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ComgES NOW e Defendant, Neely Lawven Rage /D,f’é'ogm/_/_/
Petrie - Blanchord persuant o 3.(00 of ftu Flovida Rules
' Criminel Proceduwve and States the fo//m,u,‘/zj K

AC“VOUMC(S [ Zssues: Marin 21,2024 - Pre - tread i’)(CLV{'naj
L S Fla. Const Avt T Section @ (" [N ]o person Shall be
oupwu-ec:i of 1'fe, /'/bar%f; or /)fo/%/%g wirthowt due
process of [awi or be. co mpelled in any Criminel maFtes
10 be a wirtness agarns t 0/7{&1/'1"..'/) See UU.S. Cons+.
Amend. v (" E/i]a person Shall be deprived o0F /rFe,
/’.bé"%‘j; or /DVO/QC/”?”j Wi/ fhouwt due process 0F law Or
156 Compelled in ang crimnal case Fo be a Wwitness
Agarns+ himsel r/’,"’j See Fla. (ons+. Art T Scc trom 2
(”[Njo persen Shall be a’c’/ﬂ/’/'t/f&/ oFr c‘u’)ﬁ /’/’7/47‘ be caule
o0f race, religron, natroncal Ortgra, or /)ﬁtjf/'(a,/_, _
diy t'lb/'//'fij;y See .S Const Amer . /v /”[/‘/_7// persons |
born ev natiraiczect in +he UUnited States enc Subject fo the J cvrg clrction
theveof ave citizens of #ha United States and of Ha S fate Where i /’he.j reside,

No Staie Shatl maie or enforce am . law wihieh Shotl CLbnc/CJtL the Provilege S

Ov the immunities of Citizens of dhe hnited €+ ateS: nev Sroll anwm



State deprive C’“V“ﬁ Person within i juviScdrction the equed protection of +ha I'aw}‘.
The trial court J'uc/ge, Violated defendoantl r1ght #0 not be olep rrveocl
of life, l‘l'bvf'.'”*f-’ P OF /9i’c>/)c’_ff-(j Witheu t L"/U-&/)/'Mfff o lawi and co M m el
fuﬂdamcnﬂu evvror bU fcu'//'mj 0 Orcler o compe 7‘6/’)67 e valua tron cand
fcu‘/mcj to holcl 4 c/a'c/oroces‘r Aear/‘nﬂ to cvaluate angl detering g e
defendant's eo m pe f{ncﬂ 70 proceed be fore it grantect Cocensel s Feguest fo
Withdraw when “he pe Cord Shopis cownse [ had a goodd Farthh béire £ that
/]/'S client lacited +he Capac,‘ﬁj 0 ¢consult anc aSSrs+ counsel rn

pre paving for her defense and raclked the C'@/J(C/yf/ 10 underdtand *he
nature angd D/JJ'CC'I" ot the PFOCCCdi'ngS aga,‘nff her and ey ot g ble 4
ASSI5t i her clefense. The record shoyyec that counsel £rled o M otS 0N
S'Lm‘l'nﬂ that "the rcfa-f/'omd“lvl'/D betuieen the deLen dant gnpl her
af%olvhej had e tome. SO eS‘z‘rang ed that theve Wwas no longe, an
ab;/,a@ 70 e Ffects vf,/'j (N teract in +he. a.v‘-rLorﬂc'tj ~clrent /e/'aﬁzwﬁ,p
and counsel made pp oie tenus motion to the. Covirt ;;tﬂf,-'nﬁ reasong ble
3roqnd.§ l,uz,,,j his Client \uus pot competent +o0 proceed and torel fhe
COwrt that he wantecl the Court Fo order am e valuwatron orn *he detlendant
Defendant s due process rrgnt fo a facr triad Was violated when the
Cowrst drd not oo this, Tn Pa te v, Robinsern, 383 if.5. 375, 8L 5. C+
836,15 L. Ed. 24 85 (19Gw) the Court held that Failure ‘o
0bserve procecdures ac/eCCucU‘e fo protect o defendant’s rrght
not to be tried o conyre feel while meompetent 4o Stangl Forel
ﬂff—[? rivesS him of hrs due process /rf'(jh* o a farvr trrial., T+ has
/0n3 been au;a/g fed +that G perdJon whoSe mentaf coNndrtrom ‘S Such
that he (acis the capacity fo understand the Aature gqd 0byect
of the ,D"OC<¢d""’35 against him, Fo consult Wirth co wnasel!, amof
ﬁ assrs+ /N /?r_épa,‘f,‘,,,\oj hiy d&fﬁﬁjc’_ m“"j .,')07?'- be J‘oLbJ'gngC/ o
friccd. /@uqh'ng Drope v. mirscouy: [101751) The couvt could also

hofTdatermine re4vo acf‘i'\!ﬁl,uj, it cnel whaen Hae dafencant h el
1



last been eyalua ted for compaf'emu\/} 10 proceed. See Tingle v,
State; 53U So. 2d 202, 204 (Fla.1988) ("CF]ailiee fo
Conduct g4 c"ompcffnuj hearrnag reqoores re verSal and kc.maﬂcz/,.
for retrial o fler a detciminatriom of Pompefemuﬂ r§ mada .

1., The frial cowy+ J'udge, alse viofated De Lendan# ¥ right #o
Assis tance of Counsel and c¢o mom i ++e ol famda;m,—w"cz/ Crro”s Z;fj
a//owmﬁ her cownsel 0 withdraw When She was macle aware. that
the accusee drel 1n0F have tha ca/au'?‘y 0. malle c /llww/‘nﬁ and
/‘n%él'//'ge/mf Warver of +his crucrai vight., The Cowatr also oo no7r

0ffer di Lerncl o+ Cownsel nor oligf i+ Matle <& {4 ro ugh

LNy Y. into
ASS1s Fance of
g h ”””L“’./”J Into the aClCused s cap ac’

“F
9 ancl intelligeat warver por did rF advise
He e fendant of the 7S advan

bOH/) Fhe accused's Com/ore,/’)c/‘/lf/"om of an offe oF

(ounse 0¥ malle o thiroy

0 Malle e KEnoiwurn

ages amcl (//,(Lnﬂc'fdf ot SelF-
[epredernnfarraomn . The fa/'/u,gg of the e Fendan+ 70

reg LS+ 4 ppo i Atmaat
OF Counsel dves pof cCons+s

Ute a Warver of Cownsel at any Sia
the proceedings. S<e g, R. Crim. p. 3. 111 /'f/)//)‘?”‘{(?—)

l) The failure of « detendant 40 request g
Sheil nNot, in 1t5etF, cons i

Ve
g¢< o7

PPRONnFPient of Cownse[
/’L(f—ci a naive - 014 (o bU?J’C,/ a7 a,qj 5~7L49Q
of Hea /)o’o(_if,,CLi'nﬂ 5. /2) A da fendant shail not be Considereol

T have uarived the Assis tance of Couns

ol untrl Fha entsre process
of offe rin

j’ Counsel has been Com/o/f, Fesl and a %ﬁ'fdug/ﬂ ""’?Z "«“"’.’7
has bheen Made ;o bo#ﬁv e accusred v COm/me, £1e7007 4 o ,
that o€ Fer and tta giceusec s

f/l#i/'//gcm%— wWarver. Be fore dafesr
Know/‘nj

Cc‘t,&’é{c;//‘ﬂ o maice a /é/?dl;u/';wﬁ and
Y Ve /‘nj Whe Fled fhe buarverr 73S

dn el /'i’l*c’///'ﬁ(://)f’,- 7. Cowr ¥ Sharl Kt.dU/fC, Fhu da/—-f/)o’[d:’)?'
0Fihe drradyan tage§ ancl zéahgcri Vid

3
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The vecord Shows thar de fendamnts reguest for Jel# - reprefen tarron
Wies not Stated Uneqgiivoca //cj [ Transcript parch 21, 2024 p.12
Line D - 15) P (3 Lina I- 3) Defendantl /oo.r/‘%’/c'm never Ch aiﬂg-ec/,
She,_wamffd ASSis tance of Coungel. S—<e Cﬁa/omam V. (. f,), 5§53

F.o2d 800,992 (5+h Civ. 10,71,),)' See Farette, q 22 U.S.

ot %35"3U, 935 S. C+. a+ 254 [ Z;}j reguest for J_‘c/rf’i'c/)/efcmfaﬁm
must be Stated umeqauvoca//y,'l) The dutendant yips Incompetent
and Su ftfcf/‘ﬂ' from o Severe nuntailllness. See Fla. R. C_f’/'/aq.ﬁ_. 3.7/7
(6'/) (3) (” R]fﬂa.r’d//tiff ¢f the de Feadantd /'t’yet/ SEN o0 Flia

co W'/J/(fl(/‘/’bj of the case; +ha Cowsrt Shatll not déi?f// a de Feadant
Wheqtirvocal request +o reprefent hecse /¥ rF e coust pakeS
R determination of recovd that e di feadant has mede a
Ene i g and intelligent warver sf tha #rght fo (owunsel and
does ot Su Ffer Ffrom Severe mental rllneif #o e porn# whete
the de Lendant iy pot co mpetent o Conduct Froal proceecdim
blj Aerscl & Thae De fendant wiay Jut /,[d//‘/?j From e multiple
P-&.ffona//'/’lj_ Adrsordes rtn pParanera delusioms /A/é-uroﬁvyc/wﬂ’j,u%
Dr. Jason 0{1/”/2.@]73 o/ﬁf‘m‘om)and_ had /DJ'IC/’Chor‘/c_‘ Ad150rd ¢ v
throwgheut her i/fe and was su -z‘:fcnhj From a delusronai )
disorder [/35‘15 chologrst Dr. /'/c'u'ry lzko/v)if 0/0("n/b;-1) and cduving frral
this caused hor not #0 cail +wo of her Mmain WitneSieS +o %Cf%/'rfj
to hea /hJ‘an/ﬁJ at Fhe time of the of Fense. The revord alsSo $how
that thae ditendant wns indigent. Je Godrnez v, heran, 509
U.5. 389, 3a9 113 S. ¢t 20680, 2G07,i25 L. Ed 2.d 32/(/9703)
["[rjhc (ompetence that iJs regurred oF a d.@:-'[cnc(aﬂ?‘ Jull}‘n7_

7

to warve his rrght 4o coensel 7S 7he Compe Fence fo Wi arve 4,
ight, not #ha Com petence #o represesn himsc ! 7. '/ 7 le

De Len clant Way 7in digent en d Aeper s

7/?65/&’. Wiarvee o fF
y



htr‘r/ctht fo (ounsel. / " [ i,uj}}e#/m/ Hure has hewn an M-”défd‘fa""[""?f],
In 1‘Cl(r‘gen+,- (om/oe+en+ and Vo/unﬁu’a/ warver 5&/?{/74# n each case
Upon thae /’ar%/'cu/ar Facts and Crreumstances J‘u.Vrdundf‘nj #H a+
case ; Johnson . 2Zer bs+, S.(,(//_);/‘A{. and Airce . olson,
J.M/J ra. In any cvent, when an rndrgent accused Appears 17 Cowrt
Wiirthout a la Wigjer, the cowrt Mmudt erthen appoint Cowunsel #0r- Fha
defendant or detcrmine +hat Fhaore has been o competent and

in fc,///‘ﬁ ent Wariver 9F e constrtutional right £o Cowundsge/ be#ore
tha (owrt has +0e accthorityg 0 Proccecl. O See Al Fored

