
NOTICE     AND     DEMAND  

 I, Paul M. Griepentrog, herein referred to as declarant, find that actions taken by various 
governmental agencies have led to erosion of individual freedoms as expressed in productive 
agriculture foreshadowing the demise of agriculture itself and the economy in general. 
Conditions existing today are more grievous than those that, in ages past, led to revolution on 
two continents and resulted in the actions taken by the framers of the Constitution of these united 
States.  Twain said it best, “History does not repeat itself, it rhymes”.  We need only review the 
feudal system in Europe prior to the French revolution as it parallels today’s conditions.

 “  Learned counsel quoting Thiers, contended that ‘the right to one's self, to one's own 
faculties, physical and intellectual, one's own brain, eyes, hands, feet, in a word to his 
soul and body, was an incontestable right; one of whose enjoyment and exercise by its 
owner no one could complain, and one which no one could take away. More than this, 
the obligation to labor was a duty, a thing ordained of God, and which if submitted to 
faithfully, secured a blessing to the human family.’ Quoting further from Turgot, De 
Tocqueville, Buckle, Dalloz, Leiber, Sir G. C. Lewis, and others, the counsel gave a 
vivid and very interesting account of the condition and grievances of the lower orders in 
various countries of Europe, especially in France, with its banalities and ‘seigneurs 
justiciers,’ during those days when ‘the prying eye of the government followed the 
butcher to the shambles and the baker to the oven;’ when ‘the peasant could not cross a 
river without paying to some nobleman a toll, nor take the produce which he raised to 
market until he had bought leave to do so; nor consume what remained of his grain till 
he had sent it to the lord's mill to be ground, nor full his cloths on his own works, nor 
sharpen his tools at his own grindstone, nor make wine, oil, or cider at his own press;’ 
the days of monopolies; monopolies which followed men in their daily avocations, 
troubled them with its meddling spirit, and worst of all diminished their responsibility to 
themselves. Passing from Scotland, in which the cultivators of each barony or regality 
were obliged to pay a ‘multure’ on each stack of hay or straw reaped by the farmer- 
‘thirlage’ or ‘thraldom,’ as it was called-and when lands were subject to an ‘astriction’ 
astricting them and their inhabitants to particular mills for the grinding of grain that was 
raised on them, and coming to Great Britain, the counsel adverted to the reigns of 
Edward III, and Richard   II, and their successors, when the price of labor was fixed by 
law, and when every able-bodied man and woman, not being a merchant or craftsman, 
was ‘bounden’ to serve at the wages fixed, and when to prevent the rural laborer from 
seeking the towns he was forbidden to leave his own village. It was in England that the 
earliest battle for civil liberty had been made.”  Plaintiffs’ argument in the 
Slaughterhouse Cases 83 U.S. 36
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  It is in this light declarant seeks to avail myself from the violative acts conducted by various 
governmental agencies through findings of fact and conclusions of law within a common law 
writ of Notice and Demand.      

       "An individual has a direct interest in objecting to laws that upset the constitutional balance 
between the National Government and the States when the enforcement of those laws causes 
injury that is concrete, particular, and redressable. Fidelity to principles of federalism is not for 
the States alone to vindicate…” Carol Anne Bond vs. United States, No. 09–1227, 564 U. S. 
(June 16th 2011)

NOTICE;

1. The WLIC acting as agent for the WI DATCP has entered data regarding 
individuals property that are non-registrants in violation of WI Statute § 95.51.1 

2. The WLIC acting as agent for WI DATCP pursuant to the Forms Records 
Management Plan RDA# 00292 as per USDA uploads registrant information to an 
electronic Oracle database in Canada owned by Q C Data.2

3. QC Data came under investigation by the Canadian Ministry of Agriculture for 
sharing Canadian producer information with Canadian meat packers.

4. Application for Federal Assistance Standard Forms SF424A and SF 424B as 
signed by Rod Nilsestuen for funding to support NAIS Implementation are 
binding legal contracts.  

1 See State of Wisconsin v. Emmanuel Miller Case No. 08-CX-5, Clark County trial transcript.
2 QC Data has headquarters in Calgary Alberta Canada and offices throughout the United States and Europe.
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5.  The former NAIS program has been retitled as the Animal Disease Traceability 
Program and continues under the same venue as per FR Vol. 75, No. 124, Pp. 
37377-37378 (Docket No. APHIS-2010-0054)

6. Specific authority for and the meaning of “Premises Code” derives from STAT 
95.51(4) (a), to wit (emphasis added):“…The department shall use a system that 
complies with any applicable standards established by the animal and plant health 
inspection service of the federal department of agriculture. The department shall 
use premises codes that are federally allocated for premises in this state.”

