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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

e Can a United States District Judje. c\enj the cis\d' of a Frivde alizento
involie the aid of the coudts o the United States if held in unlawkul imprisonment by

an administrative Q3€V\C3?

2... . Did a United States Disteict Budﬁe Pro\/\cle c\(‘guemcvd‘ ?or an ﬂa'mmtsfm‘\we.
3«\* na\’ €0ucded upon Some mattec which Jus{‘ Cies the execcise of federal au‘l’kor&s

L, YO . D the f)cme[ of the Severth Ciccud ecs B‘j o\ecidinj the meeit of an fo’“‘
not ‘)fopedj befoce the coud‘, denﬁivﬂ im(iuin3 ko the cause of resteaint under a voin
JDGMENT 7

or s ..when lack of discretion ex\s* can a private citizen be prohi ibited From
brmsmg Qa Cmu( ac{’mn or QPP“‘\M‘} Q C\U\‘ Judﬁmev\* den3\n3 Qawess \\o the couc“' ?

Reesonnenn. Can an ocder / :)udsmm'\' con\‘qinins no Sismq‘\ure \03 qv\3 clecK o \)ua(jg

be consideced executed T

bovivian,, Can a pomel (1) o the Distridd Couet Jemj Q P\aiv&'q‘s‘ ﬁ(c“’qa' q(leSa"'{ons,

dem 30\% Suqc‘c\s ) and cc\\‘ Jto MQKC JUJ\C(O«‘ no\’\ce (Q a ch*n requeﬁ f} 1C' e chs(:u{cc’
W\a*erml ch““ ex(s‘\‘ ?



LIST OF PARTIES

[X] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all partles to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:
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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

[ ] For

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix “A" to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ____ ) y Or,

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

[X] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 8" to
the petition and is

[X] reported at 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXiS 1578 ; OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at -
Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at —; or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished. '

The opinion of the - ' _ : ' __ court
appeafrs at Appendix -to the petition and' is

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

[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[X] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was L? Nevember Iz, 2023

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[X] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: il ngch 2 oc y ?.olg/ , and a copy of the -
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix €~ . ,

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was gfanted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A ..

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. __A .

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

fcticle |. 8ilt of Rights
Section |, Freedom of Rssocid\‘}on, F\ssembi«j, Expression,and Petibion |
Freedom of associa+i'on,assemblj  press, speqch | and other focms of exPression’

and fd‘i‘(on {oc redcess opacieqames shall not be ahriclﬁecl.

Section ., Treedow o Re‘ision:
Tre State shall establish no re\(3€on nor inferfere with the free exercise thereof,

No pecson shall be denied any ricjh’t or frim’\eﬁe because o re[f3§ous belief or the exercise
‘\‘Mefeop.

section Y. Privacy

The riSH' of Yhe individual +o decide whether to Procreafe ot Yo bear a
child is wviolable a5 15 the risk} Yo noncommercial privm‘c ) consensual, sexual behaveor of
adults. Those who exercise or advocate these cis\&s have jin addition ;the r(SM"f o e free
fom all foems of discrimination .

Political sucveillance is covx*rqnj Yo democeatic Pcinde\es. T\nerecorel unless relevant for

{

‘)rosecdiom of ?o@", Qresenjr,oc imeninedt Crime information on any persons execcise of
Creedom of re\ision, expression, association, assembly, o 9e‘v1hon {or redcess o?ﬂm‘ evances,
shall net be collected Surrep\iﬂous\% undee coloe of \aw. '
Individual privacy with cespedt Yo personal bank accounts) health) academic, empionmem‘,
Communicq\'iovxs,av\d similae fecords, he disclosure of which would constitute an invasion
o the privac of Yhe individual concerned jisa riﬁ\\{' ; Yhe Pro{ecxion oF which shall e
provided \nﬁqw. Howeuer, ¥he name ; salacy, and place of employment of cach emplogee
of e Stale and of any of its agencies oc local 3overnmevﬂ units is a matfer of Puhli‘c
tecord and shall be available 1o the Pumu’c.

Section 19, Slavery and \nvo\uhj\'a(‘\j Sepvitude |
3\aucc~3 and iv\ualun*arn secvitude are pro\\lbi’red.

3



Section \q. Cwil Sm‘\'s

The c.ﬂk‘r to a Juc\j *eial in a cml suit shall remain munola‘k The House
of Oe\egqj(es shall assuce access o courts for those H\aq&s umlo\ejro(amj Gourt cast
Shall aot ’\ne requiced of any ki “laavﬁ unable to pay.

28 usc 18 453 Oaths ofdus‘\’\ces adeudSes .

Each Jus‘hce of Judac of Yhe United 3‘\'a"fe3 shall faKe the Qo“owmf) oath or
qu\fmq‘\'mn \OQQWC Pe('(\ormwxﬁ Yhe o‘u{'es oﬁns omce .
“, ,do S’olewm\j sweac (or alfien) that | will adwumijre(‘ \\\As)nce withoat reseecjr
Yo personand do ec‘uq‘ right Yo the poor and to the tich, cmol fhat \ ual Can\h?uihj and umfnr+na\(j |

d\Sc\naCcse and ?eerm all the dukies in cambedt upon we as under the -
Coms)w‘-u'\\om and laws o the Um‘e& Hates. So \r\e\p we q::cl

1o vsc\ 8 ygy Practice of law by _\ushces and Jucljes.
Rms Jui“‘((e of Judse aypmn*ec) undee the- Qd‘nonjnj of Un&ed Stades who
enScheS in %e ?chk(e m(\ ‘aw S 3\-\\“3 o‘?a “\ts“\ M\Sdemeanor

2 vsc \6q! Seal and teste c? frocess

Al u)ﬂ'h QV\J ‘)(‘OCQSS iSSUms (‘(om Qa COU(‘"' oc “Ae Um“‘ed S‘h‘\es ShQ(( be
under seal of the court and siqned by e cleck Yhereo
weed process “ meawt ocder of cow‘\',q\\v\\w%\n I could Be tssued \)3 clerk. Leas &
Nk:\)i“vj V. merciman, 132 F.lo (¢c.c.v. va, \qouﬂ; ln e S‘\mon’ 2q1 F. qyl,24m. .

BR. (n.s) 5ly ‘(Znal Cir. 1q24).

I usc §1 Trust, dc.; in restrawt of trade Wllegal | penaty

Euen3 coﬁ*ch‘f, combination in the form of tfrust oc o{'\\eruo\'Se/ or conspicac Y )N
testeaint of trade of commerce amonq the several States, or with Qreijn nations, is here by
declared to be |\ie3ql Ever 4 person who shall malle any contract o enqage in any
Cow\hma{‘mn of Covxspure‘c\s \nere.k% dec\qrecl to be d(eﬂql shalf be cleemeel ‘f]“““’j of a Fe""”"‘j, |
amd,oncomcc\.m{'hereap shall be puvnsineJ ‘“3 Rne no‘}‘exceec!mﬂ ¥ foo y0e0, 000 if q

COfPom*mv\ o(‘ \C q“ﬁ ee\‘Sov\ i \)0001000, or \)\3 tm‘)msonmevﬂ' mfl' exceevau:.) {o 3ear3, ot ‘03

Y



both Said' Punishmev\*, wn the disceehion of {he court,
Iguscs 88 2340'13«'1’;;&.: ~ .
(0 “Yocture” means an act co W\M\u‘Hec\}\Dn a person ac-Hv\% under the color of
faw S?Qtiﬁcallvj wtended to nflict severe PhjSECg‘vor meantal Pain of _Su‘:(’erlnj(o{'her
than pain of Su?"erivxs incidevtal to lawful sanchions) upon ancther pecson with hes
¢ us‘vodg) of Pkﬂsica( control ) '
(2) Severe mental ?ain or Su,WerIm{ means the Pmlonﬁed mental hacm cqueJ bﬂ of
fesulting Feom- , - o
(R the intentional inflickion or \%reqv\*ev}ed inflickion of severe Pkasical pain of suffeci ng 5
(8) the administration or qﬂoiicq‘kon)qr Hiceatened administeation oc q?flicml.‘o_h of mind-
alfering substances o other procedures calculated to discugt f)t‘opouna”zj the senses or
the personality ) | |
(C) the thweat of tmmineat deall  of . : | ‘
() +he threat Hhat another pecson will Emwxiv\enﬂ3 be subjected to death ) Severe \o\ujs{cal

?O\iV\ o¢ sulfecing . or the adwinistration o¢ app\icmleom of mind ‘apf-e(‘inﬂ substauces or

