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Satterfield Naturals
A 1't and 14th Private Membership Association

11,

Setted via Certified Mall

409 Satterfield Lane
Owingsville, Kentucky 40350

September 8,2015

Andrew T. Boone, Assistant U.S. Attorney
U.S. Attorney's Office
CERTIFIED】 旺AIL―
260 W. Vine Street, Suite 300
RETURN
RECEIPT
-1612
Lexington, Kentucky 40507
Steven Lamp, Federal Investigator
U.S. Federal and Drug Administration

3333 Martin Road
Newburgh, Indiana 47630
U.S. Food and Drug Administration
10903 New Hampshire Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20993
Re:

CERTIFIED

ⅣIAIL…

CERTIFIED

ⅣIAIL―

REOUESTED

RETURN ttCEIPT REOUESTED

RETURN RECEIPT REOUESTED

Illegal Harrassment and Intimidation of the Private Health Membership Association
Members

Dear Mr. Boone and Mr. Lamp:

This letter is written to inform you and your agents that your illegal harassment and intimidation
of my private members must terminate because of the chilling effect it has against the members.
Our Association operates under the 1't, 5th and l4th Amendments of the U.S. Constitution under
Freedom of Association. This means that your agency has no jurisdiction, authority or legal
standing to even investigate our private Association unless there is a clear and present danger of
substantive evil. No member has been harmed in our private Association in the private domain;
therefore, our right of private Association is absolute.

Your Statutes and Regulations only refer to protection of the public in the public domain.
Therefore, you and your agents are violating our Civil and Constitutional rights according to
several U.S. Supreme Court cases.

In addition, the Federal Drug Administration (FDA) knew or should have known what the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled on the issue of police power in the public interest. In Lawton v. Steele, 152
U.S. 133, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that police power is limited or restricted to public health
and does not involve private businesses. This means that there is a private domain to conduct the
business of the practice of medicine in the confines of the ltt and l4th Amendment Private
Membership Association. This private domain can be legally accomplished through a I't and
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that exercises its right of "Freedome of
371 U.S. 415. An agency police power
v.
Button,
NAACP
private
domain.
Association" in the
cannot investigate, charge, prosecute, or try the said Private Membership Association unless
there is exception of a clear and present danger involving an evil in the private association.
Thomas v. Collins, 323 U.S. 516. There have been no alleged harm to any member of the
Association reported to anyone, afact that prosecutors are well aware.
14th Amendment Private Membership Association

Any violation of the protected rights of a l" and 14th Amendment Private Association by a
federal officer utilizing the police power of a federal statute outside of the exception
automatically makes that federal statute to be unconstitutional as applied to that case. Therefore,
the application of the Federal Drug Enforcement Act ("The Act") to this instant case causes the
"The Act" to be unconstitutional. NAACP v. Button, supra, as has occurred in this case without
a separate judicial ruling. It is hombook law that an unconstitutional statute is void. Thus, "The
Act" as applied to this instant case is void and has no legal force or affect and the possible
criminal charges must not be acted upon.
Federal Officer who utilizes an unconstitutional statute to violate the rights of a private
member of a 1't and l4th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution is stripped of his or her official
capacity and becomes an individual person in that capacity. He or she is no longer a de jure or de
facto federal officer and has no authority, jurisdiction or legal standing to investigate charge or
try anyone and in substance has rejected and forfeited his or her Oath of Office. See Ex Parte
Youns,209 U.S. 123; Ex Parte Ayers,l23 U.5.443.

A

This stripping of course, includes individuals involved in this case who would be stripped'of
their official federal officer capacity in this case without immunity by their illegal acts.
The Association has access to research and experience concerning l't and 14th Amendment
Private Membership Associations dealing with private members only in the private domain, not
the public domain.

The U.S Supreme Court has established in numerous cases proving that there is a private domain
in the United States to conduct a business. The principal of the private domain for business is not
confined to any field of human interest according to the U. S. Supreme Court. This would
include the health and medical field as well as the political field.

Freedom of Association is an important of a liberty as all others or there is a illegal
discrimination against the Association at great prejudice Yet, the prosecutors in this case may
brazenly and illegally discarded and ignored the constitutional rights of the Association in
violation of the law. Due Process requires that a person be given fair notice as to what constitute
illegal conduct so that he may conform his conduct to the requirements of the law. United States
v. Batchelder. 442lJ.5.114; U.S. v. Dahlstrom. 713 F 2d 1423; cert denied 466 U.S. 980.
In the U.S. Supreme Court case of Lawton v. Steele. 152 U.S. 133, the Court stated, "The extent
and limits of what is known as the police power...is universally conceded everything essential to
the public safety. health and morals..." p. 136 (Emphasis is added.)
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Also, the law may not, under the guise of protecting the public interest, arbitrarily interfere with
private business..." Lawton v. Steele. supra. (Emphasis added). This is one of the initial U.S.
Supreme Court decisions recognizing the legal concept of "public domain" and "private
domain". The corollary to this is that agency police power is outside the jurisdiction and
authority of the private health domain.
In other words, the agency police power of a federal agency is limited or restricted to the public
domain and does not involve the private domain.

It is evident that the mission of "The Act" is to protect, promote, and improve the safety of all
people in the U.S. as it pertains to or involves the public health and welfare. The question still
remains whether this investigator's mission only pertains to or involves the public welfare.
There are at least two (2) legal reasons why the jurisdiction and authority of "The Act" is limited
or restricted to public health and welfare or the public domain and not the private domain.

l.)

The U.S. Supreme Court limits and restricts "The Act" to the public domain. Lawton
v. Steele, supra.

2.) Using the Exclusionary Rule of Interpretation or Construction it states that, "The
expressions of one thing in a statute is the automatic exclusion of all else," and would
limit and restrict the statute to the Public Domain. Citv of Dallas v. Yarbroueh. 399
S. W 2d 938; Ellis v. First Nat. Bank in Dallas. 31 I S.W. 2d 916.
Again, "The Act" concerns of public health and welfare and the public statute automatically
excludes the private domain from their jurisdiction and authority.
Sincerely,

Satterfield Naturals
A

1't and 14th Private Membership Association
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