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Mr Fopd €iled "2-d PCR in Ms Supreme Court on
10-29-15, end +this Court granted his out of time Appec|
on vne issue that “the Trial Lowrt Usolated Mr MHeood's
Due -~ [JI‘DLLS.S Rishts by Failed fp Condic) o LompeFen 3%
P‘/La('my The Cese went baclk o Trial Cpwpri on *Hat gne
issue pnd i wes Jemeé? mr Hrvd f7/ed an Appeal agains?
the denianl @4 his 2."‘ PLR 1n Triz] Lowrd 1n the M35 (ourt of
Rppeals and 7} wns Af€immed and then he £iled o metion
tor o Rehearing and this wies denied. Mr, Heod s now
filing o Petition Sor Wit of Certiorars 1n M35 Supreme
Lourt _

_Manitest Error

Mr Hopd's defense atforney §led a Motisn for 4
Mental Exemination within the Tria] Cowr?, and this Cowurt

gronted the Motizy and Ordered o Mental Exgnirnation
be conduct | After he had a Forensrc Menta/ Va/bfm’w'?

the Trin/ Cowrd Failed Po give Mr FHoepd « Cﬁm;a(*?@”‘y
Heamng under UR.c-t.c. Rule -0 ¢ _

Under Pute, stutes must have adec&uué‘e procedures
o ensure o defendant is Competent Fo Stand Tre]. Lekos
v, Cc«cppS’LéZi 2d 1285, 1261 (5 th - cirn 1980) cifing fate fare
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383 U.S.at 379,86 5.ct.836). Mississipo; has adopled Uniforp,
Rule o Circwip and County Cowrt G.06 os o procedural
Safequard Fo ensure an accused 15 Lompetend to Stand
Triel, @Maﬁﬁ;ﬁ?’m Tames V. §5tate,85 S2.3d M
Quoting from Be[em.an V.State 1327 Sp.3d 161 (20/3).
I?u/e_q,ﬂé govens Yhe proce&'u/'e for o determinaitizr of Menlyl
Competency in NMuississ:2p1» A deSenden? 15 densed his
Due - process Rishts when the Trice] Corer} ¥orls “ 4o vbserve
procedures adegicate to profect o defendants right Mot
¥0 he #ried or Convicied while Zn&pmpe)zeiﬂ% dp S teird Trial
voo Bule 9.06 15 pmeant ¥p ensure dhat o defendandy Due -
process Rights are Mot Violated , T provides thef, +f The
Court has Reaspnable brounds Fo bejrove that Hhe defendaint
is Incempetent fo Stand Triel, a Menlal! Evaluation
Shail be performed, ond $hen g l-Zearm? Shatl) be Conducied
to de'{‘EPWW%é whether he i5 Mentally €7} Fte Stnd Triz/,
As Hhis Cowrt has Stressed tvme and tgain, o Rule
whith is Npt enforced is Mo Rule” Z1/inoss Con'd. R.Co. V
Mobre, qav $o. 2.4 523,726 (M55 2008) quotg Bok V Stare, 130
0. 2d @2/42‘4/6,5 1663) “A Rule 35 an authorijative direc from
for condice +.1 The Janguage o4 Rule 9-06 s clear and "t 15
simple . T§ o Trial Cowurd “has Redsonable Crotend to believe

that +he defendand 15 Lncom ped@nd fo Stand Triz/, the
cowrd 5hatl order the defendawnyd Fo subnard Fo o Mental
Examination oo’ U R LLC G-06 affer the eX amingtion, the
Conwrl shatl Conducy o Hearing to determine i€ the defendant
is tompertent to Stand Tria/. After hear ng all the ’EvHeme? the
cour{ shall weiglh the Evidence and malie w de,fer‘mfnahbn
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of whether the defendant \8 Competent to Stund Triall In
other words , w hen & rmetien for o Menta? £ daminatidn his
been granted, Such on Examinatizz rwst occcur, zend
than o Separate Lompefenty MHeaping prust be {pnducted
before Trral begins. Te proceed differely wpwid M7
5&”5{’}/ the purppses o+ Hile CLUéJ

(A Supreme Cownt ciuse) Senders V_state, 4 so.30
1132 under (M i) Rule 9-26 re/cLufres on ON-ihe-~record hearing
Yo deterniine Competenty ontLe the Cowrd has Heasenable
Grownd 35 believe thai $he defendand 15 Incompeteny ceu).
In the fuce o€ this plain langudge, 7 s evidend thai i F
wouwld be Error Mzd to hold o Compedency i‘*/éﬁl*;ﬂ; ONee
o Triwl Covrf orders a Fsyehiatric Evaluation o
determine Compgetency to Stand Trial -

A Constitutional Vielation oclurs only where the
Trial Cowrt fails o conduct a Cempefency Hearing where
the Evidence before the Trie| Coter? raised o borna fide
doub? wbows the defendant's Competency te Stand Truwl.
Fute V. Robinson, 363 U-5.395, 385,86 5-CF 836, 75 ). Ed.
(Zd &5 0 ‘756) q/woq‘/ﬁﬁ Fren 5?7:/47/, V. 5%%;@; 17.4 ‘54,.‘@]
2005 ).

aAs you Just read Yew pcwagf_z&phs g0 W;zy £rom Some
case jaws supporded the Fucts on the Fssice thatl ater
Mentel Evsluation has been done, o Competency Hearing must
be conduct on record ws it f‘@.q,u;r*e under Rule G.04 .
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_Beasan Certivrari Should ge Gronted

The (owrt of Appeels stated ot (2 il)[{h/e note that
the uni form Rules 0§ Circuil ond County Lowr? Practice r@,/a/é‘z})y
Fo Crimined practice have been 5u7ﬁpiamé‘acf by the Mississypg
Rules of Criminal Procedure effective Jwly i 20/7. But
hecouse the for mer rinles were s5Et0 e‘F{ea-‘f' ot the Jfime
oFf the Trinj Courts decision; Rule 9-06 is applicable in IMood s

» \’\
Casé€ .

