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1 — Order Wisconsin Appeals Court, March 5,2024.
Showing the Court, Order by Wisconsin Appeals Court affirming Circuit Court Riding

2 — Order Wisconsin Appeals Court, October 19,2022.................................
Showing the Court, Order by Wisconsin Appeals Court denying review of Unconstitutional Medical 
Malpractice Non-Economic Damages CAP Law ( WI§893.55 A WI§655),

3 — Order Wisconsin Supreme Court, September 11,2024....................... .............
Showing the Court, Order by Wisconsin Supreme Court denying Review

4 - Motion to Dismiss, Transcript June 26,2017......................................... .
Showing the Court, that Judge Yamahiro, egregiously erred, “Fraudulently Altering 
Medical Record Vision Exam Dates ”, Ruling Actionable Claims “Too Attenuated” 
resulting in misrepresentation of material facts, constituting Fraud Upon The Court

5 - Order Wisconsin Circuit Court, September 11,2024....................... .................
Showing the Court, Order Dismissing Actionable Claims from Petitioner’s Vision Exams

6 - Petitioner’s Actual Medical Record Vision Exam Dates...................................
Showing the Court, Actual Vision Exam Dates, that Do Not Exceed the ‘Two Year Bright-Line 
Rule” as set forth in Westphal v EL DuPont DeNemour

7 - Status Conference, Transcript May 24,2019.
Showing the Court, Judge Conen, misrepresented material facts, constituting Fraud Upon The 
Court, asserting Medical Records were Lost in a Flood, Destroyed, Gone

8 - Wisconsin and HIPAA Law Health Care Provider Legal Duty  ... ............
Showing the Court, probative and substantive material fact that Defendants eLal had 
a Legal Duty to Release Medical Records within (30) Day of Records Request April 6,2016

9 - Petitioner’s Affidavit N.EJK CAP Law Deprived of Legal Counsel,.
Support for argument that Wisconsin Non-Economic Damages CAP Law Is Unconstitutional 
and Discriminatory, “As-Applied and Facially” Abridges and Deprives 14th Amendment State 
Action Clause Rights of Equal Protection and Due Process

10 — Status Conference, Transcript Sept. 14,2017.
Showing the Court, that Petitioner continually Raised Unconstitutional and Discriminatory 
N.E.D. CAP Law Abridging and Depriving of 14th Amendment State Action Clause Rights

11 — Affidavits of Attorneys Declining Legal Representation.
Showing the Court that Attorney declined Legal Representation as a result of the Wisconsin Non- 
Economic Damages CAP Law being inadequate to cover litigation expenses constituting an 
Unconstitutional State Law, “As-Applied and Facially” arbitrarily Abridging and Depriving 
Citizens of 14th Amendment State Action Clause Equal Protection and Due Process Rights

12 - Email Letter of Legal Counsel Declined, Result of N.E.D. CAP Law 
Showing the Court that Attorney declined Legal Representation as a result of the Wisconsin Non- 
Economic Damages CAP Law being inadequate to cover litigation expenses constituting an 
Unconstitutional State Law, “As-Applied and Facially” arbitrarily Abridging and Depriving 
Citizens of 14th Amendment State Action Clause Equal Protection and Due Process Rights
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Him. William Sosnay 
Circuit Court Judge 
Ekctromic Notice - -

MnKHeafr 
Electronic Notice

DtaradJ.Efiner
EleetronkNoticeAnna. Hodges 

Qsi of Ciiruit Court 
Mlwzukre County Appeals Division 
Efedrank Notice

CraigLaFayette Stingfey 
ElectronicHodoe

You are hereby notified that the Court has entered tbe following opinion and order:

2QQ2AP947 Craig.LaFayette Sdnde3f v. John LaczkcwskL OD 
(LCS2017CV2791)

Before Jffife, CX Utoald, PJ, and Colon, I

Summary disposition order? nay not be cited in any court of tins state as precedent or 

authority, eicept for the Minted purposes specified in Wls. SIAT.RCLE 809.23(1).

Craig LaFayette Stindey. pro se. appeals an order dismissing Ms medka! malpractice 

claims against Dr, John LaokowskL Laczkowski's employer, Vision Works, and two corporate 

entities. Vision Wanks of America and High marl? Mconparated (the Laczkowski lawsuit). The 

drcuit court dismissed the Lacskowskt lawsuit with prejudice as a sanction for Stmele3?~s failure 

to pay fle attorney^ fees and costs imposed following determinations drat Sitngley pursued 

fiivolcws litigation against another Visum Works employee, Dr. WtHiann Joseph Vincent, in a 

related medical malpractice case (the Vincent lawsuit). Based on our review of die briefs and

SCOTUS 
Review 

EXHIBIT 
No. 1 

Pg. 4 - 9Page 4 of 34
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record. we conclude flat ins matter is apptutrialc for summary disposition.. See Wis. SlAT. 

RULE S09J1 (2021-22).1 While Stingy's appellate briefs purport to raise a variety of issues. 

StingUy Anfe to phallgngy flic pirn lit court’s authority to saivhnn liini by the

Laczkowsld lawsuit, and we deem & issue conceded. Because that concession is dispositive.

we summwJy <JEau,

Use relevant background feds are few. Vincent and Laczkowski are optometrists who at 

diffaeot times examined $ting3ey’s eyes at a Vision Wbdb store. Stingfey contends that each

optometrist negligently foiled to diagnose Stingley’s glaucoma. Stingley filed two lawsuits, one 

against Vincent alone and foe other against Laczkowski and the Vision Works entities. The 

Vincent lawsuit and foe Laczkowski lawsuit were joined, hut foe circuit court dismissed tire

Vmcaif lawsuit in 2019, concluding that the claims were time-barred and firvoilOus. Thedrcurt 

court also ordsed Stingleyto pay attorney’s foes and costs to Vincent as a sanction far pursuing

a fiivolous lawsuit. Stingley applied the aider dismissing Us claims. against Vincent and the 

order for sanctions. This court affirmed. Sangiey v. LaczjkoH’ski (Sringfeyl). No. 2C19AP1214, 

unpublished slip op.. (WI App Mar. 2, 2021). We farther concluded that tire appeal was 

frivolous. Id. ^J. We remanded for a determination of tire attorney’s foes and costs that 

Stingley rrmst pay to Vincent as a penalty for pursuit of a frivolous appeal. Id Our supreme

court denied Stingtey’s petition for review.

Following remand, foe circuit court entered an order establishing the amount that 

Stii?gfey musipay for pursuing a frivolous appeal. Additionally, die drcuil court ordered tiiat if

1 Ail refereaces to foe WTsocosmStalntesare to the 2021-22 s-ersioiinnilessothewise noted
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No, 2022AP947 '

would dismiss the Laczkcrwski lawsuit with prejudice unless Stmgley met a sixty-day 'deadline

for paying all of die fees and costs imposed for Ms frivolous litiptian. against Vincent. He 

deadline passed rrithtmt SfrngW making the fgqtmpd payments Ilffi draiit COOlf ordered the 

Laczkawski lawsuit dismissed with prejudice. Stmgley now appeals Sum flat order.

