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TITLE PAGE

INSTRUCTIONS: This application is for use in criminal appeals only. [f you are appealing a Court of Appeals
decision involving a civil action, use the form designed for that appeal type. Answer each question completely and
add more pages if necessary.

IN THE MICHIGAN SUPREME COURT
PRO PER CRIMINAL APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL

| am appealing a Court of Appeals decision that affirmed my conviction(s) and sentence(s) in whole or
in part, affirmed the trial court’s denial of my motion for relief from judgment, or denied my application
for ieave to appeal in that court.

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, Supreme Court No.

{Leave blank}

Plaintiff-Appellee,

v Court of Appeals No. _, SE‘[ 5'63[

[See Court of Appeals decision)

Dfrm) , Trial Court No. }7 329”{ F}\,i

(Print yo'ur 'narne) (See Court of ippeals decision or PEIR)

Defendant-Appellant.

I am currently incarcerated in a Michigan, federal, or other state correctional facility. Yes O No

If Yes, provide the name and address of the correctional facility:

URFE

{Print name of correctional facility)

Y269 W MH-30

{Print street address of comectional facility)

Kwt}neloe MT. 49784

{Print city, state and zrp code of correctional facility)

RECEIVE) \\
NOV 09 2020

QU LARRY 5. ROISTER, 2.
e SUPRENE & /

\.\___,.,

FILING DEADLINE: For incarcerated persons, the application will be accepted as timely filed by the
Supreme Court if received on or before the 56-day filing deadline or if it bears a date stamp from the
correctional facility on or before the filing deadline and (1) the case involves a criminal appeal, {2) you
are incarcerated, (3) you are acting without an attorney, and (4) you include a sworn statement
identifying the date the papers were given to the correctional facility for mailing to the Court and
indicating that first-class postage was prepaid. MCR 7.305(C)(4).

For persons who are not incarcerated, the application must be received by the Supreme Court on or

before the 56-day deadline or it will be rejected as untimely. No extensions can be given to the filing
deadline.
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CRIMINAL PRO PER APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL {cont.}

D Lo , Appellant  Court of Appeals No. Y % 31

{Print your name)

INSTRUCTIONS: In the sections below, write out those issues you want to raise in the Supreme Court that were
raised in the Court of Appeals in either a brief prepared by your attorney or a supplemental brief that you

prepared. To raise new issues, go to page 8.

ISSUES RAISED IN COURT OF APPEALS

ISSUE I:
A. Write the issue exactly as it was phrased in the Court of Appeals brief.

Mn. Dxxfm‘s Sﬁm S’M:/ Z:t’_ MW andl %e Mﬂ)%n N,MMCO) ‘lﬂ \%& ?L!‘lﬁ{_’tom‘?l‘
for a f“eswfemng because Delowolamits Conduct did welt Fheeaten Yo Securn‘y
Yhe peison and Hhe assessment of Hhe 25 pounls For OV 19 plated him 1o aa,
'waocum\(exly scored higher prawge Yo Hhe mmimum sewtemte.

B. The Court should review the Court of Appeals decision on this issue because: (Check all the boxes you think

apply to this issue, but you must check at least 1.}

Eﬁ The issue raises a serious question about the legality of a law passed by the legislature.

E/ The issue raises a legal principle that is very important to Michigan law.
*The Court of Appeals decision is clearly wrong and will cause material injustice to me.
Iﬁ. The decision conflicts with a Supreme Court decision or another decision of the Court of Appeals.

