Walter J. Burien, Jr., Private Citizen 


 In Propria Persona, w/o prejudice 


Non-Federal/Resident delivery 


c/o P.O.Box 11444,


 Prescott, Arizona. [PZ 86304] USA





 in the PRESCOTT JUSTICE COURT of the STATE OF ARIZONA Inc.  


in and for the Corporate COUNTY POLITIC OF YAVAPAI








Private Citizen  Walter J. Burien, Jr., 


                         Accused/Petitioner, 


          


                                   vs.


 


  STATE OF ARIZONA Inc., et. al, and CINDY DAVIES, and Does 1 through 10,


   


                            Foreign      


                 Plaintiff/Respondent.





�
Case No. 9512070J





PRESENTMENT AT COMMON LAW  (ARS Secs. 1-104, 106, 201, 211, 253; and the RULES OF EVIDENCE ARTICLES I, II, IV-XI and the RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE/ DISCOVERY RULES 15.1(a)(1)(3)(4)(7), (b), (d), (e) &(f), 15.6; and the STATUTES FOR PUBLIC RECORDS DISCLOSURE ARS 39-121.03; and the  UNIFORM BUSINESS RECORDS AS EVIDENCE ACT). 	 





NOTICE AND DEMAND FOR  DISCOVERY AND DISCLOSURE. �
�
.


	COMES NOW Private judicial Power Arizona Citizen, Walter J. Burien, Jr., a natural born white adult male (sui juris, de jure), living in Yavapai county and hereby special appearance in propria persona, proceeding in Law in summo jure jus regium, sua sponte currently opting to use my constitutionally unalienable rights (Constitution for the United States of America) to inhabit inside the boundaries of the Republic of Arizona.  	





	Wherefore neither conferring nor consenting to any ministerial, “Corporate Commercial Statutory Enforcement System,” agency, strict liability statutory jurisdiction,  and under  Article VI, Sec. 1 and 5, the judicial Power, the Private Citizen Accused as such, willfully enforces all constitutional limitations and prohibitions against this legislative created tribunal, its quasi ministerial jurisdictional capacity and summary proceeding and the herein stated Complainant's/Plaintiff's/Respondent's and/or prosecution and other government agencies, body politics, hirelings/employees, interested officers, officials, parties  operating in their respective political , corporate artificial capacities, subdivisions quasi or not,  within said county, city, and state and/or when interacting or dealing with them, and refuse at all time to waiver any of the rights which are guaranteed the sovereign, the State in fact, and secured to him, by Article 2 Arizona Constitution and The Bill of Rights contained in the Constitution for the United States, of America.  Having never granted venue, "In Bar Coram Non Judice" to said agency, and in challenge to statutory construction which agency has failed to evidence jurisdiction nor exhaust administrative remedies available and denied administrative process, due process,  for lack of service of summons and complaint, primary jurisdiction function and jurisdictional prerequisites to arbitrarily impose strict liability statutory or foreign jurisdiction without authority and by fraudulent means.       	





	The Accused/Petitioner petitions the PRESCOTT JUSTICE  COURT herein and pursuant to the law, statutes and ministerial rules of court for attorneys, and the legislative created tribunal,  "doing business as usual" in these ministerial summary proceedings within the confines of Law, and administrative procedure.       	


	The Private Citizen Accused who is not a "person" and/or corporate state and/or federal "employee" nor "subject" of Congress makes his Presentment at Common Law; Notice and Demand for Discovery and Disclosure and states as follows:





  	1.   The Accused willfully enforces all constitutional limitations and prohibitions against this legislative created tribunal, complainant / respondents and process in its/their quasi ministerial jurisdictional capacity and summary proceeding and ARS Secs. 1-104, 106, 201, 211, 253; and the RULES OF EVIDENCE ARTICLES I, II, IV-XI and the RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE/ DISCOVERY RULES 15.1(a)(1)(3)(4)(7), (b), (d), (e) &(f), 15.6; and the STATUTES FOR PUBLIC RECORDS DISCLOSURE ARS 39-121.03; and the  UNIFORM BUSINESS RECORDS AS EVIDENCE ACT upon that administrative agency known as the PRESCOTT JUSTICE COURT a legislative created tribunal,  under  Article VI, Sec. 1 and 5, the judicial Power, and , the Offices of the Yavapai county Witness Protection Services under Article 2, Section 2.1, Arizona Constitution  and Title 13-807, 4401 to 4437.  	


	This Accused Private Citizen demands immediate discovery and disclosure from the STATE, and the Offices of the Yavapia county Witness Protection Services and Cindy Davies, its witnesses/complainant, and its agencies, for the purposes specified in the Memorandum of Points and Authorities which follows and further supplement this demand with his presentment of a Public Records Reproduction Request in form.





 	Respectfully submitted this 28th day of December, 1995 in the county named Yavapai, Arizona without prejudice. 					 

















________________________________________________


Walter J. Burien, Jr., Citizen/Sovereign, by special Appearance,   	


in propria persona, proceeding in summo jure jus regium, without 


prejudice to any of my unalienable and judicial power  secured rights.									        					. 					























	 


 











 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES





   I.  FACTS 





  	1.  The state/complainant by and through its representatives, agents and hirelings, has failed to comply with ARS Secs. 1-104, 106, 201, 211, 253; and the RULES OF EVIDENCE ARTICLES I, II, IV-XI and the RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE/ DISCOVERY RULES 15.1(a)(1)(3)(4)(7), (b), (d), (e) &(f), 15.6; and the STATUTES FOR PUBLIC RECORDS DISCLOSURE ARS 39-121.03; and the  UNIFORM BUSINESS RECORDS AS EVIDENCE ACT, and in the proper service of process, in the conduct or regular business practices, custom and procedures in making the required full disclosure necessary to the Accused's defense preparation prejudicing his ability to defend and argue his case.    





	2.  The Private Citizen, accused in these summary  proceedings has not been provided with the COMPLAINT (i.e. PETITION FOR INJUNCTION AND ORDER OF PROTECTION) or any other discovery nor disclosure nor verification of claim and is therefore denied the knowledge of the exact nature of the charge and accusation(s) against him per Article 2, Section 24, Arizona Constitution and therefore demands full discovery and full disclosure necessary to determine the true nature and cause of the action against him or the true or relevant facts for which the action was begun.  


	


	Absolutely no relevant material evidence nor testimony has been produced by the STATE  or Ms. Davies which would confirm that there would exist the essential elements necessary for which  the "charges," "offenses," "crimes,” “accusations,” if any, have been alleged and brought in complaint, petition or information.  





