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quEsncN(s) tp be breseneed

A.) The Petitioner presents the inquiry into the U.S.Gt, whether the refusal of the legftl rep­
resentative (sic) of the ftetitioner durirg arraignment, motions to supers evidence, discovery, trail, 
sentencing, & all related post-trial court remedies to appraise the ftetitioner of said mi reel s (sic) 

conflict of interest in beirg an ^ent of the government, (&) the judges) pcesidirg over said criminal court 
pxceedine^ refusal to admonish the ftetitioner of said, & either (a) obtain a waiver of the ftetitioner for 

said conflict of interest car (b) aliowirg a release from the court & the government to sever the conflict • 
of interest ty said legpl representative (sic) of the ftetitioner constituted, dayal of access to the courts, 
denyal of fair & adiquLte due process of law, denyal of equal protection of the laws, dayal of an inpartial 
adjudication, violated the ftetitioners rigfrt to conflict free legal representation, violated the ftetitioners 

ri^at to be free from cruel & unusual punishment as a result of the unlawful criminal conviction & sentenoe 

vhere the ftetitioner was illegally detained within the IDOC for approximately a twenty six (26) year period 

of time, (&) vhere the misconduct of the jir^e(s) & officers of the courts gave rise to a criminal conspiracy 

blatantly violatirg tine ftetitioners 1st, 4th, 5th, 6th 8th, 9th & 14th amendment Rignts undo: the U.S. Consti­
tution warranting a verdict voidirg & unifying, the ftetitioners criminal conviction $ sentence, (&) aim ji£t- 

ifyirg the ftetitioners immediate discharge from the custody of the IDOC.

IJST.CF /ML fEKDES 1

B.) The caption page of this petition does not include ajj parties, as the ftetitioters state habeas 

corpus petition has been transfered from judge to ju%e as a floater case, & the Petitioner is currently in- 

aware of ary permanent judge pcesidirg over the ftetitioners state Maas corpus petition, revertheless, tie 

ftetitioner has listed cock canty circuit court judge Arthur F. Hill in said ju%es official & individual 
capacity vhich ercaicassess all judges sitting in said judges stead or superseding said judge for the purposes 

of service & jurisdiction pertaining to this natter in controversy.
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IN THE SUERBE (DM CF THE UNTIED SMES

Ffetition foe Welt of Gertiocari, Ffetitioner, M*.FABIAN SANIXA3D, Pro-Se, KespectfuLly request ttet 

a Vfcit of Gertiorari issue to review the jujgrents below.

CHNICNS BEKW

Cases from the fodetal ocurt(s):
This cause of action pertains to a state mandaxus petition filed before the U.S.Ct, involving 

a pending state habeas corpus petition. Itere were no federal courts that presided & reviewed the issues 

of contention in this cause of action. Ihe Ftetitioner has scu^nt a Writ of Certiorari directly to the 

U.S.Ct. fron the dermal of the U.S.Cts verdict to review/allow the Ftetitioners state tnardaius petition. 
Cases fron the state court(s):
This cause of action pertains to a state mandamus petition vhich vas filed before the U.S.Ot

Isee appendix (G), & in vhich the Il.S.Q: derried review of theupon the date of: July 16th, 2019, 
natter upon the date of: Sept. 24th, 2GL9, Haase see appendix(A).

JURISDICIICN

Cases from the state caxt(s):
The Petitioners cause of action pertains to a state mandamus petition, vhich vas filed before tie 

U.S.Ct upon tie date of: JbLy 16th, 2019, Please see appendix (G), & in vhich the U.S.G: denied review of 

the matte: upon the date of: Sept. 24th, 2019. Please see appendix (A). No notion for reconsideration vas 

filed as there vas no opinion or basis outlining the rational for the Il.S.Cts refusal to review tie matter.
No verdict adjudicating & finalizing the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition before tie cook county 

circuit court has been rendered.
Chses from the federal cartes):
This cause of action pertains to a state mandamus petition, in vhich a Writ of Certiorari is beirg 

sexpht directly to the U.S.Ct, no federal courts have presided or rendered ary verdicts inwoliig said liti^ition.
The jurisdiction of this court is invoked under: 28 U9C § 1257 (a)
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cn«muiicN4L & siMJm7 prcvisicns

1.) During the approximate time period of: Jan. 20th, 1993, the Petitioner was only four (4) days 

into tumirg sixteen (16) years old, vhere a renowhLy corrupt detective Ebest ffelvotsen appeared @ tie ftet- 
itioners residence without probable cause or warrant for tie ftetitioners arrest, yet nevertheless forcefully 

