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I. Whether Cali-forma Vtolaled due process by asserting

on a Ba.

ex ere,is

ing exc

over ar

IS

io n

and H r>

•felonie

lusive jurisdiction to the ships ~f \ag country over on-board 

crime v|/ken at sea preempt Cal Hernia from asserting j urfsd ict/on

define and punish piracies and

defend 
yestjl

does Th 

d iction

mTiTlec Performance of an acT in this sToT^. culminaTing in a. 
n ...

Itime I n anoTher staTe, when The only legislative, history iscc
notation exacTly Tracking The Title?_______________________________

ing jurisdiction over The above-described allegation, or « 

ci decedenTs CaliVorma. residency allow state-courtjuris—

damtan -"flagged cruise sViip occurring o4~-£ The J?taIian 

thoT never ported i n The U. . based on eu I iOS staTv

H, Whether law enforcement violaTes The 6 , and HTh 

ents To The U,5. Const by invading The defense camp when 

its information "from a privaTe investigator who is Knoain

e counse L or way lam en "Fore erne nt rely solely on the m- 

aTors assertion thaT he was never retained by the defence
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From /\ Defense Tnvestiqator And Calls Him fis ATm
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The decision o~F the Ca.liFovnia Supreme Court is Apyendtx 
xnt decision by The Co.1iFornia Court O~F Appeals^ h^Dist, 
is reported at 86 Cod. APP. ST 787; The jurisdictional
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The jurisdiction o~f this Court is im/oxed under 28U.5.C ;  
(jg). The order to be reviewed was entered MhslaoatolApK.A),

5. Constitutional And Statutory Provisions involved

Constitution: (\ ) Art. TL, Cis, IO:The Congress, shall have the

power ' ~o „. „ DePine and punish piracies and "Felonies committed______
—| 

on the

r ’ ’■■■■ " 1 ........ ...  >

high seas, and oTFenses aqainst the lawoF nations,________
-J--------------------/------------------------ • U .

Art3£L Cis. 2; This Constitution, and the, laws oTthe

U r> {tea States which shall be made in pursuance, thereeft and______

all tvd<
I 

ities made, or which shall be made, under the authority

o'P th J
35---------------------------------------------------- >■ > •

United States, shall be the Supreme law o~P the land;_____

and "thk
) 1 *

i judges in ^.yery state shall be bound thereby, anything in_____

The co iisTitution or laws oTary state to the contrary notwith —

Jo person shal 1 beheld to answer, nor be 

or
En all criminal prosecutions, the accused

counse I -por

CTiii j



TenT
me. in

another!

any crime ocommits

vention On The Higk Seas Act OF H58. ArtVl,j? I,

d<jgc/ ih /TH,

y in this state,

(\>} Whenever a person who, within this state, Kidnap 

person Within the meaning o~F Sections 2 0 "7 and 20°!^ and

(D As o r jginally enacted in I^OJ’, T^ietextwas so/ely su 

6x5

noui—this sTaTe, The, person is ipunisnaPl^ "For ThaT c 

taTe- in Th< same manner ols i~f The crime had been commThis 5 

e v\Tire

which culminates in The comm

„ Mo state- shall make or end­

privileges or ivnmuniTtes o~F c 

nor sha 11 an " ‘ e dep>ove any perso 

recess o-p law C-J
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-Treaties
-or in international Aor in these articles, shall be. sub\eci~

to its exclusive Jurisdiction on the high seas, ^As a prisoner,_________

Retitu net has no internet access and cannot- provide the -Fu II

text c
J

F the treaty, which is available at https: //wwiv, qc.noaa. _ _

qov/<H
is 1 w

^uments/8 1 H58 hiqh seas. pd"F.'I The U.S. is a party
□ ’ I

_____ to tlii and the next treaty. feee https: //treaties.un.org/paqe57

Viey/ )etai Is. aspx Psrc—TREATY" ^mtdsg—no= XXZ-ZQ^ chapter-21 ?)_____

Cz} The United Nations Convention OF The Law Op The Sea.

(uncl< s'j o"F December IO, H82., Part "SIL, Arts. §§ Hand 72 provide

that

_____ they

) J s- 1

'csjhips have the nationality oP the State whose -Flag________

are entitled to Ply and save in exceptional cases expressly___
/x

____ provi
shed

/ i i > ■

tied "For in international treaties or in this Convention,______

be subject to its exclusive Jurisdiction on the hiqh seas.

( For the "Full text see h ttp s: // vv w iv.u n. org / d e pTs /1 o s / con ven______

_______ tian agreements/texts’/un cl os /part 7. htm ]

. ■ t : —-i- —
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kfocow't'es x/ C Ck U Vof n 1 a.

"7, S-t-gTewient OF Th^ Case.

Petit oner Lonnie iFocontes was convicted in Tune 2020 oFFirst

degree w urder For Fmane ia I gain atrer a lury trial in The Or«.nge County_____

Superior
J J ! /

Court wa$ accused ot murdering hiis ^x-vriFe, Micki
------------ 1

Vxanesafe i while on ex Med iterrq.Yiecm cruise That be q an and ended tn Spain,

TV\? owl
>----  --------- --- -......'................. ....... ... ’

v Cali Forma connection was The couples residency where

th^y 1 ved together in Orange Coun+y< The cruise ship. The Tsia.na
/ -J J / 1;

was Flagged in The Bahamas'. Lonnie is an American citizen.

tAicri’
.   11 □□...................................... i.j.. .i .in ....i   -................. . ....... .. ....... ..

citizenship was noT established at Trial, but she wa.s born

m 3a
1 z

an. The cruise occurred in Kay 2006, Charges were-Piled in R.L 2QI3,

TVs was The 3rd prosecution ©F Lonnie. For the same charge by The

Oraviae
t r f

County District Attorney. The First, imTiaTed by complainT, was
u~~ 

dismiss
i * i ; f ' ;

ed. by Judge William Evans (n May 2.0 13 aFter an ev/idenTiary__________

hear ma
j -J f !

aFte.r he concluded Cal, Fenal Code^7786*A did not exTend
□

_____ Aurisdic -ton To crimes culminating outside the 50 states oFthe V,5,

That so. ine dav. the prosecutor rePi led The identical complaint as anew

cas? tc
—---------/-/ ) 1
ensure Lonnie s continued deTention. AFter Lonnie veFiled ht's

