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At. t :  Patr ic ia Dundas, Esg.

Re: Ch ief  Judge Wil  f  red Feinb'erg
Circui t  Judge Irv ing R. Kaufman
Circui t  Judge Thomas J.  Meski l l
Distr ict  Judqe Eusene H. Nickerson

a/k/  a "  Lhe accusecl  "
Jud. Conduct Complaint

No. B7-8503

Dear Ms. Dundas,

1a. l '1y intent ions are to f raqment my complaint  of
March 17, 1987, into very speci f ic  components,  and to widely
distr ibute same to interested qroups and persons.

b.  The misconduct wi l l  be rect i f ied,  to the extent
that i t  can be corrected, and this holocaust on const i tut ional ,
legaI,  and civ i l ized value's wi l l  s imply never happen again.

2a. On the issue of  "  cr iminal  contempt" ,  here
presented, my intent ion is to distr ibute th is let ter  to every
member of  t ,he Second Circui t  Court  of  Appeals,  and every federal
judic ia l  of f ic ia l  wi th in thaE circui t ,  including Distr ict  Court
Judges, Bankrupcy Judgesr U.S. Magistrates,  and t I .S Attorneys.

b. I  am reasonably certain that  of  such vast number
of federal  jur isLs and judic ia l  of f ic ia ls,  not  a s ingle one
not one including the accused, would be wi l l inq to give
snorn test , imony that the,  wi thout t r ia l ,  non-summary cr iminal
conter i rpt  orders,  were wi th in the j  ur isd ict ional  pov,rer of  the
"accused" to make and/or af f i rm, and each and every one of  then
knew and knows i t .
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c. As an American ci t izent as a World War I I  veteran,
as an at torney, as a human being, and to help insure that i t  does
not.  happen again to anyone ,  I  demand that wi th in ten (10) days,
unless good cause is shown, that  the Circui t  Court  of  Appeals,
set  down the cr iminal  and civ i l  contempt accLrsat ion down for an
expedi t ious,  fundamental ly fa i r  t r ia l  n to be held according to
I  aw.

d.  I  wi l l  not 'accept disbarmenb nor any professional
discipl ine because of  such and simi lar  sham convict ions,  a l l  of
which were rendered without benef i t  of  t r ia l .

e. I f  punishment is to be
those who manipulate the "machinery
corrupt ends and those who remained
1-103 )  .

imposed, i I  shou]d be upon
of j  ust ice" for  their  own
siLent (DiscipI inary Rule

t . There can be l i t t . le doubt that  as.a resul t  of  the
impeachment of  Distr ict .  Judge, James Hawkins Peck, congress by
the Act of  March 2,1831 intended to make certain that  no federal
court  that  i t  created had Ehe jur isdict ional  power to convict
anyone for non-summary cr iminal  contempt wi thout a Lr ia1,  absent
a plea of  gui l ty (Ex parte Robinson '19 Wal l  t86 U.S. l  505).

g.  Luke Edwards Lawless,  Esq. was supposed to be, but
was not,  " the last  v ict im" of  judic ia l  tyranny (Nye v.  t tn i te{
States,  313 U.S. 33, 46).

3a. Pert inent,  and deeply disturbing, is the fact  that
such "  cr  iminal  and civ i l  contempt order" was obta ined by
KREINDLER & RELKIN, P.C. [ ' .K&R..J,  iEs cI ienIs,  CITIBANK, N.A.
["Ci t ibank"] ,  and JEROMEI H. BARR, Es9. [ "Barr" ] .

b.  K&R and i ts c l ients,  including Cit ibank, had
engineered the massive larceny of  the j  ud ic ia l  t rust  assets o f
PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTD. ["Puccini" ] ,  had inundated the courts wi th
per jur ious and prejudic ia l  statements denying same, and pract ice<l
judic ia l  and of f ic ia l  corrupt ion on a grand scale.

e.  Their  pr incipal  co-conspirators in th is cr iminal
adventure were LEE FELTMAN, Ese. [ "Fel tman'r ] ,  and his law f i rm,
FELTMAN, KARESH, MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esgs. I r 'FKM&Fl.

d.  Unless both f  and my cl ient ,  HYMAN RAFFE ["Raffe"]
succumbed, Lhere was no way thaE Fel tman could accounL for
Puccini 's  judic ia l  t rust  assets,  wi thout exposing the massive
larceny, the per j  ury,  t .he exLort ion,  and the of  f  ic ia l  and
judic ia l  corrupt ion.
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e. Ttrus ,  today, almost.  seven (7 |  years s ince pucc in i
was involuntar i ly  d issolver i ,  no account inqs,  f inal  nor oLherwise,
have been f i Ied,  d lbei t  c lear statutory mandates minister ia l ly
compels same ( t ius.  Corp.  [ ,aw S' l  216[a] ,  22 NYCRR S202.52[el ,
s202.s3).

