DAVID MORRIS * IN THE

Petitioner,
V. * CIRCUIT COURT
STATE OF MARYLAND * FOR
Respondent.
CASE NO: 105006023 * BALTIMORE CITY
* * * * * * * * * * * *

STATE’S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S WRIT OF ACTUAL
INNOCENCE PETITION

NOW COMES THE STATE OF MARYLAND, by its attorneys, Marilyn J. Mosby, State’s
Attorney for Baltimore City, and Lauren R. Lipscomb (#499050), Deputy State’s Attorney for
Baltimore City, and Linda R. Ramirez (#644880), Assistant State’s Attorney, and hereby
responds to Petitioner's Writ of Actual Innocence with State’s Attorney’s Consent to a Hearing
(“Petition”) and asks this Honorable Court to grant the Petition and provides the following

support thereof.
BRIEF RESPONSE

The pivotal contested issue at trial was the identity of the two suspects involved in the
murder of Mustafa Carter (“Victim”) on December 10, 2004. One of the two suspects has never
been identified. Petitioner David Morris (“Morris”) was the only person arrested and charged for
this murder. This case rested primarily on the pre-trial identification made by one witness. On
November 29, 2018, this case was presented to the Conviction Integrity Program (“CIP”) by the
Mid-Atlantic Innocence Project/University of Baltimore Innocence Project (“MAIP/UB”) as a
possible wrongful conviction. Our subsequent CIP investigation® revealed the following which
will be detailed below: 1) an alternative suspect was identified and investigated pre-trial,
unknown to defense; 2) the State and BPD had Victim’s pants retrieved from ECU and tested
for DNA — Morris excluded; 3) the statements of the sole identifying witness, Witness #3,

contradict each other; 4) crime scene analysis, additional withesses and attendant

1 The highlights, though not the totality, of the investigation are detailed in the instant response.
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circumstances strongly suggest Morris was not involved when considered under a totality of
circumstances. The Victim’s family has assisted the State in this investigation. As a result, the
State respectfully requests the Court grant the pending writ of actual innocence petition.

Subsequently, the State will enter a nolle prosequi in this matter.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On December 10, 2004, at approximately 4:40 pm, the Victim, 18 year old Mustafa
Carter, was walking in the area of Mulberry and Fulton when he was accosted by two suspects.
An argument and scuffle ensued between the Victim and the two suspects.

As the scuffle ensued, Witness #12, Witness #2, and Witness #3 were in a car driving
along Fulton Avenue. Witness #3 was driving the car, Witness #1 was riding in the front
passenger seat and Witness #2 was in the rear passenger seat. Witness #1 first observed the
scuffle (from her position in the front passenger seat) and directed Witness #2’s and Witness
#3's attention to it. By this point, the withesses’ car was at the intersection of Fulton at
Mulberry®. Witness #3 turned right onto Mulberry and drove slowly. Witness #1 heard shots,
saw muzzle flash and yelled to Witnesses #2 and #3 that the Victim was being shot. Witness #1

would later advise that, at this point, she became hysterical®.

Witness #3, while still driving slowly, looked over his right shoulder. He saw a suspect
shooting the Victim (“Shooter”’) and another suspect acting as a lookout/holding the Victim still in
order to be shot (“Non-Shooter”). The witnesses observed both the Shooter and Non-Shooter

going through the Victim’s pockets®.

Both suspects took off running down the adjacent alley®, headed toward Saratoga.

Meanwhile, Witness #3 circled the block. As the witnesses drove past the alley, Withess #3

2 All personal identifying information of civilian witnesses has been omitted to ensure their safety.

% Demonstrative aid - intersection of N. Fulton Avenue at Mulberry with markings of where the witnesses’
car was and where the shooting occurred. While the incident occurred on December 10, 2004, there
have been minimal changes to the area. See Exhibit 1.

4 Witness #1 would later inform BPD that she was under an exceptionally high level of stress as she and
the others had learned that her daughter had been in an accident. They were headed to be with her
daughter when they came upon and witnessed this homicide. Additionally, they learned, while traveling,
that Witness #1’s niece had been killed, nearly contemporaneously in time, in a car accident on 183.

5 The Victim’s pockets would later be described by several persons as having been turned inside out by
the Shooter and Non-Shooter.

