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SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA

No. 15-KH-1332
STATE EXREL. PHILLIP DUSSETT
V.
STATE OF LOUISIANA
ON SUPERVISORY WRITS TO THE TWENTY-FOURTH
JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT, PARISH OF JEFFERSON
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). Relator’s remaining claims are repetitive and/or unsupported.
La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.2; La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.4. We attach hereto and make a hereof
the District Court’s written reasons for 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 La.C.Cr.P. art. 930.4 to make the procedural bars
against successive filings mandatory. Relator’s claims have now been fully
litigated in state collateral proceedings 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 application applies, relator has


http://www.lasc.org/news_releases/2016/2016-033.asp

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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This matter comes before the court on the pe‘mhoner s APPI

ICATION FOR POST-

CONVICTION RELIEF, STAMPED AS FILED AUGUST 19,

2014, PETITIONER’S

SUPPLEMENT, STAMPED AS FILED SEPTEMBER 30, 2014, S

TATE’S OPPOSITION,

PETITI(

STAMPED AS FILED FEBRUARY 6, 2015, AND
STAMPED AS FILED MARCH 9, 2015 . |

The petitioner seeks post-conviction amhci from his 2011 cony
degree murder. The petitioner appealed his ¢onviction cl[ld forty-year

attorney was ineffective for failure to file a motion to reconsider the se

was excessive. Relief was denied. State v. Dissett, 12-356 (La. App 5
1203. His writ application to the state’s hlghcst court was dcmed in St

ONER’S TRAVERSE,

iction for attempted first
sentence, arguing that his
entence and his sentence
Cir. 12/18/12), 106 So.3d
le V. Dussett, 2011-1307

(La. 7/22/11), 67 So0.3d 479. -
In his original and supplemental appllcatmns the \petitioner 1

claims. For ease of reference, the court will use the numbe‘lmg,system‘

sponse.
ISSUES

Issues raised in the petitioner’s original ap;pli.cation_ for pbst—convicﬁ

'cuses a large number of
made by the state in re-

n relief:

1. Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment ughi to effecu\le asmstance oi appdfate counsel was vio-

lated where:

A. The filing of counsel consumtgd an: mappmpl iate Ane
Appellate counsel failed to challenge the sufﬂcmncy

B.
‘port a conviction for auempled first deglee murder,
C.
testimony that petitioner was a suspect in the Fran

ers brief,
of the evidence to sup-

Counsel failed to chdlleng,e the trial court’s ruling allowing the State to elicit

e Williams® murder be-

cause the plobdtwe value 01 the prior, uncharged Crir

weighed by its prejudicial cﬁect
Appellate counsel failed tof raise as errors the trial ¢
for mistrial because of: (1) unpeumssxble testimonial

petitioner with a gang, (2) 1mpelm1551ble testimonial ﬂ

and (3) impermissible tesumomal 1cf<,1c:ncc to pm
and, ‘

gument, jury charges, and vmr dire.

2. Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment ught to effcciwe aqsmancc of tr

where;

1e was substantially out-

urt’s denial of a motion
reference that associated
eference to other crimes,
fioner having been shot,

Appellate counsel failed to obtam ucmscrlptg of opemng statement, closing ar-

al counsel was violated

CE
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A. Counsel failed to examine 1e]ephone recmdmgs ﬁor ) the Jefferson Parish Cor-
rectional Center where couusel would have discovéred a telephone conversa-

1ctim acknowledging that
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tion between the victim and the peunonel with the
petitioner did not shoot hlm and, ' t
B. Counsel failed to inform the petitioner of a favor ablce

pléa. bargain.

