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On June 2, 2022, Appellant, Frank Jarvis Atwood, filed a
Petition for Post-Conviction relief with the Pima County Superior
Court. This petition 1is Appellant’s fifth post-conviction relief
proceeding. Appellant presented a single claim, contending it is not
precluded under three different provisions of Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.1

The superior court found that Appellant’s claims raised in the
petition for post-conviction relief are precluded and/or untimely,
and do not present a material issue of fact or law that would entitle
Appellant to relief under Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32. Consequently, the
court summarily dismissed the petition. Appellant contends on review
that the superior court abused its discretion by summarily dismissing
his petition without addressing the merits and finding that
Appellant’s claims are precluded and/or untimely.

Appellant contends that the State failed to disclose a

memorandum dated September 19, 1984—two days after the victim,
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V.L.H., disappeared-memorializing an anonymous tip that the caller
saw V.L.H. in a vehicle. The caller "stated that she saw [the] victim
in a vehicle bearing Arizona license 3AM618." PCR Exh. 67. A report
attached to the memorandum showed that the vehicle was registered to
a person who lived next door to property owned by Annette Fries. PCR
Exh. 67 at 2. Appellant contends that this memorandum is evidence
that he did not kidnap and kill V.L.H., and that Annette Fries is the
true killer. Appellant speculates that Annette Fries (or her son
Todd) placed the anonymous call attempting to take suspicion off Ms.
Fries, who was another suspect initially investigated (and ruled out)
by the investigation. Appellant states that he became aware of this
undisclosed memorandum during the summer of 2021, after his attorneys
reviewed the State's evidence files.

Appellant asserts that his claims under Ariz. R. Crim. P.
32.1(a), (e), and (h) are not precluded. However, whether considered
a single claim or three distinct claims, Appellant has failed to
demonstrate that his claims are not precluded under Ariz. R. Crim. P.
32.2.

The State and Crime Victim filed responses to the petition for
review and motion for stay of execution, arguing that Appellant is
not entitled to relief or a stay.

Standard of Review

This Court reviews the superior court’s denial of ©post-
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conviction relief for an abuse of discretion. State v. Gutierrez, 229
Ariz. 573, 577 9 19 (2012). To find an abuse of discretion, a
reviewing court must find that the lower court’s action was “clearly
untenable, legally incorrect, or amount[s] to a denial of justice.”
Bogard v. Cannon & Wendt Elec. Co., Inc., 221 Ariz. 325, 335-36 9 39
(App. 2009) (internal quotation marks omitted). “Misapplication of

”

law or legal principles constitutes an abuse of discretion.” Tobin v.
Rea, 231 Ariz. 189, 194 9 14 (2013). However, this Court reviews
alleged constitutional violations de novo. State v. McGill, 213 Ariz.

147, 159 9 53 (2006).

Appellant’s Rule 32.1(a) Claim

Preclusion

Appellant contends that his Rule 32.1(a) claim pursuant to Brady
v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (2002), is not precluded. However, Ariz. R.
Crim. P. 32.2(a) (3) precludes claims that were “waived at trial or on
appeal, or in any previous post-conviction proceeding, except when
the claim raises a violation of a constitutional right that can only
be waived knowingly, voluntarily, and personally by the defendant.”
Claims raised wunder Rule 32.1(a) are not excepted from preclusion
under Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.2(b).

As the superior court noted, Appellant could not have raised the
issue at trial or on appeal if he only discovered it in the summer of

2021. But he certainly could have raised the claim in his fourth
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notice and petition for post-conviction relief initiated in the
superior court on November 19, 2021. Moreover, Appellant did not
present the claim at any other earlier time, even though he filed a
motion in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals on May 4, 2022,
attempting to present this same claim in a successive habeas corpus
petition.

Even were the Court to accept Appellant’s argument that the
claim could not have been included in his fourth petition, Ariz. R.
Crim. P. 32.4(b) (3) (D) requires a defendant filing an untimely notice
of post-conviction relief to “adequately explain[] why the failure to

4

timely file a notice was not the defendant’s fault.” As the superior
court noted, Appellant did not attempt and failed to explain why he
waited until one week before the scheduled execution to present the
claim in state court, especially if he believes the evidence proves
his innocence.

