
Katherine Hine, a living woman,
on her own behalf and on behalf
of thc ottrcr ownus of HiRGG
Properties, pma. a Private
Membership Association

Claimants,

Ohio Circuit Court of Record
Seated at Chillicothe

Casc No. 24-ROS-003

JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT
IMPOSING SANCTIONS
FOR CONTEMPT, ARi,tED
ASSAULT & EXTORTION

Tonya Free, et al
Respr:ndents.

NOW ON this day of February. 2025. upon three of ou-r'tnetnbers having assembled, our Lord

and King Jesus Christ thereby being in our midst, our Court having been lawfu[y formed in 2021 after

having provided all lawful public Notices during 2020 and having been operating publicly and without

objection for more t[ran three (3) years as a Coufl of record administering the common law as the earthly

expression of the ultimate larv of God, bowing only to His ultimate sovereigtty, conducting ourselves

consistently with our understanding of the superior law of Almighty God anti, whercver possiblc.

consistently rvith Respondents' 1781 and 1787 Constinrtions fcr the united states of America, the

Declaration of Independarce, the Northwest Ordinance, and Magrta Carta, among other treatises and

tounding documents, having reviervetl C.laimants' verified September 29, 2024 post-judgmentNotice, in

which they specifically named as Supplernental Respondents: Tina Large, Jolrn Street, Toni Eddy.

lv{ichelle Arnold, Sharon Kennedy, Katherine Weinland, George Lavender, Ron Myers. Jody Walker,

LeeAm Comyn, their agetrts, principals, and coutractors, lravitrg also reviewed Claimants' second and

third Notices, exhibits, proofs of seruice and affidavits of uon-respollse, we FIND by agree ment of the

parties. by a preponderance of rhe evidence. and beyond any reasonable doubt as follows:

1. It is a matter of public record on the Docket page of this Court's website thal lawful judgment herein
'was arlready rendered without objection against original Respondents Free and McCray on September 10,

2024, granting Claimants rcstoration uf posscssir.rn of thcir land and thc structures thcreon. Said judgment

vsas bascd on a binding writtcn common larv contract cxccutcd on August 11,2023 bctwecn said original
Respondents and Clairnants, all as men and women. not as legal t-rction percons.

2. None of the Respoudents lr.ave ever voiced any otrjection to the verified facts set forth in the Three (3)

Notices filed and served upon them three (3) times follorving our September 10,2024 Order against

original Respondents Free and McCray. The first of said Notices, daced Septernber 29, 2024. followed by
Respondenrs' three (3) defaults thereon, established that Respondents Free and McCray perjwed

themselves and that Respondcnr Wcinland suborncd said pcrjury, supposcdly with awarcness of penalties

for perjury, by nreans of a September l7 .2024 corporate document presented to Respondent Street.
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3. Not one of Supplenrental Respondents. his or her agents, prinoipals, or sontrastors has any authoriry to

interfere with the right of people such as original Respondents and Claimants to contract with one

another, nor, of course, would it be possible lor a mental construct knoutr a.s a colporation, such as those

employing Supplemental Respondents, to have any such authority.

4. By agreement among all parties, Claimant Katherine Hine arrd the other Claimanrs rvich rvhom she has

forrned a colnmon law plivate membershjp association, are the true owners of the land and structures

lorown to Respondents as I 89, 189 t/2, and 189 REAR East Water Street, Chillicothe, Ohio atrd are

cntitled to exclusive possession of the rental home ktowr: as 189 t/t,East Water Street.

5. Claimanis herein have at a1l tirnes been and remain the owners of the aforementioned land and the

structures thereon, in the name of their common law private mernhership association, IIiRGG Properties,

pma. Thc legal fiction entity knorvn as HiRGG PROPERTIES. LLC, by definition, never actually existed.

5. Supptemental Respondcnts are mcu and womcn who admittcdly use tictionalized pcrv'ersions of thcir

nrrmes! i.e. the all-capiml vcrsions thcrcof, to posc as agents of onc or more private, tbr-profit corporatiolts

masquerading as "govemmenf'. ln the course of operating said corporations by proxy. Respondents

Kennedy, Street, Eddy, Weinland, and Gratowski, the latter being an agent of Respondent Weinland,

ignore ttre common law and the larv of God. They instead purpoft to administer corporate policies known

as statutes, codes, and ordinances, but regularly refi,rse to even adhere m those, We will address this

7. One egregious example of the many refusals of all Respondent BAR members, their agents,

conffactol's, and superiors, to adhere even to their own corporale policies, is their notorious participation

in and profiteering from contracts, eombinations, serics of contracts and thc execution of othcr acts that

create and maintain commercial activity within a system of corporate pronouncements designed to

deceive ttre people into widespread but false beliefs that:

(a) such pronouuccmcnts arc "law",
(b) that the only source ofjustice in the lives of the people c.omes through the counsel of BAR members,

amd

(c) that only BAR mcml:crs may lead thc pcoplc cft'cctivcly through thc mazc thus crcatcd. Sttch acts of
common law barrany, are designed to generate revetlue fbr Respondents and their principals at the

expense of others. thereby restraining trade or comftrerce and engaging in overt acts of monopolization,

all prohitrited by Sections I and 2 of Re.spondenls' Sherman Antitrust Act also known as l5 U.S.C. Ch. 1.

Another of the parent corporation's policy statutes, known as the Clayton Act [15 U.S.C. $ I5 (1964)]

provides lbr treble damages to "personso' who are injured. Claimanls, not being "persons", make no such

claim. llowevcr, it is instructivc to obscrvc that thc seriousn$ss of inliactions of Section 2 of the Clayton

Act committed by those, who, like Respondcnts, have acted as persons "shall bc dccmed guilry of a

t-elony due to participation or attenrpted participation in rnonopolistic practices."

