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HISTORY OF THIS CASE
0n Seotembet.23,, !985 Dar_yl Kramer founcl his mother insideher home, discoverinq'th;i' she n"a rr.*rl- r.iir;d. -ritu-praber 

cohb,sbody was found nude on her bed ancl had been st,rangled with awire coat hanger. There were no actuar witner.""-!o-ir,is crime,detectives collectecl more than 5r-;i;;us or actuar murcrer eviclenceto include: The murder weaDon, recl hairs w!th ih;ir"';ntire rootsattached, gag f ound in Rit;'r.'*ouitr,'*riri"r-,rr""a -pii'rIrow 
herhead, the heddine as werl as her "rottt., found at Lhe foot ofher bed. Detectives rater found. out th;; these evidences didnot have defendant John Henry yablonskyrs DNA on them, beforethey. eharged Yahlonskv. DetecLives for-rncl. a brown f eii desk elot.hat lhe foot of the bed as werl as r rr.tio"l sr^rar: rr,i.r, ri"J r;--"least one DNA specimen which matched vElto"rtvl-rti"-irei";t-swah

was determined to had semlnal cells that matched Yablonsky buthad been determined bv two experls as beinq the result of a sexualencounter that occured as few as one and a half days before Rita's
murder and as many-as severar {uy! before the murder. (nt:17,t,917

There was only one set of finEerprint,s found at this scene'that dicl not match Rita and they belonged to Joseph saunders,
,who admitted that he was at Ritats house.just moments before
Rita had been killed. Francesca Drake lestified thal she seen
Joseph at a party seeking to date Rita, but she rejected his
of f ei and he lef t lhe party. (nf 391) There were no wj-inesses
to the crime, and the only man who confessed lo this crime was
arrest.ed hut not charged due to the delay in forensics processing,
which took more than two fuII years to discover Gregory Randolph's
DNA corroberated his confession. Because the evidence had not
been proces""j'-"rior to the conf ess-ion, three- Years af ter Ri ta's
;;;e";. Lhe sireiif f releasecl him. Unf oiLunately Gregorlr Randoplh
;;ili;i"i''i"I.ide bef ore scientif ic -ewidence corroberated his
;;;f;;;;":-T1r;-.ur" remainecl cord for decades af ter the confession
while Sanhernarai""-crime labs concluded that there was also
as many as sixteel seperate DNA profiles found on the aclual
murder erria."n"".-ini-Ii-S-, iAi', 261 ,-^287) There is nothinE in
the record that anybody. otnli'tfran'ciee6rv nandorph and vablonskv

f,^a Un"n arres ted ior Lhis crime '
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0n March 10, 2009 SBDA office ed Yablonsky for themurder of Rita Mabet Cohb under pC lI
charg
92.7 as well as PCL87. yablons kyentered a not, guilt plea during a pre liminaryhearing held. o
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this crime, yet the case was bound over to Super ior Courl fortrial . On A.uqust 6, 2009 Lhe people i rooerly amended the complaint
under PC L90.2(a)(fZ) in c lear violat of ex po princioles ,that PC L90.2(a)(tz) did not exist June 199 amended

was never ve
courl of j uri

lhe

erson, depriv-
1S CrLme.

During
collectively

trial ses who
testified about Yablonsky

entific
ch
A evidence
he
aLemenl
h occured
rr0ga t ion
s t,5-ga lor
acted
y from
al tered
e upon
se

.l ury
lse
509
rs
49 & 49A.
cf

beration

The iury were insLruct.ed Limes Lhroughout t.he
evid en.ce to f ind

t

)

room.

trial to u
Yablonsky

se the pe
guilty fo
attention
ins tructe

oples
r this cr
to what
the .1utd

pay close
The court

ing Lhe jury lo
t statement.
the stalement

evidence who commi
evidencebased. o

to delermine
the statement

TW0

than

and. to what d.egree
;16)

by Alexaiiddr and his DarLner wilh PUMA5 recorders as well as aSony. Cuq:Corder audio/ visual recorder wniie-iaUfonltv ,ru derained
1t the signal Hitt police srarion's secure i.;;;;;;"t*ion boorh..These recordings were never produeed to LriaI counsel in theiroriginal form. Yablonsky was arrested after a four hour, two locationinterrogation without being properly MriatqorzED.

YABLONSKYIS CHARGES A.ND TRAIL



, The court impermissibly instructed, the "jury under CALCRIM
instructions 318, 358,"-359 & 362 which tell the jury they could
use the statement evicinece to cletermine the degree of this crime,
which attached Lo CALCRIM 520, 521-,5404 & 730 impermissibly because
the iury were Lold the stat,ement evidence had been unaltered.
(DfSCUSSen BELOW) The iury came to a verd^ict after several hopelessly
deadlocked decisions, and co ercive AIlen instructions by the
court.

POST TRIAL CHALLEN]GE

In June 2072 Yablonsky fited. petilion for writ of haheas
corpus arguing several faetors, including that lhe opeoples statement
evidence used in the trial had. been altered improperly. 0n October 19,
20LZ SBDA office submitted a ]:rrief in defense of Yablonsky's claims,
sshmitting deliberate mistatements of fact, and evidence within
the 28 paiie brief . The false statements made in that brief included:
ThaL yablonsky's DNA was found under the bodV, That there was
no proof the staLement evidence had been altered, ThaL there is
no proof that gregory randolphs DNA wa-s_found^at the crime scene
to torroberate"his conf ession-, Thal Yablonsky-r-s- DNA" was r:laced
at the scene at the time of lhe crime, That Yablonsky was t'he

""tv ni\IA suspect to this case. These false- statemenls of fact
*oiirr.t"a the clenial of habeas relief which rang all the bells
ihroughout this counlries court system, and possibly this courts
decisions ur r"11. The direct appeal bv this court came to four
;;;;-;;;".iurrv-motivatins coneiusigl:^9f the scienrifie evidenee
iorna'-ri Lf," crirne scene . Case #. E055840 Firs t-. That there was

il"il"t*ii,,iE"i-r"p"iui" DNA profiles found at. this crime scane

and at least one of them matcheci eregory tsan<lolphs conf essi-on,
ffiIt*if.r.I""ir-"oorreh reason to helleve that -yablonsky could have

hacl sex witfr nila 5n Thursci.ay and Rita could !tqt* been killed
sometime on saturciay by ,o*"or," other than yablonskV ' ThaL there
is rhe porrifriiiiV-in"i nitt-f,ra beeqr wavlaid in the ZodLac Lounge

parkinglot grJ'iilr,;";h""h;J i;;;"-[i-rrta' rrre court denied the

direelappealUaseaonpre-BANKS,91:{BK'STRoNGslandardssel
out because of senate bill 775 & 1437 '

YABLONSKY'-C PC LL72,6 PETITIONS

0n oi about Ausus L 2022 after the enacLment' of $n 775 Yablonskv
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petit,ion summarily. Yablonsi,'-"""it"df fV rbf iled another petition
in .croher zoz2 anci asain ii'oI"I.,;;;-i'ozi r,shich rhe court ordered

appointment oi-.orrr".i-^!v 
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honorable iudge Shannon Farhetv'
on or abour ocrober 2A23 r;;-.;;;t-oia..il[-Bri"iili. on Januarv 26,

ZOZ4 the <iis tricl attorney t'if",*iilta !o the court 2800+ pases

of rhe clerks and rriar- trri';.;i;;;:1io"*-*iirt-"" 9lgtrt pase brief
arguing tnef igir:if ilvl-wilfti"-;h! 

-ZSOO* Daees the dis trict attornev

su6mirred 113 pages alf *g.ii, -";;q-durinl the trial to Drove suilt'
onlv Lhat specif ic 113 prg."'th; jury- oe'oer seen. The oeoples

exhibi L 4sA ( transcript* ;; ;i;; ft;;;h d;*zoog-illterrogarion)
THREE



when confron[ed about, the 1L3 paqe Lranscript presenled
to the courf, , lhe dis trict attorney s tat,ed t,hat, was what the jury
seen to decid.e quilt. Yablonsky pointed out, Lhat the d:ate on this
transcttpt predat.ed the trial, while pointinq out t.hat there llasa complelely different. set used for lhis frial shoioing Lhe d.istrict
attorney trial transcripts where DDA Thomas admiLted t,hat he created
a transcript on January 26, 2A11, t,he day bef ore he showed the
t,ranscript to the jury. (nf 403, 455 r 509) That he placed that
transcitpt into Lhe courts record. Yablonskv !hen_hired private
investieAtor Naum l^lare toexamine the peoples Inew] 113 page transcript
with the peoples exhibil 49 (audio compact disc recordinq of the
March 8, 20A9 interroqation) Naum Ware discovered that. the peoples
November 23, 201C) Lranscript r^zas in f act f aIse, had altered Yablonsky's
ANSWETS TO OIANT CVidNCCC. ( TAXU NOTICE OF' THAT REPORT ATTACHEI)
HERETO) fne reDort. showed:

:'r That Yai:lonsky ivas never mirandized
.'r That. Yablonsky invoked miranda multtple times
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ARCUIVIENTS

]. COURT VIOLATED NUE PROCES$ IN ABUSE OF DISCRETION
AT THE PRIMA FACIE STAGE

On January 9.
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without permittine d
the peoples response
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ca1.5rh 0 568(2025).
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Petitioner argued that PA,TTON ( -la sLate Supreme Court dectsion
Which sIaTes ''PHTITIONERS FACING A RECORD OF. CONVICTION THAT DEMON-
STRATES RELIEF IS UNAVAILABLE HAVE THE BURDEN OF' COMING FORWARI)
IdITH NON CONCLUSORY ALLEGAT]ONS THAT I,/OULD PLACE THE COURT ANI)
DISTRICT ATTORNEY WHAT ISSUES AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING \,TOOTD ENTAIL.
THE COURT [ ]TMCOUMTERING THE FACTUAL DISPUTE MAY NoT RESoLVE THE
ISSUE AT THE PRIMA F'ACIE STAGE,' (TA G 558) ThiS iS NOt hOW LhC
courl accepted petiLioners argument while it engaged in factual
weighing o
DISTRICT A
OPINIONS O

''THE COURT

f the arqumenL presenled by the petitioner "THAT THE
TTORNEY USED F'RAUDULENT EVIDENCE TO I"IOTIVATE THB JURORS
F THE FACTSI" PEOPLA V DRAYTON '1[V CAl.APP.5th 965(2020)

I,THICH DENIES THE PETITION SUMMARILY WITHOUT ALLOI,JING
THE PARTLES T0 PRESENTT'EVIDENCE IS REVERSIBLETf ; PEOPLE V CLA,RK
63 Cat.4th 522(2A76) "The court was to take Lhe factual allegations
as true". (amphasis added)

In thts case the district attornev pre$enled evidence al
the trial which peLitioner could nol proven at thal time because
of deficient scienlific soflware that was recentl$available. IZOTOPE
RX6. PEOPLE V ANAYA G 255 Cal.app. LEXIS sLated I'aL PC1172.,6 prima
facie sLage, a court may consider IUNnnf'Ufnn] evid.ence from the
record of convictionr'. As stated ahove the peoples entire case
was hancicuffed to evi-denoe the prosecutor manufactured himself
during the trial. (nf 403, 455:' 26)" f have Lo cut t,he evidence-, 

.

and riimove everything that, needs to he t,aken out so that everythine
sounds good,",{+SS: 6)i'f was.planninq-91 removing lhe petitioners
invpcation" (fUpHnSfS ADDED) Then telling lhe jury that lhis evtclence
edas not altered, not redacted , asking the court to tell Lhg ju-ry
it'ti* ,r" IOnfCINAL MEDIfi3 It is no secrel the record -?l""IIv. shows
inul ih; proiu""tor.o*,h"fia"d the jury more than 50 (fifty) times
to listen to what the petitioners says which makes him guiltV.
This attachecl to Lhe faci the false evidence was planted on the
petit,ioner, which was proven by Naum wares investigalion report.
4*xPoV*r- lozS WL't8(fdsl G X ll ,Sta-ordt, t9 eN.,Sr,tfbq| brna) (clrruo)

Eqru FLs 6l &nd-"{?'*{0?e,a(reo:*iv)i u-e,,rg lt C*a.grJre,E?e
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II. THE COUBT VIOLATED OUE PROCESS AS AN ABUSE
OF DISCRETTON BY IGNORING NAPUE CLAIMS

0n January
January 9, 2026 t
distrrict attorne
created by SBSD,
20tL which motiva
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27, 20LL throuqh Fehruary 3,.6 proceedings. fhe courL
ivate investigalor, and
the peoples exhibits 49

d. The court engaqed ln
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During the hearing the court rejected petit,ioners experts,
their scientific evidence that lhe peoples key centeroiece evidence
was falsfie{6,J(raxr NOTICE 0F BOTH EXPEBT REPORTS ATTACHED HERHTO)
Petitioner argued HOLOHAN V MOONEY, NAPUE V ILLIN0IS "THAT THE
RECORD WAS CRE,ATEN BY NECEPTIVE USE OF FRAUDULENT EVIDENCE'' ThC
defendant argued Lhat under cal. ConsL. Art I sec. 28(f)(2),
PC1172.5(t) that he was enlitled to the truth in evidence in
aII posL trial proceedings. The court rejected this argument
holding to the misappiled language under ANAYA (citaLion ommitted).

As discussed ahove and within the 1L72,5 prima.facie hearing
petitioner arguecl, that it was the dis trtct aLtorney's own argument
Lhat it was this evtdence and this evidenee alone that convicted
petitioner. (nSU 3;4-5', 4zL-2) Because this evidenee was in fact
material lo the issue of guilt, was in fact false, the dtslrict
atlorney refused lo argue otherwise, !!is should have heen seen
for errbr under NA.PUE & ALCORTA. The district atlorney arqued
that this case should not be held under CLARK, BANKS, STBQNG
AND AGRED: THAT THIS CASE SHOULD HAVE BEEN CONTROLLED BY PATTIN
as petitioner stated. The failure to exereise discretion that
should haye allowed. lhis case to advanoa Lo PCl172,6(d)(3) hearings
hecause there rvas non- conclusory evicience thal refuted the trial
record.

petiLioner pointed oul the clandetine coverl behavior of
the district attornev who showed t'he iury the murcer weapon;ibul

"iitl*fa the DNA resuits from that weapof -which had another Pg!-sgls
DN;-';;-ii, -anJ', ;;i-;h; ;;iitioners : i"rt{l€ IS srTKr}lc AND col"lPELLING
WHICH i^t0ULD HnVn ALTERED THE COURSE OF THE TRIAL" The judeg. seen
the reoort, recognized the district attorney'9 refusal to dispuLe
ih; ii".linri. r::y 6orh experts and instead dismissed thg petit-i,on \
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]II. THE COURT COMMITTED REVEBSI3LE ERROR
WHEN IT DEN]ED TF{P. PflTITION WITHOUT COI\TSINERING

At'lY 0F PETTTIONERS REPLY MOTrON PC $rrzz.6(c) , LL7z.6(f )
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IV. THE COURT ABUSED BTScnnTION RSFUSING ACCESS TO
EXPERT I^/ITNESS, NTI^]LY DISCOVERND EVIDEDNCE

REGARD]NG THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY''S FRAUDULENT USE
OF' THE PEOPLES EXHTBIT I+9A (sTaTg}IgNT EVIDENCE)

record
a$ the

I
cour| r
heavily
evtdenc
Becaus e
that no
the pro
'i' ma t
cons ide

As d-

evi
sta

iscussed above lhe district,
<ience that, he knew was false
tes cent erpiece evicience . A

roof of the frauds that occured on
, 20L0, January 20LL - Fehruary 3, 2011.

ttorney submitted into the
the jury had never seen

e{t transcripL of the March B,
efore Lhe rrial. (nrao3,
ued that his experts and
provide credible, non-

led from the peopl-es
07 H85 for c&s€i:
of, r ex- coI t,on police
was an altered version
file. Naum l,'7are had
experts on ZOOI4 which
Lhe forensics examinat*

decision direcLly
recordit is pelitioners
udicial statement evidence
TY. ''THAT MAKES THE
THE IS.SUE OF ELIGIBILITYI'

a

4009 int,errogation created two months
455) 0n January 12, 2026 petition.er,ar
their fidings were in the courlroom t
exhibit 49A was physical p
March 9, 2009, November 23

L
L

b
a

o
hearsay testimony and newly discovered evidence that the peoples

This 1"t3 page tyext transcript was cr
DSS file created, on march 9, 2A09 DR#133103
#fVI900518. Expett, witness private investig
delective fouird thal the peoples exhibit 4
of the false evidence r^rithin the Peolples D

in the courtroom his laploo wilh the forens
was prepared to show the eourt the results
ton,"but lhe court rej'ected this accesS.Thi
cuti int,o the langaue- under PATTON. In lhis
DNA which predated the crime and this extra
that the jury relieci to find Peli!lolel--gui
INTEGRITY-OF-THE PEOPLES EXHIBIT GERMANE TO

ea
b-
at,
9A
SS
l-c
of
s

j
I

gnoring t,he exDert in the courtroom their f indings, the
ested i"ti" cJecision on CALCRIM 5301560A instru,'cLions that,-if not exclusively relied on the'peoples extra.iudicial
e, 

-making this eviiience material to the .iAlug of guilt;
it'ri. errid"t'tce *as so powerful in the idecision making process
cloubt af fected the way lhe jrrry seen this evidence makes

secutors fifty four comments- aboul the content of evidence
;;f;l-;;d probarive on the issue of guilt when we take into
iuiion--i,-i-,uL tia and only this evidence incriminate Lhe defendant.

Because of the lanquage use by le.gislative under PC $$ 1172.6(c) ,

tt7l.6(i), and Iq73(b) (1-:) -speciFy that defendants,.p::l!i:l:l:
;;;-i;;;iiy permitted' io ref ute the urecord, d-i-s trict attornev's
;;;p;;E;l-'tf,Ei"'" iJ -f itte room for discrerion. Inlhen we take into
consideration-if,"-languaee under troth ANAYA and PATTON the court
;i;;;iy-ruus ea 

-ii' s alsciet ion commi I Ling" irreperabl",,ioi ::I " ?:., -.
the prima facie stage in violalion of 14th amendment US constitutlon'
noioHnn_ NApuE_ ALCbRTA_ rN RE HILL MOBRrsoN -:'Atri-rtee-rty grdreo 

"(rBau(l
/N d* Pr*+r*,a.ss 65 C.au.rptt $48 idva's? Pfrvaa ccn€. irdi3 : h/lDeLf

oe-C-epf eO rV€,,.1 T3fz{.Noc-e 6V: lr,, M t'rAt-r- "3O CR L,il &,.tZ'|dt ruri6N Nen'r
"Elroe"NC{ Cr{879 Ocug; e'',te*- UE/aOlc4' 66 Gulra"
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V. TI{E COI]RT ABUSED DISCRETION PERMITTING THEDISTRICT ATTORNEY TO RELY ON NUS-]UN}CAIA
ARGUMENTS TO T)EFEAT THE Vrrrr,rNN PUrrrrOM
BEFOXE THE COUBT

- 0n Septe
court a motion
decided before
iuithin the ver
The district a

Bost trial hah
on the exclusi
Lhat the peopl
by plantinq ev
wellas deslroy

,mber 2025 the dis trict attorney suhmitted to thedetailine hoy^rltl- gg_s-e, rhe ia;';";i -irri;-_;;[
.ql 1437, BANKS & CLARK srandairi-i"rui"^ur-,* urrlsationsif ied peririon f iled wirh rhq "ouri-pa-$iriz.airij*"-'torney plaeed into the record decisions of petitioo.ecs
eas collateral qttack, of which were primar;.iy-;;;ia_ave weight qf defendanis extrajuaieiar-rtutement evicleneeg.entrapped petitioner than aLtered that evidenceidence to frame petiLioner, red.acted invocaiionsas
ed ootential exculpatorv, iheory impeachi;q ;;ie;r"".

By allor,sins the di
opened lhe door for peti
facto , PC $1009 an unve
applicaLion of PC $ 190.
reply motiuons filed bv
and denied lhe petition
argument. It is because
evidence that motivated
prejudioial because the
denled on the meritl Tho
bears the hbavy burden o

strict attorney to submit this arsumenttioners ar,guments in reply under eix no"trified amended information, retrospective
2(a)(17) These '\pbre argued wlrhtn it,"-p?tltioner which therncourt refused to acknowledqewithout alowing replies to the res judicata
of the poisonous frults of the fraudulent
the posl Lrial denials, malcing those denials
courLs'TNEVER" stated the argtiments were
se decisions stated that the oetitioner
f proof, Lhose arguments were denied.

The courts hold that the district attorney may n
beyond the trial reeord to clispute the verified petiti
bevond reasonsabler doubL that petitioner is guilty be
doubt. If that's the case all felony- murder convictio
if Lhose convicled defendants soughl Dost, trial relief
dCNiEd. ''THTS IS NOT THE LANGUAGE OF THE LEGISLATIVE R

ANY 0F THE REASONABLE COURTS IN BANKS, CL.ARK & stron.q.
STRONG specifically sLated t.hat even thoSugh the recor
defendant had been'convicted wtth special circumslance
does noL necessarily make the petitioner ineligible to
conviction vacaLed Lf. the distri-ct attorney fai;1s to
new reqquisire hurclens set out hy modern applications
(pc $$188-189 , 71,72.6(c)

of reach
ofrr ofr prove
yond reasonable
ns are ineliqible
and was

RANCH OR
In fact

d shows the
, that decision
have the

meet the
of lalv.

