IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

Carolyn Good




)


and




)

Murrell Good




)







)


plaintiffs



)

vs.





)
No. 502CV8888 Thad Heartfield







)

T. John Ward, et al.



)


defendants



)

Plaintiffs’ rule 60(b)(4) motion to vacate Thad Heartfield’s December 13th 2002

order staying discovery as void – Murrell and Carolyn Good have been deprived

 of due process rights depriving Thad Heartfield of subject matter jurisdiction to 

issue the order staying discovery

Brief in support


1. November 5th 2002, Raymond W. Jordan engaged discovery. See interrogatories attached. The interrogatories, proffered in bad faith, focused on Raymond’s shared obsession with his co-defendants of how Murrell and Carolyn Good were repeatedly out-pleading Raymond and the others. Murrell and Carolyn Good answered Jordan’s interrogatories and returned discovery in the form admissions. See plaintiffs’ request for admissions directed to Raymond W. Jordan and Jordan’s admissions attached. Clerks of the Eastern District refused to allow Murrell and Carolyn Good to file copies of the admissions, a due process right. Thad Heartfield acted without being moved to order discovery stayed. Mr. Heartfield should be compelled to appear and testify before a federal grand jury as to why only one side is entitled to discovery.


2. Reasonably and logically this occurrence is explained by the following theory: Raymond W. Jordan and his co-defendants queried Heartfield ex parte (an old, confessed habit of Jordan’s). Raymond no doubt wondered what was taking so long for Heartfield to demurrer the remaining defendants like Heartfield’s demurrer of Ward. Heartfield explained that he needed more from the defendants to overcome the pleadings of the Goods. Jordan, feeling himself to be in the gravity of a superior intelligence, complained that he didn’t know what to do. Heartfield explained to Jordan that if the Goods didn’t comply with discovery, that would be grounds for dismissal. Feeling pumped up about it, Jordan engaged discovery but underestimated the perspicacity of Murrell and Carolyn Good who promptly answered Jordan’s interrogatories and returned discovery in the form of  a request for sworn admissions. Jordan realized that he’d accomplished nothing with his interrogatories, and had in the best light, preserved the Goods’ case (facts in dispute – no summary conclusion) or in the worst light, proved the Goods’ case. Panicking, Jordan again ex parte conferenced with Heartfield and Heartfield protected Jordan and the others by instructing the clerks not to accept the admissions and contemporaneously ordered stay of discovery. FOR ANYONE DOUBTING THE VERACITY OF THIS THEORY, PLEASE ANSWER THIS QUESTION – Since Heartfield had yet to issue a pretrial scheduling order, HOW DID HEARTFIELD KNOW THAT DISCOVERY HAD BEEN ENGAGED?

3. The void order staying discovery is yet another seedy chapter in the continuing efforts by bar associates to deprive Murrell and Carolyn Good of justice.

Conclusion


4. Whereas this court shall notice, Murrell and Carolyn Good have been deprived of a level playing field where their opposites got discovery but now effect blocking of the Goods’ due process right to discovery, this court has a non-discretionary duty to vacate the void order staying discovery.
Prepared and submitted by:_________________________________





Murrell Good

Carolyn Good

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Murrell Good,  hereby certify that a true and correct  copy of the above and foregoing plaintiffs’ request for admissions  was mailed via U. S. Mail First Class to: all respondents or their listed counsel as well  as the Office of Court Administration.
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