IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION TUWO

STATE OF WASHINGTON,
Respondent, C.0.A. No.: 42425-B-I1I
V.
MICHAEL KERBY ’ STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL
GROUNDS FOR REVIEW
Defendant.
1, Michael Kfrby ; have received the opening brief

prepaired by my attorney. Summarized below are the additional

grounds for review that are not addressed in that brief. I

understand the Court will review this Statement of Additional

Grounds for Review when my appeal is considered on the merits.
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ADDITIONAL GROUND NUMBER ONE

The Petitioner was denied his Sixth Amendment of
the United States Constitution, right to conflict free

counsel and effective assistance of counsel,

Defense counsel Ted Debray did not advocate in the
Petitioner's behalf. Debray advocated as a prosecutor
for the State as an agent provocateur and saboteur. Ted
Debray's conduct was so dishonorable and despicable for
an attorney, that the Petitioner would of done a
million times better without him. Ted Debrav's
"objector" was hbroke or non-existant, as Debray failed
to make critical ohjections throughout triasl, and
preserve error for appeal that had to be objescted at
the trial level. Debray severely betraved Petitioner's
trust to the point that Petitioner would no longer telk
or confide in him., The trial strategy that Petitioner
did initially share with Debray was immediately turned
over to the State. Petitioner revesaled the existance of
the toy water pistol and what was dubbed, the
"squirtgun" defense. Debray did not investigate this
defense or witnesses. Debray throughout trial refused

to test any of the State's evidence to the point of
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a "fair trial" being unattainsble. Only the Petitioner
and Debray knew the location of the water pistol, RP
64, and the witnesses that had seen it. The police want
from Aberdeen a1l the way to Ocean Shoress and went
exactly to where Petitioner told Debray it wes huried.
Allowing the State to gainm access to the toy water
pistol and the defense stratsgy befors the Defense
could interview key witnesses Erin Souther who had seen
the sguirtgun, RP 302, 304-05, 316, and Jerry Chrisman,
allowad the State's investigative arm, the police, to
garnar an edge. The last thing thst the S5tats wanted
was the only gun being attributed toc Petitionsr being
gither a taser or a squirtgun., Without the defense
being ahle to take a statement first, the polica
bullied and intimidated Jerry Chrisman especially into
countering the Petitioner's defense before it could
ever get off the ground., The State had the toy gun that
was realistic looking that only Petitioner and Debray
knew where it was hidden. Right after the shooting,
police contacted Jerry Chrisman whom they knew was an
accomplice that Ivey relayed she said, "shoot his ass.!
RP 87, 168-69. Police found Chrisman at the Aberdesn
Jack in the Box restaurant. RP 36%9. In Chrisman's first
statement right then and there to Detective Hudson she

said nothing about Petitioner having a gun or vyelling

STATEMENT OF ADD. GROUNDS Page 3.



anything about shooting anyone. RP 434-35, Jerry
Chrisman desperately needed the police to believe she
was not involved and particularly, not 2 suspect. RP
L40-41., It all changed after Ted Debray "hlabhed" and
betrayved his client's confidentiality. Petitioner asked
Debrey to intervieuw his ex-girlfriend Erin Souther, and
then confront his girlfriend Jerry Chrisman about the
squirtgun as he knaw she had seen it and his teser
earlier that avening. Letting the State get a leg up,
there was no longer a "squiritgun" defense. The police
"bully-boyed,” Mutt ancd Jeffed,” Play ball on our team
or else, scaring the bejeehsrs naut of Chrisman with
threats of prison due to her heing an accomplice, made
her cave, and cater to snything the police wanted. Her
tune changed dramatically te Petitioner having 2 gun in
one hsnd and a teser in the other. RP &&44, Chrisman
went the extra mile and told detectives exactly whst
they wanted her to say, that she saw Petitioner, "fold
a black gun into a tow=l, place it into his backpack,
and put the backpack in his vehicle." RP 356-57, 409-
10, 453-54, 457, This cooked Petitioner's goose as it
purposely enabled his testifying rat of a codefendant
Jeffrey Strickland, to corrochorate Chrisman with
Strickland's statement to police and testimony to the
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jury that after Savage and Ivey cames nut, "Kerby walked
te his car." 5RP 60. Then Strickland testified he,