 

7. According to the foregoing “applicable standards”, the “Premises Codes” 
mandated under Wisconsin law are in fact the Federal “Premises Identification 
Numbers” that are being inventoried (allocated), maintained and issued 
exclusively by the “National Animal Identification System” (NAIS), a Federal 
computer system operated by USDA/APHIS.

8. The foregoing Federal “Premises Identification Numbers” were first pronounced 
on Nov. 8, 2004, in FR Vol. 69, No. 215, Pp. 64644-64651 (hereinafter “NAIS-
Rule”, see Exhibit-C). Premises Identification Numbers are key operational 
components of the NAIS.

9. According to the NAIS-Rule, the foregoing Federal “Premises Identification 
Numbers”, were being offered by the USDA as an official alternative to the pre-
existing methods of identifying and numbering premises authorized by Federal 
regulations promulgated under Title 9 CFR Parts 71, 77, 78, 79, 80, 85, and 93.

10. According to the NAIS-Rule, all regulations under Title 9 CFR Parts 71, 77, 78, 
79, 80, 85, and 93, are promulgated under the general authority of the Federal 
“Animal Health Protection Act”, 7 USC Chapter 109 , and specifically under 7 
USC § 8301 and § 8315.
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11. According to the NAIS-Rule, the Federal “Premises Identification Numbers” 
permanently attach to the premises, such as land or property, even if the 
registrant(s) or legal owner(s) of these premises change over time. This Federal 
stipulation is omitted from STAT 95.51(4) (a) but is clearly spelled out under 
ATCP 17.02(7). 

12. According to Federal law, “Cooperative Agreements” are structured for the direct 
benefit or use of the United States government. (31 USC § 6305)

13. Under such an agreement, DATCP has received $378,000 in “Federal Assistance” 
in fiscal 2007, of which at least 60% ($226,800) must have been used exclusively 
for premises registration.

14. By entering into such an agreement and accepting the foregoing Federal 
assistance funds, DATCP made itself subject to Federal laws, regulations, 
executive orders and agency policies according to OMB Circular A-102 / 
Standard Form 424, et seq.

15. Because DATCP accesses the NAIS in its role as “cooperator” implementing the 
NAIS, and as “administrator” processing Wisconsin’s premises registrations and 
obtaining Federal premises codes from the NAIS, DATCP is subject to the terms 
and conditions that are attached to the NAIS itself, namely the “State System 
Website Use Agreement” and “Wisconsin Website Privacy Policy”.

16. Under the terms and conditions of the foregoing “Cooperative Agreement”, 
DATCP is required to “disclose” premises information to the Federal government 
by way of “entering” or “uploading” such information into the NAIS.

17. The forgoing disclosure of premises information is not authorized under the 
“2003 Wisconsin [Livestock Premises Registration] Act 229, nor under 
corresponding law, STAT 95.51, nor under corresponding regulations, ATCP 17. 
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18. DATCP’s “Livestock Premises Registration” form AH-LP-100 and its attached 
instructions AH-LP-200 do not disclose any way the foregoing material facts 
which notice declarant is entitled to receive notice of under constitutional Due 
Process provisions. 

19. The “Livestock premises registration” law, STAT 95.51, does not allow the 
DATCP to penalize anybody for not accepting that Federal premises code, or to 
take collateral enforcement action on any license, for example threatening the 
non-renewal of a license.

20. The foregoing law does in fact authorize DATCP to make rules for and provide 
exemptions to implementation, but DATCP has made no such exemptions under 
the authority of STAT 95.51(3m).

21. Moreover, the foregoing law does not authorize an application-type procedure. It 
says that “The department shall assign a unique identification code to each 
location …”. [95.51(4)(a)]

22. DATCP’s communications with operators of dairy plants and milk trucks, 
suggesting they accept milk products upon condition that the dairy farms of origin 
obtain a DATCP-assigned “Premises Code”, are without lawful basis.

23. It appears that under both Federal and DATCP regulations, Wisconsin’s “Premises 
Codes” a.k.a. Federal “Premises Identification Numbers” operate like a permanent 
easement upon the premises (land and/or property) identified thereby, granted by 
the registrant(s) or legal owner(s) for the benefit of the Federal government, its 
agents and assigns.

