CASE NO .

I'N THE SUPREME- CouRT ‘OF THE
UN'I?T:ED, ATATES

TLICLH VARGAS
PETITIONER.

V.

S UOPERIOR CoOURT OF CALIFORNIA
RESPONDENT

ON PemiTioN FOR CERTORARY To THE STAre afF
CALFoRNIA SOPREME" CouRT FOR THE Summart DEsMiAL
OF . CASE S2461S3 PETITUINFOR REvIEW: oF. KEPTEMBER,.
2272017 DENIALIOF Disovert REQVEST AND Maron \T:
DS 8o anFt PRoseCuTiNG ATTORNETY  ENTERED B7 HondkAdLE
JudGE. tCoRET LEe . SUPEBRWR. . (auhr 6P CAUFRR NN - ¢ - _
LYW aem}@wo Counti (ASE PVI 1203 267

[ AN
. . . el [

e L L r
a g — T —

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARY

TuecH VARGAS
142341370
9500 N. ETWANDA AVE

RANcHo CucAmMoNGA CA 91734
IN PRo-PER | PRo-sSE



TARALE oF ConTENTS

L. PETITION FoR REVIEW . . ‘ * . - ’
IT. QuestionS PresemTED - A . . ar . B
IIT. PARTies . . - e e e
DL_oPinion AELLDL) o . )
T JuRishdieTion . -
MI. ConstiTorion PROVISIO NS

NI, STAEmMENT OF case . .
M - " . ‘- N .
IX . REASo N FOR GranTING THE WRIT (ARGUHMEANT) L .

AL THE DECUS(ON BY THE STAYE Courr o LAST RESORYT 15 snd
ConFLieY WOHITE TS owen PRIOR DECSIONS ANDY WITH DECSIONS

OF THE UNITEN STATES CouRY oF APeenLs FoR. rvHe NI TH
(_lkCUlf' - @ . L] &

(JD DsTrRier ATornels/ PROSECUTORS HAVE A FREE STANIING
oQuLiIGATION TO INVESTIGATE AnD INQUIRE INTD BACKGROONDS
OF CRIMIN AL _TAWHIUSE INFORMANTS, INCLUMANG PROSECITION
CA<e FlLeS AN) PILES IN PSS EsSION oF OTHEAR LAW ENForceEmENT
AGENciea (PRoAATION OR PaROLE) AND To ASCERTAIN WHETHER
THE CRIMINAL INFORMANTS HAVE SERVED AL INFoRMANTS of
WONESSES FoR THE STATE In ANY PRuoR CRIMIN AL PROS CcOTIDAS
AGANsST ANY PERSON 1IN ExcHANGE FoR. AnNT BENEFTS
CONSIDERATIONS PRoMISES OR AsSisTance AND TD VETERMINE
WHETHER THERE 1< ANY EVIDENCE THAT SHEDS A SHadow

ON THEIR CReEDIDNILTT - . - - - . -

(23 DiSauALIFcarton OF A PROSECOTOR MA1 BE NECESS ARY WHEN
A CONFLILT oF INTEREST EXISTS OR A PAROSECUTOR SUFFERS
FRoM PREIJVNICE AGAINST THE DEFENIANT THaT ArrceTs HLs /
HER AdiLiry TO PERFOAM DIICRETIONARY FunCHONS
1APARTIALLY . ‘ - . . \ - e e

B\ IMP0_TaNCE of PROSECOTD RIAL. IMPARTIA L T v <
PaRArM o NTr AN INDISPENSADLE TO THE INTEGRIYT
OF G"NUST‘CE - - < - @ - r'e s -

- -

C‘ﬂ A JHOLING oF PERSISTENT TRosSecuTo RU AL MISCONDU T
AND/oR 1MPROPER BAD FAITH TAcTicTs MAT BE MATERAL
EVidENILE THAT SUPPORTS THE EXISTANCE oF A cConbLICT

J MERETING RECUSAL. . « . - - . -

——
-

A NPT

,
-—
D
#®

[ 4

18

20

210



TAKLE OF CONTENTS Conte

() REPEATED SuRVERSION INTO THE PAEPARAT N oF A
DEFENSE IS EVIDENCE OF A CONFLICT DECAUSE
PRosSECUTORS CANNOT TAKRE AnY AcrioNS THAT INTERFEAES
ANY INFRINGES ON A DEFENBRANTS SIxTH AMEND MENT

Clvie RAGHTS Tu ASSISTANLE OF CoUnSEL - o . - 22

Uﬂ VINENVCE OF A CoNFLIcT MAT BE SHOGA DY THE WILLFuL
AND RECKLESS fuPPRESSION of ExCULPATORY And
POTENTIALLY ExculLPATORY EVINENCE onN D EHALF 0F
PROSECUTDRS BECAUSE IT VIOLArES SETTLED PRimerPies -
OF DUE‘ ?ROCESS OF LAV N - - ¥ - - 2'2

CC\ EVIXENCE OF A ConFuicr Ma+d D OB JEcTivELY SHow i
BY THE WIiLLFUL AND REck L Es$< FAILURE TO CotiLeer And !
PRESEARVE Kwnouwn AnDd APPARENT ExXCcuILPATORY And or |
POTENTIALLT ExCuLAATORY EviBENCE LY PROSE (OB RWAL
ACENTS AND THAT RESuLT< In BAD FAiTH Loss amDd
DESTRUeTION BECAUSE 1T cLEARLY VIOLATES FAR DUE .
PRocESS PRiNGIPLES. . - e e e e 23

(d EVIDENCE oF A ConFLiICT MA BCE OBIECTIVELY SHOWRN
AY THE LILLFuL AN RECKLESS FAILURE TO PREVENT
AND/or CoRRECT MALEVOLE T DISINFORMAT10 A Al
TREACHERY cAusedr Ry 16 And DISHONEST CRIMINAL
WNFoRMANTS oN REHALE oF THE STATE AN PRosECcOTION
AGENTS BECAUSE IT VIOLATES WeElL SETTLED PRuwcPLES
0F duE PRocESS CuarAlTEED PROTECTIONS . - 24

-

L i o

+
]
H

B. THIS cAsE INVOLVES GuESTians OF ExcePytonwac
IMPORTANCE QecausE THE STATE CoultT oF LAST
RE$oR T VecdED) AN IMPORTANT TeNeRAL QuESTLON
N A WAT THAT ComFuecTs WiTH RELEVanT DECUSions

AFFECrs a RULE ¢ NATORNAL APPLUCATION IN HICH
THERE 14 AN OVERRIDING NEEQ FoR mNATWONKL
UNIFORNITY -

(1) THE STATE 1< DEPRwWING PeETironER. PLAMA ANERUATE

And sPecay REMEDIES IN THE oRMNAAY COURSE OF LAWY .
$PeciaLid DURING THE PENDENCT 0F cRimINAL PROSEcoTioN

WHERE VIOLATIONS OF SUBSTANTIAL STATE AnD FEdERAL

ConsTITUTIONAL Cvie RIGHTS THREATEN ToO UNDERMINE AR)
ERRODE THE Fumcriom ANY INTEGA, v oF THE TR AL PRocess
MECHANISPM FRom REGINING TD EnLd.

26

.- . -

il




 —
[ .
o T—
»  o——

(£A0TI2Q HMEVIYY VoYY @
0L tMORNzLYZ  swvy o9 YMUCYE Ay noo 3wIygnse
$3IVLe (1 20N0 3K 20 Ny Wo¥d 321137 Qlog INngT W)

90T 5903 »on 359> wieg ‘gt
| VIVWIIAON Qama 49151230 T MOt A AL 3V

Hi¥ho  IuL vy WwIgdy 40 Iynoo YNy aIny) fmu

[ TS194Ts 0N 3sv; @10z (iIg Lyvonve oy
. YOS VINYOINY) 20 wyno) AWIY4NP /s

- - - - . - ‘- - > »\ua?.um&q HUNI

wm;.; o s e LI & s . ?oﬁﬁJu?Q.M M
.~‘ m 3 . < ~ . - tu\wzﬁtpwm IHL oL WWv(f.(a
, NYYYNIIVYI Qv FAVITIW W WIYH LI ES I
St AavML Qivy W.WWUO_,QN o2 B E P IVERE YTy D MNIQOS N \VE]

QL ONINIs I woyy FEIICYd W TYD M3 3y
AINIWYIANG L VIV LUYWILSAE 1wy UMY 329g 9w
SMIUVIOIA S$ID00¢ ANE Ay TAAvIyYD I2igarayy iy

TNV ¥vIA2 AN an3y999 01 35y GiHL Vi QaLFI,
ANV FUVSSAI2(V ST NEULNIAYIAL NI ¥ 00 wiwg:w fm\:q

vlm c o “ = . e . *  ~ 35M3a3q

LINgWOo) v_ipvacayy Ol LAWNQLY @gg 0 0 vy Yy
WOy ANVANIII ([ IHL HNUNIAAYYE $1 FJiwis AN ﬂ.tww

a~vey SAMILNEY) 40 370y




10
11
‘ 12
13

14

15-

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

TADLE OF AUTHO RiTIESY
PHILIPS v. oarNoSKL 673 &34 11€d (’qr‘ucmzo:ﬂ_.lh

GiGLio v. U.{. 408 u.L. 1850 C1972) , ~ ~ 14
KYLES v. wiTied 514 u.$. 119 (19555) 1523
CARRIGER V. STEWARY 132 F.3d 462 L1 ciR 1992 ) VY <
PEaPLE v. RoBunsaN 32 caL APe. 4vu 494 gmes) 15
QeLMonNTe v. Brown 414 F.3d 1091 C2005) — s

PEOPLE v. K Asim 3G caL.APR ATH (366 ( 1997 — f8
CARRIER v. sTEWARYT 132 A28 403 (ard cr 114 7) ftS
MOAR v. visT 497 £.24 135 Camw a2 200 C) 16

PEorce vi Go NNER 34 cavL . 34 141 C 198 L \a
PEOPE V. MUNICIPAL. Louky 20 coL . APP. 34 7 3 Ciq12)—_' 19"
PEOPLEV. EUBANKS 14cAL 114 $80 G194¢) 9
PEoflev. 2APIEN 4c. 414 924 Ci1a1) "9
TEoPLEV. CANNEDNY 17¢ . 44 474 (1004) e ____ 14
Peotre v, Sureror: csuRrRT{GREERL) 14 C.34d 158 Ci917)_ 20
PEOPLEV. BattiAl 171 cAL.APP. 24 615 (1971R) 20
COMDEN V. SuRERLGR CouRT 20 ¢ALZd %06 (1918 ) 20
CALZRULES oF PRoF. Loaduer Rure S-210_-. -0
PEORLE V¢ DosALDSoa 92 cac. arP . 41H S (2000 20
Acecer v. u.s. 295 o.5. 18 (1438) , 20
HollY W 00D V. SuPERIOA Cauvky 43 cAL . 41U 721 (load). 21
PEoPLE V. SUPERIOR CouRy 43 CAL. 414 737 £2008)__ 21
MORRow V. SuPeRIBR CauhT 30 caL ARRYTH 1252 (1594)_ 22
QRAM v mAaRvLAND 322 u.<. 82 (1963 22

