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Before HULL and JILL PRYOR, Circuit Judges, and CONWAY,” District Judge.

HULL, Circuit Judge:

Defendant Nathan E. Gundy appeals his conviction and 288-month sentence
for being a convicted felon in possession of firearms. The district court determined
that Gundy was an armed career criminal under the Armed Career Criminal Act
(“ACCA”), 18 U.S.C. § 924(e), because he had at least three prior Georgia
burglary convictions, each of which qualified as a predicate “violent felony” under
the enumerated crimes provision of the ACCA. On appeal, Gundy challenges his
designation as an armed career criminal under § 924(e).

After review of the record and with the benefit of oral argument, we affirm
Gundy’s conviction and sentence.

I. BACKGROUND

In December 2013, a jury found Gundy guilty on one count of being a
convicted felon in possession of firearms, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 88 922(g)(1),
924(a)(2), and 924(e).

The Presentence Investigation Report (“PSI”) recommended a base offense
level of 24, pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 2K2.1. The PSI recommended (1) a 2-level

increase under U.S.S.G. § 2K2.1(b)(1)(A) because the offense involved three

“Honorable Anne C. Conway, United States District Judge, for the Middle District of
Florida, sitting by designation.
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firearms, (2) a 2-level increase under U.S.S.G. § 2K2.1(b)(4)(A) because the
firearms Gundy possessed were stolen, and (3) a 4-level increase under U.S.S.G.
8 2K2.1(b)(6)(B) because Gundy possessed the firearms in connection with
another felony offense. These increases yielded an adjusted offense level of 32.

Gundy had numerous prior felony convictions, 17 criminal history points,
and a criminal history category of VI, even without a § 924(e) enhancement.
Gundy’s offense level of 32 and criminal history category of VI would have
yielded an advisory guidelines range of 210 to 262 months. Without a § 924(e)
enhancement, Gundy’s statutory maximum penalty would have been 120 months’
imprisonment. See 18 U.S.C. §8 924(a)(2).

The PSI, however, reported that Gundy was an armed career criminal under
8§ 924(e) because he was previously convicted of seven burglary offenses in
Georgia, namely: (1) a 2001 conviction for one count of burglary, (2) another 2001
conviction for four counts of burglary, each of which occurred on a separate
occasion, (3) a 2005 conviction for one count of burglary, and (4) a 2006
conviction for one count of burglary. Gundy had pled guilty to each of those
Georgia burglary offenses. The PSI provided that Gundy had other Georgia
convictions for forgery, possession of cocaine, possession of marijuana, entering

an automobile, and theft by taking.

The three firearms were: (1) an FIE, Model E22, .22 caliber pistol, (2) a Smith and
Wesson, Model 36, .38 caliber revolver, and (3) a Jimenez, Model J.A. Nine, 9mm caliber pistol.
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Due to his status as an armed career criminal under § 924(e), Gundy’s
offense level increased from 32 to 34 under U.S.S.G. § 4B1.4(b)(3)(A). With a
total offense level of 34 and a criminal history category of VI, Gundy’s advisory
guidelines range was 262 to 327 months’ imprisonment.

Gundy’s status as an armed career criminal under § 924(e) raised his
statutory range of imprisonment to 15 years to life, rather than zero to 10 years.

As to the PSI, Gundy objected to the 2-level increase for possessing stolen
firearms and the 4-level increase for possessing firearms in connection with
another felony. He also objected to his designation as an armed career criminal on
the ground that only two of his burglary convictions involved the burglary of a
residence. According to Gundy, only “burglary of a residence” qualifies as a
“violent felony” under the ACCA, and, therefore, he did not have the requisite
three violent felony convictions to qualify as an armed career criminal.

At the April 2014 sentencing hearing, the district court overruled Gundy’s
objection to the 2-level increase for possessing stolen firearms, but sustained
Gundy’s objection to the 4-level increase for possessing the firearms in connection
with another felony.

The district court also overruled Gundy’s objection to his designation as an
armed career criminal. The district court expressly deferred to the reasoning of the

probation officer set forth in an addendum to the PSI. In that addendum, the
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probation officer concluded that Gundy was an armed career criminal because the
charging documents in each of Gundy’s burglary convictions “reveal[ed] that each
of those offenses [met] the elements of generic burglary (i.e., [Gundy] unlawfully
entered a building or structure with the intent to commit a theft”).

Because the district court sustained Gundy’s objection to the 4-level
increase, Gundy’s total offense level became 33 under U.S.S.G. § 4B1.4(b). With
a total offense level of 33 and a criminal history category of VI, Gundy’s advisory
guidelines range was 235 to 293 months’ imprisonment. After considering the
advisory guidelines range and the factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), the
district court sentenced Gundy to 288 months’ imprisonment. Gundy appealed his
conviction and sentence.

Gundy makes several arguments challenging the validity of his § 922(g)
conviction. After our review of the record, we find that all of Gundy’s arguments
are without merit and affirm Gundy’s conviction. The only remaining issue is a
sentencing one—whether the district court erred in concluding that Gundy’s prior
Georgia burglary convictions qualified as violent felonies under the ACCA.
Whether a particular conviction is a violent felony for purposes of the ACCA is a

question of law we consider de novo. United States v. Canty, 570 F.3d 1251, 1254

(11th Cir. 2009).
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Il. THE ACCA
A felon in possession of a firearm who has at least three prior convictions
“for a violent felony or a serious drug offense, or both, committed on occasions
different from one another,” is subject to an enhanced statutory penalty under the
ACCA. 18 U.S.C. §924(e)(1). The ACCA defines the term “violent felony” as
any crime punishable by a term of imprisonment exceeding one year that:

(i)  has as an element the use, attempted use, or threatened use of
physical force against the person of another; or

(i)  is burglary, arson, or extortion, involves use of explosives, or
otherwise involves conduct that presents a serious potential risk
of physical injury to another.
Id. 8 924(e)(2)(B). The first prong of this definition is sometimes referred to as the

“elements clause,” while the second prong contains the “enumerated crimes” and,

finally, what is commonly called the “residual clause.” > United States v. Owens,

672 F.3d 966, 968 (11th Cir. 2012).

This case involves the enumerated crimes clause, which defines “violent
felony,” in part, as “burglary, arson, or extortion” and crimes that “involve[] use of
explosives.” 18 U.S.C. § 924(e)(2)(B)(ii). In listing these crimes in § 924(e)(2),

Congress referred only to the “generic” versions of those enumerated crimes. See

%0n June 26, 2015, the United States Supreme Court held that the residual clause of the
ACCA is unconstitutionally vague. Johnson v. United States, 576 U.S. _ , ,  135S.Ct.
2551, 2557-58, 2563 (2015). Accordingly, we do not consider whether Gundy’s Georgia
burglary convictions would alternatively qualify as violent felonies under the residual clause.
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Taylor v. United States, 495 U.S. 575, 598, 110 S. Ct. 2143, 2158 (1990). Further,

an enumerated crime counts as an ACCA violent felony if its elements are the
same as, or narrower than, those of the generic offense. See id. at 599, 110 S. Ct.
at 2158.
I1l. DISCUSSION
A. Elements-Based Analysis of a Prior Crime
The United States Supreme Court most recently articulated how to interpret

and apply the ACCA’s enumerated crimes provision in Mathis v. United States,

579 U.S.  ,136 S. Ct. 2243 (2016). In Mathis, the Supreme Court recognized
that its opinion in Taylor “set out the essential rule governing ACCA cases more
than a quarter century ago,” which is that “[a]ll that counts under the [ACCA] . ..
are the elements of the statute of conviction.” Mathis, 579 U.S.at ___, 136 S. Ct.
at 2251 (quotation marks omitted). “That simple point became a mantra” in the
Supreme Court’s subsequent ACCA decisions. Id. Indeed, the Supreme Court in
Mathis pointed out that this “essential rule” has governed all of its ACCA
decisions since Taylor:

At the risk of repetition (perhaps downright tedium), here are some

examples. In Shepard : ACCA *“refers to predicate offenses in terms

not of prior conduct but of prior ‘convictions’ and the ‘element[s]’ of

crimes.” 544 U.S., at 19, 125 S.Ct. 1254 (alteration in original). In

James v. United States : “[W]e have avoided any inquiry into the

underlying facts of [the defendant’s] particular offense, and have

looked solely to the elements of [burglary] as defined by [state] law.”
550 U.S. 192, 214, 127 S.Ct. 1586, 167 L.Ed.2d 532 (2007). In Sykes

7
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v. United States : “[W]e consider [only] the elements of the offense [,]
without inquiring into the specific conduct of this particular offender.”
564 U.S. 1, 7, 131 S.Ct. 2267, 180 L.Ed.2d 60 (2011) (quoting James,
550 U.S,, at 202, 127 S.Ct. 1586; emphasis in original). And most
recently (and tersely) in Descamps: “The key [under ACCA] is
elements, not facts.” 570 U.S.,at ___, 133 S.Ct., at 2283.

Id. at 2251-52.

Mathis thus drove home the point that focusing on the elements of the statute
of conviction is, and always has been, the essential principle governing ACCA
cases: “For more than 25 years, we have repeatedly made clear that application of
ACCA involves, and involves only, comparing elements.” 1d. at 2257.

Mathis also instructs that “[t]he comparison of elements . . . is
straightforward when a statute sets out a single (or ‘indivisible”) set of elements to
define a single crime.” Id. at 2248. In such cases, the court simply “lines up that
crime’s elements alongside those of the generic offense and sees if they match.”
Id. This is known as the “categorical approach.” See id. at 2248.

Mathis notes, however, that some criminal statutes do not set out a single
crime but “have a more complicated (sometimes called “divisible’) structure.” 1d.
In fact, “[a] single statute may list elements in the alternative, and thereby define
multiple crimes.” Id. at 2249. If the statute sets out multiple crimes, it is
“divisible.” See id. Faced with a “divisible” statute, courts must identify which
crime in the statute formed the basis of the defendant’s conviction. See id. The

Mathis Court stressed that “[t]o address that need, this Court approved the

8
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‘modified categorical approach’ for use with statutes having multiple alternative
elements.” 1d. Under the modified categorical approach, “a sentencing court looks
to a limited class of documents (for example, the indictment, jury instructions, or
plea agreement and colloquy) to determine what crime, with what elements, a
defendant was convicted of.” Id. Courts must then compare the elements of that
identified crime to the elements of the relevant generic offense. See id.
B.  Disjunctive Phrasing

Notably, the Supreme Court in Mathis explained more fully how courts
should evaluate criminal statutes with “disjunctive phrasing.” Id. at 2249, 2253.
Specifically, a state’s criminal statute may use terms like “or” that can signal either
(1) the listing of alternative elements, thus creating multiple crimes, or (2) the

listing of alternative means of committing a single offense with an indivisible set

of elements. See id. at 2249.

If the statute lists alternative “elements,” it is considered “divisible,” and
courts may employ the modified categorical approach to determine the elements of
the defendant’s conviction. Id. But if a statute merely lists “various factual
means” of committing a single offense, then the statute is considered “indivisible,”
and that indivisible set of elements will be the basis of the defendant’s conviction.
See id. And if that indivisible statute “sweeps more broadly than the generic

crime, a conviction under that law cannot count as an ACCA predicate, even if the
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defendant actually committed the offense in its generic form.” Descamps v.

United States, 570 U.S. __, 133 S. Ct. 2276, 2283 (2013).

In Mathis, the Supreme Court also instructed that “[t]he first task for a
sentencing court faced with an alternatively phrased statute is . . . to determine
whether its listed items are elements or means.” Mathis, 579 U.S.at _ , 136 S.
Ct. at 2256. This determination—*“elements or means?”—is a “threshold inquiry.”
Id. Thus, in an enumerated crimes ACCA case involving a statute with disjunctive
or alternative phrasing, courts must first determine (1) whether that statutory
alternative phrasing lists multiple alternative elements, thereby creating multiple
offenses in a divisible statutory structure, or (2) whether that statutory alternative
phrasing merely lists various factual means of satisfying one or more of the
statute’s otherwise indivisible set of elements.

C. Elements or Means?

More significantly though, the Supreme Court in Mathis added to its ACCA

precedent by instructing courts how to discern “elements” from “means.”
“Elements are the constituent parts of a crime’s legal definition—the things the
prosecution must prove to sustain a conviction.” 1d. at 2248 (quotation marks
omitted). “At a trial, they are what the jury must find beyond a reasonable doubt to
convict the defendant; and at a plea hearing, they are what the defendant

necessarily admits when he pleads guilty.” 1d. at 2248. Facts and means, on the

10
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other hand, “are mere real-world things—extraneous to the crime’s legal
requirements.” 1d. “They are circumstances or events having no legal effect or
consequence . . . [and] need neither be found by a jury nor admitted by a

defendant.” Id. (quotation marks and alterations omitted).

