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PURSUING JUSTICE IN A SEA OF  

JUDICIAL CORRUPTION 

Citing Gabriel Bar-Haïm, Tel-Aviv University, Israel, PROBLEM-SOLVERS AND 
PROBLEM-IDENTIFIERS: THE MAKING OF RESEARCH STYLES, 10 International Journal of Science and 
Education 140 (1988): 

In his study of personality, [Gordon Willard Allport]1 observed: “Individuals who are 
gifted demand the exercise of their talents even when no other rewards lie ahead.” 
Albert Einstein2 captured the idea when he stated, “The essence of a man like me lies 
just in what he thinks and how he thinks — not in what he does or suffers.” 

 If the individuals in the above quoted reference were unrepresented civil plaintiffs and their 
gift is the their Seventh Amendment right to a civil jury trial through the enforcement of 
procedural and substantive due process rights of the Fourteenth Amendment then the above 
quote can be rewritten to read: 

Unrepresented civil plaintiffs demand the exercise of their 
right to a civil jury trial even when judicial corruption lies 
ahead threatening to subvert justice through dismissal. 
The essence of an unrepresented civil plaintiff like me lies 
just in what he presents and how he presents a civil case to a 
federal judge — not in the number of dismissals of his cases. 

 

                                                      
1 Gordon Willard Allport, PERSONALITY: A PSYCHOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION, New York: Henry, Hold and 
Co., 1937 (588 pages). 
2 Albert Einstein 1959, Autobiographical Notes. In F. A. Schilpp (ed.), ALBERT EINSTEIN: PHILOSOPHER-
SCIENTIST, Harper & Row, New York, 2-volume set; (1959). See also, Chapter 1—ALBERT EINSTEIN: MAN, 
PHILOSOPHER AND SCIENTIST 14 March, 1879 – 18 April, 1955, of Sampooran Singh and Dr. Mrs. Kanwaljit 
Kaur, SYMBIOSIS OF SCIENCE AND SPIRITUALITY: GENERATION OF INNOVATION IN SCIENCE FOR HUMAN 

SURVIVAL, page 34. Published in 2006 in India by Kalpaz Publications; C-30, Satyawaiti Nagar, Delhi-
110052; Website http://www.kgyanbooks.com;  Email: kalpaz@hotmail.com; ISBN: 81-7835-509-4. See 
also, A. R. Prasanna, Jayant Vishnu Narlikar, C. V. Vishveshwara, GRAVITATION, QUANTA, AND THE 

UNIVERSE: PROCEEDINGS OF THE EINSTEIN CENTENARY SYMPOSIUM HELD AT AHMEDABAD, INDIA, 29 JANUARY-
3 FEBRUARY 1979, p. v. (Volume 1979) Wiley, 1980 - 326 pages; ISBN 10: 0-470-27007-1; ISBN 13: 
9780470270073. 
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Hamrick v. President George W. Bush 

U.S. District Court for DC, No. 03-2160 (RWR) 
Judge Richard W. Roberts 

ORDER OF RECUSAL  
JANUARY 13, 2004 

REVISED ORDER OF RECUSAL 
JANUARY 20, 2004 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action against 
United States Attorney General John Ashcroft 
and others, and the action was randomly 
assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a motion for 
recusal, alleging that an appearance of 
impropriety exists because I was appointed by 
former President Clinton. Plaintiff offers no 
evidence that could reasonably call into question 
my impartiality in these proceedings on the basis 
of my status as a Clinton appointee. 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action 
against United States Attorney General John 
Ashcroft and others, and the action was 
randomly assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a 
motion for recusal, alleging that an appearance 
of impropriety exists because I was appointed 
by former President Clinton. Plaintiff offers no 
evidence that could reasonably call into 
question my impartiality in these proceedings 
on the basis of my status as a Clinton 
appointee. Accordingly, his motion will be 
denied. 

However, there is now pending in the United States Court of Federal Claims a class action lawsuit 
filed by a class of present and former Department of Justice attorneys seeking damages against the 
United States for alleged violations of the Federal Employees Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 5541-97 (1994). 
See John Doe, et al., on behalf of themselves and all other similarly situated v. United States, Civil 
Action No. 98-896C. I am currently a member of that class. Since Canon 3C(1) of the Code of 
Conduct for United States Judges requires a judge to “disqualify himself . . . in a proceeding in 
which the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned,” the Committee on Codes of 
Conduct of the Judicial Conference of the United States has opined that recusal is required from 
any proceeding in which the Attorney General appears as a real party in interest, unless a waiver of 
such disqualification pursuant to Canon 3D[1]is submitted by all parties involved in the suit. 

Plaintiff’s motion for recusal makes plain that he would not waive my disqualification under Canon 
3C(1). Thus, my recusal from this case is now appropriate. For the reasons stated above, it is 
therefore  

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal [4] 
be, and hereby is, GRANTED. The Clerk of the 
Court is directed to reassign this matter to the 
Calendar Committee. Because United States 
District Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle of this Court 
is also a named defendant in this suit, 
I recommend to the Calendar Committee 
that it seek to have a judge from another 
district assigned to this matter. 

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal 
[4] be, and hereby is, DENIED. However, I 
am recusing myself sua sponte. The Clerk 
of the Court is directed to reassign this matter 
to the Calendar Committee. Because United 
States District Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle of this 
Court is also a named defendant in this suit, 
I recommend to the Calendar Committee 
that it seek to have a judge from another 
district assigned to this matter.  

[1] When the general provisions of Canon 3C(1) serve as the basis for disqualification, Canon 3D permits 
a judge to continue to participate in a proceeding if all of the parties and lawyers, after notice of the basis 
for the disqualification, agree in writing to waive the disqualification under a procedure independent of 
the judge’s participation.  
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Gun-Free Zones = Kill Zones Outside the Home 
for Criminals on Land and Pirates on the high seas Alike 

And this Federal Court Doesn’t Give a Damn?! 
Dennis Henigan, Vice President, Brady Center to Prevent Gun Violence, Cato Institute, 

GUN RIGHTS & THE COURTS, panel discussion, January 20, 2011: 

[Heller] recognizes no right to have a gun outside the home. And as a matter of fact 
federal and state courts, so far, in seven states 3 and the District of Columbia have 
rejected the proposition that Heller implies a right to have a gun outside the home.  

Michael C. Dorf, DOES HELLER PROTECT A RIGHT TO CARRY GUNS OUTSIDE THE HOME? 
59 Syracuse Law Review 225, at 225–231 (2008). 

In summarizing his opinion for the Court in District of Columbia v. Heller,4 Justice 
Scalia wrote: “we hold that the District’s ban on handgun possession in the home 
violates the Second Amendment, as does its prohibition against rendering any lawful 
firearm in the home operable for the purpose of immediate self-defense.” Yet, the 
challenged District of Columbia law did not merely forbid handgun possession in the 
home; it banned possession of unlicensed handguns anywhere in the District, and 
because the District prohibited the registration of handguns, the effect of the handgun 
ban, coupled with restrictions on the storage of licensed long guns, was to forbid most 
law-abiding private citizens from carrying firearms of any sort anywhere in public.5 

After Heller, can the District enforce its firearms prohibition in public? The question is 
of more than theoretical interest because tough enforcement of New York City’s ban 
on public possession of firearms may have contributed substantially to the dramatic 
decline in the City’s violent crime rate since the early 1990s.6  If the right recognized 

                                                      
3 Illinois, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, Ohio, and Wisconsin -- prohibit the carrying of 
concealed weapons altogether. The Center to Prevent Handgun Violence: Legal Action Project, GUNS & 

BUSINESS DON'T MIX: A GUIDE TO KEEPING YOUR BUSINESS GUN-FREE, available online at 
http://www.bradycenter.org/xshare/pdf/reports/gunsnbusiness.pdf. But see, Alan Korwin, GUN-FREE-ZONE 

LIABILITY: IF YOU CREATE A GUN-FREE ZONE, YOU'RE LIABLE FOR ANY HARM IT CAUSES, available online at 
http://www.gunlaws.com/GFZ/index.htm. See also, 33 C.F.R. § 103.220 COMPANY OR VESSEL PERSONNEL 

WITH SECURITY DUTIES; and paragraphs 59—92 in the INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION’S 
MSC.1/Circ.1334, PIRACY AND ARMED ROBBERY AGAINST SHIPS: GUIDANCE TO SHIPOWNERS AND SHIP 

OPERATORS, SHIPMASTERS AND CREWS ON PREVENTING AND SUPPRESSING ACTS OF PIRACY AND ARMED 
ROBBERY AGAINST SHIPS, June 23, 2009, making merchant vessels of every maritime nation a Gun-Free 
Zone. Available online at: http://www.imo.org/OurWork/Security/docs/Piracy%20and%20armed%20robbery/MSC.1-Circ.1334.pdf  
4 District of Columbia v. Heller, 128 S. Ct. 2783, 2821-22 (2008) (emphasis added). 

5 See id. at 2788 (describing D.C. CODE §§ 7-2501.01(12), 7-2502.01(a), 7-2502.02(a)(4), 7-2507.02 
(2001)). 

6 Although debate flourishes about the degree to which various factors caused the decline in violent crime 
in New York and elsewhere, there is little doubt that targeting illegal guns was a major component of the 
New York City Police Department’s strategy in the relevant period. See Eliot Spitzer, Office of the Attorney 
General of the State of N.Y., THE NEW YORK CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT’S “STOP & FRISK” PRACTICES 53 
(1999), available at http://www.oag.state.ny.us/bureaus/civil-rights/pdfs/stp-frsk.pdf (last visited Aug. 15, 
2008) (stating that “Police Strategy No. 1, entitled ‘Getting Guns Off the Streets of New York,’ sets forth the 
[New York City Police] Department’s plan to eradicate gun violence by stepping up efforts to find and seize 
illegal firearms” and noting that “[t]hese strategies remain in effect through the present.”). Based on the 
empirical data, it was and remains reasonable to think that reducing the prevalence of guns on the streets 
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in Heller cannot be limited to the home, then some of the progress New York City 
has made in fighting crime could be in jeopardy, and more broadly, police 
departments around the country could lose an important tool7 —assuming (as I shall 
for present purposes) that the Court eventually holds that the Fourteenth Amendment 
incorporates the Second Amendment against the states and their subdivisions.8  

Respondent Dick Anthony Heller only challenged the District’s gun laws as applied to 
home possession and use of firearms.9 Accordingly, the Supreme Court did not have 
to address, directly, the validity of those laws as they may be applied in public. How 
should the Court resolve the public possession question, in a case that squarely 
presents it? Commentators who think, as I do, that the Court erred in Heller, would 
likely hope that the Court limits the damage by holding that the home is different.10 

But is there a principled basis for doing so? Accepting Heller as good law, can one 
plausibly say that the Second Amendment protects the private right to possess and 
use firearms in self-defense at home, but not in public? 

This Essay tentatively argues that the home/public line can be defended. Part I 
reviews the reasoning of Heller itself, finding substantial grounds in the opinion for 
extending the holding to public possession and some grounds for limiting it to the 
home. Part II offers a normative justification for limiting the right to the home. Part III 
offers an argument rooted in the Court’s First Amendment and right-of-privacy 
jurisprudence for such a limit, and evaluates how receptive the Justices would likely 
be to that argument. 