The courts decisons caused irreperable i:njury because the
courL, langaue of law clearly tells_!h" court that it mav "ONLY"
relv 6n th; recodrLo decide etigibility. Thts abuse of discretion
"i.i.i"" 

-a-u"-pro."*" of the L|1.h amendinent US constitution
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VI. TI{E DISTRICT ATTORNEY VIOLATED DUE PROCESS WFIEN THEY

FAILED tO-CONTUCT THE KNO\^JN USE OF FALSE AND MISLEADING

EVTDENCE TN VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS 14Th AIVIENDIV1ENT

As discussed ahove
ver ified expert, wilness
examination of the PeoPIe
exhihits 49(nss file audi
and 49A- t.ext transcriDts
2A23 the district attorne

d wit,h the court reliable
horough f orensic, scientif i-c
iminaling evidences,
B, 2009 interroqation)
e DSS file). On,January 26,
his record dg\fifl5 "the j u.y,
g the fraudb they committed
2Afi, 0ctoher L9, 2AI2
counsel false evi-dence

ant of access to relief..
ed. to petitioners
, that the
tI had been
st.rict att,orneyts
aum Ware
e these evidences
served upon

ect, lhe frauds
te of California.

pet
rep
sk
oo
vp

itioner file
orLs afLer t,
ey most incr
f Lhe March
at.ed from Lh
laced onto t

nor this courL had ever seen, compoundin
on January 27 , 20tI through february 3,
and March 2At2 when thev gave post trial
knowing that, it would deprive Lhe defend

OnMarch L4, 2Q25 the district attorney respond
PC ss 1054.9 motion for post trial discovery, stating
peoples exhibit 49A and 49 creaLed. on january 26, 20
destroyed. (ntaOS , 455) As a direct resull of the d.i
transpbrency petitioner hired private investigator n
and. Gl( Media Lab to directly ana forensically .examtn

under modern app*Iicati ons of law. The reports were
the district attorney rvho had a elhical dutv to corr
committed upon the Lrial court, this court & The Sta
NAPUE ALCORTA.

Ituring oral argumenls the district at torney on January 9,
2A26 & January L2, 2026 openly admitted on the record that the
actual trial version transcripts had been destroyed by the Ieourt],but failed to address the exhibit they placed lnto this record
on january 26, 201"1,. The exhibi I 49A placed onto this record
on januaqy 26, 2Q23 was creeated on November 23, 20L0 and was
Inothing J like the exhil-rits created on January 26, 2011, or the
real time recordings. Both expets reports prove this if we take
into thje consideration of Lhe 0ct.ober 19, 2ol2 brief inq by DDA
Gerguson f or case #l,iHCSS12003l"1 and. the reports . (ntSOA ;20- 509 tt2)

?his hlatant disresard for refusal to correct known false
evidence eaptured and altered by the district attorney's officethat was more than material to the.tssue of guilt 1l was lnstrumental
to the peoolas enttre theory "THAT YABLONSKY LIED ABOUT AN EXTRA-
MANTIAL AFFAIR WHICH OCCURED MORE THAN ONE FULL DAY BEFORE THE
ACTUAL MURI)ER" (xT 32-36) Fecause this centerDiece evidence wasso compelling in it's altered state where the district at.tornevnot onlv altered netitioners answers to plant. diqital evid.ence'
on the peLitioner to frame him for the crime, Lhe prosecutor
himself t,old lhe j ury to pay close at tention to what the oeLi tioners
says during,the interroqation r.+hich makes him guilty for thiscrime. (RT'569:16) "You can use the defendants extrajudicial
sLatement to determing who eommitt.ed thls crime and io what deeree!t'
Thts aclry-:the peoples aclvocate made of state r p€titioner and
the peool-e in wiolation of 14th amendment US Constitution. ALCORTA-
AGURS, IN RE I{ILL (nUrHRSrS ADDED)
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VII. THE D]STRICT ATTORNEY VTBLATg!.N!gPROCE'SS !iHEN]

THEY BLAMED THE COURT T& THE LOSS ANT) DESTRUCTION

OF THE PEOPLES KEY CgNIiNPTECE EVIDENCI AFTER TRIAt

Durtng the Januarv.12, 2026 prima facie hearing, during
oral argument-"-tn! Jit ttict attorney respond-ed to petilioenrs

^a*irri.jn 
LhaL on march L4, 2A25 the chief dist'ricL 4tt'ornev

Mic,hale fermin ui*.i.ii"d iffit-iha peop:-es key centerpiece evidence
had ben destroy';i'. 

'*t I"n-f;;";a pe.ti.tioner into emplying both
expertss to u*lo,iru lhe peoOles exhibits 49 & 49A. Iiihat marle

this so aisturfling is Uhbt irlp'n the actual trial evidence created
on January 26', iOTt-was .lestroyect', then ['hy] *oYld'the district
.lt"r""v 

- 
lh"n ' exchange tha.t eviclence f 9r evidence the j ury nor

cour' ever u**o', 
-tnl'ilini itr*i it ,ar dif f erent than the trial

exhibits, rrrt'tfr"r, ;;;;-tf't""" "It"tt.tive exhibit's to post trial
counsel t{at Smith arid Riehard Levy?

The strategic
exhilrits that, were
as different than r
ALCORTA.! Fecause Lh
the districl altorn
which exceed the tr
post trial collater
shoudl also deny pe
corroberaled with c
by californias stan,

SW

cli f
eal

tiL
red
dar

itchine of exhibits used during trial for
ferent than
time record

informat ion
forced the
record

attack w
ioners a
ible, rte
ds under

gto the court that "EVERY"

Lhe t
ers s
was p
dis tr
rquin

rial exhihiLs as well
creams ttFRAUn" t NAPUE-
laced hefore the eourt,
icl attorney into arguments

is
eYr
ial
al

This blatant admission
blaming the court "YOU KN0W
aE an excuse is unconscionab
that this conviction INUSI-]
thge petitloner. N0PE! The d
because lfost lrial attacks
not actually prove the alleg
control Lhat lhis courl shou
error viollate due process t,
be vacated and sanctions pla
jason Anderson, John Thomas,
Michael Fermin. Ths hehavior

enied, therefore this court
ations that were scientifically
le sctence Lhat is accepted
Lv/ Frye.

the evidence was destroyed, but
HOW THE COURTS ARE WITH EVIDENCE!tI
Ie and contradicts ALCOTRA. courts
be vacated, even if o nly to reLry
istriet' atEorney arqued Lhat just

e lost because petitioner eould
ons due to issues treyond petitioners
ollow suit ! RES JUn'ICA.TA. The
uch extreme that this ease [wUSf_lagainst the districl attorney
ic Ferguson, Michale Ramos and
oeks the entire leeaI communitv.
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VIII.THnC0URTABUSEnDISCRETI0NI,iHENTTDENIED
?ETITIoNERSl'40TI0NT0RECoNST.DERTHEn[,NT.AL

OF THE VTNiFTUN-FgrrtTON BNFO?E THE, COURT

pet
ask
his
ruI
moI
evi
the
pet
med
the

0n January 9, 2026 the court
ilioner a tentative ruling befor
ed because he had actual PhYsica-ntinitilitv claim. Instead the
i;; denied ttre Petition, then be
iorrs f i led in rePIY to the dis Lr
dence to meet his new requisite
o*ti tlon and I nnf'onn ] rfre denia

itioner experienced qhe-st Pains
i.cal emergLncY seized the Procee
i" p.o.eec{ingl on JanuarY 12, 20

ted that it would give
trs decision. Petitioners
vid.ence Lhat supported
rt without giving the tentative-u 

"u*puign 
lo d6ny PCS11-72,6(c)

atLorney's use of raudulent

sta
ei
le
cou
gan
ict
burden. AfLer bhe denial of
I of al-l LL72.6(c) replies
and felt to the floor. This
dings. The court rescheduled
26.

pet.itioner filed a motion
r and vacate" IutqPRgfNCY

0n Januar
titled rrmotion.
FILINGI rrre f iI
where the disLf
on the other ha
court al that t

pointed ouL P/ITTON G 568 "thachallenge the district attorn
ion, show the court, whaL evid-
entiary hearing" The courts d.

the hearing had not been comp

2026 at 0800 hour
otion to reco nsid
f this motion re-i
ttorney argued jur
guecl that the moti
ad jurisidiction,

Ia
eti
be

ade

v !2,
and m

ing o
ict a
nd ar
ime h

tt
eyt
enc
eni
Iet

s

n
1
o
a
o

s tigated ora
sdicat,ion. P
n was timely
nd had not m

rgument s
t ioner
caus e the
its final

t abusine iL's
n the discreLion
f the court. Thiss afforded posL

dectsion. As- A' Matter- 0f- Law the m tion was in facf timely!

It is because the court denied the petition erroneous
applving the wronq standard of lhe courLs re$ponsibility ho
that the jury were instrucled under CALCRIM 520 & 540A (cit
PE0PLE V ANAYA. First. petitioners janaury 9, 2026 motion cl

lrv
Idinq
itg )
early
tohe petittoner was entitled

s case with non- conclusory allegat-
es would be seen during the evid-
al was sejveretry prejudicial and
ed. ?he fact, the court and notp-etitioner stayed Lhe proceedings did not necessarily terminate

them, and the fact thal they had began but not compleied. thecourt retained jurisidiction, therefore the distriit attornev's
argument was a feeble effort the escape accounatbilitv for thefrauds upon the state of California. This miscondict violated
due process, which in tunr resulted in the cour
discretion, At no point does the court enLertai
t-o eseape duty, st,atuLory policies amnd rules oabuse vilolate 1,'4th amendmbnt due process righttrial litigators.
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IX. THE DISTRT.CT ATTORNEY FAILED TO I'4F'ET
-iiNOrIiSirN 

NUNONNS ESTABLISHED BY CHA.NGM

THE NEW

IN LAi^]

Ascliscussecjabove|hec]istric.tattornevwasfacedwilha
heavv burden established bv-chanse in law under sB 775 & 1437 '

which instien[1";h;-ainitict uitotnev placinE onto this record
evid.ence the courl nor jurv ever seen as well as a stikine motion
rhat agrees th;-;;*;;e is rru"*t'r for epv aclual proof pelitioner
commirecl rhis ';ri;;:-inilr 3;5:5. i, i-:l Thar perif ioners DNA clears
him of rhis .r;;;"';; ;'naysi' an<1 the exrraiudicial staLement evidence

is all Lhe irir"frrJ.'to wort wiifr the decide suit under old law'
Thar rhreshora'*iiu"e"d under BANI(S. CLARK & STRONG!'

ft is i:ecause the peoples antire case lras underpinned by

theorv arone ;;d-ih" ,r" of pc tga.& which set the olatform for
the orosecutor--to use the altered statemen! evidence lry*,t.fI,tlt,
the'lurv it h;d b""n unaltered and was original media' Then hidine
iro* the iurv-ii-r"-olqn results of rhe actuaL.murder evidence used
in this case. itf."-mur.ler **apoo) (ffre sas) (fhe clothine) (ffre
U"AAI"S) (rhc WALChbANd OiN) ,'ALL OF WHICH DID NOT HAVE PETTTIONERS

DNA 0N THEM AND HAD SOMEBODY ELSES DNA ON THEM" By hidine that
forensics reoort forced the iurv inlo wsighine lh6se fact improperlv.
The orosecutor was clever in hidine lhe red hairs with their roots
altachecl. found. on Lhe nude bodv. The red hairs woul-d have sent
,"-i"a-itre* when thev were heinE used adainst a hlond defendant
and in that situation forensics reoorts would not have l:een needed.

Because Lhe DNA matching pelitioner wa$ in fact older than
the crime. fanvl nNA found on Lhe actual murder evidence would
have heen material lo the issue of somebodv else committins this
crime. In this case the district attornev heavilv relied on the
13 pase text transcri-pt created lhaL had been creaLed. f rom the
fraudulent DSS file created on march 9.2009 of Lhe March 8. 2009
interrosation. makine the 113 paEe text compounded fraud. In this
instance that evidence was not used in this trial. and was ereated
two months before Detitioners rrial.

The ending is that the districL attornev failed to
present I any I incriminatin,a evidence r into the 7172 ,6 proceedines
to meet the burden. therefore pelitioner was leeaIly entitled to
have his conviction vacated as- a- matter- of- law! Because thedist,rrict attornev suhmitted evidence the court nor jury ever seen
he violated due oroeess of lhe LhLh amendment US Constitution.
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X. THB COURT PREJUDICIALLY DENIED THE TT72,6
PETITION ERRONEOUSLY USING THE WRONG STANDARD
FINDINIG THE PETITIONER IS THE ACTUAL KILLER
IN A CASE I{FIERE ALL OF THE },IIJRDER EVIDENCE DOES
NOT HAVE PETITIONERS DNA ON IT AND HAS A"NOTHER
PERSONS DNA

Durins t,he nrima facie hearinq the court solev relied on
Lhe CA.LCRIM instucLions that Lhe record sufficienLlv showed thatpetitioner is the actual killer and the special ctrcumstanced
were true. denyinq l'he verif ied pet,ition. In this i-ns tance CALCRIM
52! 6,540A instructions Ipresume] a valj.d. untainted verdiel. However
al this time of the denial. the court had hefore it pendinE molions
and phvsical sclentific evidence esLahlishing that the "ONLY"
incriminating evidence used in this trial- pelilioners alleged
extraiudicial statement- which was lhe catalyst of frauds committed
by the district att,orney's office on march 9. 2049. January 26,ZOLI.
Fehruarv 3. 20II. and March !2, zOtL when the people gave post
trial counsel t{aI Smith evidence lhe "iurV had not seen.A Court
mav not, denv DosL- trial pelition relief while assuming Lhe validitv
of evidence that had not been adiudicated as auLhentic.

According t
it the pelltioner
uncorroberated ex
underp'1n CALCRIM
Lificallv prove h
"LEGALLYt' impo s s i
from. This does s
25, 20IL were fru
OF GS MENIA LA,B &

filed hv lhe aDDeIlate lawverm
arguments as well a5 the CS Me
it to now become part of Lhe d

tre district attornev's own response argumenl
NA which predated the crime bv davs and his'iudicial statement l^rhich the iurv relied Lo
& 540A. which the netitioner can now scten-

been altered in such a wav that it would be
f or Ianyone I to ereate an authenlicrrtranscr j-pt

est that the trial Lranserint$. ereated on January
of the March 9. 2009 frauds. (fAff NOTLCE

UM WARE REPORTS)

d move the court to allow'.these
Lab's enlire reDort filed with

ct appeal. Please write that motion.

ot
cIl

fra
52t
ad
b1e
ugE
its

NA

Because there was such sienificant hriefinE on this verv
issue which the court refused to take notice. identify. and consider
which Detlrioenr was enrirled PC $ 11172.6(c). LL72.6(f) which
the court deprived. This is critical because the newlv discovered
evidenee before the 1,172,6 iudge was verif iecl bv court appointed
experts who proved the states sole incriminating evidnece was not
onlv fraud but, there is actual scientific evidemnce provins petitioners
factual and actual innocence. but that the oetitioner was in fact
framed for this murder. while lhe people hid the fact the true
killer named Gresorv randolph committecl sucide hefore seience could
corroberate his confession with his DNA. being founnd aL the crime
scene.

Because of lhese facts. the court knew of these facts before
it denied the petition relyine on CALCRIM insturctionsthat were
teLherecl Lo f as le evidence rnade that denia extremelv pre i udicial
and petitioners entire case must now be called into oueslion.

WHAT JOHN HENRY YA.BLONSKY NEED OF CHAT GPT

Please write me a supplimenlal brief to the appeal hrief
an

dia
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DECIJARATION IN SUPPORE OF MOTION r'OR APPOINTMENT OF' EXPERT

I, THOMAS GUZMAN-SANCHEZ, declare as follows:

I am a member of the Los Angeles Superior Court
Expert Witness PaneL

On June A6, 2025 f was appointed to conduct audio
forensic }ab services for the defense (John Henry Yablonsky case
#rVI9O0slB). I was authorized to provide twenty (20) hours of
non-testimonial services for the defense. I have proceeded to do
the requegted analysis, lab services and consultation.
Additional analysis and production services are required for the
completion of this appointment

f have prepared an initial preliminary report
ref lecting the r'esults f rom phase one of the analyses, whj-ch is
attached hereto as EXHfBf:f A. I have also provj.ded details of
service provided and what is needed to complete the appointment,
which is attached hereto as ExuIBIf B. f need to continue to
phase 2 and 3 to complete the requested phonetic transcription
and complete report to the Defense.

Based on the twenty (20) hours I've expended so far
on this case for review, clarification and analysis, I am
requesting the Court approve an additj-onal twenty (20) hours of
Lab services and forensic productj-on. This includes: phonetic
transcription contj-nued analysis, fi-1e authoring and preparation
of the final report.

f declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of
the st.ate of california that the facts stated in the foregoing
are true and correet.
Execut,ed on this 29th day of September 2025, in Los Angeles,
CaI j-f orniq.

September 29, 2025
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THOMAS GUZMAN-SANCHEZ
AVF - Expert
GS Media Lab

192
GS MEOIA LA

1O DEARBORN ST. NORTHRIDG
OICE: 81 8.727.1979 CELL/TEXT

e mail: vfi@gsmedialab
, CA 91324 USA
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Extraction:

The ext,raction technician for the files is unknown and

there was no official extraction report included wit.h this DME.

Extractio-n ggpaiLs i.

1 ) InterviewJohnYablonskylnterview(03-08-O9 ),mp3

Createdr November 11, 2020 1,0t35t22 AM

Modifiedr NoverUcer 11, 2020 L0t35222 AM

Encoded & Taggred! None

2\ Interview John Yablonsky (03-08-09) H #100-85.Dss

Created: March 9,2009 7:30:40 AIU

Modified: March g, 2009 7230:40 AM

Encoded & Tagged: None

3) Dssl2l1e.exe

Created: February 20, 2AL9 9220142 AM

Modified: February 20, 2AL9 9z2A;42 AIvI

UTC: 2001-09-05 L7 t02:57

rl*t \ u"\
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The audio file was imported into lzotope and

clarified.

1 ) Interviewdlohnvablonskylnterview(03-08-09 ) .mp3

Phase 1 comptreted

Filters applied:
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Drop/cut exhmples from filel

I ) Interview.IohnYablonskylntervi.ew(03-08-09) .mp3

A) Drop/cut 00:04:05.328 0

B) Drop/cut O0:04:56.584
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ffifl) ,'J "* ,J{",rf-* S 6$ {.*/ $ t! ., ir
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r*tri5'uf

D) Drop/cut 00r05:36.853 :

"" t.

l, ii
:l 

".

E) orop/cut 01:L4rOO,5

Preliminarv Conclusion

Based on the digital media evidence I received, these

are f,ive of the Erany anomalies that were discovered in the

recorded, audio. These drop/cuts are abnormal d.ue to hornr often

they occur .$.n the recording fj-le. Phase 2 (vrhich is complete

elarification and analysis of reeordinE integregrity of the 3

hour and 40 minute recorciing) and phase 3 (the phonetic

transcriptj-on) needs to be completed before a final result. of

the analysis can be revealed.
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lVlorning Kenneth,
!.iust talked wlth the audio expert on Yablonsky's case so please take note:

1. [-low Yablonsky was convicted appears to be by rumor not evidence for fact.

2, There is a lot of munnblilrg in the tape which the audio tech can get out.

3. There are numerous DROPS and CUTS, thls Is found via dictaphone use or DSS.

4. Chops and cuts change worcls and there are at least 50 (fifiy}_

5. Your focus should be on tl'aat instead of comspiracy. l

6. fo mess with the imfegrrffy of a f'ape, tkat is ffie issuae"

7. The verhal sjate ( ) at ome location is {urned off -TheI l&tten it is t$rmed on Qgaln-lt
leaves the ap-peala0ee-
* that it Was coEtinuance, but it was not. This is your issue, this rnakes your case.

Get another rnotion so the audio expes ean show all of this becau$e yofl.! are entitled to a Nom-
Cut recording.

There should be concontration only on faot of wiret exist in evidence.
Ffte fi?re lino wfdf sfioyv $/e6a/ strafes atre off"

NWIS

1011125,1:08 Plt/l Yahoo Mail - Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FV|900S18 - PC1172,6

Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FV1900518 - PCI172.6

!:rr:m: nlw41 @aol.cilm (nlw41 @aol.corn)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com; nlw41@aol.cont

Date: Wednesday, October 1, 2025 at 08:56 Afvl PDT

frrl**'lo-t-il5

C.m-11"t{i[,, f tr,i

":i;,;.' Si-i ;.,r -.,.^.,,11,.
I ) J :''...-" ::,j,..-j, _,.
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#ffiu&oNALffiu*V Ss#r;--,

l\*
Sf'trfl60 6we#'s$'*e"e

Nfa:utm Nare lrw esttg atint e S ent{.ces

2230 S. MalcolmAve

Ontario Ca.91761

Frivate lnvestigatar 
.

