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The ecronecus juey tastoudhon | which mpermissibly
shitted the burden of proof oo Petitionerfdetendant
Romos 4o poode imps feat serb - delense veyond o
reasonoble doubt, was not prejudidial kA

Did the Wizh appellate dourty <re in hb\é\ﬁxzi That
“trial counsel was vt inetlective o %ih\«q “o
obf)e.c:k' ‘o impropecty e,_\id*e,d Yesih mvx\l Hhat was
ierelevant and prejudicial 7
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

- [ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix . to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

[ﬂ’/For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _& - to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ' ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[+4 is unpublished.

The opinion of the _Mtak Couct of dppecls court
appears at Appendix ¥ to the petition and is

[ reported at __ZO\S UT App 1O - or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished. :




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was '

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: v , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix '

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. __A :

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1).

[4/ For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was SAN. Zist, zof
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _&

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. ___A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

CUnvied Stedes Constitution

Bmendment \(, :
No pecs=on shall be held (v o Le Aeprived ot (ii.-e_\ Liberty,
or proparty, witheut Aue process ofF law .. .

AW\CV;AMM‘\’_ Vi o
T~ Al criiminad proﬁacwi’tms\ Yra accated shall enjoy
The ( [EMective] Bes\asiooce of Counsel for Wi detence. .

Amendment XN xéad‘\m \. | . :
s No Sade shall ., Acprides o PLrsoN o \ibe N \%‘ozxwx
ov Properhy without due process of lawsy nor deny §o amy
peseon within e jurisdiekton the equal protectron of the Lewss,

N
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. <STATENENT OF CASE AN NATOURE oF "P@CLEE’DICN(:‘%
a. Do cedwral rbacm(ﬁmmd. Pehtiones /Ma\&an‘\- Ao \in

Aege\lo Ramos (b\ue.a;@lof : %mo% was harged with one.

Count of wurder, & Mret degreey n 4he death of 'S'csaq‘,.\,\tn
;é’yowa»a\a%. (herealler G\u‘mo}; Riv-2. Rames asserted Yhe
{a—@-(l&«mw\fiue. Aefense oF W—?ec\". ondh \M’PCA"?'CC'\' self- Aetense.
li'mavvs\mtqh“\-&r. Bl ISz -SBles The jjuin wa™ wshructed on oot
E\mwﬂw and manslaugher nvdving a dangerous WEARON «

| Sy Dastrucon 2y (nestoucked “Hacde Yo eonich on
i—ﬁ\e, oAlense Oof wunrdes Wre- gy ad Ao Hnd benjond &
ceasonable dodot eadn ofF the Leibeno Wy e\ementst
(1) Fhar Ramos) _
() WA one_ b the ./Qa\.\o»o;“rj; . .
((1\ 1{\4@‘\'"\0«\4\\\4\ of \uw)‘u\(j\\‘ caused the deatn of
[_@.Mx nS 1y of .
(©) Totending do cause. secious ool Ty o

(RF20-TT #J‘Aavxc\uw\,‘h& .Q_'Su. Tasrucions 22-2%4 \A%)

-GW \ e committed an ack a\wr\\{,dav\qu”@;us Yo huwman
z\‘»@a. Aot couse the death of Lawine]ly. o
,v Q_,) 4\4.-\—\"“(& wndes The ANCOAASNONCED eNtdencing &
Aeycared Tnditerence. fo human \We " he. nousingly a\r‘ach
in conduct whidh dreated a grave Aot deat Yo ancther
i Ahergo] caused the. death o [@uing] y ond

- (®) The detendant Ad not ac WO any \ef:)a\ Just earion,
_ Adbter your catefully conitdier all Ahe entdence ™
s big\%& 1 \,(’— o e wn\ih\z,&d ek el enek elec\y element
s proven oayond & ceasona\e +) Ahen Vo st Hnd

e defendant GUTLT, On the other wand \ Ve ave.

