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PART 11. [DEFENDANT JOHN F. CLARK] CIVIL RIGHTS, CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS, AND 

RICO ACT CLAIMS AGAINST JOHN F. CLARK FOR FRAUD AND FALSE STATEMENTS 

(18 U.S.C. § 1001), OBSTRUCTIONS OF JUSTICE, ABUSE OF PROCESS, AND HARASSMENT, 
AMONG OTHER CLAIMS (NOTICE PLEADING) 

 

CLAIM 1. Obstructions of Justice (42 U.S.C. § 1985(2)) and Obstructions of a Court 
Order and Harassment (18 U.S.C. § 1509; § 1513(b) and (e)) and Imputed Gross 
Negligence of Subordinate U.S. Marshals and Deputy U.S. Marshals in Reaction to 
Plaintiff’s Request for Help and Advice in Regard to Plaintiff’s Common Law Right 
and Statutory Right to Make Citizen’s Arrest of Federal Judges and Federal Court 
Clerks As Authorized Under District of Columbia Code § 23.582(b)(1)(A) and 42 U.S.C. § 
1985(3) Based on Probable Cause Evidence of Racketeering Activity Through Felony 
Extortions Under Color of Law and Under Color of Official Right by Federal Judges and 
their Court Clerks (28 U.S.C. § 1916 versus 18 U.S.C. § 872; § 1961(1)(A); § 1951(a); and 
§ 1951(b)(2)) 

 John F. Clark, Director of the U.S. Marshals Service, is chargeable with imputed gross 
negligence through the actions of subordinate U.S. Marshals and Deputy U.S. Marshals for obstructions 
of justice by preventing me from making a citizen’s arrest as a common law right and a statutory right 
under D.C. Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A), and D.C. Code § 23-582(b) ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY 
OTHER PERSONS of federal judges and court clerks based on probable cause evidence of felony 
extortion of filing fees in violation of the SEAMEN’S SUIT LAW, 28 U.S.C. § 1916. 

Definition of Probable Cause: 

Pennsylvania v. Nathan Dunlap, 555 U.S. ____ (2008) (The probable-
cause standard is a nontechnical conception that deals with the factual 
and practical considerations of everyday life on which reasonable and 
prudent men, not legal technicians, act. Maryland v. Pringle, 540 U. S. 
366, 370 (2003) (internal quotation marks omitted). What is required is 
simply a reasonable ground for belief of guilt, id., at 371 (same) — a 
probability, and not a prima facie showing, of criminal activity, Illinois v. 
Gates, 462 U. S. 213, 235 (1983) (same).) 

My proposed RICO Act charges are based on my enforcement of the Seamen’s Suit law noted 
above and directly and/or indirectly violated by the federal courts, the U.S. Marshals Service, the U.S. 
Supreme Court Police, and U.S. Department of Homeland Security, and the U.S. Coast Guard 
through the federal courts for the return of some $2,258.00 in exempted filing fees of certain federal 
courts and costs from one PACER Service Center for exempted docket access fees in violation of 
FELONY EXTORTION UNDER COLOR OF LAW under 18 U.S.C. § 872 EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR 
EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES as a predicate act of racketeering under the RICO Act 18 U.S.C. § 
1961(1)(A) racketeering activity means any act or threat involving . . . extortion as EXTORTION 
UNDER COLOR OF OFFICIAL RIGHT (Racketeering) under 18 U.S.C. § 1951(a) and § 1951(b)(2). 

DC Code, § 23.582(b)(1)(A) ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS), of federal 
court clerks and federal judges in the District of Columbia for these crimes of coerced extortion of 
exempted filing fees when federal law enforcement (i.e., U.S. Marshals Service, FBI, U.S. Department 
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of Justice) ignore the seaman’s criminal complaint  Is the Seventh Amendment right to a civil jury trial 
unenforceable? 

CLAIM 2. Negligence and Imputed Negligence of subordinate U.S. Marshals and 
Deputy U.S. Marshals for failure or refusal to comply with 28 U.S.C. § 566(i) Powers 
and Duties of the U.S. Marshals Service to consult with Director John Clark or with 
the Judicial Conference of the United States or with the Administrative Office of the 
United States regarding the legality and prosecuteability of my Citizen’s Arrest 
Warrant based upon the merits and justiciability of my probable cause evidence of 
felony extortion by federal judges and court clerks as a predicate acts of racketeering 
activity.  

