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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, : 

      : 

   Plaintiff,  : 

      : 

  v.    : Case No. 13-cr-20371 

      : Honorable Victoria A. Roberts 

DOREEN HENDRICKSON,  : 

      :    

   Defendant.  : 

 

DOREEN HENDRICKSON'S RESPONSE OBJECTING TO THE 

GOVERNMENT MOTION FOR PERMISSION TO USE LAPTOP 

COMPUTERS DURING TRIAL 

 

The attorney for the United States has asked for permission from the court to 

use laptop computers to display exhibits and to access the internet and conduct 

legal research during trial. Doreen Hendrickson objects to this motion on the 

grounds that the uses of these devices intended by the US attorneys are not 

contemplated by the Local Rules, and that permitting their use would put her at a 

considerable and unfair disadvantage at trial, as is more fully laid out in the 

accompanying brief. 

Respectfully Submitted this 5th day of May, 2014 

__________________________________ 

Doreen Hendrickson, in propria persona 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, : 

      : 

   Plaintiff,  : 

      : 

  v.    : Case No. 13-cr-20371 

      : Honorable Victoria A. Roberts 

DOREEN HENDRICKSON,  : 

      :    

   Defendant.  : 

 

 

DOREEN HENDRICKSON'S BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF HER RESPONSE 

OBJECTING TO THE GOVERNMENT MOTION FOR PERMISSION TO 

USE LAPTOP COMPUTERS DURING TRIAL 

 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

Whether Local Rule 83.31(e) contemplates the use of laptops for 

communicating with the internet; whether a fair and proper trial could take place 

while some of multiple government attorneys are able to conduct legal research at 

the same time that others can pay attention to ongoing proceedings, but Doreen 

Hendrickson must choose between doing one or the other; and whether Mrs. 

Hendrickson would not be also unfairly disadvantaged by the granting of this 

motion due to the fact that unlike the government, which can pick and choose 

representatives who may have special skills in this regard, Mrs. Hendrickson has 

no such luxury and is not, in fact, a practiced, rapid-response legal researcher. 
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CONTROLLING AUTHORITY 

The issues addressed here are most closely controlled by the Fifth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution, and Local Rule LR 83.31. 



 

1 

ARGUMENT 

 

1. Local Rule 83.31(e) does not indicate contemplation of the use of laptop 

computers in a courtroom during trial to access the internet, and such use 

conflicts with LR 83.31(f)(2)(a), (B) and (C). 

  

Local Rule 83.31(e) allows the Court to order permission for the use of 

laptop computers in the courtroom. However, while not specifying either way, the 

rule does not indicate contemplation that this permission would be sought or 

granted for the purpose of accessing the internet in order to conduct legal research 

during trial. (The Motion filed in this matter does not specify that internet access is 

its purpose. But in the first trial in this case the US attorneys improperly used their 

cell-phones for this purpose, as discussed and verified in Mrs. Hendrickson's 

pending Motion to the Court to bar the US attorneys from having such phones OR 

laptops available to them in the upcoming proceedings (Dkt. #62). In their 

response to this Motion the US attorneys admit this abusive violation, and do not 

deny that they persisted in the violation despite being told about the Local Rule 

prohibiting this conduct by Standby Counsel Andrew Wise (Dkt. #67, page 3). 

Thus, internet access during trial is plainly one of their goals in the instant 

Motion.) 

LR 83.31(e) contemplates possible use of a laptop for exhibiting evidence, 

perhaps. But any use of the device to communicate with the world outside the 

courtroom would appear to conflict with the intentions of the inflexible 
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prohibitions (concerning cellular telephones and any other device with wireless 

communication capabilities, hereinafter “phones”-- LR 83.31(f)(2), emphasis 

added) found in Local Rule 83.31(f)(2))(A), (B) and (C): 

(A) the phone may not be used and must be turned off except in designated 

areas of the court facility; and 

(B) the phone cannot be initiated, “answered,” examined or otherwise 

manipulated while in a courtroom; and 

(C) the phone may be used for communication only in posted designated 

areas; and 

... 

 

2. Allowing the team of US Attorneys to conduct legal research during trial 

would put Mrs. Hendrickson at a distinct disadvantage, as they are several 

and she is only one, and are specialists selected from a stable of publicly-

funded specialists, and she is not. 

