The Criminal Activities ot
Chief U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals Judge
JON O. NEWMAN et el.
and |
THE NEW YORK TIMBES.

Part I
DEFRAUDING THE NY STATE AND FEDERAL PUREES

_ | Immediately following the '"guilty" verdict in the
criminal proceedings against Chiefl[l] -U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals Judge MARTIN T. MANTON for the Bevond Cirouit, The NEW
YORK TIMES, in its editorial ("Justice For Sale"), stated (June

5, 4LB3331

"I[Flor some time [Chief Judge Manton's]
decisions and acts have placed him under the cloud ot

suspicion®.

The NY Times never explained, as far as this

y is aware, its failure to investigate Manton's suspect

sions and acts", some of which clearly surfaced seven (7)

earlier in the Manhattan Railway Company [Interborough

Transit] receivership proceedings, which was extensively
ed and published by the NY Times.
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_ Nevertheless, then and now, where the judiciary 1s
involved, there appears to be a NY Times pollcy ot avoldilng
knowledge, with 1its concomitant responsibilities, by the simple
expedient of closing its journalistic eyes, covering 1t's ears,
and holding 1it's breath.

NATLING ONE, OF MANY, JELLYFISH TO THE WALL

3 211 of +he aetivities of Chief U.8. Cizrrcuit COUrt
Judge JON O. NEWMAN and those of his co-conspirators 1nvolving
and/or revolving --around the larceny- of all -the Sy icigl. - FEaRC
-assets of - PUCCINI - CLOTHES,; LTD.,  --which --left. pothing .. for ...i1ts.
nationwide legitimate creditors, are--congruent with the. Ybribe:

payments of more- -than: $3,500,000 by CITIBANK, N.A.

OF ~the--- pumereous- Ciltibank/Puccinl --transactions..
neither: Judge "Newman,  nor anyomne 'else,--can - relate a single
significance instance where his actions or that of his co-
conspirators ‘did :nmot - comport -themselves:::favorably - wilth: the

desires of the Citibank/Puccini criminal racketeers —-- not one!

Z Some of the activities of Judge Newman and those
of his co-conspirators are explicable o¢only by the Citibank bribe
payments

1 At the time the "Chief" Circuit Court Judge was known as the
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A substantisl portien of the Citibank booty 15 the
property of the United States, however when motions are made to
disgorge Citibank of any part of such booty 1in favor of the
United States, it never has been granted, nor has Judge Newman Or
his co-consplrators ever been able to articulate any

justification for their perfidious cognduct.

For example, a court order provided that fine

monies were ©pavable "to the federal court", which Citibank
thereatter diverted to its own coffers, and the federal

court/government, like the Puccini creditors, recelved nothing.

Obviously, the Jjudicial £financial records, as

transmitted to Congress, which exclusively controls the federal
purse, had to be "cooked" in order to conceal the fact that

federal assets had been diverted to Citibank's cotters.

At no time or place has Judge Newman, Citibank, or
anyone else denied such diversion of monies to the Ciltibank
coffers took place, or the federal entitlement to such monies,.

However when motions are made to disgorge Citibank
of such booty in favor of the federal court/government, 1t has
never been granted, nor has anyone been able to articulate any
Justiflicatlon tor such treacherous behavior.

THE TOOLS OF CORRUPT JURISTS .

Rogue judges, such as Chief Judge Newman, '"cook™

decislions and documentation, ln a manner not essentilally
different than embezzlers who "cook" financial books and recordg,

in order to achilieve similar criminal objectives.

Anything "cogked"™, Yconvocted® and "contrived" in
the "legal notice" published in, and never repudiated by, the NY
Times, or 1n any statement or decision of any Judge, court, Or
official, there 18 no accounting for the Puccini's Judicial Trusct

assets.

Without & ftiled "final sceounting™ ftor the Pucecial
judicial trust, with due process afforded to those having an
interest 1n those assets, there can be no final order or Jjudgment
terminating the Puccini preoceeding or any valid order discharging
the court appointed receiver or his surety.