8. No corporate policy enactment, by its orvn terms, applies to living people.

9. Claimants' September 29,2024 Notice, together with their second and third notices, constinrted a

contract otl'er, which all Respondents accepted hy their silences and hy etrgaging in the conduct specified
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in the Notices, That conduct included without lirnitation:

(a) BAR member Respondents' preparation of corporate docurnents labeled as 24 CVH 1824, with
Respondent BAR membeis' full knowledge of the well-known track record of Respondents Lavender and

Myers for unlawful anned violence;
(b) Supplemental Respondenls' dissemination of documents likcly co be understood as writtcn thrcats of
anned violsnce and trespass against Clainrants and their land; and

(c) Respondents'use of documents pertaining to said corporat$ mattcr, curcntly known as 24 CVH 1824,

in an attempt to interfere with Claimants' original September 10,2024 judgmcnt in Casc Number 24-
ROS-003 from this Court or any subsequent judgment that we render thereafter, including this one.

10. Claimants and Respondents, together with all their agurts, principals, and contractors, have all
ar.rthorized us to incorporate into a Judgmerrt, the terms of their said Contract resolving all mattcrs
previously in dispute between them as people.

I t. All Rcspondcnts havc now on three (3) occa.sions admitted thal. the authority of this Court is based on
the superior law of Almighty God over all men:rnd wornen living on the land He created. We futther
FIND that Supplernental Respondents' claimcd authority, on tho sontrary, is bascd on corporate profit
motives. Respondent Street's similar admissions in thc mattcr of lline v Ater 24 ROS-0M, is a matter of
recordascan beviewedonouronlinedocket. i.,..:.i"'i i.:\.-:'-,.t 'i .,.;r:.

W; 12. The word of Almighty God. who Respondens havc admitted is the ultimatc tarthty sovercign (Public
Lfd Law 97-280), acknorvledges that unrebutted verit'ied notices such as Claimants' stand as tnrtlr: I Peter

t\ I:25; Hebrews 6:13-15. Holy Bible. KJV.

13. Claimants'Notices, based on Jesus's instructions fi'omMatthew l8:I5-I7, which rvarnRespondents

of the consequences of their silences andlor conduct. are likewise hardly rrnknown in Respondents'

corporate world of cornmerce. Claimants'unrcbuttcd affidavits supporting their Notices admittedly stand

as ftuth, even according to Rcspondcnts' commcrcial policy cnactments, such as UCC Sec- l-202.
Respondents' corporate poticy enactunent know'n as 28 U.S.C. Sec. 17,16 likewise specificaily concedes

that the affidavits supporting the facts oontained in Claimants' Notices constitute prnof of the affidavits'
contents. Morcovcr, Roman civil law, wlrich Rcspondenr BAR mernbers are fond of citing. happens to

also be in accord: Qui non negat, fatetur. I.e. He who does not dsny, agrees.

14. Original Respondents Free and McCray have never disputed that:

(a) they were in breach of the August ll,2D23 contract between themselves anrl Claimants. that
(b) they refuse to pay rent, or that
(c) Clairnants are entitled to exclusive possession of their land as we originally ordered on September

r0.2024.

15. We make the following further FINDINGS, applying the admitted facts conceding that all true lau,

comes lronr God, the one lawgiver (James 4:12), not fi'om corporate policy:

{a) BAR member Respondents Street, Eddy, Weinland, and their agent Gnatowski are all admittedly well

Pq3



^fu
ry^

.JtAl

aware that each is prohibitecl by the original 13th Amendment to their I 787 Consrinrtion, frorn serving in
positions of publ.ic tust and are all likcwisc prohibited trom so serving hecause of their refusals to allorv

the all-capital fictions created from their riames to comply with their superiors' corporate policy

enactment known as the Foreign Agent Registration Act.
(tr) The Bible is the source of the common law ma.xim and principlc that mcn and wolnen may l1ot

administer that u,hich they did not crcate. [saiah 29:16: John l5:20; Job 40:2; Romans 9:20. Re.spondent

Srrect's September 19. 2024 docunrenl which lre or an agent of his signed purportedly on behall of a

fictitious corporate tribunal. is evidenco that he rccognizcs thusc principles as rvell. When Respondort

Street, the man, acted in a legal fiction role in the corporate mattcr known to Respondenls as 24 CVH

1824,he avoided ordering Claimant Katherine Hine, the wofilani or any of the other Clairnant men and
'women by name or as living people, to do anything. Any current or fuftrre statemenls of corporate

position enranating from Respondent BAR members' activitics using legal tiction lahels are inapplicahle

to living people and incapable of g'anting any rights or creating any duties.

(c) Respondent Street admits that he administers a private. for-profit corporation. a legal fiction having no

corporeal existcncc, u'hich also tails to meet BAR memher Respondents' own clefinition of being a court

at all, Respondcnts also admits that the people have superior earthly authority to govem, as was conceded

long ago by Respondent BAR rnenrbers' superiors in Chisholnt v. Georgia, 419 U.S. 2 (1793) and as

Almighty God has long ago instructed the people to carry out. Genesis l:26. Consistently rvith these

admissions, Respondents' so-cal[ed Septembcr 19. 2024 "Tcmporary Restraining Order" along with any

other documents bearing the corporate identifier of 24 CVH 1824, or otherwise. fiuther demonstrate

Rcspondcnts' admission tlrat no corporate tribunal can have authority over living people, including
Katherine Hine or any of thc other people who arc Claimants and mernbers of the common law private

membership association known as HiRCG R'operties pma.

(d) Respondents' usages of the legal fiction all caps name is a non-standard bastardization of English

grammar rules applicablc only to propcr names, according to BAR memher Respondents' own style

-, i,li-ij:l..i.1-,::J-l-1.:=ttr.i*j-i::. i . Otber style manuals in cornmon usage in the corporate legal world agree.

