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The defendants HAVING RECEIVED, the preliminarygbMarch 18;
well before the court order/ as is consistent withpractice as a plaintiff/
appellant; the defense asserts it is my only opindst to respond to that order.
Rather by their record keeping this is item 28jaeobf appeal/ filing fee paidA
very clear response to the judges report and recomamdation; item 27. That
cannot be misinterpreted. The defense lies; argambne exists: yet plainly it is
in his possession as he marks this defense exhibit fact with a response to the
order of the appellate court, the March 24 “pldintidicial memorandum” is
again sent to the district court; so that no sillakion can take place. Received
twice, but slightly after March 24, and not an itget. Further: court file 26
“motion to reconsider” did in fact give the judgepmrtunity to understand that |
did object/ and it was his responsibility to dotbetThere is no substance to the
perjury an objection was not raised by the defenisis: the evidence of court.
Whether by an actual word written “objection” o ghaper or not. The substance
of truth, by the evidence an objection existswithout doubt inviolate and true.
Nonetheless the judge refused further consideratisending report and
recommendation the next day March 15, 2011. Wasthblished: THIS IS the
appropriate time for appeal. As was done, on Ma& 011

The defense is wrong, regarding my ability to Iggaespond further/ by
the order of the court, | ddQuote: “it is ordered that both appellant and
appellees shall file, on or before April 4, 201,1a brief memorandum...”. |
cannot respond to an order of the court priord@xistence. Therefore | have
absolutely no requirement by law to submit to, @rept; the assertion that this is
“all I get”. In fact my response has already been mailed, and ta March 24,
2011 Titled:“jurisdictional memorandum” This is March 25, 2011.

NO rights regardingjurisdictional memorandum” have been waived, and
| have now submitted to the district court a tittmtument stating “ an objection”
and response to both the US district court andtBeppellate courts, as well as
each defendant and lawyer. Therefore the lawyerthe defense as a result of
this CANNOT defeat the ends of justice, with mesadusions that can be
asserted as lies: so says the evidence. Ratiseh#&n considered a conspiracy
among all defendants/ that this attempt to raperansack the law from me, by
removing not only my day in court/ but even my n&roen the initial filing
(blacked out, on this filing);is not justice being served.

You did not wait for my response/ that is not fawlt: | AM well within
the time limit/ set by the court to file “an objecion”. However in the
jurisdictional memorandum the defense sends: thélyeocourt chooses to block
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out my name on the document | filed on 3/ 18/ 1iey label exhibit 3] The
purpose of that is completely unclear/ unless ofse they intend to remove this
case from the files, and declare it never exisésdas been done in the past.

Even so we begin with the defendants “factual statd”/ page 2. Number

“ The parties did not consent on the record”.

This litigation is a constitutional law demanding redress of grievances
according to the first amendment;that is the primary complaint. And this law
either exists as constitutional guarantee to eadreaery citizen or it does not.
Therefore the question presented is: DOES THE RDOBEY THE FIRST
AMENDMENT AND PRODUCE REDRESS OF GRIEVANCES for stgitizen/

OR DOES THE COURT AND THESE DEFENDANTS ARGUE, THERE IS
NO SUCH LAW? Thereby the US CONSTITUTION must thena fraud.

That is the functional “question presented” vgyming all other aspects of
this case 11-1639. If there is no such law, tihemne are no such rights as have
been established under democracy in this caseneRaemocracy is a fraud/ the
people of America simply a sham. Consequentlycthet is reprimanded to
understand clearly this is not “just frivolous censto conspire against me” they
are trying to establish. By pretending the countnadoes not exist for this trial.
They are mocking the democracy/ rebelling agaimsiconstitution as a
foundation of law/ and the people of this Unitadt&s of America. Not a good
plan, in my view. But its your oath, not mine.