24. DATCP has deliberately omitted material facts from its premises registration 
materials and campaign at prejudice to registrants, producers and participants, 
omissions that could be construed as constructive fraud.
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25. DATCP has exceeded its delegated authority under STAT 95.51 by having 
unlawfully disclosed premises registration information to the Federal government.

26. DATCP has exceeded its lawful enforcement authority under STAT 93.06(11) (b) 
due to non- existence of the prerequisite Federal laws and regulations required for 
implementation of the NAIS do not.

27. Points 5 through 26 are deemed admitted3 as per Sec. Romanski’s refusal of 
request for administrative hearing and declaratory ruling by declarant was ignored 
in direct violation of declarant’s due process rights.4

28.  Failure to provide an Administrative hearing violates due process as per 
Goldberg v. Kelley, 25L. Ed. 2d 287.5

29. In WI Statute § 19.42(14) annotation Law Revision Committee Note, 1983: This 
bill establishes consistency in the usage of the terms "person", "individual" and 
"organization" in the code of ethics for state public officials. The term "person" is 
the broadest of these terms, and refers to any legal entity. The use of the term 
"person" in the bill is consistent with the definition of the word in s. 990.01 (26), 
stats., which provides that "person" includes all partnerships, associations and 
bodies politic or corporate". The term "organization" is narrower, and is defined in 
s. 19.42 (11), stats., as "any corporation, partnership, proprietorship, firm, 
enterprise, franchise, association, trust or other legal entity other than an 
individual or body politic". "Individual", although not specifically defined in the 
current statutes or in this bill, is used consistently in this bill to refer to natural 
persons. 

3.DATCP has acquiesced by silence, the doctrine of acquiescence although typically not found in law, is found in 
precedent. As seen in SCOTUS rulings, the doctrine of acquiescence has been referenced about a thousand times.

4 Statutes regarding animal disease control, to be valid, must not deny to the individuals affected thereby due process 
of law.  3A C.J.S. Animals §67
5 Administrative Law requires proof of claim, 5 U.S.C. § 556(d) Hearings; presiding employees; powers and duties; 
burden of proof; evidence; record as basis of decision. Except as otherwise provided by statute, the proponent of a 
rule or order has the burden of proof.
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30.  In ATCP 17 (27) "Person" is defined as an individual, corporation, partnership, 
cooperative, limited liability company, trust or other legal entity for the purpose of 
premises registration.

31. The definition of “person” in ATCP 17 (27) is an enlargement of STAT § 95.51 as 
it includes individual (natural persons) exclusive of legislative intent.6 

32. An Administrative agency may not, by its rules and regulations, amend, alter, 
enlarge, or limit the terms or operation of a legislative enactment.7

33. If an administrative rule conflicts with an unambiguous statute or clear expression 
of legislative intent, the rule is invalid.8

34. All actions for violations of STAT§ 95.51 brought against individuals (natural 
persons) are ultra vires.910

35. The Application for Federal Assistance Standard Forms SF424A and SF 424B as 
signed by de facto11 Secretary Randy Romanski for funding to support the Animal 
Disease Traceability Program are binding legal contracts to implement the 
provisions of ADT as posted .

6 The Legal Maxim “That which is not inclusive is exclusive” applies.
7 See 73 C.J.S. Public Administrative Law and Procedure § 89  
8 See US—Diersen v. Chicago Car Exchange, 110 F.3d 481, 37 Fed. R. Serv. 3d 400, Wis.—Wisconsin Citizens 
Concerned for Cranes and Doves v. Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Recourses, 270 Wis. 2d 318, 2004 WI 40, 677 N.W. 
2d 612 (2004)
9 ultra vires (l-tr  vI-reez also veer-eez), adj. Unauthorized; beyond the scope of power allowed or granted by a 
corporate charter or by law <the officer was liable for the firm's ultra vires actions>. -- Also termed extra vires. Cf. 
INTRA VIRES. [Cases: Corporations 370(1), 385. C.J.S. Corporations §§ 554, 567, 573, 576.] –Black’s Law 
Dictionary 1559 ( 8th Edition 2004)

10 Points 28 through 34 are deemed admitted as pre Sec. Ben Brancel’s failure to provide an administrative 
hearing for declaratory ruling to Michael Schneider in March of 2011

10

11 Mr. Romanski failed to file an oath of office as WI Sec. of Agriculture.
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36. By entering into such an agreement and accepting the foregoing Federal 
assistance funds, DATCP made itself subject to Federal laws, regulations, 
executive orders and agency policies according to OMB Circular A-102 / 
Standard Form 424, et seq.

