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ER OF THE COURT

FILED
JUN 20 200
=N COURTY CIRDUAT COURT
Circuit %udge
STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUITCOURT DANE COUNTY
BRANCH &

LEONARD POZNER.

Plaimtift,

L Case No. WISCV3122

JAMES FETZER,

Defendant.

DECISION AND ORDER
DENYING JAMES FETZER'S MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM JUDGMENT

INTRODUCTION
James Fetzer published fake stories accusing Leonard Poaner of fabricating his child's
death centificate. Pozner sued for defamation and, in 2019, a jury awarded him $450,000. Now,
five years later, Fetzer complains that the verdict was the product of a vast conspiracy to comenit
fraud. As a result of my participation in the supposed fraud, Fetzer asks me to sanction mysclf then
order a new trial, | liberally construc Fetzer's rambling papers to seck relief from judgment under
Wis. Star § 806,07, then deny Fetzer's motioa because it does not establish any grounds for relief.
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DECISION

I Liberally construing his papers, Fetzer seeks relief from judgment,

Before wurning 1o his argument. | recognize than Fetzer repeesents himself. Couns liberally
construe pro sc litigamts’ filings. bin-Rilla v. Israel, 113 Wis. 2d 514, S20.20 (1983 However,
“we bave long required peo se litigants, just like those with an attorney, 10 &1 reasonably indefense
of their rights.” State ex rel. Wren v. Richardson, 2019 W1 110, 924, 389 Wis. 24516, 936N.W 24
587. This means that “while we construe pro sc petitions. motiois. and briefs ta make the most
intelligible argument we can discem, we do no(hpu!.e to pro salium the best argument they
could have, but did not, make.™ Jd., 925,

I mext apply thissiandard to determing what sort of relicf Fetzer secks. O its face, Fetzer's
mation secks three principal fémedies: e asks (1) that the 2019 judgment against him “must be
vacated.” ( f) that both mysclf and two of Pozner's aitorneys be “sanctioned and subject 1o suitable
peralties,” 8l (3) Nthe caseFemanded for trial on the merits ™ Fetzer Mot dkt. $99.26. Fetzer
<ites no legal authogity that might entitic him to any of these remedics. Liberally construing his
papers, howeser, it is clear that Fetzer alleges 3 wide-ranging conspiracy to commit fraud upon the
court. fd at 1 (“The extrinsic fraud was by FEMA, the media, and the Obama administration ...."),
As best 1 can tell, the purpose of Fetzer's new papers are to submit evidence on which | should
find the existence of a fraud upon the court and then grant relief from the 2019 judgment against
him_ [ therefore construe the papers as a motion for relief from judgment.

1L Legal standard for relief from judgment,

Wisconsin Stat. § 806.07(1) allows relief from judgnuent “upon such temms are just ...." To
peevail, the moving party “bears the burden to prove that the requisite conditions existed.” Comnor

v. Connor, 2001 WI 49, €28, 243 Wis. 2d 279, 627 N.W 2d 182, Afler proving a reason for relief,
2
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the movant must also show the motion was made “within & reasonable time ...." Wis, Stat. §
£06.07(2). “Any credible evaluation of a motion's timeliness will necessanily consider the reasons
for the moving party’s delay as well as the prejudice visited upon the non-moving panty.” State ex
rel. Cymrhia M.S. v. Michaoel FC, 181 Wis. 2d 618, 627, $11 N.W.2d 868 (1994)

In addition 10 the enumerated reasons for relief in § 806,07(3) the plain statutory text of §
806.07(2) also authorizes “an independent action, based on fraud upon the court, 1o set@side a
judgment.” Dekker v. Wergin, 214 Wis. 2d 17,20, 570 N.W.2d S614C1. App. 1997) feiting Walker
v. Tobin, 200 Wis. 2d 72, 79, 568 N.W.2d 303 (€6 App. 1997/l Alb6Egh the statutory text
authonizes an “independent action.™ courts have treated fraud gpon the court as grounds for a
motion for relief from jud@ment. See 11 Wreight &Miller, Federal Practice & Procedure Civ. §
2868 (3d ed. IOQJ)(‘Amrtvunol bound by the label used in the party’s papers. A motion may
be 1reated as an hdcpaﬂ:m action apvice versa as ks appropriate.”); see Bankers Mortg. Co. v.
l.‘m‘rrd&_a;ﬂi F.2d 73, 78(? Cir. 1970) (explaining the history of the “independent action™);
see also Nelson v. Taff; 173 Wis. 2d 178, 187,499 N.W 2d 685 (Cr. App. 1993) ( Wisconsin cournts
may rely on federal cases mterpreting analogous rules),

A movant claiming fraud upon the court must prove five elements:

(1) 2 judgment which ought not, in equity and good conscience, to be
enforced;

(2) a good defense to the alleged cause of action on which the judgment is
founded;

(3) frund, accident, or mistake which prevented the appellant in the
judgment from obtaining the benefit of his claim,

(4) the absence of fault or negligence on the pan of appeilam; and
(5) the absence of any remedy at law,

3
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Didoker, 214 Wis. 2d a1 21 (alterations omitted ).

1. Fetzer's motion fails under either procedure.

Although it appears Fetzer actually seeks relief under the “independent action™ procedure
in § 806.07(2), I begin by examining Fetzer's motion to see whether he can prove Badsentitled to
relief from judgment for any of the reasoas sct forth in § 806.07(1). Fetzer qi & senes ofhuds
occurred during this litigation in 2019, the proof of which was céntained in a book he wrote in
2015, Fetzer Br, dki. 399:19. For example, borrowing his words, Fetzer says the ffsudulem
complaint was “so manifestly defective that eved & first-year law student would have rejected it
. Fetzer Br., dki. 599:17. But if these frauds occtgred in 2019, nndi'fcmr knew about them
cither because they were obyious 1o a ﬂi_i}-)rth;y\' :tuiwlwbecwsc Fetzer had alrcady written
a book on the topicgthen § 806.07(2) regaired F&wxo explain some reason why his five-year
delay in m- mﬁm ”fthef from judgment was reasonable. He offers no such explanation,
s0 1 demy Fetzer any relief from judgment under § 806.07(1).

1 tum, next, to the independent action procedure for relief from judgment in § 806.07(2).
This inguiry goes powhere because, bevond Fetzer's repeated use of the phrase “fraud upon the
court,” he addresses none of the elements of an independent action for refief from judgment, See
generally Fetzer Br., dkt, 599. While | have liberally construed Fetzer's motion to seek relief under
this section, | cannot develop an argument for him. Richardson, 2019 W1 110, 925, In any event,
an independent action based on fraud could never emtitle Fetrer to relief unless he acted
“seasonably”™ and “without inexcusable negligence in the action.” Dekker, 214 Wis. 2d a1 22
(quoting Lawn v. Kipp, 155 Wis. 347, 371 (1914)). Here, 1o repeat, Fetzer professes his belief ina
massive conspimcy to commit fraud but, 10 the extent his new motion is not already precluded by

presious litigation, Fetzer bas sought no relief for five years. As a result, even if | believed that
4
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“FEMA, the media. and the Obama administration™ defrauded this court, | would sill deny
Fetzer's motion because he inexplicably waited too long. See. eg. i at 19 (dismissing
independent action under § 806.07(2) after plaintiff “failed to act in a timely or prudent fashion to
protect his own interests ....").

ORDER

For these reasons,

IT IS ORDERED that Jumes Fetzer's motions for relief from judgmeent are denied.

This is a final order for purpose of appeal.
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MOTION TO OPEN JUDGMENT

PURSUANT TO EXTRINSIC FRAUD
AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT

James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.
(June 17, 2024)
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00172024
CIRCUNT COURT
DANE COUNTY W3
201CVOON122
STATE Q0 WiISCONSN CIRCUIT COURT DANE QOUNTY
LEONARD POZNER,
Plamttt,
- Case No llllmv
JAMES FETZER.
Diefendan

MOTION TO OPEN JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO
EXTRINSIC FRAUD AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT

NOW COMES James H. Fetzer PhD,, pro se. to Open the Judgment of $1.1
million dollars in awards enterod against him by Extrinsie Fraud and Fraud upon
the Court pmﬂm«l upon him. The extrinsic fraud was by FEMA, the medin, and
|&-0hﬂ Mll"'ntam_donlby presenting Exercise L-366 conducted on 121312 as a
roal-time (LIVE) mass shooting in which 20 children and six adults were killed. The
Fraud upon the Court was by committed by Officers of the Court, including Leonnrd
Pozner attornevs, Genevieve M. Zimmorman (WI21100693) and Jacob Zimmerman
IMNROZ30656), who (separately and jointly) perpetmted Froud upon the Court
by falsely alleging o death that did not eccur and subarning perjury by presenting
in support the depasition testimony of an impostor witness: and by Dane County
Circunt Court Judge Frunk Remington, who disallowed Dr. Fetzer from challenging
the extransic fraud by setting aside his extensive and detatled evidence that the

purported death had not cocurred but was based upon a staged event, which the
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mainstrenm medin and the federal government had declared to be a real event to

promote the government’s gun-control agendn, on the basis of which he granted

Summary Judgment to Plaintiff (Exhabit A); by sanctioning Dy, Fetzer when he

sought to expose the wdentity of the impostor witness, thereby denying him a vreal

contest in the hearing of case No. 18 CV 3122, Pozner v Fetzef, et al i and by denying
the existence of disputed facts when they were pervasive and fundamental to the
case, on appeal at 2021 WI App. 27, 397 Wis. 2d 243, 939NIW. 89 (Wis. OF App.

