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IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATE
WASHINGTON DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Iowa Supreme Court NO. 18-0282
Black Hawk County NO. LACV 132272

JAMES WILLIAM NEUMAN --PETITIONER
VS..
STATE OF IOWA.,ect.all-- RESPONDENTS
ON PETEITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO

IOWA SUPREME COURT
IOWA APPELLANT COURT

AMENDED PETETION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

'Plaintiff James Neuman
‘Address: 300 Sycamore P.O. Box 921
Waterloo, Iowa 50704
Phone: (319)290-8590
Email: jimneuman@hotmail.com
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1.Do the Black Hawk County Clerks have qualified
Immunity when they conspired to delete or erase a
200 dollar payment to the clerk’s office under
receipt number 919839 and to not follow court
Orders in a bid to steal or defraud the plaintiff

out of 843.75 dollars?

Black Hawk Clerk Supervisor Cindy Schmidt_and Stephany
King attempted to eteal or defraudlthe plaintiff out of
843.75 becauee they'refused to follow the court Order
in aﬁ”OWi case and adjust the fee, fihes and sereharées
by helf fer.over}6 months. Also, Black Hawk Clerk
SupeftieerICihdy Schmidt doesn’t have qﬁalified.
immueity Wheh‘She.erased'or compietely'deieted 5”260w
dollet‘perent from the plaintiffs payment record to
the Black Hawk clerk’s Office under receipt numbet
§i9éé9é.ThevBlaek Hewk Clerke Stepheey-King;-Suéetvieor
Cindy}Dee eedvDeb Dee he&e immenity te meliciousl§

falsify or forge the plaintiff’s court payment records



by removing 5 payments from the record and only placing
4 of them back onto the record. Black Hawk Supervisor
Clerks of the court Cindy Schmidt and Stephany King
don’t have qualified immunity when they repeatedly lied
and perjured themselves to cover-up the BH clerk’s
conspiracy to financially defraud criminal defendants,
not follow court order in an attempt to steal or
defraud the plaintiff of 843 dollars because they
;equgd to follow.the.courts orderf Also the blatant.
ahd ﬁél;ciéus tﬁeft.of ZOOdqllars by.déletiﬂg or
éra%ihgvé ZOQ‘dollar paymeﬁt ffoﬁ me tQ the.cle£k’s

office under receipt number 919839.

“‘Z.bééé Judge Nathan Callahap have Assoiﬁtévlmgunity
B Afo sahcfioning me 1250 dollérs bécauée I “B;ew.éhé
“Whistle” on’the.Black Hawké'clerk}é office:
_cénspiracy £o financiaily.defréud.criﬁinai
defendaﬁté, nqtvfollowvcéurt order,'dgiete.payménts

made by the plaintiff, lying to the plaintiff



repeatedly and forge and falsifying court payment

records?

Nathan Callahan doesn’t have Absolute Judicial Immunity
when he conspired with BH clerk Supervisor Cindy,
Michelle Wagner and Brian Williams to sanction me 1250
dollars and mis-labeled a NON-criminal sanction as a
CRIMINAL CONVICTION & FINE on my criminal record, for
“Blowing the Whistle” on the BH clerks office. I
submitted a Motion for an injuncti&e order agaiﬁsf the
Black Hawk Clerk’s office about 1 year after my OWI
gonviction apleudge Nathan Callahan sanctioned me 1250
ééiié%s!.Jﬁdgé‘Néthaﬁ Caliahan didn;flhavé jufisdiéfioﬁ
td‘saﬁétiéh me 1250 dollars»in November of ZOls‘for my
Mo£ion fof ah Injuﬁctivé Order égainétvﬁhe Black Hawk
Clefks officé( bécausé my OWI case‘QWCR—i§6436 wés on
éppéal.ét.ﬁhe IowavSupreme Courf uﬁdér éasé i4—1338;<
when this happeﬁed. Judge Nathan Calléhan-ordered that
25Q déllars Qf sanctién money.be awarded fo the Black‘
Hawk Attofney’s office for.their cooperation in.

retaliating against the plaintiff for “Blowing the



Whistie" on the BH clerk’s office for finically defraud
criminal defendants and for not following court orders.
Also, Black Hawk Attorney Michelle Wagner lied and
commit perjury on official court itemized charges list
by saying or labeling this 250 dollars sanction as a
Refundable Charge and NOT as a sanction. There was
nothing refundable about this 250 dollars that Judge
Nathan Callahan awarded to the Black Hawk County
Attorneys office.forrtheir coopgration in retaliating”_

against the plaintiff.

Juiisdiction'Qﬁestion Preéenﬁed fér:keviéw:

' 3.Can District Chief”Judgé Kurt Wilke're¥ﬁse'a'26iaéy
" 51d out-of-District Transfer-brdef from Chief
‘Justice'MaLk'Cady's on June 29, 2017 to “transfer”
'é second Judge, Rusty DéVenpbrf”ffoﬁ'tﬁe'SeéOnd 
”DistrictICOurt'tb the First Distfict court and onto

my case under Rule 22.2 and Estate of Cox v.

" Dunakey ‘& Klatt, P.C., 893 N.W.2d 295, 306, ?




Judge Kurt Wilke needs a separate out-of-District
transfer order under Rule 22.2 for every judge that is
transferred between District Courts and he didn’t have
one on June 29, 2017. Judge Kurt Wilke, of the Second
District Court, didn’t have “jurisdiction” to enter a
“Special Assignment” order in my case at the First
District Court, which was really an “oﬁt—of—district
traﬁsfer" under Rule 22.2. Chief Judge Kellyann Lekar
;efgsedvto follow Chief»Justice Ma;k Cady’s orde; and
trénéﬁervbne éf hef judges frém thé First District to
ﬁﬁé_éecpné»Distriét-cdurt in-this “Quid P#onQuo7n
jﬁ:isdictién deai.vIoWa Supreme.Chiefhjuéfiée Ma#k Cé&y
need.folselect thé jﬁdges fo}bé}transfér betweeﬁ
Ai$££iét courts under Rule 22.2. Judge‘James Drew liéd
and»céﬁmlt perjﬁry in his Recusal statémenf/Order‘on
July 24, 2017 to get out of an out-of-district court
tyansfeffbln a casé were alreédy 1ssﬁéd 5»orders in 12
dé?é; before he.reéused himself on the‘24 day. Judge.
James brew didﬁ’t have the authority.or power to order