The Director of the U.S. Marshals Service, John Clark, did, through negligence and/or 
incompetence, fail or refused to perform his supervisory duties in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 561(g) 
by not having the protocols, directives, instructions, or other guidance in place for subordinate 
Marshals and Deputy Marshals to take and process a Citizen’s Arrest Warrant of federal judges of the 
DC Circuit Court of Appeals and of the Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court from the Plaintiff 
herein based on documented Court Orders as probable cause of several counts of felony extortion 
under color of law, 18 U.S.C. § 872 of exempted filing fees of the DC Circuit and the U.S. Supreme 
Court as predicate acts of racketeering activity under the RICO Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1961(1)(A) and 
extortion under color of official right under 18 U.S.C. § 1951(A) and § 1951(B)(2) in violation of the 
SEAMEN’S SUIT LAW 28 U.S.C. § 1916. 

The Director of the U.S. Marshals Service, John Clark, did, through imputed negligence by the 
actions of subordinate Marshals and Deputy Marshals, fail or refuse to perform the duty, 28 U.S.C. § 
566, to provide advice and information when requeasted or within a reasonable amount of time after 
being requested to provide advice and information, in fact, never did provide advice or information, 
on the lawful conduct and procedure of citizen’s arrest of federal judges and court clerks in accordance 
with DC Code, § 23.582(b)(1)(A) ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS). 

The Director of the U.S. Marshals Service, John Clark, did, through negligence or 
incompetence, failed or refused to confer with the JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED STATES or with the 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES on the proper procedure, protocols, guidance, or instructions  

28 U.S.C. § 566(i) The Director of the U.S. Marshals Service, John Clark, did, through 
negligence and/or incompetence, fail or refused to consult with the JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES regarding the impact a citizen’s arrest warrant based on legitimate probable cause 
evidence of judicially criminal conduct, i.e., extortion  the security requirements for the judicial branch 
of the United States Government, to ensure that the views of the Judicial Conference regarding the 
security requirements for the judicial branch of the Federal Government are taken into account when 
determining staffing levels, setting priorities for programs regarding judicial security, and allocating 
judicial security resources. In this paragraph, the term “judicial security” includes the security of 
buildings housing the judiciary, the personal security of judicial officers, the assessment of threats made 
to judicial officers, and the protection of all other judicial personnel. The United States Marshals 
Service retains final authority regarding security requirements for the judicial branch of the Federal 
Government. 
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DISCUSSION 1. THE IMPLIED PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION IN THE SEAMEN’S SUIT LAW 28 

U.S.C. § 1916 (I.E. CITIZEN’S ARREST?) 
Congress did not explicitly provide an expressed a private right of action in the Seamen’s Suit 

Law, 28 U.S.C. § 1916. In my attempts through the federal courts by way of Motions to reimburse 
wrongfully collected filing fees and costs and by way of Citizen’s Arrest Warrant under D.C. Code § 
23-582(b)(1)(A), and D.C. Code § 23-582(b) ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS, I 
have found that the Seamen’s Suit law is an unenforceable statutory right against federal courts 
ignoring that right as I am forced by coercion and threat to prepay the filing fees and costs of 
particular federal courts while other federal courts respect and obey the Seamen’s Suit Law. The 
seamen’s suit law is unenforceable because the U.S. Marshals Service does not recognize the 
Seamen’s Suit Law as an expressed Private Right of Action through the Common Law Right of 
Citizen’s Arrest under D.C. Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A), and D.C. Code § 23-582(b) ARRESTS WITHOUT 
WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS. The U.S. Marshals Service has threatened me with arrest if I make any 
substantive effort to make Citizen’s Arrest of federal judges and/or court clerks for extortion of 
exempted filing fees and costs. This threat of arrest from the U.S. Marshals Service for exercising a 
statutory right supported by probably cause evidence of felony extortion constitutes racketeering 
activity as defined below. 

DISCUSSION 2. JUSTICE BRENNAN’S FOUR-POINT TEST FOR A IMPLIED PRIVATE RIGHT OF 

ACTION  FROM A STATUTE, CORT V. ASH 422 U.S. 66 (1975) 
Citing from Paul B. Stephan in Section III Private Enforcement of Federal Statutes: An 

Evolving Jurisprudence, in  PRIVATE REMEDIES FOR TREATY VIOLATIONS AFTER SANCHEZ-LLAMAS, 
11 Lewis & Clark L. Rev. 65 at 71 (2007),1 and stylizing the text for display here: 

. . . Justice Brennan, writing for the Court [in Cort v. Ash 422 U.S. 66 (1975)], offered a 
four-point test for determining whether courts could infer a power of private 
enforcement from a statute that did not expressly address the issue.   

