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GEORGE SASSOWER,
Petitioner,
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PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS and PROHIBITION
TO THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
SOUTHERN D{STRICT OF NEW YORK

PETITION
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| PRELIMINARY STATEMENT
("JUDICIAL RACKETEERING IN THE SECOND CIRCUIT"]

la. This petition 15 brought by petltloner, (13 OB
behalf of PUCCINI CLOTHES, LD L PO gina™ ., a helpless
constitutional "person"; and (2) on petitioner's own behalf, a
native-born American citizen who has constitutionally protected
vested interests in Puccini.

5 Puccini, a solvent corporation, was involuntgrily

dissolved on June 4, 1980 by the Supreme Court, New York County,

1ts assets and affairs becoming custodia leqgis, under "color of

J

2a. Petitioner has been barred from submitting legal

law',

papers in the U:5. District Court and Circuit Court, as well as

in the state®*courts.

b. Puccini, a 1legally and factually incompetent
constitutional '"person", by reason of its incompetency, cannot

submit any legal papers in anv court.



& Consequently, Jjudicial relief can only be obtained

in this Court.

38 . Although Puccini is not a singular wvictim of the
larceny and plundering of djudicial trust assets, with judicial
participation, it 1is probably the most corrupt situation in
Angle-American Jjudicial history, 1nvolving numeréus members of
the federal and state judiciary, nisi prius and appellate.

b. Petitioner and others have been plagued with a
"Judicial reign of terror" in order to advance a criminal
judicial racket and simultaneously conceal its existence,

& « The Jjudiciarvy having failed to compel petitlioner
to submit and remain silent by virtue of such "reign of terror",
has barred him from filing papers in the state and fedexal
cCourts.

4, The essential statements contained Iin this
Petition have been independently wverified by responsible media
representatives, and some of it already published.

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

3 Where petitioner's substantial assets have been
unconstitutionally frozen, is the judiciary estopped from making

any 28 U.S.C. §1915 analysis?

2 Where the judiciary, state and federal, nisl prius

and appellate, are involved in the larceny and unlaviul

g

plundering of the judicial trust assets of PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTD.
["Puccini"], does the United States District Court for the
Southern District of New York and the Circuit Court of Appeals

for the Second Circuit, have the constitutional power to deny
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access to the Court to anvone desiring relief for or on behalf ot
Puccini, and 1f not, should a Writ be 1ssued by this Honorable

Court to remedyvy the situation?

i Should this Honorable Court mandamus the United
States District Court for the Southern District of New York
compelling it to entertain a petition to reguire the filing of an
accounting on behalf of Pucecini, which was 1nvoluntarily
dissolved more than ten (10) years ago, when state law provides

that an accounting must be filed by the court-appointed receiver

"at least once a vyear", and it clearly appears that all of

Puccini's judicial trust assets were made the subject of larceny

and unlawiul plundexring, leaving nothing tor Puccini's
legitimate creditors and stockholders?

4., In view of the Judicial involvement, state and
federal, nisl prius and appellate, in the larceny and unlawful
plundering of Puccini's trust assets, should this Honorable Court
issue a Writ of Mandamus directing the United States District
Court for the Southern District of New York to entertain a
petition to have Common Cause or some other public interest
entity, or an officer thereof, be appointed Puccini's receiver,

particularly where there are no state proceedings pending?

- Where state statute, reflecting federal mandate,
grants anyone having vested interest in an involuntarily
dissolved corporation to petition the court and demand an

accounting, should this Honorable Court enjoin any attempt to
prevent petitioner from petitioning the U.8. District Court for

such relietft?
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& . Where in litigation, state and federal, nisi prius
and appellate, the court-appointed receilver and statutory
tiduciary invariably took positions contrary to Puccini, the
judicial trust, should all such litigation be declared a nullity
by this Honorable Court and/or should the U.S. District Court be
mandated to entertaln a petilition reqguesting such reliet?

