
Objections to nomination of David Cunis 
 to a higher court 

 
Preface 
 
Judges are the ultimate authority of the law, whether it is state law, federal law, or the 
Constitution.  As such, judges must abide by those laws, otherwise our society is built 
upon sand and ultimately will collapse.  I was the victim of a judge who did not follow 
the law, but made rulings without legal basis.  I will not speculate regarding his reasons 
for disregarding the law, but will present the facts and cite the laws which he has 
disregarded. 
 
I will present three sections:  First, a summary of events; Second, details of the judge’s 
actions that violated the law; Third, the impact that his ruling has had upon my life and 
the lives of others.   
 
Summary of events 
 
During September 2001, my small business suffered a catastrophic financial loss that 
nearly destroyed the business.  During the last quarter of that year, I was unable to pay 
my quarterly withholding taxes to the IRS.  By the beginning of 2003, the company was 
nearly recovered.  I projected that by the middle of the year, I would be caught up with 
everybody.  But in February the IRS agent demanded that I appear at her office.  During 
the meeting she did nothing but berated me.  I showed her a contract that was completed 
which was sufficient to pay most of the back taxes, but she said that it was a forgery and 
that I was nothing but a liar.  She asked if I had any money in my account and I told her 
that I had enough money for payroll, which she demanded be given to the IRS.  The 
agent demanded the balance of taxes due within two weeks. 
 
I hired a tax lawyer to resolve the issue with the IRS.  I signed a power-of-attorney so 
that he could negotiate with the IRS agent.  Two-and-a-half weeks after my visit with the 
IRS, I received the payment sufficient to pay the IRS in full.  I notified the tax lawyer to 
tell the IRS that payment would be made just as soon as the check cleared. 
 
Two weeks later, the tax lawyer advised me that the IRS refused my payment because the 
agent hated me.  He said that the IRS would seize my business the following day unless I 
filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy.  He never looked at the company books since there was 
no choice but to file for bankruptcy to prevent IRS seizure.  The bankruptcy had nothing 
to do with the financial condition of the company; the bankruptcy was only to prevent the 
illegal seizure of the company by the IRS.  
 
Once in bankruptcy, I had to hire a member of the tax/bankruptcy lawyer’s staff and had 
to pay him such large wages that I ran out of money and had to close the business.  In 
order to pay all of the legal fees, I had to sell the building that housed the business and 
close the business permanently.   
 



Shortly after I closed the business, General Electric filed a lawsuit against me claiming 
that they were not paid.  I asked the tax/bankruptcy lawyer for help, but he refused 
because he had already been paid and demanded to be rehired before he would help.  I 
had no money to rehire him.  I downloaded the documents from the bankruptcy through 
PACER and found in the financial page a list of creditors.  General Electric had been paid 
and the debt discharged.  When I presented the documents to the General Electric lawyer, 
she dropped the lawsuit and I presume that she advised General Electric that the debt had 
been discharged. 
 
I decided to investigate the bankruptcy and contacted the Inspector General for Tax 
Administration (IGTA) and the Taxpayer Advocate (TA).  The TA found that the 
tax/bankruptcy lawyer had not contacted the IRS until after filing for bankruptcy even 
though the tax/bankruptcy lawyer claimed to have contacted the IRS weeks earlier.  The 
IGTA claimed that the IRS never refused my payment and there was no order to seize the 
business.  The IGTA agent recommended that I file a complaint with the Massachusetts 
Board of Bar Overseers (BBO) to resolve the issues. 
 
Since federal crimes had been committed, I went to the FBI.  The agent told me that they 
do not have jurisdiction to investigate lawyers.  They told me to go to the BBO.  I 
contacted the Massachusetts Attorney General and was told to hire a lawyer.  Since part 
of the crime took place in New Hampshire, I contacted the New Hampshire Attorney 
General and they told me that the FBI has jurisdiction. 
 
