

Richard William Pitchers

In Propria Persona Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California [Zip Exempt]

925-363-5470

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

________________ TERM

	THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA




Plaintiff/Petitioner,


Vs.

Richard William Pitchers,




Defendant/Respondent,
	
CASE No. D 97-02430


DEMAND AND


NOTICE  OF DISQUALIFICATION


CCP § 170.1(a)(6)(C)


“Judge” Judith Craddick

	
	


Comes now the petitioner and aggrieved and greatly damaged party in the above entitled matter hereby giving notice of all parties of the law in the INSTANT Disqualification under the published California Code of Civil Procedure §170.1(a)(6)(C) being duly sworn before Almighty God, hereby deposes and says:

1.) My status is exactly as Richard William Pitchers in my own proper person, and no other.  (I only use this name, spelling and capitalization; and any person, state agent or otherwise is prohibited from using any other)
.

2.) I am in Propria Persona, Sui Juris, and am acting as my own counsel
.  NOTE:  I am not PRO SE and any labeling as such is a direct damage to me, as this court and all its judicial officers has knowledge of the law and come under strict construction of the law, while I as a non-American Bar Association trained lawyer am acting as my own counsel, thereby I come under the “spirit of the law” and am not held to strict construction of the law.

3.) I give up no rights, and reserve all of them.

4.) I am a proper party to this matter, and have been witness thereto of the egregious acts and/or omissions, bias, overt prejudice and proactive practice as the District Attorney’s own lawyer in direct violation of law by “Judge” Judith Craddick on March 15, 2002 in the above mentioned tribunal.

5.) My status is that of a white Christian male adult of the age of majority, who is not an incompetent, nor any fiction or corporation.  I am in fact, a human being, a free man about the land, beholden to nobody; a California state Citizen, not a member of nor embarrassed by the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the United States.  See Plessy v. Ferguson.

6.) That it is a fact, that the aforementioned “Judge” named Judith Craddick, (hereby Ms. Judith Craddick) this judge being of proper and lawful oath and affirmation, duly bonded in accordance with law, duly elected by the people of the County of Contra Costa
 sitting in good behavior in the above mentioned court, lawfully presiding over the case within the March 15, 2002 proceeding and did hold herself out to be a duly elected judge
 thereof in Case Number: D 97-02430.

7.) I claim all rights inherent to me, and give proper judicial notice and place on the record, that any Judge in this matter be held to strict construction of their own law, and be held to the highest standards thereto in accordance with the concise rule of law.

8.) That it is a fact, that I did by viva voce formally disqualify Ms. Judith Craddick in open court on March 15, 2002, in accordance with said CCP § `70.1(a)(6)(C), as she was extremely unfair, biased, prejudiced, and consummately incompetent in denying me both justice and as well as upholding her oath of office and her lawful obligations of power therein.

9.) Instead of obeying the law, said Ms. Judith Craddick did amazingly ignore her own law!  And did refuse the viva voce disqualification in direct insolence to her own oath of office, and the concise rule of law.

10.) That it is a fact, that by her own law, which she has sworn to uphold, under CCP § 170.3(c)(5) that “No judge who refuses to recuse himself or herself shall pass upon his or her own disqualification or upon the sufficiency in law, fact, or otherwise, of the statement of the disqualification filed by a party.  IN every such case, the question of the disqualification shall be hearing and determined by another judge agreed upon by all the parties.”

11.) Any reasonable person knows that no judge can so pass, and instead of obeying the law, she did not only criminally pass on her own disqualification, she then illegally attempted to rule and decide her own disqualification!  

