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——— o we

This petition concerns: . .

ﬂ A conviction — Parole
A senience — Credits
Jail or prison conditions — Prison discipline

— Other (specify):
CROSSAN D. HOOVER JR.

1. Your name

2. Where are you incarcerated? CALIFORNIA STATE PRISON SOLANO

3. Why are vou in custody? fﬂ Criminal Conviction | Civil Commitment
Answer subdivisions a. 1trough i. 10 the best of vour abilin.

a. If criminal conviction. state namre of offense and enhancements (for example. “robbery with use of a deadly

weapon”'} or state reason for civil commitment: MURDER

b. Penal or other code sections: ROT cal: Penal Cede

¢. Name and location of sentencing or committing court: _ CALIFORNIA STATE SUPERIOR COURT

MARIN COUNTY

d. Case number: 84'01

¢. Date convicted or commitied: _9UR er July 1984

f.  Date sentenced: 1984

Length of sentence: 26 years te 1life

h. When do you cxpect to be released?” unknewn

. Were you represented by counsel in the trial court? IaH[-J‘ Yes. | No. If yes. state the attornev's name

and address: _ Bilward Terriee 8 Cimmercial Blvi. Navete, Cal.

s

. What was the LAST plea you entered? (check one)
XX Not guilty ___!Guilty ___| Nolo Contendere X Other NOT GUILTY BY REASON OF INSANITY

Ln

. If vou pleaded not guiity, what kind of trial did you have?

——

XX Jury i ;Judge without a jury |, Submiticd on transcript Awaiting trial

[—
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MC-275
6. GROUNDS FOR RELIEF () ¢

Ground 1: Suate briefly the ground on which you base your claim for relief. (For example, “the trial court imposed
an illegal enhancement.”) If vou have additional growunds for relief, use a separate page for each ground. Page 4 is designed
so vou can state ground 2. For addirional grounds, make copies of page 4 and number the additional grounds in order.

PETITIONERS CONVICTION IS THE RESULT OF PROSECUTTON MISCONDUCT AND
INEPPECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL THAT IS SO OUTRAGROUS THAT A

MISSCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE HAS OCCURED

a. Supporing facts:
Tell vour story briefly without citing cases or law. 1f vou are challenging the legalirv of vour conviction.
describe the facts upon which vour conviction is based. If necessary. arach additional pages.
CAUTION: You must stare facts, not conclusions. For example. if yvou are claiming incompetence of counsel
vou must state facts specifically setting forth what your avtorney did or failed 10 do and how that afiected vour
trial. Failure to allege sufficient facts will result in the demial of vour petition. {See in re Swain (1049 32
Cal.2d 300. 304.) A rule of thumb to follow is: whe did exactly whar to violate yvour rights at what ums
twhen) or place twhere). (Iy wvailable. attach declarations, relevant records, transcripis. or other documents
supporiing vour claim.

Flease see Awpendix I and II, and Exhibite A a.nLB,_ine.np.mud
herein as part eof the petitien and Mumuun,_f.r_the_
very eemplicated fasts of this e!-Le_-_&u_Aﬂinnim_I_for_anmut

of those facts.

b. Supporting cases. ruies, or other authority toptional):
(Brieflv discuss, or list by name and citation. the cases or other auhorities that vou think are refevant o your
claim. If necessary, anach an extra page.)

FPhease see Addendéum I

MC-275 Page 2







7. Ground 2 (if applicable): () [ )
THE EVIDENCE WAS INSUPFICIENT PO SHOW THAT PETITIONER WAS SANE AT
THE TIME OF THE CRIME (A) THE VERDICT RESTS ON INSTRUCTIONAL ERROR
(B) THE VERDICT RESTS ON PROSECUTION WISCONDUCT

a. Supporting facts:
Flease see Appendix I and IJI, Exhibits A and B, incerperated herein

a8 part ef the petition and verificatien, fer the cemplicated facts
that make this cage. See Addendum I fer argument

b. Supporting cases. rules. or other authority:

See Addendum ¥

MC-275 bage 4






8. Did you appeal from the cc:’ion, sentence, of commitment? m Yes. ._I No.  If your answer is yes, give
the following information a your appeal:
Name of court (*Court of Appeal” or “Appellate Dept. of Superior Court™)

salifornia ceurt ef ampeal First Appellate District
Result AFFIRMED Date of decision _10=29~8%
Case number or citation of opinion. if known ____A030282 (SEE EXHIBIT H)
Issues raised: a. (SEE EXHIBIT B)
b. '
C.

d.

Were vou represented by counse] on appeal” - X1 Yes. _ i No. 1f ves. state the atorney's name and address. if known.

PHILLIP H, CHERNEY 1299 Calif, Ave. Pale Alte Calif,

9. Did vou seek review in the Californiz Supreme Court? XX Yes. ©_INo. Resuht DENIED

Date of decision _YANe B98T  cace number or citation of opinion. if known UNKNOWN:
Issues raised: a. SAME AS ON AFPEAL

b

<.

d.

10, 1 vour petinon makes a claim regarding vour conviction. sentence. or commitment that you or vour anorney did not

make on appeal. explain why the claim was not made on appeal: __While the issues herein were
partly raised, they were raised impreperly ané en indemendant etate law
and net en Censtitutienal Greunds sz determined by the U.S. Supreme Ceurt

1. Administrative Review:

z. If vour petition concerns conditions of confinement or other claims for which there are administrative remedies.
failure to exhaust administrative remedies may result in the denial of your petition, even if it is otherwis2
meritorious. (Sec /n Re Muszalski (1975) 52 Cal.App.3d 500 {125 Cul.Rptr. 286].)

Explain what administrative review you sought or explain why vou did not seek such review:

NA

b, Did you seek the highest level of administrative review available? | Yes. I No.
Antach documents that show vou have exhausted vour administrative remedies.

MC-27% Fapz 5
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. Other than direct appeal, have .prevxously filed any petitions, applncauons c.nions with respect to this conviction,
commitment, or issue in any court? I:] Yes. If yes, continue with number 13. | I; No. If no. skip to number 15.

13. {I) Name of court

Nature of proceeding (for example. “habeas corpus petition™)

Issues raised: a.
b.

C.

Result {Attach order, if available) Date of decision

(217 Name of coun

Nawre of proceeding

Issues raised: 2.

b.

C.

Result (Arrach order, if availablet Date of decision

For addinonal prior petitions, applications. or maotions. provide the same informanon on a separare page.

+. It any of the courts listed in number 13 held a hearing, state name of court. date of hearing. nature of nearing. and result,

in

Explain anv delay in the discoverv of the claimed grounds for relief and in raising the claims in this periuon. (S22 /n

re Swain (1949) 33 Cul.2d 300, 304.) Petitiener was sent te yeuth autherity, he never
received his transcripts and legal materials after appeal, he was just
abletn 1997 threugh 1998, to sbtain intructions, brisfs, news articles,

a .
testinenyy Petitioner has just new began te recever frem his mental

prIﬁIeun7—uni—hnt—I!urn!i'ti—rE!i“—ctuniet—nevsr—swught—tt“rztw!—th
16. 1Xre you presenuv represemeﬁg\.ac 1¥el @Mhﬁ?\%a su.ucr.ﬁ orm.\ ?ﬁ:%qﬂdgcss 1IFKnown,

1]

i>. Do vou have any petition, appeal, or other marier pending in any court” ! Yes. X 1 No. Ir ves, explain.

IS. If this petition might lawfully have been made w0 a lower court. state the circumstances justifving an application to this court.

This i3 the preper seurt,

under the laws of the State
nat are staled on my

1. the undersigned, say: | am the petitioner in this action. ! declare under penalty of pernury
L . . N ) i

of Caiifornia that the foregoing allegations and statements are truc apd’correcl. t as tf mauiers
. . . 7
information and belief, and as to those matters, I belicve them to e ty:.

Date: _/)EC’ /5,/4‘76

G

é {Signatore of l‘tduonch
CROSSAN D, HOOVER, JR.

IN PROPRIA PERSONA

Page ©






 EXPLAIN DELAY, CONTINURD::

My wife has been trying te get my transceripts and ether materials
since April when the Anti-Terrerism Effective Death Penalty Aet was

signed in 1997, se that I ceuld prepare a petitien, if there were issues.
Remenber I wént te Yeuth Autherity, and either the legal decuments were
net sent or I did net receive them frem prisen effieals at yeuth authority
In 1996, my wife, went te the trial ceurt te retrieve the files,
hewever, many trips, many payments fer reserd te be cepied, and many
mere trips: and letters .te eeunsel, have resulted in enly part ef the
recerd being retrieved
I have the jury instructiens, the appellate ceurt epinien, the
appellate briefs, news artieles, and little else, in that the Yeuth
'Auxhority eiter leat or_ieatroyed my lega) werk and transcriptas, er
they were never received, whichever, I have never had them ner received
them. R
Since the ecourts and eeunsel have tried, but recerds are dhest or
destrpyed; which has impofed all attempts te file o petitiens
Hewever, a eareful féading of the petitien enclesed with shew that
petitiener has beth cause and prejudice, an impediment te filing, and
in his ease A Hilcafriage of Justice has eccured that weuld evereome
any precedural default er bard On the other hanéd in that petitiener
was inoompefant and jlliterate at the time of appeal, any issues that
were net raised, would be the fault of.eeunsel and thereby imputed te

the mtated DRUTSCHER V, WHITELY 884 FJ2d 1152 (9th CirJ 1989)%
- Ineffective Assistance of Ceunsel will meet the Cause and Prejudice
Standard). NMcCleskey v Zant 499 U.S. 467 (1991), any impediment te

the petitiofier In raiming his issues, net his fault, will be suffieient

te shew cauve, In SCHLUP V. DELO 56 Crh 2123 U.S. Supreme Ceurt 1-23-95
the court feund that New Evidence, er a factual Shewing ef astual
inneeence was suffieient te show a misearrage of Justice, regardless eof
the vehicle used te show the misearriage, i,e; IAC, Presecution Miseenduect
etoi; and would waive any procedural Har er Default.
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MEMORANDUM OF FOINTS AND AUTHORITIES
I

PETITIONER'S CONVICTION IS A RESULT OF
PROSECUTION MISCONDUCT AND INEFFECTIVE
ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL THAT IS SO OUTRAGEOUS
THAT A MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE HAS' QCCURED

INTRODUCTIONS

Petitioner would have the court look to appendix I, and the
attached exhibits in support of this claim as part of the facts in.
this case, The petitioner will set out clearly here the error and
misconduct, however, fur a full picture of this complex issue the
court will need to vigw the facts in: appendix I,and the exhibite
attached as indicated/

Petitioner was convicted of murder, to which he pledd not guilty
and not guilty by reason of insanity. Petitioner also had a co-defendant
Richards, who was tried before the petitioner and convicted

The theory in the Richarde prosecution is that he brain washed and
ménipulated vetitioner and others to do his will, through a cult
like grouv called the Pendragon, which he was the head of, (See:
Avpendix I.):d

In Richards prosecution, the prosecutor brought forth witness uvpon
witness to prove the brain washing by Richards, and argued this theory
before the jury and regularly in the news vapers and other media.

And indeed it is clear that Richards had throughly brain washed at
least the petitioner, who was already suffering from mental disorders,
sever drug abuse, and now brain washing, See Anpendix IIdeeee

Because petitioner does not have a full record, though he has been
trying to get one from the courts since 1996, getting pieces here and

pleces there, he does not have a full record, nor was he able %o

obtain a copy of the Richards trial, and thus must relate facts from

-1
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the various exhibits, and appendix's attached,

In this case, petitioner was a juvenile when this crime occured
and very disturbed, as appendix I and II, will reveal, And it was
Richards brain washing of petitioner, who had mental disorders, and
a sever drug problem, and was throughly indoctinated in the Pendragon
Cult, led to the vetitioner te kill on the signal of Mark Richards:
the cult leader. See Exhibit Al through 421 This was the prosecutions
theory, what the prosscution advanced at Richards trial, what the
nrosecution had witness after witness testify to before the jury,
and finally exactly what the prosecution argued before the jury.d

In petitioner's trial, the prosecution denied that netitioner was
brain washed, and put forth that he was a cold blooded calculated
killer, that killed for money and gainf The teenagers, petitioner
included were given marijuana and alcohol at the meetings held by
Richards, as well as the petitioner being a drug abuser, which he also
consumed all day daily, including at the meetings. Page 20 of Appenxi
I. Cooperation, greed, and total obedience was instilled as part
of the Pendragon planJ See App? I vages 47, 48, 49 and 50 3
Thus because the victim was vportrayed to the petitioner as a nperson
who was a Nazi, Maggot, and owed alot of people money, and it would
be a servie to get rid of him., He would use the proceeds to further
the Pendragon vlan to take over Marin County. Apwx. I pages: 23-253

See also Appxs IT page 4, At Page 10, Appx. II, we see that
petitioner was in the shower and chanting kill him, kill him, got
to kill him. Themes that Richards had instilled into petitioner,
with manipulation, drugé, and promises of power, the doctrine of
Pendragonk Killing anyone that opposed or threatened Pendragon was

acceptable and part of the doctrine of Richards, killing for gain,

-2-
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power, to advance the plan of Pendragon, to finance it or protect
it was doctrine. Killing undesireables, was also a doctrine of Pen-
Dragon, and Mark Richards passed out lititure and pamphlets advancing
those doctrines, over the months before the murder, gave drugs liberally,
with alcohol. See specifically Appx. I at page 19, and both appx;' I and
IT generallyf Clearly this was the prosecutions theory of the case
against Richards, and one that he successfully argued to the jury
in Richards case., See Exhibit Al through A1

During the prosecution case of the petitioner the prosecution
not only denied petitioner was a victim of Mark Richards, was not
manipulated or brain washed, but he called experts, who deliberately
did not go into the area of Pendragon, such a crucial focal point of
this case, which ultimately lead to an opinion not based upon all
the facts in this case, and an equivocal opindom at beat, that could
and would have been altered had he really considered the effects of
Richards pendragon brain washingi See Apox. nage 43:

Here, we have a prosecutor that believed and knew to be true the
manipulation and brain washing of a child with mental disorders,
who was heavily abusing drugs and alcohol, he argued it in the court
and media, and then withheld from the jury his true belief of what
occured to petitioner, had experts examine him without kmowing the
Pendragon facts and evidence, so that he could obtain a conviction
based on evidence he himself believed to be false, It is also true
that while trial counsel aggressively argued the Pendragon and
brainwashing, he failed to bring in the Mark Richarde trial transcripts,
the prosecutions news and media appearances, and witnesses, that would
have totally impeached the prosecution experts, shown misconduct on

the part of the prosecution, and withholding from the jury crucial

-3
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proven facts, as found by the Richards jury, that the prosecution
believed and argued were true, and thereby preserving an argument
that the prosecution used evidence it knew to be false, and withheld
evidence that it knew supported the petitioner gnd his insanity
defense, and deliberately and calculatingly misled the jury fromr

a truth the prosecution itself had established in the Richards Trial 3
But the worst and most outrageous conduct on the vart of the prosecution
was withholding or allowing the nrosecution exnert to evaluate the
vetitioner without all the facts concerning the Peandragon cult and

how it effected the petitioner, who by all accounts was easily led

and influenced,

STANDARD OF REVIEW:

We will start with UsS. V. STEINBERG 96 Daily Journal D.A.R. 13150

(9th Cir. 10-30-96), citing U.S. V. ENDICOTT 869 F.2d 452, 455 (9th

1989), which held, knowing use of verjury, new evidence, is material un-
der the Brady standard, warranting new trial. Typically here the evidence
is not new evidence, however, petitioner was not an.adult, was suffering
from a mental disorder, and could not even read beyond third grade during
his trial and avpeal, never received his transcrints, and the evidence
from the record, until 1998, vpossibly 1997, and then not all of it,

and was unaware of what the prosecution dids Thus via ineffective
assistance of counsel, this is new evidence to him, at least to the

legal theories awvplied in his cage;

In KYLES V. WHITELY 115 S.Ct, 1555, 1566 (1995), the United

States Supreme Court held, ""Reasonable probability of a different
result is shown when the Governments evidentiary suporession undermines

the confidence in the outcome. And again in U.S. V. BRUMEL-ALVAREZ

991 P.28 1452, 1463 (9th Cir, 1992), the court held that Evidence

b=
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rekevent to witnesses credibility, the defendant has a right for the
jury to know .,

In this case, the prosecution withheld from the jury that it
knew, believed, and prosecuted another person based upon that
belief, that petitioner was brain washed, conditioned, and manipulated
by Mark Richards and his Pendragon Cult. The vrosecution not only
withheld this evidence from the jury, it withheld this information
from its expert, and had him testify contrary to the prosecutions
own understanding of the truth,. This testimony was directed by the
prosecution to undermine the very truth they argued and succeeded on
in the Richards case. i.e. the vrosecution knowingly suppressed
and argued against facts, they knew and proved were true, and deliberately
allowed a prosecution expert by direction of the prosecution who
questions his expert, and provides him the material tp review for
evaluation, to undermine true and'proven facts about the mental state
of the petitioner.:

While it is true that counsel argued this failure on the prosectuion
experts part, and made a showing that the prosecution had not even
t0ld the exvert about the Pendragon material, and the facts that it
had brought to light in the Richards case, the prosecution argued
that evidence that it knew to be true, was in fact false and that
petitioner was neither brain washed, conditioned, nor manipulatedf
As Exhibits Al through A21 show, this c¢learly is not what the prosectuion
put in evidence at trial of Richards, nor to the news media. It is
not consistent with the record of the prosectuion in the Richards case,
The vrosecution put on knowingly false evidence as to the mental state
of the petitioner, and argued a theory that it knew to be false before
the jury.
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In Kyles v. Whitely, buurti., the court held that the test is

not a sufficiency of the evidence test, The test is did the conduct
undermine the confidence in the outcome of the trial.

It is well established that a prosecutors use of false testimony
violates the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

GIGLIO V. U.S. 405 U.S. 150 at 153 (1972) 3

This vortion of due process required not% only that the prosecutor
avoid soliciting false testimony but that he/she not sit idly by and
allow 1t to go uncorrected when it is given. Giglio at 153, This
re quirement applies even when the perjury relates to a witness'.
credibility rather than bearing directly on the defendants guiltf
See People v, Campbell (1981) 118 Cal. 3d 588.

What makes this cases misconduct so outrageous, is that by not
requesting, or giving the prosecution expert the evidence and facts
about Pendragon, the prosecution manioulated it's own expert witness
into giving testimony that the prosecution knew was not true, and
that the prosecution itself time and time again argued was true,
merely to obtain a conviction of the petitioner.

What is so very disturbing about the prosecution exverts revelation
that it did not consider the evidence of the case, and the prime theory
of the defense, "PENDRAGON BRAIN WASHING AND CONDITIONING", is that
we have testimony from Marian Saunders and Michael Bodkin, who in
1981, found that the vetitioner was unsophisticate d, emotionally
fragile, without good orientation to reality, capable of impulsive
acts, but without the mental ability to plan anything complicated.

The experts stated that petitioner was = prepsychotic.
Jonathan Edward Prench, a clinical psychologist, stated that

petitioner had a borderline personality disorder, quite capable of

-6=
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osychotic episodes, enduring hallucinations, and was orobably psychotic
and hallucinating at or about the time he delievered the blow to
the victim: APPX, T Pages 39-41ﬁ Dr2 Brian S. Gould, noted that
petitioner probably slinped into a psychotic episode at the time of
the offense Dr. Roman Rodriguez agreed only with a change in the
disorder effecting petitioner., APFK. I Page 41 - 42

In contrast to the five experts that did extensive testing of
the petitioner, and who were clearly of the opinion that petitioner
was psychotic at the time of the crime, Dr/ Buehler, the vrosecution
exvert, stated petitioner was just in it for the moneyf AFPPK I Page 42,
However, his ovinion was not uwnequivocal when counsel asked him about
Pendragon and gave him the facts that the prosecution did not give
him and that they knew to be true, At that point Dr, Buehler stated
that hié opinion about petitioner would be altered, if he were convinced
Mark Richards really believed it and was working at it, yes. See Appr
I Page 432

It avpears here that counsel should have stopped the trial and
motioned for further Evatvatiod by Dr, Buehler, or motioned for the
court to declare a mistrial, in that the prosecution had withheld its
own vrime theory against Richards, and the effect it had on the
petitioner from its own exnert, and had attempted to undermine
facts the prosecution itself had proven to be true in the Richards
trial, and in essense.deliberately provided false testimony from
Dr. Buehler, by delibertly withholding from Buehler's consideration
evidence from the Richards trial, and the prosecutions own theory in
the Richards trisl¥ And this is clearly information that would have

altered the opinion of Dr. Buehler, and had a substantial effect

on the trial itself.
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—ree—mem . We have a case remarkably close to this case in content.

In _LINDH s the court held that evidence that would have undermined
the éredibility of an expert witness could not come in, this of course
was error, and in this case, evidence that woudl have undermined the
confidence of the exvert witness, and does undermine the confidence

of the exvert witness, was not revealed fo the exnert witness,

and it was not revealed to the jury that the prosecution knowingly
withheld this knowledge from the exvert, knowledge that the prosecution
itself knew to be true, the prosecution after all, proved it true in
Richards case, and thereby manufactured evidence they knew to be false
as to vetitioners mental state, and then argued the credibility of

the exnert they knew produced, first an incomnlete opinion based on only
the facts the prosecution wanted considered, and second, a false theory
the prosecution knew was false,

HARDNETT V. MARSHALL 94 Daily Jeurmal D.A.R. 32029 (9thCir
In the words of Justice Jones, in Hardnett, this case is one of

the unusugl ones that requires a finding of foot note 9 error, as

announced in BRECHPT V. ABRAHAMSON 113 ®JctJS 1710, 1722 n.9 (1993)3

The cases differ in how the evidence was withheld from the jury,
however, the importance of the evidence withheld from the jury as

well as the expert, is the same, and in fact this case defies a harmless:
error anayalis, and undermines the confidence in the out come of

the sanity phase of the trial .
In BERGER V. U.S. (1935) 295 U,S. 78, the United States Supreme

Court set a standard concerning prosecuting Attorney's which stands

to day. The court held: "“The United States Attorney is the Representative
not of an ordinary party to a controversy,
but of a sovereignty whose obligation to
govern impartially is as compelling as its
obligation to govern at all; and whose

-8
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interest, therefore, in a criminal prosecution

is not that it shall win a case, but that justice
shall be done, Assuch, he is in a peculiar and
very definite sense the servant of the law, the
twofold aim of which is that guilty shall not
escape or innocence suffer, He may prosecute

with earnestness and vigor, indeed, he should do
S80. But, while he may strike hard blows, he is

not at liberty to strike foul ones, It is as much
his duty to refrain from improver methods calculated
to produce a wrongful conviction as it is to use
every legitimate means to bring about a just one."

This language has been repeatedly quoted or varaphrased by both the
federal and state courts, and has been accented as a definitive

statement of the limitations on the scope and method of a prosecutor's

argument. See Wiereck v. U.S. (1943) 318 U.S. 236, People v, Lynch

(1943) 60 Cals App: 2d 133, 141; People v, Lyons (1956) 47 Cal, 24

311, 318, This langusge was well settled before the petitioner went to
trial, and applicable to this case.

What makes this case so compelling is that the obviousness of
the vetitioners immnairment, and his total inability to plan or pre-
meditate anything, coupled with the excessive and on going drug abuse
and alochol abuse, and because we know that neriods of being lucid,
or appearances of being lucid, does not necessarily mean that a person

is not insane. PEOPLE V. KELLY (1973) 10 Cal. 3d 565, 576-577,

PEOFLE V. DREW (1978) 22 Cal. 3@ 3133, i.e. mere verbal knowledge

of right and wrong does not prove sanity, Justice Mosk's concurring

opinion in Kelly, sunrai, an argument that the prosecution advanced

with vigor, and was used to uphold and affirm the conviction, is in

no way compelling, nor does it excuse the misconduct of the prosecution
which was so egregious that it infected@ the whole trial, both sanity,
and guilt phases of the trial, with such unfajrness: as to make the

resulting conviction a denial of due processﬁ PEOPLE V. GIANIS (1995)

9 Cal. 4th 1196, and as showﬂ by the attached Appdx. I, Richards

-9
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PENDRAGON, doctrine, vromoted getting rid of undesireables, and using
moneies seized to further the cause and for the comfort of the ruling
round table you might say. Thus, the prosecution argued that the
vetitioner's willingness to kill for gain, that of his self and that
for Pendragon, and affirmed by the Apvellate Court, was sufficient

to excuse such blatant and egregious misconduct as demonstrated by

this record and knowingly conducted by the prosecutionﬁ While petitioners
statements in and of themself do not support that he was sane, as
demonstrated supra., and so held by California Supreme Court decisions,
suvra., the doctrine of Pendragon, undermines the evidentiary probat-
ive value of any such statements, as the prosecution so eloquently
proposed in the Richards case, as to the part of the kids involved.

It would appear that if the wnrosecution did not believe what it
advanced in the Richards trial, and in fact knew it not to bhe true,
that a reversal of Richards case would be avpropriate. However, the
evidence in this case, the record itself, proves that the prosecution
knew, believed, argued, and oroved, that the vpetitioner was a very
unstable youth, with mental disorders, high on drugs and alochol,
who was brain washed, conditioned, and manipulated by Richards to
kill on command, to phrase the prosecution in Richards case, supports
petitioner was mentally disfunctional, vrobably in a pgycotic state
and hallucinating at the time the blows were struck. The evidence
also suppowt>this in that the petitioner states he did things that
clearly were not done and the vhysical evidence is conclusive on this,
also making his verbal ramblings less then probative as to his sanityﬁ

I think the last issue we must look at in this case is clearly that

of coumsel, Yes, he tried to bring out what the prosecution had done,

-10-
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withholding evidence from it's own expert, but he made no attempt to

ask the court to declare a mistrial for vprosecution miscondut, or

to have the prosecutor stipulate that in fact it advanced, evidenced,

argued, and oroved Richards brain washed netitionery, nor did he use:

the trial transcripts available to impeach the prosecution before the

court in such a motion, he did not even use the record from the

Richards trial to request of the courf that the prosecution witness

be excused and told to do an evaluation under the facts and record

of Richards case, as well as evaluzation of the netitioner himself,

or finally in the alternative, to strike the testimony of the prosec-

ution exvert, Buehler, as non-orobative, and a product of misconduct

by the prosecutiony, he just argued the vrosecution was wrong.
Hindsight as to why counsel failed to challenge the prosecutions

expert, or the trial itself and request mistrial or any of the

other remedies available is hard to tell, it anppears, though poorly

argued that appellate counsel recognized that misconduct appeared,

while the appellate court not directly addressing it found that any

prosecution miscondut would.be harmless, however, making no difinitive

finding based uvon any standard of review that is outlined in .. BERGER

Ve UuSe Supr, and thus has denied petitioner any meaningful review

of this issuel

In NIXON V. NENSOME (11th Cir. 1989) 888 PF,2d 112, the court found

that where counsel knew that a witness was testifying falsely, and in
direct contrast to her testimoney against a co-defendant held first,
and failed to imneach the witnesses, was ineffective assidtance of
counself In Newsome, the court never reached the issue of prosecution
misconduct becasue it reversed on counsels errors, but the languuge

indicates the court would have found misconduct on the part of the

-11-
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pros ecution. Looking at NAPUE V., ILLINOIS 360 U.S. 264 at 269 (1959),

GIGLIO V. U.S. Suora., Kyles v. Whitely Suvra., and Berger v, U.S.

Suora., the court in Newsome would have reversed,
Counsel is bound to make motions as necessary to perserve and
protect the rights of his client, especially motions that give the

client everything to gain and nothing to lose. U.S. V. MOLINA 934

F.2d 1440, 1447 (9th Cir. 1991), KIMMELMAN V. MORRISON 477 U.S. 365 (1986).

The fact that counsel went to such lengths to discredit the expert,

and show that the prosecution did not give their expert all the
evidence and facts, knew what was argued in the Richards case, showed
he knew what the prosecution was doing was imnroper, but never did any-

thing about it, clearly shows that counsels actio ns were not correct

and eliminates: that presumption; SUMNER V. MATA 455 U.S. 591, 592

In U.S. V. SPAN (5 P.3d 874, 880 (9th Cir. 1996)), the court found

counsels failure to get instructions that would present his only defense
ineffective assistance of counsel, Here it was incumbent upon counsel

to seek some remedy to the apparent and orevasive misconduct by the
prosecutionﬁ If nothing else counsel should have asked that the

Exvert witness by the nrosecutiomn, Dr, Buehler, be stricken, and the
jury admonished that the testimony be disregarded as it was an ovinion:
rendered without consideration of a2ll the facts and records, and
deliberately or inaporovriately left out by the prosecutiomf Here,
counsel did none of the foregoingf His efforts were galant, yet ineffective
and incompetent in light of the law and the ewvidence at his disposal

to totally discredit the prosecutiom and exnose its miscondut JIn at
least an attempt to gain the trial courts attention, the trial counsel

could have made a motion under the Collateral Estoppel doctrine that

-] 2
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the prosecution had already proven that the vetitioner was brain washed,
conditioned, and manipulated, while on drugs and alochol, in the
Richards +trial, and was now precluded from relitigating the contrary.

PEOFLE V. TAYLOR (1974) 12 Cal. 3d 686, 691; also see STONE V. POWELL

428 U.S. 465 (1976} & while avpvellate counsel made this motion on
appeal, after the fact, it appears that the trial judge who was
familar with 211l the evidence and testimony from both trialswould have
been in a better nosition to rule on this issue. However, +trizal counsel
never made & motion to the court.

Based on the foregoing, vetitioner believez that he has shown
egregious and intemperate behavior on the part of the vorosecution,
sufficient to invoke foot note nine error, requiring per se reveral of
this conviction, and in the alternative, ineffective asgistance qf
counsel to the prejudice of the petitioner., Reversal is requiredf

II

THE EVIDENCE WAS LEGALLY INSUPFFICIENT TO FIND
PETITIONER SANE AT THE TINME OF THE CRIME

(A) The verdict rests on instructional error

(B) The verdict rests on nrosecution misconduct

INTRODUCTION 3

The evidence thzat netitioner was insane at the time of the offense
is undiswated, or contradicted by any other evidence before the trier
of fact.

® ve experts found that petitioner d4id not know what he was doing
that he was probably in a nsychotic state and hullucinating at the
time of the offense. All found he killed to advance the pendragon
take over (DOCTRINE), leaving only Dr., Buehler, who stated otherwise,

however, it was revealed in the sanity hearing that Dr. Buehler, did

~13-



consider the Pendragon evidence, investigate it as to how it effected
the petitioner, and - testified, had he, and had he believed Mark
Richards really advanced and believed that doctrine, it would alter
his owninion in this case. Because, Dr, Buehler, did not consider all

the reYevent evidence and circumstances, and admits that had he, his

opinion might have been different, there is no’ _ ¢
evidence that is clear and convincing evidence of a contrary conclusion.

