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Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org is an organization that aims to bring together all the 
entities and individuals that are separately working toward accomplishing what constitutes in fact 
a common mission, namely, to ensure integrity in our federal and state courts. By focusing their 
efforts and combining their resources they can pursue it much more effectively than up to now. 
To that end, JDR put forward the “Programmatic Proposal to Unite Entities and Individuals to Use Their Resources 
Effectively in Our Common Mission to Ensure the Integrity of Our Courts by Engaging in Specific Activities and 
Achieving Concrete Objectives”. (http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/Programmatic_Proposal.pdf)  

The Programmatic Proposal intends to accomplish that mission by achieving three 
realistic and progressively attainable objectives through a program of specific, manageable 
activities. To begin with, it seeks to form a virtual firm on the Internet of investigative journalists 
and lawyers that will find evidence of coordinated wrongdoing by judges and expose it on the 
Internet and the traditional media. Having made both the public aware of such wrongdoing and the 
media cover it, a class action will be brought against judges engaged in it. A public outraged by the 
exposure in the media and through the class action should lead to the attainment of the second 
objective of causing the FBI, the Department of Justice, Congress, and their state counterparts to 
investigate coordinated wrongdoing in the judiciaries. Thirdly, an outraged public should force 
lawmakers to pass laws for the creation of bodies external to the judiciaries to take effective action 
on complaints against judges and make judges accountable for the use of public funds. 

Coordinated wrongdoing by judges, whether in the federal or the state jurisdiction, substantially 
impairs the integrity of the judiciaries. It may manifest itself in different areas of the law, including 
probate, taxation, partition of marital assets, child support and visitation rights, bankruptcy, etc. (cf. 
http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Statement_of_Facts_Table_of_Cases.pdf) What is common 
to, and at the origin of, any form of such wrongdoing is that a judge that engages in wrongdoing 
in one area of the law and gets away with it because the other judges will not discipline him, will 
be more likely to do wrong in all areas of his work and in the process, set the example for other 
judges to follow. This triggers a trend that is likely to degenerate into coordinated wrongdoing 
until organized corruption festers. Judges can engage in it by immunizing themselves from 
prosecution through their systematic dismissal of complaints against their conduct. This explains 
how in the 217 years since the U.S. Constitution of 1789, only 7 federal judges have been 
impeached and convicted. 

The Proposal recognizes that for the entities and individuals to hold reasonably any 
expectation of eliminating coordinated judicial wrongdoing under those circumstances, public 
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support is indispensable. If the public is made aware of the judges’ wrongdoing, it is likely to be 
offended by the fact that judges apply the law to all of us only to abuse their power in order to 
put themselves above that same law. People react to abuse and unfairness that can turn them into 
victims and make them feel disrespected and as persons of lesser value.  

Thus, the first task of the virtual firm of investigative journalists and lawyers is to conduct a 
Watergate-like Follow the money! investigation from filed bankruptcy petitions, available through 
PACER (Public Access to Court Electronic Records http://www.pacer.uscourts.gov/index.html), 
through the judges’ webs of personal and financial relationships, up along the judicial hierarchy, to 
concealed assets; and expose the uncovered evidence. The latter cannot be excluded by judges 
pretending that it concerns judicial acts, for which judges are immune from prosecution; instead, acts 
of coordinated wrongdoing fall among crimes, which are not protected by judicial immunity.  

However, since coordinated wrongdoing judges disregard the law, they could exclude 
even such evidence in order to dismiss a class action based on it…unless the evidence already 
exposed by the virtual firm caused the national media to provide extensive coverage of the 
judges having to decide whether to incriminate themselves by blatantly disregarding the law in 
order to exclude evidence of criminal conduct to protect themselves or incriminate themselves by 
being faithful to their oath to “administer justice without respect to persons” (28 U.S.C. §453) at the risk 
of judges being held civilly liable and left exposed to impeachment. Therein lies a strategy: to 
put judges in a damn if you do, damn if you don’t situation.  

To implement it, the firm of investigative journalists and lawyers needs to be formed. To 
that end, a concrete idea of how entities and individuals can start working together to form it is set 
forth in the Table of Division of Labor for the Formation of the Virtual Firm to expose the 
coordinated wrongdoing of judges and sue them in a class action of people injured by judges 
supporting or tolerating fraud schemes or systematically dismissing judicial conduct complaints. 

You too can help in that work. You can forward this e-mail to entities and individuals 
that complain about judges that abuse their power and disregard the law or that are corrupt. 
Thereby you will let them know that they need not remain complaining in isolation while judges 
keep coordinating their wrongdoing, but rather they can unite in order to effectively expose such 
judges and also form the class to sue them in a class action. You can search the Internet for the e-
mail addresses of those entities and individuals by using keywords such as judges, judicial, 
courts, corruption, abuse of power, law, legal, etc.  

Likewise, you can forward this e-mail to bloggers, investigative journalists, reporters, and 
anchors at newspapers as well as radio and TV stations so that they may disseminate the story to 
an ever larger audience. Similarly, you can forward it to lawyers to invite them to participate in 
the discussion of judicial wrongdoing and consider joining the firm.  

By so doing, you will be helping yourself, for judges wield immense power over our 
lives, liberty, and property, and when they decide a case, they set a precedent that affects you 
too. So it is in your interest that they be men and women of integrity that apply the law not just to 
us, but also to themselves. Do not let judges place themselves above you and the rest of us as 
they place themselves above the law. 

For more information, visit http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org. Send your comments or 
inquiries to DrRCordero@Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org.  

 


	http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Firm_to_sue_judges.pdf
	See also:
	http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Programmatic_Proposal.pdf
	http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Dynamics_of_corruption.pdf
	http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/Follow_money/Champion_of_Justice.pdf
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National


Circuits  Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


Table S-22.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of 28 U.S.C. 351-364
During the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2005


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2004* 212 0 4 9 57 9 8 16 30 1 13 30 8 25 2 0


Complaints Filed 642 1 33 19 36 58 43 99 55 15 38 122 36 85 2 0


Complaint Type


Written by Complainant 642 1 33 19 36 58 43 99 55 15 38 122 36 85 2 0


On Order of Chief Judges 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 177 1 18 1 7 4 28 10 7 6 2 80 7 6 0 0


District 456 0 21 15 23 41 32 52 51 11 22 102 27 59 0 0


National Courts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Bankruptcy Judges 31 0 0 4 0 5 1 2 3 1 2 9 2 2 0 0


Magistrate Judges 135 0 1 4 6 8 9 35 5 2 13 27 7 18 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 22 0 1 2 3 2 2 3 0 0 0 6 0 1 2 0


Physical Disability 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 1 0


Demeanor 20 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1 2 8 1 1 0 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 206 1 7 13 3 5 26 6 3 4 28 57 0 52 1 0


Prejudice/Bias 275 1 12 19 43 21 9 16 40 5 15 57 15 20 2 0


Conflict of Interest 49 0 2 5 5 11 2 1 3 1 2 13 3 1 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 51 0 0 3 2 1 2 2 1 0 4 32 0 4 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 65 0 0 6 8 8 2 9 2 0 4 14 7 5 0 0


Incompetence/Neglect 52 0 2 4 4 3 2 3 0 1 8 22 1 1 1 0


Other 260 0 2 1 80 40 11 80 0 7 1 19 18 0 1 0


Complaints Concluded 667 1 22 23 91 47 48 90 47 16 45 120 33 81 3 0


Action by Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute 21 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 2 0 3 5 3 1 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling 319 1 8 8 46 18 20 30 12 6 29 57 16 65 3 0


Frivolous 41 0 1 3 1 0 4 6 3 8 5 10 0 0 0 0
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Appropriate Action Already Taken 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events 8 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 6 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 400 1 11 11 54 20 26 39 17 14 38 76 19 71 3 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judges only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Dismissed the Complaint 267 0 11 12 37 27 22 51 30 2 7 44 14 10 0 0


Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 267 0 11 12 37 27 22 51 30 2 7 44 14 10 0 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2005 187 0 15 5 2 20 3 25 38 0 6 32 11 29 1 0


Table S-22. (September 30, 2005—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS.
2 CIT = U.S. COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDGES. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.
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National


Circuits  Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


Table S-22.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of 28 U.S.C. 351-364
During the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2004


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2003* 249 0 2 19 34 3 10 19 22 1 29 38 11 61 0 0


Complaints Filed 712 2 31 30 23 40 63 95 72 34 77 146 41 58 0 0


Complaint Type


Written by Complainant 712 2 31 30 23 40 63 95 72 34 77 146 41 58 0 0


On Order of Chief Judges 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 240 6 20 16 4 6 23 16 24 8 14 84 13 6 0 0


District 539 0 39 21 15 22 52 51 69 27 55 128 23 37 0 0


National Courts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Bankruptcy Judges 28 0 0 8 1 2 1 2 4 1 0 6 2 1 0 0


Magistrate Judges 149 0 1 5 3 10 18 26 7 3 25 26 11 14 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 34 0 0 4 3 5 4 4 2 0 1 10 0 1 0 0


Physical Disability 6 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0


Demeanor 34 0 1 1 6 0 4 3 0 1 7 9 1 1 0 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 251 1 3 11 6 0 42 2 4 2 71 59 22 28 0 0


Prejudice/Bias 334 2 19 27 35 14 22 35 42 7 38 52 20 21 0 0


Conflict of Interest 67 0 5 8 4 6 3 3 2 0 5 22 7 2 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 93 0 0 9 5 10 5 3 1 0 25 33 0 2 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 70 0 2 7 5 7 4 10 2 5 8 13 4 3 0 0


Incompetence/Neglect 106 0 0 9 3 8 2 3 0 0 18 16 0 47 0 0


Other 224 0 1 1 33 30 10 89 3 24 0 24 9 0 0 0


Complaints Concluded 784 2 28 40 51 34 73 99 56 35 94 135 42 95 0 0


Action By Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute 27 0 4 0 6 0 5 0 4 1 5 0 0 2 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling 295 2 9 7 18 13 31 38 16 21 37 65 8 30 0 0


Frivolous 112 0 8 4 3 0 1 11 3 5 18 5 4 50 0 0
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Table S-22. (September 30, 2004—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS.
2 CIT = U.S. COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDGES. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 5 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0


Subtotal 449 2 21 11 29 13 37 51 23 27 63 72 13 87 0 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judges Only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Dismissed the Complaint 335 0 7 29 22 21 36 48 33 8 31 63 29 8 0 0


Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 335 0 7 29 22 21 36 48 33 8 31 63 29 8 0 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2004 177 0 5 9 6 9 0 15 38 0 12 49 10 24 0 0
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National


Circuits  Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


Table S-22.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of 28 U.S.C. 351-364
During the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2003


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2002* 141 0 3 4 29 6 3 7 22 4 15 16 6 20 5 1


Complaints Filed 835 2 11 36 69 41 67 107 73 28 97 146 47 110 0 1


Complaint Type


Written by Complainant 835 2 11 36 69 41 67 107 73 28 97 146 47 110 0 1


On Order of Chief Judges 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 204 6 4 19 8 4 16 27 15 2 26 43 12 22 0 0


District 719 0 14 24 49 28 54 54 53 34 157 156 39 57 0 0


National Courts 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1


Bankruptcy Judges 38 0 0 2 1 3 1 2 5 2 1 16 3 2 0 0


Magistrate Judges 257 0 0 5 11 6 21 24 21 3 91 40 7 28 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 26 0 0 1 6 4 5 1 0 1 2 5 0 1 0 0


Physical Disability 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0


Demeanor 21 0 0 1 4 3 1 4 0 1 1 3 1 1 1 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 239 1 0 7 20 3 29 22 2 6 30 59 14 45 0 1


Prejudice/Bias 263 2 12 9 20 14 21 26 29 11 36 37 14 29 2 1


Conflict of Interest 33 0 0 1 3 5 3 2 2 1 2 7 3 4 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 87 0 0 1 4 6 10 6 15 0 20 22 0 3 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 81 0 0 3 9 6 6 4 3 5 25 16 2 1 0 1


Incompetence/Neglect 47 0 0 3 3 2 8 2 3 0 15 6 1 4 0 0


Other 131 0 0 0 4 37 4 45 0 9 2 13 14 0 3 0


Complaints Concluded 682 2 12 18 42 40 69 94 53 31 87 117 42 69 4 2


Action by Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute 39 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 17 2 9 6 0 0 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling 230 2 3 2 14 13 30 24 10 15 15 46 9 46 1 0


Frivolous 77 0 0 0 7 1 3 6 0 7 25 21 1 6 0 0
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Table S-22. (September 30, 2003—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS.
2 CIT = U.S. COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDGES. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 8 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 2 0 1 0 0


Subtotal 365 2 4 3 22 15 37 31 27 24 59 77 10 53 1 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judges Only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1


Dismissed the Complaint 316 0 8 15 20 25 32 63 26 7 28 40 32 16 3 1


Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0


Subtotal 317 0 8 15 20 25 32 63 26 7 28 40 32 16 3 2


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2003 294 0 2 22 56 7 1 20 42 1 25 45 11 61 1 0
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National


Circuits  Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


Table S-22.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of 28 U.S.C. 372(c)
During the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2002


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2001* 262 0 17 15 60 3 5 19 44 5 17 36 6 31 3 1


Complaints Filed 657 0 20 14 62 51 59 81 77 28 54 105 47 54 5 0


Complaint Type


Written by Complainant 656 0 20 13 62 51 59 81 77 28 54 105 47 54 5 0


On Order of Chief Judge 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 353 0 47 6 10 4 17 26 52 11 52 114 11 3 0 0


District 548 0 13 20 41 35 68 32 72 29 43 127 36 32 0 0


National Courts 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0


Bankruptcy Judges 57 0 1 1 1 6 4 2 2 0 3 27 2 8 0 0


Magistrate Judges 152 0 1 2 10 6 8 21 11 2 21 48 11 11 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 33 0 0 0 4 1 3 2 6 1 3 11 2 0 0 0


Physical Disability 6 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0


Demeanor 17 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 327 0 1 7 57 6 29 49 14 13 19 71 17 41 3 0


Prejudice/Bias 314 0 34 16 40 13 20 35 51 11 20 36 19 16 3 0


Conflict of Interest 46 0 1 0 18 9 2 3 2 0 4 3 1 3 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 63 0 0 0 15 0 4 6 8 0 5 20 1 4 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 75 0 1 0 15 3 3 5 3 7 10 15 7 6 0 0


Incompetence/Neglect 45 0 0 2 2 1 7 1 9 0 6 16 1 0 0 0


Other 129 0 4 2 0 46 3 16 8 2 4 32 9 3 0 0


Complaints Concluded 780 0 35 25 93 48 61 98 98 30 57 124 47 61 3 0


Action By Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity with Statute 27 0 1 0 1 0 3 1 7 0 1 9 1 3 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling 249 0 6 5 23 17 24 36 31 14 11 36 22 22 2 0


