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SYNOPSIS 
A CHEST BUMPING STANDOFF WITH FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT OVER 

THE LEGALITY OF CITIZEN’S ARREST WARRANTS FOR FEDERAL JUDGES OF 

THE DC CIRCUIT AND THE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT, 
JOHN G. ROBERTS, WHEN HE WAS A JUDGE AT THE DC CIRCUIT FOR 

EXTORTION FILING FEES AND OBSTRUCTIONS OF JUSTICE 
This paper presents an ongoing dilemma with the U.S. Marshals Service in a recent 

exchange of emails over the legality of making citizen’s arrests of federal judges as authorized by 
D.C. Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A) and § 23-582(c) when probable cause evidence of extortion and 
obstructions of justice exist in regards to two federal laws. One is the Seamen’s Suit Law, 28 U.S.C. 
§ 1916 and 18 U.S.C. § 872 and the belief or policy of the U.S. Marshals Service that federal judges 
cannot be subjected to citizen’s arrest under any circumstances what so ever. This paper also 
highlights the bias and prejudice federal judges have against unrepresented civil plaintiffs. 

28 U.S.C. § 1916. SEAMEN’S SUIT 

“In all courts of the United States, seamen may institute and 
prosecute suits and appeals in their own names and for their own 
benefit for wages or salvage or the enforcement of laws enacted 
for their health or safety without prepaying fees or costs or 
furnishing security therefor.” 

 The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia complied with the above Seamen’s Suit 
law by not requiring me to pay their filing fee when I filed my Civil Complaints from 2002 to the 
present. However, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit, the U.S. Supreme Court, the U.S. 
District Court in Little Rock, Arkansas all compelled me to pay their filing fee even after full 
disclosure of my identification as a fully documented U.S. merchant seaman and the nature of my 
cases for the Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seamen qualified for the filing fee 
exemption under the safety clause of the Seamen’s Suit law. The 8th Circuit Court of Appeals in 
St. Louis, Missouri attempted to compel me to pay their filing fee but I refused to pay by standing 
firm on my statutory right under the Seamen’s Suit law. The 8th Circuit refused to place my appeal 
on the Docket and rejected my appeal for failure to prosecute.  

 These federal courts with their bias and prejudice against unrepresented civil plaintiffs have 
committing felony crimes of extortion and obstructions of justice through abuse of the Federal Rules 
of Procedure for their respective courts. Where there is a violation of a statutory or constitutional 
right there is supposed to be a judicial remedy. But when the federal courts deny those remedies 
with no legal or logical justification then enforceable rights are not rights at all and we are rendered 
as subjects or slaves without rights.  

 This paper presents my continuing pursuit of justice for the violations of federal criminal laws 
of extortion and obstructions of justice as predicate acts of racketeering activities under the RICO Act 
including fraud and false statements in court orders and false statements made by the U.S. Marshals 
Service, and the FBI, and for the deliberate indifference to these activities by the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Email No. 16 from the Office of Internal Investigations (OII) of the U.S. 
Marshals Service directing me to the DC Superior Court is a deliberate attempt to 
Obstruct Justice is what triggered this paper to further pursue justice through the 
Citizen’s Arrest Warrant. No one has presented any fact or law that prohibits me from 
following through with the Citizen’s Arrest Warrant other that they say I can’t do it. 
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18 U.S.C. § 872. EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES 

Whoever, being an officer, or employee of the United States or any 
department or agency thereof, or representing himself to be or 
assuming to act as such, under color or pretense of office or 
employment commits or attempts an act of extortion, shall be fined 
under this title or imprisoned not more than three years, or both; but 
if the amount so extorted or demanded does not exceed $1,000, he 
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than one year, 
or both. 

18 U.S.C. § 1001. FRAUD & FALSE STATEMENTS OR ENTRIES GENERALLY 

(a) Except as otherwise provided in this section, whoever, in any 
matter within the jurisdiction of the executive, legislative, or judicial 
branch of the Government of the United States, knowingly and 
willfully—  

(1) falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme, or 
device a material fact;  

(2) makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent 
statement or representation; or  

(3) makes or uses any false writing or document knowing the 
same to contain any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent 
statement or entry;  

shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years or, if 
the offense involves international or domestic terrorism (as defined in 
section 2331), imprisoned not more than 8 years, or both. If the 
matter relates to an offense under chapter 109A, 109B, 110, or 117, 
or section 1591, then the term of imprisonment imposed under this 
section shall be not more than 8 years.  

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to a party to a judicial proceeding, 
or that party’s counsel, for statements, representations, writings or 
documents submitted by such party or counsel to a judge or 
magistrate in that proceeding.  

28 U.S.C. § 566. POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE 

(d) Each United States marshal, deputy marshal, and any other 
official of the Service as may be designated by the Director may carry 
firearms and make arrests without warrant for any offense against the 
United States committed in his or her presence, or for any felony 
cognizable under the laws of the United States if he or she has 
reasonable grounds to believe that the person to be arrested has 
committed or is committing such felony. [i.e., 18 U.S.C. § 872 and 
18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2)]   
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EMAIL NO. 1 

NOTICE OF INTENT:  
CITIZEN’S ARRESTS WITHIN THE LAW WITH FLE ASSISTANCE 

Thursday, October 7, 2010 2:34:45 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: AskDOJ@usdoj.gov; Lanny A. Breuer Criminal Division at Justice Department 
<Criminal.Division@usdoj.gov>; “John G. Perren Acting Assistant Director in Charge, 
FBI WASHINGTON DC FIELD OFFICE” <washington.field@ic.fbi.gov>; Capitol Police - 
Office of Inspector General <OIG@cap-police.senate.gov>; FALSE COMPLAINT OF 
THREAT <threats@uscp.gov> 

Cc: Dinah Shelton U.S. Inter-American Commission On Human Rights (IACHR) <cidhdenuncias@oas.org>; 
Staff for U.S. Rep. Marion Berry (AR-D) 

“Erika Chudy, Chief of Staff, Jonesboro Office” <erika.krennerich@mail.house.gov>; 
“Will Jennings, Communications Director, Capitol Office” <will.jennings@mail.house.gov>;  
“Jeff Adkins, Legislative Director (Judiciary) Capitol Office” <jeff.adkins@mail.house.gov>;  
“Tim Bass, Legislative Asst (Judiciary) Capitol Office” <tim.bass@mail.house.gov>;  
“Cynthia Blankenship, Legislative Asst., Capitol Office” <cynthia.blankenship@mail.house.gov>;  
“David Murimi, Legislative Asst./Correspondent, Capitol Office” <david.murimi@mail.house.gov>; 
“Jennifer Burleson, Regional Office Manager/Caseworker” <Jennifer.Burleson@mail.house.gov> 

ATTACHED PDF LETTER  

AskDOJ@usdoj.gov Please forward this email and the attached PDF of this same letter  

to U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder;  
to Lanny Breuer, Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division;  
to Jack Smith, Chief, Public Integrity Section of the Criminal Division;  
to Robert Mueller, Director of the FBI;  
to John Clark, Director of the U.S. Marshals Service  

 
 

SEE PAGES 4-20 FOR ATTACHED PDF LETTER 
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ATTACHED PDF LETTER (Pages 4-20) 
Don Hamrick          October 7, 2010 

 
5860 Wilburn Road, Wilburn, Arkansas, 72179; Email: 4donhamrick@gmail.com 
 
 

TO: 

Lanny A. Breuer, Assistant. 
Attorney General  
Criminal Division 
U.S. Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20531-0001 
Tel: (202) 514-2601 

Jack Smith, Chief, 
Public Integrity Section,  
Criminal Division  
U.S. Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20531-0001 
Tel: (202) 514-1412 

Robert Mueller, Director 
FBI  
J. Edgar Hoover Building  
935 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20535-0001  
(202) 324-3000 

John Clark, Director 
U.S. Marshals Service 
Washington, DC 20530 

U.S. Supreme Court Police 
One First Street NE 
Washington, D.C 20543 
Tel: (202)479-3211 

Phillip D. Morse, Sr., Chief 
U.S. Capitol Police 
119 D. Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20510  

 

Notice of Intent to Make Citizen’s Arrest of Federal Judges 
Based on Probable Cause Evidence of Extortion As Authorized 

by DC Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A) and DC Code § 23-582(c) 
(NOTE: A CITIZEN’S ARREST DONE WITHIN THE LAW) 

I fully intend to make lawful citizen’s arrests of federal judges and the Chief Justice of the 
U.S. Supreme Court and their Court Clerks as Fugitives for Extortion Under Color of Law, 
18 U.S.C. § 872, Extortion Under Color of Official Right, 18 U.S.C. § 1951 and for Public 
Corruption.  

The U.S. Marshals Service threatened me with arrested if I attempted to make the actual 
physical arrests, taking federal judges into physical custody regardless of whether or not federal law 
enforcement (FLE) officers (FLEOs) are present. The U.S. Marshals Service also indicated their 
belief that federal judges and court clerk personnel are above the law, that they cannot be arrest for 
any offense under any circumstances. Clearly this cannot be true! From the case law I present to 
dispute the U.S. Marshals Service’s claim it is NOT true! 

Common sense under my circumstances clearly presumes that fact that I will NEVER lawfully 
get past federal law enforcement to legal perform the Citizen’s Arrest in accordance with DC 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).  

Therefore, I propose one of three two procedures, or all three procedures to lawfully perform 
Citizen’s Arrest of federal judges. All three require the assistance of federal law enforcement.  
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PREFERRED PROCEDURE (1): I email the Citizen’s Arrest Warrant with the probable cause 
evidence to each recipient noted at the tope of this letter. Then any one of you can start a criminal 
investigation to authenticate the probable cause evidence as actual extortions. From there one or 
more FLEOs can make the actual physical arrest of the offending federal judges and court 
personnel. This is my preferred choice because I do not have to travel to Washington, DC. 

PROCEDURE (2). I travel to Washington, DC. I present the Citizen’s Arrest Warrant with the 
probable cause evidence in person to any one or all of the recipients of this letter on the premise 
that FLEOs will do the physical taking into custody. But this runs the risk of corruption in the ranks 
of FLEOs who may very well treat me as a security risk presenting what they will misperceive as an 
illegal Citizen’s Arrest Warrant and will prejudicially ignore the accompanying probable cause 
evidence as was done by the U.S. Marshals Service time and time again. If I contact one 
uncooperative FLEO he will likely prejudice me with the other FLE agencies noted above. Any 
further insistence pursuit in this effort under these prejudiced circumstances and I will risk getting 
myself arrested. This is why I haven’t pushed this over the years beyond the resistance of the U.S. 
Marshals Service.  

PROCEDURE (3) (NOT LIKELY TO HAPPEN): Like (2) above I travel to Washington, DC. 
I present the Citizen’s Arrest Warrant with the probable cause evidence in person to any one or all of 
the recipients of this letter on the premise that FLEOs will do the physical taking into custody. But in 
this scenario I find a willing FLEO (FBI? U.S. Marshals Service?) to make the physical arrest and 
taking into physical custody. The U.S. Attorney General and the U.S. Department of Justice take 
over the criminal prosecution. I eventually get my extorted filing fees back with interest. My civil 
lawsuit gains merit for a civil jury trial and thusly is recognized for the first time as achieving ripeness 
for a civil jury trial where the jury hands me the win of $19 million for the original damages plus 
more for the 8 years of judicial corruption and extortion. This actually fantasy in today’s world of a 
corrupt Federal Government because actual justice is denied to the unrepresented civil plaintiff. 

U.S. SUPREME COURT DEFINITION OF  
“PROBABLE CAUSE” 

Chief Justice John G. Roberts and Justice Kennedy dissenting opinion in Pennsylvania v. Nathan 
Dunlap, U.S. Supreme Court, No. 07-1486, 555 U.S. ___ (October 14, 2008)  (A drug bust case) 
definition of “probable cause”: 

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). “[A] police officer may draw inferences based on his own 
experience in deciding whether probable cause exists,” Ornelas v. United States, 
517 U. S. 690, 700 (1996), including inferences “that might well elude an 
untrained person,” United States v. Cortez, 449 U. S. 411, 418 (1981). 

