IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

Carolyn Highly



)


and




)

Murrell Highly



)







)


plaintiffs



)

vs.





)
No. 502CV888T. JOHN WARD







)

T. John Ward, an individual


)

Billy Fox Branson, an individual

)

Donald W. Capshaw, an individual

)

William J. Cornelius, an individual

)

Raymond W. Jordan, an individual

)

Bill Peek, an individual


)

Lanny Ramsay, an individual


)


and




)

Margaret J. Reeves



)








)


defendants



)

Plaintiffs’ response to Ramona Frazier’s arrogated nonsense of filing YET ANOTHER FRIVOLOUS DEMURRER  fraudulently styled as “DEFENDANTS

REEVES1, CORNELIUS AND  RAMSAY’S MOTION

 FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS” 


1. T. John Ward, cannot hear this motion. The Code of Conduct for Federal Judges   prohibits T. John Ward from sitting on a case where he is one of the defendants. One can imagine the scene as Ward, sitting on the bench, wearing a black robe, when Ramona calls T. John Ward as a witness. Ward jumps from the bench, doffs his robe and scurries around to the witness stand and affirms an oath to tell the truth. Then Ward begins his usual deceptions and prevarications. Murrell and Carolyn Highly object – grounds = hearsay! Ward gingerly gets up and maneuvers his way around to the bench (actually a darn nice cushy chair) puts his robe on and exclaims, overruled! In any other walk of life, Ward would be fired from his employment for even proposing such nonsense. Perhaps it is true that Ward is still suppurating over an episode in his childhood where he was paddled by a teacher for such antics and in his altered state of mind confuses Carolyn Highly with the teacher who whipped him long ago. Ward aught to be allowed to suppurate somewhere else instead of being allowed to superannuate. It is time for Ward to stop acting like a clown and get off this case as well as those others where he violates judicial canon.


2. Ramona Frazier again files a frivolous demurrer. Ramona! Demurrers have been abolished! See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 7 (c). Frazier no doubt presumes this court will circumvent, disregard, and contravene any and all Federal rules and laws necessary to deprive Murrell and Carolyn Highly of their day in court. The un-denied and un-deniable record shows Ward refused Carolyn and Murrell Highly their Constitutional Right to petition by ordering total blockage their right to file any papers. Ward, in his self-perceived high comedy, denied this in his insipid order overruling the Highly objection. Ward’s order clearly states the Highlys are blocked from filing any, (ANY) new actions. Ward did this merely a moment after DENYING THE OTHER RESPONDENTS’ EX PARTE DEMAND TO BLOCK the Highlys’ access to court. The respondents have not denied using a death threat to compel Ward to violate the rights of Carolyn and Murrell Highly.


3. But here’s the real deal, Ramona. Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 28 USC APPENDIX 12 (c) motion for judgment on the pleadings requires evidence! For examples see Central Green Co. v. United States, 121 S. Ct. 1005, 531 U.S. 425, 177 F.3d 834, 148 L.Ed. 2d 919 (U.S. 02/21/2001), Mitchell v. Forsyth (06/19/85) Supreme Court of the United States, 472 U.S. 511, 105 S.Ct. 2806, 86 L. Ed. 2d 411, 53 U.S.L.W. 4798, Maryland et al. v. Louisiana (05/26/81) Supreme Court of the United States, 451 U.S. 725, 101 S.Ct. 2114, 68 L.Ed. 576, 49 U.S.L.W., and Lichter et al. v. United States (06/14/48) Supreme Court of the United States, 334 U.S. 742, 68 S.Ct. 1294, 92 L.Ed. 1694. 


4. Here’s more of the real deal Ramona. Your statements and conclusions contained in your so-called motion for judgment on the pleadings ARE NOT FACTS BEFORE THIS COURT! The record shows that Carolyn and Murrell Highly HAVE PLACED FACTS BEFORE THIS COURT IN THIS CASE VIA THEIR VERIFIED COMPLAINT.  Reeves, Cornelius, and Ramsay HAVE PLACED NO FACTS BEFORE THIS COURT – STATEMENTS OF COUNSEL ARE NOT FACTS BEFORE THE COURT.  See UNITED STATES v. LOVASCO (06/09/77)  431 U.S. 783, 97 S. Ct. 2044, 52 L. Ed. 2d 752, GONZALES v. BUIST. (04/01/12) 224 U.S. 126, 56 L. Ed. 693, 32 S. Ct. 463, HOLT v. UNITED STATES. (10/31/10) 218 U.S. 245, 54 L. Ed. 1021, 31 S. Ct. 2,  TELEPHONE CASES. DOLBEAR v. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. MOLECULAR TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY V. MOLECULAR TELEPHONE COMPANY. CLAY COMMERCIAL TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. PEOPLE'S TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. OVERLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. (PART TWO THREE) (03/19/88) 126 U.S. 1, 31 L. Ed. 863, 8 S. Ct. 778, Trinsey v. Pagliaro, D. C. Pa. 1964, 229 F. Supp. 647, and Oklahoma Court Rules and Procedure, Federal local rule 7.1(h).


