Johnay 5. M<Mahon "102 2584
Lovelpek Correctiona) Center
| 200 Prisen Road

Lovelock NV 89419
In Proper Person

INTHE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA

JOHNNY E. M<MAHON, CASE NO: A-25 91854 8-W
Petitioner, DEPT, NO! X1l -~
Vs, Fa
STATE OF NEVADA efal,
Respandents.

WRIT OF PROHIB|TION
AND HEARING REQUESTED
COMES Now, Pef)tioner, Johnny E.MMahon, pro se move's thig
Honorable Court fo GRANT the above Captioned Case as pled, based
bpon all fecords and exhibits on filg with the Clerk of the Court,

STATEMENT OF CASE/ FACTS

L, A Motion (s penéinﬁ in Dept 3 Judge Monica Tioyille, to
Fecuse sva sponte for Cavse as the Clerk of the Court, Steven
Grierson, working in Concert with Clark Coonfy Distyict Aflorney s
Offlce, Steven Wolfson, To engage In collusien and Corru(ﬂ“rio'n fo
judrﬁa shop and place cases Strategically in departments favorable
to State REﬁpond@nfS)engag’{nﬁ in obstruction 6f J&usﬂ-cavCéndUchjng
€ X parfe 6ne-sided hearings\mndering Pro se prisoner peﬂh'ongrs
ds Volceless and unable to make a record for azgpai[afe revfeu))



|, (Cont): by design, 35 the State Respondents have been [ying
profusely, for 18 years In both 0p en Court and in opposition briefs,
that 1 heyare In possession of a valid Copy of an agrest warrant ef 2005
For MeMahon, this overt fravd vpon the court |s further supported by the
prima facie evidence on File,and Is belied by the record of the
Clerk of the Courtf, which goes to the gravamen of the case
putsvant fo NRS IT1.178(3) as a probable cavse Gerpstenn
Hearmg was never conducted within the mandated U8 hevrtime frame
on record with withess Tesh'mony,based vpon the unwarranted arrest
on Dec. 2,2005,and In fortherance at the 72 hour Tnitial Appearance,
on Dec. 1S, 2005, the State prosecetor failed to present 2 proper
charging instroment to held the petitioner to any Crime as
the Justice Court,Magistrate Karen Benneti~Haron, e xceeded the
Coutts autherity in Granting fthe States amotion in limine, to pass
the cavse,the court released the peﬂﬂ'oner on his own recognizance,
a5 opposed fo the controlling avthority vnderpinning NRS 173,035 gnd
NRS 173/045 To dismiss the Cavse without prejudice,allowing State
prosecutors to timely and [egally refile the case under the enacted
statute entitled Corative/ Corrective Sfafuiz‘ary ap/:[z'c_aﬂbn by CFlirst
S«quumg an 3irest warrant,by presenting fo the coort of lawfo)
Jurisdiction a Declaratipn of Warrant/ Summens,dnd shovid
probable cavse be found the coort will fi'le the Ortkgnwnac‘ Copy with
The Cleck of the Court,and present te the State prosecotor 3 Copy of
the arrest warrant fo effectvate a lawful arrest, and presenf the
person, with defense covnsel back te the couvrt of J{_){ decJ[mn,
dccompanied with a proper Chargmg instroment, 2llowing the
defendant fo plead, waive or inveke 3 fast and Speedy Trial, and the
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|.(Cont): Court To set bail 6r foke the case Yo a Grand Jury For
Trdictment, The Very reason that Judge Monica Truyillo, allowed
DoA ., Jacob Villani, to avthor the cCourts Order Denying the prose
Pefitioners Writ of Habeas Cotpus,by invom‘ng lknappticable, AEDPA
ProvlSLbn5onmcedea! defavlt, as opposed to CerﬂFy{nS the (@ues%zbn
ds to Sub,jed ma fler JUHISdL‘CfIIcin IEndera'ngj irLsf"a,ruL caseas a Voeud
Judgmenf abinitio, 1s begause Dept#3 (was put in place fo engage in
yodvcial activism 1o proTacT the Clark County Duistrict Aﬁarneys
O0ffice, and in fuctherance s exactly why, Judge, Montca Truyill

on behalf of the State Allorney Generals OFfice representing the
Clark County District Aflorneys Offize,in opposition brief Ffiled by
Peﬂhbner, Ordered 1o Seal/ Redact the recerd_ to Further hide the truth
and Covervp the fact that an arrest warrant was not a part of Clerks record.
NofwiH15Tandl}zg the fact that fetained trial ai‘lome% Pavl Wommer,
failed to file oppos itien metiens for the lack of a probable cavse
Gernstein Hea,r{nﬁ within H8 hoors (error and emizsion® 1) and
Fatled o Motlon Justice Court to dismiss the Cause witheot
prejudice as Opposed to Otdering petitioners O.R. release (error
and Omission ¥ 2 ) (See Exs#90-95 ),

2, Between The Dec, 15,2005 Initial Appearance and the Amended
(ling 6f the Informatien on April 6,2066 , the errors and omissisns
continved 16 Sormoont, Alterney, Pw, filed Two Requests For Dtascovery,
Wwith the Clark Counf}/ District Aﬁomey% BFfice, One on Dec, 5 2665
ane Second on Jan, I, 2006, I’Esmﬂng Innp disclosure ef a valid
drrest warrant, 0r probable cavse Gern stein Hearing being conducted

on record.ﬂﬁormwa’w, again (errer dnd 6mission® 3) failed to Motion
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2.(Cont)Jdus 'T'Ice Court To Dl}Smisa The Case With PFE:J udice based vpon
a void Judﬁmeni OnDec. 15,2005 at 1,34 P.H. the State faxed over to
,ﬂ)s bee coort an In farmaﬂon‘absenf an arrest warrant pr the presence,

in court, of ngihbnw dnd legal counsel g viplation pf NRAF (See Ex* 1)

3, At the f’rfh‘m[nary Hearz'nﬁ- on Narch 23,2006, the errors and omissions
morphed inte fravd vpon the covrt, as the Clark County District Atlorneys
OFFlta,wprkinﬁ in Concert and collusion with ex-prosecuter, ablerney P,
fully Knew that wlthpot Creaﬂng arvse to claim thal M¢Mahon was in
drrest @larrant statvs from, Apeil 2005, the case covld have been held
a5 a VDLA,JUclgmﬁan as magistrate, KBH, jncol loquy with DDA, Cheryl
KDSemch declared that an arrest warrant was net a partof the
Clerks file, The court went on to Severl y chastise the Clark
Ccourﬁ/u District Alftorpey s OFfice for Ipossassmg 3 modvs operand!
n Fallm@ 1o hm‘fL‘/ and Pf{)per y refile cases. Agam aflorney, P,
failed JTD motion the couvrt in limine 1o Order DDA, C.K., to prodvce
dvalid Copy of the 5aid arrest warrant Cerror and omission ¥ H ),
and further failed to &galn motion the courtin limine tp dismiss the
Case with prejudice for 2 verd yudgment, pursvent to the wnfmtffnﬁ
statvtes NRS113.035 9nd NRS1T3.045, 85 well as 2 long Iine

of Venerable cases, laws of the case onall4s with the instant case,
The Nevada Supreme Court exhonerated the defendants and declared
the cases as a vord Ljuaﬂ-mfrd, Assuvch, justice covit went ovtside of
the Scope of I+s ofﬁ'a'alcapacﬁy and coloc of law 1o bind the €ase over
to 8thdudicial Disteict Court for trial,05 the Covrt 0F origin ts the
Justice Couvrt, where the €rrors occorred and svbject ma_tferjurisdtfc.hbm
ove4r MCMahons persen,and the case, was never legally establis hed
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3. (Cont): Luhereby MM ahens phw/sfcal re straint was Onlawful,
(which Continves today,!8 years later, and still app/[eg Under collateral
afack of Title 3 Jun‘sdl'chbn,t}nder the United States Supreme Covrts
controlling standards, for 3l lower and inferior covrts fo Certify the
q vestion as to subject malter Jurisdietion b\/ Phys{ca“y {ngpgcﬂnﬁ
the requisite evidence Cwhich doesa't exist to begin with) fhe case
constitvtes as a Vold judgment, and 1f doesnt maHer whes driving the
vehicle or If Mr MeMahon 15 Facfuauy and actually Innocent, 61 guit%?/
as Al Capone, the Bosten Strangler or Charles Mansen, ho reviewing
covrt has the unfeltered right,to pick and chosse,to determine who
Is dispensed dve process and equal pmtgch‘on,as the laws, statutes,
rules, po!{u‘es And procedures apply e4qvally to everyone, 3s 5uch
this manifest of Injuskce sheovid have been discarted in the
Judical dumpster [Byearsago as opposed to this pro se prisoner
peﬂﬂmner fling hvmerovs é’xframdfnary writs and motions fo at
least Five Bth Judicial District Court Judges,the Court of Appeals and
Nevada Supreme Court to s;lmpi}/ O1der the Clerk o prodvce an Dt iginal
Copy of the arrest warrant of 2005 for M<Mahen. Notwithstanding the

fact that the Nevada Supreme Courts falally Flawed and €rroneoos opinién,
Claiming that they addressed fhe Jurl sdictional Defect,which s

