Case No: 27-CV-WR1-2025-0198
Pursvant to NRS 239 B-030, the Underslgnedafﬁrms that this
document does not contain ocial secority numbers.

INTHE FLEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE
STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR COUNTY OF PERSHING

JOHNNY E, MCMAHON, PETITIONERS REQUEST FOR
Petitioner, ADMISSIONS PURSUANT TO

VS. FED.R.CIV.P, RULE 36 AND

THE STATE OF NEVADA,efal. HEARING REQUESTED WITH
Respondents, PETITIONER PRESENT.

COMES Now, MMahon, Petifioner. Prose. moves this
Honorable Covr to Granl the above captioned Petitioners Request
for Admissions Pursvant fo Fed R, Civ, P Rule 36 and Hearing
Requested with Petitioner Present, Based vpon the compelling
and overwhelming evidence on file, where by the State Respondents,
In both open court,and in ppposttion brfe(‘"s-,‘have been 3sserting

ad navseum, foy 19 \/ears)fhaT J{hey are In physfca[ Po55€55£om
ofa valid arrest warrant 6f 2005 for Johnny Mc¢Mahon, which

\s belled by the record as the Clerk of the Eighth Judicial Dist.

CourT does not possess dny soch docuoment,.
STATEMENT OF CASE/ FACTS

The Troubling back stoiies and extra-judicial events which
| ed ve to the State Respondents begfnninﬁ this Ca\mpa&an of lles
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(3). At the Tmifial Appearance, on Dec. 15, 2005, retained
altorney,Pavl Wommer, fatled to challenge The Unwarranted
arrest and that a probable cavse Gernstein hearing Was not
Conducted by Justice Court Magistrate KBH, the Sfate ClarK
County District AHorneys OFfice failed to presenta proper
charging insfroment top hold Mr McMahon to any Cl’img‘ﬂ’ze
court released Mr. M<Mahon on his own re Cogm'zance\as
opposed fo dismissing the cause without prejudice, anou;{mg
the sfate to properly refile the cavse pwsuanT fo NRS [73,035.
Again, 3tlorney Wommer failed to object and challenge the

want of subject-malter jurisdictional defect.

(4), On Dec, 15, 2005,3and Jan. |1, ZOOG,SHorneY Wermmer
filed Two Diswvery Requests for the State Clark Counfy
District Afforney s Office to produce 3|l excoulpatory evidence,
Including a copy of @ Valid arrest wayranf of 2005 ForJehnny

McMahon, yel to dafe np such document has been produced by
the Stafe Respondents, (See ExH|4),

(5). Between Dec, 15,2005 To April 06, 2006, the bindover
date from Justice Court to the Fighth Judicial District
Courl, the State Clark County District Afforney’s Office failed
fo establish subject=-maffer jurisdiction pursuanf fo NRS
[73.035, by properly reﬂ'[ing the Case in a Tfme!y manner
and pursvant fo the legistative language as:“l'mmed{a'feiyﬁ
“forThwfl”hHCal((ng NRS 173.035 3 curative (Corrective
Stafute based vpen clerical etvors or Inadvertence, giving

q3~



(5).(Cont): State prosecvtors another bite at the apple, 2sthe
State Aﬁo‘me\/ General lobbied the Senate Judic iaq/ Committee for
enactment of the statute, The language of NRS 113.035 @nd the
related statutes are clear. First: a prosecvter must present
To the court DFJUI’I'S(HCJH'OH]J‘Ugﬂce Courl, an affidavit 6f
probable cavse from the witness accosercs> a Ccompanied by