2021), WI Sup Ct, cert densed, and by the ULS, Supreme Court, ofrt denied: and. in

support thereof, Dr. Fetzer states as follows:

JURISDICTION

1. This case is hrought under the rule announced in the case of United States v
Throckmorton, 98 U, S, 61 (1878) that Fraud upon the Court may be brought at
any time in any court when a party has been prevented from presenting a valid
defense.!

2. It would be “manifestly unconscionable™ for this decision to stand; indeed, case
No. 18 CV 3122, Pazner v Fetzer, e al., seoms to be n perfect example of Fraud
upon the Court ns SCOTUS intended (Donald Griffin Jr., Equitable Relief from
Judgments Obtained by Fraud, Intrinsic and Extrinsic, 36 Marq. L. Rev. 188
(1952),

3. It entails the Violation of Constitutional Rights Under Color of Law us defined

' Budioch v United States, 763 F24 1115, 1321 (10" Cir, 1985); Applng v State Favm Mutusd Automatvie
Inswanco Company, 340 F3d8 769, 781 |9™ Cie 2003).
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Under 18 US.C. § 241 and § 242 by denying Dr. Fetzer his 7% Amendment Right

to a Trinl by Jury. nnd his 14 Amendment Right to Equal Protection because

the Summary Judgment protocols of Wl vary widely from those of other states,
such as TX.

5, And pursuant to the Wisconsin Code of Judicial Conduct as’®et forthan Ch. 60 of
the Wisconsin Supreme Court (hitps/iwww wicourtegovisc/rules/chapfill. pdf) and
to Wisconsin Statute 806.07¢2)k “This section does not limit the power of n court
to entertain an independent nction to relieve o party from judgment, order, or

proceeding, or to set aside o judgment for fraud on the bourt”.

PARTIES

6. James H. Fetzer, PR.D., Plaintiff, resides ot 800 Violet Lane, Oregon. W1
53575.

7. Loonard Pozoee, purported father of Noah Pozner, who was present at the
Sandy M erime scone, was photographed with his son prior to his son's
alleged murder on December 14, 2012. That photograph has appeared
worldwide. The last known Connecticut address for this Leonard Pozner is
261 South Main Street, #332, Newtown, CT 06470. See the picture published
on 02 May 2017 in The Guardian in an article authored by Hadley Freeman
(nttached hereto ns Exhibit B.)? Notice this photograph is “Courtesy Leonard
Pozner”,

THE EXTRINSIC FRAUD

NMIPS Jwiww theQuarcian

sonseURcists-rEtim-father {last viewed 2.17.24)
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8, On December 14, 2012, The U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency
conducted a Site Activatson Call-down Drill. The drill was histed on the CT
FEMA schedule as Exercise [-266 and distnbuted with s map from FEMA
Headquarters in Bridgeport, CT, to Sandy Hook Elementary School i Newtown,
CT (Exhibit €). The Exercise Plan explains that it will be sondusted on 12/1312
beginning at 8:00 AM and end at 11:20 PM to be gwaluated on 12/1412 as a ryal-
time (LIVE) event (Exlubit D). This mock FEMA deill G whisch o one died) was
converted into a fraud against the Ameeiean people and its judigial system with
the claim that 6 adults and 20 ehildren had been killed and two adults injured.

9, Further proof comes from lha.Mhdavltd Brian Davidson, Private Investigator
Iioensed in Texas of October 28, 2022, who conducted a review of the Connecticut
State Police files and not only found proof that the Sandy Hook event was not a
mass muirder but that the site was not even an operating school (Exhibit E).

10. These finduags are confirmed by other official documents of the US govermment,
including the FBI Consolidated Crime Repart for 2012, which shows no murders
or non-negligent manslaughters in Newtown during 2012, Since Sandy Hook is a
subdivision of Newtown, the FBI Report confirms that there were no murders of
non-negligent manslaughters in Sandy Hook during 2012 (Exhibit F).

FRAUD UPON THE COURT
11.The fraud against the court began between February 7, 2013 and Decomber
11, 2014, when Doana L. Soto, adminkstrator of the Estate of Victoria L. Soto

(ease & 13.00070), Nicole Hockley, co-administrators of the estate of Dylan C.
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Hockley (case # 14.0564); William Sherlach, executor of the estate of Mary J.
Sherlach (case # 13-00062); Leonard Pozner, administrator of the estate of
Noanh S. Pozner (case # 14.0589); Gilles J. Rousseau, administrator of the
estate of Lauren G. Rousseau; David C. Wheeler, administratoz of the estate
of Benjamin A, Wheeler (case # 14-0567); Neil Heslin amd Scardett Lewis, eo-
administrators of the estate of Jesse McCord Lewis (case ¥ 13.0048); Mark
and Jacqueline Barden, co-administrators of the estate of Daniel G, Barden
(case # 14-0577); and Mary D'Avino, admimstrotrix of the estate of Rachel M.
Y Avine (case ¥ 13-0036) apened probate estates i the State of Connecticut,
Court of Probate, Region 222 Probate Distriet, for the above alleged
decedents
12.0n January 26, 2015, the fraud on the court was continued by the filing by
Donna 1. Sote, Administrator of the Estate of Victoria L. Soto. Nicole Hockley,
co-ndministgators of the estate of Dylan C. Hockley; William Sherlach, executor
of the estate of Mary J, Sherlach: Leonard Pozner, administrator of the estate of
Noah S. Pozner; Gilles J. Rousseau, administrator of the estate of Lauren G,
Rousseau; David C, Wheeler, adiministrator of the estate of Benpamin A,
Wheeber; Neil Heslin and Scarlett Lowis, co-administeators of the estate of Jesse
McCord Lewis: Mark and Jacqueline Barden, co-administrators of the estate of
Daniel G, Barden: and Mary D'Avino, administratrix of the estate of Rachel M,

DAvine, of a complaint for damages against Bushmaster Firearms
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International, LLC, et al.. in the Superior Court of Connecticut at case numbey
UWY-CV-15-605620025-S,

13.The Plaintiffs alleged that the persons they represent were murdered on the

morning of December 14, 2012, at Sandy Hook Elementary School, Newtown,
CT.

14.0n April 14, 2016, by unpublished opinion, Ct. Supérior Court Judge Barbara N.
Bellis granted the Defendnnts’ Motions to Dismiss. Herdecision was overruled
on appeal and the case remanded for trial. Soto, et al o Bushumbster Firearms
International, LLC, e al,, 331 Conn 53, 202A, 3d 262 (2019), cert denied, 547 U,
S.1111, 126 S. Ci 1913,

15.0n July 27, 2020, Remington Qutdoor Company, Ine. and its subssdinries and
affiliates, whiehi thcluded Bushimaster Firearms International, LLC, filed for
bankmupteyan the United States Bankruptey Court for the Northern District of
Alabama, at ease number 20.81688.CRJ11,

16. Neither the Jones v Healin nor the Soto v Bushmaster cases were decided by a
trial by jury on the merits. To the contrary, they wore decided on preliminary
motyons. The citation by the W1 Appellate Court in the decision against Dr.
Fetzer was o furtherance of the extrinsio fraud practiced upon the court and Dr.
Fetzer,

17.0n September 10, 2021, Dr, Fetzeor filed a Motion to Intervene in the case of
Soto, et al v Bushmaster, et al (Exhibat G).
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18,00 September 20, 2021, Remungton filed its objection to Dr. Fetzer's Motion to
Intervene in Soto v Bushmaster (Exhibit H),

19.0n September 22, 2021, Judge Bellis denied the Fetzer Motion to Intervene.

20.0n September 24, 2021, Fetzer filed a Motion to Intervene in the Remington
bankruptey to present evidence that nobody died at Sands Hook (Exhibit I).

21.0n September 27, 2021, without objection from attaenevs for the Remington
Creditors committee to the Fetzer Motion to Intervens, the Bankruptey Court
denied the Fetzer Motion,

22,00 May 16, 2022, the Plaintiffs withdrew the Soto v Bushmaster case as settled.

FRAUD UPON THE COURT IN DANE COUNTY

21. The Complaint (Novegiher 27, 2018) attached a death certificate for a party
(cated ns '.\’.P.') Allegrd tohave died during n mass shooting nt Sandy Hook
Elementary Schoolin Newtown, CT, on December 14, 2012 (Exhibit J).

22 The complege death cortificate attached to the Complaint was not the same as
the incomplete death certificate for which Dr. Fetzor was being sued, which
Pozner himself had given to Dr. Fetzer’s research colleague, Kelley Watt; yet
the Complaint nsserted that they were “not matenally different™ (Exhibit K).

23, Dr. Fetzer's Answer (January 2, 2019 enumersted multiple grounds on which
the authenticity of this or any other death certificate for parties at the alleged
shooting was disputable, including an aerial photograph of the parking lot of
the school at Sandy Hook on December 14, 2012, reveals that there were no

blue and white signage or parking spaces for the handicapped as required for
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an open facility under state and federal laws and regulations implementing
the Americans with Disabilities Act, and confirms the school was not open on
Decembor 14, 2012, and questioned the identity of Plaintiff Leonard Pozner,
whom Dr. Fetzer suspected to be a legal fiction fronting for ReubenVabner,
o porty whom he believed (and continues 1o believe) playeds kevrole in
orchestrating the FEMA exercise as mass murder (Exhibit L),

25. During the Scheduling Conference (March 11, 2019), Judie Frank Remington
complimented Pozner's attorneys for a “capefully crafted Complaint” that was
limited to the truth or falsity of the death cantificate (Exhibit M, pages 49-50),
1ssuing his ruling that “Whether or tiot Sandy Hook ever happen ed or not is not
relevant to this ~ the <the trutlifulness or the accuracy of the death certificate
s Whether or not Sandy Hoolb hoppened i3 for another day and another ploce™

“Whether or not Sandy Hook ever happened or not is not relevant to the -
the — truthfualness or the accuracy of the death certificate. Now I understand

the — the defendant’s overall theory in believing that it never happened, and

I'my ot going 1o take the bait and let this case go down that — that path and
into that rabbit hole,

“Whether or not Sandy Hook ever happened is for another day in another
place. The only question for me is to guide the parties into engnging in
discovery that either proves the death certificate was — was true, was real,
was accurate and legitimate or not.”