4a. ' l 'he .June 1b, 1985 Order of  Judge ITUGEN[. , -  i l .
NICKERSON which convicted me and nny cl ient ,  wi thout a t r iaI ,  of
non-Summary' 'c iv i landcr imina1contemptofcf f iha<l
"defaul tecl  ancl  f  a i led to appear for  deposi t ion" on (  1)  Apr i  I  25,
1 985 and (2) May 30, 1 985, and at  no other t  ime "

b.  Assuming r  drguendo, that  statement to he correct ,
which i t  c lear ly is nc)t ,*-EE-e--St-ptember 13 Order of  t .he Circtr i t
Court  of  Appeals which referred to my."numerous defaul t Is l "  is
patent ly contr ived and fabr icated by Your Court .

5a.  Flven when there is a "const i tut ional  wa iv€L-",  not :
s imply a c lefaulE or defaul ts,  and at  bar,  none exister l  or  were
found, there is a t r ia l ,  or  the t r ia l  cont inues, in absent ia of
the accused

b. ' l 'here is no such thinq, in any civ i l ized socic j t ,y,
as a cr iminal  j r - rc igrnent by defaul t ,  or  by submit ted af  f  idavi t ,  <)r
any wholJy non-test imonial  procedures.

c.  ' l ' l - rere could not be any cr iminal  convict ion at  l - rar ,
because even ex parte,  K&R could not show a pr ima facie cas.- l  of
cr iminal  concerr+rt ,  

- in l  
thousand I  igIT years.

d.  'T 'here v/as no <1 ef  aul t ,  there was no cons t  i  t r r t  iona l
waiver,  ancl  as wi I I  be shown t .here vras not even iur iscl  icEion f  or
th is contelnpt proceedingr €xcept as K&R and the acc:u: ;ct l
fabr icated facts,  and manipulated blacklet ter  law.

5a. The assert ion was made that I  defaul ted on Agrr i l
25,  1985 was so thoroughly demol ished, wi th speci f  ics,  r -hat i t
was never repeated aqain by K&R, unt i t  i t ,  was incorporated in the
Order of  June 7,  19R5.

F\ I  can show, and d id show, that  I  was ready,
wiI I ing,  and able to be deposed on Apr i I  25,  1985, on behal f  of
mysel f  and my cl ient ,  and i t  was MICttA[: t ,  J.  GERSTEIN, Fsct .
[ "Gerstein"]  of  K&R, who did not desire Eo depose me at  that  L ime
or some reasonab I  e t  ime lherea f ter .

I f  Mr.  Gernste
before cross-examinat ion,  the
d ay would s impl y coI  I  apse. I  t

in $Jere pIaced on the stand, even
assert ion that I  defaul  tecl  on tha t
would be a massacre !
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7a. Thereafter,  there was no defaul  t  by R€ r  at ,  any
t ime, May 30, 1985 or otherwise, as the documentary evidence
reveal  s.

b.  fhe "only" defaul t  was by KaRr Dot me. The "only"
improper conduct was K&R, not me.

c.  I  do not involve mysel f  wi th ex parte
communicat ions wi th any court  or  judge. With K&R, as is-- Iarceny,
per juEy, and judic ia l  corrupt ion,  i t  is  i ts  "stock in t rade".

8a. When K&R falsely c la imed that I  defaul ted,  and by
speci f ics,  I  showed otherwise, Judge Eugene H. Nickerson'  on
Fr iday, May 24, 1985r set  t ,he matter down for Tuesday'  May 28,
1985, dt  4:00 p.m. for  deposi t ions.

b.  Ex parte,  wi  thout ccinsul  t ing f t€ r  immed iately
before the scheduled deposi t ion,  the t ime was changed to 3:00
p.m.,  and f  rearranged my schedule aceordingly.

c. I  was present,  prompt ly at  3:00 P.m. r  o l l  May 28,
1985, and was seen by some attorneys and others,  including the
maLe and female 1aw clerks of  Jud$e Eugene H. Nickerson.

