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ARGUMENT 

  The Virginia State Bar asks this Court to accept its 

unconstitutional premise that it may disbar its attorneys for 

conduct expressly allowed under its Rules, without even 

presenting evidence of its fabricated misconduct. The VSB 

concedes that the panel fabricated evidence of impairment yet 

found misconduct and imposed sanctions nonetheless, violating its 

own Rules. The VSB further concedes that Antonacci never 

received timely notice of the Panel’s memorandum order, 

depriving him of his statutory right to appeal, but cleverly argues 

that is just too bad.  

  In sum, the VSB’s “argument” defending its carnival of legal 

proceedings is that it can do whatever it wants, just so long as it 

gives notice of the charges that do not exist under its rules, and 

then holds a hearing where the charged attorney may defend 

against fake charges in a show trial where the outcome is pre-

determined and in no way based on evidence or legal precedent.  

The only thing the Virginia State Bar’s Response Brief 

demonstrates is why Antonacci resigned from that institution 
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 2 

after they suspended his license: The Virginia State Bar is a 

disgrace to the U.S. Constitution, the rule of law, and human 

progress. Importantly, as will be further discussed below, the 

Virginia State Bar’s Response Brief concedes or ignores every 

single one of Antonacci’s factual contentions. 

I. The Virginia State Bar’s Demonstrable Animus Denied 
Antonacci Due Process of Law in Myriad Respects, Singling Him 
Out as a Class of One 
 
  The VSB’s Response Brief ignores or misstates every aspect 

of Antonacci’s due process arguments. Resp. Br. 7-11. And while 

no one is accusing Johnson of competence or credibility, Antonacci 

will briefly address his flaccid response. 

  The VSB spends two pages addressing the first of the Selling 

factors by arguing with itself: They incorrectly claim Antonacci 

was not denied due process because he was given notice of 

misconduct charges with no basis under the Virginia rules, and 

the opportunity to be heard in a show trial put on by, and for the 

benefit of, soulless imbeciles. Bravo. 

  One finding of fact the VSB does take liberty with in its 

Response is its statements that Antonacci represented the 
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complainant, Shaun So. Antonacci’s law firm represented a front 

company where Shaun So is a shareholder. JA0551, JA0558, 

JA0591-0592. Antonacci never represented Shaun So in his 

individual capacity, ever, and there is no evidence he did.  

  The VSB then tries to reframe Antonacci’s due process 

arguments as something separate and apart from the due process 

protections envisioned by the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. 

Constitution and the U.S. Supreme Court in Selling v. Radford, 

243 U.S. 46 (1917). They erroneously label these “additional 

constitutional arguments” and proceed to demonstrate why they 

are unfit to practice law. 

  They start by falsely stating that Antonacci argued it was 

Shaun So’s bar complaint that is unconstitutionally vague. 

Response Br. 9. And while it is true that Shaun So’s bar complaint 

did not state a basis for misconduct against Antonacci (JA0001-

0011), and the VSB therefore denied Antonacci due process of law 

by failing to follow its mandate to dismiss it for that reason 

(Opening Br. 29-34; JA0216-0219, JA0608-0634; JA0808-0828),  
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Shaun So is a kept boy, not a state actor, and is therefore 

incapable of denying anyone due process of law.  

On the contrary, Antonacci correctly argues that Virginia 

Rules of Professional Conduct 1.9 and 1.6 are unconstitutionally 

vague as they have been applied, by the Virginia State Bar and 

the Commonwealth of Virginia, to Antonacci in this case. Opening 

Br. 29-34; JA0216-0219, JA0608-0634; JA0808-0828. 

Demonstrating their comical lack of credibility, the VSB even 

falsely states to this Court that Antonacci does not cite which of 

the Rules of Professional Conduct are being unconstitutionally 

applied. Response Br. 9.  

This Court can plainly see that not only did Antonacci 

identify and fully brief this issue in his Opening Brief, but has 

also maintained his position that Rule 1.6(b)(2), which provides 

the exceptions to Rule 1.9 cited by the VSB, plainly states that an 

attorney may disclose otherwise confidential client information to 

establish his claim against his client. Opening Br. 29-34; JA0010, 

JA0021; JA0825. The fact that the information at issue was never 

even confidential is a separate issue, demonstrating that there is 
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an infirmity of proof as well. Opening Br. 34-5; JA0081-JA0091; 

JA0232-JA0233. 

