Attorney Gencral - Affidavit - Opposition
(115-121) '

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

r

———————————————————————————————————————— X
GEORGE SASSOWER, s

Plaintiff, : Index No.

A 5774-1983
~against- 2

AFFIDAVIT IN
ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, et al., s OPPOSITION

Defendants., H
———————————————————————————————————————— X

STATE OF NEW YORK )
: SS.:
COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) :

JEFFREY I. SLONIM, being 'duly sworn, deposes and
says:

1. I am an Assistant Attorney General in the office
of ROBERT ABRAMS, Attorney General of the State of New York,
and I submit this affidavit in opposition to the latest

baseless motion made by plaintiff pro se, this time seeking a

variety of unspecified and totally unjustifiable discovefy
from a variety of non-parties. 1In particular, plaintiff pro se
seeks discovery from a number of judicial officers based solely
upon his own tortured conjuring of a broad-based conspiracy
against him,

2. The motion for discovery should be denied. CPLR
§ 3101 (a) (4) provides that discovery may be taken from a pefson

not a party when there are "adequate special circumstances"
P ¥ g P
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justifying such discovery. There are no such special
circumstances here, and plaintiff Pro se does not suggest any.
Rather, Mr. Sassower bases his motion on nothing more than his
own predictably lengthy affidavit, baldly setting forth as
established facts his own personal musings, supported
occasionally by oblique references to anonymous "reliable
sources" (p. 29) or other unidentified informers (p. 30). On
that flimsy basis -- which is no basis at all -- plaintiff pro
se would subject to discovery the Surrogate of Suffolk County
(p. 36), a Justice of the Supreme Court, Westchester County (p.
37), the Presiding Justice and the Clerk of the Appellate
Division, Second Department (id.), and others. This he cannot,
and should not be permitted to, do.

3. Mr. Sassower's plain purpose in seeking such
discovery is not to satisfy any need therefor but, rather, only
to harass the judges he has named. Mr. Sassower has repeatedly
sued Surrogate Signorelli in connection with the Surrogate's

conduct of an estate proceeding, entitled Matter of Eugene Paul

Kelly, once pending before him and in which Mr. Sassower was
executor. The present action, recently transferred from
Suffolk County, where it had been pending for several years, is

the only version of Sassower v. Signorelli in this Court.

Others are presently pending in Supreme Court, Westchester

County, and appeals in Sassower v. Signorelli matters are
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pending in the Appellate Divisions for the Second and Fourth
Departments. The present action has already been dismissed
against Surrogate Signorelli.*

4., Erick F. Larsen, on behalf of the Suffolk County
Attorney, in an affirmation dated May 4, 1983, has already
opposed the present motion and pointed out a mere fraction of
the history of litigation repeatedly commenced by the Sassower
family against Surrogate Signorelli. Annexed to that
affirmation (the “Larsen affirmation") as Exhibit "C" is a copy
of a decision dated December 22, 1982, in one of the many other

actions entitled Sassower v. Signorelli in which the Court

(Matthew J. Coppola, JSC), having examined the details of the

various Sassower v. Signorelli actions, determined that George

Sassower, plaintiff pro se here, and his wife

"have embarked on a course of endless,

unceasing, vexatious litigation directed at
[Surrogate Signorelli]".

* If the Surrogate, who was represented by the Attorney
General, were still a party to this action, we would heartily
jJoin in the reguest made by Erick F. Larsen, in his May 4, 1983
affirmation on behalf of the Suffolk County defendants in
opposition to Mr. Sassower's present motion, that this action
be returned to Suffolk Countv or to Westchester County, where.
the courts are fully familiar with the vexatiousness of the
Sassowers' repeated litigation. Indeed, it is obvious that Mr.
Sassower's sudden eagerness to relocate his litigation to New
York County, where it is virtually unknown, arises from the
growing familiarity with the various versions of Sassower v.
Signorelli which has been developed by the Supreme Courts in
Westchester and Suffolk Counties, and the diminishing tolerance
those courts have shown to Mr. Sassower's repetitious efforts.
We submit that either of those courts is best situated to deal
with this action in the context of all of the other cases, and
that the present action should, therefore, be transferred to
one of them.
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Because the Sassowers were "bent upon a course of litigation
harassment" (id.), the Court also enjoined the commencement by
them of any further such actions.

