
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF TANEY COUNTY, MISSOURI 

State of Missouri, 
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VS. 

P.H., 

Defendant. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 
) 

 

FILED 

OCT O 8 2013 

BRENDA NEAL 
CIRCUIT CLERK 
TANEY COUNTY 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, FINDINGS OF FACT and JUDGMENT 

Defendant is charged in the State's Amended Felony Information with the single 

count of the class A felony of Murder in the Second Degree. The case proceeded to trial 

before the Court. The Court now considers the testimony of nineteen witnesses and 

other evidence presented on behalf of each the State and Defendant. The Court is aware 

that the charge against Defendant was previously considered by a jury which rendered a 

verdict upon which Judgment was entered. That Judgment was subsequently set aside 

based on legal circumstance. The Court makes special note that certain evidence now 

presented to the Court was not available to the parties at the time of the previous trial, 

and thus was not considered by the jury. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

While the charge levied against the Defendant is serious, the law applicable to 

that charge is straightforward. Defendant is charged with violation of§ 565.021, RSMo, 

Murder in the Second Degree. The State charges, and is now obligated to prove, that on 

or about November 3, 2003, in Christian County, Missouri, Defendant knowingly 

caused the death of F.H. by striking her in the head. 





take volumes and serve no ultimate purpose. The Court does describe certain of the 

facts presented, and it's determination of the credibility of certain witnesses. 

1. The Court finds beyond a reasonable doubt the death of F.H. occurred on

or about November 3, 2003.

2. The Court finds beyond a reasonable doubt the death of F.H. occurred in

Christian County, Missouri. 

3. Physical Evidence. There is no physical evidence supporting the conclusion that 

Defendant was present at any one, or either of the purported crime scenes. 

The evidence was persuasive that F.H. was severely injured, or perhaps even 

killed, in her home on Highway T. There was evidence of a substantial amount of her 

blood found on the floor of her kitchen, on certain furniture, on the ceiling of her 

kitchen, on the side, top and underside of the kitchen table, on the top of the door 

frame, on a broken squirrel figurine, and tracked by a man's work boots on the hallway 

carpet from the kitchen/living room to the bathroom door /back outside door location. 

Much of the blood was readily visible. Evidence of past blood, was determined by 

use of chemical luminescence as there had been attempts to clean it up. Blood that 

someone had attempted to clean up was described as wipe marks. Blood that was never 

cleaned was described as smears and impact drops, and still other blood, particularly 

that on the ceiling and the underside of the kitchen table, was described as cast off 

blood. In the context of the evidence presented, cast off blood is that blood affixed to an 

object, such as the ceiling, that most probably got there by the repeated striking of the 

victim with the blood being thrown upward by the assailants' backswing. 
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The Missouri State Highway Patrol Investigator, which the Court found 

particularly credible, described the evidence on the kitchen floor as "a lot of blood." 

DNA evidence from the blood was consistent with F.H., and only one other, initially 

unknown male person. There were also latent fingerprints and DNA from certain 

cigarette butts that have never been linked to any person. 

In April 2004, a skull was found at the bottom of a ravine in the Mark Twain 

Forest. A pathologist identified the skull through dental x-rays and records as the 

remains of F.H.. F.H.'s DNA was extracted for comparison purposes. 

In 2006, D.E. was arrested for an unrelated violent crime and his DNA was 

collected in that context. Soon thereafter his DNA was determined to be consistent 

with (matched) the previously unidentified blood found in the victim's home.  D.E.'s 

blood was on the ceramic squirrel figurine found in broken pieces, and on a chair leg 

in the kitchen, both in the victim's home. 

D.E. is the only person, other than F.H., for whom there is physical evidence, be 

it hair, fiber, fingerprints, clothing, or DNA that is connected to the victim's home. 

4. D.E. had already been arrested on the unrelated crime when he was charged with the 

murder of F.H. His bail was increased to $1 million. D.E. had several past felony 

convictions, including stealing, drug paraphernalia and DWI. 

In D.E.'s initial interview with law enforcement he made a variety of statements 

relative to the death of F.H. In none of those statements did he ever mention 

Defendant's name. In a subsequent interview, D.E. was again interrogated at length 

about the circumstance of F.H.'s death. The officer 



conducting the interview used the technique of assuring D.E. that the police did not 

think he was primarily responsible for the death, and that they thought he just got 

caught up in something. Despite telling various stories over the initial part of the 

interview, D.E. still had never mentioned Defendant's name or implicated her in any 

manner. However, the interrogating officer himself mentioned Defendant's name over 

twenty times in that same interview segment. 

