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FILED

PETITIONER-APPELLATE,

PAUL KEMPER, WARDEN

RACINE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION
Post OFF1ce Box 900

STURTEVANT, WI 53177-0900,

RESPONDENT-RESPONDENT.

seg N

APR 0 3 2015

CLERK OF SupRey

E
OF Wisconsyy VT

O —m 20—

MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF C
JUDGE MICHAEL W. HOOVER FROM FUR
IN THE PENDING CASE BASED ON OBV
FOR THE APPCARANCE OF BIAS. OR,

ORDER FROM THE SUPREME COURT DIR
CASE BE TRANSFERRED TO ANOTHER D
THE CASE CAN BE DECIDED BY UNBIA
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T0: HoN. SHIRLEY ABRAHAMSON
Cu1er JusTIicE SuPREME COURT
110 East MAaIN STREET, SuiTe 215
PosT QFFIce Box 1688
MADISON, Wisconsin 53701-1688

NOW COMES WitLiaM J. LEE, PRO SE DEFENDANT-PETITIONER.

WITH

THE ASSISTANCE OF A JAILHOUSE LAWYER, HEREBY MOVES THIS HONORABLE

SuPREME COURT PURSUANT To Wis. Stat. § 757.19(2)(6), AND THE

Due

ProcESS CLAUSE OF THE STATE AND FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONS. DEFENDANT-

PETITIONER-APPELLATE PRESENTS THE FOLLOWING FACTS JUSTIFYING

REQUEST FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF THE COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE:

HIS
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A. FACIS

DEFENDANT-APPELLATE-PETITIONER WiLLIAM J. LEE WAS ILLEGALLY
ARRESTED, DRAGGED OUT OF A POLICE CAR AND PUT ON DISPLAY (SHOWUP)
WHILE POLICE MARCHED WITNESSES IN FRONT OF HIM TO PICK HIM AS THE
PERSON WHO COMMITTED A ROBBERY IN GREEN BAY, Wisconsin. HE WENT
TO A JURY TRIAL FIVE YEARS LATER AFTER THE ALLEGED VICTIM PASSED
AWAY. THE ALLEGED VICTIM HAD NEVER SAID DEFENDANT ROBBED HER. NOR
HAD THE VICTIM IDENTIFIED DEFENDANT AS A ROBBER. From 2002 unTIL
CONVICTION, DEFENDANT MADE IT KNOWN THAT HE WANTED TO APPEAL THE
coMVICTION. IN MarcH ofF 2009, APPELLATE COUNSEL THEREAS SCHMIEDER
WAS APPOINTED TO APPEAL ON DIRECT APPEAL. FOR FOUR AND A HALF —
YEARS DEFENDANT WROTE LETTERS AND ATTEMPTED TO TALK TO COUNSEL ON
THE TELEPOHONE, BUT COUNSEL IGNORED HIM, REFUSED 70 TALK ON  THE
TELEPHONE OR EVEN VISIT HIM. COUNSEL ABANDONED HIM. PETITIONER
THEN FILED THREE WRITS OF HABEAS CORPUS IN EVERY LEVEL OF COURTS
IN WisconNsIN ON STATE LEVEL. CirRculT CoURT., COURT OF APPEALS., AND
THIS SuPREME COURT AT THE SAME TIME TRYING TO OBTAIN RELEASE FROM
HIS ILLEGAL RESTRAINT. THE CoURT OF APPEALS JUDGE HOOVER REVIEWED
THE ENTIRE WRIT., INCLUDING ALL EVIDENTIARY DOCUMENTS PROVING THAT
APPELLATE COUNSEL HAD ABANDONED DEFENDANT'S DIRECT APPEAL. JUDGE
HOOVER DISMISSED THE WRIT FILED IN THE COURT OF APPEALS AS BEING
UNVERIFIED PURSUANT TO Wis. STtaT. § 782.04. MONTHS LATER HOOVER.
AFTER REVIEWING THE COMPLETE FILE AND KNOWING ALL THE CONTENTS IN
1T, ALLOWED APPELLATE COUNSEL TO FILE A FIVE YEAR LATE MOTION TO
BE ALLOWED 70 FILE A No MERIT REPORT TO UNDERMINE THE WRIT THAT

