No.3i390-5-1IT

COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Division TIT
STATE OF WASHINGTON
RESPONDENT JUL 292013
COURT OF APPEALS
V. srA'rElz)lx\-‘“vsv;\osmgmow

By e

AHMIN R. SMiTH
APPELLANT

APPEAL FROM THE SUPERIOR (oURT FOR OkANOGAN COUNTY
THE HonorABLE CHRISTOPHER CulP

APPELLANTS STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL GROUNDS

AHMIN R.SMiTH
1313 N.I3™AVENUE
WALLA WALLA ,WA. 99364

« TABLE Of CONTENTS-

IssuES
STATEMENT OF FacTS

CONCILUSION
SUPPLEMENTAL



No.31390-5-1

COuRT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Division TIT
STATE OF WASHINGTON
RESPONDENT JUL 29 2013
. COURT OF APPEALS
V. STATE[())I:%%T“[SGTON

By

AHMIN R SrMuitH
APPELLANT

APPEAL FROM THE SUPERIOR (oURT FOR OKANOGAN (OUNTY
THE HonorABLE CHRISTOPHER CulP

APPELLANTS STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL GROUNDS

AHMIN R.SMitH
1313 NAD™ AVENUE
WALLA WALLA ,WA. 99364

«TABLE ofF CONTENTS-

1s50ES
TATEMENT OF FacTS

CONCLUSION

SUPPLEMENTAL

|



STATE OF WASHINGTON
V5.
AHMIN R, SMiTH

OkANOGAN (0. SUPERIOR (OURT (oLRT oF APPEALS Division TIT
No. 12-1-00331-1 No. 313905 -1

ON JaN. 9 013 . T Adtin R SMiTH WAS WRONGFULLY SENTENCED TO 44
MONTHS CONFINEMENT To O.0.C. fOR 4 (OLNTS OF FELONY HARRASHMENT VA
CELL PHONE TEXT MESSAGING . ON Aus 1A™ & 13 30 Mt WIFE CResTAL A. SMiTH
RECIEVED THREATENING TEXT M5ES. CONTAINING THREATS TO RARM/KILL HER OR
MEMBERS OF HER FAMILY . THE TEXT S WERE SENT FROM A PHONE. BELONEING TO ME.

MR SMITH DID NOT POSSESS HIS PHONE ON THOSE DATES . [THE PROSECOTION
OBTAINED (ONVCTION BX USE OF MSONOVCT FAILURE To (OMPLY WITH WASH. SIATE
AND UNITED Stames CansSTITUTION RULES OF EVIDENCE.

Prosecomrs Kare Dioan AND JENNIFER RICHRARDSON HAVE GONTINOED
™ VIOLATE Rute lb B HolDwWe EXCULPATDRN SVIOENCE THAT WilL EXONERATE
MR, OMITH. MR, SMUTH HAS MADE. SEYERAL REAUESTS FOR THE PROSC. PROVIDE
FOLL AND (OMPLETE. DISCOVERS FOR RIS APPEAL .. AND HAS REEN DENIDO.
(REAVEST FOR DISLOVERY RP 16k~ 149)

ALTHO=W THE STATE MAYX NGT PoSSESS (BRADY MATERAL) IT HAS THE
DUTY T LEARN OF ANY FAVORABLE EVIDENCE KNOWN T OTHER €OV, ACENTS /RLICE
(5.03 A.B.A. STANDARDS 6F CRIMWNAL JUSTICE . 3RD ED. Disc.AND PROCEDURE.

REVEAL ALL. PRETRI\AL EVIDENCE IN PRESECOTIONS ROSSESSION ... BRADY RoE)
PROSELOTOR. HAS CONTINOING DOTY TO DISCLOSE ADDITIONAL MATER\AL OR INFO.
THATS OOVERED DURWNG THE TRWAL TO THE DEFENSE ...AS WELL AS THE QORT.

