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GWESTIOUS PRCSEKJTED

±. whether counsel was nuEfFecTH/e for famm-fto revealxfUDxsPwABLY
FALSE THSirmoiMVi AtOD; COACHIMF TO "THE 3 Yft. OLD CHILD WHo SAYS THE 
SAME FALSE TT^TimoiOy; AKiO IMCO fj SISTEMTSTATEMENTS-(mROU&HlM PEACHOO&j 

AIL'D 3 CALL CLOVER/THE OFFICE a IfU CHA RCC, TO TESTIFY.

WHETHER THE PROSECUTOR GOT A CONUXCTXOfc) THROUGH THE USE OF 

IKJDXSPUTA BLV FALSE TTSTIMolO Y, AR)D, THE COACHED TESTIMONY THAT WAS THE 

SAME FALSE TESTIMONY.

3. whether Appellate counsel was xweffeoxi/e for faildj&to rake
THESE ISSUES OK) DIRECT APPEAL.

XL



table op AvmznxES

fce.x<4uei.
LXJJf).STAOTV, jteAWr, ^ F,3D Ml awoo:R.C20ol) ... P. t£} 16 

PeoPLes V. LAP, 73H f, 3D i>03 &14azA. Clfitt)..*P.I6 

HhfUUSofJ V. TE&ELS IX) (o f.SuPP 3b <7£6 7th cxp,. (10}6).«P, 16 

Raeth^\/. wexsweR, Gob P,appk HoQ (3loi£).,.pA7
C6UCH V KoOkefL, G3X F.3t> 3.H I. 2M1 C^cxA. fool I)

STfe±tf KueHlEfc V. msCMEd, 176 FZD QH( T^cc*.. (im)
■9 * $

PA 74 v 0

W A PU £ V. XL LIU QTS,ZQb USAMt X66!.., P. 17
u/uxre0^rAliE5 U a&l>£S , HX7 vs. 7. /03 **.PAJ 

CxTLlXO V/* U MUTED STATES * VQi U.S.ISO*.. PJ7

FOR- XSSU6JIL>
PV/XTHS V. LVce'Y) H6Q VS. 327...P. 17 

Ml'RRA'T U £ARRXCR|F/77 vSM7% > HS3....PA7 

STkXjOaAm u wASHry&rofc/,^ us, at £37.... pa7

nr



REPEREMCO TO OPXMXOfJS

THe ofiovtoiJ Of TW€ VS. DISTRICT court li ? GuTirxs: U/ALXCU V MACklE) 

MO. iViOGoq, 2.0)2 Wl SXSHXSO (e*0. MXCH. oct.23i2&\2) APPSJrnXB

TWeoPrKjXojs) OPTHC 6T^CTRCurr court of APPEALS XS FED. R. APR p, 3L^fbVl\

APPEUDXXA

smrmekJTOF Tu^xsorcixoM

ONSEPTEmBeR SLO/Xoi^/ Tffe 6™ CZR.CUXT US, COURT OF APPEALS ISSUED AM 

ORDER. OeMYlMG- PETXTXOWERS MOTTOAJ FbR A CERTTfaXA-TE oP APPEALABjUTY* 

TH€ ORDER XS APPENDIX A. THIS court HAS JURIS OXCTTOU PursuaMT 

TO 33 U*S.C. § /3X7^

IS!



CO/OSTXTOtEOWAL PROVXSXOMS

U£. CoUST. AmEMD. VIV 5 ** ALL p&^oWS BoftK) NATURALIZED XUTHE 

united states . auo subtecttothe TuRxs diction there of. are cnrzeMS
OF THE UIUITED STATED AUO OFTHT .SmTX WHtrReiM THEY RESIDE. M05TATE 

£H-AU_ MAKE OR Eki Force AMY LAW WHICH SHALL A8&ID6E THE PftrviLE&eS OR
immunities of cxrrzeUioftwe uuireo states? MoR 5/mllaUYstatE
DEpfLO/E AMY PERSoM of LIFE, LIBERTY, or PROPERTY/ wrrHOUTDUE PROCESS 

of law ; mor DeMYTo AMY PBZSofJ wxTi-LnJ xik xu Rrs DicnroN the e&ual 

PROTECTtPM OF THE LAWS,

US, CPU ST, AMEND. Vj ^
SHALL EMioY the RlCHT TO A SPEEDY AMD PUBLIC TRIAL / BY AM IM FAFTOLtWRY 

OF tH6 STATE AMD DISTRICT WHEREIN THE CRIME SHALL HAUESEEM COMMITTED, 
WHICH DISTRICT SHALL HAVE 8EEIU PREVIOUSLY ASCERrAIMED BY LAW, AMD TO BE 

INFORMED OF THE" MATURE AMO CAUSE OF THE ACCUSATION? TO Be'CfiMFRONTED 

WITH THE ULETWESSES AC-AIMST Him! "ID Have ComPULSoRY PROCESS PbR 

OBTMMUOC WXTME5SES IM HXS CfeVoR-/ AMD TO f+AVE THE ASSBT/HOCE oF COUNSEL
FoR HIS DEFEUSE.

1, IM ALL CRimlMAL PROSECUTIOM5.THE ACCUSED
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STATE MQtfT Of THE CASE,

PCfZTlO^Sk WALT&N WAS COtiVXCTGD APTFR A BENCH TOTAL, Of fiSCAULT 

WITH INTENT TO MURDER, UNLAWFUL IM PRISON MENT, AMD FELOfOV FIREARm, 
AenouMfr TWO /TIDE MEA NOR CIHA RAES.THIS CASE WAS A CfiEDlBlLY /HATTER.
DEFENSE THEORY OP THE CASE! THT WITNESS /PETITIONERS WIFe) FAfeRICATED HER 

BMTtRe STORY THAT THE fETirrONFR WAC the owe WHO SHOT HER / AND COACHED
their q Year old gaug-wto. to give false testimony, oecause- the petitioner
TOLD Mrs WlFF, IN A HEATED ARGUMENT DURING TH6IA BREAK UP ABOUT 

HER ORlUmiG PROBLEM , THAT Her ACTUALLY Did CHEAT WITH THE WOMAN HIS 

UJXPF CAUGHT HIM WITH, AS OPPOSED To mriTALLY TELLING HER AlOTUltiG- 
HAPPENED. ThSt^ (l\ *1£ T3^ (mltHM iWri) (/3lri tx/oa) (iWti mitxi\)

BRtEF XIUTRQ0VCTXOM ".(THE FIRST ISSUE CONSISTS of FlVg SUBJECTS of INCONSIS­
TENCIES, in which the first subtect contains iwdxs putablY false eRRORED ,
TESTIMONY TRGi-vV THE/WrTkjelS * AMD HER q YeAfe OLb DAUGHTER SAYS
THE EXACT-SAME eRROE Of FALSE TESTIMONY, WHICH PROUES Tf+E COACHxN&.
the in consistency in the first subject coNcgRws mr date that the luxtwess 

claimed she^escaped^from the peTzrxdVek and maof a Po lice report,
WHXCtH IS Tl+e FALSE TESTIMONY THAT WAS CORROBORATED 13Y MZrZA, AS
Follows:the incident with witness happened togt q™ of ARRXLXOIL 

4 GMXitf- To TOE1 l-fosPCTAL-MMiridG-THE hospital Repo«.t’'>£foe.6"we MOTXve, 

Oe>U£ the NFJTTMO RIDING- oru THE /0rlH THE \aJZTM€£$ 0X0 /VoT /<W6u/\x/AS
SHE HAD ?3e6W SHdT.) THE WITNESS LEFT THE PETITIONER AND A1ADE THE PolXCE -----
STATEMENTS DAYS LATER ON THE IH™ of APRXLj WFXCH ALSO CONSISTE.G OFrifE 
FALSE TBTTXfftoNY# (SEE PoiXCE -STATEMENT Form AMD COM PLAIN INVESTECATXoA/ 
COMPLIANCE FoRm , APPEMOIX d). TRe INCoN SXSTENCY XS THAT, THE WITNESS 

SAYS 5HENESLAPED*FRorv\ PETITIONER AH 0 MADE THE POLICE STATEMENT ON THE !RJH 

OF APRIL/THEN CHANGED £U£N THAT TO THE 11™, CLAIMING TO BE HELD CAPTIVE' 
FROfA THC TIME of TH-EXWCXDEWT, UWTlL 5He DAY 5HZ MADE THE STATfMClvr 
REPORT W HEN SHe'EScAPE d". THIS SHORTENS THE X DAY SPAN BETWEEN THE DA-YjOF ; :
the incidekjt on the qTH i and wheN the Police statcMcnt was actually
MADE OM THE IMTH. THE RESPoNDEMTjXN HXE OPPOSITION) BRXEF, ACICNo WLEQ&£V 

THE ERROR BuT SAID XT WAS FROM miSTAKEM /AEfAORY* BuTI^NORED, M.DID 

THE LOWER COURTS, THAT THE WITNESS 5 H YEAR OLD DAUGHTER fAXTTA TESTXPY4 

TO THE SAhAt ERROR OF FALSE TESTXMoNY, AND ALSO rciuoREDTHE poXNT MADE; 
THAT THE WITNESS CLAIM ED TO BE HELD CAhlW€ PRorw THE XNCXDENT1XLLTHE
d^Y she^scaped^ano made the Pocrce statement report* (xstBoYiUsxpfce)
So How could she Possibly have gotten s'long- days up to the iHTft ftne dayethe state went

WAX made) OF &EXfJC-HELD IN CAPTIVITY, MISTAKEN FoR a? I WILL NOW

a.



