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[FhvES NELsoN APPEALS NO. 4547 -1-11
Defond gt TVDSE - HongrARLE. DIANE M. WOOLARD
“KQ ATToRNE FOR CTATE:, ~ l(ATHLf_T_EN HaeT
’ ATORNEY Fok Ueferdanl | (CEoree UARLTON

/qﬁf)ﬂ/\/l)’ Fok [,)cz,‘fewc/«m'?; AV CRUSER
Now Covies APFELLANT 1IN ABRVE NAMED APPEALS
Cause NUMBEIR , SUBMITING ADDITIONAL. Cause FoR.
FJUDICIAL SCRUTINY  RE, CousE O5 -] -023]7~ 0S-1—
02361 -9, APPELLANT SUEMTTS THE FOLLOWING

\f) OTATE APPAUNTED ATTORNESY ( MR. GEORSE MARLTON |
EARLY ON ' OuUR RELATIONSHIP MENTIONED T
FACT THAT THE TUDGE PES\DING- HAL RESH N —
VOLVED (N AND A< VICTEM OF DoMESTIC VIOLENE .
APPELLANT SUBMIS HAVING LIMITED EDUCATION,
LEGAL. 6ﬂwy; AND WAS ASSISTED (N COMPE(ATION O
THIS DOCUMENT, AND WAS IGNORENT To PROCEDURES
OF DISQUALIFICATION OR RECUSEMENT OF JTOSE (N
THESE PROCEEDINGS | WHERE BeEncr CLEARY CpulD
BE CONSTRUED BIASED DUE To HER PraVIous
BVENT INVOWVING DOMESTIC VIOLENE PERPETRATED
AGAIWNST HER . ADDITIONALLY REFERRING NOW AND
ForTHE REMAINDER 10 “THE TRANSCRIFES oF THE PR —
CEEOINGS , ON PAGE 3 LINE | THE COURT SAYS ; OKAY.
MR, JONES 18 TRAT Youk . .. ory CLEARLY [LLUSTRATES
BENCHES UNERUIVICALLY FoausED o A MR TIDHES
ACPELLANT SUBMITS | (A)THIS MYSTERIOUS MR, JoNES
WAS NOT DISCOVERED IN PRIOR T=STI MONYBWAS PassiBLY
AND PRIOR. INDWIOUAL BEFORE THE COURT, GR.

()




qurr’é POSSIBLY THE INDIVIDUAL ENCOUNTERED IN
THE JTADEES PAST, IN SUMMARY oF THIS ISSUE 1T IS
OBVIOUS FRESIDING JTACGE. WAS CLEARLY FoxSEL
ANL CONSIDERING UFIN PNOTHER. NOT FRESENT, LHHAT
Was TRANSAIRING- IN  BEHES SUBCONSCIOUS AN
ONLY RE ALLULED TD.

£.)ON FroEB | Lineslle PAGE 2 LINE V2, FAE 2 LiNE (0,
REFRENCES 1o THE CAUSE No' DO NoT MATCH THE
SUBMTTEC CAUSE NO™ RAISING DOUBT TO VALILITY,

3) ON PAGES), Z LingRl , DISTRICT ATIORNEY RAISES THE
FACT THAT THE DEFEN DANTS CRIMINALL HisToRY 5
AN TEEUE,

A4)ON PAGES) 4 LingsZ THE COURT DISCUSSES AGAIN —THE
APPELLANTS CRIMINAL HISTORY,

5. ON PAGES) 4 LINE(s) STiew A5 COLECTIVEL THE CoulT AND
PROTEUWTION VIS THE. LOWERING OF PRisoN TIvE
APPELLANT QUOULD TACE |

L.) ON PRGE(s) B Linels) LINE($)B =19 "THE DISCUsSION RE —
TWEEN THE BENGE ANDTHE STATE CLEARLY EXPosE
THE FACTE) THAT THE COURT WAS UNSURE OF THE
NATWZE AND EXTENT OF THE CRIME APPELANT CHAREED ),
ANY THE FACT THAT FACTUAL BASIS WAS NOT- PROPERLY
LAW For.THE s 7o PROCEED oN THE RECorRD
or.TO LEBALLY COnICT / SENTENCE,




7.) PAGEG) A, LINE | = 5, CouRT INTIMATES THAT S/ 170 (0
MONTHS WowD RE CONSTRIWED As THE HieH END
THEREFORE A (ZEMOTE 0551 BILITY.