WAS PENDING IN BOTH THE SupreME COURT AND THE CIRCUIT COURTS.
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17T WAS OBVIOUS, OR SHOULD HAVE BEEN OBVIOUS TO THE JUDGE WHO
KNEW THE TRUE RECORD THAT COUNSEL WAS FABRICATING THE FACTS, AND
HER MOTION AMOUNTED TO A DELIBERATE LIE ABOUT WHY IT TOOK HER THE
FIVE YEARS TO ADDRESS ANY COURT CONCERNING PETITIONER'S CASE. Burt
DUE TO JUDGE HOVER’S OWN PERSONAL BIAS IN THIS CASE, HE ALLOWED -
COUNSEL TO BE HEARD EX PARTE WITHOUT EVEN INFORMING DEFENDANT OF
HER FILING A MOTION WITH THE COURT OF APPEALS. LIKEWISE, THE —
COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE RULED ON THE MOTION GRANTING IT WITHOUT IT
BEING SENT TO PETITIONER, OR NOTIFYING OF A No MERIT REPORT FIVE
YEARS LATE BEING FILED AGAINST HIM. WHEN DEFENDANT-PETITIONER WAS
FINALLY INFORMED OF WHAT HOOVER AND COUNSEL HAD DONE., PETITIONER
FILED A MOTIGN IN OPPOSITION TO THE No MERIT REPORT. THE GRANTING
OF SUCH A LATE MOTION BY JUDGE HOOVER FORCED DEFENDANT TO EITHER
RESPOND BY ABANDONING HIS WRIT PENDING IN CIRCUIT COURT, OR HE
HAD TO REQUEST TO BE PERMITTED TO PROCEED PRO SE. THIS WAS WHAT
THE ENTIRE . PLOT WAS ALL ABOUT. DEFENDANT OPTED TO PROCEED PRO SE
AND HAVE THE No MERIT REPORT DISMISSED.> AFTER GOING THROUGH ALL
THE PROPER PROCEDURES TO GET THE RECORD COMPILED AND SENT TO THE
COURT OF APPEALS, DEFENDANT LEARNED THAT CIrcUIT COURT JUDGE ——
KENDALL KELLEY WAS IN A PLOT TO DENY HIM ANY TRANSCRIPTS OF WHAT
HAD TRANSPIRED DURING THE! LAST TWO EVIDENTIARY HEARING WHEN THE

ATTORNEY CONFESSED HOW SHE ACTUALLY ABANDONED THE APPEAL. THEN

DEFENDANT-APPELLATE LATER LEARNED THAT NO No MERIT REPORT HAD EVEN

BEEN FILED. THE THINGS DONE BY JUDGE HOOVER WAS TO FORCE DEFENDANT
TO ALLOW COUNSEL TO BE DISMISSED AND PROCEED PRO SE, WHILE DENYING

HIM ANY RECORD OF COUNSEL'S ACTIONS AT FOUR EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS.

_3_
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ON FEBRUARY 7, 2014 CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE KENDALL KELLEY ISSUED HIS
dECISTON AND DENIED THE WRIT AND ALSO DENIED PETITIONER A RIGHT TO
HAVE COPIES OF THE TRANSCRIPTS TRANSCRIBED AT THE TWO EVIDENTIARY
HEARINGS. JUDGE HOOVER FOLLOWED THE LEAD OF JUDGE KELLY AND DENIED
DEFENDANT'S REQUEST FOR THE TRANSCRIPTS TO BE PART OF THE RECORD
ON APPEAL. THAT DENIAL waAs oN JuneE 9, 2014. JubpGE HOOVER WRONGLY
ASSUMED THAT THE HEARINGS WERE ONLY STATUS HEARINGS. HE ALSO SAID

WRONGLY THAT PETITIONER HAD NOT PROPERLY ORDERED THE TRANSCRIPTS.