"3
other ?coc.eclure Calgq\a*ccl Yo d(sm(:" t)\‘ogaum“j fhe senses oc ‘mrsovm\ijr«j')anol
(:Q"um&d 3§a*es‘.meav\s the Se\}tml 3¥ajfes of Jr!hg Un;Jtec] 3‘&&3 ) ‘H\e Disjm‘c‘l‘ of Co[umbfq f

and The common wealths ,ferri*ories )ovxd ()ossessfo'ns of the United States.

lforma Pavperis 3 \qgy (b (1)

Net w‘v\\ns\qvv\c\iv\j subsection (a), \€ o prisoner bﬂ“ﬂs a civil ackion or Qlés '
an qwea‘ nforma ?au?‘eris, the ?cisw\er shall be (‘ec‘u;(ec! to pay “Ae full amount oPGl’emj _
?ee.T‘m. court shall assess and, when funds exist, colledt jas @ ‘m(&iqﬂ P“‘&Me“* of any court
Fees requ‘\cec] by law, an inidial ()ar‘n"a( .Q(‘Wﬁ Cee of 20 ?eccevt\ of the Srea*er of, ‘

(R) the averaqe W\OV\“\‘ks o\eeosilrs Yo the (>riSoy\er's acwuv\‘\‘,' of ‘ :

(8) the overage W\ov&\nl_s;\ balance in fhe Prismq«‘é account fo %c 6-month ?eciod immed{u{eb
?Nce&bas Yhae C{(iv\S of the CoVV\?\aiw\ ot notice o\-\q?peai .

(2) Afkec ‘quswxev(\ of the initial 9c~c\'{a\ (‘i“wﬁ e;e, Yhe ()r{SOnec shall So'z' cwac‘uireol +o maKe
monthly payments of 20 ?evce»)\’t of the preceding wiodbh§ income ereated o the prisonecs
account +o the cleck of Yhe court each fime the amoudt in the account exceeds 11o.00

5



until-the ming Qes are Paici, ‘ ,
) ln no eveat shall a prisoner be Prckibiireo\ Crom hrinjEnj a civil ackion or quealJnS q
civil or cciminal :)uclamev& o Yhe ceason that the prisoner has no assets and no means

{03 which %lqu W tnitial pactial GI&.«B fee.

Role 2ot Judicial Notice of Adjudica‘ﬂvé quf . |
(o) Sco?e. This rule governs judié(a( netice of an aoljudicajrive Padton‘j, nof

\eais\anLiue fact . () Kinds of fuct Hhdt may be 5uo\icia\l3 Neticed . The coust may Suc\[cc'a(lj
notice a fact that is not Subjed‘ Yo reasonable disPujfe because it - |
(Q s Senerallj Known within the trial courts tecritorial :)ut"\sdic“t‘on; of
(2) can be occum\'e\u\\ and ceo\di(3 delecmined From soucces whose accura ey cannot
feaSovquij be Cluésjriov:ed.
(<) T_aKiv\«j Notice, The Courd
(VYay Yake budicfd[ notice on its own ;or.
" (2) wust YaKe jud icial wefice (s a Par*b reques‘* & and the coud is Suﬁn“ed with the
necessary wformation. , : | '
(A)Tim‘mc3 . The court way Yakie \‘)udidal nokice af any ss(qae_ of the Pr°ceed;“3'
@ OQFoc‘}uMh Yo \oe.\‘\eo‘«l . On lrime\j fec‘ues‘\', a (aow{\j is entitled 4o be heard on the
. Pco‘ariejrt) o \’QK;m} judicial notice beloce mk%iwsq Pm‘kﬁl'\lne Paﬂ(j ,on (eques+l s sk

entctled Yo oe heqed, , . -
| (?Mnﬁ*‘ruc‘\%«s Yhe bxmj Al case, fhe court wust insteud the Suc‘.xjro Q«ep“ the |
watice fact as conclusive. In a ceiminal case ) the court must insteuct the ‘Surn thet it

May of may v(e“ QCCeP* the ho{‘{ceo' Pac“‘ as comclusiue,



- STATEMENT OF THE CASE

© On or dbout Novewber 27,2021 private citizen Break doseph Daigle filed arequest for a
CEASE AND DESIST ORDER/ INJUNCTION, No.2:22-¢y- 0053%g. Jn accordance with the
Judicial determination made in a Rule 6o () () 3ud3men+ VO(D;DQ(S\e s frimqrj claims-
wece no“‘ ?00(“3 fqr*icu\qri zed becauSe op “fs iSnocamce oc law ~ and was baseol on Pac"‘s
outlined in memorandum of law, and Affidavit of Teath 1.c., detailed DocKet No. 316~ cr-
ooolz-Pdw Doc.No. 166~ Doc.No, {q2 and HPPCQI 89\ Cir.CA[lZ'ISSl]; [22’5058]
and Administeative Notice BP3-9.

On of about November ZngOZZa Mac}{s*rq*e 3uc13e's Notice of Ruailakil«"fn o
Execcise Jucisdiction issued | Re?erred Yo. MQﬁis*(‘q“c Auclae Mack J. Dinsmorce. No.2:22

“Cy—0o 568 .

On or about December 2,2022 in contlict with 2gusc | 3 45Y. Audae dames Ratrick
Naulon, peactice law from the ‘)e\nc%) he introduced his own arque meat, thus ‘haKinj on the
tole of Yhe Counsel for Administeative Aqeat Wacden , Steve Kallis, De@.nc\an‘};and edters
FINAL JUOGMENT in favor of Resgmvse\cﬁ\ Adwinisteative che““’ Qﬂa{ms"‘ PlaindFF J.e., the
teal 90\&3 [T in*e(‘cs"f%\‘ev\'\' bose?k Bai3\e ?e‘ik‘oner, c\enins ACCESS To THE COURT,

Judae James Patrick Hanlon, errovxeous\j set aside claims, construed twe (Z)Rmctau}\‘s,
addressed what he wadted fo 1.¢,, 28 use.3 224! ina cecless diseeqacd foc the TROTH
l.e.,,CERSE AND DESIST ORDER / 1N JUNCTION; for confinement under void ju meat,
Ben%‘w\c{&ev\\' Joscph Bo«iﬁ\c fhe ciakt Yo invoke e aid of the court of the United States
aidinj i the COWHV\\AOQS festtaint opﬁ‘usj\', +(‘qu€, lommerce i5 usc 3 l, Tor‘}urt

1g usc 33 2340, Yhe denial of tndividual Priuaa:, with resped‘ to Pe.rswol bank
accounts hecdj&.{ acodew\{clemploﬂmew}, cowwwum(ca#ion, and Similar cecords
Acticle | Bill of Rc‘s\n‘rs‘, Sec.y | su\{)echS the ceal Pants in ianeresm‘;%e American
eeﬂe\ﬂ o s\avecy and ‘V\UO\QW\'QfS Jecurtude Sec. \g - Ackicle 1 Bl of R W,
Aevx‘siml ¢ \'3\\* Yo teravel '{:redom oF S‘Oeqci/\ and reli3§en Sec. 2 I‘H’{cle?

Bilt of Rights.
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On o about December (6, 2022 pdva*e Citizen Breat J'OSePln Dm‘Sk {iled a NoTICE
OF APPEAL)Cause No.2:22-cv-0053Q~ IPH-MJD IN THE UNITED STATES (OURT Of APPERLS
FOR THE SEVENTH CiRCuiT ' Exeressec\ b3 NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE OF CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST

Agp- No.22~ 57. 3% +o wock equi{n or Prusfrc&e (faud .

on oc about Tebruary |, 7.02.:1) while awo‘\ku\j informa Pauperis Rpp.No.22.-37337 LT (S
ORDERED[?] violation of 28 usc !faq( Seal and teste of process fhat Petitionec- Rppe(lan’f

Brent Dai3\e (e a POSITION STRTEMENT addcessing whether this appeal should be held pending |
Yhe Sugvew\e Couls decision in Jones v. Headcix , No. 2 -g57 (ws) | ‘

ln reaching the courts conclusion concerning the ?eﬁ{iov\ec% equitable afficmative defense,
e court has sought Yo reach an odtcome on wiscepresentations and fraud asthe argumen

in Jones u. Nendrix, Ne. 2i-g57 (u.s) overwhelmingly do et qpp‘:, , but the Sud_{c.ia( determ-
wation made in o Rule 6o (b) () judﬁvmﬂl vaid, %0 1o ceach an odcome based ov\a_reqiis‘h*c
in*erpm’(a‘im & he ot fresevﬂ , this appeal cannet be lheld eeno‘(nj the Supreme Courts decision
10 Jowes . Hendeix ;a5 a matter of law and Qxc‘f. NOT addressed \>3‘er Couct ﬂﬁ) No.?.l-_52.55.