"Under provision of this section that a Judge shall not sit as such in, or take part in decision of an action in which he is interested, such interest must be an interest in a pecuniary or property right, and one from which the judge my profit or lose."  People v. McDonald, (1957) 8 Misc.2d 50, 167 N.Y.S.2d 394

"It is a maxim of every code in every country, that no man should be a judge in his own cause; it is not left to his discretion or to his sense of decency whether he shall act or not; when his own rights are in question he has no authority to determine the cause; so well is the principle understood that in every court consisting of more judges than one, the judge who is a party in a suit takes no part in the proceedings or decision of the cause."  Washington Ins. Co. v. Price (1823) 1 Hopk. 1.

"The state is bound to furnish every litigant not only an impartial judge, but one who has not, by any act of his, justified a doubt of his impartiality."  Moers v. Gilbert, (1941) 175 Misc. 733, 25 N.Y.S.2d 114, affirmed 261 App.Div. 957, 27 N.Y.S.2d 425, 426, Appeal den. 261 App.Div. 1074, 27 N.Y.S.2d 783.


Both Ms. Judith Craddick and the above mentioned tribunal of the County of Contra Costa did abjectly fail in their mandate to furnish me with an unbiased Judge in this matter.  Ms. Judith Craddick amazingly, defiled her own law and attempted to be a judge in her own cause, and did step out of the law of truth and reason in which to commit her crimes and prejudices against me.

12.) It is a fact, that in direct violation of CCP § 170.3(c)(3) she did in fact, fail to object to the hearing in writing and answer my viva voce disqualification of her in this matter.  

13.) She did in fact, directly and overtly violate her own CCP § 170.3(c)(2) and did not “request any other judge agreed upon by the parties to sit and act in her or her place.”

14.) She did in fact, directly and overtly violate her own CCP § 170.3(c)(3) and did refuse to notify the presiding judge or the person and file “a written verified answer admitting or denying any or all of the allegations contained in” my statement before her given viva voce directly and concisely to her.

15.) In accordance with CCP § 170.3(c)(4) as she has “knowledge of the law” she did in fact “fail to file a consent or answer within the time allowed shall be deemed to have consented to his or her disqualification, and the clerk shall notify the presiding judge or other person authorized to  appoint a replacement of the recusal as provided by subdivision (a).” [Which is concise and clear, and which Ms. Judith Craddick did knowingly violate: “Whenever a judge determines himself or herself to be disqualified, the judge shall notify the presiding judge of the court of her or her recusal and shall not further participate in the proceeding” which I did formally object to.

16.) As Ms. Judith Craddick and all parties to this matter is aware, Under CCP § 170.4, “A disqualified judge notwithstanding his or her disqualification, may do any of the following: 

(1) Take any action or issue any order necessary to maintain the jurisdiction of the court pending the assignment of a judge not disqualified.

(2) Request any other judge agreed upon by the parties to sit and act in his or her place.

(3) Hear and determine purely default matters.

(4) Issue an order for possession prior to judgment in eminent domain proceedings.

(5) Set proceedings for trial or hearing.

(6) Conduct settlement conferences.

17.) Ms. Judith Craddick did overtly, and knowingly violate those mandates, and did instead in direct violation of law, act as the direct lawyer for the District Attorney, and did change the factual Default matter that had been grossly defaulted upon by the Contra of Costa District Attorney and said respondents in this matter, and did change the terms of the contracts I had previously filed in the matter, and unlawfully converted my Default into a “Motion” in direct violation of law, and did convert my “rescission” into a Motion for Rescission” in direct violation of law and her oath of office.
"The "function of the court" in construing a written instrument is  ascertain, not to add and subtract or to delete and distort, and it cannot vary the terms of an instrument so as to make a contract the parties did not enter into."  Livingston Rock & Gravel Co. v Desalvo (1955)  136 CA2d 156, 288 P2d 317

SEE ALSO:

In Craig v. Harney, Sheriff, 331 US 367,374 (1947), Justice William O. Douglas, speaking for the United States Supreme Court said: "There is no special prerequisite of the judiciary which enables it, as distinguished from other institutions of democratic government, to suppress, edit, or censor events which transpire in proceedings before it."

