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IN RE: REQUEST FOR PERMIT    : 

TO REMOVE COLUMBUS     : Phila. Historical Commission 

STATUE FROM MARCONI PLAZA  : 

        : 

        : 

 

 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW CONCERNING  

RECUSAL OF HISTORICAL COMMISSION   

 

  Friends of Marconi Plaza, by and through undersigned counsel, George Bochetto, 

Esquire, hereby submits the following Memorandum of Law Concerning Recusal of Historical 

Commission (“Commission”):   

MATTER BEFORE THE COMMISSION  

 Currently pending before the Commission is an application to remove the statute of 

Christopher Columbus from Marconi Plaza.  This request for recusal of the entire Commission 

arises from the Commission’s counsel – members of the City Solicitor’s Office -- simultaneously 

representing the Commission and the Mayor’s Office, which is the applicant seeking the Statue’s 

removal.     

QUESTION PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

 Whether the City Solicitor, by simultaneously representing the Historical Commission 

while also representing the Mayor’s Office in the same matter, caused a due process violation 

requiring the Commission to be recused?   
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ARGUMENT 

 I. The City Solicitor’s Dual Adjudicatory and Prosecutorial Roles Was Per Se 

  Unconstitutional and Requires Recusal. 

 

“An impartial and unbiased adjudicator is a fundamental part of due process.” Furey v. 

Temple University, 884 F.Supp.2d 223, 255 (E.D.Pa. 2012)(citations omitted).  The federal 

courts in this Circuit, when deciding issues involving disciplinary proceedings at state 

universities, have made it clear “due process requires a ‘neutral and detached judge in the first 

instance.”   Doe v. Pennsylvania State Univ., --- F.Supp.3d ---, No. 17-CV-01315, 2017 WL 

3581672, at *8 (M.D. Pa. Aug. 18, 2017.)   

In this regard, it is well settled that where one person takes on comingled functions 

involving the adjudication and prosecution, there is a per se due process violation.  See, e.g., 

Horn v. Township of Hilltown, 337 A.2d 858, 860 (Pa. 1975); Newtown Township Board of 

Supervisors v. Greater Media Radio Co., 587 A.2d 841 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991).   

In Horn, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court held that it was improper for the same 

individual to serve as a zoning board's solicitor and to appear before that same zoning board as 

the municipality's solicitor to oppose an application for a variance. The Supreme Court found 

such a procedure to constitute a denial of due process, even though there had been no showing of 

actual prejudice to the applicant resulting from the solicitor's dual role.  The Court explained “a 

governmental body charged with certain decision-making functions ... must avoid the appearance 

of possible prejudice, be it from its members or from those who advise it or represent parties 

before it.” Id. at 860.  In this regard, the Supreme Court directly held that: 

In the instant case, the same solicitor represented both the zoning 

hearing board and the township, which was opposing appellants' 

application for a zoning variance. While no prejudice has been 

shown by this conflict of interest, it is our opinion that such a 
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procedure is susceptible to prejudice and, therefore, must be 

prohibited.  

 

Id. (Emphasis added.) 

 

 Similarly, in Newtown Township Board of Supervisors v. Greater Media Radio Co., 587 

A.2d 841 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991), the Commonwealth Court held that the board of supervisors failed 

to keep its role as an unbiased tribunal where the township's solicitor served as a legal adviser to 

the board while also representing the township at the hearing in opposition to a conditional use 

application.  It “create[d] an appearance of impropriety for the township's solicitor to serve as 

legal advisor to the Board in ruling on Appellee's conditional use application, and to also act in 

an adversarial capacity in opposition to the conditional use application.” Newtown, 587 A.2d at 

843. In Newton, the Commonwealth Court found the “appropriate” relief was to “remand the 

matter to the Board, with an order to conduct new public hearings in a manner which is in 

accordance with its role as an impartial decision-making tribunal.” Id. at 844.   

Here, just like the solicitor in Horn and the attorney for the board of supervisors in 

Newton, the City Solicitor is acting in a dual role which is constitutionally forbidden.  On one 

hand, the City Solicitor’s Office clearly represents the Mayor – the prosecuting entity requesting 

the permit to remove the Columbus Statue -- while on the other Solicitor’s Office represents the 

Historic Commission and the Art Commission, which are the adjudicatory entities determining 

whether a permit to remove the Statue will be issued.  This dual representation is a per se due 

process violation. 

