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PETITION FOR REHEARING

Pursuant to Rule 44.1 TA \l "Rule 44.1" \s "Supreme Court Rule 44.1" \c 3 , Petitioner respectfully petitions this Court for rehearing.

1  ORIGINAL JURISDICTION AND NOT A WRIT OF CERTIORARI
The principles upon which this Court has functioned for over 200+ years is that of the rule of law, the principles of law and the honorable manner in which it interprets United States law while protecting the unalienable private rights of Americans from any attempts of the government to deny or violate said rights.  This is the very purpose of establishing government itself, in fact.
Both Rights and the corresponding Obligations they impose upon governments are property:
“Property.  That which is peculiar or proper to any person; that which belongs exclusively to one. In the strict legal sense, an aggregate of rights which are guaranteed and protected by the government. Fulton Light, Heat & Power Co. v. State, 65 Misc.Rep. 263, 121 N.Y.S. 536. The term is said to extend to every species of valuable right and interest.  Property. That which is peculiar or proper to any person; that which belongs exclusively to one. In the strict legal sense, an aggregate of rights which are guaranteed and protected by the government. Fulton Light, Heat & Power Co. v. State, 65 Misc.Rep. 263, 121 N.Y.S. 536. The term is said to extend to every species of valuable right and interest. More specifically, ownership; the unrestricted and exclusive right to a thing; the right to dispose of a thing in every legal way, to possess it, to use it, and to exclude everyone else from interfering with it. That dominion or indefinite right of use or disposition which one may lawfully exercise over particular things or subjects. The exclusive right of possessing, enjoying, and disposing of a thing. The highest right a man can have to anything; being used to refer to that right which one has to lands or tenements, goods or chattels, which no way depends on another man's courtesy.

The word is also commonly used to denote everything which is the subject of ownership, corporeal or incorporeal, tangible or intangible, visible or invisible, real or personal, everything that has an exchangeable value or which goes to make up wealth or estate. It extends to every species of valuable right and interest, and includes real and personal property, easements, franchises, and incorporeal hereditaments, and includes every invasion of one's property rights by actionable wrong. Labberton v. General Cas. Co. of America, 53 Wash.2d. 180, 332 P.2d. 250, 252, 254.

[Black’s Law Dictionary, Fifth Edition, p. 1095 TA \l "Black’s Law Dictionary, Fifth Edition, p. 1095" \s "Black’s Law Dictionary, Fifth Edition, p. 1095" \c 3 ]

Who OWNS the property or RIGHT being vindicated determines who can deny it or take it away as the proven owner.  Anyone in government who intends to exercise the power to DENY or TAKE AWAY a right therefore has the burden of proving that it is the ABSOLUTE OWNER of that specific right.  A failure to satisfy this burden of proof gives rise to the exercise of “arbitrary power” prohibited by the Constitution:
“When we consider the nature and the theory of our institutions of government, the principles upon which they are supposed to rest, and review the history of their development, we are constrained to conclude that they do not mean to leave room for the play and action of purely personal and arbitrary power.”
[Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 369 , 6 S. Sup.Ct. 1064, 1071 TA \l "Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 369, 6 S.Sup.Ct. 1064, 1071" \s "Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 369, 6 S.Sup.Ct. 1064, 1071" \c 1 ]

The CREATOR of a right is the ABSOLUTE OWNER.  That act of Creation is what this court calls “the life-giving principle”.  To wit:
“What is a Constitution? It is the form of government, delineated by the mighty hand of the people, in which certain first principles of fundamental laws are established. The Constitution is certain and fixed; it contains the permanent will of the people, and is the supreme law of the land; it is paramount to the power of the Legislature, and can be revoked or altered only by the authority that made it. The life-giving principle and the death-doing stroke must proceed from the same hand.” 

[VanHorne's Lessee v. Dorrance, 2 U.S. 304 (1795)" \s "VanHorne's Lessee v. Dorrance, 2 U.S. 304 (1795)" \c 1 VanHorne's Lessee v. Dorrance, 2 U.S. 304 (1795)
]
“The great principle is this: because the constitution will not permit a state to destroy [a PRIVATE or natural or unalienable right], it will not permit a law involving the power to destroy. ”  
[Providence Bank v. Billings, 29 U.S. 514 (1830) TA \s "Providence Bank v. Billings, 29 U.S. 514 (1830)" ]
Per the above, this court cannot destroy constitutional or private or natural rights under a trust indenture that it did not create by an act of deliberate omission in hearing this case.
THE PEOPLE called the “State” as Principal, created the absolutely owned, unalienable, PRIVATE rights recognized in the Constitution.  Only PEOPLE, and not legal fictions serving on official business within the fictional corporation called “government”, can exercise the Sovereignty of the “State” as I am doing now in this pleading:

“State. A people permanently occupying a fixed territory bound together by common-law habits and custom into one body politic exercising, through the medium of an organized government, independent sovereignty and control over all persons and things within its boundaries, capable of making war and peace and of entering into international relations with other communities of the globe. United States v. Kusche, D.C.Cal., 56 F.Supp. 201 207, 208 TA \l "United States v. Kusche, D.C.Cal., 56 F.Supp. 201 207, 208" \s "United States v. Kusche, D.C.Cal., 56 F.Supp. 201 207, 208" \c 1 . The organization of social life which exercises sovereign power in behalf of the people. Delany v. Moralitis, C.C.A.Md., 136 F.2d 129, 130 TA \l "Delany v. Moralitis, C.C.A.Md., 136 F.2d 129, 130" \s "Delany v. Moralitis, C.C.A.Md., 136 F.2d 129, 130" \c 1 . In its largest sense, a “state” is a body politic or a society of men. Beagle v. Motor Vehicle Acc. Indemnification Corp., 44 Misc.2d 636, 254 N.Y.S.2d 763, 765 TA \l "Beagle v. Motor Vehicle Acc. Indemnification Corp., 44 Misc.2d 636, 254 N.Y.S.2d 763, 765" \s "Beagle v. Motor Vehicle Acc. Indemnification Corp., 44 Misc.2d 636, 254 N.Y.S.2d 763, 765" \c 1 . A body of people occupying a definite territory and politically organized under one government. State ex re. Maisano v. Mitchell, 155 Conn. 256, 231 A.2d 539, 542 TA \l "State ex re. Maisano v. Mitchell, 155 Conn. 256, 231 A.2d 539, 542" \s "State ex re. Maisano v. Mitchell, 155 Conn. 256, 231 A.2d 539, 542" \c 1 . A territorial unit with a distinct general body of law. Restatement, Second, Conflicts, §3. Term may refer either to body politic of a nation (e.g. United States) or to an individual government unit of such nation (e.g. California).