& & Should the U.S. Distrxict Court be enjoined from

denying petitioner access to the court for the purpose of

prosecuting his Dennis v. Sparks (449 U.S. 24 [119801) action
agailnst those who corrupted and continue to corrupt Jjurists for
the purpose of denying petitioner due process?

8. Where tftailure to accept petitioner's filings at
the District Court level precludes potential review by this
Honorable Court, on the merits of petitioner's claims, is such
judicial embargo unconstitutional?

THE PARTIES

GEORGE SASSOWER Chief Judge JAMES L. OAKES
Petitioner Respondent

16 Lake Street, Foley Sqguare,

White Plains, N.Y. 10603 New York, N.Y. 10007
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Ch. Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT KREINDLER & RELKIN, P.C.
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OPINIONS BELOW

-
e

This is an original proceeding, not directly based

upon any oplinions below.

JURISDICTION
{3 Not Applicable.
(11) Not Applicable.
(11i) Not Applicable
(iv) 28 U.8.C. 816551871,

CONSTITUTIONAL-STATUTORY PROVISIONS

& Article 111 of the U.S. Constitution provides:

"S1 The judicial power of the United

States, shall be vested 1in one Supreme Court ... .
§2[1] The judicial power shall extend in all cases, 1n
law and equity, arising under this Constitution ....".

Z Amendment I of the U.S. Constitution provides:

b

"Congress shall make no law respecting

abridging the freedom of speech ... or the right of

the people ... to petition the Government for a redress
of grievances."

5 Amendment V of the U.S. Constitution provides:

e ——re e e i L .

"No person shall ... be deprived of ..
liberty, or property, without due process of law ...".

4 , Amendment XIVIi1l] of the U.8. Constitution
provides:
"All persons ... are citizens of the
United States ... . No state shall ... enforce any law

which shall abridge the privileges or I1mmunities of
citizens of the United States, nor shall any State
deprive any person of 1life, 1liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor deny any person within
its jurisdiction the egual protection of the laws.”™

o 42 U.8.C. 81983 provides:

i A

4

| W

Every person who, undexr color of any
statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of
any State .... subjects, or causes to be subjectead, any

i



citizen of the United States or other person within the
jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights,
privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution
and laws, shall be 1liable to the party 1injured in an
action at law, suit 1in egquity, or other proper
proceeding for redress."™

6 . 28 U.S.C. §1651lal provides:
"The Supreme Court ... may 1issue aill
writs necessary Or appropriate in ald ot thelr

respective Jurisdiction and agreeable to the usages and
principles of law."

7. 28 U.S5.C. §81334{d] provides:

"The district court in which a case under
title 11 1is commenced or 1is pending shall have
exclusive Jurisdiction of all the property, wherever
located, ©f the debtor as of the commencement of such
case, and of the property of the estate.”

8 . N.Y. Bus. Corp. Lav 51202[b] provides:

"A recelver shall be subject to the
control of the court at all times and may be removed bv
the court at any time."

9. N.Y. Bus. Corp. Law 81204 provides:

"({a) A receiver, before entering his
duties, shall: (1) Take and subscribe an ocath that he
will faithfully, honestly and impartially discharge the
trust committed to him .... . (2} File with the clerk
of such court a bond to the people ... ."

it i N.Y. Bus Corp. Law §1Z207 provides:

"lfal Upon appointment and gualification,
a receiver shall have the following duties: ... [C]I(3)
sus N ¥y before the first day ot February 1n each

vear, for the preceding calendar vear, and at such
other times as the court shall direct, the receiver
shall file with the clerk of the court by which we has

appointed a veriflied statement showing the assets
received ...."

j 5 N.Y. Bus Corp. Law §1213 provides:

"Upon notice to the attornev-general and
upon such notice to c¢reditors or others interested as
the court shall direct, the court may, in the
furtherance o©f Jjustice, 1relieve a receiver from any
omission or default, on such conditions as may be

.



imposed, and, on compliance therewith, confirm his
action.”