& P^iinst the ftetitioners protest placed tie ftetiticner under arrest. The Plaintiff was a juvenile & detailed 

@ § juvenile detention canter, yet charged as an adult. Dunn* arraignment tie ftetitioner was appointed a 

public cfeferder (sic) frcra tie cook county public Menders office (sic), yet tie Petitioners relatives ultim­
ately secured the Petitioner a private practice criminal Mense (sic) attorney identified as Mr. Ed Duke btNiel 
(rrw deceased), vincm provided tie Petitioner legal representation (sic) for the purposes of discovery, motions 

to suptess, trial & sentencing. The ftetitioners criminal court proceedings for tie purposes of discovery, notions 

to sqnass, trial & sentencirg consisted of criminal Mense (sic) attorney Mc.Ed Duke MdtiaL, assistant states 

attorney Ft .Frank Katdr, & ju%e Michael P. Tbomm.

2.) Etirirg the approximate time period of: May 18th, 1994, tie Petitioner was found guilty in absenia 
of first degree nurdsr, attempt first degree murder, & aggravated battery with a firearm. Durirg tie fljp-mjnnate 

tine period of: Pug. 17th, 1994, tie ftetitioner was sentenced to sixty (60) years for first degree murder, 
thirty (30) years fear attarpted first degree murder, & thirty (30) years for aggravated batterty with a firearm. 
EUrirg tie approximate tame period of: Sept. 26th1996, the ftetitioner was also found guilty of violation of 

bond & sentenced to an additional tan (10) years. He two (2) terns of thirty (30) years for first degee attamtad 

murder & aggravated batterty with a firearm were to be ran'crncurrent with one another, yet consecutive to tie 

sixty (60) years for first degree murder, & the ten (10) years for violation of bond were also to be ran consec­
utive to said sentences for a total of a one hundred (100) term of incarceration of tie Petitioner to the HOC 

He ftetitkxer was under indictment & superseding indictments identified as: 93-CR-0736831, (&) %-GM.621901.
* C.

■3.;

3.) On direct appeal, tie petitioner was afforded legal representation (sic) by court appointed counsel 
(sic) Ft .Gordon H. Berry, & tie ftetitioners conviction & sentence were affirmed; fteople Vs. Santiago, No: 1-96-3900, 
unpublished rule 23 order. He ftetitioners petition for leave to the Il.S.Ct to appaakwas denied durirg tie appr­
oximate tine period of: Feb. 3td, 1999, People Vs. Santiago, 182 Ill.2d 557 (1999). He Petitioner 

se iM-conviction petition, thich was summarily dismissed as untimLy by judge Mideel P. Herrin durirg tie appr­
oximate time period of: Oct. 14th, 1999. On appeal to the summary disnisakL of tie ftetitioners pro-se post-convic­
tion petition, tie court anointed FtJames (Ms to provide tie ftetitioner with legal representation (sic), & tie 

denyal of tie posttconviction petition was affined durirg tie approximate period of tine of: June 22nd, 2001.

4 file
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4.) The Petitioner sougit lessee to the U.S.Ct to file a late appeal, which vas denied rttrirg the 

approximate tine period of: Nby 23cd, 2003. Thereafter, the Petitioner sou^it fedecal habeas corpus relief 

(sic), which was initially filed by private practice criminal defense (sic) attorney Mr.Richard M. Bauke,
& in vhich court appointed counsel (sic) NtJares A Ghgham superseded in providiig the Petitioner with legal 
representation (sic). The Pfetitioders federal habeas corpus petition was ultimately denied by the USEXHCIL,
& appealed unto tire 7th Or. (hurt of Appeals, vhich affirmed the denyal of the USDCHSDIL. The Petitioner went 
on to secure the legal representation (sic) of private practice criminal defense attorney (sic) Nt.Jc^n T. 
Mran, Jr., vhcm filed the petitioners second (2nd) post-cawiEtion, & pursued the litigation before the cock 

canty circuit court, first (1st) district court of appeals, & the U.S.Ct which all denied the relief (sic) 

being soi^Tt by the Petitioner (&) the Petitioner sau^nt a writ of certiorari before the U.S.Ct which denied 

certiorari durirg the approximate period of time of: Dec. 4th, 2017.