’motion to dismiss on iurisdiction. The prosecutor obtained an indictment,

withoir notiEyina the deFeviS^. oE the errand \urv presentation, Thi s

o.\\owe<
—1 11 11 "I mJ ................. .. .... .. ....... U )

the case To go before the master calendar iudae overse^.inq

Q rem d \uries. cl Former prosecutor, Tudge fricKett, Contrary To CaliF,
j

Rules o
-J------------------------------------------------------------ H--------- “------------------------ ■• ■•• -& ----............-......................  f i

F Court K.H5fa) and 16.351 (a)., boTh oFwhich require dispositional

motion 5 To be assigned To atrial dept, PricxeTT decided Vie would

rule on the rurisdiction motion,

Be tore PricKeTT denied the dismissal motion, The prosecution___ ______

appeal d Evans dismissal oF case7^1 -to prevent Final iTy. Apter it_____
1 J

got Erie <ett To hold that jurisdiction existed, and aFter Forcing Lonnie
/lh>oF 31 pgs



Ily jealous o"F LI Vrationa

in
2

Q.V\ L on S m

months
2000 she threatened suicide,, At -the, twt o-fth< cruise

Lon »

invest)-

9
bA'icxi was interested m seeing the Mediterranean, cmd the

n\e was r\ot enthusiastic about cruising,.

partner, Susan McQueen^ did several times. ^Bill and Susan ha,d done

Michi would sovnetinxes drinK alcohol 

\ng st -For over 5

w t shed 1 •■

bA.tc.Kt 0 > nd Lonnie wer^ in jot n't counselmg„ They plcmned tp vfonarry. 

s long-time-friend and private investigatory Bill frice^ su

•Ve.d<e/a.

no Kno

Kl and Lonnies reconciliation was not wi thou t challenges. Nick i 

s.tienced depression since 1^6 when she decided to abort a-

in with

IA<c 

had ex p

o reKindle their romantic re lotion sb ip and Lonnie moved bc<c< 

her in tVieirjomily-owned residence.

: their joint ownerships and the newiy cueds guicf<iy began ar- 

er several things- including Amy r- unrestrained expenditures' 

y -from their joint account To punish Lonnie "For his coniac 

CKi^ Amy had reyeng^- sex with an old boy ~Frrend which eod 

rrtag^- a~Vter only vnonthx, Awvy ad mt thed this be-fore a-

guinq oy 

Q-f mane 

with Hi

i led jusv-ri

g) At ~bhe a< 113 heaving on jurisdiction, claimed she lied to^heTed I grand juryL_ bgcgmye

Lonnie thr:atened her. But at tuk/ th zozo she said there were no threats' and, she.
’inaKe him looK JOod," ^3 <r{~ 3~J



I

L it still would not hove issue. orEvans Zd I

claim piec

J"udge
vnj-

maYf 1

returnin

became

tn a e<S about a.

dgffinverrt case number, and there was no preclusive eFFect because

to ex pen :. money brieFing the app 

o n tlrft QM^.

bgndoned its- appea i 

oV~ oral argument, When Lonnie ran out p-Fm on Ry he was -Forced 

trial with a public defender.

gh the pending cep peal in case should have removed Judge 

s jurisdiction over the identical issue, Vie not only etTective)y

Casua

fAtaKt,

PricKeit 

overrule

Lonnie 

-Final u 

At p pea

__ _ cgs butnot tvha(.s-.J) The Cali-C, Supreme Court, wkic.li had originally 

the habeas order-to show caus~<?, denied revieiu, depubh'shmg the 

:d~~At>peals decision,, 6><?e 2Ht| Cal.Apy. H >22.^, ^published ...

onme and IticKi metAoct a law tirw\ where Lonnie Was an associate, 

j.y and KiciCi o. secretary^ Q NVelueny -4- Myers', Los Angde-r, MickI de- 

rheum
;d in IR3S*, Her sole source o'Fincow>,< /For the. I as t/^ years o~P her 

rx5 disability insurance,/The couple d<Uorc&dm 2002. /amicab/yj) 

■ cmtmoed to share their joint residence, 

2OO5\ Lonni e married Amy AJgvyen , a schoo l teacher, who fa e had
I |y dated Since 2002, Lonnie matvitamed hl 5 "FVi^nd ship9 with 

m mainten<xnce while he discussed’

challenged Pricketts ^decision once "Judge Evans order became 

pon the prosecutiovis QL-bandonnient oFJts ag>yealj -the Court &F 

I held that PrihKett-did not overrule Hvans because this was

V i ' imagistrate, (Aterm applied w

Still h:.d municipal courts who were ewipowered to conduct -Feb 

ngry V _ c<xr\n< 

issuer



evidence onm
can'

converts

on the internet^ had. balcony cabins 

-the Court OF Appeals opinion, no
. X/Z

'* Tk
ms. 86 C<J App4 VFS32. 

l^ctded not +oqo because

unexyec
A -the FBIr

Wq.5 not uptohis sTandarcis, but when interviewed by FBI o.osn't' 
- w

in luly 2,006 in cl recording Pric^- made,, he. said h< loved itpyer_____

i the only reason he and ^usan did not go was tha-T Susan s mother was 

>d jy scheduled For surgery at'the same time. BuT that interview 
seizure o-F near I y^2, million in Lonnie-s- assets, alleging 

proceeds oF MicKis murder. In November pF 2.O)2,X Lonnie

o

govern^;nen't' ~to g1

C-riYnina- I dt\/ision d -To File, fs-e* -the mgn~t~ ord <er,

AfpKnc• (X C.^) T~t Wa5 ~the geixure oF Lonnxec a,ss,e~f~-S- "FVigl prompted 

_____ Bill Price ~to become a double ag-en.t~ For-rhe FBIt as- Bill had be^vi_____

Bill cou 

bu~r -th;

cinicd Lonnier counsel on

a Former Pf C, police oFcr. witli experience on a £>EA Ta SK "force, Bill was: augre 

of a.$sit ytizurer and mFormgn~t~ rewaX'ds,_______________________________ ;_____

ne 3rd day oF-the cruise, Lonnie a.wone a'

ItqhT above her bed stj)| on, and her bed still,made, He

bed a-t'trial -that he Told Lonnie -there were security camera^ oH cruises.



irnmedvcdC ornq To

night be

Tell him that the secure k wa
had occurred p^iousand thi«

After

demecme onn»e

ollow

vessels- wa

Kicri sCause _d <a.th — do not appear in an
defender had an emai I 'fro m

The
<» cause o~f death wag blunt -Force trauma-To the head occurring

ambien when They returned To The cabin shortly be'Fore midL 

ause he was still haying Trouble adjusting To the time change. 