The question presented remains the same: Doestlaw written into
the first amendment of the constitution of this Unied States exist as law/ or
does it not. Because you have no case/ no jurisdiction as & tmuoefuse the law,
or even complain of its existence if it is condtdnal law. And the people DO
HAVE A RIGHT to know, if a constitutional guarantesein fact to be believed, or
not. So answer the question, its not hard. dditist amendment right, or wrong?
And do explain how it is that the constitution bist USA is wrong. “l am
waiting, with open ears”. So explain it clearlgdause the nation awaits this
explanation.

That is the substance of this case, without iteh&no caseSo the entire
matter breaks down to: does the first amendment comand this court to obey
redress of grievances, or does it notAnswer the question. The right to decide
this case ultimately belongs only to the peopld/asutheir employees: your
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statement of compliance or contention is requifdthlking or running away is

not allowed: we will draw our own conclusion. ltee people decide. There is no
judicial disposition of a constitutional mandatdaw/ rather the law visits that
right upon you; as democracy enforced. The laesulot the judge, is that not
true?

page 2/ number 3 the judge alleges and the detemgmues to allegeavithout
substance or meritAN ACTUAL LIE. That no short and plain statement
exists of the claim showing “I a citizen of this naon am entitled to claim the
constitutional guarantees afforded to me.” | do disagree, and state: IF
INDEED REDRESS, IS THE LAW, why am | in courtdemand my
constitutional guarantee. DID the judiciary STE#is law from the people of
this USA? INSTEAD OF: SIMPLY BEING AWARDED TRIAL FOR
REDRESS among the people as has been so plainly ahdroughly

described? So that democracy can arise, and thegple make their decisions.
| continue to be discarded by every court in thmelJancluding state courts; which
in IL do have their own redress of grievance diate If it's the law/ and every
state and federal court ABSOLUTELY refuses to oivelyow is that not collusion
and conspiracy to deny? It is absolutely provea:dburt system and its judiciary
HAVE rebelled and conspired to defeat this law eontrol this people through a
conspiracy to deny. So says the evidence, praveourt.

Is that not corruption in the court, a rebelliontbg judge and these
defendants: bREQUIRING ME to fight for my own legally constitut ionally
guaranteed rights? Why must | do that/ or more correctly why arestne
defendants and this court NOT enforcing the fimeadment as the constitution
provides? It's the law! If this is not the lavisein simply prove that, in a way all
this nation can understand. It's a simple thingt prove it.

The claim for reliefis: LET THE JUDICIARY OBEY THE LAW,
AND PROVIDE CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEES OF REDRESS, t o me
the common citizen. | AM entitled to that relief/it's the law. OR | am entitled
to know what part of this law, and this constitataf the USA am | ignorant on.
What aspect of democracy is “foolish in me™? Explg so all the people shall
understand. Because by the rule of democracy, \WE AHE OWNERS here;
thereby WE DO have rights. Is that mistaken: dol&n it, because my
understanding is: the constitution rules ovealjsncluding you the judiciary
and defense and defendant/ if that is not so, édd t
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Page 2, number 4

the defense arguéspecifically stated that: .....must be filed initamg with
the clerk within 14 days."That date starts on March 15, 2011; therefbozilsl |
wish to offer more, | do have the opportunity totdatuntil March 29. That is
four days from today. But there is no need, asplain and clear | have already
done so; even though the defense refuses to ackdgwilits existence, and even
blocks out the name. None the less if the appeei that was initiated in district
court was not enough to be considered a direct @answdistrict court since it was
the beginning of appeal 11-1639. The subsequarisfictional memorandum”
established by the filing distributed to the disteourt as well as the appellate
court is more than enough. But even so. The naithbe changed, on the
appellate filing called jurisdictional memorandunio plaintiff response,
OBJECTION: to judges’ report and recommendatiéor case 10-2257,
MAILED MARCH 26. And re-filed in district court before the 14 days ap: to
assure the defendant it is done, and provide dastyhing the defense demands.
Let there be no doubt. “Its in the mail”.

