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Table of Authorities 

Cases: 

Brady vs. Md, 
373 U.S. 83,87 (1963). 

Pyle vs. Kansas, 
317 U.S. 213, 215, 216, 87 Led 214, 216, 63 S Ct 177, phrasing this rule 

in broader terms: "Petitioner's papers are inexpertly drawn, but they do 
set fourth allegations that his imprisonment reslIlted 
from perjured testimony, knowingly lIsed by the State 
authorities to obtain his conviction, andfi'oJ1l the 
deliberate suppression by those same authorities of 
evidence favorable to him. 
These allegations sufficiently charge a deprivation of 
rights guaranteed by the Federal Constitution. and, (l 
proven, would entitle petitioner to release/i'om his 
present clistody. Mooney lIS. Holohan, 29-1 U.S. 103 . .. 

Alcorta vs. Texas, 
355 U.S. 28. 

Statutes: 

N.D.C.C. 29-32.1-08. Discovery Request Made. 

N.D.R.App.P. 3(a)(1) Appeal as of right, and (d) Serving the Notice of Appeal. 

Other Authorities: 

Black's Law Dictionary Eighth Edition stated in page 1467 subpoena duces leC1I11l- A 
subpoena ordering the \vitness to appear and to bring specified documents, records, or 
things. 

Subpoena- To order the production of (documents or other things) by subpoena duces 
tecum. 

Due Process Clause. The constitutional provision that prohibits the government from 
unfairly or arbitrarily depriving a person oflife, liberty, or property. 
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Statement of the Issues 

This is the presentation of the District Court's order denying request for subpoena duces 

tecum and the District Court's refusal to file the Notice of Appeal dated April l. 2011 as 

issues f'Or review: 

I District Court judge Bruce Romanick erred with prejudice when "he" 
intentionally distorted the facts made in Defendant Tilmer KvereU's 
affidavit requesting for a subpoena (the 911 call) dated March 15th

, 2011 as 
addressed against the Bismarck Police Department. Order denying the 
request for a subpoena duces tecum dated March 28th

, 2011. 

II The Clerk of Court's Office erred with prejudice and violating my Due 
Process Rights, to a fair right to an appeal, when they (the clerk of court) 
followed the instructions not to process my notice of appeal made by District 
Court judge Bruce Romanick. 

III Trial court judge name Bruce Romanick erred with extreme prejudice 
when "he" ordered and told the Clerk of Court's Office Burleigh County 
not to have my Notice of Appeal dated April 1,2011 process against his 
ruling made in March the 28 tll, of 2011. 



Nature of the Case 

March 15, 20 I 1 I Tilmer Everett had filed a subpoena duces tecum along wi th an 

Affidavit for issuance of that subpoena, as legal support, to the District Clerk of Court 

Debra Simenson against the Bismarck Police Department. Requesting for a copy of 

a 911 call and report (Case No.06-9417) made at or around 5:00 a.m. from 1240 

Riverwood Drive about an 20-year-old woman name K. WT. asking for help and to call 

the police. With K. WT. stating to Bismarck police that she had been sexually assaulted 

by "two guys" in May the 30th
, of 2006. With advisement in my request made to the 

District Court that the 911 document and or recording is relevant material. and admissible 

evidence with Case No.06-9442. As it is this evidence (the 911 call). that is in t~lct being 

illegally withheld from me Ti1mer Everett by both the Bismarck Police Department and 

also the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Office. Under Rule 16 orthe N.D.R.Crim.P. 

dated June 1. 2006 as requested for all discovery to the State's Attorneys Ortice and also 

Court Order made by Judge Donald Jorgensen dated July 31. 2006 as stated against the 

State's Attorneys Office. See; Supreme Court NO.20110189 Appendix volume 2 pages 

#11-17. 

Then in March the 28th
, 01'2011 I Tilmer Everett had received a court order back 

from District Court judge name Bruce Romanick with prejUdice denying me my request 

for that subpoena duces tecum (the 911 call and report). that I had req uested f()r. As made 

out towards and against the Bismarck Police Department. 

• With judge Bruce Romanick stating this in his order: ""This COlirt does 110/ find 

Detimdan/ 's reqllest to be nUl/erial or relel'alli/o /his case:' = Wrollg! 
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• Also with judge Bruce Romanick stating this in his order; "'De{i!11dllnt continues 

10 allude 10 his being illegally accused ofthe crime (or which he is serving lime. 

