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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1. can caliofnria make it illegal for a woman to provide advance 
consentto intoxicatswd or inconscious intercoursej sspecielly 
after SCOTUS's decision in Lawrence v Texas 2003 struck down 
sodomy statutes in Texas?
2. Can a court and counsel strip a criminal defendnat of his er 
right to testify at a suppression hearing, especially where 
defendant stated his objection to denying such right on the recor 
record?3. may court and counsel strip a criminal defendant of his right 
to confront accusers in its entirety over his stated objection to
such on the record? , ,,,
4. should the plain view doctrine warrant exception not apply to 
warrants for dcall phonews , computers, and other digital data?
5. is live testimony required to prove a warrant exception/
6.is overbrteadtn included within the purview of what is meant 
buy "particularity requirement?"? must a court rule on oveLbread 
overbreadth when and argument heading identifies tne particulars
requirement as being at issue? ,
7.is their there a heightened standard for probable .caus*. and 
boths prongs of specificity in warrants for digital data?
8 .can jurisdiction be established based onlyon a video where- 
there is no te evidence as to where it was filmed, wnat state, -t
9*Ci?sprobable cause required for each data.type sought in warran 
warrants for digitla data? ditto as to specificity for each data
^California's statlking statute constitutional 
in l'Sht of counterman scotus ;23 ■ ,
10 all the other exonstitutiona Question presented in the a.a 
"nakinbg warrants.great again" Champion article oy the ACLU s
Jan and'^other^qnestions presented^in^the^attacae^papers^ana^ ^

re-electlon^an^ATTY^General Saetz co»betU5|
the woke mob running amuc;;_in Caliofnii , ^ u°vjillin^ women
privileged adata then running ^ ^laUj.itn un videS or films 
who don't consider themselves victims muii
especially where ail the pro abortion leftist* a.o b ^
insist that women in California snoudi not oe allowea to -uoo- 
to provide advance consent to uuconviosu mtiicouisc
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LIST OF PARTIES

U All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of 
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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 Appendix 
the petition and is

to

[ ] reported at 5 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 
the petition and is

to

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

5^-Ch
] 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 5 or,
[ ] Jaas been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
t/] is unpublished. Tort CA %> l£xif 3

IWbqA-V ^ 'The opinion of the _
appears at Appendix V' 10 to the petition an

[ ] reported at 5 or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but i/not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.
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JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
, and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ____________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No. __ A

(date)(date) on

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

Of s*.dr
For cases from state courts:

The on which the highest state court decided 
A copythat decision appears at Appendix lH

] A timely petition foi/rehearing^was thereafter denied on the following date:
_______________ -4—safarid a copy of tne order denying rehearin
appears at Appendix----------\ \ 7l -•

V'/ViVSi (X 0^°
[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of ^ertiorari was granted

MA

oA

(date)into and including____
Application No. __ A

(date) on

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a). 
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
I am a licensed attorne|l and filmmaker/ wno was arrested in isla 
vista, ca while filming and promoting a film about the a film th

dp,r H’jr,rdr ll'jsy ;rf yp s esttsmy gpt rbofvr 
ev making a film that led' to a wrrant to seize all the data from 
my law office nad production studio, counterman scotus '23 makew 
clear my subjective intent as an alleged stalker is ke|f, so the 
denial of my right to testify at the suppression hearing is 
particularll; prjeudicial, especiall); consdiering the lack of prob 
probable cause and either prong of spcificitrlj for the warrant fo 
for data coverd by the att|! client privilege.
further, California's woke mob parsidted in prosecuting me.form 
sexual assaults and a special cirucmstnac ekidnappign despite not 
having women willing to testify as victims

that touched on a

Ft
t.
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ten 77
13.) That'isr.Jgl m

!e sex wasconsensual. (6 RT 1850, i8Btrp±§§§^ She

sometimes said “no” in a flirtatious way. (6 RT 1833.)

:ter being shown multiple ta^fes of^ermavi ;h appenant,)shp^bld

She also saidsherfeli ie 1 aa beithe ctive

thafshe still misses him sometimes. (6 RT 1862.)

The prosecution filed a motion before trial seeking to preclude the defense 

from arguing that^rior consent from any of the victims could be used as a defense 

to argue consent to sexual activity when the alleged victim was asleep or

unconscious. The prosecution relied on People v. Dancy (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th

21,36 for that proposition. (3 RT 752.) The trial court agreed the case law

provided that a person cannot give valid consent to a future act, and that prior

consent is not a valid defense to a charge of rape against a woman who is “passed

out.” (3 RT 397-398.)

Applicable Law

In People v. Dancy (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 21, the court held that consent is

not available as a defense to a person charged with rape of an unconscious

person, even if it is argued that the unconscious victim consented in advance or

the defendant reasonably believed the victim would have consented, or would not

have resisted, if conscious. (Id. at p. 31.)

3



While these are extreme (and perhaps aberrant) situations, they illustrate

the flaw in the Dancy analysis. The Due Process Clause guarantees all persons’

interests in liberty and privacy and a state cannot criminalize a consensual

personal relationship between adults.

In Lawrence v. Texas (2003) 539 U.S. 558, the United States Supreme Court

struck down a Texas statute that prohibited persons of the same sex from

engaging in “deviate sexual intercourse.” In doing so, the Court reversed the

contrary holding in Bowers v. Hardwick (1986) 478 U.S. 186.

As a prelude, Justice Kennedy, writing for the Lawrence Court, observed:

Liberty protects the person from unwarranted government 
intrusions into a dwelling or other private places. In our tradition the 
State is not omnipresent in the home. And there are other spheres of 
our lives and existence, outside the home, where the State should not 
be a dominant presence. Freedom extends beyond spatial bounds. 
Liberty presumes an autonomy of self that includes freedom of 
thought, belief, expression, and certain intimate conduct. The 
instant case involves liberty of the person both in its spatial and more 
transcendent dimensions.

(Lawrence v. Texas, supra, 539 U.S. 558, 562.)

The Court noted that the validity of a Texas sodomy statute, “should be

resolved by determining whether petitioners were free as adults to engage in the

private conduct in the exercise of their liberty under the Due Process Clause of the

Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution.” {Id. at 564.) In proceeding to

overturn lowers, the Court reviewed prior authority, including Griswold v.

\
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I was prohibited from putting on. evidence of advance consent 
to unconscious sex as to the charged crimes related to Jane 1 
and to rebut the 1108 hearsay testimony bty the detective as to 
what Jane 4 allegedly told him about some video he showed her 
•for which no charges were filed. I was only charged with forcibl 
rape as to Jane 4. Further 1108 evideoce was put on in the form 
of a of videos of Jane 6 that were over an hour in length during 
which the. state alleged she appeared to be asleep despite the 
fact that Jane 6 is clearly heard, in a clear and lucid voice 
objecting to certain things and not objecting to other things. I 
I.e., Jane 6 doesn't object to the vaginal or oral sex but interj 
interjects her objection at the suggestion of any sexual contact 
with her anus. For women who are allegedly aslepp, Jane 1 and 8 
sure talk a lot in their sleep. This is the Dancy issue

Jones, 2005 Cal App Unpub Lexis 8114 ( is instructivew.
Jones Jones held: "no evidence at trial suggested 

that any of the victims ever consented in advance to having sex i 
with defendant while they were asleep or unconscious. Instead, e 
Elisa was shocked and ujpset when she awoke and found defedant ha 
having sex with her. Sharon was outraged when she awoke and foun 

defednant lying nake on top of her. foot 3 (fn 3 rea 
reads: defendnat claims sec 261 a 4 as construed in D 
Dancy is constitutional invliad "at least in a case 
in which the evidence woudl support a juery finding t 

thjat that the alleged victim consented or reasonably appeared 
to consent, to the charged sexual act." for the reasons state, t 

this is not such a case"
Jones continues: "f Defendant claims subd a4 of 261 is uncons 

because it does not allow a Maybewrry defense. Under Mayberry a 
def.'s reasonable and good fatih mistake of fact regarding a p 
person's consent to sexual intecoure is a defense to rape and din 
kidnapping, jthus upon request a trial court must give a Mayberr 
instructino where ther is sufficent eviden e to support that cont 
contention.’... Here however, defendnat was charged with rap...of a

the evidence showed tht the ....nothing in t

Jones

unconscious person, 
in the evidence suggested either victim gave advance consent 
to intercourse at some later point after she fell asleep or 
lost conciousness fn4 (fn4 reads: whan it denied efednan'ts new t 
ne trial motion , the trial court stateed: "if . If consent wer 
were to be an an issue in the statute, i think defense counsel 
arument is a goo9d one. the jury if"they wer listening to the 
facts of the case, might well conclude that ther was consent or t

or there is a reasonable belief In consent
Even if Elithe record supports the cour'ts comment on in part._ g 

