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Arkansas Supreme Court 
625 Marshall Street, Little Rock, AR 72201  

CASE NO. CR-19-164 
 

Don Hamrick, pro se 
322 Rouse Street 
Kensett, AR 72082 

APPELLANT 
 
V. 
 
Judge Robert Edwards 
White County Circuit Court 
Judge 
 
Special Judge Milas Hale  
(Post-recusal in first False Conviction) 
From Sherwood 
 
Judge Mark Derrick  
(recused in first False Conviction but not 

recused in Second False Conviction) 
Kensett District Court 

APELLEES 

FIRST FALSE CONVICTION  
Appeal of Kensett District Court 
RPS #: 17-0012 (2017 
 
SECOND FALSE CONVICTION 
Appeal of Kensett District Court 
No. CR-18-230 WR-18-165 (2018)  
 
JUDICIAL PERJURY & OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 
White County Circuit Court 
NO CASE NUMBER:  
(ALLEDGED: Judge Edwards committed perjury & obstruction of 

justice to deny my In Forma Pauperis appeal. He refused to place 
my appeal on the Docket, even though I am $2,406 below the 
Federal Poverty Guidelines of 2015)  
 

WHITE COUNTY CORRUPTION IS INDICATED 

FBI PUBLIC CORRUPTION INVESTIGATION & 
PROSECUTION IS DEMANDED 

AS PART OF MY RIGHT TO A REMEDY 

 

February 26, 2019 

MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 

 My PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS has a direct impact on Nakita Mahoney, et al. 

vs. Judge Mark Derrick, White County Circuit Court, Case No. 73CV-18-874. The issues 

presented in my appeal are controlling over the issues in Mahoney.  

 The first paragraph in Mahoney’s Complaint alleges, “This action seeks declaratory 
relief for thousands of people in White County, Arkansas, who have been and will be 

deprived of state and federal rights by the policies and practices of District Court 

Judge Mark Derrick. Those policies and practices have created an illegal, modern-day 

debtors' prison in White County.”1 

  In Judge Mark Derrick’s ANSWER to Nakita Mahoney, et al. vs. Judge Mark Derrick, 
Pulaski County Circuit Court, Case No. 60CV-18-5616, COMPLAINT Judge Mark Derrick 

asserts every immunity within his grasp as AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES (page 13) against the 

allegations in Mahoney’s Complaint.  

                                                   
1 My emphasis. 
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Nullus commodim capere potest de injurid sua propria. 
(Co. Litt. 148.) 

No one can take advantage of his own wrong. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

1. Judge Derrick denies that Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory relief as 
requested within the Complaint and further denies that Plaintiffs are 
entitled to any other form of relief. 

2. Judge Derrick is entitled to sovereign immunity, judicial immunity, 
qualified immunity, and statutory immunity against Plaintiffs’ claims. 

3. Plaintiffs failed to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. 

4. Judge Derrick avails himself to all available defenses under Rules 8 
and 12 of the Arkansas Rules of Civil Procedure. 

5. Judge Derrick is not legally responsible for the alleged acts and/or 
omissions of any other person, whether named or unnamed in Plaintiffs’ 
Complaint. 

6. This action is barred by res judicata to the extent any claims have been 
previously litigated. 

7. Judge Derrick denies each and every material allegation stated in 
Plaintiffs’ Complaint that is not specifically admitted herein. 

8. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred by the doctrines of mootness and 
standing. 

9. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred by any and all applicable statutes of 
limitation. 

10. Judge Derrick reserves the right to object to venue and jurisdiction 
if those defenses are determined to be applicable after further investigation. 

11. Judge Derrick specifically reserves the right to amend his Answer or 
file other appropriate pleadings and allege any additional affirmative 
defenses that might be available after he has had reasonable 
opportunity to further investigate the allegations set forth in Plaintiffs’ 
Complaint. 

PROSECUTOR DON RANEY 
SHOULD HAVE BEEN A NAMED DEFENDANT IN MAHONEY 

 A judge cannot convict anyone without a prosecutor to present a case at trial. 
A prosecutor has the due diligence duty to make sure the conduct of a defendant matches 
the alleged offense. It is a travesty of justice to convict an innocent person of a crime not 
committed. This due diligence is an absolute necessity as part of the checks and balance 
system between the Police and the Prosecutor to rule out Police Mistakes, i.e. the police 
arresting an innocent person for a crime not committed. That is a fundamental cause why 
the United States has the most people in prison than any country in the world. 

 In my case, Don Raney failed in his due diligence duty to conduct his pre-trial 
interview to determine whether or not the police arrested an innocent man before 
proceeding to trial.  This negligent conduct combined with the Mahoney case of convicting 
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and trapping thousands of people in White County in a debtors’ prison scheme is enough 
evidence for state and federal conspiracy offenses against rights, deprivation of rights 
under color of law, conspiracies to obstruct justice, to falsely convict, and many other 
criminal offenses. 

Rex peccare non potest 
THE KING CAN DO NO WRONG 

 Absolute Immunity & Qualified Immunity leading to false convictions are 
stealthy encroachment upon the rights, freedoms, and liberties of the American people.2 
Abuse of process and court proceeds by bad prosecutors and bad judges hiding behind 
qualified and absolute immunities have revived the British maxim, THE KING CAN DO 

NO WRONG” in American jurisprudence today. Today it’s prosecutors and judges doing the 
wrongs. Judicially created immunities have expanded to other agencies beyond the 
original intent to the extent that not only bad prosecutors and bad judges are immune 
from malicious conduct but these immunities have extended to other state and federal 
agencies. 

Imbler v. Pachtman, 424 U.S. 409 (1976) A state prosecuting attorney who, as 
here, acted within the scope of his duties in initiating and pursuing a 
criminal prosecution and in presenting the State's case, is absolutely 
immune from a civil suit for damages under § 1983 for alleged 
deprivations of the accused's constitutional rights. Pp. 424 U. S. 417-431. 
|| The same considerations of public policy that underlie the common 
law rule of absolute immunity of a prosecutor from a suit for malicious 
prosecution likewise dictate absolute immunity under § 1983. Although 
such immunity leaves the genuinely wronged criminal defendant 
without civil redress against a prosecutor whose malicious or dishonest 
action deprives him of liberty, the alternative of qualifying a 
prosecutor's immunity would disserve the broader public interest in 
that it would prevent the vigorous and fearless performance of the 
prosecutor's duty that is essential to the proper functioning of the 
criminal justice system and would often prejudice criminal defendants 
by skewing post-conviction judicial decisions that should be made with 
the sole purpose of insuring justice. Pp. 424 U. S. 420-428. 

Imbler v. Pachtman case law fails on the application of the constitutional right for 
every wrong there is a remedy.  

  

                                                   
2 Byars v. United States 273 US 28 (1927) “…it is the duty of courts to be watchful for the 
constitutional rights of the citizen, and against any stealthy encroachment thereon.” 
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Actus curiae neminem gravabit. 
The Act of the Court Shall Prejudice No Man. 

MALICIOUS PROSECUTION IS A CRIME IN ARKANSAS 

 ARKANSAS CODE § 5-53-131. FRIVOLOUS, GROUNDLESS, OR MALICIOUS PROSECUTIONS 
(Any officer or any person who knowingly brings or aids and encourages another to bring a 
frivolous, groundless, or malicious prosecution is guilty of a Class A misdemeanor).  

The literal interpretation of that law appears to exclude a prosecutor from 
prosecution for a violation of this law.  

 Compare ARKANSAS RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, RULE 72. SUITS IN FORMA PAUPERIS. 
(d) No person shall be permitted to prosecute any action of slander, libel or malicious 
prosecution in forma pauperis. 

