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STATEMENT
I %NA_IA_HMJ_QL, have received and reviewed the opening brief
prepared by my attorney. Summarized below are the additional grounds for
re?iew 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.
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If there are any additional grounds that I believe are necessary for this court
to review, which were not adequately briefed by my attorney, a brief summary is

attached to this statement.

DATED this | () day of JANUARY 200 § .

r
(AppellantSignature) % i
DaNAkLLd'Le_HAdlEP
(Appellant’s Printed Name) ‘

Stafford Creek Corrections Center
191 Constantine Way, Unit # |§ 4 =
Aberdeen, Washington 98520
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ADDitionaLl  Ground: T @D

The Prosecution Ssupeessed EXCULPATETY.

B EVIDeNCE FRoM the Chareing JOd6E
AN ChARSING PADer s Luhere FaLsiFied.,

A, THE Report From DR . Leslie A+ St Johws
HospitaL Emergency Reom stated, Ms. FRisK
(compLaingNG Withess) EXDLNNecf she hadbeen
very anoxicated the Night before and had
Fallen severnl Fimes sustwining her ix juries,
DR. Leslie weste ixhis pePort ((RP. 270,291

“RouLe oot Physical AssroLT (RP 263,264)
Withoot the ProsecuTors supression OF

this RerorT, there twould have been K Sighp-
IANT FRobability that no charces wald have
been Filed .

B, THe Peosecotor fhlsipied the chapging
Papers Ry shyhing that the Complaiuing Withesss
hrd A skoLL Peacture . The EMERSency Room
SurGeoN TestiFied | she had A Laseration ov
+He back erherhead which he putstaples (u.
(RP.2U8 )




Additonal Groond T Ceont )@

U.<s. v. G'L, Beady materirt mostbe dis -
- closed in FME For ks effective use af frinl

Onder “Ready | INCCAMBRIdGE v/, Hall
@ Beady Oblisatens Apply o A prasaastoes coni-
= doct Even when Hhe defense s ot re-
B C(Ue,s‘h-’id the discovery of emppmld"y BVideonce
@ A prosacuters duty Yo disclose excucpatery
Evidence UNder \C&mdy” extends beyond his
& her persoun! Knowledse of such evidewe,

State oF Washington v, Thcob MeLyin
Korom ar [162] Sipte , &6 WA, 2d 200,205
SY4 P ad | (1918) Goveramentx!
Miscondoct or Aehiteney Action by A Peose-
cotoe Warnavts dismissal oF chagges under

CrRk 8.3 *Fuv 43 Starrish g6 wa.
ad At 206,



Additional Grouds . Cowt. D

Under Peady /. Maryland, Supression
of Ravoeable evidence wolntes Due Reecess
U.$. V. TorkeR, ;104 F. 3d 214 (3t ce. 197)
u.S. V. &LAfS,% F.3d euv(1smcR. I‘l%)
@ A ReAdy €rmor occuees when aoveesment
Supresses “Mmateedr ” JoRrmahou Patys
Froeshle Yo the defense | iFormation /s el
F there is A rensounble probabllity Hat had
the evidence been disclosed o the Dereuse,
ResuLT oF Hhe proceading t300(d hve been
dirrerent,@ THe GRady Bole,which PREVEIS
%we\eumw+ Fronn SUPRessiVG guidedce Fauenble
o Hhe defense ppplics Yo Tmpeachmedt and
ExcOLpatery EVidence

TN the case at bar, witheut the s
~ erroneds uiolatiods by Hhe prasecutor

there (Jould have been A siguFicant

s probabilify that No charses (oo ld heve
beent Fled .




