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uweported story about how the House Judiciary Committee handles the hundreds
of impeachment complaints it receives against federal judges

Dear Mr. Savage:

Of course, it makes sense that you want to do "one impeachment at a time". However, DIRECTLy
relevant to the current impeachment proceedings against the President is the officiat misconduct of the
key players at the trial, the presiding Chief Justice Al.lD the House Judiciary prosecuting team, and,
particularly, when that official misconduct involves the very issues involved in the president's
impeachment: their duty to uphold the "rule of law" and "the integrity of the judicial process.

Enclosed is the Center for Judicial Accountability's press release. To assist you in assessing the
DIRECT AND IMMEDIATE significance of our 4-page impeachment complaint against the Chief
Justice, it is enclosed - and with it the rehearing petition which is part of it.

As reflected by these documents, the case ftom which the Chief fustice's impeachable fficial
misconduct arises is Doris L. Sgssor'+ter v. Hon Guy Mangano et al. , a $ I 983 civil rights action in which
high-ranking New York State judges and the New York State Attorney General were sued for
comrptionr. The Supreme Court docket number of the case is #98-106.

Please oramine the Court's file. Beginning with the petition for rehearing, I would urge you to review
the two most pertinent documents reprinted in its appendix: the disqualification/disclosure application
presented to the justices [RA-6] and the judicial misconduct complaint against them [RA-52]. The
court has concealed both these documents from its docket of the case.

I The allegations of the federal mmplaint are reflected by CJA's $20,000 public interest ad,"Where
Do You Go When Judges Break the Law?" (Thq New York Times,10/26/94, Op-Ed page; and New york Law
Journal, ll/l/94, p. 9) - reprinted in the appendix of the cert petition IA-2691.
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As to the cert petition and supplemental brief, may I direct your attention to the followingl

In the cert petition, the FruT "Question Presented" is the srpervisory and ethical duty of the Supreme
Court and its justices. This is discussed at pp. 2l-23,*Reasonsfor Granting the l(rif, and pp. )l-ZA,
Point l'. "This Court's Power of Supervision is Mandated' and "This C*rt l.1as a Duty'to Mapc
Dirciplinary and Criminal Refenalf'. Such pages detail that, absent Supreme Court review, there is
NO remedy, within the Judicial Branctq for the corupt conduct of the lower federal judiciary,
demonstrated by the cert petition.

In thc supplemcntel brief, pages l-3 and 7-10 further underscore the mandatory duty of Supreme
Court review -- demonstrating the complete breakdown of all checks on judicial misconduct, in the
Legislative and Executive Branches, such that:

"the constitutional protection restricting federal judges' tenure in office to .good
behavior' does not exist because all avenues by which their official misconduct and abuse
ofoffice might be determined and impeachment initiated (U.S. Constitution, Article II,
$4 and Article III, $l [SA-l] are comrpted by political and personal self-interest. The
consequence: federal judges who pervert, with impunity, the constitutional pledge to'establish Justice', (Constitution, Preamble tSA-ll) and who use their juAiciat omce for
ulterior purposes." [supplemental briefl, atp. Z]

In substantiation, two submissions were "lodged" with the Clerk's office: (l) the doc'mantary
compendium to CJA's June 1998 statement to the House Judiciary Committee [printed at SA-17] and
(2) the exhibits to our lvly 27,1998 criminal complaint to the Justice Department's public Integrity
Section [printed at SA-47].

I would point ort that CJA's FIVE-YEAR correspondence with the House Judiciary Committee, which
is referred to in our press release, is part of the documentary compendium. That correspondence
chronicles our "voyage of discovery" as to the true facts about the House Judiciary Commitiee -- and
about the federaljudiciary's nrbversion of28 U.S.C. $372(c), BOTH concealed by the methodologically
flawed and dishonest 1993 Report ofthe National Commission on Judicial Disciiline. For an overview
ofwhat we discovered, may I recommend that you read CJA's published article, "ll'ithout Merit: The
Enpty Promise of Judicial Discipline" (The Long Term View, Vol4. No. l, summer lggT)- which
is reprinted in the appendix to the cert petitionlA-2071, as well as included in the documentary
compendium to our June 1998 statement tR-51.

Upon request, I would be pleased to transmit to you copies of any and all of the submissions that
comprise the record before the Court in kssower v. Mangano, et al.1*ea-f OO; -- all substantiating our
impeachment complaint.

Yours for a quality judiciary,

€Cenq ,€a.9e--Ss-aeQNf