 The apparent conflict of law with Rule 72(d) appear to support a criminal 
conspiracy between law enforcement and prosecutors to maliciously prosecute and 
convict innocent poor people given the circumstances in the Mahoney case and my case. 

 

Impunitas semper ad deteriora invitat  

(5 Coke 69.) 
Impunity Always Invites to Greater crimes 

Herbert Barry, THE KING CAN DO NO WRONG, 11 Virginia Law Review 349 at 352–355, 

(March 1925)  

The deposition of Edward II was accompanied by the statement, “The King 
has forfeited his crown by reason of his incorrigible disposition.”3 

The reigns of Edward I and Edward III immediately preceding and following 
the king of unfortunate disposition, great strides toward constitutional 
government were made, and many statutes establishing fundamental rights 
were enacted. 

Following Edward III the Crown descended to Richard II who attempted to 
revive the semblance of arbitrary rule, but was deposed by formal 
resolutions of both Houses of Parliament acting in the name of the Estates of 
the Realm.4 

If would be difficult to invest with attributes of perfection a king of 
“incorrigible disposition” and it would be even more difficult to picture these 
attributes adorning a crowned head lodging an admittedly deficient brain. 
The exalted status of royalty sagged a bit with the imbecile Henry VI, in 
whose name powerful nobles ruled in turn and during whose phantom reign 
were brewed the bloody struggles for the throne, pleasantly termed the 
“Wars of the Roses.” 

                                                   
3 Gneist, History of the English Constitution, 408. 

4 Freeman, GROWTH OF THE ENGLISH CONSTITUTION, 132. 
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It was in the nineteen year of Henry VI, when the wise Gloucester was still 
the “protector and guardian,” that there appeared in the Year Book5 in a 
cause affecting a grant from the King the following statement apparently 
unchallenged:  

[LATIN]: “La ley est le plus haut inheritance qui le roy ad; car 
par la ley il mem, et touts ses sujets sont rules, et si la ley nefuit, 
ul Roi, ny nul inheritance sera.” YEAR BOOKS, xix, Henry VI, 
ciged Gneist, op. cit., vol. i, p. 455. [No translation here.] 

Certainly at this period and probably through all this and earlier reigns it 
was recognized as a principle of law that the King was “below the law,” not 
above it. The practical difficult was to secure enforcement of the principle. 

In Comyn’s Digest the statement appears that prior to the reign of Edward I, 
the King might be brought into court as a defendant like a common person. 
This view gained some credence, and is cited in Halsbury’s Laws of England,6 
but the authority for the Statement seems apochryphal, as expressed by one 
author:7 

“It is remarkable that in Edward III’s reign judges could be 
found who believed the fable told by a counsel in 1307 that 
there had been a time when the King was sued in his own 
courts like an ordinary person.” 

The error is also quite elaborately show in Pollock & Maitland’s History of 
English Law.8 

However it may have been before the reign of Edward I, it seems certain that 
thereafter the principle became fully established that the King could not be 
made a defendant in any court without his own consent, and was not subject 
to the writs and process of the courts. Obviously, the principle that the King 
was below the law might be difficult of application through the peaceful 
process of the courts, were the monarch recalcitrant.  

There also grew up a doctrine attributing qualities to the King that found 
expression in so-called maxims that have been preserved even to the present 
day. In Coke’s Institutes,9 he says: “It is a maxim of the law that the King can 
do no wrong.” A foot-not to the 2nd American Edition (1836) reads: 

“This maxim is not to be understood as if everything 
transacted by the government was of course just and lawful, 
but means only two things: First, that whatever is 
exceptionable in the conduct of public affairs is not to be 
imputed to the king, nor is he answerable for it personally to 
the people. And secondly, it means that the prerogative of the 

                                                   
5 Y. B., E. T. 19 Hen. VI, 63. 

6 1 Halsbury, Laws of England, 17. 

7 3 Holdsworth, Hist. Eng. Law, 465 

8 Pollock and Maitland, Hist. Eng. Law, 182. 

9 Coke, Inst., 73. 
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Crown extends not to do any injury; it is created for the benefit 
of people and therefore cannot be exerted to their prejudice. 
Plowd. 485 [Ed.].” 

In Blackstone’s Commentaries we find these expressions: 

“Besides the attribute of sovereignty, the law also ascribes to 
the King in his political capacity absolute perfection. The king 
can do no wrong.” 

*            *            *            *            *            *            *            *            * 

“The King, moreover, is not only incapable of doing wrong, but 
even of thinking wrong; he can never mean to do an improper 
thing. In him is no folly or weakness.” 

It is to be noted that the learned author refers to the King “in his political 
capacity” in this description of extra-human attributes, and it would seem 
that at one period more or less learned discussion centered on the question 
of there being a dual personality for royalty. 

“In the sixteenth century our lawyers will use mystical 
language of the King. At times they will seem bent on 
elaborating a creed of royalty which shall take no shame if set 
beside the Athanasian symbol. The King as a body of corporate 
in a natural body, and a body natural in a body corporate. 
They can dispute as to whether certain attributed which 
belong to the King belong to him in his natural or in his 
political capacity.”10 

With the growth of constitutional government in England little of the actual 
powers of government remain in the King, and such theories are not of 
current interest. With characteristic conservatism, however, the maxims 
above quoted are textually preserved and embodied in the English law 
today, although by construction and application they are made more 
consonant with the existing institutions and modes of thought. 

In the end it perhaps may be said that the attributions were accepted as legal 
maxims carrying no conviction to the mind, but bearing important legal 
results. 

Although royalty has been gracefully separated from its arbitrary powers 
for many generations in England, the time-honored if archaic maxims are 
still quoted in Lord Halsbury’s great compilation of the Laws of England.11 

“The law also clothes the person of the sovereign with absolute 
perfection; hence it is a maxim of the common law that 
‘the King can do no wrong.’ ” * * * 

                                                   
10 Pollock and Maitland, Hist. Eng. Law, 511. 

11 6 Halsbury, Laws of England, 374. 
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“For the prerogative is created for the benefit of the people and 
cannot be exerted to their prejudice, and the law will presume 
no injury where it has provided no remedy.” 

“The sovereign is regard in law as being incapable of thinking 
wrong or meaning to do an improper act.” 

“As another result of this principle the sovereign is regarded 
legally as immortal, the maxim of the law being that ‘the King 
never dies.’ The death of the sovereign in his natural body is 
therefore termed legally his demise, meaning the transfer 
(demisio) of his kingdom to his successor.” 

Along with, or in spite of, these mgnificent attributions the Englisxh subjects 
adopted methods of dealing with their kings not easily to be harmonized 
withu the full bloogming of these qualities. Thus we read12 that 

“the Council made due provision for the physical chastisement 
of Henry VI’s faults.” 

and in a foot-note to this passage: 

“Item: the said Erle shall have auctorite13 and power to 
chastise the King after his goode avis and discrecion when the 
King trespasseth of doth amyss.” 

 

A. V. Dicey, K.C., Hon. D.C.L. THE STUDY OF THE LAW OF THE CONSTITUTION, MacMillan 

& Co. Ltd, London, New York, St. Martin’s Press (1962), Chapter IV, The Rule of Law: Its 

Nature and General Applications, (pp 183–184): 

LATIN: “La ley est le plus haut inheritance qui le roy ad; car par la ley il mem, 
et touts ses sujets sont rules, et si la ley nefuit, ul Roi, ny nul inheritance sera.” 

YEAR BOOKS, xix, Henry VI, ciged Gneist, op. cit., vol. i, p. 455. 

[No Translation.] 