On OF a\;od\ Beri\ 2y, 2013 No.22- 3233 Inre Breat Joseph Daij\e {iled a WRT oF RIGHT.
Feeedom 1o travel jr\r\rocxﬁ\mu‘\ the United States has l°°3 been recognized as a basic cight undec
the Constitution | and itis clear that e freedom Yo dravel includes the fteedom to enter and
abide in any state .in e Union Stnce the rfﬁ\\‘r fo trave! was a conshitudi tma“:] Pro*ecjfec}
rit\\nf ) Qi c\qssi?}cq;ion which secves Yo Pena\'\Ze Yhe execcise of that rx‘sH , unless shown
%o e necessacy Yo promste a compelling 3evgrnmgn‘§ql iviterest i unconsttutional ,The'rijln\

Jfo *ra\)e\ 'S an uncomd%hov\a\ Pe(‘sovm[ (igH / Q ciSH whose exercise man mo‘“ be covxoli{f{ou ecL

On oc doout N\aus\q ,2023 access to qwe\\aﬂ%‘s "Wt of R\qHT". App-No. 22-22322 filed o1, |
R pril 28«2"23 will be cestricted +o-tne Pq«’n‘es and couct persomnel . [,Sea‘ecﬂ | |

On or G&)'Ou{ Au‘cj {9,202 3 While awqi{'(ns informa pauperis, Rpp. No.22~3235', IT13

080ERED [7) vidlekion of Igusc lbgl Seal and feste of'process | Hhat febibioner - Appellant

file a Second R0SVTION STATEMENT addressing whethee this appeal should be held pend{nj |
‘ 8



the Supreme Courts decision n Jones V. Nendrix, No. 2!-857(@5.) NOT addressed by
the couct . The court cannot ghow cause how Gy C\u{"nori*j 0 violation of Teust 22- 5’)_ 33
~ ordecing @ fosi‘kom tatemevit aclalressin3 an inabil#‘s to saki s@ a claim that the couet is
ouccwke(mina\\j Aware does ot qepij is the proper use of Judicial ﬂuj}hori\(g. _

~ On ot o\sou”\‘ ﬂw}wﬁ‘ \‘, 2025 B(‘en*\ Sose()h ins\e,(‘eseec‘*fu((‘j Sulamiﬁcd a RESPONSE TO
SECOND POSITION STATEMENT » NIOLATION OF TRUST WILLFUL DEPRIVATION BY FRAUD.
NOT addressed b3 e court, '

On or a\xou’\' Sep;\em\ser 2q ,2013 Bﬁ‘e«\‘\ -Bose(ah Daisle %\EJ (1) EMERC‘ENCK‘ INJUNCTIVE
RELIEF | RIPE FOR JUDGMENT | (2) Wed aPRasw - ORDERING CORRECTIONS To FRRUDULENT |
RECORD | (%) NOTKCE recjacdﬁms CONSTRUCTIVE FRAUD reqarding INTENTIONAL FRAUD, REQ dayit
o Beent bosef’n Baijle TRUTH . 21-3233% '

© Qun or about November \3,2023 i an ocdec that covx‘\a{nS No 3{3na‘\'ufe bj any cleck oc .
Judge and appears To be unexecuted in violation of 2g usc l6g( Seal and Yeste of process.
The court must fem%v\}ze Yhe ﬁo‘ési\a}\ijnj Yaat this record 1 incOM()lefe)aiuen the tncom -
lete conclusion of Hhis [or&er $here 1S o wau do Know what the ddle of transackion was,
P } 4 y

of¢ \0\3 whom '“I\C h‘aV\SQC*\lOV\ was (’Ohc(ucleol,()\‘ when ‘W\e UV\(’,KGC.U'{?.J _ProPOSeol orcler was

feceived,

On of doout Novewber \7, 2023 n an attem P‘}“ Yo safe 3uqrcl I<on§+rucjc}ve Tr‘us’;l 22-5235'
avoud any loss £ ()rocedura\ ‘Sareji,\ards 5 and Yo avoid construed abuse of ;\uA;\cQQ\
authoeit P m COV\:)UV\C*;OV\ with this cons‘\dem‘\ion Yo unexecuted ongosec\ occ\er) qQ
: gu‘d;cia\ Netice of RASuJica’t\vé fact Ru\e Zol and o@):)ed ion Yo Prof)osed order was

Jled. :

On of G\BO\A' Novevn\se( 27,2025 a NOTICE OF COPSIDERATION . OR)ECTION To PROPOSED
DRODER ,'q Juéicia] No‘\{ce Rulc Zol, av\J OB)ecTion To PROPOSED ORDER was Qleal without

coust ac’kon .



Tinere 15 NO DISCRETION To (GNOR LAcK OF JURISBICTION and hold an AMERICAN citizen without
auﬂnoc*j Yo do s0 in acts of Tortuce Violahncj lgusc §2510 , and restraint of*rm?\’,*mdg,
Commerce \g uSC%\I with no riﬁ\\* Yo "rfqud,or exercise freedom of speach and “e“jfon,

O\Q“\AQWS ?finCx3 e, Bl of R_iﬁ\r\‘\'s n 3\qver3 and \vwo\un'\’anj Servitude.,

On December | 207.5 1T 1S ORQEREBiﬂ Vlo|a’non o 2g usc logl Seal and teste of‘srocess
Hhat p itioner P lea sing le Pe{'nl‘on foc fekeqr(ﬂcj that complies with Rule Yo of the

, Fedecq | Rules of Rppellate Procec\ufe on or hefoce December 24, 20 25

Rule Yo, does ot applyasa waller of law, The court cannet CeeonS(cle(‘ an unexecuted order,
¥he couct must cecosmze he possibili Hﬂ that the cecord 18 tncomplete, or ?rqud, and infaet
can be construde as CONSPIRRCY scheme of ackifice Yo deftaud.

On ot e obouk Decem\aer 6 2025 Rredr boseP\w’Dmi\\e Cled a RECONSIDERATION W FORMA PAUPERIS
FoR PN\“’—(— REHEARWNG \—-Ru\e Li-l and Jdudicial Netice f “Jsud‘cakuc Fact Rule Zol

The court used lc\meqlrs’ duress, coeccion, focce and Feac Yo gqet Brent Joseph Qaigle 1o accept
3omeﬂnm3 Coc the benelt of ﬁémm\s"‘m\’\vc Rﬁemcﬁ and the United States crea’nnj an anque -
med Yo JcSqdauav\‘\a%e fDms\e i assec’rmo3 and eS"ql{)hs‘uv\g a claimed right or defense .

, L\hem‘ construction , does wet atlow the court Yo iqnor a cecos\mzecl \e3q\ claim, and c!enj
Yo ?re(-\orm a W\omdqlror\s duty , Yo feview canse of restcant undee a void Judsmevﬂ

On are aboul Sav\uqms 2,101y o¢ banuarc:) q, ZOZL/ iﬂ i violabion of Zgusc l6gl
Seal and teste of process . On COV\S(AQ(‘OA(OV\ oP the P& Yion for re[«earm3 an (7?7 7))
voted 4o AQW3 re\neqnms. Traud desfm%s zhe valid; \l% of eu"ﬁ\“““‘i& iado which it enters
The wanton violation of standaeds of conduct and consﬁu{'ioml(n secusted f(t\h’cs "3
3suecv\mev\’t ‘Ju\a\u_ ow.m\s lgus. ¢s. %Z\q(c) amourts to ctiminal consecmcn amoung

advmms‘irm\ue avx& dw:l(cm‘ o@(cexs w‘no \\C\S COMM\H’«) numerous quo(s uPom‘Hﬂe C0u¢+s

lo



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

" Rs a matkec of \.Uic!es?re.ad and excegtional media wnterest jn which thece exist fossEMe
c(ues*i'ons qbpu* the 30uemw\evi\'s iv'\‘iecsri*‘j fhat affects eu‘okc confidence as possable
comsyim% Yo c\e?riue | withodt due process and the various constifutional fnjuﬁj and

me\edﬁe qv\c\ nejltc:‘ +o (xeuen'} L\vﬁ“ecl 3’:«;+es Cws{hlu‘konql wr0h33 and/or wro;\ﬁs {’o
Yhe Covxs‘ilul«'m o Yhe s\a\es.

LCan a Uniled States District Judge deny the right of a private citizento invoke the aid
of the coucts of the United States if held in unlauwful imprisonment by an Adenier gteative

ogenc 9?

