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January 16, 2010

James T. Glessner
State Court Administrator
125 Presumpscot Street 
P.O. Box 4820
Portland, ME 04112-4820

Dear Mr. Glessner,

This is in response to your letter dated December 29, 2009. My request to you for an 
administrative hearing, dated November 4, 2009, was to present evidence of a pattern of violations of 
procedural due process, the inefficient administration of justice, the tampering with court dockets/files, 
and non compliance with State and Federal law in the York County courts. I included exhibits of my 
latest encounter in the Biddeford District Court to prove my claims. The denial of access to the courts 
is denial of justice and the demand of a filing fee in order for a motion to be heard, and the motion 
denied, is extortion.  The deceptive practices and procedures in York County courts, in concert with 
others, and resulting in the theft of property equates to aiding and abetting the crimes committed. The 
rulings by Judge Christine Foster is not the issue, but rather the non compliance of procedural due 
process and violations of the law in achieving her decisions. This is not the first time this happens, at 
my expense. 

With respect to the Clerk of Court LaFontaine, she has failed in her duties/job performance to 
receive and safely keep all such records and papers lodged in her office, pursuant to Title 4: Judiciary, 
Chapter 13 ξ 568.

Pursuant to Title 4, Chapter 1 ξ 17, your duties as State Court Administrator include 
investigating complaints with respect to the operation of the courts. I did not request an administrative 
hearing on Judge Foster's rulings. I requested a hearing on the unlawful, deceptive practices occurring 
within Maine's judicial system. Since your duties include investigating complaints with respect to the 
operation of the courts, I request that you reconsider your denial of an administrative hearing which 
Asst. A.G. William R. Fisher erroneously advised you on. Attorney Fisher knows, or should know the 
law, the rules of procedural due process and 4 M.R.S.A.ξ 17 specifically states your authority. If you 
cannot speak with a complainant, how do you conduct an investigation?

With respect to challenges of appeal to the Maine Supreme Court, the same issues apply as in 
lower courts. Maine Rules of Appellate Procedure, Rule 5, requires a transcript of the proceedings and 
a copy of the docket entries. With the latest case that I presented to you, as an example, no 
transcript/recording exists as there were no hearings permitted by Judge Foster and no docket sheet to 
this “type of case.”  This was not a “new” case, but an existing case already filed with the court. If I 
were to present the numerous garbled documents (Exh. D and E) as the “docket sheet” to the Maine 
Supreme Court, I would be dismissed for lack of procedure. The court would not accept and decipher 
these disjointed sheets of paper. Yet, the courts continually violate procedural due process to the 
detriment of honest litigants.
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In rebuttal to Asst. A.G. William Fisher's advisories with regard to judicial immunity, I submit 
the following:

U.S. Constitution, Article III Section 1.
The judicial power of the United States, shall be vested in one Supreme Court, and in 

such inferior courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and establish. The 
judges, both of the supreme and inferior courts, shall hold their offices during good 
behaviour, and shall, at stated times, receive for their services, a compensation, which shall not be 
diminished during their continuance in office.

There are no provisions in the Constitution or in the Federal Statutes on claims of absolute 
immunity. In fact, 18 U.S.C. and 42 U.S.C. clearly show that all officers under color of law can be 
charged civilly and criminally. There is only one Congressional Act /law that allows a judge the 
immunity that he/she claims and that is S.7 under 60 Stat 237, better know as the Administrative 
Procedure Act of 1946 (APA) Title 5.  The Act gives judges immunity from retaliation from 
government agencies, not from the people. This Congressional Act is the Statute most abused by the 
Court and its officers and agencies. The APA was created by the Bar Association to give the people the 
means and avenue to place a claim of abuse into an Administrative Court to address wrongdoing and 
abuse by government offices; instead the agencies are misusing this Congressional Act to bring claims 
against the American people. The Congressional Report on Bill S.7 clearly shows that the people were 
to have the ability to get remedy and correct the misbehavior of those who hold public office. The 
judges were to have immunity when protecting the people’s rights in such cases. The Courts and its 
officers have misused this Congressional Act to create a “System of Anarchy” to deprive the people of 
their rights, money, property, children, and freedom through false incarceration, by committing Federal 
funding Fraud, Tax Fraud, extortion, obstruction of justice, civil rights violations, procedural violations, 
interference with Federal and State statutes and violations of Constitutionally-protected rights. This 
Congressional Act was to be used to deal with Administrative issues regarding government officials 
only; it was not to be used in a Court of Law under statutes and the Constitution. 

