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VERIFIED COMPLAINT
(Amended)

PART I: SUMMARY OF THE CASE

I. This is a suit in law and equity ageinst Defendants in Their official andfor personal
capacities for— without legal awthority or just cause-- violating Plaintiff’s inalienable rights,
which at all times relevant to the marters in regard to which Plaintiff herein complaing were pro-
tected by the provision of the common law, state administrative and statutory, federal statutory,
and/or provisions of the state and federal constitutions applicable at the time of the developments
described herein, inter alia by falsely imprisoning and arvesting Plaintiff in the Richard J. Daley
Center in Chicago, Illinois (henceforth “the Daley Center™) and for falsely prosecuting Him
without probably cause, and especially for doing so as part of a pattemn of retalistion against
many citizens, including Plaintiff, who have and has exercised Their and His constitutional rights
to expose the misdeeds of Their and His public servants, including some of the employees of the
one of the most powerful cecupans of the Daley Center— the Sherifl of Cook Country (hence-
fiorth “the Sheriff™), Whose office is a political subdivision of the State of linois. Plaint:ff thus
alleges illegal actions committed by Defendanis that exceeded the scope of Their authority, con-
stituting an exception to the normal policy that ¢laims against State actors in the performance of
their duties are preciuded by qualified immunity. Primarily, the relief sought by Plaintifl in this
suit is a preliminary and then a permanent injunction ordering the Sheriff to cease and desist
from persecuting Plaintiff and from preventing Him from using and enjoying the all courthouses
in Cook County as He hitheric has done and has a right o7 privilege to do in any and all lawful
ways. Secondarily, Plaintiff seeks all other relief to which He is entitled, including compensa-
tory, and, if available, punitive damages. ’

PART 1L: JURISDICTION AND VENUE



2. This Court, being a court of general jurisdiction, has-- per § 9 of Arl VI of the [linois
Constitution, the Declaratory Action Act 735 ILCS 5/2-701, and the RLC.O. Act 18 USC
1964 )= subject matter jurisdiction w entertain and to decide PlaintiTs justiciable claims of a
common law, stamtory law, constitutional law, and equitable nature, whose claims include but
are not limited 1o claims brought pursuant to the right of citizens to sue for constinrtional viola-
tions 42 FSC 1983, conspitacy violations 42 USC 1985(2) and (3) and 42 USC 1986, violations
of the First and Fourth Articles of the U%, Bill of Rights, violations of § 1¢b) and (e} the 14"
Amendment to the U5, Constitution, RLCCY, Act vielations 18 LUSC 1962(c), B) Moreover,
since all Pertizs were and are located-- and the action in this case ook place-- in Cook County,
[linmz, the venue of this lawsuit alse is proper,

PART [Il: THE FACTS AND PLAINTIFF'S ALLEGATIONS THEREAROUT

Pari [11A; tion

3. Ewer since the 19805 Plaintiff has discovered that He has involuntarily become a
member of that small but growing class of American and [linois citizens who feel compelled o
exercise their rights fmrer offa o free speech and o petition their government for redress of griev-
ances in order to expose end to seek a remedy for their collective and individual mistreatment by
their public servants, inchuding Defendants, as manifested by Their incompetence, arbitrarily au-
thortarian and anti-democratic atitudes, and Their resentment and mistreatment of those vocal
minority (a5 well a8 non-minority} citizens who demand from Them the same respect and good
customer service that they expect and normally receive from private persons in commerce.

4. Plaintiff tends to believe that the USA and [llinois have become increasingly commu-
nistic polities, and He has sought to counter said trend, to help stem the rising tide of commu-
nism, &nd to support & more classically and naturally republican nation and State, and He has
done so by publicly advocating against public and private cellectivism and corruption and for
more transparency and accountability in government. Specifically, Plaintiff has sought to inter-

view Hiz errant public servants; has wrillen them letters: has published same on His website,



www.injusticexposed.org; has demonstrated outside of governmental buildings by dressing as
Unele Sam, carrying signs, and passing out leaflets; has filed several previous actions Himself in
state and federal courts; and has served as a bystander witness for acqualntances in their own
state and federal court actions.