26. During the Telephone Motion Hearing of April 18, 2019, Judge Remington
bifurcated the case to disallow Dr. Fetzer concurrent discovery regarding his
three counterclaims for Abuse of Process, Froud and Theft by Deception. and
Fraud on the Court, thereby precluding Dr. Fetzer from further investigation
of the wdentity of the Plaintiff Leonard Pozner (Exhubit N),

27.0n Apnl 22, 2019, following research on the observation of Kelley Watt, to
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whom Pozner had provided the death certificate published in Dr. Fotzer's
book—that Noah Pozner bore o striking resemblance to his purported older
half-brother, Michacl Vabner—Dr. Fetzer moved for expanded DNA testing
to include not only Leonard Pozner and Noah Pozner, but Reubsp Vabaey
nnd Michael Vabner as well, based upon evidence demeonstrating that Noah
Pozner was a fiction made up of photographs of Michael Vabner a8 s child/
This would have lnid to rest or confirmed Dr, Fetzer's suspicions nbout the
wdentity of the Plaintiff, but Judge Remington demied the metion. although
it included detailed proof that Noah Pogtier was a fiction made up of photos
of his presumptive older half-brother and thercfore is not dead, presumably
relevant to the authenticity of Noah Pozner's death certificate (Exhibit O).

mo:t May 21;;”&9:[%. Fetzer participated in the Oral Deposition of Wayne
Carvers M.D.. the Medical Examiner for the State of Connecticut, whose role
was central in conveying to the public the false impression that the Sandy
Hook FEMA exercise 1.-366 had been a veal shooting (Exhibit P).

29,1t was therefore unsurprising when Dr. Fetzer presented many indications
that Sandy Hook had been a FEMA exercise vather than a mass murder,
such as the sign, "EVERYONE MUST CHECK IN", Porta-Potties in place,
bottled water (and pizza) nt the firchouse, many wearing nometags on
lanyvards. and even parents bringing children to the seene. all coplously
documented in Nobody Died At Sandy Hool: (Exhibit P, pages 54-75).

30, When Dr. Fetzer presented thiee Noah Pozner death certificates—the one

published in Dy, Fetzer's book (Exhibit J within P, with ne file number). the
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one attached to the Pozner Complaint (Exhibit K. with a handwnitten file
number), and the one obtained by co-defendant Dave Gabary from the State
of Connecticut (Exhibit L, with a partinlly printed file number). Dr. Carver
responded to the latter of the three and said, “Well, first of allthis was—<]
have no idea what it 15" (Exhibit P, page 81, lines 7-8)

31.0n June 17, 2019, Dy, Fetzer participated in the Oral Depesition of a party
who was introduced by Pozner’s attomeys us Leonafd Pozner, the father of
the decedent Noah Pozner, during which Dr. Fetzer presented evidence that
Noah Pozner was a fiction eneated out of photogeaphs of Michael Vabner, the
yvounger son-of Reuben Vabner, when he was a child: that a passport posted
on the website of Lsonard Pozner was counterfeit (which is a federal crime):
nnd other proaf of Frnud @pon the Court (Exhibit Q).

32, ‘DiFing tha Oral Hearing (June 17, 2019), Jake Zimmerman introduced a
new (fifth) death certificate for Noah Pozner (Exhibit 2, sealed by the court),
which had not been provided to Dr, Fetzer prior to the Oral Heanng, Indeed,
Attorney Zimmerman then argued that it had been the one Pozner had given
to Kelley Watt, but where the bottom town certification and side state
certification had been removed to fabneate the one published by Dr. Fetzer
(Exhibit R, pages 50).

33.Dr. Fetzer protested this new death certificate was not the one for which
he had been sued and when Judge Remington asked him if it. too. wore a
fnke, he replied. “Well, it i= on multiple grounds!” (Exhibit R, page 51)

3. Judge Remington asked Dr. Fetzer if he could feel the embossed seal on the

10
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new document, which was partially shredded (because of the thinness of the
paper used to create it), Judge Remington wiss ready to rule when Dr. Fetzer
observed be had not vet been allowed to testify yet (Exhibit R, pages £4.65).

35. During his testimony, Dr. Fetzer patiently reviewed the diffepenecs hetween
the four death certificates (Exhibits 4.7) and that reports of two (2) forensie
document experts (Larry Wickstrom and A.P. Robertson) it roduced priog
to the hearing had concluded that all four are fake (Exhibit R, pp. 114-169),

36. Even though Pozner did not have an expert suppoﬂ% theauthenticity of
any of the (now five) death cegtificates, Judge Remington ruled that Dr.
Fetzer's experts were “not persuasive’, saving that he didn't “think they
were helpful”, while hndm‘_ﬁr. Fetzor hable for defamation of Leonard
Poznter (Exhibit R, pages 164-171).

87. The Court asked BF. Fetzor to include his “Oral Hearing Briefing Notes™
ns an exhibit. (Exhibit S),

38.Tn s Decision and Order on Post-Verdiet Motions, Judge Remington asserts
that Dr. Fetzer now claims that “he qualifies as a media defendant™, which he
sasd he had not ruised before; and that The undisputed focts show that Noah
Pozner's death certificate was (and 13) authentic’ and that ‘no reasonable
factfinder can conclude that Dr. Fetzer acted with ordinary care when he
published the statements cdaiming the death cortificate was fake’ (Exhabit T).

DEPOSITON BY IMPOSTOR

39. Prior to the Oral Heanng, a video deposition was taken featuring a second

Leonard Pozner who said he was the father of Nooh Pozner and appeared as a

n
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witnieas agninst Dr. Fetzer on May 28 2019, (See Dr. Fetzer's Affidavit of June
10, 2019, summarizing his questioning of the witness (Exhibit Q). The witness
Pozner 15 in a business suit on the left in Exhibit A of the Affidavit of Wolfgang
Halbig of December 13, 2023 (Exlabit W).

40. Hoving participated in the depasition of the Leonard Pozaer who appeared as
the Plaintiff in the Wl cose against Dr. Fetzer, DrFetzer attests that the Poztwr
in the business suit in Exhibit A attached to the ,uﬁmoi\\'druu ﬂb‘b‘ug
dated Decomber 13, 2023 (attached heretons Exhibit W)is the person who
appeared as the Plantiff against hun (Exhibit X).

41.The address and peal name for this Leonard Pegner 15 unknown but the address
of his attorney of recopd, Jacob Zimmerman, is known: The Zimmerman Firm,
EKLC, 1043 Grund Avenue #2535, Saint Paul, MN 55105; jake®zimmerman-
frncom, (See case No. 15 CV 3122, Pozner v Fetzer, of ul.)

42, Comparisonof the crime soene Leonard Pozner with the Leonard Pozner whom
Dr. Fetzer deposed in Madison, W1, establishes that they are not ane and the
same but are two different persons.

43. The Leonnrd Pozner who was photographed on September 21, 2023, while being
issued a speeding ticket, is the same Leonard Pozner who appeared in Court 1in
Florida. See parngraph 6 of Affidavit of Wolfgang Halbig (Exhibit W)

44. The Leonard Pozner sitting in an automobile while getting a speeding ticket
with & current address that is known. He resides at 155 Court Avenue, Unit

2510, Orlando, FL 32801, formerly of 261 South Main Street, 8332, Newtown,

12
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CT 06470. This picture (of this Leonnrd Pozner in cnsual clothes) is not
ideatified by exhibit number 1o the Halbig Affidavit but s attached as
Photograph Three to the Affidavit of Welfgang Halbig (Exhibit W),

45.Dr. Fetzer asked Brinn Davidson, P.L, to verify or falsify the conclusions of
Wolfgang Halbig, Davidson's Affidavit of June 15, 2024 (Exhilbit Y) confirms that
Speeding Ticket Pozner (whom Halbig sdentified asthe same per=an who
appeared in his Florida Court case as Leonard Pozner)isthe same person who
appeared in Dane County as Leonard Pogner on May 28, 2019 (Exhibit Y).

46. By multiple lines of proof, Davidson proves that that person (eall him “Expert
Witness Pozner’) 48 not the sate persofims the Crime Scene Pozner from Sandy
Hook and that Noah Pogher is a fiction made up out of photographs of Michael
Vabner as child (Exhibit Y).

17 Dr. quqmmlhﬁilm Scene Leonnrd Pozoer 18 Reuben Vabner, whose
vounger son, Michael, was the photographic source for the fictsonal Noah, and
that BeRjamin Vabner, the older son of Reuben Vabner, has become the Expert

‘itness in these Sandy Hook lawsuits, keeping it all in the family (Exhibit Z).
CONTEMPT OF COURT

48.0n May 13, 2019, while Dr. Fetzer was unrepresented by legal counsel, he
agreed 1o a confidentiality order having been told that it would pot inhibit op
affect his use of the depasition to defend himself in this lawsuit.