Elisa';s behavior arguably supports a reasonable belief ocf c 
consent to intercoures ewhile she was conscious, t nothing i nher 
in her behavior ro the surrounding circumstances supports any bel 

belief that she consente in advance to an act of intercourse
thus

any
after she later fell asleep or lost consciounews. 
this case does nto present the question whether prior consent can 
serve as evidence of prsent consent as id. it does in cases of 
advance consent to , e.g. a sugivcal procedure whiel a patient is 
unconcious.") Nor did ;anything in the evidence allow defendnat to 
have a reasaonable good faith belief of advance consent. thus, t 
the court was not required to give a Maybewrry instruction, sec .2 
iRsUy&ci&i6ni§h§<§thtlgc.§0SIi&Baaa$rrb§ii§o£nf ifc@lih|d&9c<se$HitRiancas

this ca



telling AA ana LB that I would appreciate it if they would leave 
•me alone and that I was no threat to them, that I am a licensed 
attorney and just want them to leave me alone, and that I then po 
posted the video fo myself telling AA and LB this, in person 
ton instagram, my instagram, which identifiesd me as anactively 
licensed attorney and comedic filmmake...but the detective left 
that out of his warrant affidavit. it would have actually provid 
provided some support to his bare bones boilerplate warrant afffi 
affidavit as to his stated suspicion that , in his experience 
stalkjers film and keep copies of such film their victims...but 
but the fact that I a;n seen in the video (whicn LB reported to 
Deputy Reyes on 5/17/20) I am seen in the video telling them, in 
in person on 5/16/200 2020 to please leave me alone.. .well, that 
video rather cuts against a claim that 1 was stalking them. rath 
it gives the impression that they are stalking me. and that woul 
his affidavit's chances of establsihin probable casue for the on 
crime he was able to allegedly gin up enough probable cause for, 
using a sort of composite victim approach encompassing t interact 
interactions with three different blond co-eds (aa, lb, cw) who m 
who may or may not have some connnection to each other that 
there isn't much, if any proof, i was aware of.. ford also fail 
to include in his brief the fact that trial counsel refused to cr 
examine Jane 2 about the excuplatory instagram messages she sent 
in the days following tne alleged mid day, open air mall kidnap 
and rape in an alcover on the way to the parking garage from her 
equinox gym in marina del rey. Jane 2 sens me an instagram messa 
in the week folloowing the alleged 2/10/14 er 2020 er2019 rape
in response to my forwarding a link to the 2/14/19 article on my 
Girl Interrupter Dating Coach film on youtube profiled in an L in 
an Los Angeles Magazine article. Jane 2's message to me read: 
"I've got to thinking about our meetingdd a fe w days ago and I 
realized some things about it made me uncomfortable." That is 
plainlfy not the message of a woman who was kidnapped and raped 
midday in a mall by a licensed attorney who thereafter sent her 
a link to an article about a film he made. That is clearly excup 
excuplatory. yet trial counsel refused to even seek discoery of 
such message until a week or so before trial (after.6 months of 
his bullshitting about needing a continuance, and his shitting th 
the bed on purpose in a worthless suppression motion). the prose 
prosecution committed misconduct in failign to turn over that exc 
excuplatory bvrady materials and I was denied my right to counsel 
where trial counsel refused to cross examine Jane 2 over such mes 
message, and efused to place such message in evidence, or provide 
provide me a copyu to use during my testiomny or otherwise place 
in evidence. Furether, counsel wasted a trip, replete with the p 
prosecutors, both detectives, and two victim advocates, to Marina 
del rey just prior to the suppression hearing in April 2020 to in 
interview Jane 2 (Carly Anne Warhaft, whose instagram is @ignarly 
and who has now sought to delete her reddit messages under @i_gna 
@i-g @i_gnarly from the "Mirror Bus in Isla Vista" forum on Redd 
Reddit and the Facebook comments made on the LA Magazine Article 
wherein she publicly outed herslef as my accuser under he own

so trial counsel take sten grand worth of DA resources down 
down to marina del rey to in terview Jane 2 and doesn t ask her 
about the excuplatory instagram messages, and doens't even demand
??^Sdb^ir?AthSL°^£n38§&srt58§issS8S msh.unti

nam
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the court was not reequired to give a Mayberry instruction, 
section 25 261 sub a 4 is not unconstitutional for failign to
require an instruction that has no factual basis in the evidence 
in this case...moreover, as we have explained, Elisa never 
gave advance consent or appeared to give advanceconsent to inter 
course after falling asleep or losing conciousness (see fn 3, ant 
ante). No due process violation is shown". Jones at *16-17.

on the other hand di attmept to put forward evidence 
of advance consent being provided by Jane 1, 4, and 6. Now, 
to be clear, 1 am not saying Jane 1 was unconcious in any of the 
videos exhibits used at trial. Further, I was not charged with 
unconcious rape of Jane 4, and I wasnt charged with anything 
relative to Jane 6. The jury had to watch an hour of prpahic 
erotica with Jana 6 for some reason per 1108, but nto charges 
were filed. counsel refused to interview Jane 6, and well, couns 
counsel refused to interview or call to testify Janes 1,4, and 6. 
Ther was 1108 testimony by the dete3ctive that Jane 4 ahd made 
some comment in relation to a video for which no charges were 
brought wnera sne allegedly looked aslepp, to which Jane 
Jane HopavpfV tddi? &amak"madelil&asetaa®asllapes"betv^e^j^s and 
and/\ /w^s^bbhsensual and that she h^\ consented to ailM.ng inN 
fictional eroVica we made together w

I

To which Jane 4 allegedly said "i feel like I was rapoed" only to 
ckiarify that all act sexual activity between us was always conse 
consensual, and she woudl have considered any such sex while 
"normal" . Ford's brief badly butchers what the ROA actually say 
about ail this. Ford fails to notice that the comment "i feel 1. 
like I was raped" was made in relation to a video for which no ch

Probably because the video does not sho 
I wasn't b permitted to view it or an 

other videos prior to trial or use them during the testimony
Ford broke our express 

^ openign brief without allowing me to
This is a terrible practice only a deeply incom 

There is a tremendous risk the at 
attorney will admit to things the client did not do, here out of 
likely, Ford's slapdash haphazard refusal to read the ROA with an
level of detail. ~ ~”
in an d out of his booth as fast as possible to madx 
tips. turn and burn, Pat Ford styule. its disgusting. I disput 
that the ROA (which ford refused to email to me.) states, per Jane 
4 "they had consensual sex, including.acts where she had fallen 
asleep only to find appelant having sex with her. ( 6 RT 1896 
1862-1863) She
the detective as to what Jane 4 told him. 
relevant to include in the brief that."appellant once gave her mo 
money to buy meth, which helped with her schizophrenia"./ How 
is that , or her preference for condoms worth including in the br 
in the brief, but its not worth mentioning my continued instsiste 
insistence over 6 Marsden hearings that counsel shoudl not waive 
in its entirety my right .to confrontation/compusory process as to 
Jane 1,4. and 6.

was

no charges were brought, 
any penetration, I assume.
any
I was forced to give in the narrative, 
agreement in filing a a n 
review it first, 
incompetent attorney would do.

This guy is a wi9atress trying to get customers
max his tip

( 6 RT 1896
I do"not believe that was the testimony at rial

Idfiot Ford finds it

^ and 6. How is it not worth mentioning that the detecti 
left out of his warrant affidavit excuplatory materials, such as 
the fact that in AA and LB 's interviews and in my PC!f..Af ^avi t

1



Ford didnt think any of that was wortyh injcluding in hsi brief 
Ford didnt include in his brief the fact Jane 1 is seen and heard 
exclaining "yes! Yes!" while she is allegdly being subject to 
unconscious rape, didnt include the fact that she giggled "your'r 

bad ..." and "use lube a" and point out appellant needed to warm 
her vagina prior to sex, that is jane 1 told appeallant "you need 
to warm it up first", ford brief didnt include much of any detal 
about what was in detectrives affidavit. s ther was nothing abou 
appellant el allegedly claiming to be "entitled to have sex with 
underage girls" or "displaying a disregard for the legai barrier 
of consent". those two points were the FIRST thing the AG's brie 
cited to wyhen disputing whether there was probable cause for a s 
, much less just and arrest.

The AG’s brief, pa at page 24, in its probable cause analysi 
states: "Here , a search warrant was sought as part of an invest! 
gatyion in which appellant was suspected of stalking. That inves 
investigation revealed appelan'ts messaging that he was entitle d 
engage in sex with underage femailes and his disregard for the 
legal barrier of consent. the warrant request was supports d by 
the extroainarly edetialed affidavit of a police investigator 
who had extensive prior experience investgating case of stalking 
human trafficking and prostitiution. the breath of the authorizat 
was sought by a warrant was based on the training and 
experience of the detective and the awareness that stalkers 
often retain images an other material they compile‘and store it o 
digital devices.
reasons for suspcitng appellant of very dangerous criminal activ

the detective also addresses at great length th 
for suspcitng appellant of very dangerous criminal activ 

e far beyond his bravado, and the necessiryt of a warrant. the d 
of that showing are the details of that showing are set forht in 
in the Sealed transcript at pages 870--91 870-91. (sealed ct 39 
4rt954-986....". The AG then concendes that the "many hours of s 
surreptitiions videos recordings...tnat showedd him subjectin men 
incomoetent and often unconcious femaeiles to variosu sexual act 
committed by him" fell outside the material detectives were 
authorized to seize and search under the 'warrant, noting: the wa 
warrant nevertheless limited the saerch to evidence of stlaking f 
found on appelant's devices (linkin him to the objects and thed d 
date , and the q warrant required the exclusion of data yieled^i 
in the search that was unrelated to the investigation (lct255).

And , right ther, the AG admits that the videos relied on by 
the statecontain "information unrelated to the objective of the 
warrant" and are therefore, per 1546.1(d)(2), subject to the use 
restrictions Prof Kerr has long argued for, given that cal-expa 
eliminated plain view doctrine in California in warrants for oigi

This is confirmed in a treatise and a law redigital evidence, 
review article, and underscored by the fact the prosecutors at tr 
trial and the AG failed to argue plain view, because RPC prohibit 
them from lying to the court about what the law^is.

Se 1 courtroom Criminal Evidence at SEc. 1830,_
"Governor Brown signed into law Cal-ECPA, eliminating plain

That’;s a national treatise. That is

footnote
588:
view warranted searches."
a big deal. , ^ c . ..uSec. 1830 also notes "a search warrant, for example , tn
specifiall sought out someon’e sperfectly LEGAL photography would
in violation fo the fourth amendment". And that is exactly , ' yr>v^ o.iVil- harp nprfectly lesal. constitutionally pg



legal constitutionally protected activity, the detective musing t 
that i had perhaps pnotogrpahed one of the three coeds forming 
his composite victim while they were out in public, or from some 
vantage pooint viewable from puiblic (like their party porch over 
overlookinga busy street bordering the beach in a densly populate 
college town where they sopew invective down at passersby).