Galifomia P. l. Lic #27647

909 93s-5818

Ernail: nlwej@asLseln

I
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l(:,,

about:blank
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In,C,. [t- 7,\$-b'5

Naun Ware In Services

NWIS
P.t. #27647

223A $Ialcolm Ave
Ontario Ca. 91761

(eoe) 935-5818
People vs. John H. YablonskY
Case # FV1900518

This is a declaration in re the work being done on audio in re the
Case of John Yablonsky
Due to the mumbling of John throughout the interview, the police twisted his words
figuring no on6 would catch it. Well, the audio exped did catch it.

The audio expert has to take a picture, then capture each cut.
It is laborious and he even has two other experts working with him.

There must be over one hundred splices into the actual interview which the police

botched.

This work will not be completed until at lbast three weeks. So, to be safe, we will need

until at least the second week of January to produce a full report showing the
MALFEASANCE these police went through to frame this client.

Submitted

/mr',ex,p dn;su.,e dt q

$-#Vs{fl,*e- P"a*'*S

fvxut - flcE F,Y#pg,e-rs

Jwrfv*#x#$ rydr r#d;;ee p\-l *we} ilp* S'eldrr',d& t

&* rrlff#,,'; L,N"i*
'Ijrt 

C,g;r;,;"$ rii uu ffi dtr #,1*

flffia r,) T$'t -'i;' 5 $

ffri^r
{ Ul XW$'$"il L flSl\i:i,'flr r} /L\dw .i
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DR #1331030-07 / H #1985-100

Interviewen Det Greg Myler

interviewer: Det, Rob Aiexander

Intenriewee: John Yab{onsky

RA: The following

z

?

4

5

6

7

a

o

10

11

12

13

1{

It

16

17

to

40

2A

21 RA: Ok, great.

JY: And your narne is?

RA: Rob and Greg-

22

23

24

?5

26

27 crnon- I

w;
Reuiewed

28 -,'ll, **\. .t .,,''
li"bef Rob Alexander ''

P

ol
Novernber 23, 201 0

1 i..,i

c( t;ilie &Nr$Tr fiX tffi fnns
WITH JOHN YABLONSIfi

(vi Rita Cobb

{ou L9"/o n^,(u*
ibnce

RA: Test. - - Today's date is March 08, 2009. It's app

D,<f6' \-ff,.t A5

GM: Can we talk to you forons second?

interview will be reference to case number 8. (overlapping

photographs I'd like to show you. Do you have a ooupte of minutes?

JY: Yeah, absoiutely-

ta

09:'15 hours,
,.1:1 , :, ]

- '1, ti

U

l\

{"

;l'':

q

1t,,,,,t

$

f'$,$

{

r2n4
T

RA; Move in the little area here, Is he an attack dog?

JU No, he's a golden retriever. He'll lick you to deatlr. We can go [n here.. -make silre,

1
1 of 113

F: \c'

$f-#
frg

f
0

i#d:

/1.

^4\

VJY: Need to get mydog out of there.

,
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I l,iT[fiViEtr't' \iVlTH J OH i,{ yABL0ti$[y

DR #133103e-07 / H #1995-100 (viRiia Ccbb

haj s:x? lJ:'"':r'gct in a:iy i(hts urth h:r? siie ujes a ni;: lacy? you'r= nodJ:ng

yourh=ad no?

Yean. no

ok.

(inaudible)

And this is, how vras Hally back then? U..Ias sha . . . .

V-Jas she siiiCly v,rith you oi did she ha';a boyfriends?

JY:

GFd:

JY:

Gil{:

ni.fir1.

gt.

Gid; Ok

:":=jn"t'"3 
sh= r'rculC gr. As fa,. as I know she t;as a:r=fp r.rith ri-,e, jr.rsr v;ii:r

rne. I I

P-A: So ysu g'jys, you Euys had a relaiicnship vrhera L,rn, you diCnlt Cate outsiCe of

ycun e;id HollT's mainagE. ca'rs: I l.nts thel srrn: p;,rpl; cc tha; ycu klow.

Gi.{: fal!:=C a lot oi Ciifer*nt types of pecple.

PA: Yse.r, pecpie d,: thai. Thal's th*ir thi;rg but thai v*a:ii't your guy's thing?

t. 1tr
1i-.4 1r

I

JY: Uh-uh.

P.r 0k. I

Gful:

JY:.

P"A,:

G!,1:

JY:

Anyii"iing else ycu car think about? ycu he:r a;iy oth:r rurn,f,i's baik thsn?

lio.

Anyother....
1l

i ffi,ior,

r=ntat ffDiC she g:tyou guys haC a kay fo

Y SUr3 W9 had a k:y

ok,

Ufl1,

0P..

. r.f"[,ft

ilLT{zEt' !:h;r*

Io,t"j f'vL\ir f L!$u-
I

'sh

busin=s $h: didn't allcl,r anycoCy in h:r

l..i:'r:neer23, ?l1t

-t o ,r-J gz'
i:r r' , l'';\rl'f i

Ftr Bid, cid she hga; key to your apa*msnt?
/'n,r\' 'i ,-1" i t ] Pa3a 44 of i13

i .-.-

,=-:d'
J. .-,:

f,r i' !'
Il r

/t I

A,T,;,:i:-

?

JY: No

{

I

^ 
t' - .-(*')4 , {, 1t:.t

i" t-:'- '
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u {..!t*

\b ['lTERVttu/ y/lTH

/t"i 955-1 00

- t_:-:
1,,

5Tr:i t r -{.ci I
P'i ^ ,'. '

r" i

t,{t
lt

D

F.A:

li:
(v) Rita Cobb

fi;[Frcg fc*r',
nl fl*alto your apartm:;lt? L Vrf -t;'t= Di r: rU;i

-*^ -\*

JY:

R4:

$lIc CJ) 1]i>'-
JY: trJl It 6'.t rVtftrll"{
RA: so it *ould not be oorfimon for het to ga o.rer to your apartm*nt lhough, right?

f/h*n you guys vrere li,rinE there she just r,voul,Cn,t. . .

She r.ras thoughiful.

And ycr., guys rvouldn't ge o'ler t.: h:r hous: ob'iiously becaus3 it's twc sepa."at=

houses.

Do:s she ha're any pels?

I ihink sh* had a dog.

t/fhat kind of Cag?

(ll;uCibie)

RA:

You Con't rem:rnb:r? \f-/as it a big dog or-a smalldcg ar . . . .

ldon'tremErilrctyru kno,,v lmean honest it's.. ..

I DiC it h8,.,= a Ccg hous:? L'las it a outside dog? An inside dog?l-lI I don't r=mepber. I

Excuse mg?

I don't gr=n r=rnemb:i".

ok.

I'iour lvhai ah,:ut tre pistachic place? vie iarled tc soria peopi* up there. Ir,trayb:

ha might be a;le to h:ip us on that.

Yeah, um, fij:ri lvas a coupla oth+r piste- - or ceuple of othgr peopla that w*

teih=d ta that livad at the pistachio farm. l'm thin'r.ing it's out this r*ay cause yeu

said Eig Beals over here.

JY: Yeah.

RA: So....

GU: li 18. dcas

Gl,l

JY;

pa'

JY:

P"4:

l\J.

F.A:

\., l.

RA:

JY:

RA:

GM:

to Big Bear?

Page45 of 113
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DR #1331036-S7 I H"#1985-100 (v) Ritd Gobb

think things that we're gonna talk gonna be a

and ljust wannc sure thatwe' d

s
kind away from your wife

we going?

Go down to Hill po{ice department so we can sit down there and talk. . ,

comfortable locition
.'t

d- ut,$-'-''i " 
"" ; :*-''"1

"' ,{ "r +li *" , '"li'l
Jt; ;'"''" . .:

i-'.ll,r .. , '":,,, : .,5r'r.,, '.r -ir-ai,. " '" ''

6q xvg{i#*& L,#. ,\$ {}.em.P fl,.urT'*NT,- 
[**"" {.W*+ rku+o},}",}d 

'N * fd r*
I guess so.

I apprec'late it.

RA:

JY:

RA:

JY:

RA:

U

7

B

I

10

11

12

"#ff

(-fu

\J
\
\.r.

\e
.\

Lfu
q,".,,:.i

u-t$\

q, t-
e.}'-

M
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'\\

;\
W
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k"*
{*?

:: tr-
rri, *

\
\:I
\i
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\F
,>*
(*:.j
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t<-

t"1
(f 

',&J(\*{

I mean I'm now like a suspect, suspect on this thing or what?

Weliwe're talking to everybody tryrng to get as much inforrnation as passibte John

and urn, sometirnes we have to ask personalquestions and , . . ,

GM: You got your family sitting rightthere, (overlapping conversation)

RA: Your family's right there and we don't' lvanna cause any type of embarrassment.

JY: I don'tthink there !s gonna be any kind of compiications.

RA: I think it would be just be better if we did it kind of back at the station as opposed

to r?ght here. And you have been very cooperative wtth us tatking to us right now

JY:

GM:

UN:

RA:

Ul.{:

Uirl:

GM:

RA:

JY:

UN:

and um.... -r tf,.ite

Hey Mer, Merody? * fs$St^'j-ifft , . , d.flrrtl ,r:
Hi, how are you? -F 3S*; '**rti "'*, fl#'',- 1.

(lnaudible) F, Lt*'' .,",\ffi A "''lt'i.-,.{'l

Hi. -*' ,,,1f_,f.",ry'n.(fu,{X'i:f"'. ;, 
,, *

(rnaudibte) Uh, here Monrana. S f ,, !1*.'* ,,N ] ,,{, i.,i * ,a
Montana here. $ $Fi[''l'*., rrf ,", ,*, ' f-i1"tt'/- -'t
Thars him huh? He's big. : 

- 

h fl t 
-*., Fi 

-"'-" 
,61t1tr 

L.,li tV
He rooks rike a big friendty oog. { b ' $ojt-' Yl.,#:]:,: '
\Mas, was killed and they are trying solve the case and they rr=rinli,.r"* ask. . . .

\Nho?

14

5

16

17

18

1g

20

Z1

12

,?

/'+

?s

40

27

2A
t" {r:
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,)y,9 INTERVIEW WITH JOHN YABI=ONSKY

DR #133103S07 / H #1sB5-1 00

lnteruiewrer;'Det. Sreg lViyler

(v) Rita Cobb

RA: Test. - - Todat's date is March 08,2009. tt's approximately 0s:15 hours.

GM: Can we talk to you for oile second?

RA: The following ittterview will be reference to case number 07-88. (overtapping

conversation)

,l

t

3

4

5

aU

7

lnterviey,,rer: Dei. Rob Alexander.

I nleruiewee: John Yal:lonskyI
odr

*

rl

,)-iJ

t'

,rttjt

J,,

{-8

6

|,

b
{

Badio Tr:ansmission 
f[a: 

Alright, we'll be ta]king to hirn at the house- 
I

Radio Response: Wi're still gonna stand by right? I

s
10",

f)
{rn'

rrl
tt

12

(door closing)

Radio Response Trensmission RA: Yes.

1., GM: Hey, how you doing?

14 RA-: Ht.

15 (door closing)

lo

17

18

1S

i

RA: Hey, vle're detgctiyes, we're following uP on ar on a case. 
Ill

GM; I m Greg- {overlapping conversalion)

RA: We'd like to sil down and talk with you for a couple of minutes. l've got some

phetographs I'd like to show you. Do you have a couple of rninutes?

20

21

u

23

?4

z5

26

27

e8

JY;

RA:

JY:

Yeah, absolutelY.

Ok, great.

And your name is?

RoE and 6reg-

Need to get my dog out of there.

Move in {he liitle area here. ls he an attactc dog?

No, he's a golden retriever. He'll lick you to death. We can go in here"'make sure'

*: a/

i"iil
L

.r$
.. .. .,t

\,
l

,p

t:"
t_ _. d

/fi S*A

h t5**
u r r) ..r*:)^

!\ll dRA:

JY

RA;

tv,

c'rnon,
I

lofi
November

.r -'] \
,f -. ji 

-*,
$,oii 'L*' /

neiii&.ea by DeL Rob Alexander
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l, Geor.ge V'heent Yahtonslry recelved frsrn Johm t{enryYabtonstry's po$t-tria[

lawyer Hibhard l-evi, a paelcags comtalmin€ spec!fic errtdences to $nclude a
copy of states Exhibfrt 4ga, 1 'lB page transeript and $tates Exhihlt 49, a
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Cal. Rules of Profl Conduct, Rule 3.3

This document reflects first and last orders received through January 15, 2025. Rules are current through
January 15,2025.

CA - California Local, Sfafe & Federal Court Rules > RULES OF THE STATE BAR OF
CALIFORNIA > Rules of Professional Conduct > Chapter 3. Advocate

Rule 3.3. Candor Toward the Tribunal*

j' 11ffiil1;:::-" a rarse statement or ract or raw to a tribunar* or rairto correct a rarse -ffqe gl *$,

- 

statement of materialfact or law previously made to the tribunal. by the lawyer; F*,fl1t} \ f\,
(2) failto disclose to the tribunal* Iegal authority in the controlling jurisdiction known* to the

lawyer to be directly adverse to the position of the client and not disclosed by opposing
counsel, or knowingly* misquote to a tribunal othe language of a book, statute, decision or

other authority; or

-ffie w?NS
(3) offer evidence that the lawyer knowsn to be false. lf a lawyer, the lawyer's ciient, or a
witness called by the lawyer, has offered material evidence, and the lawyer comes to know"

of its falsity, the lawyer shall take reasohable* remedial measures, including, if necessary,

disclosure to the tribunal,* unless disclosure is prohibited by Business and Professions Code

section 6068, subdivision (e) and rule 1.6. A lawyer may refuse to offer evidence, other than

the testimony of a defendant in a criminal matter, that the lawyer reasonably believes* is
false.

(b) A lawyer who represents a client in a proceeding before a tribunal* and who knows" that a
person* intends to engage, is engaging or has engaged in criminal or fraudulent* conduct related

to the proceeding shalltake reasonable* remedial measures to the extent permitted by Business

and Professions Code section 6068, subdivision (e) and rule 1.6.

(c) The duties stated in paragraphs (a) and (b) continue to the conclusion of the proceeding,

(d) ln an ex parte proceeding where notice to the opposing party in the proceeding is not

required or given and the opposing party is not present, a lawyer shall inform the tribunal* of all

material facts known* to the lawyer that will enable the tribunal* to make an informed decision,

whether or not the facts are adverse to the position of the client.

History

edtdry.,"J

Rule 3.3 approved by order of the Supreme Courtfiled September26, 2018, effective November 1, 2018

Deering's California Codes Annotated

.l
{/-

f) An asterisk (") identifles a word or phrase deflned in the terminology rule, rule 1.0.1



Cal. Rules of Profl Gonduct, Rule 3.4

This document reflects first and last orders received through October 15, 2025. Rules are current through October
15,2025.

CA - California Local,

RUTES OF THE SIATE B{R OF CALIFORNIA

Chapter 3. Advacate

Rule 3.4. Fairness to Opposing and Ccunsel

A lawyer shall not:

An fo.g5. (a) unlaMully obstruct another party's access to evidence, including a witness, or uniawfully alter,

-fi4r^nr r{G destroy or conceal a document or other material having potential evidentiary value. A lawyer shall not
[ 0 tt't t' ' t t counsel or assist another person* to do any such act;

ILC rtt c,)o (b) suppress any evidence that the lawyer or the lawyer's client has a legal obligation to reveal or to
_;-k-r .lli{J produce;

- * t"il) - (c) falsify evidence, counsel or assist a wltness to testify falsely, or offer an inducement to a witness
rr i'!{i' 't 

! ( r '' that is prohibited by law;

(d) directly or indirectly pay, offer to pay, or acquiesce in the payment of compensation to a witness

contingent upon the content of the witness's testimany or the outcome of the case. Except where

prohibited by law, a lawyer may advance, guarantee, or acquiesce in the payment of:

(1) expenses reasonably oinourred by a witness in attending or testifying;

(2) reasonable* compensation to a witness for loss of time in attending or testifying; or

(3) a reasonable* fee for the professional services of an expert witness;

(e) advise or directly or indirectly cause a person* to secrete himself or herself or to leave the

jurisdiction of a tribunal* for the purpose of making that person* unavailable as a witness therein;

(f) knowingly* disohey an obligation under the rules of a tribunal* except for an open refusal based on

an assertion that no valid obligation exists; or

(g) in trial, assert personal knowledge of facts in issue except when testifying as a witness, or state a

personal opinion as to the guilt or innocence of an accused'

History

Rule 3.4 approved by order of the Supreme Court filed September 26, 2018. effective November 1 , 2018.

Deering's Califomia Codes AnnotaGd

Copyright @ 2025 by Matthew Bender & Company' lnc- a member of the Lexisl''lexis Group. All rights reserved'

(')

End of

An asterisk (.) identifles a word or phrase defined in the tenninology rule, rule 1 '0' 1 ' 3



Cal. Rules of Profl Conduct, Rule 3.3

This document reflects firet and last orders received through October 15, 2025, Rules are current through October
15,2025.

CA - Calrfornla Local,

RUIES AF THE STATE BAR AF CALIFORNIA

Chapter 3. Advocate

Rule 3.3. Candor T rd the

(a) A lawyer shall not:

(1) knowingly" nrake a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal* or fail to corect a false statement of
material fact or law previously made to the tribunal* by the lawyer;

(2) fail to disclose to the tribunaln legal authority in the controlling jurisdiction known* to the lawyer to

be dlrectly adverse to the position of the client and not disclosed by opposing counsel, or knowingly*

misquote to a tribunal {'}the language of a book, statute, decision or other authorily; or

{3) offer evldence that the lawyer knows* to be false. lf a lawyer, the lawyer's client, or a witness called

by the lawyer, has offered material evidence, and the lawyer comes to know* of its falsity, the lawyer

shall take reasonable* remedial measures, including, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunal,* unless

disclosure is prohibited by Business and Professions Code section6068, subdivision (ei and rule 1.6. A

tawyer may refuse to offer evidence, other than the testirnony of a defendant in a criminal matter, that

the lawyer reasonably believes" is false.

(b) A lawyer who represents a client in a proceeding before a tribunal" and who knows* that a person"

intends to engage, is engaging or has engaged in criminal or fraudulent" conduct related to the proceeding

shalltake reasonable* remedial measures to the extent permitted by Business and Professions Code

section 6068, subdivision (e) and rule 1.6.

(c) The duties stated in paragraphs (a) and (b) continue to the conclusion of the proceeding.

(d) ln an ex parte proceeding where notice to the opposing party in the proceeding is not required or given

and the opposing party is not present, a lawyer shall inform the trtbunaln of all material facts knor,vn* to the

lawyer that witl enable the tribunal* to make an informed decision, whether or not the facts are adverse to

the position of the client.

History

Rule 3.3 approved by order of the Supreme Court filed September 26, 2018, effective November 'l , 2018.

Deering's Califomia codes Annotated

Copyright @ 2025 by Matthew Bender & Company, lnc. a member of the LexisNexis Group.. Atl rights reserved.

End 0f Soc$ment

(') An asterisk (.) identifies a word or phrase.deflned in the terminology rute, rule 1.0,1 .



Cal. Rules of Profl Conduct, Rule 3.8

This document reflects first and last orders received through October 15,z}2l.Rules are current through October
15,2025.

CA - California Local,

RUTES AF THE SIATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA

Chapter 3. Advocate

Rule 3,8. ial ofa

The prosecutor in a criminal case shall:

(a) not institute or continue to prosecute a charge that the prosecutor knows (')is not supported by
probable cause;

(b) make reasonable* efforts to assure that the accused has been advised of the right to, and the
proeedure for obtaining, counsel and has been given reasonable" opportunity to obtain counsel;

(c) not seek to obtain from an unrepresented accused a waiver of important pretrial rights unless the
tribunal* has approved the appearance of the accused in propria persona;

(d) make timely disclosure to the defense of all euidence or information known* to the prosecutor that

the prosecutor knows* or reasonably should kncw" tends to negate the guilt of the accused, mitigate

the offense, or mitigate the sentence, except when the prosecutor is relieved of this responsibility by a
protective order of the tribunal;" and

(e) exercise reasonable* care to prevent persons* under the supervision or direction of the prosecutor,

including investigators, law enforcement personnel, employees or other persons* assisting or
associated with the prosecutor in a criminal case from making an extrajudicial statement that the
prosecutor would be prohibited from making under rule 3.6.

(f) When a prosecutor knows* of new, credible and material evidence creating a reasonable. likelihood

that a convicted defendant did not commit an offense of which the defendant was convicted, the

prosecutor shall:

(1) promptly disclose that evidence to an appropriate court or authority, and

(2) if the conviction was obtained in the prosecutor's jurisdiction,

(i) promptly disclose that evidence to the defendant unless a court authorizes delay, and

(ii) undertake further investigation, or make reasonable" efforts to cause an investigation, to
determine whether the defendant was convicted of an offense that the defendant did not

commit.

(g) When a prosecutor knows of clear and convincing evidence establishing that a defendant in the
prosecutor's jurisdlction was convicted of an offense that the defendant did not commit, the prosecutor

shall seek to remedy the conviction.

