�Walter J. Burien, Jr.


P.O. Box 11444


Prescott, AZ 86304


(520) 445-3532





In Superior Court


 in Yavapai county, for the state of Arizona Inc.





Walter J. Burien, Jr.,		]		NO. DO 950538


					]	       RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE


			Petitioner,	]	       TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ACCELERATION


vs.					]	       OF PATERNITY TESTING AND AFFIDAVIT


					]


Robin Arrowwood			]


					]


			Respondent.	]		Honorable Judge  James Hancock


___________________________]   						


Arizona State		]


				] ss.


Yavapai county		]


	I,  Private judicial Power Arizona Citizen Walter J. Burien, Jr., a natural born white adult male (sui juris) living in Yavapai county as an Arizona Republic Citizen, and hereby special appearance in propria persona, proceeding at law in summo jure jus regium, and as such, without conferring nor consenting to any ministerial strict liability statutory jurisdiction being duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says as follows:	                                                                                                                          


1.  I am the Plaintiff in the Administrative action DO 950538 herein captioned above.  I have personal knowledge of , or am otherwise competent to testify as to, each and every fact set forth in this Affidavit. 


�
	2.  COMES NOW, Private judicial Power Arizona Citizen Walter J. Burien, Jr. an Arizona natural born white adult man, living in Yavapai county, as one of the Citizens of the several states of the Union, hereby makes a special appearance, in Propria Persona, proceeding in summo jure, jus regium, in law, neither conferring nor consenting to any foreign jurisdiction, except of the judicial Power of Arizona and/or the united States of America, and as such willfully enforces all constitutional limitations and prohibitions respectively on all government agencies when confronted by them.


	


	This is the Plaintiff's response to Defendants statements within; Memorandum To Support Defendant's Response to Plaintiff's Motion to wit:





                                PAGE 1, 2nd par. "The Plaintiff's accusation of drug use and neglect of the defendant's 8 yr. Old daughter, Lindsey Arrowwood, began after the Defendant ended the personal relationship with the Plaintiff".


                                


RESPONSE: 


            1.)  Plaintiff met Defendant for the first time the evening of  November 3, 1994  at the Bird Cage Saloon.  After several hours of conversation Plaintiff invited Defendant to his home, to spend the night. Defendant agreed and went to Plaintiff's residence.  Within the conversation Defendant told Plaintiff she had consumed speed that night, and Plaintiff told Defendant that "speed was on his shit list" and the Defendant responded with "that I  rarely did speed and that I  had a heavy  problem with shooting speed 10 years ago, but not since then was I  using the drug regularly". Defendant promised to Plaintiff that she would never do speed again. For the next three months Plaintiff and Defendant cohabited daily mostly at Defendant's residence and maintained a relationship up until May 18, 1995 .


                     2.) Plaintiff from the beginning of the relationship observed daily,  minute to minute erratic mood swings exhibited from Defendant towards himself and  Defendant's daughter. One moment defendant would exhibit the nicest most considerate nature and in the next moment, as if �
another person, be in a rage of emotional and verbal abuse,  mostly towards her daughter and occasionally towards myself.  The daily example shown by the Defendant to her daughter led the daughter to mimic the Defendants emotional displays with the daughter,  almost daily towards Defendant,  one moment saying "I love you mommy, I love you mommy" to in the next breath saying " I hate you, I hate you, I wish you were dead". Defendants response to her daughter was usually the same,  being " shut up or I will fuck up your world, I am the mother you have to listen to me".   Plaintiff was still learning the realities of the relationship and was at a loss to intervene when these actions were observed but would talk to Defendant afterwards requesting of defendant to think about and reflect on her actions as being inappropriate.  The only time during the first five months of the relationship Plaintiff responded instantly with disapproval and anger to Defendants comments was approximately two weeks into the relationship when Defendant made the comment "I am going to get Lindsey her own place when she turns fifteen cause she really would like to have a baby and she can have the guys come to her own place". I responded to Defendant that that comment was very poor and then basically,  in plain English,  I chewed her out. 


        3.) On January 11, 1995 at 10:15PM Plaintiff received a call at his residence from Defendants daughter who stated " that my mom was real sick and could you come over right away" I told her I would be right over. When I arrived the Prescott Fire Department rescue team was there being that the daughter had also called 911 for help (SEE Exhibit F). Defendant was inside the house curled up on the couch in convulsions. I learned at that time from Defendant's statements to me and her statements to the rescue workers that she had for some time  shoot speed and her body at that time was in an exhaustive state of collapse from exposure to the drug.  She did not want to go to the hospital with the rescue workers so, at her request,  I carried her to my van and drove her and her daughter to the emergency room of Yavapai Medical center were I carried her in and she was admitted,  the attending doctor said to her and me that he did not know if she would make it through the night.  I brought the Defendant's daughter back to my home and looked after the Defendant's daughter, house and pets for the next nine days while Defendant was in  recovery at the hospital.   Please read EXHIBIT (A) for a more comprehensive statement as to the above,  and my concerns regarding the situation.