Issues raised in the petitioner’s supplemenhl apphmuon for po st—conviction relief:

1. Petitioner was denied the cffechve assistance of counsel as

guarantced by the Sixth

Amendment where trial counsel falled 10 conduct pre-trial i 1vesugat1on and interview

alibi witnesses,

2. Petitioner received ineffective as51stance of counsel durmg plea~bargz~1ining,

(O8]

accusation,

The bill of information failed to pwperly mfcnm him of tl e nature and cause of the

4. Counsel was ineffective in lalhng to move to quash the mdkctment and/or move for a

mistrial and/or seek writs against the mtroduchon of Frankie
sue, and

5. Heis actually and factually innocent in both the f“substantive? and procedural context.”

ANALYSIS OF ORIGINAL CI,AIMS

One A: Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment nghz‘ io effective assistance of ay
lated where the filing of counsel constituted an inappropr zaze Anders br

In addressing this and many of the petitioner’s clfumq import
fective assistance of counsel must be reviewed. First, a cr meal defen
ment right to effective legal counsel. Under! the well- known standard
Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S.Ct. 2052, 80 L.Ed.2d 674:(1984), and
S0.2d 1337 (La. 1986), a conviction must be reversed if the defendant
performance fell below an objective st'mdard of. reasonableness undér

Williams’ death as an is-

pellate counsel was vio-

vef

nt case law regarding ef-
dant has a Sixth Amend-
set forth in Strickland v.
State v. Washington, 491
proves (1) that counsel's

T prevailing professional

norms, and (2) counsel's inadequate perfmmance pr ejudlccd defendant fo the extent that the trial

was rendered unfair and the verdict suspect. State v. Leg/ and, 2002
S0.2d 89.

To be successful in arguing a claim of ineffective 'assism'nce q

1462 (La.12/3/03), 864

f counsel‘at any level, a

post-conviction petitioner must prove deficient performance to the point that counsel is not func-
tioning as counsel within the meaning of the Sixth Amendment A petitjoner must also prove ac-

tual prejudice to the point that the results of the trial cannot be trusted|

that both prongs of the Strickland test must be established beime relief;

viewing court.
In addition to the Strickland standards when appellate performa
other specific requirements. In reviewing clauns of ineffective assista

appeal the Supreme Court of the United States has expressly observé

“need not advance every argument, regcudless of merit, urged by the d
469 U.S. 387, 394, 105 S.Ct. 830, 834-5, 83iL.Ed.2d 821 (1985). The
ence to professional appellate strategy and applauds counseél for “winr

1t is absolutely essential
will be granted by a re--

nce is an issue, there are
nce of counsel on direct
d that appellate counsel
Sfendant. Evitts v. Lucey,
Court gives great defer-
owing out weaker argu-

ments on appeal and focusing on one central issue if possﬂ)lﬁ and af most a few key issues.

Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 103 S.Ct. 3308 77 L.Ed.2d: 987 (1983)
the weaker arguments have merit. /d. at 751 2:
When the claim of ineffective assmtan,ce of appc,llatc counsel is

This is true even where

based on failure to raise

the issue on appeal, the prejudice prong of the Strickland test requires the petitioner to establish
that the appellate court would have granted 1ehef hqd the issue beenj: a.ised. United States v.
Phillips, 210 F.3d 345, 350 (5 Cir. 2000). : '

The court ﬁnds no merit to petitioner”s claim of meffectlve apptllate counsel. Appellate
counsel is limited to the record and is ethmally bound to 1a1sc, only issyes supported by the law
and evidence.

The court finds no merit to this clcum as petitioner f ails to provie that appellate counsel,
Frederick Kroenke, Jr., was deficient, or that any prejudice resulted. Pe_ﬁtioner fails to establish
that the appellate court would have granted 1ehef :




—~
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One B: Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment rlght to effective ﬂsmstmce of ;\iﬁpe]late counsel was vio-
i

lated where appellate counsel failed to challenge the bufﬁmemy of
conviction for attempted first degree murder |