This Court is not persuaded by Appellant’s arguments that
investigation was necessary to demonstrate the prerequisites to
bringing a Brady claim — that the information it contained was
exculpatory and material. Petition for Review at 12. Although
Appellant contends that investigation was not complete until well
after the November 2021 fourth petition for post-conviction relief

had been filed and dismissed, it apparently was completed at least

prior to May 4, 2022.
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Appellant having had the opportunity to raise the claim either
in a previous post-conviction proceeding and, at a minimum, at an
earlier date than June 2, 2022, and having failed to do so, the claim
is waived and therefore precluded under Rule 32.2(a) (3). Moreover,
even 1f we ignore that the claim is precluded under Rule 32.2(a) (3),
it nevertheless 1s untimely because Appellant failed to “adequately
explain[] why the failure to timely file [the] notice was not the
defendant’s fault.” Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.4(b) (3) (D).

Further, due process does not require this Court to allow
Appellant to wait until days before his scheduled execution to raise
a claim that has been known and fully investigated, at least since
May 4, 2022. Appellant contends that finding this claim precluded
violates his due ©process rights because the alternatives for
presenting his claim—Rules 32.1(e) and (h)—impose a “more exacting
standard of review than do Brady and its progeny.” Petition for
Review at 15. He then asserts that “restricting [him] to other, more
demanding provisions of Rule 32.1 confines [him] to a lesser remedy,
in violation of due process.” Id.

As the State points out, this argument might have more force if
Appellant had diligently presented the claim in state court. Instead,
he did not include it in his petition for post-conviction relief
filed in November 2021, or at any other time that would have

permitted the superior court to consider the claim without requiring
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a stay of execution from this Court—even though Appellant did file a
motion 1in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals on May 4, 2022,
attempting to present the same claim in a successive habeas corpus
petition.

Finally, Appellant contends that the Brady claim “raises a
violation of a constitutional right that can only be waived
knowingly, voluntarily, and personally by the defendant,” and
therefore it 1s not precluded under Rule 32.2(a) (3). “[W]lhether an
asserted ground is of ‘sufficient constitutional magnitude’ to
require a knowing, voluntary and intelligent waiver for purposes of
Rule 32.2(a) (3). . . depends merely upon the particular right alleged
to have been violated.” Stewart v. Smith, 202 Ariz. 446, 450 q 10
(2002) . This Court has recognized the fundamental rights to counsel,
to a jury trial, and to a twelve-person jury as rights that require a
defendant’s personal waiver. Id. at 449 9 9. The constitutional right
Appellant asserts here—his “due process right to disclosure”—is not
of the same magnitude as those rights. 1In fact, “[a]ln alleged
violation of the general due process right of every defendant to a
fair trial, without more, does not save that belated claim from
preclusion.” State v. Swoopes, 216 Ariz. 390, 399 1 28 (App. 2007).

Brady Claim Not Colorable under Rule 32.1(a)

To present a colorable Brady claim, Appellant must establish

“[1] The evidence at 1issue [is] favorable to the accused, either
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because it 1is exculpatory, or Dbecause it 1s impeaching; [2] that
evidence [was] suppressed by the State, either willfully or
inadvertently; and [3] prejudice ... ensued.” Strickler v. Greene,
527 U.S. 263, 281-82 (1999); see Brady, 373 U.S. at 87.

To establish prejudice, Appellant must demonstrate that Y“there
is a reasonable probability that the result of the trial would have
been different if the suppressed [evidence] had been disclosed to the
defense.” Strickler, 527 U.S. at 289 (internal quotation marks
omitted). “A ‘reasonable probability’ is a probability sufficient to
undermine confidence in the outcome.” Woods v. Sinclair, 764 F.3d
1109, 1127 (9th Cir. 2014) cert. denied sub nom. Holbrook v. Woods,
No. 14-931, 2015 WL 435819 (U.S. May 18, 2015), quoting United States
v. Bagley, 473 U.S. 667, 682 (1985).

Finally, as the United States Supreme Court made clear in Kyles
v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419 (1995), the materiality inquiry is not just
a matter of determining whether, after discounting the inculpatory
evidence in light of the undisclosed evidence, the remaining evidence
is sufficient to support the jury's conclusions. Id., at 434-435.

Rather, the question 1is whether “the favorable evidence
could reasonably be taken to put the whole case in such a
different light as to undermine confidence in the verdict.”
Id., at 435.

**x K**k k%

...As the District Court recognized, however, petitioner's
burden 1is to establish a reasonable probability of a
different result. Kyles, 514 U.S. at 434.
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Strickler v. Greene, 527 U.S. at 290-91 (1999) (parallel citations
omitted) .