IMPLIED PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION 
Cort v. Ash 422 U.S. 66, 78 (1975) 

Under Justice Brennan’s FOUR-POINT TEST in Cort v. Ash 422 U.S. 66, 78 (1975),  I have 
the right and the power to privately enforcement the Seamen’s Suit Law 28 U.S.C. § 1916 by 
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exercising the common law right and the statutory right under DC Code, § 23.582(b)(1)(A) ARRESTS 
WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS) 

In Cort v. Ash 422 U.S. 66, 78 (1975), “Justice Brennan, writing for the Court, 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. Stylizing the text 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 (2007) (available online at  

http://www.lclark.edu/org/lclr/objects/LCB_11_1_Stephan.pdf.) 

I present Justice Brennan’s four-point test here with answers to my particularized situation: 

TEST (1): “[am I, as the plaintiff]  “one of the class for whose especial benefit the statute was 
enacted,”— that is, does the statute create a federal right in favor of the plaintiff?” 

ANSWER(1): 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?” 

ANSWER(2): 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 m.easure.” Jamison 
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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 guardians, and cestuis que trust 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?” 

ANSWER (3): 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? 

ANSWER (4): The cause of action is strictly for the federal courts. But when the judicial, the 
executive, and the legislative branch denies all available remedies under the First 
Amendment right to petitition 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 
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civil jury trial for a judicial determination on the implied private right of action in 
the Seamen’s Suit Law. 

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).  

Id. 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). 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.  

Id. 

It is my plausible interpretation of the above case precedence that when employees of the 
U.S. Government, albeit federal judges and their Court Clerk personnel, commit felony extortion in 
violation of the Rule 4(c)(3) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and  in violation of 28 U.S.C. § 
1916 and 28 U.S.C. § 872 and when the federal courts refuse to rule or deny my Motions for the 
return of the exempted filing fees and costs (including Pacer Docket Access fees), and when the 
U.S. Marshals Service, the U.S. Supreme Court Police, and the FBI refuse to act on my First 
Amendment right to petition the Government for redress of grievances and the felony remains at 
large then I have the Ninth Amendment right and the Tenth Amendment power to make citizen’s 
arrest of those alleged to have committed the felony extortions, especially so when the extorted 
payments are documented by the clerks and accounting personnel and evidentiary Court Orders 
compelling me to pay the Court’s filing fee in violation of 28 U.S.C. § 1916 and 28 U.S.C. § 872 
serve as a preponderance of evidence of felony extortion. 

Citing Case Law: 

“No man in this country is so high that he is above the law. No officer of the law may set that law at 
defiance with impunity. All the officers of the government, from the highest to the lowest, are 
creatures of the law and are bound to obey it. It is the only supreme power in our system of 
government, and every man who by accepting office participates in its functions is only the more 
strongly bound to submit to that supremacy, and to observe the limitations which it imposes upon 
the exercise of the authority which it gives.” United States v. Lee, 106 U.S. 196, at 220 (1882):  
 
“. . . a judge is not immune from liability for nonjudicial actions, i.e., actions not taken in the judge’s 
judicial capacity. Forrester v. White, 484 U.S., at 227 -229; Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S., at 360.” 
cited in Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, at 11 (1991) 
 
 “The role of the responsible private citizen in protecting public safety and order depends 
significantly on the law of citizen’s arrest. In view of the increasing rate of crime throughout the 
country, this law should be critically re-examined and adapted to the conditions and needs of 
modern society.” Conclusion from THE LAW OF CITIZEN’S ARREST, 65 Columbia Law Review, 
502-513 (March 1965) 
 
Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Chief Justice Berger: 
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“If [judges] break a law, they can be prosecuted.” 

Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Justice Black and Douglas in their 
dissenting opinion, 398 U.S. 74, at 141-142, agreed with Chief Justice Berger on the point above: 

“While judges, like other people, can be tried, convicted, and punished for crimes . . .” 

Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, at 404  (6 Wheaton 264) (1821) 

 “It is most true that this Court will not take jurisdiction if it should not; but it is equally true 
that it must take jurisdiction if it should. The judiciary cannot, as the legislature may, avoid a 
measure because it approaches the confines of the Constitution. We cannot pass it by 
because it is doubtful. With whatever doubts, with whatever difficulties, a case may be 
attended, we must decide it if it be brought before us. We have no more right to decline the 
exercise of jurisdiction which is given than to usurp that which is not given. The one or the 
other would be treason to the Constitution. Questions may occur which we would gladly 
avoid, but we cannot avoid them. All we can do is to exercise our best judgment and 
conscientiously to perform our duty. In doing this on the present occasion, we find this 
tribunal invested with appellate jurisdiction in all cases arising under the Constitution and 
laws of the United States. We find no exception to this grant, and we cannot insert one.” 

Duncan v. Missouri, 152 U.S. 377, 382 (1894): 

“[T]he privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States protected by the fourteenth 
amendment are privileges and immunities arising out of the nature and essential character of 
the federal government, and granted or secured by the constitution; and due process of law 
and the equal protection of the laws are secured if the laws operate on all alike, and do not 
subject the individual to an arbitrary exercise of the powers of government; . . .” 

United States v. Chadwick, 433 U.S. 1, at 16 (1976) 

“ . . . it is deeply distressing that the Department of Justice, whose mission is to protect the 
constitutional liberties of the people of the United States, should even appear to be seeking 
to subvert them by extreme and dubious legal arguments. It is gratifying that the Court today 
unanimously rejects the Government’s position.” 

 
Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. 219 (1988):  
 

This Court has never undertaken to articulate a precise and general definition of the class of 
acts entitled to immunity. The decided cases, however, suggest an intelligible distinction 
between judicial acts and the administrative, legislative, or executive functions that judges 
may on occasion be assigned by law to perform . Thus, for example, the informal and ex 
parte nature of a proceeding has not been thought to imply that an act otherwise within a 
judge’s lawful jurisdiction was deprived of its judicial character. See Stump v. Sparkman, 
435 U.S. 349, 363 , n. 12 (1978). Similarly, acting to disbar an attorney as a sanction for 
contempt of court, by invoking a power “possessed by all courts which have authority to 
admit attorneys to practice,” does not become less judicial by virtue of an allegation of 
malice or corruption of motive. Bradley v. Fisher, 13 Wall., at 354. [484 U.S. 219, 228] As 
the Bradley Court noted:  

 
“Against the consequences of [judges’] erroneous or irregular action, from 
whatever motives proceeding, the law has provided for private parties 
numerous remedies, and to those remedies they must, in such cases, resort 
.” Ibid.   
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Administrative decisions, even though they may be essential to the very functioning of the 
courts, have not similarly been regarded as judicial acts. In Ex parte Virginia, 100 U.S. 339 
(1880), for example, this Court declined to extend immunity to a county judge who had 
been charged in a criminal indictment with discriminating on the basis of race in selecting 
trial jurors for the county’s courts. The Court reasoned:  
 
“Whether the act done by him was judicial or not is to be determined by its character, and 
not by the character of the agent. Whether he was a county judge or not is of no 
importance. The duty of selecting jurors might as well have been committed to a private 
person as to one holding the office of a judge. . . . That the jurors are selected for a court 
makes no difference. So are court-criers, tipstaves, sheriffs, &c. Is their election or their 
appointment a judicial act?” Id., at 348.  

 
Although this case involved a criminal charge against a judge, the reach of the Court’s 
analysis was not in any obvious way confined by that circumstance.  
 
Likewise, judicial immunity has not been extended to judges acting to promulgate a code of 
conduct for attorneys. Supreme Court of Virginia v. Consumers Union of United States, Inc., 
446 U.S. 719 (1980). In explaining why legislative, rather than judicial, immunity furnished 
the appropriate standard, we said: “Although it is clear that under Virginia law the issuance 
of the Bar Code was a proper function of the Virginia Court, propounding the Code was not 
an act of adjudication but one of rulemaking.” Id., at 731. Similarly, in the same case, we 
held that judges acting to enforce the Bar Code would be treated like prosecutors, and thus 
would [484 U.S. 219, 229] be amenable to suit for injunctive and declaratory relief. Id., at 
734-737. Cf. Pulliam v. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984).   
 
Once again, it was the nature of the function performed, not the identity of the actor who 
performed it, that informed our immunity analysis . 
 

 
 

COMPLAINT OF OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE AGAINST 
WILLIAM JESSUP, SENIOR INSPECTOR 

U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE 
U.S. COURTHOUSE 

333 CONSTITUTION AVENUE 
WASHINGTON, DC 

 
On May 13, 2008 at 12:07 PM (Google Email Time) I sent an email to Attorney General 

and the Inspector General of the U.S. Department of Justice via AskDOJ@usdoj.gov; to the 
Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal Division of the U.S. Department of Justice, Alice S. 
Fisher; to the U.S. Attorney for the District of Columbia, to Director of the FBI, Robert Meuller; to 
the U.S. Marshals Service via us.marshals@usdoj.gov; to the and to William Jessup of the U.S. 
Marshals Service noted above. In that email I attached an earlier version of this letter (without this 
complaint section for Standing to Sue). 
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At 12:49 PM William Jessup replied to my emailed “Imminent Warning & Notice of Intent 
to Make Citizen’s Arrest of federal judges and of the Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court and 
their court clerks for extortion under color of law and under color of official right. The text of William 
Jessup’s email is noted here (bolding and underlining are not in the original email as sent but are 
included herein as my emphasis): 
 

DATE:  Tuesday, May 13, 2008 at 12:49 PM 
FROM: William Jessup, (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. 

Kindest regards, 

-Bill 
William Jessup , Senior Inspector  
U.S. Marshals Service  
U.S. Courthouse  
333 Constitution Ave, NW  
Washington, DC 20001  
202-353-0663 (desk)  
202-631-2904 (cell) 

 Note that William Jessup added 18 U.S.C. § 111, ASSAULTING, RESISTING, OR IMPEDING 
CERTAIN OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES to the previous list of threats of arrest for 18 U.S.C. § 1201 
KIDNAPPING, and      18 U.S.C. § 1203 HOSTAGE TAKING because I intend to exercise a common 
law right of citizen’s arrest for felony EXTORTION UNDER COLOR OF LAW, 18 U.S.C. § 872 and 
EXTORTION UNDER COLOR OF OFFICIAL RIGHT (Racketeering), 18 U.S.C. § 1951(a) and § 1951(b)(2) 
in relation to the SEAMEN’S SUIT law, 28 U.S.C. § 1916. 

 Also note that I directed my letter to officials at the U.S. Department of Justice, superiors to 
William Jessup. Note that William Jessup, a subordinate to the Justice Department, took it upon 
himself to answer my email in 42 minutes, instead of waiting for the officials at the Justice 
Department to answer. The Justice Department might have seen things my way and might have 
offered up an alternative remedy, i.e., a full refund of the disputed extortion of filing fees, $1,465 
plus interest, which would be entirely satisfactory.  

 The Justice Department still has the opportunity, in spite of William Jessup usurping the 
authority of the Justice Department, to respond to my letter. Again, the caveat, if the Justice 
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Department fail or refuse to answer my email and mailed letter the burden of remedy will be placed 
back on my shoulders.  

 In one of my series of brief emailed rebuttals to William Jessup I provided a series of 
questions and answers for him to expand on: 

QUESTION:  Do federal judges have immunity for administrative acts that break 
federal law? 

ANSWER:  No. Judges who break the law in their administrative duties can be 
arrested and prosecuted. 

QUESTION:  Do my cases qualify for the filing fee exemption under the Seamen’s 
Suit law? 

ANSWER:  Yes. The U.S. District Court for DC and Charlotte, NC accepted my 
cases without the filing fees. The DC Circuit, 8th Circuit, the US 
District Courts for DC and Little Rock and the US Supreme Court 
did not. They broke the law. 

QUESTION:  Did federal law enforcement take my complaint, investigate, and 
prosecute? 

ANSWER:  No. The burden of remedy falls back on my shoulders with citizen’s 
arrest. 

 

QUESTION:  Do you accept the above as the basis in fact and law for citizen’s 
arrest? 

ANSWER:  ________ ? Provide the basis in law why you answer yes or no. 

