Unified New York Common Law Grand Jury
LEX NATURALIS DEI GRATIA
• Bronx County • Columbia County • Dutchess County • Greene County • Kings County • Monroe County
• Nassau County • New York County • Niagara County • Orange County • Putnam County • Queens County
• Rockland County • Schenectady County • Suffolk County • Sullivan County • Ulster County • Westchester County

A TRUE BILL TO BE FILE ON DEMAND
COMES NOW THE UNIFIED NEW YORK COMMON LAW GRAND JURY TO
DEMAND THAT THE CLERK PERFORM ONLY A MINISTERIAL FUNCTION, THAT
THE CLERK NOT PERFORM ANY TRIBUNAL FUNCTIONS, AND THAT THE CLERK
FILE THE ATTACHED TRUE BILL.

USC 18 § 2076 - Clerk is to file: Whoever, being a clerk willfully refuses or
neglects to make or forward any report, certificate, statement, or document as
required by law, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than one
year, or both.

USC 18 §2071 - Whoever willfully and unlawfully conceals, removes, mutilates,
obliterates, or destroys, or attempts to do so, documents filed or deposited with
any clerk or officer of any court, shall be fined or imprisoned not more than three
years, or both.

18 USC §1512b - Whoever knowingly uses intimidation, threatens, or corruptly
persuades another person, or attempts to do so, or engages in misleading
conduct toward another person, with intent to - (1) influence, delay, or prevent ...
an official proceeding; (2) cause or induce any person to - (a) withhold ... a
document, or other object, from an official proceeding; (b) alter, destroy,
mutilate, or conceal an official proceeding; … shall be fined under this title or
imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both.
NOTICE TO CLERK TO FILE ON DEMAND
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New York Supreme Court, Dutchess County
__________________________________________
)
The People of New York
)
Plaintiffs
)
)
A. Gail Prudenti, Michael V. Coccoma,
)
C. Randall Hinrichs, Allan D Scheink,
)
Allan, D Scheinkman
)
Defendant(s) )
__________________________________________)

NO.______________________

PRESENTMENT
The Constituted Common Law Grand Juries of Bronx County, Columbia County, Dutchess County,
Greene County, Kings County, Nassau County, New York County, Orange County, Putnam County,
Queens County, Rockland County, Sullivan County, Suffolk County, Westchester County, Niagara County,
Ulster County, Monroe County, and Schenectady County of New York charges that during the month of
September and October 2013 A. Gail Prudenti, Michael V. Coccoma, C. Randall Hinrichs, Allan D Scheink,
and Allan, D Scheinkman, hereinafter the defendants acting under color of law did conspire against the
people in acts of high treason, obstruction of justice, conspiracy, contempt, and RICO by taking upon
themselves the peoples role of tribunal after being forewarned in writing by said Grand Juries that they
perform only their ministerial functions and that they not take upon themselves to perform any tribunal
functions. Defendants instead acted arrogantly outside their role as servant and contemptuously
orchestrated a state wide obstruction of “The People’s” Constituted Grand Juries, thereby boldly
denying the people their unalienable right, protected under the Fifth Amendment1, to act in their most
sacred role as consentor2 thereby committing the following offense(s):

1

Amendment V -- No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or
indictment of a Grand Jury,...
2
Declaration of Independence -- We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.-That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the
governed...

1) High Treason3
2) Conspiracy
3) Obstruction of Justice
4) 18 USC §241 Rights, conspiracy against
5) 18 USC §242 Rights, deprivation
6) 18 USC §1961-1968 Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICO act)
7) 18 USC § 1505 - Obstruction of proceedings4
8) 18 USC §1512b - Misleading conduct5
9) 18 USC § 2076 – Clerk is to file6
10) 18 USC § 2071 - Concealment, removal, or mutilation generally7
11) Section 195.00 New York Penal Code, official misconduct
12) Section 195.05 New York Penal Code, obstructing governmental administration
13) Section 240.65 New York Penal Code, unlawful prevention of public access to records
14) Section 190.25(3) New York Penal Code, criminal impersonation
15) Section 190.60 & 65 New York Penal Code, scheming to defraud