37. The proposed rules for Traceability for Livestock Moving Interstate as part of the 
ADT program where posted on the Federal Register August 11th 2011, Vol. 76, 
No. 155, Pp. 50082-50110, (Docket No. APHIS-2009-0091-0001).

38. Posting referenced in 37 states “Traceability does not prevent disease”.

39. Broad ranging authority is granted agencies for the purpose of disease prevention. 
As it has been admitted that ADT is not a prevention program all claims must be 
viewed in a narrower scope.12

40. Posting referenced in 37 also states “The proposed rule has been reviewed under 
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice Reform.  If the proposed rule is adopted: (1) 
All State and local laws and regulations that are in conflict with this rule will be 
preempted, except as provided in proposed § 90.8; (2) no retroactive effect will be 
given to this rule; and (3) administrative proceedings will not be required before 
parties may file suit in court challenging this rule.”

41. Posting referenced in 39 is violative of state sovereignty:        
"Impermissible interference with state sovereignty is not within the enumerated 
powers of the National Government,” see New York, 505 U. S., at 155–159, and” 
action that exceeds the National Government’s enumerated powers undermines 
the sovereign interests of States.”  See United States v. Lopez, 514 U. S. 549, 564 
(1995)…

12 See current proposal in point 37
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42. “In accordance with provisions of the statutes regulations adopted by the federal 
authorities are enforceable within the states when and only when they are properly 
approved by state authorities; in the absence of such local action the regulations 
of federal authorities are incompetent to affect a local controversy relating to the 
importation, keeping, or sale of diseased animals.”13

43.  BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 610 (8th ed. 2004) states:   executive order. An 
order issued by or on behalf of the President, usually intended to direct or instruct 
the actions of executive agencies or government officials, or to set policies for the 
executive branch to follow. 

44. E. O. 12988 involves Civil Justice reform and does not state or confer authority to 
void state sovereignty or deny due process.

45. Provision (3) of claim stated in 40 violates due process as per 5 U.S.C. § 556(d) 
where it states “Except as otherwise provided by statute the proponent of a rule or  
order has the burden of proof.”

 

46. Statutes in regard to animal disease control: 
“to be valid, must not be unreasonable, arbitrary, or unjustly discriminatory, and 
must not deny to the individuals affected thereby due process of law, nor may they 
be violative of any other constitutional requirement or inhibition.”14

47.  The application for cooperative agreement for the ADT program signed by 
Randy Romanski indicated that the “Program is subject to E. O. 12372 but has not 
been selected by the State for review”.

13 3A C.J.S. Animals § 66 U.S.—Reid v. People, Colo., 23 S.Ct 92, 187 U.S. 137, 47 L.Ed. 108, Colo.-- Mullen v. 
Western Union Beef Co., 49 P 425, 9 Colo. App. 497.---, 
14 3A C.J.S. Animals  §67
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48. Romanski’s act, as set forth in 48, voided the opportunity to determine official 
views of State and local elected officials as required by Presidential Executive 
Order.

49.  Proper approval of State authorities and local elected officials could not have 
been obtained.

50. “State laws and regulations are not repealed or nullified by the enactment of a 
federal statute which merely authorizes federal officers to cooperate with state 
authorities and to prescribe rules and regulations in that regard.”15

51. The E. O. 12372 reaffirms the common law right to know.

52. “Fraud in its elementary common law sense of deceit…includes the deliberate 
concealment of material information in a setting of fiduciary obligation. A public 
official is a fiduciary toward the public…and if he deliberately conceals material 
information from them he is guilty of fraud.” McNally v. U. S. , 482 U.S. 350, 
372 (1987)

53. “Silence can only be equated with fraud where there is a legal or moral duty to 
speak or where an inquiry left unanswered would be intentionally misleading…” 
U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d 297, 299, U.S. v. Prudden, 424 F.2d 1021, 1032, Carmine 
v. Bowen, 64 A. 932.

54. The term “premises” in STAT § 95.51 lacks definition.

15 3A C.J.S. Animals  §67
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55. “New rules for tracing diseased livestock will lead to greater compliance and 
improve the country's ability to market its livestock products overseas,” U.S 
Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack stated in a press conference on August 9th 

2011.1617

56. Compliance with international requirements is conferred in 55 as such premises 
registration becomes a component of international requirement.