�
         4.)  On May 18, 1995 Plaintiff indirectly informed Defendant that he had spoken to Child Protective Services (hereafter CPS) to intervene in regards to Defendants drug abuse problem, up until that point Defendant's and Plaintiff's relationship was strained but still active PLEASE SEE EXHIBIT (B), a photograph of Defendant and Plaintiff on a motorcycle Plaintiff acquired on May 17, 1995. The photo was taken by Defendants daughter  on May 18, 1995. The following day the relationship ended with Defendant requesting on May 19, 1995 for a court order of protection case #9505069J asserting false statements to motivate the court to issue the order, namely that the Plaintiff hit her 12-14 times on May 7, 1995, (SEE Exhibit G)  that case went to mediation.  The Defendant subsequently two days after a mediation agreement was signed,  filed for another order of protection case #9506005J asserting additional false statements to motivate the court to issue an instant order of protection. The court did so and I immediately requested a hearing. Which was heard two weeks later in front of Judge John Kennedy of which he, after hearing all testimony in regard to case #9505069 and 9506005J quashed the order of protection in its entirety with the comment being made by him  that "neither orders of protection should have been issued in the first place".( PLEASE READ EXHIBIT (C1) and (C) Pg.2, line 15 through Pg.4, line 26. )   All police reports submitted in Defendant's response initiated from May 19, 1995 the day after Plaintiff indirectly informed Defendant he had contacted CPS in behalf of the unborn child to intervene in regard to Defendant's drug abuse problem and said police reports were generated by Defendant at every possible opportunity in an attempt to harass / attack Plaintiff to deter Plaintiff's involvement with herself and Plaintiff's unborn child that she carried. Defendant's  motives of which are obvious upon examination of authenticity  in light of CPS's intervention in the second week of May causing liability to Defendant based on her drug abuse and chosen life style.  With no or little consideration for the relationship between Plaintiff and Defendant her daughter and Plaintiff's child that she carried,  Defendant with commitment embarked on her course of attack toward the Plaintiff utilizing false and defamatory  comments and written statements in regard to what she was saying about Plaintiff and as to what Plaintiff was doing and saying about her. This being said   to all parties concerned to maliciously damage Plaintiff's character to the best of Defendant's  abilities. This was done by Defendant on each and every occasion  that Plaintiff  attempted to �
make contact after May 19, 1995.  Plaintiff has always been a law abiding citizen with impeccable and exemplary character as can be established by  affidavits of a prior court mater. These affidavits being  from individuals of strong character, SEE EXHIBIT (D) ,  as well as from testimony given by character witnesses Mr. Robert Lockett, Peggy Cameron, and Thomas Kelly  of which have known plaintiff since he moved to Prescott over five years ago and themselves being residents of Prescott for up to 30 years, said testimony was  given on June 13, 1995 in behalf of Plaintiff in front of Judge John Kennedy in regard to case  #9506005J . PLEASE SEE EXHIBIT (E) and  contact Judge Kennedy for a statement of confirmation as to testimony given within  the above case #9506005J.





                       PAGE  4, 3rd par.  "The Defendant has always willingly acknowledged a drug problem prior to 1983, and a brief relapse in late 1994 / early 1995, and adds that the personal issues contributing to that have been, & are still being professionally, responsibly, and successfully dealt with. This can be supported by the caseworker at Child Protective Services, and Sue Horst, at Catholic Services."





PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE:


             1.)  Defendant became involved with CPS and Sue Horst who works in conjunction with CPS not of Defendant's own free will and choosing but this contact was initiated, to the Defendant's fury and wrath,  through and by the initiative of the Plaintiff through his contact letter submitted to CPS (SEE EXHIBIT (A) ). Plaintiff when realizing he had exhausted his personal efforts to influence Defendant's drug abuse, and was dealing with a situation and an individual who's self centered nature was shown and proven to him to be mentally unstable and destructive to herself and those around her, based on her lifestyle and chosen consistent abuse of  the illegally manufactured narcotic (Meth Amphetamine), requested CPS's intervention  in an effort to protect the interests of the unborn child Defendant carries, Defendant, and Defendant's daughter  as well as any possibility for a future between Plaintiff and defendant.


