Final Creditor Statement

When we send TILA, RESPA, QWR, UDAP, etc, we send them to the bank.
Who is REQUIRED to respond to those documents?   The CREDITOR !!!!!!!!  Look at the TILA law and count the term CREDITOR, do You think they have pulled one over on us?   You bet they have.  By using the laws that put forth the presumption the bank is the creditor, the bank never had to say they were!
Here is the cool thing about the "required" aspects of the law:
Because the CREDITOR is "required" to respond in a certain way, if the CREDITOR does not respond accordingly, it is their CONFESSION AND ADMITTANCE, they KNOW they are not the CREDITOR.
That's right, we now have evidence that the CREDITOR has prima facie confessed they have knowledge they are NOT the CREDITOR.
That means if they go to court, they are going "WITHOUT CLEAN HANDS."  That is an ultimate sin in court and they can be held responsible for "punitive and treble" damages for their FRAUD.
It also means you can use their lack of response to start a new case for anything that has been "dismissed" because you discovered the fraud.
"Your honor, I sent them a QWR and/or RESPA and/or TILA, and they did not respond which, I believe, as it is their confession they know they are committing fraud upon the court and fraud against me because they know they are NOT the CREDITOR.  Since they did not respond as required by law for a CREDITOR to do, they have confessed they know they are not the CREDITOR, proving with this prima facie evidence, they are here WITHOUT ‘CLEAN HANDS’.   That is how I discovered the fraud they have committed and are committing."
If You request an ex parte hearing, be sure to stipulate who it is between, such as an ex parte between [You] Defendant and judge, or judge and [You] Plaintiff;

Anyone got an argument against this concept?
Have the following printed out in front of You for the hearing.  When You are in the bar the adrenalin will make it difficult to remember Your mothers name!
After objecting in courts 2 times when the atty for the bank says anything,
“I object; Relevance; 

Have (the bank) stipulate weather or not they are the CREDITOR in this matter”
hit the court record with something like this.
“I object; Relevance; 

“On and for the Record and for My appeal if necessary, I believe, in fact, by their refusal to stipulate, on the record, to being the CREDITOR in this matter, the alleged ‘lender’ is showing, prior knowledge of not being the CREDITOR in this controversy, demonstrating prima facie (in and of itself) evidence they are here without ‘Clean Hands’, this fictitious payee is perpetrating a fraud upon the court and against Me.”

When the Judge then asks what He can do for You, or what You want, or something to that effect;
I move the court grant a reconveyance of the deed of trust to Me immediately and return all property acquired by fraud from Me. 

