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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

(1) WHETRER THE ARIZONA COURT OF APPEALS €RPRED IN
OPROLDING A CONVICTTION OB TAIWWED WHEN THE SOPERADR Couft
REMOVED THE HOLDOUT "wwuour_..m,\se,..nam—.tz‘. THE COORT oRTAWNED
\MPROPEIR (NSIGHT OF TUE DELIAERATING JURN'S VOTING INTENTIONS (PAGE I)
THE CRUCIAL FEDERAL QUESTION IS WRAT CONSTITUTES DELIBERATING.

WHSTUWERZ TWS ARUZOMA COURT OF APPESALS GRIRSD N
UPHOLDWGE A Co
ADMUTTING N FLAMATORY - UNCOVROBORATED RUMORS
F@M DISCREDITED Soulr . _ . ' . ra('slt.Nc—, To ‘rue ST A AND
OF PYLOGEF, AN USED AS |

CLLPABIU TY.( PAGE 16)

T
3
@‘?
!

(2,‘)*53/ WUETUEW TUE. COURNT OF APPSALS ERRED IN UPHOLDING THE
CONVICTION DESPITE THE PROSEULTOR FALSEL‘V CLAAMING THAT
THERE HAD 56&:;) bms.sw-‘ﬁ VIOLENCS ACCDSATIONS, RECAUSE THE APPEAL
COUNSEL FAILED TO RAISE THE ARGUMENT (N THS OPENING E-meF.(PA@e'ziﬂ
THE FEDESRAL QUESTION 1S WHETHER A COUKT MAM CONSIDER AN 1SSUE NIT RASSED,

(D)) WHETUER THE (OURT OF APPEALS ERRSD IN UPHOLLING A
LONVICTTON OBTAWNWNED !!,\-( THE PARAMEDILS COVSTLNG GF At CEAsT
TANEE ILESCVOE LNCADSNTS BAY SUGBAMUTTAG A FRAUDULEAT N RATISAT
CARE REPORTY ANVD BY COORDWATING 1SS TY A POULILE DETSTNIVE,
DSLATE APPOWTED COUWSELS FAILLIANG TO RALSE THE ISSUE WHCN

APPELLANT ATTEAMPTED YO M(Sé THWE (SSUE PrRo $&, TO COMLEXT TUE f_Stend.

(We?:?)

THE EEDERAL QUESTION 1S WHETHER. A COORT MAY CONSIDER. AN \SSOE NOT RALSED.




LIST OF PARTIES

o b4 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

B 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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States dlstrlct court appears at Appendix
the petition and is

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

b For cases from state courts:

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

[ 1 reported at ; o,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
B<) is unpublished, As FaR as | AM AWARE, AFTER REQUESTING THIS \WFORMATION,

The opinion of the ' court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ;-Or,

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

[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

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

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

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

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

B4 For cases from state courts:

) ] ) \(s/2026 -
The date on which the highest state court decided my case was m .
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _& C. . %4{7‘

B4 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:

__tofaef20tS and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix B

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

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




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
FEponRAC RULTS ©OF CAUMINAL PROCEDURE (FrRCP) Ruie 23 (b) dury SITE
(1) IN GENCGRAL. A DURY CONSISTS oF PGT;SONS UNLESS "THIS RULE Pﬁovuxsﬁ
o‘rkercwxse, -
.(2,) STIPULATION FOR A SMALLER QURY, A ANY TIME BEFORE THE VERDVCT,
THE PARTIES MAY, WITH TWE COVRT 'S APPROVAL, STIPULATE 1N WRATING THAT .
(A)TUES JURN MAN CONSIST 0F EEWUER THAN 12 PER2ONS; OR
(B A .sua;, Of PSWER. YVAN 12 PERSONS MAY RETURN A VERDICT. AF THE
COURT BINDS \T NECESSARY TO GXCUSE A JUROW FOR Goob CAULE 4ATER TUE TRAAL BESBUWNS.