Any accounting for the Puccini judicial trust, a
mandatory requirement in every Jurisdiction, state and federal,
which must include its assets as of June 4, 1980, the day it was
involuntarily dissolved, and the disposition of those assets,
will reveal that these trust assets were made the subject of
massive larceny engineered by Citibank, most of which was

o

employed to "bribe" and "corrupt".
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judicial appointment exists, all S5udicial trusts resulting from
the involuntary dissolution of corporations in the concurrent
sudicial bailiwicks of Presiding Justice FRANCIS T. MURPHY of the
Appellate Division, First Department (Manhattan & The Bronx) and
[ former] U.S. District Court Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT of the
Southern District of New York, £for the past twenty (20) wveadrs
have been made the subject of 1larceny and unlawtul plundering,
and usually the creditors recelve, as in the Puccini matter,

nothingi

RELEVANT BACKGROUND - SUMMARIZED

In Part II ("The Turkey Shoot"), whose intended

dietribution date iz Janvary 30, 1997, & Efully documented,
particularized presentation will be made of "Citibank's estate
chasing racket" and the '"Murphy-Brieant receivership racket",
which 1s here only summarized 1n oraexr to make more
comprehensible the frauds being perpetrated upon the state and
federal governments by members of the judiciary.

la. In 1989-1990, the NY Times was given, 1n hand, the
hard documentary evidence confirming the fact that all ot
Puccini's Jjudicial trust assets had been made the subject ot
larceny engineered by Citibank and its "estate chasing" attorneys
which left nothing for its nationwide creditors, and some, of the
related criminal activities, which the NY Times independently
verified and found to be correct in every respect.

The Citibank engineered 1larceny and bribery bedgan

immediately atter PUuccind, a solvent corporatlion; was
involuntarily dissolved, and at a point in time when
54,168, 425,04 WwWas illegally debited to Pucecini's «hecking

account, CHARLES ZANGARA, a Citibank Vice-President, submitted to
the Court a perjurious affidevit, which vehemently denied any
disgipation of Puccini's judicial Lrusc assets had taken place.

LEE FELTMAN, Esqg., puceini's court-appointed
receiver, who had possession of the Puccini books and records
knew the Zangara and the other simultanecusl: submitted
aftidavits by Citibank's "estate chasing" attorneys were
petrjurions, and that ir the Court believed such affidavits, which
it did, a judgment would be entered in favor of Citibank against
HYMAN RAFFE, in the approximate sum of $500,000, and 1n turn
Raffe would obtain a judgment against Puccinl for the same

amoeuant .

Feltman concealed the perjurious nature of the

2ffidavits of Citibank and its "estate chasing" attorneys, and
e e T 8 ¥ &
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cronsequently judgment was entered agalnst Paceini, liis

-..--J-.‘i"

glmast 500,040,

For forty-one (41) months following POccini’'s
involuntary dissolution, the Citibank consplrators inundated the
court with perjurious affidavits and talse statements vehemently
denving that any of Puccini's assets had been dissipated
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When Citibank and its "estate chasing" attorneys
were about to make a bribe payment to Feltman from Puctinl's
assets of approximately $150,000, as the agreed guid pro guo for
concealing its engineered larceny, and tor not making any attempt
at recovery on behalf of his judicial trust, the initial hard-
evidence of the Puccini larceny surfaced, and 1in the several
months that followed, reached avalanche proportlons.

Responding to such disclosures, Citibank and
Feltman solicited the assistance of their cadre of corrupt Judges
and officials, state and federal, who 1In exchange for Dbribes,
given and/or promised, performed their fiendish tasks.

To compensate and reimburse Feltman for the
additional expenses incurred in corrupting Jjudges and GfEtioialBy
the bribe monies promised to him was increased from approximately

$150,000 to approximately $800,000.

Thereafter the booty was again 1increased by an
additional "more than $2,500,000", which included the monilies
pavable "to the federal court" which was diverted To Citibank's

cOrrers.