DAVIS V. HECKLER 868 F.2d 323, 326 (9th Cir, 1989)." Because an insanity

trial is one that is based uvon the vyreponderance of the evidence, or
clear and convincing evidence, it is not unlike an Administrative Law
Judges hearings and decisions s Thus it would be persuasive to advance
that this court review of the sanity hearing would be the equivalent
of a review of and Administrative Taw Judges ruling, i.ed The courts
role would not be in the role of fact finder, %o resolve the conflicts

of evidence, RICHARDSON V. PERALES 402 U.S. 389, 400 (1971), however,

to affirm, this .court would have to find that substantial evidence
suvvorted the findings, and the correct legal siandards were apﬁliedf

SWENSON' V. SULLIVAN 876 F.2d 683, 687 (9th Cird 1985)J If the evidence

suoports more then one rational inference, then the court must uvhold

the findings } ALLEN V. HECKLER 749 F.2d 577, 579 (9th Cir. 1985)3

INSTRUCTIONAL ERROR::

The eeurt gave the twe prenged M'naghten test inatructien en
insanity, hewever, it was given impreperly, as cencecded by the
Califernia Ceurt ef Appeal, See Exhibit B attached )
| By using the wo:ﬂ aii; instead of or, it fersed the petitiener twe
have te meet beth prengs ef the temt, whieh as the ecourt held in
Peeple v. Skinner (1985) 39 Cal. 3d 765, at pg. 778, fm. 9, making
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a persor meet beth prongs ef the test, I.E. meeting a conjunective
test weuld be the same as & drqoliug lidiet test, a prepesitien rejected
leng age by Angle-American jurispfuﬂenee.

The dreeling idiet er wild beast test, is cause for reversal,
Skinner at p. T3 Pbt1t;oner enly needed te meet ons of these
prengs te satiefy his burden of preef. PEOPLE V. HORN (1984) 158

Cal’ Appd 3d 1014, 1017, at pages 1017, 1020, 2034

We de net have te debate whether this instructien was errer, the
queifion presented here, was the evidence sufficient te eause the
errer te be harmless beyend & reasenable deubt, or put anether way,
did the trial_?ourt, and appellate ceurd apply the ;aw unteenstitutienally,
and in vielatien ef hoiiingn by the U.S. Supreme Ceourt,

We must first examine hew the Appellate Court reached its finding
that the instructiemal errer was harmless. The ssurt stated,

"In eentrast te the sempelling nature of Heeover's own

statements (talking abeut statements he made te & girl)

the enly expert whe testified for the defense at the

sanity phase was equiveeal en the right frem wreng issue,”

See Ezh:bit Bannge- 9 = A0evends

We kmew that the court wWas speaking abeut Dréd Roirigues'l
testimeny, but the nppel;ate eourt was ineerrest that that was the
enly expert te testify at the sanity phese o¢f the hearing, besause
the jury was in-t;nctei-to_ule 211 of the evidemce presented at the
guilt phase of the trial alse, whieh imeluied all the expert reperts,
and teatimeny frem that part ef the preeecedings, whieh makes five
epinienns that are pretty qnequ1Vbq-1, as te the sanity of the petitiemer,

It appears thaf the only equiveeal testimeny eame frem the
proseoutionl.experi; he stated that if he had reviewed the pertinante
evidence of Pendragen nnd.ﬁeliQVQd it, 1t weuld alter his opiniolf

Fﬁrther, the Appellate Ceurts epimiem flies im the faee of the

-15-
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States ewn heldings in PEOPLE V. XKELLY, apd PEOPLE V. 'DREW, sumrs.,

ané Justiee Memk's epiniem, “mere vérbal knoileige of right and wreang
deea moet preve smanity”, of seurse semething the jury was n;t instructed
" but the Appellate Court sheuld have been very well aware efJ

Thereby, the ceurts reference te the cenments by the petitiener,
and his eomments, by itself was met suffiestent te everseme the errer
in the imstructien, and the courts failure te review all the evidence,
o th pont-offeale; and pre-e¢ffenss, guilt phase and sanity phase
evidgnee; ﬁniermiael any finding that the Appellate Court made in this
ease?d |

It must be remembered, that the standards set im KELLY AND DREW,
Suprk., are the same that have been adepted in the Pederal Courts.,
U.S. V. FREEMAN 357 P.24 606, 616-617 (24, Cir{ 1966), FOPE V. U.S.
(1967) 372 Pi2d T10 (9th Cir.), BLAKE V. U.S. 407 F.2d 90@. (6%h Cirs
2969) 3 U.S. V. SHAPIRO 383 P.2d4 680, 685 (8th Cir: 1967)3 |

Besause Califernia's twe preng trial, quilt phase, and samity phase is

mueh the same as that im BINDH V. MURPHY, Supra., demsurriag aad

iianentiuq_opinion of.Jultioe Diane P& Weeds, with whem Ripple and
!bvner} Jeined, at pgd 26; subjeet to.the courtss reviewy
_ Unlike LINDH, Supra.; petitieners esame is well evidenced and will
~ presented by substantial evidence, and thus the erimimal rules of trial
are imtaet in the sanity phase of fhe triad &

Thus we must first viéw the 1nutrustioln umder the U.S. Suprene
Ceurt holiingl in BARELLA Vo GAiI!ORNDl (2989) 491 U.S. 263,

where the eeurt held that where insonplete or impreper imstructiems
are givea te the jury, it is 1-perni-l1ble fer the court te substitute

1¢'s findiags ef the fasts %o suppert the verdict, in that i% is akins
te an impermissible direct verdiet by the courd. 109 sdctd at p 2412¢
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and 2422, same as held im OSBORNE V. OHIO (1990) 110 S.Ct, A691¢

While in the sanity phase of the trillalpetitioi?r bere the burdea of
pr'gf;_the trial court was met &llewed te put & deuble durdem on

hing as dees the impreperly givea imstrustien, mer seuld the sourt of
uppea} in its helding vielante its ewn Juiilpruienoo; te find harmiess
errery Kddly and Drew, Supré., 1.e. petitioners comments, as evidenee
of manityy or lmewing right frem wreagy mer ean the reviewing sourd
ignere $he whele recerd, senirary to.what the jury kad te sensider,
per the instructions givem 14, but the seurt is beund e the reserd
befors it im its entirity, YAZRS V, BV‘!Q?IQI 8.,C¢ %884 (2991),

at 1894¥ TIn Yates, Justise Sealim, eiting his eencurremce im
Carella, Justice Sealia elaberates, Even if a reviewing ceurt eaa
sreverly assume the jury made the ultimate faet determinmatien, it
esannet assume that it did se using the apprepriate buriden eof yroof?
Here, it is eenclusive that the jury was beund te the dreeling
idiet testy because it is assumed that a jury fellews it's ewn
instrustiens, HARIRO -V, uns. 113 3dctd 933, 939 (2993), further it

was the enly inastructien they were given te fellew en the insaity
188ue
Hewever, errer dees met atep there, the jury was net givan an
instructien that a defendant®: eemments er verbal cemmunicatiens
of rizht and wremg, dees net preve sanitys This weuld be ceunaels
fault, fer failure te request the instructiem, whieh is supperted by
Te evaiunte the orrer we nunf leek te the evidence that was
astually defore the juryf

Pre-Offence Evidences Marian Saumders and Michael Bedkim, Carl Hansen,

2T
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feund that petitiener was unstable and unsephistacated, witheut geed
erientatien te reality, eapable of impulsive acts, witheut the mensal
ability te plan anyﬁhing eomplicatedf He was menitered elesely an

& prime candidate fer suicide, See Appdx: I page 39,

The recerd is full ef temtimeny apout the Pendragem meefings,
the drugs used, aleshel used, and Richards presistent pushing ef the
Pendragen plan, There is teatimeny of hew petitiener teld peeple
abput tho_tako ever and plan, and mega bucks, ete.; he was threughly
indectrinated inte the Pendragen ylan, and ebedient te its leader;
Plus thre is evidenece of a very illiterate yeung man; with a mental
diserder; leeking fer aceeptance frem semeene, te be a part of seme-
thing.

POST-OFPENSE RVIDENCE::

There is testimeny that petitiener was in the shewer shanting
kill him; Xxill him; get te kill him; the exact imnstructiens that he
wag gliven by Riehards befbre the murder andé during the nurdarf The
Experts by the defense; Jenathan Freneh; Brian Gowld, and Drl
BRenan Redriguez, all feund that petitiener had a mental diserder,
that he believed in Riechards at the time of the nmurder, that drugs
and aleehel) , ceupled with his histery ef hmllucinations, made it
prebable petitiener was psyehetis at the time ef the murder and
hallueinating, with evidence that he telé people he did things that
aeturlly éid net eecur, and theugh exeluded, he said he did te the
vietim during hia interregatien, all elearly hallucianztiens en
his part and what he did. VWhen viewed a8 a whele there is mothing
that is equivecal about the nental state of the petitionerf
PROSECUTION EVIDENCE:

All the evidence frem witnesses, beth in the petitioners trial and

-} 8-
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Righards trial; shew a yattern of brain washing and eenditiening
of the petitiener, and his suseeptability te it The enly defense
evidence by the presacutien that was intended te ceunter the
defense, was DrJ Buehler, whees epinien was se centrary te the rest
of the reeerd that iz was elear semething was wreng, and this semething
was in fact brought out by defense seunsel, Dr, Buehler, did net
review, mee or knew about the Pendragen evidence ether then what he
heard in ceurt and was net part e¢f his evaluatisn, further, ence he
was teld msbeut it, his epinien became very equiveea), and he determined
the evidenee withheld frem his evaluatiem, eseuld have altered hia
opiniolé

Censidering the 1aw of this came, the instructienal errer, and
the entire recerd, the appellate courts failure to follew itas ewm
jurisprudense, and coenstitutienal guidelines on instruetienal erver,
and failure te review the whele recerd that had te be censidered by
the jury, the finding that the errer was harmless is undermined,
hewever, sstting aside this finding, the ceurt muat see that
the evidence that petitiener was insane at the time of the erimey
and did net knew right frem wreng, was in fact clear and eenvinecing,
and the prezesutien did net presemt an expert that gave elear and
eenvineing evidence te the centrary, under the standards of a lesser
degree such ﬁ- preef beyend a reasenable deubt, i;ei where there 1is
substantial evidenee te suppert the findinge, and - .’ whether the
serrect legaul ﬁtaniardn were applied, SEEESON V. SULLIVAN 876 P.2d 683,

687 (9th Cir? 1985), alse mee Davis v Heskler Susra,, this seurt

weuld have te reverse and set aside the findings ef the jury and
aprellate court?

Here, absent the imstretienal errer, the equivecal testimeny ef

9~
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Dr Buehler, was inssuffieient te find that petitiener knew right
frem wreng, and ne ratienal trier of fact eould have found etherwiae,

BRer was there c¢lear and cenvineing evid&nde that would suppet any
ether eenelusien ALLEN V. HECKLER 749 P.2d 577, 579 (9th Cir. 1985)3

This being true, it is impossible that the instructienal errer in this
same coeuld have pasped the harmless beyend & reasenable deudbt standard;
CHAPMAN V. CALIFORNIA (1967) 386 U.S. 18, er the substantial and
injurieus effect en the verdiet standard, BRECHT V. ABRAHAMSON, supra.,

wherefers; reviewing the reecerd in the light mest faverable te the
presectuien, absent the instructienal errer, and absent the presecutien
miseenduct of net giving his expert the erucial evidence and faets
about Pendragen, (see argument I), ne ratienal trier of fact ceuld
have feund petitiener sane at the time of the offense? Petitoner
believes that the ceurt sheuld enter a net gullty by the reason of
insanity, but at the very least erder a new trial fer the petitienery
or reduce jhe finding_of guilt te invlountary‘manalaughterﬁ Habeas:
Cerpus sheuld issue as & matter of 1awsd
' CONCLUSION

Petitioner believes that he has shown that the presecutien in
this case cemmitted niseenduct, cenduct that is eutragesus, and -
egregieus, that infested the whele trial and denied petitiener due
sresess of laws U.S. V. GARZA-JUAREZ 992 F.2d 896, 904 (9th Cir. 1993);

¥.S. V. DUDDEN 65 P.3d 1461, 1466 (9th Cir. 1996).

PetitQener believes that he has shewn ineffective assistance of
counsel, sush as caused petitiener signifiscant prejudice and the
less of petentially meriterieus defenses that in all likelfheed
weuld have resulted in a verdict mere fhvura?le te the petitisner,

STRICKLAND V. WASHINGTON: 466 U.S. 668 (1984)3
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Petitioner further centenis that the faets and law in this ease shew
that the evidence was insufficient te cenvict the petitiener and

find that he was sane, and if net for the instructional errer and

the appellate ceurts misapplication ef the law, as well as presecutien
miseonduct, petitioner weuld have been feund insane as a matter of
law,

WHEREFORE, Petitiener prays this ceurt grant the relief requested

and er as the ceurt deems just and preper

Dates: '}é‘a_- /5 - '19?‘3
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INTRODUCTION

The ‘'Pendragon' murder trial of Mark Richards in
Superior Court for the County of Marin received an enormous
amount of media coverage in the San Francisco Bay Area during
the months of February, March and April, 1984. (CT: 193-246;
Post, fn. 1.) Mark Richards was convicted of murder in the
first degree of Richard Baldwin, and Richards is now serving
a life term in state prison without the possibility of
parole; his appeal is pending in Division Three of this First
District Court of Appeal. (1/CRIM. NO. A028291.)

The separate trial of Crossan D. Hoovér, Jr., the
juvenile accused of delivering the blows that killed Richard
Baldwin, received little attention by comparison. The reason
is fairly simple to explain. In the Richards' case the
prosecution revealed his paramilitary plan to take over Marin
County, arguing how, in the words of Jack Viets of the San
Francisco Chronicle, "Richards mani_pulated his young workers
with the Pendragon fantasy, and brainwashed Crossan Hoover,
Jr., then 17, so that on a signal from Richards, he crushed
Baldwin's skull with a basebﬁll bat in his shop, and then
shoved a chisel and screwdriver into his chest." (CT: 193.)
Once the takeover had been revealed, and the cult leader
trapped under the lense of a public trial, the light faded
some, and the public did not take long to lose interest in a

mere pawn of The Pendragon.
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However, the government also changed its theory of the
case in prosecuting Crossan Hoover. The transformation was
complete., Crossan was no longer the "manipulated" or
"brainwashed" puppet of a charismatic leader. He had acted
in a cold-blooded manner to satisfy his greed.

* * *

Before appellant proceeds to the merits, and there are
several sound bases for reversal, it is worthwhile to take
a look behind the scenes at the historical background from
which this case gathers its depth. For one reason alone such
an extra-judicial inquiry is justified: The prosecution's
flip-flop on the approach to Pendragon creates important
ethical issues that cannct be neatly brushed under the
carpet. One question immediately comes to mind. Why would
the the People approach the case of Mark Richards on the
theory that the "Pendragon fantasy" was a real and powerful
force on the minds of the youths involved, and then steer a
course clear away from the magnetic pole of Pendragon in the
trial of the Hoover case?

Perhaps this introduction will help to explain the
reason implicit in the change in course. For Hoover's
defense of insanity, unlike that presented in the Richards
case, was not based upon denying the reality of Pendragon,
but placed its full weight on the meaning and power of

Pendragon.
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'‘Pendragon' is derived from Welsh meaning "dragon head,"
or "foremost leader," and came to mean "Chief Dragon of the
Island," as it was first used formally by Sir Thomas Malory

in Le Morte d'Arthur in 1485 as surname for Uther, father of

Arthur, King of the Britons. (Oxford English Dictionary; The

Discovery of King Arthur, Ashe, G. (1985, Anchor Press), p.
8.) | '

Every scheol child has heard of King Arthur and his
Knights of the Round Table, but few of us appreciate the
significant enduring mythic streams that have sprung from the
twelfth century well of Geoffrey of Monmouth's quasi-

historical, History of the Kings of Britain.

It was not long before King Arthur, Chief Dragon of the
Island, was being compared with Alexander the Great and
Charlemagne as one of the supreme monarchs in Eurpocean

literature. (Discovery of King Arthur, supra, pp. 3-19; The

Saxon and Norman Kings, Brooke, C. (Fontana, 1963; 1l4th

imp., 1978), p. 192.) But not much was really known of his
life until recently; its mystery is probably overshadowed

only by that of Jesus of Nazareth. (King Arthur: King of

Kings, Markale, J. (Gordon & Cremonesi, 1976, p.97.)

Great creative =-- and destructive -- rivers have since
flowed into and out ¢of the pool of the legend, and lest one
thinks the power of the myth has diminished in our world,
look at its clear reflection in the imagination of the
contemporary mind.

In 1983 Berkeley writer Marion Zimmer Bradley's The

PAGE 3/PEQPLE V. CROSSAN D. HOOVER, JR./OPENING BRIEF
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Mists of Avalon told the legend from the standpoint of the

women in the Arthurian legend and her book stood 12 weeks on
the New York Times Best Seller list. In 1978, Thomas Berger,

whose works include Little Big Man and Neighbors, wrote

another highly praised version, Arthur Rex, a modern,

off-the-wall interpretation of Malory's tale, and major
publishers have not failed to capitalize on the drift of the

current: Mary Stewart's successful Merlin trilogy The Crystal

Cave (1970), The Hollow Hills (1973), The Last Enchantment

(1979), followed by another title, The Wicked Day (1983); Joy

Chant's The High Kings (1983), translated early Welsh folk

tales of Arthur from the Dark Ages of Celtic history; and

Gillian Bradshaw's Merlin trilogy received academic honors,

Hawk of May (1980), Kingdom of Summer (1981) and In Winter's

Shadow (1982); Catherine Christian's The Pendragon (1978), is

still another recent version of Arthurian legend.

Of course other writers with a slightly different
approach to literature made successful forays into the
legend, providing the bases for a number of light, popular

films and plays: Mark Twain's The Connecticut Yankee in King

(1939) and The Once and Future King (1940); Le rner and Lowe

adapted the latter into the wonderful Broadway musical and

film, Camelot (1960; 1967).
///
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However, in 1981, John.Boorman's British production,
Excalibur, starring a major Shakespearean actor, Nicol
Williamson, as Merlin, rendered fifth century Britain in
sexually explicit, mystically cruel realism. (The production
does not shy away from Arthur's conception, accomplished when
Uther Pendragon rapes Ygraine while magically disguised by
Merlin as her husband, the Duke of Tintagel, or from Arthur
bewitched by his half-sister, Morgraine, siring his traitor,
Mordret, or from Lancelot and Guinevere in flagrante
delicto. )}

A number of scholars have devoted a fair amount
of their lives to tracing the Medieval literary and political
milieu in which Arthurian legends flowered, forming the myth
upon which most of current conceptions rest, but the most
recent research into late antiquity and the Dark Ages
provides convincing historical evidence for Arthur. And
Geoffrey Ashe, Arthur's leading historian, and Jean Markale,
Professor of Celtic History at the Sorbonne in Paris, have
produced their best works within the past decade.

Consequently, the story of The Pendragon is one that
cannot be easily ignored like an obscure fairy tale. In fact
it has a powerful mythic structure, and Northrop Frye says:

" Mythology has an encyclopedic quality about it:
it tends to cover all the essential concerns of its
society .... About two generations ago there was a
fashion for crying up the Middle Ages as a golden era

in which all aspects of human life were united in a
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common body of beliefs and wvalues. The intellectual
unity of that time, however, was largely a
rationalizing of its centralized authority.”

(The Great Code, The Bible and Literature, Frye, N.

[HBJ, 1982], p. 51.)
All Arthurian literature centers around its commanding
archetypal leader, who, like Robert the Bruce, united his
pecple in the gloriocus struggle to remain independent, but
ultimately were subsumed into the glory that is Great
Britain. Unlike The Bruce, however, Arthur has "inspired the

chivalries of half the world...." (The Matter of Wales: Epic

Views of a Small Country, Morris, J. {Oxford Un.,1984},p.59.)

However, it is in fact a truth that Arthurian legends
imply the extinction of the Britons as a separate people,
whose Welsh sons and daughters claim as ancestors, but during
Arthur's reign he produced a brief golden age in the fifth
century when the mysteries of Celtic civilization were
revived and joined with Christian mysteries in marriage.

In understanding what the Pendragon murder cases are
about then, it is worthwhile to point out a few shadows
lurking behind the myth that are coften overlooked in the
initial blinding attraction of the idyll. One is that
"Arthurian chivalry is directed solely towards the
satisfaction of honor and the self-interested acquisition of
wealth or emotional gain," and the property and lives of
others may.be taken for the order of the Knights of the Round

Table:
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1 * It is worth stressing.the point that Arthurian
® 92 knighthood represents a political attempt on the
3 part of one social class to maintain a system of
4 corfupt feudalism which is profitable to itself."”
® 5 (King of Kings, supra, pp. 72-73.)
6 A second dark aspect of the myth is that:
7 " A leader without an army behind him is just
® 8 a voice crying in the wilderness. A king without
9 the warrior elite of Britain around him is just
10 a useless figurehead. All the different versions
® 11 of the Arthurian legend emphasize Arthur's quality
12 as a catalyst." |
13 (1d., at p. 133.)
® 14
15 Finally, the myth derives much of its power from the
16|| inscription on Arthur's legendary tombstone:
® 17 HIC IACET ARTHURUS REX, REX QUONDAM REXQUE FUTURUS
18 (Here lies Arthur, King that was, King that shall be.)
19 (Ashe, The Discovery of King Arthur, supra, p. 191.)
® 20| Indeed, in his otherwise masterful historical work, Professor
21|| Markale, who early on recognizes "the belief in Arthur's
22|i return [as] not a literary invention but a myth deeply rooted
® 23({t among the Celtic pecoples...,” seems to believe {in the
24|| messianic spell of the myth himself:
25 " It is in this sense that the Aruthurian epic,
® 26 whether it be really historical or mythically
27 real, provides food for thought. For the '
28
® PAGE 7/PEQPLE V. CROSSAN D. HOOVER, JR./OPENING BRIEF
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Arthurian world is an ideal in which the unity of
an extensive nation and the diversity of many
very particular social groups are combined. It
matters little whether it was a medieval dream

or not; it is up to us teo bring it to life.

We have made him the symbol of an ideal society
such as was promised us by the prophets and poets.
One day their predictions must come true. It is
our right and ocur duty to waken King Arthur. "

(King of Kings, supra, p. 53, 220.)

But Geoffrey Ashe warns of an equally valid conclusion:

/17

* Henry VII posed successfully as the King through
whom the prophecy would be fulfilled, and an
Arthurian movement might be possible today if its
chiefs could hit on a formula -- witness the Nazi
use of Wagner and the Siegfried mythology. It is
easy to conjure up an alarming picture of a
latter-day leader being proclaimed as a new Arthur,
even as Arthur reincarnate, and attracting
influential and sinister mystics promising their
own brand of a golden age. "

(The Discovery of King Arthur, Supra, p. 192.)

PAGE 8/PEOPLE V. CROSSAN D. HOOVER, JR./OPENING BRIEF
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As will be shown in the following pages, Mark Richards,
born June 28, 1953, painted a picture of a Marin County of
the future, a place to establish a new golden age. Backed by
millionaire Marin resident, Star Wars' George Lucas, and
viewing himself as The Pendragon, he pretended to The
Pendragen. The dragon consumed him.

At least those are the broad brush strokes which with
the prosecution painted its picture for the Richards' jury.

As Professor Markale demonstrates, however, and Geoffrey
Ashe cautions, those who attempt to take control of the
mythic power of The Pendragon are dealing with a dangerously
potent force. The prosecution in the Richards case portrayed
the Pendragon conspiracy to the jury as a reality, building
its case stone by meticulous stone upon the spellbinding
power of Mark Richards to "brainwash" and "manipulate Crossin
(sic) Hoover into the position where he actually killed a
man." (Post, Argument II.}

In terms of Jungian psychoanalysis the collective
unconscious plays such a critical role in the diagnosis of
mental disease: |

" When people lose their hold on the concrete values
of life the unconsciocus contents become overwhelm-
ingly real. Considered from the psychological

standpoint, psychosis is a mental condition in which
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formerly unconscious elements take the place of

reality."

(3 Collected Works of C.G. Jung, The Psychogenesis

of Mental Disease (1972 ed.), p. 224.)

And the archetype of the 'hero' is of fundamental pyschic

stuff. (Id., Psychology of the Unconscious, p. 191 et seq.)

Appellant will argue that whether Mark Richards believed
he could harness the power of Arthur and become The Pendragon
should not have been an issue at the trial of Crossan Hcoover:
the prosecution cast its stone at the Richards' trial.
Whether the myth, manipulated by a charismatic big brother, .
overpowered a juvenile with a documented history of severe
emotional problems orienting to life,was the crux of the
defense of Crossan D. Hoover, Jr.

The prosecution's efforts to dissuade the jury in the
Hoover case from the reality of the Pendragon conspiracy, and
any effect it may have had on Crossan Hoover, raises some
ethical questions about the government's role in prosecution.

Consequently, although reversal of the sanity phase of
trial is mandated under recent, controlling Supreme Court
decision, and several other grounds exist for reversal and
retrial on guilt and sanity phases, appellant should be found

not guilty by reason of insanity as a matter of law.

///
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PROCEDURAL SUMMARY

After Preliminary Hearing held October 5, 1982 in
the Central District Municipal Court of California for the
County of Marin, appellant, Crossan ('Crossie') David Hoover,
Jr., was bound over to Superior Court for the County of Marin
on an Information filed October 18, 1982; he was charged with
viclating The Penal Code, section 187, in the murder of
Richard Alexander Baldwin, alleging the use of a deadly and
dangerous weapon (knife, screwdriver and baseball bat) within
the meaning of section 12022 (b). (CT: 1-81; 82.) *1

Deputy District Attorney Edward S. Berberian represented
the People and Edward Torrico was appointed attorney for
appellant in the proceedings below (CT: 1l; 83); appellant,
although a seventeen year old juvenile at the time of the
alleged commission of the offenses (on or about July 6,
1982), was found fit to be charged as an adult, September 13,
1982, and entered pleas of not guilty and not guilty by
reascon of insanity, denying the section 12022(b) allegation.
(CT:83; Cf,, CT: 670.) Bail was set at $250,000.00. (CT: 8l.)
1. All statutory references are to The Penal Code of the
State of California unless otherwise noted; 'CT' and 'RT'
abbreviations refer to the record prepared for this appeal in
Clerk's and Reporter's Transcripts respectively, followed by
a colon, and page and line references, where appropriate.
{(There are a number of duplicate page numbers in the record

and they are designated by a "/" when necessary.)
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After motion to supress appellant's tape-recorded
confession under section 1538.5 was denied in Municipal
Court, and again when joined with a motion to set aside the
information under section 995 in Superior Court, appellant
moved to suppress at an in limine hearing held prior to voir
dire of the prospective jurors. (CT: 39-42; 73-83: 98-132;
170-181; 183.) The Honorable Louis H. Burke, Judge pro
tempore, former Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of
California, granted the motion to suppress the confession as
unconstitutionally obtained on July 16, 1982, the date
appellant was arrested and taken into custody at the San
Rafael Police Department. (RT: 1-74/1-74/102; 93-171.)

In othef prétrial orders, discovery motions were granted
in pertient part, including some 25,000 pages of materials
seized from Richards' home (CT: 182; RT: 1033; 1339-1341),
the People's consclidation motion was denied (CT: 166-169;
182; 185-186), and appellant's motion for change of venue was
denied (RT: 1-8). *2
2. As pointed out in the Introduction, appellant's case is

intertwined with People v. Mark Richards, A028291, tried

two months before this action. As a result of the publicity
in the Richards case (e.g., CT: 191-214), Judge Burke granted
appellant's motion for an in camera hearing of the motion to
suppress his confession, May 3, 1984, over the objections of
the People and the Press (RT: 30-36), but he denied the

motion for change of venue. (CT: 191-214.)
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The guilt phase of appellant's trial commenced May 17,
1984, and concluded one month later, upon submission of some
300 exhibits, in a verdict of guilty on the murder charge and
a finding that the allegation was true. (RT: 194; 2664/3-
2664/6.) During this phase of the trial no major evidentiary
objections were raised, although Deputy District Attorney
Edward Berberian unsuccessfully attempted to introduce
appellant's confession once in the guilt phase and again at
the sanity trial. (RT: 172-175; 180-183; 2468-2475.)

However, at the request of the People, over objection
(RT: 193/57-193/58), the court instructed the prospective
jurors:

" It is not a case which involves the death penalty,

and, incidentally, the matter of penalty is

something which the jury must not permit to enter

into its discussion or determination of the case

in any way. " (RT: 193/58: 4-7.)

And again, at the conclusion of instructions to the jury at
the guilt phase, and over objection (RT: 2723-2724), the
court gave a 'modified' CALJIC 17.42 instruction to the jury:

" As I advised you at the onset of the trial,

this is not a case involving the death penalty.

In your deliberations, the subject of penalty or

punishment is not to be discussed ér considered

by you. This is not a matter which -- I'm sorry.

This is a matter which must not in any way

affect your verdict. " (RT: 2659: 12-17; CT: 428.)
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Furthermore, after the guilty verdict had been returned,

and once the sanity trial had concluded, the court instructed

the jury according to CALJIC 4.0 in effect at that time:
" A person is legally insane when by reason of
mental distress (sic) or illness he was incapable
of knowing or understanding the nature and quality
of his act and incapable of distinguishing right
from wrong at the time of the commission of the
offense. " (RT: 2790: 27-28 - 2791: 1-3.)
In addition, the written form of the instruction was sent in
to the jury room during deliberations and read, inter alia:
" A person is legally insane when [by reason
of mental disease or mental defect] he was
incapable of knowing or understanding the
nature and quality of his act and incapable
of distinguishing right from wrong at the time
of the commission of the offense."
(CT: 457; CT: 463-465.)

Moreover, during the sanity phase of the trial, defense

motions were made to examine Juror Russell Lessig and to have

a physical and mental examination conducted, or to examine
the foreperson, in order to seat an alternate in Lessig's
place, based upon the observations of court Bailiff, Nancy
Sorenson; Deputy Sorenson testified to the unusual behavior
of Mr. Lessig during several visits she made to the jury
room. (RT: 2801-2812.) The court denied the motions. (RT:

2812-2818.)
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The jury determined appellant was not legally insane at
the time of commission of the crime. (RT: 2821.)

On November 8, 1984, appellant's motion for a new trial
was denied (RT: 2829; Cf., CT: 649-441; 663-668; 735A-1), and
he was sentenced to serve a term of 25 years to life
imprisonment, . with a one-year enhancement; the court directed
appellant be committed initially to the California Youth
Authority, advising him of the condition of lifetime parole
supervision and of his appeal rights. (RT: 2847-2849; CT:
734-735.)