.w:‘r c«zm\\\vch\ Ao one. OF MOre- oL"f\'wé‘?« e\onents W \seev\

4q .



proven WO\(\A a teasonsble. doddt, the ot wwist Hnd

*"r\u’_, dedendant NOT GUIUTY.  RIFY; Ad dendunn >,

. Sy Tasshraction 2>~l) nshueted e Y on Yhe.

a‘H’W mechve. defense of xmwkcr\” 2eib -delense o W\ﬂ\f\s\ab\{)h‘é'ﬁf

; m!\\l clu WG o Aav\c\or OlS weahoN. As. *fb\\o.d i

+~ — \[o.\ g c‘.owb\()e,«r e \-&‘:‘)ﬁ/fl,\nc—lum o—M@W&L

 Marders. Tevelving. 4 Vanderows Weapon.” N To Ao <0 yew
‘M‘s\' $nd. Homall jene eNidente. and, loenfond ¢ . recsonaole

. clcx,\b‘h* Catin- GO @IEN oNe of««‘r\r\e,lol\o@w\ﬁ lements . o
i rﬁ\w\' oH'mse,, That. .. (\) Peromnos >

- ._,__Lét.\_&x\ée\o‘ab.\\\ c_aw%d the death of- [euins]y o,

(o) Caused Hhe dearh of Lau At ]| under evaum stanes
wheve. the. Actendant veasonably belicied the ewvawmnmstomces
provide a \e.qa\ st caion of exause o i condwety
L\ thoughh Yhe tonduck was not legatiy JushiRable o
:&stab\a. under “the existing circamstmnce s and

(’33 A dangeiraus weapon wad wsed ...

Abte Nou amre?uﬂy consider all the evidence
AN case e are convineed Fhat cac and everq

element hes e proven oenond A reasonable doubt, then you

st Bind e, delendant cuxiT? of Mavx«s\auqlww ,uuu\d\«\cj
a B;u/\c‘efows Weaponn. On the otha— \I\ﬂV\A\ i£ yeu ave. wot
comineed that one or were o these elements has been Proven
eyond a4 reasonable oot then ok must fond the defendent
NGT cUTLT™ of Mans\aqueof In\/o\uintj a Banc\mus Weapon .
7zt Addenduws B see al=0 whedke V. Bames, 2010 WT-ARD o at 8.

1Y



oy Tretruct 48 defined impecfect self-delence

avxd the lourden of prast. -
: Topectech e\~ Ackense Yoo @ar\’va\ Aelence Yo
*he, Znage o Nwrder. T3 adplies Shen the defendant

cavecA We decih of cncther while LAcorrec it § (G
ve_asor\ab\\‘ , beliesing thatr Ws conduct was \egaatny
\)u‘s\'s%eck o evoused . The edfect of the, dedense = Yo
Lyf‘&ducz, ‘e Atvne. o Mucder To Manslaughterr nvolWing .
o Danaerous. Weapdn . .
; The Ae.{:w\wfv'-‘r T notr %c\‘wcd Yo prove M‘H’\&
Aetense applies., ?—L'A—\\u-\ the. Shzde vaast prove- bv\{O\r\c\ o
cecsonctle dosst ~that the dedense Aoes tot apphy. The
Srede. \has the bvacden of preck ot all imes. TP the Stede.
s net carcied dhe. burden, the dafendant wan only be
Conicked oF Mansiaugnter wao,\\iw\@ a Dangecsts Weapon.
B2y Addendumn D see aleo Stede. V. Romes, 2010 T App .l at 33,

_ 0. Stale's Bvidence.. Sometime afte mfdnfﬂ\w\" on
Apcil 19, zovd; Quino. wallced with his friend, Megan (o her e
afler SeRING & movie ot the Gudeasay Mall Theater. & 1588-598,
Megan s white \o..{c'\’u Lovetla wes parked tuwo Bledks away
Brom Ouinds vehicdle. RASIB- W0z ) 1Fele ~307, 1999 2104, Pecaus
of-Hhe. ke rour, Megan drove &mm ‘o W \w/\\tdc’_ o the wo.
covbinued 1o it in N\a;ans car +o tall. RAS8- (05, zole,
Negan notteed hoo wales | Ramss and ancthesr wale \ooie.
“dowacd her vehtdle 22 “‘“f sassed by in front, RUUCZ- cao‘b @72~ Ue.
Negan Ttk “crceped ot becausz. “ the Znergy wWas Ve
wncomortzile. ) 22 wod, Ue4q, Twas Just cder 1100 AN