 
 

 

The Law of Citizen’s Arrest 
65 Columbia Law Review, 502-513 (March 1965)  

I. The Arrest  

A. Nature of the Crime 
B. Time of the Arrest 
C. Presence During Commission of the Crime 
D. Notice of Arrest 
E. Detention of thbe Person Arrested 
F. Use of Force [Not Needed in This Instance] 

The Article Outline Above Adapted to the Case at Hand. 

“The role of the private person in the apprehension of criminals is defined by the 
law of citizen’s arrest -- an outgrowth of stagnated common-law rules that were 
derived from English practices of the Middle Ages. The inadequacy of existing law is 
perhaps suggested by the scant protection currently afforded the responsble citizen 
voluntarily participating in law enforcement. . . .”  

“If the private citizen is to assume his proper responsibility in the enforcement of the 
criminal law, the immunities and limitations of citizen’s arrest must be clerarly 
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defined. If professional enforcement authorities are to receive necessary assistance 
from private individuals, the scope of citizen’s arrest must be adapted to the 
conditions and problems of modern soceity.”  

A. Nature of the Crime 

Felony extortion under color of law & official right, 18 U.S.C. § 872 versus the Seamen’s 
Suit law, 28 U.S.C. § 1916  

B. Time of the Arrest 

Citizen’s Arrests have been obstructed under threat of my own arrest by the U.S. Marshals 
Service. I waited patiently for the U.S. Attorney, the U.S. Marshals Service, the FBI, or the U.S. 
Department of Justice to review my Citizen’s Arrest Warrants and to begin corresponding with me to 
achieve a proper remedy. They remain silent. Time has run out. This is their final notice. Citizen’s 
Arrest is now imminent. 

C. Presence During Commission of the Crime 

The U.S. Marshals Service claims that I was not present during the alleged extortion, i.e., in 
the presence of the judges signing their court orders compelling me to pay the filing fees. 

 However, the Online (Internet) Docket Report is the lawful substitute for presence during the 
commission of the crime. Citing from the Columbia Law Review article: 

“. . . the [presence] requirement has been held satisfied in cases of perception by 
artificial means. For example, where a concealed radio transmitter conveyed sounds 
indicating the commision of a crime inside a house, the listener was deemed present 
at the crime for purposes of effecting a valid citizen’s arrest. ( People v. Burgess, 170 
Cal. App. 2d 36, 338 P.2d 524 (Dist. Ct. App. 1959). 

 “An exception to the observation requirement has been recognized in cases where 
a crime has been committed earlier and the supposed offender threatens to renew 
his criminal conduct. In this situation, the private citizen can make an arrest without 
having witnessed the commission of a crime. . . .  

 “The traditional requirement of firsthand observation of a crime may well have 
outlived its usefulness as an appropriate limitation on citizen’s arrest. The purpose of 
the requirement is presumably to prevent the danger and imposition involved in 
mistaken arrests based upon uncorroborated or second-hand information. Its 
principal impact is in cases wherre the citizen learns of the commission of a crime 
and assumes the responsibility of preventing the escape of the offender. . . .  

 “. . . In view of the already stringent temporal limitations that insure close proximity 
to commission of the crime, it would seem preferable to lower the incidence of 
mistaken arrests not through an arbitrary requirement of firsthand observation but 
by application of a standard of probable cause -- namely, that the apprehension be 
justified by probable cause for believing a crime had been committed.” Cf. Cal. Pen. 
Code § 836 (police arrest without a warrant) [Cal. Pen. Code § 836 still current 
today] Wis. Stat. Ann. § 954.02 (1958) (same) [Wis. Stat. Ann. for arrest without a 
warrant today is § 23.57] 

D. Notice of Arrest  

“Because every man was privileged to resist unlawful attempts to restrict his 
freedom, the common law required notice to be given that an 
apprehension represented a citizen’s arrest. An arrester was obliged to 
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make known his intent and the cause of the arrest. The notice 
requirement, however, was subject to a number of significant exceptions 
-- as where the arrester reasonably believed that notice woulde either be 
futile or unnecessary, endanger himself or others, or compromise the 
success of the arrest.” (See People v. Marendi, 213 N.Y. 600, 608-610, 107 
N.E. 1058, 1060-61 (1915); Perkins, THE LAW OF ARREST, 25 Iowa L. Rev. 201, 
250; Ali, CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE § 26, comment at 167 (Tent. Draft No. 1, 
1928).) 

“The traditional notice requirement has been adopted by statute in the majority of 
states. In general the notification must aqccurately point to criminal conduct actually 
committed, and be communicated prior to the arrest.”  

E. Detention of the Person Arrested 

“Once proper notice has been given, the citizen must restrain the apprehended 
person by force or the threat of force for the arrest to be valid. Mere compliance by 
the arrestee with a request to voluntarily submit to custody is insufficient. Although 
at common law a restraining touch would of itself effect an arrest even if the arrestee 
was never brought under physical control, actual detention is generally required by 
modern statutes.” 

  

“The requirement of actual detention provides a necessary condition for 
determining the liability both of the arrester for commission of false arrest and of the 
criminal for unlawful escape from custody.” 

F. Use of Force 

There is no need for me to resort to the use of force because the federal judges, the Chief 
Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court and their court clerks have the U.S. Marshals Service, the Capitol 
Police, and the U.S . Supreme Court Police to perform the taking into physical custody aspect of 
citizen’s arrest in accordance with DC Code 23-582(c). I do not have to bring the arrestee to a 
federal law enforcement agent. The federal law enforcement agent will be present at my request to 
effect taking into physical custody aspect of the citizen’s arrest.  

  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Don Hamrick 
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CITIZEN’S ARREST WARRANT 
AUTHORIZED  BY D.C. CODE § 23-582(b)(1)(A), ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS (A private person 
may arrest another who he has PROBABLE CAUSE to believe is committing in his presence a felony) 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) FOR EXTORTION 18 U.S.C. § 872; AND EXTORTION AS A PREDICATE 
ACT OF RACKETEERING ACTIVITY UNDER THE RICO ACT 18 U.S.C. § 1961(1)(A) and 18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2) OF 
EXEMPTED FILING FEES FROM A SEAMAN IN VIOLATION OF THE SEAMEN’S SUIT LAW 28 U.S.C. § 1916. 

-FOR- 

CHIEF JUSTICE JOHN G. ROBERTS, JR. 
U.S. SUPREME COURT 

ON CHARGES OF 

EXTORTION OF FILING FEES (28 U.S.C. § 1916) 
AS PREDICATE ACTS FOR RACKETEERING ACTIVITY 

In Re: Hamrick v. President Bush, DC Circuit, No. 
02-5334 

In Re: Hamrick v. President Bush, DC Circuit, No. 
04-5316 

AND 

WILLKIAM K. SUTER 
COURT CLERK, U.S. SUPREME COURT 

In Re: Hamrick v. President Bush, U.S. Supreme Court, No. 03-145 
In Re: Hamrick v. President Bush, U.S. Supreme Court, No. 04-1150 

 

EACH ON CHARGES OF TWO COUNTS OF 
EXTORTION UNDER COLOR OF LAW (18 U.S.C. § 872) OF  

FILING FEES FROM A SEAMAN (28 U.S.C. § 1916) 
AS PREDICATE ACTS OF RACKETEERING ACTIVITY IN VIOLATION 

OF THE RICO ACT (18 U.S.C. § 1961(1)) 

PROBABLE CAUSE EVIDENCE APPENDED 
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Miranda Warning 
Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966) 

You have the right to remain silent. Anything you do say may be 
used against you in a court of law. You have the right to consult an 
attorney before speaking and to have an attorney present during 
questioning now or in the future. If you cannot afford an attorney, 
one will be appointed for you at government expense. If you decide 
to answer questions now without an attorney present you will still 
have the right to stop answering at any time until you talk to an 
attorney.  

Case Law in Support of Citizen’s Arrest Warrant 
“Federal tort law: judges cannot invoke judicial immunity for acts that violate litigants civil 

rights.” Robert Craig Waters, TORT & INSURANCE LAW JOURNAL, Spr. 1986 21 n3, p509-516 

A Judge is not immune for tortious acts committed in a purely Administrative, nonjudicial 
capacity. Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. at 219, 227-229, 108 S.Ct. at 544-545 (1988); Stump v. 
Sparkman, 435 U.S. at 349, 98 S.Ct. at 1106 (1978). Mireles v. Waco, 112 S.Ct. 286 at 288 
(1991). 

Administrative-capacity torts by a judge do not involve the “performance of the function of 
resolving disputes between parties, or of authoritatively adjudicating private rights,” and therefore do 
not have the judicial immunity of judicial acts. See: Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. 219, 98 L.Ed.2d 
555, 108 S.Ct. 538 (1988); Atkinson-Baker & Assoc. v. Kolts, 7 F.3d 1452 at 1454, (9th Cir. 1993). 

 

CASE LAW 
 

 
Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, at 11 (1991): 

 ”. . . a judge is not immune from liability for nonjudicial actions, i.e., actions not 
taken in the judge’s judicial capacity. Forrester v. White, 484 U.S., at 227 -229; Stump 
v. Sparkman, 435 U.S., at 360 .  

Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Chief Justice Berger: 

“If [judges] break a law, they can be prosecuted.” 

United States v. Lee, 106 U.S. 196, at 220 (1882): 

“No man in this country is so high that he is above the law. No officer of the law may set that 
law at defiance with impunity. All the officers of the government, from the highest to the 
lowest, are creatures of the law and are bound to obey it. It is the only supreme power in our 
system of government, and every man who by accepting office participates in its functions is 
only the more strongly bound to submit to that supremacy, and to observe the limitations 
which itimposes upon the exercise of the authority which it gives.” 

Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, at 404  (6 Wheaton 264) (1821) 

“It is most true that this Court will not take jurisdiction if it should not; but it is equally true 
that it must take jurisdiction if it should. The judiciary cannot, as the legislature may, avoid a 

 16



 

measure because it approaches the confines of the Constitution. We cannot pass it by 
because it is doubtful. With whatever doubts, with whatever difficulties, a case may be 
attended, we must decide it if it be brought before us. We have no more right to decline the 
exercise of jurisdiction which is given than to usurp that which is not given. The one or the 
other would be treason to the Constitution. Questions may occur which we would gladly 
avoid, but we cannot avoid them. All we can do is to exercise our best judgment and 
conscientiously to perform our duty. In doing this on the present occasion, we find this 
tribunal invested with appellate jurisdiction in all cases arising under the Constitution and 
laws of the United States. We find no exception to this grant, and we cannot insert one.” 

Duncan v. Missouri, 152 U.S. 377, 382 (1894): 

“[T]he privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States protected by the fourteenth 
amendment are privileges and immunities arising out of the nature and essential character of 
the federal government, and granted or secured by the constitution; and due process of law 
and the equal protection of the laws are secured if the laws operate on all alike, and do not 
subject the individual to an arbitrary exercise of the powers of government; . . .” 

 Wilson v. State, 33 Arkansas, 557, 560 (1878) (striking a ban on unconcealed carry).  

“If cowardly and dishonorable men sometimes shoot unarmed men with army pistols or 
guns, the evil must be pre vented by the penitentiary and gallows, and not by a general 
deprivation of a constitutional privilege.” 

Hartford Fire Ins. Co. v. California, 509 U.S. 764 (1993) [PLAINTIFF’S NOTE: “I CAN PROVE 
MY CASE!] 

“[A] complaint should not be dismissed unless `it appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can 
prove no set of facts in support of his claim which would entitle him to relief.’” McLain v. 
Real Estate Bd. of New Orleans, Inc., 444 U.S. 232, 246 (1980) (quoting Conley v. 
Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 45 -46 (1957)). 

Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41 at 48 (1957) 

“Following the simple guide of Rule 8 (f) that “all pleadings shall be so construed as to do 
substantial justice,” we have no doubt that petitioners’ complaint adequately set forth a claim 
and gave the respondents fair notice of its basis. The Federal Rules reject the approach that 
pleading is a game of skill in which one misstep by counsel may be decisive to the outcome 
and accept the principle that the purpose of pleading is to facilitate a proper decision on the 
merits. Cf. Maty v. Grasselli Chemical Co., 303 U.S. 197. (1938)  (Pleadings are intended to 
serve as a means of arriving at fair and just settlements of controversies between litigants. 
They should not raise barriers which prevent the achievement of that end.) 