57.  “ ‘Premises’ in International law18, includes a place and a conveyance19.  The 
mandate of conveyance under Premises Registration clearly violates Article 1, 
Section 14 of the Wisconsin Constitution which states all lands within the state 
are declared to be allodial, and feudal tenures are prohibited.” This act is deemed 
admitted.20

58. The protocols set forth in the ADT program, as set forth in 37, would evolve into 
the tagging of livestock for the purpose of tracking interstate movement21 

livestock and said tag numbers to be recorded and listed on the required 
veterinary certificate, with all information being uploaded to Global Vet22, an 
electronic database.23

17 http://www.nonaiswa.org/?p=7706 

18 International Court of the Hague
19 The term "premises" is used in common parlance to signify land, with its appurtenances; but its usual and 
appropriate meaning in a conveyance is the interest or estate demised or granted by the deed. State v. French, 120 
Ind. 229, 22 N.E. 108;  Cooper v. Robinson, 302 Ill... 181, 134 N.E. 119, 120. 

20 See amicus brief filed by declarant in State of Wisconsin v. Miller,  Case No. 08-CX-5, Clark County         
21 Iowa Department of Transportation (IDOT) pilot. VS worked with IDOT and law enforcement officials to 
check vehicles transporting livestock for animal movement violations when stopped for IDOT compliance 
inspection. 71 percent of the vehicles stopped were noncompliant and 56 cases were referred for investigation. As 
part of this pilot, 398 State, Federal, and local personnel were trained to recognize proper movement documentation.

22 Database for Surveillance and Monitoring Livestock Movements  http://www.globalvetlink.com/  
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59. WLIC proposes to charge livestock producers for official animal identification 
tags.

60. The handling of livestock for the purpose of applying tags deprives the owners of 
the livestock of their time.

61. The handling of livestock, especially cattle, requires costly handling equipment.

62. The handling causes stress and results in subsequent weight loss known as 
“shrink”.24

63. In order to obtain the official tags a premises number must be presented.

64. A GPS tracking number is assigned to the property as per premises registration.

65. The official tags and GPS coordinates are tracking components utilized to gather 
data required for compliance with the ADT system.

66. The use of devices to track “chattel property”25 has been determined to be seizure: 
“When the Government physically invades personal property to gather 

24 See R-CALF USA comments to Federal Register USDA APHIS -2209-0091 http://www.regulations.gov/#!
documentDetail;D=APHIS-2009-0091-1519

 
25 chattel (chat- l). (usu. pl.) Movable or transferable property; personal property; esp., a physical object capable 
of manual delivery and not the subject matter of real property. Black’s Law 8th edition 2004
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information, a search occurs. The reaffirmation of that principle suffices to decide 
this case.”  US v. Jones No. 10-1259 (2012).

  

67. “The Fourth Amendment protects the:                                                             …
right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and seizures.”  Here, the Government’s physical 
intrusion on an “effect” for the purpose of obtaining information constitutes a 
“search.”  This type of encroachment on an area enumerated in the Amendment 
would have been considered a search within the meaning of the Amendment at 
the time it was adopted.  Pp. 3–4. US v Jones No. 10-1259 (2012)

68. The WLIC, DATCP, and USDA’s claims that the ADT program will facilitate 
faster and easier traceback are without merit. See p.12, US v. Jones 10-1259 
(2012) 

69. The Loss of Life, Liberty, and Property set forth in points 54 through 68 establish 
grounds for a Fifth Amendment takings claim.26

70.      “Where rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rule-
making or legislation which would abrogate them.”  Miranda vs. Arizona, 384 
U.S. 436 (1966)

71. The USDA is void of authority over agriculture under the commerce clause for 
failure to fulfill obligations under the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

72. Congress' constitutional authority to regulate agriculture, under the taxing power, 
does not and cannot touch the production of its raw output which is "a purely 
local activity." U.S. v Butler, 297 U.S. 1, 64. Under the power to regulate 
interstate commerce a "purely local activity" must be similarly beyond the reach 
of federal regulatory action which must find, by definition, its field of operation in 
the exchanges between States not within them.

26 No person shall …be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property 
be taken for public use, without just compensation.
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73. Congressional agricultural regulation, as evidenced in more than 75 years of 
legislative history, is predicated upon a "declared emergency" beginning with the 
enactment of May 12, 1933 (7 U.S.C. 601). That declaration of emergency was 
"expressly affirmed and validated," and "reenacted without change" June 3, 1937 
(ch. 296, Sec. 1, 2(a), 50 Stat. 246.). Although Congress declared an emergency, 
the termination of that emergency was delegated to the President (7 U.S.C. 613). 
The President has not yet declared that emergency terminated.