MAGCaLLAN V. Lo PeRioR CouRt 192 CA 1TH 1444 C‘Lmb.__,lz
PeolLe V. GUTERRES 7214 CAL. APP. 4TH 242 (2013 __ 123

MILLER V. VAS@GUEZ B6h T.24 (ib faH cr 1982)__ 123
COMMBWWEALYH OF NORTHUERN MARANA LSLANDS V. dowte

243 F.2d 1109 (arH 1R 2 001) i , 24,3¢
TERAISoA V. ctvd Anid County oF Saw FRANSCISC o ‘

590 £.24 1018 Cam ck 2008) 24

LS. V. FilEmen BERNAL-oaESe G892 R.24 221 (911 cer 1992) 26
CALE V.STATE oF NERRASIKA 381 u.c.336 (1965) _______ 2¢
HURLES V. RIAN 106 F.24 1021 Cari A 20/3) 29
IN RE HocHRERG 20 calL3d a10 (l‘ho)

2%
Peofre v. MERRIAM Cea2d 39, GGe1)_ 1N
PEOPLE v. S2eT0 29 c2d 20 CiSar) 28
CRANE V. KENTUCKNY 976 0.5, 6A3 (1a86) 129
FARETTA v. caLFoRNIA 922 u.. 306 (1975) . 30

Hogect -~ HARRING v- TAYE OoF NEW ToRK '

IS5 NY.3d 8 (24 cin 20:00) i — 3o
RowWeEL V.<TAre oF ALADAMA 287 U.£. 45 (1932)
CUYLER v. SullivAN 446 u.c. 335 (1980

‘ 30
STRicKLANYD v. WasHINGTON 46G( Lv.5. G2 Cl‘i&-ﬂ 3t
CALFORMIA RULES oF .

SonroRmia 0F CaoRx B.48% THAsuGH 3. 143 32

- PERWOR CcaLr 6
PATTERSoA v, m “RY 63 cAL.2d4 £47 Ciqop)

32
LALCLPAL Cours eraY
CAUFoR HICHWAY PATROL v Sarero S0 24 184 Cia6a)__ 32

L V- SuAER 18R CouRr. i

CAL. APP ATH 1070 [‘Loaa)‘_g il 32
j
l
|
]

—
-
-

’.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

D RumMGo V. SuberioR. Courtr © car.3d 930 (1973)

PEORLE V. MUNICIPAL CauRr 12 CAL 2d 653 me.}
€aLSOn V. SuPerioR COORTY 356 cau. 24 131 Cl96:)d.

32

32

.32

MAINE V.S 0PERIGR Cov Ry 6B car. 24 375 C19CA )
Z'NERmans v. BuRcH 494 0.5. I3 (1940)

3z
i34

MonROE v. PARE R6GS u.S. ILT Cta61)

134

MURRAY V. GARRATANS 192 u-%. | CHGG)

PEoPLE v. DuvaLL TG . 4rH 474 Ciaqg)

38
Ize

FAY v. Nota 272 u.S. 39/ Clac 2)

{29

o~

(et




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
.24
25
26
27

28

TARLE _aF. A@_t_@__h‘cx ES

APPENDIX ~A-

APPENMIY — Q-

APPENDIXY —C -

<3 AN AR 3!, 2008 Decision) AY THLE CALFaN A
SUPREME CLOARYT Summary D ENIAL OF PETINLONERS
PentTion FoR REvieW CALE NO: S246G13 X
NovEMAER 28 2017 dceSion DY THE CaUFOANA
COURT @F APPEAL FoR tHC FolRiH MSTR(CT

SUMMARY dEMAL oF PEririon Fon WRr oF
MANMATE case wotE0G13p0

Tone 5,208 LETER FRom THE CLEAK oF
THE UMITED STAa+es SoPREME CoURT 7ROVI DG

G0 DA1 EXTENSIoN To CoRRECT THE PLEADNG
ANY  APRLL 7.2, 20/%D PRoOF oF ServicE

¢ 2 o g0 .

Ll




. Penviod FoR WRW oF CERTIORA R)

PETITIONER TUcH VARGAS RESPECTFOLLY PETITIONS T® THE CooRT T

ISCOE A wair oF CERMORARL IN ORKRER TO REVEW THE CALFORAMIA
SUPREME COORT, TANUVARY 31, 201% SumMmaAY DEmaL - CASE'NO
246153 oF PEvivion FR REVIEW OF THE SEPfEmBER 12,
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MoTsd 10 DiseuALIFY THE MISTRCT ATrORANEY IN CASE
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i. WHETHER A STATE{ DisTRie™ ATTORNEY | PROSECOTOR 1IN A CRIMINAL.
PRosecuTian HAS A FREESTANDNG DMuTY AND OBLIGATIenN TO INVESTIGA TE
MnGenry waums‘;'mm T® DEComE INFORMED OF ANT EVIDENCE
AND INFORMATION CanNTAINED WITHIN DISTRYT ATTORNEYS OFFICE

CASE FILES AND oTUER LAW ENFoREMENT RECORIS OF CRIMINAL

TAILHOUSE INFORMANTS THAT THE PRosECLTDR INTENDA To US4 E A4 STATE
WITNESSES 1 A PeE~NDING CRAMINAL PROSEcutien AGAINST vTH,E

DEFEU.DAMT‘, AND IN oRDER 1D ASLERTAIN WHETHER THE CRIMIN AL
TJAUWHOUSE INFORMANTYS . HAVE EVER NASLSISTEY LAW ENFoRCEMENT
AGENTS FoR TME PRosccoTion) IN ANY PRIOR Cases AS IN FoRMANTS
OR LIITNESSES “FOR THE STATE |N ExcHAnGE FOR ANY SPECIAL
ﬂah)ﬂmfkﬁ:ﬂwﬂé, BENEFITS , DEALS ; LINIENCT; PRorisEs AND /OR ANY
ASSISTANCE FRom LAw ENFRCEMENT OFF!CIALS-?_

[F THE ANSWER To THE ADOVE QuEsTion IS  YE< THEN,

i ofgﬁ



Z. WHETUER THE TRAL CouRT JuGE HAS THE  AUTHORITY AND

A CDOTY 15 JSS0E A couRT GRDER To ComBEL THE MiSTRcr
ATTORNES OFFice Ad for THE PRoSEcuTof 70 PERFoRM THE
INVESTICATIVE  DunisS AND OBUCATIGNS (NTE CRMINAL TAiL HOUSE
INWAMFA’ Pecofd As ser oRTH ABove i (Gutsrion 1), wHeN 1T
AREARS THAT THE PRoSECsTOR HAS NoT MADE ANY EFfefr TO Cosiduer !
SUCH (NVESTIGATIONS AND/OR  APPZAQS TO ACT WILLFULLY IS nlsRaAr

oF HER VJIry And OBLIGATION To Loddice THOSE (NVESTIGATIONS ,
SPEaALu, wWHed Deaune i.;y.m‘ CRIMINAL. SARMGISE INFORMANTS AS
XTrTE WITHESSES - AND |V ORDER To ASURE THAT THE PRoOSEOTER'S

ResPoNSE ANDAR CoMPLIANCE 16 A PRETRIAL ManioN FoR Discavert
JOF THAT (NFoRMATION, iS5 MADE CopMPETENTLY ; ACCURATELY AND

WELL m@émzb ?

3. WHETHER A CRiMNAL DIFENDANT IN CoSToRY AND ACTING

As P&o#ﬁk/sw-ﬂsﬂﬁsﬂzﬂfﬂ HAS A PRoTECTED CoNsTiTUTIoN AL
RIGHT To RECEIVE A FAIR AND MEANINGAUL GPRSRTONITY To ComMduer
AN BVODEATIARY HEARING N FReNT ofF B FAIR ARD IMPARTIAL S OGE ;

70 PRESSENT EVODEMGE, AND TO coMPEL ArTEMDANCE OF WITNESSES
onN HiS BesHALF DURINE A HEARING TO A MomieN TO DISQUALIEY THE

Disrrcer ArrolneY ( #c § :4‘24’) AR IN ORJER TO SpPPoRy THE FACTUAL

BASIS AND 7o ME=T THE BURDEM of PRoOF [N ACCORDANCE To THE RULES
OF SVOENCE AND DUE PROCESS OF LAW  [ni ORDER 10 CREATE AND

EsraBusH AN Accoflars An) CoMPLse Recoed so THAT MeAMINCRIL
AND EFFCeTWVE AbPoti_ and/of REVEW OVER tHE TRIAL CoURTH

DETERMINATIONS CAN BE SuFFCIENTY Takes ovER SucH
CLAIMS THAt AFFectd FEDERAL. And STATE CopsnrurioNAL Civne

Rigurs 7
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4. WHETHER, DIFFERENT FofMs of BAD Farri MEwelS, TAcTics
OR AcTions oN BEHALE OF THE PROSECAMING ATTORNEY THAT 0FFEND
AKD SUBVERT inlto A CRIMinAL DEFENDANT S Civee RIGHES To
PREPARE mey EFFECTWVE DEFENSE ca#.sw YUTE EVIAENCE OF

B CONFLET oF INTEREST, AntMUS ,BIAS At kR PREIVDICE
PEANST THE DEFENTANT “THAT HAS RECoME ‘&ﬁkﬁﬁmﬁ fe A
FAIR AND EVENHANDED EYCERELSE oF DiScRenonhRY FUNCTIONS
1o MERIT REcusAL ORDERS,
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Craticac. EXCULPATORY AN%A@ LoTENTIALLY TXCOLPATSRY EVIDENCE

THAT 15 INFOAMED T THEM, TDEN m::eh By THEM ANd 1 18
CLEAR THAT SucH EVilENCE Wauid ?LA‘! Ar 1M PORTANT PART

AT TRIAL AND courtd Folea THE RASIS Fof. ExcurfaTiNg sk
EXONERATING A CRIMINA,. BEEENDANT 7. A

TAT, PARTIES _
1 TicH vaRkas  PenvenER 1S & FRe-BER Clistud p. BEFERRANT
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Foe TRial i cASE F¥E 202287 w THe RE FSPorRENT Lo d T

9. SuPrrieR Cewl®T AESfondgass 15 THE SUPERDR {oalT 5
Chios Falrins Sam RERwWARLNG Faowr? VieToRVGLAE Desrieer BRERES

ALt FYIT 120 g:ﬁz_ Jn PERDING 10d deer Vg Howmap At ¥ Juilkk

LEES cou o E.YY

3. T PEsPAE 5 18 THE REAL SRETY jod INTEREST AND tHESE

&

5 o= 39
g i, "
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SUPERIOR CovRr OF CALIFORINIA CouNTY oF San &emm.‘amo.