3. § 23 of the Nlinois Bill of Rights guarantees to all [linoisans the right to “frequent re-
currence to the fundamental principles of civil government™ without governmental harassment in
the fulfillment of their “individual ohligations and responsibilities™ to “preserve the blessings of
liberty.” Ome of the important ways that Ninoisans can fulfill, have fulfilled, and still fulfill their
“individual obligations and responsibilities™ to “preserve the blessings of liberty™ is by serving as
court=watchers in [linms courtrooms.

6. This important role was once performed in Cook County by trained court-watchers of
the Better (overnment Association in downtown Chicago, who would complete written reports
on their pre-printed forms and send them to the Chief Judge of the County. Bur that program,
tragically for Cook County justice, died for lack of funding. When it was functioning, however,
many court personnel, including private attorneys, public defenders, and even occasional prose-
cutors would privately tell the BGA court-watchers that what transpired in courtrooms was very
different when the BGA court-watchers were present from what transpired there when they were
absent. Judicial, law enforcement, and elerical conduct in Cook County courtrooms was usually
on its best behavior when BGA couri-watchers were present, because they knew that they were
being watched, by name, and that their individual and collective conduct would be reported to
and read by the Chief Judge. Since the death of the BGA program, count proceedings have be-
come noticeably less courteous and mare lawless, so that private— and in some instances, admit-
tedly untrained-- court-watchers have feit compelled to “stand in the gap.” Despite the absence
of badges and pre-printed forms, such private court-watchers still perform a uscful service inso-
far as they can and often do send their private reports to the Chief Judge, and they can and do
aiso write affidavits for indigent litigants who cannot afford court-reporters about what they ob-
served in the courtroom that they observed. Such bysiander reports and affidavits are frequently
the only source of “objective’ information about what takes place in Cook County courtrooms,
now that efficial court-reporters have been removed from almest all Cook County civil court-
rooms and now that official court-reporters in Cook County criminal courtrooms are increasingly
subject to corrupt judicial influence to alter their transcripts,



: Harassment by While Serving as Conrd w

7. On the day in guestion in this lawsuit, 22007, Plaintiff was invited to attend a court
hearing for Sheila Mannix {Case No. 93 I 2984) in courtircom 1506 of the Daley Center, Judge
James G, Donegan. At the time of the court hearing, Plaintiff had never met Mannix. As court
was getting ready tw begin, Plaintiff and others in the courtroom, including a woman, Marie
Szcxypla, Abdon Pallasch, the Chicaga Sun Times reporter and two other gentlemen who were
there as court watchers also, Andrew Melson and Meark Michelski took their seais, As court got
underway, Mannix was before Judge Donegan pleading her case; Plaintiff witnessed a lawyer,
e known to him as David 1. Wessel, walk over to the bailiff, Cook County Sheriff Deputy Eric
{Gross, whisper something to him, then turms in the direction of where Plaintiff and the other
courl watchers were sitting and points Plaintiff and the others out.

%, Shorly after Wessel pointed Plaintiff and the others out, Judge Donegan ordered
Sheila Mannix out of the courtroom. After Mannix is being escorted out of the courtroom, Dep-
uty Gross is seen talking on his radio, stating that he had a disturbance in_the courtroom, At this
time the Plaintiff, and the others had followed Mannix out into the hallway. As Plaintiff was talk-
ing to and trying to console Mannix, as she was clearly upset, muluple Cook County Sheriff
Dieputies who were called by Deputy Gross, descended upon Plaintiff and the others. The depu-
fiee txld us that we had to leave the building or that the Plaintiff and the others would he arrested.
Suddenly Plaintift found himself surrounded by uniformed and armed Cook County Sheriff offi-
cers, Defendants, who informed Plaintiff that He hed to leave. Because PlaintfT knew that he
was doing nothing illegal, but was, in fact, and despite performance of an impertant public ser-
vice that day by serving- in the absence of official court watchers, who no longer exist in Cook
County—as an unofficial court-watcher, He asked the Cook County Shenff officers, Defendants,
why they were demanding his departure that day,

9. Because of the inability of the Deputies to artieulate to Him a single reason for Their
unconstitutional demand that He leave but just kept repeating it, Plaintitf kept demanding a
reason Tor Therr (Defendant’s) demand,

10. Some time around the time when Plaintiff asked the Cook County Shenlf officers,
Diefendants, again why did he have to leave, Plaintiff hears Cook County Sheriff Sergeant Tho-



mas Bovd vell, “Get them out of here™, Plaintift was then grabbed in a headlock position and his
arms were twisted behind his back, resulting in scarring and injury to his arms. Plaintiff was ar-
rested for “trespass to state supported land,” 720 ILCS 521-3, Said stanste, however, requires
any such alleged trespass “interfere with ancther person’s lawful use or enjoyment of such build-
ing or land,” which “ather person™ neither said Deputies nor the State, in Plaintiff's subsequent
criminal prosecution, were able (o identify, resuliing in the withdrawal of said charge.