Frivolous 110 0 9 2 9 2 13 7 5 7 10 36 7 3 0 0
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Table S-22. (September 30, 2002—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. CLAIMS COURT.
2 CIT = COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDICIAL OFFICERS. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


 Intervening Events 6 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 8 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0


Subtotal 403 0 16 10 37 20 41 44 45 22 23 82 30 30 3 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judges Only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Dismissed the Complaint 375 0 19 15 56 28 20 54 51 8 34 42 17 31 0 0


Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 377 0 19 15 56 28 20 54 53 8 34 42 17 31 0 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2002 139 0 2 4 29 6 3 2 23 3 14 17 6 24 5 1
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National


Circuits  Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


Table S-22.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of 28 U.S.C. 372(c)
During the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2001


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2001* 150 0 4 9 33 5 3 9 23 1 6 32 4 18 3 0


Complaints Filed 766 0 31 22 102 50 63 100 97 43 52 102 32 70 1 1


Complaint Type


Written by Complainant 766 0 31 22 102 50 63 100 97 43 52 102 32 70 1 1


On Order of Chief Judge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 273 0 15 16 31 13 25 23 12 16 33 53 16 20 0 0


District 563 0 16 26 52 23 45 50 86 37 69 104 25 30 0 0


National Court 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1


Bankruptcy Judges 34 0 0 2 2 6 2 2 1 3 0 12 2 2 0 0


Magistrate Judges 143 0 3 1 17 8 12 25 17 3 10 20 9 18 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 29 0 0 0 5 4 1 3 3 1 2 5 0 5 0 0


Physical Disability 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Demeanor 31 0 0 1 14 2 1 0 1 4 2 5 0 1 0 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 200 0 3 3 28 3 35 28 1 13 21 33 15 16 1 0


Prejudice/Bias 266 0 18 11 24 9 17 31 36 13 11 43 14 38 1 0


Conflict of Interest 38 0 0 0 10 4 3 8 1 1 0 5 4 2 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 61 0 0 0 2 5 4 6 1 1 1 33 3 5 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 60 0 0 0 6 6 3 11 2 6 4 15 0 7 0 0


Incompetence/Neglect 50 0 0 2 5 8 3 3 7 0 1 20 0 1 0 0


Other 186 0 8 1 0 50 4 47 16 3 8 32 7 10 0 0


Complaints Concluded 668 0 18 16 75 53 61 108 68 39 41 100 30 58 1 0


Action by Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute 13 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 1 2 1 4 0 0 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling 235 0 2 3 17 26 25 42 20 14 18 27 14 27 0 0


Frivolous 103 0 0 2 13 0 6 13 14 12 7 31 2 3 0 0


2001 Annual Report of the Director Adm Off of US Court Report of judicial misconduct complaints filed between 10/1/0 and 11/30/1 C:980a
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Table S-22. (September 30, 2001—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. CLAIMS COURT.
2 CIT = COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDICIAL OFFICERS. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 363 0 3 6 34 28 31 55 35 29 28 62 17 35 0 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judge Only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Dismissed the Complaint 303 0 15 10 40 25 30 53 33 10 13 38 12 23 1 0


Withdrawn 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 305 0 15 10 41 25 30 53 33 10 13 38 13 23 1 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2001 248 0 17 15 60 2 5 1 52 5 17 34 6 30 3 1
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National


Circuits  Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


Table S-22.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of Title 28 U.S.C. Section 372(c)
for the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2000


Complaints Pending on September 30, 1999* 181 0 1 5 65 19 2 18 15 0 7 27 11 11 0 0


Complaints Filed 696 2 18 21 59 53 61 113 56 44 51 111 32 73 2 0


Complaint Type


Written by Complainant 695 2 18 21 59 53 61 113 56 44 51 111 31 73 2 0


On Order of Chief Judges 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 191 4 4 4 9 10 14 23 4 11 45 35 15 13 0 0


District 522 0 17 20 41 36 62 60 50 29 52 92 26 37 0 0


National Courts 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Bankruptcy Judges 26 0 0 1 2 6 1 2 2 2 2 5 2 1 0 0


Magistrate Judges 135 0 0 3 7 2 10 28 13 6 6 32 6 22 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 26 0 0 0 2 6 6 5 0 1 3 2 0 1 0 0


Physical Disability 12 0 0 1 1 3 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0


Demeanor 13 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 1 0 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 272 0 0 10 29 25 29 43 9 23 20 38 16 30 0 0


Prejudice/Bias 257 1 13 8 28 17 15 24 28 13 17 39 25 29 0 0


Conflict of Interest 48 1 0 0 11 9 1 5 1 0 3 8 1 8 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 83 0 0 2 21 12 8 4 0 2 6 22 2 4 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 75 0 2 1 11 6 6 7 5 3 3 16 4 11 0 0


Incompetence/Neglect 61 0 0 0 1 7 8 3 1 3 5 31 0 2 0 0


Other 188 0 7 1 5 66 0 50 4 7 13 20 9 6 0 0


Complaints Concluded 715 2 15 17 80 67 60 123 48 44 51 104 39 65 0 0


Action by Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute 29 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 9 1 0 12 1 0 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling 264 2 4 3 29 31 26 23 21 11 23 38 15 38 0 0


Frivolous 50 0 4 1 0 0 2 8 2 12 8 9 2 2 0 0
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Table S-22. (September 30, 2000—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. CLAIMS COURT.
2 CIT = COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDICIAL OFFICERS. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events 7 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 359 2 8 8 30 31 34 37 32 24 31 60 20 42 0 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judge Only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Dismissed the Complaint 354 0 7 9 50 36 26 86 16 20 20 42 19 23 0 0


Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 356 0 7 9 50 36 26 86 16 20 20 44 19 23 0 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 2000 162 0 4 9 44 5 3 8 23 0 7 34 4 19 2 0
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National


Circuits  Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


Table S-23.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of Title 28 U.S.C. Section 372(c)
for the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 1999


Complaints Pending on September 30, 1998*          228 0 3 1 23 48 0 3 28 0 19 75 3 25 0 0


Complaints Filed          781 2 16 17 99 34 55 196 72 31 36 115 58 50 0 0


Complaint Type
Written by Complaint          781 2 16 17 99 34 55 196 72 31 36 115 58 50 0 0
On Order of Chief Judges            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**
Judges


Circuit          174 4 16 0 23 3 7 31 16 7 25 31 11 0 0 0
District          598 0 48 17 63 24 55 98 58 27 24 99 47 38 0 0
National Courts             1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Bankruptcy Judges           30 0 0 1 2 2 0 3 2 1 2 16 0 1 0 0
Magistrate Judges          229 0 1 4 11 5 6 64 14 4 10 69 30 11 0 0


Nature of Allegations**
Mental Disability           69 0 0 0 26 4 3 11 3 0 2 5 0 15 0 0
Physical Disability             6 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0
Demeanor           34 0 0 0 2 1 4 0 5 3 1 14 1 3 0 0
Abuse of Judicial Power          254 0 1 2 7 45 17 4 9 10 16 91 27 25 0 0
Prejudice/Bias          360 2 15 8 34 20 16 28 41 15 23 85 32 41 0 0
Conflict of Interest           29 0 0 0 5 1 6 4 0 0 2 6 2 3 0 0
Bribery/Corruption          104 0 0 4 10 26 4 4 3 1 2 44 0 6 0 0
Undue Decisional Delay           80 0 5 0 0 6 6 2 5 2 2 30 18 4 0 0
Incompetence/Neglect          108 1 0 0 3 5 3 0 6 0 2 71 2 15 0 0
Other          288 0 2 0 3 62 0 143 25 7 4 26 8 8 0 0


Complaints Concluded          826 2 18 12 57 63 53 184 82 31 45 163 50 66 0 0


Action by Chief Judges
Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute           27 0 4 0 0 0 6 0 8 1 4 4 0 0 0 0
Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling          300 2 0 5 19 12 21 31 24 14 11 84 28 49 0 0
Frivolous           66 0 5 2 19 0 6 6 1 3 3 16 4 1 0 0
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Table S-23. (September 30, 1999—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. CLAIMS COURT.
2 CIT = COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDICIAL OFFICERS. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken             1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events           10 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 2 1 0 0
Complainant Withdrawn             2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal          406 2 9 7 41 12 34 37 34 19 18 107 35 51 0 0


Action by Judicial Councils
Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judges Only)            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Certified Disability            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Requested Voluntary Retirement            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Privately Censured            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Publicly Censured            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ordered Other Appropriate Action            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dismissed the Complaint          416 0 9 5 16 51 19 147 46 12 27 54 15 15 0 0
Withdrawn             4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference            0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal          420 0 9 5 16 51 19 147 48 12 27 56 15 15 0 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 1999          183 0 1 6 65 19 2 15 18 0 10 27 11 9 0 0
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National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


Table S-24.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of Title 28 U.S.C. Section 372(c)
for the Twelve-Month Period Ended September 30, 1998


Complaints Pending on September 30, 1997* 214 0 6 3 10 31 0 6 18 4 18 82 1 35 0 0


Complaints Filed 1,051 1 27 10 73 120 73 46 86 37 78 265 37 197 1 0


Complaint Type


Written by Complainant 1,049 1 27 10 73 120 73 46 86 36 78 264 37 197 1 0


On Order of Chief Judges 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 443 1 16 2 14 22 23 13 8 17 134 20 11 162 0 0


District 758 0 47 9 56 83 50 27 82 26 83 250 29 16 0 0


National Courts 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0


Bankruptcy Judges 28 0 2 0 1 2 5 1 3 2 3 6 1 2 0 0


Magistrate Judges 215 0 3 2 8 13 15 12 16 5 7 110 8 16 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 92 0 0 3 9 4 7 2 18 0 36 13 0 0 0 0


Physical Disability 7 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0


Demeanor 19 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 3 0 0 8 0 2 0 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 511 1 2 2 30 8 48 16 8 21 27 168 9 171 0 0


Prejudice/Bias 647 0 21 9 36 32 22 22 44 19 46 198 20 178 0 0


Conflict of Interest 141 0 0 1 0 7 3 3 0 0 3 117 2 5 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 166 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 2 155 2 3 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 50 0 3 1 4 4 2 0 1 5 7 14 8 1 0 0


Incompetence/Neglect 99 0 0 0 1 4 4 0 3 1 1 81 1 3 0 0


Other 193 0 17 1 11 94 3 13 20 4 11 3 10 6 0 0


Complaints Concluded 1,002 1 33 13 56 95 73 49 70 40 78 257 35 202 0 0


Actions by Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute 43 0 6 0 4 2 5 0 2 3 6 5 3 7 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


or Procedural Ruling 532 1 0 5 19 54 42 15 43 16 52 88 18 179 0 0


Frivolous 159 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 5 13 2 133 1 0 0 0
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Table S-24. (September 30, 1998—Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUITS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.
1 CC = U.S. CLAIMS COURT.
2 CIT = COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDICIAL OFFICERS. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 742 1 8 6 24 57 48 16 51 34 62 227 22 186 0 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judges only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Dismissed the Complaint 258 0 25 7 32 38 25 32 19 6 16 29 13 16 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 260 0 25 7 32 38 25 33 19 6 16 30 13 16 0 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 1998 263 0 0 0 27 56 0 3 34 1 18 90 3 30 1 0
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National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


Table S-24.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of Title 28 U.S.C. Section 372(c)
for the Twelve-Month Period Ended September 30, 1997


Complaints Pending on September 30, 1996* 109 0 1 21 5 11 7 10 1 3 11 31 8 0 0 0


Complaints Filed 679 3 15 16 40 62 69 84 68 28 56 137 54 47 0 0


Complaint Type


Written by Complaint 678 3 15 16 40 62 69 84 68 27 56 137 54 47 0 0


On Order of Chief Judges 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0


Officials Complained About**


Judges


Circuit 461 3 4 10 3 24 29 14 11 5 102 249 7 0 0 0


District 497 0 14 17 27 28 48 43 59 25 45 121 38 32 0 0


National Courts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Bankruptcy Judges 31 0 0 2 2 2 6 3 2 2 2 6 1 3 0 0


Magistrate Judges 138 0 0 1 8 7 15 27 10 0 9 24 25 12 0 0


Nature of Allegations**


Mental Disability 11 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 3 2 0 0 0 0


Physical Disability 4 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Demeanor 11 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 4 0 0


Abuse of Judicial Power 179 3 0 6 25 1 40 20 8 13 17 19 22 5 0 0


Prejudice/Bias 193 1 9 8 32 8 27 12 17 4 14 30 20 11 0 0


Conflict of Interest 12 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 3 3 0 1 0 0


Bribery/Corruption 28 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 4 2 4 13 0 1 0 0


Undue Decisional Delay 44 0 0 1 0 6 1 10 4 2 3 11 5 1 0 0


Incompetence/Neglect 30 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 5 0 0 16 1 0 0 0


Other 161 1 3 2 0 30 1 38 24 10 7 19 22 4 0 0


Complaints Concluded 482 3 9 13 33 31 69 80 49 24 41 60 53 17 0 0


Action By Chief Judges


Complaint Dismissed


Not in Conformity With Statute 29 2 4 0 3 1 4 2 1 3 6 2 0 1 0 0


Directly Related to Decision


  or Procedural Ruling 215 0 0 6 12 21 34 26 21 11 14 31 24 15 0 0


Frivolous 19 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 6 1 5 2 0 0 0
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Table S-24. (Continued)


National


Circuits Courts


Summary of Activity Total Fed DC 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th CC 1 CIT2


1 CC = U.S. CLAIMS COURT.
2 CIT = COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
* REVISED.
** EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDICIAL OFFICERS. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS IS COUNTED WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


Appropriate Action Already Taken 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0


Action No Longer Necessary Because of


Intervening Events 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Complaint Withdrawn 5 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0


Subtotal 270 3 4 6 15 22 45 29 23 21 21 38 26 17 0 0


Action by Judicial Councils


Directed Chief District Judge to


Take Action (Magistrate Judges only) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Certified Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Requested Voluntary Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Temporary Suspension


of Case Assignments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Privately Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Publicly Censured 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Ordered Other Appropriate Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Dismissed the Complaint 212 0 5 7 18 9 24 51 26 3 20 22 27 0 0 0


Referred Complaint to Judicial


Conference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Subtotal 212 0 5 7 18 9 24 51 26 3 20 22 27 0 0 0


Complaints Pending on September 30, 1997 306 0 7 24 12 42 7 14 20 7 26 108 9 30 0 0





		12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2005

		12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2004

		12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2003

		12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2002

		12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2001

		12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2000

		12-Month Period Ending September 30, 1999

		Twelve-Month Period Ended September 30, 1998

		Twelve-Month Period Ended September 30, 1997
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A Bankruptcy Fraud Scheme  
and its Coordinated Cover Up by Federal Judges 


by 


Dr. Richard Cordero, Esq. 
 