It cannot be argued that it was permissible for the Solicitor’s Office to advise the 

Commissions because others within the Solicitor’s Office took on the role of advising the 

Mayor’s Office in the pursuit of the permit to remove the Statue.  This is not permissible because 

there were not strict walls of division as mandated by Horn and the Constitution.  For example, 
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the same City Solicitor responded to Subpoenas served on the Historic Commission, the Art 

Commission and the City Department of Parks and Recreation, demonstrating that the same 

member of the Solicitor’s Office represent both the Commissions and the City, thereby engaging 

in impermissible, commingled representation.1      

Moreover, when undersigned counsel sent a letter to the different members of the City 

Solicitor’s Office who purport to represent the Art Commission, the Historic Commission, and 

the Mayor, inquiring about what type of “walls of division” were erected, only one member of 

the Solicitor’s Office responded on behalf of all of them, claiming it was permissible for the 

Solicitor’s Office to represent all of these entities and to do so without a wall of separation.2   

The Solicitor’s Office, apparently, have failed to maintain any walls of division between 

representing the Commissions and the Mayor’s Office, thereby engaging in the exact type of 

“commingling” which the Supreme Court in Horn prohibited.   For example, in Stone and 

Edwards Ins. Agency, Inc. v. Dept. of Insurance, 636 A.2d 293 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1994), the 

Commonwealth Court dealt with a similar argument about “separation” of functions within the 

same administrative agency.  In Stone, the court noted that that “[i]mpermissible commingling 

exists when the prosecutorial and administrative functions are not adequately separated. Due 

process rights not only can be violated when there is actual commingling, but even when an 

appearance that commingling of functions may have taken place within the agency 

exists.” Stone. 636 A.2d at 297 (emphasis added).   

                                                      
1   See Bochetto C1 (serving subpoena on Art Commission); Bochetto C2 (serving subpoena 

on Historic Commission), and Bochetto C4 (Solicitor letter responding to all subpoenas).    

 
2   Counsel’s July 15, 2020 letter is attached as Exhibit A, while the Solicitor’s July 17, 2020 

response letter is attached as Exhibit B.    
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While the court in Stone noted that a single administrative agency may exercise 

the prosecutorial and adjudicative functions if “walls of division” are constructed, without such 

separation there would be a due process violation.  Id.   (Sub-entities of administrative agencies 

can perform prosecutorial and adjudicative functions without commingling the two, as long as 

walls of division are constructed to eliminate the threat or appearance of bias.)  

Here, there clearly was not “adequate separation” between the Solicitor’s role in advising 

the Commissions and the prosecution role the Mayor is playing here because the Solicitor is 

admittedly serving in both capacities.  Any “walls of division” were eviscerated when the 

Solicitor’s Office decided to directly engage in representations of the Commissions while also 

providing representation for the Mayor’s Office which is seeking the sought after permit to 

remove the Statue.  As such, the Solicitor’s dual, conflict ridden role here has infected the entire 

process, rendering it per se unconstitutional.   

CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, the Friends of Marconi Plaza requests the Historical Commission 

recuse itself from any decision making in this proceeding.     

      Respectfully submitted, 

       BOCHETTO & LENTZ, P.C. 
 

        /s/ George Bochetto 

Dated:  July 21, 2020   By:  ____________________________ 

       George Bochetto, Esquire 

  

 

 



 
July 15, 2020  

 
Via Email:  leonard.reuter@phila.gov 
Andrew.richman@phila.gov  
Leonard Reuter, Esq. 
Andrew Richman, Esq. 
 
Via Email: Claudia.becker@phila.gov  
Claudia M. Becker, Esq. 
 
Via Email:  marcel.pratt@phila.gov 
Danielle.Walsh@phila.gov 
Marcel Pratt, City Solicitor   
Danielle Walsh, Esq. 
  
 Re: Joseph Mirarchi and Friends of Marconi Plaza v. City of Philadelphia, et al. 
  Docket No.:  June Term, 2020; No. 000741 
 
Dear Counsel:   

 
 I am writing concerning the above-referenced matter inquiring about each of your 
respective roles as Counsel.  I understand that Messrs. Reuter and Richman represent the 
Historical Commission, Ms. Becker represents the Art Commission, and Mr. Pratt and Ms. 
Walsh represent the City and the Mayor, even though all counsel are employed by the City and 
work for the Office of City Solicitor.   
 