'l1le De[imdllnl argues because police were nol iniliallr 100killgJ(w him £IS £I 

sU.\pecl and stumbled upon the victim o(his crime while inl'esligaling £I difierent 

crime he should nol be held accountable (or his crime:" = Wrollg again! 

As judge Bruce Romanick than order and told the clerk of court to send back my 

paperwork to me Tilmer Everett that I had submitted. Stating in his order: ""If/he 

Defendant desires is slIbjecllO open records request he should allem[JI to oi>fail1 the 

information through open records requesls." See; Supreme Court No.20 110189 

Appendix volume 2 pages # 18-19. 

And inA pri I the I S\ of 20 II I Tilmer Everett than had fi led a notice 0 r appeal agai nst 

judge Bruce Romanick's order denying me my request for that subpoena duces h.:cum. 

See; Supreme Court No.20 Ito 189 Appendix volume 2 pages #20-21. As this Notice of 

Appeal that had been served on the District Court. at that time. had never been processed 

and or had never been served to you the Supreme Court as required under N.D.R.App.P. 

3(d) until I the Appellant had addressed it within my appeal(s). as violating my due 

process rights. To a fair right of an appeal! See; Supreme Court's letter made out to Clerk 

of Court Debra Simensen dated September 9.2011. See also; Deputy Clerk of Court 

Christine Harmon's Affidavit dated September 16.2011 explaining the nlcts surrounding 

my Notice of Appeal dated Aprill S
\ 2011 as: "The file was relllrned 10 this oUice hv 

judge Romanick on.June 2&" 2011. with instructions by the judge to tile fhe Nofice of 

Appeal bill 110110 process the Nolice of Appeal . .. Now Sec; Supreme Court's response 
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letter again made out to Clerk of Court Debra Simensen dated September 22, 2011. 

Which now brings me Tilmer Everett the Appellant to YOli the North Dakota Supreme 

Court with my appeal of that denial of the request for a subpoena duces tecum with 

prejudice and also "why" my Notice of Appeal datcd April 1,2011 was not filcd 

(processed) and or properly served to you the North Dakota Supreme Court as required 

underN.D.R.App.P. 3(d) until September the 301h
, of2011. (At least six months latcr.) 

As this wOllld be the Natllre o[the Case! 
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Statement of the Facts 

I. June I of 2006 after the fact that I Tilmer Everett had been wrongfully accused and 

illegally arrested by the Bismarck Police Department from one investigation into the 

other and than also illegally processed and charged by the Burleigh County State's 

Attorneys Office for just only one of those defiled cases. The District Court of 

Burleigh County had received a motion (a request for all discovery) from my public 

defender in my defense under N.D.R.Crim.P. Rule 16 made within my Case File No.06-

K-I026 against the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Office. As this motion requested 

the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Office to produce and or permit the Defendant to 

inspect all evidence (material) by exercise of his due diligence. See; Supreme Court 

No.20 110189 Appendix volume I pages #83-85. 

2. Then in July 31 of2006 a District Court Judge name Donald Jorgensen Ordered the 

Burleigh County State's Attorneys Office (Cynthia Feland) 45 days and or until 

September 15th
, 2006 to produce and give me Tilmer Everett "all discovery" as to the 

facts and circumstances that led up to my being arrested by the Bismarck Police 

Department in May the 30th of2006. Which meant that I was entitled to both Cases. 

(Case No.06-9417 and Case No.06-9442.) This Courl Order made bl' Judge JOI"{:ensen 

has never been honored and or Ihal COliI'I ruling made bv Ihe Judge Donald Jorgensen 

has never been followed Ihrough al all. /0 this day. bv Ihe proseclIIion 's side {or IJlV Irial. 