8. )PacEs] A, Linve 75 Coul STATE THE WorLs DoleEsTic
VIOLENUE ON THE RECORD Goine BACK To THE
APEELLANTS  ARGUEMENT ON PAGE | NUMBER. ONE,

9.) PACES) VT-15; APAALLANT BNTERS ON THE RECORD
HIS REASONING For. AGREEING TO THE FLEA
BARGAIN AND PLEADING T THE CHARSE [5),

(0) PAGEE ) 1O, LINE 1220 ; APPELLANT RAISES Res —
ERVATIONS REGARD ING- THE ComrENT AND FACT-

 WAHLITY OF THE FOLICE REROAT, RAISING- CONCERN

DF MISFEASENCE oN DEFENSE CounNats AT -

| SENIENCING DECEMBER. 20,2005 116 AM
i) PAGES) I, LINE T4 +o PAGE |7 LINE 53 APPELLANT Dires
HONORATHE Cont T THE DISCusSSION CONTRINED (W
AFOREVENTIONED DAGES AND LINES, APPELLANT
ARCUES (AVTHE DOCUMENTS) DASCUSSED ARE 1N —
AOMISSABLE DUE TO THe FACT THEY ARE NOT PRO -~
PERLY AND LEGALY CEMEIEN AND ARE PeFICIENT
Duz To CONTENT AND FORMAT, ADD MIONALLY ACRELLANT
ARGUES THAT BURELARY W THE THIRO Degres COMGTTED
IN ANOTHER JLisoietioN our OF SATE , DoeaS NoT
RISE T THE LEAVEL OF SERJOUSNESS OR. DEAREE
THE STATE ALLEDPGES , STRTLLTORIC] o LEBISUATIVELY




12) Past( 21, Line- 11, Derense (Me. Maecron ) smrrs
o RASE Fn\l (SSUE, PresUMABLY 12569@0:«\67;/{
APPLICATION AND NUMPEIL OF POINIZ BS PRIORICY
Piscusse ON Recor 0, HOWEVER_ME, MbrcoN

| NEVERZ CoMpLeETEs His THousTs Nor- VIGorRousLY
TEFENDS THE APPELLANTS FPOSITION THIS GLARING
INADEGUG Toery CONTINUES THROUGH - OUT THE

PROCEEDING S-

3) pasE, 22 Line 24, CourT SATES. CLEARLY AND

W THOUT DOLBT A«PPELLA(\T? QJOTE CS0 Youve ot
YOUR. TEN YEARS " THIS STATEVENT ON RECORD 1S
UNCENWIRLY, PRABF THAT THE COWT ACKNOULE LGED
APCELLANTS 10 YEARS BETWEEN CRIMES AND oF THE
(INTENDENT CONSEQUENCES | I£, A WASHOUT™ OF ONE
FOINT.

) ppees I 23-25 , AGAIN THE 1SSUE REGARDING [0
NERRS TRANSOILING BEMERN CRIMES (S D) ISCUSSED
AND DEEMED FAVOLRABLE TOWARDS APPELLANT.
AYMR. MARLTAN &+ S0 Do WE WAVE TEN YEARS 7~

THE Courr © Y& ue o

15.) pace(s) 75, 13- ,THE DEFENSE RAISES ISSUE REGARDING
PARKED PEHAVIOUR BY THE STRTE THAT WAS NoT CLARIFIED
Or. ABRSUDICATER ON RECORD, RA|SING- CONSTITIATIONA (—
1SSUE Fop FPPELLANT,

o) PacES 2L, LiNE T -10, COURT SEEMSTE DIRECT A PASLLANT
To OTHEX-REMUES , (E( ArFERLS Couers), @%}/} 75 obmpn/
RESOUUTION OF H(s LECAL MALADIES, SEEMINGLY

