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a STATEMENT OF TSSUES ON APPEAL.

]

X \;Jheﬂ\er 4the court eveed \ng(;), q\lnmn'n%/ ?Men—ﬁrfa\ :;u\ror<

1 x bl

- \ .« . ~ [}
Cyime ., Prxor—ha Thely Serviice. on G aui’%)khﬂd —hf«gl N

Like. Q;v’%MﬁS .

TL. Dueto several instances of Pros&ujcﬂq\ s condoest,

Appellont requests s Court 1o reverse. the. i\)udgmenJr;On
The. Lauy, on the lasis of several \-Q,%G.\ exvow s Hat deem,

APPg‘\)gn"‘ES 4ol ontam us.m% Lmprepes NFluence. on the,

}r\_ grgé .

T, Appellant was dented his r(%‘«ﬁ af confrantatinn
LI .

of m_?+ne$$e5 under the _SQ xi+h and Fourteenth

_ Ameﬂdmean-‘;s—.



SIAEMENTOF THE CASE |

APFG_“OV\T was indieted \s% +he. SPar+évn\>Jv8/ C,eon:\‘g Cyrand
: Tuna/ for-the ofenses of murder; atempted murder, armed
robbev’ré, bor%\an(rﬁrsﬂ and K.‘dnc\ﬁ)}n%ﬁ R.AH13-422, His
case. was called e trial en f‘/\aa,ig,,&ﬂf 1, loeforethe, Haner-
able. J Derham Cole,, and o (&Qﬂ&. Motthero William S‘neq\\a/
(epresented appellant, Derciek Bolsal and NMidholas Shavpe
waere, the assistant sohertors, R. 1. |

On MQH L, 2017, QFFQHC\V\'}‘ was feond %u\\-\—t(.s on all coends,
R 405,15 - Hok, L L, Tudae, Cole. sentenced appeliant-to Life
L‘MPV‘E senmest For murder, Life imPriWa\+ for \:)arﬂlc«r%
-C(rs-i—;ﬁﬂr—tg Wears on ‘ooH’\ cwm(e._:\ Yo b\o&’a and Otempted
muvdery Consecuthive,

Ths C\PPQC\\ Sollawas.

This pro-se riet oF k\){)e\\qrﬂ’i 1S N op«Poélehén ‘o the
Aedersype bnef submitted by Rebert M. Dudek , Chuef
Aﬂ)@\\o&e, Defender: Appellant daims mevitoricus 1550e8
exist and Lishs o supp\emen'\’ the. vecord Sor reviews

and preserve the Lssues Lortederal revier.



ARGUMENT I,
T. \Mhether -¥he Couck evved hj Q\\eu,m% i}cﬂen-&—\a\ AWDOCS

e anneonce in open cour+ e exper ences Lt Wo\erdr/

_, come. “sﬁor 4o heir Seyvices on a \30@4 iaa tnal weth like
ke 3

s stated abeve., the Aﬁm\\arﬁ | \De.c)an “he. jt’;xr%
tial en Mms,:)fo\ A01T for the. effences ot murder; attemprted
 murder, armed robbe)/g bur%bur% and Kidna PPW\C} DUv’m% the,
Voir die process “‘he, 30(09’$ weire. asked Hwo chn,es-k\oné fe,\cﬁw%
o thelir exPenenceg Lo Violent erime . The JUCk}e’ stated s I
need Ho Hnewd 1+ You or any members of your™ nmediate
Loy ltd have. ever been dhevictim of any +3Pe, ofF c\\no\un:\'
L enime o c,nmmq\ o—\lﬂr\se, as well as whether Léoo o Q\"\\j

me;ﬂ\oeré of L}gor \W\W\Edtq‘\’e, ?om‘\‘j as T defined v+ hove,

C,u'\ a.chSe/d o? \r\a\)ma Qommd'f'ec\ CmEj HPQ)OQ v;o\en'ﬁ'

:_e.\!' e—_\ff{,__

-' crime or craminal offense. R. poce A\ 25, 33 . i-5
Admitred \33 “‘these -Jnjive,s of cbueS-H.onS are et uncommen .
in-the. voir dwe. process Pv:lor “a o, eriminal ria t}\\/o\vinﬂ a
yiclent came, In v’eaponse,"i"o‘-\'heSc ‘oo qbue,s»h\or\s efcdh% :Su{c S
Steed op i St oF the. ju Y fx.md and discossed their exper-
1ences toarth murdev, Shaoth 19 , SHong arm mbbe:md , lercd