[…]

The people of a state, in their collective capacity, considered as the party wronged by a criminal deed; the public; as in the title of a cause, “The State vs. A.B.”

[Black’s Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, p. 1407 TA \l "Black’s Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, p. 1407" \s "Black’s Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, p. 1407" \c 3 ]

The Agent of the Sovereign People, being the “government” as a fictional corporation created by the Constitution, is their Servant and Agent.  Enactments of the Legislature within that corporation can control only PUBLIC property (publici juris) absolutely owned by and/or created by that corporation.  The Servant/Agent cannot be and is not greater than its Master and Creator, the Sovereign People, which includes me.  The Servant and Agent cannot therefore OWN or CONTROL its master and Creator by interfering with the very rights that MAKE its Master the Master.
“… the maxim that the King can do no wrong has no place in our system of government; yet it is also true, in respect to the State itself, that whatever wrong is attempted in its name is imputable to its government and not to the State, for, as it can speak and act only by law, whatever it does say and do must be lawful.  That which therefore is unlawful because made so by the supreme law, the Constitution of the United States, is not the word or deed of the State, but is the mere wrong and trespass of those individual persons who falsely spread and act in its name." 
"This distinction is essential to the idea of constitutional government. To deny it or blot it out obliterates the line of demarcation that separates constitutional government from absolutism, free self- government based on the sovereignty of the people from that despotism, whether of the one or the many, which enables the agent of the state to declare and decree that he is the state; to say 'L'Etat, c'est moi.' Of what avail are written constitutions, whose bills of right, for the security of individual liberty, have been written too often with the blood of martyrs shed upon the battle-field and the scaffold, if their limitations and restraints upon power may be overpassed with impunity by the very agencies created and appointed to guard, defend, and enforce them; and that, too, with the sacred authority of law, not only compelling obedience, but entitled to respect? And how else can these principles of individual liberty and right be maintained, if, when violated, the judicial tribunals are forbidden to visit penalties upon individual offenders, who are the instruments of wrong, whenever they interpose the shield of the state? The doctrine is not to be tolerated. The whole frame and scheme of the political institutions of this country, state and federal, protest against it. Their continued existence is not compatible with it. It is the doctrine of absolutism, pure, simple, and naked, and of communism which is its twin, the double progeny of the same evil birth." 
[TA \l "Poindexter v. Greenhow, 114 U.S. 270, 5 S.Ct. 903 (1885)" \s "Poindexter v. Greenhow, 114 U.S. 270, 5 S.Ct. 903 (1885)" \c 1 Poindexter v. Greenhow, 114 U.S. 270, 5 S.Ct. 903 (1885)
 ]

This pleading is therefore NOT a petition under the Writ of Certiorari Act of 1925, 43 Stat. 936-942, ch. 229 TA \l "Writ of Certiorari Act of 1925, 43 Stat. 936-942, ch. 229" \s "Writ of Certiorari Act of 1925, 43 Stat. 936-942, ch. 229" \c 2 .  A Writ of Certiorari is “not a matter of [PRIVATE] right but of judicial discretion”, meaning PRIVILEGE or PUBLIC right.  Privileges involve dispensing PROPERTY of the grantor and therefore OWNER.   Government as a fictional corporation is neither the Creator nor the owner of the right sought to be vindicated in this case.
This pleading is therefore a petition under the Original Jurisdiction of the U.S. Supreme Court, not the skulduggery of former President William H. Taft TA \l "President William H. Taft" \s "President William H. Taft" \c 3  turned Chief Justice and original sponsor of the Writ of Certiorari Act of 1925.

The Constitution does not recognize or authorize ANY property to be absolutely owned by the U.S. Supreme Court as grantor which could ever be a lawful subject of any such PRIVILEGE as a Writ of Cert.  The Constitution also does not recognize any method by which the U.S. Supreme Court could create or enact ANY statute (“make law”) which might give rise to ANY civil privilege that would abrogate a Constitutionally granted or created right.  That would make the Servant greater than its Sovereign Master and Creator.  The U.S. Supreme Court is not empowered by the Constitution to legislate privileges into existence (“make law”), to write any kind of judicial rule as part of the civil or criminal rules of civil procedure, or by custom and usage  to give “the force of law” to ANY aspect of its own personal discretion by commission or omission.  That is a power reserved EXCLUSIVELY to Congress.  That is why what Congress does is called “an act”.  The U.S. Supreme court TA \l "U.S. Supreme court" \s "U.S. Supreme court" \c 3  cannot “act” on ANYTHING, but only respond to the acts of others in harmony with the Constitution and NO OTHER.
Likewise, Congress in exercising its legislative power and discretion in CREATING PUBLIC RIGHTS/publici juris, has no authority to control, tax, regulate, or “benefit” from the use of any type of property that the U.S. Inc. TA \l "U.S. Inc." \s "U.S. Inc." \c 3  fictional governmental corporation does not already own or did not legislatively create, unless of course that property was abused to injure the equal rights of another.  That would once again make the Servant greater than its Principal and Master, the Sovereign People.
“From the differences existing between feudal sovereignties and Governments founded on compacts, it necessarily follows that their respective prerogatives must differ. Sovereignty is the right to govern; a nation or State-sovereign is the person or persons in whom that resides. In Europe the sovereignty is generally ascribed to the Prince; here it rests with the people; there, the sovereign actually administers the Government; here, never in a single instance; our Governors are the agents of the people, and at most stand in the same relation to their sovereign, in which regents in Europe stand to their sovereigns. Their Princes have personal powers, dignities, and pre-eminences, our rulers have none but official; nor do they partake in the sovereignty otherwise, or in any other capacity, than as private citizens.”

[Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 Dall (U.S.) 419 (1793) TA \l "Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 U.S. (Dall.) 419, 1 L.Ed. 440 (1793)" \s "Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 U.S. (Dall.) 419, 1 L.Ed. 440 (1793)" \c 1 ]

The very essence of government is “justice” itself”, which implies LEAVING PRIVATE RIGHTS ALONE and never interfering with them or denying them:

"Justice is the end of government. It is the end of civil society. It ever has been, and ever will be pursued, until it be obtained, or until liberty be lost in the pursuit." 
[The Federalist No. 51 (1788), James Madison TA \l "The Federalist No. 51 (1788), James Madison" \s "The Federalist No. 51 (1788), James Madison" \c 7 ]

"The makers of our Constitution undertook to secure conditions favorable to the pursuit of happiness. They recognized the significance of man's spiritual nature, of his feelings and of his intellect. They knew that only a part of the pain, pleasure and satisfactions of life are to be found in material things. They sought to protect Americans in their beliefs, their thoughts, their emotions and their sensations. They conferred, as against the Government, the right to be let alone - the most comprehensive of rights and the right most valued by civilized men." 

