
 
 
 
 

 
 

PLAINTIFF JOHN FITZGERALD KENNEDY AND HILDA TOBIAS'S OPPOSITION 

TO DEFENDANT KIMBERLY CHEATLE, IN HER OFFICIAL CAPACITY AS 

DIRECTOR OF THE UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
1 By law, the Secret Service is authorized to protect: 

 The president, the vice president, (or other individuals next in order of succession to the Office of the President), the 
president-elect and vice president-elect 

 The immediate families of the above individuals 
 Former presidents, their spouses, except when the spouse re-marries 
 Children of former presidents until age 16 
 Visiting heads of foreign states or governments and their spouses traveling with them, other distinguished foreign 

visitors to the United States, and official representatives of the United States performing special missions abroad 
 Major presidential and vice presidential candidates, and their spouses within 120 days of a general presidential 

election 
 Other individuals as designated per Executive Order of the President and 
 National Special Security Events, when designated as such by the Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security 
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Dear Honorable Chief Federal District Judge David Charles Godbey of Texas: 

 
The plaintiff, John Fitzgerald Kennedy (“John”) and Hilda Tobias Kennedy 

(“Hilda”, collectively, “the Kennedys”, “the Plaintiffs”) respectfully request this court 

please accept this informal brief in opposition to the motion to dismiss by defendant 

Kimberley Cheatle, in her official capacity as Director of the Secret Service (hereafter, “the 

Secret Service” or “Secret Service2”).  

 
 

BACKGROUND 

 
On December 14, 2023 (delivered to the court on November 22, 2023), Plaintiffs filed 

their Verified Complaint for Declaratory Relief (the “Original Complaint.”) ECF No. 3. On 

December 20, 2023, Defendant The Secret Service was served ECF No. 6. On January 2, 

2024, the Plaintiffs filed their First Amended Verified Complaint for Declaratory Relief 

ECF No. 10. On February 20, 2024 the Secret Service filed a Motion to Dismiss for failure 

to state a claim upon where relief can be granted under FRCP 12 (b) 6.  On March 11, 

2024, the court granted an unopposed extension of time to answer a motion to dismiss by 

the Secret Service to March 28, 2024, ECF No. 22. This Opposition to the Secret Service 

Motion to Dismiss is respectfully submitted to the court by the Kennedys on Thursday, 

March 28, 2024. 

 

 

 

 
2   Nothing in any filing(s) by the Kennedys will ever be in any way shape or form; intended to dispariage or insult in 

any way, the good and Honorable people who serve the United States of America in any way but rather to honor 
them and all the people in the United States who voted to enact the laws that govern and regulate the rights of a free 
and just society, with justice for all in this and all courts. 
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IN SUMMARY FOR THE SECRET SEVICE 

Plaintiff John F. Kennedy, the son of the 42nd President of the United States, John 

F Kennedy, and Activist/Actress Marilyn Monroe through direct evidence and testimony 

state that the Secret Service failed to protect, the plaintiff John, a member of a protected 

class privy to the mandate the U.S. Congress gave him and that duty being continuous 

ignored is discriminatory and his wife of 52 years suffered as an indirect result of this 

discriminatory negligence that will continue to deny the Kennedys future Constitutional 

rights, therefore, the plaintiffs here seek judgment, adjudication, declaratory and injunction 

relief as is their right under federal law(s) and precedent. This Opposition will show this 

truth. -The Kennedys are pro se, pauperous, disabled, and retired. 

 
LEGAL STANDARD FOR MOTION TO DISMISS 

When considering a motion to dismiss a complaint for failure to state a claim upon 

which relief can be granted pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), a court 

must accept all well-pleaded allegations in the complaint as true and view them in the light 

most favorable to the plaintiff. Evancho v. Fisher, 423 F.3d 347, 350 (3d Cir. 2005). A 

pleading is sufficient if it contains “a short and plain statement of the claim showing that 

the pleader is entitled to relief.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2). 

“While a complaint attacked by a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss does not need 

detailed factual allegations, a plaintiff's obligation to provide the ’grounds’ of [their] 

’entitle[ment] to relief’ requires more than labels and conclusions, and a formulaic 

recitation of the elements of a cause of action will not do.” Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 

550 U.S. 544, 555 (2007) (first alteration added) (second alteration in original) (citation 

omitted). 
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To determine the sufficiency of a complaint, a court must take three steps: (1) the 

court must take note of the elements a plaintiff must plead to state a claim; (2) the court 

should identify allegations that, because they are no more than conclusions, are not entitled 

to the assumption of truth; and (3) when there are well-pleaded factual allegations, a court 

should assume their veracity and then determine whether they plausibly give rise to an 

entitlement for relief. Malleus v. George, 641 F.3d 560, 563 (3d Cir. 2011) (quoting 

Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 664, 675, 679 (2009) (alterations, quotations, and other 

citations omitted). A court in reviewing a Rule 12(b)(6) motion must only consider the 

facts alleged in the pleadings, the documents attached thereto as exhibits, and matters of 

judicial notice. S. Cross Overseas Agencies, Inc. v. Kwong Shipping Grp. Ltd., 181 F.3d 

410, 426 (3d Cir. 1999). 

“A motion to dismiss should be granted if the plaintiff is unable to plead ’enough 

facts to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’” Malleus, 641 F.3d at 563 

(quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 570). 
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POINT I: 
 

THE SECRET SERVICE DOES NOT HAVE ANY SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY  

BY ACT(S) OF THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS  

 

A. DOCTRINE OF SOVEIGN IMMUNITY..... 

Sovereignty is a broad term that influences many modern concepts such as identity, 

individuality, and rationality (the use of reason). It comes from the French word la 

souveraineté, which in international law, means that a government possesses full control 

over affairs within a territorial or geographical area or limit. Simplified, Sovereign 

Immunity can act as French President Charles de Gaulle wrote, “Patriotism is when love 

of your own people comes first; nationalism, when hate for people other than your own 

comes first.” 

