

Richard William Pitchers,

In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California

Telephone 925-363-5470

The Superior Court, State of California, in and for the County of Contra Costa

________________ TERM

	In re the Marriage of:

Richard William Pitchers,




Plaintiff/Petitioner,


Vs.

LAURIE MARIE PITCHERS,




Defendant/Respondent,
	
CASE No. D97-02430

NOTICE  OF DEFAULT


CC § 1624 

	
	


Comes now the petitioner and aggrieved and greatly damaged party in the above entitled matter who knowing the penalties in the State of California for perjury, having been sworn by Almighty God, hereby deposes and says:

NOTICE OF DEFAULT

1.) That I am Richard William Pitchers, In Propria Persona, Sui Juris.  I am in fact, the accused and greatly damaged and aggrieved party in this matter, also noted within my claim as the plaintiff/petitioner in this action.

2.) That I Richard William Pitchers am a white Christian male adult, not embarrassed by Amendment the Fourteenth to the Constitution for the United States, that I am not a fiction, but rather; I am a human being, a freeman about the land, one of the posterity of “We the People” of the union of several states, and a state Citizen of the California State Republic.

3.) That I spell and capitalize my name only as Richard William Pitchers, and refuse and rebuke and authorize nothing to spell it or capitalize it in any other way.

4.) That I, Richard William Pitchers, am in my own proper person; and acting as my own counsel as a matter of right and perfect right.  I am In propria persona, and NOT PRO SE.  Any such claims made by anyone that I am PRO SE is a damage against me and actionable with no defense or immunity claim allowed to the other side upon this lawful notice.

5.) That I am in fact, the lawful Father to all my children. Their names are:

a.)  Christopher Thomas Pitchers  Born 01/25/92

6.) It is a fact, that my children are in fact, unemancipated minors, coming under my guidance, custody, care, protection and control, as I am in fact, their natural guardian as the concise rule of law has pointed out in the record.  There is in fact, no person or entity with superior claim and/or control to my own children.

7.) It is a FACT, that I do not need government subsidy or “Welfare” in which to bring up my child.  I am opposed to WELFARE and this court cannot prejudice my rights for being a Father who demands the sovereignty and freedom of his own home against unwarranted state intrusion or needless brutality and burdening.

8.) It is a fact, that under law, that I have been pointed out as the natural guardian of my children. I own my children, against everyone else, under law:

It is a well settled doctrine of the common law, that the father is entitled to the custody of his minor children, as against the mother and every body else; that he is bound for their maintenance and nurture, and has the corresponding right to their obedience and their services. 2 Story's Eq., secs. 1343-1350; 2 Kent's Com. 193; 1 Bl. Com. 453; Jenness v. Emerson, 15 N. H. 486; Huntoon v. Hazelton, 20 N. H. 389. By statute of 12 Car. 2, ch. 24…

The discretion to be exercised is not an arbitrary one, but, in the absence of any positive disqualification of the father for the proper discharge of his parental duties, he has, as it seems to us, a paramount right to the custody of his infant child, which no court is at liberty to disregard. [SEE Herrick v. Richardson, 40 NH 272 (1860)]

Father has rights to the Custody of child in preference to  Mother.  Child need not join a Habeas Corpus brought by its parent to obtain its custody.  Father cannot alienate his right to the Custody and control of his child.  People ex rel Barry v. Mercien 3 Hill 399

9.) It is a right that my children are my property and as such a property right protected under law:

The philosophy of all these cases is based upon the early rule of In re Campbell, 130 Cal. 380 [62 P. 613], that the right of a parent to the use of a minor child is a right of property of which a parent cannot be deprived unless the court finds that he or she is "unfit."  Booth v. Booth, 69 Cal. App. 2d 496, 159 P.2d 93 (Cal.App.Dist.1 06/08/1945)

“Parent is not estopped from reclaiming custody of child, where he places it in the care and keeping of another, verbally agreeing that the latter might have its care and custody during minority.”  Brooke v. Logan, 112 Indiana 183.

