
GEORGE SASSOWER
Attorrcey*at-Law
10 Stewart Place

White Plaios, NY 10603-3856

{914} 681-7re6
July 16,2012

Foreperson & Members of the U.S. Grand Jury
c/o U.S. Attorney Preet Bharara
tJ.S. Distriet Court
Southem Diskict of New York
300 Quanopas Street,
White Plains, New York, 1060i

Dear Foreperson & Mernbers of the Grand Jury,
. Thispresentation is transmitted to youthroughthe U"S. Attorney, as prescribedby 18 {lS.C
g3332lal (MatterofGrandJuryApplicatiorc,6lTF.Supp. 199 ISDNY-1985]),whereintheCourt, ingranting
a Writ of Mandamus stated, [emphasis supplied]:

*Both the language of 18 U.S.C. $ 3332(a) and its legislative history
indicate that Congress intended ta rernave the prosecutor's discretion in deeiding whether

to present [the requested] information to the grand jury."

Upon being informed that this presentation has been transrnitted to you, I will submit copies

for each member of your body along with additional relevant infcrmation.

Very truly yours,

GEORGE SASSOWER

cc: NY State Attorney General Eric T. Schneiderman



GEOX,GE SASSOWER
Attorruey-at-Law
10 Stewart Place

White Plains" NY 10603-3856

t9t4\ 681.-71s6

Foreperson & Members ofthe U.S. Grand Jury
U.S. District Court
Southern Distriet of New York Crime &$ornsptiqm in thg Courtho*se
300 Quarropas Street,

White Flains, New York, 10601

JluJy 16,2A12

"The Most Powerful Crlminal Racketeering Operation in the United States."

IuAIqlEIsU
l. For the past more than twenty-five (25i years, commencing with Yilella v. Santagata {87

Civ. 1450 [SD1"{Y-GLG|}, the pratotype action, which was filed in the U.S. District Court for the

Southern Dis&'ict of New York, at White Plains, on March 4,1987, Federal judges & Federal attorneys

have been defraudingthe United States, while New York State judges & New York State attomeys have

been defraading the State of New York.

2. During the intervening twenty-five (25) years, rn all m,oney damage tort actions,

throughout the United States, revolvilg around "The Citibank Bribesfor Total Immunity Enterprise'

{" The Enterprise"}, the same fraudulent scenario was followsd.

3. Compoundingthisfraud upon the United States & State of New York, these Federal &
New York State attorneys qlw@.comported their activities as dssiredby "The Enterprise", althouglr
invariable adversq to the legitimate interests of their clients, the United States & State ofNew York.

Part I
Trea$a & Treachery in theleau$rcglq

1. One month ago, on June 18, ZA|2,therc was submitted to the U.S. District Court,
Southern District of New York, at White Plains, a motion where all tbe relief requested, financially &
otherwise, inured to the legitimate interests of the United States andlor State of New York (Vilella v.

Santagata, supra).
Since none of the allegations were denied or controverted by Attorney Generul Erie

Holder,U.S. Attomey Pruet Bhdf,ora ar NY State Attorney General [*NYSAG'] Eric T. Schneiderman,
whose only clients were & are the United States & State ofNew York, the relief requested should have

had their 'ozenlous" support, but it had no support whatsoever.
No American lawyer has the "legal power" ta'obetray" his/her client, particularly hy

those acting on behalf of government, attd only a"fixed & corrwpted' jurist would tolerate such

misconduct by Attorney General Eric Holder, U.S" Attomey Preet Bharara and NYSAG Eric T.

Schneiderrnan since, inter alia,the proceedings ate"null &void' thereby {U.5. v. Throckmorton, 98 U.S.

61 il8781).

2. On June 18,2A12, the day such undenied, tmconlroverted & tmapposed t*otion of May
29,2012 was returnable, there was filed my letter which, in relevant part, reads:

'osince all the relief requested in the above rnotion inures to the benefit
of the United States andior State of New York, financially & otherwise, my above

unopposed motisn should have been supported with 'zeal' by U.S. Altomey Preet
Bharara and NY State Attorney General Eric T. Schneiderrnqn.



