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The reasons for this appeal include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1) The matter was NOT, in fact before this state court for any ruling 

whatsoever, having already been duly removed to the proper venue 

of federal court for Civil RICO remedies. The State Court’s decision 

to either willfully fail to notice or blatantly deny this empirical FACT 

does not cause it to cease being a FACT. 

2) Defendant was not afforded any authentic hearing at which to show 

the many causes why such writ should not have been granted. 

Defendant is a 74 year old disabled Vietnam Veteran with PTSD and 

impaired vision, for whom this private corporate so called “Zoom” 

technology would be difficult to use even if it had functioned as 

described in paperwork served upon defendant by Sheriff, WHICH 

IT DID NOT DO! Defendant needs to be afforded an authentic 

show-cause hearing in an actual public sector courtroom, not a 

privatized online boardroom of this “Zoom” corporation. 

3) Even had the hearing itself been authentic, which is was not, the 

court ceded any right it had to further proceed on the moment at 

which the court stated its refusal to resolve defendant’s motion for 

appointment of assistant standby counsel to assist defendant by 

reading the paperwork in this case, which defendant is currently 
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medically unable to do. Court went on record to say that a different 

judge in a different section of King County’s judicial system would 

have to address that motion. If that be the case, then either this matter 

would have to be duly transferred to the courtroom of the magistrate 

with the authority to do so, or else this court would have to duly wait 

for such magistrate to dispose of the motion before moving forward 

any further. It is both unfair and illegal for court to force defendant to 

impose upon untrained and uncompensated family and neighbors to 

try to orally read him lengthy legal documents he presently cannot 

see until receiving medical treatment for his eyesight. 

4) The court failed/refused to even pretend to investigate the 

relationship of defendant to the authentic landlord AFRICAN 

AMERICAN HERITAGE MUSEUM AND CULTURAL CENTER 

(Incorporated in 1985). Instead, court apparently willfully 

misconstrued the identity of this organization with a completely 

different and completely fraudulent organization with no standing as 

any party to this case (the so-called “Northwest African American 

Museum or NAAM”), allowing this entity to falsely portray itself in 

the hearing as if it were the AFRICAN AMERICAN HERITAGE 

MUSEUM AND CULTURAL CENTER, which it is not. When 

defendant attempted to explain the extreme legal and material 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 
 



 