GCIS BN O MINeT, bora‘o.ras 5 domestic vielence, breqk‘éna and

3



and enkr{nc%( and home invastiens, R. Poges 33-31 The trans -
cri Bt pkovides evidence. that Hu's was most \‘\\&e,\ia ‘e as
bench cenferences are noted tohen "H’\&Ld occuvred.
—ﬂie_ court abused 1+ dsASC(.e:l—fon and Sheold fhave reﬁbu'\ reqd
Hs l‘n'FO!"mg"\".Qo o be Shared Lortivthe Paw—\f(e,s Pr[\/(\'\'@\ta
*ercos‘n be.ncih\ conderences as neto emphas}z.eﬂxe Pe_r\.'q.sn' Ve -
ness of murder: and victent crime. 10 e c,ommon.v\'b. The
Appe\\q'n'\' arques thet ‘g vndoe c:'m‘ﬂrxqs\'s on violent crime. tn
+he Ccmm\:rfr'né \i\"\e,\‘d Pif(_(‘)bd ced the endire 5:‘3(3 {\i)cme,\ tohen H\eﬁ,
LIRNE, praseo\ +o this Infarmation mmed L‘Q“f&\'a Prior 4o thei
Servite en o L\Uﬂd 1 a-tnal V’Q,%C\rdir‘\% related 1ssues,
)\\%wa‘v\ Hhe. invtial concemn 15 trial counsels Fadure +o
address this ‘:uo%enﬂ'cx\ \exao\ evvoy un\)re5erved Sor kppe\\&%e,
reviews sheold be reviewed “inthe nterest of 6051-\% doe e +the
-_m+u‘fe. of the error 1 8 so onfair that s may have affected +he
APPd\Gn-’FS convichion. Therefore sHs APPQ-“QE\_" re,spec:\-»?u\\‘a
rec&se&%S ‘the. A:PPQ,\\O&C’, Dwsion court togrant leave, Yo vevieid
and consider Hhs v I3ue. cmcemw\% the Po-ken’n.o\ ;m\mc& s
infermation had enthe o&rﬂ Pm\e,\ n deliherations and the
Prebq\o\'e Pm&’d e, af atake Sor the Appellant. Please cﬁen%

Appdle&e cevnsels Fecbues++e e reheved on Hug (ssue.

o



_Ai‘)‘i)&\\dn%"i‘ ’h’iC\l Un-FCu(’ Ufimc} |m|r)rop&r‘ infPloence. on Hne .
[N

E!h’%lg

oring he trial Hhe shate. called Reloert Chartes Tlanges

‘cm an LD, 6ffcer whe processed “the crime scene. R, L 1H-
16. The. SOlnc,\ Yor be%cm u,v\—\’\\e.o\dm% obue,shcﬂ% len\.'ma +he
Lo ress o say erther k.je_b or corvect all +he way 4 Lohere
Stotes Exhibit Ne. Hio was weved 100 evidence. R. 12,1

The Ceurt evdered o (OLB +he foondation and M lq\cu‘(ies
rq)\\ed "Briefcase, that wos located insicle the, residence.
R.129,1. 24, The briefease had @ —?m%e,rPrm-% labeled A
4ot was processed and ﬂc‘e\dec\ a result, R0, 1 1-15.

Upor\ —chamaﬂh cross—examination of all the. evidence, that
wes netested +he finger print L as0e. retorns fer identiieat-
jon pOrposes, R. 150, 1L |-%. Upen reviews of Officer \a\cm%es
tesh momd regord ) ng any +C\n%.‘ ble evidence, Probor\—;h’(, ‘o Gﬂtg
C\mr%e,s a1 5sue tntrial, this tesh ey did net make +he

existance. of C\-H fLact move Proix\b\e. “than 1+ weold be

: 5 a9



Loithout the evld-uwce. S.C.R.E. 401, To the. extent -the State.
canargue Shat 1T WaS probagive in seme, wiay,Hhe petenvhial
Pr%‘udic{c.d effect \'\'\%\qhd eumé\%hs any ?osét ble. Frobqh;f&
~Value qs; 1+ eas: \3 creates unfaw \)ve;\od{c,e,, Confuses Hhe é‘“"%
on He 1s20es and s leads them. S.C.RE, Ho3.

