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Aurora Bautista Quicho
207 Albatross Lane
Fountain Valley, California
[NGLL: phone numbers are optional not mandatory;]
[Julz: on line 7, i would add the below, and put the name of the public court of record in
speech marks, though please take notice NGLL would not do that]
the Julian Court of Record at the
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
[NGLL: at line 8 you put the name of the court centered as above;] '
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA,

CASE NO. BC324176
Plaintiff COUNTERCLAIM

FOR TRESPASS, AND
V. TRESPASS ON THE CASE
Aurora Bautista Quicho, VERIFIED

Defendant.

Aurora Bautista Quicho,
Counterclaimant,

V.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, Federal Credit Union,
Land Rover South Bay,
Mercedez Benz South Bay,
Quaker City Bank, Mark S. Arnold,)
Amy-Hannah Broersma, )
Eileen C. Butko, Complainer Doe, )
FCU Doe, Land Doe, Mercedez Doe, )
Quaker Doe, Laura C. Ellison, )
Gregg Hayata, Omar Hazel, )
David Hizami, Lisa V. Houle, )
1168 Johnson, Jodi Michelle Link,)
Grady Miles, Paulette Paccione, )
C. Rose, Sanjay Sahgal, )
)
)
)
)
)

Nl o N N N N N N ) N N N s P P

John Torrelli, Thomas R. Sokolov,
John Shepard Wiley Jr. and
Cynthia Zuzga,

Counterdefendants.
)
[NGLL: this is the case caption, when we went up to the window to file this, the first time we went to
the criminal court, and we had the criminal case number on there, they said: “Oh no we don’t handle
civil, you got to go over there” well it’s all one court and they should have taken it, but they didn’t,
well who am i to argue...!? i don’t argue with these people, you know there’s an unlimited number of
opportunities to do battle here and these people are awash in ignorance and as [Johann Wolfgang von]
Goethe, the German Philosopher, said: “There is nothing more frightful than ignorance in action.” so
you know you have all this ignorance and it does make it harder, but as it turns out you can roll with it
to some degree, and so when the Clerk said “We can’t accept that because this is civil.” we said ok
we’re civil and let ourselves be pointed down the hall and to another building, so went over there
presented it for filing, of course now we don’t know what case number we’re gonna get because it’s
not the same case and so the Clerk looks at it and said: “Well we don’t accept counterclaims.” boy he

! The people own the government; the government owns the citizens. If you’re one of the people, then the state court is
your court. You can create your own branch court with the same name as the gov’t court. You own both courts.
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really didn’t know what it was, that’s what it boiled down to, all he knew, you know they got routine,
the Los Angeles court system is the largest court system in the world, i mean it isn’t just bigger than
any court in the United States, it’s bigger than any court in the world, and they got it so divided, i
mean there’s a specialist in everything, there’s a specialist who takes filings, there’s a specialist who
takes motions, (lol) you name it they got a specialist to deal with it, so i realized i was dealing with a
specialist who never heard of a counterclaim probably, so he said: “I couldn’t take that.”, i said: “Ok
what else...!?” he looked at it and said: “The caption’s wrong we can’t have up here ‘The People of
the State of California vs. Aurora Quicho’ so you need to take this back and change these headings.”,
the rest of the sentence that he did not say is that you need to change these things to meet my
understanding, so here we have all these counterclaimants and counterdefendants, so after he told me
all that was wrong with it that he didn’t like, i then took the paper back, and he was expecting me to
go back fix it and come back, but what i did instead, was with my hand and a pen i scratched out
counterclaim and wrote complaint instead, then over on the left side i put a big x through plaintiff and
defendant, that top left part of the caption, so that all got scratched out and then lower down we
changed Counterclaimant to Plaintiff and we changed Counterdefendants to Defendants and i handed
it back to him, i said: “How’s that...!?” and he said: “Fine.”, now why was it that i was able to do it
by hand...!? well the reason is if you look in the procedures, the California Rules of Court that all the
papers must be type written, and if you then read further you find out that type written means; put
onto paper in reproducible ink that is clear and easy to read, so in other words hand writing is type
writing, so that’s why the Clerk was able to accept it, and having been a drafts man in the past i do
print very clearly so it met his requirements and he filed it, now later on, one of the attorneys in his
demurrer, he pointed out that in the caption they were labeled as Plaintiff and Defendant, but in the
body we were using Counterclaimant and Counterdefendant and he was confused, (lol) he didn’t
know who was who, what was what and so forth, so in our answer to his demurrer we pointed out and
you should remember this rule, and that is that — headings do not control, what controls is the body,
that’s why i was so willing to go ok 1’1l scratch out all these headings, all these titles, whatever, none
of those control the actual suit, all this caption does is it enables the Clerk to file the papers, so the
body is what controls, and it’s what you say there that counts, now you will notice it says further
down “FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION — TRESPASS” and the “PARTIES” all that is is headings, those
do not control, the purpose of headings is to kind of help you get a picture of what’s going on, but if
there’s a conflict between what the heading says and what’s in the body, the body of the writing takes
precedence;

if you really get technical, if you really do it right, you put the original case, like the criminal case; the
people v. Aurora and then you draw a horizontal line and you put down Aurora v. the people as
counterdefendants, you are the counter plaintiff and they are the counterdefendants, whereas in the
original case they were the plaintiff and she was the defendant, so counter means to go the opposite
direction, and whilst she was at it, not only did she sue the people of the state of California, she also
sued a few extra defendants, and so we have all the judges that were involved named, i want you to
know something; there are no John Does per se, i mean we have Land Doe over here, we’ve got
Mercedez Doe, Quaker Doe, and so forth, FCU Doe, Complainer Doe, the reason... you should
understand it’s worthless to put Does one to fifty, or something like that, the reason it’s worthless is
because you’re just putting in a fictitious name, but that’s not any good, what you do is you have to
say what this person did, the whole idea of having a John )Doe, or a Mary Roe, is to be able to give a
name to a person who’s name you don’t know, but you know what they did to you, so in your lawsuit
you have to specify that John Doe, this, this, this, whatever, you say what injuries he caused, and you
give him a name because you don’t know his name, that’s the only purpose of a Doe; you have to
make your claim timely if you’re in the statutory system ‘cuz there are statutes that limit the amount
of time you have to make your claim and that way you don’t have to know the name of the person,
you can make your claim, in the case of common law there are no statutes of limitations for one
simple reason: there’s no statutes, statutes don’t exist in the common law, the only way a statute can
have any standing, or validity is for the sovereign to decree it, now if you decree it, then the statute
exists not by legislative authority but by the authority of the sovereign; ok so anyway we named a
whole bunch of people, that’s how the Does fit in here, and you’ll notice that i did not put things like

COUNTERCLAIM Page 2 of 19



111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128

129

130

131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162

the honourable so and so... hey these guys never had an office, because they never established
jurisdiction, that’s whole position, and we don’t recognize titles of nobility, so they’re just human
beings if you will; then on the right side we say it’s verified, verified means that you declare under
penalty and perjury that the foregoing is true and correct, or you can affirm it, if you don’t declare it
you can affirm it, but the whole idea is that you’re testifying that this is truth, and you’re willing to get
beat up and thrown in jail if you’re caught lying, that’s really what it’s all about, now you have to
understand this: i know as Ron had pointed out, that this has its roots in religion but, the approach that
we take here it’s as if religion didn’t exist, we’re very secular, down to earth, we point to specific
earthly things for whatever our reasoning process is, so if you must have a religious basis, or some
sort of, i guess biblical attribute, or whatever, i guess what we could say is that... how can i say this,
well basically we don’t recognize, you see the bible says something to the effect that Satan owns this
world, so the way i divide it up is that there’s god’s world, and there’s Satan’s world, if it’s Satan’s
world we call it secular, that’s what it means to me, and i proceed on that basis, and remember the
rule, and i lean on this rule heavily: if the person fails to object it means he agrees, so if i make
whatever claim i do, well then that’s what is if they fail to object, and by the way they always fail to
object as you will see; alright so verified means that this really is the truth that we put in here, now the
truth means as far as facts, you don’t have to verify law, you only verify facts, so now we go down to
the actual body of this thing;]