“The law is the highest inheritance that the king possesses; for by the law 

both he and all his subjects are ruled; and if there were no law, there would 
be neither king nor inheritance.” * 

*Translation found in John Bouvier, A LAW DICTIONARY, ADAPTED TO THE CONSTITUTION AND 

LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES AND OF THE SEVERAL STATES OF THE AMERICAN UNION: WITH 

REFERENCES TO THE CIVIL AND OTHER SYSTEMS OF FOREIGN LAW, 14th Ed. Revised and Greatly 

Enlarged, Volume II., page 135; Little, Brown, & Company, Boston (1880). 

 

Marlies Vanhooren, SUSPENDING HUMAN RIGHTS: AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE LEGAL 

POSSIBILITIES AND PRACTICE SUBTITLE (A dissertation submitted to Ghent University in partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Laws. Academic Year: 2017–

                                                   
12 3 Holdsworth, Hist. Eng. Law, 356. 

13 Definition, Auctorite: Legal authority or control; the privilege of exercising control. 
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2018) Chapter: THE UNITED KINGDOM: STRATEGIES TO OVERCOME AN EMERGENCY THREATENING THE 

UNITED KINGDOM (HUMAN RIGHTS ACT) (page 87): 

“Albert Venn Dicey explained that the English constitution comprises 
of laws of the constitution and conventions of the constitution. The 
difference between the two is that the former is enforced by the Courts, 
where the latter is more situated in the moral realm; certainly not their 
significance. Constitutional laws can both be written or unwritten; statutes 
or common law, whereas constitutional conventions are time dependent 
and for that reason alone should be not studied by lawyers.14 The lack of 
written down – and in that way less fundamental – individual rights, he 
described as one of the proofs that the rule of law was “a special attribute of 
British institutions.”15  The Constitution is characterised by the sovereignty 
of Parliament, which has the right to “make and unmake any law 
whatever.”16 According to Dicey, this is not limited either by morality, the 
royal prerogative or by preceding Acts of Parliament.17  As laws are defined 
as rules enforced by the Courts, Parliamentary sovereignty means that all 
acts making, amending or repealing laws will be applied by the Courts, 
contrary to any rule made by anybody else deviating from an Act of 
Parliament.” 

 Individual rights was less fundamental to everything else in the British 

Constitution. That’s exactly why the BILL OF RIGHTS were ratified as part of the Constitution 
of the United States. As noted in Footnote 2 below, “One way of clarifying, by inference, 

the supremacy of “ the Bill of Rights “is by reference to nulla poena sine lege which … 

juxtaposes to discretionary, arbitrary power of constraint.” In other words, when 

government ignores the rights of the people by violating due process by acting without 

constraints in violation of the rule of law false convictions become the result from such 

unconstitutional conduct of the government. Then comes the DEMAND FOR REMEDIES for 
government wrong doing. 

 
  

                                                   
14 Dicey Law of the Constitution p cxl–cxlvi. 

15 Albert Venn Dicey LAW OF THE CONSTITUTION (LibertyClassics 1982) p115. [Dicey LAW OF THE 

CONSTITUTION]. “La ley est le plus haute inheritance, que le roy ad; car par la ley it même et toutes ses 
sujets sont rulés, et si la ley ne fuit, nul roi, et nul inheritance sera.” Year Books, xix. Henry VI., cited 
Gneist, Englische Verwaltungsrecht, i. p. 455 as cited in Dicey LAW OF THE CONSTITUTION p107. 
One way of clarifying the supremacy of law is by a reference to nulla poena sine lege, which 
Dicey juxtaposes to discretionary, arbitrary power of constraint. Dicey LAW OF THE CONSTITUTION, 
p110. 

16 Ibid p3. 

17 Dicey LAW OF THE CONSTITUTION p19-21. 
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George Frederick Wharton, of the English Bar, LEGAL MAXIMS WITH OBSERVATIONS 

AND CASES, PART II. EIGHT HUNDRED MAXIMS, WITH TRANSLATIONS, Baker, Voorhis & Co., Law 
Publishers, New York (1878), (pages 147, 271 (#572)) 

MAXIM LXVI (66) 
Omnis innovatio plus novitate perturbat quam utilitate prodest. 

(2 Bulst. 338.) 
Every innovation disturbs more by its novelty than benefits by its utility. 

THIS is the rule adopted by the Legislature in considering proposed new 
laws, and by the courts of law and equity in reference to adjudged cases; the 
rule being, that where the existing law or established precedents reasonably 
meet the evil to be remedied, or the case to be decided, neither the one nor 
the other ought to be disturbed. The Legislature do not, however, hold to 
the rule so strictly as the courts; the former being obliged to yield to 
pressure from without, and therefore many novelties contravening this 
maxim become law; the latter, not being generally subject to such influence, 
“delight with measured step, for safety and repose, strictly to tread the 
beaten path of precedent.” 

 

I am going for the Holy Grail of Prosecutorial, Judicial, and Court Reforms. 
Absolute immunity must be abolished. Qualified immunity must be reduced to 

limited or restricted immunity.  

Immunities have gone too far when constitutional rights of the poor become targets 

in an unconstitutional debtors’ prison scheme followed by political retaliation to my 

campaign for Mayor of Kensett. Blatant criminal activities of prosecutors and judges under 

the protections of immunities from prosecution is tantamount to letting the fox run loose 

in the chicken coop. That must end. The checks and balance system must be restored to 

the judicial branch of state and federal government.  

 

  

_________________________ 
Don Hamrick, pro se, Appellant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Don Hamrick, pro se Appellant, certify that I served a copy of the foregoing 

Appeal upon the Respondents’ attorneys listed below by mailing a copy of the Appeal by 
First Class Mail or by Priority Mail to their respective attorneys, on this ___ day of 

February, 2019. 

 

RESPONDENTS ATTORNEYS NOT KNOWN 

Don Raney Prosecutor   
Kensett District Court 

Declined Representation.  
Delivered Personally 

Judge Mark Derrick  
Kensett District Court 

Did not provide attorney contact information. 
Delivered to Kensett Court Clerk. 

Special Judge Milas Hale 
Sherwood District Court 

Did not provide attorney contact information. 
Delivered to Sherwood District Court Clerk. 

 

 

  

_________________________ 
Don Hamrick, pro se, Appellant 

 

NOTARY PUBLIC VERIFICATION 
 

STATE OF _______________ COUNTY OF _____________  

 

FACTUALLY INNOCENT BUT FALSELY CONVICTED DEFENDANT, DON HAMRICK, being first 
duly sworn under oath, presents that he/she has read and subscribed to the above and 
states that the information therein is true and correct.  

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this _____ day of January, 2019.  
          

 
 
 
Notary Public 
My commission expires: ____________  
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ADJUDICATIVE FACT 
 

 
IN THE WHITE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 

SEARCY ARKANSAS  
Nakita Mahoney, et al. ) 
 )  
v. )  CASE NO. 73CV-18-874 
 ) 
Judge Mark Derrick )   
_________________________________ )  
 

February 26, 2019 

FOR SPECIAL JUDGE DAVID LASER 
ASSIGNED TO WHITE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 

AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF 
IN FAVOR OF THE PLAINTIFFS 

MANDATORY  
JUDICIAL NOTICE OF ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 

ARKANSAS RULES OF EVIDENCE, RULE 201(b) & (d) 
Filed by Don Hamrick, pro se 

322 Rouse Street 
Kensett, AR 72082 

In Re: Don Hamrick v. Judge Robert Edwards, Judge Milas Hale, and  
Judge Mark Derrick, ARKANSAS SUPREME COURT, Case Number CR-19-164;  

Filed Thursday, February 21, 2019 

MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 
Rule 201(b) & (d) states that: 

“(b) Kinds of Facts.  

