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BY CERTIFIED MAIL/RRR: 7002-203 0-0007-8 572-9068

February 22,2N6

D.C. Commission on Judicial Disabilities and Tentne
Building A, Room 312
515 Fifth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.20001

ATT: Cathaee J. Hudgins, Executive Director

RE: Judicial misconduct complaint against (l) D.C. CourtofAppeals ChiefJudge Eric T.
Washington; (2) The Associate and Senior Judges ofthe D.C. Court ofAppeals an4 in
particular, Judges Inez Smith Reid, Stephen H. Glickmarl Frank Q. Nebeker, John A.
Terry, Noel Anketell Kramer, Michael W. Farrell, John M. Steadman, Warren R King,
Theodore R. Newman" William C. Pryor, Annice M. Wagner, VanessaRuiz, FrankE.
Schwelb, and John R. Fisher; (3) D.C. Superior Court Judge Brian F. Holemaq and (a)
D.C. Superior Court ChiefJudge Rufus G. King, Itr and D.C. Superior Court Criminal
Division Presiding Judge Harold L. Cushenberry, Jr.

DearMs. Hudgins,

I hereby file a judicial misconduct complaint against D.C. Court of Appeals Chief Judge Eric T.
Washington forwilfirl violationofhis mandatory dutyto dischargehisadminisnativeanddisciplinary
responsibilities under Canons 3C and D ofthe Code ofJudicial Conduct forthe Distict of Coiumbia
Courts. Such misfeasance has been with knowledge that he is thereby covering up the comrption of
the judicial process by his fellow judges of the D.C. Court of Appeals, itself covering up the
comrption of the judicial process by D.C. Superior Court Judge Brian F. Holeman, aided and abeued
by other D.C. Superior Court judges, most importantly, Chief Judge Rufus G. King, Itr - as readily
verifiable from the record before those judges in the "disruption of Congress" case against me l. As
to all these judges, I hereby also file a judicial misconduct complaint against them.

I The record in the D.C. Court ofAppeals is docketed as follows: #04{M-760 and #04{G,1600 are mv
pending consolidated appeals and such prior proceedings as my legal advisor's June 28, 2004 motion for my
release from incarceration and my own July l6lAugust 12,2004 motion for reconsideration and other relief;
#04-OA-17 is my April 6,2004 petition for a writ ofmandamus and prohibition against Judge Holeman and foi
certiorari and/or certified questions of law as to my entitlement to removaVtransfer to federal court; and #04{O-
1239 is my pro bono counsel's October 6,2004 expedited appeal and application for my release from
incarceration. The record in D.c. Superior court is docketed as #03-M-0al lJ.
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Most of the relevant facts art outlined by my enclosed January 10, 2006letter to Chief Judge
Washington, requesting his supervisory oversight over his fellow D.C. Court of Appeals judgr"i
pursuant to Canons 3C and D - to which there has been no response. As therein particutarizeO, i
made a29-page motion, dated October 14,2005, for determination by the Court's judges en banc.
The motion sought removaVtransfer of my consolidated "disruption of Congress" appeais to the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbiq based on the judges' disqualification for pervasive
actual bias and interest, and gave them notice that unless they addressed the record evidence of tn i.
comrption ofthe judicial process inthe case, beginning withtheirwilful disregard ofmandatoryrules
ofjudicial disqualification and disclosure under Canons 3E and F ofthe Code of ludicial Conduct for
the Dishict of Colurnbia Courts, and the controlling decisional law of the U.S. Supreme Court in
Liteky v- United States, 510 U.S. 540 (1994), as to disqualification for "pervasive bias,'meeting an"impossibility of fair judgment" standard I would be filing disciplinary and criminal compliints
against them all.