C. Explain why you think the choices you checked in “B” apply to this issue. List any cases and state any facts that
you want the Supreme Court to consider even if they were not included in your Court of Appeals brief. If you
think the Court of Appeals mixed up any facts about this issue, explain below. If you need more space, you

may add more pages,

The defercant- appellant did wot_and does wot Comeede quilt o

Yhe fucd Hat his ‘Comduct Lhreatened he 5e.curbz/ ot /oem/
fw.svttvlu%dusgn’Q/IljJ-hf.s Sl a Necessai_e,/emwvl of fhe oﬁan;e oF
gﬁempvteé_'possessio/d of a Cell phowe wibh Yhe_towtives of apem/
'INSJ-iILu)lM, B I order Yo Find #q} dafwdwvz-appe//wvls ({Cl)l/emp)'@o/

possession " A case Amlua”, pf-Amdeuea{ PZ/ze secqr}f, 04-\ DL/»Q PEMQ./
!‘msplnlml;om, a;yp[ v%.ts /{;[;( 7%1»’- AJS 5&'01‘{;{/? m} 0// / ? was /N/e:’; /?( woujc/ )que
a level of udicial Fact- $inding v vislation of debeandant - appellanits
55 (8 qud JY8 anendments of He (1S Constrbution, and viplote case faw

o v, Lockn Mih 358CR0/5). Apprewtd; v, Now Jersey, 530 US 786 2,000
PEG'EI uﬂic\fz igf,‘ﬂS ;%3 3700 _A_grw;orgﬂ; Jef 5, 5. 2::}

Updated April 2017 i




——TT

CRIMINAL PRO PER APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL (cont).

D[-)fof'/ , Appellant  Court of Appeals No. AV AT ‘ﬂ

{Print your name}

NEW ISSUE INSTRUCTIONS: If you want the Supreme Court to look at errors that were not raised in the Court of
Appeals, check Yes in the checkbox below and answer parts A, B, and € for each new issue you raise. There are
pages provided for 2 new issues. You may include more pages to raise additional new issues. If you do not have

f new issues, go to the Relief Requested section on page 10.

E<ES, ! want the Supreme Court to consider the additional grounds for relief contained in the following issues.
The issues were not raised in my Court of Appeals brief.

NEW ISSUE I:
A Write the new issue you want the Court to consider:

The Trial Court vicloled M. Digenss fyndumental mghts Yo Yoir fril and dlue process
by mak g & Lactual deder mnahions Vhat were wot admbted by M _Dm:a/ Nop
Fown® ﬂ/ece_ssup}'/y Fuumf by a ()u;y begewd a reasowable doubt w Storwy OV/ ?;
The Mithigay Coust of Bppent, Uhided Stades Supreme. Covet proced .
Pl Sl i et e oSt e SRS e

B. Thé‘gourt should review this issue becaus® (Check all the boxes you think apply to this issue, but you must
check atleast 1))

The issue raises a legal principle that is very important to Michigan law.

” The Court of Appeals decision is clearly wrong and will cause material injustice to me.
4

le. The issue raises a serious question about the legality of a law passed by the legislature.
. The decision conflicts with a Supreme Court decision or another decision of the Court of Appeals.

€. Explain why you think the choices you checked in “B" apply to this issue. List any cases and citations, laws, or
court rules, etc. that support your argument and explain how they apply to this issue. State the facts that
support and explain this issue. If any facts were not presented in the Court of Appeals, explain why. You may

add more pages. 4@/

Defesdant did ot admt ot he had alfempted Yo possess a cell phowe 1w 4 pe
iwshiben Voo W puspsse oF escape, drds smugglivy or Yo Yirewten Yhe securrty of Hhe
PM.‘;M‘- ' M povep admotted Vo ever u’snvv e pfwﬂe W Zuesvizmz Ner awy }:ww/&ét
as Yo whethen i evew worked on wob Iw Yaet all his admssiows of guilt o s¥eb/shed ¥,
Conteany. The phome was amotler 1omles who admitted Lhis Yo prisew and fow extortment
otficals. This immate was Mp Dixow's cubemale v aw 8-maw cube, ave he toerced
defendant o Aave,hold amd beep i¥ 0 his area of comtrol.

