
COURT OF APPEALS OF GEORGIA

DOCUMENT RETURN NOTICE FOR BRIEFS OR MOTIONS

November 13, 2015

To: Mr. Corey D. Richardson, GDC 1296769 H-2, Dooly State Prison, Post Office Box 750, Unadilla,
Georgia 31091

Docket Number: A15A2113 Style: Corey Richardson v. The State

Your document(s) is (are) being returned for the following reason(s).

1. • Your Appellant's Brief, was not accompanied by the statutory filing fee ($300.00 civil; $80.00 criminal
*Effective July 1, 2009) or a sufficient pauper's affidavit. OCGA§5-6-4 and Rule 5 Please be
advised that your pauper's affidavit should be notarized by a notary public.

A Request for Oral Argument must be filed as a separate document. Rule 28 (a) (3)

Your document(s) was (were) not signed by counsel (No signatures with expressed permission are
permitted). Rule 1 (a)

An improper Certificate of Service accompanied your document(s). Rule 6

The Certificate ofService must include the complete name and mailing address ofeach opposing party.
Rules 1(a) and 6. You should provide a copy ofyour filing to the District Attorney and include his/her
name and address on your Certificate of Service.

There were an insufficient number of copies of your document. Rule 6.

Your document exceeds page limits. Rules 24 (f) and 27 (a)

Your Supplemental Brief was submitted without permission to file. Rules 27 (a) and 37 (d)

Letter briefs and letter cites are not permitted. Rule 27 (b)

Your request for court action must be submitted in motion form. Rule 41 (a)

Your motions were submitted in an improper form (joint, compound or alternative motions in one
document). Rule 41(b)

12. • Type was on both sides of the paper; type font was smaller than 10 characters per inch; and/or the type
was not double-spaced. Rules 1(c), 37(a) and 41(b).

13. • The pages were not sequentially numbered with arabic numerals. Rule 24 (e)

14. • Case and/or record citations were not made in the proper form. Rules 24 (d) and 25 (c) (2)

15. • Margins were too small or paper size incorrect. Rules 1(c), 24(c), 37 (a) and 41(b)

16. • Your document(s) was (were) not securely bound at the top with staples or round head fasteners. Rule
1(c)

2. •

3. •

4. •

5. •

6. •

7. •

8. •

9. •

10 •

11 •

17. • JFne Motion to Supplement has not been granted.

0 Other:18. 0 Other: The above appeal was affirmed on November 6,2015. This Court denied your Motion to
file a Supplemental Brief. We are returning your documents to you.

For Additional information, please go to the Court's website at: www.gaappeals.us

Updated Form: Sep 2013
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COURT OF APPEALS OF GEORGIA
DOCUMENT RETURN NOTICE FOR BRIEFS OR MOTIONS

Docket Number: a.<- a 41, 2 Sty,e: C^% h^<W&*0 /• ~%<- StccXL
Your document(s) is (are) being returned for the following reason(s).

1 D Your Appellant's Brief, was not accompanied by the statutory filing fee ($300.00 civil; $80.00 criminal
♦Effective July 1, 2009) or a sufficient pauper's affidavit. OCGA§5-6-4 and Rule 5 Please be
advised that your pauper's affidavit should be notarized by a notary public.

2. D ARequest for Oral Argument must be filed as a separate document. Rule 28 (a) (3)

3. • Your document(s) was (were) not signed by counsel (No signatures with expressed permission are
permitted). Rule 1 (a)

4. •• No Certificate ofService or an improper Certificate of Service accompanied your document(s). Rule 6

5 D Your Certificate of Service did not include the complete name and mailing address of each opposing
counsel and pro se party. Rules 1(a) and 6. You should provide acopy of your filing to the District
Attorney and include his/her name and address on your Certificate ofService.

6. • There were an insufficient number ofcopies ofyour document. Rule 6.

7. D Your document exceeds page limits. Rules 24 (f) and 27 (a)

8. • Your document was submitted without permission to file (supplemental brief or second motion for
reconsideration). Rules 27 (a) and 37 (d)

9. • Letter briefs and letter cites are not permitted. Rule 27(b)

10. D Your request for court action must be submitted in motion form. Rule 41 (a)

11. D Your motions were submitted in an improper form (joint, compound or alternative motions in one
document). Rule 41 (b)

12. • Type was on both sides of the paper; type font was smaller than 10 characters per inch; and/or the type
was not double-spaced. Rules 1(c), 37(a) and 41(b).