I. WHAT THE HELLER COURT SAID ABOUT PUBLIC POSSESSION 

The principal mode of analysis in Heller’s majority opinion is public meaning 
originalism. Justice Scalia seeks the “normal meaning” that would “have been known 
to ordinary citizens in the founding generation.”11 Under the Court’s approach, the 
text of the Second Amendment would appear to guarantee a right to public 
possession of firearms. The Court interprets “keep Arms” to mean “have weapons” 

                                                                                                                                                                      

would reduce the overall rate of violent crime. See Jeffrey Fagan et al., Social Contagion of Violence, in 
THE CAMBRIDGE HANDBOOK OF VIOLENT BEHAVIOR AND AGGRESSION 688, 692 (Daniel J. Flannery et al. 
eds., 2007) (identifying guns “as a primary agent of violence contagion over the most recent epidemic 
cycle”). 

7 See Jeffrey Fagan, Comment to EVALUATING GUN POLICY: EFFECTS ON CRIME AND VIOLENCE 243, 244 
(Jens Ludwig & Philip J. Cook, eds., 2003) (describing “impressive results” of police practices targeting gun 
crimes and gun carrying in Indianapolis, Kansas City, and Pittsburgh). 

8 Heller does not address this question, although it does cast substantial doubt on the Nineteenth Century 
decisions holding that the Second Amendment is not incorporated. See Miller v. Texas, 153 U.S. 535, 538 
(1894); Presser v. Illinois, 116 U.S. 252, 264-65 (1886);United States v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542, 553 
(1875). The Heller Court noted “that Cruikshank also said that the First Amendment did not apply against 
the States and did not engage in the sort of Fourteenth Amendment inquiry required by” the Twentieth 
Century incorporation cases. Heller, 128 S. Ct. at 2813 n.23. 

9 Heller, 128 S. Ct. at 2788. 

10 See Michael C. Dorf, WHAT DOES THE SECOND AMENDMENT MEAN TODAY?, 76 Chicag.-Kent L. Rev. 291, 
294 (2000) (expressing sympathy for the “collective right” interpretation of the Second Amendment while 
acknowledging that the provision has always been somewhat puzzling). 
11 Heller, 128 S. Ct. at 2788. 
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and “bear” to mean “carry.”12 Thus, the people have a right to have and carry 
weapons. Nothing in the text of the Second Amendment itself limits that right to the 
home, and it would be odd to attribute to the founding generation the hidden intent 
to protect a right to carry weapons from place to place but only within the confines of 
their houses, from the drawing room to the parlor, say.  

Moreover, the Heller opinion clearly contemplates the carrying of firearms outside the 
home. For example, Justice Scalia opines that Americans in the founding generation 
valued firearms for self-defense and hunting even more highly than they valued such 
arms for militia service.13 And in trying to show that in the middle of the Nineteenth 
Century the Second Amendment was understood to protect possession and use of 
firearms outside of militia service, he quotes an 1856 speech by Charles Sumner 
describing “the rifle” as the “tutelary protector against the red man and the beast of 
the forest,” and ascribing protection to “at least one article in our National 
Constitution.”14 It is hard to imagine that either Senator Sumner or Justice Scalia 
imagined the frontiersman encountering “the red man” or “the beast of the forest” (as 
attacker or as prey) only in his home. 

Likewise, Justice Scalia draws support from Nineteenth Century state court decisions 
upholding a right to carry firearms openly and distinguishes another state court 
decision denying a right to carry concealed weapons.15  Clearly, the underlying cases 
and Justice Scalia are referring to the carrying of weapons outside of the home.  

Furthermore, the Heller opinion provides a number of examples of the sorts of 
regulations that the majority thinks would pass muster under any standard the Court 
would likely develop in subsequent cases.16 These include “laws forbidding the 
carrying of firearms in sensitive places such as schools and government buildings. . . .17 
Although Justice Scalia adds that the list of permissible regulations is not intended to be 
exhaustive, if it were possible for government to ban all firearms possession outside 
the home, there would be little point in singling out “sensitive places.”18 More likely, 
Justice Scalia meant to leave open the possibility that additional public places-such as 
airports--could be deemed sensitive. 

Thus, prima facie, the logic and language of Heller extend to the possession and use 
of firearms outside of the home. There could be exceptions to the right of public 
carriage, but a complete ban on carrying firearms outside the home would appear to 
violate the Second Amendment, as understood in Heller. 

                                                      
12 Id. at 2792-93. 

13 Id. at 2801. 

14 Id. at 2807 (quoting Charles Sumner, The Crime Against Kansas (May 19-20, 1856), in AMERICAN 
SPEECHES: POLITICAL ORATORY FROM THE REVOLUTION TO THE CIVIL WAR 553, 606-07 (Ted Widmer, ed., 
2006)). 

15 Heller, 128 S. Ct. at 2809 (relying on Nunn v. State, 1 Ga. 243, 251 (1846), and State v. Chandler, 5 
La. Ann. 489, 490 (1850), while distinguishing Aymette v. State, 21 Tenn. 154, 158 (1840)). 

16 Id. at 2816-17. 

17 Id. at 2817. 

18 Id. at 2817 n.26. 
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Nonetheless, the Court did limit its official holding to home possession and use.19 To 
be sure, that was partly a response to the as applied challenge before the Justices, but 
this fact in turn raises the question of why Mr. Heller chose to challenge the law only 
insofar as it limited his possession of a loaded, working firearm at home. Presumably, 
he so limited his claim because he thought that home possession and use were more 
sympathetic than a right to carry handguns in public. 

The majority appeared to agree. The Court characterizes the home as a place “where 
the need for defense of self, family, and property is most acute.”20 In addition, the 
Court explains why handguns are especially valuable for self-defense in the home: 

It is easier to store [a handgun than a long gun] in a location that is 
readily accessible in an emergency; it cannot easily be redirected or 
wrestled away by an attacker; it is easier to use for those without the 
upper-body strength to lift and aim a long gun; it can be pointed at a 
burglar with one hand while the other hand dials the police.21 

The Court then concludes that “whatever else [the Second Amendment] leaves to 
future evaluation, it surely elevates above all other interests the right of law-abiding, 
responsible citizens to use arms in defense of hearth and home.”22 Although hardly 
dispositive, the home-specific reasoning and language of the Heller opinion leaves 
open the possibility of distinguishing, and thus upholding, laws banning carrying 
firearms or handguns in public. 

To draw such a distinction in a principled manner, however, would require more than 
pointing to some language in Heller. While the Heller Court says that banning 
firearms possession in the home is an especially egregious Second Amendment 
violation, it does not say that banning firearms possession outside the home would be 
permissible.23 Parts II and III of this Essay offer two possible grounds for drawing the 
needed distinction. 

                                                      
19 Id. at 2821-22. 

20 Heller, 128 S. Ct. at 2817. 

21 Id. at 2818. 

22 Id. at 2821. 
23 Id. at 2821-22. 
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THIS COURT STANDS IN CONTEMPT OF MY DUE PROCESS RIGHTS 
Every judge on this Court is presumptively disqualified for assignment to my case based on 

this Courts treatment of me, an unrepresented civil plaintiff/seaman, and my cases from 2002 to 
2010. The integrity, independence, fairness, honesty, uprightness, and soundness of character, and 
impartiality of every judge on this Court being free of inappropriate outside influences, and their 
probity and propensity to comply with the law, including the provisions of the Canons in their regard 
toward this unrepresented civil plaintiff/seaman with his Second Amendment case are reasonably 
questioned by this unrepresented civil plaintiff/seaman based on the evidence provided in the 
Complaint that is not all that dissimilar from Operation Greylord. 

From the beginning in 2002 to the present case for the Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant 
seaman has been and still is today a very complex case of subject matter jurisdiction overlapping local and 
state laws, federal laws and regulations, and international maritime and human rights treaties.  Complete 
and total disregard by federal judges assigned to my cases concerning the complexity and the merits of my 
cases over the years have denied me my due process rights under 28 U.S.C. § 471–482 as an 
unrepresented civil plaintiff/seaman alleged to be a ward of the Admiralty Court.  

TITLE 28—JUDICIARY AND JUDICIAL PROCEDURE 
PART I—ORGANIZATION OF COURTS 

CHAPTER 23—CIVIL JUSTICE EXPENSE AND DELAY REDUCTION PLANS 

28 U.S.C. § 471. REQUIREMENT FOR A DISTRICT COURT CIVIL JUSTICE EXPENSE AND 
DELAY REDUCTION PLAN 

28 U.S.C. § 472. DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A CIVIL JUSTICE EXPENSE 
AND DELAY REDUCTION PLAN 

28 U.S.C. § 473. CONTENT OF CIVIL JUSTICE EXPENSE AND DELAY REDUCTION PLANS 
28 U.S.C. § 474. REVIEW OF DISTRICT COURT ACTION 
28 U.S.C. § 475. PERIODIC DISTRICT COURT ASSESSMENT 
28 U.S.C. § 476. ENHANCEMENT OF JUDICIAL INFORMATION DISSEMINATION 
28 U.S.C. § 477. MODEL CIVIL JUSTICE EXPENSE AND DELAY REDUCTION PLAN 
28 U.S.C. § 478. ADVISORY GROUPS 
28 U.S.C. § 479. INFORMATION ON LITIGATION MANAGEMENT AND COST AND DELAY 

REDUCTION 
28 U.S.C. § 480. TRAINING PROGRAMS 
28 U.S.C. § 481. AUTOMATED CASE INFORMATION 
28 U.S.C. § 482. DEFINITIONS  

Based on my experience from 2002 to the present I have concluded that this Court has 
abandoned its obligation to provide special protections to unrepresented civil plaintiff/seamen as 
wards of the Admiralty Court.  

This Court and the District Court in Little Rock both denied my newly affirmed right to a court 
appointed civil Gideon attorney in accordance with the American Bar Association’s August 7, 2006 
unanimous recommendation “[t]hat the American Bar Association urges federal, state, and territorial 
governments to provide legal counsel as a matter of right at public expense to low income persons in 
those categories of adversarial proceedings where basic human needs are at stake, such as those 
involving shelter, sustenance, safety, health or child custody, as determined by each jurisdiction.” 
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BECAUSE OF THIS COURT’S DEMONSTRATED BIGOTRY AND PREJUDICE 

AGAINST THIS UNREPRESENTED CIVIL PLAINTIFF SEAMAN FROM 2002 TO 

THE PRESENT THIS COURT STANDS IN TREASONOUS DEFIANCE OF NOT 

ONLY THE UNITED STATES EXECUTIVE BRANCH’S NATIONAL AND 

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS REGARDING SOMALI PIRATES THREATENING 

NOT ONLY THE NATIONAL AND MARITIME SECURITY OF THE UNITED 

STATES BUT EVERY NATION IN THE WORD BUT THIS COURT ALSO 

STANDS IN TREASONOUS DEFIANCE OF THE CHANGING POLICY OF THE 

UNITED STATES ON THE SECOND AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF AMERICAN 

MARITIME SHIPPING COMPANIES AND CIVILIAN SEAFARERS ABOARD 

U.S. FLAG VESSELS IN REGARD TO THE SOVEREIGN RIGHT OF ARMED 

SELF-DEFENSE UNDER THE LAW OF NATIONS TO DEFEND THEMSELVES 

AGAINST PIRATES ON THE HIGH SEAS WHICH COULD GIVE RISE TO 

CONGRESS RESURRECTING THE LONG DORMANT LETTERS OF MARQUE 

AND REPRISAL TO MARITIME SHIPPING COMPANIES TO FIGHT SOMALI 

PIRATES ON THE HIGH SEAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ADMIRALTY/LAW 

 
 

 

TO POLITICIZE AN EXCERPT FROM SHAKESPEARE’S HAMLET  
FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS MOTION: 

To defeat or to promote the Common Defence, that is the question. 
Whether ’tis nobler in the mind to suffer 

The slings and arrows of outrageous federal laws and regulations, 
Or to take arms against a sea of pirates and land crawling scallywags (criminals) 

And by opposing, end their threat? 