(3) COURY ORDER. ECR A AU OF Il. AFTER THE JORY HAS RETIREGD TO

DEU BHERATE, TUE LOUIK MAY PSTUALT A DURMH OF Il PERIONL TO RETURAN A VERDLICET,

CEVEN W THOUT a STIPULATON RBY TUE PARTIES, IF THE (OUWRT EWDS GOOD CAUSE TO

EXCUV5E A DUROR .

ARIZONA COURTS APPOWTED COUNSEL IN EVERY FIRST (OUATERAL PROULIEDING,
AND 1T WAS LKELY TRAT MOST OF TUHE AUNDRNENS SO APPOINTED WERE PULUALLFLED TO
PSICORM,; AND DD PSREORM, ACLOVDIWG 1O PREVAILING PRORSSSICAMAL. NORMS, Anbd LF
TUAT wWAS SO, ATUTONA LOVLD ENVFORLE 4 PROCEDURAL DEFAULT N CEDETRAL HABSAS
mpc,eebwc«:s SNCE PSTITIONSR (WwMATES INCEFEUTIVE ASSISTANCS OF TIUAL < OoNITL
CLAUM HAD TO RE RAISED W Aw l{d\T‘lAL.~QU‘V(aﬂ COULATERAL PROCLITSDWG, PrOCSDOVA(.
DESEAUCT DL NOT BAR A FOEDSRAC HABSAS LOURT FROM HSARMWE A SUBSTANTUAL CLAM Of
INSRESCTIVE ASSISTANCE  OF TIRAAL cOunsSSe, AS THE WWMATE ARGUED Wt-?ﬁpetq-we
COUNSEL 1N TUE INITIALT IS VIEW COLATENAL PROCEED ING. MARTINEZ V. AN, $66 LS,
132 S ox 1309, 182 L &b .2b 132, 20l us LEXIS 23F (us 2012), LAMLTED, RAVILA V.
DAVIS, SEZ US S21, 133 STF 2058, 138 L &b 2b O3, 20T US (exls Uoeo (US 201%),

LAMATE D, WitlilAMS v. LUMPIIN, SHL & SuPP 3B F2S, 202 US DIST LexiS 46439 (Aarbd

TEX 202L), LUMATED, PSTIGNS V. PSRIZY, 20U LS DIST (XIS 256IST (Mb Tenn A 2, 2021).



ASSLSTAAI.ee

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ON SEePTEMBRER F, 2013, APPELLANT CALLED QU AND REPORTED THAT WE FOUND HIS
WIFE SHERRI UNRESPONSIVE ON TWE f“’;‘A'—THQOOM CLO0OR, FIRST RESPONDERS FOUuND HETL
WATH READ Anb F—M INDURAES THAT ONLY STARTED BLEEDING WHSAH THSY sTatutresh
MEST COMBILEISIONS. THE STATE CMANGED APPSLLANT Quw SECOND-DEGRREE MURDER.

THE DEFENSE THEONH AT TRAAL WAS TUAT SWUSTUCA DILED From A SUP AnD Fae, And

EVIDENCE IUERFACED OF LDPOTWMED MRESCUE EFFONRTS CoVvaIush UP Y TS RPARAMEDICS

B FALSLEYWG THE “RPATIENT CARE REPORT (SXRULIT 54) anD BY (NMING TO BETSHIVE
COSTARUNA ABOUT A FAULED SXTRACIION (SXHILITS §3, (03 AND 127). ABPSLIANT TESTIFLED
ABOUT KIS OWN FAILED RESWE ATBMPT WHERE HE SLLEPSD AND FELL oM SUSTIR,
AN ACCADBSNT HE DD NOT DAMUS DISCLOSES AFTERWARDS FSAIING AN OVEIR —ASACTLOAS .

