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- QUESTION(S) TO BE PRESENIED

A.) The Fetitioner presents the imuiry unto the U.S.Ct, vhether the refusal of the legal rep~
resentative (sic) of the Petitioner durirng arraigment, motions to supress eviderce, discovery, trail,
sentercing, & all related post-trial court remedies to appraise the Petitioner of said counsels (sic)
conflict of interest in being an agent of the government, (&) the judge(s) presiding over said criminal court
proceedings refusal to admomish the Petitioner of said, & either (a) dbtain a vaiver of the Petitioner for
said conflict of interest or (b) allowing a release from the caurt & the government to sever the conflict -
of interest by said legal representative (sic) of the Petitioner constituted, denyal of access to the courts,
denyaloffa:r&adlqntedemsoflav,dmyalofeqal;mt&nmoftt'e]ahs denyal of an impartial
adjudication, violated the Retitiorers right to canflict free legal representation, violated the Petitioners
right to be free from cruel & uusual punishment as a result of the unlawful criminal cowiction & senterce
vhere the Petitioner was illegally detained within the IDOC for approximately a twenty six (26) year period
of time, (&) where the miscondet of the judge(s) & officers of the caurts gave rise to a criminal conspiracy
blatantly violating the Petitioners 1st, 4th, Sth, 6th 8th, Sth & 14th amendrent Rights uder the U.S. Gonsti-
tution warrenting a verdict woiding & nullifying the Petitioners criminal corwiction § senterce, (&) also just-
ifyirg the Petitioners immediate discharge from the custody of the IDOC.

i

LIST.F ALL PARTTES

B.)'Ikecaptimpageofd‘xispetitimdosmtimhﬂeayutbartis, as the Petitioners state habeas
corpus petition hes been transfered from judge to judge as a floater case, & the Fetitiarer is currently -
asre of any perminent judge presiding over the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition, nevertheless, the
Petitioner has listed cook canty circuit court judge Arthur F. Hill in said judees official & individuml
capacity which encompassess all judges sitting in said judges stead or superseding said judge for the purposes
of service & jurisdiction pertaining to this matter in controversy.
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IN THE SUPRRME QOURT OF THE UNTTED STATES

Petition for Writ of Certiorari, Petitioner, MR.FABIAN SANTIAQ, Pro-Se, Respectfully request that
a Weit of Certiorari issue to review the judgrents below.

OPINIONS BELOW

Cases from the federal court(s): v

This cause of action pertains to a state mandamus petition filed before the 11.S.Ct, involving
a perdirg state habeas corpis petition, There were mo federal caurts that presided & reviewed the issues
of contention in this cause of action. The Petitioner has sought a Writ of Certiorari directly to the
U.S.Ct. from the denyal of the T1.S.Cts verdict to review/allow the Fetitioners state mandanus petition.

Cases from the state court(s):

This cause of action pertains to a state mandams petition which was filed before the 11.S.&x
upon the date of: July 16th, 2019, Pleasdisee appendix (G), & in vhich the I1.S.Ct denied review of the
matter ypon the date of: Sept. 24th, 2019, Please see appandix-(A).

JURISDICTICN

Cases from the state court(s):

The Petitioners cause of action pertains to a state mandamus petition, which was filed before the
IL.S.Ct upmn the date of: July 16th, 2019, Please see appendix (G), & in vhich the I1.S.Ct denied review of
the matter upon the date of: Sept. 24th, 2019. Please see apperdix (A). No motion for reconsideration vas
filed as there was no opinion or basis outlinirg the rational for the T1.S.Cts refusal to review the matter.
No verdict adjudicating & finalizing the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition before the cook canty
Circuit court has been rendered.

Cases from the federal courtfs):

This cause of action pertains to a state mandamus petition, in which a Writ of Certiorari is beirg

sagmdlrectlytod'eUSCt,mfederalmtsmvep:sldadcrmtieredatxyvmhctsmhIgsmdhthm
The jurisdiction of this cout is invoked under: 28 USC § 1257 (a)
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QONSTTIUTIONAL & STATUICRY PROVISIONS