 So that my clients – and the public at large – can more fully understand your respective 
roles in this process, I ask that each of you immediately make disclosures to me as follows: 
 
 1. The extent each of you have communicated, in writing or verbally, with one 
another concerning the Columbus Statue in any way whatsoever;  
 

2. The extent each of you – or the Art Commission or Historical Commission board 
members or their respective staffs -- have communicated directly with the Mayor, the Managing 
Director, or any individual in the Mayor’s Administration concerning the Columbus Statue in 
any way whatsover.   
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 3. Provide a log of all such communications, which includes the names of the 
individuals involved in all communications, the nature of each communication (whether it was in 
writing or verbal), the date and time of each communication, a description of the subject matter, 
and whether there is a claim of attorney-client privilege or some other privilege concerning the 
communication.   
 
 4.  Produce all written communications identified.  
 

5.  State whether each of your case files are located on the City’s network sever(s), 
and if so, the extent to which each of you are able to access eachother’s case files on the City’s 
server, and whether any of you or other members of the Mayor’s Administration has accessed 
eachother’s electronic case files.   
 
 5.   State whether each of you are able to access eachother’s paper files, and the 
extent to which each of you have accessed eachother’s paper files or whether any members of the 
Mayor’s Administration has accessed such paper files.       

 
Depending on the answers and documents provided in response to these questions, there 

maybe follow-up questions and I am hereby reserving the right to do so.  I urge you to comply 
with this request, not only to increase transparency, but also because I believe due process 
demands compliance.      

 
Given the fact that the hearings before the Art Commission and Historical Commission 

are scheduled next week, I would ask that you provide your respective responses to this letter no 
later than close of business, Friday, July 17, 2020.   

 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
BOCHETTO & LENTZ, P.C. 

 

By: George Bochetto 
George Bochetto, Esquire 

 
  
 



         CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
         LAW DEPARTMENT 
                 
            
         Marcel S. Pratt 
         City Solicitor 
 
         Lewis Rosman 
         Chief Deputy City Solicitor 
         (215) 683-5009   
         Lewis.Rosman@phila.gov 
 
         July 17, 2020              
 
George Bochetto, Esq. 
Bochetto and Lentz 
1524 Locust St. 
Philadelphia PA 19102 
gbochetto@bochettoandlentz.com 
 
Via Email 
 
Dear Mr. Bochetto: 
 
I am the Chief Deputy City Solicitor for the Legislation and Legal Counsel Unit of the Law 
Department.  As part of my duties for the City, I have developed expertise in the City’s Home 
Rule Charter and the role of the Law Department in City government.  I have been asked to 
respond to your letter to various members of the Law Department of July 15, 2020, in which you 
make a host of demands for information concerning communications within the Law Department 
and regarding Law Department communications with various constituent parts of the City.  
 
The attorneys to whom you sent your letter all represent the same client:  The City of 
Philadelphia.  Your attempt to characterize the structure of local government is based on a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the Home Rule Charter and nearly seven decades of well-
settled law.  
 
The City’s Art Commission and Historical Commission are among the City “Departmental 
Boards and Commissions” established under the City’s Home Rule Charter, see Home Rule 
Charter §§ 3-910, 3-918, and are fully constituent parts of the government of the City of 
Philadelphia.  As such, they, like all other parts of the City, are represented in all legal matters 
solely by the Philadelphia Law Department, which has been the case since the Charter’s 
inception in 1951.  See Home Rule Charter §§ 4-400(a) (Law Department advises all City 
officers, departments, boards and commissions and supervises, directs and controls all City legal 
work); 8-410 (directing all City officers, departments, boards and commissions to refer all legal 
questions to the Law Department and prohibiting engagement of any other attorney in 
connection with their legal business); see also Lennox v. Clark, 93 A.2d 834, 849 (Pa. 1953) 
(holding that all constituent parts of the City are subject to the Charter’s requirements regarding 
Law Department representation and stressing the importance of “a unified, consistent  
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interpretation of legal problems arising under the administration of the city government, which 
might not be the case if there were individual solicitors for the different departments.”).   
 