THE VERDICT WAS INFLLOSHOUED BY TS Co Ut RESMO VNG TUS HOUDOUT A iTHouT
CAUSS BVRWe DELALERATIONS, AFTEN YHS RSSY of ThE SVRY VIOLMTED IASSTICKT ONS
ALLO WG TUS CouRT AnD STAIS TO GAIN UMPIROPSTL lN$leLT. OF JDURM s VOTING INTESHOAS .,
MOREOVER, UASUBSTANTIATED PREJUOICAAL. RUMORS EIZ0M DISCIREDNITED SOURCES WIS
ALLOWIED TO IWEBLUSANLE TUE JURN. THE PROSSECUTOR. FALSSIY AUUSGSD ShomaSstic VLOL&NC,E?
CLAMS AGANST TUWS APPSLLANT DUIRIWE ROSS - EXAMNATION, AVD TUES COVILT OVERRRLED
THE DeESNSS (s ORATEXION FOR FAIWKS AOT W SVIDSACE . THE PRASSCLTION REPSATED
THIS FALSEHOOD AROUT “bomestie viocence " DurWG CLOSWNG ARGUMENTS, THE DSFEANSE
COUASEL FALED TO NOTICE TUAT TS REAL RQUMORL WAS ABOUT VIEWWbL PORN on A
ARMN —1SSVED CAPTOP, WHACH WAS ALSO DSBONKED AFTER. AN ARMY WVSSTLGATION |

A FACxttion OF Sevoca au‘rz.cvg,s ALLGNED TTSELF WLITH A JUROVL. KAfIOWAN TO TUWS
COUVT TO BE HOSTICE YO TUE APPSCLCANT AND THS nolboUT, TuULS PRoVIDSD YTWS cour
AND STATE AN WMPROPER. WIS HWT INTD THS b&uém AURMIS VOTIAMG IVTESATTIOAS .

APPELLATE COUNSELE COMPILADED URON THE STATE 'S SRRO BY . NOT RASING
™ME IS3UE OF “DomesTie Viowence’ cxamMs DESPLTE APPELLANT'S INS\STENCE, AuD
THCN EAGNRACATED A COVULELHTLON FRACISLY Wev‘véb TO TUWS PRoSESTOTOR
Wit Prasuplesh MME APCSUANT 'S RIGUTS ANUD SHOW QALSST (ASERSTAIVG

ASSISTANCE OF APPESLLATE OUASSL AND TRUAL COuUusSe. m




ARGUMENTS

e QUESTION_L. L _LOURY_ DELIBERATIONS, STARTED. AFTER. LONCH. ON. A/RI22. HOWEVER. , ..

e A DIFEERENCE. OF OPINON THAT WAS BASKED ON THE MERITS o

peECRERATION” (PAGES IR AND 19 ON 3[Q/22)

— DELAERATION, A SENTIUMEMNT THRAT AUROR S RLONTLY SXPRESSICEN,

Y1 WANT. I GO BACK IO MY LIEE . . | WAOU THAT SQONDS COLDN &y

1 muﬂt&x%%gmmmxwmliw 65)

. TE APREL L ANT, AS NOTED BN THE DEEENSE COUNSEL,

SAMERE. 1S GREAT AMMOSLUIY COMING SEROM AMOMBER S, .. VVE ol Realyy

2T APPEARS SHE DOESA!T LIKE THE DEEENDANT . .. TRAT!S NOT A

e REASON TO_STRIKE A JUROR " [ PAGE D)
)




e TWME COURT. MAD. ACKAOWL EDGED THE ALRORS RESTL ESSNESS. .

S (XIS MOT WAt You. SIGAIED 00 EOR” (PAGE (R ON 2/22/2.3)

SIS L CAN PROMISE MO IS AICTT NORMAL . THIS 1S NOT HOW 1T GOES,

LIEEK

e A AEAVY. SIGM."_(PAGES G, (OO AND IOL ON B[] 23)

e e RESPONSE EROM NUMRER 5. (PAGES 1R, 19 anD 23
2




BATHROOM.. .. TRM NG TO AVOID_ANY EURTHER _AAMIMOSITY. QR CONEICT |

WREAL IT STARTED UR AGAIN AT WAS 3100 0'CLOCK. SOV SAID L HAD TN

GO THAT'S wWHeA [AOROR S SalD | ARSOLOTELY REFUWSETIOBREONTIHE

SURNY. L L 1L DIDACT_KAIOL THAT THEY WERE GOWNG T STAY AND SOBAMIT.

