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Csm Ho 2020-AP-t515 and 1116 DEC © 1 2020
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This commercial Instrument should be const-rued as formal 
filing certificate for Petition of Beytew along with Exhibits 

attached to Petition,
Kindly he advised that a copy was mailed to; Josh Paul, 

attorney general, P 0 Box 7857, Madison, WT 53707-7857 on 

the s«m@ date mailed to court.
Tour time and assistance in filing this Petition along 

withj attacted Exhibits to Supreme Court will be greatly 

appreciated.

1Submitted By;
\^ Vcy VTiJ --
Tayr Kilaab al Ghashlyah (Khan)

prejudiceP 0 Pox 35t 
Waupun, Wi 53763

1V

without

Case 2020AP001515 Petition for Review Filed 12-07-2020



Page 2 of 64
• ' >

(XoOOSo^N :p.\i r Iio<« hiimd ,0] 
r’t '.■ i o

ti«J I XO*? ,) <?
: i - , r;G,'ito o;

V •
H ; ft re. o< iw 10 .1 < 3 :

r ?.to * - r ? r a -0<;o s c2 ■ ■ %, o
fsffo!

f ■ ■ j • • ■ . ; I , [j j 00 C ■ I ,

s-.l 1<;i rix% finite y&iv&% lo nollfjs^l mVi sit- . H M'r$o

. oo 1 -11.1 o.1 bsriop J ;i ■ >
:o:‘ b-> fin it rw vqeo r. l^rfi has.I vbe 9<f ylt-ntb

V?8\ > 0 4 . If,'ej!i‘v y_oo*:0.13

, ? *1 i tO O Obdi .1 n • •>.? 6) * Offl(•> « - id3 

no f ? I i ••! oi;:j v.-oMPi :-f <»or*f J •: ! 8 * ►' i>J7r OiiJ tuoY

■(.flsoOJ. '-?•! ! f rw 1Hyn:o :,jj.P' 4 *. .1jbl • dxS !. ••'}. •» 1 ; •• j/l.ti .

. b'^3 stcoi <)<|B

nlii 1

f us)f rf»ol
«o tm-foue r.:

; yfi i-*111fi'df/':

( > < t-,p' ) lie y s i: i i r= [ tv 16? { i ; 'i v .-1' 
o.o i fi, tntr ! f w

r;-£ jr'of* o 'j 
c per? . : tso : * ,

-j-o;

Case 2020AP001515 Petition for Review Filed 12-07-2020



•* Page 3 of 64n FILED
OEC 07 2020Wisconsin Supcsnt Cwi 

Case tte(s) 2020-Ar-IM5 * 151$
eLgmcnFsiiPPFMF court 

QTwiicoNsiw
State of Wisconsin,

Fkim Iff *Hi spondees! » 9

John Cat &<§<§*!,
VtodtSAmurf  Appellant»

PETITION fee SEVIEU

PLEASE TAKE. NQT!CE*i-fPlfit« t%e tM^raignsd, jpfo ts..*v harsby 
petitiono ‘to Wisconsin Supreme court. ■to.;* eyje* tifMF -Msion 
entered in ibis ease by the. snort of appeals fee .Diilriel lit
on Wwessher t?# ?020(sal4e)t. Which declare- fee tab* nei isUon
in Ibis case. : •' . ‘ .' £ .

VIwomIh OBRitiiutbw pcovtdes certain soggssAsd 
in bs%i&ie VII, section. 3 that Supreme 'Court "SHALL" ’lief* power to issue 

"Writ" of habeas corpus ,. eeadaeys, injunction,; quo warrant®, • -'cnrlseror f , 
and other "original and -ee^dial" writs end "determine" that, saws? ' .
under ibis provision, Supreme ha# original Jurisdiction.
State «"V— Wisconsin €o 3r4 Wis, 19? ,U|74).&,*

The supreme Court** authority to. issue a Mr It is «u»t de^odent 
upon a specific legislature enactment* but the oopstitution and statutes 

relating to 'Its appellate Juriedlotion give It the authority to issue 

lueh sriti m ere necessary to .sisarcise its. appellate jurisdiction.
Shaye -v- Stater 49 Mis.2d 370, 1«2 H.tf.2d 505.

The interpretation of a statute snob m present in this ..ease 

is a question- of law over- which the Supreme' Court un-Hmltad.^review. 
State ~V“ divine. *91 Kan. 73S, 742, 24$ .7\3id 492. (20U.).

■■■%
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W
STATEHEST OF Tf*F ISSUES 

PRESENTED FOR. IWtW

statutory edfe®*** in: I 502* ill warn/emptied 
i«r, • ,dliteri«iAsl#y ffaahionf . • • ■ . - ■

Should th§ forty fee> afforded-rapidy ffe©% a judgidfeiit 
off oon«floi:l@s. i'«*ttaf '©y.'.-iH© fritl m«fl >*114
J©rie.4i©*i©t&? :
* * ■ ■ * , - * t . f •*. ?* ? i - j 'Should the •■?*£!# fee aufejee* t® «©.i ry of -Setif.#»©© 

impoeed ©onteary I© statutory e©b«®e?

?)

3)

6rtt«*fa ffor-Review ■.
.. . . „ > . ‘ • ' . -

Tho .'review of’ Issues' ©ironif eeurt
$o^#tMey to ael is' « question off .Ism - ^hioh.^'osso^aHy. a appell.afce 

©ourt review 4© nova.* of■ jihogewood °¥° S&elofeer^
191, 200, 496. tf.tf.2d S?e 60; (1993).

Formal objections -e*t juried!© ties|./ tur^f. • ©a ,q«es£l©» of' taw,-may 

not fee waived. jSjafeg. »y« Braferud,.. 204 tf|§.M 445 C:I995J,^^i^ff#!is@$
based on, th«; look off jer'iWiotien cannot fee. waived and may fee ’asserted

’’ •' ; : . . ***■

m% anytime. H#ijog Q-f gg'teai., 513 S.f.$lvi93" "(friG* ?!£)•,
The 5f, SV Coy ft. off Appeal for* the Seven.t-h' Circuit ©plption 

referred fcft as,. ..Praha# °v- 60S IV34. 415 (200?^.a^.k.siowle%e4
tflaeetislfi Supreme' .Court*a Rationale la gta^ " pssf*»d<MM^«<4.ow•
®ppeal(»5, ©nvihe- other hand, gfw|4# an. imlependant, a.ed ’"©lyi.l...,.1.4^1 ry - 
Info UweaildHy of a^nvUUon aed; .fjt^ieeee,; end m .such -■ are gettegeily 

limited t$. ©hallees,©®;. i©..©©©&iiiut.i©eel m oilier _
violations that tcsumd. ai trials 14.

- ' : : . . . • ' ■ ■

174 ills.2d,e.

3
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The Seventh Circuit Court opinion. referred t® m Roily, us,
99 F»3d U6?#.ilt3. (tf94)| obervod-# “a. Jurisdictional defect cannot 
be procedurelly defaulted** « . s.*because “the court has an independent 
duty to assure.itself that it#, jurisdiction is.properly had* * * •“
The court stated that it was a *i»on-sequi.fcor“ therefore :to suggest.. that 
the court could..not. deal with ..the. lack of ..Jurisdiction because the 
defendant..had not,shown cause for not raising the issue earlier. Id*

iTATEMERT HF THE CASE
The former-accused# John- C«ste#lj j(|i4.#l©after referred to as 

•the undr signed;} seeks-.equity rel-inf und^T 'ioftooii low and his naiuritl
ipherent rights which enhance* fairness in: the 'kdsdwif tratlofi:" of ''-justice

■ ’ * ; - . f ■

on various equitable-grounds rooted f,n.-commercial standards under 
International Laws and as once- quoted by-Henry David Tb©cesu :ihal 
“There will' never be a free .and. eft lightened, State,until: the State..! comes < 
to f 'the individual as ® higher and independent power, from
which all its own power• and authority «ft:derivedv and treats, blip 
accordingly.*59

The undersigned previous convicted and - sentenced by Broun 

County [Incorporated! Judicial system by a. bench trial to court and.another 
trial by Jury for alleged armed robbery for two (2) separata local 
Green Bay area, banks and- felon with -a weapon -and- • was\ eehtetife* to a‘total 
of if by (50) years:, in prison'by a purported Trial court without 
competent jurisdiction to impose. *< penalty -'under § 939.73

The historical trial court public- record® -.will" attest to criminal 
complaint- and .summons was drafted, by the'district., attorney-"-office 

accusing the/undersigned as. defendant l.p'.c,©UH&-. 1 of ©©mmlttiiig the crime, 
of armed robbery' contrary to section'-f 943,. 32(f) ahitf'count 9 

of commit ting, act for possession of TetfahydracannaMnol 'contrary to 

section § 161*41 (3) which .was. merely <$ated. m_ July% i9$S(*®l%$;)•

3
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wifhereby the disfrlcf M&tmj had selely OjOVj§stl
end eoeetreofspleiief at time '©f in tie 1; appearance .review Wife -.'its 

uFiaulentio criminal eoajpliiltit and auamoms which ms .net signed*
Dotarhd aor filed wlih. ©leek, office prior.; to officially 

the criminal aetiooi for i»for»atio«tl Myrp99««i'- *f.fiop¥ ;mf arifliaal 
aonplaiRi and auawma ie harata..atfcad«ad to petition* •

The undersigned :-rai^ed the objection. based on ■ .opinion
in HcBilltaii «v~-Sterner*But. 7m €»>•« 455 ss.H»2d 20f 
applied' the former vafatoq'' of § 802,05(1) did- not allow for missing

' . ’ . 'W, .*& •

or i®a4o%M»i®„ signature. to be cure.* •
the :

by the district .attorney' attempts. to., file It's -mimfamt '
figs#;after.-tb*;o»derj<L|^d9|
by cow®©-lew opinion la ftucew Vr? Zmmtx'of Tierce* 4twT«tJ«2d 579 (1992) 

,.. ... that serviceu»e«iba**ltc»t*4 summons and compiaittfc on ;.a defendant •
' before filing it with the.4riel, court was a fundamental error.

Th# historical, trial court public, records, are not ip. any /disputes 

that the undersigned' f I led g,'formal a^agi^ ,kaa| on ffettat >f Want 
of Jurisdiction# However* • t&o- trial court' decline; of provide any. Type 

©C evidentiary hearing.- to . resolve the factual and legal issues that 
criminal proceedings was void*

Th# Mst#ical trial.court• pub*io gaperd* will underslg^d* s
iotice; of feting fil^d on
where establish, Sul#"! si^dat^ W&
w§hallw be, heard !#; m&mimtm ' wife. I „i ' ' . ' .. .

If" was establish principle of law in;m 

t@ as B^lgfeld^^y
Mfhe circuit'c©urt.: erred in failing.. to ‘boid au ^videbfia^. hearingi^p
the jurisdictional Issue

: i f?

'I

■*,

-law .. @plni@ns,
St * Lou 19 Fire :-aeeF- Co^-9'0 Ulso2$'10 (1979) 8 observed

.vU.'

4

Case 2020AP001515 Petition for Review Filed 12-07-2020



Page 7 of 64on
Section SOI.OS expressly provides that legal and factual Iss.ues 

are .to be heard and determination in a pretrial. ij1«spie4lioticM9»fv'ho«?*l»'ift«
.The. question, .before, the clreiiti cows*-m. motion to dismiss m§ not 
solely «*; question of lew,. factual 4ssue# weroa^l^id*. «^,t-fce-'£'t;tfeuii 
court bad to asels# factual det®r*tneii©n§» The appall a to court oberved 

that- the Bielefeld t's were entitled not only, to s Hearing, on the legal 
issue but also to evidentiary hearing.

The undersigned * s trial, court pubHc 'records ere devoid of any 

necessary evidentiary:..hearings)as: *p$itdat#d under purported' statutory 

[private^' scheme. .in;'. § S02..06(4) to'hear and determine tfc# legal and 

"factual" claims: raised 'by .tbf. undersigned lit4l.pe.iy . manner.... T&lIgnore 

these statutory mandates constitute a -vifoiatipn o.• 
end misconduct.- M. 'public, office '.by circuit. court.

The circuit'court nor aMfllate courts .can.not bar a. .party from 

challenging, s' void judgment and sentence where the facts are -sufficient 

to warranting the court to vacate the judgment"from,being,.enforced 

specially where' the lawful claims, wag not. definitely passed upon.
While it may be true that ..the .undersigned have attempted. W raise 

these issues in the past, two. (?) things, are ..also 'e<$y&lty^ tcut, (1} . 
the undersigned m§y have-el*d^eataOdiogly fumble^the. ifsute ip.Hlw' pro 

se eadaeweg# and yet (?) tW 'trial: court. never ..addressed the raafr 'merits' 
of the under# ignedl's lawful •claims;. ■ • '

If is not difficult to discern in thetppopaee, Jthe ~ under signed’s,effort'
v ' ' ; ' . ' • ' ' •• s • •■■•■••* ' * : ‘to point-'out legal Issues''he felt had been mishandled In his. purported 

trial proceedings where recently, based upon- new material changes' ifi 
law* . ■ '

Bather than instruct the undersigned- to further brief his, issues * 
baged on recent material changes in law, or frame them in proper "terms, 
or take them to the proper forum# the trial court simply construed 

the motion as re-challenging prior motion, and- deem the lawful claims 

procedure!!y bar, lb# trial .court never reached, th§ ,m§rif#'of' ttqfla#, Issues.

!5
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u *

In events e when the undersigned attempted i® r®4am
the Mrtta in a. mow® accurate lYaai:-if«chf:^Mtl'«iF recent material
ehifigee inlaw, the trial mmt doubled-down and, Invoking ih« .. ■ .
uod«rii|yitd<«/ previous. .notlost that had :bmn misconstrued as pt«e«dttril

srii ,:2pc .! iBatferapi f su i<-M-‘.l.0Ls'} oJ, »
■a ...;

• ’ ■ 1feSfe 3 >;■.

i'-’’Th@ Matericai< -trial court public records ®r@ mt. in dispute 

that the purported ®pgi@rllaf«! counsel withdrew without. filing © motion 

I® appellate court for permission to withdraw s» previous, address,' 
in commOn-law opinion in Me Cot Appeals. 48S OS 249 (19®8)
"If counsel find®' hi® case to .-be wholly frivolous,' after m ©onscierftious 

examination of it, he thou Id'so advise .the court* and request permission 

to withdraw*.
8© dispute the ■-. under signed was deprive of effective appeal 

hf purported appellate, counsel*® action to ^withdraw, without first...filing 

an motion to - withdraw* .So. evidentiary hearing- have beenesUthlish 

uhether the undersigned had- knowingly and iuteliieotly waived She, right 

to counsel on direst appeal from those 11^$ .convictions* v
The U.'S. Court '-of Appeals for the Mn.tH-..Circuit held on Hovember ki'-!;

If, 2019(rolar)ie that tvidenoe obtained hf 'the district reourt at a hearing 

on whether state,; post-conviction counsel wa# .litef f-eetlve could;'bo used, 
in order' to .grant habeas--reliefdespite the ban on evident I &ey:.- heat lag 

to develop facts -that .were not. addressed-In •state- -court. v* ••
However, the Supreme Court lie Id ■ -M - gtor tines - v- Ra%an -. 566 US 1 ('2012), 

that "cause" can: be establish to allow® district, court'to :hear a-claim 
eat raised in a post-conviction review..motion in state court if, in:the 

post-conviction review proceedings, "there was no counsel or'.counsel * 
in that proceeding was ineffective'* for net raising m "substantive 

ineffactive assietanee claim*"

y

>:■

A ;•

1 »• i?■

n >k ..-. <

'i- A . .(■,

‘*Vr-

f: i x *1 f v1

6
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Eventually, the. district court 'held.a hearing in 201? pursuant 
to Hartlnes ©n whether Jonei® p>©§£-cmivietiofl counsel wag ineffective 

for net raising, the ineffective assistance of counsel claim he presented 

in His | 1154 petition* The court concluded that post •convict ion & •■- ■ .•* ... .
counsel was ineffective, which provided "caused” to excuse the procedural . 
default and allow the court to hear HI# dale in full» Thecourt then 

found Jone's trial counsel was ineffective and:;granted the petition*
Jones -v- Shinas*, 943 F»34 1211 (2019).