"started walking through the alley,”™ 8RP 61, 75, and
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when he was in the alley or about half =
heard a, "pop, pop, and ran off in panic.¥ 5RP 63,
Strickland denied having a gun or shagoting anybody. SRP
57, 62. This was the main reason that Petitioner wanted
his now sellout lawyer gone, he could not trust him one
single bit. The State exerted unhelieveable pressure on
Jerry Chrismen to be an informant against her

boyfriend, the Petitionsr. She was given no choice. 5She

met all the elements of accomplice liability and
quickly jumped on the dezsl not to he charged.
Petitioner wrote letters to the judge insisting on
Debray being fired due to the above, and that he needed
new counsel appointed, or would be bhettsr off pro se.
Ted Debray became obviously vengeful after Petitioner
tried to have the judge fir= him, An "actual conflict®
is a conflict that affected counsel's performance -- as
opposed to a mere theoretical division of lovelties.®

Mickens v. Taylor, 535 U.S. 162, 171, 152 L.Ed.2d 291,

122 5.Ct. 1237 (2002). Ted Debhray continusd taking

every shot possible at derasiling the Pstitioner's trial
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and ensuring that Petitioner bhe found guilty. (1) Ted
Debray represented the intersst of the State instead of
Petitioner betraying the Defense strategy before it
could he investigasted. (2) This out-and-out switching
teams put an enemy agent in the Defense camp. Debray
further acted as such hy not cobjecting to just ahout
anything the State wanted no matter how prejudiecial.
Debray failed to object to joinder, lamely stating he
had no legal footing to oppose it. 6/17/11 RP 1,5.
Debray failed to wotion for ssverance when he knew all
along that Jerry Chrisman and Jeifery Strickland were
going to take the stand and corroborate sach other to
pin everything on Petitioner, which is clearly a Bruton
error. Not motioning, not objecting, agent Debray asven
wanted Petitioner to have no chance at appeal raising
severance. Dehray further threw monkey wrench after
monkey wrench into the mix, Debray failed to use
exculpatory evidence from the interrngation of
Petitioner. What is worse is that Debray failed 1o =ven
motion to suppress the interview in it's entirety dus
to Miranda violations. The 5tate purposely avoided
using the tapes so that they could have thelr police
witness testify to only the incriminating stuff and

avold all eof the exculpatory evidence. Agent Debray
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ohliged the State and let them run amok, and did not
get the tapes fixed as the judge directed, &/83/2011 RP
21-22, so the exculpatory evidence could be used,

Prejudice went uncontested when the State portrayed

0

etitioner as a rat wanting to make & deal ss that is
exactly what they got their detective witness to say
Petitioner "asksd for a deal.® 3RP 582. Asking for a
deal heavily infers guilt. Petitioner is nct a rat. The
State went hog wild to infer that if you ask for & deal
you are guilty, relieving themsslives of their burdsn of
real proof. Agsin, no objection to the tapes not heing
used, and to Debray it was fine that the detective
relayed any and sverything shout what Petitioner
confessed to as Debray trusted the State's evidence and
did not listen to the interrogstion tapes or take the
judge's advice to get them hearable with todays
technology. The detective went on to put 2 gun in
Petitioners hand at the scene and Petitioner getting
rid of it. 3RP 582, 583. Agent Debray further feathered
Petitloner's strike-three baseball cap by doing a token
jesture of lawyering, by motioning for ene of this
state's leading snd most recocanized defense experts,
Dr. Loftus. Proof is in the pudding, the miraz job Agent
Debray did here is chvious conflict as every competant
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jurist knows that when you nake a motion for the
services of an experi, vou have to make the reqguired
showing of why the defense sxpert is necessary. figent
ahray did not do this very basic rzguiremsnt and got
the result he wantad, no defense expert., Agent Debray
thought it was hunky~dory that the Court violated a

public trial and conducted voir dare at the sidebar,

issues Tor appeal. Agent Debray hated both the

Petitioner and his codefendent Strickland because they

were "Skinheads.® Dehray reflecied this hatred during

[

the picking of the Jury by allowing Jjuroces th
¥ JULTY

al

Petitioner wanted gone, gone, gone due to their shvious

nrejudice towards Petitioner, which Debray did not
challenge. Jury voir dare. Agent Debray refussd to uork
with Petiticnsr as defanse counsel iz required and
would not stirike offensive jurors. Agent Dehray
conztantly “opened the door tou supnressed evidences, for
noe tacticsl resson, The reason was to get Petitioner a