a Declaraﬂon of Warrant/ Summens for the Courts consideration
of the 1ssvance of a drrest warrant: Two! Shoovld an drrest
warrant lssue PurSUanT to NRS | T(. 152 and NRS [T1.]T8 an
Original Copy fo be presented fo the Clerk of Court @and a copy
losued 16 the arr€5ﬂng party. Porsuant to NRS [73.205 Retorn
of warrant and summons: reissvance, (1) The peace officer
fxecuﬂng 3 warrant shall make retorn thereef to fhe Court.
At the tequest of the Aflorney General dcting pursvant 1o a
Specific statute or the district atforney any vnexecvted warrant
Mmust be returned and Canceled. (3) Af the request of the atlorney
general dcting pursvant to a specific statvte or the district
aﬁome\/ made at any Fime while the Indictment or information
[S pendmﬁ,a warrant returned Unexecoted and not canceled
013 summons refurned unserved or 3 duplicate thereof may be
delivered by the Clerk to a peace officer or other avthorized
person for execution or Seruvice, See Tellis v. Sheriffof Clark
Covnty, 85 Ney, 557,459 P24 364 (1969), NRS 173.155 Foim of
Warrant Fl}(llng and endorsement 6f amoont of bail, The form
0F the warrant Shall be 35 }Droutded in NRS 1T1.108 except that
[T shall be 515nea oy fhe Cl erk (1t shall describe the offense
Charged (n the | ndictment or nformation and 1t shall command

”/_’[._



(5).(Cont): that the defendant be arrested and brovght before
the covrt, The amount of bail may be flxed by the covrt and
endorsed on the warrant, The Continvation of NRS113.035
States that the lawfully arrested person shall be brouvght
back fo the court of proper jurisdiction, accompanied by
legal Counsel,and present to the court a Proper charginﬁ
Instroment, a[low'lng the defendant to plead, Waive, or court
to set bail,and defendant o invoke 3 fast and gpeedyﬂial)
ory Three: 1aKe the matter fo a grand jury for indictment, As such,
within the 100 day period of time the State Respondents failed
to timely and lawfolly establish subject-maller jurisdiction o
protect the rights of citizens by legally securing a3 valid arrest
warrant to establish Jorisdiction over the (ase dnd the
Justice court failed to legally establish jurisdiction over Mr,
McMahon which has been 3ddressed in a long line of Venersble
Cases by the Nevada Supreme Courtunderpinning NRS 113,035,

as the Courldeclared in the law of the case that failing to
Secure @ Valid arrest want prisr to refiling the case constitutes
353 Yoid judgment and amounts o a constitutional structural
error and Cannot be walved, [nferred, or cored and that the

onus ‘.5 on the \f‘evfew{ng court 1o Cer‘rfF\/ the quesﬂlonas
fo Title 111 Jurisdiction to grant legal standing.

(6). Based Upon the want of subject- matter jurisdiction, as
neither the State nor the courts, lawfully obtained the power
and authority fo act PursuanT to NRS 173.035,which mandates

that yustice court cannot lawfully obtain jurisdiction of @ case

-5~



(6).(Cont): absent Compitance of NRS 173.035 unless:
First: the allegations of the State are timely and properly
bresented, Second: A sworn Criminal information ™ must”

e presented to g lawful courl fo create a Cavse of action;
Third: Jurisdiction cannot be established by the State unless
fhe apprapricﬁe charging document(s) haye been presented
toan accused ina lawful court of Jurisdiction by the movant
party; and Feurth: Justice Court has a duty to the accused
to elther dismiss or lawfully accept jurisdiction,

(1).When My, McMahon and ahorney Wommer appeared at
the Preliminary Hearing, on March 23,2006, the State had yet
to tegally establish subject-matter jurisdiction, pursvant To
NRS 173,035 and NRS 34128, f\ﬁorney\fdfﬁmmﬁr,acﬂna in the
éapacify of 3 second prosecutor, failed to challenge the State and
Justice Courts legal standing fo further prosecute and €ven hear
the case. Clark County Deputy District Atorney, C.K., began this
Campaign of lles and fraud upon the court by asserting in cotloquey
with justice Court magistrate KBH, that McMahon Wwas 1narrest
Warrant Statvs since April, 2005, The CoutT strengly rebutied this
allegation declaring that an arrest warrant was net a part of the
Clerks file. Again, 3Horne\/ Wommer confinued To stand mute, Fail{ng