	The STATE and Ms. Davies by and through its "judicial" agents, employees and public hirelings has failed to rule upon essential pleadings, petitions nor rebut point for point any and all affidavit presented for consideration, determination and ruling in an action that may be related, nor reveal the true nature of the criminal misconduct, misprison of felony by public hirelings who conspired with others to maliciously cause harm and injury to this Private Citizen   The STATE by and through its agents, employees and public hirelings is in default and its agents derelict in their duty, responsibility, and obligation and have failed to uphold their oaths of office, if any, causing great hardship and prejudice upon this Citizen's right to due process, and equal protection of the law and said public employees have participated in misprison of felony and a great fraud upon this Citizen causing him irreparable harm.   


�
	3.  This Citizen Accused has not been provided with proof of probable cause to make complaint, proof of the essential elements of the "charges," "offenses" alleged, if any, proof of criminal intent, proof of intent to cause injury to this Cindy Davies,  possibly an incompetent and deranged person of corporate character, proof of a corpus delicti,  any valid or real evidence or proof of an in rem, personam, or subject matter jurisdiction  over the Accused, nor that the Citizen agreed to venue,  proof that the quasi judicial, administrative hearing held ex parte was properly impaneled and consisted of qualified electors and Citizens of Arizona, nor proof that public hirelings did not exceed their jurisdictional limitations, scope and purview of their supposed statutory authority and did not violate the law by committing acts of perjury before the Justice court and fraud upon the Justice court and this Citizen in order to obtain an injunction “prohibiting harassment” against him in violation of RICO statutes. 





  	4.  There are evidence and materials relevant and necessary to the Citizen's defense that are required to be and yet have not been disclosed and which are  in the possession of the STATE and its agencies or otherwise accessible by the STATE that have been and are being intentionally and willfully withheld from this Citizen who has necessary and relevant discovery and disclosure purposes.





a.  Is Ms. Davies a licensed attorney, licensed to practice law in the state of Arizona?  If so please state the name and address of the state agency who licensed her and provide a certified copy of her license?





b.  Is Ms. Davies an officer of Yavapia county acting in her official capacity?  Or, is Ms. Davies a mere “employee” of the Corporation known as YAVAPIA COUNTY?  Does Ms. Davies have a license to do business in Yavapia county?  If so who issued her said license?





c.  What is Ms. Davies official capacity, if any?  What statutes define the scope and purview of her 


     authority?  By what authority does she conduct business in Yavapia county?  In Arizona?





d.  Is Ms. Davies a Qualified Elector of Yavapai county?  of Arizona?  Or, is she an applicant of the “voter registration application” for U.S. CITIZENS only?





e.  Has Ms. Davies recorded an Oath of Office with the Yavapai county Recorders Office and posted the appropriate bond?  If so, please state the name and address of the bonding or surety agent and your office of risk management and provide certified copy of that oath and bond?





�
f.  Is Ms. Davies a Citizen of Arizona or is she a UNITED STATES citizen?





g.  Is Ms. Davies representing clients in court proceedings without being a licensed attorney?





h.  Is Ms. Davies representing Robin Arrowwood  in various summary court proceedings?  





i.   Has Ms. Davies prepared any documentation that has been submitted in any court proceeding in Yavapai county superior court, justice court or any other court for Robin Arrowwood?  If so, please state the exact nature of said documents, the case numbers, the court, time, date, and place of filing?





j. Under what authority did Cindy Davies,  representing the Yavapai County attorneys office,  attend and give council to Robin Arrowwood in the superior Court hearing  September 25, 1995  DO. 95-0538 in front of the Hon. Judge Hancock. Disclose Statute of authority and list  any statutory conflict of interest restrictions covering your office or employment that may apply in regard to her appearance at this hearing.





k. Under what authority did Cindy Davies,  representing the Yavapai County attorneys office,  attend and give council to Robin Arrowwood in the Prescott Justice Court hearing  , July  12, 1995  DO. 95-060499C  in front of the Hon. Judge Glaab. Disclose Statute of authority and list  any statutory conflict of interest restrictions covering your office that may apply in regard to her appearance at this hearing.





l. Speak with Judge Hancock or his assistant(s) ex-parte pertaining to Robin Arrowwood. Disclose date(s) of  contact(s) content of discussion.


 


m. Why and under what authority did Cindy Davies first;


 


 1. talk to Robin Arrowwood. Disclose where and for what reasons.


 2. Meet with Robin Arrowwood. Disclose date, where and for what reasons.


 3. Visit with Robin Arrowwood at her residence. Disclose occurrences and duration.


 4. Discuss with city, county, state officials matters involving Robin Arrowwood and Walter J. Burien, Jr.  Disclose officials name, department or  agency and frequency of contact.





n. Did Cindy Davies review, write, assist, direct, proof, compose or advise Robin Arrowwood in regard to court �
documents or police reports submitted by Robin Arrowwood pertaining to Walter J. Burien, Jr. Disclose court document or police report, date and authority for said involvement by her and disclose any statutory conflict of interest that may apply for said involvement.





o. Was Cindy Davies aware of the  fact that Robin Arrowwood was for a period of several years was a chronic drug abuser,  through intravenous injection, of illegally manufactured Meth amphetamines as well as a seller to others of illegal drugs. 


                        Recorded points of record.


           1.  confirmed by one of Robin Arrowhead's  physicians and medical records as submitted through affidavit     


                by;  Dr. John Sandeen filed with the Superior Court on September 21, 1995 case DO 950538


           2. confirmed by two of Robin Arrowwood's neighbors as submitted through affidavit by; Terry Winstel and      


               his  wife Rita  filed with the Superior Court on October 3, 1995 case DO 950538


           3.  Medical records on file of Robin Arrowwood's at the Yavapai Medical Center.





p. Was Cindy Davies aware of the fact that Robin Arrowwood was admitted exhibiting life threatening physical and mental degeneration from Meth amphetamines use on several occasions at various medical facilities within the states of  Arizona and California.





q. Was Cindy Davies aware of the fact that in Maricopa County within the city of Cave Creek/Scotsdale, Arizona Robin Arrowwood's first husband was found dead with a gun shot wound to the head after being in a violent confrontation with Ms. Arrowwood, with Ms. Arrowwood being the only person to have contact with her husband prior  to the time of his death.