L also had a. alass" o*F wine a/hen they returned. When Lev^lt?

ng. That evening when Lonnie was at a. hotel a-Wft.iti^ word 

alian Coast Guards search, the American Consulate called to

g€T ner pe.

TaKevx an

could no~ 

her miss

MicKi to 

she neg

’ would be a miracle, it they Tound ner body.
that conversation, Lonnie Sf>oKe to 8i U who Told Lonnie, he



hip. Apparently “the public deFender was unaware oF this opinionon rhe s

that -th

ie wine bottle purchased aT dinner, then strangled her and

Would y

vifFs own -Forensic

AFte

KU 4 we

frevcutx

the fgL asked B>U

is account oF the events never changed. He volantar'ily gave, 

a, DMA s<xxnpleJ which turned out to be a ruse to see iF Lonnie

tho legists agreed Hick* died in

I. “The prosecutions theory was

O.oocO, but aFter seizure oF Lonnies assets m November ^8.
■ n/ ill. _n "1."*^—1 I “*—*'**—

vnents so Bill insisted on cash there —

mid nig tf-
Lon fl 

hours, F 

theFK’

Susan aS inve 

nt on the same

i. couple returned to the cabin about 3/60 Pk\ aFter eating ir 

:re -Formal restaurant, where Lonnie hit tticKi oyer the head

® Although le&nse counsel made no attempt to admit any evidence oFcruise StaFEr re-
ports, tYi< 
-rhe U+He

waiter said each oV the couple dtanK I glass o-F-wine at dinner" and too K 
TheXtalian pathologist said there was no alcohol in MfcKl’s bloody but~h-e.__ _

d»d not vui 
Apparently 
pathologic?

the test — charmless con-frontation clause violation per tue Court of appeal, 
learning that ship sTotfsawthe couple iwa show at least 2 hrs after dinner. The. 
hangoi^to 30 minutes to H hrs a-Fter eating



was

any docw < >ie ntat~ io w. Desirous o~f BiIVs continued cooperation, tine FBI ....j j  ................    .... ■.——

never gu<tstioned these explanations, At trial, Bill claimed all money 

he got from Lonnie was to bribe Amy Nguyen, Lonnies ex-wife, De —

f ense ct>unseI never impeached Bill with his F8I statement and______
z * rf H v /

al\owed Bills claim that he was laundering Lonnies br> be money

n his 2004 FBI interview, including: (jl Lonnie had earned ~Ae

when si ,-e had sex with another man,- f?) Mick* was depressed over mfs-

car ria. 9 ?Sj Ch)the couple had good days when Hicxi was not drinKt-ng, 

she dranK VAick! would sometimes rage and breaK things;

eve>
ff t

after a\\ that won sense Lowe still caved for VhicKi^________

______ g^d (G Jthe onlv reason Bill and Susan did not accept Lonnies offeir

-To go a
|----- --------- .......................................... " " •
n the cruise bad to do with the surqevv ot Susans mother. Bill______

also tJ fr 'Id the Fgl-rhat, i>onme bar never^ in all the time ZT met firffc ) him,_______

advocat ( el that he wanted to, should, or would do anything to her.

Follow i ng the seizure of Lonnies assets in November 0 8, Lonnie hired

tAo-rx WerKSvnan. and reengaged Bill and Susan, UnVexnownst 

Bill contacted -the F^X and offered his assistance., insisting that

he was ntver a defense i

nted Contacts with the FBI, During that period. Bill and Susan

went on multiple investigative trips to Italy and Ca h fornra, including 

a meeti ig with new counsel to discuss investigative strategy,
D, Delavation Of Mark WerKS man. ) Lonnie paid all of Bills



<XS Sill had "big connec-

cause, he wanted the money,... He wanted her frA'icxi^ be—

testxvn
sdxd she Knew n

Lonnie

Lonnie

Bill an<l

3>ll also disclosed to the FBI,

Des

went, the court wrote;November

t the recording of Amy to the FBX shortly thereattev.
did not Know of its existence until 2.o\2. when the O.S„ tried

would never be believed because

V/h’il 
in a

id not matter. The public defender never pointed out to the
.J .1 • I • o'n1

her. ^b 

cause s

the cvuis
4/

tions. At

tasKS, 

w hick

Jojt-Poreh 
Bill seA

the rec ;rd i ng

pite Bills assistance -for 3 years and the resources of tke “Federal 

, the FBI was unable to ntount sufficient evidence to defeat a-

2O, 20|2z in granting Sm 

e suspicion naturally wou  
case such aS -this, Suspicion is noT enough -t-o survive summary 
went, When all is said and done,-rhe qove_rn«nent ha_s_present



lies abo

He Quest

u

you run

CU

Price anc

recordin

1 Know c

a 
vnony Or

"Deceiv in

q, Price and Voght let her listen to it before interviewing Amy, and 

yasKed if Bill influenced her story, Amy told them, Everything 

xvne -from Bill. Lonnie was ousted 3 days' later.

< ction veg ax d i n q Kickis death for over a more years)? (3) when B»|| 

iid Lonnie about Amys statemewtsconfroni

who Ic

out of hi 

and Bill

s license as a private investigator when Bill supposedly con- 

Lonnie with -rhe recording in 200?; Qz.) Bill KicK-e<d Lonnie

■ s bouse when they confronted him with the recording of Atny

1 had not spoKen to Lonnie s ince, (Bill and Susan continued to do

not only 

followe c 

walx out!

saying, II) get everything you want, I promise^ because guess' what;

An T \a/a *-r th«w\ to aiv<? it to vou. I want it tor mu self. Amv you

in such 
crimes i 

d*d not intervene until it was clear Amy was ready to su 

Voght were promoted after bringing this case.