I filed a complaint with the BBO charging the tax/bankruptcy lawyer with tax fraud, 
bankruptcy fraud, perjury and embezzlement.  After nine months, the BBO exonerated 
the tax/bankruptcy lawyer of all charges, but refused to show the evidence to support 
their conclusions.  The BBO claimed that the IRS was going to seize the business because 
I failed to pay my employees and creditors.  The reason that I failed to pay my employees 
was because the IRS agent demanded the money intended for my employees.  Regarding 
my creditors, they were either paid or expecting payment.  My receivables, work-in-
progress, and existing contracts exceeded my payables.  There was no justification to 
seize the business as stated by the BBO.  The BBO did not address the issue of General 
Electric, implying that the tax/bankruptcy lawyer had paid them as stated in the 
bankruptcy documents.  It seemed that there was no further action that I could take. 
 
A year later, General Electric “sold” the account to a straw-man who could claim 
ignorance about the bankruptcy.  He filed a lawsuit against me, again claiming that 
General Electric was never paid.  I sent to him a copy of the financial report from the 
bankruptcy and he filed a lawsuit against me.  I sent to the court a copy of the report from 
the BBO.  Then I filed a formal request for documents from the BBO requesting the 
documents upon which they based their conclusions; again the BBO refused.  I next made 
a written motion to the judge to compel discovery; the judge ignored my motion.  The 
lawyer for General Electric demanded summary judgment.  I responded by showing 
documents proving that perjury had been committed and money had been embezzled, 
either by the tax/bankruptcy lawyer or within General Electric.   
 



The judge ruled that I am legally responsible for the missing funds.  To my knowledge, 
he did not report the perjury and embezzlement to any federal agency as require by law 
and ethical standards. 
 
I wrote a letter to the office of the US Attorney.  (It was probably not well written.  I am 
not a lawyer and this is too personal to be objective and dispassionate.)  A few months 
later, some deputy sheriffs paid an early morning visit to my eighty-year-old parents and 
conducted a warrantless search behind their home looking for something to seize for 
General Electric.   
 
I asked my local police to accept a crime report against the sheriff’s department, but they 
refused.  Finally, after some threats to the chief, they took a complaint.  Months later, I 
read in the newspaper that the sheriff was found dead with a bullet in his brain, an 
apparent suicide.  Later, I read the article a little more carefully and found doubt that it 
was a suicide.  There was a motive and several people whose career could have been 
damaged if there was an investigation of the illegal search. 
 
I called the FBI and the agent rudely told me that the death of the sheriff is a civil matter.  
I called the Massachusetts Attorney General and their lawyer told me that the Attorney 
General does not have the resources to investigate a suspicious death.  I was told to 
contact the Lawyer Referral Service (LRS).  The LRS assigned a civil litigator to my case 
and he pushed papers until most of the statutes of limitations had expired and then he 
quit.  He did not take any action to investigate the perjury and embezzlement, nor the 
misconduct of the tax/bankruptcy lawyer, the General Electric lawyer, or the judge.  He 
was either intimidated, felt intimidated, corrupt or incompetent.  I was afraid to take 
action myself for fear of harm to my parents.  I tried, unsuccessfully, to find an affordable 
lawyer who would resolve these legal issues.  I wrote to all of my elected officials, but 
most ignored my letters.  Since then, both of my parents have passed away and so now, I 
am speaking out. 
 
Misconduct by the judge 
 
There are three legal tenants that were violated by the judge. 
 
First:  General Electric filed suit in state court to vacate a debt that was discharged by a 
federal bankruptcy court. 
 
In the US Constitution, Article I Section 8 states, in part:  The Congress shall have Power 
… To establish … uniform Laws on the subject of Bankruptcies throughout the United 
States; 
 
Congress established the bankruptcy courts to provide uniform bankruptcy laws. 
 
Article III Section 1 states, in part:  The judicial Power of the United States, shall be 
vested … in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and 
establish.  



 
A state court does not have jurisdiction to overturn a bankruptcy court; only a court 
established by Congress has authority regarding bankruptcy.  General Electric should 
have filed their complaint with the bankruptcy court, which they chose not to do. 
 