The drial Court clearly aud pluwly violated Mr. Digow's foundameatel Sixth Amenh
dmewt righis, by u.wg Lacks wor admitted by He defemdeat Lo merease Yo Floor of
Yhe 9Rl‘d€/0.lr'85 ravae . Mn, D!)WA’_‘S Sewfence is Yhus Com_sv‘})(u#wqu/& deficient See M
v. Lockrudge, Y96 Mich §3202014), Apprend) v. Wewsbersey, 330 U.S, 164020000, Alleywe v. Lpived
States, [335.CH 2154, 2160(2013) The Michigaw Count of Appenls should have

corrected Yhis error and remanded Yhe case Yo the el toupt For pesenencing but-dled
oty furthor perpe,)lm‘im?_ Hee violation of Mp, Distor's reshis, with ¥ complagency, P*9° 8
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2020

RELIEF REQUESTED

other relief that it decides | am entitled to receive.

9. For the above reasons | request that the Supreme Court grant my application for leave to appeal or order any

{Date} 7

{Sign rn;‘—mi)_ L
Habgnl Dion # 45128

{Print your name and, if incarcerated, MDOC number)

URF

{Print the name of the ¢orrectional facility il incarcerated)

4269 W. M-80

(Print your address or address of the carrectional facility)

Kuvrheloe MT, 4978Y

After this page, you should attach copies of the trial court and Court of Appeals decisions
being appealed and any other required documents, such as the P5IR or transcript of jury
instructions (if the PSIR or transcript were not filed with the Court of Appeals).
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If this opinion indicates that it is "FOR PUBLICATION,” it is subject to
revision until final publication in the Michigan Appeals Reports.

QECEIVE D

STATE OF MICHIGAN

NOV 09 2020
COURT OF APPEALS O{LARRYS-RG‘-‘STER\Q'}
2\
R supreme S

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, FOR PUBLICATION

September 10, 2020

Plaintiff-Appellee, 0:15 a.m,

v No. 349631

Chippewa Circuit Court
HAMIN LORENZO DIXON, LC No. 17-003294-FH

Defendant-Appellant.

Before: REDFORD, P.J., and BECKERING and M. J. KELLY, JJ.
REDFORD, P.J.

Defendant appeals by delayed leave granted his sentence imposed by the trial court
following acceptance of his guilty plea to attempted possession of a cell phone by a prisoner
contrary to MCL 800.283a and MCL 750.92, in exchange for dismissal of the charge of prisoner
in possession and a charge of fourth-offense habitual offender. The trial court sentenced defendant
to 11 to 30 months’ imprisonment to be served consecutively to the prison term he currently served.
We affirm.

. BACKGROUND FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

At his plea hearing, defendant admitted that, while incarcerated.with the. Department of _ _
Corrections (DOC) in prison in Chippewa County, on May 21, 2016, he attempted to possess a
cell phone. He admitted that he understood that his conduct violated the prison rules and state
laws. He pleaded guilty to attempted possession of a cell phone by a prisoner and the trial court
accepted his plea.

The DOC prepared and submitted to the trial court a Presentence Investigation Report
(PSIR) which explained that, while incarcerated, at approximately 12:09 a.m. on May 21, 2016,
during routine rounds, prison staff found defendant in a bathroom in possession of a cell phone.
Prison staff confiscated the cell phone, searched defendant’s area of control, and found a cell phone
charger. The PSIR reported that, during his incarceration, defendant incurred 22 major misconduct
reports related to fighting, possession of a weapon, substance abuse, theft, and destruction of
property. Defendant’s criminal history included 14 felony convictions. The DOC recommended
that the trial court assess defendant 25 points for Offense Variable (OV) 19 on the ground that his
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conduct threatened the security of the penal institution because possession, use, and attempted use
of a cell phone within the secure perimeter of a correctional facility put staff and inmates’ lives in
jeopardy and interfered with correctional administrators’ ability to maintain institutional safety
and security because unmonitored communication with outside persons could involve matters of
escape, assault of prisoners and staff, and the introduction of contraband into the prison.

At defendant’s sentencing hearing, the trial court asked defendant if he reviewed the PSIR,
and defense counsel indicated that he had. The trial court gave defendant an opportunity to speak
and defendant alluded to additional facts regarding the cell phone incident.

