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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

The specific respondent in this matter is the
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT.
However, it includes“the AUTiIvities of U.85. Chief District Court
Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT ["BRIEANT"] of the Southern District of
New York, particularly since the C(Circuit Court authorized,
expressly, 1impliedly, and/or by ratitication, Chief Judge

Brieant's running amuck with usurped autrnority of a reininal

magnitude.

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

L 4 Can a U.8. District Court deny a litigant the

right to "file" a complaint, and thus effectively deny him

-

Judicial review by this Court?



¢ Where petitioner, a person with very substantial

assets, for almost six years has actively attempted to liguidate
such assets, particularly those of a contractual nature having
the specific protective umbrella of Article 1 §10[{1l] of the

constitution of the United States, must the respondent

immediately mandate the filing of petitioner's contractually
based complaints in the District Court for adjudication?

3s May the aforementioned reliet be denied to
petitioner solely because petitioner has exercised, and contilnues
to exercise, his First Amendment rights, and specifically his
right to resist involvement and exposure of Jjudicial corruption?

4, May the aforementioned reliet be denied to
petitioner when it effectively 1s operating as a fraud upon the
federal purse by denying the federal court of fees which would be
paid by petitioner?

s g May the aforementioned reliet be denied to
petitioner when 1t obstructs and prejudices his ability to
vindicate his 1legal rights, particularly when such is the intent
ot the respondent?
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OPINIONS BELOW

This is an origlnal proceedina, and there are no

opltilong rrom the Digstriet Counrt or LCircuit Counrt t 28 U.8.C.

S1651[al).

oURISDICT ION

Ry s = o PR e p———— e —

(1) Digstrict Conrt Opinion: ' None
C1TCU1lY Court Dpition: None

(11) None.

S50 8 Not Apﬁlicable

(1v) 2¢ U.8.C. Bl25411]

CONSTITUTIONAL-STATUTORY PROVISIONS

i A Article VI[2] ot the United States Constitution

provides that:

"Thlis Constitution and the Laws of the
United States which shall be made in Pursuance thereof;
.. shall be the supreme Law of the Land ..."

P Article TIII of the United States Constitution

provides:

el The Judicial power of the
Unlted States, shall be vested in one Supreme Court,
and in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from
time to time and ordain and establish. ... 82[1] The

Judicial power shall extend 1in all cases, in lawv and

equlty, arising under this Constitution and Laws of
the United States ...."

L Articie 1, 3401311 of the U.8. Constitution

provides:

"No state shall ... make ... any
law, 1mpalring the obligation of contracts ... ."



- The Fiyst Amendment of the United States

e T

Constitution provides that:

"Congress shall make no law respecting

abridgina the freedom of speech ... or the r1ght of

the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the
Government for a redress of grievances ."

D The Fiftth Amendment of the United States

T — A

"No person shall ... shall be deprived
0L L. libertv. or property, without due process of lavw
"
6. 28 U.S.C. 81651fa] provides:
"The Supreme Court .+. MmMAay 1ssue all
writs necessary Or appropriate in 8id of their

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

i 28 U.S.C. §1254[1)] provides:

"Cases in the courts of appeals may be
reviewed by the Supreme Court by the following methods;
(1) By writ of certiorari granted upon the petition of
any party to any civil or criminal case, before or
atter rendition of judgment or decrees (2} .. ¥

i . N.Y. Business Corp. Law $1216[a] provides:

"Within one vear after gualitying, the

receiver shall apply to the court for a final
settlement of his accounts EE 9 It the receiver has
not so applied for a settlement of his BECBOnts ..:« 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 elghteen months from the time
the receiver qualitied, it shall be the duty of the

attorney-general to apply for such an order on notice
to the receiver."



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

la. Petitioner, a born American citizen and battle
starred veteran of World War 1II, csubsists on Socgial Securlty
payments ot less than $5,000 per annum, supplemented by

increasingly more difficult borrowings.
4 3 For almost six years petitioner has very actively

attempted to liguidate his substantial assets, intcluding those ol
2 contractual nature, having the protective umbrella ot Artigcle 4
€10111 and Amendment V of the U.5. Constitution.

i These contractual  assets include an admitted

amount of at 1least $120,000, exclusive of interest, made

unassailable under the doctrine of judicial estoppel (Davis V.

Wakelee, 156 U.8. 680 [1895]) and a money judament of more than

$50,000, inclusive of interest.

2a. During this period six year period petiltiloner has
resisted involvement and exposed the corruption of the New York-
Second Cilreuit Judicliary.

o Gpecifically identitilied g being Corrupt and

despotic, of a criminal magnitude, was Chietf U.S. Digtricr Conrt

Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT ["Brieant"] of the Southern Distritt O

New York.

J



£2 Chief Judge Brieant, without any subject matter or
personal jurisdiction, or due process: (1) barred any filings by
petitioner in the Southern District, absent permission, always
unavalilable, and (2) barred petitioner's physical admittance to

the entire Federal Building and Courthouse in White Plains, New

YOork.,

34 The following are the recent relevant legally

aid On FPFebruary 28, 1992, petitioner executed and
caused to be submitted in the United States District Gourt
Southern District of New York, a complaint containing five (5)

causes of action (Sassower v. A.R. Fuels, Inc. et al.) for monies

due and owing by former clients, for substantial sums of monies,

liguidated and wunliquidated, none of which causes have been

adjudicated, wherein tederal Jjurisdiction was alleged and
existed.

(2] Three (3) of the ¢five (5) causes of action,
including for a liguidated amount of $120,000 had the protective
umbrella of, inter alia, 2Article 1, S101L1}1 ot the U.S.
Canstaitutivn.

