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MR. COHEN: Hank, we talked about starting with some further words about the Hanafi 

trials and related activities that we were talking about at the end of the last 

session. 

MR. SCHUELKE: Thanks Lou.  As I recounted during our last session, there came a time in 

1970 . . . late 1974, after the conclusion of the Ronald Harvey trial.  And 

that Judge Braman granted a new trial to John Griffin who had been 

convicted during the first trial.  He granted that new trial because of some 

conflicting eyewitness identification testimony that I had elicited from 

Amina Khalis during the course of the Harvey trial.  In 1975, a retrial of 

John Griffin commenced.  Amina Khalis was, as she had been in two 

previous trials, a principal government eyewitness.  Amina . . . became 

increasingly since the time of the murders in 1973, difficult and intolerant 

of the process.  She believed that the defendants, all of them, John Griffin, 

among them, were despicable, less than human characters and whoever it 

was who represented them, in her view, was similarly despicable.  And so, 

early in the trial, her direct testimony was concluded and the defense 

began cross-examination.  And within perhaps 30 minutes, she became 
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belligerent in response to the cross-examination and emotionally 

distraught.  At which point, Judge Braman declared a recess and attempted 

to use his good offices in an effort to calm her down, which efforts proved 

to be unavailing.  He had Amina and the lawyers for both sides meet with 

him in his chambers and he tried to (a) console her and (b) impress upon 

her her obligation to answer whatever questions he decided were 

permissible in the course of the trial.  And he adjourned the proceedings 

that day and ordered that she reappear the following day.  She told me 

immediately after that chambers conference that she was not going to 

return to court.  That she was through participating in this process and that 

was that.  And, like Judge Braman, I made the effort to persuade her 

otherwise which proved also to be unavailing.  And so on the following 

day, she failed to appear.  Through a discussions that I had with my 

colleagues at the office and with Joe O’Brien, the Commander of 

Homicide Division of the Metropolitan Police Department, we came to the 

conclusion that if Judge Braman were to issue a bench warrant and the 

warrant were to be executed at the home at 7700 16th Street, it would have 

to be done forcibly, and we anticipated that that forcible execution of the 

warrant would result in bloodshed.  And so Judge Braman did issue a 

bench warrant commanding Amina Khalis’ arrest and on behalf of the 

Justice Department, I told him that the Justice Department would not 

execute the warrant for fear that bloodshed would ensue and that we were 

not prepared to be the instruments of that, yet again, in this house and 
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were prepared to live with whatever consequences there might be so far as 

the successful prosecution of John Griffin was concerned. 

MR. COHEN: What was the fear of bloodshed, that is, who was going to shed whose 

blood or, or who do you think might? 

MR. SCHUELKE: As, as I believe I indicated when last we spoke, Hamaas Khalis had a 

fairly substantial number of, around a dozen, young men who served as 

bodyguards essentially, at the home and there was always one or two of 

them stationed outside the front door and there were others in the house 

and at least in the house, I know because I witnessed it myself, they were 

armed.  Not with firearms but with swords and daggers.  They kind of 

looked like the scene out of the Arabian Nights with their curved scimitars 

and it was my view shared by Joe O’Brien that there would be a violent 

encounter between the U.S. Marshals and/or the police, however they put 

the task force together, and this group of young guards at the home.  And I 

didn’t know whether the bloodshed would be that of some of the officers 

or some of the Hanafi folks but I was quite convinced that this would not 

occur without violence. 

MR. COHEN: So it wasn’t the fear that Amina, herself, would be a victim of violence if 

she… 

MR. SCHUELKE: …no, no.  No, my fear was that through Hamaas who was the man in 

charge ultimately, they would barricade that house so that nobody could 

get to Amina.  And it would have been violent.  I believed it then.  I 

believe it today and subsequent events have supported that belief.  Now, 
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Judge Braman was very displeased at the position which I took on behalf 

of the Justice Department.  Partially, I think, because he was not himself 

persuaded that my forecast would prove to be accurate and partially 

because the position that we took was sort of an affront to his judicial 

authority.  The Judge issues a warrant.  The Executive Branch executes it. 

MR. COHEN: And often Marshals must face the threat of physical opposition and the 

possibility that they may have to resort to force to overcome that and 

people could be hurt, so there must have been something exceptional 

about this case. 

MR. SCHUELKE: It was exceptional.  So, he was very unhappy and with me, personally, in 

particular, and threatened at one point to hold me in contempt.  And I’ll 

never forget, we’re in his chambers, I guess it was that evening after I had 

announced that we were not going to execute the warrant and the 

discussion became quite heated and he ultimately threw me out of his 

chambers.  We then did proceed with the Griffin trial without Amina 

Khalis’ testimony because he did admit, in my judgment, a sufficient 

portion of the prior recorded testimony to make out a prima facie case.  