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - TRESPASS
PARTIES

[NGLL: we have a cause of action trespass, now this lawsuit, pretty much i think you’ll probably have
to agree looks like an attorney might have written it, but there is one key set of words that makes it
different, and that’s right here, right in the beginning, right from the get go:]

1. Aurora Bautista Quicho, (hereinafter “Aurora”) is one of the
people of California, and in this court of record complains of
each of the following: [Julz: i would say: “at this public venue/open court,
through the Julian Court of Record (hereinafter “JCoR”’) herein convened, i, [a] man (one
of the people under god, [my own] master [among mankind], by the proper and non-
negotiable given—-name of Julian [Cf. Julian Jeremiah]), herein the Aggrieved-
Party/Claimant, claim against the following: Diane McCory, Steven McCrory, Karen
Thomas, and Darren Thomas, (each hereinafter “Trespasser”, or “Wrongdoer”, and all
collectively “Trespassers”, or “Wrongdoers”); who are each summoned to answer to this
claim for trespass and trespass on the case, to wit:” though please take notice, once again,
that is not how NGLL would put it and for very good reasons also: for starters the above is ten
times more likely to raise alarm bells, and potentially cause the proverbial They to take a more
back-footed stance towards what They believe you’re doing, or are gonna do which might upset
the status quo;] [NGLL: now that simple first little sentence, i guess those of you who have seen
the previous seminars know about this, but that simple little sentence is really disarming,
disarms the opposition, because typical attorney is gonna read this and say “one of the people of
California” what does that mean...!? you know... ok so she’s a people, well what it means is
you’re a sovereign, by saying you’re one of the people of California absolutely establishes your
sovereignty, and the burden is on them to prove that you’re not sovereign, now the second this is
that “in this court of record complains of each of the following” so she’s established this is a
court of record, you see when you’re suing you can pick your form, you can go into admiralty,
equity, whatever, she chose court of record, and what is a court of record...!? it’s a court that
must meet these five requirements: “1. keeps a record of the proceedings, 2. the tribunal is
independent of the magistrate (judge), 3. proceeding according to the common law, 4. power to
fine and imprison for contempt, 5. generally has a seal,” an attorney reading these papers, he
probably has the latest and best dictionaries and the latest and best dictionaries leave out items
number 2, 3 and 5 so he looks it up and sees it keeps a record of the proceedings, oh ok that
makes sense to him, has the power to fine and imprison for contempt, sure they taught that in
law school, ok...!? that’s all they have in their dictionaries, so he probably doesn’t know, but
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you got to understand something: i got no sympathy for these guys, because these guys, if you
get one of their business cards they say they’re an attorney at law, at law means common law,
but what they all are is attorneys in equity, statutes are equity, so they’re all practicing by
statutes not one of them ever practice real law, they’re not in common law, but they all say
they’re attorneys at law, well i what, i’'m sure are aware of this idea that if you have a social
security number somehow it puts you in jurisdiction as a citizen of the United States and this
type of thing, that they do that to you, in other words the constitution defines the citizens of the
United States as somebody who’s either born or naturalized in the country and is subject to the
jurisdiction, ok now if you’re one of the people you’re born and naturalized but you’re not
subject, so they don’t teach that half of it, they just teach you the requirements of citizenship,
then lateron if an issue comes up, they’ll ask you: “Are you a citizen of the United States?” if
you say yes, you just told them that you are subject to their jurisdiction, so that’s how they do it,
well you take the title — you get the qualifications, well this is exactly how i deal with
attorneys: they take the title attorney at law — i’m gonna assume they have the knowledge, they
were the ones who bragged about it, so i just hold them to their word, actually i don’t have to
hold them to their word because they’re not trying to get out of it... (lol) they go in head first, so
if they’re an attorney at law — that means they know law, and they know common law because
that’s what “at law” means — common law, and we’re gonna run that court according to
common law, it’s not my problem if they don’t know what they’re doing, if they made false
claims, if you’re gonna make a false claim — you deserve what you get right...!? so “in this
court of record complains of the following:” and this is the only special deal in the entire
system, no-no there’s one other thing, it’s where you decree the law, but as you work through
this you can see, there’s the defendants and so on...] State of California, Federal
Credit Union, Land Rover South Bay, Mercedez Benz South Bay,
Quaker City Bank, Mark S. Arnold, Amy-Hannah Broersma, Eileen C.
Butko, Complainer Doe, FCU Doe, Land Doe, Mercedez Doe, Quaker
Doe, Laura C. Ellison, Gregg Hayata, Omar Hazel, David Hizami,
Lisa V. Houle, 1168 Johnson, Jodi Michelle Link, Grady Miles,
Paulette Paccione, C. Rose, Sanjay Sahgal, John Torrelli, Thomas
R. Sokolov, John Shepard Wiley Jr., and Cynthia Zuzga (each
hereinafter “Kidnapper”, and all collectively "“Kidnappers”); who
are each summoned to answer the said counterclaimant in a plea
of trespass and trespass on the case, to wit: [NGLL: so we named all
these people as Counterdefendants and now remember this, you know it becomes cumbersome
when you wanna talk about somebody, a party or whatever, it becomes cumbersome to name all
28 defendants over and over again, so to make a short cut you can always give them a nickname,
just like we said right in the beginning that “(hereinafter “Aurora”)”, that makes it easier
reading, remember the other person who’s reading the papers is a human being and so for that
person you wanna make it easy to read and understand it, so it’s good to pick something that is
easy to understand so we called her “Aurora” and then the rest of the paper refers to her either as
“Aurora Bautista Quicho”, or as simply “Aurora”, either way it means the same thing because
what have we done...!? we set up our own dictionary, the definition of “Aurora” is “Aurora
Bautista Quicho”, of course we also set up a definition for the others, and you have 28
defendants, so rather than to refer to all 28 names at the same time, we refer to them just by one
name, and it was “(each hereinafter “Kidnapper”, and all collectively “Kidnappers”)” and that’s
legit, you see it is wrong to call them kidnappers if you’re making a judgment, because the
purpose of a complaint is to present to the court your information, so you cannot call them
kidnappers, but if you define the word kidnapper as a substitute for all these names, now it’s
legit to use the word, so throughout this document we refer to them as kidnappers, so this is a
writing technique that could be very effectively used because what are you doing...!? remember
that in the art of communication a lot of times the image that you paint is very important and if
you can paint an image without painting an image that’s the ultimate in expressing yourself and
that’s what we did, we didn’t say they were kidnappers, we just said that’s their name;