5. Now, Mr. Sassower seeks discovery in this
previously-commenced action. Although he concedes that
Surrogate Signorelli has already been dismissed as a defendant
because of his absolute judicial immunity from such suits (p.
36), Mr. Sassower nonetheless claims an unspecified "manifest
necessity of pre-trial disclosure" (p. 35) from him,

6. There is and can be no such necessity. In the
first place, the basis of the dismissal of the Surrogate from
this action is his judicial immunity, which involves no
determinations of fact other than his undisputable status as
Surrogate. Accordingly, no discovery is necessary or
appropriate under CPLR § 3102 (a) (2), allowing discovery from a
"person who possessed a ... defense asserted in the action",
and any such discovery would be contrary to the very purpose of
absolute judicial immunity -- that is, to eliminate the
possibility of a dissatisfied litigant, like Mr. Sassower,
misusing the judicial process in a vindictive attempt at
retribution against a judge who did not decide in his favor.

7. Furthermore, discovery by Mr. Sassower from the
Surrogate has already been stayed in another action and,

therefore, should not be permitted here. 1In Sassower v,

Signorelli, Westchester Co. Index No. 3607/79, in which Mr.
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Sassower's wife and daughter are named as plaintiffs and in
which Mr. Sassower actively participates, all discovery has
been stayed by operation of CPLR 3214(b) and 5519(a) subd. 1
because Surrogate Signorelli moved.for summary Jjudgment and to
dismiss the complaint and because a notice of appeal has been
filed from an order denying that motion. (I am informed that

the Appellate Division declined to vacate that stay of

discovery.) One basis for that motion, and the appeal from its

denial, is the Surrogate's absolute immunity from suit,* the
same immunity on which the present Sassower complaint against
him was dismissed. Thus, to allow the requested diécovery
here, where the Surrogate has already been dismissed, where
there has been no suggestion of any need for such discoverv,
and where all such discovery in a closely related action has
already been stayed, would effectively thwart the very purpose
behind absolute judicial immunity and would encourage
disappointed litigants like Mr. Sassower simply to commence
duplicative actions and to seek in one what has been already
been denied in the other.

8. Finally, with regard to Surrogate Signorelli, as
well as the oﬁher judicial officers from whom Mr. Sassower
wants undescribed discovery, it must be noted that nowhere in
his rambling 37-page affidavit does Mr. Sassower suggest what

discovery he wants or, more significantly, why he needs any

* Special Term simply denied that motion without any
explanation as to how it found that judicial immunity did not
apply.
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such discovery at all. Rather,

principally to yet another treatment of his imaginative

novelization of the facts, which,

undisputed. For example, Mr.

own version of the prééeedings
Surrogate Signorelli. What he
that the Surrogate has already

of the pProceedings before him,

memorandum decision in Matter of Eugene Paul Kelly, to which

Sassower sets forth at length his

his affidavit is devoted

of course, he presents as

in which he appeared before

neglects to inform this Court is

gone on record with a chronicle

in the February 24, 1978

Mr. Sassower only briefly alludes

record,acopy of that decision,

(P. 22). To complete the l

as it was subsequently published

by the New York Law Journal, is annexed hereto as Exhibit "1",

9. Plaintiff Pro se also describes various other

purported "events", each of which is facially absurd, but which

he nonetheless offers as "established" (p. 7). Contrary to

Mr. Sassower's affidavit, none of those incidents has ever been

"established", or even suggested, other than in Mr. Sassower's

personal speculation. For example, there has been no evidence

whatsoever

(a) that Surrogate Signorelli "destroyed
Oor secreted" any documents (p. 7);

(b) ~ that any surreptitious "conversations"
took place between Justice Gulotta or Mr.
Selkin and Surrogate Signorelli, "as a
result [of which], bail was denied" to Mr.
Sassower (p. 16);

(c) that articles were published by the
New York Daily News "at the request of
Surrogate Signorelli in-an attempt to
discredit plaintiff" (ps 18); or
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(d) that the Attorney General “succumb[ed]
to pressure" to file an appeal or that
Surrogate Signorelli was "told and [knew]
that such appeal [was] absolutely
meritless" (p. 20).