1o Order the State to produce thelr copyofﬂq({ arrest warrant
document, pursvant To NRS[T1.152 The court wenl onto severly
chastise D DA,C‘K_.,E, 6ffice for lQDSSGSSlhg a Mmoedus Operandi oangagfnﬁ
In the practice of failing tp timely Secure 3 proper charging instrument,
yet the court stated that the defendant could be released from

_6_



(7). (Con't): custody withovt any consideration of charges, yet
fhe court stopped short of protecting Mr. McMahons rights 1o
Due Process and Equal Protection in dism(ssin@ the case with
prejudice 3sa voud Judgmenf, pursvant to NRS 113,035, and
again the stage was set for attorney Wommer to simply motion
the court tn limine 1o dismiss the C3se with prejudice for want
of subject-matler jurisdiction. Mr.M<Mahon strongly asserts
That DD/‘\‘C.K,BCTI‘HS pn behalf of the State Knowing full well
fhat absent the exisience 6f anarrest warrant the court ceuld/
should declare the case 26 a void judgment, 35 the arrest
warrant goes 1o the gravamen of the Case pursvant to NRS 173,
035,35 svuch there ts no legal queshloh (n dispote that the
Clark County District Atlorney’s Office gave DDA, G K. her marching
Orders To commit fravd vpon the covrt and this arrest warrant
fuse Was a plan,scheme and design by the State to obfuscate

the Facts and Usurp the legal process, Knowing full vrell that atlorrey
Wommer Wovld not challenge the jurisdictional defect, Again,as
opposed to the justice court protecting M. McMahon's guaranteed
constitutional rights to 3 proceduraily full and fair trial bnder
Due Process and Equal Protection the court absent the lawful

power and duthority fo act, bound the Instant C3se over to the

district court, declaring that judge S3iHa couvld desl with the
Jutisdictional matter, (See Ex.H 1),

(8)1n 2 pre-trial hearfng aftorney Wommer filed 3 motion of
Outrageovs Government Hfsconduct\/-efaga]n Failed fo address

the j‘urisdfch‘onal defect 3nd Judge Saitta failed toeven
-



(8)(Cont);address sobject-mafer jurisdiction,

(9}, In July, 2007, State DDA GO, presented 3 plea dgreement
to Mr McMahon for one count of statutery sexval seduction,
based upon the fact that the manufactuied Sex Case Wads devoid
of any Corraborafn‘ng)m forensic evidence to support a Sexuval
assault case 3s to witness accuser E.H. s testimony, especially
Inrelation to the FBI s threat fo EH, Wworking against Jovenile
I|mpr|'5(;mmmt and based tpon My McMahon's record, the case was
now 3 proba’rl'onal release yel aliorney Wommer rendered
Faulty legal advice, Cl@!m[nﬁ fhat prf‘\/afe t'n\/ESTiqafor,JT.)
would Secure the computer IT data from Mr MecMahons compoter
and Sprint cell phone slafement, efc. fo [‘mpeach E 4. Had M M1¢Mahen
dccepted the ples agreement he would have involked Alford plea,
been released on probation, dvolded PfiSOﬂ,Fl.fECL dfforney
Woemmer,and refained a competent |aw firm fo Challenge the
jurisdzrch'onal defecti and this, manuvfactured farce and Sham Sex |
case¢ wovld have been tossed In the J}UCIJ'C fal Trash C3n )& years
ago, Mr. M<Mahon would SUbequenHy Find out ThéT the DNA
buccal swab, I‘HC'j"El”y obtained by Def. AC.on Oct. 04, 2004,lying
to Mr McMahon, in @ usluntary statement Inferview, claiming that
he had faiked to witness accuser C.H,, and fthat she claimed fhat
She was pregnant, Which was a Ji'e,as testified by Det A at
trhal,as £, llhft’hfibna”\/ evaded Det. Al for 3 year before gl\zl'nﬁ
3 voluntary sfatement tn Ocf.2005, CiSI{mlll’tg fhat she had