In this colloquy, defense counsel stated that defendant’s cellmate indicated in an affidavit
that the cell phone belonged to him. Defense counsel said that the cell phone had been found in
close proximity to a bathroom stall occupied by defendant but not in his possession.

In response, relying on information in the PSIR, the prosecution responded that defendant
had been the only person in the bathroom and he had the cell phone on his person when prison
staff found it. The prosecution explained that the inmate who provided the affidavit was
defendant’s friend and cellmate serving a life sentence and he came forward a year and a half later
to say he gave defendant the cell phone and defendant did not want 1o have it. The prosecution
stated that, based on the information, he agreed to make the plea offer. The prosecution, however,
argued that possession of a cell phone jeopardized the safety of the prison and prisoners and
constituted a breach of the security of the facility. The prosecution also advised the trial court of
defendant’s criminal history and his misconduct during his incarceration. Defense counsel
advocated for sentencing defenciant in the middle of the guidelines range and the trial court agreed
to sentence defendant to a minimum sentence of 11 months with a maximum of 30 months to be
served consecutively to his current prison sentence.

Defendant later moved to correct an invalid sentence on the ground that the trial court
impropetly scored OV 19. At the hearing, defendant argued that defendant’s plea to commission
of the crime of attempted possession of a cell phone did not justify the assessment of 25 points for
OV 19 which is scored under circumstances where a defendant’s conduct threatened the security
of a penal institution, He asserted that no evidence established that he actually used the cell phone,
talked to anyone, or that it even worked. He explained that during allocution at sentencing he
expressed that he did not want the cell phone and an inmate came forward later and provided an
-affidavit that clarified that the cell phone did not beiong to defendant. Defendant asserted that the
prosecution agreed to dismiss the possession charge which indicated that it did not view
defendant’s conduct as a threat to the security of the penal institution. Defendant contended that
no evidence established that he used the cell phone to plan an escape or smuggling in contraband.
Defendant essentially argued that more criminality had to be established to warrant assessment of
25 points for OV 19, and therefore, requested rescoring OV 19 at zero and to be resentenced.

The prosecution argued that the Legislature made it a criminal offense for a prisoner to
have a cell phone while incarcerated because such conduct threatened the security and safety of
prisons. The prosecution explained that inmate phone calls were monitored and recorded for the
safety of the prison, and unauthorized cell phone communication with the outside world interfered
with the maintenance of the security of the prison. Further, cell phones were used as currency for
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illicit drug deals in prison and violence occurred because of the presence of cell phones in prisons.
The prosecution argued that the offense warranted assessment of 25 points for OV 19.

At the end of the motion hearing after having the benefit of both counsels’ arguments and
considering the entire record, the trial court stated:

The Court: Thank you, Mr. Stratton [the prosecutor].

The Court: Well, in this set of circumstances, [ agree, Mr. Stratton. [ don’t
know under what set of circumstances a prisoner possessing a cell phone whether
the cell phone works, appears to work, doesn’t work cannot threaten the institution
and the safety of the institution of the Michigan Department of Corrections, [ don’t
know under what set of circumstances that wouldn’t.

Because that in and of itself device can be used or could be used to cause
serious harm to not only other inmates but set somebody up for ali sorts of problems
by just possessing it. So I don’t quite understand what set of circumstances that
wouldn’t threaten the safety, as would a weapon. [ think they’re synonymous in
the sense that I think that those two items, narcotics there’s a gray area there, but [
think a weapon and a cell phone definitely by their nature threaten the institution.

At least a cell phone for sure threatens the institution and safety of the
Michigan Department of Corrections just by possessing it because it’s clearly
prohibited . . .. 1believe it was scored correctly. I '

_ The trial court, therefore, concluded that OV 19 had been correctly scored and denied
defendant’s motion. Defendant now appeals.