STATEWEMT Of TH6 CM6 FOR XSSUEX. tofiTS AT FIRSTjysiecr)
DemoKlSTRATATHATTHEINCONSISTENCY WAS NOT FROM MISTAKEN MEMORY > f?vT WAS 

UWDXSPUTASLY IN TENitrCsNALLY FALSE, AND THATTHE WITNESS CACHED OUR 

q Year OLD MrTlA TO GAY THE SAME ERROR o F INCONSISTENCY, and SHOW 

Af THE .SAME TTME HOW COUNSEL FAILED TO 5HOWTffXS , THEN SWoiH MOWTRpS 

£R&OR CONTRIBUTED TO THE OUTCOME oF THE CASE, BECAOSETRE TRIAL TDDGE
believed the false testimony, and mnr was corroborated BYrHewmess's
DAUGHTER, WHO WAS COACHED TD5AY XX.

first so etect; xn the preliminary, the witness explains the story of 

utavxncthb PETmoMER owme la™ of April a.on and making-a Police 

statement Report, tacmuiS pa?) and gays this was a total of a days time 

in the Hotel (from the incident on the , untxlthe dayshe left). 6cpre)
MY ATTORUEY'oWLY AS&S^tHE WITNESS if ittES BEEN AWAY FROM HOME Lf ORE DAYS.
THE WITNESS SAYs'sHEk NOT SURE* (68 fRE^ IN TRIAL THE WITNESS AGAIN EXPLAINS 
THE STORY OF LEAVING-THE PETITIDNcR ON THE IIth. (l& thru Si Tl) AND MATCBXNGLY, 
THE WITNESS 5AYSTH£ PlCTUR£s"©P THE WOUND f EXHIBITS 2*3 IN TRIAL, DATED 

(3,-nl WERE TAKEN ATTHEfooMiSTIC VIOLENCE) POLICE STATION a DAYS AFTER. BEING- 5H0T 

ON THE TTH , AND THAT WAS THE DAY AFTER SHE GOT OUT oFTHE Ho S PITAL(0WTHE 10™) 
BECAUSE THAT WAS THE DAY SHE GOT AWAY. /AS DESCRTgEP.THiS would BE THE IIth) *

WHEN THE PROSECUTOR QUESTIONS THE WITNESS S ANSWER^ THE WITNESS SQN HER OWN
Hesitantly admitted that it was longer, and saxd3 days, the prosecutor

QU ESTIDN5'that ANSWER, AND THE WITNESS MOVES IT UP "A LITTLEMORE LAYING- - 

'3 1} OAYS AFTER". AND GAYS, THE DAY SHE WENT TO THE DOMESTICt/XDLEfJC£ 9oO.CE
STATION TO ;MARETI46’PDLIC£'STATEMFI\)TREPoRr, WAS THE DAY THEY ToofCTWE 

PICTURES OP HER* /T\Y ATTORNEY INTERVENES AND S1XPU LAlTS THAT THE STATEMENT 

WAS TAKEN ON) THE 14th. ONLY THEN DO £5 THE WITNESS ADMIT THAT THE PICTURES 

WERE TAKEN ON THE 14™. fe? t3ST/ )! NOW, RX&HT He RE* THE WITNESS HAS SEEN 

CORRECTED AND REFRESHED IN MEMORY,THAT, TAG DAY 5\TEGoTTTH6 PrcTUfleS 
TAKEN, WAS O/J THE lH™i WHICH was T HE DAY SHc'coT A WAY*AN D .’WENT TO THE " 

DOMESTIC'VIOLENCE POLICE STATION. NOW, WHEN BEING- CROSS-EXAMINED BY MY 
ATTORNEY, THE COURT INTERVENES TO VfvDEfLSTfiND THE WITNESSES STORY CORRECTLY. 
AND THE WITNESS EXPLAINS WITH THE TuDGE - THE STORY OF LEAVING-THE 
PerniONER ON'tKE ! ITH TI4XSTIME) WITH KNOWING-IT WAS THE /4W. {sgTHM 6lfl) 

BvT INSTEAD oF COUMSELJWTER.VENlNG.TO MA KE IT KNOWN THAT THIS TEST! MO N Y 
IS FALSE AND THE WITNESS ADMITTED TO “AND HAS BEEN CORRECTED WAT- THE/H^IS 

WHEN SHE LEFTTHE PETITIONER AN D MADE THE POLICE STATE MENTREPofCT, AND 
AND THAT NO REPORT EXISTS ON THE Z/^oR 13?*, COUNSEL UhJBElXEVABLY CORRECTS 

THE WITNESS BACK TO HER INITIAL FALSE STORY OF LEAVING THE PETITIONER
3.
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amo mAKxn&TttZ statement ovt#e\3Jh> (siti-h^hti) them, counsel once

AGAIN'oNLY ATTEMPTS To CoRRECTShE WITNESS THAT IT WAS'Ywe lHrH''(T(ilS Tml) 

AMD EVEN £[) GC-£STS,THAT5J4ES N OTREM EMBERIN £ COpmxLV BECAUSE THE WrTN £ SS \ 
Keeps 5AYIAJG, EVERY TIME she's ASKED ABovTTHE DATE,that'sHES NOTSURE~
WHICH COUNSFL SHOULD ALSO G6k)FAofJTATTI4lS POINT BECAUSE AFTER THE WITNESS 
HAS BEEN CORRECTED Of THE DATE TWICE NOW , AiuO STILL TRYS TOTEUTWE 
STORY o f THE 11 Tl*> TH-eiU NOTOfJLYIS THIS /k'lUOUJM FALSETESTlMOftl Y, BuTxrSHOWS 
THAT EVERY,TIME THE WITNESS SMs'x'rvs NOT SURE OFTHEPATEIMADE7HF PoUCE 

STATEMENT* 3T WAS TO INTENTIONALLY DECED/E THE COURT, AMD WIDETHATIHE& 

ACTUALLY TRYING TO LIE. BuT (BECAUSE COUNSEL NEVER BRiNGS'WtHOOe'to

LIGHT. IS WHY THE WITNESS CONTINUES TO TESTIFY TO THE FALSE DATE.
THEN NEXT. WHEN Co M FRO NTIW G THE WITNESS ASouT A PREVIOUS STATE WENT 
ON THE VERY LAST PACE OF THE POLICE REPoRTi PAGE H ofH, COUNSEL GLSCOVERS 
THAT THE WITNESS SIGNED AND DATED IT H ~18~ > I . (lln) AN o'RIGHT HeRe"
AN ALARM SHOULD I+AUE WENToFF mm/C COUUCEL REAIIIE THAT MOT ONLY 
IS THIS REPORT“TWO^SEPeRATEIIVTERVCEluS - one SCINGtHE STATEMENT 

ON THE 14 ™j AMO THE OTHER beiwgthE Iv PrRvisoRY Revrew REPORT done 

ONTHE lg™ BuTTHE DISCOVERY SHOULD HAVE ALSO ALARMED COUNSEL oFTWO
i

Significant errors 1 one* the signature and tihe /b™ 5 date of the second 

supervisory Review Report from the officer who conductfdiT/ was 
LEFT BLANK ON THE FIRST PAGE THAT THE STATEMENT OF THE I4™IS 0 Mr wKTCl-f , 
MADE THE DATED / 4 w ^STATEMEfUT, AWO THE RESToF THE" FouK PACES oFTHE l%ThtS 

REPoRT-THATSTARTED CATTHEBoTTom oFTHE FIRSTPAGESTATEMEMTOFTHE IH]14 
LOOK LIKE THEY WERe BOTH DONE TOGETHER OJUTHB IH™. (s EE ORIGIN At.
TRIAL OS ED STATEMENT Fo RM, COM PAIREDTO THE UTER SIGNED AND DATED COPY :
O STAINED RY ME MONTHS LATER DM THE DISCOVERY PACKAGE FOR TAB
Parental rights case that resulted prom this case, appew dixd)^
TWO 1 COUNSEL SHoulO HAVE IMMEDIATELY NOTICED AND CORRECTFdVeR 

ERROR oF REPRESEWTlNGTHE WHOLE 4 PAGE REPORT THAT WAS DONE ON THE 
|STH , AS IF IT WAS A WHOLE H PAGE REPEAT THAT WAS DoiUE ONTHE lLlT,H
(as she Has been doing since the preliminary also) as covnselstates in 

Triali'v5oip the Four pagexstatewent is dated the /4r? would 7tmt jog
Your me/noRY/? f70 r/) AMD KE£e£ MORETHAT cOUNSELmiSSED 1 IN THE
Report on the 13th, the witness has fxplained the same False 3l day 

story dp the i aJH of'getting awaY^from the Pgttoower , to Tire potxce
ALSO* MAKING KNOWN 77-MT THE WITNESS HAS GTVBN A FALSE STORY TO BeSTH
preliminary and trial courts i Wo^potrce, about when she left 

the PETmowER WHO COMES IN THESTATICM FOR THE FxRSTTTMEI I •

4. 4



Hours LATER AFTER LFAVrMG-THE PnTTXONER, AMD MAKES A STATEMENT Tt>
TH-e Police ow the" inrH-as the day sue got away* and them leaves after.
dVTMo'oi\)LY//A STATE ATEN) T, THEN COWES SACK FOUR DAYS LATER TO /MAKE 

A REPORT ON THE IS™, WITH A STORY THAT EXPLAINS GETTING AWAY ON THE 

/3L7? 8UrXM5TeA0 OF IN VEST! GATIN G-'oNTHESPoT HER. DISCOVERY OF 

THE IS
OFFICER CLOVER -THE OFFICER, IN CHARGE, WHO TOOK THE FlRCT STATEMENT 
EVER WADE FROM THE WITNESS t- TOPRO VING-LY VERIFY* WITH ASKCAtC-TusT

one auesixoN, th-at there is No statement that exists on the i/rw or
But THAT THE FIRST WAS INDEED ON THE lHtHi WITH THE CbMpLAXNANT 