A judicially noticed fact must be one not subject to reasonable dispute in 
that it is either  

(1) generally known within the territorial jurisdiction of the trial 
court or  

(2) capable of accurate and ready determination by resort to 
sources whose accuracy cannot reasonably be questioned.” 

“(d) When Mandatory.  

A court shall take judicial notice if requested by a party and supplied with the 
necessary information.”  
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ADJUDICATIVE FACTS FOR THE COURT 
My PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND ITS ADDENDUM filed with the 

ARKANSAS SUPREME COURT have a direct impact in favor of the plaintiffs in Nakita Lee 
Mahoney, et al v. Judge Mark Derrick, White County Circuit Court, Case No. 73CV-18-874.  

This MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF ADJUDICATIVE FACTS has strong tendencies to 
make the existence of the facts presented herein that are of consequence to the 
determination of the of the Nakita Mahoney case more probable . . . than it would be 
without the evidence herein under RULE 401 DEFINITION OF “RELEVANT EVIDENCE.” All 
relevant evidence is admissible, except as otherwise provided by statute or by these rules 
or by other rules applicable in the courts of this State under RULE 402, ARKANSAS RULES OF 

EVIDENCE. 

ARKANSAS RULES OF EVIDENCE 
RULE 406. HABIT - ROUTINE PRACTICE. 

(a) Admissibility.  

Evidence of the habit of a person or of the routine practice of an organization, 
whether corroborated or not and regardless of the presence of eyewitnesses, is 
relevant to prove that the conduct of the person or organization on a 
particular occasion was in conformity with the habit or routine practice. 

(b) Method of Proof.  

Habit or routine practice may be proved by testimony in the form of an opinion 
or by specific instances of conduct sufficient in number to warrant a finding 
that the habit existed or that the practice was routine. 

ARKANSAS CODE § 5-53-116  

SIMULATING LEGAL PROCESS 

 (a)  A person commits the offense of simulating legal process if, with the purpose of 
obtaining anything of value, he or she knowingly delivers or causes to be delivered to 
another a request, demand, or notice that simulates any legal process issued by any 
court of this state. 

(b)  Simulating legal process is a Class A misdemeanor. 

 

 

2. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THIS ADJUDICATIVE FACT 

Simulating Legal Process  =  Kangaroo Courts 

1. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THIS ADJUDICATIVE FACT 

The Habit & Routine Practice of Judge Mark Derrick’s 
administration of District Courts in Bald Knob, Beebe, Bradford,  

Judsonia, Kensett, McRae, Pangburn, and Rose Bud  =  KANGAROO COURTS 
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3. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF  
THESE LEGAL & LATIN MAXIMS AS ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 

George Frederick Wharton of the English Bar, LEGAL MAXIMS WITH OBSERVATIONS AND 

CASES, Baker, Voorhis & Co., Law Publishers, 66 Nassau Street, New York, (1878), PART II. 
EIGHT HUNDRED MAXIMS WITH TRANSLATIONS: 

QUOTATION #20. Ad officium justiciariorum spectat, uni cuique coram eis 
placitanti justitiam exhibere : (2 Inst. 451.)—It is the duty of justices to 
administer justice to every one seeking it from them. (page 221). 

QUOTATION #52. Bonus judex secundum aequum et bonum judicat, et 
aequitatem stricto juri praefert: (Co. Litt. 24.)—A good judge decides according 
to justice and right, and prefers equity to strict law. (page 224). 

QUOTATION #234. Id perfectum est quod ex omnibus suis partibus constat ; et 
nihil perfectum est dum aliquid restat agendum : (9 Coke 9.)—That is perfect 
which is complete in all its parts ; and nothing is perfect whilst anything 
remains to be done. [MY COMMENT: This quotation applies to disbarment 
“remains to be done” of bad prosecutors and bad judges, such as Prosecutor 
Don Raney, Judge Mark Derrick, Judge Robert Edwards, and Judge Milas Hale. 
(page 240). 

QUOTATION #238. Ignorantia judicis est calamitas innocentis : (2 Inst. 591.) —
The ignorance of a judge is the misfortune of the innocent. (page 241). 

QUOTATION #239. Illud quod alias licitum non est, necessitas facit licitum ; et 
necessitas inducit privilegium quod jure privatur: (10 Coke 61.)—That which is 
otherwise not permitted, necessity permits; and necessity makes a privilege 
which supersedes law. (page 241). [MY COMMENT: Legal Maxim: Everything 
which is not forbidden is allowed = Legal Latin Maxim: Nulla poena sine 
lege, “no penalty without a law.” But for unconstitutional laws 
criminalizing constitutional conduct, and constitutioinal laws malicisously 
or ignorantly misapplied to constitutional conduct, i.e., the INNOCENT.] 

QUOTATION #242. Impunitas semper ad deteriora invitat : (5 Coke 69.)—
Impunity always invites to greater crimes. (page 241). 

QUOTATION #293. Judex bonus nihil ex arbitrio suo faciat, nec propositione 
domesticae voluntatis, sed juxta leges et jura pronunciet : (7 Coke 27.)—A good 
judge does nothing from his own judgment, or from a dictate of private will 
; but he will pronounce according to law and justice. (page 245). 

MAXIM XL (page 38). 

It is also said that “nothing which is inconvenient is lawful” = 
“Nihil quod inconveniens est licitum est.”  

And, following that principle, it is that public policy requires that all things be 
done with a view to the public benefit and convenience. It will not, therefore, 
be permitted that any person should so act as to work a public inconvenience. 
[MY COMMENT: Applicable to bad prosecutors and bad judges convicting 
the FACTUALLY INNOCENT = Kangaroo Courts. 
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MAXIM LXXXII (page 179) 

Quod remedio destituitur ipsd re valit si culpa absit : (Bae. Max. Keg. 9.) That 
which is without remedy avails of itself if without fault.  

MAXIM LXXXIX (page 193) 

Salus populi est suprema lex : (13 Coke 139.) The welfare of the people, or of the 
public, is supreme law.  

 

4. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THIS ADJUDICATIVE FACT 

Three Features of a Kangaroo Court 
The Law Dictionary Featuring  

Black's Law Dictionary  
Free Online Legal Dictionary 2nd Ed. 

https://thelawdictionary.org/article/three-features-kangaroo-court/ 

Written and Fact Checked by The Law Dictionary Staff 

Court proceedings that lack the due process protections people associate 
with courts of law have earned the name “kangaroo court.” The term has 
been in use since at least the 19th century, but it is difficult to pinpoint an 
exact source for it or to determine why its name includes a reference to an 
animal native to Australia. 

As a general rule, a kangaroo court is any proceeding that attempts to imitate 
a fair trial or hearing without the usual due process safeguards including 
the right to call witnesses, the right to confront your accuser and a hearing 
before a fair and impartial judge. Kangaroo court proceedings are usually a 
sham carried out without legal authority in which the outcome has been 
predetermined without regard to the evidence or to the guilt or innocence 
of the accused. 

Referring to something as a kangaroo court usually carries with it a negative 
inference because of the manner in which they are conducted. Here are 
three features of a kangaroo court that set it apart from normally accepted 
principles of fairness and justice. 

Applying Laws Retroactively 

Since the outcome of a kangaroo court is a foregone conclusion, one method 
of ensuring that a person will be found guilty is to create laws and apply 
them to past behavior. Ex post facto laws criminalize past conduct that was 
not illegal when it was performed. The benefit of ex post facto laws to those 
conducting a kangaroo court is that a conviction is assured. 

