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In the
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
October Term, 1997
No. 92-8934

GEORGE SASSOWER,
Petitioner—-Appellant,

-against-

MEAD DATA CENTRAL, INC.; JAMES L. OAKES;
CEORGE C. PRATT; CHARLES L. BRIEANT;
WILLIAM C. CONNER; EUGENE H. NICKERSON;
GERARD L. GOETTEL; FRANCIS T. MURPHY; lb
LAKE STREET OWNERS, INC.; LAWRENCE J.
GLYNN; KREINDLER & RELKIN P.C.; CITi1BANK,
N.A.; FELTMAN, KARESH, MAJOR & FARBMAN;
ROBERT ABRAMS, and DENIS DILLON,

Respondents-Appellees.

o PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI
TO THE CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE
S81IXTH CIRCULT

DISPOSITIVE MOTION
(Rule 21.2[bl])
la. This affirmation, made under penalty of perjury,
is in support of this Rule 21.1[b] motion which, 1t grénted, will
be entirely dispositive of this matter.
D Incoxrporated by reference, without needless
repetition, is affirmant's simultaneously submitted motion under

Application of Sassower (Docket No. 92-8933).

s Obviously, the grant of affirmant's motion under

Application of Saz;ower (supra), will cause the automatic grant
of this Petition for a Writ of Certiorari.

= However this dispositive motion rests on 1ts own
independent grounds, and its significance lles 1n the exposure of
the means employed to corrupt and pervert Judges and the

machinery of justice.



3a. The modus operandi of the New York - Second

Cirealt JudiGlary 18 L0 publish fabricated and deceptive
oplnlions, lacking subject matter Tnr1edivtlBn, personal
Jurisdierion, and/or due process, causing constitutional

injuries, and then have them republished and distributed by MEAD
DATA CENTRAL, I NG ["Lexis"] and WEST PUBLISHING COMPANY
["West"/"Westlaw"] to facilitate the corruption of other courts
and judges.

5 In order to protect these Jjurisdictionally and
constitutionally infirm opinions, entitled to no legal respect in
any jurisdistion, the wvictims are then effectively denied access

to the courts, state and federal, 1in the New York - Second

Circuit courts, even when relief 1is constitutionally and

ministerially compelled (e.g., habeas corpus, coram nobls, FRCivP
Rule 60(b)[41[61]).
el To insure that such infirm decisions are given

nfyll faith and credit", albeit not entitled to any, "the robe"

is employed as an emolument of office to fix and corrupt other
jurists and clilrcults.

4a. Affirmant, a victim of racketeering activities ot
the New York - Second Circuit Jjudiciary and effectively denied
access to those courts, commenced an action in the U.S. District

Court for the Southern District of Ohio, ["SD Oh"] the principal
place of business of Lexis, in order to enjoin its republication
and distribution of constitutionally injurious false material

and/or where those published defamatory decisions lack subject

matter and personal jurisdiction and due process.

N



b. At no time did Lexis, whose republishing
activities can be fairly attributed to the dudlicial branch orf

government, claim any First Amendment rights or privileges, Or

claim immunity from equitable relliet (cf. Doe v McMillan, 417

U.8. 306 L13%31 )«

THE RELIEF REQUESTED IN THE SIXTH CIRCULT

la. About forty (40) times affirmant has been charged
with non-summary criminal contempt with respect to PUCCINI

CLOTRHES, LTD. ["Puccini®), with results other than guilty, eacn

attenpt triggering "“double jeopardy" constitutional and/or
statutory double jeopardy prohibitions.

o 9 Since tThere was no possible 1legal way that
2ffirmant could be found guilty, if he were afforded any due
process, during a three (3) week period in June 18985, in an
attempt to silence affirmant and others with respect to the
larceny of Puccini's judicial trust assets by the judiciary and
its cronies, affirmant was convicted three (3) times by the by
the New York - Second Circuit judiciary, with substantial fines
and/or terms of incarceration imposed.

ell) Fach one of these convictions was without a trial,

without the opportunity for a trial, vithout any confrontation

rights, in_absentia, without due process, without the xright ot

allocution, without any live testimony 1n support thereof, and

without any constitutional or 1legal wailver of any zxright by

affirmant.



(2) As a matter ot blackletter law, the aforementioned
trialess, without 1live testimony, convictions, are legal
nullities entitled to no respect 1in any court of the United

States.