E.g. Chicago Manual oJ'St-vle (l4th Ed.), Manual on {Jsage & St1,le, (8th Ed.),ISBN I-878674-51-X
( I995: Tex. L. Rev. ) Section D (prohibiting thc usagc of all caps to ret'er to litigants); NASA/SP -7O84:-

NASA Special Publication: Grammar. Punctuation, and Capitalization, a Handbook firr Technical Writers

and Editors (1998: NASA Langiey Research Center, Hampton, Va.) Sec.. 4.1 (specificalty ptohibiting all

caps usages such as "STATE OF NEW YORK"). This mcans that KATHERINE HINE. sometimes callcd

a "person", is an entity Cllaimant never created or knorvingly authorized, and is not the equivalent of
Katherine Hine, the rvoillan.
(c) God is the sovereign over all and is no respecter of persons. Nor must we tre. Itoverbs 28:21; Acts

l0:34: James 2:9; Romans 2:11. Luke 2t):21 Job l3:10,32:21, Psalm 82:2.

Legal tiction persons, invented by man, are flot the equivalent of people. created by God. Respondent

Street recognizes this distinction. [-lencc, Respondcni Strcct's dosurncnts arc basically mcaninglcss

because the legal fiction role known as HONORABLE JOHN B. STREET could notpossibly have

authority over living people. It rnakes no difference that the man, Respondent Street, tnay have pinned

lalse and fictitious labels, such as DEFENDANT, onto the people we refer to here as Claimants.

{Q Respondents' cotporate policy enactments gcncrally cxcludc thc use of the tcrms men aud wotnen,

since corporate agents know they lack authority ovcr God's crcations. No man or woman ha.s the power or

ability to change another man or woman into a legal ficrtion "person" for his or her own covetous

pu{poses, as BAR member Respondents may be attempting.
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(g) Respondents' superior and predecessor, Williarn Clinton. admitted in 1999, in a rare usage of the tenn
"people", not '!crsons", that tlc "pcople of the State are free - . . to det'ine the moral, political and legal

character of rheir [ives." "Executivo Order" I 3132, Section 2.

(h) Respondents are not free to defure people or their contracts with one another, to suit Respondents'

corporate revenue generating purposes. Saying otherwise docs not rnakc it so. Respondents are not

entitled to pin inaccurate labels on Clairnants in order to interfere with their cnnlracL, as people, with
original Respondents. also people. By attempting to do so, Supplenrental Respondents deff not only their

superiors' Executivc Ortlc,r 13132, but also thcir 1787 Constirution Art. 1, Sec. I 0 prohibition against

contract interference.

We further FIND:

I6. Respondents Street, Weinland, Kennedy, and Gnaton ski, as pc-oplc, admittcdly have no authority to
commit the common larv tort known as interference with contract against either Claimants or original
Respondents, all of whom are people, not legal tiction pcrsons.

17. Respondent Street. even *'hen playing the role of HONORABLE JOHN B. STREET. has no authority
to tcll Respondents Lavender or Myers, the men, or their agents. what to do, when those men are not "otl
thc job".

18. Respondent Strect demonstratcs that he knows that Claimants are all living beings created by God

Almighty, not by tie corporate State, by reliaining tiom using Claimants' acrualbirth namcs whcn

expressing his self-serving desire that they take no steps to enforce our September 10, 20?4 Order. In any

event, there is no allegation by anyone, much less, evidence, that Clairnants have any interest in utilizing
the sen'ices of any of Respouderlt Streel's agents in thc cnforcemcnt of our Septcmbcr 70,2024 Order or
the rvithin Judgment.

19. Thero is nothing in Rcspondcnts' corporatc documents dated September 19,2024, October 11,2t 24

or ary datc thcreafter, that rvould impede Claimanls from enforcing the August I l, 2023 contract they

have with original Respondents Free and McCray, our Septernber 10,2A24 Order, or the within Judgrnent.

20. Wc thcrcforc FIND that origirral Respondents'plan to admittedly use fraud, perjury, and other trickery
in an effott to relieve themselves of their lawful contract" obligations to Clairnarrts is ineffective. Ttre

documents pertaining to the corporate matter knou,n as 2,1 CVH 1824 dated Septernber 19, 2024 or
otherwise. provide no immunity either to original Respondents, Free and McCray, or to any of the

Supplemental Respondents as people created by the Almighty, all of lrhom remain fully liable for any

harm they have caused arnd are causing to Claimants. as people, due to their acts of contract interference,

cxtortion, antl othcr acts attcmpting to hann thern.

21, Although doing so is corrrpletely unnecessarv lo support our decisir-rn herein, rve make additional
FINDINGS to illustrate the lengths that Respondent BAR members arrd their predecessors lrave

historically gone, to feather their own nests while portraying themselves as solicitous of the people's

wellare. Tracing Raspondent. BAR members'use of the contrived subterfuge of "unconscionabiligr" from
its inception" we note as follows:
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(a) tn the matter af SCOTT v. UNITED ST,ITES,79 U"S. 443 (1870), Respondent BAR members'

predecessors, in order to benefit their associates or agents rvho had fbolishly cntcrcd into a

disadvarrtageous contract, conjured up the notiotr that such contract u,as 'ltncotrscionable" using the

fol lowing ration al izations:
"Where parties intend to contract Lry parol, a.rrd there is a misunderstanding as to the tetms, neither

is bound, bec,ause their minds have not met. Where there is a u,ritten contract, and a likely
misundersranding is developed, a cour-t of equity rvill refuse to execute it. If a contract be

urueasonable and unconscionable, but not void for fraud, a court of law will give to the party who

sues for its breach damages, not according to its letter, but only such as he is equitably entitled to."

ft) Neither Sueet nor any of the other Respondents even alleged that any widenee existed suggesting that

the August 11,2023 contract contained a "likely rnisunderstanding" or that original Respondents Free and