[I. STANDARD OF REVIEW

We review for clear error the trial court’s factual determinations used for sentencing under
the sentencing guidelines, and such facts must be supported by a preponderance of the evidence.
People v Hardy, 494 Mich 430, 438; 835 NW2d 340 (2013). We review de novo the trial court’s
application of the facts to the law. Id. We review de novo the trial court’s interpretation and
application of the statutory sentencing guidelines. - ‘People v Jackson, 487 Mich 783; 789; 790
NW2d 340 (2010). A trial court’s factual determination will be found clearly erroneous only if it
leaves us with a definite and firm conviction that the trial court made a mistake. People v
Armstrong, 305 Mich App 230, 242; 851 NW2d 856 (2014).

1Il. ANALYSIS

When calculating the sentencing guidelines scores, a sentencing court may consider all
evidence in the record including the contents of a PSIR and plea admissions. People v Johnson,
298 Mich App 128, 131; 826 NW2d 170 (2012). A PSIR “is presumed to be accurate and may be
relied on by the trial court unless effectively challenged by the defendant.” People v Callon, 256
Mich App 312, 334; 662 NW2d 501 (2003). A trial court may draw inferences from objective

evidence when sentencing the defendant. People v Petri, 279 Mich App 407, 422; 760 NW2d 882
(2008).



OV 19 must be scored for all felony offenses. MCL 777.22. OV 19 applies when a
defendant’s conduct posed a threat to the security of a penal institution or court or interfered with
the administration of justice. MCL 777.49 in relevant part defines OV 19 scoring as foliows:

Offense variable 19 is threat to the security of a penal institution or court or
interference with the administration of justice or the rendering of emergency
services. Score offense variable 19 by determining which of the following apply
and by assigning the number of points attributable to the one that has the highest
number of points:

(a) The offender by his or her conduct threatened the security of a penal
INSHIULION OF COUT ... .ottt ittt et itiaieairainran s eeerrraneaaenne 25 points.

The plain language of MCL 777.49(a) requires assessment of 25 points where an offender’s
“conduct threatened the security of a penal institution.” In this case, defendant pleaded guiity to
the attempted possession of a cell phone while incarcerated in a correctional facility. The record
reveals that prison staff found defendant in a bathroom in possession of a cellular telephone and
later discovered a cell phone charger located in his area of control. In People v Dickinson, 321
Mich App 1, 23-24; 909 NW2d 24 (2017), this Court explained that

[blringing a controlled substance like heroin into a prison and delivering it to a
prisoner in violation of MCL 800.281(1) inherently puts the security of the penal
institution at risk. Our Legislature has specifically criminalized such conduct
because of the seriousness of the problem of drugs in our state’s penal institutions
and the way in which illicit drug use interferes with the administration of justice in
those institutions. Defendant’s delivery of an unquestionably dangerous drug like
heroin into the confines of the prison threatened the safety and security of both the
guards and the prisoners and, therefore, threatened the security of a penal
institution.

This Court further explained that the plain language of MCL 777.49 “does not limit the
assessment of 25 points for OV 19 to offenders who smuggled weapons or other mechanical
destructive devices into a prison.” Id. at 24 (emphasis added). The Legislature’s criminalization
of cell phone possession indicates that prisoners shall not have cell phones within a penal
institution because of the inherent dangers posed by the presence of and unmonitored use of a cell
phone within the confines of a penal institution. It is axiomatic that a prisoner’s possession of
contraband like a cell phone threatens the safety and security of the prison staff and prisoners
because of the numerous ways in which a prisoner may use such a device for illicit purposes, with
prison staff left without a means of intercepting such unmonitored communications to prevent
violation of prison rules and the commission of serious crimes. A prisoner should not have the
ability to engage freely in unmonitored conversations with persons outside of the penal institution
because such conduct places correctional facility administrators and staff at a serious disadvantage
regarding the maintenance of institutional safety and security if prisoners can engage in
communicating with persons regarding escape, assault of prison staff or other prisoners, witness
intimidation, procurement and delivery of contraband into the prison, and a myriad of other
criminal activities affecting the safety and security of penal institutions.