0 However the records of Lexis and West/Westlaw do
not contain any of the vindications of affirmant, but do report
the aforementioned convictions, omitting the constitutional and

jurisdictional infirmities, and the clear lack of legal power of

the patticular Juristus involved in such convictions (Crosby V.

U.S., 506 H.8. .~ 113 S.Ct. 748 [1993]; Bloom v. Illinois, 391

U.S. 194 [1968]; Nye v. U.S., 313 U.S. 33 [1941]; U.S. V.

Gompers, 233 U.S. 604, 610 [(1914]).

e(l) when affirmant refused to participate 1n the
criminal racketeering activities of the New York - Second Circuilt
“pdiciary, which 1in addition to the larceny of judicial trust
assets, also 1included diverting monies payable "to the federal
court” to private pockets, extortion, and other similar
activities, convictions which, if wvalid, were no more than

"offenses", were elevated, ex post facto, to "serious" crimes,

2ffirmant was not permitted to controvert their wvalidity, and

“ffirmant was disbarred (Grievance Comm. V. 3. Sassower, 125

A.D.2d 52, 512 BN.¥.B.24 204 lZd Dept.~-1987]; Matter of Sassower,

700 F. Supp. 100 [SDNY]).



[ 24 ] Years thereafter, a suspension for three years was
imposed on SAM POLUR, Esq. ["Polur"], by a similar elevation ot a
trialess conviction, when he began to expose the criminal

activities of the cronies of the judiciary in the Puccini matter

(Matter of Polur, 173 A.D.2d 82, 579 N.Y.S5.2d 3 [1lst Dept.-

49921} -
Consequently, affirmant barred by the New York-

Second Circuit courts, commenced at action in SD Oh and moved:

"{l) permanently enjoining MEAD DATA
CENTRAL, INC. from publishing, republishing and/or
distribwting Raffe v. Citibank (84 Civ. 305 [EDNY-
1984)1, aff'd without opinion 755 F.2d 914 [2nd Cir.-
1985]1); Raffe v. Riccobono (113 A.D.2d 1038, 49 3
N.Y.8.724 70 115t Dept.~1985]); Raffe v. Feitman, Karesh
£ Mader (113 A.D.2d 1038, 493 HN.X.85.24 70 .1L18t Dept.-
1985]) ... wherever these decisions or citations might
appear, unless it 1is stated that the aforementioned
non-summary criminal contempt convictions were rendered
wvithout a trial, without the opportunity for a trial,
without any 1live testimony 1in support thereof, and
stating that by reason of the aforementioned, and for
other reasons, the aforementioned determinations are
legally null, void, and of no legal effect.™

& Instructively, in the trialess convictions 1in

Raffe v. Citibank (supra), the fine monies which were payable "to

the federal court" were diverted to private pockets, which 1s
also omitted in the republication of that decision by Lexls and

West/Westlaw.

.....



IS s Further concealed in the republications by Lexis
and West/Westlaw 1is the basis for such non-summary criminal

contempt convictions, since non-summary criminal contempt is not

a remedy for the exercise of First Amendment rights (Bloom V.

illirels, 332 U.5., 194, [18681), or for exercising a

professional obligations (Holt v Virginia, 381 U.S. 131 1865815

Wieder v. Skalas, B0 N.¥.Z4 628, 593 N.¥.8.2d 752, 6UD N.E.Z24 10U

[ 19921 ).

The equitable relief requested by affirmant,
although never opposed, law or fact, was never adjudicated by the

corrupted Sixth Cirecuit courts, after they were, X _parte,

communicated with by the Second Circuit judicilary.

2a. U.8. District Court Judge WILLIAM CC. CONNER
["Conner")], as he actually knew, had neither subject matter nor
personal jurisdiction over affirmant when he issued his non-—-due

process injunctive edict in Raffe v. Doe (619 F. Supp. 851 [SDNY-

L3851}

b Members of the judiciary and theilr cronies, made
and intended to make, all of Puccini's judicial trust assets the
subject of larceny, leaving nothing for any legitimate creditor,

including affirmant, who held, inter alia, a contractually based,

constitutionally protected, money judgment.



