
IN THE COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
 
FOR THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA
 

JERMAINl:: DARI'~EU NEUGENT, 

Petilioner, 

vs. Case No. 

THE HONORABLE 
TWYLA MASON-GRAY, JUDGE, District Court of Oklahoma 
DIS1RICT COURT OF OKLAHOMA County Case No. CF-07-715 
COU~ITY, 

Respondent. 

BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF
 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS
 

The Petitioner, Jermaine Darnell Neugent ("Neugent"), appearing through 

counsel, Cynthia A. Viol, submits the following brief in support of his Petition for 

Writ of Habeas Corpus, filed herewith. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Petitioner Neugent was arrested on January 24, 2007 and charged by 

Information with possession of marijuana after former conviction, possession of 

cocaine bose with intent to distribute after former conviction of a felony, and 

possession of a firearm after former conviction of a felony by Information filed on 

February 6, 2007. (OR 1,7) Petitioner Neugent was arraigned on February 23, 

2007 and bond was set in the amount of $20,000. (OR 19-20) Preliminary Hearing 

Conference was set for April 5, 2007 at 1:30 p.m. before Judge D. Fred Doak. 

Trep Boil Bonds posted Mr. Neugent's bond. (OR 17-18) Defendant foiled to 



wor rlml I',sucd lor flis orr csl (OR 2:3, 3] ) Judcl(: Doak rc::)c r ~'ctilioncr Neucwr) I 's 

bond 10 $40,000-doublc Ihe Oflgirlul bond, (OR 23) Pelitioner Neugent wos 

subsequenily arrested and returned to the custody of the Oklahoma County 

Sheriff eight (8) months after his failure to appear. (OR 34) He was arraigned on 

December 14,2007 and his bond remained at the $40,000 amount originally set 

by Judge Doak. (OR 33) Preliminary Hearing Conference was set for January 3, 

2008 at 1:30 p.m. (OR 33) On January 3, 2008, Petitioner requested a Preliminary 

Hearing which was set for February 4, 2008 at 9:00 a.m. (OR 35) Elkins Boil Bonds 

subsequently posted Petitioner Neugent's bond on January 7, 2008 and 

Petitioner was released from custody. (OR 36) Petitioner Neugent retained 

defense counsel and counsel entered her appearance as attorney of record on 

February L 2008. (Tr. 4/13-14) 

Defendant appeared in Court with defense counsel on February 4, 2008 

for Preliminary Hearing. (OR 49) The State filed its "Motion for Detention Without 

Bond" on that date. (OR 39) Petitioner Neugent was arrested and token into 

custody in the courtroom. The "Brill" hearing on the State's motion was set for 

February 5, 2008 at 2:30 p.m. before the Honorable Twyla Mason-Gray, Judge of 

the District Court of Oklahoma County. 

At the "Brill" hearing, the State presented the testimony of Corporal Larry 

Grant of the Oklahoma County Sheriff's Department Fugitive Task Force. 
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NCLJswnl's bondsriKH1-Mr. OUlrlccl1 Allen. Rc:sponcJ(;nllr!forrlled defense 

counsel she wus only Irderested in evidence regarding why F)ell1ioner foiled 10 

appear and remained gone for eight (8) months. (Tr. 12/21-24; 13/6-9) 

Respondent then sustained the state's motion. (Tr. 13/9) Respondent based her 

ruling on the state's pleadings and the testimony of Corporal Larry Grant. (Tr. 

13/18-20) The State presented a prepared order which Respondent and the 

state signed. lOR 50-55) Defense counsel signed the order "over defense 

objection." (OR 55) 

Petitioner seeks relief from his illegal confinement as a result of 

Respondent's Order of February 5,2008 ordering Petitioner held without bond in 

the form of a Writ of Habeas Corpus, pursuant to Brill v. Gurich, 965 P.2d 404 

(OkI.Cr. 1998), the Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

Constitution and Article II, Sections 7,8,9,10 and 20 of the Oklahoma 

Constitution. 

ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITY 

I. 

RESPONDENT ABUSED HER DISCRETION BY 
IGNORING THE PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS OF 
BRILL V. GURICH. 