McCray, as people, not persons, were somehow misled about the cotrtract term providing that ail disputes

were to be resolved by this Court.
(c) Since SCOTT, the notion of "unconscionabiliry", contrived by BAR tnembers, for BAR members, has

expanded.so a.s to selectively interfere rvith legal and lawful contraets, which remain unquestionably

enforceable. The term 'tnconscionability" has never been well defured or its existence anytlring but

dubious even in the fictitious world of corporations masquerading as "courls". According to a legal

kcatiss by Paut Berurctt Marrow, author of "Contractual Unconscionability: Identifying and

Understanding Ins Potential Elements": "Inherenl in the statutory scheme is the assumption that

unconscionability actually exists",

(d) Superiors and predecessors of BAR member Respondents invented ever more vague theories over the

years to justify theirnotion of "unconscionability", including without limitation:{i) whether the contract

was one-sided, oppressive antl likely to result in unlair surprise, (ii) whethu'iLs effect was deemed

profoundly discriminatory to one of the conh'acting parties; (iii) whether the conh-act containetl language

atterapting to .sanction ahusiveness, arhitrarine.ss or the imposition of a needlessly hurdensome condition;

and (iv) rvhether the contract contained language the realmeaning of which was intentionallv obscured

ti'om one of the parties. Resoondents assert not eyen one of these hishly subjective elements to have

existed in the Ausust I l. 2023 contract befiileen Original Respondents and Claimants. which conftact we

again FIND to be simple. staiehtforward and fully entbrceahle on its face.

(e) Lacking any means of plausibly using their rigged "unconscionabilitv" theory to stand alone,

Respondeni BAR members fused 'tnconscionability" with one of their superiors' cotporate policy

enactments, i.e. Ohio Rev. Code. Sec. 5321.20. but found they had to completely ignore the overall

general policy goal of that same enactment, namely, the "maintenance of an adequate housing supply

including access to livable. clean, and well-rrraintained residential rental premises, . . .an urgent statewitle

priorify and necessary to thc wcll-bcing of Ohioals."
(fl BAR member Respondents had to also complctely ignore most of thc specific provisions of Scc.

5321.20, using the entity known as HONORABLE JOHN B. STREET to produce a docutnent that,

sontrary to staled corporate policy goals, would (i) suppress rental and property values, (ii) discourage

mairtcnance. upkecp and rchabilitation of rental homes, (iii) unnecessarily remove rental homes from the

rental home marke! (iv) cause deterioration of rental houres, (v) misallocate rentai holnes, thereby

interfering wi*r emplolrment, (vi) discourage investment, (vii) engineer scarcity of adequate rental

housing, (viii) distort the functioning of the rcntal homc markct, (ix) c.rcatc urulccessary administrative

and enforcement expenses, and (x) retroactivcly dcprive rcntal homc owrlcrs of thcir properry rights.

(g) BAR member Respondents refuse to explain their dcviations fi.om their own cotporate policies while

at thc samc tirnc using tirosc very same policies Lo prop up thcir notion of "unconscionability".
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(h) The August I I, 2023 conh'act betrveen living people Free and McCray, and Hine and her associates,

also living people, was never any of Respondcnt BAR rnember.s' ct':ncenr in the first place . We also F-IND

that thi.s contracl contairred no "misunderstanding", no ambiguiry, no abusiveuess, no attempt to

discriminate, no needless burden and no intentional or unintentional obsctuing of the terms of saitl
conuact and Respondenls never said otherwise.

(i) Original Respondena simply decided that they wanted to again brcach thc contract, having previously

breached it by having brcught in otherpeople onto Clairnants'privale property, but wantEd to also enjoy
the benefits of living rent-free without consequencc. Said original Rcspondcnts found willing assistarrce

in their lawless plan to get sornething for nothing, as Respondents Wcinland, Street, and Gnatowski ha<l

simil'ady covetous purposes offlreir own.

fi) Respondent Strret sarv an oppoilunity to flu-ther his own pluposes, to dmm up business for his

co4)orate anployer's eviction agent through its Court Registr-v Invcstmcnt Systern (CRIS). Using CRIS,

Respondcnt Street, like the Judean politician, Pashhur, delivers the wealth of his own pcople into thc

hands of their enemies. Jererniah 20. But Clainrants' refusal to surrender to Street's extortionate pressure

to accept the "person" label arrd pay the tbes needed to hire Street's eviction "person" dct-cated

Rcspondents' purposes.

(k) Regardless of any contrivance BAR rnember Respondents and their accourplices may invent to give
themselves plausiblc dcrriability, or imagincd "irnmuniry" for their acts of extortiorr, contract hlrcrfererce
and the associatcd threats of violcnce that accompany same, they remain liable for the natural and
probable consequences of their acts.

22. It is a mattcr of common knowledge that when "on the job" Respondents Laventler and Myers
regularly engage in or direct their agents and contractol's to engage in acts of violence on behalf of
Respondent BnR memba's. A1l Supplemental Respondents are hereby informed that any 'Just doing my
job" thcory of det'ense, is no more availahle to insulate them from liability for the consequences of their
acts of violence or threatenecl violence than it was to the Neui criminals at Nuremberg post World War
Tn o, who unsuccessfully tried it.

23. The law of God, under which Respondents have admitted that they should be operating, (P.L. 97-280),
instructs Claimants as well as us to "[s]hun the dens of iniquity rvhen seeking earthly justice", to judge

'Vhat is right" (Luke 12:57), and to "rvalk not in the counsel of the ungodly" (Psahns 1:1) populated by

Respondent BAR mernbers and their cohort"s.

