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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES

Whether the defendant can utilize part of thieling in County

of Walworth v. Rohner in order to violate the rest of the holding
in County of Walworth v. Rohner, among countless other cases
of binding authority.

The circuit court answerat.

STATEMENT ON ORAL ARGUMENT AND PUBLICATION

While the circuit court properly applied Wisconawv, its
holding contradicts unpublished cases. The Seafeasts oral
argument and publication on this matter, in ordegdttle any
confusion as to the proper interpretation of pdecisions of the
Supreme Court of Wisconsin.



STATEMENT ON THE CASE AND FACTS

In April of 2014, the Defendant-Appellant, Johnvkestad, filed
a motion to void and vacate his 1992 Operating @/mtoxicated
(OWI) conviction in the Circuit Court of Monroe Cuaty, Wisconsin.
(R. 1.) He did so because, unbeknownst to thet couhe prosecutor,
he had been convicted of a prior OWI in Califorma 989. (Id.)
Because the Defendant-Appellant’s first OWI conercin Wisconsin
occurred more than two decades before his motimadate, no records
exist; accordingly, the clerk of court's office igs®d the case a new

case number, 14 CV 96. (R. 24 at 2.)

On May 28, 2014, the Monroe County District Atteyts Office
filed a brief in opposition. (R. 12.) On Augusdt, 2014, the circuit
court ruled against the Defendant-Appellant's nmtiecause the
"outcome sought by the defendant here works therdlegislative
result of imposing more lenient penalties for detfamt's present and
future OWI convictions based upon the fact thaivias treated too
leniently at the time of his prior convictions," direct violation of
established case law regarding legislative intei@W!I cases. (R. 24

at 5-6.) The circuit court noted that in VillageTeempealeau v.

Mikrut, 2004 WI 79, the Supreme Court of Wiscon&indertook a

review of prior case law in which the Court haceduthat circuit courts



lack 'subject matter jurisdiction' based on nonciemnge with statutory
requirements pertaining to invocation of the ceycttisdiction,”
subsequently clarifying the jurisdiction-versus-gatency confusion

at the heart of the Defendant-Appellant's moti@iR. 24 at 8.)

In February of 2015, the Defendant-Appellant fileBrief and
Appendix of Defendant-Appellant ("App. Brief") this court,

requesting review of his denied motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Where facts are uncontested, the question of whathecuit
court has lost competency or lacks jurisdictioa guestion of law to

be reviewedle novo. Village of Trempealeau v. Mikrut, 2004 W1 79

7.

ARGUMENT

THE TRIAL COURT DID NOT ERR IN APPLYING
PRECEDENT TO DENY THE DEFENDANT-
APPELLANT'S MOTION; IN FACT, PROPER READING
OF PRECEDENT REQUIRES DENYING THE MOTION

The Defendant-Appellant asked the circuit coudpply a

murky, broad reading of County of Walworth v. Rohri8 Wis. 2d

713, 324 N.W.2d 682 (1982) in order to allow himatmid penalty

enhancers for the factually accurate number ofltusk driving

6



convictions. Relying on significant case law, udihg Rohner itself,
the circuit court declined the Defendant-Appelengquest. This
decision properly construes the relevant bindinp@uty on
intoxicated driving, jurisdiction, and competenand adheres to the
clear legislative intent behind the law. Therefdhe circuit court's
ruling should be upheld.

A. The rules of law declared in County of Walworthv.

Rohner are not as one-sided or broad as the defenadka
claims.

The Defendant-Appellant's request hinges upon ngadbhner
too broadly and without context, in order to arratea conclusion that

directly violates its reasoning. At its heart, Rehholds that

prosecutors do not hawescretion as to whether a second-offense OWI
canknowingly be charged as a first-offense OWThe Supreme Court
of Wisconsin based this holding entirely upon a dee to adhere to

legislative intent in interpreting drunk drivingNa The Defendant-

! The Defendant-Appellant's App. Brief utilizes taarreal linguistic conflations
throughout: it frequently refers to "The Governnfieatd if it were an individual
entity, and it frequently refers to "The Governmgitiscretion” regarding the
mistakenly lenient 1992 charge. The Plaintiff-Reggent notes merely that various
branches of government are discrete, with diffekeatvledge and access to
information, and that "discretion"” is defined ase'tight to choose what should be
done in a particular situation." BRIAM-WEBSTERDICTIONARY, 2014.