Similarly, there has been absolutely no suggestion, outside of
Mr. Sassower's rather fertile imagination,

(e} that Justice Mollen was "communicated

fwith?]" or that Justice Ferraro was

"communicated with" ex parte (p. 29), or

(£) that a law secretary communicated ex

arte with the Clerk and Justice

ipresumably Ferraro) of Supreme Court,

Westchester County in a purported attempt

to influence wrongfully the outcome of a

pending proceeding (p. 30).

10. Mr. Sassower's unsupported conjecture cannot
serve as a basis to disrupt the functionings of any of these
iudges or the Clerk of the Second Department, none of whom are
parties to this action. Indeed, Mr. Sassower nowhere even
attempts to suggest what relevant information could be obtained
through such discovery. Plaintiff pro se has simply demon-
strated no reason whatsoever for subjecting any of these
non-parties to discovery and has not suggested any "special
circumstances" for allowing such discovery under CPLR

§ 3101 (a) (4). Accordingly, the motion for leave to take such

discovery should be denied.

Sworn to before me this
17th day of May, 1983

Agsﬁstant Attéé%ey Ge%%ral

of the State of New York

[REY J\JSLON M
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SURROCATE'S COURT

Sxrregeie Sigworsill
MATTZR OF FLCYNT PAUL KeL
LY. trceased.-Trin B a comtented ac.
counting tavolviay a relatively mucex eo-
Ula. Berause of 1's unueual N roy the
court la of the coiriva that it wou!d arve g
Construrilve pury<se 10 reyace the
of this estatg since ity Incerton, Fx
The decedect, uby exgired an Aori} N,
1372 puininated In Me wyi his sitarzey,
g¢ Sassower, 43 hiz CXCCUIN, whp
fled & peltion Lo Prudate the derecani
lat wit] ang teatament cn May 19, 1270
The objections (0 brobate were ulimarely
otiled, g will wan a2mocs

il:d 13 protate
en Seplemder 9. 1974 and oll:re

teetamentiary wery 120ued to tke
peutioner.

On Nevember 13, 1274, a petition 1o
campel the evecuicr tp scconnt weg filed
whh Ihe court and tlaiton Laue retyp.
aable December &, 3954, It wes ditficult 20
serve Saorpwer, thervy necesaltatirg the
beance of twn surlemental citat'ona
The court Lt ately (asiied as order per.
YHIng servicy oy suueUtuted service
afier & besame apnarent that Re wga
uydl:y scevice of procead. On the nesurn
ale the eitauan, name'y Narch 17,
1593, Sesmower defaulied ard the court
When lasued sn oroer dared March 277,
1933, ordesing Nm to account,

By
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Exhibit "a" - Siqnorelli'—

(122-123)

''pon Nis far.ure 10 accuunt, an order te
shew cauar waa lhen nsued Yy ny
picdecersor, judge ti'creth, and made
rinrmasle e Ol r 20, 1073, Ulrecting
priflicie'r o 210w cawe wny he snowd
PA be removed 33 Cxeculor and Prrlahed
lur contempl o court because of Mhig
fatlure to abey the court’s oder uf Masch
.15, direvuag AMm o a2, ount. At Base
srenr B reyue=s the ga3 Lestion was
adjourned 00 tArve scusrs.@ ICamiond,
end was finaiiy el mitted 10 the cmut Jor
dectsion on January 12, 3976, By an otder
dated March 23, 1578, Frsscwer vag
removed a8 Liduclary and Celertnined to
be ja contempl of courl, dul permiiting
him sn saditivesl thAy 4ave frem the
dale thereal L puryge himseil by filing ki
arctuunt, s

Mr. Jassawer on Aoril 13, 1076, Ale2 Nis
arcount 23 preliminary execulof with s
petiliva for s juZicial settiement (or the
period fruan April 26, 333, to Seplember 9,
1974, Although '"he citation was r,ade
refumacle on June 4 136 §t wag ad.
Jourmed ca & sumoer of octators and a
supplemerital cilation was thea fasued
reternadle July 27, 1814, Afler an ad-
ditluial adjournment to Semembér 1,
1976, jartsdiction was complezed. ostee-
then (lled and the matler waz aAccordingty
placed 3n the Heserve Tral and Reanng
Calendar and scncduled far conference
Inr Sentzamoer 21, 197e. The matier was
adjudrned ona flve eeparale vccraions (7Y
March 2 1271,

On March 2, 1977, Lae raardian ad''teen
snd cuunsel 197 a ieguise flled sotectionte
his accvunt. The ruardian acitern and t5e
Sllurmey fer the o ratee hag ned tiled ob-
Jections sconer in the Nope that a cea~
ference wouid resutt fa 2 sattlamant of the
proceeding.