Stingley filed lengthy briefs in das court offering a variety of arguments simgesring that

lie is eddied to reHef became Ms health care providers and their attorneys breached a legal doty 

and perpetrated a fraud on die court; ami because various drcurt court judges “aBowfedl the

court to be deceried“ by the health jnoviders5 statements of fact and law. He also contests the

constituriaialrly of Wisconsin's statutory cap on non-eccoonnc damages in. malpractice suits.

In response, Laczkowski contends that at no point during the circuit court proceedings 

did Stingley challenge die errant court's discretionary authority to dismiss the Laczkcwski

lawsuit with prgudice if Stmriey failed to pay the costs and Ires imposed in connection with Ms 

frivolous Irrigation against Vincent. Stmgley has neither disputed that contention nor directed

oar atertranto any place in the record whs? be raised such a challenge.

This court normally does not consider an issue unless it was raised first in the circuit 

court See Stow v. Htubner, 2000 WI59, 0r 235 Wis. 2d 486,611 RWJd 727. Tberule% 

an essential principle of the orderly administration of justice." M, ^11. Enforcement of the rule

seres the objectives of allowing the drcurt court to correct or avoid alleged emus, ensuring that 

parties have notice of objections, and preventing parties horn fading to object to emus and then 

relying on the claimed emus as pounds for reversal. f12. Here. Stingley did not argue to

die chvmf court that it lacked authority to dismiss the Lacdrowski lawsuit with prejudice as a
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sanction for Iris failure to pay frivolous litigation foes and cods. Therefore, any such argument is 

forfeited an appeal1 See State*. ItoCnHips li3 Wis.M I31! i443 5^M„WJd57?CI99^.

Moreover, fee result would, be fee same if we were to overlook fee forfeiture rale set 

forth in Ha rimer and Van €amp. Oar review of fee appellate briefs satisfies us feat, on appeal, 

Stingley has not chaOen^d fee circuit court’s authority to dismiss fee Laczkowdri lawsuit wife

prejudice as a sanctiaa for failure to pay frivolous btigafian fees and costs imposed m fee 

Vincent lawsuit “An appellants feihce to address&e grounds on which fee circuit court ruled

constitutes a concession of fee rating’s validity” Waschtr ft ABC his. Co.. 3012 WI App 10, 

f63,401 Wis. 2d 94.972 N.WJd 162. Accordingly, we deem Stingley to have conceded feat 

fee circuit court properly dismissed the Laczkowski lawsuit wife prejudice based on Stxngfey’s

failure to pay fee fees and costs imposed in fee ¥inc@ri lawsuit.

A dismissal wife prejudice tenmnafes fee litigation and prevents relitigation of the issues. 

Bishop ft Blur Cross & Bine Shield United of Khamsin, 145 Ms. 2d 315,318,426N.WJM.

114 (Ct App. 19S8). Stingley’s allegations of error in fee Laczkowski lawsuit are therefore 

moot See Skate ex ret Ohm it Utscher, 2000 WI App 61, 3,233 Ms. 2d 685, 608N.W.2d 

425 (“An issue is moot when its resolution will have no practical effect on fee underlining

controversy. In ofes words, a moot questian is one winch drcumstances have raidfijed purely 

academic.” (citation onrilfed)). We normally do not consider moot issues, see id, and we see no

1 Our review of fee record discloses tot Sthgey filed objections to fee cider requiring him to 
pay fifvrikns ires and costs fallowing our ranand in Simtfey I. However, we do not fescern in feose 
Slums any allegation. M alone an argument, fest fee circuit court tacked authority to dismiss fee 
Lacfeowdti lawsuit wife prejudice as a penally for failing to mate fee reqaired paymsTts. We observe 
feat It is not ore respcnsifaarty to scorn fee rohmsoous record for feat nnrftf aid Stindey's
position. See Jensen v. McPherson, 2004 WI App i45,Pn.4,275 Wis. 2d 604, 685 N.W.2d 603.

Page 7 of 34



Case 2Q22AP000947 OpraonfBeetsfon FIed034J5-2Q24 Page 5 of6

No. 2021W47

reason to do so here. Acoorttm^y. although Sfmgley's briefs allege a variety of enois in the 

laczkon^Htigatioii, a discussion of IboGeissoes isnot required KAn appellate court need not 

address erey issue raised by the parries when one issue is dispositive.” Barrows v. „4jnmca7i 

Tern. Aw. €*.,2014 WI App 1L19,352 Wis.2d436,842HW.2d508.

Before ore dose, however, we most biefiy note and address Stingley’s efforts to

iditigate Ms claims against Vincent Stingley contmds that iris Etjgatian against Vincent iras 

not trine-barred, and Stingiey seeks relief rimn the order dismissing the Vincent lawsuit We

reject Stindey’s efforts to revive his resolved daims. laStmgfrpIt Stingley pursued an appeal 

ofthe ordrafoymrisriig the Vrirmrt lawsuit Stingley did not prevail. His current appeal of the 

odder dismasting the Laezkrwski lawsuit does not again bring before iris court the final order

dismissing the claims against Vincent that was previously decided. To die contrary, a second 

appeal Iran a subsequent judgment or order does not permit tins coast to review the mates fat 

were resolved, or that could have hem resolved, in an appeal hum an earlier final rads'.3 See 

W&. SmT. Rum 809.10(4) (stating that an appeal from a final ordar or judgment brings before 

tiris court “prior nominal judgment orders rulings advase to the appellant... not previously

appealed and ruled vgroo”): see also Schaemndd v. MC.f 146 Wis. 2d 377, 394, 432 24.W2d

3 We observe with concern that Stingley knew or should have known dm he could run use die 
instant appeal as a forum fin challenging die order dismissing his case against Vincent. By rads dared 
Jaanray 31, 2023, this court denied Stingfcy’s motion fin *%n rads declaring die appeals court will 
‘review’ dismissal of’ fire Vincent lawsuit Our rads stared: ;JTh» rfknriral nf StfngW< r»w agwfrat 
Vincent is not before fire court in foe cun sit appeal." We remind Stingley that fire right to self- 
representation does not confer a hcaise to ignore fire orders of tins court end fie mks of appellate 
pracetkre. HcwrJterfl Cnn: r. Crq/! 166 Wis.2d4414>2,4fiON.W.2dl6(19?2). We therefore caution 
Stingifiy that we will consider imposing a penalty upon hun should he again disregard ‘relevant inks of 
procedural end substantive law.” See id

Page 8 of 34
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5SS(G. App. 1988) (dteiioa omitted) (providing &at “ajodpueat should be freafed as resohing 

iwtonJyaUis5oesactuallyliljgalBdkrtanis3ues^nrigIitha\“ebeeiHtigaiedTi.

ForaU the foregoing reason^

IT IS ORDERED feat foe circuit court's coder is summarily affirmed. See Wb, Stat.

leu 809^1

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED fiat this summary disposition ord^ will not be published.