My intentions include filing next week, an 18 tl,S.C. $3332 Crand Jury

inquir,y into their miseonduct which no Arnerican jurist can tolerate. {Wood v. Georgia,

450 U.S. 261,265 ft. 5 [1981])"
Nevertheless, during the past month, neither U.S. Attorney Preet Blmrara nor

NY- State Afiorney General Eric T" Sckneidevrcsan did anything ta alter their treacherous course

ofbehavior.

3. Since the n'exclusive" control of the federal "purse" is with the Article I Congress,

nsither Afforney General Eric Ilalder nor U.S. Afiorney Preet Bh*rarahad the "csnstitutionatr power" to

betray their client, the United States.

Sinee, subjcct to fedelal law, the NY State Legislafure has'oexcl$sive" confrol of the

New York State "purse", NYSAG Eric T. Sclmeiderman didnot have the "ccnstitutional power" to

betray his client, the State of New Ycrk.

4. Where the Virginia State attorneys refused to collect monies due their client, the State of
Virginia, by a Labor Union, the Court appointed a Special Ccmmissioner to collect such monies on

behalf of the State of Virginia $ntemationsl Uni(]n v. Bagwell,512 U.S. 821 119941).
Thus, absent articulated.justification, the course that muylbe pursued by U.S. Dishict

Court Judge Kenneth M. Karas has been firrnly established by law & logic"

There is not a more dangerous situation conflonting American governments, the

Anrerican law & the American people than the possibility that this Court will tolerate the treasanous

oonduct af Bltarara - Schneidermcnt.

Part II
Judses Without Their Rqbes

"the rul€ ,... is inflexible and without exception ...- the first afld

fundarnental question is that ofjurisdiction, fust, of lthe appellate] court, and

then of the court from which the record somes. This question the court is bound

to ask and answer for itself, even when not otherwise suggested, aad without
respect to the relation of the parties ta it-" {Mansfieldv. Swan, I1I U.S- 379,382

li884l).
1. Where'Jurisdiction" is absent, the jurist, despite the physical adornment of his/her judicial robe

arrd judicial titie, is legaliy disrobed, is a usurper, a pretender, imposter and impersonator of iavnfirl aufhorify, acting

coram non.jadice,rende{tngthe merit dispositions made to be null and void.

2. There is and never was ary question that the proceedings before U.S. District Court Judge Gerard
L. Goexel were "null & void'by reason of the unautharized defense representation of federal judges by U.S.

Attorney Rudolph W- Giuliani & the unconstitutional defense representation of New York State judges & officials

byNYSAG Robert Abrsms.
Indeed, lbe unoppasedrelief onthe motion of May 29,2A12, retumable June 18, 2012was:

o'for a Federal Rule Civil Procedure Ruie 12(bX4l[6] Order: (1] declaring all
merit dispositions rnade to be 'null & void' as lackrng, in multiple respects, with lethal infimities;

3. Upon receipt of confidential information, I preemptively moved, as revealed by the Docket Sheet

ia Vilella v. Santagata (supra) (4-2-87 Docket No. 6):
"Fld. Notice of Motion. Plaintiffwill move this Court before Hon. G.L. Goettel

... on April 10, 1987 for: (l) a formal order to disqualiff all Judges wirhin the Second Circuit,
Court of Appeals ... (5) to disqualiff def.; Robert Abrams, Esq. and his office including Jef*ey L

Slonirr, Esqs. ftom representing the state judicial and official defts. (6) to disqualify FIon. Rudolph

W. Giuliani and Hon. Andrew J. Malonsy frorn representing the federal judicial deft. "
Although Giutiani-Abram.s and their subordinates lmew their appearances f iggered "subject matter

jurisdictionaf' lethal infirrnities, rendering the merit dispositions made to be "null & void' , whichthey never denie4

U.S. Attorney Rudotph W. Giuliani and Assistant U.S. Attorney Robert W. Gaffey defended five (5) Article III



federal jwists, while NYSAG Rabert Abrarns & Assistant NYSAG Jqf ey !. Slonim defended the NY State judges &
officials being sued.