Appellant has not demonstrated that there 1is a reasonable
probability that the result of the trial would have been different if
the anonymous tip memorandum had been disclosed to the defense.
Appellant contends that it 1is 1likely that Annette Fries or someone
connected to her called in the tip about the vehicle identified in
the memorandum. Such supposition and conjecture 1is insufficient to
establish the showing required in light of the quantum of evidence
presented at trial. Moreover, based on all the information Appellant
presented concerning Ms. Fries at the time of his trial, the Court
finds it wunlikely that the disclosure of the anonymous phone call
memorandum would have probably changed the jury verdict.

During the proceedings before the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
on Appellant’s application to file a second or successive petition
for habeas corpus, the State alleged, and Appellant did not deny,
that at the time of trial Appellant had information that:

(l)witnesses reported seeing V.L.H. at a local mall in the

company of a woman matching Fries's description; (2) Fries

"gave shifting information about her whereabouts at the

time of the disappearance"; (3) Fries had been charged with

crimes related to her attempt to burn down her trailer, but

was found incompetent to stand trial; (4) a woman matching

Fries's description was seen "in the days surrounding the

disappearance driving a car very similar to Mr. Atwood's";

(5) witnesses described seeing a woman matching Fries's

description attempt "to kidnap other children in the days
surrounding the disappearance"; and (6) a defense witness
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"had experienced intimidation and harassment ... as
potential revenge for her testimony on Mr. Atwood's
behalf."

Atwood v. Shinn, --- F.4th ----, 2022 WL 1714349, *3 (9th Cir., May

27, 2022). This Court agrees with the Ninth Circuit that if “all of
this evidence did not sway the Jjury, it is unlikely that the
anonymous phone call would have made a difference, even after it was
determined that the reported license plate belonged to Fries's
neighbor.” Id. at 4.

Finally, when considering whether this new “favorable evidence
could reasonably be taken to put the whole case in such a different
light as to undermine confidence in the wverdict,” the Court cannot
conclude that the disclosure of the memorandum would have had any
effect on Appellant's trial and conviction. In fact, in 1992, this
Court noted:

Although we cannot know from the facts presented at trial

exactly what happened to the victim when she was taken to

the desert, we do know that (1) defendant, a convicted
pedophile, was seen within vyards of the girl literally

seconds before she vanished; (2) witnesses identified
defendant as the man they saw driving with a young child in
his car; (3) defendant was seen later that afternoon with

blood on his hands and clothing; and (4) defendant was also
seen with cactus needles in his arms and legs.

State v. Atwood, 171 Ariz. 576, 599 (1992).

Appellant’s Rule 32.1(e) and (h) Claims

In addition to his Brady claim under Rule 32.1(a), Appellant

sought post-conviction relief on essentially the same facts under
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Rules 32.1(e) and (h). Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.1(e) allows a defendant
to file a claim that “newly discovered material facts probably exist,
and those facts probably would have changed the Jjudgment or
sentence.” Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.1(h) provides for relief for a
defendant who “demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence that the
facts underlying the claim would be sufficient to establish that no
reasonable fact-finder would find the defendant guilty of the offense

beyond a reasonable doubt.” See State v. Pineda-Navarro, 2017 WL

4927692, at *2 (Ariz. App. Oct. 31, 2017) (mem.) (“[Alctual innocence
means factual innocence, not mere legal insufficiency.”) (quotations
omitted) .

Preclusion

Claims raised under this provision are not subject to preclusion
under Rule 32.2(a) (3). Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.2(b). However, the
superior court held that these claims are untimely, finding that
Appellant had failed to give sufficient reasons to overcome the
untimeliness. The superior court properly dismissed the claims on
that basis.

Appellant contends that the superior court’s determination was
unreasonable, an abuse of discretion, and violated the Supremacy
Clause and Appellant’s rights to due process and freedom from cruel
and unusual punishment. Petition for Review at 22-23 (citing U.S.

Const. Art. VI cl. 2; id. amend. V, XIV). Appellant further contends
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that his notice requesting post-conviction relief presented
sufficient reasons for the untimeliness. Appellant also contends that
because the superior court “accepted” the notice, the court could no
longer dismiss any claims, or the petition, as untimely.