i 15 N.Y. Bus. Corp. Law §1214{al provides:

e R —— e T

"Whenever he deems it to be the advantage
ot the shareholders, creditors or other persons
interested in the assets of any corporation for which a
receiver has been appointed, the attorney-general may
move (1} For an order removing the receiver and
appointing another in his stead; (2} To compel the
receiver to account; (3) For such other and additional
orders as mavy facilitate the closing of the
recelivership.”

d s N.Y. Bus. Corp. Law §1216[a] provides:
"Within one vyear after qualifving, the

receiver shall apply to the court for a final

settlement of his accounts ... . 1If the receiver has

not so applied for a settlement of his accounts ... the
attorney-general or any creditor or shareholder may
apply for an order that the receiver show cause why an
accounting and distribution should not be had, and
after the expiration of eighteen months from the time
the receiver qualified, it shall be the duty of the
attorney-general to apply for such an order on notice
to the receiver."

E F N.Y. Bus. Corp. Law §$1217[al:

"A receiver shall be entitled, in
addition to his necessary expenses, to such commissions
upon the sums received and disbursed as may be allowed
by the court, as follows:

10, N.Y. Public Officers Law 8§28 provides:

"A receiver ... appointed by a court or
Judge, is5 a public officer, within the meaning of this
gELiCle L. 4F

16. 22 NYCRR 8§202.52[e] provides:

- i T ———

"Recelivers shall file with the court an
accounting at least once each vear."

17 . 22 NYCRR §660.24 provided:

"... no order or Jjudgment providing for
the appointment of a referee, receiver, person
deslignated to accept service .+. 0OXr person designated

to perform services for a receiver such as but not
limited to an agent, accountant, attorney, auctioneer,

3



and appraiser ("appointee"), shall be entered, unless
and until the following has been completed: ... {1
Any appointment made without following the procedures
provided in this section, shall be null and of no
effect and no person so appointed shall be entitled to
recover any compensation for the services rendered or
claimed to have been rendered.”

8 N.Y. CPLR §4317(b) provides:

"Without consent of the parties. On
motion of any party or on its own initiative, the court
may order a reference to determine a cause of action or
an issue where the trial will reguire the examination
of a long account, including actions to foreclose
mechanic's liens; or to determine an 1ssue 0f damages
separately triable and not requiring a trial by Jury;
or where otherwise authorized by law."

19. DR 1-=1034 of the Code of Professicnal

L R i T - s 118 I ATl P g -

y ——

"A lawyer possessing unprivileged
knowledge of a violation of DR 1-102 shall report such
knowledge to a tribunal or other authority empowered to
investigate or act upon such violation."™

- —— e Sl . i Tk g PR | 1, e T P

i1a. This petition concerns 1tself with the right to
petition the District Court £for relief, notwithstanding the
general injunctions issued against petitioner by the U.S.
District Court for the Southern District of New York and Circuit
Cogrt of hppe§ls for the Second Circuit.

b Since the reliet requested is 1irresistibly
compelling and would expose the pervasive JjJudiclal corruption,
petitioner has been barred from the courts, except by
permission, which 1is never granted 1f it involves, 1n any

respect, a discussion of “Jjudicial corruption, albeit relevant

(cf. Garrison v. Louisiana, 379 U.S5. 64 [1964]) or interferes

with this on-going judicial racket.

1l



v 9 Decisive of the veracity of petitioner's serious

charges is the refusal of the judiciary to file an accounting tor

the Judicial trust assets of PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTD. ["Puccini"l, a
mandatory reguirement in every American jurisdiction, which will
unguestionably reveal that the state and federal Jjudiclilary 1in the
New York-Second Circuit bailiwick, including at the Circuit Court
level, are engaged 1in the larceny and plundering of Puccini's
judicial trust assets, and other racketeering activities.

« Further inguiry will zreveal that the Jjudiciary,
including at the Circuit Court level, are involved 1in diverting
monies pavable "to the [*federal']l court" to private pockets, and
extorting "millions of dollars" from HYMAN RAFFE ["Ratfe"l--

functionally intended to be "Raffe-The Hostage'.