A True Bill
October 11, 2013

3

TREASON. The offense of attempting by overt acts to overthrow the government of the state to which the offender owes
allegiance; or of betraying the state into the hands of a foreign power. "Treason" consists of two elements: Adherence to the
enemy, and rendering him aid and comfort. [Cramer v. U. S., U.S.N.Y., 65 S.Ct. 918, 932, 325 U.S. 1, 89 L.Ed. 1441]. High Treason
in English law. Treason against the king or sovereign, as distinguished from petit or petty treason, which might formerly be
committed against a subject. [4 Bl.Comm. 74, 75; 4 Steph. Comm. 183, 184]
4
-- Whoever, with intent to avoid, evade, prevent, or obstruct compliance, in whole or in part, with any civil investigative
demand duly and properly made under the Antitrust Civil Process Act, willfully withholds, misrepresents, removes from any
place, conceals, covers up, destroys, mutilates, alters, or by other means falsifies any documentary material, answers to written
interrogatories, or oral testimony, which is the subject of such demand; or attempts to do so or solicits another to do so; ...
Shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years or, if the offense involves international or domestic terrorism
(as defined in section 2331), imprisoned not more than 8 years, or both.
5
(c) Whoever corruptly - (2) otherwise obstructs, influences, or impedes any official proceeding, or attempts to do so, shall be
fined under this title or imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both.
6
Whoever, being a clerk of a district court of the United States, willfully refuses or neglects to make or forward any report,
certificate, statement, or document as required by law, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than one year, or
both.
7
(a) Whoever willfully and unlawfully conceals, removes, mutilates, obliterates, or destroys, or attempts to do so, or, with
intent to do so takes and carries away any record, proceeding, map, book, paper, document, or other thing, filed or deposited
with any clerk or officer of any court of the United States, or in any public office, or with any judicial or public officer of the
United States, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than three years, or both. (b) Whoever, having the custody
of any such record, proceeding, map, book, document, paper, or other thing, willfully and unlawfully conceals, removes,
mutilates, obliterates, falsifies, or destroys the same, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than three years, or
both; and shall forfeit his office and be disqualified from holding any office under the United States. As used in this subsection,
the term “office” does not include the office held by any person as a retired officer of the Armed Forces of the United States.

Unified New York Common Law Grand Jury
Psa 89:14 Justice and judgment are the habitation of thy throne: mercy and truth shall go before thy face.

• Fax (888) 891-8977

Declaration
The People of New York are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights1. To secure these
rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the “CONSENT OF THE
GOVERNED”. Whenever any appointed or elected servant becomes destructive of these ends, it is the
Duty (Right) of the Consentors (Grand Jury) to remove such servants and appoint or elect new servants.
Prudence indeed dictates that presentments against elected and appointed servants should not be
charged for light and transient causes; but, when a long train of abuses and usurpations finds the People
under absolute Despotism, it is the right, it is the duty of the People (Grand Jury) to remove such
disobedient servants and provide new Guards for their future security. Such has been the patient
sufferance of the People of New York; and such it is now necessary to change the guard by a “True Bill”.
To prove this, let the Facts be submitted to a candid world.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have conspired to supplant the unalienable right of We the People to lawfully
assemble as consentors under a common cause to protect the unalienable rights of the People
of New York as constitutionally prescribed and protected under the Fifth and other
Amendments.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have refused their Assent to the Law of the Land, the most wholesome, and
necessary for the public good.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have blocked the Peoples’ access to take their rightful seat as Consentors.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have opposed the rights of the People to consent or deny.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have obstructed the Administration of Justice by the People.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have obstructed the Consentors access to the court by conspiring, reporting false

1

Declaration of Independence - We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed
by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.--

DECLARATION

PAGE 1 OF 7

charges, and issued orders to reject Grand Jury filings to all New York Court Clerks and County
Clerks.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have abused their powers by filing false reports with the FBI in an effort to
intimidate the People into submission.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have abused their powers by sending the FBI on a fishing expedition in the hope of
finding evidence, that does not exist, in order to charge the People with a crime.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman have abused their powers by accusing the People of terrorist acts and causing them
to be interrogated as such.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D
Scheinkman have misinformed the elected clerks of the counties of New York and the employed
clerks of the courts of New York claiming that the 5th Amendment has been legislated away and
therefore the People’s right to consent is void, thus allowing the judges to continue in their acts
of contempt of the People.
The People have warned the judges of New York, from time to time, of attempts by their administrative
courts to not extend an unwarrantable jurisdiction over us. The People have reminded them of the Law
of the Land and their duty to obey it, i.e., honor their Oath to hold their office in good behavior. The
People have appealed to their native justice and magnanimity. They have been deaf to the cries of the
injured for justice. We the People must, therefore, acquiesce in the necessity of holding them in
contempt of Natural Law (Common Law).
We, therefore, the People of New York, Assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the world for the
rectitude of our intentions, do, in the Name, and by Authority of the good People of New York, solemnly
publish and declare, that New Yorkers are, and of Right ought to be free and sovereign People, with a
firm reliance on the protection of divine Providence.