Histo

{
f) An asterisk (*) identlfies a word or phrase defined in the trerminology rule' rule 1.0.1
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Cal Bus & Prof Code $ 60S8

Current through Ch. 790 of the legislation frorn the 2025-2026 Regular Session, effective as of October 13, 2025

Deering's Califarnia

Divisian 3 Professions and Vtrcafions Generalty (Chs. I - 21,5)

Afticle 4 Admission ta the Practice of Law ($$ 606'0 - 6069.51

6068. Duties as an

It is the duty of an attorney to do ail of the following:

-"ry {a) To support the Constitution and laws of the United States and of this state,

-Y(b) To maintain the respect due to the courts of justice and iudicial officers.

maintain those

T

.lt

-,q
I
I

)
)

"|*r]

>(c) To counselor
/orjust, exceptthe

only as appear to him or her legal

shall not be construed to

defense of a

-* (d) To employ, for the purpose of r"nalntaining the causes confided to him or her those means only as
- 7 are consistent with truth, and never to seek to mislead the judge or any judicial officer by an artifica or

false statement of fact or law.

(e)

(1) To maintain inviotate the confldence, and at every peril to himself or herself to preserve the

secrets, of his or her client.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph ('1), an attorney may, but is not required to, revealconfidential

information relating to the representation of a clisnt to the extent that the attorney reasonably

believes the disclosure is necessary to prevent a criminal act that the attorney reasonably believes

is likely to result in death of, or subshntial bodily harm to, an individual.

(f) To advance no fact prejudicial to the honor or reputation of a party or witness, unless required by

the justice of the cause with which he or she is charged.

(g) Not to encourage either the commenoement or the continuance of an action or proceeding from

any corrupt motive of passion or interest.

(h) Never to r6ject, for any consideration personal to himself or herself, the cause of the defenseless or

the oPPressed^

(i) To cooperate and participate in any disciplinary investigation or other
herself. However, this subdivl*ion

regulatory or disciplinary

proceeding pending against himsalf or

deprive an attorney of any privilege guaranteed by the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the

United States, or any other const'itutional or statutory privileges. This subdivision shall not be construed

to require an attorney to that requires him.or her to waive any constitutional or

statutory privilege or to
per:iod sf time in light of

other matters within an unreasonable

of Any exercise by an attorney of

any constitutianal or statutory shall used

disciplinary proceeding against him or her.

fi) To comply with the requirements of Section 6002'1' (*.
)

the attorney in a regulatory or

s



Cal Bus & Prof Code $ S068

{lr) To comply with all conditions attached to any disciplinary probation, including a probation imposed
with the e,oncurence of the attomey,

(l) To keep all agreements made in lieu of discipllnary prosecution witlr the State Bar.

(m) To respond promptly to reasonable status inquiries of clients and to keep clients reasonably
informed of slgnificant developments in matters with regard to which the attorney has agreed to provide

legalservices.

(n) To provide copies to the client of certain documents under time limits and as presmibed in a rule of
professional conduct which the board shall adopt.

{o) To report to the State Bar, in writing, within 30 days of the time the attorney has knowledge of any
of the following;

(1) The filing of three or more lawsuits in a 12-month period against the attorney for malpractice or
other wrongful conduct committed in a professional capacity.

(2) The entry of judgment against the attomey in a civil action for fraud, misrepresentation, breach
of fiduciary duty, or gross negligence committed in a professional capacity.

(3) The imposition of judicial sanctions against the attorney, except for sanctions for failure to
make discovery or monetary sanctions of less than one thousand dollars ($1,000).

(a) The bringing of an indlctment or information charging a felony against the attorney.

(5) The conviction of the attorney, including any verdict of guilty, or plea of guilty or no contest, of a
felony, or a misdemeanor comrnitted in the course of the practice of law, or in a manner in which a
client of the attorney was the victim, or a necessary element of which, as determined by the
statutory or common law deflnition of the misdemeanor, involvss improper conduct of an attomey,
including dishonesty or other moral turpitude, or an attempt or a conspiracy or solicitation of
another to commit a felony or a misdemeanor of that type.

(6) The imposition of discipline against the aftorney by a professional or occupational disciplinary
agency or licensing board, whether in California or elsewhere.

{7} Reversal of judgment ln a proceeding based in whole or in part upon misconduct, grossly
incompetent representation, or willful rnisrepresentation by an attorney,

(8) As used in this subdivision, "against the attorney" includes claims and proceedings against any
firm of attorneys for the practice of law in which the attorney was a parher at the time of the
conduct complained of and any law corporation in which the attorney was a shareholder at the time
of the conduct complained of unless the metter has to the attorney's knowledge already been
reported by the law firm or corporation.

(9) The State Bar may develop a prescrlbed form for the making of reports required by this section,
usage of which tt may require by rule or regulation.

(10) This subdivision is only intended to provide that the failure to report as required herein may
serv€ as a basis of discipline.

History

Added stats 1939 ch 34 S 1. Amended Srats 1985 ch 453 $'11; Stats 1986 ch 475 S 2;Stats1988 ch 1'159 S 5;

Stats1990ch'1639$4(A83991);Stats1999ch221S1(S8 143),ch34252(S8 144);Stats2001 ch24$4(SB
352); Stats 2003 ch 765 S 1 (AB 1 101), operative July 1, 2004; Stats 2018 ch 659 S 50 (AB 3249), effective January
1,2019.

Deering's Califomia Codes Annotated

Page 2 of 3



815/25, 12:38 PM

I-EGAL MAIL

F rorrr: Richard A Levy (l evy@ ri cha rdalevy.co nr)

To; yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date: Thursday, July 31, 2025 at 06:04 AtU PDT

Yahoo Mail - LEGAL MAIL
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OO NT.IDENTIAL IJEGAI, MATIJ
Dear Mr. Yablonsky,
In view of the urgency ymr expressed in your phoue message yesterday, aad your request that I respond by inssgurg

email, l am providing this brief, general respon$e.
On July 22 someone identifying himself as your court.appointed investigator left a phone messags asking two quostions

on your behaif: (L) whether I attempted to authenticate a transcript before inh'oducing it to the jury and (2) whether I
moved to suppross an interrogation. I phoned him baek the same day but had to leave a voicernail message. tr explained
that I was the attorney on appeal, not the trial attorrrey. It is the trial attorney who introducee or objecte to evidence and
who moves to suppreao evidenee. All oS this is done or not dorae befo,re the attnnrey oa appeal is appoiated, which occurs
after convictinn and sentencing. The investigator did not return my call.

For a response to the questrons, you wil} need to sontact your trial attorney (the San Bernard:ino County Fublic
Defended. I have no independent recollectios of any facts sunounding the two questions, and I returned the fiIe to you
wben the appeal was concluded.

Good luck in future proceedings,
Richard A Le.vy
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John Henry Yablonsky # AL037 3 -23093 42444
9500 Etiwanda
R.C, Ca. 91739

/n,'\qr:i
J ,,7

I
u

RE: FVI900518 THE PEOPLE VS JOFN HENRY YABLONSKY
STATES EXHIBIT 49 &,49A "NTERROGATION TRANSCRIPTS"

Dear Geoffiey Canty sir;

On March 10, 2009 you were assigned to my case through the public defender's office
and spoke to me at $eat lengths about states evidences, specifically an interrogation transcript o

a march 8,2A09 interrogation. The district afcorney gave you, your office a copy of that

intenogation, in transcript form, one text transcript and one audio transcript. They were
identified as states DR# 1 3 3 1 03 6-07 EXHIBITS 49 &, 49 A,

There is a major discrepancy with regards to the authenticity and accuracy of those

transcripts, 1) They do not match real time recordings 2) They do not rnatch one another

3) They show the people had altered answers 4) They show that custodial markers were redacted

5) One copy shows MIRANDA was redacted.

Please, you ale a real advocate of the states laws, and a true compliment to your legal
profession and I thank you for your advocacy for my constitution, but, I now require a couple

answers from you, if you won't mind. I am currently litigating under felony- murder, your

response is needed ASAP, Please

1) Did you ever verify that the audio potion transcript rvirether it matched the text

transgipt, and if you did not, please explain why, if you did what was your findings?

2) The audio portion of that transcript was over 3 hours in length, did you authenticate

whether exhibit 49A was accurately transcr:ibed from exhibit 49? If you did please explain what

you found? If you did not, please explain why you did not have this evidence examined?

3) Who from the district attorney's office gave you that evidence, and when?

I know that this case is old, but, this case was historical, your participation in this case

would have made a ditTerence had you stayed on it, but the public defender's office replaced

you. I need your help as a true advocate of the state laws. I need yow response to be mailed to

my cupent data provided at the top of this tettf.r. You are ethically required to respond

John HerLry Yablonsky
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July 1 1,2025
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7n8r25,5:49AM AOt Mail - Fw: John H. Yablonsky RR9005rB

#sofl J"*aw*;s'Fw:John H. Yablonsky FV1900518

From; nlw41@aol.com (nlw41@aol.com)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date: Monday, July 28, 2025 at 05:48 AM PDT

-* Forwarded Message -..-
From : nlw41 @aol.com <nlw41 @aol.com>
To: geoffrey.canty@pd.sbcounty.gov <geoffrey.canty@pd.sbcounty-gov>
Sen|: Tuesday, July 22,2425 at 10:11:24A|\d pDT
Subiect: John H. Yablonsky FVI$00518

' PD Canty I am the court appointed P.l. for D-Yablonsky.

He wanted to ask two questions which I put on your phone.
1. Did you or your office ever authenticate States Exhibit 49 and 49A, to verify the verbatim
transcripts of the March 8th, 2009 lntenogation?>
1a lf you did, what did you find?
1b lf you did not, why not?

2. Did your office notice the Warrant to arrest lVlr. Yahlonski issued 4 days before tl"re
interrogation?
lf your office did why didn't you file a suppression rnotion?
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912125,12;11PM Yahoo Mail - Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FVIB00518 - (Exhibit 49 Audto)

Re:John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FVl90051B - (Exhibit 49 Audio)

From: Thomas Guzman-Sanchez (vfi@gsmedialab.com)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date: Tuesday, September2,2025 at11:47 AM PDT
,#prn Q-A-f)
flehs* ' s*'t;

The edits are confirmed.

-- On Tue, 02 Sep 2025 10:50:44 -0700 yablonsky@yahoo.com wrs{6 -
Good Morning GS Media,

' This is in regards to my brothers conversation you had with him eadier today.

, ,tccording to your conversation, you discussed findings with regards to States Exhibit 49, that your software
detected 7 splicings within the first hour of this alleged original recording.

In anticipation of your roport, John just wants to confirm exactly vrhat you said about the 7 edits that you
I found, just within the first hour of this audio recording alone.

John appreciates your integrity and looks forward to a full report at your earliest convenience.

Respectfully for,

John HenryYablonsky

Ken Yablonsky
) 562'889-7370
I yablonsky@vahos.cotu

Hello Thomas,

, My brother called and explained that you found some issues with the DSS file berng "compressed" or
' "decompressedt'.

These files were emailed to our father an811512014 at 3:1lPM. I have a printout of the original email that was
' 

sent by Richard LevY.
fhe email details that it includes only 2 files; the DSS fiie and the Dssl2llE.exe file to listen to the DSS audio

recording.

aboutblank [a#e l6W
tq
fl (-*
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On Friday, August 22,2025 at 05:37:49 PM PDT, Kenneth Yablonsl<y <yablogs3y-@y.ah9!.cgm> wrote:



Naum Ware Lrv Services

NWIS
P.!. #27M7

2e${} $*i*"tq*lnr Ave
Ontario, CA.91761

(sGg) e35-5818

People vs. Yabtronsky, John
Sa,se # Fld$SSfiS'$S-

This ls an old case where the defendant, Yablonsky, was charged with the murder of his
landlord back in 1985. After numerous years of investigation landing nowhene, suddenly
two detectives landed sn D-Yablonsky's doomt*p to guasfion him in re the murder.

The two detectives, Greg Myler and Rob Alexander,

fltp,t:.e w-as no Miranda ever giypn

I am going to reiterate later in this report, but please

Let me use some words here that occurred so you get the picture very clear

Page I of5

aF illegal ruee,to gglD-Yabl.grtqkv to !alk.

end to anest-



but
any. he not, he kept telling them he
would never hurt Rita, and this upset them.

These detectives went to John

D-Yablonsky had already told them over ten times he never had a relationship with Rita
otherthan landlod/tenant. Yet, these two detectlves asked him over and over again, the
exast sarne questions and Yablonslry answered thern the sanne way eaeh tirne.

These two detectives even admitted there were missing reports in this case, yet
continued to berate D-Yablonsky after he would not oop out to sornething he told thern
over and oYer hs dld not dn,

D-Yablonsky made it clear that he did not socialize with Rita, nor did his wife at the time.
He made it clear he didn't really know her other than as a landlord.
Ypblonslor m-qdp g .Mq$ef hqu$ e.jiu qf-aa*J rs p-.h$ 

"b
house on numerovs,ocgasions fixifrq sinks. dggfs.?nd s.uch.

Page 2 ofS

Thev exploited him bv beino duqlicitous. Thqv wgre sneel$ and..deceptive to coax hin
to tplk. They ueosd,him. sweet tA,!he{ hir,n. used sun.eplitiousness. to oet what thgy
wes\#Jmm-H*Fjs$sM

fhese two -dptggliyes weregnderhand.e.d. clandesti[g, disinsenqg.rls. and devious.

he qas u,rlder anest. he qgid. "J want.qn g[omev.

did nqlmirandize him.

house to arrest him.

These
D{ablonsky knew it.

YVaS

wanted to know v-Rita's



was on

Did you kiss V-Rita? NO! Did you have sex with V-Rita? NO! You are much younger
than her did, she like young guys; that's okay you know? Yablonsky, said I don't know
what shs llked.

trip
previous wives, by any

means

the it around like '-schoolgids on
and when he would not

The whole line of question and method by thme detectives was unprofessional and

illegal. They went from questioning his wives to his siblings, and his mother and father.

When Yablonsky asked them why they were questioning hinn with the same stuff over
and over, they ignored hirn and eontinued.

agree,

Page 3 ofS

There wgre so manv onpprtunities_lg tt4tandize D-Yqhlonsky. but the detectives hAd no

proves anest
radar frorn the beginning.

up, by drug talk, by talking



They talked about D-yahlonsky working with nuclear missiles and the training involved,

This was not their interpst it was to act as if they were listening to hirn but to really get

him ts agree wlth thern about what occurred with Rita. This was beyond pafonizing and

subterfuge; this was pathetic police work.

when
being a liar and a nnonster like other have of nmurderers,

you were

high. You were a FS[$On things and perhaps Yotl iust
didn't realize what You did

These detectives even the
at her photo". We could
serious here? TheY bld
had in his tife atthe time,

when you looked
Are you even

arnaunt of strass he

Wow!

They literally kept brlnglng up his pr,evious anest and prison time to convince him to

*nf** to somitning [e CiO"not do and told them over and over again, he did not do

this.

Page 4 ofS

Then denied any ttris, started loud and acqtsed him of

did
baek then
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Furthennore, ljust want to add the level of deception we are deaiing with fi,oEn these
deteetives to drive the point hsrne.

Exhibit 49a, specifically at thr, 7m, 15s into the audio where Yablonsky's answerB t<r the
question whether he had the key to Rita's house. He clearly said "no", yet the transcript,
Exhibit 49a, page 44, line 23, the answer was transcribed as "um ya".

Also, at thr, 7m, 25s, into the audio, Yablonsky was asked whether Rita had a key to
his house and the audio clearly says, "yes she didn, yet in Exhibit 4ga, page 4s, line 1,
Yablonsky's answer was transcribed as 'no"
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he,qlten askq,dJgf an attprney.
away." YVe a$ gqing to telleveryho,dy.

unconscionable.

Need I sav more. This was ail itleqal act from the start. Frpm the rnpment thegg
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$tau,m, ^Ware &tnt estl$*tht e S sm{nes

2230 S. Malcolm Ave

Ontario Ca.91781

Frlvate lnvestigator

California F. l. Uc # 27647

909 9355818

Email: dgAl@ad-asrn

AOL Mail - Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FVl9005t8 - PC1172.6

l1

Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FV1900518 - PC1172,6

From: nlw41 @aol.com (nlw41 @aol.com)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com;nlw41@aol.com

Date: Wednesday, October 1,2025 at 08:56 AM PDT

ln

DUcoveay

IVlorning Kenneth,
ljust talked with the audio expert onr Yablonsky's case so please take note:

1. How Yablonsky was.convicted appears to be by rumor not evidence for fact.

2. There is a lot of mumbling in the tape which the audio tech can get out.

B. There are numerous DROPS and CUTS, this is found via dictaphone use or DSS.

4. Chops and cuts change words and there are at least 50 (fifty)-

5. Your focus should be on that instead of conspiracy.

6. fo mess with the integritY of

This is your issue, this makes yout"

Get another motion
t'0on-Cut recording.

audio expent can show all of this

exist in evidence.

7

entitled to a

!

A
"ts*'llt'| i

,7.'l
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oha rt.hlan& 1t2

leaves the appgr€Utce.

There should be concentration only on
Tke tirle lirie will show verbal slates are aff.



U5/25, 12:38 PM Yahoo Mail - LEGAL MAIL

LEGAL MAIL

Frorn: Richard A Levy (levy@richardalevy.com)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date: Thursday, July 31,2025 at 06:04 AM PDT

CONEMENfiAT LEGAT MAIL
Dear Mr. Yablonsky,
In view of trhe urgency you expressed in your pbone message yesterday, and your request that I respond by insssru*

email, I am providing thie brief, general reepouse.
On July 22 eomeone idenffiing himself as your court-appointed investigator left a phoue mossage aahing two questions

on your behalf: (1) whether I attempted to authenticate a transcript before introducing it to the jury and (2) whether I
moved to suppress an intorrogation. I phoned him back the same day but had to leave a voicemail message. I explained
that I was the attornoy on appeal, not the trial attorney. It is the trigl attoruey who introduces or objects to evidence and
who movee to suppress evideuce. i{11 of this is doue or uot done before tJre attorney on appeal is appointed, which occurs

after conviction and sentencing. The iavestigator did not return my call.
For a respoase to the questions, you will need to contact your trial attotney (the San Bernardino County Public

Defender). I have no independeut recollection of arry facts surarunding the two questions, and I returned the fiie to you
when the appeal was concluded.

Good luck in future proceedings.
RichardA Lewy
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Yahoo Mail'LEGALMAIL
r/5/25, 12138 PM

LEGAL MAIL

Frorn; Richard A Levy (levy@richardalevy'com)

To: YablonskY@Yahoo'corn

Date: Thursday, July 31'2A25 at 06:04 AM PDT

RichardA. LsW

Pub[c
the flle to You

TT
ts\, li"i: - tt .i

t.i y

\,,
il. *., \

i.
l!

b
t;l

ftr, I
1,. ii ,,,S

',1

iii:
I

$ ! l-, :f ,ii',".:
i: rai r "'
: 'l\ s
:: :l!: ,r;

111

it
','r(

$\'



(ourt'

John HenryYablonsky
# A10373-2309342444
9500 Etiwanda
Rancho Cucamonga; GA 91 739
ln Propria Persona

iE ii i' H i*t
IUblaL,

sUPrnron couRT
counnv or sAN BEnNAHOINU- - JbsHun rRiE Dtii'r3lcr

JAN 
-i 

:l 2026

M'n,tsY

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

JOHN HENRYYABLONSKY,

PETITIONER

vs.

PEoPLE oFTHE stnrs oF cALlFoRNtA

RESPONDENT

The Honorabte Judge James Taytor

Case No.: FV1900518 - PC1172.6

NOTIGE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO
RECONSIDER AND VACATE

EMERGENCYFITING
Date:111U2026
Dept: M2
Time:0830

,:i

, t.;n:r f;j
,{ .t-'-J " 1

- n''t ;'"'l- i"'r'
i ^- s';"' ': y'o'',' ' 't

r-\: l lr'"\r, ,,.. l;_; t' 
"-/:. ' f

Petitioner John Henry Yabtonsky respectfuLl.y moves this Court for an order: f il (:tr$

1, Reconsideringthe Court's January 9,2026 deniat of Petitioner's post-conviction
petitions;

2. Vacating or striking the Court's retiance on verdict-based presumptions and
CALCRIM Nos.521 and 540a; and

3. Requiring adjudication of a[[ pending motions and e-videntiarysubmissions
chattenging the integrity of the evidence undertying tho conviction before further
retianoe on the verdict or jury instructions. THE PEoptEs ExHlBlT49 &49AARE
FRU ITS O F FRAU D U LANT M ISCO ND U CT NAPU E.AI.GORTA-TROM BETTA.BRADY

This motion is based on the Court's inherent authority, due-process principtes, penaI Code
section 1473, governing case taw, the Court's continuing jurisdiction over unresolved
motions, and the record and exhibits on fil.e.

Page 1 of I



I.INTRODUCTIOt'l

On January9,2026, this Court began denying Petitioner's po$t-conviction petitions

without rul,ing on any of Petitioner's pending rnotions, without considering newty
presented evidence, and without anatyzingthe triaI reoord, basing deniat sototy on
CATCRIM Nos.521 and 54OA.