Appellant filed timely notice of appeal and designation
of record. (CT: 737-741.) Counsel was appeinted February 19,

1985, and the record was filed herein November 21, 1985.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

ON TBE SURFACE

On one level, Mark Richards showed early signs of
swimming to the top, when, in the mid-seventies at Dominican
College in Marin County, he resurrected the school paper,
made excellent grades in History, became a faculty favorite,
wooed his 'princess' from the student body, and his early
writings suggest at least an ability to imagine and attempt
to discipline his fantasies in a highly demanding art form.
(RT: 1710-1713; Cf., Post, Argument II.)

However, even though Mark Richards may have been a big
fish in his mid-twenties, he was swimming in a very small

pond. When he swam into greater seas he proved himself
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capable of polluting the waters wherever he went.

For example, his first known enterprise organized
shortly after marriage in 1979 to college sweetheart, Caryn
Cerruti, was a firm called, 'Engineer Constructors.' It
failed dismally, and he and his neighborhood buddy and
partner, Craig Andrews, split up on bad terms. (RT: 1060-
1061; 1716; 1244.) Then he tried his hand developing an
electric-car prototype with Charles Costelli, but that
fizzled out quickly in a garage adjoined to the Classic Car
Shop on Front Street in San Rafael, where he associated with
Richard Baldwin, an eccentric person with a penchant for
cars, guns, and, apparently, making money. (RT: 1731-32.,)

But on the surface Richards appears to have kept up this
creative-genius, high-profile image, maintaining his stable
of sports cars, including two leased Porsches and a Jensen
Intercepter; thanks to a down-payment gift from his parents,
Richards and Caryn were able to purchase a house in San
Anselmo at 366 Butterfield Road in November, 1981. (RT:
1744; 1714-1715.)

Caryn, who had held a position at a convalescent home
for five years, drew a $800 net monthly salary in January,
1982, but she did not pay any attention to their perscnal
finances, although they were on a tight budget; she just did
her work, brought home the money, and entrusted everything to
Mark, who would give her a kind of weekly allowance. (RT:
1730.) So in January, 1982, when Mark applied for federal

assistance, claiming storm damage to their home that never
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occurred, Caryn did not know he had made the claim, forged
her signature on documents, or that the Small Business
Administration relief check for $5,000 went into their
checking account. (RT: 1732; 1740.)

By this time Richards had returned to the construction
business, doing odd-jobs around Marin, barely scraping by on
what Caryn was making. (RT: 1717.) But Richards was not to
be deterred, and his schemes took convoluted turns.

In May, for example, he convinced, Donald Kline, an
insurance agent, to let him do the construction on the
Klines' house; the Klines wanted to convert their garage into
ancther room with a bath for their new baby. (RT: 187/33 -
187/35.) Their agreement included some cash up front, the
remainder at the end, and Mr. Kline agreed to let Richards
have his 1965 blue Ford pickup at the front end of the deal.
(RT: 187/49 ~ 187/50.)

However, as Mr. Kline was soon to learn when he and his
pregnant wife started to notice the teenagers coming out in
early June to the house to do the work, Richards was all
talk. (RT: 187/46 - 187/47.) 1In fact, by the time they
realized it, Richards had created an "absolute disaster."
(RT: 187/38; 478; 564.) Their dream house was becoming a
nightmare, and their inquiries disclosed that Richards was
not even a licensed contractor. (RT: 187/38.) The Klines
were upset and threatened suit. (RT: 469; 1732-1733.)}

But they were not alone. Richards had conned a local

church to pay him to construct a kitchen, which he delegated
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to his unskilled labor force and which had also turned into a
disaster. (RT: 478; 564.) Caryn began receiﬁing late-
payment telephone calls from mortgage and automobile lenders.
(RT: 1744; 1747.) And eighteep-year old Willy Robles, one of
Richards' key employees, who had lived with his girlfriend,
fifteen~-year old, Kimberly Hoover, at the Richards' home for
a couple of months (April-June 1982), suddenly up and left
the Richards' home, quit his job in a midnight telephone
call, and enlisted in the United States Navy. (RT: 1727;
1749; 1761-62) *3

In the mean time, Richards had signed a $6,000
commercial lease in San Rafael, again forging his wife's
signature, and he had apparently entered into a verbal
agreement with a woman, "Bob's Wife," to open up a video game.
and T-shirt store, Star Base One. (RT: 1741-1742; 1759-1761.)
Towards the end Richards told his wife they "needed extra
money,* and he said he was going to start dealing drugs; she
was against it, but said she didn't care so long as she left
him out of it. (RT: 1729-1730.) Caryn never saw the
mortgage foreclosure notice for $4,589.16 arrears; at the
time of trial she testified she was paying off an $8,000 tax
liability she never knew she had accumulated. (RT: 1747-1748.)
3. Crossan Hoover tried to enlist too, but he was
unacceptable because he had neither a high school diploma nor
its equivalent; in his own words, " 'I didn't have enough

brains.' " (RT: 2382: 25.)
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IMPERIAL MARIN

Mark Richards planned the takeover of Marin County by
strategic military actions, the bombing of the Golden Gate
and San Rafael-Richmond Bridges to iscolate Marin from the
south and east, blockading or destroying the two highway
arteries from the north, and protected by the ocean and
natural barriers on the west, he planned a laser weapon for
the high peint atop Mount Tamalpais. (RT: 707) As local
pelice forces within the county were swiftly eliminated, the
Pendragon knights would then systematically snuff out the
undesireables remaining in the county, homosexuals, perverts,
and any remaining dissidents. (RT: 568-571; 1830.) The
Pendragon would take command of his kingdom, Triskelion, from
the San Francisco Theological Seminary, a castle-like
structure from which he would rule as far as the eye could
see. (RT: 1106-1109; 2120; Cf., Post, Argument II.)

Secretly backed by Marin mogul, and internationally
acclaimed science fiction movie director, George Lucas, whose
autographed photograph Richards claimed for the wall of his
study (RT: 572; 702; 1022), the High King, Mark Richards, in
his rightful position as The Pendragon, would then begin to
reward his subject knights with property and critical roles
in the realm. (RT: 571-572.) His best friend, 'Jchn'’
(Carrington), a naval medical intelligence officer, another
one of Richards' secret wealthy backers (RT: 709; 1107-1108;
1135; 2125), would take his position as War Lord (RT: 702;

1044-1045; 1055.) Willy Robles would be Duke of Deerfield
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({RT: 571), John Stapp would be Earl of Tamalpais {RT: 706),
Pete Neal would be War Lord and Castellian of Angel Island
(RT: 1151), Richard Camaraotta, Earl of Olima (RT: 2021), and
Crossie Hoover, Count of Angel Island (RT: 708; 1013; 2387).
(Cf., RT: 988-999; 1009-1015; 2387.)

In preparation for the takeover, Richards had apparently
convinced Willy Robles of the viability of Triskelion in
early 1982, and Willy became his chief recruiter. (RT: 1102;
2116; 2130-2132; 2184-2186.) Willy brought in several kids
from the Marin high schools, who then attended Tuesday night
meetings with Richards; neither women nor girls were allowed
at the meetings. (RT: 2186; 1718-1719.) Marijuana and
alcohol were freely consumed at the meetings, and, since Pete
Neal, Crossie and Willy Robles used cocaine regularly, it is
likely they also used cocaine at the meetings as well. (RT:
1758; 2123.)

At these meetings Richards brought out topographical
and aerial maps of Marin County and he directed attention to
the strategic points (police stations, bridges, bunkers,
etc.), which had been meticulously marked, and Richards did
all the talking; if there were any questions, his knights
would ask. (RT: 1019-1021;:; 1141; 1719; 1109; 1139; 2121.)
And on several occasions, Richards took his recruits out to
the critical sights, such as Angel Island, his future command
center at the San Francisco Theological Seminary, Ft. Baker,
and Mount Tamalpais, and he would direct attention to the

significance of each place. (RT: 568; 705-706; 1016; 1021;
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1108; 1131-1133; 1140; 2121; 2133.) Richards developed files
for each knight, a history of beach fortifications in the bay
area, composed a Pendragon newsletter and other 'top secret'
handouts of defense and weapons systems, and he devised a
plan for a mock takeover, or war game, on the Renaissance
Faire. (RT: 572; 944; 989; 997; 1013; 1024; 1108; 2122.)

Further, Richards maintained some sort of replica of a
medeival knight's armour, and several swords were on display
(RT: 989; 1021-1022; 1142), but in addition to these somewhat
innocuous items, Richards' house was a small arsenal of
modern weaponry: Approximately one dozen rifles and handguns
-~ some fully locaded -- with ample ammunition, were seized
from Richards' house in July, 1982. (RT: 998-1007.)

THE DEATH OF RICHARD BALDWIN

Richard Baldwin, 36 at the time of his death, was an old
friend of Mark Richards; he went to Mark and Caryn's wedding
in 1979 and Caryn had been introduced to him three-four years
before that. (RT: 209; 1713-1714.) Baldwin ran the Classic
Car Shop at 36 Front Street in San Rafael, where he restored
cars and apparently made a pretty decent living; Richards had
rented space from Baldwin. (RT: 1714.) He owned a house
nearby, a pack-rat's paradise. (RT: 211~-212; 351.) Baldwin
was also an avid gun collector, and he carried large amounts
of cash around, sometimes as much as $1,000.00. (RT: 248;
1083-1100.)

Ellen Baldwin, Richard's mother, described a telephone

conversation she had had with her son in May, 1982, in which
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he said Richards approached him with a plan to manufacture
machine gun and laser weapon parts for "warfare of some
kind." (RT: 2167.) Richard then described how Mark wanted
the weapons to be stored somewhere in Fresno, where he had a
friend. (RT: 2167.) (John Carrington lived in Fresno at the
time. [RT: 1046].) Richard explained Mark was "acting
‘rather weird,'" and he told his mother about some plan Mark
had of taking over Marin County; she said she thought Mark's
"fantasy" was a rather "large order," and she suggested he
dissociate himself from Richards and his group and inform the
police. (RT: 2168.)

A couple of weeks later Mrs. Baldwin asked her son what
was happening with Mark, and Richard said the subject had not
come up again and Mark was acting more "normal"™ again. (RT:
2168-2169.)

Little did Baldwin know, Richards had made other plans
for his 'friend.'

As previously noted, Richards financial situation was
worsening as July approached. Towards the middle of June
Richards asked Pete Neal and Willy Robles if they would help
him murder Dick Baldwin; he said Baldwin owed him about
$2,000 and would not pay up, and he was concerned that
Baldwin knew too much about Pendragon and would inform the
police. (RT: 1113-1114; 1131.) Pete said he was surprised at
the question, but let it slide because no plans were made.
(RT: 1114.) Shortly thereafter Willy Robles left the

Richards' house, quit working for Richards, and joined the

PAGE 22/PEOPLE V. CROSSAN D. HOOVER, JR./OPENING BRIEF




S PO 0O =1 T L ke O N

NN e ek e ek e e me ek bk e

Navy, probably because Richérds had threatened him. Pete
Neal stayed away. (RT: 1134; 1762; 2123; 2229.)
Richards wasted no time searching for Kai and Bedwyr.
After a few Pendragon meetings, and steady work with
Richards, Andrew Campbell testified Richards approached him
with the plot to murder Baldwin; Campbell ;;ys he never
believed in Pendragon, but Richards sure did. (RT: 523-524.)
" Q0 Did Mr. Richards ever tell you what he
was going to do with any of the money or the
proceeds he got from the killing?
A Wanted to take over Marin County.
Q What are you talking about?
A That was his Pendragon thing. I mean he
wanted to get out of debt .... [A]nd he
wanted to use the rest for his plot to

take over Marin."™ (RT: 522: 18-26.)

Richard Baldwin had been missing from July 6 to July 15,
1982, when a body was found by the skipper of The Little
Sampson floating off Point McNear at the mouth to San Pablo
Bay. at 5:00 p.m., July 13, 1982. (RT: 205; 210; 304-305; 319-
320.) The body decomposed rapidly in the water, but the
autopsy showed the cause of death was probably the result of
a single blow to the head, a skull fracture and brain
hemorrage; there were also two knife-like wounds to the heart
that would have been lethal. (RT: 435-439; 456-457.) The

victim was identified as Richard Baldwin. (RT: 319-320; 343.)
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THE TESTIMONY OF ANDREW CAMPBELL

Andrew Campbell, represented by the Marin County Public
Defender, confessed on July 28, 1982, and was granted
immunity from prosecution. (RT; 581-585.)

Andrew, a seventeen year o©old who was not in school and
was unemployed, met Mark Richards in April, 1982, when his
friend, Crossan Hoover, called him and said he was working
for Richards and they needed some extra help. (RT: 467.) He
worked for awhile on the Kline construction and he became
aware of the construction errors and that Richards did not
know what he was doing; he also could only cash Richards'
checks in one place or they would bounce. (RT:468-469.)%*4

Apparently it was better than nothing; Crossie, who had
been Andrew's friend for a year or so before April, 1982, had
the blue Ford pickup Richards got in the Kline deal and they
were working at a steady job. (RT: 187/38; 470.) But
towards the end of June, Richards starting talking about a
guy named, "Dick," whom he referred to as " a Nazi ... faggot
cee;" who "owed a lot of people money...," and "that [it]
would be a service to the public to get rid of such a
menace....” (RT: 472: 13, 27-28.) Andrew met Baldwin at his
4. Richards checks all began bouncing in the first week of
July, including checks to Gary Ables (RT: 1191-1194), Keith
Andrews (RT: 1226; 1243), and Greg Robles (RT: 2132).
Richards also wrote a phoney check on a defunct account on

July 7, 1982 for $2,500.00., (RT: 785-812,)
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house a couple of times around the first of July, when
Richards took him out there to work on a job at Baldwin's
house; Richards had agreed to do some construction to the
house in return for money Richards owed Baldwin. (RT: 472.)
Andrew and Crossie listened again to Richards; he told
them he would split the proceeds from sales of Baldwin's
cars, and he bromised Crossie he could live at the Richards’
house in the new addition they were working on there. (RT:
473.) Then around the July 1 or 2, Richards went over his
plan in more detail, and he said he had figured a way to get
Baldwin out of the house and into his shop so that Baldwin's
alarm systems at the house and shop would not be triggered.
(RT: 476.) Once he had lured Baldwin away from his home,
Andrew would go into Baldwin's house and look it over for
valuables. (RT: 476-477.) Richards and Crossie would go to
Baldwin's shop on the ruse that Crossie wanted to see all of
Baldwin's cars; then, when Richards flicked his hair, Crossie
would find something in the shop, and hit Baldwin over the
head. (RT: 477.) *5
5. Other testimony disclosed Richards privately promised
Crossie $5,000, a car and a place to live. (RT: 1824-1826;
1941-1942.) Richards started hammering home the fact that
Baldwin was a "faggot," a "queer," and a "Nazi," and at one
point on the job, while Crossie was using a sledge hammer,
Richards came up to him and said he should think about "fags

and Nazis." (RT: 564; 1825.)
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On or about July 6, Crossie and Andrew were at Richards'
house early in the morning for their job assignment; Richards
said it was time to actuate the Baldwin plan. (RT: 478.)
Crossie had spent the night at Richards' house and had been
up until 3:00 a.m. ‘'freebasing' cocaine, drinking and smoking
marijuana. (RT: 2433; 2439; 2341.) The three drove over to
Baldwin's house to start work, but there was a yellow
Volkswagen there, along with a man named Tom and a little
boy. (RT: 481l; 484.) They started working on the construction
site {RT: 483), but left for lunch (RT: 484), and when they
returned, Tom Mills and his step-son were leaving; Richards
remarked that it was perfect, because Tom would be the last
person seen with Baldwin. (RT: 486; 613-639.) They drove
around until the Volkswagen had left (12:00 p.m.), and
Richards said it was like " ‘'calming down a chicken before
you snap his neck.' " (RT: 487: 6; 617.) Richards put Andrew
and Crossie back to work while he went in the house with
Baldwin. {(RT: 488-489.) Crossie smoked a joint sometime
prior to that. (RT: 1956-1957; 2341; 2433.)

Richards and Baldwin came out of the house around 2:00
p.m.; this was the first time Crossie had been to Baldwin's
house. (RT:.489; 547.) Crossie left with Baldwin and
Richards in the blue truck and returned a couple of hours
later; Andrew asked Crossie what happened and he said it was
"'gross,'" but Crossie was too "jittery" and "jumpity" to
talk with Andrew. (RT: 491-492; 550.)

They went into the house and found $3,000.00 cash,
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several handguns, a garbage bag full of high-grade marijuana,
pink slips, and a safe; they took the loot to Mark Richards
house. (RT: 493-499%.) Eventually, Crossie told Andrew he
had hit Baldwin with a baseball bat and it killed him, and he
and Richards slid the body under one of the cars.{(RT: 493-
494.)
THE FALL OF PENDRAGON

Mark Richards' fingerprints were found all over checks
Richards had forged on Baldwin's bank accounts, dated after
Baldwin's disappearance; he bought gourmet foods and a gold
teddy bear bracelet and gold anklet for Caryn. (RT: 1296-
1298; 1145-1154; 1173-1176; 1483-1502; 1753-1756.) Richards
also pawned several of Baldwin's handguns in the East Bay,
where Baldwin's Datsun was dumped, and he sold some valuable
coins to a San Rafael dealer. (RT: 520; 524; 525-526; 966-
976; 1063-1082.) In addition, Richards went on a spending
spree with Baldwin's Montgomery Ward's charge card,
purchasing a video recorder, stereo set, records, and
automotive products. (RT: 530-537; 813-829; 830-835; 842-
849; 850-855; 1177-1182; 1754; 1758.) At Video Concepts
Richards had made another major purchase, and was very
excited about it, until he found out it was store policy
to install all products sold; he cancelled the deal. (RT:
537; 1177-1183.}) Richards then attempted to open a $10,000
line-of-credit with Matthews stereo house in Daly City, and
had picked out a car stereo, video recorder, large-screen

projector, movie camera, stereo speakers and a stereo set,
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but the shop needed 24-hour credit approval. (RT: 538.)

Andrew Campbell testified he was with Richards during
these ventures, and his testimony was largely corroborated by
fingerprint and handwriting specialists from the Department
of Justice. (RT: 524-540; 587-612; 1483-1502; 1506-1584.)

Further, Richards had also decided to take the $3,000
from Baldwin's house and purchase a boat to dispose of
Baldwin's body in San Francisco Bay. (RT: 502.) Richards
found a 17-foot Dorset cabin cruizer with an outboard motor
for sale in a local paper, and he, Campbell and Crossan
Hoover went together to purchase the boat; Richards paid
$1,000 down and the boat's owner, Bernard Healy, kept the
pink slip. (RT: 503-506; 717-725.)

The next day, July 7, Richards, Andrews and Hoover went
back to Baldwin's shop as the sun was going down, and they
wrapped the body in layers of bamboo-curtain and plastic,
sinched with coaxial cable and rope, and tock the baseball
bat and other incriminating evidence to burn in Richards'
fireplace later. (RT: 511~513; 556-558.) They dumped the
body in the bed of the truck, and hitched the boat to the
back; then they went out to Loch Lommand Marina -- armed with
handguns -- where they met a security guard, Samuel Paul.
(RT: 514; 753.)

Mr. Paul recalls it was around 11:00 p.m. when the three
showed up at the Marina; Richards said he was taking the boys
out fishing and wanted to get the boat ready for an early

start. (RT: 757-760; 775.) It was touch-and-go, but Mr.
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Paul, who had been working a number of back-to-back shifts,
had locked his keys in the marina bathroom, and was tiréd and
distracted; he eventually fell asleep in his car. (RT: 755;
764.) But at some point later in the evening Paul claims he
wrote down the license plate of the truck, because he felt
suspicious, but he lost the paper; the boat and truck were
gone by daybreak. (RT: 783.)

Richards was not familiar with the engine of the Dorset
cabin cruizer, and it stalled a number of times on the way
out to the shipping channel where he planned to dump the
body. (RT: 514-515.) They drifted with the current. (RT:
515.) They tied weights to the body they had carried down
the launch ramp and placed in the cockpit. (RT: 514-515.)
They made enough headway towards the Sister Islands and
placed the body overboard; the weights snapped and the body
floated to the surface. (RT: 515.) They found the spare
outboard trolling motor in the cabin and tied it to the body:
this time it sunk. (RT: 516; 728-729.) They dumped a
a screwdriver and wooden chisel from Baldwin's shop in the
water as they were returning to the dock. (RT: 517.)

Caryn was up when they arrived home around 3:00 a.m.;
then she went back to bed. (RT: 518.) They started a fire in
the fireplace and burned the baseball bat, the mechanic's
creeper taken from the shop, some of Baldwin's papers
Richards didn't think valuable, and Crossie's pants, which
appeared to have blood stains on the cuff. (RT: 518-519.)

A few days later Richards opened Baldwin's safe with a
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high-powered drill, but it apparently contained nothing of
much value, and was taken to a dump yard. {(RT: 521-522.)
KEITH ANDREWS AND GARY ABLES

Keith Andrews, the little brother of Craig, Richards
former partner in Engineer Constructors and a student at U.C.
Davis, went to work for Richards on or about June 30, only to
have his first check bounce July 2. (RT: 1221-1226.) Keith
gave the check back to Richards on July 8, who explained he
had been having some financial problems, but gave him $50.00
for the time being. (RT: 1227; 1243.) Apparently, however,
Keith decided to stick around and work another week. (RT:
1227-1228.)

Gary Ables, a friend of Todd Arwin's, who was working
for Richards until he was arrested for drunk driving, met
Crossan Hoover around June 20 when he and Todd asked him if
he wanted to work. (RT: 1187-1189.) Ables also found the
same problem Keith had with Richards' checks; the first one
bounced around July 9. {(RT: 1193.) Richards offered him a
handgun in exchange; Ables toék it. (RT: 1210; 1238.)
Richards toock Ables and Andrews out in the boat July 9 and
July 11. (RT: 1195; 2000; 1231-1232.) Both Andrews and
Ables asked Richards about the boat, and Richards said it was
something he got in exchange for some construction work he
had done. (RT: 1197; 1230.)

However, Ables and Andrews, who were not part of the
Pendragon group and knew nothing about the takeover plans

(RT: 1246), began comparing notes during the week of July 8-
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14, 1982; both boys always worked together (RT: 1202-1252),
and neither could quite understand how Richards had obtained
some of the things he had if he were so broke. For example,
where did Caryn get the gold jewelry she was parading around?
Where did the video disc player come from that Ables watched
the rock concert on at Richards' house come from? And what
was that safe-doing in Richards' garage? (RT: 1194; 1999;
1209; 1229; 1237.)

Then, on July 13, when Andrews returned from his
grandmother's, Ables told Andrews a strange story related to
him by Crossan Hoover the day before at the church
construction site. (RT: 1228.) When Ables did not show up
for work the following day, Andrews became frightened and
made an anonymous telephone call to the police. (RT: 1229;
1239.) |

Ables had told Andrews on July 13 that he had had a
conversation with Crossie Hoover, who he only knew from the
construction work; Ables was talking about the bizarre things
he had seen in the Philippines, like heads on poles (RT:
1203), when Hoover said he had " 'beat some dude over the
head with a baseball bat, and we dumped him the bay.' " (RT:
1204: 5-7.) Crossie told Ables not to talk to Richards about
it. (RT: 1204: 19-20.)

Ables didn't believe Crossie, but he told Andrews about
it on the 13th. (RT: 1204; 1207; 1228.) Andrews believed the

story. (RT: 1228.)
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INVESTIGATION AND ARREST

Buncan MacKinnon, who had the shop across the street
from Baldwin, knew both Baldwin and Richards well; he
recalls Richards coming by on Thursday, July 15, because he
had heard about an investigation into Baldwin's
disappearance. (RT: 1418; 1463.) MacKinnon told Richards
the police had just identified Baldwin's body floating in the
bay and so it appeared to be murder. (RT: 1462.) Richards
seemed surprised, and said he had recently bought some guns
and marijuana from Baldwin and hoped he didn't get drawn into
the investigation; he asked MacKinnnon to keep in touch.

(RT: 1462; 1464.)

Richards may have been out thére when the police had
come by the Classic Car Shop to investigate the missing .
person repert, but, in any event, on the 15th he called
Campbell and told him Baldwin's body had been found and said,
" 'Don't worry about it. I did a great job of pretending I
was shocked and surprised and didn't know about it ....' "
(RT: 542: 18-20; Cf., RT; 319-320; 1254-1255.)

On reflection, MacKinnon thought Richards had ended
their conversation rather abruptly when MacKinnon's
girlfriend, Devon Hird, walked into the room; MacKinnon was
virtually in mid-sentence. (RT: 1456; 1463.)

After extensive interviews with Keith Andrews on July
14-15, his sworn affidavit was taken, an arrest warrant
issued, and several law enforcement agencies prepared for an

arrest; at approximately 8:00 a.m., July 16, 1982, Mark
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Richards, Keith Andrews and Crossie Hoover were arrested
outside Richards' home in the blue Ford truck as they made
they way down the street for another day's work. (RT: 1239-
1242; 1270-1271; 876-878; 950.)

THE DEFENSE OF CROSSAN D. HOOVER, JR.

" ONE OF TEE MOST DISTURBED KIDS I'VE SEEN,... "

Crossan D. Hoover, Jr., was born in San Francisco on
October 23, 1964 to an illiterate, alcoholic father, and an
alcoholic mother.(RT: 566; 1961; 2011; 2145; 2249.) Crossie
has two younger sisters, Kimberly and Mary. (RT: 1961.)

Crossie's family moved around San Francisco a number of
times from 1964 to 1979, and Crossie's father, a part-time
mechanic and former teamster, drove a chicken truck early on
in the marriage, until he was fired because of a reckless,
alcohol-related driving record. (RT: 1963; 1974-1975.)
Crossie's mother, Patricia, has worked in San Francisco City
and County clerk's office for many years (RT: 1987), and she
admits her marital problems existed for at least eight years
prior to her divorce in 1981. (RT: 1974,)

In fact, whenever they moved into a new place, Patricia
would get together with the kids and discuss an escape route;
she and her husband, who did not come home nights regularly,
came to physical blows two to three times a year. (RT: 1810;
1975; 2177-2178.) Crossan, Sr., tore the house apart more
than once, and he physically beat the children a number of
times. (RT: 1976; 2249.)

In the third grade Crossie was referred to a special,
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federally funded program.for children at San Francisco
General Hospital; he was disruptive and unable to
concentrate at public school. (RT: 1967-1968.) The program
was cancelled when funds ran out, and at about the same time,
the Hoovers moved to a new school district; at Diamond
Heights schoel, Crossie spent the fourth-sixth grades in
classes for the learning disabled. (RT: 1968.) Then at
Dinman Junior High School he continued in special classes
until he had to be put into an 'alternative' school, where he
lasted a short time until his parents moved again. (RT:
1970.)

Crossie had virtually no friends, got into a lot of
accidents, and when he finished the ninth grade in the
special education section at Sinaloa Junior High School, he
got into a serious fight with some of the kids in the
neighborhood. (RT: 1970-1973; 1978-1979.) Pat Hoover moved
to Marin County in 1979 with her two daughters and Crossie.
(RT: 1964.) Crossan, Sr., would come out to.stay with Pat
occasionally, but Pat now had a boyfriend. (RT: 1980.)

Crossie started at Novato High School (RT: 1588; 1980},
but in the Fall Semester, 1981, he was referred as a new
student to the North Marin High School, where he met Mona Lou
Arthur, Resource Specialist, head of the Novato School
District's learning disabilities program. (RT: 1587-1588.)

A few weeks before Crossie's seventeenth birthday in 1981,
Ms. Arthur gave Crossie a battery of tests and, for his age

group, he scored in the bottom three percent for spelling and
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the bottom sixteen percent in arithmetic testing. (RT: 1592.)
His reading level was approximately fourth grade, or in the
lower fopr percentage of the population his age. (RT: 1591.)
Overall she felt Crossie showed signs of average
intelligence, but his 'thematic maturity' level was around
fourteen years, and he had severe learning disabilities. (RT:
1594; 1614; l618.)

Ms. Arthur felt close to Crossie and appeared willing to
give him some of the enormous help he would need to graduate
from high school. (RT: 1594; 1617.) She also described
Crossie as "hyper," a "definite follower," and never saw him
instigate anything, good or bad. (RT: 1610; 1611.)

Marian Saunders, psychologist for the Novato Unified
School District interviewed Crossie and gave him a number of
tests in October, 1981; in addition to finding him dyslectic,
with severe learning disabilities, she alsoc reported after
three interviews he was fragile emotionally, felt cheated in
childhood by his father, " 'a drunk ... son of a bitch,'" and
felt alienated generally. (RT: 1628-1636; 1635: 24-26.) She
noted psychotic processes at work and described him as not
very well-oriented to reality, a very confused, impulsive,

and "borderline type of kid who is potentially violent and/or

. suicidal.”™ (RT: 1648: 27-28.)

However, Ms. Arthur said Crossie seemed to develop some
friendships at North Marin High, and he also had a
girlfriend, Sherry, who he had been going with until she

became pregnant. (RT: 1609; 1982.) There had been a fight;
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neither Sherry nor her mother wanted the child. (RT: 1982-
1983.) Crossie tried to force his way into Sherry's house;
she called@ the police. (RT: 1983.) He was arrested with a
fierce struggle. (RT: 1983.)

After spending five days at Juvenile Hall, Crossie was
ordered into a counselling diversion program; he was referred
to Michael Bodkin, a youth counsellor for the Novato Youth
Service Bureau, supervised by the police department. (RT:
1984; 2090.) Mr. Bodkin, a credentialled counsellor with
seven years in youth work, saw Crossie three times in the
Fall of 1981 and described him as "one of the most disturbed
kids I've seen." (RT: 2097.)

Mr. Bodkin felt Crossie was not a sociopathic kid, with
the sort of cool sophistication some kids develop in their
run-ins with the law, but that he was out of control
emotionally, and he agreed with Marian Saunder's pre-
psychotic evaluation; Crossie cried during the interviews,
expressing grief and anger over his childhood, and Mr. Bodkin
felt Crossie was not his ordinary case, "I was concerned.”
(RT: 2095; 2998: 2099: 5; 2106.) He telephoned Joe Doherty,
supervising probation officer, and Marian Saunders, and
expressed his concerns. (RT: 2099.)

But Crossie cut off the voluntary visits (RT: 2101), and
when his mother said she was going to move back to San
Francisco in January, 1982, he said he wanted to stay in
Marin. (RT: 198l.) Crossie moved in with Pete Neal, a kid

he'd met at school; they lived with Jack Thomas in Thomas'
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house on Los Padres Circle, San Rafael, December, 198l. (RT:

1101; 1625; 1654-1656.)

Jack Thomas let a lot of young boys live at his house;
apparently he was a homosexual, but, according to Pete Neal,
Thomas did not bother Pete or Crossie. (RT: 1146; 1148.) But
Crossie made it clear he did not like gay people; Crossie
slept downstairs on the couch with a knife under his pillow.
(RT: 1134.) Pete was "real good friends" with Willy Robles
(RT: 1103), and Willy, who was going with Crossie's fifteen
year old sister, introduced Pete to Mark Richards in March or
April, 1982. (RT: 1103-1104; 2176.)

