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1. In my relevant 28 U.S.C. 5372[c]  complaint  against
Chief  U. S. Circui t  Court  Judge JON o. NEWMAN I t 'Newmanfr  I  ,  dated
this day (  Exhibi t  f rArr  )  ,  which is incorporated here in by
reference, and who adjudicated the within matters,  the opening
paragraph reads as f  o l lotr ts:

r rThis is a 28 _ U,s_.c.  S372tcl  conplaint
vhich charges Chief  U.S.
NEWMAN [ 'Newmanr ]  of

Circui t  Court  Judge JON O.
the Second Circui t ,  wi th

at tempt ing to deceive and corrupt Chief  U.S. Circui t
Court  Judge STEVEN G. BREYER [ 'Breyerr l  and his,  inter
al ia- ,  First  Judic ia l  Circui t  courts,  d i rect ly and,/or
through his judic ia l  eronies,  who include KREINDLER &
RELKTN, p.C. [ 'K&R'J,  FELTMAN, KARESH, MAJOR & FARBMAN,
Esqs .  [  'FKM&F I  ]  ' the cr  iminals wi th law degrees I

and their  co-conspirators. t '

2a. In a personal  capaci ty act ion against  the JAMES L.
OAKES IrrOakesrr ]  and CHARLES L. BRIEANT IrrBr ieantt ' ] ,  and so
descr ibed in a uel-L-pleaded complaint  in the state court
(  Sassower __v. Abra.ms, Sup. West .  I  ndex No .  92-L7051 )  /  r , rhere
federal  governmental  l iabi l i ty  was expressly and emphat ical ly
disclaimed, Oakes and Br ieant,  dragooned the representat ion of
the U.S. Attorney, when they knew the United States Attorney
could only represent the Uni ted States or i ts legi t imate
interests,  and that the U.S. Attorney does not represent persons,
qUe- indiv iduals or personal  capaci ty act ions (  18 U=.$.C.-  S547 )  .

b.  Indeed, i f  the complaint  was in the of f ic ia l
capaci ty of  Oakes and,/or Br ieant,  there would not have been
jur isdict ion in ei ther the state or federal  courts,  inter aI ia,
for  fa i lure to f i le a Not ice of  Claim (28 U.S.C. S2575).

c.  In short  Oakes and Br ieant,  at  a l l  t imes knew,
that they l rere being represented, sua indiv iduals,  by the United
StateE Attorney, when the U.5.  At torney had no such author i ty.

3a. The usurped federal  representat ion,  by Oakes and
Brieant,  was at  the cost and expense of  the federal  government,
and \ , ras,  in addi t ion to being unauthor ized, a f inancial  and
cr iminal  f raud upon the federal  purse, which they also actual ly
knew.

taxpaying
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comprehend, and should be informed, that  Oakes and Br ieant,  were
being defended for personal  act iv i t ies,  at  federal  cost  and
expense, and thus f inancial ly defrauding, the federal  government

a cr ime wherein they and/or the federal  bench, rout inely
incarcerates others.

4a. Since there rrras no
ci t izenship in the state court ,  federa
be based upon a federal  quest ion,  and
the state f i led complaint ,  in the
Pet i t ion for  Removal,  or  anywhere eIse.

complete diversi ty of
1 jur isdict ion could only

none was ever asserted in
Ass istant U. S .  At torneyrs

b. In the U. S. Distr  ic t  Court  for  the Distr  ic t  of
Massachusetts (Sassoqer ] r_.__.Fid_el i ty_ & DepoFit ,  Docket No. 93-
11335),  wi th not ice to everyone even remotely involved, including
Chief  Judge Newmanr on October 4t  1993, I  served a Prel iminary
Injunct ion,  unopposed by anyone which, af ter  set t ing for th the
essent ia l  facts,  provided:

TTORDERED that in the absence of  any
showing that the representat ion of  the federal  judges
and of f ic ia ls in the above matters which vere removed
from the state to the federal  court ,  was lawful  and
author ized (  28 IL_[. .C. S547 ) ,  such unauthor ized
representat ion is not af forded any ful l  fa i th or credi t
in th is Court ;  and i t  is  fur ther

ORDERED that in the absence of  any
showing that a federal  defense \ras al leged and/or shown
in the aforement ioned act ion,  such determinat ion by
U.S. Distr ict  Court  Judse PETER K. LEISURE appears to
be jur isdict ional ly inf i rm, not ent i t led to any respect
in th is Court ,  and i t  is  fur ther