The undersigned expressed^the purported appellate counsel who 

withdrew without permission constitutes "cause” because "there was no 
counsel” to assist on raising hit lawful claims during His pursue for 

certain remedy allowed by.substantive law in constitution*
The undersigned avers that he didn-t Have an unobstructed shot 

at presenting his lawful claim by shopping the legal basis .for tHe.claim 

where some arose -ifter the direct appeal and post-conviction stag® 

and mostly because of recent material -'changes ...in Jaw.. r.elenranMt^.,.the 

claim, openaing .'..the door (a) for & pmp®w challenge ned^ 

undersigned9s direct appeal, and post-conviction was effected by 

recent material'.changes in the applicable law, the undersigned did not 
have an unobstructed procedural ahotfc© present'thos® claims.

The historical trial court public records indicates,>on-September 
3, 201 S.(solar), prison registrar forward a logs! correspondence to the. . • 
circuit ©curt requesting clarificationson judgment of conviction dated 

December 17, 195 in case no, 85-CF-780.- • ■ •. ■
In February, 2016, .the judgment of conviction in case m 85-CF-780 

was "amended” to include the. habitual criminality penalty enhancer,
®nd to reflect a 30 years prison sentence on armed robbery count*

Then on Hay 9, 201.8(solar), the circuit court for second time, "amended” 
the judgment @f conviction to reflect a purported "concealing identity 
penalty enhancer*”

ry

%

■*. *

Slncss the

■s-
■ '. .*V, ”! ■ v .

7
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/wThe undersigned have have been '-able on appellate rawlev tot raise 

legal .^uestlotr whether trial judge* a. "amendment" m updai«l!l&alionn 

an February. 16, 2018 (solar,jto: include enhancer. ofdbabliual criminality 

and then on .-Hap 9 ,: 20-li(#@l«ar) to ref loot the concealing idoatifciy 

penalty enhancer .created »■• now judgment to allow •«•: legal •challenge 

on all lawful?'.claims hasedon recent- material change in law.
Because the.’Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit opinion 

In Iterates -v- Shemant 946 F.3d 474 (2020)'/ explained that the: «.......
"reclassification"-of a prior conviction created a new judgment in the 

case that;allowed- for s& new federal habeas petition attacking -■the; entire 

case, which would- not he-a"second-or successive" petition.
The court observed the Supreme Court ia opinion In Magwood -y-- |^tergon. 

561 US 320 (2010-), that when.- a., "new," intervening judgment** -vl*.entered 

by the court.,.- another habeas petition challenging that new judgment 
la not "second or successivef"

The, Ninth Circuit concluded that it ..was a :mm-9intervening Judgment 
on ell of the counts. The court., reasoned that "©cause then® actions 

led to a .change in- -the ^sentence and judgment, the abstract of judgment 
bad to be amended: as -well.-** .The;.rule-.in the Ninth.Circuit, is- that. ■ 
another habeas petition challenging a new judgment, - not just- .the.-.changed 

portion,- allow® an at tick on the entire 'Judgment. Slentaeli 
m F .,3d. 1124 (2012 ).

{. ;\;
, ;.

*1

> * .»■-: •

The. undersigned es,pr@§s a. great deal of concerns with regard® 

to two (2)' penalty enhancement relates to- habitual--. criminality for 

possession"-of fire-arm. by - felon included on Feburacy 16, 2H16(;eelar)

V l O i i

amend judgment as well as concealing identity' penalty enhancer on 

May 0e 2QlS(solar) was void.
<&X.,

'•Vi iojv

n
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The ninth Circuit finally answer a qy@gt.io»i on February 24e 2020 

(solar) .-tliaft had been left open In the circuit whether a person way 

he -"actually Innocent" .of an erroneous* raa^atopy career offender 

sentencee opemving the door for relief under the saving clause*
Its yet another cast expanding, .the reach of the so-called saving clause. 
Bailey »vi» IW* 516 US 13? (It95)factually., innocent" of fire-arm
convictions.)® .

The KinthClreu.it g@vl#ab Ip Allen. °y» T¥©§« 950 F«3d 11S4.(302Q)
- S i ....aotu.a.1 innocence criterion for the saving clause which was originally'

. - ... ... . . . ■„ .premised on a case where the petition was innocent of his conviction,
the question in Allen's case was whether he.could he innocent of a 
sentendng enhances*at•

The undersigned express there is not real way that the district 

attorney nor Slat# can dispute in the facts, [original] that the criminal 
complaint was actually devoid of any formal charges' for two (2) 
recent enhancement penalty imposed by trial court in her recent 
"reclassification" of Judgment of convictions.

similar to Allen's action meeting saving clause requirements, the 

appellate court- concluded that he mad© a '"cegitieehie. claim" for the 

saving clause and that he in fact may have been "actually Innocent" 

of his career offender sentence.

* •

The undersigned express that the circuit, court recent Inadequate 

two (2) gage decision and order that the undersigned may b# procedural1y
tieafulled the claim under Etealone bar because he never raised it

:Zi

or direct appeal does not apply here. While its generally true that a 

claim raised, for the first time on post-conviction motion could have 
fee@n raised on appeal Is procedureliy barred from relief.

Wisconsin Supreme Court must note an "exception" here as recognised 
by other courts.; as the,undersigned may b® "actually innocent" of 
enhancement penalties which avoids any procedural bar and recent 
material changes in law on this topic.

*

9

j

.f
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The saving clay# requires • a showing of innocence that eon Id 

not have been raised earlier-for whatever reasons. The saving-elf use 
as fast know it today was-.era* ted.- i«.. the #i,d»1^90* s when the Supreme 

Court Interpreted federal fire-arm statute in' Bailey -v- iW, 51S 

US 137 (t995)e-*which left hundreds -of---.federal isicar cor® feed person’s 

"actually innocent"-of his [or her] fire-arm convictions.*
•The appellate court, isatursliy wlsapplied the establish application 

of law. when appellate court merely .alleged "his current appeal 
raises an issue upon- which relief.could be' grant" we-lilt not accept 
hiss notice of appeal for filing* where -a successive. post-conviction 

motion is based upon newly discovered evidence or a- new rule to cases 

on collateral review' that wm-■ prevousiy unavailable* The. appellate 

court have intentionally over-looked new rule made retroactive 

by. the Supreme Snort and relief where.new evidence showing "actual
innocence" to enhancement penalty.

‘ . . ' - ' ' :

The undersigned -respectfully. roquets -Hiscona.i Supreme Court
to grant this petition for review, because It is .an important' Iqsue

- - - -that .has wide-ranging, bspiica'tons for both incarcerated, persons
and other civil - litigants and the court of appeal’s'.decision was

" ■

erroneous•

j e ■

AitGmssr
i

■ ■ - .

I) Constitution does establish its Subtan live; law
. to be Binding on all. 'Government Agencies»

t ' ' : '"' "'• “ ; : ' ' ; ‘ : '4 • > ' r

I) Statutory. Scheme. Piecrlmlnatory; K<

The .undersigned -sought relief based - on recent.material change 
in statutory1 'istwai relates to rnddifiOatlen of sentence'In §• 3(12.11.1* 

however* the trial court applied the- statute in. a discriminatory 
fashion*

■d .

10
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State’s law application such as § 302*113 does leaves 

. the undersigned and other incarcerated persons without &■ certain 

remedy or legal forum. D.H, °y- 'State« 251 N.If, 2d'196 (197?)
(’’When an adequate remedy or forum does not exist, to resolve dispute 

or provide due process, the court, under Wisconsin Constitution, can 

fashion an adequate remedy").
The undersigned sought a motion for sentence modification 

based on recent material change in § 302.113 as applied to him 

.constitute a new factor warranting modification of his sentence.
the trial court denied motion for sentence modification because 

he was not subject to § 302,113* That sect ion applies only to 'inmates 

serving bifurcated sentences •.imposed under f 973,01. The undersigned, 
or* the other hand, is serving indeterminate sentences Imposed under 

§ 973,-013(l)(2). Necessarily, the undersigned failed to allege.a new 

factor because the statute he cited does not apply to him--therefore,
- trial court denied motion for sentence modification. Id at page 2, ■ 

court’s order.
There’s 'question whether legislators created and enacted another 

•• • discriminatory statute against a certain class of incarcerated persons 

as legislators enacted in former §. 302.05, and..the appellate court 
review in common-law opinion referred to as State -v~ hudtke, 724 

N.W«2d .2-03 (2006), where court observed, § 302,05 &f the statute 

that were not imposed under Rule 973.01, court agree that it must apply 

retroactive!i and not to incarcerated persons sentence under the .
statute.

In su%3Wisconsin Supreme Court is now dealing again with a discriminator*
- . . . • ' ~f-

application to statute against a certain class of incarcerated persons, '

°r

-J •>

11
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2) .Material la.. Laws

the ' undersigned' §• mot ton and/or remedy concern the; defwts 

in earlier ‘criminal proceedings which led to 'the judgment and-sentence 
itself on grounds asserted in- the prior [original] .claim to set■aside 

prior judgment denying relief on a traditional application of law 

to include an •intervening changes in the law applicable to the'original 
proceedings and its claims*. Hitter, »¥«Smith, SI! F,2d; i-3-9-8%. 1401 

(198?)(prior to enactment of ABOPA, luie S0(b) sometimes -available as. 
a result of change in- the taw)$. Allstate - las €o -,v- Burowlok, 740 

N.V»2d 888 (2007) ("§. 808.07, authorities-,a court- to grant relief based 

oo change in the law that renders judgment, unjust**}*
The "core -of operate facts” is the corner-stone in any amended 

petition filed after the -deadlines*. Mayle -v- -Felix, 543 US 644 .(<200-5)
("A amended petition does’not- relate back, 'when it-assert a new 

ground for relief supported- by -facts that dif ferent in bo*gh !tiae-and 

type from the original -set-forth." But- -an amendment that; raises 

grounds "tried’ to a ’-common core ••-•©? operate facts" of the original claims 

does relate hack").
The primary purpose- of common-law m well as. statutory scheme 

is to f-4$£;any. di ficlences-’--in the original petition. Amended grounds 

that correct-’ or modify the .original facts, restate the original --claim 
with, -more particularity: or that amplify the details of the claims--,relates 

had under relate-back doctrine.
To February, 2016, the judgment of conviction in the undersigned*s 

case was- amended to include the habitual criminality enhancer, ’penalty, 
and to modify .the- county-.jail-time credits from four (.4)-.months to rero 
based off prison registrar’s motion to clarify the judgment. Thu prison 

registrar misrepresented that judgment was credited with, four (4) 

months when it was not placed the undersigned beyond- - mandatory release 

date on November 18, 2020(solar).

•* t•:! *
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An En Ranc Ninth Circuit Court'opinion referred to as Ro-93 

-v- VI11 jams,, 950 F. 3d 1160 f2020) provides Guidance on when amended 

petition, '’relates back” to original cl*in? to avoid dismissal as 

untimely or even when a new Vlegal theory” is proposed in an amended 

petition# but the facts are the same# there is a common core of facts 

to meet the relate-back:doctrine# the court instructed.
The court cited its decision In Nguyen -■¥■■- Horry. 7-96 F.34 1287 

(2013)# where it determined that an amended claim of Ineffective 

assistance of counsel for appellate counsel's-failure to raise a .
double jeopardy claim related back to an original claim of double 

jeppardy that did not Include ineffective assistance of counsel.
The Ninth Circuit concluded that Ross*1: amended petition, "even if it 

offered a new legal theory, could still relate back to the factual 
bases of Pass* original claims.

And finally# the court reiterated that pro 'se filing are to be 
"liberally construed," Foss* original petition, was filed pro se. , and 

then he was appointed counsel who filed amended petition.
As mentioned on the historical trial court public records demonstrates 

that the undersigned original petition was filed pro se*, and the records 
shown that- appointed appellate counsel abandoned him on first appeal.

In April, on 9th date, 2018(solar), the trial court entered 

a second decision and order to amend the judgment of conviction to include 
the "reclassification" on penalty enhancer for concealing identity 

during the commission of his .criminal offense(s).
Generally speaking, "Alteration means fi) an .unauthorized change 

in an. instrument that- purports to modify in any respect the obligation 

of « party, or (11) an unauthorised addition of words or number or other 

change to an incomplete instrument relating to the obligation- -of a 

party." UCC 3-407(a).
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An alteration of an Instrument that Is ’’fraudulently made may 

dlsehange a par;ty -wbo^e ’Obligation .is affected'by the alteration 'unless 

that party asserts or is precluded from asserting the la. t oration.”
UCC 3-4,07(1*)» A non-fraudulent alteration 5s benign,- but the instrument 
Is enforceable only to the extent of Its original» unaltered terms* Id*

Tha undersigned formal challenges to these .amended Instrument 
[re, judgment],, ©.an prove entitlement to enforce the court, t© vacate 
and/or discharge instrument under Article 3-30=1 or 3-30Ss

especially where, the circuit court could have exercise his lor. her] 
equitable power to relieve an.-aggrieved individual from a judgment 
procure by fraud, and where refusing to-afford, would .subject the party 
to an Unconscionable judgment,

In the instance action, the circuit court acted contrary to Supreme 

Court Buie 'SO,03 and 60.04, where she [judge] would act in her independant 
capacity to investigate facts in this action and deciue to 
only the. evidence T^o/le -y-; Towns* 1.3*5 .3d,
(Court observed, ”a* the U.S. Supreme Court,.wrote in"Hippo -v- Baker,
137 S,Ct-c HOI (701?), * the risk of bias was too high to be constitutional. 1 y 

tolerable*” It stated that such ..a deviation 'deprived defendant of a 
’’fair trial in a fair tribunal, and this error was not subject to 

harmless review”).
The proof is always part of a prims facie ease and is made from 

the instrument, [re. Matrix statute] itself if the undersigned and/or 

- party Is a-holder under § 3-301 (l), .10308 comment 2. ["mere production 

****ppovea entitlement”]«
When then, the district atto-rhy must produce the instrument 

[re, jury transcript or verdict] for its findings for..concealing Identity 

and habitual • criminal history -before enhancer under § 93H,?64t(2). ■'
Hina -v- Arigona* 536 US 504 (70031(where.only -juries can find these 

aggravating factors)*

{$ *• •>. W
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But where also, the district attorney would not be totally home-free 
even if he [or ahe] makes their prlma facie case..’"their purported 

standing is diluted or lost to the extent that “the undersigned proves
a defense ©r claim in recoupment" in Article. 3-308(,b). Then in this 

instance, the district attorney nevertheless counters and,may finally 

succeed "to the extent that STATE of WISCONSIN [incorporated] as plaintiff 

proves that the plaintiff has right as holder in due course whichJar@ 

not subject to the defense or claim. Id.
The Fourteenth Amendment • to U.5. Constitution section § tj "No State 

shall make or enforce any law .which shall abridge the.privilege and 

immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive 

any person of life, liberty or property without due process of law;.nor 
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protect of the law." 

Corflei -v- Coryell. 4 Wash CC 380, Fed Cas. (no 3230)(1823)(Justice 

Washington enumerated the privileges and immunities of citizens- 

States (U.S. Coot, art. IV, sec. 2) as including "the right of citizen 

of one State to pass through, or to reside in any other State).
usually, a privilege and immunity depends upon incarcerated persons 

or citizens, whether or not a claim or a defense is proven and, if so, 
whether or not the party is- subject or - immune to the. claim or defense, 
which means incarcerated persons takes free of most claims and defense(s) 

that, arose before the instrument [re, criminal complaint or judgment] 
was negotiated against him [or her].