. HYMAN RAFFE ["Raffe"], affirmant's client, 1in
order to avoid incarceration under a trialess convictlon, wWas
compelled to discharge affirmant as his attorney about three (3)

months prior to such Judge Conner decision, consequently Judge

Conner, insofar as affirmant was concerned, Wwas acting in clear
absence of all jurisdiction when he issued his injunction.

g Furthermore, even ik personal jurisdiction
existed, the injunction was a transparent nullity, since no judge
has the power to dispense with the requirement that a court-
appointed <receiver account for his stewardship, immunize those
who made the judicial trust the subject of larceny, or 1impailr a
private contractual obligation.

e. Raffe v. Doe (supra) was the product ot fraud and

corruption, in addition to the lack of jurisdiction, as revealed
by the annexed Proposed Preliminary Injunction Braying
Enforcement (Exhibit "AY“).

;o The "marching orders" given to a cooperative Chleft
U.S. Circuit Court Judge GILBERT S. MERRITT ("Merritt"] by Chilef
U.S. Circuit Court Judge THOMAS J. MESKILL ["Meskill"] and formexr
Chief U.S. Circuit Court Judge JOHN L. OAKES ["Oakes"] was not to
permit any inquiry 1into the legality of any New York-Second

Circuit opinions, 1including Raffe v. Doe (supra), and dismiss

affirmant's action without any txial, hearing, pre-=trial

disclosure or discovery, or any due process.



< The egqultable reliet with respect to the

republishing and distribution of Raffe v. 1DOE (supra) by Lexis,

was never opposed, law or fact, nevertheless such lssue was never

adjudicated by the corrupted 8Sixth Circuit rcourts, after tney

were, ex parte, corrupted by the Second Circuit judicilary.

3a . In Sassower v. Sheriff (651 P. Supp. 1Z8 (S5DNY~-

1986]), the District Court sustained a federal writ of habeas
corpus based wupon a Report of N.Y. State Referee DONALD DIAMOND
["Diamond"] who attempted to Jjustify, ad nausean, the trialess
scenario, by-the following buffoonery:
"3 plea of ‘not-guilty' 1in a criminal
proceeding is tantamount to a general denial in a civil

action, and raises no triable issue of fact warranting
a trial."

D . In reversing (Sassower v. Sheriff, 824 F.2d 1484

(2d Cir.-19871), a plainly corrupt Second Circuit Court ot

Appeals, concealed the fact that a mirrored Diamond Report

against Raffe was ot Brought on $6f Ccontirmation, in
consideration for continuing “indualgence paymenta" by Raffe to
the judicial "bag-men" -- which now is admittedly "in excess of

G2,000,000",

wudl Qince an affirmnance ot the Digtriict Counrt Leder
would have terminated the Raffe "extortion" payments, exposed the
larceny of the Puccini trust assets, and similar criminal
racketeering activities, the Circuit Court reversed and wholly

contrived, concocted and fabricated every essential fact

including the following:



"Sassower refused to appear at a hearing

before the court appointed referee" [p. 185]
"Sassower was notified by the attorney for the receiver

that he was required to appear before the referee for
proceedings on the criminal contempt motlion and cross-
motions." [p. 187]. ... "[Sassower] failed to appear."
(B 187 ] aas "the opportunity for a hearing that was
afforded was appropriate under the circumstances" [p.
L g "Sassower was T given a reasonable
opportunity to be heard" . 189 E 6 "Sassower ,

waived that right [to a hearingl by failing to appear”
[p. 190] ... "he [Sassower] has repeatedly refused to

appear before Referee Diamond" L D 1290 ]
"explicitly warned him [Sassower] of the consequences
of his failure to appear before the referee" [p. 190]."

(Z) In imposing a fine of $250 on affirmant, the
Circuit Court alse concealed that the "final accounting" 1ntenced
to be T"approved" by Referee Diamond, for the court-appointed

receiver, which affirmant aborted, was ‘phantom' and “non-

existent®.

o Thus, affirmant desired that Lexis be mandated, in
its republications and distributions to publisgh Ccorregtive
material, where neither fact nor law was controverted, which was
causing aftirmant constitutlional i1njuries.

e. A corrppted Sixth Clréult Jnadiciary failed Lo
adjudicate the matter.