 

Judge John D. Bates' Memorandum Opinion in Hamrick v. United States, No. 1:10-cv-857-JDB, 
Document No. 7 on the Docket Report, filed August 24, 2010 dismissing my case for an amended 
complaint stated, in part: 

The Court is mindful that complaints filed by pro se litigants are held to less stringent 
standards than those applied to formal pleadings drafted by lawyers. See Haines v. 
Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520 (1972). Nonetheless, courts may dismiss an action sua 
sponte under Rule 8(a)(2) where the complaint sets forth “‘a meandering, 
disorganized, prolix narrative’” or is “‘so verbose, confused and redundant that its 
true substance, if any, is well disguised.’” Hamrick v. United Nations, 2007 WL 
3054817, at *1 (D.D.C. 2007) (quoting Brown, 75 F.R.D. at 499). Hamrick’s 
exceedingly lengthy complaint -- utterly confusing, and at times indecipherable -- 
easily meets these standards. Accordingly, the Court will dismiss Hamrick’s 
current complaint without prejudice, as has been done on other occasions. 
See Hamrick v. United States, Civ. A. No. 08-1698 (dismissing complaint on identical 
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grounds); Hamrick v. United Nations, 2007 WL 3054817 (same); Hamrick v. Brewer, 
Civ. A. No. 05-1993 (D.D.C. Oct. 20, 2005) (same). The Court will also deny all 
pending motions as moot.  

Hamrick may refile an amended complaint that cures the deficiencies identified 
above. But “[i]fMr. Hamrick files an amended complaint that merely recycles 
the Complaint presently before the Court it may be dismissed with 
prejudice.” Hamrick v. United Nations, 2007 WL 3054817, at * 1. A separate Order 
accompanies this Memorandum Opinion. 

I did not refile an amended complaint because I took the “dismissed without prejudice” 
at face value as permanent, not withstanding the refilling of an amended complaint. If no amended 
complaint is filed then it was my belief and understanding that the “dismissal without prejudice” 
would stand as is thus allowing me to file a new complaint with new evidence to improve the merits 
of my case even more.  

But Judge John D. Bates did not stay true to his word on “dismissed without prejudice” 
in his Memorandum Opinion. On April 7, 2011, Judge John D. Bates issued a new Order dismissing 
my complaint with prejudice, apparently in retaliation for not filing an amended complaint. 

It is this kind of minutial acts of judicial bias that slips under the radar of judicial ethics 
(Canons) that a unrepresented civil plaintiff known and treated as Mr. Nobody has no power to 
effect a remedy in this Operation Greylord-type of Court nor any chance to have a civil jury trial 
without intervention by someone in authority.  

Most of what is discussed in Charles W. Heckman, Dr. Sci., COMMENTS ON THE NINTH 
CIRCUIT PRO SE TASK FORCE REPORT, A Matter of Justice Coalition (AMOJ) Committee for the Ninth 
Circuit, January 5, 2005, (http://victimsoflaw.net/9thcircuit1.htm) is what I have experienced first 
hand in this Court! Taking an exerpt from Heckman’s COMMENTS ON THE NINTH CIRCUIT PRO SE 
TASK FORCE REPORT that I submit as relevant evidence to my allegation of judicial bias against 
Judge John D. Bates follows here: 

PROBLEMS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE [NINTH CIRCUIT] REPORT 

THE ROLE OF BIAS 

One of the many serious complaints often voiced by litigants but not seriously 
addressed in the report of the Task Force is bias by the judge. However, the report 
clearly expresses a common attitude toward pro se litigants, starting of p. 6 of the 
report: 

“Some judges and lawyers are convinced, for example, that pro se litigants as a class 
generally bring meritless claims, and that any program designed to educate or assist 
them would only increase the number of meritless claims in the court system. This 
point of view is doubtless influenced by those pro se cases that are brought by 
individuals suffering from a mental disability or for purposes of harassment. Closely 
related to that thought is the belief that appointing attorneys for pro se clients is a 
waste of resources and in the long run simply complicates efforts to keep the system 
clear of meritless cases.” 

The Task Force fails to identify who holds this opinion, but both lawyers and judges 
have frequently expressed it or opinions very much like it. The main focus of this task 
force should not be with methods by which unbiased judges can make the 
submissions of pro se litigants easier for the court to deal with but rather with 
developing methods to assist a pro se litigant who has been the victim of a judge with 
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the preconception that whatever he submits to the court is without merit, and his 
lawsuit must be dismissed before any unnecessary time of the court is wasted. 

If all judges were perfect human beings, we could assume that the private opinion of 
a lawyer or a judge would not be reflected the judge’s rulings. However, we know 
that few people approach perfection, and prejudice by decision-makers against 
members of certain groups has been the cause of continuous, bitter conflict since the 
civil rights movement first brought the effects of biases of many kinds to public view. 

Prejudices often have a greater impact on the outcome of administrative hearings and 
lawsuits than parties with an obligation to be impartial like to admit. Whether the 
prejudice is deliberate and malicious or entirely unintended, decisions colored by 
personal biases can be just as devastating to the victims of the resulting injustice. 

. . . 

The treatment of pro se litigants reflects the desire expressed by many politicians and 
judges that the number of lawsuits be reduced. Showing litigants who lack strong 
financial resources, the services of a first-class law firm, backing by an influential 
organization, or attention in the press that they have no chance of prevailing in a 
lawsuit or even of presenting their cases to a jury might well discourage other litigants 
from seeking redress in the courts but it also encourages persons in positions of 
authority to deliberately break the law, knowing that there is almost no chance that 
the victim would be able to obtain redress in a court of law. 

It seems obvious to me that the flood of lawsuits is the result of a massive increase in 
white collar crime in the United States, most of which is ignored by law enforcement 
authorities on the excuse that their time is needed to combat crimes of violence. The 
victims are therefore forced to attempt to obtain redress in a civil lawsuit, and most 
are unable to obtain legal counsel. A recent estimate made by a group in Iowa 
suggested that 70% of the population of that state did not have enough money to 
retain the services of an attorney. Because most white collar criminals have learned 
the applicable law very well before embarking on their criminal careers and many 
seem to have the active assistance of local civil servants or even judges, attorneys do 
not see much chance of immediate success before a court and will therefore refuse to 
represent an indigent litigant on a contingency basis. Furthermore, many attorneys 
working out of small offices without a major law firm behind them hardly do better in 
court than pro se litigants. Therefore, as the white collar criminals, deliberate abusers 
of civil rights, unscrupulous business firms, and corrupt public officials become bolder, 
the victims have no way of protecting their property and livelihoods other than by 
representing themselves in a lawsuit. Even though an increasing number of pro se 
litigants see the courts as hostile to them and their needs for redress under the law, 
the flood of lawsuits grows because of the massive increase in the crimes that the 
current attitude of the courts has engendered. 

Missing from the report by the Task Force is any adequate remedy for the actions of 
judges who adhere to the belief that pro se litigants do not deserve full consideration 
by the court. This can be justified by the self-fulfilling prophesy that pro se litigants 
never win. As a result, many judges believe that any time given to a lawsuit in which 
a litigant represents himself is wasted. Therefore, pro se litigants really do not win 
simply because the prophesy that they will lose is self-fulfilling. 

Common experiences of pro se litigants 
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The solutions proposed by the Task Force presume good will by the judges and 
conformity with the standards of ethics and behavior traditionally held by our society. 
Unfortunately, in speaking and corresponding with many pro se litigants, I have 
learned that there are common problems that reflect an erosion of human values and 
are often accompanied by abusive behavior by judges. These problems are less likely 
to arise when a litigant is represented by a lawyer, whose status as an “insider” in the 
legal profession might tend to restrain the opposing attorney and presiding judge from 
improper conduct. Such conduct is difficult for pro se litigants to cope with, but it is 
readily recognized when it occur. Eventually, pro se litigants make their opinions of 
the court public, and the increasing criticism leads to a general loss of faith in courts. 
The growing dissatisfaction of the public with the judicial system is rooted in the 
negative opinions developed by many litigants who know they have been improperly 
or illegally treated. Losing a lawsuit is fundamentally different from being denied due 
process and a fair hearing, and even pro se litigants without formal education in a law 
school can immediately tell the difference. 

The most common complaints by litigants of misconduct by the courts include the 
following: 

1. Perjury is tolerated by the judge 
2. Records submitted to the court disappear from the files 
3. Judges’ opinions fail to address the issues of the lawsuit 
4. Certain litigants must always win 
5. Different standards are applied to different litigants 
6. Recent handling of civil lawsuits by the courts have instigated a white collar 
crime wave 
7. Court orders go unheeded  
8. Judges give orders contrary to law and accepted standards of behavior 
9. Judges refuse to take actions required by law 
10. Courts have become inconsistent and arbitrary 
11. Federalism theory interferes with practical justice 

NEW THEORY OF JUDICIAL BIAS 
BASED ON CULTURAL NEUROSCIENCE 

ALLEGING EVERY JUDGE IN THIS COURT ARE DISQUALIFIED BY  
CULTURAL BIAS AGAINST THIS UNREPRESENTED CIVIL PLAINTIFF 

I began a research project via Google to find scientific behavioral studies to explain the 
behavior of the federal judges who have dismissed my cases from 2002 to the present as a judicial 
culture perspective. Cultural behavior comparable to political ideologies and psychological behavior 
phenomena called Groupthink. 

Judge John D. Bates selecting my previously dismissed cases as somehow being legitimate 
dismissed is alleged to be presumed to be correctly dismissed. But I posit that the dismissals of my 
previous cases were sole based on the Court’s prejudice against unrepresented civil plaintiffs 
regardless of the merits of the case being slam-dunk winners!  

See Stephen J. Choi and G. Mitu Gulati, BIAS IN JUDICIAL CITATIONS: A WINDOW INTO THE 
BEHAVIOR OF JUDGES? 37 The Journal of Legal Studies 87, (January 2008). See the wide variety of 
studies in the new field of study for psychiatrists, psychologists, and sociologists known as CULTURAL 
NEUROSCIENCE such as: 
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Shinobu Kitayama and Ayse K. Uskul, CULTURE, MIND, AND THE BRAIN: CURRENT EVIDENCE 
AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS, Annual Review of Psychology, Vol. 62, pp. 419–449 (December 16, 
2010): 

As noted, public behavioral patterns that are afforded by myriad macrolevel factors 
are central in defining culture. At the same time, recent work on neuroplasticity has 
suggested that such public patterns of behavior, over a number of repeated 
occurrences, are likely to cause systematic changes in neural connectivity of the brain 
(Schwartz 2002; see also Anderson 2009). It is thus reasonable to hypothesize that 
recurrent, active, and long-term engagement in scripted behavioral sequences (what 
we call cultural practices or tasks) can powerfully shape and modify brain pathways 
(Kitayama & Park 2010). The influence of cultural behaviors on the brain, then, is 
unmediated by any symbolic or cognitive representations. The culture-mind interface 
could be much more “hard” and behavioral (Zajonc & Markus 1984), rather than 
“soft” and cognitive, than one might imagine based on the cognitive theories. 
Admittedly, cognitions such as self-concepts, identities, and attitudes can powerfully 
influence which values one may endorse or which practices one may engage in as his 
or her life tasks. Nevertheless, once individuals define their own cultural tasks and 
begin practicing them, the resulting cultural behaviors will directly influence the brain. 
This insightwould lead the field naturally to explorations into the link between culture 
and the brain (e.g., Chiao & Ambady 2007, Fiske 2009, Han&Horthoff 2008, 
Kitayama&Park 2010).  

