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quthenticity and validity of the Diplomatic Passports was
coptaiped within the original documents. The county courl
and representalives of the State of Wisconsin knew that
originals of pertinent Diplomatic documents were in the care,
custody and contral of the State of Wisconsin and not in the
pOsSsEss1On of Petitionel.

Neither the Somalia [emocratic Republic nor Petitioner
has waived the right to assert and expect “Diplomatic
[mmumnity” for Petitioner (either in this jurisdiction oF afy

other jurisdiction).

The issue of Petitionet’s mental compelences mentioned
herein nol only aecurred prier to the county court izl ol
Petitioner but also coptinued as an ongoing atjack on the
claimed lack of compeicncy of the Petitioner by the State of
\Wisconsin after the trial, Petitioner continually denied that
Petitioner was incompetent and medical examiners con
with the personal opinion of Petitioner. Ppst-trial accusanons
concerning guestions of Petitioner’s compeiency repeatedly
fogused on Petitioner’s claim of Diplomatic Tmmunity and
multiple and repetitive as certions that the Petitioner
qdamantly ohjected to the county court impreperty and
illesally claimng personal jurisdiction over the Petilioner.
Omne junst in the Inited States District Court made mention
that the Diplomatic relationship with the Country of Somalia
was “Bizamre”.

Since November of 1993 Ambassador Wanta has been
held as apolitical prisoncr by the State of Wisconsincontrary
to intornational Law, conventions and ireaties to which the
Tnited States is & party. Petitioner has nol only been held a
political prisoner he has aiso been subject 1o State of
Wisconsin judicial court oTders directing that Petitioner be
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administered mind altering drugs to correct conditions
of non-medically documented cvidence of deiusion.
The opinion of the court regarding the alleged delusional
menta] state of Pelitioner is not substantisted by medical
ovaluation. Dr, Connic Lee the primary physician respunsible
for evaluating the mental condition of Petitioner, for the State
of Wisconsin, specifically found that Petitioner is oot
delusional and Dr. Lee rejected the court order to drug the
Detitioner and relused to prescribe the administering and/or
dispensing of drugs to Petitioner. In addition Dr. Les was of
thic opinion that administering such dmgs could cause death
or permanent physice]l damage to Pelitioner.

The lack of “jurisdiction” over the person Petinoner
began at the time of Petitioners eniry into the United Stales
in Movember of 1993, Confirmation of # “suggestion™ of
Diplomatic lmmunity occurred when the United States
District Court Judge for the Southern Pistrict of New York
acknowledges possession of Petitioners Diplomalic Passporis
and posscssion of Diplomane papers. The above sct forth
“Flistorical” aspects of the case reveal several instances where
shere is mention that Petitioner claims Diplomatic Immunity
and there is acknowledgment that official Diplomatic
documents are in the costody and control of agents and
representalives of the State of Wisconsin. The Statc of
Wisconsin County Court judge that ruled against Diplomatic
Immunity did so based on statements concerning the
credibility of copies. This County Court ruling was made by
the same Judge that presided over a heanng where there was
specific mention that the original Diplomatic Passports and
other Diplomatic documenls were seen by the prosecutor and
other concerned parties. The hearing findings placed the
Petitioner in & position of personal jeopardy in contravention
of United States Department of State policics on dealing with
Diplomatg agents.
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The actions filed in the United Statcs District Ciourt for
the Weslern Distnct af Wisconsin and the United States Court
of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit sct forth varlous CRUSEs
of action. One of the causes of action addressed Diplomatic
Immunity and in form and substance the Diplomatic
Immunity cause of aclion Was virually identical with the
hackgromd and facts set out in this petition. The primary
distinction is that the actions filed in the two Federal Coutts
had lranseripts and other documentation attached as exhibite
that corroborates the facks set forth herein.

