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ﬂenny Pccyg )aamf/y of EHamel'n]
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AL Iuo(fc,z\a( Civeu ¥ Court

(J. Stephen Nixon , Chief Tw(jga

Yo Tackson CounTy Courthouse
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Kansus City Wissourl ¢4/0¢

Case No. 0(16~CROICHO-0]
Responolent

App lication For Hubeas Corpms

~ Comes Now, Penny Ray: family of [Hurdind an
"American Cx"‘f{z.az’)i not o« SUNITED STATES CITI ZE!\)Z
whe is a Jife /ohg residlent of Missouwvi as odedined
In 28 USC 297. I come betore +his court with the
“f"raucgbtleyﬁ* repwfaﬁom o—fl h&?hs anﬁ’;wge\/ejfﬂmm-fg
C’,Y‘ecu"eoé by Jackson County, mz“SSGl«LY‘E} Yo an‘;m;‘z:e my
credibility +o expose +heir corruption. I have been



/qba,ecﬂ w'iw"% rerms ,:‘;vtc/f\ &S “o(rugg a(ear/a”

vl lenf
cviminal’, Puper Tervorist’, among others. In Fruth
T am the strongest supporter of rhe Constitutions and

Laws +hat odrctate “Fublic Po/;'cy'; L Knew. L have

puwt myS&]::C et r?sk) ovexy and over anin, 1 &Aq//cznge
corvuption of Government authorities whe violate
yheir “Oaths of Office” and act against the Laws
qfhay have +he du*f’y’ 7o up%o/ci, This has made me
very a&hpc:-pc{/a:r w‘i'fhgov*ernmen*f ae{f’}wm%"m &)}z@
conduct vhelr “Public Office” of Hrust in any manneyr
they chose regardless of what the law o ictates. Tf
+he Supreme Cowt belleves i+ is a crime o C(c:“f’cxv’c?/}/
support our constitutions, then I am guilty. Buatif
the Supreme Couvt believes in the rights of our
Constitutions andl my w‘g}vz‘" 7o @pen/y EXPresS %’}!eﬁ’g
rhen I ask the Supreme Court o qrant a “(JIrit
ot Habeas C@r[bu&” 1o release pre ﬁrom ‘3"/716“7/}70/9'&])/

Covrectional Center” where T am wrrw*/’fy ) 7 carceratyl
My Crime

The Constitution of NMissow ” Article I Section H
gives +he people of Wlissouvi the sole, inherent and
exclusive right to “Bpolish? +hat, within our goverment,
which vielates our constitutions. Fn January 2006, T
witnhessed +he trial of Micheal Johnson, in the Kansas
Civy munidpd Court” for “Codes |/yolations”, He wes



unlawtully sentenced +o 60 clays in jail dor having a
gas can sitting on his driveway. This violetion was ‘
one of many, charged by Lowell Gard (Kansas Ci'ty Presecdtor)
Who utilizes his Public OFfice #o conduct, what can only
be descrbed as e pengcnaf vendetta g ainst M:“Q/zca/
Johnson, Knowing +he Constiturion oF Misscuri” Arsicle.
Section 3) probibits Frnes or yvmprisonment For
Administrative Codles Violations, T wrote an “Applicatiop
For Habeas Corpus® for Micheal Johnson. I +ook +he
petition o +he *Kansas C/?'t'y Mu.n,;‘cgqu C@Lkb‘f"l’q_hcé
attempred +o file i+ with-the “Clerk of vhe Court’,
where Wicheal Johnson was sentenced, she refused,
In my ﬁruS‘fm‘I'lxor\, For +he ClerK net ala{ms her 506
properly, I saidl, "I am going %o abolish +his cowrt”.
I peacedully lefr and £iled +he petition With +he
derk down stairs., Much 4o +he O/zlsma'y of Lowel
Gard, micheal Johnson was soon released.

On March 15+ 2006, T was arrested for +he
crivme of Tampering with TJudveia] Process”. Based
upon the “unsigned” starement of Proba!ofe Cause,
% moro(s had been +wisted o, "I 'm gosng 7o
Ademolish rhis couvr+’ Thus, +he crime of +hreatenig
a couvt wWaesS :Pabriccd’eo( #cr w‘m?c)« I was he /c:é +o L CCOUNT
The wavrant, u*i)szec)(-ﬁor my arrest, was jssued by
ﬁs_soc%cd’e Tao@ge Robert Bwﬂ’ba and was iSSLLQCQ (Aﬂ.Si&AENQ
by him.