&
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ancther wale tode o running away Hom P scene. B2~ E2=N
7\(.&"1(.&“&1?} \&ol-852, Meq'an 2w Quivo lean against her hood
T\oc».«@t:nr‘e. Lol %v\zj_ lozcdwords, \and g next FoAne . Aclser stde deor.
R4~ 5, W) B0, Megan lnelt et to Quine and comtinued
Ao yell for help, ZiUaS. An oft-dudy peramedic. arived and
coftered atd. RilelS, W10, \LLS= (61D, “The Parcumedic. closervec
Frak Guo. Wad what: sppeaced 4o be “ Jour sharp=Loce —
E.’WLKW\ZL- tnjustes’ = 4uso. tothe Pheracic area and e dn the

- .obdeninal_acea, RiMolE, W, WoBib= (084, 1713745 1852- 8533,
- (VBBS. The Irjudes_agpared. Ao hue seen. cansed oy

;::howp. Llade | such as.a tenvde.. Boto 8o, A~ police ofbreers and
paea m&c\tcb_arf\u‘w.mm,%we_) QuinDd wees. declared, dead,
Bl Ue A =7l \eF FOI-FCD  LeAD ~8AL, 085 =99F . . .
. _ ﬁcv.\,_‘\m_e,&ﬂc(@f\ﬂ\ul obficer notreed. pessoNnal be,\or\eji\(\q
wede dcaldeced T -ann(\" A nedt ho Guhno s cory and Hhe
qrovel was disturbed and \\ax_?‘\.. s i i s the ot of Guinc's
ear, BASH 883 2005 oort, 2041 -052, The BIcer testified
ot B appeared that there was some Hype oF shugale e ither
on Yhe qﬂ:t,w\d or Thatt someme's Leet had Leen évfcjoji\f\c} wto
e qravel fom Fraditon. ©zas - 007, zoso-051,  officess
Seacched Yhe area louk Ad vot locate a knibe. ot any other
weapon . P VI0B | 1AL 840, But o tudkpacks were Wocacked |
¥ e -T0F 1T, 1edde t‘&;ﬂ«@?B) 18, 1199, 2o0t ~0A, 2151152,
23R - 230. Tasde one of Hhe. bhadcpacks officers found clothing ,
& eceipt om a neanloy Maverls ECC?")J‘&"M\Q@H(F/ <tete X Crizleet
phene. Lill with Rames' name and address | and his Honduwean
Fdentifteaton card, ‘zzzwq—oxb) 2152152, 2227 ~ 224,
Tuwso cell Phones — 4 yoretn and an \Phone. woere alao

S



e e R

foand., B BH -8R, 200\ ~0oF, 2049~ 05 3. The Kyocera

plhone. b&\bna\e,d ~“h3 Ranos., RINSFA, 2032~ 2033, The- | Phone.
oelonded +o Ramos bm%e.w«-\“-\qu\emm;cm, R 1034-on5,.
Ofbtzers were undde Yo coact Gulllermo. E1Z23242,

 Rawmos wes acested ot Yhel Ouerntter— Molel - as;pro)a'\-s-
marely 4 wmile a\oa\i%\f-‘c\\& scene- of the incidevt. R Zon-olle,
Z\S2-155, 233 -33F, Rowmes told offiers that he did wot
speale English 50 his inderview wWas conducted in Spanieh.
RiZIST. Rames admitted o \*befw\rj irwolved and ria@md\\/\q :
[rimseld by using a kmfe he carrted 1nhis pocked R22159-60.

o officer Yestified thed Rovos had given Ailleret versions

lof What occurred that night. R12ISF 52233~ 383 . Rawos had
sard that he was waith ng for a ‘lz&)("\ ‘Qmm someone. who hod

den whiker sedan ancl mistoole M&qanls cer Lo \r\zif”; vide .

B SB-\le. And Hak belore he eould open the door, Guuino

ot ot of the car and aHacked him. Ri2158-1de. Zawmos

believed gt when Buino atzded that Quono was assochabked

Aeith Mava — a Gang in Meri c0 —and Remos had Leaced ‘hat

they had dome +o havm Wim, ®: ZitH I~ 33 22100,
Ronmos also told offizers that he approached the car
jbecause. he ﬂ\&xq\\*\" ﬂ\ﬂ)«f wankecl 4o bq\.l Aws y and ke and

A uilerno were %\\‘mgS é\m\qs M e area, V2V He - V.

