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CHAPTER TEN 

 

You must have control of the authorship of your own destiny.  

The pen that writes your life story must be held in your own hand.  

Irene C. Kassorla 

 

 And so Ambassador Lee Emil Wanta takes control of the authorship of his own destiny 

and writes his own story in his own hand… Following is the letter written by Wanta to Judge 

Torphy that he wants to get on the court record. The finalized version of the criminal charges is 

also provided. 

 There are some items that will not be fully explained until Chapter Eleven but readers 

must have access to them in Chapter Ten.  

 The purpose of this chapter is to explain to you the charges filed against Ambassador 

Wanta and to make some brief comments about them. Comments from witnesses testifying about 

items involved in the criminal charges say more clearly than I ever could just how ridiculous 

these charges are… and I allow them to do just that by providing the actual testimony. 

 But before you read the charges and the testimony and comments about them, there are 

some things you need to know. You need to keep these things in the back of your mind as you 

read the material provided, below. You need to know these things because as you read the pages 

of testimony about how Leo Wanta is a criminal because his wife (from whom he had been 

separated for several years) bought a new waterbed for her son and a new dining room table for 

herself, the following information tells you why this trial is such a scandal. Though this material 

belongs in Chapter Eleven (which discusses the trial rather than the charges), it is necessary for 

you to know this information so the unlawful criminal charges can be clearly seen for what they 

are ahead of time. 
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 The above statement is made by Assistant Attorney General (AAG) J. Douglas Haag on 

page 102 of the court transcript from Leo E. Wanta’s trial on May 8, 1995.  Reread the 

statement.  It is not only important but is probably critical to proving this trial is totally 

illegitimate and Leo Wanta is totally innocent.  Do you see the key to unraveling this mess? 

 Here are the words you should have found:  “One of these crimes is not on the books, it’s 

never been prosecuted before, and it’s –“  well, AAG Haag never really says what it is, does he? 

 The words selective prosecution are defined by U.S. Legal at their 

http://definitions.uslegal.com/s/selective-prosecution/ Web site thusly:   

  “Selective Prosecution happens when a criminal prosecution is brought at 

the discretion of a prosecutor rather than as a matter of course in the normal 

functioning of the prosecuting authority's office. It can also be the enforcement or 

prosecution of criminal laws against a particular class of persons and the 

simultaneous failure to administer criminal laws against others outside the targeted 

class. Selective prosecution violates the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th 

Amendment if a defendant is singled out for prosecution when others similarly 

situated have not been prosecuted and the prosecutor's reasons for doing so are not 

permissible.  

http://definitions.uslegal.com/s/selective-prosecution/
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  “Selective prosecution cases are very difficult to prove. The general 

presumption is that prosecutors have not violated equal protection requirements, and 

the burden is on the claimants to prove otherwise. A person claiming selective 

prosecution must show that the prosecutorial policy had a discriminatory effect and 

that it was motivated by a discriminatory purpose. To demonstrate a discriminatory 

effect, a claimant must show that similarly situated individuals of a different class 

were not prosecuted.”  

  

 Though we can all agree that selective prosecution cases may be difficult to prove, it 

would be difficult to assume anything other than selective prosecution occurred in this trial – the 

Assistant Attorney General prosecuting the case says on the court record that “it’s never been 

prosecuted before.”   Thus, it is apparent that in all of the entire history of the State of 

Wisconsin’s Department of Revenue and the thousands – hundreds of thousands – of cases it has 

filed throughout the years, only Leo E. Wanta was targeted for prosecution under “crimes not on 

the books, it’s never been prosecuted before.” 

 How else can “selective prosecution” be defined?  How more clearly need it be defined 

than by the words issuing forth from the mouth of the State of Wisconsin Assistant Attorney 

General? 

 In this chapter, the concept of levies is broached.  That, in my humble opinion, is the 

crime that is not on the books and that “has never been prosecuted before”… but Mr. Haag never 

really says any more about it so it’s difficult to discern if that’s it. 

 AAG Haag introduces the first witness in the trial, a Mr. Ronald Danielski.  Mr. Haag 

spends three or four transcript pages making sure the jury knows how highly qualified Mr. 

Danielski is as a witness.  He has been employed by the Department of Revenue in Dane 

County/County of Dane for 26 years, for example. 

 Mr. Danielski tells Mr. Haag that he is the “chief of the field compliance.”  He goes on to 

explain that “…if there is a taxpayer that resides within the State of Wisconsin that is delinquent, 

my section will pursue collection of the account.” DANIELSKI  TESTIMONY 

 So Mr. Danielski is the chief of field compliance for the entire state.  He chases every 

delinquent taxpayer in the state. 
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 The testimony goes on to explain what a tax levy is, how it is attained, what it means – 

and if you wish to read the several pages of testimony, they are linked here.  Please feel free to 

verify that the quotes I’m giving you are accurate.  If I were reading rather than writing this, I 

would. 

 At the end of Mr. Haag’s questioning, Mr. Chavez does the unexpected.  He asks an 

intelligent question which actually blows the prosecution’s entire case apart… but Chavez 

doesn’t follow up on the response as he should have.  Had he done so, the trial could have ended 

right then and there! 

 

 

 

 So the prosecution’s expert witness on the subject of tax levies who is responsible for the 

entire State of Wisconsin collection effort testifies that no levy was placed by his section on Mr. 