Next wortness Su‘mp\s teshTied Yhat he assisted Offder
TQ\C\(\SQS " Proce.&bsina ‘e scene for latent £ (\céerPr;ﬁ-%s.
RIBBAL 23-25, Steven Horton's tessti mony vaided norlrh\'n%
prefat e, 4o this case at all dnd did net make+he exastance
ot any £act more Probab%e,. 3. C.R.E Hol.

Cour*l-ne,ﬂ Bur%asf?, latent Prl}\-{— examines” wWas %UC\‘.I fied
a5 an expert i the ana Bsis of ;Pl;‘\csefpriﬂ‘f% R. 163, 11.20-33.
UP’” re_\ueusma the.. can’t process Ms, Burge,bs td@n“\*\-c\ad
the )kPPQ\\cm’\*s —V\r\cserprm'Y on the briefcase. labeled h-P+
A. R.\bb, 1 1-3. Throughout s entire. process to \c\e\’\h-cﬂ
Q S;na\e) -.Cu:\%er Pr\n"r on a briefcase. witheot Gy ;d‘ecx Lokhen
or toWere the Pn'n+ was left on 1t and hoes 1H makes any
Lact's existance. more or \e_'bsiprobc\b\ej“ﬂ\qn warthoot s
existance 1s c\eor\tj ;»ffe\ evant to s case SC.RE HOT.

Wit ne Probchr'\Ve; valoe T+ east kd creates unfaur pre,:)ud ;ce,,

confbges the 1asues and rmisleads —Hnejurtd. S,.C.RE. HO3.

b.



The Solicitors »m;:%cnnduc'f Shows a Pq”chev—r\ of lead {,q%
greshions within -the largest major]ﬁﬂ of the states wrtt-
nesses, where the Court Q[m\l&é had 4o address Has
eﬂrﬁﬂ{oes belhavior and 145 imPacw‘r on the :juf%.

THE courT: Well, apPare.nﬂxzr she. deesnt vemember a lf
Hat, She's lus+ ~ = thats the Prob\em wmn,; t. She doesnt
req\\n have a Memomjo—? what was sad qpparenﬂtj to
“+hose - - to that de.cd(ec, Anel thact 15 de’arlﬂ Pre,a\_d ejal
1o the defendant. And the Probcmve, valve. 1% ob\f\ous\ta/

ubs"rcm“hc\nz cuh,ou cﬁ‘f\&d bj “he dqn%er o@ onfasr Pféd -
vdice Lohen She- - Ljoere purrm% waerd s 1 her mootih
becavse Yoo koo sohat she said before. But 5he S %a%mg
She cant remember those +hm65 And then Hhis 30“6 15
5uppose,d +o be able to \"C\L) upon that. T think that's
(‘,\eqr\cj :maPFv'oPna%t R.3\0W 19-25 -3, -1,

There 18 evidence. on ~the record that there IS PO
“adwersarial process because nal coonsels obJe,choms are
closertt. Tnal Coorts acknowledqment of such nuscenduet

i5 e\/:d ence that Q\ear\g supports +his 1ssve and the Faot
I+ was addressed late tn-Hs trial outside. of the jurz"s

presence cannat Poss'u b\ﬂ S s wdo aFarr Anal.

oy



[1T. Appelian+ was dened s r\gw of confrontation of

witnesses vnder he Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments.

@). The defense ums enhitled 4o attempt 4o shows thet
Sc,ru335 and Cash was biased because of their Status as
detainees wurth Penol'ma charges at+the Hime +ral began, .
and h;f»'\'\’rfvxa ‘the Cross-examination of Scruags and Cash
precluded the defense From -5\!10&).\\‘\3 their Possﬁub\e. biqs.
(k). The ProseCu'i‘\'or{S u9e of known false "\—es*Imomj ara the
concealment of Sc-ruaas and Cashs appearance as detainees
denied +he Jur&j a basis e infer that the witness Character
15 such Hhattheir ered, \o\lf“n:} 15 netreliable.