1.) During the approximate time period of : Jan. 20th, 1993, the Petitioner ves anly four (4) days
into turming sixteen (16) years old, where a renownly corrupt detective Frmest Halvorsen appeared @ the Pet-
- itioners residence without probeble cause or warrent for the Petitiorers arrest, yet nevertheless forcefully
& against the Petitioners protest placed the Petitioner under arrest. The Plaintiff was a juvenile & detained
@ a juenile detention center, yet charged as an adult. During arraigmment the Petitioner was appointed a
public defender (sic) from the cook county public defenders office (sic), yet the Petitioners relatives ultim-
ately secured the Petitioner a private practice criminal defense (sic) attomey identified as Me.Ed Duke MNiel
(now deceased), whom providad the Petitioner legal representation (sic) for the purposes of discovery, motions
to supress, trial & sentercing. The Petitioners criminal court proceedings for the purposes of discovery, motions
to supress, trial & sentercing consisted of criminal defense (sic) attormey Mc.Ed Dike McNiel, assistant states
attorrey Mc.Frank Marek, & judge Michael P. Toomin.

2.) During the approximate time period of: May 18th, 19%, the Petitioner was foud guilty in absenia
of first degree murder, attempt first degree muder, & aggravated battery with a fiream. During the approximate
time period of: Ag. 17th, 19%, the Petitioner vas sentenced to sixty (60) years for first degree murder,
thirty (30) years for attampted first degree muder, & thirty (30) years for aggravated batterty with a fiream.
During the approximate time period of: Sept. 26thy 19%, the Retitiorer was also found guilty of violation of
bord & senterced to an'additional ten (10) years. The two (2) tenms of thirty (30) years for first degree attemted
mxrder&aggravatedbattertymﬂqafmeannmretoberammrmtm&mam&\er,yetcaxsemtlvetot}'e

sixty (60) years for first degree muder, & the ten (10) years-for violation of bord were also to be ran consec-
utive to said sentences for a total of a one hundred (100) term of incarceration of the Petitioner to the IDOC..
The Retitiorer vas under indictnent & superseding irdictnents identified as: 93-GR-073680L, (&) H~-CR-162190L.

3.) On direct appeal, the petitioner was afforded legal representation (sic) by court appointed counsel
(sic) Me.Gordon H. Berry, & the Petitioners caviction & senterce were affinmed; People Vs. Santiago, No: 1-96-3%00,
unpublished rule 23 order. The Fetitioners petition for leave to the 11.S.Ct to appesk/was denied during the app-
oximate time period of: Feb. 3rd, 1999, People Vs. Santiago, 182 I11.2d 57 (19%9). The Retitioner | file aspro-
- se post~cowiction petition, which was sumerily dismissed as untimly by judge Michael P. Toamin during the app-
oximate time period of: Qct. 14th, 1999. (n appeal to the summary dismissl of the Petitioners pro-se post-conwic-
tion petition, the court appointed Mr.Janes Geis to provide the Petitiorer with legal representation (sic), & the
denyal of the postrconviction petition was affirmed during the approximate period of time of: Juwe 22nd, 2001.
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4.) The Petitioner sought leswe to the I1.S.Ct to file a late appeal, vhich was denied 8uring the
approximate time period of: May 23cd, 2003, Thereafter, the Petitioner sought federal habeas corpus relief
(sic), vhich was initially filed by private practice criminal defense (sic) attormey Me.Richard M. Bauke,

& in which court. appointed caxsel (sic) Me.James A Githam superseded in providing the Fetitioner with legal
representation (sic). The Petitiomers federal habeas corpus petition was ultimately denied by the USDG-NDIL,
& appealed unto the 7th Cir. Gourt of Appeals, which affivmed the denyal of the USDGNDIL. The Petitioner went
o to secure the legal representation (sic) of private practice criminal defense attomey (sic) Mc.Jdm T.
Mocan, Jr., whom filed the petitioners second (2nd) post-cowittion, & pursued the litigation before the cook
carty circuit court, first ¢lst) district court of appeads, & the T1.S.Ct which all denied the relief (sic)
beirg sought by the Petitioner (&) the Petitioner sought a writ of certiorari before the U.S.Ct which deried
certiorari during the approximate period of time of: Dec. 4th, 2017.

5.) The petitiorer currently has a third (3nd) successive post-carwiction petition (&) a state habeas
corpos petition pending before the cook county circuit court, in which the caurt has appointed the cook county
public deferders (sic) office to provide the Petitioner with legal reppesentation. The Petitioners state habeas
corpus petition was formally filed before the cook county circuit court during the approximate time period of:
Dec. 13th, 2018, & the Petitioner had clearly empasized the fact that, since the comencament of the Petitioners
crimmial court proceeding @ arraigmment vhen the Petitioner was only sixteen (16) years of age, until the pre-
sent time/date, in vhich the Petitioner is now a faurty two (42) year old men, ro criminal defense (sic) attomey
either in private practice or appointed by the caurt(s) upon the state or federal level of litigation has ever
disclosad & rotified the petitioner that such attormeys providing the Petitiorer with legal representation (sic)
was an officer of the court & THEREBY AN AGEN T OF THE GOVERNVENT WITH A (LFAR & IMEDIATE QOWFLICT OF INIEREST
IN PROVIDING THE PETTTIONER WITH LEGAL REPRESENTATION (SIT).