Y/érfualinHPOSSt BLE)thoqu First phygfaatiy i'mspech'nﬁ the requ'asz'z‘e
eVidence of a hen-existent arrest warrant which 3dd {ft'onauy suvppsrts
the fact that pro se prisoner petitibners are treated with vtler drsdain,
and the degree 6f protectionism of the Clark County District Atlorneys
Giflceto secore @ convyction is System{c in all State covrts, Wherefore,
353 mafler of law and the justice swed to the case and Mr McMahon,
this Farce and sham case ends here and now, (See Fx ¥ (17),
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B The Clark County District Afforneys office raalz'zjng that the,
dtrest warrant ruse wovld not sorvive conswuh}pnazggwmy in 2
collateral allack in July, 2067 presented fo petitiznery plea agreement
v secvre a camvichbngfn a down graded Covnft ostah)szry s5exval
sedvction, 3 pfobaﬁrpnal Covnt based vpon peﬁﬂbnerg record, How-
everagain atlorney P, rendered Favlty legal ddvice (error and
amission¥5) informing petibionerthat IF he accepted the plea deal thet
he weuld watlxe,hﬂs 'rl‘ﬁhi' fo appeal,and that he and pm'uaﬁe [;fuféfjﬁlga{w(}
Jim Themas,who petitioner retamed (o1 25,000,014 secvre the dvalable
excolpatory evidence to (.mpeach both witness dccvsers,pf the compvter
17 data and Sprint cell phone [ecord, whereby £ impeached her TT
¢laiming that she did not call petitioner Sobseqpent t0 filing the
Comptaj‘nf\&,‘% FH ALd call and apologized For f\/mg bl{im‘mﬁher i t?ﬂ'lfcnl-[y
challenged mother, LRK, for retalizting dgainst petithones For refosing
to continve Fmanc!afzy 5 pb_sr'dfzfnﬁ hertcat bed “ventvre, and Pmmfgeé
to call bet Acl. to recant, EM. ."nJrerLﬂl@naHy eVaded Deti A, for over
2 year fo Give 3 Volpnfary S']‘affimémf‘\u?h;freby She claimed on Ot
lpet she had 2 hmeastoral pfrtbé discharge on pa&[{wbngrs bedding
Vsed at frial as States Exs®31-33,Tn furtherance the State Knew
Foll well that F.Hs allegzﬁbns did not constitote the crime of
Sexval &ssavitpvrsvant fo the essential elements vnder NRS
200,366 bt[ngr, Violence, ferce, threat, coercion and (nFimidation,
as Bl Fr\M!y came and went with her own key, Bab},sé‘ﬁ[,;j 4 year
0ld,RiM, over Four months fTom June - 0ct, 2004 and made no svch
Complants To 2nyone Known to EH, Moreover, as testified, £, H, claimed
)L/T_af pr!,or to bapman 3 b_a.b/unger for R M, shé Leds 5€wa£1y active

Wwith her African-American bﬁ'}/ Friend Louis, (See Cxs¥ 27“25)(3“53,
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5. Had peTthloner Krnown thatl afterney, PW, was inon the £, "
conecer T with the ClarR Covnty District Attorneys Office to secore

] C‘OnvicTLbn,pefiffbnér wovld have accepted the plea deal and
tnvoked an Aiferd plea,fo protect his kight to appeal, been released
on probation, fired aftorney P\, and retained @ competent lew Ferm
fo collateraily atfacK the Jurisdictiona defect and this manufactored
Gex case would have been d(smissed with preJudLZg a5 a \veid
Judgment |8 years ago,

6. The errars and omissions of atlerney, PW, and Vindictive
praSGCUT’Dr]af miscondvct of the fravdvlent Cancea{nr}enf of the
é xcolpatory DNA evidence to heodwink the covrf and mfrfnh'cnau)/
mislead the Jury b‘/ STa‘fépmsecufars Using 3 forensic DNA
expert,RiH., from the Utah Crime lab to claim thal the commingled
DNA eVidence,on States Ex%ﬁBI“BLwas the by prodvce oF the
pel‘iTioner’Tearfng E.Hs hymenal blood Sac dur1n6 the (nitial sex
actin June 2004 and the DNA evidence was |~38,000 agamst the
dfﬂendan’[,wmreby, l‘n Ferring p-eﬁhbnerﬁ.l“l., and EH Slepton the
bloody bedding for four months, However, afterney, Pws, errors
and omissiens continved atl the trial level in failing to file a
Si‘ngig, Subpoena for % etitioners three alibi witnesses(error and
omission ¥ 6), attorney, Pw, additionally failedto secure a DNA
expert to rebutt States experts salaciovs legal fretion(error and
6mission® 1) to have the DNA forensically examined pursvant fo
NRS [T16.0916Cc2(3) For g\enfﬂc marker ana,lysis to determine the
Froe nature of the comm'njted blopd DNA gn States Bxs® 31-33,
a5 being elther a hymenal blood sac tear, or ag confessed by EH,
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6.( Cont): she had a men stural perfmc! ds‘Scharge on the beddt'ng,
Wwhen the petitioner and RiM were in New York n Dct 2004, Aflorney, R,
was well aware of Det, AC, ‘:'”‘355”}/ Obfaltmlng pe?‘l}tbneré DNA buccal
Swab,in TT Claima'nﬁ that the ruse was vsedby detectives fo
sometimes get 3 suspect fo Confess,whereby atforney, PW, again
Faited to motion the court t0 Suppress the Hlegally obtained DNA
buccal swab under 4th Amendment Violation s C efrof and smission
#8) as the DNA evidence went to the gravamen of the case o
l‘menhbnally mislead Jay\j—t)‘(ars,and had altorney, P, presented the
\mIUnTary Statement (hterview of EH, on page |9, clalhfng that she
had 2 menstural per:lpé diecharge on the bééil;"lﬁ ih Oct, 2004, and
had afforney PW, presented the States plea agreement of petituner
and motioned the covrt to Sirike the 3 counts of Sexpal assavlt
Cerrorand pmission ¥ q) thecovit would have struck the 8 exoval
assaulf counts as the State prosecutors failed to prove theif
case beyond a reasonable dovbf yet again, the DNA ruse was
desllqneé to Inflame the pa55f0n5 oF the Jury and mislead the
fay Jurors of favlty DNA, Alorney, Pw, add}tfonauy Falled 15
motion the court To declare 3 mistrial ds the testimony of
witness accvser, EH, had nothing to do with the gioss misdem eanar
TT of Withess gccvser, SK,as neither case Was ¢ross-admissible more-
over DR, fhe adult compta[nanf for minor, 5K, was 1'mpeac,h{ad at
trial by both States witness RE, DRs best friend, and pgtlﬂéner,
Clafm(nﬁ that pet}hbner d1d not lean DREL 000 to pursve Internet {ove
fnterest in NY,dra%fng SKalong, yet again beth RiF and Peh'ﬁbner
testified that petittioner loaned D.R, F1,000 To pursve internet love
Interest, falled to repay the debt, and asked for another loan to
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6. (Cont): pursve another Internet love interest in Reno. The

State prosecuvtors acld'lﬂ'malfy called SAINT hurse przch'aneer, P. .
a part time State employee testifying faverably 64 times Using junk
Sclence analysis examing EH. months after the Fact, claiming E.ls
hymenal fear was consistent with a sexval assauvlt, designed fo
Eurther presvdice the defendant, meoreover, P.5.s didgnosis Las not
Cofroberated by amedical physic{an, Atleeney, P W, Faied to challenge
P, s. J't)nk Sclence ana!ysis Cerror and omisswn® |H-(] ). When Det, Ac.
testified 35 to the DNA Tuse he ac{d{hbnauy claimed he drafted an
Arrest warranf, then on re- direct examination of DDA,G.o, e canted
fo claim that when the defendant Was arrested in 2005 thal an

rrest warrant was not 1 place, Bothatorney, PW, and the
State DDA Promiseé the J‘Ur\/ Phat variors withesses wouvld be called
to supgort, the State promised thel, LRK, would be called to Suwaﬁr

FHs fesﬂm@ny yel When FH testified abSﬂrflnﬁ thal she was a ((ar

and hadno problem [ymﬁ‘C[a!mmJ some | 6 times that she was absent
Minded to evade refevant questions, EH, claimed that ber mother was
“nuts,crazy, stupid ans that she hated her Guts, which altered the
SHates case and was Svpported by DDA €.Ks, ass5ertions (n 2 bail
h&r)-no before Kevin Williams, that LRK wds mental lly challenged,
Atarney,Pw, ad&ﬁrmnaiy pmrmsad JﬁéJLry that the three 3libi
witnesses would be Called to | Impeach meh witngss a ccvsers whe both
claimed that they didnt feport the sex Cii mes Immedmf@l)/ as i’héy didni
wanl tp getinto trovble, (erior and 6mission® [2),Judge, David Barker,
dn ex-prosecutor with altorney, Piv, Falled to pm%ectpgffﬂbmré right
1o a fair trial when a Horney, PW‘eFFech'vely abandoned the defens e
and failed to put the States case to a meaningbvl adversarial ’resﬂng_

v
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6. (Con't): The court,in Voir dire of prospective jurers, set the
fone For the case (n admpmsmnc a prospechve Juror, S fating:

Y As The defendant sits here today, hes guilty until proven guilty
This Favx pas was nol Corrected by aHomey PW, nor wWas the
DDA,RS,, quesﬂomng of hoticeably pregnant EH. to further blas
and Pre‘]'udfce defendant statin 5. And Wwe see that youre pregnant,
does that have anytning fo do t)ith the d efendant’ 7 Knowing Foll well
that the defendant had not seen or made contact with EH (n over
Y years, Again,aHerp ey,PW, failed tp 6bject to the bias comments,
Aﬂornay,ﬁu-’q Sdélﬂ@nally Failed 10 motion the covrt to d;Sm:ﬁﬁ the
Case based LpoN m‘ls,\‘;m'ndér, 295 S.K,who was only a play Friend of R,
and Pgﬂﬂbn«ir Knew Forover 6 yeacs, claimed at some un known time
tn 2004, at RESapartment in Henderson, the petitioner lewdly tovched
Hﬂf\ then the allegaﬂon 5adnd Case my sfﬁripvst)/ was transferred to
Clark Covnty now claimin g that the |ewd misdemeansy fouchfnﬁ event
occured tn LasVegas at D P.Lishovse again at some pnknountiine to
misjoin the cases to infer prior bad act evidence, The comulative effect
o atioipey PWs TACerrors and omissivn 5,coupled Wwith the Vindichie
pf‘mﬁacufmfat Mmiscondoctof the Fravdvlent cencealment of the FauH}/
DN A dulééncg;f&ﬁulﬂng in the peﬂﬂ'mer br&inﬁ denied a p}‘()c@du(a“)/
full and fair trial, as had the jury been apprised of the plea agreement
and \oluntary Statement of Elis menstural perod discharge onbedding,
the sexval assavlt covnts wovls have been dismissed, along with
The il!egally obtained DNA buecal Swab and the " he said, she said’
Credibility contest,and testimonial baltle wevld have changed the
butcome of the verdict and the paﬂh'anér wovld heve been aequified.
Notwithstanding the faet that when Det Av¢. condvcted a Volontary
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6. (Con't)t Statement llmeru{auﬂ of fnfan% pre-schwlérx R, U.sfng
Suggestive Coercive Tactics 1o get RM to claim fthat she withessed
€H and pehitioner Kiss and have Sex, yef a clear reading of the
26 page documentrefiects the Fantasy and fiction by RM, who also
Claimed that she had a boyfriend that ber dad gave her two

qe | € balls for Christmas and thet TVs can fart, fantasy and fiction
consistent with Infant childrena a5 a1 trial the State called R fo
fﬁ'ﬁ‘r% absent the court Caﬂ\/c’iS:?fn@ the miner withess vrder |6years
of agepursvant Statvtocy [aw and [aw of the case af the Nevada
Svpreme Cpurfj‘ms%ead L}udge, Barker, failed o dismiss %hejur}/ and
qugsﬂgﬂ Byearold RiM, To determine C‘redlcbfl{f/u dnéiusﬂﬁprgswbné ‘
When RM testified she covlda't even remembes the voluntary statement
Interview and forther Covldnt even read the docoment, [nstead she
breke dewn Crying . The entire trial was a Complete farce and sham

designed 10 Secure a convichen Gsing Fravd vpon the covrt in violation
o0f NRAF Rule 66Cb)(6)(d)(3). (See Exs 3,5, 7-8),