4a. To belabor cthis LColUre with all the false,
deceptive, jurisdictionally infirm opinions publiished by the New
York - Second Circuit judiciary, against which affirmant desired

relief, would serve no useful purpose 1n this motion.



b, The Judicial function 1is to adjudicate, and as

expressed by Chief Justice John Marshall in Cohens v. Virginia

(19 U.S. [6 Wheat] 264, 404 [18211):

"T+ is most true that this Court will not
take jurisdiction if it should not; pbut it is equally
true, that it must take jurisdiction if it should. The

judiciary cannot, as the legislature may, avoid a
measure &3 B ; With whatever doubts, with whatever

difficulties, a case must be attended, we must decide
it, if it be brought before us. We have no more right
to decline the exexrcise of Jurisdiction whiech 18
given, than to usurp that which is not given. The one
or the other would be treason to the constitotion.
Questions may occur which we would gladly avoid,; but we
cannot avoid them. All we can do 1is, to eXxerclse our
best judgment, and conscientiously to perform our
duty." [(emphasis supplied]

gt The matter should be remitted, with a direction

that the Circuit Court adjudicate the

/

WA |
WHEREFORE, it 1§ regpectfully/ prayed that this
/ rF £ 1 /

F 4

isstes presented.
X ;

{

';wi§ﬁ costs./

motion be granted in all resp@EtS'
: |

Dated: Jupne 24, 1993

CERTI#¥

On June 25, 1993 1 servea a Ttrue cogy of this Petition by mailing same 1in
a sealed enyeiope, first class,~ wit roper postage thereon addressed to
Chief Judge Gilbert S. Merritt, U.§. Post Office & Courthouse id?. 100 East
5th Streét, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202-3988; Solicitor General O the United
States, Department of Justice Washington, D.C. 20530; U.S. Attorney Edmund
Sargus, Att: AUSA Pamela Millard StanekfyfF&d@;aT“Buiidinq, 200 West Second
Street, Dayton, Ohio 45402; Thompson, Hing" dnd Flory, Esgs., 2000 Courthouse
Plaza ﬁ.E., P.0. Box SBOiL Dayton, 0Ohid 45401-8801; Feltman, Karesh, Major &
Farbman, Esgs., 152 West 57th 3 reeﬁ; 2w YooYk, NY lbélS; and Ass't N.Y. State
Attorneg Ceneral David B. Roberts/ The Capitol, Albany, New York 12224, that
being their last known addresses. | /// /

Dated: June 25, 1993



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

————————————————————————————————————————— )C
GEORGE SASSOWER, |
Petitioner, packet No.
-~agalinst- 9o~

V.8, ATTORNEY, SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
NEW YORK; DONALD DIAMOND; XAVIER C.
* RICCOBONO; MICHAEL J. DONTZIN; Estate |
of THOMAS V. SINCLAIR, JR.; ROBERT " Preliminary Injunction
ABRAMS: DAVID S, CODK; CITIBANK, HN.A.,
and JEROME H. BARR, individually, and
as executors of the Estate of MILTON
KAUFMAN,; KREINDLER & RELKIN, P.C.; LEE
FELTMAN; FELTMAN, KARESH, & MAJOR;
ARUTT, NACHAMIE, BENJAMIN, LIPKIN &
KIRSCHNER, P.C., and HYMAN RAFFE,
Respondents.

-_— It =appearing o the satisfaction of Ehis Court,
after due notice having been afforded to all parties and/or their
attorneys, and - others; wlith opportunity tu oppose,; controverti,
| explain andsor sustify, that thg . petiticofier, gua attorney for
HYMAN RAFFE, caused to Dbe prepared and filed a complaint dated

August 29, 1584, whose short title was Raffe v, Doe (84 Civ. 6272

[WCC]); and 1t further appears that except as the attorney for

" HYMAN RAFFE, U.S. District Court Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER by

virtue of Raffe v. Doe (supra) did not have any jurisdiction over

petitioner or any of his personal interests; and it further
appears that from the Recorxrd on Appeal, prepared by FELTMAN,
KARESH, MAJOR, MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esgs. for the N.Y. Appellate
Division; First Judicial Department (Exhibit "A"), which resulted

in the decision of Barr v. Sassower (121 A.D.2d 324, 503 N.Y.S.2d

392 (1986]), on page 277 1is an exhibit signed by HYMAN RAFFE
vhich states that GEORGE SASSOWER and SAM POLUR were discharged

as the attorneys for HYMAN RAFFE (Exhibit "B"):

e ANLA

— i



"itn all Puccinl related cases effective
(approximately] July 15, 1985" [emphasis supplied]; and
it further appears -

that in the same Record on Appeal, on padge 391~392, Lthere 15

reproduced a Stipulation executed Dy HYMAN: RAFFE, PRro_ _Se,

FELTMAN, KARESH & MAJOR, Esgs., and ganier Aeslistant BH.Y. Stace
Attorney General DAVID S. COOK, dated fcteober 2, 1985 (ExXhHibiC

nen)  which stipulation is recited and incorporated in Raffe v.