The Supreme Court in Mathis enumerated several tools courts may use to
determine whether a statute’s “listed items are elements or means” or, put another
way, whether a statute is “divisible.” Id. at 2256. In doing so, the Supreme Court
clarified when and how courts may look beyond the language of the statute, and
may even go to parts of the state court record, to determine whether a statute lists
alternative elements or alternative means. 1d. at 2256-57.

As one tool, the Supreme Court explained that “the statute on its face may
resolve the issue.” Id. For example, “[i]f statutory alternatives carry different
punishments, then under Apprendi they must be elements.” 1d. “Conversely, if a
statutory list is drafted to offer ‘“illustrative examples,’ then it includes only a

crime’s means of commission.” 1d. (citing United States v. Howard, 742 F.3d

1334, 1348 (11th Cir. 2014)). Additionally, “a statute may itself identify which
things must be charged (and so are elements) and which need not be (and so are
means).” Id.

As another tool, the Supreme Court stated that in conducting the elements-

versus-means inquiry, federal sentencing courts can look to state court decisions

11
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interpreting an alternatively phrased statute for guidance. 1d. If a precedential
state court decision makes clear that a statute’s alternative phrasing simply lists
“alternative methods of committing one offense,” such that “a jury need not agree”
on which alternative method the defendant committed in order to sustain a
conviction, then the statute is not divisible. Id. (quotation marks and alterations
omitted). “Armed with such authoritative sources of state law, federal sentencing
courts can readily determine the nature of an alternatively phrased list.” 1d.

As a third tool, the Supreme Court stated that “if state law fails to provide
clear answers, federal judges have another place to look: the record of a prior
conviction itself.” Id. The Supreme Court explained that this “peek” at the record
documents “is for the sole and limited purpose of determining whether the listed
items are elements of the offense.” Id. at 2256-57 (quotation marks and alterations
omitted). This is a “peek” to answer the threshold means-or-elements question (i.e.
the divisibility issue) and is not the full-blown modified categorical approach.

In explaining this “peek,” the Supreme Court in Mathis said, (1) “Descamps
previously recognized just this way of discerning whether a statutory list contains
means or elements,” and (2) that the Descamps Court “noted that indictments, jury
instructions, plea colloquies and plea agreements will often reflect the crime’s
elements and so can reveal—in some cases better than state law itself—whether a

statutory list is of elements or means.” 1d. at 2257 n.7 (quotation marks omitted).

12
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The Supreme Court then instructed: “Accordingly, when state law does not resolve
the means-or-elements question, courts should resort to the record documents for
help in making that determination.” 1d. (quotation marks and alterations omitted).

Most helpfully though, the Supreme Court in Mathis gave contrasting
examples of how to implement this third tool for answering the elements-versus-
means inquiry. In its first example, the Supreme Court noted that “an indictment
and correlative jury instructions [could] charge a defendant with burgling a
‘building, structure, or vehicle.”” Id. Those documents might also use “a single
umbrella term like ‘premises.”” 1d. Either situation “is as clear an indication as
any that each alternative is only a possible means of commission, not an element
that the prosecutor must prove to a jury beyond a reasonable doubt.” Id.
Moreover, in each situation, “the record would . . . reveal what the prosecutor has
to (and does not have to) demonstrate to prevail.” Id. In a contrasting example,
the Supreme Court noted that “[c]onversely, an indictment and jury instructions
could indicate, by referencing one alternative term to the exclusion of all others,
that the statute contains a list of elements, each one of which goes toward a
separate crime.” 1d. Again, this “peek” at the record is for answering the means-
or-elements question, also called the divisibility question.

Finally, the Supreme Court acknowledged that “such record materials will

not in every case speak plainly, and if they do not, a sentencing judge will not be
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able to satisfy Taylor’s demand for certainty when determining whether a
defendant was convicted of a generic offense.” 1d. (quotation marks omitted).
However, the Supreme Court concluded that “between those documents and state
law, that kind of indeterminacy should prove more the exception than the rule.” 1d.
This makes good sense because state court indictments often will charge only one
of the alternative terms, thereby indicating that a statute is divisible.

We now apply the principles and tools outlined in Mathis to this case.

D. Georgia’s Burglary Statute is Broader than Generic Burglary

We first identify the elements of generic burglary. The generic,
contemporary definition of burglary consists of these elements: (1) an unlawful or
unprivileged entry into, or remaining in, (2) a building or other structure, (3) with

intent to commit a crime therein. See Howard, 742 F.3d at 1342; Mathis, 579 U.S.

at__ ,136 S. Ct. at 2248.
Next, we examine whether Georgia’s burglary statute has these elements. At
the time of Gundy’s seven prior felony burglary offenses in 2001, 2005, and 2006,
Georgia’s burglary statute provided as follows:
A person commits the offense of burglary when, without authority and
with the intent to commit a felony or theft therein, he enters or
remains within the dwelling house of another or any building, vehicle,
railroad car, watercraft, or other such structure designed for use as the

dwelling of another or enters or remains within any other building,
railroad car, aircraft, or any room or any part thereof. . . .

14
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Ga. Code Ann. § 16-7-1(a) (2011).> Section 16-7-1 criminalizes the following
conduct: (1) entry into a dwelling house, a building, or other structures (2)
“without authority,” and (3) with “intent to commit a felony or theft therein.” 1d.
Section 16-7-1 thus criminalizes conduct that would satisfy all the elements of a
generic burglary.

However, at the time of Gundy’s prior convictions, § 16-7-1 also
criminalized conduct broader than the ACCA’s generic definition of burglary.
Specifically, § 16-7-1 encompassed not only unlawful entry into buildings or other

structures, but also into vehicles, railroad cars, watercraft, or aircraft. See United

States v. Bennett, 472 F.3d 825, 832 (11th Cir. 2006); see also Howard, 742 F.3d
at 1342. Thus, § 16-7-1 is non-generic. See Bennett, 472 F.3d at 832.

The salient question, then, is whether § 16-7-1’s alternative phrasing of the
locational element—(1) dwelling house, or (2) building, vehicle, railroad car,
watercraft, or other such structure designed for use as a dwelling, or (3) any other
building, railroad car, aircraft, or any room or any part thereof—Iists multiple
alternative locational “elements” or various “means” of satisfying a single,

indivisible set of elements.

%Georgia’s burglary statute was amended on July 1, 2012, and had not been amended
prior to that since 1980. See 2012 Ga. Laws 899; 1980 Ga. Laws 770. Accordingly, the 2011
version of Ga. Code Ann. § 16-7-1 was the statute under which Gundy was previously convicted.

15
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Before examining the Georgia burglary statute, it is also helpful to review

the lowa burglary statute discussed in Mathis and the Alabama burglary statute

discussed in Howard.

E. lowaand Alabama Burglary Statutes

At issue in Mathis was the lowa Code, which defines burglary in § 713.1 as
“[a]ny person, having the intent to commit a felony, assault or theft therein, who,

having no right, license or privilege to do so, enters an occupied structure.” lowa

Code § 713.1 (emphasis added). The lowa statute employs a “single locational
element,” which is “occupied structure.” Mathis, 579 U.S. at _, 136 S. Ct. at
2250; lowa Code § 713.1.

Then, in a separate statute, § 702.12, the lowa Code defines the term
“occupied structure” as “any building, structure, appurtenances to buildings and
structures, land, water or air vehicle, or similar place adapted for overnight
accommodation of persons.” lowa Code § 702.12.

In Mathis, the Supreme Court concluded that the lowa burglary statute in
8§ 713.1 defined “one crime, with one set of elements” with a single locational
element of “occupied structure.” Mathis, 579 U.S. at __, 136 S. Ct. at 2250. The
Supreme Court explained that the listed locations in the separate § 702.12
definition were not “alternative elements” but were “alternative ways of satisfying

the single locational element” in § 713.1. Id. In addition to the clear statutory text

16
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of a single locational element in § 713.1, the Supreme Court also pointed out that
the lowa Supreme Court had held that the alternative premises in the § 702.12
definition were “alternative method[s]” of committing the offense, “so that the jury

need not agree” whether the burgled location was a building, other structure, or

vehicle. Id. (citing State v. Duncan, 312 N.W.2d 519, 532 (lowa 1981)).

Similarly, in Howard, the Alabama statute that created the crime of burglary
used a single locational element of “building.”* Section 13A-7-7 provides that “[a]
person commits the crime of burglary in the third degree if he knowingly enters or
remains unlawfully in a building with intent to commit a crime therein.” Ala.
Code § 13A-7-7(a) (2014) (emphasis added).

Then, in a separate statute in 8§ 13A-7-1(2), the Alabama Code defines the
term “building” as “[a]ny structure which may be entered and utilized by persons
for business, public use, lodging or the storage of goods, and such term includes
any vehicle, aircraft or watercraft used for the lodging of persons or carrying on
business therein, and such term includes any railroad box car or other rail
equipment or trailer or tractor trailer or combination thereof.” Id. § 13A-7-1(2)

(2014) (emphasis added).

*In 2015, Alabama changed the wording of the burglary statute in § 13A-7-7. 2015 Ala.
Laws Act 2015-185. Then in 2016, the state also amended the definitional provision in § 13A-7-
1. 2016 Ala. Laws 2016-402. Howard, which was decided in 2014, construed the pre-2015
versions of these provisions.

17
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In Howard, this Court explained why the Alabama burglary statute was not
divisible. The Alabama statute did not “set[] out one or more elements of the
offense in the alternative—for example, stating that burglary involves entry into a
building or an automobile.” Howard, 742 F.3d at 1348. “Instead, Alabama Code
8 13A-7-1(2) provides one definition of building and then includes a non-
exhaustive list of things that fall under that definition.” 1d. In Howard, this Court
further pointed out that the word “includes” in 8§ 13A-7-1(2) showed that the

drafters “intended to provide a non-exhaustive list of examples to clarify the

meaning of the term.” 1d. (quoting Jean v. Nelson, 863 F.2d 759, 777 (11th Cir.

1988)).°

*Similar to the lowa and Alabama statutes, the South Carolina Code uses a single
locational element. The South Carolina statute that creates the crime is § 16-11-312(A), which
provides that “[a] person is guilty of burglary in the second degree if the person enters a dwelling
without consent and with intent to commit a crime therein.” S.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-312(A)
(emphasis added).

South Carolina then has two other separate statutes that define “dwelling” and “dwelling
house.” In a separate statute, § 16-11-310, the South Carolina Code defines “dwelling,” stating
that “‘[d]welling” means its definition found in Section 16-11-10 and also means the living
quarters of a building which is used or normally used for sleeping, living, or lodging by a
person.” 1d. § 16-11-310. Inturn, 8 16-11-10 provided that “a dwelling house, any house,
outhouse, apartment, building, erection, shed or box in which there sleeps a proprietor, tenant,
watchman, clerk, laborer or person who lodges there with a view to the protection of property
shall be deemed a dwelling house.” Id. § 16-11-10. Additionally, the word “building,” as used
in 8 16-11-310, “means any structure, vehicle, watercraft, or aircraft.” 1d. 8 16-11-310(1).
Georgia’s burglary statute is not at all like South Carolina’s. See United States v. Lockett, 810
F.3d 1262 (11th Cir. 2016) (outlining this complex statute and holding that the South Carolina
burglary statute is not divisible).

18
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F.  Georgia’s Burglary Statute

We now turn to the text of Georgia’s burglary statute. “[S]entencing courts
should usually be able to determine whether a statute is divisible by simply reading
its text . . . .” Howard, 742 F.3d at 1346.

In contrast to lowa’s statute in Mathis and the Alabama statute in Howard,

the text of the Georgia burglary statute in § 16-7-1, that creates the crime, does not
use a single locational element (like “occupied structure” or “building”). The
Georgia law also does not contain a definition elsewhere that provides a non-
exhaustive laundry list of other places or locations. The Georgia statute also does
not use the term “includes.”

Rather, the Georgia burglary statute, that creates the crime of burglary, uses
alternative locational elements. Section 16-7-1 provides that “[a] person commits
the offense of burglary when, without authority and with the intent to commit a
felony or theft therein, he enters or remains within”:

the dwelling house of another or

any building, vehicle, railroad car, watercraft, or other such structure
designed for use as the dwelling of another or

within any other building, railroad car, aircraft, or any room or any
part thereof.

19
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Ga. Code Ann. § 16-7-1(a) (2011) (emphasis added).® Rather than a single
locational element, the plain text of the Georgia statute has three subsets of
different locational elements, stated in the alternative and in the disjunctive.
Each of the three subsets enumerates a finite list of specific structures in
which the unlawful entry must occur to constitute the crime of burglary. In
doing so, the burglary statute has multiple locational elements effectively

creating several different crimes. See Descamps, 570 U.S.at __, 133 S. Ct.

at 2281 (explaining that an example of a divisible statute is one “stating that
burglary involves entry into a building or an automobile™).

This is why under Georgia law a prosecutor must select, identify, and
charge the specific place or location that was burgled. For example, the
Georgia Court of Appeals has held that a burglary indictment must charge
the particular place or premises burgled and the specific location of that

place or premises. See Morris v. State, 303 S.E.2d 492, 494 (Ga. Ct. App.