The personal defense(s) and recoupment are good against STATE 

of WISCONSIN [incorporated] who purports to enforce the instrument, based 

on constitution or other statutory [private] scheme. Article' 3-305{a) 

(2-3). They are good against everybody entitled to enforce-.-an instrument, 
except a person with the rights as holder in due course, incarcerated 

persons are immune t.o. them, STATE of WISCONSIN [incorporated] are not 
immune to real defense(s) employ by Article 3-305(a).(l)(ii) and by 

the Fourteenth Amendment mandates., that no State "shall" make, or enforce 

any taw which "shall" abridge the privileges or ‘immunities of citizens.
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Rule § 972.11(1) reads in pertinent part, '"The rules of evidence 

and practice in civil actions ‘•shall" be applicable in all criminal 
proceedings, unless the context of a section or rule' manifestly requires 

a different construction. ■
even a party ]re, incarcerated personsJ in purported criminal, 

proceedings may not assume the parol, evidence rule applies, in various 

forms, to other written contracts.
The parol evidence rule is actually, a rule of substantive",.law 

rather than a rule of evidence;, It applies when two (2) parties reduce 

their agreement•to writing, being under no mistake with respect to what 
the writing provides, with the intention of adopting the writing as 

the final and complete expression of their contract.
Depending ©n the facts, a writing In the form of instrument 

[re, judgment] may constitute neither a .complete.'-or a partial integatJLon 
of the agreement between... the parties.

Although the parol evidence'rule plays aa important pact of protecting 

«r* instrument against, proof that .is not what it seems to be, there are 

a number of exceptions to the rx> 1 eis- operation ...'They appl y even though 

both parties intended that the instrument was a total ©r partial 
integration'of the agreement# however# its was never concede'by 

undersigned in this action ©r matter.
Parol rule doesn't prevent a party, from introducing evidence 

to avoid, or set aside, an Instrument# rather than vary it, by proving 

fraud, mistake# duress# undue influence, infancy pt ordinary 

incompentency. ■
A party may show’ that he ]oe she] was' discharge fro® liability 

by an agreement or in any of the other ways recognised by law.
Finally, he [or she] may introduce evidence to show :that the Instrument 

never took effect [re, lack of jurisdiction] so as to impose 
liability [re„ penalty or § 939.73] on him. [or her] because it arose 

from an Illegal, transaction dr for some other reasons -m will be 

discussed in next section ©n subject of Judicial Authority.
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Instruaent(s) are, first 'Contracts* It includes the constitution, 

and enforcement of statutory scheme. Furthermore, an instrument is 

property by focusing on the most fundamental property interest with 

respect to m instrument, the right to., enforce it..* ..'Contract, and/or 

compacts such-as Constitution, statutes and actual signed written 

agreement determines rights of each party* .. .
The undersigned should not have. to point, out nor' stress the legal 

points that the purported government agencies is a fictional character 

or entity In law, created by bankrupt government.
These corporate laws and regulations referred to as STATE of WISCONSIN 

statutes and their effect and control: over ••human' beings and. incarcerated 

persons is deceptively obtained by consent through civil contracts?
But legally, most of these civil contracts lacked "MUTUALLY'* / 

meaning that all registrar .must understand the true nature and intent 
of the contract and subsequently must knowing accept or consf-nt .to. the 

terras of those contracts*
Generally, Sul# §' 403*305.(1) have allowed for. collection of real 

defense(s) including but not limited to "illegality of"the•transaction," 
as to render the obligation [re, .judgment]' of the party a "nullity*"

In short , when any individual' is arrested or sued for.a/statutory. 
[private] scheme, also known-as criminal, or civil law, he [or she] is 

actually being accused of violating a corporate [private] regulation, 
or corporate breach of contract*. A civil contract that only 'exist over 

human beings by deception and fraud* ■ .
The. undersigned express that roost, civil contracts were secured 

by and through several federal and. state voluntary registration programs 

such as birth certificates:, social security, etc., but was designed 

to convert and enslave flesh and blood American citizens of the/'Republic 

into corporate property*

Jr*
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w
In the present contexts in order to promulgate and enforce 

criminal- taws to govern the. -Sovereign public, [people], government must 

be sovereign too, which is en., accepted Rule ;of -taw derived- from the 

Ancient Law of-Kings*. Since corporationCs) are not -and- can. never be - 
sovereign* They are not real; they are a fiction and only exist on
paper!

Since*.STATE of WISCONSIN [Incurperated] and BROW COUNTY Judicial 
system [Incorporated] ere m sovereign, they-:..cannot promulgate or enforce
criminal laws; they can only create and enforce civil laws* which-are 

duly bound to comply with the law of contract's® The law ©d contracts 

required signed written agreementrand, complete transparency!
Aa being discussed as defense(s), these subversive tactic by 

• STATE of WISCONSIN and BROWN COUNTY..-perverts "MUTUALLY” and-lawfully 

eliminate. any - and all contractual relationship.-,.-a/k/aa Uniform 

Commercial Codes. See, 70 Minn. tv. Rev.v;v7--t3r Article (Cure' after breach 
of contract- under Restatement (second) of Contracts, an.-.Analytical 

■ comparsion with„Uniform Commercial•;Codes),
The undersigned’s "story” for false arrest, false imprisonment 

- and. detriment of character operates upon the district..attorney, 
circuit ’."court clack and circuit, - judge’s oath of., office.*

The district attorney has no document(a^. that the undersigned 

is. a party or -other evidence on file which would demonstrate and/or - ?. 
support a-.claim.'..to any ."social compact or contract which can demonstrate 

to operate or confer any contractual, controlling*, insurable, regulatory, 
or any other interest in the undersigned's person and/or property 

to the benefit of BROWN COUNTY or STATE of WISCONSIN [Incorporated],
The district -attorney cannot provide a valid, claim as the" government 

is insolvent and has ho value to give, ergo no value., to.reeover.
Due to insufficiency- of purported criminal complaint(s), there is no 
verified document to be presented for defense to se.t-offv^ftie- United 
States'as "Corporator” .(Title 22 U.S.C. A.' '§ ■'2tJ6-.Ce.}}, and "STATE”
(C.R.S. 24060-1301) had declared "Insolvency."

By becoming-® "Corporator*’ the government lays down its sovereignity 

and took os-that-of a private- sit 1 ter*- /Title 22 U. S. Cl A1*. •• 23.6(e)) It can 
. exercise no power which not derived from the corporate charter. *

r
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The undersigned was not .in possession of any ©barging instrument, 

or other document(s) bearing a Blue-ink; signature or an "enacting clause" 

within Wisconsin statue books. Not only has the circuit court been 

unable to provide a valid'claim for the' undersigned to believe that 
he, [a man], have been charged, but there no corr©bating entity 

such as district attorney or clerk*s .office has any record(a) of any 

alleged claim nor can formally dispute the July 8, 19;85(solar) 

unauthenticated criminal complaint. Proceeding on a "false claim" is 

constructive fraud. For informational purposes, a copy of criminal 
complaint and summons dated July 8-, 1985(solar) is. hereto attached to 

petition. = ■ '
In recent materleal change in law hf the .Court of Appeals for the 

Ninth Circuit Court referred to m Morales *v« Sherman explained that 
the "reclassification" of a. prior conviction created a new judgment in 

the.ease that allowed a .new federal habeas corpus petition,attacking 

the entire case,- which would not he a "second or successive" -petition.
The court reasoned that "because these,actions led to a change 

•In the sentence and judgment, the1 abstract of judgment had to be amended 

as well." The rule in the Ninth Circuit Is that another habeas petition 
challenging a new judgment allows an attack on the entire judgment,- not 
just the changed portion of it. Wentgell Seven. 674 F.3d 1124 (2012).

On face of the undersigned*£ amended judgment of conviction '
: demonstrates § 939.62(b) habitual criminality fqfc."possession of ifre-arm.

by felon was included op February 12, 2016(solar), For informational 
purposes, a copy of amended judgment Is hereto attached to petition.

generally, "the double jeopardy clause does no more than prevent 
the sentencing court from proscribing & greater,.punishment than the 

legislature intended:" State ~v* Muhammad. 4*51; F,3d 10160 (2019).
Wisconsin Supreme Court have to begin its analysis, in the .-Instant 

appellate review by comparing the armed robbery and felong with a- weapon 
does not similarly authorized multiple punishment.

In another recent material change in law, the undersigned express 

the legal points found by the Court of Appeals for the Fifth. Circuit 
had observed that the U.S. Supreme Court*s recent opinion In US -v- flayis. 
139 S.Ct. 2319 (2019), declaring another residual ’clause unconstitutional 
is "retroactive" and further held that a conspiracy to commit a crime 

could not support a conviction for use of a fire-arm during a crime 

of violence. ■ .

4 s l I
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W
The case -came before'the Fifth Circuit Court after Antonto 

Reese filed a motion to vacate• bls-hednvlc.tion and sentence imposed 

under 18 USC 924(c) that were connect to conspiracy to commit several 
bank robberies** Reese had gone to- trial and wad found guilt • of numerous 

crimes, including conspiracy- to-commit bank'robbery and actual bank 

robbery, which were all connected to several convictions under § 924(c) 

for carrying a fire.-arm during all these bank robberiesv offenses.
The undersigned’s lawful claim here similarly argues-' that-The 

application of multiple punishment are 'unc-ons-tl tut tonal in light of other 
recent actions to invalidate its -statute arid'"that felon--wit-tv a weapon 

could not be supported in conviction of this action, tig -v- lease.
938 F.3d 630 (201.9),

As usual, the circuit court merely cited this -motion -is a new spin 

on argument's that Casteel has-'already made or are - otherwise barred by 

§ 974.06(4) - and-. State -v-" Esc.al o»-$».raojQ, -which requires that -.-defendant 
raise ail grounds for relief in his original, amended,' or supplement 
post-corivictiOn' motion uni ess '-the .defendant provides sufficient"-reason 
for why the issues could not have been raised, previously Id .at .page 

2, court's order.
The fede*yrl court .noted that Pa-vis would apply • to- Heeee*s case 

if it announced - a ■ new- rule of •■constitutional law. A "new rule is,-annpunced 

- by a case, when "the result was not 'dictated- by precedent existing 

at the time of the defendant’s -conviction-became final." Tn re Halms. 
806 F.3d 322 (701.5). "[A result] is no so dictated. . . ..unless it. would 

have been apparent 'to.-all reasonable jurists." 'CHaidez-"'-y- 05. 586 VS 

343 (2013).
The Fifth Circuit concluded that Davis announced a new substantive 

rule because "-the - residual clause --Invalidation narrow'the -scope of 
conduct for which punishment is now - available. Therefore, the .-court 
ruled "that Davis - announced a new rule -of 'donat-i-trittonal law retocactively 

applicable on a habeas petition," and as a result, we consider the- - 
merits of Reese's petition.
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The undersigned will express material change in law wherein 
the circuit court misapplied-the law and its allegation that the 

undersigned may he procedural! 'defaulted this claim tinder Ease ion 

har because he never raised it on direct appeal does not apply here.
While -its generally true [hut not concede by the undersigned] that a 
claim raised for the first time on post-conviction motion could 

have been raised on appeal Is procedurally barred from relief.
US Frederlksen, 2<919 US Hist Lexis 184292 (2019)( The government's 

"mis-statement,M as the court repeatly referred to it, was "plainly 

improper" and rendered frederlksen's trial "unfair" Fredertksen's last 
chance for a Judgment of acquittal or new trial was dashed by .'counsel's 

ignorance of common rules of procedure In criminal.cases.).
■ Wisconsin Supreme Court must note an exception here pas the undersigned 

is "actually innocent" of charges relates to felon with weapon, which 

avoids any procedural bar'. The undersigned's conviction for felon; with 

a weapon constitutes false and inaccurate information within his prison 
records that have.had a constitutional signification impact on his 

statu. Under the law, this type of inaccurate information must be 

expunged from judgment. 119 -y- Tucker.404 US 443, 447, 92 S.Ct. 589 

(1972)(sentencing decision was founded upon misinformation of a 

constitutional magnitude when it relied upon defendant's prior 

convictions which were later held unconstitutional^.
Finally answering a question that had been left open in the circuit, 

the Ninth Circuit Court held on February 24, 2020(solar)8 that a person 

may be "actually.innocent" of an erroneous •mandatory career offender 

sentence, 'opening the door for relief under the saving clause. Its yet 
another,, cake expending the reach of the so-called. saving clause.-.
Hailey -v- US. 516 US 137 (1995)("Actually innocent" of' fire-arms 

convictions).
In Allen -y- T-ves. 950 F.3d 1184 (2020)., court's opinion of - actual 

innocence criterion for the -saving clause was orglnally premised on a 
case whore the petitioner was innocent of his' conviction, the question 

in Allen's case was hwether he could be Innocent of a sentencing 

enhancement.

a-
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The ninth Circuit held that Allen being sentenced under mandatory 

career offender guideline was m different from being sentenced under 

a statute-. The court sited Alley cm PF, 570 OS 99 (2013), in which 

the Supreme Court held that a fact that Increase the 'mandatory 

minimum sentence Is “element of the offense that must b® found by 

a jury/9
That is exactly what the career offender penalty did-'in-Allen*s 

case—requiring a minimum sentence the court had to -impose, without 
anything more than the judge finding the-'-facts to support it-. This was 

a violation of A1 tevne, the .Ninth•• Circuit suggestedp
The undersigned express £as here.] - there are • no-' real -ways . that., the 

district attorney nor STATE of WISCONSIN [incorporated]- can dispute 
the facts-[original] that the criminal complaint was devoid of-any 

formal charges in instrument- 'to establish Notice for Enhance penalty 

on concealing an individual identity or as enhancement - for repeater 
on habitual criminality:status.

On December 17. 1985(solar), the. BEOWN COUNTY Clerk office issued 

the judgment of conviction wherein this instrument listed only duly 

convicted crimes as armed robbery, and possession of fJ-re-arm by felon-.
The undersigned will boldly repeat the lawful claims that the 

district attorney failure-to allege the crime -and punishment- within 

the context of instrument- for his [or''her] criminal complaint, prior 
to the entry of any plea, the specific to ..establish its enhancement 
for concealing individual identity-and habitual criminality status : 
are void;

Furthermore, the Sixth Amendment guarantee that an individual 
whether [ manor woman] must be informed"of charges. These-constitutional 
mandates- establish at least -three (3) minimum requirements. It must 
inform the Individual of the' nature;of the 'charges so that he [or she] 
may.prepare'a defense. Secondly, it must inform-the Individual adequately 
of element of the crime charge, and finally, the charging.instrument 
must allow the individual to plead the judgment as a bar to any future 

prosecution' for the same offense. To particularly., 'the undersigned 

attest if the charging instrument is jurisdictional'-ly defective . 
and void it constitutes a fraud upon the court. Torres -v~ Oakland 

Scavenger Co. 487 US 312, 31.7, n. 3. IQBS.Ct. 2405, 2409 (1988)
("A litigant’s failure to clear a jurisdictional hurdle can never be 

harmless**). - ■ ' ..
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Accordingly, the undersigned took his cue from common-law 

©pinion referred to-as McC-laughcy -v- Darning,, where the U.S, Supreme 

Court convey that inferior courts of limited jurisdiction, whose 

jurisdiction, might be question collaterally to wit;
In order to give effect to the judgment of a court 

of that nature it must appear affirmatively and unequivoeabiy 

that the court was legally constituted\ that it had jurisdiction 

and that all of the statutory requirements governing its 

proceedings had been complied, and It sentence was conformly 

to the law. Their authority is statutory, and the sentence 

under which they proceed must be followed throughout.
The fact necessary to show their jurisdiction, and* their 

sentence were conformable to law, must be stated positively 

and it is not enough that they may be inferred argumentively.
The undersigned will attest to legal points which remain the same, 

court has limited jurisdiction, like county courts, being mere creature 

of the statute(s), have no power except such as derived from the statute, 
and it must appear upon the face of their proceedings that he [or she] 
had acted within the power granted. If this does not appear, all he 

[or she] does Is, Coram nonjudice and void. McGlaughry -v- Penning. 186 

US 49, 22 S.Cfc. 786 (1952)(A court-martial, is the creature of statute, 
and as a body or tribunal, it must be convened and constituted in 

entirely conformly with the provisions of the statute, or else it is 
without jurisdiction), •

The historical trial court public records clearly indicated numerous 

flaws and serious disregard for purported statutory scheme because the 

purported prosecution was never commence accordingly to statutory 

[private] scheme nor by constitution prohibitions constitutes a- fraud 

upon the court* Bulloch -v- US, 765 F.2d 111.5, 1121 (1985)("fraud upon 

the Court, 'it is where the judge has not performed his judicial 
function--thus where the impartial function of the court has been 
clearly corrupted").
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wThe criminal complaint, viewed as district attorney diseboure, was 

grossly fraudulent, in that the criminal complaint .omitted signature 

and facts for enhancement on concealing individual identity and for 

habitual criminality .repeater status, which should, have been changed 

on instrument against .the- accused.
The- criminal complaint, in the particular. ’Corns, was exhibited 

6© deceive the accused, defense attorney and the circuit court on 

idly 8, 1985(soIar). District attorney, however, by ..Ms- deputy district 

attorney, fraudulently induced the circuit court to confirm the 
criminal complaint and thereafter prevent the undersigned from procuring 

any relief therefrom on post~conviction attempts by representing that" 

the criminal complaint was filed with a signature, after initial 
appearance.