Those instructions presume a valid, untainted verdict. However, at the timo of deniat, the

Gourt had before it pending motions and evidence estabtishing that the ortty

incriminating evidence used at triat-Petitioner's atLeged extrajudicial statement-
was scientificatty pro\ren to be fatse, altered, and manufactured.

A court may not deny post-conviction retief whil.e assurningthe vatidity of evidence that
has notyet been adfudicated as authentlc. Doing so viotates due procass and renders

the deniat structuratty defective.

II. GOVERNII{G LEGAL STA!{DARD

The Catifornia Supreme Court recentty reaffirmed the govorning rute in People v. Patton, 17

Cat.Sth 568 (2025):

'nPetitioner confronting a record of comviotion that demonstrates retief is unavaitable
have the bu rden of com ing forwa rd with non-con clusory atlegations that wou td

necessarily inform the court and prosecutor what isstres an evidentiary hearing would
entail. The court countering the factuat dispute may not resotve the issue at the prima
facie stage.'
(/d. at p. 568, emphasis added.)

Here, Petitioner dld exacttywhat Patton requires-and more.

Petitioner did not re[y on conctusory allegations. He presented physicat, scientific,
expert-verified evidence establishing that the n'originat' statemBnt evidence refied upon at
trialwas fabricated decades afterthe crirne and years before triat, and coutd not have
been discovered eartier due to technotogical limitations.

Yet the Court resotved the dispute anyway, at the prima facie stage, without rul.ing on the
motions or evidence, and without an evidentiary hoaring, in direct contravention of
Patton.

Page 2 of I



III. T{EWI.Y PISCOVERED $GIENTIFIC EVNDEI'TCffi

(Non-Conclusive, Phyeical, and Previously Undetectahte]

The record before the Court inctudes newty diseovered soientific evidence
demonstrating:

1" The proseoution's purported "original" audlo statement was rnanufactured
approximate[ytwo years before trial, and approxirnatety twenty.flve {25} years
after the I 985 homicidet

2. Advanced forensic audio anatysis using iZotope RX&*technoLogy not avaitabte at
the time of trial or eartier po$t-conviction proceedings*identified:

o More than 318 discrote cuts and sptices within the audio fite;

o Systematic mani putatio n inconsistent with anatog-to-d igitat transfer
artifacts;

3. Audio experts further determined that the verbal state was deliberately turned off
and on to conceal the tnue recording date, thereby disguising the fabrication as a

contern poraneo us interrogation recording.

This is physicat scientific evidence, not argument.
It directty oontradicts the prosecution's triaI theory and undermines the sote
incriminating evidence used to obtain ttie conviction.

!V. THE COURT COULD NOT RELY ON CALCRIM 521 AND 54CIA

WIThIOUT FIRST RE$OLVING THE EVIDENTIARY DISPUTE

CALCRIM Nos. 521 and 5404 do not operats in a factuatvacuum. They are derivativa l.egat
instructions that assume:

" A vatid evidentiary foundation;

" Authentic, truthfuI incuLpatory evidence;

n A verdict untainted byfabrication or fatsification.

Where the only evidence supportingthe verdict is a[teged-supported by expert
proof-to be false, retiance on those instructions begs the very factual, question in
dispute.

Under Pattan,the Court was required to:

Page 3 of B
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1. Accept the non-conclusory a[tegations as true at the prima facie sta$e;

2. Refrain from resotving the factua[ dispute; and

g. Proceed to adjudication of the evidentiary chaltenge before denying relief.

The Court did none of these.

V. THE 
'ANUARY 

9,2026 DET{IAL IS VOIDABLE

BECAUSE IT RESTS OhI UNADJUDICATEb, DISPUTED EUDENCE

The deniat is constitutional.ty defective because:

. Pgnding motions chatl.enging evidentiary integritywere ignored;

o Scientific evidence estabtishingfabrication was not considered;

" The Court resotved factua[ disputes at the prima facie stage;

' The deniat reLied on verdict-based pre$umptions that cottapse if the evidence is
fatse.

A ruting rendered under these circumstances cannot stamd.

vt. HELIEF BEQUESTED

Petitioner respectfutfy requests that the Court:

1. Reconsider and vacate the January g,2}26deniat to the extent it rel,ies on

CALCRIM Nos.521 and 54OA;

2, Strike or vacate retiance on verdict-based presumptions pending adjudication of
evidentiary integrity;

3. Rute on al,[ pending motions and evidentiary subn:lissions chatl.enging fal,se

evidence;

4. Order further proceedings consistent with Peop Ie n Patton, inctuding evidentiary
devetopment as required; and

5. Grant any other relief the Court deems just and proper.

Page 4 of I



VII. REASONSTHIS MOTIO${ SHOULD BE GRANTEO

a. TheAnaya case does notoverrute People u Patton.

Different Gounts & Authority

" Peoptev. Fatton,17 Cat.Sth 549 (2025) is a Gatifornia Supreme Gourt decision
interpreting Penal Code S'1172.6 and how courts shoutd assess prima facie

eLigibitity for resentencing based on the record of conviction. The Supreme Court's

rutings are bindingon all lower Ca0fornia courts. (ji"tsliir)

" Peopte v. Anaya (the case you cited at 225 Cal. App. Lexis 8711is a Court of AppeaL

opinion. An appettate decision cannot overrule a Supreme Gouft precedent - it

must fottow it untess the Supreme Court itsetf has sub$egu6ntLy changed the taw.

Appettate opinions can distinguish Supreme Court precodent, but they do not

overrule il.

What Paffon Actuatty Says

ln Paffon, the Catifornia Supreme Court held that:

. At the s 1 172.6 prima facie stage, a court may consider unrefuted evidence from the

record of conviction - inctuding pretiminary hearing testimony- to determine that
a petitioner is ineligible for relief because the person was the actuat perpetrator or
otherwise not entitted to resentencing. (Ju*ti.n)

This estabtishes that relianee on uncontested record evidonce can defeat a prima facie
showing of etigibiLity for S 1 172.6 retief.

\llfhatAnaya Did

The appettate court uphetd the deniat of a S 1172.6 resentencing petition at the
prima facie stage because the record showed the defendant was convicted as a
direct perpetratorwith intent- not based on vicarious tiabitity. (Ji.t$iis)

This is bntirel,y consistent with Patton - both cases treat ctear record evidence
showing direct perpetration/intent as grounds to deny retief earty.

THE PEOPLE'S RECORD IS CRYSTAL ON THIS POINT. THERE ARE AT LEAST 17
OTHER DNA SUSPECTS TO THIS CASE THAT DO NOT MATCH PETITIONER, AND
ONE OF THOSE DNAfS WAS FOUND ON TI{E MURDER WEAPON. A MURDER
WEAPON THAT DOES NOT HAVE PETITIONER'S DNA ON !T! THE RECORD IS

ALS0 GRYSTALTHATTHE ONLY DNA FOUND ATTHIS CRIME scEl.tE tN AI{

a

a

t
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UNRE|-ATED MAI{NER pREDATESTHE CRTME By MULT|PLE DAYS! (RT3r7-
C RI M I NALIST DONALD JO N ES."SEVERAL DAYS O LDE R') (RT491 .PATHO LOGIST
IfUILLIAM SAUKEL.*AT LEAST ONE AND A HA,LF DAYS OLDER'}

THE APPELAT RECORD GONSIDERING THE TRIAL RECORD WAS VERY CLEAR IN
THEIR REVIEW OF THE TRI,AL EVIDENGE"

THEAPPELAT RECORD OIV PAGE {7 GIVH$TREE\IERY PROFOUND FINSINGS
REGARDING THE PETITIOhIER'S DNAAND TI.IE ACTUA'. MURDER EVIDENCE:

O FIRST BEING T!'IAT THE E\NDEFICE DOES SUGGE$T A SEPARATE SUSPECT

BE$! D ES TH E PETITIO hI ER AS TI{ E ACTUAN. KITKER!

o SECOND BEING, AFTER REVIEWING THE ENTIRE RECORD Tt{E COURT OF

APPEAL CONCLIJDED THAT RITA MAY hIAVE BEEN WAYI.AYED IN THE

PARKING LOT OF THE ZODIAC LOUNGE.

o TlllRD BEING, TE{E GOURT oF APPEAI- REGOGNIIZES ThIAT GREGORY

RANDOLFH FIAD GONFESSED TO THE CRIME, AND HIS CONFESSION tED
TO SPECTAL INVESTIGAmONST PLACTNG REASONABLE DOUBT trVTO THE

SENATE BIIL 1437 AND 775 F{O!.DIhIGS.

The fact that the Peopte charged the petitioner in this case was consistentty contingent on
the People's fabrication of the evidence where the prosecutor fabricated evidence ptacing
keys in the petitioner's possession to incriminate him. This is atso consistent with the fact
that.the only.reason Gregory Randotph was nevertried for this case is because he
committed suicide before forensic evidence corroborated his confession.

Gregory Randolph's DNAwas in fact l,ocated at Rita Cobb's crirne scene, contradicting
the Peopte's now argurnent that John HenryYabtonsky is/was the only suspect. The
only evidence connecting the petiticner to this crinne in an incriminating way is the
Feopte's fabricated efirajudicial statement.

The Peopte's sote argument in their repty, on page 3, lines 5-8, is ttrat the onty evidence
the jury re[ied on to find the petitioner guitty is the petitioner's DtrlA, which predates
the crime, and the defendant's extraiudicia[ staternent.

This is the prirnary rea$on the foren$ics reportforthe Feopte's exhibit4{l is material,to
the issue of guitt. During tho January 9, 2O2e, hearing the District Attorney openty
admitted that the defendant's extraludiciat statement evidence, used during trial, has

a

C
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been destroyed. This now ca[[s into question why wou[d the District Attorney put
evidence that the fury has never seen into these prima facie proceedings.

Petitioner's Private lnveotigator ldaurn Ware has physicalty proven that the Peopto's

exhibit 49A was itlegatly attered whon the prosecutor planted evidence onto the
petitionar by cha ngin g the petitisner's answers!

During post-trial, titigations in case # WHC$S12OO31 1, District Attomey Ferguson

confirms that the trial staternent evidence used in this case also showed petitioner

atlegedty having keys to Rita's house.

This is precisetywhy the integrity of the originat recording, as wetl as any subsequent
copies, must be calted into question.

Page 7 of I
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VERIFICATION

t John Henry Yabtonsky, an adutt pafiy to the action dectare under penatty of perjury the

foregoing are true and accurate according to belaef and knowledge.

January 11,2026 Jghri HenryYablonsky

Proof of servioe

I George Vincent YabLonsky, an adutt non-party to this actuat declare under penatty of
perjury that I have personatty served the motion to vacate to the beLow stated pafties on
January 12,2026-

Superlor Court of Catifornia ,6527 White Feather Road, Joshua Tree, California
a

a

92252

oistriet Attorney of san Bernardino, 6s27 white Feather Road, .loshua Tree,
CaLifornia92252

George Vin cent yabl.onslcy v/a,/ru"l
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DECI,ARATION IN SUPPORT OF MOTION T'OR APPOINTMENT OF EXPERT

I, THOMAS GUZMAN-SANCHEZ, declare as follows:

I am a member of the Los Angeles Superior Court
Expert Witness Panel

On June 06, 2025 I was appointed to conduct audio
forensic Iab services for the defense (John Flenry Yablonsky case
#r'VI900518). I was authorized to provj-de twenty (20) hours of
non-testj-monial services for the defense. I have proceeded to do
the requested analysis, lab services and consultation.
Additional analysis and production services are required for the
completion of this appointment

I have prepared an initial preliminary report
reflecting the results from phase one of the analyses, which is
attached hereto as EXHfBI:I A. I have also provj-ded details of
service provided and what is needed to complete the appointment,
which is attached hereto as EXHIBII B. I need to continue to
phase 2 and 3 to complete the requested phonetic transcription
and complete report to the Defense.

Based on the twenty (20) hours f've expended so far
on this case for review, clarifj-cation and analysis, f am
requesting the court approve an additional twenty (201 hours of
1ab services and forensic production. This incrudes: phonetic
transcription continued analysis, file authoring and preparation
of the final report.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the 1aws of
the state of california that the facts stated in the foregoing
are true and correct.
Executed on this 29'h day of september 2025, in Los Angeles,
California.

September 29, 2025

s#sl#
#&ffiffiT
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THOMAS GUZMAN-SANCHEZ
AVF - Expert
GS Media Lab

GS MEDIA LA
1O DEARBORN ST. NORTHRIDG
OICE' 81 8.727.1979 CELL/TEXT

e mail: vfi@gsmedialab

c-
By

192
B
E, CA 91324 USA
:818.399.1255
. com

,



r.f 1 r'- r'\ -" t

lc"-*"*L $J : -." ; ,
.", I *- 

-*

Nanre

SlEe

Ki{rd

$$si!: l["exe

OsslB 1 tr E.e*e

I.17 s,$$ {217335* byttsi

urt

tu!,{.rs$oft Execu(ebls
($.*,l.i'$ticrosott.rtlrldol.-'s*extcutailie

, 1*:'i, i il rr, rr) i i''\( :.." f S'$ f i,, "'i;;il i*r:t *ri.l ih vii..:

Ls*.*tl$fi i:r,,,l.l"iils:*lll.:?&L:.i".i"],":iliiiY ti"iii:':l 'J!.il u ril('i;.i((i:L-1.'
Y 

j\lil,"il t.l :.li! &,ec*; i:,ii j I r! q,J r I I ii.:1

Cr€ated Februiary lS, 2*IS $:?0r"$2 Ahl

Modified February t$, 2$IS 9.?S.4! AM
'{rN}t}i.}},}sr

Fonnet Mn

Foffiat prs$le Ex€cuteble I l$tel i3s6
Encoded date uT( !s&l-ss*ss 17:02.5f

lntervww,lohn Y$blot1rkY {$3*$S' t}9$ t{ sx0$*S5-D$5

tnte;vlew John Yablonsky I 03* 08-S9! l{ # 1&s- 85'DSs

22.9 MB i22875648 byqesl

unix E*ecutthle Flt€

dyn"ah62d46daqm$gwi * sss lgavsbrqz6gn2 Szsuutlt 5df
h&.?x43dxsq
, !' ii:lii : jrrr: : irilri. L,,, t-ti'r't li -\;ti-i |:r:r t]*t {ii !1* $il1: l llt $ 9 lLr.r ; l

\. i\#r.ui\:|i"! ilfii.jlli !x*ti *: \"i:',;lT{:}${vll-:-.[ ,'i',i!iil,,ihiF,\
i.:lil(i.lirit.iti i:r i t'i:'i: | {, 1l,i

MNqt) S. iSSS 7 $0 $S lthl
N{firch $. t0sr$ Ir$s.{t1 .&M

r .. {, ,1 ii.; ,: d:"

J_.{".; l

'tl li

Extraction:

The extraction technician for the files is unknown and

there was no official extraction report j-ncluded with this DME.

Extraction Details:

1 ) InterviewJohnYablonskylntervier^r( 03-08-09 ) .mp3

Created: November LL,2020 L0:35222 A!1

Modified: November 11, 2020 LAz35z22 AIvI

Encoded e Taggeds None

2, Intervieur John Yablonsky (03-08-09) H #100-85.DSS

Created: March 9t 2009 7:30:40 AI,I

Modified: March 9, 20A9 7230:40 Ald

Encoded & Tagged: None

3) Dss121lE.exe

Created: February 20, 2Arc 9z20zL2 N4

Modified: February 20, 2OL9 9220242 AI{

UTC: 2001-09-05 L7202257

itlof
I \u\r{



IMAGE CLARIFICAIION
fli

L/

=d"!\\,el f *,' '\,-. ". i .;",-l
"i,""!

$Jo&,9
-$,d

The audio file was imported into Izotope and

clarified.

1 ) rnterviewirohnYablonskylnterview(03-08-O9 ) .mp3

Phase 1 completed

Filters applied!
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Drop/cut examples from file:

1)xnterviewJohnlablonskylnterview(03.08.09).mp3

s*-

A) DroP/cut 00104!05.328 t

tIvl

_ 
.d*

s*

* ..,*

$

i!'AB) Drop/cut OO:O4356.684

r CuSTcflrYt L
7

{x&{}*
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ilu

s
C) Drop/cut 00:05.LL.L92
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D) orop/cut OO:05;36,863

E) Drop/cut O1:14:OO.68?

Preliminary Conclusion

Based on the digita3- media evidence I received, these

are fj-ve of the many anornalies that were discovered in the

recorded audio" These drop/cuts are abnormal due to how often

they occr!tr *n the recording file, Phase 2 (r*hich i-s complggg

ctarification and analysis of recording integregrity of the 3

hcur and 40 minute recordj"ng) and phase 3 (the phonetic

transcription) needs to be completed before a final result of

the analysis can be revealed.
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1011125, 1:08 PM Yahoo Mail - Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs' The People - Case - FV|90051B - PC1172.6

Re:.iohn l-{enry Yablonsky vs. The Feople - Case - FV|9005X8 - PC1172.6

fl m.mte* #,N
h$-s:dlJ;t io

$sj$-sN',"-iu :;-.ii *

Sffiu&$r#se-*ffie-Y ffic#wru*

*p*$es sut#sru*s
jd 1"'-"t " -',"1 

", I \' {. I i; t .*'
{. I ",."

lMonnlng Kenneth,
ljust talked with the audio expert on YabNonsky's case so please take note:

1. hlow Yablonsky was convicted appeans to be by rurnor not evidence for fact.

2. There ls a $ot of rnumbling in tN're tape whictt the audio tech can get out.

3" There are numerous DRCIFS and CUT$, this is found via dictaphone use or DS$.

4. Chops and cuts change words and tl'rere are at least 50 (fifty)".

5. Youn focus should be on that instead of comspinacy.

6. f,o d$?ess wif$r $,fae ii'm$egr$ff of a fape, t$to$ fs $$pe fsssle"

7" These&a!_ahte*(time and date) at one lesatlon iS turned eff. Ttlen whetn [t is turned on again it
leaves the app-earanee-

thnf it was eontinl hr ri if uraq nnt This is your issue, this makes yCI{",r case.

Get another motion so tl'le audlo expert ean show all of this becawse you are entitled to a Non-
eut recordimg.

There shsuld he covrcentration only on fact of what exist in evldence.
Ifoe fime ffire wfd{ sftow ver$al slales are off.

NWIS

Frr:rrr; nlw41 @aol.corrr (n!w4'tr@aol.com)

T*; yablonsky@yahoo.com; n!w4'l@aol.corn

Sate; Wednesday, October 1,2A25 at 08:55 AM PDT

5{aurn'W are lrw est76 ativ e S wvtces

2230 S. Malcolm Ave

Ontario Ca. 91761

Frivate Invesfigafor

Califomia P. l. Lic #27647

909 935-5818

Ernail : nlUt41@esl._*pm

a&)
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tr{-}

about:blank
&,ffi:r##ds \ ..ii' 1t2
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Naum Ware Investigation Services

NWIS
P.,.#27647

2230 Malmlm Ave
Ontario Ca. 91761

(e09) e35-5818
People vs. John H. Yablonsky
Case # FV1900518

This is a declaration in re the work being done on audio in re the
Case of John Yablonslqr
Due to the mumbling of John throughout the interview, the police twisted his words
figuring no one would catch it. Well, the audio expert did catch it.

The audio expert has to take a picture, then capture each cut.
It is laborious and he even has two other experts working with him.
There must be over one hundred splices into the actual interview which the police
botched.

This work will not be completed until at least three weeks. So, to be safe, we will need
until at least the second week of January to produce a full report showing the
MALFEASANCE these police went through to frame this client.

Submifted.

,$*wemm de{snm#s
fl*+vs *c,sr Sraes,$

s4urffi #cs s&wffiry(
Jg*urruWft"s$$ SS S*:yeeeYffi.e*5 T# GelSi&gqL
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:15
d. cr r7n16 €xNrslr fiA tffi {r,ae

WITH JOHN YA8LONSKY

2

3

4

DR #1331 036-07 / H S1985-1OCI

Inferviewer: De[ Greg Myler

interuiewer: Det. Rob Aiexander

lnteruiewee: John Yablonsky {au 29,lc
f,bTt{t D,4 tc-

talking to him at

by right?

(v) Rita Cobb

{}

5 RA: Test. - - Today's date is March 08, 2009- It's app 09:1

A GM: Gan we taik to you for one second?

RA: The following interview will be reference to case nurnber 07-88. {overlapping7

r,} IA {"7
I $t
5

lti

$
:t".,-"'

o Radio

IU Radio

11 (door closing)

12 Radio Response Transmission RA: Yes.

GM: Hey, howyou doing?

14 RA: Hi.

15 {door clasing}

convensation) 
I

Transmission GM: 
fttriSnt, 

we'll be

Response: Wele dtillgonna stand

r t;
$i*L

|..,

,$ l"**r7
)

q

fx{
&

p3-M9

".. .,'r, '.-i "o i''' I ll 
"'"*''I: ""

Ib
N N

s${*s
K,

.-, t' \''
J l"i ,

'*z 
* 

- ,g*-{\:'"
$,3'" "'

,U
L_.'

s l*
$N

ee
tltu:? r
r$q$

rc)
kvt Ii

.

l\

16 RA: Hey, we're

'17 GM: l'rn Greg. ioverlapping convercationi

k*r
we're following up on a, on a qase.