1983) (stating that “where the defendant is charged with burglary, the
indictment must specify the location of the burglary” and concluding that the
indictment was sufficient where it charged a “building,” identified as “the

Financial Aid Office and Alumni Office, located at Fort Valley State

®This was the text of the Georgia burglary statute from 1980 to 2011. Prior t01968, the
burglary statute also had this provision, which is no longer in the statute: “All out-houses
contiguous to or within the curtilage or protection of the mansion or dwelling-house, shall be
considered as part of the same.” Compare Ga. Code 1933, § 26-2401 with Ga. Laws 1968, § 26-
2401, p. 1249.
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College, Fort Valley, Peach County, Georgia”); State v. Ramos, 243 S.E.2d

693, 693 (Ga. Ct. App. 1978) (stating it is not necessary to prove “the
specific place” to obtain a theft-by-taking conviction, but it is necessary to

prove the “specific location” to obtain a burglary conviction); State v. Green,

218 S.E.2d. 456, 457 (Ga. Ct. App. 1975); Chester v. State, 140 S.E.2d 52,

53 (Ga. Ct. App. 1964) (“It must be alleged and proved in an indictment for
burglary that there was a breaking and entering of one of the classes of

buildings set out in the statute.”); Kidd v. State, 146 S.E. 35, 35 (Ga. Ct.

App. 1928) (holding that the indictment was sufficient where it identified the
location burgled as the protected structure of “railroad cars™).

The U.S. Supreme Court has told us that “[a] prosecutor charging a violation
of a divisible statute must generally select the relevant element from the list of
alternatives.” Descamps, 570 U.S. at __, 133 S. Ct. at 2290. That the Georgia
prosecutor must select and identify the locational element of the place burgled—
whether the place burgled was a dwelling, building, railroad car, vehicle, or
watercraft—is the hallmark of a divisible statute. Indeed, in every case cited by
Gundy and the government, the indictment specified the type of place or premises

burgled. See, e.g., Weeks, 616 S.E.2d at 852 (a “dwelling house™); Davis v. State,

706 S.E.2d 710, 714 (Ga. Ct. App. 2011) (a “dwelling house”); Smarr v. State, 732

S.E.2d 110, 114-15 (Ga. Ct. App. 2012) (a “building” that served as a gas station);
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Morris, 303 S.E.2d. at 494 (a “building” used as a “Financial Aid Office and
Alumni Office”).

That the prosecutor must select and identify the relevant statutory locational
element is well illustrated by the Georgia court’s decision in DeFrancis v.
Manning, 246 Ga. 307 (1980). As quoted above, one of the alternative locational
elements in the Georgia statute is a “vehicle . . . designed for use as the dwelling of
another.” Ga. Code Ann. § 16-7-1(a) (2011). The indictment in DeFrancis
charged that the defendant “unlawfully without authority and with intent to commit
a theft therein entered that certain vehicle, same being a gray Ford truck, being the
property of and owned by McKesson Wine and Spirits Company, a division of
Foremost-McKesson, Inc., said truck being located on 10th Avenue West in the
City of Cordele, Crisp County, Georgia, at the time of said entry therein by the said
accused.” 246 Ga. at 307. The Georgia Supreme Court set aside the defendant’s
burglary conviction because the indictment did not charge that the vehicle was
“designed for use as a dwelling.” Id. at 308. The Georgia Supreme Court held,

“that the vehicle was designed as a dwelling was an essential element of the

offense which must be alleged.” 1d. (emphasis added). The fact that under Georgia
law the indictment must charge the type of place or location with such specificity
further demonstrates that 8§ 16-7-1’s statutory listing of alternative locations for

committing a burglary constitutes an enumeration of alternative elements.
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For all of the above reasons, we conclude that the alternative locational

elements in the Georgia statute are divisible. See United States v. Martinez-

Garcia, 625 F.3d 196, 198 (5th Cir. 2010) (concluding that the Georgia burglary
statute in 8 16-7-1(a) is divisible and that the defendant’s Georgia conviction for
burglary of a dwelling house was a crime of violence under U.S.S.G. § 2L.1.2).
G. The Elements of Gundy’s Prior Burglary Convictions are Generic
Our final task is to determine which of the alternative elements in Georgia’s
burglary statute formed the basis of Gundy’s prior burglary convictions and
whether those elements match the generic definition of burglary. Having
concluded that Georgia’s burglary statute is divisible, we may use the modified
categorical approach. Mathis, 579 U.S. at __, 136 S. Ct. at 2249. Under that
approach, we look to “a limited class of documents (for example, the indictment,
jury instructions or plea agreement and colloquy) to determine what crime, with

what elements, a defendant was convicted of.” Id. These are known as Shepard

"The dissent has found and cites Mobley v. State. 296 S.E.2d 617, 618 (Ga. Ct. App.
1982) (describing where the burglary occurred as the “Social Circle Drug Store, the property of
Billy Snipes, located in the City of Social Circle, Walton County, Georgia”) (emphasis added).
The dissent faults our analysis because this decision did not use the word “building.” We are
confident that the term “drug store” sensibly means a building, not a vehicle, railroad car, or
watercraft. While one could theoretically operate a drug store out of a vehicle, we are not
required to engage in such farfetched hypotheticals, especially given DeFrancis and other
Georgia decisions discussed above. If anything, the Mobley decision supports our conclusion
that the prosecutor must charge and identify as an element the type of place that was burgled and
its location.
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documents. Id.; Shepard v. United States, 544 U.S. 13, 26, 125 S. Ct. 1254, 1263

(2005).

The indictment for each one of Gundy’s prior Georgia burglary convictions
charged the type of place and the address of each burgled location.® Two
indictments charged that Gundy unlawfully, and with the intent to commit theft
therein, entered a “dwelling house”: (1) “the dwelling house of another, to wit:
Chiffon Jones, located at 403 Grand Street; Sandersville, Georgia;” and (2) “the
dwelling house of another, to wit: McArthur Jordan, located at 321 Tybee Street,
Sandersville, Georgia.” Two other indictments charged that Gundy “unlawfully,
without authority, and with intent to commit a theft therein” entered a “business
house” described as: (1) “the business house of another, to wit: David Bernice
Hartley d/b/a E-Z Coin Laundry, located at East McCarty Street, Sandersuville,

Georgia;”®

and (2) “the business house of another, to wit: Bill Murphy d/b/a
Murphy & Palmer Feed & Seed Company, located at 232 North Smith Street,
Sandersville, Georgia.” Thus, all of the burgled locations were either dwelling

houses or buildings housing a business, which are generic burglaries. Importantly,

8Certified copies of all of Gundy’s state court indictments and Gundy’s guilty pleas
thereto are in the record and are attached as an appendix to this opinion.

*Two other indictments charged that Gundy burgled this same E-Z Coin Laundry on East
McCarty Street in Sandersville, Georgia but on separate occasions during the year 2000: July
12; August 23; December 12; and December 14. The December 12 and December 14 incidents
were charged as two separate counts of burglary in the same indictment. All told, Gundy was
charged with and pled guilty to seven separate burglaries in six different indictments.
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none were vehicles, railroad cars, watercrafts, or aircrafts, which are not generic
burglaries.*°

Accordingly, Gundy’s state court indictments make clear that Gundy’s
Georgia burglary convictions involved these three elements: (1) an unlawful entry
(2) into a dwelling house or building (3) with intent to commit a crime therein. See
Ga. Code Ann. § 16-7-1(a) (2011). These elements substantially conform to the
generic definition of burglary. See Howard, 742 F.3d at 1342. Therefore, Gundy’s
prior Georgia burglary convictions qualify as violent felonies under the ACCA'’s
enumerated crimes clause. The district court did not err in sentencing Gundy as an
armed career criminal.
H.  Dissent’s Discussion of Divisibility

The dissent relies heavily on Lloyd v. State, 308 S.E.2d 25 (Ga. Ct. App.

1983), but that case had nothing to do with the locational element, which the
Georgia Supreme Court in DeFrancis told us is an “essential element.” 246 Ga. at
308. The sole issue in Lloyd was whether the evidence was sufficient to prove
“lack of authority on the defendant’s part to enter the building.” Lloyd, 308 S.E.2d

at 25. The officer testified that “[t]he front door of the warehouse had been pried

O\while the dissent focuses on jury instructions, Gundy did not proceed to trial but pled
guilty. Here, we rely on the indictments, not pattern jury instructions never given. Indeed, the
Supreme Court has told us that, in cases where the defendant pled guilty, we can look at the
“closest analogs to the jury instructions,” and that they are the indictments or charging
information. Shepard, 544 U.S. at 20, 125 S. Ct. at 1249; see also Taylor, 495 U.S. at 602, 110
S. Ct. at 2160.
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open.” Id. The Lloyd court stated: “there are two essential elements which must

be established by the State: 1) lack of authority to enter the dwelling or building;

2) intent to commit a felony or theft.” 1d. (emphasis added). The Lloyd court

concluded that the evidence in the officer’s testimony “was sufficient to show the
defendant’s lack of authority to enter the building.” 1d. at 26. When placed in
context, the two-element statement in Lloyd is about two elements of “lack of
authority to enter” and “intent.” See id. at 25. There was no issue in Lloyd about
the location burgled or the essential locational element required under the Georgia
Statute.

Rather, the Georgia Supreme Court in DeFrancis tells us that the location
burgled is a third “essential element” and that the locational element must be
identified and charged with particularity in the indictment. See 246 Ga. at 308.

In any event, as to its divisibility analysis, the dissent acknowledges that “if
state law fails to provide clear answers [about a statute’s divisibility], federal
judges have another place to look: the record of a prior conviction itself.” If
nothing else, perhaps the discussions in the majority opinion and the dissent
arguably suggest that Georgia law may not be as clear as either concludes. So if
the Georgia law is not clear as to elements or means, what happens next? We
agree with the dissent’s divisibility analysis that the next step would be Mathis’s

“peek at the record.” The dissent, in its divisibility analysis, peeks at the record
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and points out that two indictments specified a “dwelling house” and three
specified a “business house.” Where we differ is this. Those terms do not “speak
plainly” enough for the dissent. We, however, conclude that the terms “dwelling
house” and “business house” satisfy Taylor’s demand for certainty that Gundy’s
convictions were for burglary of a building or other structure, which is a generic
burglary.
I1l. CONCLUSION
In light of the foregoing, we affirm Gundy’s conviction and sentence.

AFFIRMED.
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JILL PRYOR, Circuit Judge, dissenting:

The question we confront today is whether Nathan Gundy’s prior burglary
convictions in Georgia provide a basis for the enhanced federal sentence he
currently serves. The majority and I agree on the basic framework for answering
this question and even on how that framework applies here, up to a point. But we
differ sharply in our views of Georgia law regarding the elements of the crime of
burglary.

The majority and | agree that the Georgia burglary statute under which Mr.
Gundy previously was convicted sweeps more broadly than the generic crime of
burglary that can serve as a basis for an enhanced sentence. | cannot agree,
though, with the balance of the majority’s analysis. | dissent because we cannot,
consistent with Supreme Court and our own precedent, divide and narrow the
Georgia statute in a way that would permit us to construe Mr. Gundy’s burglary
convictions as authorizing the term of incarceration he now serves. And I dissent
because the majority’s analysis affirming Mr. Gundy’s enhanced sentence has
serious implications far beyond this case. The majority’s misinterpretation of
Georgia law will decide the fate of countless individuals who stand to serve
unjustly expanded prison terms as a result.

The district court ruled that Mr. Gundy’s prior Georgia burglary convictions
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each constituted a “violent felony” and thus support an enhanced sentence under
the Armed Career Criminal Act, (“ACCA?”), 18 U.S.C. § 924(e). As relevant here,
the term “violent felony” includes the crime of burglary. Id. § 924(e)(2)(B)(ii).
But the crime of burglary’s inclusion among ACCA’s violent felonies does not
mean that a conviction under Georgia’s burglary statute qualifies as a violent
felony. For Georgia burglary to qualify, all or part of the statute must criminalize
what the Supreme Court has termed “generic” burglary; that is, it must “contain(]
at least the following elements: an unlawful or unprivileged entry into, or
remaining in, a building or other structure, with intent to commit a crime.” Taylor
v. United States, 495 U.S. 575, 598 (1990). If the statute in its entirety criminalizes
generic burglary, then our analysis is easy: a violation of the statute can support an
ACCA enhancement. But if it doesn’t, we have to decide whether we can divide
the statute up into elements that make up generic burglary. This task is not as easy,
as state statutes can be complex, but the Supreme Court has on several occasions
given us guidance, most recently in United States v. Mathis, 136 S. Ct. 2243
(2016). There, the Court reiterated that the key question is whether the state statute
sets forth alternative elements, which means that the statute is divisible, or merely
alternative factual means of committing the offense, which means that the statute is
not divisible, and therefore a conviction under it cannot serve as a predicate

offense for an ACCA enhancement. See id. at 2249.
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The majority and | agree that with its inclusion of vehicles, railroad cars,
watercraft, and aircraft as types of locations that can be burglarized, Georgia’s
burglary statute is broader than the generic crime of burglary, which applies only
to structures. Indeed, in considering a similarly broad state statute, Mathis held
that “vehicles” are not structures and thus fall outside the scope of generic
burglary. See 136 S. Ct. at 2250. But turning to the question of whether these
alternative types of locations are elements of the crime of burglary in Georgia or
merely means of committing it, the majority and I part ways. | disagree that the
burglary statute’s text and structure support the majority’s conclusion that the types
of locations the statute lists are elements rather than means. This conclusion
ignores the Supreme Court’s guidance and the plain meaning of the Georgia
statute. | also disagree that Georgia case law supports the majority’s conclusion.
To the contrary, this case law unambiguously defines the elements of the crime of
burglary, and the different types of locations that can be burglarized are not
separate elements. The majority errs in determining that “burglary of a dwelling”
and “burglary of a building” are separate crimes in Georgia.