@. The Prosecw\'\'ods objed— lon. on. the relevance of +he cross -
exammer’s intention+o ;Qirvoc\uc,e, testy Mony Hat bethh of the
Ltness wese be,'mczs detained toqether iw?he same. Peol at
the detention center 15 Unfounded doe e Hhe Fact the. Liuﬂé

coold ecxs‘;lgd infer a c‘.cnsp‘\mud existed,

APPe\\er\‘T assevts defense covnselshovld hove been per-
m}++ef:\ ‘o expose‘t'o the. ;\ij +he Facts From wolich \);Jm\fs , QS5
fhe seletriers of fact and eredi b 15‘1"3, could qppmpr{ofela

drawy ’m«{:ere,nces rel crﬁna 1o +e rehia o} \'Jr:j of 4he uatness’,



The presecotion was represented by Derviek Bruce Bolsa
(Bolean) +the defense coonzel, Matthew William Sheal Y CSheq\j)
represented Steven Richard Lewsis (Appe\\anﬂ. On Mczj 24,3017
AppeMlant went totral before the Hanorable. I7 Derhiom Cole
:Todae; and C\j)ursa

The state called Cc\se't\ Scxwaﬁs as witness, after bein%
st duly swoern ,restified as follows:
Diveet Examnation by My Bulsa..
Q And wohere dé yov Jyve ? |
A. Right nowe Timat Rurris Br;dﬂe, Road warth ry Sad..
Q. Rarnis Bficx\.fje Road 15 Your father’s add re;;S?
A.Yes, s,

My Bulsa, had foll knowsledqe that Scmaﬁs was at-the
tipne. l\‘vi\r\a at-the Spartan bU{S Coonfrg\ Detention Cender
_\oe\nﬂ held on Pe)nd{nﬂ charqes. SngS‘s was allovsed +o
ﬁmmﬂe From he,rjump sott Into L’\OV‘W\G\\"S-‘W'QQ‘C clothes,
P.r.’ior o 4nal, %u\zinﬂ “H\e,. iurtj no indication of hercurrent
Status.

Mr Shealy began s Cross- exammahon by -Hs:

Q- OKay. Youve. +estified in o +rial before 1n this case,
L 15 et Corvect?

A. Yes, sin



During +he entire cross-examinat ron My, Shealy corrected
,Scmodgs “"€$+;mon3 due +o tnconsistentcies and lack of her
mermonys _

Q. All right. Yoo said yoo HunK thatthat was a Thors C\C\ﬂ'
Would 1+ SU;KPrf se. yeu that fhat was actuall ya Sundad?_
A, No, aiv, 1+ weoldnt.
App. 200, 11.19-33.
Q. Alvey qit, Becavse atthe prior +vial yeu had +est fied
Hat he had taken a Kil-tee Amm, Do now yeore. Sﬂa;n%
he didnt do tHheet?
A Yes, o, s Tm sorvy, After—-— vjes.,.sirq The gun woa 510
+he drower becadse-—yes, sir
APP. a0l 1% -18
Q. Nows, letme deal with ljau're, ve lationsit P worth My Cash.
Yoiove testified Yoo didnt Know i Hhat wells
A, Yes, oir
Q. Okay. Butagain, in the, lagt+al Lo mentioned that you,
had oldd lmthat yeu vs1ghed Carey woold be wore like
i, What does +hat mean €
A. Tt vaasnt \’WO“Hf\l‘V\S like~~Tmean, Lﬁ&ush -
App. 209, 1. 17-22-,
Q. And Aid those drugs have any eFPect on Ldoo?
A. No, s

fal



Q. They didnt have any effect on Ldou?
A. No. |
Q. Then taly wovkd Yoo bbe %le}na +hem
A. Lmean; T auess rh—- - T quess It had effecton me.
AFP ala, e -2
T+ was dur{nc\} f_to\_{\feo’r Rulsa C\ske.d only lead n'ng N

gpestions reqPinng a yes o na answer. On recross.
She,c\hj Prov'e.d. His Loitness was net b@‘ng +rothful,
Q. Nete, yeu hod -&GS—HF el cxc:kucx\‘.j§ lasttral, that Yo
had ~- yoo were with N 1cole. Lohen She boeant it Are you
SaYing NOW that yeu were not with N 1cole talhen she
bovaint 147
A. Tnever said T was with Nicole tohen T boogw& -H’\Q%un.
Q. Yes,ram. T oelieve yeo did.