Caryn Richards said Mark told her “he would love to have
him [Crossy] around forever," because he was a good worker
and Mark had "gotten Crossie's confidence in him to be able
to do whatever Mark wanted him to do.” (RT: 1734: 25; 27-28.)
She could see when Crossie came over for meetings that
Crossie was looking up to Mark as if he were his "big
brother.® (RT: 1728: 10.) But Caryn had no idea that the
meetings were about Pendragon; she thought they were work-
related. (RT: 1718-1719.) Kim Hoover, Crossie's sister, said
Crossie would not even discuss Pendragon with her because he
took it so seriously. (RT: 2187.)

DRUGS

Pat and Kim Hoover said Crossie started smoking
marijuana when he was fifteen and continued to smoke through
July, 1982, smoking several joints a day throughout the first

half of 1982. (RT: 1986; 2173.}) Pat was aware Pete Neal
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used cocaine, but not Crossie. (RT: 1986; 2181.) Kim
described the cocaine Crossie, Willy and Pete consumed in
April-June, 1982, when she was with them at Jack Thomas'
house; she saw it almost every day. (RT: 2179-2180.) Pete
was buying from Ladonna Edwards and dealing it. (RT: 1551~
1552; 2182.)

Pete Neal did not attempt to hide the fact that he had
been dealing, and freebasing cocaine, for months. {RT: 1137-
1138.) In fact, the week of July 6, 1982, Pete Neal testified
"the week that we were talking about, we freebased over a
thousand dollars worth of coke between me and him {Willy] and
Crossie." (RT: 1138: 2223-25,)%*6

Finally, during the week before, and the week after,
July 6, 1982, Pete Neal described himself as "strung ocut" on
drugs; he and Crossie were smoking a lot of marijuana and
cocaine. (RT: 1137-1138.) And Jack Thomas and Kim Hoover
observed the symptoms in Crossie that go along with prolonged
cocaine use: Sleeplessness, poor apetite and irritability.
(RT: 1659-1660; 2188.)
6. Pete Neal describes "freebasing® as fcollows: “You take
the ccke, and you boil it down, and you use baking soda to
take out the impurities and turn it into a crystal, and you
put it in a glass pipe, and you smoke it."™ (RT: 1138: 28 -
1139: 1-2.) KXim described her brother as a middleman,
promoting sales, and, therefore, being given cocaine freely

as it was used in the house. (RT: 2182.)
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EXPERT TESTIMONY

THE GUILT PHASE

Without relying on the opinions of so-called 'hired
guns,' one can see a significant psychological profile of
Crossan Hoover, Jr., prior to the events of July 6, 1982.
The conclusions reached by virtually every professional who
eventually examined Crossan Hoover agreed with the opinions
of their colleagues, Marian Saunders and Michael Bodkin, who,
in 1981, had diagnosed Crossan Hoover as 'prepsychotic,'
i.e., Crossie was an unsophisticated, emotionally fragile
young person without good orientation to reality, capable of
very impulsive acts, but without the mental ability to plan
anything complicated.

Indeed, in the first week after his arrest, another
neutral person, Carl Hansen, head of Marin County's Mental
Health Department, said he was so concerned about Crossie
that he and others on his staff monitored him very closely;
they felt he was a prime suicide candidate. (RT: 2190-2200.)
And Mr. Hansen noted that Crossie, unlike many of the "true
cold-blooded kids" in serious trouble who come through his
doors, showed "tremendous remorse" in the group sessions held
that first week, and he "wished he would get treatment...,"

cbserving the boy crying twice in front of other kids (RT:

2201):
" It's pretty hard in a group -- in Juvenile
Hall -- to take off your mask and bear your

soul, and he did that. "™ (RT: 2201" 13-15.)
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Finally, the expert witnesses who did testify pretty
much lined up as one would expect in an adversary
proceeding.*7

Jonathan Edward French, a clinical psychologist,
examined Crossie extensively, giving him a mind-boggling
number of statistical examinations, which in his opinion,
coupled with all the relevant facts in this case lead him to
7. As British Psychiatrist, F.A. Whitlock, put it in his
classic study 25 years ago, " The long, uneasy flirtation
between law and medicine is unlikely to end in harmonious
matrimony with understanding and acceptance of the poinfs of
view of each side. At the very best one might foresee some
mariage de convenance but, more likely, there will be a
shotgun wedding forced on the parties concerned by a public
impatient both with legal aréument and psychiatric

differences in open court.” (Criminal Responbility and Mental

Illness, [Butterworths, 1963], p. 1.) By the looks of things

nothing has changed. (See, e.g., Prop. 8, section 25 (1982},
discussed in People v. Skinner [1985] 39 Cal.3d 765, 782;

Cf., 73 Cal. Law Review (March,1985); The Insanity Defense

and The Trial of John W. Hinckley, Jr., Caplan, L. (1984).)
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the conclusion Crossie has a "Borderline Personality
Disorder," quite capable of psychotic episodes, enduring
hallucinations, and he was probably psychotic and
hallucinating at or about the time he delivered the blow to
Richard Baldwin. (RT: 1765-1850; 1999-2085,) Indeed, when
Crossan talked about the murder, he said he recalled sticking
a screwdriver into the eye of Baldwin, but Dr. Brazil
testified there was absolutely no damage to the eyes. (RT:
460; 2265.) In addition, Crossan said Richard Baldwin kept
talking after the first time he hit him, and he hit him at
least three more times in the head after the first blow. (RT:
2265.) Dr. Brazil reported there was sign of only one blow
to the head. (RT: 457-458.)

Dr. Brian S. Gould (RT: 1854-1960), a noted
pharmacologist and psychiatrist, who has worked on a special
task force for the Attorney General's Office, also discussed
the likelihood Crossan was hallucinating at the time of the
murder, and he described the debilitating effects of
prolonged cocaine use, and in his opinion the fact that
Crossie had been using drugs resulted in stimulant-
impairment, a deterioration of the psyche that "sooner or
later catches up with you." (RT: 1949: 19.) And the fact
that Crossie was up until 3:00 a.m., July 5, freebasing
cocaine and drinking alcohol, along with the fact Crossie
smoked a powerful "Thai" joint the morning of July 6, ccupled
with his history of hallucinations, made it probable Crossie

slipped into a psychotic episode. (RT: 1956-1957.)

PAGE 41/PEOPLE V. CROSSAN D. HOOVER, JR./OPENING BRIEF




®
1
®
2
3
4
®
5
6
7
®
8
9
10
®
11
12
13
L
14
15
16
®
17
18
19
®
20
2]
22
L
23
24
25
o
26
27
28
®

Further, Dr. Gould proposed a novel psychiatric theory,
formed one hundred and fifty years ago, that he felt was
classic here, Folie a Deux. The theory is one that describes
two people entering into a delusional pattern together; one
is a leader (Mark Richards) and the other a follower (Crossan
Hoover), and they embark on venture for material gain. (RT:
1911-1915.)

Dr. Roman Rodriguez, a child pyschiatrist, reached
conclusions similar to those reached by Doctors Gould and
French. (RT: 2231-2278; 2280-2409.) He believes a "shared
paranoid disorder" is an acceptable alternative diagnosis to
the Folie a Deux. (RT: 2401.)

All three expert witnesses for the defense testified
that when they interviewed Crossan Hoover he felt cheated by
Mark Richards, but that at the time of the murder he believed
in Richards, and in the plausibility of a Richards-directed
murder carried out for direct material gain and in the
interests of the Pendragon takeover conspiracy. (RT: 1824;
1829-1830; 1872; 1909; 2247; 2255; 2255-2264; 2337.}

The People presented Dr. John Buehler, psychiatrist, on
reputtal in the guilt-phase of the case (RT: 2410-2485), and
Dr. Buehler concluded Crossan Hoover was a mere sociopath,
suffer ing from what he termed, "Undersocialized Conduct
Disorder of the Non-Psychotic Type." (RT: 2422: 25-26.) He
felt that Crossan was simply in it for the money, car and his
own apartment Mark Richards promised. (RT: 2419; 2437.)

The prosecution, and its expert witnesses, posited that
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Crossan had premeditated and deliberated about the murder,
and that he had the requisite capacity to form the intent to
commit murder; they relied heavily on Crossie's pre-murder
discussion with a friend, Nicole Rongey. (RT: 1159-1160.)
However, Dr. Buehler missed most of the critical
features of Pendragon, including Mark Richards' writings (RT:
2462), and its potential effects, and he admitted at the end
of a long hypothesis, based upon counsel's accurate depiction
of the takeover plot, that his opinion about Crossie might
have been altered: " If I were convinced Mark Richards really
believed it and was working at it, yes." (RT: 2483: 2-3.)
/17
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THE SANITY PHASE

The court instructed the jury that the testimony at the

guilt phase could be considered in determining whether

Crossan Hoover was legally insane at the time of the

commission of the offense. (RT: 2265-2267.) Dr. Rodriguez

again testified for the defense (RT: 2671-2713), and in his

opinion Crossie was legally insane, suffering from a mental

disease or defect that rendered him incapable of knowing or

understanding the nature and quality of his acts and

incapable of distinguishing between right and wrong. (RT:

267

tha
suf
inc

of

2-2673.)
Doctors Buehler and Gustadt testified for the People
t Crossan Hoover was not legally insane because he did not

fer from a mental disease or defect rendering him
apable of knowing or understanding the nature and qguality

his acts, and that he was capable of distinguishing right

from wrong. (RT: 2726b-2739; 2740-2761.)

es

PAGE 44/PEOPLE V. CROSSAN D. HOOVER, JR./OPENING BRIEF




APPENDIX II



GOURMET
BABIES

% | evenreading — there’s
g | nothing infantile

- || @)out the new :
Californiababy, !
by JonathanKirsch |

- Randy Newman
takes on California

Dear Senator:
Cranston’s advice
toPete Wilson

I 01

. e a - )
Lo Lo
¥ L ORI
H e
L aas PO SR
b b
I| T

]

B ?359

Piano lessons, workouts,

el

A

.. f




.J‘L‘w:é!:}r .‘_L‘--...\. PR
d Eeaar..n a [
1 tatngd o b e

L tive wish e LT,

R TES L . . .
. oy Shernt’, e
VLT, wag AR

Sy

:'l';; e an e ¥

Juiy I3 wne 0 e
s, Loase 4 i
valled 1ooan s b
Jeaed haeerny recrierced
in the B oni Uhiea

P | 4 Camp Clina Canp

Wl : - Mark, o desante sec-

. 6 S tne o oak vovered hifls and windessloped

] d% : prarshlasit toee males east of e Marin
Yotloney Uivie Gerder, hoaed Always laenh

ONICLES

BY RICHARD D. REYNOLDS

- tnbde. Dt bskers Hked v wear v dhie hili-
siefes, §owas a dovers' e and a plare fur
bagh sebook kids to simcie por. Tn 1975

i\jiark Ricl-)ards had a Chark Ridey and Moatdene Olive had

Frcneeed el bewlies of € Hove's Tosees parenis

toa Bre pit o Clana Clasp— the L
dI'CZlITl.W]](’n thﬁ GCOH()!“}’ 'h:.:l-a-uaa-" :nn‘ulrns. The ;.I:i'(‘ :-.'n _s_-_;1:|:;
to e o requbar dienpieg @round,

CO“ZIPS(:'(J htﬁ ar‘d ]]is i -\1l'hnu_u.h the ]uxi'y Nind been found i

. Abarinwinters, the coast guard hued taben it

band of Marin County R
. o there was o uestion about Julisll-'ll‘lllih.
ki,‘tg ‘:‘v'OUi(_l be ready' i Linder nuermad circwmstances  Reaton

would bave led Solans Connty handle the

) ;J -
T

aese, bnd there wars 3 mivsing person ceport
Out OF the Cha()S, a new . :-..-1 ri:u. dest. T s thae a 36-yeir-old hucal

e ceechunie muned Dk Baddwin, wha

kingdom \-\'Oul(] a-rise, B bweey ween fog a '-\-r';:k, “'-'Nll {_ll.'il Hl':'
e road 1o Ching Camp. Keaten informes
rUIGd bv laser‘ and Sobamo Capny officids II.::n. he. wn\.hl! 'n'l.vl
i o MY el v the actgey o Bt
sword. It was pure sci-ti,
a fa.ntasy O{“ PO\VCI’. week, st g Tuasad towel Teud heen stutled
. st baenil, The body had been wrapgsed
NO\('V tl]e Cl"la rge 18 i abear plasoe and werghted down with a

nire borsepower ouathoared r-r:qim'. Coines

{inerpstan s,

] .

i 11w snrder, Kearen leatned the nexe
i vy, Uhe copree i been e te water for g
¢

Fevan thee e estreppensitug ban by hadd e the

phase e b fadd heedd to e saa fae e like

murder one.

a bbb en s awtopsy ceveale:d that
vothe crve of death was prolaldy aosevere

Tl go i Wty pration of the sk, cawsed

h_\ ahitte bbang s bpecr e woere A pwo
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Sergeant Keaton
called Ellen Baldwin.
He'd like to
stop by and talk

about her son,
he said.
Mrs. Baldwin was
waiting at the
door when Keaton
arrived with
the news of her
son’s murder.

Diek Balfwin Heoflered the iailers sone e aies,

PYR”

TSR P e

D owhen it anonyianes np o i

oshaven aed 2 inde sy o

P00, Y Fon s .
1. 4

s b whie pros s el it o

TS [oorsend et | IR PO T T IFIPR Y

Boldwoan's,

Keann was BHing onan thee nannler ey
Fhe e
ciller relued s b s depees | R TR

Py e T e

he soanied o adk oo de
wirtt hnew winal wis wenag o ek e
Cahh s s ‘I.P'-ldi.l\ o R o

The vider said e wonbodd mor i e
piudelinn contiac e amd Lo by e haed Loen
Rearing strange sumons,

Wihat kind of ptnnons™ Keanon askeed,

There had Leen o vip-oll aned oo

the cadler said, and alterward the By had

T been dumped ima San Frandeon Py,

As the caller talked Keaton sonppaed his
fingers and shispered woanotic s deweoiee
li.l g(‘l fum the ll'l:'phun(- nnlu-ln-uk |)n||u-
had renieved from Pick Baldwins e
repair shop carlicr in the day.

“What is the name of the man you sus-
pect?” Keaton asked the caller.

*Nark Richards,” the caller said, -

Keaton guivkly thumbed duough the
vicom's phone book until e fonnd AMak
Richards's nanwe. Bingo, he thoughi

Keaton teleplioned San Rafuel Police
Department  sergeant Walt Kosta and
asked whether he and detective Ted Lancd-
quist, the investigator in charge of Gimes
against persens, could rome in i a et
ing in the morning. He had o murder,
Keawon saidd, and it inay have been com-
mitted within the San Ratacl ciry hiits.

Arcund midnight Keaton called Ellen
Bahlwin, the victund's mother, Heowordd
like 1o stop by tonight, he saidl aned alk
about herson, Mas, Baldwan waosanmg
the from door when Kewon sorived with
the news of her soals mundenr,

R T

b vt snicide, 1 acli yo that vight now”

Mark Richares, 29, and his wite, Carvn,

lived in a2 squat mustind-cedored e ar
366 Bunerhicld Road in San Aoschinn, @
few miles west of e San Ratael ity T,
Neighbors considerve themn a lowely coupie,
Mark., a remodeling contiacuor, was a
member of an advisery conmnitie o the
San Rafael Cultural Afans C0mmission
and had written 2 walking v of Sao
Rafacl.

On the morning of July 1o Rahands il
two seventeen yea ohds were in his dives
way hitching a eabin erniser o his blue
pichap. They didd o the erps
parked bevond the woods be Bt the Lowse

ey

1 oor the man mn bhe wnmanked sedan s

the streer: When they pulled onr il wdor-
mation was rachoed 1o sergeant Koessg and
the cavaliy moved in.

Soun after the ariess Kot aond [ind-
quist  intcriouaded Tresa )
Davwl Hn-_l\'l_‘.'_]r._ one of the teo fneeeiles
wilhh

[ TRTENET| 1

\\'}'I“ Ilill'i '|H"'|l ‘.-llll"'l [FRLLN I A | l'i'_\

Mark Richards

pree-te sl e weestigieinns s

Feost, signorioor uloar
L B

Yaing g

alt mghe. Lindguise nd Kearey fud jus
spentan oo and a hadt g Mk

|
i
1
!
l
i
i

“werks of wionk, yon had a pivomre of the

ceiied il rnake sense.

st bt s g e s

wierdbualder, o be baed ol e ane e
thiee Fure

wonited e Lalk . Tie was angry —ned byt
B srrest o mseder Taar Becavee he Teh e

lad Deens suifiod by Mark Rickards, who -
bael dosresd B Lo I € G tinee business '
] e hoed hued noo o W Baldwn, Il

volveriem n thereler., Flewwer

whes hod b Teiens D and business ausa-
tiate ol Richands's, Rt vead Hovveer s
tighies and asked i whether be wanted his
medhier there,

“Fan it' [ don’t need nobody. il talk I
meescll,T Foover said.

“eil me the cirewmstaness.” Lindguist
saded, “under which you, NMark, aml An-
diew (Campbell, the ather juventle are
vested] participated o the killing of [ick
Bakbwin in his shop on Front Street in San
Ralael fast week ™

“Well,™ satd Hoover, *Mak is hurting
for moncy, so | guess that's the reasen why
he did this crazy-ass stuni. The maun's
{—ing insanc. 1 mecan, wially insanc.
Hc's got so many f—ing ideas it {5 unbe-
lievable, and that's why he geis al} these
young kids in on everything, because, just,
you know, he's {—ing weird.”

“Qkay, just tell about it . . . And tell us
the truth.®

“If 1 1el the wruth,” Hoover said, *I'm
going 10 Le = I'm going fo be otally {—ed
over, Right. T mean, 'Y aell the whaole
F—ing rtruth, right from dhe goddamn
ground up”

"Okay, let's go,” Lindguist said.

“Your're on,” Kosta said.

Flown or Besitated for o few muore sceonds.
“Youw're going to lock me up forever,
thomgh, buh? What the problem s~ 1 cun't
Bzl that, Yaou et me away, I'm gnin_u; I

It is not up o me who gers locked up”

sergeant Kosta sail, "iois up o e to lind
the facts ©

During the nexs hour and 2 hall Hoover
gave the offieers a rambling, grucsome
stery about murder and greed, not in the
Lid-back Narin County sodiery 1hat Cyra
MeFadden miade Tamous in Ler novel The
Serial but in the liong seats of pickup trucky
and in the icss affluent hunmes and apart-
ments an e fringe of Marin's promised
faned.

ON LA REMEAMEERS think-
ing that he had
seen a case full todriier
sa fust, Dt his ©x-
perienee that i a muider
case you had 1w dig
thriugh mouncaing ol in-
terviewe — tmencng fnch by nch e A the

BeVeE

wils

pmizzle together 1 yom were luesw, after

rutne and the person who conunitiud 1t
Bus athin clays of the discevers of Dk
Balbwin's Lody Kost was defnged wihn-

formation, The probleey was ther e sl

iy
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T
I was vour anerage Joe bouse on

i fietd ioad,)” Rosta says, The hving

oot was neat, the aichen clean. [ was't

gnted the mvestizators entered the den o
Dty reaticed they werr up g dnag the un-

Pamihar, The Sest thing that hic thom was

i oan eatire wall of science fiction papethacks,

In a corner were piles of magazines — mon-
ster magisines, movie magazines, copies of
Seldier af Furtune, and magazines with tites
the detectives had never heard of, such as
Seriatin: the fournal of Ecotopia.

The dun was Jecorated with paintings
aind posters of medieval and outer spae
senes, There were swords swwunted on a

. owall, and one while side of the room was

* Alnunaker George Lucas,

Dled wuh Diling cubinels, same contiining
fulders un Tumous people. Even mure
curious were filey labeled WARLORD, LORD
OF TRANSPORTATION, and LORDOF ANGFEL
InLAND and a newsleuer called Pendragon.
“Who s tus  guy?™  the detectives

. workdered as they picked their way through
Dihe folders. There seemed w be liles on
Devery subject dmaginable—movie  stars,
¢ pohncians, daser rechnolugy. On the wall
¢ they Tound an autographed photoyraph of

whose hend-
taiarters are Jacated a half mile from the
weurtder scene, (ne detective pulled out o
e un Farrgh Yaweewt gxpecting i 1o he

¢ illed with punup phutos, but 11 contained

andy newspaper clippings. The folders were
alt ke thac “lo lovked Like the wuy spont
ey night cutiing up newspapers amd fil-

oty thean,” Kostar siy's.

Komta amd Lindquist were scarching oy

+evidenee direcidly reliated 1o Dick Balobwin's

munder, circumstantial evidence such as
Dloodstained dottung. Put as Kosta sur-
veyed this chuttered room i Richards's
howrse his detective instines 1old him he was
luaking at evidence. He couldn’t decipher
1, but he bl she feeling, as he fater put it
thar he =wis stunding 10 the center of the
man's soul.”

While Kosta and Lindyuist searched the
R hacds home, deecrive Mike Reller was
i Nuovate, 260 miles oo of San Franciseo,
serving a search warrane at 32 Los Padres
Circle, where Crossy Hoover lived widh his
teetige roonmie, Pore Noegl and Jack
Thamas, a St-year-old retced bus driver,
The Criossronds hudsing develupriem s
ene of the ndy cul-dessac aprartinent com-
pleses it popped up alony Highway Hil
as the subuibs leaphegeed northwand into

© pastaral Marinoin the Llae sixties and reven-
Cies. s oo hmupen, middie-class chetto

U lledd with bored reenag

s whe, as van
Tosireels, stare af
sl

drive aling s NSO GLU

vig with froks on o their Tices wry,

A Lvne does bie ik be's going?”

S

Neal wed the odtieers to s phastic garbage

)'_\n_q el hu.':ir:.;u'.\\.'l Ill::flju.u‘..l thar Hoover

By Lo, something was ot ul’

Dl baedod oot nessbetteors el e

el given him o Bde in die atne, He alae

i e sPHE D BY THUSORTRIC G aN I P S T

Poibsappear™ seodhey cenid collons the

LI RCCIR N Y R PUR

vt g i 1 weherets o, b e -

dragon, v oweil o plan b e
bopaed 1o plasce o fep ef Monat Pondpans
One day, Neal coonnuest, Rabuois had
tohd himy thar a gy e Dk g
leab cdetails abont e secret a2z non

T Lt coaatad el o noe Lie ke

vine ol ”

housta aned l.in&iqtlml bt e iden o
conuection lasers hid with the coase, bt
ey soon found  themwsehes ook o
Wichards's den packing the contenss of the
voum anto boxes for the diaice aornes.
The search warrant eatled for thern to seee
all documenis dealing with “plans ., L ol a
sUFTCpitious aperadion o e e e
vrnfhicnt_ o N1ar NI

1 - apr g Fasiare e .
of “Pendravag . They confiscirted recls of
movic tape, movie files, deawingy of cneney
and wransporttion systemns and casles, and
Firddragen newsleters, They alsoe 1wk 1he
Lucas phown. '

Nobody hates o speculate e than
Ted Lindquist docs. He is a wongh cop.
Precise, When a steanger speabs o hun e
tends 1o squing defensively until e ksowes
where the question is coming from, e s
t:een win the force eleven years — cleven long
vears of squinting, so that now the cornee
o his eyes aee sticched with crow's-leetilou
give hitn a sad, alimoest vulnerable Lok,

As case ugent for the Baldwin murder, ir
wos up to him o sort owt the ineredille
stortes abowt Mark Richards, Detectives
Legan thumbing throwgh the witenind bomy
the den. They went through Richonds's
Banking recortds and address ook Slowly
a picture af the sinpect cmerged. Mok
Richards was o edrecmer who hungered o
furae, a man who suldom Bnished anye
titng. He bad jumped fram profession 1o
profession with a certan clumsiness and ar-
rogance that hid amazed his friends. He
wis a starytedler obsersed witly King Atthuor
and muedieval history. Amt he had money
probicms.

Richards could miake a goal impresion,
though. One of his former bisury pro-
fessurs at Dowminkoan College tn Sx Radiwel
gaicd he was o good student, His wife said he
k't sneak around. His neigbbaor Jolin

Quinne had sponsured him ineo the Core

Midera Lions Clul., Bun there swere things
he hept quast. Richards it binve aovone
wriwien’s heense, His vemedeling pon ware
ufien bowched. Shoertly after il ariests
iostr gor a phane call from o vetinad Calr

fornia Highway Pateol ofiteer who said e

tenwthered preesung Kichands on anow

stanee braogd rap i 1905 He anadamother

nin had leen accused of moasig a0 cae
.

R Ill h.'lll f
weil- b o

RIT N R L A NPT I T AR I)Ill NELIELR L

Clast Shapin, o

o , .
Bowavrr, arcveerded wogening

e charges

v

Psondb s arier the abiests oo baciad sard

thae e

b gl '
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| i

=
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Richards’s den
was decorated with
medieval and
outer space scenes.
There were swords
on the walls and
filing cabinets
containing folders
on famous people.
“Who is this
guy?”’ detectives
wondered.
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dune 24,

Richards often
gazed at the
castlelike seminary
down the hill
from his house.
In his early teens
he told friends
of his wish to
be a king and
showed them his
“angel’s kiss.”

snuther detective drove up into a wooded
San Ansclino neighborhood 10 visit Mark
Richiards's parents. On the way they passed
the Andrews home, where Mark's hild-
bl driemds Craig and Keith grew up.
Keith Andrews had been the anonygyus
or nunder,
Now the two {amilies weren't speiking,
et though they had been close {ricnds fur
more than filteen years and lived within
sight of cach other.

Lindquist knoched at the back duor, and
Mrs, Richareds, a sharp-cved, white-haired
woman, appeared. Her husband, Muajor
oL “Rich™ Richards, habbled w the door.
e i a gk man who louks older dian los
3% vears. He was partially paralyzed atier @
Jet he was testing erashed at Humilion Air
Force Base during the Korcan War, Lind-
quist wdenntied himself, and Mrs. Richands
whared ar himy, saving, ") could smel] yen:
threugh the door.”™ The interview went
direnhill trum there.

In o less guarded moment Mrs, Richaids
talhed i a reporter about her son. She was
predmant, she said, when Ler nushand's jin
vashed at Hamilton, She rushed 1o the
hespriad o Nad s neck breken and scalp
rpped away, When Mark was born, on
1953, Mre Richards swote she

bushaned's sealp sormal, Tases she

the streah 10 s gy psies whe
wits an “ange Us kiss, ™ aosian thoan her s was
three NMis Rib b

fond of repending dus story o hee soaas e

tires Llesand, T

_S_;l't'“' Ij]
Alter Mogk's Tacher teecoverod, the Ll
SIX L3}

was tanaferred oversens. Froon aue
tweve, Nark with
England anch m the medieva 19
of Laun. s paresus foved Livtory, amd
Mark was t
castles and other historieal sies

Hved Liv poaents n

tuch town

tresged lrvrpuent visis

vl et

ventey ot snfaot™ Lo ol e l.
|

[OT

When the famuly retarned o Cditnrnia |

Mark's interests set bun apart o onleer

: kids his age. He would spend long ours

buiiding cardboard castes and pannng s -

woy army of metal knights, [{e ofien gaeed
from the patio of his parenis’ hosse at the
casttelike San  Francisco Thealogeal
Seminary down the Wil T bis spare tine
he would fence or work on his novel, The
SIOTY's pratagenist was Jasan Pendeagon,
namied afier Mark’s sistheconnaey hero,
King Arthur Pendragon, Like all imyvihical
heroes, King Arthur had nat really died; he

{ el ondy disappearcd snd woald et

when his country necded hon, Mok was in
his early eens when he wild friends of his
wish to be a king and showed theim his
*angel's Kise”

At Domintean College Richiords studied
Furopcan and Cahfuria histery. Afeer
graduating in 1976 he and o friend, Russ
Blum, worked on a sereenpluy  cabled
Tristan {4 Knights Tale), which they hoped
1o film panly at he San Franciseo
Seminary. They informed the press thin
James Dovhan (Sectty of the Ster Torek
series) had agreed w be in the movie, bhut
the film never ot ofl the groond, A year
later they embarked on an cdueational
praject called the Castle, Richards bor
rowed money frar his parents vl sened
Scott Huail, the ecastlelike bhuildime ot the
seminary. Mo had a cnalog pringed Tisting
vourses on faser weehnolorns aod oty high-
weh subjects. He wlsa pliomed 0 hokd o
sei-fi comvention and listed Goorge Taceas,
William Sfuiteer of Spar Thed, s several
other celebriues as Tecturers. Bat Richads
apparently never ceaftacted ey fapnons
QUENE s, The venture was anether lan-
vy, aased o defo b $3,000 i el

PHRIY.SEX FRONT Street,
where  the
comitted, s in the Chnal
1haerict lewated o praved-

of

Ires o uly

pourder wis

.
over i ats enst

]lif_-hw.:_\' Nt

part ul wown, o woastelanid
of grciasy garages and low et apartinent
houses. Dick Baldwan®s Clasews Clar Shop
wins the taed v mea prefab conciewe alian
housing o« munber of artisas ared crali-
people wround a convind —a Risd it

i&lﬂl'l({ (!r t'l(‘.'lli\"l(_\' m |hl' 'III A

RN Yyl

vt vy

e se e b L s e e e
s ot iaby ety alaags ey 1|]hll'f 1,
Tial s Froonattapn s b DIEss il il oo
Bries Tuside bne shess e was s king on an
St UV, i Rodls-Rewve and ar the

el i

Tne e weis nneclae:

Ll Just Snsieod

a0 raee Freonch
ITCERIHITITRS

tepains o Hispo S

thal bew jut
abone B But his Favorite projest was a
St Bearsae that b wos bualdiag fron the
wiened np [t was an clevant, rakish iwo

seater, uad iowas bis deeain 1o nurkeg the

\ .
s ever s,

car commenrnily,
Baldwiir Bl blend haie aod spackling

bl eves, acd be usunliz wors 2 unilornn-

Ithe pair of shorts with hnee soa ks —an out-
i thar gave hin o the appearance of o New-
Nazt Youth, cne of the weoanis noied, He
scemed parizmend, distrust{ul ol strangers,
and unyrelding on money macers, which
didi't fit i with the mellow” ourlook
cultiviedt by his neighbors, Oue of them, a
woodworker named Frank Hubinsky, con-
sidesed Baldwin a0 gun hieak:  others
thaughe of him as a survivalist. He pro-
weoted his shop with an elaborate alarm
systemn and stecl-hardened Jocks, and he
adways haed a yun within reach, Sumetimes
he pointed 10 the ghettolike aparument
building acress the sireet and warned the
people of the courtyard that they had better
arm themnselves because the economy was
geding worse and the bottom mighe fall
out. ft was not unusua! for Baidwin 10 alk
fur five or six hours sizaight about the
connng apocalypse.