District Chief Judge Kurt Wilke to transfer a second



judge to the First District Court in his Recusal
statement, but that’s what he did. Judge Rustin
Davenport, from the second district, seized
“jJurisdiction” over my First District Court case
without any out-of-district transfer order under Rule
22.2 from Chief Justice Mark Cady and in violation of

case law Estate of Cox v. Dunakey & Klatt, P.C., 893

N.W.2d 295, 306. Defendant Judge Kellyann Lekar, Judge

Kurt Wilke and Justice Mark Cady violate my Due Process
Rights, CiVil Rights and Constitutional Rights by
conspiring to violate Rule 22.2 in ai“Qnid Pro Quo”
jnrisdictional judgeiswap. Jndges Rustin Davenport,
James.Drew and Kurt Wilke can’t make an “administrative
taek&.thatria meant for ChiefJnstice Mark Cadywunder

Rule 22.2 their own “Judicial Task”. Judge Rustin

Davenports citing of Case Estate of Cox v. Dunakey &

kiétt) P.C., 893 N.W. 2d 295, 306, doesn’t have anything
to do with the way Judge Rustin Davenport, of the
Second District, seized “Jjurisdiction” over my civil

case in the First District.
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1 Private Right of Action for Consumer Frauds
7 Class Actions Lawsuit.
.2 1(a) (b) (c){d) 2(a) (b) Forgery

4 Fraudulent destruction, removal, concealment
5

Tampering with records.

.4 (2) Criminal Mischief in the second degree

5 Falsifying public documents
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2 Perjury and contradictory statements.
3 Suborning perjury.
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4, Interference with Judicial Process

5 False representation of records or process.

.7 Interference with judicial acts-
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10 Misuse of public records and files.
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2 Accepting bribe

.1 Violations of individual’s rights prohibited.
.5 Civil remedies. " '

5 (1) (2) (b) (c) (1) (2)Vioclation individual rights

Violations of the Rules of Civil- Procedures

Violations of Due Process

Ihxies A . :
Towa Ct. R. 22.2. Recall and transfer of Judges



IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to
review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW
[XXX] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the
merits appears at Appendix B to the petition and is
Iowa Appellant Court on July 24, 2019

[ ] reported at ; or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet
reported; or, :

[XXX] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court appears at Appendix A & B to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet
reported; or,

[XXX ] is unpublished.

JURISDICTION

‘[XXX] FQr cases frdm state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my
Case was Iowa Supreme Court/Iowa Appellant Court. A
copy of that decision appears at Appendix A or B.

Petition for Rehearing was thereafter denied on the
following date: September 25, 2019, Iowa Supreme Court
and a copy of the order denying rehearing appears at-
Appendix A.



The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U.
S. C. § 1257 (a).

Statement of case

The Petitioner is appealing Judge Rustin Davenport’s
dismissal order in his civil case 132272 against many
bad state and county employees who have been conspiring
to NOT follow court orders in order to financially
defraud criminal defendants and keep them on probation
as long as possible. Also the Defendant’s Clerks Cindy
Schmidt and Stephany King removing, deleting or erasing
of a 200 dollar payments made by the plaintiff to the
Black Hawk clerk’s office under recelpt number 919839
The Black Hawk Clerks Clndy Schmidt and Stephany Klng
falslfled or forgery of my court payment records by
deletlng 5 payﬁents from the record to make it look
llke l had notvpald oo my court floes"for over 5
moorﬁs. The Black Hawk Clerks Clndy Schmidt and

Stephany King then only posted 4 of the 5 payments of
200 dollars each back onto the record thereby stealing
or defrauding me out of 200 dollars under receipt
oumberv9l9839. Also,nrhe Black Hawk County Clerk’s

2



conspired to not follow court Order in a bid to steal
or defraud the plaintiff of 843.75 dollars in violation
of 714.1 (1)(8) Theft and Fraud. Also, the blatant and
repeated lies and perjury from the Black Hawk Clerk’s
Cindy Schmidt and Stephany King was to cover-up their
conspiracy to not follow court order in order to
financially defraud criminal defendant and to keep them

on probation as long as possible.

The State of Iowa has waived its sovereign immunity- - .
with respect to itself and to its employees acting
within the scope of their employment with the State in
the Iowa Tort Claims Act (ITCA) Iowa Code § 669.2(3)
The State has waived sovereign immunity regarding many
of Neuman’s claims, including claims arising out
conspiracy to financially defraud, conspiracy to NOT
follow court orders, erasing or deleting a 200 dollar
payment under receipt number 919839, falsify or forgery
ofAcoufﬁ payment recdrds, malicious and Willful lies to
cover up their conspiracy and malicioﬁs prosecution of

a “Whistle Blower”, without jurisdiction. Id. §




669.14(4); see also Trobaugh v. Sondag, 668 N.W.2d 577,

584 (Iowa 2003).Neuman does allege facts to support

each element of Cause of Action see Rieff v. Evans, 630

N.W.2d 278, 292 (Iowa 2001). Neumans petition contains
factual allegations that give the defendant ‘fair
notice’ of the claim asserted so the defendant can
adequately respond to the petition.” Rees v. City of
Shenandoah, 682 N.W.2d 77, 79 (Iowa 2004). Neuman, has
plgd many credible claims against the}State Defendanﬁg—
Appellecs. | | -
Neﬁméﬁ’s»petition, alleged conspiraciés of many‘
diffefent kinds. Under Iowa law,.“[a]‘cohspitacy is‘é;"
Coﬁbinatidn of two or mbre persons by concerted actioﬁ
tQ éccomplish anvunlawful ?urpoée, or td accompiish by
ﬁnlawful meéns ste purpose not iﬁ itself ﬁnlawfﬁl.”
Basic Cbems.,.Ihc. V. Benson,.251 N.W.2d‘220, 232 howa
1977); accord State v. Tonelli;.749 N.W.2d 689, 692 o

(Iowa 2008). As the Iowa Supreme Court noted in Wright

V. Brooke Group Ltd., however, “Civil conspiracy is not

in itself actionable; rather it is the acts causing



injury undertaken in furtherance of the conspiracy

[that] give rise to the action.” 652 N.W.2d 159, 172

(Iowa 2002) (quoting Basic Chems., 251 N.W.2d at 233) .

“Thus, the wrongful conduct taken by a co-conspirator
must itself be actionable.” Id. The claims related to
fiduciary and judicial obligations and duties,
Plaintiff has pled many facts and allegations that
suggesting many of the State Defendants owed him such
duties; rather, then conspiring to not‘follow court
order in order to financially defraud thé plainﬁiff was
just one of the many v1oiatlohs of fhelr Fldu01ary énd
Judlclal Obllgatlon to the plalntlff Neuman S Petltlon

states several claim upon which rellef may be granted.

The Black Hawk County Clerkfs'don’t'have Absolute or
Qualified Immunity when they conspire to not follow
court Order in a bid to steal or attempt to steal or
defraud the plaintiff of 843.75 dollars in violation of
714.1 (1) (8) Theft and Fraud. This “administrative
task” 1s covered under the doctrine of “qualified

immunity”, were it protects insofar as their conduct



does not violate clearly established statutory or
Constitutional rights of which a reasonable person

would have known. Minor v. State, 819 N.W.2d at 400.