The crux of the decision by the United States Distnet
Couri for the Westem District of Wisconsin, which degision
15 in essence affirmed summarily by the Seventh Circuil Court
of Appeals, was thal all camses of action raised by Petitioner,
including Diplomatic Immunity had becn decided by the jury
conviction of Petitioner 10 the State of Wisconsin County
Court. The decisions found that Patitioner’s only Temedy Was
2728 U.5.C. § 2254 post conviction filing and since the slatute
of limitations had cxpired Petitioner had no avenus available
in the Federal Courts for his cluims to he heard and
adjudicated. A finding that Diplomatic Immumity had been
ruled upon by a jury has nu hasis cither in substance or fact
since not only was this not an issue cver presented 10 a jury
this most importantly is not an isgue that would cver be
presented to a jury. It i¢ ineorreet to conclude that (with the
known factual background) the State of Wisconsin judicial
svstem had jurisdiction over the persorn in the “first instance”.
Lack of personal jurisdiction in accordance with the ciled
statules, regulations, Treaty and Depariment of State policy
=tatements brought forth inviolability over the person in the
whirst instance”. With no poWwer ovel the person there 15 0o
jurisdiction over the persen. The trial of Petifoner in the
State of Wisgonsin had only ome of the fundam ental

)/




16

T state that a tepresemtative ol 2 state or international
orpanization shall be inviolable is to state that he shall not
be subject to any arrest and/or detention.

In 1978, Congress snacted the Diplomatic Trmmumity Act,
22 U.5.C, 48 2544, et seq., to implement the Vienna
Convention on Diploniatic Relations as the sole law on the
subject in the United States. The Vienna Convention Article
29, provides full personsl diplomatic inviolability stating
simply

[t]he person of a diplomatic agen! shall be
saviolable. Article 40 of the Vienna Convention
makes the terms and condilions of the Treaty
applicable to diplomatic agents coming through
one Stale in process of relurning Lo another Siate.
All persons whao are inviolable may not be served
with process. The service of process 18.an assertion
of jurisdiction and is thus precluded as to persons
such as diplomatic agents.

See Aidi v Yarom, 672 F. Supp. 516, 517 (IxD.C. 1887).
“[IIt is axiomalic that if jurisdiclion is not available, then
service of process is void, making 2 motion to quash SCIVICE
of process a valid remedy”. Fulcan Iron Works v. Polish Am.
Machinery Corp., 472 F. Supp. 77, 78 (S DNY. 1979

The Supremacy Clause of the United States Consumtion
provides in part that. “all Treatics made or which shall bs
made, under the anthority of the United Statss, shall bz the
Supreme Law of the Land™. United States Constitution.
Article VI, Clause 2. Title 22 US.C. § 254{d) m describing
the method of asserting and/or claiming Diplomane EAEY
clearly uses the word “or” leaving open the option of either
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a “‘sugpestion”, “or” as otherwise pormitted. Tt is accepted
that the “suggestion” must be from 2 credible source.
Petiioner submits that the “suggestion” made by the ovent
actions of the United States Consulate and customs/
immigration authoritics, the substance of which “suggestion”
has been known to all pertinent parties since Pelitioner s
arrival in the United States in November of 1993, 1s sufficient
to lead a reasomable person to conclude that the “suggestion”
comes from 2 credible souree.

It is assumed that the United Stales Consulate 1n
Switzeriand issuinyg the “1dentification Card™ and/or
immigration and customs authorities supervising admittance
of Petitioner into the United States (using a forcign issued
passport) were and are aware of the following United States
Code and Code of Federal Regulation references:

2 11.5.C. § 1185 provides m part-
{b) Citizens

Except as otherwise provided by the Presidenlt
and subject 1o such limitations and exceptions 4s
the President may authorize and preseribe, it shall
= unlawful for any citizen of the United States
to depart from or enter, the United States unless
he hears a valid United States passporl.

77 . ER. Section 53.1 provides in part:
Under section 215(b) of the Immigration and

Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. § 1185(b)), itis unlawiul
excepl as otherwise provided for any citizen of
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{he United States to depart [rom oI enter, OF
atternpt to depart from or cnier, the United States
without a valid passpori-

Ohvigusly (he issuance of (he “1dentification Card”
substantiates a known excepiion 1o the cited references and
furlhermore allowing entrance into the United States by
mmigration ofTicials excmplifies an exceplion and gufficient
“suggestion” of validity to warrant confirmation of
Diplomatic Immunity upon the Petitioner,

The State of Wisconsin is in possession of Petitioner's
Diplomatic Passports and Diplomatic Pouchin contravention
of the Vienna Convention and the holding of said items and
failing to recognize the Diplomatic Immunity of Petitioner
disregands policy statemenls issued by the United >tates
Department of State. The micaning given lreaty provisions
by the departments of Government charged with their
negotiation and enforeement is given great weight. Kolovral
v Oregon, 366 U.S. 187 at 194 (1961). The dirsciives ofthe
Department of State refiect that Pelitioner was entitied 0
Diplomatic Immunity and nol subject to arrest and'er
prossculion.