Wanta’s property… yet the criminal charges are all based on a violation by Wanta of a tax levy 

filed against him. 

 In other words, no levy, no criminal charges. 

 Mr. Haag does some follow-up work during which he attempts to cover over the hole in 

his case caused by the Chavez question, but the damage has been done.  He does not ask 

Danielski if some other branch of the Department of Revenue filed the levies addressed in the 

criminal complaint.  Believe me, if they had, the question would have been asked! 

 There are six charges and all of them are based on Wanta violating tax levies filed against 

him.  It’s bad enough that the tax warrants (which supposedly justify the tax levies) belong to 

Falls Vending Service, Inc., and that a Department of Revenue stooge named Mark O. Williams 

issued the warrants in the name of Leo E. Wanta rather than Falls Vending Service, Inc.  It 
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becomes worse when one re-visits the three judicial decisions of Judges Reynolds, McGraw and 

Rehbein which clearly state Wanta is in no way responsible for the debts or taxes of Falls 

Vending.  But now the prosecution’s expert witness on the subject of tax levies has stated under 

Oath that to his knowledge no tax levies were issued against Wanta property.  “Wanta property” 

includes cars, trucks, his family home, waterbeds and dining room sets. 

 There can be no legitimate trial here because there are no legitimate charges – and the 

illegitimate charges that were filed violate the Defendant’s 14
th

 Amendment rights under the 

selective prosecution provision described and admitted to by Assistant Attorney General Douglas 

Haag on the record in court. 

 Even with the above evidence of total court collusion, some people may feel that “Surely 

the courts and the judges and the lawyers cannot always be wrong and surely they aren’t all 

corrupt; where there’s smoke there’s fire and Wanta must have been guilty of something for the 

courts to proceed as they did.” 

 Go to this blog belonging to a Wisconsin lawyer http://wicourtscorrupt.com/corruption-

report/section-ii-prosectutions-as-favors/the-dane-county-das-office-and-prosecutions-as-favors/ 

.  I don’t know him and he doesn’t know me.  In his material, he explains the absolute corrupt 

status of Wisconsin courts (my words, not his).  His words specifically deal with Dane County’s 

court system… and when you’ve read it, you will understand why Governor Tommy Thompson 

made sure the Wanta case was tried in Dane County.  Leo Wanta isn’t the only person who has 

been abused by the Dane County courts of Wisconsin… he won’t be the last.  Remember, those 

tax warrants were issued by Outagamie County and that’s where this case should have been tried.  

Dane County had no jurisdiction… at least, not if the 6
th

 Amendment to the United States 

Constitution means anything.  Also remember that Governor Tommy Thompson became the 

Secretary of Health and Human Services, appointed by President George Herbert Walker Bush. 

 As we wander into this historic abuse of a non-Wisconsin resident by that state’s court 

system, there are four primary characters.  Leo Wanta is the Defendant; Judge Michael B. 

Torphy presides over the court; Assistant Attorney General (AAG) J. Douglas Haag is the 

prosecutor, and John A. Chavez has been recognized by Torphy as Wanta’s defense attorney.  I 

http://wicourtscorrupt.com/corruption-report/section-ii-prosectutions-as-favors/the-dane-county-das-office-and-prosecutions-as-favors/
http://wicourtscorrupt.com/corruption-report/section-ii-prosectutions-as-favors/the-dane-county-das-office-and-prosecutions-as-favors/
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put it that way because Chavez was never really a legitimate legal representative for Leo Wanta.  

But that’s a subject for later… 

 First, meet Judge Torphy.  It is rumored that shortly before the Wanta trial Judge Torphy 

was on vacation in Mexico and fell off of a ladder and broke one (possibly both) clavicle 

(shoulder) bones.  I wonder who was holding the ladder. 

 He doesn’t look like the unconfident wimp of a judge who allowed J. Douglas Haag to 

take over his courtroom, does he?  Who knows what pressures were brought to bear upon people 

involved with this trial to get the outcome the CIA and the Wisconsin Department of Revenue 

wanted? 

  

 

         Ambassador Leo Emil Wanta       Judge Michael B. Torphy, Jr. 

  

 Here is the letter written to the Court (discussed in Chapter 9) by Leo Emil Wanta at the 

beginning of his trial: 
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8 May 1995, Wisconsin, U.S.A. 

TO: 
The Honorable, Michael B Torphy, Jr. 
Circuit Court Branch 2 
County of Dane and/or Dane County 
Dane County Courthouse 
Madison, Wisconsin, USA 53709.0001 
 

STATEMENT 

In the matter of  :   State of Wisconsin  v  Leo E Wanta 

    Case Number:  92CF000683 

 

Please Take Notice That; 

I have been denied competent and expert Legal Counsel of my choice as guaranteed by 

the United States Constitution, 

I have been kidnapped/abducted from the Neutral Country of Switzerland without any 

U.S. Federal Warrants and/or Charges as per U.S. District Court Order – U.S. Federal Judge 

Ross, 19 November 1993, a violation of Suisse/USA Treaty, 

I have never delayed or legally requested any Court Adjournment to my knowledge, 

I am not entitled to any Wisconsin Public Defender representation, nor allowed to seek 

competent/expert Legal Counsel of my U.S. Constitutional choice due to continuous 

incarceration contrary to Due Process, 

I confirm that since December, 1993 through February, 1994 that I legally filed several Pro 