The right to take possession of personal property is a thing in action, and "personal property".”  McClain v. Buck (1887) 73 C. 320, 14 P. 876

10.) Please factually note for the record that I am not nor ever have been declared an unfit parent, and have done no act and/or omission in which to berate or cause question to my rights and perfect rights as a father.

11.) It is a fact, that said respondent’s in this matter have been silent and as such, there refusal upon my action and demand for Bill of Particulars is hereby in default and judicially noted and on the record.

PLEASE ALSO JUDICIALLY NOTE FOR THE RECORD: "All men are by nature free and independent, and have certain inalienable rights, among which are those of enjoying and defending life and liberty; acquiring, possession and protecting property; and pursuing and obtaining safety and happiness."  Article I, Section 1; Constitution of California (1849) [Adopted by the Convention, October 10, 1849; Ratified by the people, November 13, 1849; Proclaimed, December 20, 1849.]  See “State cannot impair obligations of contract on marriage.”  Tolen v. Tolen, 2 Blackford 407.  [See also Article I, Section 10 of the Constitution for the United States, 1787-1791].

"Constitutional Guaranty "that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process of law" entitles every person to follow and adopt such lawful industrial pursuit, not injurious to the community, as he may see fit.  The term "liberty" as used in the constitution, is not dwarfed into mere freedom from physical restraint, but includes the right of a man to be free in the enjoyment of his faculties, subject only to such restraints as are necessary to the common welfare.   LIBERTY means the right not only of freedom from servitude, imprisonment, or restrain, but the  right to use his faculties in all lawful ways, to live and work where he will, to earn his livelihood in any lawful calling and to pursue any lawful trade or avocation.  CONSTITUTIONAL LAW.  Statute prohibiting any person who sells, exchanges, or disposes of any article of food from offering to give or giving some other article as a gift, prize, premium or reward to the purchaser infringes upon the liberty of the seller, and is unconstitutional and void.  It cannot be sustained as a lawful exercise of the police power of the state.   LEGISLATURE CANNOT DETERMINE WHAT IS A PROPER EXCERCISE OF THE POLICE POWER OF THE STATE that the determination will not be subject to scrutiny and revision by the courts.  While it is generally for the legislature to decide what laws and regulations are needed to protect the public health, and serve the public comfort and safety, the courts MUST be able to see, upon the perusal of an enactment, that there is some fair, just, and reasonable connection between it and the ends above mentioned.  Unless such relation exists, the enactment CANNOT BE UPHELD AS AN EXCERCISE OF THE POLICE POWER   People v. Gillson, 109 New York, 389

12.) It is a fact, that I have the right to protect, and defend my property by any reasonable means necessary:

“To say that the father of a child is not "affected or aggrieved" by an order declaring such child a ward of the juvenile court is to do violence to the American philosophy and system of government, in which the alien philosophy that the child is the creature of the state finds no countenance. Under the American way of life, the child belongs to the family, and any judicial proceeding which seeks to impair or take away a father's parental authority is certainly litigation, in the subject matter of which such father is interested, and, therefore, brings him within the fundamental rule of appellate jurisdiction that "under our decisions any person having an interest recognized by law in the subject matter of the judgment, which interest is injuriously affected by the judgment, is a party aggrieved and entitled to be heard upon appeal." (Estate of Colton, 164 Cal. 1, 5 [127 P. 643].) In re Rauch, 103 Cal. App. 2d 690, 230 P.2d 115 (Cal.App.Dist.2 04/23/1951)

“Glanville maintained a contrary doctrine, and insisted that the action lay. ‘For,’ said he, ‘the father hath an interest in every of his children, to educate them and to provide for them; and he hath his comfort by them; wherefore it is not reasonable that any should take them from him, and to do him such an injury, but that he should have his remedy to punish it.”
  [SEE Vaughan v. Rhodes, 2 McCord 227]

13.) WHEREAS, it was a mandatory necessity under law, that the RESPONDENT’S in this matter, the alleged “trustees” of my children, had a substantive duty to me, to answer in the first instance a timely BILL OF PARTICULARS served upon them on April 01, 2002, to all parties in this matter.  [SEE EXHIBIT 1—COPY OF PROOF OF SERVICE FOR THE BILL OF PARTICULARS.]  [SEE EXHIBIT 2—FIRST STAMPED PAGE OF THE BILL OF PARTICULARS].

