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SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA

No. 15-KH-0793
STATE EXREL. ALEX P. PAPILLION
V.
STATE OF LOUISIANA
ON SUPERVISORY WRITS TO THE FOURTEENTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT, PARISH OF CALCASIEU
PER CURIAM:

Denied. Relator fails to show he received ineffective assistance of counsel

under the standard of Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S.Ct. 2052, 80

L.Ed.2d 674 (1984). In addition, relator fails to show the state withheld material

exculpatory evidence in violation of Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83, 83 S.Ct.

1194, 10 L.Ed.2d 215 (1963). We attach hereto and make a part hereof the District
Court’s written reasons denying relator’s application.

Relator has now fully litigated his application for post-conviction relief in
state court. Similar to federal habeas relief, see 28 U.S.C. § 2244, Louisiana post-
conviction procedure envisions the filing of a second or successive application
only under the narrow circumstances provided in La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.4 and within
the limitations period as set out in La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.8. Notably, the Legislature in
2013 La. Acts 251 amended that article to make the procedural bars against
successive filings mandatory. Relator’s claims have now been fully litigated in
accord with La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.6, and this denial is final. Hereafter, unless he can

show that one of the narrow exceptions authorizing the filing of a successive


http://www.lasc.org/news_releases/2016/2016-010.asp

application applies, relator has exhausted his right to state collateral review. The

District Court is ordered to record a minute entry consistent with this per curiam.
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STATE OF LdUISIANA A 14”‘ JUDIC‘IAL DISTRICT COURT
VS. NO. 3987-67 18566—1_.0 ;’ .':_f::PARISH OF CALCASIEU

ALEX PAPILLION Lo '

FILED: AUG | ? 2014

Petluoner ALEX PAPILLION f 1ed an, Apphcahon for Post Conwcuon Rehef in the
o above captlone_d matter. Petx.uoner s couuee:lf, Cato Bartholom;ew subsequenﬂy ﬁled a'::'.i" k
S‘Ltpﬁlemental Appliéation for Pos‘f-Convietion'!'ii{eiieti .‘ .b i '
: Petltioner s Supplemental Apbphc»atxon fcu Post—Convictlon Rehef was. denled on J anuary::
7th 2014, and was subsequenﬂy appealed to the Court of Appcals Thlrd C1rcu;1t demg that the B
prior Judgment falled to add1ess the ments of the Supplemental Apphcatlon the Thlrd Clrcmt
remanded for con31derat10n of the merits. | L | ‘ 7
o Pursuant to the Court of Appeals’ Order thls Court ordered that the Caloas1eu Pansh
D1stnct Attomey s Ofﬁce submlt plocedmal objee‘aons and/ox merit answers pnor to August 9”’

2014 That response was t1mely filed and recewed

The Court hereby adopts thc answer put fom ard by the Dlstmct Attomey s Ofﬁce as 1ts : 0

reasons for denymg Peutloner S Supplemental Apphcauon for Post»Convxc’aon Rehef _ .v

Addmonally, the Court notes Peutloner $ trm] counse] Mr, Todd Clemons isa h1gh1y—quahﬁed o
crlmmal defonse attomey, and it is not ths Court s placuce to got 111v01ved m d1c’catmg _fcnal
stretegy to th,e attomeys appeann‘g before it. Fmal_ly,_ asvto Peh.uoner ‘.sb olaim__ of a Bm‘dy v1olet1'o_n, ,
that claim is ‘denieci until ‘Peti’tioner can pfovide »ecmal ev1dence 'ﬁh,e_ cleim’ e;(-is%e_, 'other than :h;is
own unsupported belief that it exists. |

THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDFRED that Petltloner s Supplemental

Apphcatzon for Post Conv1ct10n Rehef is DENIED

Done and signed this @ day of August, 2014 LafkeCharles, Louiisi"ﬁ’n“i.“-«
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