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4.5, Judge Lee’s Court ruling
over Mir Leo Wania's absolute
authority in respect of certain
SENSITIVE TIVLE 8, SECTION §
UNITED STATES GOVERRBENT
INTELLIGERICE CORPORATIONS
ahd their off-balance sheet
bank account financial assets

mvwmmmmmmusm
it bt Ghuc 10 (o gt et fawor
i ire] e soeres e wartars
ﬂﬂm i Eﬂ‘ﬂili'etﬁun

and
ot ofi-talanoe sheap Hi?:fwms by ceriain Us irteiligence
i and international banles, To fasl
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Intelligenoe officors engaped in scoret intemational uperations for
povernments are oflen aothorised 1o use offshore corporations.
I 1960, President Gorbachv's Politbur re-authgrised the siting up
of innumerable ic and foreign eorposations as instruments of
Snwiet st around the world. The Palitbura actuathy took a leaf
rmtuf&ueflhslnﬁ;,mpgi In essence the hasic provisions of Pros-
ident Reagan's Exatul.h'eﬁ;g& E2333 of 1981, which authorised the
establishment for sich surposcs of a number of se-called Title 18 See-
tion & oorparations domestoally and offshom, wholly owned by the
US Govemnment. The Exceutive Order stipnlated that all irdelligence
connections with such corporations eould be disguised and demipd,

L'Scim the rmnpant carruption with which clements of the vnug

intelligence commumity is infested, CORSeqEnd in upon

global drug-trafficking operztions of the CTA which amparﬁn in com-
pelition / enllaboration wit umnparable operations ditected by the
cowvert Soviet GRU and by certain intell; o2 Onganisations of ather

rivalry betwpem competing ?mﬂabwath-ug cadres owing their ‘alle.
glance' o this or that powerful niellizencs Emilfmmﬂrﬂin-
tons ad the Bushes), Furthermoss, the sume accumulated in these

uﬁsh:mucnmltsmusualqrn[-:nmﬂp bring the pro-
weeds of mulliple officially sanchioned lions and banking trans-
2t carviexd oul in accordance with ofSea) instructions,

In 1993, the senior US Secret Servie/ Treasury intelligence officer
Leo Wanta (who also served the £9A and the FBI, 2s required) trav-
clled with others to Swilzeriand, whers he was lo arnest the interna-
tioew metals trader and b i from US justice, Mare Rich (Reich)
on mestraclions from the FBT Dirscior, Wiltiam Sessions. Instead of
adywinﬁm&na ~one of a portfoiio of objectives - he was seized by
Swiss po mdﬂm-.nmmash':rﬂdng viss o for 134 days
with nw explanation. Almast stmultaneously, Prsident Clinton fired

William Sessions without giving any reason, and shortly afterwards
Vincent Foster was t‘uum:égl idded” ina “%m'sm ark,
Folleving an inkervention b Yizhak Rabin, the i Primie
ter Wanta was repah;iafcﬂ in shackles to Mew York, where he was
arraigned before a US Jud on umped up tax

The Judge dismissad bis case and reﬂ}a-.u‘d him, but ]-u_: wWas e
arrested on the Cousthouse sieps and extradited in Wisconsin, whers
the spuribus tax charges (1o the effect that be owed about $14,000 in
bact b dating from 1932, despite the fact that he hadr't lived in Wis-
comesin for vears) 1.mrei:m£ﬁx and he was flung inko il for non-pay-
menk. Fe was moned outb-ni-siaie iy anotker jal, and attempts were
made to drug him ard % have him cortified as mentall ill, i aconor-
dance with the Soviet Zulag and mental hospital models. Laler, he
was releas=d inte hiovee svest in Wisconsin and was subgect i sevene
MOVETENE [CSTCZens for many years, -iuuing_v-rhid-L_time he was

barred from keavine Wisoonsn, He frvice ho raise funds and
topay the dllegally Snzosed tax, after the irst fax payment ‘went miss-
ing’. His g - a0lit Delinad his Bk vl e procevds confiseated.
Aftera thind pa 2 raised and paid, with additional charges, in
July 2003, Leo a2 a5 finally freed of all probation restrickions
with etfect o 1465 X gvember 20805, Meanwhile Marc Rich, who

had been indictsc - Rudolph Gialiani, a 15 Attomey of the day, on
multiple counts v lving radkeleering (RICO) finandal and trading
inﬁuim'&s-s, ws pardaned in the final hours of Clinton's Presidency.