(I-F this s correct that Rule 9.06 /s applicable in Heods
Lase, i1 showld be the some with 3he (aselaws used in his 2. nd
PCR and the vne's weas overrwiled in $he cases cs Hollie,
Smith, Bessley, Loleman, Jay vnd Sanders wisp wsed fmf(i'/&oc“f
Case Yn which Swupport Rule G.06 on the issue When Teial
Cowrd gran%ec/ 6 Metiin Sor o Mental Fxominetidn end DI‘JFf the
Examinatizy 1o be Londwucyi then a Lompertency ]'/ear';:’n;)o
(Mr,#lﬂpd 254/%,&’ wies pending in the Cowurt System ct the
Fime fhe ew Rule wend into efgecs/ July 1, 2077 cnd Phe tnse
of Préch ford V. Stete, 290 Sp.3d 106/ M)—~ wins denied,
Since Hood’s case was pending in the Courts STnee lo-2%7-15,
With the tase bose upon Rule 9.06 cind Caselaw's makes
Hood case awetomatic den/é_c’i on Mer;its becppse nowlhinf
wes wnder the Wew Riele), (Unfuin and Unconstifution al)
Hpod 15 C’-S/{TM7 +his CoOwr? Vo falte this reason rnto

allpent! and grant relief
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Rewson Two

The Court of Appecis stated ot (9012) Hood 3s
correct Yhat Senders interprefed Rule q.06 te Mendate
a Competency Hearing 11 QUery ctase when the Cowrf
prders dhaf o Menta] Evaluatiz# be condwceted, Bu? teoe
have hedd that Sanders 15 n2i 5 he a/g/p/re(l r*efzfmcv’fuefya

(Mp, FHood cuse is much Simi/er o Sanders V.
Stute, 4 So.3d 1132 (220q) With the Same 1ssue #hat Trinl Lourt
failed tv conducd o Ct’mp&/ﬁ}’)@y Hearing after « Mental
Bvaluatwn . Sanders case 15 the leading case when comes
$o lompetency He;wfni and Hhis case wis pwt the same
time Fleed's case 19494;] 52 Mr Food hod wsed s Sende r
case in hs 228 PLR befrre #he new Rule went mto effecd,
At the time of Senders cuwse hed o€€ect pn Hepds case

becawse both cose are Sipilar . If 3¢ wasn¥ €op the Circuld
Cowrt Judge of clmzst one vewr te malie o decigivg 1h
Hood case on the 29 LR Y-20-78 to Y-26~11 wheyn +4e casd
Wi denied and e Cirewdd Cownd? Ller foely dYong time Fo Sijed
the Supple menitn! Record b%3p-19 $o 3-19-79. IF 7t s nf
for both deizq/slﬂ%ﬁf'c@se Shriid howve been decide be fore
the Mew Rule and Pitch ford case . Heod case wpin'/ bhe
‘Faclh7 that Sande?rs case iy nof appbéd’ f‘@t/‘i‘ﬁac,‘i!i’e(}/j
L€ Hopds case 15 wnder Rule 9.6 Supmdeps
case showid ppplied retroachiely becmmse MHepd cose
Wes pending 1h the Counrt system. Hopd 15 ns /q/n/“,f, s
Cowur! to falkp this reecens i fte aceoteny cindd c;,,qahyi
prelief



b of 1

Rewson Three

—

The Cowrt of Aﬁ;}oem/s Sfﬁcf@({ under (m 19)0774@ é/'/er)era/
docket Sheet reflects that Dro lois reprri weas made o ppet
of the pecord and that the cowr? relied wpon when
ca/)c/udmy that Hood wes Lompetent Po Stand Triad . and
s Coerd s F assume that $he Triil (owrt obyectively
considered il the Facts and Circu msfzmces ,Including these
which are apt available te #4715 Llourt, (The Circd! Lowpf
jwdge bose #he decisivn on ihe Motion Spp Hae Mentel
Exerunetivn ond Dr Lot t's report, ned a (ompetency
H‘“‘”"”? in whith wypwid reveal tir Flood Mental Heal th
Records and other mSormation cowid be help§i [ in $ze
Judge deciswn -z /izfmy}a

Also Stated under (‘Ulﬁ) ‘70,-4 Flris Peepr\Ji Dr.lo#?'s |
report 5up79ﬂr¢'5j?he Triee] Cowr s decisizn o {507*90 &
(ompetency Hearing becaiese there s heth.sws Semnd
or preseafed Vot Wﬂw/d have reaised o dowh? chou?
Hred's Cﬂm/oe;ﬁem.éy (f'ir‘5f of ait Rule G006 drdny mentivn
ahow! Forgo o Competency Mewring ., But it mentién the
wiord Shall and shall s 1ike Mandatery under Rule G.06
to he Condweted a Compertency Henring after o Mentul
Exverunatizn . Mr Flopd Fo3d Dr boF? chowt the Menip
Heaith lezas he have been and Or Jot? didny requs
or review Mopd's Menta) Hewitt Re cords).

Hred 15 aéﬂa’mﬁ: this cowri Yo Jole #Hhars rewcsen
inte cccount and grant relief
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Reason Four

The Court of Appeals Stoted vnder (A 8) “On Apri/
26,2017, +he Trial Cowrt entered its order denying Heods PCR
Motizn . The order stated 4hat Hood wis fownd §o be Cam/ggfen-}-
to 5720’.?107 Trial . A&AHZﬂna/iy, ¢he Couwr? Stated +hat i'ilrlr‘eceiv@d
no information which, objectively considered, showid resson-
qtbly have Toised & doubt about the Defendan’k Lompetenc@
and alerted it to the possibility that the Detendent Cowld neither
understand the proceedings, nor rationaily aid his attorney
In his defense and wlso Stated wnder (A118)“Hood Ferled
provide +he Tril Cowrt with information Wned werld have -
reasonehly reited o dowb? abowet s Competence and , 5 o

(When Mr. Hopd send o wpy o€ wis 223 PR fo Fhe
Trizl Cowet, 7t was $iled 5-9-/6, 7t shpudd huve been w Comy
ok Exhibits of his Mental Heaith Recwords, These receords
showid have Raesed o Douwb? abowd FHowds Lompetence |,
Mr Hoed toid Dr Lottt abpuwt his Mente! Diszrders and 4he
pleves he been for Menial Flecd #h tpeat ment and dnis nopmat—
ion was mentivn in his report tw the Loerl and flesd s
whtorney weas €ut) cware of Hrod Mental Disorders ond
there wes Mental Mez/th recerds Eﬁ(fé"f', but the attrrney
also received @ Copy o€ Dr Lot report as well. Hopd s
attorney didn? do any Investigate into Hpeds Menite ]
Heaith ﬁewm’57 fe:ziwe«ﬂ"- or review pp rMekhe ahy
Phone catls ¥o e pleces Hred hed been $or treciment,
Mr Heood didn'l faited to provide the Cowet with inSoronatizn the
Trial Cowrt foiled tp Condicct o Comp e}e.hty Hewrin ?)-— ’
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(I{J T owaen't for the Trinl Court €pilwre to tonduct o
Competency He,aam”nf under Hule G.06 and A-wfécl Hobcﬁ Fundamenial
Q@M‘f, the Cowrd woild have his Mentnl Hewith Recsed s and Wy ikld
Feveal ¢ Recsonchbie Doehr v Mr Heed Comperence | Here i5
some information from his reazzrcfs),