Professor Vicki C. Jackson, in her analysis of the principled or prudential reasons 

for judicial recognition of the limitation on suits against the federal government, describes 

sovereign immunity as “a place of contest between important values of constitutionalism”: 

On the one hand, constitutionalism entails a commitment that government should be 

limited by law and accountable under law for the protection of fundamental rights; if the 

“essence of civil liberty” is that the law provide remedies for violations of rights, 

immunizing government from ordinary remedies is in considerable tension with all but the 

most formalist understandings of law and rights. On the other hand, a commitment to 

democratic decision-making may underlie judicial hesitation about applying the ordinary 

law of remedies to afford access to the public fisc to satisfy private claims, in the absence 

of clear legislative authorization. 
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Professor Kenneth Culp Davis was one of the nation’s leading experts on 

administrative law — and a sharp critic of sovereign immunity. He characterized the 

concept as a medieval holdover from the English monarchy and said that the “strongest 

support for sovereign immunity is provided by that four-horse team so often encountered 

— historical accident, habit, a natural tendency to favor the familiar, and inertia.” He 

contended that the doctrine of sovereign immunity is unnecessary as a “judicial tool,” 

because we may trust the courts to refrain from interfering in crucial governmental 

activities, such as the execution of foreign affairs and military policies, by limiting 

themselves to matters appropriate for judicial determination and within the competence of 

the judiciary. Writing more recently, and similarly questioning the historical and 

constitutional justifications for federal sovereign immunity, Professor SusanRandall 

contends that sovereign immunity should henceforth be viewed as “a prudential rather than 

a jurisdictional doctrine,” under which “courts attempt to balance the needs of the political 

branches to govern effectively.” 

The Fifth Circuit has made clear that questions of immunity are a threshold matter 

"to be resolved as early in the proceedings as possible." Boyd v. Biggers, 31 F.3d 279, 

284 (5th Cir. 1994) (per curiam) (citing Siegert v. Gilley, 500 U.S. 226, 231-33 (1991) 

("One of the purposes of immunity, absolute or qualified, is to spare a defendant not only 

unwarranted liability, but unwarranted demands customarily imposed upon those 

defending a long drawn out lawsuit.")); see also Hulsey v. Owens, 63 F.3d 354, 356 (5th 

Cir. 1995) (per curiam) (citing Boyd, 31 F.3d at 284); Brown v. Lyford, 243 F.3d 185, 

191 (5th Cir. 2001) (citing Gibson v. Rich, 44 F.3d 274, 277 (5th Cir. 1995); Spann 

v. Rainey, 987 F.2d 1110, 1114 (5th Cir. 1993)). This is because absolute and qualified 
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immunity provide immunity not only from  damages but from suit itself. See Boyd, 31 F.3d 

at 284; Brown, 243 F.3d at 191. Accordingly, the Court first addresses the issues of 

immunity. 

"Qualified immunity attaches when an official's conduct 'does not violate clearly 

established statutory or constitutional rights of which a reasonable person would have 

known.'" White v. Pauly, 137 S. Ct. 548, 551 (2017) (per curiam) (quoting Mullenix 

v. Luna, 577 U.S. 7, 11 (2015) (per curiam)). This "gives government officials breathing 

room to make reasonable but mistaken judgments, and protects all but the plainly 

incompetent or those who knowingly violate the law." Stanton v. Sims, 571 U.S. 3, 6 (2013) 

(per curiam) (internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Ashcroft v. al-Kidd, 563 U.S. 731, 

743 (2011) (Scalia, J.)). "Once the defendant raises the qualified immunity defense, 'the 

burden shifts to the plaintiff to rebut this defense by establishing that the official's allegedly 

wrongful  conduct violated clearly established law.'" Harris v. Serpas, 745 F.3d 767, 

771 (5th Cir. 2014) (quoting Brumfield v. Hollins, 551 F.3d 322, 326 (5th Cir. 2008) 

(Haynes, J.)). 
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UNITED STATES CONGRESS PASSES PUBLIC LAW 82-79..... 

In 1951 Triggered by the attack on President Truman3, Congress enacted legislation 

that permanently authorized Secret Service protection of the President, his immediate 

family, the President-elect, and the Vice President  (if he wished).  (Congressional Public 

Law 82-79). The Secret Service Website. 

Public laws are designed to affect the general public. Only public laws become part 

of the statutory code, the U.S. Code. Both will appear in separate series in the session laws, 

the U.S. Statutes at Large. 

Public authorities, namely the local authorities or government departments exercise 

certain powers to serve the public as authorized by the state. The body of the law that 

governs such exercise of powers by public authorities is known as the Public law. If a 

resolution made by a public body acting in its capacity is unlawful, or if the decision-

making procedure is discriminating, it can be challenged by using an accepted 

grievances/complaints process, or by judicial review. 

Public law is concerned with the relationship between the state and individuals, and 

unlike private law, it doesn’t remedy issues arising between private individuals or bodies. 

This mainly focuses on the separation of power within the state. To state simply, the public 

law seeks to regulate the abuse of the sovereign power. 

 

 
3 Puerto Rican Nationalists; Griselio Torresola (died in the attack) and Oscar Collazo attempted to kill the President 

Truman but were stopped by the White House Police officer Leslie Coffelt.  
   President Truman and Secretary of State Dean Acheson asked Coffelt’s widow, Cressie E. Coffelt, to go to Puerto 

Rico, where she received condolences from various Puerto Rican leaders and crowds. Cressie Coffelt responded with a 
speech absolving the island's people of blame for the acts of the attackers Collazo and Torresola. Oscar Collazo was 
convicted in federal court and sentenced to death, which Truman commuted to a life sentence. In 1979, President Jimmy 
Carter commuted the sentence of Collazo to the time served 
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Public law is imperative as a result of the unequal relationship between the 

government and the public. The government is the only body that can make decisions on 

the rights and privileges of the people and how they must act within the law. And when a 

public body seems to have violated such rights and privileges while performing their 

functions in the capacity of a public body, a citizen can resort to the mechanism of judicial 

review if he/she is not satisfied with the decisions an authoritative body. 

Public authorities need to act according to the public law principles. This implies 

that they have to follow some of the few principles. 

 Function legitimately – Public authorities must follow 
the law, they must not misuse their powers or do 
anything which they are not legally authorized to do. 

 Act rationally/reasonably 
 Follow just procedures 

 
One of the most common remedies available under public law is the judicial review, 

where the judges appraise the legality of the actions and resolutions of public bodies. It is 

likewise feasible to indirectly challenge the legality of administrative acts and decisions 

regarding collateral damages in defense of civil or criminal proceedings. DOJ website. 

