retained a distant Nassau County lawyer J.D.C. Murray, a friend of
Frank Gulotta, Nassau County District Attorney (390). Dr. Robbins
further admitted the following:

"Therefore, after consulting with two lawyers you (Dr. Robbing

arrive at a different story to tell the District Attorney thaxy

your original story to the District Attorney before consulting

two lawyers, 1is that correct?

Dr. Milton Robbins: A. Yes.

Qe YOou say yes, you seem very sure, is that correct?

Dr. Milton E. Robbins: A. Thatts correct.” (391)

In his final story, which Dr. Robbins admitted he arrived at
through consulting the above mentioned two lawyers; the admitted
perjurer (385), Dr. lllton E. Robbins forgets all of his personal
knowledge about Mrs. Wirschning!'s mﬁ%ital troubles and her impend-
ing separation action against her husband, Fred Wirschning, with
the defendant as her lawyer. Dr. Robbins forgets all his previousl
stated detailed statements to the District Attorney that he treated
Mrs. Wirschning and knew the Wirschning's personally. Ir. Robﬁins
forgets his detailed statement that he treated Mrs. Wirschning for
her claimed injuries of bursitis of her right shoulder and bruises
of her rilght thigh; ih his final story concocted after two weeks ofl
consultations with the above mentioned lawyers, Dr. Robbins coﬁplet
1y contradicts hils dated hand written medical bill to Mrs. Wirschni
stating the above mentioned injuries for which he treated her.
Further, in complete contradiction with all of his original details
statements, Dr. Milton Robbins, in his final story claims he never
saw or knew of Mrs. Wirschning until he met her at the Grand Jury
hearing of the matter., Dr. Robbins! admissions during his cross
examination completely disprove his ridieulous know nothing story,
commencing with his testimony about his original hand written
medical bill and the identical hand written copy on his statlonery,
as follows:

"Qe The two pleces of paper are identical as to contents are

they not?
Dr. Milton Robbins: Ae. Yess

Qe Completely as to the letterhead, the statement as to treat-

ments of injuries, who was treated, who it was addressed to
and as to the signature on the bottom; correct?
or. Milton Robbins: A. Yes.? (363-36l1)
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Dr. Milton Robbins admitted that his hand written bill to Mrs.
Wirschning and thé hand written copy of his hand written bill are o
his stationery and completely identiecal word for word, including
the form and layout are identical (37lL) e

During further cross examination Dr. Robbins admitted that he
is a doctor practising 27 years and he hastreatéd injury claims
'where a lawyer was making a clalm for that patient against the
Insurance com@any." (367) But, Dr. Robbins does not recall ﬁhat as
she reason he forwarded defendant a copy of his blank bill head was
yecause "you need two copiles of a bill‘... if one insurance company
rere to pay the‘medical payments and énother insurance company to
oimburse a person.for injuries." (368) Instead, Dr. Robbins admits

hat he forwarded defendant a blank copy of his bill head because:

"When (Dr. Robbins) draws up bills ees {Dre. Robbins) makes no
record” se. and he doesn't keep any records of his medical

bills. (368) |

Further Dre Robbins admitted he writes his medical bills and
hat his written medical bill to Nrs. Wirschning is written in his
sual handwriting and in his usual way and his usual style and in
is usual form and layout in writing his medical bills (363-36l, 37l.).

Dr. Milton E. Robbins further contradicted his know nothing
tory concocted with the aid of two.lawyers herein mentioned by
3stifying that after being notified about Mrs. Wirschningt!s com=
Leints by the District Atborney's staff early in July 1957, he,
"« 20bbins, telephoned and urged this defendant to come to his
*fice (3ldL), in order that he, Dre. Robbins, could get back his

)s

mnd written medical bill for his treatments to Mrs. Wirschning (3l

A

1ich medical bill was sent to the Allstate Insurance Company files
wing the settlement of Mrs. Wirschning's injury claim several
mths ago and this defendant informed Dr. Robbins that "He couldn'g
't it back any more because itwwas gones" (3L6) and that "He (Mr.
¢) had sent it to the Allstate files." (346) Dro Robbins claimed
. his final story, he admitted he arrived at after consulting with
‘0 laﬁﬁéps in the interim of two weeks in July 1957, namely, that
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approximately /.8 hours before, during the same weekend, before Dr.
Robbins reached defendant by telephone in order to lure defendant
to Dr. Robblns! office in order to get back his hand written med=-
ical bill to Mrs. Wirschning that was sent to the Allstate Insurand

Company several months earlier during the settlement of Mrs. Wirschi-

ning'!'s injury claim, Dr. Robbins Claimed that on the preceding
"Friday nite" defendant "He just walked into your (busy) office
unexpectedly eeo He came to my office because he-@anted me to copy
a typewrlitten bill on a Mrs. Wirschning ... It was an old case and
he wanted to keep it in his files., I was quite busy and I dashed
it off and then he left." (338) |

In his final story concocted with the ald of two lawyers as
mentioned herein before, Dr. Robbins and the prosecution never
explained why the handwritten copy of his original hand written
medical bill is identical word for word, line for line, and identie
in form and layout to his hand written medical bill to Mirs. Wirsch-
ining, which he wrote in his usual Form, layout and style (363-36L);
After Dr. Robbins testified in his final story that he, Dr. Robbing
"dashed off" his medical bill from "a typewritten" bill nearly a
year after the ldentical handwritten copy of his hand written bill
"was sent to Allstate files." and further neither the prosecution
nor Dr. Robbins explained why these two identical hand Writtén
medical bills list the total doctor treated injuries claimed by
¥rs. Wirschning throughout the prosecution of her personal lnjury
claim and are the identical injuries NMrs. Wirschning stated in
detail to the Allstate Insurance Company doctor, Joseph Rosenheck,
during his evalﬁating medical examination of her claimed injured
parts of her b@dy as her total doctor treated injury claim against
the Allstate Insurance Company, on May 2l, 1956, over a year before
Dr. Robbins and the prosecution claim Dr. Robbins wrote his medical
bill to Mrs. Wirschninge (Defendant's Exhibits H and I in Evidence)
which elaims of doctor tréated injuries by Mrs. Wifschning are iden

ical to the doctor treated injuries claimed by the indictment as
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being false and not elaimed by Mrs. Wirschning.