conduct violated several Penal Code sectionSj inc )udmg § 13 3, 

A Witness To Affect Testimony and § 137, Inf I uencinqTTesti- 

Information Given To Law Enforcement, which maxes offering <x bribe 

tveumstances ad~e\ ony. Although they monitored Bi’|l?s manipulative

j Lonnie called Amy a. whore. 
z/ J -ovmie raped a 15 

o : r girl was damaged. Bill also offered Amy a. bribe 

into-financial problems I wtli come to your aid.Im

y Bill also implied that if she didn't bacK his story she would be



8. Reasons To GranT The Petition

QK Ca i-fornia Lacfted Territorial fSubject Matter) Jurisdiction Over An

Mb toed Homocide On A Foreign-" Flagged Ship OnThe High 5eas, Both As

h N| atter 0"f Statutory Construction And Due Process-. __________ -_____

Judo . Evans'dismissal aFcase#! was based on the legislative purpose be-

hind Pena Code § 77$a_ fa) Cwhen passed in 1*105 only subd- fa) existed? subd. f b)______

was addt
— I j j

j in H3I to address the jurisdictional problem o~F inter-country Kid-

napping when additional crimes against the victim occur in a-Foreign country^___
-------- —+f—9-

Se.cTioh 1 78a in its current Form since 1331 provides*
Tlgjt 
Cad

ActWiThi'n This State Culminating In Crime Tn This Or Another State; Kidnapping 
Vhenever a person, with intent To commit a crime, does any act w>thiD_+hk5______

sv<i
O-fl

lire \n execution or part execution of That intent; which culmina-tes’fnthecommissfofi 
i crimCjeither within orvuithouT this state; +V\e person is punishable-For that

ar
+ip

ivneinThts State tn the same manner as i-Fthe crime had been committed en — 
e\y in this state.

a] Whenever a. person who, within this State, Kidnaps another person within
+h 
an

<L meaning o£ Sections act and 2.0g, avid thereafter carries the person into 
it her state or country and commits any crime of violence or theft against______

-H
TV

at person in the other state or country, the person is punishable For
at crime of violence or Theft in This state "in the same manner as i-F ........ ....

Tl e crime had been committed in this state.

This sec tion In its original Form when it Was recommended to-tine

L tqislaTure by tine Code Commissioner \n 130 5 consisted soRy of

Subd. (a ), and was titled. Performance of an act in this state culminating

\ Y> OL CXI me in another state. The Code Commission was created in 1370

To rev is <» existing statutes, correct errors, and to recommend all such_____

enacts nts as shall, in the Judgment erFthe commission, be necessary

To Suppl v the defects oF and give completeness to the existing legisla-
' ' * T 1
tion o'F

7------------------------------------------ ------1----- !---------!---- !------ 1 ■■■ ------ -- ] J

the state. Keeler v. Superior Court fl37O) 2. Ca| 3d 61% 623.______

The pro posed statute (§ 778a.) appears on pg. 632. oFthe bill. Tn
" —I "" ■-

The. WIO-H gin. the Code Commissioner explains the purpose o-f the bill as ___

Per-For mance aF an act in this stexte. culminating in the commission <yFa_
U of 3 7



,4 I • t
issioners note, printed at the

tt

of g cvi

Would
bd. Ccu) used

in only g 

Culminotj

o substantia) weight in construing statutes, Van Arsdale v. 

rfHCB) 68 Cal 2.d 2H5? 34% That court further exp lained: 
particularly true where the statu-te proposed by-the Commission

Msc > 

eqislat

grlme in 

bottom o 

publish

Mexico), 

meocninc

f -rhe bill and beneath the official version of the statute when 

gd, read, This section is designed to provide-For the punishment 

of perse ns who in -this state do an act culminating in the commission
* ' n . . i

r|ne i n another state. The Code C^v^isioners notes are en-

T^'sls

and ■Lv'nere the Commission’s comment is brief because in such a, 
avion there is ordinari ly strong reason to believe t~hat the 
jilators’votes were based in large measure upon tVie explanation

>re intended to create inter-country jurisdiction in California 

narrow category of crimes, i.e,, when a California Kidnapping 

ss in additional crimes of violence or theft (obviously in 

Tf subd, (a-Vs language of without the state had the expansive 

ascribed to it by Judge fricKett when he overruled Judge Evans, 

<>f~ -the same court, |,e,? any athere outside California, there would 

sen no need -for subd, (b) to be added.The C alifovnia Kidnapping
• ff • " r~ i \ce the predicate California act m part execution ot the subsequent

to conyiat Lonnie venders subd,(.b) complete surplusage. But California 

-follows the universal rule that, 'where (sic) a- statute, with reference to

nta) ta.sK is to determine the Legislatures intent so as to effectuatef undavne i

Co-lifUnia also Follow

one sub I ect contains a given provision, the omission of such provision From 

a. simil< j r statute concerning a related subject is significant to show that 

a different intention existed. People v. Cottle (2,006) 3H Cal 2SM



The laws >urpose. HecftafT v, A-1 Self STorage, Xnc. (2018)4 Cal 5 ~i'~il<757.____

A Ithouqh rhe government argues thatThe plain weaninq of the sTatute s_________

uji+httt or without This State ph rase should end rhe analysis; biff- in apply-

inq The
4* '' / 1
plain meaning Yule, California courts cure supposed To consider rhe_______

statute'
T v- ,-lJ^7-" - ’7
S purpose and reject a. literal interpretation at odds with the. ob-

vious du pose. As the Calif Supreme Court explained;

The f>l< 
meant

ivt meaning1' rule does nor proVthit a court -From determining Whether the htera.1 
>q ofa statute comports vuith its purpose or whether such a construction_______ _

0+' one 
of a S

svou fsion is consistent with other provisions of rhe statute.The mean ing 
[atute may not be determined -From <x single word or sentence; the axirds________

must
must

>e construed in con text;-and provisions relating to The Same subject matter
be harmonized To the extent possible. CCitation.3 I—1 Teral construction should______

rxot p 
Their

■evail if it is contrary To the legislative intent apparent in the statute® 
itent prevails overthe letter, and The letter will, i-f possible, be read as

To ca 
relat

Aform to the spirit ot the a.ct/c’citaTions.b interpretation that renders
?d provisions nuqatorv must be avoided.” ________ _ __ _____

Lunam V. Deukrneiian 4 5 Cal 3d 727, 733. This rule is often €X-

plained < s one of latent ambiguity when the literal construction would
r b --------

CauS£ ai unintended expansion of a statute, beyond that contemp 1 ated.______

E- q.? Bru
;e v. Gregory (jc)67)(o.5C‘a| 2.d 666, 674 ( V/ords will not begiven

their 1 i ■era! meaning when To do so woul<A evidently carry the operation of_____

the ena Jtment 'far beyond The legislative intent and thereby make its pro-______

visions ipply to trans action 5 neveY contemplated by the leg islatii/e body ).______

Ihoxe
1 r / 1 ' ■ '