This is of course: Another matter of judicialaslfully intending to
override, defeat, and control constitutional lawis in fact; “a traitorous act”. A
rule cannot defeat a law/ that is a rebellion agjetime law, a conspiracy to remove
democracy and replace it with tyranny. Neither adaw defeat the constitutional
guarantee and mandate for the citizen: it is traus, and the desertion of duty.

Page 3, number 5

the defendant offerslespite having been given this warning, did niat &n
objection”.

Clearly not true, as a pro se litigant | do not\radl the rules. 1 did in fact
consider the appellate docketed case 11-1639ettefded, and paid for in US
district court. To be, “AN OBJECTION". Imagineymmistake that paying for
another courtroom is somehow not? “Silly me”. ndtheless, “the objection”
shall be filed prior to the fourteen day periochaiks to the defendant, “it was
good of you”/ don’t you think?

Page 3, number 6
the defense suggests “the notice of appeal; exBilag not an objection. |
do disagree.

And defense argues the following:
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That his case: NOT involving direct and litecahstitutional law, and
guaranteed citizens rights. Can be assumed tootdinis case on “failure to
object”. This “tiny seed” called “an objection NQiEliberately spelled out as a
word”, in a short brief. clearly objecting poioy point to the courts decree/ is
suggested to be sufficient to remove constitutidenalfrom court. | disagree.

Instead what is clearly fraud is: Following tlelge’s report and
recommendation (after the judge receives the mataeconsider item 26); which
clearly suggests “case is closed”/ move on to dppeaevery pro se litigant that
ever came to court. Needs no further objectistdl@dishes the court does not
intend to file any other statement by the plaintiRather than a point of justice,
as does the defense suggest. The reality ojutigsliction memorandum sent by
the defense; Fully defines extortion and thentte rule over the court, in place
of law or justice. Thereby insisting “there sHadl no pro se litigants here”:
because we can destroy them with rules and in ualedoly without substance.
Where is the merit in this line of defense, agaowststitutional law? It does not
exist. Or more simply, by using rules the coartliscard both law and justice,
the judiciary insists: PAY THE DAMNED LAWYER, baase after all, “he
wants to be rich/ do not judges as well”. Appadsesod; is my cause/ my need not
expected to be thrown in the trash? Clearly itead the judges order: just
provide anything; call it quotéa motion for voluntary dismissal pursuant to fed.
R. app. P. 42 (b) will satisfy this requirement’ln other words instead of a
judge which even feigns “good behavior’/ the absojrejudice is completely
apparent and plain. Does he wait for my briefbbeimaking a decision? No,
instead quotébriefing shall be suspended pending further caander”. How is
that not bias? Without doubt, it is/ proven in dou

Because the objection in the appellant/ plaistibrt brief: upon filing
appealjs absolutely un-mistakenly an objection going pot by point by
point through the judges report and recommendation.It cannot be
misunderstood. The defense thereby lies/ thagngiry in a courtroom of law: or
do you contend otherwise. Make your case, prowhgt that filing is, if not as |
state? Do, establish what the purpose can bet &imobjection to the judges
report and recommendation. Go ahead and try.

We turn to the 7 circuit appellate court: quote Itsye decide to adopt the

rule......based on the reasons set forth by otberts of appeal”. Which clearly
means: they do this all the time; even where las/gee used, but unaware.
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The extension of that being: “Fool used to chegwger/ get the best;
HELL ITS ONLY YOUR MONEY”. Pay us you damn piecéshit. Isn’t that
so? Well, the purpose here is open for debatenist? After all by the judges own
admission: THIS IS NOT about justice, or law/ thHere we are entitled to guess.
Is that not so ask the question of this nation, and this peoplestead, to
produce their guess: 1S THIS JUSTICE? OR, Isitazy, DISGRACEFUL/
DISRESPECTFUL, and worthless? THE QUESTION askedf the people
again: Is this fair, equal treatment, the fourteath amendment honored and
obeyed? Etc. Or is this a judiciary so corrupt ad out of control, that it
borders on treason? Answer the question?