49. Because Dy, Fetzer suspected that the Leonard Pozner who was deposed in my

case was not the Leonard Pozner at the crime scone, he sought out Wolfgang

13
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Halbig as an impeachment witness and had the Leonard Pozner video deposition
sent to him.
50.The Court found Dr. Fetzer's send of the Pozner video deposition had been n
violation of the confidentiality agreement. Judge Remington required him to
deliver his copy of the video depasition to his lawyer and pestricted his use of it
to prove that the Pozner who testified was an expert itness and thewne at the
crime soene was & crisis actor. Dr. Fetzer argued (to o avail) that, sines the
erime scone Pozner's photo had been puﬂghod illions ef tinwes around the
world, concealment heve made sense only if they were not the same person.
51.The court found st Dr. Fetzer's dustribution of the Pozner deposition video had
violated the eonfidentiality agreement and sanctioned him for $650,000, Thi=
wits o material deninl of the preparation of his legal defonse and in violation of
the extringie fraud standord announced in the Throckmorton case cited above.
52.Upon receipt of the Affidavit of Wolfgang W. Halbig dated December 13, 2023,
Dy, Fetzer had new evidence of why the Court had taken drastic measures to
provent his use of the video depasition by Leonard Pozner, It was to prevent his
discovery of evidence of the existence of two different Pozners as documented in
the Halbig Affidavit, which the parties had to conceal from public recognition.
53, Without a trial by jury in the case of Pozner v Fetzer, of al., before the Wisconsin
Circuit Court--or in any other court in which the assertion was made that adults
and children died and were injured at Sandy Hook—Remington Outdoor, Ine.

was forced into bankruptey to take away the ability of the American people to

14
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purchase the Bushmaster semi-automatic weapon and ammunition from the
largest gun manufacturer in the Unites States. Remington Outdoor, Inc. has
now been splintered into insignificant pieces.
APPEAL DENIED
54.0n March 18, 2021, the State of Wisconsan, Court of Appeals, District IV, issued
its opinion that the sanctions of $650,000 and damages of uno.ooii‘.,pim Dr.
Fetzer were entered bosed on its mistaken presumption of prior judicial findings:
“There is no reasonable doubt regarding the rolbw'igtm;

“On December 14, 2012, 4 iass shooting ocourved at Sandy Hook
Elementary School in Newtown, Connectieut. 3 Teagically, twenty-six
people were killed. including six stail membeérs and twenty children
who wore aged six and seven, See, e.g.Jones v. Heslin, No, 03-19-
00811.0V, 2020 WL1452025, at *1, *4 (Tex. Ct. App. Mar. 25, 2020)

ing “Neil Heslin's son ... was killed in the Sandy Hook Elementary

chool Shooting in December 2012 and rejecting the substantial truth

doctrine as i basis to dismiss Heslin's defamation claim related to
statements dhpmﬂes!m s nssertion that he beld his decensed son
‘in his arms); Soto v. Bushmaster Fivenrms Int'l, LLC, 202 A 3d 262,
272 (Conn 2019) ("On December 14, 2012, twenty vear odd Adam
Lanzaforced his way into Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown
and. during the course of 264 seconds, fatally shot twenty first grade
children and six stafl members, and wounded two other staffl
members.”). Pozner's six-year-odd son, N.. was one of the children killed
during the Sandy Hook shooting.”

2021 WI App. 27, 307 Wis. 2d 243, 959 N. W. 89, (Wis, Ct. App. 2021), page 3.
55, Rewsarkably, s the followsag paragraph, the Court of Appeals acknowladped the
enonmows dispanty between the facts asserted by the Plasaniff aad by the Defendan:
“Fewer, a Wisconsin resident, takes the posibon that the Sandy Hook
shooting was an “elaborate hoax™ whach, according to Fetzer, was staged by
govenument authoaties with the “agenda to depave US. atizens of their
nghts pursusat 16 the Secoax! Amendment of the US. Coustitunion.” Fetzer

takies the posstion that no one was killed during the Sandy Hook shootmg
anxd thant part of the “elaborate hoax™ mclnded the Babaxcaton of a

15
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“fictional]” person “called [N.J™ Before and dusisg this lngaton, Fetzer bas

asserted that Pooner 1 a “fraud ™ “liar,” “hypocnite.” and “con-artist,” and he

bas sccused Pogner of concealisg his true wdentaty, Fetzer bas also accused

Pormer of “engaging m a massive cover-up” with regard 1o the Sandy Hook

shooting. Fetzer 1s an oditoc of the book NOBODY DIED AT SANDY

HOOK: 1T WAS A FEMA DRILL TO PROMOTE GUN CONTROL (2d od

2016). and s the co-author of chapter 11 of that book, whach s titled “Are

Sandy Hook skeptics delussosald with “twissed sinds'™™
Cleaty, the facts assened by the pastses 10 thes case could harndly have been in greater dispuse. |

ARGUMENT
As emphasized by Rule 60 of the W;!;oma'n Snpm&nn in pnﬂlaﬂnr

Section SCR 60,03 (1), & judge must act at all times in & mannesthat promotes
confidence in the integrity nnd lh- impart inlit’_fof the judiciary. That this was
not satisfied in cnse No. 18 CV 3122, Pésnery Fetzer. ef al., was manifest from the
its initiation, Wnim with the Complaint (Exhibit J). Dr. Fetzer was being sued
oveéran imompkfcl_ﬁenlb certifignte published in o coedited book. Nobody INed At
Sandy Hook (Exhubit KJ vet the Complaint attached o complete death certificate,
while azserting they were "not materially different”™. This was such a blatantly false
claim that Judge Remington should have rejected it as invalid on its face; however,
he not only treated it as valid but subsequently described it as “carelully erafted”,

The concept of materiality revolves around the importance of information in &
given legal context and its potentinl impact on the rights, obligations, or decissions
of the parties involved, By accepting a grossly defective Complaint and acoepting it
as valid, Judge Remington viclated Dr, Fetzer's right to be subject to an ohjective
and impartinl hearing in & Court of Law. The blatancy of the impropriety was so

great that it cannot have been accidental or inadvertent, This Complaint was so
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manifestly defoctive that even a first-yvear law student would have rejected it and
was submitted in violation of SCR 20:3.1, Meritorious clnims and contentions.
The legal steategy being followed by Judge Remington and Pozner's
attornoys became transparent with the introduction of the fifth and latess
version. which was supposed to have been the version provided to Kelley
Watt, which her own Affidavit contradicts (Exhibit VL'I‘IIGone provided by
Pozner to Kelley Watt was the same one Dr. Fetzer published in the book.
Since Kelley Watt's Affidavit was in the Court records and Judge Resilington
on multiple occaswons asserted he “had read evervthing”, he bad to kmw it was
false to claim that theghe published hnd umtmlb)hun the scan of an authentic
oniginal (the bfﬁwm from wl’ﬁ the sm;omiflcmion on the side and town
certification on the bottom had been removed (presumably by De. Fetzer). No
q!ldenm- wupn-aéﬂed Sogﬂ!b preposterous theory, which both the Court and
Pozner's attorneys had to have known to be false (given Kelley Watt's affidavit).
l&p.ﬁ a violation of SCR 20:3.4 to introduee a new document during
the hearing that had not been made avaalable in advance. Even though it was
n sleaght-of-hand (or n “shell game”, ns Dr. Fetzer called it at the time), it still
fnils becnuse there was a file number on the 5® version, but there was no file
number on the Fetzer-published version. So even timming the state and town
certifications would not have been enough.
No doubt that's why the Court sealed it. Following the hearing, Dr. Fetzer
visited Judge Remington's Room at the Dane County Courthouse in Madison

nnd examined it with n magnifying glass. His conclusion—that it's o cheap fnke—
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would be confirmed by any forensic document expert. But then Judge Romington
does not find their reports to be “helpful™—as though they were not judscially
determinative in eases involving questions of document authenticity that ame
unrelated to Sandy Hook and Dr. Fetzer's published baok,

The death certificates—in all versions (which turn out o be five)—declore
the decedent Noah Pozner, died at Sandy Hook Elementary School. December
14, 2012, of “multiple gunshot wounds™ (ses, for example, Extubits -] and K). The
officin] narrative asserts that 26 people were killed, including six staff members
and 20 children, aged six@nd seven, including NoalSamuel Pozner. Dr. Fetzer's
evidence now indlitdes the new CT FEMA Schedule (Exhibit C), the FEMA Manual
far lhomnilikm,o). the new Affidovit of Brian Davidson, P.I. (Exhibit E), and
the FBI Cansolidated CrimeReport for 2012 (Exhibit F).

While the FEMA Manual (Exhibit D) nnd the FBI Consolidated Crime Report for
2012 (Exhibit F) were both included in Dr. Fetzer's book. Nobody Died At Sandy
Hook (2015; 2o od., 2016). they were set aside by Judge Remington and not viewed
as admitted evidence on behalf of Dr. Fetzer. For the purpose of this MOTION TO
OPEN JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO EXTRINSIC FRAUD AND FRAUD UPON
THE COURT. all four of the exhibits—(C), (D). (E) and (F) —could properly qualify
as new evidence that has not been previously considered by the Court in this case.
The evidence that Dr. Fetzer sought to introduce was ruled irrelevant to the truth
or the accuracy of the death certificate for Noah Pozner and therefore inadmissible,

Under these cireumstances, how eould Dy, Fetzer's evidence not be relevant to

18
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the truthjulness or the accuracy of the death certificate? Judge Remington’s ruling
was not just legally absurd but (Jiterally) logically impossible, This was a question
of fact for a jury, not a judge, to decide. There is a finute class of 26 alleged victims,
including the purported decedent. the authenticity of whose death certificate was
the erucial faet to be ascertained during the proceedings. What move profound proof
of bias and prejudice could we have in this case than to.dlgludo Dr. Fetzer's Mn
and detailed proof that nobody died at Sandy Hook?