This October 14,2005 disqualification/tansfer motion, nine full copies ofwhich I had filed with the
original2, was not distributed to the Court's judges, but was nija*eA UV a tluee-judge panel consisting
of Judges Reid, Glickman, and Nebeker, whose knowing OisregarJ of mandatori
disqualification/disclosure rules and falsification of Liteky was focally aetaitea Uy Gffi
Without denyrng or disputing the accuracy of the motion's urrcontested showing thrt tn"ir prio,.
unsigned orderswere all'teadily-verifiable as judicial frauds" (t[32), the panel rendered unu^;gn"a
five-sentence Octobr27,2005 orderdenyingthe motion withoutrcasonsandwithoutiden1ffiany
of the facts, law, and legal argument it had presented, all dispositive of my rights. Totally concealed
by this October 27 ,2005 order - as likewise by their pri or unsignedorden under ttre docket numbers
of my consolidated appeals - was my requested relief for their disqualification and for the
disqualification of the Court's other judges for pervasive actual bias and interest an4 if denied, for
disclosure by them, including as to specified extrajudicial facts.

Judges Rei4 Glickman, and Nebeker then blocked me from judicially challenging this fraudulent
October 27,2005 order by directing the Court's Clerk to accept *no further 6tinis', from me, except
for my "conforming brief on the merits, due on November 7 ,2005" ,and my "conlorming repiy brief,
if any, due within 2l days after the filing of appellee's brief on the merits". This directio-n, 6uuing ro
basis in fact or law, was entirely suo sponte - and afforded me no notice or opportunity to be heari, in
stark contrast to Corley v. United States, T4l A.2d 1029 (1999) - the roi" "*" the order cited,
prefaced by "see", connot'ng an inferential leap between my case and, corley.

I believe this due process-less barring order againstme to be unprecedented inthe historyofthe Court- and my January 10, 2005 letter sought confirmation of this by requesting 1ut f :;, i" tofa-a""A typ",
the names of other litigants who this Court has barred from filing - if "ot a copy of the barring
orders themselves'. Such informational request, critical to establishing the Court's invidiousness in
denying me both due process and equal protection, is plainly gennane to the Commission's

Annexed to the motion were nearly 180 pages of substantiating exhibits.
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investigation of this complaint. Likewise the other informational requests of my January 10,2006
letter, all highlighted in bold-faced type. These further requests were that Chiefiudge Wasfrington
confirm:

"(1) 
[that hel nersonallv examined my October 14,2fi)5 motion and the panePs

October27'2ffiS orderl Q)that [he] brought both to the attention of the Court's
otherJudges for their personal review; and (3) that neither [hel nor they deemed
it appropriete to recall the October 2712005 order and responsively adjudicate
the October 14,2005 motion.'(at p. 3, underlining and bold in tne original leffer).

My January 10, 2006letter recounted the prejudice already caused me by the October 27,2111order.
Judges Reid, Glickman, and Nebeker had used it to reject, without filing my consented-to November
6,2005 procedural motion to add 20 pages to my "conforming brief onih" *oit " - ,lief otherwise
routinely granted. And the letter foresaw comparable prejudice on my upcoming reply brief by a
similffrc.lsction, without filing, ofroutinely-grantedprocedural relieffor an extensionbfpug" limits
or time and' beyond that, for "such substantive relief as the U.S. Attorney's disqualifrcalion and
sanctions, should its appellee's brief violate its obligations under ethical rules of professional
responsibility".

Noting that my November 6,2W5 procedural motion had described the 20 pagps as

"reinforc[tng] the tavesty of a tial to which I was zubjected before the pervasively-
biased Judge Holeman, "ntitlinn.. to rtrrrul. if trot rnu"ut*. ̂  o ronZ"qflorr. L
well as disciplinary and criminal referrals against him and culpable m"-U."r of tnt
U.S. Attomey's office" (at p.3, underlining and italics in the motion and letter),

my letter - which attached the original of the rejected motion, including those pages -- stated that
thereby demonstrated was

"howmabashedlythesejudgeshave departed fromtheircritical appellate frrnction and
mandatory disciplinary responsibilities under Canon 3D of the Coae of Judicial
Conduct of the District of Columbia Courts to ensure the integrity of the judicial
process." (at pp. 34, underlining in the letter).