18.) Also note that no judge can be a party or lawyer to any other party actions in court:

"That no one can, even by consent, be the attorney of both the litigating parties in the same controversy."  Farressly 7 47.

19.) Whereas, Ms. Judith Craddick’s attempt to redefine any of my written res adjudicata documents in the matter are null and void, in ab initio:

"But proceedings outside the authority of the court, or in violation or contravention of statutory provisions, are , whether the court have jurisdiction of the parties and subject-matter of the action or proceedings, or not, are utterly void."  Sache v. Wallace, 101 Minn. 169, 112 N.W. 386 (1907)

This fact is also stated within the CCP § 170.4(c)(1):  “The issue of disqualification shall be referred to another judge for decision as provided in subdivision (a) of Section 170.3 and if it is determined that the judge is disqualified, all orders and rulings of the judge found to be disqualified made after the filing of the statement shall be vacated.”

[SEE ALSO CCP 170.6 et seq.]

20.) Respondent “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, overtly enjoin with respondents, and did refuse to sua sponte
 allow me all my rights in accordance with the concise rule of law:

"Silence can only be equated with fraud when there is a legal or moral duty to speak, or when an inquiry left unanswered would be intentionally misleading... We cannot condone this shocking conduct... If that is the case we hope our message is clear. This sort of deception will not be tolerated and if this is routine it should be corrected immediately" U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F2d 297, 299-300.

21.) That it is a fact, that said Ms. Judith Craddick had no jurisdiction in this matter, and knew as such, and thereby—she had no lawful authority, and all acts and/or omissions committed against me were done under color of law
, and under color of authority, as without jurisdiction she does in fact, have no claims to immunity nor any future redress at law upon any future claim asserted by me.

"At English Common Law proceedings in court without jurisdiction were deemed corum non judice--"Before one not a judge"  SEE:  "Filling the Void: Judicial Power and Jurisdictional Attacks on Judgments”, 87 Yale L.J. 164, 165 (1977)

22.) It is a fact, that Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact overtly enjoin, collude and conspire with the District Attorney of the County of Contra Costa and his assigns, and did arrest me, and set a “Bench Warrant” against me without either probable nor reasonable cause, in direct violation of law.

A bench warrant issues on probable cause. Benson v. Henkel, 198 U.S. 1, 16; Price v. Henkel, 216 U.S. 488; Hughes v. Gault, 271 U.S. 142.

“By definition, probable cause can only exist in relation to criminal conduct.  It follows that civil disputes cannot give rise to probable cause.”  Allen v. City of Portland, 73 F.3d 232, 237 (9th Cir. 1995) (citing cases from other Circuits including the Ninth, Seventh, Eighth and Fifth Circuits; the First, Second and Third Circuits are all in agreement with this premise).

23.) It is a fact, that said “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick did change a court trial date on March 15, 2002 into a “Trial Ready Conference” without my consent, with no notice to me, and in direct violation of law.

24.) That it is a fact, that said “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, directly violate the Constitutional law of this state, upon my legal and lawful notice, of NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING of which I lawfully filed into said court, and demanded under the concise rule of law, directly quoting the Constitution for the State of California Article I, Section 15: “Article I, Section 15: "The defendant in a criminal case has the right to a speedy and public trial, to compel attendance of witnesses in the defendant's behalf, to have the assistance of counsel for the defendant's defense, to be personally present with counsel, and to be confronted with the witnesses against the defendant.
  The Legislature may provide for the deposition of a witness in the presence of the defendant and the defendant’s counsel."  She did in fact, order the doors locked to the court chamber, and then in this star chamber, did not allow any of my supporters, my counsel of choice, and my Next Best Friend Nelson Kenyon to enter the court and physically kept them out in direct insolence to the law, and to her oath of office, and as a direct affront to our form of government of which she claims to support by said lawful and complete oath of office as defined under Article XX, § 3, as constitutionally required by law.