Samtl-iCfebteizm 
GtrkofOowl ofJppcttk
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COURT OF APPEALS
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WISCONSIN COURT' OF APPEALS. 
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P.O.Box 16SS

Madison, Wisconsin 53701-168S
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itY: (800)947-3529 
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George L ctHidsnson 
ctem of ctectt court
2017CV0QZ791

October 19.2022
Ik

JohnH-Healv
ELecfronicNotioe

George OmstHEon
Cleric of Circuit Corat
Milwaukee County Appeals Processing
0L\ist(MO
Electranic Notice

David J. Fling 
Hertnndc Notice

Craig Lafayette StingJey 
ELectronic Notice

You are haeby notified that the Courf has enteredthe following order:

2022AP947 Craig Lafayette Stinriev v. John Laczkcwski, OD 
(LC # 20I7CV2791)

Before Donald P.J.

Citing Wis. Stat. Rule S09.14 (2019-20). pro se appellant Craig L. Stingiey lias fifed 2 
“motion for appeals court to review unconstitutional mil rights violation issue." lie asks tins 
carat to “review and consider the ‘As-Applied’ and ’Facially’ Unconstitutional and 
Discriminatory effects of Wisconsin’s Medical Malpractice Nan-Economic Damages CAP 
Law.” Stingiey appears to be seeking review of issues be believes to be present in his case, but 
such aignmsrt belongs in Stingley’s appellants brief appeal cannot be had by motion. Further 
we decline to construe diemotion as an appellant’s brief because it is largely nom-compliant with 
Wis. Stat. Rule S09.19 (2019-20).

Therefore.

IT IS ORDERED that fire “tnotion far appeals corat to review unconstitutional civil 
ndds violation issue” is denied.

ShemT.Reft 
CttikQfQomoj Appeak SCOTUS 

Review 
EXHIBIT 

No. 2 
Pg. 10
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CLERK OF WISCOtttN 
SUPREME COURT

Office of the Clerk

J^uprcmp ffiourf of
110 East Mux Street, Seize 215 

P.O.Box 1688 
Madeo^WI 53701-168$

IktHBOsi MS} N6-188D 
Facsmilz (60S) 247-0640

Septanbex 11,2024
To:

Hon. 'WilHani Sosnay 
Grant Court Judge 

. Electronic Notice

JohnH.Healy 
Electroni c Notice

David J. Fiber 
ELectronicNoticeAnna Hodges 

desk of Circuit Court 
Milwaukee County Grant Com! 
Electronic Notice

Craig LaFayette Stmgley 
Electronic Notice

Youarehereby notified that foe Court; by its Oak and Catmmssioneis, las altered the following
order:

No. 2022AP947 SthwWv- TjciAwBfdn. LCJ2017CV2791

A petitian for review pursuant to Wis. Slat § 80S.10 laving bear filed an behalf of 
plalntiff-appeilziii-petifaqnfT. Dbg LaFayette Stbgley. pm se. and considered by ids court;

3T IS ORDERED that foe petitian for review is denied, without costs.

SnnaetA-Chrisrecsa 
Qedr cf Supreme Coot

SCOTUS 
Review 

EXHIBIT 
No. 3 
Pg. 11
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Defendants.
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10
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12

13
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I MR.,. HEMS’e: Mb, Your'. Honor.,

THE COURT: Okay.,. This your first case,

Evidence that 
Petitioner Informed 
the Court that the 
Unconstitutional 
Medical
Malpractice Non- 
Economic Damages 
CAP Law Abridged 
14’1' Amendment 
States Action 
Clause to obtain 
Legal Counsel

2

3 Mr, Sbingley?

MR, STIRGLEY: Yes, sir,

THE COURT i As counsel? "You. wrote a .nice 

Little heavy on the hold print, but otherwise

4

5

€ brief.

1*11 give you credit,

MR, STMGLEY: Appreciate that.

7

8

9 It’s not easy for someone not. a 

lawyer, not easy for a lot of lawyers, j

THE COURT:

19

11 MR, £TIHGLEYc 1 sought to find attorneys.

12 But with this medical malpractice cap and all o£ that

13 that goes into that, many of theta have told, me it's

14 Just not enough money for them. So I had no choice

15 but to represent myself.

IS THE COURT: Okay.' As indicated, this is a

17 medical malpractice case. According to the complaint.

18 Dr, John Itaczfcowski performed .comprehensive vision.

1:9 examinations on the plaintiff on at least two

20 occasions, And based on the complaint, I. find those

.21 two occasions to be January 19 of 2009 and January 10z22 of 2014,

23 Dr, Laczkowski/nas admitted in his answer

there was another eras conducted on January 14th of24

25 2011., and the issue is an alleged failure to- diagnose

10
ProSe Petitioner asserts, (ion. 19,20081 mentioned here by the Court during Dismissal Ruling Premise, is the actual Vision Exam Date and 
"Does Not Exceed* the Two Year Bright-Line Rule element for Time Interval between lJan.5.2011] Vision Exam as set forth by set forth by 
Westphal v. E.l. Du Pont De Nemours & Co. Inc, and cannot be legally ruled as 'Too Attenuated" by the Court, constituting a Void Order 
Procured by Fraud On The Court, by Misrepresentation of Material Facts for Exam Dates and a Void Order requiring Relief pursuant to:
Wl§806.07(l)(c)(d)(h)(2); fRCP-60(b)(3IM6H<ll{l)(3)

Page 13 of 34



ProSe Petitioner, asserts Material Facts of Vision Exam Medical 
Record Date "Altered" fraudulently by Judge Yamahiro, from Jan. 
19,2009 (Pg.10) to Jan. 9,2009 constituting Fraud Upon The Court, 
predicated on misrepresentation of probative material feet.

glaucoma here and/or refer the plaintiff to a 

specialist, \

1

2

3 The diagnosis per the complaint occurred on .

4 about April <6 of 2016, Subsequent to that,, the

5 plaintiff contacted Vision works to request records.

6 at which time two 'vision co action eye glass

7 prescriptions, dated January 9 of 2009 and. -January 10

8 of 2014, were^ provided and that was in conjunction

9 with the statement regarding other records being lost
/

10 in the: flood.

11 Mr, Stingley also- alleged that he contacted

12 his vision health care insurance company, VSP, 

obtained do-cumentation establishing comprehensive13

14 vision health care examinations performed by Vision,

IS Works on September S of 2012 and, January 8 of 2014.,

18 The purpose of the motion to dismiss is to­

ll test the legal sufficiency of the complaint, under'

Ivans versus Cameron, 212 Wis, 2d 421, 

context, well-pleaded facts are accepted as true. 

Legal conclusions alone are- not accepted as true and

18 In this

19

20

21 insufficient to enable a complaint to withstand a 

motion to dismiss under Data Key .Partners versus22

23 Permira Advisors, LLCr 3S8 Wis, 2d 685,.

24 'Defendants have brought their motion based 

upon the failure to- state a claim statute 802,06 sub25

11
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ProSe Petitioner, asserts Material Facts of Vision Exam Medical 
Record Date "Altered" fraudulently by Judge Yamahiro, from Jan. 19, 
2009 (Pg.10) to Jan. 9,2009 constituting Fraud Upon The Court, 
predicated on misrepresentation of probative material fact .