This defendantts indictment alleged a $#l.00 larceny from
Allstate Insurance Company»by use of false and fraudulent represent
ations and pretenses by this defendante. Allstate Insurance Company
singled this defendant out and complained of the sald alleged %400
larcenye Mrs. Wirschning did state her entire medically treated
personal injury claim to the Allstate Insurance Company doctor,
Joseph Rosenheck, on May 2li, 1956, during Dr. Rosenheck!'s private
medical examination of her claimed injured parts of her bodj (Def=
endantt's Exhibit I in Evidence) and she later confirmea her person=-
ally stated injury claim ﬁo the allstate Insurance Company officers
in her signed statements of coﬁplaint in February 1957 (500). This
fact was confirmed by the Allstate Insurance Company complete up to
date of trial injury claim file on Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschningts
injury claim (l.60-l61)s The Allstate Insurance Company evaluated
and settled Mrs. Wirschning!s injury claim for $L00 on only Mrs.

' Wifschning*s personally stated detalled injuries, hamely, bursitis
of her right shoulder and bruises of her right thigh; without said
personally stated claims of dbctor‘treated injuries by Mrse. Wirsch;
ning there could not be a settlement made and only through evaluat-
ing these stated doctor treated injuriles stated by Mrs. Wirschning
gduring her said medical examination by the Allstate Insurénce Com=
pany doctor,. Dr. Rosehheck, did the Allstate Insurance Company set
up a cash reserve for Mrs. Wirschning!s injury claim and only
because of Mrs. Wirschning's said stated doctor treated injury
claim did Allstate Insurance Company offer $li00 in settlement of he
injury claim. Up to the date of trial Mrs. Wirschning stated no
other injuries and she, Mrs. Wirschning, never contradicted these
injuries as her total doctor treated injury clalm according to the
Allstate Insurance Company complete file on her injury claim. The
Allstate Insurance Company pald the sum of $ll00 in settlement of
Mrs. Wiréchning!s claim in order to be free from all legal obliga=-
tions in referehce to the saild Mrs. Wirschning personally stated

- 29 =




injury claime. At the time of this defendantts trial and up to the
present date, which is after the expiration of the statute of limi-
tations, the Allstate Insurance Company has been free from all legsg
obligations in reference to the Elizabeth Wirschning injury claim
in accordance with the $lL00 settlement. This was made possible

solely through the evaluation by the officers of Allstate Insurance

Company of Mrse Wirschningt!s claims of injuries for which she clain

she received eight treatments from a doctor during eight visits to
the doctor'!s office; when she was aﬁked the nature of her injury
claim by Dr. Joseph Rosenheck on behall of Allstate Insurance Com=
pany on May 2, 1956, Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning stated:

"ALLEGED INJURIES:
le Bursitis of The right shoulders
2« Bruises of the right thigh.

PHYSICAL EXAMINATION:
Right Shoulder -- There is no external evidence
of injury To the right shoulder. There is no
tenderness anywhere on firm pressure. HMotlion
at right shoulder joint 1s free.

Right Thigh -~ There 1s no exbternal evidence of
injury to the right thigh. There is no tend=

erness anywhere on firm pressuree. Notion at the

right hip joint is free, complete and painless
in all directions,"
(Above excerpt is from Defendantts Exhibit I in Evidence)

On the basis of these doctor treated Ilnjuries stated by Mrs. Wirsch=

ning to Dr. Rosenheck and made into the permanent record repord,
the Allstate Insurance Company made a éontractual offer with this
defendant és Mrs. Wirschning's lawyer and legal agent to amicably
settle Krs. Elizabeth Wirschningis persdnally stated injury claim
for $lL00 in order to be free from legal 1iability in referencé to
Mrs. Wirschning's personally stated injury claim. The offer was
accepted by Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning and the claim was settle de
All the Allstate Insurance Company records and indictment confirmed
the fact that the terms of the settlement contract were fulfilled
and even to this date, even after the statute of limitations frees
the Allstate Insurance Company from all liability, the Allstate
Insurance Company has never denied the valldity or’complained of
the falseness of Nrs . Wirschning's personally stated injury claim
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for which the Allstate Insurance Company paid $L00. The larceny of
the $lL00 from Ailstate Insurance Company can only be charged againg
the self admitted felonious culprit, Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning,
predicated upon her contradictory claims of injuries she testified
to in court. Therefore there is no basis of charging this crime
against the defendant as claimed in the false indictment.

This statement of law and fact was stated in detail by this
defendant at the beginning of this defendantt!s trial. This defend-

antts detailed statement of fact and law was wantonly, fraudulenﬁlg

deleted, juxtapositioned, hashed togelher and jumbled Lo a mere hal

page (31) by the arrogant, wanton, éadistic, perverted, gangster,
District Attorney, Manual Levine, and his impish staff; some of
whose arrogant, wanton gangsterous lawless, gestapo like felonlous
crimes of persecubtlon against this defendant were set forth in dets
in this defendant'!s detalled motion in this defendanbtls appesal in.
the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court, Second Judicial‘Depart
ment on May 8, 1959, including this defendant's complaint to the
obviously wanbton felonlous fraudulent alteration of this defendant?t
trial minutes., In saild motion this defendant set forth two lengthy
examples of the obviously wantonly fraudulently altered trial
minutes of this defendantt!s trial, namely, the above mentioned page