[Olmstead v. United States, 277 U.S. 438, 478 (1928) TA \l "Olmstead v. United States, 277 U.S. 438, 478 (1928)" \s "Olmstead v. United States, 277 U.S. 438, 478 (1928)" \c 1  (Brandeis, J., dissenting);  see also Washington v. Harper, 494 U.S. 210 (1990)]

______________________________________

PAULSEN, ETHICS (Thilly's translation), chap. 9 TA \l "PAULSEN, ETHICS (Thilly's translation), chap. 9" \s "PAULSEN, ETHICS (Thilly's translation), chap. 9" \c 3 . 

“Justice, as a moral habit, is that tendency of the will and mode of conduct which refrains from disturbing the lives and interests of others, and, as far as possible, hinders such interference on the part of others. This virtue springs from the individual's respect for his fellows as ends in themselves and as his co equals. The different spheres of interests may be roughly classified as follows: body and life; the family, or the extended individual life; property, or the totality of the instruments of action; honor, or the ideal existence; and finally freedom, or the possibility of fashioning one's life  as an end in itself. The law defends these different spheres, thus giving rise to a corresponding number of spheres of rights, each being protected by a prohibition. . . . To violate the rights, to interfere with the interests of others, is injustice. All injustice is ultimately directed against the life of the neighbor; it is an open avowal that the latter is not an end in itself, having the same value as the individual's own life. The general formula of the duty of justice may therefore be stated as follows: Do no wrong yourself, and permit no wrong to be done, so far as lies in your power; or, expressed positively: Respect and protect the right.”

[Readings on the History and System of the Common Law, Second Edition, Roscoe Pound, 1925, p. 2 TA \l "Readings on the History and System of the Common Law, Second Edition, Roscoe Pound, 1925, p. 2" \s "Readings on the History and System of the Common Law, Second Edition, Roscoe Pound, 1925, p. 2" \c 3 ]

______________________________________

“Do not strive with [or try to regulate or control or enslave] a man without cause, if he has done you no harm.”

[Prov. 3:30 TA \l "Prov. 3:30" \s "Prov. 3:30" \c 8 , Bible, NKJV]

Per the Magna Carta TA \l "Magna Carta" \s "Magna Carta" \c 7  upon which our jurisprudence and the common law is founded, any attempt to turn “justice” or remedy into a revocable privilege, such as a Writ of Certiorari through legislation, is an INJUSTICE.  To wit:

[29] No freeman is to be taken or imprisoned or disseised of his free tenement or of his liberties or free customs, or outlawed or exiled or in any way ruined, nor will we go against such a man or send against him save by lawful judgement of his peers or by the law of the land. To no-one will we sell or deny of delay right or justice.”
[Magna Carta Translation, National Archives TA \l "Magna Carta Translation, National Archives" \s "Magna Carta Translation, National Archives" \c 3 , https://www.archives.gov/exhibits/featured-documents/magna-carta/translation.html]
“Granting” justice through a Writ and imposing conditions upon the grant is an act of “selling” justice and exchanging RIGHTS for PRIVILEGES.

Once again, Congress can only regulate, control, tax, or deny rights that it either absolutely owns or legislatively created, and it DID NOT create the PRIVATE rights at issue in this appeal.  It didn’t create ME, the Petitioner so it can’t control me as a man/woman or the private rights I exercise unless I am injuring another.  I would have to be consensually acting as a statutory civil fiction and therefore public office or agent to be so controlled, and I am NOT in this case:

'We are of opinion that a statute of a state granting powers and privileges to corporations must, in the absence of plain indications to the contrary, be held to apply only to corporations created by the state, and over which it has power of visitation and control. ... The legislature in such cases is dealing with its own creations, whose rights and obligations it may limit, define, and control.' To the same effect are Catlin v. Trustees, 113 N. Y. 133, 20 N.E. 864 TA \l "Catlin v. Trustees, 113 N. Y. 133, 20 N.E. 864" \s "Catlin v. Trustees, 113 N. Y. 133, 20 N.E. 864" \c 1 ; White v. Howard, 46 N. Y. 144 TA \l "White v. Howard, 46 N. Y. 144" \s "White v. Howard, 46 N. Y. 144" \c 1 ; In re Balleis' Estate, 144 N. Y. 132, 38 N. E. 1007 TA \l "In re Balleis' Estate, 144 N. Y. 132, 38 N. E. 1007" \s "In re Balleis' Estate, 144 N. Y. 132, 38 N. E. 1007" \c 1 ; Minot v. Winthrop, 162 Mass. 113, 38 N.E. 512 TA \l "Minot v. Winthrop, 162 Mass. 113, 38 N.E. 512" \s "Minot v. Winthrop, 162 Mass. 113, 38 N.E. 512" \c 1 ; Dos P. Inh. Tax Law, c. 3, 34 TA \l "Dos P. Inh. Tax Law, c. 3, 34" \s "Dos P. Inh. Tax Law, c. 3, 34" \c 3 . If the ruling of the court of appeals of New York in this particular case be not absolutely binding upon us, we think that, having regard to the purpose of the law to impose a tax generally upon inheritances, the legislature intended to allow an exemption only in favor of such corporations as it had itself created, and which might reasonably be supposed to be the special objects of its solicitude and bounty.

“In addition to this, however, the United States are not one of the class of corporations intended by law to be exempt [163 U.S. 625, 631]  from taxation. What the corporations are to which the exemption was intended to apply are indicated by the tax laws of New York, and are confined to those of a religious, educational, charitable, or reformatory purpose. We think it was not intended to apply it to a purely political or governmental corporation, like the United States. Catlin v. Trustees, 113 N. Y. 133, 20 N. E. 864 TA \l "United States. Catlin v. Trustees, 113 N. Y. 133, 20 N. E. 864" \s "United States. Catlin v. Trustees, 113 N. Y. 133, 20 N. E. 864" \c 1 ; In re Van Kleeck, 121 N. Y. 701, 75 N. E. 50 TA \l "In re Van Kleeck, 121 N. Y. 701, 75 N. E. 50" \s "In re Van Kleeck, 121 N. Y. 701, 75 N. E. 50" \c 1 ; Dos P. Inh. Tax Law, c. 3, 34 TA \s "Dos P. Inh. Tax Law, c. 3, 34" . In Re Hamilton, 148 N. Y. 310, 42 N.E. 717 TA \l "In Re Hamilton, 148 N. Y. 310, 42 N.E. 717" \s "In Re Hamilton, 148 N. Y. 310, 42 N.E. 717" \c 1 , it was held that the execution did not apply to a municipality, even though created by the state itself.” 
[U.S. v. Perkins, 163 U.S. 625 (1896) TA \l "U.S. v. Perkins, 163 U.S. 625 (1896)" \s "U.S. v. Perkins, 163 U.S. 625 (1896)" \c 1 ]

The Writ of Certiorari Act of 1925, 43 Stat. 936-942, ch. 229, is a CREATION of Congress that cannot affect rights or the property they represent that were not ALSO legislatively created by that Congress, nor can it DENY or ABRIDGE any Constitutionally recognized right created by the Sovereign “State” rather than Congress.  As this court held on this subject:
“The life-giving principle and the death-doing stroke must proceed from the same hand.” 