This issue is about different grievances of individuals influenced by the government 

exercising statutory authority. The courts have created standards of administrative law for 

public bodies to avert misuse or abuse of power. Discretionary powers are not absolute but 

are liable to standards of reason and equity. Nevertheless, public authorities often act 

unlawfully. 
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EXAMPLES OF THE POWER OF PUBLIC LAW 

a. Under public law, the United States Congress can take away sovereign 

immunity from the federal government. Public Law 280 not only did that but also took 

away sovereign immunity from countries in treaties such as Indian Nations referenced in 

Public Law 280 while leaving other tribes and nations with their sovereign immunity intact 

(please see attachment).  

b. Public law 91-297 gives private class security 1-A-5, executive protective 

services individuals [like Officer Leslie Coffelt] selected for a grade GS-7 position a legal 

right against the Secret Service, for retroactive pay.  This right gives private individuals 

judicial review without doing anything else if the obligations are not met with all the rights 

of a plaintiff standing in a federal civil action.  

Only public laws become part of the statutory code, the U.S. Code. Both will appear 

in separate series in the session laws, the U.S. Statutes at Large. 

c. Congressional Public law [82-79] gives children of the President in office 

as minors, a legal right to protection and a right to judicial review if the children of the 

president are not protected, like here, without a statute of limitations. (The crime is ongoing 

from the date the duty was withdrawn.) 

Public Law 82-79 made no distinction of what a child or children means which is 

not an argument with the Secret Service or the U.S. Congress. It is not a realistic one to 

make anyway. Because the plaintiff John as a minor is privy to Public Law 82-79 by direct 

evidence (DNA, direct testimony, and circumstantial evidence). John is a member of three 

protected classes (race; Jewish), religion (mother is Jewish), and disability so he has a right 

to be adjudicated for that part alone.  

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24   Filed 03/28/24    Page 10 of 24   PageID 339



The Secret Service does not advocate adjudicating John or investigating what 

happened to him as unlawful and discriminatory. John F. Kennedy has a right to declaratory 

judgment/adjudications/injunction relief. It is like Congress hired a force to do something 

but they don’t want to do it. This is unacceptable and an area for judicial review. 

Plaintiff as a child of President John F. Kennedy has a business relationship with 

the Secret Service by an act of the U.S. Congress. -As such it is a hostile work environment 

due to his protected class status and the Secret Service's actions. 

 

SECTION 504 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act prohibits discrimination against qualified 

individuals with disabilities by federal agencies, or by programs or activities that receive 

federal financial assistance or are conducted by a federal agency.  

 

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES (ADA) 

Let’s start with abrogation. The ADA provides that “[a] State shall not be 

immune under the eleventh amendment to the Constitution of the United States from 

an action in Federal or State court of competent jurisdiction for a violation of this 

chapter.” 42 U.S.C. § 12202.  

TITLE VI... 

The Supreme Court has established “an implied private right of action” under Title 

VI, leaving it “beyond dispute that private individuals may sue” to address allegations of 

intentional discrimination. Barnes v. Gorman, 536 U.S. 181, 185 (2002) (quoting 

Alexander v. Sandoval, 532 U.S. 275, 280 (2001)). The Court previously has stated that it 
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had “no doubt that Congress … understood Title VI as authorizing an implied private cause 

of action for victims of illegal discrimination.” Cannon v. Univ. of Chicago, 441 U.S. 677, 

703 (1979) (holding that an individual has a private right of action under Title IX). In 

Sandoval, 532 U.S. at 284-85, the Supreme Court explained that the private right of action 

under Title VI exists only under Section 601, for cases of intentional discrimination.  

Section 601 -- This section states the general principle that no person in the United 

States shall be excluded from participation in or otherwise discriminated against on the 

ground of race, color, or national origin under any program or activity receiving Federal 

financial assistance. 

Since John was orphaned after the death of his parents; the guardians of his safety 

as a minor fell to the Secret Service who became the ward of his safety but rather looked 

away while his property, such as his name was taken away without due process and he was 

abused in unthinkable ways. What mother or father or Congress would wish this for their 

child/the people’s child as circumstantial evidence exists between Congress, President 

John F. Kennedy's Executive Order, and his Last Will and Testament of President John F. 

Kennedy 

 

PLEASE ACCEPT THE PLAINTIFF'S ATTACHMENTS: 

Public Laws, Affidavit of John and Hilda with exhibits.  
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IN BIXENS, AND PAUL LANDIS, AS SECRET SERVICE WHISTLEBLOWER: 

 
In Bivens v. Six Unknown Named Agents, 403 U.S. 388 (1971), was a case in 

which the US Supreme Court ruled that an implied cause of action existed for an individual 

whose Fourth Amendment protection against unreasonable search and seizures had been 

violated by the Federal Bureau of Narcotics. The victim of such a deprivation could sue 

for the violation of the Fourth Amendment itself despite the lack of any federal statute 

authorizing such a suit. The existence of a remedy for the violation was implied by the 

importance of the right violated. 

The case was understood to create a cause of action against the federal government 

similar to the one in 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the states. However, the Supreme Court has 

sharply limited new Bivens claims. 

The Supreme Court has upheld Bivens claims only three times: 

in Bivens (1971), Davis v. Passman (1979), and Carlson v. Green (1980). Under Ziglar v. 

Abbasi (2017) and Egbert v. Boule (2022), any claim that is not highly similar to the facts 

in Bivens (excessive force during arrest), Davis (sex discrimination in federal 

employment), or Carlson (inadequate care in prison) is a "new context" to 

which Bivens will not be extended if "there is any reason to think that Congress might be 

better equipped to create a damages remedy." 

In Bixens, The Supreme Court granted certiorari on that secondary issue of whether 

a plaintiff can bring a claim in federal court based solely on an alleged violation of his 

Fourth Amendment rights. 
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In Bixen, The Supreme Court, in an opinion by Justice Brennan, laid down a rule 

that it will infer a private right of action for monetary damages where no other federal 

remedy is provided for the vindication of a constitutional right, based on the principle that 

"for every wrong, there is a remedy". The court reasoned based upon a presumption that 

where there is a violation of a right, the plaintiff can recover whatever he could recover 

under any civil action unless Congress has expressly curtailed that right of recovery, or 

there exist some "special factors counseling hesitation". 