In determining whether a private remedy is implicit in a statute not expressly providing 
one, several factors are relevant. 

Cort v. Ash 422 U.S. 66 (1975) (Justice Brennan’s Four-Point Test for a Implied Right of 
Private Enforcement from a Statute): 

[TEST (1).]   [Is] the plaintiff one of the class for whose especial benefit the 
statute was enacted, Texas &    Pacific R. Co. v. Rigsby, 241 U.S. 
33, 39 (1916) (emphasis supplied) – that is, does the statute create 
a federal right in favor of the plaintiff? 

ANSWER: Yes. I am a merchant seaman. The Seamen’s Suit Law, 28 U.S.C. § 1916 is specificly 
directed to merchant seamen. 

[TEST (2).]  [Is] there any indication of legislative intent, explicit or implicit, 
either to create such a remedy or to deny one? See, e. g., National 
Railroad Passenger Corp. v. National Assn. of Railroad Passengers, 
414 U.S. 453, 458 , 460 (1974) (Amtrak). 

                                                      
1 http://www.lclark.edu/org/lclr/objects/LCB_11_1_Stephan.pdf. 
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ANSWER: Citing from Citing Isbrandtsen Co. v. Johnson, 343 U.S. 779, 782-784 (1952): 

Whenever congressional legislation in aid of seamen has been considered here since 
1872, this Court has emphasized that such legislation is largely remedial and calls for 
liberal interpretation in favor of the seamen. The history and scope of the legislation is 
reviewed in Aguilar v. Standard Oil Co., 318 U.S. 724, 727 -735 (1943), and notes. Our 
historic national policy, both legislative and judicial, points the other way [from burdening 
seamen]. Congress has generally sought to safeguard seamen’s rights. Garrett v. Moore-
McCormack Co., 317 U.S. 239, 246 (1942). [T]he maritime law by inveterate tradition 
has made the ordinary seaman a member of a favored class. He is a ‘ward of the 
admiralty,’ often ignorant and helpless, and so in need of protection against himself as 
well as others. . . . Discrimination may thus be rational in respect of remedies for wages. 
Warner v. Goltra, 293 U.S. 155, 162 (1934); Cortes v. Baltimore Insular Line, 287 U.S. 
367, 375, 377 (1932); Wilder v. Inter-Island Navigation Co., 211 U.S. 239, 246-248 
(1908); Patterson v. Bark Eudora, 190 U.S. 169 (1903); Brady v. Daly, 175 U.S. 148, 
155-157 (1899). The ancient characterization of seamen as ‘wards of admiralty’ is even 
more accurate now than it was formerly. Robertson v. Baldwin, 165 U.S. 275, 287 
(1897); 5 Harden v. Gordon, 11 Fed. Cas. No. 6,047, 2 Mason (Cir. Ct. Rep.) 541, 556. 

Statutes which invade the common law or the general maritime law are to be read with a 
presumption favoring the retention of long established and familiar principles, except 
when a statutory purpose to the contrary is evident. No rule of construction precludes 
giving a natural meaning to legislation like this that obviously is of a remedial, beneficial 
and amendatory character. It should be interpreted so as to effect its purpose. Marine 
legislation, at least since the Shipping Commissioners Act of June 7, 1872, 17 Stat. 262, 
should be construed to make effective its design to change the general maritime law so as 
to improve the lot of seamen. The rule that statutes in derogation of the common law are 
to be strictly construed does not require such an adherence to the letter as would defeat 
an obvious legislative purpose or lessen the scope plainly intended to be given to the 
measure. Jamison v. Encarnacion, 281 U.S. 635, 640 (1900); Texas & P. R. Co. v. 
Abilene Cotton Oil Co., 204 U.S. 426, 437 (1907), 440. The direction of the current of 
maritime legislation long has been evident on its face. 

In this country these notions were reflected early, and have since been expanded, in 
legislation designed to secure the comfort and health of seamen aboard ship, 
hospitalization at home and care abroad. . . . The legislation . . . gives no ground for 
making inferences adverse to the seaman or restrictive of his rights. . . . Rather it furnishes 
the strongest basis for regarding them broadly, when an issue concerning their scope 
arises, and particularly when it relates to the general character of relief the legislation was 
intended to secure. Aguilar v. Standard Oil Co., 318 U.S. 724, 728-729 (1943). 

