IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRICT OF VIRG NI A
ALEXANDRI A DI VI SI ON

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA )
)
V. ) Crimnal No. 01-455-A
)
ZACARI AS MOUSSAQUI )
alk/a “Shaqil,” )
a/k/a “Abu Khalid )
al Sahraw ,” )
)
Def endant . )
ORDER

The defendant, pro se, has filed several untitled pleadings
(Docket #s 205, 206 and 211) as well as a captioned notion
entitled “Enmergency Order Must be Gven to D smss and Excl ude
t he Governnment Appoi nted Standby Lawer to Appear in My Case and
in Court on the Arraignnment on the 25 June 2002 Because these
Appoi nted Standby Lawer Undermi ne my Constitutional R ght to
Represent Myself (Pro Se) and are Actively Conspiring by “Legal”
Means to Kill Me” (Docket # 213) in which the defendant di savows
any relationship with stand-by counsel and requests that Charles
Freeman, Esqg. be considered his only |egal advisor. Specifically,
t he defendant insists that stand-by counsel not be present at
counsel table during his re-arraignment on June 25, 2002; and,

i nstead, requests that M. Freeman be permtted to sit with him

The defendant is free to refuse assistance from his stand- by
counsel . However, his refusal to cooperate with stand-by counsel

does not relieve themof their obligation to pursue a defense



strategy for M. Mussaoui and to be prepared to defend this case
if M. Mussaoui should forfeit his right to represent hinself.
Therefore, stand-by counsel will renmain inside the well of the
court, but will not be seated at defendant’s table. Stand-by
counsel will not speak on behalf of the defendant unless he | oses
his right to represent hinself.

The defendant has requested that Charles Freeman, Esqg. be
permtted to sit with himat counsel table to provide | ega
advi ce during the re-arraignnent hearing. He also states that
M. Freeman is the only person who can speak for himor conduct
any actions outside the court on his behal f.

As the United States correctly argues in its Qmi bus
Response to Defendant’s Pro Se Mtions Regardi ng Attorney Charles
Freeman, M. Freeman is not licensed to practice lawin the
Commonweal th of Virginia, has not been admtted to practice
before this court, has not been admtted to practice in this case

pro hac vice as required by Local Rule 83.1, and has not entered

an appearance in this case. He may al ready have viol ated Local
Rule 83.1 by submtting two pl eadi ngs, which have been filed for
adm ni strative purposes only, but will not be considered by the
Court. Because M. Freeman has not been qualified to lawfully
represent the defendant in this court, he may not sit inside the
wel |l of the court at the defendant’s June 25, 2002 re-

arraignment. He may, however, attend court proceedings as a



menber of the public.

For all of these reasons, the defendant’s repetitive notions
concerni ng stand-by counsel and M. Freenman are DEN ED.

The Cerk is directed to forward copies of this Order to the
def endant, pro se; counsel for the United States; stand-by
def ense counsel; Charles Freeman, Esq.; the Court Security
Oficer; and the United States Marshal.

Entered this 24'" day of June, 2002.

/s/

Leonie M Brinkena
United States District Judge

Al exandria, Virginia



