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PROOF OF SERVICE BY AN INMATE
ACCORDING TO PRISONER MAILBOX RULE

TTB MVLTG IS .DaiW FILED ACi SERVED UCER .Way V QV^gA, 236 f .3d.5b8(9th cir.2QC0)

TTIS FALLING HAS gEI IHJVERED INTO 'IHE GLBICEY CF CDCR STAFF

I

■i

' V-

HABEAS CORPUS WITH EXHIBITS

[legal! mail. This mailing was

SANDIEGO 92179
CITY ZIP CODE

, IH ZCI^This service was conducted on (DATE)

(NAME) John henry yablonsky

ca,

UNDER THE PENALTY OF PERJURY
THE FORGOING IS TRUTHFUL AND ACCORDING TO 3ELI

Tnis service and mailing was conducted by a party and inmate of CDCR, 
and was conducted according to California Code Regulations § 3142 and P.C.§2501(b) 
Tnis mailing wasinspected a.nd sealed in the presenca<-of.. an on duty correctional 

to .be as

(SIGNp) 
My address is '^80 alta rd sandiego, ca,92179

This service contained the following documents;

officer, into a fully preMid ' envelope 
addressed to the following parties;

This service was conducted by an adult over the age of 18 years, 
of age and mailed'from a state institution, which will be logged 
by facility mailroom , parties as [LEGALI mail. This mailing was 
conducted from ;

SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA
350 McAllister
Sanfrancisco,
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HABEAS-i

1) Is it in the interest of the state of Califoornia to 
allow state actors who are entrusted by statute, cannons, and rules 
of ethics regarding the handlings of evidneces to "manipulate" 
the evidences they handle into providing alternative results in 
order to secure convictions ?

4) Is it in the interest of the state of California to 
allow members of the bar to withold and hide evidences so they can 
win cases when the punishments carry life sentneces, then hide behind 
the laws of the Antiterrorism Effective Death Penalty Act so these 
evidneces will never be seen by the federal Courts ?

2) Is it in the interest of the state of California to 
allow practicioners of law to provide less than ethical levels of 
fiduciary dut^^ in their respective fields regarding truth, accuracy, 
and full disclosure when it comes to serious issues of law that 
carry severe punishments to the accused or their clients ?

3) Is it in the interests of the state of California to 
to ignore the fundamentals of the United States Constitution when 
it comes to seeking convictions, allowing prosecutors, sheriff deputies 
attorneys to practice their trades to less than the constitutional 
bar set out by the amendments within the United States Constitution??
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11
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14
15
16
17
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19
20
21

This factual innocence claim find' this Courts jurisdict-22
ion based on newly discovered evidneces that were not made available23
to petitioner until five years after the trial, three years after24
this Court made a determination. The facts and evidneces supporting25
this claim were deliberatley witheld by trial counsel who repeatedly26
lied to client and Court that "HE HAD ALREADY RELEASED THESE RECORDE"27

"PETITIONER IS FACTUALLY INNOCENT"28
HABEAS-1

Attention; District attorney for
County of Sanbernardino

CLERK FOR THE COURT 
SUPREME COURT FOR THE

FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FACTUAL INNOCENCE CLAIM
SECOND SUCCESSIVE

ALL WRITS ACT HYBRID
HABEAS CORPUS/ WRIT OR ERROR CORAM NOBIS

TRIAL COURT # FVI9OO518
c.The Honorable Judge John Toraberlin 
o

§ § § § §§ §

John Henry Yablonsky; 
Petitioner;

John Henry Yablonsky AL0373
18-147
480 Alta rd.
Sandiego,ca,92179

§§§§

Patrick Covello ;
(WARDEN): 

Respondent:

§
§ PURSUANT TO P.C.§§ 141, 1473 
§ SENATE BILLS 261, 1134, 1909 §



DELAY IK ERINGIKG THESE ARGUMENTS-
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of states exhibit <19 (the interroeation)2^

25

26
■ 21

25

AFTER THE DECEPTION HAD BEEN DISCOVERED 
AND TRIAL COUNSEL ADMITTING HE WITHELD

3

3records on June 2009 
entire file

1) First release of 300 pages out of the 5300 pages of the state 
with a note stating this was the.state

9
4) The final release of the states entire file was released 

by post trial counsel Hal Smith, releasing 5300 pages and 
the compact discs on January 2016 along with letter stating
this was the entire case file ( he had).

COURT OF

3) Third release after the state bar got involved in 2014 ordering 
’ the release, trial counsel released another 1600 pages differ'- 
ent than the first 300 of' the second 1300 pages. Trial counse . 
vehemently -argued this was firn ally the complete release 
to the state bar, knowing that critical papers had been with-
eld, from the states files that held 5300 pages along qwith 
two compact discs ' 

When the full file had finally been release they were 
delivered to petition while he was recovering inside the medical 
unit of the prison froma stroke he suffered on October 15, 2015 
making immediate review and writings virtually impossible due 
to the voluminous pages and petitioners ability to access his 
complete files, or to read as a result of the visual impairment 
suffered as a result of the stroke.

Petitioner demanded these records required to defend 
this movement from trial counsel who piecemiealed the release 
of these records from March 26, 2009, until the full release 
made by post trial counsel on January 2016, five years after 
trial and three years after direct appeal and habeas review 
had expire. Explained herein

2) Se’cond release by trial counsel after the trial had already 
occured and injury sustained, released another 13C0 pages 
that were different than the first three hundred pages

AFTER P.C.§ 1054,5 motions and case filing

AFTER FURTHER PLEAS TO THE COURT AND STATE FAR 
PURSUANT TO P.C.§ 1054,

Once petitioner was able to see straight, and walk, he 
was transfered to another prison from Calipatria state prison 
to Centinela- state prison -and three months later to yet another 
state prison in Sandiego, at R.J. Donovan where the law library 
and other valuable resources was available to verify and validat 
the pages that contradicted previous releases by trial counsel 
who repeatredly stated he had delievered the entire states
file, just before he released others.
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HABEAS-5%

no access

4) That petitioner is housed at a facility who practices 
restrictions frorathe law library, limiting access to less than 
one day a week unless there are court designated deadlines 
restricting access to as little as two hours one week
some weeks

5) That petitioner is handicapped with a visual impairment 
that impedes into regular reading skills because of his double 
vision, due to a stroke he suffered while in custody. This impair
ment^ is continual and currently active

6) That this Case involves volumnous amounts of discovery 
as well as research, into the amount of well over 5400 pages that 
had not been released until January 2016n while petitioner was 
inthe medical unit of Calipatria state prison. Petitionere at this 
time was receiving threapy and trying to learn to walk again as 
well as having to be made to re-evaluate the records he had been 
givin prior tto that date by trial counsel who in 2009 gave 300 
page, telling petitioner that was all the discovery. Then again 
in 2011 gOiving petitioner another set of 1300 pages diffeerent 
than the first 300 pages and again telling petitioner that was 
all the discovery!. Then again in 2014 giving petitioner another 
1600 pages, different than the 300, or 1300 and once aghain telling 
petitioner that was all the discovery, and then finally in 2016 
by post trial counsel who released 5400 pages along with compact 
discs containing more information which petitioner could not expose 
due to the maliable material not being allowed in the prison. This 
disc was sent to family who arranged experts to review and confirmt 
information supporting this petition regardiunf fraud by state 
actors Z

/
/



1
PETITION FOR WRIT OF ERROR CORAM NOBIS2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

PETITION FOR HEAEES CORPUS10
11
12
13
14

SENATE BILL 190915
16
17

J

18
SENATE BILL 113419

20
21

SENATE BILL 26122

23

24

25

26

27

28
COURT OF/teWs-3

THIS COURT RETAINS JURISDICTION
OF THIS NATTER UNDER KAPEAS/CORAN GREAT WRIT ACT

This bill passed within the'same time frame affecting 
the sentencing courts discretiuon to'senfence juvenile 
offenders to death-or life nHthout parold sentences for 
first degree nurd er

Senate bill passed in 2017 and affected the language 
of P.C.§ 141 as well as CRPC rules regarding the use 
of and presentations of false, altered evidneces by 
the state practitioners (LOPEZ)(This affects P.C. 132 
13i! and 118)

P.G.§ 1473(a)(bl (1)(2) Every person unlawfully imprisoned 
or restrained of his liberty, under [any] pretense what 
ever, may prosecute a writ of habeas corpus to inquire 
into the. cause of such imprisonment. A writ may be pros
ecuted for, but not limited to-(1) False evidence that 
is substancially material to guilt or sentence.

The traditional • grounds for coratnon law petition for writ 
of error Coram Nobis are that (1) Some facts existed, 
that without any fault or negligence by the defendant, 
was not presented to the. Court at of before the trial 
and if presented would have prevented the rendition of 
judgement; (2) This newly discovered facts must not go 
to the merits of the issue tried; and (3) These facts 
must be one that could not have inthe exercise of- due 
diligence have been discovered earlier.-People v Shipman 
62 C2d 226(1965): See also People v Vasilyan 174 CA4Tn~ 
443(2009,); People v Cortez’!3 Card 317(1970) ■

Senate bill passed in 2017 affecting the manerism which 
newly discovered evidneces [must] be reviewed by the 
Courts in California P.C'



1
2

A states Court cannot refuse, to consider ''federal quest-3
ions" of law regarding cbllatteral attack in state courts on federa4
issues. In Ke Fancnot( 196£) "/(J Cal.2d 105. And an independant actio5 T

France v.6
7

CalApp.)8 Cal. app.2d 275; In Re Application of Connor(1940)168
cert den.,Connor v California (1941) 313 US 542.9
Habeas corpus is the correct vehicle to collatterally10

attack a judgment of conviction which had been obtained in violatio11 1

12
404;13

i

14
In Ke Oxideanif committed.15

(1961 CAL.app.2d dist) 195 Ca'l.app.2d 814. Habeas corpus is also16
at least17

where no other remedy is aval lable . Peopl e v Adarimson ( 19 9 9 ) 34 Cal.2d18
Le5^,39 Cal.2d 41( 1952). Likewise under In Re Clark ,5320;In Ke19

Cal.4th 750(1993) when newly discovered evidnece is the basis for20
21 relief or if it undermines the states case it is not enough to weakan
22 the case or more difficult questions. Criminal judgments may be
23
24
25 and relaibility of the proceeding. In Ke Ha 11919£ 1)30 Cal.3d 408;
26 In Ke -•Webber(1974)ll Cal.3d 703; In Ke Eranch(19b9) 70 Cal.2d 200

27

COURT 0F(^toW?--4

( A. criminal judgment may be collatterally attacked based on newly
If - eviudnece t£..dpubt. on thg^.

collatterally attacked onthe basis of newly discovered evidnece 
only if the new evicneces cast [fundamental] doubt onthe accuracy

to fundamental constitutional rights. People v Soreneson(1952 CAL
APR) 111 Cal.'V‘K2d 404; In Re Winches ter( 1960) 53 Cal.2d 52£

HEW LAO SURRCUKDIKG THE LAHHEK WHICH
PETITIONERS HAY-MOVE THE COURT klTH HEk EVIDENCES

PURSUANT TO SENATE KILL §

as habeas corpus to secure discharge from imprisonment.
Suoperior Court(1927) 201 Cal.l22:In Ke Application of Jacinto(1935

discovered evi dpggg^ffinlv

11

cert, den.. (1960) 363 US £52. Habeas corpus is not the correct

Cal,.2d 701,

vehicle to correct prosecural eerrors.

U3f

available to advance contentions of denial of counsel,



accuracy and rclaibility of the proceeding at guilt h a s e . S u c .n1
must undermine the entire case and point unerr-evidnce2

ingly to the innocnece or reduces the culpability of the defendant3
4
5

for habeas corpus if it would have undermine the prosecutions case6 5

The presumption that the essential elements of an accurate ant’d7
8
9

10
11

then prejudice is established if there12
13

have been the result of this evidnece had it been presented.14
Stricicland v Washington466 US 665(1964) ; People v Gonzales. s u D r a15

UilliarTiS . supra At Cal. 3d 883. The incomp51 Cal.3d 1179; People v at-16
ance rr,ust have resulted inthe umfairness of the proceeding or an17
unrelaible verdict. Lockhart v FretAvell(1993) 5Q6 USE 122 113 .838s . Ct18 )

Kexcly discovered evidnece is outlined by People v Halley19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

I '<i 1 i ■21 I ii s
28

reality that counsel knew or should have known that further invest
igations was [necessary] and must also establish that counsel failed

fair proceeding were presented would not be applicable, hone the 
least petitioners must establish prejudice as a demonstaratable

1-

to present and discover,

People V Gonzales51 Cal.3d 1179(1950) Defense counsels incompetance 
resulting in failures to discover and present evidndence is a basi

if credited,

62 Cal.A th 944(2016);
1) That the evidnce, and not merely its materiality be discovered
2) That the'evidence not be merely cumulative
3) That it be of such as to render a different result probably on 

a retrial of the cause using the new evidnece
4) That the party could notnhave within reason and due diligence

have discovered and produced it an an earlier time or at trial.
5) That these facts be shown by the best evidnece rule of which the

case admits
In P. e h i 1 e s ( 2 017 ) 7 Cal.5th 821 Effective january 1, 2017 

the burden of rpoof in a "new evidence"' habeas corpus claim is sig
nificantly lower, [hew evidnece] is "evidence" tyhat had been dis-

COURT OF (^^3^-5

is a reasonable probability that a more favorable outcome would



covered after the trial that was-not- discovered by tiie ‘petitioner1
and could not have been discovered as a result of ornrriission, decept2
ion to provide access to through the exercise of due diligence by
petitioner prior to or during the trial. That these [evidences]4
were not discoverable until after appellate procedures and would5
have been admissible, not merely cumulative and6
collateral impeaching standards in motion for new trial under Calif7
ornia law (MILES)(Holding that third party confessions qualifies8

new-faces made available aftlr trial that are credible. TestirriOny
tending to prove facts are evidences if they are admitted at trial.11

C.i0ek237 CAAth 1311(2015). Fraudulent checks and falseBermudez v.12
statements used in court met statutory definition of [evidence]13
they were writings created for the purpose and could be used to14

239 CAA'th 333(2015) A, document15
does not lose its status as [evidencej because a party does not16
comply with procedural processes required for submission and aJ17
Court may consider evidence that was not submitted in compliance18

19
)ler e a s 0 n a20

diligence are essentially interchangable. (CITATION)21
petition22

had been diligent in making formal efforts to gain access to the23
states discovery from the very first time he met trial counsel24

see25
26 5

before the trial ever occured, asking for specific files related27
28

nO

as new evidence justifying relief, khat qualifies a s [new’] evidenc

Geoffery Canty and when he was replaced Davie Sanders. (
exhibits /"'V) That petitionere was made to beg for the state record

with procedural rules if no objection is made or upon showing a 
good cause [239 CAAth 13A6] The term of [due diligence] and

to the charg ed offense that included police reports, witness -state- 
COURT OF

9
I

10

corroberative,

As described earlier and discussed in full later.

disporve factrs.People v Gallardo,



and the entire investigations throughout the life of thisrr. e n t s1 55

being it had been 25 years old before petitioner was ever2
n-3

4
the pages on June 2009 two years before the trial telling petitioner5
this was the states entire records. Once discovered there were6
t 4 ; 1 that outnumbered the 300 pages by 15 times petitionerBUNDLES7

formal demands". Kot until after the trial were any of themade8
remaining O/a of the states files release and then again after9

exhibit 4 )Trial counsel10
David Sanders (SANDERS) then released another 1300 pages that were11
differten.t than the first 300 while still witholding' almost'400012 J

pages froma client that pplead innocent and not guilty fromthe13
very first plea. After the trial counsel made a second release14
on March 2011. After sentencing petitioner motioned the Courts15

while litigating his16
case thatwas on a time clock. After state bar got involved ( see17
exhibit 9) Sanders then released another 1600 pages and continued18
to wityhold these facts that had been related to the states case19
and made this release on July 2014. ( see exhibit 10)20

This third release was made after direct appeal had been21
made and denied, after state habeas corpuses had been made and22
denied, locking these facts out of the records becuase of the trial23
counsels absolute incompetance. tost trial counsel was contacted24
about the language and filing under P.C.§ 1054.9 and on January25

2016 Hal Smith( SMITH) provided petitioner with the states entire26,
27

and filed as states exhibit 49(FVI900518)28
COURT OF

charged. ( see exhibit 2 ) Trial counsel pilfered through the volurr: 
OUS pages of over 5300 pages and [chose] to release only 500’of

file along with a compact cisc that was created fromthe interrogat
ion held on 3/8/09

2%

crime,

petitioner was made to beg for them. ( see

and plead to state bar for this discovery.



These volumnous pages were directly related to the charged11

offense and were very different than the first SCO or second 12002
and needed to be evaluated and verified and researched. Petitioner3

in the riedical unit of CDCR recovering froma stroke whenw s a s4
this release Carrie, and even though petitioner had been litigating5

matter, was complicated because of the medical inconveniencethis6
and impairments that a ,s tokre rend er s upon people.. Petitioner was7
immoble without assistance8
vision. ( I9'
fearances that were out of petitioners control he was then moved10 5

11
for therapy and treatment as well as hospiceor12

nousing. On or about this time the law library resources had been13
out of direct access and with medical complication afforded very14i

littel progress after the release of these facts' on January 201615
16

on or about March 2015 so that he could be transfered to another17
orison for high risk permanent medical housing in June 2016. These18
repeated transfers include seperation from legal files for lengths19
:hat ranged from two weeks to three because of the transfers. Finally20
petitioner arrived at his current housing which would allow’ him21

research and other fact verifying procedures22
dnich included motions to the Court under P.C.S l'^lOf regarding23

DPA that were at the scene different than petitioners D.KA24 ;he J

ind carried material values about who actually committed the crime.25
Petitioner was finally .capable of preparing a valid and25

intelligible habeas petition into the Superior Court September27 on
laws and constitut-28 J201S which was denied against standing rules

COURT OF

to another prison after the stroke on 10/8/15 to Calipatria bn 
about {I-1077(5

infrustrAted review,

to be verified . petitioner was then again moved back to Centinela

, and was visually impaired with double
see exhibit ) During these inconveniences and inter.



1 ionally protected rights that -occured before, during and after
2 reducing

this case toa farce and'Sham. Petitioner so moves-this Court undero
4 the statutes and laws surrounding these constitutional violations
5 caused upon him under the blanket of actual innocence and groosJ

6 misconducts by government bodies.
7
8
9
to
11
12
13

i 14
15
16
17

Upon arrest for aserious charge petitioner was intero-18
duced to his trial counsel fromthe public defenders poll named19
Geoffery Canty(CAhTY). Petitioner requested the states entire20

21 file and this request was recvorded by Canty. ( see exhibit 1)
22 Inthe discussion with Canty several strategies were discussed
23 while Canty revealed there was
24 serious issues with the case,and the facts surrounding the crime.
25
25
27

would be transcribed for the 3/8/0928

DOE DILIGENCE IN DEVELOPING
THE FACTS SURROUKDI]<G THIS HATTER

trial, resulting ina an 'absolute miscarriage of justice,

VERIFICATION
I John Henry Yablonsky an adult over the age of 18 
and a party to this action and narrator of this 
allegation saidforth regarding witholding evidnces 
and according to belief know this statement as 
the truth and if called to testify will sumbit 
the same ina court of law’ under oathe.

■ John Henrv Yablonsky

Canty revealed;
1) There v.’as a confession to the crime
2) There was other culpable parties who had committed

suicide.
3) The interrogation

interrogations
COURT OF

to protect petitioners innocnece.



1
2

at a bar the
4
5
6

On or about bay 200S Canty had been replaced 'with Sanders7
from the same public defenders pool. Upon first discussion inside8
the courtroom petitioner made demands for the states entire9
case files so he could make relaible choices and decisions from10

11
after beoing told Canty12

did not release the case files either forcing petitioner to write13
a formal demand letter for evidences he believed would be useful14
asking cetrian Questions about the case and possible15
trial strategies. ( see16
follows;17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

! is27

28
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o

4) lhere were hundreds of police reports since 9/23/85
5) There \vere issues regarding petitioners DKA found at 

the scene but they had been cleasred from the time 
the crime had been committed

6) There were witnesses who seen Mrs Cobb 
night she had been killed

7) That there was absolutley no evidnce showing petitioner 
had committed the crime

1) Kow’a re investigations doing
2) Was the 25 year old DKA tainted
3) Who gathered evidneces, were they trained,certified
4) Fos sible conviction catagory
5>Weaknesses in the case
6) Who was the judge
7) Sentence alternatives
8) What experts spoecialist were going to be available to us
9Can we disprove the states case
10) Can I get the states entire file
11) Do you have all the discovery
12) Does the prosecutor have trial experience
13) Can he get a court order to allow me to collect these recor

defenses.
exhibit 2) The list of requests are as

regarding his defenses in this matter. By June 2009 Sanders
had not released one piece of paper,



'Sandsers released 300 pages of the states files on June1
2009 and incluiecx that this was ever^'thing petitioner had asked2
for and that he only held back DKA records related to petitioner

4
files held one 113 page transcript to the 3/S/09 interrogation5 as
veil as other police reports that were created in' 1985./ Once read6

7
under booking #0903341068 to phone number (760-241-0413 asking why8
the interrogations transcripts were innaccurate. Sanders responded9
that they were only interpretations and if the case vent to trial10
they would use verbatim. After trial and the degree of deception11 J

had been discovered petitioner demanded 'the entire states case12
files . After the trial and during a marssden hearing regarding13
counsel incorr.petance Sanders admitted that he withl eld these, recoi14 CIS

client had to beg for them. ( exhibit 4) -Aftcuntil his15 see
the begging Sanders released another 1300 pages different than the16
first 300 on or about March 2011. most trial filings were made to17

18
19
20

filed requesting records
22

7^
1054.9 on January25 t

7726
27 on .
28
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ng
these records petitioner contacted Sanders fromthe county jail phone

£ r

convicted an innocent man;
a)Habeas corpu was filed requesting records #WKCSS12OO311 

( see exhibit 5) This reqwuest was denied by superior court
b) Habeas corpus was filed demanding states records with the 

Copurt oT appeal. This was denied twice (May 15,2Q14)(July 1 
2014 ( see exhibit 6)

c) petitioner moved the state bar under P.C. §
21, 2014 asking several parties for these trecords ( see exhibi 
See exhibit 7) Case #14-17946 was appointed ( see exhibit 8)

d) Cn July 2014 petitioner received anotheer 1600 pages that were 
different than the first add second releas while in state pris 
( see exiiibit

gain access to these evidences that at this point showea there 
was serious relaiCtbilities issues with the states czase tnat had

because they would only confuse petuition. ( see exhibit 3) These



e)1
el

2
5

3
f)

4
s5

6

g)7

8
a) Murder weapon9
b) The victims bedroom door jamb inthe victims blood10

11
12
13
14
15
16

After these examinations by- a nan locked av,-ay fro legal17
research materials and allowed absolute minimal access to legal18

petitioner filed a secind habeas petition to the superiorresopurces19 J

Court on September 13 that if true would20
avail petitioner relief according to habeas laws outline by state21

laws rules and consitutuional sdafegaurds.22 ?

22,

2^

25
26
Tt

7'^
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c_)_ The red hairs vjiththe entire roots attached while pwetit- 
ioner was a blonde' suspect

f) In the fingerprint locate on the counter of the kitchen 
that did not match petitoioners print

Petitioner filed two seperate habeas petitions under P.C.l^^iOf 
to validate and have examined expertly the states DNA that 
vjere ’ on relevant locations;

d) The watchband pin located underneath the victims head
e) The cigarette butts located ina common area of the scene

■and federal statutes,

2018 arguing facts,

After the files had been released, there were valicaition 
practices to be made and authentications of the volunnous 
pages that contradicted the firSt(300) second (1500) Third 
(1600) Petitioner filed over 400 letters and motions to Court 
and legal representing parties to chlalenge the authenticity 
and validity of the states records ( see exhibit llA.)

After several motions, letters, and cases without full oisclt 
sure of the states file petitioner contacted post trial couns 
Kai Smith who released the states entire file of 5500 and 
a compact disc on January 29, 2010 (see exhibit 11)



1
I '^g2

3
II 4

5
6 III...,Trial court improperly excluded evidence of victims proniiscanty
1

IV8
9

V 1.0
of victim which she told another paert11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

error by denyoing new trial20
21
22 X
23
24
25
26
27
28
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THIS APPEAL WAS DENIED ON ALL PARTS REGARDING THE STATE RECORDS 
WHICH THIS SET OF FACTS AND RECORDS CONTRADICTS

The trial court committed prejudicial error by not instruct! 
jurors regarding murder and special circumstance

VIII..The Court erroneously interrogated 
the presence of trial counsel, and

VII...The Court gave an errouneous instruction regarding deadlock 
after they declared they were solid in their votes

The trial court abused discretion rergarding similar third 
party culpability issues regarding a similar case.

Trial court erroneously denied recusdal motion w-here county 
district attorney used petitioners case in campaign smear

Trial court abused- its discretion regarding third aprty hearsay

DIRECT APPEAL ARGUhEKIS 
(see exhibit 52)

Trial court improperly excluded hearsay evicance of Cobb inv.tine, 
other men to her home

the jury.foreman out or 
in from of'standin counse-

IX... Trial court committed prejudicail
motion regarding.lAC ,applying incorrect standard

regarding last words 
about her destination

VI.... Erroneous admission of evidnece regarding prior accusations 
that w-rre never charged were prejudicial error

XI....Tn effective assistance of counsel while counsel failed to
file for a change of venue motion in liught of the media coverage



■ 1

2
s

5
6
7
8
9

10 VI...There was insufficient evidnece to support the verdict
11 ted
12
13
14 IX
15

X 16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Petitioner moved the court tv,’ice for release of 'discovery23
which were necessary to defend the prirna facie arguments ’which24 )

were ignored and refused. After breifing in habeas and direct appeal25
petitioner moved the superior court to expand the records by addins26
thirteen Wiore grounds! 27

28
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o
1- County prosecutor prejudice entire venire by using petitioner 

case in re-election campaign smear

THIS HABEAS WAS DENIED FOR LACK OF JURISDICTION OR FAILURE TO PROVE 
THESE RECORDS HEREIN WOULD HAVE SUPPORTED THAT PETITION’!

Ill... Ineffective assistance of counsel for failure to investigate 
evidences

Trial counsel was ineffective for failing to object to perjured 
testirr.on-y of states witnesses

IV.... Prosecutor committted misconduct by submitting false testi
mony with three witnesses(Nash)(Sullivan)(Alexander)

II....That opetitioner was interrogated and that recording was altered 
before showing it to the jury

VIII..Trial counsel was ineffective foir failing to investigate 
two of'States .key witnesses

V .-. . . The ’ of f icer s committed violations under fourth amendment 
interrogating outside MIRANDA

XI....Trial court committed prejudicial error for failure to grant 
marsden hearing motion after trial had already occured

VII...Trial counsel conspired to alter evidences before they preset' 
them to the jury

SUPERIOR COURT HABEAS CORPUS'
DENIED FOR LACK CF JURISDICTION OR FAILURE TO PROVIDE PROOF 

(see exhibits 53-5/)

XII...Trial court committed prejudicial' error for not allowing 
trial counsel to not be present at all tuime of critical 
stages of trial.

Trial court' expressed prejudicial error denying motion 
for new trial and refusing petitioner right to represent 
himself



IS INNOCENCE RELEVANT ??1
2

I i3
■. i

4
means for curing factually innocen ;5

6
: •’i

7
8
9

10
11
12

1113 SPIRIT
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

when ■21
22
23
24
25
26

! 27
28 THE LONG AND SHORT OF THIS IS INNOCENCE IS RELEVANT IN THIS CASE
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e.
S

, have indicators 
occurec. Accord-

the petitioners [possiblej

There are tv.'O historically unassailable answers to the 
question presented by Judge Henry Friendly used 'in [bey] points 
regarding habeas corpus. "Is innocnece irrelevant ?'’ As Justice 
Powell stated "Yes innocence is irrelevant. History reveals no 
exact tie to the writ of habeas corpus w’ith a constitutional claim 
relating to innocence or guilt,

■Habeas corpus is not a 
claoims or erroneous convictions. What have to deal with is 
not the petitioners innocence or guilt, but [solely] on the question 
whether their cons t i tutioonal rights have been ’'PRESERVED’’ .

Tne second historically correct ansv.'er to judge Friendly 
question is that [NOJ innocence is not irrelevant. Tne fear that 
an innocent man liberty,' or woir s ttheir death be forfeited becauj 
of unfair proceedings has long been recognoizea as one, among othei 
circumstances that makes issuance of the writ most [felicitous. 
Indeed it would not be surprisoing. to learn- someone could learn, 
that tne subject of habceas cases in w’hich relief wasa ctually 
granted included more than a proportionate share oin cases ’which 
innocent have been convicted..

The Courts have properly sought to take tne effect that, 
innocent persons may m have been convicted )(or the blatanlyt blame- 
worthy person has been convicxted of an offense other than the 
one for which he was blamed) as one, among oithers
that an unccnmstitutional breakdown in the process
ingly as a mattrr of [fact -and law] th_  
innocence is clearly [RELEVANT] anbd counsel for petityioner with 
colorable claoims of innocence, or in ’which cases the state may 
have violated a right tied to the accurate ascertainment of guoilt 
is obliged to make that fact plain tothe habeas court.

The Supreme Court accordingly has not hesitated to grant 
habeas corpus relief when there was littele question that tne const
itutionally wronged petitioner was guilty or to deny such relief 
when there was reason to believe the petitioner was innocent but 
when no constitutional error was fopund in the precess, then yes. 
innocence is irrelevant .In feet the arguable ground that habeas 
petitioner apparent guilt shoudl heighten, not cut off or diminish 
the scrutiny of the procedures by which he ea was convicted and 
sentenced. As used in this country', habeas corpus has been important 
uieans by which the availability of federal court review of the 
state_court imposed incarcerations check "THE RELEVANCY CF A LOCAL 

and the dangersd of federal law’s and rights inherent grant 
jurisdiction of the national causes.

Nor can this second answer be passed off entirel:y 
as reflective of lawless willingness to find constitutional violat
ions in cases involving the apparent innocent petitioner, 
no violatiobns would be found were the petitioners more obvious [guilt].



STATEMENT GF THE CASE
1
2

states prosecutor Hicbale Harnos(Ranos)Cn March 8, 2009
filed charges' against petitioner alleging that he corrmitted r,order4
upon Mrs Rita Mabel Cobb on or about September 21 1985 after5 J

§ 187 charges6
7

GUILTY[ plea at arraignenent8
then fileci amended papers after the preliominary hearing alleging9
enhancments to include P.C.§ 1SO;2 alleging that petitioner commi tee10
this murder while inthe progrees s of rape or attempted rape.11

Petitioner entered anothere plea of not guilty at the12
arraignment in Superior Court. The trial occured almost two full13

finding petitioner guilty of the chargesyears later after arrest14
filed inthe amended complaint. Timely appeals had bene filed and15
this Court denied that appeal excpet for the parole revocation16

§ 1202.<15 of $10restitution pursuant' to P.C. COO and affirmed17
the conviction on all other matters according to the records befO3 •e18
the court.19

20
21
22
23
24
25 In the months prior to Mia Yablonsky and his family moving
25 the h igh desert Petitioner had been releived of his dutyto ?

27 Army and was discharged fromas
28
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UNDISPUTAELE
FACTS SURROUNDING THIS CASE THAT ARE

STATE CREATED RECORDS SUPPORTING PETITIONERS CLAIMS HEREIN

THESE RECORDS HEREIN ARE COUNTER PRODUCTIVE TO THAT DECISION 
AND SHOULD EE CONSIDERED HEREIN ACCORDING TO PROOF

a soldier in the United St ates 
service with honorable mentions.

2005. idle state

she left a drinking'party . Prosecutor filed P.C.
of murder in the first degree, which petitioner entered a [NOT

on or about March 11,



1 Petitioner started a construction company with his father!

2 George Yablonsky and stayed at the family home until they could
3 locate a place of their own. In. about May 1915 petitioner moved
4 into Mrs Cobbs rental with his wife and son. Prior to moving into
5 the cc'. ttage Cobb had placed an intercom system between the house
6 as well as Cobbs pique interests to
7 listen in on conversations in the back coattege without them knowin’.
8 Cobb could operate the intercom sy<?tem from the main house
9 or them knowing it h__ ad been

10 activated. It was ov(fer this system that Cobb had listened intothe
11 couples arguments.Petitioner had been married to his wife for three
12 and'she had alrerady been having ^extramarital
13 which instagated the marital arguments. When
14 these arguments would occur petaitioner would take his then wife
15 to her gransdparents for a weekend to chill the tempo of relation-
16
17 lived in Downey California J

18 Petitioners job enlisted a series of trades in the constru-
19 ction field that took the company to several counties around the
20 southern Califoirnia region, which at times took as much as 15 hours
21 per day, and others the entire week, to save on communte time. It
22 was duruing these -S'fays out of tO>(i^n that the couple argued more
23 deliver Holly to herto
24 later determined that
25 this trip to Downey was when Holly would .exercise her infidelity.
26 As the time moved, on Cobb and petitioner became friendlier
27
28
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when petitioner had returned, causing him
A Vgrandparents • for another week end. It was

without the assistance of the back,

ship where things, would c'ool down. Petitioners wife Holly's grandpa::en t
over IbO miles away. Petitioner returnee

home.

and cottage for conveniences,

possibly due tothe arguments Cobb listened to over the intercom, 
and became friends. Some time around JufcJC another argument occured

years at this time,
affairs by this time,



and as usual Holly was taken to Downey another time. It should be1
noted that the arguments began by Holly's allegations that just2

4
accuse petitioenr of cheatwing with virtually every woman the couple5

fast food attendants6 gas?

station cashier and even her oWScousin who visited regularly. This7
list of accusatiuons included women petitioner did not even know8

9
and petitioenr began upon the return from —wife Holly to Downey10
one more time. The affair started around June or July 1985.11

Shortly after the affair started between petitiooner12
petitioner located another home that was larger becauseand Cobb13

Holly had been pregnant,and the rental they shared behind the Cobb14
residence was only a single cottage not large,enough for a family15
of four. Another homie was located about a mile up the street from16
the Cobb residence on Highway 18 between Big Bear cit^-y and Lucerne17

At the time of the move Holly had been about 6-7- monthValley .18
pregnant with their daughter who<*fes to be born around September19
of 1985. After the move the affair between petitioner and Cobb20 5

21 although irregular^ comntinued .
22 month of Sepdember petitic ner and his fatherBy the
23 started another job that took the company far out of t&v^n which
24 required all week stays and teturns home for t^he week ends. It
25 should also be noted that petitioner had purchased a small sedan
26 for the wife so that she could get around town while'petitioner
27
28 door J
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j

3

was out of town on work. It was a Ford pinto and was dark blue two 
but in excellent condition, which holly had available.

because petitioner was gone from the home for such long period during
which was untrue. Holly would

as well as their landlord Mrs Rita Cobb. The affair between Cobb 
' , . , , , r fits . . .

encountered. The grocery store chashier,

the day that he was cheating on her.



