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THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY COMPLAINT FORM

Read instructions before filling in this form.
Date: 12/26/15

(1) Your contact information:

3
o

Your name: John Henry¥ Yablonsky AL-037

Your address: Box 5001

Your city, state & zip code: Calipatria ,Ca.%2233

Your email address:

Your telephone numbers:

Home Work Cell

(2) Attorney’s contact information: Please provide the name, address and telephone
number of the attorney(s) you are complaining about. (NOTE: If you are complaining
about more than one attorney, include the information requested in items #2 through

#7 for each attorney. Use separate sheets if necessary.
Mark Shoup

Attorney's name: David Lynn Sanders,Geoffery Canty,Phil Zwg%ciel
’ Public detenders office SanRernardino county
Attorney’s address: 14344 Cagon ave ste.$ 201

Attorney’s city, state & zip code:  Victorville Ca.92392

Attorney’s telephone number: 760-241-0415

(3) Have you or a member of your family complained about this attorney(s) previously?
Yes B3 X No D

If “Yes”, please state to whom the previous complaint was made, approximate
date of complaint and disposition.

State Bar in January 2014 regarding the evidmnces witheld by
David Sanders whom ordered Sanders to release them[after appeal ]

had expired, but that no other asflion was taken. I wrote the Bar and
stated that full disclosure was not made,still no action
(4) Did you employ the attorney? Yes §) NO}@{X

If “Yes,” give the approximate date you employed the attorney(s) and the
amount, if any, paid to the attorney(s).

Date employed: Amount paid (if any): $

If “No,” what is your connection with the attorney(s)? Explain briefly.

The public defenders effice was appointed to represent me for a crime,
Geoffeéry Canty, then David Sanders, the Phil Zwyiciel under Mark Shoup

S@nderg was my trial counsel who made the most critical fiduciary
violations, but under the authority of Mark Shoup, assisted by

Geoffery Canty and Phil Zwyiciel. Mo ' i i
and are’prova%le, or admitted by San grgf these violations are on recor



(5) Include with this form (on a separate piece of paper) a statement of what the
attorney(s) did or did not do which is the basis of your complaint. Please state the
facts as you understand them. Do not include opinions or arguments. If you
employed the attorney(s), state what you employed the attorney(s) to do. Sign and
date each separate piece of paper. Additional information may be requested. (Attach
copies of pertinent documents such as a copy of the fee agreement, cancelled
checks or receipts and relevant correspondence.)

(6) If your complaint is about a lawsuit, answer the following, if known:
a. Name of court (For example, Superior or Municipal Court, and name of the county)

Suoperior.court-california SamnBernardino. county
b. Title of the suit (For example, Smith v. Jones)
Yablonsky v. Ramos CIVDS1506664

c. Case number of the suit CTUNCT SO AL

d. Approximate date the suit was filed May 11,2015

e. If you are not a party to this suit, what is your connection with it? Explain briefly.

(7) Size of law firm complained about:

(] 1 Attorney

XEJ 2 — 10 Attorneys

() 11 + Attorneys

x&J Government Attorney
Q Unknown

Mail to;

Office of the Chief Trial Counsel/Intake
The State Bar of California
845 South Figueroa Street
Los Angeles, California 900

Signature




John Henry Yablonsky AL-0373 1
Box 5001 )
Calipatria,Ca.Y2233
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ResInquiry no,15-26186
Respondent jDavid Evnn Sanders Lic.#

Case no.FVISUO5LR
Trialjjury

Datey Janury 2011
Lossg;FPermanent liberty

Statement of the facts regarding representation

The public defenders office appoionted Gefff
or abouit March 11,2009 to tepresent complaintant (affiant) in & hearing
in municiapl court for case FVIY00518 in victorville Superior Court.

This party Canty represented affiant for a duration of

fffery Canty on
£ nt

aproximately three monghs, and was reassigned to another department
and David Sanders was then appointed throughout the remained of the
case until the last day of ttaal, and marsden hearing that was denied.

Pnil Zwyiciel stéod in the trial and made decisions regarding
critical matters as an appoionted party from the same lawfirm.Mark
Shoup had been contacted by affiant and made decisions regarding atfiants
complaint regarding the representation of the lawfirms client,the affiant.

Facts regarding the representation

Goeffery Canty after being appointed to represent affiant,
full disclosure was made to the attorney about affiants knowledge regarding
the cade the [client] was acharged, that he was innoceat and was not
involved with the case to any desree of any cfrimes.

Affiant requested all of the discovdry g to the case, in order
to make decisions regarding affiants options, which ibcluded possibly
borrowing money from friends top hire counsel.This reguest was recorded
and logged by Canty.The affiant explained his involvemént with the
victim, but that he was not involved, or k¥pnew of any knowledge regarding
the crime.

Cabty made this communications in the county jail, and divulge
there were many sus¥pects, and several evidmeces to the case, and
included that there was hair located on the victim.He did not state
that the hair was red, when he could plainly see that affiant was blel
blonde by facidl hair on affiant. Canty stated that full investigations
would be conducted, and that he“would release™all’ the evidnece to the
case. -

This party made several decsiions regarding appearances and
the cljents nedd to investizate, asking for continuances.Th$s Zparty
Canty 2884 what evidences et should be examined, and whether the
hair should be examined, and affiant aggreed it should, along with
all of the evidneces.
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Thius party made styatemeﬁs consistant with his 2009 report
which contradicted every other report, witness, that he seen BRruce
Nash giving Kita a ride home the neight she was killed.

