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Summary:
This packet contains verified court documents demonstraƟng that Jason Dewane Green was
convicted on a theory the grand jury never charged, the State never tried, and the defense was
never allowed to contest. The exhibits show a clear shiŌ from the indictment to an uncharged
“caused a suicide” theory introduced only aŌer evidence closed.
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Case Summary: State of Alabama v. Jason Dewane Green Case No. CC-11-295.61

The central issue is straighƞorward:
Jason Dewane Green is serving a sentence for a theory the grand jury never charged, the State
never tried, and the defense was never allowed to contest.

1. What the Grand Jury Charged

Jason was indicted solely for intenƟonal murder under §13A-6-2(a)(1).
The indictment contains no reference to suicide, causaƟon, or any allegaƟon that Jason caused
another person to act.

This is the only charge the grand jury ever approved.

2. What the Evidence Showed at Trial

At trial, the State’s intenƟonal-murder theory collapsed.
The evidence did not support the act the indictment alleged.

Once that became clear, the court shiŌed toward a completely different theory.

3. The Uncharged Theory Introduced AŌer Evidence Closed

AŌer both sides had finished presenƟng evidence, the prosecuƟon acknowledged that the only
remaining path was a “suicide theory”—a theory never contained in the indictment.

The judge then instructed the jury using the causaƟon statute (§13A-2-22), telling them a
person causes the death of another if his conduct causes another person to engage in conduct
that results in death.

This theory:

 was not authorized by the grand jury,

 was not charged by the State,

 was not liƟgated during the trial, and

 was added only aŌer the evidence had closed.

Yet it became the basis for Jason’s convicƟon.



4. Why This Is a ConsƟtuƟonal ViolaƟon

A convicƟon must match the indictment.
This rule is not opƟonal. It protects the consƟtuƟonal role of the grand jury.

By introducing a new actus-based theory aŌer trial, the court:

 altered the offense,

 changed the basis of criminal liability, and

 removed the grand jury from its consƟtuƟonal role.

This is a classic construcƟve amendment.

5. The Record Proves the ShiŌ

The exhibits in this packet show:

Exhibit A — Indictment
Only intenƟonal murder is charged.

Exhibit B — Affidavit of Trial Counsel
Defense counsel confirms he was never noƟfied of any suicide theory and had no strategic
reason for failing to object.

Exhibit C — Transcript p. 2307
The prosecutor states: “The only way it becomes reckless is under the suicide theory.”

Exhibit D — Transcript pp. 2491–2495
The judge instructs the jury on causaƟon under §13A-2-22, creaƟng an uncharged basis for
convicƟon.

What This Means

There are only two possibiliƟes:

1. The grand jury never heard any suicide theory.
2. Or it heard one and rejected it.

Either way, the court cannot revive or invent a theory the grand jury did not authorize.

Jason Green’s convicƟon rests on a theory outside the indictment.
The record makes that clear.



All exhibits, transcripts, and supplemental materials referenced in this packet
are available upon request.
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Thank you for reviewing this material.
The record speaks for itself.
If addiƟonal documents are needed, they will be provided promptly.
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Title: ConsƟtuƟonal ViolaƟons in State v. Jason Dewane Green
Purpose: To illustrate, using only the ConsƟtuƟon and the trial record, that Jason’s convicƟon
rests on an act the State never charged and the defense never had the chance to contest.

Key Findings:
• The FiŌh Amendment forbids prosecuƟon without a grand-jury indictment.
• The Sixth Amendment guarantees the right to be informed of the accusaƟon.
• Due process forbids convicƟon on an uncharged act.
• The jury trial guarantee limits the jury to the indictment.
• The Supremacy Clause binds state judges to these rules.

Conclusion:
Jason’s convicƟon is not just unsupported by the evidence.
It contradicts the United States ConsƟtuƟon clause by clause.
The act he was convicted of, “causing a suicide”, was never charged, never noƟced, never tried,
and never lawfully before the jury.
A convicƟon built on an uncharged act cannot stand.
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