Ex post facto laws are a violation of the U.S. Constitution. They take away a 
person’s right to know in advance the type of conduct that, if performed, will 
violate a state or federal criminal law. Removal of this most basic due 
process right is a characteristic of a kangaroo court. 
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Lack of Impartial Judges 

Because the outcome is predetermined before any evidence is presented, 
kangaroo court proceedings are presided over by a judge or panel of judges 
that is partial toward the prosecution. Judges during a trial in a kangaroo 
court usually limit or obstruct efforts by the accused to present evidence or 
witnesses favorable to the defense while placing almost no restrictions on 
the evidence prosecutors are allowed to present. 

The fact that the judge in a kangaroo court is part of the sham process, the 
punishment inflicted upon the defendant generally exceeds what might 
normally be justified based upon the conduct of which the defendant was 
accused and convicted. Harsh and severe sentences are common in a 
kangaroo court. 

Absence of the Most Basic Constitutional Rights 

The right against self-incrimination, the right to cross examine witnesses 
and the presumption of innocence are lacking in a typical kangaroo court. 
Constitutional safeguards would stand in the way of a kangaroo court 
reaching its predetermined result. In some instances, limited cross 
examination of witnesses and other fundamental due process rights might 
be allowed to the defendant to conceal the true nature of the kangaroo court. 

 

5. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THIS ADJUDICATIVE FACT 

Nakita Lee Mahoney et al. v. Judge Mark Derrick 

A DEBTORS’ PRISON CASE 
  The first paragraph in Nakita Lee Mahoney et al. v. Judge Mark Derrick, White 
County Circuit Court, Case No. 73CV-18-874, stated: 

“This actions seeks declaratory relief for thousands of people in White 
County, Arkansas, who have been and will be deprived of state and federal 
rights by the policies and practices of District Court Judge Mark Derrick. 
Those polices and practices have created an illegal, modern-day debtor's 
prison in White County.” 

 
6. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THESE ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 

THE RESURGENCE OF DEBTORS’ PRISONS 

The resurgence of Debtors’ Prisons originated from President Trump’s justified 
Executive Order 1377 but abused by U.S. Attorney General Jeff Sessions. Did Jeff Sessions 
passive-aggressively attempt to sabotage President Trump’s attempt to restore the Rule of 
Law? 
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 13777 

Executive Order 137771 authorized Attorney General Jeff Sessions to rescind 25 
Guidance Directives on December 21, 2017. Of those 25 directives, it is Guidance Directive 
No. 11, DEAR COLLEAGUE LETTER ON ENFORCEMENT OF FINES AND FEES (March 2016) that caused 
the resurgence of Debtors’ Prisons all across America spurring False Convictions of the 

innocent.2   

“It is better that ten guilty persons escape, than that one innocent suffer.” Sir William 

Blackstone (July 10, 1723 – February 14, 1780).3 It seems that the antithetical version of 
Blackstone is the legal norm today. “It is better that no guilty persons escape, even though 
innocent people will get falsely convicted.” “Wrongful convictions are now viewed as a social 

problem globally.”4 

On February 24, 2017, President Trump signed EXECUTIVE ORDER (EO) 13777, titled “ENFORCING 

THE REGULATORY REFORM AGENDA.”5  

EO 13777 establishes the policy of the United States to alleviate unnecessary 
regulatory burdens placed on the American people; requires each agency head to 
designate a Regulatory Reform Officer responsible for overseeing the 
implementation of regulatory reform initiatives and policies; requires each agency 
to establish a Regulatory Reform Task Force to evaluate existing regulations and 
make recommendations to the agency head regarding regulations to repeal, replace 
or modify; and requires each agency listed in 31  U.S.C. § 901(b)(1) to incorporate 
into its Annual Performance Plan performance indicators to measure progress 

                                                         
1 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/03/01/2017-04107/enforcing-the-regulatory-reform-agenda 

2 See President Trump's EXECUTIVE ORDER 13777 ENFORCING THE REGULATORY REFORM AGENDA, dated 
February 24, 2017. Available online at: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2017-03-01/pdf/2017-
04107.pdf. See also, ATTORNEY GENERAL JEFF SESSIONS RESCINDS 25 GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS, dated 
December 21, 2017. Available online at: https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/attorney-general-jeff-
sessions-rescinds-25-guidance-documents. See item 11 in that list of 25 Guidance Documents: 11. 
DEAR COLLEAGUE LETTER ON ENFORCEMENT OF FINES AND FEES (March 2016). Available online at 
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/832541/download. It is widely reported in the media that the 
Dear Colleague Letter is responsible for the resurgence of Debtors' Prisons across America. 

3 Sir William Blackstone (1723-1780) was considered the preeminent English scholar and the most 
authoritative speaker on common law. This quote is from his Commentaries on the Laws of England, 
which was highly influential in the development of U.S. law. It is comprised of four “books” divided 
into rights of persons, the rights of things, of private wrongs, and of public wrongs. Early American 
lawyers looked to the Commentaries as an authoritative source and it was used as a textbook in 
legal education in both England and America. It is still cited as a source of authority on the history 
of English law. The Anglo-American concept of “reasonable doubt” is reflected in this quote, which 
also known as “Blackstone’s ratio”. It is seen quoted in legal opinions and scholarship to this day. 
The quote acknowledges the tradeoff in a criminal justice system where one accepts a certain 
number of false acquittals compared to false convictions. Similar principles were suggested by 
predecessors such as Justice Hale, Fortescue and Voltaire with varying “ratios”. Available online at: 
http://library.law.harvard.edu/justicequotes/explore-the-room/south-4/ 

4 Marvin Zalman, WRONGFUL CONVICTIONS: A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE,  Wayne State University, May 
4, 2016. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2899482. 

5 https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/EO13777_EnforcingRegulatoryReformAgenda.pdf 
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toward 1) achieving regulatory reform initiatives and policies and 2) identifying 
regulations to repeal, replace or modify. 

On December 21, 2017 U.S. Attorney General Jeff Sessions Rescinded 25 Guidance 
Documents, pursuant to EXECUTIVE ORDER 13777. Guidance Document No. 11 in that list of 25 
Guidance Documents is titled: DEAR COLLEAGUE LETTER ON ENFORCEMENT OF FINES AND FEES (March 
2016). 

It is the Attorney General Jeff Sessions using Executive Order 13777 as a wrecking ball to 
immediately rescind the DEAR COLLEAGUE LETTER ON ENFORCEMENT OF FINES AND FEES (March 2016) 
without first going the Federal Rulemaking Process to legitimize the federal prohibition of Debtors’ 
Prisons. This SHOCK AND AWE method of rescinding Guidance Documents is itself an unconstitutional 
administrative procedure. It is one thing to implement an DOJ Agency Guidance Document against 
Debtors’ Prisons. But once that DOJ Agency Guidance Document becomes intertwined in the 
administration of federal, state, and municipal courts protecting the poor from the cycle of high 
court fines and fees and repeated jailing, it becomes an unconstitutional act for President Trump 
and Attorney General Jeff Sessions to rescind the prohibition against Debtors Prisons. 

The media backlash against this particular Guidance Document are massively condemning 
the removal of prohibition against Debtors Prisons. 