Se Motions, which were ignored by the Court – contrary to Wisconsin Due Process 

Procedures, 

I have never been advised of my U.S. Constitutional Rights and Privileges, nor received 

any Miranda Rights, 

I have never legally or otherwise requested any State Public Defender to represent me, 

since adequate legal funds were frozen illegally, rendering my Legal Counsel Retainers not 

to be funded; a continuing Breach of my U.S. Constitutional Rights, as well as my U.S. Civil 

Rights, 
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I believe that the Wisconsin Department of Revenue had maliciously and fraudulently 

filed these false allegations to illegally obtain Foreign Corporate funds to offset the 

Financial obligations of my past employers, 

Falls Vending Services, Inc., a Wisconsin Corporation 

Regency Catering, Inc., a Wisconsin Corporation 

Quarterhouse, Ltd., a Wisconsin Corporation 

 

1/1               

 

 

The Wisconsin Department of Revenue continues to ignore previous Federal/State rulings 

that I am not liable for any and all liabilities of said Corporations, as the COLLECTIVELY 

filed for U.S. Bankruptcy under Chapter 11, under one common Case Number – which is 

highly illegal – and that USDollars One Point Six Million was within said Corporations to 

pay the Wisconsin Department of Revenue in full at that time of all three (3) Bankruptcy 

Reorganizations per Federal Court Order, 

I affirm that the Wisconsin Extradition from Switzerland and New York is grossly illegal 

and contrary to U.S. Law, 

I believe that a Fraud exists on these Wisconsin Courts by Criminal Design by parties to be 

legally determined by the Wisconsin Courts, including Abuse of Power and/or Misuse of 

Power under Color or Law, 

I respectfully request a Judicial Investigation of my Personal Statement as an American 

Citizen, held illegally as a non-resident of Wisconsin, since January, 1989, 

I believe that the Wisconsin Department of Revenue and others filed the Summons and 

Complaint with malice, Selective Prosecution and with false accusations, known to be 

untrue at all times. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/ Leo E. Wanta 

 

Leo E. Wanta, alleged defendant of record 

 

2/2   
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 Just a question:  Does this letter sound like someone whose mental status required six 

months in a Wisconsin mental institution to determine his competency to stand trial? 

 If you read the linked material written by an honest Wisconsin lawyer who describes his 

experiences with Dane County courts, you will relate to the Wanta letter and you will know what 

Wanta says is true.  His words are a reflection of what this lawyer writes re the way things occur 

in Dane County courts.  So what Wanta is saying is not an unusual occurrence in this particular 

court system… including the control of which lawyer gets appointed to defend a specific 

defendant to make sure the outcome the court and the prosecutor’s office wants is achieved. 

 In responding to paragraph one of Wanta’s letter which points out the lack of competent 

legal counsel, Judge Torphy says that he has found nothing in the record that would indicate Mr. 

Chavez was anything less than competent.  We can assume then that the Wisconsin courts define 

competent counsel as a drug- or alcohol-addicted lawyer.  If three people who attended the trial 

saw the addiction to cocaine, it is doubtful that both the Judge and prosecutor J. Douglas Haag 

didn’t know of it.  Perhaps neither checked on the loss by Chavez of his license to practice law in 

Wisconsin because of “medical” reasons – better known as treatment for addiction.  A law 

license is a wonderful asset to use to manipulate a lawyer’s behavior. 

 As it relates to the dismissed charges in New York Wanta brings up in his, Judge 

Torphy’s, courtroom, the judge merely throws the issue aside with a toss of his wrist… “I have 

no knowledge of that.”  He has obviously made no effort to gain any knowledge of it, either.  

“It’s never been brought to my attention other than by less than the formal manner.”  In other 

words, no one ever filed anything in court regarding the dismissal of all Wisconsin charges by 

New York Federal District Court Magistrate Allyne Ross… and that takes us back to the 

qualifications (or lack of them) of Mr. Chavez and his inadequate representation.  He did not 

even do the basic things any inexperienced attorney would do. 

 The third paragraph, “I have never delayed or legally requested any court adjournment to 

my knowledge,” is brushed easily aside as Judge Torphy admits it was the behavior of a prior 

lawyer, a Mr. Epstein, who requested an adjournment of the case that caused the delay.  Let’s 

face it, folks.  Wanta was unlawfully brought from New York to Wisconsin on December 13, 
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1993; it is now May of 1995.  An attorney’s request for an adjournment does not cause a trial 

delay of more than a year.  So Torphy is lying?  Yes.  Torphy is lying.  There was an extensive 

effort to get Wanta declared mentally incompetent to stand trial – the reason for the six months at 

the Winnebago Mental Health facility.  Thanks to the bravery of Dr. Connie Lee, they failed. 

 The next paragraph from Wanta’s letter deals with having a public defender forced upon 

him.  Judge Torphy says:  “My assumption is that the public defender would not have appointed 

Mr. Chavez or his various predecessors in this case unless there was a request.  I have not seen 

that, but that’s their records.” 

 I would suggest to you that judicial interpretations of law are not made on assumptions.  