[VanHorne's Lessee v. Dorrance, 2 U.S. 304 (1795)
]
To recognize any other approach is a recipe for anarchy that would turn this great and honorable Court into an instrument of anarchy and  lawlessness, and turn our “society of laws” into a “society of men”.  Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803) TA \l "Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803)" \s "Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803)" \c 1 .
To deny a private right recognized but not created by the Constitution is to in effect “make law”, or in this case REPEAL law and STEAL PRIVATE, absolutely owned property.  This honorable court should not be in the business of doing either, and certainly not for its own “benefit” or aggrandizement.  Governments, per the Declaration of Independence TA \l "Declaration of Independence" \s "Declaration of Independence" \c 7 ,  are created EXCLUSIVELY to protect PRIVATE rights and PRIVATE property, which it calls “pursuit of happiness”.  Any attempt by this court to deny or interfere with the use or enjoyment of such PRIVATE property therefore constitutes a malicious attempt to deprive the Petitioner of happiness and to circumvent the ONLY purpose for creating government to begin with.  In that sense, such an act would be ANTI-GOVERNMENTAL, in that it works a purpose OPPOSITE of creating government to begin with.
For the purposes of this petition, the rights vindicated are not of “congressional creation”.  For the purpose of this petition, Congressionally created rights are PUBLIC rights and publici juris.  Constitutionally recognized rights are PRIVATE rights.  As this court held on this subject:

“The distinction between public rights and private rights has not been definitively explained in our precedents.  Nor is it necessary to do so in the present cases, for it suffices to observe that a matter of public rights must at a minimum arise “between the government and others.” Ex parte Bakelite Corp., supra, at 451, 49 S.Ct., at 413 TA \l "Ex parte Bakelite Corp., supra, at 451, 49 S.Ct., at 413" \s "Ex parte Bakelite Corp., supra, at 451, 49 S.Ct., at 413" \c 1 .  In contrast, “the liability of one individual to another under the law as defined,” Crowell v. Benson, supra, at 51, 52 S.Ct., at 292 TA \l "Crowell v. Benson, supra, at 51, 52 S.Ct., at 292" \s "Crowell v. Benson, supra, at 51, 52 S.Ct., at 292" \c 1 , is a matter of private rights. Our precedents clearly establish that only controversies in the former category may be removed from Art. III courts and delegated to legislative courts or administrative agencies for their determination. See Atlas Roofing Co. v. Occupational Safety and Health Review Comm'n, 430 U.S. 442, 450, n. 7, 97 S.Ct. 1261, 1266, n. 7, 51 L.Ed.2d. 464 (1977) TA \l "Atlas Roofing Co. v. Occupational Safety and Health Review Comm'n, 430 U.S. 442, 450, n. 7, 97 S.Ct. 1261, 1266, n. 7, 51 L.Ed.2d. 464 (1977)" \s "Atlas Roofing Co. v. Occupational Safety and Health Review Comm'n, 430 U.S. 442, 450, n. 7, 97 S.Ct. 1261, 1266, n. 7, 51 L.Ed.2d. 464 (1977)" \c 1 ; Crowell v. Benson, supra, 285 U.S., at 50-51, 52 S.Ct., at 292 TA \l "Crowell v. Benson, supra, 285 U.S., at 50-51, 52 S.Ct., at 292" \s "Crowell v. Benson, supra, 285 U.S., at 50-51, 52 S.Ct., at 292" \c 1 . See also Katz, Federal Legislative Courts, 43 Harv.L.Rev. 894, 917-918 (1930).FN24 TA \l "Katz, Federal Legislative Courts, 43 Harv.L.Rev. 894, 917-918 (1930).FN24" \s "Katz, Federal Legislative Courts, 43 Harv.L.Rev. 894, 917-918 (1930).FN24" \c 1  Private-rights disputes, on the other hand, lie at the core of the historically recognized judicial power.”
[. . .]
Although Crowell and Raddatz do not explicitly distinguish between rights created by Congress [PUBLIC RIGHTS] and other [PRIVATE] rights, such a distinction underlies in part Crowell's and Raddatz' recognition of a critical difference between rights created by federal statute and rights recognized by the Constitution.    Moreover, such a distinction seems to us to be necessary in light of the delicate accommodations required by the principle of separation of powers reflected in Art. III. The constitutional system of checks and balances is designed to guard against “encroachment or aggrandizement” by Congress at the expense of the other branches of government. Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S., at 122, 96 S.Ct., at 683 TA \l "Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S., at 122, 96 S.Ct., at 683" \s "Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S., at 122, 96 S.Ct., at 683" \c 1 . But when Congress creates a statutory right [a “privilege” or “public right” in this case, such as a “trade or business”], it clearly has the discretion, in defining that right, to create presumptions, or assign burdens of proof, or prescribe remedies; it may also provide that persons seeking to vindicate that right must do so before particularized tribunals created to perform the specialized adjudicative tasks related to that right. FN35 Such provisions do, in a sense, affect the exercise of judicial power, but they are also incidental to Congress' power to define the right that it has created. No comparable justification exists, however, when the right being adjudicated is not of congressional creation. In such a situation, substantial inroads into functions that have traditionally been performed by the Judiciary cannot be characterized merely as incidental extensions of Congress' power to define rights that it has created. Rather, such inroads suggest unwarranted encroachments upon the judicial power of the United States, which our Constitution reserves for Art. III TA \l "Art. III" \s "Art. III" \c 7  courts.
[Northern Pipeline Const. Co. v. Marathon Pipe Line Co., 458 U.S. 50, 102 S.Ct. 2858 (1983) TA \l "Northern Pipeline Const. Co. v. Marathon Pipe Line Co., 458 U.S. 50, 102 S.Ct. 2858 (1983)" \s "Northern Pipeline Const. Co. v. Marathon Pipe Line Co., 458 U.S. 50, 102 S.Ct. 2858 (1983)" \c 1 ]

Petitioner’s substantive PRIVATE constitutionally recognized but not created rights to due process, cited violations of his substantive rights as protected by the Constitution and the Judges of this Court and the Appellate Court’s oaths of office to uphold the Constitution and the laws of the United States therefore make the discretionary nature of a Writ of Certiorari immaterial.
Any attempt to convert PRIVATE rights into PUBLIC rights or privileges is, in fact an act of Treason if it does not involve the consent of the absolute owner of the original PRIVATE right, which Petitioner in this case DOES NOT GIVE and has no delegated authority to give as a full-time representative of a Sovereign God under His delegation of authority order, the Holy Bible. 
“Quod meum est sine me auferri non potest. 