RETURNING to the courtroom: We ask the court directly “going to throw
this case in the trash/ removing all evidence ffiben too?” | wander why they
do that? Gee, who can guess?

The defense goes djudge warns failure to file an objection withird1
days....constitutes a waiver of objections on appe&till unclear how an
appellate case is not an objection, to a distudges decision. | do demand that is
to be explained in the law to me: should | azemi not understand the law, being
used against me to deny by day in court/ the gueeanf the seventh amendment
that | shall have a jury.

Nonetheless Just goes to show what the judiciaryaoal DOES do, with
their rules: does it not? But oh well, the U$raume court will protect us/ ain’t
that so? We will see/ but never before has theem a redress case in the history
of this nation; it's a law? In this specific nettalled redress of grievances, the
US SUPREME court has already had its say. Clesstigblished by the evidence
called; US SUPREME CASE 08-1339. Think it's dt@an of abuse, or
corruption, or collusion? Perhaps the FBI shooigstigate? Or the people
themselves. | would ask the president, and lasvigrthe people, but alas they
are defendants here. They authorize this defetsstiveir lawyer/ Oh well.

The defense continues to argue: (A “if the party fails to file an
objection with the district court, .....waives....”

Here again an issue without merit but: this tlete look at the
constitutional guarantees to each and every citizgnoting the fourteenth
amendment “ no state shall make or enforce anwhigh shall abridge the
privileges or immunities of citizens of the Unit8thtes; nor shall any state
deprive any person of life, liberty, or propertytivout due process of law; nor
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deny to any person within its jurisdiction the elquatection of the laws.”

| am going to take a big leap of faith here andg®gsg that this defendant
and this courtroom is not going to suggest thathesause the term state is used,
they shall not argue this is equally true for tl#ion itself. The constitution is our
guarantee.

Next we will ask of the actual secondary clainpar from redress of
grievances: why is redress desired?And find that our nation has been
bankrupted, lied to, and cheated. Swindled aralliather ways financially
threatened with the cause and cost and conseqtletds our employees
deciding for us. Or more specifically for thems=hand against us, the nation
called America. Therefore | ask for redress teestigate and determine
EXACTLY WHAT IS TRUE, THE WHOLE TRUTH, and NOTHIN®UT THE
TRUTH.. The court denies this demand, for thisamat to this date. Because the
evidence of that statement cannot be denied thradngih every person in this
nation has been advised of somewhat: that we AR&h@ially in trouble. The
court, this lawyer, and these defendants, havalddci TO STAND IN THE
WAY of this investigation and accountability of oemployees: to we the people,
and our need to know. Does that constitute adreass act. We are threatened,
and you choose to side: “with the enemy, thagdtens us/ giving aid and
comfort, even adhering and supporting their causét not point to the
defendants specifically in this charge at this iRATHER | do point to the
employees of this OUR GOVERNMENT, of this natiorhoxdo make these
decisions and have caused these problems: TO SAYDBMAND TO KNOW
THE TRUTH.

Truth is not an enemy/ all who believe it is, HA¥&mething to hide.

The defense argues in (B).. the purpose of this waiver rule is to promote
efficiency.....without requiring them to conductmmry reviews....”

Obviously NOT justice, law, nor merit; doesn‘atter. “Efficiency
matters to the court”; Is that not so? Why elselld someone pay for and do the
work of an appeal, if not to find justice/ if notleving their cause reflected and
required the law, and its merit in any decisiondge makes. If not to clarify the
law in appeal, so that a true and real understgnafinow our guarantees as
citizens in this nation actually works? WHERE ISSTICE? The court answers
here, “not important” quote’this waiver rule is to promote efficiencyOh well,
“‘ludge got a party to attend somewhere appareatjyjust can’t be bothered with
law/ justice/ equality/ or fair play”. Ain’'t thato? Where’'s the damn money? Is
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that not the common extension?

The court further explained that: “.....Absengttrequirement that
objections be filed, in the district court, all isss heard by a magistrate would be
the appropriate subject of appellate review...”