31 and page 8lL5, which are reproduced belows

"and I say that Mr. and Mrs. Wirschning knew
that the moneys was there and are being used as
dupes because they are fearful either they prose-
cute me or they bring it forth, the insurance
company, to show Mrs. Wirschning you were hurt so
and so and so and ‘so and you retained the lawyers
He has a retainer. You committed fraud and your
husband automatically is gullty ol an attempt of
cormitting a fraud on the insurance company and
the lawyer has done his work according to the
routine which the District Attorney has -~ I[ifty
per cent of the fee is mine, $200 -~ which they
agreed to, but 1f the client knows nothing of 1t" (p. 31)

"The conversation in these records they claim
that were made is not such that I would have nod
anyone would have where direct duestions in refer-
ence to a crime. I have never acknowledged these.
They were admitted in evidence over my objection,
that they were hearsay, as not in accordance with
the best evidence rule, as not in accordance with
material and essential items, to the Court and other
objections. I have not adopted them." : (pe 8L5)
- 31 -
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This defendant has repeatedly objected to the trial court and

appeal courts t6 the fraudulent alterations of the defendant!s trig

minutes. This defendant made specific mention of each of the multi
tude of fraudulent alterations of this defendantt's trial minutes iy
support of this defendant's motion in the Appellate Division of thsg
Supreme Court, Second Judicial Department on October 5, 1959, whers
in said motion this defendant did submit a copy of the 79l Amend-
ments, 320 pages in length, that substantially correct the fraudul-
ently altered trial minutes of defendant'!s trial, the original copy
of said 794 Amendments corre¢ting the fraudulently aitered trial

record were submltted earlier to the trial court.

Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning testified that she signed the generdl

release and $1.00 settlement check, thereby disproving the remaining

first, second and fourth counts of the indictment. Throughout the

early testimony of Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning, this defendant elicit-

ed repeated incfiminating admissions from the felonious culprit,

Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning, that she signed the general release and

that she signed the $L.00 settlement check for the Allstate Insurande

Company; both of which she signed incorrectly in her usualk way of
signing her new married name and by misspelling it as she usually'
did misspell her new married name. In spite of the fraudulent
alterations of the incriminating testimony of Mrs. Wirschning
through the'deletioﬁ of the substantive portions of the incriminate
ing testimony and substitution of two dash marks (--) on page 222,
an often repeated method used to fraudulently alter defendant!s
trial minutes, still the lengthy detailed statements by Mrs.
Wirschning in fha fraudulently altered trial minutes proves that
Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning did sign the general release in the usual
way she signed her new married name and as she usually misspelled
it, without the defendant leading her to one word answers to
rehearsed questions as did the prosecutors

Qe Look closely at the paper. Do you see a mistake

in the handwritten signature on the paper?

Mrse. Wirschning: "Ae Yese
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Qe Isntt it the usual mistake you usually make?

Mrs. Wirschning: A. I don't remember if it 1s or not, I can't
remember that far backe. I could have left out -~

Qe But you could have left{ out the letter you left out there,
is that correct?

Mrse. Wirschning: A. That!s right." (pe 222)

The definite admissions of Mrs. Wirschning that she signed hex

general release remain in the trial minutes in spite of the wanton
fraudulent substitution of unrelated answers and actual imposition
of remarks by the court reporter and words stabing that the witness
is "indiéating“ and the inclusion of fraudulently created answers
three times under the guise of readback by the court reporter.
Such deviation from the recording of thé spoken word are never
found in other trial minutes. Still in this section of the wantond
ly fraudulently altered trial minutes, pages 217 to 230, sufficient
scattered admissions by Mrs. Wirschning remain stating that she
signed the general felease misspelling her name as she usually did
in her pecullar personal way of misspelling her name and also that
immediately below the line where Mrs. Wirschning signed her name,
misspelliné it as she usually does; the defendant typed 1t correctl
and that the defendant typed lMrse. Wirschning'!s name corréctly on
2ll his records and papers, inéluding five times on the general
release, spelling her name properly, which was the onlylway he knew
how to spell her name (223-22l1). The defendant further askedjmrs~
Wirschning how she signed the settlement check of $l00 »

"that the>signature on the back, Ellizabeth A. Wirschning, was

signed as you usually sign your name, Elizabeth A« Wirschning?

Mrs. Wirschning: Ae. When I was first married I used to sign my

name that way, yese" (858)

Further, the culprit, Mrs. Wirschning, admitted that»she

signed the settlement check during this stated pericde

"that was when you were first merried, correct?
Mrs. Wirschning: Ae Thatts right." (858-859)

Mrs. Wirschning admitted that she had this peculiar personal

way of signing her name with her middle initial included only dur-

ing the early period of her married life at the time of her endorse¢-

ment of the said $l.00 settlem@nt~check and that the defendant not
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only had no knowledge of this particular personal style of lrs.
Wirschning bf her signing her name, but also the checlk is clearly
designated without her middle initial and no where is her middle
initial included in the lengthy Allstate Insurance Company records
on her and in defendant!s memo's, letters, statements and bills to
her, all of which are in evidence.

The Allstate Insurance Company complete file on Mrs. Elizabeth
Wirschning's personal injufy claim was fhe total real evidence upon
which the indictment was claimed to belfounded, but it was not the
prosecutioﬁ, but the defendant, who, throughout the trilal repeabedly
emphasized complete reliance upon such undisputed and unguestioned
authentic written records as the ungquestioned, undispubted authentic
standard of real evidence which must be accepted as the standard by
which all inferior oral evidence must be compared to and judged by
in ascertaining the truthfulness of all the oral evidence in the
triale Even the wantonly fraudulently altered trial minutes still
| contain remanents of these often repeated importaht statements of
law and fact by this defendant (26 to 32, 863, 866, 873, 882, 89,
896, 899, 900).