you know you can have a lot of fun in writing papers sometimes if you use a little creativity, i
remember one time, just as a side note, we had an attorney (01:08:15) that was really a jerk, i
mean you couldn’t communicate anything with her, and this guy was trying to communicate you
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know because after all the rules of court say that whenever you have a motion or something
going on, that before you have an actual hearing the parties should attempt to get together and
talk, it’s called “a meeting confer requirement” so somewhere there’s a rule i don’t know why
the number 202 sticks in my mind i could be totally wrong, but anyway there is a meet and
confer rule, and what you do is you’re supposed to contact the other party or the other attorney
if he has an attorney and you meet and you confer about it to see what you can accomplish, now
if you can’t accomplish anything you give a report to the court saying that you tired to meet and
confer but you could not agree because of such and such and both sides can put in their little
report to the court, the whole idea is to try and get this procedure running as smoothly as
possible and really the last thing the judges wanna do is sit in judgment, they would much rather
the parties settle it earlier if possible, well this person called up the attorney and he said
something whatever it was, and the attorney, a female attorney, she said “Horse shit.” and so
then he said something else to her, and she said “Horse shit” and so then he said something else
to her and she said “That’s a bunch of horse shit.” so it’s obvious they weren’t communicating
right...!? so in the report to the court we used that term, we quoted her, after all she’s a
professional and you know she’s probably using professional language, and so we wrote this, we
organized it, you know you’re format is important too, you want it to be easy for a person to
read, so we structured it so that the story began at the top of the page and ended at the bottom of
the page and the very last sentence, now this was a factual report, that means we’re testifying,
now what is testimony...!? or what are facts...!? facts are anything that affects the five senses,
so you have seeing, hearing, smelling, feeling and tasting, so you testify to one or more of
those, for example you know most of the testimony is what did you see..!? but that’s only one of
the senses, we as human beings have the ability to discern voices, if you heard your mother or
father speak would you recognize the voice even though you didn’t see the person...!? very
likely you would, and so it’s very valid to say “i heard my mother saying something” even
though you didn’t see her, she might have been in the next room but you heard it, and if you
identify it, you can testify to that, also there’s a sixth item you can testify to, and that is to
your own personal state of mind, you can testify that you were scared, happy, worried,
whatever, so back to this attorney who used professional language, or some technical language
we didn’t understand, what we said in our very last sentence was “it is the opinion of the writer
of this paper...” ok he’s testifying as to his own state of mind “it is the opinion of the writer of
this paper that the attorney was suffering from a severe case of vowel motion” LOL you know
you have consonants and vowel in the English language right... i’m sure the judge must have
enjoyed reading that one... but you know i don’t hold any punches on these papers if somebody
wants to use filthy language i put it right in the court paper hey it wasn’t me that said it, it was
him that said it, let them destroy their own reputation as a their own whatever, if they’re
graceless let it show in the paper work, basically what i say is this, “it’s ok to tell the truth” and
if that person is being obnoxious, just “tell it like it is”, they can’t use descent language, tell it
like it is, this is what they said, i’m sure that they’ll hear about that at some point in time, so
anyway we collectively referred to them as “Kidnappers” so we can use the language;]

INTRODUCTION

Each Kidnapper exceeded his jurisdiction by either directly,
through an agent, or in concert with another did cause
counterclaimant Aurora to be wunlawfully and forcibly carried
away and imprisoned' [NGLL: notice this we didn’t say arrested you got to be careful
how you use words, because if you say she was arrested, well that’s an official function, you’re
acknowledging the official function, we never acknowledge the official function, we never
acknowledge the jurisdiction, we said she was “forcibly carried away and imprisoned”, those
are neutral words, not arrested, there’s a little side note, words are important, if you ever get
involved in a case where a gun is involved, understand never use the word weapon, a weapon is
an offensive item, a weapon is used for attacking, an arm is used for defending, we have a right
to bear arms, not a right to bear weapons, don’t ever let them use the word weapon in a case
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against you if ever comes to that, you say “no it wasn’t a weapon, i never had a weapon, never
saw a weapon, i had an arm...”, purely defensive, so there’s one little technical meaning they
don’t like us to know, but that’s how they do it; (01:15:23) let’s take the word client for
instance... let’s put it this way, a lot of you have businesses, do you call your customers
patients...!? you don’t have patients, doctors own the word patient, so you never call any of
your customers patients, even if you’re in alternative health you don’t call them patients, they
are called customers, why because the doctors own the word patient, that is their word, for
whatever reason, but they’ve taken command of that word, the word client means that’s a
customer of an attorney, the attorneys own the word client just the way doctors own the word
patient, so you do not have clients in your business, when you say that somebody is your client,
you are admitting that you are their agent, that you make decisions for them, that’s a whole lot
different than having a customer, a customer is somebody to whom you deliver information,
product, or something, but they retain full responsibility for the decision to buy it, accept it, and
use it, you’re not influencing them in the same sense that you would if you were their agent, so
don’t ever use the word client because that makes you their agent, that makes you their attorney,
so anyhow here we say “each Kidnapper exceeded his jurisdiction” and so forth and then we get
to define imprisoned out of the dictionary [see below footnote]; what does the court do...!?
when they let you out on your own recognizance, or they let you out on bail...!? don’t they have
a display of force...!? don’t they verbally let you know, you better do this or else... you got to
meet our terms, or else... the reason we put that footnote in there was because aurora had made
bail and she had been released for a while and then she was back in i guess and then she was
released, but the idea is that she was constantly imprisoned, even when she was out on bail she
was imprisoned, that was the point we were trying to make, coz she’s claiming in this lawsuit
$50,000.00 for each day that she’s imprisoned; [continuation from before explanatory
interruption  follows:] so she’s imprisoned-] against her will, without
jurisdiction or good cause. [NGLL: the phrase ‘“good cause” is a technical
meaning, good cause means a legal reason, good cause does not mean well we have a moral
Justification, not that at all, whenever you see “good cause” anywhere in the legal world, that
specifically means a legal reason;] At the onset of the unlawful
imprisonment counterclaimant Aurora was duly’ engaged in good
faith in a negotiation and purchase of a chose, and exercising
her substantive right to contract with another at arm’s length.
[NGLL: now that sentence is loaded with legalities, we identified that it was from the beginning,
from the onset of the unlawful imprisonment counterclaimant was duly engaged, the word duly
means that it meets the requirements of both the common law and the statutory law, so she was
doing what was right, negotiating, you know you have an unlimited power to contract, so she
was negotiating, and if we look at footnote number two “ZDuly: ...according to law in both form
and substance” equity deals with form, common law deals with substance and we said it was in
good faith, that’s important, had no hidden agenda, being upfront with the other person, and
trusting the other person to be upfront with her, and she was purchasing a chose, a chose is a
thing, in this case it was an automobile, and chose btw is a word that is used in common law,
that’s why we used it, “and exercising her substantive right” a substantive right is a common
law right, everybody heard of the Miranda decision, the read your rights decision, that decision
says specifically that where substantive rights are concerned, there shall be no rule making that
will abrogate them, i think that’s the actual wording, in other words substantive rights are
common law rights, now you’ll notice i avoided saying common law, because i know that all
these attorneys, all these judges are all trained to go against the grain, against the common
law, it’s a policy,

! Imprison: To confine a person or restrain his liberty in any way. Black’s Law
Dictionary, 5th Edition Imprisonment: ...it may be in a locality used only for
the specific occasion; or it may take place without the actual application of any
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physical agencies of restraint (such as locks or bars), as by verbal compulsion
and the display of available force. Black’s Law Dictionary, 5th Edition
2 Duly: ...according to law in both form and substance. Black’s Law Dictionary, 5th Edition