Second:  The judge denied full discovery by ignoring my request to compel discovery by 
the BBO.  When the BBO exonerated the tax/bankruptcy lawyer of my charges of perjury 
and embezzlement, that should have determined who embezzled the money, but the BBO 
refused to provide the evidence upon which they drew their conclusion, thus it could not 
be determined which party committed perjury and embezzlement.  By ignoring my 
written motion, the judge denied me due process of law.  The written motion to compel is 
attached. 
 
Amendment V of the Constitution states, in part:  No person shall … be deprived of life, 
liberty, or property, without due process of law;  
 
Amendment XIV Section 1 of the Constitution states, in part:  nor shall any State deprive 
any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any 
person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. 
 
Third:  I presented to the judge an objection to summary judgment which I have attached.  
I handed this document to the clerk and I watched her hand it to the judge.  The judge 
glanced at the document.  The document contained a sworn statement by General Electric 
claiming that they never received the payment settling the debt as prescribed by the 
bankruptcy court.  Also, in that document was the sworn financial report from the 
bankruptcy indicating that the debt was paid and the debt discharged.  Included was a 
summary from the BBO exonerating the tax/bankruptcy lawyer.  There could be no doubt 
that perjury and embezzlement had been committed. 
 
United States Code, Chapter 18 states:  § 4. Misprision of felony[:]  Whoever, having 
knowledge of the actual commission of a felony cognizable by a court of the United 
States, conceals and does not as soon as possible make known the same to some judge or 
other person in civil or military authority under the United States, shall be fined under 
this title or imprisoned not more than three years, or both. 
 
Note that the terms “cognizable by a court of the United States” and “some judge or other 
person in civil or military authority under the United States” refer to federal courts and 
federal authorities and thus the state judge is bound by this federal law. 
 
Attached is a template for jury instructions for a misprision of a felony trial.  There are 
five elements required for conviction: 
 
First, a federal felony was committed, as charged in the indictment; Perjury and 
embezzlement by a federally chartered bank is a federal offence.  Bankruptcy fraud is 
also a federal offence.  No matter which party committed perjury, the perjury and 
embezzlement were federal crimes. 



 
Second, the defendant had knowledge of the commission of that felony; The documents 
presented to the judge were two sworn documents that contradicted each other and there 
was no explanation for the missing funds. 
 
Third, the defendant had knowledge that the conduct was a federal felony; Judges are 
aware that perjury and embezzlement are federal offenses when conducted by a federally 
chartered bank or during a bankruptcy. 
 
Fourth, the defendant failed to notify a federal authority as soon as possible; Had the 
judge notified the appropriate federal authorities, it would have been part of the court 
record.  
 
Fifth, the defendant did an affirmative act, as alleged, to conceal the crime; The judge 
ruled in favor of General Electric knowing that perjury had been committed, possibly by 
General Electric.  He completely ignored the crimes and never acknowledged the perjury 
and embezzlement.  I said at the outset of this document that I would not speculate on 
motive.  I will respond only with the question:  Cui Bono? 
 
There was little about this trial that was legal and proper.  The judge showed disregard to 
the law and the Constitution.  Since I could not afford a lawyer and did not know court 
procedures, I could only watch the event unfold. 
 
Victim Statement 
 
The judgment in this case has devastated me and I will never recover.  The bankruptcy 
destroyed my business and wiped out my life savings.  This lawsuit by General Electric 
destroyed my career.  Because of the judgment, General Electric can take anything that 
they can grab and sell; I am not safe to own any property such as a business, a car or land 
that is not covered by the Homestead Act.  Furthermore, I lived in fear that General 
Electric could do harm to my elderly parents.  Now that my parents have passed away, I 
have nothing to fear.  I do not know if the death of the sheriff was the result of my 
complaint or if it was coincidental, but I do know that his death was not properly 
investigated, otherwise the deputies and General Electric would have been investigated as 
well. 
 