Instead of emphasizing the ilmportance of these unquestioned,
authentic records of real evidence, both the judge and prosecutor
openly, wantonly, continually, repeatedly, fanatically, frantically,
and imolshly attempted to thwart any and all efforts of the.defend-
ant to inspect, examine, read and have the prosecutlonts witnesses
exrlain and place in evidence any item of the authentic Allstate
Insurance Company fiie on Mrse. Wlizabeth Wirschning's injury claime
The illegal said efforts of judge and prosecubor were concentrated
on ninimizing the examination, inspection, reading, explanation and
especially the placing in evidence of ény item of the sald Allstate
fnsurance Company file on Mrs. Wirschning, which although the total
real evidence upon which the indictment was suppositively based,
oach item of the sald real evidence, the unquestioned, authentic

Allstate frsurance Company file on Mrs. ®lizabeth Wirschning's
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finjury c¢lainm completely contradicted the false indictment that was
created through‘%he gestapo like mafia coercion of the gangster
District Attorney, Frank Gulotta, and his impish staff.

The defendant repeatedly tried to inspect and examline and vead
the contents and place in evidence each item of said Allstate Insur

ance Company flle on Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning's injury claim, but

judge'ahd prosecutors Finally the dishonest judge, in order to com

¢

on Mrs. Wirschning'!'s injury claim, the judge ordered this defendant
to cease his efforts to dovso stating:

UThe Court: I think you will have to do it. We will give you,
until 3 oteclock, by which time you must complete your examination
after all, the file is not in evidence, lMr. Dec. He only used

and gave testimony, so I don't see what you can accomplish by
going through the file." ([1.38)

Can the prosecutlon representing the "people of New York State

|lorders by the dishonest judge, Wtrm Sulllvane.

The defendant repeatedly made efforts to place‘in evidence The
two page typewritten report of the Allstate Insurance Company
doctor, Joseph Rosenheck, éf this doctorts medical examination of
¥rs. Elizabeth Wirschninge The defendant in support of these elffor
stated to the imp judge; that the judge had examined the said repor

and it contains:

tstatements in reference to what (the Allstate Insurance Company)
their doctor found and what statement the clalmant (Mrs.
Wirschning) made. (The saild report) It is definitely made

your Honpr, in reference to comparison of these two things,
(Dr. Robbins! handwritten bill and Mrs. Wirschning's astated
doctor treated injury claim) Because it is alleged in the
complaint this is not truse. (That the two are identical)

This is definitely necessary ltem.

The Court: Noe I don't think it (sald report on Mrs.
Wirschning's injury claim medical examination) alleges that so
much as other allegationse. I do not think it is relevant as to

cross examinatione® (li2-lli3) '

Then the court ordered defendant not to cross examine any wit-

ness about any of the items of said Allstate Insurance Company file
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6n Mrs. Wirschning!s injury claim and further ordereduﬁhe defendant
to return the l;st item of the said file, the said two page report
on Mrse Wirschning's medical examination for her total injury claim
by the Allstate Insurance Company doctor, to be impounded by the

Courte.

"The Court: You can't because it is not going to be admitted. Yqu

will have to confine your cross examination to what you have thezé,
Give it (Dr. Rosenheck'!s report) back here to the file (the Allstgte

- Tile on Mrs. Wirschning's injury claim) because it 1s not in the

case." (L) :

Defendant again stressed the fact that the said report of Dr.
Joseph Rosenheck states in detail on}y the injuries claimed by Mrs.
Wirschning and contains no other information.

UThe Court: I dont't think that is ite. I have made my ruling.
You will have to continue without regard to that statement.”
(Dr. Rosenheck!s report) (L)

In spite of such wanton stifling of defendantt's efforts the
defendant continued and amid screaming, ridiculous objections by
the imp prosecutor, A. Nixon, and the laughs of the jeering fixed
jury, the important, undisputed, authentic Allstate Insurance
Company doctor, Joseph Rosenheck!s report evaluating all of Hrs.
Wirschniﬁg's personally stated claims of doctor treated injuries
against Allstate Insurance Company was admitted into evidence as
Defendant's Exhibilt I in Evldence.

The same‘said impish and frantic opposition by judge and
proéecutop took place when this defendant made repeated efforts to

inspect, examine in detall and read and stress in evidence the
contents of the general release and the $L00 settlement check, both
of which are addressed to Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning as the single
claimants The defendant's meticulous steps of proof have remanents
in the fraudulently altered trial minutes; when this defendant
cross examined Mr. Martino as follows:

"g. In accordance with the ordinary course of.bqsiness these
(complete Allstate file on Mrs. Wirschning's Injury claim) are

documents kept to show whose claim was settled, 1s that not corrsct?

Mr. Martinol A Yese . . L.

Qs These documents (the Allstate file on lrs. erschglng's injury
claim) show that only the claim of Elizabeth Wirschning was settled
correct?

¥r. Martino: Ae Yeso" (LL73)
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Disregarding the continuing wanton harrassment by judge and

' prosecubor, the defendant took the entire said Allstabe file on
¥rs. Wirschning's injury claim and read the pertinent headings on
each document and all headings state that Mrs. Wirschning was
married and her singular personal injury claim was settled by the

|l Allstate Insurance Company (l;86). Then the defendant verified this
| facts

"Qe Is not that sight draft made out only in payment of
Elizabeth Wirschning's claim and not in any way in payment

of Frederick Wirschning?

Mr. Martino: Ae. Thatts righte. -

Q. The said sight draft and the general release was solely

in reference to Elizabeth Wirschningis claim is that not true?
Mr. Martino: A. Right. :
Qe Does not Allstate Insurance Company have certain rules in
reference to claims made with married women?

Mr. Martino: A. Certain rules?

Qe Yes that are different from women that are not married?

Mr. Martino: A. Are you speaking of loss of services.

Qe Yese.

Mr. Martino: A. When it isacmarried woman we generally get

a release from both hushband and wife.

Qe Unless the woman is separated from her husband or Widowed
is that not correct?

Mr. Martino: A. Right.