In addition, the Response Brief does nothing to address 

Antonacci’s argument that he was denied equal protection as a 

class of one or that he was retaliated against for his protected, 

political speech against the Zionist criminal enterprise identified 

in his complaint. Opening Br. 29-34. This bears repeating–these 

parasites have nothing to say for themselves except to ignore and 

deflect Antonacci’s substantive arguments. Virginia Supreme 

Court Rule 1.6(b)(2) is nowhere even mentioned in the VSB’s 

waste of space on this Court’s servers. They do not address it 

because they cannot withstand any level of real scrutiny.  

The Response Brief then makes a few irrelevant points of 

law. They say neither ignorance of the Rules nor the similar 

misconduct of other lawyers is a meritorious defense. Antonacci 

does not claim ignorance: He claims that when Rule 1.6(b)(2) says 

confidential client information may be disclosed to establish a 

claim against a client, it means that confidential client 

information may be disclosed to establish a claim against a client. 
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Nor does he claim that other lawyers were not prosecuted for 

similar misconduct–Antonacci correctly claims there is absolutely 

no precedent for this prosecution because it is not misconduct.  

The VSB baldly states that disciplinary proceedings are 

informal proceedings. Response Br. 10. The VSB does not explain 

why that means American lawyers do not have due process rights 

under the U.S. Constitution and may therefore be subject to 

unconstitutional forfeiture by their respective bar associations. 

Antonacci demonstrated in his Opening Brief why the 

actions of the VSB are retaliation for Antonacci’s protected, 

political speech against a Zionist criminal enterprise associated 

with the Democratic National Committee and Rahm Israel 

Emanuel. Opening Br. 18-20, 23-24, 29-34; see also JA0572. 

Antonacci even testified to his family’s alleged mafia ties in 

Chicago, and how his father’s brother disappeared for years after 

reporting Antonacci’s father to the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation for affiliation with the Chicago outfit. JA2001-211, 

JA800-807. Recall that the VSB only sought to interview two 

people, besides Antonacci, in relation to Antonacci’s “frivolous” 
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federal lawsuit naming thirteen defendants: Shaun So and Tony 

Antonacci, who is the accused’s younger brother, a lifelong 

Chicago resident, and not a defendant. 

The VSB tried to dodge the evidence of its hateful animus by 

stating that “Antonacci fails to cite which language asserted in the 

Certification is ‘political’ or ‘ideological’ speech.” While these 

lawyers are clearly dim, they are not so dim as to attack 

Antonacci’s protected speech directly, nor must they in order to 

demonstrate that their hateful animus is the real motivation 

behind their otherwise unprecedented actions here. Antonacci’s 

complaint in the EDVA, against a Zionist politician affiliated with 

the Democratic National Committee, Rahm Emanuel, whose 

unconstitutional proposals Antonacci criticized while working as 

an attorney in Chicago, is plainly protected speech under the First 

Amendment for which the VSB is retaliating against Antonacci. 

JA0377-0476. 

Their reliance on Hunter v. Virginia State Bar, 285 Va. 485, 

491 (2013) is not only irrelevant to this point, but also reinforces 

Antonacci's position because there the attorney was not disclosing 

USCA4 Appeal: 25-9526      Doc: 11            Filed: 06/25/2026      Pg: 11 of 28



 8 

information to establish a claim against the client; unlike 

Antonacci, he was posting confidential information on his blog for 

commercial purposes. 

The VSB’s animus is demonstrated both by the fact there is 

no precedent for this targeted attack on an attorney with nothing 

but professional success and accolades, and by their deliberate 

acts whose only goal could have been to prejudice Antonacci:  

1. Assistant Bar Counsel did not dismiss the bar 

complaint for failing to allege misconduct, as required by Rule 

13-10; 

2. The VSB’s reading of Rule 1.9 and 1.6 is contrary to the 

plain language of those Rules;  

3. There is no evidence that the information disclosed was 

actually confidential, as set forth in the Opening Brief and 

further discussed below;  

4. The complainant’s bar complaint never even alleged 

that confidential information was disclosed; 

5. Assistant Bar Counsel even told Antonacci he had no 

basis to investigate Shaun So’s bar complaint but just “wanted 
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the investigation to go forward and see what came back” 

(JA0216-0219);  

6. There is absolutely no precedent for finding a Rule 3.1 

violation for two federal lawsuits being dismissed for want of 

subject-matter jurisdiction, in unpublished opinions over a 

twenty-year career, where the attorney was never sanctioned or 

reprimanded by any court, ever; 

7. The panel falsely claimed that Antonacci could be 

impaired while simultaneously representing himself in an 

eight-hour trial, but nonetheless found misconduct and imposed 

sanctions, contrary to Rule 13-23(b); 