             2.)  As of May 19, 1995 with determination Defendant has not had a conversation with �
Plaintiff outside of  a few words spoken in court  as well as in two subsequent short phone calls.  Defendant has denied Plaintiff,  with a vengeance,  from having any involvement with herself, her daughter and the care, conditions effecting,  or overseeing of Plaintiff's  possible soon to be first born child.





              IN RESPONSE TO LETTER DATED SEPT. 6, 1995 BY Richard B. Plunkett:


              1.) Mr. Plunkett had a relationship with Defendant  for approximately one year, and this relationship terminated when Defendant approximately 2 months pregnant with Mr. Plunkett's child had an abortion.  I met Defendant two months after she aborted Mr. Plunkett's child.   Defendant's comments about Mr. Plunkett from when I first met her to May of 1995 was "that after I met him and we started our relationship, that all he would do is sit around the house and follow me around like a little puppy dog with his nose up my butt.".     


              2.) I had two contacts with Mr. Plunkett. The first being when I stopped by his house and briefed him on the situation between myself and Defendant, let him read the letter I submitted to CPS (Exhibit A), and I asked him being that he had a prior relationship with defendant, if he could start his relationship back up with Defendant in the interests of defendant, defendant's daughter and the unborn child she carried. The encounter was friendly and I left.  Several weeks later I saw Mr. Plunkett on 1st Street, flagged him down and asked him how defendant was doing and how the pregnancy was coming along. His response was hostile and to the point "Its non of your business I'm not going to tell you anything" I then left and have, nor do I wish to have any further contact with Mr. Plunkett.  


  3.)  In regard to Marion Johnson, who lives  at the house on 530  1st St. And of which I have know since December 1994.  I spoke with her on 09/13/95 and she states that I am welcome to call her, or stop by to see her from time to time.   Ms. Johnson was upset on one occasion when I asked her if she had seen Robin due to the fact that I  just saw  a breaking TV report about someone who looked exactly like Robin who had been arrested in Phoenix after a police case down RT17 heading toward Prescott . The report said the woman was 5 months pregnant and no name was given.  One half hour later when the name of this woman was released on the news �
and I realized it was not Ms. Arrowwood I called her back and let her know my concerns,  that it might have been Robin were unfounded.   Mr. Plunkett and Ms. Arrowwood took the opportunity to orchestrate the incident to involve the police.  Ms. Johnson can be reached at (520) 445-5022 for comment.





                      IN RESPONSE TO LETTERS DATED August 1, 1995 and June 20, 1995 by Kathy L. Harrer:





            1.)  I made three phone calls to this person, the Defendant's sister as well as at the same time to her other sister Sandy both of whom live in Phoenix.  Within each of the three calls to each sister the conversation was generally the same.


                CALL #1: I called the morning of January 12, 1995  when I the prior evening  learned about the Defendant's chronic drug abuse of which she almost died from the night before. I wished to brief both sisters as to the circumstances of this incident as well as to get their advise as to their recommendations on dealing with the situation. I also requested if they could come to Prescott to be by their sisters side. Sandy came to Prescott out of concern for her sister,  Kathy did not come at that time.


                CALL #2:  I called the evening of March 2, 1995.  After the Defendant was released from the hospital on January 20, 1995,  I up until   March 2, 1995 when I was able spent  the morning and night over the Defendant's house trying to assist her with emotional support, cleaning her house,   bringing food for Defendant and her daughter,  loaning her $432 on February 17, 1995 through payment of her rent in witch if not paid she was facing imminent eviction,  and staying by her side  throughout her recovery from the recent drug abuse. The first week,  every day after we awoke Defendant was not motivated to go to work but went in to work three half days that week after bringing her daughter to school. The second week the Defendant went to work one full day and three half days. The third week Defendant seemed like she was back to her normal schedule and went to work four full days that week. After Defendant went to work I would return to my residence / office to conduct my business.     The second day after I met Defendant in �
November of 1994,  I ordered her a large bouquet of flowers and had them delivered to where she worked,   the Defendant thought that was special. On February 24,1995 I was at a point of having  to make the decision of whether to stay with the relationship or end it.  I decided to stay in the relationship and as a showing of my love and concern for the Defendant  on February  24, 1995  ordered a large bouquet of flowers for delivery to where she worked at Moores Laundry in Prescott. Two hours latter the florist called me back saying they had attempted delivery but the people at the laundry mat said that Defendant had not worked there in over a month.  After confirming that I went back to the florist and got a refund.    I felt like a real idiot and  mentally numb  especially after watching her go off to work for the last three weeks. I relayed this incident to Defendant's two sisters and told them even though I cared for the Defendant I could not handle any more involvement with, or emotional strain from Defendant and that I would not be seeing her or having any contact with her from that point on. I asked if they would help there sister and keep in contact with the defendant. I had no contact with Defendant from February 24, 1995 until March 17, 1995 