Fivst lawdul challenge +o my incarceration:

Fact: The Court’s record c}/ear/y shows Robert Beaird
issued an unsighed warran+t, for my arrest
without a signed statrement oF probable
cause ;n violation of +he 44 Amendment.

C onflict of In ferest

These facts constitute a clear violation of +he

lue process of law, required by the 51 Amend rrent
of +he “Constitution Ffor the united states of America’,
anel +he Missowr Supreme Couwrt Rules, The Missourt
Supreme Court Rules of Criminal ’Pfoced’ar&) requires
ce wavrant be sfghac(’ by 'i'h&juaé’@c w;)cz jssued /'7‘;
within Rule 22.04 (¢). Because +he warrant was
fawota/iy c/r»a//engac@ at the im"h‘a/,,haa.rfnﬂ , Robert Beaird
il not arra (gn me on +he Charge as 1he Issuing
au‘ﬂwm‘-ky? Jaw Fully re¢uire,c[ by Rule 22.07. Ingsv"e«cxg,
he claimed “Contlict of Interest” and transferred +he
case +o HAssociate Taalge Preston Decvn, The. ra'/fionqle
for Kobert Bea v*oQ’ﬁ: conduct 1s Rebert Beaird was rhe
Attorney of Record for Denny Ray Hardin in Case
Ne. CE clf"‘7$l) C(??F) c:u\cfz Wwas “f’&rm;ha'reol -Far re-fu_gfyg
+o factully challenge +he “Jackson County Diug Task
Force” that he introduced os @ member of +he
“TJackson County Legis fature! T beljeve 1§ ajuglgf;



has a “Conflict of Interest he can not /c‘twaca//y
ISSUE wayrrant or 8;'/' on 'Hﬂe CaAaSEeE as ct?/ear/y
establishecl by RSMo 476.180, By jssuing a warrant
wWithout a signed statement of Probable Cause, +he
4 +h Amendment was Q/mr/y’y;c/qfﬁa(; Tho(,s; “T1o6 quUote
Wong Sun vs The United States, The poisionous tree
waos established . A// acts Fhat follows are the Pruits

of +his Poisiongus Tree.
Second lawdful ch//enge +o My incarcerafion:

Foacts: Tk?s CauS e weaes @emmencecQ basedz Upon an
unsgiq ned \torﬁpfa§n+;ia}§f% +the Case No
O6le-CROICHO that was /au’JﬁLffy C//m//z:n\ffecg
with e “PWotion o Dismiss” elaiming “Contlict
of Interest” 0&2‘:{’/)”160( above. When I was
arr‘araneof be:For’e, Assocscu"e, U,etol e Presteon De;:m
+he Prosecutor presented me u.)ri“l\ an Tnclictmen
and +he Case Mo was c;/nqﬂgeo(] +o Case MNo

Q¢ciec-CRO[cHO-0].
_D&m\cd cD'F, Dc,us prOceSS

Associate _\Tuaﬂge Prester Dean refused a “Cowrt of
Record’, refused +he “Common [aw FPlea” of “court of
ﬂmrag Cu'\a( enfafeéé) a Mot qu”-k Plea” on behalf oF
Penny Ray Hardin which he re:fu&cice Prestenn Dean by



+his conduct, practiced faw from +he bench as My
attorney which I believe constitutes “JTudiela)