Eart iIA

%y may be in the Treasury at any one
time, not a doliar of it can be used in the payment of any thiag not thus
previously authorized by Congress" {Reeside v. W*lker, Secy of Treasury af the
u.s., 52 u.s. 272, 291 [1 85 l]].

t. For the past tweilry-five {25} years, commencing with Yilellsv" Santagatu (supra\,"The
Pratotype Acli.oFt", in sll federal money damage tort actions rcvolving around ""The Enterprise": {1)
federal judges & judicial officials have been defended by federal attorneys, in their "persorual capocities"
a d t2) where no 28 tl.S.C. $2675 "notices of elaim" had been filed, at urcaatho-ri?€d federal cost &
expense, which judicial scenario has criminal, civil & disciplinary consequences, with the knowledge,

consent and/or participation of Chief Justices of the United States, William H. Rehnquist andlar lohw G.

Roberts aud every Attorney General of th* United States, fram Edwin fuIeese,Illta Eric HCIlder"

[n Vilella v. Santagata (supra), the original submission by the Giuliani-Gaffey concludes

as follows:
"Dated: New York, New York

Aprll9,1987
Respectfu lly subrnitted,
RUDOI-PH W. GIUI.IANI
United States Attomey for the
Southern District of,New Yorlr
Attorney for Defendants
Feinberg, Kaufman, Meskill,
Conner and Nickerson

ROBERT W. GAFFEY
Assistant United States Attorney
10i East Post Road
White Plains, New York 706A1"

The mau:dtorized federal expenditure of federal monies or services, as existed in every

money damage tort action, revolving around "The Enterpt'rsq" during "'The Rehnquist-Roberts Reigru"

f*The R&R Reign"l is: (1) afelony, subjecting the participants to fiues & terms of inoarceration {31
U.S.C. $$ 1341, 1342, fil0)r; (2) compels a'"public accottnting!' for the expenditures made (Article I
g9[7] of the Constitutian of the United States), and (3) obligates "reimbursemenf in favor of the United
Ststes. Additionally: (4) when the expenditures are the result of an unauthorized federal defense

representation, &"subject t?xatter jurisdictiona?'lethal infirmity is triggered, rendering the merit
dispositions made to be"null &void' (McNeit v. U.5.,508 U.S. 106 [1993]; Myers v. United States

Postal Service, 527 F.2d 1252 Lzd Cir.-19751).

2. In the more than twenty-frve (25) years, money damage tort actions have been filed in the

U.S. District Court in every federal cireuit, except the Tenth Federal Circuit, and in several U"S. Circuit
Court of Appeals, as well as in the Supreme Court of the United States and, without exception, this

"legally impossible" scenario was pursued.
At times this"legally impassible" judicial scenario was reducod to *hard published

print" {e.g., Gea. Sassower v. Carlson, XA F.2d 583 [8*' Cir. - 1991]; Geo, Sassawer v. Abrams, 833 F"

Supp. 253 [SD].IY-1993]; Geo. Sassower v- American Bsr Association {33 F.3d 833 L7n' Cb"-1994b.



3A'. Geo. Sassower v. Americafi Bar Ass{}ciatian {supra} was a money damage tort aetion

whose eomplaint was baserl on the Racketeer lrfluenced and Cowupt Crganizcstians Act {18
u,g.c.$1961-1q68).

On the title page of Geo. Sassower v. American Bsr Assaciation {supra) there appears, in
"'hard published print" , the conclusive faet that the United States was being defrauded, since it reads:

Rehnquist.
"James B. Bums, OfTiee of U.S. Atty., Chieago,IL, for William F{.

Charles E, Ex, Asst. U.S. Atty., Crim. Div", Chicago, L, for Janet
Renc."

The above "hard print publication", without more, would be sufficient to support Grand
Jury indictments of Rehnquist/Reno, Burns/Ex & the panel rnembers of the Seventh Circuit Court of
Appeals, to wit., Frank H. Easterbrook, William J. Bauer &, Ilana D" Rovner!

Onlythemaslo'nrrag*nt & stupid' jurist, such as U.S. Circuit Court Judge F:rank H.

Easterbraok, would reduce the conclusive evidence of his/her criminal activities ta "hard publisked
prinf'!