 

74. Characteristic of these regulatory enactments by Congress is their attention to 
marketing of agricultural production. "Orderly exchange" of that production 
having been disrupted, meaning too low commodity prices in the markets, the 
gross income or "purchasing power" of farmers was impaired destroying the value 
of agricultural assets supporting the national credit structure. The plan enacted to 
meet that emergency purported to regulate interstate agricultural markets in the 
"national public interest," with the goals of reestablishing and maintaining "as the 
prices to farmers [in the markets], parity prices" (7 U.S.C. 602(1)), as well as 
avoiding "unreasonable fluctuations in supplies and prices" (7 U.S.C. 602(4)).

75. Congress conferred powers upon the Secretary of Agriculture to take into "the 
national public interest" inherently private rights of farmers to sell what they 
produce and to provide parity pricing through regulated markets in return, thereby 
according with the Fifth Amendment guaranty that "nor shall private property be 
taken for public use, without just compensation."

76. Beginning in September, 1937, USDA began calculating and publishing a "parity 
ratio" describing the relationship between prices farmers pay and prices they 
receive. Those ongoing calculations continue to be performed and published 
monthly and are referenced to a "base period" identified as 1910-1914. Regardless 
of changes in the purchasing power of the nation's currency over time or changes 
in the various components of our standard of living, these calculations provide a 
historical reference and comparison between the ability of today's farmers to 
generate income through their production, thus providing their capability to 
solvently consume, save and invest, and that same ability in the base period.
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77. The most recent year in which the annual parity ratio attained 100 (100% parity) 
was 1952. [See Exhibit 1.]  Beginning with 1953 there is a steady decline in that 
ratio through 2010.  Although there was a brief rise in 1973, that ratio has, since 
1984, been below the lowest level experienced during the "emergency" conditions 
of the 1930s, reaching the historical low of 36 (36% parity) in 2009. Performance 
of the plan to compensate farmers for the taking of private marketing rights has 
utterly failed over the last 58 years to either reestablish and maintain parity 
pricing or even move the markets in the direction advocated in policy. That this 
movement has been gradual does not obviate responsibility for the consequent 
harm to agricultural producers, directly affecting the economic solvency of the 
nation, but rather leaves them without compensation for the loss of their 
marketing rights over the period.

78. The economic loss to the nation's agricultural producers in direct compensation 
over 58 years amounts to more than $8.135 trillion. (See Exhibit 1.) Absent the 
movement of this primary earned income through the normal progress of 
exchange, processing, distribution and consumption, our national economy has 
suffered, over the period, the loss of around $57 trillion earned income. This is 
approximately equivalent to the current total of public and private debt 
obligations of the nation which have been borrowed against "future" earnings 
which cannot materialize without 100% parity agriculture. Failure by every 
administration since 1953 to satisfactorily perform the compensation plan adopted 
by Congress gives rise to the claim of economic damage to agricultural producers 
in the amount of $8.135 trillion, as a result of private property taken in the 
national public interest.

79. Losses incurred by Wisconsin agricultural producers.  (See Exhibit 2.)

80. The loss of income to Wisconsin agricultural producers caused a loss of income to 
the State based on lost tax revenues.
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81. The aforementioned persons and individuals have failed to act in good faith, and 
conspired to deprive the livestock producers within this state of Life, Liberty, and 
Property.

82. “ If those acts are done willfully, how can the officer possibly claim that he had no 
fair warning that his acts were prohibited by the statute? He violates the statute 
not merely because he has a bad purpose, but because he acts in defiance of 
announced rules of law. He who defies a decision interpreting the Constitution 
knows precisely what he is doing. If sane, he hardly may be heard to say that he 
knew not what he did. Of course, willful conduct cannot make definite that which 
is undefined. But willful violators of constitutional requirements, which have been 
defined, certainly are in no position to say that they had no adequate advance 
notice that they would be visited with punishment. When they act willfully in the 
sense in which we use the word, they act in open defiance or in reckless disregard 
of a constitutional requirement which has been made specific and definite. When 
they are convicted for so acting, they are not punished for violating an 
unknowable something.” Screws v. United States, 325 U.S. 91 (1945)

83. Whoever, having knowledge of the actual commission of a felony cognizable by a 
court of the United States, conceals and does not as soon as possible make known 
the same to some judge or other person in civil or military authority under the 
United States, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than three 
years, or both. 18 USC 1 §4
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DEMAND;

84. All individuals (natural persons) wrongfully subject to prosecution, loss of license 
or forced compliance with Wisconsin’s premises registration program be made 
whole.