11, Regrettably, Plaintiffs false imprisonment and false arrest by Hiz Shedfl Deputy
persecttors (zetually, the orders for Plaintff's persecutory arrest undoubtedly came from an un-
known person much higher wp in the law enforcement andfor political chain of command, as
ustrally happens in these cases of unlawful penalty for the exercise of constitutional rights) while
He was performing a patriotic service to &n acquaintance and to His County, State, and Country,
both so emotionally upset and disserbed Him, which, in turn, so antagonized His Sherifl Deputy
persecutors that what happened next that day remains very much disputed. PlaintifT was subse-
guently re-arrested several times, while in the custody of said Deputies on the day of His initzal
arrest, fior such alleged “crimes™ as “resisting arrest, continuing to interfere with Their perform-
ance of Their official duties, and battery.” PlaintifT claims that all such subsequent “crimes™ that
He was alleped to have committed were manufactured out of whole cloth as ‘added insurance’
that one or more of them would stick in eriminal court, which, of course, is precisely what the
homage jury that had been purged of all citizens skeptical of law enforcement decided, cavsing it
to conviet Plaintiff, which resulted in a judicizlly imposed sentence of 30 days in jail, because
said jury was so greatly brainwashed by unconscionable and lawless prosecutors and not helped
to understand the political harassment in this case by an establishmentarian and incompetent de-
fense attorney who was compelled against his will to defend Plaintiff.

PART I'V: COUNT ONE:
COMMON LAW FALSE IMPRISONMENT
UNCONSTITUTIONAL UNREASONABLE SETIZURE
ART. IV U5, BILL OF RIGHTS
VIA 14" AMENDMENT ULS, CONSTITUTION AND 42 USC 1983



12, Parts I-1Il of this Complaint are incorporated in their entirety, as though fully set
forth herein.

13, False imprisonment has taditionally been defined as any unlawful, intentional show
of force by which a person is compelled to remain where he or she does not wish to and has no
durty to remain, thus depriving him or her of his or her liberty and property inteérests therein,

14, At all times relevant Plaintiff had a common law and Aricle [V of the TLS, Bill of
Rights right 1o be free from being falsely imprisoned by His public servants, the herein named
Defendants,

15, Ar all times relevant Defendants Cook County Sheniffs Deputies, Sergeants and un-
known others had a common law and Article [V of the U5, Bill of Rights, and Official Miscon-
duet 720 ILCS 5/33-3 duty to refrain from falsely imprisoning Plaintiff.

16, At all times relevant the Defendams pamed in this Count had the above said duties,
notwithstanding the fact that They may not be “mmenable to justice,” according to the general
principle of law aiculated in 720 [LCS 5/8-2.1(h)(3).

17. On 27207 in the Daley Center and on various dates enumerated herein in the court-
howse at 555 W, Harrison St., withowt lawful authority or just cause, the Defendants named in
this Count breached said duties and deprived Plaintiff of His protected liberty and property inter-
ests o be free from false imprisonment when They compelled Him-- both before and after His
artest—1o stay put and later to go with Them to jail for allegedly “interfere[ing] with another
person's lewful use or enjoyment of such building or land,” when, in fact, there was no such
“other person” who was only a figment of Their imagination.

18, The Defendants mamed in this Count wers at all times acting under the color of State
law but when they committed the tort against Plaintiff that is herein alleged.