In short, by 1990, the NY Times actually knewv, and
had copies of the "hard evidence", that the Citibank "hbooty" was
more than $3,500,000, most of which was disbursed 1in order Lo
bribe and corrupt, and the NY Times knew the identitles of some
3% the corrupt Jurists invelved 1in this criminal racketeering
adventure, such as Presiding Justice Murphy and Chiet Judge

Brieant.

off Years earlier, the NY Times knew that a twice
published "legal notice"™ was a fraud and Aa sham, intended to
deceive, but did nothing to expose or correct stich fraudulent
publication.

In every jurisdiction, state and federal, a court-
appointed receiver, an arm of the court, must account Ior hils
stewardship, which obligation cannot ©be excused, waived Ot
enjoined, =s=ince the public 1is entitled to know whether 1tTs

I £ 1]

jurists and/or their appointees are "crooks".

In New York, a court-appecinted receiver must file

an accounting "at 1least once a year" (22 N¥y'RRE B202.52),; ana
after the expiration of eighteen (18) months, the NY State
Attorney General, the stababrory Eidciary for ail involuntarily
dissolved corporations must, as a mandatory "duty", move to
compel the court-appointed recelivet

/
o account, distribute, and
terminate the receivership (NY Bus. Corp. Law §S1l2Z2l6lal)

These non-discretionary mandates notwithstanding,
in the more than sixteen (16) vyears, and more than two hundred
(200} months, that have elapsed since Puccini was involuntarily
dissolved, not a single accounting has been filed, and not a
single application has been made by the successive NY LB L8



Attorney OCenerals, to compel the f£iling ©of an accounting and

distribution --— not one!

There is no possible way that a Puccini accounting
can be rendered without further disclosing the state and federal
judicial involvement in the larceny of its assets, and providing
restitution to the wvictims.

DENNIS C. VACCO, the NY S5tate Abtteorney General,
and his predecessors in office, have refused to exercise any ot
their fiduciary obligations, even those of a mandatory nature,
such as compelling the filing of an accounting, because they know
an accounting would reveal that Citibank and a number of high-
echelon judges and officials, state and federal, including Chiet
Judge Newman, are involved in the Puccini criminal racketeering

adventure.

For the same unlawful reason, Chief Judge JUDITH

S. KAYE, Chairperson of the Administrative Board of the NY State
Courts, and her predecessor in office, have refused to exercise
their administrative responsibilities in the Puccini matter,
wvhich includes compelling an accounting and Judiciary Law S35a

statements to be filed.

5 The NY State Attorney General was made the
statutory fiduciary for all involuntarily dissolved Corporations,
as a result of the practices during the reign of WILLIAM MARCY
"Boss" TWEED, the Grand Sachem of Tammany Hall.

In the Diary of Georgqe T. Strong, an attorney, the
following entry is found under the date of December 18, 1869[Z2]

® 6 The stink of our state
judiciary is growing too strongly ammoniac and hippuric
for endurance. ... Some changes 1s certainly needed
most urgently. ... No banker or merchant 1s sure that

some person, cealling himself a “recelver ', appointed ex
perte as the tirst step in some frivolous sult he never
heard of, may not march into his counting room at any
moment, demand possession of all his assets and the
ruinous suspension of his whole business and when the
order for a receiver 1is vacated a week afterwards,
claim S100,000 or s6 as ‘an allowance' o R1s
services, by virtue of another order, to be enforced by

Sttrachment. ™

The thereafter impeached NY Supreme Court Justice
GEORGE BARNARD appointed WILLIAM M. TWEED, JR., the son of "Boss”
% d, as the zecelver for CREDIT MOBILIER, one of the great
sCanda)s 1n American history, cCcausing glant UNION PACIFIC to

88 Treprinteg in "Bribes", Jonn T. Noonan, Jf., Publisher
g Lempany, p; 514=5135.



petition Congress to have its headquarters moved from New York to
Boston, as one bf its chief officials, Oliver Ames, wrotel[31:

"When we can get our books away from New
York and c¢leared out of that sink of corruption, we
shall feel safe and not until then.™"

The remedial statutes, enacted after the
incarceration and death of "Boss" Tweed, as amended, gave the NY
State Attorney Ceneral extensive discretionary powers (NY Bus.
Corp. Law 81214[al), and some mandatory duties (e.g., NY Bus.
Corp. Law 51216[al), and there was enacted a statutory, non-
waivable, schedule of maximum fees that could be awarded to the

court-appointed receiver (NY Bus. Corp. Law 81217), which 1n the
Puccini matter, according to Feltman himself, was §7,667.27[4].