® See demonstrative aid - satellite view of the incident area: shooting location, witness car location,
witnesses’ car path of travel, suspects’ path of travel. See Exhibit 1.
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observed the two suspects coming down the alley. They drove back up to the Fulton/Mulberry
intersection area and Witness #3 got out of the driver’s seat to head over to the Victim. Witness
#2 jumped into the driver seat whereupon she and Witness #1 left the scene to tend to the

ongoing unrelated family emergencies. Two area residents came out to assist the Victim’.

BPD received several 911 calls beginning at approximately 4:40pm with an anonymous
caller. Same caller advised a male had been shot, but did not see a shooter. At 4:44pm,
Witness #3 called 911 and advised the suspects were on Saratoga heading in the direction of
Monroe. Further, the following clothing description was provided: suspect #1 - black hoodie and
blue jeans; suspect #2 - all black. An additional call came in at 4:46pm. The caller advised that
they had observed: 5 shots, two black male suspects - both wearing black hoodies, running
down the alley behind Fulton Ave, and the Victim was on ground with his leg kicking.

PO Nelson, car 7C11, was the first responding patrol officer on the scene at
approximately 4:45pm. Witness #3 advised PO Nelson that he saw the suspects’ direction of
travel and could identify them. At approximately 4:50pm, Witness #3 got into the back seat of
PO Nelson’s patrol car and they began searching for the suspects. As they entered into the
1900 block of Saratoga, Witness #3 observed Morris heading toward, then at 1912 W.
Saratoga. PO Nelson and Witness #3 would later testify that Morris appeared out of breath,
nervous and sweaty. Witness #3 identified Morris by saying, “that is him right there, that is the
shooter with the black coat on®”. Witness #3 further advised PO Nelson to the effect of 1912 W.
Saratoga was his grandmother’s house, so he knew Morris did not live there and was not
supposed to be there®. Morris was placed under arrest. No gun was found on Morris nor was
any blood observed on his clothing. Morris’s hands were bagged for GSR testing. Same testing
would subsequently return negative. Morris denied involvement and gave an oral statement to

police about his activities prior to his arrest.

7 Crime scene photos — showing location of shooting and Victim’s clothing removed by medics - Exhibits
2a and 2b.

8 According to incident report prepared by PO Nelson on December 10, 2004, the SOPC and the arrest
warrant packet.

9 Unbeknownst to Witness #3, Morris’s girlfriend did live there. Morris and his girlfriend were both 20Y -
neither were homeowners or lease signatories. Morris’s girlfriend lived at 1912 W. Saratoga with her
mom.



Meanwhile the Victim was taken to Shock Trauma as a John Doe'°. Crime lab
responded to Shock Trauma and fingerprinted, thereby subsequently identifying, the Victim.

Bullets were later determined to have come from a .22 caliber'?.
COURT HISTORY

David Morris was arrested on December 10, 2004, and held without bail pending trial.
On January 6, 2005, an indictment was filed. On February 1, 2005, the State’s initial discovery
was filed'?. On February 2, 2005, the Office of the Public Defender filed its omnibus response.
On March 11, 2005, the first State’s Supplemental Disclosure!® was filed. On March 15, 2005,
the second State’s Supplemental Disclosure'* was filed. On March 18, 2005, the State’s third
Supplemental Disclosure!® was filed. On April 11, 2005, a letter was filed by the defense
attorney seeking: 1) further information on the two individuals referenced in the State’s March
15, 2005, disclosure?®; 2) witnesses’ taped statements; and 3) GSR testing results. On April 28,
2005, the State filed its fourth State’s Supplemental Disclosure indicating: 1) the GSR report
was attached!’; 2) the taped statement of Witness #3 was attached; and 3) the identity of the
Victim’s sister. On May 12, 2005, the defense filed a notice of alibi witnesses!®. On May 18,
2005, the State filed its fifth State’s Supplemental Disclosure indicating: 1) Witness #1 was in

the car - with Witness #3 - and said there were two guys involved in the shooting and that “the

10 This fact remains painful for the Victim’s family. The Victim’s family advised that a female friend was
with the Victim just prior to his being shot. However, curiously, that female did not notify the Victim’s
family that the Victim had been shot and was near death at Shock Trauma. The Victim’s family was
notified by BPD following fingerprinting.

11 Reflected in reports as well as in the testimony of Firearms Examiner James Wagster at trial.

2 This initial discovery included, but was not limited to: 1) the written notes from Detective Nicholson who
interviewed Morris approximately four hours after the incident (Morris said, “I didn’t do it. | didn’t shoot
anybody.”) and 2) the disclosure of the show up identification made by “Brian Keith” (This appears to be
an error as this was not the witness’s name).