Justice Harlan voted with the majority to reverse the lower court but also wrote a 

separate concurring opinion. For the reasons set forth below, I am of the opinion that 

federal courts do have the power to award damages for violation of 'constitutionally 

protected interests' and I agree with the Court that a traditional judicial remedy such as 

damages is appropriate to the vindication of the personal interests protected by the Fourth 

Amendment. 

Harlan particularly emphasized the special importance of constitutional rights. He 

presented that it was well-settled, even undeniable, that a suit for injunction based on a 

constitutional right had been long recognized in the Federal courts. However, a suit for 

damages should be as or more acceptable. 

Paul Landis, a former Secret Service and whistleblower wrote a book entitled, 

“Final Witness: A Kennedy Secret Service Agent Breaks His Silence After Sixty Years” 

in 2023 (just before the plaintiff's lawsuit) describing in great detail all the negligence in 

the investigation of President John F. Kennedy’s murder. He has been evading service by 

several process servers and the Travis County Constable of Texas, Precinct Five. The 

motion for  Substituted Service is pending before this court at ECF No. 7. 
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Defendant Paul Landis makes it clear the Secret Service is negligent to John, and 

through him creates an alternate form of declaratory judgment and injunction relief to 

adjudicate John if the court grants the alternative service motion. It is hoped that this is 

explained correctly by the Kennedys. 

AGAIN TITLE VI.... 

 
Title VI, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d et seq., was enacted as part of the landmark Civil Rights 

Act of 1964. It prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, and national origin in 

programs and activities receiving federal financial assistance. As President John F. 

Kennedy said in 1963: 

“Simple justice requires that public funds, to which all taxpayers of all races 

[colors, and national origins] contribute, not be spent in any fashion which 

encourages, entrenches, subsidizes or results in racial [color or national 

origin] discrimination.” 

If a recipient of federal assistance is found to have discriminated and voluntary 

compliance cannot be achieved, the federal agency providing the assistance should either 

initiate fund termination proceedings or refer the matter to the Department of Justice for 

appropriate legal action. Aggrieved individuals may file administrative complaints with 

the federal agency that provides funds to a recipient, or the individuals may file suit for 

appropriate relief in federal court. Title VI itself prohibits intentional discrimination. 

However, most funding agencies have regulations implementing Title VI that prohibit 

recipient practices that have the effect of discrimination on the basis of race, color, or 

national origin. 

The Secret Service as explained even without using Paul Landis’s book has 

engaged and continues to engage in interference against a John as a protected class, against 

his civil rights and legal rights: Broadly speaking, interference in a legal setting is wrongful 

conduct that prevents or disturbs another in the performance of their usual activities, in the 

conduct of their business or contractual relations, or in the enjoyment of their full 

legal rights. Interference can arise in a variety of legal fields including, but not necessarily 

limited to, tort law, property law, contract law, business law, election law, patent 
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law, family law, employment law, and criminal law. Many of the claims that arise out of 

interference are born from an intersection between tort law and some other field. 

 

POINT II 

DNA4 IS UNEQUIVOCALLY DIRECT EVIDENCE FOR THE COURT TO 

DETERMINE PLAINTIFF JOHN F. KENNEDY’S  PATERNITY TO HIS 

FATHER, THE UNITED STATES PRESIDENT: 

 

PRESIDENT WARREN HARDING DAUGHTER 

Nan Britton first came forward publically with the claim that her daughter, 

Elizabeth Ann, was Harding’s daughter in a 1927 autobiography “The President’s 

Daughter.” In her account, Britton detailed a steamy six-year-long affair with the 29th 

president, including one encounter in a White House closet, before his untimely death in 

1923. 

Harding historian James Robenalt compares Britton to the Monica Lewinsky of her 

time. 

“Nan Britton was someone who had to live through a lot of attacks … and I think 

her story was a lot like Monica Lewinsky because there was a real shaming process,” 

Robenalt said. “She was just picking up for her daughter, who we now know was Harding’s 

daughter, and she was just viciously attacked for it.” 

In 2015, The New York Times reported that genetic testing by AncestryDNA, a 

division of Ancestry.com, confirmed that Harding was Blaesing's biological 

father.[5] Specifically, Dr. Peter Harding, the grandnephew of President Harding, and James 

Blaesing, son of Elizabeth Ann Blaesing, submitted DNA samples, which confirmed a 

relationship of second cousins, thus proving beyond a reasonable doubt that Elizabeth was 

the daughter of Harding.[1] 

 

 
4   The oldest DNA ever found is two miiliion years old. https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-022-04421-

w#:~:text=Two%2Dmillion%2Dyear%2Dold,any%20now%20found%20on%20Earth. 
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All his life, Peter Harding said, his family had maintained that Britton was a 

"delusional woman who believed in a fantasy." The family believed that President 

Harding, who had mumps as a child, was sterilized by the illness and could not have 

children. 

 

PRESIDENT THOMAS JEFFERSON CHILDREN 

Thomas Jefferson, author of the Declaration of Independence and the third 

president of the United States (1801-1809), was born on a large Virginia estate run on slave 

labor. His marriage to the wealthy young widow Martha Wayles Skelton in 1772 more than 

doubled his property in land and enslaved workers. 

In his public life, Jefferson made statements describing Black people as 

biologically inferior and claiming that a biracial American society was impossible. Despite 

those public comments, strong evidence has led historians to conclude that Jefferson had a 

longstanding relationship with an enslaved woman named Sally Hemings, and the two had 

as many as six children together. 

In January 2000, the Thomas Jefferson Memorial Foundation accepted the 

conclusion, supported by DNA evidence, that Jefferson and Sally Hemings had at least one 

and probably six offspring between 1790 and 1808. Though most historians now agree that 

Jefferson and Hemings had a sexual relationship, debate continues over the duration of that 

relationship and, especially, over its nature. Admirers of Jefferson are inclined to see his 

relationship with Hemings as a love affair, despite his public statements about race. Others 

view Jefferson's relationship with Hemings—who was enslaved by the Founding Father—

as predatory and hypocritical, given Jefferson's writings on freedom and equality. 