:>ver. given the original title and its retention jn the official version

of The s atute To the present day ^showing inter-state application only \____

th^xe. is xlso a. patent ambiguity. 5ee Siskiyou County Fa, rm Bureau v,________

Dept oA Fish And Wild hf-e. /2.01 S ) 237 CalAppH HII,H33Ca patent am bl -

Q U I TV ffO n ses -from the -Face of Cthe statu teO . e. whereas alatent am bi"
l) --- f
^uity Y< .quires a provisional examination of2 extrinsic matters And under___

This Cc
1 r

’Jrts precedent, The title of a statute and heading of a section are

Tools a

---------- ,»■, p “ ............. .",,“l .. ............... ... ■ - ---------1- ■'■ ................ ... -*/-------- '

vailablei for the resolution of doubt about the meaning of a statute

A\mend :driz-Torres V. U.S. f 14*18) 5 2.3 U.S, :z.24, 2 34 (cfr-gtibns omitted )a__________

1 3 af 37
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oyer an g

M c Dom. I

asserte

to murde

then committed the murder overseas, event pg’

vvftinq intent in California to cowmit a c<m€ on the high sea5 or
14 o-F 37

pas sag 

Gonaod

—   ----------------------------------- ------------------------- si—»—

recisely the scwiTio held iftsvff

incestudjs marriage. with his minor daughter and 

<1 jurisdiction over the. incestuos marriage. 

Action 77 8 a fa j Cthen just 778a~3. The <xppel

.. which occurred in Arizona.

2, of -section 778 cl (a), its 'precedential value, is enhanced. E.g.^ 
  

This is p 

the statute. P\nd because He Donald was decided much closet to the

and air 

that Fo

assert!

anothev
Xi- is
tion
They
-d.au ^ - i. . — — • j. — - ■ .-v ■ . - 71

omy-yay -to give a Calitornia cour-p jurisdiction over a- prosecution tor 
the' “ ----

rial courts determination that section 7'78a.^a) bestows jurisdiction 

leged crime onthehi'gVi seas on a Foreigq-F lagged ship conflicts 

historical construction of the. state in cases' such as People, v.

am this case. McDonald was
. n . . . . ' . i

court E' //hen construing a statute^ should tane. into account matters 

sucha s context, the object in view, the evils to be remedied , the 

hi star 

public.

y of the times and of legislation upon the same subject, 

policy and contemporaneous construction L  

S05 when the statute passed, the automobile was in its in~Par

nn that -Forming criminal intent in California and then traveling to 

jurisdiction To commit the crime was sufficienttorjurisdiction; 
J-rue that it was in Xnd io CCah-pJ that the parties Formed the inten- 
of marry 1 ng. They boarded a train there and went to Fhoeni.x^ 
returnedzto Xndio andTresumed cohabitation unti I YtarSoru'e Cthej 
hterJ Van away, this is the only evidence that would-tend^in 

ncestuous marriage..
38, Here, the, prosecution alleged that Lonnie Formed the intent 

y' tAicKi while he was in Cali-FotniQ., made travel arrangements;



in ouVoy was om »

& State. Feo

WcxS CV\d.

over<u

detrimental effects fon governmental functions^] theor

execute

n. 2. L-opton involved

mmitgci outside. tLs borders is

nermore \y\ \305 <jnder the common \auu viewed territorialjuris- 

(wer ol erime <xs tying tn only <x sing!

3H CM‘I

wrote, 

•the con

\tm t\i >.T subd, Ch) Was added to section 778cl., and jurisdiction over 
* . >

in ter c<>untxy was limited To offenses after a. Calif Kidnapping.

enough

reason

t To sell used equipment to the-State of Hichigan as if it Were new.

This Cort he^d tboit Mich tqan could ixnpose penal sanctions ontheagenT 
f I5of37 ’

ed on otVieV g rounds ; Guam y. ^Xgnacio, (T^Cir 3) IQ F 3<J 60^, 6 tZ

conspiracy and murder of an American congressperson 

ma. Ahhough The U-5, had no extra-Territorial jurfsdfctronal 

hat applied, the court used rhe policy of deTri'menVal eftecTs 

blish jurisdiction. Because he was in Congress, Layton s murder
State t 

to estd

^ipyi, JQH6. Setts applied section 77go(a-)to interstate crime, as 

Tute was intended, but had no occccgj^on to consider yjh-ether it af 

crime occurring outstde the H-S,

Furt 

c\(ct ion

lied tc

his order on policy grounds that did not exist when section T7Q< 

cted and wereAconsidered by the Legislature. (^Appx, 8 at I 5-17.) 

'The determining factor in territorial Juris diction is whether



6'cd thouc ) he had neVCt 5CT f>ot m The state unti 1 afterThe “Fraud was com-

plete. \cts done outside a jurisdiction, buTintended to produce and pro-

ducinq letrimeni'a) effects Within *it4 justify a. State, in punishing the________

cause. f the harm as if he had been present at the effect. Td._______ _

But iust II years latef, this Court clarified that crimes against private

individuo. Is having no impact on governmental operations must be committed____

within t ie territori a 1 j uri sd icti on of the government where it may properly

exercise it. U.S. v. Bowman 0^22^ 260 U.S. ^8. Crimes specifically

fa\Knq under this |urisdictionaj rule include murder, id. The issue

in Bow nan was whether four md i v I duo. Is s 3/Xmen cans and a. Brit,

could t ’ indicted for conspirinqto defraud an Ptmerican corporation in

which 1 he. U.S, held stocK, when the conspiracy occurred on the high______

high s<
— 11 - ......    ......... ..j..™... / '

ls and in Brcczi 1. The defense argued that -§ 35 of the U. S, Crim.

