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IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT
THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
2012-CP-23-3623

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE

Patrick Bertram Walker ,
S.C.D.C. No. 296176,
Appellant,

APPELLATE COURT BRIEF

State of South Carolina

Respondent.

The Appellant herein challenges both the Order of Conditional Dismissal as wéll as the

Final Order of Dismisééi: issued by Judge G. Edward Welmaker filed §éb€rﬁbrer724172012 and D;ecem_be?

19, 2012 within the appeal to the Supreme Court.

Respectfully Submitted By: :

Patrick B. Walker, 5.C.D.C. No. 296176 :
B.R.C.I.  Murry- 215

4460 Broad River Road
Columbia, South Carolina 29210
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Issue A: The applicant will first set forth the facts that support a second or successive P.C.R. i

The applicant agrees with the State’s and the Court’s procedural history stated; with exception
to the first issue stated on (page 3) of the Conditional Order of Dismissal. The applicant did not.
include the State’s use of contaminated evidence in (issue 1), as stated on (page 3) of the Conditional

Order of Dismissal. In (issue one, part B), the claim is “Brady Violation”.

The applicant will show facts of why he should be granted a P.C.R. Applicant will then argue his

three issues for relief by showing facts, legal principles, and case law. i

*The Newly After Discovered Evidence, isn’t merely a recanting of a witness testimony. It is

supported by a report from Dr. Robert M. Bennett, Forensic Scientist. Further, there is a clear ;”Free

Standing Brady Violation”, *established from the Newly After Discovered Evidence.

{
The facts and legal principles; as well as case law; (1) are such that it would probably change
f

the result if a new trial were granted; (2) has been discovered since trial; (3) could not in the exercise

of due diligence have been discovered prior to the trial; (4) is material; and (5) is not mereiy

cumulative or impeaching. State v. Harris; 391 S.C. 539, 706 S.E. 2" 526, 529 (S.C. Ct. App. 2011).
Furthermore, applicant has a Rule 60 Motion; and Rule 29 Motion which should be heard andf ruled

upon separately.



This matter comes before the Court on Appeal of the Lower Court’s Final Order of Disnfissal to
an application for Post-Conviction Relief filed May 31, 2012, for filing outside the statute of
limitation. S.C. Code Ann. 17-27-45(A) (Supp. 2003). However, in a document captioned ”Repljy to
State’s Return and Motion to Dismiss” mailed Sept. 28, 2012 and filed Oct. 5, 2012, the applic%ant

“invariably established sufficient reasons”, for permitting a second or successive P.C.R. Appliéant

i

asserts there are two exceptions to the general one year statute of limitation. “First, 17-27-45? (B)
when the S.C. Supreme Court or a Court higher announces a new substantial standard or right; that is
intended to be applied retroactively”, second 17-27-45 (C), when/if a P.C.R. applicant has Nev«illy
After Discovered Evidence...specifically S.C. Code Ann. 17-27-45 (C); “reads as follows: if the aé)plicant
has contended that there is evidence of material fact not previously presented and heard thaf
requires vacation of the conviction or sentence; the application must be filed under this chapt;er
within one year after the date of actual discovery of the facts by the applicant or after the datfe when

the facts could have been ascertained by the evidence or facts by the exercise of reasonable -

diligence 17-27-45 (C) 2003. SEE: Hendricks v. State (2010-03-17-01); Aice v. State 409 S.E. 2d 392,

394 (S.C. 1991); U.S. v. Weaver; 282 F. 3d 302 (4™ Cir. 2002). S.C. Code Ann. 17-27-90 (2003); .

Gonzalez v. Crosby; 545 U.S. 524 (2005). *The Lower Court’s finding is in error, as applicant hais

clearly established he is well within the guidelines of S.C. Code Ann 17-27-45 (C) (Supp. 2003).!

This exception is commonly known as “The Discovery Rule”. SEE: Coats v. State; 575 S.E.@ 2d
!
557 (S.C. 2003); Odom v. State ; 523 S.E. 2d. 753, 755 (S.C. 1999); C.F.; Franklin v. Maynard; 588 S.E.

2d. 604, 606 N. 7 (S.C. 2003) per curium. *The applicants Newly After Discovered evidence further

shows support for his argument by presenting genuine issues of material facts. SEE: Appendix (D)

}

Exhibit (B). However, the State violated “Brady”, by failing to disclose the alleged letter of confession



and failure to determine if it was based on truth or falsehood. SEE: Simpson v. Moore; 627 S.E! 2d

701 (S.C. 2006); Riddle v. Ozmint; 631 S.E. 2d 70 (S.C. 2006); Gibson v. State; 514 S.E. 2d 320 (S.C.

1999); and in addition, S.C. Code Ann 17-27-80 (2003); Beckett v. State; 294 S.E. 2d 46, 47 (S.C:. 1982);

Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. at 438 (1995}); Youngblood v. West Virginia, 547 U.S. 867 (S. Ct. 2006) (217

W.VA at 550-552; 618 S.E. 2d at 559-561).

The State’s violation of Brady precluded applicant any opportunity of discovery prior toEtrial;
also applicant could not raise issue at first P.C.R. due to the issue had not been fully adjudicated, as
the co-defendants reversal was based on the alleged confession, whose case was not adjudicated

|

fully until July, 2009. State v. King; (App. Ct. 2005).

The Lower Court failed to protect the applicant’s Const. Right of due process protected;r
through Amend. 4, 5, 6, and 14 of the U.S. and S.C. Const. and the 8" Amend. Of the U.S. Const.

equal protection.

*In the Lower Court’s Final Order, the Court reference, applicant argues he was denied “one bite
at the apple” in his first P.C.R. action. In Aice v. State, the Court explained every applicant is emj:itled to
“one bite of the apple” which includes the right to perfect a full appeal to the denial of a P.C.R‘?Applicant
asserts he was denied that right. Applicant challenged the accuracy of the transcript and requejsted the
tape of the hearing, pursuant to S.C.A.C.R. 607; through letters by his wife to the Court Reporté:r, Mrs.

i
April P. Heron, who was negligent for failure to preserve the tape of the hearing pursuant to S.:C.A.C.R.

!

607 (l). Furthermore, applicant has a right to P.C.R. in the S.C. Supreme Court. Knight v. State; 284 S.C.



i

183, 325 S.E. 2d 535 (1985); U.S. v. Leon, Spura, {(1984); SEE: China v. Parrot;251 S.C. 329, 162 SE 2d

276 (1968); Whitehead v. State; 325 S.E. 215, 574 S.E. 2d 200 (2002) (No. 25567). Many other people
can attest to the fact, and will testify at a hearing in regards to issues raised. SEE: Motion to Rerhand and
Reconstruct the P.C.R. record; marked Appendix (G) SEE: Affidavit of P.C.R. counsel, Kurt Taverrflier (S.C.

Bar No. 12991) dated 25, March, 2010; filed 23, March, 2011

marked: Appendix (E); SEE: Also, letter by Court Reporter, April P. Heron and attachment mari<ed
Appendix (F), which further demonstrates genuine issues and material fact. SEE: S.C. Supreme Court

Clerk, filings; Greenville County Clerk, filings.

Finally, a successive application may be permitted where the Court’s refusal to hear thé merits
of the claim would constitute a gross miscarriage of justice, Aice v. State ; 409 S.E. 2d at 394 dr where -
government interference, or the reasonable unavailability of the factual basis of the claim im;;eded
counsel’s ability to raise the claim, or where some other circumstance beyond the applicant’s control

occurred. SEE: McClesky v. Zant:499 U.S. 467, 468 (1991). Due to a number of procedural

[}

abnormalities, including applicant’s appellate counsel’s failure to perfect a full appeal from the first

P.C.R., and Newly After Discovered Evidence which clearly established “a free standing m.
violation” by the State. SEE: News article marked Appendix (C). Applicant asserts he has not n;eceived
protection of his Const. rights of due process through Amends. 4,5, 6, and 14 of the U.S. Confst. *The
Lower Court and the State’s failure to address the merits of the application has constituted a ;"gross

i
miscarriage of justice”. Washington v. State ; 478 S.E. 2d 883 (S.C. 1996). :




“Quote”, from Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.

“Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere”.

i
Further Dr. Robert M. Bennett’s Forensic Analysis Report demonstrates the alleged letter of
i

confession is exculpatory to applicant, “as he did not write it”. The State’s unethical conduct, cofupled

with a direct disregard for justice not only caused prejudice to applicant, but also allowed applicant’s co-

i

defendants case: State v. King, to be reversed by the S.C. App. Ct. based upon the exclusion of -

exculpatory evidence. The State elicited testimony before the jury about existence of a letter of

confession, which created a spill over prejudice to applicant. SEE: Appendix (D) Exhibit (B), testimony of
i

inv. Paul Silvaggio; prior to the court excluding the evidence and the jury being excused from tHe
|
|

courtroom, which led to the State’s violation of “Brady” and State v. Fuller. SEE: Arizona v. Fuln’f\inante :

i

499 U.S. 279, 296, 111 S. Ct. 1246 (1991); Johnson v. Catoe;345 S.C. 389, 401, 548 S.E. 2d 587, 5193

[

(2001). The State’s presentation of false evidence amounts to “Fraud Upon the Court”. Hazel Atlas Glass

Co. v. Hartford Empire Co.; 322 U.S. 238, 88 L.E.D. 1250, 64 S. Ct. 997 (1944); Workman v. Bell; 5227, F3d

331 (6™ 2000). The State failed to confess error before the trial court and the App. Ct. “The faillzjre to

correct false evidence is as reprehensible as its presentation, reversal is required”. Riddie v. Ozrinint; 631
S.E. 2d 70 (S.C. 2006). The truthfulness of two key witnesses; (Brittany King and Earnetta King’sg
testimonies cannot be relied upon; as both had bias towards the applicant and had many reasoEns to lie.
Their testimonies were no more than Fraud on the Court and prejudice upon the applicant. _S_Ii Fallen v.

U.S.; 378 U.S. 139,84 S. Ct. 1689, LED 2d 760 (1964);



Mesaeosh v. U.S.; 352 U.S. 1, 1 L.E.D. 2d 1 (1950). “Convictions based upon tainted testimonyfviolate

i

the applicant’s DUE PROCESS. Napue v. lllinois; 360 U.S. 264.

The lower Court should have applied (3) Rules: The “Larrison Rule”, Larrison v. U.S.; 24 F. 2d 82

i

(7" Cir.) (1928), the “Wharton Rule”, and the “Berry Rule Doctrine” for a new trial based on newly

discovered evidence.

Further, the indictment in this case failed to confer subject matter jurisdiction to the Court
because “The only witness at the Grand Jury was the lead investigator on the case”, as shown by a

copy of the indictment dated 3/25/02. However, the applicant was indicted in the June term éf 2002

as the indictment clearly shows; The “Pennoyer Rule” should be applied. Pennovyer v. Neff;Sdura;

Anderson v. State; 439 S.E. 2d 835 (S.C. 1993); U.S. v. Williams; 504 U.S. 361, 112 S. Ct. 1734, 118

L.E.D. 2d 352 (1992). SEE: Appendix (D) Exhibit (D).

Issue B: Actual Innocence

The applicant first wants to make the Court aware that the lower Court, as well as the fState,
failed to address the merits of this issue in the Final Order of Dismissal. As a matter of law, aéplicant
asserts the lower Court’s ruling is in error, as the State has defaulted on the claim. *Pursuant';to S.C.
Appellate Court Rule 24(A), (B) and F.R. Civ. P. (55). The applicant has maintained his innocenice from

day one, and he still does. Applicant further states that he relies upon all of the facts shown from the



case record, the evidence already submitted to the Court, and the principles of law, case law '

precedents cited herein and that he is actually innocent of any wrong doing in this case.

Applicant further states “that this claim as well as Issue (A) is not procedurally barred by the

t

Doctrine of Latches”. The statute of limitations does not start until one knows of the injury. Ci;ting:

Doctrine of Contra Non Valentuna. Further, the statute of limitations will not bar a claim if apfplicant

did not discover the injury until after the limitations period expired. Citing: The Equitable ToIIi'ng
f

Doctrine. Also, SEE: U.S. v. Peoples; 489 U.S. 346, 109 S. Ct. 1056 (1989); and the Several Remedies
l

Rule.

Issue C: Fourth Amendment Violation

The applicant first would like to make the Court aware that the lower Court, as did the ;State,
failed to address the merits of this issue in the Final Order of Dismissal. As a matter of law, applicant
asserts the lower Court’s ruling is in error, as the State has defaulted on the claim. *Pursuant to S.C.

App. Ct. Rule 24(A), (B) and F.R. Civ. P. (55).

Applicant states that he was indeed prejudiced by the State’s use of contaminated evidence at

trial. The State further violated “Brady” by not disclosing the evidence items that had been

contaminated prior to trial and also violated the 4™ Amend. Poisonous Tree Doctrine, by the State’s

use of the contaminated evidence at trial. The case records clearly show that the lead investigator

t



admitted to that fact at trial; stating that he had compromised the evidence hours after it was

collected. SEE: Appendix (D) Exhibit (A). The State’s use of contaminated evidence was crucialfto the

State’s case in chief. Firstly, this compromised evidence was placed before the jury at trial and

allowed to go into the jury room during deliberation. There was no trace evidence or forensicf
evidence in this case to implicate the applicant or to support the State’s presentation of evide%nce at
trial. The conviction and sentence cannot be relied upon and should be reversed. He was cleairly
prejudiced by this Const. violation. SEE: Appendix (D) Exhibit (C). Such actions by police or |
prosecutors have long been held to violate the 4™ Amendment rights of the person if such evi;dence
is used against him at trial. Applicant relies upon that provision of the 4™ Amendment and thé case

t

law progeny in that regard. That evidence should have been excluded and not ever presenteq in

Court before the jury. The applicant does invoke any rights he has under the Exclusionary Rule of the

4" Amend. SEE: Michigan v. Tucker; 417 U.S. 433, 94 S. Ct. 2357 (1974).