d mensfoural per[od discharge on M [M¢Mahon’s bffcfc‘lﬁg when

he was oot 6f town, the bedd[ng was confiscated by LVMPD on

-B-



(4).(Coni): Oct 04,2004, however at tria) rogue prosecuvfors, DDs. 6.0
and P.5.,Createdan unlevel playing fleld and moved the gpalposts by
Using DNA Forensic expert RD., from the Utah Crime lab testifying
that the commingled blood DNA on the defendants bedding now States
Ex's ¥37-33 was 1-36,000 dgainst the defendant and the vogue
brosecutors engaged in Fravd vpen the ccvuvfasserh'ng the blood DNA
evidence was the by-produce From the Initial hymenal Tear of EH by
the defendant In June, 2004, Not only d1d the rogue prosecvtor’s m1s-
lead the jury as to the true DNA evidence Lohich 3gain, Wwas con-
ffSCa‘red some (4) four months later on Octs 2004, I'ﬂferrl'ng to

a Jury,whos passiohs were 3lready inflamed,based vpon the mis-
Joinder of the Cases,]}wffrrl'ng prior bad act evidence The regue
prosecutors misled the jury to believe that M. McMahon R.M.,
and E.H. Slepf on bioody bedding for 4 months, However, more
égreqfous the fogue Pr056’cufoif5.ja'nd aﬁmmey Wommer. both
fravdulently concealed the eXculpatory fatu DNA evidence of
FHs voluntary Statement (nterview Whereby She had a menstural
pertod discharge on the said bedding, (SeeExs"3 5 {7.25 27and 28),

(10) Pursvant fo NRS 176.0918(3)(c) The bleody bedding, STates
Exs%32:33,sTll in possession of State, can be forensically analyzed
fol genetic marker typing fo determine the true bloed evidenceas
being: (1) EHs hymenal bloed sacdischarge;or (2) EHs menstural blood
discharge ? Which would exhonesate MrMcMahon as a suspect tod sexact,
dccording To attorney Barry Scheck of the Innecence Project, 3 such 1ts
not too late for the troth fo be brought forward For the sake of the
Justice bwed to thecase and to Mr M<Manen,

__C]'._



(H) By new Mr. MeHMahon was throvghally conuinced that the
FBI, gaming Competifors, aftorney wommer, ClarKk Ceunty Dist,
Altorneys Office and Judge Barker were [n on The Fix te put Mr.
McMahon in prison for life to Keep him from ressuifecting
Flying Savcer Resorts and Rapid Transit §ystem, restrocting
LV Bi\fd.,while desfrcyfng SUIroUnd I.nﬁ Casino fesorts bhoftom
lthe Fevenve Stieam,as JEMS with the sfrategic partners,
would Control the Inbound 1raffic of hospitality and gapung revenve
onlLas \Vegas Blud. by 2010, and with sfrategic partners wovld
Control the Sfrip property Ina REIT by 2020, according to fhe
busines s plan and feasibility stody condvcted by Prercy, Bowler,

and Nye d5s 5 ek business was (n play, not seme manuvfactored
SeX Case, (See FxsH7, 8 and 86),

(12)Tna status check before Etghth Judicial District Court
Hororable Judge, Elizabeth Halverson, whereby the covit severty
chastized 3tlorney Wemmer for fa{lﬂ'mj fo sever the misjsined cases and
3ddress the arrest warrant and Jurisdictional defect. Allorney wommer
requested @ side bar with DDA, 6.0. and subsequently bothweni

l'mo Chambers teith Judgg Halversen_as Mr, McMaknon waited at
the defense fable.

C13). Subsequent fo :)udqe Barker being adssigned 1o the case
and at Senhﬁncincj in allocution to the couvrt fired/ ié@ablx/ dig
Charged retained afterney Wommer as covnsel, the coort created
a3 clear Conflict of Interest b)/ aPPDl‘hf‘I‘HS aHorney wemmer, his
friend from the DAS office, back onto the case alloving allerney