6.) No judge presiding over the Petitioners criminal court proceedings upon the state or federal
level of litigation ever adronished & rotified the Petitioner that the private practice criminal defense (sic)
attorney or court appointed criminal defense (sic) attormey entering in an appearance upon the Petitioners
behalf & providing the Fetitioner with legal representation (sic), was an officer of the court & THEREBY AN
AGENT OF THE GOVERNVENT WITH A (LEAR & TMMEDIATE QONFLICT OF INIEREST IN PROVIDING THE PEITTIONFR WITH 1FGAL
REPRESENTATION. For all intents & purposes, the Fetitioners criminal court propeedings from the commencament
@ arraigrment, until this very present time/date consisti.of rothirg more than a nefariaus engagement, collusion,
felonious activity, fraud & a criminal conspiracy by the very judge(s) & officers of the caurt(s) that have
been divectly irvolved in the trenspirings that have resulted in the Fetitioners prosecution, conviction & senterce.
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CRIMINAL. QONSPIRACY & FRAUDULENT 1HGAL REPRESENIATION PERPEIRATED BY RETAINED/ARFOINIED QUUNSEL & THE JUDICIARY

7.) Tre initial obligation of the court is to inquire into a potential conflict of interest.
Quintero Vs. U.S., 33 F.3d 1133 (9th Cir. 199%). & in this particular instarce, the court & the officers
thereof, not anly refused to disclose the egregious conflict of interest that the Petitioners retained or
cont appointed counsel (sic) had in being an ggnt of the govarmment (the very goverrment criminally prosec-
Uting the Petitiorer), hut deliberately & krowingly concealed suwch critical facts fram the Petitioner in
order to illegally & unconstitutionally prosecute & obtain an unlawful criminal cowiction & term of in-
carceration against the Petitioner - which has resulted in approximately twenty six (26) years of the Pet-
itiorers life contending the charges of munder, etc., in question. The judge(s) & officers of the court
personally involved in the Petitioners criminal court procesdings were fully appraised of the fact that
an officer-of the caurt has an irherent  duty & dbligation unto the court & government which supersedes
any fudiciary duty wnto a client. U.S. Vs. Frarks, 53 F.2d 128, 129 (1931).

8.) A criminal deferdant is entitled to caxsel wose undivided loyalty lies with the client.
Spreiter Vs. Peters, 114 F.3d 1435 (7th Gir. 1997). Tn spite of the judee(s) & officers of the caurt beirg
fully aware of the petitioners right as a matter of well established law being entitled to legal represen-
tation (&) legalrepresentation without a conflict of interest, let alore a spy & inposter furctionirg as a
criminal defense (sic) attomey upon the Petitioners behalf, while @ all times infiltrating the Petitioners
defense ypon the part of the govermment - the caurt(s) & the officers thereof, methodically engaged in a
cordorted effort to illegally prosecute & unconstitutionally obtain a criminal conviction & tem of incarcer-
ation against the Petitioner. Gounsel must decline representation due to the conflict of interest of being
an ggent of the goverment that the court & the government is fully aware of & will not issue a release for
said conflict. U.S. Vs, Tweel, 550 F.2d 297, 299-30. ‘

9.) Ay state or federal caurt (on any level of litigation) allowing the accused to proceed with
retaired or appointing the accused counsel, hes perpetrated an outright & calculating frad & criminal con-
spiracy against the accused, kowing full well & beirg appraised of the fact that, attormeys @ lawiaze weg-
uivocally officers of the court (see: infra, page 3, 7 C.J.S., Page 707 case law. Judges, prosecutors, pri-
mmm,&mmmmatm@m.MMmmw&erWﬁWI
Constitution of the States of the Union (republic) (see: CGonstitution for the U.S. ofiArerica, Article IV,
Section 4). Therefare, i§ attormeys are CEFIGERS OF THE QOUKIS, then they are in fact, GVERWVENT AGRNTS. This
fact is pointed oub by Heney J. Friendly, in the University of Pensyvania Law Review, vol. 123, 1267, Page 1288,
which in part provides:
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"ﬂeappearaneofcamelfor&emtmmmhlelyw]ﬁadﬁegwemmmpmddeaeor@
least to cause the govermments representative to act like one. Quite obviously, the alleged 'Mefense Gaunsel"!
is a goverment agent sittirg @ the "'Defense Table!) mot ﬂnea:o.sedguaranteedbytkes:.x& (6th) Arerdment
effective assistarce of counsel, orguaranteedbyﬂ‘esncﬂx(&h) Aterdrent "QONFLICT' FREE REPRESENTATION.