 

PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY’S SON 

President Thomas Jefferson's children and President Warren Harding's daughter 

suffered from Fremdschämen which refers to vicarious or second-hand embarrassment: If 

someone does something so cringe or embarrassing that you feel embarrassed on their 

behalf, that is fremdschämen but DNA resolved the issue even two hundred years later as 

direct evidence so their fremdschämen is over. 
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The plaintiff, John is different because what happened to him is a crime, an offense 

against the people of the United States, and discriminatory, a crime in itself. Direct 

evidence by statements and DNA with unlimited circumstantial evidence point to this 

uncomfortable fact for them. The Secret Service suffers for what it did; fremdschämen 

which is why they are using sovereign immunity as a defense, otherwise why? 

 

THE SECRET SERVICE MENTIONED THE SECOND CIRCUIT AND NINTH 

CIRCUIT CASES BUT DID NOTHING TO INQUIRE ABOUT THEIR LEGAL 

OBLIGATION TO THE CHILD OF THE PRESIDENT.  

 

John was kidnapped from his beloved mother, Marilyn Monroe, and by default, his 

father President Kennedy, the Secret Service must investigate even at a lower standard as 

if a threat had just occurred but instead, it stood back stud by and did nothing when John 

was in the Second Circuit and Eleventh Circuit.  

The Secret Service is not pleading estoppel or res judicata because no DNA has 

been done and it is direct evidence. To plead res judicata, a closure is on the merits of the 

case, instead the Secret Service, a premiere law enforcement agency that never explained 

paternity could not be determined points fingers and watch John fail in his constitutional 

right of due process. We hope this court sees this for what it is and not what it isn’t because 

eventually, the facts like for Thomas Jefferson and Warren Harding will come out. 

 The Second Circuit in the enclosed Order did not allow John to seek DNA 

adjudication because he is not considered a child unless he is born of a legally married 

mother and father. The ninth circuit did not accept the case for review for lack of evidence 

as now, no DNA. 

In civil procedure, collateral estoppel refers to the application of res judicata 

principles through issue preclusion. For issue preclusion, a party can utilize collateral 

estoppel to prevent another party from re-litigating any issue that has been validly, finally, 

and determined on the merits in a previous case; Res judicata is the principle that a cause 

of action may not be relitigated once it has been judged on the merits. "Finality" is the term 

that refers to when a court renders a final judgment on the merits. Res judicata is also 

frequently referred to as "claim preclusion," 
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THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS;  

THE SECRET SERVICE;  

AND THE JUDICIARY. 

 

All that belongs to John by way of my mother and father, at minimum, his identity, 

as monetary value; plus John was hurt, abused, and exploited in such a manner consistent 

with the sexual exploitation of a child because the Secret Service failed to act according to 

United States Congress Public Law 82-79 and protect their ward. 

A federal agent acting under the color of his authority gives rise to a cause of action 

for damages consequent upon his unconstitutional conduct. Justice Brennan confirmed that 

an action for damages may be brought against federal agents acting under the color of their 

authority but acting unconstitutionally. As an example, in Bevins: “The Fourth 

Amendment [of the United States Constitution] provides that: ‘[t]he right of the people to 

be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and 

seizures shall not be violated . . . .’” Therefore, those who have their rights violated under 

the Fourth Amendment by a federal agent require protection under the Constitution. The 

Court has consistently ruled that “where federally protected rights have been 

invaded, it has been the rule from the beginning that courts will be alert to adjust 

their remedies so as to grant the necessary relief.” The Fourth Amendment, however, 

does not provide any monetary damages for injuries suffered as a result of a federal agent 

acting unconstitutionally. However, when there is a general right to sue under a federal 

statute, a court “may use any available remedy to make good the wrong done.” Petitioner 

is entitled to a cause of action and to recover monetary damages. The court of appeals is 

reversed and remanded. 
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HILDA IS IN THE CROSSFIRE OF THE SECRET SERVICE ABANDONMENT 

OF THEIR DUTY TO PROTECT THE CHILD OF PRESIDENT JOHN F. 

KENNEDY AND SUFFERED INDIRECTLY AS A RESULT AND IS ENTITLED 

TO INTENTIONAL EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS IS JOHN DIRECTLY. 

Claims for negligent infliction of emotional distress are characterized as either 

direct claims or indirect claims. In a direct claim for negligent infliction of emotional 

distress “a person who is the direct object of a tortfeasor's negligence experiences 

severe emotional trauma as a result of the tortfeasor's negligent act or omission.” 

Gendek v. Poblete, 654 A.2d 970, 972 (N.J. 1995). In an indirect claim “a person, not 

otherwise a direct object of a tortfeasor's negligence, experiences severe emotional 

distress when another person suffers serious or fatal injuries as a result of that 

negligence.” 

PLAINTIFFS ARE ENTITLED TO PUNITIVE DAMAGES 

The Supreme Court of the United States has not yet provided a test to determine 

when it is appropriate to award punitive damages. Nevertheless, the Court did indicate to 

the lower courts that they should look for reprehensibility and acceptable punitive-to-

compensatory damages ratio in punitive damages consideration in State Farm v. Campbell, 

538 U.S. 408 (2003). This can not happen again in the United States5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5     The equivalent of the United States Secret Service is the Roman Patroian Guard: The Praetorians assassinated 13 

Roman emperors and even auctioned the throne to the highest bidder. Either by volition or for a price, the Praetorian 
Guard would assassinate an emperor, bully the Praetorian prefects, or attack the Roman populace. In AD 41, 
conspirators from the senatorial class and from the Guard killed Emperor Caligula, his wife, and their daughter. 
Afterwards, the Praetorians installed Caligula's uncle Claudius upon the imperial throne of Rome, and challenged 
the Senate to oppose the Praetorian decision. The Praetorian guard It was responsible for the overthrow, 
abandonment, or murder of 15 out of the first 48 emperors who governed Rome between 27 bc and ad 305 A.D.. 
This is not what anyone wants the Secret Service to become therefore for the protection of the elected President 
Judical Review is required and consented by the United States Congree in Public Law 82 which extends to the 
children of the President. A natural course of action to avoid crisis such the Romans had. 
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CONCLUSION 

Many people rely on Public Law, Civil Rights laws, and cases such as Bixens for 

protection against abuse. The precedent set by ignoring these hard-fought rights would 

bring about no defense for the defenseless, the most vulnerable, like children, immigrants, 

races, religions, and the disabled of all kinds, and scare them from coming forward for 

judicial review and give the false impression of a reversal of laws.  

