Second COPY

post ~ Con viction

Qelief FILED

JAN 112018

OFFiLe wr 11E GLERK
‘ ‘ " SUPREME COURT
D e 6{ r I e COURT OF APPEALS

Submitted to
Ms. Court of Appeals
by Ronald ch]/ Pro-se
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the Court of Appeals fakes that Frct inte Account
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These€ //"'f/éanff choose fo pmce%/ pre-se only becauvse fhey
cannet afford full pepresentation .

The Average tes fed pﬂ/Byiver has 47b‘fz;<177€d/ AN

Test of Adulf Busic Educatizn (/"abe'):),, .. For an
Tamate 7o be Lpnsidered even F;,mc'z"vbmz//y Literate, he
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fof Post convictron /-Qe//ﬂe‘ﬁ Supreme Lowr? taikes that Fact
into cccount and, in 45 discretion, credits net so well-
p/eadéd cllegotions fo end that p/‘z'jan(il‘w.j Meritorious
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Exhibit D.
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_ Statement of the facts

. N

.

Defense Atforney raised the Issue ot Heoeod Mental
CDmp&fénce by :ff/fnﬁ o Motion for Menta/ E)(pumfna”ﬁ/gam/%he
Trinl Court [sranted and Order Dr. Wijiiam C. Lot 1o
conduct this Menlal Examination on 1he Reasonable (round
o€ +he Metion of ,'“7’5'@/'{/ HT7s 990@7 enough of the Reasenable
(rround for Menta | Examination /s alseo good Sor the Trial

(owrd To conduct a Compe;‘ency f/ear/‘ny.

4

e ——

Dr. Lo#? conducted the Forensic Mental Evaluation, afier
he mailed « Report of the results to Circur? Cour? Tudge, 4he
Judge base the decrsion on the Do Lott Report and denied
tood o« Competenty }-/eo,r‘/qng_ Dr. Lottt didn'! 7. st/ fréd a Trial,
his Repori didn¥ admiifed ‘nio Evidence. Dr.lotd report
wos Incompiete and Inad'e?mafe becoawse he farled Ejjefﬁfa/
Element to tt Menta ] Fvalnaition s Heod Menitc/ Fleclth

s

Records for betier reswulis in dedermi

3.

ey

ne semeont Campe.fezace,

Mot only denied Feed a Lompelency Fearing by the Trizl
Cowrd , he was wlsp denjed Fhe OFpM‘?‘um&fy 45 prESEn]‘ ﬁubsfanf/;«/
Fuidence ifle his Mental Hec.ith ﬁeaara’5,re,vea/z%7 the
Contents ef hif Records could Indicated and [lassified him
to be Mentally Incam,ﬂeﬂ?nﬁ Able #o Lonfronfed DroLotd n

Confest hzqs ,Qapﬁﬁf end \S«xbpaenm Wff,q@Sf’
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P e i S

Appellant
Case 6\/&.*:20/£7"CP"00/é‘5ﬂ“‘ (oA

State of Mississippi Appellee

__Appec

Comes Now, Appellcnt, Ronald Hood pro-se, Tiles
this his Appeal agaTnsf the Denfal of his ;zkﬁ PCR b} (ireuit
Court pn the zg5ug/ﬁ"pfal ( ourt Viclated his Due-process
Rights by failag To conduct ¢ (ompetency )—/e‘ar;fﬁjf]undel’
URCCCP. Rule 904 Appellont seelks Reliet on bhis Tssue,
il show this Honorahle (ourt the Fa?/owfm? Reasons
ond Facts in Suppor! there of e Writ <

ction 1hs Histery g% 988 PCR.

vood €7/ed 25 PCR oud of Time Appeal on ErTOrs
Agfecting Fundamen tal Constrtutional Rights May be excepled
crom Procedural Bars of the UPLLRA and ? 4e-39-5(2)and
Rowland V. 5tate, 43 So.3d sp3 (olg). Filed in Ms. 5upren® Court
on 0-27-15 wWith Applitation for lLeave to proceed in the Trial
(surt and weith Exhibits of Mental Hewlth Re L‘c’}rdﬁ‘/ in Fact the
cocords weasn't fresented ot Terwl Court for review, Ms.
supreme Court accepted the Ou?”a)j‘-’ﬁjg?f)biﬂgpea/ of Q‘v‘féPcQ
nd order the State to Response on 1= 1bland after 3.

g xtension of Time) the Stute $rled o Brile€ on 21 PCR on
2-4-16, Rebuttal £iled on H-Y-1b, and
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Ms.Supreme CourT granted 252 PCR Appfz‘cm‘/‘on, Oon one
Fssue that e Trinl Court Visiated his Due—proc€ss

5. g9 . : - i
Q;yhz‘s by w‘ﬁg,;/é%zkfgacé)ndwcf w Competenty F/Ekrln‘?glé)r\(le(’
Jote 4-20-16% Jaro0 Co Cz'f’cwffec;g%r‘;écfudye Junpnie M-

xht R/ n record P-I

se
LQW/ig deniﬁed Hﬁo({)s ]&PCR pn Y-21-177 pgter ch;fiﬁf"j
cimost o Ve«r, Heod end up £iling o Writt - Mandamits o
Mo Supreme Court To 767‘ her +» respond fam ruling of

the 205 pC R wes £iled 2-6-17.after my 2 PR wass
denied, T timely §iled a Vetice of Appeal with ppplication
+o Proceed In Forma Paperis and Financial Authorizedion
was Mailed 5-16-17. I)_g_si,_f’m;n of Rececds and Certificate
GW weas Mailed 5-25-17¢ G411 5 documénts
was fled in Vz{'ﬂ&@ Lo Cifreied/ (ourt on 6-30-17 b)/
(lerld Robert Coleman . from the dete pf -30-/7
Veseo Co Cireeait Lourt m/es ’n MM
(M@ for 16 mam‘/%sbc-f De//azed' and Blociing Flood from
§iling any Appec] Br/ieS in this Cour? oF Appeals in ¢etting

& Br/aeéfnf 5c/«ec/u/£>/ due to « M ‘'n Procedure
Defoult by $hrs Circulf (oweT Un 11-13=1§ Fleod received
hi's BPIé((77;’ Schedule wnd I’ncample%ﬁ certi€iled Record
hecawse there 15 Mo Decuuments ‘n this Record Pertaining
or Related Te his Lssuae o & ;&“}PCR on *the Trial Court
Uisiated his Due~grocess Rights by %;cx?/;“n; fo conduct
o\ _Compe.fency Hearfnf; ihis Lsswue 75 *he Lssie gm,ﬂig&
2(\}p5 R Aﬂl’il{ﬁ'fﬂl(‘;ﬂ te go bacld 4p Trizl Cowrt ohy
oC this Tesue A PLR wis dented withou! ony
heprings 5€€ Exhibi* of Record on page 10+ 11




_ Summary of _Argu

Defense Attorney Trent L.WallKer, had raised
an Lssue In +he L ight of the Trial Court uttention by
Ffl/hf 4 Motion for Mental Emm/"naffm ot the
De?endan% Lompefente. on Aprf/ )6, 2007,/‘40%/511 Stateds
“rie Defense submifs that there s Reason te Question
( Whether Ronalid Liood witl he able to Gssist in his defense ot
Toi%] of this matter,that he dogs Mot have 1he oresent ability
tp Consult with his law yer with a Keasonahle /)e;ree of
IQ&f:ZnA/A Under 5?’&/16’171; t6 adezﬂuﬁfe /-y 05505t with his
Dege,v)je\;') see E X hihit _D__ (T/’llg Metisn L5 the Reasonable
(Zr'cﬁun(4) p
MS.Supremé Cour Y _c//‘[/«nfad Heod's W pe R on the
Application Sor Leave ty Proceed in the Teial (our? ON ONneE
Lss5u4e that the Trial Court Viblated his Due-process Rights

by fallihg to Conduct a (ompedency Heﬂﬁ/: see Fxhibit

This Court 9ranf<;(/ this Tssue hecuinse M ohas Merid of
Denied Nue-process © € spmecne f?i}/#g’hi?egarcfless of the
Facts on The ot come From har//ng L Mente! Examinatieh)
(¢ he s Competent or Incpmpa_v‘anjt 4o Stand Tricls
Under Oue-process o€ Leaw pf Rufe g 66 s a« Mandate
for & Defendant To have & Lompetenty 74/64(’/%/@ «fiep
o Mendal Examinafwn o Thiks rs Mot the Issue 0€ & debale
Groa CL«AES“H;h p¢ Hepds Lompeience T s Appecd, s
on the Facfts with Vigianted of H e od W of
Lo of UR CCCR pale 906
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Recausg the MS, Supreme Lowrt 7{@,1%@(4 on the pne Tssue

u%he 7{*1‘2«/ Cowert Viéb/ﬁfé(/ Hoed ‘5 Duue~process 1“71;147’5 b)/
garling fe C@”C’L}(Ui o Compefency 'r/eavrfn?‘;

< The Petitioner need W__jﬁ’b—/’ib Lhat he was
petent to stand Triwl e Obtam Keliet, rather he

need w_ﬁjfﬁﬂfﬁ tha! the Trial TJudge sheuld have
ordered « Hearing T& determine his CGM,Oefe/’)C/V:

crom Roperi V. reike, 361 F.3d 447 (22¢ )
Wot €or an Appecl to Ar;u +he Farts of

Incem

Cf/i,c&z';/ﬁr’)/(
L+'s

o€ mep@%eﬂ/ er Ln Cﬁ/’}’\pve?‘?ny"- +r Dz'férmflﬂf'?f

Seme
+his Lsside Fis the )OMF/?ﬂj‘ES ok « CDM/QE?‘-EM'Y Wé&"“’g”f-v
The Appeci 15 To De%érm’inﬁv; Jhe Facts “L there 15 Due -process
7M] und 15 he Entit/ed of anlf_ﬁ"aﬁq tnder
Rule 4-C &, ek denfed a Compey‘ws

(\/”'0\200 Lounty Cireuid Judge Jeannie M,‘Lew/ff 91‘@117(’2((

~ -

+he Motien for Mental Examinatiozn and orde
Psyclw/ogfsf Dr- W Criss Lo+t te be conducted o Fprensic
; ,_ Sce Exnibif E- o
Bvaluatien Wis (,Dndt/{(fe(/ Cci Y, 2005% The yudf& “(Ai/ed
v (enduct G C(;m/,e%emay r/ec‘«rz%/c i
réﬂﬁi’(z ‘FI."‘C//;?? Cgﬂ(/ c.lgc {‘&Iﬁ/é(l o 9/2’G IL/ﬁéﬂj the D/’,{)U/ﬁ%b(ﬁ;;//
to present Suhstantial Evidence OF his Incempetency
Records, Subpeenc Wtnesses, able fo

17ice MenTanl Fleglth

Com€rented Do lolt 1 Lonfest his Reperi 7o {¢ Lour T ©n
Mend gl E\/&iua\'f’}’DH. Dr.Letd didn' Tesdtdied nt rlepd s
Teial and Ws veprrf wesni sdmitied inte Euidence af

Tetallh See Exhibit F-

- . | € .
r der a Clinical

d Melke n on—Fhe=
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(ThG Tr/al Ceurt M Fact hod o ‘I?ea5a.1u;/3/g Urownd T s

tihe Meption ef THseif, ff7ed by #he Defense Avvorney cand 3he
Tssue of Heod s Ca‘zﬁpe-}en(_e hod came inte the ijgla'f’ o g
had been ratsed by $he Tergl CLovrd when the Judse had

Cranted the Meiizn Sor Mentel Exvomingtien i1 became

Mandate recLufmzd this Circusf Court Fo condumed «

Competency Hear/ng und Mahe the Findings o Matter of
Record under M_c_ﬂ_w@

When Making Mental Lompetency determinations,
ihe Triad Court has Ve Authority to rely on o report of
Lhe Menfal Health Exomination o hile d&pr‘fv{nf the
De fendont of o ./L/ELZP//?7 ‘n whizh he might Contest? The
CW?'CA/MS/;”'S' OF the EX‘CLW}?@ rs« quetine fpem Lolemoan
LA, Stedte 127 Sp.3d 16/ @/}f% Qc’//}j;

(The ((reurt Court Tuc(ge base her dectsithn of Foods

Competence alone upon Drelot? Mental Evaluation ReporT
Ch Vislatsion 0§ URCCCP Rule 9.06 ond Que-process of

| aw M dented Hoed « Competency 7“/6@/“/7’)7 to gfve him

T

the Dpportunity to Present Wis Mental Health Records of
his claim o f Inwmpe_i‘enf Fo this Lireceai? Cowr? with
the i’rs";ieS‘/‘cz\nce o€ Prp-\‘ﬂessfyna/ Le?a;/ Atterney, Of +this
Tudge decisien houldnY he Acceptable Tn dented w persen
of o Competency F/€£zrﬁ17 'h Vielated Due-process o€ Rule
4.0t Me Hrod does have Mental Health Is5ué's could very
be intpempetentE, shyuld be defermining In o Lempetency
-He,wfnf ws Rule 4.06 stateds I haue Eoteblish +het he 15
Entitled €o0 oo Compedency Flearing cnd shown thet T(‘i&o«/_

Jwﬂ?@ shouwld have crdeved 3(]'\35 ﬂfﬁ@f‘rﬁ? under -’RMZ“E;MU;(?@
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Dnce the Issie of Compedriicy 's Rassed, the Trid
Judge Is Ohligated +o Conduet a Hearingin order 7o decide

5$ & probabiiity Exists that the Defendant (s Capable of

M&l{r‘nf a Kotional Defenses See Ffwc RIS V. 50&5«7‘615 2008

W@(H‘?D‘J% Competency has been Reised when
ihe (lreurd Court Granied the Motion €or Menta)
Exomngtion and order Dr. W Crtss Lott to londuct o
Forensie Mental Examinaiion 11 Heed [s Cenpetent to
Stpand Trials Dre hott §i/ed o Incomplete and Inadequaie

Report fo the Trial Court becawse he $ailed Essential E/emeénd
‘na Mental Compaz‘énay EA’amfﬂ&f/;n 17 Mentea/ Flealth
Records determine o heltfer resuits on the person Lonpetency,
Dr. hot? report showld be Inadmissible or Impeachmant on
the growmnds .MEIT?{/Z?/? [Abf)i/é);,

Once the Trial Court has Ordered an Evaluation wnd that
Evaluation has been 50”7/4”37‘9‘{[ « Lompetency /-/em“/“ﬁj M Lo

he held pwjucm% fo UR CCCP .ot whiz h provides Fhat

((omcfer the EXaminatien E‘E?al‘(jfn? the Competency of the
[)Q{’e/\dan;‘] the Court Shall Conduet « /«/ﬂam"nf to determine
7€ the Defendant ;5 (ompetent to Stand Triéa/: 5¢€€ cage
Hotliman V. State, 129 50-3d 937 (/M 55- (to Agp. 2213) «nd

Ay

clsp see 4 M5 iovz‘ﬂcqgf"ﬂ' C/&/Jﬁd'/ﬂa - Ms Law
Lempelency Hem’fnf &

In thet Opfnfﬁn the Supreme (omrt 57‘[\7:%/}/ ;nferpi‘ef'ed
uniform Crcwrt and County Lomed Rule .06 5 Mandate a Com ™

pa'/‘ancf Hem;nﬁ N EVEP/&/ cnse where the Tpf}:/ Covet has D,G/eped

i M P , . - 7 ; g .
o Psycmlvg{cm Lxems 5e¢€ W @Mc‘f“fm/c from

0 -
Rrown V. Stare, icé s0.3d 32 C(zo08)
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_ Title of the

.
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_The Facts o the Trrel Cour’ Vb lated bhic
Due-process Rights by Failing
to Conduct_a Competency Heering Under Rule 5.04

| Part As

Did the Trin] Lourt had « Reasopahble
Ground To Believe the Defendant wes Incompetent
Lor o Mental Examination and Lompetency

Hearing to be Determine to Stand Trial P

Haw‘w”wwﬁf‘ s Key in assessing
Coumrts feSPD”S/L/)f/Hy 2o Order o Lompetency
$tate, 13 So-3d

nahle [)raumfj

He"‘”l;‘f)zde %belz?f Erpm Whetley V.
(a6
w (Th Hoeeds cuse the Recse

wee 1n Fact the Motion Lor Mental E.w\-mfhafffdn
hy Ptself,

The (owr] Mmisst First h
believe Fhal the Defendant s Tn competend to Stand Teial.
T4 ©+ does, then the Lowurt micst order w Mental
Eyaminotion. Only after the Mental Examinatizon
| +he Defendant receive w Lompetency

g from Flairston v $tate H So-3d 423

pve Reaspneble brounds fo

OCL TS Shal
i Hearmg . CVAML

F (’J-[f’ﬂcq 6
-~
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(Thﬁ Reasohable brounds was Lopd's Motion £or
Mer\Jro\) E,\famfﬂ&if&ﬁ,-ﬁ’?e b-\/ 275,-?@;/)56 A?%@r‘ﬂéy, T 4
wos Mot a Reascnchie Grounds Tn the skt of C(lrcuid
Court Judge +p vrden o Mehtal Examination y the snly

Evidence n the 71§§«h‘f Eor her to see 1§ the confents i
that Motion she able to determine the Reasonah/e bround -

This same Reasonahle (rround She grfmz‘ed the Motion on,

s in Fact s good enough for & Lompetency Hea-rﬁnf thed
she Vielated Hoed Due-process Rights in denied him o
Compedfency Hood This is u True Fact sheoiws she has «
Recwsonehie Lrounds)-

//Hefe/ the Trial Couf‘f c/earl)/' lqaf/ W
Fo believe Tay was Incompef’_eﬂf' to Stand Tria (/ &S Evfc;/emef/
he Order fof G ngciw"kd*rfﬁ Evaluation -
The United States Supreme (ourl has held Fhat
criminal Jefendant’s //C()ﬂﬁ%;%"l/ffi‘ﬁna/ Rizhts were ghridged
by his Futlure Fo Receive on gde%ua'fe }f)earfng on his
(ompetence To Stand Trols quoting from Juy V. STate,

25 S50-3d 7_5%{(;50{,),(]’};-)/ case s Sianilar te Flood s cuse
/-——'_——-’_—‘—-—_—_——-_’_— n S a3 z . . . . E
L ime on the same (ssue of Reasonsble Lround

by +

when 110
of his Triz !l lowrt helitve Juy wa
szha/}gyfz/vaﬂ ced wes his order for o psyc}'wﬂv,«[c
Em/gkiwaff??ﬂp The Fact (5 that 9}7 Mgw "l

s ITnesmpetent to Steend

Liis CasS€ was the gpder hy s Trial Lourt wlse gﬁgq"
fur Relelve an [Adul,""‘ﬁ%é’ CDMPQHHLY H%ar‘fﬂ% s hown
Lhet Joy wWas U lated by his 27'L4e-wﬂf_éht5 by

epcing, There s Vo

.ﬁo\?lﬁﬁg 7o (endugt @ Lﬁ?”’lpé/fﬁﬂéy’ -
drterents v this Lxse Compare To lord § Luse
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hecause heth case’s i3 W
55 denred a (Lorﬂpzy‘encku‘/'-/ear{nga But Tay got S6m<
Reiigt in his caé‘@e
The languagg of Rule 9.06 o Clear gnd (TS Simple,
76 o Trivl Court has W Fo belieVe that
+he De{‘eﬂdan‘/‘ _Ilbf In :’Lm’)’)p&rieﬂf Yo Stand Trixl, +he Lourt Shall
Order #he Defendant to Submit to Menta] E,\/[;szh/?f«hémﬂ
W (emphesis &«dd)v[{/’%ﬁer the Examinatizh the
(owrl Ghall conduct « H@foﬂj fp determin€ 7€ jhe
Defendant 15 Competent to stand Teil- ASTEr hearing wll the
Evf,‘cfé,qc@/ the Loult w wieiy ht the Evidence and i lse
o determination of \Whether the Defendan? I Lompefj“en+
to Stand Tr*z'aa/oﬂ d (Em[v’;"ﬂf/? ELO{J(M{) In other words,
when « Motiren for a /:’R’-hhi/ Exemingition has heen
rranted, sueh an Eramination Must Occuly and then «
{eparate Lempetency i*/éaf‘/‘ﬂf Mj be (onducted
hefore Trial (%egfngt guoting from Loleman V. State,
’ Ruie 9.06 reoLmires wn On-The - Record /’qearzmng Fo
dg'f'el“m‘h"‘i mepafénﬁy' snce the CourT have W
i round #o pelieve fhut the Defendant i's ITneompetent.