United States v. Chadwick, 433 U.S. 1, at 16 (1976) 

“ . . . it is deeply distressing that the Department of Justice, whose mission is to protect the 
constitutional liberties of the people of the United States, should even appear to be seeking 
to subvert them by extreme and dubious legal arguments. It is gratifying that the Court today 
unanimously rejects the Government’s position.” 
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Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Chief Justice Berger: 

“If [judges] break a law, they can be prosecuted.” 

Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Justice Black and Douglas in their 
dissenting opinion, 398 U.S. 74, at 141-142, agreed with Chief Justice Berger on the point above: 

“While judges, like other people, can be tried, convicted, and punished for crimes . . .” 

Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. 219 (1988):  

This Court has never undertaken to articulate a precise and general definition of the class of 
acts entitled to immunity. The decided cases, however, suggest an intelligible distinction 
between judicial acts and the administrative, legislative, or executive functions that judges 
may on occasion be assigned by law to perform. Thus, for example, the informal and ex 
parte nature of a proceeding has not been thought to imply that an act otherwise within a 
judge’s lawful jurisdiction was deprived of its judicial character. See Stump v. Sparkman, 435 
U.S. 349, 363 , n. 12 (1978). Similarly, acting to disbar an attorney as a sanction for 
contempt of court, by invoking a power “possessed by all courts which have authority to 
admit attorneys to practice,” does not become less judicial by virtue of an allegation of 
malice or corruption of motive. Bradley v. Fisher, 13 Wall., at 354. [484 U.S. 219, 228]   As 
the Bradley Court noted: “Against the consequences of [judges’] erroneous or irregular 
action, from whatever motives proceeding, the law has provided for private parties numerous 
remedies, and to those remedies they must, in such cases, resort.” Ibid.  

Administrative decisions, even though they may be essential to the very functioning of the 
courts, have not similarly been regarded as judicial acts. In Ex parte Virginia, 100 U.S. 339 
(1880), for example, this Court declined to extend immunity to a county judge who had 
been charged in a criminal indictment with discriminating on the basis of race in selecting 
trial jurors for the county’s courts. The Court reasoned:  

“Whether the act done by him was judicial or not is to be determined by its 
character, and not by the character of the agent. Whether he was a county 
judge or not is of no importance. The duty of selecting jurors might as well 
have been committed to a private person as to one holding the office of a 
judge. . . . That the jurors are selected for a court makes no difference. So 
are court-criers, tipstaves, sheriffs, &c. Is their election or their appointment a 
judicial act?” Id., at 348.  

Although this case involved a criminal charge against a judge, the reach of the Court’s 
analysis was not in any obvious way confined by that circumstance.  

Likewise, judicial immunity has not been extended to judges acting to promulgate a code of conduct 
for attorneys. Supreme Court of Virginia v. Consumers Union of United States, Inc., 446 U.S. 719 
(1980). In explaining why legislative, rather than judicial, immunity furnished the appropriate 
standard, we said: “Although it is clear that under Virginia law the issuance of the Bar Code was a 
proper function of the Virginia Court, propounding the Code was not an act of adjudication but one 
of rulemaking.” Id., at 731. Similarly, in the same case, we held that judges acting to enforce the Bar 
Code would be treated like prosecutors, and thus would [484 U.S. 219, 229]   be amenable to suit 
for injunctive and declaratory relief. Id., at 734-737. Cf. Pulliam v. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984). Once 
again, it was the nature of the function performed, not the identity of the actor who performed it, 
that informed our immunity analysis. 



 

CITIZEN’S ARREST WARRANT 
AUTHORIZED  BY D.C. CODE § 23-582(b)(1)(A), ARRESTS WITHOUT WARRANT BY OTHER PERSONS (A private person 
may arrest another who he has PROBABLE CAUSE to believe is committing in his presence a felony) 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) FOR EXTORTION 18 U.S.C. § 872; AND EXTORTION AS A PREDICATE 
ACT OF RACKETEERING ACTIVITY UNDER THE RICO ACT 18 U.S.C. § 1961(1)(A) and 18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2) OF 
EXEMPTED FILING FEES FROM A SEAMAN IN VIOLATION OF THE SEAMEN’S SUIT LAW 28 U.S.C. § 1916. 

 
-FOR  THE BELOW NAMED JUDGES OF THE- 

U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit  
CHIEF JUDGE GINSBURG,  

JUDGE HARRY T. EDWARDS,  
JUDGE DAVID B. SENTELLE,  

JUDGE KAREN LECRAFT HENDERSON, 
JUDGE A. RAYMOND RANDOLPH,  

JUDGE W. ROGERS,  
JUDGE DAVID S. TATEL, 

JUDGE MERRICK B. GARLAND, 
 
 

EACH FOR TWO COUNTS OF 
EXTORTION OF FILING FEES (28 U.S.C. § 1916) 

AS PREDICATE ACTS FOR RACKETEERING ACTIVITY 

In Re: Hamrick v. President Bush, DC Circuit, No. 02-5334 
In Re: Hamrick v. President Bush, DC Circuit, No. 04-5316 

 

 
 

PROBABLE CAUSE EVIDENCE APPENDED 

 19



 

I am the unrepresented civil Plaintiff, Don Hamrick, sui juris, citizen of Arkansas and of the 
United States acting in the capacity of a PRIVATE ATTORNEY GENERAL with a civil RICO Act case 
against the United States Government under the Fifth, Seventh, Ninth, Tenth, Thirteenth and 
Fourteenth Amendments. 

I hereby warrant that probable cause exists to justify the immediate arrest and arraignment 
of federal judges and their court clerks so named or implicated above on formal charges of 
18 U.S.C. § 872 EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES, of filing fees from a 
seaman in violation of the Seamen’s Suit law (28 U.S.C. § 1916). And because 18 U.S.C. § 872 
EXTORTION has occurred repeatedly from 2002 to the present it becomes a predicate act of 
racketeering activity under the 18 U.S.C. § 1961(1)(A) and 18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2) (extortion under 
color of official right) of the RICO Act.  

I hereby verify also, under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the United States of America 
that I am the victim Government retaliation through 18 U.S.C. § 241 Conspiracies against My Rights  
by inflicting 18 U.S.C. § 242 Deprivations of My Rights under Color of Law for pursuing justice 
against the corrupt Federal Government through my Seventh Amendment right to a civil jury trial as 
a in Federally Protected Activity under 18 U.S.C. § 245. 

Miranda Warning 
Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966) 

You have the right to remain silent. Anything you do say may be used 
against you in a court of law. You have the right to consult an attorney 
before speaking and to have an attorney present during questioning 
now or in the future. If you cannot afford an attorney, one will be 
appointed for you at government expense. If you decide to answer 
questions now without an attorney present you will still have the right 
to stop answering at any time until you talk to an attorney.  

 

CASE LAW 
 

 
Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, at 11 (1991): 

 ”. . . a judge is not immune from liability for nonjudicial actions, i.e., actions not 
taken in the judge’s judicial capacity. Forrester v. White, 484 U.S., at 227 -229; Stump 
v. Sparkman, 435 U.S., at 360 .  

Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Chief Justice Berger: 

“If [judges] break a law, they can be prosecuted.” 

United States v. Lee, 106 U.S. 196, at 220 (1882): 

“No man in this country is so high that he is above the law. No officer of the law may set that 
law at defiance with impunity. All the officers of the government, from the highest to the 
lowest, are creatures of the law and are bound to obey it. It is the only supreme power in our 
system of government, and every man who by accepting office participates in its functions is 
only the more strongly bound to submit to that supremacy, and to observe the limitations 
which itimposes upon the exercise of the authority which it gives.” 
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Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, at 404  (6 Wheaton 264) (1821) 

“It is most true that this Court will not take jurisdiction if it should not; but it is equally true 
that it must take jurisdiction if it should. The judiciary cannot, as the legislature may, avoid a 
measure because it approaches the confines of the Constitution. We cannot pass it by 
because it is doubtful. With whatever doubts, with whatever difficulties, a case may be 
attended, we must decide it if it be brought before us. We have no more right to decline the 
exercise of jurisdiction which is given than to usurp that which is not given. The one or the 
other would be treason to the Constitution. Questions may occur which we would gladly 
avoid, but we cannot avoid them. All we can do is to exercise our best judgment and 
conscientiously to perform our duty. In doing this on the present occasion, we find this 
tribunal invested with appellate jurisdiction in all cases arising under the Constitution and 
laws of the United States. We find no exception to this grant, and we cannot insert one.” 

Duncan v. Missouri, 152 U.S. 377, 382 (1894): 

“[T]he privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States protected by the fourteenth 
amendment are privileges and immunities arising out of the nature and essential character of 
the federal government, and granted or secured by the constitution; and due process of law 
and the equal protection of the laws are secured if the laws operate on all alike, and do not 
subject the individual to an arbitrary exercise of the powers of government; . . .” 

 Wilson v. State, 33 Arkansas, 557, 560 (1878) (striking a ban on unconcealed carry).  

“If cowardly and dishonorable men sometimes shoot unarmed men with army pistols or 
guns, the evil must be pre vented by the penitentiary and gallows, and not by a general 
deprivation of a constitutional privilege.” 

Hartford Fire Ins. Co. v. California, 509 U.S. 764 (1993) [PLAINTIFF’S NOTE: “I CAN PROVE 
MY CASE!] 

“[A] complaint should not be dismissed unless `it appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can 
prove no set of facts in support of his claim which would entitle him to relief.’” McLain v. 
Real Estate Bd. of New Orleans, Inc., 444 U.S. 232, 246 (1980) (quoting Conley v. 
Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 45 -46 (1957)). 

Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41 at 48 (1957) 

“Following the simple guide of Rule 8 (f) that “all pleadings shall be so construed as to do 
substantial justice,” we have no doubt that petitioners’ complaint adequately set forth a claim 
and gave the respondents fair notice of its basis. The Federal Rules reject the approach that 
pleading is a game of skill in which one misstep by counsel may be decisive to the outcome 
and accept the principle that the purpose of pleading is to facilitate a proper decision on the 
merits. Cf. Maty v. Grasselli Chemical Co., 303 U.S. 197. (1938)  (Pleadings are intended to 
serve as a means of arriving at fair and just settlements of controversies between litigants. 
They should not raise barriers which prevent the achievement of that end.) 

United States v. Chadwick, 433 U.S. 1, at 16 (1976) 

“ . . . it is deeply distressing that the Department of Justice, whose mission is to protect the 
constitutional liberties of the people of the United States, should even appear to be seeking 
to subvert them by extreme and dubious legal arguments. It is gratifying that the Court today 
unanimously rejects the Government’s position.” 
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Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Chief Justice Berger: 

“If [judges] break a law, they can be prosecuted.” 

Chandler v. Judicial Council, 398 U.S. 74, at 140 (1970), Justice Black and Douglas in their 
dissenting opinion, 398 U.S. 74, at 141-142, agreed with Chief Justice Berger on the point above: 

“While judges, like other people, can be tried, convicted, and punished for crimes . . .” 

Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. 219 (1988):  

This Court has never undertaken to articulate a precise and general definition of the class of 
acts entitled to immunity. The decided cases, however, suggest an intelligible distinction 
between judicial acts and the administrative, legislative, or executive functions that judges 
may on occasion be assigned by law to perform. Thus, for example, the informal and ex 
parte nature of a proceeding has not been thought to imply that an act otherwise within a 
judge’s lawful jurisdiction was deprived of its judicial character. See Stump v. Sparkman, 435 
U.S. 349, 363 , n. 12 (1978). Similarly, acting to disbar an attorney as a sanction for 
contempt of court, by invoking a power “possessed by all courts which have authority to 
admit attorneys to practice,” does not become less judicial by virtue of an allegation of 
malice or corruption of motive. Bradley v. Fisher, 13 Wall., at 354. [484 U.S. 219, 228]   As 
the Bradley Court noted: “Against the consequences of [judges’] erroneous or irregular 
action, from whatever motives proceeding, the law has provided for private parties numerous 
remedies, and to those remedies they must, in such cases, resort.” Ibid.  