ut 1.e0 1Warzz. w10 had conducted a series of brilliant Financial
Warfare operssions on zhalf of President Reagan, whoss fife he had
saved at least orce I ooviding the President with advange wanTng
of inlended ascas<inztion, was loft to waste over 12 years of his Fifee o

described. On Sth iz 2006, we ‘googled” wwie b, {Bureau
of Prisons), dicked o2 Locate 3 2 m:m%mm

Wania's reference m
having been s
s T9E Mapen:

woer 2319-088. This duly showed |eo Wanita a«
“inate, Ik stated that the daie of his release
73, aged 65 {which is his cament rather than s
2EE on refease 35 Ty other words, it appeared that the Bureag of
Prisons may- n2vs sought o have Mr I«'fra}:]:a's illegal incarceration
covered up. Fortumaa’y: this fraudulent ‘akedowrs of a gallanl and
pamiotic ninlliz==2z oficer and its motivations, can no e hid-
den. Mame US irsicence officaly dm:ﬁluﬂ'uthhmd long apo.
Butin realits: e «=rrained in touch, ah'%mﬁlhdﬁm:stﬁ:i@
former global intfizence wark ~ including the matter of the fate of
Earge financial a- ~efonging io the US Government fur which
he remained reseonsthie under US faw and the krws of other jurisdic-
bos, but which ha fzamed might be in danger of being misdirected or
stolen from the LS Covemnment by US criminafist igence pangs.
When the L5 Government reneged on certain Specific under-
Lakings concerning some of the intelligen 1
assnis, Mr Wanks was forcod fo g b0 court to protect the assets and
Dot Jeast to counter el suggestions that, like certain known opera-
tives, he, tog, was cormipt — a hudicrows sy e, as he was out of
mﬂmﬁﬂmfer*mmﬂhmmbm 5 work on Chostian eth-
ical principles. Cn 15th April 2003, US Diistrict fudge Germld Bruce
Lee, sitting in the United g;b:sﬂiﬂ:idﬁmfmﬂu Fastern District
Court of Virginia, Alexandria Division, handed down a Memoran-
dum Opinion in whirh Leo Wanta's unavoidable representa-
mmmm‘[,andinwlﬂdﬂwﬂﬂimﬂhﬂr“ % DTS

We ane publishing the entire text of this important document for the
benefit nmbersaf&mmﬁmwmmunﬂywhu
m;&rnhmmmmhammmmmmﬁwwlmﬁs
integrity. or his undoubled powers io com lete the U5 Government's
bm‘m!ﬁbmmrmamﬂ&mdpfm‘ﬂﬁhﬁg-mmm.ﬂ
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I¥ THE UNITED STRTES DIATEICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRSINIA

ALENANDRILE DIVISICHE

EMBRSSADOR LEO WANTR, !

Plaintifsr,
Y. Civil RAction Mo, 02-13683-A -
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 2t =i.,

Dafendants.

THIS MRTTER is before the Court on “afendants the Unitaed
States of America, er al.’s, motion to dismiss Plaiptiff
Ambassador Lec Wanta's claim of areach of contyset based on lack
of subject matter jurisdiction and on Blaintiffs motion to amend
| iz complaint. The issus Before the Court iz whether the Couzt
should dismiss an alleged zecrer government agent’s ¢lailm agalnst
the Nttorney Gemeral, the Director of the Centizl Int=lligence
; Agency. the Secretary of the Trepsury 2nd the Government based on
lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Ths Comrt grants
Defendants’ motion to dismiss pursdant tc Faderal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b) (1] kecause the Covarnment has not waived
sovereign immunity and public policy forbids the adjudication of
8 suit relating to mattars of an alleged naticnal security

Contract. The Court denies Blaintiff's motion to amend his i

| “omplaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15{a) bascause

fuch an action would he futile. ;
!
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- Oomplaint further alleges that in April. 1052,

-Agraesment {“the agrnﬂm:;t"-'} w.i.;h_tha ﬂri:ad Etn't._e-.l_s. FUVErnmant . _. ' {