THE COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE WRONGLY ASSUMED THE NATURE OF THE
CONTENT OF THE COURT PROCEEDINGS WITHOUT READING THE TRANSCRIPTS.
LIKEWISE, THE COURT OF APPEALS JUDGE WRONGLY ASSUMED THAT THERE
WAS NOT A PROPER ORDER OF ALL RELEVANT TRANSCRIPTS MADE BY THIS
PETITIONER. AND THIS ASSUMPTION WAS DONE WITHOUT EVEN READING THE
RECORD LOG TO SEE THAT ALL TRANSCRIPTS WERE PROPERLY ORDERED BY
THIS PETITIONER. WHEN CONSIDERING THE FACT THAT THE COURT OF ———
APPEALS JUDGE REALLY DID KNOW THE FACTS OF THE RECORD BUT ALLOWED
COUNSEL TO FILE AN OBVIOUS LIE AND REQUEST TO FILE A FIVE YEAR
LATE No MERIT REPORT., AND THE COURT ALLOWED ALL OF THIS EX PARTE
TO KEEP THIS PETITIONER IN THE DARK ON WHAT WAS HAPPENING WITH HIS
CASE. THE FACTS UNDERLYING THE ACTIONS OF THIS JUDGE FORMS A BASIS
FOR BIAS AND THE REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL OF THIS JUDGE FROM FURTHER
INVOLVEMENT IN THIS CASE. AS IT PRESENTS A DELIBERATE THINKING
PROCESS ON THE PART OF THE JUDGE TO BE INVOLVED IN A CONSPIRACY TO
DEPRIVE THIS PETITIONER OF HIS RIGHT TO BE HEARD ON A WRIT OF HABEAS

CORPUS PETITION. THIS POINT BECAME EVEN MORE APPARENT WHEN AFTER
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JUDGE HOOVER GRANTED PERMISSION FCQR PETITIONER TO PROCEED PRO SE.
HE THEN ATTEMPTED TO HAVE DEFENDANT FILE A PCSTCONVICTION MOTION
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT AND ABANDON HIS ALREADY PENDING WRIT. Bur
PETITIONER RESISTED THAT ORDER. AND AS A DIRECT RESULT OF THIS
PETITIONER RESISTING THAT ORDER., JUDGE HOOVER RETALIATED BY THIS
DENIAL COF ANY TRANSCRIPTS OF THE EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS WITH COUNSEL

EXPLAINING WHY SHE ABANDONED DEFENDANT'S APPEAL FOR FIVE YEARS.

ARGUMENT

1 THE COURT'S SEEMING PREJUDGMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE
WO MISSING TRANSCRIPTS AND UNFOUNDED ACCUSATIONS THAT
DEFENDANT DID NOT PROPERLY CRDER THE TRANSCRIPTS,  HAS
CREATED AT LEAST THE APPEARANCE OF BIAS., RECGURING THIS
COURT TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE HOOVER FROM FURTHER PERSONAL
INVOLVEMENT . OR ALTERNATIVELY, TRANSFER THE CASE TO ANY
OTHER COURT OF APPEALS FOR DECISION.

THERE ARE., UNDER WISCONSIN LAW., TWO TEST FOR DISQUALIFICATION
OR RECUSAL. (A) SUBJECTIVE TEST BASED ON THE JUDGE'S OWN DETERMIN-
ATION OF HIS OR HER IMPARTIALITY AND., (B) AN OBJUECTIVE TEST BASED
ON WHETHER IMPARTIALITY CAN REASONABLE BE QUESTIONED. STATE V.
WaLBERG., 109 Wis-2p 96, 106, 325 N.W.Z2p 6&/ (1982). THE FIRST. OR

OBJECTIVE TEST 18 SATISFIED BY JUDICIAL INDICATION OF LACK OF BIAS.

1o~
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LEE PASSES OVER THIS JUDICIAL INDICATION OF LACK OF BIAS. ID. SEE
WaLBERG, 109 Wis.2p AT 106. See aLso, Sec. § 757.19(2)(s), S1ATS.
(RECUSAL REQUIRED WHEN “I1T APPEARS (THE JUDGE) CANNOT ACT IN AN

IMPARTIAL MANNER.").

IN THE PRESENT CASE THE APPEARANCE OF JUDICIAL BIAS IS CLEAR
AND READILY APPARENT. THE COURT, WITHOUT THE SLIGHTEST SUPPORT IN

THE RECORD, MADE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT.