Holly had been due almost any day tne doctors saidjby1
2

that petitioners newIt should also.be knownwith the delivery.4
home was located on a rural street outside of tou^n that equaled5

conditions in that areaa wash because of the terrain and weabther6
v.'hich would have posed emergency team arrivals if she went into7
labor while petitioner was out of town. So the week of September8
13, 1985 the couple drive Holly anvid their son to.Doarwney where9

10
11

The job had ended by mid-week and petitioner was excused12
from the final stages of the ' work installations of door knobs13 5

so that he could pick his wife up. It was on14
or about, September 18, 1985 that -petitioner drove back to his house15
to clean up16

when17
petitioner got home. After packing a bag with clothes for the rest18
of the week for himself petitioenr stopped at the market on his19
*ay out of tci^n to buy drinks and snacks for the 160 mile drive20
that lay ahead. While inthe Lucrene Valley Market petitioner bumped21
into Cobb v?ho was already at the cashiers, who® aksed if petitioner22
rould stop by her place, elluding she needed something fixed.23

Petitioner baulked stating he was gouing to Downey24
25 ;o pick up Holly and Cobb plfi-d it was an emergency stating she .

?as going to have a party that night and** her bathroom was not workcing26
27

;he market28 5
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o

petit io ^rj'vras to pick her up after petitioner had completed the 
job that following week.

Droperly. Petitioner agreed to take a moment after he was done at 
but remined Cobb he was ina hurry.

mid month of Septeirber  ̂and the couple decided that it would be best 
to take Holly to Downey to stay with her family in case of emergencies

to collect
1-1 Pm .

and make ready for ther trip to Downe|<5
the family and retu-'rn to Lucrene. It had been around

and other hardware,



When petitioner drove into the Cobb horseshoe driveway1
similar2

to a ford pickup(small) parked in front of the cobb residence. Cobbs3
osdillac was parked in her garage with the door opened. VChen petitioner4
2Ot tothe front door which stood wide open he entered the hone,5

6 on
side of the house. Petitioner looked intothearea at the7

8
9

and when petitioner returned tothe front area of the hoase he noticed10
11 'I

One of the12 area.
and without a single though?"Petitioner was summoned over13 :ncw. )

the invitations.-14.ibout priorities entertained
engaged into sexual co^.ngress thatThe three adults15
area and moved tothe dining' area where16

17
18

not able to recall. The three rotated sexual activities with19
oth women trading from desk top to table seating and in this time20

21 have last more than fifteen minutes seemed like
n--'hours long session of sex. It was at this point the blonde bombC??'22

Cobb added23 shell stated she wanted m;e to meet her husband
24 le would like me. idea and felt
25
26 >e distrubing. This tnought came when the blonde stated ner husband
27
28

COURT OF

issues explained vagueley by Cobbj and checked the sink and tooilet 
:o see what needed fixing. All plumbing issues were working correctl

and almost immediatley petitioner withdrew
Petitioner went

hat could t -

2ut did not notice Cobb inthe frc’.nt rooms., and walked tothe bathro 
»2/6hT

far -

;m,

Petitioner was not in the same
hat a man walking in on anotner man digging into nis wife would

■as on his way there now,
nd explained he had to leave and would not stay.

me seen Cobb had a visitor who drove another small truck,

:wo women engaged inw ki'-’ssing session by the couch in the livingroo
women was Cobb and the other petitioenr dir/not

started in the living roo<n
bhere dining table and desk saddled near by . The other woman
'./ss a blcflck with endowed chest and may have said her .name but I



to the tathroom end washed hinself and then returned to .dress. As1
ne cressed the 'wonien were still enggaged in the sex acts and as2
petitioner walked 'out of the front door noticed that both women3 J

still navi ng sex at the desk area and v;er e alive.were4
Fetitic(5ier drove to downey and worried that Holly would5

smell the sex on him when he arrived, but after the long drawn6
7
8

he- made the 160 mile drive. Almost happyhe was on the freeway as9
because he had more than equaled the score between Holly's infideli ty10
with someone she went to school. with and petitioners experience11 ?

with two women. (RT317),(Criminalist Jones )(That the sex occured12
several days before Cobb had been killed)(RT490)(Dr. Saukel the13
pathologist)(That the sex occured as much as one and a half days14
before obb had been killed) It was noted that Cobb had a pa^rty15
that night at he/* house and then attended another party that Frida/16
just up the street where four other friends of hers witnessed her17

Mrs Cobb was located in her home on September 23,there alive.18
1985 by her sen who stated he had been called Friday September19

because someone had scared the hell20
21 cut of her.
22 Investigations ensued as result of this crime, to
23 include the following. On September 23 1985 Joseph Saunders stated?

24 ne had been to the 'Cobb residence looking for Mrs Cobb. He told
officers that he had learned from friends where she lived,25 and

26
27
28

out affairs by Holly did not give that worry much attention. Petit
ioner noticed that it had been after four in the evening while

drove the tCdJ^n looking for her Cadillac. He stated that when he
seen he car parked in front of her house, he parked his- car on 
tne highway, over 100 yards down hill and walked up tothe Coob 
'Touse'. COURT OF b^XfObb-zl

1985 asking him for help,20,



Wil ichHe stateo that he arrived uninvited and vrithout asking1 >i

interested the officers. First Cobb had a home without any fences2
3
4

and5
he barely6

and wasknevj J J7
(exhibit 12) Joseph Saunder (Saunders) stated he spoke to Cobb8
while he stood on the front porch', after she offered him a. glass9
of water to drink. He stated that she had mede a call for about10
a minute and then received another call that last longer during11
this encounter.12

Sauinders then told officers that she had mentioned how13
it wa»s to live near friends,and then identified a car drivingnicei 14
telling Saunders it ’uas her friend Hinkie (Francesca drake/15

Sullivan) He stated that Cobb offered to ' attend a party16
Saunders stated when he arrived at theand invited him to c c n e .17

18 J

•19
20

stated he did not go. Ke added that in his opinion Cobb had not21
22
23

suicide about three months after the Cobh murder. Officer located24
25

al26
27
28
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P^rty they picked pistachios and he only stayed a short while
/but when he left,that Cobb had invfcted him to a platonic relationship

and the driveway was a horseshoe shaped that .startea at two locations
yet this man parked his vehicle

then walked uphill for over 100 yards< to see a woman
did not know’ kjji'Sre she lived, and was. uninvited. (CT7S)

and asked if he wanted to come by her place after the party. Saunders

been drinking(???7?) (Everyone said she was more drunk than usual) 
ketilvCC u t NU> /

(C'T110,lll) It was later- determined that Saunders had committed

ona hignw’ay that had burns and were not designed for parking.

by,

his will. Th^ also located a journ 
created by Saunders. (CTldO) .Officers believe Saunders to have 
something to co with the Cobb murder.

off the highway leading to the house,

a journal about Saunders feeling for Cobb and also took notice 
that a change had been to



1 It. was noted that hrs Cobb had been founc by her son
2 Darylll Kraner and his wife Marta who was at'one point his sister

he arrives ground ll;bO a.n'.through marriage. Kramer stated3
4
5
6
7
8 was
9

10 notice to tire prints in the Cobb drivewayDetective Tuttle iriter-
ciewed 'Kramer v;ho stated-his only reason for the visit the11

12 distress call and that he had driven 25 mile from his home to
13 check up on her. Kramer offered the officer that his mother liked
14 to drink and had a deckel and Hyde personality when she drank
15
16
17
18 that she would frequent the local bars and as far away as 20 miles
19 to Apple Valley. He alsdi added the last boyfriend Cobb had was

named Eerdard.' (CT?/) Years later Kramer was reinterviewed by detect-20
21 and told the officers his mother dram alot and would
22 frequent the bars and flirt with men younger than she. Adding
23 her deckel and Hyde personality. (CT77.) Kramer than offered that
24 s treret

and could not think of anyone else at thisJ

26 time about his mothers sexual appetites.(CT50-82) Kramer also offered
27
28

COURT OF

he knew his mother to be sexually involved with a man up the 
25 name John Sullivan

to this incid en t. (CT61) Mr Kramer 'v,’as reinterviewed by Detective
Knapp and added that his mother (CCBB) liked to drink alot and

aft-jCabfl) trying to contact her and finding her unavaileblitity odd.
He offered tnat sne bc{.o called that Friday prior asking for his
help. (CT4).' The officers that arrived determined Cobb to be wearirg

5

acding that the last time he seen her was about si x weeks priot-

that he had married his step sister Marta. (CT158) Marta Kramer 
was interview^ed and offeered that Cobb drank alot and frequented

ive Kyler,

her jewelry which included a watch. Laying next to her head was 
a watch band pirjthat was yellow’ coly-ored. (CT13) They locatred 

smears of blood on the bedroom door jamb (CT9~20). They alg& took



and that the last time the couple seen Cobb was about1
six v.’eeks prior to the murder . ( CT 7 - 7 6) Detectives interviewed

2
another man from th'l2^i known as the local propane serviceman who

4
to her deat'n. That wheri he arrived at the residence he interrupted)5

6
7
8

Officers 'who IvdvedS tovv J9
the h/ighway fromthe Cobb house ano-offered his bel-diefacross

10
11Cobb was a i 1 ball buster11

while Cobb 6'12
13
14

7>g15
officers he can remeber seeing cobb so drunk that he seen her fall16
from her car door as she fell into her dirt driveway. (CT114)17

The neighbor John Sullivan offered that the last time18
he seen Cobbwas at his party that he held on Friday September 20 519
1585. He stated she arrived drinking a bottle of burboun and when20
she finished vvith that he gave her .-’some white lightening. He stated21
he fell asleep around 10;20 p. rh that night 'ivnich had been corroberateo22
by his wife Frafncesca . (CT05,256) The same detective interviewee23
Francesca who offered that she recalled Cobb leaving the party24
around ll;30 p.m. tnat Friday September 20, 15 8 5' n i g ri t, belli n g25
her that she liked to visit the local bars. Francesca offered26

■men27
28

COURT OFc

oo

drunkard. He stated he remembers hearing

Cobb being beaten by someone that had a beard. Ke stated that
he cisarrh ed that the attacicer

a fight between Cobb and Frank Strump late one night
screams could be heard throui^l the night. (CT63) Mr.Stow later 

offereed to anothefp detective that he remembers seeing, a flat

tnat Cobb always seemed to be lonely, ana like to date men, and 
that sne cirak alot. Offering that Cobb was; not particular about

offered that the last time he-- seen Cobb was about six weeks prior

bed truck in the driveway on or about September 15th or 20th. Telli

when he interrupted■the attack on Cobb , 
was her own son Daryll Kramer. ( exhibit 15 )

also spoke to a man narr,i£G^ Don

alot of bars,



and added that'sne would become causttne age of the men she cateo, ,c .1
when shewas drunk. (CT66) ( exhibit 14) There u’ere two other people2
at the Sullivan drinking party that September night. Bru.ce Nash3
and Cynthia Hooper. Bruce Nash (bash) offered that he arrived4

that same5
6

decided to offer to drive hePhorae while his wife Cynthisa followed.7
He states that Cobb refused the8
she9

where he offered that Cobb had been drinking white
lightening and that he and Cynthia hung out at the- party till aroun<i12

He restated that he beleived CobbS or 10 p.n. that Friday night.13
to be more drunk than usual ana offering her a tide hone while14
his wife Cynthia followed in her car.,Hash restated that Cobb refused15
the offer and stated she was.» not going home and was going to a16

17
naming truce Lee18 5?

Art Bishop, and John Sullivan to name a few. (CT272) (exhibit 13)19
20 Officers spoke to a bartender named Dawn Disnore who stated
21 she recalled Cobb drunk but it wasand that she last seen her
22
23
24 (exhibit 15) While at the same bar patron sJ

25 whichwas explained ecvfliflf'o in tnis petitico include Donald Kobbs on .J

26 Interestingly enough the sheriffs got a call from a man
27

to get his help solving this crime.
28
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bar called the Zodiac lounge instead. (CT271)(exhibit 13) Hash 
recO/led the boyfriends Cobb had had

lameed Gregory Randolph who stated he had been told the sheriffs 
cere looking for him , to get his help solving this crime.

lot on Friday or Saturday night. (CTIO/) This bartender al$s added ■
I

chat the night Cobb had been killed she was working behcnd the bar.
officers ^o^s^everal

offer to drive her homejand that
returned that she was not .going home and was go.i>ing to a bar

-lO' called the Zodiac lounge instead.. (CTll/) Hash was reinterview’ed 
f

11

Berdard,

at the l^arty around /';oo p.m. and left around 9;45 p.m.
night. He stated he recalled Cobb being drunker than usual anci



The officers invited him to come on in end talk about1
it. been Gregory Randolph (Randolph) arrived he explained that2
he had been told by his friends that they needed his help to solve3
the murder. He told officers that it had been two weeks since he4

which was* when he vi sited her at her home on5
his way dc>ij)n from the mountain. (CT66) (exhibit 16) khat makes this6

7
8

arrived they spoke for some time and after Mr Randolph leftman9
they collected his cigarette butts to have them processed some time10
later.11

a report was made to the We-TipAfter some time later 512
organization that offered police inform^ation about a man who had13
allegedly confessed, tothe murder of Rita Cobb. The report gave some1 14
details about the criiTie that had not been made known tothe public15
rhicn made this report strikingly odd. but not because someone repor16
id it. It was that the person 'who allegedly confessed was this man17
Gregory Randolph himself. He told party goers that he met Cobb at18

He then told19
Thera that they got into an argument about her'^sexual appetite -for20
’andolph who then strangled her to death and then performed sex21

exhibit 16) (CT326) The report came three years22
if ter the murder. Because of the nature of Randolphs employment23

sheriffs assignee24
I code nar.ie for him as (k'illiam Fsckhoff) and placed this onto all25
nvestigations relating to Cobbs death and Backhoffs related reports26

19S8 the21

2^
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CTllO) kith the confession report comieng 
pecial investigations began on August 10,

The'Zodiac Loung^e on Friday night and took her home.
H o m +- 'n o 1- h f-i rri \-k n to k Ci t-i rr *. i r n o ri k tc hM i k In lO c '

icts on her. ( see

on August 6,
1588. (CT578)

zith the county coro'ners office for Sanbernardino,

last seen Cobb,

this mans help.
contact SO' interesting is that none of the officers ever asked for

9r/tu,clc.which s-teek the officebs arrd suspicious. When this



Officer Pairci from scientific division placed a’‘RUSH > i
1!

for the processing of the forensics from the Cobb crimeorder in2
alii!!! This3

4
including Rita Cobb and Helen Erooks.that had been typed as serial5

The request was related to Backhoffs involvement in both6
asking for comparison with the DHA that had been collectedcases7
the 9/26/85 interview at the Lucrene Valley sheriffs station.rrora8 5

(cigarette butts left at the sheriffs station) That same day officer9
icPhail processed these cigarette butts with the cri/nfi la'b requestin?.10
physical examinations so they can be typed with'both Cobb and Brooks11

( CT 751)lhey were proicesssed through the regional labrat Drymurders .12
for forensics (CT753) where examinations ensued (CT 910 69513 ?

) The three butts from the station interview593 9 9414 J

.cere matched to cigarette butts located at the cr^iree scene15
1985. Matching Gregory Kansdolph .William Backhoff tothe16

?rime .17
On S/9/8S officer Palacios visited Hr E'^ackhoff at his18

srailer and did a field intervoiew for suspicious behavior and possiV' L b 1 e19
hiie talkin<^3to Eackhoffevidences ccinfirming the confession report.20

at the trailer the behavior and activity of Backhoff led officers21
to be lieve they had enough to get an arrest warrant for the murder22

23
24

C CT 2XSX 221 - 23.5) ( see page 5 of the transcripts)lim..25
5) aside from this arrest have you ever teen arrested before ?26

27
28
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which to date^thenyhad not been processed at
request came asking for evidences related to tw^o specif-ic murders

a) Well but I dent think it really counts.
This confirms that Eackhoff had been arrested as a result

Dt Cobb. ( CT 219) Officers got the arrest warrant and arreested
Backhoff for /hz murder of Cobb on August VO, 1988, and interviewed

Vs'

on Sep-

scene,

995, 995,
922,

tember 23,



but the evidneces that1
had been collected fromthe sheriffs station ( Cigarette butts) and2
evidences collected from the crime scene matching Backhoff ( cigare te3
butts)(CT 378-79)(exhibit l/)VJhat piqued officers a 11 en t ioriv;as4
that Eackhoff has stated the last time he seen Cobb before the murder5
was about two weeks. Only the as'htray located at the scene in a6
common area had only eight butts in it with butts matching 'a7 ?

man who stated he was at the scene the day before the murder o' court d ,8
Because officers needed more evicnece than cigarette9

officers40
11

to secure the conviction. Unfortunately Backhoff had committed suici de12
before his DUA had been scientifically verified. Killing himself13

(CT 357)(6xhibit 16) It was later determined byon June 1 1999 .14 J

officer Bradford that when they processed tne Eackhoff suicide scene15
the offiscers collected severalsP trophies Eackhoff had ma toning16

Eackhoffnumerous murdered women. It would have been noted that17
his biz careheld the coro ners position with the county to protect18

appetite for killing single vonen around the state. The officer19
found that backhoff had acted very suspicious around dead females20

21 ut*ring certain investigations as being the county deputy coroner.

(CT <14/) ( see exhibit 16-17) It may have been noted that .even with22
23 the change of suspects name from Randolph to Eackhoff would not

lave prevented the reports created from the investigations of Cobb24
25 :o be any different. Or that the case number had change. This may
26
27
28 0^1 those treses belonged 
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felt they should release him until they could lock in better evidneces

1
I

lave led to Gregory backhoffs suicide, along with science advancing 
.laking his ticiiet to come up. Eut this is speculation. .
The idea along with facts related to this crime creates suspicions. 
Especially since one those tres he1onged to Cobbs case’!

not only because of his suspicious nature,

butts located at one scene which were not loacted at another,



Officers tnen spoke to enother bartender from tne Y-
1'
2
3 Cobb had also been sexually involved with at least three other
4 tarteneders who worked there.. Sheriff then spoke to Cobbs previous
5 employer at the Spring. Valley Lake country club. Her employer admi ted
6 Cobb liked to Golf,and was friendly. She admitted that she knew
7
8
9 LalsJy^ officers spoke to Bud Turner who stated he thought
10 he last seen Cobb st the market on Saturday September 21 1985.J
11 Recalling that she had dated several ^men. Officers also spoke
12

and duruing the interview
13 officers noticed that Eerdard was wearing a gold colored watch.

I
(CTIOS) Taking notivcce of this because Cobb had been locatred with

15
a yellow colored watchbano pin underneath her head. Officers did

16 not take notice whether Berdard was right or left handed.
17 In the address book located on the dining room table
18

officers located the names of about nineteen other men from trie
19 area that had not been intervievzed by any of the other officers 3
20

and assurr.ed they too had been sexually involved with Cobb as well.
21

2002 detective espinoza prepared a compil ed22
list of cases that had been tyoped as serial and included on this

23
DR#1311056)(Debbie hajori elist (Helen Brooks DK#1331450)(Rita CobbJ24

DR#860/64)(Rhonda Belcher DRfOSOS6074941617)(Halinda Gibbs DR#?25
1123392)( see exhibit IS)DR#S9-

26
All of these women were typed as serial by criminalist

27
28

Cafe in Lucrene Valley vho adrritted to having sex with Cobb vbho
his "drinking buddy", (CT106) This Same bartender admitted that

from the FBI cricie lab on 11/27/02 by analyst Ken kitlow. ( CT327)
COURT OF .^^?W.-29

Cobb to have been sexually involved with at least three of her co
workers at the country club. (CT124)

5

£8-59455) and (rrigita Kreismanis,

to Cobb previous boyfriend Fred Berdard,

(CT165,217) On December 2,



It was later determined that one of the women of this1
list had been killeed by Robert mark Edwards who was convicted2

3
4

Sanbernardino area sheriffs contacted tne U.S. Departs,ent of Justic j5
for help to have the cases profiled. ( exhibit 19) On April 30,6
1987 a collective profiled had been generated by several criminalis7

They found that there v/ere more than just similarities8
with the Erooks and Cobb murders and had determined there, to be9
committed by the same person for several reasons beyond the DKA.10
of the cases. (pPl) The victimology■of the two cases deterraijed11
both women had been vulnerable in their life styles both striking y12 )
similar backgrounds. Both white women and around five feet tall.13 )
Both found between 120 and 135 pounds and also beteeen the ages14
of 55 and 65. Each had children v/ho lived elsewhere and both killec15 }

by strangulation, a few months apart. They lived a fewe m i 1 e £16
apart and both dated men from the ages of 20 and up. Both had17
naboits of picking men up atbthe bars and taking them home and18
doth had sexual appetites that were aggressive. Both were argument-■ 19
ative and had temporary room mates and kicking them out for some20

21
3S behaviors increased their potential for vulnerability and both22
characterized as having moderate to high risks of becoming victims23
to vioilence.24

The examinaers report indicates the Behavioral Science25
investigations reports determined these type of persons who would26

27
528

and sentenced to death. (CCII #A06751'^45) Because of the long string 
o^ murders in the Southern California

reasons. (PP2) These wopens reputations and life styles as well

her pantyhose.
COURT OF

area, and the ones in the

lave commitrtec this type of crimes. Each victim was tne cause 
)f litigature strangulation, one on the neck, with a witre the 
)ther with



Semen was locatesd at both scenes, while one uas insjce1
tne other was on the beo sheets oncer the tody. Even2

though DEA saiTiples' were not matched there was considerable evidence3
linking these two i.rurders to the same person. (PP3) The crime scene4
analysis did indiucate that both scene were attacked in the evening5
hours and in their honi,es. No signs of fopreed entry to either6 J

house, indicating the attackers were invited in.lhere were no weapo J s7
brought tothe scenes and were committed byt Kings already at the8
scenes. Both victims were left nude w'hile articles covered their9
faces. It was determined that this yas a message about [hisj opinioi10
of both the vicitims themselves as women.(PP4)11

The FBI report gave dozens of reasons these murders12
had been committed by the same person, making these two murders13
serial typed. On January 13 2010 another interview was conducted14 ?

on Cynthia hopper by public defeners inves tigator. In the intervie 715
she recalled her knowledge from 25 years earlier. ( exhibit 20)16
She told the investigator that she seen Cobb at the party of John17
Sullivan but wasnt sure if someone took Cobb home or that someone18 J

had checked on her. (1)(PP2) She did offer that it'was odd that19
Daryl Kramer was the one who found Cobb, because Cobbs son had20
been estranged for- some time, (possibly due tothe last fight he21
had). Adding that it was odd that hewas the one who showed up and22

her opinion■about Cobb's life-found his mother. Cynthia offered23
that she was 1 I and seemed to be the typoee 'who would24

go home with Ken hse had just- barely met at a bar. Lastly she offer id25
that she did not see anything strange outside the Cobb residence26
that she could recall.27

28
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the' 'P 0 G y ,

loose'styl;e.



Doris Jackson was interviewee on April 9 2009 and)
1
offered that she had recalled seeing Cobb before she had been kille-:

2 and was to drive to Canada with.her. Doris believed Cobb to be
3 but admitted she (Doris) did not drink either. •a private person J
4
5
6 lifestyle once she drank, (emphasis added) ( exhibit 21)
7

Sheryll E^rodus v<as interviewed XRxiS&S and offered tnatJ
8 she worked ina bar the night Cobb had been killed and believes
9

that Cobb
10 w a s
11

possibly Saturday night that'she was there. (September 21, 1985)
12

Ecodus stated that Cobb usually arrived alone, and had never seen
13

her with a boyfriend. Erodus then offered that she knew Ron Campbel 1
14

had suspected a neighbor of Cobbs for the crime and to have committred
15

suicide. Another person re-interviewed Erodus about a man named
16

Hull that had come up in the interview’s telling investigsators
that Hull had dated*Mrs Cobb at one time and could also be a suspec h

18
19
20

entered the bar. (Glen Hall) Suggesting that hall had found out21
about Yablonskyn having sex with Cobb and that Hall would have'?22
wanted to harm Cobb over this matter. Campbell remembered seeing

23
24

, 25
Campbell offered that he knew Cobb to' like alot of different men26

the investigator that Cobb was■a .nappy drunk.and told
27

28
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On January 15, 2010 Ron Campbell had been interviewed.
( exhibit 23) He offered that Hall had a bad temper w’hen they

may have stopped by that nuight shge had been killed
before she went home. ( exhibit 22)(FP2) She added that it

Suggesdtinc that she did not follow Cobb into the many bars she 
attended around the county which she displayed a very [different]

Cobb at the' Hoose Lodge a few days before she had been found on
September 23, 1985( Eack a few days-Sunday-Saturday_FRIDAY!)



Cn September 26, '1 985 Rene Snith had bene interviewee1
offering that she renmetribers meeting,a man at tne Z^odiac Lounge2
who stated he was -waiting for a date with an older lady. Offering3
that his name was (Gaylord) and was a miusio entertainer at the4
Moose Lodge. ■ (’ exhibit 2*1) On September 2i3 1585 Fred Halbrook!5
was interviev.’dd and told officers that he recalls hearing that6
Cobb had been seen at ther Zodiac Loungfe in a argument on Friday7
night, adding that the figth was a pretty good one. ( exhibit 25)8
Doris Jackson was reinterviewed by detective Alexander- in 20059
and offered she heard runouts that the night Cobb had been.kill’ed10

Cafe. ( exhibitshe Vass eeen at the Moose Lodge as well as the11
21)12

August 16 19-86 Detectvies interviewed the son Kraraer13
once more regarding a Mel Gibbs that had killed his wife inthe *1 14
same manner that Cobb had been killed and then committed suicioec.15
There v.’as nothing confitrming that Gibbs killed Cob-'b but the fact16 J

he kilelci his wife in the same raanner Cobb had been killed and17
that iTe committed suicide thereafter raised suspicious flags about- 18

27)'Later officers19
spoke to Dianne Flagg who lived around the country corner fromthe20
Cobb residence. Offering that she recalled seeing on Friday night21
cars parked inthe driveway at the cobb residence and that one22 5

of the was a silver pinto. ( exhibit 28)23
Fingerprints w’ere collected fromthe scene that had corrie24

back ini 98.8 matching Joseph Saunders after tne ( 1588 ) confession25
had been made. ( exhibit 25) The report was generated on ISX2S26

1588. This report clearly shows that petitioners printsAugust 527 J

28

)

'were not located at ‘the scene,where Joseph Saunders and Cobbs had. 
COURT OF

cu Ipability with the Cobb case. ( exhibi.t

n Y' ‘



There were hairs lifted off the victims torso that had1!

laid nude on top af a bed sheet. (Items A5 s 1-8 while one had2
the entire roots attached) Another hair with the roots attached3

which had 8 slides)had also been found on the nude torso .(Item Al4
5
6 J

a blonde def endan t ( exhibit 26-9) The victim was located witha7
8
9

touch DKA. These shorts were DNA capable' and the DKA on- these shorts10
wass not matched to petitioner.11

The victims blood had been located onthe bedroom door jambs12
as v’ell as the short pony wall across .the hall from her bedroom13

14
attack. (See photos 59, 6015 J

26) This quality of evidence was.DKA capable and because the assail-16
17
18

area). This DNA would have been left by the assialant who grabbed19
the jaiTibs with his bare hands leaving unreadable prints20

21 but their DMA. This DKA was not matched to petitioner.
22 There wassa
23 72 .J

24 and 73) This material was DKA quality, and verified as DKA capable
25 and the DKA located on this item that had to be handled
26
27
28

pair of shorts in.her mouth that was used as a gag. (item A17) where 
this item was. tangible and DKA would have been transferable through

( see exhibit 26) These hairs were red in co.lor and were DKA quality 
where the DNA located in these hairs was not matched to petitioner

that had prints which would indicate gloves were not worn inthis
62)( Items A23 and A24)( exhibit

by experts,
by the assailant (Killer) who did not wear gloves, verified by the

ant duid not wear gloves would have left their DKA smeared into 
the victims blood as they fled from the direct murder site( bedding

murder weapon located wrapped around the
victims neck that was made of wire. ( see item B3) (photos 71

-li I TT

smudges intothe victims blood onthe door jamb. The DKA on this weapon 
does not match petitioners DKA.

' . COURT OF

61,



There was watchband pin located underneath the victims1
nead between her head and sheet where she laid. ( Item A15) (Photo2
52, and 53)( exhibit 26) This item had been pulled from the attache3
while inthe commission of the crime,where Cobb fought for, her life4
and was located on an area that was baren excepot for direct evide5 h ~

related tothis crime. The victims ha d eb been found with herces6
and this pin was yellow in color. The evidence was solidwatch7

surface and qualified as DKA capable by experts, where the DPA loca :red8
on this item was not matched to petitioner. .9

There was tissue located onthe victims chin which would10
have been handeld by hands and would have been DKA capable by a11
person not wearing gloves as explained earlier. The- DKA on this12
item was not matched to petition. ( Item B2)(exhibit 26)13

There was a felt pad that had been determined as aa desk14
blotteo thatw as located underneat the comforter of the bed that15
had petitioners DPA located which was matched by CODIS.16
This material evidnecewas destroyed by officers who cut a 3 inch17
by five inch piece from a 18 inch by thirty inch desk cover used18

19
petitioners20

21 office area and onthe desk top and dining area seating area and
that [if] this desk cover had petitioners DKA on it and would have22

23 had at least two .other female DKA's on this as well. The experts
24 testified that tnis would have been the "possible I 5 reasons for the
25
26 2S

27 3

28 examination by petitionerprejudices hb/l greatly.
COURT OF

DKA being there. ( That petitioners DKA was on top of Cobbs DKA 
or Cobb DKA was on top of petitioners DKA). But because the evidenc
had been destroyed and the majority of this desk cover was discarde 
and unavailable for

to protect surfaces o f a desk top. ( I tern ' Al 8) ( exhibi t 26) It was
allegation that his last sexual encounter occured inth

on this ,



This evidence was also located underneath a comforter1
ano had not transferee DNA to the comforter or the tied sheets where2
if the DKA was current would have done. Indicating it had been placed3
there some time after4
nay not have been from tnat last encounter and may have been- from5
one of petitioners visits to the Cobb home the month prior. These6

because the evidencespeculations were not verified to any degree7
mistake that if petitioners DKA is there8

bu t9
is. not available for verification it wouldbecuasee the evidnece10

11
12

There were cigarette butts lovcated on the dining room13
table in an ashtrya of a smokers home. This ashtray had eight buitts14
located in it. (exhibit l/)(iterrn A21) It should be knovzn that15
the Dh’A from Saunders who had been at the house the day before Cobb16
had been killed was located on one of these butts. Kramer who arrived17
at the house after his mother had be killed.(Allegedly18

be on at least two of the butts. (was determined to19
It should also be known that Randolph/Backhoff had also been founo20
to have left his DKA on at least three of thoise eight butts,while21
his last exclamationwas that it had been two weeks since his last22
visit tothe Cobb house before, she had been killed. ( allegedly)23
Fettioners DfdA will not be on any of these butts and was not matcheo24
to any of these DK'A's located onthe butts.25

There were tire tracks located and photographed inthe26
27 5

28

be up to the prosecutor who destroyed the evidnee to show it had 
been done harmlessly and not maliciously. (DESTROYIKG EVIDNECE)

see photo 25)

was destroyed. But make no
then there will be at least two other female DNA's as well,

the sex between Cobb and petitioner, and

Cobb drive way, indicating a ''-th inch wheel base. ( see photo 3-/)
It was the prosecutors opinionthat these tire tracks came froma

COURT OF ■



1
silver pinto.that these tracks came frornthe suspects vehicle, ret-2

owned a dark blue pinto. ( exhibit 2£).itioner
The victim had been located laying on her back, yet4

the photos of the unaltered crime scene indicated Cobb had died5
v.’here lavidity had been located and photc =6

7
while on her right side' where lavidity dad been located on her8
upper shoulder and ribcage area. Lavidity is where blood settle9
after death and settles tothe lower area of the body. It-occurES10

position the body had been laic/after several minutes in the same11
after death. This induicates the body hadfor several minutes a12

been moved',and the scene tampered..13
Petitioners DNA was not located onthe outside of the14

body other than a fe It pad which hac not15
16

related to thebedding to any degree, indicating length of time17
the crime had been committed. Petitioners DWA was not locatedtime18

onthe outer labia area, vulva area, of the vagina. It was not locat 2Q19
onthe inner thighs, lower buttox area nor on the body at all outsi ie20 ?

21
22 or any of the bedding at all indicating petitioner had been in that
23 room outside the felt pad being carried in there some time after
24 other thanthe DKA carried
25 than one ano a half days after shein tnere by the victim more
26 had sex with petitioner and as many as several days after she had
27 a
28

0

sex witi'i petitioner. There is virtually no possible way to get sper 
into the vagina v.’ithout leaving traces onthe above indicated body

COURT OF Z®®rO-37

rn been transfered to sheets, spreads, comforters, or any of the

the sex in the dining rcotr./of f ice area,

graphed. ( see photo 57) This phot shows that Cobb had been killed

as discussed a earlier,

the vagina. It was not located on the bedding underneath the body.

