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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.  : 

 

 

MOTION FOR DISMISSED OR CORRECTED INDICTMENT 

 

The indictment filed in this case grossly misrepresents the orders which Mrs. 

Hendrickson is accused of willfully resisting or disobeying. This misrepresentation 

is such that it conceals the fact that Mrs. Hendrickson is ordered to adopt the 

testimony of others as her own as regards the amended returns she is ordered to 

create; and conceals the fact that the order seeking to control her testimony on 

future tax documents explicitly and exclusively confines itself to enjoinment of a 

narrowly limited and express prohibition, rather than a vague prohibition of "filing 

[a return] which falsely reported that she earned zero wages", as the indictment 

indicates. 

Whether these misrepresentations are deliberate is not for Mrs. Hendrickson 

to say. But it is not too much to say that the indictment as presently written will 

mislead the jury as to what the government must prove in trial. 
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Mrs. Hendrickson respectfully moves the Court to order the DISMISSAL of 

the indictment, or a REVISION to make it accurately state the orders which Mrs. 

Hendrickson is accused of willfully resisting or disobeying, as is more fully laid 

out in the accompanying brief and argument. 

Concurrence was sought from the attorneys for the United States and was 

refused. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

__________________________________ 

Doreen Hendrickson, in propria persona 

 

April 18, 2014 
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

Doreen Hendrickson is charged with contempt of court for allegedly 

violating an explicitly-crafted order and an explicitly-crafted injunction, both 

written by the government itself and signed by Judge Nancy Edmunds. The actual 

texts of the order Mrs. Hendrickson is accused of resisting and the injunction she is 

accused of violating, though purportedly presented in the indictment, are not found 

anywhere in the document. Instead, both are instead very misleadingly and 

improperly misrepresented there, such as to conceal from the jury the true nature of 

each, and of the fact elements the government must prove in order to make its case. 

CONTROLLING AUTHORITY 

The issues addressed here are most closely controlled by the Sixth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution, and 18 U.S.C. § 401(3). 



 

 

ARGUMENT 

 

The indictment issued in this case grossly misrepresents the order and 

injunction which Mrs. Hendrickson is accused of willfully resisting or 

disobeying, and will mislead the jury hearing this case as to the burdens the 

government must bear. 

 

A. The first allegation of violation in the indictment misrepresents the 

injunction issued by Judge Nancy Edmunds. 

 

The first charge of the single count in the indictment says that Doreen 

Hendrickson: 

"did knowingly and willfully disobey and resist the lawful orders of a Court 

of the United States, namely, paragraph 27 of the May 2, 2007, Amended 

Judgment and Order of Permanent Injunction against DOREEN 

HENDRICKSON in the case of United States v. Peter and Doreen 

Hendrickson, case number 2:06-cv-11753-NGE-RSW, by 

 

DATE(S) VIOLATION OF ORDER 

(a) March 23, 2009 

filing a 2008 U.S. Income Tax Return for Single and Joint 

Filers With No Dependents, Form 1040EZ which falsely 

reported that she earned zero wages in 2008"; 

Indictment, Docket #3, paragraph 8, page 2 (this text is substantially as it appears 

here-- eye-catchingly set apart as part of the final item, and only graphical device,  

in the indictment; and under the heading "COUNT ONE"; see EXHIBIT 1). 

 

However, Doreen Hendrickson WAS NOT prohibited from filing a return "which 

falsely report[s] that she earned zero wages", or even simply from filing false 

returns. 

In the first place, such an order would be nonsensical. EVERYONE is pre-

emptively and permanently "enjoined" from filing returns they believe to be false. 

Further, equitable relief (such as by injunction) is precluded when a statutory 



 

 

remedy has been established (such as the statutes punishing false returns and 

providing for the government to produce its own returns in such cases): 

[A] common-law [suit] "may be entertained only in the absence of a 

statutory remedy" [and] "where statutory relief is afforded and clearly 

applies to the circumstances giving rise to the action, the statute constitutes 

the exclusive avenue for seeking redress." 

Aarti Hospitality, LLC v. City of Grove City, 2009 U.S. App LEXIS 20883 (6th 

Cir. 2009), quoting Westbrook v. Prudential Ins. Co. of Am., 37 Ohio St. 3d 166, 

524 N.E.2d 485, 488-89 (Ohio 1988);  

 

Tax cases do not lend themselves to an equitable solution. The Tax Code 

and regulations are technical and must be interpreted accordingly, like a 

game which must be played strictly in accordance with the rules. Ewing v. 

United States, 914 F.2d 499, 501 (4th Cir. 1990).  

Blatt v. United States, 830 F. Supp 882, 888 (W.D.N.C. 1993), aff’d, 34 F.3d 252 

(4th Cir. 1994); 

 

Our analysis is governed by the well-established principle that, in most 

contexts, "‘a precisely drawn, detailed statute pre-empts more general 

remedies.'" EC Term of Years Trust v. United States, 550 U.S. ___, ___, 127 

S.Ct. 1763, 1764, 167 L.Ed.2d 729 (2007) (quoting Brown v. GSA, 425 U.S. 