               Recorded point of record for confirmation: Maricopa Sheriff Officer - Dona Morgan ID# P7130 





r. Was Cindy Davies aware of the fact that Robin Arrowwood was charged, convicted and served two and a half years in prison within Maricopa County for the offense of armed robbery.





s. Was Cindy Davies aware of the fact that Robin Arrowwood upon  presentment and scrutiny of fact over a period of many a years in regard to her illegal drug use and dealing activities is and has established herself as a self interested, effective, compulsive,  manipulative pathological liar with no or little concern for the harm she inflicts upon others as a result of her lies to protect and perpetuate her illegal drug use and dealing activities.





�
t. Was Cindy Davies aware of the fact that Walter Burien, Jr. Reported to the city attorney (AKA; city prosecutor) Glenn Savona, for corrective intervention to protect the interests of the unborn child Ms. Arrowwood carried,  as to Ms. Arrowwood's chronic Meth amphetamine use and dealing activities, and that Glenn Savona told (warned), in violation of A.R.S Title 13, Ms. Arrowwood of a pending investigation as to her illegal drug activities.


  Recorded point of record for confirmation:Ms. Arrowwood's court document filed 9/8/95 DO.950538 Pg.3 line 30.      


  Recorded telephone conversation 9/8/95 - 03:35PM between Walter Burien, Jr. and Glenn Savona.





u. Was Cindy Davies aware of the fact that Robin Arrowwood as of November 25, 1995 in most probability has changed her residency with the assistance of others to elude/delay/terminate  jurisdiction of the Yavapai Superior courts in regard to pending actions in the court which include  proof of paternity as well as custody hearings towards Accused's implied first born child Do.950538. These actions on Ms. Arrowwood's part with the assistance of others has and is  denying Walter J. Burien, Jr. any  thread of consideration towards moral, ethical, or legal principles of standards pertaining to parental rights as has been the case from the day,  May 17th 1995,  Ms. Arrowwood was told by the accused that he had requested assistance from (DES) Child Protective Services to protect the interests of the child Ms. Arrowwood carried from her illegal drug use and dealing activities. These actions on Ms. Arrowwood's part with the assistance of others has, is and will cause Walter J. Burien, Jr. Irreparable personal, financial and professional harm and possibly cause irreparable damage to the new born child reported under oath to the courts by Ms. Arrowwood to be Walter J. Burien, Jr.'s first born child. 





v. What relationship does Cindy Davies have with the following individuals. Disclose relationship, time known as well as conversations, opinions or paperwork shared with these individuals in regards to statements,  court documents or police reports submitted to any party by Robin Arrowwood pertaining to Walter J. Burien, Jr.





       1. Glenn Savona - City of Prescott Attorney.


       2. Kathy Harrer - Robin Arrowwood's sister.


       3. Sam Steiger - Radio Show Host and resident of Prescott.


       4. William Fortner - Attorney in Prescott.


       5. Max Bell or his assistants of - DES - Child Protective Services located in Prescott.


       6. Robert W. Kuebler, Jr. - Hon Judge in the city of Prescott.


       7. Steve Hill - Police Officer - City of  Prescott.





8. AS FAR AS BEING THREATENED< HARASSED< STALKED< DAMAGED<AND DENIED DUE �
PROCESS WITH CRIMINAL INTENT THE ACCUSED HAS BEEN AND IS BEING ACTACTED  BY ROBIN ARROWWOOD and CINDY DAVIES WITH  THE CONSPIRED EFFORTS OF OTHERS, AS THE ACCUSED HAS MERELY ATTEMPTED  TO PROTECT THE "RIGHTS," INTERESTS, HEALTH, AND PREVENT ENVIRONMENTAL EXPOSURE OF ILLEGAL DRUGS TO THE HUMAN LIFE THAT THE ACCUSED AND THE COURTS WERE TOLD  BY MS. ARROWWOOD WOULD BE HIS FIRST BORN CHILD AS WELL AS THE ACCUSED’S ATTEMPTS TO SECURE HIS PARENTAL "RIGHTS" what facts can STATE/complainant offer that CLEARLY DEMONSTRATE that the Accused has committed any criminal activities in his lawful attempts to comply with the law and enforce the law upon government employees to compel them or their agencies to perform in pursuant thereof?





  	5.  On December 22, 1995 the STATE by and through its representatives Roger Williamson and David Good served on this Private Citizen their; Notice of Injunction Prohibiting Harassment  by the STATE.


   	


  	6.  The Accused Citizen received the above mentioned injunction statement  on December 22, 1995.  No materials (i.e. complaint, petition) which are claimed by the STATE and Cindy Davies and listed as physical evidence were provided to the Accused timely at that time.





   	7. The Accused Citizen responding through this document cites Article 2, Section 24 Arizona Constitution and demands proof in fact that he shall be required to pay fees before a final judgment and requires an order which the county attorneys office has to comply  with  that said fees be waived.


   	


	8.  This Private Citizen requires any discovery materials after December 22, 1995 and all of those materials to be stamped on the back of each copy as to date of disclosure "Disclosed "Month""Day",199__,"  which is to be true and correct as not to be misused by the complainant/prosecution to misled the legislative created tribunal.  None of those materials received then nor since are sufficient to discover the true nature and cause of any accusations against this Citizen nor sufficient to properly plan and execute his defense at hearing.





   	9. If the complainant/prosecution files  additional disclosure listing any party as a witness.  The Accused Citizen requires said disclosure to reveal the nature of his or her testimony and any statement of the same to date.  In light of the fact that the state witnesses may be  party to extreme criminal activities and misconduct, misrepresentation, misprison of felony  and conflicting criminal and private interest in these matters before this legislative created tribunal, as could many of the State's/complainant's  witnesses, if any, it is necessary for this �
Citizen Accused to know the exact nature of Ms. Davies and other State's/complainant's witnesses testimony or intended testimony, all of which have been kept from this Citizen’s reach.





	10. If the complainant/prosecution files additional disclosure listing additional "physical evidence;" from Cindy Davies who herself has an extreme conflicting criminal and private interest in these matters and has acted in misprison of felony, has herself intentionally and with malice provided false and misleading information to public officials of Yavapai County, on prior dates and on December 22, 1995  in her personal and official capacity as an employee for the county attorneys office to a person or persons unknown.  The county attorneys office and Ms. Davies shall identify the maker of said documents and stated information. Said information and/or documents are required by Accused to be certified copies, any documentation which are not certified, are of absolutely no relevancy and border falsification of evidence, nor can said uncertified copies be established or distinguished to be relevant to the issues of the validity of the injunction prohibiting harassment upon which other issues hinge before this tribunal. This type of evidence can only serve the complainants/prosecutions efforts to further confuse, complicated matters and further prejudice the tribunal.