25.) In this star chamber she did witness direct crimes committed by the respondent’ contemnor County of Contra Costa County District Attorney assign, who claimed she was not served any Bill of Particulars and did not have same, then; minutes later state on the record that the only two documents she had were the “Rescission and the Bill of Particulars” in direct violation of law.  Ms. Judith Craddick knowing and having knowledge of the law, and was in fact a direct witness to a contempt and direct felony perjury in her open court did allow that overt lie to continue in direct insolence to her oath of office and the concise rule of law.

26.) Having illegally and unlawfully arresting me, over my continued objections, and against my consent, she did in fact, neither hold her own officer of the courts up to strict construction of the law, or herself up to same; and she failed to give me liberal or broad construction of the law, under the “Spirit of the Law” and by allowing she and respondents to perjure themselves and violate the law in open court is in fact, enjoining with a willful plan to disenfranchise
 me of my rights as a father, using color of law, under color of authority.

Compliance with Court Orders.  It should be further pointed out that in particular circumstances contempt proceedings (where contempt is not in facie curiae) may not be appropriately instituted based on the alleged contemnor's failure to comply with a directive of the court which has not been embodied in a written order.   In re Callun, 66 N.J. 401 (1975).

Also note that in the Rules of the Court:

6. Compliance under 1:10 generally.  Note further the caveat that before the contempt finding may be made, the court must be satisfied that the defendant is able to comply with the order being sough to be enforced, i.e. that the non-compliance is not willful.  See, e.g. Greer v. New Jersey Bureau of Securities (Citations Omitted).

DEMAND FOR RELIEF

27.) That this demand for disqualification of “Judge” Judith Craddick be implemented in the first instance of this matter, and binding upon all parties thereof from the date of formal filing into the above mentioned courts; and,

28.) That this disqualification be implemented from the viva voce date of disqualification made before Ms. Judith Craddick on March 15, 2002.

29.) That all such “judgments” “findings” and or “proceedings” by “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick be expunge and vacated from the record and be nullified, void, vacated in ab initio. 

30.) That any and all “contracts” and/or “special contracts” and/or “obligations” and/or “special obligations” and/or debts and/or “special debts” or “claims” or “special claims” or “actions” or “special actions” etc., etc., be declared by these presents, forever null and void, in ab initio as a matter of law I have specified within said documents therein; and,

31.) That any and all coercions be declared null and void established against me on March 15, 2002.

32.) That I be allowed to agree on a “Judge” to hear this matter, who must be a White Christian male adult Judge, who will rule unbiasedly in accordance with the law, and be of the following reasonable lawful requisites:

a.) That he be of proper oath and affirmation

b.) That he be bonded in accordance with the law.

c.) That he be duly elected as required by law.

d.) That he be in the Judicial Department as required by Article III of the Constitution of the State of California (1849).

e.) That he in fact, be of good behavior.

f.) That he be unbiased and just.

33.) That all res adjudicata documents: My Bill of Particulars, filed January,  28th, 2002; my Notice of DEFAULT, filed on March 13th, 2002, Notice of Rescission filed March 13th, 2002 be in fact res adjudicata and final in this matter as required by law.

34.) That any and all hearings be expunged as set for May 23, 2002—and be vacated by this disqualification, in accordance with law.

35.) That any other legal findings; and/or decisions adjudicated my Ms. Judith Craddick be vacated, and/or expunged from the record in ab intio.       

36.) That this court remit to me any other just or compensation or reparation this court deem just and proper in this matter.   

Dated: April _____, 2002

SEAL:






_____________________________________ 








Richard William Pitchers –AT LAW








In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California [Zip Exempt]

925-363-5470

Richard William Pitchers

In Propria Persona Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California [Zip Exempt]

925-363-5470

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

________________ TERM

	THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA




Plaintiff/Petitioner,


Vs.