For decades, the Law Department, which currently consists of 15 distinct units, has provided 
objective legal advice to the City’s various boards and commission in the performance of their 
functions and duties, while appropriately advising all other areas of government in a manner 
consistent with the Home Rule Charter and applicable rules and caselaw of the Pennsylvania 
Supreme Court.  With respect to the matter you are presently litigating, the Law Department has 
conducted its affairs no differently and continues to adhere strictly to the law. 
 
Accordingly, you have no basis on which to engage in the fishing expedition you propose.  
Moreover, basic principles of client confidentiality, attorney-client privilege, work product 
protections and litigation prohibitions on pointless and harassment-based discovery requests 
would prohibit your access to the information you seek even if it were sought through legitimate 
use of legal process.  Your letter obviously does not constitute use of such process.    
 
The City therefore declines to provide any of the information you are seeking.  We trust this fully 
resolves your concerns in this regard.   
         
       Sincerely, 
 
       Lewis Rosman /s/ 
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DELANEY TESTIMONY ON THE RECORD 

KEY POINTS 
 THEME 

 

 The current “fashionable” view of Columbus as a Villain, a rapist, torturer, marauder is far 

from the truth and contrary to what the writings reflect. If you would read his diary, memos and 

letters – [Professor Delaney] did, you would see that he speaks very highly of the natives he 

encountered and remained friends with them. Columbus never personally killed any natives and 

continually admonished his men not to maraud, rape or plunder.  

 

 “Judging Columbus from a contemporary perspective rather than from the values and 

practices of his own time misjudges his motivations and his accomplishments.” p. 236 

 

A.  Purpose of Research & Perspective 

 

a. “not to exonerate Columbus, but to situate him in his cultural context and 

to shift some of our attention from the man to the religious ideas that 

motivated him and were widely shared by his contemporaries” p. xiii 

b. “[W]e must consider his world and how the cultural and religious beliefs 

of his time colored the way he thought and acted.” 

i. He lived in a Catholic World where his faith was not just a moral 

guide but a worldwide view p. xiii 

c. One cannot judge Columbus with today’s standards as they [500 years ago] 

did not have the same knowledge, moral experience we do today. No 

different than we are much more advance than we were in 1960 [only 50 

years ago] and from our decision making as adults from when we were 

children or teens, etc.. 

 

 

 THE MISSION 

 

d.  “Columbus set forth on his voyage with the intention to deliver letters 

to the Grand Khan from Queen Isabella and King Ferdinand and to set up 

a trading post to trade for the gold and spices he had read about in Marco 

Polo’s book. The stated purpose of that trade was to obtain enough gold to 

finance a crusade to retake Jerusalem from the then Muslim occupiers as 

a prerequisite to rebuilding the temple for Christ’s return before the end 

of the world (which he believed was imminent (emphasis added).” p. 237  

This is in his writings and agreement with Queen Isabella. Also, it is why 

he kept asking her [Queen Isabella] to send priests to teach and baptize the 

people. Baptized people could not be enslaved.”  

 

 

 “Columbus did not intend to supplant the native peoples with Europeans or steal their 

land; later, faced with rebellion, he capitulated to the settlers’ demands” p. 237 
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The 4 Voyages detailed 

 

e. 1st Voyage  

 

i. They began trading with them (the natives) - immediately 

1. P. 92 – “in order that they would be friendly to us – because 

I recognized that they were a people would be better freed 

and converted to our Holy Faith by love than by force” 

Diario p. 65 

 

ii. “The quest for gold … was relentless. No wonder people reading 

Columbus’s diary conclude that greed was the primary motive behind 

his quest.” He was an agent of the crown and had to repay them to 

finance future voyages and knew that without this – his plan to 

Jerusalem would come to an end. 

iii. He realized that he needed to learn the language to convert the natives. 

 

iv. Caribs were the enemies of those he befriended  

1. They killed or enslaved natives before Columbus arrived 

[Columbus DID NOT introduce the institution of Slavery to 

the Americas!!! 