This was the latest in a pattern of such conduct. As stated,

"cleax from their without-reasons denial of my June 28, 2005 procedural motion and
thefi without-reasons and false-reasons denial of my subsequent July 2g, 2005
reconsideration/vacatur motion with respect thereto - the direct anteceients to my
October 14 , 2005 motion [foJ, culminating in thet without reasons October 27 , 200i
order - is that rather than embracing my elucidation of the facts and law pertaining to
the judicial misconduct of Judge Holeman, the prosecutorial misconduct of the U.S.
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Attorney's offi@, and the disqualification of each, they want only to curtail it so as to
skew, if not avoid, its determination." (p. 4, italics in the letter).

In that connection, my letter observed that *it appear[ed] that Judges Reid, Glickman" andNebeker-
or court personnel - ha[d] destroyed or secreted the most incriminating evidence oftheir co""r-up orthejudicialmisconductbelow, towit,myllg-pageappellant'sbriefaidl6l-pagesupplementalfact
statement - the subject ofthe first branch ofmy June 28,2005procedural motfon-." t reportea tnat ttreoriginals of these documents were mysteriously missing from the Court files - with the result that thefiles no longer contained my'trnexpurgated'chapter and verse' chronicling of the aUominationio
ylich I was subjected by Judge Holenlan and by the U.S. Attorney's office dth" pro".edings before
him". My January l0,.2006letter therefore requested, also in bold-facea typ", that Chi-ef Judge
Washington:

"direct en inquiry into the whereabouts of the missing originals of my June 2g,
2005 appellant's brief and supplemental fact statement and apprise me of the
results so that, if necessary, f can furnish the Court with a opl"""-"ot set of
these dispositive documents.' (at p. 5, bold in the letter).

Chief Judge Washington's wilful failure to respond to these bold-faced requests or to otherwise
demonstrate discharge of his administrative and disciplinary responsibilities, mandated by the most
cursorycomparisonofthe unsignedOctobet27,2005 orderwithmysworn October l4,2psmotion,
constitutesjudicial misconduct per se -- unless Canons 3C and D oith" Code of Judicial Conduct for
the District of Columbia Courts are to be stripped of their mandatory and hortatory meaning.

No fair and impartial ChiefJudge could tolerate the state of affain described by my January 10,2006
letter, thereby permitting my consolidated appeals to be railroaded "before a Court demonsfiated to be
disqnalified for pervasive actual bias and interest- (atp.Z). ChiefJudge Washington,s wilful fail're
to respond creates the inference that he could not do so without eiposing the readily-verifiable
comrption and cover-up about which my letter complained.

Upon inforrration and belief, Chief Judge Washington is himselfan actor in this cornrption and cover-
upr As reflected by !ffl3l(f) and 29 of my October 14, 2005 motion, he participated with Jrdgo
Glickman and Nebeker in the unsigned october l4,2004order whiclr, durinj my incarceratioq denied
my pro bono coun*l's unopposed application for my release to prevent mootness and sua sponte
dismissed said counsel's October 6,2004 emergency appeal as toits only issue: mootress. A year
later, he participated (with Judges Terry, Schwelb, parrell, Wagner, Ruiz, Rei{ Glickman,"and
Kramer) in the unsigned october 5, 2005 order whictr, without addressing the
disqualification/disclosure exp{essly sought by my August 4,2005 petition for the Court,s en banc
initial review of my consolidated appeals, denied the petition by inaction.

Consequently, when I turned to ChiefJudge Washington for his supervisory oversight o f the unsignedoctober 27 '2005 order of Judges Reid, Glickman, and Nebeker with respect to my october l4,z0o5
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disqualification/transfer motion - which I initially did by lengthy telephone communications with his
staffon November 4,2005 - he was not just receiving from me "information indicating tnut *ott.'.
judge ha[d] committed a violation" of the Code of Judicial Conduct for the District of Columbia
Courts, as to which Canon 3D(1) imposel a hortatory obligation to "take appropriate action,,. n"tfr"r,
he already had *knowledge", bom of his own past and recent participation, that .Judgetrf 

filjcommitted...violation[s] of this Code that raise[] a substantial question as to....ttfreirl fiGss foi
office", as to which he was mandatorily obligated by Canon 3D(l) to *inform the appropriate
authority". Of course, informing such "appropriate authorif", as this Commission is, *o.rldhuro"
required him to disclose his own facilitating role in the criminality of his judicial brethren.