Wainwrvignt, 15t So. 2d ( Fla. 1963 ) [ "(ZTn ach instance where
an accused Gppears in (owr? Without a ldwger, the Cowrt Showid
aduvise him of hrs consts fufronal K/y/?f 70 the AsSistance of Counsel
and L termine Whethur or not he /s wble Fo employ a lawyer #o
represent him. T dha accused /5 wupuble #o tf.m/a/a? a lawger then #ha
Cowrt Mus+ of fer o appoint lounse! #o Fepresent #he & ccuved.
OF couvse , +he gcceised /’muj re ject that offer, there /)'7 izucu'v‘/‘nj hrs
Cons+titutronai rfg/;% 70 the ASSistance of Cownsed. Howiever 918 wariyer
Must be in 7‘&/’//"@ cn 7‘/17_ and _un;(,(;/’f%and/‘ng[y Macle ")fu Johnson
V. Zevbst, 304 U.S. 452,50 §. (+. l0(a, 82, L. Ed (4l
(ﬂ[ol%f)))' Car ter v. /)eo/a/e, of State of L llinois, 379 .S, 73,
LTS (+ 2, at L Ed 1T2(1946) Flowida, “(Bhragh ;45

Constifution, Rules of Cirvminas procedure,; and Fhe Florda Siq ﬁ(ﬁu‘,ﬁ
atfords +he Swbstantive 77ght 1o apposntes counsel 4o radigen
Criminal de feadants Chairg el wirth ”[M"/mra- Plunssh able b'%

impriso nmeat.' State v. /461/7', 799 Jo.2d f029, 1040 i /Quo%/hj

Fla. R. Crim. p. Bo0tt(v) (1) (i992)). Flda J‘f-am,iu/zozz)lyeczzqc(:,
Provides +that copnsel heil be a/)/)o/‘nfcd v reprefent any rdividual
N A cviminal PV’OCttc'll‘n63

entitled 10 wwirt -appointed counsci
5



U‘(\CLUL thae Federal and State Cons+/ lutron. Tha (ot wes awicve that the da Lenciarrt
was indigent, The Coevwt had been Paying tha JusStice Adminis tra tive Commissron

on behalf of ihe o fondont. The defendant Wi not repres ented b‘fj Covnsel andwas

fin amu'c\\ltﬁ un able 10 em plouj counscl and Sha did not competen Hu‘\ and in»{_'clliﬂmf'"bl‘
Warlve hev vight fo (ownsel. S Johnson v. 2erbst, 304 (.S, 499, UGk, 59 8. C+ 1014, 103
"[Ijn a r/'ﬂl'r/- fo (()L»t‘nfc'.l case ; fhe burelen rests Lipe f’/u_ 0(&74,"16/4777‘ i his o llabeal

attack Upein +he judgment 0 e but +his Presumpbon -/9‘j~ Frret all2ging and Han preving
by a Preponderance of #Ha euprdince (’) that he wag not represen ted By Cownsel ) and

2_.) thot he was *.Ct‘ﬂcmé"t'«k_lbj unable o em p_joaj Louwnselj and (%) that ha dicl not

Compe%ﬁn Hpj anch vntedds 9 en {l\,j watve hid rigiat +o Counsed ) This vaas o materral
S’hﬁ\‘)ﬁn. S"J‘- Fla R.Cv H/V\P 5 ‘ 2—[ O[C\) (() ( [_ /4_-_-, ”I’)’)a-/cr/a/ J?Lc(t:”ja, o f’bu_ C/’/f/’n/'/')g;/
procreding includes pre-fiial heavings tavolving questions of fact o winich +he

difendant mign+ he expected fo J'r,CHhCLj orother MaHrS wihere the men tal com petence

1"
bf e du £endant i ne ce $Savy for oo just reSolutien of tha i ssues b.ﬁl'mj_comﬁide?’ﬂ(/«)

5-The il (ot Judge violated Defendant’s cuit process gt t0.a favand mpastal
frial and Fight 10 AsSiStance of Counsel and committecl fun damental <vrov b% ,
‘fan'h'l’uf) {v,gmm% counsel Emetion tontinue her tnal oy her 1 0o tarn rounsei wisn
e vewrd Showas e it did noF male an in quiry into her finanaal ava/'//ﬁf
to emplouj Counsel » Thae Cleve of Cowwvt daterminect her #o be
on Septumber 28, 2021

incicgent

H was pmsuuh'va armey Amy Berndt quilty of misonduct b
Veing disciimina o) fowavd( fu difindant and by faling t be jona gt
and vepreSent tha HUHy whan e pegprds Show & that

{o



the prosecutor toid the court o March 2/, 2024 thar (o wunse ! Jack.
R. Maro did not Fepresent +ha dafendant When he £rlcol o motran
0 Wirthdraw and & Motioin 0 ConFoue pn Mareh 19, 20249 gnul
Callec +ha De fendant o Javcref‘gn Cortrienm and o O Anon
beiiever, Jubstentral Fights of Fhe De Lenel on 7 e

re prejudsce ol
il)L’_ Cause of +h 1S Comclic+.

5 Thia tviad Court jvdge violated De fendan t' rgnt to o Farr
and importial trial and %Functaumvﬁa(,nlqhi“i of Hha defendant Were
PVejud!'ced Whoin 1+ feoiled o ordan o thera newtrald maontel heol Hn
WIHRLSC 10 evamine dafendant for inscn {+Lﬁ ot e el of $a,
offense wihwn o record Shewas dafendant s Coun et informect +lg
Cowvt that +he +wo expertS Ned con+ra1fa3 CPinions cnd +han +ha cout
allowed counsei 44 Withdraws from tha case.

Fo ctueld Gnc Leaycll Claims: Moran 21,2024

On marun 19, 2024, Counsel o, cuﬁmda-,w, Jack R. m aro, Esquire
filed o motron 4o Withdraw and o motion 4o Contrnue #Fral so e, e Fend an
Could S4ell substs fute Counse (., ( See Recoral p.14s ‘/‘/7) On Meavch 27,
2024 Fwo c[ai.jj atder Cownge Fricd sard above imetrons theve LWas «
hc,ar/'ﬂﬂ 0n the matter, Cownsel #have told +he Cowrt fhar Fha oo fend as,
was /n nNeed of 4 Psychologreai [fu /)re-fl’/'a_/ Transcripf PG Lina 3 -/D)
i meade cin pre TeAUS mmotion fo e (ecert in fo,’m/'nj Py Cowrt Fhat
She ywps mot CoOmpetent and +0jd +ha Colrt 10 0rdin an Cvaltca #ron /\ﬂa
e -friai f/f;l,V)JCif//ﬁf' p- O Line .3—2'5)and Hein explacnec ﬂudrocmd;r as /e \,U}‘Hj
hehad this beiiet. Cotnsel dic nor believe +hat sia had @ vational as el

asa foctued uno'u,vfjﬂmdmo‘} et tha /_’)cmdmo) proc e,eclmgf and Fhast Fte
,1 B



did not have the suffreient Prefent abifity Fo Conyudt wirh him wrth o
feosonable o(_eg res of ratronat LLrnoLLr;‘FCan/:‘nf], Cownsei in Formeg +he Cocsr
0f #he +wo experts haV!'Vlﬂ C‘Onfl’c‘c_i’j opiniens. /J—u_ /Drc:—fr/‘cz,/' tranScrpF ya S line
3-20) The prosecutor for the Jtate /4mj Berndt made wn ore Fenus

Motron 1o Strilkke dafense Cownged v motion o contrnwe Frial Sch celeede o /?/_?///

15 2024 ( transcipt p. 7 Ling 13-24) Prosecutor .f?mj Bernd
engaged In ,d/'_fhome,fﬁj and misrepresentafron whea She told +he cowrt
that Counsel Tacl Mavo did not represent the defendant when he iled
Ha Huo motions on Mardn 19, 2024 and also was.d:‘scr:‘m:'na+orzj

TowoardsS e dofendant whun Sha catlled her o Sov{ret‘(jn Citizen and.
Q Anon befieyer. { tramsoript P.A Linel2-16) Q is connected +o reliqion
ond is Lncwn 40 Cotholics s betney o bocie in s .Hol%\ RBible. The Cowrr
grran ted Cownsed s motion to ithdraw but nor heid contrNance.

[ trans crpt pdf Line 2(’2-,‘/) The Cowsrt #hen it At Fendand trder
oath. [ transeript Pil Line 285 pI2 Line I-H) The Cowrt drd not 0bram
& Waiver of ASSistanc< of Cownsel and She was Compelled o be a
wirfness agenst herselt. The Cowrt also danied defendant Frss
FIML reguas? 0 Continua Frral. [ Franscript plS Line 23-25

[). L Line i—ﬂ) See Fla, Stat. ch. 394, 9/ /2) (”[7']/'76'7‘/-/21/

Man be contrnued once upon the rcqucz.fr‘ OF €r' ther /cwf'y For Pof
More than 120 days wupon e She w,‘ny 07 qoodd Caws< ; or by Fte

Cowrt on 715 own Mmotiom ;i Fhe rnterests of J“afr‘/‘(_a i s hen Fhe perdan

ill not be swbsFan f{'a//cj /)k-c,Ju diceod. Tha Of{@?ff/’(/dﬂf" hiaqr f’”a’/'gaﬂ*
(_ Jr Becordd P IST Cowrt Minutes Eyent Date 3/21 ] 2024 ano
Exhibitone AHfrdavit oF Lndrigent Status 9/28/202() 7t
Cowvt Farted #o rm vole Flovrida $ta f‘o(fﬁ"y procedires wihreh
C(,E/‘;’rrl/co‘(l hen of +ie /'mqu/'r«j into the riiire of ber competence 7o
Stand Frral. The Cowrt g)/fo Showld have appunted w third prental



Neatth expert fo examine hey for ingamns Y at tha time of Fhe offense. Tha
Covrt a ppeinted ,DJ Ycholo g8t Dr. /‘/414—"/7 /Z_J/O/ﬂ fo Cxomime fhe difFident
wnder Fla. R Crim. P. 3. 200, Under 4hrs Statute Coungel Jucik R. Maro
anct Psychologi st Dr. f'/arrg_ Krojp retarncd lawges -cirent Priviige and
Jade R:Mearo wias no longer represen g the datfendant after fha Court
in’a.n_ffd hrg FequUdt 0 Wirthdra w . The Cowr? Shyuile have Fimme d 7 ately
as3igned the Office of Ha Public Defender 1o wark w (H her as o her
Next Cowrse of action. Defendemt drd not /Zm»i/ur'mg/ﬁ wnd inte ///jcnf/g—]
wiarve ner ight fo ASSiS tance of Cownge . Tho Cowrt Showdd ref have
j“r ented (ownse s request fo withdraw W/ thoctt Erost sle #'ezm,',a,aaj
Whether She wias Co mpe Fent Fo Stand ool L A Covvt iy Oulel have
assigned the 0FFce of Hha Publre De fender she wiocdel hace bacl
-/'//lc 0,&?/)0//1{1?117/’6} fe be (ouunselled wad 7# Wiocilo! P ace alloivie ol «

!