Even if | were to accept, for the sake of argument, that Georgia law is
ambiguous on whether the different types of locations that can be burglarized are
elements or means of committing the offense, the inquiry would not end there.

Mathis instructs courts considering statutes that are ambiguous in this respect to
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“peek’ at the record documents of prior convictions “for the sole and limited
purpose of determining whether the [statute’s] listed items are elements of the
offense.” 136 S. Ct. at 225657 (internal quotation marks and alterations omitted).
But in this case, those documents leave us unable to “satisfy [the] demand for
certainty when determining whether a defendant was convicted of a generic
offense” that can serve as an ACCA predicate. Id. at 2257 (internal quotation
marks omitted). After all, of the two locational terms listed in Mr. Gundy’s
indictments, one does not even appear in Georgia’s burglary statute and thus
cannot constitute an element. Mr. Gundy’s indictments therefore fail to
demonstrate that the different types of locations where the burglaries occurred
were elements that the jury had to find beyond a reasonable doubt. In my view,
these points lead to only one possible conclusion: Georgia’s burglary statute is
broader than generic burglary, and is indivisible; it cannot be a violent felony
under ACCA. | would reverse and remand for the district court to resentence Mr.
Gundy without an ACCA enhancement.
l. DISCUSSION

The analytical framework on which the majority and | agree compels the
conclusion that the Georgia burglary statute under which Mr. Gundy was convicted
Is indivisible. The statute defines burglary as follows:

A person commits the offense of burglary when, without authority and
with the intent to commit a felony or theft therein, he enters or
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remains within the dwelling house of another or any building, vehicle,

railroad car, watercraft, or other such structure designed for use as

the dwelling of another or enters or remains within any other building,

railroad car, aircraft, or any room or any part thereof. . . .
0.C.G.A. § 16-7-1(a) (2011) (emphasis added).* Below, | demonstrate this
statute’s indivisibility in two parts. First, | review Georgia law, which tells us the
elements of burglary. This is where | would end our inquiry, as we are not free to
contradict Georgia’s courts on matters of state law. See Schad v. Arizona, 501 U.S.
624, 636 (1991).

Second, because the majority reads Georgia law to reach the opposite
conclusion, | assume for the sake of argument that state law is ambiguous on the
elements-versus-means question and, as Mathis instructs, look beyond it to the
record of Mr. Gundy’s convictions for the answer. But the record, too, is
inconclusive. Thus, even assuming Georgia law is ambiguous such that we can
look to Mr. Gundy’s record at all, we would still lack the “certainty” required to
determine that the various types of locations listed in Georgia’s statute are
elements rather than means. Mathis, 136 S. Ct. at 2257 (internal quotation marks

omitted). Without that certainty, a conviction under the statute cannot qualify as a

violent felony under ACCA.

! This version of the statute, which has since been amended, is the relevant one for our
purposes because it was in effect at the time of Mr. Gundy’s burglary convictions. When I refer
to the Georgia burglary statute, | refer to this version.
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A.  Georgia Law Establishes the Georgia Burglary Statute’s Indivisibility.

Georgia’s courts have set forth the elements of burglary, making it clear that
the state’s burglary statute is indivisible. The Georgia Court of Appeals declared
In a precedential decision that it is “readily apparent there are two essential
elements [of the crime of burglary] which must be established by the State: 1) lack
of authority to enter the dwelling or building; 2) intent to commit a felony or
theft.” Lloyd v. State, 308 S.E.2d 25, 25 (Ga. Ct. App. 1983) (emphasis added).
Entering without authority either a “dwelling or building” is part of the same
“essential element[],” a single element encompassing the types of locations that
can be burglarized.? 1d.

So why does the Georgia courts’ grouping of “dwelling” and “building” into
a single element necessarily answer the elements-versus-means question with
respect to vehicles, railroad cars, and watercraft? It does so for two reasons. First,
the statute’s use of the term “dwelling” itself includes locations other than the type
of structures that generic burglary encompasses. In Georgia, a person commits the

crime of burglary when, without authority and with the intent to commit a felony

2 Other Georgia decisions have framed the location element in slightly different terms,
substituting “dwelling place” or “dwelling house” for “dwelling.” See, e.g., Roberts v. State, 710
S.E.2d 878, 881 (Ga. Ct. App. 2011) (upholding validity of jury instructions where court charged
jury on the burglary statute’s “requirement of proof that a defendant entered ‘the building or
dwelling place of another’”); Hart v. State, 517 S.E.2d 790, 792 (Ga. Ct. App. 1999) (upholding,
as “sufficient to inform the jury of the essential elements of the offense” of burglary, jury
instruction that stated, in part, a defendant “enters in a building or dwelling house of another”).
But these slight variations make no difference to the elements-versus-means analysis.
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or theft therein, he enters or remains within . . . any building, vehicle, railroad car,
watercraft, or other such structure designed for use as the dwelling of

another ....” O.C.G.A. 8 16-7-1(a) (emphasis added). By using the restrictive
clause “or other such structure designed for use as the dwelling of another,” the
statute unambiguously defines vehicles, railroad cars, and watercraft as possible
dwellings. Id. So a defendant may be convicted of burglarizing a “dwelling”
whether he has entered unlawfully an apartment, which would be a structure falling
within the purview of generic burglary structure, or a motorhome or a houseboat,
which would not.

Second, in the statute “building” appears twice, both times as part of a
series. Both series include types of locations that generic burglary excludes. As a
matter of syntax and logic, if one item in the series, “building,” is not a separate
element because the Georgia courts tells us it is part of the same element as
“dwelling,” then the others in the series are not separate elements either. For these
reasons, Lloyd’s statement of burglary’s elements, which groups “building” and
“dwelling” together, compels the conclusion that the location types listed in the
Georgia burglary statute are alternate means rather than elements.

An examination of Georgia jury instructions confirms Lloyd’s statement of
burglary’s elements. The language used in jury instructions is significant because

it must always include the crime’s elements, that is, “what the jury must find
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beyond a reasonable doubt to convict the defendant.” Mathis, 136 S. Ct. at 2248.
Georgia courts consistently have upheld jury instructions listing “building or
dwelling” as part of a single element. See, e.g., Dukes v. State, 592 S.E.2d 473,
477 (Ga. Ct. App. 2003) (upholding against unspecified claim of error jury
instruction that “it’s only necessary to prove burglary in Georgia that . . . the
accused did, without authority, enter a building or dwelling house of another with
the intent to commit the alleged felony”); Hart v. State, 517 S.E.2d 790, 792-93
(Ga. Ct. App. 1999) (deeming “sufficient to inform the jury of the essential
elements of” burglary a jury instruction that included “enters in a building or
dwelling house of another”); see also, e.g., Long v. State, 705 S.E.2d 889, 674-75
(Ga. Ct. App. 2011) (calling “complete and correct” a jury instruction that included
“enters any building or dwelling place of another”). Indeed, Georgia’s pattern jury
instructions for burglary state that a person commits burglary when “without
authority, that person enters . . . any building or dwelling place of another . . . with
the intent” to commit theft or another felony. GAJICRIM 2.62.10 (4th ed. 2016);
id. 2.62.20 (4th ed. 2016).% Georgia jury instructions and the cases approving them
thus confirm Lloyd’s statement of the burglary elements. That is, burglary of a

dwelling and burglary of a building are not separate crimes.

¥ Although dated 2016, these instructions apply to cases “where the offense is alleged to
have occurred before July 1, 2012 because they reference the pre-2012 statute that we interpret
today. See GAJICRIM 2.62.10.
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The majority dismisses Lloyd’s clear statement of law, asserting that the case
“had nothing to do with the locational element” at issue here. Maj. Op. at 26.
True, the types of places that could be burglarized were not at issue in Lloyd. But
accepting the majority’s position requires us to assume that the Georgia Court of
Appeals meant something other than what it said when it described the elements of
the crime. And the numerous cases approving jury instructions with language like
Lloyd’s confirm that it correctly stated burglary’s elements.

Rejecting these clear statements by Georgia courts of the elements of
Georgia burglary, the majority argues that the text and structure of the burglary
statute unambiguously establish its divisibility and that case law confirms this
Interpretation. First, the majority contends that the statute’s disjunctive phrasing
and lack of a single locational term with a separate definition section make it
divisible. But Mathis and persuasive authority counsel otherwise. Second, it
asserts that Georgia’s burglary statute “enumerates a finite list of specific
structures,” as a divisible statute must. The statute’s plain text contradicts this
assertion, however. Third, the majority points to Georgia cases about the
requirements for an indictment as confirming its textual interpretation. In fact,
though, these cases concern notice to the defendant and double jeopardy, not the

elements of the crime. | address each of the majority’s points in turn.
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First, the majority contends that the statute’s use of the disjunctive and lack
of a single locational term with a separate definition section establish its
divisibility. Relying solely on the word “or,” and making creative use of spacing
to amplify its point, the majority determines that the statute “has three subsets of
different locational elements, stated in the alternative and in the disjunctive.” See
Maj. Op. at 20. The majority then contrasts this structure with those of the state
burglary statutes held to be indivisible in Mathis, 136 S. Ct. at 2250 (lowa), United
States v. Lockett, 810 F.3d 1262, 1269-70 (11th Cir. 2016) (South Carolina), and
United States v. Howard, 742 F.3d 1334, 1348 (11th Cir. 2014) (Alabama). See
Maj. Op. at 19-20, 19 n.5. The majority notes that each of these other statutes
included “a single locational element” and then in a separate section or statute
defined that term with a list of alternative means of committing the crime. Id.
Georgia’s burglary statute, however, contains no single locational element with a
separate definitions section, and so the majority posits its list of alternate locations
must be elements rather than means. Maj. Op. at 20.

As the majority acknowledges, Maj. Op. at 9-10, Mathis makes clear that
alternative phrasing is a necessary—but by no means sufficient—condition to read
a statute as setting out alternative elements. See 136 S. Ct. at 2256 (“The first task
for a sentencing court faced with an alternatively phrased statute is thus to

determine whether its listed items are elements or means.”). Mathis then lists two
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attributes of an alternatively phrased statute that would confirm its divisibility.
First, “[i]f statutory alternatives carry different punishments, then under Apprendi*
they must be elements.” 1d. Second, “a statute may itself identify which things
must be charged (and so are elements) and which need not be (and so are means).”
Id. Neither is present in this case, however. Absent these attributes, or something
equally compelling, alternate phrasing is neutral with respect to the elements-
versus-means inquiry.

Although state statutes with a single locational element defined separately
have been held to be indivisible in Mathis, Lockett, and Howard, there is no truth
to the converse, that the lack of a single locational element with a separate
definition section means a disjunctively phrased statute is divisible. Indeed, one of
our sister circuits recently held a statute with disjunctive language and without a
separate definition section to be indivisible. See United States v. Barcenas-Yanez,
826 F.3d 752 (4th Cir. 2016) (holding Texas aggravated assault statute was
indivisible as to intent element where assault required “intentionally, knowingly, or
recklessly caus[ing] bodily injury to another”). Quite simply, the fact that the
Georgia statute has a different structure proves nothing.

Second, the majority asserts as supporting its textual interpretation that the

burglary statute sets out a “finite list of specific structures.” Maj. Op. at 20. This

*Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S. 466, (2000).
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finite list—along with the disjunctive phrasing and lack of a single locational term
with a separate definition section discussed above—Ileads the majority to the
conclusion that Georgia’s burglary statute sets out “multiple locational elements
effectively creating several different crimes.” Maj. Op. at 20.

The wording of Georgia’s burglary statute, however, contradicts the
majority’s assertion. The statute includes among its list of locations that can be
burglarized “other such structure[s] designed for use as the dwelling of another.”
0.C.G.A. 816-7-1(a) (2011). The phrase “other such structure[s]”” cannot be part
of a finite list because it is necessarily expansive: Any type of structure that is
designed for use as a dwelling would qualify. For example, a travel trailer,”
although absent from the list, undoubtedly qualifies as “such [a] structure designed
for use as the dwelling of another” that is capable of being burglarized in Georgia.
While Georgia’s statute does not use the word “includes,” see Maj. Op. at 18-19
(noting that the Georgia statute does not use the term “includes,” unlike the
Alabama statute held indivisible in Howard), the phrase “other such” serves
essentially the same function. The statute lays out no finite list of structures; thus

it cannot “effectively creat[e] several different crimes.” Maj. Op. at 20.