Criminal defendants in Oklahoma have a constitutional right to bail 

pending trial except for several constitutionally enumerated exceptions. OKLA. 
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follclWlrlSJ 

... [OJur constitutional provisions guoranJee the right to 
bail to an accused in a criminal case subject 10 lirniled 
exceptions. This guarantee is based upon the legal 
principle that a person accused ot a crime is presumed 
to be innocent of the charged offenses and shall be 
admitted to boil until his or her guilt has been 
determined. See Petition of Humphrey, 1979 OK CR 97, 
601 P.2d 103, 106. Unless this right to boil before trial is 
preserved, the presumplion of innocence will lose its 
meaning. See Stock v. Boyle, 342 U.S. 1,4,72 S. Ct. 1,3, 
96 L.Ed. 3 [1951). The right to freedom before 
conviction permits the unhampered preparation of a 
defense and serves to prevent the infliction of 
punishment prior to conviction. Id. The judges of this 
State have a duty and a responsibility to apply the low 
and, further, in these matters they must ensure bail is not 
used as a tool of punishment. Because of the 
constitutional mandate, bail must be set in a 
reasonable amount to ensure the presence of an 
accused at future proceedings, and the denial of bail is 
allowed only under very limited circumstances. Brill v. 
Gurich, 965 P.2d 404, 406 (OkI.Cr. 1998). 

In Brill v. Gurich, this Court mandated the necessary procedural 

requirements, consistent with constitutional due process, before a Judge may 

deny a defendant's constitutional right to bail under Article II, Section 8(A) ofrhe 

Oklahoma Constitution. Br~ Gurich, 965 P.2d 404 (Okl.Cr. 1998); OKL. CONST. 

art. II, sect. B(A). Respondent abused her discretion by ignoring the procedural 

requirements of Brill. Petitioner was-and continues to be--illegally detained in 

violation of his constitutional and due process rights guaranteed under the Fifth, 

Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and Article 
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Ii. ~Cl Illll)" /, c), Y IU (lliCi /() l11 IiI<' Okll!fIOf)10 (cm"lttLJtIC){i US. CONSI. (1111('lh1" 

V, VIII ond XIV; OKLACOI'JST ur I II, secls. 7, S. y, 10 l~ 20. 

A. The "Brill" Motion and_Hearing Were Not Timely 

In Brill v. Gurich, this Court mandated that before a defendant may be 

held without boil that "a hearing sholl be held immediately upon the person's 

first appearance before the judicial officer." Bril.l v Gurich, 965 P.2d at 408. In 

this case, the State did not file its "Motion for Detention Without Bond" prior to 

Petitioner Neugent's first appearance-his arraignment after his return to custody. 

Instead, Judge Hall arraigned Petitioner and set his bond at $40,000-twice the 

amount of the original bond. (OR 33) The State did not file its "Motion for 

Detention Without Bond" prior to Petitioner's Preliminary Hearing Conference, 

The state waited until Petitioner hod bonded out of jail, hired on attorney, and 

appeared on February 4, 2008 for Preliminary Hearing. (OR 39) 

The state's ac1ions in this case are remarkably similar to those condemned 

by the Court of Criminal Appeals in Petition of Humphrey, 601 P.2d 103 (OkI.Cr. 

1979). In Humphrey, the State sought to "strengthen" the defendant's bond 

under 22 OS Section 1109 based on on allegation that defendant hod become 

"a danger to society." 22 0.5. Sect. 1109. The trial court in that case issued on 

ex parte order for the defendant's arrest and incarceration pending hearing on 

the State's Section 1109 motion. 

The Court of Criminal Appeals condemned Ihe procedure The Court 
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procc'),,' lei Moreover, lhc: Courl of Crirnlrlol Appeols deterrnlnecl Ihot 111e 

"defcndont IS entitled 10 notrce of the ~Ieaflng and 1~le opportundy 10 be heard, 

and the State is required to prove the statutory ground upon which it relies." Id. 

"Only then," the Court explained, "shall the defendant be required to give 

additional security or be incarcerated." 1<:2: 

There is no constitutional. statutory or caselaw authority to support the 

procedure used by the State in this case. The Court of Criminal Appeals stated 

unequivocally in Brill v. Gurich that "a hearing shall be held immediately upon 

the person's first appearance before the judicial officer.. ,". Brill v. Gurich, 965 

P.2d at 408. The State should have filed its Motion prior to Petitioner's 

arraignment after his return to custody, It did not. 

