IN THE UNTED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Dr. K. F. Highly,



)


and




)

Colleen Highly, a married couple

)







)


Plaintiffs,



)







)

v.                                                             )
No. 02-CV-888-B(M)

)

William W. Busby, an individual,

)


and




)

John G. Lanning, an individual,

)







)


Defendants.



)







)

PLAINTIFFS’ CONSOLIDATED PLEADINGS / DEMAND FOR THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL’S AUTHORITY TO REPRESENT JOHN G. LANNING IN  CLAIM  NUMBER NO. 02-CV-300 / MANDITORY JUDICIAL NOTICE / MOTION TO STRIKE  LINDA SOPER’S SO CALLED “MOTION

 TO DISMISS / MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT” / RESPONSE 


1. Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly demand John G. Lanning’s authority to subject the State of Oklahoma to RICO suit  for violation of constitution rights and criminal acts. 

MANDITORY JUDICIAL NOTICE: FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE RULE 201


2. All officers of the court for the Northern Federal Judicial District of Oklahoma are hereby placed on notice under authority of the supremacy and equal protection clauses of the United States Constitution  and the common law authorities of Haines v Kerner, 404 U.S. 519-421, Platsky v. C.I.A. 953 F.2d. 25, Anastasoff v. United States, 223 F.3d 898 (8th Cir. 2000), Trinsey v. Pagliaro, D.C. Pa. 1964, 229 F. Supp. 647, Local Rules of the United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma, Rule 7.1(h), the Constitution of the United States specifically including the Seventh Amendment of the Constitution of the United States,  and McNutt v. General Motors Acceptance Corp., 298 U.S. 178, 189 (1936). Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction, and may only exercise jurisdiction when specifically authorized to do so. A party seeking to invoke a federal court's jurisdiction bears the burden of establishing that such jurisdiction exists. McNutt v. General Motors Acceptance Corp., 298 U.S. 178, 189 (1936). The Northern Federal District of Oklahoma IS ESPECIALLY NOTICED: THE TERM OF COURT IN OKLAHOMA STATE COURTS IS THIRTY DAYS FROM THE PRONOUNCEMENT OF JUDGMENT, THAT TIME AFTERWHICH, THE COURT LACKS J U R I S D I C T I O N AND CAN [{(NOT)}] SIGN ORDERS – SUCH A PUTATIVE ORDER IS VOID AND NULL!  The Northern Federal District of Oklahoma IS FURTHER ESPECIALLY NOTICED: Any person guilty of falsely preparing any book, paper,  [({ record, })], instrument in writing, or other matter or thing, with intent to produce it, or allow it to be produced as genuine upon any [({ trial, proceeding or inquiry whatever, })] authorized by law, SHALL BE GUILTY OF A FELONY. See Oklahoma Statutes Title 21. Crimes and Punishments, Chapter 13, Section 453. In re Haines: pro se litigants (Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly are pro se litigants) are held to less stringent pleading standards than bar licensed attorneys. Regardless of the deficiencies in their pleadings, pro se litigants are entitled to the opportunity to submit evidence in support of their claims. In re Platsky: court errs if court dismisses the pro se litigant  (Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly are pro se litigants) without instruction of how pleadings are deficient and how to repair pleadings. In re Anastasoff: litigants’ constitutional rights are violated when courts depart from precedent where parties are similarly situated.  All litigants have a constitutional right to have their claims adjudicated according the rule of precedent. See Anastasoff v. United States, 223 F.3d 898 (8th Cir. 2000). Statements of counsel, in their briefs or their arguments are not sufficient for a motion to dismiss or for summary judgment, Trinsey v. Pagliaro, D.C. Pa. 1964, 229 F. Supp. 647. See also,  Local Rules of the United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma, Rule 7.1(h). 

MOTION TO STRIKE LINDA SOPER’S SO CALLED “MOTION

 TO DISMISS  / MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT


3. Linda Soper’s putative motion to dismiss / motion for summary judgment is a substantive and procedural nullity, frivolous on its face, and cannot be noticed by this court for want of affidavits as a minimal pleading standard to enter evidentiary matters on the record necessary for a competent court’s determination on a motion to dismiss. (Repeated for the benefit of Linda Soper who no doubt trembles in fear at the mere mention of John G. Lanning’s name for the realization that John holds tremendous  power in the private business organization to which Linda also belongs and that Linda takes orders from John unflinchingly as Linda and John’s oath and allegiance to the private business organization is superior to the law of the land or even God’s law). Linda Soper’s putative motion to dismiss / motion for summary judgment is a substantive and procedural nullity, frivolous on its face, and cannot be noticed by this court for want of affidavits as a minimal pleading standard to enter evidentiary matters on the record necessary for a competent court’s determination on a motion to dismiss.