As we look at this part it sayabsent the requirement that objections be
filed” . Which means without this little rule of procedutteings would have to be
different! The court continues with how it woudd different: “All issues heard
by a magistrate would be the appropriate subje@mdellate review.” OR
MORE SIMPLY: the judges of the appellate couw/OULD have to review every
Issue in every case.,.and actually work, doing the job they are paid fo

A case, Brought to appeals/ simply discarded with an irrel@ant rule
that clearly represents a trap, rather than justice Somehow as a citizen |
thought justice was their job, didn’t you? But apgntly the “judicial resources”
have a different idea.

Even so, | did not come to appellate court seethegeview of everything
in the district court case immediately. Rathefiled a short brief with the district
court; to pay for the appellate courtspecifically seeking review of the judges
report and recommendations. Demanding the constitutional law called redress
must be obeyed by the judiciary/ because “it'sldvé’. The district judge stated
his opinion: time for another, to find this jueggerror, and then review the truth
about the district trial, in substance and withimémroughout its substance and
complaint. Is that not what appeals are for?hd¢ hot, WHAT my taxpayer
dollars buys me? Then surely it is time for ar@olt! Or perhaps its all My
mistake. The court and our employees of governmeneéntitled to play games
with us/ and does not every case presented by aveprthe court plays games
with the law, the constitution, and the people a?v Good thing we have the
president to rely upon “he’ll fix it"/ well if heust had a background in
constitutional law, he would> “oh wait/ he does'sheas a professor of
constitutional law”. No wait, he’s a defendar®h well.

Nonetheless the consistent courts (more than og@goning in this matter:
described as, the enforcement or attempted emf@neeof a rule of procedure by
the court: OVER A DISTINCTIVE AND REAL CASE ABOUT
CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEED RIGHTS TO EACH AND EVERY
CITIZEN IS: is, We can’t be bothered, go away.

One wonders, what the constitutional documentsabayt this: the law
shall be denied by a rule of the court? It alnsmgtnds like tyranny, RATHER
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than democracy; does it not? Yes, yes | thimo#s. Lets see: tyranny means:
“The law doesn’t matter/ | am the dictator here] aratever | say is the law”.
Hmm, yes “that sounds about right/ we can callritla”. Who can prove we ain't
right?

Well not to worry, the US supreme court is aerta stop this kind of
tyranny isn’t that so? Isn’t that so? We'll fiondt soon/ again. But be aware
“they have people whose job it is to find an ereorule broken somewhere”, for
the express purpose of keeping cases out of cnitthat so? How to get in?
It's a puzzler. Ah yes, if they can remove thisecasthout calling it a trial/ then
there is no appeal to be heard in the supreme/dmesause it doesn’t exist.

But alas: once the document entitled “plaintiff objectionto the judges
report and recommendation 10-2257.” Is filed withn 14 days of the date
allowed by the court itself and established hereiby the defense. Every
argument in this jurisdictional memorandum fails. March 29, 5 days from
today is that deadline. This is in the mail Magéh

Just so you don’t have to worry about it/ | am mailit, so as to remove the
wandering: “what if he dies”.

EVERY: Constitutional law case, is of the peojbie the people, and for
the people. That is a simple truth. Therefore YCHE PEOPLE, do have every
legal right and duty; to take up this case, shdlble dead.

The second primary issue raised by this appéstithe people have their
trial, over the employees of government. As reslslows and provides.

Is the extension of “the amended complaint dénibe peoples right to
participate. Another failure of the district cqud adhere to constitutional
mandate and law. Because if redress. is thetleaw there is no possible way the
people can be denied their own participationhia their government in action.
As democracy provides and demands: WE DO HAVE RIGHT, to A VOTE.
Does that not include the judiciary, in terms afresss and “bad behavior”/ OUR
EMPLOYEES/ OUR CONTRACT with our employees/ and TREOATH.

Indeed we do.