CONSPIRATORS’ SUPPLANTING & CONTEMPT OF COMMON LAW
In a memorandum to all county and court clerks dated 9-26-13, prepared by John W. McConnell and
Paul McDonnell, council for the conspirators, giving their “flawed” opinion of law concerning the
Common Law Grand Jury, claimed that the New York Constitution Article I §14 supplanted the common
law powers of the Grand Jury.
It is difficult to believe that all four judges and counsel could be so ignorant of the law as they face
charges of “high treason”, whereas they rest in the following bogus claim:
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“Although a New York State grand jury derives its authority, in part, from the State
Constitution, the common law was only continued in New York "subject to such
alterations as the legislature shall make… quoting Wood v Hughes, 9 NY2d 14 (1961) the
Legislature manifested a clear intent to supplant whatever common law powers the
grand jury may have possessed”.
This is a gross misinterpretation of Article I §14 which actually said (paraphrased); Common law and the
acts of the legislature of the colony of New York, including resolutions and the convention that formed
the law on April 19, 1775 and in force on April 20, 1777, which have not since expired, been repealed or
altered shall be and continue the law of this state, but all such common law, acts, or parts thereof as are
repugnant to this Constitution [April 20, 1777] are hereby abrogated and subject to such alterations as
the legislature shall make concerning the same.
In other words on April 20, 1777 when the Constitution was adopted, any laws in force from April 19,
1775 through April 20, 1777 that were repugnant to the April 20, 1777 Constitution were abrogated and
therefore subject to alterations as the legislature shall make [key words ] concerning the same. It
does not claim that legislators had authority to supplant the Common Law Grand Jury, nor would they
be able to as they would then need to negate the Declaration of Independence and even more
importantly, “Natural Law”, and by that action they would be in contempt of God.
Furthermore, the New York Constitution Article I §6, which statutory counselors failed to cite, states
“The power of grand juries to inquire into the willful misconduct in office of public officers, and to find
indictments or to direct the filing of information in connection with such inquiries, shall never be
suspended or impaired by law”. The New York Judiciary, without authority, has negated this power of
the People. The actions of said conspirators clearly proves that their puppet statutory BAR members
(judges and prosecutors) controlled juries will never investigate (self police) criminally dishonest BAR
actions in the Peoples Courts, that were designed for justice2. Whereas the people are blocked from
accessing we the People’s independent common law Grand Juries to constitutionally redress their
injuries and protect their rights from criminally malfeasant officials who act under color of law. It is an
intolerable tyrannical condition that will no longer be allowed to continue.
Furthermore, in support of our view of Wood v Hughes, 9 NY2d 14 (1961) Judge Frosessel, writing in
dissent, said: “This practice continued in New York as part of our common law down to the time of the
adoption of our first Constitution in 1777, and indeed to the present day. In that Constitution it was
provided (art. XXXV) that "such parts of the common law of England * * * and of the acts of the
legislature of the colony of New York, as together did form the law of the said colony on [April 19, 1775],
shall be and continue the law of this State, subject to such alterations and provisions as the legislature of
this State shall, from time to time, make concerning the same. That provision has remained in our
2