13. • The pages were not sequentially numbered with arabic numerals. Rule 24 (e)

14. D Case and/or record citations were not made in the proper form. Rules 24 (d) and 25 (c) (2)

15. • Margins were too small or paper size incorrect. Rules 1(c), 24(c), 37 (a) and 41(b)

16 • Your document(s) was (were) not securely bound at the top with staples or round head fasteners. Rule
1(c)

17. D The Motion to Supplement has notbeen granted.

18

For Additional information, please go to the Court's website at: www.gaappeals.us
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FILED miOFJRlCE

GEORGIA COOfST OP ^??£

C©ftEY DEM fl£crtAftOSOi4 ,

Appcllan+

v

THE iTATt 6F GEORGIA ,

Appellee

frSUPPLEMENTAL &ftIEF

COME5 NOW , Appelant Corty RicWAson
en-l-ql Bf<e-f " showing -HnJs CooH- os follows ;

PART QNe

December 8,20 0g ^ -^e obov/e - nowed oippeltanf w<u Foond
^oilA-y of 4ta often St of Aj^ret/oM CblU Motesfp+i&n be-Fort ^e Honor-
able Juio|t W«»lWe- Ca-h> in Gv*i4\/ rCounty and senVtnctJ "Fc ifo wifh q
.gpssibiTiW <>F pcwolc <n+ Z5 yeors . Upon re^av\ci froW 4\t CooH of Appeals,
%it ^pttJWV was f*scir>F*<ue<l +0 10 ye^n wi+lnouf p^roid-

^ STATHKE^T OF FACTS

CA5£ Nlo

<W files -Hiis 'fT^pp3^^

pAftT TWO

El4QM£fiATT6M of E^fS0P,S

^Tta \ti<A cooH- erred i«-\ p\oc'n^ -\W ciefe^anV o*\ -Vria\ wi-Hioo-r
{ofisAic-fi<*r» ffom 4Vie juvenile cooc-F .

The -\t\ck\ coor-F erred in Wito +0 eyfqb\i'sn o ^re prtciSe
+,mt -*W ofttme w^s cc^» '̂'+W 'A re£ec*ncc +0 4W dt-Feoc^ci+s o^e .

T\>,e -Fric^l cour4 ecrtA ^ pcovic»& -rUe ele^nf oF %t mHoT 4o
cowWi-F cnwtvcxFeci tKildi nviolesFQ-r-i&ri in re-Cert nee 4-0 4W 4e4er>AwF'r
do? pvni vroft of wiia4 al 4V>c W*e 4W cf^e- w/as corovvulH-d .

Tta ^ppcUanf w/ois no-f provided ef^e^Five Q5$'i5fancc of coomsel
Dart.on-r-tc4 by 4ta Six^ AmencWwr of V On,M SFoVeb Consfi+ofiom .

PAftT THftEE



STANPAftD OF BEVIEW
TVic Qpptl\a«t contends -^4- Kis oi^Vvf -b doe process of taw

^rconHei V>y "^c FiUh A*ntnd«v>ent of 4* Oni-M Sfo-Fti Consf'+oftafl
ww, violated wben -}W trtat coorf robbed 4W Semite courf of jurisd
iction and plc»ctd 4Ue appellant on 4-riql .

for fFuS re°tsofi , -r^e Qppe 11 «wvF contend*, 4iqt V\'S convic+iofl iS
void ond oi ovill.ty . See UtFes Is no bar . Dt JoxttcHe Supply Co. v.
F.P. PIqzq , loo. , 119 Co- ^^^ , 193 S.E.2d 85»^ (1971). Cieger Fin .
Co. v. Travis , lMfe Go-App. 2ZM , ZMfc S-E.Zd 132 (1978); o.nd Senj^nj/.
Mordern Pin. & J>c -Co. , 2MH Go.- 555 , 261 5-E.ld 559 (197?) provide
4 vo.d c^nvic-hon is subject fo btin^ 5e+ aside and/or attacked Q-F any
-Kme . Also stt Dwpvte v- ftlgnkensnip , 8»3 GaApp. b(>4 S £-2.4 H5"7
(1957). SucVi q judgment *w*y b<r Q-rtacked ^ *ny court even if an
fc>er.olion Vw b*en issutd upon ,4- according *o 9*\ck v. L'berV Uqq
Corf. , Hfc 6*.A?P. S9-4 ,241 S.E. Id 133(1978).