CALL#3:  On March 17, 1995 I made contact with Defendant at were she worked and that evening went to her house. At about 10:30 PM Defendant produced about a third of a gram of speed, (see Exhibit A). I at that point was exasperated with Defendants choices and state of mind, and felt helpless to effect positive change. I saw the Defendant for short periods of time after that point for the next three weeks. The Defendant then informed me that she was pregnant and that I was the father. Based on my current knowledge of the pregnancy from an ultrasound that was taken, Defendant on March 17, 1995 would have been two to three weeks pregnant.  For the next one and a half months I tried to re-involve myself on a daily basis with the Defendant's life but after an incident at my residence with Defendant on May 7, 1995 of which an argument ensued in which I yelled full force at Defendant  for the first time since I knew her.    I  in my lifetime  had yelled at someone in that fashion on less than two occasions.  I realized the situation was hopeless and required outside professional intervention,  that evening I wrote the letter to CPS and submitted it the following morning. I called Kathy two weeks later,  several days after Defendant ensued on her course of action towards Plaintiff,  asking Defendants sister to try and intervene  in my behalf towards  re-establish communications between Defendant and Plaintiff. Kathy's response to Plaintiff �
was " if you spoke to CPS she shouldn't have anything to do with you, as would I, please don't call me again" I have not called again, or do I wish to speak with Defendant's sister Kathy again.   


  What has come to be known as fact to the Petitioner in regard to Defendant's involvement with drug abuse and choice of life style prior to having met Petitioner is as follows:


Defendant at the age of approximately 18 years old after living in at a house located in the desert outside of Cave Creek were Defendant and her husband (last name unknown to myself)  were mild drug abusers,  Defendant's first husband of less than one year after a violent  fight with Defendant at his residence was found that day dead by or at his residence with a gun shoot wound to the head. FOR CONFORMATION OF THIS FACT, please call Maricopa Sheriff Posse member  ID# P7130 Donna Morgan at 1(602) 488-0053.   Officer Morgan has knew Defendant well since Defendant was approximately 10 years of age to the age of 18 and spoke with Defendant in person in December of 1994 in which Defendant additionally confirmed the fact to Ms. Morgan that she had spent 2 and 1/2 years in prison for a conviction of armed robbery.


After Defendant's first husbands death, Defendant  then moved to the San Francisco, CA area for several years were she started to actively use Meth Amphetamine. This fact was stated to Petitioner by Defendant. 


Defendant made the statement of fact to Petitioner that she returned to the Phoenix, Arizona Cave Creek area on or about the beginning of the 1980's and shortly thereafter cohabited with several individuals who were actively using and actively dealing the narcotic Meth Amphetamine.  Defendant who's maiden name was (Gardner) committed armed robbery in the Phoenix, Arizona area  on or about 1985 of which she was convicted of,  sentenced, and served approximately 2 and a 1/2 years in the Maracopa county prison system after conviction. Defendant made the statement to Petitioner that Defendant's involvement with the armed robbery was a direct result of prolonged Meth Amphetamine use.     While in prison Defendant met  a  Mr. Delbert Ray Arrowwood who was serving a sentence for being a convicted sex offender. Defendant established a relationship in prison with Mr. Arrowwood and on or about their release from prison Defendant and Mr. Arrowwood were married and Defendant's daughter is a result this marriage.   Defendant petitioned for and was granted a Formal Decree Of Dissolution Of Marriage from Mr. �
Arrowwood on November 22, 1989 in the Superior Court of the State of Arizona in and for the County of Yavapai  case #52446 heard before the Honorable Judge Janis Ann Sterling.


AND FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT.


RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this  14th  day of September, 1995.																		          											           			   							            _______________________________________


							Walter J. Burien, Jr., Private Arizona judicial Power 							Citizen by special limited appearance, in  Propria  								Persona, proceeding in summo jure jus 									regium, "without Prejudice" to any of my God given or 							secured �rights.


Jurat\Acknowledgement


STATE OF ARIZONA			}


					}	Subscribed, Sworn and Sealed


County of Yavapai	           		 }


On this 14th day of September 1995, Private Judicial Power Citizen Walter Burien, Jr., being duly �
sworn, as such deposes, and did personally appear before me, and is known to be the Citizen described in, and who executed, the foregoing instrument\Affidavit of service of process, and acknowledged that he executed the same under oath as His free act and deed as a Citizen\Sovereign in the above said State and County.





�
Subscribed and sworn to before me the undersigned Notary Public in said above State and County.








_______________________________________	________________________________________         My commission Expires	      					 Notary Public
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