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Petitioner has Qiled a petition-for ceheacing. Therein, there is quoted
ot length moch ot the testimeny Set foorth in Hhe transcript of cecored.
Some ot the impoctant pacts of +he testimony are not Set out. The bucden
68 the petition is Hat thic Coort Lell inko grievoos eccor as+o o few

\mpoctant mattecs of the Lact i the opinion Liled.

The Fist alleged ecoc is fetitioner acques he hacl not dliscoverec!
that the morder weapon was not tested fr any forensic analysis unkl
Coonsel’s case Log Sheek cedestingthat—theState did not test the
mocder Weapon losick for ONA focensic eight days betore appellant

Schedule Yo go 4o £etal.
As o the Licst alleged eccor the Pebificner now Says which was
net Said \n Fhe Bxplaination Sobmithed 4o the Coort. On 8/2/07

Petitioner teceved W discovery fosm Covnsel. See PcR Acans pa
70+ Ao Plea ftans pg (L lines 2225
Defense’s Case log tecords theee inchances of incomplete
discovery dated q] 13/07 a meeting WIDon Gienct whete s stated
the case Was eviewed along with pﬁmﬁs cnel that T do et have
all the phatos fom Clay Nichols- Then again on 10[5[07 defense
et W/ Don Gicndt ot Reso 4o view evidence and [camed +he State
haid not Acsted Hhe alleged murder weapon for Linacepeints. Then
again oo /81067 defense’s Case log cecords that the oA cepoct

\Otom Vietim s gtill m'._sslnﬁ ond also Shoe PC\an~ anal\,SIS s
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Dn ID/1107 ak 303 a voicemall €om Will Beyank Hhat Hae State
Wanks 4o 4oy this cace etbher the week 'o.G Oct 155 or 22 malting
Hhe nslances of incomplete discovery all within a month ot Lhe
Dropased teial dode. The delense Knowing by withheld Hhis
inBocrmation Feom Hhe petibionar which wosld have greatly
infloenced the Pekitioners decision 4D not enter a plea. This



dlso questions why would the defense advise the feditioner fo plea
guilty Knowing that all evidence had not been Sobmittec! or Completedt.
TThe defense’s case [og frovies Hhat thece was incomolede
evidence in petltionacs discovery and Hhat the prosecutar was
te\wmlna to praceed with delal witheoot Licct dicclasing all evidence.
Upen cequest, fetibioner ask Hois conck there by 1o Glant a
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