Administrative decisions, even though they may be essential to the very functioning of the 
courts, have not similarly been regarded as judicial acts. In Ex parte Virginia, 100 U.S. 339 
(1880), for example, this Court declined to extend immunity to a county judge who had 
been charged in a criminal indictment with discriminating on the basis of race in selecting 
trial jurors for the county’s courts. The Court reasoned:  

“Whether the act done by him was judicial or not is to be determined by its 
character, and not by the character of the agent. Whether he was a county 
judge or not is of no importance. The duty of selecting jurors might as well 
have been committed to a private person as to one holding the office of a 
judge. . . . That the jurors are selected for a court makes no difference. So 
are court-criers, tipstaves, sheriffs, &c. Is their election or their appointment a 
judicial act?” Id., at 348.  

Although this case involved a criminal charge against a judge, the reach of the Court’s 
analysis was not in any obvious way confined by that circumstance.  

Likewise, judicial immunity has not been extended to judges acting to promulgate a code of conduct 
for attorneys. Supreme Court of Virginia v. Consumers Union of United States, Inc., 446 U.S. 719 
(1980). In explaining why legislative, rather than judicial, immunity furnished the appropriate 
standard, we said: “Although it is clear that under Virginia law the issuance of the Bar Code was a 
proper function of the Virginia Court, propounding the Code was not an act of adjudication but one 
of rulemaking.” Id., at 731. Similarly, in the same case, we held that judges acting to enforce the Bar 
Code would be treated like prosecutors, and thus would [484 U.S. 219, 229]   be amenable to suit 
for injunctive and declaratory relief. Id., at 734-737. Cf. Pulliam v. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984). Once 
again, it was the nature of the function performed, not the identity of the actor who performed it, 
that informed our immunity analysis. 



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA

CHARLOTTE DIVISION

CIVIL NO. 3:04-CV-344-W

DON HAMRICK,

Plaintiff,

vs.

DAVID MICHAEL GEORGE,
DRAGAN SAMARDZIC, PATRICK
O’LEARY, JOHN WILLIAMSON,
and JON AHLIN,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

ORDER

Plaintiff’s motion for relief from judgment and motion to recuse (Doc. No. 39) is DENIED.

If Plaintiff believes that the Court’s decision is in error, his attention is directed to Rules 3 and 4 of

the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure for guidance on filing an appeal to the United States Court

of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit.  If Plaintiff elects to exercise his appeal rights, the Court finds that

28 U.S.C. § 1916 waives the requirement of prepayment of docket fees or furnishing security

therefor, and the Clerk of Court is so instructed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

     Signed: November 9, 2006
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United States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 05-5414 September Term, 2005

02cv01434
04cv01235

Filed On: November 2, 2005 [929349]

In Re: Don Hamrick,
Petitioner

           

O R D E R

On October 27, 2005, petitioner submitted a petition for writ of mandamus. The
petition has been assigned docket No. 05-5414. For this Court to consideration the
petition, it is

ORDERED, on the court’s own motion, that by December 2, 2005, petitioner must
either pay the $250.00 appellate docketing fee, or file a motion for leave to proceed in
forma pauperis in this court.  Petitioner’s failure to comply with this order will result in
dismissal of the petition for lack of prosecution.  See D.C. Cir. Rule 38.

The Clerk is directed to send this order and a blank copy of an application for leave
to proceed in forma pauperis to the petitioner both by certified mail, return receipt
requested, and by first class mail.

FOR THE COURT:
Mark J. Langer, Clerk

BY:
John T. Haley
Deputy Clerk



United States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 05-5414 September Term, 2005

02cv01434
04cv01235

Filed On: December 27, 2005
[939100]

In re: Don Hamrick,
Petitioner

           

O R D E R

By order filed November 2, 2006, petitioner was order to pay the filing fees or
submit a motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis by December 2, 2006.  To date,
nothing has been received.  Upon consideration of the foregoing, it is

ORDERED, on the court's own motion, that this petition be dismissed for lack of
prosecution.

FOR THE COURT:
Mark J. Langer, Clerk

BY:
Linda Jones
Deputy Clerk



United States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 04-5316 September Term, 2004

03cv02160

Filed On: March 11, 2005 [883266]

Don Hamrick,
Appellant

             v.

George W. Bush, President, et al.,
Appellees

BEFORE: Henderson and Roberts, Circuit Judges

O R D E R

Upon consideration of the court’s October 7, 2004 order to show cause, and the
response and supplement thereto, it is

ORDERED, on the court’s own motion, that the order to show cause be
discharged.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED, on the court’s own motion, that within 60 days of the date
of this order, appellant must either pay the $255 appellate filing and docketing fee to the
Clerk of the District Court, see Fed. R. App. P. 3(e); 28 U.S.C. § 1917, or file a motion in
the District Court for leave to proceed on appeal in forma pauperis, see Fed. R. App. P.
24(a)(1).  Appellant is not exempt from payment because he has not demonstrated that
this appeal is one for “wages or salvage or the enforcement of laws enacted for [his]
health or safety” as a seaman.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1916.  Failure to comply with this order
will result in dismissal of the appeal for lack of prosecution.  See D.C. Circuit Rule 38.  It
is

FURTHER ORDERED that consideration of appellant’s brief and any pending
motions be deferred pending further order of the court.

The Clerk is directed to send a copy of this order to appellant both by certified
mail, return receipt requested, and by first class mail.

Per Curiam
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United States Court of AppealsUnited States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 02-5334 September Term, 2002

02cv01435

Filed On: October 30, 2002 [710835]

Don Hamrick,
Appellant

             v.

George W. Bush, Jr., et al.,
Appellees

O R D E R

Upon consideration of the notice of appeal, it is

ORDERED, on the court’s own motion, that appellant show cause within 30 days of
the date of this order why he should not be required to pay the full appellate filing and
docketing fees before this appeal may proceed.  Should appellant seek to rely on 28
U.S.C. § 1916, he must demonstrate that he is a “seam[a]n” and that this appeal is one “for
wages or salvage or the enforcement of laws enacted for [his] health or safety.”  Id.  Failure
to comply with this order will result in dismissal of the appeal for lack of prosecution.  See
D.C. Circuit Rule 38.

The Clerk is directed to send a copy of this order to appellant both by certified mail,
return receipt requested, and by first class mail.  
 

FOR THE COURT:
Mark J. Langer, Clerk

BY:
Mark Butler
Deputy Clerk



United States Court of AppealsUnited States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 02-5334 September Term, 2002
02cv01435

Filed On: February 3, 2003 [729570]

Don Hamrick,
Appellant

             v.

George W. Bush, Jr., et al.,
Appellees

BEFORE: Randolph, Tatel, and Garland, Circuit Judges

O R D E R

Upon consideration of the court’s order to show cause filed October 30, 2002; the
motion for leave to appeal without payment of fees pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1916; the
motion to invite amicus curiae briefs; the motion for rulings on motions dismissed as moot
by the district court; the motion to substitute a party; the motion for publication; the motion
for leave to file an appendix; the motion for the issuance of subpoenas; the motions for
judicial notice of adjudicative facts and the supplement thereto; and the motion for leave to
file a petition for a writ of certiorari, it is

ORDERED that the order to show cause be discharged.  It is 

FURTHER ORDERED that the motion for leave to appeal without payment of fees
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1916 be denied.  Appellant has not demonstrated that this appeal
is one for “wages or salvage or the enforcement of laws enacted for [his] health or safety”
as a seaman.  28 U.S.C. § 1916.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED on the court’s own motion, that within 30 days of the date of
this order, appellant must either pay the $100.00 appellate docketing fee and the $5.00
filing fee to the Clerk of the District Court, see Fed. R. App. P. 3(e); 28 U.S.C. § 1917, or
file a motion in the District Court for leave to proceed on appeal in forma pauperis, see
Fed. R. App. P. 24(a)(1).  Failure to comply with this order will result in dismissal of the
appeal for lack of prosecution.  See D.C. Circuit Rule 38.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED that consideration of the remaining motions be deferred
pending further order of the court.



United States Court of AppealsUnited States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 02-5334 September Term, 2002
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The Clerk is directed to send a copy of this order to appellant both by certified mail,
return receipt requested, and by first class mail.

Per Curiam



United States Court of AppealsUnited States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 02-5334 September Term, 2002
02cv01435

Filed On: April 30, 2003 [746607]

Don Hamrick,
Appellant

             v.

George W. Bush, Jr., et al.,
Appellees

BEFORE: Edwards, Sentelle, and Garland, Circuit Judges

O R D E R

Upon consideration of the motion for appointment of counsel; the motions for
judicial notice of adjudicative facts and the supplement thereto; the motion to amend the
record; the motions to submit evidence; the motion for the issuance of subpoenas; the
motion for leave to file an appendix; the motion to substitute a party; the motion for leave to
file a petition for a writ of certiorari; the motion to invite amicus curiae briefs; the motion for
rulings on motions dismissed as moot by the district court; and the motion for publication; it
is

ORDERED that the motion for appointment of counsel be denied.  With the
exception of defendants appealing or defending in criminal cases, appellants are not
entitled to appointment of counsel when they have not demonstrated any likelihood of
success on the merits.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED that the motions for judicial notice be denied.  This court
may only take judicial notice of facts, not legal arguments.  See Fed. R. Evid. 201(b)(2)
(judicial notice may be taken of a fact that is “not subject to reasonable dispute” and is
“generally known within the territorial jurisdiction of the trial court” or is "capable of accurate
and ready determination by resort to sources whose accuracy cannot reasonably be
questioned").  Moreover, to the extent appellant argues that he should not be required to
pay the appellate filing fee because the district court did not require him to pay its filing fee
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1916, this court is not bound by the actions of the district court.  It
is

FURTHER ORDERED that the motions to amend the record, to submit evidence,
and for the issuance of subpoenas be denied.  Appellant provides no reason for this court
to depart from its general rule not to consider evidence or theories not presented 



United States Court of AppealsUnited States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 02-5334 September Term, 2002

2

to the district court, see Frito-Lay v. Willoughby, 863 F.2d 1029, 1036 (D.C. Cir. 1988);
District of Columbia v. Air Florida, Inc. 750 F.2d 1077, 1084 (D.C. Cir. 1984), nor does he
assert that anything “material” has been omitted from the record as it now stands, or that
the record does not “truly disclose[] what occurred in district court.”  Fed. R. App. P.
10(e)(1), (2).  It is 

FURTHER ORDERED that the motion for leave to file an appendix be denied. 
Appellant’s lodged “appendix” primarily contains legal argument, which is properly
included in a brief, not an appendix.  Because appellant has not sought leave to exceed
the word limits on his brief, this motion will be denied.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED that the motion to substitute a party be denied.  Appellant
has not shown that jurisdiction over the Merchant Marine has been transferred from the
Department of Transportation to the Department of Homeland Security.  See 46 U.S.C. §
2103.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED that the motion for leave to file a petition for a writ of
certiorari be denied.  Appellant does not need permission from this court to file a petition
for a writ of certiorari with the Supreme Court.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED that the motions to invite amicus curiae briefs, for rulings on
motions dismissed as moot by the district court, and for publication be denied.  It is

FURTHER ORDERED, on the court’s own motion, that the court will dispose of the
appeal without oral argument on the basis of the record and the presentation in appellant’s
brief and the supplement thereto.  The court has determined that oral argument will not
assist it in this case.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2); D.C. Cir. Rule 34(j).

Per Curiam



United States Court of AppealsUnited States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 02-5334 September Term, 2003
02cv01435

Filed On: February 3, 2004 [800878]

Don Hamrick,
Appellant

             v.

George W. Bush, Jr., et al.,
Appellees

BEFORE: Ginsburg, Chief Judge, and Edwards, Sentelle, Henderson,                  
       Randolph, Rogers, Tatel, and Roberts, Circuit Judges

O R D E R

Upon consideration of the petition for rehearing en banc, the absence of a request
by any member of the court for a vote, and the motion for reimbursement of appellate filing
fees, it is

ORDERED that the motion for reimbursement of appellate filing fees be denied.  It
is

FURTHER ORDERED that the petition for rehearing en banc be denied.  The
Clerk is directed to accept no further submissions from appellant in this closed case. 