PLRESTIONS, ABROUT ME | THEY TOLD ME THAT THEY WERE. .. (. ALL WALTING

S =  Recose werse e (PAGES S0 1O 53)

e SXCOSED. PENDING THE DECISION O THE OTHER QUESTION?”[(PAGES 27 AND 2H ON BIRIZY

—THESE QUESTIONS CONTRADICT TE APCE[( ATE COURT'S CONCIISION ON PAGE A THAT,

— -w...mfmkmmm&_&u_mewmm THE CONELICT BETINEEAN.
3 .




e _OURORS 1.AND 5, THE EOREPERSON TESTIFEIED THAT THE . COMELLCT SWAS.
e ESSENTIALLY. OME NVERSUS. ONE 1IN AN ARGUMENT, THAT \THERE WERE e
NOT SIDES BEIMG TAKEN' .. NOTIING (N THE RECORD SOUPPORTS PONSATI'S

NET, TUE EIRST QUESTION DECERTIVEL Y INEERRED THAT MIROR | HAD (EET DECIGCRATIONS

Y




— e N..WTHE_QQUIZ:E“E)EMLSALIEZED THE MEANING OFE. THE DSURN INSTIROCTIOM, v een

SHOL. ARE TO DISCUSS THE CASE AND DELIBERATION. OMMY IaAAEMN ALl 2URORS
ARE TOGETHER. IN THE MIRY RoOoM.” (PAGE 64 ON 3IT/23)

S e RECARD _CONTAINS ANQ EVIDENCE THAT THE JSURY. DEUIBERATEN AETER
e e —AUROR | CEET. THE SORY ROOM, AND THE RECORD SHOWIS NONE
MOREOVER , THE JURY 10AS INSTT2 UCTED STD DISCUSS THE CASE AND.
DELIBERATE] oMLY WHEN AL NURORS ARE TOGETHER 1N THE JURY RoOm’
AN_NSTROCTION THIS COURT PRESUMES TWE AMURN. Bl oueEn.”

e v HOUOEMETR | WWHEN. THE DEEENIE . COUNSEL. CALLED FOR A MISTIZIAL OMN IPAGES 2 AND 26
s




- -ON RR(23, AND_AGAIN.ON PAGE BO.ON 3[q/Z3, THE COURT.DEMED (T AND.SAID, . .. -

GOWNG ON EOR A DAY." (PAGE. 23 ON B/R12/3)

e TRMEREEORE, JPREMIDICE MAN B.E FAIRLY PRESUMED EROM THE FACTS! Showing PREDUDICIAL.

e ——— s ke

—ERROR ON HENYING MOTIONS. EOR MISTIRIA. . STATE WV MILLER 1R AR\T 555 (\qqq)

—_——THE APPELLATE COURYT STATEDR. ON PAGE F OF 115 DECISLON THAT,

STHE MATTER OF EXCHSING MORORS S COMMIUTIED I THE SOOAD

DISCRETION OF THE TRIAL COURT AND, ABRSENT CLEAR AND PRENUDNCIAL

ABDSE OF THAT DISCRENOAN, TS DETERMINATION WL AOT BE DISTUREED

7" . —

— HOWEVER , SUROR | HAD MADE (T CLEAR ON PAGE. 39 ON BIAJZ3 THAT WMER TEMPORARY .

e s e QA NS T THERE £ AE SHE/S STILL. SICK., IESHE COMES IN ANDIE SHE GEXS.

e s oo NIV IAETR. MIGRANE. . . M GOING TO EXCLLODE MIRORS | AND S FOR. CAVSE . (_EQGES(.SGAND_ R'-l).- -
é




PRERE WAS A FIRE N MY OUULDING. AND AT ACEECTED MM ARPARTMEN T . e

et e e SOMETRONN _ C AOUGWMT._THE DRMERS ON FARE. ..  YESTERDAY . _JNTHE AMDDCE

NOU KOG, SOST SMOKE. DAMAGE. (N THE VEMTS... 1T (WASN'T LoRTH
_MEATIOMNING.” (PaGES 3t Ta 4I)

MENTAL_STRATE TR DELIERERATE .. ARE Yor) ORAY 7

AUROR L 1 WIASNI T YESTER DAY, MO i GUESS | MADE THE MISTAIKE OF

TELLING THEM. .. L NENER WANTED TD RECIONSE MME(E

W YOUR. LIEE U OF COMRT.._ AMD IE THAT S APFECTING YOUR ACKITYIOD— .