The undersigned will direct the justice(s) attention - to mandatory 

requirements in-§ 970.02(1), where the court was- mandated to inform 

the defendant of the charge against him, and.."-shall" furnish the 

defendant with a copy of complaint which "shall” contain the possible 

penalties for the offense.
Admittedly, the court commissioner failed to perform this mandatory 

duty to furnish the undersigned with a. copy of the complaint, or to 

inform the undersigned of the peanlty enhancement or forfeiture 

hearing at time of initial appearance- prior to his .plea on July 8, 1985 

(solar). Hhere defense counsel formally informed the circuit court.
Your Honor, number one, I eg®in raise the issue o-f timely, notice of the 

motion and service..upon the attorneys for Hr. .Casteel.. And Just briefly, 

looking at § 968.20, the statute that Hr. Nick and the bank--other bank, 
Hr. Robert Schultz (sic) are referring to, in looking over, section 
§ 973.075, Your Honor, which is the forfeiture statute, which, specifically 

states certain properties seized, the proper procedure to go about 
that; and apparently in reading that statute there would be a limitation 

as t©--or time limit as to when that action can commence, and that’s 
thirty days from the date the property's seized or thirty days from 

the time ©f conviction, whichever occurs earlier, that that action’ must
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be commenced by the service of the summons and complaint. .

And at this time I raise a serious question of whether that--they®re 

trying to circumvent § 973.075 by going with § 908*20. I don't believe 

that the banks have any standing in this matter at this, time* assuming 

we go under § 973.075 (sic). X think we're going about this the wrong 

way* and perhaps even they are estopped, from proceeding because of 
the time limits as set-forth in the forfeiture section of the Wisconsin 

statutes. Sentencing transcrpt in case no 85.CF-1026 on page 19-20.
The district attorney made no systemic effort before the circuit 

court to explain its fraud(s) In filing of its ^authenticated summons 

and criminal complaint which omitted a blue-ink signature or "enacting 

clause" on law on July 8, J985(so!ar)» when district attorney presented 

the instrument to defense counsel. Likewise, the district attorney 

declined to explain the reasons for its failure to charge the accused 

with both enhancement penalty being omitted for 33 years. The district 

attorney decline to comply with forfeiture statute.
The undersigned will further direct the justice(s) attention 

to mandatory requirement in § 971,05(3)$ where the.district attorney 

"shall" deliver to the defendant a copy of the information in felony 

cases and in all cases "shall" read, the information to the defendant 
unless the defedant waives such reading.

The undersigned's "story" attest to the following fasts and ’comment 
which appear as part of the trial transcripts on pages 5-6 after the 

trial judge acknowledge the late.filing of criminal information.
The Court; The Information is signed by Peter Naze, district attorney. 

It is dated the 1. of August 1985$ and, as mentioned earlier, 

was filed on August 16, 1985, in the office of the cler 

of court;
Your Honor, X think the filing date is errors but I don't 

know if that is of any significance, our record show we 

filed it on August 1, of 1985;

i

Mr Naze;
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WAll right* The date that s stamped on it is August 
16 date but T would assume that given the fact that it 

was signed on. August 1, that in all likelihood it was 

also- filed on that date;
The historical trial court public records attest at every stage 

from commencing its unauthenticated summons and criminal complaint to 

the above mentioned sequence of criminal information report was not 
filed in entirely accordingly to statutory, [private] scheme which 

caused the trial court to lose jurisdiction. ■
The undersigned attest that the district attorney and defense 

counsel conceal evidence and factual information to the underlying 
defense and the circuit court's application for procedural bar is 

constitutionally flaw as explained by recent material changes in law.
The undersigned maintained that the trial judge imposed an unreasonable 

sentence contrary to Matrix statute where judge failed to articulate 

reason for doing so. The undersigned's sentence was ,not in compliance 

with Matrix because judge relied upon erroneous and extremely prejudical 
comments and hearsay-on-hearsay Information which the undersigned was 

unable to correct at the time.

The Court;
u i

. : l!rli

i• : r- , :,
It was irrelevant that parole agent,*s presentence reports summarised 

the undersigned alleged criminal history since a summary does not

.H *

establish a burden of proof.
The prior sentence or conviction, however*, listed by mere hearsay 

comments was not admitted by the undersigned at any stage.
In recent material change in law by common-law opinion referred 

to as State -»y- Cate. 2019 Wash Lexis- 822* court observed that "[i]t 

is irrelevant that the prosecutor summarized -[cate's] criminal-history 

since a summary does not satisfy the State's burden of proof,”
State “V- Hunley, 28? P. 3d 584 (2012).

And Tate's failure to object to the summary could not be construed 
as a waiver of the issue because he did not affirmatively acknowledge 

the criminal history. Id, Cate had only admitted to two convictions 

and vaguely acknowledged two more.
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The judgment and sentence, however, listed numerous convictions 

not admitted to by Cate, including .felony bail jumping and Intimidating 

a public servant. While ROW 9.94 A. 530(2) does state that, a defendant's 
failure to object at the sentencing hearing amounts to an acknowledge 

of his, criminal history, the court had previously held that portion 

of the statute unconstitutional because it risked shifting the burden 

to prove criminal history from the state to the defendant. Id.
Undoubly, the undersigned have articulated sufficient facts to meet 

the related-back - doctrine may require the sentence, to be set.-aside 

where he shown that inaccurate information was part of the basis for 

the sentence. the two (2) elements for showing are first, the Information 
before the sentencing court was inaccurate, and second, that sentencing 

court relied on the mis-information in passing sentence* For informational 
purposes, a copy of sentencing transcript based on inaccurate 
information is hereto attached to petition.

The sentencing court gave "explicit attention" to the ’undersigned's 

invalidated disciplinary reports in his prison records, and parole 

agent's allegations that the undersigned was involved in some sort of 
raoneyplauding scheme and other criminal activities based on hearsay-on- 
hearsay allegations were untrue and false Information. *Tg -w- Harris.
558 F.2d at page 37t (agent's belief that defendant was Involved in 

"famiity" drug operations); US -v- Weston. 448-F.2d 626, 633-64 
(allegations that defendant was major drug dealer). Tine undersigned 

satisfied requirements by demonstrating an unlawful error in the 

presentence reports, within his prison records and to uncounsel 
juvenile proceedings were inaccurate, .

To recent material change in law by common-Ip? opinion referred 

to as US -v- Hatcher. 947 F.3d 383 (2020), court observed, approximately 

two weeks before the sentencing hearing, the. district court gave Notice 

of possible upward departure from the advisory sentencing Guideline 

range. The court's Notice made no mention of a shooting Incident 
involving Hatcher as being a factor for increasing his sentence.

2?
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O' w
Hi appeal, Hitcher, aqg.ed, inter alia, that the district court’s reliance 

oo his alleged involvement In the Apr!! 10th shooting was surprising 

and prejudicial and that a prepondence of the evidence did not support 
the district court's reliance on his alleged involvement in the shooting, 
because Hatcher's counsel made only a general objection to the upward 
departure, the Sixth Circuit reviewed for plain error. US -v- Simmons,
58? F.3d 348 (2009).

A plain error is an error that was obvious and< affected the 

defendant's substantial rights, and it should be corrected If it 

seriously affected the fairness, Integrity or public-reputation of the 

judicial proceedings. US ~v-> Olano, 50? US 725 (1993).
Tf a sentencing court bases it sentence on erroneous information, 

an error occurs, US «v» Flemming, 894 F«3d 764 (2018). if a defendant 
is not provided this information before sentencing and given an 

opportunity to contest It, he is ''surprised and prejudice." Td«
A • sentencing error affects substantial rights if there is a reasonable 
probability that, absent the error, the defendant woiAd have received 

a more lenient sentence. US -v- Wilson, 61.4 F.3d 219 (201,0). White a 

sentencing court may consider a defendant's conduct when fashioning 

a sentence--even conduct for an offense of which he was acquit ted--the 
conduct must be supported by prepondence of the evidence, US -v- Watts, 
519 US 148 (1997).

The Sixth Circuit concluded that, based on the district court's 

statement, the sentence imposed was based on erroneous information. 
Consequently, a clear error occurred. And it affected Hatcher's 

substantial rights because the district court imposed a sentence that 
was an upward departure of 21 months from the highest end of his 

Guidi:elin@ range, i-.e. there was a reasonable probability that, but 
for error, Hatcher would have received a more lenient sentence.

.1 V v'

J t.■ t

l i

* i
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Furthermorej, because Hatcher was not permitted to challenge 

the Government's assertion that he was involved in the April 10th 

*" shooting, he was surprised and prejudice. Finally, because the
Government's comments revealed it lacked evidence to tie Hatcher to 

the April 10th shooting, the district court's reliance was not based 

on a prepondence of evidence.
Accordingly, the court vacated Hatcher's sentence and remanded 

for resentencing consistent with the court's opinion.
The undersigned's action originally decline to provide an advance 

Notice with grounds that the trial judge contemplated an upward departure 

from Matrix statutes. At any rate, it was arbitrary for trial judge 

to categorically imposed a penalty without permitting a challenge to 
State's assertion that he was Involved in numerous crime convey by 

parole agent.
The parole agent's presentence interview with the undersigned's wife 

(re, Denisa) were accustory in nature because parole agent asked his 

wife questions about his involvement in other crimes, which the sentencing 

court considered at sentencing. For informational purposes, a copy of 
sentencing transcript in case no 85-CF-780 at pages 4 thru 19 is hereto 

attached to petition.
The interviews with the undersigned's wife were accusatory in nature 

and the undersigned's Miranda warning were required-, Colombe -v- 

Connecticut, 367 fJS 568, 581-82 (1961). The undersigned's privileges 

and immunity In not. receiving Miranda. warming,, the sentencing cdurt's 

consideration .of wife’s admissions-in imposing its sentence violated 

the undersigned's privileges and immunities under constitution mandates.
J.E.B,, 161 Wi$.2d at 663(A .sentence may not be based on the violation 

of constitutional right. Despite this need for all relevant information 

concerning an offender facing sentencing. The trial court's sentencing 

discretion is also subject to limitations. Under both federal and 

Wisconsin law, a sentence may not be based on constitutional invalid 
grounds).
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Under these extraordinary circumstances, [as here]» the undersigned's 
sentence was based, [in part], on inaccurate information from an 

ordinary reliable source from parole agent. Inaccurate information was 

directly linked to the purpose of penalty imposed contrary to § 939.73.
Rizzo -v- US, 821 F.2d 1271; Welch -v- Lane, 783 F,2d 863 (1984).

In Welch, the judg'd’ specif daily mentioned that; he was increasing 
the defendant's sentence due to the,.facts that the defendant's prior 

conviction was a serious crime.
"Taking .all these matters into, account and in summary, 

the court is satisfied that the Matrix should not be followed 

in this case, that there are aggravating circumstance that 
requires the court to go beyond the Matrix in term of 
sentencing." Transcript in case no 85-CF-78Q.

The trial judge robbed the jury of its task to determine aggravating 

factors including enhancement penalty whether state laws allows a 

sentencing court, to increase a sentence beyond the Matrix* statutes for 
crimes on aggravating factors. Alleyne 370 !JS 99 (2013).

Similarly to Alien.' s action meeting the saving clause requirements, 
the appellate Court concluded that he had made a "cognizable claim" 

for the saving clause and that he in fact may have been "actually 

innocent" of his career offender sentence.
Th« ®«nt@ncing court's failure to properly explain its reasoning 

for departure of Matrix statute did not adequately account for the 

undersigned's alleged extensive criminal history.
The undersigned raise legal question before Wisconsin Supreme Court 

Ore, justices] whether recent trial court amendment or "reclassification" ;_ 
on February 12, 2016.( solar) to include enhancer of habitual : v 
criminality penalties create a new judgment.to allow a* legal challenge 

on all lawful claim? Morales -v- Sherman,-949 F.3d 474 (2020).

There's actual proof within the historical trial court public records 

to incldue defense counsel, caution during sentencing, on p ajgte 44 of the 

transcript wherein counsel directed in these exact, words to trial court, 
"This court teas sat through a trial to the court and has: sat through 

a jury trial. Mr Casteel is continually--has continuous attacked the 

jurisdiction of this court and, will continuef I believe, to do that."
Where the trial court abuse its discretion when he Intentionally Ignore 

constitution mandates.
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The historical trial court public records reveals numerous 

times how defense counsel argued before the purported tricl court 
for a sentence shorter than that sought by the district attorney that 
defense counsel perserved for appeal purposes any claim that the longer 

sentence ultimately imposed was greater than necessary to comply with 

the statutory purposes for Matrix statute* Holguin-Hernabdea -v- US,
140 S.Ct. 765 (2020). For informational purposes, a copy of portion 

from sentencing transcript with defends® counsel oral comments at 
page 12 in case no 35-CF-780 and page 43-44 on ease no 85-CF-1026 

is hereto attached to petition.
Furthermore, the sentencing transcript attest to defense counsel 

summary, where defense counsel engage into plea neogatiation with the 

district attorney, where the district attorney offer defendant counsel's 

client an opportunity to plead guilty to first and second counts of 
armed robbery for a twenty (20) years sentence to run concurrent to 

each other. Defense counsel was aware of the plea negotiation but 
decline to mentioned plea negotiation until sentencing phrase so it 

was in existence at sentencing. Sentencing transcript at page 45-46 

in case no 85-CF-1026 also attached to petition.
Onpt another recent material change in law referred to common-law 

opinion in Missouri -v- Frye and Lafler -v- Cooler, court observed,
"when a plea offer by the State is rejected due to ineffective 

assistance of counsel, the defendant may be entitle to a second chance 

at accepting the offer-even if he subseuqrtily pleaded toless favorable 

terms, or went to trial, was found guilty and received a longer *■ 

sentence than that provided for in the original plea offer..
In Frye, the defendant was charged with a felony for a fourth offense 

of driving with a revoked license. The prosecutor sent Frye's lawyer 
a letter offering to reduce the charge to a misdemeanor If Frye plead 

guilty within a specific time period and agreed to a 90-days sentence. 
Counsel never informed hit client of the offer before the dead-line for 

acceptance, and the offir expired. Then Frye, ignorant that the plea 
offer has lapsed, plead guilty without conditions and was sentenced 

to 3 years in prison--more than 10 times the sentence he would have 

received had he accepted the plea offer, Missouri -v- Frye, 132 S.Ct.
-M ). <Kh>

• i

1399 (2012).
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In Cooper, the defendant was charged with assault with intent 
to murder after he shot a woman in the butt-lock,, Prosecutors offer 

a plea deal with a recommended term of four to seven years. However, 
Cooper's attorney advised him to reject the'offer because the lawyer 
insisted that State law did not permit on attempt murder conviction 

for wounds- inflicted below the waist. The lawyer's advice was 100% 

wrong, but Cooper relied on it and rejected the plea offer. Cooper 
went to-trial, was convicted and received a mandatory minimum sentence 
of 15 to 30 years--more than A times greater, than the sentence he 

would have, had he taken the plea bargain. La fief »v° Cooper'1.32 

S.,Ct. 1376 (2012),
The undersigned*s purported criminal action is tantamount to both 

Frye and Cooper where district attorney engaged in 20 years terra 

to run "concurrent" in a plea agreement and defense counsel failed to 

inform his client and defense counsel advised his client that trial 
court did not have jurisdiction in matter.