The extrinsic fraud was therel¥ transformed into Fraud apon the Court. This
was a crucial step in Judge Remington’s plan to facalitate Summary Judgement by
eliminating disputed focts and avold & jury traal, further advanced by bifurcating
the caseduring o Telephone Motiont Hearing on April 18, 2019, to deny Dr. Fetzer
discavery for hus Counterclaims of Abuse of Process, Fraud and Theft by Deception,
and Froud upon the Court, which (almost certainly) would have led to the discovery
of further proof of Extrinsic Fraud and of Fraud upon the Court (Exhibat N).

Further refutation of Judge Remington's Post-Verdict decasions and orders 1s
that even Wayne Carver. MLD., Medical Examiner for the State of Connecticut,
could not identify the third of three Noah Pozner death certificates shown to him
for the purported decedent, "Noah Samuel Pozner”, a= o true and correct state.
certified death certificate, which provides more proof of pervasive bias and lack of
objectivity against Dy, Fetzer by Judge Remington in the commission of Fraud upon
the Court (Exhibat R, pages 89.91).

Given the extensive and detailed evidence Dr. Fetzer presented during

19
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the Oral Hearing in this case (Exhibit R) and the Court of Appeals (IV) summary
descriptions of the positions of the parties in this case, Judge Remington's post.
verdict arder, in which he declares (Exhibit T, pages 1-2),
“The court will deny both motions. As discussed before, Dy, Feszors primary
argument against the court’s entry of a partial summary judgment is that he
qualifies as a “medin defendant”, But not only did Dr, Fotzor fail to raise (dq)
media-defendant issue until now, he has also failed to articulate how he
qualifies as one in his post-verdict materials. The omissionsare enough fof
the court to reject the nrgument. The court would conclude that Dr, Fefzer
acted with negligence when making (or publishing) his statements. The
undisputed facts show that Noah Poznier’s death certificate was (and is)
authentic, and no reasonable factfinder ean conclude thas Pr. Fetzer acted
with ordinary care when hé published the statements elsiming that the death
certificate was fuke.
boggles the mind 48 0 grotesgue Mbﬁ&whl& case before his own Court.
Both clmims are wiong. Dr. Fetzer had explained his background and his
media cwdmuls priar to the Oral Hearing in Defendant’s Response to Plaintiff's
Opposition to Defendant’s Monon to Reconsider (Exhibit U), More obviously, Dr.
Fetzer was being sued over three sentences in a book that he had co-edited and for
another in n chapter of another. Plamntifl's Complaint itself nlready established that
he was o “medin defendant” (Exhibat J), upon which further elaboration follows.
Kelley Watt had submitted an Affidavit (April 23, 2019) affirming that the scan
published in Dr. Fetzer's book was the same as the scan that was shared with her
by Pozner, which neither Judge Remington nor Pozner's attorneyvs acknowledged
(Exhibit V). Her Affidavit might also be regarded as new evidence as well, since it
was not previously considered or else there would have been disputed focts, Both

Judge Remington and Pozner's attorneys were blatantly violating their obligations
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as Officers of the Court not to practice deception or make false claims in a Court of
Law (SCR 20.3.3 Candor toward the tribunal).

And when there are five different versions of a death certificate—one of which
even baffled the Medical Examiner for the State of Connmwt—cngi_,two'}dnlﬂ_
document experts agree with Dr. Fetzer in their conclusions that all four of the
versions prioy to the Oral Heaning are fake —when D&Ygtm haseven examined
the fifth with & magnifving glass and oonﬁmnd that it, to0) i fake —could it be
move ohvious that this case was driven by poku: with a MMMYI conclusion
rather than by eviderce and law? How, after all, could thie facts in this case have
been in greater dispute? '

In relation to the claim that T am & “media defendant”, an issue that Judge
Rex!.lﬁg.ton claims ﬂ:'l.."l-'otur onky raised past-verdict, in his prior Defondant’s
Response to Plaintiff s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider, and for
Protective Orde# for Case 2018 CV 003122 (Document 215 dated 06-14.2019), Dr.
Fetzer laid out an S.page explanation of his background and his credentials as an
investigative journalist (including some for which he was paid), has last submission
prior to the Oral Hearing. Judge Remington might dismiss his failure to rule Dr.
Fetzer was n “media defendant” since it was not submitted in the form of a motion,

But how could Judge Renington possibly argue that he did not know that Dr.
Fetzer wias a “media defendant™ when he was being sued for three sentences in o
book he had co-edited (to which he had contributed multiple chapters) and for a
single sentence 1n another book (to which he had contributed multiple chapters) as

well (Exhibat J)? There are small lica (“white lies") and relatively minor deceits and
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deceptions but, in the context of this case, for Judge Remington to falsely assert Dr.
Fetzer's standing as a media defendamt was in doube or Dr. Fetzer had not rarsed an
12sue when it was implied by the Complaint on which the proceedings in

were taking place leaves no room to doubt his commission of Fraud
Judge Remington's further declamtion—"The undi
Pozner's death certificate was (nnd is) authentic, and

P. Robertson, as proof that Dr. Fetzer's four nssertions were true,
Remarkably, at the conclusion of the Oral Hearing, the Court dismissed both of
their Reports as “someone else’s opinions” nnd “1 just don't think they were helpful”
(Exhibit R, pages 163 and 165). How unreasonable, given they were the conclusions
of not one, but two, forensic document experts (who were not oppased by any Pozner
expert) and that appeals to forensic decument experts remains the standard judicial
practice throughout the United States to ascertaun the suthenticity of documents.
Judge Remington manufactured the outcome of “no disputed focts”™ to arcumvent
the jury trinl to which Dr. Fetzer was entitled, The Scheduling Conference was used
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ns the occasion to excluded extensive and detailed proof the Extrinsic Froud (that
Sandy Hook had been a FEMA exervise) outlined in his Answer (Exhibit M), That
was not enough so Judge Remington used the Telephone Motion Hearing to funher
restrict Dr. Fetzer's ability to defend himself by separating his Couasferclaims for)
Abuse of Process, Fraud and Theft by Deception. and Fr-udimon tb&‘cpuﬂ for
another day and another place (Exhibit N).

Even when focus was restricted to the afithenticity of "flg'aealh cerificate, the
Court committed the fallacy knowthas WWina (by altifig only evidenoce
favorable to your side), also kmm.u'rﬁgmﬂh;&n{g&ﬂng and exclusion (by
selecting mdenﬁ.‘ﬂli.’i{! supports afWeleriﬁned point of view and eliminating
the maqﬂ!_'hldfim:nemugmqud to be quite adept, even to the point of
ﬂwlln:lmg lhguporuﬁ hivobtnnc document experts. Could there be any more
direct and compelling evidence of Fraud upon the Court than what transpired in
case Nmmcv 3122, Pozner v Fetzer, et al.?

The affidavits of Wolfgang Halbig (Exhibit W) and Brian Davidson (Exhibit Y)
explain why Dr. Fetzer was prevented by a court order from the possession or the
distrabutson of the video deposition, whereby his defenses were prohibited and
deonsod by the trial court. That was done to protect the Fraud upon the Court from
discovery by Dr. Fetzer. which Judge Remington sidetracked via bifurcation so that
Dr. Fetzer's Counterclaims for Abuse of Process, Fraud and Theft by Deception, and
Fraud upon the Court could not be effectively pursued. Now that their occurrence is

known, including suborning of perjury by Genevieve M. Zimmerman (WI#1100693)
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and Jacob Zimmerman (MN#0330656), the unwarmnted sanctions and judgments
against Dr. Fetzer must be vacated and the case be remanded for o new trial.

The Pozner ot the traffic stop, who appeared in the Florida court and who
gave a video depasition in Pazner v Fetzer of al., are the same but @iffer from the
crime scene Pozner. Pozner's nttomeys knew there was more than one Leonard
Pozner, especially when they filed a mation to prevent the distFibution of his
photograph. The reason has become obvioua from new evidence presented hepe:
as Exhibits W and especially Y have established. there is mare than one Leonard
Pozner. which Dr. Fetzer suspected but was not allowed by the Court 1o pursue at
the time Judge Remington granted the Pozner Motion for Summary Judgement,

The Court entéred n summary judgement agninst Dr. Fetzer mther than
submit the facts to a Jury 48 required by due process when there are disputed facts
and & yury demand., Theve were disputed facts and there was a jury trial demand.
This departure from the rule that summary judgment, which may only be granted
when there are no disputed facts, an outcome that was deliberately manufactured
by Judge Remington in support of (what appears to have been) o predetermined
conclusion. Perhaps mast distressing to Dr. Fetzer was that the Court of Appeals
(District IV) endorsed this miscarviage of justice when it declared, “There is no
reasonable doubt regarding the following facts”, endorsing the official narmtive of
Sandy Hook and the applicability of Summary Judgment, when the positions of the
parties could pot have been more opposed,

Judge Remington repeatedly asserted, “Junies determine facts, Judges apply the
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law”, but that was no more true of the Court of Appeals than with the Cireuit Court,
The fnctual ignorance of the Court of Appeals extended beyond citing eases that had
been decided on procedural grounds (when no Sandy Hook case has been decided on
its merits) and accepting the assertion by Neil Heslin (of holding His dead =on in his
arms), when—as ever sersous student of Sandy Hook 15 awnre—Dr. Carver told the
world (during his press conference) that the parents were notallowed wman into
contact with their deceased children but wepe identified oni the basisof photographs,
That made sense because mled them only existed in the form of photographs,
But if the parents werebot allowed to come into contact with their dead children—
as the Connectigut State Medical Examiner declared during a wide-publicized press
conference following the alleged mass shooting—how could Neil Heslin have held
1= dud =onknvhas armas? Beeause of its ignorance regarding the facts of the case,
the Court of Appenls (IV) blandly accepted an incohierent statement of facts and
disregarded Dr. Fotzer's copiously documented case as though it were what was
“unreasonable”, when precisely the oppasite was the case.