The plaintiffs will be the first to admit that they do not have access to any 

comparable legal help such as this court requires. It was impossible due to the 

negligence and discriminatory actions of the Secret Service in their entrusted duties 

given to them by the United States Congress which turned Plaintiff John F. Kennedy 

into a myth. This court is beyond the plaintiffs' legal knowledge by a thousand years6. 

It has been hard to get justice as John, a disabled orphaned child if not for God has 

given the plaintiffs the ability to present what happened to John’s mother and father; 

the Kennedys feel blessed just to survive, and because of Pual Landis, Secret Service 

whistleblower,  be able to air their grievances against the State.  

However, when the Secret Service, a premiere law enforcement agency, only 

offers hearsay and name-calling to 100% direct evidence, with no end to circumstantial 

evidence: what hope does any citizen or non-citizen have to get Soloman Justice? The 

name-calling and hearsay must not be admissible because of provable means. The days 

of the man in the Iron Mask are gratefully over and past. The Secret Service is not 

allowed to proceed in this manner: Rex non potest peccare originated in English 

common law and is based on the idea that the king cannot commit a legal wrong. The 

doctrine of sovereign immunity developed from this principle prevents sovereigns, 

including the government or its branches, departments and agencies, from being sued 

without their consent7. 

 
6  The Kennedys saw the courts website and see that the court has a degree in mathamathics and a masters in 

electrical engining and are hopeful for that knowledge, as their son’s former girlfriend sister told her mother that she 
tried to get a similar degree as her mom but a masters in electrical enginering from MIT was harder than her MIT 
chemical enginering degree.  

7  The Secret Service Counsel is very nice and has to write what he has available for justice, not personal: In its simplest terms, 
the United States, an adversary legal system resolves disputes by presenting conflicting views of fact and law to an impartial 
and relatively passive arbiter, who decides which side wins what. 
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As noted by the United States Supreme Court, “[t]he reasons for treating 

circumstantial and direct evidence alike is both clear and deep rooted: ‘Circumstantial 

evidence is not only sufficient but may also be more certain, satisfying and persuasive 

than direct evidence.’” Desert Palace, Inc. v. Costa, 539 U.S. 90, (2003) (citation 

omitted) (emphasis added). 

Similarly, the plaintiffs respectfully request for declaratory relief deals not only 

plead past constitutional violations but ongoing and future violations of constitutional 

violations, if the plaintiffs only plead past violations they are not entitled to declaratory 

relief. See Brown v. Fauver, 819 F.2d 395, 399-400 (3d Cir. 1987) (holding that a §1983 

claim for prospective relief should be dismissed if it contains only allegations of “past 

exposure to unconstitutional state action.”). A party seeking declaratory relief “must 

allege facts from which it appears there is a substantial likelihood that he will suffer 

injury in the future.” Blakeney v. Marsico, 340 F. App’x 778, 780 (3d Cir. 2009) 

(quoting Bauer v. Texas, 341 F.3d 352, 358 (5th Cir. 2003)). 

“The Supreme Court has mentioned in dicta in the criminal context that pro se 

status does not mean that a litigant is free to ignore relevant rules of procedural and 

substantive law.  

This position is justifiable in criminal cases on constitutional grounds. It is not, 

however, justifiable in civil cases, where many litigants appear pro se not because they 

prefer to do so, but because they cannot afford counsel. Modern procedural due process 

jurisprudence requires, at the very least, that courts should give the pro se civil litigant a 

liberal construction of his pleadings. The court should then determine what further process 

is due, based on the individual facts and circumstances of the case. In short, in civil cases, 

there sometimes may be a "license not to comply" with procedural requirements.” 

Procedural Due Process Rights of Pro Se Civil Litigants, Julie M. Bradlow 

That said, Third Circuit precedent “supports the notion that in civil rights cases 

district courts must offer amendment- irrespective of whether it is requested—when 

dismissing a case for failure to state a claim unless doing so would be inequitable or 

futile.” Fletcher—Harlee Corp. v. Pote Concrete Contractors, Inc., 482 F.3d 247, 251 

(3d Cir. 2007). 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF  

The Plaintiffs, John F. Kenndy and Hilda T. Kennedy pray this court deny the 

United States Secret Service motion to dismiss their lawsuit for failure to state a claim 

and allow this case to move to discovery for ultimate determination and relief. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

JOHN FITZGERALD KENNEDY 3.28.2024 

 

 

 

 

HILDA TOBIAS KENNEDY 3.28.2024 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I, William Henry Kennedy, certify that on March 28, 2024, I electronically filed the foregoing 

document, affidavits with exhibits, and Public Laws with the clerk of court for the U.S. District 

Court, Northern District of Texas, using the CM/ECF electronic case filing system of the court. 

The electronic case filing system will send a “Notice of Electronic Filing” notification to all case 

participants registered for electronic notice, including all pro se parties and/or attorneys of record 

who have consented in writing to accept this Notice as service of this document by electronic 

means. 

 

 

WILLIAM HENRY KENNEDY 3.28.2024 
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AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN FITZGERALD KENNEDY IN SUPPORT 

OF OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS BY THE SECRET SERVICE 

 