Attempted theft of 843.75 dollars by the Black Hawk
Clerks Employees is a clearly violation of established
statute which a reasonable person would have known that
they were violating criminal law. Plaintiff asked every
time he made a payment to the Black Hawk Clerk’s
office, when thevaere going to adjust‘the court fine,
feéé énd surcharges, like Judge Joseph Mootharts QWI
sentencing order Stated, but all I‘ever got Was the
run—around. I»also asked the Window-C}erké when fhey
Qouid_adjus# the conrt‘fees, fines.ana snfcharges when
ijfnfned in my caflInterlock papernork-and SR-22
insurance fofm; Officials aré nnf iiébiewfor 5ad
guesses in gray areas; they are only iiéble fnf
transgressing.bright lines. See Avalos'vf City nf
Glénwnod, 382 F.3d7792, 798 (8th Cir. 2004);’Daviérn:
Hali, 375 F.3d 703; 712 (8th Cir.A2004).‘See also,

White v. Pauly, 137 S.Ct. 548, 551, 196 L.Ed.2d 463



(2017) (qualified immunity protects all, but the plainly
ihcompetent or those who knowingly violate the law).
That is exactly what we have here, Black Hawk Clerks of
the court knowingly violating the law in a conspiracy
to financially defraud criminal defendants by NOT
following court orders and adjusting the court fees?
fines and surcharges by half after the plaintiff filed
his SR22 and car interlock paperwork in an attempt by
the BH clerks to steal or defraud the plalntlff of
843.75 dollars. Judge Moothart S warned me durlng my
OWI.Sentencing Hearing on dctober 17, .2014 to not pay
cff‘my court bill untll the clerks adjusted the flnes,"
fees and surcharges by half because the State of Icua
wculdvnot refund any money if I over paid. It appears
that‘this fihahcrel defrauding and hotfollowing court
creers has heeh happening for some time at the Blech
Hauk Courthouse. The window clerks Stephvand Jane‘Doe
trred_to steal 843.75 dollars from the piaintiff}when
they refused to follow the court orders for over 7

months in violation of 714.1 (1) (8). The Black Hawk



Clerks’ office doesn’t have any mechanizes or
safeguards in place to make sure the clerks actually
follow the court orders.

The Clerks of the court DON'T have absolutely or
qualified immunity from a civil lawsuit were their
alleged participation in the conspiracy consists of
attempted theft of 843.75 dollars, falsification or
forgery of court payment records, deleting or erasing a
ZOO.dqllar payment by the plaintiff f;Qm the record and
feﬁeaﬁed lieé and berjury‘from the»clérks Black Hawk
Clefkfé offiée. Also the Black HaWk.Clerk Supefvisér
Cindy Séhmidt.falsification or forgery.of the
pléintiffs péyment reéord by deleting or rehoving 5
paymenﬁs and only reposting 4.ofAthe“payments back onto
fhe.record,-thefeby stealing or deffépdiﬁgZOb doiiars
from me under receipt number 919839; Superviéor'cierk
¢indy and Black Haﬁk Clerk Stephany Kiﬁg don;t ha&e £hé
éowgr,vauthority or #ight to delété payﬁents made by mé
from the recbrd. The Black Hawk Couhfy Clerk’s don't

have Qualified Immunity when they conspire to falsify



or forge the plaintiff’s court payment record. These
“administrative task” are covered under the doctrine of
“qualified immunity”, were it protects insofar as their
conduct does not violate clearly established statutory
or Constitutional rights of which a reasonable person

would have known. Minor v. State, 819 N.W.2d at 400.

This is exactly what we have in this case,
“administrative task” of collecting court fines and
fees, Not following court orders, theft of 200 dollar
court payment attempted theft of 843.75 dollars,
falsifying or forgery of court records, lying and
perjury to conceal.the conspiracy to‘financially
defraud Also, because these “administrative task” were
done.uith the intent to deceive and finahcially defraud
criminal defendants;that owed moheyto the Black Hauk
Couhty Courthouse, the defendant’s claims of “Qualified
Imuunityf are NQT valid. Theft, .conspiracy to
financially defraud, hot following court orders,
falsifyihg and forgery of.court payﬁent records are

“outside their official capacity”. There was NO “due



care” in this case like in Baldwin v. City of
Estherville, 915 N.W.2d 259, 279 (Iowa 2018). The
Plaintiff is NOT talking about a mistake of law, a
mistake of fact, or a combined mistake of law and fact.
Like under Pearson, 555 U.S. at 231, 129 S.Ct. at 815;
Butz v. Economou, 438 U.S. 478, 507, 98 S.Ct. 2894,

2911 32.

All Defendants and many others within the Black Hawk
County Courthouse know about and are helping or aiding
the clerk’s office in their conspiring to Commif
financially fraud against criminal defendants -and not
follow court orders in violation of-706.1 Conspiracy -
l(a)(b), 714.1 (1) (8) Theft and Fraud, 718.5 Falsifying
Public Documents, 715A.5 Tampering with Records and
720.5 False representation of fecords and 721.10 Misuse
Qf public records and files,.721.} (1)(2)(3) Felonious
ﬁisconduct in office; 715A.2 1(a)(b)(¢)(d):2(a)(b)'
Fo;geﬁy, 669.1, 714.8 (3)(4)(5)(10) Frauaulént
?rgqticés andv714.16 (1)(n)(2)(é) Conéumer.fréuds.

Under the functional approach, courts do not look to

10



the identity of the government actor, but instead at

the nature of the function performed. Minor at 394.

Yes, the “Nature of the work performed” which were

administrative task.

Also, these Black Hawk clerks Cindy Schmidt and
Stephany King and many other defendants are conspiring
to keep people on probation for as long as possible.
Cﬁiminal Defendants are on probation until your court
fine is paid off. The BH Clerks’ -Office conspiracy to
not follow court orders and adjust the court fees,
fines and surcharges, leads'tO'overchérging'pedple,
which leads to people being on probation longer because
the court fine was never adjusted. If your court fine
ié ﬁqt paid off,fyou are oﬁ probétion“until it is paid
off. Black Hawk Clerké Conspiracy to keep criminai

defendants on probation as long as possible.

The Black Hawk window clerks Stephany King and Jane Doe
don’t have “qualified immunity” when they used lies and

perjury to cover up their conspiracy to financially

11



defraud criminal defendants. I asked about adjusting my
court fines, fees and surcharges, like the Judge
Moothart’s Order stated, every time I made a payment to
the BH clerks’ office. I asked about the court fees,
fines and surcharges being adjusted when I turned in my
SR-22 and Car Interlock paperwork. Clerks of the court
Stephany King and Jane Doe made a representation to me
that if the court ordered it; the clerks would adjust
the fees( fines and.surcharges. For over 6 months, al;
Ivever got were lies and the run around from the'twc
Qindowuclerks Stephany Kihg aﬁd Jane Doe about
adjusting the court fees, fines.and surcharges Oﬁ May
19, 2015 I had to force the Black Hawk clerks Clndy
Schmldt and Stephany King to follow the court order and

adjust my fees and surcharges.