Under Brady, all evidence is exculpatory to the defendant in nature. Destruction of evidence

violates the defendants’ rights protected under the due process clause and Brady. SEE: Basdén v. Lee;
]

290 F. 3d 602 (4™ Cir. 2002).



Conclusion:

For the facts, reasons, principles of law and case law precedents citied in this Appella‘te Court
Brief, the conviction and sentence in this case should be vacated, set aside, a new trial granted or any

other relief the Court deems appropriate.

Wherefore, the appellant forever prays.

Respectfully Submitted By:

Patrick B. Walker, S.C.D.C. No. 296176
B.R.C.I. Murry-215

4460 Broad River Road i
Columbia, SC 29210 '
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) 2012-CP-23-3623
Patrick Bertram Walker, ) ;
S.C.D:CTN07296176, ) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE |
Appellant, }
V. )
State of South Carolina, ) |
Respondent. ) ‘

|, the Appellant in the above referenced matter do | hereby swear under penalty of perjuiry that |

have upon this same exact date served copies of these documents upon the below listed partie;s.

(1) Clerk of Court (2) South Carolina Supreme Court '
County of Greenville Clerk of Court
305 East North Street, Room 224 Supreme Court of South Carolina:
Greenville, South Carolina 29601 P.0.Box 11330 '

Columbia, South Carolina 29211 ‘

(3) Attorney General’s Office
P.O. Box 11549
Columbia, South Carolina 29210

Respectfully Submitted By:

s ///7//

Patrick B. Walker, 5.C.D.C. Ne/ 296176
B.R.C.I.  Murry-215 :
4460 Broad River Road

Columbia, South Carolina 29210

Sworn To And Subscribed Before Me This 2 i Da
Notary Public for South Carﬁlirég:
My Commission Expires:

11
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(7)

IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL TO THE LOWER COURT'S

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the supreme court

CASE_NO:2012-CP-23-3623

IKDEX OF APPENDIX'S:

WITH EXHIBIT'S

Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

Appendix

FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSIAL

" Exhibits A PG.1-2
Exhibit A-B, PG.1-5
Exhibit A
Exhibit A-D, PG.1-7
Exhibit A
Exhibit A-B, PG.1-1

Exhibit A

1

s

PATRICK B.-WALREifiﬁ 296176
B.R.C.I. MURRAY ROOM-215
4460 BROAD RIVER ROAD.
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA
29210.



Clemeticia Thomason August 24, 2010

227 Brookmere Rd
Simpsonville, SC 29681

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Clemeticia Thomason AKA Mesha and this is in regards to the letter of confessison
in the Patrick B. Walker trial in 2003. A letter was left in my mailbox claiming to be from Patrick
Walker. There was no address and no postmark on the envelope. I called when I received tl;le letter and
was told to give the letter to Detective Paul Salvaggio. Detective Salvaggio then came out to my home
and 1 was made to make a statement or face a jail sentence as I had warrants out for my arr,'est. Twas
also told by the investigator that he would help me out on the warrants in exchange for a false

i 1 had already explained to the investigator that Patrick could not have mailed the letter from

festiimnony
D 1Y

1
in:
jaiti.

On § ZQ}/ ,20 )0 ,Eersonaﬂy came befoie me and being duly sworn, -did state that he/€he)is the
person described in the above document and that ho/(hdsigned the above document in my presence as

a free and voluntary act for the purpose stated with

Signed before me on this day:

' A,OPQ,:«J&\‘X CARY
e.g.;EXHIBIT A



& UL 70 P2

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA |
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE 02-048139 /10-1702 [* T
M 4 1 CLEMENTICIA "MESHA" CHENOA THOMASON  « o
1 INVESTIGATOR PAUL A. SILVAGGIO do hmby give freely and Volunimly this statement 1

mmﬁmﬁwmmmmmmwhmmwsm&mﬁm
Cmohm.lhavebemadwsedthaﬂdonmhavemmakethsoranyotbﬁ'mm and that what I sayso;g
be nsed against me in 8 Court of Law. IhavebmadvxsedibaﬂhavemengmmComselwnhanAmme
ofmychmce,&mt:flmnﬁmnmaﬂymbhmobmanAﬂnmey CourtwillappomtanAttumeymm
malhavenotbeenﬂnemmedormomsedanyrewmdmmkeﬁnssmc;r

7Tam25 _ years old, and I reside at: 200 CHANDLER STREET GREENVILLE, SC 20609 / (i) 364-241-2015/’7’

C—(Ihaveas'm gadeedncauon,andlmr&adandwnmﬁ‘r

/\’YADDHIONALPARIICULARS ON STATEMENTEE: DOB: 01-22-77 / SSN: 250-35-5598/ICANREADAIDWRHEIWENT
THROUGH THE NINTH GRADE AT HILLCREST HIGH SCHOOL. IAMNOTINDERIBEMIUHNCEOFANYDRUGSNOR
ALCOHOL AND I KNOW WHAT I AM DOING. I HAVE GIVEN YOU, INVESTIGATOR SILVAGGIO, MY PERMISSION TO TYP!
MYSTAEMENTFORMEASIE[LYOUABOUTAIEHERHATIRBGEVEDFROMPAIRICKWALK'ERWHO]STHE
FAEERNMYIWOYEAROEDAUGH’IER,NAMYLAWSOMREGARDNGR@JREKUSHNG 1AM EMFLOYED

WITH LADIES -N- LACE owmxmm.msmmmm@f ‘

b i &2

Cpmsrmmmczwm THROUGH A FRIEND ABOUT FOUR YEARS AGO. PATEICK AND | WERE JUSTFRIENDS |
THAT SLEPT TOGETHER AND HBE WOULD COME ARGUND THREE OR FOUR TIMES A WEEK. DURING THE COURSE OF Ot
FRIENDSHIP, | BECAME PREGNANT ABOUT A YEAR LATER WITH PATRICKS DAUGHTER NAJAYLA. AFTER I TOLD
PATRICK THAT I WAS PREGNANT WITH HIS CHILD I DID NOT HEAR FROM HIM TIL THIS YEAR WHICH WAS A WEEK
BEPORE HE TURNED HIMSELF INTO THE POLICE AND BEFORE RODREKUS KINGDIED.(]

T

“-{SINCE PATRICK HAS BEEN AT THE GREENEVILLE commm%nnnmnammcmsmmm

ABOUT TWO MONTHS AGO. I HAD THE NUMBER CHANGED BECAUSE MY PHONE WAS DISCONNECTED AND WHEN G(

IT TURNED BACK ON 1 GOT MY NUMBER CHANGED AND NEVER GAVE HIM THIS NEW NUMBER.| I DON'T REMEMBER

WHAT THE OLD TELEPHONE NUMBER WAS. PATRICE WROTE ME ONE LETTER FROM THE DETENTION CENTER AND 1

#ROTE HIM ABOUT TWICE. THE LETTERS I WAS WRITTING TO HIM I WAS TELLING BIM ABOUT, HIS DAUGHTER AND

TOLD HIM THAT HE NEEDED TO PRAY ABOUT THINGS AND STUFF LIKE THAT. THE LETTER THAT HE WROTE TO ME HE

MADE THREATS SAYING THAT MY DAUGHTER WAS NOT HIS BABY AND E WAS NOT PAYING CHILD SUPPORT AND

THAT IF I TRIED-TO PUT HIM ON CHILD SUPPORT THAT HE WOULD HAVE SOMETHING TO'MR. HE SAID THAT IT

SHOULD HAVE BEEN MY CHILD THAT BE KILLED AND NOT RODREKUS. HE WROTE IN HIS LETTER THAT HE KILLED

RODREKUS AND HE DIDNOT NEED TO PRAY ABOUT SHIT THAT HE WAS GOING TO IT REGARDLESS, IHAVE

THELETTER IN MY LOCKER AT WORK AND AM WILLING TO mmmommyouromyL7

:(IHAVENOTHAD ANYOTHER CONTACIWH‘HPAIRICKSNCBHBLBTERTOMECAMETDMENTHEMAIL ABOUT A
MONTH AFTER HE WAS IN THE GREENVILLE COUNTY DETENTION (EN'IERHGHIAFI‘ERHEGOTOUT OFLOCK UP. 1
HAVENOTBEENTUIBEDEIENTIONCENTERIOSEEB]MOREARNEHAK!NG.C’ ' .

_/TI‘M COMING FORWARD WITH THE LETTER BECAUSE THE DEATH OF RODREEUS WAS UNCALI..ED FOR AND PATRICK
SHOULD BE PUNISHED FOR IT. PATRICK BELIEVES HE CAN GET AWAY WITH MURDER AND THAT’S NOTRIGBI‘.C"

=%

strsrnens sessxssssreacaesaxEND OF STATEMENT®** +

) Cr 7 i

WITNESS:

PAUL A. SILVAGG O &mc‘emn a @ OF 'THIS STATEMENT

19 zocz NOTARY PUBLIC FOR SOUTH CAROLINA

Ihavereadtheamsmmmnoﬂgip@esmﬁnmuzzﬁ correctasbestl
HA

Sworn before me this17TH __day of XCTOBER

— AP TA ac;;a(% A2 e ZﬂZ/f‘- =
A i




MEDICAL-LEGAL SERVICES _

DNA TESTING, DRUG TESTING, AND FORENSIC ANALYSIS
P.O. Box 32391, Charleston, SC 29417 Ph (843 ) 571-7488 Fax (843) 769-5336

March 25, 2010.

?atrick Walker 296176
BRCI MUR/277

44860 Broad River Rd.
Columbia. SC 29210

RE: Forensic document examination (handwriting analysis) of a letter dated July,
25 2002 with salutation of “Dear Mesha" !

Dear Mr. Walker.

Per your request | have examined a photocopy of the above referenced letter
{work copy attached), herein referred to as “evidence letier”, in arder to provide a
preliminary assessment as to whether this letter was penned by yol, ak.a.
‘Rocky”. The assessment is performed by comparison of the evidence|letier to
letter(s) or documents(s) considered to be known to be written personally'by you.

Lvidence letter:
The epwidence letter referenced above is an emotionally-charged lener with

frustration, anger and containing strong language, firm instructions, and‘thre’rrs
Ernotional states can affect handwriting styles. The writing reflects a fstrongly

negative emotional state.

Reference documents:
The numerous documents provided by you consist mostly of items wnt(en to your

wife. Sameera Walker, in a positive and personal relationship context (l e. "love
letters™). Emotional states can affect handwriting styles and these documonts
are wrilten in a style of calmness, happiness, love, etc. The writing reflectq a
strongly positive emotional state. Document examination by comparison is most
aptly performed with documents that minimize differences in variables.
Emotional state is one of those variables. Therefore, the documents provided by
you that reflect a posilive emotional state are excluded, at this time, for
comparison to the negative emotional state of the evidence letter. Within the
referenoe documents provided, | located & document dated 4/17/05:entitled
'SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS INMATE GRIEVANCE
FORM". This document contains your handwriting describing an unpleasant
incident and is thus closer to a negative emotional state when written. Also,
within the reference documents provided, ! located a letter dated 17 Sopt 03
wntten with salutation of "Hey Baby" that discusses work on your case and

)
|

Qppwmk (B> ‘e.q.; EXHIBITSA,PP. 1-3



expresses the frustrations you feel in such. This letter is also closer to a negative
ernotional state when written. For this preliminary document comparison, it will
be these two letters that will be herein referred to as * Reference documents”.

Handwriting comparison;
The following consists of alphabet letter formation anaiytical comparison only.

Alphabet lefter formation is one of the most impontant characteristics of individua!
handwriting style. The focus of the comparison is on the differences observed. It
is suggested to visually compare the following differences itemized below with
the attached copy of the evidence and reference documents.

Difterence Comparison #1;
in the evidence letter, the letter “s” is top loop large, whereas the ietter s" in the

reference documents is bottom loop large. One example is the word * ass in the
evidence lelter as compared (0 the same word muitiple times in the reference
document lelter and with the double "ss” seen in the words “process” and
“possession” in the reference document GRIEVANCE FORM ;

Difference Comparison #2:
The letter "f" in the evidence letler curves to the right in the top portion of the

ielter. The letter *f" in the reference documents curve to the left in the top portion
of the letter. One example is the word “off” in the evidence letter as compared to
every formation of the lelter " in the reference documents. :

Difference Comparison #3:
in the evidence letter, the letters "a" and "r" and “n” are almost never capitalized.

The letters "a" and “r" and “n” in the reference documents are always capitalized.
Most notably, the leﬁers “a” and "r" and "'n” in the reference documents are
capitalized even in the middle of the words as well as at the beginning of the
words, even though the word is in the middle of a sentence. This is a highly

unique individual characteristic trait.