Abrams (114 A.D.2d 773, 495 N.Y.S5.2d 140 [lst Dept.-1985] which

judicial opinion reads, in part, as follows:

"It is further unanimously ordered.
that the appeals taken by Hyman Raffe 1in Proceeding #1
and Praceeding #2 are withdrawn in accordance with the
stipulation of the parties dated October 3 [sicl,
1985.%"; and it Eurther appears |

that the aforementioned documents clearly reveal that before

Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER rendered Raffe V. Doe (618 . Bupp. 894

[SDNY~1985])), on October 11, 1955, and by reason of his
discharge, the petitioner, GEORGE SASSOWER, had no further
standing in that action, gua attorney for HYMAN RAFFE or
otherwise; and it further appears that in view of the equitable
stock and creditor interests of petitioner, GEORGE SASSOWER, 1n
PUCCINI CLOTHES, ULTD., which included a contractually based,
constitutionally protected, money judgment against PUCCINI
CLOTHEs;LTD. (Exhibit "D"), Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER did not have

the constitutional power to "impair" such the private contractual

obligation due petitioner (Article 1 §10([1], Amendment V of the

U.S. Constitution), or otherwise impair any of his assets, real
or inchoate, without due process of law, whlch was never afforded

petitioner; and it further appeaxrs that Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER,



aslde from the personal surisdictional infirmities over

petitioner, Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER did not have the legal power
to relieve the respondent, LEE FELTMAN, Esqg., the court-appointed
receiver, an arm of the court, From his obligation to "account”
for his stewardship of his judicial trust, particularly where the
uncontroverted allegations and evidence was that the judicial
trust assets of PUCCINI CLOTHES, L.TD., had been made The subject
of larceny and unlawful slundering; @mg 4t further appears that
Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER did not have the legal power to immunize
those who had made the judicial trust assets of PUCCINI CLOTHES,
LTD. the subject of larceny and/or plundering Or intended to do
so; and it further appears that Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER, did not
.have the constitutional power to modify or impair Artigle iid

§2(1] of the_Qongtitqtion of the United States, which provides an

swnilable federal judicial forum Ior 11" pases or controversiles
involving a federal issue; and 1t further appears that even with
the invocation of the collateral bar EL8y petitioner has never
been found gquilty of criminal contempt for wviolating the
injunction of Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER, as set forth in the Order
of Ottober 11, 1985, although repeatedly charged with such crime,
triggering constitutional ©prior Jjeopardy prohibitions and the
legal conclusion that the Order of Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER 1n

Raffe v. Doe (supra) 1s a transparent nullity, not entitled to

any direct or collateral respect in any judicial forum; and 1t
further appears that the financial burden for the defense of the

state defendants in Raffe v. Doe (supra), as a threshold matter,

wvas placed upon the State of New York, despite the prohibitions



of Amendment Eleventh of the U.s5. Constitutien, whith Judge

WILLIAM C. CONNER knew was jurisdictional to hilis power and

authority, but nevertheless Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER accepted such
jurisdiction; and it further appears that Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER
knew that a court-appointed receiver had to account "at least

once a year" (22 NYCRR 0% .821el),; buot singe Lhe appointment of

LEE FELTMAN, Esg., @as court—-appointed receiver for PUCCINI
CLOTHES, LTD., he had never accouhted for his stewardship; and 1t
further appears that Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER knew that Attorney
General ROBERT ABRAMS, qua statutory fiduciary, @5 @a non-
discretionary Yduty" to make Jjudicial application for the

recaiver to account after the expiration of 18 months from his

appointment (Bus. Corp. Law 81216[a],'but intentionally had never
made such application, because he was aware of the larceny and
judicial improprieties therein; aﬁd it further appears that Judge

WILLIAM C. CONNER, ex parte, entered into arrangements with some

of the defendants in Raffe v. Doe (supra), U.8. District Court

Judge EUGENE H. NICKERSON, Chisf U.8: Digstrielr Court Julge
CHARLES L. BRIEANT, and Presiding Justice FRANCIS T. MURPHY ot
the Appellate Division, that he would stonewall all pre-trial
disclosure and discovery desired by petitioner and HYMAN RAFFE,

and other relief desired by them, while those Raffe v. Doe

(supra) defendants, Judge EUGENE H. NICKERSON, Chief Judge
CHARLES L. BRIEANT and Presiding Justice FRANCIS T. MURPHY
compelled petitioner, SAM POLUR and HYMAN RAFFE to succumb and