1. Prior to the case befng 353igned 10 Judgs David Barker,by design,
of the Clerkof Covrt manipulating the department assignment 1o favor
The Staty Respondents,by placing ex-prosecoter Jurist on the case, the
Case was dssigned To Henorable Judge, Elizabeth Halverson, whe in a
S18tUs cheek Severly chashised alomey PW, for not sapitizing the
case of faint, by challenging the Jurisdictional defect, the DNA buccal
Swab llleqally obtained by Det Ac. and Stnking the sexval @assavlt
couvnts, AHorney PWw and DDA, GO, then requested @ side bar with
the court and svbsequently twent Inte chambers @9 defendant remained

at the defense table, 71 wevld be several years later pntil pejrfﬂ‘mgr
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T, (Cort)! was (nformed of what franspired in chambers with
‘E’i'ﬁorney\ PW.)DDAS 6. £, and Jud Ge Halversan,

3. At senlencing the petitioner in allocution with the couvrt
fired /| egally dl'SCharge d aflorney PW as covnsel 35 DbA, 6.0,
Conlinved to puke 0ot the salacipus legal Fiction of the faolty DNA
evidence being |-38 000 against The de fendant, 85 aflerney, Pw,
Failed to Strike the sexval @ssavtt covnts,as the Jurors passions

were 50 inflamed they found defendant qum}/ of both sexval assaolt
And Sfafuhary Sexval sedvcetion,

9. Upon the petitioner allempting to contact @florney Pw, to
return his case file, allorney P, in his Filing forms to the
Nevada Supreme Court engaged in fravd vponthe court, cJa:‘m[nﬁ
that he (was retained at the appellate level, In stark contrast to
his Motion for Appointment of Covnsel in the District Coort, claiming
that he was appeinted at the lower level and the court shovld appeint
him back onto the caseto piosecvte defendants First direct appeal
of tight Again in stark contrast to his Flling forms to the Nevada
Sopreme Court,claiming that he was retained as coonsel at the
lower level. Not only di'd allerney, Pw, constroctively hijack petitioners
first direct appeal of right/to cover bp hi's 6th Amendment TAC er/ors dnd
Omission s and to profit, pe’rihbnér Filed pro se motions For coort to
withdraw atorney P, for conflictof Interesty (2) Appoint @ conflict-
free Covnsel toprosecvte the directappeal; or (3)allow petitioner
1o proceed prose tn a Farefta serng, The district coust stayed the

pro se moton and appsinted aterney, P2, back anty the case creating
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9. (Cont): 8 clear conflict 6f Interest as pursvant to the
Nevada Bar Assn Model Rules of Professional Conduct Rule 3.8,8.4,
Wwhen a retained /|egallydischarged attorney is relleved of his
duty by a client/defendant, the attorney must retorn all legal
documents and Case File,back to the client/ defend ant, enab[ingh[m
to retain @ new covn sel, The errors continved as atlorney Pw, failed
fo challenge the J‘urz‘sdich'.ona! defect, failed to persvade the court
to teverse the case based Upon the uindictive prosecutonal miscondvet
of favlty DNA evidence, In atlorney, PWs, ynavthorized First direct
appeal, filed ayearlaterin July, 2009 _he made three Narrow
drgquments hpne of which he preserved by pbjection at the lower
level, claiming retroachive enjoinder as a grovnd, which presumes
Fhat at one point the enyoinder was proper,then later became im-
propes, whichis fatally flawed as enjoinder was never proper, The
girors confinved as the State viplated the NRAP by Fa{h'nﬁ to
gerve a copy oF their answer briefeon 3 Herney,Pw, or desendant, by
design,to bar attorney, Pw, from rebuling their salaciovs leqal Fiction in
claiming 8 ¥20 bill theory tp overcome missoinder, the State in their
Certificate oF Service sent their Copy of the answering brief fo the.
law firm of Christallid Sagaese, Wwhy had abselvtely nothing to do
With the case. Netonly does this render the appeal as nuil and void,
whlich equally attaches te the Nevada Svpreme Covrts AFfFirmance and
Remiltiue, ‘zfaciril'ﬂ'pnauy renders all Subsequent appeals as a
constitvtionalnollity fo declare AEDPA provisionsas noperable.
Petitiener additicnally Filed extra md{nary pro se petihon tothe Nevada
Supreme Court tp arrest the case and take yorisdiction based vporn the
conflict of L'nferesf, the Courtinstead retvined the Pe{"[hbn backto
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9. (Cont): the paﬁhkoner unfiled Under Rule H6(b) as a fugitive
document. as attorney PW, was the allorney of record, again, this
Calch 22 Scenerto 8lso runs afpul of the Nevada Supreme Courfs
Order ADKT¥HIL holding that all appellate altorney s shall correspond
and communicate with client/defendants to peffect and correct
the direct appeal favorable te the client/ defendant, whe t's SUFFerfnﬁ
the onvs of the consequences and fhe JOC. Again, the facl that

pro se prisoner petitioners are freated as second class citizens,
as the Court wenten to Further inform the pe#{hbner te contact
aﬁwrne\/‘ PW,v0 reselve the mater, which was the Very reason to
File the prose exfraardfnarx/ writ tobegin with, as atlorney, PW, refused
to correspond 6r commonicate with the petitioner, The petitioner
ac(dfﬂ'onatly filed complaints on atlorney, P, with the Nevada BarAssn,
and 3 complaint pn district covrt Judge, David Barker with the
Commission on Jodiera! Discipline for con Flict of interest alife noavadl,
(See Ex5425 Y(-47, 51-53 57, 60-6],and 65).

0. The district court Judge, BarKer, Fefused to fecvse sva sponte
For c'a,usa,and the petitioner additisnally filed pre se motions and
Correspondence with the Chief Judge to Order Judge, Barker to recuse
for confitct of [nterest, Tnstead 1o protect atlorney, Pl the district court
Eranted a pro se meton for a Strickland Hfﬂfi}lg 1o determine altorney, -
PWs 6fh Amendment TAc viblations and appointed Covnsel Rochelle Ngvyen,
(how a Nevada State Senaterd, DDAS 6.0, and C B, went to Det A Cis office
to retrleve the Unfiled Declarafion of Warrant/ Summeons and faxed a
Copy of the bogus decoment over to covnsel,Nguyen, The couvrt from

thebench (ssved a subpoena for alorney,Pw, to appear tolth case file ,

_.[L[_h



|O,(Con't). At the Dec. i6,2011 hearing DDA S, 6.0 and Ci B, conducted
a han“@y Sessipn with aﬁpme% PW, to load hus /zpé to their version
of the Case,absent the covrts approval or the presence of defense
copnsel, Nguyﬁn\ agam b)/ déﬂsfgn, 85 Wwhen a h‘ome% Pl festified he
claimed that he had fpefp-e Mtipners ﬂ-ﬁe‘ and his mem ory Was Fauﬁy
as to his errprs and omission s, falling to even remember petitioner
E{fafn{nﬁ him For* 25 000, or prz'ua,he fnvesﬂgaﬂpn JT, For 85,000, Yet
he bpasted on his wmk'snﬁ Knowledge of the law and his 30year
legal resvme, When asked about the existence of an arrest warrant
he was Onawire pFanP/ svch docvment yet when DDA, C B, paraded
the bnfiled Declaration of Warrant/ Svmmoen s C‘Jaibmn‘ng fhat the bogus
docvment was a valid arfestwarrant,and the covrt Falled to certify
'f’hﬁqueshén by physzlcauy inSPzich:wﬁ 3ny document, The State prpsecvtors
then Sreppedop their Campm%n of fravd Lpon the coort by in ffoévmlﬂg
a cut and Pasf-»: TLR docuoment replete W ith white pot redactions, in
stark confrast to the original TCR ts550ed to petitioner on Dec, 12, 2005
at ccDC, The States vtlered TCR document popssesses the forged
Signature of Magistrate KBH, fravdvlently affixed to the docoment, as
the Sllgnaﬁ)m runs bnderneath the pre-p rinted Corm line and boxes,
Which defies forensic science, The bogus forged TCR docvoment was
Introdvced by Fhe State to bvercome the existence of a prebable
cavse Gernstein Hearing on paper, Which runs afoul of the Mmandates
of the United states Svpreme Covrt, Refleetive of the Couvrts F[né.hﬁ
of Facts, conclusion of law Order of April i, 1012, Fhe covrt held
fhat a valid arrest warrant was in place (n 20605 Fpe MtManons arrest,
Fhat 8 probable cavse Gernstein Hean'nﬁ Was Condvched on paper and

equally \‘?_gl'l'f'gi,‘bu_‘j that aflerney, PL{)E) re;Jrezse,mT@i@n at the lower
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0. (Con't); level was both tactical and strategic .and met
the two prong test of Strickland standards and therefore
the petitioners TA C,under 6th Amend ment, was not vislated,
Which equally altached to the court Creaﬁnﬁ a conflictof
interest o allow aflorney, PW, to constivctively hijack the first

direct appeal of right. (See Exs®l,61-63).