5 Halverson versus SydrjtcJx, 156 Wis* 2d 202.

The complaint \of the plaintiff 210f.ee two 

*nt dates, January 9 of 2009 and. January 10 of

2

3 treat1

4 2014. ThexCourt finds that any claim, arising' out of 

an act or omission, of any of the defendants occurring5

6 during the January 9, 2009 contact is time barred, by

7 :he statute of limitations. The five-year limitation

8 i! that sub section is a statute of repose and bars an

9 action -without regard to- the date of discovery, under

the\ Ifa Iverson case.10

11 In. order to avoid the five-year statute of

12 repose limitation regarding the 2009 contact with the $
13 defendant, Mr. Stingley would need to establish either

14 concealment or a continuum of negligent treatment.

15 The last date the complaint alleges treatment

16 by the d< endant on January 2014, which is within the

17 five-year statute of repose. Even though the

IB defendant Mas asserted that it. was not Dr. Laczkowski

19 who treated \the plaintiff- in 2014, the Court accepts

20 all factual allegations of the complaint as true at

21 this stage of Vthe proceedings; and plaintiff filed his

22 negligent claims in regard to the January 2014

23 examination within the statute of limitations.

24 Mr. Stingley has argued that claims arising 

out of his January 9 of 2009 appointment are not25

13

Page 15 of 34



Note: the dates applied by Judge Yamahiro are fabricated, constituting 
Misrepresentation of Material Facts of the Case on the Record, and Fraud Upon 
The Court. Actual Exam Dates {Jan.19,2009 and Jan.5,2011} "Do Not Exceed" 
the "Two Year Bright-Line Rule" set forth by Westphal vEI DuPont, predicated 
on ''The Plain Meaning Rule", refuting the "Too Attenuated" Ruling constituting 
Void Orders, warranting Relief pursuant to: Wl§806.07(l)(c)(d)(h)(2)I enough together..

2 'The amount of time that passes between each 

allegedly negligent act is a primary factor in3.

4 determining whether there has been a continuum of 

negligent, care pursuant to Westphal versus E-I, Du 

Pont de JiFeiaours, 192 Wis. 2d 347.

5

6 Where it * s set,

forth the test for whether negligent medical care Is 

continuous, is, quote, whether a lay person, could 

reasonably conclude that the facte, fall within a.

7

S

9

10 single unit or occurrence, and whether the actions

11 alleged to he negligent, are sufficiently related in

12 time .and sequence to constitute a. continuous course oi

13 negligence-

14 In. the Hiestphal case, the Court of Appeals 

held a two-year gap between allegedly negligent 

treatment, by „a doctor and the next, time the plaintif: 

was allegedly negligently treated was not a continuui 

of negligent treatment, 

similar to the Westphal, case to, the extent that theJ 

complaint,

{piOO®}, January 14 of 2011, and January 10 of 2014.

15

16

17

18 Hie facts of this case are 1
19

20

m
22 'There is a two-year gap' between the 2009 and

23 2011 t reatment s . Based on the Hestphal case, the

examinations in this case are too attenuated to

establish a continuum of negligpdCcare, There is

Note: Undisputed Material Fact, actual vision exam dates, 
{Jan.19,2009 and Jan.5,2011f "Do Not Exceed" the "Two Year 
Bright-Line Rule" set forth by Westphal v El DuPont, predicated on 
"The Plain Meaning Rule", refuting the 'Too Attenuated" Ruling ^ 
below on (Pg. 26), the Court fraudulently fabricated these date, 
constituting Fraud Upon the Court, Void Order, warranting Relief
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RLED ■
0TJM-M17 
JotmBamrtt 
Ctw* of Ctroutt Court 
2017CV00f7HSTATE, OF WISCONSIN C IRCUIT C OURT MILWAUEEE COUNTY

C8A!GL.SSDSGECr,
GbbNouI$CV-2191
Medical Malpractice - Code: 30104Plaintiff

V.

HEGHUABK INCORPORATED, 
ViSIQQy WORKS OF .AMERICA. 
WSlOK'WaRCSl WEST ALUS.
IOHNP. LACZEOWSKI, OD„

Defendants.

ORDER GRAMTNG IN PART, .AND DISMISSING IN PART, DEFENDANTS1
' MOTION TO DISMISS'

: This matter having come before 'ire Honorable Glenn H. Yamahuro on. Jons 25.201?. 

for a hearing on. defendants' Motion to Dismiss. .and the plaintiff Craig L. Stfegfgy. haring 

appeared jaro sr. and the defendants, fearing appeared % their counsel Corneille Law Group. 

LLC, by.Attorney Min E.Healy:

’ 'IT IS HEREBY ORDERED. Id; ire reasons set forth on the record:

1. Defendants' monon to dismiss plaintiffs medical neriigasics claims under ire 

applicable stature oflfnnftrtians per Wis. Slat B93.55(lm) is panted with rebecs to 

my claims arising from ail acts or omissions cm the part of defendants prior to Maids.

22... 2012.

2. Defendants' motion to dismiss plaintiffs medical nesiigeaice claims under 'the 

' applicable statute of limitations pei WIs. Stat. S?3.55(im) is denied with respect to

any claims arising from all. ads m omissions on tire part of defendants for treatment

rendered to piaintiff m January 2014.
SCOTUS 
Review 

EXHIBIT 
No. 5 
Pg. 171,
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documented CVHC Examination) and January 05,2011, fa span d one year, three

hundred and fifty-one days from Plaintiff s previous exam) September OS, 2012, (a span

of one year, two hundred and forty-four days from Plaintiffs previous exam) January

06,2014, fa span of one year, one hundred and twenty-three days horn Plaintiff s

previous earn) and January 10,2014, (a span of four days from plaintiffs previous

exam) white Plaintiff continued to receive CVHC Examinations, performed by Defendants,

for the purpose of maintaining vision health, through the performance of testing

procedures used by vision health care professionals, for the purpose of detecting,

diagnosing and prescribing the standard treatments to prevent and/or manage vision

health care miladies, such as die glaucoma condition that was presenting in Plaintiff as

verified by current treating vision health care providers, based on efevated top levels.

recorded fay Defendants during previous CVHC Examinations listed above.

Examination Dates Time Elapsed Between Examinations

1-Jan. 19,2009 initial documented examination

2-Jan. 05,2011 716 Calendar Days from last exam

3-Sept OS, 201! 609 Calendar Days from last exam

4-Jan. 06,2014 488 Calendar Days from last exam

5 -Jan* 1012014 last date of signed examination prescription performed 
by Defendants, Dr. Laakowski and Vision Works

SCOTUS 
Review 

EXHIBIT 
No. 6 
Pg. 18
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Case 2D17CV0Q2791 OOCUmertMO Rled05-28-2C19 Page 1 of 9
FLED

JOMBamtt

STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT MILWAUKEE Co”*
BRANCH 30 »17cvwzj»i

1
2
3 CRAIG LaFAYETTE STINGLEY. 

Plaintiff,4 CASE NO. 17-CV-002791
5 vs.
6 DR. JOHN LACZKOWSKI OD. et al.
7 Defendant.
8
9 STATUS CONFERENCE

10
11

BEFORE THE HONORABLE JEFFREY A. CONEN, 
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE PRESIDING 

HAY 24. 2019
12
13
14
15
16 APPEARANCES:
17

CRAIG LaFAYETTE STINGLEY. Plaintiff, appeared pro se.
JOHN H. HEALY. Attorney at Lav. appeared on behalf of 
the Defendants.