- g KREINDLER & RELKIN, P.C. ["K&R"] and PFPELTMAN,

KARESH, MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esgs. ["FKM&F"]1 openly flaunt the fact

that they, with CITIBANK, N.A. ["Citibank" ], "control all
jJudges".
E " As specific examples demonstrate, by corrupting

pivotal durists and officials, the validity of boasts that "all
judges" can be "controlled" recelves conftirmation.
23a. The constitutional power of this Honorable Court

is to (Article III, 8§2[(1], U.S. Constitution:

"all cases, in law and eguity, arising

i A Eh

under this Constitution ....". [emphasilis supplied]

= 3 Thus, if Chief U.8. District Court Judge CHARLES

.. BRIEANT ["Brieant"™l has the power, through a sua sponte,

without due process, ukase to determine which proceedings

petitioner mayv file in the District (Court, Judge Brieant has



assumed the power to prevent this Honorable Court from hearing,

on the merits, "all cases", a set forth in the U.S.

i

Constitution {(Articie 111, 81, 82iLl})s

e A e

0 Such usurpation of power and authority by Chiet

Judge Brieant should be aborted through a 28 U.S5.C. §1651lal writ
by this Honorable Court in order to "aid" this Court's
congtitutional Bqurigdiecion™, which otherwise would be
unavailable.

3a. The judiciary, recognizing that a true accounting
would expose its criminally corrupt activities, caused to be
published in the NEW YORK TIMES and NEW YORK LAW JOURNAL a sham

legal notice stating that N.Y. State Referee DONALD DIAMOND

["Diamond"] would "approve™ the "final accounting” of LEE

FELTMAN, Esqg. ["Feltman"], the court-appointed receiver, on
ODctober 30, 139806,

b. Careful arrangements were made that petitionerx
would not be made aware of such "approval" fraud, which included
a perjurious affidavit of service upon petitioner.

C. However, confidential sources advised petitioner
of such staged fraud, 1including that Referee Diamond was to
"approve" a non-existing "tinal accounting".

d(l) Since petitioner's assets were "frozen'", makling a
bankruptcy filing inevitable, petitioner timed his bankruptcy
filing so as to occur a few days before such October 30, 1986
judicial fraud.

(2) Such bankruptcy filing vested petitioner's assets,

including his contractual based judgment against Puccini, 1n the

L



: 8§1334[d]) and aborted such treacherous

Y —

District Court (28 U.

M

%

judicial intrigue.

*e In retaliation for such bankruptcy £f£iling, an
absolute right under Title 11, affirmant was incarcerated without
benefit of a trial, without an opportunity £for a trial, and
without any 1live testimony in support thereof, until he was

released (Sassower v. Sheriff, 651 F. Supp. 128 [SDNY-19861).

e. However, as a direct result of the aforementioned,
petitioner obtailned a cornucopia of documentary material

concerning judicial corruption, including matters resulting 1in

the publication by UNITED PRESS INTERNATIONAL ["UPI" ]

correspondent JONATHAN FERZIGER ["Ferziger"] 1n, inter alila, the

Village Voice (June 6, 1988):

"By silgning three extraordinary
agreements in 1985, however, Raffe agreed to foot all
legal costs incurred by Feltman's firm and Citibank's
lawyers, Kreindler & Relkin, for defending agailinst
Sassowver. In exchange, the court agreed to let him go
free. The tab so far has come to more than £2.5
million, paid to both the Feltman and Kreindler firms.

av omaday - R e

Raffe continues to pay with checks from his A.R. Fuels

Co. busiliness. "That's outragecus. It's unbellevable.
it's disturbing. ««s ' Sald Attorney General Abrams
when he saw coples o©of the checks. Abrams 1s the
statutory watchdog over court-appointed recelvers llke
Feltman." [emphasis supplied]

- The modus operandi in the New York-Second Circuilt

Judicial bailliwick 1is to convict and sentence to i1ncarcerate

without benefit of trial, although constitutionally mandated, but
for the pavments of "millions of dollars" to the cronies of the
jJudiclary, one need not serve any of the 1imposed term ot

incarceration.



g4t} Several vears later however, whille petitioner was
again incarcerated, the FKM&F-K&R entourage arranged for the
"approval" by Referee Diamond of this ‘phantom’ "finai
accounting", for the discharge of the surety, all with the
consent of Abrams, the statutory fiduciary.