ORDERED that
PUBLTSHING COMPANY and MEAD
enjoined and restrained
distr ibut ing the aforenent
Distr ict  Court  Judqe PETER K.
sett  i  ng forth that  such
jur isdict ional  nul l i ty ,  ent i t led to no Iegal  respect.rr

c.  In my mot ion at  the Second Circui t  Court  of
Appeals,  a lso dated October 4,  1993 (Sassower v.  Ab_rams, Docket
No. 93- l ,  there also was no opposi t ion to my mot ion
declar ing that the aforement ioned removed act ion r*as
jur isdict ional l -y inf  i rm and void.

d.  Whi le many of  the aforement ioned events arose
after the f i l ing of  my complaints and the adjudicat ion by Chief
Judge Newman, they are helpful  and,/or essent ia l  to an
understanding of  what fo1lows.

the defendants,  WEST
DATA CENTRAL, INC.,  are
from publ ishing and

ioned opinion of  U.S.
LEISURE, wi thout c lear ly

determinat ion is a

5.
f  o l lows:

The complaint  against  Judge Oakes reads as



r rThis is a complaint  against  Circui t
Court  Judge JAMES L. OAKES [ 'Oakes'1.  is  based upon his
ERgj_trP_ 35 admissions in S_a.S-q-alle.L_-v._ SbraBE- ( SDNY 92-
0851-5tPKLl )  of  November 27, L992, aI_mo.st  a- I1 oJ.whjs l r -
[qve indepe-rrd-ql!.--qo*nf.j.r$e!i-44, I ernphas is suppl ied I

r tL.  With your consent,  U.S.
Attorney OTTO G. OBERMAIER I  f rObermaier "  ]
represents you, a named defendant,  in th is
act ion,  a l though no 28 U.S.C. 2679 'scopel
cert i  f  icate has been appl  ied f  or  and,/or
i  ssued .

2.  Al though you are being
sued in a personal  capaci ty,  you have not
compensated or reimbursed, nor do you expect
to compensate or re imburse, e i ther U. S .
Attorney Obermaier or the federal  government
for th is legal  representat ion or the expenses
incurred thereby.

3.  You were Chief  Judge of
the U.S. Circui t  Court  of  Appeals for  the
Second Circui t  unt i l  th is past summer.

4. You are aware that in
Raf f_e v.  Ci t iLatr !< (  84 Civ.  0305 [EHN] ) ,  GS
lrrSassovert t l  and HYMAN RAFFE [ 'Raf f  er  I  vere
convicted of  non-summary cr iminal  contempt
without a t r  ia1,  r , r i thout the opportuni ty of  a
tr ia1,  wi thout any r ight  of  confrontat ion,
and without any l ive test imony in support  of
such U. S. Distr ict  Court  Judge EUGENE H.
NICKERSON [ 'Nickersonr l  convict ions.

5.  You are aware that the
' f ine I  monies under such Judge Nickerson
tr ia less,  wi thout l ive test imony, convict ions
vere payable ' to the I federal ]  courtr .

A After the GS tr  ia less
Judge Nickerson convict ion was elevated to
the status of  a 'ser iousr cr ime and he was
disbarred, GS f i led a discipl inary complaint
uhich you adjudicated (Docket No. 87-8503).



7. From such discipl inary
complaint  against ,  inter al ia,  Judge
Nickerson, you were aware of  some of the
essent ia l  and decis ive const i tut ional  and/or
jur isdict ional  inf i rn i t ies of  such
convict ion.

8. You never entertained any
doubts s ince you became a federal  judge that
a convict ion for  non-summary cr iminal
contempt,  wi thout a t r  ia1,  wi thout the
opportuni ty for  a t r  ia1,  wi thout any
confrontat ion r ights,  and vi thout any l ive
test imony in support  thereof,  uas void.

9.  You never entertained any
doubt that  the Judqe Nickerson tr ia less
convict ions \ rere a const i tut ional  and,/or
jur isdict ional  nul1i ty.

10. Nevertheless, dbd

Circui t  Judge, and thereafter as Chief  Judge,
you permit ted such cr iminal  t r ia less
convict ions to remain extant,  even rrhen such
convict ion was elevated to the status of  a
'ser iousr cr ime and became the pre-text  for
disbarr ing GS.

11. You have permit ted such
tr ia less convict ions to remain extant,
al though you knew that i t  was causing GS to
be denied his basic const i tut ional  r ights,
including his r ight  to access to the courts
for rel ief  in the Second and other c i rcui ts.

12. You are and have been
a\dare that the mon ies payable '  to the
l federal l  courtr  were diverted to KREINDLER &
RELKIN, P.C. [ 'K&Rri /  CITIBANK, N.A.
t  'Ci t ibank I  I  and,/or JEROME H. BARR, Esg.
[  'Barr  t  J,  but  you have done nothing to remedy
such matter.