d.  No one from K&R was therer Dot Mr.  Gerstein,  nor
any "phantom" stenographer,  who Mr.  Gerstein c la imed was there.

e.  I f  there was any Iphantom] stenographer,  nei ther I
nor the law clerks of  Judge Eugene H. Nickerson saw such person.

f .  At  3222 p.m. when nei ther K&R nor any "phantom"
stenographer appeared, I  "c locked out ' r  wi th the Clerk of  the
Courtr  ds his Time SEamP reveals.

g.  The "defaul  t "  on that day, whether i t  was
intent. ional ,  the resul t  of  improper schedul ingr ot-  otherwise
could not be at t r ibutable to me.

t. Nevertheless, Judge Eugene H. Nickerson and this
addi t . ional  expense resul t inq f romCourt  compensated K&R for the

i ts defaul t .

9a. The fol lowing d.y,  Wednesday, May
reason of  K&R's defaul t ,  i t  aqain ex parte,  secured
reguir ing my appearance on Thursday, May 30, 1985,
again wi thout any pr ior  consul tat ion as to whether
avai lable for  my deposi t ion.

29, 1985, bY
another Order

at  10:00 a.m.,
such t ime was
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b. I  immediately te lephoned Mr.  Gerstein,  and advisecj
him r  was scheduled to bre actual ly engaged in state court  on
tr ia l ,  and also immediately served and f i led an af f idavi t  of
actual  engagement.

c.  Such af f idavi t  of  actual  engaqement was before His
Honor on Thursday ,  May 30, '1985, a[  I  0:00 a.m. ,  and in f  act  I  d id
go to t r ia l  on that day in 'state court .

d.  Such pr ior  engagemenL on tr ia lo in another court ,
is  not a defaul t ,  when one's adversary and the Court ,  have an
affTEEvit  to such ef fect .  The opinion! of  Mr.  Gerstein,  Judge
Eugene H. Nickerson, and the members of  th is court  to the
contrary notwithstand ing.

e. Even i f  by some skewed logic,  a pr ior  enqagement
in another court  shourd be construed as a "defaul t" ,  such pr ior
t r la l  engagement is c learry not.  a "const i tucional  waiver" ,  which
reguires a knowing, voluntaryr and intel l igent decis ion (Johnson
v. Zerbst ,  304 U.S. 458).

I  0a.  On Monday, June 3,  1 985, Gerstein of  K&F secured
an Order to Show Cause from Judge Eugene H. Nickerson, based on
an af f idavi t  which prol i ferates wi th language t .hat  my May 30,
1985 defaul t  was "wiLf  u l  and intent ional"  ,  and makes r-ro ment ion
of my pr ior  state t r ia l  engagement,  which they both knew about.

b.  Up to th is point ,  the contempt.  proceedings lvere
al l  "c i r r i l  contempq" in nature,  and this Order to Show Cause
dated June 3,  1985, returnable June 7,  1985n stated t .hat  i t  was
an ' 'ORDER TO SHOW CAT]SE WHY GEORGE SASSOWER SHOULD NC\T BN
HELD IN CONTEMPT".

c.  Serv ice vJas
and the answer b/as to be
before 4:00 P.M. on the 5th
the impossible,  i f  not  the

to be made by June 4
" personal ly served
day of  June, 1985"

impossible f rom me.

,  ' l  985 by mai l  ing,
upon K&R on or
vias seekinq almost

d.  Thus, i t  now became absolutely c lear Lhat both K&R
and Judge Eugene H. Nickerson were seeking some pre-text  to hol ,d
me and my cl ient  in contempt of  court .

e. To permit  mai l  service
" in hand" response by  :O- i lp.pt .  on thE
that a response wi l l  not  be due before
received !

as ]ate as the 4th and a
6th,  does not even insure

the Order to Show Cause is
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however,  of  the support ing af f idavi t ,
requested cr iminal  r  ds wel  I  as c iv i  I  ,
as part  of  my response, which had to be

a few hours af ter  receipL, I  asserteci
demanded a hear ing.

There was absolutely j ro indicat ion on any of  the
3 ,  1985 r  oE pr ior  thereto,  that  the proceed ing $ras
than "c iv i I  contempt".