See; Supreme Court No.20110189 Appendix volume 1 pages #103-108. 
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3. In March the 11th of2011 I Tilmer Everett had filed and served the District Court with 

an application for post-conviction relief under N .D.C.C. 29-32.1-01 (1). As: (b) The 

conviction \\'as obtained under a statute that is in violation of the constitution of the 

United States or the constitution of North Dakota, or that the conduct for which the 

applicant was prosecuted is constitutionally protected; and (c) Evidence, not previously 

presented and heard, exists requiring vacation of the conviction or sentence in the interest 

of justice. New Evidellce! (With three (3) grounds addressed also.) As this request made 

and served on the District Court had been denied by judge Bruce Romanick dated June 

20th, of2011. Of which I Tilmer Everett then had filed a Notice of Appeal against dated 

June 23, 2011. Scc; Supreme Court No.20110189 Appendix volume 1 pages #1-33. 

4. March 15, 2011 after the fact that I Tilmer Everett had filed that post-conviction relief 

request with the District Court in March the Il t\ of2011 I had requested and served the 

Clerk of Court Debra Simensen with a subpoena duces tecum and a affidavit as legal 

support against the Bismarck Police Department requesting for a copy ofa 911 call 

recording and or transcript dated May 30th, 2006 received by Bismarck police made from 

1240 Riverwood Drive. Since I Tilmer Everett had real good reason to believe that this 

request made would have helped me in proving "Ground Two" as to what evidence was 

being withheld from me illegally by the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Office. Of 

which again had been denied by judge Bruce Romanick dated March 28th
, 2011. As I 

Tilmer Everett soon then had filed a Notice of Appeal against that Denial of Order on 

Request for Subpoena Duces Tecum dated April 1, 2011. As I had addressed my 

concerns in my brief(s) as to why that Notice of Appeal had not been processed to you 
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the North Dakota Supreme Court in August the 291h of 20 II. See; Supreme Court 

NO.2011OI89 Appendix volume 2 pages #11- 21. 

5. September 9. 20 II I Tilmer Everett had received a copy of a letter made out to Clerk 

of Court Debra Simenson received from Chief Deputy Clerk Petra H. Mandigo Hulm of 

the North Supreme Court requesting the Clerk of District Court to file an aftidavit with 

the North Dakota Supreme Court explaining the facts surrounding the tiling. the gap in 

time between the date of the Notice of Appeal and the filing of the Notice of Appeal, and 

why the Notice of Appeal was not served as required by N.D.R.App.P. 3(d) and not 

forwarded to the Supreme Court. Scc; Supreme Court of North Dakota oflice of the 

c1erk's letter dated September 9,2011. 

6. September 16. 20 II I Tilmer Everett had received a copy of an affidavit made out by 

Deputy Clerk of Court II Christine Harmon stating under oath that on or about April 51h
, 

2011 the District Court received a Notice of Appeal from me Tilmer Everett. Stating that 

the Notice of Appeal along with the case file had been forward to judge Bruce Romanick 

for review. In this affidavit Christine Harmon. Deputv Clerk II stated that the tile was 

returned to the clerks office by judge Bruce Romanick on June 20th 20 II. with the 

instructions bv the jud!.!.e to file the Notice of Appeal but not to process the Notice of 

Appea\. Which in fact is now evidence (that affidavit) that shows and also pro\'t!S 

prejudice by that Judge I had requested to have recused and or removed from my case 

tile. See; The Affidavit that was filed Electronically with the North Dakota Supreme 

7 



Court dated September 16, 2011 and also received and filed by the Clerk of Court. 

7. September 30,2011 I Tilmer Everett had than received a letter from Chief Deputy 

Clerk Petra H. Mandigo Hulm informing me that a copy of my Notice of Appeal from 

the denial of a subpoena duces tecum, which was filed in the trial court on April 1, 20 II 

had been finally processed by the District Court. That the appeal issue will be considered 

with the current appeal. That if 1 felt additional briefing is necessary to address this issue, 

that I must submit a written request. See; Supreme Court of North Dakota office of the 

clerk's letter made out to me Tilmer Everett dated September 30, 20 II. 

8. October 4,2011 1 Tilmer Everett then had mail the North Dakota Supreme Court a 

letter with interest to file a brief against that denial of a subpoena duces tecum. Also 

with my request made I Tilmer Everett the Appellant of Supreme Court No.20110189 

had filed a motion with the District Court requesting the District Court to order and or 

compel the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Office to give me all discovery orCase 

No.06-9417. Sec; Appellant Everett's request made to the District Court dated October 

4, 20 II and certificate of service by mail sent out October 5. 20 II. 

