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Pet i t ioner  Ms.  Des i ree  shaw ras  ind ic ted  as  fo l lous :  " . . .

De6iree shaw, hereinafte! sly1ed leferdanL, on or abou! the 11"" day

of August, 1996, and befoie the pre€entment of rhis indiclmentr in

the county aDd state afolesaid, did theD and thele inEentionally

and knowrngly cau6e rhe death ol an individual, Royce shaw, by

shooting him witsh a deadly weapon, !o wlt: a firearm again€t bhe

peace aod d i96 i ty  o i  the  €EaLe, '

p lead no t  gu i l t y .  (R- ,  vo l .  I I ,  p .  ? )  A f te r  a  fu11 ! r ia1  by  ju ry ,

petitione! was found guilty of the offetrse of murder as chargeil in

tbe  ind ic tment .  (R. ,vo1 ,  Iv ,  p .  4?9)  The ju ry  as8eBsed 32  yea lE

conf inement  In  lhe  texas  Depar t f ren t  o f  c l i s ina l � ruEt ice

- n E L i c u L : o n a l  D : v i s i o n .  r R . , v o l .  v ,  p . 5 3 )

Petitsione! has appealed thts convtciton to the second court of

Appeals. The Second Courts of ApleaL6 affimed the conviction6 on

lebluary 4, 1eee. A tinely Motion for Rehearlng was filed but

d e n i e d  o '  M . ' c h  r ' ,  1 9 9 s ,  A  L i n e i y  l i l e o  P e L r l r o n  t o !

Discletsionary Review {as filed on l.{ay 12, 1999. The Texa6 court of

Climlnal Appeals denied the Petition for DiscleEionaly Review on

On Auqust  11 ,  1996

lece ived and the  D ibo I I

! e s i d e n c e .  l R . ,  V o l .  I I ,

the bedroon of her home

,  a t  o r  a l o u n d  ? : 1 0  a . h . /  a  9 1 1  c a l ]  w a s

po l lce  Ne le  d ispatched to  t l te  Defe t rdan! ' s

p . l 3 )  o e ! i c e r  t l h r L e  f o D n d  t h e  D e r e n d c n L  j n

s tand ing  over  M! ,  Shar  w i th  a  towe l  in  her
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l e f t  hand ho ld ing  i t  on  h is  ch in  o !  rh loa t  a rea .  lR . ,Vo l .  I I ,

p.19) The Defendant was holding a phone in rhe othe! hand.

(R. ,Vo] ,  I I ,  p ,19)  Of f i ce !  9 lh i te  found Ur .  Shaw in  h is  bed w l thout

a puls€ and with a p13to1 wrapped in a pair of undelwea! in the bed

next  to  h is  body .  (R, .vo l .  r r ,  ! .20)  The le  vas  a  1ar9e poot  o f

b lood under  h is  ! iqh t  ad .  {R, rVoI .  I I ,  p .20)  Of f tce !  I , th i re

testifled that he heard the Defendant screding for soneone to ge!

an  a i lway  s ta r ted  on  her  hu6band. ( R , ,  v o t ,  I I ,  ! . 4 3 )

officer l4atthews rook the Defendant into her livlng loon and

the  s t lee t  ro  a  le iqh lo r ,s  house.  (R. ,vo l ,  I1 ,

p .55)  A t  th€  ne ighbor 's  house,  th€  Defendant  to ld  Of f i ce !  Ma l rbeks ,

rn  a  vorun ta iy  s ta tement ,  rha t  she  had te l !  !11  and tha t  she  wenc

to  take  a  showe! .  (R. ,vo1 ,  I I .  p .  55)  she sa id  she ras  in  the

shore !  when she heard  a  loud no ise_ (R. ,vo ! ,  I I ,  ! .55)  The

Defendant stated that it was thunderinq ar tire tine and ir sounded

l ike  a  t ree  h t t  the  house,  (R. rvo l ,  I I ,  p .59)  rn  the  da !k ,  she

asked Royce,  her  husband whac {as  , rong,  {ha t  was  thar  no lse .