Lifa Without Parole sentence. Agent Dehray did not

allow Petitionar o view or have any of the discovery,

8]
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imately werk on this cass. After Jerry Chrisman
had testified, the Court admonished her to be available
H

to come back so the Defense could call her. Agent

STRATEMENT OF ADD. GROUNDS Pa

1
{
a3



Debray called Jerry Chrisman alright, only it was not
as a defense witness to take the stand. He called her
at her home and threatened her with perjury snd told
her under no circumstances was she to show haeck up foar
Petitioner's trial., Petitioner told both of his counsel
that he wanted a shot at Chrisman to get her original
interview tape into evidence before the jury sao thay
could clearly hear that she changed her testimony, and
“three times a detective is telling her what to say? 1in
order for her to get her deal and not be charged.
7/1/2011 RP 208. This was witnaess tampering by the
suppased advocate, now traitor through and through, to
the Petitioner's defernse. 6/25/2011 RP 67. Both
required aforemsntioned prongs (1) and (2), for
"conflict of interest" of the United States Suprems
Court standard have been met, measured and established

in this ground. Cuyler v. Sullivan, 446 U.5. 335, 100

5.Ct. 1708, 64 L.Ed.2d 333 (1980). The Trial Court

'

Judge, the Honorable Gordon Godfrey did give Pet

fede

t

fetn

aner

-

credit to all of his letters and verbazal motions asking
for another counsel to he appointed. On April Bih,
2011, Petitionsr motioned agzin for new counsel. Judge
Godfrey ssked Ted Debray, "any comments from you, Mr.
Debray?" To which Dshray answered, "ne vour honor.” The

Court asked Petitigner, "You ere in disagreement cver
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my rulings on consolidating trial; is thet correct?" To
which Petitioner replied, "Yes. Because he said nothing
about it. Thats my cbjesction; he didn't mention
anything." 4/8/2011 HP %, The Court ruled not tao have
Debray chenged. The Court added another zttornsy, Mr.
Keengn., Judge Godfrey reams Ted Debray for all the

!

inaction and appeints Mr. Kesnzn., 4/8/11 RP 5-6. Even

8]

with n=w counsel appointed, Agent Debray was un to his
same old %tricks, Lodefendant Stricklandis counsei Mr.

Ferra was diligently investigsting svidsnce that had

[Ea ]
{

not caome back yet and asked Tor a continuence all the
needed evidence had not beaen tested on June 27th, 2011.

RFE 37. On June 17th, Me, Farra made a recoed that much

X

needed evidsnce had not bzaen tuecned over. Mr. Farra
said they did just receive the two videcs from Safeway
and from accross ths street. RP 2., Agent Debray found
one last big opportunity to dersil Petitioner, and took
it. "fFrom my stendpoint, Mr. Keenan and I are working
to be ready for trial on the 28th. I anticipate that
there is an obhsticlas to that. Mr. Keenan is out of
town, But he and I are going to be meeting extensively
from here on out, starting this coming monday.
Investigation 1s, to my way of thinking, complete.”

6/17/2011 RP &, Petitionsr rencwsed his motion to fire
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Ted Debray, and to get rid of Keenan due to his abssnoe

and no lawyering. Petitioner asked to represent himself

(a2l

a5 a last measure to get rid of fAgent Debray. A court
learning of a conflict hetwsen defendant and counsel
has an Yohlication to inguire thoroughly into the

factual basis of the defendant's dissatisfaction,”

State v, Thompson, 169 Wn.App. 436, 482 (2012); Smith

v, Lockhart, 923 F.2d 1314, 1318 (8th LCir.

AL

1999) (queting United Statee v. Hart, 557 F.Z2d 162, 163

(8th Cir. 1877). Even if present counsel is competant,
a serinus breakdown in communications can veault in an

inadeouste defense., United States v, Trung Tran Naguven
3 b, = 4 ]

