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In the matter of

PAGL BEON WHITE 11, -

RESPONDEH.T"S'REPI}Y TO0 THE DIVISION'S RESPONDENT'S MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION AND TO EXTEND TIME TO RE-FILE BRIEF '

Paul Leon White II, Respondent, vespectfully submfits this Reply
to The Dfvisfon's Response to Respondent's Motion For
' Reconsidepatton And To Extend Time To Re-File Hfs Brfef
(“RESPONSE"), dated June 7, 2017, that was racefved by Respondent
on Juna 9, 2017.

‘In the RESPONSE, the Securities and Exchange Commfssion's
Division of Enforcement (™SEC") ervoneously sﬁaﬁe‘dz

"Respondent f3 sevving a term of twenty-ome to sixty-one years'
fmprisonment after hfs crimfnal convictfion on savenal counts of
gaand larceny and scheme to defraud."”

In truth, Respondent's senée’ne& was statutortly reduced to tem
to tweaty years, pursuant to New York Penal Law sectfon 70.30.




' Poesently, Respoadent fs awaftfng re-schedule of a hearing,
based upon aectual fanoccence, and Cthereby, Respondant should bde
gsleased from prison shavtly, due Co ths fact, €hat Respondent's
conviction was uncoustftutiooslly obdtatacd as well as Respondent
unov posses unguestfonsble exonsvatfag evidantfsvy proof, valtd
peopepty desds, which s explained fn davefl fn Respondent's Brfef
("BRIEP™), €hat fs currently fa the Houozable Couvt‘s possessica.

Bue to the faot, that Respoudent §s batng comatructively denied
Ascess to the Courts, and thus, violatSng BRespandent‘s pights,
pucsuant to the Due Process Clauses £n both the Constftution of
ths Unfted States and the Hew York Const¢ftutfon, Respondeant
requires excess €fme, at least saven(?) weaks Co re-write the
. BRIEF, as Oprdsved by ¢Choe GCourt, cemmzoncifng from the dJdate,
Respondant receivas the Court's Desision on Respondent’s totion
for Reconstideratfos (“"RECONSIDERATION MOTIOR™), dus to the faaet,
that BRespondent $9 only bdeaing providad approxtmately fourv(4)
sheets of plafa white 3%° X 11® papsr ("PAPER") per vequast, when
Respoadent £s pornitted to attend cthe [N D
B B :»v tideory. As praviously dfscussed fm the
BECONSIDERATION MOTION, CCP £s wviolating bdoth PFederal Uavw,
purgusat to the Unfted States Supveme Court's dastsisn £z Bounde

V. Smf€k, 430 U.S. 817, 97 S.Ct. 1491 (U.8.S.C. [BC) 1977) snd fts
progeny, as well as CCF furthsr violating Hew York Adafufstrative
Law, pursuant ¢o the Hew York Depactaent of Correctfions and
Comzunity Sexvices ("DOCCS") Directfva Ho. 4498(111)(h).
Therefore, ths Raspondent must be afforded sufffcfont time to
adequataly and eoffectively rve-writs ths BRIEP, or preferably,
accapt the BRIEF “as 1s“.



As the Homorable Conut may gloan tccn the foram and comtent of
the BRIB?, Respoadenc ‘expacts the Court to ﬂssue an unfavorable
dcolsion, against Respondent, who will tn turn proseed on Appeal
to the Unfdted States couut of Appeals. Second Ctrcuit. In fact,
one of Respoadené's the major arguments, in the BRIEF, s that,
the Admtutsevaeivo Law Judge, Jamao E. Grimes, an £a£etﬁov,
o!tﬁcte, was naver properly appoinﬁed by the President or Head of
a Governmental Depavtment (f.e. SEC is an Agemcy), in vieolatton of
the “Appotnﬁmenﬂ'e Clouss, pursusnt to the Second Axendment of lhd
Pederal Constftutfon. Presently, there are eplit decisfons, fa- the
Unfted States Courts of Appesls, Sesond Circuit, ruled in favor of
Respondeue'e aegum&nc and the DC Ofrcuft ruled agatnst. Thevefors,
this panﬁﬁcula& ﬁosue £s ripe eo be honﬁd by the Unfted seaeeu
supueme count. ‘

Truthtully. no matter what Dacis&oa the Honorabla Court Qsauea,"
nnopondeat will appeal ¢to the Second Circuit, favorable or
unfavorsble, such that the Paople of the Uafted States may have a
definftive rulfag on this fmportant Constftutional subject matta?
as well as the Bespondane s "Separatfon of Povera" argument, which
also rcequirves judtcial tneenpeeeaeloa, by the courc of Appaals,'
and hopafully, eha Unttcd States Supreme couac.

' SBC CONCEDES, THAT IF THE COURT DOES NOT GRANT
- *-—assmmnr's1mmmxnmmn. “THAT THE: ccoa-r SHOULD GRANT A

Due to the fact, that the SEC's aelorney, Praeehﬁ Rsishnamunehy
vill be on a "long scheduled fantly vacatfon”, ‘coupled vith the -
fact, that the SEC will be forced to uspoad ‘to a stmtlar or
fdentical BRIEF, when Respondent appeals tha Courts Decision to
the Second Circuit, the Honorable Court should counsfider allowing
the Respondent €¢o utilise tha pre-exfsting BRIEF and permit
attorney Krishnamurthy as much tfme as he requires to adequately
and effectifively vespord €to the BRIEBF, in ovder for the
Respondent's Constftutional arguments to be fully addrassed by the
Commission, and CtChereaftier, by the United States. Court of
Appeals, Sssond Circuft.



Dated: June 9, 2017
Dannemora, NY

Paul Laon Wnite II, e

vesponde ﬁ?« I
PoOo Box 2002 ‘

Dannemora, NY _




s UNITED STATE OF AMERICA

T Before the RECEIVED
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SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Adminfstrative Proceeding
File No. 3-17210
June 9, 2017

In the Mater of
PAUL LEON WHITE II,
Respondent.
;----------;--;-f ........ X
o CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Paul neon Ehﬁﬁa 11, Respondent, proceeding Pro Se, hereby
certify, that oa‘Jﬁne‘?}‘20I7“’I sexved ths‘perccus*ttsted‘batowg
the Respoadenﬁ‘s ‘Reply To The bdivision's Raesponse to Respandehﬁ’s
Motion For Reconsfderation And To Extend Time To Re-File Brfef
("REPLY"™), by depostting an origfnal or true copy of the REPLY inm
fndividual wrappers addressed to the persoans below and attachiug
an AUTHORIZED ADVANCED REQUEST thereon, for the [
I B B correspondence Department to affi:x
sufficient Unfted States First Class Mail postage thereon and -
depositing same fnto a mafl receptacle at CCF.

The wrappers were addressed to the following persouns:

Brent Fields, Secretavy Preethf Krfshnamurthy Esq.
Office of Secretary U.S. S.E.C.

_ U.s. s.e.C. 200 Vesey Street, Suite 400
100 P, Streat, N.E. New York, NY 10281-1022
Washington, BC 20559-2557 (one copy)

(oviginal & one copy)

Dated: June 9, 2017

Paul Leon White II, Respondent