; . - 4 (1 w )
mé (learly ws€s The d;fec tive Shall and Mot the
(z W )

Péfmfﬁﬁi"-’@- Mey languag€. The Rule r*eci/uﬂ“eS that the Tria
o (44 . ) o Ly * &
(ounrt FirsT  Shall (onduuct o Heal to defermine 1f the

A . A iz ,

Defendant 1§ (,(;'fh"§>e‘+eﬁ?;l gnd Gecond éb—’-j-‘—l—} make the Finding
o Matter of Recmd, URCLL 4-06, Th the Face 0§ this Plan
Language, *L g Euident thal 74 would be Ereor Mp1 to hold &
(ompetenty Hearing once « Toial Cour? oreer &
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F&ychféfrfc Eva/uﬂf”ﬁ’/’? to de‘fermfne Com/oafency to
Stand Triale Aluaf/'nﬁ from MM

A Defendant (s Denied his Due-process Rights when
the Trial Cowrf ‘f’af/j/ 7o Ohbserve .Mw Adeiuai’e Yo
Protec? o Jefendants /?/‘yl\* Not 1o be Tried or Convicted
while Ipcompetent to Stand Triale

Rule G.06 15 Meant o Ensicre thet Dc%‘endanﬁg Due -
Process Rights are Mot Vislated, 1+ provides that T the
(ourt has Neasonab/e (rreund te believe that the Defendant
(s Tneompetent #o Stand Trisl, a Hewring shall be
Condmcted To Jetermine Whether he 5 Menf’a//y Frt 1o

Stand Triale cLuOffhg from Loleman V. State, /27 So0.3d

16/ (13 [2073)s

Uniform Rules of (ireuit and County Comrt Practice 9.06

a

Peqful'res bhat o Trinl Cowrl _M A f\gzak,”ay‘rp1‘c Evalvation
i+ hes Reasonahle Lrounds to helfeve that the Defendand 15
InCDMﬁer"en% bo Stand Thiale ThE Rule further reguires ‘that if
s Reasonabl/e Grownds exists 1o belreve the wccused is Tneompetent,
then the Trial Cowrt must «lse srder o MM’TA#@?
from EvVans %5%@;‘9./ 8y Sa.2d 398 (‘?) (20’0'7)4> ( M/CNA/, Jt wes
o Mouthfu] of Trwe Focts on Rule 4.06, 00 Reasonah/e

From ‘“hese Facts had P”VJW that Heood Trinl Cowrd

rounds e
did heve a WJ to Order w Mental Examinaten
becamse, the Modion for Mental Examination i{seif Shows
Hopdls ™Mental (ompetency Js n OQuestion of Incompetence,
but when the Tr/al Comr? recelhwzr/ the Menteal Exoamination
Report €rom Or. Lot?)




Pitge3r
there (s one prohiem (f the Triec!/ Court did received Dr.
Lott report and abie to rew/ens 1+ there i Mo proof of
this only what wes siid. There 2 No on=fhe-
of Heed Competence and the Reporf was Nef Admitted
ntp Evidence ot Triwl and Dr ket didn# Testitied e Tl
Lets assiume the Lowr? Jid received this Report, but failed
te be Know on- the = Record -Finding and cdmitfed the Reperd
nto Evidence o Buse the Decision en 3his Report feel Food is
(empeten? e Stand Trial without a Ccm/OefenC)/ Flearing.
Trial Cowrt has & Keasonab/e [rroends when crder oo Mental
tion but denfed fe tondue f a Competency Flearing
n Righits

/ *‘F;hcij',?i

FExamin
Vielallicn
and Rule 9.2€. In regardjess cf any Results Trom Iq(,‘u”ii? “

Mental E%amx'n&f/‘?:n/ wundepr Runle 9.06 5451] Stands on

f?‘sgl{.‘ L'/Em‘//v «fter Mente ! E}\’Amfma%/%n & Ccm/oefe;,, v

}*/G[ern?’ $hel/ be Cﬁndum
: anr’

4€<Liftfr"emfem7‘ munder |
fency to Stend )?fafe

The Facts of the Procedures of the

U.R.C. (. (P Rule 406 Defendunts Cempe

The Procedires of Rule 5.0b are in place te Profect the Dune -
process Rights of Defendant whese Competency to Stand Trizj is
h dou _ ‘ )

douhteBecamse Lompetency to Stand Trial 5 decided by #he
Trial Tuc(yﬁ/{/(r\der‘ the MI?S/‘55?/OF,’ p;‘paedupe ne i )O"escr; bed (97
Rile 9.06 . Lew'tf*[n? from SMMMBABv\&ﬂ&q)
(If Seunds iilce Trial Courts aré beiwnd teo felici e e h
Procedures of Rule .04 0% cny of the Procedures rs
denjed 7ts o Ulelntlon of Due-processof Lane




Pi2esss

pver Spur decades ago; the Untited States Supreme Court
io V. Robinson, 383 L1.5.315.56-5- (1.83¢- 15 L Ed. 2d
Uidence Raises sufficient Dewb T

| Ability te $+and Trial, that
when 1he Trial

Th /k,S

held In Pe

g5 (1968), that when ‘he E

as to a Defendeant’s Menta
Def'endanffs deprh’e:/ of Due-process of Loaw
Cowrt does “/\iqj_‘_ (onduct & Separate (ompetenly Hearing.
@i//e,fs Mo less Viable '?ac’(r\)/,and this Ceurt has wttempted to
5a{eauara’ this Right in the form of Rule .06 of the Unifarm Rules
setices Rule G-06 sets forth

Y (irewsl and Counfy Courd Pr
ear Pr\ac(i(/i_u‘a fr be -{-'g//u/u*ecll Wwhen « De{eht?&mys »preje.hf /"Mr\?‘as

¢
(Ompe.fén(y 1
135 oed)

5 in Question. queting From Sanders V. State, 4 $0-3d

[ets biecif( ,‘!Df‘fﬂ the

In _the Requ r

[. T f befere or durfnj Trfzz], o€ its cwn Metion or

upen Metizn ef an Atterney, has Reasenable Cround To believe

ihad Fhe Defendant {5 Theompedent Te Stand Tricl.
2;,:””‘ Court Shall Order the Defendunt to Submit to «
Mental Exuminctien by $071€ Lempetent Psy ¢ hatrist Sefected
by the Court in Accerdance W ith 5 44~13-17 =

the Court Shall (ondinc?t o

3. After the Expmination
w# defermine i f fhe Defendan? IS C&mpef@n‘i‘ to
57‘*@;’\6{ Teiod s

H. I fhe Cowrt fimds #hat the Dekendent js Campejenf
ro Stand Trial Fhen the Cewrt Shall malie the Mﬁgr

o Recond.
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and the Lase Wi/l +hen ili.iﬁ_[i:i:—" Trin]

7L ‘7”}’15, 7:)*8 ‘F{?ﬁ:](/\h’/“

L]
Y
1

-
Db

o [ £ the Courf Finds thx
<

1o Stand Triwl; then fhe Lourt Shell Lommit the
I -AAI,\
1<

Defendant To The Mississippi S tale Flos pital or 04

&

i'f'y'a The prder of

§ Incompetend

mppropriate Mentel Fealth Faci!
ihe Defaendant be Fxomied

\Comﬂ’!f%mér\? Sheall Fiqufra fhat

ond @ Written l?e'pm‘f‘ he Fu rnishe

Four Qﬁ/ﬁﬂéj{;{_/‘ Moh%ﬁj/ 57‘-5(7’—;"/[3’»:_ e
(In Acimmvledge the Factsg +hat the Purpes< of Rule

q.0e 15 for a Defendant Mental Competence (ame infe the LighT
of Ouesisnobie that h& could be In"cvnﬂpe”:"én?‘ te $tand Teral
o f @ Rensonahie dowht, once The TRIAL C(ourt fucfgé order g
Mentol Examinatizn the Deor has been opening to Tnvoke ol
of the Procedures oF Rule G.0¢. T4 the Teial Cowrd Judge
denied cny Procedures of #he Defendand has o Funamente!

/I Rights tp have by‘ —}}més Hule 9. vé, [t would

o

Lons bfduizna
s iation of Due-process Rizhtse B}’ +his Rule 4-06

o4& Blfpnvﬁ y Flood was C\E'.’H‘ﬁci of by Cineuit
Frra Cownt 15 bound by Due~process of

N4 /?qﬂjf'/’?c'«b?a
——

R g.pb when « Jefendant |

Law To follow Kule
round and i+ became Mandate sfter Onder & Mente!
brovnd L
Eveaminctisn had been Conduet and also reguire by #hrs
. ]
+r hav € C[i’/?’lpé'/‘ﬁﬂ l’«y 7—/25"&‘(‘11‘)5;6 Teial Court
- § ’ ;
hes Mo Awthority to step o frocedures or denied semeont
5, & 1 ;. F i / 1/ ? > 5 o
quiﬂéﬁ’; he has @ {‘;7:"\1 To receive wamc/ar D‘M’c’*ﬁnﬁi,éjﬁ cT
- - o ¢ - T
Loawe Order a Menta]| EXamimation ts wlse for Competeney
ih Ty bhe Londuct to

. s A e " I e .
H%’,L’L(\;ﬁr\,ﬁ Wﬂ’jt«r ‘H»i;ﬁ ﬂmlﬁ g.0b vor Rg

a - * *
rermine peboee Triclje
3
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Ruile G.06 v§ the Uni Form Aules of Circins t ond
Py g s .
county Court Proctice provides The prpgedwce for a
(L Peuit Courts determimatien of Whethel & Crimin o
Defendant is Mentally Competent To stand Tricl s
Q/up%fhg fFrom Brasso V. Stat€, 1495 $p.3d §456, 520 (}:2)
(Miss. CtePpLe 2018) |

Rule 9-06 % Meant to Ensure that & Defendant s
Due - process Rights are Not ViDlated, Idbgua%/ﬁy £rom
Phinizee V. $tate _ ~— S0-3d — Loy ‘

Mississipp! Supreme Court heid thet the “Plain

v / -
0\99\0\5 Rule 4-06 rea}uf'res ‘a Lompetency Hearirig

Trial Court srders « p&yahfa‘f”'rfc_‘Eua}uaﬁm to
ency fo Stand Teiwle The Supreme Court
‘when o Metion %rgmem‘af
mination

I

ang i

oncre A&
determine Compet

olso recen +ly held +hat ‘
Fxamifat/sn has been grah?ed, such an Exa
must aceul, and then & separate Comperlency Flearing
fore Trial begin 5;qme'ff779 From

(), ,
d 533 (2ei5) se€ Lol€man V.

must be conducted he
Silvia V- Stete, 15 50.-3
129 50-3d 18/, /66 ,04) (M'réf,’.—l—f)’/})'

State, 125
Mi nwere C/&”/V gD//UWQF[ z‘n Flhs cas€,

These pro
Rule 4.00) see Tutor V. 5tal€, 433 so-2d (003 (a006).
OZ//’JWEC/ ail iQeq/u?r“em en'T5

(Under Bule
We g(;)[f Z"'/’Lﬁf 7"/18 TN&KA/ C(?LAF/ {:

of Rule 9-0&in determing Beasley was

U ciate, 136 S0-3d 393

Soilow the frocedures of the

o

(gﬁempefen t to Stand

Trinl, see Beasle
(WM’ these Cases obie o
ok Rule 9.0¢, bhut Yazoo Lo Clreuf (our?

PQC{,VL ff‘emen t5
Viblated < gﬁSEf’lfikCl/ Flement of « Compefe//)cy
' C_&Sé}g

P/ealﬁzaﬁf of Rule 9.06 /&z") Hopd
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A Pate Viblatisn ‘s o Procedural Error by the Trial
[ourt cnd ft may occuul only in the time frame encompassed
by the Trial Prsel€ and fmmediate related proceedingsy The
Complaint thel « MWMM@d
s that, in the light of what was knowhn to the Tr/ial C,mﬁ;
into Defendant s

the Fallure to mel< e Cuurther in Ler e
A

CMW Falr Tricle

NMature or Quantum of Fuidence

seneral §tandard 27 the
i, Trlcger & Competency Procediure, it has focused

ﬂ&CESf&\J‘
pn three Factors #hat shoui&Wf $he ex:s’{-ence g€

/ Behavior, defendant's demeaner

c Histery o F Frrattona
oi Trial, and « Prfor Medical M"
The Chiéf Fustice Stated in Prope that! under O\PPraPme‘e

Circums FonrCes, ine ex/stence of any one Factop The Xis1ence
0¥ a Histery of Z’f‘rﬂ;l;ﬂ al Behavior, defendanils demeaner
ot Trial,or Prier Mediec] Opinion Could be Sufficlent
+o Trlgqer & Pate in M‘er‘)/p Lolkps also ppe5ghi-ed G M
WQ_{/ suffered | earniiyg Dsubilities &8 &
ahbil’ty bo ecdupl to his so¢tal

(hild as well &5 &n in
Z narenmen f, and €Xp
Fo a Mentfal Tastiiutirn e
T 1lness of LoRoSe 5&¢ ca.sel.c\w&,W
1258 (195¢) and fefe V- Robihsen, 353 A5~ 325, 565, C7. 536
15, L. Ed.2d 515 (1566) mnd Wé
s s cr.g96, 43 1. Ed.2d 103 (1975) ¢

erifenced n series of Commitments
e (Judyei) had ot hand the Mental




Lets oo T some Vife w Points Srom +he
lost P&7E 'n how Ft would Pe'lafe'f‘p eopd Case

@}-\ Pate Vivlation 15 & Procedural Erper by the
'Mf,(rn ood case Pate Violation dees relate o

the Foacts that Wis Trizl Court V;a/a'feﬂ'hff W

Rights by Feiling bp Londuret a Lompetancy j‘/-&ﬁx(’ktﬂ}

under one ©F the Procedure of M€}50 he Could
hove « ¢ hance ‘N this /—f/e[,.p,jq; to Contest or Lhalienge
i'n his Tncompetent 10 Stand Trinl, By pnajenféd some
5M (27ge his Mantal Health Records

in which W asn't wsed of rev/ew and call tn SM/),ﬁ[N\fg{i
Wrinesses cowld Tessified his Mentoal Statius of his
Incompetent ond whie To confront Drokef? whe conduct
Hoods Mental Evaminatien to Testidied and his Defenseg
Attorney also bp TesiiFled and have relatives fer
(heractor WArtnesse This s « purpvse for hau?nf &
(ompeitency Haarzﬁ; Fo d’av‘é_fm;'\ﬁe someche Lompetence
the P/%h“f weay by Rele ({xﬁé)e

@, Pate procedwnral qluc’u‘a.nf'e,e wns Visiated is

in Fhe L% ” . ' nown te the Torifal

she Patlure to méaie Lur Ahe_fAl:_fgg_M,-fﬁﬁy/_[_n to
fe{"e.nda,nf\s Com afancL_&,LélﬁdngzL}“j@,

;’\’_&Afr Trial a{fn fhe Li?}ﬂl 5§ the Trial Court Knewledse
+he Mor?nfn;: o € szfa// the ﬂfd?e E-{now n Faz;f/sf(VL//“Efl +he
Tudge order & Mental Examination on Rensonable :
(M‘E)_f o Cempetency Hepring Shall be Lcna’ucfed\,

But on Fhe «Tuc/y'e mind that Me plan fof & Compez‘enc)'/
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Heamiﬂyg The Judg¢ Decision W bused only on Dr. Lott
Feport) but within ‘het report Wil in Facts Mo Competency
Hearing the repirt stuted some Facts Atfended Specia
Eduction Classes Th rodgh oul 5chool - Fe reported ¥ hal
Jilng Disab ity Benetits becawse 0f a

Fle wins dTag-n&jéd 4 Pj';/z hetic 1)[20[’,:{‘2[‘4_ Mr.
ginst Contact with Mental Health

g4 4n CoalrForpia, he was sepd to 4

he began rece
Mental L1lnesss
Hood said thal his
Professipnals Was in )9

(~proup Flome, Vorth Eost Lodge in 540 Francisco and he
sard Phowas o groty hpme for ,080,0/6 widh Mental/ Illnesse
He safd he was /WM on June 5 21006 after

his arpest and heawas D/%7nuﬁec/ with o Bipolar Disorder,
red him to CMML

He said the Mentel Health Center refer
aeld on his

Fune 7, 2067 inorder to nelp him get b

oA
seen & Comnselor Mi ke

Medication « tle also seid he hes

PCLH}/ et Reglon g Mentel lecith CentereOn the f?ea(/fnﬁ

Suhtest he obtained & 5core ot 73, Lhis Seon< falls In the
Low Bara'}en//‘ne Renge and ot the %‘75%53 ]e‘/ej’@“*d’x‘&‘ﬁ
D,;.Dm/ep), M. Hpod's Intelle cfual Level a/opeared $p be in the [ow
Average Rang€, and his Readihg Level $alls infhe Low
Rerderline Rangé, 50 any Complex Legal Moaterial $hould be
gyplm})ecl o him in Simple and Concrefe 1€rmss« In this Reporf
e has clot 0f he .59,1*51/ he didn't Cw%n
Hmi(// unless Dr, Lott assiamed qu‘w
Dr hott Carled to regquest Hrod's