The fraud has been extended by the production of a documentary, “The Truth vs.
Alex Jones™ (2024), which Dr. Fetzer has analvzed and found to included evidence
that it was a hoax, which Dr. Fetzer would be glad to share by formal request. Alex
Jones’ verdict, like the others cited here, was not sent to a jury for a decision on its
ments but was decided by the judge on the basis of an alleged failure of discovery.
The Extrinzse Fraud and Fraud upon the Court that are proven to have occurred

clearly justify reopening of the awards agninst Dr. Fetzer in Pocner v Fetzer, et al.
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REMEDY REQUESTED
This Petition urges scceptance both in the inerest of justice and to afford the
Wiseonsin judicial svstem the opportunity to preserve its integrty, to carrect the
Extrinsse Fraud and Fraud upon the Court, and to return this case fops jury trial it
so dearly warrants and, in the process, to preserve the Constituitional rights and
freedoms enjoved by the American people by protections gunmnteed by freedom d
speech and the right to a trial by jury.

Cireust Court for Dane County, WI, Case No. 15 CV 3122 Powt Fetzer, et
al.. affirmed on appeal at 2021 WI App. 27, 287 Wis. 2d 243,859 N, W. 89, (Wis, Ct,
App. 2021), WI Sup €F cert denied. must be nullified based upon Extrinsic Fraud
and Fraud upon the Courty perpetmated by the Plaintiff's Attorneys, Genoevieve M.
Zigimerman t\\’l’#l"ln(mﬂ:;) and Jacob Zimmerman (MN#0330656), whach
was facilitated by Bané County Circuit Court Judge Frank Remington. The
$1.1 mllion insunctions must be vacated, the participants in this fraud sanctioned
and subject to suitable penalties, and the ease remanded for trinl on the merits. To

allow this to stand would make o mockery of the judicial syvatem.
Respectfully submitted,

/a/ James H. Fetzer, PhoD.

James H. Fetzer, Ph.D.
Pro se
800 Violet Lane
Orogon, WI 53575
(608) 835-2707
Hetzerad.umn.edu

Submitted June 17, 2024,
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Request for Relief from Judgment or Order

James Fetzer, Ph.D.
Pro Se Defendant
(June 24, 2024)



Case 2024AP001361

Appendix to Brief of Appellant - SEALED, per 7-25-202...Filed 07-19-2024 Page 36 of 57

Case 2018CV0O03122 Document 620 Filed 06.24.2024 Page 1 ot 8 ——
06-24-2024
CIRCIAT COuRnT
DANE COUNTY, Wi
STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT DANE GEMNANs 122

LEONARD POZNER.

vs Case No. 189CV3122

JAMES FETZER

Defendmt

Now comes James Fetzer. PhD.. Pro se; the Defiendans asking the Court to set assde the Decision
and Order of Judge Frank Remungton on June 20, 2024, and penuat this case to proceed (Exhubat 1), All
previous stibmassions m Case No. 13CV3122 are incorporated and adopted for the purpose of thns
request

The Wisconsua Rules of Civil Procedure Chapier 801 have already been satsfied i thus case
since thas matter commenced by the Pozner Complaint filed on November 27, 2018 (Exhibut J of
MOTION TO OPEN JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO EXTRINSIC FRAUD AND FRAUD UPON THE
COURT. filed on Jun 17, 2024)

Wisconsin Rules of Civil Procedures Chapter $02 have not been followed since the Count
dasnussed the case before the Plamtiff had even filed an answer to Defendant’s complait based on new
clams.

802 01 Pleadings allowed; form of motions. (1) PLEADINGS. Theye shall be a
complaint and an answer. a reply 10 a counterclamn denomanated as such, an answer o a

cross clamn, if the answer contains a cross claam; a 3rd-party complaint, if a person who
was pot an onginal party is sununoned under s. $03.05, and a Srd-party answer. if a
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DECISION

1. Liberally construing his papers, Fetzer seeks relicf from judgment.

Before turning to his argument, 1 recognize that Fetzer represents himselfl. Courts liberaliy
construe pro se litigants' filings. bin-Rilla v. frael, 113 Wis. 2d $14, $20-200(1983) However,
*we have long required pro se litigants, just like those with an attorney 16 act neasonably in defense
of their rights.” Stave ex rel. Wren v. Richardson, 2019 W1 110,924, 389 Wis. 24816, 936 NoW 2d
587. This means that “while we construe pro se petitions, motionsg@nd briefs 10 make the most
intelligible argument we can discern, we do not impute to pro se litigants the best argument they
could have, but did not, make.” /d., 935,

I next apply this standard to detenmine what sort of xdlcf i»‘&zcr secks. On s face, Fewzer's
motion sceks three giincipal remedics: Béasks (1) that the 2019 judgment against him “must be
vacated.” (2) 1has both myself and two of Pozner's attormeys be “sanctioned and subject 1o suitable
peralties,” and (3) “the case rcmnllod for trial on the merits™ Fetzer Mot, dki. $99:26. Fazer
cites no legal authomity that might emtitie him to any of these remedies. Liberally construing his
papers, hmgcr. itis clw that Fetzer alleges a wide-ranging conspiracy to commit fraud upon the
court. /4 at | (“The extrinsic frand was by FEMA, the media, and the Obama administration ....").
As best | can tell, the purpose of Fetzer's new papers are 1 submit evidence on which | shoald
find the existence of a frand upon the court and then grant rehief from the 2019 judgment against
him. | therefore construe the papers as 2 motion for relief from judgment.

1L Legal standard for relief from judgment.

Wisconsin Stat. § 806.07(1) allows relief from judgment “upon such serms are just ...." To
prevail, the moving party “bears the burden to prove that the requisite conditions existed.” Camnor

v. Cannor, 2001 W1 49, €28, 243 Wis 2d 279, 627 N.W .24 182. Aficr proving a reason for relief,

-
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Nooetheless, based on prior evidence submutted by the pagties i this master, mchuding evidence
submstted m Defendant’s extant complaml. nsany disputes of nsatenal fact are known, inscluding the
followmg tables of the more glanng disagreements m addition 10 the violations of duse process identified

above.
No Dee Process Fairness Conduct of the Courr
1. The partses agreed toa Amummumwmwm-
jury tnial on the ments, J) but densed; the Court msasted oft & damages
tral wheeh retned a pumtive $450,000
Judgment—having sidestepped a trial on the
ments sotally. Decision and Order on Post-
Verdict Motiogs (Dec 12,
2019)
2. Discovery on the merits Defendant was denied discovery on
and damages are counterclanmns and damages due to bifurcation
fendamental elemcnts of resulting 1 the wnfair Jodgment.
mial by jury Telephone Motion Heanng (Ape. 18, 2019)
Exhibat N
3 In o) course, Sumnary Judgivent and Ovder were entered (a)
hearings with the parties before PlamtfYs answer, (b) before Defendant’s
are required before reply, and (<) before a hearmg. Decision and
Judgiments are entered Order, Jun. 20, 2024 (Exhibit 1)
4 In normad course, Motzons to Seal and Order 1o seal were entered
hearmgs with the parties without a hearing. Order on Moton to Seal oc
are required before Redact a Coust Recoed (Jus 22, 2024) Exhubit 4
Judgments are enfered
5. Congplamts of frand nst The Court Opamon made light of the detal
be plead with subrzutted as 1f o nuply that the pasticulanty
parmiculanty requarement to show fraud was somehow
usppropniate. Decasson and Order, Jun. 20, 2024
(“Fetzer's rnbling papers. ™) Exlabat 1
DISPLIES OF MATERIAL FACT

No | Plaintiff"s Claim | Defersdant’s Chaim

1. | Sandy Hook was real with 26 | Sandy Hook was a FEMA L366 “course”
dead. Exhabst J Planming for the Neads of Chikdren i Disasters
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msnaged by Contact Chrsstopher Ackley in
Bndgeport CT just 18 miles from Newtown CT.
Nobody died. Crists actors were employed.
Exlubir L

This Court dasallowed matenal evadence proving
the FEMA teachmg dnll, Exhibit M

"

Death certificate was
complete with file
munber, town, and state
certifications was
clauned to be “not
msatersally different from
published version.”
Exhsbat J

Published death certificage was mncomplete with
no file nnmber and nerther fown nor state
certification. Exhibyt K

No experts were

provaded toauthenticate
death cenificate.

thewords of’ hed
attomey were provided
and muss be consikdered
unremarkable Exhibit J

Two uncontested expert witnesses venfied
complete and incomplete versions were both fake.