8. Both Irving and the VSB knowingly fabricated a court 

order stating that Antonacci waived his objections to that order, 

when they were fully aware that he expressly objected to the 

order and the proceedings from the outset; and 

9. Both the VSB and Irving deliberately failed to notify 

Antonacci that the memorandum order had been entered, 

denying him his statutory right to appeal under Virginia law. 
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As discussed in the Opening Brief, Antonacci has been 

singled out, as a class of one, as a result of the hateful animus of a 

Zionist criminal enterprise associated with the Democratic 

National Committee and Rahm Israel Emanuel. Opening Br. 1-6, 

17-19, 29-34, 37-40; JA0377-0476; Perkins Coie LLP v. U.S. Dep't 

of Just., 783 F. Supp. 3d 105, 166 (D.D.C. 2025) (quoting Vill. of 

Willowbrook v. Olech, 528 U.S. 562, 564 (2000).)  There is no other 

explanation for this targeted, hateful conduct that is both a 

colossal waste of public resources and highly prejudicial to an 

attorney with a history of successful advocacy, public service, 

scholarly contributions and professional recognition. JA0480-90, 

JA0551, JA0562-69. Antonacci also had no disciplinary history 

whatsoever prior to this unconstitutional attack by this Zionist 

criminal enterprise.  

  The VSB tries to reframe the panel’s simultaneous finding of 

impairment and misconduct as something other than a denial of 

due process. Response Br. 13. As Antonacci stated in the Opening 

Brief, when the triers of fact in a misconduct proceeding 

determine the attorney may have an impairment, Virginia’s Rules 
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require misconduct proceedings to be postponed while the 

impairment proceedings take place. Rule 13-23(b). This implicates 

due process protections when the attorney is representing himself 

in the misconduct proceedings, as was the case here.  

Antonacci will not reiterate his legal arguments here. But as 

he has demonstrated both in the show trial circus that took place 

in Alexandria on June 11, 2025, in these proceedings, and in the 

numerous other active litigation matters he is currently managing 

himself, Antonacci is anything but impaired.  He reiterates this 

constitutional argument here to demonstrate that these Zionist 

fanatics have no regard for due process, justice, or basic humanity. 

They would subject a man to unconstitutional forfeiture while 

simultaneously ruling that he might not have capacity to 

represent himself, only so that they could later try attempt to 

institutionalize him to prevent him from exposing their 

irredeemable nature.  

The VSB further tries to reframe Assistant Bar Counsel’s 

deliberate alteration of a court document to falsely state Antonacci 

waived his objections to the memorandum order, and both the 
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panel and the VSB’s failure to send Antonacci timely notice of 

entering that order, as something other than a denial of due 

process of law.  Response Br. 14-15. First, neither Johnson nor 

Kim Irving are incompetent enough to reason Antonacci’s 

statement that he would not be compelled to collaborate in the 

authoring of his own unconstitutional persecution was 

tantamount to his waiving of his objections to that persecution. 

That statement is an objection.  

Notably, the esteemed Assistant Bar Counsel left out that, 

after seeing the order with Antonacci’s false waiver of 

endorsement, Antonacci emailed both Irving and Johnson stating 

that he objected to that order. JA0773. The order was nonetheless 

entered with that false waiver and without notice to Antonacci. 

Second, the willful denial of Antonacci’s statutory right to 

appeal is a denial of due process of law because it denies 

Antonacci his right to avail himself of his statutory right to appeal 

his suspension under Virginia law. Va. Code Ann. §54.1-3935.D. 

The court was obligated to send Antonacci the order, which it did 
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not do. Antonacci was reasonably diligent in following up with 

Irving, who never sent him the order even after he did.  

The VSB relies on School Bd. of City of Lynchburg v. Caudill 

Rowlett Scott, Inc., 237 Va. 550 (1989) for the proposition that 

Antonacci’s failure to receive notice should not toll his duty to file 

a notice of appeal. This is incorrect for two important reasons. 

First, Caudill Rowlett was not a case that involved an appeal of 

right, as in this case, but only the right to petition for leave to 

appeal. Unlike Coudill Rowlett, Irving and the VSB’s deliberate 

failure to provide Antonacci notice deprived him of his statutory 

right to appeal the memorandum order. Va. Code Ann. §54.1-

3935.D. 

Second, Coudill Rowlett has also been superseded by Va. 

