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us. 6 .IN NE SASSOWER
ClG|.  l la  S.Ct 2 (199!)

:baned from filing further petitions for he pays the docketing fee required by Rule
38 and submits his petition in compliance
with Rule 33.

Prior to thie Term, Sassower had filed ll
petitionr in this Court over the last tluee
yean. Although Sassower was grantcd iro
fmna pauperi"a status to file these petitions,
all were denied without recorded dissent.*
Durlng the last four montha, Sassower haa
suddenly lncreased hls filings. He curently
has 10 petitione pending before this Court--
all of them patently frivolous.

Although we have not previously denied
Sassower in forma paupwia statua pursuant
to Rule 39.8, we think it appropriate to enCer
an order'pursuant tn Mad,in a. Diatrict of
Columhin Cuni ol AppeoJ4 606 U.S. l, ll3
S.CL 89?, 121 L.Ed.zd 306 (1992). In both
In n Sind:rarn, 498 U.S. 1??, lll S.CL 696,
ff2 L.Ed.2d 699 (1991) (per ntriarn), end, In
n McDonald, 489 U.S. 180, 109 S.Ct. 993,
108 L.Ed.zd 168 (1989) Qtn cu,rian\, we
entcred orders aimilar to this one without
having previously denied petitionero' motions
to proceed in forma Wqerh under Rule
39.8. For the important reasons discussed in
Martin Sind.rura and McDona@ we feel
compelled to enter the order today barring
prospecUve filings from Sassower.

Sassowet'g abuse of the writ of certlorarl
and of the extraordinary writs has been in
noncriminal cases, and so we limlt our sanc-
tion accordlngly. The order therefore will
not prevent Sagsower from petitloning to
challenge criminal sanctions which might be
lmposed on hlm. The order, hoyprer,o will
allow thie Court to devote lLs limited re-
sources to the claimg of petitloners who have
not abused our process.

'rirdorari 
or for extraordinary wrlts ln non-

matters unlees he paid docketing fee
submitted petition in compliance with
preseribing document printing require-

Ordered accordlngly,,

; r i  . ,  :  . : '  . i

and Cllent cr62

i'; Even though Supreme Court. had not
denied pro 8e petltloner in forma

sris status on ground of patently frivo-
b petition, petitloner would be barred ftom

filther pedtlons.for certlorari or for
6rdharv writs'tn nonciimlnal matters

he paid docketing fee'and gubnltbed

in compllance with rule preseriblng
printins requirements, as petitlon-

lr had sbused Court'g pmcess in noncriminal
rres; petitioner curently had ten pabently
ftivoloru petitloru pending before CourL

CLRules 33, 38, 89.8, 28 U.S.C..A"

R CURIAM.. .
'.Prc ie petitioner George Sasgower re-
ista leave to proceed in fomta paupcrrit agi

ir}J... lRule 89 of this Courl We deny thls
AfIlriert pursuant to Rule'89.8. Sassower is

red untll November 2, 1903, wlthln whtch
the docketing fees'requlred by Rule

aird to subrnit hie petltlons in cgmpllance Jlt.i

wlth this Court's Rule 38. For the nesgons
txplained below, we algo dlrect the Clerk not

$ rccept any further petitions foi certiorari {>
ili"

' t

' . . ; !

,any petitions for extrag$nary6 writs
t SaesowerCn noncrimlnal matters unless It i.s so ofinrcd

(1991) (habcas corpus); In rc fussotvcr.498 U.S.
1081,  l l l ,  S .Ct .  1026,  n2  L .Ed.2d  t t08  ( t99r )
(mandamus/prohlbltlon); Sassower v. united
States Court of Appeals for D.C.Cir., 498 U.S.
1094, l i l  s.cr. 981, i l2 L.Ed.zd t066 09et)
(ccrtlorarl); Sassoq,cr v. Bieant,498 U.S. 1094,
l l l  S .Ct .  981,  l t2  L .Ed.2d  1066 (1991)  (cen io -
rari); Sassor+.er v. Thomburgrr, 498 U.S. 1036,
I t  I  s,cr. 703, l t2 L.Ed.2d 692 (t991) (ceniora-
ri); Sassouzr v. Dillon, {93 U.S. 979, I l0 S.Cr.
508, 107 L.Ed.2d 5l I  (1989) (ccrt iorari) .