Petitioner was-and continues to be-- illegally detained in violation of his 

constitutional and due process rights guaranteed under the Fifth, Eighth and 

Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and Article II, Section 

7,8,9, 10 and 20 of the Oklahoma Constitution. U.S. CONST. amends. V, VIII & 

XIV; OK. CONST. art. II, Sects. 7,8,9,10 & 20. 

B. Respondent Denied Petitioner the Right to Cross-Examine Witnesses 

The Court of Criminal Appeals, in Brill v. Gurich, gave the accused the 

right cross-examine the witnesses against him. The Court specifically stated that 

"The person shall be afforded on opportunity .. to cross-examine wilnesses who 
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oppeor 01 Ihc hCCJrlng"61JIL~,---(7_ULI(;f" 96S ['-2d ot 409. In lhe rnslonl cme, 1~lc 

State relied on Ihe bore allegations In its Motion which included 0 surnrrlory of 

the relevant police reports. Petitioner Neugent was not afforded the right fo 

cross-examine the police officers whose reports were summarized in the State's 

Motion and upon which the Judge relied in ordering Petitioner held without 

bond. They did not testify. 

Respondent relied solely on the State's pleadings and the testimony of 

Corporal Grant in granting the State's Motion. rTr. 13/17-20) In so doing, 

Respondent abused her discretion, denied Petitioner's constitutional right to 

cross-examine the witnesses against him, and violated Petitioner's constitutional 

and due process rights guaranteed under the Fifth, Eighth and Fourteenth 

Amendments to the United States Constitution and Article II, Sections 7, 8, 9, 10 

and 20 of the Oklahoma Constitution. U.S. CONST. amends. V, VIII & XIV.; Art. II, 

OKL. CONST., sects. 7, 8, ,9,10 & 20; Crawford v. Washington, 544 U.S. 36, 124 S.Ct. 

1354, 158 L.Ed.2d 177 (2004). 

C. Respondent Denied Petitioner the Right to Call Witnesses 

The Court of Criminal Appeals, in Brill v. Gurich, gave the accusedlhe 

right to call witnesses at a "Brill" hearing. The Court stated that "the person shall 

be afforded an opportunify to ... present witnesses ... ". Brill v. Gurich, 965 P,2d 

a1409. Respondent in this case abused her discretion by refusing to allow 
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dejcnllcH1 of Pcliiioncr thereby dcr\Ylrl~J r)elilioncr\ consJilutic)I\o[ rl<Jhls (mel due 

process of low guaranleed under the Fifth, Eighth, and FourteenHi ArnE.:~ndrnents 

to the United States Constitution and Article II, Sections 7, 8, 9,] 0, & 20 of the 

Oklahoma Constitution. (Tr. 12/6-25; 13/1-20) U.S. CONST. amends. V, VIII & XIV.; 

Art. II, OKL. CONST., sects. 7, 8, 9, 10& 20. 

When Petitioner called Mr. Allen to testify, Respondent asked "For what 

purpose?" (Tr. 12/7) Defense counsel responded "He is Mr. Neugent's 

bondsman and he would testify, tell the Court that Mr. Allen is working, he is 

paying." (Tr. 12/8-10) Defense counsel further offered that Petitioner "has fulfilled 

everything that he has asked him to do" and "[h]e has hired counsel." (Tr. 

12/12-13,19) Respondent was not "interested" in Mr. Allen's testimony. (Tr. 

12/21). Rather, Respondent only wonted to know "why he did not appear in 

court when he was ordered to...". (Tr. 12/21-22) 

Respondent abused her discretion in refusing to allow Petitioner to call a 

witness which resulted in his illegal detention in violation of his constitutional 

rights and due process of law guaranteed under the Fifth, Eighth, and 

Fourteenth Amendments to the Urlited States Constitution and Article II, Sections 

7,8,9, 10 & 20 of the Oklahoma Constitution. U.S. CONST. amends. V, VIII & XIV.; 

Art. II, OKLA. CONST., sects. 7,8,9, 10 & 20. 
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- -- ------- -- -- - --- -----

D. Respondent Erroneously Assigned Petitioner 
the Burden to Produce Evidence 

Respondenl abuc,ed her di<}crction In ac,c,i~Jnln~j to fJetilionel lhe lJurden to 

produce evidence explaining his bond torteiture. In so doing, she ignored the 

procedural requirements of ~.r:ill resulting in the illegal detention of Petitioner in 

violation of his constitutional rights and due process of law guaranteed under 

the FiHh, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution 

and Article II, Sections 7, 8, 9, 10 and 20 of the Oklahoma Constitution. U.S. 