  	11.  These pieces of evidence are intended to mislead, in matters of extreme prejudicial opinions of private conflicting interests that are not adjudicated facts and are not admissible evidence and which is a falsification of the true and correct facts and the true and correct nature of the Accused's actions in question. 





 "Where a party intentionally or by design misrepresents a material fact or produces a false impression, in order to mislead another, or to obtain an undue advantage of him, there is a positive fraud in the fullest sense of the term."  Barnard v. Iron Co., 85 Tenn. 139. 2 S.W. 21. 





	12.  Whereas, the elements of due process begin at the holding of summary proceeding or an administrative proceeding prior decree or possible recommendation to arrest and prosecute; the Accused/Petitioner at time of being served with this injunction prohibiting harassment was exercising his rights to apply Law and statute in good faith to find remedy and recourse, where in fact he is compelled by defacto governments and private parties who spew forth monumental misinformation. The Accused does not understand nor is it evident upon the record as to the reason of this injunction nor any charges, offenses, or accusations, therefore the Accused has not entered a plea and will not until the Plaintiff/STATE proves the validity of the form of  this quasi judicial administrative action and complaint by countering in writing his objections and challenges to jurisdiction and this quasi judicial administrative action.


�
  	13.   Any judge/commissioner or Officer of the legislative created tribunal, acting in their official capacity, under oath of office, who violates the law of the land and allows the prosecution of any Private Citizen of Arizona without probable cause or by an invalid complaint, information, commits a felonious trespass against the case and that Private Citizen, and therefore, the judge/commissioner is void of any power or office to issue any such order or judgment, and as such becomes subject to a Citizen invoked Legislative impeachment for abuse of process and want of jurisdiction.  That Citizen then has redress at civil law or appropriate State and United States Codes Moreover, it is the duty and lawful requirement of the plaintiff/Prosecution to prove it’s asserted jurisdiction before it moves to the court. 


	The Respondent’s are unable to present any valid or real evidence or proof of an in rem, personam, or subject matter jurisdiction to the court over the Accused; for the maxims of law stand, "one who moves the court must prove jurisdiction, before any sanction is imposed."  And, "once jurisdiction is challenged, it must be proven (Hagins v. Lavine, 415 U.S. 533, note 3), "by moving party as ruled by the Supreme Court of the United States of America and Arizona.  





	The plaintiff/Prosecution has never proven jurisdiction upon requirement to do so but can only claim jurisdiction by frivolous gesture and citation of state statute without the actual commission of a crime present within the STATE’s jurisdiction and sphere of influence.  





	14. The plaintiff/prosecution and the Prescott Justice Court never showed,  this Citizen the missing essential element which would give standing to the jurisdiction asserted and validity to the charges or complaint assessed.  





"Jurisdiction is essential to give validity to determination of administrative authorities and without jurisdiction, there acts are void."  Walling v. LaBelle S.S. Co., Ohio 148 F.2d 198.  





"It has been held that jurisdiction must be affirmatively shown and will not be presumed."  Special Indem. fund. v. Prewitt, 205 F.2d 306, 201 Okl. 308.  





"Courts enforcing mere statutes do not act judicially but merely ministerial, having no judicial immunity and unlike courts of law do not obtain jurisdiction by service of process nor even arrest and compelled appearance."  Boswell v. Otis, 9 Howard 336, 348.  	





	15.  The Plaintiff or Prosecution must evidence and prove in writing it's asserted  jurisdiction and state the �
delegated authority for the complaint, indictment by and under sworn oath before probable cause and evidence can be established or its acts are null and void as found in the following case: 	





	"No sanction can be imposed absent proof of jurisdiction,"  Standard v. Olson, 74 S. Ct. 768.





  	16.  The Accused DEMANDS all of his rights under the Common Law, Magna Carta (sometimes refereed to as Chapter 29) which was confirmed on the 19th day of June 1251, Bill of Rights (of 1689 and 1787), declaration of Independence, Constitution for the United States of America, Civil Rights Act (of 1964), and A.R.S. Sec. 1-201 (which is entitled, COMMON LAW).  I, The Accused/Petitioner, waive none of my rights at any time and demand all of my rights at all times.  The Accused understands that under Common Law one does not commit a crime unless on "willfully" damages another real person (human being) by depriving said person of Life, Liberty, or Property.  The requirement of "willfully" is not met nor is their any such damage to real person; I have relied in good faith on prior decision (standing mandatory authority) of the courts, U.S. v. Sullivan, 274 U.S. 259, 263-264; U.S. v. Bishop, 412 U.S. 346 at 2017, 93 S. Ct. 2008 (1973).  


	This legislative created tribunal is hereby given notice that this Private, unenfranchised natural human being, who happens to be a non-resident and non-immigrant alien in respect to the UNITED STATES (as a corporation), and the STATE OF ARIZONA (as a corporation), Lawful American is and has always made a "good faith" effort to follow the Law and DEMANDS of the Plaintiff and Prosecution where in fact any of the facts herein contained are untrue or misleading?  	





	17.  The rule of Sandstrom v. Montana, 442 U.S. 510, 99 S. Ct. 2450, 61 L. Ed.2d 39 (1979), holds that irrefutable presumptions of guilt violate the fourteenth amendment's requirement that the STATE prove every element of a crime beyond a reasonable doubt.  Officers, employees, and agents of the STATE and/or a political subdivision thereof acted without probable cause, in collusion and without any evidence to prove that the Accused’s actions were not "Reasonable and prudent...."  For if an officer's mere "presumption" was adequate evidence there would be no need for such things called due process and probable cause.  However, the justice system does have such aforementioned legal requirements, therefore, presumptions are noting more than option, or opinion and not evidence of a violation.  It is not evidence if an officer merely presumes or thinks that an offense is or has been committed in his/her presence or that he/she had reasonable cause (or authority) to believe offenses had been committed, according the Supreme Court in U. S. v. Mendenhall, 446 U.S. 555, 100 S. Ct. 1870, 64 d Ed. 2d 497 (1980). 