" S$econd pPairs af €yes I('r/'rn/'nci..( Ao £ens e a/‘fd»’hfjA O asfesf +le
De Lendont, S fCLnoib(d Cotinse !l wiowldd have Beem s mosr PO #Cprate
tool 7rn +his (emplex CaSe. S<e [ on qon V. S+-&+<’_l 191 So. 2 ¢ Jios
( Fia. lc\qq) This case Cmpff\c\SiZéS tha ot 'S clu-l-ys O ensSUre
A do fendant's CCLPCLC("FL/\\ to participate @'F‘\CC(_{‘[\.(Q(&:\ ' v

CLL(LC,V\SC Whitnh 1S Com P"’O"""\?(Ci WA blhout C\d€°[_b'~ck'{‘<’— Pr‘e_tocquﬁ'o"‘;

I SS\A,Q.S] C’]rcp\nds / F&C{'U\a,( Clecim s :
Moviin 277, 2024 - Pre- +rial H@&ri'nﬂ

("Q'. The trral Judge Giolated De Lenglant s %umdam«:n%zd,krf/hf
to AsSiStance of Covnsel on March 27, 2024 and odeprivecd
Defendant of her due proceds right #o a farr Froal on
AP"/'/ /S, 2024 bb Tﬁa_"/"/'ﬂ 10 advise i Lendont of Ao

CO,-'»J{'—/_{-uh‘ana,( /f/g//,f ¢ AsS5/5fance 6 (oturse ! gomol bj -fa,'/,'nﬂ
q



+o aduise De Fendeant pf her Constitu fromaf ,w'j/;% 7o /¢S"J/'J7¢C§/7ce_,
0F (ownsel gnel sz 1‘5(:(//1'/7?) o ap 0,1+ the ofFrce of #he /J'Mb/,‘o
Diﬁfim dev o pssist her Thae Adatendamt odvd not Ma e e
Unegiirvocel Feques T Fo represen + herse /X as rs régusre of  For
the C(owrt +o ACcept an accuseod & Wearver pf her i’/'jh% 7o Cownsel
Jae Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.0 [C/)(S) ), Dﬁ#cndcun-f alfo Never S1gmee/ «
wiaiver of her right 4o cownse(, De Fenclant S e rve Wias§ no#
/émow[‘mcj end N %-dllx'ﬂenr’- as s regurreet ra Fla. R Crirm. L.
3010t (c/)( 2) {5{4_ pre- Frial transcvipt ;¢ Meavrch 21, ZOZ‘-/}
Thae Cowrt Ectinmot Conduct a re tio active Lm gLurry on CU.-/cnc/qtﬂff’-}
Warver of he, 11gh+ 70 (ownsel. Almost o Wi¢e k& preo- o
(owrt ranted (otinsel’s begiesSt #o Wirthclraw and €rred
Wilken /7 elrel mot appornt th. COFFce of 4o /)ub//'c Dc‘.'[ﬁiﬁafc'_f <’}
Fepresendt her. T4 Lucs fhe Cowrt s a/qf'j o advise Fflg

e Fenddant of +he disadvan Fages onol deongers of Ser¥-
FepreSentation affer She o ffe e e her ASSis fance oF
Cownsel . No+ 45 Fisure thet She inderstooot andd wics
Aware that 77+ \aics /:)f/ Faw l+ (%‘/qe ('ou../r'ff /)0:/7‘/'0/!)_ Fha #
Sha was ;A dc'u’)g'(_/ and a# a disad ivam fagc bHe Ccceere Sha
lacited +he c‘apac.fhj 10 (Onswlt andd ass/5F Do pros
Counse(! +n P”“’—/ﬂ/"'/”j For her oo Lemse amul detd 1207 LirderSFnaed
the nature and 0b ect of He proceedings “garnst feo. The
CO‘«U/f.(Ono/uc+.e d wn in c(.c/c7 e e ING ik O e Lenclanv as

/‘f,v]ourc&( ra 3771 /&// /,/}_c-mu’ /2) P /3)

Lssues [ Grrownds | Fachrual ¢laims-
_,/4/9/_// 15, 2024 - Frrst Oafj of Trial

1O



1o T ha fvren (ouw+ )'L\dcle. Violated Defenclewnt's l[und&wu_n+m(
Fioght 10 Assistance of Counscl and vight +0 o

‘Fa(r_ Cungl impo..r-l—l‘o.( {'T'fa( Lohan
M retord Showas thoe Couwrt wated wtil D

< -Ff-"" CICLV\‘{’(A 'FH’S"" C‘L(,Laﬂ U'F
’}’lq-(ll fo offer indf‘stvﬂ’ Dlgihd&n'(— Counsel| and denied her request

(O tinu tnee.

for a
Tha dafenclant did net melle o un cqiivocel request to re Presen-t
hars et fortine covnt +o acept o defencdant's waiver of her rignt o Cownsed.
\EE Fleo. R, Crimn. P 3.1 Ld)(3)

De fendant stected She wacutd be at e
d (8 ed Vantage wiiehh Counsed beouse Sha iknevu Co
been eflective be coise H"e"'l wowtd not hoave had frme +o Prepave. S
Jowas v Statey USD So.2d (22(Fla-Dist. ¢+ App taas ) (" {A7n

¢ ;. , . .
I'Vlc(’f)-eﬂ"" GLIZ,'.'[CK)Q'{C'L/)-/S I

WSl vsould not oo ve

ght fo ¢ Fiec #1uve represen fatron snelcle.
fecSonable Frate #or ne wi Cownseld +e /'J/"{/?di’g.”) The frral ¢owr Faredd 7o

Obtarm an adeozacu‘_c wiarver gf Aaor ~'gh+ fo Assrstance 47 Cowmse /.

D»ﬁ’ {{ndq‘um + c/_/‘(/ o017 i Aer s tandd 7{'/1.2 C//‘._f([d"y‘a_/) r‘a.ge,f anmd d{cng(/{f\(‘;

o0f f(/-.?_— bepresen faticn , fha obz Fend an = made »4»}47@_/7 UaUS jre S pinscs
Anel fotd +he Cocert Sia vaus port /*na_/d:_‘n_j__ tha ol € criram Fo represenst
heviel# wirthowt Cocnsel, The De Longimt alfo clid net mats a /{hcw;/‘4vj
ancl intetligent wiarver of Assre fance of (otwnvel, Thae Cowrt hacol

fa/'/ed on Muauvch 2|, 2024 +o obSerue /Oroce_c/(,ufef acl € G ue e fa,‘,orafccf

hev rrght pot fo be Frredd wihile tnlompetent, Thr olifendan + bwars
1 fFoct rntempetent and Her Mmental coner#romn had mo# f;/ﬁangig/. 7ha
tl@*.’—'cnda.r# neuver J/'ﬂneol W wiailver of her ng;‘;%- o Cowmrel cend s

net appora 7‘//19 Fhe OF o 1F He Lusliic Do Lopmclor #a
Thae Cowrt puas also required wnder Stafute 7o appet
tha public de Lncen becawse Shy vacy +n digent, o Fla. Stat

Sectron 394.9106(3) ("[4]+
this act, +4he

Cowrt errec 1

Assist her

all g versarsal /Omcfﬁozmgj Uunde
p;t’,f.)'bﬂ -5‘LL,bJ"C(.f" to +hiJ actr 74 €7+ f/to/ A e asSrStance glf(cfccoJeg
a"d, it thae /’DQVJOV) RS /'hc'///.ﬁ—c’,f’)f,- Fhe (0L must a

pJunt Thea. Publie delender.
/i



A SJL‘fS/GﬁromelS/ Factuad and Leﬂck_/ﬂC/cg/'MS-'

April 177, 2024 ~ Thicd Dag of Triat

8.0

)N o mornfn% of AP'/«'I (71, 2024 +tha Hriald Cchjmdq.w violated difend ants

fundamental vight to Assistance of Cewnsed by faiting +o venews +ha o Ffer

Fc;(l,\‘m,\ to appoeint Lounscl for her Wwhen Sha mede o amand
See Fla. Const. Av+. L Section |Lp[ “[z]n all crimenal prosecutions tha

accused Shall, Lpon cle Mmandd Shall have fha vo

0f Counsed o\ oy

ght fo be heard 7o pesson,
bl{) (O LLV)S_{/[ or bo 1('/4,”) 5-2.2. U/.S COI”J"/'~ _/4}')1 Cna{ V_Z / //[I]") Cl//‘ (_:1’17”7/./7(L.(

Presecittions | tha accused Shetl em_\-cﬂ +ha rigint to have the Assis fance

of Counsel for hiy o fense) Defendant was npt able #6 aSsist in her oleferse
The Cewvt evred Wihen 7+ Fearled 7o ebscrve proce dures adeguate fo Provect
h-cr Vfﬂhf not to be Fried wihile incompetrent anc When JF [o/n/oa_/./t"cf, her fe be_ o
Al tness agarnst herselri€, f{_e u.J. (ongt. 'Amfnc;/v Y, /A/'-[/VJO /_:)'@_r_‘,-ol,) Sha i

be Lo pellee 7a cmy Crimminal case 70 be o wirfness agarns s /')er"d‘,e_/?c.-“)‘
The record Shows She reguesiecd Counsel before fie began when ghe torel Fhe
Cowrt that her expest withess, /Df‘j ¢heleg,st Df-_HaVNj /5/’0/5‘f Ph-D hed

dee.mcd her /'/7(0;17/05 FCt fo_’p/’cci edd /9 e Crrming [ p;ro(déé'/"'ﬂj- TAIS Wiad e Critlcel

I+a9c. of +he proceeding, S« Richeardson v. State, 325 So. 3 012, 1015 ( Fra.
DCA 2021 > (F/'nu/r'nf) renewal of Cownsel "myst occur at a Critical Stage of fla

/)-ro Ccedi'nc\').s‘ that i§ separate and d '$+inc v oo the other
Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.0l \/d)[SJ('i’)OJrinc\} itis thae duhj of

tha offer of counseld

\
pPar £S5 0f tho -f—r/‘cd.);
tha tricd Couvt +0 vene w

‘ot ecin Subseqguent Stage ¢f o Pr’o(,cedfnﬂs ot Wwhich

il
Hue du fendant GppearsS without Counsel . ) De fendant never Signed o weaiver

Oache_r rieght to counscl, The cewert farted #o hold « o e /Of.OCZJJ'Aea'//hj #

@VC‘L[LL(U‘C a—"}d 0(_12*"(.77)’)/1/1_1 DC Fénda_mfi[ (()/’)’]PLJ -f'-(_’;/)(_(j 7/@ P/@C.e'c’c/ d(;[/'/hj f’fﬂ-/
wWhile S wwas not able fo assist in hev dufense becanse of her mcompitence.
The de fendant had not ban o p<+en+ o tha

frist ancl Sc¢cond dcuj of Hriad,
12



( APVH 9 and APW" I, 'ZOZL{)