The State of Wisconisin has pet resiri ctions on Petinioner
that he may not make reference in any manner Lo his
Ambassadorship unless the validity of his Ambassadorship
s confirmed to the acceptance of the Stale of Wisconsin.
Petitioner has continually argued that the State of Wisconsin
has no authority to question the validity of the foreign issued
nassports. The issuance by the United States Consulate of
the “Tdentification Card™ within the "four comers” of lhe
Diplomatic Passports and acceplance of the same by
immigration authorities for entrance into the United States
unguestionably demonstratés the validity of the documents.
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The State of Wisconsin has no junsdiction in the matler
a5 (he matter is subject to the Supremacy Clauss of the United
States Constitation, International Treaty and the Vienna
Crpovention. The Federal Constitution, laws and Treatics
\herefore proempt state and local ensctments that conflicl
with federal awthority or purport to regulate 1n any area
resirved 2xclusively to the Federal Government,

The igsues raised by Petitioner are clearly distinguishable
with the decisions of this Court in cascs such as Feard v
Greene, 523 17.5. 371 (1998), In the Beard case and similar
cases the issuc concerns a procedural mafter of allowing a
foroign natnional defendant to have notice given 1o and
consultation with a legsl representative provided by the
defendants forgign national State consular offices, These
distinguishable cases are not concerned with jurisdiction over
a person having Diplomatic Immunity "in the first instance™.
Jurisdiction is the primary and foremost issue in this case,
Petitioner’s own “suggesiions”, motions to the county court
and the “suggestions™ of pthers invalidated any jurisdiction
claimed over the Petitioner. The third parly “suggestions™
and other representations sl or immediately prior 10
Petitioners passage through immigration al the Port of Entry
in Mew York clearly confirm that junsdicticn was negated
from on or before November 13, 1993, Lack: of junsdietion
and unlawful holding of Petitioner continues at the time of
filing this pelition.

The State of Wisconsio and other judicial jurisdictions
do not have the authority and/or Constitutional nght to
supersede their own judgment 1o Uhis matter.

Diplomatic Immunity s a privilege exiended to a person
by Treaty, stalute, regulation and code, The inviolability of
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the person diplomat-and ne gation of jurisdiction pertains to
jurisdiction over the person Diplomatc Immunity nullifies
the power of the court over the person. Penuoner sansfied
the conditicns for being granted Diplomatic Immunity
{hrough the endorssment by the United States Consulate in
Switzerland in issuing an Identification Card in Petitioners
foreign issued Diplomatic Passport. The Petitioner
strengthened his “suggestion” of Diplomatic Immonity when
Consulale actions arc combined with {immigration authorities
ratifying the right of passage into the United States by
geceplance for admittance of a United States cilizen
in possession of foreign issued Diplomatic Passport.
The Petitioner's “suggestion was further strengthened by
confirmation of existence of Diplomatic material including
passports and other items b the United States District Court
in Mew York.,

1I. THE QUESTION PRESENTED IS AN IMFPO RTANT
ONE THAT WARRANTS THIS COURT'S REVIEW.

The docisions helow are incorrect, They should not be
allowed to stand. This Courtnot granting this petition would
in cssence amount to 2 sanction by this Courl conferring upon
States an implied power to supersede the true intent of an
internationally adopted Treaty and the statements of policy
issued by the United States Department of State.
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CONCLUSION

For the forcgoing reasons, the petition for a Writ of
Certiorar should be sranted. Petitioner would alse suggest
and respectfully request that this Court issue such further
Crrders and findings to immediately and forthwith restors
Pelitioners internationally protected rights and immunity
accordance with the cited authorities and reference to State
Departmant policy and procedurc referenced m (his petition.

Respectiully submitted,
Tuomas B Hewuy STevEN DL GooDwis
1125 South 791h Street Goonwi, Surrox & Duvar, PLC
{dmaha, NE 68124 O1d City Hall, Suite 350
(402) 933-6421 1001 East Broad Smect
Richmond, VA 23219
(B04) Ga3-0000

Counsel for Petitioner
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APPENDIX A —ORDER OF THE UNITED STATES
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH
CIRCUIT DECIDED NOVEMBER 1, 2002
UNITED ETATES COURT OF APPEALS
EOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Chicago, Tllines aG04

Submitted September 18, 2002
Decided November 1, 2002

Before
Hon. RICHARD A. POSNER, Circuit Judge
Hon JOHN L, COFFEY, Circuit Judee
Hon. DIANE B. WOOD, Cireuir Judge
Mo, 02-15344