14.) Said respondent’s to said Bill of Particulars, had a duty to respond to the timely Bill of Particulars in a first instance in order to prove their rights affecting my fundamental rights to my own children:

“Statutes and rulings that infringe upon fundamental rights are presumptively unconstitutional, and a substantial burden rests on the state, not citizen, to prove its case

It is well settled that, quite apart from the guarantee of equal protection, if a law "impinges upon a fundamental right explicitly or implicitly secured by the Constitution it is 

presumptively unconstitutional." Harris v. McRae, 448 US 297 (1980) (USSC+).

15.) It is a fact, that the respondent’s are in fact, public servants, held to the performance of law, by oath and affirmation, and Bonded in accordance with the concise rule of law [SEE:  “An Act concerning the official bonding of public officials.”  [Approved February 22, 1850]

16.) It is a fact that respondent’s to said Bill of Particular, owed a substantive duty under law, as mandated in the Penal Code section 1124, CCP § 632, as well as Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution of California (1849):

"No person shall be held to answer for a capital or otherwise infamous crime (except in cases of impeachment, and in cases of militia when in actual service, and the land and naval forced in time of war, or which this state may keep with the consent of Congress in naval forces in time of war, or which this state may keep with the consent of Congress in time of peace, and in cases of petite larceny under the regulation of the legislature,) unless on presentment or indictment of a grand jury; and in any trial in any court whatever, the party accused shall be allowed to appear and defend in person and with counsel, as in civil actions.  No persons shall be subject to be twice put in jeopardy for the same offense; nor shall he be compelled, in any criminal case, to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use without just compensation.

Article I, Section 19

"The legal right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers and effects, against unreasonable seizures and searches, shall not be violated; and no warrant shall issue, but on probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons and things to be seized."

Article I, Section 21

"This enumeration of rights shall not be construed to impair or deny others retained by the people."

17.) This is clearly enumerated by mandate in Amendment the Sixth to the Constitution for the United States:

“Section 1.  ‘In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall have been committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the assistance of counsel for his defense.”

18.) Which is further mandated by Amendment the Fifth:

Section 1. “No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising in the land or naval forces, or in the militia, when in actual service in time of war or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself; nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nr shall private property be taken for public use without just compensation.”

19.) “The purpose of bill of particulars [is] to appraise a civil defendant of the detains of a plaintiff’s claim”  Butler Brothers v. Connelly (1962) 204 Cal.App.2d 22, 24.

20.) It is a fact that respondent’s to said Bill of Particular, owed a substantive duty under law, as mandated in the Penal Code section 1124, CCP § 632, as well as Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution of California (1849):

"No person shall be held to answer for a capital or otherwise infamous crime (except in cases of impeachment, and in cases of militia when in actual service, and the land and naval forced in time of war, or which this state may keep with the consent of Congress in naval forces in time of war, or which this state may keep with the consent of Congress in time of peace, and in cases of petite larceny under the regulation of the legislature,) unless on presentment or indictment of a grand jury; and in any trial in any court whatever, the party accused shall be allowed to appear and defend in person and with counsel, as in civil actions.  No persons shall be subject to be twice put in jeopardy for the same offense; nor shall he be compelled, in any criminal case, to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use without just compensation.

Article I, Section 19

"The legal right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers and effects, against unreasonable seizures and searches, shall not be violated; and no warrant shall issue, but on probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons and things to be seized."

Article I, Section 21

"This enumeration of rights shall not be construed to impair or deny others retained by the people."