 

The principle of a "fair trial" enshrined and guaranteed in the due process 

provision of the Fifth Amendment of the US Constitution includes, among other 

things, the prescription that proceedings shall be conducted on a level playing 

field. Here, the government seeks to tilt the field in its favor. 

The government seeks to leverage the fact that its attorneys are a team acting 

in concert during trial, and are drawn from stable of specialists with special 

experience and skills in conducting rapid legal research, while Mrs. Hendrickson is 

one lone non-specialist. Mrs. Hendrickson is capable of organizing and presenting 

her defense to the spurious charges in this case, but not of simultaneously paying 

meaningful and necessary attention to ongoing proceedings while also conducting 
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research of transcripts or other materials useful to argument or questions for 

examination or cross-examination, whether on the internet or just on the local 

drives on a laptop. 

The government offers two reasons for its motion. First it says that its trial 

exhibits consist largely of court filings and other documents, and "the most 

effective manner of presenting these exhibits is by utilizing electronic courtroom 

presentation software, which, in turn, requires use of a laptop computer." But court 

filings and other documents are all on paper, and the overhead projector provided 

in the courtroom is perfectly adequate to their presentation. There is nothing 

whatever about the exhibits mentioned that requires or even is enhanced by their 

presentation through electronic means. 

The second reason given by the government for its motion is that "access to 

laptop computers will permit counsel to conduct legal research and bring relevant 

legal authority to the Court's attention if and when issues arise during trial." This 

second reason simply underscores why the permission sought by this motion 

should not be granted. 

As the Court knows, there is always "relevant legal authority" to be offered 

and argued supporting BOTH sides on any issue that may arise during trial. 

Equipping the multiple US attorneys with a means for "tag-teaming" the lone Mrs. 

Hendrickson would put Mrs. Hendrickson at a distinct disadvantage. Further, the 
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government attorneys are drawn from a large pool of experienced specialists who 

are paid by the rest of us to spend their entire days doing legal research. Mrs. 

Hendrickson is a housewife and homeschooling mother. She is capable of planning 

and presenting her defense, but not of dealing with the need to spontaneously run 

foot-races in order to adequately do so, and especially not when her adversaries 

can put professional racers on their bench to run against her. 

Further still, this "legal research" would not be conducted simply in order to 

"bring relevant legal authority to the Court's attention if and when issues arise 

during trial." Granting this motion would just as much enable the US attorneys to 

unfairly search transcripts and other materials located on their laptop hard drives or 

elsewhere, for the purpose of fine-tuning each other's examination and cross-

examination questions on the fly. Even a specification by the Court prohibiting this 

could not be relied upon, as the US attorneys have already demonstrated a 

disrespect for the rules with both their internet research by cell-phone, and their 

use of laptops without seeking written permission pursuant to LR 83.31(e) as they 

now do here, during the first trial in this case.  

CONCLUSION 

LR 83.31(e) does not contemplate permission for the use of laptop 

computers for conducting ongoing research during trial. In any event, allowing this 

use would unfairly tilt the playing field against Mrs. Hendrickson and in favor of 
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the team of US attorneys who could and would simultaneously conduct research 

and attend to ongoing proceedings as Mrs. Hendrickson cannot, and who are 

specialists in such matters-- both legal research and computer use-- as Mrs. 

Hendrickson is not. Further, there is no meaningful benefit to the trial process to 

weigh against these clear reasons why this permission should not be granted. In 

light of the foregoing, Mrs. Hendrickson respectfully urges this Honorable Court to 

DENY the government's motion for permission to use laptop computers in trial. 

Submitted this 5th day of May, 2014 

 

________________________________________ 

Doreen Hendrickson, in propria persona 

 

 



 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that this day a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

RESPONSE TO MOTION was served via U.S. first-class mail upon the 

following counsel: 

Melissa Siskind 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Tax Division 

P. O. Box 972, Ben Franklin Station 

Washington DC, 20044 

 

 

 

 

Dated:  5/5/14 

 

 

 

 

             ____________________ 

             Doreen M. Hendrickson      
 

 

 