The first question that Supreme Court tackled in these cases was 

• whether the we11-Establish Strickland standard--which holds that, an 

defendant can have his conviction and/or sentence reversed if he can 

show 'deficient, performance by his lawyer and resulting In prejudice-” 
applies to rejected plea offer such os- those implicated here—like 

Frye and Cooper. ■- - : -
The undersigned can answer inquiry with recent material change 

in law referred to’commonin US °v» Lockhard, 947 F.3d 1.97 (2020), 
where the.court review for plain error, wbtdh require (1) an error,
(2) that was obvious occurred, (3) that, affected his substantial rights, 

and (4) that seriously affected the fairness, integrity or public 

reputation of the judicial proceedings, US -v-’Olano, 507 US 725 (1993).
The court observed that the first two factor were obviously satisfied. 

The Supreme Court has explained; "If the judge told ’the defendant 
that the maximum possible sentence was 10 years and then imposed a 

sentence of 15 years based on ACCA, the defendant would have a ground 

for moving to withdraw the plea," US -v- Rodriguez, 553 US 337 (2003), 
Such erroneous information given during a Rule 11 plea collguy cannot 
be corrected by contrary Information in a Inter prepared PSR.
US -v- Coins, 51 F.3d 400 (1995).

k i

•a$-
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Because Lockhard lacked Information to engage "in the caleulas 
■necessary to enter into plea" the court concluded the error "seriously 

effected the fairness, integrity, or public reputation of judicial 
proceedings." The court rejected the government's reliance on defense 

counsel's post-sentencing statement that he had informed Lockhart 
of the consequence of a potential sentence under the, ACCA prior to 

pleading. f
Accordingly, the court vacated Lockhard's plea and remanded 

to the district court for further proceedings.
The undersigned assert that ineffective assistance of,defense 

counsel caused him to reject a plea offer that provided for a leaser 

sentence exposure for 20 years to run concurrent than later imposed 

after going to trial and being found guilty and sentence to 50 years 

rather than 20 years because defense counsel failed to inform, him.
Padilla °v- Kentucky, 130 S.Ct, 1.473 (2010)(counsel failed to tell 
the defendant that- his guilty plea would likely result in deportation).
The 0.3. Supreme Court have observed that plea bargain is an essential 
component of the criminal justice system that the Sixth Amendment 
right to effective assistance of counsel at every "critical stage" 
of the process.

Additionally, the district attorney joriginaily] charged the undersigned 

wit two (2) felony counts for armed robbery and possession of a 

controlled substances, and there was motion filed, to suppress "all 
evidence obtained as the result of an illegal, warrantless entry into 

[his] residence and/or illegal arrest of person."
The Fourth Amendment to the U-. S. Constitution protects **[t]he right 

of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers' and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and seizures." Historically and textually, 
a person's home is the center-piece of the Amendment's Protection.
Collins -v- Virginia, 1,33 S.Ct. 16f»3 (2018).

.'Ci:

33 C.' i

Case 2020AP001515 Petition for Review Filed 12-07-2020



> ?

Page 36 of 64
i.

To order to have standing, the undersigned'merely needed to show 
his Fourth Amendment rights were violated, that Is, he personally had 

a reasonable expectation of privacy In the place Search* Byrd -v- US,
138 ScCt. 1518 (3018), Entry into his residence, as well as the 

search of his person, vehicle and belongings, gave him standing*
The trial court recast the State's argument as one (1) based on 

consent instead of standing* But -in the instant case, there were no 

law enforcement agents obtaining a valid warrant, much less any lawful 
search being conducted. Courts are not to speculate what law 

enforcement agents may have done absent the unlawful conduct, but must 
look at whate was done. State -v~ Mxlm, 2019 Ida. Lexis 216 (201.9)
(court reversed the district court's denial of the motion to suppress, 
vacated the conviction, and remanded for further proceedings consistent 
witb the -court * s opinion)*

The district attorney's own witness, laura J, Voight, submitted 

her own sworn affidavit declaring that she actually perjured herself 
and recalled statement because law enforcement agents coerced her to 

make untruthful statements, and district attorney, Peter Naze, was fully 

aware of these untruthful statement when he had Ms. Voight testify 
during criminal proceedings. For informational purposes, a copy of 
transcript in case no 85-CF-10'26 at page 5 and affidavit of Ms, Voight 
is hereto attached to petition.

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit vacated conviction 

of Bryan Moran because his sister, Aiysha, had neither actual nor 

apparent authority to consent to a search of several closely opaque, 
Mack plastic garbage bags, he had placed in Aiysha's storage unit.

The First Circuit observed' that the Fourth Amendment generally 

required the government to obtain a warrant based on probable cause 

before conducting a search. Katz -v- US,
need not seek a warrant when voluntary consent has been obtained from 

the individual whose property is earcbed or from a third party who 
possesses common authority over the property* Illinois -v- "Rodriguez,
49? US 17? (1999). Common authority rests on mutual use of property 

by persons generally having joint access or control for most purposes.
US -v- Matlock, 415 US 1.64 (1974).

389 US 34? (1967). But police
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However, even if the person consenting to the search doesn't 
have actual authority over the property to consent to a search, the 

prosecution may still use the fuits of the search if the police 

reasonably believed the person had authority to consent to the search. 
ftodri&uez. This is known as "apparent authority." Id. But if the 
person granting consent informs officers that the property in question 

belongs to another, then the consent becomes ambiguous, and officers 

may no longer reasonably believe the person has 'authority to consent 
to the search. US -v- Tnfante-TUiiz, 13 F.3d 498 (1994).

In the instant action, the Court determined that Alysha did not 
have mutual use of the property inside the bags. The court concluded 

the search was unlawful, and the evidence ontained from the black 

plastic bags must be suppressed.
Accordingly, the Court reversed the denial of the motion 

for reconsideration and vacated the conviction, and remanded the case to 

the district court. US -v~ Moran, 2019 US App Lexis 35574 (2019).
The original sentence was based upon materially inaccurate information 

and a medical report from Winnebago Mental Health Institute were it 

would require complete sentence to be void- because of lack of jurisdiction. 

For informational purposes, a copy of sentencing transclpt in case 
no 85-CF-780 at pages 9, 10, 12 & 24 and case no 85-CF-1026 at page
51.

The historical trial courts public records is undisputed that the 

trial court's sentence was based upon pretrial psychiatric evaluation 
by a psychiatist for competency and mental responsibility violated 

the undersigned's Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments rights and to Sixth 

Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel.
The use of pre-trial psychiatlc evaluation during sentencing phrase 

a?^d elsewhere violated the undersigned's Fifth Amendment- right, to be 

free from self-incrimination and his Sixth right to the effective 

assistance of counsel. Estelle -v- Smith, 451 US 454, 101 S.Ct. 1866 
(1981).

35

Case 2020AP001515 Petition for Review Filed 12-07-2020



> r
Page 38 of 64

The constitutional eights were violated when, before the pre-trial 
examinations, he was not advsed that he had the right to remain silent 

and his statements and the report themselves could later be used 

againt him during the sentencing phrase.
In Estelle, the. Supreme Court convey that the privileges 

against self-incrimination applies to court-ordered pre-trial psychiatic 

examinations, stating that; "A criminal defendant, who neither initiates 

a psychiatic evaluation, nor attempts to ontreduce any psychiatic 
evidence, may not be compelled to respond to.a-psychiatrist if his 

statements can be used against him at a capital sentencing proceedings.
Id at 468. Any statements made hy the defendant during such an 

examination can only be used if the defendant has been advised of 
his [or her] Miranda rights and knowingly waives them. Estelle. 451 

US at 460. ,
The undersigned had never waived his Fifth Amendment eights when, 

trial court initiated a psychiatric evaluation and placed his mental- 
capacity into controversy by direct challenges to the undersigned’s 

competency to understand the purported legal proceedings.
The undersigned would have deserved a specific Notice that his 

mental evaluation .-could be used to establish any future act of 
dangerousness at sentencing as aggravating factor as claimed by 

sentencing court.
The trial court expressed a belief that the report show that the 

undersigned had certain mental health issues that increased his risk 

of being dangerous to public. The mental health evaluation suggested 

a pronosis of a dangerous risk was beyond Its proper ’’understanding 

and assist" scope, and therefore was materially inaccurate- in a 
con s titutiona1 magitude.

The undersigned prior juvenile proceedings were constitutionally 

invalid under Gideon -v- Wainwrtghfc, 372 IIS 335, 83 S.Ct. 732 (1.363), 
resulted from proceedings in which the undersigned had been unrepresented 

by legal counsel and that he had been neither advised of his right to > 
legal assistance nor.did he intentionally and understand!ngly waive 

this right to the assistance of counsel. Tucker. 404 US at 445.

. x.K

36

Case 2020AP001515 Petition for Review Filed 12-07-2020



•* < Page 39 of 64nn
Undoubtly, the "reclassification" of enhacement penalties 

were predicated on prior convictions, the U.S. Constitution requires 

trial courts to consider, an "offener's allegation that prior 

convictions was invalid, if the challenge to prior convictions was 

based in part on the denial of the accused’s constitutional rights 

to lawyer."
In sum, the circuit court evaded jurisdictional defense(s) 

by subterfuges which is unworthy of the dignity of the bench, and di 
not observe them longer than they were con-trained by the weight of 
binding Supreme Court precedents as discussed in next section.
State ex rel Granyski -y- Pruss, 233 Wis, 600 (1043)(Parties may not 
either by stipulation or an application of the principle of estoppel 
confer upon a court jurisdiction over subject-matter which it never had 

o r which 11 lost).

3) .Judicial Authority;

The very essence of civil liberty certainly consist in the right 

of every individual whether [man or owfhan] to claim the protections in 

the constitution and International Laws, whenever he [or she] receives 

an personal, injury. One of the first duties of government its to afford 

that protection.
Firstly, n[t]he inherent authority of a circuit court--derived 

from the very nature and existence of his [or her] judicial--is the 

broad field which Rule of Procedure are applied.
The circuit court’s "inherent power" must be invoked with the utmost 

caution, particularly where the matter under consideration is governed 

by other procedural rules, lest the restrictions in those rules becomes 
meaningless. Corley -v- Rosewood Care Center tnc, 142 F.3d 1.041,
1059 (1998)(Ellipsis quotation mark omitted).

However, "the circuit court, in devising means to control cases 

before It, may not exercise its inherent authority in a manner inconsistent 
with rule or statutes. ..." Such power should be "exercised in a 

manner that is in harmony with the Rule and Procedure." This means that 
'"where the rules directly mandates a specific procedure to the exclusion 

of others, inherent authority is proscribed." G, Heilman Brewing'Co Inc 
-v~ Joseph Oat Corn, 877 F.2d 648, at page 652 (1989).
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The undersigned does convey the reasons' for this examination 

relates to the •undersigned*s constitutional challenges upon factors 

that the circuit court may have over-looked the application to a 

number ©f statutes and procedure which existed1 as- 'well as to 

constitution prohibitions. The lawful claims needs to be clarified 

because constitution ensure a "certain remedy", "without denial," 

and promptly in section 9, Article I, Wisconsin constitution.
Verlll -v- City of Concord, 57? F.2d 664, 665 (l 9?7Y( recalling mandate 

because court simply over-looked an existing statute applicable to the 

case).
The undersigned may challenge any lawful claim based on Fraud, 

and lack of competent jurisdiction to Impose the penalty in this action 

under the application of statute discussion. The undersigned's lawful 
claims does, in part, challenge the underlying convictions or the 

authority to impose the penalty in sentence as embody in § 939.73 
requicements.

In fact, the U.5. Supreme Court observed that with respect to courts 

of special and limited authorityj there is no presumption of law in 

favor of their jurisdictionj that must affirmatively appear by 

sufficient evidence or proper averment in the record or their judgment 
are deemed void on their face. Ual.uin °v~ -Page, 95 US .350,. 21 L.Ed.
959 (1.973); see also In Be' 'Copper, 143 US 472, 12 S.Ct. 453 '(1.892).

The undersigned avers that because the criminal complaint did not 
make necessary reference to certain charges, penalty or other penalties 

enhancement to be imposed as sanction, he did not receive- advance Notice 

from the district attorney's intention to subject him to increase 

penalty before a circuit court with proper judicial authority because 

of his alleged criminal history or as part of forfeiture process.
For informational purposes, a copy of transcript in case no 85-CF-1026 
related to "forfeiture" proceedings is hereto attached to petition.
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To short, the actual contumacious conduct and fraudulent advise 
and representation to its purported rule and procedure by district 

attorney office arid judicial system to conceal excuplatory evidence 

that, has been withhel to establish whether there has been competent 
jurisdiction td impose a penalty pursuant to § 939.73 constitutes a 

Fraud upon the Court. Whitney -v- Brunett, 1.5 Wis. 16 ("'Hie proceeding 

by attachment are special statutory proceedings and the. statute must 
be substantially, if not, strictly and exactly complied with, to give 

court or officer issuing the writ jurisdiction").
If there was an error, it would have been crucial to the ultimate 

judgment because the undersigned could not have been sentence or convicted 

by a purported circuit court who had not possess authority to impose 

a penalty under § 939.73 or pursuant to prohibitions in constitution. 
Fisher -v- Muller. 53 Mich App 1.10, 218 N-.-W.-2d 821 (1974)("0f course, 
timely objection before the board of review was not required if the 

board did not have jurisdiction in the first place Crelick -v~ traverse 
City, 231 Mich 699, 204 N.W. 718 and cases cited therein").

The vality of any charging instrument, if the instrument or documents 

are void or fatally defective, there is no subject-matter jurisdiction. 

When an individual is also indicted or charge upon criminal complaint 
based on not yet effective statutes, the charging instrument or criminal 
complaint is likewise void, Undoubtly, if it is not constructed in a 

particular mode or form prescribed by constitution or statutes. 42 C.J.S. 
"Indictment and Information" § 1, page 833. It can be defective and void 

when it tends to charge a violation of a law and those laws are void, 
unconstitutional or non-existent, court's subject-matter does not exists.

n * ' ! .M. i ; ' 5 ; •{ ) j ' • f ' » , . f •*. 3 • i . . ' (■

Tt is said, in Keyes -v- US. 109 US 336, that where 
statutory condition as to constitution or jurisdiction 

of the court are not oberved, there is no tribunal 
authorized by law to render the judgment. . . .

There would be miscarriage of justice which should afford a remedy. 
Misapplication or errpneoue view of law is erroneously exercise or misuse 

of discretion. State -v- Flymesser, 172 Wts. 2d 533 (1992).
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Correct terminology is now whether trial court "errnoeous exercised" 

Its discretion rather than "abused" its discretion, but substance of 
review is unchanged. 61ty of Brookfield -v- Ml 1 waukee Metro' Sewer Pi s t„ 
171 Wis.2d 400, 423 (1902).

The undersigned will express for the records a confirm legal point 
that it will be difficult, If not impossible, for circuit court clerk 

office, district attorney office and attorney general office, to actually 

establish that the purported circuit courts in Wisconsin as being 

a actual judicial tribunal or embody within the structual authority 

derived upon the U.S. Constitution.
No one is bound to obey unconstitutional law 

and no court are hound to enforce it.
IS Am. jur.2d section 177, late 2 ed., section § 25S,

The constitution was framed in the same language of the English 

common-lav/. Denver & P.C.F Co -v~ US, 241 F* 614 (1917). Plus, any 

and all statutes including but not limited to "STATE of WISCTNSTN" 
[incorporated] must also be read in the light of the common-law.
PS -v- CalH. 1.05 US 61, 62 (1881). To the absence of statute, one must 
follow the common-law. Ex Parte Peffers. 12 F. 461, 463 (1880).