SOUROER L NO

e ,m.m.-.@m.MmWW;Q

. STANDARD MADE THE COLRT!S. MOTIVE FOR REMOVING THE HOLDOUT VERY SUSRACAOUS.
3z




e e AR RECOR D EVADENCE DISCLOSES ANY. REASONARME POSSUGUITY . TRAT.
et e e - AMPETUSR FOR. QUROR 'S DISMISSAL. AFTER DELLGERATIONS STEMS FROM. .

BT MUST. ELTHETR SEAD MIRY RACK TO CONTINOE DELLIBERATING OR

SERMICE ASKRS, X001 DAR G333

SIN SEcOND CaRCALT. MIROR!IS STATUS AS HOUDOUT IS CRED FLAG THRAT Ll

e RESOLT N CLOSEST SCROTIAY. OF DISTRICT COURT 'S DECISION IO

e DISCHARGE MIROR ONDER ERCP 22(2)" U v SAMET, 20F F SOPP 2D 269,

—e e 2002, 0S5 DIST (645 (1463 (SDNY 2002).

— PRECEDENTS. 03 V. (INMARD, bl B 30 GHR, 330 US ARPR DC 203, 2006 US ARPR (XIS

_._-MLW.@SQAL@QMM&MW@X@MSMZES”WMQW.__....___..,-__‘. ——
8




e e PUESTION 2 1. DURING. CROSS ~ EXAMINATION, INE PROIECUTDR FAL SELM AllEGED

NOUR RELATIONSHID (PacE F6)
SHERR| ACTUIALLY REPORTED TO YOUR SUPERIORS THAT THERE WAS

DOMESTIC VIQLEACE 1N YOUR RELATIONSKID, ISNIT THAT TRHE?
L S DOCUMENTED . YO RE AGT AWARE OF THIS 7

e DEEENSE . OBNECTION. (DAGE F)
EACTS NOT (N EVIDEACE, MISLEADING, CONEOSING (PAGe 3A)...

COURT . ANY. OBNECTION (S OVEREGED (RAGE 80)

[ AMWWYMMMMM B

LGNLT THAT TRLE 2 HE REPLIED . AlO, LDON'T THIMK SO, THE CORRECT

—eee - STATEMENT. OF THAT QUESTIOA SHOOULD HAVE BEEA: SWERERIL ACTUAL LY

MADE. A&Mmmmmmc&.mmv T IE

ATTENTION OF THE MILLTARY. (ST ITWHAT TRUE 7?2 MIST NEEDED TO ..
qQ




o CORRECT THAT INCORREET. INFERENCE FOR Yo (PAGE 10 OM B/GIZE) o




~ - INVESTIGATION . DERLNKED .. .

MLULLED - NO

i e RROIJCCLITOR - DL YOU EVER SCE RRINSES, OR. ANYTRING LIKE TWAT THat

- e e OABEIE O TRMAIK, SWE. MAGKHT NOT. B TEL MG YOO SOMETHINGT?

MILLER . NO._NO. (RPOGES A4 AND 95)

DEFENSE - YOI NEVER SAW MR, POASATI WITH YOUR OWAL EVES, BEIAG

MIOLENT IO _MS, PONSATI, coRReECT 72

s e DEEENSE L YOU AEVER SALY ER1C PRNSICALLY HARM ANYONE | CORRETX P

e e MLLER L CORRECT. (PAGES IM8 AND (4Q)

— TR COVERED THE TIMEERAME LIMEN THE APREL AT AND SHERRI (THE PONSATIS)

e SHERR U S BRROTHER KNEW THE PONSOTIS AS A COURLE SINCE ZO0R IN UWISCOAISIAL, .