BILL OF PARTICLARS LAWFULLY SERVED UPON THE FOLLOWING PARTIES:

	Dept. Child Support Service

50 Douglas Drive Ste. 100

Martinez, California 94553
	Laurie Marie Pitchers

67 A Massolo Drive

Pleasant Hill, California 94523

	Family Court Services

724 Escobar Street

Martinez, California 94553


	GARY T. YANCY, District Attorney

Contra Costa County,

725 Court Street

P.O. Box 911

Martinez, CA 94553



	“Judge” Judith Craddick

725 Court Street

Martinez, California 94553


	


ON March 11, 2002.

NOTICE:  THIS DEFAULT IS NOT CURABLE.
CONCLUSION

21.) It is a fact that more than 30 days has passed since the lawful service of the Demand for Bill of Particulars, and all respondents did factually fail to lawfully respond in this matter as they are mandated and required to do in the normal course of law.
22.) To my knowledge no answer or other responsive pleading has been filed.
23.) Their acts and/or omissions are in fact are done in bad faith to me as well as this court, and an insolence to the concise rule of law.
24.) The parent against whom judgment is sought is not in the military service so as to be entitled to the benefits of the Soldiers' and Sailors' Relief Act of 1940 (50 U.S.C. Appen. § 501 et seq.).
25.) Your plaintiff/petitioner in this matter, Richard William Pitchers, demands that lawful default and judgment be entered in this matter under Welfare and Institutions code section 11355.
26.)  As the lawful father to my aforementioned children, I hereby to establish by these presents, lawful title and control over my own children and property as such—and from this default, respondent’s in this matter, including those not party to the public record, and all judicial orders thereto, are hereby vacated and expunged from my life and those of my children.
27.) I hereby assert title and claim to my children of which I am in fact, holder in due course as a matter of natural right, right, perfect right and/or secured liberty over all others in accordance with the concise rule of law.

28.) It is a fact, that against all aforementioned respondents/defendants to this matter, silence is admission, silence is acquiescence to my claim and a verification of this action in the first instance, in accordance with the concise rule of law.  [See "Admission, admission by silence" and "Silence, admission & estoppel by" in Black's Law Dictionary, which is "enacted into law" in federal RULES OF EVIDENCE Article 3 "Presumptions".]  “Failure to answer is silence. Silence can only be equated with fraud where there is legal and moral duty to speak, or when inquiry left unanswered would be intentionally misleading.”  US v Tweel (1977) 550 F 2d 297.

29.) WHEREAS, no further debt, obligation, or contract; or “special debt”, “special contract”, or “special obligation” can be incurred against me.  Thereby, this default in conjunction with lawful rescission entered into this court as a matter of law (and any “child support” “obligation” [sic] which has been a great hardship, and enslavement to me; and has factually been civil death unjustly imposed by said respondent’s in this matter—is hereby vacated, null and void, and expunged from the record, with extreme prejudice.)