JUSTICE. [Bouvier's Law, 1856 Edition] The constant and perpetual disposition to render every man his due. Just. Inst. B. 1, tit.
1. Toulli er defines it to be the conformity of our actions and our will to the law. Dr. Civ. Fr. tit. prel. n. (5) In the most extensive
sense of the word, it differs little from virtue, for it includes within itself the whole circle of virtues. Yet the common distinction
between them is that that which considered positively and in itself, is called virtue, when considered relatively and with respect
to others, has the name of justice. But justice being in itself a part of virtue, is confined to things simply good or evil, and
consists in a man's taking such a proportion of them as he ought.; * Luke 6:19 And the whole multitude sought to touch him:
for there went virtue out of him, and healed them all.
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Constitution to the present time (art. I, § 14). Thus the grand jury's power at common law to file reports
is not a "mooted question", nor may we "rightfully neglect the common law", as the majority would have
us do”.
Chief Judge Desmond also dissents (Wood v Hughes, 9 NY2d 14 (1961)) saying: “Inasmuch as the
Legislature has not changed the common-law right of grand juries to make presentments, how can we
say they are now unauthorized? Looking to the decisions of other States will not help us, for they are
governed by their own laws. Nor will it serve any useful purpose to review the conflicting decisions of our
courts of first instance, many of which do not deal with the precise problem before us, as it is true that
the grand jury in this State derives its powers from our Constitution (including the common law
incorporated therein) and our statutes and, in the absence of a clear constitutional or legislative
expression, they may not be curtailed (People v. Stern, 3 N.Y.2d 658, 661). In our first Constitution no
reference was made to the grand jury, and it thus continued as at common law. In subsequent
Constitutions the grand jury is recognized, but it’s power to make presentments for the information of
the public has never been abrogated — either by Constitution or by statute — and so it remains to this
day.”
Clearly the actors that contrived the majority decision of Wood v Hughes were progressives with a
concealed motive in place of Justice. We the People of the unified Common Law Grand Jury are acutely
aware of the widely practiced fictional venue that defrauds the People daily, and now We the People
intend on reclaiming our Heritage, so robbed by progressives.
To suggest that common law could be “supplanted” from We the People which is based on the
Declaration of Independence, Bill of Rights, as well as our United States Constitution, places these
conspirators in the highest form of dishonor. For not to recognize those unalienable rights is to say that
this state and nation are no longer under control of those sublime documents, having been abrogated
by the opinion of progressive judges and legislators. and that the People are no longer sovereign
consentors but slaves to enemy interests.
When it was discovered that the NSA was monitoring all communications last year the administration’s
quip was ”If you’re not doing anything wrong you have nothing to worry about”. We have to ask
ourselves what is going on that our government officials would fear the people (Grand Jury) looking into
things? For them to so vigorously resist the will and right of the people to impanel a Common Law
Grand Jury of, for, and by the People to investigate, We the People in like fashion so say; “If you’re not
doing anything wrong you have nothing to worry about”.
“The grand jury’s historic functions survive to this day. Its responsibilities continue to include both the
determination of whether there is probable cause to believe a crime has been committed and the
protection of citizens against unfounded criminal prosecutions.” -- United States v. Calandra, 414 U.S.
338, 343 (1974), Branzburg v. Hayes, 408 U.S. 665, 686-687 (1972).
We the People have caution our public servants to seek well their counsels. As judges, they are
expected to know the Declaration of Independence, the U.S. Constitution and why the Bill of Rights was
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written as well as the statutes protecting why We the People, the true sovereign authority, have a right
to bring Peoples’ oversight any time it is required under the law of necessity.
We advised them that continued blocking of We the People’s unalienable right, protected under the 5th
Amendment, to consent or not would have regrettable judicial consequences, for it is unconscionable
for government officials to control a Grand Jury or tell them that any one is immune to their
examinations. We the People asked them to step aside with an offer you grace, they rejected, our words
fall on deaf ears.

BY WHAT AUTHORITY WE, PEOPLE OF NEW YORK, ACT
We the People have the sole authority to Constitute and administrate3 Grand Juries as an unalienable
right secured by the 5th Amendment. In the majority opinion of U.S. v. Williams we read:
“The grand jury is mentioned in the Bill of Rights, but not in the body of the Constitution.
It has not been textually assigned, therefore, to any of the branches described in the first
three Articles. It is a constitutional fixture in its own right”4.
The People have a right to claim and exercise without government interference5, sanction, or penalty6
their unalienable rights protected under the 5th Amendment. Clearly legislators and judges have no
authority to alter unalienable rights as Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C.
Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D Scheinkman, hereinafter conspirators’, shamefully claim. Nor can
said rights be licensed or turned into a crime7. The People have the unalienable right to act as Grand
Jurists independent of either prosecuting attorney or judge8.
Therefore, the conspirators’ arrogant denial, after being warned to step aside so that the people may
take their proper seat as consentors within their own brick and mortar buildings9, will not be tolerated.

