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Name: Clive F. Boustred




Address: 210 Suncrest Dr.

Soquel, CA 95073

CDC or ID Number:  S-208969 – Probation Number F 06858

`
6th Appellate District Court

	Clive Frank Boustred,

Petitioner 


vs.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Respondent



	PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS
Case No:____________

Santa Cruz Superior Court Case No. F 06858

	
	   


This Petition concerns:

( A conviction
( Parole

( A sentence
(  Credits

(  Jail or prison conditions
(  Prison discipline

(  Other (specify)

1. Your name: Clive Frank Boustred.
2. Where are you incarcerated? __Parole Santa Cruz County_______
3. Why are you in custody ( Criminal Conviction ( Civil Commitment

Answer subdivisions a. through i. to the best of your ability.

a. State reason for civil commitment or, if criminal conviction, state nature of offense and enhancements (for example, ''robbery with use of a deadly weapon'').


VC § 2800.2(a) Felony Evasion 


PC § 273 Misdemeanor Child Endangerment (Based on VC § 2800.2(a) Felony Evasion)


PC § 148(a)(1) Misdemeanor Resisting Arrest
b. Penal or other code sections: VC § 2800.2(a); PC § 273; PC § 148(a)(1) 
c. Name and location of sentencing or committing court:  Santa Cruz Superior Court, Santa Cruz County
d. Case number: F 06858
e. Date convicted or committed: 08/25/04
f. Date sentenced: 10/05/04
g. Length of sentence: 180 Days County Jail; 3 years probation; 1 year drivers license restriction
h. When do you expect to be released? Probation ends in August of 2007
i. Where you represented by counsel in the trial court? ( Yes. ( No.  If yes, state the attorney's name and address:  Gregor-Guy-Smith, San Francisco, CA – the judge dismissed Petitioners counsel before any motions for new trial, sentence reduction etc. were heard.
4. What was the LAST plea you entered? (check one)

( Not guilty ( Guilty  ( Nolo Contendere  ( Other:
5. If you pleaded not guilty, what kind of trial did you have?

( Rigged Jury ( Judge without a jury ( Submitted on transcript ( Awaiting trial

6. GROUNDS FOR RELIEF

a. Supporting facts:

Tell your story briefly without citing cases or law. If you are challenging the legality of your conviction, describe the facts upon which your conviction is based. If necessary, attach additional pages. CAUTION: You must state facts, not conclusions. For example, if you are claiming incompetence of counsel you must state facts specifically setting forth what your attorney did or failed to do and how that affected your trial. Failure to allege sufficient facts will result in the denial of your petition. (See In re Swain (1949) 34 Cal.2d 300, 304.) A rule of thumb to follow is: who did exactly what to violate your rights at what time (when) or place (where). (If available, attach declarations, relevant records, transcripts, or other documents supporting your claim.)
INTRODUCTION TO EVENT:
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SITUATION MAP:

On March 10, 2003, on his return from court where Petitioner filed a Temporary Retraining order and Verified Criminal Complaint against his ex-wife and her lover after they resumed making false police calls for divorce positioning, Petitioner and his children were followed down their private road then shot at in front of their home by Deputy Sheriff Michael McDonald.


At all times, Petitioner followed the law and acted in his children’s best interest. Petitioner was neither armed nor acting aggressively, to the contrary, Petitioner drove slowly and carefully.  Petitioner has no criminal record and is an outstanding leader in the local and international community: See www.infotelesys.com “IT Management”.

After arriving at home and seeing a sheriff off the side of the road and a patrol car parked on his driveway, Petitioner went to first put his children safely in their family home.  On July 9, 2002, when Petitioner’s ex-wife made a previous false 911 call, Petitioner’s son, Richard, aged six, was so frightened by the sheriffs that Petitioner had to take Richard to the emergency room to be treated for shock.  As a result of this event in 2002, or more likely by something his mother had said, Richard was also having nightmares that the police would come and take his father away.  Frighteningly, this fact is reported prior to this event in the Family Court case.
While Petitioner and his children sat in their vehicle waiting for their garage door to open, Deputy McDonald ran down into Petitioner’s home’s driveway and without warning shot from a range of five to seven feet, directly at Petitioner.  William, aged three, was also in the direct line of fire, Richard was only two feet off the line of fire.  Deputy McDonald’s first shot missed.  Sgt. Amy Christy stopped Dep. McDonald from taking a second shot at Petitioner and his children.

After the shooting, Sgt. Christy alone spoke to Petitioner for about a quarter of an hour in Petitioner’s garage.  In his garage, Petitioner showed Sgt. Christy the TRO and Verified Criminal Complaint he had just filed and explained the situation with his ex-wife whom had resumed trying to employ the sheriffs to better position herself for divorce by making false police calls.  Deputy Pool then spoke to Petitioner for another quarter of an hour on the same subject matter.  While speaking to Dep. Pool, Dep. Brozozowski entered Petitioner’s garage and assaulted Petitioner by grabbing and cutting Petitioner’s wrist with a handcuff while drilling his knuckles into Petitioner’s neck.  In trial facts relating to the TRO and assault by Brzozowski were literally struck from the record by the Court.
Petitioner was placed under false arrest and locked in a sheriff’s patrol car.  From the patrol car, Petitioner witnessed Dep. McDonald chasing William aged 3, around the garden. William wet his pants.

Petitioner has been denied any fair hearing or trial.  In trial, all significant evidence proving Petitioner’s innocence was denied or struck from the record, while the prosecution was allowed to submit hearsay and known lies.  The jury was tampered with to favor a false conviction.  Despite having formally filed his Appeal, Petitioner was remanded into custody without any right to bail or any fair hearing.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGED CHARGES:  

Charge ( VC § 2800.2(a)
Felony Evasion 

Charge ( PC § 245c
Felony Assault With A Deadly Weapon (vehicle) 
- Found Not Guilty (despite biased court & tampered jury)

Charge ( PC § 273
Misdemeanor Child Endangerment (Based on (())

Charge ( PC § 148(a)(1)
Misdemeanor Resisting Arrest

PROSECUTORS EVIDENCE:

CHARGE ( & (: At one point Dep. Pool stated he had no idea what speed Petitioner drove at, at another point he said he thought Petitioner drove around a constant 40 mph at another point he stated that he did not drive at a constant speed (None of these allegations amount to either a misdemeanor nor felony for driving along a private rural road where many residents typically drive in excess of 40mph).
- no evidence, no proof (Contradicts all evidence and Pools’ own testimony.  Pool was also caught in blatant lies while testifying in trial).

CHARGE (: Dep. McDonald (gunman) and Sgt. Christy alleged that Petitioner bumped them with Petitioner's vehicle, which according to the officers, was moving at "slower than a walk" - Sgt. Christy later stated in the Preliminary Examination that she might have run into the back of Petitioner's vehicle, but changed her story again in trial.  Sgt. Christy also claimed she was pinned between a white picket fence and the SUV, however, the white picket fence was on the other side of the gate, making this claim impossible.  Dep. McDonald also made impossible claims including a long conversation through a closed window with Petitioner and transposing himself 80 ft through a tree to a point between the SUV and the gate after the SUV had bumped the gate.  Later Dep. McDonald changed his story and said that his pants were torn, however, when asked where his pants were, he said that he had lost his pants. - no injuries, no evidence, no proof.

CHARGE (: Dep. Pool alleged Petitioner resisted arrest by "freezing" and "holding onto a wheel well".  Dep. Brzozowski who assaulted Petitioner during the arrest by cutting Petitioner's wrist with a handcuff and by drilling his knuckles into the nape of Petitioner's neck, never testified.  Discovery on Dep. Brzozowski or questioning of Dep. Brzozowski was denied.

- no evidence, no proof.

Prosecution claimed the Sheriffs were undertaking a depravation of custody investigation, however the Stipulated Custody Order only specified that Appellants ex-wife was responsible the children between 9:00am and 3:00pm.  The Sheriffs failed to obtain any warrants and literally shot at Appellant five and a half ours after the children would have been in school under Appellants ex-wife’s responsibility.  
GROUNDS FOR RELIEF

State briefly the ground on which you base your claim for relief. For example, ''the trial court imposed an illegal enhancement.'' (if you have additional grounds for relief, use a separate page for each ground. State ground 2 on page four. For additional grounds, make copies of page four and number the additional grounds in order.)
PETITIONERS EVIDENCE AND PROOF OF INNOCENCE:

INTRODUCTION:

Nothing rising to the level of Probable Cause justified that the Sheriffs enter Petitioner's private property and roads or chase Petitioner.  There was certainly no depravation of custody nor any act justifying chasing and shooting at Petitioner and his children.  Petitioner has no criminal record.  The Sheriffs were aware that Petitioner was returning home from the Santa Cruz Superior Court.  Sheriffs were also fully aware that there was an ongoing divorce proceeding that was being addressed in court.  Furthermore, the Sheriffs were aware of other false 911 calls Petitioner's ex-wife had made for which she was ordered out of the family home. More frightening is the fact that these officers were aware that Petitioner’s ex-wife had a stolen million dollar insurance policy on Petitioner and that she had threatened Petitioners life (While married, to avoid Probate laws, Petitioner had placed his life insurance policy in his wife’s name – instead of renewing the policy which Petitioner obtained and paid for, Petitioner locked the renewal notice in his office to let it lapse.  Petitioner’s ex-wife broke into Petitioner’s office, stole the policy along with other evidence and she renewed the note in her name.  Shortly afterwards Petitioner’s ex-wife threatened Petitioner’s life.  The threat and the stolen Insurance policy note was reported to the very sheriffs office where these officers came from - Soquel Sheriffs’ Department - Case# 02-06194).
Despite the facts the officers were aware of, they engaged in a setup, “chase” and ambush one would expect a gun toting and murderous bank robber would receive.  Serious questions must be asked as to what on earth these Santa Cruz Sheriffs were doing.  It is quite clear that the officers were aware that they were simply conducting a custody depravation investigation based on alleged hearsay from Petitioner’s ex-wife and her lover.
Ground 1: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – Slow Speed = No Disregard Of Safety Of Persons & Property.  

RE Charges ( & (:

The Sheriffs NETCOM Incident Recall of the alleged chase provides time and locations of Dep. Pool and a “chase” time of 3 minuets over a distance of 1.2 to 1.4 miles - proving Petitioner drove at a speed of around 24 mph and no possibility of Petitioner driving with a "Willful or wanton disregard for the safety of persons or property" as required by Charge (, VC Sec 2800.2(a).  The NETCOM Incident Recall provides irrefutable proof that Petitioner is not guilty of Charge (, VC Sec 2800.2(a) and the dependent Charge ( PC § 273 Child Endangerment.

The Santa Cruz Sheriffs NETCOM Radio Recording & Transcript, Exhibit A, has always been in the hands of the Santa Cruz Sheriffs and District Attorney and was specifically and unlawfully denied from submission in trial.  The only ‘evidence’ submitted against Petitioner for this charge was that 

Deputy Sheriff Pool stated that he thought Petitioner drove around a constant 40 mph at other points in Pool’s testimony he stated that he had no idea what speed Petitioner drove at he also contracted the constant speed when he stated his speed varied. Deputy Pool submitted no evidence and never stated that Petitioner drove dangerously.  Many locals typically drive 40 mph and faster along the private road in this incident.  Deputy Pool was also caught out lying on the stand.
Key points on the NETCOM recording are at Tape Time 5:27 (Exhibit A), where Deputy Pool can be heard saying: “It’s his vehicle.”  Obviously this is when Petitioner passed Deputy Pool who was parked on the side of Hidden Valley Road (Why did Deputy Pool not wait out of his vehicle and stop Petitioner on Hidden Valley Road?  Or why did Deputy Pool not leave his lights on when he was parked on Hidden Valley Road so as to indicate that he was conducting a traffic stop?).

Taking another key point on the tape, Tape Time 8:05 where Deputy Pool states: “4 1 5 were pulling onto Suncrest at 25 MPH” (Exhibit A).  Simple math reveals a duration of at two minuets and thirty eight seconds to cover the point less than 1.2 miles away on Hidden Valley where Deputy Pool waited for Petitioner:

1.2 miles / 158 sec = 0.007594937 Miles Per Second

0.007594937 *60 *60 = 27.3 Miles Per Hour on Hidden Valley Road

At these speeds on the road it is utterly impossible for Petitioner to be guilty of “driving with a willful disregard to the safety of persons and property” as required by VC § 2800.2(a) – this is neither a misdemeanor nor a felony, there is no crime other than the crimes the Sheriffs committed against Petitioner.

NOTE: The average speed slows even further to less than 24 mph when taking into account the Suncrest portion of the alleged “chase”.  The NETCOM tape provides irrefutable evidence that Petitioner drove slowly for a road where local residents regularly travel at 40+ mph, concurring with independent eyewitness testimony and the Sheriffs own testimony and making it utterly impossible for Petitioner to be guilty of Vehicle Code § 2800.2(a) – regardless of the fact that someone returning home from court where they followed the law could have none of the intent necessary for the VC § 2800.2(a) or lesser charge.  The dependant charges PC § 273, Child Endangerment (Based on the VC § 2800.2(a) charge) and PC § 148(a)(1) Resisting Arrest (also without any evidence) naturally fall away.

Ground 2: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – No Underlying Charge / Reason to Chase.  

RE Charges ( & (: 

VC Sec 2800.2(a) requires and underlying charge - a reason to chase Petitioner in the first place.  There is no underlying charge or any element raising any sufficient Probable Cause to chase Petitioner or even to conduct an investigation on Petitioner's private property without a warrant.  Deputy Pool state in trial that he had no idea what speed Petitioner was traveling at when Petitioner passed him.
Vol 3 P582:  Questioning Deputy Pool:

          5             THE COURT: He answered.  You don't really have

          6             any idea how fast it was going?

          7             THE WITNESS:  No.

          8             THE COURT: All right.

Ground 3: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – Eyewitness Testimony.  

RE Charges ( & (:  

Six independent eyewitnesses, two of whom submitted affidavits, stated that Petitioner was driving slowly.  Dep. McDonald and Sgt. Christy also stated that Petitioner drove slowly.  Consequentially, it is impossible for Petitioner to be guilty of Charge ( & (.

Ground 4: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – Intent Absent. 

RE Charges ( & (: 

Petitioner had no reason to Evade.  Petitioner spent all morning in the Santa Cruz Superior Court before any of the incidents of this Case.  Petitioner was following the law filing a TRO and Verified Criminal Complaint seeking the protection of the Court from his ex-wife and her lover (Petitioner's former Personal Assistant), who had resumed making false calls to the sheriffs to setup Petitioner for divorce.  Petitioner had absolutely no reason to Evade, the intent necessary for Charge (, VC § 2800.2(a) or any lesser charge is absent.  To the contrary, Petitioner was seeking the help of the authorities and following the proper lawful procedure. Petitioner expected the sheriffs to act in a similar fashion to how they acted on the first false 911 call that Petitioner's ex-wife made on July 9, 2002; with courtesy, decency and respect.
Ground 5: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – No Evasion.  

RE Charges ( & (: 

Petitioner never drove an evasionary rout.  To evade, Petitioner would have continued along Hidden Valley Dr. to Ponza Ln. and out on Rodeo Gulch Rd that leads to Santa Cruz or San Jose.  Instead Petitioner was simply driving home to his house at the end of a cul-de-sac on Suncrest Dr. with no way out except over a cliff!  Petitioner had no reason to evade.
Ground 6: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – Vehicle Code Without Jurisdiction.  

RE Charge (: 

All roads on which the alleged chase took place are private roads, the Vehicle Code does not apply - it is without jurisdiction.

Ground 7: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – No Warrant Nor Probable Cause.  

RE Charges (, (,( & (: 

The entire incident took place on private property.  The Sheriffs failed to obtain any warrant and had no probable cause to conduct an investigation on private property.  The Sheriffs also had evidence of other false calls Petitioner's ex-wife had made - the reason she was ordered out of the family home.  Without a lawful warrant, and insufficient Probable Cause, the entire case is without any basis at law.

Ground 8: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – Fails VC § 2800.1.  

RE Charges ( & (:  

VC Sec 2800.2(a) is dependent on VC § 2800.1, which mandates that the officers’ vehicle have a reasonably visible lamp.  The entire incident took place on Petitioner's private driveway, roads which are windy with many driveways and corners around which children, animals and vehicles can emerge at any time.  To drive safely, the road mandates that the driver not take their eyes off the road and corners ahead.  As taking ones eyes off the road ahead in this instance is uncommon, it is unreasonable to expect Petitioner to have seen any red lamp on a vehicle behind him.  Deputy Pool never had his light on when Petitioner passed him.  Therefore, VC § 2800.1 does not hold & consequentially Charge (, VC § 2800.2(a) does not hold.

It must be noted that as a consequence of Petitioner's long-standing hearing problem coupled with Petitioner's loud stereo that was turned up fully, Petitioner would not have heard any siren.  Dep. Pool testified in the Preliminary Examination that he took around 20 seconds to look up Petitioner's vehicle's registration before following Petitioner.  In trial, Dep. McDonald testified that he heard the sirens sound being adjusted, suggesting that by the time Dep. Pool caught up with Petitioner, he had already turned his siren down, giving further reason and proof for Petitioner to not have been aware that Dep. Pool was following him.  Siren sound is strangely absent at times on the NETCOM tape.

Ground 9: PROOF OF INNOCENCE – No Evidence No Proof.  

RE Charge (, ( & (:  

It must be noted that Dep. Pool was driving on an unfamiliar windy road chasing after someone with at least a 20 second lead, someone who drove the road many times a day.  Dep. Pool would have little if any perspective as to what speed he traveled at.  Furthermore, it must be noted that Dep. Pool never stated that Petitioner drove with any "willful or wanton disregard to the safety of persons or property" as required by VC § 2800.2(a), all Deputy Sheriff Pool stated was that he thought Petitioner drove around a constant 40 mph at other points in Pool’s testimony he stated that he had no idea what speed Petitioner drove at, he also contracted the constant speed when he stated his speed varied (40mph is actually a common speed of many of the residents along this private road). 

Dep. Pool was also caught out lying on the stand during trial when he denied having ever had any meetings with Ass. D.A. Stephen Drotter regarding this case.

The NETCOM recording provides irrefutable proof that Petitioner drove around 24 mph - slow for the road.  Charges (, (, ( & ( are thus utterly without merit.

Grounds 10 to 28: Incorporated by reference in Opening Brief filed along with this Habeas Corpus also submitted in The Court Of Appeal For The State Of California Sixth Appellate District Case No. H028227 - listed as Argument A to R plus Legal Authorities:
A. The Court Committed Error And Violated Appellant’s State And Federal Due Process Rights When It Convicted Appellant When Irrefutable Evidence Proved Appellants Innocence:
37

B. The Court Committed Error And Violated Appellant’s State And Federal Due Process Rights When No Evidence Was Put Forward Proving Any Of The Alleged Crimes.
44

C. The Court Committed Error And Violated Appellant’s State And Federal Due Process Rights When It Disallowed Relevant Evidence:
46

D. The Court Committed Error And Violated Appellant’s State And Federal Due Process Rights When It Refused To First Hear Appellants TRO Filed Before The Events Of This Case.
76

E. Court Erred In Disallowing Relevant Discovery Information On Officer Who Assaulted Appellant During The False Arrest.
76

F. Court Acted With Extreme Bias Allowing Hearsay And Irrelevant Evidence By Prosecutions Witnesses And Ignored Valid Objections By Defense.  The Court Even Litigated For The Prosecution.
77

G. The Court And Prosecution Erred When They Failed To Correct And In Fact Conspired To Cover Up Perjury By State Witnesses.
83

H. Court Erred In Preventing Evidence Of State Witness Changing Testimony Between Preliminary Examination and Trial – Affecting Believability Of Witness And Outcome Of Trial.
90

I. Court Erred In Limiting And Striking Appellant’s Relevant Testimony Relating to 6 month anniversary 4 False Misdemeanors and the related false arrest in Mill Valley.
92

J. State Witness’ And Prosecution’s Fraud Voids Trial.
113

K. The Court Committed Error And Violated Appellant’s State And Federal Due Process Rights When It Failed To Dismiss The Case For No Underlying Charge Or Probable Cause For The VC § 2800 Charge.
114

L. The Court Failed To Establish Subject Matter Jurisdiction.
115

M. The Court Committed Error And Violated Appellant’s State And Federal Due Process Rights When It Created A Situation Where Appellant Was Forced Into An Unacceptable Compromise.
116

N. The Court Erred In Denying Defense Jury Instructions And Allowed Misleading Jury Instructions By Prosecution.
118

O. Ineffective Counsel.
121

P. The Court Committed Error And Violated Appellant’s State And Federal Due Process Rights When It Dismissed One Juror For Cause And Refused To Dismiss A Second Juror For Cause, Irreparably Harming His Right To A Fair And Impartial Jury.
125

Q. The Trial Court Committed Error When It Denied Appellant’s Penal Code Section 1118.1 Motion To Reduce Count 2,  Felony Vehicle Code Section 2800.2, To The Misdemeanor Vehicle Code Section 2800.1 Because The Evidence Was Insufficient To Support The Felony Charge.
136

R. The Trial Court Committed Error When Found Substantial Evidence Contradicted The Felony Evading An Officer Charge And Should Have Reduced The Charge To A Misdemeanor.
142

LEGAL AUTHORITIES
154

Grounds - CONCLUSION:

Nine independent sound legal and logical grounds for relief / proofs of innocence along with more than eighteen errors by the Court provide proof well beyond any reasonable doubt that Petitioner is not guilty of Charge (, VC § 2800.2(a) and dependant Charge (, PC § 273.  Petitioner was found not guilty of the ridiculous charge (, PC § 245c Assault with a deadly weapon.  It must be noted that Petitioner was found not guilty of Charge ( despite a biased and corrupt Court and jury.

It is impossible for Charge (, PC § 148(a)(1), Resisting Arrest, to have any basis, as there was no reason to arrest Petitioner.  Furthermore, "freezing" and "holding onto a wheel well" is hardly resisting arrest, especially considering that Dep. Brzozowski was violently assaulting Petitioner at the time!

No evidence or proof has ever existed nor has been submitted showing Petitioner is guilty of any charges.  The sheriffs and D.A. invented two felonies and two misdemeanors, Charges (, (, ( and ( to falsely accuse Petitioner so that they could somehow justify and cover-up shooting at Petitioner and his children.  Prosecution provided no proof whatsoever regarding any of the false Charges (, (, ( or (.  The “Not Qualified” Judge conspired with the Prosecution to falsely convict Petitioner and avoid Santa Cruz County liability.  Failure to immediately exonerate Petitioner constitutes intentional ongoing malicious prosecution of Petitioner and thus the elimination of immunity and any statutes of limitation for damages.

LEGAL AUTHORITIES

Legal Authorities are incorporated by reference and included in the Opening Brief filed along with this Habeas Corpus also submitted in The Court Of Appeal For The State Of California Sixth Appellate District Case No. H028227

PLEA

WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays that the Court grant Petitioner relief to which he may be entitled in this proceeding. In particular Petitioner respectfully requests the following: 

1.
All convictions against Petitioner in this case and associated cases are dismissed with prejudice and the related record be expunged at the expense of Santa Cruz County;

2.
All Orders against Petitioner issued by Santa Cruz Superior Court Judges: Samuel S. Stevens, Michael E. Barton, Thomas Kelly and Art Danner against Petitioner are dismissed and expunged from the record with prejudice;

3.
Petitioners driver license and passport be returned to Petitioner and all restrictions and Probation against Petitioner be removed; 

4.
Santa Cruz Superior Court provide free of charge certified copies of Petitioner’s files and transcripts to hearings for all Petitioners Santa Cruz Superior Court Cases and in addition, where possible, a digital copy of said records;

5.
Petitioner is granted an extension on any statutes of limitation limiting Petitioner & aggrieved parties from bringing appeal or suit in matters relating to this case;

6.
Petitioner is awarded sole physical and legal custody of Petitioners children Richard Clive Boustred and William Frank Boustred;

7.
Petitioner is granted a fair judge and a fair jury to immediately try and conclude Petitioners divorce in accordance with the law;

8.
That Petitioner is rewarded costs and damages to be paid by the County of Santa Cruz and the State of California including the immediate sanctioning of Santa Cruz County for $142,955 to partially cover legal fees of Petitioner (Exhibit B).

9.
Californian Authorities are restrained from harassing and maliciously prosecuting Petitioner and his children.

Should the Court not act in accordance with the law and acquitting Petitioner who is clearly innocent, the court endorse the behavior of Petitioner’s ex-wife and her lover who repeatedly deceptively employed government agencies to aid and abet their position in divorce, in addition, the court would be endorsing and proving effective the Santa Cruz authorities practice of employing malicious prosecution to cover up extreme malpractice.

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration was executed on December 1, 2005, in Santa Cruz County.

SEAL:




_____________________________ 






Clive Boustred – AT LAW






In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

VERIFICATION

County of Santa Cruz

]






]  ss.

State of California


]

I, Clive Boustred, being the undersigned, declare under penalty of perjury as follows:

That the afore-going Document(s), Affidavit(s), Declaration(s), and/or Materials, Id., including referenced and/or attached documents, and/or duplicates of such documents are exacting copies of the originals in my/or my counsel’s (specifically not American Bar Association, or professional “Attorney’s”) possession.  That I have read the foregoing document(s) and attachments, and know and understand their contents, and having personal knowledge, know them to be true.  As to those matters submitted therein upon information and/or belief, as to those matters, I also believe them true.

Executed this 1st day of December, in the Year of Our Lord and Savior Jesus the Christ Two-Thousand-Five.

SEAL:




_____________________________ 






Clive Boustred – AT LAW






In Propria Persona, Sui Juris






Santa Cruz Judicial District






210 Suncrest Dr.

Soquel, California






[Zip Exempt]

SUBSCRIPTION

Subscribed this 1st day of December, under exigent circumstances, before Almighty God, in the Year of Our Lord and Savior, Jesus the Christ, Two-Thousand-Five.

SEAL:




_____________________________ 






Clive Boustred – AT LAW






In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

Petitioners
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