24. We further FIND that Respondent St'eet, using Weinland's wording. scorns Cod and sneers at this

Court of God, asscmbled in His name, by referring to it as "so called". None of the corporate BAR agent

Rcspondents claims that a provision in a contract for choice of forum in the only tribunal in Ross County

that is actually a court. is somehow inherently '\rnconscit-rnable". IndeerJ. as verified public nolices posted

on our website since 2020 establish, the Ohio Circuit Court of Rccord has bcen operating tbr nearly tivc
years just around the corncr from rvhcrc Rcspondent Street has been cotrducting his criminal operafion,

without one rvord of objeetion fronr him or his superiors during thatlinre. But now he wanl"s to scoff 'anr3

sneer.

25. We again FIND that Responderrt Strcct does appeat to understand that he lacks aulhoriLy to order

Claimants, or even Respondents thenxelves as living people, created by God Almighry, to do or to refrain

tiorn doing anything because the wording of his coryoratc documeirts is limited to addrcssing legal
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fictions such as HONORABLE JOHN B. STREET, DEFENDANTS, PLAINTIFFS, RESIDENTS,

CITIZENS, and/or other corporatc corlffivilnces. Neither Respondents nor Claimana are any of those

labels, nor &re we.

26. We further FIND that neither Respondents Lavcndcr nor Myers, neither individually or through their

agenls, have any authorily, as people, or othcrwisc, to act on behalf of any Supplemental Respondents and

do so at their peril. Respondents Lavender. Myers, and their agents have no authority to trespass onto

Claimants' land or onto their contract rights, whcther by confabulating the terms people and persons, or
by means of a:ry otler pretext. As living pcoplc and on their own time, Respondents Lavender, Myers and

their agents, are free, as we all are, to engage in rvhatever conlracls they choose to enter with other living
people witlrout interference by others.

27, Respondents Laverrder, Myers, and their agents atrd contractors arc not ltee to misinterpret the

"Orders" of Respondent Street, which on their face apply only to legal fictions, and not to reaLl people.

Nor arc thcy frcc to add in new nrovisions of their orvn or new directives fromBespondent Strcct to

justi& trespa.sses on Claimants' land or to furterfere with any cqnkact Claimarrts may hereafter enter to

assist igtakin g possess ion of C l aiman ts' propefty.

28. Wc FIliD, accorditrg to admissions contained in Respoudents' own corporate policy enactments and

in Respondents' own a&rrissions, that Respondents Lavender and Myers have no duty to protect or sen,B

any man,'woman, boy or girl and therefore harre no busincss kcspassing on Clairnants' private property

land". Cutle Rock v. Gonzales.545 U.S. 748 (2005); Waten ,-. District o-f'Calumbia,444 A.2d. I, D.C.

Ct.iApp, l98l).Theylikewisehavenoauthorityorevenpretextforcan-vingweaponsuponthepeople's
land, on the public roadu'avs, or othenvise. Respondents Lavender. Myers, their agents. superiors and

contractors as well as Respondant Walker likewise have no duty or authoriry in rhe corporatc world to
protect children, or to pretend to do so: even when do.ing so could prevert foreseeablc murders of
children. DeShaney v. Winnebago County,,l8g U.S. 189 (1989).

29. We therefore FIND that none of the Respoudents, as living pcople, is authorized to do anything

Respondent Street directs them to do by nleans of corporate item number 24 CVH 1824 because

Respondent Sh'eet, the man, has no authority over living people when enacting the corporate role of
.,HONORABLL, JOHN B. STREET''.

30. We further FIND that atl Respondents are in contempt of our Orrlers antl subject to not only monetary

and injunctive orders but also to new sanctions for cofiempt. Under English corlmon law, courts of a
supposedly anointed monarch u,ere always considered to have the inherent power to punish individuals
who showed contempt lbr their authority. As Respondents' predecessors long ago admitted during rhe

period following centurics of usurpatiuns by those claiming a divine right to rule, the people of the

Amcrican contincnt became the new monarchs, monarchs rvithout suhjeca and the source of all earthly
la.nr.

31. Both common law and corporatc policy contempt theories derive from the concept of mocking the

Almighry. the ultimatc sovcreign, in the presence of Whom and under Whose authoricy we assemble,

while Respondents ac.t ir the name of corporate revenue generation, notwithstanding the Bible's
longstanding documentatiou of God's displays of wrath against those who pervert Hi.s word with
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cornmercial activity. Matthew 2l:12-17 .

32. Those who moek God's messengers and despise His words ignite God's iurger atrd the withdrarval of
His patience. 2 Chroniclss 36:16: Luke l0:16. Our authority to punish for contempt is based not only on

the narure of contcmpt of a common law Court but also based on the overarching concept that mockers of
God rcap what thcy sorv. Galatiarrs 6:7.

-33. We further FTND that other specitic tactors aggravate Respondents' acts of contcmpt as to our

September 10,2024 Judgment for Emergency Order:

(a) Respondents' actions set forth hereinabove invite the infliction of private and public nuisancss because

Respondenls' threats and acls of trespass admittedly hann, annoy and physically disturh Claimants and

thcir other tcnants in the peaceful, God givar right to the quiet and lawful enjoyment of thcir privatc

ptoperty land and the struc"tures tlreteon affrxe{.
(b) Respondeut Street defies the policies of his own commcrcial world of corporate legalisms, as we

discussed hereinabovc.
(c) Supplenrental Respondents Street. Eddy, Lavender, and any appointing them are admitted usurpers,

havirrg never been credibly elected to anything.

(d) Respondeuts Street, Eddy and Lavender cpntinuc to takc cvasivc mcir.sures to conceal and./or disatrle

fteir enrail addresses and/or fax nurnbers. as ,n:e previously deterrnined in the mati€ r of Hine v. ,4ler, 24-
ROS-004, thereby causing senice of Notices upon them by such means (but not by agent), impossible
and also rcvealing the dcccptivc nanrre of any representations they may make as to being 'public"
employees.
(e) Respondents Lavender and Myels. aft:ng with their agenls, have defied our prior Ordets to surrender

their weapons on thcir own, as rcquired of them hy our default judgnlent in Hine v. Ater. Case No. 24-

ROS-0M (pp. 9-10, paragraphs 12 ar'rd,l3), although such ongoing refusals to surrender thek weapons

also constitute further acts of consent by conduct to the Contrac,t OtTer containetl in Clairvants' original
Septembc,r 29, 7A24 Notice.