H(Oﬂ



(13). (Cont): Wommer To ConsTr_ucﬂv»ely hijack the First-direet
appeal, to both profit and Cover up his 30plus errors and
omissions at the lower level as well as Commilling fravd upon
the Nevada Supreme Court in his ﬂlfnﬁ forms, Clal‘rm‘ng that
Mt McMahon retained him 35 appellate covnsely then 3gain
Commitied fravd Lpon the district court.in lnts Motien for
Appointment of Covnsel, claiming that he was appointed atthe
lower (evel,38s opposed to befng fetained a5 covnsel by Mr,
M<Manhon For ¥25 000. Mr MSMahon filed (3) pro se motions to
the coort to: (1) Order Wommer fo withdraw as counsel based bpon
aclear conflict of Interest, (2)/~\ppo{n’( a conflict-[ree Counlsel,
Or:(3) Allow petitioner t0 proceed pro se¢ in a Faretla seting, The
court Stayed the motions and appointed Wommer a5 appellate
covnsel, Mt McManon filed pro se pehﬂ'ons To the Nevada Sopreme
Coort toarrest the case and Order atorney Wommer disqualified,
Nstead the Covrt under Rule 46(b) held that the pro se petitions
were fugihive docoments and further aduised Mr. McMahon to
consulit with attorney Wommer 10 resolve the (s50e, Which runs afoul
OF the Courts Order ADKTH4 1| mandating that appellate 3Horneys shall
communicate and correspond with Clients inorder to correct and
perfect the Fl'{sf-dlkecfappeal to the benefifof the Peﬂh‘oner_ Mr M ¢Mahon
additionally ﬂle&complainT s Wommer to the Nevada State Bar Assn,
pursvant to Rule 5.4 of Plofessional Rules of Conduct, andalso fo the

Commissipn on Judicial Dfscfpln'n@ onJudge Baiker, allto noavail.
(See Ex's #46,47,51,52 53,57, 60,61 and 65).

(14) The egregious fravé and the comulatwe effect of the €rrors

ﬂLlu.



(14).(Cont): and 6missions, at trial, continved well into the
first~direct appeal of the Unavthoiized appeal of aflorney Wommer,
15 the Siate,in thetr answering brief, Failed To Serve aHorney Wommer,
or Mr M¢Manon, 3 copy]n their Certificate of Service, Instead by design,
fo Keep Wommer from rfbuﬁinﬁ their Salaclovs leqal fiction and
Case law and auILhorih/ which beats @ path to nowhere and points
precisely [nthe opposite direction, sent their copy of the answering
brigf fo the law Firm of Christalli and Saggesse who had absolutely
ho Involvement In the case a Violation of NRAP (8)(ii)renaer{n@

their ex parte brief3ds nuil and Ve d which equally aHachesto MNevada
Supreme Courts Order of Affirmance, (See Ex® 57),

(15),Judge Barkes, failing to Recvse sva sponte,0rderes 3 Strckland
evidentiary hearing,onDec. 16,201, and Subpoenaed aHDrne\/ Wommer
from the bench to appear with M1 McMahon's case file. Prior to the said
hearing DDAS 6.0.and C.B., went 1o Det, A 6ffice and retrieved
the bogus Declaration of Warrant/Suommons and faxed & copy fo
Mr MeMahon's legal Covnsel Rochelle Nguyen(now a8 Nevada
State Senator), and prior to the said hearing the DDAs conducted
a hallway sesston with atlorney Wommer, fo load his Lps as to
the(r version of the case and facts, absent the covrts permission,
Or the presence of CouvnselNguyen, as testifled by 3 Horney Wommer,
who also claimed that he lost MrMcMahon's file The DDAS
Stepped up their degree of bnfainess and fravd by paradmﬁ arovnd the
bogus Declaration of Warrant/ Summons asserfing that the bogus
document was 3 valid arrest warrant gnd the coutt Failed 1o
Phys‘lcally rmspecf the said docoment to determine its proba“h'vg

_.‘2‘_.