Richard William Pitchers,




Defendant/Respondent,
	
CASE No. D 97-02430


STATEMENT  OF DISQUALIFICATION


CCP § 170.1(a)(6)(C)


Against “Judge” Judith Craddick

	
	


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 RESCISSION.

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 on or about March 15, 2002, in the above mentioned tribunal, I did witness one “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick; commit crimes, biases, prejudices, and overt collusions against me in direct violation of law, using color of law, and color of authority to disenfranchise me as a fraud using the court system of the County of Contra Costa County in the State of California.  “[Judge must] perform their duties in an impartial manner, free from bias caused by their own financial interest or the financial interests or person who have supported them."  ($ 81001, subd. (b).)  207 Cal.App.3d 852

"The statist notion that government may supercede parental authority in order to ensure bureaucratically or judicially determined "best interests" of children has been rejected as repugnant to American traditions.  Judges and state officials are ill-equipped to second guess parents and are precluded from intervening in absence of powerful countervailing interests".  Zummo v. Zummo, 574 A.2d 1130, 1138 (Pa. 1990), citing, Lehr v. Robertson, 463 U.S. 248, 257-61, 77 L.Ed.2d 614, 623-29, 103 S.Ct. 2985, 2991-93 (1982).

9.) That in fact, in overt violation of law, the state cannot disenfranchise me without a compelling showing of unfitness.

10.) I have done no crime or act or omission in this matter, and in fact do have clean hands in this matter.

11.) I have not been found guilty of any crime, in any court of law.

12.) I have in fact, maintained my substantive rights, and said court in the embodiment of “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, overtly work to overthrow and disenfranchise me using color of law, and under color of authority.

13.) That “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, enjoin in the commissions of crime
 against me using court and color of law under color of authority.

14.) She did in fact, order me to be hunted down by Contra Costa Sheriff deputies in the building of the court, and forcibly dragged back into her court.

15.) Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, change the court disposition from a “Trial” to a “Trial Ready Conference”—of which I had no notice of not could respond to as this was fraudulently imposed against me and a direct damage to me.

16.) Ms. Judith Craddick then shockingly: amazingly and fraudulently with great bias and prejudice demand that I give respondents and their District Attorney assign et als, formal NOTICE for my legal documents already filed and res adjudicata in the matter: the Bill of Particulars, the Notice of Rescission and the Notice of Default!!!  What she legally denied me notice and change of the trial itself, she then unfairly mandated I provide to contemnor respondent’s. 

17.) Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, do this without either reasonable cause, or probable cause nor any disrespect or contempt committed in the court.

18.) Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, witness the County of Contra Costa District Attorney assign lawyer to overtly perjure herself in open court, and Ms. Judith Craddick prima facie knew of these perjuries, and by act and/or omission did enjoin with them using color of law under color of authority.

19.) Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, grossly close the courtroom and did violate Article I, Section 15 and did insolently abrogate my NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING demanding public trial, and counsel, and witnesses for my protection.

20.) Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, with no jurisdiction in this matter as I did in fact, did not appear but appeared specially by appearance without an appearance having my assign and Next Best Friend Nelson Kenyon lawfully address her in open court, which she did lawfully engage him.

21.) Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, enjoin with respondent’s and their attorneys in their fraudulent Title 42 U.S.C.A. section 651-669 scam and/or scheme to disenfranchise me as a father and to enslave me in overt violation of law, which I did in fact, default them on, as she had knowledge of the law and directly knew.

22.) That in order to do so, she did in fact, completely with great bias and prejudice, violate my rights, my secured liberties and substantive due process of law, in direct violation to her oath of office
 and the concise rule of law.

23.) It is an impossibility as has been shown by this formal disqualification, that she could ever be fair or impartial as she has in fact, committed criminal and unlawful acts and/or omissions against me in this matter.

24.) That Ms. Judith Craddick did in fact, overtly violate the law, as I did in fact, formally disqualify her in open court viva voce, and she did feign ignorance, and did pass on said formal and lawful disqualification.