)




UNUNLLING O INCAPAGLE OF RESOLVING “THE 1s5UES
CiceeENTLY PefForE THIS CoueT,

1) eacE 26, Lines) 12— 14 5 Couer Fivns W Dieecr
CONTROVENTION OF PRECUSLY STATED Tﬂ%c’r// ON JECORD
PACE 22, LINETH £, APPSUANT HAS [0 YEALS /

TN SUMMARY APAELLANT Asks THE Court To Corsioc)e

THE FoLlowiile

i jWas e DEFEME PuT ON For. APPELLAUT ROEPUATE Apso>

‘ FA or risinG1p p LEowL oF MwviMuM  DEFENSE 1w/

LiGHT OF T Trors THAT(A, DeFENSE (Me. MALLTON

Wos AWARE OF THE MRESIDING-IUDEES BisToRy IN RE —

Che0s To DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AcAIvsT W& (B) Mk WAL TON

COMMUNICOTED THIS IWFopMPTION To RAPCELLANT FOR.

THE APPAREENT REASON OF SUBSUSHTING NePELLANT T2

EASE THE ONCOM ING- Pﬁzacfabmggé Ac THE DEFENST

DD NOT™ RAISE CONCERNS WiTH THE Cowxl” REGRARD NG

BENCHES PAST AND HIE PPREAREMES T MIGHT

LausE, addTIoNALLY e COURT PROPEZ-THO NOT

RECVSE ITSELF, RAI51NG ADDITIDONGL. CONCERN, £

INPARTIALITY , ©12380, AS NO OmEn_aepsoN epN BE

ASCEITAMNED THRougHouT PROEEDINGS THE DEFENSE

PRESENTED WAS HAULF — HEORTED AND UNINSPIRED |

LACkING— REBUTIAL- , ARGUEMENT, Or COMPLET

THOUSHTS.

Z) UMY WASNT THE TUCEE OISQUALFIED or RECUSED
3) LY WAS THE Stae (| Ms . HART) ALLOWED To CONTIVUALLY
INTERRUET TRE DEvenNsES

=)




4.) WERE THE DeeumMeNTs SUBMITIED LEGARPING NEW Yoek.
AND WASHINGTONS ALLELBED Cripes Leshily @ro—
FiCiaENT aND CERTIFIED AND ENTEREY ON /%c?;ow?

SJUAS TooTUAL Brsis ‘,/ET&, LAVIEULLLY ACRIEVEC AS
CASCMSED D RECopD T

o) UWAS THE PLEA AGREEMENT viaaTED BY THE Benct
AND O TUWE STRTET AN IF So (5 APRELLANT (CounD
By 7

’7 JWAS THE Porice RERT RVER SCRUITINITED By THE

| DEFERNGSE THE BENCH O THE STATE AL UARE

THE CONCERNS AND BERIATIONS OF ACPFELLANT
REE CLEBRLY RAISED AND C1S5MIsteEr eur CF Lol

1

8)Does N Facl 3 ok Desete Bwalpey RAISE
To COMPRPBLE LEVEL AS [RIFERRED 3% STHTE X

) Cohy DoES CourT RENIE ON PREVIOUSLY AGkEELD
Lron Facrnal BAss oF WASH V6 OUT, THEN G
AGRINET BENCHES OWN R ESE

Iy hy wkaN ASIEG 0SS CousrT REFUSE T ABDRESS
TEFENSES (ONCERNS OF TTHE STHRTE ENGASING IN
BERLED BEHAVIOURT
APPELLLIT BELIGRE NAMEREUS FRERE OF PPADL -
EXIST IN TH IS CAsE ANVD KEFPErT7LULL Y IQ’W S TENS
CouT TO COMSIDETL- T 15 RO 1770MBL- 1ot TioN, T
NG £ F0R Bt JusT Conciwsion) i T24is CaseE,

o i () M]




	
	
	
	
	
	