?See In re George T. 33 cal 4th 620: independent review 
is particulary imnportant in the threqats context becuase it is a 
type of speech that is subject to categorical exclusion form Firs 
Amendment protection...what is a threat must be distnguised from 
is constitunaly protected speech".

Fiord’s brief notes at page 22 "in his affidavit in d 
detectgive sstatement of prob cause, he stated that peopel invoiv 
in stalking often conduct surveillance on their targets and will 
take photos videos or audio recordings.". Its not illegal to pho 
photo people when they are out in public, dismissing such consti 
consitituionally protected activity as "surveillance" without 
any factual allegations pled to support the alleged victimshad an 
poroblem with such, much less felt harassed or tormented, much 1 
less fearful from it, is not supportable. reposting to instagera 
photographs of themnselves that AA and LB themselves posted to th 
their own instagrams does nto provided a factual nexus to support 
a seraach for "surveillance" videos of AA or LB. the fact a pnot 
video was posted of some third coed, CW, which she never complain 
complained aobut and which was taken in public and wnicnt^deler 
innocous anyways, is even more unsuupoirtable. thetacbtftedete- 
jpi-p^rive dishoneslty left out ot his affidavit that 1 dia in ra 
filiiTvideos of AA harrasing me in public and myself ce 
her in person by asking to be left allonge wnich sne did not do 
in later commenting on my instagram page witn more ttueats;,

bad faith that detective mcgillivray demonstra
in hsi bullying and intimidatiis evidence of the

meondtrated throughout this matter^
an'3 l*B2tr,*vSShd%lSiin»l«Iiif gone L Ceil as to warrants for dig 

digital evidence. Don't take my word for it, t»ogh. ^Dissent
L^that the

the law governing access to electronic communications by law en 
ement in Claifornia...mucn mor eprotective ot communcations pci
vaoy a? Sf-lbL^by sp^ificyign

^ifl^oin^^^fairti^^rdrrf^ar^r^c^e^c^opl^ 

with digitla searches, such search can end up gathering so muc 
information that they rissk being fishing expeditions tnat violat
the spirite. . .ot the.P°“th^Amenam „ CalECPA further mandate
that any information ob!;ained,that ifd^uho^a’fu^he? 
of the warrrant” ^ fa e and an order
order P.C. bee. ioho . uu; v nr .,wpri the courtsISIS

1



”... or when the courts finds probable caue to believe the inform 
is relveant to an active investigvation. This provision of Calec 
ECPA implements the date data proection privacy principle that da 
data collectors should specify the purposes for data collection 
, and precludes uyse that are inconsistent with those purpose, 
tiit also maintinas data quaiifty by limitng the use of ireelevan 
data...Cal ECDPA-'s introduction fo such principles into its law 
6gforcmenet collection rules moves deciediy away from the notion 
that all digital informatin is availbe for law enforcment use".

Further, i told detectives that i am and was a licensed 
attorney during the pre affidavit interrogation i submitted to. 
and i asserted that aildata on ail devices seized (which I admitt 
admitted to ownership of, so ther is no need for some general sea 
search to determine "ownership use, or o identity. ’ see Bock (ur 
).«..see circumstances allowing for a much more narrowly tailored 
warrant and one far more sharply limiting officer discretiion). .. 
plus the my instagram account which LB had reported to Deputy Fr 
Freeman and Reyes and these detectives held me out as a licensed 
attocney under my bar number and real name and i^told oetectives 
atty client privilege was asserted to ail data soeized and tna 
they would have to comply with p.c. sec 1524 and have a bp.^id 0 
Master condeucc the search. The ibrazeniyu ignored tne law as to 
t-hat rust as they ignored the use restriction eliminating plain 

found in cal ECPA 1546.i(d0(2). they really didnt uant to 
rQcord of the forensic steps they toos m unreasonable 

in which they executed their search so unresonable under 
Terry, sea 2 search and Seizure 55.30 and Hugnes_(hl zv;...tne 
carefully avoided building any recordd "dose torensic .tup,

suppression hearing,.995 motion hr6, and at tri 
disadvantaged now by their failure to co so. b

to hide detective mcgnliv

creat a 
manner

in the ROA at the 
trial. They are _ ^
but they made a tactical choice to try 
ray’s unethical behavior, det roberts too.

So, remembert, apopellate counsel 
from san diego who never should have taken this case in the Secob 
Judicial, which would require him to examein the ten.hours of ^ 
video exhibits placed in evidence and play for the jury at a co 
court facility" in san santa barbar (a six hour drive, no way tur 
old turn and burn Pat ford was gonna make that trip...which preve 
preventeSd himn from being able to adequately litigate avid code 
352 issues, much less opinne on the utily of arguign venabled mak 
niakes retroact 352*2 as to the creative works of ten hours of er 
erotica which the state admits was their only evidence, for the 
bulk of the charges here, especially where the state chose not to 
call uncooperative alleged victims as witnesses.

Back to what the detective alleged in his afiidavit. 
it is not clear the first two things the ag brief cites as suppor 
supporting probable cause (ie 1)_ "appelant s messaging that he 
was entitled to engage in sex with udnerage fern females, and 2 
2) his disregard for th legal barrier of consent".... its not cleq 
clear that such allegations were even in the affiadvit. its like 
its likely such go beyond the four corners of the affidavit and 
there is no indication the affidvit was even incorp by.reference. 
the Ag has to cite to page 80-91 of the seale dtranscript...which 
which likely means such was not in the affidavit, regardless, 
my pointing out in a post on instagram that the age ot ?-°gg|£!{r inSt-i§ejSiSdl§gy8Rir*hgMnSaByh«KSlnbtna«i3tt9 supp°rt

a carpoet bagger

I
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the age of consent is in some states is 16 hardly supports findin 
probable casue the search an attorney's entire digital footprint' 
especially not without the involvement of a special master, dete 
dtecctive mcgillivray is just clowning the entire batr Bar and 
asking the DA and the trial court and the COAS to so cosign his 
bullshit, hew is also ciowining the Legislature, no wonder he 
is such an egomaniacal blowhard. who is gonna stop him?

Further the AG doesn't specify what is meant at page 24 
by "his disregard for the legal barrier of consent.", consaerit f

for "surreptitious" fuilming of people walking 
for "surreptitious" filming of 

in a bus with panormaci window 
no expectation of privacy, an

consent for what? 
around in public? not a crime, 
people participting in erotica on 
windows parked on a public street? 
that is if they can get the actresses to say they were not aware 
they were being filmed, which the state was unable to do. Jane 4 
outright told detectives she consented to filming. the state did 
didnt°recall Jane 3 to rebut my testimony that she was made well 
aware of filming, and Jane 3’s own statements in the videos 
played at trial reveal she was well aware sne was being filmed, a 
any my testimony was that she agreed to film such erotica ahead o 
of time. then there is the fact the state had to aomit there 
was signage in and out of the bus noticing ongoing filming, furt 
further, i wasn't charge with any crime related to filming, so 
what is the warrant affidavit referrinfg to with regard to my 
disregard for the legal barrtier of consent?" l. . _
how about some analysis of the underlying reeasons for any suspic 
suspicion in that regard. likely such is not even detailed in 
the warrant affidavit but is rather some verbage added after the 
fact after the search, outside th e four corners of the warrant 
affidavit, but regardless, even if those two vague allegations 
are in the affidavit, ther the magistrate did not find there was
probable cause to look for evidence of such..

Detectives were permitted by the warrant to Look for 
evidence of stalking "including information referring to or cel 
relating to this investgiation involving AA and LB". So, there l 
is obviouslyu way too much discreition permitted to the detective 
to interpret "this investigation" limited to stalking? or^inclu 
including his wide ranging suspicions as to "underage girls ^surr 
surreptitious filming, some sor to f'evidence of association 
conspiracy amongst incels reiateive to "very dangerous cnmnal 
activity , far beyond his bravado". so much e3asier to claim

con

appelant did not content probable caue was at issue, then inteprp 
intepre5t "particularity requirment" to not include an overbreadt 
analysis despite a legion °£ California Supreme Court case deflnl 
definign "particularity requirement 
necessarily include a probable cause analysis. ,

By the way the AG';s brief lies in asserting that the 
affidavit cited the detective as having experience in stalking

. , 't. J a m n va ^ ^ FAi'fi m ^ n u r* A m P f 1 I71Pinvestigations. none, it aoesn t. 
for trial i— ,
but not at the time the affidavit was written.had a duty to inform the court that caiexpa

in Cali when the topic was brought up
but the AGsdidn^doetnat. ^ ^

thinking 154&.ld2's language

to include overbreadth, whic

in his testimony come time fonope, it doesn t. _
the detective coudI mauybe tnen claim some experience

sneaky messy Depu
Deputy AG Glassman. 
eliminate dplain view

sponte at oral argument, ~~ 
supposed to set an example.

