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Argument 

Point 1 

There is more than one jurisdiction in play - even within the several states. The due process 

requirements demand that when challenged, every element of whatever jurisdiction being 

asserted must be proven factually, and any 'evidence' being used against one in support of those 

claims of jurisdiction must be subject to cross-examination according to the confrontation 

clauses. Appellant can find no lawful evidence proving that he is subject to the merely assumed 

and presumed 'political' jurisdiction of the trial court, or to statutory law itself 

Although Appellee Tamara Rowley Mulder (aka Tamara Caputo, hereinafter "Tamara") and her 

counsel ("Mr. Hard") have cited numerous statutes, rules, regulations and alleged facts 

supporting Appellee's claims - those must all be construed as irrelevant to these proceedings 

now, as Appellant Robert Matthew Mulder (hereinafter "Robert") knows that the law is clear on 

this point: all such things are irrelevant until the proper application of the law has been factually 

proven. Unless and until the underlying issue of assumed and presumed political jurisdiction is 

addressed, discussing the merits of the trial court's claims of contempt is completely irrelevant. 

Therefore, as Robert was previously tricked into arguing the 'facts,' he now hereby respectfully 

withdraws, revokes, rescinds, cancels and removes all issues he has heretofore presented 

regarding argument of any such facts, nunc pro tunc, as those points are moot to the 

fundamental underlying issue of jurisdiction at hand which has never been answered by the 



Petitioner bringing these claims, nor has the trial court required Tamara and her counsel to 

strictly comply with the law regarding a formally executed jurisdictional challenge, which 

challenge Robert has lawfully executed on numerous occasions. 

Robert has continually challenged the merely assumed and presumed jurisdiction and has 

demanded to see proof of the claims of jurisdiction from upon the record as the law demands, 

yet rather than answer the formal challenges to jurisdiction, Tamara and her counsel instead 

chose to pursue these alleged 'contempt' proceedings, and the trial court judge has allowed these 

acts to happen. These actions on the part of the Petitioner, her counsel and the trial court judge 

have broken your own rules, defied the Supreme Court, and thus violated any oaths of office by 

proceeding without demanding that the Petitioner strictly comply with the law. By hiding behind 

mere color of law, they have all themselves now become trespassers of the law, and justice 

demands that they be prosecuted as such under your own statutes. For what lawful purpose then, 

has the trial court simply refused to comply with the law? Why have the Petitioner and her 

counsel been allowed to persist in the criminal activity of refusing to comply with the law? 

Mr. Hard may claim Robert's accusations in this brief to be 'scandalous' - yet the truth is the 

truth no matter how hard it is to bear. The only 'scandal' here is the outrageous deprivation of 

rights that have occurred all under mere color of law. Robert is simply stating the facts and the 

law regarding jurisdictional challenges - to which law the Petitioner, her counsel and the court 

refuse to comply. Mr. Hard continues to ignore the all-important fact that there is more than one 

jurisdiction in play - even within the several states. Factually - under exactly which jurisdiction 
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is the Petitioner and trial court claiming authority, and under which constitution? There is state 

constitutional jurisdiction that only seems to apply to the white people born in the several states. 

Under this jurisdiction the government can operate only according to those powers specifically 

delegated to it in the state constitution. The federal constitution has no play for such people in a 

state court - the state constitution does. If the power to regulate is not delegated directly or by 

specific intent - it does not exist, and to presume such authority exists is contrary to the nature 

of the constitutions themselves [Downes v. Bidwell, 21 S.Ct. 770, 182 U.S. 244, 45 Led. 1088 

(1901)], as there is no authority delegated to use deception or fraud as a tool by which to enlarge 

regulatory powers. Then comes the law created and imposed upon federal citizens in the several 

states - through the 14th amendment and by and through the use of police powers. This appears 

to only apply to the Negro and other 'federal' citizens. These people do not seem to be protected 

by any state constitution and appear to be subject to the unlimited scope of administrative law. 

There is no constitutionally delegated authority to impose such administrative/statutory law 

upon State only Citizens - those white people born and domiciled in the several States. 

This distinction between the absolute Rights of a Sovereign State Citizen vs. the mere 

government-granted privileges of a second-class US citizen has been well documented by the 

Supreme Court [United States v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542 (1875); Slaughter House Cases, 83 

U.S. 36, 16 Wall. 36; 21 L.Ed. 394 (1873); Tashiro v. Jordan, 256 P. 545, 549 (1927); affirmed 

278 U.S. 123 (1928)]. It has been further affirmed that those rights protected under the 

Fourteenth Amendment are very few and it does not incorporate any of the Bill of Rights, nor 

does it protect those rights which relate to state citizenship [Downes v. Bidwell, 21 S.Ct. 770, 
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182 U.S. 244, 45 Led. 1088 (1901); Jones v. Temmer (Aug. 1993) 829 F. Supp. 1226]. If the 

purpose of the Fourteenth Amendment was '.. .NOT TO IMPOSE ANY NEW RESTRICTION 

UPON CITIZENSHIP' [U.S. v. Wong Kim Ark 169 U.S. 649 (1898)], then how is it possible 

that this Amendment could even be applied against Robert in the restriction of his unalienable, 

God-given Rights? An act of Congress, as the majority held in the above case, does not trump 

the Constitution, as there is no such thing as a power of inherent sovereignty in the government 

of the United States - that power resides in and remains with the people [Juliard v. Greeman, 

110 U.S. 421 (1884); Eisner v. McComber, 252 U.S. 189 at 207]. 

Therefore, after review of the jurisdiction clauses of the US Constitution, notably Article I, 

Section 8, Clause 17; Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2; the 9th, 10th, 13th and 14th Fourteenth 

Amendments thereto, and Supreme Court decisions regarding the matter, Robert can attest with 

certainty that he has never knowingly, willingly, intentionally and competently, wherein full 

disclosure of all required terms and conditions was made, ever submitted to the jurisdiction of 

any body corporate or politic - particularly in regards to subjecting himself to become any kind 

of 'federal citizen' thereby renouncing or subrogating his superior standing as a State Citizen. 