The defense argues as the c@WSE listed “ this court rejected the
appellants claim that the case presented a sitmatowhich a waiver would
“defeat the ends of justice” because his attorragiefl to file the requisite
objection”. Or more simply: means the search for justiceugh the law,
would not be heard, because of this rule.

The court continues® this court explained that is that reasoningsva
adopted..... every appellants failure to file tmeqedurally necessary objections
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would be excused, and a party would never waiveieer right to appeal”..
They forgot to add, AND WE SURE AS HELL DON'T WANTO DO NO

DAMN WORK. Just an oversight | guess. But mioneortantly, this rule: or
oversight of a tiny word called “objection”, by appellant or his lawyer/
overrides every attempt or intent to establish juste, law, or right. The rule

Is law/ the law, nor justice have value.Only the rule. How is that not rebellion/
does the constitution, and its demand for justicet rule the courts?

The defense turns to its own caliber of conductstates: “...in the
present case the finding of waiver clearly doesd&eat the ends of justice.
Osterbur was specifically advised...That statement from exhibit 2‘the
parties are advised that any objection to this maoarzendation must be filed in
writing with the clerk within 14 days, after beiagrved with a copy of this report
and recommendation. See 28 USC 636 (b)(1). Fatmiobject will constitute a
waiver of objections on appeal™arch 15.

My objection was filed march 18, as an appeal incd&t of appeals,"7
circuit. The lack of a word “objection”/ while tlentent is nothing but objection;
constitutes deception, by the defense. The guo&dction of the law, does not
recognize a complaint without merit; as this deéepsovides. But this judge
does? Which means there is collusion/ because'tifastice.

Even though this is a trial for constitutionadiyaranteed rights as

provided and guaranteed by the constitution of ti8#\, to every citizen in this
USA. The intent and purpose of Justice, is tHeseat in this court.

The physical fact here is: | am, the litigantéherBut by constitutional
fact: itis each and every citizen in this USAttls represented by this trial.
Because redress. is guaranteed to us all/ thergfbelongs to us all/ therefore
denial of that law, is denial to us all. An enti&ion of people refused and
denied/ how is that not rebellion by the court?

Consequently THE COURT: being informed and avadirnis throughout
these hearings, the judiciary OWES THE REST OF THA POPULATION a
legal representation in court, with me. To assuck defend the nations’ own
interests in this action for their own defenseptigh redress. But not my defense,
as | stand alone, an individual citizen bringing ssdemand my legally
guaranteed rights. Our democracy means: WE FPBEPLE, rule ourselves,
through our law. Is that law not the constitutianthout doubt or compromise it
IS.

Should the court NOT provide constitutional law trall:  right now? If
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not/ then, What possible excuse is there thap#ople in defense of their own
nation/ should not be legally represented, whefagtt THIS CASE IS,
specifically about CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, MANDATE, ANDGUARANTEE,
to each and every individual citizen. That, is aame, it's the law/ and every
judge is confined to enforce the constitution relggss of position, or state;
including the supreme courtt’s the law of our democracy: we the people rule
ourselves by law spelled out in the constitutiaord aupported by the bill of rights
and the declaration of independence. Which de&egith me. Make your case,
should you disagree.

The defense continues on at the bottom of page weosely holding that
the short appeal filed in district court/ with thetamp on it; does not constitute an
objection. Continues to defenda procedural rule of the court/ which does not
contain or represent the enforcement of law: BECRASE THE
LEGISLATURE DOES NOT CREATE IT. Has some type of impact or control
over the constitution or law itselfA rule DOES NOT, have that authority:
because it is not lawit is merely the musings and opinion of a judigi#inat is
out of bounds, and in rebellion against the lawd annstitution, they are
required to enforcelF IT AIN'T LAW/ IT HAS NO AUTHORITY IN COURT
to interrupt or deny the lawiNo rule of procedure within a court controls the
law/ the law rules it. If the legislature did not make it, there is nherity in a
rule. Thereby this rule is thrown out of court: BEGSE IT INTENDS TO
CONTROL THE CONSTITUTION. THE FOUNDATION OF ALL LW IS
THE CONSTITUTION. A judge is NOT allowed to mattes laws of this land,
only the legislature/ signed by the president. UDGE IS NOT ALLOWED to
contaminate the constitution with any procedureute, that does not clearly obey
constitutional intent and purpose. That purpossstablished by the preamble and
amendments/ created and supported by the bilgbtsj and declaration of
independence. | am in court: demanding constialiguarantees, and the only
defense against that guarantee, IS PROOF: thatih @mor according to the
constitution. ANY other objection, is merely thenial of democracy, the intent
to steal our law/ thereby our nation from WE THEOHELE. An act of treason.