Dale T. Miller, DISRESPECT AND THE EXPERIENCE OF INJUSTICE, Annual Review of 
Psychology, Vol. 52, pp. 527–53 (2001), Conclusion: 

The pursuit of justice is a fundamental aspect of social life. In explaining why he and 
other philosophers have devoted so much attention to the normative question of what 
is just, Rawls (1971) claimed that justice was “the first virtue of social institutions.” As 
this review indicates, justice is also a central concern in people’s everyday life (see 
also Lerner & Lerner 1981, Ross & Miller 2001). For 50 years, psychologists have 
known that people’s satisfaction with their material outcomes depends highly, and 
often primarily, on their perception of the fairness of those outcomes. For just this 
reason, social exchange theorists (e.g. Blau 1964, Homans 1961, Walster et al 1978) 
traditionally have accorded considerations of justice (equity) a prominent place in 
their theories. Economists, at least those calling themselves behavioral economists, 
have also come to acknowledge the importance of perceptions of fairness in 
economic decision making (Frank 1988, Kahneman et al 1986, Mellers & Baron 
1993). 

The quest for justice is not confined to the market place, however. As this review 
indicates, justice pervades virtually all aspects of social and personal life. However, 
this is not because every interaction represents a social exchange and every form of 
social behavior represents a resource. Conceptions of justice are important because 
they are central to defining the way in which people think of themselves (Lerner 
1987). The question of what people are entitled to is fundamentally a question about 
what it means to be a person (Furby 1986). Concern for justice and respect for 
personhood are powerfully and inseparably linked (Sampson 1983). By discovering 
what people believe to be the entitlements and responsibilities of the members of a 
moral community, we glimpse what it means to be a member of that community 
(Opotow 1990). By discovering how conceptions of justice vary across cultures, we 
discover how conceptions of the person vary across cultures (Shweder & Bourne 
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1984). Understanding the psychology of justice is central to understanding both 
human psychology and social life. 

Shihui Han and Georg Northoff, CULTURE-SENSITIVE NEURAL SUBSTRATES OF HUMAN 
COGNITION: A TRANSCULTURAL NEUROIMAGING APPROACH, Nature Reviews | Neuroscience | 
Opinion, Vol. 9, pp. 646–654 (August 2008), Conclusions and Future Directions:  

Although transcultural neuroimaging studies indicate that culture shapes the 
functional anatomy of multiple-level cognitive functions, they also raise interesting 
and important questions for future research. For example, how do culture-sensitive 
and culture-invariant neural substrates contribute to cognition and behaviour? Future 
research could also examine how specific aspects of culture, such as self styles or 
beliefs, affect the neural mechanisms of human cognition. Furthermore, it will be 
interesting to determine whether culture influences both the functional and the 
structural neural bases of human cognition, and whether effects of culture are 
constitutional and/or modulatory. 

IMPROPER JUDICIAL BIAS  
BY JUDGE BATES IS CLEARLY EVIDENT 

 Judicial bias is clearly evident when judges of this Court refuse to recognize the right of an 
unrepresented civil plaintiff to make alternative statements of claims under Rule 8(d)(2) as opposed 
to making short and plain statements of claims under Rule 8(a)(2), the standard used by attorney, 
even the judges give lip service to leniency to unrepresented civil plaintiffs but still hold 
unrepresented civil plaintiffs to Rule 8(a)(2) anyway.  

 Judicial bias is clearly evident when judges of this Court dismiss a complex civil Admiralty 
complaint by an unrepresented seaman sua sponte just because the unrepresented seaman have 
previous cases dismissed. The Law of Bigotry holding that familiarity breeds contempt of 
unrepresented seamen. 

 Judicial bias is clearly evident when judges of this Court refuse to delay ruling on Motion to 
Dismiss until after the Discovery Phase giving the unrepresented civil plaintiff his chance to discover 
evidence vindicating the merits of the case. 

Judicial bias is clearly evident in the U.S. Supreme Court as clearly presented by Rory Bahadur, THE 
SCIENTIFIC IMPOSSIBILITY OF PLAUSIBILITY, forthcoming in 90 Nebraska Law Review _____ (2011). 

Introduction 

This interdisciplinary article employs a scientific approach to euthanize any suggestion 
that plausibility pleading is empirically supportable. In the Twombly24 and Iqbal25 
decisions in 2007 and 2009 respectively, the Supreme Court replaced the liberal 
notice pleading standard of Conley v. Gibson26 with a heightened requirement that 
pleadings must be plausible to survive a motion to dismiss. 

Unlike previous scholarship, I address plausibility in light of a broader defect plaguing 
all of legal theory; courts are not required to defend their hypotheses or legal theories 

                                                      
24 Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544 (2007). 
25 Iqbal v. Ashcroft, 556 U.S. ___, 129 S. Ct. 1937 (2009). 
26 Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41 (1957). 
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in the same empirical manner as scientists.27 For example, lower courts and 
practitioners alike are forced to assume and accept the existence of the plausibility 
standard simply because it was conjured up by the Supreme Court.  

Admittedly, a scientific perspective may limit development of the law, but it ensures 
judges, scholars and legal practitioners are practicing a body law which at least in part 
reflects the realities and limitations of our physical universe. This paper demonstrates 
plausibility pleading is devoid of any connection to reality. 

The piece begins with a brief analysis of what the language of Iqbal and Twombly 
claims plausibility pleading is and a careful examination of the additional subtext in 
the decisions explaining what plausibility is not. The most conspicuous and important 
aspect of the subtext is the significant judicial effort the Twombly Court expends to 
emphasize the consistency of the decision with the 2002 Swierkiewicz28 decision in 
which a unanimous Supreme Court reaffirmed the then existing motion to dismiss 
standard.   

Next, in accord with the article’s unique approach I examine the actual pleadings in 
the Swierkiewicz case. Analysis of the pleadings reveals the absolute falsity of the 
Supreme Court’s claim that Twombly is consistent with Swierkiewicz. The motion to 
dismiss in Swierkiewicz expressly argued for the identical plausibility standard 
adopted in Twombly and Iqbal to be applied. This is the same standard the Court 
unanimously rejected seven years prior in Swierkiewicz as beyond their power to 
implement. 

Using an analogy to Bayesian mathematical theory the article demonstrates, despite 
the Supreme Court’s claim to the contrary, that the plausibility analysis is a 
probability analysis. This probability analysis is abhorrent to the constitutionally 
mandated division of labor between judge and jury in the civil system, and represents 
a radical, normative shift in established pleading standards. 

The article next applies modern neuroscientific research discussing limits on 
human beings’ ability to empathize and specifically discusses the existence of a 
genetic predisposition to bias against phenotypically distinct individuals. This research 
dispels scholarly suggestion that plausibility and its encouragement of “judicial 
experience and common sense” is a waypoint to a laudable, empathy based, utopian 
judicial state. 

Additionally, the piece demonstrates the first step in determining plausibility; the 
separation of law from fact is widely acknowledged, including by the Supreme Court 
itself, as an impossible feat. Further, the piece reveals how markedly similar 
plausibility is to a constitutionally prohibited credibility analysis. 

Finally the article suggests plausibility analysis is a nonsensical amalgam of Fed. R. 
Civ. P. 8, 9(b), 11 and 12. Any pleading deemed not plausible pursuant to Rule 
12(b)(6) also violates Rule 11. Further the pleading standard of Rule 8 is now 

                                                      
27 http://bama.ua.edu/~alaarch/Glossary/index.htm  (explaining the scientific method as: The principles 
and empirical processes of discovery and demonstration considered characteristic of or necessary for 
scientific investigation, generally involving the  observation of phenomena, the formulation of a hypothesis 
concerning the phenomena, experimentation to demonstrate the truth or falseness of the hypothesis, and a 
conclusion that validates or modifies the hypothesis. 
28 Swierkiewiecz v. Sorema N. A., 534 U.S. 506 (2002). 
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indistinguishable from and possibly higher than Rule 9(b)’s heightened pleading 
standard. 

. . . 

C. Neuroscience and the Myth of Empathic Judging 

i. Human Nature as a Barrier to Empathic Judging 

Scholars such as Professor Darrell Miller approvingly describe the plausibility calculus 
as an avenue to achieve eventual empathy based judicial decision making. For 
example, Professor Miller states, “By making conscious effort to imagine themselves 
in the position of another, judges can arrive at better estimations of whether a set of 
facts, taken as true, present a plausible claim.” It is likely Professor Miller is overstating 
the role of the cognitive process in modulating empathic ability. Human nature and 
judicial nurture are significant barriers to empathic ability. 

A recent study in the Journal of Neuroscience indicates empathy is evolutionarily and 
biologically biased based on race, at an affective rather than cognitive level. The 
study found, 

“Racial group membership defines coalitions and alliances during evolution and thus 
results in strong modulation of the neural substrates of emotional components of 
empathy . . . . It appears that, relative to cultural influence on empathy, if any, the 
modulation of empathy by racial group members is more fundamental and plays a 
more pivotal role in shaping social behaviors.” 

Even studies suggesting a cognitive rather than affective basis for the direct 
relationship between our ability to empathize and the phenotypic similarity of the 
person we are empathizing with acknowledge,  

“As a social species, humans have evolved for cooperative living in social groups and 
possess potent psychological and neural mechanisms that foster adaptive sociality . . . 
and effective cooperative living sometimes entails belonging to smaller social groups 
and limiting resource sharing to members of that group so that individual costs and 
risk taking associated with non-reciprocated altruism are reduced.” 

Biologically, our ability to empathize differs with the similarity in race and ethnicity of 
the individual with whom we are empathizing. This reality reveals “social sensitivity in 
the human sensorimotor system and” the existence of social categorization at “basic 
sensorimotor levels of brainprocessing.” 

Professor Malveaux is in accord in recognizing the dangers of equating plausibility 
with empathy-based judicial decision making. She cites a study examining judicial 
reasoning and decision making by  trial judges which concluded,  

[I]ntuition is also the likely pathway by which undesirable influences, like the race, 
gender, or attractiveness of parties, affect the legal system. Today, the overwhelming 
majority of judges in America explicitly reject the idea that these factors should 
influence litigants' treatment in court, but even the most egalitarian among us may 
harbor invidious mental associations . . . .Intuitive judgment is more likely to occur 
than active deliberation where trial judges labor under heavy docket loads and 
serious time pressures.  

Given these bio-genetic barriers to effective race-neutral empathy and the legal 
scholarship examining them, how could any of the judges on the Supreme Court ever 
effectively imagine themselves in the position of an Arab Muslim after 9-11 or a 
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Japanese American during the era of Korematsu’s legitimacy? Even absent the 
documented involvement of racial bias in empathy, plausibility and the increased 
emphasis on judicial experience and common sense is an undemocratic derogation of 
the jury’s role in the civil justice system. 

EVIDENCE OF U.S. GOVERNMENT  
 In this Section I present evidence of Government Interest in the subject matter of my case 
and that Government Interest vindicates the merits of my case that Judge John D. Bates refused to 
consider by dismissing my case with prejudice. 