Boldwin was eccentric that way, su
miaybe 1t was natural for him to take a
liking o the tenant who moved into the
workshop next te his in mid-1979. Mark
Richards, fike Baldwin, was different from
the et Richards was a charismatic story-
teller. ile tdd his new friends at 36 Front
Steeet that he had been a pilut for the
Coodyear Blunp and that he had been 1o
Hallywood and Olmed seginents of The
Racifurd Files. e could call himself, with
sone degree of truth, a writer, a world
triveber, a fencing expert, a historian, a
teacher  In fucr, thoere seemed w be very
liede that Richards didn't know something
about, and now, he sawl, he and a fricnd
were designing clectric actomeobnles for 1he
futwie. His paamer, Charles Cantelli, was
an areluteet later beeame a Harg
Krishni devotee and helped design the
seet's temple retreat in Mendovino County.
Take Caseelli, Richares was an architect For
a new world, He wld the people of the
conrtvared that he was the publisher of
Neciatin: the fourral of Feotapia, (In fact,
he edited the transportation sectiun and

whi

sohel adds.)

Richatds wntroduced Baldwin to bus girl-
trierd’s twin sisier, Sharyn, and for a whiie
the 1wo men doublesdated  and  talked
polities Richiandy preached the vintues of
Feowyna, 4 fanasy world invented by
Berkelew writer Ernest Caltenback in which

¢

L



T he seminary fn Sen Arsclime,was a ficture ir Rachands fentasies, £t way to de the

Nowthern Califonnin, Oregon, ad Winhe |
':n_ulun secede drom the Lniteed Sttes and |
establish an independent, coviromuaentally
atiuned Richards  loohed
Awseric as it approached the end of the

swenticth century and pereetved @ cownm

G'l'-llll'll"\'.

ruaning cul of gusoline amd jrving pves an

Cetelnd T was o erambiliog and corsupyg
ernpiree, wed whes i collapsed iowouhd be
thrown nto the durk ages. Perhaps, hhe
.‘lm!.; Arthur |’:'.'1dr;|5u||_ Brhoads wauldd
cinerge from the chaos as adeader o defend
Manin aganst the "barbartans” fooding in
fromm San Francisco  and  Qakland.
K hards’s Baldwin's  philusnphies
suned at ahis peiat, They would fanssize
about lighting ol the “herdes™ and alked !
aboet setting up aomadhine gun on wop of
the garage so they coukd mow them dowa,

arud

Mavhwe iowas Richandys influence thar

. . ' 1

starte] Bakiwin  thinking aboul Lasers. |

Baidwin whd o neighbor that he could |
]

v o s e lied stored i bas garaee, The

b nere o baser oo bos pacesion adhe \

oulv limitation, he said, was the power |

~sonrree, The Lser wonhd illll!l.lhi_\-' have to

|
Ine piaced o oo ol NMosnt -[..I.l'll.l]i‘-.ll.\_ |
where tlrere s plonts of voltase hecause o

|

e b Nike sk buises

Roachartds e oned o starting o woin-
5

e i Narthern Caliloraim with: oder

I""nl:np::ul\' In :he We hoed o
talliang oue watly the st ot e They !

. . T
awetl hun money he said Qe L (TR
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Bolbwin, amd another Fronr Steet il
rewee over o e snaegazine’s el oliee
m El Cerrito and, aceerding o the Jriend,
carted o o mmbeer o dungs thon Richaols
vonsidersd awed o b, e \IIII_I.'I[L;“H_Q
pablicinion never got out e ey e,

I Avvease 14999 Richards inanoed Cinyn

Cernuti, his t'l’“l'_l."l' swectheart, Phen wel-

ding wits e cubiemaior ol s ey aneld

Pk Bidwin was
to vhandlear

tornuatic cenbnp e
usher and
vouple i has Kolls-Renvee, As Thek, Clarvn,

amd Nk drove dosvn the encalyprus lied

volunteereed the

roadway leading o St Vineents claped
et of s, 11 wits like tking o joursey
inte the paste Fhe nanty nieoor of he
apell the stuined glass wmlosss, ot the
Spanish courvard gave e wedding o
medieval airs Shooy Letore 1he wedlding

i haedds it decinled tove up the elecoeie

swerne of s Ciepesgd bali” et whick ho

weren’t being pairl Inoadditen, Richiards

1
car business {he hadn't produeed o solld

otie var) s et e some i sold, Croe

ol e ushess ar he weddimer s Caane -

Andiews, his leggteme Iriceds who s e

the remedeliieg bustess. Loser the e

men dvamiccd o i:.l:llh'l\lli;i vitlieed I".Il_L;'l-

necnmg Constros tims,

Amdrews cond Richeesds Boad gomte b b,
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Sullorerss ivould be Lnivhied,

salesiian e soabd promise customens the
yinn — promices the two could never hope

1o UL Insicid ol concentrating on one

b doang o well, Richards nsasted on
doing several jobs simultanreously, and he
Ditedh unskillesh tecnagers o Gl i the gaps.
Ll s hept the aoeount books, s An-
that 1heir hbills

tlievas tliscnvered

Nih

win comstnily  daydreaming ahout his
wevel, Daperel Marin, Within six mombs,
Andrew says, his healthy remuodeling bus-
s beeame o nighomare,

Andrews rewembers going up 1o
Ricliazds's Lvorse spot, Ly the old concrete
_L:l'ln ('l“l,ll-'"'t'““.'nr\' ()\'I'l'ill‘!‘h‘]:l‘l{ '.Il.L' (:J.Ulllt'"
Core Bridue, “howonl] be nice of this were
under sy contal,” Richatds said, spread-
g hix haned Swcems the ldscagwe and the
Galden e Bridee “We would Le ba-
peneirable.” Then Richads rold Andrews

o ane o ld destrey o saspension bridye.

Kook v ane sappont, aned the whole
thine gees, [T you cut the Golden Gate
Buiedize 1o the senath, the Richiod]-San
et ] Brachge teothe o ilae Tasdye aaross
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they would teaten 1a cut off water sup-
plies o the souch, aod Southecu Califarnia
wouid “capitalate.”

As the recessiun deepened  Rnhards
speke about bis fears that President Reagan
would lead the United States inta & war.
Now was the time 0 get an organization
guing, he saud, and stockpile supplics. An-
drews pever touk these notions seriously,
He could never tell what was real with
Richards and what was imaginary. Richards
hungered lor publicity, and one day he wold
Andrews how he and Dick Baldwin were
manufaciuring  climbing  apparatus for
“Spider Dan” Goodwin, the famous climber
of skyscrapers. Andrews learned that the
story was true, except thar Baldwin had
done ali the work.

By October 1981 Engincering-Cunstruc-
tors was in bad financial straits. A neck
injury forced Andvews 10 Jeave the panner-
ship, and he moved to Tennessce, Richards
prumised to send him a check 10 cover his
share of one of their business transactjons.
The check took six months to arrive, and
when it did it bounced.

If Richanis was bruke, one wouldnt
have guessed it from bhis lifestyle. His
parents lent him the down payment lor the
house on Bunerficld Road, He owned two
Porsches, an expen$ive Jensen Interceptor,
and a pickup truck. He had several
remudeling jobs going at ance and boasted
w: [riends that he was making §1,000 a
week. Whrn he was introduced 10 the Corte
Madera Lions Club, he wowed Allision
Gibbls, the chapier’s president.

In GiLbs's apinion Richards ypified the
*We serve” motto and spirit of the club, He
was sclf-reliant, gracious, well educated,
moral. He belicved in helping  youih,
giving them a chance. Relerring 1o (e
teenagers who woarked for him, Richards
was quick to admit that somé of themn had
probiems and were inexpericnced, but, he
said, they were fast learners,

Giblis found Richuards's anitucde toward
youth admirable, In early {982 the Lions
Club came through with §5,000 to reinode!
a kitchen ar the Blind Adult Center ar the
Fint. Uunted Methodist Church ol San
Rafael. Richards landed the contract ami
wid Willie Robles, his tweniv-year-uld
foreman. 1o hire more teenagers.

ROEAY  HOOUVER was a
loser from the start, He
couldn't read, he couldnt
express hamsell, he was
alwavs n trouble. He
smoked pot, in his own
words, “like a mad dog,”
and was arresred three times during the List
ewghe monihs of 1981, eace for assaulting
his girlfrien). All the charges were Luer
diepped, hut Hoover remained mirserable.

112 f“amt aryY [9B3

L e et e smonld seream

el vat
[1e had heen abanidoned iy o '.'.II'I'.:'(..I. er R hands g e B enages beld a

and Yad fivedd with e imogiver e S Foan-
cisca’s hissing § hstrict. Menvaws of the
city tent shivers up his spine. e bt been
a white huy ina warld of black aoebEhiesms
teenage caingt [o San Fraoncisco he baed run
for Lis Ll

Lie at the Crossromds sl
heter, but at least e was back in Manin
with his white friends. Al the kids hnew
une another there = Vadkdy Bear, Ve, Ane
drew, Willie, Cruasy. They were ke o big

murh

family that diddn't need grosen-ups,

When  Hoover's
plaining about the Jong comuate 1o her joby
in San Feanciseo aand told e thao they

mather |)L'!.1il|'l LOr-

were moving back to the oy, be snaply
picked up the few things he baul, walkerd
across the housing projeet to 30 Los Fudees
Circle, and asked Pere Neal amd Jouk
Thomas wherhier D coeid move 1w, e
knew that Jack, a kind, suft-spoken man,
would offer him sanctuary.

Hoover was righr. Thamas took him in,
and his mother refurned 10 San Francisco
without him. But he regarded his siay as
temparary. [fe hated sponging ofl Jack,
he sad. More than anything clse he wanted
a jobb so he could move o his own
aparumnent. .

A short time later Wilhe Robles knocked
on the door of the apartmemt and asked
Hoover whether he wamed a job wuh
Mark Richards. Hoover jumped at the
chance. He dropped out of schont and was
soon working as much as twelve hours a
day lor Richards as a laborer. It was the
happiest he had ever been, and saon he was
coming home 1o Thomas with stories about
*megabucks *

Mtk Richards was the stangest guy
Houver had ever met. Alinost every T'ues-
dav night, alter his wile lelt the house ©
visit her sister, Richards held  seeret
mectings with his crew of wenagers 1o
discuss polities and plans for o fantasy em-
pirc. Most of Hoover's friends already
knew about Pendiagon. They, wa, had
been recruited by Robles, wha was an en-
thusiasiic acolyte. Robles warned them to
heep quiet gbout the arganizanon or ¢lse
the "warlerd™ would make sure they weie
“extince.”

One wight, according o the leenagers,
Richads spread an aeriad map ol Marin on
the coffee 1able and poimied o the aban-
doned bunkers above the Gokden Gawe
Bridge. The gun emplacements had heen
disinamled after World Wi 1, he said,
but he had been talking 1o 1the coury abiout
restoting them and converning them into a
taurist attraction,

“They’ie biting it,” he saild, kaughing.

After the artny had been pervsuaded o re-
install the wwelveneh wuns, be planned o
switch the dusimy shells widh live aoes, aned
befure the county knes whert was happen-
ing he and oy aemy o8 200 erack treops
wonhd have conuol ol a forbess over-

meetnsg at the Tnkees | Ly ndeer syslein

woa munnane il o nolitny ohiwlesges e

Lut i Wwhards™ imagination the crum-
bling Liniex aned conaorete pilhoses wery fike
tedieval fortresses, Fooum here, he wald the
teeny, they could lols shelbs iy San Fran.
crsen’s Fooanos) Dhisirier., Vo0 e northeast
USA
retinery in Richimomd, On theie Tefi was
Angel Ishaned, where they eouid see the old
Nike missile bases, Richinnds ok the boeys
i the shd nne day o reconnaoiter s
detense passilalines, Later, he made Willie
Rubles *ean™ aml Crossy Hoover “duke” of
Angel Fsbind.

"What about the other people in Marin?
What are they gonsg 1o do alier the revolu-
non?™ a teen asked during sme of the
meetings, Rivhards sald they would be
given the choice of juiming Tmpecial Marin
ar leaving. *You sce,” he explained, using
his persenal inierpretation of local history,
“ihe fapners in Marin and Sonoma never
ratificd the peace reaty thas made Califor-
nia a state, so it's not treason. Marinites
have the right to secede from the United
States if they want 10.7 If they cuuld hold
out [or just 48 hours, France would ree-
ognize Linperial Marin and send in planc-
louds of fued and supplies,

In April 1982 Richards started printing
the Fendragon newsletier and handing it out
at the meetings. It bore the symbol of the
Red Dragon, or ¥ Ddrag Geck, tilted from
the Welsh flag. As 3 symbol for his ideal
community Richards chose the anciemt
Celtic 1riskclion, represented by three leys
radiating in a circle and joined at the thigh.
“I'he triskelion s still used on the banner of
the Isle of Man.

*Pendragon is the monthly newsletter of
the Triskelion,” the first issue began, “a
community of penple on the West Coast of
Nourth America who are building a new,
more hutnan socicty w0 live in, .. . The
rest of the world will soon be a2 mass of
[ieewiys and parking lots . . . all we want
are a few Jovely castles and wwers doning
the wauds on wur land in the wniddle of no-
where,” Inside the newsletter Richards in-
cluded articles about lasers, facts about the
recession, maps shuwing hegh-risk areas in
the cvent of a nuclear attack. quotes from
T8, Ehot = preuy inecleciual siull fur the
teenagers rom Novato, three of whiom suf-
feredd frum dyslexia. Hoover's reading level
wits solnewhere around the third grade
One of them couldn’t even pronounce
“Pendragon.”

War games werc planned, and Richards
i his recruits of his fantasy that George
L.ucas was Luilding the {asers they were go-
ing to place on top of Mount Tamalpais.
{ie soih he had met the rechusive filruniker
af a soucdio during the Gitning of Sier Trek,
ard 1o hick up his story he pouied 1o the

wis another target the Chevrop

autagraphed picture hanging on his wall,
Ooe day be honded Roldes $1.000 and
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oo the yrooand Noor ol the revolution,
p He announced an "im-
aal ball™ 1o Le held at the San Frandisvo
o the Fouith ol
sty would theet the

“mnney men” Lobind Pendragon. Trowas
coiitg 1o be o might of investituee, and loyal
1ollowrers would be awaded rank and title
1o Biefdon:s in Marin Gounty. Hoover came
hume singing o Jack Thomas, *We gt
megahucks. Were gonna make mega-
Luicks, We gut ranks. Lasers, Guns.”

Robles nouced the changes in Mark
Rachards in May. He began to bend under
financial pressures. The bank was threaten-
g o loreclose on his house. Craig An-
chews kept calling long  distance from
Tennessee, [urious about the bounced
chieck, At one point Richards went to a job
sue and preteniled that he had justalked 10
Lucas “There's going to be a new projec-
tion,” he saud, referring 1o the collapse of
the U5, economy. I’y going o come
duwn within 1we and a half vears.”

Meanwhile Richards and Dick Baldwin
had decided o share garage space on Front
Streer, and Richards was even talking
about guing in with him on the Stutz Bear-
vt project, Richards was going to build a
garage extensiun at Baldwin's home, where
they could manufacture the parts. Only
Richards, as usual, exaggerated his par-
tcipation. One day Baldwin overheard
Rivhards brageing to people that he—
Mark Richards—was building a2 Stutz
svarcat, hinting that it was Ais project, not
Baldwin's. Later Baldwin told a friend thar
Richards's hunger for success made him
uncasy.

Richards, 1o, Lecame discontented with
his new pariner. He started telling the ween-
agers who woiked for him that Baldwin
unwed him morey. Baldwin owned twenty
cars, he said, and was known as a miser
who hated banks. He probably' had a mat-
tess stuffied with money, and yet, Richards
altowe.!, Baldwin owed him $3,000 for ma-
terials on the garage and refused 1o pay.
According 10 Hoover, Richards was *fed up
with the [—ing dude.”

According 10 Willie Robles’s testimaony,
it was in this aunosphere that Richards ap-
praached him and ashed him to help
murder Dick Baldwin. At first Robles
fiyured 1t was another Mark Richaids fan-
tasy, but two weeks tater he asked again,
He also approached Pete Neal and offered
himn 31,000 and a dunc buggy. according 10
Neal's uffidavis, Robles and Neal compared
notes and decided things were delinitely
geting tow werrd. Pendragon was fun, but
now Richards was talking about murder.
When Robles told hun that he was going o
join the navy Richards was furious and
allegedly  threaened  that “higher-ups™
would kiE Robles ruther than let him escape
with his knowledge of the arganizagun.
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Bars dowen Lo the vecrmnter, T hes wonled gean
the navy wgether, be <aud.

there was ait entranece caanmatnn Roblbes
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p:l.\.:.l'd, Hownwer Tunked

“What's the maner?” Keirh
asked Richards atter Robloys deparnane,
“Y o gave i a by, ol he .-.p'!il anvernighi
without notice. Sobie's an asshole Wiy et
so upset? Has he yot senething on you?™”

*Yeah, well,” Mark saidh, snapping ot
of it. “I don't think he can du anything
abour 1.7

Twenty-vear-old Andiews didin’t knew
about Pendragon or the charges o s
childhood fricnd, who had given b o«
summer job. As far as Keith kaew | this was
the same ald Mark he had known for somie
filtcen years, his brother Craig’s onner
business partner.

Riding with Richards from 1le- Batter-
ficld house 1 the Lions Club project it the

Abedieaws

church one day, Andrews noticed a blue-,

print of a laser and some other drawings in
tic backseat,

“What are these?” he asked.

“Pictures for my book. That's a laser an
Mount Tamalpais,” Richards said.

Andrews looked at the carefully drawnil-
lustration. It was excellent, he ll:umglu.
There was also a drawing of a knight
mounted on a mechanical horse. Richatds
said he had been working on a science fic-
tion novel called Imperial Marin, abwant
Marin County being taken over and 1un as
a inedieval kingdom.

“I've got this cult (ullowing,”  he
claborated laier at his heuse, “People have
been reading my story out lowl at these
meetings. Important people. They hke my
ideas. It's been sold, vou knaw.”

Andrews hadn't heard anything about
this, and linle did he suspect that he
portant people” Richards was talking abaut
were semiliterite teenage:s,

“It's already out in Los Angeles, and il
be released in Northern Calilurnia soon”
Richards told Amlrews  “lhats how |
bought my hause — with an advance un the
royaltics from the publisher.”

“That is great news,” Andrews said,

But Richards seemed depreszed, with-
drawn. Andiews tried w cheer hime up.
“Hey, look,” he said, *don't worry about e,
Now that ynur baok has been published,
Grorge Lucas will Le knocking on your
door wanting te make 1 movie ont nf i, andd
voull be a millionane.”

*Yeah,” Richards said <treamily.

Andiews forgat aboud this canversation
until abwer work the 1o
drinkine a Mooseliead beer in e Rischen
al his parems’ house and tatkimg 1o his
muother, who had retureed from buneh wath
Richards's meather

"Tann't 1 Mrs,
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Hoover hopped
into the shower.
“Kill him, kill
him,” he said.
“Got to kill him!”’
Thomas shrugged
it off. He
thought Hoover
was singing the
lyrics of some
new punk rock
song.

George Lucas about making his buok into a
mnovie.”

HILE KFITH An-
drews pdjusted
o his ew su:p™
mer jub, Mark
Richards was
training Hoover
for murder—at
ieast thars what Hoover later told a
peychiatrist. He said he was “shocked for a
minute® when Richards first approached
him about i, but then he was offered
$5.000 and a car. "Murder didn't bather me
if money was involved—1 could do it all
day,” Hoover admitted,

He had met Dick Baldwin only once
before, but in the weeks beflore the murder
Richards allegedly directed Hoover's inner
hatred towurd Baldwin, Under police ques-
tioning, Hoover said that Richards built
the man into the personilication of evil.
Baldw:n was still unmarried, therefore he
was a homotexual, possibly 2 child
molester. He belonged to a social club
called E Clampus Vitus, which preached
seif-rehance ~— clearly a sign of Nazi tenden-
civs. To practice, Hoover smashed cement
Llocks with a sledgehammer while Richards
stood on the sidelines, encouriving o o
think of ali the things he T

S ..

As the day ol dhe sannder g .
ffusva™ friend Andresw Canphell paned
e conspiracy Like Hoover, Camphell
head Been i and out ol froubde; be ad heen
A NUSPECt 6I8 LI 3180 tvesiiea i A
ing 13 Carmpbeil’s testunony, Richardy of
fered Wim $2.000 1o act as o ookow wiale
Richards and Huover luned Haldwin 1o the
garage nn Front Soect and mierde red hins,
Aficrward, the three planne:! ta dean the
vicumn out of everything he had. They
would steal his cars, sell his house, and
pump the money inta Tmperial ©Marin,
Camphel] said.

Richards origintally sct the Fourth of July
for the murder, Campleli said, since the
cops would bie kept husy chasing drunks
and kids with fircerackers. Then e
murder was Jdelayed so it woukl] coincide
with the twtal lunar eclipise on July 6 ar 2:30
AM. IT this was the plan, it was ruined
when Dick Baldwin decided to watch the
cclipse with a friend in Powvluma,

Baldwin lived on Venctia Meaduw
Road, an enclave of ramshackle, do-it-
yourself houses just eaw of the Marin
County Civic Center. An old friend of his,
Tom Mills, was at the house when
Richards and the twn teenagers arrived
around noon on july 6. Mills remembers
that Richards didn ook dressed for pour-
ing concrete, which was the reason he gave
for Leing there. But Mills had o return 1o
work in Sausalite, so he said goodhye 1o
Baldwin and left. That was the last titne he
saw his friend afive.

Aflter Mills drove off, Richards suiveyed
the work that necded to be done on the
garage. According o Campbell, Richards
then probed Babdwin abuuat Bis plags for the
week. Was he :.uppmr:(i Ler et ilny'lm(‘.J
No, nat that he could recall. Camphiell Later
testificd that Richards “tlmied Dickh duwn
tike a clucken befure vou biccak s neck.”
They joked openly about how this woutd be
Baldwin's last day on eaith, but Bakdwin
didn’t cawch on. Taking somcthing vut of
the oven, he turned 10 his gucsts, “Anvbody
like any cookics?™

As plunped, Richairds Lrought up the
subject of cars. Houver had supposedly
saved up $500 and wanwed o buy one of the
clunkers Balihwin hadd ai his shop. Baldwin,
whao loved o bargain, agreed w et Hoover
look them over, and they uot into their cars.
Campbell remained Behind with the excuse
of working on the ronl. Hoover’ pemem-
bered thinking, as they drove ints San
Rafael, *Ch no. 'l never sce my mather.
Il never see anybody ever again.®

B HANK HUMINSKY HATES 1o be
disiurbed  Although  his
memory s o ladde hazy on
dates, he thinks it was the
alternoon of July G, as he was
working th his hont office,
that a pukup pulled into the

cntrtvard A nent Luer Dick Babidwin
dhove up o hs orange Datsin station
wingen. Hubnnsks whowe D ar dhe people

.i M betle. He bl derxlen that ne

A . .
Leclinitely dedo't care dor tay nighe-wing

'nrighhur, and hadd “tuned Dick oue”

What happened inside the garage a1 36
Frou Stroce s whie the case ss gl abuut, [n
lwe conflessiun, Hoover siad he (ound a
Biseball batin the corner of the garage ard
muved uy helund Baldwin, As Heoover
waiterd for Richarda's signal he thought he
wat gaing o be sick. He Jidn't wane o da
this. {t was the ineney that made bim wild,
he later explained. Rachards Ricked his
hair, and Hoover slamuned the bat inio the
beft sisde of Baldwin's head. The skull frac-
ture was enouygh o have killed Baldwin, the
coroner said later, But when Baldwin hit
the garage flowr his heart was still beating.
Accarding ta Hoaver, the body was flailing
and “jiggling around.™ Richards screamed,
“Finish hirn off! Finish hin off® and handed
Hoover a screwdriver and a knile.

*1 hit him the first time,” Hoover said. *I
stepped back ten feet. 1 came back in and
hit hirn about three times. | stepped back
again. His hand wenc up his back like he
was going o get a gun . . .30 [ stepped
on his hand and pulled his arms aparn. . . .
1 slammed the [——iny screwdriver
through. 1 put a knife up there. . . .1
stepped on the knife. The knife crumbled
into a billion pieces. I grabbed another
regular serewdriver. | stuck it through the
side of his head and wrned it around like a
Llender.®

Ia the office next door Hubinsky looked
up from his books. He had heard a loud
“thud,” as thaugh somcone had fallen vver,
andl then he heard siincone swearing loudly.
An unscited fechng came over him. He
turned us radio off and listencd. Then he
it up f1om his desk and went to the rear of
his shop. He put his ear 10 the wall thar
separatcd his umit from Baldwin's, For 2
firdl minuce he listened o mulfled voices
that he enuldn't inake out. He walked to the
front of the building and looked over at
Baldwin’s shop. The duor was down as it
usually was when Baldwin had visitors and
chidn’t want to he baothered. For a moment
Hubinsky thought he'd better call the
pulice. He stood in the aficrnoon light and
tried to think what to do. If it had been
anyonc clse, he would have banged on the
door and investigated. But Baldwin was a
private, paranoid person. He would freak
out 1f Hubansky knocked un his door, Sc
Hubinsky walked back to his office and
reurned 1o his paperwork.

lnsicte the shop Baldwin's blund spitlec
onto the concrete floor. {1 was over, Houve.
drageed the by aver to the Rolls-Royee
wheie they concealed i1, and then b
sprinkled sawduse over the pool of blood.

“Weli>™ Camphell asked when Hoosve
and Richards rewurned w Baldwin's house

“Yes, it's done.” they wld him. "It wa
loody and gross. Now lets get the stu
uat.”

Campbell led therm throogh ahe hous
which he had scarched aftee they eft H

Y

wwed thern the focked  closet he ha
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.. Lawe Loy of homegrownma-
LW .t same guns and ammo. As ey
Y the safe ono Richards's pickup
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that huuse " Then he pulled from his pocher
$1,750 in cash hie had found in a drawer.

Hichards touk the money. He said they
would need it to buy a boat tu dispose ol the
Linly. They drupped the sale off a1 his
house. In the newspaper want ads they
found a sixteen-foor Dursett cabin cruiser
hisied for sale by a Mill Valley resident,
Pernurd Healey. They drove over o his
Luouse 10 look at the Buat. A man who iden-
titicd himsell as Richards dig all the talk-
ing  He wld Healey thae they were crazy

. about night Nishing and needed the buat
that evening. He showed Healey some
ulentification, and a deal was made. He
wave Healoy a partial payment and signed o
nuie ta pay the remamder in insigllments.
Healey helped Richards hitch the boat
craider 1o his pickup, and the wio drove off
into the night.

They druve cast on Pt. San Pedro Ruad
tw the Lot Lumond Marina boac lauach,
where they mer a lanky sccurity guard who
toldd 1hem the place was closed. But when
they pointed w the open launching ramp,
he said, *Yeah, well, they charge $3,” and
told them to slip the money under the door
of the ofTice. As Hoover did so the security
guard went ta use the batroom in his office
aned arcidentatly locked his keys inside. He
was still trving tw get the door open as the
three launched the boat, ted it up, and
Jdrive back 1o Buldwin's garage to pick up
the hmh‘.

Campbell said fater that Hoover was
=eresting” and "freaked out” and had 1o be
calined down as ke dragged the body out
fruin behind the Rulls-Royce. Campbeli
helped him wrap the body in plastic as
Richards collected weights in a plastic milk
crate. They hastily cleaned up the blood
and liftrd the body into the back of the
1|'||l'k.

They returned to Loch Lomond and
drove past the security guard, who was
asleep in the backseat of his car. The sound
ol the pickup waked him, and he gut out
and approached the truck. It was a tense
moment since Baidwin's body was in the
Lack with Hoover, and they all had guns.
tut the yuard recognized them and waved
them thiough They Toaded the Gody ontu
the bow and shoved ofl. As the cabin
crunser churned into the upen waters of San
Franciseo Bayv, theie spirits lifted, But suck-
dentv, a few hundred vards out, the engine
stailed. Rachards worked an it [ranically
arid, after rapping on the gas Line, got n
staried again, The boat moved oot anetlior
S0 yards, and then sputtered w a siop. This
e they coukdn’t ger o going, and ey
were atuch, Bubling in the waves, for the
tes b two iours,

They deeided w dispese of the evidenee

P
"'{:uh' it the Bayv aod then

L L T R B R LR A LI R
dinsnpedo
Bosty coverboard, Bag the nnliooie oo boed
pru\-'(‘d wo mach fur the ree it iun_q I e
che body. The vepe snapgred, the welis
sank 1o the Lutton, and the corpse thated
o the surlaee

fn a panie they tied poking 1w with an
uar, but the Lody wuilld et k. The
engine still woubdn't st and ey were
rapidly deifting toward shore with the nide.
According 1o Hoover, his acenmpliees were
tao *f—ing chicken™ to el thie bandy so
he reached down amd grabbied it shile they
tied an extra outboacd mowr woa They
dropped the engine into the water, aned the
hody sank. But the witer was only twelve
fret deep in the channel, and with o hinde
amaginavan you  could  almost e he
plastic-cuvered corpse foaing bke a ghost
just below the surlace,
ROSSY WAS COOD e

coming home o night,

Jack Thumas
Lered He

[emetn-

calling, so whea he'didn't
show up the night of July
6 Thomas was worried. In the morning
Hoover telephoned and apolagized. Te had
gone fishing, he said, bur the boar had
Liohen down and they had had o paddie e
shore their hands. He apologized
again, and Thomas felt better, Crossy was
thoughtful that way,

When Haoover got home, he stuffed

with

Blucn!stained cluthes in the bosom deower

of his dresser and hupped into the shower,
He had a habit of talking 1o kil ot
loud, and Thomas could hear i saving,
“Kill kim. Kill him!” )

Now he was untering, “Got o kill him!”

Thomas shrugued it off, He dmughn
Crossy was singing the lyrics of senne new
punk rock song.

Later, Richards and Camphlell wem
shopping with the vietim's-charge cards,
chousing a place that had a repuration for
casy credit. “Lverybody's been harping at
me 1o buy sumething, so I might as well
boy it all at one time,” Richards 1old Raul
Artega, a salesclerk at Mathew's TV &
Stereo in Daly Ciry,

Artega followed Richards around the
store as he sclected TV, stereo, and video
cquipment he wanted put asede, Fhe sales-
erk wotaled the Tl — it came 10 810,035 50
Richards sad he'd e hack o preh ap e
merclcoudise abier the eredin .'l]li\!:-f'.l[i-"l\
vlerned According 1o Artega’s testinony,
Rivhands signed the apphication with Dick
Kakhwin's nuanwe
RTINS ST b

piorect with Keith Andreesws st anathee

Plomver wasoeft behined ot the

vong e aess tweniveyearchl Gy
Ables, and e was yening il Sune the
tarder, Koachand s hovse loal Leen 5 L
" with -!;llllll.-'l'\,.l Pougt awbeer e wos Biis s !
15

Lisn §5,0007 He hinl wosws v oo angee Dz

whot e wanod ks, Vol ie wis

ltaid  never
Lieen vut all night without |
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Bun Therzer adl s .'Al i
wurhed, He brl.tu.lm_.; Loerprie
huw he had kammered a man wiehoa base-
Ball bat and pushed a screwdover into his
hiead and “stirred 3t around.” The guy fe
killed was 3 pervert, he wld a sixceen-yzar-
cld S'_l.'[ wha lived :t: the Crossroads, lie
shuwed has roommate Pewe Neal the pistuls
he had wken He ashed him to stash the
garbaye bag of znarijuana in the atic and to
try to selbir.