What is mine [private property in this case] cannot be taken away without my consent”
[Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Unabridged, 8th Edition, p. 2159 TA \l "Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Unabridged, 8th Edition, p. 2159" \s "Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Unabridged, 8th Edition, p. 2159" \c 3 ]

Where is separation of church and state when you REALLY need it, keeping in mind that the Holy Book identifies my BODY (which it calls a Temple 1 Cor. 6:19-20 TA \l "1 Cor. 6:19-20" \s "1 Cor. 6:19-20" \c 8  and therefore a CHURCH) and all that I own as God’s property (Psalm 89:11 TA \l "Psalm 89:11" \s "Psalm 89:11" \c 8 ) and me as the Trustee over that property (Gen. 1:28 TA \l "Gen. 1:28" \s "Gen. 1:28" \c 8 ), which is therefore PRIVATE property.  The founders hid these realities in the constitution by mentioning property in only one place in the constitution, under Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2 TA \l "Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2" \s "Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2" \c 7  and giving the impression that it referred only to land.  Traitors, all of them.
The PRIVATE property and PRIVATE rights at issue in this appeal cannot be denied by this court without satisfying one of the three rules below, and none of these rules are satisfied by a non-consenting party such as the Petitioner who has harmed NO ONE and seeks only the JUSTICE of having his property and rights restored:

“Men are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable  rights,- 'life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness;' and to 'secure,' not grant or create, these rights, governments are instituted. That property [or income] which a man has honestly acquired he retains full control of, subject to these limitations: 

[1] First, that he shall not use it to his neighbor's injury, and that does not mean that he must use it for his neighbor's benefit [e.g. SOCIAL SECURITY, Medicare, and every other public “benefit”]; 

[2] second, that if he devotes it to a public use, he gives to the public a right to control that use; and 

[3] third, that whenever the public needs require, the public may take it upon payment of due compensation.”
[Budd v. People of State of New York, 143 U.S. 517 (1892) TA \l "Budd v. People of State of New York, 143 U.S. 517 (1892)" \s "Budd v. People of State of New York, 143 U.S. 517 (1892)" \c 1 ]

The burden of this court in DENYING this appeal is to demonstrate that one of these rules are satisfied for converting the property and rights at issue from PRIVATE absolutely owned to government/public rights without the consent of the owner in denying this appeal.
While Petitioner agrees that a Writ of Certiorari is “not a matter of right but of judicial discretion”, Petitioner’s substantive PRIVATE rights to due process, cited violations of his substantive rights as protected by the Constitution and the Judges of this Court and the Appellate Court’s oaths of office to uphold the Constitution and the laws of the United States make the discretionary nature of the Writ of Certiorari AS A PUBLIC PRIVILEGE rather than a PRIVATE right entirely immaterial.
On this subject this Court in Miranda vs. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 TA \l "Miranda vs. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436" \s "Miranda vs. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436" \c 1  held:

“Where rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rule making or legislation which would abrogate them.”

Likewise, other courts have similarly held the same:

"Under basic rules of construction, statutory laws enacted by legislative bodies cannot impair rights given under a constitution. 194 B.R. at 925. "
[In re Young, 235 B.R. 666 (Bankr.M.D.Fla., 1999) TA \l "In re Young, 235 B.R. 666 (Bankr.M.D.Fla., 1999)" \s "In re Young, 235 B.R. 666 (Bankr.M.D.Fla., 1999)" \c 1 ]

In the words of this Court, the rights of American nationals under the Constitution supersede any rules or legislation by either THIS court or Congress which might allegedly give this Court leave to deny a substantive right of an American national acting NOT as an agent and creature of the state called a STATUTORY “citizen”, but as a private human being with inalienable rights.  The only thing that membership in any community as a “citizen” or “resident” can do is DESTROY or take away private or natural rights, in fact, and I seek to PRESERVE such rights by avoiding surrendering them as PRIVILEGES to this hopefully honorable court:
“When one becomes a member of society [such as a STATUTORY “citizen” or “resident”, he necessarily parts with some rights or privileges which, as an individual not affected by his relations to others, he might retain. “A body politic,” as aptly defined in the preamble of the Constitution of Massachusetts, “is a social compact by which the whole people covenants with each citizen, and each citizen with the whole people, that all shall be governed by certain laws for the common good.” This does not confer power upon the whole people to control rights which are purely and exclusively private, Thorpe v. R. & B. Railroad Co., 27 Vt. 143" \s "Thorpe v. R. & B. Railroad Co., 27 Vt. 143" \c 1 Thorpe v. R. & B. Railroad Co., 27 Vt. 143
; but it does authorize the establishment of laws requiring each citizen to so conduct himself, and so use his own property, as not unnecessarily to injure another. This is the very essence of government, and 125

 HYPERLINK "https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6419197193322400931&q=munn+v.+illinois&hl=en&as_sdt=2003" \l "p125" 
*125 has found expression in the maxim sic utere tuo ut alienum non lædas.”

[Munn v. Illinois, 94 U.S. 113 (1877) TA \l "Munn v. Illinois, 94 U.S. 113 (1877)" \s "Munn v. Illinois, 94 U.S. 113 (1877)" \c 1 ; SOURCE: https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6419197193322400931]
Petitioner’s constitutionally protected PRIVATE rights to due process, to property and to liberty are not dependent upon the nature of a Writ of Certiorari filed by the Petitioner (or any other writ whether or not created by act of Congress), but rather his/her PRIVATE rights are protected by the nature of the Constitution and the nature of the Appellate Court and government’s willful disregard/violations of said absolutely owned PRIVATE property and rights to due process and liberty.