Per Curiam

FOR THE COURT:
Mark J. Langer, Clerk

By:
Michael C. McGrail
Deputy Clerk/LD

* Circuit Judge Garland did not participate in this matter



United States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 04-5316 September Term, 2004

03cv02160

Filed On: October 7, 2004 [853363]

Don Hamrick,
Appellant

             v.

George W. Bush, President, et al.,
Appellees

O R D E R

Upon consideration of the notice of appeal, it is

ORDERED, on the court’s own motion, that appellant show cause on or before
November 8, 2004, why he should not be required to pay the full $255 appellate filing and
docketing fees before this appeal may proceed.  Should appellant seek to rely on 
28 U.S.C. §1916, he must demonstrate that he is a “seam[a]n” and that this appeal is one
“for wages or salvage or the enforcement of laws enacted for [his] health or safety.” Id. 
Failure to comply with this order will result in dismissal of the appeal for lack of
prosecution.  See D.C. Circuit Rule 38.

The Clerk is directed to send a copy of this order to appellant both by certified mail,
return receipt requested, and by first class mail.

FOR THE COURT:
Mark J. Langer, Clerk

BY:
John T. Haley
Deputy Clerk



 

EMAIL NO. 2 
Fw: NOTICE OF INTENT: 

CITIZEN’S ARRESTS WITHIN THE LAW WITH FLE ASSISTANCE 

Fri, October 8, 2010 1:09:56 PM 
From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 
To: “Internal Affairs, U.S. Marshals Service” <internal.affairs@usdoj.gov> 
Cc: AskDOJ@usdoj.gov;  

Lanny A. Breuer Criminal Division at Justice Department <Criminal.Division@usdoj.gov>;  
“John Perren Acting Assistant Director in Charge, FBI Washington DC” <washington.field@ic.fbi.gov>;  
Capitol Police - Office of Inspector General <OIG@cap-police.senate.gov>;  
FALSE COMPLAINT OF THREAT (Capitol Police)<threats@uscp.gov>;  
Dinah Shelton - U.S. - Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR) <cidhdenuncias@oas.org>; 

Staff for U.S. Rep. Marion Berry (AR-D): 
“Erika Chudy, Chief of Staff, Jonesboro Office” <erika.krennerich@mail.house.gov>;  
“Will Jennings, Communications Director, Capitol Office” <will.jennings@mail.house.gov>;  
“Jeff Adkins, Legislative Director (Judiciary) Capitol Office” <jeff.adkins@mail.house.gov>;  
“Tim Bass, Legislative Asst (Judiciary) Capitol Office” <tim.bass@mail.house.gov>;  
“Cynthia Blankenship, Legislative Asst., Capitol Office” <cynthia.blankenship@mail.house.gov>;  
“David Murimi, Legislative Asst./Correspondent, Capitol Office” <david.murimi@mail.house.gov>;  
“Jennifer Burleson, Regional Office Manager/Caseworker” <Jennifer.Burleson@mail.house.gov> 

 
TO ALL CC’d RECIPIENTS:  

This is to inform all CC’d recipients that I will be forwarding the majority of emails to Internal 
Affairs of the U.S. Marshals Service relating to corruption and extortion by federal judges because it 
has been Marshal William Jessup at the U.S. District Court/DC Circuit who has threatened me with 
arrest while ignoring my probable cause evidence of extortion because it is appended to my self-
styled Citizen’s Arrest Warrant in accordance with D.C. Code § 23-582.  

TO: INTERNAL AFFAIRS, U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE  

After 7 years of trying to get an analytically definitive legal response to the issue on the right of a 
civil plaintiff/seaman’s implied private right of action to make citizen’s arrests of federal judges at the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit and the Chief Justice John G. Roberts (for extortion when 
he was a judge at the DC Circuit) of exempted filing fees, the Seamen’s Suit law, 28 U.S.C. § 1916 
versus 18 U.S.C. § 872 and the corresponding predicate acts of extortion for allegations of 
racketeering under the RICO Act. It seems that the U.S Marshals Service has a standing policy that 
federal judges and federal court clerks have absolute immunity from prosecution for felony crimes 
committed in their administrative duties when the actual absolute immunity applies only to federal 
judges in their judicial duties. Issuing court orders to a U.S. merchant seaman to pay the filing fee of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit, the 8th Circuit, the U.S. Supreme Court, and the U.S. 
District Court in Little Rock, Arkansas, clearly an administrative duty because filing fees have no 
bering on the judicial merits of the case, are felony violations of the Seamen’s Suit law, 28 U.S.C. § 
1916. But because I am an unrepresented civil plaintiff/seaman (no attorney to represent me) I am 
powerless to rectify the extortion. All mortions for the return of the filing fees are denied. Seven 
years of seeking remedies through the U.S. Marshals Service, the FBI, the Justice Department, 
members of Congress have been exhausted. I am left with the one lawful remedy of last resort: 
Citizen’s Arrest as authorized by D.C. Code § 23-582. But even though Citizen’s Arrest is a statutory 
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right under the D.C. Code Marshal William Jessup claims that the D.C. Code has no jurisdiction 
inside federal court buildings.  

FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE  

Rule 64. Seizing a Person or Property 

(a) REMEDIES UNDER STATE LAW—IN GENERAL. At the commencement of and 
throughout an action, every remedy is available that, under the law of the state where the 
court is located, provides for seizing a person or property to secure satisfaction of the 
potential judgment. But a federal statute governs to the extent it applies.  

 
(b) SPECIFIC KINDS OF REMEDIES. The remedies available under this rule include the 
following—however designated and regardless of whether state procedure requires an 
independent action:  

• arrest; 
• attachment; 
• garnishment; 
• replevin; 
• sequestration; and 
• other corresponding or equivalent remedies. [MY COMMENT: i.e., 
Citizen’s Arrest] 

Motions for Replevin have been denied. And where the Marshal William Jessup and Deputy 
Marshal Anthony Campos’s threats of arrest over my inquiries about Citizen’s Arrest based on 
probable cause evidence of extortion when Rule 64, the implied private right of action of the 
Seamen’s Suit law 28 U.S.C. § 1916, 18 U.S.C. § 872, the RICO Act laws on extortion, and D.C. 
Code § 23-582 are interpreted to authorize me to make citizen’s arrest only if my probable cause 
evidence is proveable (and it is proveable) then Marshal William Jessup and Deputy Marshal 
Anthony Campos are chargeable with Obstruction of Justice as a predicate act of racketeering 
activities under the RICO Act because their obstructions have occurred from 2003 to the present.  

I am at the point where I am DEMANDING FLE ACTION to prove my right to make citizen’s 
arrest of federal judges and court clerk personnel for extortion or I run the risk of getting myself 
arrested for exercising statutory rights designed as part of the checks and balance system protecting 
the Guarantee of a Republican Form of Government as provided in the Constitution of the United 
States and the Bill of Rights.  
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EMAIL NO. 3 
NOTICE OF INTENT:  

CITIZEN’S ARRESTS WITHIN THE LAW WITH FLE ASSISTANCE 

Tuesday, October 12, 2010 12:01:01 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: internal.affairs@usdoj.gov  

ATTACHED: WARNING AND NOTICE OF INTENT.pdf (125KB) 
(SAME LETTER  AT PAGES 2-18 HERE) 

SENDING AGAIN TO USMS TO CONFIRM DELIVERY  

PLEASE, I NEED THE NAME AND EMAIL ADDRESS TO THE PERSON AT INTERNAL 
AFFAIRS WHO WILL INVESTIGATE MY COMPLAINT.  

ADDED INQUIRY: I am on a USMS WATCHLIST/BOLO such that I must be escorted by Marshals 
or Deputy Marshal whenever I visit the U.S. District Court for DC or the DC Circuit (and possibly 
even the U.S. Supreme Court). I am claiming that this watchlist is maliciously issued based on a 
misunderstanding on an email from 2002 or 2003 asking for help and advice on the right to make a 
citizen’s arrest of federal judges.  

I WANT MY NAME REMOVED FROM THAT WATCH LIST.  

I WANT A CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION INTO MARSHAL WILLIAM JESSUP & DEPUTY 
MARSHAL ANTHONY CAMPOS FOR OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE BY THREATENING TO 
ARREST ME IN REGARD TO MY INQUIRIES (REQUESTING HELP AND ADVICE WHICH I 
NEVER RECEIVED) INTO MAKING CITIZEN’S ARREST OF FEDERAL JUDGES AND COURT 
PERSONNEL FOR SEVERAL COUNTS OF EXTORTION UNDER COLOR OF LAW (28 U.S.C. § 
1916 versus 18 U.S.C. § 872 AS PREDICATE ACTS TO RACKETEERING ACTIVITIES UNDER 
THE RICO ACT) AS AUTHORIZED BY D.C. CODE § 23-582 AND RULE 64 OF THE FEDERAL 
RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE.  

THE FORWARDED EMAIL HERE PRESENTS MY FULL LEGAL ARGUMENT SUPPORTING MY 
CLAIM THAT I CAN, IN FACT AND LAW, MAKE A CITIZEN’S ARREST OF FEDERAL JUDGES 
AND COURT PERSONNEL WHEN THERE EXISTS PROBABLE CAUSE EVIDENCE OF FELONY 
EXTORTION UNDER COLOR OF LAW BECAUSE FEDERAL JUDGES AND COURT 
PERSONNEL ARE NOT ABOVE THE LAW IN THEIR ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES (NON-
JUDICIAL DUTIES) AND ARE THEREBY NOT PROTECTED BY ABSOLUTE IMMUNITY.  

IT IS (AS I BELIEVE) BECAUSE I AM AN UNREPRESENTED CIVIL PLAINTIFF STANDING UP 
TO CORRUPTION IN THE FEDERAL COURTS THAT THE U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE 
THROUGH MARSHAL WILLIAM JESSUP AND DEPUTY MARSHAL ANTHONY CAMPOS 
BELIEVE THAT FEDERAL JUDGES ARE ABOVE THE LAW AND CANNOT UNDER ANY 
CIRCUMSTANCES BE SUBJECTED TO CITIZEN’S ARREST. THEY TAKE COURT ORDERS 
COMPELLING ME TO PAY FILING FEES OF THE DC CIRCUIT AND THE U.S. SUPREME 
COURT AT FACE VALUE AS LEGITIMATE AND LAWFUL COURT ORDERS. BUT THEY 
IGNORE EVIDENCE CONTRADICTING THE COURT ORDERS SUCH AS MY MERCHANT 
MARINER’S DOCUMENT AND THE FEDERAL LAW ON THE “SEAMEN’S SUIT” 28 U.S.C. § 
1916 AND THE LAW AGAINST EXTORTION 18 U.S.C. § 872 AND THE RICO ACT WHEN 
SUCH EXTORTIONS OCCUR REPEATEDLY FROM 2002 TO THE PRESENT.  
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WHY CAN’T I ENFORCE MY STATUTORY RIGHT OF THE FILING FEE EXEMPTION UNDER 
28 U.S.C. § 1916 WITH FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE?  

Thank you. 

EMAIL NO. 4 
RE: CORRECTED: NOTICE OF INTENT:  

CITIZEN’S ARRESTS WITHIN THE LAW WITH FLE ASSISTANCE 

Tue, October 12, 2010 2:00:01 PM 

From: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov> 

To: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com>  

 

Mr. Hamrick, 

Per your request, this is confirmation that USMS Internal Affairs is now in receipt of 
your full complaint. It is being forwarded to be assigned to the appropriate Investigator. 