85. A full and exhaustive investigation is conducted by the WI Dept. of Justice 
regarding the aforementioned acts and prosecutorial action be taken on all 
violations as per STAT § 165.70.

86. The Joint Committee for Administrative Rules convenes a hearing regarding 
DATCP’s arbitrary and capricious acts, outside the statutory authority and intent 
expressed in authorizing statutes.  
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87. Convene a Grand Jury for the purpose of issuing indictments pursuant to the 
R.I.C.O. provisions of the Clayton Act in the County of Price, State of Wisconsin 
as per STAT 968.40 (8). 

88.  The Attorney General of the State of Wisconsin move a Fifth Amendment 
takings claim against the USDA for the state of Wisconsin’s lost revenue.

89. The Attorney General of the State of Wisconsin move a Fifth Amendment takings 
claim against the USDA for loss revenue of Wisconsin’s agricultural producers.

90. Alternatively to remedy cited in 88 and 89 the USDA’s authority over agriculture 
in commerce be declared void for failing the provisions of the enabling act giving 
USDA authority over agriculture as commerce.

CONCLUSION

91. Failure to respond in full shall deem all acts stated in 1 through 84 above to be 
admitted.

92. If by demur or lack of response the aforementioned parties fail in their fiduciary 
duties, declarant reserves the right to exorcize all remedies under “redress of 
grievance” under the law.
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[Exhibit 1]

United States Lost Agricultural Income calculation
$ = billions

               col. C ÷ col.

 B (as %) col. C - col. D
A      B     C        D                 E
          parity ratio             $             $                   $
year USDA           US crfm  US par crfm US lost ag income
1953     92              30.98      33.68   (2.69) 
1954     89              29.82      33.51   (3.69)  
1955     84              29.46      35.07   (5.61) 
1956     83              30.39      36.61   (6.22) 
1957     82              29.69      36.21   (6.52) 
1958        85              33.47      39.37   (5.91) 
1959     82  33.64      41.03   (7.38) 
1960     80  34.01      42.52   (8.50) 
1961     79  35.16      44.51   (9.35) 
1962     80  36.47      45.59   (9.12) 
1963     78  37.48      48.05 (10.57) 
1964     76  37.33      49.11 (11.79) 
1965     77  39.36      51.12 (11.76) 
1966     80  43.44      54.29 (10.86) 
1967     74  42.82      57.86 (15.04) 
1968     73  44.18      60.53 (16.34) 
1969     74  48.18      65.11 (16.93) 
1970     72  50.51      70.15 (19.64) 
1971     70  52.75      75.35 (22.61) 
1972     73  61.11      83.71 (22.60)
1973     89  86.89      97.62 (10.74) 
1974     79  92.39    116.95 (24.56) 
1975     72  88.87    123.42 (34.56) 
1976     72  95.36    132.44 (37.08) 
1977     67  96.23    143.63 (47.40) 
1978     70 112.36    160.51 (48.15) 
1979     72 131.53    182.68 (51.15) 
1980     65 139.74    214.98 (75.24) 
1981     62 141.62    228.41 (86.80) 
1982`       58 142.56    245.80 (103.23) 
1983     56 136.77    244.23 (107.46) 



1984     58 142.78     246.18 (103.40)
1985     52 143.98     276.89 (132.91)
1986     52 135.36     260.31 (124.95)
1987     52 141.80     272.69 (130.89)
1988     54 151.26     280.11 (128.85)
1989     55 160.49     291.81 (131.31)
1990     54 169.34     313.60 (144.26)
1991     52 168.03     323.14 (155.11)
1992     49 171.47     349.94 (178.47)
1993     47 178.30     379.36 (201.06)
1994     45 181.43     403.17 (221.74)
1995     44 188.20     427.73 (239.53)
1996     47 199.43     424.32 (224.89)
1997     43 207.79     483.23 (275.44)
1998     42 196.46     467.76 (271.30)
1999     40 187.81     469.54 (281.72)
2000     38 192.10     505.52 (313.42)
2001     40 200.03     500.07 (300.04)
2002     38 194.59     512.07 (317.49)
2003     40 215.97     539.93 (323.96)
2004     42 237.85     566.32 (328.46)
2005     39 240.90     617.69 (376.79)
2006     37 240.62     650.33 (409.71)
2007     40 288.55     721.36 (432.82)
2008     39 316.67     811.96 (495.30)
2009     36 288.60     801.66 (513.06)
2010     37 314.35     843.90 (529.55)
 

        ($8,135.93) total lost ag income over 58 years
 

($140.27) avg. loss per year
 

        ($56,951.54) total lost US National
                    Income if ag multiplier = 7

USDA parity ratio is 1910-1914 = 100, published by Nat'l. Ag. Stat. Svc., USDA
     (www.nass.usda.gov)
crfm = cash receipts from farm marketings, published by Econ. Res. Svc., USDA
     (www.ers.usda.gov)

Provided by NORM, Jan. 2012  (www.normeconomics.org)

http://www.normeconomics.org/
http://www.ers.usda.gov/


[Exhibit 2]

Wisconsin's Lost Agricultural Income calculation

$ billions

               col. C ÷ col.