9. October 7, 2011 I Tilmer Everett then had received a response back from Chief Deputy 

Clerk Petra H. Mandigo Hulm informing me that my letter dated October 4, 20 II was 

received. Stating that I was interested in filing a brief against the issue of the denial of the 

subpoena duces tecum. That my Brief must be filed by October 21. 20 II. And if the 
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Appellee had any response to my brief filed that they would have 15 days to do there 

brief. See; Supreme Court of North Dakota office of the clerk's letter dated October 6, 

2011 to me Tilmer Everett. 

10. October 7, 2011 I Tilmer Everett then had received a letter from Chief Deputy Clerk 

Petra H. Mandigo Hulm advising me the Appellant that the matter of appeal Supreme 

Court No.20110189 will be called for oral argument on November 28th
, 2011 at 9:30 a.m. 

or as soon thereafter as the case(s) may be heard. See; Supreme Court of North Dakota 

office of the clerk's letter dated October 6,2011 addressed to me Tilmer Everett. 

* As this would be the statement of the facts addressed to you the North Dakota Supreme 

Court in regards to my Notice of Appeal against the order denial of the request for 

Subpoena Duces Tecum and also against the prejudicial instructions made by judge 

Bruce Romanick telling the clerk of court's office not to process my Notice of Appeal 

dated April 1,2011 with you the North Dakota Supreme Court. Violating mv right to an 

fair appeal. 
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Arguments: 

I District Court judge Bruce Romanick erred with prejudice when "he" 
intentionally distorted the facts made in Defendant TUrner Everett's 
affidavit requesting for a subpoena (the 911 call) dated March 15th

, 2011 as 
addressed against the Bismarck Police Department. Order denying the 
request for a subpoena duces tecum dated March 28th

, 2011. 

March 15th
, 2011 a subpoena duces tecum along with an affidavit for issuance 

of that subpoena had been drafted to the District Court by Tilmer Everett towards and 

against the Bismarck Police Department. In this request I Tilmer Everett did explain 

under oath to the District Court that the 911 call and report made (Case No.06-94 I 7) 

dated May 30th
, 2006 is relevant material, and admissible evidence within Case No.06-

K-I026/06-9442. And that both the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Ofiice and the 

Bismarck Police Department were in violations of an court order made dated July 31, 

2006 and also under Rule 16 of the N.D.R.Crim.P. motion dated June 1,2006. (By law!) 

As I Tilmer Everett had specifically stated in an affidavit to the District Court that I 

had been illegally accused as a named suspect to a witness by a Bismarck Police 

Detective name Roger Marks within Case No.06-9417. Which in return caused this 

witness (18-year-old) to file an false report against me to next. Snow-balling into more 

false accusations from that point on! As Bismarck police than named and accused me 

Tilmer Everett as being there prime suspect to each of those defiled cases. See; Supreme 

Court No.20 II 0 189 Appendix volume 2 pages # I 1-17. 

March 281h
, of 20 11 District Court judge name Bruce Romanick then ordered and 

denied my request for a subpoena duces tecum. With judge Bruce Romanick completely 

distorting and also manipulating (taken out of context) those facts and circumstances that 
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I Tilmer Everett had explained to him about Case No.06-9417 first and Case No.06-9442 

second in my affidavit dated March 151h, 2011. Judge Bruce Romanick's pn:judicial 

statements made against me Tilmer Everett in page 1 of his order dated March 281h. 201 1 

stated as; Defelldallt colllilllies to allllde to his beillg illegally accllse(l of the crime for 

which he is servillg time. "The De{emlallt argiles becallse police were 1I0t illiliallr 

lookillg {or him as (I sllspect and stllmbled "pon the victim o{/Iis crime while 

illvestigating a different crime he should not be held accountable for his crime." That's 

a straight-out lie! Never have I Tilmer Everett ever stated anything like that at all in my 

affidavit dated March 151h, 2011 when requesting to the District Court for the 911 call 

and report made in May the 30lh of 2006 against the Bismarck Police Department. As 

judge Romanick's states prejudicial claims against me Tilmer Everett in his order dated 

March 281h, 2011 so lacking in factual support, from what was actually stated in my 

affidavit dated March 15th, 20 II. Making his statement made against me Tilmcr Everett 

in the ruling of no legal basis as to be frivolous. 