18
19
20
21
22
23

BONNIE H. DOftASK 
Official Court Reporter24 SCOTUS

Review
EXHIBIT

No. 7
Pg-19 - 21

25
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Case 2017CVDQ2791 Oocumenl 140 Filed 05-28-2019 Rage 3 « 9

1 I ’Understand: that the' concealment is based onthat..

2 the -date that Dr.. Vincent's information -was revealed V.(l) - Judge Conen asserted, 
Defense Counsel claim "They 

( Said It (Exam Records) Was 
Destroyed In A flood in 2010"

V.(2) - Judge Conen asserted 
, of his own volition that 
' "Actually *IT* (Exam Records) 

Was Destroyed In 2014"

V.(3) - Judge Conen asserted 
Explicit Partiality and Bias On 
The Record ("You Didn't Ask 
For *!T* until 2016, So Who 
Cares")... Tainted Judicial 
Machinery Process

V.(4) - Judge Conen asserted 
of his own volition that "*IT* 
(Exam Records) Was Gone 
Before You Asked For *IT*"
(Constituting Fraud-On The 
Court Assertion)

V.(S) - Judge Conen asserted 
of his own volition "It (Exam 
Records) Wasn't Concealed" 
(Constituting Fraud On The 
Court Statement)

V.{6) - Judge Conen asserting, 
that Dr. Vincent's Identity, 
Acts and Omissions were 
Discovered (April 7,2016), 
Fabricated statement falsely 
Conflating Discovery of Dr. 
Loczkowski, with Dr. Vincent 
(May 10,2017) (Constituting 
Fraud On The Court)

V.(7) - Judge Conen asserted 
of his own volition "You Were 
Requesting The Records For A 
Specific Purpose, And That 
Was For Dr. Vincent As Well 
As Dr. Loczkowski and You 
Already Knew About It" 
(Constituting Fraud On The 
Court)

3 during1 that -entire process,, and it. was not —

Here's-the'deal!, Mr. StingTey.4 THE COURT:.'

5 HR. STINGLEY: Pardon?

■6 THE COURT: They said it was destroyed in a

7 flood in 20110. And actually, it was destroyed in 2014,

8 but you didn't ash for it until 2016. So 'Mho cares
9 It was -gone before' you asked for it. It 

concealed, the documents, right?

[isn't.

10

11 I would object to that as well. 

in that there is mo -evidence' that a flood actually 

destroyed any medical records.

MR. STIHGtEY;

12

13

14 In fact, the insurance documents that provides 

the proof for evidence of a flood states that there was15

16 • only a half inch to an inch of water in the" basement 

when they arrived.17

18 And so to think about that logically, if a box

18 of records are on the floor and they were damaged from 

a half inch to an inch of 'water, then there would be.20

21 one. some' stains.

22 Two., 'when I think about 'working in a 

professional: environment and keeping records that are 

required' to be maintained on the floor, they typically

23

24

25 would be maintained on the rack which would be. -more

3
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V.(8) - Judge Conen, asserted 
"I Told You The Last Time That 
You Could Bring Dr. Vincent In 
If You Hod Something New" 
New Evidence presented by 
ProSe Petitioner, Exam 
Records were Not Destroyed, 
but Concealed. Withheld and
Filed May 10.2017. Discovery 
Date for Dr. Vincent, 
activating by default the (5) 
YSOR Rule Extension 
(Constituted by 
Presupposition Stipulation 
Proffered by the Court)

Caee2D17CVD02791 Document 14® filed05-28-2319 Rage6oT9

•dismissed with prejudice.1

I'm dene- playing games.2 I*ve bent over
backwards to give you option after option after option. 
You fight me every single time we come in here miter 

regard to discovery. You continue to waste>tffe Court's 

time and waste money. I’m just not going to deal with

3 V.(9) The Court (Judge Conen) 
asserted Explicit Partiality and 
Bias, stating “I Understand 
You Don't Have A Lawyer, Not 
My Problem" (Tainted Judicial 
Machinery Process)

4

5

6

it anymore. I understand you don't have a lawyer, not 

my problem. Okay? 'Very good.

?
O'

Thank you. So give him a hearing date on the9
10 attorney's fees.

(Discussion had on dates.)

HR. HEALY: In addition to 30 days, sir. ay 

understanding was that we will submit the bill of 

•costs. Hr. Sfingley will then have 30 days to respond., 

and then we address the reasonableness at the hearing.

'THE CLERK": €0 days for the submission?'

HR. HEALY: Yeah, 45 to 60.

HUE CLERK": All right. Do> you think it will 

take more than a half an hour?

11
12
13
14
IS
16
17
16
19

I would error on the side of20 HR. HEALY:
caution and say yes.

THE CLERK: Okay, 2 p.im., Wednesday. July
21
22
23 24th.
24 HR. HEALY: That works for the defense.

THE CLERK: Hr. Stingley?25

4-
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Your Medical Record Rights in
Wisconsin

(A Guide to Consumer Rights under HIPAA)

Written hj
Joy Prills, JD 

Nina L. Kudszus 
Health Policy Institute 
Georgetown Univeisily

Both Uw HIFAA Privacy Rid? and Wisconsin law give- \ou sights to j-ot.ii medical 
record. The HIPAA Privacy Pule seta standards that apply to records held fay hffilth 
€itnt providers across the nation. Wisconsin lave sets, standards lor records field fay 
medical doctor optometrists,deniisto, hospitalsand other health owe j»wjdw> wjthhi 
Idle state. Moot health care providers nuist follow both the HIPAA Privacy Pule and 
Wisconsin law. If a standard in Wisconsin law conflicto with a. stand aid in the HIPAA 
Prri-acy Pule, your health ewe promt!rr must follow the law that is the most protective 
ofyourrighfe.

Summary of Your Rights 
In Wisconsin, you have the right foe

• See end per & copy of your medical record
Your health care provider usually must let you see your medical record or give 
yon a copy of if no late* than 30 dayo after they receive your requeot. This itgbt fs 
called the tight tc occew your medical record.

Who Has to Follow THESE LAWS?
Most Wisconsin hrallh care providers {such as medical etoefaorsv. 
optometrists, denUsto and hospitals) must follow both the HIPAA Privacy
Kufc and state laws that pv* pstienb rights in their medical records.

There are some Stealth care providers, however, that do not have lo fellow the HIPAA 
Privacy Kale. Hie HIPAA Privacy Kale only covens health case providers Uiat use 
computers to scad health information for certain odartirBstratlve or ftnitncinl proposes 
(cudi as filing claims for insurance),

Oeoroetom Wwmtiy 2005 Wl-intmtkjtfkm I
SCOTUS
Review

EXHIBIT
No. 8
Pg. 22
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STATE Of WISCONSIN

COURT OF APPEALS

DISTRICT I

Appeal Case No. 2022AP000947 
Circuit Court Case No. 2017CV00279X

CRAIG L, STINGLEY, ProSe 
ProSe Puuwnrr-ApmiAwr

CASE NO’S,: 2017CV002791 
Medical Malpractice - 30104vs.