DEMAND FOR RELIEF

30.) That this DEFAULT be judicially noticed and on the record, as being entered against said defendant’s/respondent’s in this matter in the first instance.
That the law recognize my lawful status as my children’s father; and, That all such “debts” and/or “special debts” and/or “obligations” and/or “special obligations” and/or “contract” and/or “special contract” binding me, or making me liable under items D97-02430 for said “Child Support” by these presents be immediately vacated, cancelled and expunged in the matter of due course of law; and, Any accrual of any past “debt” or “special debt” and/or “obligation” or “special obligation” and/or “contract” or “special contract” in the above entitled matter D97-02430
31.) be immediately discharged, cancelled and/or completely vacated and/or expunged; and,
32.) That any such “reimbursements” are hereby vacated, and/or expunged null and void in ab initio by these presents; and,
33.) That I reserve all rights and give up none; and,
34.) That all labels and/or monikers egregiously applied against me as “Non-Custodial Parent”, and/or “Absent Parent” and/or “Paternity Parent” and/or “Deadbeat Dad” and/or “Abuser” and/or “ by defendant’s / respondent’s in this matter be immediately expunged and vacated from all records; and,
35.) That all powers and/or restrictions of Civil Death being applied against me by said defendant’s / respondent’s in this matter inflicted by their surrogate [District Attorney or any other] be immediately vacated, expunged and legally excoriated, by these presents; and,
36.) That I reserve all privacy and property rights to Social Security Number 562-27-4199—and that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA and all its agents and assigns, as well as respondent’s / defendants in this matter are hereby rebuked and expunged from any such use or claim against said Social Security number; and,
37.) ALL REQUIREMENTS TO FAMILY CODE ARE HEREBY VACATED AND EXPUNGED; and,
38.) That my employment through the Bay Area Painters and Tapers Union, Local 3 is a private property right of mine, and any infringement or claim to by respondent’s / defendants in this matter are hereby vacated, and null and void in ab initio, and no claim can be made or had thereto; and,
39.) That my child be immediately returned to me; and,
40.) That any and all such signatures signed by me in this matter were done so under duress, under threat, duress and coercion, without my full knowledge and control of same and/or consent threat and menace and are hereby vacated, cancelled and/or expunged null and void in ab initio by these  presents; and,
41.) That any silent judicial notice of any other adhesion contracts, “obligations” or encumbrances are hereby by these presents, null and void and vacated and/or expunged in the first instance of this matter; and,
42.) That this court remit to me any other just or compensation or reparation this court deem just and proper in this matter.   
NOTICE TO THE PRINCIPLE IS NOTICE TO THE AGENT, NOTICE TO THE AGENT IS NOTICE TO THE PRINCIPLE

Dated this 11th Day of March, 2002

SEAL:






_____________________________________ 








Richard William Pitchers,








In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California

9250458-5002

Richard William Pitchers,

In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California

Telephone 925-363-5470

The Superior Court, State of California, in and for the County of Contra Costa

_____________ TERM

	In re the Marriage of:

Richard William Pitchers,




Plaintiff/Petitioner,


Vs.

LAURIE MARIE PITCHERS,




Defendant/Respondent,
	
CASE No’s.  D97-02430


AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF


NOTICE  OF DEFAULT

 


	
	


COMES NOW THE AGGRIEVED AND DAMAGED PARTY IN THIS MATTER, BY THESE PRESENTS:

The white Christian male adult, Richard William Pitchers, who having personal knowledge of these matters, and knowing the penalties for the crime of perjury, hereby truthfully states for the record and deposes and says:

1.) My name is Richard William Pitchers.

2.) My name and spelling is only exactly as: Richard William Pitchers. I do in fact, do not use any other, nor do allow any other form of my name nor capitalization.

3.) I am the plaintiff/petitioner in the above mentioned NOTICE OF DEFAULT.

4.) I have personal knowledge of the facts in this matter.

5.) I am acting as my own counsel in my own proper person: In Propria Persona Sui Juris; and,

6.) That I am NOT PRO SE.  Any such assertion is an overt lie, as people making such claim have knowledge of the law and are making claims for other malicious designs in which to disenfranchise and/or enslave me to them and/or their system which grants them remuneration.

7.) I am in fact, the lawful father, and have superior title and claim and am holder in due course of my children.

8.) That my child to whom I am father and own are:

a.) Christopher Thomas Pitchers  Born 01/25/92

b.) That the mother of my son is in fact: LAURIE MARIE PITCHERS.

9.) I have never given authority for my children to be taken from me.

10.) Any such authority is against my will and direct express written consent.

11.) That Laurie Marie Pitchers did in fact, wilfully leave me and did approach the respondent’s clothed under color of law, and under the fraud of necessity in which to enjoin with their “Welfare” Title IV-A through Title IV-D remuneration scams and/or schemes, committed under the guise of “The Best Interest” of my child, which it is not, nor ever has been.  The whole scheme implemented under color of law and under color of authority is to subsidize women who have unclean hands, and allow them to steal children so that the state may extort great monies upon hardship to me, under color of law, under color of authority using “Best Interests” of the child as a fraud to implement transfer of funds as a ongoing scheme to defraud the taxpayer monies.