9.
page B

On page B,
Gerstein

sanct ions.  ConseguenEly,
prepared and served within
5th Amendment r ight .s,  and

h. As part  of  a cover ing let t .er  to Judge Eugene H.
Nickerson I  sLated Ihat in v iew of  the aforement ioned cr iminal
sanct ions "we have determined to remain s i lent  on the i .ssue and
put Mr.  Gerstein and his f i rm to their  proof" .

1 1a. On a few hours not ice,  there were s imply too many
other commitment.s,  legal  and otherwise, that ,  s imply could not be
rearranged ,  so I  had l  i t t le al ternat ive but to "  submi t . "  in
opposi t ion to Mr.  Gersteinrs mot ion,  rather than argue. Since I
had already comnl i t ted mysel f ,  as stated hereinabove, to remain
s i Ient ,  and opE f  or  a hear ing,  a.  personal-  appearance, s i rnpl-y to
say "not gui l ty"  would have been supererogatory,  even i f  f  could
have reasonably at tended on such short  not ice.

b.  Here again,  there was no defaul t ,  but  s imply a
submission in opposi t ion,  rather than an oral  argument presenLed.

' Ihere,was no def aul t  by me on that day, and the
Order of  June 7,  1985 does not so declare.

12a. Without morer on June 7,  1985, the same day I
submit ted my opposing papers,  Judge Eugene H. Nickerson signed a
Iong form Order of  Civ i l  and Criminal  Contempt

b. The K&R prepared J-ong form Order vras s iqned the
same day as the return day and this Order,  wi thout pr ior
not ice (except for  Lhe page B request for  penal  sancLions) now
became "cr iminal  contempt"r  ds wel l  as "c iv i l  contempt".

c.  The cr iminal  contempt of  June 7 ,  1985 vras based on
t.he false and abandoned assert ion that I  fa i led to appear on
Apri I  25,  1985 and the fai lure to appear on May 30, 1985, when I
was engaged in another t r ia l  "

d.  Thus assumi.g,  arguendo, these two (2,  defaul ts in
a c iv i l  contempt proceed ing -d* id--occur,  how does one thereaf ter
obtain "cr iminal  contempt"?
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1 3a. Instruct ively,  annexed to Ehe Order to Show Cause
of June 3,  1985, was a Dunn & Bradstreet report ,  dated August 9,
1984 which showed that Raffers assets were about $10r000r000, and
a Bishop Service Report ,  dated June 22,1983 which revealed no
unfavorable informat ion and "a man of  substant ia l  weal th a
mi l l ionaire." .

b. K&R, in the midst  of  May 1 985, even before the
mot ion based on the spur ious assert ion that there was a fa i lure
to appear on Apr i I  25,  1985, served two hundred (200) subpoenas,
each containing a restraining not ice for  twice the amount of  the
judgment (CPLR S5222 tbl .  Thus for a judgment apProximately
$10,000, K&R had restrained a potent ia l  $4'000'000.

c.  K&R had also restrained my bank account as wel l .

d.  Thus, whi le the c iv i l  contempt proceedings were
being pressed, K&R had set about to destroy both me and my cl ient
f inancial ly,  knowingly aided, abetted, and faci l i tated by Judoe
Eugene H. Nickerson.

e.  In addi t ion to the above, ostensibly to col lect
th is relat ive miniscule judgment,  K&R had served subpoenas on two
(2) of  Raffe 's corporat ions,  subpoenad his wi fe and accountant [o
submit  co supplementary proceedings, ds weII .

f .  The Record is c lear that  even af ter  the U.S.
Marshal  had " in hand'r  the monies to sat isfy t ,he judgment against
Raffe and mysel f ,  matters on which K&R, Judge Nickerson, and this
Court ,  had actual  knowle<ige, K&R kept insist ing that i t  st i l l
desired the deposi t ion of  Raffe,  two (2) of  h is corporat ions,  h is
wife,  h is accountant,  and mYself !

1 4a. The aforement ioned, wi thout not ice r  cFiminal
convict ionr wds not an isolated af fa i r ,  but  instead i t  was part
of  a state-federal  orchestrated "reign of  terror" .

Fl In less than one month'  aI l  wi thout a s ingle
tr ia l  ,  K&R and FKf ' l&F had obtained s ix (6 )  cr iminal  convicLions

six (6) state and federal  ,  Bloom v.  I l l inois (391 (1.S.

194) and Nye v.  U.S. (supra) to the contrary notwithstanding.