5. Ramona Frazier probably thinks the United States Supreme Court needs to check with her before they make any more boo boos regarding the necessity of  an  evidentiary hearing before ruling on a motion for judgment on the pleadings and their advocacy that statements of attorneys are not facts before the court, but Murrell and Carolyn Highly believe the United States Supreme Court’s holdings are superior to Ramona Frazier’s unverified, undocumented conclusions.


6. Regarding Ramona Frazier’s playing dumb regarding what deprives a state actor of immunity, immunity is pierced where the actor proceeds in absence of subject matter jurisdiction, proceeds according to a private prior agreement, willfully accedes to fraud, or commits an act that is clearly unlawful. In the instant case, Murrell and Carolyn Highly complain that T. John Ward deprived them of federally protected right to access court (any court) after an ex parte communication from Reeves, Cornelius, Ramsay, and others which now includes an un-denied death threat. Presumably, Ramona Frazier thinks that Reeves and the others threatening of  T. John Ward compelling him to do a one hundred eighty degree turn (reversal on prior denial of Reeves and the other’s ex parte demand) and are shielded by immunity. Prisoners in Texas State penitentiaries should be informed if they want to commit crimes like threatening a federal judge, altering a court record, and perjury they can either be named Bill Clinton or be employed in the Texas court system.


7. Ramona Frazier commits fraud on the court by falsely stating that Murrell and Carolyn Highly’s right to petition government by accessing the courts is not a Constitutional right. Murrell and Carolyn Highly DID NOT SUE THE STATE OF TEXAS NOR ACTORS OF THE STATE OF TEXAS ACTING IN THEIR OFFICIAL CAPACITY – THE STATE OF TEXAS NOR ITS OFFICIALS HAVE AN OFFICIAL CAPACITY TO THREATEN A FEDERAL JUDGE.
Conclusion


8. Ramona Frazier’s so-called motion for judgment on the pleadings is just the same old anger-driven, hate-filled emetic tripe of the American Bar Association trying to hoodwink everyone into believing the kangaroo courts of the A.B.A. and its constituent groups like the State Bar of Texas are legitimate when they’re absolutely as phony as the day is long.

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 and also:

John Ashcroft



Patrick Leahy, Chairman

United States Attorney General
United States Senate Committee on the Judiciary

10th & Constitution Avenue N.W.
224 Dirkson Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20530

Washington, DC 20510






James Sensenbrenner, Chairman

Larry Klaymon
United States House of Representatives
Judicial Watch, Inc.
Committee on the Judiciary


P.O. Box 44444
2138 Rayburn HOB



Washington, DC 20026
Washington, DC 20515

Media
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________________________
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Murrell Highly

  IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

Carolyn Highly




)


and




)

Murrell Highly




)







)


plaintiffs



)

vs.





)
No. 502CV185 T. JOHN WARD







)

T. John Ward, an individual


)

Billy Fox Branson, an individual

)

Donald W. Capshaw, an individual

)

William J. Cornelius, an individual

)

Raymond W. Jordan, an individual

)

Bill Peek, an individual


)

Lanny Ramsay, an individual


)


and




)

Margaret J. Reeves



)








)


defendants



)

ORDER


Whereas the federal district court is a court of limited jurisdiction and may only exercise jurisdiction when specifically authorized to do so; and whereas, the motion for judgment on the pleadings is insufficient to invoke this court’s judicial power for want of facts entered on record in support of the motion; and whereas, this court notices that Ramona Frazier has repeatedly assailed this court with insufficient pleadings intended to effect a demurrer of the complaint of Carolyn and Murrell Highly, the motion is denied with prejudice to other filings of motions to dismiss, for judgment on the pleadings, or for summary conclusion of the proceedings save that Murrell and Carolyn Highly shall be entitled to file any pleadings they deem appropriate for this court’s consideration.

____________



_________________________________

       date




             judge of the district court
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