5.) The petitioner currently has a third (3rd) successive post-conviction petition (&) a state habeas 

corpps petition pending before the cook county circuit court, in which the court has appointed the cock county 

public (Menders (sic) office to provide the Petitioner with legpl 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 bed clearly emphasized the fact that, since the coranencanant of the petitioners 

crimniaL court proceeding @ arraignment vhen the Petitioner vas only sixteen (16) years of pge, until tte pre­
sent tims/clate, in which the Petitioner is now a fourty two (42) year old nan, no criminal defense (sic) attorney 

dither in private practice or appointed by the court(s) upon the state or fedecal level of litigation has ever 
disclosed & notified the petitioner that such attorneys providing the Petitioner with legal representation (sic) 

vas an officer of the court & THERESf M A2N T CF THE GJfflKMENT WCIH A CLEAR & MEDIATE CENFlICr OF MEREST 

IN ERCVMNS THE EETECDCNER WITHIfE&L EEETlESENlAnCN (SEC).

6.) No judge presiding over the Petitioners criminal court proceedirgp upon the state or federal 
level of litigation ever adroradhad & notified the Petitioner that the private practice criminal defense (sic) 

attorney or court appointed criminal defense (sic) attorney entering in an appearance upon tie Itetitioners 
behalf & providing the Petitioner with Legpl representation (sic), vas an officer of the cart & THEREBY 

ATENT CF THE ff^EEWENT WOH A (HEAR & MEDIATE CnSEUCT OF MEREST IN PPCVIDIN3 THE FETTEECNER WEIH IE3AL 

JCATLCN. For all intents & purposes, the petitioners criminal court propeediigs from the carmercement 
@ arraignment, until this very present time/date ocnsistiuof nothirg mere than a nefarious er^gament, collusion, 
felonious activity, fraud & a criminal conspiracy by the very judges) & officers of tte court(s) ttet lave 

been directly involved in the transpiring^ that have resulted in tte Petitioners prosecution, conviction & sentence.

laasaaaai
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CRMRAL (TESFERACy & FRAUDULENT LEGAL, REIRESENIAnEN HEREEHMIH) Sf EEEMM)/AK01NIED COUNSEL & THE JUDIdARf

7.) The initial obligation of the court is to inquire into a potential conflict of interest. 
Quintero Vs. U.S., 33 F.3d 1133 (9th Cir. 1994). & in this particular instance, the court & the officers 

thereof, not only refused to disclose the egregious conflict of interest that the Itetitioners retained or 

court appointed counsel (sic) had in being an gg£nt of the gpverrriEnt (tie very government criminally ptosec- 
utirg the Itetitionar), but deliberately & krcwirgiy concealed such critical facts from the Petitioner in 

order to illegally & unconstitutionally prosecute & obtain an unlawful criminal conviction & term of in­
carceration against tide Petitioner - which has resulted in approximately twenty six (26) years of the Itet­
itioners life oontendiig the charges of murder, etc., in question. The judga(s) & officers of the court 
personally involved in the itetitioners criminal court proceedings were fully appraised of the fact that 
an officer of the court has an inherent duty & obligation unto the court & government which supersedes 

any fudiciary duty unto a client. U.S. Vs. Ranks, 53 F.2d 128, 129 (1931).

8.) A criminaL defendant is entitled to counsel hose undivided loyalty lies with tire client. 
Spreiter Vs. iteters, 114 F.3d 1435 (7th Cir. 1997). In spite of the judge(s) & offices of the court beirg 

hOly aware of the petitioners right as a matter of well established law being entitled to legal represen­
tation (&) tegalkrepresentation without a conflict of interest, let alone a spy & inposter functioning as a 

criminal defense (sic) attorney upon the Itetitioners bhalf, while (3 all tines infiltrating the Itetitiorers 

defense upon tie part of the government - the court(s) & tie officers thereof , methodically engaged in a 

contorted effort to illegally prosecute & unconstitutionally obtain a criminal conviction & tarn of incarcer­
ation agpinst the Itetitioner. Counsel oust decline representation due to the conflict of interest of bedig 

an agent of tie government that the court & the government is fully aware of & will not issue a release for 

said conflict. U.S. Vs. Tteel, 550 F.2d 297, 299-300.

9.) Ary state or federal cart (an any level of Kristian) allowing tie accused to proceed with 

retained or appointing the accused counsel, has perpetrated an outright & calculating fraud & criminal con­
spiracy against the accused, knowing Ml well & being appraised of the fact that, attorneys @ lawease uneq­
uivocally officers of the court (see: infra, page 3, 7 C.J.S., I&ge 707 case law. Judges, prosecutors, pri­
vate practice lawyers, & court appointed counsel are attorneys @ law. The carts are empowered by the respective 

Constitution of the States of the Union (republic) (see: (institution fcr the U.S. o&Aierica, Article IV, 
Section 4). Therefore, if attorneys are OFFICERS (F THE CDUKIS, then they are in fact, OOTER^ffiNT AGENIS. This
fact is painted cub by Henry J. Rriandly, in the University of Itemsyvania law Review, vol. 123, 1267, Itegp 1288, 
which in part provides:
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The appearance of counsel for the citizen is likely to lead the government to provide one or @ 
least to cause the governments representative to act like one. Quite obviously, the alleged "Defense Counsel" 
is a government agent sitting @ the "Defense Thblfi',' not the accused guaranteed by the sixth (6th) Anaxhent 
effective assistance of counsel, or guaranteed by the sixth (6th) Aiendnent "QUMICT FREE REH^ESENIAnO^.'