IWV6STX6ATE6W COMPLIANCE FORM ALSO SIGNED AND DATED THE /HTW SY THE 

WITNESS *• PROVING' SHFS GXVlUG- PALXE TESTIMONY, COUNSEL UNBELIEVABLY 

XG-NQRES HER DISCOVERY OF THE fS™ DATE (EVEN ATTER TELLIK/G-THETUDGE 
mo MENT Your, t4D/UORVj(4EM DISCOUERXNAXr) AND CHANCES THE DATE 

INTO j AND BACK INTO. ReP RISEN TIN S' XT, AND SAYlNG IT WAS DONE ON THE 
!Hth W£TH\nOWxN£SHE^ READING- FROM A REPORT- AND THAT VERY PACE " 

THAT WAS DONE ON AND EXS-NEO AND DATED THE 18th BYTT4E WITNESS. AND 

BECAUSE NOTHING- HAS BEEN DISCLOSED 8Y COUN5EL So FAR,THE xuxrmSi Chh),
and does con tin we to tell the false story
THE TUDCe VACAIW/yi THAT SHE LE FT THE PETITIONER ON THE 11™ AND MADE IKE 

Police STATEMENT-ADDIN 6- SHE HAG TO Go BACK TO THE PQUZCE STATION THE 
- NEXT DAY “(WHICH WOULD BETHe /37jH woT THE IH™. BuriT wasVdAYS LATER 
'fRON\THE IH^wHeN SH-e CAwr BACK - To Give THE see OND REPORT ON THE /S7^ )
(ss TURN BEti) . AND COUNSEL SAYS NOTHING ABouTTHlS i EUEN AS THE TUOGE 
ASKS ,SDC>es THAT RAISE ANY QUESTIONS FOR EITHER OF You"? CSBri) AMD 

HEREXrXS4: THEN WrUA t OuR Q YR-OLD DAUGHTER» TESfXFYS TDTf+E SAME 

ERROR OF FACTU ALLY FALSE" TESTIMONY THE WITNESS SAYS » OF LEA VXN6- 
ONJ THE IS™! n) AND MAKES S(U>£ETBAT EVERYBODY KNOWS XT WAS TuiT

'OlDAYs'' AND SAYS T14XS WITH TXPUrfUXtUCLTFE STORY OTHERTIMiSS*(lOCilOV,HOilBru

it would be xm Possible for mitia to say this same untrue story/ unless
THE WXTA/ESS COACHED HER I (iN WE RESULTING-PARENTAL RIGHTS TRIAL/(/urwER 

et/TDE/v/cC) THE wrTNESS LIES -AGREEING TWICE THAT SHE NEVER.TALKED T& OR. 
SPoKeM TO HER CHILDREN/ ABowTTHIS CASE ORANY ALLEGATIONS THAT OCCURED
between mR-waltom and Her / AFtertwaT Day. (i3,IH t.parri.))

ANDTIRIA (ouR? YR.6L0 DAUGHTER) SAY THAT THEIR MoM TALKED A SouTTHIS MATTER 
TO THEM. 0/4T/3^Ty') AND MXTlA LIES WHEN A-SKED 8Y THE FROSEcUTOfi*. DXD 

ANYONE TElLYoeuTO SAY THIS ? A,NO. Qt DIO YouR MOM TELL YOU 70 SAY THIS 
AGAINST DAD? A, NO. fill Ti) counsel NEVER ACKNOWLEDGES THE COACHING,

7ft? DATE , WHICH WOULD HAVE EXPOSED THESE ERRORS/ AND CALL

owe

AS THE WITNESS AGRESS WITH

BuTMXTCA
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or mrrxA lying that her mom never told Her to say anything. counselonly'
ASkIS MOTA IP SRF WOULD SAY ANYTHING HER mom TEULS HER TO SAY. (itlTi) IN COUtUSElfe 
CL&SxWG AR&umeyT/ (61, 68t&) SHE SR OUGHT ONLY THE INCONSISTENCY OFTHE 

OF THE I!tH TO WE ATTENTION OF'THi JUDGE', RuT NEVER CONFPoNTED^THE WITNESS^ 

HERSELF WITH XT. AND SHOW HOW THE STORY WAS FALSE i AND COACHED , AND 
'pJOt'FRoiyx mlSTAKEN m EM 0 RY (a S THE RES FONDANT CALLS £t) WHICH'WOULD HAVE 

Been^the evidence that a Statement (her story) cum the n7^ DOE5 votexjzTj 

8EUU6-CONTRMY ToTl4e TuDC-E SaYiNG THAT THeREXS NO EVIDENCE THATTHeRE 
is (a Report on the IIth) or is nt- which Basically/tre tud&e TusT said 

COONEEL WAS IN £ FF ECm/EjAN d7« Helped we prosecutor leave it undisclosed. 
Because OF couiusets ERRORS, AND .FAILING TO EXPO$E.WE miSSlNO;|.8TW* DATE error— 

ci4AD5TN0rr.-BACKT0WE W^THE TUDC6BELXEVE0 WATTHE REPORT WAS A'owE WHOLE
secono Report^done oiu THE IH™- as He says 4eBEITEVe$TH6 IH thwas the 

SECOND INTERVIEW, (61i H^TA.) WHICH MEANS HE BELIEVED THE WITNESS^ FALSE 

STORY OF LEAVl/VGTHE PETITIONER AND MAKING A FIRST REPORT ONTHE IfT" AND 

THAT THE ITO RY WAS CORROBORATED BY ITZTXA i WHO WAS CoACHED To C/WIT.
TFTHETUDCe6"VRy) WOULD Have Known OF THE FALSE TESTIMONY AND COAcHlNG 

TO SU PPoPTXT, THEN THEY WOULD RftVe SEEK5 EVIDlS fOCE TI4AT $vPf>OfCT$ T(4€ 

Defense tHeorYiSHoujiNGTHAT. Because the witness tried to coder up £
DAYS OF TXMS-VJH€N-Sf4€TxiL£DrTHE FALSE POLICE REPORT, NOT ONLY SHOWS
that the peTrrroN er was not ho uoxn g- the witness captxv e as sh-e said,
Because ipthis was so true, then she definitely would nt hade shortened XT
TO ^OAYS) BUT CODERING Up WTOE LAPSE AiSOMEANS:,THERE WAS A REAS ON TO DO SO, 
WHxcH WAS TO HIDE TH-e TRUTH TWiNOT ONLY WAS HER 5T>RY mot HAPPENING/
But it shows You she was cou erxng u p that it was a motive that all of a svrrofJ 

s DAYS LATER I CAUSED HER TO FABRICATE HER STORY AND ClVE FALSE STATEMENTS XQTHE 

vPoLIce IN THE REPofCT. AND A TuRY CAN, ASSUME WITH Co in FlO ENC€ THAT, 
''BeFoR^THE MOTIVE HAPPENED ON THE !4™/ THAT THE. NATURALTRUTH OFwHAt
Really happened/ was tdlo to the Hospital
COVERUp^j. as.THIS SECOND SUBTECTSHOWS.*

SEC&MP SugTECT: IN CONSISTENCIES IN WHaTTHE WITNESS SAYS SHEToLD THE
Hospital, ftp e witness did not know the Hospital reports were obtained)

THE WITNESS SAXO SHE TOLD THE HOSPITAL A LrE BECA USETHE prmXONERTHRFATEMED 

TO TORTURE HER AMO THE KIDS IF SHE PI©NT. AND SAYS THE 5T0 RY SHETOLD “THEM 

WAS *. WHEN WALKING- TO THE STORE) SHE GOT SHOT IN THE B«EM> SY TWO GUYS 
FIGHTING. (X7PRE) ($66 Tl4e 3 H 05 PlTAL REPOTS APPENDIYE ).THEN THE WITNESS 

TELLS CouNSELTHAT SHE TOLD THE NORSES ANO DOCTORS THAT HER CHILDREN 

WE'RE WITH-THEIR FATHER UNSAFE) f£Ff PRe) AND TOLD THCm WHAT THE PETITIONER

\SWHICH S\46 ALSO TRYE D TO• ft o
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SAXP YHs WOULD do froRTURe) to THEM . {60 Pdi) (THISIGSAYlNG-THAT SHE 

roiom HOSPXTA-LTHATTUG PETOXOWER HER- foRTHE REASON SKETCH)
THEM THAT HER CHILDREN WERE UNSAFE AND THAT HE WOULD TORTVRETHEfft) 
COUNSEL COULD HAVE SHOWN THaTTHIS WAS A FLATOUTLIE IN THE PRELIMINARY 

8ECAU5E NO WHE R£ poeSITSAY B Y ANY DOCTORS ON THE REPORT THAT THE 
ViTTN ESS'S CHILD REN WERE U N SAFE WITH THEIR FATHER i AND THAT HE WO U LD
torture TM-em. .xw Fact* xsmtriau couioselsaYs *the witness never 

xw formed authorot&s of any abuse -missingthis riPeimpeachmenT.
(yOTXl N)OR DOES XTSAY THAT THE WITNESS^ KNEW SH^WAS SHOT. AWDTf-fAT,
THESE STATEMENTS DIRECTLY CO NTKADXCTTBE SAFETY frHETHREATSHE CLAIMS)
OF HER CHILDREKJS AS SHE SAYS. BECAUSE. SAYIA)G5H€ KNEW* SHE WASSHOTTDTHE 

hospital, But cAmexru the following day - with a story that saYs/Her:
CHILDREN) ARE V NS APE VvJXTH'THEXR FATHER AND THAT HE WOULD TORTORE TRBA
would causethe doctors add police to Question this - which THREATENS 

THE SAfTY OF HeR Rids - WHICH IS THE REASON she faxo she Had to me... xr^ 
INCONSISTENT] 6u7]5J4ElxrD BECAUSESHE DIO wV/CNOWWE HOSPITAL RePo AT HAD 