" (ran at €S the pizpose of tha Lgrm‘t, commencing on Jume
_: 111, 1995, was to provide for Plaintiff's -t_&z:m_-mtim and
._':utirmat from bis serviee withk the United 3tates government. _' i

ciTd ) Enspitg Fluintiff'ﬁ.xtpiatad dsmands Far p}rfozman:e, zhe

Chgréament ok, aliem:’:‘.!ﬂy, te pay bim $1.0 billien 'in damsges

| /Pleintiff sileges that he served a& % seceet sgent, ‘smpiopee
and Jor independent contractor of the United Statas government

and that the scope of his duties Feil githin the provisions of

the Naticnal Secusity Aot of 1947, {(Comol. at ¥ 1l.; His L

S Plaintift l_l:.ﬁ.’. anew . .

decdased third party foreign hsticnal ezecuted & Tax Treaty .

cUnited States q‘arvn.rnme_'lt has refused to i:u':g:‘-ly with the terms of
ki Mg rkameit . (1R, a T As a result, Plalntiff seeks an _ ;
 order f£=om the Cours requiring the United Ststas, inter slie, o

3 semply with thgir':tﬂ:pe.na'ibj_{ities undar the tacas of the RS . [

. ToT'oreach of comtract. (Id. at 1§21, 23 0 A

3. DISCumszow

L.  Standazd b* Beview

Tha Court may comsider a Mation to Dismiss pursuant to

. Fedieral Bule of Ciwil Procedure 12(p} (1) by sxaminimg ™' (1} he

Cetiplainy alomw: o (I3 che complaint supplemented by undfsputed
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facte evidenced in the pecerd: or (3) the complaint supplemented
by undisputed facts plus the sourt’s resolution of disputed
fackts.'” Ses Fostetler v. Unites States, §7 . Supp. 24 €91, 694
(BE-D. ¥=. 2000) (guoting Willismson v. Tucker, 545 FT.2d 404, 413
(5% Cir_. 1881)}. The burdsn of establishing subject matter

jurisdiction lies with thé plaintiff. Id. at 695. §

The United States Court of Federal Claims has exclusive
Jurigdiction over snyv contractual claims against the United
States for monetary damages in excess of $10,000. 28 U.5.C. §
1451 (a) (1}. In chis case, Plaintiff sesks specific performancs
of the Agreement or £1.0 billion in monetary damages for breach

of the Agreaemeant.

Plaintiff argues that this Court is the appropriate venuse

{ for this suit hecause tha purported Agreement between the parities
‘ pPreovides for arrangements concerning the payment of Plaintiff's

| federal income rames resulting from the liguidation and
discribution of asaets from war—ons foreicn and domestic
corporations. This Court has subject matter Jurisdiction over an
acticn against the United Statea for zny incazrrect or Wrongiul

29sesament of federal taxes or an illagal ceolliecticn action under
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e i

the Internal Revenue Codse. See 28 T.5.C. § 1346{a}(i). However,
despite Plaintiff's clarification of the purpose of the
Agreement, he doss not claim that he ip attempting to recover any

paymenrs or assessments of taxes by the United Ftates. Instead,

Plaintiff asserts that the temms of the Agrsement establish a

formula that determines the amount of income taxes owed for the
liguidatien of assets in various formiga anc domestic

i corporations, &§ well as the timing for those tax paymenta to the
United States govearoment.

The Court, howsver. 18 precluded from intervaning in a |
dispute involving the caleulation of incoms TExes owaed bafora an
aggessmant is made againat the taxpayer or the tagpayar tendars
payment. The Anti-Injunction Rct provides Thak ™. . . no supit
f for the purpose of restrzining the assessment ar coliecticon of
#ny tax shall be maintsined in any court b¥y snmy person, whether i
OF not such person is the pérson againat whom such tax was

assessed.” 26 U.S.C. § T421{a2). A court doaes not hava the right

to interfere with ths collection or assessmenc of federal tazes.,
Int'i Lotto Fund v. Vizrginia Stare Lottery Dap’s, 20 F.3d 589,

981 {(4th Cir. 1994). A couzt may iasue an injunction prohibiting

the assessment or collection of texes only if it is clear that
the Government could in no clrcumstances wliimately prevall on
the merits and thas aquity juzisdiction exista.™ Sroftl Eng'ra=,

Ine. v. Uniced States, 527 F.2d 597, 800 na.1 {4th Cirz. 1875).