3D.) The attorney trust inform the accused of the limitations & conflict regarding has car her (rep­
resentation car assistance) (see: RPC, rule 1.2(e); RPC, rule 1.8(f) & ER-4; RPC, 1.7(a) & (b), Ethicks rule 

4, 5,, 7,. & 10). If an attorney is not allowed to disclose the conflict, he or die can rot rightfully (acral 
or lawfully) ask the accused to agree to his or ter representation, (RPC, rule 1, 7, ER-5), & must also have 

a release from the court & government allowing ham or ter to carprcmise the government case. FUrther, given 

the conflict by being an officer of the court & a government agant, whichlFE (DUCT IS WELL A^RE OF, it is 

the (DUKES DU1Y ID 3NFQBM THE AXUSED OF SXH A QMIiCT & inquire if the accused, having new been informed, 
voluntarily goees to waive the conflict.

11.) The above listed transpiring? outlined & stipulated to in paragraphs one (1) through ten (10)
Of this instant Ftetition & incorporated herein demonstrate that in the twenty six (26) years that the tetitioner 

has been contending the criminal charges in question, the Petitioner has never been afforded & proper 
access to the courts - as a government agent functioning as a spy & inposter (&) fraudulently posing as a 

Legal representative of the Ftetitioner, while @ all tines beholden unto the court & the very government 
criminally prosecuting the petitioner can never legally & actually provide the Ftetitioner with true 

representation, so unequivocally, the Ftetitiocer in approximately a twenty six (26) year period of tune has 

never been allocated the most basic, nundain & well established rights (sic) of the Ftetitioner to acess to 

the courts, fair & adiqulte dne process of law, equal protection of the laws, an impartialadjudication, 
conflict free legal representation - as such calculating & methodical impropriety by the court(s) & the 

officers thereof, not only give rise to outrageous violations of tie Petitioners well established rights (sic) 

under both state & federal, law, but actually entail sadistic criminal misconduct, & a bLatant criminal con­
spiracy ty-the court(s) & the officers thereof.

12.) The Itetiticnsrs state habeas corpus petition filed before the cook county circuit court duriig 

the approximate period of time of: Dec. 13th, 2018, unquestionably demonstrated suoh factors, & the Itetitionets 

criminal prosecution, conviction & sentence are a product of criminal impropriety by the very judges) & officers 

of the court(s), therefore, the Petitioners criminal conviction & term of incarceration can not stand, are null­
ified & void, illegal. & uncanstitutinnal, (&) sinply can not be enforced - mandating the Petitioners criminal
conviction & sentencing being vacated & an order from the court directing the Petitioners immediate discharge 
from the custody of the EDO.

8 of 13



THE fETETKMR HAS N3 OTHER REMEDIES g LAM AVMLABIE

13.) The Petitioners state habeas corpus petition was filed before the cock county circuit court 
durirg the approximate period of tine of: Dec. 13th, 2018. The Petitioner moved before the circuit court 
with a motion requesting a verdict instanter, which was filed before the circuit court durirg the approximate 

time period of: fhrch 29th, 2019, yet no action was taken by the circuit court. Ihe Petitioner moved before 

the circuit court with a motion for surmary juc^nant, which was filed befoce the circuit court during the 

Sfpcoximate tine period of: April 11th, 2019, yet orce again absolutely no action was taken by the circuit 
court. The ftetitioner moved before the circuit court with a notification for submission of a mandamus petition
into the IL.S.Ct, which was filed before the circuit court durirg the approximate tine period of: June 4th, 
2019, &' wcei again absolutely no action was taken by the circuit court to finally adjudicate the ifetitionars 
cause of action. The Petitioner ultimate loved before the IL.S.Ct with a formal mandamus petition & a supple­

mental petition, which were filed before tie IL.S.Ct durirg the approximate time period of: July 16th, 2019, 
(&) Aug. 15th, 2019, respectively, & entitled as: Santiago Vs. HOI, Case No: M.D.Q14355.