The law is interpreted by a thorough examination of facts.  Mr. Chavez was appointed by the 

court as an advisor to Wanta (required by law) when the court made Wanta a dependent of the 

state and sent him for competency testing.  He was never appointed as counsel for this criminal 

trial. 

 Regarding Wanta’s Miranda rights, Judge Torphy simply says “I don’t know about what 

constitutional rights or privileges we’re talking about.  I don’t know what Miranda rights Mr. 

Wanta is talking about.  If there were some statements that were taken and intend to be used by 

the State in abrogation of the Miranda rights, I assume I will be advised of them so I can hold a 

hearing as is required by statutes.”  And once again we go around the circle back to the lack of 

proper representation by John A. Chavez… who did nothing about a defendant’s rights to be read 

his Miranda rights.   The truth is, since no Miranda rights were ever read to Leo Wanta, 

everything he said after his arrest cannot be used against him in a court of law… but Mr. Chavez 

overlooked that, too. 

 Judge Torphy says:  “With regard to whether the allegations of the Wisconsin 

Department of Revenue are false or fraudulent, I have no idea.  I know nothing about the three 

entities that are shown on the bottom of page 1 of Mr. Wanta’s letter…”  Judge Torphy goes on 

to discuss the fact that he’s not going to start a judicial investigation at this point and questions 

whether he could start one.  He does not want to know about the judicial decisions that released 

Wanta from any responsibility for the taxes due from Falls Vending Services, Inc. and its 

subsidiaries. 
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 Note how carefully Judge Torphy avoided the facts as presented by the Leo E. Wanta 

letter.  Note how unconcerned he is that the man being sent to trial was never given his Miranda 

rights and doesn’t really care enough about the truth or untruth contained in the charges for 

which he is about to try a man.  If this does not frighten you as to the state of the Rule of Law in 

America, there is something very wrong with you. 

 Because so much of the first 25 pages of text from the court transcripts have been quoted 

here, I have created a blog where you can see those pages.  Go to http://wantafiles.blogspot.com .  

To get pages to enlarge, simply click on the first page and a row of pages will appear at the 

bottom of the screen.  You can click on any page.  Page 2 was omitted from the material sent to 

me, but is not significant because it merely lists page one of the index for the first day of 

testimony and offers no testimony.  

 Here are the charges that were filed against Leo Emil Wanta in Dane County Court: 

http://wantafiles.blogspot.com/
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 As you can see, the first charge says that on June 11, 1991, Wanta intentionally rendered 

a false and fraudulent individual income tax return for the calendar year 1988.  Perhaps AAG 

Haag can explain a letter from the Internal Revenue Service assuring Wanta that he owed no 

taxes for the year 1988.  IRS LETTER  Since all state tax systems are tied to the federal system, 

it is close to impossible that the two different systems would contain differing information.  Leo 

Wanta was notified of his official Austrian residency as of June 1988 and an investigation must 

occur before Austria grants residency (which substantiates Wanta’s claim that he was out of the 

United States the entire year of 1988 and earned no income).  There is a MAJOR explanation 

required before continuing. 

 Will this bore you, the reader? I don’t know… all I know is that you need to go back once 

again to the unlawful tax warrants issued against Leo Wanta for the debts of Falls Vending. Isn’t 

it interesting how they keep popping up?  FALLS VENDING TAX WARRANTS   

 Does this make it clear as to why Wisconsin was so doggedly persistent in getting at least 

one of the 1980’s charges decided in the state’s favor?  They needed those tax warrants for a 

criminal trial at a later date and getting one case prosecuted using the unlawful tax warrants 

made them legal precedent when referring to them!  To quickly review: Wanta was not an owner 

of Falls Vending and was in no way responsible for any of the debts or taxes of that company.  

Three court decisions prove that statement and just because Wisconsin law disagrees with that 

statement does not change the facts. 

 When the Wisconsin Department of Revenue in Outagamie County issued those tax 

warrants, Leo Wanta was, by DOR standards, obligated to pay them. You may need to go back 

to Chapter Three to once again read the explanation of the original tax warrants unlawfully filed 

by Mark O. Williams for the withholding and sales taxes owed the State of Wisconsin by Jerome 

Engle (or Engel as he sometimes spelled it), the owner of Falls Vending Service, Inc. 

 It is against the Falls Vending Service, Inc. the tax warrants that the levies contained in 

the above charges are filed. In other words, Wanta had no right to re-finance his home and 

remove from the hands of Dennis Ullman and the Department of Revenue the right to foreclose 

on his home and use the money from that foreclosure to pay the Falls Vending tax warrants 

issued by Williams in Leo Wanta’s name.  Don’t ask me to make sense of those statements 

because no sense can be made of them.   

 According to the Department of Revenue, because those Falls Vending Service, Inc. 

warrants were put in his name rather than the name of the owner of Falls Vending, Wanta had no 

right to buy a car or furniture or a truck because he should have paid the money it cost for him to 
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purchase those items to the Department of Revenue to reduce the money owed on the Falls 

Vending tax warrants.  That is what the above charges are about, not income tax that Leo Wanta 

owed, but income tax owed by Falls Vending which was owned by Jerome Engle.  This was 

totally unlawful… except in the imaginations of Department of Revenue agents wanting to gain a 

reputation. 