Governmental entities, such as a county, are liable for
such constitutional and criminal violation if plaintiff
demonstrates that there was a policy or custom of the

county which caused the constitutional and criminal
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violation. See Board of County Commissioners of Bryan
County v. Brown, 520 U.S. 397, 403, 117 S.Ct. 1382,
1388 (1997); To establish a governmental policy or

- custom, the plaintiff must allege a specific patterh or
series of incidents that support the general allegation
of a custom or policy; See Henry v. Farmer City State
Bank, 808 F.2d 1228, 1237 (7th Cir. 1986). The
plaintiff has established to pattern and series of
incidences that_support the allegations of violatiops
of customs, policies, criminal statueélaﬁdvcivil_

statues were violated by the BH clerk’s office.

Also, Black Hawk Supervisor Clerk Cindy Schmidt lied .:.
repeatedly.to the plaintiff about how his money would -
be returned if I overpaid on my court bill. Supervisor
Clerk Cindy lied to me at least 3 times by telling me
that the state of Iowa would have refunded my money if
I overpaid on my court bill. Also, Black Hawk
Supervisor Clerk Cindy lied to me about how other
people overpaid on their court bill in. the past and

their money was refunded to them by the State.
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Supervisor Clerk Cindy lies and deceit was intended to
deceive and conceals the BH clerk’s office conspiracy
to financially defraud defendants by not following
court orders.and adjust the fees and surcharges. This
“édministrative task” 1is covered under the doctrine of
“qualified immunity”, were it protects insofar as their
conduct does not violate clearly established statutory

or Constitutional rights of which a reasonable person

wqqldvhave known. Minor v. State, 819 N.W.2d at 400.
Supérvisor Clérk éindy Schmidt haslbeén working ét‘tﬁe
élack Hawk County Courthouse.for decades~and shé knew
that'she Qas lying to'me about the moﬁey'being refunded
if i o&erpaid and aboﬁt how other‘people gotvrefunds
froﬁ fhe.étate wheﬁ they overpaid. Aiso; Judge Joseph
Moothért warned mé at my OWI senfencing heéring, thét”
the state would not réfﬁnd my money if I overpaid.
Judge Mpothart knew that the BH clérké were conspiring
ﬁo financially defraud criminal deféndants andAhe did
NOinNG abouf it. Aléo, not adjusfing the court feeé.

and surcharges like the court order states allows these
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defendants and the state of Iowa to confiscate or steal
my State Income Tax Refund. When the State of Iowa
confiscatés or stole my tax refund, they somehow
subtract about 7.00 from the confiscated check. I had
the right to pay Off my court fine early, but the
clerk’s conspiracy and lies dragged out my payments and

allowed the state to steal my tax refund check.

After having the Black Hawk clerk’s office lie»to me.
for over 6 months, I filed a Motion for  an Injunctive -
order against the Black Hawk Clerk’s office and Judge
Nathan Callahan sanctioned me 1250 dollars for “Blowing
the Whistle” on the BH clerk’s office. I was sanctioned
1250 dollars for “Blowing the Whistle” on the clerks
conspiracy to financial defraud defendants,  NOT follow:
court orders, erase or delete 200 dollar payment from
plaintiff, falsify or forge defendant payment records,
énd theif conépiracy to keep criminal‘défenaantéan
prébation as long.as bossible. Judge joseph Mbothartu

was my OWI trial judge, but he recused himself and my
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Motion for an Injunctive order was sent to Judge Nathan
Callahan.

- Judge Nathan Callahan doesn’t have absolute judicial
Immunity when he conspired with BH clerk Supervisor
Cindy, Michelle Wagner and Brian Williams to label a
non-criminal 1250 dollar sanction as CRIMINAL
CONVICTION & FINE on my oriminal record. Judge Callahan
has conspired with the BH clerk’s office and the BH
attorney s office to mislabel a NON- crlmlnal 1250
dollar sanction as a4CRIMINAL CONVICTION & FINE for
“Blow1ng the Whlstle” on the Black Hawk Clerk’s office.
Black Hawk Clerk Clndy told me that she cla531f1ed
Judge Nathan Callahan’s 1250 dollars sanction as |
crlmlnal offense and fine after taklng witthudge
Nathah“Callahan.‘My paoerwork from\the BH.clerks proves
how»they mis—labeled a 1250 sanction as a oriminal o
conviction and fine.

Judge Nathan Callahan didn’t have jurlsdlctlon to
eahctloh me because my criminal OWI case OWCR 196436

was at the Iowa Supreme Court when sanctioned me 1250
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dollars in Nov 2015. Judge Nathan Callahan should have
sent my October 2015 Motion for an Injunctive order
against the clerks office to the Iowa Supreme Court
were my Appeal was happening. My criminal OWI case
OWCR-196436 was given the Appeal case number 14-1338
and I was at the Iowa Supreme Court until April of
2016, when Judge Nathan Callahan sanctioned me 1250
dollars in November of 2015. Judge Nathan Callahan even
said during the Sanction Hearing that my OWI case,
including the whole case folder wasvat tﬂé Iéwa Sgpréme
Court, before he éanqtioned me 1250 déllaré. Civil
liability only éffaches wheh é judge acté.wﬁolly
Without jurisdiction. Id. at‘308—09

Anyéne thét argues}that thié-Qas a pfoéecﬁting

. Atﬁgfney performiﬁg.conduét_in initiatiﬁé bf pursuing
criminal pro;écution is wrong-and félse,rfﬁefefére the
defendants don’t have imﬁunity. The.Law étatuesvof

.Minor V. State,‘819 N.W.2d 383; Imbler v. Pachtman, 424

U.S. 409, Anderson v. Larson, 327 F.3d 762, are related

to the initiating or pursuit of criminal prosecution,
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but there was no criminal prosecution in my Motion for
an Injunctive Order against the BH clerk’s office.
Therefore, the argument that the defendants have
Absolute Immunity because they were initiating or
pursuing a criminal conviction is NOT relevant to this
case. Also, the defense Attorneys will have to come up
with some Absolute Immunity statues for judges that
DON’T have jurisdiction, but issue orders against an
individual for “Blowing the Whistle” on their malicioﬁs
and willful conspiracy to fihanciaily défraud the

people of Black Hawk County, Iowa.