319 they don’t want anything to do with the common law because frankly the common law is the
320 law of the people where as the statutory law is the law of their special interests, so you
321 remember the purpose of a court, the number one purpose of a court above everything is that it’s
322 a stage upon which you put on a good show to convince the rest of the world that you’re right,
323 let’s go back here in our fundamentals and let’s look at court, and here it is:
324 https://1215.org/lawnotes/lawnotes/court.htm “A court is a stage upon which the sovereign
325 conducts his show so as to satisfy the rest of the world that his decision is a good one.” so, keep
326 that in mind, this is very important, you're trying to impress, you see you depend on these
327 people, as much as we find ourselves in contention with them sometimes, the fact is we’re
328 depending on them, and there are honest people in there, i really believe that, sometimes they’re
329 hard to find, but they’re in there, so if you give them good paper work, then you give them the
330 tools with which they can argue your case behind the scenes, so this particular web page goes
331 into the details as to why a court is a stage, and it is important for you to understand it is a stage,
332 you want people to have a clear picture as to why you’re right and they’re wrong, why do you
333 outrank the judge, whatever we put in any orders we always put in a complete explanation, i
334 mean we put in a half a dozen orders at least in this case and in every single one we explained it
335 as if we have never explained it before as to why it is that we’re right, no one can ever pick up a
336 paper out of this case and say that we are presumptive or assumptive, when they pick up the
337 paper they get the whole explanation with it which makes it a little tough for them to argue with
338 then;] Said Kidnappers, without good cause, interrupted the
339 negotiations, then imprisoned counterclaimant Aurora. During
340 imprisonment the Kidnappers took further casual ill-considered
341 actions to further imprison counterclaimant Aurora for up to
342 three years without trial or due process. [NGLL: now the reason we’re
343 saying this is because what they did they shoved her over into patent for mental evaluation and
344 the court order actually said that she could be detained there for up to three years, how’s that for
345 imprisonment without trial...!? [Julz: “i, [a] man, require [the] point of law that authorizes
346 You to communicate a threat in order to: —(a) extort funds for Your private-for-profit-
347 court (without having established jurisdiction), —(b) deny, or —(c) delay the course of
348 justice; absent point of law required equals attempt to: —(a) pervert the course of justice,
349 —(b) defraud i, [a] man, of property/substantive rights, in contempt of [the] law and the
350 Julian Court of Record, for what is expressed by a deliberate avoidance of such necessary
351 and proper response renders silent that which is implied, assumed, or presumed (Maxim
352 of Law) [Cf. “Expressum facit cessare tacitum. That which is expressed makes that which is
353 implied to cease. ... Where a law sets down plainly its whole meaning the court is prevented
354 from making it mean what the court pleases.” Munro v. City of Albuquerque, 48 N.M. 306, 150
355 P.2d 733-4 [Emphasis added];”] [Audience Member: “home land security”] right well that was
356 before homeland security, that’s an SOP for California, and by the way just as a little side note,
357 if you look up these codes that authorize such imprisonment for evaluative purposes, it’s
358 interesting to notice that there is one group of persons in California that is 100% exempt, in fact
359 not only are they exempt, but there’s an actual prohibition on doing any mental evaluations on
360 them, and that group is the Judges, they know the power of this to destroy, and they’re not about
361 to subject themselves to it, [Audience Member: “is that legislature ] i believe it is, yeah it’s the
362 legislation for, there’s the Council and Judicial Performance which can order a review of the
363 record of the Judge and they can order a specific medical evaluation, they cannot go on fishing
364 trips, if there’s some specific issue they can order that the doctor go to a professional and have
365 just that one thing evaluated, but in any case they are absolutely prohibited from ordering a
366 Judge to get a psychological evaluation, so it’s ok if he’s crazy [Audience Member says
367 something inaudible] absolutely in fact i think you have a very strong argument relating to titles
368 of nobility [Audience Member: “that’s discriminatory”] of course it’s discriminatory, that’s
369 exactly what a title of nobility is, it’s discrimination, so here the Judges have a title of nobility
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where they are exempt from whatever is applied to everyone else, so anyhow, i planned it at
some point to use that in the papers, we’re saving that one;]

From the moment she was taken away till the present, Aurora,
under color of law, [NGLL: colour of law is a technical term, there is law and then
there’s colour of law, law is the real thing, colour of law is a pretence; it’s just like i remember
one time this is before i really got involved in this stuff, but one time a cop stopped me,
(01:29:29) and i did not have adequate registration on the car, so he gave me a ticket, and then
he noticed that at about 100 yards down the street there was a construction going on, and
because there was construction going on, according to the code he was also authorized to
remove the car that might be blocking the construction, well of course it’s 100 yards away,
that’s the length of a football field, and so what’s he doing...!? he’s using colour of law, the
pretence of law, because he’s taken some vindictive action, so he took the car and left me
walking, this is what’s called colour of law and it is unlawful under federal law for anyone
under colour of law to deprive another person of any right, privilege, or benefit even, so if i
would have known that at the time i would have probably made a good issue of that, and btw
there’s no statute of limitation, i probably still could, but somehow i made it so i could keep
busy with other issues;] was kept in actual or constructive imprisonment.
[NGLL: the word constructive means that you’re able to construct your conclusion out of the
Jact at hand, so we construct from all the order that were issued, from things that were said, that
she was actually imprisoned constructively, you have similar things like for example let’s say
you’re living in an apartment and the landlord does not fix the roof and so the place is really not
habitable, coz water’s leaking in, or whatever else, you have been constructively evicted from
the premises, so constructive is a powerful word coz you can say “well no, he didn’t say i was
evicted, but you can tell from the facts and the landlords actions or inactions i was evicted
constructively, as there was no place for me to live, i was in a place not actually suitable for
human habitability” so constructive is a powerful word, constructive notice as distinguished
Jrom actual notice from the fact that you should have had notice on something, whatever it
is;] Although she objected to the assumed jurisdiction, those who
kept her imprisoned under color of law did not respond to any of
her demands and requests for proof of Jjurisdiction or for
reinstatement of her liberty. [NGLL: now that’'s a factual statement, she
objected and they did not respond, now later on they demurred, which means they agree this is
all true, you see the power of that...!? so we’re setting them up basically;] They continued
to assume the jurisdiction without proof of jurisdiction [NGLL:
now when we say they assumed jurisdiction without proof of jurisdiction those are all
statements of conclusion, so they don’t’ really count as facts, but what does count as a fact is
that they made no attempt at proof, there was no action on their part; (01:34:22)] or any
attempt at proof of jurisdiction. She was denied counsel of her
choice. She was forced to accept counsel not of her choice
against her wishes. Counterclaimant Aurora continues to be
subject, under color of law, to the assumed jurisdiction, will
and control of the Kidnappers.

Under color of law Aurora was twice subjected to pseudo-
psychological evaluation. [NGLL: the word pseudo means false, not the real thing;]
The first pseudo-psychological evaluation failed to satisfy her
Kidnappers. The second pseudo-psychological-evaluation resulted
in a star-chamber court-ordered incarceration of up to three
years...without any trial, with the concurrence of the uninvited
court-imposed counsel, and without opportunity for
counterclaimant to object.
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[NGLL: they shut her down, they told her directly that she could not speak, she had counsel
now, ok so that is the overview of this whole lawsuit, and that’s good, remember there’s a
conversational technique:

1) you tell people what you’re going to tell them, then

2) you tell them, and then

3) you tell them what you told them,

as they say, so the telling them what you’re going to tell them, and the telling them of what you
told them, those are basically summaries, but then you have in the middle the detail, so we just
went through the summary, and in fact we labeled it with the heading “INTRODUCTION”, and
then we get into the specifics; (01:36:15)]

SPECIFICS

Each counterdefendant acted in such a way, or failed to act in
such a way, [NGLL: now you understand that if you look at title 42 section 1983, isn’t that
the one that basically says that you have an obligation to act to prevent harm, so this is where
we’re heading with this, because it’s entirely possible this case is going to end up in federal
court, because once we exhaust the state procedures, and we show that there’s absolutely no
protective process at that level, then we go to the federal courts; [Audience Member: “Ar what
point do you determine that you've exhausted state remedy...!?”] well you can go through the
state remedies, you know the procedures, when you run out of procedures and the supreme court
says “No” you’ve run out; they’re the highest procedural authority in the state, so there is no
more opportunity to argue within the state after that, but you don’t necessarily have to wait till
then, sometimes it just seems to become blatant that these people don’t let you speak when you
want to speak, right here we run out... well actually we still have the appellate procedure and
that sort of thing, which we’re not using because we claim we’re right all along, so we’re
kicking it upstairs but on a different foundation, instead of appealing it what we’re doing is
we’re saying we need the power of the court, decision’s already made [Audience Member:
“when you take it to the federal court do you take it as a habeas corpus or would you take some
other action...!?”] that’s a strategy decision, you know you kind of have to size up the enemy
and figure out which is more on your side, in this case i would tend to wanna do a lawsuit,
because i basically want to get a piece of their hide, see in a habeas corpus there’s nothing
punitive, or compensatory, really all habeas corpus is, is a determination of status, and then
whatever orders issue, those orders are based on that status, but in a lawsuit, coz a habeas
corpus is not actually a lawsuit, in a real lawsuit you have a Plaintiff, and you have a
Defendant, and you have injuries, and you wanna get paid for those injuries, compensated for
your losses [Audience Member: “Can you file both?”] sure, they’re independent of each other,
yeah you can do either one, and habeas corpus is unique in that you can file it any time before,
during, or after judgment, so it’s never too soon [ Audience Member says something inaudible]
well that’s ok, there was one point in here where they said that her habeas corpus when she did
put one in, they said it was premature except they didn’t know how to spell it so they said
premature... (lol) but in any case they said it was premature but it’s never premature for habeas
corpus the whole question is jurisdiction, if they have no jurisdiction then you shouldn’t be
subject to it;] that counterclaimant Aurora is deprived of her liberty.
Each counterdefendant acted to deprive counterclaimant Aurora of
her liberty; or each counterdefendant failed to act to prevent
the loss by counterclaimant Aurora of her liberty. Further, each
counterdefendant is a willing participant in concert with each
of the remaining counterdefendants. [NGLL: so this is a set up for conspiracy,
you don’t have to use the word conspiracy for it to be conspiracy we just said willing participant
in collaboration with the others and that is a fact, and they never denied it, in their demurer they
admitted, (01:40:59) i think this will look good if we get into the federal courts, what does the
IRS do? IRS sends out a notice, “You failed to respond” right... and they send out other notices,