While the Dept. of Motor Vehicles subsequently disgred Mr. Navrestad's prior
conviction, there is no indication that either gresecutor or the circuit court had
any knowledge of it. (R. 24 at 3-4.) Further,heiit that knowledge, the
prosecutorddiscretion did not come into play at any point, since thees wo reason
to believe there was a choice between first- andrekoffense OWI charges, and
discretion is predicated upon choice.



Appellant's interpretation of the holding_in Rohreso far askew that,

as applied here, it would contradict the caseligsaipon.

In 1981, Wisconsin enacted new and greatly stremgtti
drinking and driving legislation, via Chapter 20tbé state budget bill.
This new law announced that Wisconsin was takingkidriving
seriously: enacting the crime of homicide by intated use of a
vehicle, criminalizing OWI repeat offenses, anccdigraging plea-
bargaining to lesser charges. 1981 Wis. Laws 2@naled by 1981

Wis. Laws 184.

Limitations on prosecutorial discretion were endas part of
the 1981-82 revisions of the impaired driving stesu Under these
new laws, a prosecutor who wished to dismiss omaha@y impaired
driving offense must appeal to the court, stathregreasons for any
such proposal; the court's approval required arfmpthat such
amendment or dismissal would be consistent wittpti#ic interest in
deterring intoxicated driving. Wis. Stat. 8§ 3452)c) (1981-82)
(restriction applicable in OMVWI traffic forfeituractions); id. at 8
967.055 (restriction applicable to cases of crirh@&lVWI, homicide
by intoxicated use of vehicle, felony injury byoricated use of
vehicle and misdemeanor injury by driving "undes thfluence," as
well as to section 343.305 "implied consent” lasiations). The

legislature further stated its intent, calling fdre vigorous prosecution



of offenses concerning the operation of motor eBiby persons
under the influence of an intoxicant.” Id. at ¥ 955(l). These laws

took effect in May of 1982.

Four months later, in September of 1982, the Supr€ourt of

Wisconsin received briefs in County of WalwortiRohner, 108 Wis.

2d 713, 324 N.W.2d 682 (1982). The defendant vaasged with a
first offense, although it was factually his secafiense. When the
case came to trial, the defendant tried to gethtia@ge dismissed:

The case came to trial on January 22, 1981, andefendant
moved to dismiss the charge on the grounds thaiase
improperly charged with a first offense violatidrhe defendant
asserted that the court lacked subject-matterdiatisn because
he should have been charged with a second offarder gtate
law. The district attorney then moved the courltow filing of
a criminal complaint charging the defendant wiseaond
offense. The court told the district attorney tihatould assess
costs against the state for failing to file the ptaint before trial.
The district attorney then withdrew the motion.

The trial court ruled that it had jurisdiction toopeed under the
ordinance violation. The court . . . reasoned thatdistrict
attorney had the prosecutorial discretion to charg#er either
the ordinance violation or the state statute. Roht98 Wis. 2d
at 715 (internal citations omitted).

The question before the court in Rohner was, eisdignt
whether an OWI that was factually a second offewagd be charged
as a first offense forfeiture, instead of a secoffiense crime, as an act
of prosecutorial discretion. The court held tlnrée was no such
prosecutorial discretion, because "[i]f the legista had intended that

the imposition of criminal penalties loescretionary it would have used



permissive rather than mandatory language," id18t(emphasis
added), and because of the clear legislative ingetgolicy of strict
enforcement of the drunk driving laws." 1d. at 72llhe court
declared, "the drunk driving statutes must be gaestto further these

legislative purposes.” |d. at 72%e also State v. Neitzel, 95 Wis. 2d

191, 193-94, 289 N.W.2d 828 (1980), State v. BahkS Wis. 2d 32,

49, 313 N.W.2d 67 (1981). After determining thaalWbrth County
prosecutors did not have discretion to underchahgecourt instructed
the county to proceed with a criminal charge, panswo the intent of

the law. Rohner, 198 Wis. 2d at 722.