[l. Subsequent to the Farce and sham Strickland Héar[ng and
éxposing the Clark County District fcftorneys OfFfice Ccmhhw'n\g lies
and campaign of fravd vpon the court, the pefitioner Filed a prose
motien and Corres pondence to Magistrate KBH, to avthenticate and
Confirm her gignafure as to the States TCR document as being troe
and dccurate,and for the court to forward the forged docoment to
the proper avthorities for a forensic examination and svbpoena

the States original copy of the bpgus document, again, all tono
avail, (See Ex#TH),

|2, The petitioner Fully realizing that the covrts, aftorney, Pw, and
State Respondents have no intention s OFp!ayihﬁ Falr by the rule

of law, as Such the gloves came offand petihoner decided to Fight
Flre with Fire and Contacted a friend, [<e££\/ Capp, an [R5 L}'Luegfl.ﬁahbr
In.Ogden,Utah, After informing bimof Atorney, PWs, abandenment
of my deFense he agreed to have alforney, Pw, tnvestigated and
Aqudited, which led te aHfDrney\FbjéJ fnd!‘cTMenf, plosecy Hon and
eriminal conuiction (p the United States District Covrt before the
Henorable Judge, Gloria Navarco, euhe sentenced 8 Horney, PW, o
Himonths in federal prison, (See Ex®68),
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[3. Allorney Rocheile Nquyen, flled a motion to the Nevada Supreme -
Courf,Under Manav. State, svpra, for the Covrt to Order d new eydentiary

hearing, based upen ah‘amey\PWé) criminal trial testimeony, which Was
In stark contrast to his tes h}nmy 'n the Farce and sham Strickland
Hearing. The Nevada Supreme Court denied the motion l")ﬁlﬂ[_!l"?g that
Judge Barkers Drder was law of the case,as alorney, P as
protected all the way to the United States Suvpreme Covrt tna

writof Certiorart,

[H, While bﬂing wrongfully Convicted and Falsely fﬁfzpr(saned at NNce,
3 new arrlu{ng inmate Mr. Halverson, Sovght put Pgh'ﬁbner sl Hh
Some Very impertant in formatieon. Mr Halveson was convieted of
assavlting his wife Judge, Elizabeth Halverson, tnforming petitioner
of the events that franspired tn chambers with atlorney, Pw, DDA, 6.0,
and Judge Halverson, He claimed alorney, PW, infprmed his wife that
ﬁ& and the Clark County Dlgh’i.Cf'AH[Jrng_\/é OFFiie were working with
ﬂle FBI why believed that Mr. McMahon was 3 serial rap[sf,. Who quy
covldn't conuict with forensic evidence, Arney, PW, they requested
the covrt assist them in Sgcum'nﬁ a convictwn toget My MecMahon
0ff the streets, Mr. Halversen sald his wife Felt intimidated and
threatened and i'mmedfafgly thereaFrer locked herselfin chambers
and called The FBL,owhe denied any soch events, Mr Halverseon said
the restis 4 mabler of pubh'a record. Mr Halverson adéu'hbnaﬁz)/
Informed the petitioner that he wovid ke wiul'ng to testifyin a
Covit of law as to the events, At this peint the peh’hbner had

fo findovt Frem aHorney PlWs, mooth why he was involued in

the Conspiracy to secure @ conuiction,
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15, Reflective of aftorney, P W5, Criminal triat Transcripts his
defense of * Diminished Capacty” in not Knowing or Under standing
the law, was based upen 3 skiing accident in 199 tohereby he hit hie
head on atree allegedly svstaining rontal-lobebrain damage 1o sevedy
Impaic his Soond reasoning and cognitve abilities, and was diagnesed
Prllw to tral by expert witpess J’léumpycbologlﬁhﬁfi.["i) eohp teshified
that Pwsoffered from a series of cognitive fh:’nkthﬁ,rzaganlhg,was
quick to anger, |llogical functons, ete, in not knowing or vnderstanding
legal coneepts, Which was in staik contrast to what alorney, PW,
fold the petitiones whea he was retained in a Wwinnable case , and was
In starR contrast to his 'teshrrmn}/ in the Stricklend Hearlng ,cza;mmg
that he possessed a wor King knowledge of the law. AHorney, P, also
Failed to notify the Nevada Bar Assn. pursvant fo Role 8.4 of his

mental il“ﬁab”ﬁy to pesform legal duties,nor didhenotify the Nevada
Svpreme Courti The only person who didnt buy PWwsa bullshit de fense
wa s the Honerable Judge, Gloria Navarro, who found aHorney, PW,
guilty on all covnts of Money lavndering and tax evasion and sentenced
aliorney, PW, to Himenths in federa| prison, (See Ex ®68),

6, When the petitioner Filed 2 Writ of Habeas Corpus in 1he UsS,
District Covrt before Judge, Andrew Pi Gerden, the covrt fovnd no
errors in aftorney Pws, vepresentation at the lower level nor in
COnsTrUcﬂue[y hljaalcihg the Péffﬂbner; F[rrst direct appeal @Fﬂ'@mh
Federal Public Defender, Jpnathean Kirsch havm focvsed solely on aHterney,
PWs, bth Amendment TAC a5 @ grovnd 2nd refused to challenge the
jurisdic’rimal defect or the States fravd vpon the covrt Under NRAP
Rule 60CH), 3s wellas the vindletive prosgaumn'ai miscondvct Fo
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(6, (Con't): ﬁauéu!e‘nﬂy Conceal the ex culpatery DNAE\!Icﬂmce,
nor Judge Barkers post- convteron judicial bias To force an un-
wanted afforney back onto the case,creatinga clear con Flictof inferest,
fo prosecute the petitioners first direct appeal of right, However, J.K,,
did secvre a copy of atlerney, Pws, complaint file from the Nevad 2
Bar Assn.,upen PW Finally b'ef'nﬁ disharred. J, K. claimed that the File
was thicker than @ New York phonebook, going back decades with
complaiats fromboth retained/clients and appointed/defendants, whp
Complained that PW refused o communlcate of correspond with them
o prepare a frial defense orin post-convictien o correct and perfect
the direct appeal, many ofher complaints From family membecs of
PW req U&aﬂlnﬁ addihonal money for The deFenseiaf’rer f)ffnﬁ apgmfm‘g_é
tothecase and more ‘froublfng and ﬁgregfgui Comrﬁlalhks from Females,
of Incarcerated loved ones, soliciting sexval Favers for exchange of
legal t\”eprasanmhbn, Notonly does this conclode that P was Simply
driven b)’ greed and avarice, he ls 2 dl'SPicabie human being who
Shovid have been disbarred decades prior, ds opposed o being protected,
and fusther proves that PW covldat find hisass witha gGuide dog, more-
over Lf veud heok PWiand the State Respondents, upteo a pelygraph
Machine theyd break the needle the machine wovld shert curcodt
and blowup, (See Ex*® 0.

7. When PW checked Into Federal prisen in Butner, N.C. the
peﬁh’oner Made arrangements for a g*reeﬂ'ng party.a covp de grate,
to Find ovt Who else wasinon the fix and conspiracy fo secure a
Conuiction In @ manufactured Sexcase and whe funded the Copspiracy 7

While PW was piesing his pants hedisclosed former DA, David Rogers,
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I7. (Cont): DA, Steven Woifson, and Judge, David Barker all
Feceived ® (00,000 dollars from the Mandaley Group 1o keep
Mr MeMahon in prisen for |ife tn @ manufactured sex case and
Unable to reconstroct Flying Savcer Entectainment 2néd professional
Sports complexes 10 control the gaming hospitality (eisvce bysiness
on LasVegas Blvd by 2010 with his strategic partners and constrochiely
ShvHing off the botom line of the Mandalay Grovp propertie s denying
access to the Rapid Transit System from MeCarran Tnternational Aucport
Controlling the movement of 115 million in-bopnd bvi-bovnd quests ona
menthly basis,and Seperahlng the gamblers From tovrist! conventioneers,
Using 2 §aming point system,vsed decades later by FanDuel and Draft
Kings (n on-line Wagering, The Case Was never about s¢x, 1t was
ab§u+bﬂubn5@fdawamsofﬁﬁnera#edr£Vénv£CMHfmdhhg Las Vegas
Blud. From Hacienda to Sahara Ave, The group then gave PW a

New prison moniker, Paovl™The Worm” Wemmer, $tay tuned !
(See Ex's#86.490-|p0).

ARGUMENT ONE

LAS VEGAS TOWNSHIP JUSTICE COURT MAGISTRATE,
KAREN BENNETT- HARON, ABSENT THE POWER AND
AUTHORITY TO ACT, ACCEPTED SUBJECT MATTER JURIS-
DICTION OF THE CASE ON DECEMBER |5,2005 VIOLATING
BOTH STATE LAW NRS 172,035 AND NRS 73,045 AND
MCMAHON'S DUE PROCES S RIGHTS UNDER THE FIFTH AND
FOORTEENTH AMENDMENTS To THE STATE OF NEVADA
AND THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION,
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Unifed Stafes Svpreme Coourt JusTice Dovglas eloquenltly
opined: " A lie can fravel arouvnd the werid befere the truth can
buckle 115 shee” Which 15 aprapes to the Instant case as the
Clatk County District Aleineys Office has been asserting ad
havsevm for 18 years thaf they are in possessjon of a Valid arrest
warrant of 2005 for M<taheon, Which |5 npt only belied by the records
of the Clerk of Court, this ruse originating on, March 23,2006 has
slithered In and oot of the §th Judicial District €ouvrt between €ive
Judges, i“CJUdinﬁ the Court of Appeals and the Nevada Supreme Coort.