Thus far, I have lost twenty years of my life because of the bankruptcy and the judgment 
against me in this lawsuit.  People who depended upon my business:  my employees, my 
customers (blind people), and my suppliers were also victims.  I see no future and the 
degradation of my health leaves me with no hope. 
 
The criminal statute of limitations is five, six or ten years depending upon the jurisdiction 
and the crime, but the civil statute of limitations for a judgment is twenty years.  By the 
time that the statute of limitations expires for this judgment, I will be in my eighties, if 
even I am still alive.  Since my health has deteriorated during the past twenty years since 
the bankruptcy, it is unlikely that I will live to see the judgment expire. 



 
A judge cannot be condemned for his rulings, but he can be challenged for ignoring the 
Constitutional rights of those whom he is judging and for violating federal law.  I can 
only guess how many people in our society have been victimized as I have been.  I can 
only wonder how many people have lost their career and peace-of-mind, as I have, 
because of this one judge.  If he is appointed to a higher court, he could harm even more 
people. 
 
Because of the bankruptcy, I lost my business and my life savings.  General Electric, lost 
a few thousand dollars, and so General Electric, under Jeffrey Robert Immelt, decided to 
ruin my life.  With the facilitation of Judge Cunis, they succeeded. 
 
Judge David Cunis should never have been appointed to the court; he should never be 
assigned to a higher court. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



COMMONWEATH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
 
MIDDLESEX COUNTY                                                          AYER DISTRICT COURT 
                                                                                     DOCKET NUMBER  0748CV0568 
 
TROY CAPITAL, LLC, ASSIGNEE OF EASY ) 
LOAN CORPORATION, ASSIGNEE OF GE ) 
CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC.   ) 
 Plaintiff     ) 
       ) 
Vs       ) 
       ) 
       ) 
FRANK P. KARKOTA, JR    ) 
 Defendant     ) 
       ) 
        
 

REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS 
 
 
Defendant requests, pursuant to Massachusetts Civil Procedure Rule 34, that the 
Massachusetts Board of Bar Overseers (BBO) produce the following documents by 
delivering them to the office of the Defendant within 30 days from the date of service of 
this Request. 
 
The following document requests pertain to investigations B2-06-0222 and B2-06-(9)222 
of attorney George Nader. 
 

1. A list of all witnesses, including, but not limited to, individuals, corporations, and 
government entities that were contacted during this investigation. 

 
2. Transcripts or notes from the interviews of these witnesses. 

 
3. A list of all documents that were examined during this investigation. 

 
4. Copies of all documents, except those known to be in the possession of the 

Defendant. 
 

5. The document(s) that prove that the IRS refused the Defendant’s payment and 
would have seized the business even if the taxes had been paid in full. 

 
6. A record of all communications by the BBO with the Internal Revenue Service, 

including, but not limited to, written correspondence, telephone conversations, 
FAXes, and e-mails. 

 



7. A record of all communications by the BBO with the New Hampshire Department 
of Revenue, including, but not limited to, written correspondence, telephone 
conversations, FAXes, and e-mails. 

 
8. A record of all communications by the BBO with the GE Capital Corporation, 

including, but not limited to, written correspondence, telephone conversations, 
FAXes, and e-mails. 

 
9.  Since there was a financial discrepancy in the bankruptcy, an audit was 

mandatory in a competent investigation.  The Defendant requests a copy of the 
audit. 

 
10. A list of complaints filed by other individuals or entities against George Nader. 

 
11.  The criminal investigation performed by the United States Treasury Inspector 

General exonerated the IRS agent.  The IG agent recommended an investigation 
of attorney Nader by the BBO.  The Defendant requests documents to show that 
Bruce Eisenhut is qualified to conduct a criminal investigation. 