' l  5a. In January 1985, the tyranny of  Referee DONAf, I )
DIAMOND ["Judic ia l  Caesar I" ] ,  the ex parte selectee of
Administrator XAVIER C. RICCOBONO ["Cor i IpEi6fr  Incarnate"] ,  was
in a state of  coI lapse, ES about.  every jur ist  hras refusinq to
obey his sel f -enacted, ever-changi^9,  s i tuat ion,  ukases.
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b. On January 4,  1985, Hon.
more than two (2\  year study, and with
cont inuing submission by K&R and FKM&F,
degrees",  His Honor had vindicated both me
cont.empt.

c.  Total ly disregarding
prohibi t ions,  FKM&F, on January 30, I  985,
later,  re inst i tuted the same charges, and
MARTIN EVANS.

March 26, 1987

MARTIN EVANS, af ter  a
a very voluminous and
"the cr iminals wi th law

and Raffe of  cr iminal

"double j  eopa rd y"
th 'enty s ix (26) days

i t  was ref ,erred to Hon.

d. This t ime however,  Corrupt ion fncarnate,  compel led
Mr. JuSt ice MARTIN EVANS tO refer same to Referee DONALD DIAMOND,
who without a hear ing or t r ia l r  on or about,  May 1985, recommended
that bot,h Raf fe and mysel f  be incarcerated and f  ined, each for
more than sixty (60) counts of  cr iminal  contempt.

I t  $ ias th ise.
Sassower v.  Sher i f f  (651 F.

t .han
adi  ud icated .

convict ion which vras vacated in
Supp.128 [EDNY, p€E EDELSTEIN, J.) ,

"double j  eopardy" ,  wh ich $ras noL

Raffe paid by check' ,  several  hundreds of  thousands
of dol lars to FKM&F, and released other r ights worth in the
mi l l ionsr so that he would not be incarcerated under a t r ia less
convict ion by Mr.  Just ice ALVIN F. KLEIN, so that the ReporL of
DONALD DIAMOND would not be conf i rmed, and that.  he no longer be
made the subject  of  t ,error by the "  cr iminals wi th law degrees"
and their  stable of  judic ia l  whores,  which def in ieely includes
Judge Eugene H. Nickerson.

1 6a. fn June 1 985, again wi thout a t r iaI ,  ME. Just ice
DAVID B. SAXE ["Sax€"] ,  a "hard core" corrupt jur ist ,  convicted,
sentenced, and incarcerated tn€r and directed such convict ion be
forwarded to the Appel late Div is ion,  because I  had moved to hold
CPLR S5222 tbl  unconst i tut ional ,  insofar as i t  permits restraints
6FTtwice" the amount of  a judgment,  and mult ip le restraints,  ancl
s imi lar  in terrorem conduct,  act ionable.

h Consequent ly,  Raffe could not,  except at  the r isk
of incarcerat ion,  seek j  ud ic ia l  re l  ief  when two hundred (  200 )
rest ,  ra ints $i  ere placed against  h is var ious accounts by v i r t r - re of
the proceeding before Judge Eugene H. Nickerson.
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c. I  a lso became the subject  of  economic terror when
my bank assets were seized pursuant to a "phantom" judgment,  anci
st i l l  c la iming such "phantom" judgrnent total ly unsat isf  ied,
Referee DONALD DIAMOND issued repeaLed Orders direct ing the
Sheri f f  of  Westchest,er County to "break- into" my residence,
"seize al I  word processing eguipment",  and "  inventory" my
possess ions .

d.  When in jesE, I  stated bhat f  was compel led to
place my money in my "non- interest  bear ing mattress",  f  was met
with an appl icat ion to have the Sher i f f  "break into" my residence
and " to tear apart"  my "non- interest  bear ing mattress".

17a. The cr iminal  contempt convict  j .ons,  a lso wi thout,
t r ia ls,  by veteran jur ist ,  Mr.  Just ice ALVIN F. KLEIN ["KIein"] ,
$ras by far ,  the most depraved and diabol ic act  of  a l l .

b. fn one Order Klein convicted and sentenced Raffe,
SAI ' l  POLUR, Esg. [ "PoIuF"l ,  and af f i rmAnt,  to be incarcerated for
non-summary cr iminal  contenrpt ,  for  th i r ty (30) days each,
al  t ,hough there uras no pr ima f  acie case against  anyone of  us,
especial ly Raffe and PoIur

c.  Raffe paid by check hundreds of  thousands of
dol lars,  gave up r ight .s worth mi l l ions,  including releases Eo
Klein,  Gammerman, Diamond, Corrupt ion Incarnate,  and others.  fn
return he $/as never incarcerated, the conf i rmat ion mot ion of  the
Diamond Report  never made, and the economic penal t ies hal ted.