 Before you read the meaningless testimony contained in the pages below, we need to 

review what happened: 

 1. Wanta leaves the Presidential Task Force that is meeting in Washington, D.C. to 

plan the demise of the Soviet ruble.  The Task Force was originally comprised of Bill Colby 

(CIA Director), Bill Casey (CIA Director to be under President Reagan), William French Smith 

(President Reagan’s Attorney General), and Leo Wanta. Wanta leaves the Task Force because:  

a) the plan has been written and it will take time to implement it… his part in the ploy will be the 

final implementation and will take two or three years before it is his time to bring the Soviet 

ruble down; and b) Wanta got sent to his home state of Wisconsin to take part in an FBI 

undercover sting operation against the Balistrieri mob family in Milwaukee because of its 

involvement with vending machine companies (which are being used to launder money and to 

distribute drugs). 

 2. Wanta becomes President of Falls Vending Service, Inc. as part of that sting 

operation. He discusses the possibility of purchasing the company with a lawyer named Pyzyk 

who writes a letter to the Waukesha Sheriff’s office recommending Wanta be re-hired as a 

Deputy.  Wanta is given the opportunity to evaluate the books of Falls Vending (as a prospective 

buyer of the company) and informs Jerome Engle that he has decided not to purchase any interest 

in the company. 

 3. Falls Vending Service, Inc. goes into bankruptcy in the Eastern Division of the 

Federal District Bankruptcy Court. Wanta is appointed Trustee by the Bankruptcy Court to 

handle payment of the company’s debts (by Joseph Stadtmueller of the Bankruptcy Court… 

letter making the Wanta appointment representing the court provided in Chapter Three link).  As 

the representative of the Bankruptcy Court, Wanta signs corporate checks, paying bills and taxes 

for Falls Vending.  He sends a check to the Bankruptcy to pay Falls Vending taxes and it is 

returned by the court and is applied to the Falls Vending debt at F & M Bank.  Wanta reports the 

occurrence to authorities.  

 4. Suddenly, a large number of people to whom Falls Vending owes money 

(suppliers, employees, etc.) begin filing demands against Leo Wanta, personally. The poorly run 
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Outagamie and Waukesha County Courts do not perform sufficient due diligence and allow the 

unlawful cases to be filed. 

 5.  In 1988, New Republic pays Associated Bank the amount outstanding on the 

Wantas’ mortgage (about $85,000) because of the “large number of people” filing against 

Wanta’s personal assets, including the family’s home of many years.  It is placing his family’s 

assets in jeopardy.  New Republic makes the loan a part of Wanta’s retirement package... a 

strategy that gives the company an asset that increases yearly in value and removes from its key 

executive the tribulation of dealing with family problems and frees him up to deal with his 

responsibilities to the company.  As a banker, I have written many mortgages for key employees 

of corporations to be paid by the corporation, not the employee. When an employee is required to 

move, for example, it is a corporate requirement and a corporate expense, so this is not as 

unusual as the lawyers representing Falls Vending want jurors to believe it is. 

 6. Over time, the cases are either dismissed or judicial decisions clearly stating that 

Wanta is not responsible for Falls Vending debts are handed down. Three of those decisions – 

Judges Reynolds, McGraw and Rehbein – are available to view in Chapter Three links. 

 7. These unlawful tax warrant filings are used to get the Swiss to arrest Ambassador 

Leo Emil Wanta who serves as the Somali Ambassador to Switzerland.  The Swiss put him in 

prison in Lausanne for 134 days. When Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin writes a letter to 

Wanta expressing concerns about the Peace Accords Protocols ($5 billion each to Israel and 

Palestine), Wanta was immediately sent back to the United States… to New York.  

 8. It takes a New York lawyer about five minutes to tear to pieces the criminal 

charges filed by Dennis Ullman – who had no right (according to the New York lawyer) to file 

anything.  Judge Allyne Ross immediately dismissed all charges against Wanta. 

 9. Wanta signed a short-term extradition issued by the Supreme Court of New York, 

agreeing to allow Wisconsin to extradite him back to that state provided they did so within a 

limited period of specifically-stated time. Wisconsin did not perform within the stated time frame 

of the extradition and both New York and Wisconsin violated Wanta’s rights when he was 

returned to Wisconsin on December 13, 1993.  Thus, it was not a lawful extradition. 

 10. The Wisconsin courts kept Leo Wanta in prison from December 13, 1993 through 

his trial in May of 1995. The Wisconsin Department of Revenue did not credit the two payments 

of $14,129 Wanta made to them in May and June of 1992 until after his conviction on May 11, 

1995. 
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 The charges that you read above all have to do with the levy of the original unlawful tax 

warrants issued by Mark O. Williams in Outagamie County, Wisconsin, against Falls Vending 

Service for unpaid taxes. 

 You will find from the specific testimony of Dennis Ullman that it was he, not Mr. 

Wanta, who altered Leo’s income tax return and put “zero” under the income column.  

Remember that in Chapter Nine I said that Wanta’s tax problems largely stemmed from his wife, 

Joanne, continuing to file joint returns? This is the problem it caused. Wanta placed no 

information on the tax forms next to his name relative to income. He received no income in the 

United States let alone the State of Wisconsin. However, he still perceived himself as an 

American citizen who was living abroad and was being paid abroad. When he traveled, he 

submitted expense reports and was paid an amount to reimburse him for costs during his full-

time absence from Austria.  In the charges filed, the amount of Wanta’s expenses in 1988 totaled 

$166,372 (according to the Department of Revenue) resulting in a tax due of $10,249. 

