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PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND FACTS
11. On February 11, 1998, in the Circuit Court of Lee County, Lazente Carndl Williams pled guilty
to two counts of burglary and, on March 11, 1998, pled guilty to one count of possesson of cocaine.
Williams was sentenced to five years on each burglary count, to run concurrently, with three years of each
sentence suspended.  Williams was sentenced to three years on the possession charge, with one year

suspended. Thelower court ordered that the possession charge was to run concurrently with the burglary



charges and that each of the sentences were to run concurrently with afederd sentence that Williamswas
to serve in the federd pena system. On December 11, 2002, Williams filed a petition for writ of error
coramnobis. Thetrid court treated Williams's petition asamotion for post-conviction rdlief and dismissed
the motion as time-barred. Williams now agppeds to this Court asserting that his guilty plea was not
knowingly and voluntarily entered into and that the trid court erred in not consdering his ineffective
assistance of counsd clam. Finding these issues to be without merit, we affirm the dismissa of post-
conviction relief.

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES
12. In reviewing atria court'sdismissal of post-conviction relief, our stlandard of review iswell stated.
Wewill not disturb thetrid court'sfactud findings unlessthey arefound to be clearly erroneous. However,
where questions of law are raised the gpplicable sandard of review isde novo. Pace v. State, 770 So.
2d 1052 (14) (Miss. Ct. App. 2000).
13. Williams argues that his guilty pleawas not entered into either knowingly or voluntarily and thet the
trid court erred in not considering his ineffective assstance of counsel clam. However, according to
Mississppi Code Annotated Section 99-39-5(2) (Supp. 2003), "[a motion for relief under thisarticle shdl
be made. . . in case of aguilty plea, within three (3) years after entry of the judgment of conviction." As
Williams entered his guilty pleas on February 11 and March 11 of 1998, and hismotion for rdlief wasfiled
more than three years later, we find that the motion was properly dismissed as time-barred.
14. Regardless of the time bar, Williamss other clams are adso without merit. According to the
Missssppi Supreme Court, if the defendant is advised regarding the nature of the charge and the
consequences of the plea, then the pleais consdered voluntary and intelligent. Alexander v. State, 605

So. 2d 1170, 1172 (Miss. 1992). Furthermore, "[s|olemn declarations in open court carry a strong



presumption of verity." Baker v. State, 358 So. 2d 401, 403 (Miss. 1978). In the present case, the
record reflects that Williams was informed of the charges againgt him and the possble sentence. The
record aso reveds that Williams admitted to committing the crimes charged. In light of the fact that
Williams stated under oath that he understood the consequences of pleading guilty and that no one had
made any representations to him regarding his sentence, we find Williamss argument that his pleawas not
voluntary to be without merit.

5. I nhisargument concerning ineffective assstance of counsdl, Williamsmerely clamsthat hisattorney
did not inform him of the consequences of the guilty plea. Whilelooking to thetotality of the circumstances,
we must determine whether Williams proved his counsdl's performance was deficient and whether this
deficiency resulted in prgudice to Williams. Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 (1984). It
is clear from the record of the plea collogquy that Williams was informed of the consequences of his guilty
plea. We cannot find that Williams was denied effective assstance of counsd; thus, this issue is without
merit.

96. THE JUDGMENT OF THE LEE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT DISMISSING THE
MOTION FOR POST-CONVICTION RELIEF ISAFFIRMED. COSTS OF THIS APPEAL

ARE TAXED TO LEE COUNTY.

KING, C.J., BRIDGES AND SOUTHWICK, P.JJ.,, THOMAS, IRVING, MYERS,
CHANDLER AND GRIFFIS, JJ., CONCUR.