Stated most succinctly, Rohner holds that a prdeetias no
discretion to choose to violate legislative mandatel that knowingly
undercharged matters before a circuit court shbaldismissed on
jurisdictional grounds and re-charged correctly. at 722. Our
Supreme Court instructs us that this was the cbh@ding because
"[o]ur interpretation of the drunk driving statutekich places
exclusive jurisdictions over subsequent offensedronk driving in the
state, furthers this state policy of strict enfoneat of these laws." Id.

at 721.

This is factually disparate from the present matteRohner,
the Court held that there is no prosecutorial @on to violate

legislative mandate, and the defendant should {ohaeged toward that
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mandate; in this case, the defendant asks that-aisoretionary (i.e.,
accidental) undercharging result in a violationhat legislative
mandate. Why should the circuit court read Rolasea binding rule
on a matter the Court did not contemplate, in otdexrrive at a

conclusion that directly contradicts its languagasoning, and result?

B. Insofar as_Rohner discusses the jurisdiction or
competency of a circuit court, it does so vaguelyro
paradoxically.

Rohner dismissed the defendant's improperly cha@ad for
want of subject matter jurisdiction, directing fpr@secutor to re-charge
the case correctly. Yet, the Supreme Court of Wist has repeatedly
affirmed the state constitution, which authorizesust courts with
original subject matter jurisdiction over all ciahd criminal matters.
This apparent paradox can be resolved by lookimpst-Rohner
decisions that clarify the once-murky fields ofigdiction and
competence. The circuit court looked to these egisnt Supreme
Court cases in order to resolve the paradox, pathie only reading

that does not undermine any of the binding leg#iaity.

In Rohner, the Supreme Court of Wisconsin "held tha
legislature intended a second- offense for drunkirdy to be within the
exclusive province of the state to prosecute amaec Walworth
County had no jurisdiction over the offense anddrasecutor had no
discretion to charge under the county ordinané&hner, 108 Wis. 2d

11



at 721. How, precisely, Walworth County's lackwfsdiction is
conflated with the circuit court's subject mattaigdiction is unclear.
This is in part because Rohner was decided thredés ago, and in
part because -- as our Supreme Court confessed#28 hater -- "the
jurisprudence concerning subject matter jurisdicand a circuit
court's competence to exercise its subject mattegjiction is murky

at best." State v. Bush, 2005 WI 103, 16.

Circuit courts in Wisconsin are constitutional dsuwith
general original subject matter jurisdiction ovall ‘matters civil and
criminal." Wis. Const. art. VII, 8 8. "Accordingla circuit court is

never without subject matter jurisdiction.” Vilegf Trempealeau v.

Mikrut, 2004 WI 79, 1 1. In light of this bindingecedent, how is the
circuit court to interpret Rohner, where the untlarged OWI was
"dismissed for want of subject-matter jurisdictiboriRohner, 108 Wis.

2d at 722. In Mikrut, the Supreme Court of Wisadordarifies:

A circuit court's ability to exercise its subjecatier jurisdiction
in individual cases, however, may be affected bycompliance
with statutory requirements pertaining to the iratoan of that
jurisdiction. The failure to comply with these sty
conditions does not negate subject matter jurisstidiut may
under certain circumstances affect the circuit t®gompetency
to proceed to judgment in the particular case leefioe court. A
judgment rendered under these circumstances masrdeeous
or invalid because of the circuit court's loss @ihpetency but is
not void for lack of subject matter jurisdictioMikrut at { 2.

2 The Appellant-Defendant also cites to City of Keimav. Jensen, 184 Wis. 2d 91,
516 N.W.2d 4 (Ct. App. 1994) in his brief. Thasealiscussed the jurisdiction of a
municipal court, which is not constitutionally cted and lacks the jurisdictional
authority of a circuit court.

12



In the present case, the State asked the circuit &o hold that
Navrestad's challenge to his 1992 conviction ibalenge to the
circuit court's competency to proceed, and nohéocourt's subject
matter jurisdiction." (R. 24 at 10.) The circadurt did not make

some arbitrary choice to do so; it was requireddo.

As explained above, Rohner was about discretipfjhé

legislature may, if it desires, spell out the lisnitf the district attorney's
discretion and can define the situations that @gthpel him to act in
the performance of his legislatively prescribedekit State ex rel.

Kurkierewicz v. Cannon, 42 Wis.2d 368, 380, 166 N2W255 (1969).