THIS WITNESS GAVE CONTRADICTORY STATEMENTS THAN BRUCE
NASH, WHO STATED HE DID NOT GIVE RITA A RIDE HOME THE NIGHT SHE
WAS KILLED
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Thgis eparty made statements in court consisitant with
his previous statemsnets except that he stated that she had been
headed home which contradicts that she had told hoim she was going
to a bar and not home, but that he did not give her a ride
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This party for some reasoin was released before forensics
were processed, and later commited suiciude.His suicide scene was
Processed, where they locateed sevderal (KEEE¥KEX=zx Trophies) of
photographs of murdered women in his residence.This aeparty's conduct
as a cornowmer was suspicious, and his behavior around local police
detectiveds raised sus¥picions, wii then after investigating preliminarie
collected Randolphs cigarette butts and pklaced t® them into the
labratory for matching. These matches to the crime of Rita Cobb
came after he had commited suicide-
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This party participated with the state to create an ajltered
version which included sm audio technician training where a recording
was made with the altered answeres from one to another, knowing
that thesde altered versions would be produced in the hearing. The
fact that the aattorney had been told this, and writtae this in
letters before the trial, indicates the attorneys willingness to
ignore his clients reasonable, and intelligent concdern regarding
the &t authenticity and correctbness of evidence, that after alterating
it places the afgfiant into a suspicious nature, with [intent,and
motive] which was used by the state, knowing these facts were faldse,
especially when his client st§ated that he was inncoocnet, which
was corroberated by the states own experts regarding affaints DNA.
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The attoreney witheld this evidence,did not examine this
evidence, and when he was told by the state that ist would be used
in a hearing ofemk and that it was evidence left behind by the killer
while the state expett testified that it will have DNA located on
the item , and that his edime client was innopcent forfieted rights
of his client without full knowledrge when the client asked tgo
seeg allthe discovery to the case, and for unknown reason,, the
attorney decided to release only 300 of the over 4000@ pages does

show the attorney's intent to forfiet his clients rights later as
the hearings were being developed and ultimatley when the state
preszented this critical piece of evidence that the crime was committed

and the cupprit left this evidence behind as the victim struggled
for liofe.

KNOWING THIS EVIDENCE WAS COLLECTED AND WOULD BE USED,
AND DOES LEAD TO THE CULPRITY THAT COMMITED THE CRIME, THEN TO HIDE
IT"S EXISTANCE FROM HIS CLIENT AFTER THE CLIENT ASKED TO SEE ALL

IHE DISCOVDERY 1S MORAL TURPITUDE AS IS ALL THE ABOVE STATED ACCUSATIONS
THAT ARE PROVABLE.

Was BLONDE AT D10
his client styated that ne « cant

later violate his
tne tLd”L. Tl

The attorney knew this evidencewoul;d clear his client
tor a crime he was charged, but made the conscious decision to withold
it's exiastance from his client while the states own exkert stated
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this itenjwill have DNA located on it, and that it was cmékected

from a victim that struggled as she was being killed makes this

a very critical piec& of the states case as intent in the crime

of murderm, and that struggle occured.zSFEC ifac valbn THAT DAR pe bl A5 DEC L
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THE ATTORNEY MADE A DECISION TO WITHOLD THAT THIS EVIODEN® EXISTED

AS THE REST OF THE B ABOVE YATZED WITHOLDINGS, FOR ONE PUIRPOSE

ONLY, TO INTENTIONALY VIOLATE HIS CLINETS RIGHTS NOW, AND LATER

AS THE CASE WAS BIENBG DEVELOPED BY THE STATE.
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David Sanders admitted on the records, in & ma

he lied sbepout thne release of the evidpnece and that
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anotherc 1304, but not until the =& this .
attornev's plan bto assist the state, for which he works in & corviction

The attorney then, repeatedly tells his client theé he had
completed a1l the investoifgations of the affiants DNAS evidence and

d not even know existed until

all the evidneces,(which the a@gfiaﬂt di
after traal) had been completed and theat he, the affiants team of
jlawyers werexr ready for trial, when they had not inve8toicated one

one watchnpin, or any of the [many] evidences to the case not
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function as a licnesed bar holder, but destrove the very fabric of

the rights under the fEﬁbz@A consteitution to a defense. Then to hide
these acts until the entire state appeftd process has expired, shows

the attorneys repeated gfforts to destroy his clients rights to due
wsprodcess and equal protections under the Fatte and Eeierﬁé laws.

I was placed into aefell for a crime that 1 had not commited,
wbrt@ severaal hundreds of letters pleaing for assistants, and help
to correct tnis act, which could very well get the client killed because
of the gravity of the offense he was convictPfed becuase opf the attorney's
planned sctast behavior and T
Mr. Sanders had def suit, but at the

same generocity as he showead thev assist nim

in his defense, which was qi constitution iz

a disgrace i&fthe practitione ligensed to practice
it do not respect it., ot the during thdose
nearings. He's a liar, and cri 6153:rres and
prosecuted under state and federal laws for his breech of fiduciary
obligation to his client, and his os to the bar to protect the nstiotutio
of the state and it's laws.
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+8 acts againdt the party that was injured by the mcral turttitude
and careless disregard of one of vyour at@ocney‘s &t that nas alresady
been disciplined for lack of complinace.How far dod you think he will
20 to continue to hide his deleliberate acts to his cliamt?
I have attahced a copy of my complaint inthe state court which
I will repeatedly appéal inthe state couttem and federal arenas if
the state courts repeatedly show favor. He defaulted, and was shown

favor by the samee state he worked with.
lest

nicden, many state officials

These errors need

to stay

to suffer leagl consecuence