Murphy, whose only qualification for Judicial
office was that he was the son of FRANK MURPHY, a Bronx political
boss recognized, when he became Presiding Justice about twenty
(20) years ago, that in order to restore the status guo ante of
the Boss Tweed era, he had to corrupt the NY State Attorney
General so that the Attorney General would never exercise his
fiduciary obligations, even those of a mandatory nature, unless

he, Murphy, consented.

Indeed, at Murphy's request, the NY State Attorney
General would actively aid and abet the larceny and plundering ot
judicial trusts in which he was the statutery fiduciary, which 1s
the ultimate legal abomination.

In__short, "Murphy, the Croek"™ 1is in bed with the
"constable" - the NY State Attorney General, and the creditors of
involuntarily dissolved corporations receive only so much as
Murphy desires to be distributed which, as in the Puccinl matter,

is usually nothing.

Murphy, not known ftor his intellectual or
scholarly abilities, obviocusly did not recognize the impact of
Hans v. Louisiana (134 U.S. 1 1[1890}) on the "Boss" Tweed

remedial legislation, which would prove decisive in exposing the
corruption ot the NY State and federal courts.

Murphy also recognized thsat full centrol ©f Tthe
DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE was essential to his general
scheme of corruptlion. Conseqguently, rejecting the findings of an
independent body, he dragooned to himself, aftter more than one
hundred years under the control of the ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF

L

i
L "Bribes", supra, p. 485.

4 NY Bus. Corp. Law 51217; Matter of Kane; 75 M.X.2d BLl, 3ib~-
iliy D34 N.d8.38 487, 488, 0h2 H.E.Z28 1005, 80V L1994 Even if Feltman's
law firm expended any legal effort on Puccini's behalf, and they did not, 2Z
NYCRR 5660),241f}, =ince repealed, precluded any payment



THE CITY OF NEW YORK, the operation of that Committee, to
himself[5].

Thus, absent a ftelony ponviction which, by
statute, mandates disbarment, 1t is those who resist and expose
the operation of rogue Jjurists and their bagmen/cronies, who are
made the subject of disciplinary proceedings and punishment
thereundexr, not those like the Citibank-attorneys, who bribe and

"pay-off" jurists and court-appointed receivers.

DEFRAUDING THE STATE TREASURY

"That a State [or 1its officers and

employees 1in their official capacities] may not be
sued without its consent 1is a fundamental rule of
lurisprudence having so important a bearing upon the
construction of the Constitution of the United States
that it has become established by repeated decisions
of this court that the entire judicial power granted
by the Constitution does not embrace authority to

entertain a suit brought by private parties against a
State [or its officers and employees in their official
capacity] without consent given; not one brought by
citizens of another State, or by citizens or subjects
of a foreign State, because of he Eleventh Amendment;
and not even one brought by its own citizens, because
ot he fundamental rule of which the Amendment is but
an exemplification." [emphasis supplied] (Ex parte
State of New York, 256 U.S. 490, 497 [19211) .

e Evervy law student 1s taught that Amendment
rlfsHans,; 18 8 subject matterl[s] Infirmity prohibiting a federal
court from "entertaining", M"maintaining" and/or Yhearing" any

money damage action, brought by any person, which is defended at
state cost and expense.

5 New York Times, February 15, 1980, p. 1.

6 "Jurisdiction of the subject matter. Power of a particular court
to hear the type of case that is then before it. Term refers to jurisdiction
ot court over class of cases to which particular case belongs, jurisdiction
over the nature of the cause of action and relief sought, or the amount for
which a court of limited jurisdiction is authorized to enter judgment.

A court is without authority to adjudicate a matter over
which 1t has no jurisdiction even though the court possesses jurisdiction gver
the parties to the litigation ... [and such adjudication] would be void and of
no effect because it lacks subject mater jurisdiction.” lcited cases omitted]
(Black's Law Dictionary, 6th Ed.-1990 P. 854,

~7
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The few, vVery rare, exceptionsl?7] to the
Amendment XI/Hans doctrine, where money damage relief is sought,
tor practical purposes, may be ignored.