Attorney Fisher must review the following Federal Statutes and share with you and his 
colleagues in the Attorney General's Office. 

TITLE 18 > PART I > CHAPTER 1 
§4 Misprision of felony
Whoever, having knowledge of the actual commission of a felony cognizable by a court of the United 
States, conceals and does not as soon as possible make known the same to some judge or other person 
in civil or military authority under the United States, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not 
more than three years, or both. 

TITLE 18 > PART I > CHAPTER 13—CIVIL RIGHTS
§241. Conspiracy against rights

TITLE 18 > PART I > CHAPTER 13—CIVIL RIGHTS
§242. Deprivation of rights under color of law

TITLE 18 > PART I > CHAPTER 13—CIVIL RIGHTS 
§245. Federally protected activities
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TITLE 18>PART I > CHAPTER 47  

§1001. Statements or entries generally

TITLE 18 > PART I > CHAPTER 63  
§1346. Definition of “scheme or artifice to defraud”:  For the purposes of this chapter, the term 
“scheme or artifice to defraud” includes a scheme or artifice to deprive another of the intangible right 
of honest services.

TITLE 18>PART I > CHAPTER 73

 §1505 Obstruction of proceedings

TITLE 18 > PART I > CHAPTER 96—RACKETEER INFLUENCED AND CORRUPT 
ORGANIZATIONS
§1964. Civil remedies

TITLE 42 > THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE > CHAPTER 21
§1981. Equal rights under the law

TITLE 42 > CHAPTER 21 > SUBCHAPTER I 
§1983. Civil action for deprivation of rights

TITLE 42 > CHAPTER 21 > SUBCHAPTER I 
§1985. Conspiracy to interfere with civil rights

TITLE 42 > CHAPTER 21 > SUBCHAPTER I
§1986. Action for neglect to prevent

TITLE 42 > CHAPTER 21 > SUBCHAPTER I
§1988. Proceedings in vindication of civil rights  

Title 42, Section §2000d–7. Civil rights remedies equalization
     (a)  General provision

(1)  A State shall not be immune under the Eleventh Amendment of the Constitution of the 
United States from suit in Federal court for a violation of section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 [29 U.S.C. 794], title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 [20 U.S.C. 1681 et 
seq.], the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 [42 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.], title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 [ U.S.C. 2000d et seq.], or the provisions of any other Federal statute prohibiting 
discrimination by recipients of Federal financial assistance. 

(2)  In a suit against a State for a violation of a statute referred to in paragraph (1), remedies 
(including remedies both at law and in equity) are available for such a violation to the same 
extent as such remedies are available for such a violation in the suit against any public or 
private entity other than a State.

Title 10, Section §333 Interference with State and federal law
The President, by using the militia or the armed forces, or both, or by any other means, shall 
take such measures as he considers necessary to suppress, in a State, any insurrection, domestic 
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violence, unlawful combination, or conspiracy, if it— 
(1) so hinders the execution of the laws of that State, and of the United States within the 
State, that any part or class of its people is deprived of a right, privilege, immunity, or 
protection named in the Constitution and secured by law, and the constituted authorities 
of that State are unable, fail, or refuse to protect that right, privilege, or immunity, or to 
give that protection; or 
(2) opposes or obstructs the execution of the laws of the United States or impedes the 
course of justice under those laws. 

In any situation covered by clause (1), the State shall be considered to have denied the equal 
protection of the laws secured by the Constitution. 

Title 15 - COMMERCE AND TRADE
CHAPTER 22 - TRADEMARKS
SUBCHAPTER III - GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 1122. Liability of United States and States, and  instrumentalities and officials thereof

(b) Waiver of sovereign immunity by States
Any State, instrumentality of a State or any officer or employee of a State or instrumentality of a State 
acting in his or her official capacity, shall not be immune, under the eleventh amendment of the 
Constitution of the United States or under any other doctrine of sovereign immunity, from suit in 
Federal court by any person, including any governmental or nongovernmental entity for any violation 
under this chapter.

CASELAW

Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 362(1978). The Court of Appeals reversed, holding that  the 
Circuit Judge  was not immune from damages liability, and that, in any event, he had forfeited his 
immunity "because of his failure to comply with elementary principles of procedural due process.