12.) That in fact, in overt violation of law, the state cannot disenfranchise me without a compelling showing of unfitness.  That it is a fact that the state and defendant’s / respondent’s in this matter are held up to strict construction of the law, while I get the benefit and spirit of the law.

13.) I have never been unfit, in any way shape or form.  Any assessment to the contrary are ONLY being brought forwards by those obtaining either direct or indirect “Welfare” Title IV-D remuneration, scams and/or schemes.

14.) Ms. Laurie Marie Pitchers did in  fact Inveigling my child away from me and did kidnap my child and take from me the care, custody and control over my own child so that the could receive direct remuneration from said “Welfare” scams and/or schemes.

15.) This is not in the best interest of my son, Christopher Thomas Pitchers, as when he is an adult, he will be enslaved and disenfranchised exactly as I am, and will be in great jeopardy and lose his rights to life, liberty and property in direct violation of law, with no remedy at law; exactly as has been planned for me in this corrupt system which respondents use against me under color of law, under color of authority.

16.) Respondents in this matter, intend to use “process of law” within their own practices, policies and procedures in which to create a false record within the ‘COORDINATED TRIAL COURTS CONTRA COSTA COUNTY” to disenfranchise me of all my rights, and secured liberties, and then to continually extort great amounts of money against me and force me to pay until I am in poverty (of which I suffer now) which is a great hardship both to me and my son.  Said respondent’s overt acts and/or omission in this matter is direct towards the goal of enslaving me, for the purposes of profit and reward.

17.) It is a fact, that I have accepted my son into my home.

18.) It is a fact, that the paternity to my son is mine, and of my family line primogeniture of which his legacy is that of a freeman, and a free English speaking peoples.

19.) It is a fact, that I have proudly held out my son as my own to the community, and he has been recognized as such.

20.) It is a fact, that I have accepted him into my loving home, from whence he has been unlawfully taken, and must be returned. That on or about ________________ my son was illegally taken from me without my lawful authority nor consent from my home located at 1520 Lacey Court, #1 Concord, California [Zip Exempt], to which I did complain and protest bitterly; and,

21.) On or about May 18th, 1999 the “SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA” did in fact, from a fraudulent FINDINGS AND NOTICE OF MOTION CASE NUMBER D97-02430, did unlawfully disenfranchise me against my consent and over my authority and continued objections, and did order custody and visitation in direct opposition to both me and my son’s interests by ‘requesting’ I pay $ 200.00 per month “Child Support.”

22.) That a fraudulent instrument in order to obtain U.S.C.A. Title 42 §§ 651-666 “Welfare” Title IV-A through Title IV-D funding scams and/or schemes were attached against my by the Auditor Controller, P.O. Box 2399, Martinez, California 94553-0239, which I hereby refuse for cause without dishonor under UCC 3-501, and which defendant’s / respondent’s did in fact default upon this matter.

23.) ON or about March 18th, 1999, Respondent’s did after wilfully disenfranchising and enslaving me by a hearing in the SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALFIORNIA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, upon No. D97-02430 “Order” that Ms. Laurie Marie Pitchers be granted unlawful “sole and legal and physical custody” for “Christopher Thomas Pitchers” “best interests” which was factually a lie.

24.) They then immediately, as a prima facie proof to their bad faith, admit that said “Order” was not in Christopher Thomas Pitchers  best interests, and did admit that they were in fact, incompetent on or about November 19, 1999 and did admit their incompetence and demand payment as they themselves could not take care of the child (as they in fact, were never in my son’s best interests).  They had knowledge that this was a great damage and overt fraud to me, and they sought to accrue the full benefits of owning and controlling my child against my interests, so that they would not have to assume the burden of support of which they were lawfully obligated.

25.) They knew their contemptuous acts and/or omissions were a direct damage and a great hardship to me, and through their overt conspired acts of disenfranchisement, they knew they were unlawfully enslaving me to fraudulent “Court Orders” using the process of the Contra Costa Courts for the purposes of direct and/or indirect Welfare remuneration scams and/or schemes.