M She_q\a concluded, "Judge , woe Lo \Suair S-\-lCK Lotk
+hat answers Se T'm done,
App. a1, 1. 1-8

APPel lant contends that-the a"urors weve entitled +o
have the bene:fit ofthe defense theory bg;?‘ore, ‘hem 50
that they covld make an informed Judament as fo-the waght
‘o place on Scm%as +es+;moh3 LaVichy Frovided a evocial
hn tnhe proof of Appellants act The accuracy and
trothfolness of Sc_ro%%s -Jees’nmonj were key elements

i,



in the States case C-x%q;nsﬂ' Appellant. The claim of bas,
vlerior Mmotives and decepﬂén which the defense. sougnt
fo develsp Las adm ssible 4o afford a basis foran inference
that credibility and rel \.C\b‘v\(."cﬂ in Sereqqs —\—e,s%—'\mow:s Was
4o be afforded L14te 4o no wé\%h“h

The stede called Bridgette Nicole Cash as witness
after ba‘mc_:s du\5 sworr\,+és+} fied as followes:
Direct Exomination by Mr. Bolsa,
G. Where do yeo live ?
A. Wecdlard Avenuve.
_. Mr Buléalche}n.7 had fol] know\edc}e Haat Cash wag ot
Hhe time \N[nﬂ at the Spqr&*cm\@uvfa C@UN«j De.ﬂ-en-hort
Center befmi held on _Peﬂc\mg C,\f\qrae,s. She 4o, 1N her
Street clothes wncecdsha hev current s-mm s. My Bolaa
was leading s w'rhxe.s_s tohen the Couvt dismissed +Hhe
A \'iur Y and| the {ol léw ing informaten wias brou3h+ +o 3\!1"(".
Cash covld mat C‘_\c—,c\r\lj remember and claimed becavse
She Leas under -the influence. when Detective Norrs mnterview-
ed hers Mr Bolsa was hcw';na a d@Fx’;uN ime, e,\ici“mg +Hhe
+€,¢>+;monﬂ due to Cashs memory leass y+he Ceoortd Steps ne
_The Court: Well, apparently she deesnt remember allof
that, Shes ")usf == thats the prablem with i+ She} doesn +

R



.v‘eo\hj have a Memory of What Was said Gppareq—\'-lﬂ e
+hose ——to-that de,ﬂv"ee,. Ard that decw\Lj 'S Pre:)ud ieval
to the defendant, And the pm\mh\/& value \s obv;ooshj
substant a\lg out wied qhed hfj the dc\n%e,r of unfaw pre;j -
Velice Lohen she -~ yodre putting teords N hey mooth beca-
0se gou know tihat she sad befere., But shes SQ%inﬂ She
cant remember -onsex%h{n%s, Ard s (jurlj 'S supposed +a
e able to re,\tj vpon -tHhat. T4k Hhats clear) Y ;ncxppropria-‘r&
| M Bolsa: And we weeld hike to play her Wnrerviews asa.
Prfar‘ Inconsistant statement based on her lack of Morﬂ,
Mn Sheq\sjzf)ﬁc\atj 143 rot an inconsistent Staterment 1Fahe
doesnt remember: _
The Couort: Well, T urderstand. That's —-Tin afraid +hats
aeing to Create A real prablem,

App. 310,11 14-25 - 31, W 1-lo.

Cross - Exc{m;'na-¥;osx bﬂ My Shec\\&j veveals the ?o\lcx.o’mca:
Q. How many +imes do gou Hank %OQ;VQ met um <
A. Mmjhe. about seven or e{%hir Fimes,
A Seven or eigh‘%'ﬂmes?
A. T not 4oo sure,
Q. Do ou rememipes” test ~F5m3 in a Pr'lO'r +ral?
A Xes, sir;

Q. Do Yo Yemem ber at that +ral You sand Lot had om\j

13,



met him uee
A. T was kind of under the infloence.
Q You were vnder the infloence tohen Yoo Lere. +es¥\¥5§ng~ -
A.Yes, sir
Q.- at that \nearfn%?
A Yes, siv
Q. Okay. Were Yoo vnder the nflsence on +he. dd3,+hq~%_ﬂw (s
alleqediy happened F¢
A Yes, sir
Q, Howo lonq hadl oo been under the Influence. Lohen +his
all cwle;led\g ha PPened?
A. The, tohele +ime..
Q. The wWhele Hme?
A Yes, sir. |
Q. When Yo Say +thatyyoo mean fora wdeek  +too wee Ks?
Give me a ball park Fiqure..
A. Ten years.
App. 314,11l 22-35~ 30,1 1-22
Mri Shealy attempied -o elieft festimeny From Ms.Cash,
ot due 4o her lack of memory made very little proqress.
Then he nohified +he iod%e, he_had o matter he needed
‘o appreach on. |
- The Court digsmissed -the ij nggn,

1%



Mv Sheg\\:s queation Cash as Lollows:

Q. Al right. M3, Cash, youare Qurren'jr\\j heusedt A ped ene,
15 Hat correct; ot the yarl?

A. Yes, siv

Q. AW r{g\:\"v. What cell ave Yoo e

A Ten.