No, no, that’s not correct.  I’m conflating, that trial and the next Griffin 

trial. 

  The result at the time that Amina Khalis refused to appear, was 

that he declared a mistrial.  Then the issue was, were we able to retry the 

case without her, which we did, partially on the basis of her prior recorded 

testimony.  And partially because I had spent a fair amount of time up in 
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Philadelphia seeking the cooperation of three women who had been either 

the spouses or the girlfriends of three of the Hanafi conspirators.  And it 

was a long and arduous process – two of them were incarcerated 

themselves up in Philadelphia and two of them ultimately did testify.  I 

refer to that as the Lysistrata version of the Hanafi Muslim murder trials.  

And notwithstanding those efforts, Griffin was ultimately acquitted in the 

third trial.  Griffin was, however, serving in prison and continues to this 

day, to serve a life sentence in connection with another matter in 

Philadelphia that our investigation was instrumental in producing.  Then in 

1977, Hamaas Khalis led takeovers of the District Building, B’Nai B’rith, 

and the Islamic Center took place.  Where there was, as we discussed last 

time, some significant violence and one of Hamaas Khalis’ demands as he 

held all his people hostage, was that Judge Braman refund to him the sum 

of money that he had paid when he had to hire a lawyer during the first 

trial because Judge Braman had issued a show cause order as to why he 

shouldn’t be held in contempt for his outburst during the first trial.  

Obviously, he had never forgotten this and I remember meeting again with 

Judge Braman one evening in his chambers, when things were a little 

different.  He conceded that we were right because what I had sort of 

forecast might happen is more or less what happened on this occasion and 

he was truly frightened for his own safety and he wanted to know could he 

just write just write a check to Hamaas Khalis and would I get it to him.  

And I said, no, no, no – that’s not what we do.  And that was the turning 
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point in our relationship and as I had indicated earlier, he and I had some 

long talks about our experience, our mutual experience in these cases and 

about his frustrations with me and mine with him and ultimately worked 

all that out and became quite dear friends and we remain dear friends.  

And he performed my marriage ceremony in 1988.  So that’s the wrap-up 

on the history of the Hanafi. 

MR. COHEN: I just have one more question about the decision not to serve the warrant.  

If I were the judge I’d say, well, we can’t have the Justice Department 

decide it’s not going to serve a warrant just because of your fears that 

bloodshed might result.  What’s special about this case?  I mean, was it 

simply that there was so much bloodshed already in that place? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Yes.  Yes.  I mean, you’re quite right.  The Justice Department should not 

refrain from executing a warrant because it anticipates that there might be 

violence in the course of the execution and it happens with some 

frequency.  The issue here was, in my view, adopted by the U.S. Attorney 

and by main Justice as well, we had a case in which seven members of this 

extended family were murdered in that home.  It was and is to this day, the 

largest mass murder that has ever occurred in Washington and it was 

particularly gruesome involving, as it did, infants and children, as well as 

adults.  And I, frankly, subscribe to Hamaas Khalis’ view that they were 

among classic crime victims and I did not want to exacerbate that because 

I thought it was unnecessary to accomplish our prosecutorial objectives 

and that’s the principal reason. 
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MR. COHEN: Okay.  Should we go on to the Antonelli and Yeldell, or? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Sure. 

MR. COHEN: Okay.  We’ll talk about that maybe starting with who those two men were 

and how they – how the prosecution arose and how it worked.  What was 

the evidence of wrongdoing to start with? 

MR. SCHUELKE: I was a Johnny-come-lately to this investigation.  Rick Beizer, who was in 

the Fraud Division of the U.S. Attorney’s Office had . . . 

MR. COHEN: B E I Z E R. 

