFEN�JDEHJRJTJE�GH�JK�MNKFTVE�NEHTOJH�UNK[�ELGHJGIQ�ÈGFEIVE�JDRJ�R�FEUEIFRIJ�VKIJEIFH�SGOO�FEUGIGJG̀EOP�j£hmjgloj�DG[Y}jj�¤�WBXYAArAs\�uORY�yJRJY�vLKIENRJGIQ�NEHTOJH�MNEHT[R]OP�SKTOF�]E�VOERN�RIF�TIR[]GQTKTH\�RIF�JDEP�SKTOFERHGOP�HTMMKNJ�R�MNK[MJ�̀RVRJTN�KU�JDE��TFQ[EIJ�TMKI�MNKMEN�MKHJ�VKÌGVJGKI�[KJGKI�KN�DR]ERH�MEJGJGKIY�CDRJGH�IKJ�SDRJ�JDE�FEUEIFRIJ�DENE�GH�HEE_GIQY
a122



���������	�
������
���
�	�������������������������  !�"�#�$%

&'(
)*+'&�,-,.$./,0123425�6 78 94��:2�;��<3�82�29<=<5���>�#��?2@ 953 58��29!4� ��

ABC�DCECFDGFH�IGFHJ�DGHG�BC�KGF�ECCD�HL�GF�CMNCOH�BC�ILPQD�BROC�HL�HCJHRES�GTLPH�HBC�HCJHRFUV�WPH�HBCOCGOC�KQCGO�QRXRHJ�HL�IBGH�JPKB�G�YTRLRFELOXGHRKRJHZ�KLPQD�HCJHRES�HL�HBGH�ILPQD�TC�NOLTGHR[C�LE�HBC�DCECFDGFH\J]̂_̀]a�RFFLKCFKCbUR[CF�HBGH�HBC�NOLNLJCD�CMNCOH�RJ�FLH�HBC�LFC�IBL�KLFDPKHCD�HBC�cde�HCJHRFUf�CRHBCOVABC�DCECFDGFH�HBCF�RJ�FLH�QLLgRFU�ELO�GDXRJJRTQCf�KQCGOQS�CMLFCOGHRFU�C[RDCFKCh�BC�RJ�JCCgRFU�C[RDCFKC�HLRXNCGKB�GF�CMNCOH�iHBC�QGT�GFGQSJH�IBL�jkj�KLFDPKH�HBC�HCJHl�IBLf�GH�TCJHf�KLPQD�HCJHRES�LFQS�IBS�HBC�OCJPQHJDL�FLH�KLFKQPJR[CQS�km̂ àn]_o�BRXV�eFS�JPKB�RXNCGKBXCFH�C[RDCFKC�KLPQD�FLH�UR[C�ORJC�HL�DLPTH�GTLPH�HBCQCUGQRHS�LE�HBC�pPDUXCFH�RXNLJRFU�HBC�DCGHB�NCFGQHSf�IBRKB�RJ�IBGH�G�FCI�OPQC�qVrst�XLHRLF�ILPQD�BG[C�HLTC�TGJCD�LF�GH�HBRJ�NLRFHVABC�XGpLORHS\J�OCQRGFKC�LF�uvkw�xy�z_]_of�{|s�}LV�~D�~{rf�~�t�i�QGV�t||�lf�ELO�RHJ�GNNOLGKB�RJ�XRJNQGKCDV�ABGHDCKRJRLF�GDDOCJJCD�HBC�GNNQRKGHRLF�LE�HBC�FLI�DCEPFKH��v�o�JHGFDGOD�HL�cde�HCJHRFUV�zoo��̀ vv]��xy�z_]_of{|~�}LV�~D�ts�f�t{t�i�QGV�t||�l�iFLHRFU�HBGH�RF�uvkwf�YIC�OCGEEROXCD�LPO�GDBCOCFKC�HL�HBC��v�o�HCJH�ELO�HBCGDXRJJRTRQRHS�LE�cde�C[RDCFKCf�GFD�KQGORERCD�HBGH�CGKB�JHGUC�LE�HBC�cde�NOLKCJJf�RVCVf�HBC�XCHBLDLQLUS�ELODCHCOXRFRFU�cde�NOLERQCJf�GJ�ICQQ�GJ�HBC�JHGHRJHRKGQ�KGQKPQGHRLFJ�PJCD�HL�OCNLOH�HBC�HCJH�OCJPQHJbTLHB�LE�IBRKBGOC�GH�RJJPC�RF�HBC�RFJHGFH�KGJCbGOC�JPTpCKH�HL�HBC��v�o�HCJHZlV��RHB�HBRJ�KLPOH\J�GXCFDXCFH�HL��QLORDG��PQCLE��[RDCFKC�|�V���f�Y�E�GKHJ�LO�DGHG�HBGH�GOC�LHBCOIRJC�RFGDXRJJRTQC�XGS�FLH�TC�DRJKQLJCD�HL�HBC�pPOS�TS�HBCNOLNLFCFH�LE�HBC�LNRFRLF�LO�RFECOCFKC�PFQCJJ�HBC�KLPOH�DCHCOXRFCJ�HBGH�HBCRO�NOLTGHR[C�[GQPC�RF�GJJRJHRFU�HBCpPOS�HL�C[GQPGHC�HBC�CMNCOH\J�LNRFRLF�JPTJHGFHRGQQS�LPHICRUBJ�HBCRO�NOCpPDRKRGQ�CEECKHVZ��m�vo��womj�y�_���a]y�xkjom̂o���jof�~�r�}LV�qD�sstf�ss~�FV��i�QGV�~�t|lVtr ABC�XGpLORHS�KLOOCKHQS�FLHCJ�HBGH�HBCOC�RJ�FL�DRJNPHC�HBRJ�KLPOH�BGJ�pPORJDRKHRLF�RF�KGJC�FPXTCOJ�~�~{����|�GFD~�~{���s�V�ABC�ELOXCO�RF[LQ[CJ�HBC�ERFGQ�LODCO�JPXXGORQS�DCFSRFU�HBC�DCECFDGFH\J�QGJH�OPQC�qVrst�XLHRLFV�ABCQGHHCO�RJ�HBC�DCECFDGFH\J�BGTCGJ�NCHRHRLFV��PO�pPORJDRKHRLFf�BLIC[COf�RJ�FLH�EOCC�ELOXh�RH�RJ�HRCD�HL�HBC�LODCO�HL�TCOC[RCICD�LO�HBC�IORH�TCRFU�JLPUBHV�ABC�pPORJDRKHRLF�IC�BG[C�RF�HBLJC�HIL�KGJCJ�KGFFLH�JPNNLOH�XGFPEGKHPORFUpPORJDRKHRLF�L[CO�HBC�LODCO�RF�HBRJ�KGJCf�GF�LODCO�NOLDPKCD�RF�G�JCNGOGHC�NOLKCCDRFU�HBGH�KLPQD�BG[C�FL�DROCKHCEECKH�LF�HBC�XCORHJ�PFDCO�KLFJRDCOGHRLF�RF�KGJC�FPXTCOJ�~�~{����|�GFD�~�~{���s�Vt| dLHGTQSf�HBC�DCECFDGFH�JHRQQ�BGJ�FLH�GHHCXNHCD�HL�ERQC�G�FCI�XLHRLF�PFDCO�OPQC�qVrstf�KQGRXRFU�BRJ�GKHPGQRFFLKCFKC�GFD�OCQSRFU�LF�HBC�OCJPQHJ�LE�HBC�cde�HCJHV���y��xovo__�xy�z_]_of�q���}LV�qD�tt~qf�tt~{�i�QGV~�~�l�iHGgRFU�HBC�DCECFDGFH�HL�HGJg�ELO�GQQCURFU�HBGH�HBC�cde�HCJHRFU�Ŷ�̀aj�OCJPQH�RF�GF�GK�PRHHGQZ�OGHBCO�HBGFCMNQGRFRFU�HBGH�HBC�HCJHRFU�Y�kaa�CMLFCOGHCZ�BRXlh��k_̂�̂�̂�f�r{{�}LV�~D�GH�~��~r�iKORHRKR�RFU�HBC�DCECFDGFHELO�EGRQRFU�HL�XCCH�BRJ�TPODCF�HL�CMNQGRF�Y���Z�HBC�HCJHRFU�IRQQ�CMLFCOGHC�BRXlV�ABC�DCECFDGFH�GQOCGDS�BGJOCKCR[CD�GQQ�HBGH�HBC�JHGHPHC�UPGOGFHCCJ�HL�BRX��HBC�HCJHRFU�LE�G�JGXNQCf�GFD�HBC�OCJPQHJ�LE�HBGH�JGXNQCV��H�DRDFLH�HPOF�LPH�GJ�BC�BGD�BLNCDf�LT[RLPJQSbLHBCOIRJC�ORUBH�FLI�BC�ILPQD�TC�[RULOLPJQS�NPOJPRFU�G�FCI�NLJH�KLF[RKHRLF�XLHRLFf�KQGRXRFU�HBGH�HBC�OCJPQHJ�CMLFCOGHC�BRXV~� eJ���NOC[RLPJQS�CMNQGRFCDf�Y�G�TJCFH�GF�GHHGKg�LF�HBC�pPDUXCFH�GFD�DCGHB�JCFHCFKC�NOC[RLPJQS�GEEROXCDf�HBRJKLPOH\J�GNNCQQGHC�pPORJDRKHRLF�PFDCO�JCKHRLF�qiTlitl�RJ�FLH�RXNQRKGHCD�RF�GFS�IGSfZ�GFD�GF�GKHR[C�IGOOGFH�DLCJFLH�YUR[C�PJ�CMHOGLODRFGOS�GNNCQQGHC�OC[RCI�NLICOJVZ��kaa]̂�f��qt�}LVqD�GH�~{r�iAGFCFTGPXf��Vf�KLFKPOORFURF�NGOH�GFD�DRJJCFHRFU�RF�NGOHlV�eH�HBC�JGXC�HRXCf�KLFHOGOS�HL�HBC�XGpLORHS\J�KBGOGKHCOR�GHRLFf���DL�FLH��PCJHRLFLPO��vk_�GPHBLORHSf�PFDCO�eOHRKQC��f�JCKHRLF�qiTli�lf�HL�GDDOCJJ�POUCFH�RFHCOQLKPHLOS�XGHHCOJf�NOL[RDCD�HBCOC�RJGF�RFDCNCFDCFH�TGJRJ�ELO�LPO�GNNCQQGHC�pPORJDRKHRLFbQRgC�G�NCFDRFU�OPQC�qVrst�NOLKCCDRFUV��jy� COCf�IC�DLFLH�BG[C�pPORJDRKHRLF�TCKGPJC�HBGH�GNNCQQGHC�pPORJDRKHRLFGQ�BLLg�RJ�XRJJRFUV~t ABC�¡CURJQGHPOC�KOCGHCD�G�JCNGOGHC�ORUBH�LE�GKHRLF�HL�BG[C�cde�HCJHRFU�LODCOCDV�¢�|~sVttitlf��QGV�}HGHViY£CHRHRLF�ELO��MGXRFGHRLFZlV�ABC�DCECFDGFH�XL[CD�ELO�G�cde�HCJH�PFDCO�HBC�JHGHPHC�GFD��QLORDG��PQC�LE¤ORXRFGQ�£OLKCDPOC�qVrsqf�GFD�HBGH�XLHRLF�IGJ�UOGFHCDV�ABGH�UOGFH�LE�OCQRCE�NOCJPXGTQS�IGJ�G�ERFGQ�LODCOHBGH�ILPQD�TC�GNNCGQGTQC�GJ�JPKB�HL�HBC�DRJHORKH�KLPOH�BG[RFU�UCLUOGNBRKGQ�pPORJDRKHRLFV� C�DRD�FLH�GNNCGQ�HBCLODCO�IRHB�G�KQGRX�HBGH�BC�IGJ�YGD[COJCQS�GEECKHCDfZ�JL�HBGH�XGHHCO�RJ�ERFGQ�GFD�GTJLQPHCV�eH�GQQ�C[CFHJf�HBCLODCO�ELO�G�cde�HCJH�RHJCQE�BGJ�FL�CEECKH�LF�HBC�YpPDUXCFH�RXNLJRFU�HBC�DCGHB�NCFGQHSVZ
