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_ specifically deny the allezation of fagt by the Petiticner,
“that he, the Petiticner, was illegally extradited and un-
‘lawfully and forcefully transported from the State of
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. jLﬂA!g&g,__&ﬁ_ﬁ_‘ﬁll th- Gourt held as follows:

| Ccurt, This Cours will not inquire into the manner of

The Respondent herein, and, the 3tate of Tenneases,

‘California to the State of Tennessse} howsver, if the facts
as alleged in th- Pctition were true, they do not constitute
;rounda for brl& of Habcal Corpul in viev of the following
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e pi NELSON V SACHS, reported in 290 P2 604, the Court
held "Even though the Appellant may have been i}legally ex-
tradited, it does not constitute sufficient ground for re-
iqaln.by_ﬂabnal Corpus, ¢iting FRISEIE Y.COLLINS 2 US

The United States Court of lppcaln. Sixth Circult,
ip affirming the District Court's dismlssal of Appellantts
Petitién for ¥rit of Eabcal Corpus, as reported in THEPSOR

.., "At the time of the Appsllant’s trial for Armed
Robbery in Michigan, he was within the Jurisdiction of the

procedure by which he was brought into the juriidlcticn of -
the trial Court, It makes no differencs whether it wvas by )
fores or by faulty, or, irncooplete, extradition proceedings.”
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Further lpcaking, the Court held....

'Thia cOurt hn: never d-partcd froa the - .. -
rule announcod fn KER V ILLINOIS 119, U.S. 436, that the
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power of a Court to try a person for crirs is not impaired

by the fact that he had been brought within the Court's
.Jurisdiction by reason of a tforcible abductiont....This -
line of cases rest on the scund basis that due process of
law is satisfied when one pressnt in Court is convicted of
“erime after having besn fairly apprized of the charges .

"agalnat hiﬁ. and after & fair trial, in accordance with
“ constitutional procedural safeguards. There is nothing

in the Constitution that rsguires a Court to permit a
guilty person, rightfully convicted,to escape Justice be=
causs he was brought to trial against his will.”
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2 The Court further cited:
En - | Tandrg-

®yhere there is a valid conviétlon, and the

Court has jurisdiction et.tht pcrlun.'thil Court will not
inquire by Habeas Corpus inte the mapnsr by which juris-

dieticn was obtained.”

The Supreme Court of the State of Tennsssee
has held in TARTAR V STATE, 2 Tennesses Case (Shannon) 418,
®that a defendant, who has violated the laws of the State,
cannot escape punishment by showing he was foreibly arrested,
and brought to Tennesses without ;qthority.'
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It is urged by the Respcnddnt, that under the
above cited Authorities, this Petiticn should be diamissed.
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