 I had to conduct a proverbial email campaign as an advocate of Second Amendment rights 
of American merchant seamen prior to attending public meetings of the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security and U.S. Coast Guard MERCHANT MARINE PERSONNEL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(MERPAC) April 16-17, 2009 and the NATIONAL MARITIME SECURITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(NMSAC) MERPAC and NMSAC April 12, 2011 in order persuade and influence with factual 
information the public policy and firearms in the merchant marine industry to establish these 
meetings as relevant evidence of Government Interest corresponding with the U.S. Coast Guard’s 
collaboration with the U.S. State Department’s demarché to all foreign ports on their laws for armed 
merchant vessels. The collected data from that demarche can be the basis for a future maritime 
treaty for armed merchant vessels. 

 The following pages of evidence show that from 2002 when the U.S. Coast Guard denied 
my Second Amendment application for the National Open Carry Handgun endorsement on the 
Merchant Mariner’s Document  as though the Coast Guard had the discretionary duty to deny my 
application under the exceptions for the Law of Torts claiming that such an endorsement would have 
no benefit to marine safety or security but the fact is the U.S. Coast admitted in the same letter of 
Final Agency Action that their were no federal laws or regulations for or against the requested 
endorsement which would require the Coast Guard to comply with the Oath of Office to look to the 
Bill of Rights as a ministerial duty and upon evaluating the Second Amendment rights of American 
merchant seamen in conjunction with the U.S. Merchant Marine Act of 1936 would compel the U.S. 
Coast Guard to grant my application for the National Open Carry Handgun endorsement on the 
Merchant Mariner’s Document to the present when the U.S. Government is moving toward 
restoration of Second Amendment rights of shipping companies and seafarers to defend against 
pirates on the high seas. I would have to say that these circumstances mean that my case has, in fact 
and law, achieved ripeness for a civil jury trial. Especially so when Heller and McDonald overruled 
Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle’s 2002 dismissal of my case. How many times do I have to get vindication 
before I can defeat the Motion to Dismiss? 

 The evidence in the following pages imply that it is time for this corrupt Court to stand down 
and step aside from my case and grant this Motion assign my case to one of the four judges in the 
Fifth Circuit listed on the front page of this Motion in the interest of Justice under Rule 1 of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
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 EVIDENCE 1: U.S. Coast Guard Port Security Advisory (3-09) 
Dated June 18, 2009 Vindicating the Merits of My Case! 
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 EVIDENCE 2: Vindication In 2009 of the Merits of My Case by 
the U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S. State Department! 

John C. W. Bennett, USCG UPDATES INFORMATION ON FOREIGN NATIONS’ POLICIES 

TOWARDS WEAPONS ON US-FLAG COMMERCIAL VESSELS, Maritime Transportation Security News 
& Views, the blog of Maritime Protective Services, August 18, 2010:29 

Last week, the US Coast Guard posted, on its Homeport website, an updated 
PORT INFORMATION MATRIX that summarizes available port state responses to a US 
State Department demarche requesting information on port state laws and 
restrictions on the carriage of self-defense weapons for vessels operating in high 
risk waters.  The new matrix, an attachment to Port Security Advisory (PSA) 
(08-09) “PORT STATE RESPONSES TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION REGARDING 

CARRIAGE AND TRANSPORT OF SELF-DEFENSE WEAPONS ABOARD U.S. COMMERCIAL 

VESSELS,” replaces a previous version that had been updated in May. 

Since I can’t find where I might have saved previous versions of the Matrix, I’m 
relying on a very fallible memory to suggest the latest changes.  I believe the 
listings for Djibouti, Guinea, India, Kenya, Mauritius, Nicaragua, Oman, and 
Tanzania are new.  Of these India and Tanzania allow neither weapons on board 
nor armed transits through the country between airports and vessels.  The other 
countries permit both under conditions, which are summarized in the new matrix. 

To access the new matrix, or PSA (08-09), go to Homeport, click on “Counter 
Piracy” under “Featured Homeport Links” at the top of the right side of the 
page.  On the Counter Piracy page, scroll down to “PSA (8-09): Port State 
Response to Request for Information Regarding Carriage and Transport of Self-
Defense Weapons Aboard U.S. Commercial Vessels and Port Information 
document.”  Clicking on that will provide a choice of PDF links for the updated 
Port Information Matrix and for  PSA (08-09). 

  

EVIDENCE
 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
29 http://mpsblog.org/2010/08/18/uscg-updates-information-on-foreign-nations%e2%80%99-policies-
towards-weapons-on-us-flag-commercial-vessels-2/ 
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 EVIDENCE 3: U.S. Coast Guard Port Security Advisory (8-09) 
Dated October 19, 2009 Vindicating the Merits of My Case with 
Colaboration of the U.S.  State Department! 
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 EVIDENCE 15: My Case Has Achieved Ripeness for a Civil Jury 
Trial: U.S. Dept. Of Homeland Security and U.S. Coast Guard 
Federal Register Notice on SELF-DEFENSE OF VESSELS OF THE UNITED 

STATES, January 26, 2011 Vindicated My Orginal Case 
 

 

 EVIDENCE: My Case Has Achieved 
Ripeness for a Civil Jury Trial: U.S. Dept. of 
Homeland Security and U.S. Coast Guard 

Federal Register Notice on SELF-DEFENSE OF 

VESSELS OF THE UNITED STATES, January 26, 
2011 Vindicates My Orginal Case  
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 EVIDENCE 5: Maritime Unions Respond to Federal Register 
Notice February 25, 2011 

Comments of the 
 

International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots (MM&P) 
Marine Engineers’ Beneficial association (MEBA) 

American Maritime Officers (AMO) 
Seafarers International Union (SIU) 

Sailors Union of the Pacific (SUP) 
Marine Firemen’s Union (MFOW) 

 

 
  

Before the 
United States Coast Guard 

______________________________________________________ 
 

In the Matter of  
Request for Comments on  

Policy regarding standard rules for the use of force for  
self-defense of vessels of the United States 

  
Docket No. USCG-2011-0012 

______________________________________________________ 
  

EVIDENCE
 

February 25, 2011 
 

The International Organization of Masters, Mates, and Pilots (MMP), the Marine 
Engineers’ Beneficial Association (MEBA), the American Maritime Officers (AMO), the 
Seafarers International Union (SIU), the Sailors Union of the Pacific (SUP), and the Marine 
Firemen’s Union (MFOW) represent substantially all the officers and crew of United States 
flagged merchant ships engaged in international trades.   Our members serve on U.S. ships 
operating off the coast of Somalia and areas of the Indian Ocean subject to the scourge of 
piracy and are exposed to the risks of being held hostage under appalling conditions, with 
threats of bodily injury or death at the hands of pirates.   In 2009, the Maersk Alabama, 
manned by our members, was attacked off the Somalia coast and the ship’s master was held 
hostage under threat of death until rescued by the U.S. Navy using deadly force.  Shortly after 
the Maersk Alabama incident the U.S. flagged Liberty Sun, also manned by our members, was 
attacked with the stated intention of destroying the ship and its crew in retaliation for the 
action taken against the pirates in the Maersk Alabama incident. Because of the continuing 
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risk that piracy poses for our members and our paramount concern for their safety, we 
welcome this opportunity to comment on establishing a USCG policy regarding standard rules 
for the use of force for self-defense of vessels of the United States. 

Overview 

 Any consideration of standard rules for the use of force for self defense of vessels has 
to take into account the ongoing situation off the coast of Somalia and the Indian Ocean, as 
well as U.S. statutes regarding the rights of U.S. merchant ships to oppose and defend against 
attempted acts of piracy30, the intent of Congress in enacting new legislation limiting liability 
for the consequences of the use of force against acts of piracy31 , and statutory and common 
law rights to self defense.    

The number of ships attacked, the number of ships captured and the number of crew 
members held hostage continues to increase. The amount of ransom payments is increasing 
along with the length of time crew members are held hostage. The level of violence is 
escalating with pirates torturing crew members and killing them in cold blood. The impact of 
ransom payments is having an effect on the economy of Somalia that is institutionalizing 
piracy as a way of life. The impact on the global economy of piracy in the area is estimated at 
$7 to $12 billion per year and the threat to ships and crews is placing the viability of the trade 
route from Asia to Europe via the Suez Canal in jeopardy. Apart from our concern over the 
safety of ships and crews there is a significant threat to the global economy, and a threat of 
piracy financing international terrorism.   

The present strategy employed by naval forces and the current Best Management 
Practices (BMP) employed by merchant ships can be improved to reduce the escalating threat 
of piracy to ships’ crews and the global economy, or to reducing the distortions to the Somalia 
economy that contribute to its continuance as a failed State. But, currently, it appears the rules 
of engagement adopted by the military command and the shipping industry make piracy a 
relatively risk free and profitable venture for organized criminal activity operating out of 
Somalia. 

                                                      
30 33 USC § 383. Resistance of pirates by merchant vessels 

The commander and crew of any merchant vessel of the United States, owned wholly, or in part, by a 
citizen thereof, may oppose and defend against any aggression, search, restraint, depredation, or seizure, 
which shall be attempted upon such vessel, or upon any other vessel so owned, by the commander or crew 
of any armed vessel whatsoever, not being a public armed vessel of some nation in amity with the United 
States, and may subdue and capture the same; and may also retake any vessel so owned which may have 
been captured by the commander or crew of any such armed vessel, and send the same into any port of 
the United States. 

EVIDENCE31 46 USC § 8107. Use of force against piracy 
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The right to self defense under Port Security Advisory (3-09)  

 

PSA (3-09) is intended to restate the existing law of self defense and to illustrate 
how self defense principles should be applied to the issue of piracy.  PSA (3-09) defines 
deadly force (“any force that is likely to cause great bodily harm or death”) and great 
bodily harm (“an injury to the body that results in unconsciousness, protracted and 
obvious disfigurement, or protracted loss or impairment of the function of a bodily 
member, organ, or mental faculty”).  PSA (3-09) advises that mariners may only use 
deadly force when the mariner has a reasonable belief that the aggressor poses an 
imminent danger of causing great bodily harm to themselves or others.  Because this 
advisement on the use of deadly force actually allows less force to be used than American 
common law and the statutory law of most states, the Coast Guard should develop 
standard rules for the use of force for self-defense of vessels of the United States when on 
the high seas that permit the use of deadly force  by any means, including armed 
resistance,  when the master, mariner, embarked personnel including security personnel, 
or individuals who use force, or authorizes the use of force, reasonably believes the  
vessel or a mariner is being subjected to an “act of piracy” as defined in 46 USC § 8107 
(c) 32 . 

The Use of Deadly Force Permitted by PSA (3-09) Is not as Extensive as the Use of Deadly 
Force Permitted at Common Law 

Congress recognizes the danger mariners face from pirates on the high seas; nearly 200 
years ago, Congress authorized U.S. merchant ships and crews to use force to resist aggression 
by pirates against their vessels. Despite this recognition, the United States Coast Guard has 
advised mariners in PSA (3-09) that their right to use deadly force in self defense is not as 
extensive as the right to use deadly force under common law in most U.S. jurisdictions.  Because 
U.S. ships and mariners need greater, not lesser, self defense rights at sea, the Coast Guard 
should establish rules that authorize deadly force in defense of the vessel as intended by 
Congress in 33 USC § 383. 