£%

262 F.3d4 99R, 10R3 (Sth Dir., 2001). A defendant i

i
[¥1]

denisd his Sixth Amasndment right to counsel when he is

"faorced into trial with tha

m
it

ssistance of a particular

a

lawver with whom he is dissatisfied, with whom he will

not coonerate, and with whom hs will not, in any manner

[

whatsoever, communicate." Nguyen, 262 F.3d at 1003-04,
Neuly appointad counsel, Mr. Keenen was still out of
town and only had a few days to nrepare for trisl. Mr,
Keenen hard to rely hesvily on co-counsel Ted Debray's
knowledge of the case, "OConflict of intesrest nf initial

counsel affectad performance of trial counsel

throughout nroceeding, and trisl counsel conceded that
bt} ¥ b I

Y
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he relied substantiglly on initisl counsel's knowledgs

of the cese. lUnited States v. Tatum, 843 F.2d 370, 578~

79 {(4&th Cir., 199%1)., There is "No retrzat from the

principle that the defendant is entitled tn an attorney

who acts as his advacats.! Np actual assistance Jjust

.

will not do, Plumlee v. Sue Del Papa, 426 F,3d 1085,

110% (9th Cir, 2005), Petitioner’s constructive denial
of counsel was shown when Judge Godfrey sppointed Mr.
Kewnan., It was & good try, only much too late, ond nof
nearly =znpugh to have given sven minimal adequate
ranresentation., Conflict of interest iz astablished
where ¢lient made reneated representations to court
regarding the inahility to comnmunicate with client.

United States v. Moore, 199 F.3d 1154 (9th Cir. 199§).

Appointing Mr. Keanan right before the start of trial

with no familiarity of the case, denied Petitloner

3
¥

effective zasistance of counsel, Singer v, Court of

o}

Common Pleas, Bucks County, B75 F.2d 1203, 1210 (3d

Cir. 1889)., Counsel's failurs to challenge two 3lased

jurnrs was ineffective aessistance. Virgil v. Dretks,

445 F,. %4 598 (5th Cir. 2006). Petitionar respectfully
reguests an evidentilary hearing., An evidentiary hezaring

st lssue when

m

is recuired to resolve conflict ef intears

conflict is called to the court's attention. United

SR
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States v. Ziegenhagen, 782 F.24 237 {7th Dir. 1509)

Ted Debray consciously and deliberately underminad the

U:

gvidence and testimony to bhe tsilored agains

Petitioner, instead nf sdvocating "for? the Fetitioner.
? joe)

‘..1.
{=2e

The conflict all started wvhen Dekray learvned that ha
had to defend a "ekinhead?, bithout Dabray peinting out
deliberately to Jerry Chrisman that she did not owe the
Petiticner anything, and that she better look out for
hers2lf and not return to continue testifying was given
a little extra of an Agent Debray "push®, Debra
"man cesrd" for peinting out to Petitioner's then
girlfriend, Jerry Chrisman, that Petitioner had spent
tha night at his ex-girlfriend, Erin Souther's houss
and intended to asbscound to falifornia with her. This

conflict made Petitionerts triel VYundemsntal unfeir,

ADDITIONAL GROUND NUMBER Tl

Petitioner was denied his Sixth Amendment right to

egffective ssgistance of counzsel for not Invesstigating

’.f.l
1Y
&€}

the interrogetion tape and hlindly sccepting the

2

State's peolice testimeonial version of what wss on it.

The State was allowsd to cherry plck from tha
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D

Petitionar!':

.}

interrogation, In the Statels Motion

<

Limine, Number &, the State motioned to allow
Petitioner's stetement, "I would never, ever, have a
firsarm. You know it's my third strike.v 7/27/2011 RE
46, Ted Dehray was teld by Petiticner to counter the
bad with &ll of the exculpatory good svidence on ithe
interrogation tapes, or get the intire thing suppressed
due to Mirsnds violations that the Judge Godfrsy was
well aware of, like many past incidences of saslective
hard to hear recordings, notice violatiaons, and the
starting and snding times thet the judge inquired into
and the State's witness Sgt. Laur admit

Agent Debray did not object or ask for sumpression.
&/8/2011 RP 21-22. Ted Debray did not take Judge
Godfrey's recommendation and get the tape filtersd so

it would be clearly hearable. Debray took the State's

k4

.

verslon hook, 1in, and sinker, Trisl counsel's

)

las
~
i

willingness accepnt the Government’s version of facts
andg Tallure to Tile any motions becsuse he relied on

the Lbovernmant!'s varsinn of facis, end rnot based on his

own reasonable invastigation. United States v. Matos,

?

