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STATE OF WASHINGTON APPEAL no. 51724-8-ii
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VS

Kevin Stanfield
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Jean v. Collins, 221 F.3d 656,663 (4th Cir. 2000) (en banc), cert, denied, 531 U.S.
1076 (2001) (holding by an equally divided vote that a police officer who, acting in bad faith,
intentionally withholds evidence, and thereby prevents a prosecutor from adhering to Brady, has
violated the defendant's due process rights); Walker, 91A F.2d at 299 (mling that the "police
satisfy their obligation under Brady when they turn exculpatory evidence over to the
prosecutors").Daniels v. Williams, 474 U.S. 327,328 (1986); see also Cnty. of Sacramento v. Lewis,
523 U.S. 833,848-49 (1998) (stating that because the Court refuses to impose liability every time a state
officer causes harm, "liability for negligently inflicted harm [will be] categorically beneath the threshold
of constitutional due process").iSce Daniels, 474 U.S. at 327; see also Lewis, 523 U.S. at 833.1 United
States v. Bagley, 473 U.S. 667, 682 (1985) (holding diat a Brady violation will be found "only if there is a
reasonable probability that, had the evidence been disclosed to the defense, the result of the proceeding
would have been different").S'ee Graham v. Baughman, 772 F.2d 441, 446 (8th Cir. 1985)

4) A warrant is required to search and seize my car at no time did I ever see a warrant for my car or
given the opportunity to challenge the officers for the PIT maneuver that is search and seizer. A PIT
maneuver may not be done by the officer without a warrant. 4*'^ amendment. Supreme Court has held
that the Fourth Amendment proscription against unreasonable searches and seizures, Mapp v. Ohio,
367 U.S. 643 (1961), and the Sixth Amendment right to a speedy public trial, Klopfer v. North Carolina,
386 U.S. 213 (1967), apply to the states. State v. Snapp,2012 In its opinion, the court clearly held that
the rights of Washingtonians to be free of warrantless searches trump the right of law enforcement not to
be Inconvenienced.

Double Jeopardy

5) The appellant was charged with under 46.61.525 with is a crime, notably reckless driving. That was
dismissed in court. RCW 46.61.024 Attempting to elude police vehicle violates the rules of double
jeopardy as well.

Due Process I do wish to raise this issue.

6) The State statute Is too vague and is unconstitutional. As the words "Any driver of a motor
vehicle who willfully fails or refuses to immediately." The statute relies on a time frame that is
unknown. A statute which either forbids or requires the doing of an act in terms so vague that
men of common intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning and differ as to its
application violates the first essential of due process of law. Connolly v. General Construction
Co.j 269 U.S. 385,391 (1926)The void for vagueness doctrine thus serves two purposes. First: All
persons receive a fair notice of what is punishable and what is not. Second: The vagueness
doctrine helps prevent arbitrary enforcement of the laws and arbitrary prosecutions. There is
however no limit to the conduct that can be criminalized when the legislature does not set
minimum guidelines to govern law enforcement. The statute fail the test, under Skiliing v.
United States (2010), it was held that a "penal statute must define the criminal offense (1) with
sufficient definiteness that ordinary people
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