 That sounds like a lot of money for travel expenses for one year. Take it from me as 

someone who once lived on airplanes and in hotel rooms, it is not that much. He was flying from 

European capitols to Hong Kong and other Chinese cities… to Singapore and the United States. 

If you have flown internationally, you know how costly it is. He was staying in major cities 

where the cost of a downtown hotel room averages more than $250.00 per night. He was 

entertaining high-cost clients all of whom were providing exceedingly high profits for his 

companies. 

 Being reimbursed for travel expenses is not the same thing as earning income and this 

charge is ridiculous. To suggest otherwise is like saying you work for a French company and 

they send you on a business trip to Los Angeles. You spend a couple of thousand on airfare and 

bill your company for the cost – and when the French company reimburses you for your costs, 

the State of California counts that as income and wants you to pay taxes on it.  It’s not income.  

 If Wanta was paid an income, the Department of Revenue had an obligation to prove 

from what source the income came… which company paid him? Not one piece of documentation 

was placed in evidence that substantiated any earned income… just more assumptions and brain-

twisting attempts to turn expense reimbursements into income paid to Wanta within the State of 

Wisconsin so the state could declare a tax on it. When it came to explaining these things to the 

jury, John Chavez was missing in action.  When it came to cross examining Dennis Ullman who 

was the creative inventor of these charges, Chavez was also missing in action. Did Chavez call 

Mark O. Williams to the stand to ask him why he had put tax warrants that belonged in the name 
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of Falls Vending Service, Inc. in the name of Leo Wanta? No. He did not. When it came to 

objecting to Haag’s introduction of the evidence as being misleading to the jury and a fraud upon 

the court… Chavez was sitting on his hands. 

 The second charge is for undeclared income earned in 1989 – a year Wanta was clearly a 

full-time resident of Vienna, Austria.  The Revenuers claimed that Wanta earned $63,310 in 

1989 on which he owed the state $3,880.  The total for the two years is $14,129.  It is for this 

amount Mark O. Williams double-billed Leo and Joanne Wanta, demanding a total tax from the 

two of them of $28,258. That’s not only ridiculous, it is unlawful. 

 The third charge says Leo Wanta concealed property on which a levy was authorized. He 

purchased a 1988 Buick Electra station wagon in the name of New Republic. The state says the 

money used to buy the car should have been used to pay the unlawful Outagamie tax warrants 

belonging to Falls Vending Service.  A foreign company – which New Republic was, 

headquartered in Austria – had an employee (the Director General of the company) that would 

have to periodically spend time in the United States. It is not unusual for executives of foreign 

companies to have cars provided for them by the company.  The Department of Revenue says 

Wanta put the car’s Title in the name of New Republic to “hide his income.”  John Chavez did 

not ask Dennis Ullman why a man who was living full time in a foreign country would want to 

purchase a car and put it in his personal name when it was a totally legitimate business expense 

to New Republic. 

 Rather than paying for taxi cabs and car rentals (and for security reasons), New Republic 

decided to purchase a car so he would have the use of it during his many trips to America. Can 

anyone please explain what is illegal about that? Can anyone explain how purchasing a car 

becomes tax evasion on undeclared income?  If there is a dispute about whether this is a 

legitimate business expense, it is the business of the Austrian government to question the 

Austrian company.  It is not job of the State of Wisconsin. The State of Wisconsin only becomes 

involved when, due to tax warrants unlawfully filed by its Department of Revenue, a levy is 

issued against any personal property that belongs to Leo E. Wanta… his house, any car he might 

own, any asset.  It doesn’t matter to Wisconsin that the tax warrants for which the levy was 

issued are not the responsibility of Leo Wanta… three Wisconsin judges have issued rulings that 

say so.  The Austrian company owned the car and the house, not Leo Wanta. The State of 

Wisconsin does NOT have the right to determine who owns what. Lawfully filed Titles to 

property make that decision for the state. 
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 The fourth charge says Leo Wanta concealed property upon which a levy was authorized 

when his company, New Republic, agreed to pay his mortgage and moved the debt to Austria, 

the location of his company’s home office. Wisconsin makes it sound like a crime – well, they 

quite clearly say it is a crime – for Wanta to have his company pay his mortgage. When did it 

become a law in any state in the United States that it is illegal for a company to pay the mortgage 

for an executive, whether the company is located in this country or any other country? They 

make it sound as if the Wantas were not paying property taxes, which is untrue. Again, can 

anyone tell me how having a mortgage paid by New Republic in Austria in 1988 enables 

Wisconsin to declare the mortgage null and void so the state can foreclose on the property on 

criminal tax charges that were not filed until 1995?  How could Wanta or New Republic know in 

1988 when the mortgage was paid that Wisconsin would file criminal charges against him in 

1995 for tax evasion because the mortgage was sold by Associated Bank to New Republic?  

Wanta’s salary and benefits are paid in Austria. In 1988, he no longer resides in Wisconsin. 

