
GEORGE SASSOWER
15 LAKE STREET

WHITE PLAINS. N. Y. 10603
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Januarv 9,  199L

Judic ia l  Conference of  the Uni ted States
c/o Adninistrat ive Off ice of  the U.S. Courts
811 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20544

Att :  Ms Jean Coates

Dear Coates,

!q. Pursuant to te lephone conversat ion th is morning, I
would aDpreciate an expedi t ious formal response from your of f ice
with respect to the problems set for th herein,  so that I  can
proper ly fashion my pet i t ion to the IJni ted States Supreme Court
and, i f  necessary,  commence an appropr iate proceedino in the
Distr ict  Court .

b.  The issues vhich I  desire the Judic ia l  Conference
of the Uni ted States to review and adjudicate are:  (1)  the
legal i ty of  Rule 19A of  the Loca1 Rules of  the Second Circui t ;
(21 Lhe legal i ty of  retal iatory act ion taken by the Second
Circui t  by reason of  the f i l ing of  28 U.S.C. S372tcl  complaints;
(  3 )  the legal i ty of  ' t threateningrr  retal iatory act ion by reason of
f i l ing of  28 U.S.C. S372tcl  complaints;  and (4) the meaning to be
ascr ibed to rrdirect ly related to the meri ts of  a decis ion or
procedural  ru l ing'r .

c.  The facts hereinafter set  for th are documented and
uncontroverted, conf i rmed by responsible members of  the media,
and probably const i tute the most extensive scandal  in Ameri .can
judic ia l  h istorv.

d.  Al though the
or ig inates in the Second Circui
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c.  However,  in the more than cen ( l -0)  years that  have
eiapsed not a s ingie account inq has been f i ied.

n ALl of  Puccini 's  judic ia l  : rust  assets were made
the subject  of  larceny and unlawful  p lunder ing, leaving nothing
for the legi t imate stockholders or credi tors,  and the undersiqned
personal ly has sueh interests,  including a contractual ly based
money judgment.

e. Clear ly involved in such cr iminal  act iv i t ies are
high-echelon members of  the state and federal  judic iary,  as
part ia l ly  demonstrated herein.

f .  In v iew of  the ser ious charges a11eged, something
more than a summary statement is regui . red herein,  the essent ia l
e lements having been independent ly conf i rmed.

3a. On June '7,  1985 my cl ient ,  HYMAN RAFFE, a major
stockholder and credi tor  of  Puccini ,  and the undersigned were
convicted for non-summary cr iminal  contempt,  v i thout a t r ia l ,
wi thout the opportuni ty of  c i  t r  ia1,  and vi thout any I  ive
test imony in support  thereof,  by U.S. Distr ict  Judge EUGENE H.
NICKERSON of the Eastern Distr ict  of  New York,  and hercul ian
f ines were imposed on both of  us payable " to the [ ' federalr l
court ' t ,  Klapprot t  v.  U.S. (335 U.S. 501 i1949. l )  and Nye . . r .  U.S.
(  313 U. S .  33 t  19 41 I  )  notwi thstanding.

Such manifest ly unconst i tut ional  convict ions were
aff i rmed by the Second Circui t ,  by a panel  composed of  I then]
Chief  Circui t  Judge WILFRED FEINBERG, C i rcui t  Judge IRVING R.
KAUFMAN and Circui t  Judqe THOMAS J.  MESKILL.

Three (  3 )  iseeks af  ter  such tr ia iess convict ion bv
judge l . l ickerson, f  was convicted two (2 )  more t imes by state
tr ibunals for  non-Eummary cr iminal  contempt,  under a t r ia less,
wi thout l ive test imon.y,  scenar ios,  resul t ing in f ines and terms
of incarcerat ions' . l lh ichIserved@(391U.s.194
t1958 i  ) ,  notv i thstanding. These manifest lv unconst i tut ionaf
convi .ct ions vere aiso af f i rmed by a state aDDeLlate t r ibunal .

d.  When the undersigned refused to remain s i lent
about the J-arceny and plunder i .ng of  Puccini  's  judic ia l  t rust
assets,  and the , iudic ia l  involvement therein,  these tr ia less
convict ions,  which at  best  are only "of fense sui  gener is ' r  (Cheff
v.  Schnackenbers ,  384 U. S. 373 t  1955 I  )  ,  \ i rere escalated into
"ser iousrr  cr imes (see Bl-anton v.  Ci tv of  No. Las Veqas ,  489 U. S.

,  109 S.Ct.  1289 tL989I ) ,  and the undersigned was disbarred by
the state rr f  or thvi th" .



IJ.  S.  Judic ia l  Conf erence . ' lenrrrrw g -  1991
J - f

e. I  thereupon, in one oocument,  vhich was permit ted
at the t ime, f i leci  a S372ic l  complaint  against  Judses Nickerson,
Feinberg,  Kaufman and l . leski11 and, inter a1ia,  asserted the
impeachment of  Judge James H. Peck (Nve v.  U.S.,  (supra at  45-
451, required that the aforement ioned should l - ikewise be made the
subject  of  impeachment proceedings.

f . Act ing Chief  Judge JAMES L. OAKES/ dismissed the
was, wi thout acomplaint ,  and almost immediately thereafter I

hear ing,  d isbarred by the Circui t  Court .