Further reinforcing the egregrousness of Chief Judge Washington's violations of his hortatory and
mandatory obligations under Canon 3D(l) ofthe Code is his knowledge that he has thereby aided and
abetted inthe reappoinfinent ofD.C. Court ofAppealsjudgeswhose comrption inofficerequiredtheir
removal - Judge Terr)'being the prime example.

As higblightd byffi3l(c), (d), (e), md1fi29 ofmy october l4,2}}smotion, Judge Terryprticipated
in thee fraudulent orders during the period of my incarceration: the unstgneiJuly Zal,ZOOqtrder
(with Judges Steadman and King), the unsigned September 16,20M ordir (with iuag"r Reid and
Newman), and the unsigned September 23,2004 (with Judges Reid and Farrell) - *"f, without
disqualifying himself for bias or making requisite disclostre. Similarly, he participatd by inactio* in
the unsignedoctob€r 5,2W4 order denying my August 4,2005petition foi en bincinitial hearingof
my appeals.

The disclosure Judge Terry was duty-bound to have made, but did not, includes the extajgclicial facts
identified by la2 of my October 14,2005 motion as to his close professional and personal ties to the
U-S. Attorney's Office of the District of Columbia - and especially with Assistant U.S. Attorney John
Fisher, who had risen to be his deputy chief when he was chief of the U.S. Attorney,s ap'ellate
division, and whose two sets of submissions opposlng my release from incarceration- *"*
demonshated to be blatant frauds by my comprehensive July l6lAugust 12, Z}M motion for
reconsideration and other reliet' and September 13, 2004 reply umAuuito. LO""O" my requests therein
for sanctions againstthe U.S. Attomey's Office, including disciplinaryand criminal referralspursuant
to Canon 3D, were as to Mr. Fisher in par,ticular.

As a direct consequence of Judge Terry's misconduct - especially by his September l6,2004order
which denied my dispositive July l6lAugust l2,2004motion by concealing tfrut it sought my release
from incarceration, sanctions against the U.S. Attomey, and disclosure by the Court,s judges if they
did not disqualif themselves for bias, as well as by conce aling att thefacts, law, and legal-arg"-"nt

3

a

))-

Annexed to my October 14,2005 motion as Exhibit F, see ffi2@), 9-10, 1940.

Annexed to my October 14,2N5 motion as Exhibit I- 2, see theENTIRET of my reply affidavit '!f,[2-
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the motion presented -- I was not only maliciously kept incarcerated ufien my right to release was
absolute, but Mr. Fisher was enabled to secure a September 30,2004tr*r*.ndution from the D.C
Judicial Nomination Commission for appointment as associate judge on the D.C. Court of Appeals -
to which President Bush nominated him on June 6,20055.

That Judge Terr'' has been able to become a senior judge is directly attributable to Chief Judge
Washington's failure to discharge his mandatory disciplinary responsibilities in response to my oral
communications with his staffon November 4,2}}s,thereafter nr-emorialized by my January tO,ZOOe
letter. Such required him to inform this Commission of Judge Terry's role in tire judicial comrption
chronicled by the record of the "disruption of Congress' case so tbat the Commission could
disapprove his pending application for a senior judgeship. Instead" on January 23, 20M, the
Commission,actingih ignorance,gave its favorable recommendationastoJudge Terry's:.finress and
qualifications to continue judicial service" - after which Chief Judge Washingfin, witi knowledge oi
the relevant disqualifing facts supplied by my October 14,2005 motion,lnade the appoindent
effective February l, 2006. Consequently, Chief Judge Washington is rightfully^"t*g.A -
additionally - with comrpting the D.c. 'omerit selection" process.

prior complaints were filed against him by my mother, Doris L. Sassower, and by -"mb"^ *d
supporters ofthe Ce'lrter for Judicial Accountability,Inc. (CJA) -the non-partisan, non-profit citizens'
organization' co-founded by my mother and myself of which she was tnen airector andl coordinator.