My given name by my parents is John Fitzgerald Kennedy. I am the first child of the persons 
people know and call President John F. Kennedy and Marilyn Monroe. To me, I refer to them 
as mother and father and subjectively as mom and dad. My mother called me Sugar mostly. My 
father called me son, Junior, Jack, or Little Jack. Others like my aunts and uncles called me 
Little Jack,  John, or Little Kennedy. I am their firstborn. I love and honor my parents religiously. 
They were extraordinarily kind and righteous people. I could not say anything negative about 
them if I tried. I know they love me and I love them. I existed before my father's marriage to 
Jacqueline Bouvier [Onassis] and my sister and brother. I was kidnapped from my mother on 
Wilshire and Crescent.   I was given a false identification. I was abused in a number of ways 
illegal ways that have no statute of limitations. I attempted to contact the authorities but was 
not able to do so for a multitude of reasons that are too hard to into detail here; I told people 
about what happened to me since I was taken going forward; I was disabled and a child; I wrote 
an autobiography to do so entitled President John F. Kennedy and Marilyn Monroe’s Son in his 
own words and have done interviews. I was given my parents by God and I was blessed to get 
them; I loved them as a child; I love them now. I was blessed God gave me such a wonderful 
set of parents. I am part of them because they would want that of me. They would have killed 
me rather than have me with what happened but they wouldn’t want that because they love life: 
They believed in survival for themselves and everyone. They would have rather suffered than 
have me suffer; this is not what they wanted for anyone else’s child: why would they want 
injustice for me for what this court knows of them? 
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I saw Ted or Edward Moore Kennedy in Hyannis Port at a fundraiser in 1986 with my family 
and he told me he would deal with the problem and called me Junior without me explaining 
what I wanted but he did not: he is not as obligated as the United States Congress gave the 
Secret Service, he just benefited. Doughtery, my mother’s first husband also called me Junior 
in Maine a few days later and told me the Kennedys would never admit to me. He knew me 
without me approaching him; he was a Los Angeles Police and in my mother's Aniversary Fan 
Club Meeting in 1990  that meeting was confirmed by my mother’s foster sister out loud. 

I came from a big family, with joy and love ..... without them until my family no. I was taken 
not adopted, and no legal process caused me to leave my parent's side even after their death. 
Everyone has a right to be with their family unless for a legal process under the constitution 
under amendment nine that is not enumerated such as to stay with my family until a court says 
not. 

As I explained in my amended complaint I did a DNA test and it matched my father’s DNA by 
an accredited and approved DNA company for federal adjudication for immigration as the 
experts know it is my father’s by experts in genealogy in UCLA (amended complaint). 

The Secret Service had and must protect me by an act of the U.S. Congress from harm since my 
father was at the time of my obduction and upon his death: the President of the United States.  
His title is forever paused as is the crime. I seek among other things declaratory judgment and 
injunction relief as right from both the Secret Service and Paul Landis acting by the color of 
law to deny me.  

I have included some documents below. 

Correction typo, the first family, after Thomas Procter, I was placed with the Sanchez family.  

 

Respectfully submitted, under the penalty of perjury. 

 

JOHN FITZGERALD KENNEDY 3.27.2024 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 2 of 47   PageID 355



 

 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 3 of 47   PageID 356



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 4 of 47   PageID 357



 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 5 of 47   PageID 358



 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 6 of 47   PageID 359



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 7 of 47   PageID 360



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 8 of 47   PageID 361



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 9 of 47   PageID 362



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 10 of 47   PageID 363



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 11 of 47   PageID 364



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 12 of 47   PageID 365



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 13 of 47   PageID 366



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 14 of 47   PageID 367



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 15 of 47   PageID 368



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 16 of 47   PageID 369



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 17 of 47   PageID 370



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 18 of 47   PageID 371



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 19 of 47   PageID 372



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 20 of 47   PageID 373



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 21 of 47   PageID 374



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 22 of 47   PageID 375



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 23 of 47   PageID 376



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 24 of 47   PageID 377



Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 25 of 47   PageID 378



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 26 of 47   PageID 379



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 27 of 47   PageID 380



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 28 of 47   PageID 381



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 29 of 47   PageID 382



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 30 of 47   PageID 383



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 31 of 47   PageID 384



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 32 of 47   PageID 385



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 33 of 47   PageID 386



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 34 of 47   PageID 387



 

 

 

 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 35 of 47   PageID 388



 

 

 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 36 of 47   PageID 389



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 37 of 47   PageID 390



 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 38 of 47   PageID 391



 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 39 of 47   PageID 392



 

 

 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 40 of 47   PageID 393



 

 

 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 41 of 47   PageID 394



 

 

 

 

Case 3:23-cv-02603-N-BT   Document 24-1   Filed 03/28/24    Page 42 of 47   PageID 395



 

 

 

 

 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF HILDA TOBIAS KENNEDY IN SUPPORT 

OF OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS BY THE SECRET SERVICE 
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I went to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”) in Los Angeles in 19891.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1    I went to the Miami FBI in 1981 too among other things. Later I received a letter which I still have that explained that 

only the Linburg baby was unsolved. This was before John Walsh worked and succeeded to make a national 
registry for missing children: 

 
John Edward Walsh, Jr. (born December 26, 1945) is an American television presenter, criminologist, victims' 
rights activist, and the host/creator[1] of America's Most Wanted. He is known for his anti-crime activism, with 
which he became involved following the murder of his son, Adam, in 1981; in 2008, deceased serial killer Ottis 
Toole was officially named as Adam's killer.[2] Walsh was part-owner of the now defunct National Museum of 
Crime and Punishment in Washington, D.C. He also anchored an investigative documentary series, The Hunt with 
John Walsh, which debuted on CNN in 2014.  

Following the crime, the Walsh family founded the Adam Walsh Child Resource Center, a non-profit organization 
dedicated to legislative reform.[14] The centers, originally located in West Palm Beach, Florida; Columbia, South 
Carolina; Orange County, California; and Rochester, New York; merged with the National Center for Missing and 
Exploited Children (NCMEC), where John Walsh serves on the board of directors. 

The Walsh family organized a political campaign to help missing and exploited children. Despite bureaucratic 
and legislative problems, John's and Revé's efforts eventually led to the creation of the Missing Children Act of 
1982 and the Missing Children's Assistance Act of 1984. 

Today, Walsh continues to testify before Congress and state legislatures on crime, missing children and victims' 
rights issues. His latest efforts include lobbying for a Constitutional amendment for victims' rights. 

The Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act (Pub. L.Tooltip Public Law (United States) 109–248 
(text) (PDF)) was signed into law by U.S. President George W. Bush on July 27, 2006, following a two-year 
journey through the United States Congress. It was intensely lobbied for by Walsh and the National Center for 
Missing and Exploited Children. Primarily, it focuses on a national sex offender registry, tough penalties for 
failing to register as a sex offender following release from prison, and civilian access to state websites that track 
sex offenders. Critics argue that the system amounts to making offenders wear a lifelong "Scarlet Letter," 
regardless of the circumstances of their cases. 
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I explained that my husband was kidnapped from President Kennedy and Marilyn Monroe and 

suffered a great deal from what happened to him and there should be an authority that would 

give him protection as a child. I was asked for my green card because I had not yet become a 

citizen.  