At some point during the interview, D.E. said that Defendant was present at the 

time of the death of F.H., and further stated she in fact repeatedly struck Ms. Heyn in 

the back of the head with a golf club. It is solely the testimony of D.E. that implicates 

Defendant as having struck F.H. in the head. 

D.E. testified that he and Defendant had been in a romantic relationship prior to 

November 2003, which relationship had ended poorly. Other evidence suggested that 

about this time D.E. perhaps had another girlfriend named Debbie. D.E. claimed that 

he returned to his rented home on Highway T at approximately 9:30 p.m. on Monday, 

November 3, to find Defendant cleaning his house, or perhaps doing his laundry. His 

testimony continues such that soon thereafter, and totally unexpected by him, B.H. 

arrived at his home with F.H. He describes F.H. as injured and perhaps bleeding from 

the head. He then testifies that after some arguing, the Defendant picked up a golf club 

he had on the porch, one he had found in a dumpster sometime prior, and struck F.H. 

in the back of the head, and then when F.H. fell to the ground, repeatedly struck her in 

the back of the head. 

To explain his blood found at F.H.'s home, D.E. states that he, Defendant, and B.H. left 

F.H.'s body in the yard at his home, and then drove 
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to F.H.'s home. There they left Defendant to clean the home. D.E. states he and B.H.  

went to the river to do some meth, and later went to Oldfield and got a soda. They 

then returned to F.H.'s home to pick up Defendant. It was while he was picking up 

trash bags that he says he cut his finger. The finger laceration was so severe that his 

finger no longer flexes. 

D.E. has told a great many versions of the events surrounding the death of F.H. 

The Court observes so many inconsistencies, on matters of material importance, that 

for want of space they cannot be recounted in this context. These inconsistencies 

transcend any conclusion that perhaps they are innocent mistakes, or the product of 

innocent failed memory. D.E. himself readily and repeatedly admits, without any hint of 

remorse, to his many lies when confronted with the conflicts in his testimony, and the 

improbability and sometimes impossibility of the truth of many of his statements. The 

Court concludes that D.E. has not, and has no intention of telling the truth. 

The Court also considers D.E.'s own admissions that in November 2003, and for 

some time before and after, he was a regular drug user. D.E. admits that for some days 

before November 3 he had been using meth. He admits to using meth several times 

during the events he purports to describe in his testimony. In his own words he was 

"just in a daze" during that time. For the Court to conclude D.E. were telling the truth 

about the events of November 3, the Court would first have to conclude he had the 

ability to remember those events. In order to remember, D.E. must first have been able 

to perceive those events, all of which is cast into question by the amount of drugs he 

was using at that same time. 

-6-



Of equal importance in evaluating the truth of D.E.'s testimony is the plea 

agreement made with him. In return for his testimony against Defendant, the State, [the 

current elected Christian County Prosecuting Attorney was not in office at the time of 

the agreement] offered D.E. the opportunity to plead guilty to the much lesser charge of 

tampering with evidence, for which he would be placed on probation only. D.E. took 

that deal. The charge of murder was dismissed, his bail was reduced to $500, and he 

was released. He has since consummated this plea agreement with the State. 

Finally, D.E. agrees that during that same time frame he harbored personal anger 

against Defendant because he believed she had hidden his runaway daughter at her 

home and away from him against his will. He believed this worked to the detriment of 

him reconciling a problem with his daughter. 

The Court concludes that D.E. is not honest, is not truthful, and that his 

testimony is belied by his drug use, by the plea bargain made with him, and by his 

personal animus toward Defendant. The Court finds that D.E.'s testimony is wholly 

without credibility and therefore can assign no weight or value to it. D.E.'s testimony 

cannot support the conclusion that Defendant struck F.H. in the head. 

5. Jailhouse admissions. Evidence was presented from two persons who were at times 

incarcerated with Defendant. The witnesses' purportedly heard Defendant make 

statement(s) in admission of the crime. 

The first was D.W. D.W. is a college graduate currently serving time in prison for 

armed robbery and armed criminal action. D.W. first met Defendant during her time in 

prison. D.W. testified that when they, referring to herself, 
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Defendant and other inmates, first met they each described what they had been 

convicted of. Defendant said she was convicted of beating a lady with a golf club. D.W. 

was very careful to say, even upon repeated examination, that Defendant never 

admitted she did the crime, only that she had been convicted of it. 