IV . Ofinow DELLOW.

ON JANUARY 31 2018 THE SUIREME CauRT ofF CALIFORNIA IN CASE

324 G/I33 foMmmar\LY DENIED PETITION FoR AREVIEL wiTHoul AA
OPiNion NoR HEA&:NG, fe€E CAPP(:_NB:{ ‘4-33 oven THE CALIFI R NIA
COURT OF APPEAL FoR THE FouRTt DisTRIcT Divisian TwWo SOMMARY

Jeanar oF Peririon Fol WRIT OF MANMATE ZASE mo. Eo69306G
THAT L14% DERIED ON NOVEMAER 28,2017 see CAPPEndIx B -

THE UNDERLT WG DECision PETITIONER SEEK4 REVIEW of 1§ THE
LEPTEM RER 22, 2007 SUPERIDR CouRT ofF CAUFORNIA CounNT
OF SAN JERNARMNG  DistRict OF VicToRVilLE DdEmac of MoTlon
ForR PRE-TRAL DiscavERIES AnD MotoN To DISQUALIFT THE

JrRce AtroRmeEY ENTEREY d1 HownoRaBLE C(oRE1 LEE 1N CASE
FVIE 1203282, The unmed srates SutReme Courtr HAS

JoRdierion 70 REVIEL THIS cAse UNMEA 2% U.s.c.A. 8 1287

PETIMONEAR /4 ONAALE 10 PROVIDE A Cord oF THE SEPTemMAER 22,
Za}‘l PROCLEENNG I1nN THE SYATE SUPERiIoR CaulhT duT HE 1S

IN THE PRocesS OF REAQUVESTING THE TRiAL Coult FoR A

CoP4, THE Peurwwel 15 PRO~ PER AAD INDICENT CRAMINAL
DEFEMDANT I~ CosrodY AND) 14 SuBleer T Ex TREMELT

RESTRILTIVE Cond iTians af CONBNEMENT AND THAT Direcrld
CMIL And TREVENT HIAA FRom maakiwa CoPres oF THE Docuwments

FRom . THE ORIGINML PERTLON For WRIT oF MANDIAMUS An)
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TRAT WERSE Hi1LEd IN THE FouRTH Bls-rﬁ.d' Blv'scod Two oF
TWE CALEORNIA CouRT of APPEALS 1 CASE No2 EobB306. HE HAS

:M’Puab TD TUE SUPERIOA. CoulRy ofF CAUFoRNIA FolR r&nusaquS
AF TUE < EPrcmPEA QZJ 2017 HEARIANG A &ui:’snol\\ AND M’J

E‘I"HE PRESENT MBMEAT HE Awaive FoR PRoDVCTION oF Sard ,
"TRANACRIPTA Ond cAaNGT (ncluDE THEM wWiTH vHis Pe-rtnon)

i

?.Due vo THE €EX\CENT CorditTions OF (ONEANTMEANT- THERE FoRE

PeTiTlONER ReEULEF FRom RULE 11.1 AN Fon TS lourx YO
TLEASE L4SOE AN GRNEA To THE ColRTS DELOW 10 CERTIF
S AN TRANSMUN THE RecoRd OR AS THe CoLAT mAY DeCM

i MECCASARY To (BNNeY AN APPRoPRIATE REVIEW).

i N JuRSdlerion |
" THE STANVARN 3R] 2018 JudDGMENT ENTERCD DY THE CaLFoRNIA-
! LoPREMmE COURT <ouGHT W BE REVMEWED 15 HERERY INCorPoRATED

i

LNt T Pevirionl A« [Aﬂpenn:(«A ) THE CALIFO RNA
COURT 0% APPEALS DECCISION ENTERED on NIVEMAER 28
:'Lo|1 12 IN colkPoRATEDY |NTO THIS VETUTOA As[AP&uBu(—B \

.ON JONE & 20/8 TUE UMTED STATES <OPREME COURT
RETURNEN PENTIONERS Perirona WJirh AR EaTENto N TO CoRREST
;Tue PLcadn € DuE TO ExCTSS of PAGINA TN . THE CLERKS LETTER

(18 1INCORPARATED 1N THIS PEmiriod A% (ArPendIX —c )
‘TW4 ZsuRT HAS TuRISDicTiod UNDER 2B u.6-¢. § /157

f E Lomn sTiTUTIONAL TROVISIONS, RULES ANY REGILATIDANS
THIS CASE 13 TREMISED oA THE FIFTH SIXTH AAD FouRTEE NTH

ArmendmenTs OF THE U.S. ConNsSTIToTlon)

8 or 30’




STATEME.T &F E8%5E ‘
THIS <ASE DEALS witH PRE-SENTENCE D/ PrETRIAL. cRAMINAYL,
derendnrnr { Pertrioner) T eH VARGAS | ATTEwPTS To FURTHER
- Discovery EFFoRTS AN TO 0STAN EvVIDENCE Anb INFoRMATION
th £oNnECTion T8 Two €RimiNAL AL HIUSE 1N FORFAANTS THA T
THE FROSECUTOR HAS INFECTED 1NTO THE PendmNG, PRgSECUTION |
WiTh INTENTIONS T US€ THEM AS STATE EVIRENCE ACA/NET
MR.VARGAS a7 TRIAL. BUT wWHoM 1T HAS BEEN AMEGED KMo
SHawn @ Have PROVIBED CLEARLY FAARIcATED PUSINTORPAATION
WHICH HAS BEen MANIFESTED ™ ThE CASE  HOWEVER THAT THE
DisTRicr ATTORNEY PRoSECUTOR APPEARS 10 REMAiN AND BR Act
Wi BLATRRT DISREGARE TowaRDS THE TRea CHERY Ont BEHALF oF
THESE Two INDIVIDUALS | Soun HANSen AnND QANDY TORPIN, D
WHO'S STATEMENTS T2 LAW ChFeRcemenNt ARE CorMPLETELS
CONTRADIELTORY T EACH OIHER. THE PROSECOTE, REmaims - |
RELOCFANT T Caa_&aér THE CReoRkS NOR vO £vEn INVESTGATE
nbte THE MANIFESTED Ly ES AND FABRICATIONS s AND 15 RedVeTANT
TO INGURE AND INVESTIGATE WTHIN THE VSTRICT Afroanes
OFFICE FIES INTO. THE JAILHoUSE m\ﬁg?\-nkﬁfé .?Rio‘&.
CRIMINAL CASES, AND 1N DRUEA

TO DETERMINE WHENHER

THE INFORMANTS #ave PREVIOVSLY ASSISTED LAW ENFORCEM ENT
RGENTS ; EITHER AS INFRMANTS oR WITNESSES FoR THE STAT Ey
AND WHETHEA THEY HAVE BER fecewed ANY T/PE oF BENEFT,
CONSIBERATION o Qg WARD a3 EXCHANGE Fok THelA
AssranCE S;6R Fof Antl OTHER INFéRMATION AND Evidente .
THAT Wouwd €AST A& SHAJow avER THER CRED:DILITY Ag
WITNESSES . AND Inv THIS <ERIGUS CASE WHERE THE PEriTioNeR
Ras AEed AccuseEd oF GRoss VEHIEGLAR MANSLAVEHTER Bur

: J
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AnD MURDER .

O’ SEPTEMRER 13,1017 THE vgu;r-..'c@@&r Hono aABLE
TUDEE ‘L.EE. deEmed Pentoneré ﬁ&ﬂéd Ffor FPac-varau

C DESCOVERYT PERYAMNE To THE TWE TRILHEUSE wF&ﬁMAwts
HoWEVER ma Pkoﬁwﬁ& PRESENTED DuminG ARCuMEST oF THE
 ARETLON 1S THAT THE PROSEcoTED CANAIBLY DENIED RNAWING of
Anlf PRIsR CASES 11 WHILH THE Twe INFIRMANTS SERVED AS
EnTeRMANTS aR WITNESSES FoRlk THE ,:sﬁre,l\}m WHETHER
THEY HAS Evea Recoived And bEAr&..s,aﬂ;. LENIENCY , o
ConGtDd ERATONS 1A EXCHAKNGE FoR THEIR ASSISTIRNCE WK
LAw ENFORCEmMENT OFFvciArs. NonErwetESS | vHE MsvRicr
FreoRuer i} Ase RERRESENTED BY wefdS Al SuBsTAmCE
THaT SHE HAD Mot Comducted AdY THPE oF INVESTIGaTIs ol NOR.
INGURY INTE THE JAHOUSE inFoRMANTES PRIGR HISToRY AND
INVeLVEMEMS AS INFERMANTS oR WITESSES FoR THE STATE 4.
~Aud THE PRoSEcUTOR HAD Fatgd rO, Ar THE VERY LEAST,
e ASK THE Twe /NFORMANTS THEM S ELVES , WHETHER oR NeT
THEY Had ASSISTED THE STATE (1 ANY PRIsr CRumilAL CASES
1N ExewmnGE FoR SPECIAL TREATMENTS, sce (PETyvion For

WRIT o2& dei‘imé"&j LAL.4‘6‘H ™her £8Y. OFA@P&;&L_ NS E@(qu(’?
A HEREAFTER “MANDATE®, At P 3-9)THE MRosecuvei DIRST

REFPRESENTED TUAT  SAx BERmNAGMMD County DisTlict
ATroRNEY S OFfFtce Anh ko THE Lothke LAW ENFORCERENT
AGEmNCIES DO ~aT HAVE anyY TYPe oF ~ DATR Rase, Nog A
PRAacTicAL EYSTEM T Mémmﬂ Keee Recokds oFF, AND T0
ASsgSs THESE TYPES oF SKRttHoOUSE IN FeRraANTS THAY can SE
SERIoUS PoTENTIAL HkkM o THE Pd&uc AND OuR JUsTICE
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SYSTEM, AdD THAT ANSES REASONABLE TuBLIL COWeERN.