(i 3 the judge proceeds to make & merit
adjudication, although he lacks subject matter jurisdiction, he
ls acting coram non judicel8], and despite the adornment of the
black Jjudicial robe, the judge 1s legally disrobed -- he is, by
law, a pretender, usurper, transgressor, and imposter, and any
merit dispositions that he might make has no more legal wvalue
than had it been rendered by the village shoemaker.

bvery Article III federal Judge and state attorney
gJeneral 1s aware of the statement contained 1n Pennhurst State v.

Halderman (465 U.S. 89, 121 [1984] that:

Wial federal court must examine each

claim in a case to see if the Court's jJurisdiction over
that claim is barred by the Eleventh Amendment|[/Hans "

[emphasis supplied]

bvery federal Jjudge, in every court, in every
case, trial or appellate, initially addresses the question of
subject matter Jurisdiction, even when the issue is not raised by
the parties or their attorneys.

Consequently, anytime, anyone, sees, zreads or
iearns that a federal Judge has "entertained", "maintained",
and/or "heard" a money damage action brought by aAny person, where
the defense representation is by the state attorney general or at
state cost and expense, absent the few very rare BxXceptiorns, the
conclusion is compelled that: (i) the tedefdl Judge is corrupt;
L11) the state attorney general knew before he entered his
defense representation that the federal judge was corrupt; (iii)
the state judicial clients of +the state attorney general also

7 The rare exceptions, not present in any of the situations at
bar, are: (i) a clearly stated congressional override; (1i) a clearly stated
state constitutional or legislative general waiver of immunity from the
exercise of federal judicial power; and (iii1) review by the Supreme Court of
the United States from a state forum, where there was state representation in
the state proceedings.

bven the state attorney general does not have the power or
authority to waive the Amendment XI1/Hans jurisdictional infirmity, which may
be raised for the first time Dy the state in the Supreme Court of the United
States (Ford Motor Co. v. Department of Treasury of Indiana, 322 U.3. 459
4104511,

] "Coram non judice. In presence of a person not a judge. When
a sult 1s brought and determined in a court which has no jurisdiction in the

natter, then it is said to be coram non judice, and the Judgment is void."
/ J - . : ” :
(Black's Law Dictionary, sSupra, at 337).
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(1v) any merilt

knew the federal 3Judge was eorfupt, and
dispesition iz null and wvoid.

Nevertheless, 1n every money damage federal

Citibank/Puccini, Signorelli/Kelly and Vilella actions, where
state judges and officials were defendants, in all of tThem,
without exception, they were defended by the NY State Attorney

General, at state cost and expense.

Thus, all dispositions made 1n such a&actilons are
null, void, and of no legal effect, 1n addition to being a fraud

upon the state purse.

D« As Dart of such unauthorized defense
representations, the NY State Attorney General always takes
positions contrary to the legitimate interests of the State of
New York and Puccini, his statutory fiduciary trust, which 18
another reason for holding that all dispositions made, state and

federal, are null and void.

62 s The first hard-copy published federal Puccinl
decision was Raffe v. Doe (619 F. Supp. 891 [SDNY-19831), issued
by U.S8. District Court Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER of the Southern
District of New York, a proceeding which: (i) lacked subject
matter jurisdiction; (ii) lacked personal Jjurisdiction over this
writer; (iii) lacked due process; (iv) was the result of bribery,
fraud and corruption; and (v) resulted in the 1ssuance of a
transparently invalid injunction, which this writer was not

permitted to appeal.

“ On the face of Raffe v. Doe (supra) it reveals
that "Robert Abrams, Atty. ©Gen. of N.Y." was representing, at
state cost and expense, himself and state Judges.