.submit; and it further appears that pursuant to such agreement,

all with the knowledge of Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER, pétifioner was



repeatedly adjudicated to hbe in non-summary criminal contempt, a
constitutionally protected «crime, Wwi1Ch fines andsor terms ot

incarceration imposed thereon, all such convictions being without

a trial, without the opportunity for a trial, without any

confrontation rights, in absentiag, without due process, without

the right of allocution, without any live testimony in support

therecf, and without any constitutional or legal waiver, with

fines and/or terms of incarceration imposed <thereon; and 1t
further appears the Report of N.Y¥Y. Supreme Court Referee DONALD
DIAMOND of May 1, 1985 concerning petltioner and his Report of
July 15, 1985 concerning HYMAD RAFFE were the results of the
aforementioned trialess scenarios, all of which was known by
Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER prioxr to October 11, 1985; and 1t further
appears that under the trialess convictions, in one document, by
N.Y. State Supreme Court Justice ALVIN F. KLEIN, ©f petitloner,
GAM POLUR and HYMAN RAFFE, petitioner and SAM POLUR were
incarcerated, but not HYMAN RAFFE, a fact also known by Judge
WILLIAM C. CONNER; and it further appears that faced with
incarceration under the Judge ALVIN F. KLEIN conviction and
;ncérceration under the Report of DONALD DIAMOND of July 15,
1986, HYMAN RAFFE agreed to succumb and submit, also known to
Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER prior to October 11, 1985; and it furthex
appears that in consideration of not being incarcerated HYMAN
RAFFE agreed to pay "extortion" monlies to KREINDLER & RELKIN,
P.C., its clients, and FELTHAN, KARLOH, MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esgs.,
which presently "exceeds §$2,000,00%, agreed to effectively

csurrender his stock and creditor interests in PUCCINI CLOTHES,

L T T e it



LTD., agreed to agree tTo the settlement of a ‘phantom' "final
"accounting” for PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTD., agreed to execute releases

to, inter alia, the Judges of the federal and state courts and
Attorney General ROBERT ABRAMS, and other unconstitutional and

illegal considerations, all known by Judge WILLIAM C. CONNER
be fore October 11, 1985; and it further appears that Judge

WILLIAM C. CONNER did not have the legal power to immunlze nh1ls

Dennis v. Sparks (449 U.8. 24 [1980]) co-consplrators lneluding

KREINDLER & RELKIN, P.C., CITIBANK, N.A., and/or FELTMAN, KARESH,

MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esqgs.; and it further appears that former Chiet
U.8. Circul® Court Judge JAMES L. OAKES judicially admitted in

Sassower v. Abrams (SDNY, 92-08515 (PKL)] the following:

Sl s You have been and are awvare
that %the decision ©f U.8. District Judge WILLIAM C.
CONNER [*Conner'] in Raffe v. Doe (6l8 K, Supp. 8391
(SDNY-1985]) was the result of fraud and corruption,
vhose object was to conceal the larceny of the judicial
trust assets of PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTD. [ Puccini'] and

sther criminal activitieas,

35 Such COTTUunptly secured
decision and Order you, as Chief Judge, have permitted
to be employed and unremedied 1in oxrder to advance a
criminal racketeering adventure 1involving K&R, FELTMAN,
KARESH, MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esgs. ["FKM&F'] and members ot
the Judiclary.

158, Although you are awvare that
Sassower v. Sheritt (824 F.2d 184 (24 Cir.-1987]) is a
manifest constitutional and/or jurlisdictional nullity,
you have allowed such decision, as well as Raffe v. Doe

(supra), to remain in effect in order to aid in the
corruption of courts throughout the United States.