COUNTERCLAIM Page 9 of 19



471
472
473
474
475

476
477
478
479
480

481
482
483
484
485
486

487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521

or whatever, but you don’t use the right technique, because you did not properly object, it means
you agree, by the time you end up in court, all they do is they say “Well look you did this, this,
this, you never really objected, so... the court has no choice but to convict” well we’re doing the
same thing to them, we’re just saying here’s the things that happened, if they don’t object it
must be true and we’re gonna hold them to it too;]

At all times mentioned in this action each counterdefendant is
the agent of the other, and in doing the acts alleged in this
action, each is acting within the course and scope of said
agency. The following paragraphs describe what the Kidnappers,
under color of law, either acted or failed to act as obligated.

Each counterdefendant exceeded his jurisdiction under color of
law. Each counterdefendant acted in concert with the remaining
counterdefendants to effect the unlawful loss of 1liberty of
counterclaimant Aurora. [NGLL: notice we never use the word arrest, in my opinion
there’s no such thing as a false arrest, an arrest is an arrest that’s an official function, it might be
wrong, but it’s definitely a real arrest, so that’s why i avoid using the word arrest;]

On or about June 29, 2004, Land Doe (an agent of Land Rover
South Bay) [NGLL: i wanna tell you something, we had no knowledge of how this arrest
came about, we were largely guessing, so you have to understand that in this case we didn’t
really know how she came about to be arrested, obviously somebody called the cops, but we
don’t’ know how, or when, or what, well later on in their papers we found out when it happened,
they admitted what happened, what happened was that she had gone to a company, a car
dealership, and had purchased a car using the same technique, the process was never completed,
but in was in process, they had gone a certain length you know, then she went to this other car
company and she was doing the same thing buying a couple of cars for her friends, well it
turned out that it was the same company, but a different name, they had their company and then
they had two DBAs, they had two doing business as, and so with the two separate companies
well when the paperwork came through they recognized the name and so the first company was
the moving force, it was the force that resulted in the second company calling the cops and
bringing them in, but you see it was the same question, they didn’t follow the procedure, and
because they didn’t follow the procedure the cheque appeared to be no good, but it was a private
cheque, if you don’t follow procedure it’s not going to work [Audience Member: “... just didn’t
know how to do this...”] i suggest that if somebody is going to hold these people to the gamer
plan what they should do it type up a little instruction sheet saying specifically “here’s what you
do” and hand it to them because otherwise, you know when you talk to people whatever you say
is words to the wind, you know they blow away and how do you prove you said what you said,
so you really should have a printed instruction sheet where you say look here’s the steps you
have to go through to make this work [ ] yeah
basically the whole concept of redemption [

] well of course what’s happening, this whole
approach is viewed as an attack on the banks by the banks, so basically they don’t want this
thing to get out of control, coz if they do, that whole phony thing will collapse, so they’ll have to
go back to real money heaven forbid [

] yeah that’s basically what we
just said [
Il
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] well i think the mistake was not giving them the private
instructions, that’s just my own personal opinion you know because had she given the the
printed instructions the next question would be well did you follow the instructions, and if they
say no, no case, that’s it you see... well anyway that’s an afterthought right now we’re not
dealing with the before-thought;] offered to sell two automobiles to
counterclaimant Aurora. Aurora agreed to buy the automobiles
but informed Land Doe that she would not take actual possession
of the automobiles until the paper transactions were completed.
All paperwork and funding of the transaction would be completed
before she would accept the automobiles from Land Doe or Land
Rover South Bay. The reason for not taking possession of the
property is that full payment would be in the form of a private
check rather than a public bank check. (A private check requires

special private banking procedures. No actual transfer of
possession would or may take place until said procedures are
completed. Failure to follow said procedures voids the

transaction in its entirety.) [NGLL: it’s our agreement, and in their demurrers
they admitted it’s all true;]

Land Doe and Aurora commenced to fill out the paperwork. Before
completing all the paperwork and the contract negotiation, the
Redondo Beach Police Department officers appeared. On
information and belief, [NGLL: see whenever you’re making up an affidavit, which
is what this is, it isn’t just a complaint, it’s a verified complaint, or in other words it’s an
affidavit, also known as a declaration, so whenever you make it up, sometimes you have to
guess at the information, coz sometimes you really don’t know, so in order to cover it, what you
say is that “omn information and belief”, that’s a very commonly used phrase, to say on
information and belief, that way you’re putting it in with the facts, but you’re really just
testifying as to your own state of mind, you have information, you have a certain belief, that’s
fair game to testify to [

] no, no, that’s another thing, i see that a lot, where they want to
reserve the right to amend and so forth, don’t do that because basically when you put in a
reservation like that, then you’re not making full testimony, a sovereign wouldn’t do that,
besides if you get new information you can always amend it, there’s no reason to waffle on that

[

| sure-sure, ok anyhow...| counterclaimant Aurora alleges
that Land Doe, Land Rover South Bay, or someone acting with
their knowledge and approval, summoned the Redondo Beach Police
Department police officers. [NGLL: now on the police report we found out that
the arresting officer had badge “1168” and his name was “JOHNSON”, now that’s all the
information we had about him, so this is a form of John Doe, we don’t know who he is but we
have enough identifying information in that we were able to label him as “1168 JOHNSON”, so
that’s what we did, remember you don’t have to know the names of the other parties, all you
have to do is describe what they did, and put a label on them, we could have called him
“Kidnapper number 1” you know... that would have been fine, but we chose to call him “1168
JOHNSON?” because that is exactly what was on the official report that they had at the police
department; (01:51:45)]

“1168 JOHNSON” is identified as the "“ARRESTING OFFICER” in
Exhibit ™“C”, the Redondo Beach Police Department Booking and
Arrest Report. Under color of law “1168 JOHNSON” assumed the
jurisdiction and unlawfully and forcibly carried counterclaimant
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10.

11.

Aurora away, and imprisoned [NGLL: this should have said imprisoned her against
her will;] against her will without thorough investigation, without
good cause, and for reasons that to this date are still unknown
to her. [NGLL: now there’s another technique, look you don’t have to know why they did
something, if you do a habeas corpus one of the things that the rules say is that you need to say
why it is that you’re incarcerated, and then the rules continue on to say “if knowon”... (lol) so
don’t fall into the trap of playing a part of their attorney, as far as i’m concerned they need to
explain themselves, i don’t have to explain to them why they do things, in fact i’m not qualified
to explain why they do things, so that’s what we said right here “for reasons that to this date
are still unknown to her”, and understand they admitted in their demurer that they did not
conduct a thorough investigation... (lol) see how this case is building up...!? now when i say
they admitted it, i’m not saying that they actually wrote on that point, but the very definition of
a demurer, is that you agree to all the facts, you’re only arguing the law, so every factual thing
that i read here, they admitted to when they filed the demurer, even if they didn’t talk about it, as
a matter of fact let’s just take a quick side-step here the judges wrote in their demurer, and it was
real interesting what they said in their demurer and we quoted them pointing out that the
demurer represents an agreement to the facts, they provided the case law themselves... (lol) so
we’re saying they did nothing to prove their jurisdiction, they admitted it, and now they want
immunity in spite of that, but in their own papers they admitted it, anyway, now when the
complaint was filed, the way criminal process starts up is that somebody, anybody can go up to
a judge and swear to the facts that this act was done, and this law was violated, and that there’s a
crime committed, anybody can do that, normally the prosecutor does it, and in fact if somebody
who’s not a prosecutor does it, there will be a lot of resistance on the part of the judee to give
you the acknowledgement you should have, but anybody can go up to a judge, and let him know
that a crime was committed and then he can order that it be investigated and prosecuted, so what
happened was that somebody, we don’t know who yet, eventually we’ll find out, but somebody
appeared before the judge, and made out an affidavit saying that these crimes had occurred and
needed to be prosecuted, the thing is that we couldn’t read the signature on the verified
complaint, and it was not type-written, and nobody in the prosecutor’s office would tell us who
that was even though they knew who it was, so what do you do...!? well what we could do is
sue, and go through discovery and all that, but we didn’t do that coz frankly that takes effort, or
we’re lazy, not really lazy but it’s a reasonable amount of effort, so what we did is we gave him
a name, we said complainer Doe did this, “complainer Doe is the person who signed exhibit
“D”;] One of the officers involved in the unlawful imprisonment
commented that this did not seem like a real fraud situation to
him.