The undersigned is suggesting that "STATE of WTSC0N" [incorporated] 
statute books label as Wisconsin Statute Annotation are unconstitutional; 
and the "law" cannot he enforced without first being in strict 
compliance with constitution mandates, [re, substantive law]. If one 

is obliged or required to obey a law, there must be authority for law 

to exist. Norton -v- Shelley County, 18 US 47.6, 442 (An unconstitutional 
act if not law; it confer no right; It imposes no duties; afford no 

protection; it creates no offense; it is an legal contemplation, as 

"inoperated" as throng it has never been passed).
The undersigned attest to the facts that none of laws cited 

within his purported unsigned criminal complaint was legally valid 
because there are no "enacting clause" located within Wisconsin Statutes 

Annotation books to provide authority, and the mandate required by 

constitution was not in strict compliance or adherent too!
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The undersigned further attest how he was repeatedly deprive 

of certain fundamental rights by the circuit court who had no legal 
jurisdiction to conduct or hear the matters. The common-law opinion 

referred to as Sohrole -v- City of Green Hills, 542 F.Supp 821, 828 
(1882), observed, "It is asserted that any individual charged with a 

criminal offense has a right to be fairly appraised of his constitutional 
protection and has a right to have the matter heard in a court of 
proper jurisdiction."

If circuit court lacks competent jurisdiction-over individual 
or party, then it lacks "all jurisdiction" to adjudicate that 
individual's right, whether or not the subject-matter is properly 

before it, see, e.g., Kul-ko -v- Superior Court . 436 US 84, 91 S.Ct.
1690,, 1696 (1978)(Court observed, "]i]t has long been the rule that 
a valid judgment imposing a personal obligation or duty In favor of the 

plaintiff may be entered only by a court having jurisdiction over the 

person of the defendant....").
Wisconsin was free to provide greater protection for individual's 

rights than is minimally required by the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, 
Ninth and Fourteenth Amendments as found in Bill of Rights and U.S. 
Constitution. In other words, the U.S. Constitution set-forth .the 

minimum endowment of individual right for which the State have no power 
to violate. But ft does not limit a State's power to invest its 

citizens with more, or greater, rights than the federal constitution 
minimum guarantees. State ,-v- Chacan Areola, 290 P.3d 983 (2012) 
(Washington Constitution "provide greater protection than the U,.S. 
Constitution).

The common-law opinion referred to as State -v- Holm, 62 N, W.2d 
52, 55 (1954), court observed, "In construing a provision of our 

constitution, however, we are governed by certain well-establish rules. 
Foremost among.those.if.the .rule that , where the language.used is clear, 
explicit and unambiguous, the laogauge of the provision itself is the 

best evidence of the intention of the framer of the constitution.
If the language is free from, obsurity, the court must give the ordinary 

meaning of the words used."
Ij C
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Wisconsin legislature attempted to enact a statutory provision 
where instead of requiring for indictment by a grand jury to commence 

a legal action, circuit court subverst this fundamental examination, 
where circuit court, rather than an lawful empanel jury, decides 

whether the county has probable cause to believe that the accused had 

dommitted a felony crime is const!ttional!ty deficient and void,
"Where rights secured by the constitution are involved, 

there can be no rule-making or legislation which would 

abrogate them."
M j r a n d a - v - A r i z. o a a, 383 US 536, 431.

The Fifth Amendment guarantee the right of an accused to be•tried 

on charges in an indictment returned by a lawful empanel grand jury.
Sti rone -v- US, 361 US 212 (I960). The institution is not ''mentioned 

in the body of Constitution, but the Bill of Rights, Fifth Amendment.
It is thus a "consttutional fixture in its own right."

The necessarily for insuring the grand jury to be informed of all 
the evidence cannot be ignored. As the Supreme Court announce in 

Wood -v- Georgia.370 US 375, 390, 82 S.Ct. 1364, 1373 (1952) "(the grand 

jury) has been regarded as a primary security to the innocent against, 
hasty, malicious and oppressive prosecution." It is that body which 

determines whether "a charge is founded upon reason or was dictated 

by an inti4da&4t$ power or ,by malic’e and person ill-will.”'We have 

rejected the proposition that the grand jury is simply a prosecutor's 

tool and have noted its constitutional role as-a shield against 
unjustified charges, see, US -v- Goldstein, 502 F.2d 526 (1974) (en banc); 
US -v- Servbo, 604 F.2d 807 (1979); in re Grand Jury Proceedings, 
(Schofield) 486 F.2d 85 (1973).

More specifically, "Orfjespect for law, particularly amongst circuit 

courts responsible for admintration of State's purported criminal'justice 

system, is in itself a matter of the highest public interest. The public 

at large is not served by. . . .the willful or wanton disregard for 

incarcerated personig, constitutional guarantees. Green, -v- Johnson,
513 F.Supp 965, 707 (1981)("The public interest is served by the due 

and faithful fullfillment by public officials of the duties imposed 

upon them by law").
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Iv@ry recused individual whether [man or woman] has constitutionally 

enforceable liberty interest, in the proper application and enforcement 
of purport criminal law proceedings delineated in Wisconsin statutes 

to the extent that they contain statutory lanuage "of an unmistakably 

mandatory character,, requiring, that certain procedures 'shall,'
'will,' or must' be employed. «tt Cain -v- Lana, 875 F.2d 1139, 1144 

(1988)(citing Hewitt -v- helms, 459 US 460, 471-72 (1983)).
The district attorney and circuit courts were under a ministerial

duty as defined in § 19.42(8) to comply with the legislators mandates 

discussed In context of this Petition. • This is not a action in which
the undersigned has alleged a denial of due process simpliciter.
To the contrary, the undersigned have identified the source of constitution 
and statutory scheme which created a vested entitlement and expectation.

Accordingly, due process under the circumstances of this legal, 
action challenge. The undersigned need only pl«ad and prove that the 

legislators and circuit courts failed to perform his [or her] 
constitutional, mandatory duties, under constitution, or Supreme Court 
Rules 60.03 and 60.04 and that failure cause the irreparable harm.
Nicolett -v-» Brown, 740 F.Supp 1286-8? (Official's failure to perform 

a mandatory, now-discretionary, duty is arbitrary and denies substantive 

due process).
Thus, if the undersigned or any other incarcerated persons criminal 

charging instrument [complaint] are invalid, there is a lack of competent 
jurisdiction.

"Without a formal and sufficient indictment or information, 
a court does not acquire subject-matter jurisdiction and thus 

an accused may not be punished for a crime."
Honomichl -v- State, 233 N.W.2d 797, 798 (1983); State -v- Barrera,
2008 Ariz. App. Lexis 231

"A formal accustion is essential for every trial 
of a crime. Without it the court acquire no jurisdiction to 
proceed, even with the consent of the parties, and where 

the Indictment or information is invalid, the court is 

without jurisdiction."
State ~v~ Kusel, 29 Wyo. 287, 213 P. 367 (1923).
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w
The undersigned further express the legal point all criminal 

charging1 instrument must not only be in a particular mode or form 

proscribed by constitution and statute to be valid, but it also must 
contain reference to valid laws. Without a valid law, the charging 

instrument is insufficient and no subject-matter jurisdiction can 
exist for the matter to be tried;

"Where an information charge no crime, the court 
lacks jurisdiction to try the accused."

People *v* Hardman, 34? N.W.2d 460, 462, 132 Mich App. 382 (1984);
"An invalid law charged against on® in a criminal 

matter also negates subject-matter jurisdiction by 

the sheer fs&jfc, that it fells to create ,a cause of action. 
Subject-matter Is the thing In controversy." •

Holmes -v- Mason, 115 N.W. 770, 80 Neb. 454, citing Black's Law 

Dictionary 5
Without a valid law, there is no issue or controversy for a court 

to decide upon. Where a law does not exist or does not constitutional 
exist, or where the law is invalid, void or unconstitutional there is 

no subject-mattfer to try anyone for an criminal offense. People -v- 
Katrinak, 185 Cal. Rpte. 869, 136 Cal. App.3d 145 (1982); Trants 

Enterprises inc -y- Qnelow County, 320 N.C. 776, 360 S.E.2d 783 (1987); 
TDK Inc -v- County of Clark, 599 F.Supp1402 (1984).

Whenever a person whether [man or woman] are criminally charge 
under a purported "statute which does not create a criminal offense," 

such a person was never really lawfully charged with any crime or 

lawfully convicted because the trial court did. not possess jurisdiction 

of the subject-matter. State ex red Hanson -v- dtl&a, 104 N.W.2d 553 

(1960). There must be a valid law in order for subject-matter to exist. 

Davis -v- Bennett, 400 F.2d 279 (1968).
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In extraordinary circumstance(s), where a person was convicted 

of violating certain sections of law, he [or she] later claim that 
the law were unconstitutional which so happen to deprive the court of 
its jurisdiction to be tried for those offense(s). The Supreme Court 
of Oregon, observedj

"If these sections are unconstitutional, the law-is void 
and an offense created by them, is not a crime and a conviction 

under them cannot be a legal cause of imprisonment, for no 

court acquire jurisdiction to try a person for acts which
• • _ . - . i • . . . -V-* . . \

are made criminal, only be an unconstitutional law."
Kelly -v- Havers. 263 Pac. 903. 905 (1928).

The above-cited authorities made it abundantly clear that if there 

are no valid laws properly charge against a person, there is nothing 

that can be deem a crime, and without a crime there is no sibject-mafcfcer 

jurisdiction. Furthermore, invalid or unlawful laws makes a criminal 
complaint [charging instrument] fatally defective, and insufficiently 

void. People -v- Peters, 2012 Mic. App. Lexis 1168; see also State -v- 

Manlflaid» 579 P.2d 1276 (1978)(If the complaint was faulty in the city 
court, it remain faulty on appeal).

The common-law opinion referred to as Ekern -v~ Zimmerman, 187 Wis. 
180, 240 N.W. 803 (1925), court observed, "unless a constitutional 
provision shows upon its face that it was intended to be discretionary, 

it must be accepted as the imperative mandat® of the sovereign people, 
and not good advise which legislature or court may accept or reject 
as they PLEASE! The. safety of the State and the protection of the 

liberaties and rights of the people demand that the 'rule ‘be strictly 
adherent to."

As well as common-law opinion referred to as US -y- Bankston, 945 

F.3d 1316 (2019), observed, the district court relied on the presentence 

investigation report (PSR) when calculating Bankston's sentence, "which 
enhanced his sentence.
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faif ed to object to the enhancement, the court
reviewed for plain error. US -v~ Beckes, 565 F.3d 832 (2009).

Because Bankston

"An error is obvious when it files in the face of either binding 

precedent or the explicit language of a statute or rule."
US -v- Chau. 426 F.3d 1318 (2005). sv'jd, jo f uto

Since the error caused Bankston to be sentenced under a Guideline 

range higher than the rabge calculated without the two-level 
enhancement, he demonstrated the error was prejudice. Molina-MartInez
-v- US, 136 S.Ct. 1338 (2016). .

The faulty enhancement .subject Bankston's to a potentially longer 

sentence and a "risk of unnecessary deprivation of libert," the error 

undermined "the fairness, integrity, [and] public reputation of judicial 
proceedings. Rosaies-Miracies -v- US, 1.38 S.Ct. 189? (2018).

Accordingly, the court vacated Bankston's sentence and remanded 

for resentencing without the, body-armoer enhancement.
As being establish, the authority from the U.S. Supreme Court 

or other Supreme Courts throughout our nation not only suggest for courts 
who sit on bench in Wisconsin should apply the constitution and Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights in all types of criminal or civil action, 
but it may be violative of the constitution Full Faith and Credit Clause 

if he [or she] refused to do so. ,
The common-law opinion referred to as State -v- Krels, 451 P.3d 954 

(2019), court observed, under Oregon law, a person guilty of interfering 

with a peace officer only when refusing to obey a lawful order. An order 

is "lawful" when it is "authorized by, and is not contrary to substantive 

law." State -v- Ausmus, 85 P.3d 864 (Ore. 2003).
Turning to the question of whether Crino has issued a "lawful order," .... 

the court explained that "an order that is not consisted with Article I, 

section 9" of the Oregon Constitution, "or that is issued in violation 

of that provision is not a 6 lawful order. • H
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"An order is. * . .contrary to substantive law when it interferes 
with an individual's liberty interest to be free from unreasonable 

search and seizure," the court observed.
Kreis "had liberty interest with which Crino could not interfere 

absent constitutional justification."
Accordingly, the court reversed the decision of the court 

of aooeals and remanded to the trial court for further proceedings 
consistent with its opinion.

With constitution being the substantive law [as here], STATE 

of WISCONSIN'S "law" used against the undersigned and other incarcerated 

persons were not and/or never properly named as mandated by Wisconsin 

Constitution [re, mode or form]. It shows no sign of authority on its 

face [enacting clause] as recorded within Wisconsin Statutes Annotation. 
Commonwealth -v- Illinois Cent R. Co,, 170 S.W. 170, 171, 60 Ky. 745 

(198t)("The alleged Act or law in question is unnamed;it shows no sign 
of authority; it carries with it no evidence that the General Assembly 

or any other law-making power is responsible or answrable for it").
The undersigned continues only to stress legal points found 

upon authorities cited in similar action(s) by other Supreme Courts 
across the nation that before a person whether [man or woman] and even 

"children" in our State can be legally punish, his [or her] criminal 
charges/offense(s) must be plainly and unmistakingly found within the 

statute books bearing its "enacting clause" to assert its alleged 
authority. State -y- Burrow. 104 S.W. 526, 529, 119 Tenrt, 476 (1907) 

(quoting the first portion from Sojberg -v- Security Saving & Loan 

Ass'n, 73 Minn. 203, 210-13 (1898)("The purpose of provision of this 

character is that all statutes may bear upon their face a declaration 

of sovereign authority by which they are enacted and declared to be law, 
and to promote and preserve uniformly in legislation").
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w
It is a well settle principle of law a statute book without 

an enacting clause are null and void. The Supreme Court of Minnesota 
observed;

"Upon both principle and authority, we hold that Article 

4, § 1.1, of our constitution, which provides that ''the style 

of all laws of this state shall be,'Re in enacted by the-' 
legislation of the State of Minnesota,* is mandatory and that 
a statute without any enacting clause is void.1"

Soioberg -v- Security Saving, & Loan Ass'n
There are no valid reason for STATE of WISCONSIN [incorporated] 

not to use the mandatory directive for an "enacting clause" to appear 
on face of all its statute books or codes, see, Ruling Case Law, vol. 
25, "Statutes," § 133, page. 884, citing L.K.A. 1915-B, page 1065.

There are valid reasons for mandate for its enacting clause 

so all citizens as been discussed by our nation's Supreme Courts cited 

today. One of main objective of the constitution mandates is to show 

that the "Law" is one enacted by the legislative body which has been 

given the legal authority under the constitution.
"The purpose of thus prescribing an enacting clause 

is to establish it; to give it permance, uniformly, and 

■ certainly; to identify the act of legislation as of the 

general assembly; to afford evidence of its legislative 

statutory nature; and to secure uniformly of identification, 

and thus prevent inadvertance, possibly mistake and fraud." 

State ~y- Patterson, 4 S.E. 350, .352, 98 N.C.' 66)0 (1887); Jonier 

-V- State. 155 S.E.2d 8, 10, 223 Ga. 367 (1967); see, 82 C.J. S.

"Statutes," § 65, page 104.

73 Minn. 202, 212 (1898).a,

J».:
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Broadly defined, contract implies an enforcement obligation, 
that is, a promise for the breach of which the substantive law in the 

constitution gives a certain remedy, without denial, promptly and 

without delays as mandates in section 9, Article I, Wisconsin Const!tution.
The failure of a law to display on its face an "enacting clause"

deprives it of essential legality, and renders a statute which omits 

such mandates as a "nullity" and of no force of law." Jonler, supra.
As discussed and lawfully claimed, the purported STATE of WISCONSIN
statutes cited within the undersigned as well as every other Incarcerated 

person's criminal complaint or charging instrument(s) had no 

jurisdictional identity and were not authentic law under the constitution 

mandates. U.C.C. § 3-305(a)(l)(ii)(duress, lack of legal capacity, or 

illegality of the transaction which, under other law, nullities the 

obligation of the obligor). 70 Minn. L. Rev. 71.3-Article (Cure after 
breach of contract under restatement (second) of Contracts an Analytical 
comparsion with Uniform Commercial Codes).