(R. 'vo1 .  I l '  p .  59)  she no t iced  tha t  h is  nose ras  b leed inq  and too t

her  !o {e l  o f f  he !  ha t r  to  c lean h is  nose.  (R. ,vo l .  I I r  p .59)  nh i le

she {as  t ry iog  to  ta tk  to  h in r  she  nor iced  thar  h ls  a ln  and ches t

was a l l  wet .  (R . ,vo l .  r r /  p .s9)  sbe sa id  she sc leaned be lp  and fo r

the  k ids  ro  leave rhe  house,  1R. ,vo t .  I I ,  p .  59)  she sa id  she

ca l led  911 fo !  an  ambulance and app l ied  p lessu le  ro  h is  neck .

(R. ,Vo1,  I I ,  p ,60)  The Defendant  s ta ted  tha !  when she tu loed the
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ranp on, sh€ saw that rhe oeck was srotlen an.r a gun was by his

s lde .  (R. ,vo l .  l I ,  p .60)  she sa id  he  was c lamy and d id  no t  answe!

h e r .  ( R . .  V o I .  I r ,  p . 6 0 )

Dr .  Bruce per fo rned the  auropsy .n  the  de .eased,  M! .  shaw.

(R. ,Vo l .  I I ,  p .133)  D! .  Bruc€ found a  gunshot ,ound in  rhe  upper

neck legion and fulthe! noted rbat it {ound, rhat lhe

gun {as  touch ing  ihe  sk in  a t  the  t ine  o f  the  round.  (R. ,vo t .  I I r

p .113 6  p . l3b)  The le  ras  severe  ddage -o  Lhe uppe!  sp ina .  coro

{here 1t goes inlo the bratn and sooe lnjury ro rhe base of rhe

b la ln  i t se l f ,  {R . /vo ] .  I I r  p . r37)  The bu l te t  {as  recove led  in  the

leq ion  o f  tbe  upper  sp ina l  co ld  near  rhe  base o f  the  b laLn_

{R. rvo l .  I I ,  p ,131)  The bu l le t  caused conp lere  para lys is  and deatb

wf th in  minures .  (R. ,vo l ,  I I ,  p .  13? & 133)  Dr .  B luce  s ta ted  lha t

based on his education, tlainioq and experience, the ,ound was

cons is ten t  w i th  borh  a  su ic tde  and homic ide .  (R, ,vo l .  I I ,  p .141)

D! .  B luce  tes t i f led  tha t  the  {ound coutd  be  caused by  e l the !  a

homic ide  o !  su ic lde . ( R . ,  v o l .  I I ,  P . 1 4  r  )

Mr. Ivan Wilson fro( rhe Texas Deparrnent of public safety

c l lne  IJab  tes t i f ted  thar  bo th  Mr .  shaw and rhe  DefendaDt ,  r4 !s .  Sha{

tes ted  oegat tve  fo r  qunshot  les id le .  (R. ,vo l .  I I ,  p .152)  M! .

Michael John Plodan, a supelviso! wirh rhe Catifolnia Departnent of

Jus t ice  Bureau o f  rnves t igar ion ,  rhe  lead aqenr  fo !  lhe  v io lenr

c l ine  pro f t l lng  un i t ,  tes r i f led  thar  the  c l jne  scene sas  a l re red  or
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s taged by  an  tnd iv iduat  ro  hake i t  took  f i ke  i t ,as  soneth ing  o ther

than a  hoh ic ;de .  (R. ,  vo ] .  r r ,  p ,  1 .79)

Tb€ july found Appelfant guilty of the offense of nurde! and

assessed pun ishhent  to  32  years  conf inenent .  {R. ,  Vo t .  v ,  p .  SO)

Eut  Jor  the  fo l t .w inq  ero ls ,  Appe l tan t  vou td  a lque i t  i s

leasonable to believe rhat she would have b€en acquitred.

a?rifabilltr of, n.l€a3 ta.lief

The s ix th  anendnenr  r ighr  ro  p lesent  a  de fense i3  as  o td  as

the  Const i tu t ion  i t se t f .  w l rh inaron  w.  raxar ,  3SS U.s .  14  1196r )

re r te ra ted  the  l igh t  ro  p re6er t  a  de fense.

