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BY HAND

Clerk’s Office S
Supreme Judicial Court :
John Adams Courthouse /
One Pemberton Square, Suite 1300
Boston, MA 02108-1707 “in 7
Re:  Commonwealth of Massachusetts v. Watson

(SJC No. 10363)

Dear Sir/Madam:
Enclosed for filing and docketing in the above-referenced action, please find:

(1) Amicus curiae New England Innocence Project’s Motion for Permission to Late File
Brief of Amicus Curiae (original and 7 copies); and

(2) Amicus Curiae Brief of the New England Innocence (original and 17 copies).
Kindly acknowledge receipt of the foregoing documents by date-stamping the file-stamp copies

enclosed for that purpose and returning the same to the waiting messenger. Thank you for your
assistance in this matter.

Very truly yours, : ,

Ambica Mohabir

Enclosures

cc: Counsel of Record (w/encl.)
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, #
Appellee,

v SJC No. 10363

BRANDON WATSON,
Appellant. 4

MOTION FOR PERMISSION TO LATE FILE BRIEF OF AMICUS CE’RIAE

New England Innocence Project (“NEIP”) respectfully moves this Coun for‘pcrmlssmn
to late file a brief in the above-styled matter as amicus curiae. In support of this motion, NEIP
would show that the matter is set for Oral Argument on September 9, 2009, that this Court has
sought Amicus briefs in this matter, that granting this motion still permits nearly one month to

review the filing, and that neither of the parties in interest will be prejudiced by permitting this

late filing.

Dated: August 13, 2009 Respectfully submitted,

T@y%ljmocence Project

David M. Siegel d
BBO No. 635136
Professor of Law
New England Law
154 Stuart Street
Boston, MA 02116
T:617.422.7270
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Ambica Mohabir

BBO No. 671700
GOODWIN PROCTER LLP
Exchange Place

Boston, Massachusetts 02109
T:617.570.1000

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, David M. Siegel, hereby certify that on August 13, 2009, I caused a true and correct
copy of the forgoing Motion for Permission to Late File Brief of Amicus Curiae to be served by
first-class mail upon counsel for appellee and appellant in this action:

William M. Bennett
Dianne M. Dillon

Jane Davidson Montori
Hall of Justice

50 State Street
Springfield, MA 01103

And

Richard L. Goldman
Post Office Box 60478

Florence, MA 01062 %

David M. Siegel v
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT

Hampden County SJC No. 10363

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
Appellee,
V.
BRANDON WATSON, P, EARE
:a" IR 7 o H
Defendant-Appellanﬁ.,; '

ON APPEAL FROM A JUDGMENT AND THE DENIAL OF A MOTIOﬁN”y
FOR A NEW TRIAL BY THE HAMPDEN COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT

AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF OF THE NEW ENGLAND INNOCENCE
PROJECT

David M. Siegel
BBO No. 635136
Professor of Law
New England Law
154 Stuart Street
Boston, MA 02116
T: 617.422.7270

Ambica Mohabir

BBO No. 671700

GOODWIN PROCTER LLP
Exchange Place

Boston, Massachusetts 02109
T: 617.570.1000

August 13, 2009
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