Under color of law, “1168 JOHNSON” assumed the jurisdiction to
impose various charges to subject counterclaimant Aurora to
double jeopardy.

Complainer Doe is the person who signed Exhibit “D” “FELONY

COMPLAINT” . Under color of 1law, Complainer Doe assumed
jurisdiction to continue the imprisonment of counterclaimant
Aurora. Counterclaimant Aurora is informed and believes that

Complainer Doe is either suing as a persona named “People of the
State of California,” or is suing in the name of another whose
name is “People of the State of California.” [NGLL: you see the
complaint was the people vs. Aurora right...! now our philosophy is this: we claim they never
had jurisdiction, so it was not the people against Aurora, it wasn’t the state against Aurora, what
we had was a bunch of loose cannons out here who under colour of law are pretending, so this is
a personal lawsuit from beginning to end, the state is not involved, so what we did is we said
here’s some person, we don’t know who he is, but we’ve assigned him the name “Complainer
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12.

13.

Doe” and “Complainer Doe” has another name, he also calls himself “People of the State of
California”, that’s his other name, so we never admitted that the state was a party to the action,
we identified him right here that we’re informed and believe “that Complainer Doe is either
suing as a persona named “People of the State of California,”” that’s his other name, “or he’s
suing in the name of” someone else, now under law you cannot sue in the name of the other, it
i see somebody beat you up, i cannot sue the offender and try to get compensation for your
injuries, you have to sue yourself in your own name, so you can’t sue in the name of another,
so whatever this person is doing we don’t know if it’s his real name “People of the State of
California” or if he’s suing in the name of someone else, either way he’s disqualified, so this is
just a personal lawsuit against some other personal person;]

Exhibit "“D” contains various accusations against counterclaimant
Aurora. Counterclaimant Aurora is informed and believes that
each of the counterdefendants, (especially Land Rover South Bay,
Land Doe, Federal Credit Union, FCU Doe, Mercedez Benz South
Bay, Mercedez Doe, Quaker City Bank, and Quaker Doe) is acting
in concert with Complainer Doe. In the alternative, each of the
counterdefendants is an adverse unwilling co-counterclaimant who
should have an interest as a result of being involuntarily
included in Exhibit “D”, under color of law, as a named victim.
[NGLL: now you see there are times in a lawsuit, there are times when you’ve been injured and
someone else has been injured, and that someone else, now you cannot sue in that other person’s
name if he has been injured, but what you can do, you can say this person is important to my
case, this person has an interest in the outcome of this case, and this person should be right by
my side suing with me, but he’s not, and because he’s not right by my side suing with me, i’m
naming him as a defendant, specifically an unwilling co-plaintiff, and so you can drag
somebody in kicking and screaming in this case and he’s got to justify himself, because
remember this: you named him as a defendant, and if he doesn’t play ball with you, he becomes
liable, because what’s going on...!? if he should be in there fighting the battle, and he doesn’t
he’s just making it harder for you, he’s aiding the enemy isn’t he, so you can in a lawsuit
include an unwilling co-plaintiff, you see that person and he should be right there by your side
with his sword drawn just alongside with you, and he’s not, name him as a defendant, an
unwilling co-plaintiff [

] well are you injured?
[ ] ok then if you’re injured, yes you can bring your spouse in,
i’m not sure that’s the best solution to a marriage however... (lol) sometimes these theories
don’t work, but yeah you can bring anybody who shares in this responsibility, who shares in the
injury, and should be with you, if they’re not with you their against you, and that’s pretty
simple, so 1 just wanted you to be aware of that technique, i hope you guys are learning
something out of this, and getting what you came for;] Said adverse unwilling co-
counterclaimants are Land Rover South Bay, Land Doe, Federal
Credit Union, FCU Doe, Mercedez Benz South Bay, Mercedez Doe,
Quaker City Bank, and Quaker Doe. [NGLL: you know how these people have
been injured...!? very simple, they could have sold a car, the whole reason for this court process
is we got to sort this out, we really had partial information, we weren’t really sure who was who
and what’s what, we knew she was negotiating with Land Rover, we knew that cops don’t just
show up out of nowhere, so either they called or somebody in concert with them called, or
somebody’s interfering with the contract, interfering with the deal, so whatever it is, it attacks
the interests, or involves the interests of Land Rover, so we include them;]

On Exhibit "“D” Amy-Hannah Broersma provided the signature which
authorized Complainer Doe to proceed. [NGLL: if you look on the form, it’s
true that there was a complainer but that’s just to make it official, but he does have a job and he
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14.

15.

has to keep the boss happy, so in every organization they have controls, and so this paper got the
approval of the supervisor, so we sued the supervisor is basically what it amounts to, so Amy-
Hanna Broersma got named as the supervisor because she provided the authorizing signature
that, coz the complainer could not move forward with it without his boss’s approval; (02:06:13)]
Amy-Hanna Broersma could have stopped Complainer Doe at that
point, but apparently acted in concert with Complainer Doe to
continue the imprisonment of counterclaimant Aurora. [NGLL: so that’s
how we made the boss responsible;]

On Exhibit "“D” Grady Miles is named as the Redondo Beach PD
“I/0”, [NGLL: “I/O” is investigating officer;] and apparently is acting in
concert with Complainer Doe to continue the imprisonment of
counterclaimant Aurora who is informed and believes that Grady
Miles is acting for that purpose. [NGLL: btw Grady Miles defaulted; so did
Complainer Doe, what we did, when we served the papers at the District Attorney’s office we
knew he had to work there right...!? had to be a District Attorney that was doing the
complaining... well the person who’s apparently in charge of the office, the person who is
receiving all the service for all these DAs we did name, this person would not... she admitted
she knew who he was but would not say who she was, or who he was, ok...!? so she’s hiding
information from us, so basically we said well here you are, he’s served you’re responsible, and
that is a legitimate service technique, now she has that responsibility to deliver that paperwork
to the right person, ultimately if that person does not respond, if that person defaults, because
they were properly served, the one who failed to turn the paper over now becomes responsible,
and the person that defaulted, now has a cause of action against that individual, so we can
collect from him and through him collect from the person who failed to deliver the paperwork,
on the other hand we also suspect that the person who took the paperwork was the one who
signed the complaint and that was why it was throwing up such a strong barrier, again we don’t
know, but we have the basis covered, btw way Complainer Doe defaulted, it’s ok with us, we
don’t mind defaults; (02:09:08)]