HIGHMARK INCORPORATED, ET.AL 
Defendants

AFFIDAVIT OF PRO SE PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, CRAW L STINGLEY

I, the undersigned, ProSe Plaintiff-Appellant, Craig L Stingley, being duly sworn, hereby deposes 
and states as follows;

1. I am over the age of I8> a Resident Citizen of the State of Wisconsin, and the United States 
of America, and a ProSe Plaintiff-Appellant, whose Inalienable Constitutional Rights to Life, 
Liberty, and Pursuits, have been egregtously violated by Highmark Inc. an $18 B01ion a year 
business entity, the Parent Company of Vision Works of America, a licensed Health Care 
Provider in the State of Wisconsin, Ruled as 'Proper Parties” to this Medical Malpractice 
Lawsuit for blatant Breach of Legal Duty resulting in Severe Permanent Vision Loss Injuries, 
Loss of Employment and Business Development Harm and Emotional Distress Damages,

2, P-Appellant was "Compelled Out Of Necessity and Desperation, to fight rather than 
Abandon my Constitutional Rights, undrsputedly Depriving and Abridging 14<h Amendment 
Equal Protection and Due Process of Law a direct result of the Unconstitutional and 
Discriminatory CAP on Non-Economic Damages Law Wl§893.SS(ld){b)(4)(a)(d), W1§6SS,23, 
W1§655,017, As*Applied and Facially, predicated on the f 
Injury Victims of Medical Malpractice, from obtaining skilled jurist Legal Representation, to 
litigate Actions by the ‘'Contingency Agreement", In contrast to Tort Personal Injury Victims 
of Vehicle Accidents, Who are "Not Subjected" to a CAP Limit on Non-Economic Damages,

It prohibits Tort Personal

3. To support this argument, I hava compiled a partial list. Including two (2) "Affidavits" from 
Law Firms, that declined my request for Representation, as a result of the "CAP on Non- 
Economic Damage, Punitive Compensation Limits" which Is insufficient to cover expenses 
associated with a Medical Malpractice Litigation, i.e. "Expert Witness Fees", Document 
Production, Medical Research, Staff Salaries, etc..,and Excerpts of stories from Victims of 
Medical Malpractice Negligence, who could not obtain Legal Counsel.

SCOTUS
Review

EXHIBIT
No. 9

Pg. 23 - 28

a
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SCR 20:1.16 Declining Representation
SCR 2(hl^l6(b)(6) - The representation will result In an 'Unreasonable Financial Burden on 
the lawyer* or has been rendered unreasonably difficult by the client4 or

Declined Legal Representation
A “Direct Result* of W15893.55f4HdMfi: WIS6S5.017 CAP on Non-Economle Damages

1. - Hebush Habush & RottierS.C {P-Appellant spoke directly with Daniel Rattier)
777 E Wisconsin Ave #2300, Milwaukee, WI 53202

2. - Cannon & Dunphy S.C. (P-Appellant signed preliminary case review agreement)
595 N Barker Rd, Brookfield, WI 53045

3. - Murphy & Prachthauser, S.C.-(P-Appel1ant colled to request representation)
10200 N Port Washington Rd #201, Mequon, WI 53092

4. - Gebhard Law Office~.(P-Appellant called to request representation)
3435 W Burleigh St* Milwaukee, WI 53222

5. - Warshafsky Law Ftrm~.(P-Appellant catted to request representation)
839 N Jefferson St #300, Milwaukee, Wi 53202

6. - Hupy and Abraham, S.C...{P-Appellant called to request representation)
111 E KI1 bourn Ave #1100, Milwaukee, WI 53202

7. - PKSD„.(P-Appeflant, made request for representation to Atty. Howard Sicuta)
1110 N Old World 3rd St Ste 320, Milwaukee, WI 53203

8. - G'mgras, Thomsen & Wachs...{P-Appellant called to request representation)
219 N Milwaukee St #520, Milwaukee, WI 53202

9. * Sperling Law Offices ULC„{P-Appellantr attended case review meeting)
100 E Wisconsin Ave Suite 1020, Milwaukee, WI 53202

10. - Samster Konkel & Safran, S»C-.(P-Appellant called to request representation) 
11063 w Btuemound Rd Suite 205, Wauwatosa, Wt 53225

11. * Carlson, Blau & Clemens, SC~{P-Appellant called to request representation)
3535 W Wisconsin Ave, Milwaukee, WI 53208

12. - McLsrio, Helm, BertHng & Spiegel, $.C.~(P-AppeHant called about representation) 
N88W16783 Main St, Menomonee Falls, WI 53051

13. - Penegor & lowenberg,..{P-AppelIant signed pre&minary ease review agreement) 
16655 W Btuemound Rd #190, Brookfield, WI 53005

14. - Washington Franklin Law Offices 
10425 W North Ave, Wauwatosa, WI 53226

2
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Medical Malpractice Lawsuits Nearly Impossible to Win in Wisconsin
Study: medical errors claim over 251,000 lives... By: Courtny Gerrish 
Posted: 6:19 AM, lu( 09,2016... Updated: 6:20 AM, luf 09,2016

■stVEW HUNDRED deaths A PAY fflOM MEDICAL MISTAKES. New research shows bow many 
Americans are dying due to medical errors. 1-Team looked into malpractice deaths in Wisconsin 
and talked to victims who say state taws make It nearly Impossible to right the wrongdoing.

-According to new research led by Johns Hopkins, medical errors claim more than 251,000 lives 
a year, making It the third leading cause of death behind heart disease and cancer, And if 
medical malpractice happens in Wisconsin, many people affected are blocked horn seeking 
justice because of laws and court rulings,

-fat Madden-Ripp's husband died five years ago from a general staph infection not caught by 
UW health doctors, -"His heart was racing, he's dripping sweat,” Madderv-Rlpp said, *¥ou trust 
so much that they're going to be thorough and do what they need to do.”

•One of the two doctors who treated Floyd Ripp twice was reprimanded. The Wisconsin 
Medical Examining Board found Dr. Mon Yee "engaged in unprofessional conduct" and fined 
him $935. left to take care of their farm In Rio atone,

Pat looked into rttWG a malpractice clnm, BuroouuxfTfiNDAN attorney to take the case.
-"A LOT Of THEM SAID,'NOWt DON'T TAKE UW CASES BECAUSE THE CAP IS SO LOW'** MADOEN-RlPP SAID.

-Wisconsin has limits, or caps, on what people can collect for non-economic damages, like pain 
and suffering. For UW doctors it's $250,000. For any other doctor in the state, the limit is 
$750,000. (with $250,000 limit available for legal Representation and associated Expenses)

-Pose Deleon's mom died in January after surgery on her spinal cord. She's still waiting for an 
official cause of death, but Rose feels the doctor made a mistake, and she cant do anything 
about it In addition to'the caps, state law only allows spouses and minor children to sue.

-"If* all Kind of pooled into just anger, and I can't do anything with it” Deleon said.

-Over the last 17 years. Medical Malpractice Lawsuits in Wisconsin dropped 50 percent, 
fEvidence of the NED CAP Law Objective fs to Eliminate or Extinguish Med-Mal Cases! even
though state-run Malpractice insurance fund sits at $1.2 trillion. Created In 1975, doctors pay 
into the fund, giving them additional malpractice coverage on top of their primary insurance.