— s i
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1

Furthermors, application of the Anti-=Injunction Aot dogs not
FR2ULE in a denial of dus process provided that the Taxpaysr can

Beek redress in 2 refund action., Id. &t &M). The Plaintiff has

not demonstrated that his pocitien is se compelling thac oniy he,
and not the government, could provail. Hor does the Plaintiff

1 surrantly seek toc recover SNy Faynents or assessmants of

| federal income taxes or assert that he was denied judicial review
in a refund action. Accordingly, this Court cannot Provide any
injunetive relief in this matter. Since the Plaintiff's claim
againsat the United States govarmment would appear to be
contractually based, the appropriate venue for this action is

the United States Court of Fedewmal Claims.

A Standard of Reviaew

R Pederal Rule of Civil Procedure 12{b}{&) motion shoplg not

! be granted unless it appears beyond a doubt that the plaintiliff

CAR prove no set of facts in supwort of his claim that wowld

entitle him to reljies=, Fad. R. Ziv. p. 12{BY (&) ; Conlev v.

&ibaon, 355 U.8. 43, 45-45 {1357). =n considaring & BEula

12{k} {6) motion, =he Court must construs the complaint inm the
light most favorakie o the plaintiff, read the complaint as a J
¥nole, 2nd take the facts asssrved tharein as true. Mylan Labs,

Ine. w, Mathkari, 7 p.za L1320, 1124 (dth Cir. 13=23) . Conolusory
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zllegations regarding the lagal effect of the Ffacts allegad need
Net be accepied. Se= Dabrem v, Hsvel, 43 FP.3d 918, 821 (4th Cir.
1985) . Beczuse the central purpose of the complaint is te
Provide the defendant “fair notice of what the pleintiff s clapim
iz and the grounds vpon which it rests,” the platneiff’'s legal
ailegations must be supported by some factual basis sufflcient to
allow the defendants to propare & faly response. Conlayp, 355
U.5. at 47. This initial stonderd sets out how the Court
conscrues the Complaint. i
2. Contrary to Public Policy

The Plaintiff #zils te state 2 claim vpen which peliaf Hay

} be granted by this Court or the United States Court of Federal
Claims. Because the Agreement is & contractual elaim against the

United States for mors than 10,600, trensfar to the United

Stares Court of Federal Claims would be ApIoprinte.  Howewsr,
the transferse comr: MUSL 2lso possess subjoos matter

jurisdiction for this Court to ba abla to transfer the cags..

The United States Court of Federal Claims canner order specific
performance or awsrd demages for breach of contract in this suit
2= 2 matter of public policy. "Public policy forbids the
msinfenance of any suit in a ecovrr of justice, the trisl of which
wotld inevitably ILead re the dizciosure of matters which the law
regards as confidencial . ™ Totten v. United States, 92 p.5. 105,

107 (1875). The Plaintiss “ontends that the Agreement doss oot
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involve a contract for services. [Inetead, he statss that the
Agreament provides a mechapniam for the timing and pﬂymt_zrnt of
income taxes resulting from the distribution and liguidation of
various domestic and foreign corporations that the plaintiff
exteblished vhiie employes by the United States government.
Plaintiff aige unequivocally state= that certain terms of the
Agresment may be subject to the MNational Security Act of 1547.
(Compl. at § 1.] Despite Plaintiff‘s attempt te mellify his
original ‘statement by saying that the provisions of the Agceamsnt
relating to the tax payments are not covered by the National
Security Act, the Court must concluds, based on Plaintiff's

initial statement and his fajlure to attach a copy of ctha

Agresment To his complaint, that the Agresement involvaes secret or

E =overt activities subject to the NHaticnal Security Act of 18947.

Even assuming, arguende, that the Agreement iz not subject
§ Eo the Matienal Security Aot of 1847, +he Plaintiff cannot
demengtrate that the United States Court ol Federal Claims has

subject matter jurisdietion. Sse Moputt v. GMAC, Z88 U.5. 178,

182, iB2 (1%36) {atating that the burden is on the plaintiff ta
demonstrate that & court has suklect matter jurisdiectien). The
Plaintiff has sued the federsl covernment ss well as thres named
federal officials in their official capacities to abtain specific

performance of the Agreement ox, zlternatively, monetary damages
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i for breanh of the Rgreement. A swit agtinst such a federal

efficer is deemed to be a =uit egainst the federal governmant.
Renrocky v. Grabam, 472 ©D.5. 159, 165-6& (1985). Thus. this saitc
rests exclusively againdt the federsl soversign.