H,Dwés/EfL LATER 1N THE MSCOSSIDA THE PRafEcad . STRTES

DoRkidd TUE HEARING AT, THE Aewhky NSTRIET ATTOR NEYS
ofFree Did KEEP SomE fY?E oF REco®Y  NevES wvi THE FrLES”
FHAF Woutd STATE 1F THE Twe J&ik HeusSE i FORMANTS WERE
EVER criLel AS wWITNESSES Fed THE £TATE. B ot THE DISTRIEY
ATIORNEY GIVES THE cLEAR TMPREsSSION THAT SHE MRDE Na
ERroly To INGURE (N THE Disthier ArreRweys FrES Foa
A of THESE™ NOTES Y THAT SHE ARMMTTED Weukd STRTE 1w
WHAT casES THESE TWe JMLHooSE INTORMANT Couid HAVE
VEAY WELL BEEW INVOLYED 3y ASSisYiniG THE STATE T8 €8TAwm
A ComvieTroN , Acs WHETHER ANY TYPE oF CoxtsiDEAATION af-
SPecimi. TREATMENT WAS LWEN TO THEPM N BxcHANGE Foe
ARLSTI 46 THE GeFERMMENT IN Anv PRIoR CRIMIMAL CASES. (;a\}ff

THIS SrusTiesrs CREATES A SERices PROBLEM BECAVSE Fol
OWE ,THE PEVITIGNER , AS & PRo-FER DEFENDANT AnD OR HIS
INVESTIGATOR ; Do noT~ HAYE AcLESS TO THE DISTRIET MiTORNEVS
GFFice FleES , SPECIALLY saf LISHY 6F CORFDENTAWUTY RYLES
And PoticiES. Awd SECond, BY THE PROSECITING ArreRnerh
METrods of DEUBERATELY CHOOSWE T6 REMA 16 NS RENT oF
ANY PaTEwTIAL DISCOVERABLE AND FAVGRA BLE RRADY MATERIALS,
THE PRosccuTR IS FROVIDING A POTENTIALLY FALSE MBAESS(N
WHERE ACERTING THAT NO FAVRRAQALE DigesVERIES E3iST,
AVUT witheerT FIRST PERFeRMING KER 08LIGATIONS TO
INQuike AnNA INVESTIGATE (N ORDER To PAOVIDE A VALID
AND: WELL-INFARMED ANSWER 70 THE TYPE of Discoveay
REGues™ AS DiscusseEd ABove, PEARTAINING TO cRIrMINRL

® o5 39



FTAILHOUSE  InFORMANTS) AND ofF WHeM THE HMP(_:C@@M
HAvE REASONABLY CAUTIGNED Mygy BE CLoSELY MoniAED
AmE ASSESSER (N ofDEA To PRtvEaT ANd CeRAEcT -me:
GRAVE PoTEntiaL Fol SELF-SEEKING ANd TREACHEROouS
ACtions BY SJdcl 1nudVidudisS oF FaARRicaTNG LIES AND
ACCUSATIENS AGRINST THE (WRGCENT, AS (S THE CASE sni THIS
marrer. (oo meARE BCUBIT 410 MANDATE AT ? 294-333) <

On  SEPrEmBER 22,2001 THE PEMTIONER ATTEMPTES TO
AIBRESS THE ABEGVE-STATED AwD mMaul oTHER BAD -~ FaltH
TACTICS AND METHSES on BERALF OF THE PRogEVTBR. AmMD
THE Brgriucr ATTeaNe¥S oF FICE. AND TRAT SERYVE &S B Dence
OF An EXHSTING Confieel of /NTEREST  OFFICIAL ANIMUS  BEAS
Discriminamion Awdloh PREIUNICE AGMNST THE DEFENIANTS
PENTIONER AND THAT 1S ExTRAMEGVS T8 THE DISFRICT ATioRneEY
AND  DistR.eF ATTORNETS OFFs¢E ARty 7o PERFORM wHE
BigcRETrENARY FunicTions of A PROSECWTOR inN & FAIR AN
EVENHANDED MANHER,

PETimenER PRESEMTED maant cLatne / ALLEGATIONS SupPorTED
En’ A& SuBSTANTIAL RECORDS . s€e {Exrider L TO MANDATE | -
"MoTran To DiscuAuly THE PRosecoTing Arrornet  (PeN C’sb&

3 1424}) rHAT Was FILED kjert THE Mevind PALERS v THE RESPox-

Dent C‘adkﬁ. THE CLAMS AR AMEGATIONS RANGE FRoM  BoT ARE
NOT LIMITED T0 ) BAd-FAvH , PARIIAL . AND RECKLESS (RVESTI®
GATion TACTICS THAT RESOLTED (M CRITICAL WKROWK AnDd
APRLENT Exe fATRRY Awd POTENTIALLY EXCULPATORY BVl ENCE
To BE Losr Anbd BEsTRoVED } DELBERATE BAD ~FArTH 3LPPRESS -
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I@N OF MATERIAL ExcdLPATORS EvIDENCE DuRing THE
CAUTIEAL STAGE oF PRELIMINARY EXAMErIATION ARE THAY
RESULIED 1t 12RE PRRABLE - PREIUDICE TO THE CREPCHRATION &F
 THE CRIMinA. DEFENSE 5 BAD -~ FAITH TReT S gF MISIiFoRMING
AND H:s&.,eassswfﬂmeus To TRE CooATS of L.,Aw tv¥ ORDER To
SUBVERT AND /NTERFERE WITH EXERCISE ¢F CiVIL RISHTS TO
SELF -BE PRESENTATION | DAD ~ FAITH RECKLESS USE of Kidown
&b ELEARWY A@cﬁakem" LWNG CRIMINAL TAILHOUSE IN FoRM-
MANTS 16 ORCHESTRATE METHADS aF SOBYERSIGHN And
JNTE{UEE&{,;cEs wWITH THE ?REPﬁMwu& oF A CRIMINAL DEFensE
Aud THE prrolnev CLIENT RELATLONSHIP { PErTtoNER Avseo FILED
A— CLuL G HE AW SO AGRNST THE MSTAICT A TTERANETS OFFICE I~
Conngeriaa To THE HSTRICT ATTORNEVS DewBERATE SUBVEASION iMTD
MATTERS oF THE BEFENSE vHE PRasecuTER wWur BE A WINESS AT TRIAL.
SEE [Ext{f&"r 4 »ad 4 o7 PeErivie Feé. wWai T ef MA»AJ}ATE:‘\E

T .-

AT THE HEARING THE (0URT BesRWEDR And DENED THE &éﬂ‘r‘w:dE&f
DEFEMBANT oF Arl EVIENTIARY HEARING ARE oF AN ADEQU -

ATE ANDd MEANINGFuL oPPORTUNITY 7O PRESENT EVIiINEmel (A
ACCoRBANcE T8 Dug PRoefSS BemardS,  THUS THE TRIAL

CouAT FuBCES Factusl. DETERAMENATIONS ; MHEN DENVIAG THE
Floriead 170 DiSRUALIFY THE PROGEcuTING i;rrf'aflréﬁ"f 15 PREscMED Lecact
UMREASONDBLE . S PECIALLY 1 LIGHT OF THE FACT THAT THE

JuBGES FActuAe Findmics, B ASEDd on THE FACE oF THE

RECo 8D, wERE UNSL P%%wamw—__*
EVIBENCE I/ SuPPeRT oF THE o RIGINAL Metiors ., 7 b

NeT GALY wad FEnTGREL Deon el ofF 'Fgu.b'é.«mgv&\u PROCEDV AR .
SAFEGURAD 70 AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING , B uT HE 1S AbSe BEING

¢ oz 39



S1MULTANEsuSLY Add SYRuchiAiLlyY DEPRIVED oF An
oPPGATOHITY To CRAEATE AN ADEQUATE ANE aAcc VA ATE

QECOAD 1 THE TRiAL COUAT, 1N, ACCORDANCE TG EXHAUSTION
oF AdmisisrRAMIVE REMEMES AnD Comimy DoecrRINES
AS REGUIAED B LAW, B YT rHAT WL ATIMATEL Sulvert
A INTERFEAE I THE PErmonERS ABwITy 7o MEANINGRULLS
Aecesy tHe AREMEDY PRocEDuRES, SHouLD HE BE WRowdly
ConVictEd, And HE wii RE PREVENTEY FRom Rzcewile A
MEANMCRIL APPEAL A#D/BR CoLLaTERAL. fEViIew Dus 72
E INHERENT PERVERSH AR DEFICENCY CREATED iN "THE
Covpr RECopds wHEN BErsde DePRVES oF A MEANNGFUL
Ei) EnTiRRY HEARING ANY OF o FPoRTanr? To Anige ARD
PRESENT HiG Cumrras OF STATE AnD FELERAL C@NST&W'&%&&
Dignsion, cee (BXUBIT 4 ar F:267- 17370 MANYATEN.

FudtgR merE ,BuE 1o THE TYRES ofF ERROAS CREATED BY .
THESE PRESENT CI1ROUMSTAANCES AND THE INFECTION CREATEDED 1N
THE RIMINAL PROCESS FRom BEGINWE TOy Bnd EVEN AeTer AN
Pew"éﬁﬂm.: Convictioni, As ExPLAMED ABOVE ,THZRE Exisrs

A REAL AdDd oBIGenVEY MAN FESTED PoTENTIAL Faf GREAT
IMMEBIATE Add JRREPARABLE PREZUMCE Amd DAMAGES 7o

THE PETIONER. witHoor A TIMELY Ank REASonARLE QEVIEW
AND THE CoRREcTioR oF THE ERAoRS Ar THIS \STAGE ANB
BEFeREe TRsAv. TT tsould DEEY THE PRiNciicss \oa’r BROSA LY

EBRMINISTRATION OF JusTicE T2 PRoLsn€ THE REVIEW , AVSWERS

ANDd Coffecrod 1@ THE /ssees, PRESENTED HERE u:m«.. AFTER

AN PoTENTIAL fauvmnm«b) Add LwBIECTING THE PETITTanER

1t oF 39



T0 UNMNECESSARY AND UNDUE HARDISHIPS AND DELAYS
16 REMEDS Constetuviomiat. civil. RIGHTS vierAmio NS .

Pern sl ER SoubRT Fok WRIT oF MANDIATE RELIEF 4N
Good Fard 7o THE 4TH DETRICT Cougr OF APPeatS ANA
v & PRAYER Fo& BAstc Remrdigs { MANDATE A+ @.10-221%

4. Al oRDEA TB THE SUPERIOR CouRT TO VACATE 1TS
PRAGR DEGSsoN oVvER HE M Morien FoR PRETRIAL. - - -
VScoVERT™ ENTERES SEPTEMBER 22 ,10{7, ANT Folk
THE SAPSERIGR Codiy TO ISSOE A MANDATE DIRECTED
T0 THE DisrRict ATTelNEY AAND THE DisrRiey AvieR-
NEYS OFFIRE TO condueY AN ADERUVATE INVESTIGATION
INTe THE “OFFICE FIEST AND ™ MOoTES® iNCLODING IN

THE PRieR cruinne CASES oF THE TWo CRIMINAL
SAILHowsSE INFORMANTS ) AvD 10 YERIFY WHETHER
ANt oF THE INFoRMANTS (RBNDY TURAIN oR . S0 Hu
HANSort). SEAVER A8 StarE " WITNESSES® & ANy fRIGR
CRMINAL CASES N EXCHANGE To ANY SPEGAL TROAT=
MEATS; CansERATIONS , DEALS , LENIEnCY , REWARDS 5
AnD DR IMCENTIVES MDD IN FoRMATIEN THAT™ MAY CAST
A SwAdow GYER THE INFORMANTS VERASITY AND THEIR.
CREDEBILITY  'AND. FoR A~ ORDER DiREcTING THE PRoSEcump
T© TuRN oVER iR DISCovVERT ANT s EVIRENCE THAT
MAY BE DiscoveRED, AFTER , A PRoPER ANR Good~FArm

N VESTIGATT OKS.
l. A¥ GRHER T THE SOPLRICR CouRY T6 VACATE ITS PRIGR

DEcision ovER THE " Memian Te MsQuatre e DisvRIeT
AcroeneEY™ And @ PAOVIDE tHE PARTIES Al offoRTUNITY

12 o 39.