Thus, without more, because oL The Amendment
¥I/Hans Jjurisdictional prohibition, the compelled conclusion 15
the decision is null and void, and that Judge Conner is a corrupt
federal Jjudge, who NY State Attorney General Abrams knew was

COrrupts

£l Obvioeusly, the financial books and records of the
NY State Attorney Ceneral have been "cooked" in order to conceal

- - © —

the unauthorized and unlawful expenditures by such defense
representations.

e. Raffte v. Doe (supra) PFurther reveals that where
judges and/or their appointees cannolt account for their Judlicial
trusts, or have no desire to return their booty when caughl, Lthey
need only bribe and/or corrupt members of the Jjudiciary, such as
NY Supreme Court Justice IRA GAMMERMAN and/or Judge Conner, who
will issue for them transparently invalid injunctions barring the
aggrieved access to the courts, state and federal, for reliet.

A court-appointed receiver must account LB 18
stewardship, and no Jjurist has <the power to enjoin such

Ovey Please
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obligation, or enjoin restitution to the vietime, partiecularly
when 1t clearly appears that such judicial trust was made the

gublect of larceny.

Only a bankruptcy proceedings can constitutionally

"impair" the rights of a contractually based creditor, and any
attempt by rogue jurists such as Gammerman/Conner to achieve that
crimlinal objective violates Article 1 §$10[1]1, Amendment V and XIV

of the Constitution of the United States.

;s Since a "final accounting", with due process
atftorded, was necessary in order to enter a final order or
Judgment in order to terminate the Puccini proceedings, and
discharge the receiver and his surety, the Gammerman/Conner
transparently invalid injunctions proved insufficient.

Consequently, there was published in the NY Times
a "legal notice" that the court-appointed receiver would present
to Referee DONALD DIAMOND his "final accounting" for "approval"

arncg tor other relief.

The NY Times also actually knew, long before 1990,
that: (1) Referee Diamond, an at-will employee of the court, does
not have the 1legal authority to T"approve" any accounting or
afford the other relief requested (NY CPLR 84317[bl); (ii) the
"tinal accounting", which was to be "approved" by Referee Diamond
was phantom' and did not exist; and (iii) that the NY State
Attorney General, the statutory fiduciary, had consented to the
approval of this ‘phantom' accounting by one not having the legal
authority to approve, even if the accounting existed, and it did

LOT .

Thus, unless the NY Times published, after it had

actual knowledge of the fraudulent nature of such "18g8l nbticeY,
0r took some other remedial action, it was arguably violating the
federal criminal code {(e.g. 18 U.B.LO. 583, 4).

In short, anything contained in the NY Times
published "legal notice™ or in any Judicial decision, expressly
or impliedly stating that there exists a Puccini "final accounth,
or a Judgment or final order terminating the Puccini proceeding,
or discharging the court-appointed receiver or his surety, has
been "cooked", '"concocted", and "contrived" in order to conceal
that all of Puccini's assets were made the subject of larceny,

wlith Judicial involvement therein.

DEFRAUDING THE FEDERAL PIRSE.

it iB elementary that the

United States, as sovereign, is immune from

sult save as it consents to be sued ..., and

the terms of i pnsent to be sued in any
{
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unequivocally eXpressed. In the absence of
clear congressional consent, then, there 1s

po Jurisdiction ... 10 any . ... aopurt to
entertain suits against the United States."
[emphasis supplied] (United States v,

MitChEid; A80 Wb 238 3390 1LiL36051]«

3a. The statutory language, the uniform practice 1in
the U.5. Attorney's General's Office, and all decisions rendered
Chereundex[9] wnder the FEDERAL TORT CLAIME ACT [“"PTCA"] is

Cryvetal gledr] ==

No federal judge, official, or employee may

be detended in a money damage tort action, at federal cost and
gxpense, urnless the Attorney beneral ©r one of his/her
approximately 100 authorized subordinates (28 CPR Blbad)
certifles that such judge, official or employee was "acting
within the scope of his office or employment at the time of the
Lpcident bt of whiceh the tlaim grose” (28 U.B.€. 826791d11.

As Attorney General of the United States JANET

RENO, every U.S. attorney and Article III judge knows, no (28
U.S.C. 82679[d]) "scope" certificate, means no federal defense

representation, at federal cost and expense.