The Courtas early as 1804 1n Ex parte M€ Cardle 7 Wall 506,
SIHIALEd 264(1869) has addressed Article JI1 §2 |egal Sfandmg
85T0 Subject matter Jurisdtcffon hodmg that unti | lﬁga( Sfandmf}
has been Certified by the re\zlewm5 CourT pny5|c1[1y msPec’rmg the
reqmen‘e eVidence from the Custodian Of records, Clerk of the Court,
the Case consfiivies 35 a structoral doe process defect becavse
the prosecution never properly vested autherity over the person,

The Court in Chicago Steel and P{ck[fnﬁ Company V. Cifizens for
a Befter Envirenment, 533 05,83 118 5¢C1 1003 (1448) 0pinion by
Scalia J, Joined by Rehnguist Chod., O  Conner, Kennedy and ThomasJ.J,
holding, threshold Jullsdictional question had to be Tesolved before

fhe Supreme Court copoid proceed an the merits Justice Scalia wenf on
to severly chastise the Ninth Circutt Court of Appeals, lnc}udln: the
State of Nevada, opining: (" The Ninth Circoit has dominated Thts
praciice (of addressing merits prlm to preving yurisdiction) which
he Characterized @as assuming Juugd[cﬁon fot the purpose of
c{ECldmcj merits” the™ doctrine DF hypothetical jurisdiction " So here
we are 28 years later and the Nevada Courts 3re still practicing
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hypoThetical Jurisdiction | steadfastly refusing To cemptly with the
Unifed States supreme Courts conlrolling Siandards, and Instead of
certifying the q’m_?sf"j‘an 55 to subject mafler jurisdiction first,
as opposed fo Using the only defense, when there 6 no defense,
['nVDKiﬂﬁ fnapplicable AEDPA previsions as: Time Barrment,
Procedural Defaull, Claim Preclusion, ¢f Second and Successive
PET[T{MS;

Mr McMaheon sTrongly 3asserls agalnjhaf Nevada Courts have
fakenup the practice of ~hypothetical yurisdiction” To tacitly and
blindly accept whatever hare naked allegations a prosecvter can
pule ouf absent physically Ifnspecil‘mj- the requisife evidence,
which now requires this reviewing court-to first cerfify the
question of subject matter Jurisdiction- by proving the existence
of a valid arrest warrant, absent that shaw{ng the case constitules
452 Vold Judgment, As held in Rosemond v, Lambert,Heq F2dH16
("The burden shifts fo the reviewing court to prove jorisdiction,,.
a Coutl Cannot confer J‘UY't‘Sdchfon where none existed and can-
not make void the proceedings”), FRCP 12(b) €.g. City of Indianapolis v,
Chase National Bank, 314 0.5 63,069, 025Ct 15,]6 (I%l),\;uhiahls'exacﬂy
what has happened [n the Instant Ccase as Justice court went ovtside
the scope of its oFficial capacity, absent the power ané authon'ty to act,
the court bovnd the Case overtp the districet covrt for trial,

The State fespondents inbath open court @and in olvpos[ﬂbﬂ
briefs. have steadfastly maintained that fhey are in p055cssfom
of an arrest warrant 6f 20605 for MtMahon, yet this (1 and fUse
has been Sanctioned b}/*rhé courts failure 1o Sl\mph/ Order the Sfate
respondents to produce such document, Knowing foll well, based Upen
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the COmpeH:nﬁ and vaerwheimmg P“ma facie evidence on file, that
no such reqoisite evidence €xists fo begin with,which shewcases

the opines of Justice Douglas as the Nevada courts continue to rubber
sfamp [les and fravd vpon the court 1o engage in judicial actwism fo

PFOTGCT the Clark County District Atorney’s 0Ffices eriminal enterprise.
And the very reason that the Collective Nevada Courts are sh{g(gl}w
the Clark Covnty District Court Is becavse the arrest warrant ruse
goes To the gravamen of the Case and will not pass constitutional
SCruTl‘ny in the federal courts, as the vehicle will pet be driven by a

pro se Prisonér pé’rf‘ﬂ'oner.

OnDecember |5 2005 subsequent to fhe State prasecufwa
fail m fo present a a vald arrest warrant and proper chargl ing
mﬁfrumanr te hold M<cMahon to any crime aﬂdJus‘hce coort Ordered
p«eﬂﬂ'oner% O.R.Telease the State prosecutor faxes overto yushee
coort at 1134 P M, anInformation absent a vaiid arrest warrant
and the presence In court of the defendant and legal covnsel, 2
clear Violation of the NRCP procee«ia'nﬁ withsut lawful re-initiation
constitutes @ structoral due process defect becavs e the pmsecuﬂon
hever properly Ve sted &u’rwxif}/ over Mr McMahen, Under Nevada
law, once @ defendant (6 teleased for lack of probable Cavse or
Valid charging instroment, the State must recommence Pwsecuﬂpn
by (1) grand Jury Indictment, er (2) a new Complaint followed
by the Issvance 6l a warrant 0f summons, Again, @ faxed
€riminal Tnformation, witheut @ warrant, summons, or defendant
present before the court,does not [awfully restere Jurisdiction
over peison, See Shefiffu Lang |03 Nev 550, 552 (1987), (Prosecution

must be Commenced by Valld complant, information, of indict ment),



Hicks v. Sheriff, 86 Nev 67,69 (1970 ).( Detention or prosecutlion
without lawful Charging (nstrument Viplates due process), \laldez-
Jimenezy El'ghfh Judicial Dist Court, (36 Nev, | 55(2p020) ( Juris-
diction requires lawful commencement of criminal action),

Tt s noleworthy thatin leqislative nptes, provided by defense
aorney,Rochelle Nguyen how Nevada StateSenator,to the petitioner, the
State Afforney Generals Office beata path te the Senate Jvdiciary
Commiliee to pursve the passage of NRS |13.035 and NRS 113,045,
a5 Corative/ Cotrective Statutes, giving State prosecuvtors another
bite at the apple, allowing prosecuvtors fo pursve the firne) y and lawful
nggwﬁm of 3 criminal Case when initial €rrors, in advertence or
mistaken clerical errers fa;lmgm Pﬁfsrfn’rmg a preper Chargmg
tnstroment at the Initial dppearance accompanied by a Declaration
oF Warr anf/SLJmmmn@w!fh the presence of the defendant and Counsel,
absent the Fl'lllnﬁ of @ new complaint n Justice court Lrmediate by
forthuwith, o1 faking the maller to a grand Jury for indickment violates
the spirit of the statutes.

The Nevada Svpreme Couvrt took up this Very argument in
Sher i fFF Clark County v, LEUH’:SEJH A5 Nev H36. ( A complaint must
be filed forthwith and fhe Peace officer must produce the accvsed
before a magistrate cevit of proper jurlsdiction accompanted by a
swoein Criminal Complaint, orby indictment, To hold the dccvsed of 2
ctime ) As such, Waiting 100 days until April 6, 2006 fo File an

Amended Complaint dpes not constitute \ forthwith’ rendering
subyect matter yurisdiction as nugatory and @ Void judgment,

NRS 173.035 as enacted created the {eqq] precess for State
prosecutors fo properly refile the Case protecting civil rights
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(3) PKGSEnT an affidavit of probable Cavse arrest warrant
application to @ Court of yurisdiction for the consideration
0f the |ssvance of an arrest warranty (b) Upon consideration
by the reviewing court, shovld proboble cavse he found to
exist,an arrest warrant shall lssve and the original copy
Maintained by The Clerk of the Court @and a copy lssued to
the prosecution To exercise an arrest pursvant to NRS
1T 1T8.(In 1979 the State legisiature amended NRS 171178
and provided for a hearing if an arrested person is not
brought befere a magistrate within 72 hours after arrest)
(C) Upon arrest of the persen present the dccused to

the court acwmpanieé by 2 proper charging Instrument,
or (d) take the matier fo a grand jury.

The United States Supreme Courtin the County of Riverside vlavghtin,
B000SHU56(199() changed the T2 hour mandate of hearings on bnawarranted
Arrest to U hovrs,a5 held in Gemstem v, Pugh, 426 US[03,]13-14(1475),

A case onall4Ys with the iInstant case occurred (n (394 |n Parsons v,
Sth Judicral Dist, Ct ex rel County of Nye, 885 P24 1316 (1994). The
Court held That Subject maﬁ&rjurisdﬁcﬂon did not properly altach te
justice coort, This 1s not @ dl'screﬂonary det Qvai\ing to Justice court
father a statutory duty that the Nevada legislature put Ln place To protect
The m'gm of the accused against arrest and PrDsecuhlon,

As such, either the Instant case constitvtes 3s a case of First
Ilmprassl‘pa,arfha pe’r(ﬂbner (s bellng) discriminated against by Fhe courts
Fa““”ﬁ the grant dve process and equal protection vnder pzﬂhbnarﬁ

guaranteed constitvtional rights T As such what applies to those
255



l2ws of the case equally allaches to Itr. [1<llahon,

Whereas, by virfue of State courts r»eFusZn@ fo comply with their
own conTrolting standards ané sfatumry aufhori%y constitutes a
break i the™ chaiaof avthority” between the spirit and the legisiatiue
intent, The Nevada Ceurts have long held. (The constitution prescribes
all legal cavse and Actionto be based vpon the Statvies of Nevadz,
and nething else), Whereas AEDPA provisions and the merits do
heot Supercede 8rrest warrant and proper ch a,rgﬂnﬁ instroments
to be addtessed First in the orderofall laws rples ang siare
deci’si's case law, As such, ne couvrt can grant the State ﬁ)t[gency

‘N cllimn'ng that Jrhﬁy addressed The J\wfséﬁaﬂbnal malter, when no

arrest warrant exlsts o begin with, orgive the Clark County District
Attorneys Office the unfellered rigat to vsvrp the legal process and
Obfuscate the Facts to Vislate the law, (f that were the case what
wovld be the need for any rule of law?