ARvvrnnnn .. The Uncted States Disteict Ju&je \)qmes PateicK Hanlon on behalf of
Adwinistative Aaen* L\)a(‘c\em, Steve Kq\\isi wi\\?u“:j Fd\sicjs, conceals or covers up 53 ﬁicﬁ,

scheme or device of material fact 4o injure, oppress Yhe free exercise and enjoqment o
) TO tnyure, 0pp Y
rfab\fs and ?(‘10}\83% secuced \)&3 Me constitation and laws of he United States,

On ﬂusud‘ l3,2021 as express'\% authorized to arque Yo the sen*encines judge thal the coucd
has been “without juei sdiction Breat doseph Daigle caised a dicect c\\q\lev\%e. Yo jucisdickion.No 5’
i6=ce-oool3-Pow; 2g use d 1255 (a)

in Many cases, one P“‘*‘j acques that dhe couct does not have juri sdichion ) and the other
‘)ar“:\ arques that the coudt does have :\u(‘iSA{c‘HOVl The court maq- indeed must - decide
which Pafjﬂj is correct, and Yhe couct must explain the reason for its conclusion, I is in facl
what a yudqe is fequired Yo do. Once challenged, jucisdiction cannet be assumed, it must he

?rovec\ Yo exist.

‘Uv\\ess Yhe motion and e files and records of the case conclusively show that the prisoner
is entilled Yo yo celief the Cout shall cause notice Yhereof Yo be served upon the United Stades
cx“omexs‘%mv\\ a PROMET HEARING ‘W\ereom, determine the issues and make P‘“&“S of fact
and conclusians of law with respect teceto. I the Court Cindls Fnat the Judgment was
rendered without jurisdietion oc Yoal sertence imposed was oot authorized by law of



othecwise open to collatecal aH'ch’ or “\;ﬂ’ fhere has been Such a denial o inpfinjemeﬁ‘l'o? .
e Conshitutional ("\%\\‘\‘5 of the ?c\mnef as Yo rendec the Sudﬁmew* vulnerable to collatecal
attack, the Couet shall vacdle and set the ju\dsme&* aside and s\ml[ Jischarje the prisoner of

resentence him or %rqv\‘}‘a vew Yeial or cotredt the Sev\‘\evxce as way appeac q\oprcpr{cnte ‘,' 2_@ ‘
usc. 8 2255 (k)

—Y\\e 3\@'\\1«*9. 5 Qu\ ep W\qmc\axor% \anauq%e that (eqq(res the Coad‘ {o Pe(‘?orm 45 cful-nes
uv\c\er Jome vm:) %Pcc\cxc CWCOKW\S{CW\CCS ﬂw\?\ Cﬁ‘wﬁ “ne mamola{‘orj lc\nc:)uaﬁe ‘Hne 'aw (]

' also well Se“'elec) \n *\'\MS quer .

Acoust canndt conter Sur{so\icjﬁon whece none existed and cannat maie a void proéeeAimj
valid. W is clear and well established law that a void order can be cl«a{lcvx%eo' n any
court, OLD WAYNE muT . AS0C. v, McDONougH , Zoy W.5. 8,27 S.Ct. 236 (1g07) ,

“Fundamental defense of power Yo heag, v.e., lack onurZsAi&(on,ls one which can never be
waived and must be considered by court whenever and howevee raised . RCEC, Rule 12 (k)
OROISIVE WS.CH. ’
befoce reversal. VALLEY v. NORTMERN FIRE  MARWE WS, C0., 254 U.S. 3yg, 4/ Sict. (1q20) |

“The law 15 well-seltled thal a void ocdec or ;)qumem'\ is void even

uOnCe :)urisd‘cldon 5 cha\\ewﬁeol the couct cannat onceéd uwhen it c\eowlci appears that dhe

couct lacks 5“f\sd‘c‘l~‘w\ the court has no au‘\hor\{-“ Yo reach mcmH but cather should dismiss
the action | Melo v. U.S. o5 F.2d \026 “Te burden shifts 1o the court to (J(‘O\R

Aurssc\;&\on Rosemond v. Lambed qéq F.24 qlb Cour‘t must prove om Yhe cecord,

all J\A\NSJIC{’IOV\Q‘ fucks celated 4o \\U\(‘\SA\C*lOV\ assw’recl La+qnq v. Hoppec, 102 F.24d '88 )

Chccaqo V. New tock 57 F. Supp- ‘50 “The law Prowde% fhat once S*ajre. and Federal -
Junsdmc’(mn has been c‘na“em%ea i must be proven. fod 3.Cr 2502 (tq80) Junsddmv.

can be ckq\\enﬁuj ot any Hime Basso v. Utah Power+ L(q\d' Co.yqq F.2d c'o(:,qlo

Fedecal courts ace courts of limited jucisdiction. see,e.9., Qoo\?rg% v, Pulitzer Publg Co.

il ¥ :l)d \\37 gyl (ghh Cie. \qqg) Genecally  the j;f:a\e(‘al district courts may O“‘j '
execcise dunsdnc‘\'aon ovee cases w which diversity of citizenship exists and the cequisite

amount n the conltrwers\s 15 volved and those cases constitutional oc ?‘(q*w{‘orj law ..

See.e.q. 3w, Bell Tel.Co. v. Connect Commc'ns Gocp. 215 F.3d q4l; 945 (gth G
Zo00) | |
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“The (et‘wfemew\ 120lg u.s. Dist. LExis q% that Auc‘sclxénon be established as q‘v\nreshold
W\QH’QP Serm Ls] Lrom the nature and \‘m&s of {he Judlcm\ power of the United 3+c«+es
and s mﬂex&\e and without exce(:hovx S*eel Co. v. Citizens for o Belter Enu. b 523
U.5. 8%, 118 S.Ct. loo3, Loy L.€d . 2d 210 (1q4g) {quoting Manstield C.€L.M.R.Co. v.
Swan, M u.S. 382, 4 S.Ct+.glo, 1g L.Ed . yb2 (1gg ) ) alteration in oriﬁimﬂ). \f it appears

that jur{sd(Aion s ‘aKinsi‘“\e coust wifl caise the issue Sua sponte. Diesec v, Continental
Cas.Co. yyo F.3d 920 (gth Gie. 2006) The Aet of Macch 2 ta75, c. 137,35, 1g Stk
412, dudicial Code, Sechion %7, 20 u.sc. n 3qo, Places upon %e h‘na( court the du‘rj of

V\CO(‘CW\rj \-\r\e S‘md'u*oc«j \(mrl'a‘\'mm upovx l'{"i j\ANSA(CLOV\ QVIJ auﬂnoﬂzes H'ue COU(“F
‘(‘0 W\c‘uwe w\"o ‘“ne Junsauinonq( &;c*s C\V\o\ +o c\ismss oc (‘emovd the case cp ‘acﬁ op
Jumd ion appears , Mc Vult v, Cenem\ Motoes (\«Qp"'ance Corp 1qg w.s. 1 1g, 46,

S.C+. 180,789, 80 L.Ed. i35, “One who invakes the jurisdickion o@ fhe court mast net
only c«\\eﬁe the Jurisdidional facts ) but he has the barden of showing that he is Proferl3
i coudt, Becker v. ane\ log F.2d lyo (1qyT), (ladstone Realtors v. Village of
Bellwood | yyl w.s. q\,cﬁ, 6o L.Ed .2d 66,99 3.Ct. (6ol ((qTq) Article 3 requires that the
Par‘r who fnyolies the cowjts au\'hon*‘j Yo show that HE PERSONALY has Suffered some
actual or Yhreatened inyucy as a cesult of Yhe pu\thue(j t\\e3a\ conduct of the defendai

(ysy US. q75) The \‘equuremev\‘\ that o Par‘\‘S seeking review wush allege facts Showmj
fhat HE HIMSELF adversely affected ... The exercise of Juc‘lma( power, which can so f(‘ocoum&b
affect the lives, Woecty and peoperty of those Yo whom i+ extends ) is thecefoce restricked 4o
\1%&3%*3 uwho can Show uin:)uﬂ3‘ in-fud" resulting from the action which they seekf to
have Yhe court adjudicate . To inuoke fedecal jurisdiction, a P\qinjn‘ﬂ? mus) showa pecsonal
stakie in the outcome of the ackion , This fequire mest wnsuces that the fedecal J‘ur(c(qrj
confines iFsel€ 4o its con3¥-\-u{-(ona\(3 limited cole of adjudicq"imj ACTUAL CONCRETE
DISPUTES  the resolution of which have diredt comSequences on the Par’nes tnvotved , Such
a dtsgu*e. must e exkaat ot “all S*C\%QS of ceview , wob W\Q(‘E\t& of the fime ofc compl~
aint is Gled. & case becomes moet ot any pott du(‘W\S the proceeding is o longer a
cose of cow\rovems foe purpose of W3, Constitubion Aeticle 3 and s ou{'siole the
\\UT\ﬁA\C‘\lOV\ o the fedecal cauc’rs, Neo\ y. t\\\a'\ No . VL~ 3\\6 SAc, ZolZ uS.H: st
LEX1S gogoy ,ZolZ wL 2120761, ed‘ | (D.Kan. 3ume. \2, 20\ “Rs a in.&c thzen,