The query whether a federal judgeship is a safe haven for wrongdoing rests on thousands 
of pages of public documents, all made available in this website from hyperlinks in the Statement 
of Facts.  They show how U.S. bankruptcy and district judges, trustees, and bankrupts in 11 
cases prosecuted during the past five years, some still going on, have engaged in a pattern of 
non-coincidental, intentional, and coordinated disregard of the law, the rules, and the facts to 
conceal the whereabouts of over $670,000 earned or received by just one 'bankrupt', as shown by 
the few documents reluctantly produced by the bankrupt himself, in just one of the more than 
3,909 open cases of one single trustee. The documents also show how the judges have engaged 
in biased and arbitrary conduct to strip of standing and prevent from obtaining any further 
document the only creditor trying to expose the scheme. 


These documents were submitted as exhibits to opening pleadings, motions, a mandamus 
petition, appeals, and two judicial misconduct complaints to Chief Judge John M. Walker, Jr., of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit (CA2) and  Judge Dennis Jacobs, CA2, as well 
as other circuit and district judges of that Court and of the Judicial Council of the Second Circuit. 
Instead of conducting the investigation required by law and Circuit rules in order to safeguard 
the integrity of judicial process, these judges engaged in a pattern of intentional and coordinated 
disregard of evidence of judicial support for a bankruptcy fraud scheme, even refusing 
acceptance and returning evidentiary documents, dismissed the complaints, and reappointed the 
bankruptcy judge to a new 14-year term in office!  


 


The coordinated and systematic dismissal by federal judges of judicial misconduct complaints 
Moreover, it turns out that official statistics released by the Administrative Office of the 


U.S. Courts shows that circuit chief judges and councils have for well over a decade engaged in 
the coordinated and  systematic dismissal of judicial misconduct complaints and for years have 
prevented any complaint from reaching the body of last resort, namely the Judicial Conference of 
the United States. This body is composed of federal judges presided over by the chief justice of 
the Supreme Court, who as head of the Third Branch of Government has known and tolerated 
such break down in the mechanism of judicial self-discipline.  


In the absence of any discipline over the judges' exercise of judicial power, uncontrolled 
power has been allowed to exert its absolutely corruptive force to turn a federal judgeship into a 
safe haven for wrongdoing by the only people who as a matter of fact are above the law in our 
country, namely, the peer-protected class of federal judges. 


By failing to safeguard the integrity of the courts and dispose of judicial misconduct 
complaints in accordance with law, these judges have condoned the corruption of judicial 
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process, deprived creditors of their right to fair payment of their claims while enabling bankrupts 
to unlawfully evade their debts, and denied complaints due process whereby they knowingly 
exposed litigants and complainants to further abuse of judicial power and the consequent 
infliction of material and emotional injury. 


 


Call for joining a class action and forming a virtual firm of lawyers and investigative 
journalists to help prepare pro bono such action 


This is a call for those litigants and complainants to join in a class action against judges 
who may hold office only "during good Behaviour". (U.S. Const. Art. III §1) Insofar as judges 
have engaged in intentional and coordinated denial of people’s exercise of the right under federal 
law to complaint about them they have inflicted upon those people the detriment of leaving them 
at the mercy of the complained–about judges and their abusive exercise of judicial power. That 
makes them liable for coordinated denial, not only of due process, but also of a federal right and 
for the resulting known and foreseeable injuries. 


It is also a call for the formation of a virtual firm of lawyers and investigative journalists 
meeting at Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org to help prepare pro bono such action. Centered on the 
test case against Chief Judge Walker and Judge Jacobs, it will seek to expose a bankruptcy fraud 
scheme and its cover up through, among other means, the coordinated dismissal of judicial 
misconduct complaints. 


Consequently, you are encouraged to read the Statement of Facts and check its 
hyperlinked supporting exhibits. In addition, the documents filed or exchanged with the courts, 
judges, and their governing bodies are listed with descriptive entries in commented Tables of 
Exhibits, which are thematically and chronologically organized to provide a summarizing and 
cogent overview of the hundreds of evidentiary documents running to thousands of pages that 
support the query and the call. 


Thereafter, you can send Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org (JDR) your comments and 
suggestions through the means indicated on the Contact Us page. 


 


Implied binding declaration of joining and performing responsibly and in good faith 
Moreover, if you support the objectives of JDR and can work to the high standards of 


professional responsibility of the ABA Model Rules of Professional Responsibility (2004) and 
the New York Lawyer's Code of Professional Responsibility (as of January 1, 2002) and adhere 
to the high standards of investigative journalism that allowed Carl Bernstein and Bob Woodward 
to investigate the Watergate Burglary and that are described in their Pulitzer-winning book All 
the President's Men, and are determined to apply to your investigation Jim Lehrer’s Rules of 
Journalism, you can post your contribution to JDR Blog. If you post to the blog, you declare 
under penalty of perjury under the terms of 28 U.S.C. §1746 that you do so in good faith, 
responsibly, and with the intention to advance, rather than surreptitiously mislead from and 
obstruct, the attainment of the objectives of Judicial Discipline Reform.org; and that the 
information that you provide about your identity, location, and e-mail address is true, complete, 
and current. These are Terms of Use of JDR and its Blog and you certify your acceptance of 
them by blogging here. 


Homepage 
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Short-term objective of wining the class action as  first step to long-term one of making 
judges and their staffs accountable for fairness and honesty to an independent body 
enforcing an effective judicial discipline code 


This is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to embark on a mission fraught with risk, which 
is always concomitant with challenging the powerful and well-connected, but endowed with the 
morally rewarding perspective of setting in motion a process that can have a positive impact on 
the law and our system of justice as well as on those who swore to administer it without respect 
to persons and according to the rule of law. (28 U.S.C. §453) Our efforts can result in the 
betterment of society. It can lead to the development of a mechanism to ensure that officers who 
directly or through their staffs wield power over the property, liberty, and life of people do so in 
a fair and just way as they wished others would exercise such power onto them; and that they 
apply that power to themselves as a constraint on their actions rather than as a license to pursue 
their personal and class interests.  


This is a lofty mission that calls for an acute sense of responsibility and an enormous 
amount of determination coupled with excellent professional skills. Do you have what it takes to 
make it a success? Can you contribute to answering the critical question whether a federal 
judgeship has become a safe haven for wrongdoing and, if so, how high and to what extent has 
wrongdoing reached?  
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Impeachments of Federal Judges 


John Pickering, U.S. District Court for the District of New Hampshire. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives on March 2, 1803, on charges 
of mental instability and intoxication on the bench; Trial in the U.S. Senate, March 
3, 1803, to March 12, 1803; Convicted and removed from office on March 12, 
1803. 


Samuel Chase, Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the United States. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives on March 12, 1804, on 
charges of arbitrary and oppressive conduct of trials; Trial in the U.S. Senate, 
November 30, 1804, to March 1, 1805; Acquitted on March 1, 1805. 


James H. Peck, U.S. District Court for the District of Missouri. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives on April 24, 1830, on charges 
of abuse of the contempt power; Trial in the U.S. Senate, April 26, 1830, to 
January 31, 1831; Acquitted on January 31, 1831. 


West H. Humphreys, U.S. District Court for the Middle, Eastern, and 
Western Districts of Tennessee. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, May 6, 1862, on charges of 
refusing to hold court and waging war against the U.S. government; Trial in the U.
S. Senate, May 7, 1862, to June 26, 1862; Convicted and removed from office, 
June 26, 1862. 


Mark W. Delahay, U.S. District Court for the District of Kansas. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, February 28, 1873, on 
charges of intoxication on the bench; Resigned from office, December 12, 1873, 
before opening of trial in the U.S. Senate. 
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Charles Swayne, U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Florida. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, December 13, 1904, on 
charges of abuse of contempt power and other misuses of office; Trial in the U.S. 
Senate, December 14, 1904, to February 27, 1905; Acquitted February 27, 1905. 


Robert W. Archbald, U.S. Commerce Court. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, July 11, 1912, on charges of 
improper business relationship with litigants; Trial in the U.S. Senate, July 13, 
1912, to January 13, 1913; Convicted and removed from office, January 13, 
1913. 


George W. English, U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Illinois. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, April 1, 1926, on charges of 
abuse of power; resigned office November 4, 1926; Senate Court of 
Impeachment adjourned to December 13, 1926, when, on request of the House 
manager, impeachment proceedings were dismissed. 


Harold Louderback, U.S. District Court for the Northern District of 
California. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, February 24, 1933, on 
charges of favoritism in the appointment of bankruptcy receivers; Trial in the U.S. 
Senate, May 15, 1933, to May 24, 1933; Acquitted, May 24, 1933. 


Halsted L. Ritter, U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, March 2, 1936, on charges of 
favoritism in the appointment of bankruptcy receivers and practicing law while 
sitting as a judge; Trial in the U.S. Senate, April 6, 1936, to April 17, 1936; 
Convicted and removed from office, April 17, 1936. 


Harry E. Claiborne, U.S. District Court for the District of Nevada. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, October 9, 1986, on charges 
of income tax evasion and of remaining on the bench following criminal 
conviction; Trial in the U.S. Senate, October 7, 1986, to October 9, 1986; 
Convicted and removed from office, October 9, 1986. 


Alcee L. Hastings, U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Florida. 


Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, August 3, 1988, on charges of 
perjury and conspiring to solicit a bribe; Trial in the U.S. Senate, October 18, 
1989, to October 20, 1989; Convicted and removed from office, October 20, 
1989. 


Walter L. Nixon, U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Mississippi. 
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Impeached by the U.S. House of Representatives, May 10, 1989, on charges of 
perjury before a federal grand jury; Trial in the U.S. Senate, November 1, 1989, 
to November 3, 1989; Convicted and removed from office, November 3, 1989. 
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I. Effectiveness through unity: many entities and individuals complaining 
separately about wrongdoing judges, who are tightly coordinated in the 
Judiciary, the 3rd Branch of Government 


1. There are many entities and individuals that complain on the Internet, talk shows, and e-mails 
about our federal and state legal systems. They protest about judges that abuse their judicial 
power either to advance their own ideological agenda with disregard for the respective 
constitution and laws that they swore to apply or to gain an unlawful benefit for themselves and 
others participating in a corrupt scheme. In short, they all complain about wrongdoing judges. 


2. In neither case is the source of their complaints acts within the bounds of judicial power that 
the appeal courts have failed to correct. Rather, in both cases the source is judges that have 
failed to apply to themselves the statutory mechanism of judicial self-discipline. In the federal 
jurisdiction, this mechanism is triggered when a judicial conduct complaint against a federal 
judge is filed by any person with the chief judge of the respective court of appeals, as provided 
for by the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act of 1980. (28 U.S.C. §351 et seq.)  


3. The failure to discharge their self-discipline duty allows judges to do anything they want and 
get away with it in the knowledge that they will not be asked by their peers to answer for their 
conduct. That knowledge results from, and gives rise to, coordination to engage in wrongdoing. 
Evidence of such coordination is found in the official statistics of the Administrative Office of 
the U.S. Courts. They show that the judges’ rate of dismissal for over a decade of judicial 
conduct complaints could not have occurred but for their wrongful coordination to systematically 
dismiss them in order to insulate themselves from any discipline. (http://Judicial-Discipline-
Reform.org/docs/Statistics_of_systematic_dismissals.pdf) Thus exempting themselves from the 
control of their conduct provided for by the Act constituted abuse of power. It engendered the 
sense of impunity that encouraged any subsequent abuse of power. Self-exemption from 
discipline and abuse of power acting as mutually reinforcing cause and effect of each other. 


4. Federal judges’ sense of not being answerable for their actions to any disciplinary body is grounded in 
facts. As stated by the Late Chief Justice W. Rehnquist and the Federal Judicial Center, since the 
adoption of the U.S. Constitution in 1789 only 13 judges have been impeached and only 7 
convicted…in 217 years of federal judicial history. Since their chances of getting caught are less than 
a third of those of becoming the 18th chief justice of the Supreme Court, they engage in wrongdoing 
because they know that as a historical fact they are exempt from prosecution. As a result, federal 
judges constitute the only group of people in our country that as a matter of fact are above the law. 
(http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/CJ_Rehnquist_impeachments.pdf) 
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5. Many entities and individuals have complained repeatedly about, and developed different 
initiatives against, the many ways in which abusive judges manifest their bias and disregard for 
the rule of law. Their effectiveness, however, has been limited. For one thing, a) many 
complaints and initiatives deal with the manifestations of the judges’ abusive conduct rather than 
the circumstance enabling their riskless wrongdoing, to wit, their inapplication to themselves of 
the mechanism of judicial discipline. In addition, b) the public has not yet been made aware of 
the extent of the judges’ abusive conduct and the fact that it concerns everybody because judges 
have enormous power to take decisions that affect every person’s right to life, freedom, and 
property as well as every social and economic activity in this country. Moreover, c) the entities 
and individuals have pursued their complaints and initiatives separately against judges, who, by 
contrast, are united within a most powerful, well-connected, and moneyed organization, namely, 
the Judiciary, the Third Branch of Government, which provides the institutional framework for a 
more insidious and intractable type of wrongdoing: coordinated judicial wrongdoing. 


II. A three-pronged proposal to pursue a common mission through a virtual firm, 
win the public’s support, and cause the reform by law of judicial discipline 


6. A proposal is made here to overcome these three obstacles to the effectiveness of the entities and 
individuals’ many initiatives against abusive judges that show bias and disregard the rule of law. 
To begin with, it identifies what constitutes their essential common mission, namely, to restore 
integrity to our legal system. For its accomplishment, it proposes that they c) unite their efforts 
and resources to create a virtual firm on the Internet of investigative journalists and lawyers to b) 
make the public aware of how and why judges abuse their rights by exposing evidence of their 
wrongdoing through a media campaign and a class action against wrongdoing judges aimed at 
gaining the public’s support to a) force executive and legislative authorities to launch official 
investigations into coordinated wrongdoing in the judicial branch leading to public demand for, 
and passage of, reform legislation that creates an external body for administering judicial 
discipline and inspecting the judges’ use of public funds. Through this program of activities the 
entities and individuals can embark on a common mission to deal effectively with the cause of 
their complaints: the judges’ unlawful, intentional failure to discharge their self-discipline duty, 
which enables them to eliminate punishment as a deterrent to wrongdoing and to engage in 
coordinated wrongdoing that leads to abuse and corruption in our legal system. 