MR. SCHUELKE: Yes, as he always announced when he identified himself in court, 

“Morning your Honor, Rick Beizer.  That’s B as in boy, E I Z as zebra, E 

R.”  He had begun his investigation working with a grand jury two years 

or so before I was assigned very shortly before the indictment was 

returned to try the case with him.  And Nick Antonelli was a very wealthy 

Washington businessman.  A real estate developer who also owned the 

PMI Parking Garage, a parking lot company.  Part of the genius of his real 

estate development was that he would buy up undeveloped or distressed 

properties long before he thought it was time to redevelop them and would 

build a parking lot – on an interim basis – and so not only did he have the 

investment in the property that he hoped and expected would dramatically 

increase overtime, he had a revenue stream in the meantime.  But the PMI 

became a very big and successful business and still is independent of 

them.  And he bought a piece of property on Florida Avenue Northeast, 

just off the intersection of New York Avenue where the old Peoples Drug 
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Store warehouse was for many years.  And it was a fairly small – I can’t 

remember how many square feet it was, but it was a fairly small, say, four 

or five-story office building.  And he was interested in a government 

tenant for the building and ultimately, the District of Columbia 

Government through the DHRS Department of [can’t remember what 

those initials stand for now because that agency no longer exists or, at 

least, not by that name].  Joseph Yeldell, a Washingtonian as well, and 

fairly ambitious politician, was the director of that agency during the 

Walter Washington Administration.  And that agency, as a result of 

decisions taken by Yeldell, did indeed lease the building from Antonelli.  

A long term, twenty year lease, triple net lease, which provided the cash 

flow that would support Antonelli’s acquisition of the building and its 

renovations and so on.  Simultaneous with these events, three different 

banks with whom Antonelli had a business relationship and/or served on 

the board, made a series of loans to Yeldell, individual personal loans. 

MR. COHEN: One of those banks was Madison? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Yes, the Madison National Bank.  And I believe that Antonelli did serve 

on the board of the Madison.  And so it was the theory of the case that the 

loans which were granted on favorable terms and which were unsupported 

by a reliable credit history were quid pro quo for the lease arrangement on 

the Florida Avenue building.  This was a difficult case for the government 

because while there was ample evidence that Yeldell had steered the 

leased to the Antonelli building, falsely claiming that a competitor who 
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was trying to purchase the building and looking to lease it to the 

government as well, was a corrupt businessman when in truth and in fact, 

the evidence demonstrated that Yeldell knew nothing whatsoever about 

the guy.  So there, there was no, there was no question about Yeldell’s 

personal role in steering the lease.  The loans were being serviced and so 

Ed Williams’ argument, of course, throughout the trials, was that this is 

the strangest … 

MR. COHEN: … he was Antonelli’s counsel? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Yes.  This had to be the strangest bribery case in history where the bribe is 

a loan that was paid in full. 

MR. COHEN: It was paid in full? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Umm, well it was – I don’t remember whether by the time of the trials it 

had been paid in full or it was being paid in full – it was not in arrears. 

MR. COHEN: What was the total amount, do you know? 

MR. SCHUELKE: I don’t. 

MR. COHEN: In any event, it was an amount that … 

MR. SCHUELKE: I don’t.  It was a substantial. 

MR. COHEN: Whatever his credit history, Yeldell was. 

MR. SCHUELKE: Right. 

MR. COHEN: In a position to okay it. 

MR. SCHUELKE: Right.  And you know the loan applications which were supported by 

personal financial statements were false in any number of respects.  

Yeldell had a – did a lot of borrowing and he had this sort of interesting 
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approach that if he were in the process of applying for credit, he’d have a 

very substantial financial statement.  If he were in the process of trying to 

work out a resolution when he was in arrears elsewhere, his financial 

statement would show that he was damn near penniless.  But the case was 

indicted after much debate within the office and … 

MR. COHEN: … was there evidence of other relationships, activities between Antonelli 

and Yeldell or was this the only one? 

MR. SCHUELKE: No.  No.  This was a basically a, while there were several loans involved, 

this was essentially a single transaction and there was no evidence, as I 

now recall of a prior relationship between the two of them.  It was kind of 

a complex case because there was no direct evidence of an agreement 

between them, and there were no wire taps, there were no written 

communications.  It was a very detailed circumstantial case in which on 

day one, Yeldell would take an action that was designed to lead to the 

lease of the building.  On day two, one of the banks would make a loan to 

him.  So it was that kind of a temporal kind of circumstantial case. 

MR. COHEN: No written instructions from Antonelli to any of the banks? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Nope. 

MR. COHEN: Testimony about conversations? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Yes. 

MR. COHEN: With Antonelli? 

MR. SCHUELKE: Yes.  But, but only, I mean, conversations implies some of the bankers 

were on the loan committee in which it was expressed as routine business, 
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so if Antonelli, as a member of the board, attended a meeting at which a 

series of credit transactions were to be considered for approval, Antonelli 

voted in favor.  So the case was indicted in the summer of 1978 assigned 

to Judge Gerhard Gesell and I believe it was only at the time of the 

indictment that Edward Bennett Williams was retained by Nick Antonelli.  

Let’s pause for a second while I think. 

  