  Citing Nicholas Schreiber v. K-Sea Transportation Corp. New York, Supreme Court, Appellate 
Division, April 25, 2006; 5410N Index 104992/04 107571/04: 

Petitioner, as a ward of the admiralty, is entitled to heightened protection from the courts. 
There is a long-standing policy to safeguard the rights of seamen, whose contracts are 
traditionally viewed with solicitude: 

They are emphatically the wards of the admiralty; and though not technically incapable 
of entering into a valid contract, they are treated in the same manner, as courts of equity 
are accustomed to treat young heirs, dealing with their expectancies, wards with their 
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guardians, and cestuis que trust2 with their trustees. . . . If there is any undue inequality in 
the terms, any disproportion in the bargain, any sacrifice of rights on one side, which are 
not compensated by extraordinary benefits on the other, the judicial interpretation of the 
transaction, is that the bargain is unjust and unreasonable, that advantage has been taken 
of the situation of the weaker party, and that pro tanto the bargain ought to be set aside 
as inequitable. (Garrett v. Moore-McCormack Co., 317 U.S. at 246, 1942 AMC at 1650, 
quoting Harden v. Gordon, 2000 AMC 893, 902, 11 Fed Cas 480, 485 [1823]) 

 

TEST (3).  [Is] it consistent with the underlying purposes of the legislative 
scheme to imply such a remedy for the plaintiff? See, e. g., 
Amtrak, supra; Securities Investor Protection Corp. v. Barbour, 
421 U.S. 412, 423 (1975); Calhoon v. Harvey, 379 U.S. 134 
(1964). 

ANSWER: Yes, by the fact that seamen are wards of the Admiralty. 

 

TEST (4).  [Is] the cause of action one traditionally relegated to state law, in 
an area basically the concern of the States, so that it would be 
inappropriate to infer a cause of action based solely on federal 
law? See Wheeldin v. Wheeler, 373 U.S. 647, 652 (1963); cf. J. I. 
Case Co. v. Borak, 377 U.S. 426, 434 (1964); Bivens v. Six 
Unknown Federal Narcotics Agents, 403 U.S. 388, 394 -395 
(1971); id., at 400 (Harlan, J., concurring in judgment). 

ANSWER: The cause of action is strictly for a civil jury to decide and not federal judges. But when 
the judicial, the executive, and the legislative branch denies all available remedies under the First 
Amendment right to petition the government for redress of grievances and the Seventh Amendment 
right to a civil jury trial under the aggregate effect of appearing to be generalized corruption and 
obstructions of justice then the only remedy left is the Ninth Amendment right and the Tenth 
Amendment power reserved to the People to make citizen’s arrests with the Citizen’s Arrest Warrant 
with accompanying evidence of felony violations of federal law, as in my case, the Seamen’s Suit 
Law, 28 U.S.C. § 1916. But because the Seamen’s Suit Law does not explicitly provide for such a 
private right of action such as the Citizen’s Arrest remedy as a remedy of last resort or even the 
traditional Seventh Amendment right to a civil jury trial the victim must present a civil case against the 
United States for a civil jury trial for a judicial determination on the implied private right of action in 
the Seamen’s Suit Law. 

JUDICIAL TREASON AGAINST THE CONSTITUTION: See also, We the People Foundation, 
et al v. United States, et al,  U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, No. 04-1211 (August 31, 
2005):  

(The Supreme Court, however, has held that the First Amendment does 
not impose any affirmative obligation on the government to listen, to 
respond . . . See Smith v. Ark. State Highway Employees, Local 1315, 441 
U.S. 463, 465 (1979).  

                                                      
2 the beneficiary of a trust 
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Affirmed,  DC Circuit, No. 05-5359 (May 8, 2007) (Certiorari denied, January 7, 2008; Petition for 
Rehearing denied, February 25, 2008): 

We need not resolve this debate, however, because we must follow the 
binding Supreme Court precedent. See Tenet v. Doe, 544 U.S. 1, 10-11 
(2005). And under that precedent, Executive and Legislative responses to 
and consideration of petitions are entrusted to the discretion of those 
Branches.  

JUDICIAL TREASON AGAINST THE CONSTITUTION: In part [Cannon v. University of 
Chicago, 441 U.S. 677 (1979)] is noteworthy because of Justice Powell’s dissent, which urged a more 
restrictive approach and which was the basis for a future shift in the law. See Cannon at 731 for 
Powell’s dissent. Absent the most compelling evidence of affirmative congressional intent, a federal 
court should not infer a private cause of action. 

 

 

 