Walter Olson, FINALLY, RULES TO REIN IN AGENCY GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS, OverLawyered | Chronicling 

the High Cost of Our Legal System, April 6, 20186 

Charles Toutant, MUNICIPAL COURT REFORM PLAN PROPOSES CONSOLIDATIONS, SCRUTINY OF JUDICIAL 

CANDIDATES, Reducing Fines, New Jersey Law Journal, July 17, 20187 

 Nusrat Choudhury, Deputy Director, ACLU Racial Justice Program, JEFF SESSIONS TAKES A STAND FOR 

DEBTORS’ PRISONS, ACLU, December 28, 20178 

Sophia Tesfaye, A RETURN TO DEBTORS’ PRISONS: JEFF SESSIONS’ WAR ON THE POOR | By reversing 
numerous longtime rules, Sessions is bringing back unconstitutional penalties for unpaid 

debts, Salon, December 29, 20179 

Chiraag Bains, SESSIONS SAYS TO COURTS: GO AHEAD, JAIL PEOPLE BECAUSE THEY’RE POOR, New York Times: 

Opinion, December 28, 201710 

 

  

                                                         
6 https://www.overlawyered.com/2018/04/finally-rules-to-rein-in-agency-guidance-documents/ 

7 https://www.law.com/njlawjournal/2018/07/17/municipal-court-reform-plan-proposes-
consolidations-scrutiny-of-judicial-candidates-reducing-fines/?slreturn=20180727033835 

8 https://www.aclu.org/blog/racial-justice/race-and-criminal-justice/jeff-sessions-takes-stand-
debtors-prisons 

9 https://www.salon.com/2017/12/29/a-return-to-debtors-prisons-jeff-sessions-war-on-the-poor/ 

10 https://www.nytimes.com/2017/12/28/opinion/sessions-says-to-courts-go-ahead-jail-people-
because-theyre-poor.html 
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7. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THESE ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 

 

FEDERAL JUDICIAL BIAS & PREJUDICE AGAINST  
PRO SE CIVIL PLAINTIFFS WITH CONSTITUTIONAL &  

CIVIL RIGHTS CASE IS WIDESPREAD IN FEDERAL COURTS 

THE SAME JUDICIAL BIAS & PREJUDICE THAT EXISTS IN ARKANSAS COURTS 

 

FEDERAL COURTS: RULE 12(b)(6)’S “FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM” 

“As a practical matter, Rule 12(b)(6) motions are rarely successful, and when they 
are, their success usually has more to do with the judge than the law.”11  

If Rule 12(b)(6) motions are rarely successful then the implication why all of my 
civil complaints get dismissed in federal courts is NOT BECAUSE OF THE RULE OF LAW, 
but because of the personal prejudices of federal judges, including the Justices of the U.S. 
Supreme Court against pro se civil plaintiffs with constitutional and civil rights cases 

appearing in their courts.12  I proved this in my Petition for Writ of Mandamus filed 
with the Arkansas Supreme Court. 

Rule 12(b)(1), (2), (3), and (6) Motions by defendants faced with a civil complaint on 
constitutional and civil rights by a pro se plaintiff in a federal court have been abusively 
used as a means for escape and abusively granted by federal judges. To that end, I include 
STIGMATIC HARM FROM UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS as A CLAIM UPON WHICH RELIEF CAN BE 

GRANTED. 

  

                                                         
11 http://blog.legalsolutions.thomsonreuters.com/law-school-1/tackling-important-topics-law-
school-part-8-rule-12b6s-failure-state-claim/ ||| Legal Solutions Blog, TACKLING THE MOST IMPORTANT 

TOPICS OF LAW SCHOOL, PART 8: RULE 12(B)(6)’S “FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM,” September 19, 2013.  

12 PERFECT EXAMPLE: HAMRICK V. PRESIDENT BUSH, et al, 540 U.S. 940, SCt. NO. 03-145. A SECOND 

AMENDMENT'S NATIONAL OPEN CARRY aspect for American merchant seamen through the 
COMMON DEFENCE CLAUSE and the PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES CLAUSE (THE COMITY CLAUSE of the 
FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT). I had opposing opinions from two U.S. Courts of Appeals on the Second 
Amendment, one said the Second Amendment is not an individual right. The other said it was an 
individual right. Under the Rules of the U.S. Supreme Court, Rule 10(a), that should have guaranteed 
my case would be accepted. BUT NOOO. My cause as denied because National Open Carry for 
American merchant seamen was, and probably still is, a political hot potato even though National 
Open Carry is the constitutional norm, under the COMMON DEFENCE CLAUSE and the PRIVILEGES AND 

IMMUNITIES CLAUSE. 
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8. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THESE ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 

 

STIGMATIC HARM UNDER  
UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS 

 

A. STIGMATIC HARM 

“. . . the [U.S. Supreme Court] has recognized that “stigmatic” harm can be 
cognizable so long as the stigma emanates from the defendant’s personal 

treatment of the plaintiff.”13 Evan Tsen Lee & Josephine Mason Ellis, THE 

STANDING’S DOCTRINE'S DIRTY LITTLE SECRET, 107 Northwestern University Law 

Review 167 at 179, (2012).14 

 

B. UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS DOCTRINE 

“The unconstitutional conditions doctrine arises from the Constitution’s 
prohibition against penalizing an individual for the exercise of a 
constitutional right.” Thomas R. McCoy, UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS 

DOCTRINE, Middle Tennessee State University, The First Amendment 
Encyclopedia (Articles, news and insights about free expression in America), 

blog, (Not dated).15 

 

C. STIGMATIC HARM FROM UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS 

STIGMATIC HARM FROM UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS occur when an individual or a 
class of citizens exercise their constitutional rights when government directly or indirectly 
imposed conditions that restrict or prohibit citizens from exercising their constitutional 
rights. Arrest and Prosecution are the consequences of the direct or indirect blockade of 
lawful exercise of constitutional rights through malum prohibitum laws that would 
otherwise be lawful conduct.  Misapplying Malum prohibitum laws against constitutionally 
lawful conduct creates STIGMATIC HARM UNDER UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS for the 
exercise of constitutional rights. This conflict between criminal laws and constitutionally 
lawful conduct provides affirmative defenses against prosecution.  

  
  

                                                         
13 See Allen v. Wright, 468 U.S. 737, 755 (1984). 

14 https://scholarlycommons.law.northwestern.edu/nulr/vol107/iss1/4 

15 https://www.mtsu.edu/first-amendment/article/1026/unconstitutional-conditions-doctrine 
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From Judicial Bias & Judicial Error:  
Judge Moody of the U.S. District Court in Little Rock  

Antithetically Applied Younger v. Harris et al., 401 U.S. 37 (1971) 

Because the Court had already decided that section 2283 was to be strictly 
construed, and because it had already delineated the equities involved in 
granting an injunction against a state court in a criminal case, the Supreme 
Court was virtually forced in Mitchum to decide that section 1983 does 
constitute an express exception to section 2283. If the Court had held 
otherwise, it would have seriously crippled the effectiveness of the Civil 
Rights Act, for then an injunction could not issue, no matter how 
extraordinary the circumstances. The impact of the Court's decision that 
section 1983 constitutes an express exception to the anti-injunction statute 
is tempered, however, by the recognition that the Court was deciding only 
that federal courts are not without power to issue injunctions against state 
court proceedings pursuant to section 1983. The principles of comity, equity, 
and federalism are still applicable to requests for such relief.16  

A federal court’s permanent injunction by the U.S. Supreme is justified 
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 as an exception expressly authorized by an Act of 
Congress & where necessary in aid of “U.S. Supreme Court’s” 
jurisdiction. 

 
 

D. FALSE CONVICTIONS AS STIGMATIC HARM FROM 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS 

 
Citing, Marvin Zalman, WRONGFUL CONVICTIONS: A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE, Wayne State 

University, May 4, 2016.  

ABSTRACT: “Miscarriages of justice—failing to accurately separate the guilty from 
THE INNOCENT—are deemed moral and technical failures wherever courts are 

established. WRONGFUL CONVICTION becomes a social problem when 

INNOCENCE CONSCIOUSNESS arises, meaning that a significant number 

of people view MISCARRIAGES OF JUSTICE as caused by correctible 

systemic factors, and not as inevitable failures of courts. The term 
“WRONGFUL CONVICTION” encompasses procedurally flawed court convictions 
and the convictions of FACTUALLY INNOCENT DEFENDANTS (i.e., FALSE 
CONVICTIONS). There is no definitive way to measure the incidence of false 
convictions, but American experts estimate plausible rates of from 1 to 3 percent, 
which translates to tens of thousands falsely convicted each year. . . . WRONGFUL 
CONVICTIONS ARE NOW VIEWED AS A SOCIAL PROBLEM GLOBALLY.” 