- Review of these Menta ]

CS Yok Mo 1 ¢
any ShSormation by
Hood wans w({/
Mental Fleslth Records fvw

Heatth place’s hs mention Heed Sand
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Hood feels that he would get Foir Trial o4 he had received 4
Competency Hearing his Mental Health Records wouid Revedl
or Ervpose his l’ncrp-mpei‘enf te Stand Tfiﬁﬂijjal’lci or help h i
n the gap of Lacliing n Understanding Fhe Fullngss o the
Legal Orwcedures he wotld be focing {n W5 (rs5€ 6P any

kegad Decisions he will need to pake cnd maybe /7 be

Useduwl In 76‘?7‘1&5’!; G hetter plea dﬁﬁjja

@;Evfden(e NecessSory to Triggel & C?fwe;?me,
i‘ff has Fo< wsed &h +hree Facz‘_a_’r‘;,@a Hffsfo{’z o £ I,f_ﬁg«j;{;j_g_gf7
Behavisr, = defendant; demeansr 4t THZ/@g;\_iﬂ Ontor Medical

@pfn,‘&nw(%”cr°ew to Trigger Mjﬁ_lﬁggﬁzg&/(fﬂ
Flood case For aTriggel & Fuie ﬁ?@ufry,wfi/ fatl on WVe -3¢
Prr Medical Dpinten Hood hws Mente! Hewlih Record.s fromn,
}Qéﬁi-ﬁl’l 9 Mentai Health lenter i'n Branden at Hinds Je havioral
Wealth Seruvices 51 Tucleson o T€ he wasn? denfed o «
(ompetency f/em‘fm; sp his Records would be Reveal or

Somesne teqinest his Records for revf'em/)@
Per t C-
Was there & w{ﬂ Trral (ourt of

Due-process of Law of the Defendants Funamenal
| Constrtuttonal Kights wes DQW‘?WH

1€ the Trfal Court hes 3m.n?’€c‘ o Competency
Eua.luajft:?ﬂ Motion ( cmc} there fore has Reasenable basig
+o belizve there 's ot least a ppé.sf}::?fy the Defendant 15

Not Cempetent to Stand Trfa/);
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“4 5 both o Viplation of URCCCP 9:05 and 6 Dug-FProcess

Vislation 1o Fail fo Conduct o W, zju@ffnﬁ
from §12713 Competency Hearﬁq%g M5 Proc gmyciéped‘qg
W~ See Ju V. 5tute, 25 5e-34 25'(»73’4‘3:)(/\4/“55,200& Land
sanders V. 3tute, 4 $0.3d 11324 (M 155 2205), 6nd M/

Y5 e 502d 447 Miss - (f. A ,2000),527744 Tames V. State, 66 Sa.

34d 2§05 Miss. Ct-App- 20/2>, cee Exwhit b
A Court Rule fer Criminal Trials ff’oi/zccfeﬁ that it
Chas Ressonable lrreund

before o7 during Trial the Cowrt . -
4o belfeve thatl the pefendant 15 In cempetent to stand Trial,

the Courf Shall order 1he Defendpunt +o submit toa

Menteal Exomination .,f—sza

Once the Issue of Lompelenty ts Raised ihe Trial
Judge i Dbif*gm‘ed to Condueci /—/ear;ng in Order to decide
A fﬂabab?h‘%y Eyisfs +hat the efend ant (s Capable of
/"L&l(/ih; o Rativnal PefensC » ?/ubf/;:zy £rem Fieklin V. State,
75§ So-2d ‘/5"%?(2&’@9

(In Flood s Case the Facts has Shown n Tried Comet
Vi inted Ceowrt Rule 6% Q-OE/bEC&arSQ Heod has o w
[M for ¢ Mental Eramz?&a%/ian was Order by Trfodl Conrf
¢ thai sume Reasonchle browund 15 good For & Mente !
Fyamiatibn 15 also good for a Competency HearinNgeThese

Facts has prove Mrotleod wias Vip lated /n denied &
fiolared tenied

Compet eﬁ,au_/i&i@ﬁ) .
In which o mrﬁ\fﬁm‘fy g this Lourt held, based on

Sanders , Celeman, and Smith,+hal a Mental Fvaluc¥ion
ordeced by the Trial Court C(ms%ﬁ‘was(’a per se Shﬁwfnﬁ
Grounds to believe

that +he Tru! Cour? had Reasoncble
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The movant bears +he Ourden of Prost to Demonstrale
dence that the De§'endanf (5 /"1€n'f'a1/y

fncompa¥en7’ foo Stand Tric] . §ee Jones V. stade @ 6
$0.2d ¥o1, 412 (V3) (Miss- ¢1-RBpp. 2005) ¢ (I{ Mr. Hoead
hears #he Burden 8§ Prect 64 _Sub5‘7‘an7‘fa/ Euvidence

lealth Kecords he was denfed e
hle to reveal his Records

b)/ 5uh 5%@]’)‘};‘5&/ Ev/

yilke his Mental |

Campe/e»")c.y l—/ear;}zj 4p bE a
nied Pue-proctss s £ hawl

/5 te be ,/JPQSMMEC/ s
-/ Evidence +hat he /s Mem‘al&v

d TNZ/T cl',uofzqu from Medina V.

(12 §.04. 2592 ,120 ). Ed.

a e

Campef'ency
proves by‘vaub,ﬁ’?Lan t1
fnc,ornpez‘en/ te Stan

[,a/f‘FCFI’l;ﬁ\ so5 U5 %37, 178,
d 353 (1442) also see Evans V- State, 725 se.2d 13, €LY,

150 (Miss z%ﬁm)..(mp, Hood wes in Facd, that o Chance Te

prove his Mentally fncampefénf 45 Stand Trial W&sS

Dem?d, ok Dme-process b?kiam'/)p

ctors 1N A55€5,51h§uﬁampef€mc}/
Are ¢ petendunt’s PesT Med L e }‘/157L&P}/ the Upinien
o psycin;afrfc Eﬁfpg,rf5 wnd the De(endanf:s behaw}r
during Trrels Supporting (aselu/s 5e€, Reese V.

Vi W/eight, too F.2d 1085 1974) end Richardson V. Stete,

S oe.7d 967946) snd fate V. Rebinson, 393 L3 375

(34&6)0 mr. Heed, Mental Heai+h Records s Fssential
Elament 1n Detfer mining someent (empefjence to §tund
— .,

T(‘I:‘»([ V\?S Sfpte ef /\z’\ﬁ‘\d :*@ H‘ W{,a.5n“f

| the Defendant

The Televan t Fa

LATRLECL T o
o
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E-FFe(;‘Ii'/z/e W %h?S (5upr‘€mQ) Cowr
pdopied Uniform Al of Uircurd and County Court Practice
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Serial:; 202959
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI

No. 2010-M-00283

RONALD HOOD FILED Petitioner
JAN 07 2016

OFFICE OF Tk—(lfb %EERK
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI SyZREME CORRls Respondent

V.

ORDER

This matter is before the panel of Waller C.J., Pierce and Coleman, JJ., on Ronald

Hood’s Application for Leave to Proceed in the Trial Court. Hood contends, inter alia, that

the trial court violated his due process rights by failing to conduct a mental competency
hearing. After due consideration, the panel finds that the State of Mississippi should file a
response to this issue.

IT1S THEREFORE ORDERED that, within thirty (30) days of the entry of this Order,
the State of Mississippi shall file a response to Ronald Hood’s Application for Leave to

Proceed in the Trial Court.

“RED, this the 7 day of Janua‘fy, 71‘)

RANDY G. PIERCE, JUSTICE







Cxibid
Exh 5 FILED

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI £2R 20 2016

OFFICE OF THE CLERK
No. 2010-M-00283 SUPREME COURT
COURT OF APPEALS

Serial: 205337

RONALD HOOD Petitioner

" 2.6-9l19

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI Respondent

ORDER

Before the panel of Randolph, P.J., Kitchens and King, JJ., is Ronald Hood’s
Applicatiop for Leave to Proceed in the Trial Court. Also before the panel are the State of
Mississippi’s Response, and Hood’s Rebuttal. Hood contends that he is entitled to relief on
two bases: (1) his trial counsel was ineffective for failure to request a compctenéy hearing;
and (2) the trial court violated his due process rights by failing to conduct a competency
hearing. Hood has previously raised the ineffective assistance of counsel claim, and this
Court denied relief. Therefore, this issue is procedurally barred.

This Court ordered the State of Mississippi to respond to Hood’s due process claim.
The State contends that the requirements of Uniform Circuit and Chancery Court Rule 9.06
should not strictly apply to Hood’s case. In the alternative, the State argues that the purpose

of Rule 9.06 was met in the underlying trial court proceedings.

After due consideration, the panel finds that the petition should be granted in that

Hood is granted leave to proceed in the trial court to pursue his due process claim.

FILED

ROBERT COLEMAN, CIRCUIT CLERK




IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Ronald Hood's Application for Leave to

Proceed in the Trial Court is hereby granted.

SO ORDERED, this the 20th day of April, 2016

)

MICHAEL K. RANDOLPH, Q
PRESIDING JUSTICE




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

RONALD J. HOOD : . PETITIONER

VS. : CAUSE NO. 26-0119

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI ) RESPONDENT

ORDER

BEFORE the Court is Petitioner Ronald J. Hood, Pro Se (hereinafter “Hood™”) on what
the Court interprcts as a Petition for Appointment of Counsel. Upon Review the Court finds as
follows:

On December 11, 2007, Hood was convicted of the crime Exploitation of Children. He
was sentenced to serve twénty (20) years in the custody of the Missiésippi Deparcmeht of
Corrections, without the possibility of parole since he is a habitiial offender. He was also ordered
to be evaluated for any mental problems and treated while in the custody of the Mississippi
Department of Corrections.

On April 20, 2016, the Mississippi Supreme Court granted Hood’s petition to proceed in
the trial court to pursue a due process claim on the lack of a competency hearing. He argues that
the Court violated his right of due process by failing to conduct a Competency Hearing in his
case. He alleges that his mental health diagnosis revealed that he is not and has never been
mentally competent to stand trial.

Miss; Unif. Cir. & County Ct. Prac. R. 9.06 prescribes the procedure for dete;mining a
défendant's competence to stand trial. Rule 9.06 provides that, if the trial ¢ourt has a reasonable
ground to bélie‘ve the defendant is incompetent to statid trial, the court mixs\t "order a mental

FILELD -

evaluation and conduct a hearing to determine competence. ROBERT COLEMAN, CIRCUIT CLERK
* )




A defendant is competent to stand trial if he has sufficient present ability to consult with

his lawyer with a reasonable degree of rational understanding and a rational as well as factual
understanding of the proceedings against him. The Sgpreme Court of Mississippi has further
refined the test for competency in Mississippi, holding that a competent defendant is one (1) who
is able to perceive and understand the nature of the proceedings; (2) who is able to rationally
communicate with his attorney about the case; (3) who is able to recall relevant facts; (4) who is
able to testify in his own defense if appropriate; and (5) whose ability té satisfy ﬂ;c foregoing
criteria is commensurate with the severity and complexity of the case. Howard v. State, 701 So.
2d 274, 280 (Miss. 1997) (quoting Conner v State, 632 So. 2d 1239, 1248 (Miss. 1993) ‘
Accor@g to Miss. Unif. Cir. & County Ct. Prac. R. 9.06, the trial court must order a
mental evaluation and conduct a competency hearing if the court has a reasonable ground to
believe the defendant is incompetent. On review of a trial court's decision to forego a
competency hearing, the appellate court inquires whether the trial court had a reasonable ground
believe the defendant was incompetent. To determine whether the. trial court had such reasonable
ground, the coﬁrt applies the following test: Did the trial judge receive information which,
Vobj ectively considered, Sh(;lﬂd reasonably have raised a doubt about defendant's competence and
—-alerted him to the possibility that the defendant could neither understand-the proceedings, nor
rationally aid his attorney in his defense? Some information that has been considered probative
of a defendant's competency are the defendant's demeanor during the proceedings and defense
counsel's statements to the court that the defe;ldant is unable to rationally consult with counsel or
assist in his own defense. A mental evaluation finding the defendant competent to stand trial may

support the trial court's decision to forego a competency hearing. Magee v. State, 914 So. 2d 729

(Miss. Ct. App. 2005)




The Court finds that i;[‘bad reasonable grounds to believe Hood was competent to stand
trial and no due process rights were violated. On October 18, 2007, Hood’s mental evaluation
was filed with the clerk. Hood was evaluated by Dr. Criss Lott, and was found to be competent to
stand trial. The Court received no information which, objectively considered, should reasonably
have raised a doubt about defendant's competence and alerted it to the possibility that the
defendant could neither understand the proceedings, nor rationally aid his attorney in his defense.
Dﬁng the trial, Hood did not display any demeanor evincing incompetence nor did dt-:fense
counsel offer any statements to the court that the defendant was unable to rationally consult with
counsel or assist in his own defense.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, that Hood's Petition for Post-Conviction Relief is

hereby DENIED.

SO ORDERED this_o2/ _day of M 2017

JANNIE LEWIS-BLACKMON

CIRCUIT JUDGE







IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI | PLAINTIFF

V8. _ ~ CAUSENO. 26-0119

=

RONALD HOOD DEFENDANT

MQH@N FOR MENTAL EXAMINATION .

COMES NOW the Defendant, Ronal.d. Hood, by and through counsel, and files
- this motion for mental examination, aad in support thereof, would shew unto the Court as
follows:

Mississippi Code Annotated Section 99-13-11 ‘_ (Rev. 2000) provides: In any
criminal acﬁon in the ciricuit court in which the mcnfal condition of a person indicted for
a felony is in Question,éthe court or judge in vacation on motion duly made bvy the
defendant, the district aﬁomey or on the motion of the court or judge, may order such
person to submit to a rr;ental examination by a competent psychiatrist or psychologist
selected by the-court to determine his ability to make a defense; provided, however, any
cost or expense in connection with such mental-examination shall be paid by the county
in which such criminal action is pending.

In Gammage v. State 510 So.2d 802, 803 (Miss. 1987), the supreme court held

that a "defendant not competent to stand trial is one who does not have sufficient present
ability to consult with his,lawyber with a reasonable degree of rational understanding, or

does not have a rational as well as a factual understanding of the proceedings against

him." (citing Dusky v. United States, 362 U.S. 402 (1960); Caylor v, State, 437 So.2d |

444,447 1. 1 (Miss. 1983)).

Ex#rBIT C

o M S g
SUSIE BRADSHAW, Circuit Glerk




- The Defense'submits that there is reason to question whether Renald Hood will be
| able to assist in his defense at trial of this matter, that he does not have the present ability
10 consult with his lawyer with a reasonable degree of ratlonal understanding to
adequately assist with his defense. As a result, the Defense hereby moves for a menta]

examination of the Defendant to determine his competency to stand tnal

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, THIS 16™ DAY-QF APRIL, 2007,

Trent L. Walker, MSB#10475

Attorney for the Defendant

OF COUNSEL:

5255 KEELE STREET, SUITE A

JACKSON, MISSISSIPP139206

601-981-4444 PHONE

601-981-4100 FACSIMILE

Trent@trentwaﬂcerlaw.com







IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI -

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI PLAINTIFF

VS. _ - CAUSE NO. 26-0119

RONALD HOOD DEFENDANT

ORDER GRANTING MENTAL EXAMINATION
THIS CAUSE HAVING COME on Motion of. the Defendant, and the Court
being advised of the Prémises therein finds said Motion is well-taken and should be
granted.
Therefore, the Court hereby finds that the Defendant shall undergo a mental
examination to determine the fitness to stand trial in this matter. Said examination shall
be performed by Dr. Christopher Lott at the expense of Yazoo County. The Defendant

and his counsel shall be responsible for scheduling said examination.

SO ORDERED, this the 4.5 day ofM, 2007.

RCUIT COURT JUDGE

ORDER PREPARED BY:
Trent L. Walker, MSB#10475
5255 Keele Street, Suite A
Jackson, Mississippi 39206
601-981-4444 Phone
601-981-4100 Facsimile

Filed f
gusé BRADSHAW, Cl%ult Clerk







W. Criss Lott, Ph.D.
Clinical Psychologist
969 Lakeland Drive
Jackson, MS 39216
Tel: 601-200-3108 Fax: 601-200-3109.

October 4, 2007

Honorable Jannie M. Lewis

Circuit Court Judge, District 21
P.O. Box 149

Lexington, MS 39095

Re:  Ronald Hood
Cause No. 26-0119

Dear Judge Lewis:

I am writing to provide the results of my outpatient forensic mental evaluation of Lee
Hood. Mr. Hood was evaluated at our'office on 4 October 2007

IDENTIFICATION/PURPOSE OF EVALUATION:

Mr. Hood is a 49 year-old white male referred on motion of the defendant to determine
his fitness to stand trial-

The order did not stipulate to whom the report should be provided.

NOTIFICATION:

Mr. Hood was informed of the non-confidential nature of the evaluation. He was
informed that a report would be made to his attorney and to the Judge, and if the report
was used in Court, the report would also be provided to the District Attorney. Mr.
Hood did not appear to have any difficulty reading and understanding the notification
and consented to the evaluation. L

When asked later to restate his rights, he replied, “You said not to say anything that
might hurt my case.” When asked who would recelve a copy of the report, he replied,

“The attorney, the Judge, and the DA.”
Filed Lilple) [ &M

SUSIE BRADSHAW, Circuit Clerk




INFORMATION REVIEWED:

. Order Granting Mental Examination -

. Indictment

. Motion for Dismissal

. Affidavit for Search Warrant

. Search Warrant

. NCIC

. Mississippi Criminal Sex Offender Information for Ronald James Hood

. Arrest Wanant for Ronald Hood ~ exp]ouatlon of chﬂdren
9. Affidavit ' :

10. Arrest Report Card

11.Yazoo City Police Department Anest Report

12.Miranda Rights signed by Ronald Hood on 16 March 2006 at 0953
13.Yazoo City Police Department Offense/ Supplementary Report -

CHARGES:"
According to the Indictment, Mr. Hood is charged with one count of possession of a.

video of naked white male children under the age of 18, engaging in sexually explicit
conduct. ' '

Mr. Hood also reported that he is being charged as an habitual offender.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Mr. Hood said that he was born on 2 December 1957. He reported that he is the third
of three siblings; he has two sisters, Maxine, age 61, and Linda, age 57. He also said he
has one brother (he reported that he did not know his brother’s name as this brother
was adopted at birth). Hereported that his father, James Hood, died at the age of 69 on
17 March 1988. His father was a construction worker. He reported that his mother
died on 5 February 1947 at 48 years of age. He reported that his mother was a
homemaker. ,

Mr. Hood reported that he has been married once to Melissa Ingram; his wife has one
'son, Noah Fender, who is 5 years of age. He reported that he was matried on 16
December 2005.