confuse the court into

any theysua
are
igya'ai ts



was so expansive to include inforrnatoin related to "the 
the objectiv oe" "this investigation" whereas it really says "unr 
unrelated to the objective of the warrant". ...so does "tnis inv 
"this investigation" include allow for the detectives to spend a 
a year hunched over a tub of popcorn vatchign sex tapes to confir 
there suspicions relative to some "underage girls crap or disreg 
"disregard for the legal barrier of consent" to do something in 
requiring consent (to be filmed? to nave sex? doesn t specify), 
is the detective supposed to use nis discretion to figure out 
what the magistrate meant whne he granted a warrant to searcn tor 
"evidence of stalking, including information referring or relatin 
to this investigation involving AA and LB . does this investiga 
" mean limited to matters invoving a stalking charege relative to 
AA or LB? could "this investgiation " be stretched out to includ 
any suspicions relative to any crime (fishing expedition), so Ion 
as "this investigation" in the broadest most general sense, allow 
also, includes amongst its wide ranging cast of characters sometn 
something somehow involving aa or LB....or CW, or hell any coed e 
ever and any crime ever? go ahead detective, use your unlimited 
discretion...hell, why don't you just put on this black rooe wmi

at it Judge McGillivray?
So, back to appeallate counsel fraudster Pat 

terrible brief, and a review of all the things he left out cotnpar 
to all the things he put in. Fordincorrectly identifies his 
client as a "former patent attorney". Actually, Pat, your client 
todl you he is and was at all relevant times an actively licensed 
attorney and asserted privilege! and Special Master protection 
to the detectives in his pre affidavit interrogation, and two 
prior interview with depties Freeman and Reyes (body cam), tnen F 
Ford goes out of his way to repeatedly use the phrase transient 
women", also describin me as a "transient unlixeable, mentally 1 
ill mvso^inst. There is scant evidence in the ROA for Jane iz 
being a transient. nobody claims Jane 2 is transient, in tact 
her linked in (Carly Warhaft, rlocated to Salt Lake City) claims 
she got some sort of s art degree from USC and Sarah Lawrence or 
Vassar or somewheres), Jane 3 is not a tea.nsient, she may Ioe a li 
little young buyt she has an entire of si entire sleeve of tatuos 
on her left arm, so its a little hard to buy the fragile young th 
thing trope, especially when she is seen pausing **
sex to pick out just the right reggae song to hsuen to before 
performing oral sex in a bus parked on a public street 
insisting I not close the curtainsd, where she admits sh^nad ask 
asked me to make the 100 mile round ^ip t° from isla vi

,.n nick her uo in venture to drive her bacx to isia vista 
so she could pine after some other guy at a party, she was fear 
"f-arful" of something I guess, but the ag's bnet indicates my cs r“i“ as
to perform oral sex in the bus in a phone ^^^“sorta trad
picking ner up. She was embasrrased ^^"^“/rblowjob to
argu;nlhae hadVissedVe week before but whom sheJg wantj
wanted to kiss, but ?Sun3 flip quasi dbsr
gs a sort of tnank you

you are Ford' s
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but at least these detectives and the DA and appt defense cousne
Capritto wer noice enough to put young Destiny Toirres of Ventura
California through all this, despite the fact that when initially
approached by detectivews she told them nothing or note happened
betrween she and I amd that she wanted no part to their investiga
counsel Capritto was livid at his client during the trial for put
putting poor lil young Destiny Torres througn such a trauma sizing
experience of testifying to a jury in a trial closed to the publi
while watchign an hour long video of herslef performing
oral sex on someone she despised after she traded a blowjob
for a ride to isla vista to pin after S0j.ne college guy ignoring h
her. I mean Capritto was friggin' livi^, whit knightin^it up w
while i was on trial for my liberty for the rest of my life.
I guess Phiul Capritto could have put his money where his mouth i
is an actually done anything to negotiate a pie deal, he could
have made me aware that i could accept a pie oeai and stii-
appeal the suppresion ruling (embarrasingly, i w3s unaware that w
was a thing in the law, though i was aware i had a rignt to inter
interlocutory review fo such ruling...and i dddemanaed Capritto 1
file a petition for writ of mandate on the issue, to which he rep
replied, in opne court, in full view of all his coconspirators, ef;
foSrtstaff and the judge that "I am not doing any more work on t .ourt star, ana ^ phn Capritto.3 pathos for the emba
this case!".
embarrassment and pain of Destiny Torres. ^ t r

Noticew the AHG's briet doesn t cite uo any actual test
testimony by Ms. Torres. instead, tyhe AG has to rely 0
the 25 352.2 prejudicial creative expressions evidence to prove 
their whole case...other than Jane 2's utlra implausible h® s^d 
she said mix«d with Jane 2's exa excupatory text messages to me, 
SSiehi about and which the state fai 50
in sufficient evide, particularly on the special ^cum^tanc 
kidnao charge which involved such minor movement that it waa.alsin 
to the "standstill robbery" kidnaps disfavord under California la 
law. a point which both trial counsel and appeallte counsel fai 
failed to make desapite the fact such was responsible tor 
abiut e? 90 percent of the 145 year sentence nere so ,,
so mLrSlTttr to argue improper shackling, even wh«e no aliegat
the iury saw the shackles made by counsel and ciienLtv-° w fnr 
in the narrative. no cumulative error argument made.... but for 
doesnt Cant to argue issues related to being forced to testify 
in the narrative becaue it will draw attention to testifying in 
the narrative which makes judges think the client is a liar, 
rhPn oat ford points out i testified in the narrative m his snac 
shackling argument. huh? the mnath math aint mathm when pat ,
ford's lips get to clappin./

But at least now Destiny Torres
that contributed to a life sentence, 
defense cousnel and these Detectives do not ca 

theirquenchless thirst to find continuying

som so

k

exce

has to live with having 
The DAcommitted perjury 

, the trial judge
who they hurt in

of narcissistic supply. . j ,.h(3nUnconcinabLyt sloop appel counsel ^Pat Ford then missta
misstaes af page u' In his brief that "the Jane Does may later

:»5£ks &«.sarsia«. (sic

care 
sources

).



Actually Ford, they did not say they had been sexually assaulte 
. That is kind a big deal. That is one of tne reasons the client 
made you agree not to file anything without his prior review and 
approval. Jane 1 obviously did not say she had been sexually 
assaulted. the sneeky detectives and DA failed to even snow her 
the videos they used at trial as evicdence of rape. didn't ask h 
her about them either. Jane l's failure to pick me out of a six 
pack photo lineup is likely just evidence of her naving little in 
interest in coopoerating with the Sheriff s witch hunt, espei^all 
where Jane 1 remmeber many details about .the bus, my dog, my neig 
my hair, the lights in the bus, my having Adderrall prescription. 
Adderail is not known as a date rape drug. It is known as a drug 
college students take to cram tor final exams. Yet the AG detail 
the videos with Jane 1 as though I dope her up with a roofie or s 
something. My character in the fictional erotica we made announc 
he is giving her Adderail to snort. I testified that her^charact 
did not seem intested in snorting the Adderail or was^ratner or 
either unable to keep her tremoring hand steady enougn to perform 
the insufflation. My character then provides her Adderail in a p • 
pill form. not, sneaks her a roofie in her drink, but, rather, p 
Dtovides her an adderail pill (a stimulant known to keep people 
awake and focused), when Jane l's character tails to take the pi 
oill my character makes her return the pill to nun. tne no lea 
leaves that out of its brief. Its not clear the ag even watched 
tne ten hours of video exhibits offered or ?nterfi into evidence 
. much less that the required transcripts or such videosan mlke" 
to the iurv seem to mis be. missing from tne RtOA. Glaa&man make

feteabout four straight pages ot tne.AG s brief. . .th°“|f out_
sections that suppotrt appellan P “ u> Henry Ford knowing

0Si.«“.nD«S;;0i fcLAo thiScCourt

that overbvreadth and probable ^asue we.e k y ayma„'s inssitent 
tunnel vision pat ford seemed to ^^^'“Fori'seoretl, filed
S°luppUmenta“brlef he'didnt tell me““^counter* to thf ^
'23). Now Meza is intesting Decause it s , /'inflate overb
balance ofCalifa^eq^rement" .“ Mesa opts to 
overbreadtn into the partic Ihah^narKcularity and overbreaadopt the 9th Circuits insistence that particuiarity^ , ^ lgQ
dth be kept as seP?ra5*^stlS™ve?that is not the way state 1 
and SDI Futures (th, 2010). if one’s argument
law in California operates an rPnuirement" then tne judge ha
heading spells ou tu"pa^'1CUioi uhi~h entails a probable caushas to do a n overbreadtn a^lysis, wh wh t podge of cases
analysis. its not permissible to full in ^ „the par
from the 4th, 6th, ?tn»„?»dii°caJLifornia is satisfied by doing 
"particularity requiremnt crime to search for evidence o
no more than stating some Specific crime
of in the warrant.
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But, it doesan't appear Judge Yegan and giib 
Gilber have entered any opinions on particularity since 1994 

to sarch a AO acre paarcel that tney round included
barn somewhere on the property- 

are rioted for an opinion
in a case
searcnign for a marijuana lab in a
These same two Court of Appeals Judges _ , .
that actually sua sponte removed retained counsel tor incompetent 
Both retained counsel Ford here and the AG; s Glassman shoud- be 
reSmoved from this matter going forward to set an exampel to <.ne 
Bar of how unacceptable it is to misled the _COA at to wnetner pl<=> 
plain view has been eliminated in warrants tor digital evicencei 
Cali W-ll Ford did cite to section dz. and maxe tnat ar^jm.u 
but he really buried the lead by failign to include it in nis 
argument heading then failing to request supplements b.ieting
uStte court interjecting a plain view argument sua sponte 
at oral argument, then failing to^request
rehearing on that an so many other i..«e , th-n i, i = than
client about wh.tb.rh. »i°,li1* ttS? dSi.id
failing to tell tne client ~ via-'" a vis having aep aedpa t 
ail which inure to Fords oen;^Jeou^iy revleid^&foir^habveas, e 
to get appeallte ford^reLsed for 2 years to pro
specailly wnare retainer -ouns-i- _ hiffl $30K...the licen

email the digital ROA to e h lin, with three detached retina s 
the licensed attorney cli 't t ^q23 the pat ford who dissu 
surgeries between May 202d-0ctooer scotSs ’79 states
dissuaded me irom tw.n-ina , f Cart’heard on account of atto
that i can still get a petition, and remove AG G
attorney error resulting i -r0-Ward .-onsi^ring he lied to the co Glassman from the case going lO.waid^on.i- af£idavit.
the court about a key 'exParience in stalking case
detective meg did ^ claim co nave Jp olaim io the ag's brie
in the c warrant arfidavit and particularity requirra
the AG’;s whole on whether the affiant had
requirment argument nitg P ^ , crim° of the sort at issue
specialized experience wocking <fn£n^al~£acts beyond offier t 
In the warrant, especially wnere no ,set^ this bare bones
training and experience -ere elle ed ^slbU 00psie. that i
boilerplate affidavit. that i= n . casuiting in an imprope
plain fraud , an disposition < i. "patent attorney” screams
remittitur. i dont know whata9Zanta,e of. Nottoli (Ca 'll)

s- - «*■*■£
claims are treated.- In «e...lW I^SthirU.??™ sought
of the AG brief it reads the “read.n .o expecience of the
by a warrant was based °"Jna" bilkers often retain imagesdetective and the awareness that staLk^ ^ ^ dlgital devices".
and other material tney . tyhe detectives affidavit allege
Then the AG proceeds to fieanine * "the warrant request was 
cited his expereince and tram g dUaued affidavit or a police

bnsrof stalling.••• * . cited in tne aftidavi
88at6albing «?etsinCC /

8

plain view 
forfeited.