Wisconsin, however, goes back to the theory offered by lawyer Christopher Evenson relative to 

New Republic in Chapter Four. Here’s what he said: 

 “New Republic is an entity created by Leo Wanta and is merely an alter ego for 

himself. There is such a unity of interest and ownership that New Republic is not an 

entity separate from Leo Wanta and the corporate entity must be disregarded in order 

to avoid an inequitable result. In the alternative, New Republic was created by Leo 

Wanta for the purpose of hindering and defrauding the Wisconsin Department of 

Revenue and other creditors in the collection of their lawful judgments, debts and 

demands against Leo Wanta. For those reasons the mortgage interests in favor of New 

Republic must be disregarded and all rights which said Respondent may claim in the 

subject property are junior and subordinate to the rights of the petitioner in the 

property which is the subject of this action.” 

 Everything stated in that paragraph violates the Uniform Commercial Code which sets 

forth the laws that governs corporations. When you are dealing with corporations, you are 

dealing with the Uniform Commercial Code (UCC).  New Republic was a corporation.  The laws 

governing it fell under the UCC.  Yet, J. Douglas Haag used Evenson’s strategy during the 

Wanta criminal trial.  This was a particularly disgusting argument because one of New 

Republic’s Board members flew to Wisconsin to testify and brought with him documents to 

prove New Republic was a company that employed other people and had a legitimate Board of 

Directors.  The company was not, as Evenson suggested, “Leo Wanta’s alter ego.”  We’ll get to 

that in Chapter 11.  Judge Torphy would not let Dr. Gregory Sali testify. 
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 The fifth charge against Leo Wanta alleges again that he hid property… furniture costing 

$4,525. And, the sixth and final charge says Wanta hid property when he put a truck that 

belonged to his son in the company’s name.  Evidently, Wisconsin’s Department of Revenue 

thinks it has the right to tell Leo Wanta’s son what he can and cannot do with his assets, too.  If 

Wanta’s son wants to put his truck in the name of New Republic, what business is it of the 

Department of Revenue?  Wanta’s son’s name hasn’t been put on any unlawful tax warrants 

issued by the state.  No levies have been filed against him or against his income. 

 The point is, none of the testimony proves (or even offers evidence) of income received 

by Leo Emil Wanta as a resident of the State of Wisconsin. And that is what is hard to keep in 

mind as these court transcripts are read. I’m reading them for the third time in 18 months and it is 

hard to stick to the facts as they relate to this question: Did the Department of Revenue and the 

Assistant Attorney General prove that Leo Wanta received income of any kind as a resident of 

that state? The answer is a resounding “No!” Did the Department of Revenue and the Assistant 

Attorney General ever prove that the tax warrants issued by Mark O. Williams were legitimate? 

No. They didn’t have to because John A. Chavez never really put the subject forth in court.  

Thus, the levy filed against Wanta’s assets (which make up this entire criminal charge against 

him) are totally bogus! 

 Below begins the testimony of witnesses involved in Wanta’s purchases of a station 

wagon and a truck and Mrs. Wanta’s purchases of a waterbed and dining room furniture. 

 Mr. Haag’s objective is to convince the jury that Leo Wanta was receiving income in 

Wisconsin with which he was paying for these items and those funds belonged to Wisconsin 

because any income available to Wanta was due the state because of the levies issued against 

him for the Falls Vending Service, Inc. unlawful tax warrants. Indeed, Mr. Haag’s argument is 

that Leo Wanta invested in these items to hide the income from the state.  

  The next few pages will give you insight as to just how ridiculous this trial was… the 

charges, the state’s witnesses, and the totally incompetent performance of John A. Chavez who 

should have objected to these questions and the answers to them as to relevance.  But he couldn’t 

do that without bringing into the record the illegality of the Falls Vending Service, Inc. tax 

warrants and how Mark O. Williams unlawfully issued those warrants in the name of Leo E. 

Wanta rather than Jerome Engle who was the owner of Falls Vending. 
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 The above represents testimony designed to support the charges filed against Leo Wanta. 

As to the unlawful foreclosure on the Wanta residence, it is well-documented in Chapter Four.  

The legitimate transfer of the loan from Associated Bank to New Republic in Austria proves that 

New Republic owned legal Title to the home.  It is also well documented that it doesn’t matter 

whether the original New Republic which filed articles of incorporation in Mississippi or New 

Republic which was filed in Austria made the original loan.  When lawful status was given to 

New Republic Financial Group Ltd. ES.m.b.H., Registration No. HRB 41.851 in Austria by the 

Austrian government, the company owned all of the assets and liabilities of the old New 

Republic in Mississippi.   

 That’s an important fact to remember because Assistant Attorney General Haag, the 

prosecutor, keeps hammering away that New Republic’s is a Mississippi… and John Chavez 

does not challenge the statement or correct Haag.  He in no way explains to the jury that the new 

corporation in Austria inherited the assets and liabilities of the Mississippi Corporation, that 

business law falls under the Uniform Commercial Code, and that the State of Wisconsin had no 

right to take property from a corporation… but it did so, anyway.   

 This chapter is long because of the court transcripts included in it… but if a reader finds 

evidence of income received in the State of Wisconsin by Ambassador Wanta (there’s no doubt 
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he received income in Austria to pay for these items – on which he paid Austrian income taxes), 

please tell me where.  Income is a paycheck or a commission or a fee for service.  Where is there 

any testimony in those pages above to indicate income paid to Wanta as a paycheck, commission 

or fee for service while he was living in the State of Wisconsin?  I see none! 