Q Cellen. Are you aware Ms, Sufugas (s 1a cell 137

A. Yes, e

Q. Have \j'qu Spoken alout this case ?

A, No, X

Q Have 3'0\\ Spoken at all aboot any of ,+hef>é neid ents?

A, No, s

App. 339, 1L 15-25-B0, 1. 1.

Mr Bulaa obd‘ef:‘red on velevance and +he Court sustained.

Appellant asserts althooghn +his 15508 1S presecved he
oold ask +his Court 4o reviewd s (ssue. vndeyr the
Saim of +he verdict is aqainat the weight of +he eviderce
and Hus Court act as the 1322 Suroﬂ

The Srxth Amendment s +he. Constibohion Quaveantees +he
r‘fg\fr’r of the accused in a.criminal prosecut ton o be
confronted with the torimess Qc\\o‘msgr nim. This v ght 15

secured For defendants in state as well as Ledeval

R



cviminal pre cc_eds'ngs under inter V. Texas, 380 0.5, 4Hoo
C‘%S‘) Cross - examination t's the, Pr[ncipcx\ means bkj__whl.dm
the believab \im afa winess and +he +ruth of his test-
)'mong ave tested, Sub\jerjr alwcxjg ‘o the broad drseretion
of a +ral J.udqg +o Prec\ude repe;i-}nkive anc Dr\du\ﬂ hara -
.SS\nﬂ m‘\'{’_'rro%q‘honfﬂﬁe Uross-examiner | 3 not c:n\g |
Perm;ﬁ'e,d +o delve. into the Withess Svkzrfj to test the
witness' perce,pﬂons and memory, ot e CIDSS ~exaM -

ner has +Hroditionall Y been allowed +o impmch,i,e, —

distredit, the tit4ness. See Dayis v, Alaska HiS 4,3, 308
Gam, | :
:[n Hu's PQr‘rf‘Cu\ar Case theve cuas mo P‘nss(.cq\ evid:--
ence COnﬂe_C'\';na /\PPQHQV\T'm +he erime he was accosed.
The ProSeQu'h'on velied on Scfruac"}s and Qcks\f{s’%&t.fmqmdu
My Bolgo knew Wis tadnesses were Qu((e,n—’r_\tjv.\i\l \'r\S, at
Hhe detention cender tohen e elicited false tesh mony
Lrom them. Trad: Jr{oh.ali% detainee’s are bmughffhﬁm
Hhe courtroom tn \SumPsu'rB and shackles when +he,% ,
*’r&&r'l'%,'na-k i Hhi g case. 5cm3¢3$ and _Cqsh wiere naton
+aly but, for Some reason Fhe Prose@dfwn wng allowed
Jo use dec,e,pﬁona | +actics +o Prave_n‘% ‘the :)u Yy LHirom
P“’OPQV\S wlel %\nir\% Hherr -\—es'{-l“monﬂ. Wha+ 15 even more

oo b\{r\% LS Scrucsﬂf: and Cash were, bei mc\,) Yeld

I€,



+cc_3e:H'\er at-he. detention center, Ly cﬁ, l‘n realt -hj ot may
have been very Po55\\ ble H\Q:Sow:s may v fer Cpn’\sp;quc\j,,

The APFQ&\QNV contends +Hhe record Shows testt many
of Scrugqs and Cash unreliable and -there easts a veal
possilot \ (hj +he {umthen‘t endence. the defense was
devel opvq hadl been preﬁen-%ec\ dhe outcome waoold be
diffPerent, )

The Court abused i+'5_ discreton btj C\\‘\omina +he,
prose cotion 1o obyect re,\e\/cmcS of informn nq “+he Ac‘)mrs
of the status ef+the Witnesses and Haier pe_nd'\ns CJ‘\CWSQS,

The par«ﬁaﬁirnj of @ wWitness 18 sulbject +0 exploration

atrial jond s o\u)quj_s relevant as discredi-h‘n% +he,
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