The petitioner argues his attorney was ineffective f or failing t::

ciency of the evidence on appeal. Although the issue of suf ﬁuemy w3
Appeal summarized the facts:

he evidence to support a

raise the issue of suffi-
s not raised, the Court of

During the evening of October 18, 2008, Officer Brad Boyd of fthe Kenner Police

Department responded to reports of gunfire in the 3100 block o
Kenner. When he artived, Officer Boyd discovered a deceased|
identified as Frankie Williams. Deteclive George H offmann of

f Helena Street in
‘black male, later
the Kenner Police

Department, the lead investigator of the Williams murder, conducted an interview

with Conway Dennis concerning the Wﬂhams murdei Mr. Deni
Hoffimann that he observed defendant and M. Tt im in the area
der. At trial of the instant matter, Me. Dennis 1estt.ﬁed that he
Williams, his cousin, moments before he was shot. He stated tl

to go to the store, and as he walked away, he saw defendant, M

other individuals walking in Frankie's direction. Onihis way ba
Mr. Dennis learned that Frankie had been shot. At trial, surveill
an apartment complex near the murder scene was ‘played. Th
stamped at 11:13 p.m. on October 18, 2008, and Mt. Dennis ider
and Mr. T:rim in the footage.

his told Detective
prior to the mur-
was with Frankie
\at he left Frankie
r. Trim, and two
ck from the store,
ince footage from
e video was time
tified defendant

Approximately one month later, on Novembet 20, 2008 alOUI’iLd 8:00 p m., Mr.

Dennis was on his bike on his way to meet a friend when he e

named Tyson on Clemson Drive, about a mile from ithe Frankie

scene on Helena Street. Tyson, who h’id known Mr, Dcnms sincg

told him, “I think it's about time for you to leave—leave from
Dennis got.on his bike and started to leave when he noticed dé

icountered a man
Williams murder

> he was younger,

¢ Lound here.” Mr.

1endant and Mr.

Trim approaching him. As he altempied to elude Lhem, both défendant and Mr.
Trim, each with a gun, started shootmor at him. Mr. Dennig escaped without

physical injuries and reported the 111c1,Qeni to the police soon afte

he got home,

Later that evening, Officer Boyd respdnded toa tepolt of gunfire;in the 200 block
of Clemson Drive. When Officer Boyd arrived. on the scene, he located eleven
spent 9—mm shell casings. A witness fon the scene advised Offic icer Boyd that he
had observed two black males 1meng from the scene firing weapons dt some-

body else who was running ahead of them

Mr. Denms identified defendant md Mr. Trim as his assai ants. Defendant

Williams' mur-

was subsequently arrested and demedsany knowledge of Frankie

der or the attempted murder of Mr. Dennis. At trial; Mr. Dennis stated that he
was one hundred percent sure that defendant shot ‘it him on Novembct 20,

2008.

;

State v. Dusselt, at 1206, emphasis addied.

H

The state points to the detailed ﬁndinf; of facts, wtdblished at t]ie same ti‘ial, in his co-
defendant’s appeal, wherein the Fifth Clrwlt outlined the: facts against co-defendant Devion

Trim and found the evidence sufficient to iconvict. State v. Tri im,
10/16/12), 107 So0.3d 656, 660-661. The coultﬁnds this persuasive.

42-115 (La.App. 5 Cir.

Where the victim testified at trial that ﬂle petitioner shot him, the petitioner cannot estab-
lish that the evidence was insufficient to convict or that his qppeal would: have been successful if

that issue had been ra1sed This claim fails.

One C: Peritioner’s Sixth Amendment right lo ejj’ecfzvc aswsz‘ance of agzmllate counsel was vio-
lated where Counsel failed to challenge the tr zal court’s )ulmg allowing the State 1o elicit testi-

mony that petitioner was a suspect in the Fr ankze Williams ' murder becd

of the prior, unchm ged crime was sub: smnnally outweighed by its pre]ua’

use the probative value
ﬂzal effect

SERVICE



The petitioner’s next argument is lhat his appellate counsel st
counsel was ineffective by not challenging i demal of his motion to ex
fendant’s being a suspect in the murder of F rankle Wllll&t‘l’lS

This court notes, as did the Fifth Clrcult that the charge and

information that Conway Dennis, the victirh, had accused the petitiar

%ERVEEE

ould have argued his trial

olude reference to the de-

trial were based upon the
wer of murdering Frankie

Williams. As the state points out, this precise issue was reviewed in Lhc appeal ‘of co-defendant

Trim. ,
After a comprehensive review on this issue in the co-defendan

ft’s case, the Court of Ap-

peal denied this claim. State v. Trim, 107 So.3d at 661. In so doing, the Court found that “this

evidence was highly relevant and probative

ficient in not raising it on appeal.
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because the ‘%tate had tojishow that defendant was

observed at the scene and was somehow connected to the Williams murder in order to prove that

his attempt to kill Dennis was to prevent h1m from Lesuiymg: about his
in the future.” Jd. at 656.