> «A travel trailer is a non-motorized RV designed to be towed by a pickup truck, SUV
or, for smaller units, even a car.” “What is a travel trailer,” RVNetLinx, http://rvnetlinx.com/
wprvtypes.php?cat=tt [https://perma.cc/KR2P-YRHA4] (last visited Nov. 18, 2016); see also
United States v. Guerrero-Navarro, 737 F.3d 976, 979 (5th Cir. 2013) (*Consider, for example .
.. travel trailers. These are not buildings, but they may nevertheless be dwellings in the ordinary
sense. So although a certain venue may not qualify as a Taylor-approved building or structure, it
may still . . . constitute a dwelling.” (citations omitted)).
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Third, the majority argues that Georgia case law concerning the adequacy of
indictments confirms its interpretation. It contends that because Georgia
prosecutors must specify the location of a burglary in the indictment, the different
locations must be elements. This argument confuses location (e.g., “the Financial
Aid Office and Alumni Office, located at Fort Valley State College, Fort Valley,
Peach County, Georgia”), Morris v. State, 303 S.E.2d 492, 494 (Ga. Ct. App.
1983), with type of location (e.g., a “building”). Id. Itis true that an indictment
charging burglary must identify the specific location and ownership of the
allegedly burglarized place. See id. But Georgia law imposes no requirement that
an indictment include the type of location burglarized. Oftentimes, as in the case
of the Financial Aid Office building in Morris, an indictment will identify both.
But it need not do s0.° For example, the Georgia Court of Appeals approved of
“Social Circle Drug Store, the property of Billy Snipes, located in the City of
Social Circle, Walton County, Georgia” as a sufficient description of a burglarized
location in an indictment. Mobley v. State, 296 S.E.2d 617, 618 (Ga. Ct. App.

1982). This indictment specified the location of the burglary, but not the type of

® The majority cites two cases, Chester v. State, 140 S.E.2d 52 (Ga. Ct. App. 1964), and
Kidd v. State, 146 S.E. 35 (Ga. Ct. App. 1928), that predate the 1968 enactment of the burglary
statute at issue in this case. The previous statute contained entirely different elements—as the
majority’s quotation of Chester, which includes “breaking and entering” among these elements,
demonstrates—so cases interpreting it are irrelevant to our analysis. Maj. Op. at 21 (quoting
Chester, 140 S.E.2d at 53).
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location that was burglarized. Was Billy Snipes’s drug store in a building?’
Almost certainly. But the indictment itself neglects to say so and was nevertheless
upheld—meaning that the type of location the defendant allegedly entered need not
be specified in the indictment.

More fundamentally, the majority misapprehends the purpose of requiring
the burglary’s location to be included in indictments. The majority speculates that
the multiple types of locations listed in the Georgia burglary statute must be “why
under Georgia law a prosecutor must select, identify, and charge the specific place
or location that was burgled.” Maj. Op. at 21. This speculation lacks support.
Rather, as a case the majority cites makes clear, an indictment must include the
location burglarized in order “to give the defendant ample opportunity to prepare a
defense.” Morris, 303 S.E.2d at 494. The many indictment cases on which the
majority relies never considered whether the types of locations listed in Georgia’s
burglary statute are alternative elements or means of committing the crime because

these cases were concerned only with the need to “inform the accused as to the

’ The majority critiques my reliance on Mobley because it is “confident that the term
‘drug store’ sensibly means a building, not a vehicle, railroad car, or watercraft.” Maj. Op. at 23
n.7. Perhaps. But what if an indictment stated that the defendant burglarized “the Orient
Express Restaurant, 2921 Paces Ferry Rd SE, Cobb County, Georgia”? Certainly this would
provide a location sufficient to satisfy Morris. See 303 S.E.2d at 494. And we might feel
confident that the term “restaurant” sensibly means a building. Further research would reveal,
however, that the Orient Express Restaurant is housed in a railroad car. See Marisa Roman, This
Train in Georgia is Actually a Restaurant and You Need to Visit, OnlyInYourState (Aug. 27,
2016), http://www.onlyinyourstate.com/georgia/restaurant-train-in-ga/ [https://perma.cc/4UJT-
UMHP].
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charges against him so that he may present his defense and not . . . be taken by
surprise” and to “protect the accused against another prosecution for the same
offense.” Smarr v. State, 732 S.E.2d 110, 115 (Ga. Ct. App. 2012).

One of these cases deserves particular attention. The majority argues that
DeFrancis v. Manning, 271 S.E.2d 209 (Ga. 1980), demonstrates “[t]hat the
prosecutor must select and identify the relevant statutory locational element” when
charging Georgia burglary. Maj. Op. at 22. | take it that by this the majority
means that the prosecutor must specify whether the store, restaurant, or dwelling
burglarized was in a building or a railroad car. But DeFrancis demonstrates no
such thing. In DeFrancis, the Georgia Supreme Court upheld a lower court’s
decision overturning a defendant’s conviction for burglarizing a truck. 271 S.E.2d
at 210. The appellate court held the conviction was invalid because Georgia law
only criminalized entering without authority “any . . . vehicle . . . designed for use
as the dwelling of another,” id. (quoting O.C.G.A. § 26-1601 (1968)), and “no
proof was offered at trial that the truck was ‘designed for the use as the dwelling of
another.”” Id. For the same reason, the DeFrancis court held that the indictment
was flawed because it failed to allege that the truck was designed as a dwelling.
See id. This omission was not error because—as the majority incorrectly
surmises—Georgia burglary indictments must always include a single type of

location. The question in DeFrancis was not whether the burglary occurred in a
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truck versus a building, but rather whether the truck met the statute’s requirement
that it be designed for use as a dwelling. Thus, the indictment in DeFrancis was
flawed because it did not allege a crime at all.® In other words, DeFrancis did not
bar a burglary indictment from listing “building, dwelling, truck, or railroad car
designed for use as a dwelling.” It merely said that an indictment must specify a
location that the statute makes it a crime to enter.

The majority’s many indictment cases are unhelpful because they offer no
answer to the determinative question: at trial, what must a Georgia jury find
beyond a reasonable doubt to convict the defendant of burglary? See Mathis, 136
S. Ct. at 2248. Lloyd and the many cases approving jury instructions similarly
listing burglary’s elements, by contrast, answer that very question: the jury must
find that the defendant entered a building or dwelling, but not whether it was a
building or a dwelling or what type of dwelling. The Georgia burglary statute thus
Is indivisible as between buildings and all types of dwellings, including vehicles,
boats, and railroad cars.

B.  The Record of Mr. Gundy’s Convictions Fails to Prove Georgia
Burglary Is Divisible.

We need not (indeed, may not) look past clear Georgia law, which should

end our inquiry. But given our disagreement about the import of the cases it cites

® Burglary did not cover non-dwelling automobiles, and the crime of illegally entering an
automobile was not enacted until two years after Mr. DeFrancis’s conviction. See O.C.G.A. 8§
16-8-18; see also Ga. L. 1976, p. 186, 8 1.
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and the cases | cite above, the majority and | can agree that perhaps Georgia law is
at least ambiguous on the elements-versus-means question. The Supreme Court
advised us in Mathis that “if state law fails to provide clear answers [about a
statute’s divisibility], federal judges have another place to look: the record of a

prior conviction itself.”® 136 S. Ct. at 2256. Unfortunately, though, the language

® While I undertake this analysis for the sake of argument, | am skeptical that the
language in one person’s indictment alone could ever establish that a statute is divisible. Mathis
dictates that courts “may look only to the elements of the offense, not to the facts of the
defendant’s conduct.” 136 S. Ct. at 2251 (internal quotation marks and alterations omitted). If
we were to conclude that Georgia’s burglary statute is divisible solely on the language in Mr.
Gundy’s indictments, | fear we would be violating this foundational precept.

Didn’t Mathis expressly authorize inquiry into the language of a defendant’s indictments?
Yes and no. Yes, Mathis allowed recourse to record documents like indictments, but not, in my
view, in a way that would allow a defendant’s indictments alone to prove conclusively that a
statute is divisible. To be sure, Mathis provided relatively little guidance to courts taking the
“peek” it authorized into record documents. Id. at 2256. The opinion included three examples of
situations where such documents could help answer the divisibility question. The first two
examples described circumstances demonstrating conclusively that a statute is indivisible. In
contrast, the third example outlined a scenario indicating that a statute could be divisible: “[A]n
indictment and jury instructions could indicate, by referencing one alternative term to the
exclusion of all others, that the statute contains a list of elements, each one of which goes toward
a separate crime.” Id. at 2257.

This third example is quite different from the first two—both of which employed
deductive methods to determine that a statute was indivisible—because it relies on reasoning by
induction. Just because the indictment in one case lists a particular statutory term to the
exclusion of others does not necessarily mean that term is an element. If any jury in the state
validly could convict a defendant without deciding among multiple statutory terms, then those
terms are means, not elements. By the same token, a prosecutor’s decision to include only one of
those terms in a given indictment does not necessarily mean that term is an element. Indeed,
Mathis instructed us on the relative strength of the conclusions to be drawn from its three
examples. Where the first two examples provided “as clear an indication as any” that a statute
was indivisible, the third example “could indicate” that a statute is divisible. 1d. (emphasis
added).

What’s more, the meager record we have in this case would render this third example

even more equivocal if we found it applied here. Mathis’s third example concerns “an
indictment and jury instructions.” 1d. (emphasis added). The inclusion of jury instructions is
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in Mr. Gundy’s indictments—the only record documents we have available—is
itself too ambiguous to “satisfy Taylor’s demand for certainty when determining
whether a defendant was convicted of a generic offense.” 1d. at 2257 (internal
quotation marks omitted).

Mr. Gundy’s burglary indictments charge him with burglarizing either a
“dwelling house” or a “business house.” The two indictments charging Mr. Gundy
with burglarizing a “dwelling house” cohere with the majority’s hypothesis that
“dwelling house” is one of several alternative locational elements in the statute,
meaning that the statute is divisible among the types of locations that can be
burglarized. The term “dwelling house” does, after all, appear in the list of
alternative locations in the statute. See O.C.G.A. § 16-7-1(a) (2011).

But the other indictments charging Mr. Gundy with burglarizing a “business
house” seem to contradict the majority’s hypothesis. Nowhere does § 16-7-1

reference a “business house.” See id. We can probably safely assume that these

significant because they must always include the crime’s elements, that is, “what the jury must
find beyond a reasonable doubt to convict the defendant.” 1d. at 2248. Here, because Mr. Gundy
pled guilty to each of his prior burglary offenses, “the closest analogs to jury instructions would
be . . . the statement of factual basis for the charge, shown by a transcript of plea colloguy or by
written plea agreement presented to the court, or by a record of comparable findings of fact
adopted by the defendant upon entering the plea.” United States v. Shepard, 544 U.S. 13, 20
(2005). Unfortunately, though, the only records we have of Mr. Gundy’s guilty pleas are his
signatures on the various indictments charging him. The record before us includes neither jury
instructions nor plea colloquies. Mathis in no way suggests that indictments alone could be
enough to indicate with sufficient “certainty” to satisfy Taylor that the statute is divisible.
Mathis, 136 S. Ct. at 2257 (internal quotation marks omitted). In my view, one person’s
indictments, standing alone, are simply too inconclusive to prove a statute divisible.

45



Case: 14-12113 Date Filed: 11/23/2016  Page: 46 of 73

business houses were buildings, but because “business house” appears nowhere in
the text of the statute, that the burglary occurs in a business house cannot be an
element of the crime.®® And if some of Mr. Gundy’s indictments did not charge
the location of the burglary as an element, why should we assume that the others—
referencing “dwelling house[s]”—did? We cannot make this unfounded
assumption. Thus, even taking Mathis’s “peek at the record,” Mr. Gundy’s
indictments point in opposite directions and therefore fail to answer the question
whether the types of locations listed in Georgia’s burglary statute are elements or
means.