Incidentally, Docts Saasowee. the wife
nl the petltlansr herelay, hau at the Lyeep-
tuh of this estale f1ed £ notice ¢ ap-
pPrararce, soprafing as altormey for the
valziiur. She was eap-eoaiy Cirecied by
1Rt cuurt 10 be presewd for the scn=aualed
fuun cunfsrences, bul Ras arfauiled In
sppcarance fur any of the sa'd dales.

On March 23, 1577, the sourt iaved an
order appelatiag the Public Ad-
mitniatralor, as tuinporary admizlstratoe,
and on Apnil 23, 1537, Scsrower wau had
been previoualy ordered rumoved as ez-
cculor wrs Ih~n served Ia onen court with
4 writlen ories directng Sha (o turn over
W the Pudlic Administrator all books,

pcrs and other pruserty Lf thu cvtate in

18 passrusi0n and under hu control on or
before May 5, 1277, Ontnat Cay the matter
was scheruled for trialunJune 3, 1975, the
partierwere orcered ta conclude thair axd

"Diatribe NYLJ

/727 -/23 ]

Iherewith. On June 12, 1877, Ne falied 10
4ppeac. and the count thea conducied o
hearing and, thcrevpon Qdlerminea ‘rat
he had contumacioualy falled V6 ¢o

mpiy

County, He was ad!
trmpt of coury, ..J Senterced o iy
days In the eounty ‘all.

Pursuint t0 4 warrent sfcommitmery,
N¢ was apprehenced by the InerilT of Sof.
folk County on June 23, 1977, and Srovget
trfure the coun, whereupon tie was given
On OPPC-AIUAILY L3 purge Bimaed of {he
cuntempl. Wiea Se¢ persisted fn Sig.
rrfussl Lo comcly with the court's erdeg,
he was remanded to the Suffolk County
Jail 1o serve Lis sentence. Un the aame
day. ke procured o writ of habeas coTpus
from a Justice of the Appellate Divimcen, ;
Second Departmem, -L seheduwicd the
matter for s hearing on the followling Say.
June 2, 1377, !a the Sulfeld County
Supreme Court. ThHe said Agpellate Invsy-

swa Justice desied Nus applicaiion Ine.
dasl. Later, thal same day, Ne soptica for .

and received another weit of baveas coe-
pus from a Suflcik Courty Supreme Coust *
Justlee which contained a Provision fare
bail. In toth habeas Sorpus efplicalo..s,
Ae alleged that n> previous appicatian
had bcen made far the reief requested. .

PeUtloner was released on bail an °Ne
second wril and 4 bean~g was sctesuleq *
thereon. The heansg v as uitimately con-
ducled by Supreme Court Juitice .
Mclneroey, wad then dismiwsed \he °
Court’s conlempl order om techaical |
frounds, withaut prefudice Lo a rensnalof |,
the comtempt Liocewdingy,

1t la b conlemzien of Lhe undersigned .

“thatl the sald Susreme Court Justice -

reempted (he funcUow of the Ajpeliale .
Blvmm la chooelng o a6t as an apdeliate
court and reviewing the orver of 1.¢ Su
regate, & fudge xf courcinale Jurisdictlsn,
Since 3 prupsr sad complicte record had
been. In fact comnpiled n ihe Surrceate's
Cuarr, the conlemmar's sole Tecourse was *
10 seck review of the contempt order oY
1he Appecliate Division (Pecoa v, Zwvig 12