The same application does applies to actual wording as mandated 

in Article IV, section 17(1), Wisconsin Constitution. As the word 

"shall" being a causative term. Morgan -v- Murry, 328 P.2d 664, 6'54 (1958).
Furthermore, any purported statutes which has no enacting clause 

on its face, is not a constitutional law at all nor is it binding 

and obligatory on the sovereign public [regnat populus], and void 

as a matter of law. The Supreme Court of Michigan referred to enacting 

clause as a requisite to any valid law since It was mandatory by 

indication within constitution.
"It is necessary that every law should show on Its face 

the authority by which It is adopted and promulgated, and 

it should clearly appear that it is intended by the legislative 

power that enacts it that it should take effect as law."
People -v- Pettenhaler, 77 N.W. 450, 451, 118 Mich 595 (1898)(citing
Swann -v- Buck, 40 Miss. 270} Jackson -V- Rivard, 201.1 US Dist Lexis
143631.
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In regard to the validity of a law that was discover in their statute 

hooks with a defective enacting clause. The Supreme Court, of Nevada 

redress this concern that if enacting clause does not appeal upon 

the face of statute- books that it is not law.
"Our constitution expressly provided that the enacting 

clause of every law shall be, 'The People of the State
of Nevada, represented in senate and assembly, do enact 
as follows. This langaue is susceptible of but onei it

interpretation. There'is no doubtful meaning as to the 

intention. It is, in our judgment, an imperative mandate 

requiring that all laws, to be binding upon them shall 
upon their face, express the authority by which they were 

enacted; and, since this act comes to us without such 

authority appearing upon its face, it Is not lav/."
State of Nevada -y- Podger, 10 Nev. 120, 201 (1875); Caine --y- Pobbins.
1.31 P.2d 516, 61. Nev. 416 (1942); Kefauver -y- Spurllng, 290 S. W. 15 
(1926); see also Otey -v- Common Council of Milwaukee, 281 F.Supp 264 

(1968).
The undersigned stress only legal points based upon authorities 

cited in context of Petition based by nation's Supreme Court that before 

a person whether [man or woman] and our children can be legally punish, 
his [or her] criminal charges/offease(s) must plainly and unmistakenly 

found within Wisconsin statute books bearing its enacting clause to 

asserts its authority or else Its void. US -v- Lachner. 134 US 624,
10 S.ct.

The undersigned and general sovereign public of Wisconsin [de jure] 

will all agree that Article TV, section 17(1) are not in the least 
bit ambiguous or susceptible to any other interpretation than its 

plain and apparent meaning. In fact, the Supreme Court of Montana 
in construing such provision found it so entirely free from ambiguity. 
Vaughn & Pagsdle Co -v- State Bd» of Eg., 96 F.2d 420,

4

625.

423, 424.
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The Supreme C#«l M Minnesota has been quit# helpful ©a gubject 
of how statute#*" should bo construed by the. eoerts.

• ••’I®. the- treeting ®t\ constitutional provision» m believe, 
it it fcho.:''-gonorol-indlo '-aiaong '.courts to regard them «a‘mandatory* 

and. not to.'■leave-It to the .will- ms pleasure. of a legislature 

to obey or disregard than* Shore the language of. the 
constitution is- plain, we - are net permitted- to "indulge in 

•peculation concerning ifc.e meaning, aor-'whether it .is • the 

embodiment x®t great ..wis.doia. *e*e .the gyle with relarenco to 

constitutional construction 1® also'wall istated by .Johnson J»
in the ©as® #f.Howell, ,-v* people*. ? I.l;r ll.l? ii fellows

- . ’ % :MIf the words eabe'tiy a .definite' meaningf tfteict* Involves a# 

contradiction fe#t^eeEtydiffer*a.r-T.faftt -of the *«ae 'writing,
- than.that jKtaning .apparent .upon . the lee# .of the InsteuMpni 

i§ the oue.whi&h aleae m are ®t liberty to mf was intended 

to - bo' conveyed*^ In .such. $ case there is mw fmm fer^eonatarafttien*
. that which' the wpcdn dac-Uum iiPr tfcn meaning of the iantreiscnt s . 

k y end.-.neither'dnttttg.v'g*g^2»g&eletuw hone, the eight .t#;tddf:;.l 
Ve or. take away ,-frea the roepiming* ease n. mu«-t be msf plain®

. '®ayi absolutely ©etse4n**thafe'-'Blte people did .net intend whet 
t^e'language they/ have • ©splayed.- ie. its^n*ltte&i tignif£©»ti©g»

- •» hporlti. before a court, will feel itself st liberty, to depart 
free the plain -naeaitg- ®f\- a -sonstitMtional provision.®8

State .eg rgl Suttoa, 63 Mian. 147® Idt, '150, 65 K.V. 26$.'. £tSf5)i
effiraed., its to-. *»•? lie it)» §2 N.V.24 S2, 55 (1954)s .gee "-else, US «y- lill,
4ft 01 2001 :101: «. Ct, 4 71 < 1980). .~ ~....... .

It., aakes no different. ®« how. STATE ef WISCONSIN |XiieeEpo«atdd]» 

attorney general'-o-fflee, courts of even Governor office, tends, to gelled 

upon Wisconsin .Statute .Annotation .as being a lew* it-.use can. never be 

regarded as an except ion. is tHf.eMAtiht^sn .-.{re, 'auhafcanfcive liw]'
. wandafees fee ejecting clause.be appear., upon the face of every statute.

* ■■:

>-
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VjThere cso be am ether speculation #f desir*. for exception 

■fee such plain .end. unambiguous language in. tflseensin Canstitutlen 

provisions. .z* . ~ .

“The general. rule el .law is, when a statute of constitution 
is plain end unambiguous, the court is net-#aria4tt.ed to 

v. indulge 4m speculation:-'concerning its ceasing* nor whether 

■ it is the tstbodliaent ©C great wisdom. &ve©nsfcitubiei|,. 1@ 

intended te foe Framed, in,-brief .and precise language* ****
It 4s not within the province ef the court-' te;read .ian.-- 
exception in* tlMt.constitution which the-framers;.thereof- did 

not see fit to enact therein 

ftnskin -y State* 232-Pac. ;38i, 389Okie..'272 (1925#|
H&riok ■»¥«» State* 54®. P,.2d; 3#4 (19160*
■• The.- ?2 Wieconaie . Judicial system: including but! not'limited

■ - -r
«e .cisouit courts * •-appellate-/courts and Supreme Court were .knowingly 

aware te facts- and. effects that majority -of ■convicted persons or 

incarcerated..persons- war®: nut •.side of -Its .jurisdiction^. end the 

«ls~.appileailess' of JTfATE of MISCONSIK [Incorporated] |"ppf.iv*t«' statute] 
constitute® the personal injury.defense(s).by 'ohietrouch.injury ,defe«se(®)

» ,was- foisted upon-the undersigned >end -on behalf of. all. other incarcerated 

persons similarly -situated, when such- - social compact*, or officers -
of trust, or honor, to -such .compact [re, contracts] assumed-.a delegation 

of authority by--- the constitutional a I s *opp llMt ion ef such' i &tmml j 
- management policies7 '*«f,pros»iari8f. to? justify end mm of force or 

coercion ...in-, e -'rush .judgment;
In statutory ,cont tge.tr -this •{contract ©f -adhesion] the terms - 

of- the contract -are- abject:- to change at the whim • ef the legislature- 

or the -purported, judicial .-.syatab^smsoif lbia; for administering/sopervi®leg
functions of civil lews'*

'".'ft . v. --
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That, suftb statui®.ry coatract ©f edtiooten. .robs the undersigned 

of His* International laws. sn4;’aeBi£i£ttfcl*w jM.MAt£dMNU fins qucsi- 

. ■ "confer.ac tuel..-nHair * and scheme for STATS •#. WISCONSIN4® statutory 

(pri veto 1 scheae dies' -no I ■' e iti s I- egs in © t . cr tain a 1 no fei or ( » ).
-'ll-.cunnoi he - said that th#;. us# of .these defective- 

statute* .without,.-enfcatiiig ^imm eair-be. justified 4«^ to
•xftdi^a^ k§ Judge' €e#:lay,..,ol@®rl.y ■&& wits •

*A .constitution; Is net fce.,b© pad® .£*.-»aesn tiling 
at en#:-fcta«, «@d'another :/a.c aomo. subsequent time 

. ctaeuastancss m?y kme changed as .(Mfftwpo vtb ‘hnk&" e ‘different 

ruls is-fell# cnee eee® .desirable. A priMtfgj -share of. the 

, benefit-eipneted.. ferns written .constitution would be lost.
If the fftflos: esfcafeiisti were. so flexible ®» fee. boon I©

■’ '; ctaoyes.tencea or be ©edified <by public ©pinion* '**d*- [A]
.court. ©r legislature ©Mob should allow change-1st public 

sentiment to influence it Is giving It .fee • wr ifcAes^cftUbtifeu.feioe 

#- construction not. warrant by the Intention .©£ its founders, 
•.would ha'justly chargeadie^wifeh reckless disregard of .official 

oath sndf public duty® and. if lfe#C«ur«d could b«eom a •
precedent» these insferunent would be of little .avail.

... • ©*** vhafe a" court is to'do, there.fore", it to declare fell# law
at wrltfeeh."

T,H, Cooley, A:Treaties on' the -Constitutional Itaitstion-, Sth edition. 
fag# SAs. 55.

The original intent of Wisconsin £re* wlstaativ# law] Constitution 

a® discussed above.-cannot be. stretched*'.t©' cover its use as:such. 'This 

prosviaion cannot'fee regarded as antiquated., unnecessary. or of no 

importance* 'since.*;: net; seet'Kon- of--a .constitwtion should., be"considered 

sb "suporflocus.,** Butlarj^onit .:--vh |oea#r* 11.2 Nil#.Id §?§,. $70' (t979)» 

The const!tutin® was .written f©p»M tiaw'-iitf circumstances. «® ’binding, 
because it embodies •« fundaaienfeai principle which did- cot-change, ‘
with tine.

&

t/n-

.-' -
*' Si.*.

' .*

f .
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w
It is fee* b« undorstoo® In faefcoal allogatlon sons®' the district 

•ttonioy and--ootiiity dloefe offfiea(-s) m 4©»iisa*»«i sti® mtspoml®. mme» 

t\mt ih@ bad and €x«t?t©<d .full powar «v«k- all ..corporal# fctansaafci®®
«©d«r I 969«13 [a®.,,, bail bond-]* "•••'•.. - ' ■ ■ • ..-

1%@ u»d#fsig»#d va*. toed t© ballwoj $h« STATS ®f WI^^HSIN 

and gEOSJf! COUWTY [liifeorporatfed] fatlttr*r,,a*id./©r. refusal to...adhere. to 

its &m statutory and/dr elander* in I««#*
s?a# based upon .a pars©©®!- interest in bis [or.'.har] pufeioer. office-**
9# as state AafloyM^ posit ion t»|ti© :« itAutial Advantage
or personal interest contrary to Ethical Cede in- T9 ,,41(1)* -i%«45- 
and If .‘if. Four purges® of .this sub-section “GOOD. CAUSE” is -show® If 
a right undos the-constitution' and/or statutory scheme would-be ;.'»iiift«ined 

In a factual, context for expedited consideration 'on. merits!
Tli# STATE of 91W501K1H’ £ Incorporated] currently • ends in-- past have 

accepted and roe®food substantial award#* Iff to lassees# as
?«rt 1 Violent-.Off«ndart-;arrost«dv, 'Oont«n®,ad> to pri«ow> awd/or solving 

longer -poviods -of' oodftnement constituted' Ij&ee again- another -illegal 
form'«£‘sieve for 0*mighty dollar f-^-For informational purposes*
si copy of tvtrd agreement vlfelb $«-•$* Attorney. : <m;:^y»eafii*
is hereto atta&hed•;to vFetltlow, *

Tbs toBiitffitlo® are ■ th© *eompaot”/£onti?aet Ihat O)&rate-.jip0n public 

officials Asd employ ee{«) by diiU jffitUl.• oath of -offidp,;|h«t
M |.«^dp] taboo? such 9# wot to yieiefca fc&r eowsiifeutiew* of r-ddl't^d 

States ;e»-- tftseonfeifr' and as generally-cited the.-fama- fey &S-^AiT?!Ei^. af 
GQ&EECTIORST WLmvm Stataadiflk.- gt©t* ¥q-?^ 69. Hi. 'IA».
1J i,f.» 591 : (11192')’(ft* think; that ■•-thi-'cireMii, court decided reerfecgiy 
that such defectd «er«p jurisdictional and .-the decision- -or deteneltttljdofi'- 

of the tomissiesirt was -therefore void* The-* ease la. as if a© feotid
has boon given and no oath- taken).

' \\k< :

%k
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lift® usdiicigMd oan furthar vl^i ge«e(

vfcaro a H#rlly of BKOVR COUffTT ClftCOlT JudgaCs) d@«s not ttava m 

oostify $f(UUl .oath bond <m fito or;, axooutod a# Mndatad by 

eoastttution /or uudar f i§,0fC4)<o) saqutrawonta. dhurry;;|wm -v- 

of . ml Mfeeliaol. A^.Jtodto, If? $c¥eM 399
Ctf9&H"ttsa ooatt re&aaaad that.both the re^uiE®®®Bfc:'.of- filing o fcaad 
and filing It boforo thaytaka offlea aracouehadisi ©ioar* plain,
■®@!s4&t#sy Uo|iM}«« Baeaoaa .of bar notion or. failure to act* pursuant 
to dlro&tiva whists she 4# to know* sha.wa# .not oanatitut ional ly

statutorily qualiflad to sarva).
Governor* Stoll Ebylayoa(a) for HEFAETMEKT of .CTORECTIONS, [Xndeeyorated} 

and COUHTt l -olacowdwot tR y»bii§ -©f f l«« 4*‘fart
of a yattoro of "Extortion* favor It la** iuyroyor influnaao*. ynfgonai 
Mtf'Wfidiiiily ,sdlf “dealing* oonooalooeit juptamflf efc. of'Jintasae* 

eonatituto* a fraud upon the Court,
fboundarslgiied aftaat to StAf® of IWSCOESIR and *mO¥l COUimr 

[Inaorporatadl non*eaaytiaao# to adhara to yuryertad:. statutory sehoas# 

and/or @©!8®@f©i@.l standards in inifor® GoMMyalal.fGadaS;. araiMaad upon 

a personal into root in his [or bar,] public off -..gain a fiastfioial
advantage or personal.Intorast % narrating iinearearatad parsons*.® bail 
bond® on International uarkote,

ld«llti@nali.y_e In I 949*12(2) always bogins* hooevor* «t tha 

beginning with In&areoraiod. persons .haying’to.damonstrato hit [or bar] 
right to enferoa tb© Isatrdwont. loyoaod^by-'Gt-fauit .court and'ao«at£«aa 
baling to-®aUbi lab; t^ia validity with the purportad circuit; ©eert -■ ■ 
hming jurisdiction @r uhaihet. it loss and/or novas? peases® eoayatant 
authority <ta inyoa® a panalty unda* I undarsignod'SLlatfful
©laio far. raaouyaant it ganorelly raforrad.' ta 'as. Oountar-etoiai • 
asserted defensively to tnalude but,not linitad to lea® ofautberity 

sad/er judgment beingvoid.

;?

-?-*= c- v r jc, ' *.

t

: w-< i--:; ;

•;4. iJr, c ;•.•ti..-

v '■ l •1 *' ■*' r* C- ‘i .1 >j> o ’
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To ple.i9.ty the l«v»- .tte/gaMSM-la* fas -diaobefg®96
Ikai ftvtKii st»pt« applies t# Judis-isl iMtcuimf: Iso* ^£$!4aff*ntl
ptttetwBt to. § 3*60t(fe}«. Thus* edoiMed to "dAsoboy&o^liabitliy;, on 
*0 ia#ff.iKM.Qt |r#@ ball bond! Is oafocoeebla' undos Aftietra fo^oatoiii 
fcliat oaoteaet lM#voafatto* ;it# #v«a is fcha sbsenoo of r«M»n«iil|«nf
6ARe*n«UfB.r • »t My bUme discharge'' 'ycivM by AffiOlo.•

sAov .d#'f#itso(#) BI0Mi'COtSRTY . : > ■Tho wi4«filliM<lti
@w! STATE of. VISCQKflR [Inooegotltdof yoonvio!flon<f) 'will 
prowmt lh* STAff: of OfSCCHtSIfg nod PlfAlTMEIfT of GOlRECTIOfS t’iRWfbfof#] 

front bsoomlng « holder In duo ooufto f»f„ ball .bond and/or Judgpoti* 

of ootiflofioiis uodof Aftloto 3®?©2^Ct5fliy« Afthftty* !f©TffSCATXOH 

|e® b*f«3‘ e*j$stt&gto»./the dofoaso.Cs3 foe "dlsoh®*g&*::'tn Aftlolo 

3«&©1 Cb). - ' : 1 ■ ■ ■
Tf^lHiyijjgl a ITlotst. If 'llt;oo!Sffff^;to;?;psblfe;& ■■

pat toy s*§ by >fot'«tog fro#, !ayues deftest by. Dm £@$£1©? 

morality-..is 0 fill '4o.foasot;.4f ib# irsosaotion I® raadar void® ■

., JfcV.