Mathis instructs courts what to do when state law and the records of a
conviction are inconclusive regarding a statute’s divisibility. When these sources
do not “speak plainly,” courts “will not be able to satisfy Taylor’s demand for
certainty when determining whether a defendant was convicted of a generic
offense.” Mathis, 136 S. Ct. at 2257 (internal quotation marks omitted); see also
Maj. Op. at 14 (recognizing this limitation). In my view, state law does speak

plainly in this case, and as a result, | would hold Georgia’s burglary statute to be

19 Georgia law confirms the general proposition that the elements of a crime are derived
from the text of the statute creating that crime. The state’s criminal code provides that “[n]o
conduct constitutes a crime unless it is described as a crime in [the code] or in another statute of
this state.” O.C.G.A. 8 16-1-4. The code further provides that one of its “general purposes” is
“[t]o define that which constitutes each crime. . ..” Id. § 16-1-2(3). Taken together, these
portions of the code mean that all Georgia crimes are statutory and that the criminal code itself
defines each crime. Because the term “business house” does not appear in the text of Georgia’s
burglary statute, it cannot be part of that crime’s definition, so it cannot be an element. See id.
§ 16-7-1(a).
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indivisible. But even rejecting clear Georgia case law, the majority acknowledges
that perhaps Georgia law is at least ambiguous. See Maj. Op. at 27. It then argues
that the terms “dwelling house” and “business house” in Mr. Gundy’s indictments
satisfy Taylor’s demand for certainty that his convictions were for generic
burglary. Maj. Op. at 27. This conclusion misconceives the appropriate inquiry
under Mathis at this stage of the analysis: whether the indictments demonstrate
that Georgia’s burglary statute lists elements not means. 136 S. Ct. at 2256-57.
The majority should acknowledge that the two terms found in Mr. Gundy’s
indictments—one of which cannot be found in the text of the statute and therefore
cannot be an element—provide insufficient clarity to conclude that Georgia’s
burglary statute is divisible.
II.  CONCLUSION

Today, contrary to state case law by which we are bound, the majority
declares Georgia’s burglary statute divisible and therefore capable of qualifying as
a violent felony under ACCA. Not only is the decision the majority makes today
wrong in Mr. Gundy’s case, but it likely will also substantially increase the prison
terms of scores of future defendants. In recent years, around 700 defendants each

year have been convicted in this Circuit of being a felon in possession of a
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firearm.*! Such a conviction ordinarily carries “a 10-year maximum penalty.” See
id. at 2248. But ACCA imposes a 15-year mandatory minimum sentence where a
defendant has been convicted of three violent felonies, including generic burglary.
See id. In the 32 years that the version of Georgia’s burglary statute we interpret
today was in effect, tens of thousands of defendants were imprisoned for
committing burglary in Georgia.'? In fact, burglary is the most common crime for
which people are imprisoned in Georgia.** These numbers, when considered
together, mean that thousands of defendants stand to have their sentences increased
by at least five years each based on the majority’s decision today. This ruling,
which I believe is contrary to Georgia law, will have a monumental impact and, in
my view, result in the unlawful incarceration of scores of inmates. | would hold
Georgia’s burglary statute indivisible, vacate Mr. Gundy’s sentence, and remand

for resentencing without an ACCA enhancement. | respectfully dissent.

1 From 2011 through 2015, 3,398 defendants in the Eleventh Circuit were convicted of
being a felon in possession of a firearm. See U.S. Sentencing Comm’n, Number of Offenders
Convicted of Felon in Possession, 11th Circuit, Fiscal Years 1996 through 2015 (generated Oct.
24, 2016) (on file with the Clerk).

12 From 2005 through 2011, 17,077 defendants were imprisoned for burglary, an average
of over 2,400 a year. See Ga. Dept’t of Corrections, Inmate Statistical Profile, Inmates Admitted
During CYs 2005-2011, available at http://www.dcor.state.ga.us/Research/Annual_CY _profile_
inmate_admissions [https://perma.cc/6L8R-UPH4].

13 Burglary was the most common crime for which people were imprisoned every year
between 2005 and 2011 except 2006 and 2007. See id.
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY
STATE OF GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIA *
* Accusation MNo. OCreiay
* December Term, 2000

VE . *

*
*

NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY - Burglary

ACCUSATION

On behalfi of the people of ths Staze of Gecrgia, the
undersigned District Attcrnay or duly eppcinted 2ssistant District
Attorney for the Middle Judicial Circuit of Gaorgia, as prosecuting
attorney for the county and state aforesaid, does hereby charge and
accuse NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY with the offense of BURGLARY (0.C.G.A.
§ 16-7-1}; for that. the said accused on July 12, 2000, in the
county aforesaid, did thern ard there unlawfully, without aurhority,
and with the intent to commic a theft therein, enter the business
house of another, to wit: Davig Bernice Hartley d/bj/a E-Z Coin
Laundry, located at =Zast McCarty Street, Saadersville, Georgia,
contrary to the laws of tha state of Gzorgia, the good order,
peace, and dignity thsreef.

% o
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CONSENT 7TO FILING OF ACCUSATION,
WAIVER OF GRAND JURY INDICTMENT,
WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL, PLEA OF GUILTY

The accused having been bound over to che superior ceurt of
said county or being confined in jail perding cormmitment trial or
being in jail, having waivad commitment trial, does hereby
expressly waive indictment by grand jury in accordancze with the
appropriats provisions of law; and

The aforenamed accused expressly consears to the £iling of thea
foregoing accusation by the District Attorney; and

The afcrenamed accused expressly consen:ts that the judge of
szid superior court may OpEn the court &t ihis tinme without the
presence of either grand jury or traverse jury to raceive and act
upon the plea of the aforenamad accused; and :

Ths aforenamed accused sxpressly waivss trial by jurv and
consents to trial by the judge alone without the intervention of a
jury upon the foregoing accusation by the District Attornmey; and

The aforenamed accusesd acknowledges tha:, before any achtion
herein indicated, the accused has besan fullsy advis ed as to all of
his rights in connection with all of the natiers here concerred,
and all of the action herein taken by him has Deen taken by him
with full knowledge of all such legal rights; and

The aforenamed accusad acknowledges that, prieor to any of the
actions taken by the accusad in this matter, =h2 accus=ad has been
fully advised as to his rights to tha services of an attorney at
law in all stages of the proceeding againsg the accused; and
accused has been advised that in the event he is unable to ernoloy
an attorrsy the court will appoint arn attormey to vep*es:nt the
accused; and the accused acknowledges that Lthe court in this
instance expressly cffered to eppoint an attorney to advisza and
rapresent tha accussd. }
Ucon the foregoing accusation, including =zch and svary charge
and count thsrein contained, the aforenamsd accused waives formal

arraignment, waives copy and list ¢f witnessa and pleads guilcy.
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ACCUSATION NO. _OGlgiay
WASHINGTON SUPERIOR COURT, DECEMBER TERM, 2000

STATE OF GEORGIA
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY
STATE OF GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIA *
Ls Accusation No. O0ceiaf
L] December Term, 2000

vs. *

13
¥

NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY * Burglary

ACCUSATION

On behalf of che ceople of the State of Georgia, the
undersigned Districs Atterney or duly appointsd issistant District
Attorney for the Middle Jucicial Circuit of Georgia, as prosacuting
attorney for the tounty and state aforesaid, does Lereby charge and
ECCUse NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY with the offense of BURGLARY (0.C.G.a.
§ 16-7-1); for that the sald accused on August 23, 2000, in the
county aforesaid, did then and there unlawfully, without authority,
and with the intent to comnit a theft thersin, enter the business
house of another, to wit: David Bernice Eartley d/b/a E-2 Coin
Laundry, located at Zas: McCarty Streest, Sandersvills, Georgia,
contrary to the laws of L2 state of Gsorgia, the good order,
peace, and dignity t'l-.-ereo:'.
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CONSENT TO FILING OF ACCUSATION,
WAIVER OF GRAND JURY INDICTMENT,
WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL, PLEA OF GUILTY

The accused having ksen bound cver to ths superisr court of
said county or bzing confines in jail perding commitment trial or
being in jail, naving waived commitmanc trial, does hereby
expressly waive indictment by grand jury in zccordance with the
appropriate provisions of law; and

The aforenamszd accussag expressly consents to the filing of the
foregoing accusation by the District Atteorpay; and

The aforenamed accussd expressly coassnts thet the judge of
said superior courc MaY op2n the court at this time without the
presence of either grand jury or traverss jury to receive and act
upon the plea of the aforenamed dccused; ang

The aforenamed accused expréssly waives trizl by jury and
consents to trial by the judge alone without ttre intervention of a
Jjury upon the foregoing accusation by the District Attorney; and

The aforenamed accused acknowledges that, beifore any actien
herein indicated, the accusad has been fully advised as to all of
his rights in cennzetion with all of the mattars hers concernad,
and all of the action herzin taken by hin has been taken by him
with full knowledge of all such legal rights; and

The aforenamed accussad acknowladges that, prio- to any ot the
actions taken by the accuszg in this matcer, the accuse:d has been
fully advised 2s to his rights to the servicas of an attorney at
law in all stages of tha broceeding against the accusad; and
accusad has been advised that in the event he is unable to employ
an attorney the cour- will appoint an attoraey Lo represent tha
accused; and the accussd acknowledges that the court in this
instance expressly offered to appoint an acternsy te advisa and
represant the accusgar,

Upon the foregoing accusacion, includi: 1 2nd evary charge
and count therein contained, the aforenamsd arcusad waives formal
arraignment, waives Copy znd list of witnzssss, and pleads guilty,
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT O Vsl ,',-‘,)4r COUNTY, GEORGIA

I-;J

STATE OF GEORGIA CRIMINAL ACTION KO, QOOCR /A3

V3. ! ’

/Z/ILMH- £/w;.4/ %&“H-J . /Cc.n—-{-‘-' TERM, A7

O7H Fyiadl sy CE-SNDANT Al

G/ PLEA: O OTHEZR DISPOSITION
! ulnﬂF{
O° NEGOTIATZD 2 3 NOLLE PROSEQUI GRDER oM
GUILTY OH COUNT(S) COLNT(S}
Q X¥CLO CCHTENDERE o 2 NOY GUILTY o % DZAD DOCKET GRDZP oW
CSUNT (8) SCUNT (3]} LIUNT(S)

[w]

0 TO LEZSER IKRCLUDED
QFFENSE(S)

QF INCLUDED

ON COUNT (5)

0 SezrmRT st thae

WHEREAS, the above-namsd d2fzndant has besn found cuilty of the above-statad
offensa(s), it is haereky ORDIRID 2ND ADJUDGED oy the Court that ths said
defgndant is  hareby ssntencad , to coafirnzmeant  for a reriod of
_-A'w. Cr) Yy ey Carbpmeal ;_..,/M Aty g.'rﬁx.- .ft--/"!fur
T
(rt-/f Idr-— i‘(.ﬂt .r!r.'c/
in the Statz Penal 3ysces Or such othexy instiili-.cn &5 LRz Commissionsr of
the State Departmsnt cf {orractiens or the Cour: may dirace, to be computad
as providad by law.
THE DEFEINDANT WaS ATSRESENTED 5Y THI HINORABLE . ,/ Lu’é £ f /A
ATTORNEY BT LaW, OF Yy COUNTY, GIoRasi. BY (Zvioae=nT) (ESS0INTHENT .
. / i A
IT IS SO ORDERED, cthis = 3a., 266/
Filed In CIfiice This
j&r Dav =i YA 158y
,f) 3 N ‘I.JL.'.-'::!'
v --_:7'{, /‘,_tv);/lu,_, T L Shood : ~errdoa
Cla¥kd Qucarics Conc=

SAQ-000180
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ACCUSATION NO. OO 2 29
WASHINGTON SUPERIOR COURT, DECEMBER TERM, 2000

STATE OF GEORGIA
vE.

NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY

Charge: Burglary

i ey
MH M. & FINAL RECORD _J R Py. =

ACCUSATION
. , PR, Y a b — a
Flled in office, chis /Y day of ka:ia,ou{J , 200/ .
@mf N d’%/t/
CL# P_., SUPERICR COURT
The de? cnuanl., NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY, waives being formall
arraigned, waives Copy Of accusation, and D;cads _é'bf
This _Zé?[___ day of el , 200 7
ploblgnt Coycts,
DEFENDANT {_/
)//i/b-fé, 7%&,2 /
DF‘WV’QD‘NT'S F\”"“O NEY
S e %//' ////
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
WITNESSES FOR THE STATE:
Brad Kennedy, 35D
Michael Joei r- chran, £e2n LIl
Bf_ll Murphy _;Jj’\_;pER!c?,;%.\\_\
Kirby 2=all E <
= T R
i N g W Ty gw I3 Sl T %
ATTLLT. S B R o ”ﬂi 3 32 o A3 Bl
ﬁg D B 4 £ G uEd WA B l'l:ib .‘\}E_J'-’—ﬁ‘."ﬁ_l ?]“?‘?’
. G mlE RN
i A S SR AL > v \4_.‘.’.,. (~<,-‘_r
- ; i ‘::'\:3'{__ » ‘c;?.ﬁyy
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY
STATE OF GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIL *
* Accusation No. (OdHCRIAG
* December Term, 2000

ve. ki

*
*

NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY * Burglary

ACCUSATION

Cn behalf of the people of the Stazte oI Georgia, the
undersigned District Attorney or duly appointad Assistant Districk
Attorney For the Middla Judicisl Circuit of teorgiz, as Drosecuting
attorney for the county and state aforesaid, does hereby charge and
accuse NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY with the cifense of BURGLARY (0.C.G.A.
§ 16-7-1); for that the sgaid accused on November 10, 2000, in the
county aforesaid, did then and there unlawfully, without authority,
end with the intent to commis a theft therein, enter the busin=zss
house of another, to wit: Bill Murphy d/b/a Hurphy & Palmer Feed &
Seed Company, lcocatsd at 232 North Smith Strest, Sandersville,
Georgia, contrary to ths iaws of the state of Georgia, tha good
order, peace, and dignity cthersof.