EI?ICT]VE ASSISTAI{CE OF CODIISII! figE tER COI]NSEI, FAIIED

ADIQULTITY IIWESTIGATE Ts! CASI. (!EE1!€ R..o!d)

ERROR NIDIBER ONE. PETITIONER 16 BEINC IILEGA!'JY

O! EER I]IBBBTY FOR fgE RAASON TEA1 SEE I{AS DENIED tEE

POINT O! IRROR ND}IIER TWO. f,NE PETITIONER DESIRE! EAArC IS.!.CTI,A!IIY

INNOCEII! O' TSE CRI}TE OI MI'RDER OF 'IER SI,SIAND }ND B1I�! FOR lEE

IRRORS OF ElR DEFENSE COIJNEIL IlI NOT .I.DEQVATIIJY INVESTIGATI{C tEE

CASE I.|lD TAE IATII]SRE TO DISCIIOSE EXCUIJIATORY EVTDENCE BY r�gE STAE,

6Il! IIOUI,D EAV! BEEN ACQUITTED. (E:!t1!6 RECOId)
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a! attolney has d obligarion

involwed in a case io order ro

waEhlEoro ! ,  104 s .cE.  2052 (1934)

strlcklabd w,

defenddt 'E  case ia

folLow in the caEe.

,  1936)  r  M l lburp  v .

E l l a E 6 ,  r 5  S . ! r , r d  2 6 ?  r T e * . C L . A p p . - - H o r € L o n  1 4 r h l ,  2 o o o l

Counsel has an obligalion !o inwesrigaEe a

orde! pf,operly bo deciate what EtraEegy he wlt1

Bur1 . !  v .  s r . re ,  ?16 s .w.2d  43  (Tex .c r ln ,App,

F ,2d  1027 (s rh  C i r . ,  1990)  A  fa i ru re

evidence can also lesult in a findlng of

failule of couneel adequarely ro invesrigale rhe facrs, 1ar, and

poggible defenses and the srale'€ !esp6.Ee ro defenses invokes lhe

protections of rhe uniled statses cooEtirurion and rhe rlghr to due

procesE ad lhe eflecEive asEisEance of counsel, uoo!€ v. irohpgon,

194 F ,3d  s35 (s rh  C i ! , ,  1999r  o !  reman i t  f lom suplene court) ' B*er

Even a guilcy plea is

neces6ary fo! a remand to deEelmihe if rhe faiLule of counset ro

investslgatse adequately rendered rhe pelirioner,B plea invalid lor

accept ing  .ou .oe l ,s  adv ise  to  p lea  gr t l i y ,  Boo i ta ld  v .  co l l in€ ,  a9s

counsel. Lockett v. A!.tei6o!

to investigale nltsigating

ine f fec t i ve  as€ isEance o f

6 9 s  ( s r h  c i r . ,  2 0 0 0  )

Ihe mo6t fundamenral lighrs of an accuged nusr be prorecred by

comletent coun6el, effecrively advancing rhe clains and benefirs of

the c1ients. The suprefre couf,r has held rhar i,rhe rouchsrone of an
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ineffectlve assistance clatm is lhe faihesB of rhe advelEary

proceed i t rq . r r  l Jockr la l t  v .  F re twe l l ,  113 s .  c t .  333,  343 (1993) ;  E I r

v .  v {h i t661d€,  47s  U.S-  157,  1?s  (1935) The 'defendan! haB no

In  vn t t€d  Eta t66  w.  C loE lc ,  455 U,S,  543 (19s4) ,  the  Sup lene

Court held that there ale Eome ctr.unstances where the absence,

actione, or iDactions of counsel cosplomise rhe wery reliabiliry of

the  Er ia l  p rocess . In Buch circumstanceg prejudice to bhe

enrirlenenr Eo tshe luck of a la{Iess decisionmaker, " crr:s}te4d,

455 U,s,  a ts  59s.  The focus of  an inquht  inro er fecr ive aEEiBlance

of  co-nse-  has  to  be  on  vheLhe!  counEel  s  e ! !o !s  i i6o  up6eL Ene

advelsarial balance between defeaee and prosecurton' rhat 'rhe

re6ult of the proceeding {as fundanenrally unfair o! uretiable.,

!gqEbs!!, 113 s. ct. ar 342, To plove ineffecrive assisrance, a

deferdant mu6t shou that 1) counsel'€ pelfomance sas

pro fess ioDa l ty  de f ic len t ,  and 2)  he  su f fe red  p le jud ice ,  t .e_ ,  EhaE

rrcounselis errors were so serious ae to deplive lhinl of a fai!

trial," .Id, (quoting E!14!sk1E!4, 465 U-s. ar 53?) ,

applicants is preauned becauEe the defeadanu s Eixrh amendments !igh!