Ford pinto, and tnen opined that because Lianne Flagg had seen a

while on her roight side.



parts identifed above which would occur if the sex was current.
1

In fact because the sex had occured more than one full day before
2

there may have been traces inside her pantiesCobb had been killed J
3

located in the laundry hamper inthe other room but that area ofJ
4

the house was not processed. Officers ahd suspected dozens of peopls
5

over the eyars that followed the murder, which included as many
6

without any success outside the arrst of Gregory
7 in this petition)randolph.( discussed earlier and later
8
9

TWENTY FIVE YEARS LATER
10

Petitioner had been arrested for a failure to pay fine11
warrant,where his DKA was collected because he had been a convicted12
felon from a few for possession of stolen merchendice13

CODIS matched petitioner to the14 It was then that scene as a suspec
to the murder. ( 2C09 officers filed15 see
and recieved a warrant for the arrest of petitioner at his LongEeac16 1

residence. Petitioner was interrogated in two locations without17
MIRAKDA. { see exhibits 63 and 64) ( see exhibit 65'tiled as a mall18
iablke compact disc)19

20
21 PRIOR TO TRIAL
22

Petitioners case had been used as- a campaign slogan by23
the district attorney re-elect Michael Ramos after scheduling the24
trial to start. The slogan was a promise to convict for votes of

25
a case ttiat was 25 years old as the prosecutor- enjoined he had26
filed nineteen riiurder charges and petitioners trial was to start!27

28
later that■year,when in fact it was to begoin in less tnan 30 days.

COURT OF 8

years before,

as 26 different men,

exhibit 30) On March 4,



petitioners right toa speedy trial were violated forci1!

2
later in this petition). the prosecutor because

by altering the interr-of this,while the prosecutor retalliated4
65-65)ogation transcripts. (Discussed later) ( see exhibits

5
6

alibi witnesse s which would have corroberated his being in another
7

county around the time this crime had occured. Trial counsel ignore
8

while petitioner provieded the subpenas that v;ere ignor id.9
10

petitioner to defend himself, making petitioner file pro se motions
11

67) Trial counsels solution tothetothe court. ( see exhibit 36, 3/12
campaign s mear \vas to recuse the prosecutors office only he13
filed a faultOy motion without perfecting it and following court

14
of the P.C. § 1‘124 motion to serve the' attornerules about service r

15
general, therefore the only party defending the motion was a pre-16
judical party. (The prosecutors office being recused)(The prosecutors17
office argued there was no conflict betwwen petitioner who at that18
time had a $5,000,000 million dollar suit that was current about19
the conduct of the prosecutor tampering with the panel of jurists.)20

Because of the trial counsels appearance to have no21
interests in defending petitioners interests, and after discussions22
about an.alibi for the time of the murder petitioner wqs forced23

( exhibit 5c) and givinginto writing his own subpenas for this case.24
them tothe trial counsel. It was not discovered until after trial25
tnat trial counsel had not subpenaed anyone much less the alibi526

27
28

COURT OF WE^-59

3

tne trial to be postponed because of this moisconcuct. (discussed
Petitioner sued

( see exhibit 32, 33)
Petitioner•moved the trial counsel to subpena certain

( e see exhibit 31) While these misconducts by trial counsel forced

witnesses. Petitioner after suing several parties for violations 
to protected rights experienced an absolute cut' off from legal

that plea,



spiritual confidentiality while tne-county jail coriiriander tern-6 n Q1
inateo all confidential ccrrirriUnication opertunity and services. Maki 'g2

weekall phone calls for petitioner before 6 a.m. and after 6, p.m.3
days and no confidential visits while at the jail after petitioner4

pretrial detention.had served lawsuits for these treatments of5
( exhibit 39) Trial counsel verified this yet did nothing to have6
this lifted and resorted to having extremely critical pretrail dis-7
cussions about sensative issues withthe case in the courtroom next8
to the a) prosecutor within ear shot b) other inarntesa who would9
discusss private issues with other inamtes and prosecutor. This10
restriction occured after the lawsuits and remained until months11
after the trial.12

As a result of th elawsuit filed against Ramos for the13
use of petritioners case in hois campaign smear which affected the14

and John Thomasentire15
conspired to cnange petitioners answersagreed to16 5

■ 17
2009.,This transcript was altered on Kovembner 23, 2010on March 818 5

after parties had been served their copies of the complaints.19
( exhibit S3, 64 and 65)(Copies of the states records 1-115 page20

21
22

two separate locations outside MIRANDA, whi 1 e two of the' recordin,;in s23
the other was a cam corder thatwere officers24

was used while iun detention atb tne police station. These officers25
and criticalmace copies of the recordoings and erased sensative26
a "COPY 0 fareas27

this28
• COURT OF

trsanscript created on the same day as the 1- cEpyx 136 page copy 
for the exact same interrogation) Firstthis interrogation was created

of tne conduct (interrogation) when they made
interrogation. ( states exhibit 45) ( exhibit 65 here)

in the interrogation recordingji that was crearted for trial purposes-
arranged to,

personal recorders,

venire- of jurists, Ramos, Robert Alexander,



(1- 136 page1
copy) were created on the exact same day. ( exhibits 63 and 64)2

placing
evidences into petitioners poissession and answers to indiucate4
there was no friendly key exchange relationship with Coco. Indicate5 ng
that petitioner had taklena key tothe victims house at some point6
and then held this key to return to commit a crime which petitionei1

had been charged. ( an ele ment tothe crime Motive,' intent)8
( see exhibit 40) The prosecutor then altered this once ahgain just9

so that he could change the sopund bitebefore the jury heard it10
11
12

the was played tothe jury thatwas different that states exhibit13
or 49A. The version they made was never placed into the states14

15
16

(exhibit 40) wimich is a three hour and forty eight minute recordin'17
more than 136 pages in length. The changed answers are as follows;18

19
20
21
22

.A-(JY)-Ko(THIS WAS CHANGED TO SAY UM YEA)23
24
25
26 Okay 5

27
A-(Ji)4 po

28

of the recording to match the changed answers of petitioner. 
( exhibit 41) The prosecutor created a version of this recording

so she wasnt like that it was stricly business ? 
She didnt allow anybody in her house ?

(States exhibit 45 compared to states exhibit 4SA) ’ 
(gm = Greg Myler)(JY = John Yablonsky )(RA = Robert Alexander

n0

THIS VERIFIES THAT PETITIONER HAD MO BUSINESS IN THE HOUSE! uA)iAJviTef> >. (
COURT OF

O-(GM)-

' ONE HOUR SEVEN MINUTES INTO EXHIBIT 49 
AND FIFTEEN SECONDS

0-(OH)-Ok, did you 'guys have a key to Ritas house ?

Tne transcripts created ( 1 -113 page copy)-

ONE HOUR SEVEN MINUTES TWENTY FIVE SECONDS 
INIO EXHIBIT 45

Both creating were done to change petitioners answers,

45,

exhibit 45dA (the- 113 page transcript) which is to be the same as
records. Placing two very different versions intothe records as



1
2

O-(KA)- Did she have a key to your apartment ?
A-(JY) Yes she did ( WAS CHANGED TO SAYING "NO")4

This was her rentalk why wouldnt she have a key to her5
own home, shov.’ing this change in answers supports that Cobb ddid'6
not allow anyone inside her home not even her teneant and that7 J

she was not allowed inside the apartment she rented to petitioner8
for strange reasons.9

10
ONE HOUR11

12
O-(RA)- Did she have a passkey to your apartment ?

13 A-(JY)- Yes she did(WAS CHANGED TO SAYING "KO")
14

These audio and visually changed answers were, sued in15
the trial'to coerse the jurors into beleiving culpable conduct to16
have a key to a home' there was no friendly relatiuohsip between17
petitioner and the vr ctim, elleging that petitioner had stolen18
one while working in .the Cobb house at some point,m keeoping the19
key for some time and then to return to the home to, comrriit this20

21 crime. This was shown tothe jurors as an accurate
inthis petition.( exhibit A3) Petitioner during the tria22 discussed

23 had told trial counsel that he needed to testify because of the
24 seriousness of the charges and the jurors comments,that they would
25 oelievew a statement by the defendant would or should be necessary
26 to defend himself as well as there being absolutley no evidencesJ

27 showing petitioner had committed the crime. ( exhibitAZ;^ 45)
28

COURT

n0

SEVEN MINUTES AND THIRTY TbO SECONDS 
INTO EXHIBIT 49

j.

ONE HOUR SEVEN MINUTES AND THRITY TbO SECONDS 
INTO EXHIBIT 49

transcript, latei



In tills three week trial the defense 'counsel did not1
object to any of the many misconducts by the prosecutor, discussed2

did not provide an- opening statement did not challenge53
the credibility of the states witnesses vdno clearly gave urirelaib4
testimony did not challengfe the rnanufactuired interrogation recoid-J5

piecve of paper in his clientone s6
defense and gave a closing statements about anchient history on7

8
9

The Court out of the presence of trial counsel threatened the jurors10
using wording like- '’'Hostage 1 t [and that "he has toime to keep the11
jurors. Giving this speach about the jurors time,and the Courts12

2011. ( exhibit 4?)discretion to hold them on February 3 J13
14

AFTER TRIAL15
16
17

this jo'b on Fe'oruary 25, 2011. It ’was then that petituioner was18
made aware tnat this case did in fact have 5300 pages -and there19
were several misconduicts by the trial counsel that petitioner had20

21 not known. Including the witholding of th e confession report, filing
22
23
24
25 by the prosecutor and denied the motion stating That the Court
26 did not witness inside the four corners of the courtroom any ineffe Ct-

i
27
28

basebvall and animals onthe plains. The jury deadlocked on February
2, 2011. Admitting they were hopelessly' deasdlc-cked. ( exhibit 46)

motions for petitioner in other persons names, forfieting rights 
without having informed petitioner, and sabotaged any defense this

Post trial counsel was appointed to provide an ineffective 
assitance of counsel motion (ONLY) and apopoipted Hal Smith for

ing,

later here.

cae had. ( exhibit 4£) The court read the m.otion that wass conceoec

did not present one witness,

iveness by trial counsel. Denying an investigation- failure motion 
based on in courtroom conduct" ( exhibit 49)

COURT OF ^2



It was in this disclosed pest trial notion that petitioner1
had discovered that trial counsel had not had anything fromtnis2
case examined at all after being told by labratory experts there

examine!tions• nbeeded that would cost as much as4
$3 j5
( exhibit 50) It ms not until after the Jul.y 2014 release by trial6
counsel of other informations that petitioenr tried to expand the7

ommiss-8
ions, and other criminal activity by state and lawyer that the reepue st9

expand v;as denied. ( exhibit 51)to10
11
12
13

f 14
15
16
17
18
19

I-120
21 / >

72

23

24
25
26 There was over tO photographs inthis case. petitioner
71 3

28
COORT OF ztoro,-

THESE ARE THE FACTS SURROUNDIKG
THE CASE, AKD ARE URDISPUTABLE '

THE STATES ENTIRE THEORY FOR THIS CASE 
SUPPORTED EY THE MANUFACTURED EVIDENCES

WITHIN ■STATES EXHIBIT 49.AND ASA .

.were mandatory
500 ( well witnin the range of reasonable defense) (exhibit 49)

--10

EVIDENCES COLLECTED FROEiTHE SCENE OF HATERIAL VALUES 
(SEE EXHIBIT 2b FILED HERE)

points
points at a few which are strikingly important and breifly di’scusse 
the m here.

(RT32;12-22)(DDA Thomas)
'' The peoples position is that Mr Y^ablonsky's interview 
he was given at least four opportunities to say he had sex with the victim, and the detectives were very clear, we dont,care if you had sex with the victim 
If you had sex with the victim, we need to know, and 
he repeatedly denied having sex. (emphasis added),,. .' 
FROMTHE DENIAL OF SEX THE JURY COULD INFER THAT THE 

■ SEX HE HAD WAS URCOSRSENTUAL, IT IS PROPINCITY’’

states grossly under created records because of misconduct.



Photos three throueh seven1
2
3
4
5
6

Photo twenty three7
8
9

10
11
12 Photo forty six
13
14
15
16 photo 'fifty two ano three
17
18
19
20
21
22
23'
24
25
26
27
28 COURT OF

This is a photo of the dining tbale ashtrya that held 
eight but.ts located in it inside a smokers house ina 
common areas. Three of these butts had been matched 
to '.Mr .Eackhof f/Randolph who confessed tothe crime

/
Thes are photos of the vioctinis driveway and tire 
tracks located inside the dirt,drive. It was the prose
cutors theory that these trascks belonged .to s. silver 
pinto with a wheel base of 40 inches. The state used 
a witness who seen a silver pinto at the scene, and ■ 
withled that petitoners pinto was dark blue.(exhibi12 £)

This is a ,photo of the ring 
stand near the victims bed, 
not about robbery

This is a photp of the watchband pin locatred under 
the victims head, show’ing that it would have had to 
been placeci there during the crime because it wsas 
slightly under the side of the victims right side 
of her head, showing that the killer had' been a right 
handed person to lose the ; lin on 'bis left sice as 
they killed Cobb and she fought the pin loose from 
the attacker. It vzoulkd be inconceivable for the 'attacker 
to have the ttrain of thought to think of the watchband 
pin as they grabbed the watch, not thinking of the 
pin that ket the band attached when they fled from 
the scene taking their wacth, but not t.ne PI'h’ !

EXHIBIT 26

, located onthe noight 
showing this case was



Photo fifty si?;1I

2

3
4
5
6
7

Photo fifty seven8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

photos fifty nine a n s sixty17
18
19
20
21
22
23

Photos seventy one, two and three and eight24
25
26
27
28

COURT OF 6

These photos show the degree of edrfforts thatvere made 
to wrap and tie this v;ore hanger ontothe victims neck,
Showing tnis was not an easy task and the ability 'to 
manipulate this metal that had been wrapped and twisten 
and twisted again, according to e?;perts.

These phots are of the blood smears lovcated onthe bedroora 
door jamb and short pony wall adjacent tothe direct 
crime scene. This shows the wreckless nature of the 
ttacker who left unreadable prints inthe victims blood 
showing this crime was committed without the use of 
gloves.

This photo shows that the seen had been disturbed after 
,the body had been-killed. This photo shows lavidity 
which is caused wnen a psroson dies and is left in that 
spot for some time. The blood settles tothe lowest area 
of the tc’dy., This lavidity is located in the victims 
upper right ribcage area ends shoulder area. Showing;
that Cobb had teen killed while on her right sice. The 
body was located onthe back, suggesting a sexual position 
because the legs had been apart.

This item' was located around the victims neck showing 
that time and eefort was used to place it there, and 
that this was a very critical piece of evidnee indicating 
how’ t’ne victim was killed, but that this item would 
have material c values with the scuientific comiimunity 
regarding'DPA that would have been left on tnis v;eapon



tne relevant1
are

2
the case which can, infer what happened, and show’ who. was at the

3
and where they were at the scene in referance tothe crirrie >4

this includes evicneces that w’ere left at the scene the tin;e the
5
6

•at some pointThese are the DIwA materials locatred at the crime
7

scene directly related to what happened. These items' have eb.en tagged
8

B67999 as follows;as.DR# 1331036 items E22559 E683455
9

10

11
Petitioners as w’ell as Mrs Cobbs DKA w’as located ona' felt pad

12
that W’as deterraindd to be a desk cover that was located in

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

I I
23
24 Tae#E68345 Item #A13 'Pillow’
25
26
27
28

COURT OF '3^503^-4 7

Tag#Ei22559 Felt pad and sheets

the bedroom and underneath a coiraforter. The evidnces w’as DKA 
qualified and w’as matched to petitioner through CODIS. This

■ DKA dio not transfer tothe sheets, of the bed, nort did it 
transfer tothe comforter itr was located underneath. This was 
examined and testified that the DKA belonging to petitioenr
W’as mixxed witht the'DK'A opf Cobb, but uncertain which was 
on top of w’huich. This item had been damaged intentionally 
by sheroiffs crim.e labs, and removed froma 18 incn by throty 
inch piece of material. The remainder was 3 c, by 5 cm aprox
3 inches by five inches. Current DKA examinations could be 
used today to verify the time this occured as welkl as other
DKA' s that were untracable in 1559 when this item w’as examined 
and DKA collected. Petitioners DKA w’as net located on the sheets

scene ,.

This is a piloow located underneath the victims head and woulo 
have DKA on this item and. .be.csuse it is directly rrelatred 
tothe im,mediate crime location would have the killer DKA on 
it. Petitioner DKA will not be on this evidence

crime occured and , evicneces that had been carried into this scene •

teesute there are no witnesses tothe criise,
and material eviences tO' tnis case are hingec onthe forensics of



1
A15,5

2
2

4
5

6
7
8
9

10
J

11
12
13

') 14
that had teen destroy15 ea

16
was not

17
t a 1-: i n g18

19
20
21
22
23

?

2^

25

26
27
28

Item v;as s tanda trd, pu bic hairs that v/ere colle tec from
tape liftings from be neath a comforter located on the bed 
which were directly inthe imnedciate vacinity of the murder 
since officers believe that Cobb had been killed where she 
laid. The DNA from these evidences will not match nor were 
they matched to' petitioner.

area of 
inch by 
into a

Item #A18 is the desk cover thatwas discussed earlier, where 
petitione and the victims DNA had been mixed into a very small 

this evidnece. It originally started out as a 18 ■ 
thirty inch piece of desk cover,
3 inch by fiver inch piece of evidnece. 'This evidnece 
examined with todays experts, which would have shown 

there was at least one^ other EI\A opn this very small piece ■ 
of evidnece. Making the remainder of the original evidence' 
to have serious material; values as well as other DNA ' s besic 
the petitioner and victim.

Item AEl These are loose hairs that were also collected fromth 
victims torso and this DMA kssX was not matched to petitioner.

COURT OF

Item# E5 This is a metal wire that had been used as a weapon 
and was located around the victims neck. Expryerts t stated 
this would DNA terrific and this evidences having DNA on it 
was not matched to petitioner, where a murder occured using 
this weapon with bare hands, verified by the blood smears 
onthe bedroom door jamb with unreadable prints intne victims 
blood.

DNA EVIDENCES LOCATED
Tag# E67999 l&fSXt-s located on the body and scene 

Items E4,A5,, Al, A18, PS. El. A20, A17, Al5, E^a

Item #A5 is red hair that was collected with the entire roots 
attached and were collected from off the v9ictims body.- First 
petitioner is blond, second experts stated this would be magnif
icent DNA speciranens and ..third this DNA was not mat.cvhed 
to petitioner.



1
2
3

J4
5
•6
7
8
9

not10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Petiticenrs DKA was not Icoated on tne outside of tne25'

victims body labia inner26 ?

27
22

Item #A17 These are shorts that were crarriced intothe victims 
mouth during the assault/murder. These shorts will have DRA 
on them fromthe person who wore them and the person who shoved 
them into the victims mouth. The DRA on these shorts ^XlXwas 

matched, to petyitioner

Item bA2Ci-23 were cigarette buttes located ontne dining room 
tabel ashtray and c.ame back matching Gregory Tandolph /k'illia; 
Eackhoff. These Bl'-A' s will'not match petitioners DR’A nor will 
the other cigarette butts located in this askhtray. This 
ashtryy carried £ butts, while three matched Gregory Randolph 
one matched Joseph Saunders, two matched Earyll Kramer and 
one matched Cobb. These DRA' s were not matclied to petitioner

Item vE4a This is a vaginal colllecticnwhere sprerm- had been 
collected from inside the body of the vi.ctim. This was matched 
to Yablonsky, petitioner and expertly testified to. by two 
states' leading experts. (Dr. Suakel)(RTASO who stateo that 
this BKa was the result of an encounter that occureo before 
tne murder by at least one and a half dayds before Cobb had 
been killed)(The second expert)(Crininalist Donald Jones) 
(RT317 who stated that this DRA was the result of a sexual 
enocounter that occureo as much as severla days bve before 
the murder occured and added that eh was certain of this)

not- located on the vulva',
, stcmache or on 
petitioners DRA

Item #A15 This is .a watchband pin tha’t was locaterd undernea th the 
victims head. Indicating it was' oplaced there at the time 
of the crime where struggle occured and was located on a barren 
bed sp read. This item will be DRA magnificent and was not 
matched to eptitioner, even thought he-prosecutor argued it ■ 
beloings to eptitioner because of the size.

clitorus,
thighs lower buttox area, cutter thoighs, legs 
the beciding beneat'h the victims resting spot.

COURT OF



1 'was not located inthe victims ’blood snieared onto ner bedroori jsriO

7

pillow, comforter nor was it located on anything directly related2
•}

4 tcthe actual murder. It was not on t’de weapon not on the watchbanc
5 pin located under tne victims bocy, nor in any of the hairs recovereo

fromthe nude body. Petitioners DHA was, not colllected from the6
7 and was not on the door knobs
8
9 In .fact the only .DKA collected- fromthis scene matching petitioenr

10 could have been carried in there by the victim herslef inside
11 while the desk blotter had originated inside the office area
12 of the house could have also been placed inside the bedroom days
13 before the murder occured."UNDERNEATH A COMFORTER ??"
-14 There is not one piece of evidnece D.NA or otherwise)

15 that indicates petitioners involvement withg this crime to any
16 J}degree outside pure speculation by the prosecutors I thattPieory

17 jus t because petin tloner lied tothe cops while being asked aboutJ

18 a se.xual relationsiiip with amurdered woman whoile in front of his
19 wife ands children. In fact the only evidnece linking to culpability
20 of this crime was manufactured by the prosecutor himmsel'f "by changing
21 petitioners’ answers to place evidnece into his possession when
22
23
24
25
26 witnesses seen Cobb the day before she had been killed in the Luce tne

Valley Market after she got off work. They seen her the night she27

COURT OF28

over the 25 years plus^after this crime had been committed had 
not placed petitioner at that crime sene at the time of the murder

the real time recordoings will show’ they presented fake evidneces.
Cut of tne 5300 pages of evidences that were collected

her,

finfgerprints that were collected,
lead to or fromthe victims bedroom or main entrance of the house.

sheets,or pony wall. It wass not located on any of the beading,



1
2 at and got drunk with them on September 20 •)

party after Nash and Hooper had left. She refused the offer by
4 party fopr another twothem to take her home and remained at the
5 Drake, Cynthia Hooperhours after they left. She told Francesca
6 and Bruce Hash that she was not going home yet and that she was
7 gouing tothe Zodiac Lounge after she left the party at ll;30 p.m.
8 one of them seen her ina fightWitnesses seen her at the bars 1

9 at the Zodiac lounge. One of them confessed to-.have picked her
10 up at the Zodiac lounge and took her home to kill her.
11 Joseph Saunder who barely knew her at all had a crush'?

12 on her so much that he-kept a journal about his "relationship: 1 i

13 with her. Learned froma mutual friemnd of their^.to look in certain/
14 areas'of the high desert so that he can find out wnere her house
15 and then paid a surprize visit to her without being invitedis,
16
17 her address in the first place.Both Saunder andf Randolph committee
18 while both had memorials at their
19 i irelated to Cobb. One a memorial of their relationssuicide seene
20 ship" The other a trpphie.
21 The FBI was involved in helping to solve these crimes
22 and created not only a list of ttyped cases which Cobb was
23 but that they had solved one of the five typed and sentenced this
24 man to death. The FBI also created a profile connecting the Cobb
25 an Brooks murders as being committed by the same person. Although
26 Donald Jones opined that because the DILA's from both these crime
27 scenes were different that they were conimittAed by different peopl t

28

0

)

on ,

he also cleareo petitioner DBA by several days fromtne time tbe
CCURT OF

hao allegedly been rilled up until ll;30 p.m. v;hen sue arrived
19S5. She left the

suicide after the Cobb murder,

or calling first. Cobb knew this person and chose not to give him



murder had occured. Also clearing petuitiooner fronithe time the
1
2 inthis case also clearing petitioner DhA by as little as one and

half full days fromthe tirue Cobb had been killed. Saunders stated
4 that cobb offered him a glsass of water to drink, andeveryone at
5 the party said she had been drinking burboun. Saunders said that
6 he arrived, at the aprty and picked pistachios with the group only
7 nobocy remembers him being there while Saunders said that to his1
8 knowledge Cobb had not been drinking. He also added that she offeree

• 9 to have hoim over after the party,' but added that be did not go
10
11
12 Cobb mmurder, and was committed by Meryl Gibbs who strangled and
13

i 14
15 c she worked on that Friday night and also added she seen Cobb!
16 extremely drunk some time earlier. Only three other battenders
17 stated that thought or had seen Cobb in their bar the nuight she
18 had been killeo.
19 Every person in terviewed after the. crime stated that
20 Cobb was a loose woman and like to date alot of different men)
21
22
23

them, horte for sex. Cobb had been sexually involved with at least
24

seven men around the county to include three bartenders fromthe
25

\ i cafe, three co-workers from her jobA’ J26
jp the street John Sullivan. Everyone said she was a heavy drinker) 27

I I28
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fromthe UQ^es of 20 and up. That she liked t.o frequent the bars 
and would regularly pick men up at the cost of a drink to take

and even the neighbor

to her house./ After being told that she would only accept platonic 
relationship with him.

Another woman was killed inthat area shortly after the

o

billed his own wife inthe exact sarnie manner Cobb had been killeo..
One bartender from tw.on stated sne dio not see Cobb at the bar

vho got viscious vbnen sne crank. Even her own son said she nad 
a deckel and Hyde personality when she crank. She drank all the,time

crime had occured as Dr. Saukel who was oner of the pathologists



POET TRIAL FILINGS
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

i 27

28
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State Court of Appeal habeas corpus #E000202
Petitioner seperated the combine claims in superior court and 
filed thrit_v two ground at the appellate court level. This
Court suramar'i 1V denied this filing on January 14. 2014 aftre 
twice denying petitioners plea for doiscovery totbie case. This 
habeas was denied before the release of the states recoros 
0 n J u 1 y 2 01 4 .

California State Supreme Court petition for review# S215572
Appellant counsel filed eleven grounds on direct review. This 
review was denied on Larch 17, 2014. Still before the records 
had been released on July 2014. ( exhibit not available)-

State habeas.corpus Superior Court bOHCSSl200311
Petitioner argued 12 grounds of error based on facts known 
but unable to tangibly prove, petitioner filed demands for 
discovery and state records whuich was denied and refused. 

' DDA Ferguson from the appellate division of the district attorney 
offivce filed breif in their def ense ..(per judice) Afgter breifing 
by boithg attornet general and district attorney 13 more const
itutional errors became developed . Petitioner moved the Court 
to expand the records,which was denied. The court denied this 
habeas stating it lacked jurisdiction, or that petitioner aid 
not have enough proof at that time.Denyoing this on July 12,2013. 
before the records had been released on July 2014 (e?chibi t, 57)

Direct post trial appeal 4th district C0A#Eo55&50
Appellant counsel argued twelve grounds, filing the appeal 
after petitioners habeas on Another twelve grounds. Appeal 
was argued by the attorney general. This Court affirmed that 
appeal based on the records before it, different records than 
are presented her. Denying the appeal on 12/3/13( exhibit 52) 
Denying the appeal before the records had been discovered on 
July 2014 ■ ■
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California State supreme Cour
Petitioner after being made aware of the fraud by trial counsel 
\<ho u'oitheld facts related to this case moved the Superrem
Supreme Court for an evicnetiary heaing unde Cullen v Pinhoister 
due to facts related to the case being release after state 
fuilings. ( e?;hibit 5) This case was denied

States Supreme Court habeas corpushS'21£2.52
Petitioner combined the state direct appeal issue along \vith 
habeas issues, that had been exhausted by the lov;er courtss
to file a habeas petition with firty two ground into the state 
supreme court. This was summarily denied on July 16, 2014 befoi 
the release of the states recorcs on July 23, 2014. ( exiiibit
58)

United States district Court#FDCV-14-OIS77 - PA-(DTE)
Petititioner argued forty two grounds of constitutional dimmension 
and form:al arguments ensued. After tnis case had teen filed 
trial attorney had released the records that'had to be developea 
and revieo. Petitioner after review discovering the state record 
had been incorrectly presented at all lower court moved the 
district court to expan d the records under habeas rule 6 and
7 without any success. Part of the release after July 23, 2014 
state reveaed that they had committed, fraud withtne altering 
of evidnee they used in the trial. Petitioner filed FECP Pule 
■60(b)(3) fraud motion thatw as denied for timeliness.
The attorney general conceded erros on some of. the grounds 
whoile the court argued harmless error analysis. This filin,g 
was denied, on Parch 2015. It must beknown that the proof of 
tnis fraud was r finally release on January 2016. This case 
was -published

United States Court of aupeals 9tth Circuit#lb-8771
Petitioner moved the court of appeals for a certificate of 

sppealabiloity whicn this court denied on or -about march 2016 
( exhibit not filed here)
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Superior Court ■~-CIVDS150666A civil remedies based on fraud and 
p-irofessional misconducts by government bodies
Onee petitioner had discovered that fraud' had been committed 
by state government bodies to constitutional aimmensions petit
ioner filed civil suits against several' aperrties to include 
trial, counsel, senior trial copuinsel, district attoerney 
county district attorney, sheriffs department, county jail

■ and the judge for several ground which affected petitioner 
federolly protected rights before the trial had reach its 
finality regarding case #FVT9OO51S-. These defendants admit 
they altererd evidences, admit they prejudicially ised petitio 
case intheir campaign sm;ear, and acmnit they witheld evidndces 
fromthe petitioner until the direc,t appeal and babeass courts 
had been exhausted as well as. several specific failure that 
include haveing nothing investigate inthis case (FVISOO518) 
to na any degree. .

Superi0r Court habeas corpus Appci80C^338
Petitioner filed second habeass corpus arguing newly oiscoverec 
evidnece that had been fully divulged on January 2016 arguing 
fjx rights. This was denied on lO’/9/lt
for timliness. petition for rehearing was

COOPT OF ZSCTO-Sf
on

United States Superreme Courtg16-87 71
Petitioner filed for certiorari on April 3, 2017 which ’.cas 
denied for rehearing on June 26', -.■•2017 ( exhibit not filed 
herejPetitione for rehearing was denied on August 25

Superior Court ('FVI900518) P.C.§1405
Petitiopner filed section 1405 motion for DKA examinations 
and this was appointed to an impartial member of the public 
defnder pool that is being sued,and defended by DPA ferguson 
who lied inthe habeas corpus LPCSSl200311. Vittually every 
allegation made inthis motion was admitted, elluding that 
it vass not enough to suffice DKA examinations. This was denie< 
on or about August 2017
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13
14 STATE COURT HABEAS PREJUDICE He. J S
15
16

and 1134 affecting the manner which17
newly discovered evidence affecting P.C. §§ 141 and 1473 which state18
that the manner which newly discovered evidneces must be viewed19
had been changed. Neither of these laws speak about timliness outside20

21
22

this Judge failedyet based the denial on timliness alone. Third23 5

24
25

Pxamos) Who later became a subordinate to Ramos as a DDA prosecutor26
27
28

COURT OF

when these evidecnes can be brought as soon as possible considering
diligence. Second the court admitted the prima facie of thes^ argunents

for the sanbernardino county. JudgeGregory Tavill. People v Knight
239 Cal.app.4th 1(2015) The Court (Tavill) had been reversed for 
failure to honor federal Inws. Case# FWV1201414.

Petitioner argued, timliness based on his medical condition 
as a result of a stroke he suffered prior to the release of 
the records on January '2016. The Court further argued that 
two previous filings between January 2016 and October 2018 
had been filed alleging factual innocnece, suggesting petit
ioner was barred from review herein. Petitioner argued prima 
facie, new laws , and the authority which stated if petitioner,; 
first state habeas had been denied for lack of jurisdiction, 
or claims there was not enough proof, then the Court had an 
obluigatuion to review the case onthe merits here. Petitioner- 
argued cause and prejudice under Parh, 202 f3d at 1152(1993) 
[THE DIXON RULE]. Petitioner filed two P.C. 1405 motions(sic)
Petitioner further filed a copy of the raalliable comp^act disc 
showing the altering of the interrogation answre and the Cour' 
again denied this matter, stating the case had been closed. 

( see attachment A)

First the Court failed to honor the new laws that had just 
passed under senate bills 1909,

to recuse himself when he knew that the parties beigiC| sued for these 
gross misconducts had been his business partner at one time. (Michale



213 Cal.app.4th 678(2013) The honorableIn Re Andrew1
Tavill had again abused his dicretion regarding jurisdiction filing2

resource issues ordering the case3
back into the Sanbernardino jurisdiction, host importantly though4

5
matters, specifically as partners ina Iqwfirm under People v Green6
125 Cal.app.4th 360 (2004) as well as DBA Grover Meritt. The issues7
are this DBA Meritt filed a bogus motion in defense of Ramos in8

use of petitioners case, raistating2010 regarding the campaign9
facts to defende his senior officer of that office. Next Michale10
Ramos was not only charged with falsifying evidneces in this matter11

but has admitted to misusing petitioners case in another suit12
to satisfyS his political agenda. Making anything Judge Gregory13
Tavill14i

especially since this case evolves around criminal conduct of the15
prosecutors office who had to manufacture evidneces to secure a16
conviction,which is being challenged here in grounds one17 J

three and five filed here. In short Judge Tavill should have passed18
the case to an impartial person to protect prejudice iussues..19
did not. Denying this habeas at the superior court level against20

21 laws statutes protecting petitioenrs rights.
22 SEE ATTACHMENT B
23
24
25
26
27
28
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a erroneous motion alleging

two ,

here,

rules,

. . and

inreliable and very prejudicial to petitoioners case here,

was that Judge Tavill had worked undre Michael Ramos on several



STATEMENT OF TEE CASE
1

Mr Yablonsky (petitioner) was charged for murdering Mrs2
Rita Mabel Cobb on September 213

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
and girlfriend and lived at teh mini springs ranch. Nash and Hooper11

12
13
14
15

at the aprty without drinking anything and had not drank at all16 J

17
and chose to offer18 p .ra. J

to drive Cobb while Hopper followed in their car. Cobb refused19
the offer, telling Nash and Hopper that she was not going home20

21 and was goiung to go to a bar called the Zodiac lounge instead
22 before she weernt home. (RT412) Accordiong to statements given
23
24
25
26
27

J

in 1985 Nash and Hooper left the aprty before Cobb, leavoing at 
9;30 p.ra.( see exhibit 13)

wre also boyfriend and girlfriend, but lived elsewhere. These persons 
regulalry partied together. All persons at the party named above
remember seeing Rita Cobb (Cobb) arriving at the aprty drinking 
a bottle of bourbon around 7;30'p.n. (RT407-425). Nash had arrived

that night. He noticed that before he left the aprty around 9;30 
that Cobb had been more drunk than usual

(RT104) There were four persons at this drinkjinng party (John
Sullivan)(Sullivan),(Francesca Drake)(Drake),(Cynthia Hooper) 
(Hooper), and(Bruce Nash)(Nash) Sullivan and Drake was boyfriend

p/m amnd ll;30 p/tn that same night while .she attended a drinking 
party at the Mini Springs ranch just up the street from her home.