Without reading unnecessary breadth into Rohnes dlear that the
Supreme Court of Wisconsin held that discretionsdoa allow a
prosecutor to proceed with an undercharged OWlearoviolation of
legislative intent, and multiple binding precedethiat require
adherence to legislative intent in intoxicated mhgvcases. But in that
case, the Supreme Court did not address non-dmcaey (i.e.,

accidental) undercharging.

The Defendant-Appellant asked the circuit court] asks this
court now, to ignore the entirety of the Rohnerisiea (and all
available understanding of context) based on tbetlfet the decision
used the phrase "subject matter jurisdiction” dyartime in which the

court's definitions of jurisdiction and competenegs -- by the court's

13



own admission -- vague, unclear, and "murky at.beBush, 2005 WI

103 at  16. The circuit court declined to doisgart because that

murkiness has been clarified by subsequent desiilom Mikrut. The

Supreme Court ultimately concluded, and the circoitrt followed,

that:

Article VI, section 8 of the Wisconsin Constitutigprovides
that: "except as otherwise provided by law, theuircourt shall
have original jurisdiction in all matters civil adminal within
this state." Accordingly, we have stated that iiséhsin, "no
circuit court is without subject matter jurisdiatito entertain
actions of any nature whatsoever." The "jurisdittand the
power of the circuit court is conferred not by atthe
legislature, but by the Constitution itself." Thtise subject
matter jurisdiction of the circuit courts cannotcetailed by
state statute.

We have recognized, however, that a circuit coatibty to
exercise the subject matter jurisdiction vested lny the
constitution may be affected by noncompliance stttutory
requirements pertaining to the invocation of thiitsiiction in
individual cases. Because the circuit court'sestthpatter
jurisdiction is plenary and constitutionally-baskdyever,
noncompliance with such statutory mandates is not
"jurisdictional” in that it does not negate the @usubject
matter jurisdiction. Rather, a failure to complithwa statutory
mandate pertaining to the exercise of subject mattisdiction
may result in a loss of the circuit court's competeto
adjudicate the particular case before the couktdéfect of
competency is not jurisdictional.”

Whether a particular failure to comply with a staty mandate
implicates the circuit court's competency depermsian
evaluation of the effect of noncompliance on therte power to
proceed in the particular case before the counyerrors in
statutory procedure have no effect on the ciraniirts
competency. Only when the failure to abide byatusory
mandate is "central to the statutory scheme" othitiis a part
will the circuit court's competency to proceed iplicated.
Mikrut, 2004 WI 79, 1 8-10 (internal citations otett).

14



While the Defendant-Appellant's Brief cites nonbing case

law that asserts Mikrut does not modify Rohnert tdwaclusion is

fundamentally impossible. (App. Brief at 19.) Rehdeclares that
since "the prosecutor had no discretion to chargieuthe county
ordinance . . . . the complaint is to be dismideedvant of subject-
matter jurisdiction.”_Rohner, 108 Wis.2d at 721-Zis is because
such discretion would violate clear legislativeemitin drunk driving
statutes, which "must be construed to further thegislative
purposes.”_ld. at 721. Thisegactly what the Court clarified in
Mikrut: "only when the failure to abide by a statutory mandate i
‘central to the statutory scheme' of which it =t will the circuit
court's competency to proceed be implicated.” Milat 9 10

(emphasis added).

The Defendant-Appellant cites to State v. BushcWlihe

circuit court considered, and which clarifies thsue as follows:

The logic behind this conclusion is entirely cotesi$ with
Article VII, Section 8 of the Wisconsin ConstituticArticle VII,
Section 8 states that except as otherwise pro\ogidaw, circuit
courts have original jurisdiction in all mattersitand
criminal....

This rule is also entirely consistent with our limfecases that
recognize that a criminal complaint which failsattege any
offense known at law is jurisdictionally defectiand void.
Once again, the premise behind the rule is sim@lecuit courts
have original jurisdiction over all matters civitédcriminal,
except as otherwise provided by law. If a compldits to state
an offense known at law, no matter civil or crimiisabefore the
court, resulting in the court being without jurisaon in the first
instance._Bush, 2005 W1, at 1Y 17-18 (internaltgtions

15



omitted).

