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BEFORE:  BUCKI NGHAM AND McANULTY, JUDGES; M LLER, SENI OR JUDGE. ‘!
BUCKI NGHAM JUDGE: Buster Chandl er appeals fromorders of the
Fayette Circuit Court denying his notion to supplenent and amend
his previous RCr? 11.42 notion and denying his notions for

findings of fact and for a default judgnent. W affirm

! Seni or Judge John D. Mller sitting as Special Judge by assignnent of the
Chi ef Justice pursuant to Section 110(5)(b) of the Kentucky Constitution and
KRS 21.580.

2 Kentucky Rules of Crininal Procedure.



Chandl er was convicted after a trial by jury in the
Fayette Crcuit Court in June 1991 of nmurdering his girlfriend,
d enda Hudson. Chandl er confessed to the crinme and al so
testified at his trial that he killed Hudson in Fayette County.
Hi s conviction was upheld on direct appeal by the Kentucky
Suprene Court in 1993.

Chandl er has fil ed nunerous postconviction notions
since that time. These include nore than one RCr 11.42 notion,
a CR® 60.02 notion, a CR 59.05 notion, and nunerous habeas corpus
actions. In every instance, the courts have deni ed Chandl er
relief.

In his latest RCr 11.42 notion, Chandl er argues that
t he Commonweal th did not have jurisdiction to try himfor
murder. He clains that he nurdered Hudson in Knoxville,
Tennessee, and then brought her corpse to Fayette County and hid
it behind a comrercial building on New Circle Road in Lexington
Chandl er nmakes these argunents even though he confessed during
guestioning and testified at his trial that he killed Hudson in
Fayette County.

Following the trial court’s denial of his |atest
notions, Chandler filed this appeal raising nunmerous grounds.
He argues that the circuit court erred by not granting hima

default judgnent agai nst the Commonweal th, by not appointing
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counsel to represent him by denying himan evidentiary hearing,
and by denying his notion for nore specific findings of fact.
Chandl er further argues that the court erred by not letting him
amend his original RCr 11.42 notion and by not hol ding a hearing
concerni ng whet her Fayette County had subject nmatter
jurisdiction to try him Additionally, Chandler argues that his
conviction was in violation of KRS 500.060(2) because the crine
was conmitted outside the territorial jurisdiction of Kentucky,
that the Commonweal th did not prove that the crinme occurred in
Fayette County, and that the Comonwealth was guilty of
prosecutorial msconduct. These matters have been rai sed
repeatedly by Chandler in his prior notions.

RCr 11.42(3) states that “[t]he notion shall state al
grounds for holding the sentence invalid of which the novant has
know edge. Final disposition of the notion shall conclude al
i ssues that could reasonably have been presented in the sane
proceedi ng.” Chandler has either presented or had the
opportunity to present all of these issues in his prior RCr
11.42 notion. He is now barred from bringing a second notion
t hat contains matters which either were or could have been

presented originally. See MQueen v. Commonweal th, Ky., 949

S.W2d 70, 71 (1997). The Fayette Circuit Court correctly
deni ed Chandl er’ s noti ons.

The order of the Fayette Circuit Court is affirned.
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ALL CONCUR.
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