Hood has an Extensive i-Zi"S;i‘ﬂry o€ Mentel and Emotfional
sues and has pndergome Trectmeny $or dhese ISsues at 5?99;“0;]9
Mental Hewith ond ot Hinds ’éekavwm! Heal}'h 5€rw:.£25 Lt 7s |
we,zz dowmanMA $hod Hwo?5 Leummc/ Abi 7;?7@5 @re Hampued
by ‘ConSusion "and thad he 15 Con’{uaerj l:ag;?y, Rewrds Fu.rv‘her
md:wf@. Fheot /-iw?cf %ﬁﬁ pm&)/ems Unc?&,r‘\sﬁnmci)m? Thm;_s‘ and
Thmkmq C,[c_u,,'iz and Pe.rorm;r\q gveryd;my ?‘unc?‘iﬁnj HOOCIS
Mentei (,a.péaci?'y s Diminished, hi's” Tm,;jh?' u.nt? J’{,dgmemf wre

Rated as )tv‘}re,m“/y Poor anc’i Mmr/ed 1is" Tnf‘el/zgc,nce, 'S
LDV(/

MM onnd he has Ioom" I'rw‘rc/‘/ﬂ2 due in ;Oami te h'S

Mw prcis /Qi‘}‘e/w‘mﬂ cmd Wy C-re loppr
and he is o8 Low Averscge Ln}e//ecra

Di'her Menz‘;&/ rfec l Fh d/a/ny5zs’ n /Qeéw'c/s

e e am— e ariee—a e

.Dependem} Personelity l)aéam{efr‘ @{J-enem/iz,ed /‘-}nne;‘y
Disorder @Ma)ar Depressive Diorder, @Aadusfmenf Disorder
Wik anm’y aind Depredwm, cmél@ﬁmbiﬂr Dizorder. |

The United States Supreme (owr? has explened

ku.dence o€ o Defendents Lrrativnal Behavior his demeansr
et Tried, and any Piror Medliiﬁp/niﬂn on Cempefence

) , Zpinion,
to Stand Trial cre «li /?e,/auwfn’ in Determining whether
fur ther Mmguiry is required quoting from
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Joiner V. State, 240 $p.3d 1293 (6) (2075)- and Bradley.
V. Stete, ilb _So. L@Q_QZL(QW 3) .

when #e Trizl (owrt fasled o give Heoed w
Competescy Hamzaf end the Cowry redy en Dr. P fe
reperf, Vielated Hred's r‘/qfh?‘cf-v and cirup}-i'r_wf‘f\‘rom
Colemen V. $tate, 127 so-3d 161 (Mi3s 2073). When Makihg
Mental Compedency dedeemmations, the Trial lowrd! has
My Awtherity to rely on a repsrd of the Ments/ Hewsis
Bxaminatizn while c‘?eprfvfmf ¥he Defeindand of f/mr?mf;
m which he nMight Contesd the Llenctlusions oF #he
Exomiyers,

The Facts that United Stptes Supreme Coury had
cuid " hes expieined Evidence any prier Medical O inion
on Cpmpetence 1o Stand Tricl are [a/] re/eva,nj n
de-fermim'ng whether Surther 7.13@1/&:7‘)7 I r‘eq/ufr*ed;
Lf it wen'f be Mentbirn in Laselaws. 5ee Medina U/
Lalifornia 505 U.5.43", 945,713 S+, 25%2,720 L.Ed,
20 353 (14492) gnd Patton V.State, 3% S,.3d 563, 57i~722
(Miss 10¢2), In other words that Me FHeopd prior Medical
Opinivon 1ilve his Z}’]‘en-}ﬂ] He/a/f/j Records are [Cc//
f'e/e\/o.nB n O’ex?er?%/nfr;}; Whetheir fwrither w

15 feq wired o

Hood is wslohg this Court #o False thil
recson mto gecpunt and grant reijef _
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Lonclusion

MS Supreme Cowrt had give relidf /n Lases on ¢he
15508 thai Trial Court order Mental Examinctizsy bui fxiled
to conduct o Compefency J“i%e.rin? munder Rule q.06,
the fo/low case’s are Senders, Joy, Smith, Hoilie and
M/ M5 Lowr! of Appecls aiso give relief on /?'Z]{”Mﬂ,
Ss"/via,/ and Brasso. These case's and odhers dhat Mr FHrod
woed in supported his 155ue's and facts n 214 PCR.

Since the Lount of Appeals had soid thai Heed crse
is wnder the 0id vwies of 906 7] Shouid be the Same Sor the
caselows he used in his 2’»‘44'@&}?, N pertaining Fo fule 9-0b.

T+ wouid meke ne sense 1f Hood 15 under the 0/d Rule bt
not the -Lese's he used 1n his 222 pc R Hood case waes pending
Since 10-47-75 In the CLowr? Sysitem c.nd 24}(’19(.12 weas on Fhe
Focts aond Issues of deared c Competency He,zz,mh/o o fer
%awh? Menta) EBxaminatiocn with NDr leié ond Rule G046 wiby
Supprrted (aselcis to this 1551€ 7

The ruwles pr‘pm»:.!ya.feﬁ by the Mﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ{p/)/ Swpore e
Conrt, 05 sef forih in the Un;form Rules of Lircwif and Counly
Cowrt, 17Kke Med/;oa,_ I‘Qiu/ﬁe Cﬁmpl’la.ﬁce with Judecial/
Rules and cpplicabie Stete and Federail Crinma/ loews to
ENnsire fairness in the precee cZ»zZz;j . The Swprerie Ceierf
n Fatton specificatiy addressed enforcement of Judicial
Rules , such as Rulp G.06 » quoturg $rom Bradley V
State 11k S0.3d 10923 (1 34) (2713),
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Tf a cese l/ke Heeds case was /oencffng in the
(ourt System was under the pid Rule .05 ;7 shoutd be
Appired Retrooel/vely 4o caselaws iike Sanders case,
and shoutd get relief the same on mersts then ged denied
becose the new rule,

Me Hood ;5 /‘Zopfng end ‘pl‘ﬁyﬁl;; dhpt thes Honerebdle
Lowrt il rrand rel.ef on his p'f'ﬂ“\fe Wert o€ Cer}ngi‘aﬁf

of
Reverse CLonviction ond SQaneme/ and Remand zage

for a Mew Mental Exeminatizn {pllow by 4 Compe fency
Hearing and if finds (ompedenf w WNew Jria/.