9‘am\-£¢ S\W\(J\\j has no QLA'\I\OI"AB o pmsecxﬂc ceiminal CC\qr%eS )( C«{‘ms ﬂv\drews
i3



V., \‘\ea‘\oh, 483 F.f)d' loTo, lo76 (104 Cic.2007) and Mamer V. Collie Club of Hme(‘fcq’
Inc.,22q F.3d lleq,‘l ( Table) [Pu\)\is\\ecl in full-text forwat ot 2000 WS, Agp.LExis
[qoq2 (loth Cer. 2000)( “pr'walre cizens cannet prosecu&e ccitminal ad—:‘ons"“j' n?ﬁvq{e

cikizen lacks a \ef}““j ecejrecjfeA iatecest in the efosccu{ion of ancther pecson . 476 U.S,
al 6&(-65. see also Linda R.S. v. Richaed O, glo us. 61y, 6lq,35 L. Ed .2d 536, 93
3.c4. Wy ((q13) ") " We ageee Fiest the bucden of eﬁ\ah\is\\inﬂ :\urisdicjtion tests upon
the PQVH seeKing Yo tnvoKe ttand canndt e placed upen adversacy who chq(lenjes it

Cacson V. Dunham, 121 ws. 421, at page 425 T S.ct. [030, at page lozl, 30 L.€d.q92; |
qo‘c"qu‘\inﬁ* Water Co. v. Keti\'es’. qb u.s. \qq 'a‘} paqe Zolﬂq L-€d. 656}' Crehore

v, Ohie ¥ Wississippt RailwauCo.) 131 us. 2qo, at page 24y, 9 3.¢4 892, al page
693,23 L. Ed. iqq'),..[cilrcs om\uHeJ].') “,S;!d%g Yanﬁwidn’ in 3ome_Jurisdictional
Pidfalls in Diuers’&j Cases, 2 F.R.D. 330, states of page 394 2™ desire Yo emphasize
Ine fact, which is overlooked by many, that the wmece fact Yhat a matter arises under
the \aws of Yne United States oc even involues the queskow of constitutional «43 under
the Federal Covxs-mu*io.vx j15) W itself, tnsuflicient Yo gioe jucisdidion Yo the federal courts,
Jurisdichon does nat exist unless, at-the same Yime, the plaintiff can show q@irw\qﬂwfj
aat he is iv\:\urecj wn he :\uri%o“c  onal amoun‘r:" Caitoc v. Peninsular + Occidental
Steamship Co., 287 F.2d 152 (1qe1)) “The jucisdickion of offenses which ace
cocﬁnizq\o\e at common law resided in the state Couct alone; even though the

3ev:em\ 3ouemmev\+ may be Yhe \)a("\’j (’J‘Saciie\Iecl oy the wisdeed complained o)
United States v. Hutchinson, D, 0a. Cas.No. ig, "(52‘ ((8«.‘8); “[wlhen dhe 3«;,\\»

ofr demq\» Jm('V\S on *\r\e \lq\idi*j ork: ‘\'\f\e :\udgmevﬂ' ,’ discvd‘EOn \I\QS no Pface Cor OQQCq‘hon R
I€ the judqmed (S void i mast be set aside ,... Fisher 1565 So. 2d at g7, In a fong and
venecable line of cases ) the Supreme Court lhas held that without proper jurt sdiction ,

a couct cannct proceed af all, but can only note the Jurisdictional defect and dismiss the
suit. Sec.e.s.iggerov\ V. Van Noaeden, 2 Cranch 126 ficizonans for 0Fcial Enalish
J

v. Arizona 520 uS. . Bell v. Hood. Supra, National Railroad Passenqger
Cocp. V. Nabional Bss. of Raifroad PasSev\ge(‘S', yly US 453, n.i3;‘Nor+on V.
- Mathews, 427 uS. g1y ,55\ ; Secfd'ang of Navy V. Rveech ,(pec Cur{am); United

Shates v. pmgevnb\{c((: 7qg WS- Ty 086-881 dii“ing\u\'s\\a’. Ror q court to vahbunte
upow \aws meaning of ton%‘\’i{usriow\iﬂ whey ithas nojw(sc\:d( ontodo sois 53 very

Iy




Aepf“i‘ifonl an altra vices act PP.8- {7.

Brent a\oseeF Gq}a\e s motion Yo vacate j Set aside ;of corcect senfence under Zgusc§2255
was denied.ﬁqij\e No.3: l6-cr- 0007 -POW-| | | -
O or about March Ly, 2022 Breat Joseph Daiale Biled Mokion for lssuance of Cerfificate
ofﬂgpeq\q\o}\i\g ivx’;‘ofminS a lachk of durisdichion, There \s NO disceetion o ignare lack
of Sur?s&icstiovxﬁ.ahj Aevﬁq\p which wvelves the ic‘eq of choice / constitates an “dbuse " of
discretion and demonsteates a pewecfsijnj of wi(!’ and defiance of qood Ju;!gmen‘i’,of
bias |
Beedd Aosepkbqﬁ\e‘s appeal of 2 usc3 2255 was dismissed. see. Daigle v. United States,
No. 22- i55\ (34 Cir. 2022) , : |

‘Br_eﬁ\ ‘SoSe?\n Bq\g\ets vﬁo*ion w the EiSHh Cic. CA 'seeK{v\S a certificate of\aepeq(db{{ifjl
30 that e may appeal the diskeict courts denial of his 32255 mohion, The fmne! however,
defecmined that M(.Dq{%\e‘s Jurisdidional claims did not warcant the mandatory
adion it requ\‘redr Thus ,the panel concluded that Me Daigle should be denied a cechifi-
cate of agpedability loecause the appeal was obviously meritless, -
'W\e-?ame\ EW\PQ(‘WI\‘S‘S‘\‘J\S side S'\fefpeé e COAR iv\'ciuirj i this matter \)3 dennivx% celiel’
because the subseguent agpeal would be meritless The panels assessment F'the merits
i3 \sd‘en*\j wrcnﬁ,The panel could wet ?055'\\)\\3 cesolue the ments of qjurisdi&ioml
claim %o\elj on a motion seeKing a cectificate of c\vf)eq\a\)fm‘:j . '

Lack o@:\u(‘:SA‘\c\'}on cannct be waived, Glidden v. Zdanok, 370 U.S. 530, 535 - 37 (1962),
mq\j'be assected at avxbﬁme,qv\c\ will be comsidered on appeal reqardless whethec the
issue was vaised in the rial court, United Stafes v. Nultida , g F.3d 665, 66g-69 (q#,
Cic. \qq3). ) 3uc€53§;’t{ona\ Claims are an e)(;epﬁ ion Yo the rule that a gui ty Fied waves
all clatms of constikutional vielations, United States u. Capecell, 93 F.2d qT5, q77(qth
Cic. \C\q\\; United States v, Ro‘oe(‘wn: 6(‘]3 F.2d To%, 701, 0.} (g Cic. \vqg‘s)" Qs
Yoe 155ue of whether the 3ouemmev& had fhe power 4o heing e charge still cemains,
State v. Cortey ;473 F.2d 764,766~ 67 (cﬁh Cir. 1992)(same)

Is



Juo\ﬁe James Patrick Hanlon concealed | covered up by teick, Scheme or device this
- material fadt; Simply Yo deny the right o involfe the aid of the court, questions aboat
| the a'ouemmen‘} s inﬁrgriﬁ and PuHic confidence in \iﬂ\rﬁ' of facts appearing o be
conspiracy to deprive without dae process, Sofélj as.a means to hold an Bmenican

i unlawful imprfSowvwevd' (oj an Mminisjfrm\iue agency s .Ovefwﬁelm.‘njlj qpqucw‘t

1. Did o United States biﬁrid’ Judge Pcov;de acguemen‘\' for an Administeative
Agert nct founded upon Some matter which justifies the exercise of fedecal
avthority? |