FAMILY PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY:

Mr. Hood reported that his mother had nerve problems and his father was diagnoged
with schizophrenia. He reported that his sister, Maxine, was mentally retarded. He
reported that his sister, Linda had a history of depression.

He reported that one of his sisters had a history of substance abuse.

EDUCATIONAL HISTORY: -

Mr. Hood reported that he graduated from Forrest Hill High School in 1976; he said he

attended special education classes throughout school and he received a certificate upon
graduation.

He said he attended one semester at Hinds Community College, but was reportedly
told he should withdraw from school because he was not able to do the work.

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY:

Mr. Hood denied amy history of military service. He said that he has had
approximately 15 to 16 jobs. Hereported that his jobs ranged from a restaurant cook,
box wrapper in a factory, and a convenience store worker. He reported that he last
worked at a convenience store in 1980. He reported that he quitthat job after the store
was robbed. He reported that he had worked there for five weeks. He reported being
fired from at least six to seven jobs. He did not specify why.

He denied receiving workers’ compensation benefits. He reported that he began
receiving disability benefits in which he was the payee in 1989 because of a mental
illness. He reported that he was receiving $829 per month. He was diagnosed a
psychotic disorder and pedophilia while living in California. He reported that his
disability benefits were discontinued in November 2006 after his arrest.

LEGAL HISTORY:

Mr. Hood reported no contact with DHS during childhood. He was sent to Hinds
County Youth Court for two weeks for calling the airport and stating 2 bomb was on a
plane.

He reported that he called Hinds General Hospital and stated he was going to “blow it
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up” at the age of 18. Hesaid he was angry at the hospital, and he said this charge was
dismissed. He said he was arrested in Kosciusko in 1984 for “unnatural Intercourse
with an 11 year old boy.” He said he received a S year sentence with 3 suspended, and
he served two years in the county jail. He said he was arrested in 1998 for sexus]
battery; he was arrested in Hinds County for having sex with an 8 year old boy. Hé
said he receved a 15 year sentence, with 10 years suspended and 5 years supervised
probation. He said he was arrested in 1996 in California for not registering as a sex
offender. He said he was homeless at the time and did not have a residence to register.

MEDICAL HISTORY:

Mr. Hood reported no major childhood illnesses or injuries.

He said that he was “victimized” at the age of 10 by a 50 year old man who was
painting a house across the street. He said the man fondled him in a closet in the house
he was painting.

Hereported that he has peor vision and he has a hearing deficit. He denied any history
of seizures, head trauma or motor vehicle accidents. He reported that he has been
diagnosed with arthritis, acid reflux, iritable bowel syndrome, and he said he is
“borderline diabetic.” He also complained of pain from a wisdom tooth.

CURRENT MEDICATIONS:

He said that he not receiving any medication at this time, and he noted no known
allergies to medication.

DAILY ACTIVITIES:

Mr. Hood said that he was living with his wife and stepson at the time of the offense.
He described their marriage as very conflicted and he said she was very controlling He
said that he met his wife in church, but after they were married she changed. He said |
she began talking about “witchcraft and she wanted to bring a Quieja board in the
home and I wouldn’t let her.” '

He said that he was spending most of his time at home watching TV or taking his wife
to the doctor. He said he was active in church and was attending the First Pentecostal
Church in Yazoo City.




PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY:

Mr. Hood said that his first contact with mental health professionals was in 1989 n
Cahfornia. He said as a condition of his probation, he was sent to a Group Home,

North East Lodge, in San Francisco, and he said it was a group home for people with
mental 1llness.

He said he was hospitalized at UMC on 5 June 2006, after his arrest, and he was
diagnosed with a bipolar disorder. He said he had just bonded out of jail and he was
suicidal. He said he was also seen at the Mental Health Center after his arrest. He said
the Mental Health Center referred him to CMMC on 7 June 2007 in order to help hirn
get back on his medication. He also said he has seen a counselor, Mike Patty, at
Region 8 Mental Health Center, and Mr. Patty specializes in sexual disorders.

Mr. Hood reported that he was evaluated by this examiner for a disability examination,
but I have no recollection of this evaluation.

DRUG AND ALCOHOL USE HISTORY:
Mr. Hood denied any history of substance abuse.

- MENTAL STATUS EVALUATION:

Mr. Hood presented as an overweight Caucasian man. Hereportedheis 5° 6” *aﬂ and
weighs 185 pounds. He was poorly groomed in that his hair was unkempt and he had
several days growth of beard. His posture and gait appeared to be within normal limats
and no unusual motor movements were observed. He was polite throu ghout the
evaluahon

He was alert, attentive and responded promptly to questions. He was precisely
oriented. His speech was appropnate and his responses were at all times coherent and
goal directed. There were no significant expressive and receptive language deficits
noted.

His affect appeared restricted, and he described his mood as “not too good, 'm
depressed and worried.” He described his sleep as poor and said he was only getting 3
to 4 hours of sleep a night. He described his appetite as varied, and he said he had lost
40 pounds since his incarceration. He said that he attempted suicide after hisbond was
revoked and he took some pills. When asked about current suicidal ideation, he said
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that if he did not receive help for his wisdom tooth, he was going to harm himself
again.

When asked about unusual perceptions or beliefs, Mr. Hood said he has heard his name
being called, but he denied ever hearing voices or seeing things that other people did
not see. He also denied ever believing he had any special powers or abilities. He
reported being afraid of the dark and afraid of water, and he said he has had these fears
since childhood. He 2lso expressed marked fear that he will be abused, or possibly
killed, by inmates 1fhe 18 sent to Parchman.

His recent, remote and immediate memory appeared intact. His recall for childhood
and current personal information was poor and often inconsistent. He repeated five of
five objects immediately and three of five after a several minute delay.

Attention/concentration appeared intact, but he had no difficulty performing simple
calculations, and he repeated four digits forward and three in reverse.

- Verbal ebstracting abilities appeared to be in the low average range, but he some
difficulty explaining how words were similar. He was‘also unable to explain several
proverbs. He had difficulty explaining several questions assessing basic social customs
and practices (smoke, envelope, prescription drugs).

- ASSESSMENT RESULTS:

Mr. Hood was administered the Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence (WAST).
~ He obtained a Full Scale IQ Score of 89. This score falls in the average range. He
obtained the following subtests t-scores: Vocabulary 33, Similarities 30, Block Design
53, and Matrix Reasoning 61.

Mr. Delashmit was also administered the Word Reading subtest of the Wide Range

Achievement Test-4 (WRAT-4). On the Reading subtest he obtained a score of 73;

this score falls in the low borderline range and at the 4.7 grade level.
e e
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PROVISIONAL DIAGNOSES:

Axis T 1. Pedophilia, Sexually Attracted to Males
' 2. Reading Disorder

Axis IT No Diagnosis




Axis I Arthritis, Acid Reflux Disease and Iiritable Bowel Syndrome, by |
o Defendant’s report

Axis IV Incarceration; Peﬁd’mg Charges as Habitual Offender

Axis V' GAF: 71

KNOWLEDGE OF COURT:

Charges/ Penalty: Mr, Hood understood that he was charged with “exploitation of
children,” and he said he is being charged as an habitual offender. He said he was told
that he was facing 20 years for this offense and he indicated that this was a serious
matter. | |

Participants/ Roles: Mr. Hood said he had been in court on two prior occasions and
he had pled both times. Asked the purpose of a criminal trial, he replied, find person
guilty or not guilty.” Asked the name and role of his lawyer, Mr. Hood replied, “Trent
Walker, he’s supposed to defend me.” When asked the name and role of the opposing
attorney, he said, “The District Attorney, prosecutor.”

Asked who determined the verdict if he has a tnal, he replied, “The judge,” then
corrected himself and said “the jury.” He knew the number of people on a jury and the
nummber required to reach a verdict. Asked what happened if one or more jurors could
not agree, he replied, “deadlock, mistrial, it’s dismissed.” '

Verdicts/ OQutcomes: - Asked the possible verdicts, Mr. Hood said that he could be
found “guilty or not guilty.” He knew that if he 1s found not guilty he would “be
dismissed,” and if found guilty he would “be sentenced.” He knew the Judge
determined the sentence. He also appeared to understand what 1t meant to be found
not guilty by reason of insanity when this fact was explained.

Witnesses/ Challenge Witness: When asked what witnesses do, hereplied, "testify.”
When asked to describe the role of an eyewitness, he said that an eye witness “actually
seen the event.” He said that a character witness “is a person that knows you,” and he
said an expert witness “is somebody like yourself.”

Asked who should challenge a witness during the trial, he replied, “the defense
attorney.” Asked what:might happen if he began shouting at a witness, he replied,
“Kick me out.”




Testify/ Assisting Attorney: Mr. Hood knew that he could not be compelled or
prevented from testifying at his tnal. He said that he met with his attorney five to seven
times, and he denied having any disputes with him.

Plea Bargain: Asked to explain the plea process, Mr. Hood said, “It’s what the DA
offers rather than go to trial.” He knew that he would have to plead “Guilty,” and when
asked the advantage of taking a plea bargain, he said, “Less time.” He understood he
could not be compelled to accept such an arrangement. Whenasked what he risked by
refusing a plea bargain, he replied, “the max, 20 years.”

Mr. Hood appeared capable of making a reasoned decision regarding a plea agreement.

FORENSIC OPINIONS:

It 1s my opinion, to areasonable degree of psychological certainty, that Mr. Hood has
the sufficient present ability to confer with his attorney with a reasonable degree of
rational understanding, and he has a factual and rational understanding of the nature
and object of the charges againsthim. Mr. Hood’s intellectual level appeared to be in
the low average range, and his reading level falls in n the low borderiine range, SO an

complex le&aﬂ_matenal should be explained to him in simple and COHW

DISPOSITION:

Mr. Hood does not appear to need further testing or psychiatnic treatment at this tume
and he has been returnéed to the custody of the Holmes Country Shermnff”s Department.

If I can provide any additional information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Respectfully,

W. Criss Lott, Ph.D.
Clinical Psychologist







§ 17:13.Competency hearing. 2 MS Prac. Encyclopedia MS Law § 17:13 (2d ed:)

2 MS Prac. Encyclopedia MS Law § 17:13 (2d ed.)

Encyclopedia of Mississippt Law | October 2017 Update
Jeffrey Jackson

Mary Miller
Donaid Campbell

Chapter 17. Competence to Stand Trial~
Sibyl C. Byrd ™"

§17:13. Competency hearing

Once the trial court has ordered an evaluation and that evaluation has been completed, a competency hearing must be
‘held pursuant to URCCCP 9_@.5 which provides that “after the examination [regarding the competency of the defendant],

the court shall conduct a hearing to determine if the defendant is competent to stand trial.” ! If the trial court has granted
a competency evaluation motion (and therefore has reasonable basis to believe there is at least a possibility the defendant
is not competent 1o stand tnal), it is both a violation of URCCCP 9.06 and a due process violation to fail to conduct

a competency hearing. 2
e e

The Mississippi Supreme Court has comprehensively addressed this issue in Coleman v. State. In Coleman, counsel
for the defendant moved to have her chent evaluated for a determination regarding his competency to stand trial. * The
motion was granted, and the evaluation was conducted. 3 Subsequent to the evaluation, however, the trial court refused

to grant a competency hearing. ® The defendant was convicted and later appealed. 7 On appeal, the defendant raised the
issue of the trial court's failure to grant him a competency hearing despite the fact that the court had previously granted

his motion for a competency evaluation. 8 The Mississippi Court of Appeals (to which the appeal was originally assigned)

remanded the case to the trial court for a retrospective competency hearing. ° The Mississippi Supreme Court granted
remanced the P Compelency | g g
certiorari to determine whether or not the defendant was entitled to a new trial rather than a retrospective competency

hearing. 10 The Mississippi Supreme Court held that the trial court's failure to grant the defendant a full competency
hearing after his motion for a competency evaluation had been granted was not harmless error and therefore granted
bt i1

sy
lA I ].

the defendant a new tria
Lac gelendant d new el

Prior to its decision in Coleman, the Mississipp: Supreme Court held that 2 hearing does not necessarily have to take place
after the motion for a mental examination was granted as long as “the purposes of Rule 9.06 [ajre satisfied.” 12 The court,
however, distinguished that case (Hearn v. State) from the situation in Coleman. B Hearn, & physician who had an

. . . . . . . . 15
opportunity 1o examine the defendant testified during the trial. 14 During that testimony, he was cross examined. '~ The
court in Coleman held that, “[blecause Hearn was afforded the opportunity to present competing evidence, the purposes

of Rule 9.06 were satisfied.” 16

The author wishes to thank Dr. Philip Meredith and Dr. Gilbert Macvaugh, I11, for their excellent work on the prior version
of this chapter, parts of which have been updated and incorporated into this version.
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Dr. Robert Lundy, Psychiatrist in Flora, MS | US News Doctors
htips://health.usnews.com/doctors/robert-lundy-624772 ~

Dr. Robert Lundy is a psychiatrist in Flora, Mississippi and is affiliated with muitiple hospitals in the area,

including G.V. (Sonny) Mortgomery Veterans Affairs ...

Robert Lundy, Hines Behavioral Health Services - Psychiatry Doctor in ...
https://doctor.webmd.com/.../robert-lundy-1c3e6¢79-4be9-47d4-8257-b164a0118d78... v
Robert Lundy is a practicing Psychiatry doctor in Jackson, MS.

Dr. Robert Lundy Jr, MD - Book an Appointment - Jackson, MS
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Dr. Robert Lundy Jr, MD is a psychiatry specialist in Jackson, MS and has been practicing for 41 years.
He graduated from Univ Of Ms Sch Of Med in 1977 and ...

Dr. Robert B Lundy Jr MD Reviews | Jackson, MS | Vitals.com
https.//www.vitals. com/doctors/Dr_Robert_Lundy.html v

Rating: 4.5- 2 votes
Dr. Robert B Lundy Jr is € highly rated psychiatrist in Jackson, MS with over 13 areas of expertise,
including Depressive Disorder, Schizophrenia, and Bipolar ...

Robert Lundy Jr, MD - Psychiatrist in Jackson, MS - Wellness
https://www.wellness.com» ... » Psychiatrist » MS» Jackson v

Services Robert Lundy Jr, MD practices psychiatry at 969 Lakeland Dr, Jackson, MS 39216.
Psychiatrists are licensed physicians who specialize in the ...

Dr. Robert B Lundy Jr. M.D,, Psychiatrist in Flora, Ms, 39071 ...
https://www.findatopdoc.com/.../216383-Robert-Lundy-psychiatrist-Flora-MS$-39071 ~

Dr. Robert Lundy is a psychiatrist practicing in Flora, MS. Dr. Lundy is a medical doctor specializing in
the care of menta! health patients. As a psychiatrist, Dr.

Depression- Robert B Lundy Psychiatrist Jackson, MS MedicineNet
https://www.medicinenet.com/doctors/...4BE9.../robert-lundy/jackson-ms_doctorhtm ~
Depression-Find doctor Robert B Lundy Psychiatrist physician in Jackson, MS.

Dr. Robert Lundy, Psychiatry - Jackson , MS | Sharecare
https://www.sharecare.com ... > Psychiatry » MS > Jackson » Dr. Robert Lundy, MD ~

Robert B. Lundy, MD is a practicing Psychiatrist (Therapist) in Jackson, MS. Dr. Lundy graduated from
University of Mississippi Schoo! of Medicine in 1977 and ...

Dr. Robert Lundy Jr., MD - Flora, MS | Psychiatry - Doximity
https://www.doximity.com » States > Mississippi » Flora

Dr. Robert Lundy Jr., MD is a psychiatrist in Flora, Mississippi. He is affliated with G.V. (Sonny)
Montgomery Veterans Affairs Medical Center and St.

Robert B. Lundy Jr.,, MD - Psychiatrist in Jackson, MS | MD.com
https.//www.md.com> Find a Doctor » Psychiatrists » Mississippi» Jackson v
Visit Dr. Robert B. Lundy Jr., psychiatrist in Jackson, MS. Are you Dr. Lundy? Sign up for MD.com.
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&+ Yes, Dr. Robert B. Lundy is accepting new patients at this office.

PHONE
L (504) 988-4272 (tel:15049884272)
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3450 Hwy 80, Jackson, MS 39209
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Hinds County Mental Health
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Summary __((
A DISCHARGE/TERMINATION / a [RANSFER

= 7 - 7 - .
Date 01_;} Sanﬁ'ce Code UJnrt(S) ‘ Staffing Date__?

REASON FOR Abmission. SO 00, G /'OV\C:‘QTA_,/ Q‘,Q, ‘Mg\}h\?

R P AR R Ty (I,
! TR,

ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS TOWARD TREATMENT/SERVICE/SUPPORT PLAN OBJECTIVES:
Q Much Worse Q Worse Q No Change O Improved Q Much Improved a—o@m

REASON FOR DISCHARGE/TERMINATION OR TRANSFER:
Q 1. No Tx- intake only. 1 8. Moved fom service area.

