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I, Micheol Wodson -, have received and reviewed the opening brief prepared 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.

Additional Ground 1

The cu\u-\/ p\e_c.. was boased on o« Q\CIL o.?,re_mm\— Hel es net

|n¢3:n' \.n“n bcrmj(r 4\fm.-a_{-s.‘ \n‘\-\ M.(L\'\'\An % cocColan el USeJ "'n

Cocce.  \ts _erention

Additional Ground 2

_ Same  coimian)  condued wiad wot applied when b shaold have locen
v oedec te geatect e accosed Coam cbwse of yodieral gawer va

Sentencang.
J

If there are additional grounds, a brief summary is attached to this statement.
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Addtional Carcond A

Plee. cLﬂ(‘c&X“c.n"S ere  contracks wn netore, ond arc
measured by contreackoel standacds. US v Schuman, Y21 F 24
815, 811 (s e 19317). Just as with ofhwer forms of  contrecks,
Ao. negobioked guilty plea s a ® bargeaned  for qud pro (zpo."' s v
Scndevel- Lepez, 122 F34 747, 800 (4w wr 1), The defendant
performs  his side of the bacgan by eatering a quilty plea
The government 15 then requiced  to perform s doty, whebher
dismissiag  cherges, fecommending  sentences, or femeasaing silent.
1€ the court acccpts Hhe o.srwnm" and the governments
promse 15 performed, then the agrecment s complete end
Phe defendant 3&%8 the beneiY of  tae bargean. However, 1§
the court reyects the government's proposed promise, thea Ve
asr\cz,mon\' 15 Yermmated and the defendant has the nmight to
back oot of the plea. This s snalogeos Yo « \ow\Axnﬂ
contrackoal  doty cx\nnﬁu-.s\\coi by the nonocwrtence of «
condibion  svbsequent. Us v Wyde, 520 US 610, W1 S ¢t 1630,
634, 1371 LEl 24 4G3% (lqcl‘l}‘ Sce also, J Calamari and ) Perillo,
law of  Contracts, scetion =T, p Y41 (304 Ed, 19%7).

The  Supreme  Court has speaificelly eddeessed  Fais situahion
N Santobkello v Nen York, Hod U3 237, 262, 92 S <k 445, 494, 30
LEd z2d 421 (Icnl\ :\mu)rmg that when the government has made
o plea agreement and then brecches ks Yerms, the remedy 1S
1o ervther cllow the defeadant Yo withdraw the SU"H'Y plec or
to fequire speafic  performance. The Supreme Court  femanded
Sentcbello back to the Stale for determination of the issue
of Lhether or nok the de€endant eovld be made Lhole by
(‘csm:\-c,nc.mﬁ before. the same yudgey or 1€ jostice could better
be served by transberring the case  for r‘c:swhnqnj o a
)U&gc, who  was  onteanted by the Sovu‘nmm*‘.& condoct.

For the arqument  ebove, Appcllant asks covrt Yo allow



the withdrawl of wis ﬂu\\\'y plect and be remonded Yo o )Lxlac_
Who hest nok shoun bras o.go.mS* Yhe accused.

To Surbher suppory Yhe lc\nsumc,n* of an wmvalid plea dec) a
coccced guilty plee 15 open Yo cllakers) oMack. Fondasne v us,
qu us 233, 215 (1a13). ,

Coercran 15 de€ined by Black's Lau Dickwnary, 10w B3, as
"complsion of a Free auac_ni- by, physical; moral, or cconomic force
or threet of physicel Gorce’ Coercian wntended Yo restrch
anothects freedom of achion by bhrcatening ta commt a criminal
oct QSQ\nS{' Hat person, -\'\nncc.:\cnms Yo accwse. Phed person QC
hoving committed o criminal ack] threatening Yo expose a weench
Phat ether would subject the wichim Yo hadved, contermpt, or
mdicole o would impair the vickim:s eredd or gooduull, or
tolung or withhalding official action or cavsing an official Yo
Yoke o withhold action 15 ‘criminal oecaion’ '

Wih e use of intimidation of Appellant's .surrounchnﬂs
while  deteined 1n Clark County Jdail, Yhe prosccotor vsed
Yorcaks, Yhroogh Yhe defendant's own defense oMomey, that
i€ Me plea deadl was not cccepted, the prosccuvtor would odd
mere. chorges aganst defeadant. These verled thaeods violake Yhe
very delimihion of  cocraan. )

ln Striddand - v Mashington, Hee 0Us 66% (1as4), the Supreme
Coort creaked a stondacd for measurtaq <ffective assistance of
coonsel as a tuo-pact kest. Fiest, did the couonsel pecform
below an obyeckive stendard of reasoncblencss ? As  shated
above; the defense attorney assisted 1n the signing of «
plec ogreement osing cocrcian of the prosccotor. This crected
o Vto\o:\\on agams* Yo detendant onder Yz 0ses §19¢3
and § 1986, Evof\/ member, onder Pae BAR Associction,
eold  have  soch o besic grosp o vnderstond  when ey
are commithing & criminal  awk. Second, \occavse of thot
(:a\\uf‘c, l+ CPCO-‘\‘LA <& (‘caSoﬂc&)\c, ()Po‘:cg\o\\r‘y 4‘\—,0:‘(, \ou‘\-




Al-3

for P covors, the ovtcome would hove been §ferent.
1€ Appcllant was net wrongfolly whmideded , Yhecetened
or coccced, s Seventh Amendment (‘\g\f\\’ Yo Amel \oy
Yoy wacld  Yhave been up‘ha\g and  no ‘)\a:«. &S(Ccﬁ\m‘\"
would hewe signed.