                                                         
16 Washington University Law Review, FEDERAL PROCEDURE—THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND THE FEDERAL 

ANTI-INJUNCTION STATUTE, MITCHUM V. FOSTER, 407 U.S. 225 (1972), 1972 Wash. U. L. Q. 782 (January 
1972). Available at: http://openscholarship.wustl.edu/law_lawreview/vol1972/iss4/8 
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 “PROVEN INNOCENT” 17
 

Fox Channel, Series Premiere, Friday, Feb. 15, 2019. 

 

Significant coincidences have played a milestone role throughout my life. These milestone 
coincidences mean that my life is staying on the straight and narrow track under the guidance of 
THE GOLDEN RULE, or the RECIPROCITY OF ETHICS or the UNILATERAL CODE OF ETHICS when others have no 
ethics at all. Hence, bad prosecutors and bad judges under qualified and absolute immunities 
respectively. The new Fox Channel series, Proven Innocent, beginning Friday, February 15, 2019 in 
or about the same day as filing my appeal with the Arkansas Supreme Court challenging my own 
two misdemeanor false convictions is another such coincidence in my life. 

False Convictions are such a huge problem nationally and globally that it has taken front 

and center stage of PUBLIC AWARENESS, i.e. INNOCENCE CONSCIOUSNESS, that the subject 
has become a new TV series. That development adds to the credibility of my appeal. The new Fox 
series, Proven Innocent, speaks for itself on the national crisis of False Convictions. Reiterating 
Marvin Zalman, WRONGFUL CONVICTIONS: A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE, Wayne State University, May 
4, 2016 above: 

“WRONGFUL CONVICTION becomes a social problem when INNOCENCE 

CONSCIOUSNESS arises, meaning that a significant number of people 

view MISCARRIAGES OF JUSTICE as caused by correctible systemic 

factors, and not as inevitable failures of courts.” 

The Fox series, Proven Innocent, is my direct evidence that False Convictions have, in fact 
and law, risen to the level of PUBLIC AWARENESS, i.e. Innocence Consciousness. The Arkansas 
Supreme Court cannot IGNORE this appeal because my appeal has undeniable credibility now. 

My appeal is filled with evidence on the legal repercussions of False Convictions. There is 
no doubt that other people in the television entertainment industry were doing their research on 
False Convictions the same as I was doing for my own defense against my two misdemeanor false 
convictions. Why else would this new TV series on False Convictions be airing its premiere this 
Friday if false convictions were not only a national problem but also a global problem?  

I am going for the Holy Grail of Prosecutorial, Judicial, and Court Reform. Absolute 
immunity must be abolished. Qualified immunity must be reduced to limited or restricted 
immunity. Immunities have gone too far when constitutional rights of the poor become targets in 
an unconstitutional debtors’ prison scheme followed by political retaliation to my campaign for 
Mayor of Kensett. Blatant criminal activities of prosecutors and judges under the protections of 
immunities from prosecution is tantamount to letting the fox run loose in the chicken coop. That 
must end. The checks and balance system must be restored to the judicial branch of state and 
federal government.  

FOR THE CONVENIENCE of the ARKANSAS SUPREME COURT I posted my PETITION FOR WRIT OF 

MANDAMUS and my PETITION and AFFIDAVIT TO PROCEED IN FORM PAUPERIS to my blog, AMERICAN COMMON 

                                                         
17 https://www.fox.com/proven-innocent/ 
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DEFENCE REVIEW blog.18  There are clickable links to YouTube videos that are essential viewing as 
supporting evidence to my appeal. 

My appeal to the Arkansas Supreme Court is all about restoring the checks and balance 
system to the judicial branch of the states and the federal government. Absolute and Qualified 
Immunities have gone too far. There are essentially no effective checks and balance system in the 
Arkansas judicial system when there are no remedies for misdemeanor false convictions. 

9. MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF MY FACT-BASED  
POLITICAL POEMS AS ADJUDICATIVE FACTS 

 

JUDGE EDITH JONES OF THE FIFTH CIRCUIT,  
“THE AMERICAN LEGAL SYSTEM IS CORRUPT BEYOND RECOGNITION!” (NEWS ARTICLE) 

 
On February 28, 2003 The Judge Edith Jones of the Fifth 

Circuit Court of Appeals19 (became the Chief Judge of the 
Fifth Circuit on January 16, 2006) told the Federalist 
Society of Harvard Law School that the American legal 

system is corrupt almost beyond recognition.20 

 

She said that the question of what is morally right is 
routinely sacrificed to what is politically expedient. The 
change has come because legal philosophy has 
descended to nihilism. 

 
“The first 100 years of American lawyers were trained on 
Blackstone, who wrote that: ‘The law of nature– dictated by 
God himself–is binding in all counties and at all times; no human 
laws are of any validity if contrary to this; and such of them as 
are valid derive all force and all their authority from this 
original.’ The Framers created a government of limited power 
with this understanding of the rule of law – that it was 
dependent on transcendent religious obligation,” said Jones. 
 

“This is not a prescription for intolerance or narrow 
sectarianism for unalienable rights were given by God to all 
our fellow citizens. Having lost sight of the moral and 
religious foundations of the rule of law, we are vulnerable 
to the destruction of our freedom, our equality before the law 
and our self-respect. It is my fervent hope that this new 
century will experience a revival of the original 
understanding of the rule of law and its roots.” 

 

                                                         
18 https://wordpress.com/view/americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com 

19 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Edith_Jones 

20 No longer available online at www.massnews.com/2003Editions/3_March/030703_mn_american_legal_ 

system_corrupt.shtml. The account was suspended. 
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Threats to the Rule of Law 
 

 The legal system itself.  

 The government. 

 The most comprehensive threat is contemporary legal philosophy. 

 “Throughout my professional life, American legal education has been ruled by 
theories like positivism, the residue of legal realism, critical legal studies, 
post-modernism and other philosophical fashions,” said Jones. “Each of these 
theories has a lot to say about the ‘is’ of law, but none of them addresses the 
‘ought,’ the moral foundation or direction of law.” 

 
Jones quoted Roger C. Cramton, a law professor at Cornell University, who 
wrote in the 1970s that “the ordinary religion of the law school classroom” is 
“a moral relativism tending toward nihilism, a pragmatism tending toward 
an amoral instrumentalism, a realism tending toward cynicism, an 
individualism tending toward atomism, and a faith in reason and democratic 
processes tending toward mere credulity and idolatry.” 
 

Jones said that all of these threats to the rule of law have a common 
thread running through them, and she quoted Professor Harold Berman 
to identify it: “The traditional Western beliefs in the structural integrity of 
law, its ongoingness, its religious roots, its transcendent qualities, are 
disappearing not only from the minds of law teachers and law students but 
also from the consciousness of the vast majority of citizens, the people as a 
whole; and more than that, they are disappearing from the law itself. The 
law itself is becoming more fragmented, more subjective, geared more to 
expediency and less to morality. The historical soil of the Western legal tradition 
is being washed away and the tradition itself is threatened with collapse.” 
 

Judge Jones concluded with another thought from George Washington: “Of 
all the dispositions and habits which lead to prosperity, religion and morality 
are indispensable supports. In vain would that man claim the tribute of 
patriotism who should labor to subvert these great pillars of human 
happiness – these firmest props of the duties of men and citizens.” 