26.) Aforesaid respondents in this matter are now attempting to manufacture crime by “inventing” me into a criminal by using the fraud established under color of law, under color of authority so that if they cannot get me to pay the extortion they will then turn to the taxpayers in order to force them to pay the extortion.

27.) Aforesaid respondent’s fully intend to criminalize my defense of my rights in direct violation of laws under fraudulent “Contempt” proceedings.

28.) As I am not embarrassed by Amendment the Fourteenth, thereby, I am of correct status and authority to question the validity of the public debt.

29.) That it is a fact, that on or about January 28th, 2002, I did file a lawful Bill of Particulars, against all known respondent’s, demanding to know the nature and cause of the accusation, the venue and the jurisdiction, and the real party in interest of their claim against me.

30.) It is a fact, that the respondent’s in this matter did wilfully refuse to respond to said Bill of Particulars and as it has been more than 30 days which they are compelled to answer as a matter of law, and as such they are in gross defect of the law, and have factually defaulted on said Bill of Particulars; and,

31.) Said respondent’s using color of law, under color of authority, are clothing themselves under law in which to fraudulently force me into jeopardy of unlawful trial, being kept ignorant of any fact, of which I can be informed of in which to defend myself against the alleged charges.

32.) Whereas, it is a fact, that said proceedings are outside the rule of law and are in fact, a hardship against me and a direct domestic violence in overt violation of the concise rule of law.

33.) Said respondent’s are in fact, implementing Marxist jurisprudence and/or Feminist jurisprudence, within the aforementioned courts, as this anti-law opprobrious to a free peoples has been unlawfully written into the published California Codes and are in fact, in direct opposition and in shocking contradistinction to the concise rule of law.  As such, these laws are extra-judicial, and non-constitutional, and opprobrious to a free peoples, and in direct contradistinction to our form of government.

34.) I have in fact been compelled to bring a NOTICE OF RESCISSION as a matter of right, against said respondent’s, in good  faith to the above mentioned court, with no bad faith to aforesaid tribunal.

35.) I know also bring this NOTICE OF DEFAULT as a matter of law against their wilful act and/or omission of silence against my Bill of Particulars.

36.) That it is a fact, that the perfidious acts and/or omissions of respondents have kept me in financial hardship, and I refuse nor will give any further information to said respondent’s, as they are acting in collusion against my interests as which are also against my son.

37.) This NOTICE OF DEFAULT is in overt defense of my life, liberty and property; as established under Article I, Section 1, of the Constitution of California (1849).

38.) I hereby am compelled to reserve all rights and give up none.

WHEREAS, I hereby submit this declaration on this NOTICE OF RESCISSION, in lawful AFFIDAVIT form, and throw myself upon the country for justice. 

Dated this 11th day of March

SEAL:






_____________________________________ 








Richard William Pitchers,








In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California

9250458-5002

Richard William Pitchers,

In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California

Telephone 925-363-5470

The Superior Court, State of California, in and for the County of Contra Costa

_____________ TERM

	In re the Marriage of:

Richard William Pitchers,




Plaintiff/Petitioner,


Vs.

LAURIE MARIE PITCHERS,




Defendant/Respondent,
	
CASE No. D97-02430

ORDER FOR


DEFAULT

 


	
	


Good cause hereby being shown by plaintiff/petitioner Richard William Pitchers, said NOTICE OF DEFAULT is hereby granted as a matter of proof and right and entered into the judgment rolls forthwith.  Respondents in this matter are now prevented from further demand for “Child Support” which is vacated from the petitioner in this matter; as respondents are further prohibited from any form of civil death imposed against said petitioner in this matter, in accordance to the aforementioned DEMAND FOR RELIEF.

Richard William Pitchers is now granted and returned to status as a free man and lawful status as father, and all restrictions and encumbrances via “Court Orders” or otherwise are hereby removed with prejudice.

It is so ordered, by my hand and seal.








_______________________________________ 

DATED:





SIGNED MANUAL








JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT, IN AND FOR








THE COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA







COURT SEAL:

_____________________________



CLERK OF THE COURT

SIGNED AND SEAL:

VERIFICATION

County of Contra Costa

]






]  ss.

