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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT
|"Controlling All Judges"]
15, Present is a JjJudicial scandal guantum leaps more

eqreglous and dangerous than those involving Chief Circuit Judge

|

MARTIN T. MANTON of the Second Circuit, Circuit Judge J. WARREN

—F

DAVIS of the Third Circuit, or any other corrupt federal jurist
in American judicial history.

5 Prior judicial scandals involved the
transgressions of individual jurists, not signiticant systematic
corruption.

s At bar 1s a situation wherein KREINDLER & RELKIN,
25 {8 ["K&R"]1 and FELTMAN, KARESH, MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esgs.
["FKM&F"] openly flaunt, with reason, that they, with CITIBANK,
N.A. ["Citibank"], "control the entire judiciary".

2a. The first federal district judge corrupted by the
"K&R-FKM&F" entourage was U.S. District Judge EUGENE H.

NICKERSON, whose actions included the trialess conviction of



petitioner and HYMAN RAFFE ["Raffe"] for non-summary criminal

contempt (see Docket No. 90- [Petitioner Jan. 28, 19911).
5 The substantial fines imposed under such trialess

convictions, made payable "to the [federall court" were diverted
to K&R and 1its clients, whilich criminal diversion, Judge
Nickerson, Chief Circuit Judge JAMES L. OAKES, [former] Chief
Clrcult Judge WILFRED FEINBERG, | formexr] Chief Circult Judge
IRVING R. KAUFMAN, and Circuit Judge THOMAS J. MESKILL deem
acceptable.

15 g0 Indeed, the nmere mention ' such <Criminal
diversion by petitioner generally produces some draconian
retaliatory activities by the District and Circuit Court.

o such criminal diversion of funds from the federal
government to private pockets may be acceptable to the juglciary,
nowever, it 1is not acceptable to petitioner, and petitioner
doubts it would be acceptable to Common Cause or the Anerican
taxpaying public.

3a. ihe corruption of U.8., Distriect Judge WILLIAM O.
CONNER ["Conner"], the next district court SHurist corrupted by
the "K&R-FKM&F" entouraqge, will demonstrate the manner wherein
single Jjurists, employing the injunctive power, are able to
corrupt an entire judicial system.

5 0 The ability of the K&R and FKM&F to corrupt
Jurist, such as Judge Conner and/or Chief U.S. District Judyge
CHARLES L. BRIEANT, and have them 1ssue patently lawless
injunctions, is pivotal to the claim of K&R and FKM&F that they

"control all Sudgest.



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

k]

1 Where petitioner has been barred from filing any
legal papers in the District and Circuit Court, should a writ be
issued by this Honorable Court directing the District Court to
file petitioner's Rule 60(b)[41{6] motion otz 1ndependent action
with respect to the corruptly secured and transparently invalid
Order of U.8. District Court Judge Conner.

4 Can a corrupted federal district Judge, such as
Judge Conner, lawfully immunize these who corrupted him, by
enjoinling petitioner, who was not a party to such action and not
permitted to appeal, from ¢f£iling 4 judicial proceeding to
declare such injunction invalid?

3 5 Should the District Court be directed to accept
tor f£1ill1ng petitioner's damage action agalinst those who corrupted

Judge Conner, and denied petitioner due process thereby?

4 . Where thereafter, after further solicitation by
K&R-FKM&F, Judge conner began LD Corrupt nis ' 9ngicial

colleaques, should the District Court be directed to accept a
damage clalm against Judge Conner and the K&R-FKM&F entourage?

o Where failure to accept petitioner's filings at
the District Court 1level precludes potential review on the
merits of ©petitioner's «claim by this Honorable Court, is such

judicial embargo unconstitutional?

l"“"
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OPINIONS BELOW
This 1s an original proceeding, not directly based

upon any opinions below.

(1) Not Applicable.
Pt Not Applicable.
(1311) Not Applicable
(iv) o8 U.0.0: B1602 1814

;;NQQLT;TLumaL~STnTg?QE; PROVISIONS
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;. Articlie 111 of the U.8.: Constitutlion provides:
L The Jjudicial power of the United

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

Z The First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution

provides:

"Congress shall make no law respecting
.»» abridging the freedom of speech ... or the right of
the peopie ... to petition the Covernment for a redress
of grievances."

3y The Fil1fth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution

T mE——— W W R W e, T T B S g . e —

provides:

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

4 . 28 U.8.C. §16511a] provides:

R I R Rt

"The Supreme Court ... may issue all
Writs necessary or appropriate in aid of their

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

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

la. Thls original application concerns itself with the

right to petition the District Court for relief, notwithstanding




r—

the injuanctions 1ssued by the District Colizt and Circuit Court of

Appeals.