Signed, +m5 the 1L Jay o€ /\'}MZ% L 2020




L f‘?f)na/&/ Ho od Sworn that this P&'Jll'/7bh for Werd
of Certiorari under M.RAP. Rule 17 i Miss5is57 20,
Supreme are [rue and (pprrect Fo the bes? o€ ny
Knowledge ,

51‘9nec// Phis the ——0o 47 day of _A&jﬁé_}f_ 202,08

Gl i)
ppellont

Ronald T Hpod —sov24
(MUK Yap B)-A 59
RO Bexr 88550

Pear!, Ms. 3q206

Hin kn Czun /y

Rongld Hpod Appellent, came bhefore me
at eMCF 720 Bi-A for TLAP %o be Mailed ¢
Potrtion $or Wil of Certiorare +y Ms Swpreme
Cﬁwl‘/‘ L‘Lnd (w (_,a)py 7/’7 be ﬁ’t-ai’?ea’ }/"ﬂ 7"}18 Af‘fﬁ"l‘wey (Jenefa/
of6iie in e neme hawra H, Tedder, Witness
there of Moneid Hewvd 5149nafw/°e on

Signed , #hi's #he _\,\,_,\




Yy ry ity g iz e | Aiiis | s

Potition $or Writ of Certiorary will he U.S
Fostoage Mail to the Fo}im./m; Addresses below 2

Dffice of #he Llerk
Suareme (ownr} & Lowrt o4 Appeais
Prst OFGice Box 299
Jacidson Ms Jgars -2y

Loure H. Tedder
Attorney Leneral 05 €rcp
P.0. Box 220
JeclkRson, Ms. 29205

Signed  #s the Y dry o€ fugus] a2
_Gnll (el

Am@\: Ve F
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
NO. 2017-CP-00165-COA

Consolidated with:
2008-KA-00099-SCT

RONALD HOOD A/K/A RONALD J. HOOD ' APPELLANT

\2

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI APPELLEE

DATE OF JUDGMENT: 04/26/2017

TRIAL JUDGE: HON. JANNIE M. LEWIS-BLACKMON

COURT FROM WHICH APPEALED: YAZOO COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT: RONALD HOOD (PRO SE)

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLEE: OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
BY: LAURA HOGAN TEDDER

NATURE OF THE CASE: CIVIL - POST-CONVICTION RELIEF

DISPOSITION: AFFIRMED - 02/18/2020

MOTION FOR REHEARING FILED:

MANDATE ISSUED:

BEFORE BARNES, C.J., McDONALD, McCARTY AND C. WILSON, JJ.
McDONALD, J., FOR THE COURT:
91.  Ronald Hood was convicted ofthe crime of exploitation of children under Mississippi
Code Annotated sections 97-5-31 and 97-5-33(5) (Rev. 2006) and sentenced by the trial court
as a habitual offender to serve twenty years in the Acustody of the Mississippi Department of
Corrections without eligibility for parole. Feeling aggrieved, Hood appealed his conviction
and sentence.
92.  TheMississippi Supreme Court affirmed Hood’s conviction and sentence on July 31,

2009, and later denied his motion for rehearing. Thereafter, Hood filed several motions for



post-convictionrelief (PCR). On April 20, 2016, the supreme court granted Hood permission
to proceed in the trial court to pursue his due process claim based upon the lack of a
competency hearing. Hood filed his PCR motion in the trial court, which denied the motion.
On appeal, Hood argues that the trial court erred when it denied his motion because his due
process rights were violated by the trial court’s failure to hold a competency hearing prior
to trial in 2007. Finding no error, we affirm.

FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY
q3. ~ On July 10, 2006, Hood was indicted by a Yazoo County grand jury for the crime of
exploitation of children under Mississippi Code Annotated sections 97-5-31 and 97-5-33(5).!
The indictment was later amended to include that Hood was a habitual offender.
4.  Prior totrial, Hood’s counsel filed a motion for a mental examination. In the motion,
Hood’s counsel argued that “there is feason to question whether Ronald Hood will be able
to assist in his defense at trial of this matter, that he does not have the present ability to
consult with his lawyer with a reasonable degree of rational understanding to adequately
assist with his defense.” The trial court granted Hood’s motion for a mental examination and
ruled that “the Defendant shall undergo a mental examination to determine the fitness to
stand trial.”
5.  Theexamination was perforirnea byDr Christopher Lott on October 4, 2007, and filed

with the 'ﬁqu,cgﬁr‘t 'on October 18,2007. Inthe report, Dr. Lott opined that

! The indictment alleged that Hood “did unlawfully, willfully, knowingly, and
feloniously possess a video of naked . . . male children under the age of eighteen (18)
engaging in sexually explicit conduct. . . .”



Melissa contacted Detective Larry Davis. Davis received the tape from
Melissa, and he testified that it contained images of “young boys in their
nudity, running around.” According to Davis, the boys appeared to be between
the ages of ten and sixteen years old. Davis obtained a search warrant for a
storage unit belonging to Hood. In the storage unit, law enforcement
authorities discovered two small camcorder tapes and approximately one
hundred VCR tapes. '
Id. at 550-51 (92-4) (footnotes omitted).
8. Hood filed an application for leave to file a PCR motion in the trial-level court,
arguing that the trial court failed to conduct a competency hearing in violation of his due
process rights.” On April 20, 2016, the supreme court granted Hood permission to proceed.
In February 2017, Hood filed his PCR motion. On April 26, 2017, the trial court entered its
order denying Hood’s PCR motion. The order stated that Hood was found to be competent
to stand trial. Additionally, the court stated that it “received no information which,
objectively considered, should reasonably have raised a doubt about the 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.” Hood sent a letter to the supreme
court dated May 17, 2017, and enclosed his notice of appeal. The notice of appeal was filed

on June 30, 2017.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

? On July 22, 2010, the supreme court denied Hood’s first PCR application in case
number 2010-M-00283. The supreme court denied Hood’s second PCR application on
October 26, 2010. The current record also provides that Hood filed a petition for habeas
corpus relief in the United States District Court for the Southern District of Mississippi,
Western Division, with similar arguments. The district court’s order is referenced, but it was
notmade a part of the record. The district court denied all of Hood’s claims except the claim
regarding whether Hood was entitled to a competency hearing and whether his counsel was
ineffective. Regardless, this is not dispositive of the outcome of this opinion.
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99.  “This Court reviews a circuit court’s denial or dismissal of a PCR motion for an abuse
of discretion.” Magee v. State, 270 So. 3d 225, 227 (6) (Miss. Ct. App. 2018). We “will
not disturb the trial court’s factual findings unless they are clearly erroneous.” Id. at 227-28
(Y6). “Questions of law, however, are reviewed de novo.” Id.
DISCUSSION

€10. Hood alleges that his due process rights were violated because since his conviction
and sentence, the supreme coturt has mandated in Sanders v. State, 9 So.3d 1132, 1136 (16)
(Miss. 2009), that when a court orders a psychiatric evaluation, it is an error for it to not hold
a competency hearing.
911. In Sanders, prior to trial, the appellant filed a motion for a psychiatric evaluation
pursuant to Rule 9.06 of the Uniform Rules of Circuit and County Court Practice.” Id. at
1134 (7). The court granted that motion, and a doctor filed the psychiatric evaluation report
with the court. Id. at (8). Thereafter, a trial was held, and Sanders was convicted of murder.
Id at 1135 (§9). On appeal, Sanders argued that “the trial court erred in failing to‘cqnduct
a competency hearing.” Id. at (f11). The supreme court noted:

Rule 9.06 requires an on-the-record hearing to determine competency once the

court has reasonable ground to believe that the defendant is incompetent. The

rule clearly uses the directive “shall” and not the permissive “may” language.