�
  	18.  Dealing with the judicial and public employee misconduct and extreme styled prejudices and practices of public policy and procedure from the bench, as by Judge Kuebler, and other Yavapai county officials and employees who intentionally deny this Citizen Equal Access to the Law, in violation of the Equal Access to the Law Act and the Norwest Territorial Title Act, due process of law, equal protection of the law, when they, the complainant/STATE compose the petition for this injunction, and Judge Kuebler signed the injunction order and participate in furthering misprison of felony.   Judge Kuebler, when in the past he was requested to or did of his own accord recuse himself in all court maters involving the Accused and/or compel and otherwise force this Citizen by fraudulent conduct on the bench to waiver Natural Law Rights, over this Citizen’s objections, rights guaranteed and constitutionally secured;  this Private Citizen objects clearly and in writing to the tribunal officers judicial or professional bias against the Accused regarding all court matters in the past and at present .	





 	Now that the court is fully aware of the existence of a conflict of interest on its part, and how that conflict has directly affected and/or prejudiced this Citizen’s cause and defense and right of action, The Accused herein now DEMANDS full disclosure thereof, in detail and  in compliance with this Citizen’s presentment of public records reproduction request filed with this  disclosure demand. 


 II.  FACTS PREJUDICIAL TO THE PRIVATE CITIZEN ACCUSED and HIS DEFENSE: 





 	1.  The Private Citizen Accused has been and is being discriminated against in these and all proceedings and on the hearing or reviewing of his presented pleadings, petitions, affidavits and other papers due to who he is;  how he is different; the fact he has reclaimed his birthright as an Private Arizona Citizen;  the fact he is not a member of the bar association nor alien to national citizenship;  for his constructive criticism of the bar, county officials and employees,  and the judiciary in Yavapai county, and as result of the hatred generated by organizations such as the Yavapai County Victim Witness Office, Cindy Davies, Robin Arrowwood and others, and the bar who themselves fear most the People discovering the truth in the law and the truth in the criminal activities and torts by public officials.  The prejudice is obvious and at times blatant and absurd and has been evidenced and admitted through action(s)  by the STATE prior to the filing of this injunction and this document.





   	2.  The court and its judicial officer  must take notice of the Accused's Objection to such misconduct and is further given notice in this filing, and DEMAND for justice is so made.  	





NOTICE is herein and hereby given to all parties and this legislative creative tribunal and the Yavapai Superior Court that all filings by this Citizen in the matters before these tribunals, docketed, defaulted on by this tribunal in �
summary proceedings and the prosecution and unruled on as of this date, are here and now declared by this Citizen to be presented, admitted and accepted physical evidence not to be arbitrarily denied by this court at some future date and are physical evidence recognized by a public authority and are a matter of public record and will be presented in evidence to the Prescott Justice Court or if required by the Accused by a jury at trial as admissions by the STATE.





    	3.  This Citizen is not required by law or rules of procedure to prod or manipulate any judicial or ministerial officer into doing their job and performing their required responsibilities and duty per their mandatory oath of office or to request oral arguments before a JUDICIAL OFFICER will or should make a ruling upon such filings, nor to give the prosecution further opportunity to practice his/her art at attornment or respond further where in fact they are in default or negligent. 





  	4.  Neglect of duty and responsibility is the fault and liability of the court, and the Prosecution/complainant, not this Citizen, and this Citizen will not be penalized for any sloppy and decadent customs, practices and procedures of the court in summary proceedings which are intended to be detrimental to this Citizen and his ability to argue and otherwise defend himself against the false and fraudulent actions by the STATE/complainant and agents of the corporate legal fiction.





    	5.  The Citizen’s filings speak for them self, and do not require oral argument in furtherance of this Citizen’s position by this Citizen.  The Citizen therefore again reminds the legislative created tribunal and the prosecution that they are creatures of statute of the compact party STATE OF ARIZONA Inc. and bound thereby and that:    	


a.  A duty is imposed upon the tribunal, commissioner and prosecutor/complainant.  DEMAND is made to determine by written disclosure, if  the officers and responsible employees of the Prescott Justice court and Cindy Davies for the Yavapai County attorneys office are prepared to accept the responsibility and liability for the injury and irreparable harm already inflicted on this Citizen and that which they intended to inflict upon this Citizen in the future by their acts not in compliance with law, statutes, rules or procedure?.





    	6.  This Citizen further informs the judge presiding over the matters at hand, all other parties and reminds the prosecutor/complainant  that:  





"A judges failure to decide cases or rule on motions in a timely manner constitutes conduct prejudicial to the �
administration of justice that brings the judicial office into disrepute within the meaning of this section."  In re Braum, Ariz. 883 P.2d 996 (1994).





  	a. This Citizen has the right to equal access to justice which he is clearly being denied.  If this game continues as business as usual, the STATE/complainant and its hirelings leave this Citizen no other choice but to file complaint with the judicial commission, state bar association, begin impeachment proceedings and criminal complaint,  employ UCC lien process, and go public.  





"Fraud may be committed by failure to speak, but a duty to speak must be imposed."  Dunahay v. Struzik, 393 P.2d 930, 96 Ariz. 246 (1964).  	





        b.  A duty to speak is and has been imposed upon this legislative created tribunal and its judges/commissioners, prosecutor and witness and  is and has been the case in these proceedings from the onset of this action, by constitutional mandates, rules of court, statutory construction, prior supreme court decisions, supreme court rules, oaths of office,  judicial cannons and the like.  


"Fraud" may be committed by a failure to speak when the duty of speaking is imposed as much as by speaking falsely."  Batty  v. Arizona State Dental Board, 112 P.2d 870, 57 Ariz. 239. (1941).





       c.  Silence in custom, practice, procedure and usage in these legislative created tribunals is generally considered and accepted by the court and skilled practitioners of attornment as an admission of fact, and admission of guilt.  Many facts will have been admitted by  your silence and failure to act according to your oaths of office, constitutional and statutory mandates and administrative procedure.  





"When one conveys a false impression by disclosure of some facts and the concealment of others, such concealment is in effect a false representation that what is disclosed is the whole truth."  State v. Coddington, 662 P.2d 155, 135 Ariz. 480. (Ariz. App. 1983).  





"Suppression of a material fact which a party is bound in good faith to disclose is equivalent to a false representation."  Leigh v. Loyd, 244 P.2d 356, 74 Ariz. 84. (1952).   





"When one conveys a false impression by disclosure of some facts and the concealment of others, such concealment is in effect a false representation that what is disclosed is the whole truth."  State v. Coddington, 662 P.2d 155, 135 �
Ariz. 480 (Ariz. App. 1983). 





  	d. Where in fact the prosecution \ complainant willfully, knowingly and intentionally conveyed false impression by half truths, outright lies, false representations, concealment of facts to confuse and coerce the Prescott Justice Court to issue this injunction against harassment;  all parties to that proceeding willfully,  knowingly and intentionally defrauded that court and by their continuing conduct defraud this Citizen.  An unconstitutional act does not now nor has it ever brought about a constitutional result.  Fraud still null and voids everything.  