Difference Comparison #4: ,
The closing loop of the letter "e" in the evidence letter is directed horizontally.

The letter "e” in the reference documents has a downward slant on the closing
loop, many times almost vertical. This is a dramatic difference in letter "e”

formation

zonclusion:
Initial assessment reveals notable and significant differences in muitiple e?lphabet

letter formations. The differences are individual trait characteristics and are
nighly consistent and uniform. The differences strongly indicate the evudenoe

letter was not written by Patrick Walker.

This is an initial examination of the evidence and reference items analyéing the
alphabet letter formation only.  Not included in this examination are text

)



ragasurements of length, height, and spacing in letters, words, and ser;\tences.
Not included in this initial examination is pen stroke pressure, letter thickness, or
full character style. A complete and formal analysis can be performed if the
original document(s) were in my possession. The original evidence document(s)
can be forwarded directly to me under chain-of-custody and control and then
returned likewise when analysis is compleled. Approximately three weeks
minitnum is needed for analysis. The evidence document will not be damaged.

Please advise as how you wish to proceed.

Sincerely,

yd.“-‘ﬂfeawg N o e

Robert Bennett, Ph.D.. R.Ph.
Forensic Scientist

Altachments:
-copy of evidence letter
-copy of reference documents

via fax 864-234-4484
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Circuit Judge John Hayes Il ruled that the jury should disregard that statement.

Hayes also threw out a confession Walker allegedly made in a letter to an ex-girifriend, ruling it was not dlsclosed to the
defense in a timely manner. i

Richard Warder, Walker's attorney, asked Hayes to throw it out because the prosecution made him aware of it at 1p.m.
Tuesday. Warder accused the prosecution of trying the case "by ambush.”

"I can't imagine a case where the rules are disregarded more fundamentally,“ Warder said. "They wait just a Imle less than a
year to hand this to us, and we're supposed to meet that? This is fundamentally unfair."

Assistant 13th Circuit Solicitor Kris Foster argued that the letter was exempt from the rules of discovery because it was not a
statement made to law enforcement.

She said it's not unfair. "His client wrote the letter," she said. "He can interview his client. He can ask him what he's done. He
has the ultimate source of information.”

‘Andy Paras covers courts and crime. He can be reached at 298-4220.

Copyright (c) The Greenville News. All rights reserved. Reproduced with the permission of Gannett Co., Inc. by NeWsBank, inc.

/epjcq,lu;ai;}t {C) E,\'}“cl‘bﬁ\' (A) |

http://nl.newsbank.com/nl-search/we/Archives?p_action=print&p_docid=0FD87AE051 7F .. 5/18/2007
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Greeliﬁlie-WOman- testifies:

By Ahdy Paras:’
STAFE WRITER:,

ams@ umenvﬂlmnwa cum

A& Greenvillé. woman: ac-.
cused of, beating: her~ 13-
year-old' gon- to deathi. last
year told. invesngnmm shé
lost control’ and’ just: kept

hitting: him;. acconling: to:

court testimony Tuesday.
Earnetta Marie King'and
her: boyfriend, Patnck Ber-

~ she lost: control witl' 13- year~old

her son, Rodmkus King,:..

Following the boy’s death
on March 28, 2002; King-
told.  Greenville s Cbunt)
Sheriff’s Office Divestigator
Paul Silvay
upset with ter son bécauses
be kept getting suspended:

from school. fox; fghiting,;

. according. “to; a: statément

read’ nloud. I3 court: in by,
Depaty, TangieSaylom.

" *I whipped hiny with a-
belt;: a. r,k: awitchr and:: a

o' that. she was:

metaHmndled broom bee: later served her son. a din-
cause fie.will not understand: ner of rice and gmvy witli
when I tell him: to. behave.  creamed® corn. He' went.
and. atop ﬁghﬂng- Saylors’ back to-1lis room because he
vend.: was not feeling well> That's:
The staterent, said- ‘that * when- hie-fell: face: first and.-
she hit-him in tha:back and"’ hit his-hibdagainst a. kitchs
shoulders . aud that- the en counter; she said. °
. broomstick also: struck him: * She: gaid: he~ took a bat.h
mthehemibemusehekept and: fell; again;,. hitting. hig:,
nioving: - .. . head ony & countennp and:
" “I.was out of contmlmd r ‘the tub.: -
just kept: hitting: hirs,” the " A~ Gréenvijle: Memunnl-
. statement said, “T had: beens; Elospital-Etergency Room-
# holding:. baclessc: fang-L justy' doctor testified Monday
could ot tiangle itiany more- thnt there: Was o way e’
because IF had: been going:;
back and forthto-his school.
for discipline problems.™
' a “Thie: s:@temenwt‘sm shev .

tent. mmsmkmg a.counter:
orsuifnrﬁlg a semue\
King also ally*

boy's injuries: were consis~ °

... disregard, t)mtstatement.
i Hnyea

that Wéﬂter had struck the:

child.: .
Silvaggio: testxﬁe(& 'I‘uas-

day. that Walker - was. an-.

resred. after King's. daugh—
ter, who was 9. yeirs.old at
the time, told investigators.
she' saw him'. beating- the
boy. The girl mupected to
testify today.. K

King. also gave mvesuga-
tors: & later statement, Sil-

. vaggio- said; that recanited*
her previous statement and- -

implicated Walkerin the

boy's death; -
ireult Iudge Johin Hayea
[ ruled that, the jury should.

“day: Wardek: ‘accused: the;,

Ay;* Warder saidt."They, wait"

confession Walker allegedly i
made. in @ letter to. an ex-
irlfriend, ruling it was. nat
isclosed to the defense in a
timely manner:
Richard* Warder, Walk-

Assistant 13th Citcun Sa-
licitor. Kris. Foster- argued:
that the letter: was exempt
from the- rules; of dxscoveq:

because it’ was-nat astate-
e Bt e s o
prosecution: made him. ment. :
aware of it.at 1 p.m. Tues- . .

prosecution: of .trying: the:
case'byambush." .

[ can’t"imagine a*case"
where: the- rules are. disre-
garded: more fundament

his client: He::can' ask: hirii-
“what Te's. ddfie.. He' has. the
ultimate:source of informa-

&-Andy-Paras covars courts, an(t
crime. He:can beveached at:

just 2 little less. than a. year
to hand this to us,. and we're
suppoaed to-meet that?: Thxs

S B
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PAUL SILVAGGIO -- DIRECT BY MS. FOSTER

Q SO DO YOU KEEP IN CONTACT WITH THE FORENSIC OéFICERS
i

AFTER THE CASE?

A WE DO BECAUSE THEY ARE ACTUALLY AN INTRICATE éARTC THEY
ARE THAT OTHER ARM QF DELEGATION THAT THE LEAD INVﬁSTIGATOR
GIVES OUT FOR PROCESSING A CRIME SCENE. ;

Q AND DID YOU GO THROUGH THE EVIDENCE THAT THEY&HAD

'COLLECTED FROM THE CRIME SCENE?

A I DID OFF THEIR DOCUMENTS, OFF THE DOCUMENTAT#ON THAT
THEY SHOW FOR CHAIN OF CUSTODY. I DID GO THROUGH THE ITEMS.
!

Q AND DID YOU ASK THAT THESE ITEMS BE PROCESSED FOR ANY

OTHER TYPE OF TRACE EVIDENCE, IF YOU WILL?

A NO, I DID NOT.

Q IS THERE ANY REASON FOR THAT?
A YES. I ERRED IN NOT DOING THAT, AND I DID THAT -- WHEN
I ASKED FOR THE ITEMS TO BE BROUGHT TO THE’PATHOLOG#ST FOR
REVIEW OF THE WEAPONS VERSUS THE INJURIES TO SEE IF;THERE WAS
ANY COMPARISONS, AT THAT TIME I FELT THAT WAS PARAMOUNT
COMPARED TO TO SEE IF THERE WAS ANY MATCHES TO IT. fz
SUBJECTED THE WEAPONS TO THE ENVIRONMENT WITHIN AN éUTOPSY
WHICH WOULDN'T BE FAIR TO THE DEFENDANTS IF I WOULDiSEND THEM
OFF FOR TESTING AFTER THAT. THEREFORE, I DID NOT SEND THEM
OFF FOR PROCESSING. |

0 SO YOU DID NOT HAVE THEM PROCESSED FOR FINGERPRINTS?

A NO, I DID NOT. :

' i
Q AND IS THAT DUE TO THE FACT THAT OTHER PEOPLE WERE

i




PAUL SILVAGGIO -- DIRECT BY MS. FOSTER

THE COURT: I'LL SUSTAIN THE OBJECTION.

Q GO AHEAD. DON'T GO INTO THE DETAIL OF WHAT SHE SAID,

JUST WHAT YOU DID IN RESPONSE.
A MADE CONTACT WITH HER, SECURED A STATEMENT ANp SECURED A

5 | DOCUMENT FROM HER.
6 | Q  AND WHAT KIND OF A DOCUMENT WAS THIS?
71 A IT WAS A HANDWRITTEN LETTER, TWO-SIDED LETTER}
8| 0 ALL RIGHT. AND WHO IS MESHA THOMASON? |
ol a SHE IS A FORMER GIRLFRIEND OF PATRICK WALKER. '
10| © DID YOU THEN INTERVIEW HER IN REGARD TO THE LETTER?
11| a YES, I DID.
12 | @ DID YOU TAKE A STATEMENT FROM HER IN REGARD Té THE
13 | LETTER?
14 | A YES, I DID. ?
15| @ DID YOU COLLECT THE LETTER FROM HER?
16 | a YES, I DID.
17| @ AND WHAT DID YOU DO WITH THE LETTER ONCE YOU HAD IT?
18| a I MADE A PHOTOSTATIC COPY OF THE LETTER AND PQACED THE
15 | ORIGINAL INTO OUR PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE ROOM AT THE LAW
20 | ENFORCEMENT CENTER.
21| Q DO YOU RECALL WHAT DATE THIS CAME ABOUT?
22| A MAY I LOOK AT MY NOTES, PLEASE?
23] @ SURE.
(gg) 2 (PAUSE) THIS WAS OCTOBER THE 17TH, 2002.
25| @ SEVERAL MONTHS AFTER THE ACTUAL CRIME?

._,_Qppa.mcﬁa@f EehibH(E :’ . CP 202‘27 e
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Telephone: 864-467-8647
Telefax: 864-467-8610
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Greenvnlle County Courthouse
305 E. No]rth Street, Suite 325
Greenville, SC 29601-2185

Robert M. Ariail
June 24, 2003

Richard Warder, Ssquire
Post Office Box 26133
Greenville, South Carolina 29616

Re: State of South Carolina vs. Patrick Walker !

Dear Dick:

Pursuant to Rule 5 {C) South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure, Continuing
Duty To Disclose, the Staie has recently received additional evidence or material ‘
previously requested or orcered, which is subject to discovery or inspection under thls rule.
The additional discovery is as follows: !

1
1. Forensic Services Laboratory Report by Stephen Lambert dated 6- 19 03

(2 pages)
Sincerely, ‘.
i
) 7 '
Krnis B. Egster ‘
Assistant Solicitor ;
Enclosure

Rppandix (D) ExHIBITHC) Picdy
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Jaif. 19 03 {THY) 16:02 DN4 3RD FLR ADMINISTR:

l
i 'SOUIH CAROLINA LAW ENFORCEMENT BIVISEGN

PEETSOTEYETSAT P. 062

e _ ‘”“_‘”#"FORENSIC SERVICES LABORATORY REPORT
MARK SANFORD ROBERT M. STEWART
Lrnvernor ‘ Chief
Department of Forensic
DNA Apalysis ‘
June 18, 2003
SLED Lab No.: L02-5755
Your Case No.: 1-02-48139
Incident Date: 3/22/02
INV PADL & SILVAGGIO - (V) Rodrekus Harva King
GREENVILLE COUNTY SHERIFF'S QFFICE {8) Patrick Ber»ra.m Walker

4 MCGEEXE STREET (S} Earnetta Marie King
GREENVILLE, SC 29601 ,

This Is an official repart of the Sounth Carolins Law Enforcement Division Forensic Services Labora tory and isto beused in
counectlon with an official eriminal investigation. These examinations were conducted under your assuranes that no previous
examinations of person(s) or evidence submitted in this case have been or will be conducted by any other laboratory or agency.

‘Robert M. Stewart, Chiel ‘
Sputh Curoline Lusv Enforcement Division

Dna ANALYSIS

ITEMSE ANALYZED:

2.1 Blood standard from Patrick Walker
1.13 Miscellaneous materials (3 hairs from Rodrekus King -~ anal
area) ’
EXAMINATIONS

w
=
)

& DN& profile was developed from item 2.1 using Short Tandem Repeat
PCR DN2 znalvsis. The results of the analysis are shown in Tableg 1.

RESULTS

o DN profiles was developad from item 1.13.
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t

SLED LAB NO.:LO2-575
Jene 18, 2003

Table 1 - Profiler Plus

T ) melo-
rcems D381358 VWA rea DBS1179 p21511 p18851 | DSse1s | DilE317 | D7SE20 t;if;
w;;;:r 16 16.20 | 23.25 16 29.30 15,17 12,13 11 Do1i xy
1.313 - - - - - - - - - -

These examinations were conducted by S/A Stephen J. Lambert, FPh.D.,
Forensic Analyst, South Carolina Law Enforcament Division.