13. You have been and are
aware that the deeis ion of  U. S. Distr ict
Judge WILLIAM C..  CONNER [ 'Connerf ]  in Baffe
v._Doe (519 F. Supp. 891 TSDNY-19851) was the
resul t  of  f raud and corrupt ion,  whose obiect
was to conceal  the larceny of  the judic ia l
t rust  assets of  PUCCINI CLOTHES, LTD.
[ 'Puccinir ]  and other cr in inal  act iv i t ies.

Such corrupt ly secured
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decis ion and Order you, as Chief  Judgen have
permit ted to be employed and unremedied in
order to advance a cr iminal  racketeer ing
adventure involv ing K&R, FELTMAN, KARESH,
MAJOR & FARBMAN, Esqs. [ 'FKM&Ff]  and members
of the judic iary

' l? There pends in the
Circui t  Court  a number of  d iscipl  inary
complaints against  K&R, FKM&F, members of
their  f i rms and co-consFirators,  aI I
mandat ing discipl inary act ion.  However you
have wi l fuI ly refused to process these
complaints.

18. You c onsp i  red r* i th
Circui t  Court  Judge GEORGE C. PRATT
[ 'Pratt '  I  ,  in the decision of Se_eS_o!Le_r___L_.-
9lrer_j f f  (824 F.2d 184 l .zd Cir . - l -987"1),  avare
that i t  hras factual ly contr ived, concocted,
and fabr icated, and whose purpose, in
reversing, uas to advance a cr iminal  racket
involv ing the larceny of  judic ia l  t rust
assets and other cr iminal  act iv i t ies,
including the
monies.

extort ion of  substant ia l

Al though you are aware19.
that  Sassower v.  Sher! f f  (supra) is a
manifest  const i tut ional  and/or jur isdict ional
nuI l i ty ,  you have al lowed such decis ionr Els
wel l  as EelL_e_v. *-D_ee. (  supra )  ,  to remain in
ef fect  in order to aid in the corrupt ion of
courts throuqhout the Uni ted States.

20. You part ic ipated in the
fraudulent disposi t ion in Cohen and Vi le11a
v. Li t tman et  a l (CCAZnd Docket No. 89-
7049),  knowing i t  was a fraudulent
disposi t ion,  resul t inq in the cont inued
incarcerat ion of  Dennis F.  Vi .1e1la
[ 'Vi le l lar  ]  for  cr imes that were never
commit ted and the unlauful  p lunder ing of  the
Estate of  Eugene Paul  Ke1Iy.

27. Sued in indiv idual
capaci ty in tor t  l i t igat ion,  you have
defrauded the federal  government by
dragooning federal  at torneys to represent you
and members of  the Second Circui t ,  at  federal
cost  and expense, wi thout obtaining a 28
U_.5_-C""-  2579 td I  'scope cert i f  icatef  .

22. You have ' f ixed t  and
'corruptedr federal  judges in other c i rcui ts,
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in order to advance your
racketeer ing act iv i t ies .  I '

cr iminal

nei ther I nor any
which are not

dangerous gesture.

int ,  I  stated that
al l  of  which have

Chief  Judge Nev/man

own

5a. Absent unusual  c i rcumstances,
competent at torney, serves admissions,
independent ly supported, makinq any denials a

b. Thus I  stated in my 372 compla
the matters sought to be admit ted rralmost
independent conf i rmat ionrr ,  a
ignored.

7.  Nevertheless,
supported, even i f  such
complaints.

statement r^rhich

the assert ion of  a "stay" cannot be
rnatter l rere dec is ive o f  my 37 2

With respect to ny Not ice to Adni t ,  dated November
77, L992, the U.S. Attorney wrote the Court  as fo l lorrs:

a.  On December 3,  1992:

rr I  a lso respectful1y request that  the due
date for  responses to plaint i f f 's  request for
admissions be adjourned unt i l  January 4,  1993. ' r

b.  On December L6, L992, the U.S. Attorney, wrote the
Court :

"By let ter  dated December 3,  1992, the
federal  defendants requested The federal
defendants also requested an adjournment unt i l  January
4, 1993 to respond to plaint i f f rs request for
admissions. On December 4,  1992, the Court  granted the
federal  defendantrs reguest for  extensions of  t ime.t f

c.  No further extension of  t ime to respond to the
admission demand was requested by the U.S. Attorney on by his
let ter  of  December 31, L992.

d.  By let ter  of  the U.S. Attorney, dated March I7,
1993, the U.S. Attorney wrote the court :

r r I  am vr i t ine to respectful ly request a
two-day extension of  defendants I  t ime to move or ansver
in the above-referenced consol idated caEes to March 19,
1993.f |

e .  Thus r  oD January 5,  199 3,  Ry reguests for
adnissions, were deemed adni t ted by Oakes, the contr ived
statements of  Chief  Judge Newman to the contrary notvi thstanding.