The Comrnission dismissed my mother's complaint and supplement on December 16,204on the
boiler-plate grormd that "they raised matters of law exclusively within the jurisdiction ofthe court and
beyond the stahrtory authority of this Commission." Upon her request for reargunent, the
Commission modified this to "matters of law exclusively within the discretion of thi Court and
beyond the statutory authority of the Commission" -- to which it joined an assertion rhat ..to the extent
[the complaint] raised matters of the Judge's bias and temperamen! the Commission fotrnd
insufficient cause to proceed.".

Apart from the fact that the Commission did not identi$ the supposed'lnatters of lavf that are"exclusivey 
yqlt$" jurisdiction pr diggr*ionl ofthe Court and beyond the statutory authority of

the Commission'6, the Commissionls bald assertion on

t My complaint herein agains Judge Fisher arises from his false representations ofhis adherenee to, and
enforcement oq *hidl standards of ethical conducf in connection with his application to be ajudge on Oe b.C.
Court of Appeals. Such is demonstrated by his affiwers to the questionnaire of the Senate Committee on
Govemmental Affairs, to which he swore on June I7, 2005 for purposes of his confirmation, discussed at
footnote 17 of my October 14,2005 motion.

u Judge Hole,man's misrepresentations by his sworn answers to the questionnaire ofthe Senate Committee
on Governmental Atrairs in connection with confirmation to the D.C. Superior Cour! as well as such other
discrepancies as were noted by my mother's supplement (pp. 5-9), are neitler..matters of law,'nor within the
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ofthe prior showing asto Judee Holeman's"bias and temlrerament". Indeed, it provides record proof so pervasive *d i"*nAing ^ 6ffil
Judge Holeman's removal from the bench - as likewise the removal of D.C. Superior Court and Court
of Appeals judges complicit in that misconduct.

Summarizing this record Pjoof are my accompanying 119-page appellant's brief and l6l-page
supplemental fact statementT .- identical to the originals missing fromttre D.C. Court ofAppeals hb-s.
The tbreshold and overarching appellate issue - consuming 96 pages of the brief --^ is Judge
Holeman's pervasive actual bias, as to wtrich the supplemental- fact statement provides a
comprehensive chronological recitation, in further support ofthe brief s comprehensive legal showing.
Both the brief and supplemental fact statement are copiously annotated with citations io -y flu;-
volume appendix of the record - which I am also supplying the Commission. Such record
dispositively establishes an unremitting continuum ofbiase4 dishonest, and intemperate conduct by
Judge Holemano spanning the course of the proceeding - pre-tial. at trial. and oost-tial

The most particularized recitation ofJurlge Hole,man's peruasivety-Uiased pr€tuial conduct is presented
by my legally'stfficientFebrvary 23,2004 and March 22,2004 motions for his disqualification for
actual bias [A-265, 4-375]. Verifying the complete accuracy of the recitations in these two motions
will enable you to not only verifi Judge Holeman's flagrant violation of his mandatory duty to
disqualifr himself pretial. but, simultaneously, to verifr the serious -ir"ottd,r"ioFD3]Superior
goutt Chief Judge King, as well as of then D.C. Superior Court Criminal Division presidingiudge
Krarner', and her stand-in, then D.C. Superior Court Criminal Division Pfesiding Judge Cushenberry-e,

Court's *juridiction" or "discretion". Such misconduct by a judicial candidate is witrin the Commission's
purview based on Canon 5E of the Code of Judicial Conduct for the District of Columbia Courts.

? These arebeing.hand-9:liv-er* byCJA memberand super-patriot, George McDermot! who previously
filed with this Commission judicial misconduct complaints against Judge Holeman arising from this case. Mr.
McDermott is graciouslyprovidingthe Commissionwithhis own copyofthese documents,alongwiththetbree-
volume appendix ofthe recond, which he had the Court of Appeals file stamp on June 2g,2OOS.