It is self evident that no one is bom into a fictitious entity, and equally self evident that no one is 

born being a fictitious entity. Yet claim of jurisdiction matters in this case herein appear to 

assume both conditions to be the case. Certainly the matter has not been proven upon any record. 

Therefore, in a complete vacuum of answers to direct, specific questioning as to the origins of 

any claim of jurisdiction, Robert has concluded lawfully, by right of failure to rebut his affidavit 
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entitled 'Asseveration and Declaration of Status' as filed in the public record (See: Exhibit 1, 

Addendum), that no such evidence exists. 

The Thirteenth Amendment's prohibition against involuntary servitude, such as to a "public 

debt," is violated if it be this court's position, and genesis to claim of jurisdiction and standing, 

that such defined condition of obvious servitude, or that any political jurisdiction whatsoever, 

accrues to government by virtue of one's birth. Likewise by any documentation executed prior 

to anyone reaching the age of competency to make informed consent - such as in a contract. 

This would give rise to a constitutional tort of the first degree if the court is to make such an 

assertion and legal determination. 

Although Tamara's counsel, Mr. Hard has skirted around this bombshell issue, claiming all 

kinds of reasons why the court simply 'has jurisdiction' - yet this merely assumed and presumed 

jurisdiction which has been formally, squarely challenged on multiple occasions and which 

challenge has been interlaced throughout these entire proceedings continues to be ignored, and 

therefore, must now be considered THE ONLY issue before this court - as again, any alleged 

facts are irrelevant until the proper application of the law is proven: 

Factually then, exactly what makes Robert subject to the trial court's political jurisdiction, or to 

statutory law itself? What lawful, constitutionally delegated authority allows for the imposition 

of this extra-constitutional body of law upon Robert - at first without his knowledge or fully 

informed consent, and even now against his will and over his objections? Factually - exactly 
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what Article, Section and Clause of the Constitutions or Amendments allows for the unlimited 

governmental regulation and control of Robert, and/or what presumption of law is the trial court 

operating under in its assertion that Robert is subject to this political jurisdiction or to statutory 

law itself? Additionally, what makes your court rules obligatory and binding upon Robert? What 

compels Robert to perform under your statutory law? Exactly how does your law apply to 

Robert? Robert is looking for cold, hard facts - not just more assertions and unsupported claims. 

Any 'involuntary contract' voids itself, and Robert hereby formally denies the existence of any 

contract to which he has not knowingly, willingly and intentionally entered into wherein full 

disclosure to all of the terms and conditions of said contract was made. To pretend that any such 

involuntary contract exists that binds and compels Robert to perform according to its terms, 

must be construed as forms of tyranny and pure slavery. The Petitioner, her counsel and the trial 

court judge have attempted to impose statutory law upon Robert and compel him to perform 

under it, yet they have all refused to comply with the law in regards to factually proving such 

jurisdiction - which refusal is a criminal offense according to your own laws, and continuing to 

refuse to comply with your laws constitutes a treasonous high crime of denial of due process and 

violation of Robert's unalienable Rights. Before the trial court can ever entertain imposing 

statutory law upon Robert and subjecting him to common law penalties of incarceration for 

contempt - Tamara, her counsel and the trial court judge must first obey the law demanding 

verified proof of jurisdiction be placed upon the public record, or the law demands such 

trespassers of the law to be subjected to fines and imprisonment of up to ten years for violating 

federal law. This court is hereby motioned to take mandatory Judicial Notice that judge Stott 
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took an oath of office to 'support, obey and defend the Constitution of the United States and the 

Constitution of this State' (See: Addendum, Exhibit 4) and that unless this court is willing to 

declare otherwise, Robert will accept that oath as obligatory and binding upon him to support, 

obey and defend both the US Constitution and the Utah Constitution. 

Factually then - exactly when, where, why and how did Robert become subject to your 

legislative/political jurisdiction and to statutory law? What presumption of law is the trial court 

relying upon in its attempts to compel Robert to perform under this body of law which is 

separate and distinct from constitutional law (as the Supreme Court has affirmed on numerous 

occasions), and how does it comply with the due process requirements - particularly the 

confrontation clauses? Factually, exactly which constitution(s) is the trial court operating under, 

if under any constitution at all? Robert's reserved right to understand the nature and cause of 

these accusations against him demands this information, which right is protected by Article I, 

Section 12 of the Utah Constitution, and the 5th, 6th, and 7th Amendments to the US Constitution. 

Furthermore - what lawful, constitutionally delegated authority allows for the arbitrary taking of 

life, liberty or property by mere statute, without a trial by jury of one's peers according to the 

course of the common law? This is contrary to the due process requirements, particularly the 

confrontation clauses, and is in direct opposition to the findings made in Wynehamer v. People, 

13 N.Y. 378 (1856), and Taylor v. Porter (4 Hill, 145) wherein the court stated plainly and 

clearly,'.. .If the legislature can take the property of A, and give it to B, they can take A himself 

and either shut him up in prison, or put him to death. But none of these things can be done by 
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mere legislation.' If this court is to uphold the trial court's unlawful and unconstitutional taking 

of life, liberty and property without due process of law, then it must show forth factually exactly 

how Robert allegedly became subject to statutory law, and/or it must bring forth lawful evidence 

where someone else holds a superior title to the property he possesses - or even to his own body. 

This arbitrary taking of life, liberty and property cannot be done by mere legislation in any court 

in America that upholds the constitutions as the supreme law of the land, and Robert has never 

knowingly, willingly or intentionally ever waived any of his rights, especially this one. 

The bottom line is simply thus: Does the trial court have to comply with the laws of a formally 

executed jurisdictional challenge, and require anyone bringing a claim to prove factually upon 

the record all elements of jurisdiction being asserted, or does it not? Do the trial court and judge 

have to obey the limits of constitutional law, or do they not? If so, then why has Robert not been 

allowed to cross examine any 'evidence' being used against him in the determination that the 

authority even exists to impose this body of law against him? 