8. Part  r rBrt  of  ny S372 complaint  concerning Judge
Oakes, reads, in heac verbaz ds foI Ions:

f t l r r  Re-t_ig__: l*  Ci t ibanlg (supra),  which
Judge Oakes admits is void,  pet i t ioner and HYMAN RAFFE
[ 'Raf f  er  . l  were both convicted of  non-summary cr iminal
contenpt v_i tho_ut-  a t r iaI ,  wi thout the opportuni ty for  a
tr ia1,  wi thout any confrontat ion r ights,  in absent ia,
t* i thout due process, UlL-hggL the r ight  of  a l locut ion,
U_i lh.S_U_L any l ive test imony in support  thereof,  and
l t i l i , i l fL any const i tut ional  or  legal  waiver.

Judge Oakes clear ly l f_e_d in his decis ion
of Apr i l  15,  L987, vhen he concluded:

'Complainant rs charge t  of  l
a corrupt usurpat ion of  power,  and other
unspeci f ied impeachable of fenses are l ikewise
not substant iated. I

Every Art ic le I I I  federaf  judge knows
that Congress has depr ived every federal  judge and
federal  court  of  the porrrer to convict  anyone of  non-
Eummary cr iminal  contempt,  absent a plea of  gui l ty,
wi thout a t r ia l  or  wi thout the opportuni ty of  a t r ia l
(Nye v.  U_.S._,  313 U.S. 33 t19411).

This patent usurpat ion of  power \^ras then
made more i l legal  and egregious by thereafter elevat ing
such convict ion was an 'of fenset to a 'ser ioust  cr ime,
thus causing pet i t ioner ts disbarment.

At the t ime of  th is complaint ,
pet i t ioner also did not know that the f ine monies
imposed, including those paid on behal f  of  pet i t ioner.
which should have been paid ' to the I federal ]  courtr
were diverted to the pockets of  K&R and i ts c l ients.

Nor was pet i t ioner
compel led to pay extort ion monies,
in Sges_ower v.  Abrams (supra) nov

the in i t iat ion
warranted. rr

A reference to
of Impeachment

aware that Raffe was
which Raffe admit ted

'exceeds $2r000r000r.

the Grand Jury and for
proceedings is manifest ly



9a. A substant ia l ly  s imi lar ,  i f  not  a more compel l ing,
analysis can be made of  the complaint  against  Judge Br ieant
t*hich,  wi thout the exhibi ts,  reads as f  o l lows:

i l  l . Th is is a cornpla int  aga inst
Distr ict  Court  Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT [ 'Br ieantr l ,  is
based upon his E$_qjgg_ 35 adrnissions in Ege.,g_q!el__y-_
Abl_e.ge_ (  SDNY 92-08515 tPKL I  )  of  November 27 ,  1-992
( Exhibi t  'A '  )  ;  the 39 Statement in Sassower y.  Ms:Fadden
t93-0342 tPRLI)  of  February l t  1993 (Exhibi t 'B ' ) ,  and
the EF]I ILP 35 adrnissions in $a.ssower v- . ,  Ab.ralCIg (supra)
of  February B, 1993 (Exhibl t  'C') ,  a lmost al l  of  which
have independent conf i rmat ion.

z. By paying-of f  t the
'syndicater of  Br ieant and
MURPHY [ 'Murphy'  l ,  they,
were able to take al l  of
PUCCTNT CLOTHES, LTD.
payable ' to the federal
extort  f rom HYMAN RAFFE
'exceed $2, 000,000 I  .

4.  A
being sent direct ly to
Judic ia l  Discipl  ine &
consideral ion in i ts FinaI

Presiding Just ice FRANCIS T.
their  bag-men, and cronies

the judic ia l  t rust  assets of
[ 'Puccini '  ] ,  d ivert  monies
courtr  to their  pockets,  and

[ 'Raffe I  ]  sums of monies that

copy of  th is complaint  is
the Nat ional  Commission on
Removal for ,  inter a1ia,
Report  and Recommendat ions.  t t

3. The aforement ioned, together
with Br ieant 's other cr in inal  act iv i t ies,  compels the
conclusion that he is probably the most corrupt federal
jur ist  in American legal  h istory.

b.  To be speci f ical ly noted, is that  Chief  Judge
Newman oni ts reference to ny 39 statement,  which were never
stayed, and are not subject  to any stay on any summary judgment
disposi t ion.

Dated :  Octobe r  22,  l -9 9 3

Respectful ly submit ted,

GEORGE SASSOWER
16 Lake Street,
White Plains,  NY 10503
914-9 49-2169


