IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

Carolyn Highly



)


and




)

Murrell Highly



)







)


plaintiffs



)

vs.





)
Number  502-CV-888







)

Donald W. Capshaw, et al.


)








)


defendants



)

PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE TO RAMONA FRAZIER’S MOTION TO DISMISS


1. This court shall notice that Ramona Frazier attempts to trick, deceive and mislead this court by the subterfuge: “The claims against judge Ramsay and Judge Cornelius seem to stem from judicial decisions that they made when legal disputes concerning the Plaintiffs’ were brought them.” The record made in the underlying case which Ms. Frazier had a duty to investigate proves that Ramsay committed fraud by denying that Bill Peek’s putative “judicial decision” was a private prior agreement when Ramsay had actual knowledge of four un-rebutted affidavits witnessing the private prior agreement and actual knowledge of a court record wherein Bill Peek boasted of private prior agreements. Ramsay, rather than showing fidelity to his oath acted only to abet fraud as is his self-perceived duty under the private rules of the bars. Cornelius, acting like an idiot, affirmed the fraud that Murrell and Carolyn Highly could be deprived of their constitutional homestead by “the applicable statute of limitations.” Ask what state of limitations, Cornelius, acting like an absolute moron responded, “the applicable statute of limitations.” Ramona Frazier’s calling these frauds “judicial decisions” demonstrates that Ramona too doesn’t proceed under constitutional or legal authority but according to the private, unpublished rules of the known syndicate of organized crime – the bars.


2. On page 3, paragraph three, Ramona commits FRAUD ON THE COURT by stating “Plaintiffs’ complaint does not plead specific facts and it is difficult to ascertain what facts are stated in Plaintiffs’ Complaint. Instead, Plaintiffs made non-sensical (sic) statements about the alleged wrongs done, but cite no specific dates and events. Moreover, Plaintiffs makes (sic) no attempt to plead that there are factual allegations to support each element of each claim which they bring.” RAMONA OBVIOULSY BELIEVES THAT T. JOHN WARD WILL REFUSE TO READ SIXTY-TWO CLEARLY ARTICULATED FACTS (INCLUDING DATES) APPEARING IN UN-REBUTTED AFFIDAVITS.


3. As has been clearly articulated in other contemporaneous pleadings, Cornelius and Ramsay are not immune from suit: It is clear that a judge who acts in the absence of subject matter jurisdiction may be held liable for his judicial act. Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 98 S. Ct. 1099, 55 L. Ed. 2d 331 (1978) and Bradley v. Fisher, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 335, 20 L. Ed. 646 (1872). A judge’s private, prior agreement to decide in favor of one party is not a judicial act. Rankin v. Howard,  633 F. 2d 844 (9th Cir. 1980), cert. Denied, 451 U.S. 939, 101 S. Ct. 2020, 68 L. Ed. 2d 326 (1981).  Judge is deprived of immunity where the judge willfully accedes to fraud. Cite omitted (Let Ramona Frazier “go there” if she doesn’t believe this).


4. The remainder of Ramona’s paper, which includes only Ramona’s conclusions, verifies that Ramona expects T. John Ward to handle this case extra-judicially according to private prior agreement between counsel for respondents and T. John Ward and not the rule of law.

Conclusions


5. Ramona Frazier’s motion to dismiss is a substantive and procedural nullity for want of testimony in support. Ramona also deprives this court of subject matter jurisdiction to rule favorably for her DUE TO RAMONA FRAZIER’S FRAUD ON THE COURT. In actuality, that Ramona Frazier, with a duty to investigate, with knowledge that Murrell and Carolyn Highly have been robbed of their homestead and their constitutional rights violated, commits fraud in an attempt to deprive Murrell and Carolyn Highly of justice not only proves the existence of racketeering to which Ramona is part of, Ramona Frazier displays a mind so badly diseased that long term incarceration is warranted to protect the public from the criminal Frazier.


8. Ramona Frazier’s so-called motion to dismiss must be denied as a matter of law.

 Prepared and submitted by:
______________________________________ 






   Carolyn Highly 
Murrell Highly 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Murrell Highly,  hereby certify that a true and correct  copy of the above and foregoing plaintiffs’ response was mailed via U. S. Mail First Class to: 

All respondents

____________


_________________________

     date




           Murrell Highly

To insure the integrity of these proceedings which have apparently been tainted by threat from one more respondents to T. John Ward (Mr. Ward, August 2, 2002 issued an order denying defendants a temporary restraining order then moments later, also on August 2, 2002, Mr. Ward ordered enforcement of the restraining order. This unstable behavior is explainable by only one theory. T. John Ward entertained an ex parte communication from one or more of the defendants likely including a threat, probably a death threat) a copy is also being sent to: John Ashcroft

John Ashcroft
United States Attorney General

10th & Constitution Ave. N. W.

Washington, D.C. 20530
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