Tamara's counsel states in her Appellee Brief that Robert believes himself to be some sort of 

4sovereign being' - as if that were some kind of a derogatory remark. But Robert's rebuttal 

question to Mr. Hard is: "What makes you think I am not?" The problem Mr. Hard has here is 

that Robert knows who he is, and who he is not. He is one of the sovereign people - of whom, 

by whom and for whom a limited, delegated Republican form of government was created. It is 

well settled in law that the people are the sovereigns, not their government servants [Chisholm v. 

Georgia (US) 2 Dall 419, 454, 1 L Ed 440, 455 @Dall (1793) pp471-472; Lansing v. Smith, 4 
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Wend. 9 (N.Y.) (1829), 21 Am.Dec. 89 IOC Const. Law Sec. 298; 18 C Em.Dom. Sec. 3, 228; 

37 C Nav.Wat. Sec. 219; Nuls Sec. 167; 48 C Wharves Sec. 3, 7; The People v. Herkimer, 4 

Cowen (NY) 345, 348 (1825); Juliard v. Greeman, 110 U.S. 421 (1884)]: 

Republican government. One in which the powers of sovereignty are vested in the people and 
are exercised by the people, either directly, or through representatives chosen by the people, to 
whom those powers are specially delegated. [In re Duncan, 139 U.S. 449, 11 S.Ct. 573, 35 L.Ed. 
219; Minor v. Happersett, 88 U.S. (21 Wall.) 162, 22 L.Ed. 627." Black's Law Dictionary, Fifth 
Edition, p. 626.] (emphasis added) 

How then, can it be said that Robert is not one the sovereign people? Does anyone actually 

believe they can change American history at their discretion? Or perhaps the Petitioner and her 

counsel just really don't understand the limits of authority imposed by constitutional law? One 

thing is clear: Robert is not confused about who he is and who he is not - and the limited, 

delegated role government is allowed to play under a Constitutional Republic such as ours. 

Robert is a creation of God only, not a creation of man or any other fictional entity or creation of 

government - the only things over which government could be sovereign. Tamara and her 

counsel appear to be making a claim that Robert is something other than one of the people who 

are sovereign over their government servants, but Robert denies this claim. Does Tamara or her 

counsel have any lawful evidence to support such a claim? Robert knows full well the source of 

his unalienable rights and the scope of his sovereignty over his servant government. 

Robert's un-rebutted status and standing as a non-federal, State only Citizen is as decreed in the 

affidavit entitled Asseveration and Declaration of Status (See: Exhibit 1, Addendum). 
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Incidentally, a document like this is one that the trial court tried so quickly to get rid of by 

tampering with the record and 'ordering' that this document be 'removed' from the records of 

the case. Robert is unaware of any public rebuttals to his affidavit declaring his status and 

standing (which document is filed in the public records with the Utah County Recorder) or any 

constitutionally delegated authority that would override or revoke the retained right of the 

people to self-determination. Therefore, absent any point-by-point rebuttals to the contrary, this 

affidavit must be accepted as true and lawful, binding evidence upon anyone proceeding against 

Robert, in any court in America, without protest or objection. 

Perhaps Tamara's counsel does not understand the proper role of government in our great 

American experiment - that of a limited, delegated set of powers derived from the people. If the 

people are not sovereign, then they could never have delegated a limited set of their authority 

and power to their government servants. Perhaps there exist those who are merely a fiction of 

law or a creation of government - but not this sovereign living, breathing flesh and blood man. 

How then, absent verified proof of jurisdiction, is the trial court and Appellee attempting to 

impose this foreign body of law called statutory law against Robert? There can only be a few 

courses for this action, which Robert will now address and rebut their assumed validity: 

Under Article I Section 8, congress was given exclusive legislative jurisdiction over federal 

territories and those areas ceded to the federal government by the several States. If the trial court 

is somehow claiming it has congressionally derived authority over Robert because he was born 

in or lives in an area over which congress is sovereign, then Robert hereby denies that he was 
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bom in, lives in, or works in any territory or other area over which this jurisdiction and authority 

could apply, and Robert can find no evidence to the contrary on this point. 

Under Article IV Section 3 Clause 2, congress was given all power and authority to make all 

Rules and Regulations respecting the Territory or other Property belonging to the United States. 

If the trial court is somehow claiming it has congressionally derived authority and 'territorial 

jurisdiction' over Robert because he lives in such a Territory or is some kind of government 

employee or property, such as a fictional 'US Trust', then Robert also hereby denies this, and 

Robert can find no evidence supporting any such claims. 

The Tenth Amendment to the US Constitution allows for the reservation of powers to the 

several States; yet these reserved powers cannot override the inherent and retained rights of the 

people, protected by the Bill of Rights and in particular, the Ninth Amendment, as well as the 

relevant sections of each State's constitution - in this case, Article I, Sections 1-3, 7, 10-12, 15 

and 18 of the Utah constitution. If the trial court is somehow claiming it has derived authority 

over Robert through the imposition of authority derived from the Tenth Amendment, then 

Robert hereby denies any such claims, as such would fall short of the due process requirements, 

and any acts that violate the unalienable rights of the people are unconstitutional on their face. 

That leaves the only other possible source of this unlimited regulation and control over the 

people to be authority allegedly derived through the Fourteenth Amendment. Robert has 

received communication from Mr. Hard in the past, claiming that the court sees him as a ' US 
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citizen' - but factually, exactly what is such a legal fiction or creation of government? Robert's 

presumption is that the court is trying to treat Robert as merely a Fourteenth Amendment 

'federal citizen' - subject to the exclusive and unlimited regulation and control of congress. 