TVie qppe^^nf b-eincj of ordinary inFe\K^enCd and io,oor<*n+ of -|Ve
Uw wd roles of cf"nvnrt<*\ procedorts content. "\W h»s attorney w/ci<.
jjXfF-tecFivc . If -ita riijlrvf to toomel garqun-Fetd by our coosf»Fu^oo
is 4o Serve itc purpose. , de.feodo.nh tannof b-t le-ff fo 4Ue Mercies of
incompetent counsel . Set KcSryof v. HcE\roy >510 F.Supp. 706 (M-0.
(,ft.l98l). An Q+forAty co^aoV render ceASt»v\«»b\e effective qssisFqnce
^nlesi counsel Us dc^inkd Fvrvuelf wi^U 1W l«w ^d -foe Wfs of ^
t^t .Set Uo/.ted Stgtts v- Woods , H&7 F.M ll|8 (S^CW. 1973}.

TV c^ppeltanf was left fo Jta tnercy of incompetent counsel ('
r-Wrell v. S+ote , !59(,Q.App. 55G ,2Z8 S.E.2<i 113(\9U) wben his attorney
failed t& oco^uoinf Wisetf wi-H> -^e taw and ^nf ^c»tt« of ^ c^s^ (tMiftd
Sfafes v. Woods, 487 f.lA 12.18 (5^C'.r. |973) concerning j0fisdk-Fi'om
and 4^f ^pp<l\w4 q^e and stofe of ^ind of fW tir^e fbe eF^o^
wos, cowwl+Ved, For W^ r-eoson , f^e c,ppeltan-f confends HVio4 his
q4_4-0<.nty coold nof hov/t rendered reasonable effecf.'vp qSS'sFQnce-
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feeing of ordinary inte licence and i^nora-bf o? tUe low and
roles of criminal procedure. , -(Vie c^uest'Ons that int qppeHonf hq.s m
Hvs case Art as follows '.

Did tta triql court have jonsd't-tion to plate the appellant on
trio. I >n o superior courf without recievmcj jurisdiction fr-oo^ the juvenile
coor+ when tW appellant was A juvenile of rne time -me offense wqs
Co<viAvt-TC.d ^

Oo thr- l°iw apply +o -Vhe cffense cowiwiif-ttd m JW mdicfmenf at
tUe time, tta offeree w/o^ c^^wiiFftd or at line twe oF tW appellants
arrest or at tine time the o,ppe:ltanf was found guilty*,

Could tW trial court try tine oppellanf QS an oeMf when he WHS
a juvenile when the crime was committed amd how couid -fhe triql courf
determint tW appellqnti travwe of rv\lr\d at the tirme of h»s Conviction
when he was between 4Vie a^s of IZ. o,nd 15 est tta tirwe the offense wqs
cowiwiit ttq *>

Cou\d tta victim at- 11 of i2_ yearc, of at^e testimony be reliable
when she wqs o or 4 years of ac^ at -me time fta offense occored .

Based °^ f\\e above o^oeiflons , tta appellant contends that he *vqs
ItFt to fta «viercy of incompetent ond ineffective- course! when counsel
failed to atc^ucilnf Furnself with fta law and tta tqcts <st the case qnd
for -fhii reason counsel could not have rendered re asonoble effecf>vt

assistance . See U.S. Const, sixth Amend. ; Mc&ryqr y. He Etroy , Sl0 F.
?upf • 70b (M.D. Gq. 1981) ; and Unife4 States v. Woods, , t87 f.24 )l\8
(54hC.r-.l973).

Conclusively ^ this" shows '.
C'oonvtl foiled fo acquaint himself with, the law and -fVif* tacts of

-rlne case CUnited SUtes ?• Woods , 487 F.Zd |ll& (SthC.r. 1973) ;
Counsel -Vailed Fo conduct preffia.1 investigations (McClesky v. "Z-onr,

bgO f.Supp. 338 (M-D.Ga.i984);
Counsel failed fo i™estate plausible defenses CUnittd States v.