Judge Nathan Callahan ordered me to the Black Hawk
Courthouse for.thé’sahction}heafing énrNovember i7,:-f
2015. Judge Nathan callahaﬁ'was’wiliiﬁg to'forget aboiit
Sahctidns if I dropped my Motioh for 5n Injﬁncti%e”
Cfder against the Black Hawk cletks’ 6ffice. Judge
Nathéh'Callahan ﬁéidvmé that he would forget about
éanctioning mé”ifii agreed to withdraw my:MofionS for
én Injuhctivé order against the BH clerk’s office. I

made it very clear to Judge Nathan Callahan that I was
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NOT going to withdraw my Motion for an Injunctive
Order. Judge Nathan Callahan got so pissed off at me,
when I told him that I wouldn’t withdraw my Motion for
an Injunctive Order against the Black Hawk clerk’s
office. Judge Nathan Callahan tried to intimidate and
coerce me into dropping my Oct 2015 Motions for an
Injunctive order against the BH clerk’s office, before
the Sanction Hearing even started. Judge Nathan
Callahan didn’t let me speak freely and he dominated

the Sanction Hearing with his stupidity and outrage.

dn.October.26,l2016 I submitted é Mofioh tb Judge
Nathaﬁ.Céllahan éékihg for Sanction Reiief iﬁ the form
of anInjﬁnctive order to tell the‘clerké tﬁichange the
classifiéafion from‘a criminal éonViCtion and fihe to a
NOchiimiﬁal‘sanctidn;}but he refuéed; Jﬁdée Nathéﬁ .
éailéhan told me ihvhis respoﬁsé that hé woﬁld send me
fo jail fdr up to'6 months if I‘submitted ahy moré
ﬁéperwofk to his rotten and evil court. Jﬁdge Nathan
Callahan was a defendant in my Federal lawsuit when he

sanctioned me 1250 dollars for “Blowing the Whistle” on
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the BH clerk’s office conspiracy. At the Sanction
Hearing, Judge Nathan Callahan asked me about my 109
page complaint to the Iowa Judicial Qualification
Commission. Also, at the Sanction Hearing, Judge Nathan
Callahan asked me about my federal lawsuit 16-cv-2054,
in which he was a defendant in. Judge Nathan Callahan
and Michelle Wagner retaliated against the plaintiff
because of my 109 page Iowa Judicial Qualification
Commission Complaint and my federal lawsuit l6—cv—2054
for what happened before and during my OWI trial All
the defendants knew about and conspired with defendants
to\sanction or retaliate against the plaintiff for
trying to stop theiBH clerk’s conspiracyvto financiall?
defraud, his 109 page IJQC complaint-and his federal |
lawsuit l6—cv—2054. Judge‘Joseph‘Moothart was my le
trial judge, but recused himself and turned my Motion
for an Injunctiwe order against the.Clerks‘offioe over
to Judge Nathan Callahan to sanction me 1250 dollars-
for “Blow1ng the Whistle” on the Black Hawk clerk’

office. Judge Joseph Moothart knew about the Black Hawk
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Clerks_conspiracy to financially defraud criminal
defendants because he warned me at the OWI sentencing
hearing NOT to pay off my court bill until the clerks

adjusted the fees, fines and surcharges by half.

Judge Nathan Callahan ordered that 250 dollars of the
1250 dollars in sanction money go to the Black Hawk
County Attorney’s office as a bribe for their
complicity, corporation and conspiracy in the financial
extortion of the plaintiff for “Blowing .the Whistle” on
the BH clerks’ office conspiracy. Sanction money canft
be awarded to the Black Hawk Attorney’s office for.
their cooperation in retaliating against the plaintiff
for “Blowing the_Whistle” on the BH clerk’s office. All
£he éahcﬁion moﬁéyvneeded to go tothe Sféte of iowa;
On»the Court ifemized éharges.or Biil‘it haé listed
gMKll‘Refﬁndabie” 250.06 dollars to the Black Hawk
County Attorneys Office, but fhis 250.dollars Qas fré@j

Judge Nathan Callahan’s 1250 dollar sanction Order.
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Jurisdiction statement of case
On June 29, 2017 Iowa Supreme Court Chief Justice Mark
Cady was the first judge to issue an order in my
District Court case under Rule 22.2 that was first used
to perform an out-of-District Court Transfer of Judge
James Drew onto my case. Then, 26 days later, this same
out-of-District Court Transfer order was re-used to
perform a second District Court Transfer, after Judge
James Drew recused himself. Also, Chief Judge Kellyann
Lekar‘never sént>one of her jﬁdges frém the First
Distfict.to fhe Second Diétrict Céurt as“ofdefed by

Supreme Court Chief Justice Mark Cady on June 29, 2017.

Chief Justice Cady June 29, 2017 Order stated:

- Pursuant. to Iowa Court Rule 22.2, it is hereby ORDERED ... .
that any Judge of the Second Judicial District
designated by Chief Judge Kurt L. Wilke be assigned to
the First Judicial District for the purpose of
disposition of the above referenced case. It is further
ordered, that any judge of the First Judicial District - -
Designated by Chief Judge Kellyann Lekar assigned to

-the Second Judicial District to handle .the judicial
Business which normally would have been assigned to the
judge temporarily serving in the First Judicial
District.

" Iowa Civil Rule 22.2'Recaii and trénSfer of
judges.
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The supreme court by and through the chief justice may
at any time order the recall of eligible retired judges
for active service, and the transfer of active judges
and other court personnel from one judicial district to
another to provide a sufficient number of judges to
handle the judicial business in all districts promptly
and efficiently.

Let me first say, that Chief Justice Mark Cady’s June
29, 2017 Order was used to maliciously abuse, misuse
and rewrite Rule 22.2 for a purpose it was NEVER
intended to be used. Justice Mark Cady didn’t have
Jurisdiction, on June 29, 2017, to enter an Qrder in my
District Court case after conspiring with
DEFENDANT/judge Kellyann Lekar. At firSt; Chief Judge
Kurt Wiike used the June 29, 2017 Order.to}transfer
Judge James Drew from the Second District to the First
Dietricﬁ and onte my case. DEFENDANT Kellyann Lekar"‘
refused to follow Chlef Justice Mark Cady s June 29
2017 and transfer a judge to the Second District Court
te “éelanee out” the courts. On July 13 2017 1 asked
for.Reconsideration ef Justice Cady S Order, but he
refﬁsed to reply to my Motion for Reconsideration of

his June 29, 2017 Order. Also on July 13, 2017, I filed
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Motion to Strike Chief Justice Mark Cady's June 29,
2017 out-of-District Court Transfer Order. Then on July
15, 2017 the plaintiff submitted a Motion for a
“Jurisdiction Hearing”. I challenged Judge James Drew’s
“Jurisdiction” and he recuséd himself on July 24, 2017,
within about 24 days after being transferred to the
First District court to preside over my case LACV
132272. Make no mistake about it, Judge James Drew
recgsed himself from.an out-of-District CQurt Tfansfer
Qiﬁhﬁiies, perjury and conspired With Judges Lékar andv
Wiike and Justice Cady. Then on July 26,.2017 Chiéf |
JudgevKurt Wilke, of the Second Distfict; issued an
Order in my case at the Fifst Diéfrictléourtvso that hé
pouid.re—uéed Chiéf Justice Mark Cady’s>June 29, 2?173
Tﬁanéfer Qrder tb pérform a secénd‘ouf—of—Distfict}
Coﬁrf traﬁsfer of a sécond jﬁdge to thé ﬁifst District
Cgﬁ#t; Jﬁdge Rustin Daven?ért, Di$£rié£ éhief Jﬁdge_
kﬁf£.Wilké,hffom fhe Secoﬁd District}Coqrt, doesn;tm
have jurisdiction to enter orders in my case at tﬁe