 

EMAIL NO. 5 
MORE EVIDENCE: ATTEMPTED EXTORTION - HAWAII - U.S. DISTRICT COURT 

Saturday, October 16, 2010 12:45:38 AM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

SEE: http://nativeborncitizen.wordpress.com/2010/08/28/hamrick-v-fukino-docket/  

12/22/2008 5//  Emergency MOTION to Expedite Plaintiff’s Motion for Court Order for a 
Certified Copy of Barrack Hussein Obama’s Birth Certificate as Evidence Proving 
or Disproving Eligilibity to Hold the Office of the President of the United States and 
the Duty to Be Substituted as Defendant Under Rule 25 (d) Substitution of 
Defendant of the Federal Rules of Evidence. Plaintiff’s SCHEDULING 
CONFERENCE STATEMENT AND CORPORATE DISCLOSURE 
STATEMENT. Seaman’s Suit Filing Fee Exemption: 28 USC 1916. by 
Plaintiff Don Hamrick (ecs, ) (Entered: 12/23/2008) 

12/23/2008 6//  ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF’S EMERGENCY MOTION TO EXPEDITE 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR COURT ORDER FOR CERTIFIED COPY OF 
BARACK HUSSEIN OBAMA’S BIRTH CERTIFICATE 5 . Signed by JUDGE 
KEVIN S.C. CHANG on 12/23/08. The Court HEREBY DENIES Plaintiff’s Motion. 
Plaintiff is again cautioned that if he does not immediately remit 
payment of the $350 filing fee or file an application to proceed in forma 
pauperis for the Courts consideration, his action may be dismissed. (ecs, 
) (Entered: 12/23/2008) 
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EMAIL NO. 6 
MORE EVIDENCE: CORRUPT FEDERAL JUDGES 

Sun, October 17, 2010 9:40:41 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

Attached: Pages i-v and 5 from 2010 Amended Admiralty Complaint.pdf (460KB) 

 

The ATTACHED PDF file and the copied text below provide enough evidence of judicial corruption 
on the bench by federal judges hell-bent on blocking my Second Amendment case for “NATIONAL 
OPEN CARRY” from advancing to a civil jury trial.  

QUESTION FOR THE U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE:  

If everywhere the evidence proves corruption of federal judges in the abusing the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure then doesn’t stand to reason that I deserve the benefit of the doubt that I found it 
necessary to try my hand at Citizen’s Arrest as a means of last resort when Federal Law Enforcement 
(Justice Department, FBI, and U.S.M.S.) ignored my complaints of extortion and corruption?  

My fear now is the Internal Affairs Division of the U.S. Marshals Service will ignore and 
cover-up my complaint.  

-----------COPIED TEXT FROM FORTHCOMING AMENDED ADMIRALTY COMPLAINT----------  

Judge Richard W. Roberts’ Order of Recusal, first granting my Motion for Recusal (January 13, 
2004) the one week later denying my Motion for Recusal but recused himself sua sponte so as not to 
appear to have been outwitted by a pro se civil plaintiff. (My suspicion.) The very act of Judge 
Richard W. Robert first granting my motion for recusal then denying my motion but recusing himself 
sua sponte may have been procedurally bizarre it was, nevertheless, a brief shining moment of hope 
of getting a judge from another district that would not be tarnished by the corruption of Washington, 
DC politics and power plays until my case was corruptly commandeered by Judge Reggie B. 
Walton. 

[January 14, 2004], U.S. District Judge Reggie B. Walton dismissed on standing grounds the 
claims of all but one plaintiff in Seegars v. Ashcroft, a Second Amendment challenge to the D.C. gun 
ban. With respect to one plaintiff deemed to have standing, Judge Walton held that she was “unable 
to maintain a Second Amendment challenge … and, in any event, the Second Amendment does 
not apply to the District of Columbia.” Seegars v. Ashcroft, 297 F. Supp. 2d 201, 204 (D.D.C. 
2004).[1]  

January 15, 2004, Judge Reggie B. Walton was assigned to my Second Amendment case in 
defiance of Judge Richard W. Roberts’ recusal recommendation to assign my case to a judge from 
another district. Judge Walton was and still is a judge from the same district court as Judge Roberts. 
How in the Hell did Judge Walton get assigned to my case ONE day after his ruling in 
the Seegars case that the Second Amendment does not apply to the District of 
Columbia and just TWO days after Judge Richard W. Roberts’ Order Granting Recusal? 
Judge Walton had a clear preconceived bias against my Second Amendment case. 
Something stinks in this particular “due process!”  
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[1] Robert A. Levy, Oversight Hearing on the District of Columbia’s Gun Control Laws, Testimony 
before the Committee on Government Reform United States House of Representatives, June 28, 
2005. Available online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12279#a15  

 
PAGE i FROM AMENDED COMPLAINTG

 39

http://us.mg2.mail.yahoo.com/dc/blank.html?bn=504.5&.intl=us&.lang=en-US
http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12279


 

PAGE ii FROM AMENDED COMPLAINTG

 40



  

 41

PAGE iii FROM AMENDED COMPLAINTG
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PAGE iv FROM AMENDED COMPLAINTG
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PAGE 5 FROM AMENDED COMPLAINTG
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EMAIL NO. 7 
MORE EVIDENCE: CORRUPTION AT THE U.S. SUPREME COURT 

Monday, October 18, 2010 11:46:52 AM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

Attached: Page 6 from 2010 Amended Admiralty Complaint.pdf (153KB) 

 

THE ATTACHED PDF is page 6 from my forthcoming Amended Admiralty/RICO Act Complaint. It 
shows a comparison of U.S. Supreme Court Docket Reports of three Second Amendment cases in 
table form side-by-side. Two cases were represented by attorneys. One case was not represented by 
an attorney and that case was my case! The side-by-side comparison shows that my case did not get 
equal treatment under the law. It was essential ignored and denied because of what I believe is 
prejudice against pro se civil appellants, especially those with cases approaching the constitutional 
limits of the Secondment such as National Open Carry in interstate travel from a U.S. merchant 
seaman. 

Silveira v. Lockyer involved a challenge to the Constitutionality of the Roberti-Roos Assault 
Weapons Control Act (AWCA); California legislation banned the manufacture, sale, 
transportation, or importation of specified semi-automatic firearms. The plaintiffs alleged that 
various provisions of the AWCA infringed upon their constitutionally guaranteed right to keep and 
bear arms as individuals. 

In Bach v. Pataki, 408 F.3d 75 (2d Cir. 2005), the Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit rejected a 
challenge to a New York gun control law. The Court held that the Second Amendment does not 
limit state power to restrict gun possession by law-abiding citizens traveling through the state. This 
action was heard in a federal district court in 2003, and by the Second Circuit in 2005, which 
affirmed the lower court’s decision. See Nelson Lund, Have Gun, Can’t Travel: The Right to Arms 
under the Privileges and Immunities Clause of Article IV, 73 UMKC Law Review 952 (2005) 
(footnotes omitted here): 

David Bach is a former Navy SEAL, a commissioned officer in the Naval Reserve, an 
experienced firearms instructor, and an attorney. He is now employed by the Department of 
Defense, where he holds a Top Secret security clearance. This model citizen resides in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, where he is licensed to carry a concealed weapon. 

Bach periodically takes his wife and three young children to upstate New York by car in 
order to visit his parents. This lengthy journey goes through several high-crime areas in New 
York, and he wants to carry a defensive firearm on his person, either openly or concealed, in 
case of a criminal assault during one of these trips. New York issues licenses to carry firearms 
to its own citizens who meet certain statutory criteria, and to nonresidents who have their 
principal place of employment or business in the state, but not to visitors like Bach. If he 
carried his personal weapon with him, he would be committing a felony. 
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PAGE 6 FROM MY AMENDED ADMARILTY/RICO ACT COMPLAINT 
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My Second Amendment case is very similar to Bach. But instead of being a Navy Seal my case 
present the Second Amendment from a U.S. merchant seaman’s point of view and all that it brings 
to the table from the right to travel interstate (as in Bach) to the right of armed self-defense against 
pirates on the high seas while aboard U.S. flag merchant vessels.  

See also Maritime Transportation Security News & Views (blog of Maritime Protective Services), 
State Dep’t & USCG Respond to Suez Canal Firearms Prohibition Published, September 8, 2010. 
My comment to the blog article:  

All the more reason for the U.S. Department of State to initiate treaty negotiations with 
maritime nations through the United Nations on the premise that the right to armed self-
defense on the high seas is an international human right if the premise that piracy on the 
high seas is a crime against humanity to have any meaning. 

See also Maritime Transportation Security News & Views (blog of Maritime Protective Services), 
USCG Updates Information on Foreign Nations’ Policies Towards Weapons on US-Flag Commercial 
Vessels, August 18, 2010. This blog article state, in part: 

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. 

My comment to this blog article: 

The Port Information Matrix is a delaying tactic to the inevitable treaty: Global Maritime 
Treaty for Defensively Armed Merchant Vessels and Crew with Security Duties Against 
Piracy and Armed Robbery. 

If there is a human right to life in human rights treaties then there should be a corresponding 
human right to armed self-defense, an international “Second Amendment human right” for 
merchant vessels and crew of maritime nations. 

See also Kenneth Anderson, More Piracy Blogging at Opinio Juris, at The Volokh Conspiracy (blog), 
August 18, 2010. My comment to this blog article: 

2010 Year of the Seafarer 

World Maritime Day, Sept. 23, 2010 

World Maritime Day, Sept. 22, 2011: Piracy: Orchestrating the Response 

What about “Orchestrating a Response” for Second Amendment rights of U.S. seafarers 
to defend against pirates on the high seas with the NRA leading the “Response”?  

What about National Open Carry for U.S. seafarers in intrastate and interstate travel?  

What about Hamrick v. United States, et al, U.S. District Court for DC, No. 10-cv-0857-JDB, 
filed May 18, 2010? It is a dual-purposed Second Amendment case (1) for Second 
Amendment rights of U.S. seafarers to defend against pirates on the high seas; and (2) for 
National Open Carry for U.S. seafarers (and U.S. citizens) in intrastate and interstate travel. 

Where is the NRA for U.S. seafarers’ Second Amendment rights? 
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National Open Carry is still the constitutional norm even though it may not be the legal 
norm or the social norm. But who says the National Open Carry aspect of the Second 
Amendment (the full scope in judicial terms) cannot be resurrected to its proper standing as 
the legal norm and the social norm that it held during the ratification of the Bill of Rights? Or 
is the an idea too radical for today’s society? 

As you can see the subject matter I want to bring to the federal court is a very serious matter of not 
only about the life and death consequences of piracy on the high seas but also the same life and 
death consequences of interstate travel without firearms for armed self-defense. But because I do not 
have an attorney to represent me and because the federal judges hate to see pro se civil plaintiffs 
getting a civil jury trial the federal judges assigned to my cases have pulled every dirty trick by 
abusively using the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Appellate Procedure, and the Rules of the 
Supreme Court of the United States. Judicial bias against pro se civil plaintiffs is a national epedemic 
and a disgrace to the American judicial system. 

The moral of my story is that if I cannot exercise any rights or powers (Tenth Amendment powers 
reserved to the People) to enforce my rights against any one or all three branches of the U.S. 
Government but must wait until the U.S. Government decides to make laws and treaties allowing 
U.S. citizen’s to exercise their constitutional and human rights under the Second Amendment then 
we have no rights of our own but only privileges granted by the U.S. Government. We the People 
are then, in fact and law, slaves to the federal courts begging for permission to exercise are 
privileges.  

Ayn Rand quotation is most appropriate here: “We are fast approaching the stage of the ultimate 
inversion: the stage where the government is free to do anything it pleases, while the citizens may act 
only by permission; which is the stage of the darkest periods of human history, the stage of rule by 
brute force.” 

The question I put to the U.S. Marshals Service: Will the Internal Affairs Division of the 
U.S. Marshals Service let corrupt federal judges do anything they please against 
powerless unrepresented civil plaintiffs through abuse of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, committing extortion of their filing fees from a U.S. merchant seaman in 
violation of federal laws (28 U.S.C. § 1916 versus 18 U.S.C. § 872)? Or will the 
Internals Affairs Division of the U.S. Marshals Service recommend to the U.S. 
Department of Justice that they investigate and prosecute the corrupt federal judges 
involved in obstructions of justice related to my case? 
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EMAIL NO. 8 
Re: MORE EVIDENCE: CORRUPTION AT THE U.S. SUPREME COURT 

Mon, October 18, 2010 12:24:02 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

 

I have not only presented facial challenge on the validity of federal court orders regarding filing fees 
from a U.S. merchant seaman but I have now presented evidence on the sub-layer of corruption 
behind the facial front of those federal court orders. I have presented a concise, logical, and legal 
argument with ample evidence to support my allegations of corruption agents of the U.S. Marshals 
Service and corrupt federal judges at the U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit and justices of the 
U.S. Supreme Court.  