Q 2,_eompletion of Treatment goals. Q7. Died
. Noncompliance with treatment recommendations / facility initiated. 0 8. Nocontact in 12 months.
0 4. Referred lo another program. 0 9. Optimal level of functioning

0 5. Client initiated / against medical advice (AMA) achieved.,
2 10. Other
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FOR CHILDREN TRANSFERRED FROM DAY TREATMENT: ‘ .
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REFERRED TO:
N1. DMH Psychiatric Hospital 07- Other A&D Provider 13- Police / Sheriff

- Other MS CMHC 08- Gen/Hospita/Other Health 14- Courts/Corractions
u3- DMH MR Facility 09- Self 15- Probation Parole
04- Private Psychiatric Hospital 10- Family/Friend 16- Self Help Program
05- Other MH Provider 11- School/Education 17- Voc Rehabl/Job Placemant
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THERAPY NOTE /
__Individual __Family present
_Group _ Family

NAME: RON HOOD
CASE #:35403
DATE SEEN: 5.17.07
TIME SPENT: 60 MIN

Behavioral Des‘j?plcasc check)
Affect (/Broad ()Restricted ()Blunted  ( )Other e

Mood ()Normal ~ ()Cheerful ()Amxions () Imitable (¥ Depressed
(ot

Speech ( yefear () Slow {()Loud () Rapid () Other

Motor Movam% O m ( ) Fidgety () Restless () Slow/Retarded

Other

Grooming () Appropriate () Other -

Insight ()Realistic () Limited () Fair ~AJ Poor () None

Interaction () Good () Defensive () Argumentative () Other

SESSION SUMMARY/ASSESSMENT/NOTED/OBJECTIVES:USE SAP FORMAT
SUMMARY - CL PRESENTED TO HIS FIRST SESSION SINCE AN INITIAL INTAKE
LAST WEEK; HE WAS LIVING IN HINDS COUNTY BUT WAS REFERRED BACK TO
REGION FOR SEX OFFENDER TX/COUNSELING; AN INITIAL INTAKE AND 4
SESSIONS WERE APPROVED; HE IS SCHEDULED FOR AN ASSESSMENT (DR CRISS
LOTT); HIS ATTORNEY IS G. WALKER (601.981.8004); THEY ARE CONSIDERING A
PLEA BARGAIN THAT WOULD INCLUDE A MANDATORY SENTENCE OF (6) YEARS
FOR CRIMES OF 1) EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN AND POSSESSION OF
VIDEOTAPED CHILD PORNOGRAPHY; HE EXPRESSED BEING SCARED ABOUT THE
POSSIBILITY OF GOING TO JAIL BECAUSE “THEY DON'T TREAT CHILD ABUSERS
NICE THERE”; HE HAS A HX OF OFFENDING INCLUDING (‘83 UNNATURAL
INTERCOURSE (MALE AGE 11); HE RECEIVED A S YR SENTENCE AND SERVED 2
WITH 3 SUSPENDED; 2) 2" ARREST 1988 - SEXUAL BATTERY (8.5YR OLD MALE)
WHERE HE SERVED 1YR IN COUNTY JAIL AND 5YR PROBATION (VICTIM AGE 10);
HE ADMITTED TO A TOTAL OF “ABOUT 14-17 VICTIMS” BUT IS FEELING “GUILTY
ABOUT THE PAST”

ASSESSMENT - VAL]DATE_D CL’S PERCEPTIONS AND ALEOWED HIM TO TALK
ABOUT CURRENT CONCERNS ABOUT POSSIBLE INCARCERATION AND THE
EFFECT ON HIS LIFE; .~

PLAN(S): NEXT APPT (1) WEEK; CONTINUE SESSIONS WEEKLY SESSIONS; SEX




REGION 8 MENTAL HEALTH Name: R on Hood
Discharge/Termination/Transfer Cases: Z3 354p3

Summary

@ OISCHARGE/TERMINATION f] TRANSFER

.

Data I,O E UU Service Code M_ Unit(s) .__._.L.__. Staffing Date M@__Jopﬂomn

\
REASON FOR ADMISSION: m~ales ‘ s e5iren | ";* AN "\ i S+w5
of semaal U’('anAx.ijn

SUMMARY OF THERAPEUTIC ACTVITIES PROVIDED:_( | i ent in_ t  sce a Aot

— TC ¢ o mn,\i“ﬂ\ [P Y ey alyo

ASSESSMENT OF PROGRESS TOWARD TR TMENT/SERVICE/SUPPORT PLAN OBJECTIVES:
Q Much Worse 3 Worse No Change Q Improved 0 Much improved Q Unknown

" “450N FOR DISCHARGE/TERMINATION OR TRANSFER:
. No Tx- Intake only. Q 8. Moved from service area.
. Completion of Treatment goals. Q7. Died
. Noncompliance with treatment recommendations / facility initiated. . 01 8. No contact in 12 rnonths
. Referred to anather program. 0 8. Optimal level of functioning
. Client initiated / against medical advice (AMA) achieved
28, Oth
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WW W _#STRUCT IONS: GIVENTO B”mEINDMDUAL (1 OTHER

FOR CHILDREN TRANSFERRED FROM DAY TREATMENT: )
0 Appropnate Classroom Placement Q individual Therapy Q Family Therapy
Q Case Management ) - Q Group Therapy Q Medication Clinic

REFERRED TO: _|3
" DMH Psychiatric Hospital 07- Other A&D Provider 13- Police / Sheriff
Other MS CMHC 08- Gen/Haspital/Other Health 14- Courts/Corrections
03- DMH MR Facifity 09- Self 15- Probation Parole
04- Private Psychiatric Hospital 10- Family/Friend 16- Self Help Program
05- Other MH Provider 11- School/Education 17- Voc RehablJob Placement
06- Other MR Provider ) 12- Employer/EAP ) 18- Other
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_ Individual _ Family present
__Group _ Family

THERAPY NOTE

NAME: RON HOOD
CASE #:35403

DATE SEEN: 8.18.06
TIME SPENT: 60 MIN

Behavioral Description (please check)

Affect (m ( )Restricted  ( )Blunted-- ( )Other
Mood { )Normal ( )Cheerful ious () Imtable () Depressed
() Other
Speech () Cle&r _ () Slow () Loud ()Rapid () Other
Motor Movement () N () Fidgety () Restless () Slow/Retarded

Grooming ppropriate er
Insight () Realistic ()ldﬁ%c)ég‘h()Fair () Poor { ) None
Interaction () Good ensive () Argumentative () Other

SESSION SUMMARY/ASSESSMENT/NOTED/OBJECTIVES:USE SAP FORMAT
SUMMARY - PT PRESENTED TO SESSION IN PENSIVE MOOD/CONGRUENT AFFECT
BUT INTERACTED APPROPRIATELY WITH THE WHILE ASSESSING HIS P SS
WITH TX GOALS; HE HAS A PRELIMINARY HEARING SCHEDULED S 1
2006; PT NOTED A DESIRE FOR TH TO CONTACT HIS ATTORNEY TRE ALKER
(601.981.8004); WHILE RESPONDING TO TH'S QUESTIONS ABOUT HIS OFFENDING
BEHAVIOR, PT RESPONDED “T AM NOT A DANGER PEDOPHILE"; HE ALSO
ESTIMATED THE # OF HIS VICTIMS AT “15-18 AND AROUND AGE 12", PT
CONTINUES TO HAVE POOR INSIGHT IN PART DUE TO HIS LOW FUNCTIONING;
HIS LEGAL HX INCLUDES 1) FIRST OFFENSE ‘83 UNNATURAL INTERCOURSE
(MALE AGE 11); HE RECEIVED A 5 YR SENTENCE AND SERVED 2 WITH 3
SUSPENDED; 2) 2™ ARREST 1988 - SEXUAL BATTERY (8.5YR OLD MALE) WHERE
HE SERVED 1YR IN COUNTY JAIL AND 5YR PROBATION (VICTIM AGE 10); 3)
MARCH 2006 EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN (VIDEOTAPE) COURT SEPT 1 06;
ASSESSMENT - REVIEWED PT’S OFFENSE AND LEGAL HX AND OUTLINED
TREATMENT AREAS (RELAPSE PREVENTION); PT NOTED HIS FIRST SEXUAL
EXPERIENCE OCCURRED WHEN HE WAS IN A BOARDING SCHOOL; PT IS
CURRENTLY LIVING ALONE AT OLD DOVER ROAD IN YAZOO CITY; HE
EXPRESSED UNDERSTANDING THE IMPORTANCE OF MONITORING
INAPPROPRIATE THOUGHTS; ENVIRONMENTAL STRUCTURING; PRACTICING
RELAPSE PREVENTION; ETC
PLAN(S): NEXT APPT (1) ; CONTINUE SESSIONS WEEKLY SESSIONS; SEX
FFENDER SPECIFIC TMENT; ASSESS RISK FACTORS; ETC;




REGION 8§ MENTAL HEALTH CENTER
BRANDON, MISSISSIPPI

MEDICATION CHECK NOTE:

Patient: Ron Hood
Case #:35403

Date: 08/07/06
Facility: 02/1 UNIT

Ron is a 48-year-old white male who is apparently married, but currently separated. He has one stepson. He
had an intake done here on 7/14/06 following an referral from UMC Psychiatric Department. I don't know why
he hasn't been seen before today. He apparently had some contact with someone over the weekend. I think he
talked to Harold Johnson. According to Ron, he has had several arrest in the past dealing with sexual offenses.

He served some time in the system. The last time he was put on five years of probation. He moved off to San
Francisco for a while and he returned to Yazoo City, MS about five years ago. He was recently arrested there,
because of some tape of a childhood pomography. He is out on bond from there and is facing charges in court
to come up in November. He apparently was hospitalized at the University and we don’t have any records from
there. He says he was hospitalized because of depression and suicidal ideation. We need to try to get those
records to see what they know about his situation. I encouraged him to go ahead and register as a sex offender
if he is going to be here in Rankin County. He says he really doesn’t have any place to stay. He is trying to get
into a Group Home or some other type of living arrangement until such time as he can go to court. [ am just
not sure whether he is going to be able to swing that or not. I am going to continue his Celexa and his Desyrel
for treatment of his depression and see him back here in a month.

DIAGNOSIS:

AXIS I:Major depression, recurrent.

History of exploitation of children.
AXIS II: Anti-social personatity.
AXIS HI: No diagnosis.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Celexa, 40 mg one each a.m.

2. Desyrel, 100 mg h.s.
3. Recheck in one month.

N I certify that the services provided this client
¢ all medically necessary.

SCR:sbm

DD: 08/07/06
DT: 08/09/06




THERAPY NOTE (

_ Individual _ Family present
_ Group _ Family
NAME: RON HOOD

CASE #: 35403

DATE SEEN: 7.28.06

TIME SPENT: 60 MIN

Behavioral Description (please check)

Affect (¢©)Broad ()Restricted ( )Blunted  ( )Other —
Mood (ONormal ~ ()Cheerful  ( )Anxious () Imitable A Depressed
() Other .
Speech (¥Cie () Slow () Loud ()Rapid () Other
Motor Movement ()/Nﬁnal () Fidgety () Restless () Slow/Retarded

() Oth
Grooming Pﬁﬁ;rropﬁate () Other _—
Insight JRealistic () Limited () Fair <) Poor () None
Interaction ch;; () Defensive () Argumentative () Other

SESSION SUMMARY/ASSESSMENT/NOTED/OBJECTIVES:USE SAP FORMAT
SUMMARY - PT PRESENTED TO SESSION IN A MILDLY DEPRESSED
MOOCD/CONGRUENT AFFECT AND COMPLAINED ABOUT HOW HE DISAGREED
WITH THE LAW REQUIRING SEX OFFENDERS TO REGISTER THEIR ADDRESS

ON THE SEX OFFENDER REGISTRY; TH BRIEFLY EXPLAINED THE REASON

FOR THIS LAW, BUT PT HAS POOR INSIGHT AND IS LOW FUNCTIONING;
THEREFORE IT IS NOT KNOWN HOW WELL THIS INFORMATION WAS RECEIVED;
PT HAS MADE SOME PROGRESS WITH MEETING CLUBHOUSE/PSYCHOSOCIAL
PROGRAM 5X THIS WEEK AND TH R+ HIM FOR MEETING THIS GOAL; WE
REVIEWED THE ADVANTAGES AND BENEFITS; AT TH’S REQUEST, PT WAS ABLE
TO NOTE SOME SOCIAL HX; ACADEMICALLY, PT WAS IN SPED PLACEMENT 10-12
GRADE; HE HAS APOOR EMPLOYMENT HX (FACTORY; RESTAURANT,; TEACHER
AID *76-77), ALTHOUGH NOT VERIFIED AND SOMEWHAT QUESTIONABLE, HE
NOTED HIS IQ BEING “92"; PT MADE A POINT TO LIST ALL HIS PHYSICAL HISTORY
(‘92 IRRITABLE BOWEL; ARTHRITIS/BACK PROBLEMS; SLEEP APNEA; HX OF
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SLEEP PROBLEMS),

ASSESSMENT - RELATIONSHIP BUILDING; ALLOWED PT TO ENGAGE IN SOME
CATHARTIC VENTILATION; VALIDATED HIS PERCEPTIONS AND OFFERED
ALTERNATIVE PERSPECTIVES; COURT DATE (11/06)

PLAN(S): NEXT APPT (1) WEEK,; ILP PROGRAM; WEEKLY SESSIONS; SEX
OFFENDER SPECIFIC TREATMENT; BE AWARE OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
ELEVATEID STRESS/ANXIETY AND AT RISK BEHAVIORS




THERAPY NOTE /
__Individual __ Family present
_ Group _ Family
NAME: RON HOOD
CASE #: 35403
DATE SEEN: 7.26.06
TIME SPENT: 60 MIN

Behavioral Description (please check)

Affect ( }Em{ ()Restricted ()Blunted ~ ()Other___ \ Myan

Mood Q) al  ()Cheerful ()Amxious ()Imitable () Depressed
) Other ~

Speech () Clear () Slow () Loud (ORapid () Other

Motor Movement ()Normal ()Fidgety ()Restless = () Slow/Retarded

()-Other -

Grooming () Appropriate () Other e

Insight () Realistic” () Limited () Fair &) Poor () None

Interaction  ( d () Defensive () Argumentative () Other

SESSION SUMMARY/ASSESSMENT/NOTED/OBJECTIVES:USE SAP FORMAT
SUMMARY - PT PRESENTED TO SESSION IN A NORMAL MOOD/CONGRUENT
AFFECT AND EXPRESSED WANTING TO HAVE RELEASES SIGNED (SEE
ATTACHED) TO ALLOW TH THE ABILITY TO TALK WITH HIS SISTER (LINDA
STEED) AND ATTORNEY (TREY WALKER); THESE WERE COMPLETED IN SESSION;
IN ADDITION, THE PURPOSE OF TODAY’S SESSION WAS TO FOCUS ON HIS HX OF
ABUSIVE BEHAVIOR, RECOGNIZING THE PATTERNS AND CYCLE OF ABUSE; HE
ASSESSED HIS STATUS/RECENT PROGRESS; HE WANTS TO FIND ALTERNATIVE
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OTHER THAN WITH HIS MOTHER AND HAS BEGUN THE
APPLICATION PROCESS THROUGH REGION 8 WITH APPLYING FOR ADMISSION IN
THE INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAM; HE ATTEMPTED TO TALK ABOUT “WAR
STORIES” (PAST OFFENDING BEHAVIOR) GOING INTO DETAILS OCCASIONALLY;,
TH REDIRECTED PT ON OCCASION, NOTING THE SPECIFIC DETAILS OF THE
TYPE/NATURE OF ABUSE WAS NOT NECESSARY AT THIS TIME; ; HIS HX OF
OFFENDING (15-18 MALE VICTIMS AGES 7-12) WILL BE EXPLORED; LIMITED
INSIGHT BUT HE IS MEETING SCHEDULED APPTS

ASSESSMENT - CONTINUED W/ THE PROCESS OF OUTLINING/DELINEATING TX
OBJECTIVES IN THE CONTEXT OF RELAPSE PREVENTION AND UNDERSTANDING
THE CYCLE OF ABUSE; HIS APPLICATION IS PENDING FOR THE INDEPENDENT
LIVING PROGRAM; WE PROCESSED HIS ANXIETY OVER PENDING COURT DATE
(11/06) & WAYS TO SELF MANAGE THESE “LIFE & SITUATIONAL STRESSORS”
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REGION 8 MENTAL HEALTH CENTER
BRANDON, MISSISSIPPI

TREATMENT PLANNING INTERVIEW

Patient: Ron Hood
Case#: 35403

Date: 08/03/06
DOB: 12/2/57
Facility: 02/04 UNITS

Ron is a 48-year-old white male who carries a diagnosis of Major Depressive Disorder
recurrent, Sexual Abuse Victim, and Personality Disorder, NOS. He is referred here by
University Medical Center for treatment. He is specifically here to see me regarding an
application for entrance in the Supervised Living Program. He reports he is currently
homeless and temporarily living with his sister. He has considerable anxiety and
depression. He has a history of two prior sex offenses and convictions. He has a sex
offense pending of sexual exploitation. He states he had a video of naked family
members. He reports mood swings that are described as going from calm to angry.

Mr. Hood went through the 12" grade and was in special education. He said English
was his most difficult subject. He currently lives with his sister. He is married, but in the
process of divorce, or certainly separated. This occurred after a few months when the
tape of the family members and the arrest took place. He has a four year old stepson.

Family psychiatric treatment history is positive for depression and alcohol abuse. He
has prior treatment at UMC in June of this year when he was actively suicidal. He has
been treated at Warren Yazoo Mental Health Center in 2004. He has been followed on
medicines of Celexa and Trazodone.

Medical history is positive for acid reflux, arthritis, sleep apnea, irritable bowel
syndrome. He takes Zyrtec.

in terms of work history, he has worked at Allied Enterprise’ and has done
dishwashing, but not much in gainful employment. ip terms of legal history, he has a
court appearance in November 2006 for he was mdlted by the grand jury on a sexual
exploitation charge. He has two past charges for sexual battery and unnatural
intercourse.

Mr. Hood presents today as a man who is rather short in stature and moderately obese.
He has very small hands. He ware his eye glasses. He was casually attired and
adequately groomed. He was depressed, and irritable, complaining of many situational
stressors and real absence of any effective solutions. He states he “cannot trust myself
to not hurt myself". He denies actually being suicidal at present, but has a history of
ideation and fears imprisonment. His speech was somewhat over productive. He was
somewhat circumstantial and very needy and attention seeking. His insight and




judgment are extremely poor, his attention and concentration are poor
Ron Hood

8/3/06

page 2

and he presents to be of low average intellect. He reports sleep and appetite
disturbance, diminished energy and concentration, and feelings of hopelessness. He
admits to suicidal ideation.

IMPRESSION:

AXIS I: Major depression, recurrent.

- Adjustment Disorder with anxiety and depression.
AXIS It Personality Disorder, NOS with avoidant narcissistic and passive
aggressive features.
AXIS il: Acid reflux, irritable bowel syndrome, sleep apnea, arthritis.
AXIS IV: Severe situational stressors, pending court hearing.
AXIS V; 45.

RECOMMENDATION: Mr. Hood is not a candidate for the supervised living program
due to his pending legal charges and active suicidal ideation and recent behavior to act
on such. He does appear to be in need of some intensive therapy and possible some
respite care. Monitor for acute suicidal behavior and consider inpatient care if such is
determined.

Q;}\/!M [ ertify that the services provided

_ 0 n ﬂ / his client are all medically necessary.
James Herzog Ph.D.

Clinical Psychologist
JH:sbm

DD:08/03/06
DT:08/09/06

D1-0010




Hinds Behavioral Health Services | N#me: Hood, Ronald ).