7. This proposal, by its very nature flexible and open to discussion, is addressed to the entities and 
individuals as a statement of a concrete way in which they can combine their efforts and re-
sources in order to pursue effectively their common mission. It is also addressed as a recruitment 
presentation to “the best of the best, most committed, and most informed”, those professionals whose 
quality of work can make the difference between a successful undertaking and a disappointing 
flop, and who demand to know before coming on board what specific functions they would be 
performing in a well-run firm. Likewise, it is addressed as a business plan at the pre-quantified 
stage to financial supporters, those with the cash and business connections and experience 
necessary to turn a project into a going business, but who want to make sure that an initial general 
idea has been thought through to a chronological series of precise activities for specific types of 
workers resulting in a product that people want out there in the real world. Here the business is a 
lofty mission: to restore integrity to our legal system so that it can produce judicial decisions that 
are just and fair when measured against the benchmark of “Equal Justice Under Law”. 
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A. The virtual firm’s three objectives and its activities to attain them 


8. The first step in entities and individuals dealing effectively with their complaints about the 
legal system is to acknowledge the need for a shared and sharply focused activity on which to 
concentrate their efforts and resources long-term so as to reap a multiplier effect that increases 
the chances of success against long odds: a common mission against the well-coordinated 
Judiciary. The centerpiece of that unity and the key instrument in accomplishing their mission 
is a virtual firm on the Internet of lawyers and investigative journalists. That firm too needs to 
be sharply focused. Thus, it will have three realistic and progressively attainable objectives: 


i) expose judicial wrongdoing: a Follow the money! investigation & a class action 
expose judges’ coordinated wrongdoing in a bankruptcy fraud scheme or in the 
systematic dismissal of judicial conduct complaints through investigative journalists that 
will uncover evidence thereof by engaging in a Watergate-like Follow the money! 
investigation from filed bankruptcy petitions into the schemers’ web of personal and 
financial relations, and through lawyers that will bring a class action on behalf of those 
injured by wrongdoing judges so that through its two categories of professionals the firm 
will mount a media campaign to make an ever larger audience aware of the extent and 
damaging consequences for the public at large of judicial wrongdoing; 


ii) cause authorities to investigate and prosecute wrongdoing judges 
cause an outraged public to force the authorities, such as the FBI, the Department of 
Justice, Congress, and their state counterparts, to investigate coordinated wrongdoing in 
the judiciaries and proceed to the impeachment or prosecution and conviction of judges 
and other wrongdoers, and bring about the retirement of other unfit judges; and 


iii) bring about laws to reform the mechanism of judicial discipline 
channel the public’s demand for integrity in the legal system to the reform by law of the judi-
cial discipline mechanism through the creation of a body of members unrelated to, nominated 
and confirmed, and mandated to operate independently of, the judiciary for receiving and 
acting on complaints about judges’ conduct and inspecting their use of public funds. 


9. Neither the firm nor the class action can pursue the particular complaints of each of its professionals, 
supporters, or members. They will know before joining that a shotgun of issues and agendas is 
confusing, overwhelming, conflict-generating, and ultimately fatal to the certification of the class. 
Hence, they must shed distinguishing elements from their complaints and divisive statements from 
their discourse in order to pursue effectively their common mission. Given their unifying commitment 
to it, they will agree to concentrate their efforts and resources on those three reasonable objectives 
attainable through a program of specific, manageable activities. 


III. Qualifications and tasks of virtual firm’s professionals & program of activities 
10. The firm will pursue its objectives by following a program of chronologically outlined activities: 


A. The investigative journalists’ tasks 


11. The investigative journalists will conduct a Watergate-like Follow the money! investigation 
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through the web of personal and financial relationships of judges and other people involved in 
the judicial disposition of money. Consequently, the starting point of their investigation will be 
the publicly available bankruptcy petitions filed by bankrupts, such as those relating to the 
bankruptcy fraud scheme that constitutes a key component of the representative case of the 
class action. Their investigation will include digital and physical document search, interviews, 
and inspection of places in search of assets belonging to the bankruptcy fraud schemers. The 
journalists will also seek to determine what federal judges and any other persons knew and 
when they knew of the existence of a bankruptcy fraud scheme or of a pattern of other 
wrongdoing, such as real estate sweet deals, and how judges supported such wrongdoing. (cf. 
http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/Trustee_Reiber_3909_cases.pdf and http://judicial-
discipline-reform.org/docs/DeLano_petition.pdf) 


12. The investigative journalists will have the crucial task of convincing the editors and assignment 
managers of the media with the largest audience to carry their reports and commit their own 
resources to pushing the investigation ever more deeply and widely, and to cover the firm’s 
own work. They will also work on identifying and vetting individuals of appropriate standing 
and with relevant skills, knowledge, and financial means that can overtly or anonymously join 
or support the firm to make a significant contribution to accomplishing its mission.  


B. The lawyers’ tasks 


13. The evidence of coordinated judicial wrongdoing already posted and described in 
http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/Tables_of_Exhibits.pdf, as well as the evidence 
produced by the investigative journalists will be reviewed by the virtual firm’s lawyers, who 
will select the most appropriate for restricted circulation or publication and for supporting the 
class action. They will work on the difficult legal issues, some of them novel, involved in 
preparing that action. Among them are those dealing with obtaining contact information of 
potential class members, such as judicial conduct complainants, and selecting them; certifying 
the class and its representatives; choosing the judges, judicial and administrative bodies, 
trustees, lawyers, law firms, and other persons to be named as defendants and preparing the 
charges against all or some of them under laws such as the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt 
Organizations Act (RICO); intentional denial of due process and judicial rights; dereliction of 
duty and third party beneficiaries of the oath of office; conflict of interests in judging peers, 
disqualification or change of venue; proper venue for claims against a branch of government; 
subpoenaing judges to be deposed, produce court and financial records, and testify; overcoming 
claims of judicial immunity, privilege, and confidentiality; conspiracy; standard of proof, and 
admissibility of corruption evidence against judges; liability and damages; etc. These and other 
tasks are described on the webpage “Tasks for Lawyers and Investigative Journalists”. 
(http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/Tasks%20for%20L%20&%20IJ.htm) 


C. Organizing and posting evidence 


14. The evidence gathered that meets journalistic standards of publication, such as accuracy, 
credibility, and verifiability, or legal standards of admissibility will be posted on the virtual 
firm’s website with different degrees of accessibility or made available to the media to attain 
the widest publication possible. The purpose will be to inform the firm’s professionals and the 
public of the on-going state of the investigation in order to avoid duplication and provide leads 
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for further investigation. Such publication will also intend to encourage other journalists and 
bloggers aiming to deserve a Pulitzer Prize or in quest for their 15 minutes of meritorious fame 
to join and expand the search for evidence that will reveal to the public nationwide the nature 
and extent of coordinated wrongdoing in both the federal and the state judiciaries and the need 
for official investigations and for legislation to reform the mechanism of judicial discipline.  


1. Table of wrongdoing evidence 


15. To help the investigation along and facilitate the organization and widest use of the evidence 
gathered, the firm will devise as its key evidentiary instrument the Table of Judicial Wrongdoing 
Across the Nation. It will list in a column each of the 50 states, for each of which each of a 
selected handful of the most promising federal and state cases from a journalistic and legal 
standpoint will be listed in a row, the cells of which will provide essential docket information 
and hyperlinks to the most relevant court documents and news articles. One of those cells will 
provide the case-type identifier that will hyperlink to the case synopsis. This will be the 
paragraph most important and difficult to craft professionally, the one that will frequently be 
the only one read by those choosing which case to investigate or looking for an overview of 
judicial wrongdoing nationwide. The case synopsis will describe in 150 words or less the 
information that enables the first paragraph of a well-written news article to grab the attention 
of the reader and make her want to read on for details, the so-called six W’s: what, where, 
when, who, how, and why. This should suffice to state the nature of the legal controversy and 
issues at stake. The Table of 11 Cases accompanying the Statement of Facts is a prototype of 
that Table. (http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/Statement_of_Facts_Table_of_Cases.pdf) 


2. Analyzing, integrating, and summarizing information 


16. In order for the lawyers and investigative journalists of the virtual firm to be able to write 
clearly, concisely, and effectively, whether it be the case synopsis or briefs, petitions, and 
articles for the courts, the authorities, and the media, they will perform several essential 
information-processing, highly detail-oriented, but imagination-demanding and-creative tasks: 


a) springboard analysis of documents 
17. analyze documents, such as reports on previous investigations by authorities and civilians into 


official corruption and influence peddling as well as legislative hearing and debate transcripts 
and reports on relevant subjects and laws, in order to gain insight into the dynamics of the 
similar, different, or conflicting interests of the characters and of the forces shaping the events 
involved; and identify mistakes to be avoided and pick up leads to be followed; 


b) boomerang scrutiny 
18. capture the spin of orders, decisions, speeches, press releases, and articles of wrongdoing 


judges to harness their patterns of bias or intrinsic inconsistencies or extrinsic disregard for the 
law and cause the judges’ own words to hit them in their mouths; 


c) mosaic integration 
19. read a document to gain an understanding of the workings of its statements and discern 


between its lines its assumptions, implications, and possibilities; mine from it bits and pieces of 
information of importance to trained and imaginative eyes and in light of their relative shades 
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and shapes of relevance and credibility place them in the developing mosaic of the bits and 
pieces of many other documents as their placement sometimes is suggested by the picture that 
puzzle-like is revealing itself and sometimes is chosen by the picture of meaning that the reader 
is creatively drawing; 


d) broth reduction 
20. summarize the essential informational nutrients of scores or even hundreds of documents to a 


synoptic paragraph, an executive summary, a word limited news article, a table, a chart, or a 
diagram by submitting those source documents to the boiling down heat of the objectives at 
hand, the audience being addressed, and the reasonable calculation that in such size and format 
the piece will get read and its information assimilated; 


e) database creation 
21. apply standard or devise new structure and search functions of relational databases to manage effi-


ciently and make easily accessible the documents being gathered and the informational elements 
that they contain so that they will assist in understanding and writing other documents; 


f) Report on Judicial Wrongdoing in America 
22. produce the text, tables, statistical analyses, charts, and descriptive entries of the bibliography 


of the virtual firm’s publication that will make the influential, reading public aware of how 
widespread judicial wrongdoing has become and how high it has reached at the federal and 
state levels and serve as the firm’s presentation tool before authorities to cause them to launch 
official investigations and legislative bodies to enact judicial discipline reform legislation. 


3. A firm of “the best of the best, most committed, and most informed” 
23. It should be obvious that for the virtual firm to carry out those difficult tasks it will need to be 


composed of a team of professionals with superior skills, technical knowledge, and ingenuity. 
They also must have the leadership attributes to guide the supporting entities and individuals 
and to organize effectively the members of the class action, not to mention to manage their 
relations with outsiders so as to garner their sympathy and respect while enduring with dignity 
abuse, disappointment, and stress. These tough demands on the performance and character of 
the firm’s professionals require their selection by application in stages of the rigorous criteria of 
“the best of the best, most committed, and most informed”, unlike the considerations to be used for 
qualifying other people as either financial supporters of the firm or members of the class action. 


D. Enter the media 


24. Evidence of widespread coordinated wrongdoing that reaches high in the judiciary clearly and 
concisely presented through the synoptic paragraphs summarizing cases and the Table of 
Judicial Wrongdoing Across the Nation laying out docket data and links to supporting 
documents and articles can generate on the Internet considerable interest as well as outrage. 
The buzz can reach such pitch as to cause the national newspapers and TV stations to consider 
it in their commercial interest to pick up the story and further develop it with their vast human, 
technical, and financial resources for investigative journalism. 
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1. Examples of the media joining an Internet buzz 


25. The following account supports the reasonable expectation that investigative journalists and 
bloggers will recognize the importance for the man in the street and our elected representatives 
of uncovering evidence of coordinated wrongdoing in the Third Branch of Government and the 
opportunity that it offers to merit public recognition for reportage in the common good, and 
join the search for more evidence: Oprah Winfrey picked up for her book club James Frey’s 
autobiography “A Million Little Pieces” and thereby launched it to the top of the best seller lists. This 
caught the attention of TheSmokingGun.com blog, which exposed it as embellished pseudo-
nonfiction, after which the major TV stations picked up the story and interviewed 
TheSmokingGun Editor Bustone. Investigative journalists of The New York Times and the Star 
Tribune played a key role in exposing the book as a fabrication around a few little pieces of 
truth. http://www.thesmokinggun.com/jamesfrey/0104061jamesfrey1.html 


26. In the same vein, the ever more popular, compassion-inducing drama of Lonely Girl was 
picked up by The New York Times and revealed as the hoax of some website promoters and an 
actress that was anything but lonely. http://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/12/technology/12cnd-
lonely.html?ex=1315713600&en=abf28fc073b3c6e9&ei=5088&partner=rssnyt&emc=rss. 


E. Filing the class action 


27. Once the exposure of coordinated judicial wrongdoing has generated a critical mass of public 
outrage and clamor for official intervention, the filing by the virtual firm of a class action on 
behalf of entities and individuals injured by wrongdoing judges will stand a better chance of 
being reported on by the national media; taken seriously by the presiding judge, whose every 
decision will come under close scrutiny in the spotlight of the mass media and law journals; 
and surviving a motion to dismiss, particularly a bogus one intended to nip in the bud any 
discovery of evidence of wrongdoing coordination. 


1. Bankruptcy-fraud members of the class 


28. Some members of the class action will have been injured by fraud supported by judges in a 
bankruptcy case; other members’ injuries will have arisen from the elimination of their judicial 
conduct complaints by the judges’ systematic dismissal of such complaints. The element 
common to all those members is that all of them sustained actionable injury at the hand of a 
wrongdoing judge or of judges acting in wrongful coordination. The injury, of course, must not 
be susceptible to being characterized as an adverse consequence of a judicial act, for such 
characterization would make the theory of judicial immunity for judicial acts available to 
protect the judge in question from being sued.  


29. However, Article III, section 1 of the Constitution provides for federal judges to remain in 
office only “during good Behaviour”. The disposition of money in controversy by a judge acting 
fraudulently for his own benefit or a third party’s is indisputably not “good Behaviour”, but rather 
an impeachable act of corruption not protected by any theory of judicial immunity, which in 
any event is not explicitly provided for in the Constitution. Such fraud evidence could not be 
dismissed by the judge presiding over the class action without revealing glaring partiality by 
defending his peer’s legally indefensible conduct and, thereby rendering himself suspicious.  


30. That is why a case involving a bankruptcy fraud scheme is the representative one of the class 
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action. It allows evidence of fraud to be the anchor that should keep the action from being 
thrown out of court by the judges’ immunity theory bulldozer. By the same token, the 
bankruptcy fraud members of the class should be able to provide invaluable leads for the 
investigative journalists’ Watergate-like Follow the money! investigation of bankruptcy money 
fraudulently channeled into concealed assets and illegal contributions, political or otherwise. 


2. Complaint-dismissal members of the class 


31. Evidence of the judges’ support or toleration of a bankruptcy fraud scheme would show bias 
and disregard for the rule of law as well as engagement in a continuing criminal activity and the 
consequent need to cover it up. Such evidence would lend credence to the claims that the non-
bankruptcy class members made both in their judicial misconduct complaints, to wit, that the 
judges in their respective cases, regardless of their subject matter, showed bias and disregard 
for the rule of law, and subsequently in the class action, that is, that the judges that received 
those complaints systematically dismissed them too without any investigation or consideration 
of their merits so as to prevent any investigation of a judge that could open the way to the 
exposure of the judges’ coordination to do wrong, for example, to participate in a bankruptcy 
fraud scheme. Hence, all the members have mutually reinforcing claims arising from the same 
source: judicial wrongdoing made possible by the coordination not to discipline each other. 