B. RehnquishReila, &s a Federal jurist, could & ean only be "sued', in a money damage tort
acticno in their "'personal capacities" , and in that capacity they coeld & can anly be defended by non-

federal attomeys, at non-federal cost & expense.
Thus, the "hard print publication" a{ Geo. S{rssower v. Americaru Bsr Associeiion

{supra} confirms that Rehnquist-Reno, in being defended by Bwrns-Ex, wera defrauding the United States

since Congress, which has o'exclusive" control of the federal purse, did not a*thoriz* such defense

representation or the expenditures made by reason thereofl
C. Even if the united States had waived "sovereign immunity" in actions brought under the

Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Grganizations Act, and it did not, in all ilaLstances where the United
States waived "sovereign itnwunity" o it waived it for itsell noi for its judges, offrcials & employees
(Perez v. United States,2l8, F. Supp. 571 [SDNY-1963], per Feinberg, J.).

Consequently, where the United States has waived "savereign irnmwity", the statute
provides that the Federal Tort Claims Act f"FTCA"l is the "exclusive" remedy {28 U.S.C. $2679[b]), and

the Unrted States isthe"exclusive" defendant {28 U.S.C. $2679[d]).
Iu actions against the United States, the addition of federal judges, officials or employees

kiggers 'nsubject m*tter jurisdictionaf'lethal infirmities, rendering the merit dispositions made to be

"null & void' (Myers v. United States Postal Service, supra)"
The Seventh Circuit Court, with incredible "oarrogence & stupidity" in"hard published

prinf' stated {at p" 735):
'osafsower has peppered this court with motions--motions to disquali$

opposing counsel ..."
The Court never adjudicated these motions, which were all unopposed, permitting this

fraud onthe United States to continue unsbated.
Nevertheless, a court or judge does not obtain 'osubject matter jurisdictian" by the refusal

to address & adjudicate this essential issue (Crawfordv. United fitates,796F.2d924,928 [7e-1986])-
D. Since the Burus-Ex defense representation of Rehnqwist-Reno, at fEderal cost & expense,

halnot been authorizedby the Article I Congress, federal books had to be"coaked' in order to conceal

these unautharizedfederul expenditures from Congress & the public, as a response to a Freedom of
Information Act fFAlA"J request confirms IFOIA #44-22371.

Such response reveals thatthere is no record of Geo. Sassawer v" American Bsr
Association (supra) in the Offrce of the United States Deportment af Justice [*USD.I,'] in S/ashingtoa or
the U.S. Attcrney's Office in Chicago!

The "cooking" of federal books is also a felany (18 U,S.C. $1001)"
E. Thus, every Article Itr federal judge, every U.S. Attomey, every person familiar with

federal tort law krygws. and every law student can easily verify (28 U.S.C. 92679), simply by looking at



the title page af Geo. Sassowerp. Americcru Bar Association (sapra), that the judicial scenario was & is
'"legally impossible" since, tq&pqaI, in a money damage tort action, William l!. Rehnquist & Janet Rena

eould onlybe"sued'in their "persoil#f capacities", and in that capacity. they oould onlybe defended by
non-federal attofl1€ys, at non-federal cost & expense!

4. In my motion of May 29,2012, refumable June 18, 2012,the relief requested iucluded:

"(3) cornpelling Eric Halder, the Attorney General of the United States

['AGUS'] to compel Rudolph W. Giuliani, Robert W. Gaffey a*d Wilfred Feiruberg,to

reimburse the United States for the unaathorized expenditures made;..."
The aforemsntioned relief,in favor of the United States was not supported by either

Attorney General Eric l{older or U.S. Attorney Preet Bhsrcra and they reever articulated justification

for their treasonotrs, perfidious & treaclterous behavior!

part IIB
Defraudr4gthe State of Nttty-York

"[aJ federal co:urt muglexamine esch claim in a case to see if
the court's jurisdiction over that claim is barred by the Eleventh
Amendlllientl H ons v. Louis iana (1 34 U. S. I I I 890]).- (F ennhurst v' Halderman,
465 U.S. 89, 121ft9841) [emphasis supplied]

1. l* Yilells v. Santagata {swpra),whi1e Giuliani-Gaffiy were defending five (5) Article ltl
federal jurists from the Second Circuit, atunauthorized federul eost & expellse, NYSAC Rabert Abrams
& Assistant NYSAG Jeffrey I. Slanim defended New York State judges & officials, at tmconstitutional

