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AFFIDAVIT OF FIONA CAROLINE CRISTIAN – COURT OF APPEAL

21st December 2006 

COURT DETAILS

Court  

SUPREME COURT OF NEW SOUTH WALES

Division 

Court Of Appeal

List




Registry 

Sydney

Case number      
40839/06

TITLE OF PROCEEDINGS

First plaintiff   
     PERPETUAL LIMITED, formerly known as PERPETUAL 

                                TRUSTEES AUSTRALIA LIMITED [ACN 000 431 827]
Number of plaintiffs       1

First defendant 
    Fiona Caroline Cristian
Number of Defendants  1

FILING DETAILS / ADDRESS FOR SERVICE

Filed for 

   Fiona Caroline Cristian: Defendant

Address for service        11 Roycroft Street Bowral NSW 2576

Telephone                      0418 203204

Fax


           (02) 4861 1113

AFFIDAVIT DETAILS

Name

Fiona Caroline Cristian

Address

11 Roycroft Street Bowral NSW 2576

Occupation

Home duties.

……………………………………....              …………………………………………


    Deponent





Witness

(2)
On the 21st December 2006, I say on oath: 

1. I am the deponent.                                                                  

2. I believe that the information contained in this affidavit is true.

Legal Adages and Classical Tenets Applicable To Our Case

· nundum pactum – A contract without any consideration is an illegal contract 

                                  and, if enforced, is a fraud

· ex mace ficio non oritur contractus - A contract cannot arise out of an illegal 

                                                              act. If enforced, it is a fraud (this contract 

                                                              was changed).                                                    

· ex dolo malo non oritur actio – No right of action can have its origin in fraud

· ex nudo pacto non oritur actio – No action arises from a new contract. 

                                                             A contract entered into without consideration 

                                                             cannot be enforced.

· ex delicto – An action arising out of a wrong is a tort.

· alienato rei prefertur juri accrescendi – The law favours the alienation rather 

                                                                    than the accumulation of property.                                                         

The above points are all applicable to the contract with the Plaintiff which was illegally, unlawfully and clandestinely modified and varied without our permission or agreement or consent or knowledge by an unknown person called James Angus, an interloper with whom I have never negotiated or discussed any business. 

James Angus was wearing a double hat. He not only created and supplied the acceptable approval documents for supplying a Line Of Credit Product, but then he changed his mind and at the same time simultaneously modified the contract without consent, thereby supplying a fraudulent contract that was presenting a different product and a set of differing unacceptable circumstances which had never been agreed to by the defendant. He granted no consideration and then his contracted employer, the plaintiff, had the audacity to hand this fraudulent contract to 3rd parties instructing mercenaries (law firm and barrister), to enforce James Angus’ illegally altered skullduggery contract. And then to make matters worse the plaintiff and the mercenary barrister influenced Justice Hidden to err and be obliged to rule unfairly and unrighteously in favour of the plaintiff.  

……………………………………....              …………………………………………


    Deponent





Witness

(3)

Because I am a layperson it appears that these tenets are not applicable to legally disenfranchised, insignificant persons of my status. It is obviously offensive to the legal profession for a layperson to state the factual points of their case. 

I realise, as I am not qualified in law, the solicitors conjured up the affidavit because the solicitors are paid mercenaries of the legal profession. I cannot afford to pay mercenaries to conjure up evidence based on falsely sworn affidavits (due to the losses they caused me). I would not contemplate such a devious counteraction. 

The onus is on the accuser to prove that his/her interpretation of the contract is legitimate and not altered to suit 3rd parties who were not involved in the contract (or accepted by the defendant as agreed). 

The onus is not on the defendant. 

The onus is on the plaintiff to prove what is absolutely obvious concerning the contract having been altered (a lawyer is not required to substantiate that the modified contract is legitimate because it is obvious even to a layman that it is not legitimate or acceptable and a lawyer attempting this would be conjuring up a fraudulent enforced conviction based on the impossible). 

The defendant does not have to prove the obvious.  

I am disappointed to discover that the main tenet of the law is the alienation, which is the obvious legal means to ends.

Because a fraudulent affidavit has been conjured up by 3rd parties, that does not give the applicant artistic licence or poetic licence or privilege to introduce new conditions and to alter the contract, which is self evidently introducing the ideas of 

3rd parties to suit their own wishes. 

I am not the one who caused controversy. My antagonist caused this controversy. My antagonist is saying that a contract can come in to existence out of their imagination without a cause. How can a contract come into existence without a cause? Should not a contract reflect the agreement of the victim?

The intention of defending this misconduct is forced upon me as self-defense and I request the presiding judge not to regard me as being offensive or frivolous and that the presiding judge will judge the case as presented to he/she without nepotism favouring the wrongdoers enforcing their illegal and fraudulent nude contract.  

……………………………………....              …………………………………………


    Deponent





Witness

(4)
I request the presiding judge to rescind and strike out the judgement for a writ of possession caused by Justice Hidden on the 15th November 2006 because he was wrongly influenced by the mercenary barrister, to err. The interest of my family, myself and the cause of justice should be paramount and therefore to be seen as being correct by the interested significant members of public monitoring these proceedings.

SWORN……………..……………………………………………………………

 AT ………………………………………………………………………………..            

Signature of deponent……………………………………………………………..

Signature of witness………………………………………………………………

Name of witness………………………………………………………………….

Capacity of witness……………………………………………………………….