C ode r Jade'no mention of The high seas and Congress always expressly____
i.dentitied
Alocatv :ns of extra-territorial jurisdiction, sothere was none, This Court

""• A 111.......... 11

dh saqy eed because conspiracy fell within those criminal statutes which _

are, as

---------------------------.------- 1---------- /
aclass, not logically dependent on their localityfor The governments

—.......7......

iurisdi ctj[on. but are enacted because of the. right of the government to _____

defend itself against obstruction or fraud wherever per pet rate dc<j id.___ ._____

hssv n a that lAic^is death had a detrimental effect on private ift-

dividual residing m Califirnicu, that does not involve the qovernmenta I

h ay vy\ re quired for detrimental effects jurisdiction, hAictfis death was_____ _

Tragic c nd devestating (jncludiviq to Lonnie \ buTvtdid ftof impact the fvne-

« • 
tioni nq if Californias government.

in imi■ iia'mi n ■ ■■■■ima iiQf;

Las’
" •“ u currenT

■|v. Judge fricKett sought to.i usTify jurisdiction onAprincip les of ir>~~_____

ter not io ral law that were never considered by the 1103 Legislature and do Cctd)

(&) The on 1 / trial testimony abouttVie impact o"C Mickis death was by VifV niece, ex Florida. ____
res ide it. 1G of 37



not g.pp ✓ because they involve inter-country cvim€ in which a. national govern- 

rnevTe)■ »rcises .juris diction, not a. political subdivision attempting To

rationales are in starK conflict with

tion ov

usurp
All of

gular stated purpose for $ 778a. (a) — -to allow Californio, juristh 

.r interstate. crime that begins in Californ m_. Disregarding -that

cun exclusive pomer of 

]Vicketts remaining p 

the sin

purpos e his policy pronounce 

t<T Vie thinks the Legislature wou

vnents amount to Judicial legislation'based 

Id have done if inter-country

crime

sdtuat

execut\

bank t

and zo 

juxisdi 

ex c Via 

|\ct \n 

diction 

mq tV 

Cdiviv

That

I n tAor r i 

bank hi

■ it ion lied under the Act because no bank shares'traded

The decjsion criticized the Second Circuits analysis of tbe 

which it determined whether Congress would want extraterritorial juris-

d purchased a Florida, loan-servicing company. Tt sued the company, 

yes, claiming they "Fraudulently the company's value. Because the. 

gded on •Foreign exchanges, and the write-down it had to tak€ 

its stock to fall, it Filed securities Fraud allegations under^io(b) 

La Tte S^ru^ties Ac+o-f IH3M-This Court held that no

on any U,5j

to apply given the Act's silence on the issue. Td. at22s. In re ject- 

at approach^ this Court called it. judicial-speculation-made-law 

Ing what Congress would have wanted J 1F it had thouq ht of the
ii

' on before the. courtCei Td. at2 6)., Th-e proffered justification

.-a latino included an/‘effects test,r whether the wrongful conduct
■= ; ' \ n
ubstantiod effect in the k).S. or upon U. 5. citizens xd. o,t 257, This 

criticized this testashaving no textual support being diffult to

had been at issue

■ type of speculation as Justification for juris diction was rejectee 

ison v, Nat l Australia Sank Ctd /zoio) 561 U.S, 3^/7, 260-6J.The

qpp|y? < j nd most importantly, contraryto the presumption against extra-_____
■verr itc ria • lty» ———



defendant js convicted in ~the dbsence of subjects

Violation!.

o punish felonies on The high searand is-further preempted t»y Treat i-sr, bu~t The

Court heId long ago that due process is violated when cccvimind

t in the circuits has developed 

diction i<

authority -t
Court cou

' * /** 
lawj the court, in reversing andremanding wrot~e, tine issue or

ay be argued -Force •Fully that where a. later opinion decides 

.pply retroactively):

Atty, Gen. (lQtbcir 2.003)525 E3d 321, 42H (Petitioner

Ex Parte 

was the

cons 
sub;
Cod 1

Huffman (s.D,, Ohio 2000) 2.000 U.S. Di st L.£XI 5 238*7/X-)0; _______ __
Respl id ent next argues that Petitioner has presented a question ot state lavg

Maryland 

one of 

held tha 
hjspli

Siebold (I860) 100 U.S. 37/, 375 Catthe time lacx of jurisdiction 

only ground cogm-z-ablc on Habeas , aS the Court noted). XnStekold, 

the Courlv allowed convictions of state election judges- to stand, even though 

end the U.S, are separate sovereigns, where the subject matter is 

l national character, or one that requires a unj-ferw rule^ >t~ has been

- the power of Congress is exclusive. Td. act 385,_______________________

I when the basis For challenging juns- 

a matter of state |ggj ovjy. Xn Lowery y. Estelle , the S^Circuit 

a- lack of jurisdiction under state law is afederal due process 
'jifh , _63 6 E2d 333, 337 flSSS). They’d Circuits agreed E.g;i BocooKV,

(s.D, Ohio 2000) 2.000 U.S, Dist L.£XI5 2 387/ ^->0; s

rdino i gter pretati on o~F a state statute,,, which >s not appro—
- re-EorCf^dera] review. This court does nor agree. Petitioner argu e s h is 

-itutioncTI'~VTghts were violated because- the trial court lacKed 
; eat mat-ter Jurisdiction because no hearing was held under Oregon Rev,

313,3. f citing Houserv. U.S. <8^ cjr 1 Fiad sog) ___________

that \uri i diction did not exist as to some sub ject matter, l* must a] 

Yellowbcar y, vy^ovnin

IS an important tfcderal constitutional question CandJ,., is indeed <a bgistor 

Q Petitioner also claims that the exercise of Cghf jurisdiction violates Congress exclusive 

d also resolve this split in This ca se. ’
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rxxbeo.5 co

based solely on State law. k),S, exrel Hgvring ton y, Mgncusi

Roche y

C\ U vY\€.YVt;.
Cir l’U<1FM)5 E2.d 2G5,2OcI ('’’Nofederal court has to our Know ledfl«. ever

- — ■p,lll —  II } o^——■■■■■■■ I I I II I -  ——■mi ——

granted 

suIteg

a. Writ wWe a state court s asserted lacx of .jurisdiction Y€~ 

solely from the provisions of state Uv/ |j see also u.S.exrej 

Scv\\y/zn^C‘\x'A^8H>) 73S F,2lA The Circuit concurs,

rpus relief cognisable under -the due process clause }
J -4~lx ,-V -y a U.Z3/-, e~ t . , v* l <■ z4 fz—4-l A^nn A z

but leaves open dwarvow exception 
While it is axiovnaTic ttt we may c

v. AngeloneWright
((

i
resents an opportunity To provide guidance on The limits of

In the

,j urisd 
case p 

state

e it is axiovnaTic tha.t we may grant tine vrrit o-f* habeas corpus on 
ground ot |a.cK oT jurisdiction .. o nothing in \4ai\ey__C VAcxUey v, 
sey (M^Cir \«l78)f/580 E2d l |.2j suggests tt at when t¥\e alleged defect is 
T ‘ ‘ ‘ 17 “ ‘ ’ J— * - •■' “ y resolve