F. Authorities investigate the judiciary 


32. The outrage provoked by the media reporting on coordinated wrongdoing by judges can force 
the FBI, the Department of Justice, and finally Congress to launch their own investigations. 
Current events support this expectation. Indeed, Congress held hearings within a month after 
the revelation that to identify the source of leakage of classified corporate information, the top 
officers of Hewlett-Packard had orchestrated pretexting –posing as members of the board of 
directors to obtain private information about directors- and unlawful wiretapping of journalists. 
Likewise, less than a week after the scandal broke that Representative Mark Foley had sent 
salacious e-mails to underage Congressional pages and that the House leadership had known 
for three years that he had sent other improper e-mails to pages, the FBI opened an in-depth 
investigation into what Congressional leaders knew and when they knew it. 


G. Impeachment of judges 


33. Official investigations can lead to the impeachment or prosecution and conviction of judges as 
well as other bankruptcy fraud schemers and to the tactical retirement of other judges in 
anticipation of being charged. This will cause the removal or exiting from the bench of 
wrongdoing judges and have a cautionary effect on the conduct of those remaining in office. 


H. Drive for judicial reform legislation 


34. Once a national public has become outraged by exposure of coordinated judicial wrongdoing at 
both the federal and state levels, and cries out for the authorities to restore integrity to our legal 
system, the virtual firm and its supporting entities and individuals will more effectively press 
Congress and state legislatures to enact legislation providing for effective mechanisms to 
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discipline judicial conduct and to inspect judges’ handling of public funds allocated to the 
judiciary. By contrast to the insufficient bill currently in Congress for the Judicial Transparency 
and Ethics Enhancement Act, which would apply only to the federal judiciary, the new 
mechanism must be operated by an external body whose members will not be recommended, 
let alone appointed, by the judiciary, and which will receive and investigate judicial conduct 
complaints against, apply disciplinary measures to, and make recommendations for the 
impeachment of, any members of the judiciary, including the justices of the Supreme Court.  


I. Redress and compensation for class members 


35. The members of the class action may receive collective redress for their grievances in the form 
of appellate review of their cases or new trials, and perhaps even compensation from: 


a. individual judges found liable for the harm that they inflicted through their wrongdoing; 


b. judicial governing bodies or entities servicing the judiciary found liable for having 
assisted judges in their wrongdoing or covered up for them; and/or 


c. the Federal government since the Federal Judiciary is a branch of the U.S. Government.  


IV. How to select persons that want to join the virtual firm 
36. Among the preliminary steps that can be taken in the process of selecting the professionals of 


the virtual firm of lawyers and investigative journalists are the following: 


a. examine their complaints against the judiciary as stated in their websites, court documents 
filed by them, and talk shows; 


b. check the person’s name, address, resume, and entries in professional directories; 


c. require of a person that has expressed interest in joining the firm to submit a written 
statement indicating, in light of this proposal: 


1) the reasons for wanting to join the firm in terms of its mission and objectives; 


2) academic and professional qualifications to carry out any of the tasks described above; 


d. provide samples of his or her work. 


37. It should be evident that a person that does not want to bother to read this proposal and provide 
the requested information is neither committed to the entities and individuals’ common mission 
nor realizes how much work will be required to accomplish it or attain the firm’s objectives. 
Just as easily as he or she would like to join, he or she would quit the firm, leaving everybody 
else burdened with the work that had been assigned to that person, perhaps when the pressure 
of an approaching key date was mounting. That is not a promising way of running a firm, par-
ticularly since the mission is to enforce discipline and accountability on the tightly-knitted web 
of bankruptcy fraud schemers and well-coordinated peers of the Third Branch of Government. 


Comments on this Programmatic Proposal and inquiries about joining the firm are 
welcome and may be e-mailed to DrRCordero@Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org.  


 
 
 
 


©2006 Richard Cordero. All rights reserved. Permission is granted for distribution without modification. 
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Homepage September 2006 


 
The Official Statistics of the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts 


Show the Systematic Dismissal of Judicial Conduct Complaints 
by Federal Judges, Including the Justices of the Supreme Court 


(excerpt from Tables of Exhibits, ToEC:40, revised as of 10/7/6) 
 


by 
Dr. Richard Cordero, Esq. 


 
1. The statistics of workload of the courts contained in the “Supreme Court’s 2005 Year-end 


Report on the Federal Judiciary” (emphasis added; C:980k1) show that there were 7,496 
case filings in the 2004 Term. Only 9 justices managed to hear oral argument in 87 cases and 
to dispose of 85 in 74 signed opinions. (C:980.q; for the 2000-2004 workload statistics see 
A:1965) 


2. The Report goes on to state that “Filings in the regional courts of appeals rose 9 percent to an all-time 
high of 68,473, marking the 10th consecutive record-breaking year and the 11th successive year of growth.” 
(emphasis added; C:980r) That steady growth started from 40,893 cases filed in 1990, 
as shown in “Table 2.1. Appeals Filed, Terminated, and Pending (Excludes Federal Circuit) Summary of 1990-
2005”, (thus, 12 regional courts covered; C:980.x) contained in “Judicial Facts and Figures” 
published by the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts (C:980.t2). That Table also 
shows that 38,961 cases were terminated in 1990 while 61,975 were in 2005.  


3. The Administrative Office has also published the reports of judicial misconduct 
complaints filed under 28 U.S.C. §351 et seq. in the period beginning on October 1, 
1996 and ending on September 30, 2005. (C:973-980.j3) It covers not only the 13 regional 


                                                 
1 114 Supreme Court’s 2005 Year-end Report on the Federal Judiciary ............................. C:980.k 


http://www.supremecourtus.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2005year-endreport.pdf 
2 116 Judicial Facts and Figures, published by the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts C:980.t 


http://www.uscourts.gov/judicialfactsfigures/contents.html 


a) Table 1. Total Judicial Officers. Courts of Appeals, District Courts, 
Bankruptcy Courts .......................................................................................... C:980.w 


b) Table 2.1. U.S. Courts of Appeals (Excludes Federal Circuit). Appeals 
Filed, Terminated, and Pending, Summary of 1990-2005........................... C:980.x 


3 115. 1997-2005 Reports of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of 
28 U.S.C. §§351-364 and 372(c) During the 12-Month Period Ending September 
30, [of the year reported on], in Judicial Business of the United States Courts, 
Annual Reports of the Director, by Leonidas Ralph Mecham, Director of the 
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, ............................................................................ C:973 



http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org

http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/ToeC.htm

http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Administrative_Office_statistics.pdf

http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Judicial_Facts_&_Figures.pdf

http://www.supremecourtus.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2005year-endreport.pdf

http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/2005Supreme_Court_Report.pdf

http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/SCt_workload_A1973_74.pdf

http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/28usc351_Conduct_complaints.pdf
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courts of appeals, including the Federal Circuit, but also two national courts, that is, 
the Court of Claims and the Court of International Trade, for a total of 15 courts. It 
shows that for the administrative year ending on September 30, 1997, 679 complaints 
were filed. (C:980.i) However, in the year ending on September 2005, only 642 
complaints were filed. (C:973) So today there are fewer complaints filed with 15 courts 
against judges than nine years ago. Since 68,473 cases were filed in 12 regional courts 
of appeals but only 642 judicial misconduct complaints were filed with all the 15 
courts of appeals in 2005, there was less than one complaint out of every 100 cases 
appealed to just 12 courts by “disappointed litigants”…in a society ever more litigious as 
ours, as shown above? That is unbelievable!  


4. So the courts and judicial bodies that provide to their Administrative Office the 
numbers of complaints filed and disposed of would have one believe that a society 
that has shown to become dramatically more litigious toward everybody, as shown by 
the ever increasing number of appeals, has become less contentious toward the 2,133 
circuit, district, and bankruptcy judges. Oh, judges!, ever so civil, patient, and 
understanding of one’s point of view. (C:980.w) How ridiculously implausible!, 
particularly since that same society is ever more prone to road rage, school shootings, 
and violence against judges, as shown “by the horrific murders of a U.S. District Court judge’s husband 
and mother by a disappointed litigant, and the terrible incident in Atlanta in which a judge, court reporter, and 
deputy were killed in the Fulton County courthouse”, as stated by the Supreme Court in the same 
2005 Year-End Report, which was issued by Chief Justice John Roberts. (C:980.l) 


5. What is more, the judicial councils –the first level of appeal after a complainant files a 
complaint with the chief judge of the respective court of appeals- took no action on 
any of those complaints but one kind: dismissal. So in the administrative year 1997 the 
councils dismissed 212 complaints -compared with 679 filed- (C:980.j) only to increase 
that number to dismiss 267 -compared with 642 complaints filed- in 2005 (C:974).  


6. This is not just preposterous; this is a pattern where the last nine years are 
representative of the last 25 since the enactment of the Judicial Conduct and Disability 
Act of 1980 (C:576, ToEC:60). It is the pattern of intentional and coordinated disregard by 
chief judges of the courts of appeals and the judges of the judicial councils of an Act of 
Congress inimical to their interests as a class of people. This explains how in the 26 
years since the enactment of the Act the Judicial Conference of the United States, 
which is the second and last level of appeal of complaints under the Act, has issued 
only 15 orders (C:682, 1611), while in the same time the Supreme Court issued 
thousands of decisions, 74 signed opinions in 2005 alone, as shown in ¶¶1 and 2 above. 


7. Actually, the chief justice of the Supreme Court is the presiding member of the 
Conference. Each of the justices of the Supreme Court is also a circuit justice of the 
judicial council to which he or she was allotted, and as such a member of the judicial 
council to which the dismissal of any complaint was first appealed.4 Also members of 


                                                                                                                                                             
http://www.uscourts.gov/judbususc/judbus.html 


4 See the discussion of this issue and the references in ¶¶42 and 43 of the “Statement of Facts.” 
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the Conference are all the chief judges of the courts of appeals, the very ones who first 
received the complaints and who systematically dismissed practically all of them.5 The 
councils denied all but a handful those appeals6 and decided in practice which 
complaints they would allow to reach the Conference.7 Hence, all the Supreme Court 
justices, the circuit chief judges, and the many district judges that form part of the 
judicial councils or the Judicial Conference have participated in, and known of, the 
systematic dismissal of judicial conduct complaints. By engaging in it, all of them 
injured those complainants whose complaints they dismissed out of hand, thereby 
denying them any relief and leaving them at the mercy of the biased, law-disregarding 
judges about whom they had complained. 


8. In addition to being liable for having caused that injury, federal judges are liable for 
having abrogated in practice an Act of Congress and having abused their power to 
exempt themselves from the self-discipline duty that it imposed upon them. They did 
so to provide for themselves a status of factual immunity from any control of their 
conduct, not to mention immunity from prosecution, that is, impeachment. Hence, 
they usurped a status to which no person in our country, not even the president of the 
United States or the speaker of the House of Representatives, has any right: Federal 
judges have elevated themselves to the position of the only people in our country that 
as a matter of fact are above the law.  


9. Why would officers sworn to apply the law “without respect to persons” (28 U.S.C.§453) 
disregard their oath when it comes to applying the law in a disciplinary setting to their 
peers and themselves, thus administering for their benefit ‘unequal justice despite law’? 
In light of the evidence and taking account of the dynamics of webs of personal 
relationships, two reasonable answers to that question present themselves. One is that 
if the judges reviewing the complaints have themselves engaged in the type of conduct 
complained about, then if they were to declare it unbecoming of a judge and deserving 


                                                                                                                                                             
http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/StatFacts1.htm  


5 cf. §A. Judicial misconduct complaint against Bkr. Judge John C. Ninfo, II, WBNY..................ToEC:7  
http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Tables_of_Exhibits.pdf  (downloadable) 
http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/ToeC.htm (on website) 


  cf. §B. Judicial misconduct complaint against complaint against Chief Judge John 
M. Walker, Jr., CA2.........................................................................................................ToEC:13 


6cf. §D. Appeal to the Judicial Council, 2nd Cir., from the dismissal of the 
misconduct complaint against Bkr. Judge John C. Ninfo, II, WBNY ......................ToEC:23 


http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Tables_of_Exhibits.pdf  (downloadable) 
http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/ToeC.htm (on website) 


 cf. §F. Appeal to the Judicial Council, 2nd Cir., from the dismissal of the 
misconduct complaint against Chief Judge John M. Walker, Jr., CA2....................ToEC:29 


7 cf. §G. Appeal to the Judicial Conference of the U.S. from the denials by the 
Judicial Council of the petitions for review of the dismissals of the 
complaints against Judge Ninfo and Chief Judge Walker ........................................ToEC:32 
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of discipline, they would be incriminating and exposing themselves to being the target 
of the same discipline.  


10. The other answer is that judges disregard complaints against their peers in order to 
avoid retaliation. So if today they were to pay any attention to a complaint, not to 
mention set up a special committee or call in a standing committee under 28 U.S.C. 
§§353(a) and 356(b), respectively, to examine the complained-about judge, then if tomorrow 
they were the subject of a complaint, the formerly investigated judge or his friends, allies, and 
accomplices would take the opportunity to retaliate by investigating them and perhaps even 
disciplining them.  


11. Such conduct involves judging ‘with’ regard to persons, contrary to their oath of 
office. It illustrates the axiomatic principle that due to inescapable grave conflict of 
interests, one cannot sit in judgment of oneself or of those in one’s web of personal 
relationships. Judges do act in self-interest, taking the easy, unprincipled way out in 
dereliction of duty and to the detriment of complainants and the integrity of judicial 
process. (On webs of personal relationships see Statement of Facts:4para14.)


12. ‘Big deal! Why would we judges ever indispose ourselves with our peers with whom we will spend the rest 
of our professional lives as Article III life-term appointees or renewable 14-year term bankruptcy judges8? Why 
create for ourselves an avoidable hostile work environment and the repellant reputation of an unreliable class 
traitor just because one Joe or Jane thought in their very impeachable judgment that a judge had misbehaved 
or even broken the law? Who cares! Let them deal with it for the short time they will be upset! They will get 
over it, trust us!, since we judges are the last resort of those complainants.’ 


13. Such is the mentality arising from the dynamics of a web of personal relationships 
whose members are endowed with unappellable judicial power. It rests on a judicial 
system of self-discipline inherently flawed: Federal judges have no incentive to do 
what is right but inimical to themselves because they do not have to fear any adverse 
consequences of doing what is wrong. Hence, they have taken out of service the 
mechanism of judicial discipline that they are supposed to operate. However, that 
does not mean that they are idle. Far from it, the ˝Statement of Facts” shows that they 
operate or tolerate the operation of a bankruptcy fraud scheme. 


 
 


 
 


Homepage 


                                                 
8 §H.  Comments in response to the invitation by CA2 for  public comments on the 


reappointment of Judge John C. Ninfo, II, to a new term as bankruptcy judge ....... ToEC:42 
http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Tables_of_Exhibits.pdf  (downloadable) 
http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/ToeC.htm (on website) 
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Table of Division of Labor for the Formation of the Virtual Firm 


of Investigative Journalists and Lawyers  
described in the Programmatic Proposal1 


to Unite Entities and Individuals to Use Their Resources Effectively in 
Our Common Mission to Ensure Integrity in Our Courts 


(version 1.01 as of 10/30/6) 


by 
Dr. Richard Cordero, Esq. 


