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STATE OF MICHIGAN
SIXTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

PlasscaY,
w Came No 201 7.M20.5C
GEORGE GERALD RIDER,

Defendant

Defendant George Gerald Rider (“Diefendant™) has Slod 2 motion to enforce court onder.
Facnud and Procedwal Heaory

In G cans. Dofemdant wan found galty following 3 pary Tl of fire-dogree premedicasnd
marder. On July 31, 2019, Defendant was semtonced 0 e mprionmenss withowt parole On
August 7. 2019, Defendant spposied bis comviction, whch mcladed ® spement S b conmsel
was mefiecuve for fulmg 10 argue that the warrant sswed &d not ssthoroe sazare of his phone
The Michigan Cout of Appeals dcmicd Defendase™s sppesl & 0 all e cxoopt inefloctive
assistance of counsel See Prople v Rider. ampublished per cariam opamion of the Court of Appeals,
issued August 18 2022 (Docket No 350056, The mamer was remanded for e svidesnary heanng
0 dctermune whether defense coumsel’'s Seficaont porformunce had & resonablc probubley of
affecting the cutcome of Dieferdant’s tal A

On remand this Court found that he cupent croumetances Oacopton 0 Be warrant
reguircmens applics and thar Defendary was thos wmable w0 extabind Gt by Scfomse Coumsel™s
deficiont performance had 3 seasceabic prodabediny of afloceng B outcoms of B Tl On Mae



1. 2023, the Count of Appeals affirmed thes Court’s finding. So¢ Peopie v Rader. unpublashed per
cunm opinon of the Court of Appeals, bssed June 1, 2023 (Docket No. 330096 On Apeill 29,
2024, the Michigan Supromse Cownt domod Defendant s appication Ko lenve 0o apponl

On June 25, 2004, Defendant Glod motionn for 8 postconviction Brady Searing. pos-
oamviction Franits heanng. post-coeviction Gonther boaring. and for relief from judgment. Ia his
moton for reliel from judgment, Defendant argued that his counsel was ineffective for faling 1o
toine (he following throe (vsses on appead Tt that the prosecution commated o Sady violation
by withholSing the oath and aflfidevit of Detective Boack that led o the saance of his arrest
warrant.  Second, that e peosecutor commtied masconduct by bnowingly withholding
information shoun he outh given o the magivrste and Laowing that the oath comtmned false
wismemnenis  Thind than he wan ennithad 80 o Framds hearing o determune the versity of the
simements i the oath and affidavit  Diefendant also srgund that B Michigan Sepreme Cosnt
violated his conssitutional nghta by failing W provade ham with & comcine stssement of facts i the
Sorsal of his application Tor leave %o appeal

On July 22, 2004, the Court emtored s Ovder fading that Defendant’s sole recourse was &
motion for selief from judgment and ordered the prosecution o file 3 resposse 10 e arpumcnts
contained in Defondant's motion for relief froe judgment  The Ovder s roquented Bat the
prosecution provide & copy of any oath and sffidas it prepared by Desestive Bosek On Sepuomber
23, 2024, the Poopie filod & response in opposition 0 Defendant’s motion for relief from judgment.

On September 26, M24, the Court issuad 03 Opisson and Order demying Defendant’s
moton for relicl foen julgment  In the Opemon aad Ovder, the Coun found, seer alia, that
Ifondam falod 10 extablish thal e prosevstion ssppeessad ovidence of the oath aad affirmation
of Detective Bozck because Defondant’s serest waerans was issued following a February 22, 2017



bearing 10 ssthorize the warrsat in the 37 District Court.  The Disarict Court onally besed the
swormn statements of Detective Boark and found that probeble come bad bom otablished  The
Cout also found that inrespective of whether there were orrors associated with the warmnt,
Deferdant wan not entitled 1o relacf hocamne “a cowrt s purndcton o 1 @0 scouned perwon canmet
b challenped on the ground that physcal cwstody of the soued was obtaned @ w0 unlewfia
manner.” Peopde v Muhamemad, 126 Much Agp 40, T2 931 N2 20 (018 Defendant’s motion
for recommiderstion was dessed oo Outober 31, 2004