LEQ WANTA and
WEW REPUBLIC/USA FINANCIAL GROUP, LTID.,

Petitioners-Appellants,
V.
RICHARD CHANDLER, ef al,,
Respondenis-Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the
Western District of Wisconsim
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Appendix A

No. 01-C-0601-C
Barbara B. Crabb, Chief Judge
ORDER

Leo Wanta has filed 2 notice of appeal from the denial
of a petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254, which we will construe
as an application for a certificate of appealability. Before
this courl is Wanta’s motion for “corrective action,” arguing
that the appeal can proceed without the issuance of a
certificate of appealability because the district court
srroneously construed his eivil Tawsuitasa § 2254 pelition.
We conclude that the district court properly construed
the majority of Wanta’s claims as falling under § 2254
because they attack the validity of Wanta's convigiion.
Because we agree with the district court thal those claims

are untimely, we DENY Wanta’s request for a certificate of

appealabality.

As for Wanta's claim regarding the seizure of various
documents and any claims on behalf of New Republic,
we summarily AFFIRM the district court’s dismissal.

31/
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APPENDIX B — ORDER OF THE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT COURT FORTHE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
WISCONSIN DATED AND FILED FEBRUARY 5, 2001

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN

DPP #-04362 & 12535,
p1-C-0601-C

AMBASSADOR LEO WANTA, Somaliz Ambassador Lo
Canada and Switzerland, aka Lee E. Wanta, aka Leo . Wanta;
and NEW REPUBLIC/USA FINANCIAL GROQUE, LTL.,
TS mboh (Austnia),

Petitioners,

W

SECRETARY RICHARD G. CHANDLER, Wisconsin
Department of Revenue; JAMES E. DOYLE, Attorney
General State of Wisconsing GR ANT C. JOHNSON, United
Srates Attorney Western Dastrict of Wisconsin; 10HN
DOTIGLAS HAAG, Former Assistant Attorney Cieneral State
of Wisconsin: JACK C. VOLGHT Wisconsin State Treasursr]
TUDITH COLEMAN Clerk of the Dane County Circuit
Court, State of Wisconsin: ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN
ASHCROFT Attorney General of the United States of
America; and PAULH. O'NEILL, Sceretary of the Treasury.
United States of Amencsa,

Respondenls.

22/
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Appendix B
ORDER

This is an action labeled “Petition for Declaratory and/
or Injunctive Relief and an Achon in the MNature of a Petition
far Wit of Mandamus,” in which petitioners ar¢ seeking to
pverturn 3 jury verdict in the Wisconsin state courts finding
nlaintifl Lec Wanta guilty of two counts of filing false incame
tax returms and (our counts of concealmg property upon which
levy was authorized, In & rambling, 22-page vomplaint,
pelitioners detail a plethora of reasons why they believe the
ctate of Wisconsin acted improperly in charging petitioner
Wanta with income lax violations, in convicting him, 1n
attempling to levy upon certain property and in trying 1o
collect taxes anising out of business dealings of Falls Vending
and related property, Among other things, petitioners
argue thal the state refused to recognize Wanta’s diplomatic
immunity as an ambassador, his close involvement with
the United States government in undertaking scnsitive
inlelligence operations directed al persons such as Marc Bich
and Osama Bin Laden and the requirements of s job that
he live overssas.

In addifion to an order overturning petitioncr Wanta's
conviction, petitioners wani 1o prevent state guthorifies from
collecting sales taxes or other taxes allegedly duc from Falls
Vending and to have this court mmitiate investigations into
certain documents that were made part of the state court
record at trial or for sentencing purposes- Also, 11 appears
from some of the briefing, although not from the complainl,
that petitioners want to obtain ¢ertain documents that they
allege are in the possession of the Dane County clerk of court,
respondent Judith Coleman.

33/
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Appendix B

Peiitioners do not explain what stake, if any, pelitioner
New Republic/USA Financial Group has in carrecting
pelitioner Wanta's conviction or what claims they mighthave
against respondents United States Altorney Grant C. Johnson,
Attorncy General John Asheroft and Tressury Secrelury Paul
H. ONeill. (I appears that petitioners belicve that these
respondents might have access to certain documents and
- formation that would prove petitioners’ allegations
ahout Wanla's supposed intelligence gathering activilies.)
The petition will be dismissed as to these threc federal
respondents for petitioners” fatlure to state 2 claim against
them.