(29 Referee Diamond has no power to approve an
accounting, certainly not a "phantom" accounting, but with
petitioner barred from access to the courts, state and federal,
he has been unable to vacate such sham "approval" and fraud upon
Puccini's nationwide creditors.

4a. The statutory scheme is that the court-appointed

receiver, an arm of the court (Atlantic Trust v. Chapman,

208 U.S8. 360, 370-371 [19081]1; Booth wv. Clark, 17 How [58 U.S.]

322, 331 1[1854]1), protects the Jjudicial trust against third
parties, while Abrams, the NY¥YS AG, protects the Jjudicial trust
from the misconduct of the court and the court-appoilnted
recelver.

= P The practices of Abrams, the statutory fiduciliary,
is pivotal in the Puccini and similar frauds, since as against a
court-appointed receiver, a Jjudicial sacred cow, the private
attorney has little, 1if any, powver.

£ Abrams, the NYS AG, has great diliscretlionary power

(Bus. Corp. Law §1214[al) and some mandatory "duties", including

the "duty" to make application to compel an accounting after the

expiration of eighteen (18) months (Bus. Corp. Law §121l6fal).

d. However, in the more than ten (10} vears since

Puccini was involuntarily dissolved, Abrams has not made a single

23



application for an accounting, albelt a non-discretionary "duty",

nor has any accounting ever been rendered.

e. On the contrary, the Abrams Office, consented to
the "appreoval® of the *phantom’, ‘non-existent'’, "final
accounting" submitted by Feltman and the discharge of the bond

pavable "to the people" (NY Bus. Corp. Law §51204].

(L} Concealed from the bar and public is that there 1s
a unlawful understanding between Presiding Justice FRANCIS T.
MURPHY ["Murphy"l of the Appellate Division, Filrst Judicial
Department, wherein Abrams does not protect any judicial trust
from the improprieties of the Judicilary or 1its appointees,

without Justice Murphy's consent, notwithstanding Abrams trust

obligation of "undivided loyalty" (Meinhard v _Salmon, 249 N.Y.

458, 164 NI

L%

545, 62 ALR 1 [19281]).

(2) Under such unlawful Murphy-Abrams understanding

Abrams, while serving as statutory fiduciary, will simultaneously

represent those Judges, including Referee Diamond, who are

plundering his statutory trust.

£ ) In the federal courts, as well as the state
courts, in order to assure the consummation of thils judicial

fraud, the same Assistant Attorney General who 1s delegated to

vouchsafe Puccinit's Jjudicial trust assets, represents those
jurists and officials who are plundering same.

(4} Forx exXxample, 28 = matter of ministerial
prohibition, permitting no discretion whatsoever, (22 NYCRR

o

["Saxe®] diverted a

L

§660.24) NY State Judge DAVID B. BSAX

substantial amount of monies from Puccini to FKM&P.

L0



Petitioner, on Puccini's behalf, sued Judge DSaxe
to recover such diverted monies, and in such action Judge Saxe
was represented by the same Assistant Attorney General who serxrved
as Puccini's statutory trustee.

gix (6) months 1later, while such sult against
Judge Saxe was still pending, Judge Saxe convicted and sentenced
petitioner to be incarcerated for non-summary criminal contenmpt,
all without a trial, without the opportunity for a trial, and

without any live testimony in support thereof, Bloom v. I11inois

nn el T |

(391 U.S. 194 [19681) to the contrary notwithstanding.
such trialess conviction, and other trlaless
convictions, were thereafter escalated from "sul generis

-y

of fenses" (Cheff v. Schnackenberg, 384 U.S. 373, 380 [19661) to

"serious crimes" (Blanton v. City of No. Las Vegas, 489 U.:S. p

109 s.Ct. 1289 119891), and petitioner was disbarred.