The California 1879 Constitution defines all California courts to be courts of record.” On or
about July 1, 2004, counterclaimant Aurora was involuntarily brought before a court not of
record and also not a nisi prius court. Exhibit “E” contains a true and correct copy of the official
record of the said court. Thomas R. Sokolov acted as a tribunal and magistrate. Paulette
Paccione acted as a district attorney. Counterclaimant Aurora objected to the jurisdiction of the
court and the appointment of John P. Torelli as her public defender. Counterdefendants
Sokolov, Paccione, and Torelli, without proof of jurisdiction, each ignored Aurora’s objections,
and proceeded under color of law to continue her imprisonment. At no time has
counterclaimant Aurora ever entered a voluntary plea. [NGLL: now btw you brought up
whenever you brought up the point that you have the 1849 and 1879 constitutions it doesn’t
matter, neither constitution applies to us, but the constitutions to apply to them, the current scam
is that the 1879 constitution is the constitution, well guess what you can hold them to that,
ok...!? and if it works to your favour all the better... well look what the constitution says, it says:
“Article 6 Judicial, Sec. 1. The judicial power of this State is vested in the Supreme Court,
courts of appeal, superior courts, and municipal courts, all of which are courts of record.”
cool... what’s a court of record...!? well one of the things it is, is a court proceeding according
to the common law isn’t it...!? all the judges are magistrates, they’re not allowed to make any
decisions, cool... so you see, what wer’re saying here is, we’re bringing this to the forefront,
now let me explain the arraignment process, see all the courts are courts of record, that means
proceeding against the common law, in a court of record they cannot say, Joe Blog you are
accused of violating, penal code so and so, why...!? because in a court of record which is
common law, there’s no statutes, there’s no codes, ok...!? so they cannot make an accusation
like that against you, so what they do is they get you in front of the court and they say that you
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violated penal code, or you’re accused of violating penal code, section so and so, how do you
plea? and they inform you of the three choices: 1. guilty, 2. not guilty, or 3. no contest, ok...!?
well in each case when you plead guilty, or not guilty, or not contest, what are you doing...!?
you’re saying: 1. yes i violated it, 2. no i didn’t violate it, or 3. i’ll let you decide whether or not
i violated it, but in all three cases you’re agreeing to the validity of that statute, well there’s a
fourth choice you can make which is i don’t agree to it, that’s not even the issue, i’m not
gonna let you break out of the common law mould and go into special rules, ok...!? so they’re
kind of stuck, the whole purpose of arraignment is to get you contracted into agreeing to
working according to those rules, if you don’t agree, they got a problem [Audience Member:
“they get you to do that by getting you to understand on the charges”] do you understand, do
you stand under the charges...!? yeah that’s right, they do do that, do you understand...!? no i
don’t stand under them, [Audience Member: “do vou...!?”] yeah well the judge does, he has an
obligation to obey those rules but they don’t; and you’ll notice that there is nothing in the
constitution as far as i can tell that authorizes statutory courts, they’re all courts of record and
that’s what we’re holding them to, now if they’re not a court of record, if they’re not proceeding
according to the court of record, then that makes them what’s called a special court and let’s
jump to that because that’s a very important concept, and believe it or not a nisi prius court is a
court that you get into because you failed to object, she was objecting, so they did not have a
legitimate nisi prius court, ok check out these footnotes here from the “2005-08-22 —
Mandamus-motion-v1” document, now this is really important, stick around for this one, just
for a moment if you would, coz this is really important, you all know that the state ??? of
California courts are called superior courts but i want you to understand something, that’s only a
name, it doesn’t have any meaning, a true superior court is a court of record, if it’s not a superior
court, if it’s not a court of record then it’s operating according to statutes, those statutes
constitute special rules, in other words the jurisdiction is granted by these rules, it’s defined by
these rules and they run according to those rules, and they make charges, or whatever they do is
all in accordance with these special rules, because they are special rules it is an inferior court,
the true superior court encompasses the whole world, it is unlimited jurisdiction, the special
rules define the special court which is operating according to those rules, in other words the
criminal court cannot judge a civil matter, the civil court cannot judge a criminal matter because
they’re limited in jurisdiction by their rules, neither one, the criminal court cannot take into
account civil issues and vice versa, it’s only a court of record that can take everything into
account, so this court of record is a superior court, the court going according to the special rules
that’s an inferior court, now the difference between the two, both courts really seem about the
same in how they operate, but the difference is this, is the inferior court whatever it does,
whatever decisions it makes, whatever procedures it follows, they are not presumed to be valid,
now they’re not also presumed to be invalid, but the point is they don’t carry this presumption of
validity, a common law court takes everything into account, it has access to all the information,
all the philosophies, everything, therefore it’s decisions are presumed to be valid, now what’s
the difference between presuming valid and presuming not to be valid...”? the difference is this,
in a superior court if you wanna challenge the decision of a superior court, you have to take the
record and go to an even higher court, the appellate court in order to get things fixed, compare
that to an inferior court, in an inferior court the decision are not presumed to be valid they are
subjected to what’s called collateral attack in other words attack from the side, in other words
you can sue the inferior court in a superior court, a fresh new lawsuit, that court is wrong
because they screwed up, whatever you wanna say, whatever is the case, they came to a bad
decision and you’re suing that court in order to fix that decision and you’re doing it in another
court namely the court of record, so that’s the difference between the two, you can fix an
inferior court by suing it in a superior court, but the only way you can fix a superior court
decision is by appeal and then they have to go by what the record says, and the only way that the
appellate court can fix a lower court’s decision is if the record shows that it was acting in an
inferior capacity anyway, so here’s the actual case law, it says right here note 5: “>“Inferior
courts” are those whose jurisdiction is limited and special and whose proceedings are not
according to the course of the common law.” Ex Parte Kearny, 55 Cal. 212; Smith v.
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Andrews, 6 Cal. 652”; also it says here note 6: “6“The only inherent difference ordinarily
recognized between superior and inferior courts is that there is a presumption in favor of
the validity of the judgments of the former, none in favor of those of the latter, and that a
superior court may be shown not to have had power to render a particular judgment by
reference to its record. Ex parte Kearny, 55 Cal. 212. Note, however, that in California
‘superior court’ is the name of a particular court. But when a court acts by virtue of a
special statute conferring jurisdiction in a certain class of cases, it is a court of inferior or
limited jurisdiction for the time being, no matter what its ordinary status may be.
Heydenfeldt v. Superior Court, 117 Cal. 348, 49 Pac. 210; Cohen v. Barrett, 5 Cal. 195 7
Cal. Jur. 579” all of those cases were taken out of volume 7 of California Jurisprudence page
579, so that’s really an important thing, so i want you to know, there’s a couple of interesting
things, have any of you ever been beaten up by an inferior court, you can go to a court of record,
common law court and sue them for that decision, and because it’s a common law court, there’s
no statute of limitations, there’s no statutes in a common law court, so if you got a burning
issue, remember this, the common law court actually is very close to reality, are you still feeling
the pain...!? if you’re still feeling the pain, then you must have a cause of action, it’s how the
common law court works, so those are not dead issues, all these cases, [

that’s exactly right [
yeah this one (02:22:27)]

On or about July 16, 2004, counterclaimant Aurora was involuntarily brought before a court not
of record and not a nisi prius court. Exhibit “E” contains a true and correct copy of the official
record of the said court. Laura C. Ellison acted as a tribunal and magistrate. Jodi Michelle Link
acted as a district attorney. Counterclaimant Aurora objected to the jurisdiction of the court and
the appointment of Eileen C. Butko as her public defender. Counterdefendants Ellison, Link,
and Butko, without proof of jurisdiction, each ignored Aurora’s objections, and proceeded under
color of law to continue her imprisonment, this time for the stated purpose to declare “a doubt as
to the mental competence of the defendant.” FEileen C. Butko did not defend counterclaimant
Aurora. Instead, the record shows that Butko joined in with Ellison and Link to deprive Aurora
of her liberty and to continue her imprisonment. The proceeding and subsequent imprisonment
is reminiscent of the cooperation between the KGB and courts of Russia against anyone who fell
into the government’s disfavor: psychology was the tool used to confine Russian citizens for
decades.

On or about August 6, 2004, counterclaimant Aurora was involuntarily brought before a court
not of record also not a nisi prius court. Exhibit “E” contains a true and correct copy of the
official record of the said court. Mark S. Arnold acted as a tribunal and magistrate. Lisa V.
Houle acted as a district attorney. Counterclaimant Aurora objected to the jurisdiction of the
court and the appointment of Eileen C. Butko and agent Gregg Hayata as her public defender.

