April 24, 2000

Legal Services, Inc.
P.O. Box 25397
Raleigh, NC 27611

Dear Sirs/Madam:

Thank you for your valuable time. I'm writing to respectfully request if you could review
several issues relevant to my criminal conviction and legal representation. I realize how highly
unorthodox this request may be during the appeal process, but I'm contemplating asking an
appellate court to relieve counsel currently representing me, and if possible, I need your legal
expertise to advise me about the alternatives available for me to purse.

My name is Ronnie L. Kimble, and on 3 September 1998, a Guilford County jury
convicted me on count(s) of first-degree murder, first-degree arson, and conspiracy to commit
murder. I was consequently given sentence(s) of Life without parole, 55 to 75 months, and 135
to 171 months, respectively. With the excessive amount of time I'm expected to serve, hopefully
you can understand my persistence to seek the most effective legal representation, which I'm
optimistic will ultimately result in my being exonerated of such a hideous crime.

I surmise your office probably receives numerous request for assistance, from criminal
defendants who consistently profess their innocence. However, I'm sure an evaluation of the
circumstances in my case are extraordinary, if not compelling, so if you could advise me on the
course of action I should pursue in alleviating what I consider valid concerns about my present-
legal counsel, I would sincerely appreciate it.

At the present, my court-appointed (appellate) counsel is comprised of attorney(s) Mr.
W. David Lloyd and Mr. John B. Hatfield, of Greensboro. Both of these attorneys represented
me during trial proceedings for the above referenced charges, and it is my belief that their
incompetence and blatant refusal to put my best interest affront, that resulted in my being
wrongfully convicted.

There are several aspects of my trial representation that I was dissatisfied with, [ such as
timely objections at trial to avoid a procedural forfeiture of specific issues and an irrevocable
conflict with attorney, John Hatfield] but in lieu of the jury’s adverse decision and my present
dilemma, my primal concern regard presenting issues on appeal that will focus the Appellate
Court’s attention on the fundamental errors of my trial. I realize the significance of filing an
effective appeal, so at this stage of the criminal process, I believe it is critical to have confidence
in my lawyer(s) ability to effectively appeal my conviction.




The conflict with my lawyers exceeds far beyond a simple breakdown in communication;
it is us my strong belief that my trial (appellate) attorneys specific omissions failed to meet the
prevailing professional norms of defense counsel. Despite my reasonable efforts to overcome
inhibitions about my appellant counsel, so I believe it would be in my best interest to file a
MOTION TO AFFIRM, and possibly move the court for substitution of counsel.

As briefly as possible, I will try to summarize the problems I'm experiencing with my
lawyers:

On 1 June 1999, I received a letter (dated 5/28/99) from attorney, David Lloyd,
specifically stating he was three-quarters away from completing the assignment of errors in the
transcript, and he expressed his optimism of my being granted a new trial. In closing, Mr. Lloyd
advised that he would forward me a copy of the record on appeal, as soon as he completed it and
filed it. Prior to receiving Mr. Lloyd's letter, I had not spoken to either one of my attorneys
since 4 September 1998, Despite the fact that several weeks before receiving Mr. Lioyd’s letter,
I sent a correspondence to him through my parents. In that letter, I distinctly recall asking my
attorney(s) to delay filing my record on appeal, until after I’d had an opportunity to thoroughty
review it, as Mr. Lloyd's response exemplifies, my request was ignored.

On 11 June 1999, I mailed letters (dated 6/8/99) to my attorneys, reiterating my
insistence to review any and all post-documents they intended to file on my behalf, and 1 voiced
concerns that it appeared they were not cooperating with me because they are failing to keep me
abreast on any developments in my case. In response to (dated 6/8/99) my letter, Mr. Hatfield
denied depriving me of and opportunity to have some input in my case, however, his negating to
respect my request for various documents and blatant refusal to respond to specific questions 1
have regarding my appeal, substantiates my complaint.

Upon receiving Mr. Hatfield’s (6/14/99) letter, I felt the rapport with my attorney(s)
should have been more harmonious, considering that both of them were interested to seemingly
“fighting of my life” within the judicial process. So, I took the initiative to send additional letters
to Mr. Lloyd and Mr. Hatfield, apologizing for any misunderstanding, to hopefully dispel any
personal conflicts, and concentrate on the issue of my appeal. Moreover, I made assurances t0
Mr. Hatfield and Mr. Lloyd that I would excise more patience, but I still insisted on being
provided with copies of documents relevant to my case, as well as a phone conference with
them, to discuss vital questions I have. I did not believe these request were unreasonable,
however, on 24 June 1999, 1 received a reply from Mr. Hatfield stating that he and Mr. Lioyd
were declining my requests. More specifically, he stated, “T'm not aware that you have reason
to expect anything to be sent to you until your appeal is filed...” Mr. Hatfield further stated, “At
the present time I'm not planning to send you anything whatsoever. I also have no plans to have
a telephone conference with you.” Mr. Hatfield also cited “expenses” as another reason for
refusing to send me pertinent documents to my case.