2. They dismembered and castrated their enemies 

3. Thought to be cannibals 

 

v. The Santa Maria was wrecked and unable to return with all crew 

members – Columbus was forced to leave 39 men behind with 

Guacanagari, chief of the natives whom he had befriended  over a 90 

day stay 

vi. He ordered his men to do no harm to the Indians, “rather … strive … to 

gain their good-will, keeping their friendship and love, so that he should 

find them as friendly and favourable and more so when he returned.” P. 

109 Casas quoting Columbus 

 

 

vii. 1/16/1493, left for Spain with 6 to 10 Indians 

Purpose: 

1. To learn each others languages 

2. To instruct them in Christianity 

3. Evidence that he found a route across the ocean 

4. They were baptized – NOT ENSLAVED 

5. One became his adopted Godson 

 

f. 2nd Voyage 
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i. Discovered many more islands on his way back to his men, Puerto Rico, 

the Virgin Islands (Note, American territories today) 

ii. Arrived at where he left his 39 men and learned that they were all killed 

1. His crew wanted revenge p. 132 

2. Columbus refused to exact revenge until he could find out 

the truth  

3. Learned that his men had defied his orders and fought amongst 

themselves, raided villages, raped, kidnapped women, hoarded 

unreported gold found 

4. Rival Chief Caonabo retaliated and killed Columbus’ men 

5. Columbus’ friendship with Guacanagari grew but that 

relationship along with his settlers began to deteriorate 

iii. Columbus was a sailor and navigator; he was not cut out for the job of 

administrator; even less as governor, and he had had no training for this 

role. P. 135 

1. he sent back 26 Caribs - permitted to be done by papal policy 

because: 

a. Those from a just war 

b. Those who resisted Christianization 

c. Those who violated the law of nature [Cannabilism] 

d. Caribs fit all of the above 

iv. Columbus wrote that he wanted to pay the natives 

1. “I believe that if they started to receive something in 

payment they would work, being exceedingly eager, and so 

set themselves to do anything if it should profit them.” P. 142 

citing Columbus letter #2 

a. Columbus’s primary intention was that the natives 

should be employees of the Crown, not slaves” 
2.  

v.  Margarit [BAD ACTOR WHOSE ACTIONS HAVE BEEN 

ATTRIBUTE FALSELY TO COLUMBUS] who was one of the 

more wicked “leaders” avoided punishment by Columbus by returning 

to Spain with the intent to deflect his actions and deflecting them toward 

Columbus 

vi. Columbus returned to Spain and became a Monk on June 11, 1496 

leaving his brother as “governor” and bringing 30 more natives with him 

– not slaves 

 

g. 3rd Voyage 

 

i.  The sovereigns NOT COLUMBUS shifted the goal from 

developing a shipping post to that of colonization on the 3rd Voyage 

ii. Columbus gave the ship captains “Directions to Hispaniola and strict 

instructions that when they needed supplies, they must trade with the 

Indians, not just take what they wanted; the use of force, he said was 

unnecessary and only served to create hostility” p. 163 
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iii. One of the 3 ships was forced off course and landed where Roldan 

[BAD ACTOR WHOSE ACTIONS ARE FALSELY 

ATTRIBUTED TO COLUMBUS] was the local leader of that 

settlement. Roldan and his rebels overtook this group and shortly 

thereafter started plundering native villages and raping their women. 

iv. Columbus wrote to the Queen about this and she sent Bobadilla [[BAD 

ACTOR WHOSE ACTIONS ARE FALSELY ATTRIBUTED TO 

COLUMBUS] to investigate the complaints of Columbus of the rebels 

and their complaints of mismanagement. Instead of investigating, 

Bobadilla imprisoned Columbus and charged him with being the 

rebellious and sent them back to Spain. Bobadilla seized all of 

Columbus and his people’s property. 

v. The monarchs were astonished by the arrival of Columbus as a prisoner 

They saw that Bobadilla had abused the trust placed in him. The people 

also saw the injustice, and everything was done to relieve Columbus 

from his humiliating condition and assure him of the royal favor, except 

to reinstating him as Governor of the Indies. 

vi. In sum, he was not found to have performed the atrocities 

attributed to him and was awarded a fourth voyage. 