Court acted swer sponte 10 1gnore these experts as
“not helpful,” thus biasmg the inquiry. Exlabat R

The witness deposed by
Plamnfl isamed
“Leonard Pozner” was
never verified as a real
person.

SIANDARD OF RENUEN

Defendam posated that “Leonard Pozner™ was an
mnposter fichon and was demed discovery to
verify 1t due to the bifurcation of the case by the
Court. Telephone Motion Hearmg (Aps. 18, 2019)
Exlubit N

SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Swmmary pudgment is approprate when there is no material factal dispute and the moving party

15 ennitled to pudgment as a martter of law. Germanorta v. National Indem. Co., 119 Wis. 2d 293, 296, 349

N.W.2d 733 (Cr. App. 1984). Summasry judgment methodology is well established. See, ¢ g, Lambrechs v

Estate of Kac=marcsyk. 2001 WI 25, €9 20-24, 241 Wis. 2d 804, 623 N.W.2d 751. See also Green Spring

Farms v. Kersten, 136 Wis. 2d 304, 315, 401 N.W.2d 816 (1987)
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DUE PROCESS

The Wisconsin State Constitution and U.S, Constitution provade vistually slentical procedural
due process and equal protection safegusds. County of Kemosha v. C. & S. Management, Inc., 223 Wis.
2d 373, S88 N.W.2d 236 (1999), 97-0642. See also State v. Ehlenfeldr, 94 Wis 24 347, jSS. 2BEN.wW2d
786 (1980) (the procedural due process requirement of fair potice).

Exercise of selectivity in enforcement does not create a constitutional violation. A violation
occurs when there 5 persistent selective and intentional discrimination w the enforcemsent of a statute
m the absence of a valid exercise of prosecuwtonal discrenon. A defendant fias the minal burden to
present a prima facie showmng of discnnumatory prosecution before being entitled to an evidentiary
hearing. State v. Kramery 2001 W 132, 248 Wis_ 2d 1009, 637 N.W.2d 35, 99-2580. (Emphasas added.)

See Cargww, Piphus_ 435 'U.S. 247,259 (1978). “[Plrocedural duc process rules are shaped by
the risk of error inherent In the truth-finding process as applied 1o the generality of cases ™ Mathews
v. Ekindge. 424 U8, 319, 344 (1976). (Emphasis added ) Thas may inclade an obligation, upon leaming
that an attempt smotice has failed, 10 take “reasonable followup [stet] measures™ that may be
availsble. Jones v. Flowers, 547 U.S. 220, 235 (2006).

Hearing. “[SJome form of hearing s required before an mdividual 15 finally deprived of a
property [or liberty] interest.” Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U S. 319, 333 (1976). “Parties whose rights are
to be affected are entithed 10 be heard ™ Baldwin v. Hale, 68 US (1 Wall)) 223, 233 (1863),

Impartial Tribunal. Just as i crmmumal and quasi-crinumal cases, an unpartsal decision-maker 15
an essential nght m cval proceedings as well. “The neutrality requarensent helps to guarantee that hfe,
liberty. o property will not be taken on the basis of an erroneous or dissorted conceptson of the facts or
the Iaw. . . At the same time, it preserves both the appearance and reality of faumess . . . by ensurng
that 1o person will be deprived of hus interests m the absence of a proceedang m whach be may present
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s case with assurance that the arbrter 15 pot predisposed 1o find agsnst lum.” Goldberg v Kelly, 397
U.S. 254, 271 (1970); See also Marshall v. Jerrico, 446 U.S. 238, 242 (1980); Scirwetker v. McClure,
456 U.S. ISB,_ 195 (1982).
FRAUD

“$02.03(2) (2) Fraud, mistake and condition of mind. In all averments of frmsd or nistake, the
circumstances constituting frand or mistake shall be stated with particalarity. Malice. mtent,
knowledge, and other condition of mand of a person may be averred generally2014." Wiscomsm Stamites
& Aunotations. 802, Civil procedime — pleadings, motions and pretrial practice. 802 03 Pleading special
matters. (Emphasis added)
BELIEESOUCHT

The Coun should set aside the Judgment and Order of June 20, 2024, as well as the Seal Judgment
and Order of June 22, 2024,

The Courn should allow this litngaton to proceed and refrain from further sma sporfe summary
Judgrnent motions at least until the discovery plasse has been fully completed.

The Court shoudd stay indefinitely any procecdmg 1o attempe to collect on the damages muling.

Respectfully suboutted,
S Jamex H. Ferzer, PRD

James H. Fetzer, PhD.
Pro Se Dofersdant
$00 Violet Lane

WI 53575
Jfetzera d v edu

Submuried June 24, 2024
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Jumes Fetzer, PhD. bereby certify that per Clerk procedures, a copy of the REQLESE

EORBELIEF FROMJUDGMENT OR OBDER was served on the Plaiiff by Wisconsn

Count efilmg on Jume 24, 2024
S James H. Ferzer, PR D

James H. Fetzer, PRI
Pro Se Defondant

500 Vielet Lane
Oregon WI 53575

Jletzeriy < wmun edu
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PROPOSED ORDER
STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT DANE COUNTY

LEONARD POZNER.
Plaintift
s Case NoISOCVII2

JAMES FETZER
Defendant

LOURI OBDER
L Judge Framk Remington in the above-caption case do hereby gramt Defendant’s motion
and ofder a continuation of this ditigation with the mext step being an ANSWER by the
Plaanuf! 1o Defendant’s complaimt MOTION TO OPEN JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO
EXTRINSIC FRAUD AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT filed and placed on the docket by
the Clerk on Jupe 17, 2024, and 10 be responded to within the time lunat specified by the Rules of

Cwvil Procedure from e filing date of thss ORDER

SO ORDERED

Judge Frank Remsngton

Date
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Denial of Request for
Relief from Judgment or Order

Judge Frank Remington
(June 20, 2024)
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99‘(@ Nertles g«.-lvud.) . lcyg,l(.] Qs o r 104 .
FILED
d%’*"‘s PROPOSFD ORDER JUN24 N

DANE COUNTY CRCUIT O0LAT
STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT DANE COUNTY
LEONARD POZNER, Case No. I139CV3II22
Plasnudt,
Vs
JAMES FETZER
Defendant

COLRT ORDER
|, Judge Frank Remtington, in the abowe-caption case do hereby gramt Defendant’s motion
and order a comtinuanon of this ligauon with the next stwep being an ANSWER by the
Phaintiff o Defendam’s complaint MOTION TO OPEN JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO
EXTRINSIC FRAUD AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT filed amnd placed on the docket by
the Clerk on June 17, 2024, and to be respoadad w within the time lima specified by the Rules of
Civil Procedure from the filing date of this ORDER; and hikewise with the Plamtiff's MOTION TO

SEAL OR REDACT A COURT RECORD of June 20, 2024,

SO ORDERED

Judge Frank Remington
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Motion to Seal or Redact
a Court Record

Emily Feinstein
(June 20, 2024)
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Lator B smme of e comty | STATE OF WISCONSIN, CIRCUNT COURT,
vhihakae | DENE COUNTY
Petitiomes Plainud!.
Leomed
end ol sa— Ml e Lk

FeED

CiRCaT counY
DANE COUNTY, W
2078CVDA31 32

i
i
;a

|
|

4 1 am making this based on the folk

g law and facts:

3 rﬁﬁmw-muMNMammnum

M Mhucm‘\*hum»hudmm-dmn«m

if bon addeess is pubitichy available

@ 35 | amnct an attamey of 8 party 10 Bis case. | am interested because:

| S

Tauily M ¥

CF 24640510 Mothon 10 Sewl o Hedeet 8 Court Rocors
This form shall not be modified. B may be o

Page § 9 3



Case 2024AP001361 Appendix to Brief of Appellant - SEALED, per 7-25-202...Filed 07-19-2024 Page 48 of 57

Appendix 6

Order to Seal or Redact
a Court Record

Judge Frank Remington
(June 20, 2024)



Case 2024AP001361 Appendix to Brief of Appellant - SEALED, per 7-25-202...Filed 07-19-2024 Page 49 of 57

Case 2018CV003122 Documenm 619 Fowa 05-21-2024 Page 1081 i
©6-21-2024
CIRCIAT COURT
8Y THE COURT: DANE COUNTY, W1
DATE SIGNED; Juse 21, 2024 2018CV003122

S e

| Loy e e 80 T STATE OF WISCONSIN. CIRCUIT COURT, RANE COUNTY
Fater e Petisooms’  Pettioner Plain
Pt s | T - _— Order on Motion
Defenient's il same | RospondentOelend a Court Record
| Jamey Estosr Case No. |ECV-3122
Ester B cuse munber | N e [TEC T Lt e A
A motion 10 seal of MEEICE B COUN recend of transcript has been filed with the court.
THE COURT ORDERS:
Tha moson 1o A
2 1 seal the requested information is granied for the reasons set $orm in this moson. The dlerk
shail seal the folicwing documents
#w 3 ]
A 10 Vew & sy
G Pettionac et [ Resp D [ Soce Work (m [
O Azcemey [ Guersian ad Lawen [ Protesen
& o IR Ut S St 2 o
32, redact the requested information is QIaNIed for the reasons set 1ormh in Tis moson. The
clark shal redact he following iInformation:
A 10 view & Mis )X
= Plantn [ R Dot [ Socut Work [ Guard
] Amomey ] Guangion ad Ltem ] Provesen
) e
[ The clerk shall perform the 23 idersified n ths for previonsdy
Sled documents.
[ The parties shatl omit or this nfo Som ak d
subsequentty fled
33 seal or redact is gonind because
A e request lacks 3 sufficent legal basia.
B. Te requester has not made a sufficent factusl showing
C. Other:
[J4 Other
DASTESDUTION
1 Court
7 Pacsen
3 Potnorw £ o0n & paety
CF 24000510 Ovder on Manon 30 Sesl or Redect 4 Court Recors SO0 71 Wanconen Saatutes
THis formm shall act e maited B may be e

Fage totr
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Appendix 7

Plaintiff’s Notice of Motion and
Motion for Sanctions and
Order to Show Just Cause

Emily Feinstein
(June 24, 2024)
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FRLED
06-20-2024
CIRCUIT COURT
DANE COUNTY. Wi
2018CV003122

STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT DANE COUNTY

LEONARD POZNER,

Plamnff,

Case No_IS8CV3122

JAMES FETZER:

MIKE PALECEK.