Intake / Assessment Case # 25243

O New Admission X Re-Admission

Number of Unit(s) ___ 6 Service Code __10 Date IntakelAssessment Initiated_03 May 2007
Informant. X Individual receiving services 0 Other - Relationship to individual

Source of Referral: Self-referral  Age _ 49 Sex : X Male Q Female Race:_Caucasian

(USE ADDITIONAL PAPER IF NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS)

-ADESC RIPTION OF THE PRESENT ING PROBLEM (Reason xndlwdual is seekxng services/family saekmg services. Qnset, possible
causes duration, intensity, & ﬂuctuaﬂons In seveﬂty}

Mr. Hood is a 43 v/o Separated/C/M who is a self-referralire-admit. He was opened in ‘04, but closed the same day

after seeing Criss Lott, Ph.D. He reported experiencing suicidal thoughts, anger, & emotional pain, difficulty
understanding things and some paranold thoughts b/c of marital problems, criminal charges pending for exploitation of

children and being homeless. He stated that his experiences have gone on for ~ 6 vrs., and he experiences thoughts ~ 1 :

3 x's weekly. He stated that his experiences keeo him from sleeping, thinking clearly and performing everyday

i
MS). He was incarcerated for ~ 13 mos. as a state inmate in the Co. jall, (Sentencedto S ywrs.~- 2 to serve & 3 ﬁ
suspended). The 2™ charge of sexual battery of a minor (8 y/o) was in "87 for an offense occurring in ‘86, {He was
extradited. (He was sentenced to 15 yrs — 10 vr. suspended sentence & 5 vr probation. He served 11 mos {3 in Cal &
8 in HCDC}.) He is presently on bond for the charge of exploitation of a minor. He was arrested 15 Mar. '06, & his date

is set for Aug/Sept. ‘07 pending an eval. Criss Lott, Ph.D. He was dx'd w/Pedophilia ~ in ’89 in St. Francisco, CA. @
The Center of Special Problems.

functions. He stated that he was first charged in ~ "83 w/unnatural intercourse w/a male child of 10 y/o {Kosciusko,

’ SQC}AL HISTORY {lnclude :mmedtete household/famxly configuration; individuals relationship with spouse, parents children,

fsrblzngs etc fnanta] status; other family background past relafionship pattemns; type of family/social support available and ‘degree of
:nVelvement efc).

individual was born in San Francnsco, CA & raised in Jackson, MS by both parents. His mthr; Doris Herrgott —
deceased @ ~48 y/o, & His fthr: James Albert Hood -deceased @ ~ 69 v/o. He is the 3° child of his parents. He has 2
older sisters. He reportedly has an older ¥ bir from his mthr's side when she was 18 y/o, but he was adopted. His
sisters are: Maxine Williams — 61 y/o & Linda- ~ 567. He does not have a good relationship with his siblings. One is the
nursing home & the other wants nothing to do w/him. He reluctantly informed that he got along w/his parents “okay.”

He stated that he has never been abused, but molested by a male neighbor from ~10/ 11 v/o on ~ 2 ~3 occasions.
*He stated that he has been married since ~ Dec '05, but has been separated since ~ Mar. '06. He has no close
relationships and a 5 v/o stepson, Noah Finder. His wife's name is Melissa, They reside in Yazeoo, MS.

At ENAL




intake / Assessment Name Hood, Ron Case # 25243

‘ EDUGA-'QOHALN_OCATIONAL HIST@RY, jlndlcate mdlwdual pnasent status regardlng education, vocat/on and/or
lﬁermfannabon is fequued on Intake/Assessment Addendum fer Children & Youth) ) .

T

Individual completed the 1 2"’ grade, @ Forest Hrll High School in May '76. He was in special education classes,
beginning in the 1 0" grade. He last worked in ‘80 @ Stop-In-Go fof ~ 6-7 wks. The longest period of employment was
@ a workshop @_Allied Enterprises in Kosciusko, MS for ~ 1 yrand 5 mos.

EducationalVocational Achievement (highest grade achieved)_ 12"

Learning Preferences/Styles; Written Material Y / N Video Y/ N~ Oneononeinstruction (Y )/ N
Barriers to Learning * Vision % Hearing QOLanguage * Confusion Q Other

Readiness to leam (Y)/ N Explain Confused easity.

i

Yo/ S tzent utpauenl pSych:atnc treatment famfly hrstory of mental lllness or
Gﬁ')ﬁf oounselmg and/ rhér

Individual's first contact with a mental health professional was ~ '86 @ UMC to see a Therapist for his problems w/child

molestation & depression. He saw a family service worker @ ~ 17 y/o for problems w/learning. He was hospitalized @
UMC for ~ 12 days in June '06.

*FM HX: Paternal Side ~ (+) hx — father dx'd w/Schizophrenia & M. R. births — sister & 2 cousins. Maternal Side — (+
hx of depression — mother.

SN '.“' lr‘.""r:

: MED;G,AL;_HISTORY‘ {!nclude ellergyes bhyslcal Impéinﬁents surgenes spec:al d’ ets current or chroruc dfseases such as
-d;abetés hrgh biood pressurs, . cancer elc.; appllcabls famlly medical history; or other pertinent-meédical information.)

Individual has no known alleraies. He hernia repair @ ~ 14/15 y/o while in CA & a nose repair surgery ~ in '90.
*FM HX: Patemal Side — (+) hx of heart disease, high biood pressure, & diabetes, Matemal Side — (+) Hx of diabetes.
high blood pressure. heart disease, & leukemia.




ntake / Assessment Name Hood, Ronald

Case # 25243

T .|

= scnphons rssued by phys:crans w/ dosages list frequently or regularly ta ken
non—prescnpﬁon meacanon w/ dosages Irst reasons condi for whigh medication is being taken) *

Individual is presently taking: Celexa 40 mg g day & Trazodone 100 mg. HS

{

Additional Medical information: .
Primary Physician or Medical Clinic: _None Pharmacy None
Date of last physical ~ 2- 2 ‘/z VIS ago. Referred to Physician? Yes __X

No
if not, explain
Medical Disorder History: (Check all that apply)
% Diabetles * Heart Disease O Hypertension Q Seizures ¥ Arthritis

% Ulcer/Gastrointestinal
Q Glaucoma O Tuberculosis O Thyroid % Other ___ Astigmatism

Screening for Pain (circle most appropriateresponse):1 (2) 3 4-5 6 7 8 9 10

{None) Moderate Intense

SUBSTANCE ABUSE I USE HISTORY (Include abuse or use by the individual including onset, patiems of use/abuse such o.
] how much how often and resultmg c:muinstances ete.; lnclude family mstory of alcohol/drug abuse, if applicable)

Individual reported no abuse of alcohol or drugs. He stated that he has tried alcohal, but no drugs,
FM HX: Patemal Side —~ No known hx. Maternal Side —~ (+) alcohol abuse ~ grandmother & sister (Linda)

ucow unm' suppom
areas) Ay

Individual currently resides @ Salvation Army & has been there for ~

3 ¥ mos. Heis a reqistered sex offender.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI
PAGES NUMBERED l - ‘4 O VOLUME _l_of_ l

E){HIBIT
ELECTRONIC DISK
Case #2017-CP-00165-COA
COURT APPEALED FROM : Circuit Court

COUNTY : Yazoo

TRIAL JUDGE : Jannie M. Lewis

TRIAL COURT #: 26-0119




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

VS

RONALD HOOD

PLAINTIFF
CAUSE NO: 26-0119

DEFENDANT

FILE PAPERS

1.

2.

3.

Certified Docket Pages
Order (Post-Conviction Relief)

Order (Petition for Writ of Mandamus)

. Order (Response)
. Notice of Appeal

. Application to Proceed in Forma Pauperis

Designation of Records
Order (Writ of Mandamus Dismissed)

Order (Motion for Records and Transcripts Denied)

. Motion for Reconsideration

. Order (Motion for Reconsideration Denied)
. Letter from Defendant

. Order (Appt of Counsel Denied)

. Order to Proceed in Forma Pauperis

PAGE NUMBER




General Docket. ircuit Court, YAZOO COUN1
No. 26-0119

THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI Counsel for Plaintiff
Vs.
Counsel for Defendant
HOOD, RONALD Trent L. Walker

EXP OF CHILDREN Judge Jannie M. Lewis-Blackm
Exploitation Of Children 97-5-33(5)

ORDERS, JUDGMENTS, ETC.

7/10/2006 Indictment Filed, Capias Issued
8/08/2006 Indictment Served, Capias Executed (Personal Ronald Hood)
Served 8/8/06
9/01/2006 Scheduling Order Filed (Copy mailed attorney)
(Motion And Plea Date 11/27/06 . )
(Trial Date 12/13/06 )
10/06/2006 Motion For Discovery Filed
11/22/2006 Motion For Dismissal Filed
11/22/2006 Notice of Hearing Filed
11/22/2006 Motion For Suppression Filed
11/22/2006 Motion In Limine Filed
4/02/2007 Order For Continuance Filed
4/19/2007 Motion For Mental Examination, Filed
4/26/2007 Order Granting Mental Examination Filed
(Copy mailed attormney)
9/21/2007 Order To Transport For Mental Examination Filed
(Copy hand delivered Sheriff & mailed attorney)
10/02/2007 Amended Order To Transport For Mental Examination Filed
(copy given Sheriff by William Martin)
10/18/2007 Mental Evaluation Report Filed
10/18/2007 Order Granting Fee For Mental Evaluation Filed
11/20/2007 Request To Issue Subpoena (State) Filed
11/20/2007 Subpoena issued Yazoo Co. Sheriff for Larry Davis, John
Johnson, Clifton Tillman, Randy Hughes And Melissa Fender
Hood
11/27/2007 Request To Issue Subpoena . (State) Filed
11/27/2007 Subpoena issued Yazoo Co. Sheriff for Larry Davis, John
Johnson, Clifton Tillman, Randy Hughes and Melissa Fender
Hood
11/27/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal Melissa Fender Hood)
Served 11-21-2007
11/27/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal Clifton Tillman)
Sexrved 11-21-2007
11/27/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal Larxy Davis)
Served 11-21-2007
11/28/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal Randy Hughes)
Served 11-27-2007
12/06/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Perscnal John Johnson)
Sexrved 11-27-2007
12/06/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal Melissa Fender Hood)
Served 11-30-2007
12/10/2007 Motion To Amend Indictment Filed
12/10/2007 Subpoena issued Process Server For Paul Cartwright
12/10/2007 Defendant's Witness List And Exhibit List Filed
12/11/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal John Johnson)
Served 12-10-2007

** CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE **




General Docket Zircuit Court, YAZOO COUN1
No. 26-0119

THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI Counsel for Plaintiff
Vs.
Counsel for Defendant
HOOD, RONALD Trent L. Walker

EXP OF CHILDREN Judge Jannie M. Lewis-Blackm
Exploitation Of Children 97-5-33(5)

ORDERS, JUDGMENTS, ETC.
** CONTINUED FROM PREVICUS PAGE **

12/11/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Perscnal Clifton Tillman)
Served 12-10-2007
12/11/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal Larry Davis)
Served 12-10-2007
12/11/2007 Sheriff Exc. Subpoena Filed (Personal Randy Hughes)
' Served 12-07-2007
12/11/2007 Motion In Limine Filed
12/11/2007 Order To Amend Indictment Filed
12/12/2007 Jury Verdict And Sentence Filed (20 yrs MDOC without the
possibility of parole due fact habitual offender, be
evaluated for mental problems and treated while in MDOC, be
immediately taken to MDOC)
12/21/2007 Second Jury Verdict And Sentence Filed
1/04/2008 Commitment Issued
1/10/2008 Notice Of Appeal Filed (Copy mailed DA, Court Reporter &
Supreme Court)
1/18/2008 Order Granting Leave To Appeal In Forma Pauperis Filed
(Copy mailed Supreme Court Clerk)
1/24/2008 Letter From Supreme Court To Trent L. Walker Filed
1/29/2008 Corrected Commitment Issued
3/05/2008 Attorney Pay Order Filed
4/03/2008 Notice Letter To Walker From Supreme Court Filed
5/05/2008 Designation Of The Record Filed
(Copy mailed Supreme Court Clerk)
5/16/2008 Letter From Hood Filed (Requested copies mailed and copy
of clerk's response in file) :
6/19/2008 Notice Of Motion Filed
6/19/2008 Motion For Records And Tanscripts Filed
(Copy mailed Judge Lewis)
7/21/2008 Letter From Hood Filed (Copy of Clerk's Response in file)
8/13/2008 Order Filed (Motion For Transcript Denied) PP 531
(Copy mailed Hood)
2/11/2009 Order Regarding Payment Of Attorneys Fees And Expenses Filed RR 244
2/13/2009 Order Regarding Payment Of Attorneys Fees And Expenses RR 251
Filed
7/31/2009 Decision Of Supreme Court Of Appeals Filed (Affirmed)
8/11/2009 Correction Pages To Opinion In This Case Filed
9/25/2009 Decision Of Supreme Court Filed (Motion For Rehearing
Denied)
10/02/2009 Mandate From Supreme Court Of MS Filed (Affirmed)
11/02/2009 Motion For Records And Transcript Filed
11/02/2009 Notice Of Motion Filed

** CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE **
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3/15/2010 Copy Of Order From Supreme Court Filed (Motion for Discovery
Dismissed)

4/20/2010 Copy Cf Order From Supreme Court Filed
{(Motion To Subpoena Denied)

7/23/2010 Copy Of Order From Supreme Court Filed (Petition For
Post-Conviction Relief Denied)

7/26/2010 Letter From Hood Filed (Requested Copies mailed and copy of
clerk's response in file)

8/27/2010 Copy Of Order From Supreme Court Filed
(Motion To Reconsider Denied)

10/14/2010 Petitioner's Motion For Discovery Filed (Copy mailed Judge

. Lewis)

10/28/2010 Copy Of Order From Supreme Court Filed (Post Conviction
Relief Dismissed as Procedurally Barred & future filings
subject to sanctions)

4/18/2011 Affidavit Letter From Hood Filed (Copy given Judge Lewis
for response)

7/08/2011 Order Filed (Motion For Records Denied)

(Copy mailed Hood)

12/08/2011 Copy Of Order From Supreme Court Filed (Motion To Proceed
In Forma Pauperis Dismissed as Moot)

1/26/2016 Order Filed(Supreme ordered that within 30 days of the entry
of this Order the State of Mississippi shall file a response
to Ronald Hood's Application for Leave to Proceed in the
Trial court) :

2/17/2016 Order Filed(MS Supreme Court ordered the State of
Mississippi's Motion for Enlargement of Time is hereby
granted)

2/26/2016 Order Filed (State Of Mississippi's Second Mction For
Enlargement Of Time is Hereby GRANTED-due on or before
March 2, 2016 Supreme Court Order)

4/22/2016 Order Filed(Supreme Court ordered Hood's Application for
Leave to Proceed in the Trial Court is hereby granted)

5/09/2016 Copy of Second Post-Conviction Relief Filed

7/01/2016 Letter From Defendant Filed

8/01/2016 Motion For Appointment of Counsel Filed(copy forward to
Judge Lewis)

8/23/2016 Order Filed
(Court finds that Hood is not ENTITLED to be appointed
counsel)
copy handed to DA Office copy mailed to Atty Walker

** CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE **
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11/21/2016 Motion Requesting a Status Update on Pending Case Filed(copy
mailed to Judge Jannie Lewis)
1/10/2017 Letter From Defendant Filed(Information requested was mailed
to defendant)
4/26/2017 Order Filed (Hood's Petition for Post Conviction Relief is
hereby DENIED)
mailed copy to Defendant Ronald Hood
5/26/2017 Order Filed (Order from Supreme Court of MS-Judge Lewis
shall file a response to Defendants Petition for Writ of
Mandamus on/before 06/23/17 per Robert P Chamberlin, Justice)
copy mailed Judge Lewis, Atty Walker and handed to DA
6/06/2017 Order Filed (copy of Order to Respond to Petition for Post-
Conviction Relief filed by Ronald Hood- Original mailed to
. the Supreme Court (of MS) by the Office of Judge Jannie
Lewis-Blackmon) '
6/30/2017 Notice of Appeal, Filed
6/30/2017 Application to proceed in forma pauperis filed
6/30/2017 Designation of Records Filed
7/26/2017 Order Filed (Petition For Writ Of Mandamus is hereby
DISMISSED)
copy mailed to Def.Hood
8/02/2017 Order Filed (Hood's Motion for Records and Transcripts is
Hereby DENIED) copy mailed to Defendant Ronald Hood
8/24/2017 Order Filed
(Hood's Motion for Reconsideration is hereby DENIED)
(copy handed to DA Office)
(copy mailed to Atty Walker & Defendant)
8/24/2017 Motion For Reconsideration of the Courts Order Filed
12/27/2017 Letter From Defendant Filed (Requesting Clarifications)
3/06/2018 Order Filed (Hood's Petition for Appointment of Counsel is
Hereby DENIED) copy mailed to Defendant Ronald Hood
3/22/2018 Order To Proceed In Forma Pauperis Filed (Hood was an
indigent person and was entitled to pursue his Post-
Conviction Relief in In Forma Pauperis)copy faxed to MS
Supreme Court of Appeals -
5/25/2018 Notice of Completion of Record Filed




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

RONALD J. HOOD - PETITIONER

YS. CAUSE NO. 26-0119

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI A " RESPONDENT
ORDER

BEFORE the Court is Petitioner Ronald J. Hood, Pro Se (hereinafter “Hood”) on what
the Court interprets as a Petition for Appointment of Counsel. Upon Review the Court finds as
foliows: |

On December 11, 2007, Hood was convicted of the crime Exploitation of Children. He
was sentenced to serve twenty (20) years in the custody of the Missis;sippi Departmeht of
Cérrecﬁons, without the possibility of parole since he is a habitual offender. He was also ordered
to be evaluated for any mental problems and treafed while in the custody of the Mississippi
Department of Corrections.

On April 20, 2016, the Mississippi Supreme Court granted Hood’s petition to proceed in
the trial court to pursue a due process claim on the lack of a competency hearing. He argues that
the Court violated his right of due process by failing to conduct a Competency Hearing in his
case. He alleges that his mental health diagnosis revealed that he is not and has never been
mentally competent to stand trial.