Eo couns . l  i6  r .Lda! - ty  o !  consr?Jc- ive_y  den ied .  Id ,  Tne s ix r f

Afreadments does not require counset to invenr a atefense or aet in an

unerhical framer. Eah€. v. B!!1 catn, _ F.3d _, 2001, r,tT,

13a3301,  s ' "  c i r . ,  Nov ,  27 ,  2001.  Ib  i toes ,  however ,  lequ i re .ounse l

to put the lloeecutlon,€ case ro rhe reEt rhlough vigoloue lartisan

advocacy, Id. Ihe sixbh Anendment right ro effecLive a66lstaDce

of coulEel derlves rrom the defendaDt's fudahenral rioht co a fair
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goal begts achieved by en6uriag thar rhe process involves

parli5atr advocacy by both 6ide6, rrllr€d srar€6 v. c!6nlc,

543,  6ss (1e34)  {quoLinsHelitnc v. N€r yo!)<,

coun6el cannot cLai( rhats deci6tons to preEent or .or plesenr

eviatence wa6 a result of triat stlategy when lbe ,'srrategic,

decisions ale made without an adequate invesrigatsion inEo rhe facEs

and 1as contlo11ing plausible defensive rheorles. SEE: r,roole v.

qeb4ee! ,  1e4 f .3d  536 (s rh  c i r . ,  reee)  The F i f rh  c i r .u i r  po inbed

our  t r  vn t r€d  s ta rea  v .  p fon .E,  213 F .3d  496 (sEh c i ! . ,  20oo)  rhaE

in iaveEtigating aD lneffecrive assisrance of counset claim on rhe

basis ol a faiLure ro inve6tigare, rhe courr should took co rhe

desree of rhe invesrigarion acrually uDderraken (i! Ms. shae,s

case, practically none)r 6traregic choices made afte! a rhorough

investigation of the law dd facts lelevanb ro ptausible optsione

are vilcual1y unchallengable, buts srratsegic choices maae virh less

than an adequale investigation aie tso be given deferenbial

( rex .c t .app- - -Housron [14rn l ,  2ooo) ,  rhe  Housron cou l r  o f  appears

noted that a failure to conract any of a nere 20 porentsially

favoralJle witnedees or to present any mirigaring ewidence adounted

to  ine f fec t i ve  as6 lEran.e  o f  coun6e1,  In  Ms.  shar ,s  case the le

and rhe favorable eviden.e oa6 even oore

treatnent. pro!€3, at 5o0 In  Ml lbus  v .  s ta !6 ,  rs  S , r { , td  25?
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h thi6 particutar caBe, che srare preEelted several Bcenalios

of testimony which damed Petitioner and which coutd have been

6hom not to be tne. The oFerlog Etatenenr in thi6 case by rhe

Defense shows the toral lack ot preparation for the trial_ An

openlng staEenen! i6 a recicarioo of vhar facrs the Defense hopes

tso illicit flom rhe utrneEe Elan.t and eJ<hibiEs tso show rhe

Defenda4t'6 innocence or a! least ca6t eone doubr upon rhe claim of

he! gui1t. I have never read an opening Eraresent so ineffectual,

un6u!e, halting, and senseless. M!. Hearh did nor hawe even a

sufficient 9ta6p ot the facts and rhe tlefeose to nake an

inrelliqtble opening statenenr.

Furrher, lhe lrlal artsorney in thi6 caBe failed adequatsely !o

investigate lhe pocentiar riheEseE in tshe case, eibher rhe sratse's

witnesses or those fo! the defen6e. The peEirioner and her norher

gave the defense a!tsorney Mr. ,rohn Heatsh a number of wftne6ee6 sho

cou ld  he lp  ro  p rove her  lnnocence. (A f l idav i t  o f  Des i ree  shaw,

Exhibit A, Affidavlt of Nelda Joyce eod{in, Ehe rcrher, Exhibir B).

sere both characEer and fac! ritlesses,

At one poinc in the rrial ofricer cary nrliEe tesrified rhaE he

checked Ehe ba throon rJb  and i r  wcs  d !y .  . f r ra ,  pe .ord ,  vo . l .  2  o f

s ,  p .  ?3 ,  A1-€3r  and lxh ib i !  HH)  The ava i lab le  Eesr inony  o f  t 'he

maid, Esperanza Maldonado, would have refured thiE tesrisony and

ehowed Ehat the office! eirhe! ried, or nore likery ,aE misraken in

his pelceptions. (Affidavit of EEperaiza Maldonado, Exhibir D)