Additiena! Groond IL. ©

Three infeeviewss were condocted by Detec-
Hve Deisher of THe Lovtwio Police Depaetment
With the Complainjue tyituess (Ms, FrisK.)
but enly one tins peveslad o the derense
beFore Frinl, A Second intervics one Reoalel
N TRl And A third (DAS Never reyeled, Lohere
Det Deisher et o Me. ReisK hame +o
Couduct paother fu"Eeui&w,(RP. 217 YRD 205 17-15)
These inteeviesss ANd strtemedts shine
Serious Doubt oN the TruthRuLness of Ms.
FrisK, concidering each one s dirresant
ANG she admits she sl said these thigs
Pecause OF What she had eurd Firom her famly,
Cep 209 XRP. 216YCRE. 42U D AT RD. 3.5
She Teres hee mother;'she FerL in the Fagat
yard (D) RP. 263 “she TerLs Dr. Leslie
She FeLL "Seveedl” Time s@)she TewLs
Det. Deisher “she wns shauck with o GaT
IN The Feout yard And smmm 14 months
AFTRR Fthe Nioht (N gue.s‘h’oM she discovae-
- ed that she %\Aduur-wta\l{ed home with the



Addibexal Grounds TU cont. @

deFendant As % ARreviously thooght
L0 N Rinl she Testiried to Sémel-%\ms else.
WD To corispond With the Pact she hud
WAK Yo her ex- boyfriedlds home A block awmy
Fom the @aR,anly 6 Mue o be escoeted
home by Lensview Police due o her extre-
-me | M%{ic&ﬁ%f@ke Testiried Totonlliue
in Fo her home Aud herRINE A vojce behind
her, plledsadly the derendints, she also
Teshified to NoT Knowing or Remempering
thitshe hud Wilked 4o her ex-beyfriends
( Art Andersons) , %Py #y (THere Wasne
electRicihy or [ights in M4 FRisKs home)
Mg FQtSK‘S‘)‘es‘HmoNy At teinl shoold not have
been allowed by the prosecoter considerinG
the diPrepent stories And The Fact Hat the
prosecutiou had AlReady Addeessed the court
Thet Ms. FrisK had xo memery 6F how she
sustained her jNjuries. R.P ™ ¥as RP (-
I-3,RP 3 RP 270,271



AMitonal Ground IT cont @ .

Addibionn memory problems by s, ReisK
AT - RP.(143,144) (19u, 195 )(a6197)

(205,206 ) U, U2, Yi3)

TN THE CASE AT BAR AS IN,

Strickler v. Green, tineden (1999 )
(7] THe presecuter Ruiled o disclose

excuLpatory muterinls in the police Files

CONSISTING OF notes trKex by A-detechive

OlURfNG InteRWES (With SholtzRus ANd leftees

weitten by <toltzFvs Yo the detechive

Tt cast serious deubt onr signiricw’

RRHens oF her festimony.

THe District Covrt LateR vacated the
The pehiHoners CapitaL murder Convichin
ANd Death sentence on the geoonds Fhat
Hhe commeaniueacty had Railed to disclose
thase materinls and that petitiaver hadot;

TINCoNSeguence , Recieved A FAIR TR .

TN Racy ET AL, V. Unitfed _States
RP 4 ¥#[\1T United States V. Basurto
AT Read 781,785-7186(1974)




AddiNenal Geound IL cont. (B .

(Which held that, percory by A witness
wauld invalidite AN IndictmentTanly tshes

his Teshimony s materin|. AT +)5 applicants
Rely Upon sUCK Cases As | Meavey V. Holoha,
294 U.S. 103(1935) iu suppeet oF Heir
contentions Hwet Hhe drsclosdre oF THe
PERIURY Reguire the courf to declree #
misteinl on i+s OLIN Mmotien!, Pet BR.Cert; 10.
TN Hhat cpse Hhis coort Fiest held Hut
the Kiowine intedoction oF perTused feshi-
Mmeny pet A CRiming | TRin] Rendered +he ResuL
+HNE convickon B constitutionally snualid,
Liter cages have held that the prosecuter
has ndody o correct testimeny he Knows

to be false, even IF i+s inteoductiov wAs
Not-KNowing ANd. i fentiona |, Gigliq v.
United States Yos 0,5, 150(1473)

NAPUE \/, TliiNois , 360 U3, 264 (1959)
APPLICANTS <vsBest Hhat the peasecuter
has & similag doty with Regred 4o tesh
Hmovy  introdocad (N qRANT TURY proceedings
Which 1s [rtee shoun Yo be Brlse.