Qs From the papers (said Allstate file on lrs. Wirschning's
injury clalm) Allstate Insurance Company obtained no release from
Mr. Wirschning, did they?

NII'O maPtinO: Aa NO'n ().‘..81"1{.82)

The defendant then stated:

"The witness (Charles Martino) has admitted the usual
procedure that with reference to husband and wife claims they
require a joint release., Here there is no such release. Sald
release is in evidence and it only release the party George
Sauer, represented by Allstate Insurance Company from the claims
of Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning. Now in my original letter %o
Allstate Insurance Company I stated that I represented both
parties which letter was in the Tiles in the ordinary course of
business of the insurance company's Illes. There after I
informed the insurance company bthat I would no longer continue
with the claim of Frederick Wirschning and that I would only
prosecute the claim of Elizabeth Wirschning in that she was
separating from her husband.! (WL77-4.78)

The prosecutor and his witnesses confirmed these facts stated
by this defendant. The prosecutor produced from hiding the defend-
antts retainer, that was purloined by detective Becker, 1t is the
written retainer with Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschning and her husband,
Frederick Wirschning, marked Peoplets Exhibit 1 in Evidence. In
addition to this real evidence, the prosecutor admitbed in stating
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the peoplet's case that this defendant did duly commence to prosecud
both Mrs. Elizabeth Wifschning's personal iﬁjury claim and her

husband's loss of services clalm together in accordance with their
signed retainer with this defendant as their lawyer, the prosecutor
stated: |

"Before that point, shortly after lr. Dec was retained, he sent a
letter to the other side, the other person involved in the accident
stating that he represented Mrs. Wirschning and that letter event-
ually came Into the file of Allstate Insurance Gompany, giving thern
notification that Mr. Dec was bthe attorney for Mr. and Mrse.
Wirschning.” (16=17)

-~ In confirming defendant!s statements of his retainer by Mrs.
Wirschning in her impending separation action, the defendant
testified:

"I told her {irs. Wirschning) that thereafter I would notify the
insurance company representative that I would proceed ahead only
with her c¢laim for injuries in the matter an I would no longer
proceed ahead with her husband'!'s loss of services 1ln that she was
going ahead determined to have a separation. She said yes. I
contacted the representative of the insurance company and told
him I was only proceeding ahead with Mrs. Elizabeth Wirschningt's
claim for injuries." (752)

Prosecutor Nixon confirmed these undenied facts during cross
examination of this defendantb:

"pA. Nixzon: Qe You called in April of 1956, though, that is your
testimony?
Mr. Dec: A. In and around April !56." (812)

"Mr, Dec: Ae I said I called the Allstate Insurance (ompany
adjuster. I didn't state any name to these people and this

jury, end if you want you can read back the evidence. I called
the Allstate Insurance Company adjuster and told him that.

The Court: ‘As ammater of fact, he used the term representative.”
(812)

T gtated there was a lawyer adjuster representative of the
insurance company handling the case (Mrs. Wirschning's claim)."(861L

Thereafter the defendant stressed that the felonlous 10%
kick-back Charles Martino is not a lawyer and was not an adjuster.
The defendant pointed out that the lawyer adjuster of Allstate was:

"Tt was Mre Ursoe. The DeA. knows there was a Mr. Urso in on
this claime HKr. Urso handled this claim up to settlement.
The examiner (Charles Martino) only approves the amount of
settlement. The adjuster makes the statements and the
cormittments in negotiation. Mr. Urso was not brought into
this triale I asked Mr. Martino, 'When did you come I1nto
this case?' And he said, 'I was the settlembnt examiners!
The examiner is the supervisor over the adjuster. The
adjuster does all the footwork in the case., And I told

- 38 -

e



Mr. Urso, and Mre. Marfino knows that,I was proceeding
ahead only with MNrs. Wirschningt!s claim in that this was

a claim for her ‘injuries and that the husband'!s claim was
relatively a nuisance claim, that her claim for injuries
was specifically hers and especlally in that she was being
separated.” (881-882)

In spite of this defendant's production of all the unquestioned
and undenied real aﬁd oral evidence confirming these stated facts,
llwhich facts completely contradict the entire indictment. The pro-
secution never denled or impeached these vindicating facts that the
defendant produced through the prosecution's witnesses and the
prosecution’s real evidence. The total real evidence of the trial
‘and the substantial oral evidence based upon this authentic ungquest-
ioned real evidence confirm defendant's retainer by Mrs. Wirschning
as her lawyer in her impending legal separation action and this
defendantts withdrawal from her husband'!s loss of services claim
because of the defendant's retainer as lrs. Wirschning's lawyer in
her ilmpending separatlon action. This defendant arranged sald wilth=-
drawal from Mrs. Wirschning's husband's loss of services claim with
Mr. Urso, the Allstate Insurance Company adjuster who handled HMrse.
Elizabeth Wirschningt!s injury claim and negotiated it's setthement
with this defendant. The proéa&ution inadvertently confirms these
facts by questioning its withesses. The prosecutor questioned
Charles Martino who inadvertently admlitted this defendantt!s megotig-
tions with Mr. Urso, the adjuster of Allstate Insurance Company,
vwho negotiated and settled lrs. Wirschning's injury claim with the
defendant (hi1l).

The defendant objected to Mr. Martino'!'s hearsay testimony
because bthe negotiations were with Mr. Urso and the judge stated:
"vou can't talk about that.” (lt11) Thereafter during cross examins
. ation Mr. Martino admitted that the first time he requisivioned the
Mrs. Wirschning claim file was on 9/27/56, which was three days
after his claimed first telephone call to this defendant; In spite
of the imp, lying judge's, Wm Sullivan, Refassment, this defendant

obtained this important admission from Charles, felonious 10%

kick=-back, Martino:
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"ir. Martino: A. Thereiis a requisition form their when you
asked me when I got the file. There are two memos in there one
dated 9/27 from me. ‘

Qe What year? .