BEEN OBTAINED AND WAS PXGHTTHeRE XIU THE COURTROOM WITH HER. COUNSEL 

N5VER SHOWED THIS WAS A LXE;“ NOT EVEN WH-sN WE GOT TO TRIAL. THEN IN 
TRIAL. THE WITNESS SAYS 5HEVWAS NOT*DRINKING- OjN THE HTH 6hEDAYoATHexWCXOEfJT^ 

OjR DOING- INTO THE 10™ AND SAYS THATTHAT WAS A MADE UP STORY.
(lUTHe PREIXMINARY) THE WITNESS' SAID SHE TOLD HOSPITAL THAT SHE WAS DRINKING 

AS PART Op THE HE SHE TOLD THEM') fU4 PRE.hwsN COUNSEL IPIT WAS TRU6THAT
THE HOSPITAL FOUND AICOHOLXN HCRSVSTem ANDXF SWE SHE PID WV KNOW, SHEWAS
Positive for. alcohol at the hospital.? A. motto mV Rno w (je 0G£. then counsel

REVEALED THAT SHE WAS POSITIVE FoR ALCOHOL ON THE HOSPITAL REPORT. SO,THEN; 
AND ONLY THEM, DOES THE WITNESS AD MIT SHE WAS DRINKING-. CH3ti) aTTHXS 

POXWT, COUNSEL SHOULD HAVE BROUGHT TO LIGHT. THAT THE WITNESS TU ST SATO 

THAT THE DRINKING WAS MADE UP, AND PREVIOUSLY SAXO THAT SHE HAD TO TELL7HE 

HospiXALTHe MADE UP STORY BECAUSE HER CHILDREN WERE THREATENED.- BUT NOW
wg Find out that the story the witness told the Hospital .is zecatmto 

TO BETHE TRUTH 1 THAT SHETUSTTTRXED TO HIDE BY LYING, Bec*\v^smV£DNiT 

KNOW THE REPORT OF HER TESTS WAS HERE. fTHE WITNESS STILL DOES NOT 

KW 0 W THAT HER STATE M B NTS 0 F WHAT SHE TOLD THE Ho S PITA L WERE DO CUM WTED 
oN THE RePoRT. So SHE 5THL7RY5 TO HE ABouT wHaT SHE SAID.) NEXT; WHEN 

QUESTIONED i THE WITNESS SAYS SHE DID NDTTELL7H6 Ho $ PITA LTHATi^S HE 

THOUGHT THAT SHE MAY HAVE {SEEN SHOT? BUT THAT 3HETSLD THEM THAT'sHE W/v/ 

shot, and .Suggests that the doctors may have written xt down wrong, 
(51 .SHti) as SHE 5AY5 THE Police WRimNlTDowW wRoNG,THAT SHE 5 AID THE 
petitioner was asleep. (63p<k) then,me witness says ,vno , thats NofTRuE^

/
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WHEN ASReDIf SHE TOLD THE HOSPITAL , THAT SHE DID NOT COME XN BECAUSE 
SHE INITIALLY DID NOT THINK XT WAS THAT SEVERE. (£HtD couM5£LSHouLD
i4Aue let rr Be known that me witness is giving- false testimony
BECAUSE TW-E WITNESS SAYS AvOO HV\PLf$ THAT SHE WAS NOT SURE XESHE U/AS 

S1-I0T TD THREE SEPERftTE DOCTORS; WHICH ALL WROTEIT DOWN IN THE THREE SEPARATE 

REPORTS. AMO THE WITNESS ALSO SAID » SHE: DIO HOT COME XlU THE HOSPITAL 

BECAUSE SHE XlU ITT ALLY DID MOT7WUUK.1T WAS THAT ££VER£4 Wf-fXCH THE 

DOCTORS ALSO WROTE DOWN - AtWfO XT CORROBORATES THAT Vo U DIDN'T KNOW
You Had seem shot. this witness .has hot known of me existence of
HER STATEMENTS TO THE 14OS PITAL SXAJCETUBPkELZMJTVAdY- AS SHE HES 

TmXWC- T14E COURT THAT SHETOLO THE HOSPITAL THAT HER CHILDREN WERE
withTHeir Father because he would tortuaethbv\ (xfshetold)* and mow
XNTRXAL SHE D £ NIEEVERYTHING?SHC'SAXO TO THE HOSPXTAL-WXNKWCr 

THATTREf ACTUAL TRUTH THAT WAS VALLREADY TO LD^TO THE HOSPITAL 0/U THE ID7? 

FOUR DAYS %BE FoRE^THE MOTIVE HAPPENED,TO GIVEA FALSEPOOCEPEPofiT,

WOULD NEVER BE POUND OUT. AND You WOULD NOTDFNYTWEVeRY STORY You 

SAID WAS A LXEi UNLESS You ARE HXDIIUOTHaTXT WAS THE TRUTH* BECAUSE 

XF WHAT THE WITNESS TOLD THE HOSPXTALWAS REALLY A LEE LIKE IHE SAYS i 
THEM THERE E£ Mo PROBLEM WHAT So EVER TO SIMPLY TELL WE COURT wHATTHAT 
HE WAS THAT SHE HAD TO TELL THE HOSPITAL* WHICH MEANS THE WzrWESS WOULD
have srmPLY confirmed the gwestioms-agreeing that they werethp lxe
SHE HAD To SAY. AMD AFTER THE WITNESS ACKNOWLEDGES THAT HEPHCSPXTHL 
STATEME/UTS EKlSTj S(4E IMMEDIATELY £OS INTO HERlta NOT£UKeVaTIC/ AS 

SHE DOES WHEW ASKE0 A&OUTTHE DATE THE PoLXCE STATEMENT WAS WADE, 
to,55 Til RuT counsel NeVEA BRINGS THESE THINGS TO LIGHT* ANDHERE'S model 
XN THEPRELrmrN ARY, TI4E WITNESS SAYS THAT THE STORY 5HE TOLD THE HOSPITAL
of walking to the .store when the incident happened > was a lie . feE, 37 pre.1 
AMD SAYS TI+aT SHE NEVER LEFTTHE HourE. to, 5On) BVTTHE WITNESS 
^LIPPED UP HER TONGUE / AMD SAID; ^SHE WENT TO THE STOWE*. (\%. ill PRE.l 

AMD AFTER SAYING- THIS , SHE INSTANTLY SToPEV 14Eft TESTIMONY AND MQ7XOM$ 

TO Be UPSET' CAUSIMCfcA RECE5S r WHICH THRftUfHEATTENTION OFFoF WHAT 

SHE XusTSAID/coukj5EL MI5SE5 rr. AMD IN TPIALjCOUWSEL 5AYS: OF COURSE 
SHENEI/6RSAY5 5HE LEFTTHE House'' (61 T&) wRicH COMFlCMS SHE MXSSEO 

THE SLIP Up IN THE TRANSCRIPTS OFTHE PRELIMINARY.
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THIRD SUSTCCT : INCONSISTENCIES OPTHC WITNESS AND HER, Kids ) ABouTTHE KIDS 
BEING ASUEEP. PURIK)(rTi^e ALLEt)&-EDINCIPEMTSHE CLAIMS KftfPE FiEP INTHE IIQVS6"BYTHE
pFrxrtowER that shows coaching.
XW TH6 PRELIMINARY, THE WITNESS SAYS THAT WHEN SHE WENT TO GETTHE KIDS DP,
SHE LOOKED IN THERE TO SEE IF ANY OF THEM WERE UP , AMD NONE of WE/A (\a/£RE Up),
THEY WERE STILL SLEEP. faSlPRe) IN TRIAL, THE WITNESS AGAIN SAYS , SHE WENT 10 

TWG BACK A(UO GOT THE KlDS UP BECAUSE THEY WERE STXLL SLEEPx/VG-. So X WEfOT 
AMD WOKE THE KIDS Up. AMD THEY LOOKED AT ITER SAYING?WRAT HAPPENED TO You'-
'what happened to You? fa/n) (before this criminal trial, sur after the pre~ 

limiMarY, mxiXPt Cnxne) tells chu protective services (c.p.s.) that she was
SLEEP WHEN HER AWTHER GD-TsHotVeS. C.P.S. REP.

■ . . Xhl TRIAL, miTIA CAYS THEY WE RENT SLEEPING-' IYT LAYING IN BED? A-MD 
Rg\RD ARG-UlroG* AMD A GUNSHOT. NO/ti) AIUD TlRlA (SE'/EA/) ALSO SAY'S, SHE WAS AWARE
AMD Heard dal Yelling-! ano loud noises J&3> UH, &5 t;) them urea says • SHe did mot 
HEAR mom OR DAD SAYING ANYTHING* OR YELLING-. TusT LOUD NQZSBsMbrt)
(GEFoKE TRIAL,TIRIA THIS 5.THfT SHE HEAR.0 A (kJtJShfoTAMD SajoKB vP, AND HEARD
Screaming*.)^. H mottos) . . ;,.... ' ' ;,' xU trial, mmA jays, we were
scared, we wore so scared we kept on crying* ajsJd crying. we were scared. w& didn't 

KmowwKatto oo.(nzn) and saysjiwas scared. and she got out of bed add fsfikw 
AROUND THE CORNER. WHEN HEP fP.Off\ CAME TO THE BACK.flC&Tl) (BEFORE TPXAL, 1XAIA 
ALSO SAYS i SHE COT Up AND SNEAKED TW THE ilVIUGRoom AiuO JAW THE GVAi.fP.fi. C.P.S. 
REP.), .... .., ID THE PRELpriMARY/beFoiccCPS. xwterVxew) THE WITNESS (THE !<n>S morrl 
SAYS WE CHILDRENS EHDfvrrGET'UP OR RUM TO THE Room XW WHICH SHE wASSRoT. (H6pre)