“. ..ITIHE APPELLATE HAS FILED A LETTER INFORMING THIS COURT

THAT HE BELIEVES THE RECORD IS NOT COMPLETE BECAUSE IT IS MISSING

TRANSCRIPTS OF “MOTION HEARINGS” HELD SEPTEMBER B, AND SEPTEMBER

11, 2013. CCAP ENTRIES INDICATE THAT STATUS HEARINGS WERE HELB=ON

THOSE DATES. HOWEVER, THE TRANSCRIPTS HAVE NOT BEEN PREPARED ——

BECAUSE THEY HAVE NOT BEEN PROPERLY ORDERED. [HE APPELLANT FILED

MULTIPLE STATEMENTS ON TRANSCRIPTS, NONE OF WHICH WERE SIGNED BY

THE COURT REPORTERS. BECAUSE THE TRANSCRIPTS WERE NOT PROPERLY -

ORDERED AND HAVE NOT BEEN PREPARED, THEY ARE NOT A PART ~-OF THE

RECORD ON APPEAL. THE APPELLANT'S BRIEF CONTINUES TO BE DUE WITH-

IN FORTY DAYS OF THE May 12, 2014 TRANSMISSION OF THE RECORD....”
See (Court ofF APPEaLS ORDER DATED JunNeE 9, 2014). THE COURT WRONGLY
ASSUMBED THAT THE UNSIGNED STATEMENT ON TRANSCRIPTS WERE THE SAME
ONES THAT HAD BEEN RETURNED FROM THE COURT REPORTERS FROM GREEN -
Bay, WisconNsIN. THAT ASSUMPTION WAS COMPLETELY WRONG. ALL OF THE
COURT REPORTERS FROM GREEN BAY REFUSED TO SIGN AND RETURN COPIES
OF THE STATEMENT ON TRANSCRIPTS BECAUSE EVERY TRANSCRIPT HAD BEEN
PREPARED ALREADY AND WAS FILED WITH THE CLERK'S OFFICE. AND EVERY
TRANSCRIPT WAS ADDED TO THE RECORD TO BE SENT TO THE COURT — OF
APPEALS. EXCEPT THE TWO MENTIONED ABOVE., AS JUDGE KELLEY QRDERED
THE COURT REPORTER NOT TO SEND THOSE TRANSCRIPTS UP. THE COURT OF
ApPeEALS JUDGE MICHAEL HOOVER KNEW THIS WHEN HE JOINED IN WITH THE

JUDICIAL CONSPIRACY TO PROHIBIT REVIEW OF THOSE TRANSCRIPTS. SEE.

-b-
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(CirculT CourT ORDER DATED 02/07/14 BY JuDGE KELLEY). AT PAGE 2-3

JUDGE KELLEY STATES:
“...[TIHE COURT CANNOT GRANT LEE’'S PETITION BECAUSE HE CANNOT
DEMONSTRATE THAT HE HAS NO OTHER ADEQUATE REMEDY AVAILABLE AT LAW.
SPECIFICALLY, LEE IS ABLE TO CHALLENGE HIS CONVICITON IN THIS CASE
NUMBER 02-CF-880 BY FILING A POSTCONVICTION MOTION WITH THIS COURT

AND, IF NECESSARY, AN APPEAL WITH THE COURT OF APPEALS. CONSEQUENTLY,
THE PETITION WILL BE DENIED.

THE RELEVANT PORTIONS

# . ..[TIHE COURT WILL ALSO DENY LEE’S REQUEST FOR TRANSCRIPTS

FROM THE SEPTEMBER 6, 2013 anp SEpTeMBER 11, 2013 HEARINGS. THOSE

HEARINGS INVOLVED DETERMINING WHETHER: (1) APPELLATE COUNSEL WOULD

FILE A MOTION TO EXTEND THE TIME LIMITS FOR FILING AN APPEAL AND NO

MERIT REPORT) OR (2) WHETHER APPELLATE COUNSEL WOULD WITHDRAW AND MR.

