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(see Argument II). See also United:States v. Arizona, 703 F.Supp.2d 980 (9th

Cir. 2010)(State laws preempted by Federal laws and enforced by injunction);

League of United Latin American Citizens v. Wilson, 994 F.Supp. 1244 (C.D. Cal
1997)("[T]he PRA is a comprehensive regulatory scheme that restricts alien

eligibility for all public benefits, however funded, that states have no pow-
er to legislate in this area.").

Additionally, the fact that applicant informed law enforcement officials
of his illegal alien offender status, and that the officials made no efforts
to initiate contact with ICE, subjects the SDSH to sanctioning by the CMS
and/or to the prosecution by the United States Attorney General under 8 U.S.C.
§1324(a)(1)(A)(iii). United States v. De Evans, 531 F.2d 428 (9th Cir. 1976)
(Standard definition for conviction of harboring); United States v. lopez,

521 F.2d 437 (2nd Cir. 1975)(Conviction of harboring sustained de to defend-
ant's knowledge).

For those reasons, plaintiff should prevail against the defendants in
ensuring the immigration enforcement in the SDSH and may elect to prosecute

the SDSH for harboring illegal criminal alien offenders under 8 U.S.C.$§1324
(a)(1)(A)(iii).

CONCLUSION

Drawing from all inference of logic herein, plaintiff's claims that
immigration enforcement, under the Supremacy Clause and the Federal Preempt-
ion Doctrine, may not be restricted by the defendant's three bills, is valid,
and because applicant's AC brief offers unique information that is likely not

to be raised by the parties, it should be granted in the interest of the court
and in support of the plaintiffs.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated:May 4, , 2018 -/Xf¥2é§§?§§§x\\

Vadim S. Miesegaes, Pro Se Litigant
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