Mr. Martino: = There is no date on it, just says 9/27 and right
underneath this memo there i1s another memo from the adjuster.
Qe Both dated 9/272

Mr. Martino: A. No. .

The Court: He didn't tell youe '

Mr. Marino: (Continuing) One dated 7 something, I believe -=-

I think in July from adjuster Urso." (l.70-l71)

In these lengthy statementsosfiCharles Martino still remaining

in the fraudulently altered trial minutes Charles Martino further

confirms the facts that the defendant negotiated Mrs. Wirschning!s

injury claim completely with Mr. Urso, the adjuster, and Nr. Martin%

was the examiner in charge, to whom the adjuster, Ir. Urso, submitt
his settlement for approval in accordance with the established
business requirements of the Allstate Insurance Company. Charles
Martinot!s reading'!s from the Allstate file on Mrs. Wirschningts
injury claim confirms the defendant's statements of facts that the
defendant made all arrangements with Mr. Urso, the adjuster, in
April, 1956, for defendant's prosecution of only Mrs. Wirschning's
injury claim and this defendant's withdrawal from the husbandfs '
loss of services claim because this defendant was Mrs. Wirschningis
retained lawyer for her impending legal separation action and by sc
doing defendsnt conformed with the Canon of Ebhics and this defends
ant fulfilled the strict procedural requirement of Allstate Insuray
gompany, namely, that a married womants claim must be settled with
her husband!s loss of services claim unless the woman be separéted

from her husband, or widowed. In spite of these facts, Mre Ursoi

was never called as a witness by the prosecution although the trial

was repeatedly held up by the prosecution for other so called

witnesses.
This defendant testifled that he entered into an agreement

with Mrs. Wirschning to prosecute her legal separation aetion for

4150 and with:

"g mimimum retainer fee of $150 should she decide during the course,

after my completing some works and spending time consulting with
her advising her, to discontinue the separation actions® (7L7)
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Thils defendant further testified:

"I told Mrs. Wiréchning I would rather not see her go ahead with a
separation because there would be very little she could gain and
mostly she could gain pain and suffering and humiliation. She was
very much upsets. In fact, to me appeared she was in hysterics. She
|l told me she would be better off dead then living with her husband
the way he was treating her and felt like committing suicide. I
was embarrassed and I sald I would proceed aheade. Thereafter I
went ahead with her and I drew a rough copy of a complaéint.”
(Defendant's Exhibit A in Evidence) (7L7) "Mrs. Wirschning wanted
| her husband served." (748) '"Thereafter I drew up a more formal
copy of her complaint." (Defendant's Exhibit B and ¢ in Evidence)
(749) "I called up Mrs. Wirschning to go over the more formal
copy of the complainte” (750) "This was in the later part of
January (1956) ... she came over and almost in hysterics and she
was crying, sobbing that her husband had beaten her eee but I
informed her that she was pregnant what appeared to be in an
advanced stage and that it would be very very difficult for her
not only physically but mentally to tndergo the strain during
pregnancy or after child birth of a separation.” (750-751)

Under defendant's advige Mrs, Wirschning agreed to wait until
after her child was born, before proceeding ahead with a separation
actione (751) After the birth of her child Mrs. Wirschning notified
defendant that her husband had become worse and that she wanted to
move ahead with the legal separation actione. Defendant agreed with
her and informed‘Mrs. Wirschning of the necessity of him withdraw-
| ing from her husband!s loss of services claim and thereafter this
defendant completed arrangements with Mre. Urso, the Allstate Insur-
ance Company adjuster assigned to the claim, to proceed ahead with
only Mrs. Wirschning!s personal injury claim and made an appoint-
ment for Mrs. Wirschningt's medical examination by the Allstate
Insurance Company doctor, Joseph Rosenheck, (753) Mrs. Wirschning
feared her husband's beatings and because of this repeatedly quest-
ioned the defendant whether the defendant was keeping the matter 1in
confidence. Defendant assured Mrs., Wirschning that in accordance
ﬁith her requests, the entire matter of her matrimonial troubles
and defendant's legal works in the matter as her lawyer was being
kept in confidence and the defendant stressed this fact in an ex-
planatory statement of charges of their agreed retainer for her
separation action, defendant mailed to Mrs. Wirschning on April 27,

1956, (Defendantts Exhibit D in Evidence) (757) Mrs Wirschning

received the statement of charges and she told defendant not to
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write to her:

"because her husband was around the house and he had picked up
|| obher mall that she knew about from other people that she knew
and that if he picked up the mail he would know about the impending
separation action and give her further abuse and that she would
call me up or I was to call her up or she would visit my office,
to protect her." (758). Thereafter I asked her; Mrs. Wirschning,
we agreed to a fee of $/i50. I have undertaken works and services
already and you keep promising me to bring in money to make
payment and I haven't received anything yet, could you please

| come to my offlice or forward me payment on my fees in order that
I amy go ahead «ee as we agreed that you would come in and

pay me." (760)

The defendant went along with the Wirschning's to Nrs. Wirsch-
;ing@ medical examination, in order that the husband would not‘cause
a scene in the doctor'!s office. Thé day after Mrs. Wirschning!s
medical examination by the Allstate Insurance Company doctor on
Mayiah,'l956, she called this defendant up and:

"Begged me to go ahead," (762) I told her Mrs. Wirschning you
saild you would come in and make payment and you haven't paid
me anything, I have done works already, You consulted
me many times with reference to the matter ... lirs. Wirschning