t Judge Kramer is now an associate judge on the D.C. Court of Appeals - a fact discussed at {,11[30, 44-45
of my October 14,2005 motion. According to the questionnaire she completed for the Senate Comnittee on
Governmental Affain in 2005, she was hesiding Judge ofthe D.C. Superior Court Criminal Division fiom..Jan.
2002 - December 31,2004", during which time she'\vorked daily with ChiefJudge Rufus King to ensure the
smooth operations ofthe Division" and "established aweeklymeetingofthe CriminalDivisionjudgesto discuss
maffers...These meetings provided ameans for judgesto seekadvice from colleagu"s on i*u"s needing
immediate resolution." (at p. 21). Among the other pertinent background facts she ilentifres: that she was i"Member, D.C. Superior Court Liaison Committee with Judicial Disabilities & Tenure Commission (1990-
present)" (at p. 8) and that "As a member of the Joint D.C. Court of Appeals and Superior Court Advisory
Committee on Judicial Conduct, [she] participated in the 1995 revision of the Code of ludiciat Conduct for thl
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wtren I urgently turned to them for aMMEDIATE SUPERVISoRY ovERsIGHT" over Judge
Holeman, including by memoranda dated February 26,2004,February 27 ,2004,and March lg,206i
lA-426; A435; A454; 4-4501. Their wilful and deliberate failure to respond was in face of my
express invocation of Canons 3C and D ofthe Code ofJudicial Conduct forihe Distict of Columbia
Courts-andnoticethatl would filejudicial misconductcomplaints againstthem forviolationoftheir
mandatory administrative and disciplinary responsibilities pursuant thereto [A-435-6].

Veriffing the state of the record pretrial will also enable you to verifr the comrp conduct of Judges
Glickman' Nebeker and Farrell, whe4 in face of the wilful inaction of Ii.C. Superior Col*
supervisory authorities King, Krarter, and Cushenberry, I turned to the D.C. Court of Appeals for
emergency redress. This, with a petition for a writ of mandamus and prohibition for Judge Hol"**',
disqualification and for certiorari and/or certified questions of law asio my entitlement to ven'€ in the
U.S. District Court for the Dishict of Columbi4 pursuant to the venue provision ofthe disruption of
Congress strafute, as well as because of the lawlessness in D.C. Superior Court, protecting the
govemment and railroading me to tial -- as evidenced bv the case record. a full conv of wh-ich T
fansmitted. Indee4 sohonificwastherecordthatmypetition (atp. 1) *au".oropu"yi"g-otior4ut
ffi20'22) e, xpresslv requested that the D.C. Court of Appeals take "appropriate action l ugui*t fuag"
Holeman and the U.S. Attorney, pursuant to Canon 3D of the Code ofJudicial Conduct foi tne Oisnil
of Columbia Courts - with such encompassing investigation o{ and "action" against, Judges King,
Kramer, and Cushenberrylo.

Copies ofmy unopposedApril 6,20A4 mandamus petition and accompanying motion are annexed as
Exhibits D and E to my October 14,2005 disqualification/transfer motion. 1ik"*ir. annexed - as
Exhibits F - I - are tped copies ofmy handunitten July l2lAugust l6,2004reconsideration motion
and supporting Pap€rs which I wrote while incarcerated and which include my analysis of the
unsigned Apil8,2004 order of Judges Glickman, Nebeker, and Farrell, denying my April 6,20M
mandamus petition and accompanymg motionll.

District of Columbia Courts" (at p. 13).

e On Janury ln 2005, Judge Cushenberry succeeded Judge Kramer as Presiding Judge ofthe Criminal
Division - having served as Deputy Presiding Judge under Judge Kramer fiom January i, ZOO| to n ""-b". I t,
2004.

l0 Because the Court of Appeals did not then - or during the subsequent months of my incarceration -
take any "appropriate action" with respect to Judges King Kramer, and Cushenberry by notiffing this
Commission and the Judicial Nomination Commission oftheir serious misconduct in my case, Judge f*-".
was able to secure a recommendation to the D.C. Court of Appeals on September 3 o,Zn4,Judge Kin! was able
to secure reappointment as D.C. Superior Court Chief Judge at about the same time, and Judge -u.herib"rry *as
able to become Presiding Judge of the Criminal Division on January 1, 2005- an appointnent made by judge
King.