10.) The attomey must inform the accused of the limitations & conflict regarding his or her (rep-
resentation or assistance) (see: RFC, rule 1.2(e); REC, rule 1.8(f) & FR-4; REC, 1.7(a) & (b), Fthicks nule
4,5,, 7, & 10). If an attorney is mot allowad to disclose the canflict, he or she can rot rightfully (mocal
or lawfully) ask the accused to agree to his or her representation, (REC, mule 1, 7, FR-5), & mist also have
a release from the court & government allowing him or her to carpromise the government case. Fucther, given
the conflict by being an officer of the caurt & a govermment agent, wich THE QOURT IS WELL AWARE OF, it is
the QOURTS DULY TO: INFURM THE AQQUSED OF SUH A QINFLICT & inquire if the accused, having now been infonmed,
vohintarily agrees to waive the conflict.

11.) The above listed trenspirings autlined & stipulated to in paragraphs one (1) through ten (10)
of this instant Petition & incorporated herein demnstrate that in the twenty six (26) years that the Retitioner
has been conterding the criminal charges in question, the Petitioner has never been afforded legal & proper
access to the courts - as a government agent functioning as a spy & inposter (&) fraxdulently posing as a
legal representative of the Retitioner, while @ all times beholden unto the court & the very govermment
criminally prosecuting the petitioner can never legally & actually provide the Petitioner with true legal
representation, so unequivecally, the Petitioner in approximately a twenty six (26) year period of time has
rever been allocated the most basic, madain & well established rights (sic) of the Petitioner to acess to
the courts, fair & adiquite de process of law, equal protection of the laws, an inpartialiadjudication,
conflict free legal representation - as suwch calaulating & methodical impropriety by the court(s) & the
officers thereof, rot only give rise to autrageaus violations of the Petitioners well established rights (sic)
ererboﬂmstate&federallaw but actually entail:sadistic criminal misconduct, &ab]atantcrummlcon—
spiracy br-the court(s) & the officers thereof.

12.) The Petitioners state habeas corpus petition filed before the cook comnty cirouit court during
the aproximate period of time of: Dec. 13th, 2018, unquestionably demonstrated swch factors, & the Petitioners
criminal prosecution, cawiction & senterce are a product of criminal impropriety by the very judge(s) & officers
of the court(s), therefore, the Petitioners criminal conviction & temm of ircarceration can rot stand, are null-
ified & woid, illegal & unconstitutional, (&) simply can not be enforced - mandating the Petitioners criminal
conviction & sentencing being vacated & an order fram the court directing the Petitioners immediate discharge
from the custody of the IDOC.
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THE PEITTTICNER HAS NO OTHER REMFEDIES (@ LAW AVAILABLE

13.) The Petitioners state habeas corpus petition was filed before the cook caunty circuit court
during the approximate period of time of: Dec. 13th, 2018. The Petitioner moved before the cirauit court
with a motion requesting a verdict instanter, which was filed before the cirauit court during the approximate
time period of: March 29th, 2019, yet no action was taken by the cirauit court. The Petitioner moved before
the cirauit court with a motion for summary judgment, which was filed before the cirauit court during the
approximate time period of: April 11th, 2019, yet ance again absolutely ro action was taken by the circuit
caurt. The Betitioner moved before the circuit court with a notification for submission of a mardamus petition
wnto the I1.S.Ct, which was filed before the circuit court during the approximate time period of: e 4th,
19, & e ggain absolutely no action was taken by the cirauit court to finally adjudicate the Fetitioners
cause of action. The Petitiorer ultimate before the IL.S.Ct with a fonmal mandamus petition & a supple-
mental petition, which were filed before the 11.S.Ct during the approximate time period of: Juky 16th, 2019,
(&) Ag. 15th, 2019, respectively, & entitlad as: Santiago Vs. Hill, Case No: M.D.014355.