905 F.2d 30 {(2d Cir. 1930). Judicial confidence in the
voluntariness of & custodial confessicon rests on

requiring corroborsting testinony of other officers

3
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present at the scene. State v. Echo, 77 hin.2d 553, 557~

59, 463 P.2d 779 (1970). Under the Fifth Amencinent to
the United States Constitution, no person "shall e

compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against

3

himself." State v. Nysta, 168 WUn.fApp. 30, hD (2012).

i}

Petitioner told Dehray that he was high as kite when
he was interviewed and it would be obvious if Debray

listened to the tape. Petitioner also told Debray that
he unequivocally stated numerous times that he wanted

tg stop and have an attoney, that and return to his

cell so he could sleep. A waiver of Mirends rights "may

he contradicted by an invocation at any timz." Berghuis
v, Thompkins, Uao. , 130 S.0t. 2250, 2263,

176 L.Ed.2d 1098 (2018). Petitioner's as

<ing directly
for a lawyer was an uneguivical request. Stats v.

o s,

Pierce, 169 Wn.App. 533, 546 (2012). Debray uwas

1]

unreasonably helow the parr in his lack of assistanc
by not checking this out, garnering axculpatory
evidence, and letting the State portray the Petitioner

as being guilty as sin due to he wanted a2 deal.

ADDITIONAL GROUND NUMBER THREL

Failing to ask for an Informer Cautionary Jury
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Instruction when the Tact noed ong be given dus to
Jerry Chrisman did get & desl not +to he charged, was
ineffective gesistance of counsel and violated the

Petitioner's Sixth Amendment rights.

An informant instruction is nzcessary when tha

informant's testimony is uncorroborated by other

2

evidancs, United States v, Boack, 14 F o 2d 12346

(9+h Cir. 1990). Jarry Dhrisman saicd exactly what the

cops wanted her to sayv. 7/P/8041 RE 208, fuoene Savage
steposd putside of Mac’z bar and seen Ferby and

Strickland, Savage drunkanly told the smaller man o,
"shakg the zand out of thair pussy,™ 3IRP 37, 56/. Danie
Tvaey noticesd J=zrry Chrisman sitting an a2 hench next to

the door whare Ssvags was standing, 3RP 106-58, Ivay

heard Jerry Chrisman vell, "shoot his ass.? ARP 47,

156-57, 168-68, 134, 136, Chrisman triad to Flip the
seript and said it wes Petitioner who said, *1 will

shont you motherfucker,® 3RP 32-.33%, 436-37. Every

[—:

sinogle witnaesse the State presented, and aven

U"

T ) ™

codaefondant Strickland countersed Jecry Chrisman's sole

testimany that Kerby had 2 gun displaeyed, Mg other

s,

witness testfied thet Kerhy had o ficearm. A4 similar

2

case was raveraed hecause this error is hermnful when

thare arve
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significant weaknesses in the States case., GBuzman v.

Dept. or Corr., 663 F.3d 1336 (2011). Trial counsel

ineffective Tor not requesting a "infoemer instruction®

when merited. United States v, Luck, 611 F.3d 183, 186~

87 (2011).

ADDITIONAL GROUND NUMBER FOUR

Petitioner was denied his Sixth Amendment right to
counsel when Ted Debray falled to chisct to joinder nor

motion for severance when thz facts demanded i+,

With both codefendants corrohorating =ach others
testimony against the Petitiorner to place culpability
on Petitioner, placing the Ysmoking gun" in
Petitioner's hand, there was very good reason to
require severance. Chrisman was more guilty that
Petitioner, only she was not charged for her

oliciting. Credible eye witnesses said that they
clearly seen Jeffrey Strickland as the shooter and the
oniy one with a firearm. 3RP 97-98, 131-32, 134, 150,
159-61, 42. Severing the trial from Strickland would of
gnabled a more agoressive defense and not have

Strickland's attorney Mr. Farra be able to shift the
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hlame. Petitioner stood & much higher chance at Deing
acgquitted not having Strickland's attorney doing
evarything possible to make Kerhy out to be $he
shootec. Debray's performence was abjectively daf
and resulted in prejudics. To =stazhlish nreijudice besed
on an improper joint trial, a2 defendant must show that
a competant attorney would have moved for spvarsncs,
that the wotion likely would haove bhaen arantod, andg

there is reasonable probability he would have baan

acoguitted at & sepsrate trisl., Stats v. ESmercy, 174
Wn.2d 741, 755 {2012) (quoting in re Pers. Restraint of