3

Because the grand jury is an institution separate from the courts, over whose functioning the courts do not preside, we think
it clear that, as a general matter at least, no such "supervisory" judicial authority exists… United States v. John H. Williams, Jr.;
112 S.Ct. 1735; 504 U.S. 36; 118 L.Ed.2d 352; No. 90-1972.
4
[United States v. Chanen, 549 F.2d 1306, 1312 (CA9 1977) (quoting Nixon v. Sirica, 159 U.S.App. D.C. 58, 70, n. 54, 487 F.2d
700, 712, n. 54 (1973)), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 825, 98 S.Ct. 72, 54 L.Ed.2d 83 (1977).; United States v. John H. Williams, Jr.; 112
S.Ct. 1735; 504 U.S. 36; 118 L.Ed.2d 352; No. 90-1972.]
5
“In fact the whole theory of its function is that it belongs to no branch of the institutional government, serving as a kind of
buffer or referee between the Government and the people”. Stirone v. United States, 361 U.S. 212, 218, 80 S.Ct. 270, 273, 4
L.Ed.2d 252 (1960); Hale v. Henkel, 201 U.S. 43, 61, 26 S.Ct. 370, 373, 50 L.Ed. 652 (1906); United States v. John H. Williams, Jr.;
112 S.Ct. 1735; 504 U.S. 36; 118 L.Ed.2d 352; No. 90-1972.
6
There can be no sanction or penalty imposed upon one because of his exercise of Constitution rights. [Sherar vs. Cullen 481 F
2D 946, (1973)]. "Where rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rule making or legislation which would
abrogate them" [Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 491]
7
The claim and exercise of a constitution right cannot be converted into a crime. [Miller v. U.S. 230 F 486 at 489].
8
Recognizing this tradition of independence, we have said that the Fifth Amendment's "constitutional guarantee presupposes
an investigative body 'acting independently of either prosecuting attorney or judge '. . . ." Id., at 16, 93 S.Ct., at 773 (emphasis
added) (quoting Stirone, supra, 361 U.S., at 218, 80 S.Ct., at 273).; United States v. John H. Williams, Jr.; 112 S.Ct. 1735; 504 U.S.
36; 118 L.Ed.2d 352; No. 90-1972.
9
The grand jury normally operates, of course, in the courthouse and under judicial auspices, its institutional relationship with
the judicial branch has traditionally been, so to speak, at arm's length. United States v. Calandra, 414 U.S. 338, 343, 94 S.Ct.
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Such a servant is in dishonor and in breach of their Oath and is no longer constitutionally fit to serve.
Furthermore, the conspirators’ feeble position is nullified by the following:
SUPREMACY CLAUSE - “This Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall
be made in pursuance thereof; and all treaties made, or which shall be made, under the
authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land; and the judges in
every state shall be bound thereby, anything in the Constitution or laws of any State to
the contrary notwithstanding.” -- US Constitution
“… Thus, the particular phraseology of the constitution of the United States confirms and
strengthens the principle, supposed to be essential to all written constitutions, that a law
repugnant to the constitution is void, and that courts, as well as other departments, are
bound by that instrument.” after more than 200 years this decision still stands … “If any
statement, within any law, which is passed is unconstitutional, the whole law is
unconstitutional.” -- Marbury v. Madison: 5 US 137 (1803):
"Since the constitution is intended for the observance of the judiciary as well as other departments of
government and the judges are sworn to support its provisions, the courts are not at liberty to overlook
or disregard its commands or counteract evasions thereof, it is their duty in authorized proceedings to
give full effect to the existing constitution and to obey all constitutional provisions irrespective of their
opinion as to the wisdom or the desirability of such provisions and irrespective of the consequences, thus
it is said that the courts should be in our alert to enforce the provisions of the United States Constitution
and guard against their infringement by legislative fiat or otherwise in accordance with these basic
principles, the rule is fixed that the duty in the proper case to declare a law unconstitutional cannot be
declined and must be performed in accordance with the delivered judgment of the tribunal before which
the validity of the enactment it is directly drawn into question. If the Constitution prescribes one rule
and the statute the another in a different rule, it is the duty of the courts to declare that the
Constitution and not the statute governs in cases before them for judgment.” -- 16Am Jur 2d., Sec.
155:,
The State did not give the People their rights and thus cannot take them away as it chooses. The State
did not establish the settled maxims and procedures by which a People must be dealt, and thus cannot
abrogate or circumvent them. It thus is well settled that legislative enactments do not constitute the law
of the land, but must conform to it.
“The general misconception is that any statute passed by legislators bearing the appearance of law
constitutes the law of the land. The U.S. Constitution is the supreme law of the land, and any statute, to
be valid, must be in agreement. It is impossible for both the Constitution and a law violating it to be
valid; one must prevail. This is succinctly stated as follows: The general rule is that an unconstitutional
statute, though having the form and name of law, is in reality no law, but is wholly void, and ineffective
for any purpose; since unconstitutionality dates from the time of its enactment, and not merely from the

613, 617, 38 L.Ed.2d 561 (1974); Fed. Rule Crim. Proc. 6(a).; United States v. John H. Williams, Jr.; 112 S.Ct. 1735; 504 U.S. 36;
118 L.Ed.2d 352; No. 90-1972.