Ms- Maldonado sould have resrlfled rhar rhe tub had a leak ad d,ip
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and there was always raler alound lhe dlain and, rherefole, rhe

h . i r  i n  ! he  d la in  had  Eo  be  we ! , (A f f idav i t  o f  E6peranza

Maldonado, Erhibir D) ThiE cesrimony ,ou1d have rorally refured

the atlenpt by the Stare ro palnr peririoner shar,s exptanation of

whele she sas uhen Royce shot hinself, accidenrally or not,

As for the testimony of officers lhar Ms. Sha{ appealed to be

calm and contained, the testimony of t{e. KaEhryn Balretst refured

thi6 tsestsinony- lti€. BalreEt wa€ one of rhe pelsons rhar Desilee

shaw had filBb called that morning uhen Ehe found he! busband shot,

(Affidavit of Kathry. Barrec!, Exhibir E) M6. Barrer ua6 wiltins

Eo teetify ro having ralked wirh Feririone! shau on l:he phone on

the noming of the a.ciatent or €uiciite and lhar on rhe mohing of

augDst 11, 1995r Ehe and he! husband {ere getting our of rhe bed

ehen the phone lang. Desilee rae clying Eo sevelely lhar Ms,

Barrett could harilly undelErand her. petitione! shaw wantsed M6.

!a!!ett to find Ms- Shaw s brorher LJohnny. To documenr rhis .att,

alcached he! 1on9 disrance phone bilt for iruly and

AugrusE of 1996. (Affidavit of Kalherlh Badetr, atsrached phone

bi1l, Exhibit E) ?etitioDer shau Eatd her husband Royce had iu6t

had an ac.ide.E. Albhough Ms. Barletsts lried ro 9e! Ms. sha, ro relt

rrs. Bafett uhar had happened, ME, shav was roo disElessed aad

upset tso say any rhug excepr thaL Royce had an accident. when us.

Baffett asked her if soheone etse uas there rhar ME. Balrerr could

talk wirh who was nole larional a! rhe tin€, M€. shaw handed rhe

lhone to a lady {ho identlfied herEelf a6 a neighbor. The nelghbor

told Ms. larleft tshar Royce had shot himsetf and he eas itead. ttts_
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Batett al6o docuhenEed tshat she would have been a gooal, wiltirg,

and available character witness foi ME, sbas, if she had been

conracEed. she srared in her afftdawit that "I do not feel rhat

she i6 the t}?e of pelsoD who could hur! anyone.l

ALthough ?etitioner shas gave him her namer the defenEe

attorney, Jobn Heath aever contacted he! nor did anyone from h1E

office. {Affidavit of Kathlyn Barlett, Ex]lll:li E) ,tohn Aealh did

not invearigate the case o! talk to any potsentiat ritne66e6, Ms.

sarlett betieves had he investigated the eaa€ and talked ro he! ud

othe!6, that he rcuId have been able property Lo defend Petitioner

DeEiree Shaw raEhe! than puts on no defense at all, not even a valid

closs-examinatiotr. (Affidavir of KaEh!}a sa!!er!, Exhibir E)

lnother area where the tsestinony aDd investigatloo was

deficient was in legards ro the nealical examiner'e tseolimony. The

state had failed (see Blady Point of Errof) to reweal ro lhe

Defenee the laboratort leporE on lhe vitreous bLood/alcohol sample.

The s ta re is  e4)er t ,  Dr .  had les t i f ied  tha t  the

blood/alcohol 1ewe1 of .01, even shen combined {ith the drug

Expert told the jury that thele were no dags preEenr i! rhe body.

(T ! ia1  T lanscr ip t ,  R . ,  vo1 .  2 ,  p .  139)  rhe  negat lwe ur ine  and

blood scieen was misLeading to both rhe wirnesE and Ehe jury.

ThiE teEtimony was false and fundanenbally danagtng !o rhe jury in

lhat the proper te6tB were no! done to conclusively eEtabLish as

f .cc  Ehat  there  we iF  no  dyu96 tn  Lhe body  ac  rhe  L iFe  o .  dearh .