Q' Attty the Hricd was commenced ancl a hatf of d oy had alreadoy occurred gad
dEror lunch vecess on April 17, 2024 tha fricd cour® judge violated difndant s
fundamental night 10 Assistance of Cownsel and dus procest rignt +o o Tair Hriai buy
{a\’\iv\ﬂs 1o condutt an adequate dus process htaw‘ncj ¢n her compet enty. o proweed
and buy fa(lfvw:\ 10 inform her ¢f her cons+ituwtional rigiht 0 Assistance of Co Lnsel
Oncl '{:&{\(nc) 16 malke an i\i’\CtU»\'VbS inte her ability fo ‘Icr'l’)o.ncfa“kﬁ,_t’,\mpicti\ Counsel
And foiline fo appoint Defendant Assistance of Cotnsel (S<ee Fla. R. Crim,
D. 3.1t d ) () " The feitone of o defendant fo request Counsei shatl mot,
in 1tsetd onstitute awaaiver of Cownse( ot anug Stage. vf fha proceedine 5';1)
dncd '.FC‘\\'HY\(SA 1 renews the offer of Assistance £ Couwnsed w’!d.{CUA"incx to abscrue
PrDC_EdureS adequale to protect her rignt not to be +ried while incompetent and
Competling hey 40 represent cncl be o Wiitness “qainst harsett wihile incompetent
The record Shewi€ 4pg Couvt graated tha State's oral reqiuesSt 70 (onduc# &
compe'/'cnuj €exXamination en DeFendant s CO”"/‘?‘&’L&”“’J du’“'.ﬁj Frrals The Jtate
informect the Cowit they had recerved an emarl #rem DefFendantt expers witmess
and Prejchoiog rst Dr. HCerj /Zf’op S fatrngshenial incompe #en+ /of/o(,<-¢a/.,
The tmacl had already been sent fo tha State eartier that Mo hiken L
di Lend ant had rnformed the Cowwt that She had been deemec! snco Vpetent
but the State never attempted 7o cnecie fhe,r email then, The (ccw-f’,f]n;m‘(c/
the State's orai request 70 appeint ther €xpert withess and Necoro /f965°/‘3’Jf/
DV. Jason Dem i”j 10 Conduct an evaluatrom on Defendamt hut drd nor
appeint a third neutral mental hearth provider fo evaluate her which
VMBS Needeed et fhis point. The di feadant was denrect an smpariral and
Fair co mpe-fencj /76(4.(/'/77. Defenclant wiay. wWirthout Cownsel, /"76//'75’77‘/'
oand had net made o iUne Wing and rntelligent warvers of ASSiStance

ofCownsei at this Cortical Stage of the proce ea’Mj, The clefendent haol
12



the 1igiht 4o Cownsel ai +his critice f%age, oF the prac{'ed'/nj ane e Ot
had a (/Lui"lj foltneva 1+5 offer of Cownseli. 7 he trial Cownvt erred when /+ faled
1L() inswre That fhe difendant had Assistonce oF coungsel o file her
IDJVJ cho/ogi‘Jj/'_, Dr. Hégi’f(:} _K}folp f: ;—-e_/)o,-_zf- nte tha record Lo sts re vicw Fo
advise the couwrt on her Competency and for cppeilate review. The defeadant
AUso had « right for Cownsel to be Present during her compe fenC«:J eveluatron.
5.;_4 Thomas . chnf‘ngbam [/_C/Ci 3)_(§fbé’!"c',_f7ay¢ Viewied 1he (ommon —lawy
/Pr_oh( bition s e bﬂ product of +he beon agansSt Hrall in absentio; thae
manhuuj intompetent oa.ﬂ;aftncian‘f‘a.+hou03h phtﬁ-_{:jccd(@d present i tha Cenrtroem,
i§.n peality afforded no opportun /'r’Tj 70. e Fenol frmae /74",) L
S United Srates V. Cronve, Ylele ULS. GYB, 104 S. C+. 2039, 9O L. E d. 24

L57 [Aiq8q)[','[w]h/'/e & coiminal Frial 1§ not a game jn Whith the
ney

gpar t/Cipants are expected to enter f'rhf._vf,wcj With e near mateh
inSUWS neither is i+ o Socri fice of wnarn ecl Prisoners to giadm%wjj
awnd  Williams V. Two mew | SIOF 2d L34, LYo (.f?l"’5.) o

(0. Fundamen tal and Sub Stanticl rights of the defen dant Wiere
PYCSud«'L{d, tnd S drd not receive o foiv and vompar bral friadl uhan fha
ouwvt evreca to. c\\opo{'m o thvvd mantoal healdn expert 0 examing her
When PSychologist Dy, Herry Kvop was of e opinion that Sha wiod
inCempetent 10 Stand tricdt. Tha couwt evved When (+ cdid not order o
misHrial but those to temcuct cnm | inade guete tompet entey !f)fcu_.mhr
Wit ot re,lu‘y'n__z} on g reper tS from the mentod haoaidh ex Pc/hf,

D einclont WS uise denied the ght fo_¢xamine and cresS examine Court wirt ne $5 ¢ 8. Sec Fla. lnst- At T Jeello
V. Cindamen tai and. Stibstantral rights of #hw difendant puere /Qf-gJ'ugf(l(fc/
and Sha dici not receive o forv cunch Umpar tral tricd whaen e couwr t adrd not
Fehew the offer cf Assistance ot Counsel after there wWas «

Cc'm/)e f'eﬂ(;(j /f)c?dcr/nﬂ Or1 /4/0/‘/'/ 177, 2029 and the cowr? ff_f/'l'f“."’"J
it



e de fendant com petent to pyc-)cceci:‘( Jee Record Case Abstiact ?[/.'/’775//'2#/)
The Covrt epveed wanen it farled #o renew i+'s of Fer of Assistance of
Cownse | afier the (om_pe_f-{naj /hean‘nﬂ hich was oo crucial Stage
of +the pProceecd h_no\}, Thae defencent had been (1 com pPetent Since Marci
21,2024 gnd +ns Covwt evved wihan it clid not hold o competenca
‘/UCFV_!""%‘_,,VJQ fore +ricl, Ty Defendant was wiithouwt Cownsel and f’_mdt'.gé'_mff'
On Apvil 15,2024 on tha frv st do cvy of Trial cuinel sha did not Lnowsingly
ond intLiligen iy waive hee riaght to ASSiStance of Cown st gundl Sl
Wwied not aola to o s5sis+ in e de fense. See 7—//‘413/'0;/ v, State, S QU
SO. 2d 0’5-7, 9¢ D (‘Fl__a._quQ_) (” [wj:_’;)c’.re, Fha right fo Coungsel /)aJ b;ckzg
P.V.oper'/tj wigived , +ha §tate m ey pre ceed with tHe Stage in r5sue ; but
Hhe Wwaive v cpplies o,_th to +ha /gr,z,r,:nv‘ J"?‘&ga anel mudt b¢ rencwed af
Lach Sithse Qitznt Crdcial Staoge whae the defndant 1§ Lin V(’ii”/\’_ja»‘ﬁfc:/‘,
The reme weat muse cccus at e cpitical Stage of the P"Ocicd/"'oj-f |
that is Separate ancd distrnct Frem +ha O ther plrty 0F Fb feral

Tka JQILC_ndam%VWaJ net i’C/) reSenteel bﬂ Co tinsel and wiqy f[/'naﬂc/a//o

J

Unable +o cmploy Cownsel and Sha did net Competently andl
i”‘/‘i//lg,enf'{y Vl_/(_('a/]./g_ /)C""" r,g/,,l' fD ("0(’,.(/’)__[‘("/.0;/, AP/’// /_'5’1 2.()214/ oV
01TC7L'C"/ JA/"L(L kiees iﬁULLnol’ co /H/Df. ‘f‘-elfl% c((,u//'nﬂ Flea [/y;/'@/o///; 6’7£ 71.’1/:'4/_

This co NnStitutes Fun decman +al Cvvov.

Legatl Claims: Mewcn 215270 2024
) _ b Du\w'nfﬁ Trial on .APV/( ’S*'h‘ic?“"i 2024
Yot (rove v State , 24 §o. 34 7,9 [ Fla. 2004 ) ("L AT e enctant
may not be tricd and convicted of o criome (f he or Sha
0 Stone i :
$ui Lavrionv. State, 859 So.2d 503,505 (Fla. 5" pA 2003

”CI—] f C’LF'FC‘"S?I Cownsel; +the State, or Fha fV/'cc( (cwrt has
1S

13 Not (& m P-t".ﬁin‘f'



Peascneable grounds to Sugaest that o defendant is net mentally compe Fent

to procecd e Couwt must tonduct o co'm(oe-('ﬁmc'u} i«cam‘ncl.")

S Dus by Vo United States, 32 U.S. 02,205, (+ 729, 789,
Hi. Ed.2d 8249, %25 (190 0); Swealse Fla. S Fat Sec, ‘7/&./2/_/)}
Ses also Fla. R (rim. p. 3. 20((a)(/) _
S Pate v Robinson, 383 UL 375 £.¢+ (1906){ "L Fleurthe rmore
Mhane Hhe evrdince before the Cowrt rarses o "hona £rde dewsrt" 45
to the olefenclant's Com p "’L—C"”“j ro.Stand frial or cntera plea, tha
Cowrt must comduct a dua pProc eii_hca»y‘ng fo olefermina fha defendart’s
COmpe f"f,h_c‘s'j, for Siutch /D,,pL.KPOJCJ"“) _ s : - -
Jae (ochran v. State, 925 Jo.2d 370,371 [Fla. 5% 96/4,_2000)
- ;[Q?nce, & Cowrt Frnds that it has “reason able grovund +o believe
that ol fenclamt /S not /"Iun-/,a/fy com petent /'o_;/)//:__')(ee_a/r/ /'/Lz Cowrt
Shall rovmed s a < /ﬂ- €N A7 an Order Se 7‘/4/')73 a Eriaie ;'Caf & A_ear,nj_
o cle f¢imrne Phe cle Sndant s mep fod comd/‘%/zu'?.")_
See Fla. R. Crien . P. 3.210 Th com petcnce o proceed Procecluwe, for

ral'jl"/,l(z) the 185U [i) A "mo‘{'tﬁ al S teeq 2 cf o cerminad pProceed 4'.',.:_) ! includes tha tricd of +ls

lase  pretrial hear inoys i'm/ohu'ncj quettions of fact on whith the defendant might be
eXpected 4o HH'fﬁj or Othey matterS igheve the min tal Com petence of the defendan+
1§ necess ary for o just resolution of +he (gsues b-Un% wnsidered. Tha +erms

U H it T

] N "o _ i t
wmpetent, " com Petence, incompetent, and

i'ncompc’,TLCncﬁ,,’ af used in yules
3.200-3. 219 refer to men+al COmpetence or incompetencedo procced at
amatevial Stage of o Criminad pmc.eecle‘n@. [b) Mmotion for Evaluation, T€ e+t
orin. cnti ci po tion of Cumj moterial Stage of o Crimineal on(fcch“yw) the Couwrt,
it own motisn o bg) motion of the State or defense, has reasonable Arownd §
tobelieve that the dafondant i not mentally competent to precece the convt

mgst P yow PH"J (ommence tha process 1o dettrminae e o Fondant's (onditiron.

The Court may ordev the dafendant o be evalu ated by ho move then
VoA



3 exXperts; as needed, and mugt ¢ x ped z"riousiu) SChedule and con duct o
Com pci'(’,nuﬁ hf(lYl‘nCB[S-) MUst be held no iater them 220 dans aftr Hha
moticn date and otherwise necess 0 To NSUve prompt resolutron, absent

good Cowse, 6 Frvel hcc-vn‘ncs conducted no iater Fhon US G(audj, from +he mofrun
dau"'& -

\EES Fla. R Crim. pP. 3. 2 (”‘) (’) ancl (Z\) Lompetence o Proceed Sccfg,
OF LY aminea ¥10M cwnd \chqur

(c{) & oo i on loks experts. On appointment by the (ouwvt, the expert

must examime the defenclant with vespect to the ifSUL of compe tence fo proceed,
as specf,?i‘cd 10\/‘) the couwvt in i4S pirder appom-ﬂmo‘s the ¢ ptVH 0 cyaluate the
defendant, and must ¢valuate Hie dafendant af ordered. (1) The experts
must frest consider factors related 4o e iSSue of whether the oo fien dant
meets the wribevia for tempetente 4o proceed) that s whether Hu dofendant
has sufficient presunt a\o{h'hj 0 Consult Wit (OUnSel with e veason able c‘(igwa
0f rotionol umdcm”rcmdrmo} and wih ether the de fendant has o Fational, as well
s factual, und(rfhmdm% of +he pending procecdines. (2)
the 15sue of (ompetence fo proceed, he cxammmfj, expertS must consider andl
TAaclud (n Aoy veports ¢ [/_43 the dafendant's cq