The rule requires that the trial court first, “shall conduct a hearing to determine

if the defendant is competent” and, second, “shall make the finding a matter
of record.” URCCC 9.06. In the face of this plain language, it is evident that

* We note that the Uniform Rules of Circuit and County Court Practice relating to
criminal practice have been supplanted by the Mississippi Rules of Criminal Procedure,
effective July 1, 2017. Butbecause the former rules were still in effect at the time of the trial
court’s decision, Rule 9.06 is applicable in Hood’s case.

5



it would be error not to hold a competency hearing once a trial court orders a
psychiatric evaluation to determine competency to stand trial.

Id. at 1136 (§16) (emphasis omitted). In Sanders, the docket indicated that Dr. Webb had
filed a report with the court. Id. at 1139 (§25). It was not entered into evidence, nor was it
a part of the record on appeal. Id. The record did not reflect that the circuit court conducted
an on-the-record competency hearing, and the circuit court did not make an explicit finding
that Sanders was competent to stand trial fo; murder. Id. Therefore, the supreme court
reversed and remanded the case for a new trial. Id.

912. Hood is correct that Sanders interpreted Rule 9.06 to mandate a competency hearing
in every case when the court orders that a mental evaluation be conducted. But we have held
that Sanders is not to be applied retroactively. In Brown v. State, 198 So.3d 325, 331 (20)
(Miss. Ct. App. 2015), the appellant made the same argument as Hood—that his guilty plea
and “conviction must be vacated due to the lack of a formal competency hearing” after
undergoing a mental exam. In affirming, we held that “§anders and the later cases that have
relied on Sanders do not apply to Brown’s 1999 guilty plea because they are not retroactive.”
Id. at (21) (footnote and emphasis omitted). Therefore, we.fm,d that Sanders does not have
an effect on Hood’s 2007 conviction.*

913. Hood next argues that Sanders was not the first éase that strictly interpreted Rule 9.06

to require a competency hearing. For support, Hood cites Ficklin v. State, 758 So. 2d 457 -

* In addition, in Pitchford v. State, 240 So.3d 1061 (Miss. 2017), the Supreme Court
modified Sanders’s holding. There, the Court held that an order requiring a competency

evaluation does not “necessarily” or “conclusively” establish that a competence hearing is
also required. Id. at 1068-69 (937-43).



The evaluation report was also a part of the record for the court to consider when it ruled that
Hood was competent to stand trial. Therefore, Ficklin is inapplicable to this case.

916. Further, Hood asserts that Rule 9.06 provides that the trial court must order a mental
evaluation and conduct a hearing if the court has reasonable grounds to believe the defendant
is incompetent, citing Magee, 914 So. 2d at 733 (19). In Magee, the court stated:

According to Rule 9.06, the trial court must order a mental evaluation and
conduct a competency hearing if the court has a reasonable ground fo believe
the defendant is incompetent. On review of a trial court’s decision to forego
a competency hearing, this 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, we apply the test
enunciated in Lokos v. Capps, 625 F.2d 1258, 1261 (5th Cir.1980): “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 defendant is unable to rationally consult with counsel or assist in his
own defense. 4 mental evaluation finding the defendant competent to stand
trial may support the trial court’s decision to forego a competency hearing.

1d. at 735 (15) (emphasis added) (citations omitted).

q17. In this case, Hood was given a mental evaluation by Dr. Lott. Dr. Lott noted that
Hood was alert, attentive, and responded promptly to questions. Dr. Lott found that Hood
was precisely oriented. Hood’s speech was appropriate, and his responses were at all times
coherent and goal-oriented. There were no significant expressive and receptive language
deficits noted. Dr. Lott determined that Hood had a full-scale IQ score of 89, which falls in
the average range. Hood’s reading score was reported to be in the low-borderline range at

a 4.7 grade-level. When it came to Hood’s knowledge of the court proceedings, Dr. Lott



noted that Hood understood what crime he was charged with and that he was charged as a
habitual offender. Hood understood that the purpose of a trial was to find a person “guilty”
or “not guilty,” that the jury determined the verdict, and that a certain number of people on
the jury needed to agree to reach a verdict. Hood understood the outcomes of verdicts and
the characteristic and roles of witnesses. Hood also acknowledged that he understood the
plea bargain and that he could not be compelled to testify. Therefore, Dr. Lott concluded that
Hood did not appear to need further testing or psychiairic treatment.

q18. The general docket sheet reflects that Dr. Lott’s report was made a part of the record
and that the court relied upon it when concluding that Hood was competent to stand trial. See
Magee, 914 So. 2d at 736 (18) (“When . . . the trial court does not make express findings
on its decision to forego a competency hearing, this Court ‘must assume that the trial court
objectively considered all the facts and circumstances, including those which are not
available to this Court, which bore upon [the defendant’s] competence to stand trial.””).
Therefore, as we did in Magee, here we must also “assume that the mental evaluation,
considered in conjunction with the other facts and circumstances recited above, dispelled any
reasonable doubt in the lower court’s mind that [Hood] could be incompetent to stand trial.”
Id. Onthisrecord, Dr. Lott’s report supports the trial court’s decision to forgo a competency
hearing because there was nothing found or presented that would have raised a doubt about
Hood’s competency. Hood failed to provide the trial court with information that would have
reasonably raised a doubt about his competence and alerted the court of the possibility that

he could neither understand the proceedings, nor rationally' aid his attorney in his defense.



Therefore, this issue is without merit.
CONCLUSION
q19. Sanders does not apply retroactively, and the trial court was not required to conduct
a competency hearing. Therefore, the trial court did not err when it denied Hood’s PCR
motion.
920. AFFIRMED.
BARNES, C.J., CARL‘TON AND J. WILSON, P.JJ., GREENLEE, TINDELL,

LAWRENCE, McCARTY AND C. WILSON, JJ., CONCUR. WESTBROOKS, J.,
NOT PARTICIPATING.
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Roneld Hood Appellah".}‘_
-V |
State of Mississippi Appeliee

Motion for a Rehearing
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Come Mow, Ronald Hood, Appeliant filing his
Pro-se Motion for o Rehearing un the Tssue that the
Trial Court Vidianted Hrod’s Due-process Rights by
Failed o Conduct g (ompetency Hearing wnder U.R.
(.C.C.P Rule G.06, Mr. Hpod is asking this Honor a ble
Court to reconsider his case $or Relief pn the ‘Fa//awfnf
reesons e | |
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Introduction
The Facts of +he Cpse