"Fraud and deceit may arise from silence where there is a duty to speak the truth, as well as from speaking an untruth."  Morrison v. Acton, 198 P.2d 590, 68 Ariz. 27 (Ariz. 1948).  


"Damages will lie in proper case of negligent misrepresentation of failure to disclose."  Van Buren v. Pima Community College Dist. Bd., 546 P.2d 821, 113 	Ariz. 85 (Ariz.1976).  





"Where one under duty to disclose facts to another fails to do so, and other is injured thereby, an action in tort lies against party whose failure to perform his duty caused injury."  Regan v. First Nat. Bank, 101 P.2d 214, 55 Ariz. 320 (Ariz. 1940).  





"Where relation of trust or confidence exists between two parties so that one places peculiar reliance in trustworthiness of another, latter is under duty to make full and truthful disclosure of all material facts and is liable for misrepresentation or concealment."  Stewart v. Phoenix Nat. Bank, 64 P.2d 101, 49 Ariz. 34. (Ariz. 1937).





  	7.  This Accused/Petitioner further DEMANDS response to and disclosure in writing of the following:





          a.  Does a relation of trust and confidence exist between this Citizen and the legislative created tribunal, prosecutor and witness?


          b.   Does  that  relation  of  trust or confidence place a peculiar reliance in trustworthiness on the court, prosecutor and witness?


             c.  Were the court, prosecutor and witness under a duty to make full and truthful disclosure of all material facts to the Prescott Justice Court?


             d.  If so why then did these parties in an office of honor and public trust and mandatory duty abandon that trust and duty to intentionally misrepresent and conceal from the Accused and Prescott Justice Court the  truthful �
disclosure?


             e.  Who decided their was a threat of harassment or imminent harm to Cindy Davies, for the issuance of an injunction.


             f.  Is Cindy Davies a competent witness, unbiased, unprejudiced, fully knowledgeable, if so, then why does she commit perjury through affidavit when no act of harassment or threatening has been committed against her by the accused?





         g.  Does Cindy Davies understand the law or what she is initiating, if so, how then could she make any conclusions of law or finding of fact that indicated that a crime had been committed or that there existed a criminal intent to commit a crime?  For that matter is Cindy Davies blessed with Physic powers?   Or is she merely a psychotic and a pathological liar?


             h.  Why did she conceal material facts when she had a clear duty, under oath to disclose?


             i.  Why did she give false impressions to the Prescott Justice Court that she was knowledgeable, when in fact he was not?


             j.  Can judges operate impartially, and fairly and be true to their oaths of office?  It is the Accused’s belief that they cannot, because they are not "qualified electors," nor Arizona Citizens.  In fact they are "subjects" and subject to the UNITED STATES because of the Social Security Number they have and evidence to collect a pay check from the corporate county politic who pays their wages.  Judges/commissioners are required to know the law, yet some have knowingly participated in a fraud.  Why?


             k.  Has the public intrusted to them, in their office of honor and trust, that they will perform their duties and protect the public’s rights and work within the confines of the constitution to correct government when it intrudes upon the private rights of the People?  


            l.  Disclose if said judges operating in trade or business in the functions and performances of a public office, can operate in the judicial branch of government and be an employee, officer or agent or bound by the corporate political, or financial interest?


           m.  Do they protect the corporate, political and financial interests of the political corporate bodies?   


            n.  Do they have a conflict of interest in these matters before this tribunal? 


            o.  Please submit and disclose copy of each one of their and the county attorneys paychecks?  


         p.  Are they criminally converting what amounts to a civil complaint by a private interested party into a criminal complaint for the benefit of private interests?


            q.  Are the judges/commissioners and prosecution/complainant stacking the deck?


            r.  Are they operating as ministerial courts for expediency under summary proceedings?


�
            s.  Is  the Power  of  a state to determine limits of jurisdiction of its courts and character of controversies which shall be heard in them subject to restrictions imposed by the federal Constitution? 	


             t.  Is concealing a material fact an actionable fraud?


             u.  Are the Respondent’s unable to present any valid or real evidence or proof of an in rem, personam, or subject matter jurisdiction to the court over the Accused?  





"Concealing a material fact when there is duty to disclose may be actionable fraud."  Universal Inv. Co. v. Sahara Motor Inn, Inc., 619 P.2d 485, 127 Ariz. 213. (Ariz. App. 1980).





  	8.  The Private Citizen Accused has never received any of the prosecution's, witness's relevant written or recorded statements other than the injunction without an affidavit nor petition for cause date December 22, 1995  from Roger Williamson. DEMAND is made for a true and correct copy in disclosure for the immediate production of copy of the affidavit and petition for cause submitted by Cindy Davies to the court with her request for this injunction.





 	9.  The Private Citizen Accused still has not received disclosure nor been shown cause, when he made an inquiry at the Yavapai Witness Office, as a law abiding Citizen, why harassment and other crimes alleged were made or any explanation as to why said Citizen is being singled out and "SELECTIVELY PROSECUTED," and persecuted.  Obviously Cindy Davies and other public officials have much to hide, DEMAND IS HEREBY AGAIN MADE FOR THE SAME.   





	Nor has the Accused been given any explanation as to why Cindy Davies intentionally committed an act of perjury  and fraud through affidavit and petition as is apparent to Accused. Judge Kuebler willfully and in conflict of interests signed this injunction,  with previously documented and existing prejudice, bias state of mind, under the guidance and approval of the county attorneys office and as presiding judge, did not recuse himself.  DEMAND IS HEREBY AGAIN MADE FOR THE SAME.  Nor has their been any reasonable or relevant explanation for the extreme prejudice and denial of substantive and procedural due process in all of the matters before this legislative created tribunal lacking jurisdiction, and authority. DEMAND IS HEREBY AGAIN MADE FOR THE SAME.   In fact, this Citizen has never agreed to jurisdiction having protested In Bar Coram Non Judice, having challenged jurisdiction because the Respondent’s are unable to present any valid or real evidence or proof of an in rem, personam, or subject matter jurisdiction to the court over the Accused, having been given no proof of jurisdiction nor probable cause, nor informed of the existence of a Corpus Delicti nor damaged public entity, nor cause for the �
State, County or Prescott Justice Court  to interfere in a private  contact between two private Citizens, while having reserved his rights without prejudice throughout and the court and prosecution being in default for lack of disclosure and proper service of process.  DEMAND IS HEREBY AGAIN MADE FOR THE SAME.





