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PART 2. THE PARTIES: 
COME NOW the unrepresented civil Plaintiff, Don Hamrick, U.S. merchant seaman, and 

complain of Defendants as follows:  

THE PARTIES: 
PLAINTIFF DON HAMRICK, unrepresented merchant seaman, is a natural person and a 

citizen of the United States and of the State of Arkansas, residing in Cleburne County, Arkansas.  

Each of the Defands are charged with corresponding violations of the RICO Act  

DEFENDANT (1) UNITED STATES is the national government of the of the United States as 
so named in the Constitution of the United States and so named in the Tenth Amendment of the Bill 
of Rights. I sue the United States under 5 U.S.C. § 702 because I continue to suffer legal wrongs 
resulting from the 2002 Final Agency Action of the U.S. Coast Guard in the denial of my Second 
Amendment application for the disputed National Open Carry Handgun endorsement on the 
Merchant Mariner’s Document (ID card, circa 2002; now evolved into the passport-style Merchant 
Mariner’s Credential). I have been adversely affected and aggrieved by that Final Agency Action 
within the meaning of 46 C.F.R. 1.03-15(j) and 46 C.F.R. § 1.01–30 Judicial Review. Under 5 U.S.C. 
§ 702 and 46 C.F.R. § 1.01–30, I am entitled to judicial review thereof in this Court of the United 
States to seek relief other than money damages by stating claims that an agency or an officer or 
employee thereof acted or failed to act in an official capacity or under color of legal authority. 
Because I sue the United States under 5 U.S.C. § 702 and 46 C.F.R. § 1.01–30 my case shall not be 
dismissed nor relief therein be denied on the ground that it is against the United States or that the 
United States is an indispensable party. The United States may be named as a defendant in any such 
action, and a judgment or decree may be entered against the United States provided that any 
mandatory or injunctive decree shall specify the Federal officer or officers (by name or by title), and 
their successors in office, personally responsible for compliance..  

DEFENDANT (2) PRESIDENT BARACK H. OBAMA is sued in his individual and official capacity as 
Command-in-Chief of the Armed Forces through the U.S. Department of Defense and of the U.S. 
Coast Guard and the U.S. Merchant Marine through the U.S. Department of Homeland Security and 
the of the U.S. Merchant Marine through the U.S. Department of Transportation whichever method 
best secures my Seventh Amendment right to a civil jury trial for treason and obstructions of justice for 
failure and/or refusal to comply with Article II, Section 1, Clause 5 of the Constitution of the United 
States and for failure and/or refusal to support and defend the Second Amendment rights of American 
merchant seamen in intrastate, interstate, inland waterway, intercoastal waterway, offshore wathers, 
and maritime travel aboard U.S. flag private and commercial vessels and United States Government 
vessles of the Pre-Position Fleet under the Common Defense Clause of the Preamble to the 
Constitution of the United States, the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 (46 U.S.C. Appendix § 1101(b), 
1131(a), 1295, 1295d(a), 1295g, 1802, 50101(a)(2), 50104, 51101, 51703); 46 U.S.C. § 104, 2103, 
7306(a)(3), 7505; 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(22)(A); 10 U.S.C. § 311(b)(2); 351(a) and (b); the Militia 
Clause in Article I, Section 8, Clause 15 and 16 of the Constitution; the Militia Clause in Article II, 
Section 2, Clause 1; the Letters of Marque and Reprisal in Article I, Section 8, Clause 11, the Treaties 
Clause of Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 and Article III, Section 2; and the Second, Fourth, Fifth, 
Ninth, Tenth, Thirteenth, and Fourteenth Amendments. 

DEFENDANT (3) JOHN G. ROBERTS, CHIEF JUSTICE, SUPREME COURT OF THE U.S. is 
sued in his individual and official capacity for a Court Order compelling the return of feloniously 
extorted filing fees (28 U.S.C. § 1916 versus 18 U.S.C. § 872) of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC 
Circuit when he was a judge in that Circuit and presently as the Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme 
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Court and for the return of similarly extorted filing fees of the U.S. District Court in Little Rock, 
Arkansas and for PACER Service Center’s Docket Access fees where said fees and costs are exempt 
for seamen in accordance with the Seamen’s Suit law, 28 U.S.C. § 1916 and as Chairman of the 
Judicial Conference of the United States.1 The total amount of these fees and costs are approximately 
$2,258.00. Chief Justice John G. Roberts is sued in his official capacity as CHAIRMAN OF THE JUDICIAL 
CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED STATES for failure or refusal to clarify whether the SEAMEN’S SUIT LAW 
implies of private right of action against federal judges and court clerks who coercively compel 
payment of their court’s filing fee in violation of the SEAMEN’S SUIT LAW and whether that private right 
of action includes the right to make citizen’s arrest through the common law and/or through D.C. 
Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A), ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS and D.C. Code § 23-
582(c) (Any person making an arrest pursuant to this section shall deliver the person arrested to a law 
enforcement officer without unreasonable delay) when all available remedies through judicial, 
executive, and legislastive (i.e., the private bill), are exhausted. Chief Justice John G. Roberts is also 
sued in his official capacity to a determine whether extortion of exempted filing fees from a seamen is 
an administrative function of the court deserving no immunities from civil or criminal actions or 
whether it is a judicial function though it would imply a violation of the Fifth Amendment takings 
clause.  

