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, ﬂﬁ agpeljant, Douglas Mooy 77{0/77/950;2/
M e atore Captioned Motter dh herey Mt
[<liee Stake agpoired Counsel M the %m( @ﬁ/_/?e
N Comhyll%/’o/z 0 LheligentDefense, and( hereby
CXETEISes His Coptiurionaf Due process righr
ootk Prose. A minimu, i£-the a1t
grant-this Motion for- +he .oppe lant 4o ok
Prose. ‘_ni”l he aprellant- Seeks 4o ad» Pro
Se Uith Staie oppainted counsd o S@%-@,
- 1NiS IS What ODel |- Seeks s
2*@%&&\ Jgie iﬁo&t\; Zﬁj{ 6™ Amenolrient-
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Tigit a5 Counsel of Choice. This by 70 ears is
the appellants intent o initiate a hybrig Okfens.
LA 15 his efforts 17 exercise nis gt Areretment right
oF ‘Counsel of Choice. There ore [sSues Uhere-the
Oppellant- Seelfs +6 odtotvess Matters of Subject
Mafter juridiction s Fraud on the Coutt Servance
SSUeS and O#er Maters e Stafe Appoirted aformyy
for~the appellart; Conspiring Uindler Color 0 St | g
Withthe Prosedution hes purposely, Malicieusly s Cringinally
wcai led +o Qddréss in acts oF Hroud O The dwﬁe\@
Q’\"'HUS leve|, TH€Se octS Stand iQ €dreqious \/iolod—i-op(
OF the Civil Rights Ack of 19+ Warranting Femora) +y

Federa) DisttictCourt There are alse Clon tittion
Sttuctural errors Fejated +o-He fraud O he Court-Coourting
N +he Jotwer Court wohich st be Qutbessag Therehre,
e Oppellant- is Foreed o Seekf +o Felieve. Sigte aPPointfeq
Zgque; —ngq:he appeliant, Fo ehsure +hat-these i SSues
O Mot UnjusHy Waived i Tuhdamental foirhess to-the
ApPelland: Frud Upo the dpurt; As weyf ag Subject MaHer
Strisdichio Cannot ke Lnivey ) Can be usey of oy,
ard the dourt shail ot fail -+ Toke Notice,
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 The actins o7 e appelite Cunse, Conspiring ny
Color of State lato GO the ﬁmiecuﬁ’oq S 10 abrygate
Hhe Rpeliants right Nut-to be hindered i his access
10 the Courts. This we hae [ 4% 5% 1% 3% gpy 4
Amendment- ssues Fhat- Must- be gven Opportuniy o be
heart before This Court; Mathis L Stode 355 e 877, 58U
>8ad 3p6(SC A 2003); Brown v State., 3U35C 342,54
Sead 84 (200)] Stute v Browning, 320 S at-3¢8, 4y
Sead at 359; Statey.Mumy |, 3517 Seaq W (scl98m);
SCRUE V. Ured Stfes 1335 LS.91, 65 S 103] (1945, Unfted
Stodes V2 dalsh | 94 Fad 87(2 g qaq) ) Dubinka v/
Sudegs Of Superig-Court-of +he Stakof Calignia
furHhe oyt of Los Ahseles g3 F34 213, Jones v State
Of Abansas, 929 Fay 375 2Hickfs . Olaborna, Y477 uis. 343,
3%, 100 SC:+ 2297, 09, 5 Led 24 175 (190), Do ziern V. Lop
’_College, Crty of Cbicago/ Tlp Fad 75;; Lugar \Z 54"70'2450’3 5,'/ (30,/
F51 U.S.922,928-20, 109 Sct a AM9-50%713 Leqsg
+82.(1%3); The Colleggﬁoq WBrunh doll ¢ 497 9