(15). (Cont): valve teflective of the Courls F{‘h-é t'mi of Facts,
Conclusions of Law Order of /\priIOI,QolZ‘ whereby the Covrf
declared that a valid arrest warrant of 2005 €xXisted and that
Subject- maﬂﬂrj‘ur'lsdicﬂon was addressed and aﬁamey Wemmer's
representation was facticzl and sirategic, 3l erronesvs claims as
Wommer euen falled torecall being retalned For$2 5,000, Falled to
Fecall Me Mcll"lahon re’raininﬁ pr[\/a’rvz ﬁn\zesﬂ'gafor, 3T, Coc 25 000 and
boasted abeut hus legal resom'e 3s a former DDA for Clark Covnty,
a federal deputy atlorney,and being in privete practice witha good
Uﬂcla(sfanclfng of the law, However, the State DDA, C.B., Stepped
up their campaign of lies and fravd vpon the covit, tonow engage
In Criminal Violations of forgery, by forging and fravdvtently
affixing the signafure of magisirate KBHs to 3 TCR docoment,
in sTark contrast to the original TCR Lssved to Mr MCMahen at
cehDconDec, 12,2005, The States pfiered CuT and paste TCR
teplete With White out marks, and claming that a rebecking
Drocess pccvired which is belied by the tecord, To overcome the
Occurrence 6f a Gernstein probable Cavse claim, Glarin@ly)
the Forged affixed signafore 6f maglstrate, KBHs, Funs Underneath
pre-printed boxes, off the line, which defles forensic Science,
(5ee Exs® 1l 62 and 62)),

(6), Subsequent to the facce and Sham lma’arl'ng1 Mr McMahon
forwarded a motion and the relevant TCR documents 1o yustice
court maqisﬂam, KBt To avthenticate and Verify her 5igna+urf,
Onthe TCR document as froe and signed by the court However, the

courl refused to Verify her Signature. (See Exs® T4 CA»-CEN).
_*135



(17). f\ﬁorne/ Nguyen motioned the Nevada Supreme Court
pursvant 1o Mannv State supia request r\ﬁ 8 hew hearmg based
Upon aﬁarne\/ Wemmers 6Th Amendment TAC claims of €rrors and
OmMissions occurrmﬁ at The lower level and the Fact fhat allorney
Wommers Testimony was instark contrast fo his subsequent
1esh'mop}; n his criminal trial inn the V.S, District Court, Notwoith
Sfaﬁélinﬁ the fact that the Nevada Sopreme Covrt Wwas well dware

AF aﬂmney Wommer s im,yeachme.mf.

(18). 1r M<Mahon fully realizing by now that the forces of ev V[, To
Secure da convicltion were u}mlimg overtime 3% such 1y MeMahon
decided That being henest and p!ax/z'ng far by the rules wasnt working,
decided 1o Fight Fire with fire and contacted a friend, Kelly Capp,
former TRS (nvestigator who dgreed fo have alorney Wommer dudited
and Investigated, which led fo his Indictment, prosecvtion and con-
Viction in the U.S District Covrt before Honerable Judge, Gloria
Navarro,In Wommers criminal defense of “Diminished Capacity”
C[@l.m{n_cj that based vpon a snow Skilng accident (n 199( he
sustained frontal-lobe brain damage, rfnclermg him unable to Know
and Understand the law, In stark contrast fo allorney Wommer &
ersfl'm@ny in the Stricklend cfw'demhary h@arfng\whereby he claimed
that he had 3 working Knowiedge of the law, Morecver, when Mr.
MCMghen retained him as legal covpsel for ¥25, 000 Wommer
boasted about his legal resume and knowledge of the l@aw, Wommers
€xpert witness, Dr. Mortillo, a neuwpeycholagtsf uﬂhadta@nﬁseé
Wemmer, Claimmg that Wommer Suffered From soond- Fﬁ’f?samnﬁ
and legic, However, the court didn't buy his bullshit defense and

_]4q



(18).(cont) sentenced Wommer To Al months in federal }DI’I.ISDR
for fravd, money laundering and tax evasion (See ExH @),