 
 
 
__________________________ 
Frank P. Karkota, Jr. Pro Se 
17 Cowdry Hill Road 
Westford, MA   01886 
 
978 399-0091 
 
DATE:  November 24, 2007 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, Frank P. Karkota, Jr. pro se, hereby certify that I have, this November 24, 2007, mailed 
a copy of the above request for documents, postage prepaid, The Massachusetts Board of 
Bar Overseers, 99 High Street, Boston, MA  02110 and to the Plaintiff’s attorney, Brian 
Aylward, 5 Essex Green Drive, Peabody, MA   01960 
 
__________________________ 
Frank P. Karkota, Jr. Pro Se 
 
 
 

Frank
Cross-Out





COMMONWEATH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

 

MIDDLESEX COUNTY                                                          AYER DISTRICT COURT 

                                                                                     DOCKET NUMBER  0748CV0568 

 

TROY CAPITAL, LLC, ASSIGNEE OF EASY ) 

LOAN CORPORATION, ASSIGNEE OF GE ) 

CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC.   ) 

 Plaintiff     ) 

       ) 

Vs       ) 

       ) 

       ) 

FRANK P. KARKOTA, JR    ) 

 Defendant     ) 

       ) 

       ) 

 

DEFENDANT’S REQUEST THAT THE COURT COMPELL DISCOVERY 

 

The Defendant requests that the court order the Massachusetts Board of Bar Overseers 

(BBO) to produce documents relevant to this case.  Both the BBO and the Massachusetts 

Attorney General have refused the Defendant’s request.  The Defendant requests: 

 

1. All correspondence between the BBO and GE CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC.  

2. All BBO internal notes, correspondence, memorandum and records regarding the 

investigation by the BBO of the Defendant’s bankruptcy attorneys as it relates to 

GE CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC. 

3. The audit of the bankruptcy of which GE CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC was a 

creditor. 

 

Attached exhibits are the complaint filed against the Defendant’s bankruptcy attorneys 

with the BBO, all written correspondence related to the complaint, and the response from 

the BBO, including responses by the Defendant’s bankruptcy attorneys.  And the refusal 

from the Massachusetts Attorney General to the Defendant’s request for documents. 

 

The refusal to refuse to provide these documents is invalid as noted:  Rule 34 (c) Persons 

Not Parties. This rule does not preclude an independent action against a person not a 

party for production of documents and things and permission to enter upon land. 

 

The Defendant considers these documents essential to his defense. 

  

 

 

 

 



 

 

___________________________ 

Frank P. Karkota, Jr. 

Pro Se 

17 Cowdry Hill Road 

Westford, MA   01886 

978 392-0091 

 

January 30, 2008 

 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I, Frank P. Karkota, Jr. pro se, hereby certify that I have, this January 30, 2008, mailed a 

copy of the above request for documents, postage prepaid, to the Plaintiff’s attorney, 

Brian Aylward, 5 Essex Green Drive, Peabody, MA   01960 

 

 

__________________________ 

Frank P. Karkota, Jr. Pro Se 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Frank
Cross-Out











COMMONWEATH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
 
MIDDLESEX COUNTY                                                          AYER DISTRICT COURT 
                                                                                     DOCKET NUMBER  0748CV0568 
 
TROY CAPITAL, LLC, ASSIGNEE OF EASY ) 
LOAN CORPORATION, ASSIGNEE OF GE ) 
CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC.   ) 
 Plaintiff     ) 
       ) 
Vs       ) 
       ) 
       ) 
FRANK P. KARKOTA, JR    ) 
 Defendant     ) 
       ) 
       ) 
 

DEFENDANT’S OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFF’S REQUEST FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 

 
 
The defendant objects to summary judgment because there is evidence of perjury and 
criminal conduct in this case.  Full discovery should be conducted to determine the scope 
of this perjury. 
 

1. Attached are two exhibits which were both signed under penalty of perjury and 
contradict each other.  Exhibit 1 is a sworn statement by the plaintiff.  Paragraph 
14 states “The last payment on the Account of $97.00 was received on or about 
January 24, 2003.”  Paragraph 18 states “There are no further credits or setoffs 
due to the Defendant.”  Exhibit 2 is a sworn statement by Attorney George Nader 
to the Bankruptcy Court.  On the fifth page of that exhibit marked as “EXHIBIT 
B – FINAL ACCOUNT – Schedule of Disbursements” there is a report of 
$983.95 made to the GE Capital Corporation account. 