 
Upon taking questions from students, Judge Jones recommended Michael 
Novak’s book, On Two Wings: Humble Faith and Common Sense. 
 
“Natural law is not a prescriptive way to solve problems,” Jones said. “It is a 
way to look at life starting with the Ten Commandments.” 
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Judge Edith Jones’ remarks inspired me  
to write my nihilistic poem which I include here: 

 

A NIHILISTIC FORM OF GOVERNMENT,  THIS UNITED STATES!  
(POLITICAL POEM)  
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A Nihilistic Form of Government, This United States! 
By Don Hamrick 

© 2004 Don Hamrick 

Give us this day our daily servilism, 
So that actual freedom may never taunt, 
The spirit in us, into a future pugilism. 

Lest the government forever haunt. 

…………….How long? 

Henry Hyde confessed that fateful day, 
The Constitution, no longer relevant. 

‘Tis our fault we are slaves today, 

We refused to be freedom’s adjuvant. 
…………….How long? 

Our Republican government, overthrown, 
By the Department of Homeland Insecurity.  

Terrorism, its propaganda, overblown, 

Freedom guaranteed by enslavement to security. 
…………….How long? 

A new mythos proclaimed from this nihilism, 
Only deadens our sense of discernment. 

From this ethos of paranoia comes this falabilism, 
You can’t be trusted. But trust the government. 

…………….How long? 

Deceiving us in a blanket of security, 
That we are safe from a world of dangers. 

Forever oppressed our sense of responsibility, 
To protect ourselves from such harbingers. 

…………….How long? 

In vain we plead our Second Amendment right 
To contest government edicts from on high 

The courts rule our arguments as so much tripe  
They say it does not apply on the thigh 

…………….How long? 

Three doors of government slammed shut  
Leaving us to agitate for want of freedom  

The rule of law now is anything but 

As we live in this wretched thraldom 
…………….How long? 

How long will we sit and cower  
Resenting those who act above the law  

Before we stand up for balance of power  
To stop the advancing rape of law 

…………….How long? 

Lost to us now our Bill of Rights  
This Nihilistic government frights. 

…………….Will it be much longer? 
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JUSTICE RUTH BADER GINSBURG  
HAILING FROM THE TOWER OF BABEL (POLITICAL POEM) 

Thursday, April 20, 2006 
 

Conservative Judges v. Liberal Justices 

In August 1, 2003 Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg21 gave a lecture at the American 

Constitution Society,22 a liberal organization, on the Lone Ranger mentality of the United 
States standing apart from other nations who do not have such a high regard for 
individual rights and freedoms. I could not resist the opportunity to make a parody of 
her speech. Her unpatriotic remarks did not go unnoticed. 

On April 1, 2005 Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg gave a speech at THE 99TH 
ANNUAL MEETING OF THE AMERICAN SOCIETY OF INTERNATIONAL LAW ON VALUE 
OF A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE IN CONSTITUTIONAL ADJUDICATION. 

Her first words cited Deuteronomy 16:20 that is not from the King James Bible. 

THE OUTRAGE: “Before taking up the 
diversity of opinions on  this matter,  I  will state 
and endeavor to explain my view, which is simply 
this: If U. S. experience and decisions can be 
instructive to systems that have more recently 
instituted or invigorated judicial review for 
constitutionality, so we can learn from others 
now engaged in measuring ordinary laws and 
executive actions against charters securing 
basic rights.” 

The King James Bible is the basis for the Code of Judicial Conduct “The Canons 
of Ethics.” 

The King James Bible, Deuteronomy 16:18-20, 

18: Judges and officers shalt thou make thee in all thy gates, which the Lord thy God giveth 
thee, throughout thy tribes; and they shall judge the people with just judgment. 

19: Thou shalt not wrest judgment; thou shalt not respect persons, neither take a gift; for a 
gift doth blind the eyes of the wise, and pervert the words of the righteous. 

20: That which is altogether just shalt thou follow, that thou mayest live, and inherit the 
land which the Lord thy God giveth thee. 

In light of her political activism I wrote the poem, Hailing From the Tower of Babble, 
next page, in defiance of her goals to bastardize our Constitution with foreign court 
opinions in matters having no jurisdiction to foreign courts: 

 

 

 

                                                         
21 http://eagleforum.org/column/2003/aug03/03-08-20.shtml 

22 https://www.acslaw.org/ 

http://www.acslaw.org/
http://www.acslaw.org/
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HAILING FROM THE TOWER OF BABEL 
by Don Hamrick 

©2005 Don Hamrick 
 

Ruth Bader Ginsburg chanting from an uncommon Writ  
“Justice, justice shall you pursue, that you may thrive!”  

Where, O’ where may our justice be found? Infers the twit,  
But in the security of foreign lands to contrive! 

 
O’ what Bible does this Supreme Court Justice follow?  

Her read is certainly not from the King James! 
She will have us pursue justice as some elusive swallow  

Always beyond our reach, to spite her claims. 
 

We can ignore our Constitution, she implies,  
Because it no longer controls our authority.  

Comparative analysis, will protect us, she belies  
Against all threats in the global fratority. 

 
O’ contraire! We, the People say,  

Our Constitution is altogether just! 
We shall follow the Constitution for our sake!  

We say what it means, as we must!” 
 

King James’ Deuteronomy is my comparative analysis  
The Supreme Court today is our Tower of Babel 

As we are held in this awkward state of paralysis,  
Because there is no sense to Ginsburg’s rabble. 

 
Defiant lines are drawn! Is civil war sensed?  

Our highest court split by globalists’ sophistry.  
Judicial review in league to conspire against, 

Popular constitutionalism finding its place in history. 
 

Oh! Dear God, I pray to thou! 
For answers in these troubled days.  

Why hast thine judges forsaken thee?  
With no force of arms we are as slaves. 

 
Amen. 
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AMERICAN MERCHANT SEAMEN IN HARM’S WAY 
 (POLITICAL POEM) 

 
By Don Hamrick 

© 2004 Don Hamrick 
 

Pirates by sea, terrorists by land. 
Through hostile waters we sailors dare 
steam, Defensive weapons denied our hand. 
Not the law of land or sea it would seem. 
 
Without rhyme or reason, 
September 11, a day of slaughter. 
Security now a perpetual season. 
Arm ourselves now! Sailors oughta! 
 

Pirates and terrorists armed to the teeth,   
With every blade and firepower within 
reach, Against sailors defenseless as sheep. 
For to arm sailors liberals would screech, 
 
Would cause the Bill of Rights 
To become our steering light. 
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CATACLYSMS 

(A political poem in Diamante form) 

By Don Hamrick © 2005 
Thursday, April 20, 2006 

Freedom 
Independence, autonomy 

 Speaking, associating, traveling  
Action, responsibility, permission, dependence 

Obedience, submission, oppression  
Laws, regulations 

Slavery 
 

Speech 
Dialog, lecture 

Learning, questioning, teaching 
 Research, email, government, investigate  

Harassing, intimidating, threatening  
Coercive, abusive 

Silence 
 

Association,  
Mingle, join 

Participating, discriminating, voting  
Society, congress, estrangement, alienation  

Disassembling, segregating, dividing  
Suppression, stealth 

Isolation 
 

Judges  
Constitutional, law 

Deliberating, theorizing, concluding  
Adjudicator, marshal, partisan, crony  

Corrupting, lying, betraying 
Biased, prejudiced  

Criminals 
 

Government  
Guidance, balance 

Regulating, administrating, delegating  
Republic, commonwealth, nihilistic, despotic  

Racketeering, marauding, transgressing  
Indiscriminate, desultory 

Anarchy 

 

Submitted 
 
 
 
Don Hamrick 
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