2009 filing
of a .verification by DDA Ramos. The alleged victim in this case

1985' beteen 7 ; 30

One of the other partygoers stated Cobb had left the 
aprty around ll;30 p.m. after Sullivan had fallen asleep at 10;30 
(exhibit 14) Drake added that Cobb liked to date alot of men, and

28 like to frequent to the bars in town looking for them. (RT398)
COURT OF ^te7a-58

had last been seen by froiends on September 20,

1985 in the March 8,



Witnesses had seen Cobb in the bars that same night,1
2

(see exhibit 21 22 5

19854
5
6

(Kramer) stated that after he called her back that weekend he called7
8
9

he and his wife Marta Kramer drove 30 miles to check up on her.10
11
12

that when he noticed his mother deasd, that he ran from the house13 J

and drove straight tothe home of Sullivan . Telling the Court he14
did not know why. This Court knows because of the Comments made15
by Kramer about Sullivans sexual involvement with Cobb.(CT6116 >
60-82)(RT119)17

noticed a ring onthe night stand near the bedKramer18
of Cobb.(RT120,126) Kramer also adeed that.he had not touched anything19
inthe house at that time. Kramer offered that he ha dmarried his20

21 sister Marta who was at one time his step sister. (RT188) They
22 stated he called the,police immedu iatley after discovering the
23 body. Deputy McCoy arrived at the scene on September 23, 1985 at

1400 hours. (RT213) and made diagrams of the scene, then took photo-24
25 graphs. McCoy added during the trial that there was a six pack
26 of beer missiing fromthe scene from the time he sketched the scene
27
28

COURT OF b<PR©:^T-59

and took photographs. McCoy stated that he found the body of Cobb
in a moderate state of decomposition (RT232-33) and found clothing

only these witneses were not allowed to testify in the trial. (
and 25) The victims son stated that

Kramer stated that when he got to the Cobb house in Lucerne Valley 
he found his mother lifeless. (RT118, 177, 182) He told the Court

saying something or someone had scared the hell out of het and 
she needed his help immediatley to save her. (RT113) Daryll Kramer

3 23,
he got a mnessage from his mother on Friday September 20,

her job on Monday September 23, 1985 to see if she ahd gone to
work. (RT109) He then after discovering his mother had missed work

77,

24,



laying on the floor near the victims bed where she laid. (RT234)1
McCoy noticed a watchband pin laying underneat the victims head J2
and that Cobb had been killed on top of a clear surface of bedding3
(RT'237) McCoy noticed that Cobb had been wearing her watch and4
that it wass not broken (RT240) and determined that the house had5
not been ransacked (RT238) noticing there was no sign of forcible6
entry. (RT 242)7

8
9
including the watchband pin underneath the victims head. (RT255,10
258) He then took notice of the blood smears onthe bedroom door11

where Cobb hadjamb and short wall across the hall frorathe room12
13

262. Jones noticed?14
there was shorts o ver the victims mouth and face area (RT439)15
and determined that Cobb had been killed by strangulation after16
ae located a wire around the victims neck. The DNA colelcterd from17

18
19
20

Q- You said ytou found a large amount of21
22
23
24
25 A-Ab g 01u t e1y thats correct.
26
27
28 A-No sir.

COURT OF

been murdered. Jones took samples from the blood.(RT264, 293) and 
collected bodily fluids from Cobb. (RT2b0

0-So it could have been- you cant tell the time based on just 
looking at what you looked at ?

insie the casvity of Cobb had been matched to petitioner by CCDIS 
and during trial Jones offered the following testimony about that 
evidence. ( exhibit 51) (RT 31?)(Cross examination)

sperm cells ?
A- Relatively large amounts compared to other sexual cases that 

I worked.

That same day criminalist Donald Jones arrived at the
scene. (Jones) Jones collected several pieces of evidences (RT254)

Q-All right, but you have no knowledge of the per son--that--the 
sperm count of the prson that made that deposit ?



1i ?

2
3

A-Thats probalbly true. I would say it probably wasnt days before
4

in terms of she had intercourse, several days passed and then
5

she died.
6

0- Right
7

A- Im fairly certain of that.
8

Q- Okay.
9

10
11
12

Another state expert, testified named Dr. Saukel who was13
le pathologist for this case. He examined all the evidneces andi4-

15
s16

upper right outter ribcage and arm area. (RT 443) The doctor offered17
18
19

around the neck of Cobb. (RT464,465) Then offering in his expert20
stated the followingopinion on direct examination by DDA Thomas21 J

regarding the DKA located from inside the body of Cobb.matched22
to petitioner; (RT49G-91)(O-DDA Thomas)(A- Dr Saukel)23

24
25

?
26
27 A- It would have to be shorter than that.
28 0- How short ?

COURT OF

and determined Cobb had been dead for two days by the time she
had been found. (RT440) and that he located lavi dity on the victim

that there wass no sceintific or physical evidneces Cobb had in 
fact been raped. (RT46S) Adding that there was a wire located wrapped

0- Okay, in other words, from the information that you had,the 
sexual experience of the victim could have been at the time 
of death, hours before the time of death, after death ?

0-And as far as the sex was concerned, based on your training and 
experiencne and based on what you termed [moderate] amount
of sperm cells, can you say that this occured a week prior to 
death ?

A- And if you take [THOSE DAYS AND SHRINK IT DOWN TO HOURS AND
SO FORTH, I CANT TELL YOU]

(RT 317)(several days passed then she died)
THERE WAS NO REDIRECT OR CHALLENGE TO THIS TESTIMONY!!



1 It could have been up to a day, a day and a half.A-
2 0- Vithin a day and a half ?
3 A- Yes.
4
5
6 be carried by objects that are touched calling this touch DNA.
7 That this would be a good source of DNA under certain examinations
8 ofr DNA. The criminalist then offered that these evidences collected
9 from the Cobb crime scene had been [contaminated] because of the
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
1 / message by Cobbwas that she waas worried about someone. (RT107-
18 08) It was determined that Cobb after drinking a bottle of bourbon
19 herself also drank some whitelightening with Sullivan at the party
20 (RT426, 427on September 20, 1985. 5

21
22 her for six weeks prior to the murder. (RT107seen ?

23
II24

25 about this same time Kramer admitted going to his mothers house.
26 Kramer though stated that \;hen he arrived at the residence he found
27
28 i69<r)

transferance that occured when they placed, all these evidneces 
into the same bags from the scene. (RT 300-320).

she had committed suicide beleived that Fred Bernard may be a suspect 
for this crime. (RT149-152). It wass determined the message left
for Kramer was in fact based on urgency(RT42;6-2S) because the

(RT490)^MPHASIS AODED) DAY AND A HA;LF!) (exhibit,51)

Earlier the criminalist Jone offered that the DNA could

the drapes closed and believed this to be unusual. (RT 113) while 
inside the hosue he found a foul odor inthe air. (RT113

COURT OF

his last visit with his mother was very violent. ( exhibit 15)
Ronald Kobbs had wi tnessed*^Kramer attacking his mother

432, 433) There was no testifying 
witness seen her alive after the party, even her own son had not

141, 142) and

According to Kramer, his mother was despondent and
lonely. (RT119-120;2)(RT153;23-28). In fact her son after thinking



When paramendics arrived they instructed Kramer and Marta1I

2
3
detectives spoke to a .neighbor up the street named Dianne Flagg4
who knew alot about cars, and had seen certain cars parked in the5
driveway the day of the murder. Recalling she seen a silver pinto6
at the scene that day. (RT205-07)(exhibit 28) She offered that she7
also seen a hitchiker at the residence the same day.8

Deputy coroner Marshall Franey was summoned and gave testi-9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Sheriff criminalist Monica Siewertsen gave testimony sayii g23
24
25

quadrillion possibilities the human chain can create.26

COURT OF WB^-63

offered that the discoloration on the Kpp knee was possibly the 
result of lavidity or a hand mark.(RT443) He said the wire wrapped
arounfd the victims neck was twisted tightly and-into a knott to 
the side of the victims neck. (RT444) The autopsy was conducted 
by Dr Saukel who explained earlier, that the DNA collected matching

the DNA matched to petitioner was processed through the CODIS data
base.((Rt328, 340, 341). Offering that this DNA was on in three

petitioner had been the result of a sexual encounter that occured 
as much as a day and a half before Cobb had been killed. (RT490) 
(exhibit 51) Saukel offered that the hyoid bone inthe victims neck

to stay out of the house, until after the scene had been processed 
(RT188) yet Kramer-admitted that he violated that instruction. The

27
’ -28

mony that he seen a white cloth in the victims mouth, covering her 
face. (RT 439) That the state of decomposition of the body suggestec

or longer.(RT440) The coroner

had been broken. (RT4575, 477) then explained' how the process of 
closing

dying by' strangulation, tskiKg the air way. (RT482-83)

she had.been dead for a day or two,



Criminalist Susan Anderson did a DNA analysis profile1
of petitioners DNA and was the one who entered this into the CODIS2
data bank. This specialist stated that if there is one number differenl3
in the proifile that the DNA being matched to , then it was not
the person. In this case there was several numbers that did not5
match. (RT36O, 361, 365, 367, 370).

The state then played a version of the interrogation7
8
9

personal recorder)(Cam Corder located at the signall hill police10
11
12

discussed above and later in this petition. The "copy" shown tothe13
14 jury is not available, nor was it provided to petitioner or petit-

ioners counsel, that he is aware of. The state used a version that15
15 wass audio and visually matched to amount to a 2 hour and fifty
17 minute recording. The interrogation was a three hour and forty eight

minute interrogation intwo different locations. The states exhibit18
49A that had been placed into the states records was created on19

20
21 The
22 The state also created on Novemner 23 2010 another copy that had?

23
24
25
26
27

I28 front of his wife )

recording that had been collected on march 8, 2009 from tyhree seperatc 
recording devices. (Robert Alexander personal recorder) (Greg Myler

(CT517)CT522)(CT520,521) Petitioenr inthe interrogation denied hook
ing up with the vctim! While being interrogated^^^"^a murdered woman

136 pages in it. Neight of these transcripts were accurate and had 
petitioners answerrs that had been changed, (discussed later)

Noverraber 23, 2010, one full year before the trial ever occured.
states exhibit 49a was a 113 page version of the transcripts.

and his sexual involvement with her while being interrogated in
uu I rAcur 
/A

station) These recordings had been altered when they created a sing
ular copy versionthe state, used as exhibit 49 ( compact disc) as

mother inlaw, and three daughters!!!!!
COURT OF ^®^^E1^64



no testimony, and1
2

the jury about the wildreness. Defense did correctly stated thsat
findings of the DNA, That it had been the result of an encounter
that occured more than one and a half full days before the murder6
occured. The prosecutor offered a closing statement contradicting7

8
a report he9

did not know if it had been processed,but the prints of the defendant10
nr-11

12
13 / r C.J. t: I. ■ f . . r -.

i

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22 which petitioner did without
23
24 which was rejected and ignored.. DDA
25
25 because the5

27 greater pi^Aion of the petition®^ discussed misconduct by the prosec-
28 Fergyson (Ferguson),argued ly mistated facts about th

COURT OFc

c

o

had not been located. While the prosecutor stated there was no fing 
print evidnces to this case at all.. (RT523)( discussed later)

SUPERIOR COURT HABEAS 
WHCSS1200311

FIRST HABEAS CORPUS FILING IN 2012 
THE HONORABLE JUDGE KYLE BRODIE

PetitioSttx filed a f^irst habeas corpus on August 20,2312 
into the Superior Court of California, before his direct appeal 
had been filed. Petitioner argued twelve grounds of federal error 
that occured before and during the trial. ( exhibit53'-~5 ~7^

the detectives testimony about there being finger-prints located 
at the scene. While the detective stated there was

The Court orderi^ed informal briefing,
any of the transcripts. Petitioner moved the Court to order the

information that did e case. ^3)utors office. DDA 1  not exist or grossly

The defense presented no evidence,

14

release of the transcripts.

did not provide an opening statement, and focused the closing staterien' 
to information about the density of baseballs and bats,while telling

Ferguson argued for the state from the appellate division of.ithe 
county, petitioner filed an objection for prejudice



On April 12, 2013 the Court requested reasons this case1
should not be stayed until after the appeal/(exhibit 54) Petitioner2
filed a brief arguing the Court had jurisdiction and asked for the3
Court to grant leave to expand the record of thirteen more grounds4

developed inthe habeas breifing and direct appeal breifingthat
that occured after the habeas had been filed( exhibit 56) The motion6

7
8
9

,10 This Court lacks jurisdiction to consider the claimI 
11

II 
12
13 III 
14

This Court lacks jurisdiction to consider this claimIV 
15

VI
16
17 This Court lacks jurisdiction to consider the claimVi

18
19 VII 
20

VIII 21
22

Colusory allegations are not sufficient to warrsant habeasIX 23
This Court lacks juridication to consider the claimX 24
This court lacks jurisidiction to connsider the claimXI 525

XII 26
27 STATE SUPREME COURT HABEAS SUMMARILY DENIED 7/16/14I

28

5

Petitioners claim there was insufficient evidences to 
support the conviction is not cognizable on habeas

Petitioners allegations that counsel was ineffectiove 
for not investigating burden was nopt met, petitioner 
had not shown how the outcome would have changed

Collusory allegations about conspirac to alter evidence 
does not warrant habeas relief.

COURT OF OTW-56

lacked jurisdiction, (exhibit 57) Tyhe court ruled as follows; 
Grounds

Collusory allegations without moore are ins ufficient 
warrant habesas, petitioner has not met that burden.
Petitioner has not shown that counsel was ineffective 
and has not provided any evidences showing this

..This Court lacks jurisidiction to consider the claim
COURT OF APPEAL HABEAS SUMMARILY DENIED 1/14/14 

<i>Jo

was denied on June 12, 2013. The Court then denied the habeas corpus 
stating that petitioner did not have enough proof, or that the Court



1
2
3
4
5
6

ted7
8
9

10
11
12

"at this time" the Court does not recognize the prejudice which13
'i case.14

15
16

intothe courtroom onthe first day of voir dire when every juror;'17
18
19
20

statements to the entire courtroom on ythe record ( THAT A’HEN THEREythe record ( THAT 4^ 
ft: ^7'' ( ZQ THERE IS NO WAY T

nts to the entii
MUCH SMOKE THE!

21
SMOKE THERE MUST BE FIRE)IS THAT 'HE COUNTY22

23
24
25

31726
21

28
COURT OF 6^(WML-67

In the Courts denial the 
that respondent(DDA Ferguson) set forth

case and likeness used shortly before the trial (2) and if so, 
wsas this addressed by the trial court. The district attorney dispu 
this saying that this had been addressed by the court, and there

inthe courtroom stated they seen the flyers they sk had gotten five 
months prior,and still made comments. The court did not ask one 
question about the prejudice frorathe flyers even after jurors made

CULT BEFORE THEY' 33-3-y;

district attorney had been current and standing for future case 
developments at the time trial had occured. XEEKKdxKVEryExxxiKXtKS
EEKKtx Second the Court at the. time of the recusal motion stated

With regards to the informal order by the Court 
(exhibit 53) The Court asked regarding five of the twelvegrounds 
be responded to by- informal briefing. DDA Ferguson defended the 
state. The Court addressed {ground one| the use of petitioners case 

in a campaign smear right before the trial asking (1) Was petitioners

WOULD DO SUCH A THING UNLESS THEY HAD PRQ.0F OF GULT BEFORE THEY Cer -pq 33-3 V)MAILED THOSE FLYERS)( YABLONSKY HAD BEEN SHAFTED). Petitiuoner did 
dispute this and filed opposition briefs.( exhibit 55) Petitioner 
argued under (WILSON,149 f3d 1298(1598) and (CARGLE V MULLIN
f3d 1196) and (BESS, 593 f2d 749(1979).
Court(exhibit 57) stated

ws no prejudice. ( exhibit 36) First this case filed against the

could have occured a s a result o f this use of petitioners 
7T?)ioL Hhb NOT 'VcTT' (

(THIS HEASRING WAS HELD THREE MONTHS BEFORE THE TRIAL) Therefore
the Courts use of language [AT THIS TIME[ could not have carried



1
2

Courts for trial transcripts) ( exhibit 6) Petitioner was denied3
to these transcripts at the Court of appeals level, [twice]4 access
The Court stated that the campaign materials were discussed5

at trial, buit did not state to what length,therefore the Court6
on7

8
for failure to investigate the DNA fromtrial counsel was ineffective9

this case (1) and whether there was a man who alleged to have confssssE10
thi s case (exhibit 53) DDA Gerguson argued that detec-essed t o11

tive Myler had given trial counsel all the DNA evidneces to this12
and (1) that because petitioner could not prove the red hair13

ksiiRg was actually red, or that petitioner could not prove it bel-14
confessed the argument failed (2) DDA thenonged to the man who15

16
17
18

underneath her head19
20
21

but that Backhoff had been arrested for this case. ( exhibit 16)
24 His DNAS was matched, to this case and this scene and was a suspect
25 to another murder typed byb the FBI as a serial murder. Second this
26 DNA located on the red hair that was collected frorathe victimsd
27

red
28

COURT OF ^®%-68

22
*23

suggesting the victim collected that watchband pin collected from
(2) That trial counsel had sought DNA expert

body ( exhibit 17)( exhibit 26) indicating the hair was in fact 
, and had been processed by government labratories.

detailed factual summary of the case which petitioner did not dispvste 
in his reply. ( exhibit 5) Petitioner move the Superior and Supreme

ignored the plea for relief and stated the Court lacked jurisdicti 
to "consider" the.claim !. Ground /three)the Court asked whther

stating the Court denied that motion because
it had no merit.

First there was not only a confession to this crime.

case,

funds without success,
. Gxh

argued that just because there is another mans DNA inside the bedroom 
regarding the watchband pin does nopt mean they killed [anybody].



Then evenj though all the DNA had been made availab^i^1
to the trial counsel there was no such request for funding to have2
anything examined. ( exhibit 50) Trial counsel sought an estimate
and when the labrarotry responded with an estimate trial counsel4
did not foloow through, therefore there was no testing of the red5
hair6 )

7
8
9

pp.l;27-28) (, exhibit A9, p.3;14-15)correct parties. ( exhibit 3610
The fact the district attorney placed the burden upon petitione11

to prove the DNA in the hair or the watchband pin did not belong12
to petitioenr was a burden that petitioner was not suppose to have13
to make from a prison cell. Furhterraore DDA ferguson stated14
that petitioenrs DNA was located underneath the victims body which15
is not only untrue, but indicate there wass no boundary regarding16

17
18
19

DNA WAS LOCATED UNDERNEATH THE VICTIM AT ALL) The Court argued the20
21
22

by another expert(RT317) The Court argued that petitioner had not23
24
2.5 gave
26
27
28

0

DNA matched to petitioner was powerful but ignored the fact petiticiner
DNA was older than the murder by 1 days (RT490) and several days

suspects hands that did not wear gloves, nor the cigarette butts 
that were eventually matched tO backhoff./ In fact trial counsel

met his burden at that time.
^Ground four), the Court addressed whether witnesses

false testimony at trial. (Bruce Nash)(John Sullivan))Daryll Kramer)

facts or fiction with this man. ( see entire DNA experts testimony 
by ( Criminalist Jones) (Crininalist Anderson)(Pathologist Saukel)
(Coroner Franey)(NOT ONE EXPERT OR PIECE OF EVIDENCE SHOWS PETITIOENRS

was.so ineffective he could not write a motion without serving the

( DDA Thopmas)( Robert Alexander) and Ferguson argued that there 
may be inconsisfancies in statements, but " THAT INCONSISTANT 

COURT OF .aWWL-65

watchband pin, kitsisd smear in the voictims blood with the



1 TESTIMONY IS NOT SYNONOMOUS TO PERJURY". The Court denied this
2 stating that these facts were before the appelalate court ( exhibit
3 56 ,p.8;20-23) First this fingerprint report although before the
4 the argument had nothing regarding the subornation
5 of perjury calaim the Court had an obligation to hear. Even though
6

John Sullivan8
or the detective Robert Alexander.9

Sullivan are the same facts provided by Cynthia Hooperwith Nash10

11

arrived-et-the-apr ty-ereune - ? iSG-p-rffi-dsiniing-a-feettie-ef-feBarfeetin12
Nash statement in 1985 was that Mrs Cobb arrived at theI13

aprty at 1930 hours drinking a bottle of burboun hereselkf and became14
too drunk to drive in his opinion that he offered to drive her home.15
He then state he left the aprty at 2145 hours leaving Mrs Cobb at16
the party while he and Cynthia left. In 2009 Nash was reinterviewed17
by Greg Myler about the last known knowledge regarding Mrs Cobb.18
Bruce Nash repeated that 1985 statement letter for letter, adding19
that Mrs Cobb told him whenh she refused his offer to drive her20

21 home was that she was going to a bar called the Zodiac Lounge,
22
23 r-
24 ent that his 1985 and 2009 statements. Making this perjury. The

25

26

27 imony

23
COURT OF

COURT OF 6a®m-7o

( exhibit 13-2) On the stand though Nash stated that he believed
Mrs Cobb to have been headed home after the aprty. Strikingly diffe

he believed Mrs Cobb to be headed home a LIE! The prosecutoi' 
knew it'because his investigators did the interview.

two previous statements over a period of 25 years qwas the same 
su ggesting knowledge and truth of the factrs. Making the 2011 test-

the Court denied lack of jurisdiction.
DDA Ferguson argued for the stage suggesting that there was

J

(exhibuit 20) Francesca Drake /Sullivan ( exhibit 14) that-Sefefe

no such mistatraents or perjury regarding Bruce Nash
First the original interviews

Court of appeal,



John Sullivan statements in 1985 were the same as the1
statements given by his wife Francesca and the other party goers2

1985 night. That Cobb arrived at 1930on that Friuday September 203
4
5
6
7

J8
Greg Myler as well. Only in this statement 25 years later Sullivan9

Ias well as Nash 2009 statement.10
Now Sullivan told Myler that he remembers seeing Bruce Nash giving11
Mrs Cobb a drive home. ( exhibit 14-3) Sullivan added that he drank12
white lightening with Mrs Cobb and that at 2200 hours Cobb stated13
it wass time to go home. Sullivan stated that he witnessed Nash14
and Hooper driving Cobb home in her caddilac.15

Even though Sullivans statement in 2009 was different16
2009 statement and Francesca stateraen :s}17

or his own statments in 1985 the State still used this18
unrelaible witness they knew would give false testimony. During19
trial and imraediatley afteer the testimony of Bruce Nash who stated20

21
22

years later than he did three days after that he seen Bruce Nash23
and Cynthia Hopper giving Mrs Cobb a ride horn. Not only was this24
testimony confusing, but was known to be false according to the25
rest of the state entire witness es. (THIS IS THE ONLY INCONSUISSTA JT26

27
28

hours drinknihg a bottle of burboun alone and then drank more when 
that wa gone. ( exhibit 14) John Sullivan stated the same as his 
wife that he had fallen asleep around 2230 hours after Nash and

TESTIMONY GIVEN AND THE PROSECUTOR KNEW IT WOULD BE WHICH IS WHY 
THEY USED HIS TESTIMONY TO CONFUSE THE JURORS)

COURT OF /Ma®!a3-71

he left the aprty without giving Mrs Cobb a ride home. John Sullivan 
got onto the stand and testified that he personally remembers 25

Cynthia had already l;eft the spErk party but before Mrs Cobb had 
left ( exhibit 14-1, 14-2) In 2009 Sullivan was reinterviewed by

contradicted his 1985 statement,

in 1985,
than Nash's 1985 statement.



Detective Alexander got ontothe statd and testified
1

saying that he was not sure a report exists (1) Whether it had been
2
3

been matched to (3)
4

two conclusoive readintgs. Mrs Rita Cobb abdpage report nad has
5

Mr Joseph Saunders. c-
6
7
8
9

The facts that these witnesses gave deliberate or unintention-
10

al false testimony is irrelevant unti the prosecutor who knew they11
were lying chose not to correct them. The.se are blatant lies on

12
behalf of Nash and Alexander about relevan tand material evidneces13
that should have been made known. In this case because'DDA Ferguson14
alsowashed the false testimony affects the Court determined that

15
the Court lacked jurisdiction to consider the matter. ( exhibit 57-6)16

The Court inquired about the altered evidnece
17

while the oicly set of transcripts
18

placed into that record were the 113 page copy. DDA Ferguson clearly19
admitted that this was a copy used in the hearing and that the jurors20
relied on this to make their decision. Ferguson then commented just21
as the jurors seen that in these transcripts petitioner had stated22

23
returned some)24

25
26
27
28

washed ( exhibit 59-1)- compared to the■alleged testimony given by
Alexander ( exhibit 59-3&4.)

tim elater and killed Mrs Cobb adfter raping-her, C see exhibits
64, <65-) These exibits show that the answers were in fact changed.

he had a key to the home of Rita Cobb. Giving the juror knowledge 
that petitioner had taken a key without permission

developed (2) and if it had he cannot .recall all the name they had 
( see exhibit 59). The report is simple two

Very intelligable and simple. Although the prose
tuors closing arguments will verify that these transcripts were

neither of these are the one used in the trial. In fact states exhibit
49 and 49A are not alike to any degree. One is one full hour longer. 
That also has redacted audio, along with editing issues.

COURT OF ^^TO-72

I Ground seven >
allegations made by petitioner,

53,



This is known as states exhibit 49 ( compact disc of three seperatre1
2
3
4

exhibit 49 and petitioners exhibit 65) (compare to states exhibit5
49A the one used by DDA Ferguson argument).6

These satisfy that the prosecutor not only knew the7
evidnece was altered by way of audio and text, but used it tOo8
coerse a verdict. The Court states that collusory allegations of9

insufficient to grant habeas .(P.C.§ 1473)altered evidnece is10

Petitioners allegationwas not that they conspired to alter evidnece11
)ut that the state conspire to make evidnecws that were shown tothe12

-13 Jury. DDA Fergusons argument suport that this evidnece was in fact
i

15
lullivan Kramer,, and Alexander. The Court chose to state that counsisl16 J

ailed to ask additional questions ( exhibit 57-9) is beside the17
oint. That counsels performance would be presumed competant. Adding18
hat failure to object would be a tactical choice for the counsel19
nd not the client. The Court gave counsel Sanders alot of credit20
or the investigations when the records are absolutely absebnt of21

22 ny proof the counsel investigated anything and what the counselJ

23 id do was substandard when he could nto follow court rules and
or could not remeraebr his clients name. ( exhibit 3624

25
26
27 the confession reports
28

49) The Court addfresses the possible confgession by Gregory Randolph 
as conclusorty without sufficient basis to grant habeas( exhibit

J

answers had been changed. ( see one hour seven minutes into states

57-9) The Court found counsel was not ineffective for not bringing the confession reports, which is odd because the Court of Appeals 
COPURT OF 73

recordings from two seperate interrogations).The other is a copy 
that had been created on November 23, 2010 where the petitioners

14 used to convince the jurors. [Ground nine| Petitioner argued that
;rial counsel failed to object tothe lies by the state regading Nash

erve parties,



1 found that the Court and counsel erred by failing to provide the
2
3
4
5 like pigs who

As to ground one the Couyrt stated it lack juri sdictuion6
7 the same as grounds five eleven, and twelve,. For grounds)
8
9

10 tEStiKSRS^XSSXRBtxkKiRgXEEgRiXKhbEix
11 Because these facts were not available at the first filing
12 of habeas and petitioners diligence in developing these through
13 trial counsel and post counsel makes these facts nowthe Court !
14 available through the new laws within this state regardoing newly
15 discovered evidnece. The Superior Court of California faield at
16 the findings of the heabesa corpus presented for WHCSS120Q311.
17
18
19 NEW LAWS AFFECTING REVIEW BY STATE COURTS
20

Senate Bill 190921
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

two the Court found that ssx petitioner did not provide sufficient
V ■

facts to support the claim. gisicRxsixxKEgsrdiRgxtkEXRSKXKfxKRixiEKRd cxer

correct evidnece arguments about the confession report and the results 
of that confession, (i.e. further investigations, arrest etc)
( see exhibit 16) The Court finally provided that**judges are not 

hunt through breifs of counsel for truffles"

ten,

Existing law made it a misdemeanor for a person or 
a felont for a peace office to knowingly willfully 
intentionally, and in.bad faith alter, modify,plant, 
manufacture, conceal or move any physical evidnece 
matter, digital matter, or video image with sdpecific

in a person
COURT OF

This bill passed affecting P.C. § 141 with regards 
regards to the use of altered evidnece, false evidnece 
and C.R.P.C. regarding the knowijn g use of false evidnece 
in a hearing. The bill passed in2017 stating the following;



I

1
2
3
4
5
6

65! ! )7
8

Senate bill 11349
10
11
12

" 13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

COURT GF45@p!7T-75

SWORN DECLARATION MADE BY
JOHN HENRY YABLONSKY UNDER THE 

PENALTY OF PERJURY

Existing.law required every person who is unlawfully 
iraproisoned or restrained of his liberty to prosecute 
a habeas corpuys to inquire intothe Iqwfullness of t 
the incarceration or restraint. Existing laws allow 
a habeas corpus to be prosecuted for but not limited, 
to false evidnece that is substancially material 
or probative to the issue of guilt or puinishment th 
that wass interoduced at trial and false physica;! e 
evidnecwe which was n material factors directly 
related to the plea of- guo;lt of a person.
This law will now include additional habeas to be 
prosecuted on the basis of newly discopvered evidnec 
that is credible, material, and presented woitoufc s 
substancial delayt and of such decisivness force tks 
and value that it would have more likely than not ch 
changed the outcome of the trial

SEE EXHIBIT 61 ' . .

I John Henry yablonsky an adult capable of giving testimony 
under oath swear the following under hte Penalty of perjury 
of the satate of California as according to knowledg e and 
belief as the truth inthis matter.

The bill affecting the laws made it a felony and 
punishable by imprisonment for 16 months, two 
years or three for a prosecuting attorney to intent
ionally and in bad faith alter,modify, or withold 
physical matter, digital image, video recording 
or relevant exculpator material information knowing 
that it is relevant and material to the outcome 
of the case, with specific intent that the physical 
matter digital image, video recording, or relevant 
exculpatiry material information will be concealed 
or destroyed or frauduyulantly represented as 
the origianl evidnece upon the trial.

(SEE EXHIBITS 41, 42, 43, 63, 64
see exhibit 61

This bill passed directly affecting P.C.§§§§ 1473, 
1485.5, 1485,55 relating to habeass corpus and newly 
discovered evidneces. This bill passed on 2017 regarding 
the use of false evidneces threwshold under review.



1
2
3

•"I

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

512
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 rne
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

I swesar the following under oath and if called to testify 
will state the same in a court of law under the. penalty of 
perjury.

When I left the residence I drove to Downey California, where 
I stayed with inlav? relatives for the remainder of that weekend 
and into the beginning of the folowing week. On or about Monday 
September 23, 1985 was whenI returened fro Downey back to Luce 
Valley. The purpose of making the trip that time was to recover 
my wife Holly Yablonsky who had been rpegnant and was delieveked 
there for medical saftey reasoins the week prior due to work 
that took myself out of two. Holly had been delievered to Downey 
at the Mullen residence( her grandparents) on September 14,
1985 so that I could work'out of twon and not take a medical 
chance with Holly going into labor with out chold while I was 
out of twon. I worked in constructiuon with my father as contracts 
actors, and at times stayed in other towns to reduce commute 
time and inconvenience.

That at this sexual encounter we had sex in a variety of position 
and locations of the house to include the livingroom area,and 
the dining office area where there was a table, chairs and
desk. These actions were consentual by all three parties and 
nonviolent in nature. I chose to leave the sexual activity 
because the one woman stated that she exopected her husband 
to arrive shortly, and wished for me to meet him. I did not 
have- that same desire. When I left the house both women were 
still engaged in sex at the dining table sdesk area and were 
both alive.

That I know Mrs Rita Mabel Cobb as being her tenant at one 
point inthe beginning of the year 1985. That I resided behind 
her house ina bungalo that me and my wife rented from her wit? 
our son. That we paid rents to Mrs Cobb for a few months and 
chose to move away in the middle of the same year. 1985. 
That I had began a sexual relationship with Mrs Cobb prior 
to ray family moving frombehind her house and continued to- have 
sexual relations with Mrs Cobb after we had moved awayt. That 
My family Holly Mitchell and Son John Henry yabnlonsky Jr. 
moved abouit a mile up the street and remained in contact 
with Mrs Cobb after we moved awayt.
That aftrer moving away I had hyad sexual relations w’dith Mrs 
Cobb on a few occaisions in different areas of the valley. 
One time in a hotel in Apple Valley California, and another 
in my home I had just move on Fairlane rd, and another at her 
residence. These sexual relations were consentual and non violent. 
The last time I had sex with Mrs Cobb was at her house on or 
about September 18, 1985 around noon time and this sexual activity 
included another sex partmer name unknown. Another fenmale.

.’en hHis? rned'^f ro^Dow^ey^

I do not know, who committed the murder to Mrs Cobb. I did 
not committ the crime of murderr to Mrs Cobb nor did I take 
pny part, in her killing to .n^any^degree. I.did not learn about net death until I retuirned fro'^Dowhey Calitoirnia



1

2

3

4

5

6

7
John Henry yablonskyNovember 2018

8
9

10
11

STATUTES THAT APPLY BUT AKE NOT LIMITED TO12
13 P.C.§ 1473(a)(b)(l)(2)(c)

J 14
Everj^ person unlawfully imprisoned or restrained of his15

may prosecute a writ of16
the cause of suclj iraproisonmentto,inqwuire intOo17

or restraint (b) A wroit of habeas may be prosecuted for but not18
limited to the following reasaons;19

20
21
22
23
24

which25
26

) 27
28

COURT OF XW7?I>7b

(1) False evidnece that is substancially material or 
probative onthe issue of guilt or pubnishment was interoduice 
against a person at [an^ hearing or trial relating to incar
ceration; or

There would be corroberating statements availabel by other 
family members of the Mullen residence, except they are pasewc 
away. This can also be possibly verified by Linda Mitchell 
about the stay in Downey the weekedn before Holly gave birth 
to Jasmine Yablonsky which occured on September 30, 1985 the 
weekend after the murder. Holly Yablonsky now Brown will offer 
scorn testimony and may even admit that petitioner killed the 
president Kennedy if she thought it would help hurt me. 
There is Joy Mitchell who may also be able to provide testimory 
su;ppporting this visit as weell as Ho.ll)'’ uncle (name unknown) 
The above declaration was made with belief and knowedge as 
beigng the truth inthis matter.