22 You have ‘fixed' and
‘corruptedt federal Jjudges in other clircuits, in . order
to advance your own criminal racketeering activities.';
1t 1is

ORDERED that this application for a preliminary
injunction be and the same is hereby granted; and it is further

O




ORDERED that the U.S. ATTORNEY FOR THE SOUTHERN

DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, the defendants, thelir attorneys and privies
are enjoined from prosecuting and/or threatening to prosecute

petitioner for non-summary criminal eontempt for vielating the

Injunction contained in Raffe v. Doe (619 F. SUDD. 891 [SDHY~
1985]) by virtue of the "prior Jjeopardy" provision contained 1n

Amendment V of the U.S. Constitution, unless such constitutlional

protection is walved by petitiéner; and it is further
ORDERED, pending filnal adjudication gf LS

matter, as to petitioner, everything stated or ordered 1in Raffe

v. Doe (6197 F. Supp. 891 [SDNY-1985]), be and the same 1s stayed;

and it is further

ORDERED, that a copy Qf this Order shall Dbe
published and distributed by MEAD DATA CENTRAL, INC. and WEST
PUBLISHING COMPANY, whose activities are fairly attributable to
the jJudicial branch of goverhment, automatically along with any

future republication or distribution of Raffe v. Doe (6l3 ¥,

Supp. 891 [(SDNY=1985]) .

SO ORDERED

Dated: July 19893

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

7




New York County Induc No 0]816/80 |

_ﬁuprrme @um uf the %iah’ af New ﬂnrh

Appcllatc Dwzmon—-—-Famt Judxcml Dcpaﬂmem

In the Matter of the Application. of JLROMI{ . BARR and C1TI-

BANK, N.A., as Executors of the Will of Milton Kaufman, Holders
- of One- Quarter of ‘All Outstanding Shares of Puccun Clothes, Ltd.

Entltled to Vote In an Llectwn of Directors,
. | Petttzomrs,

\

For the Dlssolutlon of Puccinl Clothes, Litd. -

LEE FELTMAN, As Permanent Recelver for

PUCCINI CLOTHIES, LTD,
AppeZ! ant,

0 11—

GEORGE SASSOWLR,

FELTMAN, Kmmsm MAJOR | Gronok SASQO.‘WE;R,.EBQ._‘_
& FARBMAN Respondent Pro Se - )
Attameys for Appella'nt - 51 Davis Avenue .

- Lee Feltman, as P ermanent  White Plains, New Ym‘k 10505

Receiver for Puccint Giothcs (914) 949:2169
e Ll s, ¢ T -
- Park Avenue Plaza .

" . B Wast 52ud Street '

" New York, New York 10-055 .
(212) 371-8630

Ira POSTEL, Esa. | NACHAMIE, Km.SCHNEB, LEVINF, ,
Attorney for Puccini share- Spizz & Govoserg, P.C. -
holder Hyman Raffe ~ Attorneys for Pucmm'shareholders
725 Fifth Avenue Eugene Dann and Rabm’t
~ New York, New York 10003 . Sorrentino |
Tel: (212) 355-3838 - 342 Madison Avenue
S New York, New York 10173
.. é\q/ , '(212) 682-9580

KneinoLer & Reuxin, P.C.
Attorneys for Petilioners, Puccins
shareholders Jerome H. Barr and

Cztzbaﬁk 'N.A., as Ezecutors

- 800 Flfth Avenue

" New York, New York 10010

(212) 719 1600

~ Respondent. .
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ROM IRA POSTEL TO DONALD RELKIN
- (277)

b Tl 3 5 o

- »
- .
] '3:

Getober 2, 1985

to incduce vou to contipue and
concluce aecotiations with Tyman 2affe, 2134 Pacific Blvd.

rtlantic Zeach, Mew York, for
reclated cases. :

a
a. settlenent of the “gyccinl

I zm weiting O confira that I am, sind have been since
of:.wfﬂﬂ L% 19, 1963 the atiningy < 2 r-::-f.:c;rd for Hyviman Frar:ie in
all Puccinl rniat=zQ Casnecs, incruding but not limited kO
those on the annexed seredules,’ and to further conflrm that

Mr. Raffgihas1d£5charqed Georce Sassower, ©nsd. and Sam
=olur, E£SG. as his attorncys in all puccini related cases,

I 4 4 Bo'® oo ] ‘,
EL.eCh&lec..f.‘l’}.Tfs.‘ - 19854-

1 further confirm to yOu
of <ubstitution, but have not
cassower and Polur,

that we have reunSted'stipulations
veen able to obtain same frcm

I reprcsent to you that Mr, Raffe has
dischazsed Sasscowel and polur, effective a5 at exs |

1935 znd they no longer nave any authority to act bn' his
benalf or represent him in any 2Puccinl related matter. I

further confirm tne af ficacy of Mr. raffe's discharge of

Pessrs. SassCwEr and Polur and retention of me as counsel 1n
a1l Puccini related cases, notwithstanding the failure of
any party to have neretofor executed a substitution of

counsel.