DEFENDANT (4) JOHN F. CLARK, DIRECTOR, US MARSHALS SERVICE. The Director of 
the U.S. Marshals Service, is chargeable with imputed gross negligence through the actions of 
sorbordinate U.S. Marshals and Deputy U.S. Marshals for obstructions of justice, harassment, and 
threats of arrest and procesution in retaliation for exercising First Amendment rights to free speech 
and to petititon the Government (i.e., U.S. Marshals Service) for redress of grievances by preventing 
me from making a citizen’s arrest as a common law right and a right under D.C. Code § 23-
582(b)(1)(A), and D.C. Code § 23-582(b) ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS and D.C. 
Code § 23-582(c) (Any person making an arrest pursuant to this section shall deliver the person 
arrested to a law enforcement officer without unreasonable delay) 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. 

DEFENDANT (5) JANET NEPALITANO, SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SECURITY. The 
Secretary has general superintendence over the merchant marine of the United States and of 
merchant marine personnel insofar as the enforcement of [TITLE 46, SHIPPING; SUBTITLE II VESSELS 
AND SEAMEN] is concerned and insofar as those vessels and personnel are not subject, under other 
law, to the supervision of another official of the United States Government. In the interests of marine 
safety and seamen’s welfare, the Secretary shall enforce this subtitle [i.e., 46 U.S.C. § 7306(a)(3)] and 
shall carry out correctly and uniformly administer this subtitle. The Secretary may prescribe regulations 
to carry out the provisions of [TITLE 46, SHIPPING; SUBTITLE II VESSELS AND SEAMEN].  

DEFENDANT (6) ADMIRAL ROBERT PAPP, COMMANDANT, U.S. COAST GUARD. Among 
the many of the Coast Guard’s primary duties that the Coast Guard shall administer laws and 
promulgate and enforce regulations for the Upromotion of safety of life and property on and under 
the high seas and waters subject to the jurisdiction of the United States covering all matters not 
specifically delegated by law to some other executive departmentU (see 14 U.S.C. § 2). Admiral 
Robert Papp is sued in his individual and official capacity as Commandant of the Coast Guard for the 
wrongful, willful, malicious conduct of Coast Guard officers from 2002 to the present in retaliation not 
only for my advocacy for Second Amendment rights of seamen but for naming the Coast Guard in 
two lawsuits in 2002. The central question for the Coast Guard is whether the Oath of Office under 5 
                                                      
1 www.uscourts.gov/judconf/members/JCMemsOct08.pdf 
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U.S.C. § 3331 as embodied in the Coast Guard Form CG-9556 ACCEPTANCE AND OATH OF OFFICE 
invoked a strictly ministerial duty2 to grant my Second Amendment application for the non-existent 
NATIONAL OPEN CARRY HANDGUN endorsement for the now obsolete (ID card-style) MERCHANT 
MARINER’S DOCUMENT (MMD). The Coast Guard has replaced the MMD with the new passport-style 
MERCHANT MARINER’S CREDENTIAL and added, the TRANSPORTATION WORKER’S IDENTIFICATION 
CARD, which is another burdensome and costly document for seamen. It is as though the bureaucratic 
regulatory process is running out of control with no regard to the Bill of Rights for seamen. The pivotal 
FEDERAL QUESTION, 28 U.S.C. § 1331, is whether the Coast Guard violated my procedural due 
process rights under the ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES ACT, civil rights, my constitutional rights (i.e., 
the Second Amendment), and my right to armed self-defense in the form of the NATIONAL OPEN 
CARRY HANDGUN endorsement. Another question is whether the Coast Guard is guilty of negligence 
in law, hazardous negligence, criminal negligence, active negligence, and/or gross negligence, reckless 
negligence, wanton negligence willful negligence, or wanton and willful negligence equating to fraud 
by implementing TITLE 33 OF THE CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATION, PART 101 MARITIME SECURITY – 
GENERAL; PART 103 MARITIME SECURITY – AREA MARITIME SECURITY; PART 104 MARITIME SECURITY – 
VESSELS; PART 105 MARITIME SECURITY – FACILITIES; PART 106 MARITIME SECURITY – OUTER 
CONTINENTAL SHELF FACILITIES by not taking into account the Second Amendment rights of maritime 
personnel their right to keep and bear arms in intrastate, interstate, nautical, and maritime travel.  

 

                                                      
2 Ministerial duty is defined by Black’s Law Dictionary as a duty that is absolute and imperative, requiring neither 
the exercise of official discretion nor judgment. 



PART 2. THE PARTIES
 

 
PART 2. THE PARTIES 

48 

 