Chandler v. Judicial Council of the 10th Circuit, 398 U.S. 74, 90 S. Ct. 1648, 26 L.   Ed. 2d 100 Justice 
Douglas, in his dissenting opinion at page 140 said, "If (federal judges) break the law, they can be 
prosecuted." Justice Black, in his dissenting opinion at page 141) said, "Judges, like other people, can 
be tried, convicted and punished for crimes... The judicial power shall extend to all cases, in law and 
equity, arising under this Constitution".

Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. at 227-229, 108 S. Ct. at 544-545 (1987); Westfall v.   Erwin, 108 S. Ct. 
580 (1987); United States v. Lanier (March 1997)
Constitutionally and in fact of law and judicial rulings, state-federal "magistrates-judges" or any 
government actors, state or federal, may now be held liable, if they violate any Citizen's 
Constitutional rights, privileges, or immunities, or guarantees; including statutory civil rights. A 
judge is not immune for tortious acts committed in a purely Administrative, non-judicial capacity.

McNally v. U.S., 483 U.S. 350, 371-372, Quoting U.S. v Holzer, 816 F.2d. 304, 307  Fraud in its 
elementary common law sense of deceit… includes the deliberate concealment of material information 
in a setting of fiduciary obligation.  A public official is a fiduciary toward the public,… and if he 
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deliberately conceals material information from them he is guilty of fraud. 

Decency, Security, and Liberty alike demand that Government officials shall be subject  to the same 
rules, that are commands to the citizen. In Government of laws, existence of the government will be 
imperiled if it fails to observe the law scrupulously. Our Government is the potent, the omnipresent 
teacher. For good or for ill, it teaches the whole people by it's example. Olmstead v. United States, Til 
U.S. 438 (1928) Justice Brandeis

Federal Law and Supreme Court Cases apply to State Court Cases. Howlett v. Rose, 496 U.S. 356 
(1990)
There is a general rule that a ministerial officer who acts wrongfully, although in good faith, is 
nevertheless liable in a civil action and cannot claim the immunity of the sovereign. Cooper v. 
O'Conner,99 F.2d 133 

Haas v. Henkel,  1909, 30 S.Ct. 249, 216 U.S. 462, 54 L.Ed. 569, 17 Ann.Cas. 1112 where court said: 
"The statute is  broad enough in its  terms to include any conspiracy for the purpose of impairing,  
obstructing, or defeating the lawful functions of any department of government," and United States v. 
Walter,  1923,  44  S.Ct.  10,  263 U.S.  15,  68 L.Ed.  137.  In  Henkel, party conspired  to  use  official 
government information in a scheme of fraud.

Gonzalez v. Commission on Judicial Performance, (1983) 33 Cal. 3D 359, 371, 374 
Acts in excess of judicial authority constitutes misconduct, particularly where a judge deliberately 
disregards the requirements of fairness and due process.

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

Boyd v. United, 116 U.S. 616 at 635 (1885)
Justice Bradley, "It may be that it is the obnoxious thing in its mildest form; but illegitimate and 
unconstitutional practices get their first footing in that way; namely, by silent approaches and slight 
deviations from legal modes of procedure. This can only be obviated by adhering to the rule that 
constitutional provisions for the security of persons and property should be liberally construed. A 
close and literal construction deprives them of half their efficacy, and leads to gradual depreciation 
of the right, as if it consisted more in sound than in substance. It is the duty of the Courts to be 
watchful for the Constitutional Rights of the Citizens, and against any stealthy encroachments 
thereon. Their motto should be Obsta Principiis."

Warnock v. Pecos County, Texas., 88 F3d 341 (5th Cir. 1996)
Eleventh Amendment does not protect state officials from claims for prospective relief when it is 
alleged that state officials acted in violation of federal law.
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Butz v. Economou, 98 S. Ct. 2894 (1978); United States v. Lee, 106 U.S. at 220, 1 S.   Ct. at 261 (1882)
"No man [or woman] 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."

Cannon v. Commission on Judicial Qualifications, (1975) 14 Cal. 3d 678, 694
Acts in excess of judicial authority constitutes misconduct, particularly where a judge deliberately 
disregards the requirements of fairness and due process.

 Perry v. United States, 204 U.S. 330, 358
"I do not understand the government to contend that it is any less bound by the obligation than a 
private individual would be..." "It is not the function of our government to keep the citizen from 
falling into error; it is the function of the citizen to keep the government from falling into error."