First District Court.
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Judge Rustin Davenport, of the Second District, then
seize “jurisdiction” over my First District Court case
without any order under Rule 22.2 from Chief Justice Mark
Cady. Judges Rustin Davenport and Kurt Wilke don’t have
jurisdiction to make an “administrative task” that are
meant for Chief Justice Mark Cady under Rule 22.2. Judges
Davenport, Drew and Wilke are stealing or swindling Chief
Justice Mark Cady’s out of his “administrative task” and
making it their'“Judicial Task”. NOTHING in Rule 22.2
saYé that you can ie;gse.Justice Cédyfs Transferbo£der to
trénéfer}édditional judges to anothér distfict 26 days‘
iater. Judges Kurt Wilke and Rusty.Davenport doesn’t have
juriédlctlon to make.dec151ons on “gdmlnlstratl§e.t%$k;,
werélthé iaw or Rule 22.2 says‘it’s iowa‘éupremé éou%tw"

Justice Mark Cady’s “administrative task”.

DEFENDANT/Judge Kellyann Lekar refused to follow Chlef
Justlce Mark Cady s June 29 2017 and transfer a judge to

the Second District Court. Kellyann Lekar is a DEFENDANT
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in my civil lawsuit LACV 132272 and she was given a
direct order by Chief Justice Mark Cady, but she refused
to comply with that June 29, 2017 Order. I truly believe
that this is “CONTEMPT OF COURT”. As the defense
attorneys for DEFENDANT Kellyann Lekar, Iowa A.G Rebecca
Barloon and Jeffery Peterzalek should have known that:
their client Kellyann Lekar didn’t complied with Chief
Justice Mark Cady’s June 29, 2017 Order. Also, Judges
Kurt Wilke, James Drew and Rustin knewvthat Judge
Kellyanﬁ Lékar réfuséd sent a Judge.to the Second
District Court,.iikevJusticé.Mark CadY’s Order staﬁed.wu
Also, Chief‘Jﬁstice.Mark Cady knew.that Jﬁdge Kellyanﬁ.’
#ék;erasn't gbing ﬁé folléw the»second part of”his June

29, 2017 Judicial Transfer Order.

All 8 Towa District court chief Jﬁdge know'that'Justiée
Mark Cady is abusing‘and misusing Rulé 22.2 by issﬁing
dut¥of—DiStrict Court Transfer orders téiling the chief
judgeé to swap JUdges,‘but in reélity} ONLY the:Judge
from the district that isn't a party to the civil lawsuit

actually transfers one of their judges. Yes, with Chief
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Justice Mark Cady's “Judicial Transfers Orders”, everyone
of the 8 District Court Chief Judges know to follow ONLY
the first part of the Chief Justice Mark Cady's District
Transfer Orders, like Kellyann Lekar did when she refused
to follow Mark Cady’s June 29, 2017 Order. Everyone knows
that transferring a judge out-of-district to hear a
single case would NEVER survive a challenge on
jurisdiction that this second judge was assigned to,
especially without a Transfer Order from Justice Cady.
Yes;vény Qut—of—district judge présidingvovgr a_casewfggm
éthher»différent diétrict céurt woﬁla ﬁaveuthéi#
jurisdictiqn challenged ahd fhey'wéuld iose;‘The
éppgintment of anléut—of—District jﬁdge; when.theré is“NO
;éasoﬁAto appoint én out éf distfiét;judge,.woﬁld.be o
éhéilénged by“bothkparties iﬁ a ciyillor criminal case.
Chiéf Juétice.Mark Cady's Judicial Transfer.orders are
én#é;ed into oflonto one case LACV—132272, NOT two cases.
?es; Justice Mérk Cady’s June 29, 2017‘Di$tric£“Tranéfer‘
OrqérAwas issued in my civilvcaée LACV—iBéZ?é ONLf. Tﬁéfé

was NO other case that Chief Justice Mark Cady issued an
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Order in, so a Judge from the First District Court could
preside over a case at the Second District Court. Chief
Judge Mark Cady is acting like he is trying to comply
with Rule 22.2 and “Balancing the Load”, but he realizes
that the second part of his “Judicial Transfer Order”
never happens, just like in my civil lawsuit LACV-132272.
Especially because they would be assigning an out-of-
district Judge to a case were an out-of-District Court
Transfer was NOT necessary. Justice Mark Cady is “Judg@ﬁ
Shoﬁping” or “Quid Pro Quo” swapping of léWsuif éé tﬁé?
can cover-up for each other’s violéfioné of criminal

laws.

On July 24, 2017, the secretary of the Cerro Gerdo -
court setup another hearing date for Sept 20, 2017.
Then, later that same day, July 24, 2017 Judge James-
Drew ‘recused himself from my case. Yes, about 24 days:
after being transferred from the Second District Court.
to the First District Court, Judge James Drew recused .
himself from my civil case LACV-132272 with lies, -

perjury and conspiracy. Judge James Drew had his
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secretary setup another hearing for September 20, 2017
to make sure my civil case LACV 132272 stayed at the
Second District Court. Judge James Drew had just
récently faced a civil lawsuit of his own, that was
dismissed on Apfil 19, 2017 by the Black Hawk County
Courthouse. In Judge James Drew recusal statement he
ordered Chief Judge Kurt Wilke to perform another
“District Court Transfer” or QSpecial Assignment” of
another judge from the Second District court to the
figéf.Distri¢t cQu£t. Judge Wilke then ééleéfed a
secqﬁd jﬁdge, Rustin.Davenport, to.be.“District Court
Trapsfer” of fSpeéial Assignmentf to my case at the

First District Court on about July 26, 2017.