25.) That said Ms. Judith Craddick attempted to act as a judge in her own cause, having knowledge of the law that she was directly prohibited from doing so, and did in fact, attempt to side-step and/or mitigate my formal and lawful disqualification of her in the first instance.

26.) That said Ms. Judith Craddick, having knowledge of the law, did in fact, have full knowledge that a formal Bill of Particulars demanding to know the nature and cause of the instant accusation against me in this matter, the venue, the jurisdiction and the real party of interest—and instead of informing me of same, said Ms. Craddick did intentionally and wilfully keep me ignorant of the nature and cause, the proceedings, and the venue and jurisdiction in overt violation to her oath of office and the concise rule of law.

The bill of particulars was simply an amplification of the complaint (Kurokawa v. Saroyan, 95 Cal. App. 772, 775 [273 P. 613]; Gage v. Billing, 12 Cal. App. 688 [108 P. 664]), and it merely gave the defendants reasonable notice of the items constituting the plaintiff's claim, to the end that they could be prepared for trial. (McCarthy v. Mt. Tecarte L. & W. Co., 110 Cal. 687, 692 [43 P. 391].)

Dicker v. Bisno, 155 Cal. App. 2d 554, 318 P.2d 159 (Cal.App.Dist.2 11/27/1957)

27.) Said “Judge” Judith Craddick is in fact, the surrogate lawyer to the Contra Costa district attorney, and is attempting to force an overt fraud against me to obtain Title 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 661-669 Title IV-D remunerations.

“In the case of In re Moon, 201 B.R. 79, 87-88 (Bktrcy. S.D.N.Y. 1996) a former wife sought to have her debtor husband imprisoned until the debtor's father or the Reunification Church paid his support arrears.  The court held that:

"Far more horrific is the notion that a debtor may be incarcerated in order to extract payment of the debtor's liability from third parties who have no obligation to do so.  It simply cannot be supposed that Congress contemplated that the exception in section 362(b)(2)(b) would be implemented by the courts in a manner analogous to medieval practices of debtor's prison and ransom."

The horrifying aptness of the analogy of medieval debtor's prison set forth by the U.S. Bankruptcy Court in the above case as to the practice of shaking down relatives and friends is even more apparent when many of the people going to jail for civil matters (where there is no probable cause) are subjected to assault, rape, sexually transmitted diseases, AIDS, tuberculosis and poor jail conditions that are "unfit" for human beings.”

WHEREAS, it has become an impossibility where “Judge” Judith Craddick can be either fair or impartial, or just, or either uphold her oath of office, or the laws of the State of California, and/or of the United States which by and from her own unlawful acts and/or omissions in this matter.  It has become blatantly apparent that she has proactively become a lawyer in this matter, by actively changing the terms of the documents already res adjudicata by respondent’s wilful omission, and it is apparent, that I am aware of the facts can ascertain that Ms. Judith Craddick is no longer impartial, and is biased and overtly prejudiced against me and in the interests of justice that she be formally disqualified from this matter.

DATED: April ____, 2002

SEAL:






_____________________________________ 








Richard William Pitchers –AT LAW








In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California [Zip Exempt]

925-363-5470

Richard William Pitchers

In Propria Persona Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California [Zip Exempt]

925-363-5470

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

_____________ TERM

	THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA




Plaintiff/Petitioner,


Vs.

Richard William Pitchers,




Defendant/Respondent,
	
CASE No. D 97-02430


AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF


NOTICE OF DISQUALIFICATION


AND STATEMENT OF DISQUALIFICATION


CCP § 170.1(a)(6)(c)

 


	
	


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 before Almighty God and thereby subscribes and verifies thereto for the record and hereby deposes and says:

28.) My name is Richard William Pitchers.

29.) 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.

30.) I am the plaintiff/petitioner in the above mentioned NOTICE OF RESCISSION.