2rr

e1 of 113

aetectides,

1B

J9

2A

21

a
?a

24

26

?6

27

ta

RA: Wed like to sit down and talk with you for a couple of minutes. l've got some

photographs I'd like to show you. Do you have a couple of mlnutes?

JY: Yeah, absolutely-

RA: Ok, great.

JY: And your narne is?

RA: Rob snd Greg- 4
I$JY: Need to get my dog out sf there.

FA Move in the little area here, Is he an attack dcg?

JY: No, lre's a golden retrierrer. He'll lick you to death. We can go in here...make sure,

c'rlon. I 1
$-\
td$

$: \cr E iJ,-
,. .t -31

. .$* .^'"
ReuiBtved

\
J .$-,"{

ili'ner Rob Alexander 
*

November 23, 2010
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I l,iiEf; ViEiV tVif i_{ J O}_Fd yAB LCNSIY
DR #1S3103e-0/ / H #19t5-100

{vi Ri:a Ccbb
haj s:x? rJ*'r:r"gct i;: aiy i[his r,iiiil hei.? she \rj3s a ni:: raiy? you.r= nodJ;ng
ycur h=ad no?

JY: Y:ah, no

Gii./: Ok.

JY: {inaudibis)

1n

li

4a

lf

LJ IYI.

tv.

And this is, hc,*r vres Holly nark thEn? !^jas s.1: . . . .
V-las sh: st;-ictly lzith ycu or did sh= have boytriends?
I v,i:1 holi;i3 st: ru,,,culd g:. As fa;. as I krI 

r,u ,Jr. ns rEi as I knoyl shs ,;i=s alx=yp r,.dih n-,e. jr.rst v.,it;r
me. I 

Iok. !

so you g'j,s, y-ou guys had a reraiicnship vrh;rs urn, y.u dicnrt cat: outsic:;--yr",r e;rd HolT's na:i1a,33. caus: I Fri,u ti.i=r scnn= p:cp!= co the; ycu l:no,"v.
Tai!.::C a loi af Cirei.ect {ypes of pecple.

Yea"r, peeple da that. :ral's th:rr thi:rg but thal v.res;i.t youi guy,s thin,:?
Uh-uh.

i0k.! I

F'nfiiing ers= ycu ca;r tnink about? ycu h==,- a;ry othrr .r*:,= back thee?[I^
a iu.

IJIYI

P-4:

Gl,i:

Ei^,

JY

lDJl .
i I v-r.
i

biu

JY:.

P.4:

GfuI:

;lAnyother....

DiC she g=i yoLi g,;ys haC a k:y
sur3 yy.s had a kty

Ok, did yru guys also

Uin, y=an
- '>-
!it.i {, c-

lh, I f' ,'-l= r l-'(]r.r-

fu"1 itvttt f L"t'

1, l'.+ t-,.

i l:t''l' 
'''/4

iIt'
r=nt=l cr'. . .

'i. ri"

I,l.1r
,i,f-ii

ur t=

JY: Y I
f

E;+-'^

Ck, so she urssn,t li# that it was slrictiy busin:s
?

{.- .r-r1 Si"
-" 
-:r.P" , la '/1 d, l2

didir't altcyr a;ry'soCy in h:r

JY: No

R{ Di'j, Cid she ha'.r=;i kav t:r r,^rri ^^ 
t' It|!ea key tc your apa*mnnt? ii, i

.i A ,t \ --. 
..r','i

-,7:il-) pas:44orii3 u;ia,.ii11-
E:vii'#:i iy Dst. R;i l..l*csx.Jii- #r.iirl l.i:,rrfi:;r 2:, lJlf
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P"A:

JY: l',i:

Glr{:

-rY:

RA:

JY:

P"A:

JY:

JY:

RA;

L, l.

E A.

Gfu]t:

nA.
I.\J^1.

/ li ;1 935-1 OCI
l
I

'-- -\- ,{Fr,+.,
(v) Rita Cobb

Di
r't
l-1

i:=y to your apai-tm=lt? Lv15 -i;t'=

P,A:

JY:

[-w'1,

fu 6'.+

tc Big Bear?

Page45 of 113

#i1672 Fir.i:n:r:r t3. Zl'13

So it r,.iou!,J nst be comrnon for her io ga ov=r tt your apartmsnt though, right?

V'lh;n you guys rnsre living there she just r,vouldn't. . . .

Sh: vras thcuEh;ful.

And yct guys wouldn't go o'/er t.: h:r house cb,;iousiy be:euse it's truo sepa:ats

I houses. It---l
I Do=s sh= ha're any p=ts? 

I

I ihink sh= had a dog,

t*'hat kind of Cag?

(laauCibl:)

You Con't re.'i::mb:r? ltJas It a big dog or.a small d:g or . . . .

ldon"t rem=rilrei j-ou kno'"v lm:an hcnest ii's . . . .

, DiC it har= a ccg hous;? i,'Vas it a ouisi,:= dog? An inside dog?I'l
I t dcn't r=m=mber. I

Excuse me?

I don't Er,'=n r=membsr.

ok.

Now ''vhat sbout h: pistachic pla:e? Vis talked tc scria peopi= up th=re. $.1ayb:

he might be e;le to h:ip us on that.

Yeah, um, t;"isrs rvas a coupla other pista- - c,r ccuple oI oingr Eeople that wE

tEihsd tc thai liv:d at the piatachio farr,r. l'm thinking it's out ihis rray cause you

said BIg Beeds over h=re.

7

I

I

f'. .

rrl ;
t.>.'

,

JY: Yeah.

RA: S0....

GU: ls 18, dces tn,at take-ycu

I ifil,)t-
:. --/1l-<3ll9.fi=1 Cy u=:. r:3c A::)3:'iJ:f
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(v) Ritd Sobb

private,

DR #1 331 036-CI7 l H #1S85-100

JY:

RA:
a.

Go downto Signal Hill

JY:

ID
' .:'l" , 'i rr '',
-l:-""ri. 

.. !

police departn'rent so we can sit down there and talk.

S*vffiffi*e W*bS
-ffiT"-- 

I u*- lffi*--t -m,kt+x'Ps YP ${fre*

Page 51 of 113

#A1672 November23,2010
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RA: I appreclate it.

JY: I mean I'm now like a suspect, suspect on this thing or what?

RA: Wellwe're talt{ng to everybody trying to get as much inforrnation as possible John

and um, sometirnes we have to ask personal questions and . . . .

GiVl: You got your fannily sitting right there. (overlapping conversation]

RA. Your farnily's right there and we don't' wanna cause any type of ernbarrassment.

JY: I don't think there is gonna be any kind of complications.

RA: I think it would be just be better if we did it kind of back at the station as opposed

to right here. And you have been very cooperative with us talking to us right now

and um . ... . -r ;frii-r, ./ t,
rv11\": " 

-'r..{- 
", 

, # '' ,nyJY: Hey Mel, fVlelody? A I'; ^ ,r$'.r 
-_ 

i _ *i:U* , -t 
'-'

GM: Hi, howareyou? i 3H, l,[;{ '*, flt:"'u- {:'
uN: (tnaudibre) ,li U"_' ,,1i.&,.-,rril 

'"* .,,i 
i ,.

uN: (tnaudible) Uh, here Montana. t'- ' .,i. ! '*':"' .,F1.." ,., ' ,-* f*
uN: lvtontanahere. $ ;trF'ifu"'o ..rf , ,.*i']' 

'r. 
i.il{r" -rr { 'i ';-' 

i' / 
nntll tr"l,i f. '

GM: Thaf,e him ht-sh? He's big- : o,+-{ l'1 ' o t

JY: WIas, was kltled and they are trying solve the case and they wannljust ask. . . .

iur.r, who?

i
:.v,
'-t .',{t {"^

[Pru
{,.**)' "q

Revisved by Set. Rob Alexander

think some

and ljust wanna sure that

I<ind away from your

we going?



\)1rtv I INTERVIEW WITH JOHN YABLONSKY

Dft #1331036-07 / i-r#19s5-100

Interyiewer;'Det. Greg l\fyler

I nteryiev,rer: Det. Foh A.lexander.

(door clasing)

Radio Response Transmission RA: Yes.

Gittl: Hey, how you doing?

RA; t-ii.

conversaiion)

Hadio Transrnission pfil: Alrighi, we'Jl be talking to him at the house- I

Radio Response: W{'r* stittgonna stand Oy *g-htz I

v 1rf (v) Rita Cobb

r-
IJ

f(

nlii ' r?ffr
tf*
s*-5til

\*'k
}I

/,0
LT

I

1r 'y 2

4

JY:

;w J I nterulewee: Jc'lin Yablonsky

RA: Test. - - Tdat's date is March 08, 2009. lt's approximately 0g:15 hours.

Gfitl: Can we talk to you for one second?

RA: The follovuing fuderview will be reference to case number 07-88. (overlapping

6

7

+l
{

l$

&\}

lrt'/tt'J"t
", $

b

tbfl
I

{r"
A

$t
ti

12

13

I't

15

to

17

18

.to

(door closing)

RA: Hey, vre're detictives, we're following up on at on a GaEe.
I

GM: I'm Greg. {overlapping conversation)

20

2t

4

a

?4

25

26

27

38

-,d*$
il

.$

JY:

RA:

JY:

RA: We'd like'to sit down and talk with you for a couple 6f minutes. l've got some

photographs I'd like to shoitv you. Do you have a couple of nrinutes?

Yeah. absolutely.

Ok, great.

And your name is?

ns$ and Greg.

Need to get my dog out of there.

Move in the little area here, ls he an attack dog?

RA:

RA

JY: No, he's a golden retriever. He'll iick you to dealh. We can go in here...make sure,

c'mon,
J,.

*/.. _ C
1of I

November

d-,$ \
$.nso 

t*' /
ReWweC by DeL RobAlExander
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l, Georg"e Vtneent YabtonsS reseived from John l-lenry Yabtonsky'$ post-t6at

lewyer Riehand l-evl, a paekage contalning specific evidsnces to include a
copy ef stares Exhiblr 49a, 113 page transcript and states Exhibit 49, a
eorTtpaet Bise for case nurnber zul9ss5lB. The paclrage anived im my

p$s$e$sion, &n er ahoutAugust 1st, ?015" Without alterimgor ehangingt$re

integri$af the evidemces, tr detivered thern tG $ly scn, Kenneti:r Wayme

Yahlonsky, &n or aboutAugust tSth,2Ot5.

I Geoge VincentYabtonslry, an adult, not a party to tlris actlon, dectare this
under the penatty of perjury according to belief and knowledge.

May Znd, 2025 George Vincent Yehlomsky

760-475-310$
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Gal. Rules of Profl Gonduct, Rule 3.3

This document reflects first and last orders received through January 15,2025. Rules are current through
January 15,2025.

CA - California Local, Stafe & Federal Court Rules > RUIES OF THE SIAfE BAR OF
CALIFORNIA > Rules of Professional Conduct > Chapter 3. Advocate

Rule 3.3. Candor Toward the Tribunal*

,-?
(a) A lawyer shall not:

(1) knowingly* make a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal* or fail to correct a false

statement of material fact or law previously made to the tribunal" by the lawyer;

(2) fail to disclose to the tribunal" legal authority in the controlling jurisdiction known* to the
lawyer to be directly adverse to the position of the client and not disclosed by opposing
counsel, or knowingly* misquote to a tribunal othe language of a book, statute, decision or
other authority; or

(3) offer evidence that the lawyer knows* to be false. lf a lawyer, the lawyer's client, or a
witness called by the lawyer, has offered material evidence, and the lawyer comes to know*
of its falsity, the lawyer shall take reasonable* remedial measures, including, if necessary,
disclosure to the tribunal," unless disclosure is prohibited by Business and Professions Code
section 6068, subdivision (e) and rule 1.6. A lawyer may refuse to offer evidence, other than
the testimony of a defendant in a criminal matter, that the lawyer reasonably believes" is

false.

(b) A lawyer who represents a client in a proceeding before a tribunal* and who knows* that a
person* intends to engage, is engaging or has engaged in criminal or fraudulent* conduct related
to the proceeding shall take reasonable* remedial measures to the extent permitted by Business
and Professions Code section 6068, subdivision (e) and rule 1.6.

(c) The duties stated in paragraphs (a) and (b) continue to the conclusion of the proceeding.

(d) ln an ex parte proceeding where notice to the opposing party in the proceeding is not
required or given and the opposing party is not present, a lawyer shall inform the tribunal* of all
material facts known" to the lawyer that will enable the tribunal" to make an informed decision,
whether or not the facts are adverse to the position of the client.

Tt--ic rv) ot,5

ruefr1lA.l

-f$*lelx{

&m*x*rN

History

Rule 3.3 approved by order of the Supreme Court filed September 26, 2018, effective November 1,2018

Deering's California Codes Annotated
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Cal. Rules of Profl Conductn Rule 3.4

This document reflects first and last orders received through October 15,2Q25. Rules are current through October
15,2025.

CA - California Local,

Chapter 3. Advocate

Rule 3.4. Fairness to Opposing Party and Counsel

f.n nn c)
frlern'{9

A lawyer shall not:

(a) unlaMully obstruct another party's acce$s to evidence, including a witness, or unlawfully alter,
destroy or conceal a document or other material having potential evidentiary value. A lawyer shall not
e,ounsel or assist another person* to do any such act;

(b) suppress any evidence that the lawyer or the lawyeds client has a legal obligation to reveal or to
produce,

(c) falsify evidence, counsel or assist a witness to testify falsely, or offer an inducement to a witness

that is prohibited by law;

(d) directly or indirectly pay, offer to pay, or acquiesce in the payment of compensation to a witness
contingent upon the content of the witness's testimony or the outcome of the case. Except where
prohibited by law, a lawyer may advance, guarantee, or acquiesce in the payment of:

{1} expenses reasonably f)incuned by a witness in attending or testifying;

{2} reasonable* compensation to a witness for loss of time in attending or testifuing; or

{3} a reasonable* fee for the professional services of an expe( witness;

(e) advise or directly or indirectly cau$e a person* to secrete himself or herself or to ieave the
jurisdietion of a tribunal* for the purpose of making that personn unavailable as a witness therein;

{f} knowingly* disobey an obligation under the rules of a tribunal* except for an open refusal based on
an assertion that no valid obligation exists; or

(g) in trial, assert personal knowledge of facts in issue except when testifying as a witness, or state a

personal opinion as to the guilt or innocence of an accused.

&*$ r"tl ':12*
' {'T-. * q\ I x{-..}'
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History

Rule 3.4 approved by order of the Supreme Court filed September 26, 201 8, effective November 1 , 201 8

Deering's Califomia Codes Annotated

Copyright @ 2025 by Matthew Bender & Company, lnc. a member of the LexisNexis Group. All rights reseryed.
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Cal. Rules of Profl Conduct, Rule 3.3

This document reflects first and last orders received through October 15, 2025. Rules are current through October
15,2025.

CA - California Local,

RULES OF THE STAIE BAR AF CALIFORNIA

Chapter 3" Advocate

Rule 3.3. Candor Toward the Tribunalik

(a) A lawyer shall not:

{1) knowingly* make a fa}se statement of fact or law to a tribunal" or fail to correct a false statement of
materialfact or law previously made to the tribunal* by the lawyer;

(2) fail to disclose to the tribunal* legal authority in the controlling jurisdiction known* to the lawyer to
be directly adverse to the position of the client and not disclosed by opposing counsel, or knowingly*
misquote to a tribunal ('hhe language of a book, statute, decision or other authority; or

{3) otrer evidence that the lawyer knows* to be false. lf a lawyer, the lawyer's client, or a witness called
by the lawyer, has offered material evidence, and the lawyer comes to know* of its falsity, the lawyer
shall take reasonable" remedial measures, includinE, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunal,* unless
disclosure is prohibited by Business and Professions Code section 6068, subdivision (e) and rule 1.6. A
lawyer may refuse to offer evidence, other than the testimony of a defendant in a criminal matter, that
the lawyer reasonably believes" is false.

{b) A lawyer who represents a client in a proceeding before a tribunal* and who knows* that a person"
intends to engage, is engaging or has engaged in crlminal or fraudulent* conduct related to the proceeding
shalltake reasonable* remedial measures to the extent permitted by Business and Professions Code
section 6068, subdivision (e) and rule 1.6.

(c) The duties stated in paragraphs (a) and (b) continue to the conclusion of the proceeding.

(d) ln an ex parte proceeding where notice to the opposing party in the proceeding is not required or given
and the opposing pafiy is not present, a lawyer shall inform the tribunal* of all material facts known* to the
lawyer that will enable the tribunal* to make an informed decision, whether or not the facts are adverse to
the position of the client.

History

Rule 3.3 approved by order of the $upreme Court filed September 26, 2018, effective November 1 , 2018

Deering's California Codes Annotated
Copyright@ 2025 by Matthew Bender & Company, lnc. a member of the LexisNexis Group. All rights reserved.
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Cal. Rules of Profl Conduct, Rule 3.8

This document reflects first and last orders received through October 15,2025. Rules are current through October
15,2425.

CA - California Lacal,

RUTES AF THE SIATE BAR AF CAL'FORNIA

Chapter 3. Advocate

Rule 3.8. Special Responsibilities of a Prosecutor

The prosecutor in a criminal case shall:

(a) not institute or continue to prosecute a charge that the prosecutor knows (-)is not supported by
probable cause;

(b! make reasonable* efforts to assure that the accused has been advised of the right to, and the
procedure for obtaining, counsel and has been given reasonable* opportunity to obtain counsel;

{c} not seek to obtain from an unrepresented accused a waiver of lmportant pretrial rights unless the
tribunal* has approved the appearance of the accused in propria persona;

(d) make timely disclosure to the defense of all evidence or information known* to the prosecutor that
the prosecutor knows* or reasonably should know* tends to negate the guilt of the accused, mitigate
the offense, or mitigate the sentence, except when the prosecutor is relieved of this responsibility by a
protective order of the tribunal;" and

(e) exercise reasonable* care to prevent persons" under the supervision or direction of the prosecutor,
including investigators, law enforcernent personnel, employees or other persons' assisting or
associated with the prosecutor in a criminal case from making an extrajudicial statement that the
prosecutor would be prohibited frorn making under rule 3.6.

(f) When a prosecutor knowsn of new, credible and material evidence creating a reasonable. likelihood
that a convicted defendant did not commit an offense of which the defendant was convicted, the
prosecutor shall:

{1} promptly disclose that evidence to an appropriate court or authority, and

{2} if the conviction was obtained in the prosecutor's.iurisdiction,

(i) promptly disclose that evidence to the defendant unless a court authorizes delay, and

{ii} undertake further investigation, or make reasonable* efforts to cause an investigation, to
determine whether the defendant was convicted of an offense that the defendant did not
commit.

(g) When a prosecutor knows of clear and convincing evidence establi$hing that a defendant in the
prosecutor's jurisdiction was convicted of an offense that the defendant did not commit, the prosecutor

shall seek to remedy the conviction.

History

d
$

(") An asterisk (") identifies a wcrd or phrase defined in the terminology rule, rule 1.0.1
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Cal Bus & Prof Code S 60Sg

Current through Ch. 790 of the legislation from the 2025-2026 Regular Session, effective as of October 13, 2025

Deering's California

Division 3 Professfons and Vocafions Generally fChs. t - 21.5)

Article 4 Admission to the Practice af Law ($$ 6060 - 6069.5J

S 5068. Duties as an attorney

It is the duty of an attorney to do all of the following:

(a) To support the Constitution and laws of the United States and of this state.

,*(U) To maintain the respect due to the courts of justice and judicial officers.

>*(c) To counsel or maintain those actions, proceedings, or defenses only as appear to him or her tegal
/ or just, except the defense of a person charged with a public offense.

(d) To employ, for the purpose of maintaining the causes confided to him or her those means only as
/ are consistent with truth, and never to seek to mislead the judge or any judicial officer by an artifice or

false statement of fact or law.

(e)

{1} To maintain lnviolate the confldence, and at every peril to himself or herself to preserve the
secrets, of his or her client-

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), an attorney may, but is not required to, revealconfidential
information relating to the representation of a client to the extent that the attorney reasonably
believes the disclosure is necessary to prevent a criminal act that the attorney reasonably believes
is likely to result in death of, or substantial bodily harm to, an individual.

(f) To advance no fact prejudicial to the honor or reputation of a party or witness, unless required by

the justice of the cause with which he or she is charged.

(g) Not to encourage either the commencement or the continuance of an action or proceeding from
any corrupt motive of passion or interest.

{h} Never to reject, for any consideration personal to himself or herself, the cause of the defenseless or
the oppressed.

(i) To cooperate and participate in any disciplinary investigation or other regulatory or disciplinary
proceeding pending against himself or herself. However, this subdivision shall not be construed to
deprive an attorney of any privilege guaranteed by the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, or any other constitutional or statutory privileges. This subdivision shall not be construed
to require an attorney to cooperate with a request that requires him or her to waive any constitutional or
statutory privilege or to comply with a request for inforrnation or other matters within an unreasonable
period of time in light of the time constraints of the attorney's practice. Any exercise by an attorney of
any constitutional or statutory privilege shatl not be used against the attorney in a regulatory or
disciplinary proceeding against him or her.

U) To compty with the requirernents of Section 6002.1. f,
)



Cal Bus & Prof Code $ 6068

(k) To comply with all conditions attached to any disciplinary probation, including a probation imposed

with the c,oncurence of the attomey.