13 Included ballistics and lab reports.

1 This disclosure included: 1) additional non-identifying witnesses; 2) a statement received from the
Victim’s sister that she was told Morris didn’t do it; and 3) a statement that the Defendant told a guy
named “Rodney” that he tried to rob the Victim, but the Victim would not give up his phone. It should be
noted no further information about “Rodney” appears to have surfaced other than that “Rodney” may have
been a cellmate of Morris.

15 witness #3 made a statement indicating that there was a tall suspect and a shorter suspect - the tall
suspect was the Shooter and the short suspect was the Non-Shooter.

16 It is not clear where the “Rodney” information came from nor was “Rodney” mentioned again in
disclosures.

17 GSR tests of Morris’s hands - negative.

18 Same names had been provided to BPD by Morris on December 10, 2004.
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shorter man, David Morris!®, was acting as a lookout” and 2) Witness #3 advised the victim was
“robbed”?. On July 8, 2005, the State filed its sixth Supplemental Disclosure which included
BPD progress notes and notice of Morris’s girlfriend’s neighbor?! (“Neighbor”) as a State’s

witness.

On August 1, 2005, the jury panel was selected. On August 2, 2005, the jury was sworn
and trial began. On August 3, 2005, the State rested. On August 4, 2005, the case concluded
and the jury began deliberations. On August 5, 2005, the jury returned a verdict of guilty on the
felony murder count. A PSI was ordered.

The PSI?? was completed ahead of sentencing. On November 15, 2005, Morris was
sentenced. He provided no allocution. Morris was sentenced to life suspend all but fifty years
with five years of supervised probation.

On November 17, 2005, Morris filed an appeal. The appeal was denied. On September
2, 2008, Morris filed a post-conviction. On September 8, 2008, the State filed a response. On
September 25, 2009, the post-conviction hearing was held. On September 27, 2010, a written
opinion was issued denying post-conviction relief. On November 1, 2010, an application for
leave to appeal was filed. On November 29, 2010, the application was struck. On May 13,
2013, Morris filed a writ of actual innocence petition, pro se. On May 17, 2013, same was
denied. On July 25, 2013, Morris filed an application for leave to appeal. On September 27,
2013, Morris’s request was denied and application struck. On July 6, 2020, Morris, through
MAIP/UB, filed a petition for writ of actual innocence and consent to hearing?. On October 5,
2020, the State filed its initial response. A hearing on this motion is currently pending on
November 3, 2021.

191t should be emphasized that there is no evidence to support that Witness #2 identified Morris at any
point - except in this disclosure. Witness #2 stated she was unable to make any identification both pre-
trial and in her trial testimony.

20 witness #3 made statements that he observed the suspects going through the Victim’s pants pockets.
21 The Neighbor lived at 1913 W. Saratoga which address was located across the street from Morris
girlfriend’s house. The Neighbor advised that, the day of the shooting, in summary, she saw Morris
knocking on his girlfriend’s front door.

22 Morris denied involvement to the PSI investigators.

23 By this time, the State was conducting its CIP investigation and consented to a hearing.
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ISSUE PRESENTED AT TRIAL

Respondent agrees with Petitioner that the primary contested issue at trial was the
identity of the suspects responsible for the shooting. At trial, the State’s case centered on: 1)
Witness #3’s identification of Morris; 2) evidence of a robbery due to both suspects rifling
through the Victim’s pockets; and 3) presence of Morris at 1912 W. Saratoga following the

shooting.
CIP INVESTIGATION

The State asserts and concedes the following evidence is new and, had the jury had the
benefit of the following evidence alongside that which was prevented, there is a substantial
likelihood that the outcome would have differed. The State posits as follows: 1) an alternative
suspect was identified and investigated pre-trial unbeknownst to defense; 2) the State and BPD
had the Victim’s pants retrieved from ECU and DNA tested - Morris was excluded; 3) the
statements of the sole identifying witness, Witness #3, contradict each other; 4) crime scene
analysis, additional witnesses and attendant circumstances suggest Morris was not involved
when considered under a totality of circumstances. The Victim’s family has assisted the State in

this investigation.
Presented at Trial

The trial in this case began on August 2, 2005 and concluded on August 5, 20054, The
State’s theory presented in opening was that of a robbery turned shooting, Morris was identified
by Witness #3 and was placed in the area independently by the Neighbor. The Defense’s
theory of the case: 1) conceded there was an apparent robbery; 2) Morris had a reason to be

present in the area due to his girlfriend; and 3) Morris did not commit the crime.