Code Ann. §8.01-428, which gives Virginia courts power to grant 

leave to appeal where the party was not given timely notice of 

entry of a final order. Antonacci sought such leave from the 

Supreme Court of Virginia because the panel was no longer 

convened and Judge Irving was non-responsive to Antonacci’s 

requests since the hearing. Antonacci was denied due process of 
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law because he was denied his statutory right to appeal his 

suspension under Virginia law. 

As Antonacci argued in his Opening Brief, in the aggregate 

this baseless, unprecedented, and highly prejudicial attacks on 

Antonacci demonstrate unequivocally that Antonacci was denied 

due process because he was not heard in a meaningful manner. 

The panel of Virginia judges issued a predetermined order that 

had no basis in evidence or the Virginia Rules of Professional 

Conduct.  

The VSB abused the deferential standard given to state 

attorney disciplinary proceedings in order to attack an ethical, 

successful, and hardworking advocate with decades of experience 

and professional accolades because that is the only way these 

Zionist parasites could attack him. They want to lower us all to 

their level. But our Constitution was designed specifically to 

prevent such baseless, hateful and self-destructive behavior by 

state actors. This Court should not impose reciprocal discipline. 
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II. The Infirmity of Proof Is Clear 
 

The Response Brief’s second argument section is entitled 

“Every Rule Violation Found Against Antonacci Was Supported 

By Clear And Convincing Evidence,” so let us be clear about what 

they are saying. The Panel found that the information Antonacci 

disclosed in his complaint concerning Shaun So and Richard 

Wheeler’s (who gave up his failed career as a fashion designer to 

join the Army) unremarkable intelligence work as enlisted 

soldiers, as well as the three words “dubious pandemic loan” in his 

Motion for Leave to Amend his complaint, were confidential client 

information that were somehow not explicitly addressed in Rule 

1.6(b)(2)’s exceptions to Rule 1.9. The panel also found that 

Antonacci violated Rule 3.1 by filing two federal RICO lawsuits, 

over a ten-year period in a twenty-year career, that were 

dismissed for want of subject matter jurisdiction as legally 

“frivolous,” when Antonacci was never reprimanded or sanctioned 

by those courts or any courts, ever. 

In this respect, the Response relies exclusively on this 

Court’s opinion in In re Chipley, 448 F.2d 1234, 1235 (1971), 
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which is utterly inapposite. The one-page opinion involved an 

attorney who was suspended indefinitely for mental illness after 

being appointed a guardian ad litem and several hearings were 

conducted by commissioners who found clear evidence of 

emotional and mental instability. Id. The South Carolina Supreme 

Court even expressly held in the reciprocal case that “[t]here is no 

suggestion of wrongdoing by [Chipley.] He has our warm 

sympathy and best wishes.” Id. This Court found that no adequate 

reason for disregarding those proceedings. 

In stark contrast, Antonacci has been vehemently accused of 

novel wrongdoing by the VSB, and found guilty of it by a panel of 

state court judges who did not even comprise a court of competent 

jurisdiction to evaluate Antonacci’s federal claims for want of 

subject matter jurisdiction. Indeed, the VSB illustrates this point 

by arguing that Antonacci’s “federal lawsuits were found to be so 

[sic] implausible to invoke subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 

Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544 (2007) and Ashcroft 

v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662 (2009).” Response Br. 12-13. 
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As this Court is aware, while Twombly and Iqbal speak to 

whether a complaint alleges plausible factual content sufficient to 

state a claim under federal law, “’the failure to state a proper 

cause of action calls for a judgment on the merits and not for a 

dismissal for want of jurisdiction.’” Amazon.com, Inc. v. WDC 

Holdings LLC, No. 20-1743, 2021 WL 3878403 at *5 (4th Cir. Aug. 

31, 2021) (quoting Bell v. Hood, 327 U.S. 678, 682-83 (1946), to 

reverse and remand dismissal of Amazon’s RICO claims pursuant 

to Twombly and Iqbal).  

As discussed in the Opening Brief, all the relevant judicial 

opinions were unpublished opinions, not adjudicated on the 

merits, and thus have no precedential value whatsoever. Opening 

Br. 35-7. And the VSB and Johnson have shown here why they 

and the Virginia judges comprising the panel are not competent, 

jurisdictionally or intellectually, to evaluate those federal claims 

independently. 

The VSB did not prove that the information Antonacci 

disclosed in his lawsuit was confidential or privileged because 

Shaun So admitted, at trial, that it regularly disclosed that 
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information to third parties (JA0081-JA0091); and there is 

evidence the allegedly confidential information was a selling point 

for the complainant and the Company. JA0232-JA0233. This was 

never confidential client information. 

