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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION
Jurisdiction below was under 18 U.S.C. §3231. This Court has jurisdiction

under 28 U.S.C. §1291.
STATEMENT OF ISSUES

ISSUE NO. 1: RAMOS' SIXTH AMENDMENT RIGHTS TO
CONFRONTATION AND TO PRESENT A COMPLETE
DEFENSE WERE VIOLATED BY THE DISTRICT COURT'S
RULINGS WHICH PREVENTED RAMOS FROM CROSS-
EXAMINING AND ADDUCING EVIDENCE OF DAVILA'SDRUG
DEALINGS.

ISSUE NO. 2: THE COURT COMMITTED PLAIN ERROR BY
ALLOWING THE GOVERNMENT TO TRY THIS CASE ON THE
BASIS OF VIOLATIONS OF FOUR BORDER PATROL
POLICIES,DENYING RAMOS HIS RIGHT TO A DUE PROCESS
OF LAW.

ISSUE NO. 3 APPLICATION OF 18 U.S.C. § 924(c) TO RAMOS'
DISCHARGE OF HIS SERVICE WEAPON IN THE LINE OF
DUTY VIOLATES THE FIFTH AMENDMENT RIGHT TO DUE
PROCESS (Adopted By Reference From Compean's ISSUE NO. 2)

ISSUE NO. 4: THE TEN YEAR MANDATORY MINIMUM
SENTENCE UNDER 18 U.S.C. § 924(c)(1)(a)(iii) VIOLATES
RAMOS' RIGHT TO EQUAL PROTECTION (Adopted By
Reference From Compean's ISSUE NO. 3).

ISSUE NO. 5: THE TRIAL COURT COMMITTED PLAIN
ERRORS IN THE CHARGE TO THE JURY ON COUNT 12.

ISSUE NO. 6: THE EVIDENCE IS LEGALLY INSUFFICIENT AS
TO COUNT 12.

ISSUE NO. 7: 18 US.C. § 242 AS APPLIED TO RAMOS,
VIOLATED RAMOS' FIFTH AMENDMENT RIGHTS TO FAIR
WARNING.

ISSUE NO. 8: THE EVIDENCE IS LEGALLY INSUFFICIENT AS
TO COUNT 8.

ISSUE NO. 9: THE EVIDENCE IS LEGALLY INSUFFICIENT AS
TO COUNT 9.