Addihonal Groolld TIT. ©

THE Trial codrt Rerered to the Complin -
-IN6 Witness A Hhe vichim’in the motions

N Limine And AGNN insteoctis the Jury
Rerore CAliNG Hhe Birst witness, Rorered
To the ComplAmmé‘ LWitNess As THe Wickim
of the rssauLT By the derendant!”

TN pddition o these epinions by the Trial
Court beinG UKRAIR ANG predudicinl tothe
Derendan T Hhe Trial Covet Vialated 145 0N
mohion aeaudted in Limene ¥ that Hhe
ComplaiNiNG Witness Was Mot to be rerered
Yo ns the'vichm?Rot coold be rerered to
s The ‘Aledsed yictim?

Motion ini Limine 23-34#7 RP. 13

THe TRin covet Grants(in Pact)

ANY ReFerance Jo the complaining witness AS
the vickim , coch A rererance 1< Ay IMpROpeR
OpiNioN OF THE COMPINNING Witness’s credibility,

State Vi Smith ;56 WK App. 909,786 P.2d
3&0(!(%%3, ANd AN Empraoper apinioN OF the
dererdAnts GIULT » Stwte v, Delan, 113




Additional Greuond TIT cont. @

WINL App. 223,773 P 2d o1 (2003 ). See plso
Allen v. sTate,6Uy A . 2d 982,383 N. |
(DeL. 199 H)C“\/\/h@\t, AS here, concent 15
Hhe sole derense v apape case,theose
of Hhe +term vickm” by A pRasedtoe AT
Trind 15 improper ANd shovld be Avoided.)
eccord - Veteto v/, State, € S, 3d
805, %167 Tex. Rpp. 2600); St v,
(WRiahTy 2603 OMD 251, RoCotHo ct, -
App. 2003, &, TIHNS 15 prehcofnely
Teve [N CAses wWhere Hhe 15s0e 1S
(Whether acrime wWrs committed (Asin -
- the case at LSAE»— AS OPpo_sed to cases
where 1+isobuvions A cRIMe WAS commited
rid the enly question 15 whether the dereud
10t did v TR Hhe igsve 15 whether i
ceime Occured, calling the Wityess A
“Wichim’ Reivrorees the geuernments case
by expressiNG AN opinien 1T he witness
15 TelLing Hhe Teoth, A ceime wrs commifid,
Md the Derenclan IR Commitied the Ce/me,




- Aditional Groond TIT cont. )

TN stafe v. Bagleston C &<
tJI€ Reviewed Alledced errors oF LA
IN A TRIpl covrts Tury Trsteochion de wovo
Stente v, Willis ;) 1532 wN. &d 366,270
1032 P 2d 21302005 ) TNSteOchovs are
Tnadrgoste (R THey preyent P PARTy From
ARGUING 113 theory oF THe ca<e, Mislead
the Jury, or missiate the applicable law,
Brrredl 152 WN. 2d AT 266
(Ciking el v. sTate, 17 wn, 2d 166,
76 52 P, 3d $p3(2002) see nlso shfe
Vi Tl 139 N 2d 107,126, 9%S P, 2d 266
(1aqa)) Failuee Fo Permit Tsteochons ou A
Predy's theary ef THe case, Wheve there (5
evidence sopportinis the theorys i's revepsible
ervor,

Code of JodicsaL Cenduct (cac)
Canont (YY) Requires A Judse o
disgua\iRy himgelF From p proceeding 1F hi's
J-“MPAEHAH}/ Mfg‘\{' Reasouably be gpestroned.,




Additiona! Groond T, @) cont,

THE (CJIc) recoenizes Hhatwhere a

frinl Judses decisions Ape Thikted by even

A Mere suspicion ofF partiality, the erfect

oN the poblics conridence (N cup Judicin| system
can be debilifnhinG. Addikoon| ahuse oF
discpetiov Aic EESTEEE PAetiality on bepule

OF the Teinlcourt 1< pddressed in Hhe Appertant
fHorvey'S ReelF ) Arsuments T, IT aNdIIT
Pg. w-3\

Without these errors @ therels A SigniRiaawt
PRobab: lity that +he derendart Laoold Not

hawe beepn chaesed with Hv's crime.




