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ANENDED ADDITIONAL GROUNDS VIOLATION OF 60 DAY SPEEDY RIGHTS 

VIOLATION OF APPELLANT DUNOMES 60 DAY SPEEDY RIGHT UNDER 
,THE CONSTITUTION OF THE BNrr~D-- STATES AMENDMENT 6 AND 14. WHICH 
REQUIRES DISMISSAL OF THE CHARGES -AGAINST THE ACCUSED IS"THE 
ONLY POSSIBLE REMEDY" FOR A DE-PRIVATION OF THE CONSTITUTION 

RIGHT OF A SPEEDY TRIAL. 

ADDITIONAL GROUND (I) 
VIOLATION OF APPELLANT'S 60 DAY SPEEDY RIGHT TO TRIAL ASSERTED 

UNDER THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATESAMENDMENT(6) AND, 
IS FUNDAMENTAL AND IS IMPOSED BY THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE OF THE 
U.S. CONSTITUTION AMENDMENT (14) ON THE STATE. 

THIS SPECIFIC GROUND IS PURSUANT TO BARKER V. WINGO, 407 U.S. 
514, 92 S. Ct. 2182, 33 L.Ed.2d 101 (1972). 

SANCTIONS FOR SPEEDY TRIAL VIOLATION 
~~~DEFENDANT WHO IS DENIED THE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO A SPEEDY 

TRIAL OR WHO IS NOT BROUGHT TO TRIAL WITHIN THE TIME PRESCRIBED 
BY CrR 3.3 CAN GENERALLY MOVE TO DISMIS8~THE PROSECUTION ON SUCH 
GROUNDS. A MOTION TO DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO ABIDE BY THE SPEEDY 
TRIAL MUST BE MADE PRIOR TO TRIAL. THE DEFENDANT HAS THE BURDEN 
TO ESTABLISH THAT THE SPEEDY TRIAL RIGHT HAS BEEN DENIED. 

DISMISSAL OF THE CHARGES AGAINST THE ACCUSED IS "THE ONLY 
POSSIBLE REMEDY" FORi:::A DEPRIVATION OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT 
OF A SPEEDY TRIAL. (STRUNK V. UNITED STATES,412 U.S. 434,93 S.Ct. 
2260, 37 L.Ed.2d 56 (1973). 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS 
THE RIGHT TO SPEEDY TRIAL IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS IS SECUREB 

BY THE SIXTH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION WHICH 
PROVIDES IN PERTINENT PART: "IN ALL CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, THE 
ACCUSED SHALL ENJOY THE RIGHT TO A SPEEDY AND PUBLIC TRIAL. ••• " 
~:::·BEFENl)RNIl";SrlRmGHT TO' ~l.-~SPEEDY TRIAL IS AS FUNDAMENTAL AS ANY 

OF THE RIGHTS SECURED BY THE SIXTH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES 
CONSTITUTION. THE SPEEDY TRIAL GUARANTEE IS INCORPORATED INTO THE 
FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT AND IS APPLICABLE TO STATE PROSECUTIONS. 
STRUNK V. U.S. 

THE FIFTH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION ALSO HAS 
APPLICATION TO THE RIGHT TO A SPEEDY TRIAL. APREJUDICIAL PROSECUTORIAL 
DELAY IN BRINGING AN ACCUSED TO TRIAL .. MAY}CGNSTITUTE A VIOLATION 
GF DUE PROCESS UNDER THE FIFTH AMENDMENT WHICH GUARAN1EES THAT AN INDIVIDUAL 
~OT "BE DEPRIVED OF LIFE, LIBERTY, OR PROPERTY, WITHOUT DUE PROCESS OF LAW. 

l::U~~TED STATES V. LOVASCO, 431 U.S. 783, 97 S.Ct. 2044, 52 L.Ed.2d 752 (1977) 



8NDER THE FEDERAL GUIDE LINES THAT GOVERNS THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON FOR PIERCE COUNTY, STATES: THAT CrR 7.8 
(~) (1.) (2.) (3.) (4.) AND (5.) COVERS ALL RULINGS TO 5E 
FOLLOWED. CrR 7.8 (c) (1.) (2.) AND (3) COVERS ALL RULING UNDER 

THE FEDERAL GUIDE LINES, THEREFORE APPELLANT DUNOMES IS ENTITLE 
TO REDRESS OF HIS MOTIONS, UNDER THE FOURTEETH AMENDMENT OF THE 

UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION,DUE PROCESS OF THE LAW. 
UNDER APPELLANT'S MOTION AND DECLARATION FOR TO SEEK REVIEW 

AT PUBLIC EXPENSE, (filed 12-18-09) APPELLANT DID MAKE A 
SUBSTANTIAL MERITORIOUS ISSUE,SHOWING THAT HE IS ENTITLE TO 
RELIEF FROM JUDGMENT, UNDER DECLARATION (b). 

THE SPEEDY-TRIAL ACT (18 U.S.C. RULE 3161) THIS LAW SETS THE 
~5tra~ING TIME LIMITS: THE GOVERNMENT HAS TO FORMALLY CHARGE 
A DEFENDAMT WITH A CRIME WITHIN 30 DAYS OF THE DEFENDANT~ ARREST. 

THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD BRING A CASE TO TRIAL NOT LESS THAN 30 
NOR MORE THAN 70 DAYS AFTER CHARGING A DEFENDANT WITH A CRIME. 

THEREFORE APPELLANT DUNOMES IS ENTITLE TO RELIEF OF VIOLATION 
OF 60 DAY SPEEDY RIGim AND DISMISSAL OF CONVICTIONS. 
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