In zom‘idfr{hq

pacC -FUJ to. ()
APPretiaft e Chargel ov.al_l_e%aﬂam agangt the dafudant. (i ") appreciate

the range and nature of possible penalties, (if applicable  fhat may be imposed

in %u.pvoutqus aojmmﬁ* thae dlftmdanf; [i"'i)_Aum_cl‘tvm;md the adversann
nature of tne legal procesS- (v disclose o copnsel facts pirtinent fo Ha
Pifo(,ﬁt'dm,c;)_ﬁ at i§sug . (U) meanifest Gppropriate Courtirogom

S Fla. 2. Crim. P. 3. 2172 Code-ar\ac to P'Voctcd.f Hccwf‘m) en d
Disposition (a) Admicsibili fy of Luidance. Tha gxperts preparing the reports
Ly be ceiled bbj either )o.ay' 1%3 ov the Gowvt; and additional widmee
may be introduccd bu) Lither party. Tha experts appointed by the Court
we deamed Couvt wtne§Ses Whe ther callecl b

y the Coun?t or erthey,
i



Partyy and mac be examincel 4§ S ij Lither pcwﬁgy

\94’.{, Doqﬁh e,(‘ﬂj V. Jfafci i49 $p.3d UTL, (T (Fla. ‘ZOIL/)('(Z_.'EJ/) t/éc,c{l. i tis /)écezs‘fclrgj_ for
Colyts tp Observe the Specific lvaw'nj requivements Set fopth i rules 3.200-3.243 ,,,
order 1o safe gitard a defendants due process right to a Fair friai and o provide e

l’ﬁv[ew/'nﬂ COwrt Wirth en ade quate record en a_/'o/nea;/.”}
61{0"‘"‘ ngISSU@SiFC&CfMM and Legal Claims: Af)ril 191197, L024; Trud Dates

Il The yevdict i$ cuﬂ’rvan\) 1o the iow and w tignt of the evidence. Theve

i$ alace of proct
0¥ Premeditation.

The prpsecution began e case in it's Opening Statement that the
dﬁgmd&ﬂ‘l' Liliead th Yl’S‘i’OPhCV H&l\ﬁ"' in o ”‘tCH' of V‘aﬂe.‘ [ Tricl Trd.i’!S(.m'P'f'.P-SLIS Lina ifl)
Sae mitne|l v, State, 527 So. 2d.i719,192 (Fla.i‘ﬁ‘zb%‘)[ “'CRjaga

the premediated intent io Kell somen

iS 1nconsSiStent Wirth

A
AL, UnlesS theve i other eurdepce 1o prove

huc)'v\_%mad premeditation beyond o reaschable do_uloh'), The Stade im proio-orl'uj

and tyvg NesuS\Y instucted the Y duwrij dosing o-rqument that in order to wonnt
the defondant of pre meditatred murder 4hot +hu,3 JUST had 4o consider Whether she
formed the intent 4o Witl before +he la\unos.. ([ Transcr Pt p- 1919 Line 22-25 5 p. i520
lina 1) See Coslen V. State, 490 So. 2d 15%, 41 (Fla. 1997) [ "LPremed i tation « defined
as move Nen o mere infeat o Litly, it i a{ul\(J) formec]. cenSGOLLS pur pose fo i -“) Tha
Stk failed 4o ey Qudl all reasonable hypo theses that e homicide occwrred othen
tan by premedi faded dagign. § e Hoefert u. State, LI So. 2d 1046, 104, ( Fla.is)

ty
[VU] here o Stade fails o ey clude gl reasonable hy po theses that the homicida o ccurred

o’(kt’r than bb\’)« premeditatecl ,c,L_O.S‘-‘gjn, the de fendan+s tonvictien for fr'/ff‘.‘o/ejff.i’.
murder canncet be Sustarn edﬁ"l) The stoate alSo drd not Rrove imalice mofrve, Thrs
o{:fcmjr;. occrved in o Spuv € moement . Twa Stote failed +o
as 0 the Crim sipnces Speci fi C(.Lllu3 S L\rro.,undl‘_r\%

State; L8 Se. 2d 9549, aud [ Fia. i9q

prove wny evid ente
e ,S.\nooh"n(:‘), See _T_ernj V..
) ( " [Ijn Fact, the #ofal absence of

e dsnes o fp the Livcum Stonees S\’J(’_,Ci{:ica.k\us Surrouncd inoy the sheot NG
[ &) - .~



P tated eqainit o {mdmo} of P remeditation N) $ee §tade v. 'I’Y\onﬂk)omcnj,. 3¢ S¢. 3d
15 ( Fie. ZDIO') [ ‘ CPJ re meditatron g Not Just the intent 4o Lill the victmm j ot
must find ot dhe defindont did s waith pre meditation - a in::sf&)\n’fencd fevel ef
3V\¥CV\‘\".‘) Sa ). Holmes, The tommon Loaws 50 ( I‘b%i) ( ! [TJO demij that cvrm mal
lrMo:’h‘JrUJ, 08 founded en blam waovHriness. .. would Shecll the moral SensSe of
a‘nu) ciNilized comm\»nfhﬁh.} The State foiled to _prﬁsdm-{' safficient evidance fo
frove e dlemunts of murdun in tie fst-dugyran and the evidence addaced of
Hriol was nor sufkicient 10 conuick her of fFrvsd-degyree murder bevond a reasonable
doucot whnen e Court did mot inshruet ine _3umj that if the evidence introduced fencs
0 vebut the preSumphien of Samhj on e pavt of the accused and *Mjwvj en kdams
a veasonave dowbt aftev dun consider ation of all the evidunes, as o San itgq,itis
therv duty ro acquit. The Srate failed to prove that #he descth of Chviso phev Halle+t
wWas cuuietd by dhe crimmal act of e dafendeant and Ynot Hhere was preme d i teteol
lingy. The prosecution presinted no cotdence thot the defendant pev formed aSeried
0f veloted ackiong GrISinG from and pevformed pursuant 1o o Single clesign or
puv pose ond Fhat these seriel of velated actions \were Coiminal. The State also
faited ‘o Prove Gt eve Was o uin oo ful \LL\\moS of Christopher Hallett by en
At imminan £y dengerous i onotun anch demonsirartd o depraved mingl without
e Aovd for human tife and ot the deabh wos consed byt criminal et of
the defendond. TWes o€ Fense wiss committed winile Fha dafendont was insans and
inthe heat of passion basid on adequadte provocation. The defendent camy fo
Ocolen: Flovido from ne Noval Boase in Penmcola] Flovida wuhae (ke tived o
Wovl on paper Worle Hhat S nudaed for ot in Len quclé%. Her and Chiistephan,
Hallerk Wog bun oy Ling on paper vyl fov dal and on AR R

ND\lQ‘m\D”uf 19,2020 af+ur wov\u\(\c} on Pcupw Wiov\L atl d‘ch “’\’\tu\ W ena S‘.‘Hmoj
inhis WING veom otn on e mpudter. A Website cooma Gp on defen dant's
lao¥op and She Belitved tngt it showed Cnildren PLNGY S<xuallvy

o fhicLed. Twa defendont coume wNdin g Sudden Leliet Pnae
1



Chyiciopher Halle ++ wias uiime her and that he had her chitdren in o regd Hivae
pESTiN winhere ey wive lou‘mx fexualiy obuded wnd trafficted . Witness
[ofrona Tanis heard the defendoant Say duving Has haoting " o've
huw vy vy Dnildren vou loas bowd! (Transeript p. UBS Lina LAY Tig dafendant
fedtified Hhar she aslied Chnivopher Ballett about what She savs on +he Compdts
and he 1010 ey, " You cant have oot Wik put Vil These words become
acl cquote PYo VoL ation in hun mind because it confirmed her belsef that he i,zuu,""’“"’f’”j
her iLids. The detendand and (hannon Tanis both heard Jonar fownds Comang _Tvem.
mSrcle the house on 4na dau\\ that Chvistopher Hallett was iilled. The defendant was
ﬂlASD_Sp\-F(:;f"ncj from o mental in _Fn'.sfm.‘hj_cmcl was. skeep deprived . The States
Newro PsUYthelogist cnd expert mentai health witness; Dr. Jason Dem ey testified
thet an inflemity was o diserder. [Tr_cmSuip*F P. 1425 Line 1-10) cad that she wias
Sqﬂ.‘—{m‘_n% Lrow a M iple Pevson c_s\fh,) disorder that involued ome Q-(_,;fgjru of
Parvancic ot tha time ef Hha o f Fense. ( Tren sevipt P B0 Livg 1§ -25; p. 203
Line i- lu) Y ( Transcript p-IH2S Line 1-22 ) p. 429 Line i- 15) and that
the pre SCviption She was i'awm) could couse Sicie effects Such as ac 4'4'\/6&*"?’\{\\ a Perion,
M-(’,/Z]’)lnf) QA perstn up and preven ‘Hﬂ&\) then From bcfno) able fo fall pv SJrC;Lj oS \eeio,
({'Vamw(p'l' P 13uS Line U- ‘La) anei that o Complete lecck of SR-C{J for a night. can have
6 veasSenabiy (i gn,’f{ cent ¢ffect on person s eqnition and emctromal
fwnhvn ing ! transcript p. 130l Line of- //) The defendan? also Suffered From
tHentiom defrer+ hﬁpff ec *"Vf'fy disorcler and wias not b-e,‘nj Freated for it
A‘H’V&lnscmpv‘ 2 133 (e G -/(b) Tha ditendent then heard a yorce 50 her
head #he+t sard, /i_}/()(,l ‘ve heen threwgh f&/fﬂj#h/ng How ‘ve been ﬂ;/cagh 72 be
regnt heve, r'ght now, o Ki/l Chrid. g The de Fendant was either suf eriny
ffam an audie /‘ij Vfl:'ﬂ ivus delusign ér Someone cawuscd her #o hear Wihat SHs
JD\‘LI:’tU&C‘ was the voice of (WOD. Dﬁ?twdc-m% i$ o Christian gnd helieves that
/’\CV and Chirrs may have been fc‘cr’rjcfeaf. [h,//;rr’o/a/yer Hailet# oy j/)ea//_,;'oﬁ

ol + acjamﬂ' S.l'chia [etws online. Thae d.imﬁ{ndcmf Wioas prohnbiﬂd 'ﬁ/b‘m %tll('mj
Nl o)



h‘é’,‘*/ %Lhe,c'fu) o the j-uurt,). Thi¢ 1n i+setf congtitutes fundoamental eveor. Psqun oiﬂfjf&?"
Dr. Jason Deme,ru) testified +hat the defendant wag “Ftéil'mglifkbs clute “Cw’lj” after She
St '\th;-%__s‘he, Sows end heavrd whot she heard (Tnmsm'p*r P i377 Line ”25, D 378
[ine i- 5) Tha defendent had been invoived in &E° *.Cam-'iu\s Couwvt cases -S'+,av"+n'n,<3
in 120i0 and had heen e,Sv"rc‘Lnf_}gd From herv three c:/aacshfg./.s. f/?/-'f/%ﬁf /’u‘f
tremendous Strarn on her and“%n(ﬂ wished to be a ﬂ(u{-/ of hei _(/ac:ﬂ/)f_e:‘-i
lives. The Defendant belicves that it is relevent Fe feck at human f/re:ff‘/fi,/ in 7his case
and that t+he court erred when it did not fu_//y instruct the J";u/ﬂ on Mcun\’l"/auﬂég Fer.
The pras ccutien and Hoe detfense /)rCJM*{d Jufhicient evidence that the detfend ent
WeS insane wihen She commiticd the vffenge. Defendant was /adzfnj the 7[61Q¢<f?‘:-/ 7o
t{ff{[mg,z‘,(,l'.fh betuicenn morali good and e il and the drfference betueen f/'j'/")fa,z_nd'w.n@u.
See 2 Tnstitutkes of the Lawss of England Statue 405 p. 247 (b) (1b28) (“[+]he
act and . wreng). of o madman Lmadwoman] shail not be imputed to him Lher ], Cpet
becavise he could hot engage in Inten tional conduct (the equsvalent of the
modern Conup%- ef mens i'ea) but be cause he lacited S'L‘-‘"Atﬂm'nﬂ move = “pind or

diseve +10v1 " laod evin +alls about absofute ﬁu,lj aad timperes hi$ emotica e & morhe,rbec-/ fee,
Hufca [3. ?)(.L wrll them as a bear fhaf 1s bereaved cf her WhelpS, .. e witd beast shatl #fear //mn)
IZ- l’undamcn+al and SubStantial i’:b‘)h’rs,of +he Defendant weve PreJudl'Q{Cl cnd Shee did
not receive & Taiv Gnd fmparﬁal triel wwhen her fXPt’-V.‘f’ wirtnessS and PSid__(,l'\ olo f}'\H', Dr.
Ham/) l[vop did not +estf lj that he was of ihe opPInIoN that tha dafendant wias rasane
atthe Fime of Hea offense btcause he was also of the opinren that He difendeant

wes. fh(.Qmp&FCnf. +to Stand tricl ct e Same $5MMe.