The State’s case primarily presented the following evidence: 1) 911 tape; 2) Witness #3;
3) recorded statement of Witness #3; 4) Witness #1; 5) Mobile Tech John French; 6) PO

Michael Nelson?; 7) joint exhibit recorded statement of the Neighbor; 8) Firearms Examiner

24 The State was able to pull and review both the trial video as well as the transcripts.

25 |t should be noted that PO Nelson engaged in conduct leading to an 11D sustained finding relating to
2004 theft/selling false tags. This would have been disclosed to the defense pre-trial present day; but, in
2005, it was not. It should also be noted that, after the conclusion of this case, PO Nelson came under
investigation for selling fake accident and burglary reports leading to a federal conviction for wire fraud
under federal case 1:07-CR-00182-RDB-1. PO Nelson was sentenced to 12 months and 1 day. PO
Nelson is presently on the do not call list.



James Wagster; 9) AME Carol Allan; 10) Detective Mark Hughes; and 11) Detective Paul Kidd.
Of this presented evidence, Witness #3 is the sole person who identified Morris as having
participated?® in the incident. Witness #3 did not identify Morris in Court at trial. At best,

Witness #3 testimony was that Morris was the guy he saw in the 1900 block of Saratoga.

The Defense’s case primarily consisted of the following evidence: 1) Morris’s step

mother and 2) Morris’s girlfriend.

In rebuttal, the State called the Neighbor and recalled Detective Mark Hughes.
Alternative Suspect Not Disclosed

In January 2005, following Morris’s arrest, a woman told police that her niece’s boyfriend
was bragging about having committed the instant murder. The information provided prompted a
meeting with the SAO and follow up investigation by BPD?’. A search and seizure warrant was
executed at the location indicated as being where the alternative suspect kept guns. At that
location, a .22 rifle and a .380 were recovered. While the bullets recovered from the Victim
were from a .22, the recovered .22 was determined to not be the murder weapon. Information
relating to this alternative suspect and follow up investigation does not appear in any of the
disclosures filed pre-trial and there was no mention at trial. Petitioner contends that none of this

information was disclosed to the Defense. The State would concede.

New DNA Testing - Morris Excluded

The State’s case relied, in part, on evidence of a robbery based on the witnesses’
observations of both the Shooter and Non-Shooter rifling through the Victim’s pants pockets.
The Victim’s pants pockets were described as having both been left turned inside out by the
suspects. The Victim’s pants were submitted into evidence. No forensic testing was done
before or after trial.

The CIP Team met and reviewed the case with BPD Detective Wolf. From there, the
CIP Team directed the pants to be retrieved for DNA testing. On June 18, 2019, Detective Wolf

26 Witness #3 initially told BPD that Morris was definitely the Shooter. At some point before trial, he
changed his statement to Morris was definitely the Non-Shooter. Present day, Witness #3 reverts back to
Morris was definitely the Shooter. Given the conviction was a felony murder conviction, this is not
dispositive; however, the inconsistency goes to weight and reliability.

27 Notes in the BPD records and SAO records reflect this information.

7



submitted the DNA request with the lab. Preliminary results came back inconclusive in March
2021, but the lab suggested more sensitive testing might assist and noted that there seemed to
have been a female contributor. As such, the pants pocket samples were sent out to
Cybergenetics for testing. In September 2021, Cybergenetics results came back reflecting a
mixture of two, possibly three contributors on the Victim’'s pockets. Morris was excluded.
Further findings indicated there is a 75% chance one of the contributors is female. Notably,
information provided by the Victim’s family suggested a female may have been involved in this
incident?®. While not dispositive on its own, when considered under a totality of circumstances,
these results bolster the evidence that suggests Morris did not participate in this incident.

Witness #3 Statements are Contradictory and Susceptible to Reliability Concerns under
Present Day Standards

The incident occurred on December 10, 2004. This was a stranger on stranger
identification. The conditions at the time of the incident were rainy, foggy and dark?®. Witness
#3’s identification of Morris occurred approximately 15 minutes following the shooting. When
Witness #3 saw Morris, at 1912 W. Saratoga, he told PO Nelson, “that is him right there, that is
the shooter with the black coat on.” Witness #3 was taken to Homicide and interviewed. Then,
at Homicide, Witness #3 said he saw both suspects’ faces clearly and Morris was the Non-

Shooter.