? California Constitution, Article 6 Judicial, Sec. 1. The judicial power of this State is vested in the Supreme

Court, courts of appeal, superior courts, and municipal courts, all of which are courts of record.

Counterdefendants Arnold, Houle, and agent Hayata, without proof of jurisdiction, each ignored
Aurora’s objections, and proceeded under color of law to continue her imprisonment at the
request of Butko’s agent Hayata. Butko’s agent Hayata did not defend counterclaimant Aurora.
Instead, the record shows that Hayata joined in with Arnold and Houle to deprive Aurora of her
liberty and to continue her imprisonment. Further, a habeas corpus from the court of Aurora
was summarily dishonored by Arnold because “it is permature” (sic).
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18. On or about August 9, 2004, counterclaimant Aurora was involuntarily brought before a court
not of record also not a nisi prius court. Exhibit “E” contains a true and correct copy of the
official record of the said court. Laura C. Ellison acted as a tribunal and magistrate. Lisa V.
Houle acted as a district attorney. Counterclaimant Aurora objected to the jurisdiction of the
court and the appointment of Eileen C. Butko as her public defender. Counterdefendants
Ellison, Houle, and Butko, without proof of jurisdiction, each ignored Aurora’s objections, and
proceeded under color of law to continue her imprisonment. Further, Eileen C. Butko did not
defend counterclaimant Aurora. Further, a habeas corpus from the court of Aurora was
summarily dishonored by Ellison.

19. On or about August 24, 2004, counterclaimant Aurora was involuntarily brought before a court
not of record also not a nisi prius court. Exhibit “E” contains a true and correct copy of the
official record of the said court. Laura C. Ellison acted as a tribunal and magistrate. Lisa V.
Houle acted as a district attorney. Counterclaimant Aurora objected to the jurisdiction of the
court and the appointment of Eileen C. Butko as her public defender. Counterdefendants
Ellison, Houle, and Butko, without proof of jurisdiction, each ignored Aurora’s objections, and
proceeded under color of law to continue her imprisonment. Further, Eileen C. Butko did not
defend counterclaimant Aurora.

20. On or about September 8, 2004, counterclaimant Aurora was involuntarily brought before a
court not of record also not a nisi prius court. Exhibit “E” contains a true and correct copy of
the official record of the said court. Laura C. Ellison acted as a tribunal and magistrate. Lisa V.
Houle acted as a district attorney. Counterclaimant Aurora objected to the jurisdiction of the
court and the appointment of Eileen C. Butko as her public defender. Counterdefendants
Ellison, Houle, and Butko, without proof of jurisdiction, each ignored Aurora’s objections, and
proceeded under color of law to continue her imprisonment. Further, the record shows that
Eileen C. Butko, acting in concert with Houle, never defended counterclaimant Aurora, but did
against her wishes “stipulate and declare a doubt as to the mental competence of the defendant.”

21. On or about September 23, 2004, counterclaimant Aurora was involuntarily brought before a
court not of record also not a nisi prius court for what appeared to be a mock “mental
competence hearing” (i.e. a kangaroo court). Exhibit “F” contains a true and correct copy of the
minute order of the said court. John Shepard Wiley Jr acted as a tribunal and magistrate.
Cynthia Zuzga’s through agent C. Rose acted as district attorney. Counterclaimant Aurora
objected to the jurisdiction of the court and the appointment of Omar Hazel and David Hizami
as her public defenders. Counterdefendants Wiley, Zuzga, Rose, Hazel, and Hizami, without
proof of jurisdiction, each ignored Aurora’s objections, and proceeded under color of law to
continue her imprisonment. Sanjay Sahgal, acting in concert with the Kidnappers, provided
documentation form with which to misrepresent the substance before the court not of record.
Counterclaimant could plainly see the kangaroo court in action, and, as a lamb in the court of
the wolves, saw no point in seriously matching wits with her imprisoners. The Minute Order
(Exhibit “F”), though not part of the record, confirms the lack of defense effort on the part of
Hazel and Hizami. Counterclaimant Aurora is now ordered, by the court not of record, to serve
up to 3 year’s imprisonment (through September 8, 2007). The Russian psychological model
for bypassing due process was successfully executed by the Kidnappers.

22. Because of the actions committed with actual and implied force or the lack of action of the
counterdefendants, counterclaimant was immediately and directly injured and suffered loss of
liberty, and imprisoned under color of law.

23. Counterdefendants have a duty to not cause counterclaimant Aurora to be imprisoned under

color of law, to not cause loss of liberty. Further, counterdefendants have a duty to prove
jurisdiction when objection to jurisdiction is asserted.
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35.

36.

Counterdefendants have breached that duty,

The damages for the injury caused by counterdefendants’ actions are $50,000 for each day of
unlawful imprisonment.

The damages for the injury caused by counterdefendants’ absence of required action is $5,000
for each failure to act.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - TRESPASS ON THE CASE

Paragraphs 1 through 27 of FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION are included by reference as though
fully stated herein.

By right, counterclaimant reasonably expects to proceed without injury, secure in her capacities.
By right, counterclaimant reasonably expects to exercise her right to negotiate and to enter a

contract.

Counterdefendants have a legal duty to use due care and not cause an injury to Plaintiff or
interfere with said rights in any way.

Counterdefendants breached that duty by proximately or legally, directly and indirectly, causing
the injuries to Plaintiff.

The damages claimed are all a result of the injuries.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION - TRESPASS ON THE CASE

VICARIOUS LIABILITY

Paragraphs 1 through 27 of FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION are included by reference as though
fully stated herein.

Power is never without responsibility. And when authority derives in part from Government's
thumb on the scales, the exercise of that power by private persons becomes closely akin, in
some respects, to its exercise by Government itself.

The purpose of imposing vicarious liability is to insure the costs of injuries resulting from
defective actions are placed on the source of the actions and others who make the actions
possible rather than on injured persons who are powerless to protect themselves. For a
counterdefendant to be vicariously liable it must play an integral and vital part in the overall
production and promotion activity so that the actor is in a position to affect others or, at the very
least, it must provide a link in the chain of exposing the ultimate victim to the actor. The
vicariously liable counterdefendant must be in the business of controlling, leasing, bailing, or
licensing the actors.

Each counterdefendant is an agent of the other, and each has his place in the chain of exposing
counterplaintiff Aurora to the actors. Each counterdefendant is vicariously liable for each

instance of injury to counterplaintiff.

LAW OF THE CASE

Exhibit “G” is incorporated by reference as though fully stated herein.

REQUEST FOR RELIEF
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37. For that cause of action therefore Plaintiff brings her suit.

38. WHEREFORE, Counterclaimant requests relief and judgment against Counterdefendants as
follows:

39. WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays judgment against Defendants, and each of them, as follows:
On all causes of action:

40. For general damages in the sum of $50,000 multiplied by the number of days in constructive
and actual imprisonment;

41. For loss of earnings according to proof;
42. That the court enter a declaratory judgment that counterdefendants have acted arbitrarily and
capriciously, have abused their discretion and have acted not in accordance with law, but under

color of law;

43. That the court enter a declaratory judgment that counterdefendants have acted contrary to
constitutional right, power or privilege.

44 . That the court enter a declaratory judgment that counterdefendants' actions were in excess of
statutory jurisdiction, authority and short of statutory right.

45. That the court permanently enjoin counterdefendants from interfering in any way with
counterclaimant’s lawful right to negotiate and enter into contracts;

46. That the court enter a declaratory judgment that the records of the court not of record are
impeached for want of jurisdiction in the Court or judicial officers, for collusion between the
parties, and/or for fraud in the parties offering the record, in respect to the proceedings;

47 . That the court grant counterclaimant her attorneys fees;

48. That the court grant counterclaimant such other and further relief as the court deems proper;

49. For interest as allowed by law; and

50. For costs of suit incurred.

51. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing facts are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge

52. THE COURT [for an order not for a claim]

November _1 _, 2004, County of Los Angeles, California

THE COURT

by Aurora Bautista Quicho
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