I DID NOT KILL RITA MABEL COBB!!

habeasc orpus.

(2)False physical evidnece, believed by a person to, 
be factual probative or amterial on the issue of guilt, 
was known by the person at thge time of entering a plea of 
guilt which was material facotrs directly related tothe plea' 
of guoilt by a person

libertty under [any] pretense what ever,



1
2
3
4 IV.Amendment § 1United States Constitution
5
6
7
8
9 United States Constitrutuion V Amendment !§!•

10
No11

12
13
14
15
16

VI amendment $ §1)United States constitution17
18
19
20
21
22 United States Constitution XIV Amendment§ 1)
23
24
25
26
27
28

X-77COURT OF

All persons born or natualized inthe United States and subjec: 
tothe jurisdication thereto, are citizens of the Untied States 
and of the satate wherein they reside. No state shall make 
or enfoce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immun
ities of citizebns of the United States, nor shall any'state 
deprive any person of life, liberty or propperty without the 
due process of law nor deny to any person withinits jurisdiction 
the equalt protectuions of the laws.

In all criminal cases prosecutions the accused shall enjoy 
the right to a speeddxy trial, by an impartial jurty of the 
states district whjereinthe crime shall have been committed. 
Which district shall have been previolsly ascetrtained by
law, and to be. informed, of the nature and cause of the accusa 
tion, to be confronted e with witnesees against him, asnd 
to have compuldosry witnesses process in his favor and to 
have the assistance of counsel for his defense.

Subsection ■ (c)states any alleged that the prosecutor knew 
or should have known of the false nature of the evidnece refer- 
ed to insubdivision (b) is material tothe prosecutoion of
a writ of habeas corpus.

person shall be hedl to answer for a caopital or other 
wise infamous crime, unless onthe presentment or indictment 
of a gran'bd jury, except in cases arising inthe land or naval 
forces, or in the malitia when an actual serice in time for 
war or public danger, nor shall any person be subject to the 
ssae offense twice be put into jeapordy of life or limb, nor 
shall be compelled -in any criminal case to be witrnesse against 
himself, not be deprived of life, liberty or property! without 
the due process of law, nor shall private pproperty be taken 
without just compensation.

The right of the people to be secutre in their person, houses 
, papers and affects against unreasonable searches and seizures 
shall not be violated, and no warrant shall issue but upon 
probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation and particul
arity describing the opk place to be searched and person 
or things seized.



1 P.C. § 134
2
3
4
5

135P.C.6
7

58
9

10
P.C.§ 14111

12
13
14

proceeding or inquiry whatever is15
16 Rule 3.8. Responsibilities of prosecutor
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

COURT OF

The persecutors in criminal cases shall;
a) Not institute or continue to eharge prosecute a 'charge 

that the prosecutor knows is not supported by probable 
cause.

d)Make timely disclosure tothe defense of all the evidnece 
or information known tothe prosecutor that the prosecutor 
know or reasonably should know tends to negate the guilt 
of the accuse, mitrigate the offense, or mitigate the 
sentence exepet when the prosecutor is releived of this 
responsibility by a protective order of the tribunal.

X^)Ej5|g|ft^eg)g^dSfi?gfeJeefe6ltt>er>efi¥eotitpevsd!nfllud<Iag tjibessuiger-

Every person guilty of peeparing any false or anteerdated 
book, record-, instrument in writing, or any matter or thing 
with the intent to produce it or alow it to be produiced for 
[any] fraufdulent or deceitful purpose as genuine or true 
upon any trial proceeding or inquiry whatever authorized 
by law is guilty of a felonty

Every person who knowingly that any book, record, instrunent 
in writing or other matter or thing is abouit to be produced 
in evidnece upon any trial, inquiry or investiogations whatever 
authorized by lav? willfully destroys or conceakls the same, 

• withthe intenct thereby to prevent it from being produiced 
is guilty of a misdemeanor

Except as otherwose proviced in subsection (b) any person 
who knowingly, willfully, and intentionally alters, modifies,ri 
places, maunufactures, conceals or moves any physical m,after 
with specific intent that the action will result ina person 
being cvharges with a crime or with specuific intent that 
the physical matter will be wrongfully proidcued as genuine 
or true upon any trial , proceeding or inquiry whatever is 
guilty of a felony

b) Make reasonable efforts to assure that the accused has 
been advised of the right to eeHns.el and the procecere 
for obtaining counsel and has been: given reasonable oppor
tunity to obtyain counsel

c) Kot seek to,obvtain from an unrepresented accused a waiver 
of important pretrial rights unless tribunal has apporyed 
the appearance.of the accused in propria ^persona



1
2
3
4

5
6
7 l)Propmtly disclose that evidnece to an appropriate authroty
8
9

10
11 e
12
13

j 14
15
16

Rule 3.8 Special responsibilities17
The prosecutor in criminal cases c shall;18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

)
27
28 COURT OF (^^^^-79

b)Make reasonable efforts to assutre that the accused has 
been advised of the right to and the proceudure to obtyain 
counsel and has been given this reasonable opportuinity 
to obtain counsel

g) When a prosecutor knows of clear and convincing evidnece 
established that a defendant inthe prosecutors jurisdiction 
was convicted of an offense that the defendant did not comrai;,t 
the prosecutor shall seek top remedt the convction

a)Rot institute or continue to oprosecute a charge the prosei^- 
utor knows is not supported by tkK-probable cause

d)Make timely disclosure to the defnedse or all evidnece 
or information known tothe prosecutor that the prosecutor 
knows or reasonably should know’ tends to negate the guilt 
or sentence except when the prosecutor is releived of this 
responsibility gy a protective order of the tribunal

or make reasonable
to determine whether

2)lfd the conviction was obtained intyhe prosecutors jurid- 
iction the rposecutor shall
i)prraptly disclose that evidnece tothe defnednat unless

• a court authorizes the delay.

e) Exercise reasonable casre to prevent persons under the suppr- 
vision or direction of the prosecutor, including investigaot: 
law enforcement personnel, employees or other persons assisting 
or assocuiated wzith the prosecutor in criminal cases from 
making an extrajudicial statementr that the prosecutor would 
be prohibitied from making under rule 3.6

f)WWhen a prosecutor knows of new, credible and material evidnece 
createdg a reasonable likelihood that a convicted defendnat 
dfid not commit an offense of which the defendant was con=v- 
victed the prosecutor shall;

c)Not seek to obtain from unrepresented accused a waiver 
of important prettrial rights unless a truibunal has apporcved 
the appearance of the accused in proprias persona

ii)undertake furhter investigations,
efforts to cause an investigation,

the defnedant we was convicted -of an offense that the 
■ defendant did not coimmit



'1 1
2
3
4
5
6 proper authority
1

8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18 STANDARD OF REVIEW IN THIS CASE
19
20

A state court cannot refuse to consider ’'federal questions21
of law regarding collateral attackes against state court conviction22
In Re Panchot'7Q Cal.2d 105(1969) and an independant action as habea23 □

corpus to eefisieer securte discharge from imprisonment. Francev24
Superior Court201 CAL 122(1927);In Re Applications of Jacinto25
8 CAL.app.2d 275(1935)-; In Re Application of Connerl6 Cal.2d 70126 5

27
28

ii)Undertake further investigations or make reasonable 
efforts to cause an investigation to determine whether 
the defendant wass convicted of an offense that the 
defnedant did nto commit

2) If the conviction was obtained inthe prosecution juris- 
disction;

A STATE COURT CANNOT REFUSE TO CONSIDER FEDERAL QUESTIONS REGARDING 
COLLATERAL POST TRIAL ATTACKS

ose that, evidnece tothe defnedant unless orizes the delay

Conner v Californuia 313 US 542(1941). Habeas corpus 
____  k

and not coram nobis is the correct vehicle to collaetrally attack
COURT OF

e) exercise resaonable care to prevent persons under the 
suprevision or direction of the prosecvutor invl including 
investigaotr, law enforcement, employees or other persons 
assisting or associated with the prosecutor ina criminal 
case from making extrajudicial statments that the pro
secutor would be prohibited from making under rule 3.5

f)When a prosecutor knows of new, creidible and material 
evidnece creating a reasobnabl-e likelihood that a convicted 
defendant did not commite an offense or which the defendant 
wass convicted,the prosecutor shall;

proper authority
1) Propmyl disclose that evidnece tothe ' -- - .

cetrt den. ,

g)Whe a prosecutor knows of clear and convicing evcidence 
established that a defendant in the prosecutors juris
diction was convocted of an offense that the defendant 
did not commit, the prosecutor shall seek o to reinedyt 
the conviction



1
2
3
4
5

the trial was reduced rto a farce or shai thropught the counsels6
7
8

Article9
10

can only be challenged by petitioner for habeas corpus after the11
12
13

! 14
15
16

70 Cal.2d 200.'If any representative of the state [connected] with17
18
19

wil. issue. It 9is immaterail if the prosecutor did not know himself.20
21

even regarding testimony about fingerproints22 5

(citation)(citation) and especially about the contents of alterred23
24
25
26
27
28 COURT OF

the prosecutors office either gives perjured testimony or knows 
the prosecutoion witness have p^erjureds themselves habeass corpus

a judgment of conviction which had been obtained in violation to 
fundamental constitution rightsPeople c Sorenson(1952 CalApp.)

evidnece( CITATION)(CITZATION)In Re Lessard-n96562 Cal.2d 497;
People v Williams (1965)238 Cal.app.2d 585 and that the prosecution

I § 13; In Re Perez(1966) 65 Cal,2d 224; In Re Wimbs(1966)
65 Cal.2d 490. and the adequacy of a waiver of copunsel by defendant

A habeas corpus may be granted on the basis of newly discovere 
evidnece that undermines the prosecutors case. In .Re Branch(1969)

knowijg offered the perjured testimnoy In Re Bunker(1967)252 Cal.apo.2c 
297;Bunker v California(1968)390 US 964

lack of knowledge or competance, diligence or understanding of 
the law In Re Beaty(1966)64 Cal.2d 760; California constitution

111 Cal.App.2d 404; In Re Winchester(1960) 53 Cal.2d 528, cert
den,(1960) 363 US 852. In order to justify relief under habeas
corpus on grounds counsel was inadequate, it [must] appear that

final judgment. Where a loss or impairment of a crucial defense 
results fromthat impairment( emphasis) In Re Be11(1967 Cal.App.3d)
247 Cal.app.2d 655 overrrule In Re Srailey(1967) 66 Cal.app.2d 606.

In Re Imbler (1963) 60 Cal.2d 554, cdrt den, Imbler v Cal;ifornia 
(1964)379 US 908



1 ERROR OF FACT
To vacate a judgemtn when error of fact affected the judgment2

3
4
5

And must be filed as soon as the error were discovered6
and ashowing of preperatrion of the evidnece that petitioner was7
deprived of substancial legal rights by the factual error denial8
of petitioner appealing to the next higher court. Coram Nobis9
is an extraofidinarty writ available to remedies Pweople v Miller10
(1963) 219 Cal.OK App.2d 124. It becomes a collateral attack when11
no other remedy exists while facts existed which would have affectel12
the previous judgment people v Kim 45 Cal.4th 1075(2009) It's pur-13

14
15

was procured under coircumstances which offends fundamental concept16
17
18
19

SUCCESSIVE PETITIONS20
21

evLcdences and authority are developed to support the petition.22
Peoplev Duval. (1995)9 Cal.4th 464. When false evidneces were dis-23
covered that are material or probative tothe allegation. P.C. §147324

25
. 26
27
28

COURT OF M®S?tL0S2

that did notgo to the merits of the previously truiaed when ;
a) When there is no other remedy avaiable
b) Due diligence pursuing these facts was exercised

In Re Richards(2012)55 SSXI C.4th 948( including expert opinions 
being reputiated or [technology]) (RICHARDS) or when false evidnece 
was a factor which was material to guilt or sentence.(RICHARDS)

pose is to enable a convicted person, even after appeal and affirm
ing of the judgment, to establish that [IT TRUTH] the judgment

to justuice such as due process clause of the 14th amendment.Poeple
V Shorts(1948)32 Cal.2d 502

A successiv ehabeas corpus petition can lie when facts.



NEWLY DISCOVERED'EVIDENCEi 1
Newly discovered evidnece is evidnece that would have2

changed to likelihood of the outcome In Re Mlles (2017) 7 Cal.app.f th3
Supporting P.C. |§1473• . Ineffective assistanc efoir failing821.4

to file suppressions motions Fweople v Mendoza(1997)15 C4lh 2645
for failing to file insufficient evidnece on appealin Re Spears6
(1984)157 CA3d 1203. The newly discovered evidneces are discussed7
at length In Re Miles 7 Cal.app.5th 821(2017) This standard set8
forth regarding "more likely than not I 1 for new evidence habeas9
claims is close to but does not have the same meaning as the familiar10
prejudice standard appellate courts use when determining whether11
state law error affected the outcome of the trial. Nor does "more12
likely than not" have the same meaning as the phrase "preponderance13
of the eivendence". The burden of proof in civil litigations. In14
a civil case the partry with the butrden of rpoof mus convince15
the fEiai trier of fact that existance of a particular facts is16
more probable than its non existance a degree of proof usually17 5

described as proof by a preponderance of the evidnece is evidence18
19
20

conclude that it is more likely than not- that the fact is true21
Lal.Crim No.119122

23 1

44'724
The evoidnece could not have been discovered prior to25

trial through the exercise of due duiligence. The former Habeas26
27
28

cCOURT OF AWWri-83

Ls a different burden of ptoof from proof beyond reasonable doubt.
fact is proved by the preponderance of the evidnece if juror [could]

New evidnece that undermined the prosecutions case
and point unerrSingly to [innocence].In Re Johnson (1998) IS Cal.4t

corpus standard for new evidnece claims require that Habeas Corpus 
petitions are acted with reassonable diligence in presenting their



1
was not newly discovered evidnece because it was reasonably available2
to him prior to trial" ..."Had he conducted a reasonable thorough3

the term "reasonable diligence" and Duepretrial investigation"4
5

24 Cal.4th 889; See also People v6
7
8
9
10
11
12

ified five factors to consider when rulijg on motion based on newl13
discovered evidnece;14

15
16
17
18
19
20

Moreover the moving paper shoudl be granted when new evidnece21
contradicts -the strongest evidnece introduced at trial. People v22
Halll87 Cal.App.4th 282(2010):Kabran v Sharp Medical Hois, 236 Cal.23
App.4th 1294(2015);People v O'Malley 62 Cal.4th 944(2016);24
Aron V WIB Holin25

26
) 27 Must determine if

28

Newly discovered evidnece is material to defendant if
have discovered

NOTICE DUE DILIGENCE STATED ABOVE
SEE PAGES 9:16 THROUGH 12:22 
SEE EXHIBITS 1 THROUGH llA

1) The evidnece and not merely its materiality be discovered
2) The evidnece is not merely materiality cumulative
3) That it be of such to render a different result probably based 

on all the evidneces presented at the trial
4) That the party could not with reasonable duiligence have disc

overed and produced it at trial
5) That these facts be shown by the best evidnece of which the 

case admits

21 Cal.app.5th 1069(2018). In fact new’ evidnece
withinthe meaing of C.C.P.§ 657(4) must be evidnece that was in

diligence are essentially interchangable. (People v Cromer(2001)
Herrerra (2.010) 49 Gal. 4th 613

' ■ H H

( see In Re Happy(2007)41 Cal.4th 977)([T}he petitioners evidnece

defendant could not have wuith reasonable diligence,
these evidneces prior to the trial. P.C.§ 1181(8) Case law has ident-

existance at the time of trial on t6he motion..Normallyt to support a motion for new trial onthe ground ,the Court, Must determine if
COURT OF^<^W^84



the evidence was in existence at the time of the trial and could
1
2

t ruling on a new trial motion pursuant
3

the time of the trial isdetermine whether profferred existed at
■ 4

the evidnece be [NEW EVIDENCE]consistant with statutory language that
5

implicit that term is the concept that the evidence existed but
6

remain undoscovered at the time of the trial.In Re Hiles 7 Cal.app. 5 th
7

821 (2017). People v Bangeneauar (1871) (CAL) 40 CAL 615; People
8
9

2d
10
11

court constitutional duty to ensure that the accused gets a fair
12
13

statute.People v Davis
14

Where a prosecutor mistates facts where it is clerr the
15
16
17

an instruction or abonition where evidence th ough sufficient doe:;
18

not unerringly poijnt to defendants guilt, such misconduct which
19

may be turned of the 'Scale against the defendant in a closely balanced
20

case is the result of a miscarriage of justice. People v Kirkes(CAL21
1952) 39 Cal.2d 719 (cotation)(citation). The trem misconduct when22
applied to an act of an attorney dishonesty or attempt to persuade23

24
25

717. Habeass corpus can be used to advance contentions to a right26
27
28

the Court by usae of deceptive or reprehensible methods will not 
be tollerable.People-y Baker Cal.App.2d Dist) (1962)207 Cal.app.2d

V Skoff(1933) 131.Cal.app. 235. This may be viewed for abuse of discret
ion regarding request for new trial.People v McGarry (1995) 42 Cal
429. The permissible grounds for new trial is derived from the trial

mistatement was in bad faith in an effort to influence the jury.
People V Searcey (CAL 1898) 121 CAL 1. and could not be purged by

I

not have been discovered with reasonable diligence. That the Court
to C.C.P.§ 652(4) must first

trial in allowing due process, a duty which may not be abridged by 
(Cal.App.lst)(1973) 31 Cal.app.3d 106.

to ^^ur|sel,^at least where no other remedy was available. People
1952) 39 Cal.2d 41 abd that the defendant was deprived 

to counsel under the meaning of the VI amendment US Constitutiuon.
COURT OF /WWt- 85 •



the accused in absenceThe judge that pronounced against1!
i^'of counsel was vulnerable to attack bv habeas corpus**'In Re Levi2
(CALI949) 34 Cal.2d 320. And that the result of trial counsels

failures, inconpetances reduced the trial to a farceinadequacies J4
In he Van Brunt(CAL.and sham In ?,e Bea ty (CAL1966) 64 CalL2d 760;5

APP.3d List 1966) 242 Cal.app.2d 96.6
Under Bradyythe prosecution is responsible for disclosu e

1
of "evidnece that is both favorable to the accused and material8

United States v Baglev(1985) 473 US\ 1the guilt or punishmentto,9
667 Failure to turn over such evidnece violates due ptocess. •Weary10

1002(2015) The prosecutor duty to disclose materiaV Gain 135 S.Ct,11
t ievidnece favorable to defendant is applicable even though there12

has been no request by the accused , and.... encompasses [inpeachmaant.]13
•-''Strickler v Greene 527evidneces as well as exculpatory evidnece.14

Under Uanue convictions obtained through the useUS 253(1999).15
a v i o 1 a 11 on16

occurs whether oroseiitor solicited the false statements or merely11
The constitutionaluncorrected. Id.allows false testimony to go18

prohibition applies even v/hen the testimony is onlypEshikiSsxx19
irrelevanty toi a witnesses credibility Id. and where the testimony20
misrepresents the [truth] Miller v Pate 386 US 1( 1967)("prosecutor21
deliberatley mirsrepresents of the truth" b-y presenting testimony.22
that shorts with a large reddish brown hair stains test positive23
for blood, while elaving out that the stains were made by paint")24

Cal.3d 815(1984) The right to competent(citation)People Martinez36V25 J

Pooe(1979) 23 Cal.3d 412 if the evidnece26
is material then a motion for new trial should27

28 if it determined either[36 Cal.3d 816)]
CRAM NOBIS-^S’C

)
. I

counsel (qouting) Peo-ple v
,have been granted

of false testimony also violated due process [350 US 269],



1

1) The evidnece was not or could not have been discovered earlier
1

by the defendants diligent efforts
2

2) If it was reasonably discovered the failure to discover or)

present it was an oversicht by defendant.
4

Therefore the Court should have considered the merits
5

of [caselaw! because there was no doubt the prosecutor used false
6

false testimony by witnesses that were less than reliableevidit<ice
7

8
and 14 amendment U.S. Constitution . McOuigsins v Perkins 5S9 US59

133 S.Ct 1924(2013);Carmona383, 2018 U.S. Dist. LexisRyanV
10

49559 ("To invoke this exception to statue of limitiations a petiti )ner
11

must show that it is more than likely than not that no reasonable
12

jurist would have convicted him in light of the new evidnece") Id.
13

at 1935(Ouoting ) Schulp v Delvo, 513 US 298(1995)'Schulster
14

V Johnson2016 US dist. LEXIS 18594(2016) In McCuiggins the Superior
15

I;actual innovence if provedCourt held that serves as a gatewayJ16
through which petituioner may pass whether iSn impediment is a proc zd-

17
the statute of limiti'ations is limited.urel bar...or... exneration of

18
[AJ petitioner does not meet the threshold! 1McOuipains 135 S.Ct. 1928

19
recuirment unless he pursuades the Court that in light of theJ

20
newly discovered evidnece, no juror, [acting reasonably) would have21
voted to find him guilty beyond reasonabel doubt'hd.(Quoting ) Shhu -D22

513 US 293(1995)23
vacate judgment in [COKMOX LAW! remedy usedMotrion to24 K /tTTA Ch , time for new trial and appealsubstancial error vdaen25

have passed and may be broughty as write of error coram nobis26
People V Griggs (1967)67 Cal.2d 314; ^'-People v Kraus(1975) 47 Cal.27

28

CORAM N0BIS-c3t^ ??

568 (Extraordinary writ for discussion on

6,

o

i
/

. 568 (Extraordinary writ for discussion on grounds) The

V Delvo,

therefor prejudicial to due process, rights afforded under 5,



2017 VS District LEXIS 909?. The1i

conraon law writ of coran nobis is available in criminal cases under2
the ALL WRITS A.CT--28 USC § 1651 Mautus - Leva v Unites States 2873

5 1f3d 758(9th cir 2002) The all writs act provide that all courts4
5
6

28 USC § 1651(a) However the all writs act is not jurisdiction ■)1

8
2d 1O37(C.D. Cal '2002)(citing Lights of America9

130 f3d 1359(9t'h cir 1997) (per curiam) A writ of10
coram nobis thus eamr.'. can only issue "in aid of jurisdiction11

in which the convictuion was had Madigan vWellsof ths Court 12
573 n.2 (9th cir. 1955). To warrant on relief a petiti 3ner13

14
15
16

17
18
19

Because these requirements are conjunctive, '■'failure20
to meet anyone of them could prove' fatal"id The ALL WRITS ACT21

22 $ 1551(a) is meant to be used only in exeeptional cases where.
23 there is clear abuse of discretion or ursurptations of Ifpowerl
24 La Buy v Howes Leather Co (1957) 352 US 249. As a means of review .ne
25 interlocutory now an appealable order, especially in criminal
26 cases amounting to judicial ursurptation of POWERS. United Styate 2

27 V . Grand Jurv(1970^CA 5^Fla) 425
28

CORAM HOBIS-.^

may issue writs necessary to•appropriate aid of their respective 
jurisdiction and agreeable tothe usages and principles of [law]'.

itself a SOBCQ Chavez v
V United States

224 f2d 511,

District Court,

Rosa V United States,

Superior Court of Califoirnia, 194 f.supp,

must establuish that;
1) A more usual remedy is not available
2) ?alid reasopns exist for not attacking ths conviction earlier
3) Adverse consequences exist fromthe conviction sufficient to' 

satisfy the case or controversy required of art.Ill; ands
4) Ths errors is of fundamental character.

Matus-Leva287 f3d at 15Qi



k iudgment of conviction that has been affirned on anneal.is1
conclusion of the natter unless set aside on grounds' akin to or in the2

or upo
nroof that a fact existed which could kaxB not inthe exercise of dr e4

provided at trial,and which if knowndiligence by defendant have been5
then would have precluded the judgment from being enteredPeonle v SI ort(6

197 n.2d 330.7
The writ will be granbted only if the respondent can show tna8

fact existed which withoiut any fault or negligence on his partsome9
and10

which if presented would nhave prevented judgnentln Re vie ss ley ('CAL11
APR.2d Dist 1981) 125 Cal.app.3d 240;-'-People v Gilbert (CALlOgi)12

13
730: People v Lucas 60 Cal.4th 153(2014 It -was previously noted that14
s: ofimpeachment evidnece other than felony convictions entail problems15
proof’*) unfair surpirses and moral turptitude evaluate which the felont16
conviction do not present'Peopbe v vTueeler (192 2) 4 Cal.4th 2S4.17

18
19

PETITIONER ROVES THIS COURT AS SUCH20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28 CORAM NOBIS- ^9

no

1943) 32 Cal.2d 502,

nature of [EXTRINSIC FRAUD] or in some other lack of due process.

25 cal.2d 422: see also People v Sandoval(CAL March 29, 1927) 200 CAL

A) THAT THIS COURT UTILIZE THE LAWS UNDER WRIT OF ERROR CORAM NOBIS 
TO CORRECT THE EVIDNECES THAT WERE. FRAUDULENTLY USED, HANDLE!, 
ALTERED, DAMAGED, AND OR MISREPRESENTED TO CORRECT THAT RECORD 
'kERE AND NOW^'^AS PETITIONER ARGUES AND PROVIDED RECORDS TO AUTH

ENTICATE, CORRECTING THE RECORD ABOUT FACTS ^4/7^^St/!7€ 
-hk ChSPonfe yHwThfeHTTOT/ ORl US'E. ~

wass not presented tothe Court at ths time of the trial 'onthe merits



1

2 WHILE 'ENFORCING

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
GROUND ONE11

12

13

14

15

16

17 Facts surrounding this misconduct
IS That as a result od CODIS matching petitioners DNA
19 to the scene that.a crime had been committed DDA Thomas gave
20 detective Robert Alexander instructions to file<5 an affid.acit
2.\

regarding an -arrest warrant. ( see exhibit 30) This was- applies
22 2009 and approved by the honorable judgefor on March 4 ?
23 Nakata v.’ho ordered that John Henry vablonsky be arrested for
24 the murder of Rita Mabel Cobb as a result of the affidavit filed b'. 33?
25 (Alexander) On March 8, 2009 Alexander along with otehrAlexander. f fic
26

fromthe sanbernardino sheriffs department as well as nolice officer;
27 from Longbeach and Signal hill arrived at the residence of petitions r .
28 CORAM NOBIS*^ ^0

1!

3

THAT THE STATE PROBSECUTOR AND SHERIFFS DEPARTMENT VIOLATED 
DUE PROCESS RIGHTS UNDER THE FIFTH AND SIXTH AMENDMENTS 
WHEN THEY ALTERED ANSWERRS IN AN INTERROGATION RECORDING 
THAT WAS TRANSCRIBVED ON NOVEMBER 23, 2010 BY ROBERT ALEXAN
DER THE STATES LEAD INVESTIGATOR APPPOINTED BY DDA JOHN TH09 
MAS WITH THE INTENT TO PRESENT THESE ALTERED RECORDS -TO 
A PANEL OF JURISTS FOR CASE FVI900518 JSS®-FURTHER VIOLATING 
DUE PROCESS RIGHTS UNDERHT E FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT UNITED 
STATES CONSTITUTUION AND STATE LAWS-

B'l T^’AT THIS COURT UTILIZE THE LAWS SURROUNDING HABEAS CORPUS 
AND NEWLY DISCOVERED EVICKNCES AS BROUGHT HERE OFFERING 
THE STATE AN OPPRTRUNITY TO AUTHENTICATE AND OR DISPUTE 
THEM AND THEIR VALUES REGARDING BEST EVIDNECE,
SUCH PROOFS NOW BEFORE THIS COURT IN THIS PETITION FOR
HABESAS/CORAM THAT VIOLATED THE FAIRNESS OF A HEARING WHERE 
PETITIOENR WAS MADE TO SUFFERRPERMANENT INJURY AS A RESULT 
OF STATE INCOMPETA;\CE, ■ MISCONDUCT VIOLATING FEDERALLY PRO- 
TECTE D RIGHTS AND DUE PROCESS GUARANTEES



The three agencies arrived at 1700 E Silva Lonsheachs t.1
5OSO7 at 0900 hours to serve the arrest’warrant as well as aca,2

search warrant that had been procured onharch 4 2009 . Officer arrived
3

stating that theye were sheriffs and investigating a a shsing
4

to speak to John Henry vablonsky. This interrogationvas recorded5
t u i o6

occured inside the kitchen area of the hone where petitioners famil 71

8
9

mother inlaw and his wife who all sat inthe living room vdhile this10
barrage of intruding questions were delivered by two officers that11

12
13

was without HIHAKDA waiver by oetitioner14
nor vvere any rights read of given while these detective asked personal15

specific Questions and directly related Questions regard--Gues'tions J16
infornatiomnto a crims the detective?17

to while carrying a vgarrant for the arrest of, John henry Yablonsky18
for the murder of kita Mabel Cobb. Theroughout this interrogation19
petitioenr was asked about his knowledge and information regarding20

r s21
22
23

-^petitionerno obligations to reveal these private answers24
about his sexual relationship when asked. Detective also asked about25
whether petitioner had keys to the Gobb home and petitioner s tren-26

27
28

the murder of Mrs Cobb (COBB) while detectives asked about petitione 
sexual relationship woith Cobb. Because of the nature and sensativity

uously denied having any such keys. Officer ' 
petitioner had given Cobb keys to his rental

CORAM NOEISO(

)
i

also resided- His daughters were inthe living, roon, both under
(age and another girl that ws petitioners nC'ece as well as petitioners

of t’niose 'questions being asked in front of children and there was

identified themselve as homicide detectives Robert Alexander,and

The interrogations

kneve petitioner was a suspcet

on personal recorders without petitioners permission. The interroga

then asked whether
,and petitioner admitted

crime,



Officer a zaiown rental oronertv.herthat she would have ';evs vto 1 .
1 had keys to the Cobb hone and petitionasked if petitioenr nay
2 again denied having any such keys. Throughout the interrogation

petitioenr tried terminate the uncomfortable interroeatrion thatw
4 s beinc held in front of his family and children who were less than
5 fifteen feet rrway listening to their father being asked about his
6

‘while he was married"!.sexual relatiobnship with an older woman i

7
After about an hoiur and fifteen minutes into the interrogat-

8 iom petitioner ttried- to move the interrogation outside away from
9 his family, making an excuse that he needed to smoke and went to

10
the driveway near the garage. Alexander follwed netritioner along

11 with Myler who turned left w’hen Aleander and petitioenr turned ’wigh :.
12 Alexander was told by petitioenr that we should move the discussion
13 that he'dto a local cafe around the corner when Alexander stated
14 Alexander stated that thelike to 20 someplace more vomfoirtable.
15 cafe would nto be confrotable enounh and stated that they had to
16 After an argumentmove the
1 Z about the location it would be Alexander stated that it will have
18 to be. the Signal Kill police statioin, and that he'd drive me and
19

bring me back. Another argument about who drove 'whom where Alexandei
20

agreed to allow netitioner to drive his ovzn vehicle.
21

Petitioenrs vehicle was follwed tothe Signal hill police
22

station about five miles away while being escorted bv several police
23

cars(narked) and(unmar,ked) (Turns out that boith Longbeach and Signal
24

hill pblice
25
26
27
28

have

particiapetdd inthis escort. ITnen petitiioenr got into
the station he was escorted into aa locked locatioin of the station 
where an interview area was set up that had a cam corder onthe wall 
facing the interrogation desk. Again the interrogation was conducted 
without bIRANDA waiver or warning andf this cwas recorded, by camcord.er.

CORAH NOBISO 10 9

auestioning to the police station,



I

Pepeatedly petitioner tried to leave1
.;as refused to leave, and when asking to call his wife was refused-n ?

sfhen he asked too all his attorney that too was refused. V/hen petiti onen

loner asked to 20 outside and ssioke he was also refused. Vdaile all/I

these refusals were being aiven officers hz-'S stated that netitioenr
free to leave at any time,but when petitioenr tried he waswaas

refuse. Petitioner after fourt hours of interrogstion regarding .his/■

involvelenie.nt with the murder of Rita Cobb netitioenr was then olacedn

under arrest and not allowed to leave as stated by police.9
2010 the sheriffs department at the instru10

ion of Michael Ramos and John Thomas detective Robert Alexander crea ted11
12

were removed)1
(this same 113 page version petitioenrs answers werre chanced)141
(one 135 page version that had custodial markers.but answers changed )15
(Both ver.sion the house)16

17
(CAPITAL LETTERS IS THE ALTERED VERSIONS IN THIS TPANSCKIPT)13
(lower cads6 letter.19
(This transcript is for the 135 page version as v.’eel as 113 page)20
( The 113 cage version was used inthe trial as exhibit 49A)21
( see e?dnibit4222 4041J J

23 This is veriffied by states exhibit 4? (comnact disc availlable upon
24 request)
25

(Gb>Greg Myler)(.LA= Robert Alexander)(JY=John Henry Yablonsky)25

did you guys also have a key to Rita's house ?
JY-2c \'O

CCORAM NOBIS-

6

N

(One 113 page version where all custodial markers

27

<•1

are missing discussion .about [custodialj at

On November 23,

into into i9)

two separate transetipts to this four hour interrogations;

are the actual in real time answers .given).

GM-6k,

5^’
(One hour seven minutes and fuifteen****

the station and



seconds into exhibit A?)1
HAVE A KEY TO RITAS HOUSE ?DID YOU GUYS2 C-M- OK,

YEA
(THEY ALTERED PETITIONERS ANSWERS PLACING EVIDNECE INTO POSSESSION)

5
5

did she have a key to your apartment ?1 J

JY- Yes she did8
(One hour seveen minutes andtventy five seconds into exhibit 49)9
RA- DID SHE HAVE A KEY TO YOUR APARTMENT ?10
JY-NO11

12
13
14
15 RA-

she did.16 JY" Yes,
17
18

RA- DID SHE HAVE A PASS KEY TO YOUR APARTMENT ?
19 jv- no.
20

(They altered this answer to verify there was no friendly key exchan te)21
22
23
24 jfraom all versions of the transcript as well as erasing the audio
25 fromthe personal recorders they used to record this transaction.
25 This occured at one hour fifteen minutes into the interrogations
27
28

o

(One hour seven minuteds
RA
»L-Did

and thirty two seconds into exhibit 49) 
(One hour seven minutes t

twenty five
and Ri^gaiigWu seconds into exhibit 49)

and can be verified throught states exhibit FVI90051S exhibit 69 

which Is available upon request fcf the Court w’ill not allow filing 
CORAM NOBIS^

(One hour seven minutes and thirty two seconds into exhibit 49)

This next altreration involves the removal completely

(They altered this to establish there was no freindly exchanges)

(One hour seven minutes and

a pass key to your apartment ?