DECLARATION

PAGE 6 OF 7

date of the decision so branding it. As unconstitutional law, in legal contemplation, is as inoperative as if
it had never been passed. Such a statute leaves the question that it purports to settle just as it would be
had the statute not been enacted. Since an unconstitutional law is void, the general principles follow that
it imposes no duties, confers no right, creates no office, bestows no power or authority on anyone,
affords no protection, and justifies no acts performed under it... A void act cannot be legally consistent
with a valid one. An unconstitutional law cannot operate to supersede any existing valid law. Indeed, in
so far as a statute runs counter to the fundamental law of the land, it is superseded thereby. No one is
bound to obey an unconstitutional law and no courts are bound to enforce it.” -- 16th American
Jurisprudence, Second Edition, Section 177:
Any court, government or government officer who acts in violation of, in opposition or contradiction to
the foregoing, by his or her own actions, commits treason and invokes the self-executing Sections 3 and
4 of the 14th Amendment and vacates his or her office. It is the duty of every lawful American Citizen to
oppose all enemies of this Nation, foreign and domestic.
It has become clear that many judges are destructive to the People’s American Heritage, minions in fact
of the progressive movement. Conscious or not they are determined to expunge the work of our
founding fathers, they have captured our courts and are hell bent on destroying honor and justice. They
have been taught and believe that Common Law has been legislated away because it is passé when in
fact legislators are not empowered with that authority. That power is reserved only to the Governor of
the Universe.
Unalienable rights from God = Common Law enforced by people. Privileges from our legislators (self
proclaimed masters) = rules and statutes that control Peoples’ behavior, enforced by minions in fact.
The common sense, common law conclusion is that any statute, code, rule, decision, or state
constitution that is repugnant to the “Bill of Rights” is null and void.
Judge A. Gail Prudenti, Judge Michael V. Coccoma, Judge C. Randall Hinrichs, and Judge Allan D.
Scheinkman are in dishonor and in breach of their Oath and is no longer constitutionally fit to serve.

Signed by ORDER and on behalf of the UNIFIED COMMON LAW GRAND JURY of NEW YORK

Administrator
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COMMON LAW GRAND JURY AUTHORITIES
THE 4TH BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT (ADJUDICATOR OF THE THREE)

CONSTITUTION OF A COMMON LAW GRAND JURY - Inasmuch as for the sake of God,
for the bettering of our sovereignty, and for the more ready healing of the discord which has arisen
between us and our civil servants, wishing to establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, and secure the
blessings of liberty to enjoy forever in its entirety. The people may select at their pleasure twenty five
people from the sovereignty, who ought, with all their strength, to observe, maintain; and cause to be
observed, the peace and unalienable rights. If any of our civil servants shall have transgressed against any
of the people in any respect and they shall ask us to cause that error to be amended without delay, or shall
have broken some one of the articles of peace or security, and their transgression shall have been shown
to four Jurors of the aforesaid twenty five and if those four Jurors are unable to settle the transgression
they shall come to the twenty-five, showing to the Grand Jury the error which shall be enforced by the
law of the land. [MAGNA CARTA, JUNE 15, A.D. 1215, 61.]

DUTY OF THE GRAND JURY - If anyone’s unalienable rights have been violated, or removed, without a
legal sentence of their peers, from their lands, home, liberties or lawful right, we [the twenty-five] shall
straightway restore them. And if a dispute shall arise concerning this matter it shall be settled according to
the judgment of the twenty-five Grand Jurors, the sureties of the peace. [MAGNA CARTA, JUNE 15,
A.D. 1215, 52.]

AUTHORITY OF A COMMON LAW GRAND JURY

- No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or

otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury nor shall any person be
subject for the same offence to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any
criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due
process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation. [BILL OF
RIGHTS AMENDMENT V]

AUTHORITIES

PAGE 1 OF 4

NEW YORK UNIFIED COMMON LAW GRAND JURY

“The grand jury is an institution separate from the courts, over whose functioning the courts do not
preside … The Fifth Amendment demands a traditional functioning "common law" grand jury … Because
the grand jury is an institution separate from the courts, over whose functioning the courts do not preside,
we think it clear that, as a general matter at least, no such "supervisory" judicial authority exists rooted in
long centuries of Anglo-American history1 the grand jury is mentioned in the Bill of Rights, but not in the
body of the Constitution. It has not been textually assigned, therefore, to any of the branches described in
the first three Articles”. It 'is a constitutional fixture in its own right2. In fact the whole theory of its
function is that it belongs to no branch of the institutional government, serving as a kind of buffer or
referee between the Government and the people3,4.”
“Although the grand jury normally operates, of course, in the courthouse and under judicial auspices, its
institutional relationship with the judicial branch has traditionally been, so to speak, at arm's length.
Judges' direct involvement in the functioning of the grand jury has generally been confined to the
constitutive one of calling the grand jurors together and administering their oaths of office5. The grand
jury's functional independence from the judicial branch is evident both in the scope of its power to
investigate criminal wrongdoing, and in the manner in which that power is exercised. "Unlike a court,
whose jurisdiction is predicated upon a specific case or controversy, the grand jury can investigate merely
on suspicion that the law is being violated, or even because it wants assurance that it is not6. It need not
identify the offender it suspects, or even the precise nature of the offense it is investigating7. The grand
jury requires no authorization from its constituting court to initiate an investigation8 nor does the
prosecutor require leave of court to seek a grand jury indictment. And in its day-to-day functioning, the
grand jury generally operates without the interference of a presiding judge9. It swears in its own
witnesses10, and deliberates in total secrecy11…, we have insisted that the grand jury remain "free to
pursue its investigations unhindered by external influence or supervision so long as it does not trench
upon the legitimate rights of any witness called before it12. Recognizing this tradition of independence, we