The Nevada Supreme Covrt toenton to hold in Cranfordy Smart,
92 Nev 89 ( The propec Way For the State To br{mg charges against
defendant wpvld heve been by filing a proper complaint or by a2n
Indickment In 3 timely manner), The Cranford Covrt Found svpport in
Murphy v. State, 110 Nev 7%, and reversed the conuiction holding the

State i‘mprppgrly circomyented the pre-frfa( charging process and
that NRS 173,035(2) was a device to Fectify " egreglovs errors ” and WAS

not a mechanisin for Safegoarding deflciencies In evidence, Assvch,
again, whatapplies to those laws of the case equally atlaches o
Mr. MM ahon,

The State respondents campaign pf lles rose, and fravd vpon the
Covrts was Premfsed pn the Fact that fhey fully Knew thal Det. A.C.
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Failed to present the Declaration of Warrant/ Surmmpns to 2ny
Court, afam/ time Prior to, 61 Subsequent OF the Lnwarranted
drrest on December 12 2005, Moreover, being that the making
of 2 return of arrest warrant (s @ Ministeral act, to be performed
after the warrant 1s execoted and returned to the magistrate
covrtwhem a defendant ts brovght NRSITL 152, The States
claim s belied bx/ the record as the Clek of the Coprt 15 devsid
Ofam/ svch docvment, and in Eurtherance which |'s e Kactly wh[/
Judge Barker, atthe Strickland H\earmﬁ Failed tp physically mgp@c.t
the bogus bnfiled Declaration of War rent/Sommens o the
State respondents ullered TCR dpcument with the Forge 4 afficed
Signature of Mmagistrate, KBH, on the docoment a< Judge Barker
atitrial in May,200 8 heard DetiAd. recant and L'mp each his
prior Tesﬂmony,when asked on re-direct examination of DDA Go,
Q: So In December 6f 2005 when the defendant was
Finallyarrested, there wasn't 4 arrest warranioot

for him at that point, 1 that correct ?
AL Correct,

Most recently, the Nevada Svpreme Court reaffirmesd the two

hedrock principles Peﬂhbmﬂr contends, In Spragktf‘n V Spracklin, BoY
P.341097,2023 WL 8827145 (2023), The Court S‘uccmcf}i stated!
/Uudgmenf that ls void For lack of subject mater Jpsisdiction may
be subject to collateral attack, State . Svstacha |08 Ney 223 22¢
h3,826 P24 959,961 n,3(1492), Seealso 4T Am.Jvr 24 Jodgments
‘EG%’CEOH) ("LA2 collateral altack may be allowed Lf the yudgment
s Veid, soch as where 3 Judgment was rendered by a covrt withovt
Jurtsdiction? Cfootnote omitted)). ("[ AT judgment | s sobject to
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Subject to collateral attack for laCl’(chc}'Urisdllchbn F Fhe Juris-
dictional defect 1s apparent on the Face of the record ¥ Which
's exactly why Judge Monica Trujillo, than €x parte pne-
Sitded hearing Sealed/Redacted the record To both hide the troth
and protect the Clark Covnty District Atlorney’s HEfice when DDA,
Jacob Villan, avthpred the covrts Order denying Petitioners
eXtracrdinary writ to prove Subject matter Jurisdiction.,

Subject matier jurisdiction 1s The avthority of the coort to
render Judgment i a particular category of case, Leindretlv,
Malik 127 Nev. 175, 183,25 P34 103 168(2011) A lack of sobject
maHErJurfsé{chbn renders a court Ordervoid. State Tndvs, Tns. Sys.
V. Sleeper, |00 Nev. 267,269, 679 P24 12713-[2TH ((18H). A party can
ratse lack 6f svbject matler yurisdieton for the First time onappesl,
Swanv Swan 106 Nev HeHd H6q 796 P24 221,224 (1490) and the
existence of svbject matler jurisdletion s a question o F law Subject
to de novo review, Ogaway Dgawa, 125 Ney 660,667,221 P.34 649,
To4 (2009).

A@ain, whx/ fhe Nevada Svpreme Cprrt Chose toO L‘ﬁnOf@ the pro
Se prlsongr peﬂﬂ'om of a Writof Mandamus NRAP 27Ce) Emerﬂeﬂcy
Wwithin |4 days defles common sense and logic,bet alone the Covrls
Dwn COnJrrOHt‘n\g Standards 1o phygicau}/ EﬂSPé,cil" the fequisite euldenee
to certify the u‘fuesﬂbn ds 1o legal sfaniing ? Asits TMPOSSIBLE to
physwali}/ (nspect @ docvment that doesnt exist 5o hpw can i be
sald that the Covrt addressed the Jurisdietional matier T Me MCManon
has met the threshold standard o FH 7 Am. Jur, 24 Judgment $ 719
whereby the existence of svbject mabier Jurisdietion depends ona
question of Fact, 3 party must put forth sufficlent evidence for
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this court to determine Wwhether jurisdiction Was proper, Am, dor
24 Judgments 5719 went onto hold, IF the jurisdl::f[ona,[ defect
does not appear on the Face of the JuA@m@nt roll or record, the judgment
1S Considered valid and therefore Lmmupne from collateral altack.
Under this Fule the va zdﬁryf)l‘ A Judgm«em‘ when collaterally aljacked

Must be tried by an inspection of the record dlone,and no other

Or Further evidence on the Svbjeet |5 Admissible... CAT collaterzl

aftack of a Judgmenf Fails i f the Judgmen{‘ contains Jurisdictiona
recitals, Where the record 15 silent, it will be presvmed thatjuris-
dictional Facts exist oy were doly Proved.

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has addressed the type
oF fravd Upen the Ccovrt onder FRCP Rule 60(b)(6)(d)(3) and wantof

sobject malter jurisdiction.In E.L . Cordv. Smith 370 F24 118,423 (Iciy).
("There (s firmly established in the laws the doctring confirming the
pewer of the CourT te setaside atany time any mandate that was
procorred hy €Ff€Cth a fravden the covret”™), The Couvrt went on to hold

In Cooper V. Woodford, 358 F34 (17,1123 (9Gth Cir 2004), Statecourts
cannot (gnore Their STaTUfary law and correctiye Statutes and expect
Tobegranted windfall for theirovtrageov s condvet, This principle Was
pu’rl‘n place bv the United States Svereme Courts decision In n Hazel-
Atlas Glass CD V. Rartford Empire Co,, 372 U5 238 (| q%%)wh\ereby
Fhe Court putin place a“savings clavse” allowing Pe’rlhon@rs o

Collateral lly a [tack their conviction and sentence (n perp@m#}/
when fravd vpon the covrt was inshituted to vpset the Judicia |

Machin ery which eitizens rely upen to render yust verdicts . The

Ninth Ciccoit wenton to hold in 0iS.y, Bro 3dwwell, 459 F24 292 (9t (392)
The Court held that withput proper Jurisdiction a court cannot proceed
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atall, bvt can only note the Jurisdietional defect and d1smiss The
case, See also Nprtony. Matthews U171 US 524,531 de s<t 2271,
The Court in Hocker V. Beles 346 F2d 285-8601965) held.
{("Np du’rharﬂry heed be cited for The PmpusLhcm then when a Cwurf‘
lacks svbject matier jurisdiction any judgmenf rendeced bytt
\(o1d and bnenfeorceable, Once JUﬁ’Ldechon 5 Collateral ly challenged
the court Cannot proceed when it clearly appears to reach merits
bot rathershovld dismiss the actien”). See also Melov. U, S, 505
F2d 1026 there s no discretion to 1gm0re SLbject maH@rJuuSdmﬁm),
The Court went on in Avgustineg v.United States ToH F24 1074, 1071
(qHWCW|q53)heléCALacKOFSUbiec+DlaﬁerjurisdkfhwzCannofbe
watved, and the coutrt ls Under a Conﬂnufnﬁ doty fo dismiss anaction
whenever LT appears that the court laeks jurisdiction”), Fed R Cuu,
P (2(bYC3)C'IF the court determines at anytime fhat Lt lacks svobject
MBﬁér\j‘uy[s&cHon) Hhe court most dismiss the action”). C°Subject
matter jurisdiction can never be forfeited or Loalved dnd Federal
courfs have a continving obligation 10 determine whether gubect
maHer;ju‘r{sdici‘im exists”), See Lesson . Transamerica DLéablLl%y
Theome Plan, 67! F344969,975n, 2 (9th Cir 2012), The Court wenton
\n Paineco v Archen Corp. 8144 34 832 (G+h Cir 2016),0°TF a court
lacks sobject malier J‘Ur‘lSdch‘H'on ]Jrlls 0bl£gajec‘ To dismiss the Case,
regardless of how long the litigation has been ongoing, T fthe coort
defermines that it faeks subject matler jurisdiction, it is reqpired
to dismiss the complaint (nits entirety “),
In Concju5lon the Unjted States Supreme Court took up the very
argument &s To mere 855umPT|'0r15 hearsay and unfounded gllegafions
Inre Wlnsh&p) 39705 358,364 (1970), ( The burden Ofpmcf 5 fandard
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Consists of fwo prong s+ (1) The burden of pmdud;bm and (2)

The burden 6f persvasion). The Court Wenton fo hold that'evidence
asserted musl be based upon e\idence of fact ! Wherefore thys
airest warrant tvse, oichestiated by the Claik County District
Altorneys Office (n Continuing the prosecotion of the instant Case,
and has fainted every Judicial decision,up fo judge Monica
Trujille to Seal/Redact The record, fo hide the tiuoth thal an arrest
warrant never existed To begin with,and to profect bath the Aflorney
Generals Office and the Clark County ) lafrfcfmﬁameyé OFflce  who
Mmanufactured this campaign of bes, ruse and Fravd ppon the covrt to
Roodwink every coort vp the appeliate road which hasbeen successtol
for 1B years. These dve process and 2qual pro tectipn clavse guarantees
look good en paper,yelin real life they have np application in the 8th
Svdteial Distriet Covrt, Asheld in Frady, 456 Usat i63n,17.(The |
fondamental geed faith E‘g)plt‘cai‘lbﬂ ofoathis (e eliminate fravdand corruption
that Taints the lni‘f’grz'fy of the Fair process),

A CCOrdfngly, unttl g !fveullewxlng courT Sfimpl\/ Orders The Clerk of the
Court to Unseal the record and prodoce the original copy with an
embpssed State Seal,of the arrest warrant of 2005 Feor !"IC{VZahon,’rh{s
Overt ruse, Campaign of lles and Fravd wpon the court will Contine
unabated. As Such, the quzﬁftbn of lat l'S: (D) Hew drd The Las\/eﬁas
Township Justice Covrf [au;Fulh/ obtain fhe power and authorty to
dchand acquire (ega) Sfan&fng),fo adjudicate the instant case absent
the exsstence of a valid arrest warrantand timely reFiling o a
propec charging 1h5frumen+; and (2) Why has the Nevada Sopreme
Courtitn the Instantcase, taken such a radical departore in NRS 173,035
and NRS 113.045 as te controliing standards and |aws of the case ?
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ARGUMENT Two

A WRIT OF PROHIBITION S THE CORRECT REMEDY
TO USE AS AN EXTRAGRDINARY WRIT WHEN THE
LOWER COURTS ACTIN EXCESS OF ITS JURISDICTION,

A writ of prohibition may he 1ssved (f 3 lower court acts (n

excess of (fs jUr[S diction, See Goicpecheav. District Court, 96
Nev, 287,607 F 24 | |40 (1980), The district courts lack jurlsdiction
to review the acts of other district courfs, See Ne. Const, art 626
NRS5 3.220, Wardenv owens, 93 Nevw. 255,563 P24 81(14977). A writ
6f Mandamus or Prohubifion are appropriate remedies fo arrest the
proceedingsof a court when there 1s not a plain, speedy and adequate
remedyinthe ordinary Covrse of law and when the proceedings of the
court are withovtorin excess oF jusisdiction, To permit the Issvance
OF..SUH'SdLlcTi'on over the subject maHer,orparh;es, In the fondamental
5ense, but only that there be a want, or excess, of the powerof the
covrfas defined by statote, or by rules, developed and Follewed under
thedoctrine 0 stare decisis, Tide Water Assee, Oll Co,v.Svperior Covrt,
43 Cal 24 815,821,279 P2d 557, SeealsoAbelleirav District Covrtof
5.Cal,2d 430,17 Cal. 24 280,287, et seq, Jurisdiction is a threshold
determination and Cannot be walved NVelez v. Crown Life Ths. Co.,
599 F24 471 (st Cir 1979),

By vrrtue of the Las Vegas Township Justice Courf dccephing subJect
mafer Jucisdiction to hear the (nsfant Case whereby State prosecvtors
failed o fimely and properly refile the (nstant case purspant 1o NRS 173.035
and NR5 173,04 5,10 legally obtain jurisdiction over the person to pursve

prosecution of the case, Assuch, subyect mater jurisdiction exitsor (F
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C'0€“_5 "er and, before proceec{[nﬁ 6n the mgr[fsj 3 court shovid be
safisfied that it does have The requisite jurisdiction Cemphasis added T
Cquoflﬁg Messer13.96 P34 al 7). 1115 Fundamental, [ f pot axiomatic, .
that a court can render any decision pi Order, having in e frect in
any case or mafter, If must have subject matler juris diction, Jurisdiction
15 essenflal to the exercise of yudicial power, Unless the covrthas
jurlsdiction, It lacks any quthority fo proceed, and any decision,
Judgmenf, ot other order 15,35 @ maller of law, Ullerly Void and of
ho effect 6t purpose,

As held by the Wypming Supreme Court in Edsall v, Meore, July |5,
2016, Whether Jurisdiction €xists may be asserted af anytime,
by any interested party or sva sponte by the court at the frial or
the appellate level. The absence of subject matter jurisdiction (n 2
district court cannot be Wwaived, and the Wyoming Sppreme Covrt
can have no greater Jurisdiction of the subject matter than the
district Covrt. The Court went on to hold In Granitey, Springs Retreat
Assn.v. [\'lanm‘ng}\May 12,2066 € ... unless the Court has Jurisdicton,
or 0ther order (s, as 2 matler sf law, vilerny void and 6f ne effect
forany purpose,.."),

Federal Rules of Cwil Procedure 12(h)(3), While a distrnict coort
hay not Sua Spante tTemand 3 Case for procedvral defects a court
may sva Sponte Femand @ case if 1 [acks jurisdiction Fed, R Civ, P,
12(b)(1) motion to dismiss tests Wwhether 3 Complaint alleges grovnds
for federal subject malter Jurisdiction...” 2022 0.5, Dist. LEXIS 50445
Espinpza V. Union Dentists Afscme Local 206 Marchle, 2022, 5ee €.3,
Robinsop v. United Gtates 586 F3d 683,685 (Gth Cir 2009,

The United States Supreme Court has Wwelghed in on Cognizable
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¢laims in federal habeas corpus proceedings, To be S‘Uﬂr[aenﬂ}/
important to qualify for habeas corpus relief, a federal statvtory
claim mus% (1) altack 2 fondamental defect whlch tnherent] ly
resuﬁa na ‘Complete miscarriage of justice”or in a proceeding
Inconsistent With the TUC‘lmenTar}/ demands of fair procedure,or
(2) present €xceptional Circumsiances rendering the need for the
Femedy afforded by the wnt of habeas corpvs, The Coort has
forther refined these descriptions both by applying them to permit
nabeas Corps relief from any failure T Comply with the format
tequireme nts 0f Ca federal statute 1 that occorred th the context
of ofher aggravating Circumstance and by t'&enﬂ@fng at least e
f)(ﬂmpla.fy“aggl'avaﬂng circumstances” that satisfy this test for
what amount to “nontechnical “ Niolations:

(1) Violation of an impmfanf or fundamental Statvtory rignt,

for example " effectuates a constitotional right Csuch as 7

the Sixth Amendment guarantee of a speedy trial "

(2) The existence of some parflcular “reason ” te fFear that

State Judgesin general may ™ Undermine “6r" be hostile to the

federal law ” that was '\H'olaf&i'

(3) Violations SF stafutes as to which ™ lﬂaflmnal!/ Uniform

inTermeaﬂon ls particolarly important

() willful or egreglovs “Vielatlons 6¢ any federal faw by

parh‘cular Sfate Judges s and

(5) Prejudice fo Important Interests of the Incarcerated petitipner,
&s a general rvle, therefore, all properly exhavsted and preserved
federal constitutional claims challenging the legality ¢fa States or
Federal Gpvernments holding the petitioner in cvstody, ot the terms,

_3H_



dUraﬂpn and possibly the conditions of that custedy,are cognizable
In habeas corpus, Alsp cognizable are custodial challenges premised
onthe |imited 521 sf federal statutes Trea‘lies and federal commen
law rights that bear on the propriety and conditions of criminal confine-
tent by the States and that Implicate Importent principles 6f national
law or Important individuval liberty inferests

What 6laf'[ﬂtjl/‘/ J()rrzp_; 65T the page as fo aqq ra\[ahm@ circom-

sfances” 15 (2) and Judge David Baikers overt bias. ,al both the
lower [evel and Creating a conflict of inferest by appointing his ex-
prosecutor friend atlocney PW, back snto the case to prosecute the
p\&hﬂoners firstdirect appeal of 1) ight, @ fter aterney P, was retained/
fega ydtschﬂrged aTSen’rencmg,Then Jud@p_ Barker claims yn his O1der,
inregard to the Farce and sham Strickland | Hearing, that aHomey, Pws,
rﬂPTE%‘:bhfa’r ien at fr1al was betn Tactical and Sfrahﬁgm, which brmgs the
Mmest [avghs and commentary en distice for Johnay, com,by people in the
leqal profession,c l2tming that the degree of underlying (ssves and jodicial
blas s O*larmg And @s to (H)all district Court Judcje5 In post-
Conuiction who Wilifuil t/ Ignoted the Lnited States Supreme Covrts
conti o!lin@ ST‘andachS te Fiist cerTLFyT w questien as te suvbgect malter
Jl)rlsdtchon l;,y Ph'\/Slca y lrlspfzchag the reqmsﬁe evidence to determine
fega) Sfandlrng\ all knew that an arrestlearrant was never f'n placetp b*—’é}:h
with, Whith |5 ¢xactly why they cmiLecﬂueu/ (nVoked AEDPA provisvns, to
Stwb their collective nosesat COhi‘J’DHI;’)ﬁ aufhmh‘}/\ to protect the Clatk
County District Aflorney s Office., which Is exactly why g writof prohfbfhlén
s the appropriate Vehicle 1o arest this farce and sham manpfactored
Sexcase,

In regatd fo the PFE'SUmpﬂ‘Gn 6f correctness to the district coorts
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Custody decision, The United States Supreme Courl in Hilton v,
Bravnskill,4 & V5 a1 774~ 77, €5tablished an equitable Test for
cIﬁTerln[nﬁ Whether o release g Prgsmgr Pf”d‘lnﬁ appellate
feview of a district courts decision to grant the writ and discharge
the prfgg;ner, The Factors to be Considered Inclvde ! (1) Whether the
applicent has made 2 strong showing of likelihood of Svccess
o the merits: (2) Whether the applicant Will be rre parably injured
absent 3 release; €3) Whether sthers Interested In the proceedings
will be SubsTam‘l'au}/ ]njurecl; and (H) Whether the pubul: interest
Would be best served by release, See also Haggardv Corry, 63 |
F3d931,934-35(qth Cir2010),

Onder Cognizable Claims, If the petitioner s Chaliﬁnging
Jurisdfch'@n in a collateral aftack a fundamental defeci which
inherenfly resvifs ina Complete miscarriage of justice and Vacatur
oF State Conuiction |5 (warranted. See Teague V. Lane, H89 US 288,
305-06 (1989), As in The instant Case Mr MCMahon may file a
motion for examination by a different judge, Seealso Gano v. LS.,
T05 F241136,137 (athGir (983). Net enly 1s an ewvidentiary
hearfng\wii'h the paffﬂoneré Dresence, required fo determine
jurisdiction 1T 1s additionally tequired to defermine 1 Jegal
cpunsel atpre~frialand Trial was ineffective which aptly nvolves,
afforney PWSs, Failure To Investigate the case or put the States
Case o a meaningful adversarial testing, based Lpeon his criminal
frial defense o™ diminished capacity” asserting his mental
deficiencies to know or Lnderstand the law. as Ineflective Counsel
ina crifical STage of the proceedings 15 @ mixed gquestion of Fact
and law, Seealso USuBarrel 797 F3d 1207,1221-28 (1oth Cir 2015),
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Mr MSMahen has tor the past | 3years, net en / pehhanec‘

EVLry Meviewing Court with extraordinary wiits and related
Motions 1o arrest the Case and take Jumsdmh&n oF the lawlessness
andj(ﬂffﬁdicz%*bnal defect, incfudfn_q nomerovs ChiefJudges (rom
the Justice Cpurt, 8th Judicial District Court, Coprt &F A ppeals
and Nevada Suvpreme Court, 1o grant the justice pwed to the case
a5 2 malfer of law. Agaia, to no avail as the majority of the
Correspondence was retorned 25 ex parte commounication, As
50ch there le ne dccess to the coorts auemﬂghi by a diligent
pea‘"rﬁbmer to pot the Chief Judge on notice of lawlessness.
According by, the weit 6f prohubition and hearing requested,
with the presence of the petitivner in an evidentiary hearing, 15
warranted 1o putanend to fhis manifest of llnj‘u stice which has

Set back the Trust and integrity In Nevades Criminal Justice System
[rom the beltlom to the i‘op,.

GROUND THREE

THE CLARK COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEYS OFFICE HAS
CREATED AND OPERATES A CRIMINAL ENTERPRISE TO
MANIPULATE THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT TO
FORUM JUDGE SHOP [N COLLUSION WITH THE CLERKOF
THE COURT ENGAGING IN 0B STRUCTION OF JUSTICE TO
DENY PRO SE PRISONER PETITIONERS OF ACCESSTOTHE
COURTS AND THEIR GUARANTEED RIGHTS 6FDDE PROCESS
AND EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE UNDER THE FIFTH
AND FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS To STATE CONSTITUTION,
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Mt McMahon sTrongly asserts that the compemng and puer-
Whelming prima facie evidence an Filg with the Clerk of the Court,
supperts the fact that the Clark Covnty District Alorney's Office,
under DA government gangster, Steven Wolfson, inherited from DA,
David Rogers, the architect of the criminal enterprise to manipulate the
Bth Judicial District Court system,by working in concert,and collvsion,
with Clerk of CovrtT, Sfeven Grfwersonbwha 5’fra‘regfcatly places cases
in departments of judges,Wwho are both e«- prosecvtor juriat and
Courts, With underlying | ssves and judiclal bias, whos allegiance is
to the government,as opposed fo the Justice pwed to the case,

what |5 equally pffensive the ClerRof the Court will return aj|
Pe_fﬁt‘ons and metiens thal donot cite (n the heading: Hearing
Requested, or Hearin9 Not Requested, Which 15 net only lavghable,
as Bth Jodicial Dist Court Judges sfeaclfasﬂy refuse to Order Transport
ef pro se prisener pak[fz'aner-s,,ihe movant party, back to appear in person,
to makea record for appellate reurew,which conforms to condv ch'nj
a procedurally fulland Fair hearing, (n sfark contrast of the covrts by
design, creating ex parte one-s(ded hearings with only D0As of the
Clark Cpum“y District Atlprneys Office to parHEz‘pa,-fe and dictate pro aeedlhgs
1o present arguendo faverable to the government Not only does this
€ GregLovs process create @ financial hardshp 1 Femailing docoments
and d@layfnﬁ access tp the coorts, allowing §tate govemmerﬁ To Invoke
Ihappilcable AEDPA Provisions of time barrment and procedvral defavlt
to bar yurisdictional Feviewndigensos to the Instant case,

The petitioner has additionally filed Cemplaints of this obstroction of
Justice o UiS, Aterney General for Nevada, Sigal Chattah and to USDOJ
Prison Czar, Alice [\’lariwe'J‘ohnswn, Takt'ng Action Eor Good.
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To further suppsct the petitioners claim of obstruction of Justice,
d@ Study was conduvcted: See Federal Habeas Review, C‘hallenginﬁ
State Court Criminal Convictions, Bureav of Justice Statistics,
USDOJ NCJ- 155504, September 1995 p, | 7. The Study was also
cited in treatise by, Barry Scheck, of Innocence Project, pdacfhﬁ
the State of Nevada gs the Wworst State to dispense justice to pro
5¢ prisener petitioners,labeling the systemas” The Good ole Boy and
Girl System . The treatise disclesed that over (0,000 writs of habeas
corpys filed Pwsejfn the |l State Judicial Distrnict covrts, Couvrtof
Appeals and Nevada Supreme Court, (n post-conuiction, that not a
Single petitioner was granted relef from custody n State Courts.
The Study twas parroted by the UNLV Boyd law $cheol Law Revliew
Journal that of the 10,000 petitioners that 5% were exhpnerated and
granted relief from cus body in UhS District Coort based vpon recantations,
FC‘-UH‘V DN A QUtldénce,vfndlcﬂue prosecutorial njz_ls Cc’nducf,CCﬂerCI\/é Poftle
TaCfL.f;S»,Brad\/ Uiala’rt‘ons,and [arely 6th Amendment LAC claims the Study
went on to hold that wmngﬁulh/c.gmf}c#ed pf[éongrs spenf between Y-
[byears falsely imprisoned inNevada and other 5tates and ev idenﬂéry
hEaH‘n-gs were not condvcted (n State covrts te Ferret out Fact From
fietion,and froth fromfies and un Fm’ﬂ)nawl}/ these cases (were adjudicated
th (ess than two minvtes twenby - four secandg,wdges (When dec;'dahg
the case took less time considering their life and [iberty than it fakes
to boi| an egag.

The fedejal courts cited Vnited States v, Cofon, 535 US 625,630,122
5.Ct1T181(2002).("... defects In subject malter jurjsdiction require correction
regardless of whether the erfer was raised in muniaipal cevrtor District
Covrt,.. ). The Court went enin Jacksen U.\!l}"gz‘m'aﬁﬂ 30530701997).
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(" Federal habeas courts act in thelr historic capacity -fo @ssure
that the habeas pefitioner i5 not being held in \violation of Federal
constitutional 1ights”). As unlike State courts the Federal Covrts have
no dogin the fight, and Simpl y call balls and sttikes on the lawand
Constitotion, NOTwThSTandmg the fact, the Federal | covrt will Far
Fhe sake of bre\m‘y ond Federalism €Xxecvte the (5) Flve® WS “
Who, What, When, Where and Why State Courts freely chose fo engage
in such Draconian factlics, faﬁmg a Chapter put sF the Communist
Manifesto, to de;ny the Justice owed to the caset (]) Who 0rchestrated
the arrest warrant ruse to commit fravd vpen the courts vnder
FRCP Rule 60(h) which now triggers the' Savings Clavse” 7(2) What
was the States reasening for the ruse @nd Fravd vpon the Courts 7(3)
When did Fhe arrest warrant ruse and fravd vpen the cpvrts Ong[nafe:?
(H) Where d1d the impetvs of this arrest warrant fUs¢ and fravd upon
the courts originate 71and (5) Why did this @rrest warcant ruse and
Fravd Upen the Courts originate and survive [8years ofjudiaial p etitiens,
to hide the treth, as after Un5£ah‘ng the record, o such docoment €x15ts ¢

Accordingly, fhe petiticner (n his Statement of the Casel Facts,
supported by prima Facle evidence, exposing the States reasening as
fe why this manufactured §eX case conspivacy was put in playinvolving
the FBI.Mandalay Group,LVMPD, Clark Coum‘y Dfs‘mﬁﬂ:ﬁomeyé OFfFfice,
Eth Judicral District Court Judge, David Barker, and refan'neé/!egauy
discharged convicted Felon atiorney, Pacl Wemmer, all in on the fixte
Secore @ Criminal Conviction 1o Keep Mr Mctahen From [esorrect! hg
F[ymg Saucer Entertainment, Rapld Transit System,and Uryjér@rOUnd
Vegas,on Las Vegas BIud. to control the gaming hospitatity [eisore
business by 2610, Stay tuned !
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CONCLUSION

Mr. McHahon strongly asseits based vpon the prima facie
evidence in Support that the State Respondents intentionally Jied
and commified fravdupen the couvit asserting thata valid oirest
warrant of 2005 for M<Mahon €Xists and |5 a part of the record with
the Clerkof the Court, The"Smoking Gua ” evidence (¢ a Valid
orginal copy of the arrest warrant with the Clerk of the Court.
The record must now be Lnsealed fo prove, or disprove, the
troe existence of the arrest warrant decument.Absent that shawing
for this reviewing Court fo Order the record vnsealed and produce
the dDCOm-ent this Case constitvtes 3s a 'Uo'iég'udgmenfanc! theg
Wwrongfyl copviction and false Irﬁﬁ-rfsbnmenf,m/ér the past 6,543
daysjmus‘l' be dismissed L,uifh PrﬁJ'!}dLéégani Mr McMahor Folly
eyhonerate & (which (s e 2ctly what should have happened 18 years
ago with @ competent defense attorney and Faly-minded (mpartial
Juristas Subc)\ecf ma Hﬁrrjt‘)r'itﬁipki‘lbn dres pot exist then, or now, as (5
The fjusﬁfc e Dwed to the case and 15 year old Mr. MHahon,
ITT1550PRAYED,
Dated:, 2 day of March, 2026,

Respect fully submilled,
o B AT

-‘Johnm/ 5, MeMahon

Pro se



VERIFICATION /AFFIRMATION NRS 234 B.030

Mr M&Mahon declares vnder penalty @preJury that the following
dnd Foregoing sfatements eyidence and pleading (s trve and accorate
to the best of his ability and possesses fiyst = hand Knowledge of the

troth and dccvracy of the events and that npo docoments contan the
5vcial Secvrity number of anygone.

Y h
Dated: dayofl-q} 2L,

pl_ L R7C/L—
J[?bfmy E. ﬁélvlawm

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Mr M<Mahon declares that a troe and correct copy of the Wwritof

Probibition and Hearing Requested, was placed in the Uis Mail postage
- [areh
pre-paté On day of M&@J@Zé 1o,

Clark Caunfy District A H"Orﬂf,y:S OFFice
Steven B. \wslfspn
200 Lewis Ave

Las Vegas, NV 89 (o)

ﬁq,j P —
Johmy E.Mcplensr
Pro se
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