Aever.n ... The United Staes Disteick iudae SqugH‘ a weit of habeas cocpus
pursuart fo 2q usc.$22yl, Yo exercise judicial authority to provide arquement for
Adwministrative Pfaevﬂ* w(arclen, Jteve Kallis. it is the substance of ¥re claim that
covtrols . The coued must (acceer”as Teue all of Yhe c\\leso&ions in k%h% most favorable 4o
Yhe P\qinjriﬁ, a peima facie case is established if Hne P\q(nk(xp(‘e seats enough evidence
Lo withstand a MGHQV\ for dicected verdict, Beent Joseph Daij\e filed a detailed Docket
as the substance of the claim to CEASE AND DESIST /INIUNCTION  the unlawstul confinemeit
in resteaint of st Yrade; commerce, the denial of individual privacy with cespect o
?ecsoml bank accwm*s)‘\'\ea\*h, aco«)emic, empfcnmeyﬂ‘, Commuv\fcq{‘ion, and similar
cecotd s, Su\o:)ec*inj Rmerican people o slavery and InqoluvAan) secuitude, with no
\4&%\\\ 'lro ‘\'muel ao(‘ ?(‘eec‘om orr" spec«h av\c%ﬁ re‘ig{om an ad‘ of "or‘furc,

Su&%e dames Pateick Hanlown éqnceq\ec), coveced up \oj trick, scheme oe device this |
material Sact | | .
On oc about ‘-\usus"\' 2,2022 Bredt Joseph Dcﬁj\e filed a Mokion Rule 6o (6)(y) Sucjcjmev\“
Void 6“\ Cie. Disteid Gourt Eastecn. The C‘ovgrnmev\“' has wot dewonsteated that the court
has jucisdickion ovee any case as o one has arqued o provided a singfe fack nor can o
%i“%\e ducisdichional fact be ©und on any recoed in any coudt within the United States,
Rule 6o (b)(Y) motions leave no. mara'm Lor consideration of the é\'sl‘zqe’rion as the
jxd%meﬂjrs '\'\\QMSQ\VGS ave h«jo\e&nikbm ei“\‘\r\er tequ V\u“i“.es of he‘i, rei{e{" is nsf'
(4 ’



a o\{scre‘\'iovxarxs W\o&\*er' ¥ S W\ano‘a‘{'O(‘\J.

The law is Qu\\ of W\qmo\c\"orj \oncjuwie ,‘r\n&\‘ rec,m\res ) the Goart 1L6 Per?’orm i+s daties

 under Some \IerS speciﬁc ciccumstances also well seHclecJ in this mater :

However the trial court has no discretion when celief is Sought pursuat +o Rale 6o (b)
(1) on the qound {hat the :\ud?)mevﬁ is void , Whether a yudqmedt 15 vo idisa ques\l{on of
law (%Oush \iKe all \ecsq‘ ciuesirions it may depend on the courts resolution of Q«:\L)) ond
iCa :\udamev& S voic\,ilr must be vacaled. Moceover, the bo(b)(y) places o fime limit an an
attacK upon a void ;)udswxevﬂ', nor can such a judcjmevﬁ' acquice validity because of laches
oin the Par‘\‘ of hiw who Qﬂ)\ies for celief From i+, Theealt v. Winston ’Cq§7 k. Zd Dc.
Cir.q-2(-06 ', Where Rule bo(b)(y) is properly invoked on the basis -H::qf the undeclying
Suclgvv\em“ 1S Void;‘(‘e\ie{? is not a diScre‘Hovanquﬂe(‘ ;H' (s ManlmLors. Ocnee V. Shalalq,

B, E. 2d 1301, I3lo (loth Gir. quq)‘(quo‘finf) V.T.A. lnc v. Ricco,lnc. 5q7 F.2d 210,
224 w. § otk Cir. (q1q), _uRu\e 60(k)(y) motions leave no margin for consideration
of the districk courts discretion as Yhe 5ud3men* %emﬂ\x;esiZoZZ w.S. App. LEXIS 61
ace 53 definition ether \eﬁq[ nullities or not Brumbield v. La Stote Bd.of Educ .,
g0k F.3d 259,296 (5t Cir. 20(5)(qMo+inj Carter_y. Fennec 136 F. 3d 1000, 005
(5W Cir. 199, |

Bred Josegh Dc\is\c filed noTicES , RFFIDAVITS, MoTion s To COMPEL, MANDAMUS, ete. ete...
Al pacties failed 4o prove jucisdiction existed. | Rrent doseph Daigle am being neld capfive,
made a prisoner ouwned and controlled at WS.P. Tecre Haute , with No JorisdicTion,
JubgmEWT void.

An appellate court ceviews de novo the denial of a motion to set aside a judgment Lor void-
ness under Fed.R.Gu. P. 60 (03¢, s O‘L)S‘ef\ld tnat Aurisdic“‘iovxal notice Fai“vujsi define
void judqments Wk qualiy e oelief under Rule 6o(Hty) -

Sq\)veme Couct of the United Stales 1195 stoted | ‘

“In a3 mach as every qovernment is an actificial pecson , an abstraction, and a creature of the
mind only  a %ovemmav\Jt can interface only with dtwer actificial persons. The imaginary,

hawving neithee qd’uam'% noe Substance )18 fceclosed From cceat ""3 and aH»q‘\m‘mj pan'{-:}
| 7



with e i’qv\%i\g\e The \e3q\ manifestation of Hhis 15 that no 3ouernmev\+ as wellas any
law agev\cg yaspect, court, efe. can concern itself with ams‘r\nm% other than corporafe/
O\\"'\tct(;\q‘ P€\‘Sehs and the codmc('s ‘ae\'uueen *\r\em 3.C.R. Hqs Penhallow v Docme.s

F\Am§ncs“ra+ecs (xus. 5q) | L.éd. 57 3 Dall. 54).

On ate a\)éu“ Oc%l)ef‘ \q ,2022 Drent SOSePL\ Daic:)ie filed a COMF\qinf with Ciecuit
Executive Millie Adams ; Judicial Council of {he E{ﬁh*h Ciccurt (Rppeal 22-1g51)
)uc\ﬁmev\* Void Correspor\dence-.

On ace about Oc#o\)er 26,2011 a Judﬂw\evﬁ Uoid Notice of Docket Ackivity (22- 5058) No
action faKen

Ethee a :\uo\awxew\' 1s valid oc iF is \)o}A, and the court must act accoro\in%hj once the

issae is resolved \n're Macciage of Hampshice, 261 Kan., g5y, 862,934 P.2d 58 (19q7);

The tecord i3 clear Beent Joseph Daigle did et seek to file a 2g usc 322¢41 Unided States
Disteict SuJ3e saught the weit, and provided Qﬂauemevﬂ' $or Administrative Hﬂen‘} and
then eq%Sec] Juclsmev\‘)r ugon \\ﬁb own c\c%uemevd‘ c0ncea\m«3 , ond Couerms up ‘3\3 trick,
scheme oc device the matecial fad Beent doseph Daus\e is \aew\S held CC(P“‘\UG wade
FNSOV\QP an ack of _ S\c\vera3 and thuo\um\’or3 secvitude Cuno‘. (‘ueﬁ’\"ons aboudt the qovern-

V\A(’,V\‘\‘% in“e(‘%r(‘kB that affects ?u\o\«‘c Comﬂ‘c]cv\ce .

_"[n]n eccor of law is a abuse of disceetion pec seu, United States v. -Pe*e(‘, 310_ F _.3::’ Toq ,7“

(Uth Cir. 2002) . Aw ecroc of \aw,anc' ‘“1&45\*3 an abuse of e\iscre‘honl occucs when o judge
in the exercise of discretion violates the constitulion, Machuey v. Madison, 5 u-s. 137,

ly6-1go (1goz)(Ch.J, N\arsha\l) while q )uo\%e who Swear[s] Yo d‘schowje s duties
agreeab\«j Yo the COV\‘:H«A\OM e\ml violates B Hais OGH«\ ‘COMW\F\’S aceime , \d, cﬁ \go.
see. also dn ce Sﬂqu\“ 124 wS. Zoo (lggaa) (When g J“cl%e does ndt ?ullj Cow\'DhJ with

the Constitution he evxc“asecl in act o? Yreason ) Cooper v. Racon, 358 us. l(lqss)
(Sawxe)
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3. Did the panel of the Seventh Greuit err by deciding the merit of an appeal net
- ‘;ro?erhﬁ before the court, Jemj?ns inc‘ui“ﬁi into the cause of restraint undeca
void judj\men“' [ | -

[ PR The S’guev&k Circuifwas overwhelmin \3 aware that the ;)uoljmen“' Gjm‘nsl‘f
Brent g\ose?\\ Daig}e 15.v0id | and {hat }\e did net challenge any Judamen‘rs by any ;ow‘\l.
But DIO chq\\emaﬂ Hhe \echl compach‘j of Yhe Administeative Asen‘\iwac&len,S‘l‘eve Kallis,
4 Su\);)e& a Pc\ua’me cihizen fo s\quenj and imUolu'm\aas secyitude ,c\emjan'j com’ﬁ_&uhonql
r'\s\n\s e the BWL R‘\S\&s and r\a\/\*sgré'tec‘%e& \o‘s“\a laws of the United States qw;l or
the constilibion and laws of the skie. :

Liberal COV\S‘\(‘QC*‘\()V:, does net allow the court to isnor a recoanizecl \esal claim The
Severth Giccuit Court of (\me\s was ouerwhelm\na\j awace Tor over W months that |
Breat doseph Do\\“a\e fhe Piqin*iq: 'S \oe'mS held Cq‘cﬁiue ;made a prisoner'owngd and control-
ed n %\auer<3 and involuntary Secuitude with NO JURISBICTION .