RESPONSE 


4. Linda Soper insults the integrity of this court by committing FRAUD ON THE COURT, WHICH, IF THE COURT ACCEDES TO,  WILL DEPRIVE THIS COURT OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. (1). FIRST FRAUD ON THE COURT: “Plaintiffs have failed to state a claim against this defendant.” Plaintiffs in a civil rights cause have stated a claim upon which relief can be granted if pleadings are under authority of 42 USC 1983, plaintiffs state that defendants acted under color of law, and plaintiffs claim damages (cite omitted). (2) SECOND FRAUD ON THE COURT: “John G. Lanning, the judge presiding over two separate lawsuits involving property located in Washington County.” Presumably Linda means two suits involving the Highlys. Linda Soper wants citation of a second suit pending in Washington County at the time the Highlys filed their quiet title action. (3). THIRD FRAUD ON THE COURT: “Judy Schrader filed a Motion to Dismiss asserting that res judicata barred the relitigation (SIC) of the ownership of the property.” This court shall notice that the taking of the Highlys’ property was an administrative action subject to judicial review. Had Ms. Schrader had the benefit of competent counsel, she would have been informed of her peril. It is no doubt true that John G. Lanning knew that IF he made an erroneous judicial decision, the Highlys could appeal it and John, a sometime visiting appellate court judge, would be proved corrupt, spoiling his political ambitions.” (4). FOURTH FRAUD ON THE COURT: “On February 7, 2002, a hearing was held on the Motion to Dismiss in CJ-2001-659. Judge Lanning reviewed the record and considered the arguments of the parties and granted Ms. Schrader’s Motion to Dismiss. Exhibit G.” The record in CJ-2001-659 does not show that a court of competent jurisdiction was composed. Linda Soper probably thinks the walls of a courtroom are what constitute a court. The truth is that John G. Lanning had an ex parte meeting with William W. Busby,  refused to allow the Highlys to appear, refused to allow the Highlys to speak from their positions in the room, and refused to read the Highlys’ pleadings. Mr. Lanning issued a minute order, which, in the vernacular, “screwed Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly out of their day in court.” A MINUTE ORDER IS NOT AN ORDER. For example see Lamb v. Superior Court In and For Maricopa County, 621 P.2d 906. This court shall notice that Linda Soper proceeds with unclean hands by joining John G. Lanning and William W. Busby by advancing a paper with the intent that this court rely on it to deprive Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly of money, property, and rights which Linda Soper knows is false in that it was not done until forty-five days after the end of the  term of court (that means, Ms. Soper, that the court did not have subject matter jurisdiction to sign it), was after the filing of this suit and therefore the desperate act of cry babies Lanning and Busby, is not certified and NOT SIGNED. AN UNSIGNED ORDER IS NOT AN ORDER OF THE COURT. For example, see SECOND NAT. BANK OF PAINTSVILLE v. BLAIR, 186 S.W.2d 796. That Linda Soper would so cavalierly embrace this fraud, at first blush appears to be ignorance until one reflects on her rank in the private business organization to which John G. Lanning belongs.  Terror must occur to anyone of Linda Soper’s rank compared to Mr. Lanning’s high rank in the private business organization. The State of Oklahoma should be prosecuting John G. Lanning for fraud. Instead Linda Soper exposes the State of Oklahoma to RICO actions. FIFTH FRAUD ON THE COURT: “JUDGE LANNING POSSESSES ABSOLUTE JUDICIAL IMMUNITY FOR HIS ACTIONS IN THE COURT PROCEEDINGS WHICH ARE THE SUBJECT OF THIS LAWSUIT.” Refusing access to court is not a judicial act. Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly concede  that judicial immunity is necessary to protect judicial acts.  Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly challenge Linda Soper to cite authorities, which verify that ex parte conferencing is a judicial act. Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly challenge Linda Soper to cite authorities which verify that blocking a case from going forward is a judicial act. Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly challenge Linda Soper to cite authorities which verify that refusing to sign an order which can be appealed is a judicial act. In actuality, Linda Soper should apologize to the Highlys, withdraw from this case, and prosecute John G. Lanning. SIXTH FRAUD ON THE COURT: “PLANTIFFS’ CLAIMS ARE DEFICIENT AND FAIL TO ESTABLISH THE VIOLATION OF ANY FEDERALLY PROCTECTED RIGHT.” Linda Soper, who obviously does not understand what is meant by “sufficiency of pleadings,” attempts to trick, deceive, and mislead this court into overlooking the Highlys’ pleadings of right to access court. SEVENTH FRAUD ON THE COURT: “Although Plaintiffs seek only monetary damages, their claims are based on their assumption that the district court’s rulings were erroneous.” This court shall notice that Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly did not complain of erroneous decisions. Dr. K. F. Highly and Colleen Highly are very well aware that their remedy to court’s reversible error is appeal. EX PARTE CONFERENCING, BLOCKING A SUIT, AND REFUSING TO WRITE AN APPEALABLE ORDER ARE NOT ERRORS OF THE COURT BUT FRAUDS BY THE COURT. EIGHTH FRAUD ON THE COURT: This court shall notice that Linda Soper attempts to trick, deceive, and mislead this court that the Highlys did not cite constitutional infractions. 

CONCLUSION


Linda Soper’s so called motion to dismiss / motion for summary judgment must be denied as a matter of law. The legally insufficient pleading of Linda Soper in which so called facts are proffered by Linda Soper must be stricken from the record for want of so much as even one affidavit of even one competent witness. All competent counsel know these “facts” are hearsay.
Prepared and submitted by:
______________________________________ 






Dr. K. F. Highly 
Colleen Highly
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Dr. K. F. Highly,  hereby certify that a true and correct  copy of the above and foregoing plaintiffs’ consolidated pleadings was mailed via U. S. Mail certified, return receipt requested to: 

Joseph R. Farris

525 South Main, Suite 1000

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103 


And also

Linda Soper

4545 N. Lincoln Blvd., Suite 260

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73015


Date ___________
___________________________






Dr. K. F. Highly
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