-Many trial attorneys, like Daniel Bother. sav THE SYSTEM IN WISCONSIN IS BROKEN. Rottlefs
firm rarely takes on medical malpractice cases anymore because of die limits on rewards.

-"They're only paying out around $15 million a year right now for daims. There comes a point 
Where this GRAND BARGAIN OF PROTECTING DOCTORS. LIMITING PATIENTS has gotten out 
of whack,” Bottler said.

Bottler explained that the money the Mayos received from the fund ($750K) was used for past 
and future medical exists, attorney fees plus the expense of bringing the medical malpractice 
case to trial. Attorney fees and expenses cost about $2.4 million.

3
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-Madden-Ripp now has grandchildren,, a fife event her husband never got to experience. She 
contmuesto hope for 3 better system for victims.

-"There should be accountability, there should be some changes made/ Madden-rtipp said.

•About 35 states have some sort of damage caps Eke Wisconsin, but our state consistently 
ranks as owe of the lowest when It comes to paving out on Medical Malpractice dawns. As far
as the new research that puts medical error as one of the leading causes of death in America, 
Or. oexter doesn't agree with die numbers. He calls it a re-look at older data, and says the 
definition of medical error used by researchers is overly broad.

According to research ted by Johns Hopkins, medical errors claim more than 251,000 lives a 
year, making It the third leading cause of death behind heart disease and cancer. When 
Medical Malpractice happens in Wisconsin, many people affected are blocked from seeking 
Justice because oflaiws and Court Ruling*.

•Wisconsin's CAP limits, what people can collect for non-economlc damages, Eke pain and 
suffering, for ITW doctors it's $250,000 and for other doctors in the state, the limit is 
$750,000, (including $250,000 available for Legal Representation and associated expenses.)

tjCSSCSXS CTS/ ■

1=

MODERN MEDICINE

The third-leading cause of death in US most 

doctors don’t want you to know about
«■ *r * » AHI ■ ’ Tv

o o Too often, the health-care system 

silences people around a problem.
H - ff)• ?4 ■ »•f

t zn r • VI

The third-leading cause of death in US most doctors don't want you to know about Published 
Thu, Feb 22 2018 9:31 AM EST; Updated Wed, Feb 28 2018 9:39 AM EST;
Ray Spherd, special to CNBC.com

A recent Johns Hopkins study claims more than 250,000 people In the U.S. die every year from 
medical errors. Other reports daim the numbers to be as high as 440,000. Medical errors are 
the third-leading cause of death after heart disease and cancer. Advocates are fighting back, 
pushing for greater legislation for patient safety.

4

Page 26 of 34



Entity Jerry was two years old when she lost her life after a pharmacy technician filled her 
intravenous bag with more than 20 times the recommended dose of sodium chloride.

"My little anger is how Oiristopher ferry describes his daughter Emily.

At just a year and a half, Emily was diagnosed with a massive abdominal tumor and endured 
numerous surgeries and rigorous chemotherapy before finally being declared cancer-free. But 
just to be sure, doctors encouraged Chris and his wife to continue with Emily's last scheduled 
chemotherapy session, a three-day treatment that would begin on her second birthday.

On the morning of her final day of treatment, a pharmacy technician prepared the intravenous 
bag, filling It with more than 20 times the recommended dose of sodium chloride. Within hours 
Emily was on life support and declared brain dead. Three days later she was gone.

Sadly, 10111/$ case is not unique. According to a recent study by Johns Hopkins, more than 
250,000 people in the United States die every year because of medical mistakes, making it the 
third leading cause of death after heart disease and cancer.

Other studies report much higher figures, claiming the number of deaths from medical error to 
be as high as 440,000. The reason for the discrepancy is that physicians, funeral directors, 
coroners and medical examiners rarely note on death certificates the human errors and 
system failures involved. Yet death certificates are what the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention rely on to post statistics for deaths nationwide.

the authors of the Johns Hopkins study, led by Dr. Martin Makary of the Johns Hopkins 
University School of Medicine, have appealed to the CDC to change the way In which It collects 
data from death certificates. TO date, no changes have been made, Makary said,

'The system Is to Mam/
"It's the system more than the individuals that is to blame,* Makary said. The U.S. patient-care 
study, wbidh was released in 2016, explored death-rate data for eight consecutive years. The 
resea rchers discovered that based on a total of 35,416,020 hosprta (nations, there was a pooled 
incidence rate of 251,454 deaths per year — or about 9.5 percent of all deaths — that stemmed 
from medical error.

How, two years later, Makary said he hasn't seen the needle move much.

Whet patients can do to protect themselves
According to Dr. John James, a patient-safety advocate and author of A Sea of Broken Hearts: 
Patient Rights In a Dangerous, Profit-Driven Health Care System, patients need to take charge.

In 2002 James lost Ms 19-year-old son after he collapsed whie running. He had been 
diagnosed with a heart arrhythmia by a cardiologist a few weeks prior and was released from 
the hospital with instructions not to drive for 24 hours.

"His death certificate said he died of a heart arrhythmia " he said, but my son really died as a 
result of "uninformed, careless, and unethical care by cardiologists." He explained: "If you have 
a patient with heart arrhythmias of a certain level and low potassium, you need to replace the 
potassium, and they did not And they didn't tell him he shouldn't go back to running." 
Communication errors, he said, are "unfortunately very common."

In 2014 James retired early to devote his life to improving patient safety, His mission: to teach 
people howto be empowered patients. He has created a patient bill of rights, which he's been 
pushing to become federal low. Yet so far he said his letters to the Centers for Medicate & 
Medicaid Services have gone unanswered.

s
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“Makary has a tot of courage/ lames said. *A lot of the retired doctors wfB tell you It's a mess 
and it's terrible. But for a young physician to come out and say what he did, Mot's pretty 
bold, Malory Is a brave guy."

'Too often, the health-care system silences people around a problem*.
Or, Martin Makary, surgical oncologist and chief of the Johns Hopkins Islet Transplant Center

Here are same other ways patients can he vigilant right now:
Seek a second opinion. If the situation warrants or if uncertainties exist, get a second opinion 
ham another doctor A good doctor will welcome confirmation of ho diagnosis and resist any 
efforts to discourage the patient from learning more — or what Makary calls, “attempts to gag 
the patient"

"too often/ he said, "THE HEALTH-CARE SYSTEM SILENCES PEOPLE AROUND A PROBLEM." 
Why? Many doctors are reluctant to speculate, but some admit the answers range from simple 
ego to losing a patient to another doctor they trust more.
— By gay Sipherd, special to CNBC.oom

Dated this //7^‘ dav of October 2022

Craig L. Stingi

STATf OF WISCONSIN, COUNTY Of MILWAUKEE, ss: .
This Affidavit was acknowledged before me on this _(CnA_ day of 

2022 by ProSe Plaintiff-Appellant Craig L Stmgley, who being first duly sworn on oath
according to law, def 
him, and that J 
and belief.