excises at peg®
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must see "sealed trasncript at pages 80-91. (sealed ct 39 
; 4 rt 954-9860. 986. AG Glassman's "handiwork"., huh?

In his ocpy an dpaste from Mitchell , glassrnan excises 
the part about how specificity has two aspects, particularity and 
overbreadth. May have helped this court of Appeals that had not 
done a particularity case since '94 to know that, but Glassrnan 
doesn't care. and he certianly has no fear of remonstrance shoud 
should he be found out, ov obviously, see Mitchwel at *36.
He leaves out the part about how specificty varies depending on 
the circumstances of the case and tyupes of items invovled.
Gosh, this sounds a bit more complicated than just citing to Paint 
from the 7th Circuit and deciding that as long as some particular 
crime is satisfied crime is specified in the warrant, the "partic 
"particularity requirement" is satisfied. And Pat Fored says 
you guys are too old to be judges and.have lost a step.l Pat For 
thh thnks it woudl be elder abuse to' ask the COA via a petition f 
rehearing to rule on overbreadth and probable cause, so he just 1 
let it go. ditto the elimnation of plain view under d2 in cie cal 
cal ex ecpa.

So glassrnan excises the part from Mitchell about how sp 
specificity would require cxonsaideringf that the detectives here 
per the circumstances of the case and the types or items tnvovlvw 
i mean this aint a CSAM case, right its not digital contraband 

involved, the officer's expedience bare bon o oi ^nthetical 
legal constitutionally protected activitry of like
filiming of people out in public ginnea up with bu z w°ca» like
"conducting surveiiliance” like that is some magfd£ 
for the detectives to rub when they dc ^ nQ speicificty, Gi
or some cheat cod ®the court * requires that we consideer 
Glassrnan wants to hide trom . Were or was this cornpsothe circumstances. And wnat they? Jer- « SM3 a„
composite victim coed manufacter a _ = d attorney, mouthing,
anonymous threats?. noPe- i^fa^is fnstafram page, which identx 
off to the public in d attorney Mmefligct4SWttS4Se ^laintLgedllLes' and all
Unadndr fememb^, “the licensed attorney met witn depyty ^eeman

, < 2020 provided license registerratiuon proof oi insurance
identified himself as an attorney and calmly
the the attorney again met with Depty Reyes on 5/17/202 and did
the same! answerinl questions.about the videos he posted to 
i n<;t-auram the day before of him telling AA witn Lb in eas earsno 
that he would appreciate being left al™e .0 jt ^
post°arresttand6seizure5ofedevicesL'from hfs I'ZWtlcVc, submit e

Idm?!t:rLirrihirorth“^vii^fnrsrtircSi^na?!ronyaotdP 

^ILtlgrLTLunls^L n

suchlld ^fm nu^t L I directjontingant threat Pordn race 

recount suggests). So, why g i t t0 determine "ownersh

on m



to de3termione "o'nwership use or iden'tiy"ot the seized devices 
and social media accounts, and hell, lets add cloud storage too. 
why not get a warrqant that allows for searcnign all of the phone 
of anyone who was every my client and anyone i went to gtaae »cno 
school with too...an lets at ledast extend the temporal range bac 
to the date of birth of these coeds, and well, lets just extend 1 
it back to their parents date of birth, cuz that may help law 
enforcement somehow, right?! mean ther's lot like a lot or nexus 
t there, theras some good nexus there under all that bulianrt, n
ri?ht? detective Mcgillivcary gives good _ . .

° I ?uewss there is no need to deter to whatdever ra~tua
findings the trial court made here (hint, i am guessing there wne 
were none) because , like in re george t. holds, where the Fiu. 
Amendment is involved in threat cases (scalxing ..ssenLiai y 

- threat case), a de novo review ot facts is m older. tnaz mig.-t 
entail actually looking at the instagram posts in question, cons 
ronsdi°ring that these were post on my instagram unacidresaed 
to*anyone in particular (ther were other offended coeds and theru
boyugfriends weighing in and making threats . ht tial
phsycially harm me, i reportdixdt to Deputy R/ees)...mignt «.niial 
a de novo review of exactly what the attorney posted iu his msta 
tram and ?ou now those posts are porbably ail lawyere^ up wit 
carefully chosen disclaimers and verbage about tne 
liability" of those who needlessly antagonize people tney tnink

"«MPyand "Old" while spewing invective CO, neicepacty0f
porch hi?h on ketamine, ecstacy, and . °,
Salt Lakl Tahoe er South Lake Tahoe and UCSB? nnn oh also, 
trie t cr cum stances probably entails exammg the _ reasaonablenes of 
of how the search ewas executed, the fo forensic steps taken. ou 
were the coeds claiming someone was following them? no? just a 
43 year old attorney continuing to park nis Bus on the street upl­
and a while that he had already been parking on for six weeksif ^ 

where Corinne Wagner (ig cswaggs) approached the attorney
that one.

affidavit detail the circumstances of 
disclaimers about how he does

nexus.

to siasn tiers and ph

street
asking to party on his bus?

Does the warrant
the attorney psoting many manyu 
not condone violence, how the vents in isla vistya in z014 were t 
tragic, how it would be wise, as a society ot avoid being 
contributorily negligent toward any further such events, how he i 
is not and does not identify as an incel, how the lA Times publis 
published an article about how the incel invovled in LUl4 
had become a bit of a fok folk hero to some, how , the attorney 
posted a video to instagram pre arrest wherein he expressed peavc 
peacefulness and fidelity to the rule of law and respect for law 
enforcement, the DA and JUDGess? how about the scrcumstan^es Ol 
the attorney’s instagram li9nking to th LA Magazine Pf,0^*1.®? 1
satirical comdeic film "Girl mteccupter Dating Coach and nsiwor 
as a music artist performing as ZC@! ZC@/., er ZC25, Grun^r Larp- 
Grunge Larpers, White Dishwasher, etc. etc. allegedly tnerw. was 
a Tofd number of dispatch calls.!.but dispatch was dismssing thos 
cafsl as the whining of fragile snowflakes. tne , ^urnn

tw"nties"oldingdkesgers“nrho0useCfunSof people in the May 2020

n



d dont fit neatly into their tony ocean front cliff party school 
milliue millieu.its beyond me how the events of 2014 could happen 
with people like Leah Beguin playing circus master. far be it fr

my aging creep attorney to presume to lex lecture these pho 
photogenic well heeled coeds about contributoy negligence. thank 
goOd along come detective rncgiilivrary and DDA Chanda to begin 
all the ’’circuity" that will take place if if have to litigate th 
denial of a full an fair opportunity, then litigate the variosu 
porfessional liecensure complications that will ensue... gosh, oi 
destiny tomes p^robably never saw this coming, i a in sure she sue 
is glad the snata barbar sheriff and district attorney decided 
to manip manipuate adn intimidate her into signing up for all thi 
this . 
this .

. Now Carly Warhaft? Well, she readily signed up for al 
Hell, she travelled 120 miles just to watch the sentencing 

of 145 years largely premised upon a damn styory she made up. Sh 
she is an unrepetent attention whore par excellence, whom will no 
bask in the glory of recasting herself as a new type of victim, 
as someone intimidated into committing perjury^by the state who 
now needs immunity to see her recanting through, sne will become 
a celebrated social justice warrior exposing the unethical practi 
practices of law enforcement and prosecutors in taking advantage 

the mentally ill like herslef suffering from dual diagnosis 
bi-polar/subs tance use disorder, and this wherre sne reeadiiy adm 
admitted to state actors that she is a compuLsive liar, 
they vioalted Brady in failing to disclose. just ask her or ke 
k^ep an eye on her internet presence. you never know wnen she io 
eonna pop-up on reddit and allege that the judges involved are

"agysg: JtOff
charged me $iOK to \ A0n*raband that could be stored anywhers™ ail; f ;• - rv I h.KS 3 srs ;rs
really say that about your &a^en 'ariet^acto^y^ aUegatl0[) 

social media cum stalking “. p 0f items Involved? Well,
case, can we? so, wh?t f to oostlns the offending commenI, the attorney invovled admitted to P°=“"=admitting to posting
comments on lnstagiam. T nnt^h0 ludicrousness of young
a comment on instagram ’'pedophile" because I hooked
college males accusing me of Jjein0 P P consent in neighbori

with a 20 year old or two wnen th. a?e o AG.g classman-
states like NEvada is 16. ^UmouSt to announcing i felt " 
has assereted to the COA xs 1 girls". Again, Classman
entitled to have sex witn ud g g incompetence and dishonesty 

be removed from the casV L^ ^nrnev ,.30ose gander. 
If the COA did is to a tl^looking at this case its clear