We hold that a prisoner’s possession or attempted possession of a cell phone within the
confines of a penal institution threatens the security of the penal institution; and if found guilty of
such offenses, a trial court may properly assess 25 points for OV 19.

The trial court in this case correctly relied on the information within the PSIR, a
preponderance of the evidence in the record, and drew reasonable inferences from the facts that
supported its assessment of 25 points for OV 19, The trial court properly interpreted and applied
MCL 777.49(a). Defendant’s conduct warranted assessment of 25 points for OV 19, and therefore,
he is not entitled to resentencing.

Affirmed.

/s/ James Robert Redford
/s/ Jane M. Beckering
/s/ Michael J. Kelly



IN THE MICHIGAN SUPREME COURT

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, Supreme Court No.
{Leave blank)
Plaintiff-Appellee, Court of Appeais No. Y %3!
v (See Court of Appeals decision)
Digen) , Trial Court No. _} 7-/3D 3794 €}
(Print your narme) (See Court of Appeals brief or PSIR )

Defendant-Appellant.

MOTION TO WAIVE FEES

For the reasons stated in the affidavit of indigency below, | request that this Court GRANT a waiver
pursuant to MCR 7.319(C) of all fees required for filing the attached pleading because | am indigent and
the provisions of MCL 600.2963 requiring prisoners to pay filing fees do not apply to appeals from a

decision involving a criminal conviction.
November 42020 @ _

{Date) {Sign‘;mr name)

Hamw Do dE YST7%]

{Print your name and, if incarcerated, MOOC number]

AFFIDAVIT OF INDIGENCY

My name and MDOC number (if incarcerated) are D“O op # Q§/7’3’/
| am incarcerated at //. }2_. E, in }‘fﬂ)wﬂ-&. M, %%?!{

{Name of correctional facility) City, sta’te and zip code}
| attest that | cannot pay the filing fee. (Check the boxes that apply to you))

monly source of income is from my prison job and | make $ )-, 1 l per day.

[J1 have no income.

I have no assets that can be converted to cash.
aﬁe Court of Appeals waived my fees in that court.

| declare thag the statements_above are true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.
_ D Novenber 4, 2020
{Sifn your ndme, (Today’s date) /

Hamn, DMOM‘# Ys)73/

{Print your name and, if incarcerated, MDOC number)

DRF

{Print name of correctional facility if incarcerated)

Y269 W, _M-30

(Print your address or address of correctional facility}

ch]tefwe} MY, Y223y

RECEIVE))
NOV 09 2020

RRY 5. RUYSTER _&
Qe R

Rie SUPREME 5
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NOTICE OF FILING APPLICATION
IN THE MICHIGAN SUPREME COURT

{Mail 1 copy to the Court of Appeals and 1 copy to the trial court}

({Today's Date)
Chegk the boxes to verify that copies were sent to the Coyrt of Appeals and trial court,
Michigan Court of Appeals Mﬂ%@m ame of Trial Court)
Clerk's Office 219 Cguff S (Trial Court Address)
e V4

Hall of Justice S.m;ﬂ: _f&._&ﬂ_,_w.g

P.C. Box 30022
Lansing, M| 48909

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN v ] (i)

{Print your name}

Court of Appeals No. ___3 Y943

(You can get this number from the Court of Appeals gecision)

Trial Court No. __f7- 0032 9Y- Fit

(You can get this number from the Court of Appeals decision or the PSIR)

Dear Clerk:

On this date | have filed an application for leave to appeal with the Michigan Supreme Court in the
above-captioned matter.