3 o il
- %, aminations dufore trial on May 2, 1977, é,"’a: 3"“0“::‘:&&“";“\«:? ;‘,:
" Mr. Sxmsuver brought on a seres of Walernouse v. Colll 71 Mlse. 34 600, 324
Jotinas seriing 8 dlaguahfcatlos uf the NYS 2d bft
underuigned, 1he vacaurg uf pricr svders a result of the atove deciaiva, Sae- :
of this court dated March 27. 1975 and Puwer has, will impuany, comuiued to H
March 9. 1978, 2n4 an cxaminalion Sefrrw flauni 1he ordery of this court and asvere-
trial of one Ll the ob‘tciants. All of toe ly dampered and unduly delaved the . =
moliony were den'ed except the aprilca- re=olution of this exxate ol great barm and ° ekl
Uoa for the examinaticn before tne!. The cupense 1o the icgatecs snd Infaml T 29
partyto be examuncd defore trisl who In- beneficlarics named 1 tde will He ¢id : :;*
Curred the losa of a day's wages, ap- srcenasfully evace service of further .*‘3%>
peared lor the cxaminziiva on ine process to adjuuge Mm In contempl af AN Qt‘:
ochoduled dale, bt Sussower delaulied Ly court uatil served with ¢ mrew ¢omtempt =1
appearance. citation bv roursel for the Puolic Ad. 'S
e |8 e Interimm. Sassower then flcd ap- minlstirator on the date Ihe sccvuslng i 7
peals 1o the Appeliate Divimion, uf Lhe trial was commenced. & §
wecders of thia court gated March 2. 1577 la acdiion io the luregoing. Sae- il =
aed Apeil 23, 1977, providing respetuvely amee’s Incxplkadic conduct has alfecied ° e
for the appalziment of (Se Puslic Ad- =her tourts as well. He cauwed Justice
MUBLLTALLC a4 (emporsry adirizicalor Hcrnstein of the Supreme Court, Nessau ¢
anrd ordering Nim 1o turn over the esltte’s Counmty, 10 I53uC an urder 10 show uu.-' ¥
aa~cis o the Puslic Adrminletrates, The fTQuesung the slaving of 3 -nrranl\ﬁ "
Appeliate Dfviston GlamirsecIhe s21d sp- cummitmeal gllegedly tssued by D : -
» frals by unanimous deciazcn. galed Jume ccur, withou: first ven{ving that ‘:":"._ i
12. 1955, The trial dale, a* jetMioner's re- rant of cummitment Fad In fact ,:_" ine s &
Qquest, had been actarned (rom June 1, suwced. The fact of the malter Lo | "‘-b g
1977, to June 13, 1977, =uryunt of commitrrat usd:net by on. 3
* Or the acheduied 2ate fur wrlal. couneel swedand the ovder to shn = (“"-:.:':‘um- b4
represent!ng the ['ublic Admimscratar Y e e i
4dvised ihe court that Le couid aot mcaced a clivd -nmnp:n :n:'"lﬂ'*’
pn<red O il hecyuee of Resuner's Dietrict C“";“":‘c ’.‘ 1he Assie
refiual L0 coinoly w ity the court's orde~ of the Shentt o .
April 38, 1977, directirg A:m iC turn over tam Attormev I ividusis
— Ihe assets of {R2 catute 19 1he Fublle Ad- Youk andioiner atemeruand el .
. minetratar. Whea cuceiloned ty the \Kzelvrq in ts T Court and Susdvser %2
courl Sasecwer Infsrmed Lhe erurt that -u‘u.‘m‘b'd.,",,)uuvﬂ."r 0.2 0~ X
Ae wowd Aat aicede 1 ing court 8 Qureee then Cled ";'x QCJr‘;;-l Count. Dunreg .
tive and when rie was then enslea Sy \he satnihithe '(:m.. apotal Sewsdwor - vl
U thal be would de hend in coutempt of ‘"' :’I;"‘i'af,,‘ second ou:l, tosenrtialiv IR ;
curl, he relemicd and tavusred U owrnt ;: IliaUon of 1he of 1ha aclioa =hch was o -
tRul he wirnuk) cézmnly AN wes grer~wlan a..pmuu-d L s
adyarnment 18 June T2 1957, fur taal par- : s 4 -
prc. He wav dliected 1o retusn o4 fuae i V% . e
¢ 22. 1977, \0 Ineure Afs comnpiiance i b BRI S v
s " 25 e I DO T e e S e
> z Y Y
e ) 1 2y 2
A Ao fe N . e
atye = -
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*' 08 Decembar 13, 1917, the court
schedtuled h.s matter fup pre-trial cuae
ference. and 31 parttes sppeared azcept
for §tseower The court tAen set (he mat.
ter down fur tnal 08 Janvary 32, 1080, and
directed that 4 final rotite de dent in the
petitioner sdrising N of the tral date
nnd Ila peremotory Maciing.

