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: Dale Kim Thorup
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I Canon City, Colorado 81212
II Phone Number: (719) 275-1156 E-mail:.

FAX Numoer: Atty. Reg. #:
RESPONSE TO PETITIONER'S VERIFIED MOTION FOR CONTEMPT CITATION

DALE KIM THORUP, Respondent appears pro se and respectfully requests that the Court deny
Petitioner's aforementioned motion and states the following.
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Respondent filed a Motion To Correct Petitioner's Child Support Calculations of October 26, 2001 and a
Motion To Mudify Child Support Under ;14-10-122 CR.S. with EI Paso County District Court-Divis.un 6
on November 27,2002 respectively. Respondent requests that the Court rule on said Motions at the
forthcoming hearing scheduled for January 23, 2003 in Division R with the honorable Magisrrate
Barbara L. Hughes presiding. Respondent asserts that the calculation of Respondent's child support
obligation by Petitroner , Deborah Thorup nka Deborah Lohse and her Attorney of Record. Herman A.
Lohse III, using Worksheet A, on October 26. 2001 was wrongful and fraudulent.
Respondent asserts that both parties executed a shared Parenting Plan just sixteen-days earlier on October
10, 2001 that provides for the following parenung time hy Respondent.

Parentin!l Time Of Respondent Davs Per Year
Three Weekends Per Month 72
Every Other Wednesday Overnight 26
One-Half Of The Summer Vacation 46
Every Other Holiday/Birthday 5

Total /49(41%1
The calculation of Respondent's ehild support obligation would. therefore, necessarily have to incorporate
the LIse of Worksheet B. Petitioner has nor ever filed a motion to modify parenting time and the terms of
the original Parenting Plan remain applicable to said child support calculations. The calculation of
Respondents child support in compliance with the terms of the aforementioned Parenting Plan. using
Worksheet B. reflects that Respondent has made child support payments in excess of Respondent's
obligations for the period September 1,2001 to November 30, 2002. The calculation of Respondem's ch.id
support obligations using Worksheet A. or any other method. would be arbitrary and fraudulent and not m
compliance with the terms of the Parenting Plan.
Respondent has paid 53.417.34 in child support to Petitioner to date, and Petitioner's claim that Respondent
owes 58,032.07 in child support plus interest is fraudulent and does not reflect Respondents
aforementioned payments.
Respondent asserts that the use of Worksheet A in calculating Respondent's child support obligations by
Peutioners Attorney on October 26, 2001, and incorporating same Into (he Seulernent Agreemeru. W:J.S
deliberate and fraudulent. Respondent asserts that, while largely disadvantaged in appearing pro se, he was
under direct and deliberate threats by Petitioner to not contest the Parenting Plan or Settlement Agreement
and that Respondent was prevented from doing so on December 19. :200L at the hearing on Final Orders by
Mazisrrate Robert Erler in Division V.
Respondent has been denied employment by his former employer in Denver from August 10, 2002 to the
present. despite having excellent references. due to misdemeanor charges that were fraudulently brought
against Respondent by Petitioner on December 11, 1001. (Exhibit A) Respondent asserts that he has no
prtor criminal record and. while [he aforementioned charges were dismissed due to 1 lack of evidence. surd
..:harges now appear on Respondent's background report required bv most employers prior to employment.
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Respondent has resuirantlv incurred the inconvenience and expense of unemployment and of pcunoninv
Denver Co.mtv for the sealing of said records which is expected to be accomplished by January 17. 2003~

The sealing of said records should make Respondent eligible fur reemployment with his former employer.
however. Respondent has 1.11so submitted over six-hundred employment applications over the PJ.5t four
months In an etrort to be employed. (Exhibit B)
H..espondent asserts that he has been wrongfully and fraudulently denied parenting time with Jus daughter

thi:, past ye:lr due. In part, to similar fraudulent allegations made in Petitioner's Ex parte .Horio~z or"
December i 8, 200 I or one day prior to the hearing on Final Orders Said allegations arid MO[lOn were
fraudulently' not revealed the next day at said hearing, however, and were in fact totally contfadlCted bv the
testimony' of Petitioner and her Attorney who stared under oath that the Parenting Plan was 10 the' best
interest of the daughter. Over one year later, Respondent has yet to be afforded the OPPOrtUOlty bv
EI Paso County District Court to defend himself against said fraudulent allegations and Alation as the new
six-year old daughter and her father continue to be punished for the fraudulent actions of the Petitioner and
her now husband, Herman A. Lohse III.
Respondent asserts that Petitioner had an affair with her Attorney of Record. Herman A. Lohse III during
the divorce and that said Attorney used his twenty years of experience in family law, and influence with El
Paso County, to disrupt and destroy the lives of the ex-husband and daughter this past year. Petitioner
boasted or" her affair to her family who are prepared to testify to same and have been all year Petitioner
relocated the daughter and herself into the home of Herman A. Lohse, Attorney in the succeeding month
following Final Orders without filing a motion to relocate a rmnor child and without Respondent's
informed consent. Additionally, Petitioner and her Attorney were married just four months following Final
Orders.
Respondent asserts that the aforementioned fraudulent: child support calculations (and motion for
contempt citation), dismissed misdemeanor charges in Denver County, Ex pane Motion, and testimony at
Final Orders are not inclusive but are demonstrative of the wrongful agenda of Petitioner and her nO\1/
husband Herman A. Lohse, Attorney against the ex-husband and father who appeared in good faith and pro
se throughout the divorce. Respondent respectfully requests that the Court formally acknowledge the
aforementioned unethical and immoral actions of the Petitioner and said Attorney by denying the motion
for contempt citation.

Dated: January 7. 2003
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3053 Seven Arrows Ct.

Canon City, Colorado 81212

Ph: (719) 275-1156 (Home)

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I certify that on January 7 2003 (date) the original of this Motion was filed with the Court; and a true and accurate copy

of this RESPONSE TO PETITIONER'S VERIFIED MOTION FOR CONTEMPT CITATION was served on the other

partvttss) by piacing it in the United States mail, postage pre-paid and addressed to the following:

Steven M. Werner. Attorney
Law Offices of Steven M. Werner, PC.
301 S Weber St.
Colorado Springs. Colorado 80903
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CJ Petitioner/Plain~OR l8J RespondenVOefendant
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