~—— BT _ABOUT THE_SAME. TIME AS THE. PONSATIS FROM 2010 T 2013, JUST 20 MINOTES Away.
1)




PROSECLOTOIR., DID YOO EVER. SEE SHERRIL WITH AN.N)&LES.MM_,.SME. ToLD

s D AM_ENLTHER . ONE, OF THEM ASSAOLT EACK OTHER 7

BROTHER: MO, | HAVE AIOT. (PAGES ISRAND (ST ON B/22f22)

VIS e BIITING YOU 1S, ME DOAING ANMTWING LIKE THAT 2 AND SHE SAID
MO, MOM. TS AT TWaT ” (eace. (15)
7 4

t RAEAID. DANIELLE lnm-o CONEIRMED THME SAME INEORMATIOALL

PuYsicAl.lYy HARMED WER ; coRRECT 2

OCAQ L CORRECT. (o SWMWWA
e (CAGES 42, AND U4 0N 3/21/2.2)

——AS DID_SHERRL!'S _aUNT AND ONCLE WHO SO THE PONSATIS DALY IN 2016 AND 204V,
2




e THE,_ACTUAL OOSSIE WHICH SHERRL HAD TOLD STEPHANIE MULLER WAS THE DEROVUNKED .

A%@Mmmmm_m&mwmmmm

— EALSE CLAWMS OF ABROSE, WHICH MULER CONCEDED WERE NOT TROE OM PAGES A8, 35,




—REPEATED INSISTENCE. . WHEN APPOINTED COUNSEL MENTIONED 1T ON THE RERLM BRIECE, . .




ERSAL OF CONVACTION.” GORDONM
REV Vo US, 3Lt 0S Wiy (13S3)
) \ 7

\\‘ a CMMSE
W—Am > IE__C.QLLB,IS.,.,JN..P_M -
M‘ m}.}.«——-_—' ———e



ppjOPrr.lv

AAAN . ON THENR _OLIN MOTION, NOTICE ERRORS TO_WRICH NO_EXCEFPTION

e AMAS TAKEA, IE ERRORS ARE ORVIOUS, OR IE THEY OTUERIUNSE SERIOVSLY

LAEEECT FAIRANESS, INTEGRITY, OR. PUBSIC. RERUTATION OF JUDLCLIAL.
PROCEEDINGS. WU BORG V. US, 163 US 632 (1A36)

* 1M DETER MIMING WHETHER TRIAL COURT'S ERROR 1S MARMLESS,, TEST IS,

CQNVI&“%&AHMW; TS RATKETR

MIMETHER, CRROR ATSELE HAD SOBRSTANTIAL (INFLIENCE ( (E SO, OR \E

ONEE. 1S, CESET_IN_ GRAVE DOURT, CONVCTION CANNGT. STAND.”

VS V. PANCZEIO, 423 E 20 683 | 1930).

16







 PROSECOTOR.. AF YOU HAD, WOLLD YO HAVE POTT THAT. AN NMOIORR. s e e e

e e 2pamienT caRE REPORTY 2

TRANL ARSOLOYELY

PROSECLOTOR . uietN 7
: WM&WM TRAY

WEMSUALAZE, THAT 'S IMPORTANMT FOR (S TO DOCLMENT (T FOR. CASCS

LLWEWAWWAM

1O TRIAL., THINGS. L KE THAT. WE HAVE VERY ((TTLE RECOLLECTION LUTUOUT
THIS CHART, SOIT'S IMPORTANT T0 BE VERY. THOROUGH DORING TRESE THNGS.

PROSECUTOR | DO YOO RECALL ANYTHING ABROUT THE MOVNEMEAT OF TiHE

PANENT CROM OPITALRS . TD DOWMINSTAIRS 2

e AGNTZER. NOTHING _OUT OF THE ORDINARY EROM WMAT L COMLD S€S,




ELBSI,..M,&EBE-.§HME.AQS]ZM.&IB}ELSE&.wAS_HDL.DM IHE MIDDLE,

PROSSCUTDR . OO YO RECALL 1E IT (wAaS DIEEICOLT TO KEECD HER OM

THE G ACK BOARD 2 N

CTRIELSEM L NIST THE EACT THAT SHE WAS WET, SLIPPERY, RUT NQ, AOT

NECESSARILY DIEEICOLT

VERY SLIPPERY ON THE ROARD AND YOU MAD TO WMOLD HER .OR CLSE SHE

w___ﬁwmmam&.su&wﬁw&? cr?