| ‘ Wheller o
%7, ¢ F das. 359 No. 3137 (e se 1819), The L Conveptiay
Th plidy

|9 U.s. 285183 wL A, S Ledayq, tdeat 235 (.ss @
(March g, 33)) The Amistod , 4o u s, I8, 15 Pet 513 13 WL
S04 2005, A.M.¢ 45510 Led 8ap,us. Com, Johuary (§4°
‘ 4 ofrll




i dhwfrzg V. Forg mmrd@nzpa(/zwy, 354 & 72,579 Seaq
005 (208); Appling v State £ Put: Acto Tns 0,340 Fsd 7,
T80 (*lir20B); Jing V. Fist mencon ThvestigatOfR e,
287 Fad 9,950 24 002) Cert. detyjed 5377 LS. 940,113 Sct393,
[SH Lol 20l 31 (2002); Brlisford | (teq Seagd 342,380 SC 443,

Callon Petroleury ¢y, \. Frotytier s (135 Faql 20t a8
(5™ dir: 2009), | |

The Constitutional Naht-to ounsel o hoice dy Tor-extend
0 1118] Proceedings alone. T+ XS 1y direct Aopanys,
FE Wit of Cerf: Ghd. Lrit o Hlbens Qorus, including oty
P“‘O&edhgs as wdl,TRe’ Provisions of u,s.c.,? 3 ;gasq,.
Speaks With all £C7lanity and cPlarficularify. By the Mendares
OF W.SCA Amend ¢, At Erphasis Adeed ) Courts OF the
Unjted Stafes 1he Parties May Plead or Condluct Heir- o
Persually or by Couryselas, by Rakes of Such Courts,
Respectiiely, are Pervpities 4o Manage and Conoluet Causse
W;Q;Tu}’qe}”\(ﬂmﬁﬁmq&hgssb . Tex 1975 4077 Sy

iSI A 5239 Faqy 115, Affd 512 Fad Sp; United Stafes .
Dougherty, 1978, 4493 Fag 1113, |54 u.s. App. 2. .

LF Fhe s Court- of Appeals Preverpied s, H Would

Mot ke o harmiess error Since +Hhe appellant Seeks +o Challenge.
The ""\W@r\g Courts juﬁ'sdfc-ﬁon Lhich Con be ol sed on
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- FHhe Pirst Hime. This aiso inchudes e issue gf
ﬁvzpﬁ?ﬁ; %ﬁ% bgz; Fhe lowetr and ﬁ’ppe//a;’% Coart-
I one Particdlar instance, +he State apinted C‘O“’?fef/
&f’/’)—ﬁ; Sompromised, dep/hhg Undet~ Color pf St laty in
Vidatioh of 18 Usc g2, 2R o deny the appellant-the
Equal Proection of the laws, C‘o//abomﬁ@ Withthe Shate
Attortiey Generals Dffice o Cause irreparable farm o the
Cleferpluyt’s Proceedlings af both kvels of Cout¥; Krowing futy
Well~Fhat This Froud onthe Court &F)S#ucﬁb@%fmendfmqmﬁ
The Indictrents o crucial elermens, burvih Shiffing, Structura
dorzsﬁﬁ‘uﬁbi?ql €1t 1SSueS Of Subject Maters Surisd; ction
el Other Egregious Due Process issces exist. They enguger
n 0%#‘0}17@//77/'/79 Acts of J'aa’/'c/a/ MISConduet Vidlatizms o
The dode of Professionn ethics and froud I theirefforis+y
Adjudicate The Matters despite 1heit Hhowledge op

dﬁm’m/ dedic jehces a/affwyﬁfzg Sanctions Under I8 (1.5c 5
A, 249 which the ApPellat Seekis: They als dlid This in
Blatant defiance. 4o +he Provisions of 4 U-se g51985 (23 st
anad 1984 blartanting remom| which the O ppellont- Sedfs

Undelr 29 U5 431, Chapran v Califiryia, 3% (s, /5,a4 g7

Sc- Bt 828,117 Led &d 705, ig-11( 1%7); Boddie \/ dothgcﬁdfb%l ;