Petitioners are represented by counsel, who should know
that the omly way that a state court conviction can be
challenged ina federal court is through 2 petition for 2 writ
of habeas corpus brought pursuant to 28 US.C. 5 2254 and
filed within one year of the datc on which the conviction has
become final, § 2244(d){1). This ime period may be extended
if one ol a limited number of exceptions applies, 4. Petitioner
Leo Wanta was convicted in 1993; his conviction was
affirmed by (he state court of appeals on February 4; 1999,
and his petition for review was denied by the state supreme
court on April 27, 1999, He did not file his petition in this
case until October 22, 2001, far more than one year after his
conviction had becote final, even if a period of ninety days
is allowed for the filing of 2 petition for certioran to the
United States Supreme Court. See Gendron v United States,
154 F.3d 672, 674 & n.2 (Tth Cir. 1998) (leaving open
question whether prisonsr who filed for leave to appeal to
state supreme court would have time for filing certiorar with
the United States Supreme Court included in his “direct

39/
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Appendiz B

review™). Petitioners do not suggest that any ol the exceplions
set out in § 2244(d)(1) apply to their challenge 50 4510 give
them additional time for filing. This petition is untimely and
must be dismisscd on that basis.

Although petitioners raisc matters not ordinanly raised
in petitions for writs of habeas corpus brought pursuant lo
§ 2254, such as their request for an investigation apd for
injumction of any allempts by the state 1o collect laxes bascd
on profils sarned at Falls Vending, these matlers arise directly
oul of the charges brought against petitioner Wanta and
should have been raised in connection with his imal and
appeal. [t is 100 late to Taise them now, Morcover, this court
has no authority to initiatc an investigation into a matter that
was hefore the state court or to cnjoin the collection of state
taxes that a state court has held are owed by petitioner Wania.
25 U.5.C. § 1341,

As to petitioners” cffort to obtain documents from the
state courts, petitioners have not suggested any basis on which
this court could order the state courts Lo search for documents
o return them to petitioners. Therefore, the petition will be
dismissed as to respondent Judith Coleman.
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Appendiz B
ORDER:

IT 1S ORDERED that the Petition for Deglaratory and/
or Injunctive Reliel and an action in the Nature of & Petition
for Writ of Mandamus filed by petitioners Ambassador Leo
Wanla and New Republic/USA Financial Group, Ltd. 15
conetrucd as a challenge to petitioner Wanta’s stals Colrt
conviction that can be brought only as a petition fur 2 writof
habeas corpus pursuant to 28 11,S.C. § 2254 and is DENTED
as untimely because it was not filod within one year of the
date on which petitioner’s conviction became final as
required under § 2254(d). To the cxtent that petitioners seek
any relief that would not be encompassed ina petition for a
writ of habeas corpus, those claims are denied for petitioners’
failure to show any basis on which the claims could be
granted. Accordingly, the petition 1s DISMISSED as to
respondents Grant C. Johnson, Alterney General John
Ashcrofl, Paul H, O'Nelll znd Judith Coleman for petitioners’
failure to state any claims against these respondents, The clerk
of cotirl is dirceted 1o enter judgment for all respondents and
cloge this case. Entered this 3 15t day of January, 2002

BY THE COURT:
s/ Barbara B, Crabb

BARBARAB. CRABB
[hstrict Judge
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APPENDIX C — ORDER OF THE UNITED STATES

COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT

DENYING THE MOTI0N FOR RECONSIDERATION
DECIDED NOVEMBER 25, 2002

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Chicago, Nlinois 60604

SueMITTED Novemser 22, 2002
Decinen NoveMeer 25, 2002

BzrogE
How. RICHARD A, POSNER, Crouir Junae
Hown: JOHMN L. COFFEY, Circurr JUDGE
Liow. DIANE P. WOOD, Cireurr JUDGE
Mo, B2-1544

Motion for Reconsideration

LEQ WANTA AND NEW REPUBLIC/USA FINANCIAL
GROUPE, LTD,,

Petitioner-Appellants,
v
RICITARD G, CHANDLER, ET AL,

Respondents-Appellees.
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Appendix L
ORDER

Leo Wanta and New Republic/USA Financial Group,
Ltd., filed & motion for reconsideration of this courtl’s
November 1, 2002, order denying their requesl [or a
cerlificate of appoulability and summarily slfirming the
district court judgment on their remaining claims. The motion
for reconsideration is DENTEL,

No signature and Ro stamp
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