It is my experience that the longer time passes without an answer coming from a federal law 
enforcement agency to more likely it becomes that I am being ignored.  

Does Internal Affairs intend to ignore my complaint? 

 

EMAIL NO. 9 
Re: CORRECTED: NOTICE OF INTENT:  

CITIZEN’S ARRESTS WITHIN THE LAW WITH FLE ASSISTANCE 

Monday, October 18, 2010  4:29:53 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

 

Six days has passed since your acknowledgement. Who is the investigator for my complaint? Why 
hasn’t he contacted me?  
 

EMAIL NO. 10 
Tue, October 19, 2010 10:01:04 AM  

Re: CORRECTED: NOTICE OF INTENT: CITIZEN’S ARRESTS WITHIN THE LAW WITH FLE 
ASSISTANCE  

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 2010  

PLEASE, WHAT IS THE STATUS OF MY COMPLAINT? 
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EMAIL NO. 11 
Tue, October 19, 2010 10:01:04 AM  

Re: CORRECTED: NOTICE OF INTENT: CITIZEN’S ARRESTS WITHIN THE LAW WITH FLE 
ASSISTANCE  

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 2010  

PLEASE, WHAT IS THE STATUS OF MY COMPLAINT? 
 

EMAIL NO. 12 
WARNING AND NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE CITIZEN’S ARREST 

Wednesday, October 20, 2010 12:28:53 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: 
Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>;  
FBI Field Office Washington DC <washington.field@ic.fbi.gov>;  
Inspector General U.S. Dept of Justice <inspector.general@usdoj.gov>  

Attached: WARNING AND NOTICE OF INTENT.pdf (255KB) 

[SAME ATTACHED PDF LETTER AS PAGES 4-20) ABOVE] 

PLEASE INSURE TO FOREWARD THIS EMAIL TO:  

Lanny Breuer, Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, U.S. Department of Justice  
Jack Smith, Chief, Public Integrity Section, Criminal Division, U.S. Department of Justice  
Robert Mueller, Director, FBI, Washington, DC  
Jack Clark, Director, U.S. Marshals Service, Washington, DC  
U.S. Supreme Court Police  
Phillip Morse, Sr., Chief, U.S. Capitol Police, Washington, DC 

PUTTING FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ON NOTICE  

NOTICE OF INTENT  

TO MAKE CITIZEN’S ARREST OF FEDERAL JUDGES AND COURT PERSONNEL  

ON PROBABLE CAUSE EVIDENCE OF EXTORTION AND OBSTRUCTIONS OF 
JUSTICE  

If there is anything illegal with the procedures I propose for my Citizen’s Arrest 
Warrant of federal judges and court personnel for felony extortion of filing fees (28 
U.S.C. § 1916 versus 18 U.S.C. § 872 and the federal racketeering laws on extortion 
and obstructions of justice as predicate acts to racketeering activities under the RICO 
Act then you have a duty to assist and to advise me on what those illegalities are and 
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the correct procedures are to correct those illegalities so that I can present a proper 
Citizen’s Arrest Warrant with “probable cause evidence” 0supporting the Citizen’s 
Arrest Warrant.  

Because I have received NO information from the Internal Affairs Division of the U.S. Marshals 
Service in answer to my inquiries on the status of my complaint I must now place the U.S. Marshals 
Service and other Federal Law Enforcement Agencies on NOTICE of my itnent to present Citizen’s 
Arrest Warrant for named federal judges and court clerks for felony extortion.  

The attached PDF letter places the six primary Federal Law Enforcement Agencies in Washington 
on NOTICE to comply with DC Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A) and DC Code § 23-582(c) by taking the 
named judges and court clerks into physical custody on the allegations contained in the Citizen’s 
Arrest Warrant attached to the letter.  

The evidence included in the ATTACHED letter is sufficient to compel the Justice Department to 
authorized an investigation into this matter and compel the FBI to make the arrests in response to 
my Citizen’s Arrest Warrant.  

IF I RECEIVE NO RESPONSE FROM ANY OF THE RECIPIENTS OF THE ATTACHED LETTER: I 
will be compelled to travel to Washington, DC to present the Citizen’s Arrest Warrant to any federal 
law enforcement officers from the Federal Law Enforcement Agencies noted in the attached letter.  

Signed: Don Hamrick 
 

EMAIL NO. 13 
Fw: WARNING AND NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE CITIZEN’S ARREST 

Wed, October 20, 2010 1:17:12 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>   

Attached: WARNING AND NOTICE OF INTENT.pdf (255KB)  

[SAME ATTACHED PDF LETTER AS PAGES 4-20) ABOVE] 

AND FORWARD THIS EMAIL TO:  

Ronald C. Machen, U.S. Attorney, Judiciary Center, 555 4th St., NW, Washington, DC 
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EMAIL NO. 14 
[REPLY FROM] U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE, OFFICE OF INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS 

WITH ATTACHED LETTER 

Wed, October 20, 2010 1:18:46 PM 

From: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov> 

To: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com>   

Attached: OII Letter.PDF (20KB)  

 

Mr. Hamrick, 

Please see the attached documentation regarding your complaint. 

Thank you 

 

 

 

 

 

SEE NEXT PAGE FOR ATTACHED LETTER FROM  
U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE, OFFICE OF INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS 
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EMAIL NO. 15 
CORRECTED: RE: OFFICE OF INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS LETTER 

Wed, October 20, 2010 2:03:51 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

 

Okay. That’s all fine and dandy but for one thing.  

I still need to know the U.S. Marshals Service official policy on Citizen’s Arrest of federal judges’ 
administrative duties amounting to criminal activities such as probable cause evidence of felony 
extortion and obstructions of justice as predicate act of racketeering activities under the RICO Act as 
it relates to the DC Code § 23-582(b)(1)(A) and § 23-582(c).  

WILL I BE ARRESTED FOR PRESENTING A CITIZEN’S ARREST WARRANT TO THE 
U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE WITH THE EXPECTATION THAT THE U.S. MARSHALS 
SERVICE OR THE FBI WILL DO THE PHYSICAL TAKING INTO CUSTODY?  

I AM ACTING ON MY UNDERSTANDING OF THE LAW OF CITIZEN’S ARREST THAT 
I DO HAVE PRIVILIGES AND IMMUNITIES UNDER ARTICLE IV, SECTION 2, AND 
THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT, THE NINTH AMENDMENT, AND THE POWERS 
RESERVED TO THE PEOPLE UNDER THE TENTH AMENDMENT TO MAKE 
CITIZEN’S ARREST ON PROBABLE CAUSE EVIDENCE OF FELONIES COMMITTED 
IN VIOLATION OF FEDERAL LAWS.  

REFUSAL TO ANSWER THIS QUESTION WILL BE CONSTRUED AS ENTRAPMENT IF 
I AM ARRESTED AFTER AMPLE TIME FOR ANSWERS TO MY QUESTIONS HAVE 
BEEN WITHHELD. 

The NEXT STAGE is the mailing of my NOTICE OF INTENT. Then after such time has passed and 
no answers to my mailed NOTICE OF INTENT I will travel to Washington, DC to present the 
Citizen’s Arrest Warrant with the expectations that the actual physical arrests of the named federal 
judges and court personnel will be done in my presense so that I will be immune to any violation of 
18 U.S.C. § 111 Assault; § 1201 Kidnapping; and § Hostage Taking.  

From my understanding you cannot turn a common law right, a statutory right, or a 
constitutional right into a crime.  

NO ONE HAS PRESENTED ANY FACTS OR LAWS THAT PROVES I CANNOT MAKE 
A CITIZEN’S ARREST OF FEDERAL JUDGES OR COURT PERSONNEL UNDER MY 
CIRCUMSTANCES.  

IF THERE ARE FACTS AND LAWS THEN PRESENT THEM TO ME NOW.  

Signed: Don Hamrick.  
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EMAIL NO. 16 
RE: CORRECTED: RE: OFFICE OF INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS LETTER 

Wed, October 20, 2010 3:48:13 PM 

From: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov> 

To: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com>  

 

Mr. Hamrick, 

The Office of Internal Investigations only handles internal cases within the agency and 
cannot answer your question on whether or not you would be arrested for presenting a 
Citizen’s Arrest Warrant. However your question would most likely be answered best by 
the division in question. Your complaint was regarding personnel within the District of 
Columbia Superior Court and you can reach their main office line at (202) 616-8600.  

Thank you. 

 

EMAIL NO. 17 
RE: CORRECTED: RE: OFFICE OF INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS LETTER 

Wed, October 20, 2010 7:09:24 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>  

 

YOU WROTE: "Your complaint was regarding personnel within the District of Columbia 
Superior Court and you can reach their main office line at (202) 616-8600."  

MY REBUTTAL:  

BULLSHIT! My complaint was regarding agents of the U.S. Marshals Service obstructing justice by 
providing me with false statements (18 U.S.C. § 1001) that I cannot arrest federal judges or court 
personnel of the U.S. COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DC CIRCUIT and the U.S. SUPREME 
COURT under any circumstances in addition to a "manhunt" intercepting me during a Greyhound 
Bus trip in Richmond, Virginia when I was on my way to visit the U.S. Marshals Service in 
Washington, DC to ask questions about the Citizen's Arrest Warrant matter because I want to do 
these legally and properly within the law, as the law provides.  

What made you think my complaint regarded the DC Superior Court?  

Your obvious lack of familiarity with my the details of my complaint by the information you 
provided in your response tells me that the Internal Affairs Division of the U.S. Marshals Service DID 
NOTHING BUT DISCARD MY COMPLAINT. From your answer, I presume there was NO 
INTERNAL INVESTIGATION AND YOU PULLED YOUR REPLY OUT OF YOUR ASS TO 
PROTECT DEPUTY MARSHALS ANTHONY CAMPOS AND MARSHAL WILLIAM JESSUP. (I 
could be wrong but that's what you lead me to believe.)  

I will file a complaint of Obstruction of Justice by the U.S. Marshals Service with the Inspector 
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General of the U.S. Department of Justice using your email response of supporting evidence.  

My questions to the I.G. at Justice will be very damning to the U.S. Marshals Service.  

Signed: Don Hamrick  

 

 

EMAIL NO. 18 
CORRUPTION WITHIN THE U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE, WASHINGTON, DC? 

Wed, October 20, 2010 11:24:04 PM 

From: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com> 

To: Inspector General U.S. Dept of Justice <inspector.general@usdoj.gov>  

Cc: 
Internal Affairs (USMS) <Internal.Affairs@usdoj.gov>; 

FBI Field Office Washington DC <washington.field@ic.fbi.gov> 

 

WHAT THE HELL IS GOING ON WITH THE INTERNAL AFFAIRS DIVISION OF THE 
U.S. MARSHALS SERVICE?  

I sent a series of emails to the Internal Affairs Division complaining about Deputy Marshal Anthony 
Campos and Marshal William Jessup of the U.S. District Court for DC and the DC Circuit and I get 
this idiot response that my complaint was about the DC Superior Court?  

This particular type of a "communication SNAFU" implies a deliberate obstruction of justice 
protecting federal judges criminal activity of extortion of filing fees in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1916 
versus 18 U.S.C. § 872 as predicate acts of racketeering activities under the RICO Act. I will be 
traveling to Washington, DC to visit the Inspector General Glenn Fine at the U.S. Department of 
Justice to get some straight answers.  

Oh, just so that I won't be mistaken as a criminal suspect like the U.S. Marshals Service has and 
continues to treat me I will call ahead for an appointment. 

Signed: Don Hamrick  

 

 

f 


	A. Nature of the Crime
	B. Time of the Arrest

	D. Notice of Arrest 
	E. Detention of the Person Arrested
	F. Use of Force

	24: 24
	25: 25
	26: 26
	27: 27
	28: 28
	29: 29
	30: 30
	31: 31
	32: 32
	23: 23
	33: 33