Reflecting on the Defendant-Appellant's relianceBoish, the
circuit court concluded that since "first offens&/Ois a traffic offense
known to law," circuit courts have subject mattergdiction to hear
first offense OWI cases. (R. 24 at 13.) Consitgethe murky
language in Rohner in light of subsequent bindimigparity like Bush
and _Mikrut, the circuit court held that:

In 1992, Navrestad was charged with first offen¥eél@s a civil
traffic forfeiture. He now asserts that this cadid not have
subject matter jurisdiction because he had prelydwesen
convicted of first offense OWI in California. Tle&cuit court
has subject matter jurisdiction over first offel@®@/l ordinance
violations charges. Navrestad does not claim otiser He
simply argues that the facts of his 1992 case dsuyaport the
charge, and the case should have been dismisseth. aS
challenge goes to the competency of the circuittdouconvict
him on the 1992 offense, not to the court's subjeatiter
jurisdiction. (R. 24 at 14.)

Put simply, the circuit court was confronted witle following
guestion: how could Rohner's OWI be dismissed fantvof subject-
matter jurisdiction (and subsequently re-chargedectly) when our
Supreme Court has clearly held that "a circuit t@never without
subject matter jurisdiction?"_Mikrut, 2004 WI A;1. The notion that
the two cases are unrelated is unsubstantiatedyauld require the
circuit court to hold that the Supreme Court of ®dissin's rulings on
jurisdiction and competence are somehow not bindmguestions of

jurisdiction and competence.
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C. The Defendant-Appellant's Motion asks the courto
apply Rohner in a way that would violate controlling
law, including Rohner itself.

The circuit court's holding not only respectedgdictional
precedent, it also respected decades of intoxichienhg precedent.
Virtually every published case of binding authoxgmands that
intoxicated driving law be interpreted by the cleagislative mandate
to reduce drunk driving by punishing drunk drivargl removing them
from the roads. The cases Defendant-Appellargselpon most
heavily were determined through this prism, andlted in harsher
penalties for drunk drivers. The narrow interptietaof Rohner the
Defendant-Appellant asks this court to apply waditéctly contradict

binding authority on drunk driving law, includingpRner itself.

In Rohner, our Supreme Court appealed to or relpmh
legislative intent throughout the entire opiniogferencing it nearly a
dozen times._Rohner, 108 Wis. 2d 7@&sim. The court utilized
legislative intent as the primary basis for supipgrits ruling,_id. at
717-720, and as the litmus test that validatesulisg. 1d. at 721. The
importance of legislative intent in intoxicatedwinig case law cannot

be understated. In State v. Neitzel, 95 Wis. 2t 289 N.W.2d 828

(1980), our Supreme Court declared, "Because da plolicy of the
statute is to facilitate the identification of dk&m drivers and their

removal from the highways, the statute must betcoed to further the

17



legislative purpose.” 1d., 95 Wis. 2d at 193. sTQuote has been cited
in countless rulings of binding precedential val&ee, e.g., State v.
Banks, 105 Wis. 2d 32, 49, 313 N.W.2d 67 (Wis. )9@8dlying on

legislative intent in upholding OWI repeater staf){ State v. Reitter,

227 Wis.2d 213, 595 N.W.2d 646 (Wis. 1999) ("ths imas not
created to enhance the rights of alleged drunkedsiV Id. at 1 13.);
State v. List, 2004 WI App 230 (relying on legislatintent in

upholding out-of-state convictions for OWI repeatbarges); State v.

Puchacz, 2010 WI App 30, (utilizing legislativeant to uphold out-of-
state convictions where there was no truly analegbiisconsin law);

State v. Hirsch, 2014 WI App 39 (relying on legisla intent to allow

counting two previous out-of-state OWI convictidoward the
defendant's repeater count, even though previogsdNsin circuit

courts had not counted said convictions).

It is against this sea of binding authority requgradherence to
legislative intent that the circuit court consicieMr. Navrestad's
motion. The court ruled:

The legislative objective of drunken driving lavesto identify
impaired drivers and remove them from our highways.
Avoidance of the consequences of a prior OWI cdiori¢
especially in cases like the present one wheredheiction was
based on a guilty or no contest plea, is clearhtremy to the
legislative purpose. It is also contrary to thegiory scheme of
progressive punishment for multiple offenders wéibtb learn
to respect the law after suffering the initial péea and
embarrassment of conviction. The outcome soughléy
defendant here works the absurd legislative reduihposing
more lenient penalties for defendant's presenfatnde OWI

18



convictions based upon the fact that he was traateténiently
at the time of his prior convictions. (R. 24 gt 6.