14.) It was not until approximately an ed^nt (8) month period of time since the initial filirg of 

the Itetitioxers state habeas corpus petition that the cook county circuit court finally took some action to 

render any verdict with respect to the Petitioners state habeas corpus petition, in which tie circuit court 
went from taking absolutely no action to adjudicate the ffetitioners state habeas carpus petition to appoint­
ing the Itetitiorer the cook county public defenders office to provide the ftetitioner with legal representation 

(sic) pertainiig to the Petitioners successive (3nd) post-oonvictixan petition (&) the Petitioners state habeas! 
carpus petition. The very crux & heart of the Itetitioners state habeas corpus petition involved fte very judge(s) 

& officers of the cart ergpgirg in a nefarious union & criminal conspiracy in order to secure a criminal con­
viction & term of imprisonment against the Petitioner & all criminal defense (sic) attorneys rrakirg 

upon the Ifetitioners behalf without first & foremost disclosirg the immediate & ^cegious conflict of interest 
that said attorneys had in undertaking legal representation (sic) of the Batitionar, yet tie circuit court 
it fittiig to nevertheless appoint the Ratitionar counsel (sic) firm a government agent to once s^dn continue 

to perpetrate said criminal conspiracy agpinst the Batitionar & further prolong the Petitioners -nigg*! ircar- 
ceration within the ID0C.

an appearance

saw

15.) The Petitioner attenptirg to discharge the appointment of counsel is an oversimplification of 

the controversies before the U.S.Ct., as the Petitioner has been kept in tie dark concemirg the ffetiticners
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very own case in chief. The Petitioner was newer made aware of ay status hearings before the circuit court, 
whether there were ary verdicts rendered Icy the court, what if ary contentions were bedrg made before the 

circuit court by the government or of even whom in the tell the Petitioners case was bedrg transfered to & 

the currant jur^e assigned unto the Petitioners state habeas corpus pLtition. The petitioner only finally 

learned of such basis & nundain information via the cook canty public defenders office, so the Petitioner 

is bedrg forced to except fraudulent legal representation from an agent of the government sinply to learn 

basic transpiring? pertainirg to the Petitioners very own case in chief or the Petitioner is completely dis- 

rqgptded & having his (Ptetiticnars) PtoSe rights (sic) tranpled upon & havirg no knowledge as to what the 

fuck is gpiqg on with the Petitioners own case.

16.) The Petitioner has already lost an incredible twenty six (26) years of the Petitioners life 

contendirg said criminal conviction due to tie reprehensible & criminal misconduct of the very ju%e(s) & 

officers of the ceurt(s) that have ergaged in a criminal conspiracy to unlawfully prosecute & secure a criminal 
conviction & term of incarceration against the Petitioner, (&) the circuit court persist to ergage in these 

very felonious iirpeoprities by appointing the Petitioner legal representation (sic) from the code county pub­
lic defenders office (sic), which ate nonetheless government agents with a conflict of interest - in which, 
reither said attorneys (public defenders (sic) office) or the circuit court has notified & sought a waisoEc 

from the Petitioner pertainirg to said conflict (or) in which said appointed legal representative (sic) has 

moved before the circuit court making a special appearance & plea: IN FPCEPIA PERSCM, & MflKPNS A HfA CF:
I ELEA IN BAR Q3W1MJSIJUDICE, in order to sever the conflict of interest in question. The act of .attrition 

by the circuit court in the handliig of the tetiticnecs state habeas corpus petition has utterly polluted 

& tained said court proceeding? & tie Petitioner sinply can not be afforded an impartial adjudication (&) 
considering the incontervertable facts that the Petitioner has daicnstrated, the Petitioner is entitled 

to a verdict formally vacatirg the Petitioners criminal conviction & sentence, & the Petitioners immediate 

discharge from the custody of the IDOC.

17.) The actions of the circuit court in the atrocious mishandling of the Petitioners state habeas 

corpus petition (&) the continuous criminal impropriety by the circuit court were all brought before the 