¥ With disciliplinary proceedings vested in the
Appellate Division, attornevys who are aware of Judicial
misconduct, at pains of potential professional punishment, know

the must remain silent the Canons of Professional
F 4 > - o

_— o — g —r- e I B e T

Responsibility notwithstanding (DR 1-103).

5a. In addition to Puccini itself, a constitutional

"person" (Grosiean v. American Press Co., 237 Usss 233, 241

[1936]) petitioner, having vested rights in Puccilini's assets, has
constitutional and statutory rights to demand an "accounting" and

know the disposition of its assets (U.S8. Constitution, Amendment

V, XIV; NY Bus Corp. Law, §8121l6lal).




b. The obligation for the court-appointed receiver to

file an accounting "at 1least once a year" (22 NYCRR 202.52[el,

even without any application belng made, is a recognition that
Puccini, as a person, and the public, have a right to know how
judicial assets are being managed.

&S Any order, edict, proclamation, ukase, decree o0r
injunction, particularly those rendered without due process,
which relieves the court-appointed receiver of his obligation to
account, or impalirs the right of petitioner to demand the filing
of an accounting, 1is transparently invalid, not having even a

nretense of validity (Walker v. City of Birmingham, 388 U.S. 307,

L.

315 [19671; Crosby v. Bradstreet, 312 F.2d 483 [1963] cert. den.

B e S

JT3 Uads 243 11983175,

ba. In all litigation, state and tederal, nisl prius
and appellate, opposing the legitimate i1nterests of Puccinli was
Feltman, the court-appointed receiver, and Abrams, the statutory

fiduciary, both acting under "“"color of law" (42 U.S5.C. §1983).

5. Where in all Jjudicial proceedings, the fiduciliaries

consistently act contrary to thelr helpless Jjudalcal trust the

judicial process becomes an unconstitutional charade and legal

farce (Evitts v. Lucy, 469 U.S. 387 [1%9851]).

T i L A e

50 The fact .that such treasonous representation was

known and was permitted to exist demonstrates the corrupt state

econd Circult bailiwilick

3

of jJudicial affairs 1in the New York-

(Wood v. Georgia, 450 U.S8. 261 [19811; Andres v. California, 386

U8, T38 11367}«



d(1l) As a matter of 1law attorneys, such as Abrams and
members of his office, while on the government payroll, cannot
represent interests adverse to the government (In xe, A & B, 44

NJ 331, 209 A24 101, 17 ALR3d 827 [19631]).

(2) Thus, based on the phantom "final accounting™

which Reteree Diamond T"“approved", Abrams consented to the
discharge of the receiver's surety company whose Dbond was tTo

assure the state and "the people" against any loss (NY Bus. COIrp.

Law §1204).

1a. An essential part of this racketeering scheme, 1in
addition to preventing any stockholder and creditor from
petitioning the court for an accounting, is to protect those who

corrupt ijudges, Dennis v. Sparks {supra) notwithstanding.

B Consequently, corrupt Jjurists, such as Chief U.S.

District Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT ["Brieant"l! of the Southern

District otf New York, without any due process procedures

-

whatsoever has barred petitioner to access to his Judicial

district {(¢f. Bounds v. Bmith, 430 U.8. 817, 826 (19771), even

e W U

when the purpose is to examine the wvalidity of such ukase (cf.

Life & Casuvalty v McCray, 291 U.S5. 566, 575 [1534]; Ex parte

]

Young, 209 U.S. 123, 145-146 [1908]; Cotting v Kansas City, 183

.8 79, 99=102 [19Ul11]).