Ari&ctd J~30S(a.)Cl)Cil)«. Sandler ■¥» ll&Mh * Judicial .■aistrlcfc-'-Caurfc.
% Sit! $tJ, Si4 p.2d IT» tiW)(Cb#oli Issue'.' for #arpo'so 'of gush!in$ 

void, illegality ■■■•', dofoilfo against Ho Idas -in dusr oeur so).-- 

The fraud in the factum of fraud fi» Iho ossonoo.,. occurred 

. by STATE-of' V1SS0IS1R CfwoarporatodJ* trustees, £o@br t .or^ldfciala.tot’s-l 
by deception ^because Wisconsin ©itito^fosidoiit® "trusted,* iboratoforo 

trustvoriby 'i'tdu ,#ffioioi/.«»yl@yoo|.. Tbs fon@un€la|io« @f'criminal 
ebligsilcm m& e«flfl§ by-.rtbispsiftnod orltfitel-ballad/‘Status Mitchell»
322 OS 65 court;. roaiarkod, ,bo»o^agf that, lilMoplity . : ■
is illegality, ai«d offieoft- :#f ,fcho I®#, should 'deem' tHeasolvos sputa! 
guardians* ""of the Iso**) •

Tbs undersigned,,d*oa hereby la "uriting" .remote,. rescind,. .renoonc4na, 
and cancel any aad all aflesil m :mmm& .power of «iiyr^*irlds:t bn©wit 
®f iisi&nowa o@ntfs.oi of" adbosiofi* .or .bajll -b^id®..-^d: of ... •
oonvlotioa CU«n| ublob ^nyosad. deoeytl\pefy -St4 aitboiit SBy.,&aoful
sutbofity^ .

:»• -
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the undortignad i«lti and rescind any and all bond©*/warrant®*

. Meurtlinit hypothecations and related instrument, previously is#u$4 

m bait -bond, restitution,. forfeiture or judgment of convictions [’lien] 

under theguise of consent In 'this instant flt»tte.r/afition(a) cudac 

U*C«C. 3t<64(l)(ttnouneiRg rights against its# party .by- a signed- wrflint)* 

Uisoonain l9gt#l«lur# exceed: it# purported authority by. requiring 

eiienit -court# to'-exercise: "the judkiti ■ power of the tbiited Slaves*
W*S* Constitution '.Article. Ill |.i, An a Banner repugnant to the tax* 

structure and traditions of -Article III. •<- ■ .• -T.! V . ■ j
there's lawful presumption drawn for the oireu.it-courts. public 

records terpreaent evidence .or foot, to establish, proof of hts |or hot] 
tribunal authority fey legislature.eiiaqifiieot in | ?3hT1, before a 

penalty for the;'ce«»! sslon of %. c.rlne ittf^be Imposed• only:. after.;. fhfj: 
after ti@§. been duly convicted in- g eeytt of competent jurisdiction.

Centrally speaking* the operation of any and alt inferior spurts 

must be within the fr^oe-works of the requirement and U«tM|i(Ni: of the 

constitution. Although the Supreme Court need not face extent to 

constitutional quesfeien(s) at the out-Set; Supreme'‘Court,cannot 'decide 

a action contrary-to the constitution. Restatement (second) Conflict of 
taw | 43(a)(?«at draft no. 38 ieS6)g Jackson Full Faith-and ^Credit* •
The lawyer's Clause of the Constitution, 45;Limitation of State*# Choice 

#f. lew* 44 Iowa.'L. rev. 449 (195#)(The impart '- of constitution 

. concepts such **» due process and full faith and. credit* upon the lew 

to bt applied is.-not clear,. It does seems,' however, that the- dark 

fringes of "the pr©b%s>#, Hesitation eay -ho' fo)pd.::: A: State -
does not have-Unfettered freedom In conflict of law oases* atrseme .

' - ' ' i "“ ' . ’ * . ' • - 4*

point the federal'constitution -steps, in ami imposes; ©attain limitations).
In Short, Wisconsin Judicial; lystfrajdOef ; not ^psr|^rtifO:,:hfiwe #all; ? %

■ the powers attached to” the position of m Article Iff judge5. WfeflOtfal*
. 1,5$ WS at- page 601, 16 S#Ct. 111. .-'Accordingly,- Wisconsin jndfclal ' 

judge's participation. contravene the statutory limitation in &90I9.73 
set-forth by legislators for composition of competent, court to impose

Dillingham; 174 IIS 135, 15*; if SfCt. 620'(1899) 
("This court considered whether that decree was. or was not erroneous 

. in other respects, order the decree of the circuit court of appeal® to 

he get aside mid quitted* and th# cast remanded to-that-court to. he 

hoard and determined according .to law by a bench, of competent .Judges")*

- •■

-. c -, i

5 a penalty. Moran -v-

5?
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s..ct* 2oi4 (tm),Similarly* Ip Wlwae av« Wgjding® ,.4t* ?|S 

a ®s*e oow«fotf>|,; atft^ortty of; Jij4g«yr^. sourl Iffifwd
the Sixth Circuit's "ta reverse the 4-lf^l©*judgmebi
because the magietfate : j«dge.,.ba4 «^i«du<|t.g4f residentiary hfatinj;^ a 

habeas eorpufL ceae®... end- p^plI^R uf; Ihftv ^g|<t$£*te then In­
effect di<d »«t allow that.'--The' ©©art reached Ita :4ftneiu«l4)i'.i(f^iovl

. i'S >; : ■ if»? ii *■ '.■ ' > ■ ■ —ft tr ft., ■ . .. s 3 :'.' I . ; :. i ■ ff't ’ '.
considering whether the dclatrftnt «?§*« harmed.

■ . - K ' £ B • W. 0 PR ' . . - - , ! f ■ ■ . . i
In Essence® th® U..Sj SUf^mm Court .have igreed.'t© correct* at least 

on direst review® -'violation of statutory ppisrlfte.o that "embodies' 
a strong policy,concerning the. proper, adiitnistratioh-Of', 
business" even though the defer-1 was not raised in a timely manner.
{Hidden C® ®v» fftanok. 370 Ilf? at .ueae 536. 8£ S*€t* 1439

[~5i-mtV-"1- 7-*j "■ . ‘-- V-ill.- ■ as: -,.

Cpiyira.llty @piMofi)i .see.-, also; 3*311 la® .Cramp & Sons - ^..En&iue By tiding C@
x^s-fcgut/rs^-y ^ fnrf-alne c-.\,. 2'fg US &&% -33 'S.CtY= 4

In American Cfenatr.,, Co -y«* Jacksonville, T ft 3C»V«tc Co® A48;OS 372 

13 s,Ct. '758. (1893)', the ease. Jiiftisf .Harlan, sited for this .proposition 
In flliddan, a Judgment of the circuit- court, of appeals wf$. .
beoan.se one "member Of -that oouft^had been .prohibited','by., statute :fr©m 

taking part Ip. *he_ beafiag. 4$f dec.lsfbot ofr.-.t^'. ap$!ta|,«.. Sffffcf. Cs>urt i 
auccfq&tiy dbftfyad* "If the statute _/s*ade,M*;'ineiOfpsit'e'nt to jif .at 

the hearing* the dycre® in yhieh he -took part was 'unlawfult and perhaps 

absolutely- void® and should certainly. be seteaft.de or qua shed by any 

court haying authority to review it by appeal9 error or" cfftorarl,"
Id at page 387® 13 S.C't. 73§* '

the U.S-, Supreme Court teaches that whan a federal judge or tribunal

»w«*

perform an Act of consequence that. Congress 'has not authorised® 

reversal on appeal may be appropriate even If the defendant hasCj.-yelved 

the •, Issue, or otherwise consented* even if the judge, acted Reasonable.. 
m the .merits m4 even if nhe. defendant- ..cannot ahoy .prejudice or harm*. 
Kiverg «y« Til tool a, 556 - t?S ■ 148, s |61r,179;: |. Ct^. I44f
aa-a.’catagory...of oases "lh whi^h fadftral jydgQff or tribpsgV,i^;ked • ., .'.-,-; 
statutory authority to adju^loate .the eon trover sv")£ see llAuren'.
539 US W, 123 S.Ct* 1130'.^3<?.03) (Th.e#i Court® §. rev ley rigi'tding
whether .tba ..judgment .was invalid beesus;y of iM ©o©p§*itifo o;f., |h@ panel* 

539 os at page. 73* the- f^$ that "th* dyfeot ;y%§ n®t;:raised. .in ;*ytimely ' 
matter" did. nojt stop, the ooyrt frop the statutory,question embodies 

a strong policy ooneeenlng proper administration of jydi^l-al.^business"
Id at n)a . . ... •'

5S
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O
But to Ignore the violation to the designation In policy 

concerning the proper administration of judicial business in f 939., 73 

and U.S, Constitution -prohibitions in the undersigned as veil as 

other incarcerated persons criminal proceedings would incorrectly -suggest 
that soma action [or inaction] on the undersigneds part coaid 

create, authority. U«S. Congress .has <gglt.e. ©arfully withhold*,. .
Ivon if the parties had expressly stipulated to the participation 

of judge, no matter how distinguished and wolf qualified the judge 

might be,.9M£h.■« stipulation will hot CURB the palIn,defect in;the 

composition of-Judicial authority. Ull-llsj#Ct-gmp '& geos, 27t l?S at 
page 630, 33 S„Ct.,. 17.2» '

.The court observed only that courts''constSauted "In violation 

of the express prohibition-of [#] «$#£«£<&" lack the authority to'-act. 
VillUam Cramn. Jettons, • 2?B l|S„ at page 650, 3.1 _S.,C|*. lit* (emphasis 
supplied). The circuit court In this waiter/actlon does runs afoul 
of § 939.73 comprehensive and''inflexible', statutory prohibitions.'
. The undersigned* lawful defense(s) cover a wide range, ft. one end 

are common-law defense(g) concerning with fairness in the very beginning 
of purported criminal proceedings .when':-it was formed tinder a fraud 

and aiisr@prasentati.on. hf -v-< Hudson,^-.goodwto. II 05.32* 3 L.JSd. 739, 
1312 o.s. Lexis 365, 7 Crunch 32 ("Although .this' question i*. .brought 
up now for the- first time to be decided by .this'court, ve consider 
it as having' been, tong since, settle in public opinion. .The eourhe of 
reasoning which leads to this conclusion is simple, obvious, and admits 

of but little. ! I lustra?-ton.- - Tart a in. Implied power.# must1 necess_ar,|.ly , 
result to our courts of justice from the nature of their institution.
But jurisdiction of crimes- against '.the - State, is- not.,among those powers").

The common-law ogfnf©n,^i'tfd above in Banks ?eo.%©M®Et-Jo context
of this Petition clearly indicated. "An error is obvious'when it. flies

■ • ' '' ' '■? - ■ ■

in the face of either binding precedent or 8the explicit -iangauge 

of a statute or rule.®" US -v- Chau, 4*26 F.-3d 131* (2005), "Bo sanctionm*ie^e*n- - ••'«* - - ?■ t.
can be imposed absent proof of.jurisdiction." Stanard-.-v- Olsson.
74 S.Gt. 736.

• 'fri

, *

r•: •
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The binding prifttdfnW aiW the explicit ftslwtftty
scheme end constitution. prohibits cannot be disp'utfcd fee: here] -by the 

district attorney ©r altomy general • office otherwise' it Would * 
further demonstrate .the reaches for public officiate to cowit a fraud 

and treason. State •¥« iffnbson. " 31% Ul.s.2d IIS'®'(i3£»fnfeon>taw privilege 

to resist an unlawful arrest).
More important!ye without mistah*ng constitutional :claims, Wisconsin 

statutory scheme to create a judicial courtly stew contrary to; IT* S.

V 7i

Constitution have been 'reviewed* The approach lo .-consitt*T*tioa*1 ..analysis 

was rejected- by no less ah attbor! fey than Chief Justice John Marshall* 

for unanimous Supreme Court, in flyrybury • * Madison, 5^US
0©ranch)'IS?, i b.Ed. fid '(1203). Although the cane Is"obviously 

most revere for its forceful articulation to the judicial, review powerf 
the underlying /ijuesfeion- that precpl tated that declaration- of- principle
was jurisdictional j which the Judiciary. Act of 1789 could confer upon 

the Supreme Court a form of jurisdiction not Included in.-the 

constitutional' Jurisdictional grant*, Hagyburv. 5 MS at 71-74.
The Supreme, Court, of; course* said Mot td at ISO.

i t\ri -t : JTi f ■ 1 “V'4 void judgment neither binds’ ©or' bars' anyone.. All' acts perform
under it, and. all" claims flowing out of it, are absolutely void.
The parties £re,_ stats of WTSCOtfS?!!*. ?Tf^©rgorated Jjattempting tb. enforce 
It are '’T1ESFASSCH,'’ fflah -v- Southwestern Co. S?®'1 ?.2d-662,
1974 flkU, 35 (nila 3/19/74) j and. avoid' judgment1 ©abbot constitute 

res- judicata• - { i:- _.. '. . . . : ..... . . . 1 . . . j ; •
Ben lal of previous motions l» vacate' a void judgment cb.uld^-not 

validate the judgment or bo considered a® res.judicata* for the reason 

that the lack of judicial power-inheres in.-every stage of ...the proceedings 

in which the judgment was rendered, Bruce -v° -Ml liar a - 34® Fa7d 508,
1.940 Oils. 749 (Oila. 12/27/60). ' ~ * '

> f

X • ; , J

*

-
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The tfarybury aet-ion strongly convey the part lea tar phraseology _y
of the Constitution of the Halted Starters- confirms and strengthens 

the principle supposed to bo essential to all ye It ton ^liuiiton, 

that a las repugnant to the constitution is Void, that courts, as well 
as other department of government are bound- by the Instrument *

cpwct.wsion
The undersigned Is never, ever to be injury and/or damage 

% a corporate court only having power over corporate entitles, 

it was and is -the duty of State'*'#, .trustees to “protect*' % 

the Beneficiary of the public trust, which duty the purported 

de facto judicial courts elected to violate.. Itiwas discussed 

in full detail® because the STATf of fIncorporated!
public off Heals and/or employees* contiiraacious .-behaylor • * 

acknowledges that he [or, she] were above the substantive..law 
[re, constitution] and would not ne sanction for his for her] 

misconduct in public office and/or'other crimes contary to 

statutory, -fprivate] scheme.
Thus, the appellate court demonstrated by declining to grant review 

of appeal, where- the undersigned sought belief had s, acted promptly , 
and face, a,.grave-hard-ship or Irreparable harm such a# false Imprisonment 
which there are no other.adequate remedy a® law other than section 

9, Article l6 Wisconsin Corisillation con. fusion a remedy/release.

WHFFFFQB.f, the undersigned respectfully request the Court 
to grant review of Petition, and to order and vacate ,.the 
judgment of conviction and sentence and to hnor the formal 
discharge for release from unlawful .obligations and to' order 

the immediate release of person unlawfully detained/ Any and 

all other equity relief the Court may deem fair and' just.*
Executed on ' this ’ 23rd day pf November ?OfO(solar)

\Submitted by signed writing hytv v \ V A ^& e.-x.
C v Teyf R|.Iaa.b al Cheshlyah (Khan) 

without prejudice 
p c Boa 3*1 

Waupun,’ i?T 53963
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