A g Ao gt Cgmm)  an S SamSUSN g st SN gl gsve o  Sa—

Mr. Hood defense attorney tiled a Motion for a
Mental Examinction with the Cowrt. In the Motion (ounsel
a_rgugd that “there 1s reason to Q,uesh'm) whether Ronaid
Mopd will be able to assist in his defense ot trial of +his
matter, Jhat he does not have the presen? ability to copsult
with his lawyer with a reasenubl/e degree of rational
understending to ade({,uo.fe)y wSssist with his defense) At i
pai'nzl Hoods Mentel (ompetency had came intp #he light of
the Trinl Cowrt attention and granted Flrod's mption for
o Mental Examination and ruled that the Defendant shall
undergo o Mental ExaminatiZ#n, Uppn the Facts of this
Motizn had shown o Ressonchle Doubt to Mp. Heod
Competency by his clttorney Vo the Trial Cowrl. By this
Mytipn +he Lontents hag shown Reasonable Grpwnds of Mer.
Hood Competency.

Bt under the Rule 9.06 stated when the Trial Lows!

Judge hes Rewspnpble Grownd Fo brent a Meotizn For o Mentsl
Exemination ond prder Mental Evaluatizn to be (onducd
ond after it Shatt be a (ompetency Hearing foilowing
by « Menta/! Evaluation . The hoth of them qres
i’oc,,e.z‘he.r under Rule G.06 o Mr. Hopd went te Triz/
without « Compertency Hea,/’[hf 1 VUiplativn of Hule
5.0b ond Due process,and his Mental Hewrth Recrrds
wesnt preview by the Courf or by Dr.Letf.

P.2




MS.Supreme Co,{;w‘f 9”_”"/*2‘} Heed's put of +ime ZQ’PLIQ
on one issue that “dhe Trial Court Viplated Mr Hood's Due-process
Rights by failed to Conduct o Competency P/eﬂ.r‘fnj:] The case
went back 1o Trixl Cowurt on that one issue wlene and was
denied, Mr Hood file an Appeal within Mg Lowrt & f Appeals
in which 7t wag As€irmed and now he s a§Ring this
Court for o Q?he&.l‘fﬂg. |

Keason |-
Compefency Hearing Rule 9.06

-~ L v summ e UV o s ey s m—m N gy . S
—

}

Tn the Ms Court 0§ Appeals decisizn on Hood's
Appew! doted Feb 19 2220, On puage § of this decision Stateds
Hood alleges thot his Due process Rigats were Vivlated
becuuse since his Convictirn and Sentence,the Supreme
Court has Mandated in Sanders V. Starte, G 50.3d 1232,7736 (11 i¢)
(Miss 2004), that when o Cowrt orders w Psychiairic Evaluation,
itis an error for it to net hold Competency b/earing,.'

IZn Sanders, prior to Trial, the wppeliont §7jed « Motion
$or a /syc,hfafrfc Eveluwation pursuant +o Rule 9.06 of the
Uniform Rules of Circuit gnd County Court Prac fice. Td at 173y
(f1 Do The lowst granted that Motion, ond o Detlor §7ed the
Psychiatric Evaluation reporf with the cowrt. Ld of (91 6).
Thereatter, & trial was heid, and Sanders was cenvicted of
murde,r-l'd at 1135 (&14), 0n appeal, Sanders argqued thaf

“ the Trm./ Comrt erred in «Fa.//mf; to tonduct c Competency
Hea.rmc/ ’

P.3
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Just from +his Paragraph above befng sard wbpwt Sanders
Case 15 much Similar with Hoods Lase iwhen it Comes $o the -
1ssue 6f denied w Cempetency Hearing . Beck o the cowrt
decisien in Hoeod cas€  rd.at (911) on Sanders caseg

The Supreme (owrd nm‘edz’

Rule 4-06 PECLM;PQS oen on-+the-record
hearing to determine Lompetency onte the Court has
Reasonable Ground fo believe thad the deSendant 1
Tncampef‘enf The rule (_lea.n/y MSE.5 the directive

Sha// ‘and not Fhe permissive ﬂ’luf/ 7an9ua9e . The
req’wr‘eg that the Trinl Cowrt First “Shati conduct

w Hearing 7‘0 determine [f the defendand I's
Competent ' an:/ Secand ‘Shall moulke the ﬂma’mf
K Matde, of Record’ URCCL 9.06 .In the
face of this Plain Language, it 13 evidend thad
y#+ woeuid bhe Er'f'ﬂ,\ Mot to held c Cbmpe/ency
)—/Qa.r/’m7 once o Trial Cowr? erders a psy:.lu'gdr/?
Evaluabizn to determine Compef‘enay ‘e

Stand Trial.

From reading the Supreme Lowrf noted in FHeoods decision
af~ (ﬂ\ H) had Shown the Fact that Me. Fppd Trizl Court
ailed 1, ¢onduct the . hrgé Shall! Condwc? /‘/eanzn;
% determine if the defendant 15 Camp&z‘enfa We Maoww
that on the Tecprd fthe Trial Lowrt didn't conducd a
Heﬁrﬂl? " g,'fuz'n7 Mr. K Hopd « Full Compe,}-eh(_y 7‘/66«.(‘1.';:;
P4




the Opportunity to Subppena Witnesses to Tesiitied on
Hpod's Mental Competency and Cross - eXaming Dp
Lott on his Mental Eyaluation Repor? and Produca
vdditivnal Informatiovu 17Ke Mental Health Records
and Confronted defense attorney, and “second
Shadl rnake the ~Fma’m/p o Matter o€ F&’eéﬁrd UR CC
{ 9. M} ., This is refer to the ownt Come $ppm h““’”g
o Competency He,a.rmﬁ under Rule 706, Since
bhere wus Fact No (ompetency Hearing hgw the
Trinl Cowurt Finding o Matter of Recerd A
Would be Error Mot to hold ¢ Lompetency }-/ezzr‘/“n/c onee a
Trial Court orders a Pjychmﬂ"ic Evaluatizn to determineg
Lompefency Fo Stand Trial . This is platn unders/zmdm;
that what Supreme Lowrdt Stated in Sanders is Ture
Facts, ¥+his shows Mmr Hood Trizl Cower? did Violeted
hig DMe»pPoce‘Q{ 1?@31715 Farled #o (ondiced o Cam;)ef-
€hiy Hem»fmf under Ruwle .06 .