  	10.  The Citizen has Barred the proceedings and the tribunal lacks Venue.  The tribunal can not move forward until the issues in dispute and the law in dispute are resolved in a law hearing which the legislative created tribunal is incapacitated from holding or participating in since it only deals in facts.  DEMAND IS HEREBY AGAIN MADE FOR THE SAME. 





 	11.  Without an injured party neither Cindy Davies, the STATE, nor it's employees can be injured parties to the action since no threat or harassment was ever made by accused toward any party, a legal fiction, artificial person cannot be injured, there is no injured party, there is no Crime, no case, no cause, no probable cause, no charge, no offense, no essential elements.  So where is the beef??? DEMAND IS HEREBY AGAIN MADE FOR PROOF OF THE SAME.





  	12.  If the STATE/complainant insists that there exists a statutory jurisdiction then this Citizen DEMANDS that the STATE/complainant produce, evidence and disclose the commercial statute that includes the Private Citizen within its scope and purview and PRODUCE COPY of the liability bond supporting said statute, which is required before the STATE/complainant may enforce it.  Otherwise, this Citizen demands that the prosecution/complainant, and her agents, law enforcement officers and the presiding or appointed judge recuse themselves since it is abundantly clear that they have a vested interest, they are the aggressors, they are the persons harassing, and intimidating in these proceedings and are of conflicting interest in seeing this Citizen found guilty by whatever means available to them. 





 	13.  This sovereign, Citizen is dealing with hirelings who are in commerce and subject to the law, commercial statutes and any law or statute contrary to the Constitution, must be bonded in case of injury to the de jure Citizens by "Outlaw Public Servants and Hirelings," a.k.a. corporate officers for the de facto government's bankruptcy.





    	14.  Judge Kuebler did not voluntarily recuse himself from this injunction .  These acts are contrary to judicial cannons and a direct conflict of interest.  The tier(s) of the fact, determined that this Citizen was not guilty and the Citizen accepts the courts decision as just and fair and DEMANDS the court to show cause why it does not dismiss or abate the injunction with prejudice or in the alternative to show cause why these proceedings should continue �
beyond a formal presentment of dismissal or abatement with prejudice in light of the fact that this tribunal cannot act res judicata without violating double jeopardy principals. 





   	15.  Judge Kuebler, failed to do so and has placed himself in a very lienable position for appointing himself as this Private Citizen's legal counsel and entering a plea for him without his signed power of attorney.  Judge Kuebler has assumed himself to being this Private Citizen’s legal counsel?  If so please present your power of attorney signed by this private Citizen with his private seal on it? DEMAND IS HEREBY MADE FOR THE SAME TO BE DISCLOSED.





   	16.  DEMAND is herein and hereby made to the legislative created tribunal and the prosecution to produce and disclose the power of attorney signed by this Citizen, Walter J. Burien, Jr. (sui juris) with his private seal, authorizing and appointing Judge Kuebler or county attorneys David Good and Roger Willimson as this Private Citizen’s legal counsel?  Further, DEMAND is made for the production  and disclosure of certified copy of  Judge Kuebler's, Cindy Davies's, David Good's, Glenn Savona's and Roger Williamson's Oaths of Office, proof of bond, and license to practice law, license to be a surety agent or dealer, issued by a state or federal agency, social security number and membership in any fraternal or private non-profit organization(s)?  Without proof of bond and recorded oaths of office, said public offices are vacant and those persons unlawfully occupying them are merely impersonating public officials, and hirelings.


   	


 	a.  This Private Citizen Accused makes a yet another DEMAND of the STATE/complainant/prosecution for the immediate production, pursuant to the Uniform Business Records as Evidence Act, the Equal Access to Justice Act and ARCP, Rule 15.1, 15.6, and 15.7 of; all such documents, business records of account, business records of investigations, tape recordings, records and reports of other investigations by any party, other party or state or federal agency, any criminal record, any qualifications of authority, any qualifications of officers and employees, any certification of expertise, records of inquiries, the identification of the custodian of the records, tape recordings, writings or facts, the identification of any injured party(s), any communications, telephone records, tape recordings, complaints, reports, other documents, and investigations reports, decrees, and recommendations filed with, sent to, made by or received from; Yavapai County Attorney's office, Prescott Police Department, Yavapai Sheriff's office or any  agencies city, county, state or federal in relationship to, connection with, part of and relevant to all matters of the States investigation of the matters before this tribunal and request is made for an investigation by independent parties, an Elisor Grand Jury investigation into the conduct of  Cindy Davies, county hirelings and public officials who investigated  and who participated in a fraud and harassment upon  the Accused as well as the Prescott Justice �
Court proceedings 95-12070J , which did not yield the essential elements of the crimes alleged nor show intent nor demonstrate that a crime had been committed by this Citizen.


   	b.  The County Attorney and other county officials presumed that which has not been adjudicated in law or fact and expressed mere opinion not based on fact and which is not a legal determination of fact and law.


   	c.  Unauthorized and unqualified county law enforcement, public officials,  public hirelings are not qualified experts in the laws of the States of Arizona Inc. Until such legal theories are tested in a Court of Law of Original and Exclusive Jurisdiction the two opposing parties will remain in conflict with each other and this proceedings has not a legal leg to stand on. 


   	d. Most if not all of the Prosecution’s/complainant's witnesses are disqualified from testifying due to their own private and criminal conflicting interests.  The Respondent’s are unable to present any valid or real evidence or proof of an in rem, personam, or subject matter jurisdiction to the court over the Accused or that the Accused committed a crime. 





 	 DEMAND  is made requiring the Prosecution/complainant to state in writing if: 


 	 1. This Citizen must knowingly waive the protections of any of his precious God-given constitutionally secured rights?


  	2.  Has the legislature gained authority over the accused and the judicial power to create crimes out of and from a Citizen’s exercise of a constitutionally secured right?





  	3.  Did this Citizen knowingly grant authority to any agency to try him for an alleged criminal/civil act/omission under any other jurisdiction other than a judicial power jurisdiction and proceeding?





  	4.  Must or has the Accused changed his status from that of a Private Citizen of Arizona to that of a "person" or "resident," with no secured rights?





