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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.  : 

 

 

 

REPLY TO THE GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO DOREEN 

HENDRICKSON'S MOTION FOR ORDER BARRING US ATTORNEYS 

FROM POSSESSION OF CELL-PHONES OR OTHER DEVICES 

 

In their response to Mrs. Hendrickson's Motion the US attorneys admit 

improperly using their cell-phones during the first trial in this matter (Response, 

page 3), 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. 

The government attorneys also do not deny that this abusive violation took place 

during regular proceedings in the trial, as well as while the jury was deliberating 

and/or reporting itself deadlocked, even while deceptively attempting to leave the 

Court with the impression that their improper conduct only occurred during the 

deliberation/deadlock period by admitting to the latter period of violations while 

saying nothing about the former. 
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The excuse the government attorneys offer for their violations of the rules 

with their cell-phones is that they were unable to successfully commit these 

violations with their laptop computers (for which no written permission for use in 

the courtroom had been sought or granted, as is required by LR 83.31(e))! Points 

for brazenness... 

The brazenness continues, as do the efforts to deceive. The government tries 

to spin Mrs. Hendrickson's complaint of the US attorneys having an advantage 

over her due to being equipped to successfully violate the rules into a complaint 

that she is not equally equipped to do so. It proposes that Mrs. Hendrickson ask the 

Court for permission to have her own cell-phone in her possession during trial, and 

suggests that her real problem here is having chosen to represent herself, rather 

than being represented by an attorney who enjoys the privilege of bringing a cell-

phone into the federal building. 

However, whatever may or may not be true about the consequences of self-

representation, one thing not waived by that choice is the obligation on the 

government's attorneys to follow the rules. Nor would that obligation be waived by 

Mrs. Hendrickson having permission to bring her own cell-phone into the building-

- LR 83.31(f)(1) acknowledges the possibility of a court order allowing cell-phones 

to be brought into the building by non-attorneys, but not that of an order abrogating 

the restrictions on cell-phone use found in LR 83.31(f)(2). 
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Thus, even if Mrs. Hendrickson were allowed to bring in her phone, and 

even if her phone was a "smart" device capable of accessing remote databases 

(which it is not), she would still not be able to use it as the government's attorneys 

have done. Even if Mrs. Hendrickson were represented by the board of the 

American Bar Association, under the provisions of LR 83.31(f) these privileged 

attorneys would not be allowed to use a cell-phone as the government's attorneys 

have done. The government's "solution" is no solution-- it is just a misdirection. 

Finally, it appears that the government attorneys do not deny their desire, 

and perhaps even their outright intent, to continue to violate the rules if Mrs. 

Hendrickson's Motion is not granted. Suggesting that Mrs. Hendrickson's solution 

to the problem addressed by her Motion is to equip herself to also violate the rules 

plainly implies that the government attorneys mean to persist in their violations if 

allowed to keep their phones. 

Mrs. Hendrickson respectfully re-iterates her Motion to the Court to prohibit 

anyone present on behalf of the United States in this case from possessing any type 

of cell-phone or other digital device in the federal building during her trial. 

 

__________________________________ 

Doreen Hendrickson, in propria persona 



 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

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

REPLY BRIEF 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      
 

 

 