See; Supreme Court No.20 11 0 189 Appendix volume 2 pages # 18-19. 

Another serious issue to address to you the North Dakota Supreme Court in that regards 

to my request for that 911 call and report made in May 30lh, 2006 and the order denying 

my request for a subpoena duces tecum against District Court judge Bruce Romanick 

\vould bc made in page 2 of the Order dated March 281h, 2011 statcd as: "If the 

in/ormatioll the Defelldallt desires is subject to open records request he s/lOuld attempt 

to obtaillthe information through ope/l records reqllest. to As I Tilmer Everett did file 

for a request for that 911 call recording and or transcript dated May 30lh 2006 under the 

North Dakota Century Code 44-04-18 Freedom of Information Act as addressed to the 
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Bismarck Emergency Management Building 21 dated June 10, 201 I. Scc; Supreme Court 

No.20110189 Appendix volume 2 pages #123-127. And gucss what? I Tilmer Evcrett 

even called the Bismarck Emergency Management Building 21 at phone #701-222-6727 

and talked with a Gary Stockert who than transferred my call to a Michael Dannenfelzcr. 

As Mr. Dannenfelzer had than informed me Tilmer Everett in our conversation that he 

had "destroyed" and "erased" that 911 call and report two vears ago. So I told him that I 

would like him to state that in writing, from what he was telling me. Then in .July the 51h
• 

of2011 I Tilmer Everett had finally received a response back in writing (a letter) from 

the Combine Communications Center a Manager name Michael Dannenlclzer dated June 

30lh
, 2011. Infomling me Tilmer Everett thatthe record (the 911 call and report dated 

May 3011
\ 2006) that I had requested for does not exists. Completely \caving-out the 

information about destroying and erasing the recording two years ago of what we had 

talked about on the phone when I had talked with him. (That he deslroved lIllll erased 

thaI 911 call and report two vears ago.) See; Supreme Court No.20 II 0 189 Appendix 

volume 2 pages # 128-129. 

And so, I Tilmer Everett \vill now declare within my appeal to you the North Dakota 

Supreme Court that "my rights" have been in fact violated by both the Bismarck Police 

Department and also the Burleigh County State's Attorney Office. As they arc unabling 

(preventing) me the Defendant within Case No.06-9442 from proving my innocence. 

By destroyed evidence (the 911 call and report made from 1240 RiVl:rwood Drive) in my 

favor for my appeal that had been illegally withheld from me Tilmer Everett for my trial. 

Tile crime tllat I Tilmer Everett IIad gollell megall}' acclIse{1 orb" Bismarck Police to a 

witlless! 
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II The Clerk of Court's Office erred with prejudice and violated my Due 
Process Rights, to a fair right to an appeal, when they (the clerk of court) 
followed the instructions not to process my Notice of Appeal made by District 
Court judge Bruce Romanick. 

It is the Burleigh County Clerk of Court's Office responsibility by law to respect 

understand the appeal rights of an individual's request made as tiling a Notice of Appeal 

under the N.D.R.App.P. 3(a)(I) and (d). And in my Case (06-K-1026). the Clerk of 

Court's office erred with prejudice against me Tilmer Everett when they forwarded my 

Notice of Appeal dated April 1,2011 back to judge Bmce Romanick instcad of filing it 

as required by law on or about April 5, 2011. Then in June the 20lh of 20 II (at least 2 and 

a half months later), when judge Bruce Romanick returned my Notice of Appeal dated 

April 1,2011 back to the Clerk of Court's Office, with the instructions to tile the Notice 

of Appeal but not to process the Notice of Appeal. And that '"they" followed his 

instructions made by judge Bruce Romanick, then this means that they also had violated 

my due process rights with prejudice from a fair right to an appeal. Sec; Affidavit dated 

September 161h
, 2011 stated by Christine Hannon, Deputy Clerk II. 

I. Because I Tilmer Everett never received that filing of my notice of appeal at 
that time (June 201h

, 20 II) to this day! (?) 

2. And because I Tilmer Everett had (yly .... r boa",· informcd by the clerk of court's 
office at that time (June 201

,\ 2011) what the judge Bruce "Romanick instmcted 
them to do! 