The judiciary stands accused of tyranny/ standsicted of participation
in the conspiracy to deny democracy, through theoral of redress according to
the first amendment; and substitute their rutekaa. Thereby making their own
laws, and enforcing them instead, as would a dic@ter us: a rebellion, against
democracy. “Our laws rule ourselves, by our vote”.
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But lets continue: “....7" circuit noted that because this rule is a
“nonjurisdictional waiver provision, the court opaeals may excuse the default
in the interest of justice”.... (A case about aspn that did not forward the mail)

Or, their suggestion is;___because | DO HAVE JURIBICTIONAL
STATUS, they need not consider anything else. | fall @léghe narrow
circumstances of “non-jurisdictional rights”. Reome wrong.

Conclusion

| have waived no right of trial, but demand them irstead. The objection
mentioned shall be in district court PRIOR to tsted time limit. Ending all
assumption of failure against me, by the defense.

This trial proceeds.The objection to: the judical report and
recommendation on case 10-2257 is in the US mail: As certified mail:
ticket 7007 2680 0002 8287 3671 to the US distioairt and certified mail:
ticket 7007 2680 0002 8287 3664 placed there orcMaé, 2011
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In UNITED STATES APPELLATE Court
For the SEVENTH CIRCUIT of the UNITED STATES OF AME RICA
219 S. DEARBORN ST CHICAGO IL, 60604
http://www.ca7.uscourts.gov

APPELLATE CASE # 11-1639
THE CASE APPEALED: 10-2257 Judg®avid G. Bernthal; presiding.
US district court for the central district of ILfbhna div.

Case Title: the legal determination of constitutnally guaranteed: first amendment
redress law!
THE REVIEW OF DEMOCRACY IN THIS APPEAL FOR JUSTICE: or more simply,
“do we the people own this nation or not”?
dated: March 26, 2011

IT IS HEREBY DECLARED, |, JAMES F. OSTERBUR HAVHAILED, or DELIVERED,
TO THE US APPELLATE COURT, AND EACH OF THESE DEFENMIDNTS; A TRUE
AND CORRECT COPY OF THESE COURT FILINGS, WITH THRPPER certified
POSTAGE ATTACHED. IN THE US MAIL SERVICE/ ON THISDATE MARCH 26,
2011

As proof of service in this case, to the addsses so affixed.

JAMES FRANK OSTERBUR
2191 county road 2500 E
St. Joseph, IL 61873
http://www.justtalking3.info

VS

United States of America

Internal Revenue Servicdépt of the Treasury, 1500 Pennsylvania ave NW DC 20220
the Solicitor GeneralROOM 5614, Department of Justice,

950 Pennsylvania ave, NW Washington DC 20530-0001

the Attorney General US dept of Justic& aid Constitution avenues NWWashington DC

20530
the President Barrack Obama; 1600 PennsylvamdN&Vv , DC 20500
this document titled: “The lies, come spewing through”
the review of defendant response jurisdictional mewerandum March 24, 2011
added is:
US attorney for the central district of IL
DAVID H. HOFF 201 S. Vine st. Suite 226 sfi82Urbana IL 61802 / us attorney

one copy to the US DISTRICT COURT, 201 S. Vinetst218, Urbana IL 61802
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