
201 East B5th Street
New York,  N.Y. 10028
July ,  2000

Honorable Chief  Judge Ralph
U. S. Court  of  Appeals
for Second Circui t
U. S. Courthouse
40 Foleys Square
New York,  N.Y. 10007

Wlnter

Re: Hon Colfeen McMahon

Dear Honorable Sirs:

FACTS

I am a Pro Se plaint i f f  who had a case that was heard

by federar judge McMahon which is under Lau v.  Meddaugh et  d l . ,

#99 Civ 4045 (CM) the fact  is  that  f  received a order to come for

i t ia l  pretr ia l  conference to discuss discovery that  was schedule

by her for  September 24, 1999 at  3:3opm but instead r  been

verbal ly assaul t  by judge McMachon by calr lng the plaint i f f 's

case fr ivofous when i t  is  ncl f -  thrc: l_on the plaint i f f  in open

court  on the record by saying that.  i f  he cont i_nue to process

these act ion r  can f ines,  pay costs or go to ja i l  of  contempt but

has dose wrong. The federaf  judge McHahon said r  do not have

r ight  to sued a state judge but not t rue because the ptaint i f f  in

ci ted a u.s.  supreme court  case cal- l -ed stump v.  sparkman, 43s

u.s- 349;98 s.  ct-  1099 (1978) that  says crearry rhat when a

state judge or any other type of  judge acts c- l_ear absent to al l -

jur isdict ion l iabi l i ty  can be impose on them and judge McMahon

c]-ear the plalnt i f f  argument because the facts she use to be a



act ing state judge before she was federaf  judge and that the

truths See exhibi t  1.  I  f i led a law aqainst  was one act ing state

and two lawyers f rom Sul- l - ivan County for  Civ i l  Rights v io l -at ion

in the United States Distr ict  Court  for  the Southern Distr ict  of

New York.
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f  sued the defendants and my case against  the defendants was

heard before judge McMahon for 42 U.S.C. 1983 of  Civ i t  Rights,

1985 and 1986 Conspiracy and Compl ic i ty.  As weff  for  the cfaim of

the 14 Amendment of  the U. S. Const i tut ion due process and equal

nrnl-aal-  i  an
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On or around August 3,  L999 T received an order f rom Judqe

McMahon dated: July 30, 1999 for a in i t ia l -  pretr ia l  conference

whrch f  went to on September 24, 1999 at  3:30pm.



At the hear ing of  September 24,
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I  argued that the defendant Meddaugh, a former Act j_ng

Supreme Court  Just ice of  a state t r ia l  court  who preside over a

case in Sul l ivan County was act ing outside of  h is jur isdict ion

for issuing an sanct ion or threaning to issue sanct ion for  an

offense commit . ted in another type of  state court  which was state

apperrate court  of  the Apperrate Div is ion:  Third Department in

Arbany county.  rn another case Lau v.  Lungren of  another county

that he was not presiding in of  that  case in that  county (Albany

County) and I  a l lege that in my Amended Complaint  but  U. S.

Distrrct  Court  Judge Col leen McHahon of  the Southern Distr ict  of

New York ignored those factor.

T c i ted a case to show the defendant Meddauqh can be sued

when he acts in c l -ear absence of  iur isdict ion but as I  c i ted th is

^:  c6 rrrr laa ^ i  ve me cock smith or sm-irk incr a rnrrnd I-r r rJ_ nof hea r i  noI t te evuA ol t l !  UlM Jl tLa!  
^I l ly  

qMl lU UU L rrv u rrsq!  f  r rg

me out.



l i fe

+1-^+
LI lO L

and

,Trrr j  na Mr-H:hnn ara\ /a mav uuY

^^r ^:  ' '^  I  inf  ormar lu 9rvc uP.

" Iegal  advice" te l l ing that  get on my

her that  the defendants in the case

-arrqa 
ayrromo h:rm enr l  ' i  n i t t r r r  l -  o mc

r rq l_ l  rz hrr f  ,Trrdce sf  i  I  I  f  reated me with

fhe hear incr where I  receive a

qha nroq i  r lar l  
^ \zorv v v! ,

I  have been treated

had

unj

ln:  nF.raf  i  r rc 
-ondeSCenSion

miscarr iage of  just ice.

Also f  ordered the transcr ipt  proceeding of  the hear ing of

September 24, I999. I  ordered the transcr ipt  proceeding on

September 28, 1999. Then on or around October 5,  1999 which to

the Southern Distr ict  Court  Reporters Off ice in New York Ci ty to

f ind out is the t ranscr ipt  ready and a Jane Doe told me the court

reporter was not in her of f ice and that she (Jane Doe) wi l l -  cal- l

the court  reporter Chr isten A. Decks who was the reporter over

this nror:eedino- Her name i_s not cert i f ied in back of  the

transcr ipt  but  f  sworn that under oath she was the reporter in

fh ie nrncaar ' l  i r
-  - - - .19 .

Then October B, L999 I  receive a cal l  f rom the court

reporter about the t ranscr ipt  and a Jane Doe from the of f ice of

the court  reporters in the U.S. Distr ict  Court  for  the Southern

Distr ict  of  New York inform me that Judge McHahon is looking at

my transcr ipt  for  some kind of  approval  but  I  do not bel ieve i t

is  the case. Upon informat ion and bef ief  the t ranscr ipt  maybe

conrempr.

On October 14, 1999 I  f i l -ed a mot ion of  reconsiderat ion on



one of  the grounds which is,  newly discoverable evidence al leging

that Judge Col leen McHahon was bias to t .he plaint . i f f  because of

the fact  she was a Act ing Supreme Court  Just ice in Manhattan. The

defendant Meddaugh was Act ing Supreme Court  Just j -ce t .hat  I  sued

for conducts that  was commit  that  is  c lear absent of  a l - l

i r r r i  er l  i  r -J_ i  nn
l  s !  re\ l !

Under mot ion exhibl t  A in support  for  reconsi-derat ion show

the back ground of  U.S. Distr ict  Court  Judge Cof leen McHahon,

harr incr the s^ Fion Acf incr Srrnreme eotrr t  'Tust ice aS--me pr lor  posr --* ,  -  J

the defendant Meddaugh. This exhlbi t  A is a newly discoverabl-e
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the hear ing unt i l  af ter  the hear ing of  the oral  judgment.  I ,  the

nlainf  i f f  rer :e ive a f inal  i r rc loment fhaj_ waS not base on rnon fhe

meri ts of  my case.
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defend my sel f  of  any charges on me.

Al-so, judge McHahon give legal  advice to another pro se

l l t igant in case proceeded before my case was cal led.

The legal  advice she provide was this pro se l i t igant you

shoul-d f ind a at torney you did know what are doing regarding

issue of  the federal-  const i tut ion.  This judge by making legal

advice shows that she is bias to pro se l i t igant who seek just ice

in the system.

The case that proceeded before my case are poje v.  p.o.  John

Hopkins the case started at  f  hc ? '1 5nm :nr l  m\ '  ?.  z l  6nm at the SameJ. rJt / rLL qtru t tLJ J. :J l / t t t

day. I  bare wi tness in that  proceedinq.

This judge not only bias to me but others that  is s imi lar l -v

si tuated.

The federal  court  of  Appeal-s shoul-d invest i -gate judge

col l -een McHahon's conduct and not to me only,  but  in that  other

case cal- l -ed Poi  e case as wel_l_ too.

Gilbert  Lau