o~ .
This / - day of ////”5’/ , 200/

3

LA . N
Agsistant District Attorney

Offiice of the District Attornay
Post CEffice Drawer J
Swainsbore, Georgiz 3040

{478) 237-7846
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CONSENT T0 FILING OF ACCUSATION,
WAIVER OF GRAND JURY INDICTMENT s
WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL, PLEA OF GUILTY

The accused having been bound ovar to the superior court of
said county or being confined in jail pending comnictment trial or
beaing in Jjail, having waived commitment trial, does hereby
expressly waive indictmént by grand jury in acceordance with the
appropriate provisicns of law; and

The aforenamed zccusad expressly consents to the filing of the
foregoing accusation by ths District Attorney; and

The aforenamed accused er¥pressly consanis thar the judge of
said superior court may opan ths court at this time without the
presence of either grand jury or traverse jury to receive and act
upcn the plea of the aforernam=d accused; and

The aforenamed accused expressly wailves trial by jury and
consents to trial by tha judge alone without ths intervention of a
jury upon the foregoing accusation by the Disirict Attorney; and

The aforsnamed accused acknowledges that, befors any action
herein indicated, the accused ras been fully =zdwvised as to all of
his rights in connection wirh all of the matters here concerned,
and all of the action herein taken by him has been taken by him
with full knowledge cf =11 such legal rights; and

The aforenamed accusad acknowledges that, prior to any of the
actions taken by the accused in this matter, the accused has peen
fully zdvised as to his rights to the services of an attorney at
law in all stages of the Drocesding against the accused; and
accused has bzen advised that in the =vent he is unable to employ
an attornev the court will appoint an attorney to represent the
accused; and the accused acknowledges thac ths court in this
instance expressly cfferzd to appoint an atctorney to advise and
represent the zccugsd,

s&ch and every chargs
] aceused waives formal

“itnesszs, and pleads guilcy.

this /T dav AHorcA 20 2/

- . -
-d I :

Upcen the foregoing accusaticn, i E
nd count thersin centalned, ths aforsznams
rraignment, waives zecv and list of

1T

(9]

VT i gw o - " I -~
BlsLrimtT & SXImaey

USAD-000183
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-
-

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF N gler COUNTY, GEORGIZ

STATE OF GEORGIA CRIMINAL ACTION MO. _ 9o CR /a9

ﬂ/ﬁLMﬂP E%uﬁﬂ/ %{uvl/, s ﬂf.cf-—-gfr TERM, }éﬂﬁﬂ

O7H Y726 DETSNDANT

e PLIA: O YERDICT O CTHIR DISPOSITION
QO SURY /O NOM-JURY
O HEGOTIATED o GUILTY ON g NOLLE PROSTGUI ORIER Of
GUILTY ON COUNT(S) COUNT(S) _ — COUTI(S)
0 KCLO CONTENDIRZ OGN O KGT GUILTY N 0 DTAD DICKET ORDEPR OY
CCUNT (S) COURT{S) comT(5)
O 70 LESSER INCLUDED O GUILTY OF IHCLUDED
OFFENSE(S) CFFENSS(S) OF

oW SCGUNT{S)

ON COUNT (S}

T —— —
10 Aodint DY M Russlion vedils SoNTINCE Heoview PNzl

WHEREAS, che above-namad édzfendant has besen feound guilty of the abovea-stated

cifense(s), it is nareby ORDIRED AND RDJUDGED by the Court that the said

de%gndant is hereby sentenced, to confinameif for ,a 9pericd of
—iyg Cr) }/El‘ft’ (27 tgprr bl {e s £ ra £ L. fEr-/Em-:‘-c

Cr"‘!.&/'!'f Tg-f Fin TEc A

in the State DPenal System or Such otn2r instituzicn as tha Commissicnar of
tha State Departmant of Corractions or the Court nay dirsct, to be combuted
as provided by law.
THE DSTEZNDANT WAS REPRESINTED 37 THE, HONCRA3LE A/ LJZ{E-%/Ef .
ATTORNEY AT LAW, OF e Ak COUNTY, GEICRIih, B¢ |DRses==a=nit (A2POINTMENT].
of /
. cl . - ,
IT IS SO ORDERED, this / dzy of f7¢;rp , w8 2o/
- = £53 —h . ,// - 2 L a
Filed In Offiica This AR S A
i...z Dzv 0f Hlaccds (TRl N ST v VP AT P Ry
a Judds, Sufaricr Court of 3za.d {Jouncy
R;vub ~ ZZ?4L3,' Middlis Jﬁdi:ial Circuic of Zscrais
Clarw guperior Couz: L

USAD-000124
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ACCUSATION No. OOcr i1.31
WASHINGTON SUPERIOR COURT, DECEMBER TERM, 2000

STATE OF GEORGIA

V5. Charges: Burglary (Two Countg)

NATHAN EDWARD GUHDY

ACCUSATION

Filed in office, this /‘ML

day oif Lfi’ia-u;f./ . 20017 .

Q_’a?,;- HN. &Mw

CLERY, SUPERICRE COURT

The defendant, NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY, waives being Iermelly
arraigneq, waives copy of accusation, and pleads O /7y
This /21  day of v el 202/, 7 .

.

atsaf Groawlea
DEFENDANT \._)

e HEL

DEFENDANT'S ATTORNE:

e 4

DISTRICT ATTORNEY

WITNESSES FOR THE STATE:

srad Hsnnsdy, E30
Mark A. Szucom, 8270
David Rerniza Hartls s AT
- - e min G oERIG
== ‘ll.—la “otoersTn ,jf"o #P
Cuinton Harris f?'@" i PO
Rzshad Farris ATl :
i —E R A 20
0 5y P, ]
A

R UgRO-n

]
NilM, & FlMAL RECORD ﬂ. Pg.

<

356

&2
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY
STATE OF GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIA =
L Accusation No. OO0 13!
= Decembar Term, 2000
vs. *
*
*
NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY = Burglgry {Two Counts)
ACCUSATION

Count 1: On behalf cf the peopls of the State of Georgia, the
undersigned District Attorney or duly appointed Zssistant District
Atrorney for the Middla Judicial Circuit of CGeorgia, as prosecuting
attorney for the county and state aforesaid, does hersby charge and
accuse NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY with the offznse of BURGLARY (0.Cc.G.2a.
§ 16-7-1); for that thes said accused on Dacember 12, 2000, in the
county aforasaid, 4did then and there unlawfully, without authority,
and with the intent to commit a thefc therzsin, enter the business
house of another, to wit: David Bernice Hartley d/b/a E-Z Coin
Laundry, located at East McCarty Street, Sandersville, Georgia,
contrary to the laws of tke stare of Georgia, the good order,
peace, and dignity tharasf.

Count 2: Ths undersignsd, as prosecuting attorney for tha
county and state aforesaid, does further charge and accuse
NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY with ths offense of BURGLARY {0.C.G.A, § 16-7-
1); for that tha said accusad on December 14, 2000, in the countcy
aforesaid, did then and there unlawfully, without authoxity, and
with the intent te commit a heft therein, enter thes business house
of znother, to wit: David Esrnics Hartley d/b/a E-Z Coin Laundry,
- located at East MeCarty Stresc, Sandersvillza, Gecrgia, contrary to
the laws of the state of Georgia, the good order, ceaca, and
dignity thereco:t.

7

— e
This day of /ﬁﬁ**G‘ , 20 97
/ 47
S el S 27

A/

Assistant Diszrice ALnorney
Ofifice oI ghaz Ngovi~c ALTormEy
Pose Offlce Drawser J
Swainshors, Secriyia Frac
(178} 237-754¢
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CONSENT TO FILING OF ACCUSATION,
WAIVER OF GRAND JURY INDICTMERT,
WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL, PLEA OF GUILTY

2en

2 superior court oif
commitment trial or
trial, doas hereby

zcecordance with the

The accused having b bound over to th
said county or bsing confined in jail perding
being in jail, having waived commitnent
expressly waive indictmant by grand jury in
appropriate provisions of law; and

F

The aforenamed accused 2xpressly con tha

:g2nits Lo tha
foregoing accusation by che Districe Attorney; and

£iling of

The aforenamsd accussad €xXpressly consents that the judge of
said superior court may open the court this time without the
presence of either grand jury or traver jury to receive and act
upon the plez of the aforenamed accuse

Sl

The aforenamed accused gxpressly waives trial
consents to trial by the judgs alone without the inte
jury upon the foregoing accusation by the Districe

by jurv and
rvantion of
Attoraney; and

a

The aforenamed accussd acknowledges tha:z,
herein indicated, the accused nas been fyull
his rights in connection
and all of the action hs
with full kncwl

bzfore any action
y advised as to all of
with all of the matcers hers concernad,
rein taken by him has besn taken by him
edge of all such legal rights; and

The zforesnamed accused acknowledges that, prior to any of the
actions taken by the accussd in this matter, che accussd has besn
fully advised as to his rights to the sarvices of an attornay at
law in all stages of the proceading against the zccused; =nd
accused nas been advised that in the event he is unable to employ
an attcrney the court will appoint an attorney to represant the
accused; and the accused zcxknowledges that the court in this
inscance expressly ofiferad to a8ppoirnt an attorney to advise and
rapresent the zocused.

Upon thes foregoing accusation,

e¢aen and every charge
and count therein contazired,

: accused waives formal
tnesses, and plaads guilky.

arraignment, waives Copy and list of wi
This /57 day of /orca . 20 a/ .
A TIAZ R I
Accuszed 1/7
4 "’,f
~ ,/‘/""‘ - ;'?.‘ 7\
=% C o p
.'/'-i,—_g.( //fi,&-—a."'i
fiterngy for Iocussd
R 7 P g
/ Ty T
e ‘/‘f’-é/ ,-:’/:t;’?/
Distriss Zooaremay

USAQ-00012Y
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF Wil .',,?/,. COUNTY, GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIA CRIMINAL ACTIGN NO. 00 CRi3|
OFFENSI(S) (G.]/ +2! Ku“/.m,
vs. G
/1/5-"{'[#-‘ Et/w;}w/ /'f/f" e /{(,rw/u TERM, 2oW
'.'.":'T AT
OTHE H(7241 75 DEFENTANT
FINAT, DISPOSTITICHN
oA, . O YEESICT: O OTHIZE DISZC3ITICH
9 TURY / O NON-JURY
&/ NIGOTIATED D GUZLTY Cn T NOLLE PROSTGUI CRGIR O
o-GUILTY ON counT(s) [+ L COURT(5) COUNT (5
O NOLO CONTENTERE ON G NOT GUILTY &N O 9Z:D COCEET GWDER CF
COUNT (5} . CCURT (5] COUNT (S)
O TO LEZS52F INCLUDED 9 SUILTY CF INCLGPED
OFFENSE (S) OFFZuST{5) OF

O CGURT(S)

O CCUNT{5)

ot s B b by i
=T 1

WHEREAS, the above-named dafendant has besn Zcund guilzy of the above-statzd

offense(s), it is hersby ORDERED AND ADJUDGED by the Court that the said

defendant is herelkbyvy sanienced to coniinemant for | a ariod
Live 0O} cirr g Coerde [t2 , (ropgprct~ p"u—/ .;,41 Lo tosre € o

el Ay kP ftefenr 7
f,-g,,/.r’ I‘;r }ﬂc'.-'l { .l"cfv-;

o
Fh

Penal Systsm or such other

a T itnutica a2s the Commissicnar of
Departmant of CJorrections or the i £
d

; to ba computsd

THE DEFENDANT WAE REPRISINTEY 3Y THI HONORAZLE LJ' // L\/;{vl‘ A ]
ATTORNTY AT LiW, OF i Pt ==

f
IT IS SO ORDERED, this [/~

USRa-000192
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i : =

INDICTMENT No. OS2 ja %

WASHINGTON SUPERIOR COURT, DECEMBER TIRM, 2004

STATE OF GEORGIA

va. Charge: Burglary fi \
g U=
w { ‘g
NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY $.5.0 I -
Megmbt ! _5
22U Jg
INDICTMENT . ML
br=om ] B §
% B =X - 'bﬁ
7/Lu1_}./ 31LL S
. & e o
4 Vi 4 Y “
A o ey
T4 iV - ﬁ.é' 1
7 FOREPERSON iy B 1=
; £Q
Returnad in cpen court by the grand jury bailifs, announc:ed'ﬁ 3 i)
the c¢ourt, and filed in offics, this (35 day of
Lo bz __, 20042
) /
e . il S
CLZR¥, SUSSRIOR COURT
The defeadant, , walives being
formally arraigned, waives oD 0f indictmen and pleads
e (e, This g day of :Lé.c' g :
w025~/
A -»r/L‘}::‘f’ /,.4//-_9/4)/
SNDAN
/
AL ,_.\/ W/z’.,
e / DEFE 's “"TD""/-*/v-
4 /// / "/': y‘h
(,/"' =7 . 74
- DISTRIC :-"*Ho~.3_f
WITWESSES FOR THE STATE: ‘¢E DEENENT & THIRSWE WE FLEA OF 10T SLLTY
1= g Y THS DAY OF
u).nT"'::H PLEA CF GULTY THS
Ay s o<
- 7-*'}"7'-:-.7' M ZgraanT
=i r5d
- ‘."‘. s ! Qf 7
SED ﬂjl'ﬂ[‘ L '[" I!/// Ceszunant's ATTr
~ A
J V-é/':{ ’/Z’// TR T T
ra