 

 

h. 4th Voyage 

 

i. Returned to relieve Bobadilla 

ii. This was a trip filled with hurricanes which he was able to shelter his 

own ships but a treasure fleet including Bobadillo Roldan and the rebels 

with the gold leaving Santo Domingo did not make it. 

iii. They sailed to Jamaica, Guantanamo Bay, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa 

Rica and Panama (Central America) 

iv. He was attacked in Panama by natives and fled with 3 ships and 

eventually marooned in Jamaica but Captain Diego Mendez sailed a 

canoe to Hispaniola where he was imprisoned by governor Ovando for 

7 months 

v. Columbus’s men were hungry and desperate and ½ mutinied. 

Eventually Mendez was released and despite not being given a ship by 

Ovando, he chartered one to rescue Columbus and the men. 

vi. Ovando [BAD ACTOR WHOSE ACTIONS HAVE BEEN 

FALSELY ATTRIBUTED TO COLUMBUS] refused entry because 

if Columbus learned of how he treated the Indians, he would be recalled 

also 

vii. They returned to Spain on 11/7/1504 unsuccessful in the goal of 

obtaining sufficient gold to commence the quest to Jerusalem. 

 

 

B. Present Unfounded Allegations against Columbus 
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a. Enslaver 

i. Columbus personally DID NOT HAVE ANY SLAVES nor did he 

approve of it but did allow it to occur based upon the 

rules/morals/thinking of the 1400’s which was that it was accepted in 

certain circumstances, including a Papal edict 

ii. Those who were baptized as Christian could not be enslaved 

iii. He wanted to convert all to Christianity.  He continually petitioned the 

Queen to send priests 

 

1. “Ordered that they should be treated courteously because 

they are the best and most gentle people in the world, and 

especially, because I have much hope in Our Lord that Your 

Highness will make all of them Christians and that they will 

all be your subjects “ P. 105 citing Diario p. 231 

2. “Columbus envisioned the Spanish sovereigns as both the lords 

and protectors of these people who felt threatened by those of 

the Grand Khan.” He also thought they could be put to work. P. 

105 

iv. It was never Columbus’ idea to enslave or send natives back as slaves. 

Unfortunately, they were but not by his order. Those people were 

rounded up by the rebels and put on the ships... 

v. Claims that Columbus took 1600 slaves by his order on voyage 2 is false 

1. Multiple settlement posts were established with multiple leaders 

2. DeCuneo  took 550 Caribs and other Indians who 

attacked them. 

a. the Sovereigns sent back an order to enslave any of the 

Indians who attached the Christians 

vi. On Voyage 3 Columbus sent a letter to his brother Bartholomew “to pay 

a group of these men to go work in the mines. Other were to help build 

a new settlement and plant wheat and other foodstuffs.” p. 164 

vii. Writers have attributed the attacks on the Arawaks on Haiti to 

Columbus when he wasn’t even there. Some attacks on them began 

after the second voyage and Columbus’ involvement and authority 

was challenged and eliminated. The true attack began the decade 

AFTER the fourth voyage. 

b. Rapist 

i. Eg. On the 3rd voyage, One of the 3 ships set to go to Hispaniola was 

forced off course and landed where Roldan was the local leader of that 

settlement. Roldan and his rebels overtook this group and shortly 

thereafter started plundering native villages and raping their women. 

c. Torturer 

i. COLUMBUS NEVER KILLED ANY NATIVES AND 

CONTINUALLY ADMONISHED HIS MEN NOT TO MARAUD, 

RAPE OR PLUNDER. 

ii. Allegations of Columbus cutting off hands  

1. It did occur but against all orders of Columbus for all 4 voyages 
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iii. False allegation were made about Columbus cutting his own men’s 

tongues on Voyage 2. Rather that Fernand Perez de Luna, on his own 

authority, threatened to do this. See De Cueno’s Letter. 

iv. He removed Margarit and instated Hojeda 

1. Believed Spaniards molested the Indians because Columbus 

didn’t 

2. Columbus wanted his men to be of a higher standard than the 

Indians 

3. Hojeda in the second voyage disobeyed Columbus and cut off 

the ears of one and captured some who Columbus then released 

after distracting the Spaniards p. 146 

C. Leadership 

a. Captain of a Ship 

b. Poor Leader of a Trading Post / Colony  

c. Columbus was a sailor and navigator; he was not cut out for the job of 

administrator; even less as contractor, and he had had no training for this role. 

P. 135 

d. Evidenced by the “mutinies” on land not while he was commanding his fleet 




















