Standing to pursue this suit originates from a fundamental destruction of the separation of powers between the state and federal government.  Of that subject, this court has recently said that anyone, including individuals, can and should bring suits when their rights have been adversely affected:

This Court has repeatedly emphasized that "`the Constitution diffuses power the better to secure liberty.'" Morrison, supra, at 694 (quoting Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 343 U.S. 579, 635 (1952) TA \l "Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 343 U.S. 579, 635 (1952)" \s "Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 343 U.S. 579, 635 (1952)" \c 1  (Jackson, J., concurring)). See also Morrison, supra, at 697 (SCALIA, J., dissenting) ("The Framers of the Federal Constitution . . . viewed the principle of separation of powers as the absolutely central guarantee of a just Government"). Recognizing this, the Court has repeatedly adjudicated separation-of-powers claims brought by people acting in their individual capacities. See, e. g., Mistretta, supra (adjudicating claim that United States Sentencing Commission violates separation of powers on direct appeal by an individual defendant who had been sentenced pursuant to guidelines created by the Commission).”
[United States v. Munoz-Flores, 495 U.S. 385 (1990)" \s "United States v. Munoz-Flores, 495 U.S. 385 (1990)" \c 1 United States v. Munoz-Flores, 495 U.S. 385 (1990)
]
2 STANDING

The States did not create the constitution, but “The People” or “We the People” did.  As one of “The People” of which I am a member and therefore a Principal, I have a private right as well as a collective right on behalf of the class affected to enforce the obligations imposed upon my Agents under the Constitution as a compact and a contract.  That right is continuing and irrevocable so long as the Constitution remains in force. 
“And the Constitution itself is in every real sense a law -- the lawmakers being the people themselves, in whom under our system all political power and sovereignty primarily resides, and through whom such power and sovereignty primarily speaks. It is by that law, and not otherwise, that the legislative, executive, and judicial agencies which it created exercise such political authority as they have been permitted to possess. The Constitution speaks for itself in terms so plain that to misunderstand their import is not rationally possible. "We the people of the United States," it says, "do ordain and establish this Constitution . . ." Ordain and establish! These are definite words of enactment, and without more would stamp what follows with the dignity and character of law. The framers of the Constitution, however, were not content to let the matter rest here, but provided explicitly -- "This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in Pursuance thereof; . . . shall be the supreme Law of the Land; . . ."  The supremacy of [****97]  the Constitution as law is thus declared without qualification. That supremacy is absolute; the supremacy of a statute enacted by Congress is not absolute but conditioned upon its being made in pursuance of the Constitution. And a judicial tribunal, clothed by that instrument with complete judicial power, and, therefore, by the very nature of the power, required to ascertain and apply the law to the facts in every case or proceeding properly brought for adjudication, must apply the supreme law and reject the inferior statute [*297] whenever the two conflict.“

[Carter v. Carter Coal Co, 298 U.S. 238 (1936) TA \l "Carter v. Carter Coal Co, 298 U.S. 238 (1936)" \s "Carter v. Carter Coal Co, 298 U.S. 238 (1936)" \c 1 ]
A so-called “law” indicated above cannot be “law” in any sense of the word if it does not impose a COURT ENFORCEABLE obligation upon those who are the object of the rights delegated by the Principal.  And the ENFORCEMENT cannot depend on the Agent or it would represent a criminal conflict of interest in violation of 18 U.S.C. §208 TA \l "18 U.S.C. §208" \s "18 U.S.C. §208" \c 2 , 28 U.S.C. §144 TA \l "28 U.S.C. §144" \s "28 U.S.C. §144" \c 2 , and 28 U.S.C. 455 TA \l "28 U.S.C. 455" \s "28 U.S.C. 455" \c 2 .   Enforcement must therefore depend on the Principal ONLY, which is me.   The police cannot police themselves.  That is an oxymoron and a recipe for disaster.
"It is not the function of our Government to keep the citizen from falling into error; it is the function of the citizen to keep the Government from falling into error."”

[American Communications Assn. v. Douds, 339 U.S. 382, 442-443 (1950) TA \l "American Communications Assn. v. Douds, 339 U.S. 382, 442-443 (1950)" \s "American Communications Assn. v. Douds, 339 U.S. 382, 442-443 (1950)" \c 1 ]

How can the above DUTY of policing the government be exercised if this court ACTIVELY INTERFERES with its exercise, in contradiction of its own orders on the subject?  Is it the intention of this court to INTERFERE with the above duty by playing games with standing?  Notice they didn’t say “it is the function of the PROVABLY INJURED citizen to keep the Government from falling into error” rather than “it is the [UNQUALIFIED] duty of the citizen”.   Was the above case also an error of this court?
A Principal without BOTH the COLLECTIVE and the INDIVIDUAL authority to enforce his “compact” (the Constitution) with his or her delegated Agent is a nullity and a FARCE.  
“The right of control by the principal may be exercised by prescribing what the agent shall or shall not do before the agent acts, or at the time when he acts, or at both times. The principal's right to control is continuous and continues as long as the agency relation exists, even though the principal agreed that he would not exercise it. Thus, the agent is subject to a duty not to act contrary to the principal's directions, although the principal has agreed not to give such directions. Further, the principal has power to revoke the agent's authority, although this would constitute a breach of his contract with him. “

[United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama, 83 F.Supp.2d. 1269 (1999) TA \l "United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama, 83 F.Supp.2d. 1269 (1999)" \s "United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama, 83 F.Supp.2d. 1269 (1999)" \c 1 ]
Public officers within the Defendant class, being the Legislative Branch, have a fiduciary duty to THE SOVEREING PEOPLE they serve.  That fiduciary duty under the Constitutional trust indenture is the highest form of duty in law:

“As expressed otherwise, the powers delegated to a public officer are held in trust for the people and are to be exercised in behalf of the government or of all citizens who may need the intervention of the officer. 
  Furthermore, the view has been expressed that all public officers, within whatever branch and whatever level of government, and whatever be their private vocations, are trustees of the people, and accordingly labor under every disability and prohibition imposed by law upon trustees relative to the making of personal financial gain from a discharge of their trusts. 
   That is, a public officer occupies a fiduciary relationship to the political entity on whose behalf he or she serves. 
  and owes a fiduciary duty to the public. 
   It has been said that the fiduciary responsibilities of a public officer cannot be less than those of a private individual. 
   Furthermore, it has been stated that any enterprise undertaken by the public official which tends to weaken public confidence and undermine the sense of security for individual [PRIVATE] rights is against public policy.
“

[63C American Jurisprudence 2d, Public Officers and Employees, §247 (1999) TA \l “63C American Jurisprudence 2d, Public Officers and Employees, §247 (1999)” \s “63C American Jurisprudence 2d, Public Officers and Employees, §247 (1999)” \c 3 ]