NY State cost & expense, which also triggered a'osubject watter jurisdictionaf' lethal infirmity and also

rendered the merit dispcsitions made to be "null & void'l

2. At times this"legally impossible" judicial scenado was reduced to o'hard published

prinf' {e.g., Raffi v. Doe,619 F. Supp. 891 ISDNY 1985]]; Geo. Sassower v. Sansverie, 885 F.zd I [2'd
Cir. -1989]; Geo. Sassower v. Abrams, supra).

3. Raffe v- Doe {supra} r,yas commenced in October 1984, about nine (9) months afler

Pennhurst v. Halderman (supra) was rendered and every federaljudge & state's attorney knew of ks

holding.
h Rmtfe v. Doe {supra), U.S. District Court Judge William C. Conner, a seasoned jurist,

was openly flaunting, in"hard publisled print",thathe was a colTupt, megalomaniac & degenerate

federal jurist!
ln Raffe v. Doe {supra), in order to consumrnate a $5,00,00A'obribe" payment from

Citibank, -l[1., despite the Arflendment XI/Hans lethal infirmity, he enjoined "access" to every federal

court in the United States, trial & appellate, to Hyman Raffi &, myself who held contractually based,

constitutionally protected money judgements against Puccini Clothes, Ltd.

4. SinceI lcnewwho"fixeS' U.S.DistrictCourtJudge WilliamC.Conner bypermitti*g
Abrmns-Slonim to defend NY State sixi6) money damage tort defendants h Raffe v. Doe (supra),Iwas
reasonable certainwho'fixed'U.S. District Court Judge Gerard L. Goettel n Vilellav. Santagato

(supra).

5. ln Geo. Sassower v. American Bar Assaciatian (supra),the unconstitutional defense

representation of NY State judges & offrcials by Assistant NYSAG David Monachino was concealed in

the hard print publication!

6" In rny motion of May 29,2012, returnable June 18, 20l2,the relief requested included:



"(4) cornpellingEric T. Schneidermev,the Attorney General of the State

of New York to compel Rohert Abrams,Jffiey I. Slonim and those they purparted to
defend at uncanstitutionsl NY State cost & expense, ta reimburse the State ofNew
York, for the expenditures mad€;"

The aforernentioned relief in favor of'the State of New York was not supported by

NYSAG Eric T'. Schneiderman and he never articulated justification for his treasonous, /erfidious &
tre€rcherow behavior!

Pafi IIl
T&o-,Iutl&lalFottune Sookie

i" Puccini Clothes, Ltd., "The Jadicisl Forlilne Aoolrid", was involuntariiy dissolved on

June 4, i980, on application af Citibank, N.A. a*d Jerorne H. Barr, Esq. when, in this one instance, its

very lucrative, but highly illegal and unethical, 'oestate chasing rackef'went awry.
fmrcgdip,tely, the same day, upon Puccini Clotkes, Ltd. befug involuntanly dissolved,

Citibank & Earr and their afforureys, Kreindler & Relkin, P.C. l*K&R"] began to engineer the larceny of
its judicial trust assets, which served as a oosource" of oobribes".

Eventually allthe judicial trust assets of Puccirui Clothes, Ltd.,werc dissipated by

Citibank-K&Ras"bribes''^, mostly to judges, leaving qothing for its nationwide legitimate creditors.

2- In every courl, in every jutisdiction, state & federal, trial & appellate, "public
accor.mtircgs" are*m{tfidatory" wherc a judicial trus! or a court-appointed receiver, is involved (75 C.J.S.

Receivet s g448, p. 617;65 AwJur2d Receivers, $278, p. 861), since the "public" is entitled to know if its
judges and/or their appointees are "orooks".

ln biew York a court-appointed receiver must file an accounting 'oat least once a yaffo',

according to the regulations of the New York State Office of Court Administration(22 nffc.Rl? $202lel),
which regulation has the force of statutory law.