820, 834, 96 S.Ct. 1961, 48 L.Ed.2d 402 (1976)); see also Block v. North 

Dakota ex rel. Board of Univ. and School Lands, 461 U.S. 273, 284-286, 

103 S.Ct. 1811, 75 L.Ed.2d 840 (1983). We are also guided by our past 

recognition that when Congress enacts a specific remedy when no remedy 

was previously recognized, or when previous remedies were "problematic," 

the remedy provided is generally regarded as exclusive. Id., at 285, 103 S.Ct. 

1811; Brown, supra, at 826-829, 96 S.Ct. 1961. 

Hinck v. United States, 127 S.Ct. 2011 (2007). 

Thus, even beyond the unambiguous specificity of the carefully-chosen words of 

the injunction actually issued by Judge Edmunds, that injunction cannot have been, 

and cannot now be properly deemed to have been, against anything so pedestrian 



 

 

and statutorily-provided-for as merely filing a return "which falsely report[s] that 

she earned zero wages"-- even were Mrs. Hendrickson to have done such a thing. 

 But most significantly, there IS the unambiguous and deliberate specificity 

of the carefully-chosen words of the injunction actually issued by Judge Edmunds, 

which carefully describe in detail that Mrs. Hendrickson is exclusively: 

"prohibited from filing any tax return, amended return, form (including, but 

not limited to Form 4852 ("Substitute for Form W-2 Wage and Tax Statement, 

etc.")) or other writing or paper with the IRS that is based on the false and 

frivolous claims set forth in Cracking the Code that only federal, state or local 

government workers are liable for the payment of federal income tax or 

subject to the withholding of federal income, social security and Medicare 

taxes from their wages under the internal revenue laws (26 U.S.C.)" 

Paragraph 27, May 2, 2007 Amended Judgment and Order of Permanent Injunction, 

U.S. v. Peter and Doreen Hendrickson, case #2:06-cv-11753-- see EXHIBIT 2. 

 

The distinction is crucial. By its device of the indictment as presently written, 

the government seeks to make this some kind of "tax" trial. But the actual charge in 

this case is "contempt" by alleged disobedience of a very specifically- and 

carefully-worded order. 

By virtue of the actual words of the specifically- and carefully-worded 

permanent injunction allegedly disobeyed in this first alleged violation, the 

government bears the burden of proving, among other things, that Mrs. Hendrickson 

based her tax return concerning 2008 on the specific claims that only federal, state or 

local government workers are liable for the payment of federal income tax or subject 



 

 

to the withholding of federal income, social security and Medicare taxes from their 

wages under the internal revenue laws. 

It is notable that throughout the entire prosecution case-in-chief in the first 

trial on this matter no effort was made to bear this burden. This indicates that the 

government did, indeed, rely, and intend to rely, on the jury being misled by the 

false presentation concerning this element of the charge in the indictment. But the 

government must bear this burden-- it must try to prove that Mrs. Hendrickson 

knowingly and deliberately did exactly what she was exactly enjoined from doing, in 

order to prove her in contempt of that injunction. 

It is worth pointing out that the government asked for the specific wording of 

this injunction (see Docket #23, 2:06-cv-11753). Having been explicit in its request, 

the government should be held to the words it sought. An abortion protestor 

enjoined from being within 35 feet of a clinic must be within that exact distance to 

be guilty of violating the injunction, not merely nearby. Just so here. 

B. The second allegation of violation in the indictment misrepresents the order 

issued by Judge Nancy Edmunds. 

 

Like the first, the second violation specifically charged in the indictment 

grossly misstates the order Mrs. Hendrickson is accused of resisting. That violation 

is presented as that Mrs. Hendrickson: 

"did knowingly and willfully disobey and resist the lawful orders of a Court 

of the United States, namely, paragraph 27 of the May 2, 2007, Amended 

Judgment and Order of Permanent Injunction against DOREEN 



 

 

HENDRICKSON in the case of United States v. Peter and Doreen 

Hendrickson, case number 2:06-cv-11753-NGE-RSW, by 

 

DATE(S) VIOLATION OF ORDER 

(b) June 1, 2007- 

     Present 

failing to file with the IRS Amended U.S. Individual Tax 

Returns for 2002 and 2003 

Indictment, Docket #3, paragraph 8, page 2 (this text is substantially as it appears 

here-- eye-catchingly set apart as part of the final item, and only graphical device,  

in the indictment; and under the heading "COUNT ONE"; see EXHIBIT 1). 

 

As in the case of the "violation" description concerning Mrs. Hendrickson's 

filing for 2008, this representation of the order made by Judge Edmunds which Mrs. 

Hendrickson is accused of criminally violating completely misrepresents the facts. 