However, in his notice requesting post-conviction relief,
Appellant stated that “[a] fuller explanation of why these claims are
neither precluded], ] nor untimely is included in [the]
contemporaneously filed Petition for Post-Conviction Relief.”
Appellant cannot now fault the superior court for relying on his
statements in his notice. A defendant filing an untimely petition for
post-conviction relief must “adequately explain[]” the reasons for
the untimely filing. The superior court was not required to find that
Appellant’s proffered reasons were adequate.

Thus, Appellant has not established that the superior court
abused its discretion in finding the claims wuntimely. Finally,
Appellant’s argument “submitting this claim for habeas review first
was a more expeditious means of having it adjudicated,” ignores the
fact that for a claim to be presented in a federal habeas corpus
petition, it must first be fully exhausted in the state courts. See
28 U.S.C. § 2254 (b) (1) (7).

Rule 32.1(e) Claim is Not Colorable

Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.1(e) states that “newly discovered,” facts

must be “discovered after the trial or sentencing,” the defendant
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must have “exercised due diligence in discovering [the] facts,” and
the facts must be “material and not merely cumulative.” This Court
has further explained the requirements for a colorable claim of newly
discovered evidence:

(1) the evidence must appear on its face to have existed at
the time of trial but be discovered after trial;

(2) the motion must allege facts from which the court could
conclude the defendant was diligent in discovering the
facts and bringing them to the court’s attention;

(3) the evidence must not simply be cumulative or
impeaching;

(4) the evidence must be relevant to the case;

(5) the evidence must be such that it would 1likely have
altered the verdict, finding, or sentence if known at the
time of trial.

State v. Amaral, 239 Ariz. 217, 219 9 9 (2016) (citing State v.
Bilke, 162 Ariz. 51, 52-53 (1989)).

Appellant was not diligent in discovering the facts and bringing
them to the state court’s attention. Appellant does attempt to
explain why he waited a month after filing this claim in his May 4,
2022 application in the Ninth Circuit to file the claim 1in state
court; as noted, this Court finds that Appellant’s explanation fails
to show diligence.

Additionally, the anonymous tip 1in the memorandum would not
“likely have altered the verdict, finding, or sentence if known at
the time of trial.” Amaral, 239 Ariz. at 219 § 9. The memorandum does

nothing to dispute the evidence presented at trial showing that
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Appellant kidnapped and killed V.L.H. Further, as noted, it adds
little to the evidence available and already presented by Appellant
that pointed to Ms. Fries as the person who kidnapped and murdered
V.L.H. Accordingly, Appellant is not entitled to relief under Rule
32.1 (e) .

Rule 32.1(h) Claim is Not Colorable

Appellant claims that the Brady material is new evidence showing
that Appellant is not guilty of the kidnapping and murder of V.L.H.
However, the memorandum about the anonymous phone call does not
demonstrate, by "clear and convincing evidence," that Appellant is
not guilty.

The comment to Rule 32.1(h) states that a claim under that

rule “is independent of a claim under Rule 32.1(e),” and

that “[a] defendant who establishes a «claim of newly

discovered evidence does not need to comply with the
requirements of Rule 32.1 (h).”

State v. Miles, 243 Ariz. 511, 519 9 35 (2018) (Pelander, J.,
concurring). Such an application of Rule 32.1(h) would be “at odds
with interests of finality and wvictim rights.” Id. (citing Ariz.
Const. art. 2, § 2.1(A) (10) (“"To preserve and protect victims' rights

to Jjustice and due process, a victim of crime has a right” to a
“prompt and final conclusion of the case after the conviction and
sentence”); and A.R.S. § 13-4401(19) (defining “victim” to include a
murder victim's relatives “or any other lawful representative of the

person”)) .
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Appellant has not made the necessary showing in support of his
freestanding actual innocence claim. Appellant has not established
even a reasonable probability that the wverdict would have been
different had the memorandum been presented at trial. Moreover, the
memorandum definitely does not provide clear and convincing evidence
that “no reasonable fact-finder would find [him] guilty of the
offense beyond a reasonable doubt.” Rule 32.1(h).

First, the phone call 1is not evidence that Appellant did not
commit the murder. Second the phone call is not evidence that someone
else committed the murder. Appellant simply supposes that the phone
call was made by Ms. Fries or her son with the intent of leading the
investigators away from Ms. Fries.

At best, the memorandum would have allowed Appellant to argue to
the jury that Ms. Fries called in the tip and was the true killer.
Further, even if Appellant’s suppositions and conjecture were true
and Appellant could prove it, the memorandum would still not be clear
and convincing evidence that Appellant is innocent, and certainly
does not clearly and convincingly rebut the evidence showing that
Appellant kidnapped and killed V.L.H.

