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Sedrick Maurice SIMPSON v. STATE of Arkansas
CR 98-423 999 S.W.2d 181

Supreme Court of Arkansas
Opinion delivered September 9, 1999

APPEAL & ERROR — SECOND MOTION FOR. COMPLIANCE WITH ARK.
Sup. Ct. R. 4-3(h) — pENIED. — The supreme court denied the
State’s second motion to direct appellant to comply with Ark. Sup.
Ct. R. 4-3(h); the court, instead, directed the State to file a supple-
mental abstract in compliance with the Rule.

Second Motion for Compliance With Rule 4-3(h) denied
and Alternative Motion to Stay the Briefing Schedule granted.

No response.

Mark Pryor, Att'y Gen., by: C. Joseph Cordi, Jr., Ass’t Att'y
Gen., for appellee. .

P erR CuUriaM. For the second time, the State moves this
court to direct appellant Sedric Maurice Simpson to
comply with Ark. Sup. Ct. R. 4-3(h). We granted the State’s
original motion on May 6, 1999. Simpson filed a brief on June
11, 1999, but the amended abstract still fails to comply with Rule
4-3(h). Simpson has filed no response to the State’s second
motion.

[1] We deny the State’s motion and instead direct the State
to file a supplemental abstract in compliance with Rule 4-3(h)
which is consistent with the State’s burden under the rule to make
certain and certify that all objections and adverse rulings be
abstracted and all points argued by Simpson that appear to involve
prejudicial error are briefed. The State’s alternative request for a
thirty-day extension is granted.

Upon receipt of the supplemental abstract, we will review
and determine whether defense counsel’s name should be referred
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to the Committee on Professional Conduct. See McGehee v. State,
327 Ark. 88, 937 S.W.2d 632 (1992).