Lt s BEeN HronThs sincE IR OMITHS APPRE HEN SION AND HE 1S STl
WITHOOT COMPLETE RECORDS FOR Al 1a%¢ (3™ 3N\, THE PHONES AND REWORDS
ARE LRATUAL COMPONENTS OF DISCOVERY IN THIS CASE . THE ABRSENCE OF THE
EVIDENCE IN ITS ENTIRETY HAS PREJIUDISED MR SMITH RECUASE THE JURY/TER
OF FALTS WERE. DEPRWED A PERTINENT VIEW OF THE EVIDENCLE T ASSESS AND
RELOGNIZE THE SALIENT UNDISPUTARLE FACTS OF THE CASE... BY DENYING THE
JURM THE OPPERTONITY TO VIEMW THE EX COLPATORY ENIDENCE .

MR SMiTH HAS REEN DENIERN WIS CONSTITOTIONAL RIGHTTD A FALR TRIAL,
DUE PROCESS RUGHT T MATER\AL EVIDENCE THAT 1S FAVBRABLE To THE
DEFENDANT. MATER\AL EVIDENCE 15 RELEVANT i€ (T TENDS T MAKE THE EXISTANCE
OF A MATERIAL FACT MORE OR LESS PROBARLE THAN 1T WOULD HWAVE. BEEN WITHEOT
THE EVIDENCE . STATE V. RENFRO 96 Waan.dd. 403,639 ead. 137,739 (1984)

MR OMITHS OWN RECORDS _NOR MRs OMITHS PHONE HAVE BEEN PROVIDED
IN COMPLETE FORM . | HE APPELATE RECHRDS DIFFER FROM THE RECOHRDS
PROVIDED AT THE TRIAL AND ARE INCONSISTENT WiTH WITNESS TESTIMONY
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THE PHONE RECORDS PROVIDED To Ma. SMITH FOR TRIAL HAD NO VERIFICATION
THAT THE INFO. WAS PROVIDED v ATeT.

STATES WITNESS AT & T REP TESTIFIED DoCs. DATED 12/B/a0ia THE DatA
WASNT COLLECTED oN \/ia - wWAS IT? ~ No 5iR” DEFENSE COONSEL LN STATES
LEADING THE WITNESS STATES LT WAS (DLLECTED REAL TIME - SUTOR REFE
VES SR MESSAGES WERE CREATED REAL TIME AT THE TIME ON RECORD. MR .
SUTOR GIVES A BRIEF EXPLANATION OF THE TECHNICAL PROCESS OF ATeT CELLPHONES
WHEN THE PROMES IN USE ACTIvELX. MR SUToR TESTIRIED ITEMS 28 H TEXT WERE
CREATED AT 1239 A1, (RPAE9) Mo RunArDSon (LEADINE THE WITNESS wiC
DEFENSE ORTECTION ) DISTINCTIVELY HAS MR SUTOR CONEIRM @oTH Maes. " OK.
BoTH OF THEM? . SUDR REPLIES ~ THATS (orreEcT ~ (RPABY) . I ASKED THE
COURT TO RECOGNIZE THAT MRS RICHARDSON (D.PA.) ONLY ASKED MR S0ToR Te
CONFIRM THE T\ME OF 344 (RPABY). THE D.PA. THEN ASKS MR SUTOR T VERIEY
SEVERAL. OTHER TINES OF TRE TEXT MESES. FRom 5715 Hab 6806 T THE PHONE
NUMBRER 909 84 3340 (RP3A90-391) . THE D.PA. ONLY ASKS e SuitR TO
CONFIRM THE (ONNECTION OF PHONES INTERACLTION WHELZE THE PHONE DIALED
THE PHONE # OR TEXTED TWE 5069 846 3240 NOMBER (RP 290)