If this be the case, then such claims are without merit, as the Fourteenth Amendment had a very 

specific and limited scope of its purpose - to give citizenship to those freed slaves who 

previously had no citizenship. It could not possibly override or subrogate the existing 

Citizenship of the Citizens of the several States - as God-given, unalienable rights cannot be 

summarily and arbitrarily stripped away at the mere whim of the legislature [Boyd v. United, 

116 U.S. 616 at 635 (1885)], and there was no clear written intent in that Amendment to 

override the 'Blessings' secured by the Organic Constitution and exchange those rights for mere 

government granted privileges as long as the Constitution was intact, because our Constitution is 

perpetual. Those State only Citizens, by the very definition of sovereignty, could not be made 

'subject to' the jurisdiction of this new amendment [People v. Washington, 36 C 658, 661 

(1869) over ruled on other grounds; French v. Barber, 181 US 324; MacKenzie v. Hare, 60 L Ed 

297]. Robert is not of Negro blood or heritage - therefore, how can an amendment written 

strictly with the freed Negro slaves in mind of necessity apply to him? If the Thirteenth 

Amendment abolished slavery and involuntary servitude, then how can the sovereign State 

Citizen principles be compelled to accept the Fourteenth amendment as obligatory and binding 

upon them, as it would then place them all under a state of involuntary servitude? If all CUS 

citizens' are required to accept the public debt and are not allowed to question it, and must, 

through taxation or other means, work towards the payment of that debt, then how is that not 
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involuntary servitude? Either the people are sovereign and free or they are mere slaves, subject 

to every whim of regulation and control - which in and of itself is a constitutional impossibility. 

Additionally - Article I, Section 9, Clause 3 of the US Constitution, and Article I Section 18 of 

the Utah constitution clearly state that no Bill of Attainder or ex post facto Law shall be passed. 

The trial court has attempted to apply statutory law against Robert, deeming him 'guilty' of 

some alleged crime and punishing him without the benefit of a trial. The abusive imposition of 

statutory law against Robert, as the trial court has attempted to do, is nothing more than a mere 

'trial by legislation,' and any laws applied in this manner are FORBIDDEN by these very 

clauses of the Constitutions, as they attempt to strip the people of life, liberty and property 

without due process of law. Robert's Rights to life, liberty and property CANNOT be taken 

from him without a trial by jury of his peers, according to the course of the common law. To 

deprive one of his rights to life, liberty and property without due process of law is repugnant to 

the very essence of the law of this land [Brown v Hummel, 6 Pa 86 (1847)]. 

The principal that 'law of the land' means due process of law, not merely an act of the 

legislature, has been affirmed numerous times in numerous cases, and that it is required to be 

according to the course of the 'Common Law' [Mattos Vs. U.S. 156 U.S. 237 at 243; U.S. Vs. 

Wong Kim Ark 169 U.S. 649, 18 S. Ct. 456; Minor Vs. Happersett, 21 Wall. 162; Taylor v. 

Porter., 4 Hill. 140, 146 (1843) Justice Bronson]. If life, liberty and property cannot be taken 

except according to the course of the common law, exactly what then, is the alleged source of 

this unlimited regulation and control that is being imposed upon Robert against his will? What 



constitutionally delegated authority remains that could hopelessly enslave the people without 

their knowledge or fully informed consent, or even against their will? 

There is no constitutionally delegated authority to impose this system of law upon the Citizens 

of the several States - this alleged authority simply does not exist. Robert has searched the 

constitutions and cannot find any delegated authority that would allow this and he denies it 

exists. If this court believes it has the authority to impose this body of law upon Robert, then it 

must show forth factually upon the record the exact source of such alleged claims of 

jurisdiction. The Petitioner and trial court have asserted it exists; Robert has formally denied it -

now the burden of proof must lie upon the one bringing the claim, and if such proof or 'lawful 

evidence' - that which is verified, validated, sworn to under the penalties of perjury and subject 

to cross-examination for fraud - is not presented, then this court must declare all actions done 

under this alleged authority to be the clear and undeniably void acts that they are, all perpetrated 

in the name of fraud. If this court somehow chose not to uphold and sustain constitutional law as 

the highest law of the land, then mere tyranny would reign instead in our land. 

Therefore, the utmost question before this court that it must now consider is thus: Is the trial 

court required to adhere to the law of jurisdictional challenges or not? If so, then this court must 

mandate the trial court to adhere to the law - which even your own statutes demand. If not, then 

why not, and factually how do the actions of the trial court comply with the requirements of due 

process and the confrontation clauses as protected by the Fifth, Sixth and Seventh amendments 

to the US Constitution and Article I, Sections 1-3, 7, 10-12, 15 and 18 of the Utah constitution? 
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Do the people have an absolute RIGHT to know and see proof of jurisdiction(s), venue, 

standing, authorities, offices and of any "known duty" to which they may be compelled under 

threat of sanction and when challenged, does a judicial officer then have a mandate to ensure 

that the party bringing the claim proves factually upon the record all elements of jurisdiction 

being asserted - or do the people not have this right and are they mere slaves, subject to every 

whim of regulation and control and must they then comply with everything they are told to do, 

regardless of whether jurisdiction has ever been factually established, or whether they have had 

the opportunity to cross-examine any evidence being used against them in the determination of 

such claims to jurisdiction? 

When a court has factually obtained all elements of jurisdiction, and when the law as asserted 

properly applies to an individual in a proceeding, the court unquestionably has the authority and 

power to settle disputes between litigants - provided it does not exceed the limitations or scope 

of its delegated powers. But when a court and judge merely impose jurisdiction by an abuse of 

'police power', utilizing intimidation and threats of physical violence and force - without 

requiring the claimant to prove factually the alleged jurisdiction, as has happened in this case, 

then that is a fundamental denial of due process and an abuse of public office and such acts are 

outside of all constitutional law. 

The trial court has claimed political jurisdiction over Appellant, yet where is the lawful evidence 

and documentation proving this flesh and blood man has knowingly, willingly and intentionally 

- wherein full disclosure was made - volunteered into your political jurisdiction? Robert 

declares that he has never knowingly, willingly or intentionally volunteered into the jurisdiction 
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of any body corporate or politic. Where is the proof that Appellant is personally subject to this 

merely assumed and presumed jurisdiction? Where is the lawful, constitutionally delegated 

authority and power to impose this political jurisdiction and statutory law upon Appellant, and 

how does it override his God-given, in/unalienable rights to due process? There is no such thing 

in any state constitution - therefore, the trial court must be operating outside of that instrument. 