Atwood is not entitled to relief under Rule 32.1(h).

Based on the foregoing,

IT IS ORDERED granting review and denying relief.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Appellant’s motion for stay of

execution is denied.

DATED this 7th day of June,

2022.
For the Court:
/s/

ROBERT BRUTINEL
Chief Justice

Justice Lopez and Justice Beene did not participate in the
determination of this matter.

TO:

Laura P Chiasson
Jeffrey L Sparks
Sam Kooistra
David Lane
Colleen Clase

Frank Jarvis Atwood, ADOC 062887,

Eyman Complex-Browning Unit
Josh Spears

Amy Armstrong

Therese Day

Alicia Moffatt

Alberto Rodriguez

Amy P Knight

(SMU IT)

Arizona State Prison, Florence -
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ARIZONA SUPERIOR COURT, PIMA COUNTY

HON. CATHERINE M WOODS CASE NO. CR014065
CR015397
DATE: June 06, 2022

STATE OF ARIZONA

Plaintiff,
VS.
FRANK JARVIS ATWOOD

Defendant/Petitioner.

RULING

IN CHAMBERS RE: DEFENDANT’S PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF

The Court has received and reviewed Defendant’s Petition for Post-Conviction Relief, filed June 2,
2022. The Court has carefully reviewed the Petition and finds that a Response would not aid the Court in
determining the matters presented. For reasons stated below, the Court finds that all claims raised in the Petition
are precluded and/or untimely. There are no claims that present a material issue of fact or law that would entitle
Petitioner to relief under Rule 32, Ariz. R. Crim. P. The Petition shall be summarily dismissed.

Petitioner raises a claim under Rule 32.1(a), concerning an alleged Brady violation arising out of the
State’s failure to disclose a memorandum summarizing an anonymous report that the victim, V.L.H., was seen
in a vehicle bearing a specific license plate number. He claims that he became aware of this undisclosed
memorandum around the summer of 2021, after his attorneys reviewed the State’s evidence files. The Court
finds that this claim is precluded under Rule 32.2 (a)(3). Petitioner waived this claim because he did not raise it
at trial, on appeal, or in any previous post-conviction proceeding. Although Petitioner could not have raised the
issue at trial or on appeal if he only discovered it in the summer of 2021, he certainly could have raised it in his
Fourth Petition for Post-Conviction Relief filed on November 19, 2021. Having had the opportunity to raise the
issue in a previous Petition, and having failed to do so, Petitioner’s claim is waived and therefore precluded
under Rule 32.2(a)(3).

Petitioner raises claims for relief under Rule 32.1 (e) and (h) arising out of his discovery in the summer
of 2021 that the State failed to disclose the memorandum summarizing an anonymous report that V.L.H. was
seen in a vehicle bearing a specific license plate number. The Court finds that these claims under Rule 32.1(e)

and (h) are untimely and therefore precluded. The Court finds that Petitioner did not present sufficient reasons

Maria Mendoza
Judicial Administrative Assistant
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Page 2 Date: June 06, 2022 Case No.: CR014065
CRO015397

why he failed to raise the claim before June 2, 2021. As noted above, if Petitioner did discover the allegedly
undisclosed memorandum in the summer of 2021, he had the opportunity to raise it in his November 19, 2021
Petition. He fails to explain why he did not raise the claims in his November 2021 Petition. He fails to explain
why he waited to raise the claims until after the Arizona Supreme Court issued its warrant for execution. He
fails to explain why he did not present the claim to this Court at least a month earlier when he raised the same
claim in his federal court proceedings. Given the procedural posture of this case, including Petitioner being
scheduled for execution on June 8, 2022, it appears likely that Petitioner intentionally refrained from raising the
issue sooner in hopes that raising a new claim at this late stage might persuade the Arizona Supreme Court to
issue a stay of execution.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED DENYING relief on all grounds raised in the June 2, 2022 Petition under
Rule 32.2 and 32.11, on the grounds that the claims are precluded and/or untimely. The Petition is summarily

dismissed.