Migcicmn § lam 192 e e

. h Lk

USAD-000201
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- =

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY
STATE OF GEORGIA

INDICTMENT
vo. _OHCRIAY

The grand jurors sslected, chosen, znd sworn for sald county,
to-wit:

Lewis M. West, Forap2rson Kevin 5. Morris
Evelyn J. Huntley, Assistanc Foreperson CGeraldéine S. wWhite
Pendry V. Braswell, Claxk Judith A. Pate
Michelle R. Clark Sandy L. Strickland
Patricia E. Rountree Leont E. Anthony III
Robert L. Jenkins Clarencs Eodges
Denise B. Dixon Sandra Marcin
Brenda W. Hilscn Elizabech Lamar
Daniesl G. Hay Benjarmin a. Allen
Mamie L. Miles Judy M. Pezvy
Victeor Royal David Irwin

Daniel L. Jones

in the name and bzhal® of the citizens of Gs=orgia, chargs and
accus2 NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY wi : i

§ 16-7-1) for that the  said  NATHAW EDWARD GUNDY on
Decembar B, 2003, in :the ¢ounty aforesaid, did then and therse
;i i the intent to commit a

unlawfully, witheut authority, and wit

trneft therein, 2nzer the Swelling house of ancther, to wit:
niffon Jones, located at 443 Grand Stresc, Sandarsville, Georgia,
ontrary to the laws of the state of Gs2crgia. the gecod order,

meacz, and dignirvvy tnersof,

WASHINGTON SUPERIOQR COQURT STEVE ASREW
DECEMBER TERM, 2004 DIis cT

USAG-Gu
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' £ -

FINAL DISPOSITION SCa £VRE Sase) ERERTY Thealan
THE SUPERIGR COURT OF L‘KM."-’?PHMGTDI\J COUNTY, GEORGIA  FINAL DISPOSITION
TRIVINAL ACTION NO, Dif—( @ov |
THE STATE NEFENSE(S) B'uﬂéua—ﬂ_‘(//
V5.
NATHAN EDWARD SFUNP Y
o _ 1302630 o TL/NE TERM, 20035 _
"LEA: O VERDICT: DOTHER DISPOSITION:
« INEGOTIATED G JURY 0 GUILTY ON ONOLLE PROSEQL] ORDER ON
& SBUILTY ON COUNT(S) __| JINONJURY  COUNTES) COUNTY(S)
Z. ONOLO CONTENDERE ON 0 0T GUILTY ON ODEAD DOCKET ORDER ON
COUNT(S) S ot ) COUNTTS) o
2 D70 LESSER INCLUDED DGULTY OF INCLUDED
OFFENSE(S) OFFENSE(S) OF _ (SEE SEPARATE OHDER)
ON COUMTIS)

ON COU\IT(S)

i ST TSI S T I T U PAYE TN Wan IERCERE S tan i T TG Ser EFn i O oo R 7 S SEI e e e Tt
FELONY SENTENCE DI MISDEMEANOR SENTENCE
WHEREAS, the shove-named delendam hes hesn found puilty of the shove-stated offensz, WHEREUPON, it is ordered and whjudged by the
Court thot: The said defendant is hereby sentenesd 12 condinement for a period of _LodSer et TiA>
SENTENGS

:E?h: ‘-L‘nE Penal System or such other inslitinion as the Comaissioner of the St craniment of Correttions or Court may direct, 1o be
computed s provided by law, HOWEVER, il is further ordered by the Coun:

13 THAT the above sentence may e served on probaiion

02) THAT upon service of __alhe above sentence, the remeinder of may be
served on probation PROVIDED that the said defendant complias with the follewing geasral and other conditions herein imposed by the
IS Courl as par of his senience.

Q%, . @Mﬂ}

YCENERAL CONDITIONS OF FROBATION
The defendant, having been granted the privileps of serving all or part of the above-sizted sentznce on prokaiion, hereby is sentenced 1o the
following gencral conditions of probation:
} Do not violate the erimiral faws of any e emmentul uait,
}  Avoid injurious zad vicipus habits — cspccia”v eloohalic intoxication and neccolics and other dengerous drugs unless presin bed
law fully,
Y Avoid persons or placas of disreputable o !mmual characer,
}  Report to the Probation-Parole Supervisor as diremed and permit sush Sepervisor 1o visic him(her) 2t home or elsewhere,
)
)

0 I5

Work falthfully a suitabls smployment insofer as may he possible,

Do not change histhzr) present place of sbode, move ourside the jerisdiction of the Ceum. ar [eave the Suale for any period of sime
withow prior permission of thz Probaiion Supervisor,

7 Suppon his{her) legal dependants Lo the best of his{her) ability,

§8)  Probeticner shall, jrom time Lo time, upon cesl or written reguest by any Probation ONFicer, prduze a breath, wrinz, andior blosd
specimen for anzlysis for the passible pres=nce of a substance prohibiled or conwrolled by 2ry law of the State of Georpiz or of the
Linited Staes.

e/,
o SR BR

LOTHER CONDITIONS OF PROBATION
T IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendunt pay 1 tinz in the amount nl' _ Blus 550 or 1%, whichever is less pursuant 1o
0.C.G.A. 15-21-70. and pey resthistion in ths amount of . Frobarion Fet Court Costs
Altomnes s Fees, Peyments are:

wadvised that the Count may, o any time, revoke any conditions of UFis
probation :n'”nr dxrfl“r---‘ "1: d-l‘:nJ.: i I'n"& o ol‘!.llh. I:‘i: provcizng shudlbe sobject o 2rrest for vielation of any condition of preshatien

hersin granted. If such prohation s revsked, the Cowt may order the eacuution of the saerence which was originally impased or any portios

thereul in the manner pronided by Jow eiter dedocting LazresFam the wrmunt of tme the “. endarl ks served on probation,

The defendant was represericd by the Honorahls CSEPH 5 TR . Alterney 21 Low, ﬂSPf‘/Né"b Coumy

b {Emelasmemst Y Appoinmerntt MI ¢ P CPErie - -

l!\ ? %I %%i;
P — i
whardeeed ki

S TR ‘yf‘nf’teru "rletﬁf{ulf_j!‘

Filesd an Lpen Couct, thas 474"’3 day of

iize. STDH  Syperir Con
e arsrarmn = sinhiE ] Judpre, S ‘-U}?er‘rx Courts g *"-“T-'Q---'"""” besn
T B Middle Judi& SR IJERH(E OF SERVICE. - T
Yhis ix 10 cortlyy tnan v oror and coresel cepy of i So vecoy F Probmios hag Sees o2 {72 nmzman b defindant aad hehe Barasies

regarding ghy consitinne ezt forth ebon e
Tais éﬁ LB (‘l-('j:‘;}}" i © S— . f’ "/‘f\\x_lJ ‘/&_’_]LK_/

Copy re :1“:5, and s ml,__*_: regasding condivinnn arimesd o e d,
ree . fo st w08 :
_9 I L 0 Yo _L\a-—--x_f;g —r

I —— e —
b T

Herla) SEINLERT AN e ol e fmly LEBmaimbiaes Lr 'Us.ﬂo-l 'IJC|2|:I3

rramgion O Gy
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IN THE SUPERICR COURT OF (,U%)#/Né'mnj COUNTY
STATEZ OF GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIA

Case Yo, OU-CcR. 2%

vs,

ok ok % o & oA

N ATHAN EDWARD su Dy

ADDITIONAT GENERAL CONDITION OF PRORBRATION

The probaticner shall svbmit to svaluatiens and testing
relating to rehabilitacion and participate in and :UCC"‘b..aIU‘lV
complete rehabilivactive programming as dirzeted by the department

Ordered at WASHINGTRN LoWNTY , Gzorgiz, tThis bk day of

» 20 p s
Judge oI the Suparisr Courts
Middle Judicizl Circuit
Walter C. McMillan, Jr.
Chief Judge, Superior Courts
Middle Judicial Circuit

Q.—T.»ze:zc'..ar}: has bsen deliversd 2 copy 20 and duly instoucted
rRjarcing tals conditien of probation and same 13 scknowladged by
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accusaTion no. 05 CR 4
WASHINGTON SUPSRIOR COURT, MARCH TERM, 2006

STATE OF GEORGIA

VE . Charge: 3urglarcy

NATHAN EDWARD GUMDY

ACCUSATION
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thisg 26"tl day of ;4?[' , 20 4%

Qf.oa' e’y dy/f/m/_/’

cL?rRr? SUPERIOR COURT

n iap ] 7 1
Thz defendanc, MNATHAN EDWARD CGUMNDY, walvaes bEJ;an“’ formally
arraigned, waives copy ©of accusation, and plgads Gu' { 77
3
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHIMNGTON COUNTY
STATE OF GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIA *
w Accusation No. ObCRY
w March Term, 2006
vE. *
*
*
NATHAN EDWARD GUNDY * Surglary
ACCUSATION
On behaif of the pecple of thz State oI Georgia, the
undersigried District Atteorney or duly appeinted Assistant District

Attorney for the Middle Judicial Clrcu1t af Gscrgia, as prosecuting
attorney for the county and state afcrgsaid, does karaby charge and
accuse NATHEAN EDWARD GUWLY '\'i-_‘n the offens=z o BURCLARY (0.C.G.A.
§ 16-7-1); for that the said accused omn January 8, 2006, in the
county aforesaid, did chen and there unlawiully, without authority,
and with the intent to ceommit a thefc thersin, enter the dwelling

house of another, ko wik: McAarchur Jordzan, located at
321 Tybes Street, Sandersville, Georgia, cenirary Lo the laws of
the state of Georgia, ths good order, peace, and dignity thereof.

/4'.‘9/‘47 , 20.0¢
///4//7//

sistent Dﬂst*-ct Attorney

This 205
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Qffice of the District Attorney d
Post Oifice Drawer J

Swainsboro, Georgia 30401

{473) 237-784¢6
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COHSENT TO FILING OF ACCUSATION,
WAIVER OF GRAWND JURY INDICTHENT,
WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL, PLZA 0F GUILTY

The accused having be=sn bound ovar to thz supericr court of
said county or being confined in jail rsnding ceommitment trial or

being in 3jail, having waived commitmont trial, dces hereby
expressly waive indicument by grand jury in accordarncs with the
appropriate provisions of law; and

The afcrenamed accused exprassly consanis o the filing of the

foregoing accusaticn by the District Attorney; and

The aforenamed accused expressly conssn ts that the judge of
said superior court may open the court st chis time without the
presence o:i sither grand jury or traverse jury To recsive and act

upon the plea of the aforenamed accused; znd

The aforenamed cecoused expressly waives trial by Jjury and
consents to trial Ty the judge zlone withouo =t intervantion of a
jury upon the foregoing accusation by the District Actorney; and

The aforenamed accused acknowledges that, before any action
herein indicatsd, the accused has bessn fully advised as to all of
his rights in connection with all of the metters hare concernad,
and all of the action her=in taken Dy him has been tzken by hinm
with full knowledge of 211 such legal richts; and

fhe aforenaemed accused sckrowledges that., prior to ar" 0f the
actions taken by the accused in thig matter, the accusad has besn
fully advised as to his rights to ths ssrvices oI an attorney at
law in gll steges of the proceading against the accussd; and
accused has teen advised that in ths svent he is unable no zmploy
an atcorney cthe court will appeoint an aztorney to rspresent the
accusad; and the accussd acknowlsdges thzt th caurt in this
instanca expressly offered :to appoint r
represent the accused.
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Jpon the foregoing accusaticn, including =ach and
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N THE SUDERIO2 COURT OF A et £ Ton COUNTY, GEDRGIz

STATZE OF GZORGEZ CRIWMIKAL AJTION WO, ijo -FPCR- 4

8%}

Nt Crowiis Gundy , MARL TERM, 200

om: (2304 § 39 / DTSENDANT
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WHEREZS, ths ibpva-named defendsnc has been found seiley of the =bove-sta

offense{s), it is

defendant i harsky senczsanced fto  cenfinzmant Jor a pariod  of
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= State Psnzal Systam ox such other iasticucticn as the Commissicner of
“he Stazz Depariment of Coxreactions or the Couxs may dirsci, ©o be compuied
ac provided by law
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Walter C. MeMilian, Jr
Chief Judge, Superior Courie
Middle Judicial Cireu't
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