And When Bawmos, openzd the. dooc ‘o sell Mqus, €uind
3{30“&‘ o and. atdaled V\I\W\b_‘ hﬁ"}'\vl(i and £holeing maleing
Bamos spitout the drugs he had in his wouth Fram-3e,
Z\SF, 233F, Rames Teared Hhat Quine was -h\‘wuj +o oo Wi,
R.2\9F, Rowws Aid net cememicer wWheve the Xnitfe he used
went- oo -thouqivt he wt /3'»\%— e drepped Fas he BN dudonf oF

2. No drugs were Bosnd o Hhe scene or tw Rames possession , V- 213




WIS TR, TSR

s Haway withv s clothes, 21 28lky 21, 2340, Rawes

suclfeced wiiroe Wnjurtes; an abrasion on s -Q-mewd)ﬂ sceotch
on s temple | abrastens o his tight forearmn | and scradein
s ontha trond of e nedd| on-the =wdes ofF- s nade sbove.
%\r\cs clavicle | and on e bacle ol his neck. R 205%-059 ) 218185,
220%, 2213 - 218, 2536~ 240. Officers said they did not dozerve
Ramoes .,V\a.v'iv\q .a soe. Hrwoak o di@?w\k& s{ieci\u\r\cs. 2.513‘57»‘338) 2343,
- Ramos waotel won was searched and clotiving. containing

Jdleodsteins was collecked. ©21521-024, 2233243 22L0-0S | T2FS =
{290, 2319320, 2340 =342, Guind's DNA was o Romes clotiving,
R 2279-2289, offrcers Jound a 4ran Fleee. withs blosd steine

in the motel dumpster. 21208-0Q. Rames' R agerpaints weve.
found onthe, passinger door of Y’Mqan's white ‘m&m

2. Z20-135, ZUS, And Rawmos phone. gncused a call o o2 awn.
on Pl 1At from a Nestor, 2 zodg-osm.

e Dedense . Ramos Yold officers that he and Guillermo
wese. working tora ctde drom a dowl| speaitteally awhile sedan )
Ariven oy Nestor, B ZISB-59, 2W62 | 2200 — 205 2M4F-48, 24B8-4d,
Roames said tre talh alwangs picked Winvup in Had locedon,
and Pashed e \igwts hon avivimg, B0k 2430GFF, 2159,
2205~ 21l So, whan WMagans Wnite sedon Hashed the \egivts
Voo appreadhed e Lo Qussenae ™ deer *'Hm"\(\'\cj«\q W ws
s wae. Rllble, 247~ 77, 2v9)) 2205 - 2 .

As Rawwos opentd the pussenger dece, Quino qot
lout and Tawmes realized he had wade a masdnlke and t\ewd'e.é\
“eprey, 20ry, and no pradlenn’ 4o Quivo I Brglvsh. 21zl 2202 -

(20 Bdr Quine attaded Bameos | repectedly hitkng Wim b

Hhe head and J\rﬁaowxlj s Y- c,\r\o\l.\(\.ej hiwm, KL &04 1\9
23— A z22de— 207, 2343 | 24773 84, Pames pleaded g i/\.d[)