COI\JST. amends. V, VIII & XIV.; Art. II, OKLA. CONST., sects. 7,8,9, 10 & 20. 

Respondent made it clear during the hearing that she was placing on 

Petitioner the burden to bring forth evidence regarding "why he did not appear 

and why he was essentially a fugitive from justice for eight months...". (Tr. 13/6­

8) She explained that "I think that that is an important piece of this." (Tr. 13/8-9) 

The Court of Criminal Appeals, in Brill v. Gurich, placed the burden entirely on 

the State to prove by clear and convincing evidence that lithe proof of guilt is 

evident, or the presumption thereof is great" and that "no condition or 

combination of conditions will reasonably assure the safety of any other person 

and the community." Brill v. Gurich, 965 P.2d at 409. The Court of Criminal 

Appeals has never assigned to defendant the burden to prove anything at a 

"Brill" hearing. The burden is entirely on the State. 

Respondent. in assigning to Petitioner the burden to produce evidence at 

the "Brill" Hearing, ignored the procedural requirements of Brill resulting in the 



procc"s o! low gumcmtc:ccJ by the f Jlfn, LiCJhth, ond FourteenUI ArnencJrncllh 10 

the Untied States Constirution and Article II, Section 7,8, 9, 10 ond 2001 U1e 

Oklahoma Constitution. U.S. CONST. amends. V, VIII & XIV.; OKLA. CONST., 

sects. 7,8, 9, 10 & 20. 

In summation, Petitioner subrnits Respondent abused her discretion by 

ignoring the procedural requirements of Brill v. Gurich by hearing the State's 

motion which was not timely filed, by denying Petitioner the right to cross­

examine the witnesses against him, by refusing to allow Petitioner to call 

witnesses, and by assigning to Petitioner the burden to produce evidence 

regarding his failure to appear. In so doing, Respondent ordered Petitioner 

illegally confined and deprived of his liberty in violation of his constitutional and 

due process rights guaranteed under the Fifth, Eighth and Fourteenth 

Amendments to -Ihe United States Constitution and Article II, Section 7,8,9, ]0 

and 20 of the Oklahoma Constitution. U.S. CONST. amends. V, VIII & XIV.; OKL. 

CONST. art. II, sects. 7, 8, 9, 10 & 20. 

Petitioner respectfully prays that the Court of Criminal Appeals grant this 

Petition and that Writ of Habeas Corpus issue ordering the immediate release of 

Petitioner from the Oklahoma County Jail. 
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II. 

RJ~!'QND~~LA~US~~HERJ21~CBfnQf'.J IN ~_~AI\JTJ~JiIHE 

SJATE'~MQJJQ~ ~~C~USXlti~_SJAL~_OFFj:ItEPJ'!Q 
EVIDENCE TO_SLJf_PORT THE AllEGATION~lN ITS MOTION. 

Respondent abused her discretion by sustaining the State's "Motion tor 

Detention without Bond" when the State failed to present evidence to support 

the allegations in its motion. Evidence is detined as "[a]ny species of proot or 

probative matter, legally presented at trial of an issue by the act of the parties 

through the medium of witnesses, records, documents, exhibits, concrete 

objects, etc., for the purpose of inducing belief in the minds of the court or jury 

as to their contention." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY, 498, (51h ed. 1979). 

The State in this case filed its"Motion to Deny Bail" alleging that Petitioner 

should be held without bail because of the following enumerated exceptions to 

the constitutional right to bail under Article II, Section 8 of the Oklahoma 

Constitution: 

1.	 Petitioner is charged with a controlled dangerous substance offense 

for which the maximum sentence may be at least ten (10) years 

imprisonment - Count 4, possession of a controlled dangerous 

substance (marijuana) after former conviction; 

2.	 Petitioner is charged with an offense the maximum sentence may 

be life imprisonment or life imprisonment without parole-Count 6, 

possession of a controlled dangerous substance (cocaine base) 

] ] 



Willi IntCI11 In (1",lrILlulc' (111('r ((1rrl1('1 CCHWICI,Clr1 (Uf<:W IJU) OKI/\ 

CONST. arlide II, Secl BrA) 2 & 5 

The punishrnent range for [he of lome as alleged in Counl 4 and Page Two 

of the Information is two (2) to ten (10) years in prison. 63 0.5. Sect. 2-402(B) (2). 