Davis. 152 ln.2d 547, 791, 161 #.3d 1 (2004), Debray
failed %o raiss that Petitioner and Strickland
mutuaily antageonistic defanses, Kerhy saving he did not
do anything, when Strickland implisd that Kerby did,
"walk to the car o retrisve Kerhy's aun, bang bang tuwo
shats fired. Jerry Chriasman putting & gun in Varbyisg
cer inside Kerhy's hackpack equallsd two agoinst ane,
with Mr. Farra ahle teo taks all the Tree shots he
wanted., Debray casnnot bz faund to he 4zctical vor
trying to kean the trisls toegether dus to Strickland's
greater showing of guilt due to he Jid not sduocsts

that wey due tn he trully wanted the Petitioner to g0

fds
B}
.
e}
5

down in flames for trying *to oet i
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ADDITIONAL GROUND NUMBER FIVE

Cumulative error of ineffective assistance of

counsal denied Petitioner a right to = fair trial,

The aforementioned grounds of ineffective
assistance may when viewsd alone not merit reversal,
but when combined it is smrror that has been

gstablished. Silva v. Woodford, 279 F.3d 825 (9th Cir.

2002); Tayler v. Kentucky, 436 U.5. 478, n.15, 98 §5.Ct.

1930, 56 L.Sd.2d L6R (1978).

ADDITIONAL GROUND NUMBER SIX

Petitioner was denied his Sxth Amendment right to
effective counsel when Ted Debray did not properly
perfect his motion for appointment of counsel and maks
the regquired showing to have Dr. Jeff Loftus appointed

as the Defense expert.

Debray did not do his job. This is 2 motion made
all the time by defense counsel in most cases. Failing
to lay a proper foundation to build on got the
Petitioner nada., This 1s another United Ststes Supreme

Court manditory must do, that Debray did not. Judges
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tie

of Evidence teo insure that expert wsitrness’
rests on reliable Toundation and ls rzlsven
fact at hand - held o apply to al

not enly sclentil mho Tire Co. v Darmi

testimony
t ta

thea

chasl. 9

Lo w (— . "y o I3 - 4
U.s. 227, 143 L.Sd.2d 238, 119 6.0x. 1278
ARDYTIONAL GROLND NUMHER SEVEHN

Due Frocses

a fair trial hocouse 2f prosscuict and o0
mizocondoct,
Thae Stats did not disclose the deal th

P T
o oner L

char n return

tastimony. The investigating crm of the Sts

nolice, inwhiah i3] o

1098

£

licge

1 evpert testimony,

524

[

te is the
v, In this

case it has hezen factually showun that the nolics farc
Jaerry Chrisman to do their bidding and say exsctly wh
they wanted her to v ota, three times ls the
chern, 7/1/2091 BP 208, Bergar v, Umited Stetes, 208
B.5. 78, B8, 79 L.Ed, 1816, G S.ChH. 8629 (1235},

that
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autaomatic reversal. United States v. Bagley, 473 U.5.

667, 105 5.Ct. 3375, 87 L.Ed.2d 481 (1985), on remand,

798 F.2d 1287 (9th Cir. 1986). Due Procsss vinlated by

a

Government's failure to reveal Government favors niven

t

witness hecause prosecutar's case depended on

credibility of this key witness. Monroe v. Angelons,

323 F.3d 286, 314 (&th Cie. 2003).

Raspectfully submitted,

o~ .
Michael Kfrbhy ¢ 4
Weshingtan State Penitentiary
1313 North 13th Avenue

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

DATED: this 14th day of February, 2013.
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Michael Kgrby # 702 5507

Washington State Penitentiary
1313 North 13th Avenue
Walla Walla, Washington 89362

February 15th, 2013
Mr. David Ponzoha,
Clerk/Administrator
Court of Appeals, Div. II
950 Broadway, MS TB-06
Tacoma, Washington 98402

RE: S5tate v. K¥rby, COA No. 42425-8-1I

Dear Mr. Ponzoha,

Please find and file my STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL GROUNDS
in your respective Court. This is a timely file as I only
recieved my voir dare transcripts, and this filing is

wWwithin 30 days of my receiving them.

Thank you for your service in this matter,

Respectfully submitted,

H ECEIVE i S

FE‘f ,!1 ‘J‘ /ET: 1ael KEI‘by

C.C.: File