10
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e help me-y he Vs qoing o \eall e B zzit. Rowmos did
ol o his emfe. until hes became. despercte a5 Quind
contnued o stramgle. him and caused Wimmdo suller the
eHechs of aphyiation. L1228 -9, 22073 T34l 24, Pawmcs
leo veforked Hat uwhile e was being atracleed) Wegan
“elc,c:kma\,b}cd him twice. —onee in the \eq and on the, nedl,
G- Le 1) 21D, 2209, 2485, Ramos m\d Lenillexno et
e weney leading Hwoo badcprck s and O'HW Lelongy V\qs :
senind, V. 2022~ 3%, 2050527, 21S2-S3, ZeS, L
Netreor. ‘\'u&;‘\-r?hwl Hrod Bavnos weas & w;é\uukcur el
Lustomer | Bt ZABL - %5 Tawes. zalled m to STO WesSt
OO Seun Lo a foxi r\c&&, 2 MUQ-—?O; Nestor's vehirde was
4 Whie sedan | W 22ASE 3l 2473 and e watthed Pamos open
e passenger doec of ancther white vehicle.. R 2ALS - FF,
INestor Yestibied That he heard Ranws spologize dn Spansin
lalder Quine agpeared angry wihen M eited The white Toyota
Corolla. 2124 72-34, Nestor wedkehed o g’nrwcj\e_ vetuseen
‘Hr\a.-*w*tb\ Mord  Ramos ase oalervo Pov ‘/\su\p \uwa’t satd
et Guino wis dhacing and Liltng Wi, 2 24062 . Nestor
WMV\"()/\LC\ as (wllerme Tried Yo ceparate ¥he went oy putling
anvvb am, but Rawmes was wnable. to stand afler e
\asuf;d R:2463 484, Nedpr tearttred Hatwhen Camos ot
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snd X wolld not caunse perecnaey Lot ¥ commeaciving e Focieoed
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REASON S FOR. GRANTING ™E PETTTTON.

T. This Court sheuld review the Udah Apperlede
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—Phe. Touwcteentia #W\-&né\me,vﬁ'
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proot ve and WD aacctes Yhe burdeny ! y Stedte N Mowcbviez,

200 LT App 320, %end ) Uhnd (=t mwmmdmk Hhad-the.
ze cortdes the lourdan of @m\ﬁwq beyond a recrsonable.
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ceasonable deubt. B 32z, Tastruction 24 econlicted
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ZOVS T AR 2\D o AT see Udaln Codg,, SeckronHHe- S —ZO’>(4).
Specidieally, Rames sovtended thak M Juny was vasled
W\ Y was 4tven a -Mmew‘u\‘\q Mawred Meruckton,
ozl e:f»ﬁebh\fdx.‘ shibled oo Revwos e bunden of M\JM .
benond a reasonutle. doudt He collirmative dofense Heony.
of :m\m»f@wi" s -dedonse mv\&\z/»uq\viw Sl 9\'2:432@39 Uy 25atis".
The State conceded thatt Sty Tnsiruchon 24
wmwsxg,\ shifted tha ousdan of @rocf{’l orsvo Rawos .
Do Pames | ZOVS UT Apd. Wl at 18 anel ot 0,19 “Where
nstructons are. M Wreconei\able contlict, orso c:orrP\r\rd'Nq
iodo aoiuse or mwelead e Juy, e cule, veq}u\mfw( nshuctons
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inansistent nstuctons 1o ervor and suffrelent gqaand
q(’vr reversal of ‘\Mdudﬁmu\{" \9{‘,44}»{%\ aler o verdiet, (F
ook be Yuld wivdn nstucHon was Jolowed by Hhe

| Q\WL{)O" what dluence, He evreneows 4 nshucH on Wwaedl on. .

T deliberattons . Td, o )
‘W\r&—?we. Ravios Are\ucd *H«AA— +v-ral wunsﬂ.ls -

: .mr@cmwm was Ae,ﬁc,\cw‘i" (¥ @z:ulmz‘ ‘o ob\ez;\ﬂ Yo .

VF




be o - -m

s —

'the ms\'mc,ﬂm and abse,/\'\"-ﬁ\e, evor thece. 1o a reasinable.

i

slikelincod. thet the Jury wodld have eonvicked Ramos

-,,c:‘\- mané\aw‘\rv\-e/ wikh a1 davgerous weapon st of
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Ho t conshhutes defrorent pecbormance, prejudicing Romos .
See. Campos 2013 LT App 2% ek Gl (“‘Given -he Avecks
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Where thore was confliching exidence. Yhat Guine erther
it Bawes repratedly or strongled him, See Supra.

X )



P

_ ; ?w\a\\\.‘ while. Tashucon 48 wore aac.um\’e_l\{
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1 Clauctabions omedl). TF ts tmpossible. Pom He Udah.

: . Appe,na,le,, couet 1o be swe whethar. Yhe SWL‘ d.am«?\,»(.\u\ tead

— [Tnshuckion 48 defiorng imperfect seil- doferee | and bore

| e v nind s awunetion veq»u\rmgmaw—e,«*o prove. T delense.