 Since the general introduction of firearms, the common law has recognized that one is not 
“required to retreat when he is assailed in a place where he has a right to be.” 33  Likewise, one 
may defend his domicile or his property to the extent of taking life, when necessary in defense of 
his property.34 Although any American would be justified in using deadly force to protect his 
home or property, PSA (3-09) advises that only non-deadly force should be used in defense of 
the vessel or in defense of property the master and crew are authorized to protect.  Of course, it is 

                                                      
32 46 USC § 8107. Use of force against piracy 

 (c) DEFINITION.—For the purpose of this section, the term ‘act of piracy’ means any act of aggression, 
search, restraint, depredation, or seizure attempted against a vessel of the United States by an individual 
not authorized by the United States, a foreign government, or an international organization recognized by 
the United States to enforce law on the high seas. 

EVIDENCE
33  Laney v. United States, 294 F. 412, 415 (D.C. Cir. 1923) 
34  Id. (citing Beard v. United States, 158 U.S. 550 (1895)) 
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impossible for a mariner to retreat from attack when he is at sea.  At the same time, the vessel is 
the mariner’s domicile and contains all the property with which the mariner travels.  The Master 
is charged with the protection of both the vessel and a ship’s cargo—often valuable military and 
humanitarian aid owned by the U.S. government.  Faced with these realities, mariners or 
embarked security forces must be able to use deadly force in defense of the vessel; if pirates are 
permitted to board a vessel with only non-lethal resistance because the pirates were not actively 
threatening the crew with imminent death or great bodily harm, it will often be too late for the 
vessel and too late for the crew. 

 In addition to the use of deadly force in defense of a mariner’s domicile, PSA (3-09) fails 
to address the use of deadly force when the mariner has a reasonable fear of kidnapping.  
Because PSA (3-09) only advises mariners to use deadly force when faced with a threat of great 
bodily harm, a mariner who reasonably fears he will be kidnapped for ransom is not entitled to 
use deadly force.  This is a serious oversight because ransoming vessels and crew is the main 
motivation behind pirate attacks off the Somalia coast.35  Indeed, when the Maersk Alabama was 
attacked in 2009, the pirates were unable to seize the ship due to the valiant efforts of the crew; 
however, the attackers kidnapped the Master as they fled the vessel.36  Although the threat of 
kidnapping, which under present conditions may lead to torture or murder, is serious and very 
real, mariners or security personnel would not be permitted to use deadly force to prevent their 
own kidnapping or kidnapping of the crew under current guidelines. 

 PSA (3-09)’s oversight in not permitting the use of deadly force under threat of 
kidnapping is especially glaring given that many U.S. jurisdictions explicitly authorize the use of 
deadly force to prevent kidnapping.37  A person would have the right to use deadly force to 
prevent their own kidnapping in many jurisdictions, but under PSA (3-09), a mariner would be 
expected to allow themselves to be kidnapped provided they would only be held as a prisoner 
and eventually ransomed back—this absurd result illustrates the need for stronger rules for self 
defense of ships on the high seas, rules that address the dangerous and harsh realities our 
members face every day. 

The right to defend the ship against piracy is broader than the common law right to self 
defense.  

 

 Notwithstanding the discussion of the common law right to self defense discussed above, 
which is the minimum base line right to protect life and property, a U.S. flagged ship and its 
crew under 33 USC §383 may oppose and defend against any aggression, search, restraint, 
depredation, or seizure attempted by pirates. The opposition and defense of the ship is not 

                                                      
35 See Stephanie McCrummen & Ann Scott Tyson, Navy Kills Three Pirates, Rescues Ship Captain, WASH. 
POST. (Apr. 13, 2009) (noting that pirates have earned millions in ransom in recent years). 

EVIDENCE
 
36 Id.   

 
37 E.g., V.T.C.A., Penal Code, § 9.32 (authorizing the use of deadly force to prevent an aggravated 
kidnapping); see Rue v. State, 288 S.W.3d 107, 110 (Tex. Ct. App. 2009) (instructing the jury that it 
should find the defendant not guilty if he shot the victim in order to prevent an aggravated kidnapping). 
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limited to common law principles of self defense. There is no need to wait until the pirates are 
actually onboard and the crew is in eminent danger of death or bodily harm. There is no 
confusion in splitting legal hairs to determine when defense of the ship is authorized. It 
recognizes the reality that a high speed skiff with boarding ladders approaching your ship in the 
middle of the Indian Ocean manned by a crew waving AK-47’s and RPG’s is not intent on a 
social visit.  33 USC §383 should be construed liberally and in conjunction with 46 USC 
§8107(a) 38 to include individuals embarked as security guards. 

 Recognizing the military type arms used by pirates against merchant ships and the 
possible escalation of the type of weaponry used, embarked private security personnel who are 
properly trained should be permitted to carry on board and use military type weapons not 
permitted under U.S. laws for civilian ownership and use.    

 

The responsibility of governments 

 

 It has consistently been the position of the maritime unions that the suppression of piracy 
is primarily a government responsibility using embarked military security detachments under 
rules of engagement enforced by military command and control procedures. It is our 
understanding that the German shipping community and German Navy are in discussions to 
provide such protection to German flagged ships. Such a practice provides protection that is 
consistent in nature and under the sovereign protection and diplomatic immunity of the flag state. 
It is still our position that embarked U.S. military security teams are the most efficient use of 
military assets assigned to suppression of piracy and a legally sound basis for protecting U.S. 
flag ships from pirates.  

 In the absence of a willingness of the military to provide such protection, ships are left 
with the need to rely on contracted private security teams. To attain some level of consistency 
and adherence to rules of engagement it is recommended that the USCG establish a vetting 
process that reviews the security team’s training and qualifications.    

     

EVIDENCE

                                                      
38 46 USC § 8107. Use of force against piracy 

‘‘(a) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—An owner, operator, time charterer, master, mariner, or individual who 
uses force or authorizes the use of force to defend a vessel of the United States against an act of piracy shall 
not be liable for monetary damages for any injury or death caused by such force to any person engaging in 
an act of piracy if such force was in accordance with standard rules for the use of force in self-defense of 
vessels prescribed by the Secretary. (Emphasis added) 
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The United States Should Provide Legal and Diplomatic Support to Individuals Alleged to 
have Violated the Rights of Pirates  

 

As explained above, the Coast Guard should revise its guidance in PSA (3-09).  Merely 
updating the guidance, however, may not sufficiently protect U.S. mariners and private security 
personnel from criminal or civil liability in foreign jurisdictions when they oppose and defend 
against piracy accordance with U.S. law.  Regardless of where on the high seas it is, a U.S. Flag 
vessel applies United States law because the ship “is deemed to be a part of the that sovereignty 
[whose flag it flies].”39  Thus, the American common law principles of self defense and the right 
to oppose and defend against piracy under 33 USC §383 will apply on U.S. Flag vessels, and 
U.S. Flag mariners and private security personnel  should be able to use those defenses permitted 
under U.S. law.  In the event that a U.S. ship owner, mariner or security personnel faces civil or 
criminal liability in a foreign jurisdiction for their lawful use of force, the U.S. government must 
be prepared with diplomatic and legal assistance to ensure U.S. law is applied to actions taken by 
U.S. ships.  “There can be no doubt” that it is a “privilege of a citizen of the United States  . . . to 
demand the care and protection of the Federal government over his life, liberty, and property 
when on the high seas.” 40  At the very least, it is an obligation of the United States to ensure 
only its laws are applied to its citizens on U.S. flag vessels on the high seas. The U.S. should 
have a reaction procedure in place to be implemented and coordinated by the relevant U.S. 
agencies in the event that a ship is detained by a port state after an incident.     

 

 

EVIDENCE
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
39 Lauritzen v. Larsen, 345 U.S. 571, 585 (1953) (alteration in original). 
40 Slaughter-House Cases, 83 U.S. 36, 79 (1873).   
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  EVIDENCE 6: U.S. Government IP Addresses (Including The 
Obama Whitehouse) Visiting My Blog Constitutes U.S. 
Government Interest in My Second Amendment Case from A U.S. 
Merchant Seaman’s Point of View for a Civil Jury Trial! 

The tables below represent data from my Statcounter.com’s Webcounter from my 
blog, American Common Defence Review (http://AmericanCommonDefenceReview.Wordpress.com). 
Repeated visits to my blog by varius agencies of the U.S. Government as noted in these 
tables constitute a legitimate U.S. Government Interest in my Second Amendment case from 
a U.S. merchant seamen’s point of view vindicating the merits of my case. The visits from 
these agencies of the U.S. Government proves that my case has achieved ripeness for a civil 
jury trial because not only has it attracted interest from agencies of the U.S. Government it 
has also attracted interest from for foreign governments such as Djibouti being logged as 
reading my article condemning the Djibouti Code of Conduct to suppress piracy and armed 
robbery on the high seas as an abject failure, implying the human right aspect to arming 
merchant vessels and their crew, not just placing armed security teams aboard merchant 
vessels. 

Nearly everytime I post an article criticizing the U.S. Government over matters 
concerning the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the Constitution, the Second 
Amendment, piracy on the high seas, or other significant event related to the merchant 
marine industry I more often than not get visitors from the U.S. Coast Guard, the U.S. 
Department of Justice, the FBI, and other federal agencies. 

Visitors From Washington, DC for January 8-17, 2010 
Reading My Blog, American Common Defence Review 

IP Address Agency Location Returning 
Count Entries 

143.231.249.138 U.S. House of Representatives Washington, DC 0 1 
149.101.1.116 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 33 1 
149.101.1.118 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 32 3 
149.101.1.119 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 0 6 
149.101.1.120 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 34 1 
152.121.18.253 U.S. Coast Guard Washington, DC 0 7 
169.253.4.21 U.S. Dept. of State Washington, DC 0 1 

198.137.241.3 Executive Office of the President 
725 17th Street, NW 

Washington, DC 0 1 

 
 

Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page 
Time: 
Visit Length: 
 

Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

1 
8th January 
2011 10:10:02 
0 seconds 
IE 8.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
 

 

IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
 

0 

Washington, District Of Columbia, United States 

Executive Office of the President USA (198.137.241.3)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-
department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/ 
 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-
department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/ 
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 EVIDENCE 7: 51 Visits to My Blog from a Single IP Address of 
the U.S. House of Representatives Constitutes U.S. Government 
Interest! 
   

  Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

51 
11th February 2011 15:49:39 
Multiple visits spread over more than one 
day 
Chrome 9.0 
Win7 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 

0 
Washington, District Of Columbia, United States 
U.S. House Of Representatives 
(143.231.249.138)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

  

   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A SINGLE VISITOR FROM THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES! 
WHO COULD IT HAVE BEEN TO SPEND 2 HOURS, 13 MINUTES ON FEB 11 AND  

ANOTHER 18 MINUTES ON FEB 14 READING MY BLOG? 
Date Time Type WebPage 
11th February 2011 15:49:39 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 15:49:45 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/about/ 
11th February 2011 15:50:05 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/oh-shit-funny-photos/ 
11th February 2011 16:37:43 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/the-rebellious-movements/ 
11th February 2011 16:38:22 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 16:40:04 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/ 
11th February 2011 16:40:09 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2006/04/ 
11th February 2011 16:40:20 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/ 
11th February 2011 16:40:27 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:19:56 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:20:23 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/oh-shit-funny-photos/ 
11th February 2011 17:21:09 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:23:14 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:23:24 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/oh-shit-funny-photos/ 
11th February 2011 17:23:53 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/the-rebellious-movements/ 
11th February 2011 17:24:04 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:25:34 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/the-rebellious-movements/ 
11th February 2011 17:25:46 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:30:11 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:31:25 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:36:15 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:36:40 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

VISITOR ANALYSIS – U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Referrer No referring link 
Host Name b249-138.house.gov 
IP Address 143.231.249.138  
Country United States 
Region District Of Columbia 
City Washington 
ISP U.S. House Of Representatives 
Returning Visits 1 
Visit Length Multiple visits spread over more than one day 
VISITOR SYSTEM SPECS 
Browser Firefox 3.6 
Operating System Win7 
Resolution Unknown 
Javascript Disabled 

EVIDENCE
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A SINGLE VISITOR FROM THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES! 
WHO COULD IT HAVE BEEN TO SPEND 2 HOURS, 13 MINUTES ON FEB 11 AND  

ANOTHER 18 MINUTES ON FEB 14 READING MY BLOG? 
Date Time Type WebPage 

11th February 2011 17:36:51 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:37:37 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

11th February 2011 17:37:46 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:37:59 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

11th February 2011 17:38:11 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:38:25 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/category/uncategorized/ 

11th February 2011 17:38:36 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:38:41 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:38:44 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:38:52 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/about/ 
11th February 2011 17:39:03 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/about/ 
11th February 2011 17:42:47 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

11th February 2011 17:44:09 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/29/fox-channel-bones-bullet-in-
the-brain-episode-11-january-27-2011/ 

11th February 2011 17:48:04 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

11th February 2011 17:48:10 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:48:23 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:48:27 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:49:22 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 17:49:49 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

11th February 2011 17:50:26 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:50:30 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:50:39 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-crawford-
recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

11th February 2011 17:59:28 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
11th February 2011 18:03:00 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
14th February 2011 09:12:04 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
14th February 2011 09:15:54 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
14th February 2011 09:16:01 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

14th February 2011 09:16:32 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/14/raging-against-religious-
espionage-of-taqiyya-and-sharia-islamic-law/ 

14th February 2011 09:30:57 Page View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
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 Date Time Type FPO, Armed Forces Europe, United States 
DOD Network Information Center (207.132.224.130) 

28th February 
2011 04:48:54 Page 

View 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/25/yacht-quest-did-fbi-
hostage-negotiator-violate-the-truce-under-the-law-of-nations/ 

28th February 
2011 04:53:45 Page 

View 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/25/yacht-quest-did-fbi-
hostage-negotiator-violate-the-truce-under-the-law-of-nations/ 

28th February 
2011 05:17:15 Page 

View 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/24/did-the-u-s-navy-
provoke-somali-pirates-into-murdering-four-americans-aboard-the-yacht-quest/ 

28th February 
2011 05:38:29 Page 

View 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/24/did-the-u-s-navy-
provoke-somali-pirates-into-murdering-four-americans-aboard-the-yacht-quest/ 

Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page 
Time: 

Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

4 
28th February 
2011 04:48:54 
49 mins 35 
secs 
IE 8.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 

Entry Page: 

  

Exit Page: 

0 
FPO, Armed Forces Europe, United States 
DOD Network Information Center (207.132.224.130) 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/25/yacht-quest-
did-fbi-hostage-negotiator-violate-the-truce-under-the-law-of-nations/ 

americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/24/did-the-u-
s-navy-provoke-somali-pirates-into-murdering-four-americans-aboard-
the-yacht-quest/ 

 
 
Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

2 
11th January 2011 
08:31:16 
4 hours 18 mins 1 sec 
IE 7.0 
WinVista 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring 
URL: 

0 

Washington, District of Columbia, United States 
U.S. Department of Transportation (152.121.18.253)  

(U.S. Coast Guard Gateway) 
 
No referring link 

Date Time Type WebPage 

11th January 2011 08:31:16 Page View No referring link 
11th January 2011 12:49:17 Page View No referring link 
13th January 2011 12:25:57 Page View No referring link 
13th January 2011 12:26:08 Page View No referring link 
13th January 2011 13:08:45 Page View No referring link 
13th January 2011 13:09:41 Page View No referring link 
13th January 2011 13:09:48 Page View No referring link  

EVIDENCE
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Number of Entries: 

Entry Page Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

2 
7th January 2011 
10:30:33 
Multiple visits spread 
over more than one 
day 
IE 7.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring URL: 

33 

Washington, District Of Columbia, United States 
U.S. Dept of Justice (149.101.1.116)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
No referring link 

 Number of Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

1 
11th January 2011 
15:13:17 
0 seconds 
IE 7.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring URL: 

32 

Washington, District Of Columbia, United States 
U.S. Dept of Justice (149.101.1.118)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 
No referring link 

 
  

  

Number of Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

6 
12th January 2011 
19:08:04 
4 seconds 
Google Web Preview 
0 
unknown 
unknown 

Returning Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring URL: 

0 

Washington, District Of Columbia, United States 
U.S. Dept of Justice(149.101.1.119)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/10/22/corrupt-u-s-
marshals-service-protecting-criminal-federal-judges/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/10/22/corrupt-u-s-
marshals-service-protecting-criminal-federal-judges/ 
No referring link 

Date Time Type WebPage 

12th January 2011 19:08:04 Page 
View 

americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/10/22/corrupt-u-s-marshals-service-protecting-
criminal-federal-judges/ 

12th January 2011 19:08:08 Page 
View 

americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/10/22/corrupt-u-s-marshals-service-protecting-
criminal-federal-judges/ 

12th January 2011 19:15:07 Page 
View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/about/ 

12th January 2011 19:15:29 Page 
View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/oh-shit-funny-photos/ 

12th January 2011 19:16:14 Page 
View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/the-rebellious-movements/ 

12th January 2011 19:16:57 Page 
View americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/about/ 

 

 

EVIDENCE
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Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page 
Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

3 
11th January 2011 
12:58:15 
11 mins 37 secs 
Chrome 8.0 
Win7 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring 
URL: 

0 

Djibouti 
Djibouti Telecom (41.189.232.123)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential- 
cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/ 
www.online-translator.com/url/nexway/tran_url.asp?lang=en&&direction=ef&url= 
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-
confidential-cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-
operations/ 

 

Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page 
Time: 

Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

7 
14th February 
2011 09:01:06 
1 hour 16 mins 39 
secs 
Firefox 3.6 
Linux 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 

Exit Page: 

0 
Djibouti 
Djibouti Telecom S.A. (196.201.201.217)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential-
cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/02/11/congressman-rick-
crawford-recieves-private-bill-for-the-relief-of-don-hamrick/ 

 

Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page 
Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

2 
12th January 2011 
14:28:08 
52 mins 39 secs 
IE 8.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring 
URL: 

0 

Djibouti 
Djibouti Telecom (41.189.237.124)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential-
cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/ 

   

Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page 
Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

1 
11th January 2011 
13:22:39 
0 seconds 
IE 8.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring 
URL: 

0 

Djibouti 
Djibouti Telecom S.A. (196.201.202.56)   
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential-
cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential-
cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/ 

 

   

Number of 
Entries: 
Entry Page 
Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

1 
8th January 2011 
05:28:45 
0 seconds 
Firefox 3.6 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
Referring 
URL: 

0 

Djibouti 
Djibouti Telecom (41.189.235.219)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential-
cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential-
cable-djibouti-approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/ 

  

  

 

  

 

Number of Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

2 
14th February 2011 12:02:54 
21 seconds 
IE 7.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning 
Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 

0 
Arlington, Virginia, United States 
U.S. Department Of State (169.253.4.21)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/ 

EVIDENCE
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THE EVIDENCE LIST OF EXTORTION AND OBSTRUCTIONS OF 
JUSTICE BY FEDERAL JUDGES AND HARASSMENT BY THE 

U.S. GOVERNMENT TO PROVE THE UNITED STATES IS A 
RACKETEERING ENTERPRISE AGAINST PRO SE CIVIL 

PLAINTIFFS 
The RICO Act Evidence on Pages -3- to -22-  cannot be construed as Blackmail 

under 18 U.S.C. § 873  simply because the evidence proves EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR 

EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES under 18 U.S.C. § 872 EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR 

EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED and 18 U.S.C. § 880 RECEIVING THE PROCEEDS OF EXTORTION. 

RESTATED: The presentation of RICO Act evidence of racketeering activities on 
Pages -3- to -14- that follow, by named federal judges of the U.S. COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 

DC CIRCUIT and the U.S. SUPREME COURT CLERK personnel and the U.S. SUPREME COURT 

POLICE cannot be construed as an attempt to blackmail the U.S. Supreme Court into granting 
this Petition because the same evidence was included in my Private Bill that I have previously 
submitted to every Senator and Representative in Congress.  

IF NECESSARY, A NEW PRIVATE BILL TO CONGRESS IS MY NEXT STEP 

My own Senator and Representative responded with denial of jurisdiction, which in 
itself is 18 U.S.C. § 1001 FRAUD AND FALSE STATEMENT, because the Judiciary Committees of 
the Senate and the House do have jurisdiction over my expressed grievances in my Private 
Bill. The denial of this Petition will exhaust my judicial remedies and my updated Private Bill 
will be reinforced with the Supreme Court’s denial of this Petition. However, if the Supreme 
Court grants my Petition I My Civil Complaint still includes RICO Act allegations for the triple 
damages amounting to $19 million for the original grievance against the Coast Guard for 
abuse of process, wrongful detention, and false imprison, among other allegations.  

The allegations of racketeering activities related to the 28 U.S.C. § 1916 SEAMEN’S 

SUIT; 18 U.S.C. § 872 EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED or Officers or 
Employees of the United States 18 U.S.C. § 880 RECEIVING THE PROCEEDS OF EXTORTION 
under  will be added to the triple damages in my Civil Complaint as I have previously 
attempted in Hamrick v. President George W. Bush, et al., No. 03-2160, filed October 21, 
2003, dismissed August 16, 2004, just 8 days before the U.S. Department of Justice 
internally released their MEMORANDUM OPINION FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN ASHCROFT 
titled, WHETHER THE SECOND AMENDMENT SECURES AN INDIVIDUAL RIGHT, dated August 24, 
2004  

The Department of Justice did not release the Memorandum Opinion to the public 
until mid-December 2004, well after the presidential election in November 2004. That 
Memorandum Opinion concluded that “The Second Amendment secures a right of 
individuals generally, not a right of States or a right restricted to persons serving in militias.” 
That Memorandum Opinion was evidence withheld by the U.S. Department of Justice.  

I construe that as a conspiracy to obstruct justice. Where will the corruption end? Do I 
not have any enforceable rights?  
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UNREDRESSED CRIMES 
OF THE U.S. GOVERNMENT 

 
 

 

Ob Amorem Dei et patriae fiat justitia ruat Coelum. 
“For the Love of God and Country, let justice be done though the Heavens fall asunder.” 
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EVIDENCE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Complaint of Judicial Bigotry Against Unrepresented Civil 
Plaingtiffs Using Rule 8(d)(2) to Make Alternative Statements of 

Claims Instead of Rule 8(a)(2) Short and Plain Statements of Claims 
I may not know how to make short and plain statements of claims showing that I am 
entitled to relief like an attorney would be able to under Rule 8(a)(2), but by God! I do 
know how to make alternative or hypothetical statements of claims to make my pleading 
sufficient if any one of my alternative or hypothetical claims is sufficient under Rule 
8(d)(2), unless there is some rule or prejudice of the Court prohibiting me from making 
Rule 8(d)(2) Alternative Claims. Since attorneys are required to make short and plain 
statements of claims under Rule 8(a)(2) then dismissing my Civil Complaint because I 
did not make short and plain statements of claims, as has been done to me many times 
in the past then the Court is holding me to the standards of an attorney in defiance of 
case precedence giving lip service to NOT holding an unrepresented civil plaintiff to the 
standards of an attorney.  