14.) It vas rot until approximately an eight (8) month period of time since the initial filing of
the Retitioners state habeas corpus petition that the cook caunty circuit court finally took same action to
rerder any verdict with respect to the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition, in which the circuit court
vent from taking absolutely ro action to adjudicate the Petitioners state habeas carpus petition to appoint-
irg the Petitioner the cook county public defenders office to provide the Fetitioner with legal representation
(sic) pertainirg to the Petitioners successive (3nd) post-conviction petition (&) the Petitioners state habeasd
corpus petition. The very coux & heart of the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition involved the very judge(s)
& officers of the court engaging in a nefarious union & criminal conspiracy in order to secure a criminal con-
viction & term of imprisomment against the Petitioner & all criminal defense (sic) attomeys making an appearance
upon the Petitioners behalf without first & foremost disclosing the immadiate & egregious conflict of interest
that said attomeys had in undertaking legal vepresentation (sic) of the Petitioner, yet the circuit court saw
it fitting to nevertheless appoint the Petitioner caunsel (sic) from a government agent to once again contirue
mperpetmmsmdmmmlmgmyaganstﬂekuum&ﬁm&er;rohg&efeutmersm@lucar:-
caration within the IDOC.

15.) T Petitioner atterpting to discharge the appointment of caunsel is an oversimplification of
the controversies before the U.S.Ct., as the Petitioner has been kept in the dark concerning the Petitioners
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very own case in chief. The Petitioner was never made aware of ary status hearings before the circuit cauct,
vhether there were any verdicts rendered by the court, what iF any contentions were being made before the
cirauit court by the govermment or of even wham in the Hell the Petitioners case: was being transfered to &
the current judge assigned unto the Petitioners state habeas corpus pitition. 'Repetltmner only finally
leamed of such basie & mudain information via the cook comnty public deferders office, so the Petitioner
is eing forced to except fradulent legal representation from an agent of the govermment simply to learn
basic transpirings pertainirg to the Petitioners very own case in chief or the Petitioner is campletely dis-
regardad & havirg his (Retitioners) Pro-Se rights (sic) tramled upon & having no kowledee as to what the
fuck is going an with the Petitioners own case, -

16.) Tre Petitioner has already lost an ircredible twenty six (26) years of the Petitioners life
contending said criminal conviction due to the reprehensible & criminal misconduct of the very judge(s) &
officers of the caurt(s) that have engaged in a criminal conspiracy to unlawfully prosecute & secire a criminal
conviction & temm of incarceration against the Petitiorer, (&) tt'ecim.litca_xrtpersist{toagagein&me
very felonious inproprities by appojnting the Petitioner legal representation (sic) from the cook county pub-
Lic deferders office (sic), vhich are nonetheless govermment agents with a conflict of interest - in vhich,
reither said attormeys (public deferders (sic) office) or the circuit court has motified & sought a walees:
from the Petitioner pertainirg to said conflict (or) in which said appointed legal representative (sic) has
moved befare the circuit court meking a special appearance & plea: IN PROPRIA PRRINA, & MAKING A PLEA OF:

I PLFA IN BAR QORAM NON JUDICE, in order to sever the conflict of interest in question. The act of attrition
by the cirauit court in the handling of the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition has utterly polluted

& tained said court proceedings & the Petitioner simply can ot be afforded an impartial adjutication (&)
considering the ircontervertable facts that the Fetitioner has demonstrated, the Petitioner is entitled

to a verdict fomelly vacating the Petitioners criminal conviction & senterce, & the Petitioners immdiate
discharge fram the custody of the IDOC.