US. 31,379, 91 Sct T80, 28 Led ad 3198, Tyrus \/ Martinez

10p Sct 757,415 Us. 1133, Q0 Led o4 %;M‘mit&&, 3
\ | ool B




US 1#731 St 4135 Led 2 492 ( 194), Hnﬂgw‘qummpﬁo,z
Via Shew vDelta Airfies T, w2 wss 8596n. 14103 Setadp,
RETN 14T Ledad 10 (1983); 25 u.5¢ 351381 1332, 1343 4o USch
204-(hhy; Caterpillar; The v Williams ,Y482. u.s. 386,389,107 S cf
RS, 34R7, Y Led 24 318 (1997); The Foirv- Hoher Die € Speciatty o
A28 U.s. R, 35,33 Sct o, Y 577 Led i (I ?IBX'TEe Pty Loho bring
Sult s Nuster o decigk Lohat-law he wulll Fely upn?); Buise \/

———— Y

HudKins | 534 Fag 223, 229 (1978); Unjited States v. Whitey, 759 Fay a7,
SCACR rule. 407 Mode/ Rules of Professiona| Copduct1.a(/)( /989),
Code oF Professional Resporsibility DRT-100. (4)(4) 4 -2, ABA,
ES;]’MOIWS Relatingto defense :Furzd’idxs) 4-T7.5(a)(24d.€d 1480)
erein affer Cheq as B4 Deerpe Stordorcts); Deorle v/ Rodingi,
1% Calo. 357, a0 .2 951 (1971 ) Herbert v/ vt States, 340 4,24

e 1975 Leaple V. Dike , 55 ot 24 70,372 P. ad (:Sh, 22.Cal. Rpt
oY (192)

T Corpela Crinminal defergant-o be Jepresertied by Caunse]

I alj €ases; e specially T light of he fact+hat this Proud Upen the
Coutrt 1S Occuffing, Wl clonfiict Lotth his Statertory ahd |
;dofﬁ‘l"rhrhb/?q/ Nght+fo Caliduct-ond marege hs oo deforse. This

1S What-the appeffant Comtends. Tt is Cfonspicums*me racia|
Undler tores and Class based Aiscriminary animus hat-exist in
Hhis Case SubJudice, whenthe Supprsed WitheSSes D" oniy"
One out of Fwp dekendants and 17ack fepeated Use of Phrases like
A Bloct{ M, L it " arel Fhey clic Not-foeus on any other~ Soli

Choracteristic of :::derrﬁﬂcah"% ?H@r “Fhah +hey betePlock Men !
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There vas 7o Stafement 0F height; ikight; SHirtone orang
Ofter dining Characteristic. There tere NuMers ssties, State
appointed Counsel Could have dderessed Hat-tere Preseryed
but-fuiked, There tre issues of Froud and Subject Matter junisdictions
ot Ltere Perspicusus]y) Purpesely Over \ooked kehin ocio| hatred.
Hhat- Were Never- Faised warrant Ng Femovable. Underag USCg[H4301). '
T pbject ahd Wali-1his Counsel elieved. She I Cioqspth'rg Lot the, ‘
Stake Urtanting Chiine] Senctions Unde I8 U.S.C 45 24 ond 243, See ‘
Cock O Proessionaf Besporsitilitys DR. Tlo2. (p) (), (8) Ericgson, | ‘
szzf?a’am(f OF Corpetency of deferse d0w75d ina Criminal dase/W
ﬁ"’lf'? Chi. L Bev: 233 (1979); Staten Hetrerson, 205 Kanaal, s P24
1% (19%); Pesple VBlolad 197 Colo- 320, 592. P. 2d Yo (199); Lot 1,
United Stajes , ¢ 7 (zwey %) HE Fad 100 Cert dlenyied 90 Say 13778, 397
\s. 1043, 25 Led 2 o] Ferettn v. Coltornia o2 ws argasy, g,