After a careful review of this Comentton this court ﬁnds that the

either pr ejudice or deficient performance by appclhte counsel. He is n
claim. :

One D. Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment rzghr zo effective ams*zétance of q
lated where Appellate counsel Jailed to raise as errors the trial court’
mistrial because of> (1) impermissible lesl;momal reference that ass

i

knowledge of the murder

¢ peti‘tionek‘ has not shown
ot entitled to relief on this

opellate counsel was vio-
s denial of a motion for .
ociated petitioner with a

gang, (2) impermissible testimonial reference to other cr imies, and (3) zmpermisxsiz’ble testimonial

reference to petitioner having been shot

J he petitioner’s next challenge 1elales to a mistrial. I Te argues ]'

deficient by not raising a claim of wrongful demal ofa rmstl ial.
On the issue of reference to a rap gang, the state;in responsé
Conway Dennis testified on direct examination that the detendants W

is appellate attorney was

poinis to the transcript.
ere friends with “the lip

squad.” (Record, Vol. 2, p. 436). Trial counsel moved for a mlstual, which was denied. The issue

was not raised on appeal.
On the first part of this complaint, as shown by the trdnsm ipt, the

vague, There was no showing of prejudice and for this reason, appella
raise the issue again.

e reference was brief and
e counsel had no duty to

On the second part of this complaint, ithe petitioner ;contends al
ordered when a police officer testified that he had stopped the two co-de

Testimony was clear that the reference was to a traffic S'topf and notably

pi.strial should have been
fendants together before.
y, there was no objection

made at the time. Thus the issue was not preserved for review and appe late counsel was not de-

On the third part of this complaint, the petitioner allieges there v

vas an impermissible ref-

erence, by a police officer, that he had been shot at. There was an immediate objection and the

court found the officer had “blurted out” the remark The ulal court did

objection until the entirety of the witness’ tesumony on dmot examin

not rule on the defense
ation was complete. The

trial court had sufficient information to detenmne that the def ense sufferecl no prejudice from the

isolated reference.

In reviewing this post-conviction clmm the court fmda that appellate counsel’s strategic

decision not to raise this fleeting reference was not ineffective assistance

One E: Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment right to eﬁect:ve assistance of a],pellate counsel was vio-

lated where Appellate counsel failed to ob/am transcripts of opening
ment, jury charges, and voir dire. i

latement, closing argu-

The petitioner argues his appellate aﬂmney was ineffective bec ause he failed to obtain
transcripts from every part of the trial. This algumem is unavculmg under the present circum-
stances because there were no issues in these portions preserved for revie w. '

The petitioner was repr esented by appelldte counsel. The reviewing panel of judges of the
Fifth Circuit was able to review mandatory portions of the uldl transcript. The petitioner’s claim
that he had some entitlement beyond those pomons that is not well founcted. It is well-settled law

that:
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Where the record includes a comple{;e transcript of the eviden ‘iary portion of the
trial, the appellant's “constitutional right to a judicial review of all evidence” has

not been compromised. State v. Thomas, 92-1428 (La.App. 4th
S0.2d 1272, writ denied, 94-1725 (La.11/18/94), 646 So.2d 37

Cir.5/26/94), 637

y, cerl. denied, 514

U.S. 1054, 115 S.Ct. 1437, 131 L.E;d.2d 317 (1995). As to gther untranscribed
portions of the record, where there were no contemporaneous objections, the er-
rors were not preserved for appeal. State v. Harrison, 627 So.2d 231, 233

(La.App. 4th Cir.1993).

State v. Richards, 96-0331 (La.App. 4 Cir, 12/22/995, 750 So.2d§”§330, 332.

The petitioner received a full reviev of his trial. I:-I:iis appellate
tionally deficient for failing to order portions of the trial that contain
afforded no further review. .