JV-UH,

Did she have



I

.A t1

custodial location to continue the discussion. This was transcribedo

6

I think sone things we're gonna talk abc ut

are gonna be a little bitTprivateJenbarrassing and I just v.’anna naks sure the t
we’re ina [confortable location ] kinda away front your v,d.fe9

Ji v?ell there is a cafe around the corner called Spires and has enough seating10

11

12

that .

JY- hhat did you'have in nind 114

TA- How about the nolice station, would that work 715

JY- That wouldd be nora confortabls for 'dnom?16
TA- Well we're going to have to take this to the Signal hill colice17

statioin.and we'll give you a ride there, and bring youn back■18

JY- If I have to go then i'll need to drive nv own vehicle so I can19
make sane calls along the way20

21
22
23
24

TA- YOU WANNA AFTER YOU DISCUSS THIS A LITTLE YOKE IK DETAIL KITH
25

HIM I WAKKA ASK HIM SOME MOTE OUESTUIOK. I'D LIKE TO GO DOWN TO
25
27
28
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(This ’was altered by conjoining serveral conversations bet’ween Mylex 
■and cetitioner as follows)

n o

ev’eryone.
gonna have to be a little bit more conf or tabl<i- than

into-states e>:hibit 49A,( see G?:hibit40)
(one hour fourteen minutes and forty three seconds into exhibit 49)

RA-You wanna after you discuss this a little more in detail with

for

TA- <7411 its

un,

13

him I v.’anna ask him sone more questions. I'd like to go to urn, 
(the other location) to speak.

THE OTHER LOCATION TO SPEAK.
(THIS CONVERSATION WAS WITH MYLER. AND NOT PETITIONER)

this Doint into the interrogation cetitioner had moved
the conversation outside under the guise of smoking. To offer a non

UM,



statement was with petitioner in anothr location)(Second half of this1
I THINK SOME THINGS VJE'EE GONNA TALK ABOUT ATE GONNA BE A LITTLE2

EMBARTASSIN’G AND I JUST WANNA MAKE SURE THAT WE'REBIT PRIVATE
IN A COMFORTABLE LOCATION,UM, KINDS AWAY FROM' YOUR WIFE.4
DO YOU,MIND GOIUNG WITH US ?

This is verified thro.uch serveral manners . Fuirst this1

"recording’'' can be authenticated at this very8
to verify that there was no sound differences in RA statement- that9
would lead one to -believe a conversation outside near a highway10
that would, imply damage tothe recording or tampering. Second the11

12
-A'hile Alejcander follo’wed me into13

th-e back yard. ( different locations) Third is th,at inthis specific.'14
where it wou-ril^snlice a two minute discussion ensued abor-ut15 occur

and whowas goiung to drive what vehicle with whom in the back16 seat.
would, have-;

been able to csctect these annomolies inthe "alleged copy"IS states
exhibit 49 (comnact disc). 0r would have known ths order the release19 ?

and access tothe actual original recording devices for20
21 c) audioauthentications about a)tampering b) equipmnent failure
22 distinctions that would lead any s?:pert to believe the original
23 tamoered with or that stateJ

■ 24 n-arties did in fact deliberatly change answers by petitioner.

25 These records were altered for the sole pu-rc-ase of presentin:
25 a hearing where a pandl of jurists would' be coersed into decisionsto
27'i guilt phase of the trial. hile the custodial markingregarding the
25 CORAM NOBIS g? 96

c

Wr

expert v/itnesses regrading s,udio''equipment.

location in real time

conversation occured outside while Myler went tothe front yard where 
the otehr offeers -w’ere located.

recording equipment had been altered,

"real time"



1, the1
!

custodial argument would have supported that petitioner should have2
been mirandize'd. (One question by the jurors fronthe court)
The jurors were not allowed to determine whether petitioner had malice
or premeditated intentions because their decisions were coersed byc

the records now sayinc that petitioner no'fe) had a kev to the victims5
home1

where an exchange of key in of emergencies could be reasonab3 case y
concluded . vdnat the jurors hearsg )

and that petitioner for some reason retained a key to Rita's10
(One of the elements to the chargemonths after he had {nmoved out.11

was supported by this manufacturing)12
DDA Ferguson admitted that petitioner hada key tothe hosu(21

becaudse it was inthe trial records. Tn fact DDA Ferguson admitted14
that petitioners filing of the 113 page transcript along with15 othr

insuf f icientIS papers was
17

jurors used this intheir reasoning. The attorney general parroted18
this exact same argument intheir defense stating that coillu'-sry19 ?

allegations without more is insufficient. In fact20 the US District
21 magistrate admitted that the case teetered onthe contents of this
22 intheir reasoning that reach a verdict of guilt.transcript
23
24
25
23

him27
28

CORAM FO3IS

o

1
'I

A)Altering these records violated petitioner due process rights to 
a fair trial undei; the fifth amendment of the US constitution

house

B) Altering these records violated petitioners due process right 
of the sixth amendment of the US constitution to an impartial 
jury and petitioners right to confront witnesses against

when a habeas petition.l ’.cas filed admitting

h^t that he did not have a friendly relationship woith Cobb

that it was in fact admiitted into states exhibits as 49A and the

C) Altering thius records violated due process rights under the
XIV amendment due process right of laws V.C, (giy' p q jjS -rPC., 1^ (.

was that there was no friendship,

would have validated the iurors ou’estion about MIRAXDA because



anci authorities TH’FE. FOUE A”D FIVEPoints1
I'D order to prevail pna nisoonduct clain prenised2 on

oetitioner must establ-

ostitioenr must establish that his convictions that the conviction
was obtained by the use of false testimony that the prosecutor6
knew at the time to be false or later discovered to be false and! *

allowed to co uncorrscted. 260 US 264: CarothersPanue v Illinoisg
?

Phay 594 f2s 225 (9th cir 1979);Pavao v Cardwell; 5S3 f2d 10759 V

(9th cir 1979)(per curiam)(Potinp that ostiticsnr was to alleges10
facts showing that there was s knowiong use of perjured testimony11
by ths proesecution) Due process against12 the admission of false

1 tes timomny or any otherJ J

form of admissible evidnece)Hayes v Brown 329 fed 972(9th cir 2005)14
(15 the con-
cvition will ba reveresed where;(1)"flJbe15 orosecution know’ingly
presented to the j u r y ' f a 1s e evidence and
(2) I 5IS it was material that is, there is a reasonably likelihood

the false evidence or testimony coul d have affected the jud19 that
of th.e jury, .djorrios v Ylst447 f3d 725(9th cir 2 0 06):Jackson20 ment

21 v Brown 513 f2d 1057(9thc ri.2008)Mere inconsistancies in testimony
22
23

Zuno-Acre 44 fed 1420(9th cir 1997. Evidnece Code §1401California24
25

evidnece of its content mav be received25
22 nac 259(1389);Smithv UeirSO CAL. Erennnan 13,27 V

303(1941)Forman v Coldberc 42 Cal.Apo.2d
COPAM NOB IS--<^^3'

o

o
C'

or testimony at trial:

into evidnece. Soottiswood

are insufficient to establish that the testimony vas perjured. 
United States v Croftl24 f3d ll'09(9th cir 1997): Uni ted States v

)
- i'

evidence, w’hether it be by document

28

isli that his conviction was obtained by the use of false evidence,

(b) Authentication ■ of a writing is resyuired before a secondary

em banc) Uhere false evidnece is presented to the jury,

the alleged' presentation of false evidnece.

CAL. 107(1359)

FOP C-OUNDS ONE. TWO



person offereeu n d e r § 14 Q1 therefore if a into evidnece s conv1
(prclininar^') ofe must rake sufficient shov’in!>of a writing . I2

the authentication of [both! the cony and theo
(i.e. the vzritins soue.ht to be proved a cony) case
these t es tinon ies altered evidences. suDoortin:? an wr i t k j n 25 *

knov.’n to be false testinony known to be false irrelevant beearis se6 )

the prosecutor has a duty to knov; about the evuicneces he is gouing7
to present inthe first instance.People v Galleaos(Cal■1971)95 Cal.8
Pptr 229;Bovkin v Alabama (1959) 1 Cal.3d 1229 ?

450 P.2d 449 In this sticulation to police reports bv trial attorr ey10
In Gallesos'the plea of 2uiIt11

was consistaint tothe stipulation by counselor for trasnscripts12
making-the plea involuntary and unintelligible because the stipulation13

53(cal.app.5thFonnville 111 cal.rptr.14
cist 1973).15

California rules of professional conduct rule 5-22.0 a15
member shall not evicnece that am iorsupress any17

Brady v Marvlan(1953)577to produce or reveal. US 8 3: Ci olio, v13
United States(1991 501 US 1030; United States v Agurs i27 US 7919
(1975);California v US 479(1934) Under the fourteenthTrombetta.20
amendment due process claims in criminal prosecutions must coomplv21
with prevailing notions of fairness that if fundamentally respecte<22
will prevent such miscarriages of iustice safeaaurding a right23
to vzhat the courts mav loosely consider COUSTITUTIOUALLY GUARANTEE.?24

Valenzuela-25 tates V

3ern.31 453 US 85S. 458 US 857(1982. While defendants claims could25
27
28

CORAH NO5IS-‘5^>9'^

be considered directly caused by trial counsel incompetance 
People V Pope(CAL 1979)152 cal rptr 122, 22 Cal.3d 412.

member has an obliga

81 cal.rptr.577,

o r i g i n a l^emphasis) 

Whiuls this

'i,
J

ACCESS TO EVIDMECEf emphasis added)United

wass prejudicial. People v

to the Court was. prejudicial error.



Ev Coe's § 12?0 Evidnecs of a writing or record ofCA.
condition or event is not nade inadmissible by hearsay

rules when offered into evidnece to prove a thing, act, or content
or condition even if the following applies ;

a)The writing was made by and within the scone of duty5
of6

7

procuring a false affidavitP.C.9
recorded recording or papers to be used as evidence does10 5

Horowitz(CAL APP 1545) 70 Cal.require specific intfent. People v11
2d 675 and can turn upOon what the evidnece was offered toapp.12

Bamberg (CAL AFPlst dist 2009)175 Cal.app.At’n 518.prove People v13
nrenerations of documents are within theThe14

134 does not reouire the document was csrson15
People V Bhasin(CAL APP.4th dist 2009) 175 Cal.app.4th 461. Altered16

17
different without the altered or fabricated statements13 5

napers would have reasonably been different by a rersonable19
154 Cal.Ann.2d (1957 ) .juristPeonle v Blaydon Peroaring false20

and antedated four fraudulent nur-Pposes with the intent21 r s
to produce it or allow it to be produced as genuine into trial.22
proceeding was sufficient showingPeonle v Clark(197/) 'H Cal.app.3d23

SO. Under section 132 false evidnece ands fabricated or altered24 or
25

People V Horowitz 70 Cal.app.2d 675(1545) And is broad enough25
27
28

COP AH NOBISl^ lO(y

no

8

i\)

writing,

b)-The writing was made near the time 
or event.

c)The source of information and method and time were such 
as to indicate trustworthiness

created bv a specific

'w r i t i n g ,

and or fabrievateds dopcuments where t''^.e result would have been

an act,

to include any interferance with the production of true evidnece 
People V McAllister 59 Cal.app. 37 (1929)

records should have known that it was forged' and or false was suffizent

§ 134 To constitute the offense of

records,

meaing of section

the act. Condition,



I

The professional for offerin'’ false evidnsce invo’lv'or ime as
i

? e r G r i aV

207 Cal.App.3d 1057(1939) 'Caere prosecutions ’p^,istate~ents of factso
it vzas clear the nistatenent were in bad faith in' an effort/I were

to influence a j uryPeonle v Searcev(CALI 39?)121 CAL 1 and could
not be cured by abnonciission or instruction where svidnsce thouph5 5

insufficient does not errinply ooint tothe defendantsI

such niscond’jct w’hich nay be turned the scales against aguilt8
defendant ina closely balanced case resulted ina miscarriage of9
justicePeople v Kirkes(CAL1952) 39 Cal.2d 719(citation)(citation)10

The term of misconduct whenb applied to an act by an11
attorney imnlies dishonesty to pursuade Cdort12 an act' or attemnt

Baker(CAL app.2d dist 1962)13
207 Gal 3pp.2d 717.14I

15
15 nresentlv on ths stand is not cons ti tu tioi

impeachment § 1235Peonle Loodberrv(1970 CAL.APP.2dlimited to17 V

18
ofhe sixth amendmentpeople v Green 91971)3 Cal.3d 9811S ca:r den
Green v California(1971) 404 US 301 and ths rigfht to confront20

21 has’ been preserved Peoplev Strickland(1974)11 Gal.3d 945. Its appli
22 fullfill that opening of ths door to a secondation is designed to
23 opinion of the facts that are inconsistantlv reliedPeople v Freeman

24 (1971) 20 Cal.app. J c
25
2Q People V Forgan (1978) 87 Cal.app.3d 59;People
27 ;ant
2S

CCPAM FOBIS-^fOl

c

-"'f

statements made bv witnasses

by USS of deceptive methodsPsonle

duist) 10 Cal.app.3d 695 and d'Oes not violate confrontation clauses

4'3?;Fe6ple y Aeschlimann (1°7S2) 2 7 Cal.app.3d

moral turptitudeln Pe Jones 5 Cal. 3d 390(1971):People

Californai. Evidnsce Code § 1235 Ths admis.sion of earlier

sufficient or

450 and are admissible if they are consistant w'ith testimony.

Cal.app.3d 523,' § 1235 also proivides the effect that prior inconsis 
statements of witnesses is admissible not only to impeach their

V Pane (1934)150



m a 11 e v s ? e o d 1 e ’/ '--S

1
California( 19 71) 4US SOI;<1971)3 C31.su 9S1 Cl is. Green vC. IT t J

2
People V Strickland(oitation onmi tted). ihis .also included an officer's

3
testimony as to the alleged inconsistant statments Peonle v William;
(1973)9 C-al.Sd 24; People v Cromer (2Q01) 24 Cal.4th 3?9, Frosecutori' 1
misconduct is cognizable under habeas cornus but the standardJ3
of review is that under Due-Process Darden v

■ 7
(1985) Touchsotnes is not the,culpability opf the prosecutor bu t

455 US 299(1932);
9 fid405 US 150(1972) ;Favoi v Cardwell5S3

10
1075(9th cir 1978)

11
In fact extrajudicial statements are not hearsay if

12
they are offered tsxixpeashx for the truth of the maatter Am-

13
Sharlyn Estates inc. (1967)255 Cal.app.2-dCal Inv Co V SaXEylX

14
525.

15
denying thto the paryt whom they v:ere used 3IS

such a party shouldthe o'C’-nsrtunity to cross examine, t'-iUSas was
17

11 be allo\?ed to imneach the declarants by adnittinc theat ''least
18

declarants own statments ’uhuich were inconsistent People V Lawrence
19

27 Cal.2d 829(1945) The Courtsupram; 21 Cal 358 . CollUD.People V
20

round that the failure to allow impeaching p materials be used that21
lad occured was prejudicial. The Court also found there was a heavy22
:eliance

23
testinonv and acouaintance observations. The Court further found24
under the circums-tances. error with regarding to impeaching materi-als25
vas of vital imcort-ance even though many of the circumstahaes vjere26

and determined that the foundationdrought fro.m
21

28
COFAM NOBIS-

5

n 
Cl

the fairness of the tri-al Smith v Phillips 
Giglio

United' States

Vainwriaht477 US 158

on e?;trajudicial stat.ments of a party .and the accuainatance

- r 6 s n

The purpose of allowing extrajudici.al statments is to be fair

other witnesses,

credibility but also to prove thetruth of

"le oppertunitv inasmuich



immeachgient testlriony was not necessary,reauirnent for1
impossible to comply with at due ''to no fault of the party using the2

impeaching materials" and that justice and
trial be excluded or that the impea ch-4

inc evidnsce be admitted.
The ninth circuit agrees with this analysis under Salcedo

V Hedgpeth 2013 US district LEXIS 133001 '(Julv 2Q, 2013)1

8
Analysis of the around one merits9

Firrt these facts that had been illegally collected were10
protected from11

which was mandatory according to (exhibit 30) The warrantdment12 5

2009. Furthermore the13
.search warrant that v;as also ordered by Jud.ce Xakata did not include14
intrusions into petitioenrs personal knowledge, and ^jithout bIKA’\DA15

384 US 435(1935) This act is further protectedMiranda v Arizona15
by the fourteenth amendment due process of law viiicn is outlined17

reouirment to read [suspectys] their rights before cuestion-bv the18
the responsibility of the prosecutor to protect theseing. It pass19

to comply to all state laws requiruing copying of record ievidneces,20 ncE
which includes the transcripts created from such recoirdings.21

These recordings were never authenticated at all by any22
to comply to Ev.Cods § 140123

24
25
26

code § 1402 the party producing a writingEvidnece as genu
27

anc
28

CORAM ’\OBIS-<^/Oj

5

3

section 14091 requires that a writing be authenticated even 
when it is not offered as evidnece but is sought to be 
proved by a copy or by testimony as to its content 
under circumsance permitted.

’.’here it 'uas

that the testimony at the former

for the ara^Jts filed and ordered on March 4,

parties inthe interests of petitioner

intrusion by government bodies under the fourth amenxKgi

fairness compelled eitht-f

ine which has been alteresd must account for the alteration or appear



alteration vas ?'ace a by another ’.vitbc rstthereof.1
'.lis concuurranee or v.’3s node witdatil: the consent of the parties52
affected by it or otherwise or that the lateration3
fid not chance the meaninc or language of the ins trumment.

In this case the prosecutor knew that oetitioenrs DNA5
.;as older than the crime by more than n one full day' to as many asA
several days before the crime had been committed, making it difficult

7
crime.

8
unless oetuitioner had some9
liurder to stand there must be several elements satisfied and without

10
them

11 4 3 key)tas crafts
12

enough to suggest that a person whowas13
a-ad no busdbess entering the home without permission who not only514
had a key but had had the key for months after he and15

that k"V ■V,’Guild have (Qi nronincity to comit a crime witnout,16
nurder) It was because asked about17

MIRANDA, and hho heard that ther’ca vas no custodial markers that18
would inculcate a reasonable persoin felt they could not leave and?19
that this person had a key top the home ’where20
that he was suspect to, ’was sufficient inthis case.21

The answers thatbwere changed were not similar answering22
in sound,and because this 0ecured at three very specific locations23
does imply24
regaring Yablonskys relationship to Cobb that j L£/l£) 5. reasonable25
jurist to believe that petitioner had- committred a crime.vjith the26

In this case these answers w’ere .21
contaminating/ol(Atile and28

COkAh NCBIS I

-'ey he held afte.r he had moved out.
to a matter that was close at one time

intent to coerse a different Iviewj- about the fsacts

first degree charges could not stand. Placing an' item that 
to fit only one door inthe entuire desert arsa (

the jurors had

a person ’was killed

that fit Pita Cobbs door,

(Hence robbery,

interests inthe crime, For first degree

He m-3v show that the

his wife moved

if not impossible to, place him at the sene at the time of the

innocently madep



hoVt'-eless 1 y ^^eaclceked at one Doint. that a
1
diffsrent■version that was real tine transcibed v.'O’jld have s;,ivonthe

2
j’jrror s a different•perspective. It is irrelevant that these ■ alterat:.cns
were made to get revnge for the lawsuit filed by netitioner against

V’hy else creat
6

day aboutt^G?*! exact sane settwo different version onthe e>:ac t same
7

of circumstance and facts.??? To maninulate a different outcome.
8

BAIT AND SWITCH( SEE GROUND TWO HERE )
9 aS a resu;5lt of the ktscohduct-ey Alexander ant thohas

10
DUE process rights WERE VIOLATED tot: A POINT THAT AH ADMONITION

11
OR instruction could rot CURE THE ELEPHANT INTHE ROOM!!

12
Regarding the alterations of the interrogationtransctript

13
hQ.bGas corpus should issue . allov.’ing netitioner to correct the

1-4I
about [facts.) under the law in this petition., and vacaterecord s

15
the conviction based on the z-noue

16
by the orosecutor who knovjinl J manufactured evidnece he intended

17
on using to coerse a verdict where there no ether evidnece pointingwa s

13
towards culnabilty other, than this fal^, ^'ake evidenece. That they

19
not only created but placed into the'States records r forever[J ! !

20
as exhibit 49 (compact discas states exhibitds to casse FVI50051S

21
copy) and 49A ( 113 page ttranscript)22

42 ; )( see exhibits 40, 41 *22
THIS GROUND VARRANTS HABEAS BE GRANTED UNDER P.C.S 1473

24

25

25

27
.1

22
CORAM NOBIS\QjS

2

3

M-

Iv

even though that is morer lik.ely the answer, but 
3 5)and deliberately created.

Mr. Michael r s m o s 
( exhibit■'.newn ,

wh ere

! see _the answer's were

process rights that were violatds

the iuror.s v.-ere



GROUND TWO1

'ED RIGHTS
)

5
(

8
LAWCl

10
11 That as a result of the claims in ground one filed here
12 are now incorperated by reference herein. Fuyrther that now the
13 state parties known as the prosecutor DDA Thomas(Thomas and detec-
14 Robert Alexander (Alexander) had a transcrinttive one 113set.
15 Mse version T
16 to nresent totne jurists after they took these material honeone
17 on January 25, 2011 after the trial had already.begun and crew

do sins of L-1S already clearednear
IS fromthepetitioners DNA tins the connitted by more
20 exhibit 51) Thenthan one full day. several dayssee as n3nV as

21 before the crime had cccured.'( emphasis added) That Thomas chose
22 to argue that he needed to take this transcript ! t home so that
23 could wash all the things that needed to be taken out from, thehe
24 and that he did not trust anyone else to do this.
25 f s

(Thomas) Then my last witness which will have to be on25
,) 27

23
CORAM NOBIS-^ t (s’

see exhibit Al)

(

TKAT THE STATE TEAM DDA THOMAS AND DETECTIVE 
FROMTHE SHERIFF DEPARTMENT VIOLATED PROTECT
UNDER THE FIFTH AND SIXTH AMENDMENT WHEN THEY ALTERED 
ANSWERS ON JANUARY 26, 2011 THAT INCLUDED AUDIO ANSWERS 
THAT MATCHED THE TEXT ANSWERS THAT HAD BEEN ALTERED 
ON NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FOR THE PURPOSE-OF COERSING A 
VERDICT FOR CASE FVI900518 FURTHER VIOLATING FOURTEENTH 
AMENDMENTS UNIOTED STATES CONSTITUTION AND OTHER LAWS. 
VIOLATING PETITIOENRS RIGHT TO A FAIR TRIAL UNDER 
THE FIFTH AMDENDMENTw®S^a»? DUE PROCESS OF LAW. VIOLATING 
PETITIONERS SIXTH AMEDNMENT RIGHT TO AN IMPARTIAL 
PANEL OF JURISTS, AND PETITIONERS RIGHT TO CONFRONT 
WITNESSES COMPEEEED AGAINT HIM. fURTHER VIOLATING
PETITIONER FOURTEENT AMENDMENT TO DUE PROCESS OFALSO PETITIONER RIGHT TO BE FREE FROM SELF COMPULSOURY 

WITNESS AGAINST HIMSELF puc PaoCtETs- '^‘5
Facts surropuinding this around

the stand Thursday is detective Robert Alexander. I need to wait 
for Mr Sanders to take out the redactions that he has inthe recording

recordings,

crime had been
exoert." had

and one 136 mass version chose the more intrusive

h G a r imp.Whe r e state



that
noint the oeoole will rest. (PT ^02) Then I need to make2 on.
Sanders at this point stated that he could do that to night. (ThisJ

wednsdav January SS ,■ 2011 curing ohanbers discus sions ) (PT'^tOO)w a s
(T-Thonas ) (S-Sanders )(C-Court)

'0 hone
I

3
do you have jury instructions ?C- All right 59

T-Illl have those for you by Thursday.
10

C-Do you know that I like then ?
11

T-I have no idea. Last tine I did a trial in here--
12
13
14 should be
15 C- Lets we make as sunn
15

c:_ i believe we scree17
to be offered bv1 5

IS is that correct
20 Yes your honor
21 C-
22
23
24

c_ officers. bu t statnentssone25
25 to nrovide
27 the statement

YOE.IS -■© fb'2COPAM

I

C- The statement
and its

Mostly statments bv the police 
by by cluient.

thats going
a statments alleged to be a

7

T- Then I can get it domne tomorrow’, ill do that w’hen I get 
tomorrow’ ndght.

CvMr Thomas has not disagreed with you and attempted
[intendbl to redact
objectionable to you ?is that

(

the redacti

things that -were stated
is that

(L

C- Hoiw about Wednesday ? (PT403)
S-S- Thank you your honor. I had indicated tothe prosecutor the 
parts of the statement that I felt should be redacted.

talk about thxS'a little information before 
t i 0 n s .

to entry of ths statements,Alright you are not going to object
but you believe there should be some
by your client that shoudl be removed fromthe statement, 
correct ?

you w’ith soecifics of [how] he 
of your client, so that is not 
correct ?

the nrosecution,
statement by your client.

oecause tn.at was w’hat I was going to nlav on Thurday and at



1
and co you have anyseen that, toreason

^'"'??an"^riD‘'^^Eo'^"ove^ mi'^^onauo? ’̂^^ from
as far asT- ho

SandersA

J

n

!

8
1g

10
11
12

S-I believe s o .
13

C- Alriyht that cant be done until totiorrowJ
14

T- I wouldnt be able to do it until tonight. Im going to star
15 this afternoon once we're done.
15 C“ hotw ~uoh is it ?

redaction
nI O

19 got
.20
21

dly)22
( see exhibit =>

23
Alexander got onto the' stand and swore tothe authenticity of the24
interrogations transcripts that allegedly had been transcribed on25
November 23 2010 on) J

2^
Januarty 25

22I

22

'J

S-I did thi.s very late last night, and I did forget vhen he involke 
MTKANDA to take that out.

In r e0ue s t ing a
the- interview.

C- Othetr than thaty, sounds like v’e're in conjunction on what 
should be [done J. No disagreements between the two of you ?

S-Its aboiut a three hour intervie\,’.
of about ten minutes but in different carts of

I ■V G

for hr
where hr.Yablonsky invoking.

C- Cant be dons betrween 11:05 and noon ?
( remember sanders only wanted ten minutes to be missing...allege

43) On January 27, 2011 at 0915 hours detectiv

III

C-Statments that

interrogation. Detective alexander unde oather swore that the transc 
iot the iury was about to hear was the exact transcript fro originals. 

CORAM NOBIS-S3

T- So I got to go through everything and find out where I 
to cut the interview and make sure it"sounds good "

2011 had to further redact ten minutes froma four huuir

Mr
disagree with the

T- As far as Sanders, he provided, I dont have any nroblems with 
the redactions of the [stuffj. The only question I did have 

sanders is theres reference at the end of the interview 
Ft was planning on taking that

out] unless you wanted to keep it in.

wohreee Thomas admitited tothe Court that he

Tihats correct
Thomas vou’C-



O'n January 2G , 2011 sander'-' bad toU the Court-that 'i's1
needed to take then bone that niabt oould redact statementso he
be. felt wsas damnin?, to bis clifife"^. only he had already made some
type of arrangeni,ent with Thomas to redact invokation of MlTAb'D.k

oetitioenr du r'uc use hist ory
and criminal ba
listend to the interrogation then he ’wouyld have heard■as be suc2ester7

that petitioenr bad /’stated that he did not have any'keys tot’ne rita
Cob’D home. Futber be only wanted a ten minute window from diffeeretn9 ?

locatinns inthe interrocation to 'ce removed. . Only tbi.s recordingTO
vas from trhee seperate recordins devisees that included one cam11
Corder cassette that lasted three hours and firty ei^ht minutes.12

Sanders stated (P.T454; 2 - 7) Thta he had already made these
redactions after telling the Court he needed to do it that niuyht.

15
recaridns the invoketionwhich would15 in?
fromthe record17 but
this imbusil18 r o s e z u t o r , 'w h o n o wr'

(kT455;24)SC'JFD GOOD-'.ha'd to take this evidnecs home and make it19
After alleainp to aut’xEXRtiEStEx authenticating20

• ing tha t was created on march 8 2009 and alterrd on Kevembe r21
2010 the state predsented tothe jury a two hour and fifty22

five minute version of tbs states interrogation. Placing this into23
the under exhibit 49-CD interview’ with defendant24 exhibit

25 exhibitA3l
25

the orosecutor then clayed a version that wass two hours27
and fiftv five minutes tothe iurv ona terx text version that playiq

COP.Ah TOBIS <©5

S

iL

'i

states records

had altrsady cut e deal with the n

kground....

ths rSCO ire

The Court gave Sanders an oprertuinity to nrotect netitio-enrs ri.ghts
have st'rikent this entire record

(see
49A- transcript of- 49

23,

for breach of rights under the fourth amendment

13

and other alleged mistatements involving^
....allegedly. Put if ha had actually



on 31
an audio sound that was also played tot'se jurors who werrs allowed2
to read alona v.’ith the tent and audio. This versionvas verbatim
to the altered sounds where petitioenrs ohanped placing.answerrs were/I

eyidnece into his possession. Also petitioners wife thatu’ as right5
there \7hen the interrogation oecured Wcos also washed fronthis version.(->

!

I'.nowinp that petitioner owne a dark blue pinto were also n’ashedn

version. This is verified by ( exhibit 25) Vvhere . a witnesu-from thi s9
seen a silve r pinto at the cobb residence. This exhibt sho'vs that10

the rslESb silver]15S5 thatDiuanne flags had st«ated in she seen11
the night she had been killed. Onlypinto at the Cobb residence12

the versdion of the interrogationws shown tothe' iury washed thi s13
states14

records ars exhibit 49A only the. versionthev placed was the ’ovenber15
25 2010 version. neglecting to place the January 25 2011 versionfpon15 5

ever being seen. exhibi tsee
entered on January 27, 2011)at the lower right of the pao,e18

VOnat tb.e i uror.s seen19
2010) whichthat this transcript had been done on rc I'-20

( revied by Det dob Alexander)had just been verified by Alexander21
(=A1672) Why wouldnt they believe a detective who lust swore to22
its authenticity under oaths.23

This information placedc before ths jurors violated24
attorney after25

•Srseing that this, telliong25
him that I had not been ntroperly HIRAh'DIZED. see exhibit 5) I! 21
told hinthis on June 2009.

CORAM NOS IS
I

d

!k

I1

/

in text on the screen were the market's

As well the statements made by

they had altered my answers to review

transcript into

23

40) Notice ths recorders inform.ation

This '.;as accornsnied by

(bovember 25

fact out. Furhter state placed this allege

netutionsr and detectived

so many rights.vdnere do I beging. First I begged ths

screen that stood over the jury box.



listeninc he would hovea d £ a n d e r sd
'l

ti.wes tothat 5:T:?:Md>t'c^€'’ di? client dad tried at least threeheard2
Athe interro^’ation. ’ This verifies that he never listenedterminate

//tothe sviudnece. event
the fourth amendment abolished ',<oithoostitioners trishts under J twere

which he had already tried to invols riaht inhis coinsent that5 5

changed2009. that his clients answersI

after invoking this protected right, this teamSecondn J

then allegedly agreed to wash it from what they w’ere going to show9
a panel of jurists who were watching and listening. Th s a s k s d a boutTO
miranda right afetr they heard this version. This was then argued11
bythe Court and presenting team that included Sanders. Thomas boasted12
that he encountered this situation before and even though those13

suggested that they could draw’ un somethingrights were violated14
the t15

waived this right.only they16
tried to give then a thiswhere the Court chance to correctText17

to draw sonsthing upthe Court13
but neither of the pa/^rties widshed to get involved with this15

but20
ths prosecutor had also washed the recording

dial request that was denied and petitioner was forced tothe21 custo 
loco^ police station vfnile being escorted by more than one agemney.