1%, Fundamenh,d end Substantial rights ¢f the Defendant were prejudiced and
she did net veceive a foar and tmparvtial triol When she was deprived of tha
@L‘Lupd proi—ﬁg_%mn 0f the laws and wihan Shy was dep_r-u‘u,ed___of hevr rignt ays &
citizen, Defendeant was born in Savannan, (ﬂeum]za at Candler Hospital.,

, \f\\?b .
‘ OSSR oo RN Re Defendant was l_\\l'«hcj on the Naval Buse
21




N Pensecole, Fipyde. Defendant has voted in Florida electionS and held « Flerida
&VN@VS ittense and a United States S’Y){l‘i‘_fc«uﬁ Tcenti Freation Cord that was i$sued in
Capc /'V\Ct.y),l New Je rseuj. The Pv'oS,ec,an?) aftcrmetjs_[E““’-W*"""' 6”‘“".."‘":7
Classified and called +he dafendant be fore and c{un'no) trial o« Sovere ryn Cidizen,

These IMproper (omments mafew'alhj contribufed o hey comvichion ancl wiere

. _ npp
hrc)’hllﬁ. Prejudiciald. This vislated her Beasic Rights in Floride. SLaiig clecmms.
} [ PB o . ~ Pt i ;o v ' . a
Leneppploe@eandbeo il aeif®s Avt. T Section 2| "InTo person shall be deprived of

i
am)__ vight+ bpecause of race,; rc,iafcja'{)h, national origin g oy phb)jfcgbi cdrs alo_;"/r'%‘%_. y

Se"' UiS. Const. Amen . XITv [ g [/7—-7// perions barn er natuvali2ed 7o the

United §+a tes ancl Subject Fo the Jrisdictrion thereof gre o Fraens of

the United States and of the Siate V,th;_"’si_rf"'_.f'hcﬁ__ﬁicfilz/e_'—_a Mo State Shatl

malle ov enforce endy lave wWihich Shatil sl ridge the privileges ar immun#ties of.

Ctizens of the United States; nor shail Gy State deprrve any peisen wiithin
its Jurisdrction the equal protection of the iawis, (See Supreme Court Case.
Denald T Trump, Presicdent of +he United States, et al., Petitioners v,

Barbere; et al,, No. 25-305 (2026))

The cifendant was referred foas
At voitor cnd to fornme one thet did not gwe altl ,e{.} ience F0 the Uni+ed States

andt to Sommeone that iSuncivilized, & stave, ane not free-bovn, All of 4hese

Lomments had o tmuiative e € fect 0n cna another. The Defenclant WA o

z/&_pr‘(u ed 0f her Constitu tional right to be @ cititen and +o be yudged _bg @
mpay el jury ef her peers; who Weve atl eitizens of Haa Un/ ted States of

A-{‘n evila,

,‘TlthLhdai’Yidnfa[,‘uhd J'ub:%a.nv"/al ffﬂl")'f_f 0Ff the e ?[CI’I deovnt e

23 /o»,—e,J‘ud/c«'c( ancl
shectidl net recerve a

'fa,‘r el /-/‘nlaarf/'((.,/ f”/'((,/ iwhen /\/ﬁuro ﬂ&gc/ﬁ 0/0ji;j'f‘ an C/ g‘,(/;e,rf’

witness Dr. Jason Démiﬂj failed +¢ disciore. that he had ¢valuated aincd ram

Some £ests on the difendant when She was o Young chitd (HorSyears oic/) at
Ca,hdlﬁr /—/ofp:"fa( and the chirdreas hevuse in .fa_l,'a,;ngz//q/. (n

Corgrie, /L/f; Wwas
A



Seyw‘nr:) in the Marine Corps dz,u/'nf) this fime . He new oine of defendants Fathe.-
Michael Blenchavd « The defendant did not have ihis Mmemony Fe wr face wntil
after she was Se_n'{-e,mu.a‘"\ on /-]P_r_.'l 19, 2024 5o 7t Could not have bqefv , ,
discovered before triai., Defendant did think he _/6014426( 'Fﬂm///'t%l/ and that
i wihy She asied him duvineg his +«:S’rl’fhun,t3 if he Unew anyy of the pevHies
inwived. Defendent did not haue @ng memevies of her cihildhood until they,
Started fo resurface in 2025 and this 15 due +o frawme. She believes he hed
poavtial and perverted views 0f the dafendant because of thisane De Lend ent
wal denied the ability te falk +o hien about this nor does she +hink +that she spent
enough time with him during the one evaluation furhim to get « proper imen kel
hea it diaynesis on her, She he lieVes he was fneffective and She hers & rrght
Fo an imparvtial and effective mentol health < valua tien,

- ' ' ' ' _oPB e
[S. Fundamental and substantial rights of the defendant ltthoy were
pre jud itee and She did not receive o farr ond 1mpar tial tricl and the court
erved Mmultiple times when it denied a Aeheypevt witness, Savannah
Hendrickes #o, i;ﬁSil".f\j 0 the Defendant’s mental heaith and Insan HLLj\
The Cevvt in formed +he J“‘”j in it inStruction sn the faw +hat fhe

Y cowlel relus_
on NON - 2XpPert wirknesses R.S’f’l'_momj

. nPA i
_T’V’\(Ab, fégarcll'nﬂ de fcn dantXs )

;njan/'hj.. Sachna-i’\ Hen dricts :J‘e.jf/'/hcnj was based on /)-cm‘ona.l' KEnowledge
aad obsevvation., These tirors had ¢ cumula trve effect on each o the,.
[Tlf&i’\.S’QVfﬁ‘f‘ p- 0ol Line 13-25, p. 992 Lina -7, p. 8871 Line 3- _2_0)’ p- 868
Ling iy - 22) Because of fun courvts ve fusal ¢f her +es f"/'mcr-nuj there jpuas also
a mate el prece ef relevant +cs’rimcnu3 m:’s.\'"nﬂ rf,c)a_rdmoJ difendant+ %
injam'ﬁjf_Tht de Eendent bHad Speken Fo fhe Wirtness on the mo,—,—;/‘nj o Eter
She wias arvested. See Gyrtliam w. State,; SiY So.2d _100[8_[[:(6&- ]?]87)_

(” [\/uj,’+ness who 1S NOF o medrcel expert can HSHFU about « perion’s
tntzl con (//"-/7‘:’;'?, /7/'0 vided +the ILtJ'f/ /”0"44-} iy banﬁ/ on /J-er;wr/cz/
2

..



1]
I ng i (tdge, or ObServation. )

‘ U Fundavnani'cu engl Sub Stoan fiad iﬂ"L}h"{'S of e defenden+ Were p\,rc,j(,Ldf(;td and She (:/_/'6/
not recerve a Feyr and impartial frial and the cowrt erred mulfiple #imes when it

did not allow her mo ther and achexpert Witness fo fe;r‘/fyfo her mental health
Conditichn and insan ".’L’j and theve was a maferial prece of ref€ vant +es /—,'mo,-,:,)

m,'jj/"ngj e GJCU/C[“';\&) /76/ /'.I’Lfﬁ.lﬂl_' 7"\&]:

i1, lfgm damental and SubS§tantral Fights of +he defendant were PnJ’ud«'c{d and S he
6["61 net rec<ive a fair and impear fral trial and the cowt erred when J“V'""j*c‘/t’?[c’ﬂ‘/f"/
opmmj argiim ent the State objecf‘ec/_ thivieen times and fhe copwsrt Susfeinece]
eueiy objection and when the court S f()/a/ﬂec/ her of’emh'.&] Stctement cncd made
%l/)é‘ju“j' ltave the cocr troom and +hen <,'//'¢f/70_7'“ alloiw her o f/h/'fh ma{éfnj /55,-/

O}Jen:'nj Stafement to the jLL/-‘o/ once fﬁf(j Fetuvned, These mu/'/‘/'/ﬂ/e e rreis

had a cumuladcve ¢ £fect on one ano ther

[8 Fundam ental and Siubstantrie! rights of tha d<¢ fendant were pfej!‘«w{’i‘e‘/.
and She drd not iccerve e farr and impartial trial and the covet erred yiken o7
Favted 4o insuve e Fencant wad prefent in the cowrfroem ot the commencement of
Hae selection of #he j(.,u/ﬁ. The Cowvt +old the Jtate thaf Hve(j wwowld i~eaddeess
h O i many Jiwevs idere fO be examined vnce tha defendant was /J.}YJ‘{"’J’“ wifren
the State sard She had a right fe be there but the CLowvt Farled to peaddress i?
With the JdeiFendent pnce She was /)'féJ'fi'HL: The Cowrt then erved when ;# dral not-
excuse ProJ/ﬂeg‘H'ue_ Jtwver 35 Jta £¢f Decrando en defendant’ objection da
ch allﬁ.ﬂ9¢ For cause because her mend wias mot Free of aii interest .b/lff, and
pre udiree L‘cl’)({fmfhc:‘) defendant, She Stated that @ Anca foilow ers yiere
LONSpire cef theeris+s ;deleiSivnal, and She wewid '/"/f;/.'ﬂ /4 nega 1 ‘/C/‘d about
Fhem. [Tranjcmpf' p- 19% Line MM—Z%) [ (499 Lina 3- L0> I+ Fthe cowrt



wicild hove cxcused her +hem Hheve wWowld net have been t"””“ﬂh j@“’é”’( ./?’/Uf an
aiteinate., De fendant believes thrsrs Vuuhtj the bias jurer waj not ex cused .