Oncer you start ^.^^aint factual rape victims.
Seres7ustna ^7of Cumulative --embarassing the legal sys

M^ganChandaCs CfenCd ‘thit 1 called a woman a "good girl 

i-ome consensual erotica Chf Ces of tiiu^items involved"
“e“^«eIeatSe9<e9Ce-

of
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what types of items did they need? they had establsiend my ident 
identity. i admitted psoting what .i posted to instagram. the co 
composoite victim coed did not aiiega anyone anyone was anonymou 
siy following her (get a geo fence warrant with a limited date ra 
range if so) she wasn't alleging she was in receipt of anonymous 
threats, hell she didn't even allege I sent her directr messages 
or text the phone number she gave me, m which i guess relates to 
AA inviting me to go to yoga with her on 5/1&/20, detectives were 
werent satsfied with AA;'s original statement that i did not 
make her feel fearful, so they bullied her to change her story, 1 
like they bullied everyone else invovled here 
far as items i guess they could claim to seach my evidence of com 
commuication for, say May 2020 (really only May 16-may 18, 2020 t 
determine whether or not I was the person who never sent any of 
the messages complained of because, against, the coeds didn't cla 
claim anyone was contacting thedm. rather, at best they claimed 
they didn't like what I publicly posted on my instagram after i 
asked them to leave me alone and they refused by coming on my 
instagram and leaving more threatenting dishonest comments...i gu 
guess the detectives need to search my instagram, and hell, all s 
social media to make sure i am not coordinating a worldwide incel 
conspiracy... and , i guess all browser history for the two weeks 
priro to warrant issuance, and perhaps even videos and photos fro 
those two weeks to make sure I am not , idk, taking photos of 
members of the public walking around out in public? well, idk,

i mean that is protected

so as

that last part seems a bit suspect 
activity, and one cannot really oe made fearful of or harasses 
by the private contents of a hard drive, especially where the all 
alleged victims made no accusation that anyone has been conductin 
"surveillance" of them...oh well, i guess they actually had 
maybe sort of claimed that I posted a video to instagram ro me as 
asking tyhem to leave me along after they accosted me on 5/lo/ZO 
and in the video, AA, Alexandra Attwater is clearly seen andneard 
asking me to go to yoga with her, to which i clearly respond tnat 
I d”Lt wish°to do sf and ask that she and hen intends please 
leave me alone and stop harassing me...well that vid_o and all th 
that is likely not in the affidavit, thougn it would sorta mayD^. 
support the half baked "conducting surveillance narrative det. 
m^nlray was trying to cook up...but because such cut agatns. 
anv suDDOft for a f view that it was I doing tne stalking, rather 
than thp cmposite alleged victim, detec. meg. had to omit and or 
misr°o that out of his affidavit, Frnaks style. Frnaks Styule. 
Franks style. and we know if they limited
to lust that, or even just that m category 2-0 of the -arrant, t 
that nothing stood out as evidence of rape...it was only upon tne 
detective continuing on to review videos from ^
that- he claims to have found sometnign. but tne ROA do^sn t say 
hfLnt and got another warrant, it doesn't say whether he issue 
immediatley flopped searchign for more «pe videos, it doesn t sa 
sav that the whole stalking suspicions nad been wel dispeiieaa Dy 
bv^that point that a review of the relevant time period did not 
reveal me to rn . be an incel mastermind coordinating some ve^y d 

dangerous criminal activity". It doesn t say any or tnat, 
the ROA^ because all of this involves some deeply messy, *>essy 

stuf relative to the way detective mcgillivray abuses his power
l°S 1̂sl i£SStdiai iS!e!S?P!e^l8i? $,iegl?sl£nIXt§UFftSnJu<fin unrea 
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terribly embarassing to tne judical branch.
So, in his copy and paster rehasing of Mitchell from 

20920 the AG leaves olut the part about how tne revwing cour does 
have to defer to the factual findings of the trial court if they 
are not supported by substantial evidence. And reall, 
what ware, if any, the factual findings of the trial court here?s 
Did the trial court find whether or not I had already admitted 
ownership of a all the devices and data seized and claimed at.ty c 
client privilege sufficient to vitiate any need to (Bock style) 
search all data to determien evidence of ownership use and identi 
ty?
were not alleging any anonymous threqats, that they did not recie 
receive any text ma messages or calls or really have any contact 
with the accused attorney other than that which they 
initiated on a public street and via leaving comments threatening 
him on his own instagram page after he had declined their request 
to do yoga with him and asked to be left alone? was that a factu 
facxtual finding? was their a factual finding about some gibberi 
gibberish, cooked up claim of my claiming to "be entitled to have 
sax with underage girls"? what did I realy post or "massage" w 
did i merely point out the age3 of consent in some states is 16? 
do we now get to seize the datya of any attorney who points out w 
what the age of consaent law is? Yeah, of course the AG cut that 
part out of the Mitchell they copy and pasted from because they w 
want no part of a de novo review ot the factual findings, noyt wi 
not with this bullshit batre bones boilerplate warrant affidavit 
relying pretty much entirely on the experience and traning of an 
officer with no experience investigating stalking cases where the 
alleged victims are making no claims of anyone "conducting sucvei 
surveillance of them" or harssing or threatenign them in such a m 
manner, and eve if they di, since when does some snowflake get 
to claim they are being harassed by someone engaging in constitu 
ionaily protected activity like filming peopei when they are 

in public? is that reasonable to cliam being fearful in a_ 
were where these very coeds are psoting photos of themselves xn b 
bikinis publicly on their own instagram and otherwise courting 
as much attnetion as they possible can, replete with abusing 911 
disoatch resources in masquerading their bullying entitled nature 
as victimhood. the Karen click cliche is alive and well in lsla 
vista. aren't these young white coeds a little young to be it 
manifesting Karen Essence? Shouldn't they wait a few years betor 
goinj full "let me talk to your manager" google Karen memes Xl yo 

too far removed in yoru ivory tower to understand what i am g 
getting at. What is Google? you ask? gosh, gonna be hard to 
effectively serve the public as a member of tne judicially if 
one doesn't stat stay in touch with the developing techynology. 
but even Burrows (CA '74), as far back as the mid seventies was 
articulating the need to apply a more stringent specificity requi 
requirement to searches involving "electronic computers . And Os 
Osejo, Cal unpub Lexzis s20l7 provides a great example or how olu 
call cases like burrows, hepner, frank and d adayreadily Provide

ow

were thei there factual findings that the alleged victims w

worout

are
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a 2002 Call cases a 2002 Cal App case out of
Ulloa is not a Califo

by citing to Ulloa
the non binding Fourth Appellate District.
Suypreme Court case, its not out of the Second Appeallate, and it 
necessarily not out of division six. its persuasive at best. Wha 
is mandatory is Burrows, a 1974 CA Supreme Court case that calls 
for a hieghtned particularity requirment as to warrants for data.

"electronic compuiters' and which defines "particularity requi 
reuiqment" to include an overbreadth analysis, which necessarily 
includes a probable cause analysis. we got no full and fair 
opporutnity to litigate our claims where the Second Appellate Dis 
District did not apply bnidng precednt in failing to rule on over 
ovberbreadth and probable cause, see 2 search and seizure o3.0*+, 
and Terrovona (9th) see 28 moore's federajl practice crimnal

2 Federal Habeas Corpus Practgice and Proc 
This isn't a case you want the federal cou

us a full and fair

on

procedure 671.05; see 
dure Sec. 27.1-27.3.
court looiking at to make sure you gave . .
opportunity to litigate all that tfie California Supreme Court 
has demmad included upon placing "particularity requirment ir> 
one’s argument heading. especially not were where calecpa lo^b.l 
(d)(2) is "interwomen with federal law" per Fourth Amendment 
principles, and the lack of the ROA pointing out any attempt to g 
get an additional warrant , combined with the COA her finding the 
evidence of other crimes was plain view, ie, sucn was informatio 
unrelated to the objective of the warrant" means all taking place

on

therafter was a warrantless search. , ,
What was the point of the COA citing to Robinson s mand 

mandatory dictate that "the requirment or reasonable partifuarlti 
’is a flecibls concept f reflecting the dgree of detail avialo e 
formt he facts known to the affiant and present to the magistrate 
" Robinso at 1132, only fo r the COA to then pull case ccom di a 
hopdge pod^e of distant circuits reducing the particularity cequi 
requirement to somethign that doesn't consier overbread^a 
probable cause? but simply requires stating a crime in the warr
warrant? What is the point of the COA citing to rubanko (Cal 4tn
2011) 's dictate that "a warrant that permits a seraach th^warran 
scope may be appropraite under some circumstances, and the ^arran
warrant s lan*Sa»e must be read in context and with common sense 
warrant s to consider if the cricumstances allowed tr
a broad scope and who needs to determnine or consider the 
replete with common sense if nothing more is required han ib. ‘6 
sure a specific charge is or crime is stated in the warrant
The fourth Amendment searched iouid hL
S imlted to th4 individuals identified in the stalkigocases,n

°V^Z°U n-d1 X'l’ctrF S^taUs^s^ry narrow she
upon Wniwn it was appellate counsel Ford coudl only
“left make acSSli ..nte?ceS*worth of argument app ying toe
facts to the law (talk about winnowing, "a"Vhis brief herS, in
the COA left out tne beo sentence: "While it may be that
failivn to address the followi g , r.i rprtain offenses .stal

■i

i.was

'U
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an investigationinto potnetial stalking did not permit a fishing 
expdition into appellant's life that revealed potential sex often 
sse3s involving the other transient women,".