15 Sct-of a541-asyg, U.s Ledau 572, 59R(19); Wigqins v/ Estelje
63| Fad 2¢ (1983),

Stofe 4ointed Counsel Phew and Plntied in adkerce+o block
the Appellatyt-from the ourt by 7ot Submitting an Anders hrief %{e

Orgued one issue out of Ppan Lhich Should have beey actiressed Iha

lanher in Wwhich She did, Conspiring UnderClolorof State law; Kinssigaf-
the Hﬂom@ Gereral's Office would Put- 1ty Hheir-extensive FeSPOQSeiQ
both) +heit-efforis o unjstiy affirm +he appellants Conviction in
Vidlation oF 17 USC g5.24,24, Due Drucess and his Fght-to Equal
Protection of the lacs. The ¢”’;84meqq’mmf itSelf grants every
r |




? | |
- dehndant Strke Orfederul the. ight+o PerSanally Corduct
1 own defense. The dletenayrt-has The Mgttt Proceed wihout
State appoited Chunsel, and or +o have dDQQSd Femain) a1 Stand by,
When he Wluntarily ond InttelligenHy elects to o So, Especially in
lightof the Fckthat- ke fs arguing preeription and froud on +e
Court as well as Criminal Conspiracy; Taelich vz Uriel Stdes 342 Faq 29,
30( 5*dir 1945); Midkdle broo v/ United States ) 457 2ol (67, $59 (S*Air: 19m)
(Dacismh defend ProSe (s eyercise 4f defendand's Fightt 0 * Feecom of

hoice”); Williams v; United States | Ca § (1) 1950, 179 Fad (56 Cort: gronted
1. sct170, 340 US. 950,95 Led (22 Affd 1| St 34 U.S.97, 95 | g4
774} Brown v United Staes | C o (few) 1953 204 Fa 247, Uted Shes v
ﬁ@ﬁw CA U(wion) 194, 336 Faof 513 Cert deqfec{ 85 SeHEH9,379 s,
9T, 13 Led 24 5p4; Unfted States V. Hozminskl  (1955) 4g7 W.s. 93, lof
Led af 755 Iog sct 2751, 14 et Epp 9 3807 0 Remand (1983 Cap yich)
852 Fad |2, 3% 13 U.S.C 55 U, 249, 42 USC §5 1985 (2), 1985 (3),1984/ 28
Us.d g 1443 ¢ )] Greentoood V. Peacach (19) 384-Us. o8 (> L&d oo T4,
B Sct 180 United Stoes v. Orersv (1459 CA Y, iy 37 Fad |,
Cark: et (1951) 454 UsS. 890,70 Lol 2ef 138, 103 S 19

%ﬂt{. do

hsttedonal Fight+s hove a1 ;1S o Stired ohye
but-fhe Corstitutiona| Cight o refuse o I:iirﬁ *@mﬂ‘g’d‘a"&
Cons+ﬂuhonq\ dignity. The Suprere Gt lonthe. dengingthe | atfer:
Unjess dorqpq'led 1o doSo by Clear ang dommrldf'\g ’P‘“eceo?efrh Uay ixaw |
Criminal Conspiracy and Fraud on -t dourt being Perpetrted i
V/‘b/dﬁ'o/? OF 18 USC g A, U3, 3 (.56 55 1985(2),1985(3), 198, |
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There is he Comy pelling Prececknt- with State Ypointed Coung
being Compromised iy 45 Maner: Thas, the (! onstitufional Fiht 4
Ack ProSe as Counsel of Choice Catwt be denjied, Chapman