Stephen J. Lambert, Ph.D.
Senior Agent

A -

Date

Jmj

cc: Greenville County Solicitor’s Office

Note: Any remeining evidence and/or packaging will be returned te the
————— .
reguesting agency.

&

2.0. Box 21398, Columbia, Sotith Carelina 20221-1398 Phone (803) §96-7300 Fax (803) 896-7351



WITNESSES

“INVESTIGATOR SLIVAGGIO - - - --

DOCKET NO.

The State of

County of Greenville

South

2002-GS-23-
KBF

605550

Carolina

S

COURT OF GENERAL SEGCIONS

GCSO
03/25/02 ) JUNE TERM 2002
P-/-0
.v\z THE STATE
6\)\ vs.
ARREST WARRANT NUMBER PATRICK BERTRAM WALKER
G 699148
ACTION OF GRAND JURY
TRUE BILL
Lo ;w/{ék
o —
B e
FOREMAN GRAND JURY
f—i:‘.‘vf‘:'ru/lel'xrul of Grand Jury
/~ )
_ VERDICT L Indictment for
.}BKA&‘X Sy (‘L\}) mtmolm 0116

iuoq

/u/c/m Yo /’

il /m\

QS_ —

Dane:

MURDER

VIOLATION

1(\

-10

ENTERED

ACCT \'\..’\--.

Appenrdix (D) EXHIBIT: (D) (1o}2)



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INDICTMLENT FOR
) MURDER

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )

At a Court of General Sessions. convened on JUNE 25,2002 the. Grand

Jurors of Greenville County present upon their oath:
That PATRICK BERTRAM WALKER did in Greenville County. between the 20th day of March. 2002
and the 22nd day of March. 2002 unlawfully and with malice atorethought kill Rodrekus King by means

of beating him to death with blunt instruments. and that Rodrekus King died as a proximate result

thereol’ This is in violation of §16-3-10 of the Soyth Carolina Code of Laws (1976) as amended.

©

v

Agamst the peace and dignity ol the State. and contrary 1o the statute in such case made and provided.
V2l !

SOLICITOR

P2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
| | ) AFFIDAVIT

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) |

AFFIANT being sworn deposes and says:
1. My name is Kurt Tavernier.
2.  Iam anattorney located in Anderson, South Carolina.
3. I am & member of the Anderson County Bar.
4. Iwas retained to represent Patrick Walker, in his pending Post Conviction Relief
Petition. |
5. He has requested I submit an affidavit on his behalf regarding his testimotty
during his PCR Hearing held in Greenville, South Carolina before the HoxmbleijMicbael
G. Nettles.
6. I have reviewed the transcript and to the best of my recollection I thought the
initial dialogue from Mr. Walker in stating his basis for the petition was considerably
longer and detailed. _Wehwm the elements of his petition and what he had
wanted addressed. To the best of my recollection I believed he had stated them in detail.
7. A review of the transcript doesn’t seem to reflect that recollection.

8. Icannotsaythetranscxiptisinerrorbmaspreviouslystawd,itseexnedtof'mehis

initial statement was more deta.iled,

),
...... -

4 R s

Kurt Tavernier S ..

No.: 199;1)

SWORN TO BEFORE THIS
DAY OF 2010

Notary Public for’Sou
My Commission Expires: 0 /-3 VWY s

Appandix (E)  Exhibir (A)
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April @. Herron
Circuit Court Reporter
Thirteenth TJudicial Circuit
®.0. Box 17675
Greenville, SC 29606 |

September 25, 2007

Ms. Sameera Walker
300 Winding Brook Ct.
Greenville, SC 29617

RE: Request for Audio Tapes
State v. Patrick Walker

Dear Ms. Walker:

I'am writing you as a result of a letter that Mr. Walker sent to Court Administration regarding a
request to listen to audio tapes. After re-reading all correspondence from you, I realized that you did send
me a letter dated May 10, 2007 requesting the same. I misread your letter, thinking that it was a request for
a transcript and never responded to you regarding a copy of the tapes. The official record is the transcript,
which I have provided to you. Pursuant to the South Carolina Court Reporters Manual, Court Reporters
should not grant any request to listen to a tape or to read steno notes unless the requester has received
written authorization from the presiding Judge or, in his/her absence, the Chief Judge for administrative'

purposes in that circuit.

Also, I have 30 days to retain the back-up tapes after the transcript has been provided. That time
period has passed and the tapes are no longer available. In addition to these rules, I am enclosing a copy of
a letter in which Judge Hill has denied Mr. Walker’s request. ‘

I apologize for my oversight to your letter and any inconvenience this has caused you.

Sincerely,

April P, Herron
Circuit Court Reporter
Thirteenth Judicial Circuit

cc: Desiree R. Allen, Court Administration

Appandix (£) Exhibid+ (a)
P (1)
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Rule 607, SCACR Page 3

One Dollar ($1.00) for a copy.

(11i) A fee of Six Dollars and Twenty-Five Cents ($6.25) for original transcripts delivered on a daily ba51s
and One Dollar ($1.00) for a copy.

(2) By Private Court Reporter. In the evént the court reporter is not an employee of the Judicial Department, the
fees to be charged shall be that agreed upon by the court reporter and the parties. The transcript produced by the

Judicial Department court reporter is the official transcript.

@ etention of Tapes. Except as provided below, a court reporter shall retain the primary and backup tapés of
proceeding for a period of at least five (5) years after the date of the proceeding, and the court reporter may re-

use or destroy the tapes after the expiration of that period. If the proceeding was a hearing or trial which lasted
for more than one day, the time shall be computed from the last day of the hearing or trial. In any proceeding
which has been transcribed, the court reporter shall retain the primary and backup tapes which have been trém-
scribed for a period of at least thirty (30) days after the original transcript is sent to the requesting party, to allow
any party to challenge the accuracy of the transcription. If no challenge is received by the court reporter w1th1n

the thirty (30) day period, the tapes may be reused or destroyed.

(j) Failure to Comply. The wilful failure of a court reporter to comply with the provisions of this Rule shail
constitute contempt of court enforceable by order of the Supreme Court.

CREDIT(S)

[Adopted effective August-1, 1998. Amended effective June 8, 2000; August 6, 2003; September 1, 2006; Au-
gust 27, 2008; April 29, 2009.] ‘

LIBRARY REFERENCES
Contempt €= 10.
Courts €= 57.
Westlaw Topic Nos. 93, 106.
C.J.S. Contempt §§ 27, 37.
C.J.S. Stenographers §§ 2 to 21.

Appellate Court Rule 607, SC R A CT Rule 607

Current with amendments received through 12/15/2009

COPYRIGHT (C) 2009 BY THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

END OF DOCUMENT

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works.

rPL2.) | ;

http://web2.westlaw.com/print/printstream.aspx ?prft=HTMLE&ifm=NotSet&destination=... 2/19/2010
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SOUTH CARO[:INA COMMISSION ON INDIGENT DEFENSE

Joseph L. Savitz, lil, Chief A:ttorney

Division of Appeliate Defense :
Wanda H. Carter, Deputy Chief Attorney

1330 Lady Street, Suite 401
. Columbia, South Carolina 29201-3332

Post Office Box 11589

Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1589
Telephone: (803) 734-1343
_ Facsimile: (803) 734-1397

December 31, 2007

~ . The Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse
" Clerk, S.C. Supreme Court
PO Box 11330
Columbia, SC 29211

Re: Patrick Bertram Walker v. State of South Carolina

Dear Mr. Shearouse:

: ~ Enclosed are an original and six copies of the Motion for Remand to Reconstruct the PCR
Record in the above-captioned case. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
Eleanor Duffy Cleary 6‘(7'
Appellate Defender
" EDClede
Enclosure

cc: _Karén Ratigan, Esquire
_ Mr. Patrick Bertram Walker

f?ppq,nja"{x ey /p? /d/"?




SCCID

SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON INDIGENT DEFENSE i

Division of Appellate Defense Joseph L. Savitz, lll, Chief Appellate Defender
1330 Lady Street, Suite 401 ’ Wanda H. Carter, Deputy Chief Appellate Defender
Columbia, South Carolina 29201-3332 :

Post Office Box 11589

Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1589
Telephone: (803) 734-1330
Facsimile: (803) 734-1397

January 9, 2008

Mr. Patrick Bertram Walker, #296176
Broad River Correctional Institution
4460 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29210

Re: Your case

Dear Mr. Walker:

Enclosed please find a copy of the Return to Motion for Remand to Reconstruct: the
PCR Record that has been filed in your case.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
Eleanor Duffy
Appellate Defender
EDC/tkb
Enclosure

Pp 2o 1



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE SUPREME COURT

Appeal from Greenville County

Honorable Michael G. Nettles, Circuit Court Judge

PATRICK BERTRAM WALKER,
PETITIONER,
V.
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
RESPONDENT.
MOTION FOR REMAND TO

RECONSTRUCT THE PCR RECORD

The undersigned respectfully shows the Court:

(D) Petitioner was convicted of murder in September 2003 and sentencedi to life
imprisonment. The Honorable Michael G. Nettles heard his post-conviction relief claim on March
1, 2007 and denied relief by written order signed March 14, 2007. Petitioner filed an app;eal and
undersigned counsel was assigned to his case. I

2) On April 23, 2007, petitioner, through his wife, wrote a letter to the Clerk o;f Court

in Greenville County requesting the tape of the hearing and challenging the accuracy'gof the

transcript. (See attached).



(3) On May 10, 2007, petitioner wrote the court reporter and asked for a cop;y of the
tape from the PCR hearing and offered payment. (See attached). On June 27, 2007, p%atitioner
wrote again asking for the tapes. (See attached). |

4) Appellate Defense received the transcript, which was signed by the court rep:orter on
July 30, 2007, August 2, 2007. |

(5) On August 17, 2007, petitioner filed in Greenville County a pro se motion%entitled
“Motion for Subpoena for Audio Recording” asking for the tapes. (See attached). The E;ssistant
attorney general filed a letter on August 22, 2007, arguing petitioner could not file pro se fnotions
since he was represented by Appellate Defense. (See attached). In a written notation' on the
attorney general’s letter, Judge Hill denied petitioner’s motion on August 27, 2007. This orfder was
never served on undersigned counsel.

(6) On August 24, 2007, petitioner submitted. a request for the hearing tapeé to the
Supreme Court, which was received on September 17, 2007. (See attached) ;

(7 On September 25, 2007, the court reporter wrote to.petitioner and stated that ishe had
misinterpreted his previous letters to mean that he wanted the transcript, not the tapes. Shé stated
that “[pJursuant to the South Carolina Court Reporter’s Manual, Court Reporters should n@t grant
any request to listen to a tape or to read steno notes unless the requester has received ;Written
authorization from the presiding Judge.” She further stated that the tapes were no longer a\i/ailable
as she was only required to retain them for thirty days after the transcript was providedi. (See
attached). The court reporter has also told Appellate Defense that she does not have the tapes;.

(8) Undersigned counsel has received affidavits (attached) from several peop;le who

were at the PCR hearing who agree with petitioner’s assertion that the transcript does not; reflect

what transpired at the hearing.



) Counsel has spoken to PCR counsel who agreed that the transcript clioes not
accurately reflect petitioner’s testimony. However, counsel has not yet received an afﬁdavfit to that
effect.v ‘

(10)  Rule 607(i), SCACR, requires court reporters maintain tapes for thirty dz;iys after
transcription to allow “any party to challenge the accuracy of the transcription.” ﬁetitioner
requested the tapes well before this deadline but the court reporter misunderstood his reqiuest and
destroyed the tapes.

Based on the foregoing, petitioner respectfully requests that this case be remanded for a
reconstruction of the PCR hearing at which petitioner would be able to testify as to matters Eraised at
his PCR hearing on March 1, 2007, introducing no new matter. Petitioner requests the tinjle limits
for filing his petition for certiorari be held in abeyance pending the outcome of this motion.

Respectfully submitted,

Eleanor Duffy Cleary % zﬁ

Appellate Defender
Attomey for Petitioner

This 31% day of December, 2007



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE SUPREME COURT

Appeal from Greenville County

Honorable Michael G. Nettles, Circuit Court Judge

PATRICK BERTRAM WALKER,
PETITIONER,
V.
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
RESPONDENT. ‘
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned attorney hereby certifies that a true copy of the Motion for Remand to
|

Reconstruct the PCR Record in the above referenced case has been served upon opposing ;counsel,

Karen Ratigan, Esquire and Patrick Bertram Walker, #296176 at Broad River Corfectional

Eleanor Duffy Cleary 3 la |

Appellate Defender

VInstitution this 31% day of December, 2007.

Attomney for Petitioner

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me

this 31* day of December,
(s /

07.
(L.S)
otary Public for South Caryfna

My Commission Expires: _August 15, 2010

/g4



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court

CERTIORARITO GREENVILLE COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable Michael G. Nettles, Circuit Court Judge

Patrick Bertram Walker, .......................ccccoeieiiiiie e Petitioner,

State of South Caroling, ..........c.coiitiiriie i Respondent.

RETURN TO MOTION FOR REMAND TO |
RECONSTRUCT THE PCR RECORD

COMES NOW, Respondent, above named, by and through the undersigned1 counsel,
making its Return to Motion for Remand to Reconstruct the PCR Record, would slillow unto
this Court: |

1. After a jury trial, Petitioner was found guilty of murder. On Septgflrlber 11,
2003, the Honorable J. Mark Hayes sentenced Petitioner to life imprisonment. The Coun of
Appeals affirmed Petitioner’s conviction and sentence on November 28, 2005. m
Walker, 366 S.C. 643, 623 S.E.2d 122 (Ct. App. 2005).