Miss. Unif. Cir. & County Ct. Prac. R. 9.06 prescribes the procedure for determining a

défendant's competence to stand trial. Rule 9.06 provides that, if the trial court has a reasonable

ground to believe the defendant is incompetent to stand trial, the court must order a mental

FiLE D

evaluation and conduct a hearing to determine competence. ROBERT COLEMAN, CIRCUIT LRK
APR 26 2017
] A7) A




A defendant is competent to stand trial if he has sufficient present ability to consult with
his lawyer with a reasonable degree of rational understanding and a rational as well as factual
understanding of the proceedings against him. The Supreme Court of Mississippi has further
refined the test for competency in Mississippi, holding that a competent defendant is one (1) who
is able to perceive and understand the nature of the proceedings; (2) who is able to rationally
communicate with his attorney about the case; (3) who is able to recall relevant facts; (4) who is
able to testify in his own defense if appropriate; and (5) whose ability to satisfy the foregoing
criteria is commensurate with the severity and complexity of the case. Howard v. State, 701 So.
2d 274, 280 (Miss. 1997) (quoting Conner v State, 632 So. 2d 1239, 1248 (Miss. 1993)

According to Miss. Unif. Cir. & Courty Ct. Prac. R. 9.06, the trial court must order a
mental evaluation and conduct a competency hearing if the court has a reasonable ground to
believe ﬂm defendant is incompetent. 01:; review of a trial court's decision to forego a

competency hearing, the appellate court inquires whether the trial court had a reasonable ground

believe the defendant was incompetent. To determine whether the trial court had such reasonable

ground, the coﬁrt applies the following test: Did the trial judge receive information which,
objectively considered, should reasonably have raised a doubt about defendant's competence and
alerted him to the possibility that the defendant could neither understand the proceedings, nor
rationally aid his attorney in his defense? Some information that has been considered probative
of a defendant's competency are the defendant's demeanor during the proceedings and defense
counsel's statements to the court that the defel-adant is unable to rationally consult with counsel or
assist in his own defense. A mental evaluation finding the defendant competent to stand trial may
support the trial court's decision to forego a competency hearing. Magee v. State, 914 So. 2d 729

(Miss. Ct. App. 2005)




The Court finds that it had reasonable grounds to believe Hood was competent to stand
trial and no due process rights were violated. On October 18, 2007, Hood’s mental evaluation
was filed with the clerk. Hood was evaluated by Dr. Criss Lott, and was found to be competent to
stand trial. The Court received no information which, objectively considered, should reasonably
have raised a doubt about defendant's competence and alerted it to the possibility that the
defendant could neither understand the proceedings, nor rationally aid his attorney in his defense.
During the trial, Hood did not display any demeanor evincing incompetence nor did defense
counsel offer any statements to ths court ﬁat the defendant was unable to rationally consult with
counsel or assist in his own defense. ‘

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, that Hood's Petition for Post-Conviction Relief is

hereby DENIED.

SO ORDERED this_&2/ __day of M o~ 201

/. /s
i

JANNIE LEWIS-BLACKMON

CIRCUIT JUDGE




Serial: 212621 _
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI

No. 2017-M-00165 | Ap-0llq

FILED

INRE: RONALD HOOD | MAY 23 2017 Petitioner

A
ORDER COURT OF APPEALS

Before the panel of Waller, C.J., King and Chamberlin, JJ., is Ronald Hood’s Petition

for Vv’ﬁt of Mandamus. On Aprii 20,'20 16, Hood filed a Petition for Post-Conviction Relief
/

in the Yazoo County Circuit Court. He has now filed a Petition for Writ of Mandamus, and

-he asks the Court for an order compelling Yazoo County Circuit Judge Jannie Lewis to rule

upon his Petition for Post-Conviction Relief. After due consideration, the panel finds the

circuit court shall file a response to Hood’s petition.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Yazoo County Circuit Jﬁdge Jannie Lewis shall
file a response to Ronatd Hood’s Petition for Writ of Mandamus on or before June 23,2017
SO ORDERED, this the Z- 3 day of May, 2017. |

ROBERT P. CHAMBERLIN, JUSTICE




IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI
No. 2017-M-00165

INRE: RONALDHOOD | Qﬁ?

ORDER
THIS MATTER came before this Court on Order to respond to Petition for Post-

Conviction Relief filed by Ronald Hood in the Yazoo County Circuit Court.
This Court entered an Order on April 21, 2017 responding to Petitioner, Ronald Hood’s

petition for Post-Conviction Relief. “See Order Attached.”

—iL.E 3

ROBERT COLEMAN, CIRCUIT CLERK

1JUN 06 2017
, Y

4,/,1




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

RONALD J. HOOD - PETITIONER

vs. - ~ CAUSE NO. 26-0119
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI . RESPONDENT

ORDER

- . - —
~

BEFORE the Court is Petitioner Ronald J. Hood, Pro Se (hereinafter “Hood”) on what
the Court interprets as a Petition for Appointment of Counsel. Upon Review the Court finds as

follows:

On Decernber 11, 2007, Hood was convicted of the crime Exploitation of Children. He
was séntenced to serve twenty (20) years in' the custody of the Missi#sippi Depm'tmeixt oft

Corrections, without the possibility of pafole since he is a habithal offender. He was also ordered
to be evaluated for @y mental problems and treated while in the custody of the Mississippi

Department of Corrections.

On April 20, 2016, the Mississippi Supreme Court granted Hood’s petition to proceed in
the trial court to pursue a due process claim on the lack of a competency hearing. He argues that
tht; Court violated his right of due process by failing to conduct a Competency Hearing in his
case. He alleges that his mental health diagnosis revealed that he is not and has never been

mentally competent to stand trial.

Miss. Unif. Cir. & County Ct. Prac. R. 9.06 prescribes the procedure for determining &

défendant's competence to stand trial. Rule 9.06 prcv-ides that, if the trial cdurt has a reasonable

Q{sfendant is incompetent to stanid trial, the court mist order a‘mental
£

=L ES )

~‘§ hearing 1o determine competence. ROBERT COLEMAN, CIRCUIT RK

APR 26 2017

"At£achment" ' ‘Ii _ 5 /)
’ BY /'/;/z'l, 774 ,_/,_ DC




A defendant is competent to stand trial if he has sufficient present ability to consult with
his lawyer with a reasonable degree of rational umderstanding and a rational as well as factual
understanding of the proceedings against him. The Supreme Court of Mississippi has further
refined the test for competency in Mississippi, holding that a competent defendant is one (1) who
is able to perceive and understand the nature of the proceedings; (2) who is able to rationally
communicate with his attorney about the case; (3) who is able to recall relevant facts; (4) who is
able to testify in his own defense if appropriaté; and (5) whose ability to satisfy ﬂ:le.foregoing
criteria is commensurate with the severity and complexity of the case. Howard v. State, 701 So.
2d 274, 280 (Miss. 1997) (quoting Conner v State, 632 So. 2d 1239, 1248 (Miss. 1993)

Accord_ing to Miss. Unif. Cir. & County Ct. Prac, R. 9.06, the trial court must order &
mental evaluation and conduct a competency hearing if the court has a reasonable ground to
believe the defendant is incompetent. On review of a trial court's decision to forego a

competency hearing, the appellate court inquires whether the trial court had a reasonable ground

believe the defendant was incompetent. To determine whether the trial court had such reasonable

ground, the coﬁrt applies the following test: Did the trial judge receive information which,
objectively considered, should reasonably have raised & doubt about defendant's competence and
—-alertcd him to the possibility that the defendant cozﬁd neither understand-the pfocccdings, nor
rationally aid his attorney in his defense? Some information that has been considered probative
of a defendant's competency are the defendant's demeanor during the proceedings and defense
counsel's statements to the court that the defex.ldant is unable to rationally consult with counsel or
assist in his own defense, A mental evaluation finding the defendant competent to stand trial may
support the trial court’s decision to foregq a competency hearing, Magee v. State, 914 So. 2d 729

(Miss. Ct. App. 2005)




The Court finds that it had reasonable grounds to believe Hood was competent to stand
trial and no due process rights were violated. On October 18, 2007, Hood’s mentzl evaluation
was filed with the clerk. Hood was evaluated by Dr. Criss Lott, and was found to be competent to
stand trial. The Court received no information which, objectively considered, should reasonably
have raised a doubt about defendant's competence and alerted it to the possibility that the
defendant conld neither understand the proceedings, nor rationally aid his attorney in his defense,
D;lring the trial, Hood did not display any demeanor evincing incompetence nor did dz;fensc
counsel offer any statements to the court that the defendant was unable to rationally consult with
counsel or asgist in his own defense.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, that Hood's Petition for Post-Conviction Relief is

hereby DENIED.

SO ORDERED this o2/ _ dayof M 2017

/
\
JANNIE LEWIS-BLACKMON

CIRCUIT JUDGE
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RORERT COLEMAN, CIRCUIT CLERK
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APPLICATION TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS
IN THE COURTS OF THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

Ronad T, Hood - | PETITIONER
Vs, CAUSENO.20)-M-00243

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI RESPONDENT

L _&Qﬂ&h\& 3. Q’(DDA» an inmate within the Missiséippi

Department of Corrections, request this Honorable Court to allow me to proceed without
prepayment of costs and declare that I am unable to pay the fees and am entitled to
proceed as a Pauper. In support thereof, I would show the following, to-wit:

1. Ireceive income, if any, in the amount of §___{ ) - per week/ month/ year.

4

2. I have the amount of § D in a checking and/or savings

- account located at N'/A
List all other assets such as real estate, bonds, notes, efe.
. ,AZ//A
b. K, /4
. AN

STATE OF MSS-IS{I@/UD
COUNTY OF
iv#aY
PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, the undersigned autho'%y?}cuﬁeggirﬁg'é g
said jurisdiction, the within named Petitioner, who, after first being by me d fﬂ‘s;%éx_;;
stated on oath that the statements set forth in the above and foregc?are true and correct

as therein stated.

SWO SUJ D before me, this the / 2 day of
M ol

L e NIy
RQEE; C%LEEEN, %ur%w (8K dAuBc T /

D 2 A e =




Received
FINANCIAL AUTHORIZATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PETITIONER MAY 11 207
o Inma ;
Authorization for Release of Institution Account Infonnatiozii Legal Assistance
and Payment of the Filing Fees

I: QO:"Q\-& \S'/P{,OOJ s I\/H)OC#“ ;223‘1 ,
authorize the Clerk of Court to obtain, from the agency having custody of my person,
information about my institutional account, including balances, deposits and withdrawals. The
Clerk of Court may obtain my account information from the past six (6) months and in the
future, until the filing fee is paid. Ialso, authorize the agency having custody of my person to
withdraw funds from my account and forward payments to the Clerk of Court, in accord with
section 47-5-76 of the Mississippi Code Annotated.

5001 o Conidsl ) V)

Date Signature of Péudtioner

IT IS THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILITY TO HAVE THE APPROPRIATE
PRISON OFFICIAL COMPLETE AND CERTIFY THE CERTIFICATE BELOW

CERTIFICATE
‘ (Inmate Accounts Only)
TO BE COMPLETED BY AUTHORIZED OFFICER

I certify that the Petitioner named herein has the sum of § { 7{ ‘on

account to his credit at et , MDOC Fatility, where he is
confined. Ifurther certify that the Petitioner has the following securities to his credit according

to the records of said institution: A
NTH

I further certify that during the last six (6) months the
Petitioner’s average monthly balance was § 0/(

1 further certify that during the last six (6) months the
Petitioner’s average monthly deposit was $ (_ﬁ

I further certify that Petitioner has made the following withdrawals within

the past thirty (30) days: / :
. 1 Head

(o0l -28%-5( 14
Telephone Number Authorized Officer of Inmate Accounts

ST (50 ead

Pnnt Name of Authorized Officer

Date
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI JuL 24 il

OFFICE OF THE CLERK
No. 2017-M-00165 "~ SUPREME COURT

COURT OF APPEALS

Serial: 213800

IN RE: RONALD HOOD Petitioner

ORDER

Before the undersigned Justice is Ronald Hood’s Petition for Writ of Mandamus. On
April 20, 201 6, Hood filed a Petition for Post-Conviction Relief in the Yazoo County Circuit
Court. He now asks the Court for an order compelling Yazoo County Circuit Judge Jannie
Lewis to rule upon his petition. Judge Lewis denied Hood’s pefition on April 21, 2017.
Therefore, after due consideration, the undersigned' Justice finds that -the instant petition
should be dismissed.

:IT IS THEREFORE ORbERED that Ronald Hood’s Petition for Writ of Mandamus
is hereby disrhissed.

SO ORDERED, this the _2\__(:: day of July, 2017.

(e

7
DENNIS COLEMAN, JUSTICE

.

ROBERT COLENAN, CIRGUIT CLERK
JUL 26 2017

oY (i of MMM/D.C.




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPY

RONALD J. HOOD PETITIONER
VS. CAUSE NO. 26-0119

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI ~ RESPONDENT
ORDER
BEFORE the Court is Petitioner, Ronald J. Hood (he‘reinafter “Hood”), on what the Court
interprets as a Motion for Records and Transcripts. Upon review of the record, this Court finds as
foﬂows: A
On December 11, 2007, Hood was convicted of the crime Exploitation of Children. He was

sentenced to serve twenty (20) years in the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections,

without the possibility of parole since he is a habitual offender. He was also ordered to be evaluated for

any mental pi‘oblems and treated while in the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections.
In February 2017, Hood filed a Motion for Post-Conviction Relief arguing that the Court failed
to conduct a coﬁipetency hedring in violation of his due process rights. On April 21, 2017, this Court
ruled that it had reasonable grounds to believe Hood was competent to stand trial and no due process
rights were violated. Hood states that he is aggrieved by ﬂle Court’s ruling and seeks to file an appeal.
He cla_ims that pursuant to Mississippi Appellate Procedure Rule 10(b)(1) a 'copy of the record is
necessary to be included on his appeal. He provides no statement of facts or grounds on which the
motiqn is based. -
Mississippi Code Section 99-39-9 reqﬁjres a claimant to provide “a concise statement of the
clajms‘or grounds upon which the motion is based and “specific facts [.] ... within the personal
knowledge” of the claimant, supportmg his allegations. Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39- 9(0)%;_&) 5 = :
Mississippi Code Sections 99-39-11 states, in relevant part, as follows: | OBERT L. C” RN '2(*‘ l%ﬁk

If it plainly appears from the face of the motion ... that the claimant is not AUG 02 2017
1




entitled to any relief, the judge may make an order for its dismissal and cause the

prisoner to be notified.
Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-11(2).

| This Court finds that Hood failed to comply with Section 99—39-?. The Court further finds that

Hood states no grounds, as a matter of law, justifﬁng a trial transcript, and all records in this cause,
being prepared and given to him without cost. Hood is required to demonstrate sufficient need or basis
to entitle him to the documents free of cost, and the Court is not required to furnish a copy of Hood’s
records, for independent cause or alternative relief, simply because he claims indigence. Ford v. State,
708 So.2d 73 ( Miss. 1998).

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Hood’s Motion for Records and Tranﬁcﬁpts is hereby

DENIED.

SO ORDERED this 3, day of Qﬂ,@

i/

CIRCUIT JUDGE




RonaJd J. Hood
No. 50034

Aygust 10 ) 2017 To Box 1419
LeaKesville , MS 3945

Robert Coleman
Yazoo County Circuit Clerk
PO Box 108

Yazoo City, MS 39194

RE: Couse No. Rlo- 0113
Hood v, Syore

Robert 1
Enclosed Sor ?\mg pleose find my _Motion $or Reconsiderafion of the Cour's Tuly ) 2011
Srder which appears Yo deny Ty D@\Snmm of Records for appen) purpses .

Out of an abundance of cavfion L om o)so enclesing o Seeend Designayion of' Records  For Hiling
n ¥he event that my Sirst docs in fact stasd denied .

Just o darify ° Afer this count denjed post-conviction redief in April , T Himely fed
otice of Appen) and Designation of Record | Cemificare of Compliance . “The record has still
OT been prepared and tronsmitted o the Supreme Court for appenl . “This Cours is in violation

"#s duties and obligation to prepare and fransmit the fecord .

Your oitention in this matter s required . '

S ely

. %and . Hood
ne 9

ec © Nuried B.Elis, Uerk, MS Supreme Court
Y¥evin Lochey ; Director ; MS Mministrarive 0ffjce of Cﬁur'rs

Cirauit Sudge Jonnie M. Leawis - Blackmon

Cireuit Court Admimstraror Modora AL Gordon
~ Cireuit Court Reporter Yicroria Reeves

D.A. A¥ile Malone Oliver




TN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPP)

RONALD 3, HOOD PETITIONER

Y. ' CRUSE RO . b-0119

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI RESPONDENT

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE COURT'S M[31/in ORDER

COMES NOW, Ronald J. Hood , Tesifioner F\S“\‘ht obove Styled cause , TPro Se with LugA&voccrre
sistance 5 pursvam 1o M.B.Civ.P. GO (BY ™, ond moves this Court fo feconsider e Order
wed July 31, 2017 R 5 ond ; \n support Thereof ; would show unto the Court the followingyto-wii -

1. On April 91,2017 the Coury denied post- convicrion collarern) Teief in this cose and the
Order Wos entered and Filed on April 8k, 30V, Desiring 1o oppeal this decision o the
Mississippi Supreme Court y Hood filed his Notice of Appeal pursuant 11 MRAPS
n Moy 0112 (1l s Designation of Record pursvom +o MRBAP bIL1) in
Moy o B Again , the purpose of these documents was 1o facilivare osd initiaie an
oppea) 1o the Supreme Court of +his Courts denia) of post- conviction relief.

2. On July 31, 2017 4his Coury 1esued o Order thom appears o Amg Voad's ,Desig,naﬁon
of Record for oppea) purposes. See Exhibit A Hood received service of soid -
Order on August M, 2017, See Exhibit A o 3. "

3. The Court cites Miss, Code Ann. 88 99-39-9 and 99-39-) ourthority for am3375
Hood's Designation of Record . However s the cired starutes are post- conviction Staftes
and Mood's post-conviction p)cqﬁirlg hos oer&:‘j been denied, “These statutes are simply
NOT c,on-hn)!ing over o Desjgnation of Record and provide no awthority Whotsoev er
for denying Hood's 'Desisnaj'iw of Record, On the comrary , MRAP 10 s +he

C.on‘rru\\irla ousThority in his matrer .

INIL Although the Circuit Clerk ‘mc.xp\ica‘h}_g st‘r&ned Hood 's origina/ crimina) cose number to this action,
shis 35 @ CIVIL procesding governed by the M.R.Civ.P. :

N9 Received by Hood an August H, 2007,

N3 MDC Tecords prove Submission in May j Ureuir Uerk dedgged filing unti] June 30, 3017

NY . See FN3 , supm. 2
22




4, Hood is Te,oouirea 1o §ile o statement of the issues he intends o present on appea) ONLY
if the enyire record is NOT 13 be included . See M . Since
in This cose the ENTIRE RECORD is 4o be included 5 Hood is NOT ftquired fo provide
this Court With any srotement of issues as Saimed bg‘ﬁnc tria) judge_ Asain , see

MBAP 10 (BY(H) .

5. TThis Court had no authority or Justification for &engirg Hood 's Des ‘!gngﬁon of ﬁecord
and doing so only debays the appea) of this Court’s denia) of post-conviction relief o
¥he Supreme Court.

b. Pusuam o _MBAP 1| whis Courr should netruer the Uerd and Reporter 1o immediatly
prepare The record in this case and transmit it o the Supreme Court without any furrher

&d% .

WHEREFORE , PREMISES CONSIDERED ) Bonald Hood requests #his Court immediaty

strucy the UerX and Reporter 1o prepare the fecord as outlined in the previously $ed
esignation of Record and tronsmit i Yo the Supreme Court .