LEE WOULD PROCEED PRO SE BECAUSE THE STATE PuBLIc DEFENDER'S OFFICE

WOULD NOT APPOINT SUCCESSOR COUNSEL. THEREFORE., THOSE HEARINGS HAVE

NO BEARING ON ANY ISSUES LEE WOULD NEED TO ADDRESS IN REGARD TO ANY

OR CHALLENGING THE VALIDITY OF HIS CRIMINAL CONVICITONS. THE COURT

WILL NOT EXPEND COUNTY RESOURCES TO SUPPLY LEE WITH UNNECCESSARY

TRANSCRIPTS. .”
IbD. Jupee Hoover OF THE COuURT OF APPEALS DENIED THE TRANSCRIPTS OF
THE TWO HEARINGS FOR A DIFFERENT REASON BECAUSE HE KNEW THAT THE
REASON JUDGE KELLEY GAVE WOULD NOT STAND, BECAUSE A DEFENDANT IN A
CRIMINAL CASE IS ENTITLED TO ALL TRANSCRIPTS INVOLVED IN HIS CASE.
So HOOVER MADE THE UNTRUTH STATEMENT THAT THE TRANSCRIPTS HAD NOT
BEEN PREPARED. THEY HAVE BEEN PREPARED, BUT JUDGE KELLEY WILL NOT
ALLOW THE COURT REPORTER JANE SWAGEL TO RELEASE THEM FOR APPEAL.
APPELLATE KNOWS WHY. THOSE TRANSCRIPTS DEMONSTRATES THAT KELLEY HAD
DELIBERATELY LIED IN HIS ORDER CONCERNING THE NATURE OF THE HEARINGS
ON THOSE TWO DAYS. SO WITH WINK AND KNOD TO JUDGE HOOVER., HOOVER
DECIDED TO GO WITH THE JUDICIAL CONSPIRACY TO DENY THOS TRANSCRIPTS

BE PART OF THE RECORD ON APPEAL.
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AND CONTRARY TO JUDGE KELLEY'S CLAIM OF WHAT THOSE HEARINGS  WERE
ABOUT, THEY WERE SPECIFICALLY ABOUT WHY COUNSEL HAD NOT APPEALED.,
CR RESPONDED TO THIS PETITIONER AND HIS APPEAL FOR FIVE YEARS., AND
WHETHER SHE HAD ACTUALLY ABANDONED THIS APPELLATE. COUNSEL ANSWERED
IN THE AFFIRMATIVE AND STARTED HER PUSH TO WITHDRAW FROM THE CASE
SHE HAD ALREADY ABANDONED TO AVOID LOSING HER LAW LICENSE DUE TO A
PROVEN FRAUD FOR LYING 70 THE STATE PuBLiC DEFENDER'S OFFICE WHEN
SHE CLAIMED MANY HOURS OF WORK DONE ON DEFENDANT'S CASE. JUDGE
HoOVER, LIKE ALL OTHER COURT OF APPEALS JUDGES, INHERITS ALL CASES
FOR REVIEW FROM THE CIrRcUIT COURTS. HOWEVER., JUDGE HOOVER'S FIRST
IMPRESSION OF THIS CASE WAS NOT DUE TO WHAT JUDGE KELLEY SUGGESTED
TO0 HIM. JuD6E HOOVER KNEW THAT WHAT JUDGE KELLEY HAD WRITTEN IN

HIS ORDER ABOUT A POSTCONVICTION BEING AVAILABLE FOR PETITIONER WAS
NOT TRUE., AS HOOVER SAW ALL THE LETTERS FROM PETITIONER TO COUNSEL
DATED YEARS BACK DEMANDING HIS CASE BE APPEALED. HOOVER KNEW THAT
THE ONLY AVENUE PETITIONER HAD WAS TO FILE A WRIT oF HaBeAs CorpPus
WITH THE COURTS, AND HE ALSO KNEW THAT THE LAND MARK DECISION 1IN
Evans, (CITE OMITTED) PROHIBITED COURTS FROM GRANTING EXTENSIONS

OF TIME TO FILE NO MERIT REPORTS IN ORDER TO AVOID HAVING TO GIVE
AN ANSWER FOR COUNSEL'S OMISSIONS OR ABANDONING OF CASES FOR YEARS.
THEREFORE, JUDGE HOOVER'S STATEMENTS IN DENYING TRANSCRIPTS WERE
THE PRODUCT OF A WILLINGNESS TO FURTHER VIOLATE A DEFENDANT'S RIGHT
TO DUE PROCESS AND AN EFFECTIVE APPEAL. IT WAS QUINTESSENTIALLY
EXTRA-JUDICIAL. THIS EXPLAINS WHY HOOVER AND APPELLATE COUNSEL HAD
AN EX PARTE RELATIONSHIP TO DO THE NO MERIT REPORT WITHOUT PROVID-

ING DEFENDANT WITH A COPY OF NOTICE OF THE FILING OF IT.