Judge James Drew issued 5 Orders within a 12 day
period, before he recused himself. This shows me that
‘Judge~James Drew was ready to preside over this case,
until I challenged his jurisdiction over my civil case
LACV 132272. In Judge James Drew’s recusal order on
July 24, 2017, he recuses himself in one sentence and

then in the very next sentence he ordered Chief Judge
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Kurt Wilke to perform another “out-of-District Court
Transfer” from the Second District Courts to the First
District Court. Judge James Drew doesn’t have the
power, authority or jurisdiction to order District
Chief Judge Kurt Wilke to perform another “out-of-
District Court Transfer” or “Special Assignment” to the
First District Court. Then, on July 26, 2017 Chief
Judge Kurt Wilke transferred Judge Rusty Davenport from
the Second District Court to the First District Court
and onte.my case; Judge Kurt.Wilke, ef the Second
bistrict Court, doesn'tlhave the nouer, authorfty er
jurisdiction to issue his Jul? 26, 2017 order in my
civil case at the‘First District Court. Chief Judde
Kurt Wllke re.used Chlef Justlce Mark Cady S June 29,
2017 Order.te perform a second»“out -of- Dlstrlct Ceurtwv
transfer” of a second Judge, Rustin bavenpert; Judge
Rustln Dauenport can’t be transferred to the First
District without.a‘court order from Chief Justfce Mark
Cady,.accordlng to Iowa Rule 22.2 and that NEVER

happened ThlS law or Rule 22 2 1s wrltten for the
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Chief Justice only. Under Rule 22.2 EVERY judge that
gets transferred needs a court order from Chief Justice
Mark Cady and that didn’t happen with Judge Rustin
Davenport. Judge Rusty Davenport has made this

“administrative task” his “judicial task”.

The Black Hawk County Courthouse dismissed the case
against Judge James Drew on April 19, 2017 and then
James Drew wasvhand—selected to preside over my lawsuit
against the Bléck Hawk Courthouée.embioyeeé'thét»wés'”
filedvon Méy 18, 2017; fhese defendénfs are only
swapping»lawsui£s(.so thét they can dismissleach éther
maiiéibﬁs’violatibné of>ﬁhé law. Chief Justiée Mark
Cady'é Jﬁne-29, 2017 order actﬁaliy swabpéd two judges
around at the First and Second District courts, which
goeslcompletély qéﬁtrary to wﬁat tﬁé iowé Civilléule
éZéé-aétualiy stétés.Judges Mark Cady, Kellyanﬁliékar,
james Drew énd Kurt Wilke arevsending'my lawsuit.to -
Judge James Drew thét recenfly had a qivil lawsuit

under number 069811 against him dismissed by the Black
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Hawk County Courthouse. Then, after the Black Hawk
Courthouse dismissed the civil lawsuit case against
Judge James Drew, Judge Kurt Wilke performed an out-of-
District Court Transferred of Judge James Drew onto my
case from the Second District Court. This “Quid Pro
Quo” jurisdiction deal is “Judge Shopping” or hand-
selecting the Judge the DEFENDANTS want to preside over
the civil case against them. Chief Justice Mark Cady’s
June 29( 2017 Order allowed the “Quid Pro Quo” swapping
of my.lawsuit under case number LACV l32272 for a.Judge
that recently had a c1v1l laweult agalnst him dlsﬁlssed
by the Black Hawk Courthouse. This Quld Pro Quo
jurrsdlctlon‘deal.1s.actually “Judge Shopplng” dr haud—
ee;ectrnd of a pre51drng judge v1oletesimy Clvrl;
Constitutionai aud bue Proceeszights‘to a fair triel

with an impartial judge that has jurisdiction.

Judge Kurt Wilke Stated in his July 26, 2017 Order

“Honorable Rustin Davenport is “spec1ally assigned” to
- replace Judge Drew and preside over all remaining

facts of this case”.
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Judge Kurt Wilke of the Second District Court doesn’t’
heve the power or authority to make “Special
Assignments” within the First District Courts. There is
a HUGE problem here, this is NOT a “Special Assignment”
it is actually an “OUT-OF DISTRICT COURT TRANSFER” of
Judge Rustin Davenport from the Second District Court
to the First District Court. Judge Kurt Wilke has
purposely and willfully used the wrong terminology or
words to describe'what he was doing by stating it is a
fSpeeial Assignment”. This was NOT a “Speeiel
Assignment” it is.actually an out—ef—district transferv
ef a District ceurt judge from the Second Distriet |
Courts to the First DlStrlCt Courts under Rule 22. 2
Judge Kurt Wllke knew that he dldn t have a newr
“transfer” order from Justrce:Mark Cedy, se he dec1ded
to"use the words “Snecial Assignment;”so_he could
uilifuliy and meliciously perform an hout—of—DISTRICf
COURT TRANSFER”Vof judge Rustin Dauenport from the
Seeond District Ceurt to the First District Court.

Judge Kurt Wilke July 26, 2017 Order doesn’t even spell
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out under what rule or authority he was using to make a
“Special Appointment”, which was really an “out-of-
district transfer” of Judge Rustin Davenport to the

First District Court.

Judge James Recusal Order Statement July 24, 2017
said:
After further consultation with the Chief Judge it has
been determined that I should recuse myself from this case
because I was recently represented by Ms. Barloon and Mr.
Peterzalek. Although the case was dismissed it is likely
there will be further proceedings in that matter making it
necessary for the Attorney General's office to provide
further representation for me. Rather than risk the
possibility of having to change judges after motions have
been submitted it has been determined that a different
judge should be appointed at this time. I therefore recuse
myself from this case. The Chief Judge will assign another
judge from the Second Judicial District to preside over
~the case. The parties will be advised whether the
anticipated September 20 hearing date is still feasible
" when a new judge is appointed.

Judge James Drew stated in his . recusal Order: “I
theréfore recuse myself from this case”. Judge James Qrew
should haye recused ﬁimself erm the District CouttH .
transféf-toﬂthé.First District Court,'not.the Casé;”

I know_that-éivii.iéwsuit filed against*Judge James
Drew;Was disﬁissed'pﬁ April 19, 20i7._Jﬁdge Jaﬁes

Drew’s recusél statement wés,submitféd on'July 24,

2017. I believe that the civil lawsuit against Judge
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James Drew was dismissed for about 96 days, before
Judge James Drew recused himself from my civil lawsuit.
There was no chance that the civil lawsuit against
Judge James Drew was going to be appealed after 96
days. Judge James Drew DIDN’T have a legitimate reason
to recuse himself from the district transfer and from
my case, so he used lies and perjury in his recusal
statement. After 96 days there was NO possibility that
the;e would be “further proceedings” in the lawsqit
LACV.O69811against Judge James Drew. Judge Jameé Drew
caﬁ’t uée malicious aﬁd‘willful liés andvpérjury to “
recuse himéelf froﬁ an out-of-district tfansfer. An
Appeal.by thé plaintiff Larry Schaéfer iﬁ the-civil
iawsuit againsﬁ_Judge James Drew needed #o be done with
30 déys,»andvﬁhat didnft happén. Sé fhere_ﬁas Né‘
possibility of Appeal or for 5furthér proceediﬁgs”‘in‘
thé_lawsﬁit against Jﬁdge James Drew after 96 days..if
didﬁ’t matter to Chief Judge Kufthilke that Judge
Jaﬁes DrewAwaé lying invhis recusal étatemenf, because

Chief Judge Kurt Wilke lied and perjured himself in his
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own order, just two days after Judge James Drew lied

and perjured himself.