2. Petitioner filed his post-conviction relief (PCR) application on May 2?, 2006.
A hearing was held March 1, 2007 at the Greenville County Courthouse. Petitior{ler was
present and represented by Kurt Tavernier, Esquire. On March 14, 2007, the Hor%lorablc
Michacl G. Nettles issued an order of dismissal.

3. Petitioner now secks to reconstruct the record from the PCR hearing held on

%/



March 1, 2007. Petitioner states the copy of the PCR transcript received trom the court
reporter is inaccurate and does not retlect his testimony trom the PCR hearing., Petitioner
states that, as the court reporter has destroyed the tapes of the hearing, the matter should be

remanded for a reconstruction.

4. Respondent notes it has not viewed a copy of the PCR transcript prepared by

the court reporter.
5. Regardless, reconstruction should be denied as unnecessary. Réspondent
assumes the transcript contains a Certificate of Reporter where the court reporter certified the

transcript was true, accurate, and complete. As such, the PCR transcript is the best record of

what transpired on the day of the hearing.

6. Further, this Court should not consider the alleged affidavits attached to
Petitioner’s Motion For Remand. Such statements were purportedly given by ﬁenﬁs and/or
family of Petitioner who were supposed to have attended the PCR hearing. As sucfj, there is
a clear bias inherent in any such statements. ’

7. It would be contrary to the principle of judicial efficiency if the matiter were
remanded for reconstruction. Petitioner had a full evidentiary hearing on the merits of his .
PCR application. The matter has been transcribed and attested to by the court repo;rter. As
such, reconstruction is not warranted in this case. '

WHEREFORE, counsel for Respondent requests this Court deny the Motion for

Remand to Reconstruct the PCR Record.



Respectfully submitted,

HENRY DARGAN McMASTER
Attomey General '

JOHN W. McINTOSH
Chiet Deputy Attorney General

SALLEY W. ELLIOTT :
Assistant Deputy Attorney General

KAREN C. RATIGAN

Assistant Attorney General
P.O. Box 11549
Columbia, S.C. 29211
(803) 734-3737

o
%‘-\
|

Attorneys for Respbndent J ;

January 7, 2008
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SOUTH CARQLINA COMMISSION ON INDIGENT DEFFNSE i
|
Division of Appellate Defense Joseph L. Savitz, Il Chuef Attorney

1330 Lady Street, Suite 401 Wanda H. Carter, Deputy Chlef Attorney
Columbia, South Carolina 29201-3332

Post Office Box 11589

Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1589
Telephone: (803) 734-1343
Facsimile: (803) 734-1397

January 9, 2008

The Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse
Clerk, S.C. Supreme Court

PO Box 11330 !
Columbia, SC 29211 !

Re: Patrick Bertram Walker v. State of South Carolina

Dear Mr. Shearouse: '

Enclosed are an original and six copies of the Reply to State’s Return to Motion for Remand

to Reconstruct the PCR Record in the above-captioned case. Thank you for your assistance in this
matter. _ F

Sincerely, ’
Eleanor Duffy Ci’i%
Appellate Defender

EDC/edc

Enclosure

cc: Karen Ratigan, Esquire
Mr. Patrick Bertram Walker



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE SUPREME COURT

Appeal from Greenville County

Honorable Michael G. Nettles, Circuit Court Judge :

PATRICK BERTRAM WALKER, |
PETITIONER, :
V.
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
RESPONDENT.

REPLY TO STATE’S RETURN TO PETITIONER’S
MOTION FOR REMAND TO
RECONSTRUCT THE PCR RECORD

The undersigned respectfully shows the Court:
(1) On January 7, 2008, undersigned counsel received the state’s return to petitioner’s
motion to remand to reconstruct the record of the Post-Conviction Relief hearing, for WiliCh the

taped record of the proceedings have been destroyed. Petitioner now submits his reply purfsuant to

Rule 224(f), SCACR.



(2) Respondent correctly notes in its return that the transcript was not providedéwith the

1

motion. Petitioner has attached the transcript of the proceedings for review by the stategand this
Court. '

3) Counsel has received an affidavit from petitioner which explains which pali'ts of the
hearing were not transcribed, as well as his unsuccessful efforts to obtain a tape in a timely? fashion.
This affidavit is attached. |

4) Counsel emphasizes that the tapes, which are required to verify the accuracy of the
transcript, were destroyed through no negligence on petitioner’s part. He and his wife :sought a
copy of the tapes from the court réporter in a timely fashion. She unfortunately, misunderstéood their
request, and destroyed the tapes. |

(5) The state asserts that the PCR transcript should be accepted as the best r%ecord of
what tral_lspired since the court reporter certified the transcript was tﬁe and accurate. Howeve_r,
Rule 607(i), SCACR, requires that court reporters maintain tapes for thirty days after tran?scription
to allow “any party to challenge the accuracy of the transcription.” This rule contemplates {hat there
may be inaccuracies despite fhe court reporter’s certification.

Based on the foregoing and the reasons stated in the motion to remand, };:etitioner
respectfully requests that this case be remanded for a reconstruction of the PCR hearing iat which

petitioner would be able to testify as to matters raised at his PCR hearing on March }1, 2007,

introducing no new matter



Respectfully submitted,

Eleanor Duffy Cleary o)
Appellate Defender

Attorney for Petitioner

This 9th day of January, 2008



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE SUPREME COURT

Appeal from Greenville County

Honorable Michael G. Nettles, Circuit Court Judge

PATRICK BERTRAM WALKER,
PETITIONER,
V. |
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, :
i
RESPONDENT. ‘
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned attorney hereby certifies that a true copy of the Reply to State’s Return to
Motion for Remand to Reconstruct the PCR Record in the above referenced case has been served
upon opposing counsel, Karen Ratigan, Esquire and Patrick Bertram Walker, #296176 _ét Broad

1

River Correctional Institution this 9th day of January, 2008.

Eleanor Duffy Cleary N
Appellate Defender

Attorney for Petitioner

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me
i day of January, 2008. |

~

. (L.S.)
otary Public for South Carolinﬂ '

My Commission Expires: _August 15. 2010 .

s
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State of South Carolina In The Court of General Sessions :
County of Greenville Re:CASE No0.2002-G5-23-5550:
Re:C/A No.2006-CP-23-3331: !

Patrick Bertram Walker, Motidn For Subpoena of Audio Bec:o:jgjng
S.C.D.C. No. 296176 S

Petitioner,
VS.

State of South Carolina, -
Respondent.

The above named Petitioner in the above captioned case moves this Honorable Court for a
subpeona of the Post- Conviction Relief Hearing audio recording of the hearing held on'March

1, 2007 before the Honorable Michael G. Nettles and transcribed by Court Reporter Aprll
Herron,The reasons for this motion are as follows;

(1.)An A ppeal filed on April 2, 2007 is pending before the South Carolina Supreme Court,

and a copy of the audio recording is vital to that appeal, as the Petitioner has}
challenged the typed portion of the hearing.

(2.)Petitoner is completely willing to pay said cost for the copy of the audio recordlng to
Court Reporter April Herron, as well as the filing of this motion.

Wherefore, Petitioner respectfully requests this Motion be granted

Motion: Granted or Denied, This

Respectfully Submitted By,
Day of ,2007 PZici/p ZorZipne zaaééh
Presiding Judge: ’ B.R.C.L Mur. B-139
Code:

Patrick Bertram Walker# 296176 |
4460 Broad River Rd.

Columbia,South Carolina
29210 '

g iNvd
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YIWISNINIIM

L9000 30 ¥y312-03 114



' PAGE @3
9/21/2867 65:39 8642885038

HeNrRY MCMASTER
ATTORNEY GENERAL

The Honorable D. Garrison Hill
Chief Administrative Judge

305 East North Street, Suite 213
Greenville, South Carolina 29601

RE: Patrick Bertram Walker v. State e ra 2= ‘ H,,' H

Dear Judge Hill, : . 8'//2‘ 7/0 7

Please accept this letter as an informal return to the pro se Motion for Subpocna of Audio
Recording that was filed August 17, 2007. I have attached a copy for your review.

_ , _
This post-conviction relief (PCR) case was heard by Judge Nettles in March 2007 and is
currently on appeal at the South Carolina Supreme Court. The Applicant is rcpres«:n;ted by the
“South Carolina Office of Appellate Defense. As such, this pro se fiing is imoroper as it
constitutes hybrid representation. See Rule 11(a), SCRCP; Jones v. State, 348 S.C. 13, 14, 558
S.E.2d 517, 5§17 (2002) (holding there is no constitutional right to hybrid 1epresentation either at
trial or on appeal). Regardless, the Applicant's motion is moot, as the Office of |Appellate
Defense ordered the PCR transcript on May 16, 2007. If you have a1y questicns or need
anything further, please let me know: 803-734-4042. i

Sincerely, ‘

Karen C. Ratigan
Assistant Attorney Gen:ral

Enclosure

cc:  Greenville County Clerk of Court
Office of Appellate Defense
South Carolina Supreme Court :
Kurt Tavernier, Esquire :
The Honorable Michael G. Nettles
Apnl Herron

[2 | PR

RempErT C. DanNIS BUwDING ¢ Post OPFICE BoxX 11549 ¢ Cormmia SC 8211 1€40 - ;



25 Dee, 208 %

/ / LA TE _,gf/ //;/ c./,«/:.*«;uzé '.7&-_‘

4/ e e 7:?{/ ALLL e
//4@ e _;ﬁ:;}u s AL oS s (a&'ﬁ% / //
il ore Faeih G o Leviieeill [lcnTE e
/;b// 72{4 e / ik 4/%4»«@/ |
e Al o FLF et e i e

/ ":6'/3'('4' “Z )% Z Z ////M - 7 / et -/lf—'zu':ﬂ;/éé.c- e

»«éf - *L{,Lc/ P /é{ el «_/y(éyﬂ <. C—%// %
—/‘—de ey /"Z, c t /M‘L(,..—( / /// /\-&4 ,t/ M/ Al v {'/@”A’ >4

R Vd
S s ; . ' e /
b ilinl o Lwoe //J/:’f;,«A/ ‘% et —%/ (P TL . C P /* ee”

77,4,—5{/*/(/ ﬁé cxﬂ,a/_/ /4.,' =i 7/ -”f:y /é’ rJ/f / £e?

- -

~FZ C;’"""-é'g/’z’i"ﬁﬁ/é;/ c‘/:i-’ / e ” ,’ /}‘(37//““““/ 7 / L2 :.4/
e L Lwvcated amd ZZe S o s e,
/Z%J - g;z///gad g St /:’*/,&///‘(é //'r/ et gl 5/4%( 2 e ;:/5
e
e - -
//,/,:/,‘t /Z/u_/ AR &%Z”’fu(/(¢5 AL '/““‘“//4

-

«Z-;;{(;' T A SO ~—_d'/{.{_f. el —J I N N RPN S S ) L
. —
7 .
> A

. /Z«-;:_ il Z',b x«zﬁ-.ﬁ—c‘_'%;,_{f" L 7 £ / A ,{/«, e
A
/ . . B -
/ " v - - i s - ]
A elrcicivel L Fte ~/4—(L-’Z4Afl/2< -—’6/ € DTl //(/%& s L /
; =

e E
o ) - . - A |
ey A e e . s 7
u//“ sr mdrg R Lnd Tl o T T wlgee
- ~ -~ e
i - e
‘
7 o ’ 2/ /-'// . e L 4 i
I SIS 3 (., - g e geels el SCALL PEenst R GOl 2l i
e
e - .- R 3 . . L - i
el //é,/ T At N L SR B S /;-,z;f':’z"«fe‘.
// - .
_




2 /f//l;‘z'

. . L e / > ./
/;—p LTS ~’—_<: /ﬂr’-zi»-/‘:,é,’ j{ Cel - Z"_:?{é 4&'1'; -:57‘/:1; . éﬁ{p/

_)Z/"«‘z:‘;-:ﬂ'zl/ _e;',-,/y.ﬁé;..g-;'-.’_-ug{-" e 52{/_2(‘ e ,,_-'/"f] ///L(,/{f ) ;/}{;e“/z_.///

ci"%.‘-{ /«’S//‘clf—c/_,f /é e UE; .;,J"‘ SEave _,\,;//«.cfc(é.;b' a:»/c,,/ ’
= /L/ . // ' Crerze -).:,41("(” ,«,ZZ?ZZAZ;/ .-/%;’/4 //.,_»»41:;4_‘/{)
J'/J‘U‘Z«/’_/ /fo;n_;, Rdg L e s )?/2{44’/ Jc/’/x”, ”Z(&-Z-&/D’é/_f‘:;-:ﬁ:l
s -
. - . R . i -
AeFedtr 231 Tor it ll it cddilod. /c/‘/// 6/4«1// 7’2?,/
«Z;:Zf,»z/‘;gy /.,/ ‘.z?',ngéé -—;Zéd,::z:.(,/ 2 /’f*‘:—é cz/e’/Zg’c ,/7 -/é;'-—}é’ ’

,/ //CZ/ %2,(‘;‘; iz, cod AL cod 4’/—4«54‘%4’ V/c’f}»