Also in New York, the NYSAG, since the 1878 incarceration and death af William
Marcy [Boss] Tweed',the Grand Sachem of Tammany Ha1l, is the statutory fiduciary for all New York
involuntarily dissolved corporations, such as Puccini Clothes, Ltd. wha, after the expiration of eighteen

(18) months, fit?,tst rnake application to compel a court-appointed receiver "{o GCCount & distribute" (NY

Bus. Corp. Law $1216).
Those having an interest in an involuntarily dissolved corporation have the right to

cornpel e court-appointed receiver to "accouilt" {NY Bus. Corp. Law $1216).
Obviously, before Citibank-K&R began to engineer the larceny of the judicial trust assets

of Puccini Clothes, Ltd., tbey futew they could"fif', inter alia, NYSAG Rabert Abrsms and NY State

Appellate Division, Presiding Justice Francis T. Murphy so that (1) they would neverhave to account

for the judicial trust assets of Puccini Clothes, Ltd., albeit mandatory; (2) never compelled to provide
o'restitution", although constitutionally compelled, and (3) the attorneys involved, would not be made the

subject of professional disciplinary procedures, although disbarment was the inexorable result for the

impairmenf' of trust assets, in the " Murphy re alm" t

3. Since I had contractually based, constitutionally protected interests i* Puccini Clothes,

Ltd-, ineluding a money judgrnen! which could not be"oimpaired'by any State or Federal judge, official
or employee ("{rticte 1 $i0t1l & Amendment V of the Constitution of the United States), every iudgehad
ta be'fixed', so a$ to deny me "access to the courfs" to compel, inter qlia" an "accountingl'!

There can be ruo defectors rr,"The RehnquistRobert Uhimate Tatalitarian Corrupt

ludicial Empire" {"The R&R Empire'1, since a single jurist who compels an "accoutting" tabe
rendered wouid render a lethal blow to "I'he Enterprise & The R&R Empire-l
4. However, without a"public accountingl' Md*due process" to everyone having an

interest in its judicial trust assets there cannot be: (1) a judgement or final order terminating a judicial
trust proceedng; (2) an Order discharging a court-appointed receiver, (3) or his/her surety.

6



Egdg thirty-twn (32) years after Puccirci Ck:tkes,Ird was involuatariiy dissclved: {1)
fhere are nouc*f martdatory aecountings by the court-appointed receiver; (2) there is 4o valid judgement

or finai order terminating this judieial trust proceeding; (3) aevalid order discharging Lee Feltman arhis
suretSr, Fidelity & Deposit Company of Maryland ["F&D"] and (a] ryaae of tbe mandatory &7 Judiciary
Law $35-a Statements"

5. Included as defendants in lrilella v. Santagata {supra} were DaviC B. Saxe &, Donald
Diamandwho disbursed the assets of Puccini Clothes, Ltd.to Lee Feltman, Esq, & his law {trm Feltman,
Karesh, Major & Farbman, Esqs. To be dissipated, after "laundering!' as"bribes" to judges.

Obviously they have not & cannot execute their mandatory itfY Judiciary Latv 39-a
Statements!

Ccunt IV
The llegeesrate!

1 An attcmey or trustee who betrays his client or trust is a legal, moral & ethical
" degenerate" mandating hislfier "" dis barruenf' t,

2. In all money tort aetions in the federal court revolvitrg around " The Enterprise":
A. Lee Feltman, Esq. & his law fifiro qlwqvsactedadyetfglyta Puccini Clathes, Ltd.,hig

judicial trust.
B. The NYSAG, the statutory fiduciary, qlwqys aeted adversely to Puccini Clothes" Ltd. &,

the State ofNew Ysrk.
C. .Iudicial trusts, like corporations, are "persovts", within the meaning of Amendments Y &

XIV ofthe Constitution of the United States, and court appointees act under "color of law", within the

meaning, criminal & civil, of Federal Civil Rights statutes (18 U.,S.C, #242,42 AS.C. $1983).
The various U.S. Attorneys always acted adverselv to the Puccini Clothes, Ltd. &the

United States.

Respectfu lly submitted,

GEORGE SASSOWER

GEORGE SASSOWE& Esq., an atforney, affirms the aforementioned to be true under
penalty of perjury.

Dated: July 16;20L2

GEORGE SASSOWER