Te CONMNUCT  Ant keToht EVIDENTARY HEARING ' To -

J
CALL Ufod WITRESSES ALD RESENT EVID ENcE

iN ACCORDANCE WHTH THE Rutzs OF EVId BNCE AND DOE
PRocess DEMANDS  \THEN AFTER HAVING CONDYCTED AN
EVIAENTIARY K EARING | AND THE CouaT BEWNG WELL- INFORMED
OF THE FAcrS AMD EVIAENCE, TO EATER A NeW DeasioN
AND JUREMENT IN ACcoRIANCE T8 THE PREVAILING
LAWS A#d #utHoRiTIES. ‘
THE CoURY OF APPEALS N ENED Lu:ﬁ -IN ﬁosthﬁk
1L 1. THU: TME PenrioneR  HERERY PETITIONS 1
THIS ZouRx Fof WRMIT oF CERMeRARY N A PRAVER FoR.
A FMR AND APPRePRIATE REVIEW. BECAUSE THE SUZREME CoURT
oF cALIFORNIN ALso DENIEN REUEF oN JANUARY 3V, 70/ THUS
THE PETIONER 1S WitHour ANY OTHER PLAIN, ADEQUATE
Asd spzedy ReEMsdY IN THE ORDMNARY CouRSE oF LAW
Excelr BY TS FRESENT PEnHON 1o TRE U, S. ¢ -
SUPREME CourT . AND DuE vo. THE NATURE oF tHE
ERRORS N THE Rasﬁo%em‘ Gukr OVEAR THESE ifsuves,
THE PENTIoNER IS SURTECT To GREAT IMMEDATE And
IRREPARARLE. DAMAGES AND INZURY WitHour A TIMELy
Relxawk OF THE CASE AND »GF»&N'T* oF AN APEROPRLIATE
REMEM! 1 To THE StRuocruar PREJudCE oF THE  PROCECDNGS -

AN ORGENT STAY 15 RERSonABLY REGUESTED And MERITER,
Jntiv A RESswoTmion oF THIS MATTER v THE Surcmep\ COORT "
I LIGHT oF THE EXERPTIOMAL cgﬁggﬁs‘rﬂmEs fregsewrEd
HERE | And ¢ THE BEST nTEREST OF JUSTICE.
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IX . REASONS For GRANTING THE WRIT

A.

THE Decisidnl BN THE STATE COURT OF LAST RESORY IS 1N comwFLicT

WiTH 118 owal PRIDR DECISIONS AND WitTH DECISIoNS OF . THE
VAITEY STATES coory oF APPEALS. FoR THE NINTH CIRCUIT. T,

i) DIsSTRILT ATHOANE=L /fkosecuroA; HAVE A FREESTANDING
OBL1GATION TD INVESTIGATE ANY INQUIRE (nTD THE BAckGrsunDS
OF LRMIN AL . TAWHousE INFORMANTS INCLODING PROSECUTon CASE

|FILES And FILES (N PaScEsSSrom OF OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT ACENCIES

(Pﬂnﬂskmu R PARou;) ANY TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER THE <RimiINAL

INFoRMANTL HAVE SERVED ne INFoBMantTS OR WITNESSES Fon
THE <vTate W Anvd PRIOR CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS AGainsT ARY. .
PERSDN 1N ExCHANGE FoR Ay BEwEFITS, CONsSIDERATIONS,
PRomises o8 ASSISTANCE AND TV DETERMINE WHETHER THEAE 1S
ANY Bviden e THaT SHENS A SHADDW ON THER CREMIRILITv. ARD

REGARDLESS IHETMER ANY CoNSINERATLONS oR BENEF(TS wERE GIven,

C(n" 1 & FONMAMENTAL PRINCIPLE oF THE AMERICAL CR\WLWWA L

SVaTlcE SY4TEM Twar (.DELIGE&ATE DECEPTION OF A COORT AND
JURBRS DY PRESEwTATLON of KNOWwa) PALSE EVINENCE 1S INCOMPATI ALE
WitH RUNWMENTARY dEMANDS oF ,:x’usrzasy"'J FHILIPS v. 0RNOS ki

€13 F.34 63,/ 41 Cartt cin 2012) GuorinG CiGLio v. UNITED
STATES 105 .S IS0 153 (1972)

THE UNITEDN STATES SUPREME CoURT AND THE NInTH
CiReotr LovRYT oF APPEALS HAvVE MADdE 1T PerRFEcTLY CLEAR

THAT THE PRosSEcoToRS duTT 10 DisScrose EVDENCE FAVORA BLE

t

4 or 30\




-

—

'l ve YRE PCLuSEd EXTENDIS T8 INFORMKATIEN Knaoww erlt¥ 7o :
foLece. KYLES V. WiTLEY St4 v.S. 913,438 (evas). 7HE srate
PROSECUTBR DBOES NoT~ SATISEY i7$ BRADY oBLICATION T DiscloSE
Ex Cut PATEAY EVIDENCE By MAKING SoME AVirABLE AnD ASSER-
fivG THE REST Glouid BE CoMULATVE, RATHER THE STATEC LS '
E;@au@&r@ 1o TURN OVER ALL. MATERAL INfoRrATIaN CASTING

7 ‘A SHaDowW on A GeYERMMENT WITNESsS CRED BTy, CaRRitEn
g . L‘f STeurnt i32 F3d 443 460 C‘tm &R ??&7) Avd Pugo

q . PEOALE v. Rosmisan JF2 CALARP 4T 494 5499 (2d arsr Mas)
*c‘

B R

i

5"

Ei* EVIDENCE THAT A JThi HoosE smrcH REcEivE) MATERIAL..

;( 5&&5&&75 FRam rie PRosEcuTton S SPECLALLY irapPolva Nt
1 | ABcauss wirrHewt THAT EVIDENCE THE InFORMANT MAS&Q@RA&ES

fgi&& A DiSINTERESTER OBSERVER.Y R ELMonNTE . GRauwst 414 £3d
# ' i694 (2eas)
es

Evzw WHEN A PRoSECUTION WITHESS WHOM S CORAENTLY

? FA{&NG fRosecuvion HAS RECEWVED BRENERITS To (66RERATE wWirH
Mw ENFoRCEMENT N PRICR cASES THE PReSEcutoR HAS & Jury
m Beseroge THIS FAcr. ?E@ﬂ'LE. V. kbStan 56 cAL.APP ATH
1360 (382 {4 Desr 19973 . THE PRoSecureR HAS THE Dot
‘m T LE@&:«& of ARY Excut PArolY EBEviZENCE KnNown T& oTHERS

;Ac-nwc 653 THE GoveRN MENTZS BEMALF . BEcause 7AF PROSECU®A. |
; .

253148 1l A UNIEUE PoStTrard TO ACCLESS AND oBTAIN 1aFa R marrert

sé e’ei’sgsseb wh GovEARNMERT FIES of THATIS Rnownt 87 OTHER,

AGENr_s, v Ma+ NoT BE ExcJSED Flom DISClosiNG wiHAr ir

é‘
f«%’ locs Nor ﬁ(,sz But couvtd HAvE LEARNED . CARRIER W S‘IEwART
iR F3d 462, 474 480 (20 cia . 1957) '
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P OTHIS TRUTH ~ SE2kING  FUnLToA CARNGT BE FULFILED WHEN THE

’3_‘?% STATE KaeWing © THAT A& WITNESS MAT HAvE FERIURED HERSELF
3 TRoceers witHoot. fanducriatd AN INVESTICATION TO FwSofDc  THAT]
4 A NEW TRIAL 1S NOT WARRANTED . THe Doty 7O 1AVESTIGATE

S. Flows From T'{'(?_Cfbrb’m@’ﬂﬂNﬁL CRULIGATION GFTHE STATE AN D

T4 REPRESLATATNES To feillecr MTEANTIALLY ExCOiPATORY

&

7 EVINENCE -o P.zrdcm* FRAUD LPenN THE ZodRT add 7O EUUT
& e TROTH . ' GuThnon 3 MoRRis v. YisT 447 £.34. 735 J44
9

&

L " "’j

(aty cip. 2006 i

o . ;
ji‘TﬁU"“ IN THS fusTanT mATTEA T FOLLewS THAT THE TRIAL CouRT

iL mb THE AwTHORITY , And POWER 5 AnD SHourd HAVE 1SsuEd A

A .chﬂf oRDER 1D CeMPEL THE DigrRier Ameaﬁvx OFFicE .%LB ™E

H";g PPosecuToR. ¥O ComldueT A SuFRiGendT (AVESTIGATION INTD THE

42;» CRsmenib TRLHOOSE  (MEoRMAANTS  PRiGR CRIMINAL casE FILES”

iG AND RECORDS hsifscd BY THE DSTRIET ATTORNEYS oFfice And

r1 ?écﬂégx’&--—ﬁovla’:&ﬂéwr ACENTS , IN CowngeTiay Te ANY BVIDEWNLE ARD ,

!