/x./—/&/(,(‘:.et /z; _—fd/;'f _/4.»»,%&;& ,&/ %&’/,4/4/ /4(/

L ED s AT /c’/wofdt/ /;«ét( - -‘_,'7.',__‘ i ////.;%/ e ‘.,z/‘:/ (;Z‘fc’—t,/e,lf

)’/[,4, —{417//4 e 2 /«c;— e '/ _{,/L/zc’Jé}ﬁézw /5,7@/6

E

Cﬂ < ('-4 :.-7- jf(/ = Za ket ,d 2. ‘;/,,71,7‘4’--':_ o

,_/d'—c}z e S KL Al

el
L

zr(é:,,z/zé;é/ e ot T i NP Ay u//,/,‘(//«’

i ns taria 2o A éﬂ’vﬁ‘é»{/ 7 xﬁéé//}wzg e -fZ'Za:}é{

’ . 7 . .
% /J'/"/ <z C/ Loz e, /,:,{;//_" 47%6 /_%;C/Z;_:' / Ao g Lol
P2l ot et izl i lbmetis AL i
///c A Iy ‘cﬂﬁ«z&zc/ Cocd ,?Z . w;// 44%4&:22&4/ BT
oz /?f/uc¢£ 4(//14-..44/ LT srrrin il {Z -'z'.f:z.rz/y AR

P
/'—7’/(&{/ / ’ ;-}?‘ 442"1 A _/Z(:‘s‘/d;” - _4/(:42-4 x-_z,u?if:’/ﬁ)g( ‘Z(/':r// ) .,‘Zf";/é/;cr" itegle Ao
B /’

- —'{(r 2’ -(,,,Z(L’f Eetrees ‘.‘«;4%4/.«&/{;4;
(&/4 & o.‘»-z'/‘((zfé;.r‘fff'z;'- a,/ s (“c/ R Q_.:.c'_ —._Z’:fm'c«/— L—{Cc';:’j’

- — e R . - N - s T T
/464{;/(%‘ Gt et Tibe il e e Eoioied. Lt

Corcargpel  ziiie ..g.é%z(ﬁ'c;: /4/: g A
6L.J ’;"C'/-é'/g é//v —Laz y{a;zz:‘/;' Sl P _\;_‘,Z,('(:T_ {{// - - /Q/(_ cadé . Aé%‘: &//
E g /

=

L/‘{/lz‘a /_/gc

j'y/"‘”z.b:'/z.g' -;/,Z'ZZ/’_«W” -r'z,{- _ﬁ;lt-(. _Z:é; .;""/z,.g) ,ZZ/I(,V ~—(_/&{'-;‘
e -

2,
P




. -

s el R /.;:fti.-:

5,./' et s 4 § ) . iy
Al e e P %’z,;-,;;,é’ P A ;

bl e loig g, e Semls P

-y e et il oot .

a/f/
R e ,/ 2T e e

P . .
FE .

. /. . e g v P o
.M-"" Il P A A A S 7 P e e !

L é P2 /

/Zfa}im(»f/’ / ' e %A/z'zoé( D A e »t’—':z;""é; et
e i

L B - o - g
e Tl L /Z% / > ,4/ ‘i ,&ez’(—v e /"‘1 oo™
s |

- R P i . Z /é' ’
T LA e, bl // S N 2 R R o Y '

S i e d Tl A,

A e T i L ity B e

S A TR ey, AL et P f;fff.é:’ Tt e i L
~ .
i
:

. - -
) s P
clevicd  wolider (ewire

j;-z_./w-, £ il s oLl '/%M/Zfd

-

—«Z?i‘ W L Zodeild e D (::7/—4;.:,4.(( éé.:é B AP

2

;;4 L /‘7 Cord gl A Jz/fa / v f . oprrreationnenl,
, o . L ’ . . .-
 LElr uw'(/ / L//:é’ e ...-;‘:'zz’-’(f:x./‘-i e /{.(—ff/ el / by el

,-,-(fz/LZZiA-«;, i e /

o _z/ycafz? w2

el ety ot

- {

7""; . . -/,_. - e T e e /;42 — {—_/*

o
Gl e e L e - =
T / - -
—

2T o

L S e V{c ;‘yf- {,//—}/ e et e L _777:1 e —/4/“4"

P
-~
/
s S R ) ’ #% i

\‘.\

o

T Y e O
- / bv/ < Lt e . - =
. =4

//;4%/,;(;(.& s _f_{///4¢,c‘-{- et B AT AP // :




Z/g "J'—:,zl'/::{ gl g Cr o Fovr vz dtl ‘ u/_z//u()cé ._é{/

’ZfZZ? ‘ Mt A /‘.‘/J C:CJ Z// _.;_f g d’{éé«’( /f/f4 < /b;/{ e e 74&;"& “ (.c/ ,é:/{:g(_',/‘_
7 . S ’

- /é‘.‘«_,,f'é:“ - A—gi;_'zf,/(_', éZZ& ;.'. /f; . /d"‘,/}‘“&' _»Zfil/é .A_—ZCC/"LCé; d/'dd{

A . e z
CUlger ez A /%éﬁ‘/’cmﬁ_.at Coiarag iy i c-‘e”éézf.éf e A

7, ié’—;/,' /”;&' %4/ 44/114)4’4/{/»“*/._&/ %/ % el
//d/-{'f /Z:;;/cz/ é/w/fkd /c"’c ({ _,c/::// .Z%az/ // AA»’C{

a//—u’ZUZ(/z,«:*fV - —(2 —‘é&'—d’(i“/ /fi/(: %Z‘f—({ /c"";’Z(fgl . (’LA" (L"'ﬁcwt&(

/’
-4 QAT e recaitict /é‘r‘c L e

s /Zé(,ﬁ 7(.:?4’?/_.444'&1{(, L .:-Qé"" .-Zf;';-_.g.(.z. v ’ L _ EA
L T 7/}-—4/26473':.' »/é{(‘g c?Cédéo/vf‘/éV b L ,/{7
- ; 7
- /‘4 . -
R A . ’é,to rr ,(/7, ,z‘,’é ” ‘:;Iéé‘ﬁz-r‘ 2. f/»‘éé‘:'/&{
l/?/ P Ll el /L/& /@

o) . \ - el '
)//Zc é e Crrpemp gl cecetivd 5 o R T A ) Z‘/ -(/zﬁf

“@‘g’/ /4’:3/4'-“:44‘6/(‘:;:
iew ,zv—' 2 ,45.&1;{ ;41‘";-4 //z‘.zt{ é’-/'g;(:.(.zﬁ,;- ,g}f _5372/‘«/,
/_-:/ /.,

AP g e Ly _/g‘g: P A s P R R /Z'% et EE
/é’t» Zé/ﬁé&'{{;&ﬂ/{ 4(4—&';,"&_/ /./ &9@/ 7 ’éz/ a/ /&&:r;c%d_
., A . , - P -

teits Ty, Hond & ceield L Aok

Ve - 7 s
/ s / /‘, o /V P ,‘-‘&{ o BGR Alr -:’Z;'/ P A (i >//

\c

e

_: N o y o -
. Z /{%f < %{{ C;’(z'—:;z.zica(,-/z_‘ff/a/ ,?Z/, (_/(’3/4/ B P éc Ll gy
-

_ZZ;" Lt rade /L/Q il e A Al

. 4 - . ~ - e . g
5%{ astod Zﬁ(,/ .--Z:'_,zkz.c_‘f;’ APyl ¢ /&/ ,Z/é T Lol & EEee »c!xc/

L ) , ' ‘ _ . .
g s & At L A - ,;gfz(’,éf’c// g/(&&/_,;{/ e ""4/':4:// Cofe e

ettt TP —{,/ ,»(/ gl ( e . T .Z;f:—;;.- -

AL _,.522_//,,{4, e & A P 2 R u@

e ‘ " e s = . g
,(_,..,4' LT L LT 1_/;{,_ - 5{’5:_( PR R A 4 —/g:‘ ,(_/” LAl e

*//‘-,'C/¢x/( ﬁ.,/ &G L I'._L/‘Zrz{ gy '/’{ ’/;"Z-C-d_:.hc/




. g s ' A !
& (_/(,// /1;,///5/ Aa’( CFH % e AL /.4'_(:_4 — ,./us': .
PR Z//u, ,LL/K‘/__(‘Q/ 2/:/://7/{ ,57%;“& 'z—’fzj/‘“ %44/[/23(/
e o e . . . 1 A . o Ah >
vzl g & P e Aol e /’:—éz’é/ //1/ LHAE,

L prican T Ledrre. R - e Fial /

/;0 =2 -
ool

3 7 .
L O /2/ ;;%.é.:’«?‘{z(,' /Q;ZZfZ::_’ 4”&’/ /_</é’ DT /{/t/{ _};{g /

\—'&L—(/CT. » «-9’5—%‘5: . - Z:/: ~,,/Z//{Z" . -«Z‘/f;’( Ch (/ ««é _{4._,4 /
(ﬁcéz/ e E L&:*’,_' >7(/¢ P //:’7
e - 7

e et i

o S ‘. -
/////.Lf'-'c‘é; ‘L%GL 2 A7 c(,t-,/éa'(,/// «_/_/g//é/ (%2’/{4};’.4(1//"92' ('—f/(/l’j";'z{/ :

P

L Al S Zé" % //’/Z L, /‘Z//‘;/ci -gé&;é
N - o g e A .. 4
dféC('y‘/é/«‘_: T -4:,}1/\{4',.4(((", L sy /éé/&' -;.Cé(&f’/&é
s G P . . L >y
oy a Fivad e ddF7E ool e L
% LI Ci’v;‘i{'/—";f ,-ﬁ:?;,,--'-,»,sz;-/;-' / f‘:‘é"-' ’chz{—/ g .//,Zc.’f I

. L v . . o [ L
vl LT g tE o ST fper e LA /Zc.f-t;i_ /4_&

2 L e L C - . - '
/fv(/é;u u«‘{/IZ%/ ce el LT e /K/g’/ ,ZZ//,/ T ,

s A

P 9.' , / »
- —4{?—6’4‘2 Lelel N —,7;/4,5 ,’?{;1,&__//"&;'.&’:/ ,f'/,é’. 4 ‘j//(j/ %J’:‘V( ‘»Z /__//v' Z. - -Z:i_(:’
e iy g Tiead e dZall cnlioticcecd
L ' ' ) , .
///4{: ,{L ZZ’ - 4/{//7 /l&_/_’/‘:/ /f/{c s ‘f(‘_,;,/ ,ZAT zqff/ /% x
v

A 2 . g
-".’:/Z;zzka/ //%’:u{« / A‘ R 4 /;//4,,(. p ‘yéa,/—e‘/:.{ r:ﬁ

et G B e L w(/_/zfv/:%z 7 AR atte gD

L s ;t}/’ﬁ/ L »//Z«“-/ . __/i/

7.!-.,1(/,:,

,é -‘75(»__,:;__(: ¢ ‘. ..:_;_;,_-‘L. i -Lr(!-/~ C:ZC::/’L(_‘__ -L:,(/_/f;;‘.—,rzf—,;[_',.

A A ) P A P .
7“ 3 /"/" ol ""17?5 ’L/ ‘C»‘/ Flad 7. Z;?./:, e (;'./'75;&';,;:—‘442"*"?
g S

s e /-{ / Lo . ' .
e Ll Z/f et ,—1/ . /;/ i ot Codenge & - ’;Zc'—f-'-/jaf""'




P s Pl ool el A /a% T e
Hegedla? _Fhapl sy LTl otk evedl ///24?6
sttt ey LFEL A om o rddince, T
?{M/éé /(/,(&(*‘C’ Véw—cxﬁzféédz?f;’z ,é/ W‘é(zz’ ’ A
/zg/;{,@{. < ;,cz"f»::% el e ,(,}%42&? A
/\é«.o;/«;u.-, 2 yé*c,d?w d/ corvirciid d‘//;&céz{
Hipse Ao Handd B goiciee Ko S
trde. Ko L2 aed il _Ae /zféz%" e
:Zéé 25&‘&&{}4 df'é’zcéz'c/ c}%{/ %’ p/é//é’é«uc
%//? | e %/g;&{ . /'7 ik 4/@1%/ 7.6’/%%.5/4;/.2 vy _ZF
coeni o it ol il o i %ﬁ/“/‘a’
ot ool //;“;,y/ e Il Ty coilintivnd ‘
lade by eiecscd oo deneel et | Lechcere.
Z%V Heeeend izt Ay charce ZE borst
J/W%{/;/ ttitiiopie 2 /&,444—/ e

erceeed” ot 'fé -//‘7%/4‘-/ =1 W;& ._e_y;(((,///dé%
a{é&/ﬂva’ e Sl —’6/ =z 47//“7 R =
nvice 2o _pe cgeiid iovecd ,,4/4?Z%/¢
‘/%4/’4// ey T FFtenes S '44‘44 ,,,.(;;:’//zéj,z.ubj&,{ L{fc,
i it ool e e it
A %‘{M-/ e S citin. s el Hhid
a%é«/z;c /»z it tigiiiZivy o rpiniand”
= 2l ’ e P i pes ,gf,/,_ e e /{,/,L Cl/(c‘ /
/EJ;/,JMWL T S S R S e ZC'A_E,///L

P

W‘C/ wé//('éz‘/y = ’//dz’/‘/ﬂ’ &’%,,/(_/{44;% A g
-~ - = .