Il.S.Ct for consideration & adjudication - which were contained within the Petitioners mandamus & supplemental 
petition & accaipaniig ejhibits, yet nevertheless, tie Il.S.Ct denied the tetitieners leave to proceed with 

a mandanus & supplemental petition stipulatirg such herrendous abuses by the circuit court, where tie UkS.Ct 
adverse verdict was entered in agpinst the Petitioner upon the date of: Sept. 24th, 2019. Evidently the Il.S.Ct 
considers it exeeptable for the jur^(s) & officers of the court to ergage in a massive fraud & criminal con­
spiracy to obtain a criminal conviction against an indigent individual, just as long as private citizens (sic)
whom aceht employee! by the government dont engage in such criminal rr&kcnduct. Unquestionably rpali fieri & ab- 

immunity was never riant to encompass government officials bedrg shielded from even carryiig ait criminal abuse.
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IB.) The petitioners state habeas corpus ptcoaedingg are athorred, a rose & a fraud, where the 

circuit court continues to an^ge in the very criminal misconduct contained & outlined within the Efetitiorers 

state habeas corpus petition, ^ppointirg the Petitioner a legal representative (sic) that is truly nothing more 

than a government oppecative infiltcatirg the Ifetitioners cause of action & beholden unto the court & the gov-
iif'

emmant. These transpirirgp also entail years of further delays in the Ifetitions state habeas corpus proceed- 
iigs, as the Ifetitioner is farced & coerced into e>ceptirg fraudulent legal representation (sic) from a gov­
ernment agent sinply to be appraised of basic functions transpiring before the circuit court or the Ifetitioner 
is forcibly left in the dark & completely disregarded by the circuit court to partafee in such court proceedings 

& be notified of any action being taken by the circuit court in the handling of such a litigation. Nat only 

las the Ifetitioner bean deprived of access to the courts, fair & adkpite due process of law, equal protection 

of the laws & an impartial adjudication concerning the Ifetitioners state habeas corpus petition, but the Ifet­
itioner has a separate litigation pending before the first district court of appeals pertaining to a sentence 

reduction in which the Ifetitioner is entitled to due to the Petitioner being a juvenile @ the time of arrest 
& interviewing charges in the law.

19.) The first district court of appalls has rejected the Ifetitioners motion & objection to execute 

said court proceedings Pto-Se via self-representation (&) has forced the Ifetitioner into being coerced to except 
fruariiLent Iggal representation (sic) via tie appellate defenders (sic) office, a government agent with a clear 

conflict of interest. Thesetxanspdrirgs before the first district court of appeals have not only blatantly vio­
lated the Ifetitioners well established rigjnts (sic) to self-representation, forced the Ifetitioner into exceptiig 

fra.riul.ent legil representation (sic) via a government agent, but has resulted in year(s) of delays in the fin­
al adjudication of the Ifetitioners reduction in sentence - which would effectively warrant the Ifetitioners imm­
ediate discharge from the custody of the IDOC considering the unbelievable amount of tine that tie Ifetitinner 

has forever lost incarcerated. The Ifetitioner has also filed a mandamus petition unto the H.S.Ct, entitled: 
Santiago Vs. Smith, et. al; Case No: M.D.G14335, which was denied for review by the IL.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- 
cbct outlined & contained within the Ifetitioners state habeas corpus petition.

20.) The circuit & appellate courts are folly engaged in executing a criminal conspiracy by wi.ll.fiil.1y 

& knowirgly appointing the Ifetitioner legal representation (sic) from a government agent with a conflict of in­
terest & further prolonging the Ifetitioners illegal & unconstitutional detainment within the IDOC. The Ifetitioner 

can not appeal any verdict from the circuit court unto the appellate court pertainkg to the Ifetitioners state 

habeas corpus petition until the circuit court has first rendered a verdict, but even if the Ifetitioner cnilH 

move boefore the appellate court with such an appeal - the appellate court is also ergaged in these very sane
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criminal improprieties, & the Il.S.Ct is fully aware of such transpirirg & has autri^it refused to take cor­
rective action, resultiig in the depravations outlined & contained within the Itetitioners Writ of Gertiocari. 
& aocampanirg exhibits. The Itetitioner has no other ismedies @ law & the Itetitioners Writ of Gertinrari is 

proper before the U.S.Ct & dnould be adjudicated (§ this time, as the Petitioner is bsirg unlawfully detained 

& is entitled as a matter of law (sic) to immediate discharge from the custody of the HOC & expungement of 

the conviction & sentence in question.

