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I Wesley W Reizhmand, have received and reviewed the orening brief
preparac by my altorney. Summarized below are the additional gronds for
review that are not addressed in th=t brief. I understand the comrt will
review this statement of additionalgrounds for review when mv appezl is

~ongidererd on the merits,
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1)There ic no evidence that proves T knew anythize about the burslaries or
actad as an azcorplice, the eveidence shows me at my storaese 1mit vhich is
not a zrime and under rase 1ow.

"US v. Herrera-Gonzales, 263 F3rd 1092 (9th Cir.) it states:

"It is not a crime to be aquainted with criminals or to be physically
present when they are committing crimes."

2). 1 wa: charsec as ~n aczonnlizce and there is no evidence nroving T acted
as an accomnlice or primcirle and 1mrer caselaw.

"STATE v. EVERYBRODYTALKSAROUT, 145 Wn2d, 456, 39, P3d 294, it states:
"Person is not an accomplice unless that person knowingly solicits,
commands, or request the commission of the crime, physical presence, and
assent alone are insufficient to constitute aiding and abetting."

3). In Wa hingt.n, the accomulice liatilitv lew reauires knowledeoe of the
specifiz crime cherged & defendiant cannot be sharsed for merely any
foresecalble crime committed as a resuvlt of the commlicitv. “Testimony of

co defendant with no other evidence is net substantive evidence. ses State
v. Stein, 144 Wn.2d 236, 27 P.3d, 184. and State v. isreal, 113 Wn.App 243,
5k, P.3d 1218.

4). The defintition in Blazks law distionarv of accomplize witness, it

states: A witness who is an aczomplice in the crime a co-delerdant csnnot

be conv cted seolely on the testimony of an acconmlice witiness. Fvicence

1

an accommlize 1. shsrect =vidence hecruse the zocormlice mov waot

aiven

to shift blame

Cn counts 1, 2, 3, 4, the only cvidence presented at trial vas testimony
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of a co-defendant and a pictire of me 2. mv storace 1nit that is in mv
name, which is not a crime

;

5). By defin ticn an accomplice must be a rerson vho acted with the Dlrpose

of promoting or facilitsting the comrission of the substontive offense for

—t

shich he ic charsed as on gcomnlize see 81 Wn.App. 195, "More than mere
presence and knowledge of the criminal activity of another must be shown to
establish that a person present is an accomplice,") quoting STATE v. Vhite,
N.J. 1984, 484, A,2d, 691, 98, N.J. 122.

In this case, the state faile’ to show evidense that T, Mr Reichmrnd
was present or thal I even had lrovledee of the crimes tha zo-defendan
Mre. 7ion admits to doing.

6). Fvidence Rule GO2
Testimonv must be bazed upon persenal koowledze. A witnese must testifyv o
the baszis of facts or event: that the witness rersonallv ohsever!

Mrs. Yinn testified that it's me in the video with the v-haul. She
not in the vireo so she ghoulsd not have been able to identifv me  see
Yurkovich v. Rose, 68 Wash.App. 643, 847, p.2d 925, 81Ed (Div I 1993)(''a
witness was not allowed to testify as to what happened at a meeting because
the witness had not been present.' also see State v. Garrison, 71 Wash 2d
312, 427 P 2d 1012 (1967) where the owner of a burglarized tavern, who was
not present at the time of the burglary was not allowed to identify the
defendant as the burglar )

Mrs. Zinn should not have been allowed to identify me as the burglar or
person in video.

7).ﬂ statement made by D-1 while in custody, wes inadmiscitle agsinst D=2
the cout raid that D-1 gt-tenent nay heve heen on it ¢ face seainst

rially cosioned to shift hlame away



frow himself. The conrt added that “n confession made by 2 pecson in
custody end in the context of a cles hargain is inherently imtrictweorthy
State v. St. Pierre, 111 Wash.2d 105, 759 P.2d 383.

Mrs. Zinn testimony with no real evidence proving I, Mr. Reichmand had any
involvement in the burglaries is not substantial evidence and my conviction
should be reversed and dismissed. And Mrs. Zinn testimony is trying to

shift blame towards me.

B Respectfully submitted ofnthis “ day of ”é\i ;; \ \ , 2018

WGy Res b,

Wesley W. Washington, Appellant
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