Mirs conduct’ The “Indictment oid not claim any injury
te person or o(amas?e 70 Property which I pelecve

in a necessary element based wpon Rule 23.026).
T believe BSMo 54957010 also makes +his a lawfal
réguirement for an Ahfnofibfmen"/‘:/ /777 ](nocu/goége o
“Commeon Law” +ells me without an injured party or
&{amage. +0 pm)oerfy, there can be no criminal
intent established. The final step of rhis “Arraignment
by Preston Dean was +o c;uccs%} all vhe Subpoenas +hat
had been )awofaj/y served for defense witnesses, This
c&hcjwcf c:fequy w\aiqfeoé’ -7"/?:5 é?"}\ ﬁrﬂem{meﬂ:‘f‘ r‘ié}d’
to Compulsory process For chtaining witnesses, The
" fssowri Sufreme Court Rule 2¢.02(c) wes stated as
+he authority 1o violate the G+h Amendment. This
Rule stands in opposition of +he Constitution of
Y)issowri Arf’ff‘/,&‘/, Section & +hat Pro}'uv[);‘/% any rule
that impairs +he exarmination of witnesses, This
cleacly established a violetion of the 574 Amendment
by dental of Aue process ot Law. The uﬂ;mo@ S+tates
Suprem& Court }ﬂas repecd’eoﬁy };@/ofi once 0(&@& F rocess
of Jfaw s af&}’t;eag,,ééﬂ Juriseliction ceases . So atter
+he ﬁrego?ng VEO/a‘f’;\GV‘S were fmpo&aogj +his case
wWas sent o +vhe %ck&@’ﬂ Cbu,r\‘f’y C{*m&}“f' Cour¥
Lo Trial by f]/ary}'; +o be Pres?cle.cf” ever hy +he
Civewit Tab(je, Tohn M. Torrence.



Third lawtul O/\a)/enée +0 My incarcerection:

Facts: The "}*k?q/ Iupege J;i’m . %r»’cnce wa.s ap;ooin?ezf
to hear this cause of action. From the begi‘nni‘/)ﬁ
JTohn Torrence demonstrated hiase andl Freduo(c"ce
to ward +he defendant. This ic evident in +he
rec:osz) by his clecisions in orders and c//e:qr/y
evident on ¥he transcripts of the Procae@fx”n\?g
held th his court. Tohn Torrence le‘@a‘f’@j and
al?eu)cc‘f vhe Prosecut(on 1o maintain a hosti/e
“envivonment throughout all proceedings. This
w}"k}f\ Aunt uJas a(el/ofo( doc cz// 0/&&@ pProcess a:,ﬁ /cz,a},

Proscetorial Mis conduet

Ifn 7’/’!6 cC?\r‘Sf p‘r’(‘i‘—ﬁffa{ )\&'w}r}_g wnjacfeoﬂ ;éy John
M. Torrence, he qaczshecﬁ +he subpoenas jssued For the
second +ime Por defense witesses., Dwr‘mg +his proce co(i@
Tohn Torrence repeatedly tried +o make me acceps an

attorney of +he “Missouri BAR Association’ which was
refused. T+ s common kﬂow/ea%f Fhat only an ) ncoprpet
person veeds an atforney, T remained compéfenf f‘?‘lr’éjug;\m\’
Fhese procgeoﬁ‘ngs. Ff‘ha/Z/v Tohn Torrence Ae clared T was
in a "Corporate Court” where he determines the faw, oF
cowrse +hs wWas not Pyt an the 'hm‘n&c;r‘;pf, but was
,w?f’nessej by 20 witnesses pvesent, who could no#
b@/i‘lz\/t: W hat 7"1"265/ were /zeari‘nga These w«‘ﬁ\e&sw ave



all avid stucdents of vhe Constirutions. They and mysel
are well aware of Article X1, Section 3 of the Constitution
of Missowri that prohibits cxercise of police powers
by a Corporq.—?'?oﬂ, This ﬁi’rsi’ heaff}'ﬁ cfear/y set the
stage for 7"%1‘(133 16 come, It vielated #he &7

Amenclment right #o comphlsory process for obtaing
witnesses For +the Aefense.