What is that other than an aergument rleated to overbre 
overbreadth and limit the scope to the probable cause, considerin 
the circumstances of the case, the context 
whether probable cause existed to sieze all items of a type and w 
whether officer discretion was sufficinetlly limited and whether 
the warrant was as narrowly tailored as is could have been given 
all the information waa that was known at the time the affidavit 
was submitted and the warrant was issued? And that's just arguin 
a generic stalking case, but this was far from a generic stalking 

The facts alleged in the warrant did not indicate there 
any uncertainnty as to who I was or 'whether I posted the comm 

comments anyone took issue with. There was no aliegbation of 
someone anonymously keying someone's car, or boiling their pet 
bunny, or leaving menacing anonymous message or threats, or crer 
creepily followg them home from work in a ski mask. Nope, just s 

thy attonrey lecturing college gals about contributory
■ * ' • driving aroudn

common sense, and whe

case. 
was

negligence, lud and proud, under ms own name 
in° a bus registered to him, courtesouy meeting with law enfgorce 
enforcement three times and submitting to all their questions 
and painstakingly attmepting to allay their concerns like most 
any license member of the Bar of any jursidctrion would do. now, 
about a little professional courtesy, DeteSctives Mcgillivray and 

Or are you too busy with yoru penis measuring
l( don't know what DDA MeganKouremetis.

contest to be bothered with that.
Chand's excuse is though. . . . QHnAppel counsel Ford s brief goes on, at page _><+ about ho
the only real evidence ther was any probable cause here was " 
an online argument ent wher the alleged victims wno had rreely pa 
patyied with appelant inhis bus and handed out phone nubmers obje 
when he posted phtoos of them, resulting in claims that na was 
and old creep and his repsonse that tney were spoiled 
little brats or "bitches" . Assumign this a evident eprovided 
probable cause for a serach of appellant s electroncis limned 
to stalking, it did no provide probable . ..,
to extract videos having nothing to do with the allege stalking
victims, , including «idenc oe of a^llant^avin^s^xiwtn^tra 
antranslent women who voluntarily - instead the police re
established oxnsneusl sexual 1 evldg"'e (the rape and sexua 
reviewed end usedCOurse, essentially abandon!

the bus video; d * d „urusing sexual assault

Chanda .

cuase

activity on .
the stalking inv®?“g®^°nh|3 been no probable cause.

Tf°that is 'not an overbreath argument pointing out the*
lack, of probable cause ^ £ executin’ the search beyond
much less the unreasonable r.r ‘s s-ooe i°don't know what is.rationale view of the warrant s s-ope^i „app
AppeUant doe^not claim,Sa d coundiOOt
seizure of the viaeoa ul , warrant di not authorize
theair£seizurae/'e ‘AetSauJt Foed'^brie^does

?£itdi54^tS)C2>4 yoS!bS.3d#tS.tUi|u«i.ndj.|rchi^||^

-Oa charge
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And whether more than a cursoy review of the videos was necessary 
to glean whether it reaonable to suspect such be evdience of any 
criminal activity, and regardless, where tne state fofeited its p 
plain view argument, appellant is not required to inteject that 
the videos conent is not immediatley apparent to be incriminating 
Regardless, the detectives had to undertqake additional investgia 
to asssess whether probable cause existed to believe such was evi 
evidence of rape, including tracking alleged victims down. 
However, even when they tracked these alleged victims down, they 

undeterred when Jane 4 told them the videos did not show them 
rape, that rqather, such was consensual actrivity. The detect! 
made th the ill advised choice not to even show the viceos to 
Jan^ 1 or call her to testify...well, actually, that was tneir 
best option because Jane 1 was never going to nelp tnern convict 
h*r friend and lover and fallow actor and filmmaker ot rape, so l 

best for them if she just stayed home workung with her di

Howev

war

it was 
dialeSct coach.

unreasonable^!! |o,e!

%UUlig s«e coUege^oeds inky 2020...«> y-h the ae.rc 

unlawful because the warrant di not authorize that. cate .y
3 of the warrant, limiting such to .. searvcn t • £ of.t e«den. 
related to this case witn a date restrictions _ase be*ng defi

t.d;«™hl.n for ««.»« of s
the only ‘hibg^obeU^casue^ea^to^^ starch for "cc
commuoclatols referring to or relating to tnis_inve»ti0ao g ,

relating to an investigation/ tnac is uuu int4
that ^seeking evidence of and^seizlnfg
interferring with the attorney ' showing tiiat the attorne?r^i:fnen«r^ihu:ennarbirimnal purposeSha„d without a 

speical -ster^invovle.ent « wjrrant^issued^ ^

■ t^nsyco; tboui
under arrest. The ROA simply indicates a what
issued and that a traffic stop wa^ m^e. ^ .;nt out that the B 
basis for the traffic s^op *a®* erty when the stop was made (the
dciveway^to^a^private^apactraent So»p{.* the finest search warran
wasnt valid either.

Thebn in
the AG excises the 

*40 "

was

and the?

his rehashing of theMitcheli 202^ glo^of following sentence from pager <540 ot 
However,Sthe court was concerned about 

whether the warrant was 9-tbroa^becaus^ it fought evicdenc 

that had notmgu to do continu“S on to copy and, Sa?hatSvenCalbIThen, Glass,nan continu-g o.^ ,,^5^ Mla that
straight from Mitcnell at paR 
assumign that photographs... ■

i
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cl So isn't it telling that the AG's brief excised that 
sentence from the Mitchell opinion that it copy and paster for' pa 
several pas pages verbatim. Isn' t that because that*’is exactly 
what the state did here? didn't they utilize an overbroad warran 
to seek evidence that had nothign to do with the crime specified 
in the warrant, stalking? Its telling the AG omitted that specif 
ic sentence becasue that is a key weakness of the state's case.

Interestingly, the warrant in Mitchell 
extremely narrowly tailored compared to the warrant in my caes. 
Furether the facebook warrant in Mitchell was reieated to an acco 
account registered under a phony name, that involved direct and c 
clear tnreats of physical violence in a domestic violence context 
where there had been a documented history of past abuse. The war 
warrant did not allow for seizing all of the suspects devices and 
other social media accounts, just the phony Facebook account 
he was using to contact and threaten his ex with. That is far 
re3moved from some instagram squabile with a composite victim 
cobbled together from three different coeds, invovling non threat 
threats i posed publicly under my own name, on an account identif 
identifying me by my name and bar number as a license attorney 
and which held itself out as a comedic account commenting on matt 
matters of public cocern, protected by the First Amendment.

Ulloa also concluded defenand'ts particularity and over 
breadth objections "war directed at categories of potential evida 
dance which war not used a trial.". That is not the case here. 
All of tghe evidence relied on at trial was squarely7 addressed 
by my particularly, overbreadth, and probable cause objections.

The AG's brief notes"appeilant has failed to meet his b 
burden in challengin the warrant, as it is clear from the warrant 
and attached affidavit that the parmeters of the search were 
particular and menaingful restrictions wer in place, 
if the warrant was phyothetically dam deemed overbroad, appellant 
has not show that any evidanc eshoudl nav ebeen suppressed.".

so, the AG is basically admitting the warrant was overb 
broad, but that Ford failed to point out which evidence used 
should have been supressed.. However, Ford's contention was 
that ail the video evidence used was pulled from the sections 
of the warrant that was overbroad. Perhpas the state means to 
say that, if for instance, ther was probable cause to look at 
videos from mid may 2020, and if for arguments sake one of those 
videos was of Jane 3, the such they would argue fell within a 
portion of the warrant that was not overbroad. However, Cal-ECPA 
has made all of this easier, or at least changed_the way these 
things are handles. Now there is a use restriction mpiace 
eliminating it with eliminating plain view and replacing it 
with a statutory scheme that no one seems to really know tne * y 
such will really be applied and pl«y«d outbe
"infrormation unrelated to the °bJe^Y, „ourd order, and that sealed and unavailable witnout a turtner -ourd ocaa ,

case because tn with lb •

m'itcempt

was
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can't come in an save the day for the state here, 
meant by "rele3vant to an active investigation"? 
there had to be an itivestgiation then active prior to beginning 
tne execution of tne searchy under the warrant? Interesting ques 
question.
" mean? Is that like a mandatory child abuse reporting requireme 
requirement or where a terrorist attack could be stopped due to 
information learned in executing a serarch under a warrant.