D. Consequently, affirmant sets forth only such facts

which will demonstrate the petition he deslres to file 1s not

]

ftrivolous (cf. Neitzke w. Williams, 490 U.8. y 42 PaLL4

it

1827 [1989]1) and indeed has irresistible compelling merit.
2a . In historica. judicial terms, the question

cuit ©Court Judge MARTIN T.

s

presented is could U.S. Chieft Ci

MANTON 1n Art Metal v Abraham & Straus (70 F.2d 641 [2nd Cir.-

B ———— e i

. _Sparks (449 U.S. 24

1934]) or Judge O0.P. CARRILLO in Dennis wv. £

11880]}), as part and parcel of their corrupt orders, enjoin any
proceeding to declare same 1invalid or enjoin a damage action
agalnst those who had corrupted them?

s This 1is ©precisely what was attempted bv Judge
Conner 1in Raffe v. Doe (619 F. Supp. 89391 [S8SDNY-19851), an action
in which petitioner was not a party and in which his interests

were not placed 1n 1issue, and in this respect more egregious than

the Manton or Carrille csses.

o

£ AE parr ot “he conmnpelled agreement with HYMAN
RAFFE [Y"Raffe"] for not being incarcerated, in addition to paving
"millions of dollars" to the KaR-FKM&F entourage, Raffe agreed to
discontinue the filed appeal from Raffe v. Doe (supra), and based

— ey - — AT Ee L am o mE R et et M b o AR e mern

upon such discontinuance, the Circuilt Court of Appeals dismissed
petitioner's right to appeal, although it was he who filed such
notice of appeal and paid the fees for same.

€l - in D.L. Sassower v, Barone (85 A.D.Z248 81, 447
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M. ¥.8.40 9860 [2nd Dept.-19821 the Court stated (dt 8788, Bil=

9T1 11

"The right to appeal is not to be denied
without just caunse (anthority cited). Here, there was
no just cause for such denial. . The doctrine ot
equitable estoppel ... ‘rests largely on the facts and
circumstances of the particular case ...'. Where facts
cry out for reliet the court should do what it can, and
equitable estoppel, where appronriate, is then one ot
its most useful tools. The doctrine of res judicata 1.

L

not 1mmune from hisg salutary doctrine (authority
gl 1™

. The "marching orders" agiven to Judge Conner by

K&R-FKM&F were precisely the same as those gilven them TO Judge
Nickerson, and almost every Judge thereafter, to wit., stay all
disclosure and discovery by petitioner and Rafte, and dismiss the

action without a trial or hearing.

43 . On its face, by the title itself, RBaffe v. Doe

o g g A e -

(supra) reveals that petitioner was not a party %to that actiaon
and the events complalned about therein arose after the
proceedings before Judge Nickerson.

b. Immediately after £iling, Judge Conner stayed all
disclosure and discovery by the plaintiff, and about sixteen (16)
morths thereafter, withott a trial or hearing, dismisged the
action with Rule 11 costs.

£ s In both the Judge Nickerson and Judge Conner
action, the only plaintiff was HYMAN RAFFE, individually and on
behalf of PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTD. [ *Pogagini® 1, the helpless
judicial trust, whose entire assets were stolen or unlawifully
diverted to the pockets of K&R and FKM&F, who employed such

assets, in part, to corrupt members of the dJudiciary, and

therefore could never file the mandatory accounting.



a4 The action of Judge Conner, by such dismissal,
deprived all the legitimate creditors of Puccini, nationwide, of

thelir vested interests, without appointing a representative to

]

protect thelr Interests (Rule 17[cl]l) and was a fraud to those
creditors, as well as affirmant.
o At the time of such Judge Conner dismissal

petitioner had very substantial Dennis v.

_Sparks (supra) money
damage claims against K&R-FKM&F, since in the interim petitioner
had been convicted and incarcerated, wlthout a ¢trial or
opportunity 0f a trial, by two (2} state jurists (cf. Bloom v.

o e

silifeis 391 UD.8. 194 126811, aftter they also had been

corrupted by the K&R-FKM&F conspirators.

6. The poilnt 18 npnejither urist #nor court can
immunize itself, its orders, or those who corrupted them from
subsequent relief by reason of a lack of jurisdiction of by
reason of a judicial Fraud Eud P Hazel . =aArias w. Hartford

e e o rm e T —— B R R R iy

Ueta 238 [19441).

ia. Unless access is afforded to petitioner to the
District Court, he can never have the opportunity of having the

merits of his claims reviewed by this Court, as is petitioner's
constitutional right.

= The District Courts and Circuit Courts were not
created by Congress with the power, inijunction or otherwise, to

stonewall and abort the power of review o0f the merlits of a claim

by this Honorable Court.



REASONS FOR _THE GRANT OF THIS WRIT

Nothina 1less than the i1integrity ot the ftederal
judicial system is at lssue in this matter, as well as the
attempt by the District and Cirecuit Court to prevent the review
power of thilis Honorable Court.

Whatever the disposition of this Honorable Court
on this application, those who "tfix" members o0f the federal
judiciary, will be driven from the Jjudiecial forum by the

-

petitioner.

However, unless this writ 1is granted, -the merits
of petitioner claims have no possible chance of review by this
Honorable court (e, Majllarxd v U,H, Distriet Lonkt, L« 8 &

, 109 8.Ct. 1814 [19891).

Dated: January 29, 19591
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