éign your f%

Kamin Do #4178/

(Print your name and, if incarcerated, your MDOC number)

VRF

{Print name of carrectionsl facility, if spplicable)

Y269 W. M-30

{Print your sddress or address of correctional facility)

Kincheloe, M T, 43734

“ECEIVED

NOV 09 2020
Qs:nm 5. ROYS regﬁql{:“
K supreme C2~

Page 13

Updated Aprit 2017 -xvi-




————

IN THE MICHIGAN SUPREME COURT

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, Supreme Court No.
[Leave blank)
Plaintiff-Appellee, Court of Appeals No. _ 34343
v {See Court of Appeals dacision)
DW{}N , Trial Court No. __}/~ 00 329 Y-FH4
{Print your name) (See Court of Appeals brief or PSIR)
Defendant-Appellant.
PROOF OF SERVICE
On {f- L{ , 20 Af) , | mailed by U.S. mail 1 copy of the documents checked below:

EA/pplication for Leave to Appeal
| Copy of Trial Count decision being appealed
Copy of Court of Appeals decision being appealed

[:] PSIR {required only if you are raising an issue related to the sentence imposed on your conviction and the
PSIR was not previously filed with the Court of Appeals)

DTranscript of jury instructions (required only if you are raising an issue related to a jury instruction at
B9.an¢:l the transcript was not previously filed with the Court of Appeals)

Motion to Waive Fees / Affidavit of Indigency
roof of Service

Clother:
***You do not have to provide any briefs or ather documents filed in the trial court or Court of
Appeals***
T0: Cjunnwa County Prosecutor

{Name a county)

325 Court St, Suie /03

(Street address)

Soault Ste. Marie wmi_94233

{City) (Zip Code)
| declare that the statements above are true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

s

2 e Wovember V 2020

“{Sign your name) {Today's date)

o, S,

(Print your name and, it incarcerated, MDOC number}

VRF

{Print name of carrectional Tacility if incarcerated)

Y269 W m-30

{Print your address or address of correctional {acility}

Kivchtloe, M. 4928Y

QECEIVED

NOV 09 2020
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COVER LETTER

(Date of mailing to the Supreme Court)

NOV 09 2020

RRY S. ROYSTER A
O(QLA Ny

2 supreme ©©

Clerk's Office

Michigan Supreme Court
Hall of Justice

P.O. Box 30052

Lansing, M! 48909

RE: PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN v L JIXON

{Print your name)

Supreme Court No. {Leave blank - the Clerk will assign a number for you.)

Court of Appeals No. 3 (fqé 3! {Get this number from the Court of Appeals decision.)

Trial Court No. i 7- qu "f v FH {Get this number from Court of Appeals brief or the PSIR)
Dear Clerk:

Enclosed please find the originals of the documents checked below. (Put a check mark in the boxes
of the documents you are sending.) | am indigent and cannot provide four copies.

Application for Leave to Appeal
Copy of Trial Court decision
Copy of Court of Appeals decision

D PSIR (required only if you raise an issue related 1o the sentence imposed on your conviction and the
PSIR was not previously filed with the Court of Appeals)

D Transcript of jury instructions (required only if you are challenging an instruction on appeal and the
transcript was not previously filed with the Court of Appeals)

otion to Waive Fees / Affidavit of Indigency
Proof of Service

] Other
***You do not have to provide any briefs or other documents filed in the trial court or Court of Appeals***

TR
'g"w\mm__,___.-— : INSTRUCTIONS .-‘;;\-f- ‘
) T ._-_", -u t s ‘ " .
# !
laa Do % D128) 1. Nobit s s e
U R F- N Orlglnals of this létter and the )
T pleadings llsted above P

{Print name of correctional facility if incarcerated) o
Y ;.._Ma1l the orlgtnals of this. Ietter and ,
L{Zé q wa M" 80 the p[eadtngs to the Supreme

{Print your address or address of correctional facility) © Court C Ierk . ey
;. Mail 1 copy of thls Ietter and the

_Kuncheloe MT |
I oo pleadmgs to the prosecutor.

Copy sent to: ¢ ;:_4'. : Keep 1 copy of this letter and‘.
, ql g the pleadtngs for your flle :
L4 pSeeuve o .

:*.—:"' Y : : N

A R ..h-.s.. P SOt
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