L Slasroqrrr v. Nay York,. 499 U.S. 966. I I I
t597, t l3 L.Ed.2d 660 (1991) (ccrr lorari);

n Sassowcr, 499 U.S. 93S, I I I S,Ct. I 405, I t 3
460 (1991) (mandamurprohibitlon); /n

Salsou,cr, 499 U.S. 935, ltt S.Ct. 1405, ll3
hl.Ed2d'461 (1991) . (mandamuVprohlbltion);
i2kssowa v. Mahoncy,498 U.S. 1108, l l l  S.Ct.

t015, ll2 L.P'd.2d 1097 (1991); In re Sassotver'.
U . s . 9 0 4 ,  l l l  S . C t .  1 1 2 4 ,  l 1 3  L . E d . 2 d  2 3 2

(1991) (mandamu$prohibltion)i In re fussot+'er,
f9EU.S.  1081,  l l l  S .Cr .  1027, .112 L .Ed.2d  l to8
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Justice THOMA,S and Justice CINSBURG
took no pnrt in thc conciderction or deairion
of the motion tn No, 93-6262. :

510 u.s.  l ,126 L.Ed.2d 2

J1poy I" DAY

. v .
Donald P. DAY.

Roy.4r. DAY

v.

Vincent BEKIEMPIS, Jr.'i'

; ' 
Roy A. DAY 'i

v.

lValter C. HEINRICH et al.

. Roy A" D:dY

v.

GAF BUILDING MATERIAIS CORP.

Roy,4" DAY

Y.

Tfilliam J. CLII{TON, Prteident
of the United States et al.

Roy A" DAY

Y.

Norman W. BLACK et al. .
t  

Rox,A.  OA{,  
r  t .  , r

" ' r ' v .

J. Terry DEASON et al.

Roy.{. DAY

%

Donald P. DAY.
Noa. 92-8?88, 92-8?92,92-8888, .

9H905, 92-8906, 92-9018,
92-9101 and 93-S130.

OcL 12, 1993.

Petitioner sought leave to proceed in
forma pauperis. The Supreme Court held

that petitioner had abueed certiorari proceu
by lilinf repnrtcd frivolour pctitlonr wlucb
wananLed denlal of ln forma pauperlr rtehu
and order directing clerk not to accept
ttrer petitlona for certiorari from petitioner'lr
noncriminal mattsrs. ,iil

Ordered accordingly. .::,

Justlce SCevena liled disegntlng opinion

Federal Courtc €'444, 453

denied in forma pauperis etatue
refueal. to accept any further petitionei'
certiorari in noncriminal matters. U.S.Sul
ChRulee 83, 38, S9,89.8, 28 U.S.C.A ,i,,.-].  , . i t l r r : l q

.  .  r . . r . t - r th
, . '  ' . i d

PER CURIAM.. :

Prc ae petitioner Roy A OrV ,.q*t
leave to proceed in formo pouperis wdu
Rule 39 of this Court. We deny this requert
pursuant to Rule 39.8. Day is allowed rryrti
November 2, 1993, within which to pay the
docketing fees required by Rule 38 and to
eubmit hls petitions in compliance with
Court'g Rule 33. . We algo direct the
not to accept anyfurther petitlons for
rari from Day in nonqriminal mat0ers unle$
he pays the docketing fee required UV T{g
88 and eubmits hia petition in complifls
wi thRu le3 i l .  i  :  . .  .  , ,

-  i  - 1 .  i . - . , i '

Day is an abuser of thig Court's certiorsrl
! process. We fust invoked Rule S9.S d di{

Day in fdmte pollperis status last'Jun-i
See frn, ft DoV,609 U.S. 902, 118 S.Ct
fAt L.Ed.zd 686 (1993). At that time he brd
filed 2'f petitions in the pasl nine
Altlrough Day was granted infornwwiii
is atatus to file these peliLions, all were.r
nied without recorded dissent. Since we
denied him in formo pauperh atab;a
June, he ha.s filed eight more peUUoni,ij
cerliorari with this Court--all of them'
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monshably frivolous.