SIMMNT CF CflUSE & B<£IS FCR RELIEF BEINS REQUESTED

21.) The Itetitiorcr moved before the cook county circuit court with a state habeas corpus petition, 
givirg stipulation & contendirg that the Ibtitioners prosecution, criminal conviction & term of incarceration 

were a product of collusion, felonious activity, fraud & a massive criminal conspiracy by the ccurt(s)/jix^e(s)
& officers of the court(s), when the Petitioners legal representative (sic) consisted of nothing more than a 

spy & inposter that was a government agent beholden unto the court & the prosecution, & where said Ipgpl repre­
sentative (sic) & the oourt(s) refused to notify & admonish the Petitioner of said & the egregious conflict 
of interest that arh a legal representative (sic) of the Petitioner maintained without first & foremost ob­
taining a release from both the court & the government in order to sever the conflict of interest in question.
The cock county circuit court refused to adjudicate the Etetitioners state habeas corpus petition in approximately 

an eigjnt (8) month period of time, it was not until the approximate tine period in which the Itetitioner was 

movirg before the EL.S.G: with a mandamus petition that the circuit cart finally moved to render sane action 

in tie Etetitioners 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.) The circuit court has continued to perpetrate the very criminal conspiracry that is outlined & 

contained within the Itetitioners state habeas corpus petition, therefore, the Circuit courts proeeadirgs of tte 

Etetitkrers state habeas corpus petition are abhorred, a rose & a fraud. The Petitioner is prohibited from appeal­
ing to the first district court of appeals - as the appellate court itself has agaged in the very sane criminal 
impropriety given stipulation to & contained within the Retetiatss ,(the appointment of fraudulent legpl repre­
sentation by a government agent). The Petitioner moved before the Il.S.Ct with a mandamus petition seekii^ to 

remedy the improprieties of the circuit court in the mishandling of the Itetitioners state habeas corpus petition, 
which not only persist in engaging in criminal nisoondct agpinst the Itetitianer, but further prolong! rg the 

Itetitioners discharge from the custody of the EDC, vfoich the Petitioner is immedtately entitled to.
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23.) The Petitioner was taksn into custody @ the qge of sixteen (16) years old, the Itetitiorer is 

now a fourty two (42) year old man, & has forever lost twenty six (26) years of the Petitioners life buried 

in completely unrecessary bureaucracy, & legal tangling in an inherently racist & corrupt judicial process 

that has not oily violated every conceivable state & federal law in order to obtain a criminal conviction & 

sentence egpinst the Itetitiorer, but has persisted till this very day to ergage in outright criminal rriscon- 
dct in order to further prolong the Petitioners illegal detainment within tie custody of the IDQC - subject- 

iig the Itetitioner to cruel & unusual punishment as a result thereof. The Petitioner has never had Ipgpl & 

peeper access to the courts, fair & adiquLte due process of law, equal protection of the laws, an impartial 
adjudication, conflict free Legal representation, tie right to speak & be heard, & continues to be subjected
to cruel & unusual punishment as a result of such unlawful, unconstitutional & criminal abuses by tie courts

\
& the officers thereof. Blatantly violating the Petitioners well established rights under the 1st, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 8th, 9th & 14th Amendment to the U.S.

24.) The Petitioner contends that such depravations are unccxstitotirml as gppliad unto the Pe­
titioner, & the Itetitioner is entitled to having the Itetiticners criminal conviction & sentence facially 

vacated & nullified, which also warrant the Itetiticners inmedtate discharge from the custody of the TPT,

COmiSICN - RELIEF BEEN3 EEQUESM)

Vberefore, The Itetitioner, FABIAN SANTIAGO, Eco-Se, Moves before the U.S.Ct. & request tie grant 

of this Writ of Garticrari, & an order nullifying & vacatirg the Petitioners criminal conviction & sentences 

related to the indictment & supersadiig indictments, (&) for the U.S.Ct. to mandate tie irmedtate 

of the Petitioner from IDOC custody.

/S/
Without Prejudice, IMfied oaimeccial Code, 1-308
Mr .FABIAN SANTIAGO. #&-79716
600 South, linwood Read
R> Box 1700
Galesburg, Illinois 61402
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State of Illinois
SS

Gounty of Knox

jmamiAsimnw

I, NR.FABIAN SMTIPCD, Hereby declare undo: penalty of perjury & pursuant to 28 IK 1746, 18 USC 

1621 or 735 IKS 5/109 that, I an the Petitioner within the State (hurt Mandamus Petition entitled: Santiago 

Vs. KH, Official & Individual Capacity, Case No: M.D.QL43S5, which was filed before the iLS.Ct. ipcn the 

date of: July 16thi, 2019, (&) denied for review fcy said court upon the date of: Sept. 24th, 2019. During tire 

approximate period of tine of: Jan. 20th, 1993, I was four (4) days into turnir^ sixteen (16) years old, & 

arrestaddhy a detective finest HaLvorsen. Durii^ arraignment I was appointed a public defender (sic), yet 
retained the services (sic) of a private practice criminal defense (sic) attorney idpnt-jfieri as f'tr.Eti Duke 