The second was R.L. R.L. was in the Christian County Jail with Defendant. R.L.  

was arrested in Missouri and charged with assault, but it was soon learned she had an 

outstanding arrest warrant in Kentucky for probation violations. R.L. retells several 

statements she claims were made by Defendant which, if true, would be an admission 

to all or part of the alleged crime. 

R.L. tried to get the jailers attention about her desire to give a statement about 

Defendant sometime after she learned she would be extradited to Kentucky. However, 

her statement was not taken until she arrived in Kentucky. R.L. admits, albeit 

reluctantly, that she believed that if she had something to offer the Christian County 

Prosecutor, she would be kept in Missouri as a material witness and not taken to 

Kentucky, or perhaps would be returned quickly to Missouri. It was R.L.'s desire to be 

in Missouri as she had a boyfriend/fiancee in Missouri that she wished to be near, even 

if she were in jail. During her courtroom testimony, R.L. suggested that the reason she 

offered her statement was because she was afraid of what Defendant might do to her 

family if Defendant got out. 

The Court had an opportunity to observe R.L.'s initial videotaped statement from 

Kentucky. R.L. presented in that statement very casual and laughing frequently. Never 

once did she express fear for her family from the Defendant. More importantly, R.L.  

had many of the "facts" wrong, everything from the name of the victim, to the location 

of the alleged crime, to her statement that Defendant's mother 
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was a golf pro and that the club used in the crime was from a set of clubs Defendant's 

mother had passed down. 

The Court finds R.L.'s motive to fabricate a story convenient to her own 

predicament, and taken together with her demeanor when testifying, make her a non 

credible witness. Couple that with the many "facts" she supposedly learned from 

Defendant, which have no other support in the evidence, cause the Court to give her 

testimony very little weight and value. 

6.  D.P. testified by videotape from prison where she was incarcerated for Burglary and 

Forgery. D.P. has received no "deals" for her testimony. When the Defendant was 

imprisoned at the same facility, D.P. sought her out and told her she had something 

important to relate about Defendant's case. Defendant then gave her the name and 

phone number of her lawyer. 

D.P. is currently married to T.P. They were married in 2008, and had not even 

met as of November 2003.  D.P. recounts two separate stories as told to her by her 

husband, and as partially confirmed in certain letters written to her and another 

incarcerated person by T.P., which were admitted into evidence. These stories were 

necessarily related years after the death of F.H. 

D.P. recounted that during the time she lived with T.P. (they remain married 

even today) he would frequently "beat her." She testified that he would often claim that 

he had killed before, and that could easily kill her. She describes a specific time that T.P. 

and his cousin C.W. taped her to a stool and violently beat her. 

D.P. testified that the first story T.P. told her was that he went to F.H.'s home with 

B.H. and there was a dead body in the kitchen. They took 
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the body to D.E.'s house where he, with the help of C.W., dismembered the body and 

put it into plastic bags. 

The second story related by D.P. was T.P.'s statement that F.H. had caught him 

and C.W. cooking dope and threatened to turn them in, and that C.W. had hit her in the 

head with his pistol. They then transported her to D.E.'s house where T.P. hit her some 

more. The account continues with the dismemberment and the additional story that 

'they' took the body parts to be disposed of at a hog farm up north. 

In the first story, T.P. only claimed to be involved in the dismemberment, and 

B.W. was present with a gun. In the second story, B.H. was not present, but C.W. had a 

gun, and T.P. participated in the murder. 

D.P.'s testimony was credible to the extent T.P. told her these stories. She was not 

a witness to the truth of any of the events. She readily admits her fear of her husband 

T.P., and even more so his cousin C.W. Her fear is enhanced by her recollection that D.E. 

and C.W. referred to themselves as "snitch killers." D.P.'s recollection of the events, 

even though five plus years after the occurrence, also suffers from her drug use. She 

admits that when she was with T.P. she and T.P. used meth and opiates regularly, and 

there was never a time when either of them was sober. 

7. T.P. was arrested after D.P. related the above stories to law enforcement. At the time 

of his arrest in Stone County, T.P. had evidence of certain other crimes in his 

possession. 
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T.P. was first questioned for approximately two and one-half hours by Christian 

County law enforcement while in custody in Stone County. During that interview, and 

later in court, T.P. admitted to being at D.E.'s house on the date in question. He 

claimed he was running with C.W. when they got a call from B.H. to come to D.E.'s 

house. While T.P.'s testimony is riddled with inconsistency, he is consistent in stating 

that he, together with C.W., are the persons who dismembered F.H.'s body and put the 

remains in plastic bags. 