AFTER. RAVING MR SUTER. &0 THROUGH AND CONFIRM A /THE DATE NMESGS.
CTTIOTL...36 W 6T 315 "3 7o Hi%. _\WERE SENT... D.R!}. LEADING THE WITNEAQS
W/ ORTECTON O.K. THIS 1S JUST FOR AUG. 13™ CORRECTT S0UTOR THATS (orRECT”

D.PA. Aska IF MESES 64-HT18 WERE CREATED ON AUG. \3/id"...BUT DIDNT
DIDNT ASK fFOR (TEMS 384 (RP A29- 291 ) ... MR S0TOR TESTIFIED A MESES . HAD
PEEN (REATED AND SENT AT 12139 At /REAL TIME Mes SMiTA TESTIFIED
NEWFRSRT INFORMED HER MR SMiTH HAD BEEN ARRESTED (RP3TD) .. Mes Smn
TESTIFIED MESLS. STEPPED WITHIN THE HooR “(RP 370) OF MR SruTHS ARREST

OFFICER NEWRRTS ARRESTING STATEMENT SAT MR SriiTH WAS ARRESEL
AT 1130 AM. Aue. 13 3013, D PA. STATES ON RECARD THAT THE MS6S (EASED
SHORTLY AFTER THE ARREST oF M. SruTin . THUS INDICATING THAT THE MS6S.
PERSISTED FOR SOME AMOUNT OF TIME AFTER THE APPREHENSION OF MR SMiTH.

THE (ONG LIST OF TEXT CONFIRMATION WAS USED AS A STRATEGIC RUSE
TO DIBTRACLT AND MISLEAD THE JURY ... WITNESISES AND THE COORT TO INCLUDE
(TEMS 38 Y SUBTECTWELY WITH THE ONG LIST OF TEXT €a-Wa(RPaed - agi)