18 INFoRMATION THAT. PEATRNS ke AKY PRk CoRRORORATIONS WK

14 LAWN ECnNFolRCEMEST OFFCIALS N ExcHANGE FoR. SPECIAL. F’&mases
1o BENERITS s BEN,_‘: FPECAL chisa;:—izbﬂ}:\& ETC. Fol acrwniG ol

1 , EITHER As WITHNESSES o IN FORMANTS A AniN PoioR. cRami NAL

22 CASES . Bot MosT IMPATANTLY IN ORDEA FoRTHE PRosecorof

23‘ 40 BNE FuFFtorEuTL INFcRMQE in ORDER T2 : INTELLICENTLY

i*f AN'B CoMPETEMTLY ANSwWER T AND ba Com® WhTH D!scovekwf
iS Reauzs«* vo SucH EViIENcE, AFTER Fifs ConNDUCTING A

bl Ho»t EST INVESTIGATION TO EMCT THE rAuﬂ—t FoW INVESTIGatio N
e :s keam.mw EXPECTED Fhowi THE ETATE PRoSEcuTinG AGENTS

lb oOF 3‘[




D ~d
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| TO MAKE ol INTELLIGENT AnD WELL: IN FoRMED JETERMINETION
LARD 1o PROMDE A VALE AND CoMPETEMT RESPONSE to A _
g.gts,écws&ﬁ REGUEST INTO THE SAILHOUSE MmN FermAnTe” PRIOR.
fcooPE&ArmA WitH LA EnfRRCEMENT, BT MosT  18PRFANT )
IWHETHER THE InFoRMANT HAS A PRigR HisoRY oF PRovidiNG
3(im.se oR MSCRzriBLE MNPRARTION AnD REGRAD LEST IF ANY AcTaAL
i QE&S PROJAISSES oR SPEuAL TREAMENT IN ExcHAdGE FoR THELR

r@c R E@&a Qanw& WAS MADE

MOREVER ) WHERE AS HERE, i iS5 REASONABLY OGUESTIOMAALE
CldlETHER A PRoSSuTOR. HAS MADE ANy EFFofT T0 Corldver socH
!NVE&\GAMNS TAE CouRr SHOULD i THE EXEACSE oF JaunNd

—

a3t moy o,
N s TS Y B o R L eer e N
BT e AP~ Y7t 341 At et <y

ST et ave o

Aﬁi}, Renson ABLe Etsckth Ksof AN oAdER ™ THE FRossam:&

Aw@ br MsrRicT A‘I‘TQME:'IS ofFtce TO RehSonbdLf ARD ol

‘; GoaDd - FAMTH Conduct Suan AN IVESTIGATI0N , BEfoRE EVEN

1 € ATTEMeTING T Reseord 1o A REQUEST FOR DiscovERT. OF. THAT T7PE

7 |of Evidencs “ABOUT TMLHesse
 LiTH AAW TN feRCEMENT

M‘EJL&ZSS -0 -M Ewn Tiad

' fw‘L.z-

- DEFENDANTS RIGur T AcCESS WFoRMATIGN AND €v1B Ene F

INFoRMANTS PRIOR ASSisTANCE
N PREVIEUS  CRIMINAL CASES

SucH  DUTEr ARE ~NotT oty RfeeuReD
TYPECTED UwBER THu Civie R1GHT cLaUSES oF A cRIMNAL
£, THeY

"§ MA‘TE“AL ThIaRDS THE CREMBUTY oR INTEAESTS OF A cRiusld
JANHOOSE  (NFORMANT INVOLVEMENT IN A CRIMINAL. CASEJQ;m

*éMosr IMPORTANTANTLY, To PROTECT OUR JUSTICE SYSTEM Awd
THg BuBLic’s ConFIdENceE IN eulR OFF1ctALE FQQM THE T&EACHE&

27 'Maw £, anid SERIou VoTENTAL DAMAGES THESE TYPE oF

S

ettt —onm B s b

._’v
-rC&tmwALs ARE VERY LtKELY To cAvse IF Gadg uneHecked.
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LA CONFULET oF INTEREST EXISTS g OB A PROSECUTIR SUFFERS
3

4 |ARILTY 7o PERFORM FlIS DISCRETIoNARY .FDN.C_TMNS IMPARTT ALY
3 | . ,

13 ‘ A

Gl A LonFuecr oF INTEREST Disouaurres A DA FRom PRosecunING A
7 HYEASE IF THE CotlFuLItr EImHER. AFFLeTS R APPEARS To AFFECT HiS
]

K|

ARNITY FArruFNLY TD PeRsoRm THE DuScREM oM ARY F‘ut\mﬂéfdi ofF

Ha oFFice.”” Prop E V. conNER B4 cAv .33 41 4T .
{0 (HS!:B

1n i
f .

'L ATHE PRosECoTO™ 15 A Pulle orFician VESTEDN Wil conzidERARLE

I3 i SerETIo ALY POWER TD DeEcide WHAT CRUMES ARE To BE CHARGED

14 HANY How THEY ARL To RE PRoSECLTED. PRoscevTaRIBL IMPRRTIALITY

1B PERHAPS MasT IMPIRTANT BoRiNG THE CHARGG PROCESS, °

J/A ENEV-EIé*HEL&% PRosecoToRAL DiscReTion ARY Fynetlons ARE NoT
"1 | CammInED 7o THE ?E&\oh BtFoi\E THE Flung prE CHARSES. WHILE
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AcTuAL 0f onid APPARENT THE POTENTIAL Fop PRESVMEE T THE
gDEFEMm ~ THE 1ikeriHood THAT THE BEFENIANT WiLL NoT |
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€ 1e PRoSECUTIR 1S THE REPRESENTATIVE NOT OF AN ORD/~NARY
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 ATTORWE, BUT, THE C(ouRT ALSD CREATED A SNSTEMIC Aab
STRucTua PERVERSION THAT wiLL MxiomATicatld DEPRIWE
THE PETINONER FRoM HIS RIGHTATO FMEARNGFOLLT TAILE. A
| APPEAL AN kewewJ As oF R GHT, OVER SucH criTicaL ISTUES,

BEC“’*U&E‘, THE CoulRT PREVENTED And DEPRIVED THE PETIFLONER FRomM
A MEANING FUL oPPORTOMITY TO PRESENT EVidEnCE AND TD CALL

ON WITNESSES TAT AN EVINENTIARY /A)VvERSARIAL HEARING
AND THERESY PREVENTING AN AYEQUATE AnD SuFF CIENT
N CoRT Record 1o BE DEVELOPEN AW " ComPiLaTED TN
ORNER Fall ANY MEANING FuL ARPEAL. or Review) TO BE TAKeN.
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OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT A COMPLETE DEFENSE.

THE SUPREME COORT HAS Sad THAL ”WKET’HEIL RooTed Virect Lt
IN THE DUE PROCESS cCLAUSE OF THE FOURTEENTH AMENDIMENT
Lovransnl 0R IN THE COMPULSORY PRoctss OR CON FRONTATLON

CLAUVAE oF THE SixTH AMENDMENT Lcairarion THE

' ¢
CONATITUTION GUARANTEES A CAIMINAL DNEFENDANT A
MEANWGFOL OPPDRTUNITT To PRESENT A comtLere DEFE Msé?

Coranon®? CRANE V- KenTuckY 476 US. 682,6‘70-Q‘H
(1a86)

THE SOPREME courT HAs FURTHER MADE 1T CLEAR WHAF THE
SAFEGURRDS ARE Fo A CompLetre Dertmse.: TN ALL CRIMINAL
PROSECUTION THE ACCULED SHALL ENTOY THE R\GHT oo ~TD BE
INFORMED OF THE NATORE AND CAUSE OF THE AccusATLON, TO
BE ConFRaNTED WItH WITNESS Ex ACMNST Him -T0 HAVE
ComMPOLEoRT PRocEss FoR oRTAINING WITNESSES ANN TR HAVE
ASSISTANCLE 0F COUNSEL FoR His DEFENSE J Recavse THESE RIGHTS
ARE BASIC Td 00R ADVERSARIAL SYSTEM OF CRIMINAL JusTice THE™
ARE PART OF THE rDUE AProcess oF Law® THAT 14 GuarawrEEd DY
THE FoURTEENTH AMENDMENT 10O DEFENBANTS 1A) CRIMINAL
COuRTS OF THE STAYE . THE RIGHT TO NOTICE ,CONERONTATION
AND Com PULSORY PROCESS WHERN TAKEN TOGETHER GUARANTEE THAT
A CRIMINAL CHARGE MAT BE ANSWERED IV A MANNER Now
CoNKIDERED FUNNAMENTAL . TO .THE FAIR ADMINIZTA ATIO A oF
AMERICAN JUATICE THROUGH THE CALLING AND INTE RRDGATION OF
FAVORADLE WITNESSES s THE CR04S ExAminaATON OF AMERSE
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| w«wes{esmua ORDNEARLY iInTRODULINON OoF EVIDENCE.-
| CALIFoRNLA 4').2_ UeS . Bo(o, B18 - 820 CIQ753

1 Recoanizes

2 P34 ALy

») FARETTA V.

THESE CuARAWNTEES APOLL TO PRE-TRIAL PROCEEDINGS AS THE CouRTS
¢ 3
“Auso CRITicAL. FoR 51X AMENDMENT PURPOSES IS

THE PERLo) BETWEEAR ARRAICHMENT AnNd TRGAL WHEN A CASE
MOST BE FActuatLy JEVELOPED AnDd RESEARCHED «o. AND
fRETRIAL. MOTloNS FLEN. IN DNEEDN T 14 CLEAR THAT ‘vo

DEPRWE A PERSON 6F CounNsEL 1D uRiNG THE PERISD PRIGR TO

| TRIAL MAY AE MoRE DAMAGING THAN DEnNiAL oF Counsel. DURNG
"

TRAL lr&euﬂwv HURREL - HARRING V. STATE of NEwW YoRk. /S

NY. 34 5 Z! Yy C'ZB CR 7.0!0“ RELMING 6N MAINE V. MooLTOR

494 uis. 154 (1985) ANY POWEL V. STATE oF ALtAlama 187
v, 45 (1112)

¢
ANL WNHEN rI-\ DEFENIANT WHo MusT FAce FELONY CcHARCES IA
STATE CouRTS WITHOUT ASSISTANCE OF ColnsclL GUuARAATEED BY

THE SixTH AMENIMENT HAS ACEA dented Jue PRocess. UnLess

| DEFENDANT CHARGED OITH JERi0US OFFENSE - - « [1S) ABdLE TD

(NVokE THE PRoceduarL AND SuBLTANTIVE SAFEGUARAS THAT
DISTINGUILH  4uR Svitem of Justnee SERiovs RISK oF

INJusTIcE INFECTS THE TRIAL. - Lcnrh‘ﬂ.oﬂ‘x WHEN A STarE OATAINS

A CRIMINAL conNVIeTion THRsUGKH SOcH TRUAL (T (4 THE STATE
THar UNwmsnrO'rwnmu.:f JEPRVES THE DEFENdAnT orF HhS
Laear 27 Covien v. Sownvan 196 0. 338,312 (i9 80)
ECMFHAsls ADDEQ THLE IS WHT IT WwAs mMmADE VERY CLEAR AY

THE SOPREME CouRT Wihew ar:ma‘ THE GoverNMENT VIOLATES
THE RUCHT Tio EFFECTIVE ASsisvanNCE LIHEN 1T INTERFERES \N

LERTAIN UATIS LiTh THE AdILTY EoF THE Accogsﬂ TO Couliucrj

do oF 39
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A DEFENSE.’ STR:cLL.wJS V. WASHINGTON 166 U.S. 689 c85- 686
C1984) Lemttasis AdDEN]