P>ado\ofo , 101 f.Zd 9^ (limc.r. |985) ',
Counsel failed to research miti^cfinCj evidence ( Johnson v- Kemp, &)5

F.Supp. 35? (i.D.Go. mO >
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when bis attorney failed to establish if tta trial court hod jurisdictiom
to phce hi™ on -trial when be w/o.s a juvenile at the time fhe offense
occured/buf on adult of tta tiwf <sf his •'AOXf'CercM'oA.
when his attorney "foiled fo establish his state of mind ,n reticence Fo
the ift-fent of the offense Sefforth m the indictment when fhe appellant
was ll year's of qoe ot the time at -fhe off^nSe , b^f 2.0 years at 40^ ot
Ihe fi^e of bis 'iiflcX^CcVtv-fro/l. ;

av\<\ when his QFf^rney toiled to challenoe: the testimony at q 12, or 15
year old victim wben -fhe victim wos 3 or 4 yeqts of ocje of fhe W
the ^ft erise occurred .

Even ttauqh tW rules laid down m Sfri'chlQnd ( 4ok O.i. 668,
| o*4 S.Ct. 205Z ^u&L.tdZd &74 (I9g4) provide the appropriate framework,
for evaluqfing q claim of ineffective, assisfonce ... the Court musf
rtview counsel's performance in the li^hf of the. porticolqr type ot
proceeding .See Uoited states v- Wren ^oSZ. f-Supp. 12.37 (S.D. Go.- 1988).
Therefore , a deferm'mcrh.on whether reasonably effective assistance wc\S
rendert4 wost be based on the totality of the circumstance? and the
entire record , flitctaU v. Hopper , 538 E.Supp. 77 (S.D. Go- 1981).

Counsel failed establish if the triql court h©.d jurisdiction fo
place the qppellanf an triail when be was a juvenile when fta offense was
committed ,but &\n oduFf when he wqs arrested . Counsel -failed ty
estaUuh tta qppeltanfs state <£ <«iM "»" rtterence fa his intent -fa
cD^nmit tta crimt set Wfh . Counsel failed fa challen^ the validity and
reliability of ^W victims testimony when the victim was 3 or Myears
of Aae «t W f««Nf tW offeree occurred ,M Mor- \l yeqrs bU When
the oWense was r-epocVe<i . I<\ lie** ot tW FVf ^a prec.Se date tta
offense was committed waS ever established. The off^s> wppost4\y
occurred between January I , cdO\ and Tonoary 31 , 2.00$.

Finely , tta trial court erred when it placed tta qppeilant
on trio) ai an adult when the appellant was c, juvrndt when the offtnSt
occorrecl o>nd tta trtal courf did n&t property recievt jufisdi tt.'an -fro mo
the juv-enilt court Z. <t° t^e 'ftW ^PP^y to q dete ndarvt qt Hie -hW
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iht crime w<u committed or at the tW of arrest or of tta h™f ^
conviction ?3 . A vo'id, coAVicfion for \c\ch of jurisdiction o subject f0
berna set aside or attacked at o^y time • Sec Pupfee v- ptankenship,
83 Gq. App- CC4 S.E.ld H^7(l9?7)-, ond M& v. Liberty loon Cor?-., 14C
Ga-App. b94 ,241 S.C.Zd 133 (1976) tvevN if an execution Viqs been issued
upon it •

The state foiled ta rvieet its burden of proof concerning -fta
jurisdiction the hnql court V\t\d to plAce the qppeltant ov> tr^' when ht
woe a jovende at the fimt of the offense and the stofe of mmd of
the appellant c,f fnql m reference fo intent fa comntif the offence w/hen
the appellant was q jUvemilt at the tinne w offense occurred ,but am
qdulf <k\ fta time of bis conviction, for tW reason , as well as all of
the above and tore mentioned » the c<ppeltamf must be a^cK+^ea if the
Government foiled to meet its burden of proof . See Wmsh.p , 397 U.S.
of 3«; ond e.g. U.4. v. Coruco , 3oM P. 3d 339,343 cflshCr. £o0i|).

