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PETITION FOR A WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS PURSUANT TO 28 U.5.C.
2242,2243 and 2249 BY A PERSON IN FEDERAL CUSTODY.

To Hon. John G. Roberts, Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court on behalf of
Edward Bartoli who is held in federal custody as a result of Case # 04-cr-0372 in the
United States District Court of Northern Illinois. The reason this application is not filed
in the District Court of Northern linois is that petitioner cannot have an adjudication of
these issues by an impartial judge as evidenced by the charges in this petition. I was
granted in forma pauperis status by the District Court which continues to date. I have
been ordered to turn myself in on July22 to Coleman Low prison, Coleman, FL.

Signed Dated

Charges:

1. Federal agents illegally emgaged in eight years of investigation and prosecution of 5637
American citizens, including me, that justifies dismissal of charges against me or a new
trial. See Fxhibits A, %

2. In my trial, the court allowed evidence to be used that was acquired illegally by a
search warrant wherein the application and affidavit for the warrant were not subscribed
and sworn to under oath as required by Supreme Court law. See Exhibits B.

3 Because of a clear violation of The Speedy Trial Act the indictment in this case must
be dismissed either with or without prejudice. See Exhibits C.



4.1 will be 80 years old in November 2009 and have a health history of heart trouble,
Altzimers, Spinal Stinosis, Prostrate problems (three surgeries in the last year and a hailf),
Dementia, and being legally blind, I was required to participate in a 12 week trial with six
other defendants, where I could not adequately participate in my defense. I was
subsequently sentenced to 10 years in prison for non-payment of taxes. Since my life
expectancy is 8 % years this is a life sentence for nonpayment of taxes !! This would be
cruel and unusual punishment. Since January 2007, I have been treated and/or diagnosed
57 times by Largo, FL Diagnostic Center that has 35 doctors on it’s staff...all specialists.
See Exhibits D

5. At trial defendants were prohibited from presenting any evidence that the tax saving
program (Aegis program) was legal. In response to a Motion In Limine (Document 314)
filed by the government to bar evidence and argument that defendants’ Trust System was
a lawful means to avoid paying taxes, Judge Norgle granted the (Do. 400)motion
depriving defendants’6™ Amendment right to put forth a defense, and use the “Cheek
Defense” as defined by the Supreme Court. This was in effect a directed verdict. In his
approval the judge did not test the trust system under state law as required by law since
there is no federal law governing the validity of a Business Trust. See Exhibit E

6. My IRS Individual Master File establishes that [ am not a Tax Protester and I am not
required to file a 1040 tax return. See Exhibits F

Because of the above I respectfully request a stay of further proceedings against me and
that I be released from Federal custody, or be granted a new trial.. I submit all of the
material herein under oath.

Subscribed and sworn to under oath by

Edward Bartoli



Exhibits A



“DISTRICT COURT, NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION, is
nothing short of “offering a false instrument for filing™, which is a erime.

PURPORTED INDICTMENT
04 CR 0372

DEFECTS IN INDICTMENT:

1. No Signed Form 9131 (IRS-CI special agents Showing of Authority to
Empanel Grand Jury)

2. Grand Jury Empanelled Under Title 18 U.S.C. §3331, “Special” Grand Jury,
Authorized to Investigate Corruption and Fraud by Public Officials and
Federal Employees, and Issue Reports.

3. No Target Letter

4. No Opportunity to Testify and Present Witnesses and Evidence to Grand Jury

5. No Taxing Obligation Statutes Cited

6. No Signed Applications and Probable Cause Affidavits for Search Warrants

7. Search Warrants Were Overbroad and Did Not Meet the Particularity
Requirements

8. Purported Indictment (04 CR 0372) Issued Beyond the 3-Year Statute of
Limitations, From the Date of the Execution of the March 30, 2000 Purported
Search Warrants.