OFFICER NEWPORTS TESTIFIED THAT MR, SMUTH WAS APPREHENDED IN 30
SELONDS OR LESS (RP A53) HE SAID THE APPRE HENSION WAS INTENSE VERBALLY
AND PRYSICALLY . OFRCER NEWRDRTS AND & OTHER OFF\CERS UNLAWFULLY
ENTERED MR. IMITHS HOME UNANNOUNCED THRU A SIDE ENTERANCE THAT
S NST OSED fOR PUBLIC EVERNY DAY USE  ITATE V. HokeENX T3 WN. Ase. BEY
8l P Ad. 670 (999) 7 SIDEXARD 15 PRIVATE CURTWLAGE . RCWA 10.3) . Kook
AND ANNOUNCE RULE. AND FUNDIMENTAL PROTECTION OF THE Hi AMEND.
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THE STATUT APPLIES TO SEARCH AS WELL A3 ARREST. fOR ENTRY TO BE LAWFULL
4 THE ULE PRIOR TO NON-CONSENSUAL ENTRY ANNOUNCE THE\WR IDENTITY... DEMAND
ADMITIANCE .. ANNOUNCE THE PURPOSE OF THEIR DEMAND AND BE EXPLIAUTLY DENIDED
ADMITTANCE . TNTRUSON 8% Porve OFFICERS INTD CONSTITUTIONALLY PROTELTED
AREA OF THE CLURTUALE FOR TRAE PURPOSE OF SEIZURE OF EVIDENCE FROM TWE
UNPROTELTED AREA BEMOND REQVIRE SUPPRESION OF THE EVIDENCE [ STATE V.
FERRD 64 Wi, Aep. 18\ &34 P ad 500 RD 1a Wi, d. 1085 833 P ad. 438 (1943)
NEWPORT TESTIFIED L OPENED THE DOOR LRABBED M\S WRIST AND PULED
Hin 0T (RPA53) SEE ALSO . RP 10951176 T OPENED THE DOOR REACHED (N GRAGIE
Fat . L wWAS PULLING ON Wit L. HE WAS PULLING AWANY .. L EVENTUALLY HAD THE
CTHER Twit (puLEE DAM OFFLERS HELP ME PULL HIM FROM THE DooRWAX .. AT
HIM ON HIS STOMACH OM TRE GRADND AND RPANDCOFFED HiM BERIND HiS BACK
AT TS TIME T WAS T ADVISE. R\t SPELIFILAUNY TRAT HE WAS UNDER ARREST
FOR THE THRER COONTS 6F FELONY HARRAS MENT (RPITL) MR Snith wWAS
INFORMED WAS INFORMED HE WAS ARRESTED FOR THREE COONTS OF FEL. HARSH.
AFTER REING DRAGLLED SOTOF HIS HOME AND RANDCUFFED LAYING ON KIS
STOMACH . MR SMuTh WAS READ His MIRANDA RIGATS WHEN HE WAS PLACED In
IN NSWPORTS PATRAOL (AR AT THE END OF THE BLOCK SiX HOUSES AWAY FeomM
SHITHS RESIDENCE _WE DIDNT PULL RiBHT UP TO \T..FOR OFRILER SAFTY.
THE POULE CANNGT ARREST A SUSPELT WITHOUT A WARRENT ABSENT
EXIGENT URMWMSTANCES WHRILE THE SUAFELT 18 STANDING IN THE DroR 6F
IS HoME (STATE V. HoalenAn 103 Wi Ad 426 643 © 3d. 81988 SEE ALSD:
(STATE v. CoonTs 99 Wi Ad. 54 659 @ Ad. 1087 (1483) BuceE MAY NeT MAKE
A WARRENTLESS NONLON SENSUAL ENTRY INTO A DUSPELTS WOME TO MAKE A
ROUTINE ARREST . OFFILER NEWFDRT AND THE A OTHER OFF\(ERS VIOLWATED
VIOLATED DUE PROCESS 3% (oNFIRMING  (RP 101 T WANT 10 £6 MAKE AN
ARREST) M2 NEWPORT GUICKLY EXPLAINED T2 OFFICER. FTLORENTZON WE ARE
THERE T ARREST MR Stuth (RP 119 THE OFFICERS WERE NOT THERE. T ASK
QALESTIONS OR T INVEASTIGEATE * THEN WERE THERE To MAKE A WARRENTILESS
ARREST. OBTAINING A SEARCH AND SEZURE WARRENT (S A FORM OF DLE
PROCESS (STATE V. DAVIDSON (1480) A6 Wh. A 613 230, S6- REV. GRANTED/
D\SMISSED SRS \Ov)
TN TUWE ARSENCE OF (ONSENT AR EXIEENT CIRGINSTANCES THE FolCE
WERE CONSTI TOTIONALLY PROMIBGITED FROM MAKING A WARREN TLESS ARRE ST
ENTRY INTD DETENDANTS HOME T MAKE A FELONY ARREST EVEN \E FROBABRLE
CALSE EXISTED T ARREST (M ANO AN OFF\CERS PpST ARREST T-D. OF THE
DEFENDANT 9000LtD RAVE BEEN SUPPRESSED UNDER EXCLUSIONARY RULE AS
THE FROIT OF AN LLEGAL ARREST (STATE V. TANLE 103 W Aep. 354 .\
P 3. 653 (2000)). BEUEF THAT A DEFENDANT COOLD DESTREY (ONTRARAND
AND A CONCERN FOR POLICE SAFEY DASED UPEN INFO THE DEF. KEST A
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'c@\\r KEPT A WEAFDN WAS NOT SUFFICIENT RBASIS T8 JUSTIFY A SEARCH OF THE
~ OEFENDANTS RESIDENCE N VIDLATION OF THE KNOUK AND WAIT RULE (STATE V JETER
A0 W AP Bih B34 @ dd. A (1981) RD GG W 20 1031)

MR SMitH wAs DRAGEED 00T OF THE SANCTITY OF HIS HOME AND THROWN
FACE. FIRST ON CEMENT CARFORT (RP 1T6-177). MR SMiTH WAS SEZED AND SEARCHED
NC DRLES. "WEAPONS. _ELECTRONIC BEVICES OR ANY OTHER ORIE WERE. N
MR SMITHS POSSESAION . M2 SHTH DO NOT HAVE HIS CELL PHONE IN POSSESSION
NOR IN Hia IMMEOIATE CONTRAL OR AREA INSIDE THE HOUSE ORON THE FORCR.