fn wr i t ing Raffe agreed to do whatever FKM&F
desired of  h im, and in return he would not be incarceraEed,
conf i rmat ion of  the Referee Diamond report  made, and other
penal t ies would remain in abeyance.

d.  Polur served his term, but when he lef t  the scene
for other reasons, the discipl inary proceedinqs based on such
conv ict ion also held in abeyance, to assure that he d id not
return to the scener dgdinst  these mobsters.

e. Aff i rmant refused to buy any " judic ia l
indulgences" being peddled t .he these "  cr i rn inals wi th law degrees"
and their  stable of  judic ia l  whores,  and he has been repeatedly
incarcerated, and disbarred by the state courts.

18. The af f i rmance by the Circui t  Court  of  Appeals,
and the af f i rances of  the Saxe and Klein convict ions by the
Appel late Div is ion,  First  Department,  a lso were engineered to
operate in tandem, as they oceurred almost s imulLaneously.
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1 9a. I  n v iew of  the af  orement ioned docurnenLed f  acts ,
the opinion of  the c i rcuic court  of  Appeals,  second circui t , ,  in
addi t ion to being beyond i ts jur isdict ional  pov/er,  is  c lear ly
contr ived, f .abr icated, and patent ly corrupt,  for  i t  reads as
fol lows, insofar as the contempt issue v/as concerned:

"5.  Because the basis of  Lhe contempt,  order
was appel lantsr  fa i lure to respond to orders requir ine
Eheir  test imony, Dot the non-payment of  the judgment,
appel lants '  ' j  ur isdict ional  object ion to the contempt
order is groundless.  .Furthermore, we f ind appel lants '
c la ims that they made ful l  payment pr ior  to the contempt
order unsupport .ed by the record.

6.  We are part  icul  ar ly un impressed wi th
appel l  antsr  excuses for their  numerous defaul  ts and
their  at tempt to shi f t  the burden Eo appel lees on the
basis of  one Iate appearance by their  counsel .

7 Final ly,  h/e f ind Judqe Nickerson,s
contempt order appropr iate under t .he c i rcumstances. we
have reviewed appel lantsr  c la im that cr iminal  contempt
ent i t les them to a hear ing and t ind no meri t  t .o
appeLlants '  procedural  object . ions,  in v iew of  their
fa i lure Eo respond adeouately to Judge Nickerson,s order
t .o show cause and the sta ' tement in Mr.  Sassor"rer,  s
af  f  idavi t  dat .ed June 6,  1985, that  no appearance was
necessary.

B We have considered al l  of  appel lants,
arguments and f ind them Eo be without meri t . "

b.  Af  ford me an American tr ia l  or  hear ing,  and !{e
shal l  see i f  KaR had payment or evidence of  payment to the u.s.
Marshal ,  which indeed is,  by documents,  supported by the Record
on Appeal .

c. fnsofar as the adeguacy of  my response, which had
to be made within a few hours of  the receipt  of  the Order to Show
Cause, a plea of  the 5th Amendment is suf f ic ient .  or  so the
opinions of  the uni ted states supreme court ,  and your court
stat  e.

20a. I  ver i ly  bel  ieve that not a s ingle j  ud ic ia l
of f icer not one in the second circui t ,  and at t  of  them
are being sent a copy of  th is let ter ,  would be wi l l inq to test i fy
in open court  that  " the accused" had the jur isdict ion power to
hord me and my cr ient  in cr iminal  contempt or was appropr iate
under any view of  the facts at  bar.
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b. I  ver i ly  bel ieve that none of  " the accused" would
be wi l l ing to test i fy in open court  and just i fy their  act , ions
here in.

c. Nor do I  bel ieve any member of  KnR or FKM&F, " the
cr iminals wi th law degrees" would be wi l l ing to test i fy in open
court  that  any of  " the aecused" had the jur isdict ional  power to
impose a sentence of  "cr iminal  contempt" !

21 . To say more, would be upe

Res

cc: AII  Federal  Jur ist ,s,  Seco
Kreindler & Relk in,  P.C.
FeItman, Kdresh, Major & sqs.

u} ly,

Ci rc

arbman