EXACTLY who is the above fiduciary duty owed to if it isn’t the Plaintiff and Principal under the Constitutional trust indenture?  The defendants to this suit are but Trustees as indicated above owing a duty to the beneficiaries, being “our posterity”, which includes my children and my family.  Unless we are running a SHAM TRUST called the Public Trust, then I of the Grantor class of the trust and possibly also a Beneficiary have a right to enforce the proper execution of the Constitutional trust indenture against the U.S. Inc. TA \s "U.S. Inc."  federal corporation as my Agent, also called “the government”.
It is a judicially noticed fact that any attempt to interfere with the enforcement of any aspect of the Constitutional trust indenture is an act of COMMUNISM as the U.S. Congress defines it:

TITLE 50 > CHAPTER 23 > SUBCHAPTER IV > Sec. 841 TA \l "50 U.S.C. §841" \s "50 U.S.C. §841" \c 2 .
Sec. 841. - Findings and declarations of fact
The Congress finds and declares that the Communist Party of the United States [consisting of the IRS, DOJ, and a corrupted federal judiciary], although purportedly a political party, is in fact an instrumentality of a conspiracy to overthrow the [de jure] Government of the United States [and replace it with a de facto government ruled by the judiciary]. It constitutes an authoritarian dictatorship [IRS, DOJ, and corrupted federal judiciary in collusion] within a [constitutional] republic, demanding for itself the rights and [FRANCHISE] privileges [including immunity from prosecution for their wrongdoing in violation of Article 1, Section 9, Clause 8 of the Constitution] accorded to political parties, but denying to all others the liberties [Bill of Rights] guaranteed by the Constitution [Form #10.002].  Unlike political parties, which evolve their policies and programs through public means, by the reconciliation of a wide variety of individual views, and submit those policies and programs to the electorate at large for approval or disapproval, the policies and programs of the Communist Party are secretly [by corrupt judges and the IRS in complete disregard of, Form #05.014, the tax franchise "codes", Form #05.001] prescribed for it by the foreign leaders of the world Communist movement [the IRS and Federal Reserve]. Its members [the Congress, which was terrorized to do IRS bidding by the framing of Congressman Traficant] have no part in determining its goals, and are not permitted to voice dissent to party objectives. Unlike members of political parties, members of the Communist Party are recruited for indoctrination [in the public FOOL system by homosexuals, liberals, and socialists] with respect to its objectives and methods, and are organized, instructed, and disciplined [by the IRS and a corrupted judiciary] to carry into action slavishly the assignments given them by their hierarchical chieftains. Unlike political parties, the Communist Party [thanks to a corrupted federal judiciary] acknowledges no constitutional or statutory limitations upon its conduct or upon that of its members [ANARCHISTS!, Form #08.020].  The Communist Party is relatively small numerically, and gives scant indication of capacity ever to attain its ends by lawful political means. The peril inherent in its operation arises not from its numbers, but from its failure to acknowledge any limitation as to the nature of its activities, and its dedication to the proposition that the present constitutional Government of the United States ultimately must be brought to ruin by any available means, including resort to force and violence [or using income taxes].  Holding that doctrine, its role as the agency of a hostile foreign power [the Federal Reserve and the American Bar Association (ABA)] renders its existence a clear present and continuing danger to the security of the United States.  It is the means whereby individuals are seduced [illegally KIDNAPPED via identity theft!, Form #05.046] into the service of the world Communist movement [using FALSE information returns and other PERJURIOUS government forms, Form #04.001], trained to do its bidding [by FALSE government publications and statements that the government is not accountable for the accuracy of, Form #05.007], and directed and controlled [using FRANCHISES illegally enforced upon NONRESIDENTS, Form #05.030] in the conspiratorial performance of their revolutionary services. Therefore, the Communist Party should be outlawed
A refusal to hear constitutional issues or recognize the limits placed upon the authority of public servants therefore is an attempt to promote and protect “communism” as the U.S. Congress defines it.  Does this court intend that result?

It is the vast exception rather than the rule to impose any aspect of Article III three point standing requirements upon Plaintiffs suing as Principals enforcing their delegation of authority order against their Agents.  Federal courts do it only in unpublished cases involving those they often believe are legally ignorant enough to buy this TRIPE.  Making the original case unpublished to this Plaintiff therefore appears as a tacit admission of guilt and an indication of a desire to hide the evidence of wrongdoing by the lower court.  

3 ISSUE BEFORE THE COURT
The only question this court need concern itself with is:

__________________________________ 
Silence and omission by this Court in providing evidence of its constitutional delegated authority to denying this petition constituent with and in harmony with this Petition DOES NOT answer that question.  Further, silence by this Court on such an important and central aspect of the private unalienable rights of all gives rise to standing to sue for FRAUD by this court:

“Silence can only be equated with fraud where there is a legal or moral duty to speak or where an inquiry left unanswered would be intentionally misleading.” 

[U.S. v. Prudden, 424 F.2d. 1021 (5th Cir. 1970) TA \l "U.S. v. Prudden, 424 F.2d. 1021 (5th Cir. 1970)" \s "U.S. v. Prudden, 424 F.2d. 1021 (5th Cir. 1970)" \c 1 ]
________________________________________

"Silence can be equated with fraud where there is a legal or moral duty to speak, or where an inquiry left unanswered would be intentionally misleading. . . We cannot condone this shocking behavior by the IRS. Our revenue system is based on the good faith of the taxpayer and the taxpayers should be able to expect the same from the government in its enforcement and collection activities." 

[U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d. 297, 299 (5th Cir. 1977) TA \l "U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d. 297, 299 (5th Cir. 1977)" \s "U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d. 297, 299 (5th Cir. 1977)" \c 1 ]

Petitioner has a high level of confidence in this Court and in its desire to follow the rule of law, and by LAW, I mean the Constitution as law for those in government, not statutes that can regulate only public officers or those who VOLUNTEER to be treated as such.  However, if this Court refuses to address the issue of law so clearly spelled out in the subject Petition, there is risk of substantial negative fallout from said refusal. For example, negative fallout could very well include:
1. Judges throughout the United States will determine from this Court’s actions or omissions that the Courts can now freely ignore with impunity the law when it comes to issues related to due process, liberty and to income tax revenues;

2. American nationals cannot possibly be constitutionally represented in Congress any longer since the laws which Congress makes can be ignored by the Judicial and Executive branches of our government with impunity and without remedy to American Nationals;

3. Respect for United States law (and law in general) will diminish as American nationals learn by experience that the Courts only follow the law when it suits them and the Courts will not follow the law when it comes to taxes and issues of due process as related thereto.  In other words, your due process rights are guaranteed as long as it does not affect the Nation’s revenue;

4. American nationals will now be required to read the law that is written in plain English and speculate that what the English language clearly tells them the law means is not sufficient to prevent them from being arrested, convicted and incarcerated by the DOJ and the Courts which will not follow the rule of law and will not apply the law equally and without impartiality; which is their duty.