 On May 11, 1995, a Wisconsin jury convicted Leo Wanta of tax fraud for 1988 and 1989.  

Aside from the skullduggery of the Department of Revenue and its prime agent of evil Dennis 

Ullman, and the manipulations of law and the justice system by the court and the prosecutors, 

how could a jury of Wanta’s peers come to such an erroneous conclusion? 
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Back 

Page 102 of May 8, 1995 

 

MR. HAAG  (To the Judge Torphy after Jury Selection but without the Jury present):  No.  We haven’t 

talked about an offense jury instruction for one of these crimes.  I’m not going to probably get into 

much detail on the opening statement anyway, but I wonder whether that’s something – One of these 

crimes is not on the books, it’s never been prosecuted before, and it’s – I’ve got a jury instruction – 

offense instruction proposed.  I don’t know if you want to take a look at that at this juncture or not.   

 

Page 119 May 8, 1995 

 

MR. HAAG (To the jury, Opening Argument):  The facts will show that the Wisconsin Department of 

Revenue alone had about a half a million dollars in tax warrants outstanding against Leo Wanta.  

Numerous other creditors were in the line to go after whatever assets mr. Wanta would have back in 

the mid eithties, and in particular for purposes of this case we’ll focus on 1988 and 1989.  And what 

AmeriChina Global Mnagement Group and New Republic/USA Financial Group did for Mr. Wanta was to 

open the doors to him for a half a million bucks.  And the trail that you’ll follow in this case will be in a 

sense a trail that began with a Swiss bank and led ultimately to the half a million dollars that left the 

Swiss bank in kind of a convoluted pattern to end up at the doorstep of Mr. Wanta in Appleton, 

Wisconsin. 

 This is a case about tax evasion.  It is not a case in which the State is required to prove to you 

beyond a reasonable doubt a theft by fraud on the part of Mr. Wanta from some people in Europe.  And 

indeed we are not importing people from Europe to come over here and testify to give you the rest of 

the story.  But what I’ve talked to you about and what I’ve told you about is all evidence that will come 

in in this case and you cn make up your own minds what the motivations were behind the $500,000 

trail, how it came about, what caused it, who profited by it, and finally and most importantly who stood 

to get the income from it. 

 This story begins on July 1st, 1988.  The precie $500,000 trail slip, because it was on July 1st of 

1988 that a half a million dollars left the Swiss Bank Corporation in Basle, Switzerland, touched base at a 

corresponding bank in New York City, and arrived at a bank in Los Angeles called at that time Mitsui 

Manufacturing Bank.  And the documentary evidence that will be associated with that, the origin of 

those transactions will lead you to understand tht this was to be a deal orchestrated by Mr. Wanta not 

from Basle Switzerland, not from Beijing, China, but from his house in Appleton, Wisconsin, with the 

benefit of a telephone and a fax machine and a tremendous ability to make double talk. 
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Ronald Danielski, Supervisor, Chief of the Field Compliance section. 

 

MR. HAAG (to Danielski):  What is a tax warrant? 

DANIELSKI:  A tax warrant is a paper that the Department of Revenue files with the Clerk of Circuit Court.  

It has the effect of filing – It’s like a lien against your property once we file it. 

MR. HAAG:  When did – When is it that you get these tax warrants so as you – so as you file them with 

the Clerks of Court? 

DANIELSKI:  Typically after we’ve made an assessment in other words, we willed somebody for a tax, 

which could be an estimated tax because they didn’t file a return.  It could be an actual amount because 

they did file a return – excuse me – but didn’t pay it.  But typically it’s after an appear period has also 

passed and the taxpayer did not choose to appeal the bill.   

MR. HAAG:  Do you personally know Leo Wanta the defendant in this case? 

DANIELSKI:  No I do not. 

HAAG: Have you nevertheless in the course of your duties with the Wisconsin Department of Revenue 

come across his name? 

DANIELSKI:  Yes I have. 

MR. HAAG:   What does it mean to levy on property?  When some of the charges in this case talk in 

terms of property upon which a levy was authorize, can you explain to the jury what – what that means? 

DANIELSKI: A levy is an administrative process that permits the Department of Revenue to seize 

property, whether it be real or personal, to satisfy a delinquent tax obligation. 

MR. HAAG:  Do you necessarily have to have a tax ewarrant filed to have a levy authorized?\ 

DANIELSKI:  No. 

MR. HAAG:  So on – let me give the other side of that question:  If there is a tax warrant filed, does that 

mean that there was a levy authorized? 

DANIELSKI:  Yes. 

MR. HAAG:  You cannot have a tax warrant filed against a taxpayer unless the levy was authorized; is 

that correct? 

DANIELSKI:  Yes. 
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ME. HAAG:  In other words, the right to levy comes first, and the warrants to the extent you want to use 

a tax warrant comes later? 

DANIELSKI:  That’s basically true I think. 

MR. HAAG:  What kind of property can the Wisconsin Department of Revenue levy on? 

DANIELSKI:  Virtually anything.  It – we define it as real property being buildings and so forth. 

MR. HAAG:  Okay.  So it can be personal property and it can be real property? 

DANIELSKI:  Yes. 

MR. HAAG:  Person’s home is real property? 

DANIELSKI:  Right. 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 Page 270 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 


