
Edward J.  Percesepe
35 Mi l lers Court
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November 2,  L991

Chief  Just ice Of Supreme Court
Wi l l iam Rehnquist
U.S. Supreme Court  Bui ld ing
#1 Flrst  Street
Washington, DC 20543

Honorable Chief  Just ice Wi l l iam Renquist ,

T real ize th is direct  correspondence with you is
l ikely a breach of  proper procedure,  however,  I  must alerr
his honor to the improper and possibly i l legal  accions of
Second Distr ict  Court  Judge John Gleesonr ds wel l  as
n-qqih 'a nrohlems in fhc An^ol l : ra f rn ' r rF- Mrz,er- f  ion WaS, r j  qu! !vtr

or ig inal ly to be heard by Distr ict .  Judge Leonard Wexler but
was transferred to Judge Gleeson for unknown reasons.
Gleeson is a former Assistant Attorney General  for  Eastern
Distr ict  for  New York and may have close t ies to the New
York State Attornev General 's  of f ice.

I  went before Judge Gleeson as a plaint i f f  i r r  a 1983
-^+i^^ ---r^^ l -  The New York Sf-af-e Depai l -menf-  of  Labor,  The,a\_LJ-\JLl  dvdrI tD

New York State Crane Board and inci iv idual  state of f ic ia l
defendants.  These defendants are represented by the
Attorney General 's  of f ice,  who instead of  procect ing i ts
ci t izens, has insisted on defending a indefensibly f lawed,
const i tut ional ly v io lat ive and corrupt system in which
Internat ional  Union of  Operat ing Engineers ( IUOE) of f ic ia ls
hrtra i , -nnn o^^rAi  I  r r  n l : r -or i  in r-h:rrro nf  I  i  nonqi  nrr  : l  I  - r .=nol ldVY l ruUl l  JCU!gur)  I r !qVsu !1I  v l ra!Ug V! ! Iu91rJ+rru uI l  v!qlrg

.nor: f  ors f  hrorrcrhorr f  New YOrk St_al_e. TheSe Of f  iCaIS aCt in' -y ,"-L\Jv\4

their  own seLf- interests,  wi th impunit .y uncler cL.oak of  stal*e
author i t ,y and engage in a documented pattern of
discr iminatory denial  of  l icensing Lo non-af f i l iated
appl icants.

My Case was handl ,ed by Magistrate Judge Boyl  e,  af ter
over two years of  cost ly l iL igat ion case was cert i f ied for
t r ia l ,  defense had asked Magistrate Boy Le for permi-ssion to
make a mot ion for Summary .Tucigement,  buL were sternly denied
normi qqi  an f ) ,^r^^-^ rr-^^ -eirar l  ,JrrrJrra ( l l  ooqon fnr norm' i  qqi  an.  
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to make mot ion for Summary Judgement,  i t  was granted without
quest- ion.  Al though, of l ly  unsupporIed af f idavj ts stat ing
Depar[ment of  Labor (DOL) pol icy and pur jured deposi t icns of
defendants that  were i r revelent i -o the main charge of  my
/ -a\mnl: i  n i  r^rara onForor i  Trrr lno Cl  oacnn cr:nf  or i  Qrrmmrruruv/  u uuYU vruuJvff

Judgemenr-.  His decis ion was a to l -a l  misrepresent-af- ion of  the
facts of  my act , ion- f  immeCiateLy appealer l  h is decis ion wi th
the expecbaLion thac an improper and unjust  decis ion would
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^1,pydr wds made in a t imely manner and arqued Sept.  9,
7991, f ry at torneyrs as wel l  as mysel f  were shocked to
receive not ice f i led Sept.  22,  1991 that the Appel late Court
had upheld Gleeson's f lawed decis ion.  I  bel ieve Summary
Order amounts to arbi t rary denial  of  just ice.  I  have
submit ted a pet i t ion for  re-hear ing/  beinq no longer able to
af ford t -o be represented bv counsel  I  have answered Pro Se.

I  have brought a for thr ight  and legi t imate act ion
ne61essp r \ /  on I  r r  har- : r rqo of  1- .arrrrnf  i  nn ^f  NeW YOf k State

off ic ia ls and agencies and the lack of  oversight by federal
author i t ies.  My counsel  '  s  as wel- l -  as mysel f  f  i rmly bel ieve

^ - ! r  ^- .  L^^ l roon imnronarr , .  ^* , . i  . i  I  I  ^-r ' l  I  r r  r l i  em.i  qqorJi t ty  dULl-Ul . l  L lc lJ ussir  f r r r l / !v l /s!-Ly d. t t \ . - l  -LI lggG**J vvesf

Summary Judgement by the Distr ict  Court  and upheld by the
Appel late Court  is  in ef fect  arbi t rary and secret  denial  of
access to the court  system. I t  can only be concluded that a
ci t izen has no r ights or defense against  New York State or
i ts of f ic ia ls no matter how const i tut ional lv v io lat ive their
act ions are.

I  bel ieve you should use the great powers at  your
disposal  to invest igate and determine the true s i tuat ion so
that c i t izens wi l l  be able to have conf ldence in their
judic ia l  sysLem and judges.

I  am enclosing for your review, my complaint ,  Judge
Gleeson's decis ion,  f lV rehear ing br ief  and appendix of
cxhihi f  q-  e lor- is ion of  annel laf  c r-orrr f  -  a l_SO enCl_OSed fOfu_y_yv evg! u t

your review is a newspaper art ic le publ ished in the New York
Law Journal  by the Center for  Judic ia l  Accountabi l i ty ,  which
indicates ser ious probLems in the Second Distr ict  iudic ia l
q\/qr om

Thank you for your at tent ion to th is urgent matter.
Should any further informat ion or assistance be required
^l  ^^^^ ^^- f  ^^rUIedSe UOII  LdU I  ME .

Maq1_ Roqnonf f r r  I  I  rzLrurr l  t

CZ'o.g n"r/."f.-
Edward J.  Percesepe