United Staks, sg3 Foy 88 (19M); United Stoes V/ Dike 4 Fad
€95 (T%0ir1971) ) United Stedes . LoormeX, Uag Faq 730 ($*air, | 97)
Cert: denied 400 US 930,91 Sct194, 27 LEd adf 1910971} A d .
United Stotes, ti Fad 105p( 7% 1994) Cert: ke 39% Us. oy, qg
St 593, 94 LEd ad 51t (19%); United States v Platiner, 25, Fad
A7) (i 194, United Stroges v. Gotzales-Lopez, 5Y8-Us.-(Qap);
Chaphiné Drysaue, chartered v United Stafes,4a) U5 PR35 (199);
Wheat v Unred Shies 48 uis. 153, 159488 ; Rorigue . Ghandler, 383
3¢ #7085 (.7 2004) ert: denied 543 L15. lisp (2008 Puige]]

bama , 287 UL, 45,53 (1933)] Sullivan v. Loursi
Arizona v. Funinate  uag .5, am,
|8, 177-17%81, 3 (1984)

N2y S8 U.s. 375,389
31-3l0, mf: KQSK}Q V. Ldiqu'rzs JeS U.s.

The appeians- Metions for Sanctins pursuart-+o 1§ U, ¢ £ 2 and
AR And that e oppefiant be 3wen A PR.Bord urhil his olirect- Qppeal
13565 have been) Rsalyeq i the S.d., dyurt O Appeais aueto-His
égrtgwas Mistart1age. o Justice, Fraud any Conspiracy Which

Ohspicuously occirreq! here. The appeliant-1s Hot- a Flight sk being his
Tirst offense and+he appeliont- i not o Threat to ang one. Sueh shwud
be grovrted elue fo-tHe exceptiona ClircumStances -that Surround s |
Case; U.5v Disalnma, 95| Faq Hat, 447 (2%cir 191 ); US v Gareia, 34
F2dl 101980 (9™ ¢ir: 003); US . Laediidal- Gonzales; 139 24 IS5, 142
r 1% Qirs 1991); .SV Stelnhorh, 437 Fad 195, (9 (Y dir1991).
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The actiors of +he Consp n'gg Parties actas q Oark Stain and
MocKery of our judicial Syskem. Counsel 1S Clearly eleficierrt in her
FepreseryFation ard e Appedlat-has Cleairly been prejueliced as
O result: State appointed Counsel's froud and Conspiring with
the Artorney Qereral's office IS Serious encugh 1o Ploce here, el
beow +he Objective Stondoid O Feasonableess queratteed by
Yhe (7 Avendert. Fhol i hot beefor her- perfortance e resuts
Wauld have been offferent: Being forced tobieep the Compromyised
Counsely Conspining in Vielationy of I8 U-s-C g5 24 and 43 With the
A‘H'Oméy‘s Gereral  OFfice Serves o abrvgate e aprellant’s access
+o +he Gourt by HhisFraue and is osif -the appellant- tas forced -
qr Hhrough his olirect appeal uxth No- dounsel ot all. T Sueh is
Feguired the appellart Motions 1o exceed He Page lirvjt for +his
documerw Sttickland V. [oashington ) Hele Ues 55, (04 Set-o52,80

I_.edad (74(1984); Williams . Tayary 539 U-S. 362,31, 130 ct 495, 1t
L.&d 24 389(2000)] Shetton v: Ciccohe A8 (Mo) 1975578 Fod I, Evitts \. |
Lucy, U4 us. of-387 105 Set 830, 83 L-€alod 231(1955); Eray. 300 Fay ot
(4, Powell v. Alabara, 287 u.s. 45,53 5+ 55, 77 LLEd 158 (1933).
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I, D ouglas Mowuy%psm,dff/zafe&{ C’Mi@,
Hhet T have Malked 2nd or Served 4 Cory of o affidlg,
OF focts Y or Mot Seeksingterminate Stafe oppoitted
dﬂwﬁel / 77?@7‘10/? for a PR BOQO/ / /?70793’/\/ fors arZC“/'/b);S
MNA v exCeed the Page liroit- and /707’7’0/( 1o Moty
Thifire, on Hhe S Court- of Arpeats 1015 Sunper-
Stteet- Columbia , SC 2920/, é,/ Y.S 7aif Pos‘fafg Pre paid
N August-al | a3,
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