I would appreciate if you could come in and make payment in your
agreement for the separatlion. She saild she woulde I said all
right, I would walt until she made payment on the agreed figure
for the separation. Thereafter she called me up and told me that
she had no income and she couldn!'t make payment that I could
take the money out of the settlement for injuries when it came
in" (763) "I told her ... I think it would be best for her to
give in to her husband and maybe he would improve. She said no.
Well, I said I wouldnXIt be interested in going ahead on the terms
of the contingency of being paid on a possibility that she would
have a recovery in her injury case .ee¢ I said I haven't been paid
and I am sure she wouldnt't extend the courtesy to me that I have
extended to her eee I told her I would go ahead with the separa-
tion if we recelved any recovery on her personal injury clain eee
but definitely I would hold off until she made paymente But in
the meantime if anything of a sort of an improvement came through %

she wouldn't have to separate.? (765-760) because she was pennyles
"end alone she couldn't stand up against him and her mother-iz;%aw '

This defendant managed to settle Mrs. Wirschning's (7
injury claim for $L00 and she agreed that she was satisfied. UNrs.
Wirschning had no bank account and wanted her settlement money in
cash so her husband could not get it (768). Defendant gave MrsS.
Wirschning half of the settle ment money, $200, in cashe MNrse
Wirschning stated, she:

"begged me to go ahead,"(with her separation action because her
husband was wérses) (768)

Virs, Wirschning offered the %200 as part payment and told
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this defendant, "she would go out to work and live with a girl
friend" (769)'tofearn the balance of the $/150. The defendant told
Mrs. Wirschning that she could not possibly accomplish her plan
without extpeme hardshilp upbn herself and her newly born baby;
Instead the defendant stateds

"I will go shead under ome condition, that only will I accept your
money 1f you leave 1t in escrow as a deposit as part payment on the
$lL50 charges for your separation and that if I can settle the
matter with her husband peaceably out of court and thereby save hex
much misery, if he 1s reasonable and I can settle, and most people
are reasonable like that, I would not go ahead ees I told her that
is the only ground I woeuld go ahead with the separation ... I told
her definitely that I would only undertake the separation if she
brought in the balance of the other $250 in reference to her fee
for separation. She told me she was‘agreeable and I said in the
interim until she brought in the balance of $250 she had to consent
to permlt me to contact her husband to negotiate a friendly setitle -
ment agreement and not to go to court and cause her further hard-
|l ship"(770-771) "I took this envelope and typed her name on it and
| stating escrow money and I placed her $200 initthe envelope as is
my usual procedure Lo hold exerow monies and usual procedure of
attorneys to hold escrow where the client "cannot make complete
paymente (771) "I todk and put this $200 in the envelope and put
it intoher file cabinet and locked it." (772) (Defendantts Exhibit
J in Evidence)e. "Some days later I managed to contact Fred Wirsch-
ning and I told him that his wife had retained me for separation®
(773) "I told him the situatlon, He was very much upsebte” (77l)
"He was vulgar." (774)

"He (Fred Wirschning) came back after a couple of days and he
told me that I couldn't scare him with a separation ... that all the
money was in his name, even the car was in his néme eee lived in his
motherts house +ee he had no worries and in fact if things got Worge

to worse he had been in trouble before, he had no fears, he could

b4

run down south to running (stolen) cars again ... and he knew othe:

-

fellows that were supposed to pay alimony and never paild anythinge
(776~777) Thereafter Mre. Wirschning came into my officé some days
later and told me ~- he slightly changed his attitude and he told
me he would think it over ee. I told his wife I tried to make some
sort of a settlement with him ... She told me she was very much

interested in going ahead with the separations” (778) "(In Decexbep
1956) Mr. Wirschning came into my office and sald that he knew
that there is a settlement of the injury claim of his wife and

what happened to the moneye I told him I was not allowed to

disclose thate® (779)
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"7 contacted Mrs. Wirschninge She said she didntt know any=-
thing about how' he could f£ind out." (780) "Thereafter after the
turn of the year ... (in 1957) after him asking me several times in
the office and on the phone, where is the money .es I called her up
a couple timese. She wasn'!'t home, and when I call her she said not
to worry about it, she would get the money and I wanted to know
whether she wanted to go sheade" (781) |

Therefore on January 1ll, 1957, I drew up a statement of accoung
(781)« (Defendantts Exhibit E in Evidence) Stating also, "your hus-
band has visited my office several t;mes for your settlement money,
he informs me you are living with him and that you have a new home
at the end of the Islard. If this is so an you no longer desire a

separation, please visit my office and I will return you $50 from

(o

your deposit of the $200 of your settl ment money. This is in accor
{lance with our agreement that I have a minimum fee of $150 for my
||services in the event of an incomplete separation.' After, she
phoned me in reference to said letter "She told me that her husbend
ess Wag working on a house on the Island and what she gathered he
was planning to sell it for a profit" «.s (and that) eee she was
{lstill living at l.2 Honeywell Avenue and she didn't know about moving
out to any ne§ house on the Island .ee and during argument ... he had
| found out about the settlement money ... she told mevnot to belleve
him .. she told me not to write to her because there is a good
possibility of him getting the letters."” (783=78lL)

"some days later Mr. Wirschning came into my office and told ne
that he Wés the head of the household and he was the one that was
supposed to get the $200 and that even though I did works Tor her
separation if I entered into an agreement with her, he had nothing
to do with that; that was for me to collect from-hef." (78lLy vz
called back to the home of Mrs. Wirschning and what usually occurs| ,
when I called back before he would get home, I would get her. But| .
T didn't get her on the phone that day." (785) I called up again

later in the evening and her husband came to the phone and he
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ateered the conversation «e. about ... when would I give him the
settlement money‘énd I told him could he please leave a message far
his wife to have her call me .ee a few days went by I dldnt!t recelve