4a.  Immediately bef ore the Judge Nickerson tr ia l ,ess
convict ion,  N.Y. State Referee DONALD DIAMOND, without a t r ia1,
wi thout an opportuni ty for  a t r ia l  and without any l ive test imony
in support  thereof,  found the undersigned gui l ty of  53 counts of
non-summary cr  iminal  contempt and recommended f  ines and
i  ncarcerat  i  on .

b. In
scenar io,  Raffe I^Ias
f ines and 7L months

After my 28 U.S.C. 52254 wri t  of
sustained (Sassor,rer v.  Sher i f  f  ,  651 F. Supp. I2B
was released from incarcerated and such count
the disbarment proceedinq.

a mirrored Report ,  under the same tr iaLess
found gui l ty of  7L counts,  and hercul ian
of incarcerat ion vere recommended.

d.  The court-appointed rece iver appealed,
the appeal  was pending in the i l i rcui t  Court ,  i
possession of  var ious documents which revealed that for
considerat ions,  Raffe \Jas not incarcerated under the
Report  of  Referee Diamond.

habeas corpus vas
t.SDNY-19851),  r

l r /as dropped from

and rrhi le
obta i  neo
unlatrr fu l -
mirrored

I ieu ofe .  Such unf ar.r f  uI  cons iderat  i  ons by Raf f  e,  in
incarcerat ion,  included :

(1) Payment of  r rmi l l - ions of  do11ars" by Raffe to the
cronies of  the judic iary.  Included in such payments made by
Raffe to the cronies of  the judic iary \ rere the monies payable " to
the federal  court ' r  under the Judge Nickerson Order.

(2) Future payments by Raffe were correlated to the
act iv i t ies of  the undersigned, in an ef for t  to compel the
unders igned to succumb and remain s i  l -enl  .

(3)  Raffe vas compel led to agree to execute releases
to,  inter al ia,  the federal  Judges of  the Eastern and Southern
Distr ict  of  Nev York.
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( 4 )  Raf f  e was compel led to ef  f  ect- i ' re11r sat isf  i '  1-r i=
interests in Puccini  and aqree io the "approvalrr  of  a ' r f inal
account ing" by the court-appointed receiver by Referee Diamond--
an account ing which did not exist ,  i t  ! /as rrphantomrr .

(  5 )  As long as Raf f  e obeys the vishes of  the lar , r  f  i rm
of the court-appointed receiver,  he wi l l  not  be incarcerated, and
so the r l r  i t ten aqreement provides .

f (1) As aforement ioned, such informat ion came into the
possess ion of  the unders igned whi 1e r-he appeal  r r ras pend ing,  sub
judice,  and also the informat ion that Raffe t /as being compel led
to underwri te such contempt proceedings against  the undersiened,
al though such proceeoings did not inure to his legi t imate
interests (cf .  Wood v.  Georsia,  450 U.S. 761 t19811 ) .

(2)  The "phantomrr nature of  the rr f  inal  account ingt '  to
be approved by Referee Dianondf \das demonstrated by a documented
presentat ion,  and this also was brought to the at tent ion of  the
Circui t  Court .

(3) For exposing such judic ia l f rauds, the
undersigned l ras f  ined $250 (Sassower v.  Sher i f  f  ,  824 F.2d 184,
191 co1. 2 tzd Cir .  -1987 I  ) ,  a l though the Court  fa i led to set
f  or th the reasons f  or  same, except that  i t  vas I t f  r ivolousrr .

q(r) Most of  the essent ia l  statements in the ooinion
authored by Circui t  Judge GEORGE C. PRATT, are fa lse,  concocted,
fabr icated, contr ived, far  more egregious than the concocted
statements made by former Chief  U.S. Circui t  Judge MARTIN T.
MANTON (Art  Metal  v Abraharn & Straus ,  70 F.2d 64I [  2nd Cir .  -
1934 I  ) ,  which led Lo Chief  Judge Manton's convict ion and
i  ncarcerat  i  on.

(2) For example,  there is not a scint i l la of  evidence
in the Judge Prat t  d iatr ibe,  support ing the statements:

"Sassouer refused to appear at  a hear ing
before the court  appointed referee" Ip.  185]
"  Sassouer rras not i  f  ied by the at torney f  or  t -he rece iver
that he was required to appear before the referee for
proceedings on the cr iminal  contempt mot ion and cross-
mot ions."  tp.  1871. " ISassover i  fa i led to appear.? '
tp.  1871.. .  ' f  the opportuni ty f  or  a hear ing that was
afforded was appropr iate under the c i rcumstancesrr  tp.
1891.. .  r rSassower was given a reasonable
opportuni ty to be heard, '  I  p.  189 ]  .  .  .  t rSassower

waived that r ight  I to a hear inq]  by fa i l ing to appear"
tp.  1901 rrhe ISassower]  has repeatedly refused to
appear before Referee Diamond" Ip.  190 ]  .  .  .  "expl ic i t ly
warned him I  Sasso\rer ]  of  the consequences of  h is
fai iure to appear before the refereetr  Ip.  190].
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( 3 )  The quoted statements in the
Maqistrate NINA GERSHON ( 619 F. Supp. at  p.
contrdty,  as is the F.ecorci ,  which inciudes the
Lav f i rn of  the court-appointed receiver.