The retord Shews #hat +he Cowrt mas ‘f"’lj/‘}f)_j 7o avoid /”“"’}"j fo § uestron Moe
Jurers and #his /)rfj weliced ner See Shaw v State, 42250, 2d 20( Fla. ZWf)('q
,0192_) ( ‘ _[F]“'dl( purpeses of an aceusedls cong trfitranal ’f,/f//‘l?‘ fe be /orgf.r_c,,n‘_
0.+ ail StagesS of a trral, +he 4riai Fen s From Fhe commensement of the S elcction

0 £ ’Ll”i_jurzj f’—hrough the ors c/w;rg{f. s ¥ H-ejuvy,ﬂ),jiﬁ j.ymc/.:'/' V. flasSachu se ,'Lf,j/
LAl US. 971,849 8. ¢+ 330,76 L. Ed 474 (" L7-The Cenfrontation Cleuse of fhe

§ix Amendment grved the accided a vight fo be present af all Stages of fhe
IOVD (eedin 9§ W here fundamental Farvness might-be +hviarted bﬂ hrs ""bfi’”t'e")

HFLm damaental wnel Subitanfral rignts of the e r’wc/t_wfwe'it_/?faju diced and She drelf

not recerve u Larr and rmpactial trial yahyemn /)”".—’f/" ectrve Jurer # 23/ J cever #/0
Jo e Aa Yoo widd mof Frithful ywirkh the cocrt wihen the Jurers pieve asked
I-F 'f‘/ﬂdcj had becn involved /n_the ceowrt SySster i any mannes whatsoeuver.
Hé had e Previeus airest record cind had been c;Aw—y ed iurth c:/w'l_/zb__cj itnder
the influence Cng WiGS 0 cowrs /'9;-oba{—/2m For that Corrme. T hree ofhe,j/jyo,;pec/—/‘ue,
JUro;’_s' Were § Frigiten for coaure When asited that Same

q e tian. /7/’4/)1( vep 7 P
L07- 200 Line 7= jus i )

10 Fund amen fal anci Substantrci rights of Fhe ol fendant viere /)re\/'c.«’c//( e
aned She drd not pecerve a Farr and impertial Fial and the towrt eprect Lhen
ifatlewed bC'[/lj Caimrea video oo Fage of the detendant filmed by a (1eorgra

S-(‘a%é Law firfo;{d{'mtrrf Officer /,gtjarw Wwirtlrs /E,\//;H'bf_f‘ M and #0/) o be
Admi Ftled rate evidence putr her objcctrion. Detendent has o .Priy'Eie_cJe
net o be ,CO_'mlodlled; fo e a wirtness agarnst hersctl# Defendant had been

4/9]9»'/'1,4341' of her rights. Ths videée wag yiged
-aomnjv’* hev in Frial. T his foe f%g@
Q9

dc’i*ﬁcu'mg.c;f anci haC' hot .b'ze"

alfo contarned /9”’.-."_/_'/“3 954’[ Cem p Lot Ca i



b’C tuween husband end wife and sheuld not Neve been discivsed. He had been cletaned
as well and was Serving active clcu'—(]« in the Uinired Stater (oastginrd. Soe

U.J. (oing+. Amend. . ( "[/\/]0 person s hall be .., (am/_)e_{/ed rn dnj criminald casre T
be “H o warfmess aga,'n.s--/- lhem_s‘t/ueJ.) See f-/a_. ('on_s‘yé. ,4F7‘.I f{n'-/cm & /”[./ujo
Peu’om Sheatt be... tonn/)c//cd/ " a.';J Criminal Mmartfes Fo be ¢ w, #ness aja/nrf
onesel £.' )f-e Miranda v. Avizone, 384 iJd. 43, L-/U7//9(.(7(.‘7) dnel ()uof-mj
Pe nna v, State (Fla. Y th DCA _202“§) /”[ T /he accused must be a ;/'eiua_f'c/z:]
anc effective ’.‘j 6’*/3/9:"/'5(’4'/ o f /;)/'-f‘""ﬁ'h’.‘-" dnd the €xercise of fhose TGRS st

¢l
b(‘l ,Il.t!'lz:) honorecd.

ZI. Fundamental and swbstantsal T1ghte of the defindant were prejudiced
And She did not recerve a Farr anel Imperical frral andd the (ouct erred when #
Lorted +o Jrant de Fendant 't motion to Compel the ftate to dicclose /émzc/%_

eyr d(',”l.'(’. ancl allowi€ed meater al releyendt evidence o be ¢x c/u_c/:’c/’ ;[(,s,y, the trral
One item wias a reco_n/mfj,o.ﬁ Jhannen Teanrs “r"‘ﬂ""-f}' that the de Fendont wias snsone
ancl the Secendd item Luac e messacge that rhe recerved #rom Christophers Alalle Ffon
Fecebeor Felting her that her Wid! wicrern Dcala; Flosda., The defendent was

Naieratec and coutd not obtarn +pr1 evidence which provel her innocence.,

1. Fundamental and Substantral rights off fhe defendant were prejudice o and
She did net ireccive a Farr and impartral Frial and the (ousst erved iihen i
failed to gramt de Fendants vequest to taite judicral potrce of 2 case From fhe
Commen wenttn of e, /—a(;/[_c// (are No. 2015-CL-001 7 wherein the cowrt
!%U_mcl her e )(/'/«am«e/c/ wnstable wnd rrva tronal 12 +he Y44 1 Where the cowrt
‘LM“ froned wihethe - She had wntreated mental health 155ues (ﬁ’unfcn)”'f
p- 283"28&- Record p. 2_614-305) and When the Cowst refuscd o g, ve

the Jury the instrmction With the mfar;/nj //7jf//z,{¢f/@/) //)a_//, Cvrdcirce

had been P/‘e.ﬁ,n Feol Fhat & Cowsrt Aad (/f‘c.ﬂ/)(ﬂ/ f e

lcq « //7 IS Ga7 €
2 (o



that 4'/4(«:] had #o &ssume (hat She wal rnsanc. The cdefendant e guUedt LA instniren

23 The Ceert ervred when i+ drd not wtlow the de fendont feasll withess and police

ﬁf\f'fff John Li'cji/\'HC f]p I,"ii’, wiad cwave of anycine in this CasSe that had a Pd"JL‘nCL(

Vende tta Gqarnst her (fh_.,n_xcup-f- p. L0 Lina - l‘) anc /£ he was awiare of amj
can Cit2ens
(+vumcwp% p. B0 Line 22-25 5 D-BLl Line l‘f‘)}and when the judge did noF mate a ruln

dafidant’s objectisn # Join Li

hdfmutotjlfis thot existed that were WEApons and wieve Used ﬁﬂ(lfl’lj'/' Amert

(IJ cn
gﬂHﬂ fc‘:lhnj H/;eJumj that « muvder had occurred gnd the SHa i
(‘,Icum-na) he wig men«.d dowan. (Tl’ammyf'p 029 Lina (e-21 )and When the (ourt allppued

the §tate over debndant § Objection fo asit him if he was able 10 (0nfivm and widers ton i

that e de fendeant heid belicfs that were Iilte those of a Soverergn citizen gndl
Con §istent ik people. whe beireve in tha Q Anon Cuﬂs'p,‘mcj ancl wihein the State
afled him to descvibe the QAnsn. (Dm;a;mctj {Tyumcny%p Blo I-253, P 814 i- M)

anel wihen the §tate ased him again. if he was Familiar \irth Pu,,)le_ wihe have Jou’eirelgnf

Citizen 1”(,“98. betiefs over cle Fendunt’s objection [T/nm.ru,p%/o (067 Line 5- //) anad
Nhen Soverergn Citizen was mentroned agarn (/mmcn,af/a 530 lina /- 25
p- 53 Line I- IO)/HI of these evrovs tombined (£ not o

me indrvide 4//;7 frundamentr/
i themselves Nad a cumuiative ¢ £Fect o

2 one ancrhes

24 - Fund am enteol anel  SubStan Heal ;':‘LJ';/){—J' of the DeLendant w,erc‘Pre,Jud iced and

Sha did not vecdive o faiv ang fmpartial tricad When on AP”‘ T, 2024 after 4yral defndaat

wa . Platt’_d inh suerdae l)\rc,\/f_r\hl)(\ ot ’rhc,y\(l and g£4r her LOM,)&‘)LCI/]LUJ T)Cwm% Anct not

g«ven access fo 6LmJ ¢f her evidence ang paper wiovl thatshe peeded fyr frral. On +te.
merning ra ,/7/7;«// /fl,- 2024 She in tvimed the (Quwt of this. The A(Deu‘f_d/c/nor‘

ure She gof what She needed to q55/5t her in her d'e fense. The (owr? erred
When i+ did not remevu /45 oLlew of Asiistance of o

Wil el at FhrS Croticel
Sh\c)‘e of #he /Jracecdm/}.

L B |



26 Func/amc':nh;/ and Substantral rights of the detfendant were /DreJuc//'(e‘c_/,dZ"’ %

She didnot recerve co farr and rmpartial friaf when the State clarmedd J/Ltﬂng S
Ulﬂgn/'ncj Statement that defendent wads q Seireres gn c:fﬁaen and part of a Ffor- righ ¥
American polifrcal mevemen + [Tranrom/f'/o, 345G Lina //-2 5}4,,,/.//,,_“,& becaure of bes age
and Socroeconomric Status She wias inaf eq Lifpped 2 be o perent, that DCF came intp
her i when her fivrt chirdl Wal & yearoic/, that She was ussng drugy end was vielent,
and that a judge Fterminated her Parental rights /f#‘dnf{l/"/ff/?, 398 (e /(,7”25)
All of #his is untrue. All of +hese evrors 'F hot fundamental -/;lc.emJ-‘e./'L_'j¢57/. hada
Cumalative effect on each other. Sz Greenv. State, 427 50. 2d 103G, /038 (Fla.
Bl DA | 683)[ QUGﬁ‘nﬁZﬂﬂa’é i$ o reaspn Fora proseiuting attemey 10 be ittde fa perien en MZ(D
ZLO medamcn{—al tncl SUbdtantial gt ¢ the de fendoant Were Prgud(ced,and Sha did nof
feceive & faiv and im par ticd +rial when du'n'mj the States cioJ/,‘ng argument the cowrt Sard
d&fcm/mf held edd, ¢xtrcmrs+; QApron, ancl Jovereigin bediefs [ﬂfqn:cﬂ‘/?f—p, /504 Lone 232‘//”}:
She 7 not rnsane meow /ﬁ’c‘mﬂ_—""ff*ﬂ- 504 Lina Zf) and that /£ T dent get what Z kiant
there /s ne Hm‘nﬂ She wen?t dlo and no rule She Weat preall o get wihat She wants andl
that s Case 7S fust a continuaton e wn escalation +f Fhe Wwas She livesd her //"‘Cc'n//’razu-‘
aript poISIS Liva 2—6) Yee (rcen v. State , 427 §p 2d 1030, (039D (Fla.3d DCA 1483)
and whan Hy §fate Plaujed Cin the J‘Luftj'J ¢mekron§ bbJ, Cletirm ing it s Jovﬂj tHhat Hf;ej hed
H0fee Hae prefures ef Chvistopher Hallet Tha State also did not con fine their a¥gument
t¥he factt and euidince Pru'cnfed to Hne_,juvlj ane the legal conctusrons from 4hat
evidence . Tha Stake was drshicnet cpout +he evidence preented. The State doid e
\jw’(j that Latrana TaniS Yt doed that the Shetl casing Eetl «at her Feet rignt as She

gt fo the entrance o f the Kikchen, ( Transeept-p. 152G (a, 17-2 5; P 1530 Cone /'-/c/)
and that Chivs Pher Harle t+ wiad not ;a e l1ving reem o0 the Chayr Con compuites ] put
that he was 1n Hhe Eritchen [T/’aﬂjcr"«%f/f /'5;30 e /'S'"Z/:) and that the (/e Fendant
Was o e Uitchen For att the ﬂ.‘.m;ho 7S and fhat $he rs /7’)7(’] 77 pre tect bhervel (}74;3;,':;;;‘
]9-15 30Lwx 15-19 J This /35 Ja'mplﬁ untrue. ELJ({, witness Lafrane T anrs festifeel

¥hat Hhe /Cijt"placé Shesaw the Difendant and Chris fopher Halle tF vias /»n the //‘Vmﬁ roem
g Wie)