HEN KEITH An-
drews's  pay-
check for $110
bounced on July
7, the day aflicr
the murder, he

y went over 10
Rirhards's house, handed it to him, and
told him not to worry about . “Hey, you
don't have to pay me,” he said. “1 know
you've got money problems right now. I'm
not upset. Let it slide.” *

While talking to Richards he caught a
glimpse of a safc in the garage. A few days
later the safe was cracked open, and he
noticed other things that seemed odd, If
Richards was so broke, where had he got
the monev (o buy all these new things An-
drews saw in the house—like the new
Wards videotape cassette player. And what
about the cabin cruiser siuting in his
driveway? Mark’s wife, Caryn, dangled a
gold bear necklace in front of him and said,
*See what Mark got me?” Richards ex-
plained that the goods had been given to
him by clients in lieu of cash, but Andrews
wasn't totally cenvinced, Caryn was so
trusting, he thought, she wasn't the type to
question Mark about the source of money
for a!l these things. She was stil) living in
the champagne and candlelight world that
Mark had set aside for her so that she
would stay innocent all her life. Mark
Richards, the world traveler, hadn't taken
Caryn anywhere.

About the same time, the U.5. Coast
Guard informed authorities it had re-
covered a body, Keith Andrews and Gary
Ables were gening off work at the Lions
Club pruject in San Rafael, They had been
working for Richards for less than three
weeks, and they barely knew cach other,
Nonetheless, Ables cleared his throat and
told Andrews he should hear the story
Hoover had told him the day before.
Hoover and Campbell had ripped off credir
cards and a vafe from someone’s house, and
Huaver said he had murdered the owner
with a baseball bat. They had dumped the
body into the Bay using the boar that was
sitting in Richards's driveway.

Andrews was shocked. “Wow,
heivy. Real heavy *

“Then he shook himself and came Lack
angrily, "Thats 3 bunch of garbaye ”

“Yeah, that's what [ thoughe,” Ahles said.

But the question surfaced agan as they
contitiied  dows Butterfield Ruad. The
more Kewh theught about i, the e

that's

ek

umuloa

. PN i’
earretinng b The oo v

At each orther arel ) adoraosa
neownly, “Whay o o

shivers up their spres

real!” L hat aent
Whether ws e o oot D™ wane
Le around,” Able: sait "Tuoday's my laer
o T

When Ables failed f by up few work
the {olluwing morng, Ardrews wias wor-
ried. When he asked what happened o
Gary, Richards's vague repiy set him on
edge. After work Amdiews wemt aver 1o a
friend’s house, and they talked over the
situauion His friend was several years older
than he and worked a5 o bus driver. He told
Andrews that he had a moral and legal oble-
cation 1o report whar he knew to the police.
Andrews tonk s advice amdl made an
anonymous telephone call w the Marin
County Sheriffs Deparunent. He spuke 1o
Rich Keaton.

K HIERE WAS A KNOCK at the
door of the intervicw
room, and Mrs. Jlcover
was ushered in. She looked
worn-out, used up, as
though she was carrying
. around a deadness in her
soul. Kosta informed her that Hoover had
just confessed to murder, She sighed and
asked her son why he hadn't waited and
talked to a lawyer first.

“I don’t need nobody elsc. I'tn iny own
lawyer,” he replied. “Why do 1 have to have
the legal advice? I'in wiling the sruth, Ma.
U'm not going to stink iy way out of this.”

His mother sar down, stunncd, as Crossy

began retelling his story to her. His confes-
siun became intense and ernetional. Far the
fiest tirne, he cried.
" “Love 12 what 1 wanted. That's why 1
wanted the monev. .. [ wanted
love. . . . It is unbechevable. | wanted
everything, . . . [ wanted w make i for
mysell, like everybotily else does.”

Mrs. Hoover took her son's hand.

*You were making it. You were s happy
two weceks ago,” she said.

*Yeah, but then when the money
came . .. I snapped. . . . Remember you
guys thought | was nuts when [ told you
about Marin County is gaing (0 go inte one
of ithese [—ing lHelter Skeler things.
Nobody would listen to .

“He knew him, Moem,” Crossy added,
pointing to sergeant Kosta,

“The victirn was a personal friend,”
Rosta told Mrs. Hoover.

Mrs. Hoover heaved asigh "I0s almast
like I''m in a f—ing nighunare ™

“H's still Iving like hell 1o us,” Ted Lind-
quist saed, referring o Mak Richards in
the next raom. ~

Mis Hoover was putung the juature -
gether, “So while you two were doisg all
this hiude ddirty work b (Hichiaads] was
stinding rthere, wathing*”

“He was watehing the whole e, had-

ing e the screwdrves, banding e cthe

kainves”

o

“fant standivg e st TR
“Dostiucting .. ihur rnadretor, as A
drew caile e~ coaeh.”

Kot tigured he had bieard enough, 1
tarned oif the tape recorder. He and Lis,.
queist strppeddoutsude sa Al Huoover coul.
be alone with bier sun.

The sergeant could teli when someon
was lying or laviag it wut. Hogver was L
ing it v, saying he did it all. Kosra ha
tld Crossy a hule white lie. Dick Baldwi:
had not been a friend of his, They had me
once, briefly. But Kosta wanted 10 impres
upon the wenager that he hadn't jusi
smashed a “thing.” He had murdered a rea!
persan who was going to be missed.

As this story goes 10 press, the trials o
Mark Richards and Crussy Hoover are
scheduled to begin on January 17. Andrew
Campbell has been released, and, in return
for his restimeny, all charges against hiin
have heen dropped. Hoover, through his
public defender, Ed Torrico, has entered a
duuble pica of not guiliy and not guilty by
reason of insaniy. Torrico intends to
challenge the admissibility of Hoover’s con-
fession, which he claims was taken in viola-
tion of 1oover's Miranda Rights.

Mark Richards is charged with murder
and murder in the commission of a rob-
bery. Il convicted of the latter charge, he
could be sentenced 1o death. His attorney,
Carl Shapirn, the lawyer who successfully
defended him in his insurance fraud case, is
an unconventional man with long silver
hair and is a brilliant legalist. In the carly
1960s, when he lost an appeal and a client
went to the gas chamber, he swore he
would nrever plead a capiral case. But he
and Richards have become friends over the
years, and he is convinced that his client is
innocent. He is expected 1o dwell on incon-
sislencies in testimony regarding the time
of the murder and 1o argue that Richards
lacked a mative. Pendragon was merely a
novel that Mark was writing, Shapiro says,
and he was using the 1eenagers as a sound-
ing board. He never intended to take over
Marin County or to place lasers on top of
Mount Tamalpais. He was misinterpreted
by the youths who commined the crime and
wha were trying to blame Mark Richards,

Maybe so, but Kosta doubts it. Pen-’
dragon was a fantisy 1o conceal 'the truth.
The motive was financial gain,

“It doesn't matter what the motive was,”
Ted Lindguist says. “You can speculate
from now uli doomsday. Wl counts is
that Mgk Richards did i, and we can
prove it.”

Speculatnn will wet you nowhere Every
detective knows that. Find the facis. Docu-
ment the crime. Let the DA pat it together,
and let the jury decide. Pendragun might
not even come up at the wria). Bat even a
woeed detective Yke Kosta cant help but
spevulate abnast s man lhe Mark Ric hards.
*Seirnue i came and gol him and ek
him away,” he s

Foosin knew thae the moneest he walked

it the mae's honse s sam hiaddenn, e
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" Independent Journal
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Of the 1J stafd

' :l - BYIE'rik.' Tngram

- A Marin jury today began deliberat-

ing the guilt or innocence of Pendragon

_ murder defendant Mark Richards, a 31- -
-year-old San Anselmo contractor accused . -
of mgsterminding the brutal slaying of a .
_friend. .

Closing arguments in the case, which

ran 28 court days, ended Tuesday with -
Deputy District Attorney Edward Ber-

berian saying the evidence warranis a

“first-degree murder verdict.

If the jury returns that verdict,

coupled with a finding that the slaying .-
occurred as-part of a Jﬂan to burglarize : -

the victim's home and auto restoration

shop, the panel will be asked to decide - -

Richards’ sentence.. .. - .

- The penalty the jury would be asked .
0 decide is. whether Richards should be .
sentenced to life with the.possibility of .
parole or life without that possibility. ..

- Richards and two teen-age employees. -
-of his contracting firm were arrested’

- July 16, 1982, on suspiclon of murdering
- Richard Baldwin. ' : .
Baidwin's bludgeoned and stabbed -

‘body was found floating in San Péblo Bay .
_a few dafs earlier. - o

Investigation showed that he was’

‘myrdered on July &, 1982, In his auto
shop in the Canal area of San Rafael,

Berberian said. : v
The motive, the prosecutor told the

. jury, was to rob Baldwin of his posses-

sions and use the proceeds to bail out

Richards’ financially troubled contract- .
ing business. : -

He manipulated the two teen-agers —

. Crossan Hoover Jr. and Andrew Camr
0

bell,- both 17 at the time --in

arlicifating in the crime with a bizarre
ale o

Berberian said. : .

Campbell, who said he only fook part:

in disgosing of the bedy, later was

granted immunity and was the prosecu-

- tion’s key witness against Richards. -
-, Hoover, who has pleaded not guilty by

reason of insanity, confessed to actually

- killing Baldwin on a prearranged signal

. from Richards. Hoover will be tried

" separately. - .

. During " the trial, Berberian intro-
* duced more than 400 exhibits that he
believes link Richards with the murder of -

a plan to. take. over Marin, - :
" - In the Marin kingdom of the future if he

coo lweqnesday"""', April 4, 1984 | _

Pendragon slaying case goes to jury -

a man who was a member of Richards’

- wedding parly a few years earlier.

Many of those exhibils dealt with
Pendragon, a group headed by Richards,
according to Berberlan. Those documents

indicate a plan for the armed takeover of -

Marin. . 3
Whether it was fact or f{antasy,
Berberian told the jury, doesn't really:

- matter, The importance of the Pendra- -

gon tale was the way Richards used it to’

- manipulate the youths, primarily Hoo- ~
. Berberian. accuse

ver, into taking pait in the murder.
.Hoover believed the plot was true,

. Berberian said, and believed he would be

aid $5,000, giveri a car, and made a duke

followed Richards' orders. .. .
" Defense attorney Carl Shapiro count-
ered that the Pendragon documents were

-part of his client’s research for a science-.
- Tiction novel. . . - . .

The weekly Pendragon ,meétlnﬁi at
Richards’ home on Butterfield Road

dragons with Richards being King Ar:
thur, Shapiro said. - - .. - -
. But tﬁe teen-agers involved didn't:
understand that, he added, and turned it
LT SR DT

into a game of cop and robbers.- =
" His client was set up by Hoover and

"Camrbell, who actually did- the killing;

Shapiro sald, admitling, however, that
his client later helped to coverup the
murder, - _ -y

Shapiro also admitted that his client

went on a spending spree with Baldwin'

‘checks and eredit cards. -
i

But that doesn't prove murder,
addEd. : . o . "
In his day~lon§ rebuttal argument;

Shapiro of "“at £

.L":‘c HES t",l'.':'a '

minimum, oversimplifying the evidence”

against his client. :

He noted at one point that Richa i

during a Pendragon meeling, distributed.

" literatyre on how to make homemadg

submachine guns.

“So this was King Arthur and the boy;

ﬂmng knights of the roundtable,” Bera
n_said. “This was just fun and
games.” - o

: R gy
[Evidence of Richards’ financlal trousc—,

were merely a game of dungeons’ and - bles was introduced fo show a _motivéf

. Berberian added, -

<

“Why would he kill a friend? Why? =

* His finaneiat troubles explain that why,:g

the prosecutor said. .

K]

22
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- Tues., April 10, 1984

: ..,l s .- By Jack Viets -

'-atqr of the bizarre Pendragon
fantasy about an armed take-
“over"of ‘Marin, was -found-
guilty yesterday of first-de--
gree murder :for the’ savage
. slaying o[ a classxc-car restor-
.er S
. He shook his head m anguished
shock as the Jury's verdict wasread.

i i The jury — which had deliber-.
‘ated four days - also found the

- counts of burglary for looting the.
“shop and home of the victim, Rich.
- ard Baldwln. 38, of San Rafael. .

When Richards was ordered to
ul afier the - jury's. verdict, .his -
aother, Lois, angrily threatened a -

out of the the courtroom.

“*You're the one I'm. going to
get,” she snapped td Independent
~Journal reporter -Eric Ingram.
“You're the one who hung him (her
son)." )

. Jl! "

e 1 heaten body of | Baldvdn.

iy wrapped 4n a plastic shroud and

" wejghted by "an outhoard motor,
. was found floating near the Sisters
Islands in July 1982 by a tugboat.
sklppcr .

' During the tv.o-month tria.l,
. prosecutor Edward Berberian intro-
« |.2 duced a-courtroom full of evidence
. that'linked Richards to the murder

"of Baldwin, a.man Richards de-
scribed to police as “my friend.”

"3

‘\rlark "Richards, the. ere-

“Marin contractor. guilty ' of two: -

. newspaper reporter as she. statked

oy, e
MARK RICHARDS 2

Hc shook hll hecd in shock

dirty his hands, did not inflict the -

fatal blow,” he was responsible for

-,the murder. me prcsecur.or smd.

~The evideuce he brought be-
fore the jury was designed to show
that Richards.' manipulated his
young workers. ‘with the Pendragon
{antasy, and brainwashed Crossan

Hoover Jr., then 17, so that on a

signal from Richards, he crushed
Baidwin’s skull with a baseball bat
- in his shop, and then shoved a chxsel

: . and_ screwdriver {nto his chest.

" The Péndragon fantasy cailed
for the takeover of Marin by a para-
_ milltary force of young men, who
“would be aided by a.death laser
Richards said would be lnstalled
atcp Mount Tamalpais, ol

'l'he evidence mdicar.ed that

- ness was failing, then went on a
. spending spree with the dead man s
cneckbcok and credit cards

Ycung wunessa -_— members ol
Richards' mysterious Pendragon
group — testified that Richards of-
fered Hoover 32000 and a car if ke
. followed Richards’ orders to get nd
o! Baldwin

'Hoover was also promised he

.. would be made a duke m the Mann

of the future.

000133

Pendrdgon Fani'asy Leader

'Richards, whose contricting busi- -

l-!oover who will be tned sepa-.

“rately, confessed to killing Baldwin

_on -Richards’. command. He has.

" pleaded not guuty by reason of in-

Although Richards “d!d ‘pot™ - . sanity:”

- ...._'p.‘.

The jury will ‘refurn to the .

. courtroom, Apri} 12 to determine thie

“special circumstances ‘pemlty qf
the case.

- ) l .4 |'

.+ Jurors wlll be nsked to decide
_whether Richards should be sen-
- tenced to lle without possibility of
- parole or given a life sentence wd:
chance of parole

P
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. 'disbelie! as Superior Court Judge E. X
."Warren MecGuire read the irst-

" a-fantasy involving an armed take-

|

—_ Pendragén iﬁal -——-
Gmlty verduct

judge calls it
ruth!ess kli!mg

By Erik Ingram .
© Of the IS satf

‘A 3l-year-old San Anselmo con-
tractor faces life in prison following
his conviction for what a Marin judge
called a “ruthless killing" linked to a
bizarre fantasy called Pendragon.
 Mark Richards was convicted
Monday of the brutal slaying of a
friend who had beeu an usher at his
weddmg arty. 4
Richards slowly shook his head in s

. deﬁee murder verdict. £
: hards, who authorities said had- 8

over of Marin with him servingasa [
benevolept King "Arthur; also was Pw.*a¥
.convicted of huﬁlarizmg the home

aBr:{dglf rgto i lﬁ?!. shop of Richard & ) —

,-the vic i ~ Mark Richards
Richards displayed littla emotion

until McGulze revoked his s250,000 . Became ill after verdict

bail and ordered him held in jail -

" without ball. ate rut.hless killing...for financial

"He obvinus J c&osa a tbreat to the gain.”

uire said in revok- R.ichards mother-— Lois, a long-.

ing bau_._ “Tt was a planned, deliber-- See Pendrason. page A9




”endragon

" - From page Al

ume San- Anselmo resident, sobbed
| quietly as the verdict was read

Her anguish turned to anger as the

lcaurtrecased,andassheleftthe.'

! courtroom she threatened a newspa
i per rter and kicked the camera
!case afreelancewnterwhohad
followed the case, -
- “You're the one 'm goxng to get,”
'she said, shaking her finger at an
. Independent Journal reporter.
' “You _the one who hung hun (her
I sou ”» 3
j It was unclear ‘what she- meant.
; The  comment may .have been a
' reference to reporting on the case.

i Momeats later, as a bailiff was -

* preparing to take him to jail, Rich-
lardssa ed back against a court-
;mou:lt.I taHlig as his kner?d buckled

y. eyes appea
ir the jail, e became
andbegansweahng profusely,
1 said.
Richards was roshed to Mann
General Hospital, where he told
ngel that he had taken
three pilis. He declined to say what

i kind of pills.

"is stomach was emptied and the -

. ___ents will be apal Lt Wil
; lam Donavan, the jai -commander,
'“&%&P ther jail offi
e, ano jail offi-

cgrds ate breakfast

: today
-' The Jury deliberated four days

I before reaching its verdict.

i During the two month trial, Depu-
; ty District Attorney Edward Berberi-

2o presented a mountain of evidence
: linking Richards to the July 6, 1982
: murder of Baldwin. . .

*  Baldwin’s body was found noatlng

in San Pable Bay a week later. His
 skull had beeh crushed with a
. -baseball hat and he kad been stabbed
in the head and heart with a
* screwdriver.

The prosecution’s key w:tness,
Andrew Campbell, 19, testified under
- a grant of unmumty and admitted
: hel ing dispose of the victim’s body
: a boat R.lchards had purchased
: !or that purpose.

: - Campbell said the death blows
+ were struck by another youth, Cros-
" san Hoover Jr., also 19, who faces a
; se te trial

: e motive was -a plan t¢ rob
: Baldwin and bail out Richards’
: finaneially troubled contracting busi-
_ mess, Campbell told the jury.

* ‘ome of the money could be used
-~ purchase weapons for Pendragan,
he quoted Richards as saying.

Richards offered both youths mon-
:L in return for l.heu' roles in the

lZu:g, he said. .
described a spending spree

- -,
.] ‘ re

s

‘cards and-checkbook. - . ial Marln” ©
Hoover has admitted killing Bald- . Rifehards “talked about setting up
win but said he did it at chhards- an -alternative government. These

command. Hoover has pleaded not young men believed what he told '

guilt by reason of insanity, ‘them,” Be} told jurors. -
Richards created the t:cuhous cult - . Defense ‘Miorney Carl Shapir

, of Pendra force " called the Pendragon story “mom- °
that woul take over Mann ounty. . seqse” during x trial and argued
waiythe:

-aided by a “death laser” atop a -that his client.

nearb mountain, rs said. _coneocted
rities said Richards manipu- tot.hecourt

lated young men who worked for ", 100 ursday to decide-whether

--contracting business ' into’ believing- Rlchards should serve lifein-prison

his fantasy. Some former followers without the possibility of parole. '

- testified . that a group of about 10 . Normally, first-degree merder

ymminiehnnmetw ¥ at Richards’ ' carries a sentence of 25 years to life/ .
San o home to plot their new | with parole posmble after about 18-

lnngdom,whnchwastobeknownas years. S .-._L_:.

. . - o [ A R, B T 'l
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I=’endragon wntness tells of marlna scene

By Erik Ingram

u mﬂ -

A Iorm ard

at the Loc Lomond ﬂarl
na told the jury In

Pendragon murder case

- Thursday that he observed

a man and -two boys -’

boat late on & Was

launchlng
the night :3 July 8, 1982.

The testimony o! Sam
Paul was offered by the
prosecution:to su

theory thdit defendant

Mark " Richards and two .
-teen-agers murdered Rich-
ard Baldwin that day and -

then dumped his body in
the bay.

countered the trio twice
that night, could not
&velydiudlenit;f Richa _
e adult up. .

- However, he gtlt:-:.i'd the

jury, the man at the mari- "
general :

: 1 na fit Ri
" description,
’ He said he first saw the

trio at about 10:30 p.m. and -

i ,'-—vas told by the adult that

ey wanted to launch the.
by Paul as |

: . ooat, deseri

i | from 15 to 18:feet long.
Paul said helthen took a

| nap in his car and was

i awakened by.the same

. | three people about 90 min-
~ ttes later,

- The adult said they had

" left to get something and-

were just retu

.said.,. .

' "The woke me up and

told me it woulli be them

“at:the boat rafp,” Paul
added. '

g, Paul

He said he not see
them again but noticed
their old truck still parked

at the ramp as he was
getting off duty; at about
5 30 a.m. the next day.
gut District Attorney
erian maintaing
that the trio first;iaunched:
the boat and then left to
&ck up Baldwin’s body at
e victim’s auto, restora-
t.lon shop in San Rafael.
He has introdiiced evi-
dence intended to show
that Richards mastermind-
ed the murder of his friend,
Saldwin, as part of a plot
0 rob the victim #nd keep
Richards’ troubied con-
tracting busines
geing bankrupt.

It its -

- informants

PauL who\ said he en-."'--'-invatlgatnrs

si".'

“emt learned of ‘the murder

afterwards -and - used the

‘vietim's. credit- cards and

~_checkbook. But, Shapiro
maintained, his client took
-no part in, planning . or.
i carry'lng ‘out the.sla

- Shapiro claims. that it
work of two teen-
ged employees of his cli-

Hoover who has pleaded
not guilty by reason of
insanity, will be tried after
Richards.: -

Campheu who police

think ‘took part only.in’
disposing of the body, was

granted- immunity. from

Elr:secution in return for:

testnnony against Rich-

— Crossan Hoover Jr. .- ards. _

and Andrew . Campbell ~

:.and that Richards was set
BT} l.l}x)eby the youths, both 17 at

Baldwlns body - was
: found floating

in San Pablo
Bay on July 13, 1982 and

t Richards
and the youths' tmght be

: res ible.-

he  trie waS arrested

several days later and
Hoover gave pohce a full

confession.

ﬁed police

it was Hoover who did the

actual killing on.& prear- .
- ranged signal. _
ards, who allegedly lured -
Baldwin to his auto resto--
ration- shop, where the.

SI'T" nﬁu"%c:ﬁgi man later:

from

testified that Richards pur-

. .chased a 17-foot boat from

him on July §.and ap-

peared in a nrryt.otryxt'.

out.
Richards’ former wife,

" boat in
-.way, given thgu' financial

_handwritin
. -tified that ft was Richards
He tuuﬂed earlier that -

Rich- .

'Caryn, tamﬂed that she

rised to gee the
e couple s drive-

was s

trouhlel

000200

.In" other testlmony'

Thursday, two expert wit-

authority and the other a
— tos~

whoe made out several of

'Baldwin's checks in . the

days that followed the
sla

murder ‘led to. doecuments
at Richards’ San Anselmo
home that indicated a

group called Pendragon:

was formed to take over
Marin, Berberian thinks
the Pendragon group was a
tool Richards' used to ma-

ulate the youths into

'ta g part- in the crime.

.
he lnv-tigation oi the :

- nesses — one a fingerprint

from'

Defense attomey Carl
i Shapiro of San Anselmo

. ""--.-'v
.lal
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Piaymg king of

‘Pendragon tnal witness tells of mllztary boast from Mount Tam

By Spencer Sias -
. Of the I wtalf

Mark Richards, the defendant in the *

" Pendragon murder trial, surveyed Marin

County from the top of Mount amalpais -

~ like a general and outlined strategy for

. taking military control of the county, a

" witness testified Monday. :

Craig Andrews, a friend. of the
contractor, told a Marin County Superior
Court jury that Richards took him to the
top of the mountain to show him his plan
for isolating Marin.

. “We could blow up the Golden Gate
Bridge down there,” Craig remembers
Richards saying. “And we could blow up
the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge and

- destroy the Ru:hmond oil rehnerles.

“and if we went farther north’ and

" blew up the bridge to Petaluma, Marin '

, would be jsolated,” he said Richards said.

the murder of Richard Baldwin of Santa

. Venetia in order to get money to keep his -
froubled contractmg business Irnm golng

bankrupt. -
Another witness testmed earlier thal

Richards said if they got enough money, -

it could also be used to buy weapons for
‘an army that could.take over Marin.

" They said Richards told them he

fht get as much as $50,000, by selling

dwin's possessions, includmg the -
equlpment in his San Rafael auto resto- .

ratmn shop and vmtage cars.

Baldwin_was beaten with a baseball
bat and stabbed to death on July 6, 1982

. at his shop. His bedy was foun ﬂoatlng
. Andrews, who now lives in Tennesee, "
_sald he did not take Richards seriously. . -

Richards Is suspected of arranging .

in the bay on July 13.-

Andrew Campbell, a 19- year-o!d wit-.
ness, told the court earlier that the -
"murder was planned and carried out by
. Richards and another.
-{{oover Jr., who will stan irial separate-
- 1y

outh, Crossanp

Earller on Monday, the 19th da o[

the trial, the court heard testimony fr
* Richards’ former wife, Caryn Cerutu
. She said that on the night of July 6, -

when the prosecutor believes Richards
dumped Baldwin’s body in the bay, her

husband left the house at about 11:30. -

p.mn. and did not return until about 3 2.m.
when he fell into a deep sleep.

_payments on their car loans

‘dt

ot.i Jo

Cerutt: told the courl lhat Rlchards

left the house that night with Hoover ar "~
Andrew Campbell, sa mg that he had v, _
‘finish a contracting ]v

She also tesched that "she i.vaS'

-surprised that Richards . felt he had}

enough money to buy the boat that. the:’
rosecution believes was purchased .on:
e day of the murder for the purpose of:.

dumpmg the body in the bay. - ...

Cerutti told the jury she was sur--
prised to see a refrigerator full of food’
and to get a charm bracelet from-

‘Richards shortly alter the day of lhe

murder.

She rémembered ttmg calls. at
work from lenders asking about- lale.-

1G2000

)

._4 ’




Pendragon

By Erik Ingram
el Of tha 13 staff
A former employee of murder
defendant Mark Richards told a
Marin jury Tuesday he was ap-
ached about joining a mysterious
group called Pendragon and was

. then warned that he would ‘be

eliminated” if he said anything.
The testimony. by Mike Fuller, a

" 923-year-cld service station manager,

came during a day that saw the
prosecution introduce physical evi-
dence intended to link ichards with

.' N

B
N

) .réﬁsrLﬂfnjé]?;
described at trial =

the July 6, 1982, murder of his friend, l

. Richard Baldwin of Santa Venetia, -

Deputy District Attorney Ed Ber- ]
berian maintains that Richards mas-
terminded the murder-for-hire slay-.*
ing of Baldwin as part of a plot to rob
Baldwin and . bail out Richards’

.i_inanci_ally- troubled contracting :

Berberian - claims that: Richards .
used Pendragon, a gro:‘r that alleg- .
edly discussed the armed takeover of
Marin, to manipulate two teen-agers
See Pendragon, page. AB

Pendrago

into participating in the murder.

Richards’ attorney, Car! Shapiro,
sounters that no takeover was
planned. Documents related to Pen-
dragon that were seized at Richards'
home in San Anselmo are part of his
research for a science-fiction novel
about a Marin of the future, the
attorney claims.

Fuller told the Superior Court jury
that he worked for Richards’ con-
tracting firm in early 1982 and
during the time was avgproached by
another young man, Wi
about joining Pendragon.

Fuller said he was later solicited
by Richards to drive gas trucks from
Richmond to Marin after the take-
over occurred. S
- He quoted Richards as telling him,
“Don’t say anything or you will be
eliminated.” )

Fuller said he never -joined the
group and left his job with Richards
on the advice of his mother, who had
become aware of the situation.

Robleg, the man who attempted to

_recruit. Fuller into Pendragon, testi-

fied earlier that Richards paid him to
find members.
He said on one oceasion Richards

told him he had a problem with Dick

— an apparent referrence to Bald-
win — and that something would
have to be done about him. -
Baldwin's body was found floating
In San Pablo Bay on July 13, 1982, by
a tugboat captain. - .
Investigation showed he had been
bludgeoned and stabbed to death at

 the auto restoration shop he owned in

San Rafael.

T hade wene fnned tHiod with Ao

ragon -

.purchased.

l

tape and television cable, and a
small outboard motor was attached

. to it with hem

rope. - -
A tipster tohr pol?:e Richards and
two teen-aged employees - Andrew
Campbell and Crossan Hoover Jr.,
both 17 at the time — might be
involved.
San Rafael Detective Ted Lindqu-

- ijst and other investigators then

determined that Richards allegedly
had gone on a buyifAg spree with
Raldwin's credit cards and check-
book. : S
The three were arrested outside
Richards’ San Anselmo home three
damafter the body was found.
estigators were told that the-

-three 'were taking trash to the dumﬂ.

Hoover coniessed to actually ki
ing Baldwin, saying he crushed the
victim's skull with a basebalil bat on
a preatranged signal from Richards.

Campbel, granted immunity from
prosecution in return for his testimo-

_ny against Richards, said he took

part only in disposing of the body,
which he said was dumped in the bay
from a boat Richards had just

Richards, in his initia] interview
with police shortly after his arrest, at
first denied any knowledge of the
murder but later said he learned of it
from Hoover and admitted using the
eredit cards. _ :

He flatly denied planning or taking
part in the killing. o

His attorney, Shapiro, maintains
that his client has been set up by

‘Hoover and Campbell.

. Michael Waller, an expert from

iLa mbaba avivnn laharatory ieclified

S — -

Tuesday that evidence found in the .

back of Richards' truck and boat the
day he was arrested can be linked to
the crime.

The most significant piece of
evidence, he said, was television
cable seized in the truck. -

Microscopic examination positive-
ly matched the cable with that used
to wre? Baldwin's body, Waller
testifies .

That match was made in studying
how the cable was cut, he said,
adding that a flap of the rubber cahle

covering was created during the cut.

That flap matched perfectly when
thgdtwo pieces were put together, he
said. :

While he could. not Bositively
match the duct tape and hemp ro
found with that used to dispose of the
body, Waller said- there were many
similarities and no significant dissi-
milarities. .

The rope was similar in terms of
the same number of strands, the
same twist and the same fiber,
Waller told the jury. -

The duct tape was similar in color,

. weave and a manufacturing flaw in
double -

weave, which created a
weave in the tape.

Waller also said a small spot of
blood, found on .a boat cushion, was
tyﬂ: B, the same as Baldwin's.

ot enough bdlood was found to do
additional tests to confirm that it
was the victim’s, he said. .