€19). Prior fo Wommer checking Into federal prisen fo serve
his sentence Mr M<Mahon was confined In the Northern
Nevada Correctional Center In Carson CLT\/‘ NV, Sometime
thereafter 3 newly arriving Inmate arrved, Mr. Halverson, who
was convicted of assavlting his wife, Judge, Elizabeth Halverson,
confronted Mr M¢Mahon with some reveall'ng fiyst- hand
information. Mr Halverson informed MrM¢cMahon that aHtorney
Wommer and Depuly District Attorney Glen O'Brien, had anin-
chambers conference with his wife, judge, Halverson and altorney
Wommers declared that both he and the State DAs office were co-
Operaﬂng with The FBI, whohad an Ongo{ﬂg ).ﬂ\)é‘:ji-[.‘aafl'@n of Mr,
McMahon for years as to being a senal rapist but covldnt secure
the evidence as such Wommer tequested that the court assist them
nthe case to secore a convictlon of Mr McMahon to get himoff
the streets, Mr Halvuerson said his wife felt intimidated and being
coerced 3nd Subsequently locked herself in chambers and
cailed the FBI, He said the rest is a malter of public Tecord,
in judge Halverson being removed from the courl and €nsuing
lawsuits. In conclusion Mr Halverson assvred Mr McManon that

he wovld be willing fo testify in covit 1o the information,

(20) So now that the missing preces of the puzale were
falling In place, Mr M¢Mahon contacted friends in the federal

prison (n Leavenworth, Kansas to arrange a pr{uam greeting

” \l5_



(20),(Con't): party,as such when aHarnm/ Wommer checked Intfo
federal Pr!san in Butner N.C., he was greeted In 3 Couvp de grage
fashion To disclose who €l3¢ Was In on the Fix fo Secure g
conviction of Mr. M<Mahon, and whe Funded the Fix and houw much
Money was paid to each party? White Wommer was pissing his
pants he claimed thal the FBI and the surrovnding gaming
L\’landalay Group fonded The Fix @)'\rl'ng himselF, District Atorneyg
David Rogers,and Steven Wolfson, and judge David Barker,
¥100,000 dollars. The lnmates thereafFter gave Wommer 3 new
Priwm moniker, Pavl®The w;orm” Wommer, who assvured the
group that he wouid testify for Mr MéMahen In Ceurt Lhen he
Filles a tort claim, Stay tuned.

(21), When Federal Pubhlc Oefender, dpnathan Kirshbaom, was
dssigned the Instant Case, he Focused solely on Wommers & th
Amenpdment TAC clayms 85 3 Ground, lfaflt'nﬁ to challenge the
Subject-matler jurisdiction, Faulty DNA evidence and fravd vpon
the covrt by State Respondents, Aftorney Kirshbavm did secure
Wommers complaint file from the Nevada Bar Assn, claiming
that 1t was thicker than 3 New York phone book going back decades
Wwith complaints from clients dnd appointed defendants C[&llfﬂllﬂﬁ
fhat afforney Wommer Failed to commonicate or corcespond Wwith
them at ﬂiai\invesﬂgafe the case_and their post-conviction appeals,
Several Fémwli\/ members Compia[neé That athlomm/ Wommer (eqpested
Mere money from them to assist theirr loved ones on appeal, and
more e@ragarous,whfch shovld have resuvlted b, Wommer b@'ﬂg

Sanctioned and disbarred decades earlier, Several females filed
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(21). (Cont): complaints alleging That alttorney Wommer tried fo
bribe them with the exchange for Sexval favors fo assist fried

loved ones on appga!_ Not Dm\/ ts Pav| Wemmer 3 pathe H@
human being who covldn't Find his @ass with 3 guide dog, hes
3 bonifide Paf'holpglrca/ liar who like the Majorifypfactors
In the instant case, IF you'd hooK them vp to a polygraph
machine they'd break the needle, the machine wovld short-
Circuit and blow vp. A Horney Wommer set back the trost
and confldence (n the attorney/client felationship by several
decades o come, Wwhich equally aftaches fo the confidence
ln every case Wommer Was involved with as aHDrne\(/ Wommey
was pro%ec%eé In 6th Amendment TAC Cla!‘mﬁ1 From the State
district couvrts to writs of certiorart to the Dnited States
Supreme Court, by design, as lawyers protect lavyers based
Upon tort claims and mal practice Insvrance premivms being
advefsely affected (See Fx¥10),