9. The March 6, 2003 Purported Search Warrants Were Based on an FBI Agents
Unsigned Probable Cause Affidavit, Related to the Investigation of Vallone’s
Ponzi Scheme, and Were Not Related to Aegis, Heritage, Bartoli or Hopper

10. Not Charged With Any of The 10 Criminal Tax Offenses Listed m the USAM,
Which the IRS Has Authority to Investigate, for Which the United States
Attorney, Department of Justice, Has Authority to Prosecute.

11. Charged With Violating Title 18 and Title 26 Federal Penal Code Statutes

12. No CFR Indexed Regulation Cross Referenced to Those Title 18 and Title 26
Federal Penal Code Statutes

13. No Federal Register Publication of a Generally Applicable Regulation for Those
Title 18 and Title 26 Penal Code Statutes

14. No Reguired IRS Reporting Form Identified

15. No Procedurally Correct Assessments for the 7201 Counts

16. No CFR Indexed Regulation Cross Referenced to 26 U.S.C. §7608 the Claimed
Authority for IRS-CI special agents

17. No Federal Register Publication of a Generally Applicable Regulation for 26
U.S.C. §7608, the Claimed Authority for IRS-CI special agents

18. No 1939 Statutes at Large Source of Law for the Purported “Restatement” of 26
U.S.C. §7206(1) and (2)

19. Period from Arraignment to Trial Date is Unreasonable and Exceeds Any
Reasonable Allowable Exception to the Speedy Trial Act.

20. Purported Indictment Fails to Charge Defendants with ANY Crime.

21. Government Has Failed to present a Cognizable Claim, Court Lacks Jurisdiction



Exhibits B



United States District Court, Northern District of Tllinois, Eastern
DIVISION. o ceveeieniviiern s United States of America v. Edward B. Bartoli et
) DU, Judge Charles R. Norgle No.04 CR 372-
e iviesvisesesenOn March 30,2000 the premises of Aegis Financial Group and
Sigma Resources were raided by the IRS under a search warrant issued by Magistrate Alexander Keyes.
The evidence seized provided the foundation for ali subsequent legal action against alt Aegis members and
Aegis principals. The application for the search warrant and the Affidavit of Probable Cause were not
subscribed and sworn to under oath as required by the Supreme Court in Groh v. Ramirez, 298 Fed. 3¢
1022 affirmed by the Supreme Court Feb. 24, 2004. The evidence of this is in the record . On Sept 2, 2004
Ralph Schindler, my attorney, filed a motion to suppress all evidence seized by the raid (Docket Document
No.139). One of the grounds for the motion was “upon an invalid oath or affirmation”. (see attached) The
government filed a response to the motion and attached the the Application and Affidavit for the search
warrant which were NOT subscribed and sworn to under oath as required by Ramirez. (Docket Document
No.157 see attached). This was the ONLY record J. Norgle had before him when he ruled . The only ruling
possible in light of thr record was to rule in favor of the motion to suppress. Y. Norgle ruled against the
motion and in his written opinion did not even mention the unsubscribed application and affidavit. (see
Docket Document No.191 attached). Since this ruling was clearly an error his ruling failed to bring all the
evidence seized within the jurisdiction of the court. The remedy here is to bring a Writ of Habeas Corpus
before the Supreme Court of the United States asking to stay all proceedings and asking to have all evidence
used suppressed. It would be futile to bring the issue back in the Northern District. The Writ could be
brought by a Aegis member or defendant in this case. If 1 bring it it would be filed with Chief Justice
Roberts as required since I live in Florida. A favorable ruling would bring this case to an end for all Aegis
members and principals, and allow them to seek a remedy for the damages incurred. Here is what the
Supreme Court had to say on Feb 24, 2004 about the prerequisite for a VALID search warrant, The four
reqirements are clearly stated in the Constitution as follows: 1. Probable Cause, 2. Supported by Oath or
Affirmation, 3.particularly describing the “place” to be searched, and the “persons or “things” to be seized.
This warrant lacked all of them because it was not subscribed to under oath.
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