-8-
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AS A PURELY OBJECTIVE MATTER, THE COURTS' COMMENTS CAN BE REASON-
ABLY BE SEEN AS EVINCING BIAS IN ITS PUREST FORM, PREJUDGMENT OF
THE ISSUE DEFENDANT WAS PRESENTING ABOUT HIS COUNSEL. UNITED STATS
V. Scuto, 531 F.2p 842, 845-846 (/7H CIr. 1976); Peacock RECORDS
INc V. SHEckerR Recorbs., 430 F.2p 85, 89 (/1 Cir. 1970); IN RE
MARRIAGE oF MurRrAY V. Murray, 128 Wis.Zp 458, 463, 383 N.W.Z2p 904

(Ct. App. 1986). THE COURT STATED IN NO UNCERTAIN TERMS ITS BELIEF
THAT MR. LEE'S ISSUES DOES NOT DESERVE ANY PROPER DUE PROCESS RIGHT
OF HAVING TRANSCRIPTS RELEVANT TO HIS ISSUE. THE ACTION OF JUDGE
HOOVER ALSO SAYS THAT WHAT EVER COUNSEL SAID AT THOSE HEARING IN
COURT WOULD BE IRRELEVANT TO HIS APPEAL. THOSE SORT OF JUDICIAL
DETERMINATIONS, WHICH NECESSARILY EFFECT THE MERITS OF THE CASE.
ARE USUALLY MADE 'AFTER', RATHER THAN BEFORE EVIDENCE HAS BEEN
HEARD BY THE COURT, OR THE COURT HAS READ THE TRANSCRIPTS HIMSELF
AND NOT SIMPLY ASSUME THAT THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE WHOM A CASE IS
BEING APPEALED FROM IS CORRECT IN HIS RULINGS. HOOVER'S ACTIONS
TOOK AWAY PETITIONER’S RIGHT TO CHALLENGE ANY WRONG RULINGS ON THE
PART OF JUDGE KELLEY. BECAUSE JUDGE HOOVER APPEARS TO HAVE PRE-
JUDGED THE ISSUE PRESENTLY BEFORE 1T, DISQUALIFICATION IS REQUIRED
UNDER THE OBJECTIVE TEST. HAVING EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE
ATTORNEY WHO IS BEING CHALLENGED BY A PETITIONER FOR ABANDONING OF
A DIRECT APPEAL, AND THE JUDGE GRANTS COUNSEL MOTION TO FILE A
FIVE YEAR LATE NO MERIT REPORT WITHOUT EVEN ATTEMPTING TO ADDRESS
THE ISSUES OF PETITIONER'S WRIT BASED ON COUNSEL'S ABANDONING OF
HIS DIRECT APPEAL, THIS PRESENTS A CASE OF A JUDGE HAVING PERSONAL

TIES WITH THAT ATTORNEY IN SOME WAY.

_9_
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ANY CLAIMS OF JUDICIAL BIAS BASED ON AN ATTORNEY IS NOT ESSENTIALLY
DIFFERENT FROM ANY OTHER CLAIM OF JUDICIAL PREJUDICE. WALBERG. 109
Wis.Z2p a7 106. THUS, THE IMPARTIALITY ON THE PART OF JUDGE HOOVER
CAN REASONABLY BE QUESTIONED BASED ON THE JUDGE'S RELATIONSHIP WITH
THE ATTORNEY, AND DISQUALIFICATION IS MANDATORY AND MANDATED IN
THIS CASE. ID. AT 107. JUDICIAL BIAS AGAINST COUNSEL OR DUE TO HER
BEING A FRIEND OF THE JUDGE MAY DEPRIVE THE CLIENT OF HIS RIGHT TO
EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF CWNSEL AS WELL AS HIS DUE PROCESS RIGHT TO

AN IMPARTIAL TRIBUNAL. WALBERG V. IsrAeL, 766 F.Z2p 1071, 1075-77

(77H Cir. 1985). THE ACTIONS OF JUDGE HOOVER IS EXTREMELY SUSPECT
AND CANNOT BE TRUSTED TO HEAR THIS CASE IMPARTIALLY. [T IS BETTER
THAT JUDGE HOOVER BE DISQUALIFIED FROM ANY FURTHER INVOLVEMENT IN
THIS CASE, ALLOWING SOMEONE ELSE TO SIT WITH THE OTHER JUDGES, OR
THIS COURT CAN SIMPLY HAVE THIS CASE TRANSFERRED To DISTRICT I

IN DANE CouNTY. PETITIONER PREFER THE LATTER, AND PRAY THE MOTION

BE GRANTED TO AVOID MORE SUSPICION.

DATED THIS "2“\ DATE OF // /éﬁ/\“’7 s

SuB ITTED By:
Z N{/ﬂ/ﬁ,

WILLIAM J. [EE.
PRO SE LITIGANT.

CCIFILE
WJL:sTM
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