Appellant cannot find any constitutional authority to impose this body of law upon him. It is the 

duty and responsibility of the judge to compel the plaintiff to prove all elements of jurisdiction 

being asserted, and especially to prove that Robert's actions of defending himself can be 

construed to be some sort of political crime of 'contempt9 - especially when the trial court judge 

has absolutely refused to answer Robert's questions regarding the nature and cause of the 

proceedings against him on that day - yet this absolute Right is protected by the Sixth 

Amendment to the US Constitution, and Article I Section 12 of the Utah constitution. In order to 

factually prove a particular law applies, the plaintiff must show where and in which constitution 

(state or federal) the power to impose the law upon Robert exists. The constitutions and treaties 

as the supreme law of the land are the final source of all law and any law made for which there 

is no delegated power is void and only waiting to be challenged - as is being challenged now. 

Both under the common law and under your own statutes, the judge has a mandate to compel 

proof that jurisdiction exists. Merely stating that 'jurisdiction exists' is unacceptable, as that 

knowledge is a fundamental right. That right even exists under slavery. When a judge or 

prosecutor refuses to follow that law, they have committed a crime that is actionable in court for 

damages. Since the jurisdiction of statutory law over Robert has never been proven factually, the 
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trial court must be proceeding under some presumption of law. Therefore, as Robert has already 

demanded and now demands again: exactly what presumption of law is the trial court operating 

under to pretend that authority exists to impose this body of law upon him? Mr. Hard may 

continue his claims that Robert 'accepted' the court's jurisdiction by the alleged signing of the 

fraudulent stipulation - yet as these are mere acts of fraud, and fraud vitiates every judgment 

that is based upon it, that allegation of jurisdiction simply cannot stand. If it did not exist prior to 

the alleged 'agreement,' it could not be conveyed by a fraudulent contract obtained under duress, 

as this is merely an indirect violation of Robert's rights [Gomiilion v. Lightfoot, 364 U.S. 155 

(1966), cited also in Smith v. Allwright, 321 U.S. 649.644]. 

Mr. Hard has also claimed that Robert was 'represented by competent counsel' at that time, yet 

Robert refutes any claims in this regard, as he had to fire Mr. Christiansen (before he 'withdrew' 

as counsel), as Mr. Christiansen was unable to properly represent Robert's interests and protect 

his rights from being violated by the trial court and the Petitioner. Therefore, any claims of 

jurisdiction made while Mr. Christiansen was employed by Robert are hereby refuted for what 

they are - yet another feeble attempt to claim jurisdiction where factually, none existed. 

Consequently, if a court could merely state it 'has jurisdiction' and then proceed as if no such 

formal jurisdictional challenge had been made, then there could be no hope for true justice. If 

the people do not have the absolute right to challenge jurisdiction, then there can be no 

'delegated' power to impose this political/statutory jurisdiction upon them against their will. If 

the power to regulate is not delegated directly or by specific intent, it does not exist - unless, of 

course, there is some other yet undisclosed source of authority for these actions. 
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If the people were not allowed to see verified proof of jurisdiction, or were not allowed to cross-

examine any witnesses or evidence being used against them in the determination of such claims 

of jurisdiction, then the people would be hopelessly enslaved indeed. If this is the actual 

determination of this court, then it must declare Robert a mere slave, subject to every whim of 

governmental regulation and control, and that he has no choice in the matter and must simply 

comply with all orders of the court, regardless of the constitutional validity of such orders. 

The US Supreme Court has correctly held that rights cannot be surrendered by accident or 

trickery - but must be knowing and intelligent acts done with proper awareness, including full 

disclosure of all of the facts [Brady v US 397 US 742@748]. Being placed under legislative 

jurisdiction due to a privilege that is merely available, or due to some other presumption of law, 

is constitutionally prohibited. This also falls under the lack of delegated authority to impose 

such policy and it violates the unalienable rights of the state sovereign principal. 

If the trial court is abusing the Fourteenth Amendment to justify any presumptions the 

government is operating under, then such is inexcusable behavior for refusing to acknowledge 

any Demurrer or Jurisdictional Challenge. If the trial court is pretending that Appellant only has 

legislatively granted 'privileges' brought forward under the Fourteenth Amendment rather than 

unalienable god-given rights protected by the Bill of Rights and the state constitutions, then this 

is reprehensible behavior on its part. To refuse to answer a direct challenge when duty is placed 

upon one to answer is the very essence and foundation of fraud. To continue to refuse to 

properly answer the challenge to jurisdiction, with lawful evidence, subject to cross-examination 

on the witness stand, admits there is no constitutional foundation for the court and Petitioner's 
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actions, as silence equates to fraud [U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d 297, 299. See also U.S. v. Prudden, 

424 F.2d 1021,1032; Carmine v. Bowen, 64 A. 932]. Therefore, refusing to properly respond to 

the formal jurisdictional challenge has now in and of itself, created a constitutional estoppel on 

the part of the Petitioner, her counsel and the trial court itself. 

Aside from threats of physical violence and force, as the trial court and judge have already 

shown they intend to use against Robert - exactly where is the lawful evidence supporting such 

claims of jurisdiction and authority? Robert can't find it, and therefore he has to presume it does 

not exist. Again, to pretend that the fraudulent stipulation conveyed jurisdiction is a mere ruse, 

as if jurisdiction did not exist prior to the alleged stipulation, it cannot be obtained under the 

guise of threat, duress and coercion - as they are the underlying foundation of fraud, let alone 

the fraud brought into the trial court by the lack of full disclosure on the part of the Petitioner 

herself. A contract void for fraud conveys nothing but fraud, and is therefore void ab initio, nunc 

pro tunc. By what lawful, constitutionally delegated authority, and for what lawful purpose then, 

is the trial court refusing to recognize the fraud that has been perpetrated against Robert? 