22
(7T454;19-25)(RT 532:

23
Fecause petitioner w'sds not inteligablv informed about

24
abolished it fromthethis

25
of evidnece that

25
was fade oppertu nity to challemnge this5 127!
through right to confront, vdnile olaiing this into the records againrt

2z
COkAM bOSIS-^' If f

e s prsliminarv

records,
f orbiddirR petitio (Ter an
they then presented to the iurv a -bpiecs

and was refused.Also ignoring

would stipulate petitioner had been readv his. w r i gh ts (27532)

to a prtoected right before they

treid to oelad with ths coun-sls

he assisated the prosecuitor. In either

ca;nundrum of a pickle where not only were the rights invok.ed
for the direct non

’nev? that petiutioner would have never



klfths protested r i 0.011
r information I mav caue inirrv nnon petitioner anhaint hiswhere

of evicnsce 'that had been altered tothe ooint it was destroyed and}

virtually unusable. IhgXSXbtHsibfiSZXXXKlshaXlShAXhlsXXflXbSX
n eoause oetitioner had heard this and tried to het theth

oounsel said he'd Drenareat leastattorney toI

thatn e

in fast a defense strategy about presenting evidneces. see exh: bit9 wa s
^4)10

The oroseoutor then stated that as far as the transcript J11
that neither of the parties havea problenn v.’ith12

13
that he wanted then to write something up regardins ths hl?AXDA14I

(,:<T523 :17-19) while neitner party wanted anything to do withissue ,15
this dragon of error. Both15
instruction Court then17

I'll instruct the iurv that18
(XT533:25-27) Adding Lori do youthey v’ill disresard that issue'15

want us to write something up ?(?T534;2-4)( e?;hibit 41)see20
ihomas added (?T534:5-12) ''In the past, I used to do the drug cases.21
and as an issue that would come up would be whether or not the defer dan22
vehicle23
The special instr.uctuion that would be given usually in24
H "IJ woudl sone thing tothe25
for the Court to decide 5 and -the Court has decided it was a lawful;25

Thissearch27
any28

CO?Ah NOBIS-?^ //'2^

• r

c

O

counsels asked the

let him testify,

be
that easel

according to what the

type of statements suggerst that ihonas did not respect 
and the Court aggreed here.(?T534)

injected "Something tothe

lews protecting defendants,

later on in the trialLeaving petitioner to believe that thei

or a person house was searched in accordance tothe lav7S.

ths jurty getting

effect that, its- this is a maatter

had Esid previously,

to he fre-e from compulsory witness against dins

Affect Q3

ourt to give an

interests. Only this is exactly what they did by placing a piece

as an aid to exhibit 49 itself, (?i533) The Coiirt again stated



vi 11 reaardinc the transeri’^tSo . s ".own1
i

who lis teneh.xroxx'bb: t r a n ? 0 r2
on 11/23/10 when it was in fact alterred on 1/26/11. They did not

this information. evidneoeset
down load the recordinss fro'Tthe FcoovJ of the int-hotie with him Jr

erro^ations and cubb sound in from another I 0031ion3 to a. newly
th

then make another copy of7
LtextJ version ofsi this [transcript\dnile plan ins onto the showing58

it was not tanscribed on 1/25/lS in an eefort to prevent the iurors9
from knowing that it was doen10

at the last minute.11
Next Thop.tias then pl.aced his expert witness detective12

alexander onto the stand to swear it was an exact copy of the recor i-13
3/8/09ings that were created v.’hen it was anything esle buton J”1

a verdict15
int h this natter..In fact this decision was not made until after15

17
3.) finding his mother after heine alanied13

IS
Cobbwas that she20

21
22

ths23
24
25
25

on

28,

0

Nash testinony)
CORAM N03IS<Ca

that. Falsifying ths recoirds they knew 'could coer.se

nowledge of
198 5 drinking .a bottle of

be'

nash testinonvl, annd fhat,he seen Cobb at and that tnev ofann white lightening toget 
£obb

vhno were w.antching and listening

ths states entires case ’where;
k’ra.ner adniitteo to finding his .mother after being ala.med she 
was in dan.ger. and that he ignored instruction about enbtering 
the residence until, after investiog.ations

b2 Nash who stated that his last ki
arrive at a party on September 20,
liquor and drank more after that had been finieed. That 'when 

he offered to drive her home, she told himshe 'was not going 
home and would be going to a bar instead. (Seeexhibitl3)

to the iurv

toe tran.serint

Further Thomas then has to take this

contradicting
 9/20/S5and then seen . 

to

to ths fake

trasnscribed .snswqer,

svidnece that showad it was

c) Dianne' fl.agg had seen a siver silver Tinto at ths residence the
day of the .murder.and that she was a car entheusuiast and v/ould 
know ths make because her neighbor had one,and that she was 
certain of the silver color ( see exhiblt28)

d) That Sullivan testifie.d that he remembers hettwer after 25 years
than he did three days after the murder and that he now knows 
he was not asleep when Nash left the party (

the partv  tney oranx 'white lightening together,
being given a ride home by .Nashfalso contr.3dictory



ms1!

the D\’A

pathologist Ssukel who stated there
f-

/
(

3
9

was
10
11
12

14
Th i s deoision to finally place1 5

in tothe dos ss s ion of the defendants a last 'Tail narywa s15
to get this . skellitin to stiot; to be innoeentone17

entire pan51to purge the o'ith prejudicial18
materioal before the trial ever started tellina then19
had foiled 19 nurder charges against a defenant who was being tried20

in that case.21
exhibti 33) Further faors these defendants chose to adnit( S GS22

these allegations in the civil arenas w'hile petitioner chjarged23
then with cross negligence. professional neplipencs,and other24

the coinspiracty to nanuftocturs evidnece.25
These parties ( C'avid sanders) (John Thonas) (^.obert Alexafcnder)23

and27Z !

25

I

from inside
that occured as 

(’T 450)

later that year,and that Ranos promised closure

Alexabnder gave ttestimony that there was 
fingerprint report from this crime scene,and if there

admitted as much

k-huich e?:Dlain" their need

h) That detective HcCoy admitted that the evidneeces had been cross 
because they .were placed intot the sasme bags 

they collected these evidnece
contaminated

when13

case,
csrson they knew

f) The Dr. pathologist Saukel n’ho stated there was no evinnecv’e 
that Cobb had been murdered. Fhvsiucal or scientific. (RT A51) 
and that the DMA matching petitioner that v.’as ' locatd 
the cavit of Cobbw as the result of an encounter
much as one and a half days before she had been killed. 

j*s ( see exhibit 51)

e) mat Criminalist Jones
murder weanoin. watchband pin.

that tkisy

%') Thatbthe detective
was no f■

that he dont recall wither»it had been developed or not. 
opining that he knew petitiioners prints were not ,located st 
the scene9( see exhibit 29)

testified that he naw' not matcned petition
DMA to the murder weanoin. watchband pin. or the red hair located 
at the scene onths body. In fact Jones stated that
matching petitioner that was located inside. Cobb was the result 
of an encounter that occured several days before she had been 
killed and that he was certain of that. ( see exhibit 51) 

(RT 317) ,

ths manufsctured evidneces

immunity undfe HECK and AEDPA while they suggest 7?^^ 
CPOR.AM KOBIS^.

faii^Cd to even dispute the charged in Court

misconducts regarding



s tn 3nc the convictionthese acts1 a s
is uncorrected,7.

irresatrdless' of the gravitylong as their reach a'verdictacts3 J

of niscondnet4
government bodies. Thi s be verif-to petitioner can5

--CIVDS 15C’566-<t (snnerior court) andied through case nunbers6
hEOoS 77 5 (Cour t appeals) Brief inc by count'/ counsel for0 f John7

Michael Banos Mark Shoup8 J 1

Ceoffery Canty who all tio9
to alter and fabricate eviocneces that thev knew were false and10

after thewould cause injury11
direct appeal had been exhausted. behind AEDPA.12
( see exhibit bl) The appellate Courts findings about the allegations13
made by petitioner under civil rights. ed14

b’ i t h 0 u t d i s D u t e for valid-then15
itv .16

Furhter because netitioenr c ou1d not f i1e the17
ccnkpact stating they will notdisc in the Court.18

Court prevented a rercord from being developedd n
I C'

verification thatthat would nave supported the20
exhibit h 9 (ccnpact disc) to exhibitwere in fact altered21 comparing

49A the22 states exhibit, of 113 pages that was used in the trial where
23 petitioners n.'sre in fact changed.an swers

24

25 loints and .authorities as
1 Cal.5th 1165(2016) discussed26 In the Court People v William

Ti
effects to due w’h i c hJ28

and whv due process applies to mistatenents. 
residual effects to due process exceptions to

COBAM MORIS-

nalli able

because they are

the Suopsrior
the. transcripts

.stated above are hereby now incornerated

Sealing these facts

the claims veracitv it ackncn/ledged

saccept connect

boasting that they cv.’s no professional duality as
that t.nev are innune so long

y^obsrt Alexander,

Although the court nininallis

or hoide these proofs until

Greg Mylsr,Tho.nas,

'’There are some 
h e a r s ,a v rules

/|5

that was compitted or acts that thev did caused injury

some degree participated in a conspiracy

discs,



r re la ibi 1 i tv J reflea tion? it seen? that..3 no' no onreonire1 so 0,5

the Criohtl to cross examine under the ris^'ntve all set caught up2
and the timing about Foross it is that period of3 J J

time in v.’hich lawvers aet the chance to4
thtrougn inneachnents . reliability5

! !svidfnecG Peon-le v Lucas60 , Ca 1.4 ththe6 ot
153(2014) Ths Court added that although evidbnecs could have discoun t-1

unl;ess the record is vacant for anolene? sed credibiltyiissu.es, that8
juries conclusion , credibility issueof evidnece supporting the9

Peopsl V cutler.effect ontheir view of the case. 212nay have no10
404(2.012) : (arguing)People v- Avila 46 Cal.4th 660(2009)Cal. -3.PP . 4 th11

("under weell es-tablished. principles of due12
to' be fakse and must correctscannot oresente evidnece he knows13

[any] falsity of which it is aware inthe evidence14 even
the fasls evidnece was not intentionally subni t ted'";)(--VILA) ;if15

16 See United States v A.curs J

291(2016)(That is resonably probable t’sat ed17
of thewi th e,xceptionsIS

19 much of the prosecu 1 ionto
weak (transparent) for culpability carried20 evidnece was thatS OP

21 any v'eights
22
23 ANALYSIS OF THE FACTS
24 It is ecause there was litterally no evidnece placing peti'wt
25 itioner at the scene other
26 had been verified that it had been placed there f ro.nvicti.'T! tyhat
27 and a half days before the murder occured(PT49)i to as many asone
28 occured(PT31?) that there was

/(€->CORAM

b

destroy anotherTs] ivitness

the outcome because

is deninstra ted...

to confront,

bite 'w:.;'; evidndece

process' the prosecutor

the fasle evidnece afffec)

rut it al-so is the tine whjsn

427 US ?7(19/6);Tn Re RichardsoF Cal.4t

the defense had a substancial responsibility

it presents,

[several] days before the crime

than the D*'’A collected from inside the



r 1’.'G1 inthe states e nt i r e case tact c1a c e d petitioner in tnat
1 crime was c o " n i 11 e '■?’.douse ^■ur-Ttsr5

2 the state relied onthe testinonmy of Dianne Flac,c who seenbecause
3 type of vehicle at t'ne hone that was [SILVch] that Pin-toa soecific
4 was; s’j’cestina that the actual fact driven ain s i 1 e r
5 rninto"!. Only in real tine t'ne record ina shOA-ZS t h a t ' D e t i t i o n e r o w e n e
6 3 dark blue ointoi which further suoooirts that
1 in t’uo differentthe discussion loca toon■wh i1e beinc. interrogated
8 that detectives knew petitioenrs pinto 'v’as blue and not silver.
9 As vs^l Adsenthe prosecutor asked the jury 'why would a man

10 lie about his sexual
11 In fact thereunless he A^as the actual killer. a jury instructicAva s a
12 about Avhat the jurors seen and weipht they pave that evidnece. Only
13
14 at about d32s ten of the states interroaation and later in that
15 interrogation nad also been washed from the recoirding andsame
16 i edc " r r
17 matched to petitioner.none of ths DPA wasDPA rhe stats reliedr
18 on the watchband pin located under head also carried
19 vet that DPA was not matched to

■ 20 oetitioner either. All making the f a k e eV i d n c e car r yvalue of ths
21 states rtheory J andweight, end even after the jurors heard all the
22 t y i n 2 petitioner to the crims of murderevidences they came back?
23 aoppelessly ■deadlocked. Suggestinc that anv of ins i d e
2A

doctore-hthe
25 which would have contradictedculatso mans er
26 their arguments and evidndeence but then forced them to hear that
21 1 to a home ha did not live and a crime ’was commi tted
28 CORAM KORIS-eS-

nev also remoived

i n a c a 1 -records where state partied deliberatley and

transcfcrpts creating e?'hibit A9A. 1

removed soecific facts

killer had

these facts

involvement A-zith a person that had been killed

DPA according the ths criminalist

in this case the facts that oetitioner wifes presence that had occured

fact the murder ueaoon that

the vicitims

oetitioner had a hey

mucn less olacs''’ there '.-dnen the



arued that the juror s rel'v1
this fakle svidnoces as exhibit for the state to reach t'oeiron

2
verdict petitioner t h e V did rely onthe transcripts thatagrees,J

'■.■■'ere doctored to place e vid shoe into petitioners possession.4
of this act alone v?itb the ground one here. habeas should5

issue for the due process violations peroetraited by design and6
nalicous intent bv state parties.7

You cant waive petitioenrs rights of his presence.outside8
and'you can stipulate to manufacture evidnece that will b'3 used ina9
criminal trial irregardless of who that crafter (THE BULE OFi s .10
LAE APPLIES TO ALL PEOPLE ETEN A JUDGE)11

12
GROUND THREE13

14 n
15
16
17

J18
19

J20
21 A 'L H-Robert alexanders lies tothe court
22 “Eruce Nash lies about the destination of Pita Cobb after the part'/
23 John Sullivan who lied about what he 2 iving
24
25

2Q Facts surrounding false test inony
27

investig a to]25
COPAN NOP IS-5^

WHAT HE SEEN ON SEPTEMBER 20 
COBB HOME

( see exhibit 51, 32. 43)

Detective Fobert Alexander was assigned as the Lead

■because D D 5 Ferguson

DDA THOMAS, DETECTIVE ALEXANDER, DPD SANDERS VIOLATED DUE 
PROCESS RIGHTS AFFORDED UNDER FIFTH AMWEDMENT TO A FAIR 
TRIAL, SIXTH AMEDNMEKT RIGHT TO IMPARTIAL JURISTS,RIGHT T 
TO CONFRONT WITNESESES AGAIN-ST HIM, RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS 
UNDER"THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION . 
WHEN PROSECUTOR AND COUNSEL PRESENTED LIARS ON THE STAND 
OF ALEXANDER WHO LIED ABOUT THE AUTHENTICATION OF AN INTE 
RROGATION TRANSCRIPT CONTENT, AS WELL AS LYING ABOUT THE 
EXISTANCE AND CONTENT OF A FINGERPRINT REPORT. THAT BURCE 
NASH LIED ABOUT THE- DESTINATION OF ^ITA cOBB WHENE SHE L 
LEFT THE DRINKING PARTY. THAT JOH SULLIVAN SSXK LIED ABOUT

1985 REGARDING NASH TAKING

seen regarding nash
cobb a ride hcne

ke a result



ycwgconfl " . l-'i qfoor the1
of the Court vass to oro’/iude2
ing his knowledge ’of foots of

the contents of a fingerprint\<a s4
exaninati on .5

Alexander gacve nislc a d “V e r' J V6
ing responses thattrying to7
hiad been collected fronthe crime scene. whether8

and has knowledge of all evidnces tothe case andth e9
(PTS87) asked was he faaiiliar withHe thenhe responded ha did. was10

entire investigations since zS£2 crime was committed inthethe11
up until 20095 and he s ta ted1935 until ths facts of the cadse12

Admitted that all of the reports that had generatedhe did . seen13
d i scoveredin fact in his possession.\,T o o14

abnv later15
had beenthat t na twas notne16

(?T53A;5) dot petition-developed . suggeste'- that hethen17
that ifprints were not located at theer s18

that he dont recall all huthe had the .ana me3reportsseen19 = !

then admits that a cusj located in toe kitchen.there was a print on20
allegedly21

for hearsaysustained as hearsay. The22
enoloyee about state records that23

existed as24
resultthat it existed anc^ there \',-a s a25

which26 scene.
to bed eemedi’ecause these27/!

all car tiescred idle they are not28 5

rk-

O

the

hearsay and are an excection
COPAN HOUS-109

seen the entire fils regarding the case.

Statins that he had not

the detectoive knev;

records are state records and

a case

then stated

shows that petitioners prints were not located

Alexander was asked

st the

state regard 1

well as

statements bv a state

that he did not know about.

aksed about

sure whether there were fingercrints

had been

Trial counsel had as’-:ed whetrher the detective had

du tV as an officer

he had seen

ourt abusing the discretion

(7T537:?-19) He

the, case otr evidcncee. Alexander

prevent the conntents of the recort

(TToSS ; 5-19) The prosdecutor entered .an objection that was

trut,'’iful and reliabel evi-'meces regar'

collected was an abuse. The ' cro secutor knev; the recort

recort during cross

knew that



1 ccun ?el.inclucinz trial 11

2 ferance v.’ith cross examination the results of that print were not
3 but more imoortantly was the results where petitionersdivulges.
4 proints were not reve<aled in this report because his prints w e r e
5 Trial coL’nsel didnot found ^at this have the hnowlecc.enotscene.
6 S 12?0to navigate this hurdle which would have been Lvidnce Code
1 ths prosecute r
8 allegedly objected to. E y r e f u 3 i n 2 access to the information thisin
9 report that .Alexander was nistating facts to evade the release of

10 was prejudicial to petitioners specific,ally thatthe r e s u 11 s

11

^2

13
i

14 V'D to YOU hh.VE YUO-TEogp

15 A- YE,S 1 DO.
16 0- ao YOU OECiLL A FIUGr?.??.I';ir EEEOET FEOl THIS <UhE V.

A- hO HOT TihT I CAH REC<L17
!'1Y -T’lOEEPRiUT -EEOHT FOE Ti^IS CASO ??0 SO YOU DOIT EFCAli

18
A~ lOO HOT T1AT I cA;i recall.

19

20

///!////////////////////I///////I/////I//I/////////////////////////21

22

as follov.’s regardinn23

this aliened ■f-’enial of access to the results ths finnerorint24 o a
(^THAS;2S- Aio ssv that25 report o Ar\ •

ws did collsct-- there was evidnee there wwere f ingernrints26 tha t
21

'i

20
OEAh HOEIS-2^

EUT LETS SAY THEE UAS EVIDHECE 
AHD IT CADE EACK TO ..'

Al

0- DID YOU ’EITIITl THE ElhDHECE TO THIS CASE 
ABOUT TEE BhDHECES TO THIS CASE ??

r'

kne'.' this .

:7) (Prosecutors closing ) 'U^ets

The ^prosecutorclosing state^nent is

case.

mahsins, this record ecncention to the haasrsay standartd

t because of tee Court.? in ter-

presence at the scene.

[AND YOU DIDNT HEAR ANY EVIDNCE],
TEAT FIHCERFPIHTS EX HERE COLLECTED

J

bcese transcripts were .alteredd aftrer ths trial anU is supported by 'Teonas 
closing statements saving that there was no fincemrint e^ddsce oresentsd 
in this case SEE EXHIBIT 59

the jurors asked about Joseph Saunders

////////I////////////////II///II//I/I////////////////////I//
IN REAL TIhE TRANSCRIPTS THIS WAS HOT THE DISCUSSIC'H AECCT THE REPORT 
THIS IS EXACTLY WHA,T WAS ASHED AND ANSWERD.



KHAT COULD HIS EXCUSEV n ■-1!
HAS SIH HUT THAST FT'<CER?HI!;T . THAT UOULDHTTHE HOUSE AT SCHE POIHT,2
TELL US TUT HE LAS' TH THEEE THAT FTI-AY XICHT3
HE'S HAVE A?:OTHER EXCUSE. JUST LITE THE COXSEXSUAL SE'S.. ..-E HAS4
AH EXCUSE^H5

6
First it is aLnost7

but for arguments sake even the alteredaltered after the trial8
version violates cue process rights to cuestion witnesses against9

develop the facts aboutthe opnertunity topetitioner; giving him10
Saunders neti tio"found matching andnot onltv that the prints w’ere er s11

hut that this print supported 3 defensethe residencewere not at12 5

that v'ould have falledn undetr third party culpability.13
rust after Cobb sot home.and arrivedhouse un-14

arrival scared the hell out of Cobb so much that afterinvoted. ■u n1 s15
b) Tnata 1tells him that she liveshe arrives she16
dj That0 f them now17 I *=:

she lived for peculiarCobb had never divulged to Saunders where18
e) That 100-"■> i s arrival and parking onths hichway overreasons19

yarsds down mill froim her house and walking to her home that she20
called a son that beats the hell out of her and lives in another21

f) ;’e committestown 30 milesd ■av.’av-for his help. suicide three22
after telling the sheriffs that he didmonths23 3

g) onlyn after hewith cobb. havino24 sex.
home [ABOUT25

HIS RELATIOSHIP WITH COBB] ARD THAT HE HAD CHARGED HIS LAST WILL26i
21 to

28

nor had thev d-iscusse

b e z 3 u s e

no
the prosecutor told the iury in his

know’ledge of the finger

i n h i s

CCUXS^ !''X YA-'LO-'SLYTC H- YATLO'>S

0

Saunders was at ths

not h.ave a relationshi

^'E ?

irrecardless if the transcripts were

c) That 'she was on the phone

'.iloled himself the sheriff located a iournal

there eoes o

ARD TESTIMERT !) but to state!that he has 
print report does match, what

CORAH ROE IS--©5

R SATURDAY HORRIRG.

near friends



1 ta t this
2 ! .trial. though Ale?:abr!dGr allegedly stated he knee' Yablonskyeven 2

3 vjerG not found innrint s s tatedprosecutor
4 was no evidoneoe of fingernritns inthis o a d s e but Alexanderthere ?

5 ststsxxthxtallegedlv
xsxsxx

6
or that if it this infonanes .

1
tothe jury that was not hearsay violated petitioners right to conf ron t

8
well as to fairness of the trial because if the hhA v/as in f ac ta s

9
older as the experts stated f ronJ10
a man who stated he last eseen Cobb at a party,and invoted bac’’wa s

11
to her house but never went and cannot account for his time or Droo

12
did in factr go home suggests that his culnabuility outsweighed

13
deliberate andpstitioenrs by a landslide. This lie intentionalwas

14
15
16 n

1 to testify about the
18 exhibit 49 to 49A that was used in
19 2011 asked Alex,andewners
20 tran sciot the best of his ability.was accurate to
21 P- As audio portion nave you had the oppertunit 75

22 along with the recording to ensure it?

23 r a c c u r a t e J .was
24 Yes .D-
25 vou believe tnaas
26 th 3 ts tot'ne best of your ability ?accurate
27 1 e s .

28 C0PA!1

he

That detective Alexander was 
sKthentic
accuracy of the transcript of

do

a k s e d

there was no fingernrint

the prosecutor

e?'hibit which is the recoirding

TOP I £■’4-4^

the tri,al on J.anuarv 27,

had even been developed yet. '-'v refusing

(PT317. 490) that a fingerprint

stated that he dont remembers all the

closing arcumen t

whether thrs^^
far as the digitai

the scene, b) That the

to review ths transcript

evidence in



1 t h. e Ct 11 s 11 G S 1 'v'rGCGUse
transcriben intotbe exhibit .i9A(115 traaascriat)2 bsaause theraae

not only cnancsd by bin intbiG' inititial0 andswers were chan?,in? on
2010,2 3 J an'J ary 20 0 114 o r o s G o u 10 r o n ■' i•) )

5 to futfier altering the answers so that the now ns tehee the
exhibit 49A ( 41) Tne evibenoeterxt that in £ xh i b i 14 06 see J

coce alc’Owen for oonies of reoord ing s long7 the neaning hadso a s

not been changed. Only ths evidnece cods8 does not cob a^er ths alter-
5 3 13 49 ?. C. J

officer to swear under othe about evidbnsce he knew to be10 false at
11 the assistanc eof his prosecutor who alos knew the evidnece to be
12 false violates due nroicess rights to due process rights to access
13 top evidnece.andf ths right to confront., Furhter trial counsel cant 01
14 waive rights to his client without discussing ths exposures of the

15 waiver, unleess ths trial counsel consplracy to
16 evidnece. and then he ofeven
17 the client '.cithout
18 at ion to the truth. could s interpreted as nisleadin
19 that anoiunts to Ivina tothe jurors who were' reiving on the ints
20 erity of the' state official to'be honest. the sworn
21 oaths before giving tes tinony.
72 'fnen this argued under habeas corpus with ths stat ewa s
23 tn.at inconsistant statenrntd^ are not svnononous
24 -nlv first handto neriurv. statements were in the bynaturetnese
25 on both hutaccounts
26 specifically about nanu

ad?21 factured on 11/23/10 as well as on' 1/2*5/11.
28 CORA’d FOSIS

liA

lovo-olo'-

by

ad an oblig

whv else take

ODA aerguson stated

sound

and even if it

participated intne
suanct waive rights

the authentication of t'se recording that ’.sas

present false
the pers^ission. The sheriffs officer

135. '*or the sheriffing of -answers. That is covered

an expert abonut

knes' t'ut ths answers were no accuoat

but he assisted ths

',72 3 used

evidnece that was relevant



c,1I
testimony ofrelied on the 73Toe2 state one

Tita Cobb alive.lat oeoele- to 31 engave stsee3
13) telling officers be seen Cobb at the drin’' ingin 193 5. exhibit4

ranch (John 11ivan)at the nini springrar ty5
around 1950 hours (O:seen Cobb a rr iveatne6

(7 : 50 n.n.) That he seen obh drin'u.ing bourbon and that he and his7
now wife left the partcy aroubndthen girlfriend Cynthia Hooner,8

((;45 p.nn.) and that when2145 they offered Cobb a ride hone9
; I i 1 but that they left her there witha little buzzedbecause-she vras10

I-’ash told sheriffs that Cobb was a lonely ’uonan thaFrancesca Drake. t11
looking for a nan she could share her life with. (Cill7) bashwa s12

was ' again■rein terviewed two decades later recalling the sane convsrsCt “13
tine he was interview’d bvat ion he gave Det.14

In the15
2KS9V hasl'i told 'h’lerstatenent16

that they all hungO'

c) That Cobb teas good about holding her liquor, but18
drunk that night than usualwore19

adanent that see couldto give Cobb a ride hone but that she wasJ20
f)drive herself t scans a.21

to go to 3 bar in town calledCobb told hion that22
hone .23

John Sullivan and ?rancesc a24
end25

(CT 270 --272)) ( 15) (exhibi tthough Cobb to have.he sees26
bash was called to testify inthe trial. a n Cl during cross27

e?<3nination was asked about his last know'n conversStion '.gith Cobb28
CCRAll bO3IS-feS1

Q

)
/j

?u

a)

(see

Det hyler in 2009 slnost 25bvears after the crine had occured.
ihat he hada pinto back then

that she seerec
out together until about 9-10 n.n

d) ihat he au'd Cynt’aia tried

of the

bash stated that
the oartv on 9/20/55

e) That he did not give her a ride hone
she was gouing

bna-DD in 1955. This

at the rancftf drinking-, '’’ash

the Zodiao Lounge or sonewhere else before gouing

dio offer a fwe list of a couple bovfr

Druce 5’ash who was
Druce bash (bash)

Admitting that this left Cobb,



onlv one'..■no verv
1

Nosh vas asked1 a s t 'v’ords v’er. v

2
3 con versation v.’ith Cobb on 9/20/85 and kbash admiited that ne had

3
then stated that he did offers her a she

4
refused his offer. rsnsh'-ers v;hat.ne 'SG

5
said bash stated that he did. The oroseeutor oh j c. t -5 n e ?6

ion that Trail counsel could
7

not defend that obisction and had no undertsandino
8

the. stated reoardino herasay exception when the Court asked for '
9

i:hndica of reliability" (Thatauthority of Code § 125^ /'' V .
10

tri-al counsel did not ha'-re that knowledge the
11

states objection was sustained under hearsay by the Court. ( discussed
12

The trial counsel then ask-ed another way inforna t iortheo s
13

that was refusedi 14 theVOU~ "
15

.9 ~ so .
16 fd'2v. she declined vour offer to dri'ue0"
17 h- Yes .

zo to her house 7n e r a sIS
A

19 t’as there sore discussion bshv,’sn she and your Girlfriend ?
20 A- Coorrect.

sone di sous.si onC- has there betv/een the two of that vou21
should follow her home to ixake sure she pct hone22 I dont remember .A

23 here because ther Court intruded unon the riant to orobe
24 and develon facts that ■.-.■ere related
25 conversa t ion it v.uas wv.’itnheld fronthe j urorsmown
26

In fact shen 0 ~ e
21

20 5, going to a bar,’which she also told Hooter.
CCRAh bOEIS-i^

C- So did 
-'r tocss s

because

who

0- rid you watch
I dent rember that

- to take 
go hone ?

T believe

by the Court (XT 417 ; 13 - 2 S 
you offered her-- to take her 

of get tine readv to

her hone ?

to the last

- o

■argued under

teat bash was

coul'-' state ’-dnat Cohn;

this inf orna t ion ' wa .s iisarsav.

later here).

you
s.afe 1

Yes I Dont reseher,

weel nav have been the

hone, ’'ka s she in

of the laws of

trie counsel as’-'.ed if

to.,d b,a.sh that she was

was not going

.she left to

ride hone, bu t that

answer is

’.th ether

told by Cobb that she said she

recalled having



1 exhibit 20) Teat roofer was an invssticaot;:intervievzsa '"x’
2 seaing : obbon renenoers
3 at the Sullivan drinking party but reoalls that soevone had taken herJ

4 ehecOe-^ un on her to nake arrived hone safely. k’coaor sure v e r

5
6 nis nother becuase they had been estranged for sone tine. bou’so
7 j^rancs'sca Drake save an'interview in 1935 she told detwh e n 5

8 tudJbc-:?; Tuttle that she hack also ans did oobbsee
9 there drinking. She stated that she recalled Cobb leaving toe party

around 2350 (11:30 p.n.) that Friday night on 9/20/85.10
11 All of these statements agree that Fash did not give
12 Cobb a ride'home after the narty and that he had left
13 aropund 9:30 n.m. almost two hours eb before Cobb
14 left ths verifiedwhich wasaprty
15
16 and the trial counsel
17 of knowledge. the bright “irst violation

IS sixth snednemtn
19 exhibitsee
20 52) Stating that made
21 § 1250 this i'nformation wouldtothe jurors and unddesr Ev.Code
?2

23 bad this 'witness told the
24 neen
25 even though he stated

d iCl26 could not recall whether she left the party before heA- J- «

21 vrhether heconnes toor not.
28 knew her to ;b

CO?AM FOBTS-1377 (2-1

h.
Vi I

That information is irrelevan whan it
result of this lie

known

b

home

i~.o

f

have been

emulative.

n objectioo

to nrobe was

rrancesc" who'v^as there

een at the apryt

ns did not give her the

tns state ebntered.

to due orocess rights to probe a ’..■’itnese under the

because

s’'e

truth, he woul'^ have told

it odd for Framer to have foundadded that 'she believe'''’

hs;aded 'none or not. As

going to a bar.

1/13/10 and told the investiogaoptr that she

after I’ash had left. Further
could not intelkigablv defend it for lack

the Co’-’rt that Cobb had not

y/hich the Court of a-gpeals sagreed intheir ruling.
this information sh.ould

headef ho:’''e. and that she was



3 r ?. u e ce r 2 L's o i n hi? ? t 2 t £ s.n t1!

the Court are not ?vnonon.ous toto2
into 3 o 3 13 5 o r y that does not

cualify in this instance. First ’’ash save repeated s ta teventssave4
to nolice and investisa tors of the5

( see exhibite X a c 11Vthat we as6
( e/dnibit 14) fact the Court saveThs Sanders ths oppertunity3^51

chailense the anneal which could have been won... . ..bu t didto8
not know th.e ;la'-7. does not change the result of the testimony nor9 J

does it recharacterise its nature, hash lied. He told the Court10
he believed that Cobb was headed hone when he distinctly r enernbers11
that conversation that she did not want a ridfe hone when offereehe12

He rewienbered the statement she rave about going someplac?13
for himto sav he- thinks she go inr honeso was14 5

1.? critical inner taut 1v this15
sunnorted another thirdwould have nar tv16

A) net Cobb atGregory Candolnh who acdnittingly stated that ne17
goiung ( exhibit la ) (.see exhibi te e s18

25) &)19
strangled her until she-an argument about sex20

added)21
The lie was not only coersedbv detective Alexander who22

visited both Sullivan before t h i er onc ay testimony in23
( discussed later here)Court.24

or-osecutor who entered a bogus objection on hearsay whoo also should25
(Ev.Cod-e §§ 1250) but chose not to honor thekLno'wn the lav/shave26

retitioners right to27
FAILED^

28
COFAH H03IS-b^

0

effort to diminish the petitioners riant to a
this obj ection and Sanders

13in an
Furhter the Court entertained

else other than hona

turned black and tnen

defense.
I

test inconsistent statements

first bv the

culosbility issue regardin

he rap-3d her. (

rut then interfered

oeriury nuts this kni .s tat even ty'

emnha s i s

‘■urthsr wnen

''ash and

facts over a neriod of 25 years

and that he net her Friday night . took her hone and after

for the victims oast w-ord=. ?ut “’ore

the sane bar she said she was

the sane. 131 ( see exhibit 2 0)

un'Jer habeas



has to be s o -’I e t h i n 01

circumstsncisl tob i r e o t2 or
here Cobb coing to 3 bar where another nan v’ho not only confessed3

tine had been under arrest for this crineone
her

under the HiLL theorv regarding6
The Court of anneals agreed that this infornationshould have been7
allowed and that the Court had eonnitted nreiudicial error fron8

the laws under § 12not allowing it,and acnitted 0 should have been9
applied for the vie tins last10

Thomas knew Alexander knew,and even the damn attorney Sander11 ?

knew should have been admitted. It was as if Sanders had worked12
’viththe orosecutor to discuss issue but fail to prepare.13

the states case with any effort i n t £ r s 3 t s ,or14
0? or o f e s s i on a 1 i s m.,15 ■ g ,3 3 ■-)

lied ■ ne admitted that he 10 s a V , a n a16 \v3 S even

thougn the sleohant in that17
could not be overcome.room18

19
20

D.21
John Sullivan was interviewed several times over the years22

exhibit2.'3

telling officers that he knew Cobb and the lastbeen consistant24
time he seen her she was at his drinking nartv on '^c/20/S5.25 be told
officers 4- arrived26 that a ts ne

drink) alone an'd that v.’hen she finishedher favorite27
moon26

after
CORAM COB IS

5

f\

shine (whitlightning) be told officer .s 
Francesca had that he had falle^n asleeobash had left.

research

hero r e h estated that he met

coacneb about w'hat

of bourbon
he offeered her some 

the same accoiunt that aaround 10:r0 o.m. ; '

tothe crime,but at

third oarty culoabilitv.

and in those interviews from 1535 until 1538 had

the transcriot has been washed for this

challengQ',

statements .which in this crcse Fash

O3rt\' to stanbd t’asre

knew

lut none of this changes

killed her meets that reouirement

the facts that
or showin

For t n i r'
connect that partv to the crime, and

about 7:30 p.m. drinking a bottle



f

S 111 b 3 c k 13 e n that1
whi13 He Hid r c Had been drip.kin.^ride Ho.'''S7. 5

that she dated a r^an naa'.ed Fred c e r d a r dslot and drove a van.'vno

he told officers that she a lonelv '..'oran and slot of nenseenV a 34
fronand t’-'.a t 1, she S !J t r i n 25 s anew -.7 as

the lastvalley. He adniitted that tine he seen Heer v.’S at ths6
by Fred(CT54-15)party and added rennenber s Cobb beine ’aitthat ne1

altost a nirror ststenentIn fact Sullivan told investipa tor s8
in 2010 about his knowledce of Cob b and her yoinp to his party9

did not say anything about Cobb being driven honeand again he10
although he admitted Cobb and her sone had been estranged from’11
sone tine.12

He was again interviewd in 2005 by h'yler on Karen 9

2009. In this intsrvuiew he told14)
to his house about on15

(CT25S)( see e?<hibit IH)day nights. hita 'arriving.C-16
at 8:00 n.n. where his earlier statnents she arrived17
at 7:20 one tine and S: O'O o.n anothstr. He then adniitted to18
giviner her sone whitelightnsing and that they coatlnuei to S 0 c-19
i a 1 i c e addedno that Cobb said20
it ’was tine to go hone and that the21 aprty go errs

felt she V73S too drunk to He saiddrive hone.22

of Hits ' sget into her drivers cafddillec22 seat

followed then. knowing that Sullivan had24 i u s t
told nin25 3 t o r V

recorded tnese2Q
tHash tes t irony27 as

a n d r r a n c e s c a28
CORAK HOBis:^ 1^0

5

o

never told officer

rec alie

a n d

that

i fferen t

he

crine, Kvler nrobed

entrene differences
Sullivan -terstinonv. f

hone 5s Cvntnia

zc'-!- as he

after the

giving Cobb a

rrsst of the

in Sullivans testimony as well
see exhibits 13. 14)

and us u a11■ ’ Hridavs and Satur-

officers that Cobb had,gone

t\;ice a nonth

offer Rita

and drove Rita

and two daws

that soentime around 10:00 r.n.