Two A: Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of |

Center where counsel would have discovered a telephone ‘conversat

the petitioner with the victim acknowledging that petitioner did not shoe

The petitioner next argues that his tnal attorney, Tracy Sheppard

{

where Counsel failed to examine telephone recordings from the Jeffer

z'ttomey was not constitu-
=d no objections and thus

rial counsel was violated
on Parish Correctional
between the victim and
! him

; an experienced criminal

attorney, was constitutionally ineffective. He states she did not investigate and examine tele--
phone recordings, made from the Jefferson Parish jail, which contained the victim’s acknowl-

i

edgment that the petitioner did not shoot him.

Significantly, even in connection with this post-conviction application, no such recording

or transcript, has been provided to the court, By contrast, the record

‘does show that defense

counsel called witnesses at trial, including thé: petitioner’s father. Defeﬁfrse counsel withdrew ini-

tial objections to the jury hearing the petitioéler’s telephon¢ recordings

from jail. Both the peti-

tioner’s father and jailhouse conversations contain references 1o the victim allegedly indicating at

some point that he knew the petitioner did not shoot him. ;
For this reason, the record establishes that trial counsel knew of

he factual: claim the peti-

tioner is now making. Counsel’s decision on how to present this contention is entitled to great

deference under Strickland. In addition, even had such évidence existed

and had such been intro-

: . . i . ryay ‘e : : .
duced, the evidence would still have been overwhelming. The petitioner cannot show the results

. . \ . i, . . .
of his trial would have been otherwise or that its result is unreliable.
claim. '

Two B: Counsel failed to inform the petitioneré of a favorable plea barga

rlle court will deny this

1.

The petitioner’s next complaint is thatihis trial attorney did not i
plea offer.

}form him of a favorable

H
£

This claim is contradicted by the record. At sentencing, trial couﬁsel addressed the court,
stating, “I just want to let the court know that, as this court is well aware, there was a plea offer
on the table of terl years which my client did not accept.” (Transcript, Vol. 3, page 569). As the
state points out in its oppostion, the petitioner was present when his attorney made her statement,

but he did not contradict its truthfulness. : _
The court finds this claim of an unreported plea offer factually
be denied. L

ANALYSIS OF SUI%PLEMENTAL CLAIMS

;dlltradicted. Relief will

One: Pelitioner was denied the effective assistance of counsel as guaranteed by the Sixth
Amendment where trial counsel failed to conduct pre-irial investigationand interview alibi wit-

nesses

This supplemental claim relates to the performance of trial coun

sel. This court has noted

that Ms. Sheppard is an experienced criminal’ trial attorney.; Furthermor e, the burden is high to

establish relief on a claim of ineffective assistance. The petitioner. has

not shown that counsel
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failed to investigate, he has not shown who such wﬁnesses might kave been, and he has not .
shown the results of his trial would have been different. ‘

This claim contends only that trial counsel failed to mvesugate his case and to call alibi

witnesses, However, the petitioner fails to p1ov1de the name of any suth witnesses or to provide
specifics on how they would testify. This claim is speculatlve and will be denied.

Two: Pelztloner received ineffective assz.s/an,e of counsel dw ing plea- 'argaininé

The petitioner contends his trial attomey failed to g:elate to h1r_1 a favorable plea bargain
of a ten-year sentence. This supplemental co mplaint is the same as the |claim made in his original

application, addressed above. As shown by the transcript of sentencing plocecchngs, this claim is
factually unfounded. Relief is not warranted ¢ on this claim. :

Three: The bill of information failed to properly inform /fzz'nﬁ of the natyre and cause of the accu-
sation : 5 '

In this complaint, the petitioner clalms that the bill of mformau( n did not properly inform

him of the nature of the charges.
The claim is procedurally barred in ﬂns post—convxcuon procet,ding “If the application
alleges a claim of which the petitioner had kmwledge and 1nexcusably failed to raise in the pro-

ceedings leading to conviction, the court 911a11 deny relief,” LSA C. Crl art. 930.4(B). The court
will deny relief on this basis. :