1

Hannah v. Larche, 363 U.S. 420, 490, 80 S.Ct. 1502, 1544, 4 L.Ed.2d 1307 (1960) (Frankfurter, J., concurring in result)
United States v. Chanen, 549 F.2d 1306, 1312 (CA9 1977) (quoting Nixon v. Sirica, 159 U.S.App.D.C. 58, 70, n. 54, 487 F.2d
700, 712, n. 54 (1973)), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 825, 98 S.Ct. 72, 54 L.Ed.2d 83 (1977)
3
Stirone v. United States, 361 U.S. 212, 218, 80 S.Ct. 270, 273, 4 L.Ed.2d 252 (1960); Hale v. Henkel, 201 U.S. 43, 61, 26 S.Ct.
370, 373, 50 L.Ed. 652 (1906); G. Edwards, The Grand Jury 28-32 (1906)
4
[United States v. Williams, 112 s.ct. 1735, 504 u.s. 36, 118 l.ed.2d 352 (1992)]
5
United States v. Calandra, 414 U.S. 338, 343, 94 S.Ct. 613, 617, 38 L.Ed.2d 561 (1974); Fed.Rule Crim.Proc. 6(a)
6
United States v. R. Enterprises, 498 U.S. ----, ----, 111 S.Ct. 722, 726, 112 L.Ed.2d 795 (1991) (quoting United States v. Morton
Salt Co., 338 U.S. 632, 642-643, 70 S.Ct. 357, 364, 94 L.Ed. 401 (1950)).
7
Blair v. United States, 250 U.S. 273, 282, 39 S.Ct. 468, 471, 63 L.Ed. 979 (1919).
8
Hale, supra, 201 U.S., at 59-60, 65, 26 S.Ct., at 373, 375
9
Calandra, supra, 414 U.S., at 343, 94 S.Ct., at 617
10
Fed.Rule Crim.Proc. 6(c)
11
United States v. Sells Engineering, Inc., 463 U.S., at 424-425, 103 S.Ct., at 3138
12
United States v. Dionisio, 410 U.S. 1, 17-18, 93 S.Ct. 764, 773, 35 L.Ed.2d 67 (1973).
2
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have said that the Fifth Amendment's "constitutional guarantee presupposes an investigative body acting
independently of either prosecuting attorney or judge13,14.”
“No doubt in view of the grand jury proceeding's status as other than a constituent element of a "criminal
prosecution15, we have said that certain constitutional protections afforded defendants in criminal
proceedings have no application before that body. The Double Jeopardy Clause of the Fifth Amendment
does not bar a grand jury from returning an indictment when a prior grand jury has refused to do so16. We
have twice suggested, though not held, that the Sixth Amendment right to counsel does not attach when
an individual is summoned to appear before a grand jury, even if he is the subject of the investigation17.
And although "the grand jury may not force a witness to answer questions in violation of the Fifth
Amendment's constitutional guarantee" against self-incrimination18,19.”
Given the grand jury's operational separateness from its constituting court, it should come as no surprise
that we have been reluctant to invoke the judicial supervisory power as a basis for prescribing modes of
grand jury procedure. Over the years, we have received many requests to exercise supervision over the
grand jury's evidence-taking process, but we have refused them all, including some more appealing than
the one presented today. In Calandra v. United States, supra, a grand jury witness faced questions that
were allegedly based upon physical evidence the Government had obtained through a violation of the
Fourth Amendment; we rejected the proposal that the exclusionary rule be extended to grand jury
proceedings, because of "the potential injury to the historic role and functions of the grand jury20. We
declined to enforce the hearsay rule in grand jury proceedings, since that "would run counter to the whole
history of the grand jury institution, in which laymen conduct their inquiries unfettered by technical
rules21,22."
These authorities suggest that any power federal courts may have to fashion, on their own initiative, rules
of grand jury procedure is a very limited one, not remotely comparable to the power they maintain over
their own proceedings23. It certainly would not permit judicial reshaping of the grand jury institution,
13