Additianal Cround > covk. (O

Aekicle 1,8 ax

TRl coonseL violated RPC 1,6 A Adopted
IN Wrshingten, states 1 A [Myer shall Aot
ReveaL ConRidences orR seceets Relading Yo
Representntion o F A client UNKesS +he
client consents ARter CoNSULTRMON, except
For disclosores that-are ‘m\plléeoﬂy Aherized
IN order to out the Represeufrtion,
And except mw‘td w0 sechiovs (b) de(C).
Cemphasic. added ), RRC 1.6 prohihits AN
Mloeney FRomdisclosing cliedt conridaces
Md Secrets, B ‘conmrdence' |'s derited by
The RPC AS iNFoRMAYon protfected by the
M'chz/vé/ - clienT priviledée under pppl \<hble
Laiy, RPC Teﬁmbwfcog\f, A Lecpet) perep s 1o
other inFaanmatiov aained i Hhe proressiousl
relntoushid that-Hhe client has popuested be
held wuiolte or the disclosuee of cohich
wWao ld be embrirassing or toold fikely be
ddﬁimﬂﬁf +o ‘the client. T i'sAFoNdomentre
Principle INFhe client-Lavyer Relationship



Additionn ! Ground I_RZ. Cont, (3

e oo ThAT the Luiwyer muindain
ConFidestinliby oF NFoRmhoN ReladinG
To the Representatiens, " ABA, modeL
Roles oF PROP’L Conduct R. 16 amt
4 (1990 )« (Reree Yo Aditiom Gend T, 03 )
TRipl Councsel Friled 4o ohiect +o Eviderce
Admitked by the state Hhat wis sciedtRic-
ly ONtested by A LaB, or fechiciall .
THS evidence tons A BAcK Scratcher”
ReRered o A< ‘he weapod Hhat tas Used
Yo iWRLicked the. ik ies . Clothes -ANd Sheels,
Nillow case ect, AL of Hhis evidence Cuntestd )
Alledsedly had blead And or iR belousiog fe
Hhe complaining Withess, Ths Untested,
Presudicia] evidence Lns ONFAIR ANd
destted the Perendanta AR trik |,
This evidence wAs plso ed With

Refepe the police Prssed 11 Ror evidence
Ry %\QC@W\DNWM Withresses /%W\t'/y.




Addiiona | Geound T cont. )

XPN . The preumenT to TRial Coonsel’s
Vialwtion oF RPC 1.6 13,
The DeReadant inEormdTRIAL Counse |
Thwt Hhe COMP)A/'N{Né Witness had been
'}D her e,x-/boprQoWdS ARter LEAVING the
ez and had Yo be escoeted home by the
LongyiEw police . This LORs (N Confeast
to what the Complamivg witness had o Jd
Defective [kfj/)er“ )N AN 11 Pervrec) Cor~
~docted earliee, Twstend oF aptherivg
the /v FRormatons feormn Fhe. 9 U TEARSCRIPTS
R (Lavaview police reports ) the TRin| Coungel
Called PRT Anderson (Ex- boyfied ) o
enpuire AbouT the Foematov he. fud pecieua
From +the pefenvdst: THS SPILT the Berws”
$o To spesK when the complaininé witiess
Zﬁs ggleuii\ed bwe ex-boyreiend that she
ere escoeted hame By the police,
THis Wlaed Ms. Faisk 7 C};,wﬁfo her
Story in TeiAl Cohich Thinl Cookser. Dip xot

[mpéach:)