On or about 12 August 1999, I received a copy of the record on appeal, from my
appellate attorney, Mr. Lloyd, and a brief letter (dated 8/10/99) explaining the context of the
issues he intended to raised. What I found frustrating about this matter, is that this is a tiny
reflection of the little regard my attorney(s) have of my opinion, because as I previous
mentioned, I distinctly told them on numerous occasions to permit me to review all documents
related to my case.

I would emphasize, that I insisted on reviewing any documents drafted or provided for
my attorney(s), because I wanted to be certain specific issues of errors were raised. My
evaluation of the ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR [page 83-86] from the record of appeal was
surprisingly good, and M. Lloyd raised some valid issues. However, in lieu of my attorney(s)
refusal to confer with me about issues I believe have merit, many arguments were excluded. [I
took the liberty of attaching copies of the ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR - for your review] Ina
letter addressed to Mr. Lioyd (dated 9/19/99), I asked for more cooperation in considering
issues I raised, and I pointed out possible prosecutorial misconduct in my case. [I also took the
liberty of enclosing a copy of the letter for your review]

On 6 October 1999, I received a response from Mr. Lloyd, complimenting me on my
persistence, but again declined to consider presenting issues and errors, I independently
discovered.

On 28 October 1999. 1 received copies of an (appeal) BRIEF from Mr. Lioyd. 1
thoroughly read the documents Mr. Lloyd filed on my behalf, and concluded that I was
somewhat dissatisfied with my attorney’s resistance of accepting issues I raised.

On 25 October 1999, I received a copy of the state’s responsive pleadings, tomy
attorney’s (appeal) BRIEF. My attorney, Mr. Lloyd sent an accompanying letter, explaining the _ -
context of the state’s response. '

I surmise, you are probably saying, that it seems as if my attorney(s) have my best
interest at heart, however, along with a clear lack of communication between my attorney(s) and
1, there is evidence of ineffective assistance of counsel. To illustrate my point, I would like to
point out that even the Attorney General’s office emphasized that crucial errors had some
conceivable effect on the outcome of my trail proceedings. The initial response in the state’s
reply was, “the defendant does not contend that the evidence is insufficient to convict him of
murder and arson, and as Whidden’s testimony is summarized in detail in the state’s first
argument, the state will not recite all of the evidence here...”

The preceding statement demonstrates that even the N.C. Attorney General’s office
recognizes the incompetence of my current defense counsel. Ironically, the same issue the state
asserts was neglected to be raised by my attorney(s), is just one of the issues I have repeatedly
asked both of my attorneys to consider.




Although it seems that I'm critical of my legal representation, I also understand that the
prosecuting attorney (Richard Panosh) was maliciously instrumental in my being wrongfully
convicted for crime(s) I’ve been accused of committing. Mr. Panosh did not seek to prosecute
this case, in the interest of justice, but to persecute me and my family in the interest of self-
gratification. Prior to and during my trial, there were numerous acts committed by Mr. Panosh
that could be characterized as PROSECUTORIAL MISCONDUCT, and I specifically pointed
this out to my appellate defender(s). [see attached letter to attorneys: dated 9/19/99] Here are
just two examples, that I believe have some significance:

(1) Questions regarding whether Mr. Panosh tampered with evidence. In fact, I've
recently received information that the Guilford County District Attorney’s office is being
investigated for possible corruption and prosecutorial misconduct; and

(2) In his closing argument, Mr. Panosh made improper remarks about the credibility of
one of the state’s witnesses (Whiddens). It has been long established, that such “vouching” is
characterized as PROSECUTORIAL MISCONDUCT, and should result in reversible error,
since Mr. Panosh’s remarks prejudicially affected my substantive rights.

Based upon the foregoing, I sincerely pray you can understand why I'm imploring for any
information and assistance your office can provide. As you are probably aware, I have to take
this case very seriously, because not only was I wrongly convicted, but I also have been
sentenced to life in prison. This is a significant adjustment for a man who has never been in
trouble, thinks highly of family values, respects the law, served his country, and has a deeply
religious background. My attorney(s) have been non-chalet about the complexity of my case,
and have implied to my family that I should be content with the sentence(s) I'm currently serving.
This is totally unacceptable to me, and I'm unable to sit back and watch my attorney(s) nullify my
opportunity for post-conviction relief. T

Again, any assistance rendered to answering my questions and concerns would be deeply
appreciated.

Respectfully,

Ronnie L. Kimble
0628799

Odom Corr. Inst.
Route 1, Box 36
Jackson, NC 27843




ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR

1. The trial court committed reversible error in allowing
into evidence hearsay statements of the deceased victim in
violation of the defendant’s right to confront and cross examine
witnesses against him guaranteed under the state and federal
constitutions as well as in violation of North Carolina law.

Record pp 25-27.

Evid. T pp 37-43.

Evid. T p 47, lines 21-25; p 48 lines 1-8.
Evid. T pp 80-87.

Evid. T p 146, lines 7-16.

Evid. T p 149, lines 15-18.