Unce @ 49 U.8.0. 0§26781d] "scopae®” certifieaste is
1ssued the United States is substituted as the defendant for the
Judge, official and/or employee, and the Attorney General or one
of his/her subordinates defends the United States, not the judge,
otfticial and/or employee.

Immediately after Janet Reno became Attorney

General of the United States, and repeatedly thereafter, she was
advised and reminded that frauds were being perpetrated upon the
United States by the defense representation, at federal cost and
exXpense,; of federal judges and officials who were not cs (1.9
32679[d] "scope™ pcertified.

o g On June 1, 1993, with the media appearance of

Judge Newman, as being on the "short ligt", 88 @8 potential

nominee for the wvacancy on the Supreme Court of the United
[

States, the writer advised President WILLIAM J. CLINTON, mailing
coples 0Ot hls communication to, inter alia, Attorney General
Reno, Judge Newman, and the New York Times, and with exacting
speciticity that Judge Newman was involve in a number of
crimlnal racketeering adventures, inciuding the Pucceini racket.

9 Kelley v. United S8tates, 568 F.2d 2759, 264-265 n. 4 [2nd
Cir.-1378] vert. denied 439 U.8, 830 [19781; Sullivan v. Freeman, 944 F.24
348, 447 1ith CiE.=19911; Tsssin ». Neneman, 766 F. Supp. 974, 976 {[Kan.-
12311; Combs », U.8., 768 R SUpp.584, 582 (B.D. Ky 1991): Brennzn v. Fatata,
10 Misoc.2d 366, 967, 359 ¥.Y¥.8.2d 91, 92 (13974}; Smith v. 8warthout, 195 Mich
App. 486, 491 NW2d 590 [1992]; Jones v Littlejohn, Ga.App , 474 EEZd
ii4, 115=718 [1996].
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Neither Judge Newman, nor anyone else, at any time
of place, denied the existence of such criminal rackets, or ot

Judge Newman's active participation of them.

In all these criminal rackets, Judge Newman and
other Jjurists had dragooned federal defense representation, at
federal cost and expense although in none of them had there been
any 28 U.B.C0. 82673(d] “srope"™ certiricatiol.

CDhvious iy, no authorized official was going to

"scope" certify anyone, including Judge Newman, who was 1nvolved
in the diversion of monies payable "to the federal court" to
Citibank's coffers, or similar activities, or the ratification of

such activities.

ol Obviously, Attorney General Reno and the involved
U.S. attorneys, have been "cooking" their financial books and
records, in order to conceal from Congress such unauthorized and

unlawtful expenditure of federal funds.

4, In such unauthorized representation of federal

judges and otticials, Attorney General Reno and the various U.S.

attorneys have consistently taken positions adverse to the
legitimate interests of their client, the United States, 1n order
to accommodate themselves to the desires of the Chied Judge

Newman and other rogue members of the federal judiciary.

Thus, even when the exclusive beneficiary 1s the
United States, neither Attorney General Reno, nor her
subordinates, support motions to disgorge Citibank of any part ot

its bootvy.

D s Congress has provided that no court has subject
matte¥r Jjurisdiction or the powver Lo "entertain", Ymaintain" ot
"hear" any money damage tort action where the defense financilal
burden is upon the government, unless a "notice of claim" has
peen previously tiled (ZB H.5.C. B26875[a] ).

No "notice of claim" 1s reqguired 1f the action is
made against the judge or official in his personal capacity, as
were all the Citibank/Pucecini, Signorelli/Kelly and Vilella money
damage actions, since noe attempt was beling made to 1mpose
liability upon the federal government. Nevertheless, federal
jurists have dragooned federal representation in those cases for
themselves, at unauthorized federal cost and expense, a subject
mattexr Jurisdictienal infirmity.

oy a3
Farc 11 = "lhe Turkey BHOL" « To be Digtribuated Jan. 30; 1997,
Many names and an abundance of decisive documents.
For a Free Copy Mail a Stamped ($0.55) self-addressed envelope.

The public is entitled to know, even when the

information is being concealed by the NY Times.

White Plains, New York
January 14, 1997 GECRGE SASSOWER
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