APPLTiNG THESE SETTLEY PRINCIMES oF LAW TO Twid CASE, 1T 1S
EVIdenT THAT TUE TRIAL CouRr HAS DEPARTED FRoM THEM,
AND  HAS DIREcTLY VIOLATED MR VARGAS DUE PROCESS RIGHTS &Y
DEPRWING Him OF THE PROCEDURAL SAFECUARYS To PRESENT Hig
FRE-TRiAL MoTIONS Aad DEFENSEJDEPRWEN HIM FROM tHE
ADEQUATE CoMPOLSaRT Prosss ‘FRoM CALLING AdD ExwmiNING

THE ADVERSE WITNESSES T me STAND -FRow PRESE~NTING
Evu\&’ucc AND FRomd DEVELOOING Am‘s ESTARLISHING AN
Adeauvare AND SUFFICIENT RecorY FoR APPERL DURIWG THE - -
SePremnER 22,201% HEARWNG OVER CLAIm< oF OuTRAGEOVDS |
PROS Ecorp RiAL MIsCamdUCT, DAS AAD PREFUDICE oN AEHALF of
SAan DERWNARIING Couwt? DisTRICT AITDANEYS OFFICE AD
THE PRosECOTING m-ron.na THAT LIS RALED DURING THE
HEA!QWG 6F THE MoTlon 10 iR uALIE THE DidrRicr
AWOR“E" AND THAT 184 ULTIAMATELY CaosinG UONCONS FTUTIONAL
DErRIVATION OF || nERTY,

3) 'SopREME—: Covdr iNTERVENTION 1% Netessa&v A )
MERITED IN THIS CASE TO CORRECT tHE CLEAR AND PLAN
PREJUMCE CReATED DY . Dut PROCESS VIOLATIONS TAK: NG |
PLAcE AND THAT SYSTEMATICALLY UNDERMINE THE ENNRE
CRIMiwaL PRocesy ®RBM REGINING T8O End INQLODING THE
APPELLATE PROCESS Add THAT 1S REsuLTInNG (N CReAT,
IMMEDIATE ANN IRREARRABLE DAMAGES TO THE PETITIO NER.,
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| REVIEW  AWDd CorREcT ERRONEOUS AND INcofRECT TRIAL
{CouRT DECLsions and RulinGS THAT ARE MADE 1~ AN

 FoliLow. SEC CALFoRNtA HiIGHWAT faTRoL V- So PERIOR C?w.u,

| HERE Ke WEVER, WE PRESENT A CASE wWutRe 1T CLEARLY

THE CALIFORNIA CoORTS HAVE GENERALLY RECOGNIZED THaAT
INn 8RN ca LY A MINISTRATW N OF TJUSTICE UIHENEVER NO OTHER
REMEDIES Are AVAILABLE A PETITION FoR WRT aF MANIATE

2% PROHIGITION 1S suProsED To PROVIDE o PLALN, ADEQUATE |
AND SPEEDY REMEDY IN THE ORDIN AR COoURSE OoF LAW TO

ABUSE oF DiscreTion . S€e CauFoRwiA RulEs of Cavar
Rutes 8.9%5 1o 8.497 and Srir v. SorerioR Covar
686 caL 24 541 C!?68) PATTERnSoNM V. MunicirAL CoulT

232 ca4d. 144 Cl%ﬁ}_g-"Aub THAT ANCLYDE REVIEW oF

TRIAL CouRT oRDERS syen DiscoveRrt issucs AND TO

-2

ESTA BLgH GEeEWERAL GuideLINES For THE T4 AL CoofRr TO

@8 cac. APe 4H 1010 (1000); PEOALE V. Mumwies Fat. CounT
12 caL. 34 65¢ (14‘74)) CALSON V. SUPERIOR CaulRT SG& Car. !
2.d 43 ((%I)_}"oa; TO REVIEW PRETRIAL Decisions THAY
Would SuBSTANTMALLY Arrecr Jue PROCESS oR ERFECYIVE
RSSISTANCE OF CounsEL Clvie RiGuTS GUARANTEES. Jee.
DRUMGO V. SuPERIOR CouR+ & car.%4d 130 CWTZJ)MM&E
V. SURERIOR Courr GB caL 24 375 C1668)

ROPEARS TUAT THE CALForNIA. COURT oF APPEAL FoR THE
Fourtd DisTRicr; DiviSion TWO, Avd THE SUPREME CovlT

0F CALFORNLA HAave DEPARTED FRos ; ANY No LownGer

AOHERE Tv sueM GUINELINES AND Peuﬁbuiz,_kfwce;ﬂuuws THE

STATES fRE-TRIAL WRT 0F MANIATE OB S LETE A USELESS
KYE oF A9
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As A PLMN)HDEQUN'E ANY SPEEDY REMEDY To LEVIEW AND
CORRECT VIOLATLONS OF ConNSTITOTON AL Ccivie RIGHTS AND /OF

ABUSE OF DISCRETIWoN 6N BEHALF OF TRIAL TUDGES THAT I3

1{oCCORING DuRING PRE-TRIAL PROCEEDINGS IN THE PENDING

ATATE CRIMINAL PRASECUTION ~

ALTHouGH THE CaurorNIA Y PETITION FOR wWRIT OF MANDATE

AND /ok PRoHIBITION REw\Aws_, IN THEO R4, AND onN THE E;oolch

A< THE PLAH‘LADEQUAT‘E AND SPEEDY REMEDY AND PRocess TO
CoRRECT CONATITUTIONAL V1oL ATIONS JoRivea THE PENDENCcY OF
THE crvmIN AL PRosecution, THE Reatity oF THE MATTER 1S,
HowEVEoQ)THA‘\' THE PROCESS 1< |naDNEQ VATE | INSU FFIENT, |
INEFFECTIVE AND FuTite, IN SUBSTANCE, TO PROVIDE ANY
ACTOML VINDICATION AND PRovecTion OF STATE AND FEDERAL
CONSTITUTIONAL CIVIL RIGHTS DuRing THE PRE-TRAL —
PRE- LoNvICYION STAGES oF THE CRIMINAL PRoSEcOTiON wHeRE

THE CQUARANTEED (ConsTITUTIO NAL PRlotEechons FoR AN INNOCENT

PERSO!\!*’ ReasonvABLY MEAN THE M0673 AS Has BEEN THE Case

ONER HAS SOuGHT A
NUMBER oF PEMTLONS FoR WRIT of MANDATES FOR REVIEW AND

IN THIS INSTANT MATTER, WHERE feum

CoRRECTION OF WHATr HAVE BEEN CLEAR And BLATANT ARUSES

OF DicchETioN AND ORJECTIVELY UNREASDONABLE TRIAL CouRr

DEcisions THAT ARE CONTRARY TO CLEARLY STAGLISHED LigaL
Pgwcmws AN) STANDARDS, Bm’J THAT ALL HAVE GDNE WiTHoOUY
ANt AcTual ReDRESS) No OPINION] NO HEARI NG JAND No Remedy,
WHEN BEING Summarit! DeniED. sce (caurornia Covrr

OF APPEAL FOR +HE FoulTH L/srmarj Divigiow Two ,CAse ~NO-

Eocianqg (&Mswa 1SSUES sF FunDAMENTAL RIGHTS OF PRO - PER

A oF 39




RN MATES})' E063723 (Review of Horon 10 DisBuaLiet
TRIAL CooRT J0DGE For ;ALKE);EOGSIDO Creview oF momon
To DisauauF7 JUDGE For CAuss\J Eo65103 ( REView OF Aduse
(OF DISCRETION OVER MoTtonN T8O SET ASIDE THE INFoRMATION Am)

MoTionN 1o mswsﬂ;Equsoé CReViEW For AQUSE OF DiscRETioN
OVER PRE~TRAL DiscaveERT MoTioN AND MOTIOA 10O DisSQuUnaLI FY THE
DIsSrRicy AtTORNEY)

q THOS, IN ESSENCE WHAT 1S ThKRING PLACE 1S THAT THE CALIFORNIA
10|} CouRT oF APPEAL AnD THE SOPREME Cs0eT ARE PERMITIAG,

1T [ PRoviDING FOR,AND LENDING A HARND TO SERWOUS AND FLAGRANT
[L]| VIOLATIONS oF sTATE AnD FEderaL ConsviTUuTON AL Civie RIGHTS
1A AMD HuMAN RIGHTS TO fReEDOM FRoN OPPRESSION AT THE 3
IIHANDS 6F IT4 STATE OFFICIALS, WHIWLE AT THE SAME TIME

13| Demsrwing e PREsomeTivery INNOCENT Perrionenr |
ILIFRor ANY PROCESS THAT Would PROVIDE ANT ActoaL SuBSTANTIVE
1} AND MEANINGFUL VINDICARORN AND PROTECction WHILE HE 1S BEWG
1D SYSTEMATICALLY STRIPPED FRoM ALL ComsHTLTONAL CIVIL R\GHTS
19]|PRoTECHLonS AND THEREDY HAVING A CRiMImAL Convierio N/

29| DeEwnG UNCOnNSTITUTIONALLY FIRCEN UPond HIM DY (oRRUPT MeTHODS:
y&

20| THE UNITED STATES SUPREME CooRr Has RecoGauiled THE GRAVE
23|| DAanGER oF THE PReSEnT ConmdiTlow WHeN IT S « IN MANY
17]| ¢ASES 'ﬂaeae ‘s r4'-\}0 OGuARREL WIiTH THE ST'ATE LAWS on THE
23|| Books Leiranon] lN'QfEAQ THE PRoBALEM /5 THE Wat THose
1ol LAwWS ARE R ARE NOT IMPLEMENTED AT STATE oFFiICiaLs
27| ZINERMON v. BuoRcH 494 u.g. HZ\,;[’ZS (l‘Mlﬁ) REL11nE oW
18] MonRoe v. PaPE 265 0.5, 167 Cr1961)
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THE NINTH ClReuiT Counr OF AfPeaLs HAS ALsO RECoOGNIZED
THE LAWLESS ConDITIONIA oF OPPRESSION THAT LT ,CREATES §
. &€ THE -~ AUTHEMTIC HAGESTY IN OUR ConsTITUTION DERIVES
IN LARGE MEASURES FROM THE RULE oF LAW -~ PRINCIPLES An~D
PROCESS INSTEAD OF Person. CONCEWVED 1a) THE :S HADGW oF AN

ABusive And ONANSWERABLE TIRANT WHO RETECTs ALl AuTHORA-
T7 SAVE HIS ONN OOR ANCESTORS WiseLt BIRTHED A

Q'oVEArJMENrJ NOU OF LEABERSJ BuT SERVANTS OF THE LAL.
NOWHERE

) FoR THaT M:wre/l) IN THE FENERALIST OR.