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DEDF�GH�DIJKELIMNOP�QRS�GSTQOUV�WXQUQXYN�XT�WZ[[SNQOP�U\UXOU]OŜ_M̀ abcd�̀eaf�Mga_aM_�ehf�_M̀ �icc_�jcHchfcklMj�gmiHabh̀ aM_�a_�̀ec�gcjnh_c_̀HhG�jcgMj̀ f̂�m_̀ aH�jcHchfcko�à�affmipcb̀ �̀M�jcqafaM_�Mj�GàekjhGhĤfZr[SsS�bYZ[Q�Yt�lOY[XuÛpUsST�h[SN�kZWvSQQo�hrrSOOUNQwTx\̂fQUQS�Yt�lOY[XuUo�hrrSOOSSwTxfbDEDFyIELJo�fbDEDFyIELz{pmH|�Dzo�DEDF}~��������������~��������������������������������� ¡�¢�£��������¤�¥¦�§§������̈���~������©������§��¥��~ª©��§«��¬���������­®�̄~°���~��±~��¤�²��§�����³��©���������§©���¥§��³�§«�§����§��¥��§~����¥�����©�~�§��¤���§~�̈~�§́������§��§�³�§�~�®�¤�¥¦�§§�����~���¥«�©���©�§~�����µ�¥�§�©��§��¶����~~��~������©�­®�¢��­�¶�®�¶�¶·���§�������«�������§«��¥��¥��§¥~��§̧��©������~ª�¤�¥¦�§§̧����µ§«���¥¥����°��̈~�§¥~�°�¥§�~�£~§�~����©�«�����¥~�©�̈~�§́������§�£~§�~��ª~��¤���§��§��³�¹���ªª��£�§«��¥��¥��§�¥~��§̧�������³����¹��§«���ª~���©��­¤�¥¦�§§̧��£~§�~��ª~�����§�­�~ª��µ�¥�§�~���~���¥�̈�����ª�­®���£~�§�ª~�§­�­������³~®�¤�¥¦�§§����¥~�°�¥§�©�~ª�§«����µ������§§��­���©�ª���§́©�³����£��©���~ª���°��́­���́~�©��������º¥�����¶�²«~�§�­��ª§���¤�¥¦�§§̧�������§�������³��©®�«��ª���©���£~§�~��̈������§�§~���¥§�~��¶����®���~��©��²§�§�§��®���©���~��©��±����~ª����£����»�~¥�©�������������¦��³�¤���§��§��³�~ª�����£̈ ���§�¦���ª�~£§«��°�¥§�£̧����©���������¼�����~�ª���©�«���ª�ª§«���¥¥����°�£~§�~��ª~��̈~�§¥~�°�¥§�~�������ª�̈������§�§~���~��©��±���~ª����£�����»�~¥�©������������«��¥��¥��§�¥~��§�³���§�©�«��¤�����½���§���§�©����©�«��������������£~§�~���¹���§�­�©¤�¥¦�§§̧���µ�¥�§�~��§~����~��ª~��¤���§��§��³�§~����¥~£̈ ��§�©�¾�§�£�§��­®�§«�������§��~ª�§«�§�§��§��³�©�©��~§��µ~����§�¤�¥¦�§§���¥¥~�©��³�­®�����ªª��£�©�§«��©������~ª�¤�¥¦�§§̧������������£~§�~�®�©����©�«���̈�§�§�~��ª~�������§�~ª�«������¥~�̈��®��©���ª§�©�~����§�­�~ª��µ�¥�§�~���¿ÀÀ�ÁÂÃÄÀÅÅ�ÆÇ�¿ÅÈÅÀ®��~�²�¶�¶·́����®�¶�¶·�¹}�������¶®��§�É��������¢��­��®�¶�¶·��

²����½���§�­®�¤�¥¦�§§�ª���©���~§«���£~§�~��ª~��¤���§��§��³®����«�¥«�«���~�³«§�§��§��³�~ª���°�����~§«����§�£����¼�����~ª���©�«�����µ§«���¥¥����°��£~§�~��ª~��̈~�§¥~�°�¥§�~�������ª��«��¥��¥��§�¥~��§���££����­�©����©��~§«�£~§�~����¤�¥¦�§§�̈ �̈����¹����³�����§«�§«��¥��¥��§�¥~��§̧����££��­�©������~ª�¤�¥¦�§§̧���§��§�£~§�~��ª~��̈~�§¥~�°�¥§�~��¤���§��§��³�����������§���£�§§��®�§«���£~§�~�����̈�~¥�©�����­������©��¤�¥¦�§§����������~ª�§«���§�£��«���~�����§��§��§�©��«���«��ª���©�«���̈��~�£~§�~��ª~��¤���§��§��³�~��º��¥«��®�¶�¶·Ê£~���§«���ª~��£~�§«���³~��¿ÀÀ�ËÀÌÍÎÏÐÑ�ÆÇ�¿ÅÈÅÀ®�����²~���©���¶�®���¶·������¶�¶����¼��«���ª����©�§~��©��§�ª­���­�°���©�����~��«��¥~��©��~§«�°����½���§�©�§«���§��§��³��~~�����ÒÐÇ��§���¶����·�¤�¥¦�§§̧��£~§�~��ª~��̈~�§¥~�°�¥§�~��¤���§��§��³�������~£���§���������§«��¥��¥��§�¥~��§��~§�©®�§«����¥~�©�¥�����­�«~���§«�§�§«���§�£��¤�¥¦�§§��~�����§��§~�§��§�¥~�§�����~�©��§�ª������~��§��§�����³���§�¥�£�§���������«��®�§«��£~§�~�©~����~§�Ó��¥��©Ô�Õ���©��¥��̈§�~��~ª�§«��̈«­��¥����°�©��¥�ÃÎÍÅÈÖÍÖÍ×�ÁØÙ�§~����§��§�©�Ú�Û��¶�����¶�������®������²§�§���£̈ «������©©�©�Ü�ÑÀÀ�ÈÏÑÎ������±�����£��»����������������£��� Ý�¹����µ§��©©�����§«����££��­�©������~ª�¤�¥¦�§§̧����µ§«��¥¥����°��̈~�§¥~�°�¥§�~��£~§�~����������©�©�§~���~°�®�§«�¥��¥��§�¥~��§�̈��°�~���­�³���§�©�¤�¥¦�§§̧����½���§�ª~��¤��§��§��³�~������£̈ ���§�¦���ª�~£�§«��°�¥§�£̧����©�������¤�¥¦�§§��¥¦�~���©³�©�§«�§�§«��§��§��³��~��©�©��§�~­�§«���£̈ ��®����©����³�ª�§����§��§��³��£̈ ~���������«����£̈ ���������§�§~���̈��°�§�����~��§~�­����¤���ª���©�Þ��¥«®���~��©�®§~����§��§�©�����³���̈�~¥����¦�~������²��³�����¥��~§�©�»~�­£~�̈«��£��²�»�®��«�¥«�Ó���~���ª~��£~������������¤��§��§��³�~ª��£���®�©�§���~��§�©���£̈ ����Ú�ÁÂÃÄÀÅÅ�ÆÇ�¿ÅÈÅÀ®����²~���©����®���¶�������¶�¶·��·�²̈�¥�ª�¥���­®�§«�����~��§~�­���©����~���²�½�ß��§����³��¥��ß�§������µ̈�¥§�©®�§«���̈�¥�£������§~§���­�¥~���£�©����§«��§��§��³�̈�~¥����¬��«�����µ§«���¥¥����°��̈~�§¥~�°�¥§�~��£~§�~�®�¤�¥¦�§§���³��©§«�§�§«��²§�§��°�~��§�©�«���©���̈�~¥������³«§���­�©�¥�����³�«����½���§�§~����©�§«����£̈ ���§~������~��§~�­������µ���§«�§��������²�»�§��§��³�£�§«~©�¦�~������¹«~���̄��~£��²�½���¥��³�¹ ²̄���±��­��³�~��ÙàÖáÎÍÈ�ÆÇ�âÎÂÍ×ãÏÎÎÐ®�����¾�²����������®�«������³���§«��²§�§��©��§�~­�©�§«����£̈ ��������©ª��§«���¹��©���³����¾�©���âÎÂÍ×ãÏÎÎÐ®���ª�̈~§��§����­��µ¥��̈�§~�­��°�©��¥����Ó§~§���­�¥~���£�©Ú�����������§�~ª�§��§��³�~�©���©��­�§«��²§�§�®
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CDE�FGHIEJJ�KJ�LKHMNOEC�HPMQ�KR�OSE�CEREPCNPO�INP�TJSHUVNC�RNKOS�VQ�OSE�WONOE�KP�RNKMKPX�OH�FGEJEGLE�YOSEZ�ELKCEPIE[\]̂ _̀abcd�ef�ghbhij�klm�WH[�mC�nonj�nknpkl�qrMN[�msstu�qIKOKPXvwax�ef�ghbhij�oso�WH[�mC�ymz{j�ymnmpnz�qrMN[�mssmuu[�|J�UESNLE�E}FMNKPECj�N�RKPCKPX�HR�VNC�RNKOS�GE~DKGEJ�OSNO�OSE�WONOEKPOEPOKHPNMMQ�CEJOGHQ�ELKCEPIE�KO�VEMKELEJ�UHDMC�E}HPEGNOE�OSECEREPCNPO[�gii�����ba�ef�ghbhij�oto�WH[�mC�nkoj�lsk�qrMN[msszu�qIKOKPX��̀�ax�c̀̀ dj�noo��[W[�NO�l{u[�DI�EOO�SNJ�RNKMEC�OH�JSHU�VNC�RNKOS[�rKGJO�HR�NMMj�OSE�WONOENXGEEC�OH�OEJO�OSE�JN�FME�DJKPX�N�PEUEG���|�OEISPHMHXQOSNO�HPMQ�N�FGKLNOE�MNVHGNOHGQ�IHDMC�FEGRHG�[��HGEHLEGj�XKLEPOSNO�OSE�JN�FME�UNJ�J�NMM�NPC�CEOEGKHGNOECj�OSE�FNGOKEJ��PEUOSE�JN�FME�UHDMC�VE�IHPJD�EC�KP�OSE�FGHIEJJ�NPC�OSNO�NPKPIHPIMDJKLE�GEJDMO�UNJ�FHJJKVME�FEGSNFJ�FGHVNVME[��SE�OHONMIHPJD�FOKHP�HR�OSE�JN�FME�UKOSHDO�IHPIMDJKLE�GEJDMOJ�UNJNP�DPRHGODPNOE�VQFGHCDIO�HR�OSE�OEJOKPX�OSNO��DI�EOO�SK�JEMRGE~DEJOEC[rDGOSEG�HGEj�OSE�WONOE�XNLE�GENJHPNVME�XGHDPCJ�RHG�KOJHV�EIOKHP�OH�OSE��E}NJ�MNVHGNOHGQ�OEJOKPX[�rHG�HPEj�OSE�WONOEUNPOEC�OH��EEF�OSE�JN�FME�KP�rMHGKCN[�|CCKOKHPNMMQj�OSE�WONOEVEMKELEC���W�UHDMC�DPGENJHPNVMQ�CEMNQ��DI�EOO�J�E}EIDOKHPNPC�OSNO�OSE�MNVHGNOHGQ�KO�ISHJE�IHDMC�FGHLKCE�NCE~DNOEOEJOKPX[��SE�WONOE�J�NIOKHPJ�DPCEG�OSEJE�IKGID�JONPIEJ�CH�PHON�HDPO�OH�VNC�RNKOS[��HPJE~DEPOMQj��DI�EOO�INPPHO�FGELNKM�HPSKJ��̀�ax�c̀̀ d�IMNK�[rHG�OSE�GENJHPJ�XKLEP�NVHLEj�UE�NRRKG��OSE�JD��NGQ�CEPKNMHR��DI�EOO�J�GDME�z[olz��HOKHP�NPC�JK}OS�JDIIEJJKLE�GDMEz[oly��HOKHP[��NLKPX�GE�EIOEC��DI�EOO�J�IMNK�J�HP�NFFENMj�UECEIMKPE�OH�JONQ�SKJ�E}EIDOKHP[��H��HOKHP�RHG�GESENGKPX�UKMM�VEIHPJKCEGEC[�������j��[�[j�NPC������j����WW�|�Wj�r�|���WjNPC�W|WW�j���[j�IHPIDG[�|�|��|j��[j�IHPIDGJ�UKOS�NP�HFKPKHP[�|����|��j��[j�IHPIDGJ�KP�FNGO�NPC�CKJJEPOJ�KP�FNGO�UKOSNP�HFKPKHP[�|�|��|j��[j�IHPIDGGKPX[�SKME���IHPIDG�UKOS�OSE��N�HGKOQ�J�CEIKJKHP�OH�NRRKG��OSEJD��NGQ�CEPKNM�HR�GEMKERj���JOGHPXMQ�CKJNXGEE�UKOS�OSECKJJEPO�J�ISNGNIOEGK�NOKHP�HR��DI�EOO�J�FHJOIHPLKIOKHP��HOKHPNJ�RGKLHMHDJ�NPCj�ELEP��HGE�JHj�UKOS�OSE�JDXXEJOKHP�OSNO�DI�EOO�J�IHDPJEM�JSHDMC�VE�HGCEGEC�OH�JSHU�INDJE�USQJNPIOKHPJ�JSHDMC�PHO�VE�MELKEC�NXNKPJO�OSE�[

����P�OSEJE��HJO�JEGKHDJ�HR�INJEJj�USEGE�CENOS�UNGGNPOJ�SNLEVEEP�JKXPEC�NPC�E}EIDOKHP�CNOEJ�NGE�K��KPEPOj�IHDPJEM�HPVHOS�JKCEJ�SNLE�N�JHME�P�HVMKXNOKHP�OH�OSE�FGHIEJJ[��SEQ�NGEXDKCEC�VQ�OSEKG�FGHREJJKHPNM�NPC�EOSKINM�GEJFHPJKVKMKOKEJj�UKOSOSE�DPCEGJONPCKPX�OSNO�ELEP�OSHJE�IHPCE�PEC�OH�CENOS�NPCRNIKPX�E}EIDOKHP�NGE�EPOKOMEC�OH�NIIEJJ�OH�HDG�IHDGOJ[�|����|��j��[j�IHPIDGGKPX�KP�FNGO�NPC�CKJJEPOKPX�KP�FNGO[|J�OSE��N�HGKOQ�PHOEJ�KP�OSE��NGXKPj��̀�ax�c̀̀ d�JOE�JRGH��FGEp�HG�KPpOGKNM�CDE�FGHIEJJ�IHPIEGPJj�JK�KMNG�OH�OSHJENCCGEJJEC�KP�� bd¡�ef�]b ¡cbadj�z{z��[W[�oz�qyktzu¢�£awhidghbhi¤�ef�¥x� ¤j�nm{��[W[�k{�qyk{tu¢�NPC�¦bcw§̀ awb�ef ̈̀��ihhbj�nt{��[W[�n{k�qykonu[��SE�CEREPCNPO�CHEJ�PHOSNLE�OSE�JN�E�GKXSOJ�OH�CDE�FGHIEJJ�GEXNGCKPX�FHJOpIHPLKIOKHP��|�OEJOKPX�DPCEG�JEIOKHP�kml[yyj�rMHGKCN�WONODOEJj�IEGONKPMQPHO�NROEG�NMM�OSNO�SNJ�OGNPJFKGEC�KP�OSKJ�INJE[�|ROEG�NMMj�USNOUHDMC�VE�OSE�GEMKER�KR�OSE�CEREPCNPO�©bd�CE�HPJOGNOEC�OSNO�OSEWONOE�CEJOGHQEC�JN�FMEJ�KP�VNC�RNKOS�CEINCEJ�NROEG�SE�UNJFDO�HP�CENOS�GHUª�«NINOE�SKJ��DGCEG�IHPLKIOKHP�NPC�MEO�SK�UNM�ª��H��DOE�SKJ�JEPOEPIEª��LEP�FGEJD�KPX�KOJ�NFFMKINOKHPSEGE�RHG�OSE�JN�E�HR�NGXD�EPO�KJ�N�FEGKMHDJ�NPNMQOKINM�GHNC�OHXH�CHUP[�SE�CEREPCNPO�J�MNOEJOj�NPC�FGEJD�NVMQ�MNJOj�FHJOpIHPLKIOKHP�HOKHP�DPCEG�rMHGKCN��DME�HR��GK�KPNM�¬GHIECDGE�z[olyUNJ�VHOS�OK�EpVNGGEC�NPC�RGKLHMHDJj�DPCHDVOECMQ�RKMEC�HPMQRHG�OSE�FDGFHJE�HR�DPGENJHPNVMQ�CEMNQKPX�SKJ�E}EIDOKHPRDGOSEG[��E�JSHDMC�NRRKG��OSE�JD��NGQ�CEPKNM�KP�INJE�PD�VEGW�msmtpysoz�HP�OSNO�VNJKJ�NMHPE�VDO�NMJH�HGCEG�SKJ�IHDPJEM�OHJSHU�INDJE�USQ�OSEGE�JSHDMC�PHO�VE�JNPIOKHPJ�K�FHJEC[|J�OH�OSE��NOOEG�DPCEG�INJE�PD�VEG�W�msmtpyson�qNP�NFFENMRGH��OSE�CEPKNM�HR�QEO�NPHOSEG��HOKHP�RHG���|�OEJOKPX�DPCEGrMHGKCN��DME�HR��GK�KPNM�¬GHIECDGE�z[olzuj�UE�JK�FMQ�JSHDMCCKJ�KJJ�RHG�MNI��HR��DGKJCKIOKHP[�gii�_�̂­ihh�ef�ghbhij�nzy�WH[zC�kksj�kk{®yssn�qrMN[�msmtu�q�NPEPVND�j��[j�CKJJEPOKPXu[|��GDE��HFQ�EJŌW�WEGLEC̄W��¬�����[�|°�
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