rr My analysis of the fraudulent April 8,2oo4order appears at!ft[4]-62 ofmy July l2lAugust 16, 2004
reconsideration motion, annexed as Exhibit F to my october 14,2005 motion.
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Like my legally-stfficient Febnsary 23, 2004 and March 22, 2004 motions for Judge Holeman,s
disqualification - which have alwavs been dispositive of my rights - so, too, my April 6,2004
mandamus petition with its accompanying motion and my July l6TAugust 12,2004 reconsideration
motion, both expressly requesting that the judges ofthe D.C. Court of Appealsdisqualiff themselves
or make disclosure^pursuant to Canons 3E and F of the Code of Judicial Conduct for the District ofColumbia Courts.l2 The wilful and deliberate refusal ofthe Court's judges to confront my articulated
bases for their disqualification and to make the disclosuretherein specinea-inaeed their concealment
of same - was highlighted by my unopposedJuly 28, 2^005 reconsideration motion and my unopposed
August 4,2005 petition for en banc irutial hearingl3 -- the direct predecessors to my unopposed
October 14' 2005 disqualification/transfer motion, whose recitation of the facts giving rise io the
Court's mandatory disqualification and disclosure obligations is throuehout.

Copies ofthese July 28, 2005 and August 4,2005 submissions are enclosed, as is my June 2g,2005
procedural motion on which they rest. Needless to say, the originals ofthese - and ottrer substaniiating
record proof - should be in the D.C. Court of Appeals files.ra

I look fomnard to giving testimony under oath to assist your investigation" as well as at the hearings for
the removal ofall ofthesejudges fortheirknowing and deliberate comrpting ofthejudici4proJss in
my case' causing vast and irreparable injury to me and my family - and the expenditure of tens, ifnot
hundreds, of thousands of dollars, bome by the taxpayers, on needless court proceedings and my six-
month incarceration. That these judges could do what they did ir my case-- where ttt airporitiu"
rac6 were always Derore them rn documented and unambiguous fashion - shows that they are capable
of anything. Indeed, as my October 14,2005 motion reveals (1[1[10, 34), the D.C. Co'rtofAppeals'
falsification of Liteky and cognizable grounds for judicial Aisq,tain*tion extends UeyonO ttris
politically-oqplosive "disruption of Congress" case.

Thankyou.
Yours for a quality judiciary,

&ane<
ELENA RUTH SASSOWER. Director
Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc. (CJA)
& Appellant Pro Se

Enclosures & cc's: See next page

t2 seemv october l4,2oosmotion: Exhibit E,ffi0-25;ExhibitF,1,lT2(c), 2(d),41-74.

lt. . - Se1 my July 28, 2005 reconsideration motion, fl1[2(d), 24-25;my August 3,2x}4petifion for en bancinitial hearing, t[fl9, S [1J10].

l'l CJA's website, wwwiudgewatch.ors, posts virtually the entire record in D.C. Superior Court and in theD'C. Court of Appeals - including my culminating January lo,2006letter to Chief Juigr washington. It ismost conveniently accessedvia the sidebar panel, "Disruption of congress,, -..The Appeal',.
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Enclosures: (l) my January l0,2006letterto chief Judge washington
(2) my October 14,2005 motion & the Court's October 27,2005 order
(3) my November 6,2005..conforming brief on the merits',
(4) my June 28,2005 procedural motion
(5) my July 28, 2005 reconsideration motion
(6) my August 4,2005 petition for en banc inrtialhearing

Separately transrnitted: (1) my June 28, 2005 appellart's brief & supplemental fact statement
Q) my three-volune appendix of the record

cc: D.C. Court of Appeals Presiding Judge Eric T. Washington
(for himself & atl complained-against D.C. Court of Appeats and Superior Courtjudges)

tBy Certified MaiVRRR: 700 t -03 20-0004-7860-0a801
Thomas Abraham, Supervisory case ManagerlD.c. court of Appeals
Dan Cipullo, Director/D.C. Superior Court Criminal Division
U.S. Attorney forthe Distict of Columbia

ATT: Assistant u.s. Attorney Roy Mckese, Appeilate Division chief
Assistant U.S. Attorney Florence Pan