Therefore this establishes and proves to you the North Dakota Supreme Court that the 

clerk of court's office erred with prejudice against mc Tilmer Everett stated above. 
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III Trial court judge Bruce Romanick erred with extreme prejudice when "he" 
ordered and told the Clerk of Court's Office Burleigh County not to have my 
Notice of Appeal processed dated April I, 2011 against his ruling made in 
March the 281h of 2011. 

Judge Bruce Romanick completely erred with extreme prejudice against me 

Tilmer Everett within my Case File No.06-K-l 026 when he told the clerk of court" s 

office not to have my Notice of Appeal processed against his order dated March 281h
, 

2011 in June the 20lh of 20 II. As a matter of fact judge Bruce Romanick had no business 

making an order against me Tilmer Everett with denying my request to compel discovery 

of Case No.06-9417 against the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Office in September 

3,2011. Wile" I specifiea"}' toM IIilll tllat evide"ee o(Case No. 06-941 7 IIa(l bee" 

witlllleill from me Tillller Everett mega"!, (or mv trial. (In that request made!) 

• Read; Supreme Court No.20 11 0 189 Appendix volume} pages #83-85. 

• Read also; Supreme Court No.20 II 0 189 Appendix volume 1 pages # 103-108. 

Making judge Bruce Romanick's Orders made and stated against me Tilmer Everett in 

September the 3rd of201} and also in March the 281h of2011 as being illegally and 

prejudicial within my Case File No.06-K-1 026. Judge Bruce Romanick does not have the 

right or authority to deny a Defendant or anybody for that matter the right to his Due 

Process Rights. As an affidavit signed by Deputy Clerk of District Court Christine 

Harmon dated September 16, 20 I I had been addressed and infom1ed to you the North 

Dakota Supreme Court in regards to those circumstances concerning judge Bruce 

Romanick's instructions to the clerk of court's office not to have my Notice of Appeal 

dated April 1,2011 processed in June 20,2011. (As evide"ee agaillst IIim!) As judge 

Bruce Romanick erred with extreme prejudice against me Tilmer Everett violating my 

Due Process Rights ... 
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Conclusion 

Based upon the foregoing, Appellant Tilmer Everett strongly requests that the 

order denying request for subpoena duces tecum dated March 281h
, 20 II made by judge 

Bruce Romanick be overturned and or reversed against the Bismarck Police Department. 

Evidence that I am entitled to have! Due to the fact that judge Bruce Romanick again 

attempted to violate my due process rights. As it is this evidence (the 911 call and report 

made May 301h
, 2006). that is illegally being withheld from me Tilmel' Everett by both 

the Bismarck Police Department and also the Burleigh County State's Attorneys Otlice 

within my Case File No.06-K-l 026. As it is the District COllrt who is preventing me 

Tilmer Everett the named suspect in Case No.06-94 I 7 from telling the \vhole story with 

Case No.06-9442. I want my life back ... 

Dated this II day of ~c.Ju tct r . 20 II. 
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Certificate of Mailing 

I certi fy that I original Brief Supreme Court No.20 110 189 order denying request for 
subpoena duces tecum and my concerns addressed against those prejudicial instructions 
made by judge Bruce Romanick to the clerk of court's office not to process my notice of 
appeal, as 7 copies were also deposited in the united states mail for delivery to Clerk of 
Court Penny Miller 600 East Boulevard A venue Bismarck, North Dakota 58505-0530 
and I copy of that Brief was sent to the Burleigh County State' s Attorneys Oflice at 514 
East Thayer Avenue Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 by mail from Tilmer Everett at the 
North Dakota~tate Penitentiary in Bismarck, North Dakota Box 5521 58506 on 
~c.\bkc )7 ,2011. I further certify that the Brief was correctly addressed and 
postage. I Tilmer Everett am 'lIIahle to file all electrollic copy of the appeal hrief to you 
the North DlIkota Supreme Court as this illstitlltioll prohibits usfrom doillg .\'0. 

Dated thisjLday of Gctu!o ( .2011. 

Tilmer Everett; Pro Sc. 
Box 5521 
Bismarck, North Dakota 

58506 
............................................................................................................. 

State of North Dakota) 
) SS. Verification 

County of Burleigh ) 

Subscribed and sworn before me on this-.!lday of (7 c..+ 
In the County of Burleigh, Bismarck, North Dakota. 
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. olary Puhlic. 