(ifJ THE PARENTAL RIGHTS REARlfJC- (Af TERTRIA0 THE TUDOR STATES WHATTtfe /LIDS JAIL 
XM TRE CARE House. VIDEO , wHrcU was ?ALITH€ KIDS Do SAY THAT THEY WERE SLEEPING 
ATTHE TlmE THEIR MOTHER (ciAimS SHL) WAS SHOT? P5*5. H PAR. EX.) EXCLUDING THE NEWER 

EVIDENCE of STATEMENTS fRo^THS RIOS AT C,P,<. AwO CARE HouSE, TRIAL COUNSEL NEVER
confronted amY of1 these ucolcxg miens To umoeratemetre witness, and show
COACH IMG- - BY BRINGING-INTO Ql) £ S TED M THAT I THE KXD5 ARE fi-IWIMfi-TESTIMONY 
ASovT vJ HAT TP. eY SfAID ■ h!A PPBM£0 - AT THLSAME TIME TrfATTHTY W6P£ ' ■ 
SLEEPING*. THIS IS MOT POSSIBLE, UM LESS THEY W E RE TOLD TO SAY THESE THINGS. EVEN THE 
KlOS TE57I/Y10/UY ITSELF IS IlUCoMSISTFWr, BECAUSE, IF TRE Rroi W6Rc A.LLRcADY AWAKE 
AMD HCARD ARG-UIIOG- AMD A G-UWSHoT, AMD THAT THEY WE^iE SCARED ~ AMD So SCARED; 

TRET WERE CRYIMIAVO CRYING- AMD DIDWT KWoW WH-AT To do, them rr WOWLD HAVE 
BLEW IMPOSSIBLE Fop. the Kids to Go to SLEEP IF THEY WERE ALL READY wp'rb£,'6-b 

BACK TO SLEEP If THEY WERE WOKE UP BY A-GUNSHOTAND ARGUIUG. SO THIS TlsslXmNY 
ITSELF OF BEXU6- $0 SCARED Tl+eY WERE CftYlMG AML LIDWY RMoW w!+aT TO DO, 15 NOT ONLY 

IMCOMSISTEMT, BuT IT SI+OWS THAT THEY CoOLD NT HAVE BEEN ALLREADY UP, OR, WOKE UP 
BY AMVTLtoJiF, BECAUSE THE" MOM WOULD MOT H-AVg HAD ID WAKE THEM. UP IF THEY WERE 

ALLREKOY UP FRom BEING SOARED TO DEATH, AMD PLUS AMY WAV, TTfE Mom SAID 
TWICE, THAT THEY WERE -ITXLL' ASLEEP } ftlEAlUIlUG: THEY MEVEH WO/<E uP, AMD 
THAT WH&M'cHd HRRSELF^woICE THEM UP i TPtYSAY(s\jHaT HAPPENED To You'?-WHICH



5Ho(VS THB KIDS HAD NO IDEA THAT ANYTHING HAPPENED, OR, WHAT HAPPENED.
AND TREAT MXTTA SAID £1+6 GOT UP AND WAS PEEfCCMG ARouNO THE CORNER. (naA 
SAYS SHE GOT UP AND SNEAKED IN THE LXVZIOO RodM AluO SA-W THE G-UN/l AGAIN J
wot only dxd TS+e witness say twice that the Kids were'still7 asleep j and 
that when SHE RERSELF'woICE THEM up, THEY GaY'wHaT HAPPENED To You? But rm 

WITNESS ALSO SAXO, THAT NO GATE GoT UP, OIK CAMS XKJTO TH£ (un£OU&) Room 

WHERE THE CaLLEGBd) XNCXOEWT HAPPENED* AND TlPTA AT FIRST- SAXO, 5HE HEARD 
DAD YcLLTNO., AND LOUD NOXSES* THEN TOST AFTER > SHE SAID 5BE ^DXONT^BE AR ANY 
YELLING? Just Loud NOlks “AND A FlRECBAOKCft (AS A GdmSBoTSOUNOS Upce) 
arhndt loud, ffwr beforetrial, sbetayc xtwas a gungh-oT.) bortitetruth
CAME OUT XX) THE LAPSE END THROUGH'AU.THE' KXDlS THEMCELVES^INTHE CAREHbusE 
VIDlO , AS THE JUDGE HeRSELf STATES ,S*7TfEY DO ALL SAY THAT THEY WERE SLEEPING 
ATTHE TDy\E THEIR A'l oTHER (cUims SHE) WAS £HCfT// H PAR. RX.) AND MlTIA SAXO 
BEFORE TRIAL, THAT SHE WAS SLEEP wReN HER mSTRER 5oT.5l+OT.*MY KXDS WERE COAC14ED/!

Forth subject: inconsistencies of the witness saying the petotgimer was 

Keeping p Howes awaY FRom Her To P Rev ENT calling PoR Help to get auj aY.

TH-E WITNESS SAYS , TPS PE WAS NO WAY X COULO GET TO THE PoLTCE OR USE A PHONE Oft 
ANYTHING. HE HAD THE PHONES BY HIM , HE WAS ALWAYS 0Y ME ANO HE WAS ALWAYS BY 
THE KXQS • (30 rA AND SAYS , He HAD fSOTH) PHONES WITH HIM AT ALL TXmE5 .(~J°iTl)

AND THAT THE PETXTXON&ft SOT MAD AND THREW A RAMPAGE BECAUSE SHE Had BeXNoN THE 
ROOIM PHONE'AMt)THOUGHT SHE CALLED Fop. HELP , OR CALLED THE OFFICE, feln) and WHEN ' 
THE pemTONER LEFT TO GO PAY For THE Room AWO GET SOMETHINGtd TaTi WF'acCIDENTLY
Left her phone behind, and she dxdnt know the phone was in the room attrat

SHE STUMBLED ACROSS THE PHONETT+ATWAS LEFT 8Y ACCZDBfiT.fal,20tV)TIME, UN TILL
COUNSEL NEVeR UND£RfY\rWES THE WITWESS WITH HER PREVIOUS STATEMENT IN THE 
PRELIMINARY, THAT SAXD, HE cdulDnV FiWD HIS CELL Ph6D£ , So HE WAS GETTING-READY 

To TAKE TAKE MY PHD W E. TT+EK) HE SAID' HE WAS GOING To LEAVE a\Y PBouE WITH ME. HE” 
Found His phoN t Tin res'coat pocket) when He Pur on His coat. feH pfx.\ this shows 

THATTUe PETOTDNeR COULD NT HAVE BEEN MAD AT THE WITNESS ~ THRO wiIU G A RAMPAGE 
BECAUSE SHT l+AD BEEN on THE PHONE, BECAUSE HE LEFT HER WITH A PHONE IMiYiECIATRY 

AFTER SHE CLAIMS HE THREW THE RAMPAGE BZCMiSe o FIT." AND XT ALSO SHOWS THAT, 
NOT ONLY nxo THE PrnriON Eft'^Nor'LEAVE THE PI4oNE BY XACCXD£N/, guTTHIS SHOWS 
THATTHE PEirnoNER N\dULONT HAVE LEFT HER PHONE BY ACCIDENT* BECAUSE HIS

ATTENTION WAS ON THE PMCfJ 65 JUS T BEFORE H6 LEFT, SEGA USE HE STARTED TOTA+X 
Her Phone whew HE was Lookxjuc- FoK Bur couldn't &mo His... wHxchsh&ws 

that He wASN^t Keeping uP with nHer€ the Phones were, or Had them on Him at 

Alt TIMES AS THE WITNESS SAYS, BECAUSE IF You HAD, THEN You would Have KnowR WlKRE 
'ficrnf PHONES WERE AT ALITXMcS. . WHAT SU-)C€. WOULD XT MAKE FoRTUE PETTIXOMER
TAKE HER phone WXTH HIM TO KFEP HfR- Horw GALLING FoR HELP TO GET A WAY, WHEW 
1+EIS ABout TD LEAVE HER AND THEKroS XfJ Tie Room BY THEMSELF wULU HES GoNE,
wHtcr they oan uot odlt Getaway, SuT use the Rsoaas pRofc , ok the motels phone f

ro.



5HE EVEN SKDQ THAT THE perTTriOWER'T&LO HSR I4E WAS GOIWCrTO &BT 40MSTHXM&
TO EAT A WHITE CASTLE. (%\T\) ALL THIS FURTHER S)4oWS THAT THE PETITIONER 

COULDN’T J+AUe fi EEN MAD AND THREW ARAMPASE BECAUSE SHEHAOgfEN ONlHE 

P!40iO6, AMD SHOWS TI4&T HER STORY WAS WOT HAPPENING^ AND XFTI+EV WERE 
PANICKED AMD SCARED TO DEATH ♦ AN Oi THREATEN ED TO RE KllLEDi ^£ti) AND 

XAURT ENOUGH TO KNOW IF YoiAe G-ETHWG- UP TO MOVE AM EOaPE OUT THE RcjOMj 

(V PkB) THEN TH-e WITNESS WOULD NEVER HAVE ANSWERFDTH9 Pl+OfJ E , A/OR
would th-e pFrrnroweR have Seem ASLeEp'wrrw Hxs cloths offgas the 
witness ignorantly said. (bi,33,3H pre) cou/useLNEVEAfiRQUG-HT'AwY' 
Of TUBE THINGS TO LT^HTTD UNDERMINE" THE WITNESS.