The couct rewrites law from the bench in disreqacd for the entire record ignoring the
\“ec03v1izec\ \ech\ claim that is clearly Yhe substance of the matter at hand,

Fraud c\es*rogs the Ua\icl’&j of QUQRS\NV\f) into which it edters. 1+ affects eventhe modt
solemn Suo\ﬁmevd' and deccees, \ra Nudd . Geroqe Burrows },E}\ w3.426 at yyo(lgTs))
The Couct must “Qccqﬂf as True o\l of the o\\éaq‘riéns i the comPﬂcﬂv\* and dil reasonable
'\n(etevxcfs fhat can boe drawn *\/\ereﬁ*om, and view them ina \isw«'mos’r favorable 1o the
?\qtnjﬁw.'Morse v. Lowee Merjon Sch Dist., I3 F. 3d qoZ, qob (3d Cie. \qcﬁ)

The \eSa\ Meaning of “due process of law', 3ecured by the Fifth Amend went ‘\\as not been
changed in the contert of the prosecution ofa Pe(‘son“ accused of an “infamous crime ,
See’ELgarh l.\)'\\son, Wy us. yi7, ylq- Y30 ((886)}“ Geeen V. United S‘raj‘cs! 356 u.s.
152, 2L, Ed 2d 672, Awno, ot 1690, 3% 2 and % of seq- (‘\q58)(Co\\ec+in3 cases in
all circu\\’sy) see also, Exgav\e _Milli%gv\) y Wall. 2, 15 (1g66) (dec‘c\ri% executive
detevtion withodt due process & the f‘CO\mmon Vaw” {Hequ); Bodd e V. Coﬁhéd‘,féﬁ)
Hol us.371,377-7g (iq7f) (“?eVSov\s focced o setHe their claims of right and duty

Iq




‘Hﬂ\"oucb\'\ :\ud(cial P(‘OCQSS MuS‘{ be 3€u_en a meam?n\r)?ul O?Per*unf{j {-o be heaﬁ:’ ”)

The Seventh Cir. Couct of ﬂp9eq\s did net sa{'isﬁj s fec‘u‘\femevd‘,’rhe court should
have quen an OPqu*uv\iH Yo be heard before c‘(sm(ssfns Yhe claim, as no announcement
of inu:\incj of focdk and Zoc conclusions of law was anncunced . Because all facts and
conclusion of law support the fact Souemmev& oFicials now atfempt o Preuem‘ orobstruct
the ac\miv_/\is\'mlriow onus’ﬁce. '

ﬂm3 beeach in Pub\ic good faith should be unacceﬁ(able, buf to violate the constdution )
e Bill of Ris\n‘rs , Gl RisHs ;i the name of "?rojrcchnsl' soci &3 ;13 to malSe the qouecamerit
'Asel? law‘ess omcl Subue&s H\O‘—?C‘UQ‘MQS Upon which our ulJr?wm+e ‘Freeclom av«) "fber’rj
o\eee'ml . The euk\ic is hard p\“eSSec) Yo Ged that any Froceed(mj was conducted in q
Caic and '\W\Fchﬁa\ Wanner. Thece S 3oocl (easow whj pu blic confidence inthe |

| in*eﬁcﬁ:) of Fhe jucj(cianﬁ should be questioned. |

j.When lack of discretion exist, can a private citizen be prohibited from bringing
a civil action of appealing a civil judgmenl, denying access Tothe court?

S VO Y Suc’\sdéol}ona\ laws {-lne_ p\qin \amﬁuase 'S cr35+al clear and unambi=
%ubus . Too many court cases {o enumerdted Inc(uo!{m3 all Clecuits, The United States
Suereme Coust states clear13 that o discretion what so-cver except the courts resolution
of issues of fact. In fact all of the cases which deal with durisdidion, without eception,
deac\% state that no choice but the Cul€illment oCdujnj and ‘Jrlae Fa&, a :\uclae has no
tole in these matters bt Yo malie the detecmmnation of fact,

As the choice to iqnoce the Mam&a+oC\3 duty fhe United Sttes by its own admission |
“’\rbug‘n s C\'Sev&s éPequres without au*“nori‘rj and all ‘Domr*ies have JCS(QSQrJeJ any -
oath o office and the laws of the United States, NO Rmerican can be made peisoner

alosent Sudsclicsr?on , and ()Cima Lacie evidence ofa fad is such evidence as, in judamen‘('s

oc ‘aw) and ES_ Su‘:@{ciew‘ Yo QS‘“_B“S\« the pac{' ) CF ot rebu’H&J )
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The acquiescence of the court ¥o Preporm a N\c\verq{'orcj action ;o prove jucisd'{cjricn, |
tmplies an afirmation of a substautial fact the United States does not have juris-
diC‘Hw\’ and any denial that was net Pro@@ o :\ucisdic{iow  the denial s preav\aﬁ
with the A icmation the United States does not have Surisdic'&on as the Judﬁmew‘}
ajcdvxs{' Breat \\osc‘)\n qu:}le “(‘S void.

Rdeesk Sosep\n Do.ii\\e was denied Srom \xcins‘ims a cwil appeq\ for the teason thal

he hhas no assets and no means by which to pagy the initial partial Qlinj fee, because
if Yhe court denied him for any other reason it would be fraud  and infact conspiracy
castied out bj all Parkes nvolved.,

~ 5.Can an ocdet /\judsmeﬂ\’ confaining no signature by any judae or cleck be consid~
ered executed

Rvevnvienn The wanton viclation of standacds of conduct and Cons+i+u+|‘onallj
secuced ('i.Sk‘-S e, Bt of R;«j\&s malles the 30U€fnvnevd’ el lawless and the Amecican
feople slaves and mecely an nstruments in an onaoinj \moa)(} and the fundamental
nofions o faicness and our cevitral Gaith tn Yhe democratic norms are JErecﬂj adverse

to the administeation o \Sussrice and ov\lj a feward to SOUemN\EV\"’ misconduct and
decedt, ' |

\€ orders /\Suégmev(\s would be allowed 1o proceed without the Seal and teste
process fraud would SQ(‘Q\LS evnsue , Not a Sins\e order bt:) the Th Cie. CA can be
Loued in cow\p\‘«qv\ce with |

2g usc 1bql Seal and teste of Process: At weits and process iSSuing Crom a court of
the United Sales shall be under seal of Yhe courtand signed oy the clee thereof’,
woed “PTOCes.SuMCGY\* ocder of couct, q\%\oua\n & could e iSSu‘w\3 by clecK. Leas +
MUty v, Wectiman, 1z F.glo (¢.c.d. Va, iqoq)) ln re Simon, 247 F. qyL,20m
B.R. (n5.) 5y (2nd Cir. 142y) |

Thece ace No ofders Fom The Tt Cir. CA .ing\e '\3 \)eivx3 dented aceess Yo the court)
20



6.Can a panel of the District Circuits deny a plaintiffs factual allegations, deny
safe quards, and fail to make judicial adtice if a party requestit, i nodispuled
material fact exist ¢ |

Auverrsen.. iF dhe court can construe, whats filed, what evidence is admissible oc
nadmissible issue ordess /judsmenjts in violahion of Zg usc leql Seal and teste of
process, awd preveat Yhe whole +ruth oc any truth trom loeing considered, Yhen the couet
can manipulate and control both the law aud evidence, the issue of fact is virtually

(«f Q\e\fowi\’, the 3ouemmen'§ tself lawless and the kmerican People slaves .