7 .- -
e coe,/ By PPV

Y » . -
HA S o Al e e e
<& < e Flegir o liledoita gt

> m—{f _ {;’ ,Z/g B P e cz%//%_///;;,é‘z: -
(;_//(/L ,./-’-’: /f,/ ' _/—7’/24/&;((,/ Z/dc /{c%/d /4‘{1»;4/@ 3

/z‘/ g

et E / ‘./Zé";f/‘-w‘x &< i pEel

Al e

P el _;/;72‘» [ R A &thK/ZZ é/ % < /‘//2: %‘ 53

/ ,.44,5& ,("Z‘//ua,\z:-p (éétcéj

Lpain, Wk

//fom/w
z}ﬂ/@é;ﬂf

cé,(:éi‘cz . ~-Q.M-Q¢Zi:a~/f L;W/é/ —déz@ééz

Aoz éé{bﬁ(é/ s /g_yd,.u Lol 2 grridl 4 L ///.}mze.ae/

/éfé‘ /‘—/ﬁ;é“/‘* /é;‘z /éac/ ’ %24(/ -z</z~(¢5&' //y//ydc'a a
4‘&7’464',./ el

AL _Z:/wz'/ 4:'(:’7:‘<»7¢.af~-é'7

o FLe P 7 o

f?;L.::/(ty ? é /J&/L-d‘&e/ (f’j{—’éél‘%z
-ch’f;-f ‘z,{/zg(/ )ZAJL J%Zéz‘e /c‘é-z /4{(/./(/7{

~

- Lz’c/dfl.,—c/ ’

2ot /Z//(,ZZ

i%’dl 7//544/ ” C%'f//wf/"é; fé?&f P /,.4“/ S % f AL //¢’ .
-///‘Zyvt‘: /‘4{}/74.(4/;4 e /‘%}7’44’( J_éjé%: s

é /’”/44

L el

:g/ P4 ,i & ;C(f'// :a;"aé_/ ~._7'ZL/4£//‘ ‘ )ZZ@, gz/éd'_éé/d
e
JZZ:’ -%é /f/; ~

P PO

P (Zécﬁ;c-é

A -*(i/d/ éz/

(z,(é//%a—e' e’

R aa ’ 1{?—' /_'fL ;f& 2 el /,"; /Jc,/é,{aa{

/ -
4.(_ 7/57

az/é _&%A/ ‘ PR e

v
jpr—d - /—/
-4'?-'?_‘&;' il

e ’ L
=tz {c._/('f':_ / sodlay €
7~

4,/LL Py Jldf’" ,,--JQ’L//;
-

. - Py .
‘e g .
LeTlelac . e Corie AL




A ditied —srie  —ppni 7 J,zjé et Tl

e Lol reerZig: wll e —dTodr  eliia

el cogiel shvec 4%&4&1«/ P /4;/47 e
gl _FE st i 444”’%’/ e G pdidation !
7/ a/z/-,wfc/« il el /z‘/zé /ﬁ/a%a, Catete
e clesl. roaiis il @Mc{%ég i/vﬁ?q
Aeweid Lond jw//(zéé e et . /ém /au% !
Zocald wwe Feme 7 ZGP2. Liwcisel faikid o o
ot /'dz R st L 4%—u,,,| A A,
Hled z/g/ w.z;‘z&?’/ %z 4}/4// céézwe ﬁ-am vl Hax
rerrdid e QERE gl ZHal fHle oeer L
il frel A Lreid 7/:7z, el
A S PN SN S a7« /4 weeil /

é’f«(%b&ié_” /27;21_,.2/4/ /Z;J/é —¢}z,z'—&f;—{/ /// . ~AEE AT,
/% ,2‘;‘42 e </Z?7»c. a/ b [/ T alpam fc/ - L[‘//“///-é(gﬁ(/

]
|

‘

c:/ua o< . ,7%, 174{—4 ,/a//a,&(zeéé: /&//44/ —&é&f%" ;@4&:\4} :
«J/Cd uf{o/ M / Zf(/l(é )@4«% gt ‘
/z_f/’d// }g//_/_ L/.zztéﬁ(.‘;;,;(g e )’Z.,/.i*'/zg./ ..:._///’Z,Zé:,c, A,//f/z/u/z,;zﬁf - ‘

1
i

= ,@4 /7%4‘%' cir &{4/«:4«4// St (/,?//// v /-o&*c l

- 4// ,,g(&’éa _eﬁz;z’w/r,/\/ [ 24 SRR o B i Mo : .
2 / / ,yd / L <l
»_%//,,4 gl /(.L-/fz s _%/‘, 7 '?f(‘,( ) / A ,;'—;/g,é('/
/é«%gy z;{; 444/‘/5_{/ / ’ 5 LE e e l,a/c’ P /{,/“/
%‘Qé’w eie Tl A e 41_74:51 T 2o //

// //zé'_

Y

&




Z:{;,Zﬁj}z,j;, - r"' yg‘é // //) -Aazc‘/zf/ /t///@cr/- /

. " Ry e i L ) 4
4’_/,2555,(;4”-‘—“.(’_& & »—-27/ /,/2'/2/&(,‘_’/_;&/ Lz ¢'{.¢;///j$2éfléc.-’-’7‘:d

C'Z-{f':;off/ *;’2‘/’2(7/ e Z/ / // /A(’/ 2 é/
poa 4:/*‘79/ //:’ . /’4("/

corl Ll Ll (Ll Ay

e B wg’%‘ef criice s conet,

,44(/,{&, L g (u%afﬂa»z/ ,Z/.éz/ / //:ez{
/jdéd//?/@

c”d

‘,é';.zu{.,(l

ot / )
B h 20 8 |

5 .4»‘5&4{@://4//
49,46/ e Aok // /
L/ N "”»_, 3 o - ’ o
~ My Commlssmﬁ/ EXPWAP“” 2018 T T g

O./{ﬂ//cak J)o }/t//%/‘fcué)




T He SaAk (aelne ﬂlﬁmw Cri,

Tve heen gsbed I vigw the rerserur] 4 MM -

Gt ), pellce~sr Pisd Coonclion peliecd » ,L/eﬂ/LnJr
Qfglc/ 3%3'/0'!, T Naha D tulliems o 'ﬂfeja/vl

Q—l{:_‘—ﬁ— /LZWI/VJ{ . Iyl/. w@[hfz LUM U@l/,, V/LAYE-LV{_ N

hLJ -LUJLMA}.,\' [13'0 135uLs QN] ﬁ)crﬂ/@k)"l)(’ Shem,

ot ey -'lv‘ké"_‘(f”*"()f”‘;"“‘"/w“ﬁ : '“L‘Wﬁéz:w —eRdT T

N dede ] @hed fow deo On-ea’u&llcc,! Doy Sesero!

/’c/lnf dJ/’W\{ Mg dmel g3 wel,/ 23 bedme -h(c #/-:e

T he mr/ Conmdien Refred -AMULVIH J//eLJv Lowchad

on yome ol [ M/ke,vi /‘/arvu K/Uliusl aed i ~/~Ae

Mennen wheh ke d/zfr{.ua! Sveh  pssued, l/mwd\ ye)

-}rﬂ-nfaﬁﬁ‘l FM £n ecadurﬂ ,,Q +/~o QMC,@-&/;M QJ the.

| MLMQ'\QM»\ For 0ol sIve 45 fuSsing, L. /7} M%ﬂﬁ

chawned Lle eala_.;L Dot the cavs. of e LLICET )

/‘-{/ r?l.&pﬂ/ Tesd, 2;,,/\.{ ehed Cw/ 4»&9' Ulo‘/ﬁ/lh" A L../A..(,L

< ‘Y.Ju; ruled iLﬂ-I e fold & conl tocl e le

(’VlfklM"*le)‘,', MJ\MJ; k\J (IQW\ 13 U@/ AR‘LI,Q éd, 41&

Reeaw/ Yon o hedving (n Nov. 02 ja Erond 09

st MaSles, Thore wes delold shisess ctud oo |

cpwce/l fod muulqcalmr the (ape +/ueur1/\, whed weos

ulel as M c/.u,./\ xpored #& stode U’Jb éey

eadnesr rhod pPe s &/@//cg cloned Aur counsel oty

M&#mi_a_p“w - Do Jenes convie tfet Lodigrs Jdol~ :

fert pnd desdimony shold fove Secn toc lvdef dedue.

%/;&/_ ,zfsv;wL 2lore  tuar  an ﬁ_ﬁ(lmc{/ o0 A&Z& Lpin

W e, k”ew/ Mo Aodo, /e/ Do e recovd thore way_ 18

O/V)& -?mu/mm-;\r QM/ -ll.e tudenia /Jcrw 2 O

@mkm:u«?a/ W‘Olfédr (’[a:m/ [’01/#\&&/ B )ugle




“_sngLAg_Mrfww eb)gz;;llgh J” ing_Sp prm—_t,m/ ad

.Npu’olww as well o5 Aot DS(LLU’V\A Lo 1IN pepe” Corhmenis
/W A W&ZQ#& aod (4 Cowsed My, L{/o/&r o(L-/o-/£9/

e cuents obond Coxjufu’\f pghee /M‘g,t, N

‘L/\, —_jaA
7

/Ln,pw_f-/{/ 2 d&?'mho»\ oz /K-"/lw L«/A[(/ plc/:{)(/"lh’\.aL

ozl gudey sen banpump the oy dacle pud, Read T
74 B
v-A"i‘K-o :ﬂm-(/ Ci\&rﬁ ‘)‘AQ‘!:LXJ/J\I/V\ /ﬂ I,J :
| e /iecmu Tle< el Jaf-///bwm Teown LI/O//a( adsvl

et 1k

Djrw/p l)f.s

A

?g!é/ vVerfncy QJ Jvo& WQ//GZ}' J‘W#& U//'q

lesd ol

IMprefor Cotipents £ng evidince  ghe J\Zcqu

AL~

,/m/«xcw, and Lhat fuu_comie wel ,pollecte Qo nod .

"t b ‘\"UK -/'\ . 4

cfie qn  iSue oﬁe«l Gl #ral woledgn i w[ el My, M/:é&

(A0A

/ﬁ" ) /flﬁ‘/ Ldd

CUA/ -/rlQ/

#’)rod\f N7 JJ\L crimpel Aecacte /J él/ﬁl/(/ A& [ V‘o/‘%m; O’:Z

hus rtr]a}i fnce he  wesnd cm/%s 02 Gm;, Comd .

7
:fr'{”\em}»(y\ Lhe ‘jw(ﬂmi [l e MM—%

lat e PCl 4 & kud ﬂzr Lollee ~ _hat Sudoe rled

thed Zhere ramd Aes)iony cled an 4//5;,»0/ ,(héér ot

il | |9 e

C.Qf\gﬂ_].hm\ -;LA—L'J“/Q-'ZL //Qllleﬁ/ Mo/éf I/U/‘ﬂ'lle

7-& I//r'.
4

heord fesd: Mo, Loon, fhe slele oberd Mo fodde ,Azo//ce/

Efo, med Le psei wiolated 54_, fAlf CLAL f/bw&

%?wé;

4he nnﬂ0f1Luﬂ"}\; o£¥

Jote Ao riee) Ahe Ledde, Mxﬂ mém mx/a, aued be

ﬁﬁé’l-q, Ae.

| YT OV/‘I;Q» 7Lzl-¢ Z[,‘IL/'Q)’ AL AA//IJ.F -[1(6 /6#44' /C'M/IZP./

e

| by a hang b(/rs-lmr excpert . folbe, h‘«‘ez/ #9-/ Cr_ o Qordand

| We=zA VS 7Y, mww«zp’ heCare 4&; Letre nt 4//ou«/ £hle

. ODPBWLUM;\/ 82 show exm/ng/h)r; z,um(u\c,& Lo lfeer 4//&}[»{/

ke was @:\M/ e p.)x,l o Show &60/00/7‘()"&

Z;HL{W\C& Jd4

[prove e oled i} wh\lo JA, letle, o)  well

A{fmd twm me| X Uis o ;(D'MOT__

A M L/de




— |
/o/ L‘JAM ' :1'
/ ]

,/,/ aany - Lon celn.
S

/7/{741 name 15 Zn/ /')/ms anol /;‘v

0;1/61'74'/5 (N Kmaé/s 4 )%.,74’1/( M//(&V:S ﬂoﬁ‘zé

/’Jnu/(LAUM /&/t# /)Mnrm %//msdnp/ ¥ U/)M z

| /«J/C'C,A_ l've Ariicand. %p/j ‘s oeyeral 0/),/;715I

W Hpt pame So minad as [ vesd suee &M? -

u,A/dn sl hﬂfz . AA/, K G 'éﬂlm-//jh/ /S only gV/)/)LnL

_ , / !
Y _Lnes /Dﬁﬂ; and _Shod~ didh't _makl _sense

40 _me éeme Lhat be Spoke ot feast mi/

/M/'nu%é_s (Sﬂfwfm, a/ A ﬂw /SS5wes ~£f/)/)’>

ﬂ/?/// —ﬁ/n// //0/77‘5 i///)/zuéon é) /z)né)/,su}u /ké(_//f/

| Lhore G/zma/u ba/ Liolatin 45 /upl/ ns'