Ronald 5 Fioed

Tesitioner [ Appeliant
ProSe

EN5 © Out of an cbundance of caution , a.Second Designation of Record will be submitted
simuhanemsb with this instant Motion .




CERTIFICATE OF SERYICE
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0 Box M9
Lexington MS 239095

Cireuit Court Mministrator Modora A, Gordon
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Districs )\ﬁorng AY)ie Malone Oliver
PO Bax 3
Durony) Ms 39063

~ Murid B.Ellis ; Qerk
Miss’xssippi Supreme Court
PO Box IHY
Jackson ; NS 39305

“This the (0T é%cff )\\gus# ; 20117, :)

'Ronu)d j%ood

3 5004
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

RONALD J. HOOD PETITIONER

VS. CAUSE NO. 26-0119

~ STATE OF MISSISSIPPI RESPONDENT
ORDER

BEFORE the Court is Petitioner, Ronald J. Hood (hereinafter “Hood™), on what the Court
interprets as a Motion for Records and Transcripts. Upon reiview of the record, this Court finds as
follows: |

On December 11, 2007, Hood was convicted of the crime Exploitation of Children. He was
;entenoed to serve twenty (20) years in the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections,
without the possibility of parole since he is a habitual offender. He was also ordered to be evaluated for
.any mental problems and treated while in the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections.

In February 2017, Hood filed a Motion for Post-Conviction Relief arguing that the Court failed
to coﬁduct a competency‘ hearing in violation of his due process rights. On April 21, 2017, this Court
ruled that it had reasonable grounds to believe Hood was competent to stand trial and no due process
rights were viclated. Hood s;cates that he is aggrieved by the Court’s ruling and seeks to file an appeal.
He claims that pursuant to Mississippi Appellate Procedure Rule 10(b)(1) a copy of the record is
necessary to be included on his appeal. He provides no statement of facts or grounds on which the
motion is based.

Mississippi Code Section 99-39-9 requires a claimant to provide “a concise statement of the
claims or grounds upon which the motion is based and “specific facts [,] ... within the personal
1moxn;ledge” of the claimant, supporting his allegations. Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-9(c), (d).
Mississippi Code Sections 99-39-11 states, in relevant part, as follows:

If it plainly appears from the face of the motion ... that the claimant is not
1




entitled to any relief, the judge may make an order for its dismissal and cause the

prisoner to be notified.
Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-11(2).

This Court finds that Hood failed to comply with Section §9-39-9. The Court further finds that
Hood states no grounds, as-a matter of law, justifying a trial transcript, and all records in this cause,
being prepared and given to him without cost. Hood is required to demonstrate sufficient need or basis
to entitle him to the documents free of cost, and the Court is not required to furnish a copy of Hood’s
records, for independent cause or alternative relief, simply because he clainﬁs indigence. Ford v. State,
708 So.2d 73 ( Miss. 1998).

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Hood’s Motion for Records and Transcripts is hereby

DENIED.

SO ORDERED this 3 I day of Qﬂ%
v/

LEWIS-BLACKMON

CIRCUIT JUDGE




JANMIE M, LEWIS
CIRCUM JuUBGE
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SRV

Ronald J. Hood #50024
SMCl Asea 1
Unit 7AGell 2-10

P.0O.Box 1419
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N THE cIReUTT courT oF  YAZ00 COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

RONALD T, HOOD . PETITIONER
VS. CAUSENO. Qp-0))9

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI RESPONDENT(S)

SECOND
e

DESIGNATION OF RECORD

I, _ Ronnid . Hood , Appellant, Pro Se, pursuant to Mississippi

Supreme Court Rule, 10(b)(1), designates the following parts of the record as being

necessary to be included on appeal.

1.  All Clerk's papers, trial transcripts and exhibits filed, taken or offered in this case.

2.  The order entered on the 2Y3! day of _)\pﬁ) L2010, denying Petitioner
Post Conviction Motion. A

This the O day of __Auquss ,2017.

Respectfully Submitted,

FPETITIONER Fonotd - Pood
MDOCH# 50024

0 Box 11419
Address

Leofesville ; NS 3945) -1419
Address

ENI : Hoeod's inirio) Designation of Becords. appears 1 lave been denied by this Court o
Tuly 31, 3007 Owt of an abundance of courion ; this Second Desjgnation of Records

is submirted Within seven (M) days of Hood 's receipy of the purported denial of his
first Designation of Records .

30




IN THE CIRCUIT coURT OF _ YRZ00 COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

Bonold . Hood " PETITIONER
VERSUS . } NO. Alb- 0119
Staye of Mississi Ppi RESPONDENT(S)

_SECOND.
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

L ‘Pmmﬂd AP HQOJ ~, Petitioner, Pro Se, pursuant to MRAP

11(b)(1), certify that I am unable to obtain the cost of preparing the designated record on
appeal because 1 am incarcerated in Mississippi Department of Corrections and cannot
freely contact the court reporter for this information. Therefore, according to Mississippi
Rules of Appellate Procedure 11, cost is estimated at the statutory rate per page for the
clerk’s papers and at $300.00 per day of proceedings to be transcribed, totaling
approximately $__300, OO

This the “}Th day of )\usns‘r ,20_)1)

(=

SETITIONER Bohwid 5. Hoed
MDoc# _5008Y

PO Bax 419

Address

LegKesville , IS 39451

Address




CERTIFICATE OF SERYICE

A rue and correct copy of the foregoing SECOND DESIGNATION OF BECORDS hos been sent Via
3PS ) postage paid  To The Following : '

Murie) B.Elis , OerK Circuit Sudge Jannie M. Lewis - BlacKkmon
MS Supreme Court P06 Box 149

Po Box 31 Lexingron; M3 39035

:S’Cldzs‘dOﬂ) ms 29905 '

urt Reporter Victorin Reeves Court Adminisirator Modora A. Gordon
y Box 149 Pe Box |49
Niggton ) MS 39095 Lexington , Ms 39095

A AXillie Malone Qliver
0 Box 2N _
worant; MS 33063

“This he 1O doy of August , 2017

B&Z

" Ronadd 7. Héné/ (
# 500Y
PO Box 1419
LeaKesville  MS BIHSI- 1419







IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

RONALD J. HOOD v PETITIONER
VS. CAUSE NO. 26-0119

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI RESPONDENT
ORDER

BEFORE the Court is Petitioner, Ronald J. Hood (hereinafter “Hood”), on what the Court

interprets as a Motion for Reconsideration. Upon review of the record, this Court finds as follows:

On December 11, 2007, Hood was convicted of the crime Exploitation of Children. He was

~ sentenced to serve twenty (20) years in the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections,
without the possibility of parole since he is a habitual offender. He was also ordered to be evaluated for
- any mental problems and treated while in the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections.

In February 2017, Hood filed a Motion for Post-Conviction Relief arguing that the Court failed
tov conduct a competency hearing in violation of his due process nghts On April 21, 2017, this Court
ruled that it had reasonable grounds to believe Hood was competent to stand trial and no due process
rights were violated. On June 30, 2017, Hood filed a Motion for Post-Conviction Relief Hood stating
that he is aggrieved by the Court’s ruling and seeks to file an appeal. He claimed that pursuant to
Mississippi Appellate Procedure Rule 10(b)(1) a copy of the record is ﬁecessary to be included on his
appeal. On July 31, 2017, the Court denied his request because Hood failed to comply with Miss. Code
Ann. Section 99-39-9. The Court further found that Hood states no g;ounds, as a matter of law,
justifying a trial transcript, and all records in this cause, being prepared and 'given to him without cost.

In the current petition, Hood requests the Court to reconsider its previous ruling. He argues that
the Court committed error by relying on Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-9 and § 99-39-11. Hood alleges that
these statutes are not controlling over a Designation of Record, and that the proper authority is Miss.

‘Rule of App. Procedure 10. Under this rule, he contends that the entire record should be included in his

oot 2
CEMAN, Circurt Clerk




request and he is not required to provide the Court with any statement of issues.

The Court finds that Hood’s reliance on Miss. R. App. P. 10(b)(1) is an improper attempt to gain
access to the transcripts. In Bell v. State, 105 So. 3d 401 (Miss. Ct. App. 2017), the Defendant appealed
a judgment that denied his motion for postconviction relief. Defendant claimed that the circuit court
erred by failing to include the transcript from his guilty plea and sentencing hearing in response to his
request for the designation of records. The appellate court found, inter alia, that defendant did not
follow the proper procedure for requesting a transcript under Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-15 (Rev. 2007).
His attempt to gain access to the transcripts through Miss. R. App. P. 10(b)(1) was improper.

Hood’s petition is not a direct appeal from the conviction, and Hood has not provided evidence

that he requested the transcripts either in his PCR motion or in a separate motion requesting the record.

In a PCR action, the proper avenue to request transcripts is under the discovery provisions of section
‘Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-15. Hood failed to follow the proper procedure for requesting his transcript.
His attempt to gain access to the transcripts from his original criminal conviction through a Rule

10(b)(1) designation of records was improper.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Hood’s Motion for Reconsideration is hereby

DENIED.

SO ORDERED this_ o2, 2 day of W

JANNIE LEWIS-BLACKMON

CIRCUIT JUDGE
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI
RONALD J. HOOD PETITIONER
VS. ' CAUSE NO. 26-0119

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI RESPONDENT
ORDER

BEFORE the Court is Petitioner Ronald J. Hood, Pro Se (hereinafter “Hood”) on what the
Court interprets as a Petition for Appointment of Counsel. Upon Review the Court finds as follows:
On December 11, 2007, Hood was convicted of the crime Exploitation of Children. He was
sentenced to serve twenty (20) years in the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections,
without the possibility of parole since he is a habitual offender.
Hood requests the Court to appoint him counsel to aid hlm in perfecting his appéal. Hood

claims that he recognizes that he has no right to counsel in any post-conviction proceeding or ap cf_
BE

but submits that extraordinary circumstances reveal a need for an appointment of counsel in this gge‘:

Hood claims that he has extensive mental issues and has undergone various treatment over the ye;j

=

-,
e

and that the issue he wishes to appeal involves his mental competency to stand trial. He alleges thi &

—
o

because of his mental incapability’s he is unable to move forward with this appeal without the gﬁgﬁ’%
assistance of counsel.

In Muwrray v. Giarratano,’ 492 U.S. 1 (1989), the United States Supreme Court held that “there is
no federal constitutional right to counsel for indigent prisoners seeking state post-conviction relief.
Post-conviction relief is even further removed from the criminal trial than discretionary direct review. It
is not part of the criminal proceeding itself, and it is in fact considered to be civil in nature. States have
no obligation to provide this avenue of relief, and when they do, the fundamental fairness mandated by

the Due Process Clause does not require that the state supply a lawyer as well. Neither the Due Process

Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment nor the equal protection guarantee of meaningful access requires
1

MAR 06 2018
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the state to appoint counsel féi indigent prisoners seeking state post-conviction relief. The Sixth and
Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S. Constitution assure the right of an indigent defendant to counsel at
the trial stage of a criminal proceeding, and an indigent defendant is similarly entitled as a matter of
right to counsel for an initial appeal from the judgment and sentence of the trial court.”

In Wiley v. State, 842 So.2d 1280 (2003), the Mississippi Supreme Court adopted the same
ruling of the United States Supreme Court, that there is no constitutional right to counsel provided by
the State in post-conviction proceedings.

The Court finds that Hood is not entitled to be appointed counsel. Infebmary 2017, Hood filed
a Motion for Post-Conviction Relief arguing that the Court failed to conduct a competency hearing in
violation of his due process rights., and on April 21, 2017, this Court ruled that it had reasonable |
grounds to believe Hood was competent to stand trial and no due process rights were violated. Hood is
requesting the Court appoint him counsel so that he may continue to contest the issue of his
competency. In according with case law cited above, Hood has no constitutional right to counsel
provided by the State in post-conviction proceedings. |

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, that Hood's Petition for Appointment of Counsel is hereby

DENIED.

SO ORDERED this A day of




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

RONALD J. HOOD PETTTIONER

V8. CAUSE NO. 26-0119

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI ' RESPONDENT

ORDER

ORDER TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS

On June 30, 2017, Pro Se Petitioner Ronald J. Hood (hereinafter “Hood”) submitted a Motion for

Post-Conviction Relief with an attached Motion for Leave to Proceed In Forma Pauperis. On

July 31,2017, the Court entered an Order denying Hood’s motion. At that time, the Court did not

rule on Hood’s pauperis status, but the Court having maturely considered the same finds that said

Motion is well taken and should be granted.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Hood was an indigent person

and was entitled to pursue his Post-Conviction Relief ipr In Fo Pauperis.
" SO ORDERED this Z} day of M

N CIR
LEW1S-BLACKMON

FILED

ROBERT COLEMAN, CIRCUIT CLERK

2 2018
- | e




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI PLAINTIFF

VS. NO.: 26-0119

RONALD HOOD DEFENDANT

Statement Of Costs On Appeal To Supreme Court

Supreme Court Filing Fee $200.00

-Robert Coleman, Circuit Clerk of Yazoo County
40 @ $2.00 per page $80.00
§280.00

|, Robert Coleman, Circuit Clerk of Yazoo County, Mississippi, do hereby
certify that the above listed Supreme Court Clerk’s filing fee, Circuit Clerk’s Fee
and the Court Reporter’s Fee have been paid by the defendant’s attorney.
This the 22™ day of August 2018.

Robert Coleman/Circuit Clerk

Yazoo County, Mississippi




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI PLAINTIFF
VS. NO.: 26-0119

RONALD HOOD DEFENDANT

CERTIFICATE of Compliance

|, Robert Coleman, Circuit Clerk of Yazoo County, Mississippi, do hereby
certify that there are 40 pages contained in this record. These pages are true and
correct copies of the original papers, orders, etc. found in the above cause as
shown on file in the Circuit Clerk’s office.

This the 22™ day of August 2018.

Robert Coleman, Circuit Clerk
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI

PAGES NUMBERED |~ VOLUME Lof__l_
EXHIBIT.
ELECTRONIC DISK
Case #2017-CP-00165-COA
COURT APPEALED FROM : Circuit Court

COUNTY : Yazoo

TRIAL JUDGE : Jannie M. Lewis

TRIAL COURT #: 26-0119
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

Ronald Hood

VS.

State of Mississippi

PLAINTIFF
NO.: 26-0119

DEFENDANT

1. Indictment
2. Amended Indictment
3. Jury Verdict and Sentence




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

VERSUS CAUSE NO. 3/ v2/F

RONALD HOOD DEFENDANT

INDICTMENT
" EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN

THE GRAND JURORS of the State of Mississippi, taken from the body of the good and
lawful men and women of Yazoo County, Mississippi, being duly selected empaneled, sworn and
charged in the Circuit Court of Yazoo County, Mississippi, upon their oaths, present that
RONALD HOOD, on or about March 13, 2006, in Yazoo County, Mississippi, did unlawfully,
willfully, knowingly, and feloniously possess a video of naked white male children under the age
of eighteen (18), engaging in sexually explicit conduct, in violation of Section 97-5-31 and
Section 97-5-33(5) of the Mississippi Code of 1972, as amended, against the peace and dignity
of the State of Mississippi. .

A TRUE BILL

@J@% ' At il

GRAND JURY FOREW ATTORNEY FOR STATE ¢/

FILED ,Zp% Yz 2006 RECORDED %44 S0 2006
SUSIE BRADSHAW, CIRCUIT CLERK SUSIE BRADSHAW, CIRCUIT CLERK

555 Jroe) fpidh o v e i)

Address Available: 425 Smith Street, Yazoo




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
VERSUS CAUSE NO. 26-00119

RONALD HOOD DEFENDANT

ORDER TO AMEND INDICTMENT

THIS DAY THIS CAUSE came on for hearing on the Motion of the District

Attorney, pursuént to Rule 7.09, Mississippi Uniform Circuit and County Court Rules, and
moving the Court to amend the Indictment filed in this cause on July 10, 2006, to read as
shown on Exhibit “A” to this Order, and the Court having heard the same and now being
advised in the premises finds as follows:

The Amendment is a change as to form but not to substance in that the only change
is made to show that the Defendant, RONALD HOOD, is a Habitual Offender.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, that the Indictment be and it
is hereby amended to read as shown on Exhibit “A” hereto.

SO ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, this the /[ day of December, 2007.

IRCUIT COURT JUDGE

=704

Filed ; L
igUSlE BRADSHAW, Ci uit Clerk

i
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IN THE CL. JIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNT: L’IISSISSIPPI

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
VERSUS ' CAUSE NO. 26-0119
RONALD HOOD
JURY VERDICT AND SENTENCE
THIS CAUSE came on to be heard on the 11™™ day of December, 2007, on the
indictment filed in this Cause, charging the Defendant,vRONAL.D HOOD, with the crime of
Exploitation of Children. The Court finds as follows:
(1) The Defendant, RONALD HOOD, on a previous date, appeared before the
Court with his attorney and was duly arraigned on said charge and entered a
plea of not guilty to said indictment in this Caiise.
(2) That on said date of December 11, 2007, the District Attorney who prosecutes
.for the State of Mississippi, and the defendant, RONALD HOOD, together
with his attorney, Trent Walker, appeared in Court and announced ready for
trial on the charges of the said indictment.

(3) That a jury, consisting of twelve (12) adult residents and citizens of Yazoo

County, Mississippi, was duly empaneled and lawfully sworn, and said jury has
heard and considered all of the evidence presented, both documentary and oral,
and the arguments of counsel retired, and after deliberations, returned a
verdict, “We the Jury, find the Defendant, guilty of Exploitation of Childrén.”

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, by the Court, that RONALD
HOOD, for his crime of Exploitation of Children, serve a sentence of twenty (20) years in
the custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections, without the possibility of parole:
due to the fact the defendant, RONALD HOOD, is a Habitual Offender.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, that the Defendant must be
evaluated for any mental problems and he must be treated while in the custody of the
Mississippi Department of Corrections.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, the Defendant be immediately
taken into custody of the Mississippi Department of Corrections.

SO ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, this the 11th day of December, 2007.

SIGNED, this the _ﬁ_ day of December, 2007

Filed I . mi

SUSIE BRADSHAW, Circuit Clerk _
N CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF YAZOO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

Ronald Hood PLAINTIFF

VS. ' NO.: 26-0119

State of Mississippi ' DEFENDANT

CLERK’S CERTIFICATION of Record

[, Robert Coleman, Circuit Clerk of Yazoo County, Mississippi, do hereby

certify that the foregoing 3 pages is a true and correct transcript in the above
styled and numbered cause on file in the Circuit Clerk’s office.

Given under my hand and official seal of office this the 4™ day of October,

2018.

Robert cmm
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2017-CP-00165-COA

Ronald Hood
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