 B (as %) col. C - col. D
A      B     C        D                E
          parity ratio
year USDA           WI crfm  WI par crfm WI lost ag income
1953      92 $1.05     $1.14 ($0.09)
1954      89 $0.99     $1.12 ($0.12)
1955      84 $0.98     $1.17 ($0.19) crfm = cash receipts from
1956      83 $1.02     $1.23 ($0.21) farm marketings as published
1957      82 $1.07     $1.30 ($0.23) by Econ. Res. Svc., USDA
1958      85 $1.13     $1.32 ($0.20)  (www.ers.usda.gov)
1959      82 $1.09     $1.33 ($0.24)
1960      80 $1.10     $1.38 ($0.28)
1961      79 $1.13     $1.43 ($0.30)
1962      80 $1.14     $1.43 ($0.29) USDA parity ratio
1963      78 $1.13     $1.45 ($0.32) reference is 1910-1914=100
1964      76 $1.19     $1.57 ($0.38) as published by Nat'l. Ag.
1965      77 $1.26     $1.63 ($0.38) Stat. Svc., USDA
1966      80 $1.42     $1.77 ($0.35)  (www.nass.usda.gov)
1967      74 $1.39     $1.88 ($0.49)
1968      73 $1.46     $2.00 ($0.54)
1969      74 $1.53     $2.07 ($0.54)
1970      72 $1.60     $2.22 ($0.62) Provided by NORM, Jan. 2012
1971      70 $1.66     $2.37 ($0.71)  (www.normeconomics.org)
1972      73 $1.85     $2.53 ($0.68)
1973      89 $2.28     $2.56 ($0.28)
1974      79 $2.47     $3.13 ($0.66)
1975      72 $2.67     $3.71 ($1.04)
1976      72 $3.03     $4.20 ($1.18)
1977      67 $3.16     $4.71 ($1.56)
1978      70 $3.65     $5.21 ($1.56)
1979      72 $4.21     $5.84 ($1.64)
1980      65 $4.64     $7.14 ($2.50)
1981      62 $5.22     $8.43 ($3.20)
1982      58 $5.09     $8.78 ($3.69)
1983      56 $5.02     $8.96 ($3.94)
1984      58 $4.94     $8.52 ($3.58)



1985      52 $5.08     $9.77 ($4.69)
1986      52 $4.90     $9.43 ($4.52)
1987      52 $5.09     $9.79 ($4.70)
1988      54 $5.01     $9.28 ($4.27)
1989      55 $5.35     $9.73 ($4.38)
1990      54 $5.68   $10.52 ($4.84)
1991      52 $5.41   $10.41 ($4.99)
1992      49 $5.67   $11.57 ($5.90)
1993      47 $5.42   $11.54 ($6.12)
1994      45 $5.42   $12.04 ($6.62)
1995      44 $5.69   $12.93 ($7.24)
1996      47 $6.06   $12.90 ($6.84)
1997      43 $5.76   $13.39 ($7.63)
1998      42 $6.07   $14.44 ($8.38)
1999      40 $5.56   $13.89 ($8.33)
2000      38 $5.36   $14.10 ($8.74)
2001      40 $5.96   $14.91 ($8.95)
2002      38 $5.52   $14.54 ($9.01)
2003      40 $6.14   $15.35 ($9.21)
2004      42 $7.16   $17.05 ($9.89)
2005      39 $7.07   $18.13         ($11.06)
2006      37 $7.14   $19.31         ($12.16)
2007      40 $8.87   $22.18         ($13.31)
2008      39 $9.52   $24.40         ($14.89)
2009      36 $7.59   $21.09         ($13.50)
2010      37 $8.97   $24.07         ($15.11)

         ($247.26) total lost ag income over 58 years

             ($4.26) avg. loss per year

      ($1,730.79) total lost WI contribution to National

                    Income if ag multiplier = 7
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