(22). Inthe mid-10s Mr McMahpn was confronted by neighber,
Benny Martinez, 3 bartender at a local gay club, the Le Cafe.
Benny Informed Mr. MeMahon that a drag queen called ™ [1iss-
Nomer” who was performing at the Le Cafe had mentioned my
Name I1n 3 conversation, Miss-Nomer was From Florida and

a former lover of FBI Director,Jay Edgar Hoover, alse aninfemovs
dfag queen,who wovld have tea parHes and boast the badguys,

gangsters,mobsters and bank robbers dpprehendes OV er his
tenure as FBI Director, Miss-Nomer mentioned the Infameos

bank robhery crew the“Gentlemen Bandits” in the 105 outof
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(22).(&)5“1 Phoenix, AZ., who robbed 32 banks an armored
Car nefling Several million dollars in cash and was nvolved
In the murders of a covple FBI informants. The crew boss,
Johnm/ McMahon_ and his p‘a“r'}n@f] Michael MCGuire, Wwere busted
on 3 F[uke,(n Phoenix and the FBL setthem I)pl‘ﬂ a bogus
armed robbery Case of a local grocery store by their apt. for
§900,00 and secured @ Convliction, then scrobbed the recoerd
OF the™ Gentlemen Bandits” When Mr M¢Mahon and his attorney,
Loo Weiner, et with Miss-Nomer helshe confirmed the Cacts,

Sometime subsequent 10 the meeting bartender, Benny Martinez,
Was muréered and Miss-Nomer disappeared.

/‘\CCC’/’fdl-n@ly\ with the degree of fl’wbilng back stories and the
FBIs relentless vengeance and retaliation, reflective of their
infamous m.o. o “Always get our man, coupled with the events which
transpired tn the lower level to secure a conviction USIng Faulty
DNAevidence,and in post-conviction, with Judge Baker creating a
clear conflict oF Inferest In appo[nh'ng altorney Wommer, 2 retained
dnd legally discharged trial counsel at sentencing, to cons%ruch’uety
nijack Mr MeMahons First-direct appeal, Whereas the compelling and
OVﬂrwheimmﬁ Frima facie evidence on file in support of the degree
0f collvsion, fravd vpon the covrts, obstruc fron ofJustice, Criminal
forgery and RICO Act Viblations are giarllng,

My.M<cMahon would challenge any Judge, lawyer, or professor

of law to Compare any case fo the degree of cumulative errors
and Omt‘ss{ong Wwith the meonetary loss of untold billisns of dollars

In future eam‘mg & \ﬂ)hereag by&now this 'u“ﬁu{eum'nﬁ covrt should eitther
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be convinced that Mr MeMahon did not receive a procedurally
full and fair trial and first-direct appeal,or this covrt needs to
Seek covnseling. To even believe That an Arrest Wwarrant was
ever a parf of the clerks File. or thal any court, l-ncluéfnﬁ thies
Court, or the Nevada Svpreme Court, physically Inspected requisite
evidence to certify the question as to svbject -matter Jurisdiction
and legal STandn‘nﬁ\reFlecﬂue of the covrts ppinion and Order,
U)hl'cln renders fhtIS Ca5¢ 4s &\/Oié J‘uglgmenjr ab lhifl’o a6 3 matier
56 1307 Whereas, absent the existence of @ validdrrestwarrantof
2005 for le’mny McMahon |t s TMPOSSIBLE ‘TO obtain fegal
STahdt;’\S Under Title 11 Jurisdiction.

wherefore Petitioners Request for Admissions pursvant to
Fed, R, Civ. P. Rule 36 and Hﬁarmﬁ Requested with Petitioner
Present be Granted, as after [dyears of aidressfng State
government lles and fravd vpon the court by State Respendents,
this case |s r[pe €or adjuvdication 8nd overdve For a neotral
impartial Fair-minded jurist fo put this farce and shem case
foanend, and dispense the Justice owed to the case an to
Mr. M¢Mahon,

I715S0 PRAYED.
Dated: dayoFJanuar\/‘QOQQ

Respect fully submitted,
5 g mir——

JOhrmy F.MMahon
Pio se
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