State of California

]

I, Richard William Pitchers, being the undersigned, declare under penalty of perjury as follows:

That the afore-going Document(s), Affidavit(s), Declaration(s), and/or Materials, Id., including referenced and/or attached documents, and/or duplicates of such documents are exacting copies of the originals in my/or my counsel’s (specifically not American Bar Association, or professional “Attorney’s”) possession.  That I have read the foregoing document(s) and attachments, and know and understand their contents, and having personal knowledge, know them to be true.  As to those matters submitted therein upon information and/or belief, as to those matters, I also believe them true.

Executed this Eleventh day of March, in the Year of Our Lord and Savior, Jesus the Christ, year Two-Thousand-Two.

SEAL:





_____________________________ 







Richard William Pitchers  – AT LAW







In Propria Persona, Sui Juris







Richard William Pitchers

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California

9250458-5002

SUBSCRIPTION

Subscribed this Eleventh day of March, under exigent circumstances, and sworn before Almighty God, in  the Year of Our Lord and Savior, Jesus the Christ, year Two-Thousand-Two.

SEAL:





_____________________________ 







Richard William Pitchers  – AT LAW







In Propria Persona, Sui Juris







Reserving All Rights, Giving Up None

The Superior Court, State of California, in and for the County of Contra Costa

______________ Term

Richard William Pitchers





]









]
Case No. C037374




Appellant/Petitioner
]
CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE/


vs.






]
AFFIDAVIT OF 









]
PROOF OF SERVICE

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

]






Respondents/Contemnor’s
]


_______________________________________________]     [CCP § 1013 and § 2015.5]

I, the undersigned hereby certify and declare that I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the within entitled cause of action; and, Further, hereby deposes and says: that on the date signed below, I did serve UNDER AUTHORITY OF APPELLANT/PETITIONER the attached document named:
1.)  NOTICE OF DEFAULT






21 Pages
___________________________________________________________(xx ATTACHMENTS)_____ 

The aforesaid documents were served in the following manner:

____By personal service.  I did personally deliver the above-described documents at the address, or addresses captioned below:

____By the U.S. Postal Service having knowledge of the United States Mail Post

paid certified envelope, sealed by my hand at _______________________.

Certified Number __________________________________

____By phone communication transmission [FAX], the material aforementioned on-line was sent at a total of ______ transmitted pages to  Tel.#(   )    -   

____By sealed envelope, hand enclosed by me and mailed to:

	Office of District Attorney Gary T. Yancy, California

725 Court Street

Martinez, CA 94553
	FAMILY COURT SERVICES

724 Escobar Street

Martinez, California 94553
	Dept. of Child Support Services 

50 Douglas Drive, Ste#100

Martinez, CA 94553-8507

	“Judge” Judith Craddick

725 Court Street

Martinez, California 94553
	LAURIE MARIE PITCHERS

67A Massolo Drive

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
	


Further, I declare under penalty of perjury knowing the laws thereof within the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct and that these documents were served by me personally as stated above and/or mailed and sealed as stated above within the California Republic.

DATED: March   ____, 2002
______________________________________ 

______AM/PM




Nelson Kenyon








3359 Steele Drive








Bay Point, Contra Costa County








by Lawful Service

� The Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Contra Costa shall be concurrent with and equivalent to the County of Contra Costa county court in Term as created in the Constitution for the state of California 1849 at Article VI, section I with its full Judicial Powers, not the inferior Legislative powers courts of the United States Amendment Fourteen due process.


� “But he is not bound, without some agreement, to pay another for maintaining them; 9 C. & P. 497; nor is he bound to pay their debts, unless he has authorized them to be contracted.” 38 E. C. L. R. 195, n. See 8 Watts, R. 366 1 Craig. & Phil. 317; Bind; Nother; Parent. This obligation ceases as soon as the child becomes of age, unless he becomes chargeable to the public. 1 Ld. Ray. 699.—BOUVIERS LAW DICTIONARY 1856 [FATHER]
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