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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF OREGON

STATE OF OREGON

Plaintiff-Respondent

V

RONALD CHARLES VROOMAN

Defendant-Appellant

Washington County Circuit Court No. D144354M

Court of Appeals No. A159740

2nd Traverse! A response to a denial Order striking a pro se motion
Ignorance of the issues seems to be the problem here. The judge in D144354M and I made a deal 
and it is in the transcript. I am first chair in my defense; the attorneys are counsel not attorney of 
record. Consider this in addition; a writ of error even though it was abandoned by the Legislature 
in 2014?!

Matthew Blythe no longer represents me in anyway, formerly second chair counsel by order of 
the court in D144354M. He was notified this morning 4/6/2017. He said he would notify you. He 
also said I must notify you. Consider it done.

1. That pecking order, of who was in charge of my defense, was to forestall what is 
now happening. There is also the 12 Presumptions, I responded to on the record 
and in the transcript. This court and the attorney collude to deprive me of my 
rights. I have the right to contract and did such. Matthew Blythe and the Court of 
appeals and the three judges involved are denying me due process, civil rights, 
inalienable right, human rights and as such are now vulnerable to bond or risk 
management. Notify your carrier, if you wish, they are your agents and you are 
notified. 18 USC 3571. Also:  Ronald Charles Vrooman Private Attorney 
Generals by the United States Congress 42 U.S.C.1988 and also 18 
U.S.C.1510 and 18 U.S.C. 1512 and to be known as “One of the 
People” also “Qualified Criminal Investigator” and  “Federal Witness” 
and by unrebutted affidavit.

This is part of an ongoing investigation. 

TAKE HEED: All documents filed by me are valid as contracted in circuit court. There is no 
hybrid.  There is a challenge to this court’s jurisdiction. This will not be swept under the rug.
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This is now, in addition, a FOIA; public records request. Where is the proof to the 
claim that this is a Article III, 11th, VII and Article VII original court, the provenance, bona fides, 
proof that you are whom/whom you claim to be: the court and all the judiciary.  As there is no 
proof Article VII amended, it is not lawful it is a legal fiction. If you cannot provide proof in 21 
days that your, this court is lawful, legitimate, legal, and Constitutional with proper oath and 
bond; what your jurisdiction is; this court will have confirmed it is in color of law.

 On the record in D144354M it is agreed between me and the judge in the court that the first law 
of the land is the Constitution of the united States of America and the 2nd law was the Oregon 
Constitution. By agreement with the court when I was my defense and Richard L. Koenig was 
counsel. Prior to accepting a BAR as 2nd chair co-counsel. We are in contract.

REBECCA DUNCAN quotes case law and ORS to me and ignores the right to challenge 
jurisdiction at any time. Matt would not do it. I did it and it stands. I am my own man on Oregon 
and my status is clear, in Pro se, with court appointed counsel in 2nd chair, now dismissed/fired/
discharged/gone! Done by judge in D144354M, that is where the payments derives therefore 
there must be a contract in D144354M.

Please respond. Silence will indicate your desire to litigate in federal court. The charges may be 
filed in 21 days. Incontrovertible evidence found in your own court records.  Or this court can 
keep to due process, reconsider the facts and start good faith proceeding. 

Evidence:

"Every State law must conform in the first place to the Constitution of the United States, and 
then to the subordinate constitutions of the particular state; and if it infringes upon the provisos 
of either, it is so far void." Houston v. Moore, 18 US 1, 5 L.Ed 19 (1840).

ORS131.035 When departures, errors or mistakes in pleadings or proceedings are material. 
No departure from the form or mode prescribed by law, error or mistake in any criminal 
pleading, action or proceeding renders it invalid, unless it has prejudiced the defendant in respect 
to a substantial right. [1973 c.836 §4]

In order to state "a meritorious claim [pursuant to Section 1983], a plaintiff must allege that he 
was deprived of some constitutional right." Cramer v. Crutchfield, 648 F.2d 943, 945 (4th Cir. 
1981). .FOWLER V. VALENCOURT North Carolina Court of Appeals·108 N.C. App. 114 (N.C. 
Ct. App. 1992) 

United States Constitution and the common law authorities of Haines v Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 
Platsky v. C.I.A. 953 F.2d. 25, and Anastasoff v. United States, 223 F.3d 898 (8th Cir. 2000) relying 
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on Willy v. Coastal Corp., 503 U.S. 131, 135 (1992), “United States v. International Business 
Machines Corp., 517 U.S. 843, 856 (1996), quoting Payne v. Tennessee, 501 U.S. 808, 842 (1991) 
(Souter, J., concurring). Trinsey v. Pagliaro, D.C. Pa. 1964, 229 F. Supp. 647, American Red Cross v. 
Community Blood Center of the Ozarks, 257 F.3d 859 (8th Cir. 07/25/2001). 

In re Haines: pro se litigants (Plaintiff is a pro se litigant) are held to less stringent pleading standards 
than BAR registered attorneys. Regardless of the deficiencies in their pleadings, pro se litigants are 
entitled to the opportunity to submit evidence in support of their claims. In re Platsky: court errs if 
court dismisses the pro se litigant (Plaintiff is a pro se litigant) without instruction of how 
pleadings are deficient and how to repair pleadings. In re Anastasoff: Emphasis added.

ORS 162.355 Simulating

162.355 Simulating legal process. (1) A person commits the crime of simulating legal process if, 
with the intent to harass, injure or defraud another person, the person knowingly issues or 
delivers to another person any document that in form and substance falsely simulates civil or 
criminal process.      (2) As used in this section:      (a) “Civil or criminal process” means a 
document or order, including, but not limited to, a summons, lien, complaint, warrant, injunction, 
writ, notice, pleading or subpoena, that is issued by a court or that is filed or recorded for the 
purpose of:

*Title 5 USC 556 (d) proof of Jurisdiction must appear on the Record prior to the 
commencement of any proceedings. [t]he Oath of office is a quid pro quo contract cf [U.S. 
Const. Art. 6, Clauses 2 and 3, Davis Vs. Lawyers Surety Corporation., 459 S.W. 2nd. 655, 657., 
Tex. Civ. App.] in which clerks, officials, or officers of the government pledge to perform 
(Support and uphold the United States and state Constitutions) in return for substance (wages, 
perks, benefits). Proponents are subjected to the penalties and remedies for Breach of Contract, 
Conspiracy cf [Title 18 U.S.C., Sections 241, 242]. Treason under the Constitution at Article 3, 
Section 3., and Intrinsic Fraud cf [Auerbach v Samuels, 10 Utah 2nd. 152, 349 P. 2nd. 1112,1114. 
Alleghany Corp v Kirby., D.C.N.Y. 218 F. Supp. 164, 183., and Keeton Packing Co. v State., 437 
S.W. 20, 28]. Refusing to live by their oath places them in direct violation of their oath, in every 
case. Violating their oath is not just cause for immediate dismissal and removal from office, it is 
a federal crime. Federal law regulating oath of office by government officials is divided into four 
parts along with an executive order which further defines the law for purposes of enforcement. 5 
U.S.C. 3331, provides the text of the actual oath of office members of Congress are required to 
take before assuming office. 5 U.S.C. 3333 requires members of Congress sign an affidavit that 
they have taken the oath of office required by 5 U.S.C. 3331 and have not or will not violate that 
oath of office during their tenure of office as defined by the third part of the law, 5 U.S.C. 7311 
which explicitly makes it a federal criminal offense (and a violation of oath of office) for anyone 
employed in the United States Government (including members of Congress) to “advocate the 
overthrow of our constitutional form of government”