34. We specitically FIND, for purposes of instruction and u'arning not only to Respondents but also to the

public, that the Bible clusun'rents many examples of the raw power of God's displays of wrath, usually due

to fi1an's inclinations towards idolatry and sexual peruersion. We sur::marize here just a srnall fraction of
God's displays of wrath against reprobate man:

(aJ eviction of Adam and.Eve from zur earthly paradisc;

(b) bringing on a world'*'ide Flood, wiping out all but cight (8) of His elect; rvho had oheyed God"s

instructions to build an arc, the existence of which seems to have been conlinned archeologically;
(c) annihilation ofthe people of Sodom and Gomorrah, by a tire and brimstone attack, physical evidence

of rvhich remains;
(d) visiting of plagues of frogs, flies. gnats. cattle deaths. and then infant deaths against the obstinate slave

driver Ph'arauh;

(e) drowning of Pharaoh's troops in the Red Sea, archeological remnants of destroyed chariots and human

remains having been documented in I 978 and verified in subsequent years, once the correct portion of uhc

Red Sea was explored;
(f) opening up of the earth and swallowing of Korah and his t-ello'nv rebels against the Godly authority of
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Moses and Aaron; Nurnbers 16:1 - 35;
(S) multiple impositions cf captivity using pagan conquerors such as Nebuchadnezzar, as insnumcnts of
His wrath; (h) destnrction of I 85,000 Assyrian troops 2 Kirigs 19:35-37 .

35. We further FIND reason to believe that morc recent displays of the corlsequences of mockery of God

have beeu credibly established, from thc world of oorporate entert"ainment, ranging ftom such defiant
people once known as Marilyn Monroq John Lennon. Michael Jackson. rurd hislorical figures including
without limitation Voltaire, Marquis dc Sade, Friedrich Nietzsche, Madalyn Murray O'IIair, and a host of
Hollyrvood celebrities whose defiancc of God and ties to occult worship are becoming commofl
knowledge! sonre of which may possibly explain the recent destmction of much oflos Angeles by fire.

IT IS THER.E,FORE ORDERED. ADJUDGED AND DECREED BY THE COURT AS FOLLOWS:

l. RESPONDENTS' LIABILITIES AS MEN AND WOMEN: Respondents havingvoiced no objection

or othcr rcsponsc to date, we hereby adopt the agreement they harre tacitly madc rvith Claimanh arrd

lrcreby render Iudgrnent supplementing our Septembcr LA,2A24 Judgment entered herein, said Judgment.
as are all of our Judgments. being lirnited to addlessing Respondents as living ruen and women and not as

corporatc actors fbr hirc, playing a role. This Judgment applies with equal forcc to any marl or woman
acting as agel1l principal or conffactor of any Respondent, each being subject to thc samc monetary and

injunctive judgments as are &e cul'ently named Respondents and Supplernental Respondents,

2. MONETARY JUDGMENT: Claimaut Katherine Hine aud the other mcn and womcn doi:rg business as

HiRGG Properties, Fm4 a ilon-corporate common law association of people, is hereby granted jud-ernent

in the sum of Fifry Thousand Dollars {550.000.00) against Respondents Tonya Free, Greg McCray, John

Strcct, Katherine Weinland, and their agents and contractors, jointly and scvcrally, as compensation ibr
thc loss of value of that portion of Claimants' land caused by their actions. A LI{ITED STATES dollar is
defined herein and by the C<rinage Acts o{ 1792 and 1900 as being 24.8 grains of gold ar 371.25 grains of
silver.

3. COLLECTION OF MONETARY JUDGMENT: In the sase of failue to pay any fees, contempt

sanctions, or monetaly judgments rvithin thnty (30) days of pr"esentment of a BiLt tbltowing the entering
of this Judgrnenf all lzurd or other propcrty bclouging to ar:y Respondent wherever situated is, by
agreement, subject to lien, levy, distraint, distress, certificate of exigency, impound, execution, and his or
her income subject to gamishment and all other lawful, equitable. end/or commercial remcdies, including
without limitation, injunction and ejectment. All Supplemental Respondents shall provide fully executcd

copies of any and all bonds, insurance policies, or unda-writer agreements, if any. that rvould compcnsatc

Clainrants t-or the hzu'm and loss Respondenls have caused and continue to cause them. tleir agents,

principais, or associates. Respondents' monctary liabilitics imposcd herein are hereby DECLAR-ED to be

non-dischargeable viu any corporatcly crcated statutory "hankruptcy" or otherwise, since such corporate
policy proceedings are inapplicable to Respondenls, who are ull living people.

4. CLAIMANTS' RIGHT TO EXCLUSM POSSESSSION: Exclusive possession of the dwelling
located at 189 YzEa*,t Water Stree!, Chillicothe, Ohio is hereby RESTORED to its owners, Claimants
Katherine Hine and her agents and associates at HiRGG Properties, pma at such time and upon such

occasion as they may choosc fbllowing the posting of this Judgrnent ol1 our website. Tonya Free, Greg
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McCray and all others found at said location, shall vacate it fomhwith. All Respondents. their agents,

contractors, and principals are hereby ENJOINED foom directly or indirectly interfering or attempting to

interlere with the August 11 ,2023 contract betrrreen Claimants and Respondents Tonya Free and Greg

McCray.