f\no ther reason that Judge Pricxett^s .jurisdictional Yu\\nq violated 
Lpr< > cess is hecaose he electively overruled Tud^e, Eyans^ulinq

casion To say how "Gar o, staTe may go in expanding its criminal 

ction, CaLvvoijo<l v, Artus f2.*^Or. 2Q|l) 633 E3d S5t Hl.This

the 
Dov 
ba 5 
+Vl: 
'cc V

dentjaY

hi bitec

no matter how well intended, even i~f corre

n outside o'? crimes occurring in the U.S, o-s cm\oTTeYo~f law, 
:tively overruling Judge Evans* ruling in case #~l — after an eyi- 

y hear i ng .full briefing, and careful cons {deration ofthe jegis- 

i story-—Judge PncKett became o. one-iudge appellate court pro­

even under any sensible reading of California law. E.q.jInRe 
, x I !X ijk,,^, , • I



places t)ie second judge. ir> the vole ofa one-

reside

e
V. ELg,, Shreve v, Cheesman 68Tcjr. I835) 65 It 785,"730centur

rudence that courrs of concurrent or co —

onyo-f action.Vxo.'T'n

aven Xnclusion CasesCf, New
i con-FI ict v<a s... ''between two

they

~fro disvni

d him ~to send the. cfispositive motion to atria depX

in -the.

ordir"pre j urisd ic ti on Will follow'the deliberate decisions o-f each other^ Inorder

hold >
4. tp.

yeg ui re

refused

.»chevn< byovevrulmg Evans'.^ Allowin

made,erroneous ruling ofgnoTher superior court 

judg e appe Hate 

see also People v, Goodwillie C2.007) IH7 Cal App H 675~, 713, To

CtJh 
duetto

Tune 8, 2
I IIIMIIIMHII II J ■■

such prosecufor ial 
37

016. <^a\. Supreme Court. The rule forbiding j udge-r of the same court 

rrulinq each other was already well-established by the 15th

no I lify 
j u doe

'h court ) ......... .

evade t

___  ____ ___ _____.nate courts o-fconcurrentjuris- 
,qL,.z-^nd_gi ven that conflict, -rhe three -judge coyrt could have 
ied the settled proposition that'the court which-first acquired 
liction through possession of the property Is vested, while it 
possession, ''with the power to determTnT aiv controversies related 

Ccitations omitted.)

<1 over iff erent causes, a distinction v/ithout a difference

^yils engendered by allo^ino coordinate judges to reverse each 

e onfull display here. The prosecutor was allowed to rffile, 

op to the master calendar judg*5- overseeing -the grand jury, 

?a\ the firsT case ToavoTd issue or claim precIusion.Tke master 

r judge enabled the prosecutor by Keeping the renewed motion



»

xtion destroys public perception ofjudicial fairness. especially______YYlQ.ni pU 

when tn e, prosecution had -the aval lab) 1 jty of an appeal m the firs-t case.

The pre
T

iecutor was allowed to both appeal and resile. Then, once sIt^-_______
--------- --------y

o V tax n
' 1 ------------- /7 /
,d the desiVed ruling, she waited until Loonies paid counsel______

bviefe ) the appeal to abandovx |f. That contributed to the re source._____

drain 4
1 ■■ 1 ... ■■*RT -......  '"""

hat eventually sent Lonnie to the public defender. _________ _____

Peti
‘ 1 i 1
■Joner pr^vs that this Court estab 1 isb, as a matter of due pre—

Cess, t| kCL-y- one \udge of the same court cannot overrule another co—_______
■J"—

Ofd\Y\Ql e iudae on the same issue when the party who lost in the_______

f wst i

1 1 /

^stance has a n’qht to appeal the losr or otherwise secure

appellt

■" / -J

Ye review e.g., by writ petition, ________________
----------- Hr------

Q2
7‘—L-u7 / J

krt.I § Q> Cis. 10 Of The V. S, Const. Grants CongressThe Exclusive
re ”

Authority To Define And Punish Piracies And Felonies; Pre-_______

ewip+lnq California Turi sdicti’on Herd. ________ _

V/her

1 "■ <7 - “ -

the Constitutional Convention met on July 1 (o, )787t it agreed without

• r?oppositio n "that the national legislature ought to possess the legislative rights
........ ■!■ 1

vested w Congress by the Confederation, ILS, y, Flores fiA335 287 U.S. 137,

147 n.2.
. /T

Art.TXl of the Articles of Confederation provided that, the_________

United States, in Congress assembledj shall have the sole and exclusive_____

r\qht a nd power. .. of appointing courts forthetrial of piracies and__________

f elotue J committed onthehigb sea5.co Td- Tn Flores, the exclusive______

nature of-federal Jurisdiction in admiralty matters was explained as ___

histoi
11 1 " v /z----------------------------- ' 7 1
deal fact: The two clauses CArt.JIE § 2. and Art. I § 8, c|s 103______

are tl xe_ resu 11 of separafe steps independent )y taxen in the Conven-

______tion i
1 1 v------------- :------------------ - ■ -------- • i /
bv which the iunsdiction m admiralty, previously divided______

.... " " ■' -J-

betw

- 1 f d1 1 ■ — rsi /
een the Confederatiori and the States, was transferred to

•the v
n .

lationai qovernmer\f. Ta. at 14 8. _____________
. ------- 2.} ot 37



ccmtaint

're. iirhe worU “there would have been noreason tomcMe-the.<xny whe
'and out o'

phrase

cause o

federal jurisdiction

,iuris-

xny wUe.<e.t 56 longdiet ion

tor ial

than \t

Flores

COX' pp<

U. 5.

G<Y\\/_ 
otrn

1% atz, required tho-t the sh< p involved belong to the <J,5, or 

citizen^ See also I $ U, S.C. 7j defining special maritime andteriri — 
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on the one hand; with our diplomatic relations, the duties to-foreign

ta peculiar wisdom in giving to the naf fonal: governmeXiT <ajutis- 
on of this Sort.
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 Jurisdiction Because ^vt,TT, Cis. 2 Of The Constitution Mak^s

TreaTiesThe Supreme Lgw Of The Land,

Thek.S, has enTer^d into 2. internaTionoiI treaties regarding admiralty

exclusiv

h of which contain identical language giving the flag country 
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criminal

1 ♦

) 
iurisdiction., the lengthy and comphcaTed debat‘d has often been_____ .

whether tbs (unsdictional lan-quage is self-executing, E. q, (J.5. V. fostaJ_____
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Yule. • that pre sum ption does not apply when the federal .gox/erniment_____
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teral presence. . .. The state laws now in cjuestion beat upon _______
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■ional 'and international maritime commerce^ and in this a.rea.-rh«re 
no beginning assumption that concurrent regulation by the state__________

\s asfaUd exercise of-police powers.