17.) The actions of the circuit cort in the atrocious mishandling of the Petitioners state habeas
corpus petition (&) the continuous criminal impropciety by the circuit court were all brought before the
11.S.Ct for consideration & adjudication - which were contained within the Petitioners mandans & supplemental
petition & accorpaning exhibits, yet nevertheless, the I1.S.Ct denied the Retitioners leave to propeed with
a mendamns & supplerental petition stipulating swch herrendaus ahuses by the cirauit caurt, vhere the TIS.Ct
adverse verdict vwas entered in against the Petitiorer upon the date of: Sept. Zth, 2019, Bridently the TL.S.Ct
considers it exceptable for the judee(s) & officers of the caurt to engage in a massive frad & criminal con-
spiracy to obtain a criminal cawiction against an indigent irdividual, just as lorg as private citizens (sic)
whom doant erployeed by the goverrment dont engage in such criminal miscondict. Unquestiorably qualified & ab-
gaME@i“““f“:y"’a‘s“’"—"’E’rmentt:oa‘n:;cxrpassgcs,ez:mentoffic:ia]sbeirga"wielcledfraneven(:zn::nyi.ngo.n:c.r:imimla]:me.
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18.) The petitiorers state habeas corpus proceedings are athorred, a rose & a fraud, where the
ciraiit court contines to ergage in the very criminal miscondct contained & outlined within the Petitioners
state habeas carpus petition. Appointing the Petitioner a legal representative (sic) that is truly nothirg more
than a government opperative infiltrating the Petitioners cause of action & beholden unto the court & the gov-
ervment., Trese transpirings also entail years of further delays in the Petitior! state habess corpus procead-
irgs, as the Petitioner is forced & coerced into excepting fradulent legal representation (sic) fram a gov-
ermment agent simply to be appraised of besic functions transpiring before the circuit court or the Retitioner
is forcibly left in the dark & carpletely disregarded by the circuit caurt to-partake in such court procesdings
& be rotified of any action being taken by the circuit court in the handling of sch a litigation. Not arly
has the Retitioner been deprived of access to the courts, fair & adiquite due process of law, equal protection
of the laws & an impartial adjudication corceming the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition, but the Pet-
itioner has a seperate litigation pending before the first district court of appeals pertaining to a senterce:
reduction in which the Petitiorer is entitled to due to the Petitioner being a juverile @ the time of arvest
& interviening changes in the law.

19.) Tre first district court of appeals has rejected the Petitioners motion & dbjection to execute
said court procesdings Pro-Se via self-representation (&) has forced the Petitioner into being coerced to except
fruadilent legal representation (sic) via the appellate defenders (sic) office, a govermment agent with a clear
conflict of interest. Thesetranspirings before the first district court of appeals have not only blatantly vio-
lated the Petitioners well established rights (sic) to self-representation, forced the Petitioner into excepting
fraxulent legal representation (sic) via a goverment agent, but has resulted in year(s) of delays in the fin-
al adjudication of the Petitioners reduction in sentence - which would effectively warrent the Retitioners imm-
ediate discharge from the custody of the IDOC considering the unbelievable amount of time that the Retitioner
has forever lost incarcerated. The Petitioner has also filed a mandamus petition unto the 11.S.Ct, entitled:
Santiago Vs. Smith, et. al; Case No: M.D.014335, which was denied for review by the I1.S.Ct also upon the date
of: Sept. 24th, 2019, so the first district court of appeals is also engaged in the very same criminal miscon-
dxct outlined & contained within the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition.

20.) The circuit & appellate courts are fully engaged in executing a criminal conspiracy by willfully
& kowirgly appointing the Retitioner legal representation (sic) fran a goverrment agent with a conflict of in-
terest & further prolongirg the Petitioners illegal & uconstitutional detairment within the T00C. The Fetitioner
can mot appeal any verdict from the circuit court unto the appetlate court pertaining to the Petitioners state
habeas corpus petition until the circuit court has first rendered a verdict, but even if the Fetitioner cauld
move boefore the appellate court with such an appeal - the appellate court is also engaged in these very same
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criminal improprieties, & the 11.S.Ct is fully aware of such transpiring & has autright refused to take cor-
rective action, resultirg in the deprevations outlined & contained within the Betitioners Writ of Certiorari
& accarpanirg exhibits. The Petitioner has ro other femadies @ law & the Petitionars Writ of Certiorari is
proper before the U.S.Ct & should be adjudicated @ this time, as the Petitioner is being unlawfully detained
& is entitled as a matter of law (sic) to immadiate discharge fran the custody of the TDOC & expungement of
the conviction & senterce in question.

STATEMENT OF CAUSE & BASIS FOR RELIFF BEING REQUESTED

21.) The Petitioner moved before the cook county circuit court with a state habeas corpus petition,
giving stipulation & contending that the Petitioners prosecution, criminal conviction & temm of incarceration
were a prodect of collusion, felonious activity, fraxd & a massive criminal conspiracy by the court(s)/judge(s)
& officers of the court(s), vhen the Petitioners legal representative (sic) consisted of rothing more than a
spy & inposter that was a govermment agent beholden unto the court & the prosecution, & where said legal repre-
sentative (sic) & the court(s) refused to notify & admonish the Petitioner of said & the egregious conflict
of interest that sich a legal representative (sic) of the Fetitioner maintained without first & foremost ob-
tainirg a release from both the court & the govermment in oxder to sever the canflict of interest in question.
The cook county circuit court refused to adjudicate the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition in approximately
an eight (8) month period of time, it was mot until the approximate time period in which the Petitioner was
moving before the 11.S.Ct with a mandamus petition that the cirauit court finally moved to rerder same action
in the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition, (&) when the circuit court finally moved to take action in
the petitioners state habeas corpus petition - it was only to appoint the Petitioner legal representation (sic)
from a government agent with a conflict of interest.