OWNWe A~
HON. CATHERINE WOODS

(ID: 9e1£c760-0191-4272-a2f3-e3e02bb9d041)

cc: Hon. James E Marner
Colleen Clase, Esq.
David A Lane, Esq.
Jeffrey L Sparks, Esq.
John Samuel Kooistra, Esq.
Laura P Chiasson, Esq.
Attorney General - Criminal - Tucson
Clerk of Court - Appeals Unit
Clerk of Court - Criminal Supervisor
Clerk of Court - Criminal Unit
VMM Michele Lawson: michele.lawson@jbazmec.maricopa.gov
VMM  Arizona Supreme Court, Chief Staff Attorney, Lisa Banen: lbanen@courts.az.gov
VMM Arizona Supreme Court Staff Attorneys, Timothy R. Geiger: tgeiger@courts.az.gov

Donna Hallam: dhallam@courts.az.gov

Maria Mendoza
Judicial Administrative Assistant
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DECLARATION OF NATASHA HERNANDEZ

I, Natasha Hernandez, declare under penalty of perjury, the following to be true to
the best of my information and belief:

1. I am the ex-wife of Joshua Jay Slagle. We have been divorced since
2018.

2. I know Josh Slagle’s grandmother, Annette Fries, and his father, Todd
Fries.

3. In 2005 when I was a pupil at a beauty college near Wetmore and
Oracle in Tucson, Annette Fries would come in to have her hair done. Josh Slagle
and [ were in a relationship at the time, but not yet married. I didn’t know Annette
well but knew she was Josh’s grandmother, so [ wanted to help her out. I did her
hair two or three times.

4. One day after Annette had been in, a fellow student pulled me aside
and said I shouldn’t do Annette’s hair. When I asked her why, she said Annette had
molested her and a sibling when they were small children. If she told me what
form this molestation took, I do not recall it. The student said Annette was “a
horrible person. Don’t you know who she is? Stay away from her!”

5. [ do not recall name of the student who told me this. I do recall that

she was white and seemed middle class. She wasn’t among my circle of friends at
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the school, and I don’t think I ever spoke to her again about what she had told me,
or anything else.

6. I went home and told Josh what my fellow student had told me. He
said he wasn’t surprised because he thought Annette was a weirdo.

7. I never told anyone other than Josh about the molestation allegation. I
was embarrassed that somebody would say such a thing about my boyfriend’s
grandmother, so I kept it to myself.

8. I asked that Annette no longer be booked to have her hair done by me.
I tried to avoid her in general.

g I never spent much time around Todd or Annette Fries. My
impression was that Annette, Todd, and Josh all hated one another.

10. Even before I was told of the molestation, neither Josh nor I trusted
Annette around our children. We were especially on guard afterward. We did not
want the children around Annette or Todd Fries at all.

11. Todd Fries was an extremely vulgar man. He would make
unbelievable comments about me to Josh in my presence. He said I had “nice tits,”
and once told Josh, in front of me, and referring to me, “Imagine all the ways you

could fuck that.” I was appalled.

I have read the foregoing declaration consisting of three pages and 11 paragraphs. I
declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Arizona and the
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United States of America that it is true and correct. Signed thisZ_{ day of April,
2022, at Pima County, Arizona.

n

/)/. 0 4 d/ ﬁ///

Natasha Hernandez
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

SAC, PHOENIX (7-1196) (P)

SA DAVID LINCOLN SMALL

UNSUB;
VICKI LYNN HOE}!&SON - VICTIM

KIDNAPING

00:

PX

DATE:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

9/19/84

At 10:27 a.m., 9/19/84, PXPD advised via their Chase
Channel they had received an anonymous phone call from a female
who stated that she saw captioned victim in a vehicle bearing
Arizona license 3AM618.

Vehicle registration is set out on attached printout.

At 10:45 a.m., SA Michael C. Roof advised SRA Dick
Rogers of these facts.

2) - Phoenix
DLS:jl
(2)
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Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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MUD . 18-01 RR.FEIFX010.AZ0000000.TXT LIC/3AMOIB,

LICI3AM618-73  TARI107U43 EXFIRES 02/8% CURRENT!(031784 00
VINIRN4Z2080421 VYRG0 UMAITTOYOT UMOs VSTITK
NAMIRICHARD ¢ Ly RHOADE JR ADRIS742 N TRISHA LANE
CTY:!TUCSON STIAZ ZIFI8U704 GUW: 008000

TTLIFDA%6946  STIAZ DTEI060680 _
18T LIENIFIRST NAT'L BANK OF AZ AMT 5641 .56 DATE 030380
ADDRIGSES N WILMOT CTY:TUCSON STIAZ

|OV2T A
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