At trial, Witness #3 repeatedly stated that he never saw the faces of the two suspects.
Witness #3 testified to seeing Morris at 1912 W. Saratoga St. As Witness #3’s statement in
Court was inconsistent with the statement he made to BPD, his taped statement from Homicide

was moved into evidence.

The CIP Team interviewed Witness #3 on February 26, 2021. Witness #3’s statement

was largely the same regarding the events. Witness #3 indicated Morris “100% resembles the

28 This information remains under current investigation.

29 According to BPD reports as well as according to Witness #3. It should be noted that, in light of the
Small v. State, 464 Md. 68 (2019), the Maryland Rules Committee has undertaken meetings to address
growing scientific data relating to factors affecting eyewitness reliability including what system variable
factors or estimator variable factors, if any, should be considered in informing rules relating to eyewitness
identification. The undersigned State has attended several of these meetings. Considerations of how to
ascertain reliability have changed dramatically since 2005. Present day, the instant identification
procedure likely would have been scrutinized more closely.
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guy that | saw shoot this young man”, thereby reverting back to his initial statement, and he was

sure that Morris is guilty.

MAIP/UB advised the CIP Team of their attempt to interview Witness #3 in 2018 as
follows: 1) Witness #3 knew Morris was guilty because he should not have been at 1912 W.

Saratoga St; and 2) should MAIP/UB want further information, he would require compensation.

MAIP/UB indicated that they interviewed Individual A, a friend of Morris’s girlfriend.
Individual A advised that she attended Court with Morris’s girlfriend and was seated outside the
courtroom with Morris’s girlfriend who was present to testify. Individual A told MAIP/UB that
when Witness #3 exited the Courtroom, he said to her, “now that | see that man in there, | know

it wasn’t him.”

The CIP Team located Individual A. On October 28, 2021, Individual A was interviewed.
She indicated, as she told MAIP/UB, that, when coming out into the hallway, Witness #3 said
‘now that he saw Morris, Morris wasn’t one of the suspects’.

MAIP/UB proffered that they interviewed Morris’s girlfriend who corroborated Individual
A. The CIP Team was unable to locate Morris’s girlfriend.

Witnesses #1 and #2 Skeptical Witness #3 Saw Suspects’ Faces

Witness #1 was in the vehicle with Witness #3: Witness #3 was driving, Witness #1 was
in the front passenger seat, and Witness #2 was in the rear passenger seat. Witness #1 was
the girlfriend of Witness #3 at the time of the incident.

Regarding the incident, Witness #1 was interviewed by MAIP/UB and indicated that she
does not know how Witness #3 could have seen the suspects’ faces given she could not have
seen the suspects’ faces (and Witness #3 was driving).

The CIP Investigator Ellis and BPD Detective Wolf were able to locate Witness #2 who is
the sister of Witness #1. Witness #2 indicated over the phone that neither she nor her sister
saw anything. Witness #2 was subsequently interviewed by Ellis and Wolf - she indicated that
she did not see the suspects and did not see the actual shooting.

Witness #2 was not interviewed following the incident or at any point until contacted by
MAIP/UB.



Neighbor Observations of Morris Remain Consistent

The Neighbor’s observations have remained consistent. She observed Morris knocking
on 1912’s door. She saw him start to walk away and called to him to come back and keep
trying because Morris’s girlfriend was in the house. On October 28, 2021, the Neighbor was
interviewed and advised as she had previously - she saw Morris outside knocking and told him
to keep knocking because the Neighbor knew Scott was sleeping inside. The Neighbor
indicated that Morris was not out of breath, nervous, or stressed.

Juvenile Witness

On December 10, 2004, BPD conducted an area canvass for potential withesses. They
encountered 11 year old, AR. AR indicated that he saw the subjects run by. No further follow

up appears to have occurred at the time.

On August 5, 2019, the CIP Team interviewed AR in his home°. He indicated that he
was on his bike in front of his home on Fulton. He saw two suspects chasing the Victim. The
Victim was known to him. The Victim and the suspects rounded the corner and AR heard gun
shots. The police then arrived. After a while, the police drove by with a subject®! in the back of
the patrol car. AR was asked if the person in the back was who came running by - AR said no.
This information appears to have not been recorded or known to the Defense at the time of trial.
Notably, this corroborates Witness #1’s initial statement to police that she saw two men chasing
a third man before the shooting.