N ANY WRITING oF THE FauNIANG FATHERS <AN ONE FINN A

SINGLE UTTERBNCE THAT COULY JUSTIFY A DECISIoN BY AnY
DATH‘EEHaLDER, SERVANT of THE Lawv, YO Lok tue oTHER
WAT WHEN CoNFRONTEN A1 TUE REAL PosTiBILITY OF BREWNG
COMPuiciT IN THE WRONGFUL USE OoF FALSE EVIDENCE TO SECURE
A ConvicTION. WHEN THE PREAMDLE oF THE CowsTiTuTiad
ConlSECRATES THE Mission OF oUR RePuRuiC IN PARYT TO THE
PuRsoir of Justice IT Does Nor ConTEMPLATE THAT THE Powea
OF THE STATE THEREDY cREATED Coold RE VSED IMPROPERLY TO

ABOSE 17X CIMZENS, WHETHER o NOT, THET APPEAR. Facruaii~

CUILIY OF OFFEwses AGamsT TUE PoBLE QeLFaRE Y yorrieen
MAR\ANS ISLANDS v, Dowie 243 F A4 1lod H1{ ~111S {atu CiR
2001)

‘(fut ENDS IN o0oR JUSTICE SYSTEM N6Es NOoT Juetied tHE

HEANS. OVR ConNsSTITUTION DoEs Nor YROMISE EVERY CRIMminAL
WILL Go 10 dmiL. IT PRoMiseES DUE PROCESS oF Lav . Tr 1%

Luzss EVIL THMAT SomME cRirmiNAL SHoul EScaApPE THAN THE
3
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GovELw MENT SHoULd PLAY AN IGNOBLE RoLe, L arartonD 11
IS Fofl' THI{ REASON THAT THE LAl PLACES THE DutYy TO

MANAGE THY DIFFIEULT DBUuSINESS WHITH OTmMOsT CARE Ufon

] THOSE 1~ THE BEST PosSition AN WITH THE Powe”r TO ENSURE

THAT /T DoES Not Go AwRT. ALTHOUGH wiE EXPECT AL
ENFORLEMENTY oFFICERS AND PRosecovoRs To BE ToodH onN
CRME AND cRimiunLS; WE Do NOT EXPECT THEFATY BE

TOoUGH O THe CoﬂsrimﬂON.\Cmr&ﬂoﬂq“f( NOTHING ca N
DESTROY A GIvERNMENT MIRE Quickl! THAN ITS FAWLURE

1T PASEAVE ITS 0N LAWS OR WoRse ITS DILREGARY oF

THE CHARTER o0F 7 oWwnN EXISTHNNCE ?7’) CI‘D AT SAME}

IN THIS casEe WE ARE DEALNG LIiTH A TRAVE Av) SERIOLS

PREDICAMENT N LIHICU THE STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT S THE
PROSEcatToRS; AND EVEN THE STATE CoURTS ARE nNoOT MERELY

CUTTING CoRNERS OR LooKinG THE oTHER' WAT TO MANIFESTED

USE oF FALSE EVIDENCE ANY [N TUSTICE 1N ORDER IO 0oBdTAIN

A- ConvicTion OF -AN‘INNOCENT PERson. Bor Ratier,uE PrRESENT]
P CASE WHERE ‘WINESPREAD ; S1ATEMIC AnDY CoanNSTRULTIVE
NETOROLOGY 1S DordG AWAT LiTHy AND ABROGATING THE . LIFE,
T’u'efs'mk:ri THE MEANING An) THE PuRPOSE ©F 0OUR SACRED

CHARTERS OF Civu. RIGHY'S PRovFECTIO NSS AN) SPECIALLY
THose Meant TO PRotecr AN} PReseve LIGERTY, FReedom
AND. .Justice For ALy wWHen A PERSan 1S BEWS WRONGLY
ACCused OF OMMITTING A cAME AND BEPRWVED oF LIBERTT,
AT THIK PaINT PENTIONERS onty ofT1ON (5 TO Reritiony TO
THE SUPREME CooRy oF THE UNITED STATES IN HORES THAT |

3(0 OF 34
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| TMHE Coulkt OF LACT RESORT 1n THIS GREAT wWAtod WHERE

(I THE T 0EaLS OF FREEYOM, JuSTIcE AND RIGHTEOUSN €5S

IS ITS CoANEASTONE, LILL CARRY auT (rg Dard TO JUSTICE  AN)
Wwitl CRANT REVIEwW, CONSIDERRTION oF, AND PROVIDE SOME
GuidENCE ANY ORDEAR TO THE ANODMALITIES THAT ARE

PRESENTED 1n THS cnsEJ WHERE THE PETITIONER HAS SoFFEREY)
CLEAR VIOLATIONS OF JuasTANTIAL Cp NeTITUTo nd Civieg. RUGHTS
DukwuG THEe CRITCAL PEE‘T&‘ALSTRGES_, FRom THE ARREST
AND LgAdnG TO TRWAL JAND THAT HAVE CAUSED ORIECTIVELY

DEMONSTRATIVE GREAT IMMEDIATE RAEAARA BLE DAMACES

TO THE ConNSTITU TIOwWAL VAUDMTT Au) INTEGRITT or THE ENTIRE
CRiminaL PRoSEcOTION PROCESS . ‘/Erj' HT 1S WIiTHOUT AW
PL&\”SMEQUNVE AND SPEEDY REMEIY [N 'THE oRDNARY
CodRSE OF LAw) IN THE STATE, BECAusS THE PROCESS THAT IS ‘
SUPRISED TO PROVIDE SWIFT AnM EFficacindd  Vindichvion AY |
CORRECHON, ALTHOUG H AV MLABLE /n) Foen HAS O AcvoaL

SuVBsTANceE MNor EFFELD ‘mus,amhzeeh ORJTecVELT | NADEQUATE,

Fuk.rueﬁnoae3fms 15 A SITUATIDN WHERE THE STATE AAND

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL MAT CLAIM THAT A DIRECT APPEAL
AFTEAL & Conviendw 1€ <TiLL b‘vlmuxﬂut’ VET FAIL. To RECAGNIZE
AND REGISTER. THE FACT THAT THE VERY kuma.q.s oF Clviv

RIGHTS DuoRiNG THE cmuwu, PRO Cec MinG  AXIDMATICS LA
REnden A DiRecr APPEAL’ AFTER” A CanVvicrinn STRUCTUMLY

' IWADEBQUATE | INEFFECNVE AnD /NS0 PAICIENT TO PROVIDE AnY

SUQSHANYIAL RemEd! oR CormEcrlon , tHUS RENDERNG Sucu

PROcE S ONLY ILLUSoRY , NECAUSE OF THose Reasong SET
37 0f 31
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LIKEWISRE THE STATE An) THE ATORNEY GENERAL MAY ATTEAMPT TO
ARGUE THatr PosT ~ConVicTon REWVMEDNY oA WLIAT oF HAREAS CorPus

™
AY De AvaiLadE . Neve&mewﬁl SocH CounsE TEWNNS O RE

| JusT A4 1LLuso RY ARD INAcceSSIRLE ToR VARLOUS ﬁé&scms AND

Sutd ARGUMENT (would Be D EFEcTIVE ANY FAuLYY |

FLeST ! DiRECT APPEAL UnULIKE POST-Conviemon REMeEDIES ExtsTé A
OF RUGHT And Rovid ey FoR THE GUARANTEECD PRoTEwNON OF EFFECTIVE

ASSISTANCE OF CoumsSEL FoR THE INNMGENT APPELLAWT. THERE EX14TS |
No RIGHT 10 Counser For PasT-CLonviernnd of HAdead Corfos
PRACEDOURES ; MURRAY V: GiaRRATAND 997 UL. 117 Cl‘iﬁ‘i))'

1S€com Dl AN INNGENT PERSOA TUAT CANNOT AFFoAD S PosT-ConVICTlON

LEGAL REPRESENT AMoA Wit OLriMATELY DBE LeFr EnTWRELT o) HiS
OR_HER ownW To DevElo? ExTREMEL! STRINGEANT PLEADINGS AND
VocOMENTS SIMBLY TD HAVE HI OR HER CLaimM ENTERTAINED
leore v. Duvanr (1a4g) Tc. fru 17¢;

THIRY . AN) SPEAKING FRom EXPERIENCE,Doe T THE HIGH

EXPECTATIONS AnD STAWGENT (0R) UNFAIR SCREENING  {TANDARDS THAT
ARE IMPLEME~STED BT SoMe CouRTs T0 VETERMINE WHETHER oft NoT

A PRo-4c / PRo -PER Pevimoner waL A€ PERMITTED AccesS TD THE
Coukrs oF LAW Awd JUéTicE j TT 1§ ExTREMEL WFFicar) IF NoT
T MROSSIALE For tue Coakon LAY PERSON TD/ MEET: AM-SOTISEY

i"HE'HfGHTEn)ED,s-rm}vceW AND UNFAR PLEADING STRNIARDS
IMPLEMEMED BY THE CourTS FoR RRoO-PER/ PRo-s¢ PLEADING AND FOR

1PERSa s THAT Jo NaT foSSESE LEGAL. SKiLs AN CanNOT AEFIRT

LeaAt REOReseEnNTATION. THE&EE‘I Derrming FAWR. AND AcArWNGFUL
Accesas TD JULTICE 10 THE AGIRLEVED PERSo A . CoNPARE 0 COQ\T‘ED
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STATES DstRier Coury FOR THE CENTRAL DisTRicrT oF CAurorNIA

- EAgr Divisiomn CASES NoO* CDcv ~16 -0231-R-kes AnD

Chev -16-01931 (Fu@ BY Petinionce AnD DisMissed on Guu:ms
ThAT PEﬂnONE& FAILED TO STntE A CLmbﬂ

‘(-, SORELT NOD FAIR-MINAEY PERSON WILL ConTEND THAT

THosE wHo HAVE Reed DEPRWED THEIR LINERTT WiTHoot DUVE

PROCESS O0F LAW OUGHY NEVERTHELESSY TO LANGUISH 1N PRISON . .,

SUCH ANOMALIES AFFRONTS TD THE CONSCENCE IF CIvILILE)D
Soauerl.% . |F THE STaTES WITHOUT EFFEcTiv€E REMERDY THE

FESERAL CouRts HAVE rne POWER AND THE DUTT 70 PROVIDE /TDJ
iFM V. varAa 372 u.S. 391, 140 - 141 Ci1163)

c(bue PRocess DENIEDN IN PRocEEMNGES LEADING TO & CanvictionN ¢$
No T RESTORED JusT BECALSE THE STATE Caoax DEcuinEd TO
AKdJuheare THE cLawmed DEmAL ON THE MERW‘.‘»?) Cr.h)

X . ConcrLusions
NHEQEFME)THE ForeGoiNG ReAasons Peririoner Humaly PRANS
THAT THE CouRT WoUW GRANY THE WRIT AND REVIEW THE
ISSUES IN THS CASE AND TO PLEASE SHED SOME LIGHT AAND

GuiIDANCE TD CORRECT THE ERALS PRESENTED

R ESPECT Futly SoBMTTED

A

_—— 1/:0_/2013
TueH Vargas v PROL-SE '
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