January 9,  i991

cpinicn of  U.5.
131 )  is  to the
admission of  the

taken by the Second Circui t  is  that  i f
of  receives a br ibe or is otherwise
is not the basis for  a S372tcl  complaint
related to the mer i ts of  a decis ion or

short ,  according to the Second Circui t
t )ennis v.  Sparks (449 U.S. ?4 f  l -9801)

act ions,  Chief  U. S .  Distr ict
the Southern Distr  ic t  of  Ner,r
th is racketeer ing adventure

assets and extort i -on.

h.  My recent 5372[c]  complaint  against  Judge Frat t
v/as oismissed by Act ina Chief  Judge Meski I l ,  wi th arr threat"  to
invoke Rule 19A.

5a. Chief  U. S. Circui t  Judge iAMES L. OAKES, ! r 'as al_so
made the subject  of  my S372 t  c I  complaint ,  the undersigned
assert ing that the Chief  Judge was under the minimum
adrninj .st iat ive obl iqat ion to communicate v i th the U.S. Attorrrey
in order to recapture the monies diverted to pr ivate pockets,
which vere payable under the ,Judge ! l ickerson orderrr to the
f  edera]  court ' r .

b.  Act ing Chief  Judge Meski l l  d ismissed ny S372tcl
complaint  against  Chief  Judge Oakes, which was af f i rmed three (3)
weeks ago by the Judic ia l  Counci l  for  the Second Circui t ,  vhich
is one of  the appeals which I  would l ike to br ing before the
Judic ia l  Conference of  the Uni ted States,  as author ized by 28
U.s.C. S372tcl  (10).

c(1) The view
the j  udge compia ined
corrupted, such rnatter
because i t  is  r rd i rect ly

procedural  ru l  ing" .  In
S37?lc l  immunity mirrors
civ i  1 t - iamage immuni l :y.

(2) In short ,  the v iev of  the Second Circui t  is  that
the act ions of  the fe lon Chief  Judge l4anton, who took br ibe
monies,  in exchange for render inq his favorable decis ions (e.g.
Art  MetaI  v.  Abraham & ; i t raus,  supra )  ,  would be beyond lhe reach
of a S372 tc I  complaint ,  label-1ed " f  r ivol-ousrr  and the ccmpl-ainant
made the subject  of  sanct ions.

d(1) By administrat ive
Court  Judge CHARLES L. BRIEANT of
York,  is  inextr icably involved in
involv ing larceny of  judic ia l  t rust

(  2 )  Judge Br ieantrs adninistrat ive act ion has also
been given S372tcl  immunity,  a l though he rrrould not have civ i l
damage i rnmunity (Forester v.  White,  484 U.S -  2L9 t1988 |) .

e( l )  The remedy, according the Second Circui t ,  is
throuqh a larrrsui t .
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(2) However,  as noted by the Judge Meski l l  decis ions,
the undersigned has been:

"enjoined from f i l ing fur ther lavsui ts
vi thout leave of  court  in the Uni ted States Court  of
Appeals for  the Second Circui t  and in tvo distr ict
courts in th is c i rcui t .  r '

(  3 )  Thus, the undersigned i .s wi thout remedy, except
for the media,  publ ic interest  groups and Congress.

5a. One further point ,  vhich I  beLieve cannot be over-
emphas i  zed .

b.  Raffe under pains of  incarcerat ion was compel led
to pay the monies Cue on his ov/n behai f  and on behal f  of  the
undersigned to !he cronies of  the judic iary,  instead of  r r to the
federal  court" .

c. I  cannot v isual ize any eongressperson, any media
representat ive,  or  any Amer ican taxpayer rrho vould not be
outraged on learning that monies payable I ' to the federaf  court t '
went instead into the pr ivate pockets of  those who engineered the
larceny of  Puccini 's  t rust  assets.

d.  To the quest ion as to
of the Uni ted States is aware of  the
rr to the federal  court"  to pr ivate
hereinaf ter  be in the af  f  i r :nat ive.

7a. You may consider th is
iudic ia l -  Counci l -  of  the Uni ted States

b. Any further lnformat
ava i  1ab1e upon request.

whether the Judic ia l  Counci l
d iversion of  monies payable

pockets,  the ansu/er wi  1I

l -et ter  aE an aDpeal to the

ion ar docunentat ion

Most F.espectfuI ly,

GEORCE SASSOWER