Evid. T p 179, lines 24-25.

BEvid. T p 209, lines 1-7; p 210, line 1-2.
Evid. T pp 663-674; p 675, lines 21-23.
Evid. T pp 679-684.

Evid. T pp 702-709.

Evid. T p 709, lines 11-24; p 716, lines 5-7.
Evid. T p 805, lines 16-23. _
Evid. T p 807, lines 23-25.

2. The trial court committed reversible error in allowing
into evidence hearsay statements of codefendant Ted Kimble in
violation of the defendant’s state and federal constitutional
rights to confront and cross examine the witnesses against him as
well as in violation of North Carolina law.

Record pp 20-24.

Evid. T p 142, lines 2-19.

Evid. T p 174, lines 1-6.

Evid. T p 211, lines 5-10; p 213, lines 7-10.
Evid. T p 620, lines 18-25; p 621, lines 1-15.
Evid. T p 774, lines 20-21.

Evid. T p 801, lines 19-25; p 802, line 1.
Evid. T p 805, lines 16-23.

Evid. T p 938, lines 10-19.

Evid. T pp 954-956.

Evid. T p 957, lines 7-8.

Evid. T p 993, lines 18-25.

Evid. T p 1006, line 25; p 1007, line 1.

Evid. T p 1025, lines 19-25; p 1026, lines 1-18.
Evid. T p 1031, line 25; p. 1032, 1-12.

Evid. T p 1068, lines 7-15. '

Evid. T p 1121, lines 12-14.

Evid. T p 1178, lines 12-13.

Evid. T p 1383, lines 13-19.

Evid. T p 2658, lines 8-9.
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3. The trial court committed error in allowing the
introduction of the report of the SBI ballistics expert on direct
examination.

Evid. T p 502, lines 14-17.

4. The trial court committed error in allowing the
introduction of two reports of the SBI serology expert on direct
examination. _

Evid. T p 511, lines 7-9.

5. The trial court committed reversible error in allowing
in testimony concerning instances of alleged insurance fraud on
the part of the codefendant Ted Kimble.

Evid. T p 605, lines 22-25; p. 606, lines 1-15, lines 20-23;
pp 607-164.

6. The trial court committed error in allowing the
introduction of the report of the SBI hair identification expert
on direct examination.

Evid. T p 925, lines 3-5. -

7. The trial court committed error in allowing the
introduction of the report of the SBI arson expert on direct
examination.

Evid. T p 929, lines 8-11.

8. The trial court committed reversible error in denying
the defendant’s right to full and effective cross examination and
confrontation under the state and federal constitutions and the
rules of evidence by not allowing the defendant to pose a series
of questions on cross examination to the prosecution’s lead -
detective. -

Evid. T p 1326, lines 5-6.

Evid. T p 1334, line 25; p 1335, line 1.
Evid. T p 1335, lines 17-24.

Evid. T p 1336, lines 12-13.

Evid. T p 1336, lines 17-21.

Evid. T p 1376, lines 2-4.

9. The trial court committed reversible error in allowing
in prior statements of the prosecution’s main witness, Mitch
Whidden, which did not corroborate his testimony and contained
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improper comments which would not have been admissible even on
direct testimony.

Record pp 47-50.
Evid. T p 1663, lines 4-5.
Evid. T p 1676, lines 1-3.

10. The trial court committed reversible error in allowing
publication of prior statements of a critcal prosecution witness,
Rob Nichols, which did little to corroborate his testimony and
contained improper comments which would not have been admissible
even on direct testimony.

Record pp 28-46.
Evid. T p 1691, lines 4-11.

11. The trial court erred in sustaining prosecution
objections to leading questions of the defendant concerning
whether he and his codefendant brother did various conspiratorial’
acts together in violation of the defendant’s right to present a
full and effective denial of the charges against him.

Evid. T p 2053, lines 20-25.
Evid. T p 2054, lines 18-20.
Evid. T p 2055, lines 1-3.

Evid. T p 2055, lines 19-23.
Evid. T p 2056, lines 13-17.

12. The trial court erred in allowing the prosecutor  to ask *
the defendant to identify the pictures from his jail cell of a
female jailor whom he was alleged to have had an affair with
after the defendant’s wife had already testified that she had
filed for divorce and he had acknowledged that fact.

Evid. T p 2236, lines 13-25.

13. The trial court erred in allowing the prosecutor to
question the defendant about whether he was aware his parents had -
told him they were claiming to be living in his trailer so that
his codefendant brother could fraudulently claim the higher
1iving expenses of living in the parents’ house on his insurance.

Evid. T p 2267, lines 17-25; p 2268, lines 1-18.
14. The trial court comitted reversible error in allowing
the testimony on collateral matters of the defendant’s former

girlfriend who testified she had been coerced into an abortion by
the defendant and his codefendant brother after she had been

- fgf;‘_-




impregnated by the defendant when she was 16 years old and the
defendant’s stalking of her when they broke up.

Evid. T p 2565, lines 12-13.
Evid. T p 2572, lines 12-14.
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