Does anyone have the right to assert claims of jurisdiction and authority over another yet refuse 

to prove those claims by lawful evidence - especially after those claims of jurisdiction have 

been formally and squarely challenged? How is the failure to evidence these claims of 

jurisdiction NOT a blatant and violent denial of due process? Does the trial court simply have to 

resort to 'bullying' tactics as it is afraid to disclose the sheer magnitude of the fraud and denial 

of due process that has been perpetrated against Robert, all under mere color of law? 
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If the Petitioner and her counsel wish to finally address the issues of factually proving 

jurisdiction over Robert, then they must bring forth any ORIGINAL instrument(s) bearing the 

witnessed signature of the undersigned, upon which the Petitioner's claim is based that either the 

undersigned has competently and intentionally waived Sovereignty in accordance with the 

prohibition of the Thirteenth Amendment to the US Constitution, or affirmed affidavit of 

competent witness to any oath or affirmation made publicly by undersigned likewise 

establishing such (or any) corporate or political jurisdiction. Please note that any and all such 

instruments must not be void for failure to comply with any of the requirements of contract law. 

Under a constitutional republic such as ours, only corrupt and evil power-hungry officials do not 

strictly adhere to the limitations of power delegated to them by the people through the chains of 

constitutional law. Since this concept seems inconceivable in our society, for what lawful 

purpose then has the trial court judge continued to insist that the court 'has jurisdiction' yet 

refused to do his duty in requiring that the Petitioner and her counsel abide by the law when 

presented with a formal jurisdictional challenge? Will this court finally mandate the trial court to 

comply with constitutional law - including the due process requirements, and particularly the 

confrontation clauses, in order to keep from further injuring this man by continuing to violate his 

in/unalienable rights - or will this court also allow the trial court and sitting judge to continue to 

exercise these seemingly unconstitutional abuses of power? 

Mr. Hard claims that Robert failed to follow the 'proper' court procedures in order to have this 

matter heard. While that may or may not be true - factually, exactly how are those court rules 

and procedures obligatory and binding upon Robert? Until it is proved with lawful evidence 
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from upon the public record that Robert is subject to your jurisdiction, none of those rules can 

even apply. The trial court has been given Notice many times of the challenge to its merely 

assumed and presumed jurisdiction. A Motion for Void Judgment was filed addressing this very 

issue of lack of political jurisdiction over Robert. Yet the trial court judge has continued to 

refuse to rule on that Motion. Surprisingly, Robert's Request for a Pre-Trial Conference on his 

Motion for Void Judgment, docketed in the trial court record at page 761 on 11/17/2006 is all-

too-conveniently labeled as a 'Missing Document' in the trial court record, but Robert includes a 

copy of that herein as well (See: Exhibits 2-3, Addendum). This document must be iiberally 

construed' to fit the criteria Mr. Hard insists on when claiming that there was never a 'Request 

to Submit for Decision' regarding the Void Judgment matter. To refuse to factually address the 

issues of political/legislative jurisdiction over Robert is an abuse of public office and a blatant 

and utter denial of due process. Furthermore, Robert fully intends to subpoena Judge Stott's 

clerk, if necessary, to obtain her sworn testimony that Robert did, in fact, request a pre-trial 

conference hearing on his Motion for Void Judgment, and was told while talking to her on the 

phone that it was scheduled for December 1, 2006. But Robert arrived on that day to find that it 

had conveniently been 'removed' from the scheduled items of business for that day. 

As stated previously, what the constitutions do not allow, they strictly prohibit. The 

constitutions then therefore strictly prohibit the denial of due process and the imposition of 

statutory law upon the people without their knowledge or fully informed consent, or even 

against their will or especially over their objections. If the trial court is not required to recognize 

the constitutions and treaties as the supreme law of the land, then this court must disclose what 



source of authority and power and presumptions of law that court is operating under. To pretend 

that Robert has no 'right' to this information or to confront any witnesses, or to cross-examine 

any evidence being used against him can only be considered as tyranny in its crudest form. 

There can only be one of two logical conclusions that the court must now decide between: 

1) Declare Robert the sovereign and free man that he is, 'not subject to law' as declared by 

the preambles to the constitutions and affirmed by Justice Matthews in Yick Wo v. 

Hopkins, and mandate that the trial court adhere only to constitutionally compliant law 

and case law and provide due process of law by mandating that the sitting judge be 

required to comply with all of the requirements of the lawfully executed jurisdictional 

challenge and mandate that the trial court judge compel the Petitioner to produce any 

lawful evidence, subject to cross-examination, supporting the claims of jurisdiction being 

asserted and to show forth plainly upon the record exactly how Robert can be subject to 

the court's political/legislative jurisdiction and statutory law; or in the alternative, 

2) Declare Robert to be a mere slave, subject to every whim of government control, and 

further declare that he can be compelled to perform under that body of law called 

statutory law without his knowledge or fully informed consent, or even against his will 

and over his objections. If this be the decision of this court, then it must also fully 

disclose who holds the superior title to the body of this flesh and blood man. 

If this court denies that Appellant is one of the sovereign people who has unalienable rights 

protected by the constitutions, then this court must disclose the source of any alleged contract or 

agreement, which itself is not void for fraud, wherein Robert knowingly, willingly and 
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intentionally entered into and wherein full disclosure was made, subjecting himself to your 

political/legislative jurisdiction and unlimited regulation and control through statutory law, as 

Robert denies the existence of any such lawful contract, and involuntary servitude is strictly 

prohibited by the Thirteenth Amendment to the US Constitution. Which is it? One cannot be a 

free man and a slave at the same time. Either Robert is a sovereign and free man, or he is a mere 

slave, or some other form of government chattel. 

If the latter is the determination to be made by this court, then Robert asks this court to provide 

the exact Article, Section and Clause of the appropriate Constitution that allows for the 

unlimited regulation and control and the taking of life, liberty and property through the 

imposition of statutory law upon the sovereign people while acting in their private, non

commercial capacities - without their knowledge or informed consent, or even against their will 

and over their objections, particularly when one is not an agent or employee of any government 

entity, and does not live or work in any territory over which congress is sovereign, and how this 

is not contrary to the requirements of due process, the confrontation clauses and the Bill of 

Attainder clauses? If the former is the determination of the court, then the trial court must be 

given a mandate to comply with the highest law of the land and return to the Rule of Law in 

these proceedings, and provide proper due process of law as protected by the Fifth, Sixth and 

Seventh Amendments to the US Constitution, and Article I, Sections 1-3, 7, 10-12, 15 and 18 of 

the Utah constitution. 