On Samuary 29, 1973, el parsias ap
freared for the trial. The wave o the
petitionee’s follure (o comply wilh the
¢ourt't order 248 once ag2ia rareed, and
in respanse (v the cvurt’s quesliva 48 1
whether v AUt e had ciaged the orler 19
furm the sasels Orver %0 1he Pudlie Ad-
minisirator, Re petitioner refused te
srawee the quration, clatining Pis FIRA
Amendment petvilege agataot selile
Incrimlnatioa and requested the copor:
tunliy lo censull courmsel. The ¢ourt
thareupon Aeld la abeyanmce the question
of his contempt of the cvurt’e ervlor untll
the {ollowing Cay, pending o appeerance
with counecl. In the Inlemm, the ae-
counting trial was cemmenced eod was
contnued to the luiluwing 2ay. Prior to
recesaing for tha Jdagp, the court divected
Bagsuwer to return the following morning
8t 9: X to continue Lhe trial, and Ve resuive
the further queativn of Rit contemptucus
eonduct.

Tha petitior.or falled to appear in edurt
Ahe following day. and & lelephone com-
munication was reccaved by the coust
from the petitloner’'s wife, aa atloimey
and bis firmer counsel la this estate. She
slated that Sassvwar could ned appear
Bersure he was in the Appellate Division
os andther maiter, but nru:rd te ldentily
the case ve the particular depastment of
the Appeliate Division. A member of Lhe
court’s stalf calied the First and Second
Deperinents of the Appeilate Olviaton,
and It was finally detocmined that Mr,
Sansower wka ArgWING 8 case In ihe 3e-
cond Department tlial mmornlag, and that
ihe counsct of recurd 1a the care wes the

{licaer's wile. The court requestsd the

erk of the Appellate Divistea (o direct
Ssasower W0 appear at the Burrogale’s
Court the {ollowing day o continue Re
trial. The cmuet accordingly, adjourned
the {rial until the nexg day, and Sassover
onre again fulled to appear on the ade
Journed date. He cslled 1he court in the
moming and stated thet Be would ol ap-
pear because of ether courd engagements
which he relused to 1deatily. ¢ to the
petitlonee’'s refusal to eppesr ta cour,
and la the aboe ace of ot 9Eldavit Of othee
engagenent, thy court artempded 1o com
tinue the tetal in Ris abse~ee.

However, Me. Sassower's latfune
sigence hat made It virually Impoasible
1o adfudicate the lasves relsed lu thle
titigation. It I8 Imperative that he comply
forthwith with Lhe order of tre courl
directing him 1o turn over the assets and
recnrds nf this estate tu the Public Ade
minlotrator, and it |8 equally essentisl
thal he bring Mo accounting up to dele vg
has beem directied By the court onr
Bumerous occasiond.

{ have determined that It would not be
in Lhe interests of justice fo¢ me to pase
npon the ae¢w conlempl application, end §
Rave censequently relerred the matier to
the Acting Surmgate fof his determinge
tlon. | have furtfer concluded (Rat the
reselution of Lhis eslale would be
taciiltated by referring \o the Acting Sur
ewgale the (nstant litigatisn pertaining t@
8ataower's Intermedicle accounling. as
well @8 any and sl future procredings
concerning his stewardsity of the alfairs
of this vatate. X

Me, Saserwee, 8 mamber of 1be dar,
has Impeded the ordecly adminintrstion
ol this cstate, 38d han csuoed It to Incur
peedicns expense, He hao willfullv and in-
tentionally failed (6 deed any wsid all
dlrertives of Lhis court, 85d § weuld be
derellet In my duty i1 T falied to report hie
actlons 1o the approprale tridunal lor gle-
eiptinury actlon. Durta Sagrower, his wife
and hla lnemer counsel, shuuid be similare
ty raited wwn tu explala her extraure
dinrre hehavive In this matter,

I am neeondingly directing the Chnel

Clerk tulorward a copy of this duelsiun i@

B
- ——— -

Ihe Pogiding Justice of the Appellate se

Divlsina, Second Jiictal Depariment,
for mich Uiaciolinary action as he emay
grem apprupriale Witk segars 10 the cone
duet of Geurge $esscwer and Do°  sooe

Thia arvislon conatitutes the urder of .
‘he coury,
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