There is one pazm‘ M5 Cowrt o8 Appec! stpted
in the d€¢'510'7 (a1 ’2) Hoed i's (orprect #hat Sanders Initer-
preféd Rule G.06 to Mandate o Compertency /-’/ea.mn; n
CUery case when the Cowrd orders that o Menip/
Evaluation be Conducteds Buf we have heid fha;‘

Sanders is Ned Fo he wpplied ﬁ?ez‘raacf’weiy
At (81 W) 04 +he Court decision Tn Hred s case

more point owt on a Fpot Note Stated S

one
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“We note that the Uniform Rules of
Circwit and County Cowvt FPractice re lating
Yo Criminal Practice have been Supplanted
by +he Mississipps Rules o € Ceiminal
Crocedure, effective July 1, 20279, B;,{f
becuuse *+he Yormer tules wepe S+71/ 1n
effecd at the fime of the Trial Llowrts
ﬂec:’s,bn) ﬁgje 9-06 15 Applicable in Flood s

)

_CCL.SQ ¢

Under +he one point Ms Cowrt o€ Appesls head 3uid
that Heod 7s Correct tha? Sanders Enterprefed Hule 9.04
tv Mandate a Compedency Jlearing 'n Blery tase
When +he Lour? orders dhaet « Mental Evelwugtieon be
Conducted . Sounds 17le the Cowrd agreed with Mr MHeod
by 5‘ay;};lg Hewd 15 Correcd Entitled o Mandate
(.am;oe/%e;,,‘“y F/Q&P;ﬂ?o And the other pPornt wes made the
Lowrt Said thot Rule 906 15 Applicable 1 Hevrd's (rse .,
If Heed case is uinder Rule 9.06¢ the b Caselaiws has
been Q(Dwer ru/e“are Sa.nc’EI‘S, Jay 8@@5735/, Smith, Heltire,
and Coleman menticn 1vn Pitch ford V State, 290 So-3d 1061
(o013}, showld wpplicd to Hoods case aswell beccrse i
the time of Heood Trinl and wis pendiig case has been in
the Cour{ system &féﬁ% these Supported case lpws of
Rule 9.0¢ (Lompetency Hezring after Mentel Ek’amz’;fi&f/bﬁ)"
Dther word s M Heod tase is under Rule G.py , and 7t sbhoukd

be for Leselaws Swupperted Rule 4.06 included the A
Caselaw s wps prer rw/ea’), P.L
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Mr.Hood had o Mental Examination sn Oct 4 2007
Conducted by Dr. Christopher Lo##_ At the Menial Evaluation,
Hpod toid Dr.Lot} of his Mental HMealth probiems of his
diagnosis disorders and eXisking Mental Health Records.
Thq,re are Mental Health Records mention In caselaws
$tated that it can be helpful in de;lerr}u'ne soime one Mentgl
Competency - The facts that DroLodt didn'? review or r‘e‘(tuesf
Hood's past records frpom the places he been for Mental
Therapy of his disorders he #zid Dr. Lottt end T} waus mention
in Dr Lott Evalmation Bepor? he frjed with he Frial Court
of these Mental Flewltth (iinicsSs The failure of Mpt Review
these Records touwld be Classified his repert to be Incomplete
oand Tnacurete o€ Hood's Mental (_pmpefaeﬂ(.y-

Mr. Hood didn'? Know that Rule 9.06 pend Competency
Hearing exist when his case Was stijiin Trjal Cowr?, he learn
o€ this right o€ Due process when he was in Prisone Mr Heod
was blinded in most of the law bf his riyhf,; hut he Mention
of his Existing Mental Londrfion ond his Mental MHeaith
Records #o his Attorney and e Lot # buwl 7F was fgnared.

| The purpeose o€ a Menta/ (._am/)e.z"ehc.y Hegrfny
under Rule 9-06 15 tr (all Witnhesses lo Testifred on the
behatf of the Defendant (ompetency, pble o confronted
the doctor who condwcted the Mentul Eveluation in Fihh; the
repurt ty l%e Crzurt ond 0y

———



give *he Defendant Upporiunity to present any evidence
in support of his competence |7/ike his Mental Fealth
Recerdg and give him the chance fo Testigred on hig
Mental Condidizn~ Mpr Foegd didn? have this C hance
or Bights in o Comperency Hearing vunder Hule
G.0b o There Was noone acMnowledge the fucts of
hiy, Menreil Diserders or his records but every one
Wnowe his recerds axist, e anyeone drdn? talke
the time to request pnd review these recerds to
Know mere chowt Mir. Heod Comprtency beLwtige
they don¥ want ¥o Mnow.

Under 2‘/006] (.aur? d'QCisluﬂl’) un(ler (ﬁx 9) The'.order
Stated that Hood wes found P be (ompeten? to Siund Trial.

Additipnally, the (ourt Statbed phat 7 “ Received Mo

- Dnformation which, objectively considered should
reasonebly hove Ruised o Dounb? pbput +he defendpnts
Campé?‘enée aind Alerted it to +he 7.7/657/91"772"1/ that the
defendant could neither understand dhe praceed;‘ng_;, ner
rationally oid his aitorney in hz's'ciefense‘: The only Lnformation
the Trigl Court has to base her decisivny on the Jssue of
Flovd's (vmpetence,is the Metien for Mental ExamingFion
and Dr Lott report (F the Trial Court Leonduct a
lempetency Hearing it will have Heod's Menta i Heealts
Records in her decisizn maRihg . The Contents will '
Show or Reige « Deubt on FHoods Cﬁmpefeﬁzy,-

x;



Under Hoods Cowrt decision under (2 16) L d. On this
record, Or-Lotts report Supports the Trial Court's decisizy fo
Forgo a Competency Hearing becawse there wug no thing
found or presented thot wouwld have Raised o Doubt. o bouwt
Hood's Competencyes Hood failed to provide the Trial Cowrt
With informotzn thet would hove reasonab)y Raised a
Doub# cbowt his tompetence and « . .:‘ If +he Tric! Court
;ncvi:‘re, further in Mr. Hood Competency before Trial they wiil
hove access to have the information on *osds Lompetence by
Reguesting ond Reviewing his Fast end Present Mental Health
Records and also wsk fer his behavior while he was incarerated
in the County Jarl, they witl $iad dhat fr Hped had attempted
5u;c7de by taKen hand full o€ pills - MHoed wes z‘m_ the
Psych Werd ot cmml Hospita!, hoad his bond revolied and
return boackl to the Lownty JTurl en Jwne 7 2o . Mr
Floed didn't farled #o presented Mentp) Heeith evidence
or MSprmation Fe Pre.lelF or tr e Triz! Cownrnd, LS
the Trinl Lowr? conducted a Lompetency Heam’n? the
Cowurt weowid have more in§ermatira .