19, Plaintiff was injured by the actions of the Defendants named in this Count in that He
wis prevented from refucning o a public area, a public courtroom, a public building, and a pub-
lic forum, by said Defendants, Plaintifi™s public servants, who committed said deeds without
lawful authority or just cause, thus preventing His performance of His own public service as a
court-watcher, and PlaintfT was injured in that Plaintfl lost fime {which is money that He could
ltave been eaming} when He was forced into custody and when He was then compelled 1o spend
money unnecessarily in order to defend Himself in criminal court by an incompetent lawyer,

Russell Stewart, who Plaintift was not allowed to fire, despite several pleas to Cook County Cir-



cuit Court Judpe Thomas More Donnelly,  Plaintiff lost his business; he bad been in business
over 3 years. Going back and forth to court, Plaintiff cannot even secure a job. Finally, Plaintiff
was and is injured in that He was and is compelled to endure the on-going private humiliation
and emotional distress of the previously mentioned indignities.

20. The Defendants named in this Count were the proximate causes of Plaintifls injuries,
because those injuries were a direct result of Their personal words and/or deeds, which words
and deeds, on information and belicf, They would not today deny.

21, Plaintiff prays for a jury trial on all matters triable by jury, declaratory judgment
against the above named Defendants in this Count for the causes brought herein, compensatory
damages in excess of 330,000 from each Defendant, punitive damages if available, injunctions as
requested below, and any other relief that this Court andor His jury finds just and equitable.

PART V:
COMMON LAW FALSE ARREST
LNCONSTITUTIONAL UNREASONABLE SEIFZURE
ART. IV US, BILL OF RIGHTS
VIA 4™ AMENDMENT ULS. CONSTITUTION AND 42 USC 1953

22, Pans =111 of this Complaint are incorporated in their entirety, as though fully set
forth herein.,

23, False arrest has traditionally been defined as the assertion of lawtul authority o ar-
rest with intention to effect an arrest that resteaing (whether tangibly or intangibly) the person ar-
rested, who reasonably believes that he or she has been arrested and who, therefore, does not at-
tempt to escape from the restraint exerted for fear of being found guilty of resisting arrest.

24. At all times relevant Plaimtff had a common law and Article IV of the U5, Bill of
Rights right to be free from being falsely amrested by His public servants, the herein named De-
fendants.

25, At all times relevant Defendants Cook County Shen(T Deputies, Sergeants and un-
known others had a commaon law and Article IV of the 1L5. Bill of Rights, and [llinois statutory,
CriTicial Misconduet 720 TLCS 5/33-2, duty to refrain from falsely arresting Plaintiff.



26, AL all times relevant the Defendants named in this Count hed the ebove said duties,
notwithstanding the fact that They may not be “amenable to justice,” according to the general
principle of law articulated in 720 ILCS S/8-2,1(b)(3),

27, On 212007 in the Daley Center, without lawful authority or just cause, the Defendants
named in this Count breached said duties and deprived Plaintifl of His protected liberty and
property interests o be free of false arrest when They arrested Him for allegedly “interfere[ing]
with another person’s lawlel use or enjoyvment of such building or land,” when, in fact, there was
no such “other person™ who was only a Ggment of Their imagination,

28. The Defendants named in this Count were at all fimes acting wnder the color of State
law but when they committed the tort against Plaintift that is herein alleged.

29, Plaintiff was injured by the actions of the Defendants named in this Count in that He
was prevented from returning to a public area, a public courtroom, a public building, &nd 2 pub-
lic forum, by said Defendants, Plaintiff's public servants, who committed said deeds without
lawwiul autherity or just cause, thus preventing His performance of His own public service as a
court-wetcher, and Plaintiff was injured in that Plaintiff lost time (which is money that He could
have been eamning) (See Part IV: Count One #19) when He was forced into custody and when
He was then compelled to spend money unnecessarily in order 1o defend Himself in criminal
court. Finally, Plaintiff was and iz injured in that He was and is compelled to endure the on-
going private humiliation and emaotional distress of the previously mentioned indignities.

30, The Defendants named in this Count were the proximate causes of Plaintiff's injuries,
because those injuries were a direct result of Their personal words andfor deeds, which waords
and deeds, on informaetion and belief, They would not today deny.

31. Plaintiff prays for a jury trial on all matters triable by jury, declaratory judgment
apainst the above named Defendants in this Count for the causes brought herein, compensatory
damages in excess of $30L,000 from each Defendant, punitive damages i available, injunetions as
requested below, and any other relief that this Court and/or His jury finds just and equitable.




















































