October

states that he has read the foregoing Affidavit subscribed by 
ed herein are true to the best of his information, knowledge

J/

/^S\ 

/>•

'&$z.y,i
Notary Public

Wo f
Title (and Rank)

My commission expires sOX| 0 2 207.C^

6
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2

CRAIG LAFAYETTE S T INGLEY,3

Plaintiff,4
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know —1

I’ve been told specifically by2 MR. ST1RGLST*
several that it*s tbe amount of money available in the3

cap that is prevent lag then from — I had signed up
They looted at the cap and came hack

4
with two liras,s
and said,, we can1! do it based on that dollar figure.6

7 That is the whole

i THE COURT; Okay. \
MR.. STIMSLElf = But. I would! request,, as youN 

mentioned: if I: understand, you. correctly;, that xsd be 

able to pursue additional details in answering the 

motion, for summary judgment.,

THE COURTs you mean, discovery, .
MR. STIKGLEYt Discovery,. Correct,

. THE COURT;; 'Right,
HR, STIKOLEY: I Beaut the details in

©
10

11
Evidence that 
Petitioner Informed 
the Court that the 
Unconstitutional 
Medical
Malpractice Non- 
Economic Damages 
CAP Law Abridged 
14"’ Amendment 
States Action 
Clause to obtain 
Legal Counsel

12
13
14

IS
IS

relation, to- discovery. So and then also to pursue 

the purpose for Which I filed the amended coaplalnt to 

address the other dates that were in. question in, the 

original coaplalnt as you stated In a. previous 

hearing„* and i: do believe that i: will be able to show

1?

le
is

20
21

cause for that information to be admitted.22

So as you listed here, I. will address that In 

my motion, l believe, or opposition to the summary 

judgaent, unless that is not the proper way,

23
24

25 'Then 1

12
r.
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Pitman, ICalkhoff, Sicula© dentice
II10W. Old '.ViHJ IrtJSinset. Suite 32f>, MiW-mAet Wt SI2CB 

Telephone (414} 2J2-QDO0, Fwsiiwle MM} 2124)034 
w.M:wj>K<>f3jCneft

AFFIDAVIT OF HOWARD S, SICULA

Howard 8, Sicula, being first duly sworn oil oath, states as follows:

1 am an attorney with Pitman, Katkhoff, Sicula & Derrtice, S.C.

Hi at Craig StingWzy sought representation from the Pitman, Kakhoff, Sicula & Dent ice, S.C. 
law firm regarding a medical negligence claim pertaining to his eyesight;

That our law firm declined to represent him cm his eyesight medical negligence matter;

That our law firm does not handle Wiscomln medical negligence matterswih one of the main 

reasons for declining such matters being the cap cm ncn-cconcmic damagec.

1,

2,

3.

4,

Howard $, Sicula

^Suse^X/Vtr^A* ' \% % 
tL =

'6»C J /

Scb8crt>od ami sworn to before mo this 
12^ day of August, 2021

S » { JQ% -

Notary Public, State oftjA/rsconsin 
My Commiecion Gxmmt'lLliS S

i

SCOTUS
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EXHIBIT
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866-603-5239 | 425 W. Capitol Ste 1533 Utile Rock, AR 72201

STATE OP ARKANSAS 1
Ms,

CWllNTV ft? PyLASKI I

A^QRAVn- OPATTORKPY VEROVA SWANIflAV

i Acprn^y Vcwra Sa-tnigaa, do *we=r feds' oath the fte foGowbg b lira tad carreci

I I Oi o BEorcoy eriijt the SwrecEi Rio,

1. That Craig S&^ley soqgte lepresectiitian from tbs Swodgai Fins ifprnfea ■ me&mii 
c^pcctioo et^i^ette ctoim pettbnlrg to hi* vision tots;

3 - That <kt law Cite dedtned to represent Croc Sanity b ths >~ron tins *ne£ccJ oicVrceice
e^sl*£2aceicot»i

4 ^ Hat oar tew fern has detemesJ the cppreesivs ctp ti~:t m mo^swenic daesgts lew to
attebEy e=d tm txpaciiy coasstetl© cftfcs scandve cost csiedesd with octerded li%al!roi 

t>'|riCE3y cajtntd for oethcaf aa!ps£»es e^igccro aitsi cad fes cdieeie expose cf iccdied 
WJb cad cvpcTt ccoii iwjiejwJ to pave tie clcesaa of the dea cad to£« the dda li!sd popsly;

S. Hat Bor tow firm has drlerrsiaad that WUeonsb tcediccJ red practice iK^Itgrrsce mitten ere
col eentcoiccUy fcacile with the prtesty rasaon for tfscfbitig eadb nsaun berm Cm? bsufilcicai 
t^3 coicaal cam^erctira csdtho«n cffitiptica. The limits Ime nGoocd tfco eatical fWd to

866-603-5239 | 425 W, Capitol Sto 1533 Utile Rock, AR 7220!
A [ ]
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mty Ofi mche&s and bailees froen tic Is t violeton poSrey end health

tWs 1.0*dsy of September, 2022.
■ FUllTO.^iFW^SAWrafWOf.

RespectMly

By:
mmmmmw.

S6$40|«5I39

Acaogowi^neMRwr

mw

stair of Arkansas)
oouxn'or PULASKI )

Ob this day Verona S wanted, Esq appeared before me, the naderstgned, Notary 
Public, within fittd for the coortfy and sti5o aforesaid, duty commissioned and •ding, 
Vetma E Swwnpn, m roe well fcaown is attorney for die Petitioner, and staled <tnd 
ptteio'wledjpd thsi d*ey bad eseettfed, sped, sealed tad deft vend (he ibove 
AOldi^i for the use® and fmiposeyhiwin inemiroie!i$b& satolt,
d«=iM.JC& awct^Jorhltkiim.

QAypunuc
My CornffiJesion cxprrr-s- f’7! j

turCmmu . ■*
Hiia

t ei.ti.inff

>
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(858)-627-2147CANMK* &IIUNMIV&C.
■Helpinfi clients for over 100 years » Sc Habla Empanel■WKneT* ,V Id?

V

Your Medical Malpractice Case [Email Copy]

Edvard £ Robinson erobir»so:a@c-dlaw.com August 23,2022; 4D7 PM

IMr. Stingley,

In -follow up on the telephone conversation we had yesterday, this; will confirm that you 
contacted our office back in August of 2016, six years ago, regarding a potential medical 
malpractice case involving vision loss. At that time, you spoke to Attorney AI Foeckler, who 
advised you we could not take on your case. I spoke to Mr. Foeckler, and because this 
conversation occurred six years; ago, we cannot recall al l of the details as to why we declined to 
take on your case. We are, therefore, uncomfortable setting forth all of those reasons, lihe 
bottom line was that we dedined to take on your case

Thank you for reaching out: to us, and 1 wish 'you the; best: of ll'uck.
»

SCOTUS
Review

EXHIBIT
No. 12

Pg. 34

Edvard E Robinson 
Cannon & IDunphy, S.C.
595 N. Barker Road 
P.G. Box 1750;
Brookfield, W1 53008-1750 
Phone: 262-796-3705
Facsimile: 262-796-3715 
http://wwwjcaitnon-dunDhv.com

Respectfully Submitted

Dated at Milwaukee, WI 
this 6th day of December, 2024

Craig L. Stingley,
7846 N Sherman Blvd 
Brown Deer, WI. 53209

ProSe Petitioner
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