Mrs. Hendrickson was NOT ordered to file amended returns for 2002 and 2003. She 

was ordered to create sworn statements in the form of amended tax returns declaring 

her personal belief that amounts paid to her in 2002 and 2003 by Una Dworkin are 

"income" as that term is meant in tax law, and therefore are proper to be reported to 

the government as such on tax forms: 

"within 30 days of the entry of this Amended Judgment and Order of 

Permanent Injunction, [Mrs. Hendrickson] will file amended U.S. Individual 

Income Tax Returns for the taxable years ending on December 31, 2002 and 

December 31, 2003 with the Internal Revenue Service. The amended tax 

returns to be filed by [Mrs. Hendrickson] shall include, in [her] gross income 

for the 2002 and 2003 taxable years, the amounts that [she] received from Una 

E. Dworkin during 2002 and 2003." 

Paragraph 27, May 2, 2007 Amended Judgment and Order of Permanent Injunction, 

U.S. v. Peter and Doreen Hendrickson, case #2:06-cv-11753-- see EXHIBIT 2. 

 

It appears that by completely misrepresenting this actual order as: "file with 

the IRS Amended U.S. Individual Tax Returns for 2002 and 2003", the government 



 

 

wishes to implant in the jurors' minds the idea that Mrs. Hendrickson is simply being 

told to create new returns containing her own freely-made testimony, as all returns 

must be, whether amended or not. That is most definitely not the case here, where 

Mrs. Hendrickson has actually been ordered to declare, over her own signature, that 

she "believes" amounts paid to her by Una Dworkin qualify as "income" as that term 

is meant in the tax law, and can thus be properly reported as such on tax forms. 

In any event, there is no good reason for the text of the indictment in this 

highlighted, obviously-meant-to-be-the-take-away renderings of the alleged 

violations to leave out what Mrs. Hendrickson is ACTUALLY being accused of 

having failed to do, and thereby having allegedly committed a crime. That the 

government appears to feel that this lack of accuracy is helpful to its prosecution 

makes "no good reason" into a bad reason. 

C. Paragraph 6 of the indictment completely misrepresents paragraph 27 of 

the Amended Judgment and Order of Permanent Injunction issued by Judge 

Nancy Edmunds. 

 

Paragraph 6 of the indictment, which explicitly declares itself to report the 

contents of "paragraph 27 of [Judge Edmunds'] May 2, 2007, Amended Judgment 

and Order of Permanent Injunction," consists of essentially the same 

misrepresentations discussed above. This "list"-formatted misrepresentation  even 

goes so far as to include quote marks around a portion of the text relating to Mrs. 

Hendrickson's return for 2008-- text which does indeed quote a portion of the actual 



 

 

order, but fails to deploy any ellipsis or other indicator that additional text from the 

order is left out. The text omitted without acknowledgement is the specification of 

the claims on which Mrs. Hendrickson is enjoined from basing her return. 

Similarly, the second entry in the list in paragraph 6 purports to be the text of 

the order relating to the amended returns for 2002 and 2003, but omits entirely the 

language from the actual order which commands Mrs. Hendrickson to declare as her 

own testimony what someone else purportedly believes about the "income"-status of 

amounts paid to her by Una Dworkin. See EXHIBIT 1. 

CONCLUSION 

Mrs. Hendrickson is entitled to have her case heard by an impartial jury, per 

the Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution. This does not merely mean 

that the formality of the empanelling a jury be observed, or that a verdict be issued 

by such a jury. It also means that the jury that hears the case and renders a verdict be 

fairly apprised of every particular related to a charge. This should not be left to (or 

imposed upon) a defendant thus made to overcome misrepresentations in the very 

document by which the charge is brought and formally articulated, and by which the 

petit jury is most concisely and importantly given the specifics of the case.  

Mrs. Hendrickson feels that it is important to her defense that her jury have 

the exact particulars of the orders she is accused of criminally violating clearly in 

mind throughout the trial, and especially during deliberations. Further, whether 



 

 

seeking it or not, the government should not get the benefit of misrepresentations of 

what are, after all, nothing but the truths of the matters at issue, and Mrs. 

Hendrickson should not be put in the awkward and unfair position of having to point 

out the inaccuracies of this very key instrument to her jury.  

Mrs. Hendrickson therefore moves the Court to order the dismissal of the 

indictment, or that paragraph 6 of the indictment be struck or revised to state the 

actual orders made to her, in their entirety; and that the table in paragraph 8 of the 

indictment be revised to read: 

DATE(S) VIOLATION OF ORDER 

(a) March 23, 2009 filing a tax return with the IRS based on the claims that only 

federal, state or local government workers are liable for the 

payment of federal income tax or subject to the withholding of 

federal income, social security and Medicare taxes from their 

wages under the internal revenue laws; and 

(b) June 1, 2007- 

     Present 

failing to file amended U.S. Individual Income Tax Returns for 

the taxable years ending on December 31, 2002 and December 

31, 2003 with the Internal Revenue Service on which she 

includes, in her gross income for the 2002 and 2003 taxable 

years, the amounts that she received from Una E. Dworkin. 

during 2002 and 2003. 

 

Respectfully submitted this 18th day of April, 2014 

________________________________________ 

Doreen Hendrickson, in propria persona 

 

Attachments: EXHIBIT 1, Indictment; EXHIBIT 2, pages 7 and 8 of Judge Nancy 

Edmunds May 2, 2007 Amended Judgment and Order of Permanent Injunction.  
 