So even if disclosing confidential client information in a 

lawsuit against that client for the client’s misconduct perpetrated 

against the attorney can be deemed misconduct, which it cannot, 

the client information Antonacci disclosed was not confidential 

and certainly not privileged. Indeed, Shaun So never even raised 

that issue in his bar complaint. JA0001-0002. These glaring facts, 

proven at trial, demonstrate unequivocally the animus motivating 

the underlying proceedings. 

And as discussed in the Opening Brief, the panel’s finding 

that Antonacci’s reference in his Motion for Leave to Amend the 

Complaint to Storij, Inc.’s “dubious pandemic loan” was a 

disclosure of confidential information is similarly absurd and will 

not be discussed further except to say that the VSB, while 

masquerading as a legal institution, has demonstrated here that it 

is far more concerned with protecting wannabe mafiosos, like 
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Antonacci’s degenerate family, and leeches on the public purse, 

like Shaun So, than its mission of protecting the public. 

III. The Aggregate of These Deliberate and Prejudicial 
Errors Demonstrates That This Was a Vindictive Prosecution 
Motivated By Animus, Perpetrated By Officers of a State Bar, 
Which is Such a Disgrace to the Legal Profession as to Constitute 
a Grave Reason Preventing Reciprocal Discipline 
 

As Antonacci argued above and in his Opening Brief, these 

were not bona fide legal proceedings and both the Virginia State 

Bar and the panel of Virginia Circuit Court Judges have lowered 

the esteem of the American legal profession with their 

unprecedented acts here. What they have shown is why talentless 

and unscrupulous men and women like Richard Johson and Kim 

Irving should not be allowed to practice law. Our entire nation is 

paying the price for legal authority given to these irredeemable 

Zionists and others like them. 

The VSB’s animus is demonstrated both by the fact there is 

no precedent for this targeted attack on an attorney with nothing 

but professional success and accolades, and by their deliberate 

acts whose only goal could have been to prejudice Antonacci:  
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1. Assistant Bar Counsel did not dismiss the bar 

complaint for failing to allege misconduct, as required by Rule 

13-10; 

2. The VSB’s reading of Rule 1.9 and 1.6 is contrary to the 

plain language of those Rules;  

3. There is no evidence that the information disclosed was 

actually confidential;  

4. The complainant’s bar complaint never even alleged 

that confidential information was disclosed; 

5. Assistant Bar Counsel even told Antonacci he had no 

basis to investigate Shaun So’s bar complaint but just “wanted 

the investigation to go forward and see what came back” 

(JA0216-0219);  

6. There is absolutely no precedent for finding a Rule 3.1 

violation for two federal lawsuits being dismissed for want of 

subject-matter jurisdiction, in unpublished opinions over a 

twenty-year career, where the attorney was never sanctioned or 

reprimanded by any court, ever; 
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7. The panel falsely claimed that Antonacci could be 

impaired while simultaneously representing himself in an 

eight-hour trial, but nonetheless found misconduct and imposed 

sanctions, contrary to Rule 13-23(b); 

8. Both Irving and Little Johnson knowingly fabricated a 

court order stating that Antonacci waived his objections to that 

order, when they were fully aware that he expressly objected to 

the order and the proceedings from the outset; and 

9. Both the VSB and Irving deliberately failed to notify 

Antonacci that the memorandum order had been entered, 

denying him his statutory right to appeal under Virginia law. 

As discussed in the Opening Brief, Antonacci has been 

singled out, as a class of one, as a result of the hateful animus of a 

Zionist criminal enterprise associated with the Democratic 

National Committee and Rahm Israel Emanuel. Opening Br. 1-6, 

17-19, 29-34, 37-40. There is no other explanation for this 

targeted, hateful conduct that is both a colossal waste of public 

resources and highly prejudicial to an attorney with a history of 

successful advocacy, public service, scholarly contributions and 
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professional recognition. JA0480-90, JA0551, JA0562-69. 

Antonacci also had no disciplinary history whatsoever prior to this

unconstitutional attack by this Zionist criminal enterprise.  

These proceedings have been a disgrace to the American 

legal profession. This Court should not disgrace itself as well.

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for the reasons stated herein, Respondent 

Louis B. Antonacci respectfully requests that this Honorable 

Court not impose reciprocal discipline.

Dated: June 25, 2026        

Respectfully submitted

/s/           
Louis B. Antonacci 
ANTONACCI PLLC
4126 8th Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
703-300-4635
lou@antonaccilaw.com

           
Louis B. Antonacci 
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