Berberian also introduced bank
and other records that showed Rich-
ards’ personal and business finances
were in troubled waters shortly
helnre the =tavine,

.AB Wednesday, March 7, 1584 Indep

000202

<

endeni Journal . 1%



——

Pendragc"n - ——-

‘bail upheld

A Marln Supeﬂor Court judge has ordered a metal
 detector be placed at the entrance of the courtroom
durlng the Pendragon murder trial Is being held. -

- But the judge refused to revoke Mark Richards’ bafl

secuting attorney Ed Berberian on the grounds that
. the testimony did not provide enough evidence.

talked to a woman whe had dated Richards and had
-seenhim withagun. -
" One of the conditions of R!chards $250 000 bail was
that he could not carry a firearm.
The woman, Linda Lipes of San Rafael, testified that
Richards introduced himself as Francols Ragocazy, a
- South American official, when she met him.
* She testified that she saw a gun in the glove com-
partment of Richards’ car while on a date with him.
Richards,. ‘30, is accused of masterminding the.

_ found floating In San Francisco Bay.
*  Hewas arrested along with two Novato teen-agers —

16,1932, The two youths were 17 when arrested.

' Campbell ‘who claims his only involvement was in

helping dispose of the body, was granted immunity

from prosecution in exchange for his testimony, . -
Aceordlng to Campbell's testimony In earlier pro-

_ wanted the victim’s money.
. persuaded by Richards.

Carl§ put his cilent on the stand.
‘Richards sald that Lipes testimony was correct but
-, that he had not known a gun was in the car he had bor-
rowed from hisparents. -
.Mrs. Richards, who was calied to the stand hefore‘
] Llpel testified, said that “Francois” was a (amlly
¥ : nicknamed given to her son..
j She also sald she owned handguns which ahe had
¢ bought for self-protection.

f r young people, led by Richards. San Rafael In-
“-vestigators discounted the seriousness of reported
goals. such as the armed takeover of Marin, -

Richards’ attorney has said his client was preparlng
towrlte a book. not lead!ng a secret soclety

' dspite testimony that the defendant was seen with a - '

gun. .
Judge E.- Warren McGuire ordered ‘the special = -
. security measure but rejected the request from pro- . -

. MeGuire's rulings were made Monday after San
- Rafael Police Sgt. Ted Lindquest testified' that ke had .

. murder of Richard Baldwin, whose battered body was

-+ Andrew Campbel] and Crossan Hoover, Jr. —onJuly

-ceedings, Richards planned the murder because he,
He sald that Hoover did the actual killing after being *
At the Eroeeedlngs on Monday, defense. attorney -

;'r When the initial investigation began, pollce sald -
Pendragon was a small group of no more than a dozen -

@

-t —— —— — -—

2 NovmeAdvunce w.dnuday. Murch? 1964




. defendant without haiL

|

' ¥ independent Joumnl Tuosdav March e 1984 A&

_Judge refuses to revoke ball of Pendragon murder suspect

By Erik Ingram
Of 1be 1) stafl

A Marin judge, who ordered spe-
clal courtroom secarity measures
Monday morning in so-called
Pendragon murder case, later refect-
ed a request from the prosecutor thal
defendant Mark Richards'-bail be
revoked,

Superior” Court Judge E. Warren
McGuire sald evidence supporung

. allegations that Richards

istol in vlolation of kls
fons was not :tronﬁe Eh to Justify
increasing lhe ba olding the

But McGuire let stand his earlier
ruling that all entering the court-

- room — with the exception of the

jurors and court personnel — pass

g‘:;ough a metal detector at the ironl :

" documenls were

The hearing took place outside the
jury's presence.

The trial is now in Its third week.
Richards, a 30-year-old contractor
from San Anselmo, Is accused of
masterminding the murdei-for-hire
slaying of a friend, Richard Baldwin,
aspart of & robbery plot.

During the investigation, detec-
tives discovered documents that have
been interpreted by some as evidence
of a plot for the forced tnkcover of

ail condi- Marin

nichards' defense’ aunmey. Carl
Shapiro of San Anselmo, sald the
rt of his client's
research for a science fiction nov
called Pendragon, nbout a Marin o
the foture. .

MeGuire's security order came
after he heard a tape-recorded con-
versations between Sgt. Ted Lindgu-

Ist, the San Rnl:el detective assigned
Lo the Pendragon case, and a woman
Richards hfm dating after he was
relensed last December on uﬁoooo

'l'!:e woman, Linda Lipes
Rafael, testified in the aflernoon that
on one occaslon she saw. a pistol in
the giove box of n car Rlchards was
driving.

On another occaslun., she sald, she

felt something hard under his ]ackel_

on the side of his walst.

1[(4 said Richards identified him-
58
his mother, Lols, as his aunt.

He told her he had a cousin, named
Mark Richards, who was in louble
with the law, she said.

As Francois Ragocaz A hﬁadded. .
2 a
consulate oillcnal from Souu: Ameri-

Richards portrayed

. Richards respond
his trial to

of ‘Ban .

her as Francois Ragocary and

- two are

ca who wanted to lour s.m Francis-
co.
They met shorily belnre Chrislmas
2nd had about 10 outi she sald,
When she asked him a ul thz un
in his car, Lipes naldi
that it was there or "polmcal

reasons.”
When she finally dlscnvered his

- true ideniity last wi Lipes said,
uhewas qu!teiurprlu% ml’" hocked

about

o | djdn t believe It . .. 1 thought II.
was someone else,” she added.

Under cross-examination bg Sha

.was shown a starter’s plstol
ooty blanks,

Lipes sald It was about (he game
slze as the gan she aw In the car but
didnt know If It was the same.
stasr?:plm then put Richards on the

The defendant said everythin
Lipes testified to was Lrue, but sal
he didn't know beforeband that the

on way in the glove box of the car ke

rrowed from bis father.

He denied ever touching il or any
other gun since his release.

Asked bLDepl.ﬂy District Attorney
Ed Berberlan to explaln his comment
that it was for political reasons,

that he considers
litical. )

al as political. You
g lo save your pecks
bust,” ke sal

“[ see this
from a ba

He gaid he also believes police

, referring -
'I.o Berberian and Lindquist’

officers are respansibfe for. enf.ering
his parents’ bome In San Anselmo
severa] months ago and “tearing it ln
shreds”

“Which police agency?” Berberian
asked .

I don't know,” Rlchards an-
swered, “My parents told me ...
They told me the house- had been
ransacked. The same kind of ciga-
rettes were left behind as Lhose
smoked 'by the poilce when the
searched the house™ after his arres

The hard.object Lipes [elt on his

I- - waist was probably his keys, he

added
Late last year, when Rlchards‘ ban
was redaced from $300, and he

was freed, the court set geveral
conditions, among them that be not

own or im
‘Accarding to I.ﬁldquisl, he ﬂrsl,

learned thal Richards mi
gun from John Hikish, wi
spoke an Satorday.

Hikish said a friend of his wife's
had been dating a man he suspected
of belng Richards.

The man was using another name,

t have &

he said, bul another acquaintance,

after watchlnf television coverage of
the trinl, later identified him as
Richards.-

Hikish attended court last week
and confirmed the identity, Lindquést
teld Judge McGeire.

clienl's mother, Lols, to the stand to

whom he

Rer son's ase of nmlher name hag

been “a game” within the [amlly for

years, she gaid. -

Under cross-examination, Mr%
Richards said she awns four pisfols,

legl for self protection. -

he gaid .her family has beep
harassed for a year by a neigh* -~
whose son, - Keith Andrews, wo

ardy.

neighbor) is going to come in and
shoot,” she sald, adding she. has
carried a pisto] while walking her
pmlgeﬂy or riding in her car.

nse to a questlon from .-

Berberla:‘nm ghe said she didn't know

_what %ind of guns lhe{"are but said,

“I'm & darn gcod shol.
me to show you?" .

“I'l pass on that,” Berberlan
responded.

|

'ould you 11ke

|

Richards® altorney also called h!sJ

dispute the allegations. .-

#C2000

prosecution witness “against R:ch-___ .

"I i:ave na den when he (the-'
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From museum to m

f

i

l' ByEnk Ingram .. .. Robles, who now is in the Navy,.

booooOtdelsall. L 7T e 600 and said it was.a donation to

l .Pendragon, a- mysterious group Pendragon from. filmmaker George
that came to light as police investi- Lucas. - S R

' gated the murder of a Santa Venetia -

: man, originally started’ out with the no connection with Pendragon.

' idea of creating a museum out of the  Por 5 while, Robles said, he

old gun bunkers on the Marin believed there were “higher-ups” in
- Head'ands, a Marin jury was told ' the- organization and at ome point
ciFrday. oo T o0 o U tried to eall Lucas. . .-

. But 'what started out to be- a ° Lucas did not return the ‘call, he
-museum turned into a plot to take - told the jury.- S

.. over Marin, a former member, Willie Robles left Marin to join'the Navy
*'Robles, testified. - % - .prior to the slaying of. Baldwinm ;.
. Robles"testimony came during the -, The prosecution’s star witness,
_trial of Mark Richards, a 30-year-old "Andrew Campbell, continued under
“contractor accused -of mastermind- . cross-examination Friday by defense
.« iog the murder of his friend, Richard. attorney Carl Shapiro. - .77 .

“‘Baldwin, whose body .was found, ™ . Shapiro continued to hammer on
- floating in San Pable Bay on July 13, discrepancies in Campbell’s testimo-
.-1982. - ... .7 .- .. '+ py about when the killing occurred
- Robles said he went ta work for . and when he said he helped Richards
. Richards’ firm in November 1981 . and another youth, Crossan Hoover
‘and lived with Richards from De- Jr., dispose of the body. . .. .
-cember 1981 to June 1982.- - . — The motive for the. murder was
- ' He attended many weekly Pendra--- financial - gain by loating Baldwin's.
"’gon meetings, he said, adding there home ‘and auto restoration shop,
was ' discussion ‘of storming police Campbell sald, . . :

. stations and taking over the county. - - Richards and Hoover lured the

| - "Robles said Richards wanted him..victim to his shop, where: Hoover
~ “to secure Angel Island” when

the slammed him over the head with a
_".. -.baseball bat and stabbed him in the

takeow"er occurred. e

" said at ope point Richards gave him

Lucas, a San Anselmo residént; has”

. ‘'was loaded into

——————
————

‘chest with a screwdriver, Campbell -
said he. was told by Hoover. .

. His.own involvement was helping
dispose of the body, Campbell said.

return. for
_earlier that he wasn’t sure whether
Baldwin was killed on July & or July
8. Campbeli also offered conflicting
testimony as to when Baldwin body
3 2-boat and dumped
the bay.- =~ . .. "0 o
. Asked about Pepdragoen by Shapl-

"ro, Campbell said he attended.ope -
meeting but “didn’t take it serious-

y. .o
.He said Richards- told. him he
planned to put the takeover plot into
effect in two or threé years.
" He also recounted how Richards
once took him to the San Franciscp
Theological Seminary in San Ansel -
‘mo, where they toured the castle-liké
buildings. . - ~~ oo

“This is: where we afé-égaoingl_-’_et&
P

in

" live” after the takeover,

quoted Richards as saymE -
- Shapiro maintains that Pendragon
"documents seized at Richards home -
in San Anselme are actually research
materials his client was' using to
write a science-fiction novel about.a
.Marin of the future. y
The trial resumes on Monday. ..

' pbell, -granted immunity in
his testimony, testified = -
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_Mon'e'j'/' f_ér_ gunS' cited as motiVe |

By Erik Ingram -
. Of the 1) stafl :
. Accused murderer Mark Richards
hoped to get enough money from his .
victim to help finance an arsenal of guns
for a mysterious group called Pendragon, -
the prosecution's star wilness -testified
Thursday. . .
Andréw Campbell, 19, who was grant-
-ed immunity from prosecution in return
for his testimony, made the accusation as
he told a Marin Superior Court jury how
he helped dispose of Richard Baldwin's
bod)r in July 1982, S :
'He said if we made enough money he
could use some -of it to buy guns for -
Pendragon,” Campbell said, referring to
a comment Richards made after the
slaying. : .
Money was the motive, he said,
adding Richards needed money to save .
his financially troubled contracting busi-
ness from going bankrupt. - .
- Baldwin’s Santa Venetia home was
ransacked after the slaying, Campbell
said. Richards told the youths they might
get as much as $50,000 by selling
Baldwin's possessions, Including his shop
equipment- and vintage cars. . .
. Baldwin, a friend of Richards, was
bludgecned and stabbed to death July 8,
1982 in the auto restoration shop ih: -
operated In San Rafael . |
- His body was found floating in the bay
by a tugboat captain on July 13.. =~ -

.. The

Campbell lestified earlier that the
slaying was conceived, planned and
carried out by Richards and another
outh, Crossan Hoover Jr., who will stand
rial separately. :

Campbeil said Thursdag he knew

days in advance that Baldwin would be -

killed and agreed to help dispose’of the
bodg in return for $2,000 promised by
Richards. :

* He sald Baldwin was murdered after -

Richards and Hoover lured him to his

‘restoration shop, where Hoover crushed
his skull with a baseball bat and stabbed -

him in the chest with a screwdriver.
- After ransackinﬁ the house, Campbell
said, the trio purchased a boat from a

*. Mili Valley man using money stolen from
- Baldwin. - o : '

Campbell said the body was disposed
of the day afier the murder, a recollec-
tion whic

- In . porchasin,

to have it immediate]

launched it at night, Campbell sald. .
While launching it, the three were

noticed by a security guard who ques-

tioned but did not.stop them.. -

r -

conflicts with other evidence
. collected by the prosecutor, who believes
‘the body was disposed of the same day.
the boat, Campbell -
said, Richards told the seller that he had -
because he -
wanted to take Camphell and Hoover
- fishing. ' . :
) towed the boat to the Loch -
. Lomend Yacht Harbor in San Rafael and -

" tar mindor witness eties

The trio then retufned to the restora-

tion shop and
wrapped in
Richards’ truck. They then returned to
the yacht harbor where once again the

put Baldwin's body,

security guard questioned them and let .

them pass.

Campbell said.

It was Richards' plan to dump the
body in 2 deep ship;tulng channel where it -

wouldn't be seen at low tide, Campbell
said, adding, however, that plan was
abandoned when the boat.
engine trouble. :

Richards then decided to But the body

overboard at the Sisters Islands, Camp-
bell said. ' . . -
But the body didn't sink so Richards

- ordered the teen-agers to attach a small
‘outboard motor to It, the wilness said.

. The body sank and Richards said,

- ‘It's done, We have to get out of here” " -
- Campbell added. | . o
They then returned fo Richards’ San

Anselmo home and burned the baseball -

bat, Heover's blogd-stained panls, and

other papers that could link the trio with -

the murder, Campbell testified. :
In the days that followed, Campbell

fecounted, he and Richards went on a -
- buying spree using the victim's check- ;

book and credit cards.- . -

He described one day in which they
used Baldwin's Montgomery Wards =~

- .~

lastic, in the rear of -

eveloped -

Y |

L)

charge card to furchase nearly $300
worth of items at an East Bay Wards
store and then rushed over to the South -
San Francisco store to buy more.

“Mark sald he wondered how fast the
(credit) computers work,” Campbell said,

N L . adding the defendant wanted to, in effect,
All three were armed with pistols, *

double the card's $900 line of credit
When he checked the credit at the

South Bay store, the computer had
already recorded the East Bay purchas- -
€5, Campbell added.

* Under cross-examination by Rich-
ards’ defense atiorney, Carl Shapiro of
San Anselmo, Campbell admitted he had
been involved in iwo burglaries in 1982. .

" He also admitled owning a lock pick

. set, confiscated by police when they
searched his home,

The cross-ezamination was to contin

" ue today.

. An earlier witness, John Carrington
“-of Dinuba, near Fresno, testified that .
Richards was writting a science fiction
novel about a Marin of the future, ;

The ‘novel was titled “Pendragon,”

- Carrington said, adding he had read some
of the manuseript. . - .

“It involved the separation of Marin
-from the rest of the country,” he said.

Deputy District Atlorney £d Berberi- o
‘an maintains that Richards formed a %
“"group. of youths into an organization %

late Hoover Into killing Baldwin.
-.\l

called Pendragon and used it to manipu- CO-
ro
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Pendragon Murder Trml
- Told of Plan to luy Guns

By Juck Viets

. 'Ma'rl.n Richards, the creator of
the Pendragon fantasy abhout an-
armed takeover of Marin County,

. planned to buy guns for the Pen-
dragon  paramilitary ‘group with . .

part.of the estate of the-man li¢ls.

terday.

19-year-old from Novato, told a jury that
Richards believed there was equipment
worth $50,000 in Richard Baldwin's San

Rafael auto restoration shop, plus a stable .

of “high-priced” antique and classic cars.

The bludgeoned body of the auto
restorer, wrapped in a -plastic shroud
with an outboard motor, floated 10 thé
surface of the bay near the Sisters Islands
off San Ra(ael on July 13, 1982,

" Campbell, who was granted immunl- '
~ty from prosecution In return for his

testimony, quietly told the jurors how he
helped “dispose of the body” and testi
fied that Richards planned to sell every-
thing Baldwin owned. -

*Mark sald that if we made enough
money, he would use some of it to get

_ some more guns for Pendragon.”

But Richards, the operator of a

. floundering general contracting busj-

ness, indicated that his main priority for
the money was “to get out of debt,”
Campbell said.

A day or two before Richards was
arrested with Ca_mph-ell and Crossan D.

Andrew Campbell, a rosy-cheeked

(Crosie) Hoover, another of his teenage :
" workers, Campbell testified, Richards

suddenly started talking about the Pen-
dragon movement.

“Mark said he was going to be war-

lord. He was going tge be king. He said
e Crossia. was going to be In charge of na-
charged with murdering; the PFSEIITYe 41 taking care of the animals, and

.” ecution’s star witness testified yes- that] could be &duke if ] wanted.”

The. Pendragon conversation
stopped when Campbell made a joke.“
he said. .

- During his taumony. Campbell testl.-

fied that Hoover, then 17, told him he had

. smashed Baldwir on the side of the head

with a baseball bat after Richards tricked

- theé victim into looking down at one of the’
classie cars in his San nalaeltnop. L

.+ *Crossle was really jumplty He just
said it was gross.”

Baldwin, who has pleaded not gumy
of murder by reason of insanity, will be
tried after Richards’ trjal is completed.

An earlier witness, John Carrington’
of Dinuba, near Fresno, testified that he
. had seen Pendragon manuscripts in the
Richards’ family home. eight years ago-

when he ﬂr_st met l.he_dq!endant.

Pendragon was a science fictlon sto-
ry that Richards had been. writing for
years, he said, and “to the best of my
recollection was based on something that

" was happening in the year 2000."

“It involved the separatlon of Marin

from the rest ot the us,” Carﬂngton

testified. -

000208
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| Courthouse Beat

' Defense accuses Novatan

A Novato teen-ager who has promised to testily

against murder defendant Mark Richards is the one

. “torneys, told a Superio:

;hoshmﬂdbeontnal according to a defense at-
mey.

Attorney Car]l Shapiro, one of Richards two at-
r Court jury that his client was

. framed by Andrew Campbell, 17.

Campbell, Richards, 31, and Novato resident

.- Crossan D. Hoover Jr., la.wereamted.luly 16, 1981
' 'lnennnecﬂonwlththeslayingolmchardlsaldwln.ss

of Santa Venetia.

After the arrests, investigators found documents

linking Richards to a secret organization called Pen-
dragon that allegedly planned an armed takeover of
Marin. Hoover and Campbell were allegedly involved

- in the organization,

Richards’ jury trial began two weeks ago, almost 18

&%ms after the victim’s body was found floating in
ay

"Hoover, who allegedly adrnltl.ed to police that he had

" stabbed and beaten the victim to death, will go on trial

" Richards,” Shap

after Richards case is heard.
Campbell claims his only
helping dispose of the body.

ln the murder was in
e was granted immunity

Ri

. In his opening statement, Shapire accused Campbell
of lying to police during the initial investigation.

- “He ( pbell) is walking the streets today
although he ls guilty of murder,” Shapiro said to the
jury of nine women and three men. Shapiro also said
Campbell’s testimony *‘lacked credibility”.

“He will create a picture so the finger of guilt is on
iro said. *“He bought his freedom” in

_ exchange for his testimony, he added.

.. Shapiro said Richards only took part in helping the
) two teen-agers cover up the evidence of the crime.
- He also said Pendragon was merely a literary pro-

ject his client had been working on.

*“This was brought before you as a distraction,”
Shaplro said. *‘Pendragon is nonsense; it's an atternpt
to mislead you."

Prosecutln attorney Ed Berberian said he did not
laﬂrove that Rlchands had actually dplanned an
e over of Marin but that he had used Pen-

dragon to mani ulal.e the two boys to help carry out

the murder for f

lneltchanelorhls romise to testif; ainsl'
B P y aga

000273
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‘.Pendragon m_urder jury hears tape of

" .aded

o

M # .

i lndependem Joumal Frlday. February 24 1984

_ By ‘Erik Ingram
S ot-the 1Y st : e _

A poruon or a tape-reeorded lnterrogation, wluch
the prooecuuon believes will help. Mark Richards
~tmasterminded the brutal murder of a friend, was played

murder verdict.

'l‘hursdayforajnrythathasbeenaskedtoreturnaﬁrst-'
degree

The interview, conducted by lnvestigators: shortly. “5:
" after - the - 30-year-old - contractor - and . two . teen-age - perse
employees were arrested, was the firat ma}or piece of -
evx introduced unung Richards to ev;its sun'ound- .

mg the slaying of Richard Baldwin. A
- In the three-hour portion pla
denied any- involvement in
"“This' was . my friend...I had no reason to
As-the interrogators — San Rafael Detective Ted
Llnd uist and Sheriff's Sgt. Richard Keaton —
d?screpmciel in Richards’ statements, the d
in A step-by-step retreat, eventually adm.itted helpmg
cover up the crime. .
- At one point, Rlchards sald he knew there was
evidence that m.i%at pear as if he had taken part,
including some of ldwm's
in Richards’ home. -
But, Ricliards added, he and his frlend Irequ-t!y
without exchanging
“I'm to death,” he ad
“Why would it be?” Keaton asked. -
Richards explained that Baldwin “helped me launch

"my boat” and had cut his forehead when he bun;ped into

-a cabinet in the cabin, -

“What.if a drop of blood is on it? Richards said.

At another Bomt, Richards made the first of what
invest: ators be to be an admission. -

om do you employ?" Keaton asked.

Richards answered: “...the two kids with me today
unfortunately. The poor kids, I mean, I should take the
fall for this, not them. OK. You lmow like if somebody is

in togodown for an g."”
go i( u take a fall?”

eaton: “Why shoul
"~ Richards; “Well, you know, I understand what it
" must look like. OK. And all I'm saying is these are kids,
You know, they.don't have..they wouldn’t have had
anything to do with anything like this. Dick didn't owe
themn any money or anything like that.”

Keaton: “Does that mean you did?” .

Richards: “No, no. I'm just saying that, you know,
I'x;rh just saying that (pause). Forget it. It docsn't sound
right, I

Inthelasthouroftheta
when the trial resumes Monda y, Richards reportedly
said that one of his teen-age employees had confessed the
crime to him.

Richards told inmtigators he remained silent, not
alerting Baldwin’s parents or police, because he was

E frightened of the teen-ager.

Baldwin; 36, was found floating in San Pablo Bay on

ly 13, 1982 — approximately one week after his
iilaurder 'at the auto restoration shop he owned in San
fael,

Baldwins skull bad been crushed and his chest |:

stabbed. His body had been wraLped in plastic and a
bambog curtain and dumned in the hav. weichad dnwn

possessions that were found |

What if Dick's’
b_lood is in my house, my car or my boat?”’ )

, which will be played |

Arrest warrants for the tric were Issued aﬂ.er

. another employee of Richards, Keith A. Andrews, told

skeriff's investigators that he believed the three might be
responsible. :
" Andrews, a college stndent. testified Thursday that

-_llzgsgent to work for RIChﬂ.l‘dS asa laborer on, June 30,

- His first paycheck was signed over to another
n who bad done work on his car, Andrews said,

~adding .the check bounced and was returned to him:.

, Richards lnlutally‘- S
win's slaym saymg,'

In the.days that followed, he fold the jury, he noticed
that Richards had acquired a boat, purchaslgz Jewelry for
his wife and new video equipment

uiring new things.
also said be noticed a safe on the floor of
Richards’ garage and was told by Richards that it had
been given to him by a person for whom he had done
some home remodeling work.

Andrews added that he later observed that the safe
had been “punched open."

;- This seemed strange to him, Andrews said, hecause'
. Richards didn’t have money to pay his employees yet he’
was a

inted -
endant,

interrogation

' ble._

He said he first saw the boat in Richards’ driveway
on July 7 — the day after utors allege that
Baldwin was murd and his body dumped in the bay.

He alerted detectives after another of Richards’
e;nployees GabgytA:llﬁ,n told him tha.t:I !;oover had been
“bragging” abou amanan urglarmngh.:s
home, Ancrews added. - g

Andrews’ testimony that he saw the boat on July 7

~ was challenged by defense attorney Carl Shapiro, who
- noted that: Andrews had testified that he ﬂx
- because of: the returned-'paycheck. - s

But, Shapiro pointed out in crom-exammation the
paycheck -was Inlhally cleared for payment on July 6.
“Are You sure you got the check E:
the boat?” Shapiro asked,
“I'm ‘not sure " Andrews res nded.

Shapirp, in his o ning statemt to the jury last

the date :

ck before you saw

week, said the evidence will show that hiis client

lgated ina coverup. of the murder but won't prove

- .‘.’ I--

Shaplro said the teen-agers were the ones responsi- .
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Pendragon tnal under way

; urganizedasecmtgmupandused!t
; w‘pmdetwoﬁovntomgmwhel him carry
: am'dﬂ!nrﬁmdalgam.apmsem atmmey 5

- Court jury.
., S Dq:tnymsuict' EdBerbeﬂanalsutoldthe
Wi Mitwwm:wwmmm
mmgzpmwwa@qhkmmot
Rh:hardsisaccusedofmurderingatﬁendlnwhat--
_ has become known as the Pendragon case. His trial
. lastweek.nlmostlsmnnthsauerthevictkn’ .
was found foating in the bay, -
; - 31-year-old San Anselmo contractor and two
. Novato youths ~ Cressag D). Hoover Jr., 18, and An-
drew Campbell, 17, u—werearmsted.lulylﬁ 1981 in
conpection with the mtals!ayingnrmmrdaaidwm,
. 36,of Santa Venelia, .
. Be:‘beﬂantnldtheiw-ynlninemmenandm
menthau!mveracwall committed the murder but
~  that Richards had used Peudragon. “to manipulate '
" . and condition Mr. Hmertodcanactthathewanted

hm Blleges that his onfy role i the
: enly role e
murder was m helg dispose of the body, was
lmmunityto Y agalns tRIchards -
, Emststemem, Defense Attorney Carl
N irn. sajd that Campbeil's testimony “Jacks

o " )
S . m’.}" ¢ ’ ] . o
o ) .
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By Erik Ingram
Of the 12 stall

A defense attorney told a Marin jury
Tuesday thal the wrong man is on trial
for killing a Santa Venetta man and that
the prosecution’s key witness “is gullty of

murder.”
* Carl Shapiro, chlef atiorney for Mark
Richards of San Anselmo, admitted that
- his client participated in trying to cover
-up the July 8, 1962, murder of Richard
_Baldwin.

Richards did so enly out of misguided
*loyalty to two teen-agers who bludgeoned
-and stabbed the victim as part of a

burglary of his home, Shapira said.

Shapiro’s allegation againsl key wit-
s ness Andrew Campbell came during his
. opentng statement to the Superior Court
. jury of nine women and (hree men
" "The whole key to this case is Andrew

Campbell,” Shapiro said, poting Camp-
bell was granted immunity from prose-
cution in return for his testimony against
' Richards.

*  Richards, Campbell and another No-
:yalo youth, Crossan Hoover Jr, were
arrested July 16, 1921, on susplicion of
' murdering lle 36-year-old victim, who
i pperated an anlic‘ue car refurbishing
‘8 f In San Rafael

n his opening statemeni, Depuiy

District Attorney Edward Betberian
accused Richards, 31, of mastermining
the killing as part of a plan to burglarize
Baldwin's home. )
~Hoover, the proseculor sald, actoally
- delivered the death blow by striking
| Batdwin on the head wilh a baseball bat

\-

Pendragon defense denies guilt

¥ dump the body In San Pablo Bay,
arherian said. The body, wrapped
astic and weighted with a small
iboard motor, was found floating near
e Sister Islands by a tupboat captain.
After the staying, Berberlan told the
ty. Richards used Baldwin's credit
wrds and checkboolks to buy Jewelry and
ereo equipment. .
Fingerprint and bandwriting experts
in ‘!gt' y that it was HichardsP;hn
role (he lorged checks, signed the
edit card recelpts and submitted an
iglication. In Baldwin's name, far a
000 Hine of credit at a South Bay

{

stereo store, Berberian added.

The proseculor said other evidence
will show (hat Richards, a home repair
contractor, was la serlous financial
trovhle and had written checks to his
emplogees drawn on ao zccount with
insutficient funds.

Documents and wilnesses' testimony

- will show that be formed 2 clandestine

group of teen-agers, known as Pendra-
on, and used it to manlpuiate Hoover,
rberian added.
The prosecution does not plan io try
Lrovlng that Richards was plznning a

takeover of Marin, as some members

re iy, LA
s
la¥e:

o

»

believed, Berberlan said.

“No, we can't prove lbal was his
Intent,” he sald. However, he added (hat
the prosecution will lry to show that he
ased the rou}a to “manipulate and
condition Mr. Hoover to accomplish the
{murder}).” :

Berberlaz concluded that the victim
was oot without “character faws.”

“Mr. Baldwin had characler flaws. .

The one large character flaw he
sessed wreg that be had Mark Richards
for a friend™

Shapiro countered that while the -

evidence “points a linger of suspicion” at

ter the victim bad been | __Detendant Mark Richards (fohn epaters with b
adter. ngpyg:{um had b.een Jured to his . t Mack Bich _attomene Nenn's Riarr! d
. Campbell belped Richards and Hoo- Richards, the evidence is not sufflclem

for a murder conviciion.

Campheil, he sald, "bought his free- -

dom™ by concocting a story impticating
Richards in the murder itself.

..Campbell did so to protect himsell-

and Hoover, Shapiro added. .

. Hesaid he will prodoce witnesses who

nw Baldwin alive hours after the time

(he proseculion claims he was murdered.
apiro also sald Campbell’s testimo-

ny is riddled with discrepancies, which

. will show thal Richards 1s innoceny of Lhe
.urder. :

The tctal, In recess taday, will

. continue Thursday.