  	5.  Must the Accused involve himself in acts of a privilege and commerce which would require a license to do?


  	6.  Does a party who has been disclosed as a witness and who directly participates in any of the proceedings other than taking the witness stand,  trespass on that case, tamper with summary proceedings and procedure, give rise to a direct conflict of interest?  If so then why has Judge Kuebler and other members of his staff not recused themselves from any further participation in these proceedings when in fact he and members of his staff are named by the Accused as witnesses?  The Accused has the right to call any witness, no exception, particularly any witness �
being a party to a fraud, collusion or criminal conspiracy to commit fraud.  





"Acquiescence in loss of fundamental rights will not be presumed."  Ohio Bell Tel. Co. v. Public Utilities Comm., 301 U.S. 292.  





"The courts must indulge every reasonable presumption against waiver of fundamental constitutional rights"  Emspak v. United States, 349 US 190.  


"Consent in law is more than mere formal act of the mind.  It is an act unclouded by fraud, duress, or sometimes even mistake."  Butler v. Collins, 12 Cal. 457, 463. 





 	LEGAL OR CONSTRUCTIVE FRAUD;  includes such contracts or acts as, though not originating in any actual evil design or contrivance to perpetrate a fraud, yet by their tendency to deceive or mislead others, or to violate private or public confidence, are prohibited by law.  1 Story, Eq. Jur. C. 7 See Bisph. Eq. 205.





 	The Respondent’s are unable to present any valid or real evidence or proof of an in rem, personam, or subject matter jurisdiction to the court over the Accused;  no Private Citizen of Arizona can be forced or commanded by the STATE/complainant or it’s agencies to exchange or waive a God given constitutionally secured right in exchange for a STATE compelled legislative or agency granted privilege, or gift of limited liability; "...affidavits or argument do not expand the grounds of the jurisdictional challenge motion."  Josephson v. Superior Court, 219 C.A. 2nd 354, 33 C.R. 196 (1963) see also footnote in 219 C.A. 2nd 363.  





"It has also been held that jurisdiction must be affirmatively shown and will not be presumed." special Indem. fund v. Prewitt, 205 F.2d 306, 201 Old. 308.  


"Courts enforcing mere statutes do not act judicially but merely ministerially, having thus no judicial immunity and unlike courts of law don not obtain jurisdiction by service of process nor even arrest and compelled appearance."  Boswell v. Otis, 9 Howard 336, 348.  





"Constitutional principles may not be violated for administrative expediency."  State of Ind. v. Environmental Protection Agency C.J.A. 4, 1975, 530 F.2d 215, Certiorari granted 96 S. Ct. 2224, 426 U.S. 904, 48 L. Ed. 2d 829.  





"The organic requirements of due process of law are controlling when life, liberty, or property rights are involved."  �
Williams v. kelly, So. 881, 133 Fla. 244.  





"The principle that no person should be deprived of life, liberty, or property except by due process of law did not originate in the American system of constitutional law, but was contained in the Magna Carta (sometimes referred to as Chapter 29), confirmed on the 19th day of June 1215, declared:  	





"No freeman shall be taken, or imprisoned, or diseased or outlawed, or exiled upon him, but by lawful judgment of his peers or by the law of the land."  "It has even been said that the principle was known before Magna Carta and that it was originally designed to secure the subject against arbitrary action of the court, and to place him under the protection of the law.  It is settled beyond question that this principle came from England to America as part of the first adopted in Magna Carta, the phrase "law of the land,"...16 Am Jur, 2d, Constitutional Law, Section 543.  





"Jurisdiction is essential to give validity to determination of administrative authorities and without jurisdiction, their acts are void."  Walling v. La Belle S.S. Co., C.C.A., Ohio, 148 F.2d 198.  





	Whoever moves the court, the burden falls, to prove it's jurisdiction by validity of complaint.  


	The Plaintiff or Prosecution must evidence and prove in writing it's jurisdiction and state the delegated authority for the complaint by and under sworn oath before probable cause and evidence can be established or its acts are null and void as found in the following case:  


"No sanction can be imposed absent proof of jurisdiction."  Standard v. Olson, 74 S. Ct. 768.





  	Wherefore, the Accused/Petitioner by special appearance moves for discovery and disclosure in want of jurisdiction, for and because jurisdiction has not yet been proved. The Respondent’s are unable to present any valid or real evidence or proof of an in rem, personam, or subject matter jurisdiction to the court over the Accused.  If discovery is not made forthwith, this instant qui tam action, should be dismissed, the petition/complaint abated, for it now constitutes abuse of process, breach of public trust and oath of office which was used in the petition for injunction against harassment to force this Private Citizen into waiving his aforementioned secured rights of private contract, private property, and to be secure in his own private property with out involving himself or property in a ministerial proceeding under the guise and action of strict liability statutes, being without the protection of the Constitution.  	





	Whereas it is demanded upon the Plaintiff/STATE/Complainant/Respondents to answer this petition in �
demand for discovery and disclosure and its objection and challenge to jurisdiction, and to prove the validity of the purported complaint by answer to discovery and disclosure in this instant case, or then therefore to dismiss the said qui tam ministerial complaint and abate the petition/complaint, with prejudice.  





	If instead the Prosecution/complainant moves for trial, summary proceedings against the Accused, he shall by such said forgoing action, agree to be made liable for civil and criminal damages and penalties and possible disbarment or impeachment and places himself in a lienable position.


 


 	 Therefore, if no answer or discovery is returned or made in writing within Ten (10) days to this filing and docketing and filed with the court and the Accused by the Plaintiff or Prosecution  or STATE or Complainant or Respondents and they fail to dismiss or abate, then and therefore by default of the Plaintiff  /STATE /Complainant /Respondents  for failure to answer with proof of jurisdiction, the legislative created statutory tribunal, therefore must sua sponte by order and judgment pursuant to the Constitution, dismiss and abate this instant action and indictment on the court’s own motion for lack of Plaintiff's/STATE’s /Complainant's /Respondent’s answer and want or proof of jurisdiction.





  	 Respectfully submitted this  28th day of December, 1995 in the county named Yavapai, Arizona without prejudice. 						 





________________________________________ 


Walter J. Burien, Jr., Citizen/Sovereign, in  Propria Persona,             


proceeding in summo jure jus regium, "Without Prejudice" to any 


of   my  unalienable rights.  








ORIGINAL and one copy of the foregoing were 


hand delivered this 28th day of December, 1995 


TO:


HON. Judge Kuebler, 


Cindy Davies   


Yavapai County Court House,                                                                                   .


Prescott, Arizona. (P.Z. 86302)              By: Clerk of the Prescott Justice  Court for: Walter J. Burien, Jr.
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