 

If not for the Secret Service protection of the child[ren] of President Kennedy, this would have 

never happened to my husband. I suffered greatly from my husband’s pain. I always feel bad 

because coming from Guatemala I always thought no crime existed in the United States and 

people were not like this here. I am sure you can see God calls on my husband to honor his 

parents no matter what the odds because we are blessed as if we are honoring God for it. One 

child is not more valuable than another for God and he let us get to this court because of Paul 

Landis. 
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I was crushed by a 14,000lb bus ten years ago, “hit by a bus” as people say is the worst thing 

that happens to someone;  I was 82, my husband saw it, tried to help me but the driver left a gap 

that I was stuck to; he started to cry as you can hear in the video; I didn’t get any justice but his 

crying was equal to what he did when he told me what happened to him and his parents not ten 

years after he lost his mother and a year later his father. I had my unlawful unjust unremedied 

punishment2.  My husband doesn’t need that with his proof. 

 
2     Peine forte et dure (Law French for "forceful and hard punishment") was a method of torture formerly used in 

the common law legal system, in which a defendant who refused to plead ("stood mute") would be subjected to having 
heavier and heavier stones placed upon his or her chest until a plea was entered, or as the weight of the stones on the chest 
became too great for the condemned to breathe, fatal suffocation would occur. 

       The common law courts originally took a very limited view of their own jurisdiction. They considered themselves to lack 
jurisdiction over a defendant until he had voluntarily submitted to it by entering a plea seeking judgment from the court.[6] Since 
a criminal justice system that tried and punished only those who volunteered for trial and punishment was practically 
unworkable, this was the means chosen to coerce them.[7] 

        Many defendants charged with capital offences nonetheless refused to plead, since thereby they would escape forfeiture 
of property, and their heirs would still inherit their estate; but if the defendant pleaded guilty and was executed, their heirs 
would inherit nothing, their property escheating to the Crown. Peine forte et dure was abolished in Great Britain in 1772, and 
the last known use of the practice was in 1741.[8] In 1772, refusing to plead was deemed to be equivalent to pleading guilty. 
This was changed in 1827 to being deemed a plea of not guilty. Today, in all common law jurisdictions, standing mute is treated 
by the courts as equivalent to a plea of not guilty. 

        The elaborate procedure was recorded by a 15th-century witness in an oft-quoted description: "he will lie upon his back, 
with his head covered and his feet, and one arm will be drawn to one quarter of the house with a cord, and the other arm to 
another quarter, and in the same manner it will be done with his legs; and let there be laid upon his body iron and stone, as 
much as he can bear, or more ..."[9] 

        "Pressing to death" might take several days, and not necessarily with a continued increase in the load. The Frenchman Guy 
Miege, who from 1668 taught languages in London[10] says the following about the English practice:[11] 

        For such as stand Mute at their Trial, and refuse to answer Guilty, or Not Guilty, Pressing to Death is the proper Punishment. 
In such a Case the Prisoner is laid in a low dark Room in the Prison, all naked but his Privy Members, his Back upon the bare 
Ground his Arms and Legs stretched with Cords, and fasten'd to the several Quarters of the Room. This done, he has a great 
Weight of Iron and Stone laid upon him. His Diet, till he dies, is of three Morsels of Barley bread without Drink the next Day; 
and if he lives beyond it, he has nothing daily, but as much foul Water as he can drink three several Time, and that without any 
Bread: Which grievous Death some resolute Offenders have chosen, to save their Estates to their Children. But, in case of High 
Treason, the Criminal's Estate is forfeited to the Sovereign, as in all capital Crimes, notwithstanding his being pressed to Death. 

Giles Corey was pressed to death during the Salem witch trials in the 1690s. 

The most famous case in the United Kingdom was that of Roman Catholic martyr St Margaret Clitherow, who, in order to avoid 
a trial in which her own children would be obliged to give evidence, was pressed to death on March 25, 1586, after refusing to 
plead to the charge of having harboured Catholic priests in her house. She died within fifteen minutes under a weight of at least 
700 pounds (320 kg). Several hardened criminals, including William Spigott (1721) and Edward Burnworth, lasted half an hour 
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My husband stayed with me for days without sleep. He and our son helped me get better and 

not think about the over fifty bones I broke and I am much better. This court must agree this is 

not right for him to feel every day, and this court must have jurisdiction, what country does not 

have jurisdiction over the President’s son? I as a human believe he his right to return to his 

parents even now by the ninth amendment of the United States constitution. It is just one DNA 

away. I beg for the mercy of the court to help him. Let my husband get justice for him and his 

parents. It hurts me what happened to my husband too. I have seen and heard them: many people 

explain that they know my husband as son of Marilyn Monroe and President Kennedy. People 

that knew the facts: his Kennedy family and his mother’s friends and ex-husband over the years 

and years. I have known the people that raised him to say he not of them many times over the 

years. “it is settled that pro se litigants should be afforded a certain degree of leniency, due to 

their unfamiliarity with the judicial process .” Kongtcheu v Hosp. for Special Surgery, No. 13-

1854, 2015 WL 502071, at *2 (D.N.J. Feb. 5, 2015). 

Respectfully submitted, under the penalty of perjury. 

 

HILDA TOBIAS KENNEDY 3.27.2024 

 
under 400 pounds (180 kg) before pleading to the indictment. Others, such as Major Strangways (1658) and John Weekes 
(1731), refused to plead, even under 400 pounds (180 kg), and were killed when bystanders, out of mercy, sat on them.[12] 

The only death by peine forte et dure in American history was that of Giles Corey, who was pressed to death on September 19, 
1692, during the Salem witch trials, after he refused to enter a plea in the judicial proceeding. According to legend, his last 
words as he was being crushed were "More weight", and he was thought to be dead as the weight was applied. 

In medieval Europe, the slow crushing of body parts in screw-operated "bone vises" of iron was a common method of 
torture[citation needed], and a tremendous variety of cruel instruments were used to savagely crush the head, knee, hand, and, 
most commonly, either the thumb or the naked foot. Such instruments were finely threaded and variously provided with spiked 
inner surfaces or heated red-hot before their application to the limb to be tortured. 
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