THIELSEMN . THAT!S CORRECT

WWW;

PROSECIITOR. - WAIVLEN YO MWMWMD———————

AN BEBODY OROP TwWeE DAT\E’J’T?

CEREO  IME DIDN!T DROP THE PATIENT. | REMEMDETR 2ne WAS SLADING

OEE THE BACKEOARD AND WE HAD TO READIST. . (THINK SWE WAS ON

THE. RBRACKEOALD THE SNTIRE TIME

0N _PAGE 169 OM_1/25/23, THE PROSECUTOR ASKED SEROSANT ICNLE PETERSON,
1 .




e e e PROSECTOR 2 DO YOL) WATTIA THEM CARRY HER. DOULNSTAIRS 2. .

PETERSON. YES, 1 DO

— e PROSECATOR. DAD THEY DROP MER AT QNN _DOINT 2

PETERSOMNIMOT THAY 1L SAWD

OF THE STAIRS TD THE ROMTOM_OF THE _STAIRS?

ANOTED M YOUR ReEQRT 2

PETERSONS \IFQ’ AT tarxat 3E

 AS ST ZER EXPLAINED OM DPAGE 160 ON 2/2/23, "CETNNG HER CARE AS GUICKIY. AS




e BN THE,. DEESNSE COUNSEL EOUR YEARS AFTER. THE EACT. ...

DESTIZ ML LT LWIAS ADT MM _Desciaioal

DESTRINL. THAaT!s corRecT

DEEEMSE . AND DETECTINE CASTRONOVA IAS. ONE. OF THE DETECTIVES 2

DESIRINL. NYES.,

DEEEMNSE . AND SHE _ASK.ED YOL) ARSI kS MONVE, CORIZECT '7

DESTTZINL Y CORRECT.

DESTRINLL | DON'T REMEMBER SANING ITHAT
21




DEEEMSE -+ SO YO SAL THE VIDEO EROM EXHIBIT Al MOUL_WOOLDAYE _SAY.

e e SRABT._IAS A ROl e ONTO A _BOARD, WONLD YOXI 2

DESTIRINAL NO, | 00N T,

DEEENSE & OKAY. SO WHY DD YOu USE.  THE PHRase “ror " 1o

DETELTIVE. CASTR OMOVA D

DESTRINLG L ODONT KAL) GIMY 1 QSED THAT WORD

—ON PAGE 138 O 2/6/23%, DESXRING CONPIRMED THAT WE HAD a0

e REPAORT” (iCH CONTAINED THE SOME LIES_AND OMISSIONS

HARM L THAT/!S ALK OETT=ZING

DEEENCE S 1S THERE A DIEFERENCE BETILEEEN A 0GR AND a ROl Y

IN_MOAUR AAND 2

e e MOHNINO L L | BELIEVE INITIALLY ( SAID SWE . ROLLED WMER ON A CouNY” —



AUNi.NO

e TANDEM,, OSING THE SAME SCRZARTED. _ANSKWERS AND EALSE TALIKING POINTS IN TWEWR . .

 TRIED STO PACE THE ALRWAY. EOR SHERRL ... N THE MOVING AMBULANCE WilE WOLDING

J&MWWMJMA&&PM&S@ALW)MW ———

Jummwgwwwm&m&m_

A THROAT, RESOULTNG 1N SKMERRIIS SOBRDERMAL NECK BLEEDING FROM A “EAST BLUNT IMPACT,

——iduries. on pace R oN_2/6 )23, CACTUAL INTURATION, PUTTING A TURE DOWN A THROAT
23