Therefore I DEMAND my due process right to make Alternative Statements of Claims 
under Rule 8(d)(2)  
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 1: EVIDENCE OF U.S. SUPREME 
COURT PREJUDICE AGAINST PETITIONER: “I am nothing more 
than a white slave nigger* to the U.S. Supreme Court wit no 
enforceable rights as to federal judges and U.S. Government 
agencies.” 

Evidence of Bias Against a Pro Se at U.S. Supreme Court Compared 
With Similar Second Amendment Cases Having Legal Representation 

Represented  
Silveira, et al  v.  Lockyer, 

No. 03-51 
 

AUGUST 7, 2003 Waiver of right of 
respondent Bill Lockyer, Attorney General 
of California to respond filed. 
AUGUST 20, 2003 DISTRIBUTED for 
Conference of September 29, 2003. 
SEPTEMBER 22, 2003 Response 
Requested. (Due October 22, 2003) 
OCTOBER 22, 2003 Brief of 
respondents Bill Lockyer, Attorney 
General of California, and Gray Davis, 
Governor in opposition filed. 
OCTOBER 27, 2003 Reply of 
petitioners Sean Silveira, et al. filed. 
NOVEMBER 5, 2003 DISTRIBUTED for 
Conference of November 26, 2003. 
 DECEMBER 1, 2003 Petition 
DENIED. 

Pro Se 
Hamrick  v.  President Bush, et 

al, 
No. 03-145 

(540 U.S. 940) 
 

AUGUST 19, 2003 Waiver of 
right of respondent George W. 
Bush, President of the United 
States, et al. to respond filed. 
AUGUST 20, 2003 
DISTRIBUTED for Conference 
of September 29, 2003. 
 OCTOBER 6, 2003 Petition 
-DENIED. 
 

Represented 
Bach  v.  Pataki, et al, 

No. 05-786 
 

Oct 7 2005 Application 
(05A313) to extend the time to 
file a petition for a writ of 
certiorari from October 19, 2005 
to December 18, 2005, 
submitted to Justice Ginsburg. 
Oct 11 2005 Application 
(05A313) granted by Justice 
Ginsburg extending the time to 
file until December 19, 2005. 
Dec 19 2005 Petition for a writ 
of certiorari filed. (Response 
due January 19, 2006) 
Jan 19 2006 Waiver of right of 
respondents George Pataki, 
Governor of New York, et al. to 
respond filed. 
Jan 24 2006 Waiver of right of 
respondent Ulster County, NY 
to respond filed. 
Feb 1 2006 DISTRIBUTED for 
Conference of February 17, 
2006. 
 FEBRUARY 21 2006 
Petition DENIED. 

Waiver of Right to File a Response Signals the U.S. Supreme Court to deny Certiorari. 

Pro Se’s Right to Equal Treatment is Ignored as Having Less Value as Pro Se. 
 

EVIDENCE

*Usage of the word nigger is non-racial. Meriam-Webster Dictionary includes this definition: 
“a member of a socially disadvantaged class of persons. USAGE: “it’s time for somebody to 
lead all of America's niggers . . . all the people who feel left out of the political process” — 
Ron Dellums. Rephrasing Ron Dellums’ quotation: “it’s time for somebody to lead all of 
America’s niggers . . . all the people who feel left out of the judicial process.” 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 2: Congressional Bipartisan Conspiracy 
to Suppress and Deny the First Amendment Right to Petition for a 
Private Bill as a Legislative Remedy for the Last 60 Years (See 
Charts 3 and 4) Combined with Twombly and Iqbal as Restricting 
Judicial Remedies Constitutes a Conspiracy Against Rights 
18 U.S.C. § 241 and Deprivation of Rights under Color of Law 18 
U.S.C. § 241 

As evident from the two U.S. Senate private bills below (S. 4010 and S. 1774) a private bill can be 
passed very quickly (14 days) or very slowly (1 year, 2 months) even though the subjects are the same. The 
two private bills became private laws in the 111th Congress. Charts 3 and 4 show a deliberate bipartisan 
suppression of private bills to zero in the 110th Congress. That’s a 60-year decline by suppression of the 
First Amendment right to petition.  

S. 4010. A [private] bill for the relief of Shigeru Yamada for permanent resident status 
became Private Law No. 111-1 on December 22, 2010. Introduced December 6, 2010. Time 
span of 16 days! 

S. 1774. A [private] bill for the relief of Hotaru Nakama Ferschke for permanent resident 
status became Private Law No. 111-2 on December 22, 2010. Introduced October 13, 2009. 
Time span of 14 months! (1 year, 2 months). 

In a speech at CPAC, Wednesday, February 11, 2011, Ron Paul said, “We’ve had way too much 
bipartisanship for about 60 years.” This declaration is NOT a coincidence when compared to Charts 3 and 
4. 

 

EVIDENCE
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EVIDENCE
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EVIDENCE
 

45 



 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 3: Obstruction of Justice by Standing Threat of Arrest from U.S. Marshals 
Service over the Common Law Right to Make Citizen’s Arrest of Federal Judges and Court Personnel as 
Codified in Washington, DC Code § 23-582(B)(1)(A) and Code § 23-582(C) with Probable Cause 
Evidence of Extortion of Filing Fees of the U.S. Court Of Appeals for the DC Circuit and the U.S. Supreme 
Court of the United States and the U.S. District Court in Little Rock, Arkansas 

From several “meet and confer” occasions over the years the U.S. Marshals Service 
remains determined to follow through with their threat of arrest for KIDNAPPING, 18 U.S.C. § 
1201;  HOSTAGE TAKING 18 U.S.C. § 1203; and ASSAULTING, RESISTING, OR IMPEDING CERTAIN 

OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES, 18 U.S.C. § 111 if I attempt to exercise the common law right of 
Citizen’s Arrest codified under Washington, DC Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A) and (c), ARRESTS 

WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS of federal judges and court clerk personnel supported 
by probable cause evidence of felony extortion of exempted filing fees from a seaman in 
violation of 28 U.S.C. § 1916 SEAMEN’S SUIT and 18 U.S.C. § 872 EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR 

EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED and 18 U.S.C. § 1951(a)) and 18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2)EXTORTION 

UNDER COLOR OF OFFICIAL RIGHT (Racketeering under the RICO Act). 

MAY 13, 2008 EMAIL FROM WILLIAM JESSUP, SENIOR 
INSPECTOR, U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE, WASHINGTON, DC 

Date:Tuesday, May 13, 2008 at 12:49 PM 

From: Jessup, William (USMS) <William.Jessup@usdoj.gov> 

To:Don Hamrick <4donhamrick@gmail.com> 

Subj: RE: IMMINENT WARNING & NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE 
CITIZEN’S ARRESTS 

Don, greetings.  I hope all is well with you. 

Couple things. 

First, the offer is always open if you want to talk – I’m buying lunch or coffee or 
whatever.  Just let me know.  I can come to you if you’re not in town but fairly 
close to DC. 

Second, as has been stated before, any attempt by you to effectuate a 
“citizen’s arrest” on any Federal Judicial Officer  will result in your 
arrest and prosecution for crimes under Title 18 of the United States 
Code, including but not limited to 18 USC 111. 

Again, I’m available to discuss this with you any time.  Feel free to give me a call 
if and when you’re in the DC area. 

EVIDENCE 
NOTE: Bolded and underlined text above 
is my emphasis (not in original email). 

Kindest regards, 

-Bill 
William Jessup  
Senior Inspector  
U.S. Marshals Service  
U.S. Courthouse  
333 Constitution Ave, NW  
Washington, DC 20001  
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 4: Evidence of Conspiracy to Committ 
Extortion from a Seaman by DC Circuit Judges Henderson & 
John G. Roberts 

 

 

 

 

 

EVIDENCE OF A CONSPIRACY  
TO COMMIT FELONY EXTORTION  

FROM A SEAMAN IN VIOLATION OF  
28 U.S.C. § 1916 AND 18 U.S.C. § 872 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 5: Evidence of Conspiracy to Commit 
Extortion from a Seaman by DC Circuit Chief Judge Ginsburg, 
Circuit Judges Edwards, Sentelle, Henderson, Randolph, Rogers, 
and John G. Roberts 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EVIDENCE OF A CONSPIRACY  
TO COMMIT FELONY EXTORTION  

FROM A SEAMAN IN VIOLATION OF  
28 U.S.C. § 1916 AND 18 U.S.C. § 872 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 6: Evidence of Conspiracy to Commit 
Extortion from a Seaman by U.S. Supreme Court Clerk Personnel 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EVIDENCE OF A CONSPIRACY  
TO COMMIT FELONY EXTORTION  

FROM A SEAMAN IN VIOLATION OF  
28 U.S.C. § 1916 AND 18 U.S.C. § 872 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 7: Evidence of Conspiracy to Coverup 
Extortion from a Seaman by U.S. Supreme Court Police  
 

 

 

 

 

 

EVIDENCE OF A CONSPIRACY  
TO COVER-UP FELONY EXTORTION  
FROM A SEAMAN IN VIOLATION OF  

28 U.S.C. § 1916 AND 18 U.S.C. § 

872  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EVIDENCE 
 

 

 

 

EVIDENCE OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT POLICE COVERING-UP A CONSPIRACY TO 

COMMIT FELONY EXTORTION IN VIOLATION OF 28 U.S.C. § 1916 AND 18 U.S.C. § 

872 BY THEIR REFUSAL TO CONSIDER 28 U.S.C. § 1916 AND 18 U.S.C. § 872 AS 

THE BASIS OF MY ALLEGATION PRESUMPTIVELY BECAUSE THE ALLEGATION WAS MADE 

BY AN UNREPRESENTED COMPLAINANT. A CITIZEN WITH NO DUE PROCESS RIGHTS. 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 8: As Evidence of a Conspiracy to 
Obstruct Justice by U.S. Coast Guard & DOT 2004 Bar Notice 
Denying the Unrepresented Civil Plaintiff/Seaman Access to 
U.S. Coast Guard HQ Based on False Allegations  with No Right 
to Appeal for an Administrative Hearing 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 9: Evidence of a Conspiracy  to Obstruct 
Justice by U.S. Coast Guard & DOT 2006 Bar Notice by Denying 
the Unrepresented Civil Plaintiff/Seaman Access to 
U.S. Coast Guard Hq Based On False Allegations with No Right to 
Appeal for an Administrative Hearing 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 10: Evidence of a Conspiracy 
to Obstruct Justice by U.S. Supreme Court Clerk William K. Suter 
Wrongfully Denying My Right To File as a Seaman 
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 EVIDENCE RICO ACT 11: Evidence of a Conspiracy 
to Obstruct Justice by U.S. Supreme Court Assistant Court Clerk 
Jeffrey Atkins Signing for William K. Suter 
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EVIDENCE

-22- REMAINING PAGES OF THIS DOCUMENT OMITTED 



 
 

 
 

Submitted with hope and a prayer for justice 
 
 
 
 
Don Hamrick 
5860 Wilburn Road 
Wilburn, Arkansas 72179 
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