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THE REST OF THE STORY - THE (NO) TRIALS OF ELLEN MARIANI 

 

What does a 9/11 widow get when she tries desperately to 

assert her voice in a legal action that she believes has been 

improperly wrested away from her and has now gone horribly 

wrong? 

She gets threatened with sanctions, as does her counsel. 

She gets turned away with a few derisory words. That is what 

Ellen Mariani and her attorney Bruce Leichty learned on June 26 

when a two-judge panel of the 2nd Circuit handed down an 

unpublished order on Mariani’s appeal, in which she argued she 

had the right to intervene in New York federal court to 

challenge an unlawful insider settlement of claims relating to 

the nation’s most serious terrorist incident ever. 

Insider? Yes, said Mariani, because the plaintiff 

supposedly representing her claim in the 9/11 action--John 

Ransmeier—was actually representing defendants United Airlines 

and others at the same time, so how could he be loyal to her 

interests? 

Unlawful? Yes, argued Mariani, since a federal court judge 

cannot award $800,000 in attorney fees from a probate estate 

which is under the jurisdiction of a state probate court--

particularly to an attorney who had not even registered an 

appearance for the plaintiff and was not admitted in the federal 

court in which he was supposedly litigating the claims. 

Discerning observers are left to wonder: Was anybody really 

seriously litigating the 9/11 action, or was it all a rigged 

game? Not a single 9/11 wrongful death claim ever went to trial, 

and with the forced settlement of Mariani’s case goes the final 

opportunity for tightly guarded evidence to finally be disclosed 

to the public. 
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Among the evidence that supposedly was generated was 

discovery as to why defendant Boeing Corporation had not 

installed software in the planes that were hijacked on 9/11 

capable of being used to electronically commandeer the planes in 

the event of a hijacking, noted Mariani in her filings. No 

revelations about those inquiries--or whether in fact no such 

software had been installed--have ever emerged, though. 

Those were among the arguments of Mariani that fell on deaf 

ears when 2nd Circuit Judges Peter Hall and Susan Carney ruled 

that they wouldn’t even reach them. Mariani should have known 

she couldn’t intervene in the case handled by Judge Alvin 

Hellerstein, states their ruling. They said she and Leichty 

should instead show cause why they shouldn’t have to pay for a 

frivolous filing. 

Although in a typical case there would be three judges 

sitting on an appeal, in this case the third judge, Barrington 

Parker, Jr., had recused himself the day before oral argument 

after it was revealed by John Ransmeier that he knew the judge 

personally. Parker’s father, also a judge, was called a friend 

of the CIA. Ransmeier’s father served in the OSS, the 

predecessor to the CIA. The two sons met at their daughters’ 

private school. 

The two judges remaining berated Mariani for filing a 

motion shortly before oral argument, devoted to what Mariani’s 

lawyer stated was newly-discovered documentation of the ties of 

Judge Alvin Hellerstein to defendants in the 9/11 case. That 

motion was a "defiant" filing that was "nothing more than a 

vehicle for asserting deeply troubling personal slurs against 

Judge Hellerstein and his family," said the two-member panel. 

Leichty and Mariani pointed out in that motion that Alvin 

Hellerstein had connections to some 9/11 defendants through the 

Tel Aviv law firm of his son Joseph, which had represented 
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certain Israeli affiliates and partners of defendants Boeing 

Corporation and ICTS, an Israeli security company sued by 

Mariani. 

Leichty and Mariani have responded to the Order to Show 

Cause of the 2nd Circuit by pointing out that no sanctions are 

justified since they were merely expressing natural concerns 

about the ability of a judge with connections to some defendants 

to be impartial about a plaintiff whose own connections to 

defendants were the main reason that Mariani was seeking 

intervention. 

One of the judges threatening Mariani and Leichty with 

sanctions is married to Lincoln Kaplan, a prominent editor with 

the New York Times which has been criticized by 9/11 truth 

advocates for its coverage of 9/11 issues. 

The papers in Mariani’s latest appeal, together with papers 

in federal and probate courts going back all the way to 2003, 

show a tortuous path, blocked time after time, for the woman 

whose husband was killed in the terrorist acts that shook the 

nation September 11, 2011. Louis Neil Mariani had booked a 

flight on United Airlines Flight 175 in order to attend the 

wedding of his stepdaughter in California. But the flight was 

doomed, and none of his remains were ever recovered. 

Mariani was the first administrator for the New Hampshire 

estate of her deceased husband, and initially she took an 

aggressive stance in trying to get at the truth of what happened 

on 9/11--even being persuaded at one point that President George 

W. Bush was part of the conspiracy behind the attacks. Those 

claim against Bush and other U.S. officials, however, were 

quickly dismissed by a Pennsylvania federal court, and when her 

stepdaughter Lauren Peters then tried to remove her from her 

position as administrator in New Hampshire, Mariani was 

persuaded by an earlier attorney, Paul MacEachern (a well-
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connected Democratic politician in New Hampshire)--not to fight 

it, although she says she was never told she would also have to 

give up her role in the separate air disaster litigation in 

which both she and the probate estate had claims. 