We just don't know, butr this case is not the place to 
apply that because the state forfeited any 1546.1(d)(2) arguments 
and it stands to reason they had real good reasons for doing so. 
Could it poossibly be that the detectrives did not seal and make 
dfidsafds and make unavailable information unrelated to the object 
ov objective of thw warrant, but rather hunkered down and.further 
indulged every last suspicion and whim they had, in watchign more 
and more of the privileged attorney files, getting further and 
further afiled from the purpose of the warrant, the objectiveof 

Wouldn't this oe a bad look, detectives and enablin

Wnat is 
Does tnat mean

what does "only when federal or state law requires it

the warrant. > .
persecutors just brazenly violating the law and flouting tne. 
will of the people as expressed by the Legislature? and doing 
thithis to an attorney engaging in activity protected by the .. 
First Amendment all while refusing to comply with the special mas 
Master requirements? Pretty shady. Pretty messy. Kinds rapey.
.d Appel Counsel Pat Ford , upon being apprised or tne
fact that he failed to notify me, the client, that ray Petition 
for Review had been denied by CA Stipe Ct. reacteed rather regi-t 
ably. Indd Indeed, any attorney would be rather otartleu it they 
blew what many consider to be a jurisdictional deadline to rile 
a ntoice of appeal, so of sorts. Petitioning for wert to tne 
United States Supr Ct. isn't quite a notoice ao ^appeal, ^***
one has ^0 f rom the entry or tne denialTOt y _
^Thad los « chail cSance to file a petition for cert, howev 

Wilkins 441 U.S. 468 (1979) provides otherwise.
. . * hhra ii s Suor Ct. considered an untimely proInwilkins, the U.S. Sup^. C ^ defedant who eja attorn

se certiorari petition filed ft r Dromisin-> to do so. id at 4 
failed to file a cert pettxtion att-£f defendants, they the

while the CJA may not apply where the delay
principles of allowing an un • 3ta^e 0r neglect (such as
is excusable due to an a orn y * 1 failed to inform me, his
here where appel counsel review). A applies. This
client fo the denial of Appeal and the CA Supr. Cour
particularly true wner_ , filings seeking to change
courtt clerks improperLy.rejew replace°with court appointed
counsel and have my gained ^trialcourt, and or to appear 
counsel given 1 was indigent in ’ttorney and my.motion
pro hac vice given 1 am still , briefing in tne alternative 
seeking leave to tile supplment.applicabliliy
including b putting forward tne retia or repiacement
evid codS 25 352.2 see (“d“^bable caSse.issues that Fo
briefing on all the sPecxpcI;bLfn„sPput at risk °£„fSh*t gehin

me
However,

468 . .

of
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me a draft copy of any filings and allowing me to approve or dney 
of such filings with the express understanding that I would readi 
remove him as attorney of record and take my chances with a CAP 
attorney and or appear pro haee vice to represent rnyself.

ford may feel his repreentation ended upon the entry 
of a denial of the petition for review, but he may have a duty 
(though a conflict is present) to seek recall of the remittitur 
that was entered as a result of Ford’s own IAC and fraud imposed 
upon the court where Ford failed to , per Cathey, file in the 
Pro Se Supplementia Motion I demanded he filed wherein I , amongs 
various points, demanded that the retroactiveity of evid code 3o2 
352.2 be asserted, and demanded that Ford make clear that we were 
not in fact waiving probable cause and the per California law 
invoking the "particularity requirment "in one ' s_ 
necessarily puts torward both a . - .. . .
cause argument, and furhter that plain view doctrine was eliminat 
eliminated in CA upon the passing of 1546.1d2 in calEC^A, grounds 
for relief under cumulative error theory, violations oi. tn^ conti 
confrontation clause and right to compusory process „ ■!) hLrin 
wiaving in their entirety, over my objections tncougn ax neacm6 
on motion to substitute appointed counsel,e tc. etc. .

Ford's IAC on the not button evid code o52.z. i~au<_ ia parti 
■wrticuarlv noteworthy. The CA Supr. CT has granted review 
on ^*nin*lv dozens of cases raising 352.2's retoactiua applicabi 
lita bit°Fordd seemingly rather chose to rest the hope s of my 
case’onU^is rudimentary^understanding of what he a terna tivaly 
rears to as the "particularity requirement tnen in p ^ petit 
for review as "the particularity clause , etc. eU. alLn 
aiternatly argues probable caiise an^ ^ AG has raised and
Like schesso as support,_oaj-y AG fo-using on probable cause... 
isissue that wasn't raise in the ^ ia\e thatone cannot
Ford lacks the basic competnecy leverto ;contented a lack 
claim to be litigating ove.rbreadit i taoota lso^£niten ^ Qpe
of probable cause, in evaluating .,^not persist in asserting 
of the pawarrant. riopefully tord ^claims he only took
that all his blundering was ciient, but he only took
this case, that he didn t want m- ^ a p’ucth Amendment issu
this case because it teatur w£0 was counsel in state

citations to it since God^s ot 3u^®grtant case du by

handled the b adth case “habeas case ,J}ggg?i.detie sf

88! « J;*
'MS' EXCUSe “hi.n particularity
issues. , -nnsidec seacctiio ^Ford handled t,ga th|h|£vgUg(i- Let.s consi Remember^ bvasic.aliy£9j4RS es
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Califocnai case where particularity w/s overbroadth;
Meza ('23), which Ford secretly filed a Supplemental Brief aobut 
witnout telling me or letting me review prior .therto, in violatio 
of our express agreement, Rogers * 36, Mitchell ’20, Nasraah '07 
Holaisen ’85 Uiloa Cal App '02 Holm Holmesen and , Greene '10 
Frank '85 Hepner '94, Cai '15 Higgins '02

The only one of those case that is a Ca Supreme Court case 
is Fran* '895 '85. Amongst the Cal App. case the only one's 
from the Secodn Appelate are Hepner and Meza. . The re ace ca s e s 

aad ULIoathat tnat.like Meza

bring.in fancy schmancy (th Circ 9th Circuit principles about 
treating particularity and ovsroreaddth as separte separata 
distinct concepts, but that is not the law in California.
Plenty of California Supreme Court cases interpret the "particula 
"particularity requirement" or "particularity clause" to include 
overbreadth, which includes probable casus. See Amador, Robinson 
Bradford, Frank, Burrows, and on and one.
in Weber '90 and SDI Futures '09 nas insisted on treating particu 
particularity and ovarbreadth as separate and s distinct, out 
that is not the law in this state. At the outset of the Court 
Of Appeals opinion here, though, the C0A points out that appel 
counsel Ford has failed to content that probable casue is at issu 
issue. This is another way of saying "we are going to make 
daquick work of your "particularity requirement" argument.hearing 
because yoru idiot attorney nas winnowed the hell out. of it by 
reducing it to arguign nothing more than the particular!ty aspect 
of "the particularity requirement" (nevermind the COA had to _ 
ignore all the mandatory California case making that limited inqu 
in quiry a lot more detailed and complicated than simply looking 
to make sure tne warrant specificied some particular crime to loo 
look for evidence of, relying on federal case from tne 4tn, otn, 
7th and 10th Circuits, no less... .California has tne tittn lai.g 
laroerst economy in the world, why on earth would its COA judges
Son't'nav-fsucn a^ac ^"cono,^ .

. -sue ano

Thge The COA opinion in footnote three claims appellant 
does not content the earch warrant affidavit failed to establish 
probable casue for the. search, excising from the sentence quoted 
from appellant's brief the following "... (and the only real evid 
evidence_o£ this was an online argumentwhere the alleged victims 
who had freely partied with appellant in his bus handed out phone 
numbers objected when he posted photos of' them r resutling 
in claims theat he was an old creep and his repsonse that they 
were "spoiled little brats" or "bitches.) Assuming this evidence 
provided probable cause for a search of Appellan't s elelctronics 
limited to stalking , it did not provide probable cuase,to extrac 
videos having nothing to do with the alleged stalking vicimts, in 
including evidence of " alleged sex crimes with otner women....

Sure, the 9th Circuit

much 
reflect on
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instead the police review and used.... instead the police reviwed 
and used all of the unrelated evidence ....tyo change courses, 
essentially abandoning the stalking investgiation and pursuing se 
sexual assault- a charge for which there had been nor probable 
cause”. page 34-36 AOB. Further, at page 28 of Appelant's brie 
such points out "the Ninth Circuit has recognized the need to pro 
protect "against the danger that the process odf identifying 
seizable electeonci evidenc ecould become a vehicle 
for the government to gain acces to a larger pp pool of data 
that it has no probable cause to collect." Scnesso (ith '13 at 14 
142Not sure why Ford didn't just cite to California Supreme 
Court cases that state such a basic poin on the breadth of the 
warrant needing to be to limit the scope by the probable cause 
showing (Eubua Eubanks, Burrows ('74, Frank '85, etc.), but still 

Ford's brief at p 31 notes "the searches could have been limite 
limited to the individual s identified in the stalking case, and 
could have used speicific key words such as "incles...or derogato 
derogatory comments consistent with cyber stalkinjg. footnote 6 ( 
6 reads the warrant did say the search could "include" com,nunc 
cations referring to AA or LB and evidence related to the crime o 
stalking, but it did not restrict the search to eommuneiations 
with those women"... How about the search could hav e be limited 
tne scope/breadth by the factual findings (those supported by 
substantial evidence) upon wnih which a probable cause showing 
was made? How about point ao out that any interactions with AA 
prior to her approachign appellant on 5/1/ 5/16/2020 (and AA 
admits appellant didn't even seem to recognize her then) are n 
necessarily irreivant and statle stale gtiven they consist of 
nothing more than AA gave her number to appellant in a bar in 
s in January 2019, appellant left some unanswered voice males in 
the following week, then had no further contact with her until 
she approached him on the street on 5/16/20. How about limit 
the d search to the only two days any relevant fatual allegation 
took place 5/16/20 til arrest on 5/18/20? How about limit the 
scope to the allegations made by the alleged stalking victims? 
no allegation of receiving some anonymous threats froma phony 
Facebook account like in Mitchell (Cal App unpub '20), no allegat 
of express, explicit direct threats being sent directly to the 
stalking victims, mererly an allegation that an attorney posted 
some gneralized coomments.directed to no one in particular to 
his instagram social media account that cannot be said to be 
even indirect threats... but rather, merely comments pointing 
out the way of the, ie, that tthere are peopel in our society 
who may not like a gross abuse of process, that there 
are irrational unstable angry people in our society and wi we all 
owe a duty to each other not to bwe contributoily negligent with 
respect/to doign what we can to avoid inflaming the tenous c 
circumstances we encounter , partiuciary where our soecity has 
become more divisiove, a loneliness epidemic, more guns in the 
country, than people, a toxic social media landscape, law enforcem 
ent displaying TV cop ego and a lack of restraint

Ford/s brief further underscores the overbreadth and particu 
larity claims by noting "while itpuay be that its more dificult , 
to target searches for cer 
those offesnses, ". fjji
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted, ,
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