(3) All causes of action had the protection of, inter
alla, Amendments I, V, and XIV of the U.S. Constitution.

il On March 10, 1992, petitioner executed and caused
to be filed in the United States District Court, Southern
District of New York a complaint for substantial monies due and

owing him, 1including under a contractually based money Jjudgment



which, with interest, 1is in excess of $50,000 (Sassower V.

Puccini, et al.).

{2 ) All ot petitiener;s claims, ligquidated and
unliguidated, Judgment and otherwise, have never been
adjudicated, and they have the protective umbrella of, inter
alia, Article 1, 51011] of the U.8. Constitutiaon,

SER On April 14, 1992, petitioner executed and caused
to be tiled with the United States District Court, Southern
D18ty ict oOf New York an application to file B8 complaint

(Sassower v. Feltman et al.) wherein petitioner's rights,

constitutionally and by statute, are absolute.

( 2 ] Furthermore, the rights and interests of many,
including the public, are involved in this proceeding.

{3} Petitioner has a contractually based Jjudgment
sgainst PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTbhb. ["Puccini”] and by virtie of, inter

alia, NY Bus. Corp. Law §1216[al, an absolute right to demand an

accounting of i1ts judicial trust assets.
(4) The aforementioned absolute right, is in addition

to the absolnte "duty" of LEE PFELTMAN, Esqg. ["Feltman"], the

courc-appointed receiver, to f£file an accounting Yat least once a

year" (22 NYCRR §202.52[e]), and the absolute "duty" of ROBERT

ABRAMS ["Abrams"], the N.Y. State Attorney General, to make
application if the accounting is not filed within eighteen (18)

months (NY Bus. Corp. Law §1216f[al).

8% Puccini -- "the judicial fortune cookie" -- was
involuntarily dissolved on June 4, 1992, or one hundred forty

four (144) months ago, and there is no accounting filed.



{5 ) The "accounting™ ot Feltman, that was "approved"
by Reteree DONALD DIAMOND ["Diamond") does not exist -- it is
"phantom' -- a “judicial fraud' and for this transactional fraud
it received the assistance, inter alia, of Abrams, Chief Circuit
Court Judge JAMES L. OAKES ["Oakes"] and Chief U.S8. District

Court Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT ["Brieant"].

adid) No action having been taken by the District Court

)]

for the Southern District of New VYork, on May 20, 1992,

F

petitioner caused to be executed, served and mailed a Petition
for a Writ of Mandamus and érohibition at the Cirtcuit Court of
Appeals for the Second Circuit to, inter alia, compel the filing
and processing of the aforementioned three (3) complaints and
application.

[ 2 'By reason of the aforementioned, petitioner is

"in" the Circuit Court (United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683

(1974]1), assuming arguendo that such is a requirement in a 28

U.S5.C. 81651[al] application to this Court.

) Judicial Corruption in the Puccini matter, and

other matters exists, in the Circuit Court level, and from past

experiences, the same type of bad faith delay 1s expected (Walker

v. Birmingham, 388 U.S. 307 [1967]), which is constitutionally

m———

lntolerable where contractual rights are involved (Loulsiana v.

New Oxleans=.- 102 U.8. 2063, 206-207 1188071,

S 5 Nevertheless, in view of the new conspiratorial

being taken by the other circuits, as more fully set forth in

petitioner's stay contemporaneous stay application, petitioner is

being denied access to the courts in those circuits.



a(l) During the prior phase, <rather than disgorge the
fees due petitioner from the pockets of those who had subijected

all of Puccini's assets to larceny, in forma pauperis status was

beinag afforded him.

{ 2] In effect, the federal courts were detrauded the

H

federal purse of fees rightfully due by granting 1in forma

pauperis status rather than resort o his unconstitutionaslly
"frozen" assets.

b(1l) Presently, the Sixth and Ninth Circuits, have
refused to grant petitioner 1In forma pauperis status or to
disgorge Lthe fees from petitioner's debtors, as permitted under

the Uniform Fraudulent Convevyance Act, particularly since Chiet

Judge Oakes and Chief Judge Brieant are party defendants, sued 1n

their personal capacities.

.y Conseguently, any and all delay, as the stay
application reveals, petitilioner 18 being deniled his
constitutional right to access to the ¢court (cf. Denton v.
Hernandez, el s . B0 USLW 4346 [1882)).

4 . The 1.8, QConstitution,; with its "impairment" of

contract prohibition, mandates that, without delay, 1relief be

atforded to petitioner, particularly since he is being deprived

of access to the courts thereby.



REASONS FOR THE GRANT OF THIS WRIT

o T o——

The contractual rights of the petitioner, and

access to his own assets, cannot be made subservient to the

larcenous activities of perfidious judges and thelr cronies.

Dated: May 23, 1992 7 Y |

mitted,

[Re¢pechfully
-ty 7 y
. | -’ f/ - &
GEQRGE—SASS R [G5-0512]

pPetilfioner, /Hpro se
16 [Lake eet,

~ White Plains, N.Y. 10603
914-949-2169

CERTIFIGATION OF SERVICE

On May 24, 1992 I served a true copy of this Petityion by mailing same 1n
a sealed envelope, first class, with proper— postage thereon, addressed to

mt of Justice, 10th &
Y Circuiyf Court of Appeais for

+ and Chpef U.S. District Court
ains, N.Y. 10601, that

U.,8. Solicitor GCeneral, Kenneth ¥, Farx,  /Departme
Constitution Ave., Washington, D.C. 20534; U.S5/

the Second Circuit, Fole Square,/ K of
Judge Charles L. Brieant, 101 East PBost|{Road,// White Pl
being their last known addresses. | _ /) /
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