This court now has a dilemma on its hands - either it is has to acknowledge the fraud and 

injustices that have been perpetrated against Robert, or it has to continue to deny Robert's 
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unalienable rights to due process and to confront any witnesses or evidence being used against 

him. Which will it be? Do the people have an absolute, God-given right to see proof of asserted 

jurisdiction and challenge any evidence being used against them by cross-examination on the 

witness stand, as the Supreme Court has stated - or do they not? 

Moreover, does the State, or does the State not - get a federal reward for assisting in the 

collection of these alleged child support payments? If so, then the State has a vested interest in 

the outcome of these proceedings and that in and of itself is a conflict of interest for any State 

paid employee such as a judge. If this be true, then there would not appear to be any neutrality 

here in this case, which is required in any true Article III delegated judicial authority setting. 

Furthermore, if the trial court was created by statute as it appears, that is legislative and not 

constitutional - and that would leave the people with only two branches of government, which 

itself is a constitutional impossibility. 

Additionally, it is said that if you don't fight for your rights - you don't have them. Robert has 

now become a 'belligerent claimant' of his rights. It is sickening and saddening that here we 

have just celebrated the birth of our country's 'freedom' - yet the people have to fight tooth and 

nail just to protect those basic rights and blessings of liberty that are supposed to be guaranteed 

to them by the very documents that were used to free our country from tyrannous, oppressive 

rule. Why does this loss of individual freedoms now appear to be the case in a country 

supposedly devoted to liberty and justice for all? 



Therefore, will the oppressive and tyrannous acts Robert has been subjected to be allowed to 

continue, or will this court do its duty and mandate the trial court to finally obey, honor and 

sustain the highest law of the land? There is absolutely no discretion in this matter. The 

constitutions as the highest law of the land are the mandate from the people to their government 

servants. To disobey the limits of constitutional law are acts of treason and tyranny against the 

people because they make war on the Constitutions. 

Conclusion 

For all the foregoing reasons, the Court has no lawful choice but to reverse all the trial court's 

orders and mandate that the trial court now comply with the law of jurisdictional challenges and 

mandate the trial court judge to compel the Petitioner to bring forth any lawful evidence - that 

which is verified, validated and sworn to under the penalties of perjury - and have that 

'evidence' subjected to cross-examination on the witness stand for potential fraud, in order to 

even attempt to factually prove upon the record the merely assumed and presumed political 

jurisdiction over Robert. These proceedings must return to the Rule of Law and the court must 

again begin to comply with the highest law of the land [Downes v. Bidwell, 21 S.Ct. 770, 182 

U.S. 244, 45 Led. 1088 (1901); Boyd v. United, 116 U.S. 616 at 635 (1885)]. 

This court is now mandated by the highest law of the land -the voice of the people to their 

government servants - to send this one major, glaring message to the trial court and judge: 

OBEY THE CONSTITUTION. 

_ ™ _ _ _ _ j _ 



DATED: July 10, 2007 

Respectfully submitted, 

All Rights Reserved without Prejudice, 

9 

Robert Matthew Mulder, in Propria Persona 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Reply Brief of Appellant was 

mailed by first class mail this 10th day of July, 2007 to the following: 

Stephen T. Hard 
725 Chaparral Dr. 
Murray, Utah 84123 

Robert Mulder 
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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 

Robert Matthew Mulder, ) 

Respondent/Appellant, ) Addendum to Reply 

) Brief of Appellant 

Vs. ) 

) Case No. 20061102 

TAMARA ROWLEY MULDER, ) District Ct. No. 054401811 

AKA TAMARA CAPUTO, ) 

Petitioner/Appellee. ) 

Addendum to Reply Brief of Appellant, pursuant to your Rule 24(a)(l 1) 

See attached Exhibits 



When recorded return to: 

Robert Mulder 
P.O. Box 1098 
Clearlake Oaks, California [95423] 

ASSEVERATION AND DECLARATION OF STATUS 

The State of Utah 

ss . 

The County of Utah 

I, Robert Mulder; competent to testify, by first hand knowledge, to the facts contained herein, do Lawfully 
Declare and Affirm: 

"I am a NATURAL BORN FREE, Sui Juris, de jure California CITIZEN", an American Citizen by birth. I 
am sojourning in Utah, created and endowed by God (Creator) with UNALIENABLE RIGHTS enumerated in 
the Constitutions of the United States, California and Utah and affirmed in the Declaration of Independence. My 
jurisdiction is My Sovereign Domain.. 

I have never knowingly, willfully, or intentionally waived any of these unalienable rights and I freely choose to 
obey all Constitutional American Law and Pay all Lawful taxes in jurisdictions applicable to me for the 
common good. I stand myself, with Assistance, Special, Sui Juris with Judicial Power, and non assumpsit to any 
defacto state. I am not a member of the body corporate or politic. My Status of Citizen (Art.2:1:5, 1:2:3, 4:2:1 
and 3:2:1 US Const.), and my Unalienable Rights, are not negotiable. 

I, a creation only of God (Creator), a free agent, being a slave or peon to no one, have never, knowingly, 
willfully, intentionally, or voluntarily given my power of attorney, appointment, or agency to any other party, 
be it government, person, organization, or any other entity. Any act or forms bearing my signature or shrewd 
entrapments, that I have unwittingly endorsed or entered into by shrewd entrapments or fraud, I hereby 
REVOKE, release, cancel, Nunc Pro Tunc, including but not all inclusive, all registrations, licenses, certificates, 
appointments, any implied contracts or adhesions entered into by any provision of "color (counterfeit) of law", 
without specific Notice of Intent, government, or shrewd entrapment of commercial enterprise now or in the 
future and consider all such signatures or adhesions null and void. 

