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I, Rafael Rivera 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 

SEE ATTACHED PAGES 

Additional Ground 2 

SEE ATTACHED PAGES 

If there are additional grounds, a brief summary is attached to this statement. 
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ADDITIONAL ISSUES ON APPEALS 

A. INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. DENIAL OF SIXTH 
AMENDMENT. 

Appellate was Denied Effective Assistance of Counsel 

when Counsel Denied Appellant his Right to Be Present 

at all Stages of Prosecution. Appellant was not Present 

and was Denied the 5'ollowing; (a) Counsel would not 

Share Discovery. (b) Counsel Failed to ask for 

Evidenatiary Hearings under CrR 3.6.. (c) Counsel did 

not allow Appellant to be present at the Omnibus Hearing. 

(d) Counsel was Fired, and the Court would not Excuse 

him or Give Appellant New Counsel when it was shown that 

Counsel had Conflict with Defendant. and (e) Counsel 

Failed to Call Witness's that could have Impeach the 

Accuser, and Shown that there was a history of accusations 

against other individuals. 

B. APPELLANT WAS DENIED HIS RIGHTS DISCOVER. 

Appellant had a Right under Washington State Law 

to Discovery in his Case, and to be informed of All 

Information against him. 

The Court/Prosecution and Counsel failed to Inform 

Appellant of all Discovery, Witness, Police Reports, 

Before Trial commenced. 

Fursuant to Rule 1 Defendant had a Right the 

Testimony of the Witness against him. 
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C .  APPELLANT WAS DENIED HIS R I G H T  TO A UNANIMOIJS J U R Y  
V E R D I C T S .  

A p p e l l a n t  h o l d  t h a t  h e  was Denied h i s  R i g h t  t o  a 

Unanimous v e r d i c t  on Each Charged Crime due t o  t h e  F a c t  

t h a t  each  was Charged f o r  a  D i f f e r e n t  Day, D i f f e r e n t  

t imes,  and  i n v o l v e d  d i f f e r e n t  q u e s t i o n s  of  v a l i d i t y .  

A p p e l l a n t  a l s o  Takes Excep t ion  t o  t h e  J u r y  

I n s t r u c t i o n s .  But due t o  t h e  F a c t  t h a t  he  w a s  n o t  g iven  

the T r i a l  Cloiirit i iecord,  he a s k s  t h e  Cour t  t o  Review t h e  

E n t i r e  J u r y  I n s t r u c t i o n  f o r  E r r o r .  

D. C H A R G I N G  INFORMATION. ERROR I N  MISSTATING, A N D  
MISS-INFORMING APPELLANT OF ALL ELEMENTS OF THE CRIME 
CHARGED. 

A p p e l l a n t ,  c l a i m s  t h a t  t h e  Charg ing  I n f o r m a t i o n  was 

i n  E r r o r ,  f o r  i t  Charged him w i t h  D i f f e r e n t  Cr imes ,  and  

A l t e r n a t i v e  Crimes t h a t  a l l e g e d l y  happened on D i f f e r e n t  

Days,  Times, and  V a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Charged Crimes.  

F u r t h e r ,  t h e  Crimes Charged i n  t h e  I n f o r m a t i o n  d i d  

would be f a c i n g .  And t h n t  he would have  t o  be d e f e n d i n g  

a g a i n s t .  

E.  RIGHT TO CALL WITNESS, CHALLENGE OF WITNESS 
CREDIBILITY. 

I f  A p p e l l a n t  had  h i s  T r a n s c r i p t s ,  he  c o u l d  Show t h i s  

C o u r t  t h a t  t h e  Wi tnes s  ( a l l e g e d  v i c t i m )  Mar i ah  Meninger ,  

had t o l d  t h e  C o u r t ,  J u d g e / P r o s e c u t i o n  and Counse l  d u r i n g  

T r i a l  t h a t  s h e  had a l s o  a c c u s e d  ::Two o t h e r  Peop le"  of  

t h e  same Crime. 



F u t h e r ,  I could have C a l l e d  h e r  Mother M i i i s s a  Marney, 

t o  t h e  w i t n e s s  S tand  t o  shcra that Mether and Daughter 

had a F a t t e r n  of C a l l i n g  t h e  P o l i c e  b e f o r e ,  and c l a i m i n g  

t h e  Same Charged Crimes t h a t  were a l l e g e d  A p p e l l a n t  had 

Committed. 

F ,  RIGHT TO TRIAL COURT RECORDSi PRO SE BRIEFING 

A p p e l l a n t ,  i s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  h i s  Appeal P r o c e s s  

f o r  h e  u n d e r s t a n d s  t h a t  Counse l  w i l l  Disappear  w i t h  t h e  

D e n i a l  of t h i s  Cour ts  Dec i s ion .  

A p p e l l a n t  has  F i l e d  w i t h  t h i s  Court  h i s  Formal 

Compla in t  f o r  t h e  T r i a l  C o u r t  Record. And p u r s u a n t  t o  

t h e  Law and Court  Rule he i s  E n t i t l e d  t o  have a  Copy 

o f  t h e  T r i a l  Court  Record. Under RAP Rule 9.2 e c t ;  5 

9. t h e  C o u r t  must p rov ide  him w i t h  a  Copy s t h a t  he may 

P e r f e c t  h i s  Appeal,  and have Meaningful  Appeal P r o c e s s .  

And this C o i ~ r t ~  by its own design of "Supplementa l  - - 

I s s u e s 1 1  Page den ied  A p p e l l a n t  t h e  h i s  R i g h t  t o  t h e  Record 

o f  t h e  Cour t .  and a Meaningful  Appeal P r o c e s s .  Which 

i s  a Cont inued  Den ia l  of  A p p e l l a n t s  Due P r o c e s s  R i g h t s .  

See  Cover s h e e t  f o r  "Supplementa l  Page" 
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