I). 5. v. Lc :kc (zooo'} 52.9 0. S. 85, 108. _________ ____________________
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>
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i i
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V/iAenTtScliaits Privileged Xn-formation From ftv\ Obvious

Detense Invest iqoctor And Calls Hivn At Tria) To Disclose It.

The e.x/tAence that Sill Price-functioned as Lonnie’s- defense investtga-
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i ~ \ - 1
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The Prosecutor had all of tho. FBI" s- reports cutout its c ommun I —___

cations with Bill at the fneep+iem O"Fthe first ta.se. The report of~
1 28 of 37 . *
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not d<! tervnin€ the weight to be given to ea ch -factor; or whether any 

lav one wou _lent to e Stab 11 sh a6^Amend,Vlo-
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rwing? the burden of proof shifts to -the prosecution To show/ that

the iljic - o b tai A e ci in formation was not used to the defenc ants

detriment. U.S, m. Mastroianni Gsci

obtain the

tn.g., the

the att
telson (Vein 2003 325 F.3<± \*5H; IQ7i. Both -the A™

1384)744 ITzd 3 00 ^OF,______________ ‘
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goVeVmenT agent must hav^- actgd affir mcxtive ly To intrude into

Circuit's Inaue discussed and applied tln^ Fye Uy 'Factor.? sertatlvn.
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ouviola tkon. E. q,; Clutchette y, Rushen (S^ir. 1385) 770 fad 1467, H7I-72, 

cert.Hexited, 475 U.S. |088j U.S, v, Brugman ^H^cir. 1381} 6 55 f?2d 540, 5H<$.

Tyus ion 

h ot. a 5 
■— "■■■> 

758 H2

Was intentionalj and if yes, it would apply a per se rulej but if 

bowing of actual prejudice is required, U.S, y Ginsberg fa^cfr.H 

:l 823, 833. Si^ilarlyv the 3y<lCircuit rejects the position that

VI eathex. ford requires a showing of prejud ice in ail circumstances:

nktho-tthe EWeatherford J court was suggesting by negative irnpli
. _ i ■ _ .. —- j • i * * ._  -. . i aj. ft r * . ~ -j ~ . La . a. .. — l___ a ___ __ .J .f ~ ~
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U.S, M. tevk/ 187 sS 577 z.d~^.oo, a.oq ->o.________ :_______________________
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prejud ice should be presumed unless the prosecution can prove tha'F »t did____

not" use

----------- -------------------- -"-L-1 1 ------------ -■-■ -  ' " "■“1 J

the infermation. This should be the rule "For 2. reasons; First; it is_______

oFten dr Ficult for a defendant to discover and prove how the privileged in-

■f or mat? M was used to his detriment, Second, without such a ru le, the.

prosecui ion has perverse incentives to cheat. This case )s a-perfect________

« J1, The prosecutor Knevu Bill frice held privileged tn-ForynaTion as_____

She had her own investigator caution hi™ not to disclose it, Just 3 da/jt-

later th e sherifeFs investigators asKed hivn all about it, including what

he |eax ned on defense investiqative trips and in conversations S>ill

c lai me d occurred betuueen h»*n, Lonnie and/or Susan Me Queen. The____

____ prosecu for did not ignore this {nVorwation. She introduced <t attrial
1

Through Bill, and to date has done SO with impunity.

________ R<g. curding a due process Violation based on the Total circumstances

oF -Vh-e. i
J r ;

evasion ofe the deafense. through Bil) and the prosecutors de—____

pl ay me
J J

(T 0-f1 him To coerce h-my Klguven To tell Bills storythrough criminal
I------—

meouts. an objective TesT is needed For outrageous government con-

duct 1 he shocK the conscience test oF Cochin was announced at a_

time. lx history when a Consensus may have existed. But in this digital

Q- yt -tV

/---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1 J

atis no longer true as polii-icai and social divides grow evCt
oF 37



wider a?

* -

people consume only mediathatcomports with their work/ vtecu?

e the J

tes

' n
ciwucuvy 2-Q2-I attack on. the Capxtol wecs merely a. tour, Ancbjee-_____

"would give clear qu(dance. on when law -enforcement should

be the 

should

ecipient of~ the ultimate Sanction o f d is-migra/, The test_______

>e difficult to vneet Suck Cis requiring that (aw enforce—

went enqaqe. in actual crmtnal behavior itself in its efforts

-To ob
J <J .....

-a in a Conviction,

CoYAcAusioYl

Calif rm'a violated Petitioners right ro due process when it prosecured
V\V*H vjv|

bout territorial ^subject matter) jurisdiction. Judge PricKett
nored |

Ve legislative \nto.nt underly(ng the appl icable statute, di sre-

qaxded
.. .. ...... . J..... 1 .III III.....................  /J 1 /

principles o'? stektut'ory construction <xnd.qa.ue sho'T't shfiVt-____

to th . p<esumption a.q<xin5r extY'a.texTitona.l application, especiaAly

_____ for pe ia.1 la_<Ajs. E q., Kiobal v. koy<x| Dutch Petco. Co, (^2.013^ 56^? U.S,
)■■

1

r-T>-1— - ' U ) 1—......... - JJ— - -
IS (When a. statute qives no cleat indication cP extraterritorial

CLppb’c Irion it has none ); U5. V. Flores^l'I 33^ 2.8^ U.S. 137,) 55 (Criminal
1 1 

state ; are. not by implication given extraterritorial e-f-Pect \

________Cabb
-............ /- r

:irnia also violated the exclusive authority cf Congress to define

felonies ov\the Viioh seas, as well as the supreme la.uuo'Fthe land in the

A'OV’M of 1 ,

nternational treaties.

F\v\a )ye California violated Petitioners 5^6^ and K^Amend. rights by

invent c (\al\y \nvadinq the defense camp ax\d usinq criminal means to

coerce a witness into changing her testimony. Petitioner requests

certiorari be granted.

Decree .: July 8, 2026 Respectfully submitted,

RfttrHon«t) Xn Propria Rwsono-
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