The offense without a prior drug conviction is a misdemeanor which carries up to 

a year in the county jail. 63 OS Sect. 2-402(B)(2). The State has alleged 

Petitioner has a prior drug conviction which raises the offense of possession of 

marijuana from a misdemeanor to a felony. 63 O.S. Sect. 2-402(B)(2). 

Petitioner submits that, under the Court of Criminal Appeals reasoning in 

Brill v. Gurich, the State had the burden to produce evidence sufficient to prove 

by clear and convincing evidence that Petitioner has a prior drug conviction as 

alleged on Page Two of the Information and Petitioner's guilt of this alleged 

offense "is evident or the presumption great." Brill v. Gurich, 965 P.2d at 409. The 

State did not present any evidence during the hearing to support the bare 

allegations of its motion regarding the facts of the offense alleged in Count 4 

which would enable the Court to determine by clear and convincing evidence 

that Petitioner's guilt "is evident or the presumption great." Brill v. Gurich, 965 

P.2d at 409. The State did not present any witnesses, records, documents, 

exhibits or concrete objects regarding the facts alleged in Count 4 or the 

alleged prior conviction which would enable the Court to determine by clear 

and convincing evidence that Petitioner's guilt "is evident or the presumption 
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Article II, Section 8(A)(~) ~;xccpllon OKlA.CONST or!.II, Sect. 8(/\)(5). 

The punisflr'nenl range lor Ih8 offense allE::~Jed in Count 6 01 the 

Information, without prior conviction is life in prison. 63 O.S. Sect. 2-401 (8)(1). 

The State did not present any witnesses, records, documents, exhibits, or 

concrete objects regarding the facts of the offense alleged in Count 6. 

Respondent abused her discretion in finding by clear and convincing evidence 

that Petitioner's guilt "is evident or the presumption great" on Count 6 when 

there was no evidence in the record to support such a finding. 

The State also alleged that "there is a serious risk that Defendant will 

endanger the safety of another person or the community" because of the 

alleged facts oflhe instant drug and gun possession case, a prior arrest and 

acquittal for rape and forcible oral sodomy, two prior drug offenses, a prior 

second degree burglary, and a misdemeanor assault and battery. (OR 40-42) 

[emphasis added). The State produced no witnesses, records, documents, 

exhibits, or concrete objects to support any of the bare allegations in its motion 

regarding Petitioner's "dangerousness." Respondent abused her discretion in 

finding by clear and convincing evidence that, if allowed to remain at liberty on 

bond pending trial, "the safety of others in the community cannot be 

reasonably assured ..." when there is no evidence in the record to support the 

finding. (OR 53-54) Petitioner submits that mere allegations, standing alone, can 
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[[IC Slo!c (1)0 ollec.:Jed !f)ol LKmd should be denied "becClusc or the 

ollegotlons, onci the evidence underlying those allegations, there is no condition 

or combination of conditions that will reasonably assure Petitioner's appearance 

or the safety of victims or any other person in the community." (OR 42-43) The 

State hod the burden to prove by clear and convincing evidence that "no 

condition of release would assure the safety of the community or any other 

person." OKLA.CONST. art. II, Sect. 8.; Brill v. Gurich, 965 P.2d at 409. The State 

presented no witnesses, records, documents, exhibits, or concrete objects to 

support the allegations in its motion that there was "no condition or 

combination of conditions with would assure the safety of the community or any 

other person." OKLA.CONST. Art. II, Sect. 8. The State presented no witnesses, 

records, documents, exhibits, or concrete objects to support its allegation that 

Petitioner is a danger to the "community or any other person" as required by Brill 

v. Gurich, 965 P.2d at 409. 

