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Department of Defense (DoD) must be trespassed from the border pursuant to 18USC§1594(e)(1) and 
18USC§1385.  President Trump's entire borderline personality disorder (prank psychiatric alien 
emergency) must be dismissed as moot with extreme prejudice against tariff increases dating to Trump 
v. International Refugee Assistance Project (2017), pursuant to the final settlement of cases relating to 
United States v. Trump (2024), Trump v. JGG (2025) and sentencing of up to 2 years in prison for 
serving on vessels in slave trade 18USC§1586 corroborated by up to 2 years Posse comitatus act 
18USC§1385 plus up to 1 year for unlawful conduct with respect to immigration documents 
18USC§1597 in United States v. Tom Homan, Border Czar HA-28-3-25.  
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Dear Armed Forces Retirement Home Trust Fund: 

Any property, real or personal, involved in, or intended to be used to commit or facilitate the 
commission of any violation of peonage, slavery or trafficking in persons, by the Department of 
Defense (DoD), and any property traceable to such property, or proceeding from such property, shall be
subject to forfeiture to the United States and no property right shall exist in them under 
18USC§1594(e)(1).  Seizure, detention, transportation or sale of slaves is prohibited 18USC§1585. 
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Essentially, discriminatory import controls levy trade war, refouler extensively poisoning imported 
food and adhering to alien enemies, even after they have been exonerated by the Court, is depressing; 
Trump is consequently incapable of holding any office under the United States 18USC§2381, Arts. 
2(4), 3(3) of and XXV Amendment to the US Constitution.  President Trump's entire borderline 
personality disorder (prank psychiatric emergency) must be dismissed as moot with extreme prejudice 
dating to Trump v. International Refugee Assistance Project (2017), pursuant to the final settlement of 
cases relating to United States v. Trump (2024) and Trump v. JGG (2025) and sentencing of up to 2 
years in prison for serving on vessels in slave trade 18USC§1586 corroborated by up to 2 years Posse 
comitatus act 18USC§1385 plus up to 1 year for unlawful conduct with respect to immigration 
documents 18USC§1597 in United States v. Tom Homan, Border Czar HA-28-3-25.  

As established by Treaties in 1848, 1853, and 1970, the boundary between the U.S. and Mexico 
extends 1,954 miles, excluding the maritime boundaries of 18 miles in the Pacific Ocean and 12 miles 
in the Gulf of Mexico. Beginning at the Gulf of Mexico, the U.S. – Mexico continental boundary 
follows the centerline of the Rio Grande a distance of 1,255 miles from the Gulf to a point in El Paso, 
Texas and Ciudad Juárez, Chihuahua. From this point, the boundary follows a westward alignment 
marked by monuments and markers overland below New Mexico and Arizona a distance of 534 miles 
to the Colorado River. The boundary continues northward along the centerline of the Colorado River 
for 24 miles, where it once again follows a westward alignment marked by monuments and markers 
overland below California to the Pacific Ocean a distance of 141 miles.

The Mexican-American War was a conflict between the United States and Mexico from 1846 to 1848 
stemming from the annexation of Texas by the US.  The Guadelupe Hidalgo Treaty, the Treaty of 
Peace, Limits, Friendship and Settlement Between the United States of America and the Mexican 
Republic (1848) provides each of the contracting parties reserves to itself the entire right to fortify 
whatever point within its territory it may judge proper so to fortify for its security under Art. XVI.  A 
border wall or 60 foot wide militarized border zone do not qualify as points, to be fortified, and runs 
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contrary to the national security interest of the United States that is to maintain the civilian non-
institutionalized natural character of the border and protect the free flow of tourism and migration 
against terrorism by state and non-state actors.  The dividing line thus established shall in all time be 
faithfully respected by the two Governments without any variation therein, unless of the express and 
free consent of the two, in conformity to the principles of the Law of Nations and in accordance with 
the Constitution of each country respectively according to Art. 1 of the Treaty Relative to Boundary 
Line, Transit of Persons, etc. across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec Between the United States of 
American and the Mexican Republic (1854). 

The International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC) was established by the Convention 
between the United States of America and the United States of Mexico Touching the International 
Boundary Line where it follows the bed of the Rio Colorado (1886).  It provides, If any international 
bridge is built, rights other than the bridge itself and ground upon which it is built shall be determined 
under Art. IV and Art VI whereby this convention shall be ratified by both parties.  The Treaty to 
Resolve Pending Boundary Differences and Maintain the Rio Grande and Colorado River as the 
International Boundary Between the United States of America and Mexico (1970) holds in Art. IV In 
order to reduce ... the problems that would be caused by the separation of tracts of land, the Contracting
States agree that: If the Commission should determine that any of the works constructed ... within its 
territory causes such adverse effects, the Government of the contracting state that constructed the 
works shall remove them.  

Whereas DoD has been unable to refrain from elder scamming the President's quasi-psychiatric slave 
trade in aliens, the United States must seize the border from military control, prohibit border walls, 
gravitate towards removing the border walls that have already been constructed in rural areas and 
mostly trespass DoD for threatening to incarcerate trespassers without due process of law whereas 
Whoever, except in cases and under circumstances expressly authorized by the Constitution or Act of 
Congress, willfully uses any part of the Army, the Navy, the Marine Corps, the Air Force, or the Space 
Force as a posse comitatus or otherwise to execute the laws shall be fined under this title or imprisoned 
not more than two years, or both under 18USC§1385.

Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in the Occupied Palestinian Territory (2004) 
recalled that lack of consent by a State to its contentious jurisdiction had no bearing on advisory 
opinion for the enforcement of the Assembly.  The primary error of the wall occupying Palestine is that
is amounted to de facto annexation of Palestinian territory in violation of the 1967 borders.  However, 
the Court found, coupled with the established of settlements, the construction of the wall and its 
associated regime were tending to alter the demographic composition of the Occupied Territory in 
contravention to the Fourth Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilians in Times of War
(1949).  The Court found that derogations where military exigencies of the needs of national security or
public order so required, were not applicable.  The right of self-defense or a state of necessity could not
be relied upon to preclude the wrong-fullness of the construction of the wall.  The Court found for 
ceasing the works of construction of the wall and dismantling those parts of that structure improperly 
situated in Palestinian territory.  The Court concluded by observing that the construction of the wall 
must be placed in a more general context, noting the obligation to comply with international 
humanitarian law, with a view to achieving a negotiated solution to the outstanding problems on the 
basis of international law and the establishment of a Palestinian State.  

The UN Assembly in general, and especially the Israeli Defense Force attacks on the civilian 

3



population during these proceedings, must be held in contempt.  The Assembly adopted the resolution 
titled “Admission of new Members to the United Nations A/ES-10/L.30/Rev.1 by a recorded vote of 
143 in favor to 9 against (Argentina, Czech Republic, Hungary, Israel, Federated States of Micronesia, 
Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea, United States), with 25 abstentions. By its terms, it determined that 
the State of Palestine is qualified for membership in the United Nations in accordance with Article 4 of 
the Charter of the United Nations and should, therefore, be admitted to membership in the 
Organization.  However, the very end of Annex (l), “The State of Palestine, in its capacity as an 
observer State, does not have the right to vote in the General Assembly or to put forward its 
candidature to United Nations organs.” must be deleted to provide for a bona fide vote on Palestine 
membership in addition to feeding Palestine and Yemen in advance of commercial shipping toll for 
passage through the Gates of Grief pursuant to chapter 7 of Executive Office of Immigration Review v.
Office of Alien Property: In refouler HA-4-4-25.
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