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" under the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendment and Article X1l and X1V. See Commonwealth v
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 Walker, 460 Mass. 590, 599 (201 1); Commonwealth v. Gomes, 470 Mass. 352 (2015); ?

' Honorable Court reconsider its previous order denying Barrows’ Motion to Suppress Eyewitn g
ldentification, pursuant to Mass. R.Crim.P. 13. In support thereof, new evidence has come to

-+ light that renders the identification procedure unduly suggestive in violation Barrows’ rights ™} ?(x
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DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO RILCONSIDER THIS COURT’S DENIAL Ol* g

Now comes the defendant, Anthony Barrows, and respectfully requests that this
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Commonwealth v. éstﬂldo 472 Mass. 16 (2015); Commonwealth v. Johnson, 473 Mass. 5%

- (2016); Commonwealth v. Collms 470 Mass. 255 (2014); Commonwealth v. Crayton, 470 M s}

(1977); Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 471 (1963).

228 (2014); Perry v, New Hampshire, 132 S.Ct. 716 (2012); Manson v, Brathwaite, 432 U.S. ¢ i
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Since the original hearing on Barrows” Motion to Suppress. it has come to light hat %

Wicks viewed photos of Barrows on Facebook prior to meeting with ofticers to concluct a phot
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array. Wicks also now claims that despite prior assertions that she had never seen Barrows ])110 ;

(0 the night of the incident and that she only knew the person as “Big Anl” because she ! mald

people refer to him as that name on the night of the incident, she now claims she has known §

N « . &
Barrows all along, and has always known him as “Anthony Barrows.” The “unduly suggestl\u )
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