WRONGS WITHOUT WREMEDIES, L1C;
Defendants.

PLAINTIFF'S NOTICE OF MOTION AND MO TION FOR SANCTIONS AND
ORDER 1O SHOW CAUSE

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that PlamnfY, by Plasnff's undersigned counsel, will appear
before the Dane County Clircuit Cownrt. the Honorable Frank Remangton presiding. on a date and
time to be set by the Cowrt, and seck an Order requaning Defendam Fetzer to show cause why he
should not be beld anconternpt, and why appropriate sanctions should not issue, due to Defendant
Fetzer's repeated failure 10 abide by the Court’s Order that Mr. Fetzer follow the requirements of
Wis. Stat. §801 19,

1. BACKGROUND

Defendant Fetzer bas spent a decade harassing and vilifying Leonard Poener. Despite
admuttiing i open court the falssty of has reasons for clamang Noah Pozner's death centificate was
fake, lve contmmes 10 publish those statements on lus websste. Moreover, he confines to claim
that Mr. Poziver, who sat before all of us i thes courtroom for three days of mal_ 1s not Mr. Pozner.
Despnte seven hours of depositson, & cross exanunaizon m frout of a jury. axd two rounds of DNA

testing, mchuding by the Cowrt-appomted expert. Dr. Fetzer contimies 1o frivolously assert tlsw
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Leonard Pozner is an mnposter’. In thas Court and elsewbere, Fetzer has relentlessly parsued a
strategy of publishing information to enable Fetzer's oaxer followess to also hasass and threaten
Mz, Pozper.

Recently, Dr. Fetzer's cohorts, wlach mclude Wolfgang Halbug, who conlimues 10 ematl
excerpts from Mr. Pozner’s deposition video, and disbarred lawyver Alsson Maynmd, obtained Mr
Porner”s bome address. True to form, Dr. Fetzer imumecately filed (and then almost snmumediagely
withdrew) a friivolous brief at the Umted States Supreme Court that disclosed My, Pozner’™s home
acldress.

Dr. Fetzer's most recent unhinged gassive, filed with thas Coust én June 18, 2024, once
agam violates Wisconsm mles and statutes reganding filling peotecied mformation. Defendant
Fetzer previously filed an uaredacted mmage of Noah Pozner ' passport. (See Doc. 85.) At the Apnl
26, 2019 hearmg, the Count Ordered Mr. Fetzer to not file the passport in its unredacted form
(Doc. 123 a1 11:15-17.) The Coun followed up on that oral darective with a written Ovder repeating
the prolubition on filing protected ifonmation i unredscted forms. (See Doc. 129.) Despate those
clear, mmambiguous Ovders, Dr. Fetzer has once agmn filed the usnedacted passpost image. (Doc.
603, Fetzer ALY, Exlbat O, at 139, 141.)
1L ARGUMENT

A.  Legal Standard

Contempt for the violatbon of a cowt order arses from the court’s mberent authonty, but
1s constrained by, 1 this case, Wis. Stat. § 785 et seq See Frisch v Henrichs, 304 Wis2d I, 19,

763 N.W . 2d 85, 94.95 (2007). Contempt of count s defined to melnde mtentronal disobedience of

“&iiven the fact that the Count-appomted expert concluded that Mr. Pozner is the father of Noah Pornes,
Dr. Fetzer's arguament that Noah Pozner is actually Noah's step-baother, Mixchael Vaboer, s frivolous.
(Do, 231, a1 86:23-87:2.)

[N
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the ambonty, process or order of a coarn. Wis. Stat. § 7850101 ). Following notice and & motion
and evidentiary hearmg, 2 court may unpose a remedial sanction, Wis, Stat. § 785.03(1 ) a2)
B. Dr. Fetzer's Egvesions Violation Justifies A S Sanctien Under § $05.03
Dr. Fetzer was aware of the Cowt’s Order regarding Wis. Stat. § S01.19 and that he was
prolubated from filng Nosh Pozner’s unredacted passport. A faddure 1o follow & court order mmder
Wis. Stat. § 80503 nead ot be ongotng. but instead even a ssnght 3T can give e 1o 4 sanctioa,
mcluding dismissal of an action. Movrison v Rondie, 305 Wis 2d 240, 257, 738 N'W.2d 588, 596

(CL App. 2007).

Dr. Fetzer 15 i contemnpt and therefore the Cout sy unpose a remedaal sanction for lus
wtentional violatan of the Cout’s Ovder. Wisconssn Seat. § S04 12(20aN4) allows the Cowt 1o
treat the fslure 10 obey @ court crder as a comterpt of cowrt. Comtempt of court is governed by
Wis. Stat. § 785.03

Remedsal sanenons under Wis. Stat § 78503 focus on endmg the barm 10 the victin
resulting froqn pobcompliance with the order. Christensen v, Sullivaw, 307 Wis, 2d 754, 765, 746
N W.2d 553, 559 (Wis. Ct App. 2008), rev'd on other grounds, 320 Wis. 2d 76, 768 N.W.2d 798,
Here, the hasm that a remedial sanctson for comtengt shoubd seck 1o end s the abality of Dr. Fetzer
to file documents in violaton of the Wiscotsin Rules of Civil Procedure.

Wisconsin Stat. § 785,04 sets forth potential remedial sanctsons for contesupe. Those
sanctions mnchade (a) pavisent of money sufficient to compensate a party for a loss or mpury
suffeved by the pasty as a result of a contesugpt of cowt. (b) ungpmsonmsent winle the contempt s
ongoang for up 10 six months: (¢) forfermure of wp 1o $S2000 per day while the contempt Contsnues;
(d) and order designed 1o ensare compliance with a pnor order; and (¢) a sanction of than those
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specified if the Count finds those samctions would be meffectual to termunate a comfmusng
comtenapt. M. 1o addation, the Coust may award atomey fees and other hingation costs. See Towrn
of Sevmour v. City of Eaw Clatre, 112 Wis. 2d 313 (C1. App. 1983).
1. Defendant Fetzer™s Violation ks Ongoing

Defendant Fetzer s contempt i ongoing. He has repestedly filed Noah Porner s unredacted
passport in spate of clear, unequivocal orders peobibsting him from doing 50 That has occusred as
part of an overarching, pervasive strategy wherghy Dr. Fetzer uses cfilmg systems 10 spread
confidential and protected mfonmation theough absurdly fravoloss Glings.

2. A Meaningful Remedial Sanction Will Encourage Defendant Fetzer
To Secure Compliance

Monetary sageions will not secure Dr. Fetzer's compliance. A jury alieady awarded Mr
Porper $450000. The Cowt awarded costs, (Sew Doc. 355.) As the Court 35 aware from PlaotifTs
vanols amishuent and tumover sctsons, Dr. Fetzer 1s essentially jodgment-proof. While
INCATCCERIoN 55 cortaimly a posssbelity, it s not clear that it would cause Dy. Fetzer to conply

Gaven the pancity of optioms 10 secwre compliance, Plamtiff requests that the Cout coder
Ferzer 10 wot file any docunsent withowt first secking review by eabwer Plamnifl™s counsel or the
Coant to ensuge that the filmg comphics with the Wisconsin Rules of Civil Procedure, relevant
statutes, and other prior court orders. Pluntiff also requests that the Court’s purge condition requare
Defendant Fetzer 10 pay the costs and the attorney fees for tiune expended refated 1o thas motion.
HI. CONCLUSION

Defendant Fetzer mtentionally violated the plam, unambsgnoas language of the Cowt's
April 26, 2019, Order. Accordingly, Plamstiff asks the Coust for an order requanmg Defendant

Fetzer to show camse why he should not be held m contemnpt and why a samctron should not be
posed
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Appendix 8

Notice of Briefing Schedule
Regarding Plaintiff’s
Motion for Sanctions and
Order to Show Just Cause

Judge Remington
(June 24, 2024)
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STATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT DANE COUNTY | CIRCUIT COURT

BRANCH 8 DANE COUNTY, WI
Leonard Pozner
Plaintiff,
VS,
Case No. 2018CV003122

James Fetzer, et al.
Defendant.

NOTICE OF BRIEFING SCHEDULE REGARDING
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AND ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

Notice is hereby given that Briefs shall be served upon opposing counsel and filed with the
Court on or before the following dates:

MOVANT'S BRIEF: ON FILE
RESPONSE BRIEF: JULY 24, 2024
REPLY BRIEF: AUGUST 8, 2024

Dated: Junc 24, 2024

Frank D. Remington, Judge
Circuit Court, Branch 8

215 S Hamilton St., Rm 4109
Madison, W1 53703