bl

1 further aut
copy thercof, to 2a
thereof as to the

norize you to su
ny court in orde
aforementioned £

Vé:ﬁ trfjly vours,
Qﬁ- GLiuu»
£a

bmit this letter, or 4
r to advise any judge
acts, |

paustel

|

e @ s g Y ‘w Pued

-*.'-'
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

APPELLATE DIVISION : FIRST DEPARTMENT

-—-ﬁ_ﬁ#—-- 'ﬂ'-‘-*--'“--_-ﬂﬂﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂuﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ“w-n——--—x

In the Matter of the Application of

HYMAN RAFFE and GEORGE SASSOWER,
individually and on behalf of
PUCCINI CLOTHES, L1D.;

| Petikioners- Appﬁllants,
-against-

ROBERT ABRAMS, as Attorney General of
the State of New York,

Respondent-Respondent.

For an Ordet pursuant to Acﬁfcle 78
of the _CPLR.

In the Matter of the Application of
Jerone H. Barr and Citibank, N.A.,

ag Executors of the Will of Milton

Kaufman, HBolders of One-Quarxrter of

All Outstanding Shares of Puccinl

Cclothes, Ltd. Entitled to Vote in
an Election of Directors,
Petitioners-Respondent,

For the Dissolution of puccinl
Clothes, Ltd.

HYMAN RAFFE,

\ !
f " ﬁﬁﬁ

A

wt.u-

L X

L N

L

: .Lﬂ',‘v*“ J_“‘EKQ"‘ ?" it {;”'" .:
gf&ﬁ‘ B 'i} g o -f{ 1

Proceeding =l
(2674)

STIPULATION
DISCONTINUING
APPEALS

Proceeding #2
(2675)

T IS EIRI2Y STIPULATED AND AGREED by anc between

the urdersicnead tnal

+he appeals by Appellant Hyman Rafle in
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proceedings ¥l and #2, from the Judgment of the Supreme Court

N

of the State of New York, County of New York, dated‘and ﬁiled 1
March 6, 1985, from the Order of the Supreme Court of the stateri

:

of New York, County of New York dated June 29, 1983 and from f
:

|}

the Order of the Supreme Court of the State of New York, County 1
of New York, entered July 13, 1984, individually and on behalf-g
of Puccini Clothes, Ltd., are hereby withdrawn with prejudice. {

Dated: New York, New York 3
ﬁpr?ﬂU?“'z', 1983 i
Octoper ' "

S _ %NLW___

HYMNAN RAFFE,
Appellant Pro be

f L
| ff:'iﬂtt’t /7/[[,_/0()},
_{FELTHAN KARESH & MAJOR ¢, j

Respondent Pro Se and Attorney
for the court-appointed
permanent Receliver for

Pucclny Clothes, Ltd.
Q)

) ﬂt‘((‘//”7/“

ROBERT ABRAMS
Respondent Pro Se

By hs6ictanms—ttorn TTeT o
David Cook

§QM T s

/ﬂf*
/D i
44;!.&., e e

k.
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICI

on June 23, 1993 I served a true copy of this Notlce of Settlement and
Proposed Prellmlnary Injunction by malllng same 1n 5 sealed envelope, first
class, vith proper postage thereon, dressed to U.S. Attorney, Southern
District of NY, One St. Andrew's Plaza, New York NY 10007; Attorne General
Robert Abrams, The Capltol Albany NY 12224; krelndler & Relkln, C.. 358
Fifth Avenue, New York, f0118; 1tman Karesh, Major & Farb man Esqs 152
West 57th street, New York NY iOOl9 D'Amato & ﬁynch Esgs ., 0 Pine Street
New York, NY 10276 Hyman Raffe, 2134 Parlflr Blvd. {1ant1c Beach New York
115033 Judge Jamps .. Oakes, Box 696, B tbéBore, OEImOnt 05301 Jud e Eugene
H. Nlckerson, %e Wllllam L. Connet la | gquare, New York, NY 31 007Jud e
Charles L. Brlean 101 East Post Roaé ? 81é1n¢, NY 10601; Judge Peter
Leisure, Foley Square, New York, | ] that being their last known
addresses. f _ / f

Dated: June 23, 1993 5 Ty,
BEORGE £ SBESOWER N

e R S Sy
-
-.-1ﬁl:.L
.