a telephone call from her. I then called up Mrs. Wirschning.' (786

e

"T didntt get an answer ... but when Fred Wirschning appeared in my
office again and told me that he was authorized to pick up the money
for his wife $that she no longer was inbterested in a separation and
that the works I did for a separation were not to be taken out of
‘her settlement money in that he was the head of the household and it
was supposed to go to him and I told h;m to bring his wilfe in and
we Would settle the matter. He agreed to bring his wife in. Some=~
time passed and he didn't bring in his wife. Now I remember Writing
a letter to both of them in reference to this matter ... I cantt find
this letter.” (787) This was in February (1957) he stated to me not
to bother his wife any more, that he had gotfen'this letter ... Welll,
T said, the letter stated and you stated you were bringing her into
my office eee He told me he didnt't have to bring any body into my
office and he wanted the money." (788) "Upon his leaving the office
I once again tried to call lirs. Wirschning. She wasnit ine I
called againe There was no answer, later in the evening I became
highly suspicious ose I called again and I didnt't get her ees I
knew this was probably a scheme on.his part to cheat me out of my
fees for Services ees The days went by and he would call mes' and
threaten ﬁe. (790) "Thereafter I remember it was around the final
days of income tax time. He dropped into my office late in %he
aftérhoon «es barged into a conversation that I had better give hin
the money and in the heat of argument that followed (I told him)
this was a scheme on his part to cheat me out of my fees due me for
my works and services and consultations to his wife in reference t¢
her intended separation . « o he sald -~ and further filthier convs
ersation ees that I had bettér give him the money or else he would
fix me eee I t0ld him ese Thlis money (was) being held in escrow he

had nothing to do with it and I told him if she came in I would
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settle with her ... i1f she is truthful she will come in or at least
write me a postedrd or letter." (791-792) o @
"Thereafter in May he came in with a laugh .. and he told me,
I might not get the money from you, but you will be sorry you didnt]
give 1t to mes" (792) "I sald if he dldn't leave I would call the
|lpolices I picked up the phone and he lefte! (793) "Thereafter, it

was some weeks later the District Attorney telephoned me to come

down to his office.“v(793) I told him the facts as I now state and

threatened to do in his incoherent simple speech; the assistant,

Edward Robinson, was taken aside in %the corridor by the gangster

Frank Guiotta, and told to order detective Becker to go with me
immediately to my office to disprove my statements before they
arrested me. (7908)

Detective Becker took me in custody to my bffice Immediatelye.

At my office detectlve Becker saw Mrs. Wirschning's injury claim

the locked filing cabinet and showed him the $200 mscrow money in
this envelope. (Defendant!s Exhibit J.in Evidence) Then detective
Becker coercively purltoined the ingurx retainer of Mr. and Mrs.
Wirschning (People!s Exhibit 1 in Evidence) and like simple Edward
Robinson, accused me of ambulance chasing which the "no goog"
retalner would prove. According to his requests I took out Mrse.
Wirschningts separation file folder from the filing cabinet and |
showed Detective Becker all of the papers in the Mrs. Wirschning
separation file folder. Detective Becker "saw the file with refer-
ence to her separation." (798)

Thereafter, during my 1lllegal subpoena to the non-existent
grand jury hearing, two weeks lafer, on July 22, 1957, at the
District Attorneyts office, "I told the District Abtorney and
detective (Becker) Was'sittingbadjaeent te me, that I showed the

detective (Becker} the money ($200). I showed him the file, the
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{Ifile and I took Mrs. Wirschning's injury claim file envelope out of
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instead of immediately arresting me as an assistant, Edward Robinson,




|lmoney being held in escrow in the envelope, in her file envelope in
the 1o¢ked cabinet, and the detective signified approvél of my sta-
tement. He didn't deny ite He said it was theree" (795) |
"Detective Becker, it was stated by the District Attorney in
the opening, was a key link here throughout this proceeding." (88l)
Now why did the District Attorney not call detective Becker e.e AS
he stateds" (885) "Detective Becker was here throughout this triall
(885) "Now detective Becker wasn't called to the stand because on
cross examinatlon I would bring out these, these facts that there |
could be no crime," (889) v
During the trial the prdsecutidh's'witnesses and all the un-
questioned, authentic real evidence confirmed the facts of defend-~

ant!'s legal works and services for MNrs. Wirschning in reference to

actlon. Even Mrs. Wirschning temporarily forgotsthat she knew
nothing and admitted to the prosecutor, "Now did you ever consult
the defendant concerning a possible separation with your husband?
Mrs. Wirschning: Ae. Yese" (li-}i5)

Inadvertently, some of Mrs. Wirschning's admissions about def-
endant's legal works as her retained lawyer for her impending
separatioh action still remain the the fraudulently altered trial
minutess During cross examination Mrs. Wirschning admitted:

UNow Mrs. Wirschning you stated that you had troubles at home with
your husband, 1s that correct?

Mrse. Wirsehning: A. Yes T did.

Qe That you contemplated undertaking a separation action correct?
Mrs. Wirschning: A« That's correcte.

Qe That you did telephone me in reference to a separation action
being undertaken, is that correct?

Mrs. Wirschning: A. That's correct. (6l.)

Qe At one time did you tell me that you were pregnant and that to

obtain funds for a separation you would take a waitress job and yon

had a girl friend by the name of Rose that would help you get a

waltress job?®

Mrs. Wirschning: No I didn't. In fact I wasn't pregnant at the timp.

I already had my child when T called you about the separuuwo?éc§se,
2

Even the fraudulently altered trlal mlnutes‘brlng out

the fact that Mrs. Wirschning admitted that this defendant was hen

attorney for a certain "the separation case" and that she tele=-
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her retainer of him as her 1awyer for'her‘impending legal separation



phoned the defendant about the progress of the separation case
defendant was handling for her. This remaining scintilla of eviden
ce in the fraudulently altered trial minutes undeniably.confipms
defendant's statement of béing retained by Mrs. Wirschning for

"the separation case" after many consultations after defendant,

"I described to her mabrimonial actions in order to see if she
could find the type of action she would want." (745) PFurther, in
confirmation of defendantt!s statements about her husband’'taking her
mail during defendant's retainer for her legal separation action,
Mrse. Wirschning admitted:

¢

"Qe In that telephone conversation about the income tax return

I had filled out for him did you not mention that you had trouble
with your mails and you didnt't receive the check?

Mrs Wirschning: A. