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Dear Mr. McGuire:

In accordance with the Notice to Counsel Appearing for Oral
Argument before the Supreme Court of California, I am hereby submitting
, this amended/corrected list of additional authorities not contained in the
- - - — - - — - - papersand briefs on file that1 may cite at oral-argument in this case. The - - - - - - -
difference between this list and the one previously submitted and served is
the addition of the citations regarding Claim 1.1, which were inadvertently
omitted from the initial list.

® Re Prejudice Analyses

People v. Wilkins (2013) 56 Cal.4th 333, 350-351: Chapman
required reversal because “ a reasonable trier of fact could
have concluded” in defense favor on the matter to which the
error related, and “the jury could have reasonably concluded
that the prosecution failed to prove [that matter] beyond a
reasonable doubt.” (See also People v. Mil (2012) 53 Cal.4th
400, 417-419 [similar].) '

People v. Wilkins, supra, 56 Cal.4th at page 351, internal
quotation marks and citations omitted: “Under the Watson
standard, prejudicial error is shown where after an
examination of the entire cause, including the evidence, [the
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X.1

1.1

reviewing court] is of the opinion that it is reasonably
probable that a result more favorable to the appealing party
would have been reached in the absence of the error. We
have made clear that a ‘probability’ in this context does not
mean more likely than not, but merely a reasonable chance,
more than an abstract possibility.”

Counts 6 and 7 Must Be Reversed Because of the Improper
Admission of Alleged Expert Testimony

Sargoh Enterprises, Inc. v. University of Southern Cal. (2012) 55
Cal.4th 747, 769-770, internal quotation marks and citations
omitted: “Under California law, trial courts have a substantial

99,

‘gatekeeping’ responsibility”; “speculative matters are not a proper
R INT]

basis for an expert’s opinion;” “an expert opinion based on
speculation or conjecture is inadmissible.”

Ompnicare, Inc. v. Laborers Dist. Council Constr. Industry

‘ Pension Fund (no. 13-435, Mar. 24,2015) __ US. _ ,135
S.Ct. 1318, 1325: discussing difference between fact and
opinion.

The Convictions in Counts 13 and 14 Must Be Set Aside Because
the Jury Was Given No Legally Valid Theory That Would
Authorize It to Reject Self-Defense and to Find the Killing to Be

~ Unlawful; and Even Assuming Arguendo That Some Legally

Valid Theory for Rejecting Self-Defense Was Presented to the
Jury, Reversal of Counts 13 and 14 Would Still Be Required
Because the Jury Was Given Several Invalid Legal Theories.
(AOB 123-197, ARB 71-115)

Burrage v. United States (2014) 134 S.Ct. 881, 892: when a
proffered interpretation of a criminal law’s scope requires
guesswork as to important matters, “[u]ncertainty of that kind
cannot be squared with the beyond-a-reasonable-doubt
standard applicable in criminal trials or with the need to



Appellant’s Amended List of Additional Authorities
People v. Nguyen, S076340
Page 3

express criminal laws in terms ordinary persons can
comprehend.” (See AOB 150-152.)

People v. Chiu (2014) 59 Cal.4th 155, 167, citations omitted:
“When a trial court instructs a jury on two theories of guilt,
one of which was legally correct and one legally incorrect,
reversal is required unless there is a basis in the record to find
that the verdict was based on a valid ground.”

People v. Leiva (2013) 56 Cal.4th 498, 506-507 (re statutory
interpretation). :

State v. Hull (Wash. Ct. Apps. no 31078-7-II1, Dec. 18, 2014)
2014 WL 7321496 *8-*12: discussing constitutional right to
self-defense under Ninth Amendment, Due Process, and
Second Amendment.

- VIL.1 The Judgment Must Be Reversed for Ineffective Assistance of - - - - -
Counsel Arising from the Criminal Derelictions of the Defense
Investigator, Daniel Watkins (AOB 297-320, ARB 194-203)

Christeson v. Roper (2015) 135 S.Ct. 891, 894: a lawyer
cannot be expected to assert his or her own malfeasance in the
course of litigating a client’s claim. “Advancing such a claim
would have required [counsel] to denigrate their own
performance. Counsel cannot reasonably be expected to
make such an argument, which threatens their professional
reputation and livelihood.” (See AOB 317-318, ARB 201.)

USA v. Kentucky Bar Assn. (Ky. 2014) 439 S.W.3d 136, 152-
155 (when an attorney’s conduct is being questioned, “most
lawyers — even those who are acting with the best

intentions — are unable consciously to identify many
conflicts that exist or to appreciate the corrosive effects that
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such conflicts may have on decision[-Jmaking.”), quoting
Eldred, The Psychology of Conflicts of Interest in Criminal
Cases (2009) 58 U. Kan.L.Rev. 43, 54.) (See AOB 317-318,
ARB 201.)

Respectfully Submitted,

Richard C. Neuhoff
Attorney for Appellant
Lam T. Nguyen
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