(l) To keep all agreements made in lieu of disciplinary prosecution with the State Bar.

(m) To respond promptly to reasonable status inquiries of clients and to keep clients reasonably
informed of srgnificant developrnents in matters with regard to which the attorney has agreed to provide

legalservices.

(n) To provide copies to the client of certain documents under time [imits and as prescribed in a rule of
professional conduct which the board shall adopt"

(o) To report to the State Bar, in writing, within 30 days of the time the attorney has knowledge of any
of the following:

(t) The filing of three or more lawsuits in a 12-month period against the attorney for malpractice or
other wrongful conduct committed in a professional capacity.

t2) The entry of judgment against the atorney in a civil action for fraud, rnisrepresentation, breach
of fiduciary duty, or gross negligence committed in a professional capacity.

(3) The imposition of judicial sanctions against the attorney, except for sanctions for failure to
make discovery or monetary sanctions of less than one thousand dollars ($1,000).

(4) The bringing of an indictment or information charging a felony against the attorney.

{5) The conviction of the attorney, including any verdict of guilty, or plea of guilty or no contest, of a
felony, or a misdemeanor committed in the course of the practice of law, or in a manner in which a
client of the attorney was the victim, or a necessary element of which, as determined by the
statutory or common law definition of the misderneanor, involves improper conduct of an attorney,
including dishonesty or other moral turpitude, or an attempt or a conspiracy or solicitation of
another to commit a felony or a misdemeanor of that type.

(6) The imposition of discipline against the attorney by a professional or occupatianal discipiinary
agency or licensing board, whether in California or elsewhere.

{7) Reversalof judgment in a proceeding based in whole or in part upon misconduct, grossly
incompet*nt representation, or willful misrepresentation by an attorney.

{8) As used in this subdivision, "against the attorney" includes claims and proceedings against any
firm of attorneys for the practice of law in which the attorney was a partner at the time of the
conduct complained of and any law corporation in which the attorney was a shareholder at the time
of the conduct complained of unless the matter has to the attorney's knowledge already been
reported by the law firm or corporation.

{9) The State Bar may develop a prescribed form for the making of reports required by this section,
usage of which it may require by rule or regulation.

(10) This subdivision is only intended to provide that the failure to report as required herein may
serve as a basis of discipline.

History

Added Stats 1939 ch 34 S 1. Amended Stats 1985 ch 453 $ 11; Stats 1986 ch 475 S 2; Stats 1988 ch 1159 g 5;
Stats1090ch1639S4(AB3991);Stats1999ch221 $1(S8 143),ch342S2(S8 144); Stats2001 ch24g4(SB
352); Stats 2003 ch 765 S 1 (AB 1101), operative July 1, 2004; Stats 2018 ch 659 S 50 (AB 3249), effective January
1,2019.

Deering's Caliiornia Codes Annotated
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8/5/25, 12:38 PM Yahoo Mail- LEGAL MAIL

LEGAL MAIL

Fron'r: Richard A Levy (levy@richardalevy.com)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date; Thursday, July 31,2425 at 06:04 AM PDT

-.1
t
&

CONFIDENTIAL LEGAL MATL
Dear Mr. Yabloneky,
In view of the urgency you expressed in your phone rnessage yesterday, and your request that I respond by insecure

email, I am providing this brief, geaeral respons€.
On July 22 someone identifuing himself as your court-appointed i:rvestigator left a phone Eressage asking two questions

on your behalf: (1) whether I attempted to authenticate a transcript before introducing it to the jury and (2) whether I
moved to suppress an interrogation. I phoned him back the same day but had to leave a voicemail message. tr explained
that I was the attorney on appeal, not the trial attorney. trt is the trial attorney who introduces or objects to evidence and
who moves to suppress evidence. Ali of this is doae or not done before the attorney on appeal is appointed, which occurs
after conviction and sentencing. The investigator did not return my call.
For a response to the questions, you wiJ.l need to contact your tnial attomey (the San Bernardino County Fublic

Defender). I have no indepeudent recollection of aay facts surrounding the two questions, and I returned the file to you
when the appeal was concluded.

Good luck in future proceedings.
RichardA Levy
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John Henry Yablonsky # AL031 3 -23093 42444
9500 Etiwanda
R.C. Ca. 91739

RE: FVI900518 THE PEOPLE VS JOHN HENRY YABLONSKY
STATES EXHIBIT 49 &,49A "INTERROGATION TRANSCRIPTS"

Dear Geoffiey Canty sir;

On March 10,2009 you were assigned to my case through the public defender's othce
and spoke to me at great lengths about states evidences, specifically an
a march 8, 2009 inter"rogation. The district attorney gave you, your offi
interrogation, in transcript fbrm, one text transcript and one audio transcri
identified as states DR#1331036-07 EXHIBITS 49 &,49A.

There is a major discrepancy with regards to the authenticity and accuracy of those
transcripts. 1) They do not match real time recordings 2) They do not match one another
3) They show the people had altered answers 4) They show that custodial markers were redacted
5) One copy shows MIRANDA was redacted.

Please, you are a real advocate of the states laws, and a true compliment to your legal
profbssion and I thank you for your advocacy for my constitution, but, I now require a couple
answers fr"om you, if you won't mind. I am currently litigating under felony- murder, your
response is needed ASAP, please

1) Did you ever verify that the audio potion transcript rvhether it matched the text
transcript, and if you did not, please explain why, if you did what was your findings?

2) The audio portion of that transcript was over 3 hours in length, did you authenticate
whether exhibit 49A was accurately transcribed from exhibit 49? If you did please expiain what
you found? If you did not, please explain why you did not have this evidence examined?

3) Who from the district attorney's office gave you that evidence, and when?

you.
my

know that this case is old, but, this case was historical, your participation in this case

a difference had you stayed on it, but the public defender's ofllce replaced
your help as a true advocate of the state laws. I need your response to be mailed to
data provided at the top of this letter, You are ethically required to respond

.Iohn Henry Yablonsky

28

July 1 1,2025
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712ff25,5r9AM AOt- Mail - Fun John H. Yablonsky FV|90O518

Fw: John H. Yablonsky FV1900518

From: nlw41@aol.com (nlw41@aol.com)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date: Monday, July 28, 2025 at 05:48 AM PDT

--- Forwarded Message ----
From : nlw41 @aol.com <nlw41 @aol.com>
To: geoffrey.canty@pd.sbcounty.gov <geoffrey.canty@pd.sbcounty.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 22,2425 at 10:11:24ASd PDT
Subject John H. Yablonsky FV1900518

PD Canty I am the court appointed P.l. for D-Yablonsky.

He wanted to ask two questions which I put on your phone.
1. Did you or your office ever authenticate States Exhibit 49 and 49A, to verify the verbatim
transcripts of the March 8th, 2009 lnterrogation?>
1a lf you did, what did you find?
1b lf you did not, why not?

2. Did your office notice the Warrant to arrest Mr. Yahlonski issued 4 days before the
interrogation?
lf your office did why didn'l you file a suppression rnotion?
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YahooMail.Re:JohnHenryYablonskyvs.ThePeople.case-FV1900518.(Exhibit4gAudio)9/2/25,12:11 PM

Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - case - FVt900518 - (Exhibit 49 Audio)

Fror"n: Thomas Guzman-sanchez (vfi@gsmedialab'com)

To: yablonskY@Yahoo.com

Date: Tuesday, September 2,2A25 at 11:47 AM PDT

The edits are confirmed.

- Q6 Tue, 02 Sep 202510:50:44 -0700 yablonsky@yahoo.com wrote -
Good Morning GS Media,

This is in regards to my brothers conversation you had with him earlier today.

According to your conversation, you discussed findings with regards to States Exhibit 49, that your software
detected 7 splicings within the fust hour of this alleged original recording.

In anticipation of your report, John just wants to confirm exactly what you said about the 7 edits that you
found, just within the first hour of this audio recording alone.

John appreciates your integrity and looks forward to a full report at your earliest convenience.

Respectfirlly for,

John Henry Yablonsky

Ken Yablonsky
s62-889-7370

]digssky-@yiJus-a$ja

On Friday, August 22,2025 at 05:37:49 pM pDT, Kenneth yabtonsky <5ffiSla&$&y-eyshosssm> wrote:

Hello Thomas,

My brother called and explained that you found some issues with the DSS file being ,,compressod', or' "decompressed".

These files were emailed to our father on8/L5/2a14 at 3:1lPM. I have a printout of the original email that wassent by Richard Levy.
The email details that it includes only 2 files; the DSS fite and the Dssl2ltrE.exe file to listen to the DSS audiorecording.
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Naum Ware Services

NWIS
P.t.#2Tffi7

e*$S Fdatwim Ave
Ontario, CA.91761

tg09) s3$5818

People vs. Yablonsky, John
Ca.xe # FtftS$lr$*8

This is an old case where the defendant, Yablonsky, was charged with the murder of his
landlord back in 1985. After numerous years of investigation landing nowhere, suddenly
two detedives landed sn B-Yablonsky's d*orst*p to guestion him in re the murder.

The two detectives, Greg [*lyler and Rob Alexander, mqde it clearthev Were onlY *tere
to question D-Yablonslry. At no time dld thev read him his Miranda rights. even for
Br$eaution. I checked both the kanscripts and the audio to ascertain if I missed it, but
there was nq MilErnda ever qiven.

It shoulslhg rleted.sat rEst H$pJien&:Lryestisptors wtl si.ye-Mjffinda evenjf.jnpy $p
not intend to anest. iust for precaution, hut thege allesed,e4periencsd detectlves fuom
San Beryglnl!ryr-djd nol even do thab

These detectives asked question after question tryino to make D-Yablonskyfeel
oomforbble but never tellino hirE that he was basically subiect to anest. and his house
ws-:gs&s ts" imn:$d-iatalv-b-e-$srahed.

I arn going to reiterate later in this report, but please note these detectives used a ruse.
an illegal ruse to get D-Yablonsky to talk. Once they wanted-to lea-ye his house and so
to Sional Hill PD. D-YahloIrskv.pmtested and,asked where are we qoinq?

At this.p.oint.Q-Yablonsky was under a,nest but never oiven his Miranda,rishts. He w,ps

ryl Oetaigeq. he w,as und H this tom,iote as much
infonnatipn from him as possible.

Let me use some words here that occuned so you get the picture very clear.
uled him, Thev ffatiereU frim,

ffi nx*nnsmj*sffi $#in$M*r**ffiknsxv.

Page 1 ofS



u

did not mirangli::e hin!.

Every cqp t$nq.wq thqt once a deEndant $-ay$ thgvJ,vant an ?tlqmeY. v.qurre doner:ng

F6Effis-roG]6ut ttrese two were@ D-Yablonsky,to.agree with ther,r

denre theY had but never showd

ffiD.YaLbnskytofold,rruhichhedidnot,hekeptte|lingthemhe
vvor.rld never hurt Rita, and this upset them.

This was-outside of department,policv and the law. These detectives weftt ttl John
First trey wanted to kick him into talKins, Qutit did not

wotr so thev sot mad and started threatenins him bv savins we are going to tell Vour
wifie what vou did. We are soins to tell vour father and yourghildren what vou did.
What are thev ooino to think of vou?

D-Yablonsky had already told them over ten times he never had a relationship with Rita
other than landlordftenant. Yet, these two detectives asked him over and over again, the
exad sar€ questions and Yablonsky answered ftem the same way eaeh trme.

These two detectives even admitted there were missing reports in this case, yet
continuad to berate D-Yablonsky after he would not cop out to something he told thenn
qver mnd *ver he did nct d*"

D-Yablonsky made it clear that he did not socialize with Rita, nor did his wife at the time.
He made it clear he didnt really know her other than as a landlord.
)@lgltr&vsade it Sqr he-dtd*p$ sq,$er hws$. ssolspurH$*h*.kffi*ff'I]j0lt$[
house on numerous occasions fixing sinks. doors and such.

To ftnd .his fin gsrintn qr SN* in h r hgl{,qe vvcutd be elqpqFts{.she cailed him b do
numerous small nroiects Jor her. These detectives wanted to know v-Rita;s iocial tife as
if D-Yablonsky knew it.
wanted to know if he agrBed.
claim he said it. This was simple
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This proves that anest

was on the radarftom the beginning

Still without

Did you kiss v-Rita? NO! Did you have sex with v-Rita? N0! You are much younger

tfran fier did, she like young guyU thafs okay you know? Yablonsky, said I don't know

what sh* liked.

The d-etectives.,thgn without Miranda. asked Yablqn$kv about,hiq preYiptlsSlru.g gse qnd
intentionallv l?ter on acanse him of

d qns*sr-pg&rte w$k&s w*s}i$h'gs.*rl)*s!{hH**qe"

This was a honible. sidetrackeC inve*iqation that violated so manv laws and
department policies its ridiculous, These detectives tried every which way to trip
Yablonsky up, by drug talk, by talking about problems with his previous wives, by any
means nece$sary. They even said perhaos vou got with.Rita because vou.and vour vyife

umm-up,kg#*$****ft -i*kf$sqsW-"s.s{eu'ns.r{p.tk$qks-Kkffi lst**v"*ffi *Bsl
problems with each previou$ yvife.

The whcle line of question and method by slese deteEtives was unprofessional and
illegal. They went from questioning his wives to his siblings, and his mother and father.
When Yablonsky aslted them why they were questioning hirn with the same stufi over
and over, they ignored him and continued.

T?eylv,erg nqtintp.re-$ted in Yablonshv'$,-qrmv time. thqv wanted to know hig s-t?te of
mind hpping. it led [o alroef,and-murder. When he would not cop out. thev then literally
FFcuged hiry-plbptnp in ah<l-nibfe state otmind backthen-Cuelo the armed sewicg anC
his wiygs.

No rnatter what D-Yablonsky said, the detectives twisted it around like "schoolgirls on
social media". They walted to get their way with D-Yablonsky and when he wduH notagree, 

.

-and his,Wife Melodv. to the pelice station without
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They tarked about D-yabronsky working with nucrear missiles and the training involved'

This was not their interest; it was to act-as if they were ristening to him b.ut to really get

him to agrse wlg.r 6*m about what oo"uri*a *ig, mu, This wJs beyond pabonizing and

*rUt*.n 6*; this was pathetic police wot{<'

Thev made it

Then when YablonslqY denied anY of this, they started getting loud and accxrsed hirn of

being a liar and a monster trlke offrer arrests &eY have made cf murderers-

whv?

'Wow! did it while you were

high. You vuere a hslrible Person
didn't realize what you did.

backthen doing hontble things and perhaPs Yotl iust

Wow! Still no Mir:anda. even afier the defendant emphaticallv-said. we don't need to talk
anvmore. I want an atto[nev.

These detectives even tried the sympathy card, saying, \ue saw you when you looked
at her photo". We aould tell by the look in your eyes that you did this. Arc you even
serious here? They hld D-Yablonsky he dld fris bemuse of the annount of skess he
had in hi* life at the tirne.

Thqv kept tellins &YablgEilkv thev had the evidence to orCIve it but neElr showed any
of it, These detectives then took and even lower road and accused hirn qf rapino women
in the past and savino thevwould te.stifo against him.

So let me set this straioht. Simplv because this defendant WillIrot so alonq with vour
i,hgorv o,f urho killed Rita. vou now aocuse him.gf rape from the past and thre, ten to uselhssg-a[esg*Hl*tmffi wow!

They literally kept bringing up his previous anest and prison time to convince him to
mnfess to something he did not do and told them ovei and over again, he did not do
this.

Y,ou wo!19,think ityog re. but no. these detectives kept soins
Irr'el sald. iuE tellyi t en p Wow!

Aqain' D-Yablonshl said.,l.did npt @oainpnepf the oetectivqs said.no vou kifled hqr, W_olrr!
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Over and gyel Aggi[ I!.rev went at D-YgElqrFkv.still wi-th n"g Mi-randa evgn thpuEh now
he eyen asEgd for an attomev. Thev literallv Said.-"yougre*forcino u$. we are not gging
awav." We afe soing to tqll evervbo.dy.

A-Yablonskv tFten,,**H,$$r-t*ffi n
after numerous questions gver and over again. he was finallll told he was under arrest"
then told we ?re $earchinq vour house ilqht noq.

Furthennore, ljust want to add the level of deception we are dealing wittrN fuom these
detectives to drtve fte point home"

Exhibit 49a, specifically at thr, 7m, 15s into the audio where Yablonsky's answers to the
question whether he had the key to Rita's house. He clearly said "no", yet the transcript,
Exhibit 49a, page 44, line 23, the answer was transcribed as "um ya".

Also, at thr, 7m, 25s, into the audio, Yablonsky was asked whether Rita had a key to
his house and the audio clearly says, n'yes she did", yet in Exhibit 49a, page 45, line 1,

Yablonsky's answer was transcribed as onon

These inconect transcriptions g?ve the iurv the wrong imoression thgt Yablonskv kept a
key to Rita's house with the intention to commi! a crime.
Because the tran$crint iq so cantradictq$r. to the actualaudio a$Swe{$. it il}qegfs
fraudqlent-

Last but not least. -Stqtes Exhibit 4_9a is A[ least 50 minutes shoiler than States Exhibit
49. lt would be impossible for anvonelo be leqallv instructed that Exhibit 49 and Exhibit
49a were proof of an accurate transcription. Jhis desEegfdeception is
unconscienable.

Need I qay more. This wqs an illslsirl act from the start. From the moment th.qse
detectives arrived at Yablonskv's door. thev lied and did not Mirandize him with full
intent to anest him and geafch tlis hgugg, then altered the results.

Subrnitted.
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10nr25,8:56AM AOL Mail - Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FVlg!0518 - PCI'172-6

Re: John Henry Yablonsky vs. The People - Case - FV1900518 - PC1 172,6

From: nlw41 @aol.com (nlw41 @aol.com)

To: yablonsky@yahoo.com;nlw41@aol.com

Date: Wednesday, October 1,2025 at 08:56 AM PDT

h /1

Dp cov*zy

Morning Kenneth,
ljust talked with the audio expert on Yablonsky's case so please take note:

1. How Yablonsky was.convicted appears to be by rumor not evidence for fact,

2. There is a lot of mumbling in the tape which the audio tech can get out.

3. There are numerous DROPS and CUTS, this is found via dictaphone use or DSS.

4. Chops and cuts change words and there are at least 50 (fifty).

5. Your focus should be on that instead of conspiracy.

6" Io mess wr'ffi ffie integrityof

This is your issue, this makes your

Get another motion
illon-Cut recording.

audio expert can show all of this

There should be concentration only on fact of what exist in evidence.
The time line will show verbal slates are aff"

NWIS

5{auttt.'Ware Im,"tt esttgatl,tt e Setttbes

7

entitled to a

2230 S. Malcolm Ave

Ontario Ca.91761

Frlvate lnvestigatar

California P. l. Lic #27647

909 935-5818

Email: nlwll@asl*aanl
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U5/25, 12:38 PM Yahoo Mail - LEGAL MAIL

LEGAL MAIL

Frorn: Richard A Levy {levy@richardalely.com)

Tcr: yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date: Thursday. July !, 2A25at 06:04AM PDT

CONT'IDENTIAL LEGAL MAIL
Dear Mr. Yablonsky,
In view of the urgency you expressed in your phone mesaage yesterday, and your request that I respond by insecure

email, I am providins this brief, general reqpouse.
On July 2? someone identifuing himself as your court-appointed investigator left a pbone message asking two questions

on your behalf: (1) whether I attenpted to authenticate a transcript before introducing it to the jury and (2) whether I
moved to suppress an inter:rogatiou. I phoned him back the same day but had to leave a voicemail message. I explained
that I was the attorney on appeal, not the trial attorney. It is the trial attorney who intmduces or objects to evidence and
who moves to suppress evideuce. AII of this is doue or uot done before the attorney ou appeal is appointed, which occurs
after conviction and sentencing. The investigator did xlot return my call.
For a response to the questions, you will need to contact your trial attorrrey (the Sau Bernardino County Public

Defender). I have no independent recollection of any facts surrounding the two questions, and I returned the frIe to you
when the appeal was concluded"

Good luck in future proceedings
Richard A. Levy
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U5/25, t2:38 PM Yahoo Mail - LEGAL MAIL

LEGAL MAIL

From: Richard A Levy (lerry@richardalely.com)

Tr:: yablonsky@yahoo.com

Date: Thr.rrsday, July 31,2025 at 06$4 AM PDT

CONFIDENTiAL LEGAL MATL
Dear Mr- Yablonsky,
In view ofthe uxgency you expressed in your phone noessage yesterday, aud 5"sur t**uest that I respond by insecure

email, tr am providing this brief, general response.
On July ?2 solneone identifying himself as your court-appointed inveotigator left a phoue message asking two questions

on yolrr behal* (1) whether I attempted to authenticate a transcript before i.ntroducing it to the jury and (2) whether I
moved to suppress an interrogatiou. I phoned him back the eame day but had to leave a vsigsmail rnessage. I explained
that I was the attorney on appeal, not the trial attorney. It is the trial attorney who introduces or objects to evidence and
who moves to suppress evidence. .All of this is d.one or not doue before tbe attoraey or: appeul is appoiuted" which occurs
after conyiction and sentencing. The investigator did aot return rny call.
For a response to the questions, you will need to contact your trial attorney (the Sao Bevnardino County Public

Defender). I have no independent recollection of auy Xacts surroulding the two questions, and I returned the 6le to you
when the appeal was concluded.