5. More importantly, this Nation will cease to be a land governed by the law but rather it will be governed by men and women who choose to ignore the law when it suits them or when the issues involve any form of National revenue regardless of how said law affects the American national’s rights. Can this country be ruled by money and the insatiable appetite of the government unlimited amounts of the American national’s property without lawful authority (See 4 USC § 72) TA \s "4 USC § 72"  and without regard to the Citizen’s rights which are violated in the process?
Therefore, irrespective of the nature of the Writ of Certiorari as a writ of PUBLIC PRIVILEGE or not, Petitioner’s rights as protected by the Constitution are under attack and this Court is the only institution of government which is constitutionally mandated to protect Petitioner’s rights and the rights of other Americans who’s rights are being daily violated.
Respectfully submitted,

<<YOUR NAME>>
CERTIFICATE OF PETITIONER
I hereby certify that:
· The grounds of this petition are limited to intervening circumstances of a substantial or controlling effect or to other substantial grounds not previously presented.

· The Petition is presented in good faith and not for delay.

__________________________________

<<YOUR NAME>>, Petitioner

� See:  Great IRS Hoax, Form #11.301, Section 6.7.1� TA \l "Great IRS Hoax, Form #11.301, Section 6.7.1" \s "Great IRS Hoax, Form #11.301, Section 6.7.1" \c 3 �; � HYPERLINK "https://famguardian.org/Publications/GreatIRSHoax/GreatIRSHoax.htm" ��https://famguardian.org/Publications/GreatIRSHoax/GreatIRSHoax.htm�.


� State ex rel. Nagle v. Sullivan, 98 Mont. 425, 40 P.2d. 995, 99 A.L.R. 321� TA \l “State ex rel. Nagle v. Sullivan, 98 Mont. 425, 40 P.2d. 995, 99 A.L.R. 321” \s “State ex rel. Nagle v. Sullivan, 98 Mont. 425, 40 P.2d. 995, 99 A.L.R. 321” \c 1 �; Jersey City v. Hague, 18 N.J. 584, 115 A.2d. 8� TA \l “Jersey City v. Hague, 18 N.J. 584, 115 A.2d. 8” \s “Jersey City v. Hague, 18 N.J. 584, 115 A.2d. 8” \c 1 �.


� Georgia Dep’t of Human Resources v. Sistrunk, 249 Ga. 543, 291 S.E.2d. 524� TA \l “Georgia Dep’t of Human Resources v. Sistrunk, 249 Ga. 543, 291 S.E.2d. 524” \s “Georgia Dep’t of Human Resources v. Sistrunk, 249 Ga. 543, 291 S.E.2d. 524” \c 1 �.  A public official is held in public trust.  Madlener v. Finley (1st Dist), 161 Ill.App.3d. 796, 113 Ill.Dec. 712, 515 N.E.2d. 697� TA \l “Madlener v. Finley, 161 Ill.App.3d. 796, 113 Ill.Dec. 712, 515 N.E.2d. 697 (1st Dist)” \s “Madlener v. Finley, 161 Ill.App.3d. 796, 113 Ill.Dec. 712, 515 N.E.2d. 697 (1st Dist)” \c 1 �, app gr 117 Ill.Dec. 226, 520 N.E.2d. 387 and revd on other grounds 128 Ill.2d. 147, 131 Ill.Dec. 145, 538 N.E.2d. 520.


� Chicago Park Dist. v. Kenroy, Inc., 78 Ill.2d. 555, 37 Ill.Dec. 291, 402 N.E.2d. 181� TA \l “Chicago Park Dist. v. Kenroy, Inc., 78 Ill.2d. 555, 37 Ill.Dec. 291, 402 N.E.2d. 181” \s “Chicago Park Dist. v. Kenroy, Inc., 78 Ill.2d. 555, 37 Ill.Dec. 291, 402 N.E.2d. 181” \c 1 �, appeal after remand (1st Dist) 107 Ill.App.3d. 222, 63 Ill.Dec. 134, 437 N.E.2d. 783.


� United States v. Holzer (CA7 Ill), 816 F.2d. 304� TA \l “United States v. Holzer, 816 F.2d. 304 (CA7 Ill)” \s “United States v. Holzer, 816 F.2d. 304 (CA7 Ill)” \c 1 � and vacated, remanded on other grounds  484 U.S. 807,  98 L.Ed. 2d 18,  108 S.Ct. 53, on remand (CA7 Ill) 840 F.2d. 1343, cert den  486 U.S. 1035,  100 L.Ed. 2d 608,  108 S.Ct. 2022 and (criticized on other grounds by United States v. Osser (CA3 Pa) 864 F.2d. 1056) and (superseded by statute on other grounds as stated in United States v. Little (CA5 Miss) 889 F.2d. 1367� TA \l "United States v. Little, 889 F.2d. 1367 (CA5 Miss)" \s "United States v. Little, 889 F.2d. 1367 (CA5 Miss)" \c 1 �) and (among conflicting authorities on other grounds noted in United States v. Boylan (CA1 Mass), 898 F.2d. 230, 29 Fed.Rules.Evid.Serv. 1223� TA \l “United States v. Boylan, 898 F.2d. 230, 29 Fed.Rules.Evid.Serv. 1223 (CA1 Mass)” \s “United States v. Boylan, 898 F.2d. 230, 29 Fed.Rules.Evid.Serv. 1223 (CA1 Mass)” \c 1 �).


� Chicago ex rel. Cohen v. Keane, 64 Ill.2d. 559, 2 Ill.Dec. 285, 357 N.E.2d. 452� TA \l “Chicago ex rel. Cohen v. Keane, 64 Ill.2d. 559, 2 Ill.Dec. 285, 357 N.E.2d. 452” \s “Chicago ex rel. Cohen v. Keane, 64 Ill.2d. 559, 2 Ill.Dec. 285, 357 N.E.2d. 452” \c 1 �, later proceeding (1st Dist) 105 Ill.App.3d. 298, 61 Ill.Dec. 172, 434 N.E.2d. 325.


� Indiana State Ethics Comm’n v. Nelson (Ind App), 656 N.E.2d. 1172� TA \l “Indiana State Ethics Comm’n v. Nelson (Ind App), 656 N.E.2d. 1172” \s “Indiana State Ethics Comm’n v. Nelson (Ind App), 656 N.E.2d. 1172” \c 1 �, reh gr (Ind App) 659 N.E.2d. 260, reh den (Jan 24, 1996) and transfer den (May 28, 1996).