5. NON-INTERFERENCE: All Respondents, their agents, principals, and contraclors are hereby

prohibited and ENJOINED from:

(a) commencirg or cottinuirrg any acts of trespass against Claimants or against their land;

(b) interfering in any manner with Claimants' exclusive riglrt to the possession antl quiet enjoyment o.[

said private properry known as 189, 189'/2, or 189 REAR East Water Skecl. Chillicothe, Ohio;
(c) interfering in any manner with any man or woman acting to cnfbrcc this Judgment, the August I l,
2023 contrac! or the September 10,2024 Judgment for Emergency Order issued hctcin;
(d) making thleafs against Clairnaurts;

(c) carrying tireanns or other weapons of any type onto Clairnants' private propcrly land, or
(f) comrnittirrg other acLs of common law armed or unarmed assault, trespass, extortion, battcry, or

robbery against any Claimants, their agents, guests, or tenants.

6. VOID CORPORATE DOCUMENTS: All $.espandents shall take lreed that any and all documents

issued in corporate firatter' 24 C.VTII824 from any cor?orate ribunal including without timitation one

referred to as "CHILLICOTHE MUNICIPAL COURT" provide no justitication or authoritv for
Rcspondcnts to commit any of the acts ENJOINEII hereinahove. All said documents are admittedly void,

confbr no righls or immunities to anyone, benefit no living people, and are of no effect. Respondent men

and women, their agents, principals, and cont'actors are all prohibited and ENJOINED from cornrnitting

any acts interl'ering with this Judgment. This includes without limitation all acts of violeuce based on any

documcnt bearing rhe corporate identifier CVH 1824 or any other label emanating from Respondent John

Street or trorn any other rnan or wonran puJ'porl.ing to acl on behalf of any corporate tribunal

masquerading as a court regardless of what its agents eall it.

7. WEAPONS STIRITENDER AND CONFISCATION, PUBLIC AUTHORIZATION, AND
NEIGHBORHOOD PATROLS:

(a) Since Supplemental Respondents, their agents, principals and contracrors admittedly have no duty to

prutect or set\.-e the people and since some of them are likely to misinterprer Respondent Street's

documents as authorizing thcm to commit acts of violexce uporr Claimants or to tre.spass upon their land

in contravcntion of our Ordcrs, and givcn the well documented hi.story of violence that Respondents'

Lavender and Myers are known to commit ol oversee against the people of Ross County, Ohio, this Ci:urt
HEREBY ENJOINS all Supplemental Respondents, their agents, contracturs, and principals from using

or being in possession of any weapons rvhile purportcdly acting on bchalf of corporate employers and rve

hereby ORDER thern to surrender said weapons to an agent of any Ohio Neighborhood Patrol or of Ohio

Circuit Court of Record, the latter being located at 43 South Paint Sn'eet, Chillicothe. Ohio.
(b) Rcspondents Lavcndcr and Myers SHALL SURRENDER their own weapons, purchased directly or
inditectly by Ohio taxpaycrs, and they SHALL confiscate [he rveaporrs of their o$'n agents as well a*s

those of all other Respondents including without lirnitation Respondents Free, McCray, Street, Weinland

and Guatowski. This ordered confiscation and surrender of weapons in use by Respondents Lavender and
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Myers themselves shall not apply to those arms used defensively as essential to defense of their homes or
for jail administration, as determincd by members of this Court or our designees.

(c) Any member of the Ohio public is hereby authorized to CONFISCATE any weapon in the possession

of any Respondent or his or her agent or contractor contraly to this Order, whether or not said Respondent

or agent is wearing a costume, displaying a badge, or othcrwise masquerading as part of "government".
Within 24 hours of seizure, all such firearrrs shall be surrendered kr and rnarked for identification by
agents of Ohio Circuir Coun of Record at 43 Soutlr Paint Street, Chillicoflre. Ohio, who can be contacted
as indicated on the Court's websitc: ,1 - :.-.,: , .tri.l I l: j.] i .::,_-:1.

(d) Public weapoffi corfiseation and any subsequent distribution t'or defensive neighborhood purposes,

shall be conducted on a first come, first seryed basis antl upon rvritten request from any member of the
public operaring a neighborhood patlol so long as the patrol nrember conducting the contiscation or
assisfing in the weapons surrender provides signcd written assurance that he or she iltends to use said
tirearms exclusively for self-defense purposes and as part o{any such neighborhood patrol operatirlg
within the original Ohio republic. Agents of Ohio Circuit Court of Record shall rnaintain records of said

contiscatcd or surrendered firearms, which records shall remain confidcntial. All fees lbr OCCR to
administer this public service, if any, shall be billed co and paid by Supplcmental Respurrdenls.

/ 8. SANCTIONS FOR PAST, ONGOING, AND FUTURE ACTS OF CONTEMPT:

QLb,
'-h-p (a) For their acts of ongoing contempt whieh Respondents Tonya Free and Greg McCray are committing
"'t\ by continuing to trespass on Claimants' land, whcrc they use illicit drugs and endanger Respondent Free's

' childrcn, wc hereby impose a sentence of nine (9) months continuous incarccration in the facility known
as ROSS COUNTY JAIL, local.ed at 28 North Paint Street. Chillicothe, Ohio and cun'ently opo'ated by
Respondent Lavender and his agents. who act ostensibly as servants of the people. Said inceucerations

shall be fbr execution immediately upon leaving a copy of this Judgmcnt at the rental home. All cosls

associated with removing RespondenG Free and McCray and tbr incarcffating them shall be assumed

entirely by Itespondents Tonya Free. Greg McCray. John Street, Katherine Weintand, and Mark
Cnatowski jointly and severally, in their private capacities as peoplc, not as persons, and not by the
public. We limit the imposition of said incarceration to Respondcnts Free and McCray at this time
because oltheir active participation in acts of uespass, armed assault and baltery, and contract breach,