VICTIM’S FAMILY

The Victim’s sister has assisted in this investigation as she has had continuing doubts
that Morris was involved. The Victim’s sister is the point of contact for the family as the Victim’s
mother suffers from dementia. On June 6, 2019, the CIP Team met with the Victim’s sister who
had advised that the Victim was in the company of a female immediately before being killed®?.
Thereafter, the CIP Team had calls with the Victim’s sister as needed. On October 15, 2021,

30 |t should be noted that initially, over the phone, AR said he didn’t want to be involved and saw nothing.
The CIP Team spoke with his mother who confirmed her son stated, at the time, that he saw the suspects
run past. Thereafter, AR agreed to meet with the CIP Team.

31 A reasonable inference is that this was Morris in the back of PO Nelson’s patrol car. There is no
indication that any other officer had a suspect in their car at the scene.

32 This information will continue to be investigated.
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the Victim’s sister reiterated, regarding Morris, that “an innocent person should not be behind
bars”. On October 29, 2021, the Victim’s sister was provided an update that the State would be
agreeing to the release of Morris. While this news was understandably angering®, the Victim's

sister understood Morris should be released.
DEFENDANT’S STATEMENTS AND CRIME SCENE

The Defendant has maintained he had no part in this incident. The State notes the
following: 1) though it was rainy and muddy, close range shots - Morris’ clothing was not wet,
muddy and no blood splatter was observed; 2) GSR is no longer used as dispositive, however, it
should be noted this was a close range shooting and Morris was negative for GSR; 3) Morris’s
hands reflected no dirt, blood, mud3*; 4) Morris was wearing a black jacket and jeans - not a
hoody as described and he was not holding a hoody; 5) the Victim’s sister has no idea of who
Morris is (Moarris is from Cherry Hill), not from the neighborhood; 6) given the Neighbor’s
observations, which were jointly not at issue, Morris would have needed to leave his girlfriend’s
house, meet up with the other suspect - locate the Victim, chase, rob and shoot the Victim - then
walk to 1912 W Saratoga to return to knocking on the door. The walking distance from the
crime scene to 1912 is approximately 3 minutes 24 seconds®. Witness #3 arrived with PO
Nelson approximately 15 minutes after the murder. For about 11 minutes, having just
committed a murder, Morris — without any proceeds from a robbery - would have remained

standing outside of 1912 W. Saratoga.
CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above which are the highlights of the CIP investigation into this
case, the State asserts that, had the jury had the benefit of the aforementioned information,
there is a significant possibility that the jury verdict would have been different. Going beyond
this analysis as proscribed in Md. Crim. Pro. Sec. 8-301, the State asserts that, given the
information and evidence known now, the State’s confidence in Morris’s conviction has

evaporated.

33 Conceding that the person responsible has not been held accountable.

34 Several pictures of Morris were taken at BPD the night of the murder.

35 The crime scene has been analyzed by the CIP Team. Vehicle times, walking times and distance were
all analyzed.
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WHEREFORE, for all of the foregoing reasons, the State respectfully asks that the Court

grant the pending Defense’s Writ of Actual Innocence petition.

By:

Respectfully submitted,

Marilyn J. Mosby

State’s Attorney for Baltimore City

s

Lauren R. Lipscomb (#499050)

Deputy State’s Attorney for Baltimore City
120 East Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

(443) 984-6223

Linda R. Ramirez (#644880)
Chief, Conviction Integrity Unit
120 East Baltimore Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(443) 984-6050

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing State’s Supplemental Response to Petition for Writ of
Actual Innocence is being filed with the Court on November 3, 2021. A copy of which is hereby
being emailed to counsel for Petitioner, Michelle Nethercott, on November 2, 2021.

o e

Lauren R. Lipscomb, #499050

12



at'\on

Starting loc
of W\tneSS s Car

1.. Celebra'l'lonw i |
ChurchyMonree St

s . “.3,"\’4 .
| Lh [ T, A - . m 1 P - s 1y W aratoga

b a9 COERTTN T s . . " o |

Baratogaioy s -

o T @“l—m"“







	State Response to David Morris 11.2.21.pdf (p.1-12)