,1

seen Bruce Hash

13

that he told in I’fff 25 year- ago

'V" .S S £’.'j



■■' £ offers c t 0 ? t '■? e «0 n t; 0 t £ e = tSullivan aot££ n1
then 101£ t n e j u r y■Ale;'3nh£r and t'vlereosoned b'.’had been2

hash's that he did not oivs Cobh a ridewho just heard testimony

that Sullivan now tells thewn he Cash, drive Cohh hove.seen

onlv confiiee t'aew 0 u 1T'le nroseoutor

Svllivanivpoirtantly that hejurors, hut nors ',,’3 3

•;itness at0 th ereverv7
the party (Pruce adni t ted8
that Sullivan had fallen asleeoo at 10:30 and that Suroe and9

had left the nartvCyn th ia10
around 9:30-75 o.n..11

well'aftrer Nash had left and after herleaving at 11; 30 p.v,.12
husband had already f.alledn asleeo and that-^he r.av have13

Tn isgoing to a bar o^eoause14,!
inforuation was well established and the th a t15
this naris urireliablity v,-ould only confuse the Put whenJ r r o s .16

n aSullivan 'bantered .aboiut ’how his nsnorv now e a r s■\1

afteror ire is better than18
ry was coached by Alexander who visited19

aeni
20

and ihonas but they allowed tni s'v the prosec’utoions21
Because this liar got ontothe stand at the guidenoe of Ale?::o stand.22
knev; that he was either incapable cur onlvander who

23
Parch .10, 2009rerienbered ths P 10 r y V on24

ibli25
arrivalrecalling facts cl c u t s i d .e his nans. Coo bb 3 at >ar tyns25

o f This was very nrejudiciathe onther nartv attendees. L
27

;o t'se trial and the on
23

/3/

3

c

-,r

a n

ft

orosecutor banked on this.
CO'dAM NOBISd^l

e w

■hen I'vler int£rvie''ed bin and knew that

■erosecutor knew

??hile not drivine Cobb bore and le

n

g p

Af
?is rianch that Frida-/ before.

team Als?:andsr

statements in 1985 were corroberated by

crime and that his men

Sullivan had then been incan

trancescs stated that she recalled Cobb

?f

5nd the names

t’n, e s e d i f f er en c e s

3h.s li'ued to frecuesnt the bars.

that Alexander had planted

ne-w that

it ST as three da vs

3sh)(Cynthi3 Hooper)(7rabcesca Praks)

hone 5

after the

CC .: i . I i- u. ■ I u x. y > u i c.. t- . n x

It was the cutv to correct this nistate

of ren.emberinn .



r1

2 svidncses that ■'13 0

Specifically a watchbanh pin thbeen It0

*4 had been
5 c r i n e . 3'h i 1 e 3 s i fon
6 eled Cobb . This \;as identifoed evidnece tor CCT1331035statesrO s

7 the testinonv bv crininalis t
Jones (P.T292- he8 testified th 3 t s h i n cells werew ereat source

results9
(RT292:i3-15) adniittring tha there10 froti sweat v’ere blood

11 transfers of ■DhA(3T293)splatters in the anil vsav that nay'have
12 (RT293-94)and that they are able to get DMA from cigarette butts .
13 the colllactions fronthe watchband oinHe .was then asked about where
14 he stated that
15 I dont know if anybody has looked a th it 3- a a i. n . didT

16 3 n V b 0 d V requested we de tbaich DwA Ino t 071J

17 « X.that 7.'e weren to do
13 (?,T257:11-14) exhibit 50)see
19 Later during the prosecutors
20 see exhibit 59)(9i't95)such.
21
22
23
24

25
f26

21

26 C00AM 0OB IS -/ 3 2_

culled cron the

"WHAT ABOUT THE WATCHBARD PIN ? tHATS IRPOTTANT 3ECAUSEW 
LOKK WHERE ITS AT. ITS ABOVE HER RIGHT SIDE. ITS LIKE IF 
SOMEBODY WERE TO HOLD KER THEIR HARDS--IF A MALE WERER 
TO HOLD THElR HAND, AND SHE WAS STRUGGLING, SHE MIGHT 
HAVE GOTTEN THE WATCH PIN OUT. IT WAS THE DEFENDANTS 
WATCH PIN. [you HEARD THE TESTIMONY, THAT THEWATCHBAND 
PIN DOES NOT MATCH THE WATCHBAND PIN THAT RITA HAD)] ’ 

CUOICAT THE SIZE. I WOULD ARGUE ITS A MALES PIN 
THAT WOULD SHOW ADDITIONAL SIGNS OF A STRUGGLE AND SHOW 

,ADDITIONAL SIGNS THAT SHE WAS, IN FACT RAPED AND THIS 
WAS UNCONSENSUAL . IF YOU CONCLUDE THE MOTIVE

IN THIS CASE WAS RAPE, THEN EVERYTHING POINTS TO THIS P 
PERSON WHO COMMITTED THE RAPE.

ths

- +.

Curine the trial the state "resented

there was no

he sfrg

CNA. no sir.

sine rinned fron hi? arn

101C! 2

nistated the experts testineny as /•>

it"

collected fron ths crime scene.

for LNa samples (Ri292:13-15) adding that they canwet great

rerpetraitors arms durinc the struggle of

Item hA15 ('uatc.hband keeor) Curing

closing statment? he grossly

and honestly, if
would fin rd a .wav to convince them

his left side

testing of the nin. (-572-/; S ) "To have



1
2

n' n'(v;a tchbancrslieb on this to s
’v.’h e n

th a t it
to nakina'^ut oh an it C 3 r? 31

DhA testinn) by ths expert. Only Thonas asked(That there was no9
o L a a i n athe ■inrors to10

soxsthinp left hv the killer andthe srslue of this oin as11
althe allseed sex at the tine of ths nnrder was nonor oof that oonssns-12

.rnitted' by the i_def sndant J .nd had been13 con
’ ■■■ G V Gori tioal ooint in tbs case,14

nothing inthe sass that olassd ths ostiti15
And svsn tnounn thisthe dav16

DhA17
31 / ) Tioe- 0 ther(tt as dns andas nuchexosrt18

calf was19 a
jurors20 -GT

to osttiioner.onthe icatohband Din and21
thisvdnsn it hsd not22 then yross

had another4 . exosrn ow23
C'nlvonly fornot toJ2^

T t is10 s oownonoerson.25
their left'nowlsdne on. i25

hand■ 27 A

t h e \/ •'Ths held their hands28
COT Ah kOBISm <5 3

5 i-l

- *-

n

olesrsd ths bhA

This, was a 
u

the orine osot’red. .

Cobb na'-’ '^'sen killed

nade to ooerss the

v.'hile Isft handed o.eoole wear their watches on 
ng co

nroseo’J t or t nen a rayed sf f ec t ivel v that

”1G I

■natohins netitioner bv'

st

into bslievinc that' there was

than \-'atonb = nd win bslonsed
that riyht handd nsopls wear their wats

DNA EVIDNCES SHOWED THAT ONLY THE DEFENDANT HAD SEX WITH 
RITA. THERES NO OTHER EVIDNECE SHOWING THAT ANYBODY 
ELSE HAD SEX WITH RITS OTHER THAN THE DEFENDANT

several davs before the orine oooured

nrodvo.£ it ?????.

full d3ys(bi490) So this nistatPnent

nistatenent the jurors were

rsnernber what was said inthe

exDsrt oleared the

bv

that it had been natohed
J 4^fter he had yiven 

to believe that he

oner at the

was left behind by tne aetnal killer vshen they stranoled

testimony Thomas fg grossly ni s charao ter i z cd 'shat was said

orien scene:

tnat there waaas a

! tres tinon^-'
bsinp

comments about the facts of the

riaht hand

i> y
there realty

ecause the nrosecutor

their ri

nave tais evi'r^nece examined

an^ Snowes'



^.i t p t TSo >-over1
l'*ft a v;a t c'abarii'’ alee ' 1 i a atoo, pin 00oavo

face ’JO from 3 o i oh t handeb oerson noverioo over her as they connitte3
rthes traooed ofthe ori~e.4

soi ent if io all'Joo'jI'"’ have also heophanded oerson
sjonorted by e ?: a n i n e d toe o a n n e r oe j-’esoonn 0

5
that had 1. ’,<r a o o e d a round vrhen she :illed .teen 5-.’ a s ?

1
this !oin I shouldPut that the oroseoutor8

be included intheir detrninations of ar&leoent] to9
be determined as oonsensual or oon s en s ual s thisnon n 3 ;■10

the entiremistatement boat much more11
12

forfis tin^courtroom J13
oossibly because didnt knovj that law either..hestate . .or514I

he had already told Thomas th 2 t he15
meritorious -atters at all. I would not "urori sedossG on am^yIS

1 f alreadyS a n d e r s anolisd i oh beino mo r 0 s e 0 u t o ra 017
that county,an18

of•l -'c\<' 'uhen this was aryued by oercoson in habeas he r 919
could not or0vie •who thiss DhA \v Z. S on20

soou'f^ fail. Addiny that even though tnerstha t the argument21
is ano the firmans mean they killed anybody22

’.'a tchbe nd n i n 3 .23
24

fsryuson mins .25
ITT!'<25
ttASTHAT HAS LEFT PEHIHD ?Y THE EILL^E, T'h ■1 AEhlTS THAT TH"EE27

28

u
vnion

case,counselor Sanders did
J

he warmed the seat in this

th

b e

s like

item,

(a watch thatoAs

d 2J / Th i ?

the victims nee’

<GUSEdi STATEhEHTS TAS SO DIS-TOPCETIOTATE TO TH

for the

t r a n y 1 e

her r1c n t

addins that 'ocssiblv hrs

arsued that

to the left vrist

and heartless co^'-ments

si ther^ v/nile

this LIE by t’-ae

(EECAL3E E

that beca’use netiticnS’er

Cobb was collectiny

an sxnert

f row

m^as not soim-^s to chailense toe

wHA CH THIS ITEh AND IT LID HOT MATCH TETYITIOHEbO
CCCAM HCBIS-W /3V

valuable s defense. A
not challense this error

a s t "i a Vwnils tne'j lesne"^ into

(emnhasis added) Tetitioner filed a obiection for the srosos
Cobb collectins

DMA in this bedroom does not

’.ohere sex was



a’J t 'Tori t i s s listacP 0 i n t ? p. n c are1

2 ?sr i 'jrv i 3 deflasc; bv United States Idhite 2016 US- Dis trieV

3 LEXIS 5Ad35 an tcottet
in r an1 case in4 offiee or persontribunal.

5 U.S. authorizes an oathe to be administered. that, he ’■rill testify J

6 declare d eno s e or certify 33 true, or that .any u’ritten?

1 declaration, cenosition or certified by subscription .is true. -rillfull

such othe .statute or subscription in8 and' contrary to any manner or
matter which he does not believe to be true9 in order to establish

10 y

11
12

false
13
14 reasonable likelihood that tbsis false testimony could■a eve
15
16 427 US 97(1976):InA p u r S', al.V

tes timomny
18 cent ion of a c ar tare.

19 subetancial responsibility
20 thresholdto nre,sent mere cum-
21 s tannciality. 200(A) (h) st-ats th.at -arurhter more CEtC Rule
22 th.3t are cansis tant i n t h ebar -shall employ .all mesn-Smember
23 iudicial officerand Px'^. shall not seek to mislead ths i nd ?.Qtruth 5?

24 facts or law.
25
26
27
28 UCRIS- 135CORAM

2) the government knew or should have known the testimony a/as 
C'OThe testimony went uncorrected
4)There

effected th.e verdict

the defendant must;
1.) The witness committed perjury

Ci

of

as 'uhoever havinby taken an atksx oathe b-efore a

t -

e of hperjured tsstimmon

cv any

evicnece above ths

See also U,. S .

evidence the defnedants crosscutor. had p.

of the

that the false4th 291(2016) That is reasonably probable

whioch a l.aw of the

suspicions or cir

tes timony

due process violations stemming fromthpe aise

herby now incor^erats

cr evidnece affecte-f the oputcoms because with the

•srtiface or false staement of

’^.e -ichards A?



I

A na1V sis1!

2

,The 'irrosGC'jtor bad an obligation regardin g the s/i tnes ses3
ne used in trial as v;e 11 as wa 34

trial reasrdina farts, tssti'-^oinies andthroughout the witnesses5

oresen ted in order to orotsrt the integritv of the riabts affords dne6
d e f n e d 3 n t s interests.the t b e state lead ■^etertivenen a ave1

testinony the orosee'.Jtor knev? or should >;no'.vn regardinn tnenave O'*8
b) tbs authenticity ofhtea) Fingerprint report in terroga.tion9

transcript which he both l^new was false as well as misleading ha^10
an obliaation correct the statements bv his detective about stateto11
evidence. Onlv Thomas assisted and coersed thesde mi s taternen t s12

tkstx false about soscific material evidnces. Firs t1
the fingsrnritn teport14

stated that no evidncedp aresented recardin.awere15
a ) n 0116

results d eve loped17
knew Ya.blonskv'? printsth a t h e of18

nisleading. Put when an objection tnat is 3233 nst19
hears ay sxx blockades s u 2 e s t i n 2 state hearsay was20

per § 1280 s.s £?:plained above. Text when the. detective alleeed21 wronc
to authenticate falkse and misleadthe interrogation he gave knowing22

ins statements .that23
The stats ehtn relied on two very critical v/itnesses24

Sullivan whohasp and confsave25
ths jurors either contradictorty to their previousPi e n 13 to state-25

copntradictingoneo another each other about thsrents or s tatenents2.1
last kbnown destination of Cobb and waether anvone drove her hone!!!28

COP AH NOB IS-4!®'

o

evidneces are

tliroucb B

using state

the statenents be

that the prosecutor corroberatsd was nis.-

b'i if there 'sere any results

that 'were

for .a better wav of words

c) Hut

to give the jurors

1 eadin2 when he

f a 1. ,s 9

fingerprints, '^’ben the

the jury relied,as f .actual .... and it 'was not!!!

of around tnree

detective save “isles^ing responses

wnich are

sure t n e r 3 >; e r e
were not located.. All



were criticel ?? to oov.’ ano1 5 5 £1
t''!S dr inkino2

Sullivans.tnenerty at
testinonv noith shoudlrelaible

V i'd n s a e 3 S

did in foot drive Cobb bone tn at ninbtj or
e c 31’s e Of

1
kn OU’in?, tbs enjoined b'/ Tn on as and Aliexancerdalsc^ statenentsthe8

doss9
10

these faots violated due prossss tiphts under the right to confroint11
caused such unfairness that the entire bees a s h a n andand12

farce 'regarding the13
14

ever oeveursdfdi317,490)15
and then these \7itnesses cPve such, unrelaible testinonv t'-^e j urors16
didnt have the c 7 a s e ,

re-Cordinc Lransetrin tha t so alteredr1 O
actual interrogation.resenble the vhilethat it did not ths v' e ts19

V hsds tothe Cobb T? G. S,V?20
the entire21

absolutecase into niscariace of jusitce that coujld notan22
relied.23
violated due24

to show to authenticate25
or nrovide25

that woudl diminish their values. These eviendees are27!
naterial and. relevant to alo'vsd in the record28

/3?

5

no

be

believe Yablons

a. chance to see

shown a nanufactu fed

s a

ths csss and should be 
CCT.dh bur

f ter

be inhr'eaehed for factual material

t that

last destination of Cobb a

Th e '■/

and an order

Esb-oecislly sehen the experts

believe recardinc t'ne
because neither of these witnesses cave

result of hte prosecutors act^ ant nlscond

whetherr Thomas and Alex-

jch oroofs

the historical facts of

These reoeated injections of

ander coersed the testinonv of both these ’'itnesses.

obb a drive ho'-^e,and whehter bash

who placed Yablonsky at the crime scene did so by niacins bin there.
from one to '.severa'i^. d.ays before ths crime

suppest that, they too coersed ths statements before these

to whether thevbpave

states entire case.

ths exhibits

process richts cuarantesd petitioner babes must be issu

1 3 t t G \G 0 '.'i G t- '

in this petitioner and admit their values

falseness crippled

cause where state parties are

witneses entered the courtroom on Yondsv



GROUND FOUR1
■2

3
4
5 » 5

7
8
9 ILLEGAL

10
11 sucroundin?> ground fourFacts
12 On or about Lay 2009 Pavia Sanders was appointed to reores
13 ent petitioner for a serious orire 4FVIC0051P. Upon the very first
14 disoussion petitioner asked had he to Gsoffer C a n t V about =
15 Petitioner then c Pun xs el
16 told hvfile and

Fstitioenr told Sanders i t
18 had not J

19 about a nonth netitioenr wriote and vealledno response
20 soecifiin\’'estigations
21 regarding petitioners.rights and interests. ( exhibit 2-1)see
22 Sanders then
23 5000 pages. less than 7 7 enoIosina a noteiC;

24 that this is thes a y i n 2 for the P’<A
25 rsoord s o e t i t i 0 n e r . jelling petitioner th a tr or
25 to understand anbd v'ould only coinfuse petitioner. ( see exhibit 1-3)
27 investigations which were related
28

■:03IS-^ [3CORAL

spoke

Sanders was
to viable and intelligable defenses. 

1 •

sanders

Cantv that It had alreadv been released.

denahding the entire file and asked about

the ease and Sanders adnittsd he ha^
about' the states entire case

states entire records except

of

asked abo’tl^ specific

Sanders stated he '.’sa

file. ,1 f t e r

chose to tr release onlv 300 of the over S3

they were difficult

ercent of the states file.

and denanded to see 'the sbates.entire case

TRIAL COUNSEL DAVID SANDERS VIOLATED PETITIONERS 
SIXTH AMENDMENT RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE COUNSEL WHEN 
HE DELIBERATELY, RECKLESSLY, INCOMPETANTLY FAILED 
TO INVESTIGATE MATERIAL AND RELEVANT EVIDNCES, 
WITNESSES WHILE REPRESTENTING PETITIONER VIOLATING 

• DUE PROCESS RIGHTS TO EFFECTIVE REPRESENTATION 
WHEN HE FAILED TO INVESTIGATE AND HAVE EXAMINED 
THE RED HAIR WITH THE ENTIRE ROOTS ATTACHED 
THE WATCHBAND PIN LOCATED UNDER THE VICTIMS HEAD 
THE MURDER WEAPON FOUND ON THE VICTIMS BODY
THE BLOOD SHEARS LOCATED ONTHE VICTIMS BEDROOM JAMB 
THE CIGARETTE BUTTS LOCATED INTKE DINING ROOM
THE ALIBI WITNESSES THAT PLACED PETITIONER AT ANOTHER 
LOCATUION WHEN THE CRIME ALLEGEDLY TOOK PLACE 
fAILED TO INVETIGATE GREGORY RANDOLPH
FAILED TO SUPRESS EVIDNECE HE KNEW HAD BEEN
AND ALTERED.
REDUCING THIS CASE TO A FARCE AND SHAM.



reneatedlv asker r e 111 i 0 a n r to waive tine1
that 0502

was aoio?, to investioatetelliao oetitiooer he5

was fcwad at ths s p e 0 i f i 0 a 11 y t h. ethe DhA s e e n e4 5

10 ea t £-h whi oh hac petitioners w on it. Vdesk cloth that w'a s oecai' se
Ssnhers was also askedCanty hah stated that it wads found. abou t

i?e-Tio investigation about 3 confession.invest iga t ion s to a7
first counsel froniCnen oetitionsr sooke to Canty the this firn8

Canty stated that there was [nothing] that placed petitioner at9
stated this withoutth e c r i n £ scene10

11
comments by coiunssl.12

After the states records13
mors reouests regardins theon June 2009 ceti tioner mad e recordsi 14

transcript15
march ?, 2009,oaation that occured on the16

stated on.lv an inter17
version. ?etit ionsrnaae18

told there was another version and then told Sanders that answers19
i n t e r r o c 31 i. o n transcript20

jail.phone call transcripts. Sanders stated that21
trial that verbatim records v’oudl be Pstitioer did not know thaused .72

and did not knoi- to counse22 J

onlov that verbatim would24 J

verified by Jlobal telThis is25
(760)241-0413 from booking -0903341058 after 2009 .calls t 026 /

n e 11 i n .g21 a; a s

e?:amined by labratories. ■28
1.’

cJ

3

ths

June

cat h.5d beebn

did not ecnlain
cou].d be used

3 " n d e r s h s

as wee 11 .as the

been ask

if the case went to

creterd transcrint. ibis was a 113
transcript was innaccurate Sanders

possible defenses either

mad been changed with the

e'/ i d e n c e t h a t 
I

•z used if tne case went to trial.

the release of any tangible capers fromthe case to support these

a s not

^o that' Sandens could conduct inves t i as ti o n s

sunnres.sion "otrion

Senders had kept telling petitioner that h.e

that relates tothe crime, but

to tne interr-

s ask.

rekleased. Snecificallv the

ookA'i ’-:ooTS-<n>? 1^^
witnsses, and was having all the OTA

for bv petitioner

Sanders released 300 pages of

detitioner stated that
that it was



soecif ic " 01 'J i 0 n 5
1!

2
certain inves ti2,a tions . (to coinc'Jct G S

stated notion denied a nd c 0 n t i n s! a: ic'e
aran ted . 1 ns

filed forinve 3 t i e, 3 t e . e?'nert vritnessss6
In fact i t ■ea s not n n t i 1 after trial when Senders rsleasss ticsn. ths7

another InOO naces in Harch 2011 and another 16C0 nacss in Jnlv 201 d.8
trhat trial connsel’had not investigated one nan!9
challenged t'a-e states case to any degree. fact v;hsn full disclose10
was mace to petitioner by Hal Snith and diehard Levy that trial coun11
els actions. innactions and failures amounted to an absoulte mis12

benefits,and privileges■ 13
netitionsr to a fair trial b’,?cuaranteeinc. 14

ance of Lavid Lynn15
Cnee netiticenr ha'’ diiscovered tyat16

d O’ i n g nothing t h a n 3 abet a ringore. s17
/apnointnent. s s £18

e?wnibit 4?) inis filed innediatlev s.was19
false eo’idneces where Sanders did20

not challennge the states case to any reasona.ble cownstaritor21 5

that v7O\.!ld lead the reasoanble -person22
e?;hibit 4/) 2011see23

24
4 .25

Trial counsel had tine and acces to the states entire case26
the\7 statesthrough.OU t27

'.■dn e n28
TOBIS-1^ fHO

5

o

ft

a 3- - ;

)

e c r e e

carriage of justice forfieting rights ,

In

exhibit 37 vdnere the minute order

ed to defend petitioners rights.

.and all the e.vidnec-’es collected

the entire ca

niece of.evidnece

tiled on rebruerv

9/23/19°5 until 3/S/2C09

p:etitioner had bsen

the imbusilic inconnet
state spolovee and appoint

to believe Sanders was

triaed and, convicted by fake and

the defense copunselor. (

trial counsel was

recuse toe orosec

petitioner had been arrwstsd as 'well
case efron

Sabnders had never even

Sanders ’sho had been a

netiticenr filed o notion to tterminatsj

tors of:^ice where the Court sreci f icallv granted Sanders a continuan
e ?: h i b it 35', 3 5

In fct there wav

ter ths

transcript to this hearing does stated continuance to



H at T e P i a once:'? t 'a a tan
1i

fro'a t’" viati"’? ^oav. Taiaoinatedaair that baai z p 11V a ceeri

aroaesssd b\^ state experts c c rt

E7;bibit Tb--?) That a rec hair colleetec and(exhibit 25) ( had been
4

V a 1s tin inahi the entire u ..
5

but that it was DhA naenifieentit had been found.s
(":TTOO-3TO) ihat hairs v.’itd. t'-.s rootcrininalist Jonesaeoordine the 3

7
exhibit 50) this hairThen thattact •■,’ouldin a e z

suspect nahes thisa blondewhile petitioner \3as’was in fact red j9
Sanders did note’/idnoe naterisl and relvant .

10
result or did andhe exoanine ths ohosdidoroduoed tot’ae Co’urt nor

11
to his clientto forfiet those results fron be.ing kncwwn. the Courtor

12
specifically tcri t ica1 t o th sJhois evincece is very ns

13
49n forPT317 !14

ovcured. "'ut also thatbefore the crinsseveral da vs ar as
15

whichthat Cobb nulled a wstchbsnd nin loose drop Ter a 11 a
15

located underneroduced z vjatch band ni:! tnat '-cas

she wouldwore18
tnathave19

the pin was attacns'^ to. THS RED HAIR WITH THE ENTIRE ROOTS ATI’ACband
20

ATTAGHERD (sTATES EVIbbECE Ji

21
25) f i

22
ji-’rors to loo’ic into would have beenprofile for the but523

than petitioners DEA beoinccunlable
2^

25
record sunderconvictiot ne nateas26

were not availabel while EDA Eerpuson}21
not prove the hair was red , nor could he prove it belinped to r28

CORAM bOSIS-m

o
2

no

da vs

' 3 h e not 0 n1

b's’

under

t 9 S S

rs-

ver .

did pull that watch frees

collaterallv attach

wore c sO

case .

have■this results

also -been able to free, the

that petitioner EM.A was several

This is

older then the

t r o 0 t s t r i!c t u:■ e

ths states

because of where

her ''end .

cri'’'e("T317 1 When

579^9 ITEM Ath aED A5)( SEE EXHIBIT

inporatnly was that if she

petitioners EEA was older then ths crine

PEA credible(

hot onlv would this evionced have provided anothsre P9,A pre

T'ut

’■' £ G n £ X a n 1, n £

az "any as

hair had been collsctred and

"tate e?;perts.

hairs th a s t ere " i r e c 11 'u

petitioner arcued tnis to

aryued that oetitioenr could



■- a nd ol i V S ta-'?1 1

i >-r-; A.aans .-O'2
a^dec') Theaor!s''~oGy. (eaiohasis evidesoe in trial3

rrejreioial .because the states ercu-'isnt was•ra s no

s 10 c ?- ted there anv ere sen ted in-other

only "’’lA irregardles s ifthis trial net i t i o n e r s itnahin a tsJ

by several davsi-lTrl/. 490)\/as older bad thethan the cr ine i urors7
foundknew th,3 t v; 3 s red hair on the vict hodvn svhile they •'Othere8

were looking anta blond suspect they would never reach a verdict.9
were already deadlocked weith .all ths statesthey10

would have tiltedfacts the511
and there is a reasonablescales into petitioners favor i u r i o s tnot12
convicted nett ioner.therefore oreiudic e13

and nre-ii'dics for f a i 1 i nnresentinc ths investina tionsstates :oJ14
to have this ex an in eh b'.’ which riven theexoertsC C! h .rti C15

irrsaardIs 3 s if it■iurors iller, to2a16
else. Tn f.act because there is another

drown dos-s infer that they er- thrnans Tea' inside that 118
esnecially when 'ostitioners or 11'/ sxanin e.-ti rc19

217) (e^'shasis added)severed, days (71490.20
21

n
22

23 Like s s -0 e c i a 1 1s t a t e s' case 3

24 evidcnes before trial . S 3 3 C ‘31? S < 3- 3

25 evidence t'^at loca treei n tended on usinc ' "5 s s’n'

2Q (watchband oin ( I ten the
27 statew prosecutor would be relyinp on nis
22 and knas' that thi.s. a .s

CORAH

c

be

b e c 0  s e
r 0 o

k

niA

nor v: a s

when kvler nad

to be older bv

there s;a"

true kill

the victoins nead.

on this'planet that would have 

for -

inside the

.h.-< natch tob'se

re..-Aers in this c

that there was

'id not nean the\' h'd killer

that tile states

el er. ent 2 2 of the

above Sanders had access to the

failure to use this

esnecially since

bsi-b

riven bin all the

1A15) danders knew that

evidnees- and witnesses, anything else

ch.arce ^^5. .intent

this evidneeds to succort

t h 31

would have

Greo.orv -.anco.lch or socebc'-)'

at this scene.



hi s 2 1 t CO t "1 ' t ?neci foredibls ' v.’ i t0 ] < i t 0 V i s t e '1 toot

invostihcations 00'.’id niot be asked danders knew tkat tbist oi'. ■isa s

z0 H1d b e use d dsfenss when bis client .spe3 s a

t ' n a t b e ’/ a s las t cria
/0 r i "1 ■; occureo,5 see

3 b 0 u 1. devidence nave

it bad been e X 3”i n e d and failed t o challenge tba statesa7
the relevance of this nateri.al evidence located

in a spot ,’U’nder the victins head andremote9
th i s10

11
ths jury that it belonged to the defendant > /12
( sees e?.;hibit 59) Sanders failure to leave this exanined bv exosrts13

t o ch allenes this pore i udicail14 or .-c o

not only coulb have used ,ths different 'profile otner15
t.-iis16

would have reduced the 3 -• -h17 ro s ecu tor 3 to a-"u.

be Ion ted to rcuied tb.at counsel did not13 “ ereuson

s?n3nined be.cau.ss it nay ’save cons beck natchina tbe=19

oetitioiner. Addinc that j US t nan ukA20

inthe bsdroon a/here21 Cobb was killed doss not mean the^^ killed sone
22 tba t maybe Cobb collected v;atchband nins from

killer.s *(enphasis added)(EMPHASIS ADDED !!!)ksnt23 t’ae'n.?.er

.-'ailins' to inform 'ais24 client of its e i s t a n c e nrejudicial wnilcvas
failinc the25 opne stuni ty t o have it trial toe X a ’a me z r z ■- ’.J r':

a farce sban, :^ecause this evidnees was26 rslvant.anci material!'.

27 failed toSanders challeng e the states use of this evidnedee nor
28 did de Vriny to the attention that it DMA .a’apni f icen t ! !was

/AdCOP AH HOP I SO CDS

n0

n Z

\’ith Cobb the

8

tbs

and

’,;ee •'

<^ro-

and

becaU'S e

evidneea but it

using this evidnece and knew that the prosecutor

c i f i c z 11V s t a t e d

that netitioner?

credible -evidnees and

would be telling

have this

exhibit 2.

Sander ka-ev; that ths prosecutor woudl be

argu-nen t

evidnees to any certain dn^re

•- 3. C! "J H .-z.

3'^ San'"er3 knew that this CHA

before the

someone else, PDA

been examined or ’,'as told by the mrosecutor

t'-at was

tgas-^d to nave tns

that would have comne off

case for

body. Futher sddinc

there was abnotvber

evidences ev-amined ,

Hr. Yablonsky. ( PT595)



1., c h to not,q c reason1
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CONCLUSION
1

As a result of the allegations within this petition along2
with the exhibits attached support that the state of California3
violated substancial due process rights outlined by the Untied4

sixth and fourtenth araednenitns whenStates Constitution fifth J5
petitiopenr was tried for a crime that he did not commit. That6

7
8

the prosecutor colluded with the trial counsel to hide these facts9
from the state records to secure and protect this wrongful conviction10
of a man they knew was innocent.11

That as a result of these misocnducts petitioners substanu.12
cila rights were violated, resulting in an absolute miscarriage13
of justice ina case that held less than circumstancial evidneces14
petitioner was the true suspect. That the prosecutor, along with15
the sheriff department withled evidences regarding a confession16
by gregory Randolph who left his DNA'at this crime scene on Sep-17
tember 20, 1985 when he killed Rita Mabie Cobb. That Gregory rand-18
olph then while employed asa' county coroner found out that this19
case DNA was going to produce results of his activity in this20

killing himself in his Lucerne Valley trailer on June 1, 199921
1988.22

THIS ARREST WARRANT WAS WITHLED BY DDA THOMAS23
24
25
26
27
28

HABEAS- 171

the prosecutor knowingly altered evidneces, witheld evidneces,
and coersed testimony he knew to be false and misleading. That

case,
but not until after his arrest for this case on August 10,



PRAYER FOR RELIEF1
2

53
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14 order to show cause regarding
15
16

and order the
17
18
19

6) Any- other relief this Court deems appropriate in this
20 matter.
21
22
23
24
25
26 July H 2019 John Henry Yablonsky
27
28

HABEAS- 172

4) That this Court grant an
these allegations, and order counsel be appointed in this case.

2) That this Court order the state of California to authen 
ticate these exhibits attached herein and admit or deny their 
validity.

3) That this Court grant en evidentiary hearing for the 
allegations within this petition, and determine whether the interr
ogations recordings had actually been altered, whether the trans
cripts of those recordsings had in fact been .altered fromtheir 
original content,
pin, murder weapon

5) That this Court grant habeas relief,
trial court to resentence petitioner according to the juvenile 
offender laws of this state.

that the DNA located on the red hair, watchband 
, U1U1.V1CX wcat(uu, cigarette butts, victims blood actually belonged 

to petitioner, and why trial counsel failed to investigate these 
evidences

1) That this Court take judicial notice of the exhibits 
attached to this petition as state generated documents, records, 
that are memorialized for the purpose of fact finding for this 
case.