REASONS FOR THE GRANT OF 15 WRIT

e st —r——r e e e B9 s e R e L E——— S

la. The integrity of the federal judicial system in
the Second Circuit, including at the Circuit Court level, has
been seriously challenged, and the only response, thus far, has

been to repeatedly punish petitioner, including by trialess

1z



incarcerations, the freezing of his assets, and other in terrorem

actions.

b Much of the material set forth hexrein has already
been published by the media, including the payment of "millions
of dollars" by Raffe to private parties, 1in order to avoild a
trialess incarceration.

irill Paying monies to private parties, 1in order to
avoid sentences of 1incarceration, is the ultimate Jjudicial
abomination, a matter in which the Circuit Court is directly
involved.

2a. All Fjudicial authority has rejected and denounced
any attempt to Dbar access to the court for the purpose of

reviewing non-judicial orders (Life & Casualty v McCray, supra;

Ex parte Young, supra; Ceotting v Kansas City, supra).
5 I8 However, as far as petitioner 1s awvare, never

before has this Honorable Court been confronted with a situation
wvherein a Jjudicial administrative order is 1issued, without any

due process, with a concomitant bar for judicial examinatlion.

. Thus, Chief Judge Brieant 1ssued a sua sponte,

without due process, ukase which physically barred petitioner

from the Federal Building and Courthouse 1in White Plains, New
York, but because of a similar no due process ukase which bars
petitioner access to the court, he cannot c¢challenge the

lawfulness of the physical exclusion ukase, and the 1issue has

been placed bevond all judicial review (see Sassower v. Brieant

i e e

Docket No. 80-6261}.
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d. Constitutionally significant, as well, is the fact
that unless access 1s atforded to the District Court, the merits

of the controversy can never be addressed by this Honorable

- - T L (Y -

Court, Article III, 82[1] of the U.S. Constitution to the
contrary notwithstanding.

e. Obviously Congress never 1intended, nor could it
constitutionally intend, in creating the District Court, that
such District Court would have the power to limit the authority
of this Honorable Court by prohibiting access to the District
CORET .

3a. Puccinli 1s not an 1solated case wherein judicial
trust and estates are plundered, with judicial participation.

b. The lawless understanding between NYS Attorney
General Robert Abrams, the statutory fiduciary, and Presiding
Justice Francis T. Murphy, evidences an existing state of
corruption wherein these judicial "persons", are treated as mere
carrion in an attempt to satisfy the monetary appetites of
corrupt Judges and thelr cronies.

2 Where Judicial corruption is involved, as will be
elsewvhere demonstrated, the state-federal relationship is nothing

short of incestuous.

14
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i "Grevlord, Justice Chicago Style"™ (Touhy &
Warden), p. 193 et seqg., reveals that this judicial racket is not

limited to New York.

Dated: February 5, 1991

Respectfully submitted,

GEORGE SASSOWER [GS-0512]
Petitioner, pro se.

16 Lake Street,

White Plains, N.Y. 10603
(914) 949-2169

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

e i e a

On February 7, 1991, I served a true copy of this
Petition by mailing same in a sealed envelope, first class,
addressed to Hon. Kenneth W. Starr, U.8. Solicitor General, 1l0th
& Constitution Ave., Washington, D.C. 20530; Chief Judge James L.
Oakes, Foley Square, New York, N.¥Y. 10007; Chief Judge Charles L.
Brieant, 101 East Post Road, White Plains, N.Y. 10601; Lee
Feltman and Feltman, Karesh, Major & Farbman, Esg., 152 West 57th
Street, New York, N.Y. 10019; Hon. Robert Abrams, The Capitol,
Albany, New York, 12224; Kreindler & Relkin, P.C. 350 Fifth
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10118; and Common Cause 2030 M Street,

Washington, D.C. 200036, that being their last known addresses.

Dated: February 7, 1991
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GEORGE SASSOWER [GS-05121
16 Lake Street,
White Plains, N.Y. 10603

(914) 9439-2165