Good luck in future proceedings.
Richard A. I*vy
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John HenryYabtonsky
# A10373-2309342444
9500 Etiwanda
Rancho Cucamonga, GA 91 739
ln Propria Persona
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SUPERIOR COURT OF GALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

JOHN HENRYYABLONSKY,

PETITIONER

VS.

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESPONDENT

The Honorabte Judge James Taytor

Case No.: FV190051 I' PG1 172.6

NOTIGE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO
RECONSIDER AND VACATE

EMERGENCYFITING
Date:11!2/2026
Dept: M2
Time:0830

Petitioner John Henry Yabl,onsky respectful.ty moves this Court for an ordel f . i l ,$

1. Reconsidering the Court's January 9,2026 deniaI of Petitioner's post-conviction
petitions;

2. Vacating or strikingthe court's retiance on verdict-based presumptions and
CALCRTM Nos. S21 and S40a; and

3' Requiring adjudication of atl pending motions and evidentiarysubmissions
chattenging the integrity of the evidence undertying the conviction before further
retiance on the verdict or jury instructions. THE pEopLEs ExHlBlT 49 & 4t A ARE
FRU ITS O F FRAU D U LANT },II $CO N DUCT NAPU E.ALCORTA.TRO M B ETTA.BRADY

This motion is based on the court's inherent authority, due-process principtes, penaI Code
section '|.473, governing case [aw, the Court's continuing jurisdiction over unresotved
mot,ons, and the record and exhibits on fite.
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l. INTRODUCTIO$.I

On January9, 2026, this Court began denying Petitioner's post-convictlon petitions

without rutimg on any of Petitioner's pending rnotions, without considering newty
presented evidence, and without anatyzing the trial record, basing denial sotely on

GALCRIM Nos.52"l and ff04.

Those instructions presume a vatid, untainted verdict. However, at the time of deniat, the

Court had betore it pending motions and evidence estabtishing that the onty

incriminating evidence used at triat-Petitioner's aLl"eged extrajudiciaL statement-
was scientiticatty proven to be fatse, attered, and nnanufactured.

A court may not deny post-conviction retief white assuming the vatidity of evidence that
has notyet been adjudicated as authentic. Doing so viotates due process and renders

the deniat structuratly defective.

II. GOVERNING LEGAL STANDARD

The Catifornia Supreme Coufi recentty reaffirmed the governing rute in Peopte v. Pattan,17
Cal..5th 568 (2025):

"Petitioner confrontinE a record of conviction that demonstrates retief is unavaitabte
have the burden of corningforward with non-conclusory attegations that woutd
necessarily inform the court and prosecutorwhat issues an evidentiary hearingwoutd
entait. The court counteringthe factual dispute may not resotve the issue atthe prima
facie stage."
(ld. at p. 568, emphas$s added")

Here, Petitioner did exacttywhat Patton requires-and rnore.

Petitioner did not rety on concLusory allegations. He presented physicat, scierrtific,
expeft-veritied evidence estabtishing that the "originat" statement evidence retied upon at
trial was fabricated decades after the crirne and years before triat, and could not have
heen discovered eartier due to technotogicaL Limitations.

Yet the Court resotved the dispute anyway, at the prima facie stage, without ruting on the
motions or evidence, and without an evidentiary hearing, in direct contravention of
Pattan.
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III. NEWLY DISCOVERED SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE

(l{on-Gonctusive, Physical, a nd Previously Undetectabte]

The record before the Gourt inctudes newty discovered scientific evidence

demonstrating:

1. The prosecutiont purported "originat" audio statement was rnanufactured
approximatetytwo years before triat, and approximatetytwenty-five (25) years

after the I 985 homieide;

2. Advanced forensic audio anatysis using iZotope RX6-technol.ogy not avaitabte at

the time of tria[ or eartier post-conviction proceedings-identified:

o More than 318 discrete cuts and sptices within the audio fite;

o Systematic maniputation inconsistent with anatog-to-digitaI transfer
artifacts;

3. Audio experts further determined that the verbal slate was deliberately turned off
and on to conceat the true recording date, thereby disguising the fabrication as a
contemporaneous interrogation recording.

This is physical scientlfic evidence, not argument.
It directty contradicts the prosecution's triat theory and undermines the sote
incriminating evidence used to obtain ttie conviction.

IV. THE COURT COULD NOT RELY ON CALCRIM 521 AND 54OA

WTHOUT FIRST RESOLVING THE EVIDENTIARY D'SPUTE

CALCRIM Nos. 521 and 5404 do not operate in a factual, vacuum. They are derivative Legal
instructions that assume:

. A valid evidentiary foundation;

n Authentic, truthful incul.patory evidence;

. Averdictuntainted byfabrication orfalsification.

where the only evidence supportingthe verdict is al,leged-supported by expert
proof-to be false, retiance on those instructions begs the very factual question in .

dispute.

Under Pattan,the court was required to:

Page 3 of 8
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1. Accept the non-conctusory attegations as true at the prima facie stage;

2. Refrain from resotving the factuat dispute; and

3. Proceed to adjudication of the evidentiary chattenge before denying retief'

The Court did none of these.

V. T}IE JANUARY 9, 2026 DENIAL IS VOIDABLE

BECAUSE lT RESTS ON UNADJUDICATED, DIEpUTED EVIDENCE

The deniat is constitutionatty defective because:

. Pgnding motions chattenging evidentiary integritywere ignored;

. Scientific evidence estabtishingfabrication was not considered;

o The Court resotved factua[ disputes at the prima facie stage;

n The deniaL retied on verdict-based pre$umptions that cottapse if the evidence is

fatse.

A ruting rendered under these circumstances Gannot stand-

vl. RELTEF REQUESTED

Petitioner respectfulty requests that the Court:

1. Reconsider and vacate the January 9,2026 deniat to the extent it reties on

CALCRIM Nos.521 and B00A;

2. Strike orvacate reliance on verdict-based presumptions pending adjudication of
evidentiary integrity;

3. Rute on att pending motions and evidentiary submissions chattenging fatse
evidence;

4. Order further proceedings consist6nt with People u Patton, inctuding evidentiary
devetopment as required; and

5. Grant any other retief the Court deems just and proper.
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VII. REASONSTHIS MOTION SHOULD BE GRANTED

a. The Inaya case does not overrule People u Patton.

Different Goufis & Authority

Peoptev. Patton,'17 Cat.Sth 549 (2025) is a Catifornia Suprame Gourt decision
interpreting Penat Code S 1172.6 and how courts shoutd assess prima facie

etigibitityfor resentencing based on the record of conviction. The Supreme Court's

ru[ings are bindingon all lower California courts. (ju*tirr]

Peopte v. Anaya (the case you cited ar 225 Cal. App. Lexis 87f ) is a Court of Appeal
opinion. An appeLLate decision cannot overrute a tupreme Court precedent - it
must foltow it untess the Supreme Court itsetf has subsequentty changed the taw.

Appel.tate opinions can dlstinguish Supreme Court precedent, but they do not
overruleit.

What Paffor Actually Says

ln Patton, the Catafornia Supreme Court hetd that:

. At the g 1172.6 prima facie stage, a court may consider unrefuted evidence from the
record of conviction - including pretiminaryhearingtestimony-to determine that
a petitioner is lneligible for retief because the person was the actual perpetrator or
otherurise not entitted to resentencing. (jr.::iil;r)

This estabtishesthat retiance on uncontested record ovidence can defeat a prima faeie
showing of eligibitity for S 1 122.6 retief.

WhatAnaya Did

' The appettate court uphetd the denial of a $ 1 172.6 resentencing petition at the
prima facie $tage because the record showed the defendant was convicted as a
direct perpetratorwith intent- nbt based on vicarious l,iabitity. (.iunii*)

r This is entirety consistent with Patton - both cases treat ctear record evidence
showing direct perpetration/intent as grounds to deny retief earty.

. THE PEOPLE'S RECORD IS CRYSTAL ON THIS POINT. THERE ARE AT LEAST 17
OTHER DNA SUSPECTS TO THIS CASE THAT DO NOT MATCH PETITIONER, AND
ONE OFTI{OSE DNA'S WAS FOUND ON THE MURDER WEAPON. A MURDER
WEAPON THAT DOES NOT HAVE PETMONER'S DNA ON IT! THE RECORD tS
ALSO CRYSTAL THAT THE ONLY DNA FOUND AT THIS CRIME SCENE IN AN
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UNRELATED MANNER PREDATESTI-IE CRIME BY MULTIPLE DAYS! (RTs17-

GR|MINALIST DONALD TONES-*SEVERAL DAYS OLDER',) (RT49I-PATHOLOGIST

WILLIAM SAUKEL.'AT LEAST ONE AND A HALF DAYS OLDER'}

TH E APPELAT RECORD GONSIDERI NG THE TRIAL REGORD WAS VERY CLEAR IN

THEIR REVIEW OFTHETR1AL EViDENCE.

THEAPPELAT RECORD ON PAGE 17 GIVESTREEVERY PROFOUND FINDINGS

REGARDING THE PETITIONER'S DNAAND THE ACTUAL MURDER EVIDENGEI

FIRST BEING THATTHE EVIDENCE DOES SUGGESTA SEPARATE SUSPEGT

BESIDES THE PETITIONER AS THE AGTUAL KILLER!

a

SECOND BEING, AFTER REVIEWING THE ENTIRE RECORD THE COURT OF

APPEAL CONCLUDED THAT RITA MAY HAVE BEEN WAYLAYED IN THE

PARKING LOTOFTHE ZODIAC LOUNGE.

THIRD BEING, THE COURT OF APPEAL RECOGNIZES THAT GREGORY

RANDOLPI{ I{AD CONFESSED TO THE CRIME, AND HIS CONFESSION LED

TO SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, PTACING REASO NABTE DOUBT INTO THE
SENATE BILL 14,iT7AND 775 HOLDINGS.

The fact that the Peopte charged the petitioner in this case was consistentty contingent on
the People's fabrication of the evidence where the prosecutor fabricated evidence ptacing
keys in the petitioner's possession to incriminate him. This is atso consistent with the fact
that the onty reason Gregory Randotph was nevertried forthis case is because he
committed suicide before forensic evidence corroborated his confession.

Gregory Randol'ph's DNAwas in fact tocated at Rita Gobb,s crirne scene, contredicting
the People's now argument that John HenryYabl,onsky is/was the onl,y suspect. The
only evidence connecting the petitioner to this erime in an incriminating way is the
Peopte's fabricated efirajudicial statement.

The Peopte's sote argument in their reply, on page S, lines E-g, is that the onty evidence
the jury relied on to find the petitionarguitty is the petitioner,s DNA, which predates
the crime, and the defendant,s extrajudiciat statement.

This is the primary r€ason the forenslcs report for the people,s exhibit 4t) is materiat to
the issue of guitt. During the January 9, 2026, hearing the Dietrict Attorney openty
admitted that the defendant's extraludiciat statement evidence, used during triat, has

o

o
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been destroyed. This now catls into question why woutd the District Attorney put
evidence that the iury has never seen into these prima facie proceedings.

Petitioner's Private lnvestigator Naum Ware has ptrysica[[y proven that the People's
exhibit 49A was itlegatty attered when the prosecutor ptanted evidence onto the
petitioner by changing the petitioner's answers!

During post-tria[ litlgations in case # WHCSS12OO3l'l , District Attorney Ferguson
confirms that the trial statement evidence used in this case atso showed petitioner
attegedty having keys to Rita's house.

This is precisely why the integrity of the originat recording, as wetl as any subsequent
copies, must he called into question.
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VERIFICATIOI{

I John Henry yabtonsky, an adutt party to the action dectare under penatry of perjury the

foregoing are true and accurate according to betief and knowledge'

January 11,2426 Jghn HenryYabtonskY

Proof of service

I George Vincent Yabtonsky, an adutt non-party to this actuat dectare under penatty of
perjurythat I have personalty served the motion to vacate to the betow stated parties on
.lanuary 12,2A26.

superior court of catifornia ,6s22 white Feather Road, Joshua Tree, catifornia
92252

District Attorney of san Bernardino, 6527 white Feather Road, Joshua Tree,
Catifornia gi2252

,.,),

a

George Vincent yabl.onsky

%.0,**e7"//"/Lr
r/a/ru"l
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John Henry Yablonsky CDCR#ALO373
480 Alta rd
S.D.,Ca.92L79oog 'rr

o(n
.lJ.rl

! RE:
(c

Yablonskv #FVI900518

a-
>+J

Mr Kielty;
The interrogating officer siqned a probale cause affidavit

me heinq his sole slrspect on March 4, 2009, f our days 'befor-re
interrogation and. had the warrant in his pocket when he withouL

andizing me interrogated me. There was L2 cops from thre a.qencies
my house when Lhev interrogated me and they forced me to the
ice station. Take notice of recording 0 113- 55of113; 55;1,
19, 51:1--3 'this is where the argument ahout qoing to the
ice station oceured which was removed from DDS audio and textr'!
ht af t.er the r^rord otwif e?tt hef ore ttdo you mind eoing with ustu!
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Guzman has the entire audio because his report pages L7- 25
where he indicates cuts has photos of those cuLrs at the exact
time of the missing transeription ! ! -So, he has the audio but
never transerihed it.

Guzman then did not place where in the trsanscripts the
cuts occured until af ter pages 1L6. I^ll:ry wouldnt he mark where
the cuts occured ? This i-q critical if we are goine to arque they
cut and spliced ina fabricated transeript, versus a horrible
version of audio recordine!! According to him there was 32 cuts
he f ore tha t crr t on pa qe 1,L5

The report is in sr:ch bad condition as. it sits hecause
even if I argued damages before redacttons, damages that changed
the context f cannot prove that with faultless reports ! ! Making
this report illeqal in an arsument of legality, is luhy I atlacked
the integrttv of his report ! ! His report d.oes show at page 1-9cu''ts 01 ;1,4;00.92-07:'L4;15.422 i-s exactly where the custodial
?rqument r,vas cut or:t ! He memori'altzeci the cuttinq in photos but
did not take the t.ime Lo indicate in the text transcrtpt where
those cuts were, maktng the report unsua!:Ie! !

There was two PUMA5 hody cams and one cam corder at thestation. Nobody ever seen the realttme memory cards ! ! Least nottelling me they had. The original recordings created this DSsfile we have and they olaced that. onto a compuLer program and
then wacked the hell out of it to hide custodial markers wherer invoked, stated r needed to call my lawver and they forceci.
me to the police sta|ion ! ! I^Je rnarked the cuts, all vre neecl ita transdcript where those cuts are in the writi-ng! Thatrv as wh.at
Guzman was supDose to do !
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John Henry Yablonsky CDCR#ALO373
480 AlLa rd
S.D.,Ca. 92L7,9

RE: FVI900518 l-st deEree felony

3/tB/26 0430hrs

homicide 9/20/85

Mr Kielty;

The enlire case s tands on the interrb,qaLion transcript !

113 pages that were creaLed on janaury 26,2071 (nfaO:, 455)
Then shown to the 'iury on Januarv 27 , 2071" * l'ebrrrary 3 , 2017
The trial versj.on was an audio/ text which was 2h 55m in lenqth
& 1-l-3 pages. (nt 455, 508: l-6) In the courtroom they seen rhe
audio/ text, and af ter thev were shovrn the l-13 page text. Those
versions \rere never seen aqain. On January t2r 2025 Chief District
attorney Michael Fermin stated on the record the court destroyed
those versions which rnakes no sense Frecause Lhey were diqital,
the same dj.gital they took and created the Novemher 23, 2Q1-O
version of transcriot.

The January 26, 2l\11 version ruas created dif f erently than
the November 23, 2010 version. Seperate reda,clions, yeL all had
the altered answers and both in audio and text ! Because the
March 9, 2009 DSS file roas altered so badly it would be leeally
impossible to create a reliahle lext, or audio transcr{:pt, and
any transeripts created from that DSS file are "ILLRGAL" and
may not be used to prove the truth in any mat.ter, even the truLh
of what was or was noi::said. t'UIilLESStt it is used to prove how
illegal the audio is under California law Ca EV 1400- L42t, L52tll

The rvarrant to arresl issued four days hefore inlerview,
mal<ing lhe j-ntervierr eustodial by wav of rvarranL and presence
of twelve officers from lhree aqencies in a home that was si:rrounded
and nohody was allowed in or out of the house. The real time
audto will prove this, is rvhv lhe al-t.ered audio,ris so valuahle
now. There is sufficient malter in the D-sS file we no'r have Lhat
shows they were prepared to arrest and search the home under
warrant. Since the warranL was about my home and the interrogation
occured in my home the warrant to search did not include interview,
which is rohy MTRANDA is so important. I invoked three Limes aL
my home , three times at the police s lat.ion and tried Lo leave
the police station hut they refused to iet me leave. The station
\,^/as a lock localion of the sLatiorn.

The integrity of the transcri-ots is 'oEVERYTHING", which
in this case the iry were told more than fifLv four times during
the trial to Day close at.tent.ion tc what the transcriot, says!!!!!
The iury were told there was a \,r7eapon, hul, were deorived Lhe
DNA results of that hTeapon because it has DNA that does not match
me ! ! The same with the watch'band pin r the hair ioith roots, the
AaA, the beddinq. A11 in a case where my DNA predated the crtme
by days ! ! The felt desk cloth found aL the foot of the victims
bed was destroved when thev cut it and stored the cut oiecesS$mm**p:+mryx Sffix*hexxxp**x&tx#x*fm€R
seperalely. Then aIl cleLectives stat"ed thaL qhev col.lected t.hese
evtdences hy placing them into the same hags ! !
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The rJestroyecl eviclence af ter triaI, but, bef ore giving
post trial motion for new trial counsel hal Smith is relevant
hecause that set siven to Smi-th does noL mat,ch whal Lhey used
in tiiaf , proving the <lestrueti-on rvas deliberate and calculated
TROMBETTA, YOUNGFLOOD eLc! ! There is stronq authority on Lhis
issue !

"lv0NEo'of Lhe habeas petitions we.re fair based on the false
breif filed bv DDA Ferguson during #I^7HCS51200311 rvhere he l'ied
about the evidences found at the seene and when they were planted
there, or whet.her they were f ound at all. He I j-ed abor:L lhere
not bei-ng second seE of transcripts. ''BUT" he clearly adnaitted
the jury heard during trial that I admitted to having a key toLhe
victims house, and, they got lra 113 page Lext trasncript to Lake
into the .iury room. This means that t.he audio/ text had me admiLting
to having the kuy! That Lhe text transcript maLched the auclio/text
transcript, meaning that is a seperate set of transcripts r which
are now missiing.

Duruing post triaL 7172.6 proceedings the DA relied onres judicata arguments to meet hi"s hurcten of proof under STROiVG,
BANKS & CLARK which cannot be done. He then helcl to the factthat it wsas "ONLY'' my I-rNA which preclates the crime and the sLatementevidence which the jury reried. to f incl me er-rirty. These clo notmeet the SB 7437 & 775 st,andarcl,s, rvhich I effectively arguerJ!!A11 this means t.hat the court when it ae"ieJ-t v-.ir"rt to weave
PC1-/+7 3(bl (t-:l arsuments into the reseniencing'r""-pie juclicialand r clearrv on.iecte<l to that as t "ii ur rir-ine-*oIi;;";;";I"onsiderwhire amidst. the hearing, af ter r faked the ehart altack anclxbefore his f inal clecision I I The reeorrJ is ripe for ,.d.tr*rsingthese arquments ! !

- Now, when you speak Lo me please give mef or. trying ! please give nru , little ererJi t thata little hiut about the law! PLHASEI !

a ltttle credit
may understahdI

Habeas is availal-rel when there i.s_ nevz science rzoropERx6which scienrificarlt ;i;;s auai;i Th;; we have rhe copnfessionwhere his DNA found'ut-irte scene coirroberating his confessionis rrrelevant' He was arrested for ihi; murcrer on s/77/sg basedon hls confession!r This ioo is on th;-i.r72.6 recorcr! r szerveda subpena for that ,rr"ut record, th; orobabre cause af f icr"avitby sBSd derective-p;i;;;;"; or, oLher
There- was no fingerprint evidence shown to the jurytuhich proves that r was ;;i in thai riouuu_.ucently, which corroitreratesmy DNA which oredates the cfiTe rrv-a"uii r need herp, hut, notat the exDense of. t ui"s"'[r*irlutu,i e;;'parroni zed..-i,ro.L myrtfe alreacrv. -*v rrgryu,'-rriiu'i"u;;;-rillr.."Ii ,y ehikldien senr tothe srreets. 'r.;.;r;"ii[;''iorr. 

rrerp-*.,J"toovz rhar th;- rasr man!/irliam Richards *;; ;;i; ,\:i ,iiiirliii who has ress fraucj inhis case. you can have 7oz of whar irr*ru is in rnine, buL, r wtlrlot permit yo'! to humiliate me as if r am retarcr.ed about the

f S'rfi I' Ilur i r lriil: rlii* Ji* ;;{[,'iH"* 
nr i i:-+ffri;;im* + I : :,,
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