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Judiciel Bias Against Mr Lundy
Is Demonstrated In Several Ways

1) Using Mr Lundy's Previous Class C Felony
Coognvictions Faor Offaner Score Demonstrates HBias
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815 (2010)(en banc)

"This caze concerns the propsr interpretetion of PO
5.988.525(2)(C), which governs when class © felony
nviction fender score.

g5 may be included in s pﬂtqoﬂ'ﬂ'uf
tute provides in relavant pari:
lass C priocr felony cmnv1ct1ana.L. shall not be
included in the offender score 4if, since the todate of
release form confinement... pursusent to a felony conviction,
if any, or Entry af judgement end sentance, the offender had
spend Tlve consecutive yesrs in the community without
cgmmit+ﬁng any crime that subseguently results in a
conviction. .. ‘

-..3zcause Ervin, for & peried of five veasrs, did not
commit any crime subsegusantly reru14lnu in & convictiaon, and
beceuse Ervin was not conflned pursuant to a felany

conviction during that period, hls prior class [ felonies
washsd out and should not have heen included in his offender
score. Ules therefore rsverse the Court of Appeals end remesnc
for resentencing.t

Here Mr Lundy had no felony convicticns for a periacd of ten

vears. Twice as long &3 Mr Ervin or the periocd reguiraod by RO
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and Washington Suprems Court rulino on the subjact.

(2) It violated Mr Lundy's federally protsoted Equsl
Protection Rignts. Sss 2.9., Cleburrne v Clsburoe Living
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treated alike. [and]l (2) Zqguel orotection violation ocours

when government threasts someoneg differently than anothser

tusted. ).

253
[

is similarly

2) Having Multiple To Convict Instructions
. Also Demonstrates Judicial Bias

, Mr tundy had fthree counts of Beil Jumping {(counts
¥, VI). Caount IV. had one instruction while counts V. =z2nd VI.

another. This allowed the jury to convict on seperete basls.
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on counts V. snd VI, with the diffarent instruction with o lower

burden., Thig violated Mr Lundy's Fourtezsnth Amendment rights

Jue Process and Equal Protsction. Sse w.g., Deverssux v bAbhoey

F3n 1070 {8%r Cir 2001)("Even LT there is no anaologous cassela
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IV. CONCLUSION
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DECLARATION 0OF MAILING
PURSUANT TO GR 3.1

DELCARATION

Lundy, declare that an 5-3-2012, I
following documsnt:

ditlional Brounds; Pursuant to
RAR 10.10, or s copy therecf, in the internal mail syetem of the
Stafford CUreek Corrections Center end made arraignmaents for
postags to:
Washington Court of Appssls Thurstan County Prosscutor
Y 28 Y
pIv. =2 2000 Lokeridge Dr 54,
950 Hrosdway, Suits 300 Olympia, WA 98502
gcoma, WA. EBLOZ-L454L
fhomas £ Doyle @ & 2 o
Attorney for Appellant 4?43 ;co
PO 80x 5110 Mmoo QN
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ansville, WA. 58340 T e =
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=z i
I declers unders peneliy of perjury undszsr the laws of Stgﬁaiﬁf ;:
, s . ’ - . . b
Washington thaet the foregoing is true and correct.
Dated this 9th day of May, 2012 at the Stafford Croek Corrections
Center, Absrdesn, Washington..
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