Trial }oy “Jury of Peers” was re?ue,sf-ecﬂ and oden ed.
Tehn ). Torrence determined ca(’\ﬁ.ry Trial " woald be

conducted, Common Law oAictates +he accused is
entitled 4o o "J’ury of Peers” (these whe Know Nm) +he
theory being ¥ a person Commits a crime, so hanous
that |2 oF his Priends believe he i's guilty, rhey
can turn him over to Government Ffor punishment
Instead I was +riedd by 12 people who i not Eno
me, Aid net Know <4 character and /\cwf’ ro /(n@w/@é
oF my motivation, In a \\Ceurf.of Record " only a “Trial
by Tury of Peers? s a/]awng, & \Tﬁt‘ry Teial” s denial
of oue process of Jaw in vio ktion of the 577 Amendnent

Oar‘inj +A{s+rfa/,,, +he prOSeouﬂs@n was a//aa}ea?
.«:a” /ewcay —“+o0 oge‘ﬁ&me “+he C/mfaa"ef of ?enmy ?thy
Hard i | aceusing him of assult and rape of which
he has newr been ,C»Aafgej. All ohjections of the
pf‘e&ﬁcwf’;céﬁ Were Susfarn cd?, a” abjec:ﬁ\,ow 237' ?c“("ﬁ\‘:"f\amr
were over—ruled. Al arquements were heardd ex-parte



out o ¥ ﬁ’he J'u.ryis Lear?n_g anoﬁ a” ru/ings were
:f’eHoweeg ioy John 'T;;rre/ncefs 5fmfam6ﬂf, For +he jc&w/
+o anasm;ac?- @mny ?Zay Hm"og?m o—ﬂ u%yz& neecg an
AfforﬂBy >, All Prcse,wf;bh w}fm?—SSf—’S f"egsf’tzﬁz\e/c{ undler
oath that Mey had nef been harmed i n any wey,
Shape or fashian. Only fowell Gard npra,aa{?a/@nf/y laimed
'7“@1 be ‘f’“/trea“femedz and ;Dé{rj&rece himse [€ C//afm}‘)’!’g
cKamSQS Cf’*[’y Ccm(es/ are not “ﬁa/m;n&‘f”r‘affb’e. &J€57,

All rekm‘f/e +es+imany was Sa@pr&s;Secf by John Jorreng
The “Motion +o Dismiss” at the close of +he Statels
case For farlure +o prove an Injury, was Adenied.

During the dedense portion of 7he Frial every
c}a{.es“f’?ov\ wWas ofojecfeoff-o by Bryon (Joeh/ecke andfor
Tordon §7an/ey, anel scasfafnedyby John Tarrence with
the adlded statement, “You need a /cuayerf Seon the
Frial wes submitted +o the jury who had ho evidence

40 consider except +he prosecution version of events.
M;H«,ow” any evicdlence of an ;hjurea? persocn or
Adamege Ho property, T was convicted of +his
“impaster arime”. Al +he witness present said +hey
had never seen a worse cose of “Carwgo}mcy Yo copvict:

All wanted +o ‘%esﬁ’;jcy, all were d’enfeeg by John
Torrence,

On Pugust }S’, 2009, I wes Se-ﬂ‘f&ncﬁj to & years
(515) with three yeass of probation. The “Metion +o set



aside judgment’ was lenieel. Tohn Torrence
r@ﬁugecri written and verbal requests For “Ufino/f‘ngs
of facts and conclusions oF lawd” reguired by
RSMo 536,090 and SUSC557(D(3). Tohn Torrence
yoo kK my tereJom andl /;&bar‘f'y w ithout any a.o{f/wrf?
ot Jaw requred by RSN 1,210,

FOL/LV*[’] ]C*»u)'ifu/ C/IQ//@ﬁgﬁ 7LO my ;V) CCLV\CQ)’&—/'/\O)’)f

Fact s This case was a@pea/ecf 7O cvery court
possible and all refused +o enforce +he
Constitufional rfg}rf:s that had heen Vf@/qf&:z’,
Al refused +o grant relief From Tudgment.

Denial of Righ+ to F)ppeq/

The Missourt Cowrt of Appeals, Western District,
“Dismissed” 3he Appeal, claiming Rules” are Superior
+o “Constitutionel Rights” The “Motion For Transfer”
7o +he Missouri Supreme Court’ was Denied ” by
the “ClerK of the Cowrt” without a Jucdge’: signature

rec;cdrecﬂ by +he “Brfgjn" Jinetest! The Unitred
States Vistrict Cowrt For the (Jestern Pistrict of
M rssourt” “Dismissed” rhe Case, without any
answers glenying the averments of Constitutional Rights
vislations. All “foreign Agents” 22U5C¢I] are united
in “Conspiracy agq,?n&'f‘ rights"1susc24] +o allow +he