Jeffery Peterzalek and Barloon represent Judge James
Drew in the lawsuit against him. These Iowa A.G’s
didn’t say anything about the lawsuit against Judge
James Drew or the conflict of interest when they were
appointed. Also, Jeffery Peterzalek and Barloon had to
know that Judge James Drew was lying in his July 24,
2017 Order. Peterzalek and Barloon had to know that-the
case against Judge James Drew was dismissed over 96
days before and that there was no chance of appeal or
“futﬁre lltlgatloh" in the case agalnét him. Alsé,
Jéffery Peterzalek and Barlooﬁ had to know.there was a
conflictiof infereét wheﬁ Judge_Jémes_Dfew.took QQerh
fﬁe‘éase 5ut they didn;t subﬁiﬁkany décuﬁéﬁtation to
ﬁhé_cburt expléining the confiiét-of interest befbre
dudge James Drew recused himself; jéffery Peteréalek_
énd‘Barioan Qaﬁted Judgé Jaﬁeé Drew fo preéide over my
case bééause they knew that James Dfew was a defendant
in:énbtﬁer léwsg;t:filed'by Lér;y Schaefer-thét ended

36



up at the First District court with Defendant/judge
Kellyann Lekar at the R.I.C.O. courthouse of Black Hawk
County.

Judge Rustin Davenport Stated on Dec 18, 2017:

“While this Judge is aware of cases pending in the Second
Judicial District that are assigned to First Judicial
District judges, this Court is unaware if there was an
assignment of a Second Judicial District case to the First
Judicial District in order balance out the workloads of
each district”.

Sée, even Judge Rustin Davenport knows that DEFENDANT
Kellyann Lekar refused to follow Chief Justice Mark
Cady’s order and he refused to do anything. about it.-. -
How does a presiding judge, like Rustin Davenport,
believe that DEFENDANT Kellyann Lekar is not required

to follow court orders from chief Justice Mark Cady? -

Judge Rustin Davenport has cited Estate of Cox v. Dunakey

& Klatt, P.C., 893 N.W.2d 295, 306, in his theft of

jurisdiction oVer'my civil case. Judge Kellyann Lekar
presided over this case and DENIED the plaintiffs request
to have an out-of-district judge préside over this case

Estate of Cox v. Dunakey & Klatt, P.C., 893 N.W.2d 295,

37



306. This case Estate of Cox v. Dunakey & Klatt, P.C.,

893 N.W.2d 295, 306 doesn’t have anything to do with my

case and it is not similar in any way to my case. It took

this Prose attorney in case Estate of Cox v. Dunakey &

Klatt, P.C., 893 N.W.2d 295, 306 over 5 months to ask

for an out-of-District Judge in this case. Judge James
Drew was transferred to my civil lawsuit, so my case has

NOTHING similar to the Estate of Cox v. Dunakey & Klatt,

P.C., 893 N.W.2d 295, 306 case. Judge Kellyann Lekar

presided over this case Estate of Cox v. Dunakey & Klatt,
P.C.,, involving her former employer. Also, in my case,
Judge Kurt Wilke is re-using a 26 day old order to

transfer a second judge out of district. In the case of

Estéte of Cbx v. Dunakey & Klatt, P.C., 893 N.W.2d 295,

306 NO judge was transfer from out of district. This

other case of Estate of Cox v. Dunakey & Klatt, P.C., 893

N.W.2d 295, 306 doesn’t have any judges from out.éf
diétiicﬁ. Judgé Rustin Davenport can’t cite any case that
actually had a judge recuse himself from a case and a |

second judge was transferred out-of-district using the
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same order that transferred the first judge, James Drew.
In Judge Rustin Davenport “Jurisdiction Overreach” he

cite case Estate of Cox v. Dunakey &'Klatt, P.C., were a

Prose attorney took 5 months to ask for an out of
District Judge and were Judge Kellyann Lekar presided
over a case that involved her former employer. Case

Estate of Cox v. Dunakey & Klatt, P.C., 893 N.W.2d 295,

306, is NOT case law to have Judge Rustin Davenport

maliciously and willfully seized “jurisdiction” over my

civil case.

Rule 14 Reason forwGranting petition of Writ of
Certiorari. :

The Black Hawk Clerks should"be forced to put some
safeguards or mechanisms in place to make sure the
Clerks of the court actually follow the court orders
This Writ of Certiorari should be granted so other =~
people don’t have their Civil, Constitutional and Due
?rocess Rights violated by people working withih the
judicialisystem in the State of Iowa. The malicious and
willful theft, conspiracy, retaliation, intimidation
and assault on the plaintiff and his Civil Rights
should not be tolerated by the court. Defendant
received immunity from the blatant theft of 200 dollars
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Of*ﬁ,

under receipt number 919839. and the attempted theft of
over 843 dollars because the Black Hawk Clerk’s office
refused to follow the court orders in my OWI trial and
adjust the fees, fines and surcharges by half. I asked
the Black Hawk Clerks at least 7 times, when they would
adjust the fees fines and surcharges like my OWI
sentencing order stated. Also the malicious 1250
dollars sanction from judge Nathan Callahan for
“Blowing the Whistlé” on the Black Hawk Clerk’s office
and their conspiracy to not follow court order in orde&
to financially defraud criminal defendants and keep
them on probation longer. Also, the plaintiff chouldn’t
have to put up with a “Quid Pro Quo” Jurisdiction deal

between the First and second district courts.

Conclusion
The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
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(Your Name)
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5._/2,(+c a"{ Lowa _ RESPONDENT(S)
et 47/
PROOF OF SERVICE

Ta N
I ameS EU 7l 77 , do swear or declare that on this date,

Fe ebru alty 28 , 20 29 as required by Supreme Court Rule 29 I have
served the enc]gsed MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS
and PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI on each party to the above proceeding
or that party’s counsel, and on every other person required to be served, by depositing
an envelope containing the above documents in the United States mail properly addressed
to each of them and with first-class postage prepaid, or by delivery to a third-party
commercial carrier for delivery within 3 calendar days.

The names and addresses of those served are as follows:

jf—au)a #‘ G. Carp fiae. BParret '/7’00\/(( Bw‘/(ﬂ,;‘?
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
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