The only testimony presented by the State at the "Brill" hearing to support 

the many allegations in its motion was that of Corporal Larry Grant of the 

Oklahoma County Sheriff's Deportment Fugitive Task Force. Corporal Grant 

testified that Petitioner's "paperwork hit my desk around June or July of '07 that 

we considered him a fugitive from justice." (Tr. 6/21-22) Grant testified they 

began on investigation to locate Petitioner. (Tr. 7/4) He agreed that "hours-wise" 

14 
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Petllioner was arreslccJ 111 Weath\:rforcJ "If I'rll not rl1lstokcn" unci !flO!, In his 

opinion, Pejjlioner was a tlight risk. (Tr. 8/12-13, 15-16) 

Corporal Grant did not testify to the alleged facts of the instant case. 

Corporal Grant did not testify about Petitioner's alleged prior arrests or 

convictions. Corporal Grant did not testify that Petitioner is violent or has a 

history of violence. Corporal Grant did not testify regarding any incidents 

regarding Petitioner's alleged "dangerousness." Corporal Grant's testimony 

was irrelevant. 

Corporal Grant did testify that, in his opinion, Petitioner was a flight risk. 

Presumably, this testimony was offered to support the State's allegation that 

bond should be denied because there was a risk Petitioner would not appear 

because he foiled to appear on April 5, 2007 for a preliminary hearing. (OR 40) 

The fact that a defendant may be a flight risk because of a previous bond 

forfeiture might be relevant in setting the amount of bond. It obviously was a 

consideration when Judge Doak set bond at $40,OOO-double Petitioner's initial 

bond-following Petitioner's failure to appear. (OR 23) However, under Article 1/, 

Section 8 and this Court's holding in Brill v. Gurich, it was irrelevant in determining 

whether Petitioner should be held without boil pending trial. 

In granting the State's motion, Respondent stated " ... I'm sustaining Ihe 

State's motion" and that she was "satisfied with their pleadings and wlfh the 
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1(( CI!CIIIHJj\ tll(JcJe" (11 U/H3)Cl) III~ (ll)VI()U~ Ilurn Illl li<Jmcllpr of Jilt' 

February S'" hcclrIng 1hol Respondenl ordered Pe1iJloncr held wilflOul bond 

bosed on !fie State's allcgotions, Pcritioner's prior failure 10 appear, Corporal 

Grant's opinion thaf Petitioner was a flight risk, and Petitioner's failure to offer an 

explanation for his prior failure to appear. (Tr. 12/21-24; 13/6-9, 18-20) There is no 

evidence in the record to support a finding by clear and convincing evidence 

that Petitioner fell within one of the alleged constitutional exceptions to the 

constitutional right to bail nor that Petitioner's "guilt was evident, or the 

presumption ... great," nor that there was "no condition of release" that "would 

assure the safety of the community or any person" as required by this Court in 

Brill v. Gurich, 965 P.2d at 408-409. OKLA. CONST. art. II, Sect. 8rA). 

In order to obtain a Writ of Habeas Corpus, Petitioner must show that his 

current confinement is unlawful. Phillips v. Page, 451 P.2d 23 (OkI.Cr. 1969). 

Respondent abused her discretion and ordered Petitioner illegally detained 

without bond pending trial in violation of his constitutional rights and due process 

of law guaranteed under the Fifth, Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

United States Constitution and Article II, Section 7,8,9, 10 and 20 of the 

Oklahoma Constitution because the State presented no evidence at the "Brill" 

hearing to support the allegations in its motion. U.S. CONST. amends. V, VIII, & 

XIV; OKLA.COI"lST. art. II, sects. 7, 8, 9, 10, & 20. Petitioner prays that this Court 

grant this petition and that a Writ of Habeas Corpus issue ordering Petitioner's 
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----

CYN IA A. VIOL, OBA#15831 

CONCLUSION 
-~-----_.- - -- --­

For 011 the ubove cmd foregoing reasons, Petitioner respec1fully pruys Itlol 

this Court grant this Petition and issue a Writ of Habeas Corpus and order 

Petitiorler's immediate release from the Oklahoma County Jail. 

Respectfully submitted, 

----a-<..a N.W. 11 th Street 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73120 
(405) 528-1 285 
(405) 525-8127 (Fax) 
AnORNEY FOR PETITIONER 

CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 

I certify that on the::??-r~ay February, 2008, I hand-delivered a true and 

correct copy to the Honorable Twyla Mason-Gray, or her duly authorized 

representative, at the Oklahoma County Courthouse, Second Floor, and to 

Assistant District Attorney Tom Shurr, 320 Robert S. Kerr, 5th Floor, Oklahoma City, 

Oklahoma. 
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