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

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

33.) 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.

34.) That I am in fact, ready to affirm knowing full well the laws for perjury in the state of California, and in fact will attest to the same in any court of law regarding the matters submitted in the statement of Disqualification submitted above as submitted with the CCP § 170.1(a)(6)(C) disqualification of “Judge” Ms. Judith Craddick, when I am required to testify in any court of law thereof in relation to support the truth to these matters.

35.) Further, Affiant saith not.

DATED:  APRIL ____, 2002

SEAL:






_____________________________________ 








Richard William Pitchers –AT LAW








In Propria Persona, Sui Juris

1520 Lacey Court, #1

Concord, California [Zip Exempt]

925-363-5470

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 _____ 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 [Zip Exempt]

925-363-5470

SUBSCRIPTION

Subscribed this _____ day of March, under exigent circumstances, 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. D 97-02430





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.)  DEMAND AND NOTICE OF DISQUALIFICATION


21  Pages
___________________________________________________________(___ 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:
	Court of Appeal

Third Appellate District

900 N. Street, 4th Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-4869
	Butte County DA

Michael L. Ramsey

25 County Center Drive

Oroville, California 95965
	State of California

State Atty. Gen. Bill Lockyer

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94233-255

	California Dept. of Corr.

Legal Affairs Div.

1515 S. Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
	Butte County Consolidated Courts

1 Court Street

Oroville, CA 95965
	


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








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 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.


� Use of other person's name to identify suspect in criminal records after suspect had been placed in custody and fingerprinted, stated claim for malicious prosecution and intentional infliction of emotional distress. Sergio v. Doe, 769 F.Supp. 164 (E.D. Pa. 1991)


� Pro se litigant's pleadings should not be held to the same high standards of perfection as lawyers.  "Significantly, the Haines case involved a pro se complaint - as does the present case - which requires a less stringent reading than one drafted by a lawyer.  Puckett v. Cox 456 F.2d 233, at 236 (1972)    





�  "The Constitution of this sate is not to be considered as a grant of power, but rather, as a restriction upon the powers of the legislature, and it is competent for the legislature to exercise all powers not forbidden by the Constitution of the state, or delegated to the general government,  or prohibited by the constitution of the United States."  People v. Coleman, 4 Cal. 46, People v. Bigler, 5 Cal. 23; Williams v. Thompson, Jan T., 1856.


� Please reference California Rules of Court Rule 244 et seq. Please note any and all claims affirmed by respondent’s and their judge(s) regarding the Doctrine of Tantamount Stipulation are hereby expunged and null and void in ab initio.


� SEE:  People v. Sedeno (1974) 70 C.3d 703, 720, 112 Cal.Rptr. 1, 12, 518 P.2d 913, 924-Discussion.


� Eighth Amendment— Cruel and unusual punishment—Louisiana ex rel. Francis v. Resweber, 329 U.S. 459 (1947); Robinson v. California, 370 U.S. 660 (1962).


� 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."


� Ex parte Bollman, 4 Cranch, 75, 127,2 L.Ed. 554, U.S. V. Mitchell, 2 Dall


348, 355,1 L.Ed. 410, Bryant v. U.S. 257 US 386, 387" A conspiracy to


prevent altogether, the enforcement of a statute of the United States has


been held to be a conspiracy to commit treason by levying war against the


United States" [Article III SEC. 3 CL1]


� 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 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.


� REF: Seditious Conspiracy - United States Code, title 18, section 2384 - "If two or more persons in any State or Territory, or in any place subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, conspire to overthrow, put down or to destroy by force, the government of the United States, or to levy war against them, or to oppose by force the authority thereof, or by force to seize, take or possess any property of the United States contrary to the authority thereof, they shall each be fined not more than $20,000.00 or be imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both."


� "Taswell v Smith states ALL circuit judges MUST take the original Constitutional oath. 


� 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 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.


� 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 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.
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