Defendam then flled & deliyed sppdcaton for leeve o sppesl 0 B Michigan Count of
Appeals. On August 28, D008, the Michugen Coun of Agpesls demsed e Sclayed applaanon
(indng that Defendant taiked b evtabiad Bt n Conrt ermmd o Jomy ing the metion for neluef from
Judgment  The Conrt of Appuals sl domind Defondant s motion b vomssderstion  In Marvh
2026, Defondam filed a socond motion for relsef from padpment and s smendod moton for rebef
froe judgment O April 16, 2026, the Cownt emtorad it Opssson snd Order denying Defendant s
socond moton foe selie! from julpment  Defondant his sow flod b astast moton 0 onfuece
the July 22, 2024 Onder roguesting that the prosecution provide & copy of sy cath snd affidavit
propared by Detective Borek

Arpuments & Analysts

Deferadant contonds that the pronecssaon faled o provide & copy of B oath and affhlavit
prepared by Detective Boaek, as ondered by the Coun's My 22 2004 Onder.  Diefendant abso
arpues that the Coum's September 26, 2004 Opunicn and Onder Semyang bus motoa Sor relief from
judgment was impermisubly hased oo ressomng oof sgeed By Defendin i b mweon
Diefendant abso rogeests an cvidentian hoaring purssant b MCR 6. 507 A) and MCR 5.508(C) and
for the Coun 10 appoint counsel under MICE 6 S0NA)



Parsasent 10 MCL &0 611, "J¢ Jircwn courts have Jurndiction and power 10 make am onder
proper 1o fally elfoctuate the cirosi count’s Jurisdution and judgments © Ia the Count's Ny 22,
2024 Ovder, the Cowrt ondered the prosecution 1o Tlie o response sddressing esch argument
presented in Delendant’'s moton Jor relsed From padgment sd requested that the prosecution
provide a copy of any oath and affidavit prepared by Detective Bozek. In response, the People
extdlished thar Defendanm's arrest warrant was (sseed fodlowing & February 22, 2017 heanng w
wthorel oo Use winrrm (o (he 37 Distriet Comnt. The bouring tnanscripe was peesentod by Defondan.
Soe Defondet’s June 25, X024 motion los rebie! Bom judgment, Attachment 13 Thus, # wns
establishod St the beaning wanscript formaed the hasis for the armest warrant, whach was permstiod
purssant so MCR & 10208) See September 26, 2024 Oplosen and Ownder.

Further, Defendam slready argued w his motion foe reconsdenition of the Septemnber 26,
2024 Opinson and Onder tht the Court commitsed palpable error in denying his motion for relief
froes judgenent bocasse the prosecution luided 50 pron ke the oath und alfidasit of Disective Bozek,
In denying Defendast's moton for seconssderation, the Cosrt found that tere i no evidence tha
Desective Bozek peepared an affidavit. See Ovtober 31, 2004 Opimsen and Onder. Consequently,
the prosecution complied with the July 22, 2024 Ovder and B findugs of the Coun were deectly
relasad 10 Defendaet’s argursents made in b motion for rebef from judgrent,

The Court also found merit @ the People™s argument th Defendat wus sot entifed 10
rolief irmespextive of whether there were emrors asseciated with the warrant, which was directly
relmed 1o Defendant’s arguments reganding the testimony of Detective Bozek. See the Court’s
Sepaember 26, 2024 Opinson and Order, Therctore, even if some oder oath and affidavit existed
outside of Be Febewary 22. 2017 boaring wanscripe, for which there is 8o evidesce, the Coun
properly found that Defendant’s sgpellate counsel was not ineffective.  Accordingly, the Count



finds that the prosecution did not violate the ander of the Court and Defendant fails to establish
that he |5 entithed 10 any relief.
Com (wswnm
For the resons stased above, Diefendant’™s motion %0 enforce court order is DENIED
Purssant so MCR 2602(AX3), this Opinion and Order resolves the last pending claim and this
case rernans CLOSED,

1T 1S SO ORDERED.