Mariani had launched the air disaster litigation by filing 

the first damages suit in the nation against the airlines, 

airports and security companies responsible for her husband’s 

safety while on board United Flight 175, a case which was later 

consolidated with all other such cases in New York federal 

court. 

A new and supposedly neutral probate administrator, John 

Ransmeier of Concord, New Hampshire, was appointed to take over 

for Mariani in late 2003 after her stepdaughter Lauren Peters 

challenged her. After having repeated conflicts with Ransmeier 

and his attorney Charles Capace of Boston, Mariani was 

struggling to assert her rights in the case when in 2007 she 

contacted Bruce Leichty to be her attorney. No sooner had 

Leichty begun representing her, however, than Ransmeier 

announced that he had settled the case. 

Mariani first tried to intervene in the federal court 

action on the ground that Ransmeier had not obtained a fair 

settlement and had not allocated funds for her spousal loss 

claim which had been entrusted to him when he took over, but 

Judge Alvin Hellerstein issued an order of a few sentences 

denying that attempt.  

Mariani noted later that at that time, she was not aware of 

the representation by Ransmeier of United Airlines and other 

9/11 defendants and insurers--effectively the same people he was 

settling with. That formed the basis for her later belief that 

she had new and different grounds for intervention, since 

Hellerstein had not denied the first intervention attempt "with 

prejudice." 
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When Mariani appealed Hellerstein’s initial order to the 

2nd Circuit she encountered both resistance and encouragement. 

On the one hand, the 2nd Circuit upheld Hellerstein by way of an 

unpublished decision. On the other hand, during oral argument, 

the 2nd Circuit judges demanded of Ransmeier’s attorney Capace 

to know how Mariani’s interests were to be respected in the 

lower court, and essentially encouraged Mariani’s attorney to 

speak up for his client at the future moment when a settlement 

would be presented for court approval--even though Hellerstein 

had not allowed Leichty admission to his court, on the ground 

that Mariani had no role in the case to begin with. "You haven’t 

exactly been a shrinking violet up to this point," remarked one 

of those judges when Leichty expressed concern about the process 

that Hellerstein would use for settlement approval. 

Leichty subsequently pointed out case law which says that 

if a settlement adversely affects the interests of someone who 

is not a party to the court action in which the settlement is 

made, that person should seek to intervene to exercise her 

voice. 

When Leichty and Mariani did seek to intervene, however—a 

second time but urging new grounds--they were alternately 

savaged and ignored by Judge Hellerstein, who accused them of 

filing a "rehash." He ignored arguments about the conflicts of 

interest of probate administrator plaintiff Ransmeier, or about 

the impropriety of the $800,000 award, or about his own court’s 

errors including jurisdictional errors. 

Mariani had also complained about the conflict arising from 

the role played in the settlement by Donald Migliori, a partner 

of an attorney who had once represented Mariani personaly, Mary 

Schiavo. That issue was likewise not addressed.  

In the meantime Hellerstein had denied another application 

to let Leichty appear in his court to make argument on behalf of 
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Mariani, although he stated no reasons why Leichty was not 

qualified. 

In denying her second intervention motion, Hellerstein 

declined to impose sanctions on Mariani but stated that her 

grievances against Ransmeier belonged in New Hampshire probate 

court.  

But Mariani had already filed a motion in probate court to 

remove Ransmeier, which had been consigned to limbo. Judge Peter 

Hurd of New Hampshire told Mariani and Leichty he wouldn’t rule 

on the issue of Ransmeier’s fitness for his administrator 

position, since Mariani was trying to intervene in federal 

court. Although Mariani argued that an emergency order was 

necessary to prevent a conflicted administrator from presenting 

a settlement for federal court approval, the probate court 

imposed a "stay" on the motion until such time as the federal 

court would rule.  

The papers filed in the federal court show that a ruling 

did not happen until the same time that Judge Hellerstein 

approved a settlement--the settlement that he said Mariani had 

no right to challenge. The 2nd Circuit has now upheld him by 

saying Mariani should have known the same thing. 

The Court of Appeals did say, however, that it takes no 

position as to whether Mariani has legitimate claims about 

misconduct of Ransmeier to raise in New Hampshire--where the 

case heads next. Ransmeier has said he will try to make Mariani 

pay for his litigation expenses out of her net share, already 

reduced, of the $3.75 million settlement he obtained. The 

Mariani case is the only 9/11 victim’s case in which the amount 

of a settlement has been disclosed, although no media have 

picked up either that disclosure--or the rest of the story. 