£12000
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Pendragon murder trial begins_

By Erik Ingram
Of the 1J stafl

Mark Richards, a San Anselmo car-
nter accused of murdering a close

riend in what has become known as the -

Pendragon case, was described today a3

the one who planned and instigated the.

slaying and then “did not dirty his hands
in the killin%“
Instead, he solicited others to kill
ichard Baldwin, Deputy District Attor-
ney Edward Berberian said in his
opening stalement to a Marin Superior

Court jury of nine women and three men. -

Berberian said he will prove through
several different legal theories that the
3i-year-old Richards is guilty of first-
degree murder in the July 6, 1982 death
of Baldwin.

The trial before Judge IX. Warren
McGuire got under way this morning,
nineteen months after the bludgeoned
and stabbed body of Baldwin was found
in San Pablo Bay.

Richards, free on $250,000 bail, was

accompan'ied to court by his mother,
Lois, and his two delense attorneys —

"Carl Shapiro and Dennis Riordan.

Shapiro, scheduled to make his open-
ing statement this afternoon, has said in
the past that his client is an innocent man
falsely accused by an emotionally dis-
turbed teen-ager, Crossan Hoover Jr.,
who has confessed to taking part in the
murder.

Berberian believes, however, that the
evidence shows Richards should be
imprisoned for life without the possibility
of parole.

erberian announced earlier he
would not seek the death penalty. He said
Richards’ lack of a past criminal record
was the deciding factor.

The jury has not been told that
Richards, if convicted of first-degree
murder with special circumstances,
could face life imprisonment.

The trial is expected to take about 10
weeks. Berberian has a list of more than

100 potentlal witnesses, although proba--

bly not all will testify.

" A brief chronology of events:
« July 6, 1982 — Richard Baldwin of

. Santa Venetia, a 36-year-old aulo body

shop operator, is last seen alive.

o July 13, 1982 — Baldwin's mother;
Ellen, files a missing person report,
sayi:g she had not seen her son for a
week, . '

» Joly 13, 1882 — Baldwin's body,
wrapped in r]astic and weighted down
with a small outhoard motor, is found

: iloatlng near the Sisters Islands by a

tugboa

* July 14-15, 1982 — An autoﬁsy
shows Baldwin’s skull had been crushed

operator.

with a blunt object and he had been

stabbed in the chest. Two young tmen,
employed by Richards’ remodeling firm,

contact investigators to report that -

Hoover talked of the killing on July 12, 2

day before the body was found, officials -

sald.

» July 16, 1982 — Based on the
statements of the two young men, and
other evidence developed by investiga-
tors, deteclives arrest Richards at his
home on Butterfield Road. Arrested with
him are Hoover and another l?-lyear-old
Novato youth, Andrew Campbell.

In their initial interviews with police,
all three made statements, according to
investigators.

Richards, on one hand, denled in-
volvement, but on the other, according to
officers, told officers he."should take the
fall for this ... "

Hoover, in a confession, described the
murder, saying he and Richards lured

Baldwin to his auto repair shop on the

pretext of looking al antique vehicles.
On a prearranged signal from Rich-

- ards, Hoover said, he picked up a

baseball bat and struck Baldwin on the
head.

He then used a screwdriver to stab -

the man in the chest, Hoover said.

Hoover sald Richards told him Bald-
win owed him money. Richards offeted -
Hoover $5,000 and a car if he participat-. .

ed in the murder, Hoover sald in his

confession. A ) '
Campbell told authorities that his role

In the crime was to help dispose of the

body.

gerberian today said evidence will
show that the evening after Baldwin was
killed, Richards rurc sed a 17-foot boat
from a Mill Valley man.

It was important to Richards to have

- {he boat immediately, Berberian told the

Lury. adding the defendant told the seller
e wanted to go “night fishing.”

“He l})ut $1,000 cash down and wrote
an IOU for the remaining money,”
Berbg_rlan said. “Remember the $1,000

While it was Hoover who dealt the
death blow, he added, Richards is just as -

guilty because he planned the conspiracy.

A search of Richards’ home turned up
some of Baldwin’s possessions, Berberian
said earlier, and investigators traced to
Richards a number of credit card
purchases involving Baldwin's credit

- cards.

" ly after Richa

During a search of Richards’ home,
officers also seized an assortment of
documents.

Those documents, coupled with wit-
nesses’ statements, Berberian believes,
show that Richards had organized a
clandestine group of youths known as
Pendragon.

Documents and statements from
some of the youths indicate Richards
talked of an armed {akeover of Marin,
Berberian believes.

Investigators said they don't know
whether the matier was fact or fantasy.

The motive for the killing was
financial gain by stealing Baldwin's

- possessions, Berberian said.

Richards used the Pendragon group

- to manipuvlate Hoover into taking part in

the killing, the Erosecutor added.

Hoover, who has pleaded not guilty by
reason of insanity, will be tried separate-
' trial is over.
Campbell was ﬁranted immunity
from prosecution in return for his
testimony against Richards.

y 12000
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CERTHED FOR PUBLICATION 0,
A

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT

DIVISION FIVE S T

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

Plaintiff and Respondent, A030282 —— -
v. Marin Super. Ct.
Ne. 8401

CROSSAN DAVID HOOVER,

Defendant and Appellant.

In this multi-issue criminal appeal we hold that the
trial court erred in instructing the jury on the elements of
legal insanity. but the error was harmless.

Crossan David Hoover appeals from a judgment of
-conviction for murder (Pen. Code, § 187) and use of a deadly
weapon (Pen., Code, § 12022, subd. (b)). We affirm.

The killing occurred within the context of a bizarre
conspiracy, led by Mark Richards, for a paramilitary takeover
of Marin County and creation of a modern-day Camelot with
Richards as King Arthur and.his crew of teenaged construction
workers as his knights. Richards, a 29-year-old contractor,
employed a number of teenagers, including 17-year-old Hoover.
In regular meetings Richards promoted his plan to isolate Marin

County by destroying the Golden Gate and Richmond-San Rafael

bridges and to defend the new kingdom through the use of laser



guns placed on Angel Island and Mt. Tamalpais. The conspiracy
was called Pend:agon.1

Richards ﬁeveloped financial difficulties in
mid-1982. He decided to kill his friend Richard Baldwin in
order to obtain money. Baldwin was Kknown to carry large
amounts of cash.

After failing in an attempt to solicit two of his
followers to kill Baldwin, Richards turned to Hoover and
another teenaged employee, Andrew C. He told them Baldwin owed
him money and was a "Nazi®" and a "faggot," and it "would be a
service to the public to get rid of such a menace." The two
agreed to participate in the killing in exchange for a share of
proceeds from the sale of property to be taken from Baldwin's
house, as well as lodging in a remodeled portion of Richards’
house. Hoover later gstated he had expected to receive $5,000,
a car, and a place to live.

On July 6, 1982, Richards drove Hoover and Andrew to
Baldwin's house to work on a construction job there. 1In the
afternoon, pursuant to a plan devised by Richards, he asked
Baldwin to show him and Hoover classic cars located in
Baldwin's auto shop. The three left around 2 p.w. in Richards'

truck. Andrew stayed behind and searched@ the house.

At the shop, upon a prearranged signal from Richards,

1. Pendragon is primarily known as the title of King

Arthur's father, Uther Pendragon, but may also refer to any
ancient Britigh or Welgsh leader holding or claiming supreme
power. (7 Oxford English Diet. (1933) p. 638.)
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‘ . .

Hoover struck Baldwin on the head with a baseball bat. Hoover
then stabbed Baldwin in the head with a screwdriver and in the
chest with a chisel. '

Richards and Hoover returned to Baldwin's house. With
Andrew. they took $3,000 in cash and various other items from
the house, including guns and marijuana. Later that day
Richards bought a boat, using Baldwin's money to make a down
payment. He and the two teenagers retrieved Baldwin's body
from the autoc shop and used the boat to dump the body in San
Francisco Bay.

Over the next few days Hoover admitted the killing to
several persons. Baldwin's body was found on July 13. The
next day the Marin County Sheriff's Department received an
anonymous telephone call which led to the arrest of Hoover and
Richards on July 16.

An information charged Hoover, as an adult, with
murder and use of a deadly weapon. He pleaded not
guilty and not guilty by reason of insanity.

Richards was tried separately, and shortly before
Hoover's trial w1as convicted of first degree murder. Andrew
received immunity in exchange for a statement and trial
testimony.

Hoover's jury trial was bifurcated into a guilt phase
and a sanity phase. At the close of the guilt phase the jury
convicted him of first degree murder and use of a deadly

weapon. FPive days later the jury found Hoover was not legally



insane at the time of the killing. The court sentenced him to
a term of 26 years to life.
I.

Hoover contends the judgment must be reversed as to
the guestion of insanity because of error in the court's
instruction on the elements of legal insanity.

Penal Code section 25, subdivision (b). added by
Proposition 8 on June B, 1982, provides that the defense of
insanity “shall be found by the trier of fact only when the
accused person proves by a preponderance of the evidence that
he or she was incapable of knowing or understanding the nature
and quality of his or her act and of distinguishing right from
wrong at the time of the commission of the offense." (Emphasis
added.) 1In accordance with the conjunctive language of the
gstatute, the trial court in the present case instructed the
jury that both of the préscribed elements were required for a
finding of legal insanity.

The California Supreme Court subsequently held,
however, that the electorate intended to return the California
law of legal insanity to the traditional M'Naghten test, under
which a finding of insanity requires only the presence of
either of the two prescribed elements. (People v. Skinner
| (1985) 39 Cal.3d 765, 775-777.) The Supreme Court
characterized the use of the conjunctive "and* rather than the
disjunctive “or" as "apparently inadvertent.* (Id., at p.

777.)



Thus in the present case the trial court erred in
instructing the jury on the elements of legal insanity, and the
Attorney General concedes the error. The question presented
is whether the error was prejudicial. Reversal on the insanity
issue is required only if it is reasonably probable that a
finding of insanity would have been made absent the error. '
(People v. Leever (1985) 173 Cal.App.3d 853, 869: see People v.
Watson (1956) 46 Cal.2d4 818, 836.)2

More specifically., the only issue on appeal is whether
it is reasonably probable the jury found Hoover was incapable
of distinguishing right from wrong at the time of the killing.
As the court explained in Leever, "had the jurors been
persuaded that [{defendant) did not know the nature and quality
of his act . . . ., the instruction [requiring both elements)
would have been harmless as a matter of law, for 'a person who
is unaware of the nature and quality of his act by definition
cannot knhow that the act is wrong. 1In this circumstance the
“nature and quality" prong subsumes the “right and wrong"
prong.' (Fn. omitted, People v. Skinner, gupra, 39 Cal.3d 765,
777-778; cf. Peop e v. Richardso= {1961) 192 Cal.App.2d 166,

172-173 [13 Cal.Rptr. 321].) Thus, the only potential harm in

2. The court in People v. Leever, supra, 173
Cal.App.3d at pages B69-870, reasoned that the Watson test
applies by analogy to its application in previous cases where
the M'Naghten test was erroneously used instead of the less
stringent American Law Institute test adopted in People v. Drew
(1978) 22 Cal.3d 333.) Hoover and the Attorney General both
agree that the Watson test applies here.



the instruction would be the converse situation ~- that is, if
they found that he did not know his act was wrong but
nevertheless found him sane because they believed that he knew
the nature and qguality of his act.™ (173 Cal.App.3d at p.
869.) 1If it is not reasonably probable that the jury found
Héover was incapable of distinguishing right from wrong at the
time of the killing, then the instructional error was harmless.

Two key factors demonstrate an absence of prejudice in
thie regard: (1) Hoover's own comments several months after
the killing, indicating an awareness at the time of the killing
that the act was wrong., and (2) the equivocal nature of
testimony by the only defense expert to testify on the sanity
issue.

Defense counsel conceded in closing argument on the
sanity issue that “since the time of the homicide . . . Crossan
Hoover realizes that what he d4id was wrong." Hoover's defense
was temporary insanity. Counsel argued that just prior to the
killing Hoover slipped into a temporary psychotic state which
randered him legally insane at that time.

In September 1982, however, Roover made the following
comments to a clinical psychologist regarding his state of mind
just before the killing: "It was like [Richards] was coaching
me. He would listen to what I gald and push me on. When I was
with Baldwin, I kept thinking this is the guy standing between
me and money. It made me excited. 1 thought about guns I

could buy and all the other stuff. I knew it was wrong, but I
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didn‘t give a shit. Did you ever think of getting $5.000? Did

you ever think of wanting to be with your mother? My mother
could come back to Marin County. I could have my own room go I
wouldn't have to look at her all the time. Oh, man. 1 was
just thinking of how happy 1'd be, how much love I would get,
how many things 1I'd have."™ (Emphasis added.)

This admission of contemporaneous knowledge of
wrongfulness clearly demonstrateg Hoover was capable of
distinguishing right from wrong at the time of the killing, and
the prosecutor made it a fundamental part of his closing
a:gﬁment on the insanity issue. Hoover claims the statement
could be construed as indicating awareness of only legal
wrongfulness and not moral wrongfulness. (See People v.
Skinner, supra, 39 Cal.3d at p. 783.) But nothing in the
statement suggests Hoover was referring only to legal
wrongfulness, and the contrary is suggested by another comment
by Hoover, to a psychiatrist, that kllling "just takes a few
minutes, but it fucks with your conscience."

In cross-examining a prosecution expert, Hoover's
trial counsel brought out the fact that the axpert's written
report of a January 1983 interview with Hoover indicated Hoover
said, "He thought at the time that it was not wrong; that
Richards told him to do it 'for the better of the country.'”
Despite this comment., however, the report concluded "it is
obvious from my interview with him ana from the reports I have

read as well, that he does. and 4id at the time, appreciate
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that what he was doing wae wrong, so far as his taking the life

of another person was concerned; however, he felt that greater
benefit might come to mankind if he continued to carry this
out, but this was not as the congequence of a delusion or
hallucination.” (Emphasis added.) 1In light of the examining
doctor's conclusions, Hoover's comments to him did not
significantly lessen the impact of Hoover's September 1982
admission that he knew the killing was wrong.

Other comments by Hoover also indicated he was capable
of distinguishing right from wrong at the time of the killing.
Hoover told a psychiatrist "he was uneasy from the moment of
the killing, like there were butterflies in his stomach."

This indicates awareness of wrongfulness at the moment of the
kKilling. The same could be said for Hoover's comment that
killing “fucks with your conscience," although it is not
entirely clear whether this referred to contemporaneous or
subsequent state of mingd.

In contrast to the compelling nature of Hoover's own
comments, the only 2xpert who testified for the defense at the
sanity phase was equivocal on the "right from wrong" issue.

When defense counsel firet asked whether Hoover was
capable of distinguishing right from wrong at the time of the
killing, the witness answered only that "I'm not sure I could
ansver that except to say that he -- what he was doing, he
felt, was right. He had been conditioned for that.* When

counsel repeated the question the witness answered, "Well, I'm
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sure he wasn't even thinking of that at the time of the act."
This was followed ghortly by the following colloquy: [The
witness] *"I'm of the opinion that he was conditioned not to be
thinking about those gorts of things. That he was conditioned
to feel at a gut level that what he was doing was necessary."
[Y) [Defense counsel] *“So based upon that conditioning, would
it be your answer to the question that he 4id not know that he

was doing was wrong?* ([¥] ([The witness] *"Under those

circumstances, yes." (Emphasis added.) On cross-examination,
when confronted with Hoover's prior admission that "I knew it
wae wrong, but I didn't give a shit,” the witness never denied
that the statement indicated contemporaneous awareness of
wrongfulness, but simply emphasized the part of Hoover's
gtatement that referred to coaching by Richards.

Thus the defense expert never asserted unequivocally
that Hoover was incapable of distinguishing right from wrong at
the time of the killing. The witness was unequivocal only to
- the extent he asserted Hoover was "conditioned” not to think
about right and wrong but instead to feel that the killing was
“necessary.” The expert‘s single assertion of unawareness of
wrongfulness was qualified by the phrase “under those
circumstances," apparently referring to such conditioning.
This was not an assertion of lincapability of distinguishing
right from wrong. but simply one of conditioning not to think
about it.

In light of the equivocal nature of the defense
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expert's testimony, as contrasted with the compelling nature of
Hoover's own statements demonstrating contemporaneocus awarenecs
of wrongfulness, it is not reasonably probable the jury foungd
Hoover was incapable of distinguishing right from wrong at the
time of the killing. The instructional error was harmless.

1I.

Hoover next challenges the propriety of the
prosecutor's assertion in closing argument at the guilt phase
that Hoover committed the killing for financial gain. He
relies on the same prosecutor's purportedly inconsistent
assertion in closing argument at the Mark Richards trial that
Richards' relationship with Hoover revolving around the
Pendragon conspiracy enabled him to manipulate Hoover into
killing Baldwin. Hoover asserts several legal theories: (1)
the shift in theory at Hoover's trial constituted prosecutorial
misconduct and a denial of due process, (2) the prosecutor
should have been bound to the Pendragon theory under principles
of collateral estoppel, and (3) the prosecutor's assertion of
the Pendragon theory at the Richards trial compelled a finding
at Hoover's trial that Hoover was legally insane as a matter of
law.3

Even assuming these novel arguments are cognizable on

appeal despite Hoover's failure to assert them below, each is

meritless.

3. 1In order to permit consideration of these issues,
we take judicial notice of the record on appeal in People v.
Richards (A028291).

=-=10-



Pirst, no rule of misconduct or due process binds a
prosecutor to a theory asserted in closing argument in a
related prosecution. Broadly 8peaking, “The right of counsel
to discuss the merits of a case, both as to the law and facts,
is very wide. and he has the right to state fully his views as
to what the evidence shows, and as to the conclusions to be
fairly drawn therefrom. The adverse party cannot complain if
the reasoning be faulty and the deductions illogical, as such
matters are ultimately for the consideration of the jury."
(People v, Beivelman (1968) 70 Cal.2d 60, 76-77. overruled on
other grounds in People v. Green (1980) 27 Cal.3d4 1, 33-34,
quoting People v. Eggers (1947) 30 Cal.2d 676. 693, and People
v. Sieber (1927) 201 Cal. 341, 355-356.) At Hoover's trial his
counsel was as free to argue a Pendragon theory as was the
prosecutor to argue the financial gain theory.

Second, the Mark Richards' judgment could not have had
the claimed collateral estoppel effect or have established that
Hoover was insane as a matter of law, because Hoover's motive
and sanity were not issues that were "necessarily decided" at
the Richards' trial. (People v. Taylor (1974) 12 Cal.3d 686,
691.) Hoover concedes his insanity was not necessarily
decided, but argues "it may be implied that an issue
‘necessarily decided' at the Richards trial was that he was
found guilty of murder on the People‘'s theory that he
manipulated Crossan Hoover into committing the crime by

brainwashing him to believe he was doing it for Pendragon."
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It is impossible to know. however, the theory upon which the
Richards' jury reached its verdict.

FPinally., the prosecutor's theories at the Richards'
and Hoover trials varied, but they were not necessarily
inconsistent. At the Richards' trial the prosecutor's theory
was that due to the relationship between Richarde and Hoover
revolving around the Pendragon conspiracy, Richards "was able
to manipulate Crossan Hoover into the position where he
actually killed a man.* At Hoover's trial the prosecutor
conceded, consistently, that “Mr. Richards manipulated Crossan
Hoover," but added that “there is a far difference between
manipulation and control in the sense that what the defense is
trying to argue and urge upon you . . . .% (Emphasis added.)
Even assuming that fundamental notions of falrness and due
process should preclude a prosecutor from asserting
diametrically opposed theories in related prosecutions, nothing
of the sort occurred here.

I11.

Hoover contends the court erred when it instructed the
jury that the present action was “not a case which involves the
death penalty."

The challenged instruction occurred during jury voir
dire, after a prospective juror, on a written questionnaire,
expressed reservations about the ablility to sit as a juror if
the case involved the death penalty. Over defense counsel's

objection the court gave the following instruction: “One of
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the jurors expressed some concern in the answer to a question
given on the questionnaire as to whether or not this is a case

which involves the death penalty should the defendant be
convicted. It is not a case which involves the death penalty,
and, incidently, the matter of penalty is something which the
Jury must not permit to enter into its discussion or
determination of the case in any way.*

At the close of the guilt phase the court again
instructed the jury. "As 1 advised you at the onset of the
trial, this is not a case involving the death penalty. In your
deliberations, the subject of penalty or punishment is not to
be discussed or considered by you. . . . This is a matter which
must not in any way affect your verdict.”

Hoover contends the challenged instruction violated
the rule precluding jury consideration of a defendant's
posgible punishment. (See People v. Holt (1984) 37 Cal.3d 436,
458.) He further argues the purported error was prejudicial
because the jurors might have become more likely to convict
because they knew he would not be executed.

Hoover's assertion of prejudice. however, cuts two
ways. Another way of stating his complaint is that the court
deprived him of the reluctance to convict that the jurore might
have harbored had they not been assured the case did not
involve the death penalty. .In view of the rule precluding jury
consideration of possible punishment, this concern is not

legitimate.

-13-



Regardless of the contradictions inherent in Hoover's
assertion of prejudice, the court 4id not err. ‘The subject of
the death penalty was raised not by the court or prosecutor but
by a prospective juror, and failure to address and dispel this
person's concerns might have resulted in improper consideration
of such punishment by the jury ultimately selected.‘ Any
potential for harm was averted by the court's immediate and
eubsequent admonitions that the jury was not to consider the
subject of punishment in its deliberations. (Cf. People v.
Holt, supra., 37 Cal.3d at p. 458 [court failed to cure error
from prosecutor's reference to punishment by admonishing jury
not to consider penalty]l.) Given the need for a response to
the prospective juror's concerns, coupled with the giving of
the appropriate ad;onishments. the court did not err in
proceeding as it d4id.

IV,

Hoover contends in his opening brief that the trial
court abused ite discretion in denying a motion for a change of
venue. Hoover made the motion prior to jury selection, based
on media coverage of the recently completed Mark Richards'

trial and media references to a suppressed confession by

Hoover. (See, e.g., Martinez v. Superior Court (1981) 29

4. An instruction to the concerned party alone rather
than to the entire panel would not necessarily have been "less
intrusive” as asserted by defense counsel at trial, as that
gerson might have passed the instruction along to ultimate

urors.
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Cal.3d 574, 577-578.) The court denied the motion, subject to
reconsideration should the use of written questionnaires reveal
extensive public exposure to the pretrial publicity.

At the close of voir dire, defense counsel requested
and was afforded time to discuss with Hoover the present
composition of the jury and the change of venue motion.

Counegel then passed the jury without renewing the venue motion.

The Attorney General correctly points out that Hoover
waived any claim of error by declining to renew the venue
motion at the close of voir dire. (People v. Staples (1906)
149 Cal. 405, 412, disapproved on another point in People v.
Newland (1940) 15 Cal.2d 678 and People v. Daugherty (1953) 40
Cal.2d 876.) “[1])t is no error for the trial court to postpone
the consideration of an application for a change of venue until
an attempt is made to impanel the jury, where leave is granted
to counsel to renew his application if the facts disclosed on
the impanelment should further warrant it, and . . . where
counsel fails thereafter to renew his motion, he cannot claim
that error was committed by the court in failing to order a
change of venue."_ (1bid.: see People v. Wallace (1936) 6
Cal.2d 759, 763.) The fallure to renew a.temporarily denied
motion for a change of venue is *"an abandonment and waiver of
the whole guestion, and fatal to any claim based upon the
original application." (People v. Staples, supra, 149 Cal. at
pP. 412.)

In his reply brief Hoover concedes the Attorney
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General's “procedural points on failure to renew the motion for
change of venue are well taken." Hoover argues, nevertheless,
that the court should have granted his motion immediately,
before voir dire, because grounds for a change of venue existed
at that time. It is settled, however, that the court was
authorized to proceed as it did and defer a final ruling
pending the examination of prospective jurore and a
determination of the effect of pretrial publicity upon them.
(People v. Wallace, supra, 6 Cal.2d4 at p. 763; People v.
Staples., supra, 149 Cal. at p. 412.)

Because defense counsel declined to renew the change
of venue motion at the close of jury selection despite being
given an opportunity to do so, no error is cognizable on appeal.

V.

Finally, Hoover contends the court erred by denying a
request for examination of a juror for possible misconduct.

The misconduct issue arose at the end of the first day
of deliberations on the insanity issue, when a balliff reported
certain observations of juror R.L. The next morning the
bailiff testicied ag foliuws: She had entered the jury room
several times during the previous day. The first time, when
she entered to receive a note for the judge., she noticed R.L.
*in a corner of the jury room . . . in the drapes with the
drapes wrapped around him facing its corner.*® When she
returned five or ten minutes later, R.L. was ®eitting in the

same place without the drapes wrapped around him facing the
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corner." When the bailiff subsegquently brought the jurors
their lunches. she saw R.L. sitting in the same spot, though
not facing the corner. In the afternoon the bailiff brought
the jurors to the courtroom. When she entered the jury room
R.L. was "in the corner once again with his head down and his
arms kind of over his head, facing the wall.® Two jurors
approached him and seemed to comfort him, and then he got up
and walked with the jurors into the courtroom, where he took a
geat away from the rest of the jurors. The bailiff never
heard R.L. say anything.

Defense counsel, contending the bailiff‘'s testimony
indicated R.L. was not participating in deliberations,
requested either (1) replacement of R.L. with an alternate
juror, (2) courtroom examination of BR.L., as well as the jury
foreperson and “as many jurors as necessary.“ or (3) a mental
and physical examination of R.L. The court denied the motion,
gsubject to reconsideration at the end of the day after further
deliberations and additional observation by the bailiff. The
jury reached its verdict before the day ended. On appeal
Hoover contends the court should have permitted a courtroom
examination of R.L.

A court must conduct *an inquiry sufficient to
determine the facts . . . whenever the court is put on notice
that good cause to discharge a juror may exist." (People V.
Burgener (1986) 41 Cal.3d 505, 519.) PFor example, in Burgener

the foreperson's report to the trial judge that a juror had
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seemed intoxicated during deliberations was "sufficient to
raise the possibility” that the juror was unfit for the proper
discharge of her duty. (1d., at p. 520.)

In the present case the trial judge gave four
persuasive reasons for concluding there had been no indication
of nonparticipation: (1) R.L. had been a college drama student
(as learned in voir dire). and during the six-week trial the
judge observed he “"sort of displays . . . that ham actor kinad
of attitude . . . ,* (2) R.L. had participated in deliberations
on the guilt issue with no complaint or appearance of
irregularity. (3) the conduct described by the bailiff
indicated no more than commonplace "temporary withdrawal from
active participation," and (4) there had been no complajints by
the foreperson or any other jurors, and the court had "every
reason to believe that, if there is anything untoward that has

occurred or is occurring, that they would call that to the

court's attention." {(Compare People v. Burgener, gupra, 41
Cal.3d at pp. 516-517 [foreperson complained of misconduct].)5
For the reasons cogently stated by the trial judge,
the bailiff's testimony was insufficient to raise the
possibility of nonparticipation by R.L. 1In particular, after
glx weeks of triil the judge was in a far better position than
we are to evaluate R.L.'s demeanor and to decide whether his

fellow jurors would likely have reported any misconduct, and

5. It is also noteworthy that R.L. answered questions
intelligently and lucidly during voir dire.
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the trial court's conclusions on these points are entitled to
substantial deference. We conclude, as 4id the trial court,
that the bailiff's testimony was insufficient to require
further inquiry into the possibility of misconduct.

The judgment is affirmed.
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King, J.

¥We concur: .

Low, P.J.

Haning, J.
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AFPIDAVIT/APPLICATION IN SUPPOR? OF
MORMA PAUPERIS

I Cressan DJ Heover Jr, de desluare the follewings

12 I am ineareerated in the Califernia State Prisen Selane.

2; I am indigent and de net have the menies te msay the filing fee.
38 I have ne sheeking eor saving asceunts,

A% I nave ne stesks, bends, or real property;

5; I have ne independant source of ineenme,

68 I have appreximately S'CE;“” ¥n my prison account,

N I.héve net worked--inee ny ingarseratiend

Wherefore, I request that I be allewed to preceed in ferma pauperis?

I swear under the penalty of perjury Z?i;Z;;;:}i?g is true and serreesy
mor Do, 15+, I8,
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF € 1A
COUNTY OF MARIN E D )

JAN 22 1999
JOHN P. MONTGOMERY,

Court Executive Officer
MARIN COUNTY COURTS

) ; By: M. Ashley, Depraty
In the Matter of the Application _.) No. SCI105891 A 77( %’“
of ; ORDER DENYING PETITION
CROSSAN D. HOOVER. JR. ;
Petitioner. )
for )
)
Writ of Habeas Corpus )
_ C -95830 )

It is quite apparent from the Court’s review of the above-entitled petition for
writ of habeas corpus that petitionér improperly seeks by it a review of the tral
proceedings that led to his conviction and present incarceration in the Califorma
State Prison facility in Vacaville.' |

Petitioner additionally complains that ineffective representation of counsel
caused him “significant prejudice and the loss of potentially meritorious defenses
that in all likelthood would have resulted in a verdict more favorable to him™ (Pet.. p.
20). The allegations of the petition and attachments thereto are clearly insufficient
to sustain his complaint in this regard.

Accordingly. it is hereby ORDERED that the above-entitled petition for writ of

'As indicated by the petition, petitioner has in fact unsuccessfully appealed the judgment entered against
him {People v. Hoover (1986) 187 Cal. App.3d 1074).
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habeas corpus be and the same 1s hereby denied.

Dated: January 20, 1999

cc:

Petitioner
Warden

District Attorney
Attorney General

\/

Johd A. Sutrd
Judge of the Sups

cror Court
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COURT OF APPEAL, FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT
350 MCALLISTER STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
DIVISION 5

March 8, 2000

IN RE CROSSAN D. HOOVER ON HABEAS CORPUS.

A090153
Marin County No. 8401

BY THE COURT:

The petition for writ of habeas corpus is denied.

owe: MAR 102000 JONES, P.J,

FILED

Court of Appeai-First Agp. Dist.

MAR 1 0 2000

RON D. BAKItU v, CLEIK
BY

B Y

P.J.
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COURT OF APPEAL, FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT
350 MCALLISTER STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
DIVISION 5

March 8, 2000

[N RE CROSSAN D. HOOVER ON HABEAS CORPUS.
- o g
=B D

A090153 manrt nf AcanaiFirst App. Dist,
Marin County No. 8401
MAR 1 0 2000

IUN L, bAdeitos v, itk
BY THE COURT: BY __
0Py

The petition for writ of habeas corpus is denicd.

Date:

VAR 10 2000 JONES, PJ. .,
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Rl COURT OF APPEAL, FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT _ y
350 MCALLISTER STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

DIVISION 5

February 11, 1999

IN RE CROSSAN D. HOOVER. JR., ON HABEAS CORPUS. .
FILED
Court ot -First . Dist.
ADRS818 ourt ot Appeal-First App. Ui
Marin County No. 8401 FEB 11 1999
RON D. BARRKU W, wLERK
BY
BY THE COURT: — DEPUTY

The petition for writ ot habeas corpus is denied.

bute: FEB 11 1999 JOE‘\BES, P’J‘ P.J.
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