NEWRORT TESTIEIED MR SMITH APPEARED T BE TEXTING (RPALR)....
HE DD Mot KoW \F TRE DEVICE RE SAW WAS ACTLDALLY THE DEVICE THAT WAS
SENDING THE MESSAGES. THERE 1S NGO PROOF OF THAT.. NG . (RP&42) THreEE
OFFILERS SEARCHED MR, SMTH INCIDENT OF ARREST N ELECTRONIC
DEVICE \WAS RETRIEVED.

THE PROSECOTION DIDNOT INFORM DEFENSE (COURT /JURY THRAT THE
THREATENING TEXTING (GNTINVED T BE (ZEATED £ SENT SIMUTANELSLY THE
ENTIRE TIME MR. STUTH AND OFFCERS WERE N DIRECT CONTACT. THEY
CONTINUVED FOR SEVERAL MINUTES AFTER MR SMTH WAS (N COSTODY . LT wolld
BE IMPeSSIBLE FOR MR SMiTH T2 SEND TEXTS WHILE IN (DUSTODY, NONE THE
LESS THE TEXTING CONTINUED AFTER H\S ARREST

ATeT REP MR SUTOR TESTIFIED THE ACTUAL PHRONES WILL REVEAL DETALS
ON TEXTING AND (COMMUNTCATIONS ATTEMPTED. THE FACT PHONE RECORDS DONT
CORROBARATE THE TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES SHOWS RECORDS ARE INCOMALETE..

PoLnCE OFF\CErs TESTIMONY OFFERED Y MOMTHS AFTER. EVENT &6F TELEPHONIC
AFFIDAVIT AND REFPDET NADE AFTER SEARCH OCORED AND AFTER TAPVE OF TELE.
CONVERSATIOUAE WAS (ST WAS NOT SUFFILENT T ESTARBLISH \SSUANCE OF SEARCH
WARRENT FALLRE T RE(ORO SNTIRE (ONVERSATIOMS WAS &RCSS DEVIATION FRoM
CRWIWNAL RILES (STATE v MYERS (a91) 1T wasa. dd. 332,85 Pad. 64 CL 3‘1‘\.(:.(‘1\3

THE REWRNOS PROVIDED To MR, QMTH CEASE AT W 1T AM Ave 12N THUS
MISSING OVER 4. HOOIRS OF INFORMATION.

OFfiCER NEWPRT TESTIFIED (MARGES WERE FELONY HARSM. UViA (ELL PHONY
Ms SMiTH TESTFIED Monestiy T 0onT Kuow WRAT WAS SAD. TR Snith wWAS Not
IN AN ACT &F A CRIME . NEWRRT LT ACPEARED TO ME HE WAE TEXTING BASICALLY
SITING (RP A1) .. BUT NOTHING WAS FOOND ON FI\S PERSON OR VACINITY.

ﬂz%zg_c.oﬂom FALED T \NORM JDURY IR SMITHS PHONE WAS RETRIAENED
APPROX \OT'AFTER FROM MRs SMITH. THERE \S NG PRXSWCAL OR TEMPORAL AROWMITY
OINKINE MR SHTd T2 s PAoNE - P, STt AnD THE JORY WERE DEPRWED THE
ABILITY TO VEM THE EVIDENCE INITS EXTIRETY A VISLATION OF RUES OF
COMPLETNESS

THE NAIDR (onvTRIBUTION oF THE A .B.A. DISCOVERY STANDARDR VS ITS
PROVISION THAT PRESECOTION DISCLeSE ALL INFD. AND MATERWAWL HELD. (&