e TAKES. A LOT OFE SKILL. _AND AT CON BE VERNY DIEEICLLT IE I&-\E&tRC.L)MSmALCﬁs_AR.EM‘T_ i e e

) I o BAGE IR0 ON L/ALR3, THE M. £, DESCRIAED THE SOURCE OE BOOD IN SHERR-LV s

n_MMQNMW%NmMW*WM e

—

THE IMPLICATION OE THE COVER UP 1S THAT MEITHER THE M. .05 FlNDlNC—_‘Sf_'C]d&______.___

e GIZAND NIRN S INDLCTMENT, NOR THE CONVICIION WERE [RASED ON TIHE MERATS OF THILS

___ PROSECUIOR WERE NECESSAHRILY AWARE AND COMBLLCIT (N TS INDUSTICE
24




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

QUESTION | THE APPELLATE COURT IS 1IN CONFLICT WITH OTHER. JORAS DICYIONS &Y
UPHOLDING A CONVICTION ATTAINED BY THE TRAAL COURT REMOVING THE HOLDOUT AFTER
OBTAW NG KANOWLEDGE OF TUE DELIBERATING DURN 'S vOMNG INTENTIONS, AND DESPITE THE

DURCKIS ABRLILLTY AND WILLINGNESS T DEUBERATE . MORCOVER , THE APPEW.ATE (OURT

TOUND “NO SVIDENCE tHAT THE AURY DELAERATED AFTER D—Ha Houx:mj eFT ThE room' At

THE CAGREESD UPON DASMISHAL T'IM,E',' DESPITE THE SEVEN-IUROR FACTION REQUCETING THE
COVRT TU REMOVE THE HOLDOUT AFTER A DMNFFCRENCE OF OPINION BASED ON THE METUTS OF
DELI BERATION" AND THAT JURY INSTRUTHNONS PROHIGIT “TO DISCLUSS THE CASE AND
PEUBSRATWON AND “ALL DISCUSSIONS AnvD DEUSERATION" WITHOUT EVERY JMUROR PRESENT,
PLUISTION 2@ THE APPELLATE COURY FOLAD THAT THERE \S NO REQUIREMENT EEof
LNDEPENDENT CORTRSRORATION OR CoNcRReETE evinence” aero FHE TRIAL COURK
ADMITS A FLOOD OF PREFPRIEDOVDLCAR AND lN" SMBTARY RUMORS FROM DISCREDITED AND
UNRELIABLE SOURLES THAT FAL SHORT OF THE CLEARSAND CONVINIANG PROOF THRESHOLD.
THE TRIAL COURLSATD THAT SUCK UNFAIRLY PRESUDICUL CLAMS LWwou “woabER U
FOR- CROSS~EXAMWNATION, SHIFTING THE RURDEN OF PRODF ONTO TUE APPELLANSE
PUESTION B THE APPELLATE COUNRT CONFLICTED OTHER SURISDICTIONS WHEAN 1T
DECADED THAT THE ISSUE OF THE PROSECUOTOR COMMLITIING FUNDAMENTAL ERROR BY
FALLELY AND REPEATEDLY AULEGING “DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ! WITH THE TRIAL COURT
OVERTURN WG THE OROMCCIION, WAS WAVED BECAULSE THE APPUINTED COUNSEL FRALEDTD
RALSE TUE lﬁsue. IN THE OPENUWG APPELLANT BRIEF. YET, THE STATE BROLGHT LP TIE
IGHUE N THE APPELLEE'S ANSWERING BRUCE, AND EVIDENCE SHOWED PERSISTEANT
INCFEECALVE ASSISTANCE OF cou,uséL, INCLOD (NG SEVETRAL FARRICATED AND PraeduLIlid.
MUSCUARACIER A ZATIONS OF THE TRAUAL AND APPELLATE RECORD, AnD A COMMUNTCLATTION
IMLTAUASOWAN BETWESN CLleaT AvD COVNSEL WHILE THWE APPESLLANT IASISTED And
ATEMPTED TO RAISE TUE 1SSUE MULTLPLE TIWMES THIROUGIK COUNSLELS AND DIRETIUYy
NOTIEY WG TUE ARPPSULLATE AND ARIZONA SUPREME COURT TO CORRECT THWIS
FUNDAMEANTAL ; MATERIAL ANMND PREJUDICUAL ERROR. TUAT COMPROMISED THE CAZE,

AND UNDERMWED THS APPELLANT!S comnsTituTIOMAL PROTECHLONS. -/-M’?



RjJM.ORG

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

AL, Lo, P

MARIK ERIC PONSA
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