 
2. The document by Attorney George Nader was sent to the plaintiff’s attorney on 

November 13, 2007.  Thus the plaintiff has had ample time to contact GE Capital 
Corporation and to determine its authenticity and verify whether this payment was 
actually made.  The plaintiff also had the opportunity to determine from GE 
Capital Corporation that this was not a clerical error.  He has clearly stated in 
Exhibit 1 that the payment was never made through the Bankruptcy Court.   

 
3. On March 1, 2006 the defendant filed a complaint, with the Massachusetts Board 

of Bar Overseers, against Attorney George Nader charging that he embezzled 
funds intended for GE Capital Corporation and committed perjury to cover his 
crimes.  On December 1, 2006 the BBO concluded its investigation and ruled that 



Attorney George Nader had done nothing illegal or unethical.  Exhibit 3 is the 
final letter from the BBO.  The entire complaint and the response were submitted 
to this Court as an exhibit on January 30, 2008. 

 
4. The defendant submitted an interrogatory to the plaintiff to determine the cause of 

the discrepancy between the plaintiff’s statements and the documents from the 
bankruptcy.  The plaintiff refused to answer these questions.  Exhibit 4 is the 
defendant’s interrogatory and the plaintiff’s response. 

 
5. The defendant requested documents from the BBO regarding their investigation.  

The BBO refused to supply those documents.  On January 30, 2008 the defendant 
asked the court to compel discovery from the BBO and again the request was 
refused. 

 
6. GE Capital Corporation never filed objections with the Bankruptcy Court.  Since 

the purported investigation by the BBO occurred between March 1, 2006 and 
December 1, 2006, GE Capital Corporation should have been aware of the 
discrepancy before they sold the account to the plaintiff. 

 
7. The defendant DID NOT file for bankruptcy because he was unwilling or unable 

to pay the creditors.  The defendant was behind on withholding taxes and was 
dealing with an extremely hostile IRS agent.  The defendant entrusted $20,000 to 
his Attorneys George Nader and Edmund Polubinski to pay the IRS in full.  The 
attorneys claimed that the IRS refused payment and was in the process of seizing 
the business.  They stated that bankruptcy was the only alternative to IRS seizure.  
The attorneys never examined the company books, business plan, pending orders 
or any aspect of the business.  They took approximately $8000 of the funds, 
intended for the IRS, for their legal fees, retainers and filing fees.  They were 
advised that most (97%) of the company debt was in the name of, or cosigned by, 
the defendant.  The Bankruptcy Court ordered that payment be withheld from 
ALL creditors.  In order to pay the attorneys’ legal fees, assets had to be 
liquidated, making the company no longer viable.  For every dollar that the 
creditors lost, the defendant lost ten dollars.  The defendant’s career has been 
irreparably damaged by the bankruptcy and subsequent legal actions. 

 
8. Attorney George Nader was aware that most of the company debt was in the name 

of, or cosigned by, the defendant.  Both the Bankruptcy judge and the US Trustee 
were also aware that many accounts were in the name of, or cosigned by, the 
defendant.  When the complaint was filed with the BBO, they, too, were advised 
that most of the debt was in the name of, or cosigned by, the defendant.  Attorney 
George Nader, the Bankruptcy Judge, the US Trustee and the BBO found this to 
be irrelevant and they all considered the bankruptcy to be ethical, legal and 
proper. 

 
This case has exposed serious legal misconduct.  It appears that the plaintiff has 
committed perjury in an attempt to collect an account that was discharged in a 



bankruptcy.  The other alternative is that the defendant’s attorney, George Nader, 
perpetrated a fraudulent bankruptcy in which he embezzled funds and committed perjury 
to conceal his crime.  Then the Massachusetts Board of Bar Overseers obstructed the 
investigation of the crime to prevent Attorney Nader from being prosecuted. 
 