FIFTH AND RENAL SUBJECTS INCONSISTENCIES BETWEEN/ THE WITNESS AiVO 
THE KIDS. 0FTJ4E ALLEDGFD ABUSE.

the witness Says that TM-e Petition ea Hittxria and /mxwow iwtweface
WITH A GELT) f/3r/ / IXPRe) AND BOTH Of THEM HAD RRVSES GOING Op AND 

D6Wl\) THEIR PACEi (37, 3& PiRe) WHICH OF COURE, T74E WITNESS SAYS SHE DlDwV 

SEE AT THE TIME. (LIS,LIC1 PRs) THEN MtTXA SAYS / THAT'oWLY^TtRXA EOT HIT WITH 

A BELT AND NO ONE ELSE. f/03, 104 Ti) BUT THEN 7IRXA HEASfLFWsNT EVER SaY 

THAT SHE OR MXTwON GOT J4xr WITH a BELT. BvTTI+AT SHE WAS HIT WITH A 
8Room ON HER I4aMD. (lZSri) COUNSEL NEVER N0TILED 7146$fXNCON6I5TENCXfS.

THE PETITIONER WAS DENIED HIS SIXTH AMENDMENT RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE 

ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL WHERE COUNSEL FAILED TO PERFORM AN EFFECTIVE 

CROSS-EXAMINATION TO IMPEACH lAlCONilSTENCXeS, TO 0 N DeRMINE' THE 

CR^DXBrLTY OF THE WITNESS , AND i TO EXPOSE FALSE TESTIMONY, AND THAT
TH-e witness coached her daughter; and Fahedto call clover, the 

OFFICER IN CHARGE OP THIS CASE, roTESTIFY.

THIS CONCLUDES ISSUE!

II.



£T$[EN\WT Of Ttt£CA6E FOR XSSUeJZ.

THE PETITIONER WAS DEPRIVED OF HlS FDURmtJTH AMENDMENT CONSTTmEOWAL 
rx&ht to oue Process and a Fair mat wherjf me pro secured knew tor a fact 
THAT certain TEcTXmoMY of His main witness and WXS q and? YfeAft. old 
WITNESSES was FACTUALLY FALSE, AMO DID WOT ATTEMPT TO 0XSCL0S6 AMY 
oFTH-e FALSE TFSTxmOfUY. But INSTEAD; HI KSUCWIN&LY USED XT.

ASSHOWW JWTl+IS PEtmoiUIW ISSU£X J EVEN THOUGH THE WITNESSES STOW WAS FALSE-Of
Leavxme me defendant on the I2Th amo micaucme pounce report, jtcould have
Been ASS urn TO THAT THE PROSECUTOR DID not Know rP.IT WAS FRom MISTAKEN /wE/noAY 

OR MOT UDI4EM THE STORY WAS TOLD TO PoiXCE» AT TAB PRELIMINARY , AMO TO RXMZN
trial. Bur after he corrsct date of w/hen the- PoLtcc srmmEMT was /hade, 
was tio formed to the witness by counsel on 37/ 33 n , at this pgwt,we
WITNESS KwouAS For Sore, mw , AMD ad JMX7TED TO . THAT THE DATE OF LEAVING-TWE 
THE, DEFENDANT ADD MAKlNC THE Police STATEMENT, WAS CM THE iLlrH. SO, TFT PROSECUTOR 

AT THIS POINT KNOWS BI5 WITNESS ADMXTTE'O AWO KWOtNS FoR SURE MOW, THAT IT WAS 

THE m™ WHEN she LEFTTHE fEIITIOWER AMD ffiAOE the Ponce STATEwent.- ANDTHAT, 
ASSumXh)CrT.r was a'mistake' xthas mow been corrected, butajext.; the wenvea,
AO REE 5 WITH THE TUDCE , WT 77-fE RATE U/AS THE! 1th wHEtV SEE LEFT WE DEFENDANT
A no made me police statement, (S3 thru c In) when n-ve tvd^e explained the witnesses

CPlCIWAL STORY,that COULD HAVE BEEN ASSUMED WAS A RATSTAKE. so THE WITNESS 
rs HOvj*KnoWire&LY^TRVrwC~ TO SET AWAY WITH THIS FALSE STORY, v/HTcH SHoiHf 
XT WAS XMTO/'mWAL FROM WHCNlT WAS TOLD TO THE pOIXCE, AT THE PHELCCMXNAT^
AMO HERE AT TRIAL. So Arms fta/t/XTCArJ no LONGER be assumed that THE
PROSECUTOR COULD THIHJK THE STORY WAS TDLO FROM MISTAKEN MEMORY.. . HE 
MOW KfUOWS TH-AT HXS WITNESS HAS TWT INTEMTFULLY^ARCEcD WITH THE JDDEE-

Back, to her orxciwal stoRY .that THE prosecutor knows mow, and Knows wow
THAT HIS WITNESS KNOWS, 15 INTENTIONALLY FALSE. QuTTHE PROSECUTOR nsver 
DISCLOSES TUTS J A M D^TW AT THERE IS NO EXZ5TZNG PoLXCE STATEMENT ON THE I lW CA 

THE |XTH, EUEU AFTER HE SEES COUNSEL CoR£ECT' HtS WOTUeSS BACiCTDTHE OKKI/JAL 
FALSE STORY oF THE ITrH. (64 ri) and because oFthxs , the witness contznues trYino 

To uphold her Kmoujinch False story e»F the/Ith YetACaxkj , when counsel Yet 
A CAIN ATTEMPTS only" TO COkPTCTTHE TAUMORy" AS COUNSEL -SUGGESTS , of 77f£ WITNESS, 
THAT XT WAT THE 14™ WHEN CHE LEPrTK€ pfTTFIONER AND MADE THE POLICE J7ATEM£NT. 
AMD YeT AGAx M 1 THE PROSECUTOR SAYS' NOTHIN £, gUT" INSTEAD i rhrDES UNDER-CoUtUSElJs 
INCOMPETENCE. CtOtO THEM THE PRoSECUTOK SEES COVfJStL DISCOVER A SECOND PATE 
OF THE 18th ON THE LAST of THE fOUA PACES (HoeH) Of THE REPoRT, 5ICNE0 AND DATED 
4-18-11 BY HIS WllDeSS.'-WH-CLH SH0ULU .HAVEMft©rTHEp^ECUTDRXMAEDTA7FlY N07TOS . 
the erroRxn the Police report,that the1 i$th$ date of the supep-Yisor Revxbu^was 
miss ins and left blank on the statement fbm page of the m™ (see theoriginal 
TRIAL USet/'sTATSmeNT FpRm , COMPARED to the LATER SEGUED AMO DATED STATEMENT 

FdRiw obtained FRoix the Parental Rxchts cases discouery Packacf) AppBJDiXD
/a.



WHICH WOULD MAKE THE PROSECUTOR REALIZE, IF 
H£ HASN'T > THftt MIS WITNESS HAS A SELoHO RCPoRT okj THE lBrH, WRxcPXC EVEN
more reason td BRr/UGto the courts attention,THaTthe IHrHxs when the
FIRST STATEmENT WAS MADE, voTTliE 11™ a A IX™. BuT OUd&ZUC- THAT BRIEF RECESS,
He SAY5 NOTHING. (llri) THEM, THE PROSECUTOR SEES COUNSEtlCNOftE THE QlSCoueRY 
OFTH-e DATE op THE SB™ BY’''CHANGINGXT IDVTO » AWO SACklMTo/ THE" IHTH?A>o0
KiaouJs coiws&i has Been RefResewTifUc- the whole fourpace report of the 12th,
AS X? iT WAS A PouR,PA<5-6 STATEMENT Dorje OM THE 

Saxo, k56xetue' Food page statementis dated me /v™, would tot tog-Youp- memory'?
(yO'ri) BuTTHe PRD5E£UToR HIDES BE HIM o Counsel^ incompetence, amd'Lets 

COUNSEL KEEP HIS WITNESSES SECOND REPORT ON THE /3™ 'fRDftVBEUJ& DXSCLOSED}
AND SAYS NOTHING* THCN THE PFOSECuTok HE EES RlS WXTWE5S LIE STRAIGHT TO THE3V0&ES 
FACE FOR Tlie SECOND TIME, SAYxN& THAT XT' WAS THE il™ WfHeNSHE LEFT THE PE WHO ME ft 
AMD MADE THE PoUZE STAJEMcMT^WXTH KNOWING?XT IS NOT^ftom. /MISTAKEN AlEMOfiY, 
AND THAT WO REPORT EXIST ON THE /lTHi AWO RWOWS'HIS WITHESS%Jows'xTS FALSE GE0AUS6 

SHE HRS BEEN REMINDED TWO TIMES WOuJ THAT IT WAS THE iY™ SuTwHEAJ THE TuDEE 
ASKS DOES THAT RAISE AMY QUESTIONS poR EITHER OF You'? THE PROSECUTOR UNBELIEVABLY 
SHYG,\lOWE FROM THE PEOPLE^, - fcHOUJZHGlX UN ECS CLOSING HlS WITIJESSES LX.E .(SSlHSU 

88ri) them, TH-e Prosecutor HeRes his witness's nine Year old daucther mttiatay 
THE SAFE ERROR. oF THE FALSE TESTIMONY, Of UEASJZM& OM THE IX™, OR TWO DATs"
AS SHE EMPHASIZES j 0/51 /i£) akId also on Paces foG, 109, non.-which Proves she 

WAS COACH ED TO SAY THIS. AND THE PROSECUTOR STILL DOES MOT OXSCLDSE VtATTMZ 
XS A LIE , AMD CO ACHE 0) AWO THa-T NO STATEMENT OR REPofCT EXIST ON THE /J^oft
isuH lot instead, He has wttia cay that Wo owe told herto say this, andthat 
Her mom Didn't tell motto shy this against dad. (iiiti) and after counsel had 

MX7TA' ADMIT THAT SHE. WOULD SAY ANYTHING- H€R Morn tells he R to CAYj the 
PROSECUTOR REDIRECTS THE EXAMINATION ) AND YET A SECOND T37H£,HA5 H1TTIA 
Say THAT SHES WOT LYING, AWO that EVERYTHING SHE IS TELLING IS THE TRUTH i 
AFTER. He ASdSOLVTELY KmoWS XIS NOT AND THAT3HE.WAS CD ACHED TD CAY XT- 
(liq, IXOri) the PAdSECUTOXTUST KAO mxTXA HE?TH/VTsHda NOTTEUXVCH 