Dr. Slan1ey .r. sloskey, a Forensic ScienriEb, €rares in hi6
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tetLe! that !'v1<odin, a,k.a. Hydrocodone Bltarrate, lE well knom

to dult a person's thi.king proceEse€ and .a!se one to confrir

Buicide o! have lnadvertently caused an aceldent with a rirearm.r

(See LeLreL o f  Dr .  SEan ley  J ,  B loekey ,  Fu ! rhe ! ,  Dr .

Bro6key stabe6 bhat this facE can ea6i1y be found in rhe

?hy6ician6, DeEk Reference book. (See Letter of Dr. stanley J,

aroakey, Exhibi! (l.Yi)

As ro the statels resblnony regarding rhe blood alcohol level,

Dt, Broskey stat€s that the leve1 uas probably duch hisher, (see

Lelte! ot Dr. StaDley,t. Aroskey, Exhibit 'YYr) Dr. Broskey stsatses

LhaE eEhy l  a -coho- ,  berng  a  vo laL i le  chenrcd l .  can  evapo lare  u ider

certain ctrcunstances 60 that M!, shar's lea1 blood alcohol level

oould have been,hishe! if ploperly teBted- (see Lerler of Dr.

SEantey iI� Broskey, Exhibi! 'Yfi) The virreous fluid leve1 wa6

0.05. The htgher alcohol conten! of ihe eye fluid rould be nore

indicaEive of che actual bloodlalcohol leve1 ar rhe rime of dealh

and vould have been significanb in Lhe acEions o! leactions of rhe

decea6ed Royce shau. rsee Af f rdav i r  o f  De6 i ree  sh .k . .  p .  ? ,

rxhibit A) AB M€. Shaw points out, unlesE specificauy requested

by the submilled entity, the blood screen does not te6r for tshe

dng i{ydlocodone o! vicodin- (affidavir of Desilee shaw, Exhibir

A, !, ?) M!, John seath never talked wiEh lrE. shaw abour the hotes

1n t t le  s ta r :e ,6  ca6e,

Ms. shaw also oflered advice lhat refured rhe idea rhaE she

kaa ca lm and co l lec ted .  Her  a f f ldav i r  shous  rha t ' r  waE lemoved

from the areai I eas restrained in the living room area and I newer

c0 :  i



o
saw my husba.d o! the scene again thar night. At abou! ?:30 ro ?:4o

a fileman r knew told me tshat lhere sas norhtng rhey coutd do fo!

ny husband, r jusr collapsed anit rhe potice rook ne next doo!. r

ra6 stsill i. ehock wben abour 10 hinures lare! rhe police srarted

que6tioning me abour ,har happened. I coutd not rhink; I could not

arLiculare. The po1i.e had co help ne pur togetsher a sratefrent.

Officer Mafthews rold ne what to Elte. r,thtle a1I tshis eaE

happening, I had my baby in ny 1ap, Eildie Royce shae, ,1r., and ny
pasEoi was presenr tettiig Eddie,1r,, tshat his farhe! was dead. fiy
paeror, Buster Griggs h€ard tshe poltce do rhiE, There were a lot

of votunteels, police, heighbo!€, frien.lE and family going in and

our of tsne hou6e,n (affidavi! of Degiree shaw, Exrribir A) r{o one

concacted Revelend Grlggs.

cenerally, ia older ro fu!tsher 6how rhe complete lack of
prepalation and invesriqaEion of rhis case by rhe Defendanr,6

attoiney, the pelilioner haE aftached an addiEionat rwenty four
(24) affidavits from walious individuatE wfth pelsonal knowledge of

the inciden! or critlcal facrs rhat would relare to rhe incidenr.

lach one of rhe individuals cleally srare in rhei! affidaviE rha!

rhem prior ro o! dlling rhe rriat of rhi6 cause.

As a re6u1r, rhe .rury failed ro hear criticat infomarion regaliling

legarding this ca6e. (see Affidavlr of Deborah

cook, a*ached as Exhibir ,,,r,,, Affidavit of caithie MarheR6

Burnet, atrached ae Exhibit .Kr; Affidavir of lomie Burqes,

attacheal as Exhlbir "!!!; Afflitavit of loney V. Burges, arbached as
Exhibit rMn' Affialawir of rrinda Burges, arrached as lxhibit ,N,,

o
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