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I appeared before the previous grand jury on October 12, 2006, and made allegations against the Dale Hanna alleging he failed to perform his duty as Johnson County District Attorney.  At that time I alleged his refusal to present a judge to the grand jury was in keeping with a policy, which laid grounds for horrendous abuse.  It is, therefore, ironic that, at the very moment I was telling the grand jury that, Judge Bridewell, district judge for the 249th judicial district, was committing just the kind of horrendous abuse I came to warn you about.  

Katrina Bowersox was sitting in the courtroom waiting for a hearing to start that had been scheduled for 2:30 P.M. that day.  She had been summoned on motion of her children’s grandmother, the mother of her estranged husband for a hearing to sign orders that would strip Katrina’s children from her.  The hearing was delayed as the judge, after reviewing two documents Katrina had presented to the court in her defense. 

Judge Bridewell was not just reviewing the documents; he was in chambers with opposing counsel concocting a plan to deny Katrina her children in outrageous violation of law.  The motion filed with the court by Attorney Patrick G. Barkiman, on behalf of Betty Bowersox, petitioning for custody of Katrina’s children, was outright fraud, as was the request for the court to sign the orders, both based on verifiable perjury.  This had been alleged in the documents filed with the court.  

The first hearing, wherein Judge CC (Kit) Cooke, a visiting judge sitting in the place of Judge Bridewell, stripped Katrina’s children from her and awarded custody to Betty Bowersox was held with no regard to the right of things or the rule of law.  Katrina had filed an answer to the motion, objecting to the intervenor status of Betty Bowersox and to the proceedings as being based on perjury by Bowersox and subornation of perjury by Attorney Barkman.  After taking testimony from witnesses wherein Judge Cooke denied Katrina the right and opportunity to examine the witnesses presented against her and without bothering to read and certainly without considering the legal arguments in the answer filed by Katrina, Judge Cooke stripped her children from her.  

After the hearing where Judge Cooke stripped Katrina’s children from her, Bowersox filed a motion asking the judge to sign orders granting custody to Bowersox.  At the hearing, after Judge Bridewell read the objection to the first hearing and the motions included in the first filing by Katrina and the response to the request to sign orders, he knew there was trouble for CC Cooke and for Patrick Barkman as both had acted in outrageous violation of law.  By acting so outrageously outside the rule of law, Judge Cooke had abdicated all jurisdiction and become personally liable for the harm done to Katrina and her children by his inappropriate action.  

In an effort to cover for the Judge Cooke and Patrick Barkman, Judge Bridewell called opposing counsel, Patrick Barkman, into chambers, to the exclusion of Katrina who was sitting in the court.  Apparently Judge Bridewell first ordered Barkman to strike the perjures portion of the motion to sign orders.

At line 2 of 
TEMPORARY ORDERS, as filed by Bowersox, it is asserted that the orders had been agreed to by both parties (See copy attached).  In her answer, Katrina stated that she had never seen the orders or agreed to anything prior to being served with them and the notice of a hearing date.  

On reading that portion of the answer filed by Katrina, Judge Bridewell knew the motion was a fraud on the court and invalid.  It was also an act of perjury and in order to protect Barkman from allegations of same, he apparently ordered Barkman to strike the offending statement from the motion and re-file.  This he did in ex parte communication with Barkman to the exclusion of Katrina, which is a most basic violation of the rule and due course of law.  

Art. 1.24. PUBLIC TRIAL.  The proceedings and 

trials in all courts shall be public.

This is not some novel or arcane legal argument.  It is well established that secret courts in this country are strictly forbidden and are so horrendous they shock the conscious of any fair minded person.  

Included you will find a copy of the first filing, and a copy of the filing make on October 12, 2006, after the ex parte meeting with Judge Bridewell and after Barkman struck out the perjures portion of the document.  

The more you know, the worse this gets.  

The children were taken from Katrina by the court because she did not have a home.  The reason she did not have a home was that he brother-in-law had thrown her out of the home she was renting and was in legal possession of.  Her rent was paid up, but he threw her out anyway because she had come home, 4 months after Brad, her husband, had been arrested for drug possession, and found him with hard drugs in the house where she was raising her children.  She ordered him out and within hours, Brad’s brother and sister-in-law came to the house and ordered her and the children out into the street.  

With no money, no job, and now, no home, what was she to do?  She asked Brad’s mother to take the children until she could secure residence.  What she didn’t know was that the grandmother had already petitioned for intervenor status in a divorce Brad had filed a year before and 
Brad’s attorney had told her he had dropped (see copies attached).  Since Brad and Katrina had resolved their differences and moved back in together and nothing had been done on the divorce in almost a year, by law, it should have been moved to the dismissal docket and dismissed by Judge Bridewell’s court.  

Katrina did not know about this petition for intervenor status as she was never served with a copy and could, therefore, not object.  

None of the problems Katrina was having was of her doing.  She did not have, nor had she ever have criminal charges against her.  While it is true she had problems with her husband, but the fact that she took her marriage oath serious and tried to maintain a stable home for her children in the face of her husbands abusive treatment and drug abuse should not be held against her.  The involvement of Child Protective Services was initiated by Betty Bowersox because her son had thrown Katrina into the street, from a house on which they had paid up rent.  Bowersox initiated the intervention of Child Protective Services in an effort at retaliation against Katrina her calling of the police upon finding the drugs in her house. 

Katrina had no money, no prospects, and no idea how to protect herself and appeared easy pickens for an unscrupulous attorney and court.  I am no attorney, but do have some rudimentary knowledge of law, so when Katrina me for help, I agreed to do what I could, so I wrote an answer to the motion for custody filed by Betty Bowersox.  In the answer there was a challenge to the intervenor status and to the standing of Betty Bowersox.  Objection was made to the fictitious allegations made by Bowersox and the court was moved to return Katrina’s children to her.  