This is at law LAWFUL NOTICE, that all such signatures of mine in the future, with all such government, 
banks or otherwise adhesioned sources, are to be under "TDC" (threat, duress and/or coercion), and non 
assumpsit, whether appearing therewith or otherwise. Nor will I be compelled to perform under any contract, 
agreement or bankruptcy that I have not entered into Knowingly, Voluntarily, and Intentionally, and that I do 
not and will not accept the liability associated with the compelled benefit of any unrevealed commercial 
agreement, contract or bankruptcy. I claim all property rights, including those held jointly with the people, 
including the right to use of dedicated properties. 

Recent studies have convinced me that US Governments have, by shrewd legal entrapment, deception, color of 
law and Constructive Fraud, deceived Citizens into waiving rights and privileges granted them by God and 
affirmed by the organic documents known as the Constitutions, and placed them under de facto or foreign 
JURISDICTION/AUTHORITY, in order to place them in a position of voluntary and involuntary peonage 
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and enslavement. With this knowledge, I believe that I am NOT SUBJECT to the territorial-limited "Exclusive 
Legislation" and its foreign jurisdiction mandated for Washington, D.C. (Artl:8:17-18 US Const.), including its 
foreign "internal" government organizations therein or by contract adhesion there to intertwined throughout our 
land, including STATE (s). I therefore lawfully "squarely challenge" the fraudulent JURISDICTION/ 
AUTHORITY, that does not apply to me (Hagans vs. Lavine, 415 US 528 at 533) with "The Supreme Law of 
the Land" upholding this Sovereign Citizen. It is therefore incumbent upon any government personnel, agency 
or organization, to first prove its jurisdiction over me [US Code, Title 5, 556 (d)]. Persons violating jurisdiction 
shall be charged under Title 18 US Criminal Codes 241, 242,1001, and/or other applicable code, for their high 
standard and knowledge of the law and perjury of oaths. I A Q 2 -E0G7 :'G a OT e 

It appears by law, that this Citizen, by status of Citizenship is as Foreign as a Non-Resident Alien to the (US 
Const. Art 1:8:17-18) District of Columbia's Federal Government and STATE(s) as likewise to Russia. I declare 
that I have never resided in the District of Columbia, or STATE (s), that I am not a "resident", nor a "person" 
(artificial persons), equal or subject under the law with corporations or politicians, insidiously created by 
governments to usurp, dominate, and confuse people, as created by the 13th and 14th amendment to the 
Constitution. 

That I am Sovereign, as the people, over the instruments of our creation, namely our limited governments, 
created for the protection of natural rights and liberties, and our Organic and Supreme Law, and respect only my 
God (Creator) as Sovereign to me and in Whom we trust. The governments, having incorporated, have laid 
down their Sovereignty to become persons equal under the law with other artificial persons, under the Clearfield 
Doctrine and therefore exercise power by tyrannical military police power (martial law rule), using 
unauthorized War Powers and perpetrating mixed war with color of authority, in total defiance of our 
unalienable, God given rights. That as a member of the community of the Sovereign Republic, State of 
California, I am an Elector. I have not ever taken an oath of attorney or public office. My rights, having been 
given by God (Creator) and declared as unalienable can not be alienated by me or from me without 
consequence. 

This is at law public notice of my status, replacing any previous filings of record, and if within 30 days after 
filing of this document as a public record, notice to all parties in The States of Utah, California, or any other of 
the 50 Corporate 'States', any party having not provided lawful evidence to the contrary of these declarations, 
on a point by point basis, as cited; the foregoing truth declared will be assumed by default, and your silence 
acquiescence that the affirmations of this document are true, as affirmed by this Citizen. 

FURTHER THIS AFFIANT SAITH NOT, 

lobert Mulder, Sui Juris 

Subscribed and affirmed in the County of Utah in The State of Utah, on this 4th day of January, 2007. 
(seal) 

Notary Public of the Stkie of Utah tary ruDiic ot ttte state ot l/tan 
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Missing Document 

11-17-06 

Request for Pretrial Conference 
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Robert Mulder 

c/o P.O. Box 1098 

Clearlake Oaks, California [95423] 

Alleged Defendant, in Propria Persona 

By Special Appearance 

IN THE FOURTH DISTRICT COURT 

IN AND FOR UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH-PROVO DIVISION 

TAMARA ROWLEY MULDER 

Petitioner/Plaintiff in Error 

vs. 

ROBERT MATTHEW MULDER[SIC] 

Respondent/Defendant in Error 

By Special Appearance 

Request for Pre-Trial Conference 

Civil No.: 054401811 

Judge: Stott 

REQUEST FOR PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE ON MOTION FOR VOID JUDGMENT 

Robert Matthew Mulder, one of the sovereign people, appearing only in 

his private and not public, commercial capacity, hereby respectfully 

requests this court for a pre-trial scheduling conference on his Motion 

for Void Judgment and Demand for Trial by Jury. 

The Orders, Rulings and Judgments issued by this court are inconsistent 

with the facts, lawful evidence, and the highest Law of the Land and 
therefore, must be remedied* 

Dated the 8th day of November, 2006. 

Respectfully submitted, 

All Rights Reserved without Prejudice, 

/ 
Robert Matthew Mulder, in Propria Persona 
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Certificate of Service 

I certify that on the 8 day of September, 2006, I mailed a copy 

of this Request for Pre-Trial Conference to the following address: 

Stephen T. Hard 

725 Chaparral Dr. 

Murray, Utah 84123 

Robert Mulder 
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STATE OF UTAH } ss. 

OATH OF OFFICE 

1, Gary D. Stott, having been appointedto the office of 

District Court Judge 

do solemnly swear that I will support, obey and defend the Constitution of the 

United States and the Constitution of this State and that 1 will discharge the 

duties of my office with fidelity. 

S-ijA J Mil 
(Signature) 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 12th day of December, 2006. 

Presiding Judge 
Fourth District Court 

Official Use Only 
Term of Commission *§ 78-24-16. "Every court, every judge, every clerk and deputy 

clerk of any court, every justice, every notary public, and every 
From officer or person authorized to take testimony in any action or 

proceeding, or to decide upon evidence, has power to administer 
To oaths, or affirmations." 
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