{onr. 18 IT (8 THE DUTY OF THE CEFIGERS OF THE COORT T8 RELINGALISH MATERIAL
EVIDOENCE (OMPLETE AND FULL DISOVERY T BE OSED AT TRIAL S0 THAT DEFENDANT
MAY PRECARE A PROPER DEFENSE To ALLOW THE. POSSIBILITY B DISCOVERY EVIDENSE
THAT MAY CHANGE THE NATURE OF THE CASE OR TOTALLY SXONERATE THE DEFENDN
OR AN OPPERTUNITY To RESOLVE CASE REFORE TRIAL B MUTUAL AGREEMENT
BETWEEN PARTIES THE LACK OF (ONPLETE PHONE RE(ORDS BEFORE AND AFTER
THE TRIAL AS WELL AS THE PHONES THEMSELVES DEMNIES MR SMiTH DUE PRXESS
TO PRESENT A FoLL (OMPLETE DEFENSE/ARPPEAL AS THEY ARE A (RUGAL FACDR
OF UNDISPOTARLE EVIDENCE NEEDEZD FoR ATRUE IUST JUDICGAL DEGSION.

IR SMitd DID NET ROSSESS HIs PRANE AL i~ Avs 3. THE PROSECOTION €07
A (ONVICTION BY USE OF MIHOWDUGT FALURE TO COMPLY WITH WASH  SRATE AND U-3.
CONSTITOTION RQULES oF EVIDENCE.. DEFENSE (oONCEL MR, Ly AND PRESIDING
JUDGE CULP” VIGLATED SEVERAL CONSTITWOTIONAL RIGHTS TC (MCLUDE THE “th
O™ 6TH A AND IHTH AMENDMENTS AND ART\CLES .

IR, SMiTH WAL FILED A MoTioN T RAVE THRE COORT ORDER. RETRIEVAL OF
ALL PHONE RELHOROS FOR AVG 13 AND 13 Fchr;\DS %23% \8\.\\\5 AND HIS WAFES PHONES
DIRECT FROM THE PROVIDERS .. AND TRAT THERBEFERSE RELEASE ALL TRAL [(ASE
RECORD 1T HOLDS OR USED FOR. THIS DNIUST CONNICTION OF MR STyl TO THE
APPELLATE (CORT INMEDIATLY.

THE PRONE REORDS AND OFFICER. NEWFORTS ARREST RERORT STATEMENTS
(RP I03-109) AND TESTIMONY...AS WELL AS ATeTs ReP. MR SOTORS TESTIMONY FROVE.
MR, SMITH WAS NOT IN FOSHE SSION OF RIS PHONE ,AS THE TEXT MESSAGES CONTINDVED.

FOLL DISLUOSORE OF COMPLETE PHONE RECOHIZDS WILL VERIEY TH\S T2 BE
UNDISPUTARLE WHEN (OMPARED T DEXOMENTARY AND TESTIMONAL EVIDENCE

UPON TRHE COORTS DISCOVERNY OF THIS FACTDAL EVIDENCE MR SMIiTH
RESPECTIVIY REQLESTS /MOVES THE CODRT T YACATE HIS CoNVICTION UNDER
CrR 7.2 ExcOLPATORY EVIDENCE .

RESPECTFULLY SUBMiTTED AHMIN R SmiTH J"ULYJ5/QOKB

M
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ALL APPLICABLE INFORMATION NEEDED FOR RETRIEVAL OF INFORMATION 1S INCGLOSED



. CoNCLUSION AND
TiLLEGAL ARREST SUPPLEMENTAL

ONE MUST CONSIDER THE ANSWERS To THESE SIMPLE QUESTIONS WHEN
EVALUATING MR. SMITHS ARRESYT

DID THE OFFICERS HAVE A WARRENT NO
DID THE OFFICERS HMAVE TIME TO AQLIRE A WARRENT _ YES
DD THEYX EVER ATTEMPT TC GET A WARRENT NO
WAS THEIR ONLY GOAL TO ARREST MR. SMiTH YES
DID THEY HAVE ANY ACTUAL PROOF IT WAS MR SMITH HIMSELF