J/hﬂ/&ﬂé/ /Dmm/n/tj /nfm/fk é(/ %-& (S’c/ﬂﬂ 95—'

L/%& Cpunsd/ /ﬂdd/afna Such @/ﬂ/m(s %ﬂyg

Wiry (ij//ﬁ,/ /cS(S///ﬂé )ﬂjl" @/( //}'LI 4/&//(0) {

Wisedd beBue  Jhe  dourt bt et Moa&

jsSues ol not  diserssed . s /M/m(’ 4@4

-/m//@/ s Shm  in Court He 4%0/5240&/ o)

0/?747 / Lho ﬁ/ﬁL{//{/ﬂﬂ _ano/ s /7&/42&‘/ /A I

WVnd  upon he bast . Some of Sose  [ssues

\lovd. ﬂwbr bad d@/s Yy )ﬂazé' ‘o X 745-,4,4//

Vgt A/ /4ww/'wﬂs ind Pl hve A Muom

44) A Ové)@b/ﬂaébm JD %M)/// ﬂ//%/@hc«i dvﬁ ﬁf/é/f‘

_/m;% % /mﬁ ///s%/m,/ %&uﬁ A/a /Mc//ﬁ WA

JneLLootne Pk Agreeing fo 2 d#ﬁm/ﬁ%h 40

/'//)/1) P////Q/@’?C«C &1& ﬂf‘/bﬁ d("/ls 74()/77 1/)’1£/

wm/z/d/fam/m Shat Wwas A /Ah(’z,én. 5&4/{ Lhe



. %a;/ ﬁ 74 ’ %{ 4/7)/4{ as.. _%.ﬁ_ﬁﬂ//__é’MJLLw_m__

Y .
LLocl  a. modipr Bthre dhe oyt 45/4’% .

ot _fo admit Any. pripA__ACE She judge

ﬁmn%ég/ She _motron. . Fotrck _...%eﬁi/'j;a}/ .

aboudt “ﬁkﬁjﬁqo/_/;a—_em_ Conmor?s (o Jgug:)g,'/ ~
e state. made. o dvai/ whieh had

bten Stricken Hom he. vecord fateicK

C/d/méa/hfé v dounsl/ wAs. inet L ECTAU&__~* |

o b Y _not. aé/e C /7/:)/() LOA _flrotrin 4 A_Ls____j_.,ﬁ,o_@;e.a{io;@;_
Lo She  relord  as his. ditet _appen/

- erea ly.. 5 Fated _Satick . alleged,. . Faklck

N Gdee” a A2, fedl . A<¢SE 0 _,,___,_ﬁé.__z_/_/_w,éa/ .

!

/67%( | _é%., .dﬁn_&é@:@m, %w%ed a5 . S

W jnboduced. %ﬂ%/ﬁﬁ_@/ Wdé%%/’ﬂwn oué éooL

| gl He J urd. had  heavd. - /%ulm'cf%
| (Jaimedt he  was . prejudice. by Jhe feHer

| Cwse - Yhe 674@%@ ) 7%574/@/_@5%@# s sléo Vhe

N kg, Shey ol the yuny Ao disregurdt it
Ijécc% ek Said he  was.. dlonied dha tiokt

A - Show he  had a0 /{now&g!?&of%% leHer
by . allwing  him. o 9ot a_ ggpert  hond weter

C Npreen Ao which _he towddd  hews  preserted fo
e J urd Ao Show /7 '3 INnnoCehce.. . /4/-654(@56:9_{5_




1o U\\(\Qm s mnay Lo Geeny

My Name 1 Tnaves W Vell/ and <o

&)/Q, K \('\UA\’\QQ\ \&\C@r waatS Ne\d on YV\AVJ’\
& 07 37 BandeWolber, e hod

S’;th %\YY\L, \\O LLCT)\L, ONey e NC&(\%CJ\( \f& |

@Q(YW Wk Near \mé\ and T Aont. Tee) Lo \\

%B&\ AL e kﬁ*\mof\\/ L‘(QW\ \\\ﬂﬁ |

Neannag ., \\Q%\A O SQCS\KL \A{‘Qﬁ o Qeder |

N %b( Q\,UJ SRS oy L\(me)\t \Xr\b/ \t_\leﬁ\

Q\\Ecwd leder o QQNLQS%\CV\ e e e v

Moianed he vees & me d) Ore rance to

S’Dxrck\r\ an ke }t(t \(\Caqd U\xnk\rxcx % gY\Q\Nx

e YW ne wOw\de]g o\ Ve \eller and

SUNES %Amz R\\LCXQQJ r\u%\u v We easen

Nne oo d&a\domios CASE  ACD Qe\(e(sﬁdq
reoase Whed wieve Nob ellowed \e |

Ciepnt Yo emkefr e \eMey px \red) |, A\S 6 '

W\(‘ Walle e 3@0\(& oa) X)Qf\q Q(‘f\\bé\) QM&‘
O(B&%% e ‘(Qi%LCJ \[Ls\oi\csr\}\D@iﬁqu (ﬁ‘(\j |

QJ\\(\\ Toad @\a{\om \k\\r\\d\ We \b\Gox €n

Q\I\\Ld Nl Lo Yave N Ao C)w\ bﬁngg

\)\ \(hgr\oh QD\LPIO ht(’,\&ubt \\L WNCAS Neto |

Gual iy N ey U\mm T 0o el Aol

4‘%:%\\‘-\“\":\@{\\/ \»}‘{Q’Y\ L. Dol el Ao f

)
!

QQ\(\\\V\C\\\\”\& \Q@q\/ N \Aw(u\u: Yo e ! .




Nreve Yewne, Mo real exidence Yo

\\r\\L e %OJ e Qo \mb e Yol

A Ant Ve oD QALY aed his Q\\\Q\f\f\et\]

0D \(\LL&L\\“\\[L f@‘( ok @\\ftﬁ*ofq&&m%

M UQL\\AQ\‘NE%S Loy M\ o \EQCg W\G*W’\

Ar\) %U@( €SS \\\QQ:’Y\\L ~enck M\M \mr\C)

\ash \OL& wek \east e Wkasy r\C\ (l?\cx\\ce

d\NC«t e \upy Senb qnoke \< Ae

\\&de Pv%\(qr\q L«s( G ddﬂr\\\\\cn du(\r\ﬂ

dk\\bu@ﬂ\sn and aAloa, . ey ‘BQQ\ZL

oot Bcidence Yok Jeeutd net \’\au,

e v e \Okcau& X \(\Qd Dee L.

'AV(I('Y‘(K\CG\JcC\/ Qr\d) Q\m A Lcy\&x \(Cp(c(,nc,e;

csue aleaing e conre Dnendd, hdwe

Caed \(\\{ C\}w tL\~tC\J exick and XY\CC)V

\“\\\S iﬁ*o\ \f\t\z WS \mcg:hérv(c Jrg)( mst

res

\Eoue Shin g o0 wmﬁx ey ‘(\L\fc( ey A

D(t\uﬁ\u BQQ{Y\ mcr\k @f% \We QDLL{{' Av
QDQ%JA\ S 3\&-\—& |

| Tl ol
Mo d bifore mo X/A,JH a0
R NETP LI RIS

20U 077 - _

i/ | /1

| L AT

hu ﬂmzmm M:O//Ns

o 08Ty dowr

l



7/ J‘ .
— iZgMé [aw.a/m ‘ M"’” éﬂm %

o /inz (m/ Py Ao P
ience do @ # Do Robase. _—
B W 'S V.7 VYV M} _u_)é,b%; V-? /( ag,( Ld s - _~__

B r ‘/?Z J\Luug)ﬁ__._-)g:g_ ..... M XY D7L
ﬁﬁl wﬁ Ned ,12( A netgedd @ZMJ

1o, that o LQ NIl W()LU(JM_ 3
ﬂpﬂwﬁﬁ w@Dg.,pU\ The andal Mﬂwg, e
N/éum LJ )l Apmcﬂ Xail _and o
;sonm ﬂ Qcﬁ %“MJJ{M_ Duaks
@Ldilu_Ji,q 0 _é W(Jig&( hok S

- mwAM Ja:ob 9 4 ﬂm Oninto . Sk _do s e
+hat )}\Aso mnmuf%ﬁ Lo “he muedtionso e
uI)Jon,z o _dlayoth . and] \Loiu/\ ﬁdu’-a,c({ T
_tabouk saum}\ oo Ua £ woure

of  bann. Hfy onowss Lume ,ﬁ%o.AﬁL,\
Uylgvo @L\%annu, La/ou/ OuwmopﬂH GO%(J
0b 7 QLAY ﬁun.)Q £ U
Wollco ot Jucdd do b ? b o |
jﬁi ﬁ ug\o(&mJ( L\WM\ &fh}abw
N . AL pia ‘a 0 e Lo ol é_________;
L K tngan é;; Ythe Chamg . <
wWiknieo  Laoli sl wndsn Godh dhot |
Dome o) Hor W&‘J"Q_M\‘f’w macke  m. |
Ue el Spnel wen folor , onel Yok
Ao wey Ll hew o ondd 40 (rtasis, L
___%;m_‘sm;o_mgd n@ Yo . }A}\k oo Dhe ok




prapef) Qcﬂ au«ALQM Gl Gmownrt

) L&I\D ah\mcﬂu\ /. DWQMVVPO a,b@ 4-

"ol had U O n muo;
ég)«))o ‘L&Olr /J~/Lﬂ LLQ/)L M\O%AW l}ﬂa;cp

AN dyneg @/ Mwm_
With v a0 pl mw— udax\ W)Q J

-5 hane Com« )Mo %sm,. Vax d/w

M\A /\udo\e diddt Ly ol J;uf He

ALUUA ]Maﬂlﬂ S wt RN \LJA)J' e

Ut Yo had g ALH g LU

Jovm Yoo o Opnt, do Luedify ahod-

g MJHA \H\a,{- wak  not @n@v@[ Jo

have been Lonf S, ' LWallda

%—0’@ not MVMl Aakiac, Jbld. MJ)O

ﬂt\unwﬂﬁ Dhould haue @u}pﬁﬁa 4] vad“

Na%wwf el aunia iﬂ\i imon ﬂxﬂﬂm ‘{’[\azf

wﬁwwo XW Maat .| ndac J/n/n/-waﬂluﬁ

hmaeld IO LOUJJZEL edoo @p@w on

bho) M\mm/o s (Dcuml{ de AdPongy

ok Uhe hyd. 0 g no_«myli N

'bC MUCh Conr\mw/v‘f'b 24 7)@_&/\;00/\1“5}’

fﬁi f;ﬁtoax lacﬂ ﬁ%,ﬁ —u%m% COW‘/‘;h :

QM’Aumﬂ ‘U\a‘{' "’UA &(djm,odf Wak W//%Mlvtj

nom_Yn \)\(&Udﬁ ‘4’\&

Jwe Phoasg _«n,# mioww MJ\




| Q[L IJ\& ,,,,,,,,,, ﬂk JJVQ Jdiﬂ/z__@ /¢ C’or)
Loh, L@k s 3

WA q‘}w\ lo

e Do o
\\rML H_ Yade Komtl G Qo_wﬁ Zfy |

LYY .,,_____(,L b
M\Lﬂ ﬁ f)__[llU u__'

S ALY
PNML Jad ek ond Gmmundo ] '

e %@ X&o&& Y );;.2

hligdabed) . —they ne
qnu\a %&ffs)(/ L(\.z WJLL

@hm

Hlecd Lapon Lhe /Iédtu

A)}\Q/Y\ cdeci c|_m\0\

Lkmm Verdiok é:a & N

Murdgn N hacl Y

Ru.poa 'f—:{!cﬂﬁq ; '

cMmL Qommf.wwo mzﬁmw_ i

*hov %Q 4%&\

Co MMbkdal _6R

4&,7 '

1 PO vockiong_ 40 e Ay
“’ﬂ()\’ ]AIHMI\.@L@AJJ/M &u«c (ﬁaﬂwuoﬁ o()
neﬂ ‘7716(1 ce ka er\a, QZ@ c()ﬂ(ﬂ
@J)m,&,\ @J\owh . Fhanl oo |
hor Alesn: v nacolecfidhio &f
o Wtk i Qmmuzxgz# Jon. __m___..; |
7 -
sé)%éwz/é@ X
<_J/ / .
/ﬂz/mﬁ , Z/////L | |

%/4@/( a)twfe/

My Commission %IFES/AUQUST 20 2013




11/23/07

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Cecil Williams and Patrick Walker asked me to look over the transcript from
his PCR hearing to see if I saw anything missing that was said at the hearing and to write
what I thought was not in the transcript. I did notice that there is a lack of mformatlon‘m
Patrick’s testimony. I remember him being more talkative in explaining the issues he |
raised from the contaminated evidence, the speedy trial violation, as well as improper |
statements by the state. He also talked about the lack of competent evidence and alleged
his lawyer was not effective for failing to preserve claims regarding a lot of important ;
issues and to thoroughly investigate the states main witness to prepare for a proper .
defense. Patrick also said his lawyer was not effective because he should have never ’f
agreed to a stipulation to allow prior bad acts and testimony. Patrick raised questions |
about the civil trial violations also the lawyer was not effective for not raising certain ,
legal issues to suppress inconsistent statements from Brittany and about a confusing letter
which his lawyer which his lawyer should have objected to and moved to supress

contaminated evidence.
Thank You,

Cecil Williams
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