I urge the court to wait until all of the evidence is presented before making a judgment. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Frank P. Karkota, Jr. 
Pro Se 
17 Cowdry Hill Road 
Westford, MA   01886 
978 392-0091 
 
April 10, 2008 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, Frank P. Karkota, Jr. pro se, hereby certify that I have, this April 10, 2008, handed a 
copy of the above request for documents to the Plaintiff’s attorney, Brian Aylward, 5 
Essex Green Drive, Peabody, MA   01960, or his agent. 
 
 
__________________________ 
Frank P. Karkota, Jr. Pro Se 
 
 
 
 
 

Frank
Cross-Out
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COMMONWEATH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
 
MIDDLESEX COUNTY                                                          AYER DISTRICT COURT 
                                                                                     DOCKET NUMBER  0748CV0568 
 
TROY CAPITAL, LLC, ASSIGNEE OF EASY ) 
LOAN CORPORATION, ASSIGNEE OF GE ) 
CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC.   ) 
 Plaintiff     ) 
       ) 
Vs       ) 
       ) 
       ) 
FRANK P. KARKOTA, JR    ) 
 Defendant     ) 
       ) 
       ) 
 

DEFENDANT’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO THE PLAINTIFF 
TROY CAPITAL, LLC, ASSIGNEE OF EASY LOAN CORPORATION, 

ASSIGNEE OF GE CAPITAL FINANCIAL INC. 
 
 

1. State your name, your position and your capacity to answer these questions. 
2. How many copies of the attached document were received by GE Capital 

Financial Inc? 
3. Did GE Capital Financial Inc fill out the questionnaire(s) attached to the 

document? 
4. Did GE Capital Financial Inc appear at the creditor’s meeting(s)? 
5. If the answer to the above question was “no”, then why did GE Capital Financial 

Inc not appear? 
6. Did GE Capital Financial Inc ever file any objections with the bankruptcy court? 
7. If the answers to the above question was “no”, then explain why GE Capital 

Financial Inc did not object to the bankruptcy? 
8. Did GE Capital Financial Inc receive the debtor’s reorganization plan? 
9. How did GE Capital Financial Inc vote? 
10. Did GE Capital Financial Inc receive the checks for settlement payment? 
11. Were the checks valid and did GE Capital Financial Inc accept the payment? 
12. Was GE Capital Financial Inc ever contacted by the Massachusetts Board of Bar 

Overseers regarding their investigation of the bankruptcy? 
13. Was GE Capital Financial Inc ever contacted by the FBI, the US Attorney, the US 

Secret Service or by any other law enforcement agency investigating the 
bankruptcy? 

14. During the bankruptcy, the defendant was contacted by an attorney employed by 
GE Capital Financial Inc.  The letter was forwarded to attorney George Nader 



who was handling the bankruptcy.  What was the name and address of the 
attorney working for GE Capital Financial Inc? 

15. Did the above attorney receive a response from attorney George Nader? 
16. The defendant was contacted by attorney Gary H. Kreppel on December 1, 2005 

regarding this account.  Was GE Capital Financial Inc notified by attorney 
Kreppel that GE Capital Financial Inc was a creditor in a bankruptcy and that the 
debt was discharged? 

17. Has GE Capital Financial Inc notified any law enforcement agency that the 
bankruptcy was fraudulent? 

18. Does GE Capital Financial Inc have a legal responsibility to notify law 
enforcement of illegal financial activities? 

19. What is the name of the GE Capital Financial Inc officer who will testify in court? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Frank P. Karkota, Jr. 
Pro Se 
17 Cowdry Hill Road 
Westford, MA   01886 
978 392-0091 
 
February 13, 2008 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, Frank P. Karkota, Jr. pro se, hereby certify that I have, this February 13, 2008, mailed a 
copy of the above request for documents, postage prepaid, to the Plaintiff’s attorney, 
Brian Aylward, 5 Essex Green Drive, Peabody, MA   01960 
 
 
__________________________ 
Frank P. Karkota, Jr. Pro Se 
 
 
 
 
 

Frank
Cross-Out






