- On the day beSore Triol on Dec 11 2007, My Heed
wes ploce in « Suicidal Cell by hiz attorney regues?
becauwse he was Mental Disturbed and wnable to Thinie
Clear. By this Fact #hot Mr Heod wies in a Suicide! Cell

make him wunfit 1o g5 o Teind on Dec 11 2£0%»
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Effective May 1,14995 Mississippl Supreme Coterd
sdopted Uniform Rule of Circuit and County Cour? Fractice
4.06, which safequorded the Right of criminal Defendants
o_gaz’ns)‘ be_z’ng Tried while Mental In cémPE‘ien+ by
providing i-hefol/owfng prcedure under Rule 9.06 , .,

The plain language 0§ Rule 4.06 required c Competency
Hearing after the Tricl Cour? ordered « Mental Evalwatisn.
ASter hearing ail the Evidence ot a Lompetemcy /v/em';’ng
the Trinl Cowrt Shall weigh the Evidence cond Malie o
determimmalizn o€ whe ther the de€endant is Competent

Yo Stend Trial . LF the Cowrt $inds that +he defendan?
15 Compereny to Stand Tricl, then the Court Shai/ maise
Fhe Ynding o Matter of Record oimnd the case wisi then
Preceed to Trin!.([There is Vothihg Mention ender Bule
.06 chout Fprgo a« Competency }-]e,_/{,p/ﬁﬁ bt wunde r
Caselaws stated o Competenty Hearing 15 Mandste or

Mandotory)e |
Qule 9.06 has been used in Cases Ruling by both Fligh

State (ourts for 22 years and 2 months Since iY has been
meffect Hll Tuly 1,207 when o New. Rule went ineffect
overruling the case's 0§ Sanders, Jay, Beasley, Smith, Hollie
and Coleman with the Major ity decision to overrule
With No Explanation, while mr. HNepd Case was pending
ot the Same Fime In the Court who bring forth this

L. 1o




New Rule of Ms-R.CroP_12(54) by Ms. Ssupreme Lourde
M. Hood case was in the Cour? System since
10-27-18 of his 202 PCR, Tn his case he use ard-relying

on cases thai supported Rule 4-06 on the issue when a
T’rz?ﬂ Couri ordered g Mental EV;CL__'IM(«%[M a Lompetenty
Hea.r‘ihg must Fol/pw) spme p§ these caselaws that Ms,
Supreme Coumrd Supported of Rule 4.0k was pier rulde
wnd Ms (ourd o€ Appeals said in HWreds decisirn that
S5anders does, Mot apply 7??71?”ﬁa<«'471’€ ly te hisg Lase
and olsp sard Hoodds cose is wnder the pid Ruwle 506 ,
then 7t by right shruld cise be the same that FHeood's
cese be under caselaws lilte Sanders . This I's Very
uneon +itetivne ! becawse Hepd's tase wos pemlz‘hc;
ot the time when New Rule vame ineffect and the
l?, Caselaws on Rule G.06 was overrule, n these Mg
Gupreme Lowrt Cases,bhe court made rulings in the favor
| Supporied the lssue of Rule @.06 pn when Tryu] Cowrt has
prdered a Mentel Eveluatizn o Competency Hewring must
follow, these case’s wus the 6 case wus ovesrwled.

Lts wntfor and Nyt equal protected of the same
,Ec,/uﬂ? R;;h;‘g lvhen ¢ cCase 15 pehdzifty wehil/e ¢ Wew Rule
Came inte ineff€ect with vrerrwuling Lises he tesed.
Hoepd case showld have the sgme Pigats 1ilie th okber
Lases has been awhle to have «w Compeftency
~Héam"1fzf Iffl&e_f/' mentFrén 1n Hule 9-06 .
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Me_ Hood 75 Hoping and Praying hat +his Flonoralbie
Court will reconsider his case and Crant relief of

ﬁ%veﬂfe Cenviction and Senfen(,e/ahﬁ? ﬂ{’.mzzlncf Cagp
for n MNew Mantal Examination $pllow by G Cﬁi’%/ﬁ@f@ﬁé}/ '
i*?ea,r-?hg and 7f fnds Competent? a Mew Trial.
ThenkKs the (et $or
Hﬁ ﬁ;nef

Sfénec]’, this the _Z_g___, day Df,AP’""", 20%4}‘

/’ 4 0’) e /,
g AT \/4,54//

Appellant Signature
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T Ronald Hopd sworn that +his Motiin for « /?ei‘veaml;?
under MR AP Rule 4o in Mississippi Court of Appec!s are
Teue and Correct tp the best of my /'(ﬂOWIngEa

ngned,wfhz“g the ! day of 707 /4"9’”’/ 2020
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Appe Vant Siznature
Ronaid I Flood ooy
(CMCE RCSec2¢-HY1R

- P.0. Box 88550
Pear|, Mg, 39208

Ranliin County

Ronatd Hood Appellant, Lame before me

ad LML T RC Sec 2-C for LLAP o be /Vla.f/eai
« Motipzn for o Rehearing to M$ Lowrt of Appecls
énd o Copy to be Mailed to the Attorney Ceneral

Of&ice in the name lawra H. Tedder, Witness

there oF Ronald Hesd .Sl;naf‘l/.l‘& on i .
Slvr:/ne(;/%hfs the @l day of Qﬁ_’l\lﬁ;’-O
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Motion for a Rehearing will be U- 5 Postage Mail
fo the Forlowing Addresses Below s

Offize of +he ClerKk
supreme Cowrf &£ Conrt of Alapea/s”
Post OFfice Rox 249
Jackson, Ms. 39205~ 0X749

Lavwra H. Tedder
/-\}}Ofﬂ?.)/ General O{'chg
PO. Box 220

Jo.ckson, MS$- 39205

Signed, +his the _2d __ day oF Mﬂ 2020
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Supreme Court of Mississippi
Court of Appeals of the State of Mississippi

Office of the Clerk
D. Jeremy Whitmire (Street Address)
Post Office Box 249 450 High Street
Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0249 Jackson, Mississippi 39201-1082
Telephone: (601) 359-3694
Facsimile: (601) 359-2407 e-mail:sctclerk@courts.ms.gov
July 28, 2020

This is to advise you that the Mississippi Court of Appeals rendered the following
decision on the 28th day of July, 2020.

Court of Appeals Case # 2017-CP-00165-COA
Trial Court Case # 26-0119

Ronald Hood a/k/a Ronald J. Hood v. State of Mississippi

Current Location:

MDOC #50024

P. O.Box 88550

Pearl, MS 39208 .

Consolidated with: =~
2008-KA-00099-SCT :
Ronald Hood v. State of Mississippi

The motion for rehearing is denied. Westbrooks, J., not participating.
* NOTICE TO CHANCERY/CIRCUIT/COUNTY COURT CLERKS *

If an original of any exhibit other than photos was sent to the Supreme Court Clerk and should
now be returned to you, please advise this office in writing immediately.

Please note: Pursuant to MRAP 45(c), amended effective July, 1, 2010, copies of opinions will not
be mailed. Any opinion rendered may be found by visiting the Court's website at:
https:‘/‘/court's.Arii's.gov. and selecting the appropriate date the opinion was rendered under the
category "Decisions."
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