A STORY THAT HE AWO mZTXJk'iOJO'JJ^'xs THE LIE oF THE MAIN WXtWESS PamCuTHAT 
HE AMD M£FXa'VnoW5//THaT T>i£ WITH ESS COACHED miTlA TO IAY. THEM, THE PPdSecuTOE 

HEARS THETUDC-e 8ELXEUE HX5 WITNESSES HoRY THAT SH-c MADE A FIRST STATE MEUT OWTHE 
IIth 1 AS HE DECLAXPS HE BECLEVE6 THE !HrH u/A5 THC'secoND XfOTCFUXEvJ' AWO THEIU HEARS 
THE Tuooe SAT THAT THERE IS NO EOXDENCE THAT THERE IS WO REPORT OW THE 1!^ 

ORTHAT THERE IS. (&7,£>2tx) WHichxs SAYtmG,THATxTVUA5WT SHOWW THATTHe 
STORY oFTHE II™ wA5 FALSE , OR WoTFALSE. BuTUiUSELm/ASLY, Tl+E PRoSECuToR 
STILL KEEPS, SecftETi THAT THE STORY IS FALC^AWOgND REPcsRT EXIST ON THE I f™
BvT THAT THE FIRST STATE YINT WAS O/U^TnE )HTH , aWDTHE SECOND ONE WAS ON 77-fE 
IS™. THEN, AFTER HEARING- THE TTUD££V FTW AH tat THAT HE EElXeVE5 THAT THE' SECOND 

REPORT WA$ DOME DM THE IHW, FuRTHE SECOND TOT, WHicH SKuvH5 THE
TuoGE RELIEVED A Iie . ANDTHATTTWAS CORROBORATED BY - wHo u/AS
COACHED TOSAYIT, AWfl DOES NOT Know ABOUT THE ERRO R, IN THE PoLUE

iUTH AS COUNSEL PAEUZDoSCi( I

/ 3.



report of the missing date of me secoioo Report on me/STH, wtfrcH mate the 
statementon the i h th/ and the supenvxsoRy Review^ repostonth-e /S7^' goTK
LOO|< LIKE THEY WERE Dome TOGETHER om THE IHm - WHX6ff THe" XuoGE SEES AS A 
oN6-wHou£ SECOND REPORT STATEMENT,- wHIG/t-IS HooU COUNSEL REPRC^EWfED XT- 
wHzcH ALSO PROMOTED THE WITNESS^ Uz£ AruO CoRRoS oRa-TEO CoacH&O&iTo b£ 
SELIEUEO AS THE FXR6T STATEMENT RBPoRT ^EXNGoN THE HjH, AUO THE IHm AS Tti£
TK-esecowo report, me prosecutor sxrrsszieur a ftprAu owi/og'allthis,ang
LETS THE TuDGe^UCceS FULL?/'BELIEVE HCS WITNESS^ LXE ANO doRCHSfJG,T/-MT 
mAldSTHf WITNESSES STORY OF LEAVING-ON THE UrHo(lToJ6 DATs' U>£>lR Lo&XCA L TO THE 

ENTIRE STORY SI4ES TELLXhOG, A NO COVERS uP THE FouA DAYS Of 7XM£ THATSHo t^.4£R 
STORY WAS NOT HaPPEMXUN/ AND 'COVERS UP/THAT FooRDAYS LATER.)N H E A MOTTUE 
allot A S UTTO’aJ, CAUSED HEPXO MART THE FALSE PoUXE STATE WENT ON TIH™ am 0 7W 
PROSECUTOR HAD THE O PRICE R IN CHARGE C&LOVtfd SITTING RIGHT THERE XU THT 
Court RoorvM WHO TODICWwitnesse5 STATEM6MTo/U 77YC / VT/V/ AajS COViD 
PROUXiUOLY CLEAR UP ALITHXS MESS,SHOWXNG, THE' FIRST STATE MENTh/AT Of1 
TI4E H TH fUOT THE |jrf; AWO THE SECOND was on THE 18^’ Si/'T WE PROTPCt/TO RD©£S 

ABSOLUTELY NOTHING. AND LETS THE CONVICTION PROCEED.

SfftftfflWT O F THE CASFFoPXfeSUgjXE.

SHOWING WITH- MERXT A-MO FACTS IN XS^DFX WHAT CDUAJSFL FAXIE D TO
xrwPeAcH and Expose to un d e r.faxme th e wrr^esS sTHatwoulo have 

Made a DiFFcKENce iai thct outcome; and theMjsnowingxiu&ivexE 

THAT THE PROSECUTOR KNOWINGLY USED INDISPUTABLY FALSFTESTIMONY 
AND C6ACHxM(y, SHOWS THAT APPELLATE COUNSEL WAS INEFFECTIVE OM 

IDXRecr APPEAL FOR FAILING TO .RAISE THESE MEPXTABie X$$U£S,~ UX0LATXW6- 
TH&PenrrxopJe'a's sxkti^ aaiendi^ent ft&hT'to efffctti/e assxstawcf of

COUNSEL OM DIRECT APPEALt UNDER STRICKLAND AND EUITT5 V. LUCEY, ^ 
THAT WERE CLEARLY STRoHG-gR THAN THE ONE AMD ONLY ISSUEtaUNSFL CHOSE TO RAISE.'

permoNER j=ilfd for writ of habeas corpus on February i7,ao)5 

case no. H:i5-cv-!o6oq
ON JUNE an ,3,015 , THE POTTIDNER FIIEDTO STAYTHfc PROCEEDING AND Hold 

pETXTXoN XKI A8EYANC£) TO RETURN TO THE STATE- COURTS TO PR65ENT NEW 

AO DXTXONAL ISSUES , WHICH THE US. PXSTRrcT COURT GRANTED IULY j3aOI5.

AFTERBETIUG .DENXED XIU THE STATE COURTS,PETXTIDNER LrPTED THE STAY AND FILED 

AM AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS puRSUANTT0 JLS u.SX.gaXSM 

t>N AUGUST17, AND IT WAC DENIED OCTOBER 33, 20IS.
pemxomK fileo for a c.o.a. to me u,s. courtof appeals forthe 6th cxrcuxt
ON CASE NO. 18*53^7. WHICH WAS DENIED SEPTEmBER 9k6,'SLOS9,

IH.



ARGUMENT FDR ISSUEX.

THE 6™ CIRCUIT SAYS XN ITS CASES , THAT FAIlIfUGTOXMPEACH A WITNEY 

WXT/4 XIOCOMIISTENT STATEMENTS CONSTITUTES XNEFFECTZVE ASSISTANCE 

OP COUNSEL WREN XT DEPRXVES A SUBSTANTTAL DEFENCE. BUT VET NOT DNLY 

XS XT6 DECISION IK) THIS CAfifi XN DIRECT CONFLICT WITH QJJP CIRCUITS CASE 

IXWDGTAOT V.kEANE F.3D 141 y WHICH XS IDEUTXCLE TO T141S CASE, BUT THE 6th 

CIRCUIT USES TNT UN DSTADT CASE - WHICH IS IDEKiTICLE TO THIS CASE” TO
Support tve decision of its own casein higgins v.renico »H70 P.3D 63.4.
THE LlNDSTADT CASE INVOLVES FAILING- TO IMPEACH LINDSTADTk WIFE AND 

DAUGHTERS TESTIMONY. IT WAS PROVEN THAT HlS wxFE COACHED HER DAUGHTER
To testify against HeR step dao (lxndstAdt) Because Both of jUexr.storys 

Had the same owe year dating error, in lxnostadti rr states :vthe principal
EVIDENCE AGAINST LXNDSTADT WAS THE TESTIMONY OP HIS DAUGHTER AND WIFE.
Both /wad e the same owe year errorxw dating-the incident alleged, aw
EFFECTIVE LAWYER WHO WORKED OUTTHE CHRONOLOGY OflUE EVENTS COULD HAVE 

AlR&UED CO lU VIM CXN GLY THAT THE L WILD £ ERROR EVIDENCED MANIPULATIVE COACHING 
BY AW ADULT?(T)4£WrFE) THIS IS IDENTTCLE TOT14IS CASE BECAUSE, AS SL+aw/VlN 

XSSVEX^ 5TATEMENT oFTH-6 CASE. HAD COU/USEL INVESTIGATED ON THE SP^T HER
DISCOVERY OF THE l27"*s DATE, INSTEAD OF CHANGlNG-XT SACK TO THE |MTH, XT

would Have .shown counsgltrat the 18™ was the second Report - proving

THE IH7^ WAS THE FIRST- WHrcH WOULD HAVE SlHouJN THAT THE WITNESS AND 

HER DAUGHTERS TESTIMONY DF THE IIth BEING WHEN THEJXRST REPORT
WAS MADt?, WAS FALSE AND COACHED. XW LXWOSTftDT. IT STATES IN foRmATEOM 

NEEDED TO ACComPLXSH THIS ARGUMENT WAS AVAILABLE PROM A VARIETY OF 

SOURCES ORT. INCLUDING UN DSTADT Him SELF TESTIFYING T14AT IN EARLY \<\% 

THE FAMILY LIVED XN RIDGE AND THEN MOVED TO MIDDLE ISLAND LATER XN THE 
year* this xs also identicle to vats case BECAUSE counsel HAD A VARIETY of 

Sources Tb ACCOmPLXSH REVEALXNG-Tf4E FALSETESUrrLorJY AND COACHING-INCLUD­
ING the petitioner himself testxfyiwctwat the testimony of his wife 
saying- THE IITHXC WHEN she left and maoethe report,is nottrue; (If, 17,Bird)

THEe-LARTlM^XNCONSXSTENCY ITSELF; AND OFFICER GLOVeR-wl40 COUNSEL
» //

FAILED TO CALL, BY WHOS TESTIMONY COULD HAVE PROVINC-LY VERIFIED THAT 

THERE XS NO EXISTING- RePo RT ON THE li™ OR IX™; AND 7HE POLXCE STATE/flEfi/T- 

DATED THE I 4th, AND THE COMPHAWCE FoROA STATING- TWAT 5 HE IS MAKING-AN
ALLEGrOJG- A CRIME WAS COMMXTfSQ AGAINST HER, DATED 4-14”) LOFFICIAL REPofCT

AND XN UNOSTADTj T!4E COURT MEfJTIONFD THAT THE C RoSS - EX A MlN A7XOW WAS
Lengthy $ auTin effective, as xN this case, the lower courts say how lewg-thy

IS.