O.C.C.A. It"b-4(c^ provide a defendant wust be 13 -to 17 years
of a^e to he placed an trial in o. superior courf fo/- the offense or
oqarevoifed child molestation. O.C.C.A- It- 5-1 by its plain lonquqo,e
establishes ttaf children who commit criminal offenses at tv\e fi^e thty ore
under the oae of 1^ ore categoric ally ineligible f° be prosecuted tar or
convicted of -most offenses , A person shall n&t be considered or found
quiltv °f ° cr,<rst unless he bos attained the qqi? 0? *3 ye^ts ot the time of
the act , ovnwission , or neolicjence constituting th\^ critne . for this Off'tlt +»
Qind the law to Serve 1Vs. purpose o, cri<v>e must be construed according to -me
provisions of the taw existing at the time of if$ co«vtv«ni5S'0/\ . See Riley V-
State , ZM3 dcApp. 697 ,4 98 (534 S.E.Zd 437)(2ooo>;aUo iee ^^'^ ($(&*)>

Had defense counsel or the friql court hAve established 0 more precipe
daft s>+ the time tVe offense occurrtd in reference to the qpptllqfes ao,e
concerning tUe Vofisdictioft at the trie,! court fo ptacr q juvenile 00 tr.'ed } the
qppeltanf would n«t bt convicted of the charges Set forth m the indictment

When an qppellanf chqllen^es 4ta sufficiency of the evidence to
Support a conviction, , offer review'rio the evidence to support A convicf ion, the.
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relevant question <j whether , offer viewing the evidence in the liaht
moif fovorqblt "h> the prosecution , any rational frier of foxf could boire
found tta essential elements of the crime beyond q reasonable etaobf.See
310 6a. App. 183: : htanpolly v. State ; : J^e 10 , lo\\.

Accafdinc to the indictment , the offense occurred between January I,
Zool and January 31 , Zo05 where fhe appellant could bave beevi befvt/eevi -fhe QqeS
of 11 and 14 years o\d . Xf this bad been q multiple Question test ; u/'qs
the defendant (A) 12 >(B) 13 >(c) 14 , or CD) not enough .nfarmqf.'on . The
correct answer .would be (D) not enough information.

Under 0-C.C.A. 17-10-1 >criminal statutes must be strictly construed
qqamst the state and liberqlly tn favor of buvnan liberty - Xf q statute
increqsinfl q penalty is capable of two constructions » it should be construed
So as fo operatf. in favor of life and liberty . See 14 night v- State , ^43 Go.
770 , 25"7 S.E-.Zd 182(1979). If ^ „0 -foult of the appellant thqf bis attorney
os well as the state failed to establish a mere precise and accurate date the
offense was committed in reference to bis aqe concerning jurisdiction.

COKCLuSroM ANb P^AYEr^

H4 COdCuUSiOrJ , fhe appellant contends ttat his attorney ond -fhe
-fnql courf failed to establish o, more precise date the offense occoced ,A
reftrencf fo jurisdiction concerning bij QC^e . The F'Fth and ^ix+h Amendments
of the United States Constitution wos designed to protect Aperson from, unlawful
prosecution . For the constitution to serve its proper purpose ,biased on all of
the fore mention , the appellant herein pro.y that this Courf acquit him of
the thqrqes stt forth in ^ta indictment or q/anf him q new trial to correcfo,
manifest injustice and as o, matter of fact or |aw.

RESPECTFULLY SPITTED this 2^5 day of TvWr^brV l01?-

jl
ROBEKTBIU-.JR.

NotaryPublic
MyComm.Exp.

(S ipro se

Corey t>ec»n ^icViqrdson H-2
Dooiy State Prison P.O. fcoy. 75"0
UnadilU, Go. 51091 -0750
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served the Respondent(s) with a copy of the forgoing, by
placing the same in the United States mail in a proper envelopewith adequate postage attached,
properly addressed to :

f/VrVwl 1. ?)cV)Ksta/\ , A^i. I>sta.<t

MifXn-fvl

2j). (NQX „\_T?jQl

^&iflbd4y , <q^. frt^i^

This )Q Day of hln/etnb*/ 20 /*T

itioncr, Pro Se c^/cty /£•<Petitioner, Pro Se CVity TLchudM

fh/k & /W & Apprck P.Q- 60* WC &t**L
f)f<0 fyr/aiQ /"W< / 5hair fri'icm

HI -Tr,Whf Ayr. 1/J (koiMfo , fa, ZIQ<11
<>*'+< &L

Mwh t £?* lojyf


