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1 James E Warris, hove recieved and reviewed the

ope,mno\ hrief orc,parw\ \o\t my o:Hovne\{ Cumitiarized

below ore -\‘vxﬁ adcl tional owour\c\s l\or review Yhat are not

addressed in ot brief, l understand the Cour-'r will review

Hhis Statement of AddihonadiGroonds Lw Review when

my a\_’\?m\ 1S Congndered on e mevits,

Ao\ol Honal GrouY\Cl B

De.«ccmse, Counse,\ woS 'mencwccc;\'we, £ur fcx'\\ure, 3<0 seeX

guppression ot evidence, State v. WorYon 1306 Wi, App

Th e delendant /OPPb\an‘\‘ provided covnsel with o motion ‘\O

QUPPress evidence based on on uv\\c«w{-\u Tcrr\l 3*09 RPH,

chense, covnsel chose not do File the cie,;e,ndav\\' /aPPe,\lowA-

brief due Yo She facts of this case he \oe,\\e.ve,cl
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appelant has a right 40 o defense amd that the,

defense counsel deprieved him of Vet rignt, The

S*a-\:e, ka& '\\'\Q buw\em ‘\'o (‘Dro\/e, '*\r\orl' CA TC—YY‘\TI %‘\0(‘3

V1o laton did not sccuv. Defense coonsel ollowed the

SYote Yo not meet that burden, Fffective counsel

would have cka\\cno\eo\ e scope of the '[e,rr\/ stop,

ThCrc IS o reasonable Probakn\ 'N -\\v\or‘c o mo+\on "\O

suppress woold have becr\ a\mv\—\ec\ basccl on these facts

Hhat the record clearl re}\cc*s that o Terny $Yop

7.4

{ola‘)(\on kas OCCUY‘CA ha“‘ Th& de,ufendm\“\'jappe.\\an-\

a-He,mo‘}eci Yo exit “th; scene  bot was accos-\ecl b\/

tht, Oﬂu‘lce,r WhIC)‘\ aave ‘\hQ Aeﬁwdan% /appe_\\oer ‘%HC

belief Yhat he was notfree Yo leave avd Yhere by

Se\z\nq him, LRPI, TPD Tacoma Police, Depar-kmenﬂ

o‘g\cex Campbe.\\ ur\ O\w{:u \\\I S%\Z.Qc\ %MQ C‘Q{:QV\AOW\'\' /

oPPc]\an{' T}\Q, ogﬁ\c,e,r was w““\ow\’ (0.8 rea30hab\c, s P\L\Oh

Y Probab)e, covse. Yo believe Yhat ‘\ke, dg,fe,ndan'{' /

appe\\omjr was nvolved in an\/ criminal aaner LRP 33

or “HMA*‘ 4\46, dfﬂch\AAﬂ‘ /OPPQ, \OW\Jt was awmec\ O\nol o\avmc,rous

The oHizer had no mA\c,or’nov\ that dhe defendant /appc \an+t

Wos a Yhreat Yo socl:e{l LRP34, Neither did the n'h[\car

have any evidence ”ro infev that dhe defendant /appe, laat

Knew *\‘Y\H he was. r\A\nQ I o stolen vehicle, LRP3S,

Mer‘cN loe,mq a_passenger in o stolen car does wot

alone \US‘S( £y $U0\r\ o Seaveh /Sclz.ure/ vnder Te,rn/

S“a-& e V. AAOWV\"), I'-\‘—\\A/r\.A?]D




R ey presence’ doetrine aeeks Yo pro-{ec{-

persons mno&en-\w wm Yhe (:ovm)am[ of Pliviiin ke susoec:&ec&

Cr\mmq\ ASSoc,lor\r\on with a pe,rson susoec-\rul of eriminal

ac:\‘wr\r\l does not %‘\‘r\D awml “\‘ne, PHHQC:\\OV\S of the

(our-\\r\ amex\o\men‘k o "\\r\Q U Q. Constitution

State v, P)rogclnqx A% Wosh. 24 284,

SNate v. Mendez, 137 Wn. 2d 208, ( holding that

+h e passenger was not geized when dhe Ve.htc,\e,

WaS s*opptci he was seized when officers demanded

that he, re-\uvvx Yo the vehcle afHter ,—hr\l/\vxg 40

WO\\\( Ow\/ou,/'_

D(.)E&ASQ Counsc,\‘e; feprtsen'\q+\bn was deficient due Yo

Yhe Bic 4 dhad Yhere was no appo\rex\-\ s*fov*e.g(c, ov
Yactical reasons for dhe 0M\%310n, ond defense counsel

efic rent repref;e,n‘h*hon Dre\uc\\ced the de,\ocv\c/o.wt

ppd\oer due Yo the Lad ‘\\mor@ there s a Drobmbh"h

Jrho& except for coonsels UV\PrQ'{:QSS‘OY\Ovl errors,the

re,5u\-l' of the Proc&eAmq woulc\ have );we/n X R

S'&r\ok\amcl v. Wash | quu 1.8 BB
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