Pulliam v. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984); 104 S. Ct. 1781, 1980, 1981, and 1985
In 1996, Congress passed a law to overcome this ruling which stated that judicial immunity doesn't 
exist; citizens can sue judges for prospective injunctive relief.
"Our own experience is fully consistent with the common law's rejection of a rule of judicial 
immunity. We never have had a rule of absolute judicial immunity. At least seven circuits have 
indicated affirmatively that there is no immunity... to prevent irreparable injury to a citizen's 
constitutional rights..."
"Subsequent interpretations of the Civil Rights Act by this Court acknowledge Congress' intent to 
reach unconstitutional actions by all state and federal actors, including judges... The Fourteenth 
Amendment prohibits a state [federal] from denying any person [citizen] within its jurisdiction the 
equal protection under the laws. Since a State [or federal] acts only by its legislative, executive or 
judicial authorities, the constitutional provisions must be addressed to those authorities, including 
state and federal judges...""We conclude that judicial immunity is not a bar to relief against a 
judicial officer acting in her his judicial capacity."

Mack vs. City of Detroit, Chief Justice Cavanagh, No. 118468, 2002.
"The adversarial system ensures the best presentation of arguments and theories because each party is 
motivated to succeed. Moreover, the adversarial system attempts to ensure that an active judge refrain 
from allowing a preliminary understanding of the issues to improperly influence the final decision. This 
allows the judiciary to keep an open mind until the proofs and arguments have been adequately 
submitted. In spite of these underlying concerns, the majority today claims that the benefits of full 
briefing are simply a formality that can be discarded without care. The majority fails to comprehend 
how the skilled advocates in this case could have added anything insightful in the debate over the 
proper interpretation of a century's worth of precedent. Whatever its motivation, the majority 
undermines the foundations of our adversarial system."

“A judgment can be void . . . where the court acts in a manner contrary to due process.”  

-Am Jur 2d, §29 Void Judgments, p. 404.

"Where a court failed to observe safeguards, it amounts to denial of due process of law, court is 
deprived of juris."  --Merritt v. Hunter, C.A. Kansas 170 F2d 739.
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“Moreover, all proceedings founded on the void judgment are themselves regarded as invalid.” 
--Olson v. Leith 71 Wyo. 316, 257 P.2d 342.

There are numerous inconsistencies in caselaw, however, US Codes, US Supreme Court rulings 
and common sense clearly dictate that judicial immunity does not exist. The U.S. Constitution, Art. I, 
sec. 3 refers to impeachment of judges. If judges may be impeached, there is no defense for claim of 
judicial immunity.

In addition, the U.S. Congress codified the private attorney general principle into law with the 
enactment of the Civil Rights Attorney's Fees Award Act of 1976, 42 U.S.C. ξ 1988. The Senate Report 
on this statute stated that The Senate Committee on the Judiciary wanted to level the playing field so 
that private citizens, who might have little or no money, could still serve as "private attorneys general" 
and afford to bring actions, even against state or local bodies, to enforce the civil rights laws. The 
purpose of this principle is to provide extra incentive to private citizens to pursue suits that may be of 
benefit to society at large. See Newman v. Piggie Park Enterprises, 390 U.S. 400 (1968) - one of the 
earliest cases construing the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

I brought my complaint to you on acts in excess of judicial authority constituting gross 
violations of State and Federal law including, but not limited to, judicial oppression and misconduct, 
obstruction of justice and denial of due process and equal protection, particularly where a judge 
deliberately disregards the requirements of fairness and due process. Relief from the irreparable harm 
done to honest litigants comes in a nature and cause by addressing the problem created by judicial 
officers of the court. Upon review of documented evidence, the law mandates that you bring this issue 
to the Attorney General's Office to investigate, indict and prosecute where the evidence demands. This 
is a matter of public interest, health and welfare.

With regard to my request for a certified docket sheet, my exhibits D and E given to me by the 
clerk of court do not serve that purpose. I have been defrauded for the last time. I demand a full 
investigation and the return of all properties unlawfully taken from me. I request that you intervene and 
seek a full investigation by the Attorney General's Office. Public citizens are also deprived of access to 
the Attorney General's Office. State agencies, including the courts, receive Federal funding and the 
misuse of Federal tax dollars can result in the loss of such funding. 

 I request that you reconsider your denial of an administrative hearing and provide me with a 
date and time in which to meet.

Sincerely,

Dorothy Lafortune

P.O. Box 187

Biddeford, Maine 04005
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