Lo AL atGs. (f,‘\ub\e,n A cannst e Ao\d Wz vsshrackion was

. [followed by Hhe jury, or what nPluence the erroneous
Cidnshuchon had on their dello eratons, ‘e 4Ny of
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aosolutely happrepticde. comment™ effectively cured enov
o Yproher ‘-\vx‘s\‘\\mmx\)j

Because e pivotal Toue elore the, Juny was

whether Rames veasonably bellened he nweeded Yo delend
Mmeatl aqeinst deadly dore Leoan Quine, and condliching
- jelrdence. supported opPustte. condlustons | Hhe Yury weuld |
have Leen tedicmg Lo gutdance. Wvwhem o belreve. . See
Stade v Ty 82 P24 A8, 48l (e \]e4) (woﬁv\ﬁ Fhed-
:\*JW& ’H.\Q-,AW’\{ \ad 4s w&ﬁ\\r\ c.w\-Nv‘d‘\\M e~ntdence, N “He
IMEYs oy be searching Lo Awidance " \Qeﬁq\z\t\f\zs and.
Tr\%:,r?re:{"h\ci “he. ﬁexﬁ‘&nnue.“) - Shrevs were \%SAAA‘ Weluwenced
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;‘;w\i\ev'&‘dgc‘cr% had to weigh c:u/\m\rc.:\‘(\/\(i +¢$+imm\\ and
lo"rka_r' enidence. . Here | The Stede’s use of prejudictal
'\—@s‘\\m\r\\\ \m()\fa&q,\r\q Thatr Qumo's c-\eA'Hf\ resulted
“Hoc; Nowng children beng Parherless was “Ca Avvect
wppe_a\ Yo the passions of the ! o [ ond] suﬂﬂea‘\-cd
H~o Hhe Juny “hat i+ ghould ) [Rewes) Huilthy eut ob
Nengeane o sympathy Poc the ichiw cacther than wased
on what the. facke and Hhe\aw required,” Campes | 201 ut
Aop 2V ot 52, T Thak regardd, Zamos crgwt —'\-o a feuiv
“real and he 'ﬁﬁw\" Yo have. the 3\#'\{ LU o UNnUnY wuous
Nerdeh on Yhe essent) elements of Yhe offense vies
k&@zd-ai See. State N, Saunders \9UT 59 oS239927.249501,
Tn c\e.-\—crm{\r\\/sg whethes \\r\agproPNa}re. *\“ezsﬁmov»\‘
%?@QUA‘C’&C\ the. cl_e&eao\avﬁ"\ qp\az\\oc\-e, aowts conwider
woka\{rw CLnder The cvaamstances of Hhe. pac Roulor
case., ‘W\Q, Juny was pwxb!,\.\ wluenced oy these vemar s
Stk \, Naldez, 515 Pi2d 422,42 (Uish 1973). “ TR pock
c:(l [Rames' ] itk s strong .y the challenged conduck o
temartk, W mﬂ- be. presumed prejudicind . Stadke N Adeok
[ZOIS UT App B2 at 20,348 P.2d 2¥%. IR the conclusion obthe

‘Jumcs ts based on their weighing (,on-?\\a.‘h-\ﬁ eidence or enidence.
,éuec,ap—\wb\e.. ob A rP-Fe,r‘w\g wﬁu\;reﬁuﬂons Ahere 4 a o}rm\-efﬂ
ikeelihood —Haat +thay will be’ inproperly influenced Yheougn remarke
:a-?' comsel.” Td. (ctuo"t“mﬁ Teen, 0GB P24 a¥ 486 (cHution and
ii‘\n‘\’crna\ quetations amlHe,A)); Campos, ZOVD Y App 21D «t GF (“Tn
cases where the jury wad fo welgn contliching euidonte o widence
;éusmp+;b\e_ of dittering interpredeiions, Thurors] may e espcially
f;usc,e-p‘l-’\b'\e Fo Intluente and 4 small degree of \whuence Moy be.
w&’—f—eam‘\' Yo abdeck e vecdict.”),

Here, Ramos was prejudice. oy H\g,. tes ‘\'\mbY\\.] e,\k,r\e(:l
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._ i\I:.e.wmg\_r\-\\e, ahdente. 4% & wkcg., There was nsth cne;m:\r\e.\miv\g
Epmc{” Aatr Rames shauld hewve veen found ity ot murder
;ra her Fhay inperfect seid- defense nanslaughker. The.