 
The purpose of this Table is to divide the tasks of contacting entities and individuals that 


are pursuing the common mission of ensuring integrity in our courts so as to identify among them 
seven persons, highly committed to that mission, who exhibit moderation, pragmatism, 
organizational skills, and the ability to communicate clearly and concisely, and who are willing to 
constitute the committee to form the virtual firm of investigative journalists and lawyers that will 
expose in the media and through a class action the coordinated wrongdoing and abuse of power of 
federal judges. (Programmatic Proposal1:3§§II and III) The task of that committee will include 
finding the supporters and professionals necessary to staff the firm and make it run. 


 Tasks to develop rosters of, or take action to:   Person in charge 


1. Entities and individuals advocating legal reform2  


2. names with e-mail and postal addresses to send letter calling to unite 
in pursuit of the mission and support the formation of the virtual firm  


3. review credentials and qualifications  
                                                 
1 1. Programmatic Proposal 
 a) in a downloadable PDF: http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Programmatic_Proposal.pdf. 
 b) accessible on the website: http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/Programmatic1.htm 
 2. Summary of the Programmatic Proposal 


http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Programmatic_proposal_summary.pdf  
2 A meeting of entities and individuals, to be effective, should not be envisaged until there is a clear 
agenda that gives it a theme and direction, and allows participants to know what to expect and how to 
prepare for the discussion ahead. A brainstorming meeting will only be an opportunity for everybody who 
has a complaint against somebody in the judiciary, elsewhere in government, or on the moon to stand on 
a soapbox to have their 15 minutes of famous speech, however unfocused, unsupported by evidence, and 
extremist so that it will only bore and alienate more people than it will enlighten and unite them. People 
that are willing to commit their money, time, and effort to a common program of activities can be put off 
quite easily by others babbling half-baked ideas off the top of their heads. A meeting is only meaningful 
after its likely participants have thought through their ideas, put them in writing, thus showing 
commitment and competence, and given others the opportunity to comment on them. After collective 
revisions have developed a draft into a document enjoying the majority’s approval, an auspicious meeting 
can be held to sign and give it a personal touch. That meeting can be an occasion for celebratory speeches 
and a press conference that the media can report as that of a team of professionals with a well-conceived 
program, the public can feel addressing its own problems and attracted to support or even join it, and the 
judges can take seriously as the statements of competent people very capable of taking them on. 
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4. Organizing committee of the virtual firm  
5. define the mission, objectives, and activities of the virtual firm3  


6. draw up a contract of participation  
7. recruit the virtual firm’s staff and plan physical office for class action  


8. 


solicit support and develop the firm’s website as a profit center, i.e. 
advertising, sale of information & publications, to generate revenue 
for the virtual firm’s pursuit of its mission, such as the class action and 
lobbying Congress to adopt judicial discipline reform laws 


 


9. Financial supporters  
10. financial sponsors committed to long term support  


11. financial donors likely to provide support on a given occasion  


12. Information Technology   


13. 
experts to set up the database for hyperlinking and posting with 
different degrees of access evidence, source documents, and files of 
the library of collaborative writing (Programmatic Proposal:5§C) 


 


14. ensure search engine optimization for the website & reciprocal linking  


15. Investigative journalists  


16. 


media owners, editors, news anchors, and assignment managers to 
whom the case can be made to investigate coordinated judicial 
wrongdoing4, either overtly by publishing evidence as they obtain it, 
or anonymously until a critical mass of evidence has been collected, 
turned into an investigative report, and its publication or broadcasting 
choreographed for maximum impact on the public and judges 


 


17. 


investigative journalists and bloggers to be invited to participate in, or 
become promoters or coordinators of, the investigation of judicial 
wrongdoing either on their own or as firm members (Programmatic 
Proposal:4¶¶11-12 on tasks and competence requirements) 


 


18. Lawyers  


19. 


lawyers and law firms that advocate social and judicial reform or 
that have experience in class action and multi-district litigation to 
be invited to support or join the firm (Programmatic Proposal:5¶13 
on tasks & competence requirements) 


 


 


                                                 
3 “Neither the firm nor the class action can pursue the particular complaints of each of its professionals, 
supporters, or members. They will know before joining that a shotgun of issues and agendas is confusing, 
overwhelming, conflict-generating, and ultimately fatal to the certification of the class. Hence, they must 
shed distinguishing elements from their complaints and divisive statements from their discourse in order 
to pursue effectively their common mission of ensuring the integrity of the legal system. Given their 
unifying commitment to it, they will agree to concentrate their efforts and resources on three reasonable 
objectives attainable through a program of specific, manageable activities.” Programmatic Proposal:4¶9 
4 http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Statement_of_Facts_Table_of_Cases.pdf  
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Statement of Facts 


providing evidence showing that a federal judgeship has become a safe haven for 
wrongdoing due to lack of an effective mechanism of judicial conduct control and 
calling for the formation of a virtual firm of lawyers and investigative journalists  
to help prepare pro bono a class action based on a representative case charging  


that Chief Judge John M. Walker, Jr., and Circuit Judge Dennis Jacobs of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit have engaged in 


a series of acts of disregard for the law, the rules, and the facts, and 
of systematic dismissal of judicial misconduct complaints  


forming a pattern of non-coincidental, intentional, and coordinated wrongdoing 
that protects peers and other schemers involved in a bankruptcy fraud scheme 
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the summary dismissal by Judge John C. Ninfo, II, WBNY, of Dr. Cordero’s cross-
claims against Trustee Kenneth Gordon in Pfuntner v. Trustee Gordon et al. ........................2 


A. C.J. Walker and J. Jacobs have been made aware of the evidence of judges’ bias and 
disregard for the rule of law but have refused to investigate them, thus failing to 
safeguard judicial integrity and protect Dr. Cordero from their abuse................................ 5 


III. CJ Walker and J. Jacobs are protecting their peers by refusing to Follow the 
money! to find over $670,000 unaccounted for in just one out of one trustee’s 
more than 3,900 cases, i.e., In re DeLano, for following it could lead to the 
exposure of a bankruptcy fraud scheme and the schemers ..........................................................6 


IV. Call for a virtual firm of lawyers and investigative journalists to help prepare pro 
bono a class action centered on a representative case against these judges to 
expose the systematic dismissal of complaints supporting a bankruptcy fraud 
scheme and reveal how high and to what extent wrongdoing has reached................................. 9 


********************************** 


I. Evidence gathered in 12 cases over 5 years supporting Statement & representative case 
1. The herein discussed query whether a federal judgeship is a safe haven for wrongdoing and the 


concrete charges of such wrongdoing arise from evidence collected during the past five years 
from 11 related cases. (ToEC:1) Such evidence indicates that the wrongdoing is motivated by a 
most insidious corruptor: money, the enormous amount of money at stake in fraudulent 
bankruptcies. (findings leading to the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Prevention 
Act (BAPCPA) of 2005, Pub.L. 109-8, 119 Stat. 23 and Pst:1395) 
                                                                                                 
1 The letters preceding the page number # identify the cases and their tables of exhibits. (ToEC:1fn. & 5§IV). 



mailto:DrRCordero@Judicial%E2%80%90Discipline%E2%80%90Reform.org

http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/StatFacts1.htm





bank of links to references 
Judicial‐Discipline‐Reform.org 


Dr. Cordero’s Statement of Facts as of 9/25/6 & call for forming a virtual firm of lawyers & investigators 2 of 10 


2. In just one of those cases the judges have refused even to ask for the whereabouts of over $670,000 
(ToEC:110) earned or received by the ‘bankrupt’ banker, as shown by his own documents…and 
according to PACER.uscourts.gov (Public Access to Court Electronic Records) the trustee in his 
case had at the time 3,909 open cases! The judges’ refusal to take or skip a necessary step to 
decide a case is only one use of the means enabling money to have its evil effect, to wit, the most 
powerful corruptor, power itself, here unsupervised, discipline-free, in practice absolute judicial 
power exercised by federal judges who have in fact become a class of people above the law. 


3. The evidence in those 12 cases shows that judges have systematically exercised judicial power 
through bias and disregard for the rule of law that is intended to prescribe limits to its use. Risk-
free abuse of judicial power in a setting awash with money has led certain judges, their staff, 
and bankruptcy trustees to support a bankruptcy fraud scheme. While their exercise of it is 
immune from discipline, it is not harmless. It has had injurious consequences for Dr. Richard 
Cordero, Esq., depriving him of his legal rights in cases to which he is a party pro se and causing 
him enormous waste of effort, time, and money as well as inflicting upon him tremendous 
emotional distress. 


4. Repeatedly, Dr. Cordero has submitted to Chief Judge John M. Walker, Jr., and Circuit Judge 
Dennis Jacobs of the Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit (CA2), who have supervisory 
duties over the integrity of 2nd Circuit courts, substantial evidence of the pattern of support by 
U.S. judges therein of the bankruptcy fraud scheme and its effect on him. Consistently they have 
disregarded that evidence, thereby condoning the other judges’ continued support for the scheme 
and the schemers and allowing their bias and denial of due process to further injure Dr. Cordero. 


5. In so doing, Judges Walker and Jacobs have shown their own bias toward their peers and staffs, 
including their own staff (ToEC:19§C), to the detriment of Dr. Cordero and have also denied him 
due process of law in their dealings with him. In addition, by so protecting those officers they 
have breached their oath of office to apply the law, let alone do so equally “without respect to 
persons” (28 U.S.C. §453), which gives rise to a duty that inures to the benefit of every third 
party, such as Dr. Cordero, who comes before them with the reasonable expectation of having 
their cases decided impartially in accordance with law. Moreover, they have failed to discharge 
their duty as chief judge and as members of the Judicial Council of the Second Circuit to 
safeguard the integrity of the courts and their officers in the Circuit, a duty that also runs to the 
benefit of every person that resorts to the courts for the proper administration of justice. 


6. There is ample and official evidence of coordinated and systematic disregard by judges of 
misconduct by their peers. (ToEC:39>973 & Comment) To establish such disregard and its 
consequences a representative case can center on C.J. Walker and Judge Jacobs because the 
evidence against them is as abundant as their disregard of judicial misconduct has been blatant. 


II. The pattern of wrongful acts in support of a bankruptcy fraud scheme 
began with Judge Ninfo’s summary dismissal of Dr. Cordero’s cross-
claims against Trustee Kenneth Gordon in Pfuntner v. Tr. Gordon et al. 


7. Dr. Cordero is currently a resident of New York City. However, in the early 1990’s he resided 
in Rochester, NY. Before leaving that city in 1993, he entrusted personal and professional 
property to a moving and storage company. For almost 10 years he paid storage and insurance 
fees for the safekeeping of such property.  


8. At the beginning of 2002, Dr. Cordero contacted by phone Mr. David Palmer, the owner of 
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Premier Van Lines, Inc., the moving and storage company in Rochester, NY, that was storing 
his property. He wanted to resolve a billing issue and find out the current name of the insurance 
carrier. Mr. Palmer assured him that his property was safe at the Jefferson Henrietta Warehouse. 
Its manager, Mr. David Dworkin, did likewise and even billed Dr. Cordero for the monthly fees. 
(A:353-1&2) After Mr. Palmer became unreachable, Mr. Dworkin kept assuring Dr. Cordero 
that his property was safe and that he would find out the name of its insurer. Only much later 
did Mr. Dworkin reveal to him that Premier had gone bankrupt and was already in liquidation!  


9. As it turned out, more than a year earlier, on March 5, 2001, Mr. Palmer had filed a voluntary 
petition for Premier’s bankruptcy under 11 U.S.C. Chapter 11 (In re Premier Van Lines, Inc., 
no. 01-20692, WBNY, docket at A:565; nywb.uscourts.gov/; hereinafter Premier). His case had 
landed before Bankruptcy Judge John C. Ninfo, II, WBNY. Soon thereafter Mr. Palmer failed to 
comply with the obligations of his bankruptcy and even stopped appearing in its proceedings. 
Hence, on December 28, 2001, Trustee Kenneth Gordon, Esq., the Standing Trustee for liquidations 
under Chapter 7, was appointed to liquidate Premier. (A:572/63) 


10. Trustee Gordon’s performance was so negligent and reckless that he failed to find out that Mr. 
James Pfuntner owned a warehouse in Avon, Rochester, where Premier had stored its clients’ 
property, such as those of Dr. Cordero. To begin with, just as Mr. Palmer failed to inform Dr. 
Cordero of his filing for bankruptcy protection for Premier, the Trustee did not inform Dr. 
Cordero of his liquidation of it; consequently, Dr. Cordero was deprived of his right to file a 
claim as creditor of Premier. By failing thus to inform Dr. Cordero, the Trustee also deprived 
him of the opportunity to decide what to do with his property. Moreover, Trustee Gordon could 
have found out the possibility of such property being in Mr. Pfuntner’s warehouse by just 
examining Premier’s docket (A:567/13, 17, 19, 21, 23; 571/52), not to mention through diligent 
examination under 11 U.S.C. §704(4) of Premier’s financial affairs and its business records, to 
which he had access (A:109 ftnts-5-8; A:45, 46, 352).  


11. As a result, Trustee Gordon failed to discover the income-producing storage accounts that 
belonged to the estate or to act timely (A-575:94; cf. A:46-48; A:575/87, 89). So he closed the 
case as “No distribution” (A:577/107 & entries for 10/24/2003), although he had not only 
classified it as an “Asset case” (A:572/70, 573/71; 575/94, 95), but had also applied for 
authorization to Judge Ninfo and received it to hire an auctioneer, Mr. Roy Teitsworth 
(A:576/97)…and then what happened? Where is the accountant’s report for which $4,699 was 
paid? (A:575/90) Nobody would answer, for these were job-threatening questions (28 CFR 
§58.6(7)) that no outsider was supposed to ask. (A:835§B7) Interestingly enough, a query on 
PACER of Kenneth Gordon as trustee returned that between April 12, 2000, and November 3, 
2003, he was the trustee in 3,092 cases! How many of them did he handle as he did Premier? 


12. Likewise, Mr. David Gene DeLano, Assistant Vice President for M&T Bank handled negli-
gently and recklessly the liquidation of the storage containers that Mr. Palmer had bought with a 
loan from M&T in which the latter had kept a security interest. He assured Dr. Cordero that he 
had seen the storage containers holding his property at the Jefferson Henrietta Warehouse; that 
those containers had been sold to Champion Moving & Storage; and that he should contact and 
from them on deal with Champion concerning his property in those containers. (Tr.149/25-
150/6, 101/17-19, 109/3-5, 111/9-24, 141/8-13) Dr. Cordero did so only to find out that Cham-
pion had never received such containers. Thus, he had to search for his property. Eventually he 
found out that the containers had never been at the Jefferson Henrietta Warehouse! Instead, they 
had been abandoned by Mr. Palmer at Mr. Pfuntner’s warehouse in Avon. (A:46; Pst:1285¶70) 
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13. Dr. Cordero was referred to Trustee Gordon to find out how to retrieve his property. But the 
Trustee would not give him any information and even enjoined him not to contact his office 
anymore (A:353-25, 26), thus violating his duty under 11 U.S.C.§704(7) to a party in interest.  