22.) Tre circuit court has continued to perpetrate the very criminal conspiracry that is outlined &
contained within the Petitiorers state habeas corpus petition, therefore, the circuit carts proceadings of the
Petitioners state habeas corpus petition are aorred, a rose & a fraud. The Petitioner is prohibited from appeal-
irg to the first district court of appeals - as&ea;peﬂateoartnselfhasa@gedmﬁ'everysamcrmml
inpropriety given stipulation to & contained within the Petbtiorss (the appointient of fraudulent legal repre-
sentation by a govermment agent). The Petitioner moved before the I1.S.Ct with a mandamus petition sesking to
renedy the inproprieties of the cirauit caurt in the mishandling of the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition,
which not only persist in ergagirg in criminal miscondct against the Petitioner, tut further prolorging the
Petitioners discharge from the custody of the IDOC, which the Petitioner is immedtately entitled to.

\
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23.) The Petitioner was taken into custody @ the age of sixteen (16) years old, the Petitiorer is
row a fourty two (42) year old men, & has forever lost twenty six (26) years of the Petitioners life huried
in campletely umecessary bureasmcracy, & legal rangling in an irherently racist & cormupt judicial process
that has ot only violated every corceivable state & federal law in order to obtain a criminal conviction & -
senterce against the Petitioner, but has persisted till this very day to engage in ocutright criminal miscon-
dct in ander to further prolong the Petitioners illegal detainment within the custody of the IIXC - stbject-
ing the Petitioner to cruel & unusual punistment as a result thereof. The Petitioner hes never had legal &
proper access to the caurts, fair & adiquite due process of law, equal protection of the laws, an impartial
adjudication, conflict free legal representation, the right to spesk & be heard, & contines to be subjected
to cruel & unusual punishment as a result of such unlawful, unconstitutional & criminal ahuses by the courts
& the officers thereof. Blatantly violating the Petitioners well estsblished rights under the 1st, 4th, Sth,
6th, 8th, 9th & 14th Arendrent to the U.S.

24.) The Petitioner contends that such deprevations are urconstitutional as applied unto the Pe-
tltlmer, & the Petitioner is entitled to havirg the Petitioners criminal conwiction & senterce formally
vacated & rullified, which also warrent the Petitioners immedtate discharge firom the custody of the IDOC.

QONCLUSICN - RELIFF BEING REQUESTED

Werefore, The Petitioner, FABIAN SANITAQD, Pro-Se, Moves before the U.S.Ct. & request the grant
oftiﬁ.s‘rhtof(‘ertiarari,&mardernﬂhfyhg&vacatkg&ePetiﬁmscrjnﬂmlmictim&smm
related to the irdictment & superseding indictments, (&) for the U.S.Ct. tonardateﬁ‘emredtatedlsd'arge
of the Petitioner from IDOC custody.

/5/ 4”{’% ,

Without Prejudice, Unified comercial Code, 1-308
Mc FABIAN SANTIAQD. #B-79716

600 South. Lirwood Road

P Bx 1700

Galeshurg, Illirois 61402
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State of Illirois
Conty of Kox