X ,,}t&:&‘\'?mcn\‘__,@\ibﬁf‘ted. Hom Negan. waplied Yhat because. Quino
fwas a Fedher dhtwo young oys whe cared enagh Yo Leep
frheiv. Phete on s cell Phone | he. was wore. tikely o have, dacted

S A a_responsible. and protective. maaner during the encounter,
S - [he Sede compounded the. evvovt obthe deshinnony by using

6o _stedement Dease Aen A i\ e, T have Wi Ash ve,pw"’red,\\{,

o G was diolenY or ina gong. See R 2003, 2610 (Stake’s anrgu—
s e jment 1. “No evidence that L1 Quine was a Wber.o—f*a qavng. He,
. was e Yuther of tuo sudrona c\cx\‘e.‘f)‘) wee aleo. People..
- plashington, 204 NLE . 2d 75, 282 (T Amp. et 1904) (wolding ,_
b Aelendant Ad nat ceceive a fzir drtal where prosecutor
,zz\id‘\—eé Festimony that munder vickiw et wite and Lour
i;;\'\l\dvex\ \ ond wowvl-o—r wsed the ivdormation openmng
- _land Sesiag). This line of-gquestioning and arquoment  davited
Hhe. ey o Kp Hhe ered ibilhy balance. toward Guine and the
A ir—\?;s\imm{ hed fovoved his ‘Jub-'\'if'(é&ﬂow and dis favoved
Ramos easonaide. be\Wwed thatt seiddelence was tequired.
o HAedr) Zois UT App.eA at 2.
S The remarks ad a divect ls‘carw\% onthe Qad& o Rawes
selP-Adolense '\'\\w\‘ — “theet Gutne was @ parent | and oy
tmph‘ud-mr\ 1 would wotr hade. been an aqqressdr. 5ee Stee N
C.cxppm (20U UT App 152 ak 22 5 280 P.3A 1B . Moreover, trval

. 'ccunse,l Aid rot requiest a z,ura‘H\I& tnshruction o M’(’\c‘ct(—& “he
.ch.:;uz_l teta) ehfect o the “Festimany | and none. was given, seeid.,
:(\Cac:\'brmzi inthe. trial cowt's cucctive instruchon in eonclusion

boo o e g e

o.closing | and. emphasiaing . the evidencz. that Quine was a.. .
_ .__.,._____:?-uc%ec:\—o-arque. Yhat Bowmos was unteasonable o fear that



Haat defendant was not prejudiced by tmpropesr +%+§w\ch\5\$
where “there s a reasonable. Likelthood that in Tl absence
Lof Hhe. tmproper -Jteéﬁwm&"]) Fhere woud have bean a wmeve
{avovable. -ﬁe,su\-\-,’\ Rdmos asi Hvws Cou¥ 4o rewters the Sale,
ob Utah appellate. Courte' alliomance of i comntatton . Sale
vz Thillwan 350 ¥, 24 540, 555 (UrAn 189

I, s dourt shonld certews the Wikdln appellate. Condls’
Hrelding that the cumulative efeck doctoing is appiteatie.
Lo Hao reason stated atoie.

“The . Utzih Courd of Appeals m\a\ J\'\t\w\-%\\ef www-\a-}-t\le.
e-rvor dockring Was inapp\teadle . See Rames, Zoi& UT App Mol
o 40-4L. Buk the Ukah curts analgyors Fthe ecvars was
ie,{‘rov\amsﬁ See Supri. TWMs Cowt should rediew thecumulatve
feﬂeo\- ot the erors cited abowe. 520 Campo sy 203 LT App ZA%af:}Z
%5&:&@ N, Dot L @S0 .24 1204 | V229 (uract 393).

The, Uden Supreme Court Aenled certionn.

CONCLUSTON

r the veasns staled aboue | Rawmes respectdully
| erwa-—*m Petritton dor a wett ot w’ﬁw&r\ Shwauld ke granted .
! Sutomitted this 13Mday of Mach zol,
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