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ELAINE B. GOLDSMTTH

CLERK

(2r2) 791-0103

December 10, L990

Mr. George Sassower
16 Lake Street
White Plains,  New York 10603

Re: Judic ia l  Conduct Complaints
Nos. 90-8557, 90-8560, 90-8562

Dear Mr.  Sassower:

Enclosed please copies of  the orders dismissing your judic ia l
conduct complaints. Pursuant to Rule 5 of the Rules of the
Judic ia l  Counci l  of  the Second Circui t  Governing Complaints Against
Judic ia l  of f icers Under 28 U.S.C. S 372(c) you have the r ight  to
pet i t ion t ,he judic ia l  counci l  for  review of  these decis ions. A
pet i t ion for  review must be received in the c lerk 's of f ice wi th in
30 days of  the date of  th is let ter  to be considered t imely.  PLease
note,  i t  is  not  necessary to enclose copies of  the or ig inal
complaints.  fn addi t ion,  you must submit  a separate pet i t ion for
review for each complai .nt  f i led.

Sincerely,

Elaine B. Goldsmith,  Clerk
BY

- / / /?c!//^4 W /A-u-
Tina Eve Br ier
Chief  Deputy Clerk

Enclosure
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JUDTCIAL COUNCTL OF THE

SECOND CIRCUIT i
. ir,.: o t

fn re

CHARGE OF JUDICTAL MISCONDUCT

- - - - -x

90-8560

THOMAS J.  MESKILL, Act ing Chief  Judge:

On October 29, l -990, complainant f i led a complaint

wi th the Clerk 's Off ice pursuant to 28 U.S.C. S 322(c) and

Rule 2 of  the Rules of  the Judic iar  councir  of  the second

circui t  Governing compraints Against  Judic iar  of f icers ( the

Local  Rules),  charging a c i rcui t  court  judge of  th is c i rcui t

( the judge) wi th misconduct.  fn addi t ion to the instant

complaint ,  comprainant has f i red in october 1990 four other

complaints pursuant to the Act. l

Complainant is a disbarred at torney and frequent

J- i t igant who was enjoined from f i l i .ng fur ther Iawsui ts

without leave of  court  in the Uni ted States Court  of  Appeals

for the Second Circui t  and in two distr ict  courts in th is

circui t .

t  O.,  October 10, 1990, complainant f i led a complaint
against  a c i rcui t  judge (dismissed, October 23, 1990) ,  and a
distr ict  judge and, on October 29, 1990, complainant f i led two
more complaints against  d istr ict  court  judges of  th is c i rcui t .

fn 1987, complainant f i led a complaint  charging three
circui t  court  judges and a distr ict  court  judge of  th is c i rcui t
wi th misconduct,  pursuant to 2B U.S.C. g 372(c) and former Rule
S 0.24 of  the Local  Rules (87-8503).  That complaint  was
dismissed on Apr i l  16,  1987.
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cornplainant f i led a federar habeas corpus pet i t ion

chal lenging his incarcerat ion for lowj-ng his cr iminal  contempt

convict ion in a state court  in th is c i rcui t .  The distr ict

court  granted the pet i t ion.  wr i t ing for  the panel  on appear,

the judge reversed the distr ict  courtrs grant of

complainantrs habeas corpus pet i t ion and remand.ed the case to
the distr ict  court  wi th instruct ions to deny the pet i t ion.

The judge arso ordered comprainant to pay g25o sanct ions anci

directed the crerk not to accept for  f i r ing new appears or
proceedings unt i l  the sanct ion was paid.

comprainant arreges that the judge ,has ernproyed

his judic iar  exal ted posi t ion to knowingry acrvance a cr iminar-

adventure involv ing the rarceny of  judic iar  t rust  assets,

diversion of  governmental  assets to pr ivate pockets,  cr iminar.

extort ion and other racketeer ing cr imes, '  and that such

conduct is I t Iethal  to the tadministrat ion of  the courts.r .

complainant arso accuses the judge of  using his of f ice to

perpetrate f rauds and asserts that  the panelrs opinion , , is

inundated with fa lse,  contr ived, fabr icated and concocted

facts '  r r  rn support  of  h is posi t ion,  comprainant c i tes a
magistratets opinion recommending that complainantrs habeas
pet i t ion be grranted, complainantrs af f i -c lavi t ,  and evidence

complainant asserts rsurfaced dur ing the proceedings before

the I j  ]udge. "

Complainantrs al legat ions of

conduct " lethal-  to the radninistrat ion

cr iminal  act iv i ty and

of just ice,  t  r r  are
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unfounded and in any event related to conplainant 's lack of

success in the under ly ing judic ia l  proceedings. The Jucl ic ia l

Counci ls Reform and Judic ia l  Conduct and Disabi l i ty  Act ( the

Act) ,  28 U.S.C. $ 372(c),  does not apply to matters "direct ly

related to the meri ts of  a decis ion or procedural  ru l ing, , r r  ZB

u.s.c.  S 372 (c)  ( : )  (A) ( i i )  .  I f  what is sought is

appropr iately obtained by normal adjudicat ion rather than by

a misconduct complaint ,  such a matter is r r re lated to the

rner i tsrr  wi th in the meaning of  S 372(c) (3)(A) ( i i ) ,  whether or

not i t  has already been the subject  of  a judic ia l  ru l ing.

See in re Charge of  Judic ia l  Misconduct,  685 F.2d L226 (9th

Cir .  1982).  Accordingly,  these port ions of  the complaint  are

hereby disrnissed as related to the meri ts and as f r ivolous,

pursuant to 28 U.S.c.  S 372 (c)  (3)  (A) ( i i )  and ( i i i )  and RuIe

4 (c)  (2)  and (3) of  the Local  Rules.

Cornplainant also makes al legat ions against

at torneys and law f i rms connected with his var ious lawsui ts.

These port ions of  the cornplaint  are dismissed as outside the

scope of  the Act,  pursuant to 28 U.S.C. S 372(c)(3)(A)( i )  and

RuIe 4 (c)  (4)  of  the Local  Rules.

As noted above, complainant is no stranger to the

judic ia l  system or to f i l ing complaints against  judic ia l

of f icers pursuant to the Act.  With the f i l ing of  th is and

other complaints as descr ibed above, complainant has again

dernonstrated his propensi ty to abuse the judic ia l  process.

Based on complainantts history of  f r ivolous and needlessly



r !  
|

AO 72A
(Rev. 8,82)

burdensome f i r ings which unnecessar i ly  tax the resources of

the court ,  comprainant is advised that fur ther abuse of  the

Act wi l r  not  be tolerated and may resurt  in the imposi t ion of

sanct ions incruding, but not l imi ted to,  f i r ing restr ict ions

pursuant to RuIe L9A of  the Loca1 Ru1es.

The Clerk is directed to t ransrni t  copies of  th is

order to the conprainant and to the judge who is the subject

of  the complaint .

Dated: New York, NY
December fO, l -990

Thomas J.
Acting

ski l  I
Judge