Ss

AFFIDAVIT/DECLARATION

I, MR.FABIAN SANTTAQ), Hereby declare under penalty of perjury & pursuant to 28 USC 1746, 18 USC
1621 or 735 ILCS 5/109 that, T am the Petitioner within the State Coxrt Mardamss Petition entitled: Santisgo
Vs. Hill, Official & Individuml Capecity, Case No: M.D.014355, which vas filed before the IL.S.Ct. pon the
date of: July 16th, 2019, (&) denied for review by said court upon the date of: Sept. 2th, 2019. During the
approximate period of time of: Jan. 20th, 1993, I vas four (4) days into turning sixteen (16) years old, &
arresteddhy a detective Emest Halvorsen. Durirg arraignment I was appointed a public deferder (sic), yet
retained the services (sic) of a private practice criminal defense (sic) attorney identified as Me &l Dike
McNiel, vhom executed discovery, motions to suppress eviderce, trial, & sentercing. The criminal court proceadings
in which Mc.El Duke MeNiel was a party to, were also corvened by cook county cirauit cart judge Micheel P.
Toomin, & assistant states attomey Me.Frank Marek. Never during any of said criminal court proceadings,
inchring any post-trial & post-cawiction litigations - from the camercement of my arcaigment until the
present time/date, in the twenty six (26) years that I have been contending the criminal charges in question
that resulting in my one hundred (100) year term of incarceration for the charges of first degree muder,
first degree attempted murder, aggravated battery with a fiream, & violation of bord, has any court appointed
or privately retained criminal defense (sic) attormey entering in an appearance upon my behalf & providing
me with legal representation (sic) has ever infonmed me of said counsels (sic) egregious & immediate conflict
of interest of being an officer of the caurt (3) also functioning as a govermment agent. Neither has any
judge that has ever presided over any criminal court proceeding pertaining to the charges in question in
all time, has ever adwonished me that the legal representative (sic) entering in an appeararce upon my behalf
of possessirg said conflict of interest.
The judge(s) & officers of the caurt that have been directly irwolved in any & all criminal court procesdings
pertaining to the criminal charges in question have engaged in a nefarious union, felonious miscondct, collu-
sion, a massive frax & criminal conspiracy in arder to criminally prosecute, obtain a corviction & term of
mmmxstmmm.%atmmmmmmwwmmmtagmm
that fraxilently perpetrated legal representation (sic) upon my behalf - while @ all time beholden unto the
c&n&&everygwetrmwﬁdusa@t the criminal prosscution, conwviction & term of incarceration against
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In addition to the criminal defense (sic) attomeys & judges that presided over the court pro-
ceadigs in question refusirg to disclose this egregious conflict of interest, no legal representative
(sic) entering an appeararce upon my behalf ever sopht a relesse from the court & the governent to
sever the conflict of interest in contention (&) neither did said attomeys or judges appraise me of
the controvery in order to obtain a waiver from this beneficiary. These critical elaments & reprehensible
criminal inproprieties carried out by the judiciary & its officers were contested in » State Hibeas Corpus
Petition entitled: Santiago Vs. Darethy, Case No: 93-CR-7368, which vas filed befare the Gook'caunty
cirauit court upon the date of: Dec. 13th, 2018. Absolutely ro action was taken with respect to the
State Habeas Corpus Petition in approximately an eighi (8) fonth period of time to adjudicate the matter
& fumish a threshold review, & when the cook canty cireuit court finally took same action in the liti-
gation - it was to appoint this beneficiary with legal representation (sic) from the cook canty public
deferders office - therehy, continuing to perpetrate the very criminal conspiracy & frad given stipulation
to & contained within the State Habeas Gorpus Petition.
For all intents & purposes, the beneficiaries State Habeas Gorpus Petition proceedings are absolutely abhorred,
ame,afraﬂ&mavaﬂablemtor}nsbanhcmry I procesded to move before the T1.S.Ct with a State -
Cartvwrhm}btlmamhrg&emmcmmedmmsaldswtelhmsmmkunm&&ecmmnl
nnmrintﬁnt&ecwkcamycmtcmrtvascmtmmgmagagemagmmt&nsbaefmlary,&ﬁ'e
fact that this bereficiary vas entitled to immedtate discharge fram the custody of the IDOC & having the
bereficiaries criminal conviction & senterced nullified & voidad, My State Mandamus Petition was filed before
the TL.S.Ct upon the date of: July 16th, 2019, & denied for review by the IL.S.Ct upon the date of: Sept. Zth,
2019.
Tre acconts contained within this bereficiaries Writ Of Gertiorari Petition to the U.S.Ct demonstrate that
the bereficiary is entitled to immediate discharge from the custody of the ID0C due to the bereficiaries
cmmmlmtlm&smtemebeugapmd.ctofmnnmlnnmdntw&eyrhcmry&ltsoffmers
I, MR.FABIAN SANTTAQD, Hereby attest that, I am of both sound body & mird, I an over the age of eighteen
(18) years old& if called tefore a forum of lav (sic) would affivm sch facts.

/s% (4/4 ,
Prejudice, Unified Commercial Code, 1-308

P'RFABIN‘]SANI’IAG) #B8-/9716
600 South. Lirmood Road

P Box 1740

Galeshurg, Tllimois 61402
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SALLY A HUFFER

A OFFICIAL SEAL

K Notary Public, State of tilinois

My Commissgioh Expires
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