Judge CC (Kit) Cooke, visiting in the place of Judge Bridewell, held the hearing and without reading Katrina’s answer or allowing her opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses in the case, took Katrina’s children from her.  

Subsequently, Bowersox petitioned for a hearing to sign orders.  In the petition they testified to the court that the orders were agreed to by all parties, which was patently untrue.  I prepared a second answer and motion again challenging Bowersox’s intevenor status, moving the court to dismiss the defunct divorce proceeding, deny custody to Bowersox, and return the children to Katrina.  

A strong case was made for returning the children to Katrina as Brad had subsequently been convicted of possession of a controlled substance and placed on 10 years probation by Judge Bridewell.  During the interim, Brad and his girlfriend had attempted to murder Doug Bale by deliberately running him down with their car in front of Doug’s house and in front of Katrina’s mother and young niece and nephew, because he had provided Katrina a place to live; and Betty Bowersox had taken Shawn out of the private church school provided by Katrina, to home school him even though her home schooling of Brad had resulted in Brad being functionally illiterate.  

So, in order to protect his fellow judge and professional crony, Judge Bridewell acted in horrendous violation of law and further denied Katrina her children.  

Before you decide rather or not to present this judge, I implore you to call in Alexis and Shawn, Katrina’s children talk to them and see for yourself the effect this estrangement from their birth mother is having on them.  Because Katrina would not allow Brad to deal drugs out of the house she was raising her children in; she and the children have been subjected to this horrendous treatment at the hands of those who should be protecting them.  

This could only happen because the judges feel absolutely immune from the rule of law.  Judges have ruled that you can’t sue judges.  

The governing principle of law is well established and is not questioned by the parties. As early as 1872, the Court recognized that it was "a general principle of the highest importance to the proper administration of justice that a judicial officer, in exercising the authority vested in him,[should] be free to act upon his own convictions, without apprehension of personal consequences to himself." Bradley v. Fisher, supra, at 347.  For that reason the Court held that "judges  [*356]  of courts of superior or general jurisdiction are not liable to civil actions for their judicial acts, even when such acts are in excess of their jurisdiction, and are alleged to have been done maliciously or corruptly." n6 13 Wall., at 351.  [***339]  Later we held t hat this doctrine of judicial immunity was applicable in suits under § 1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, for the legislative record gave no indication that Congress intended to abolish this long-established principle. Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 547 (1967).

The Ku Klux Klan Act was passed in 1871.  It was for the purpose of protection the rights of the people from improprieties by public officials.  In 1872, the Supreme Court ruled that the Legislature did not mean precisely what it said when it stated by statute:  

Sec. 1983. Civil action for deprivation of rights

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress.  For the purposes of this section, any Act of Congress applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia shall be considered to be a statute of the District of Columbia.

In point of fact, Senator Trumble stood on the house floor in 1867, while lobbying for the act and stated that different punishments are flowing from the same crimes if you are white or if you are black.  It was for this reason that the act was proposed.  As the first portion of the act made it a crime to deny a citizen in a right and the second made it a tort, Senator Trumble went on to state: 

The arrest and prosecution of a couple of public officials in the south, preferably high level officials, will server to put an end to this whole sordid business.  

While the courts denied us the right to take them to civil task, they weren’t so arrogant to think they could get buy with making themselves immune to the criminal consequences of their behavior.  That leaves you as our only protection as no prosecutor in his right professional mind is going to prosecute a judge when he has to present cases to judges.  

I was at the court that day because of this hearing.  I did not know you were meeting that day as Assistant District Attorney, Lisa Wyatt had told me the day before that you would not meet for three weeks.  I personally witnessed the judge retire to chambers, then return and dispose of all other matters waiting in the court, then return to chambers.  I then saw Patrick 

Barkman go into chambers, come out later with the motion to sign orders, crossed out the offending portion in front of Katrina and inform her it was a mistake and he was correcting it.  He then returned to chambers and was there for a couple hours.  

After some time had elapsed, I called over the bailiff and told him I had reason to believe the judge was meeting in ex parte communication with opposing counsel to the exclusion of one of the parties and asked to bailiff to go check to see if indeed the judge was so meeting, and if so, to arrest the judge for official oppression.  

As you might imagine, the bailiff was reluctant and refused my request.  I was certain he would, but needed the allegation to be made. It served it purpose as the bailiff waited a few minutes, then went back into chambers to return shortly.    

Since I had asked the bailiff to arrest the judge in the court, Judge Bridewell, needed protection, so he refused to hear the motion set for hearing that day and directed Katrina to find an attorney.  If she gets an attorney at this point, the judge is home free as no attorney in right professional mind would dare hold a judge to the rule of law, not if he ever wants to win another case.  

You have to do something.  You are the last hope of Shawn and Alexis.  You are the final check to the abuse of power put in place by our founders for just this purpose.  

Respectfully submitter, 

________________________ 

Randall D. Kelton
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Boyd, TX 76023
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randy@jurisimprudence.com

VERIFICATION

I, Randall D. Kelton, do swear and affirm that all statements made herein are true and accurate, in all respects.  

_______________

Randall D. Kelton

PO Box 1

Boyd, TX 76023
SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME, ___________________, by     Randall D. Kelton, on the ______ day of ​​​​​​​​​____________, 2006, which witnesses my hand and seal of office.  

_________________________________

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

THE STATE OF TEXAS
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