14. Dr. Cordero found out that Premier was before Judge Ninfo and applied to him for a review of 
Trustee Gordon’s performance and fitness to serve as Premier’s trustee. (A:353-28, 29) The 
Judge, however, took no action other than to pass that application on to the Trustee’s supervisor, 
namely, Assistant U.S. Trustee Kathleen Dunivin Schmitt. (A:29) Her office is in the same 
small federal building as that of Judge Ninfo’s Bankruptcy Court, Trustee Gordon’s box, the 
District Court, the U.S. Attorney’s Office, and the FBI Bureau; this allows for daily contacts and 
the development of a web of personal relationships among their officers. By contrast, Dr. 
Cordero lives hundreds of miles away in NYC and is, thus, a ‘diverse citizen’. Not surprisingly, 
Trustee Schmitt conducted a ‘quick contact’ with her supervisee, Trustee Gordon, that was as 
superficial as it was severely flawed. (A:53, 104) Nor did Judge Ninfo take action upon Dr. 
Cordero bringing to his attention (A:32, 38) that Trustee Gordon had filed with him false 
statements and statements defamatory of Dr. Cordero to persuade the Judge not to take any 
action on Dr. Cordero’s Application to review his performance (A:19, 41§II). 


15. Meantime, Mr. Pfuntner had commenced an adversary proceeding on September 27, 2002, 
against the Trustee, Dr. Cordero, M&T Bank, and a hockey club to recover administrative and 
storage fees (A:22) from them (Pfuntner v. Trustee Gordon et al., no. 02-2230, WBNY; docket 
at A:1551). Dr. Cordero cross-claimed against Trustee Gordon and M&T Bank (A:70, 83, 88) 
and also brought in as third-party defendants Messrs. Palmer, Dworkin, and DeLano and 
Jefferson Henrietta Warehouse. (Add:534/after entry 13; 891/fn.1) 


16. Trustee Gordon countered with a motion under Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure to dismiss only Dr. Cordero’s cross-claims against him. (A:135, 143) It was argued 
on December 18, 2002. By then almost three months had gone by since the commencement of 
Pfuntner, but the required Rule 16 and 26 meeting of the parties and disclosure had not taken 
place despite Dr. Cordero having disclosed numerous documents as exhibits to his papers. 
(A:11-18, 33-36, 45-49, 63-64, 65, 91-94)- much less had there been any discovery. Yet, 
disregarding the record’s lack of factual development, Judge Ninfo summarily dismissed the 
cross-claims notwithstanding the genuine issues of material fact that Dr. Cordero had raised 
concerning the Trustee’s negligence and recklessness in liquidating Premier (A:148). Similarly, 
the Judge disregarded the consideration that after discovery and at trial Mr. Pfuntner’s claims 
against the Trustee could lend support to Dr. Cordero’s claims against the Trustee. 


17. Judge Ninfo even excused the Trustee’s defamatory and false statements as merely “part of the 
Trustee just trying to resolve these issues”, (A:275/10-12) thus condoning his use of falsehood; 
astonishingly acknowledging in open court his own acceptance of unethical behavior; and 
showing gross indifference to its injurious effect on Dr. Cordero. 


18. That dismissal constituted the first of a long series of similar acts of disregard for the law, the 
rules, and the facts in which Judge Ninfo as well as other judicial and clerical officers at both 
the Bankruptcy and the District Court have participated, all consistently to the benefit of those 
in the web of personal relationships and to Dr. Cordero’s detriment. Such acts were initially 
aimed at preventing Dr. Cordero’s appeal, for if the dismissal were reversed and the cross-
claims reinstated, discovery could establish how Judge Ninfo had failed to realize or knowingly 
tolerated Trustee Gordon’s negligent and reckless liquidation of Premier. This fact would be 
followed by a common sense question: What motive did he have to do so? 
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19. Answering that question would bring up a very incisive one: Had these two officers engaged in 
similar conduct in any of the other cases on which they had worked together? They had had the 
opportunity to do so, for a subsequent PACER query showed that between April 12, 2000, and 
June 26, 2004, Trustee Gordon had been the trustee in 3,383 cases, out of which 3,382 had come 
before Judge Ninfo! (A:1406§C) Astonishing!, for how could a single trustee take care of 
examining the debtors’ financial affairs and ascertaining the good faith of their petitions and 
dealing with the creditors and collecting the assets and liquidating them and holding auctions, 
and reviewing accountants’ reports and making distribution and filing reports and attending 
hearings, and and and of each of such an overwhelming number of cases? (D:458§V) This 
would beg the question why had Trustee Schmitt and her supervisor, U.S. Trustee for Region 2 
Deirdre Martini allowed one person to take on so many cases in such a short period of time? 
And how many millions of dollars worth of assets has Trustee Gordon been in charge of 
liquidating? How many other ques-tions would it take to pierce the web to reveal the motives 
linked to their personal relationships? 


A. C.J. Walker and J. Jacobs have been made aware of the evidence of judges’ 
bias and disregard for the rule of law but have refused to investigate them, thus 
failing to safeguard judicial integrity and protect Dr. Cordero from their abuse 


20. Dr. Cordero made Chief Judge Walker aware of these and similar concerns. Indeed, the Chief 
Judge was a member of the panel that was drawn –randomly?- to decide his appeal from 
Pfuntner in Premier Van et al., no. 03-5023, CA2. (docket at A:1285) As such, the Chief was 
supposed to read Dr. Cordero’s brief of July 9, 2003 (A:1303), which also included appellate 
arguments concerning the arbitrary, unlawful, and suspicious way in which Judge Ninfo (A:302, 
306) and District Judge David G. Larimer, WDNY, (A:315, 339, 343, 350) denied Dr. 
Cordero’s application for default judgment against Premier Owner David Palmer (A:290-95), 
who had nevertheless been defaulted by Bankruptcy Clerk of Court Paul Warren (A:303; 304).  


21. Moreover, Chief Judge Walker was the officer with whom Dr. Cordero lodged his misconduct 
complaint against Judge Ninfo of August 8, 2003, (C:1, 63) under the Judicial Conduct and Dis-
ability Act. That statute imposes on the circuit chief judge the duty to “expeditiously review” such 
complaints. (28 U.S.C. §352(a)) Anyway, the Chief should have investigated a complaint like 
that which cast doubt on the integrity of a judge and the fairness of justice that he administered. 


22. What is more, the Chief Judge was a member of the panel that decided Dr. Cordero’s petition of 
September 12, 2003, for a writ of mandamus, no. 03-3088, CA2, (A:615) requesting that Judge 
Ninfo be disqualified for bias and disregard for the rule of law and that Pfuntner be transferred 
outside his web of personal relationships to an impartial court, such as the U.S. District Court in 
Albany, NDNY. More still, he learned of additional charges through Dr. Cordero’s motion of 
November 3, 2003, to update the evidence of Judge Ninfo’s bias. (A:801) Even more, the Chief 
had the opportunity to hear about Judge Ninfo’s misconduct during Dr. Cordero’s oral argument 
of Premier Van et al. on December 11, 2003; and even read the argument’s written version that 
Dr. Cordero handed out to him and the other panel members on the day of argument. (C:296) 


23. Nevertheless, CJ Walker did nothing other than deny those requests. (A:876, 664) Yet, he had 
the duty to review or “promptly appoint a special committee to investigate” the complaint (§353(a)). 
Instead, he let six months go by without taking any action on it. So on February 2, 2004, Dr. 
Cordero wrote to him to inquire about the complaint’s status (C:105), pointing out that the duty 
of promptness was imposed on the Chief not only under the Act, but also under the Circuit’s 
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own rules, that is, Rule 3(a) of the Rules of the Judicial Council of the Second Circuit Govern-
ing Complaints Against Judicial Officers under 28 U.S.C. §351 et seq. (C:75) This time the 
Chief did something else: He had Dr. Cordero’s letter returned to the sender! (C:109) 


24. More than a month and a half later Chief Judge Walker had still taken no action on the 
complaint. By contrast, Judge Ninfo went on to engage in even more flagrantly wrongful 
conduct in another case to which Dr. Cordero was made a party, namely, the voluntary petition 
for bankruptcy under 11 U.S.C. Chapter 13 of M&T Bank Assistant Vice President David 
DeLano of all people! (In re DeLano, no. 04-20280, WBNY; C:1431, 1435, 1467; docket at 
D:496) Consequently, Dr. Cordero filed a judicial misconduct complaint against Chief Judge 
Walker on March 19, 2004. (C:271) As required by law and Circuit rule, he addressed it to the 
next judge eligible to become the chief judge, to wit, Circuit Judge Dennis Jacobs.  


III. CJ Walker and J. Jacobs are protecting their peers by refusing to Follow 
the money! to find over $670,000 unaccounted for in just one out of one 
trustee’s more than 3,900 cases, i.e., In re DeLano, for following it could 
lead to the exposure of a bankruptcy fraud scheme and the schemers 


25. Dr. Cordero brought to Judge Jacobs’ attention not only Chief Judge Walker’s failure to take 
action on the complaint against Judge Ninfo, but also how his inaction had condoned Judge 
Ninfo’s misconduct and allowed him to engage even more flagrantly in bias and disregard for 
the law, the rules, and the facts in the handling of DeLano. A judge mindful of his duty, not only 
under §351, but also as a member of the Judicial Council, to safeguard the integrity of judicial 
process and the proper administration of justice would have conducted an investigation, for the 
DeLano petition and its handling by Judge Ninfo and other court officers and trustees are so 
egregious as to reveal the force that joins them and links the cases: a bankruptcy fraud scheme. 


26. Indeed, Mr. David and Mrs. Mary Ann Delano are not average debtors. Mr. David DeLano has 
worked in financing for 7 years and as an officer at two banks for 32 years: 39 years 
professionally managing money!…and counting, for he is still working for M&T Bank as a 
manager in credit administration (Tr:15/17-16/15). As such, he qualifies as an expert in how to 
assess creditworthiness and remain solvent to be able to repay bank loans. Thus, Mr. Delano is a 
member of a class of people who should know how not to go bankrupt.  


27. As for Mrs. DeLano, she was a specialist in business Xerox machines. As such, she is a person 
trained to think methodically so as to ask pointed questions of customers and guide them 
through a series of systematic steps to solve their technical problems with Xerox machines. 


28. Hence, the DeLanos are professionals with expertise in borrowing, dealing with bankruptcies, 
and learning and applying technical instructions. They should have been held to a high standard 
of responsibility…but instead they were allowed to conceal assets because they know too much. 


29. This means that because of his 39-year long career in finance and banking, Mr. DeLano has 
learned how borrowers use or abuse the bankruptcy system, and more importantly, how trustees 
and court officers handle their petitions so that rightfully or wrongfully they are successful in 
obtaining bankruptcy relief from their debts. Actually, Mr. DeLano works precisely in the area 
of bankruptcies at M&T Bank, collecting money from delinquent commercial borrowers and 
even liquidating company assets (Tr:17.14-19). In fact, he was the M&T officer that liquidated 
the storage containers in which M&T kept an interest to secure its loan to Mr. Palmer. So he 
knows how the latter was treated by Judge Ninfo in Premier, which gave rise to Pfuntner. 
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30. In preparation for their golden retirement, the DeLanos filed their joint voluntary bankruptcy 
petition and, of course, it came before Judge Ninfo. Based on what and whom Mr. DeLano 
knew, they could expect their petition to glide smoothly toward being granted (D:266¶¶37-39) 
The fact that among their 21 creditors in Schedule F they themselves named Dr. Cordero 
(C:1448) must have carried no significance at all other than that thereby they would be able to 
discharge his claim against Mr. DeLano arising in Pfuntner. After all, Dr. Cordero was their 
only non-institutional creditor, lives hundreds of miles away in NYC, and was unsecured to boot.  


31. But a most unforeseen event occurred: Dr. Cordero went through the trouble of examining their 
petition, and more surprisingly yet, he even realized how incongruous the declarations were that 
the DeLanos had made in its Schedules (C:1437-1454) and Statement of Financial Affairs 
(C:1455-1461). Most unexpectedly, not only did he put in writing his realization, but he also 
traveled all the way to Rochester to attend the meeting of their creditors on March 8, 2004 
(D:23), the only one to do so! (D:68, 69) While there he filed with Judge Ninfo’s clerks his ob-
jection to the confirmation (C:291) of their debt repayment plan (C:1467) and even invoked 11 
U.S.C. §1302(b) and §704(4) and (7) to request Chapter 13 Trustee George Reiber to investigate 
their financial affairs and produce documents to show the in- and outflow of their money.  


32. Money the DeLanos do have, as Trustee Reiber, Judge Ninfo, Assistant Trustee Schmitt, and 
Region 2 Trustee Martini knew or could have readily known had they only cast a glance at their 
implausible petition. (C:1411) Hence, the alarms went off, for these officers were aware that 
Mr. DeLano could not be allowed to go down on a charge of bankruptcy fraud since he knows 
about their intentional and coordinated disregard for the law, the rules, and the facts in handling 
bankruptcy petitions, that is, of their support for the bankruptcy fraud scheme. Therefore, if Mr. 
DeLano’s petition were checked and as a result, he were charged with bankruptcy fraud and he 
and his wife ended up facing up to 20 years imprisonment and ruinous fines under 18 U.S.C. 
§§151-158, and 1519 and 3571, he would consider it in his interest to enter into a plea bargain 
to incriminate top schemers in exchange for leniency. Consequently, the schemers closed ranks 
to protect Mr. DeLano from being investigated or having to produce incriminating documents. 