The Unitad Stateg, is immune from sult based ok its

soverelgn powers, unlesa consent to suit is granted te

prospective litigsnta. The United States’ consent %o be sued
must be express and unequivocal. United Stztes v. Mitehell, 445
U.8. 535, 538 (1280). The Plaintiff has failad to demongtrate
that the United States hes expressly consented to be sued in this
i MEtter. While the alleged RAgresment betwsen the partias may

previde guch consent, the ®laintiff has elected not to stiach a

copy of the Agreement to the Complaint to suppert that such

congent exista.

Without express consent, only Congress can waive the
soversign lmmumity of the tnited Stares, Block v. Nerth Dakota,
481 ©.3. 273, 287 (1583). Congrass hasz adopted legislation that
| brovides for 2 waiver of sovereign dmmunity in suits for
equitable relief . Soo hédminiatrarive Procedures BDet {APR}, B
J.2.C. § 761, et =eq. However, relief may net pe availsble under
the APA if other statutea prohibit this remedy. § U.5.C, §
701(=) (1}. The Anti-Injunction Act, as previously discussed,
precludas such relisef in this cnge. 26 U.B.C. § 7421

{disallowing lawsuits that interfare with the aszsesaosment op

g

FAGE 8 of U.S. Disrict Judpe Goraid Bruce Leo's crucial Memorandurm Opinion dated 15 April 2003, in which, having exhausted the remedias
yﬁﬂm1nhnEﬂhﬁnﬂmﬁﬂhmEMﬂUS&uﬂEﬁﬂuﬁk&myhmmwumuﬁm:mm@uﬂdﬂmﬁqmﬁhnddﬁnhmmﬁmuusGmwmmm
|Mﬂh:&ﬂdmm$ﬂ:ﬂlﬂam:hﬁmﬁmmpmemmmmmhm&muﬁarhhm
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2ollection of federal income tawes). Likewise, the Declaratery
Judgment Mct expressly excludes actions rafating toe faderal

taxes. 28 U.5.C. § 2201; Prof’l Bag'rs, 527 F.2d at 600. The

Plaintiff cannot eotablish that the United States consents to be
fued. As & result, the United States Court of Pederal Claims
would be precluded fxom ordering specific parformance of the

Agresment since federal law prohibits z waiver of soverelgn

immunity in matters involving assessment and collection of income
taxes. Therefore, Secapse the United Szates Coiirt of Federal
Claims is prohibited from granting ralief io this matter, it

would be futile for this Court to transfar this case.

F

Although a court may allow a LAYty to amend its complaint
whan it is in the interests of justice under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 15(a3), sush action ir this case would not forther
Ene interssts of justice. Fhandsivald w. Compumadd Coxp., T80 F.
Supp. 1077, 1082 {E.D.Va. 18982} . Even if Plaintiff were allowed
to amend his compilain: to dismisng his claim for bresech of
contract, this Court wonld continsve $o lack subject marrar

jurisdiction in this case because the remaining clesim sesks

specific performance of a Contract invelving the United States
government and jurisdiction lies in the United States Court of
Federsl Claima. Hdowever, as discussed previcuzly, the Court may

not transfer this matter to the United States Court of Fadaral
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Claime. MNor would an amendsd samplaint change thls Coust’s

ability to provide equitable rslief in this matter since

federal taxes. Moreover, allowing Plaintiff to smend his

|

]

I
Flaintiff does not seek recovery of payment or asseassment of
Compilaint would not remove Flainiiff’s ba- from soing the United

States governmenr because he lacks saprass consent ar 2 walver of

sovereign immunity by the United States government that would

allow the United States Court of Federal Claims to heve sabject
matter jurisdiction in this case., Therefore, The Court denies
Plaintiff's motion to amend his complaint becavse such an actieon

would be futile. Plaintiff sz gpejie romedy In this matter is to

Procead with the liquidation of the corponzticns and report thess i

transactions toe the Internal Revenwe Sesvice ir 2ocordance witch

the Internal Revenue Code &nd then shallengs she ccsessment of
#nY taxes in g refund proceading. See Inr'l Lesss Fungl, 20 F.2d
&t 551,

I1Z. comCroenc:

The Court grants Deferdsnig’ Bgtion to dismiss bosed op lsck

i & subject matter durisdiction and failure oo state & claim on
which relief nmay be granted. The Court denies Flaintiff e motion

o amend his wenplaint.,

Dated: f‘%}@?f .@FE‘F& Lore

Almxandria, Virginia

{
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