Throughout his initial statement T.P. talked about "Debbie" and "Deb" being at 

the house with B.H. and D.E. He recalled how Debbie yelled and cursed at him 

repeatedly, and at times told B.H. to just kill him if he won't cut up the body. He 

recalled that Deb gave him yellow painting gloves to use for the dismemberment. He 

stated that B.H. and Debbie told him what he had to do and that they wanted him 

involved so he would have to keep his mouth shut. 

Of importance, T.P. was able to describe Debbie, who he thought was B.H.'s 

sister. He agreed he got an up close and personal look at her and described her as a 

large woman, and estimated her height at five feet six or seven inches tall. T.P. also 

described in some detail Debbie's car from that night and recalled with specificity the 

car was bright green. He was quite certain of the car description as he recalls it was 

very ugly. 

The next day, there was a second interview with T.P. In stark contrast 

to the first, the second interview lasted a very short time. T.P. claimed that he now 

remembered the name of the woman present was not Debbie, but was instead P.H. 

He was then shown a photo array containing six pictures of women, one of which was 

the Defendant. T.P. identified, circled, and signed the photo of the 
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woman he recalled being at D.E.'s house. However, he did not identify the photo of 

the Defendant P.H. In other testimony it was learned that P.H. did not have a green 

car, and was not known to drive a green car. Likewise, in other testimony it was 

learned by testimony and contemporaneous photograph, that while P.H. would now 

be fairly described as a large woman, in 2003 she weighed only 

125-135 pounds and is only five feet two inches tall.

A subject upon which T.P. was also consistent was his drug use. He

states that during that time they were on a run and would "make a circle." This he 

describes as a cycle where they would cook meth, use meth, sell meth, and then collect 

ingredients to make more meth. This cycle would be repeated for days or weeks. T.P. 

claims this would go on for twenty or thirty days during which time he would never 

sleep. At some point his body would give out and he would sleep for days. T.P. also 

claims that he and C.W. had to stop and "get spun," which he states is his term for 

shooting meth, before they could complete the dismembering. Thus, T.P. admits that 

his estimation of time, location and events is difficult. His testimony is generally 

fraught with inconsistency and fabrication. T.P. himself admits that sometimes he 

hallucinates when he is on meth. By his own admission, T.P. has been high for years. 

T.P.'s criminal history includes many past felony convictions including drug 

possession, burglary, and forgery. However, at the time of his statements in this case 

he was assured by the interrogating officer that the prosecutor would be lenient as to 

his involvement in the F.H. matter. In addition, the Christian County Prosecutor, [still 

not the current elected Christian County Prosecuting Attorney] requested leniency for 

T.P. on his Stone County charges. Ultimately, T.P. 
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was not charged with anything related to the F.H. matter, and he was given a 

suspended imposition of sentence, with probation, on his Stone County burglary 

charge, and still other Stone County charges were dismissed outright. Further, no 

charges were filed on evidence of other burglary, ID theft, forgery and paraphernalia 

crimes. 

The Court concludes that T.P.'s testimony, as it relates to seeing Defendant at the 

home of D.E., can be given no significant weight and value. His ability to observe the 

events and his ability to recall the events were and are substantially impaired. The 

likelihood of T.P. telling the truth about something he may remember is very slim. 

8. Pathology. Two pathologists testified regarding their independent examinations of 

the skull. Their testimony was consistent each with the other in all material respects. 

Both concluded that the victim had round skull indentations on the front that, while 

significant enough to perhaps cause substantial bleeding, would not likely cause death. 

The skull also has a fracture that starts in the left temporal area and traverses 

around to the back. Neither pathologist could give an opinion, to any degree of medical 

certainty, that the skull fracture was the cause of death. Both agreed the fracture was 

caused by blunt force trauma, but neither could identify where on the skull the trauma 

occurred, although one testified that it was more likely trauma to the left cheek area 

that resulted in the fracture. Additionally, neither physician could rule out the 

possibility that the fracture was caused post mortem when the head was discarded in 

the forest. 
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Based in substantial part on the testimony of the two pathologists, taken together 

with the other evidence, the Court cannot conclude beyond a reasonable doubt that 

F.H. died as a result of being struck in the head. 

JUDGMENT 

Based on the Findings of Fact, the Court cannot conclude, beyond a reasonable 

doubt, that all necessary elements of the offense charged have been proven. 

Therefore, the Court finds Defendant, P.H., NOT GUILTY of Murder in the 

Second Degree. 

21CBCB124 
Dated: 

-------
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Michael J. Cordonnier 

Special Judge 