accompanied by drug abuse and child endangennent.
(b) Respondent Walker shall forthwith conduct a thorough scarch fbr an appropriate and immediate
placemant of Respondent Free's children during her incarceration. if at all possible, rvith a lamily member
'and shall report in wliting on his efforts to this Court. notwithstanding that Respondent Walker's
ostensible child protection duties are merely a faEade to cover up his employer's true revenuc gencrating
functious. Wc shall maintain jurisdiction to appoint one or more of oul members to supcrvisc thc
appropriateness and safety of any such placemenI of Respondent Free's children. Respondents shall be

liable for the supervisory services providcd by this Court. Respondent Walker is specifically prohibited
from placing said children rvith scx otlendus or pedophiles, a.s it is common knorvledge that Respondent
lVarlker has a history of such conduct.
(c) Any fur-ther attempts by Respondents Street. Weinland, Gnatowski, their agenrs, pr-incipals nr
contractors to aid and abet Frec or McCray in their acts of trespass, thievery, armed bafieries, contract
breach, drug abuse or child cndangcrmcnt, or any lurther eflorls to defy our INJUNCTION or other
Orders, or to extort or coerce Claimants to tlo business with Respondents' corporate employer as legal
fictions, may result in our extending of incarccratiorr a.s a contempt sanction against them.
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(d) Respondent Lavender, his agents. and contractors shall display no prefercntial treahnent towards

Respondents Fiee or N{cCray, during their incarceration and Respondent Lavendcr, his egcnts and

contraclors shall be subject to periodic unannounced investigations from OCCR members or their

designees, in order to assess Respondents' cornpliance with our requirement of non-preferential

incarceration of said RespondenLc Free and lr{cCray.
(e) Respondents will be absolved of all further monetary liabiliry, inctuding all outstanding amounts

billed. upon payment of all strrrs as required and delined herein and upon the actual termination of furdrer
acts of trespass, extortion, embezzlernento armed assault, armed battery, robbery, or conversion. Further

violations of this Judgment shall be sanctioned even more harshly than rve have done today. In particular,

arnd as previously agreed by all Respondents, furlher acts of trespass to Claimants' God given rights

andlor attentpts to inteifere with the August 1 1. 2023 contract berween original Respondents and

Claimants, carry financialcharges in LIIIITED STATES dollars as follows:
i. First trespass: Five Thousarrd UNITED STATES dollars. i:"s dellned hereinabove.

ii. Second trespass: Fifry Thousand UMTED STATES dolltrs, trs defined hei'einabove.

iii. Third trespa-ss: Five Hurdred Thousand UNITED STATES dollars, a-s defined hereinahove.

9. RESERVATION OF ruRISDICTION: We hereby reserve jurisdiction for the purpose of adjudicating

the criminal liabilitics of thc rc,maining nau:L'd and unnarncd Rcspondcnts, who arc agcnts ur ctlntractom

of any other namcd Respondcnt including without limitation Respondcnts Frce, McCray, Strect,

Weinland. and Gnatowski. By declining to.order the furcarreration of the rema.ining Respondents at this

tirne, including without limitation Respondent Eddy, we do not diminish the seriousness with which we

vierv the irvolvement of said remaining Respondents. many of whom frequently and routinely participatc

in crimes of vio'lence or threats of violence against the peuple of Ross County, Ohio, or the flact that they

do so fur financial compensation and/or fi-rr purposes uf unholy idolahy to the Lucifer-ian organizations by
which all Supplemental Respondents admit that they are iniluenced. We shall address arry sti)l unresolved

issues pertaining to the incarceration of the remaining Respondents, their agetts: and contractors at such

time as either of the following occuffBnces are brought to our attention by verified Notice:

(a) my new or resumed tlt'eat against Claimants;
(b) any act of intcrference with any of the provisions of this Judgment including rvithout limitation,
(i) the people's confiscation of any firearms used by Respondents or their agents t-or corporate purposes,

andlor
(ii) contirruing incarceration of Respondents Free andr'or McCray for the required term and according to

the required conditions.

10. MEANS OF I}ft/OKING OUR CONTINUING JURISDICTION: Wc lurthsrrcserve jurisdiction to

irnpose additional sanctions, including new liabilities and contempt sanctions. against Respondenm, their

agentso principals or contractors. or any other man or wornan, whether or not clairning to act as a legal

fiction "person", who may violate any of our Orders. We intend to proceed upon olu receipt of any

verified Notification repor:ting ne\4, or continuing instances of Itespondents' threats of violence or other

trespass against Claimants, either directly or indirectly, contrary to this Judgment and Order.

I l. HOLDING HARMLESS: Resporrdcnts shall hold any of the peoplc acting as Claimants' etrforcement

agents hannless tbr any acts perfonned tbr the ptupose of, or incident to. the enlbrcement of any part of
the Judgmcnt herein or the August 11, ?023 Contract upon which it is based.
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12. LOSS RECOUPMENT: Supplcnrental Rcspondents are hereby PROHIBITED from directly or

indirectly seeking recoupment of losses incun'ed herein lrom the living men atrd womell! if any, rvith

u'hom they transact business or from membcrs of the public at large. In the event that any Respondent

cea-qes and desists in tbe ongoing interfercncc with ClaimanLs' right to contract, surrenders a[[ offensive

weapons on demand, atd pays auy outstanding Judgment, such facls will be taker: into account in

deterrnining any future Respondent loss of liberty rve may irnpose.

RE SP ONDENTS SHALL GO\TERN THEM SELVES ACC:ORDINGLY,

%r4 &d!,ilr

Executed by us as Mernbers of this Ohio Circuit Court of Record, assembled in the name and plesence of
our Savior Jesus Chris! on the date indicatcd hercinabove without the corporations knorvn as UNITEI)
STATES or STATE OF OHIO, their affiliates, subsidiaries, and/or parent corporations.
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