Cl’m,-ojc//'ﬁ'flp. 478 Ling I7-25 and that wihen the heard a norse and ran out of her bed room
anel Stopped in the h“”"‘“"j where the Wail arched a (het azfr’mj Feil ather feet andShe
Saw defendent /70"(//"7i7 a qun Pointed at Christspher Halletr and Saw bher Shoot hipn,
(Transceipt p 479 Lins 17-25; p. 480 Cime 1) Pretures produce din eordence
preves inis (E xchibit C[State’s o4 [ pretuce #14 ) ( Transerp? p. 445 Line 7-11) e

State alio drd not re fer +o any %[7/}?7, From the audro re za.r—c'(z‘nﬂ of the de Fendan# re corded

rign+t afterthe incdent besigdes that dha d ¢Fendant Sard She prayed and theught about i+
before she drd vt This 0/‘7{(7, proves that Ha Defndunt drd net Unowe vihat 4 ias
Qi“/‘/”ﬂ g l/urw’)fj .“‘7""?’«/’7/)”0.;/{_{ /.’Uﬂﬂ"?’éﬁ' The State did not refer #0 whes Za{nu;é
7‘;ir),-_( /;)c’a.rz;/ (.‘/c"_-.fck)(/a/n‘ JJ:’(.] c?/LLf()??’ #he J"_/?oo;ll/‘njz',_ Thid +J atl be (51._&(.!&»?4‘/7/1 g 707 a

Cascof premedstated mucder. The ierdrct /s con fracy fo the law and contray

to the wiergnt of the evidence. All of these /ndividuar errors [F pot indsvidualy

#uma’ammmi all had a cumulative effect gn ane another

27, Fun damental and substantial FUYhFS o the defendant were prejudiced

4nd She did not receive. o fair and im particl trial and the wurt erved when it did pot allow
the de fendiant fo guestion Newro psycholog st sn multiple 1SSues . ( Transcip -
p- 130l Live 3-10) P. 140 Lina iL-25; PSS Line (-19 p YT Lis 20- 25

P 141D Line 1515 p. 1M 20 Line 1%-25, p- 1421 Lina (-1} p 1422 Liva (6725

P- 1423 Linae 1'7) TheSe ervorS £ pot all @%ﬁ%&% mdividucuu,:) fundamenta | all
{widhcv had & tumalatrve effeck gn pne ancther.

Lo Fu"lda'f"‘i“{'dl and SubStan tial 714hts of the defendant were /Jr(:\j.ud'/'_cuf end she drel

not recerve o fair ond impartial frial and the cowrt erved when ,4 Farled o instruct
ﬁe\junﬂ conc e'_’m'nj the laun:/e_/; of P,fom[ fu'”"(-‘undr'nﬁ f‘ann/'r”r:/, The ot
‘Fﬂ,-léd' to inftruct +he JL,F./L:J tha+ chee Fhe presumpiron of J@Ln_;‘;b:,/ y
rthutted the Pr°J€~CuL remn mugt /J/fc-ue, J'anr'ﬁj béﬁénd' Cucn:/ Feascin able 5/'0u;'3+_
ﬂlflj Creve iS @ Fua damentel ¢ vp-pe

O



and material 40 what the 3‘*‘“’5 had to consrider 7n gider 70 Convict The ervor
alse reached down into the validihﬂ of the trial iticl 40 the extent Hhet the verdict of
6!151*%*]- could not have been obtained withowt the assistance of the alleged
Crrov. e Statew. Delva, 575 $o. 2d GH3, GHS (Fla-i991) (LT o justsfy net
[Mposino) the con+¢mPor_ane_ou£ Objectien rule, ’ the evrcr must reada doon M +o the
V'c\lfdrl'u) of the fvial it§elf 10 the extent that a verdoct of OAul«' "‘L‘j Coudel
not haue been ob tarmed Without tha asSii+ance of Hne alleged ervor. T other
waerds, ! fundamental evvor occurs OmlL,& When the 0miSSIoN is pertinent ov material
b what the Jry must consider in order 10 con\/lu—-") The defendant wag entiticed to

k
3.1 (a) ($22 Record p.5H2, Transcriptp. 15071509 Line S=Line /0 ) and +he |
Standard J',unj instruction for Plea of Aot Gru //fyj Reasonable Doiht; and
Burden of proot 3.7 was given [J<e Recard p- 544 Transcript p. 1509 -15/0

Lina I{-Line '_7-3) The defendant Fried a meotion For leave fo £rle notrce gf

have e jwry e informed of thid. The $tandavd JUY i dLeHen was gruen for Tnsanite

intent fo rely wpon infanity as a defense anc notrice off intent Fo rely on
Defense of Tnranity. (Filed 4[i1[2023,Fiting #171129910; /_2e<mfp./ao--ms)
The (owit gran Fed defeadants motion for leave to File notree of in teat fo e 11:/ o
Upen insanity s a defense (Fried G| 1|2023; Fi ling H 174440709 ; Record p.
155 -_i_2>5> Once these motions weve £iled and then accepted by the court tha
brden of preok ghifted +o #he prosecittion fo prove that the de Fendant was
fane beyond tutry reasonable doubt and tha defendant was entitled o have 4
jus"u5 be informed of this. Sae Thomson v. Hate, 78 Fla. 4oo, 83 So. 291 ( Fla. !“414_01')
( "L W here +he ol fense of I/I.f,a_ni/'lj i relied wpon, Fhe pule in force m thoS
State if that if fhe eurdence introduced tendsS o rebut the predumption of
Jan H—g on the port of the accused, and the J‘qnj entertarn o readon «ble
dco_l_.tbf, after due consideration of ail the evidence, 45 to San ) 1, 7105 ther
duty # acquit.") See Vohn v. State, 470 So. 24 123 ( Fla. 1995 ) (© [r]he
burden sh Fis fo +he Jta f%go preve, be Y oi d a reasomable dowb t, the



aceused was Ja_Vz,L.") The Verdict Sheet gave J'cmj the option fo Checkl nolju//%g
M ireasen of rpsan Yy or net guilty. [J‘.caz Record P3O Verdrct ./’/;“f) 7The
Pro;-e cation Sard , " The mos+ important pairt abeuit +hi8, uniite the c"/mnja ot
Frmeclegafu_ murder, that's our burden. The Stake has o prove that 1o Yo beyend a
reasonabla doubt. Wi hage fo preve that. whun we get 10 4his, 1+’ 0n her. The burden

iS 0n her. The defendant has the burden o f Pyow'mj thae difense of imam%% bLJ Clear gndl

-COV\V(V\(;I'V\ej euidence . ( Troanscr, Ptp. 1534 Line i'2.-i8) At no tHime does the State
inStruc+ the ji,tr(\/l that the State has 4o prouve he de Fendand 75 Same be fj'an;/ c’w"’y

feaSonable dewdt puie #4 presmp #ron of f{mz'z‘y_ i rebitted,

Zq Fbindﬁ.meahz_( and Substan Fral FGhIS of Fhe de fen dant iere preju diced anc/

She did not recerve 4 Faiv and rmpartial frial and +he cowrr erred When o+
err onaoq&_/tj_ instrvucted 'f-'/“!re,;jurg u.r/‘ng the I fan c/arq{ U_’u_rg ;‘pq‘/—mg‘.fv'e’m oh /_9’_’,0'*,}‘{

di fendan+ | . before C‘Iﬂaf,r_'mj Argitments , a Separate and distnet Leart of the

'ffl'ﬂ-l - The Couvt "nShucted +ha jun,) that the dt:(enda/# was ¢ Xéfc‘/‘.f_/‘n? her

CONS+i fu fromal right f0 act as her own g ffC'{{ﬂey . This war false the defendant

had asied for Assistance of Counsel on April 17, 2024 yhen she /1, Formed

the cowrt that her PSYchelogist and expert witneis Dy Harry Wrep had d<emec!

her rncom petent. The cowwt denied her requestoand never renewied (495 0Ffer

of AsSistance ¢f (ownsel and then gfter o wmpe%encj evaluativn and hearing

was later held on /7/0;'/'/ I7; 2024 and the Ot ‘?[c'.'.u_w/ the 4/{.7[{{34/4;”7‘_
nee . » .
béii%eiau"j competent it did nof reneiu its ot fer of Assistance of (o wnsed.

’ﬂt(jag/f frrfd Wiher 11+ d,;/_nafrcncw rts 0F1[f/" L"'f /71‘1’/3}41/4(_6_0:’[ Ka "‘ﬂfe( af
d()]/'/qﬁ._ argurmg,r)f for /;/1.2 o&f{nda/m‘- W/’[I'Lh_l'f a C‘/”cl‘c,_'a-/ J%‘t‘b]e ‘;7570/\;, .
fro(,fcfd/.‘na,, S\’-C‘.T_l_’_c‘uj(}/d/ . ffa"e/ 5167(-" So. lc/ 6/5'7/ 7(4’5//:/1‘ / 772)

30 The Covrt eveed wWhan it ,_«e,rromf_ou,sl(,) nstructecl ~f'*h¢,_J‘L,u/Lj that _fhca

ol Onluy consider Whe ther the de Fendean ¢ Cemm: Fed ﬂ'rJf—g/egr—ee,
2



Mmuveer wihen c'amfc/f:rmj' Whether the detendant committed #rrit-degiee mandel
whein (’om.\'f'c/{r/‘ngj ihether She WGl rSane. THIS fheorrect FNStruection was in
the Standarel Juwry instruc tion on Insenity 3, G( ﬁ/ This deprived her of the
Jiurbj 'S full consrderation on her de fense of /'n_ran,/%j con cefhf'f)lc] the lesser

H c/uc{t’d 6’1{7/'-en.r€.s‘ 07[ Setong - deqgirec murder and manSlawghtet,
t'n = 9 @ 97

31, The Cowrt erred When '+ did net instruct the Juey that they cowid

rely on all rclwant evicince introduced at triad.

32. The State impreperly and erroneously instructecd the Jury on the
law concernin 4 What +he definition 0F premeditation is. The State

ex plained that premedrtation was +he Same. ffhfﬂ.ﬂ. that Mmanslau ghtes 1S
AS Writden in the Standarcl 74‘,«’._(”\(./] Instruction on Man f,/au’jﬁ‘ﬁ/’ 7.77
S<e Siate v Montgomery ; 39 So. 34 250 (Fla 20/0 ) (" LpTre -
meditatiron S pot just Hu indent fo il +ne vie Frim, r't must Frng #hat
the defendant drd Jo wirth /_re‘/nga//ifa Fron - o /ﬁ;;,‘g htened fevei méxh/mf,ﬂ

- OATH S

Under penal ties. of perjiry , E declare that Z have read f4e .fﬂf“c’y’.a/ﬂj‘

motien, or had it read to me, that T understand the motron’ con Fent,.

and that ail of the facts Wf_;j.ed n the Motien are Frie and Corvect.

/- , / /7ZL . ﬂ,ef/al" (/51 & (Jﬂ&MO
( J/ -

[eel Y Petrie-Blanchasdd
CMCTH A0259730

39



Cevtifica frons and Acknople c/j Hren 7

I Cff,z"',!fﬁftf). that the motron is filed good faith, that I haue a
reasenable belije £ that the motion s f/'m,e,/'g frled, has potentral
Merit, and does not. duplicate previous motions that have ben
dis posed 0#/)%_ the Cousrt, T wundeistand Englith and have read #he

fmr-_;agj,mfm g motien. T underitand that T em subject +o Judieral

Or administra tive sanctons i'F Fhis Motr041 ¢ Found te be. Frivolews,

Malicious, mace in bad farth or w/th reckiess drSregare forthe

tiith, or an abuse of the (¢gal process.

/f/ ?4@47,, /zfa‘a 7&[414’16/%”(1@7 o
s " o
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