This ruling was, above all else, in direct compti@nvith the
mandates of courts of appeal and the Supreme GbWisconsin,
including Rohner itself, which states that "drumk/thg statutesnust
be construed to further these legislative purptsBehner, 108 Wis.
2d at 721 (emphasis added). In considering itaguthe circuit court
had no choice but to weigh the legislative purpageastoxicated

driving statutes.

The Defendant-Appellant proffers few cases of legite
authority against this binding precedent. WhilénRer holds that a
prosecutor has no discretion to choose to viokgeslative mandate,
and that knowingly undercharged matters beforeaiticourt should
be dismissed on jurisdictional grounds and re-akduaprrectly, id. at
722, Rohner does not require a conviction to beteatwhen it would

be contrary to legislative mandate. In fact, tases the Defendant-

Appellant cites most frequently, Rohner and Cit)Kehosha v. Jensen,
184 Wis.2d 91, 516 N.W.2d 4 (Ct. App. 1994), babuilted in harsher
penalties for the Defendant-Appellant. The onlggadent Mr.
Navrestad cites supports the legislative intergtinger sanctions for
convicted drunk drivers; his argument hinges elytupon using law

that supports legislative intent in order to ciraemt legislative intent.
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Without reading Rohner so broadly that it contreglitself,
there isno binding precedent whatsoever that required the circuit court
to void the Defendant-Appellant's 22-year-old cotion. There is
only binding precedent that requires construing stajutory vagueness
to further "the statutory scheme of progressiveighunent for multiple
offenders who fail to learn to respect the lawradigfering the initial
penalties and embarrassment of conviction." (Ratl citing_Banks,

105 Wis. 2d. at 49.)

CONCLUSION

In short, the Hon. J. David Rice interpreted Wissois

intoxicated driving law as follows:

1. Rohner utilizes subject matter jurisdictiorfucther
clarify legislative intent, and mandates that "tlnenk driving
statutes must be construed to further these léyislpurposes.”

Rohner, 198 Wis. 2d at 721.

2. Voiding and vacating an undercharged drunkimigiv
conviction that is so many decades old that itd¢mdver be
retried would be contrary to legislative intent,igfhwould

violate Rohner and other controlling law.

3. This paradox can be resolved_by Mikrut, whiekerated
that "no circuit court is without subject matterigdliction to
entertain actions of any nature whatsoever," Mik2d8 Wis. 2d

20



at 83 fn. 1, and 86-88, and clarified the murkyididion
between competency and subject matter jurisdictidnat 86;
see also Bush, 2005 WI 103. It is not the circuit coustishject
matter jurisdiction that is void, but rather itsngoetency to

proceed to a judgment that violates legislativennt

4. Where the court's judgment violates Rohner'sdate to

further legislative intent, the court's competetwproceed to
judgment is so impaired that the matter is voidl&ok of
subject matter jurisdiction, because there is aro#tatutorily
proscribed judgment available. However, wheredh&no
better judgment available, voiding and vacatingdbmeviction
would directly offend legislative intent, whichpsohibited by

Rohner.

5. Therefore, if Mr. Navrestad had been underattaig
2014, Rohner would require the matter be void,resgcutors
could pursue their mandate to strictly enforce drdnving

laws. However, Rohner prohibits voiding Mr. Navezbs

accidental undercharge 23 years ago, as it woulthtadsurd
outcome in direct defiance of the mandatory adleré¢n

legislative intent required by statute and conimgliprecedent.
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The circuit court’s understanding of all relevaase law is a
correct interpretation of the law, and it is théyanterpretation that
does not directly affront the mandated deferendedislative intent or

ignore our Supreme Court's binding rulings on pliogson and

competence. Therefore, the Respondent respectéglyests that the
circuit court's ruling be upheld, and the Defendappellant’s appeal

be denied.

Dated this 11th day of March, 2015 in Sparta, WI.

Respectfully submitted,

Mt C. &@M
Allison E. Coghill
State Bar No. 1089103
Assistant District Attorney
Monroe County District Attorney’s Office
112 South Court Street Room 201
Sparta WI 54656
Phone: (608) 269-8780
Fax: (608) 269-8919
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