“Courts of Appeals may net assume the feuthn oF _a\\esahows ina P\ead;nﬂ which are contrad~
icted bkﬁ affidauit’ * where affidauits are direcﬂj conﬁicﬂnj on watecial Poin‘\'s)'\\' \S
not possible Gor the Qistrict judae to “wei«s\\" the affidavits in order to cesolue disputed
1ssues | Dafa Oisc, lanc., v. sté*em's Tech. Assocs. Yag.; 557 F.2d IZgO(Q*‘L: Cir.\q'l‘l);
«lnc\eeJ, no mose than (affidavits) is 'necessarcj fo malfe the pcima Rucie case , Unifed
States v. Wis, 658 F.2nd, 526, 556 (T4h Gir. (qg\) ) Cect Qenied, 50 WS, LW, 2\6@'
5.Ct. Macch 22,1982, ) “Where there are o depositions admissions, or affidauits
fhe court has nofacts o rely on for a Summacy defecmination’ Trinsey V. Pq?iarg',
D.C.Ra. \qby,22q F. Supp. é4T.

Provided Hhis Suecew\e Couct unll 'Qr\c\ upon lﬂuesjéicja’rion No P\eqd}ncj contradicted 53
afidauit oc any other malecial S\nowiv\S ,’m'?‘ac{' affidavits were construded because
ot this fact. , | |

oo, ihis well established that the Couct may Yake judicial notice of undispuled
watters of ‘m\)\ic fecord, wcluding documents on Sile in Rodecal or state coudt’, Haccis
V. COunjttg of Oqu\?,e ’ 682 F. 56' (126, 1132 (q‘Hn Cir. 201L)Cidkecnal citation omeecD

6n or dooul November 27, 2023 Wo. 2L~ 31%7 JudrciaL NOTICE oF ADAUDICATIVE FACT
led without court action

\ko\q‘“vws Rule Lot Yadicial Nokice of ﬁcljédicéln\ve Fact
‘ 22



" The T+h Ciccuit Court of Rppeals. wi\\('u\, repea{‘ec\ and ﬁqﬂmn\' violations of all .porms
of due process, evident by the violation of 28 usc lbql Sealand feste of process,and
willingness Yo avoid {aKintj Judicial Notice of the fads Qrouicleql in violdhion of Rule 20!,

Administrative F\jen\' Warden, Steve Kallis, {acKs all du'}horjfﬁ Yo confine Bredt Joseph

Daicﬁ\e. i have never been charged oe Convicted with an offense aﬂains‘i {he laws of

Yhe United Sjmjtesﬂ\. \ am secured from any Pe(‘Sonal \Ea‘oiliim for the Perpormance

of o(o\(gajriws- or PaijmenJr of debts of the Debtor Ocﬁav\ézc«’n‘om L'\ canndt be held

Pefsoma“j liable Qor the DQHOI‘ O(‘jaf/u'ta"iom

Euery person whose \iber\‘j is esttained, under any ()(‘ejfevnse whatever, may
Pmsecujce a writ of habeas corpus 1o inquice into the cause of the restraint, and shall
be delivered From the restraint if the testraidt is '\\\eaa\. ks expressly aathorized fo

| doina 2g usc 3 2155 Brewt Jose()h Baij\e inciu&red ivto the cause of the restraint of his
\i\oecjfs. | :

Kochee V. Dow Chem.Co., b3l .30 VL1, \256‘3\ (gt Cic. l9qD(as lonqas Thece
i3 0n “or3uo\>\e basis Goc subject watter Jurisdiction, judgment is nof void ) |

Tire Uanred Shckes Diskeick Coudt North Oatiets Eastecn Dis\cic*. Lound NO arrsuable basis |
awnd ?vev‘\dé& not one S‘W\%\e ducisdichional fact . The C\ove(‘nmevx\' \as net demons teated
Mot the court has ducisdicdion ovec any case as no one has Q\‘vjuec\ oc peovided a sin3\<

fact noc con a sins\e Buc‘\%&c\’\cna\ fact e QOunc\ on any \“ecocd N Any court within

“\e \;\m‘rec} Qd‘m\es,T\ne C()uc" Poumcl NO arzuqla\e Basis.

On or doout Macch 24,2022 in a Mation for I3suance of Cectificate of ﬂppea'fabs‘fo"{tj
iv\(::rming a lack of Jucisdichion which will be considered on appeal reqardless ang achon
in the frial coudt, as its eyen an exception 4o Yhe rule thal d;z%uil’rj P|eq waves the
claim of . o '

The ghn Cic, Couct of ﬂgpea\s Cound No arguakle basis and provided net one single
Jucisdictional QQCJT nov (eciuesjrcol a sins\c Yurisdichional fact be vaizﬁa’.
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On oc about gu3u5+ 12,2012 Brent Joseph Daia\e (led a Motion Rule 6o (6)(;;) N
;\ud3men+ void .

\f a court can o\ems a P\QEV\HWS factual a(leaa‘hovxs, and judicial notice i€ rezfueﬂ(eo’ the
concegt of ordered liberty is sacrificed, obuiously respect for the rule of lacy must
shock with Waose who ace responsible for pronouncing the law, To fail Yo acknowlage
hundeeds of cases Prouioled h(j Reent Joseph Daigle of setlited law and W\qvnola\(omj

ackons is an area opgceol’r Pu\)\ic concecn ,

N0 Amecican Should be held cqp*iue eSpecia\lj wn AMERICA in slquerj and volun~
*qﬁﬁ $€fU£jrua\8, with o individual P(‘iuac%ﬁo keaH‘h’ dfadcmfc) QMP‘oamevrb
communicatians; with no freedom of Speach or religion) with no access to courts,

o\eﬂi_ms -ers*, Yade ; and teavel yin o«;ecwb\elmimﬁ state of 4octure .

“TFlreedom to travel Wroug‘(_\ou\- the United Stafes has lonq been recoqnized asa basic
rig\ﬂ% under the Constitubion . Uniked States v. Guest, 393 US Ty, 758,16 L. €4 2d
2?)"7 )l‘(‘l,gﬁ S.Ct. \\To ((q(o@li ; “fnd it is clear that the freedom fo travel includes

it W

e “Treedom Yo erter and abide in any Sfate 10 the Union, ... ... we conclude

Yot since the r‘\SH Yo teavel was a ConS'\E{‘u‘\fOna\‘j Pro‘r_ec‘recl ris\n\t )" any classific-
aton which secues Yo penalize the exercise of $hat cight; ualess shown o be

/

A N ~ . ~ “
necessacy fo promete a compelling qovecamental infecest s unconstitutional .
€« < . Y - " . .
The nﬁ\n* to Yravel is an “unconditional pecsondl cight ; a cight whose execcise

may not be conditioned , Shapiro v. Thompson; 394 W.S.; ot 643,89 3.CH dt
1331 (Stewart, .\.' C‘OV\CuN"mfP( emphasis ao\_oled\ vrer Leites omitted). Dunn
,}L..;Biumsfefmv, {05 U.3. 330 ) 4L 5.0t 995, 3\ LEd .2d 274 (1972)

T

Twe US. Suereme Cout has lheld & “ 1+ i3 as much the o\u\ﬂ of the (iwemmeml Yo
render (»romp\' :)uS“ce aejains\‘ itsel€ i favor of cilizens as i is 4o administer the

same between efivafe wndividuals” Glidden | supra, of 649 s:Em'al\qs“s added,

2q



fis 'a‘ mattec of Widespread and eKCeP{'fona( media intecest there 1s No DiscReTION
to Eﬁnoc Lack of Jucisdickion and hold American cikizens in s(auern and Enuolum+arj
Secuitude, there exist Possi(ole 7(463{1‘04/;5 about the 3ovemmen+§ infergeity that |

of fects Public confidence as Pcss«:ble comsPEracﬁ o de()cive, without due process and
e vasious constitutional inyucy ond Knowledge and vxej\ec* to Freueyd'. |
Tne issues is of impodamce beJoncl any fxarﬁcular facts and Far{ies inUo'UeJ/ as
The wucks bave shown a dicect rebellion with established law ,and the cule of our

Suereme Coar‘\'.

Beent doseph Daig\e should have remained in the state of North DaKota, | commited

no offense a3a£nssr the laws of Hhe United States ; Judgment VOWD.
CONCLUSION

L pray Wis coust hear My ed‘l'“tm yand remand to the proper :}uriscl(‘&iav\,as Brent

Boseqk Qaicl\e s \Deins\!\e\d uu\iawpu“s yn S\qverj and iv\uolun{amj Secuitude

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

W itHout AECOURSE/ LYrouT PAEJUDICE
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T O

bate: FQ‘OW\O@(‘\:B [)_(0!’2_02-'.(