-me cross-examxmatxon was» But assumed*byth aTi th-atxt was effectly^

IGNORING THE CLEAR DEMONSTRATION Of FALSETESTIMONY AND COACfeNF,
VN

mjd, as xuthis case, and as stated in lxndstadt: the prosecution has
NOT TRIED TO EXPLAIN THESE XMCoNGRUTTXeS? NOTE* XW 3V6TTHE FX&5T
IN CONSISTENCY (FIRST SUBJECT)'wAS THE WHOLE LXNDSTADT CAS^TXW XusT

THE FIRST 5L>fiX£Cr]!j LET ALDUS' THE MUM £ ROUS AMOUNTS oF FALSE TESTIMONY
AMD XNQDNCXSTCNCIES LEFT XW THE REMAINING FOUR SuBiecTS OF XSSUEX.
BuTTHS 6mCXRCUTT DEMIES THIS CASE, THATXS lOEfUTrCLE TO THE LZmST&OT
CASEi WITH AlVCR MORE XNVOLU60; gUTYeTUSES THE LXA/D STADT CASE TO
SUPPORT THEIR DECISION INGRANTING HIGGXMS VL RENICO. 470 F.3D 6AM i

THE £™ CIRCUIT EVEN GRANTS PEOPLESV. LAFLER,7.2H FBD103, WHICH IS 6YENM0RE
XDEMTXCLE TO THIS CASE THAN LlNDSTADT. PEOPLES INVOLVE fAILXMGTO

IMPEACH TWO OF THE WITNESSES THAT NOT ONLY HDD* EOT TOLD TVS SAM FUST
And failed call aido cross-examine the police officer who took the polx-ce

Reportj BY wRos TESTIMONY Would RAVerSMowN THAT SoTH WITNESSES HAD
&H/BI FALSE TESTXMoMY ... ITS IDENTIC L£ / AND TVS Q™ dPcUrr Et/CM SAYS I 
\\
We CAN THXUk. OF No BETTER WAY TO ATTACK THE CREDIBILITY Of THESE WITNESSES, 
THAN 8Y PROVING- THAT THEY TESTIFIED To THE SAME LIE... WE CANNOT OVER 

EMPHASIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF XMPEAOHMEWTxN A CASE LUCE THIS ONE.
AND CONCLUDED THATiTHE FAILURE TO XMPeACH TRe CREDIBILITY OF KEY 

WITNESSES WITH KMOW/U FALSE TESTIMONY is A EG RE£-10US ERROR IN A 
CRIMINAL OASeC BvTTHEY FAILED TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE'Vno W NOPALS E 

TESTIMONY AND COACH-XNGTO SuPPoHTJrr-XV TtiLS CASE j THAT IS 

IDENTICLE TO 7T4EXR OWN GRANTED CASE * » . THE F,™CZ.&CUTTZS NOT ONLY 

IN CON FLXCT WITH OTHER CIRCUIT COURT CASES . THEY ARE IN CONFLICT 
WITH TWELR OWNl CASES f AND THEY USED, CO UC14 v, BooKeR 633. F.3D 34},3.47, 

w^drcHiSTHgtRDWN CASE "ALSO LI ICE THIS CASE— TO SUPPORT THEIR DECISION 

IN ORA NTING PEOPLES. THE G™ CZRCUtYs DECISION IN TTflS CASEIS ALSO IN 

CONFLICT WITH 7T# CIRCUIT! //ARRXSOW U. TEC ELS, &)£ F* SuPP 3D 456. THE 

DEFENSE THEORY WAS THAT KlMSERLY (PETXTXOWeftt WIFE) PROMPTED QMX. 

(tveeii daughter) TO FABRICATE ALLEGATIONS oF sexual assaultsothat

Kimberly would gst custody of the children when they divorced, and as
\>

IN THIS CASE/ So IS IT STATED XN HARRISON! TI+ERE WERE NUMEROUS AND 
SIGNIFICANT INCONSISTENT STATEMENTS MADE AfiOUT ALMOST EVERY 
ASPECToFTRE ALLEGED (CRIME). THE INCONSISTENT STATEMENTS WERE 

NOT RELATED SIM PLY TO MINUTE DETAIL5 THAT COULD BE DlSmiSSED EASILY 

BYTHEXuRY AS MISSTATEMENTS OR THE RESULT Of A DIMINISHED MSrmoRV.

16.



in Harrison i the court compared raether v. rnnsNER bos f. appx Hoq
hw crR.^Ois) IN RATHER»THE COURT STATED ^BECAUSE CREDIBILITY WAS SUCH A 

CENTRAL ISSUE IN) THE CASE, AMD THE INCONSISTENTSTA-TEMEN TS PeTniDWEfcS
TRxal conn cel Railed to keveali were so Sr&MxFxcAMTiTHechse the Jury 
Heard was very Different fr.ok\the case that it should have" heard? moths 

Jury heard Subjects 1thru£ that counsel did mot Rev cal in this case*
"me outcome would ihaus been different. Harrison's in co m sis regexes
AREJU£TA FRACTION Op THE TOTALITYOf SlCNlFlXAWTlWCOWSlSTCWCrEglN 

THIS CASE. THE 6th CIRCUIT^ DECISION xN MY CASE ALSO COHFLXCTS STEIN HueHLER 
V. M€5CHNeR( 176 F3D 44/ ciA.HYT), iwi/ouviNC- FAILING- ToxmPEACH 

THE Tail Facxlttys oFFxceg, BY WF0S testimony would have SHOWN THE
Pi=Ti tio ru & ft'WAS'4' D RU M K WHEN^S HOT AMD KILLED THE VXCTom » AS OPPOSED TO 

THE Jury w EIC HIM F^ON LY'teSTUvioN Y PROm A Police OFFICER (\/jHd WANTED 

THE CONUTC.TIOKJ) THAT T£STLPl&D THE PET, WAS HOTDkuHK ATW-S TXWIS HESHOT
amd Killed the victom . the Prnrrrowec faced a presr decree murder

CoMVXcTroN UNLESS HE COULD CON VINCE THE OTURY HE WAS INTOXICATED. 
CONCLUSION of xscupx^ ARGUMENT.

EVEN THO U&H THE Gl U SSTZON HERE XSWT ABOUT THE PACT FlMDxWC'OF THE LOWER 

COURTS . BuTXN COM PARIS ONTO THESE GRANTED CASES THAT HALE THE EXACT
.Same types of pause testxmomy, coacrinf, and inconcistghcxos, twe 

lower courts in this case did not at all apply the strickland .standard. 
Nxrxs UM FAIR AN 0 UAi JUST*

ARSUMEWT FoR XSSUEIC. (PROSECUToftlALmxSCONOUCr)

IF THIS COURT AGREES THAT ISSUE X CONTAINS FALSE TFSTXMOMY, THEN 

PETITIONED ASKS THIS COURT TO CONSIDER THE MERITS OFTHIS ISSUS'; BECAUSE
iifbased on the false totxmomy prom issuex. cases suppdrtxwetris
ISSUE I N/APUEV.ILLINOIS ,360 U.S. aGH ,069/jHS^); UNITED STATES V. AEUR$; 
417 U.5. 47, 10 3 Gx&LLO V, UNITED STATES / HOS U, S.l£0

ARGUMENT For issueUT, Coy effective appellate counsel
PAILXNC-TO RAIS E THESE ISSUES CoHSTCTUTes INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OP COUNSEL 
UNDER,PUI7TS V. LucEY, 464 U.S.2S7/’<<?as); MURRY V. CARRIER,477 U.S.
AND STRICKLAND V. WASHINGTON i M66 IM. AT 627 - ONLY IP THIS Cou AT GRANTS 

AW ISSUE.
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eouemsxpy

SXWCG FRoA\TueTRIAL COURT, UP TO TT4e ^crecuxr COURTOF APPEALS, 
THe perxTXbueS 6T%wo iHTKAivieMDMe/UT cofosrrruTXo/JA'L term raua 

BeEKl VXOLATBO RY I&KJ ORliOFTWDISPUTABUT FALSETGSTXMOUY/ coachiwg-, 
AUD IKitoMSlSTTNlT STATE AieWTS. UOvJt MJ JU€ HZ&UgsTCOVOTi Ttt-e 

PETTTXOWER ASKS TI4IS COURT" TO WOT VCTOLATE fLlS GoiUiTXTUlfXOKJAL 

RCEFrWTS AS TWe LOWER COURTS KAUe; AS THIS COURTXS DESI&TJLD FOR 

®B® SeTTLEUC THIS PROBLe/J\X/U THE iotaeA Counts, For TUE5B
Re a sows / TTfe' PerxrxoweR Requests mat this oourt&rawTTT/E
peTTTXOHi For WRIT oF ceRTXORART.

tt+aM/v Voo supreme couat oF we u/uxted states.

DATE : D ECEM 0 ER l^/^O fC| SXWCEREty

fenmujep.
ZNPfLOPBfl

is.