33. Yet, even a person untrained in bankruptcy could realize the incongruity and implausibility of 
the DeLanos’ declarations in their bankruptcy petition. For instance: 


a. The DeLanos earned $291,470 in just the 2001-2003 fiscal years preceding their petition of 
January 27, 2004 (C:1419; 1499); 


b. but they declared having only $535 in hand and accounts (C:1439); yet, they and their 
attorney, Christopher Werner, Esq., knew that they could afford to pay $16,654 in legal fees 
(C:1060) for over a year’s maneuvering to avoid producing the documents requested by 
Dr. Cordero, which would incriminate them for concealment of assets; their tough stance 
was rewarded by Judge Ninfo, who without any written request allowed even higher legal 
fees, $18,005! (C:1057) But then Att. Werner is not just any attorney: according to PACER, 
as of February 28, 2005, he had appeared before Judge Ninfo in 525 cases out of 575! 
(ToEC:91¶3) Trustee Reiber rewarded Att. Werner too by requesting another $9,948 for him 
on December 7, 2005, and lowering the recovery rate from 22¢ to less than 13¢ on the $ 
(Pst:1175). Outrageous arrogance of power endowed with immunity! 


c. The DeLanos amassed a whopping debt of $98,092 (C:1449), although the average credit 
card debt of Americans is $6,000; and spread it over 18 credit cards so that no issuer would 
have a stake high enough to make litigation cost-effective (C:1401). 
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d. Despite all that borrowing, they declared household goods worth only $2,910 (C:1439) 
…that’s all they pretend to have accumulated throughout their combined worklives, in-
cluding Mr. DeLano’s 39 years as a bank officer, although they earned over a 100 times 
that amount, $291,470, in only the three fiscal years of 2001-03 (C:1499)…Unbelievable!; 


e. They also strung together mortgages since 1975, through which they received $382,187 
(Add:1058) to buy their home; yet in 2005, 30 years later, they lived in the same home but 
owed $77,084 and had equity of merely $21,415 (C:1438). Mindboggling! (Add:1058¶54)  


34. Although the DeLanos have received over $670,000, as shown by even the few documents that 
they reluctantly produced at Dr. Cordero’s instigation (ToEC:110), the officers that have a 
statutory duty to investigate evidence of bankruptcy fraud or report it for investigation not only 
disregarded such duty (ToEC:111), but also refused to require them to produce (Add:1022) 
documents as obviously pertinent to any bankruptcy petition as the statements of their bank and 
debit card accounts…for such documents would show the flow of the DeLanos’ receipts and 
payments and thereby reveal the fraud that they had committed and that the officers had covered 
up. Judge Jacobs too disregarded the Statement that Dr. Cordero sent him analyzing these 
incongruous declarations (C:1297§§15-17) and had it returned to the sender (C:1317).  


35. What has motivated these officers to spare the DeLanos from having to produce incriminating 
documents? (D:458§V) All have been informed of the incident on March 8, 2004, that to a rea-
sonable person, and all the more so if charged with the duty to prevent bankruptcy fraud, would 
have shown that the DeLanos had committed fraud and were receiving protection from expo-
sure: Trustee Reiber unlawfully allowed his attorney, James W. Weidman, Esq., to conduct the 
meeting of creditors (28 CFR §58.6(10);§341) where the latter unjustifiably asked Dr. Cordero 
whether and, if so, how much he knew about the DeLanos’ having committed fraud, and when 
he would not reveal what he knew, Att. Weidman, with the Trustee’s approval, rather than let 
him examine them under oath, as §343 requires, while officially being tape recorded, put an end to 
the meeting after Dr. Cordero had asked only two questions! (D:79§§I-III; Add:889§II) 


36. Judge Jacobs too was informed of this incident (C:272). Yet he did not conduct any investigation 
or ask for any documents, such as the tape of that meeting of creditors or, after the effort to 
impede the holding of the adjourned meeting failed, the transcript of such meeting, which contains 
incriminating statements by Attorney Werner of his having destroyed documents of the DeLanos. 
(C:1299¶¶21-33) Nor did he respect his duty of promptness in handling a misconduct complaint. 
The one of March 19, 2004, against his colleague, Chief Judge Walker, was in its seventh month 
when on September 24 Judge Jacobs “dismissed [it] as moot [because] the Complainant’s judicial 
misconduct [against Judge Ninfo] was dismissed by order entered June 9, 2004”. (C:392) Yet it took 
Judge Jacobs another 2½ months to dismiss it!? And still he got wrong the date of that earlier 
dismissal that he himself had written, and that was entered, on June 8 (C:144, 148), a mistake 
revealing the lack of care with which he wrote an otherwise perfunctory decision (cf. C:711). 


37. As CJ Walker had done, Judge Jacobs condoned with his inaction Judge Ninfo’s misconduct, thus 
encouraging him to engage in more brazen bias and disregard for the rule of law: Dr. Cordero 
submitted a statement on June 9, 2004, to J. Ninfo showing on the basis of even the few and in-
complete documents that the DeLanos had produced (ToEC:62¶¶5-11, D:165-189; C:1415) that 
they had fraudulently concealed assets, and requesting that they be referred to the FBI and that 
Trustee Reiber be removed (D:193). J. Ninfo reacted by joining the DeLanos in a process abusive 
maneuver that used a) a motion to disallow Dr. Cordero’s claim (D:218; cf. D:249; ToED:210§II); 
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b) an order directing Dr. Cordero to take discovery of that claim in Pfuntner (D:272; cf. D:440) only 
for every single document that he requested (D:287, 310, 317) to be denied by both the DeLanos 
(D:313, 325) and J. Ninfo (D:327; cf. ToEA:153§7) and c) a sham evidentiary hearing on March 1, 
2005 (Pst:1255§E; cf. C:193§§1-3) that ended as predetermined in disallowing Dr. Cordero’s claim 
and stripping him of standing to participate further in DeLano (D:20§IV, ToEC:109). 


38. Dr. Cordero made Chief Judge Walker and Judge Jacobs aware of these developments by appeal-
ing to the Judicial Council and writing to Judge Jacobs (C:995, 1000, 1025). This time they acted 
promptly: They reappointed Judge Ninfo to a new 14-year term as bankruptcy judge! (ToEC:§H) 


39. Meanwhile, Dr. Cordero appealed Judge Ninfo’s disallowance of his claim to the District Court, 
WDNY, Judge Larimer presiding. This Judge showed again, as he had in Pfuntner (ToEC>C:1107-8 
>Comment), that he supports the bankruptcy fraud scheme. He refused to order the DeLanos to 
produce even a single document that could shed light on the 39-year veteran banker’s incongruous 
and implausible declarations. (ToEC:111; Add:951, 1022, ToEAdd:231§VI) He even attempted to 
prevent Dr. Cordero from obtaining the transcript of the sham evidentiary hearing (C:1001, 1083; 
cf. ToEA:135§3), for what happened there incriminates Judge Ninfo as Mr. DeLano’s biased 
Chief Advocate. Such advocacy derives from the fact that Mr. DeLano’s attorney in Pfuntner is 
Michael Beyma, Esq., of Underberg & Kessler (A:1552; Pst:1289§f), the law firm of which 
Judge Ninfo was a partner when he was appointed to the bench (Add:636); so he felt Mr. 
DeLano to be his client, whereby he forfeited his position as an impartial arbiter who should 
have no interest in the controversy before him. The transcript also shows that Mr. DeLano’s testi-
mony corroborates Dr. Cordero’s claim against him. (Pst:1281§d; ToEC:55>Comment>2nd ¶) 


IV. Call for a virtual firm of lawyers and investigative journalists to help prepare 
pro bono a class action centered on a representative case against these judges 
to expose the systematic dismissal of complaints supporting a bankruptcy 
fraud scheme and reveal how high and to what extent wrongdoing has reached 


40. Congress adopted the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention Act to “restor[e] personal responsibility and 
integrity in the bankruptcy system [and] respond to…the absence of effective oversight to 
eliminate abuse in the system.” HR Rep. 109-31, p.2 For its part, the Administrative Office of 
the U.S. Courts (AO) has produced the 1997-2005 Reports of Complaints Filed and Action 
Taken under the Judicial Conduct Act (C:973), which together with its previous annual Reports 
shows that the judges’ systematic dismissal for over a decade of §351 judicial misconduct 
complaints could not have occurred but for their unlawful coordination to insulate themselves from 
such complaints. (ToEC>C:973>Comment) The relation between those official findings is what the 
12 cases referred to here show, to wit, the abuse has developed into a bankruptcy fraud scheme and 
judges have mishandled §351complaints to, among other things, protect it and the schemers. 


41. Now there is a need to expose the bankruptcy fraud scheme and the systematic dismissal of 
judicial misconduct complaints so as to lay bare the motive or benefit driving federal judges to 
tolerate or engage in such intentional and coordinated wrongdoing. A first step to that end is 
this presentation of the evidence gathered over the past five years in 12 cases and contained in 
the commented records of exhibits (ToEC:1 et seq.) and the exhibits. The second step is the 
formation, called for herein, of a virtual firm of lawyers and investigative journalists digitally 
meeting at Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org to pro bono research difficult legal issues and organ-
ize the investigation Follow the money! from filed bankruptcy petitions, many available through 



http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/28usc351_Conduct_complaints.pdf
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PACER, to wherever it ended up in preparation for the third step: a class action centered on the 
representative case against C.J. Walker and J. Jacobs, brought on behalf of those similarly in-
jured by the scheme and the systematic dismissal of their complaints, and charging denial of due 
process and violation of, among others, the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act 
(18 U.S.C.§1961; C:1291) by judges who may remain in office only “during good Behaviour” 
(Const. Art. III sec.1; 28 U.S.C §44(b)), but who enjoy no blanket immunity from being subject 
to “Equal Justice Under Law” (C:1823); their governing bodies (ToEC:107) and staffs 
(ToEC:19§C, 28§E & 46§I); private and U.S. bankruptcy trustees (ToEC:111); other officers (cf. 
ToEC:§K; C:1552, 1568) in the web of personal relationships (C:1546, 1565, 1566); bankruptcy 
lawyers and their law firms (cf. D:258); and bankruptcy petitioners (¶33 above; ToEA:135§4). 


42. The class action will confront the most powerful judges. Indeed, for decades since before the 
Judicial Conduct Act of 1980, the Supreme Court has known of the lack of an effective judicial 
impeachment mechanism (ToEC:60>Comment, C:1384) and of the break down of the Act’s self-
discipline mechanism (ToEC:24>Comment, C:573). To know it, Late Chief Justice Rehnquist, 
who was also the presiding member of the Judicial Conference (28 U.S.C §331¶1), the body of 
last resort under the Act (id. §354(b)), need not read the AO’s Annual Reports on the Act (id. 
§604(h)(2)) or the Conference’s reports (C:1771). He knew that in 24 years since the Act the 
Conference had issued under it only 15 orders! (C:1611) Yet he waited until May 2004 to charge 
Justice Stephen Breyer with chairing a committee to study it. (C:574-577) The Breyer Committee 
held no hearings (cf.ToEC:66§L) and took over 27 months only to issue a report that clears his 
lower peers of the systematic dismissal of complaints apparent from the official reports. 


43. All the Justices are also circuit justices of the circuits to which they have been allotted (28 U.S.C. 
§42, 45(b); C:149) so they may attend (C:980y-83; cf. 980z-10) their councils’ meetings where 
misconduct complaints are discussed (C:980y-84, z-76) and can learn the nature and number of 
orders related thereto, which must be reported to the Administrative Office (id. §332(c-d, g); 
C:980y-87, z-79). Hence, they know that such complaints are systematically dismissed. Actually, 
the Justices must be presumed to have realized from the cases that they deal with daily at the 
Supreme Court that ‘power corrupts and in the absence of any control over its exercise, power 
becomes absolute and corrupts absolutely’. Did they think that while wielding such power the 
2,133 federal judges would remain immune to the type of “Culture of Corruption” that has 
engulfed the 535 members of Congress?, even bankruptcy judges, whose decisions affect the 
hand-changing of $billions? (D:458§V, Add:621§1) Since the Justices cannot have ignored 
ongoing misconduct of judges abusing their uncontrolled power, why have they tolerated it?  


44. Once in a lifetime the opportunity presents itself for a person to take extraordinary action for the 
common good. When it is long-term, fraught with grave risks, but capable of improving society 
with reforms that give practical meaning to the notions of integrity in government and fairness 
in its treatment of its people, the action becomes a noble mission. For he or she who rises to the 
challenge, there is public honor, gratitude, and remembrance. This is one such opportunity and a 
momentous one too, for it must reach all the way to the top of the Third Branch of Government 
to identify the motives of those in charge of the system of administration of justice for having 
allowed institutionalized wrongdoing by judges. Are you up to the mission to engage in highly 
skillful and professionally responsible legal research and analysis or investigative journalism of 
social and financial networks in order to answer the critical question arising from the evidence 
thus far collected: Is a federal judgeship a safe heaven for wrongdoing and, if so, how high and 
to what extent has intentional and coordinated wrongdoing reached? 



http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/Judges_above_law.pdf

http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/docs/CJ_Rehnquist_impeachments.pdf

http://judicial-discipline-reform.org/ToeC.htm
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Tables of Exhibits* 
that provide the evidence gathered in 12 cases over 6 years showing that 


a federal judgeship has become a safe haven for wrongdoing and  
justifying an investigation to determine how high and to what extent wrongdoing has reached;  


and that warrant the call for forming a virtual firm of lawyers and investigative journalists 
centered on Judicial Discipline Reform.org to help prepare pro bono  


a class action based on the representative case charging  
that Chief Judge John M. Walker, Jr., of the Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit (CA2) 


and CA2 Judge Dennis Jacobs have engaged in  
a series of acts of disregard of evidence and of systematic dismissal of judicial misconduct complaints 


forming a pattern of non-coincidental, intentional, and coordinated wrongdoing 
that supports a bankruptcy fraud scheme and protects the schemers 


by 
Dr. Richard Cordero, Esq. 


I. Cases providing evidence for the investigation & the representative case 


 Case name Filing 
date 


Closing date 


or status 
Docket no. Court File:pg.# * of 


 brief  docket 


1. In re Premier Van Lines (Ch. 7 bkr.) 3/5/1 10/24/3 01-20692 WBNY cf. A:72§1 A:565 


2. Pfuntner v. Trustee Gordon et al. (AdvP) 9/27/2 pending 02-2230 WBNY A:70 A:1551 


3. Cordero v. Trustee Gordon 1/15/3 3/27/3 03cv6021L WDNY A:158 A:458 


4. Cordero v. Palmer 2/4/3 3/27/3 03mbk6001L WDNY A:314 A:462,but see 
ToEA:156>A:462b 


5. In re Premier Van et al. 5/2/3 1/26/5dism’d 03-5023 CA2 C:169 C:422 


6. In re Richard Cordero (mandamus) 9/12/3 denied 10/8/3 03-3088 CA2 A:615 A:665g 


7. Misconduct complaint v. Bkr. J. Ninfo, WBNY 9/2/3 6/8/4 dism’d 03-8547 CA2 C:1, 63; E:1 ToEC:7§§A,D 


8. Misconduct complaint v. Chief J. Walker, CA2 3/30/4 9/24/4dism’d 04-8510 CA2 C:271 ToEC:13§§B,F 


9. Cordero v. Trustee Gordon et al. 1/27/5 cert. denied 04-8371 SCt A:1601 A:2229 


10. In re David &Mary Ann DeLano (Ch. 13 bkr.) 1/27/4 on appeal 04-20280 WBNY cf.C:1295§§A-B D:496 


11. Cordero v. DeLano 4/22/5 on appeal 05cv6190L WDNY Pst:1231 Pst:1181 


12. Dr. Richard Cordero v. David & Mary DeLano 10/16/6 pending 06-4780 CA2 CA2:1700 CA2_dkt 


*As of 4apr7. Page 1 of ToEC:pg#, ...A:, D:, Add:, and Pst:# at http://Judicial-Discipline-Reform.org/docs/Tables_of_Exhibits.pdf 
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