Id., at 16, 93 S.Ct., at 773 (emphasis added) (quoting Stirone, supra, 361 U.S., at 218, 80 S.Ct., at 273).
[United States v. Williams, 112 s.ct. 1735, 504 u.s. 36, 118 l.ed.2d 352 (1992)]
15
U.S. Constitution, Amendment. VI
16
Ex parte United States, 287 U.S. 241, 250-251, 53 S.Ct. 129, 132, 77 L.Ed. 283 (1932); United States v. Thompson, 251 U.S.
407, 413-415, 40 S.Ct. 289, 292, 64 L.Ed. 333 (1920)
17
United States v. Mandujano, 425 U.S. 564, 581, 96 S.Ct. 1768, 1778, 48 L.Ed.2d 212 (1976) (plurality opinion); In re Groban,
352 U.S. 330, 333, 77 S.Ct. 510, 513, 1 L.Ed.2d 376 (1957); see also Fed.Rule Crim.Proc. 6(d).
18
Calandra, supra, 414 U.S., at 346, 94 S.Ct., at 619 (citing Kastigar v. United States, 406 U.S. 441, 92 S.Ct. 1653, 32 L.Ed.2d
212 (1972))
19
[United States v. Williams, 112 s.ct. 1735, 504 u.s. 36, 118 l.ed.2d 352 (1992)]
20
414 U.S., at 349, 94 S.Ct., at 620. Costello v. United States, 350 U.S. 359, 76 S.Ct. 406, 100 L.Ed. 397 (1956)
21
Id., at 364, 76 S.Ct., at 409
22
[United States v. Williams, 112 s.ct. 1735, 504 u.s. 36, 118 l.ed.2d 352 (1992)]
23
United States v. Chanen, 549 F.2d, at 1313
14
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substantially altering the traditional relationships between the prosecutor, the constituting court, and the
grand jury itself24. Supervisory power may not be applied to permit defendant to invoke third party's
Fourth Amendment rights25; As we proceed to discuss, that would be the consequence of the proposed
rule here26.
“We accepted Justice Nelson's description27 where we held that "it would run counter to the whole history
of the grand jury institution" to permit an indictment to be challenged "on the ground that there was
incompetent or inadequate evidence before the grand jury28. And we reaffirmed this principle recently in
Bank of Nova Scotia, where we held that "the mere fact that evidence itself is unreliable is not sufficient
to require a dismissal of the indictment," and that "a challenge to the reliability or competence of the
evidence presented to the grand jury" will not be heard29. It would make little sense, we think, to abstain
from reviewing the evidentiary support for the grand jury's judgment while scrutinizing the sufficiency of
the prosecutor's presentation. A complaint about the quality or adequacy of the evidence can always be
recast as a complaint that the prosecutor's presentation was "incomplete" or "misleading." Our words in
Costello bear repeating: Review of facially valid indictments on such grounds "would run counter to the
whole history of the grand jury institution, and neither justice nor the concept of a fair trial requires
it30,31."
GRAND JURY BACKGROUND - When the colonies separated from England, King John retaliated by
revoking the charters. Technically, the colonies were without any legal authority to operate. However,
civics (the branch of political philosophy concerned with individual rights) was generally taught and
known by the people who asserted their rights and maintained order by applying the common law. The
people united in the form of common law grand juries and continued the functioning of government. As
the legislatures matured they slowly increased governmental power while simultaneously reducing
personal sovereign power. This was done through a combination of passing pro-government legislation
and reducing or eliminating education about civics. Today, two and a quarter centuries later, hardly
anyone even knows the meaning of the word, "civics." The Common Law Grand Jury too long dormant
now by His grace rises once again to establish that foundation of Liberty through His righteousness alone
in the name of Justice, Honor, and Grace ...so let the wicked perish at the presence of God. Psalm 68:2.

24

Cf., e.g., United States v. Payner, 447 U.S. 727, 736, 100 S.Ct. 2439, 2447, 65 L.Ed.2d 468 (1980)
see generally Beale, Reconsidering Supervisory Power in Criminal Cases: Constitutional and Statutory Limits on the Authority
of the Federal Courts, 84 Colum.L.Rev. 1433, 1490-1494, 1522 (1984).
26
[United States v. Williams, 112 s.ct. 1735, 504 u.s. 36, 118 l.ed.2d 352 (1992)]
27
Costello v. United States, 350 U.S. 359, 76 S.Ct. 406, 100 L.Ed. 397 (1956)
28
Id., at 363-364, 76 S.Ct., at 409.
29
487 U.S., at 261, 108 S.Ct., at 2377.
30
350 U.S., at 364, 76 S.Ct., at 409.
31
[United States v. Williams, 112 s.ct. 1735, 504 u.s. 36, 118 l.ed.2d 352 (1992)]
25
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