O

AAA Fonal  Geovnd 4

As defined n RCW 2.94A.589, same crminal condoch
ncorporekes  two or more crimes  thal reqoire the same
eorminal  intent, ore commilted ot Yhe same Yimmce and
place ; and invalve  Yhe  same  victim.

In Appellants  case, same crimmnel intent should have
been applied Yo coonts VU, 10 as, based on Yhe undersfandms
and dake placed . the plea arj(‘c.u\r\cn‘\ Sigan, -H\e,y c»mf\\ca
to one vickim, Yhey were of Yhe same hime and Yhaco
intent  woold be For the same cn&m;_',, sexcol  sats Far tron.
1+ disqusts me Yo wnte thek so plaaly, kot When arguing  aw
Yhere 15 no  gley areas. That indodes the hme and pace
Peq/ume,rnon‘\' Cor  same criminal condock. As explan ned Yo
Appell ant by Yws  orignsl Yrial o-.\-\orrvvy. Yoo plece deal Hhak
resolted 1 o plees of (]U\\\' wes for an madent Yhok had
Yo do with o promise to go Yo a pcx,\. So, as understoad by
Appellant, these nadents owwred ot Phe some ploace and
Yme, 1€ something  different was ymplied by the prosccotion,
why 15 the dode of the crime the same overly beoad time
el 2

Ak sen“enc_mg, Yhe State has Phe borden oF proving  the
defendant's  enminal histery by o peependeccnce  of the
evidence. 1§ the Yme an offense was commited oaffccks Yhe
secrovsness of the Senbence, the S¥de most prove Yhc
celevent  tme. BPased 501017 on  the dnarges with « oeoad
hme  range oF Q’\\:ﬂcA offenses, 1+ bears bhe Skite dd nok
shew, based on e p(‘c_po'nClC(‘o.néc, of e.\/\Aenc,c, Yo shew proof
o oulhple 1ncidents since wo sxng\e, imcident ot AirVased.
Forthermare, the Yache used toy applying molhple  charges
over Such a bread ecange of hmes makcs b wmpossible Yo

defend  one's innocence  Since  bhe ability to provide an alib,



or ewvidence. of \anocence, over such o dime Crome @n nok
be dene.

For the same crqument, counts  6-4 shoold  be a.pp“l.c_cl
as  same comnal  condock  and  applied as one charge.

1€ o defendant 15 _connieted of Vlo\cb‘\'\nﬂ e single
statote molhiple himes, the proper wWqowy W o single staXutc
case 13 what “omit of prosecotion” has the legislatone wended
as  the puaisheble ack onder Hhe speafic crmimal stedote.
When Yhe \eq:j\a:\'of‘e_ defines Yhe Scope. of o criminol  ack  (the
vy of p{‘o&:cu-\'\on\; dovble 3c_opom<§\/ -P(‘O"\'C,c;\'.) o defendent from
being  convicted huice onder dhe  same statote  for o.vmfmﬂ'mﬁ
st one vk of arime. And, € the  stedoYe 15 ambaquoos
becaose  the legslatuvre hos feuled Yo denote Ve vak of
Pros«;w:\—\on, the ambiguity hovld ke constroed n Cavor of
leadty. Bl v Uaited States, 34a US 8i, 75 s ¢t 620, a4 LES Qog
(1ass). The rule of lenity provides Yhat any ambigoiky in o«
ermminal_ stakote  wuskt be _fesolved  1n Sovor o€ e accosed
and  aganst  the Stede.

For Yhese argoments AppeNlant  asks charges -4 and
0 e applied as one dhayge to the Sch‘\’c_ncwxj / otCender
Scofte  and o\acx(‘ae,s 6-A ‘bve  apphed as one changee ‘o
the.  sentenang / of fender  score.
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Conclusion ©

Using Yhe <:.r'3urvxc.n3cs of Yhe Stekement, Appellant asks
the coort to grant il of his  corrent sentence.
In  the \ng)\\' most  fewvorable Yo the Appc\\m‘\', Yhe Gl
Rights  viclahions comm +Hed oy the p("osca.)'\’lng atrorney
ghould sf‘cur\'}' s Appa“wér hhs frecdom Since Yhe acks
committed  were not  hoemless epcor . The A,‘:vpé\\an’\' could
not <,><pcc;\- Yo recave o far and vrolascd '\'na\ when
the Otahe 15 wvsing cominad Yadhies to guin o conniction.

’n\oua'\n Appc.\l ant  stands s\‘rong\\/ for s Pc\\cQ, o..\’ G
di€€erent view, the entered qulty plea o\d  be allowed
Yo ke withdrouin as  the condract was not opgheld by
e State. \n e eyes of  contrackusl \aw, the »(;\ca,
bargean s noll  and  void, Ct-\onﬂ wth  Yhe subsequent
C.)On\/\c‘\'\on. :

In Yo \ls\f\’\' \eest  Cavorable. o e Ap()c,\\ MJ‘.‘ P
corcecked sentence should be gquern based on Yhe choges

of  the pleen egreemenk and widin Yhe guidedines st
Cor th by \csis\o:\‘\on. '
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Proof of Service

Ideclare: Y\x de Stekement o€ AddXional  Gmonds e scrved vie wmeal Ao

lem-age-d8-orolderandmotaparty-tethis-ease. the courk Listed Lelow,

Served to (name): _Caurt o€ Apgecls-Div T o€ VA Hdireetly

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of Washington that the statements
on this form are true.

Signed at__(onn el WA Date:_ Y/ (/2020

4 //AZ/%/—— Michec\  Hudson

Signéture of sefver Print or type name of server