THAT SENT THE TEXT MESSAGES NO
DID THEY ScE Mz 9MTH WiTH A PRONE TEXTING ND
D\D THEY FIND A PHONE ON/AROUND MR SrutH ...EVER NO
CAN ANYBODY LSE MR, IMITHS PHONE TO 9END TEXT MSES. YES

15 THERE ANY UNDISPUTABLE EVIDENCE WHD SENT THE TEXTS NO
DID THEY ARREST MR SMiTH ANTWAY , DESPITE THE AFOREMENTINED YES
DID THEY ENTER/REMOVE HIM FROM HIS HOME YES

U3 v. CAMBELL A4S F 2d 113 1S 4™ OR.{1991) "WARRENTLESS ARREST IN S0SPELTS
HOME NOT JUSTIFIED.. EVEN THOU6GW ARRESTED (O-CONSPARATOR LD POUCE. SOSPECT
et REACT WHEN (O~ CONSPIRATOHR. FAWLED T APPEAR SOON WiTH PAYTMENT iR DRSS
BELLASE FOLILE WAITED 1 HOUR BEFORE ARREST BOT FAILED T OBTAIN WARRENT

e OKANDGAN PLICE HAD & HOURS T T OBTAIN A WARRENT. BT DIDNTe
See(RPIg0-185)

0.5. v BRADLEY 93] F ad 390 139 6™ g, (199)° WARRENTLESS ARREST (N
PERZONS HOME NOT IBSTIFIED BECOASE ARREST PURSUANT T& INDICTMENT AND
OFFICERS (OOMLD RAVE EASILY OBTAINED A WARRENT (OVERULED ON OTHER GROONDS)

O OKANDGAN FOLCE CAMD HAVE EASILY OBTAINED A WARRENT... BUT NAOE No ATEN

KNOIWE V. WRIeHT M1 £ 3ak. 741,750 8% e (1996) WARRENTLE SS ENTRY
OF HOLSE NOT IDST\FIED BECLASE SUSFECT NoT LKELY TO FLEE. ... SOSPELT NOT
ARMED. . SUFE\CAENT OFFICERS ON PREMIEES .. AND EX(OSE THERE WAS NC TIME
o GET WARRENT BEFORE CLOSTE OF BUSN. WAS VITIATED BX FAT OFFRICERS
OBTAINED WARRENT AFTER ARREST WAS MADE"

¢ SAME SCENARC AS MR, DMITHL...EXCEPT THERE WAS NC NEED 1 OBTAIN
ARREST WARRENT AFTER MR SNiTh WAS ALREADY ARRESTED AFTER BEINS
WLEGALLY REMOVED FROM H\S HOME .. THE DAMAGE WAS DONE .



N (LLEGAL ARREST SUPPLEMENTAL ... CONT.

ACLORDING TO CASE RECORD.... SUDITIAL LAW, .. CONSTI TUTIONAL RIGHTS ..
AND THE UNDISPUTABLE FACT THE OFFICERS HAD NO EVIDENCE (T WAS
ACTUALLY MR, DMITH RIMSELE welb DID THE TEXTING (ONLY THAT iT CARE
FRoM A MOBILE. PHONE 1N HIS NAME..... CAPARLE. OF BEiNG LIED BY ANYBODY)
THE OFFICERS HAD NO EVEDENCE T ARREST MR SMITH. . LET ALONE ENTER
HIS HOME To 00 iT.. .. WITHOOT A WARRENT.... 63 HOORS AFTER REQEVING
THE (OHPLAINT... A (OMPLAINT FRoM HIS (SEPERATED) WAFE

e THIS WAS AN TULEGAL ARREST »