Four: Counsel was ineffective in failing to move to quash the indictment and/or move for a mis-
trial and/or seek writs against the inty odzzcno?z of Frankie IVzllzmm dea_th as an issue

The petitioner argues his trial attomcy was meffcchvc by failing,
dictment or move for a mistrial in an effort to keep references to Flank
this trial.

to move to quash the in-
e Williams’ death out of

Significantly, the bill of indictment chal ged that the petitioner auempted to commit first
degree murder of Conway Dennis, “wherein Conway Dentiis was a witness to the crime of the

murder of Frankie Williams . ., .”
Factually, the record esiabhshes that trial counsel did in fact U)

to exclude references to

this murder. Prior to commencement of trial, defense counsel filed a Motion in Limine and a
Supplemental Motion in Limine to exclude references to Williams® murder. The effort was un-

successful, due to the admissible nature of the underlying facts.

Upon review, the court finds that the petitioner has not met his burden of proving that tri-

al counsel’s efforts were substandard. Fur thermore, he hasi not shown

impermissible prejudice

because the underlying facts were properly ndmlsmble at u"nl and the ¢ v1den.ce against the peti-

tioner was overwhelming. Relief will be demed

Five: He is acz‘ually and factually innocent in bot’h the “substantive and procedural context.”

s'

In this final claim, thc petitioner urges this court to conclude ﬂﬂt he is actually innocent

of the 'ttt(,mpled first degree murder of (,onway Dennis.

It is critical to note that this post-conviction proceeding is a coll
viction. Regarding the actual innocence claim, the court notes that a cl
does not present a claim for relief in this collatenal attack on a jury’s ve

1te;ral attack on the con-
aim of actual innocence
lchct Louisiana law has

not recognized that ﬁee -standing post—convwhon claims of actual innocence not based upon

DNA are legally viable.!

By statute, post-conviction relief may | be granted only for the en

in LSA-C.Cr.P. art. 930.3. Actual innocence is not an enumerated bas1s
amended the statutory language to allow for such a claim. ,

The courts of this state have reviewed this aspect of post-convi
Louisiana courts have declined to override 1he statutory Ianguage and

' The sole stdtutory authorization to address i mnoccnce as a.ground for
contained in LSA-C.Cr.P. art. 930.3(7), which provides: “The results of
pursuant to an application granted under Ar ucle 926.1, pwves by clear g
that the petitioner is factually innocent of the cnme for which he was con

s

lmetrated grounds listed
The legislature has not

ction law, In so doing,
to thus conclude that a

post—cmwiction relief is
DNA testing performed
nd convincing evidence
/icted.”




claim of actual innocence in the absence of

the clear interpretation of statutory language.

The court finds that on this claim, the petitioner fails to state anl

lief in this post-conviction proceeding. Reliefiis denied on this procedur 1l basis.

CONCLUSION

Post-conviction proceedings. are collateral review. The burc
conviction proceeding is on the petitioner. LSA-C.Cr.P. art. 930.2.

After a thorough review of the record
finds that the petitioner has not met his burden of proof. Relief should

stated.

Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED BY THE COURT

lief be and is hereby DENIED.

i o
Gretna, Louisiana this Q'g'(/% |

PLEASE SERY E:

" DNA exone:rzition 1S cognl
review, See State v. Pierre, 13-0873 (La.10/15/13), 125 S0:3d 403 and:
781 (La.App. 4 Cir. 10/8/14). Despite the considerations aﬂdressed, n

PO |

, all pleadings, and the as

that petitioner’s applicati

H

SERVICE

1/able In post-conviction
Jones v. Cain, 151 So.3d

» court has deviated from

enumerated basis for re-

en of proof in a post-

guments made, the court

be denied for the reasons

n for post-conviction re-

,20/5.

PRISONER: Phillip Dussett, DOC # 586710,

_,ou151ana Statc, Penitentiaz
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ST.AT]?,: Jefferson Parish District Attorney’s Office, '1 erry B;oudreux, Al

bigny St., Gretna, LA 70053

y, Angola, LA 70712 ]
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