Md'iiel, vhcm executed discovery, motions to suppress evidence, trial, & sentencing. The criminal cart proceedings 

in vhich Mc.Ed Duke tbNLel was a party to, was also convened by cock canty circuit court ju%e MichaeL P.
Toanin, & assistant states attorney Mr.Efcank f'hrek. Never duriig any of said criminal court proceedings, 
inclidirg any post-trial & post-conviction litigations - from the ecrnnencement of try arraignment 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 degngg> murder, 
first degree attempted minder, aggravated battery with a firearm, & violation of bond, has ay court 
or privately retailed criminal defense (sic) attorney entering in an appeararce upon ny behalf & providing 

me with legal representation (sic) has ever informed me of said counsels (sic) egregious & immediate conflict 
of interest of being an officer of the court (&) also functioning as a gpverrnent agent. Neither has ay 

judge that has ever presided over ay criminal court proceeding pertaining to the charges in question in 

all tine, has ever adnonidnad me that the legal representative (sic) entering in an appearance upon ny behalf 
of possessing said conflict of interest.
The judge(s) & officers of the court that have been directly involved in ay & all criminal court proceedings 

pertaining to the criminal charges in question have engaged in a nefarious union, felonious misconduct, collu­
sion, a massive fraud & criminal conspiracy in coder to criminally prosecute, detain a conviction & term of 

incarceration against thus beneficiary. The attorneys entering appearances upon ny behalf were government agents 

that fraudulently perpetrated legal representation (sic) upon ny behalf - while @ all tine beholden into the
eburt & the very government vhich sogjnt the criminal prosecution, conviction & term of incarceration ^inst 
this beneficiary.
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In addition to the criminal defense (sic) attorneys & judges tint presided over the court pro- 

ceadirgs in question refusing to disclose this egregious conflict of interest, no legal representative 

(sic) entering an appearance qxn rry behalf ever soi^it a release fron the court & the gpvemrient to 

sever the conflict of interest in contention (&) neither did said attorneys or judges appraise me of 

the ccntrovery in order to obtain a waiver frcm this beneficiary. These critical elements & Eqxdnensible 

criminal improprieties carried cut by the judiciary & its officers were contested in a State Habeas Corpus 

Itetiticn entitled: Santiago Vs. Dorethy, Case No: 93-CR-7368, which was filed before the Cook oounty 

circuit court upon the date of: Dec. 13th, 2018. Absolutely no action was taken with respect to the 

State Habeas Gorpus Petition in approximately an edgjnfc(8) month period of tine to adjudicate the natter 

& fumi^i a threshold review, & when tie cook county circuit court finally took sore action in the liti­
gation - it was to appoint this beneficiary with legal representation (sic) from the cook county public 

defenders office - thereby, continuing to perpetrate the very criminal anspiracy & fraud given stipulation 

to & contained within the State Ihbeas Corpus Ifetiticn.
For all intents & purposes, the beneficiaries State Habeas Corpus Itetition proceedings are absolutely abhorred, 
a rose, a fraud & unavailable unto this benificiary. I proceeded to move before the Il.S.Ct with a &abe 

Court thndaius Petition outlingthe issues contained with said State Habeas Gorpus Petition & tte criminal 
ndscondct that the cook county circuit court was contiiuing to engage in against this beneficiary, & the 

fact that this beneficiary was entitled to imredtate discharge from the custody of tire JDOC & havirg tie 

beneficiaries criminal conviction & sentenced ruilifiad & voidad.My State Mandamus Petition was filed before 

tine EL.S.G: upon tine date of: July 16th, 2019, & denied for review by the n.S.Ct upon the datA of: Sept. 24th,
2319.
The accounts contained within this beneficiaries Writ Of Gartiorari Petition to the U.S.Ct demonstrate that 
the beneficiary is entitled to immediate discharge from the custody of tte IDOC due to the beneficiaries 

criminal conviction & sentence beiig a predict of criminal misoonduot by the judiciary & its officers.
I, M1.FABIAN SANTIAGO, Hereby attest tint, I am of both sound body & mind, I an over the age of edgjntaen 

(18) years oMy & if called before a forun of law (sic) would affirm suoh facts.

] SSState of Illinois
:, 1-308

Gounty of Knox ) MR.FABIAN SANIJAQO. #-79716 
600 South. Iirwood Road 
Ro Box 1700 
Galesburg, Illinois 61402Signed &ewom to befarame upon this date:

°f ** Oct- 8th,/2Q19, by MR.FABIAN SANITACD.w/!
Ec
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SALLY A HUFFER 
OFFICIAL SEAL 

Notary Public, State of Illinois 
My Commission Expires 

December 26, 2022
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