FURTHERMERE ... . THERE WAS NO NEW EVIDENCLE PRESENTED AFTER
MR DMITHS ARREST TO SOBRSTANTIATE THAT HE INDEED WAS THE ACTUAL
PERSON.. .. THE SOLE AND ONLY PERSASN RESRONSABLE. FoRk SENDING THE
TEXT MESSALES IN QLESTION.... THEY NEVER FOOND THE PHONE ... 1T WAS
A MOBILE PHONE ... ANYEDDY WHO KNEWw MRs SMITHS CELL#F (00D WAVE
USED MR. SMITHS PHONE ... FROM ANY WHERE WITHIN MILES . ... THERE WAS
"FRICTION 1IN THE FAMILY... . TD MANY 1S30ES TO POINT ONLY TD ONE PARTY
(MR. SMITH) WITHOLT UNDISPLTABLE FPRODF OF WHOD ACTUALLY MADE THE
TEXT MESSAGES. . WAY TO NANY FOSSIBILITIES WIiTHOUT PROPER PROMF.

THIS WAS AN TUEGCAL WARRENTLESS ARREAET.... HE WAS HELD BY
POLICE WHo NEVER RECIEVED THE NEEDED UNDISRUTABAE PROOFE.....
THERE SHOULD NEVER EVEN REEN A TRIAL ... FDR AN ARREST W/O MERIT
THAT (ACKED THE EVIOENCE NEEDED. ..AND STILL DOES

WHHOUT THE FULL PHONE RECORDS FROM MR SHiTHS PHONE... THE OFFICERS
AND THEN THE STATE ITSELF LACKED THE EVIDENCE TO ARREST THEN CHARGE
MR, SMITH. .. HAD THE PHONE BEEN USED AFTER SMITHS ARREST . ALL
FURTHER APPELLATE ACTION SHOULD (EASE UNTILL THESE REORDS..THE
FLULL RELORDS.CAN BE REVIEWED AND (OMPARED WiTH EXiSTING RELORDS
. IF MR OMITHS PHONE HAD INDEED BEEN USED AFTER HIS ARREST.. WHO
LSED 1T7.. WHEN? wWHS WAS CALLED .. AND WHY HASNT THIS iNFORMATION
BEEN MADE AVAWLARLE BEFORE NDdW ¢ THIS NEW EVIDENCE (00D AFFELT
THE WHOLE OUTCOME.... AND MUST BE REGEVED IMMEDIATLY.

SINCERELY AHMIN R ST Juivad, 2013
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IN THE sﬁzmk COURT OF WASHINGTON STATE . " vt

BY s

IN AND FORfjvisiow JIL COUNTY oF OKawo gax
The Stde oF Washivgbon No._31349085 (Tv.IL

Plaintiff i St Soperiv Coort
C”faNbgduoé&u&wtyi—(qnﬁtgj_;L
V. DECLARATION OF SERVICE
BY MAIL
A’ ‘n Sonth Covt oF ﬂpp&tls Drwxaap..UJ—
Defendant

I, A:‘m;,o Sm,ﬂ » the defendant in the above

entitled cause, do hereby declare that I have served
the following documents:

MM@E&MML&E_Q%Mw Kes

h,d SL ;% hbi‘ 4525 lﬁhlﬁ 2F é Haclﬁﬁi &decs {ese Slﬂgslgduwf's
E : ! g [ SE!UES ! [‘ g fl \!‘ES

PARTIES SERVED:

Appe llowst Lovct Divisico T WLMMTM ley

usef
cutin [2 .KALI_E_ﬂM_ﬂ_C&L’ﬂ.QLN(aW

I deposited the aforementioned documents in the
U.S. Postal Service by way of process as Legal Mail
through an officer station at WA. CFL 1, Pew:ite

S
P.67Box 53D 1313 N.i3* Walla qul.\/WAqq3{,a-o\55c:
Dated this ) day of A;gﬁ{f , 2043

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the State of Washington that the foregoing is true

and correct.




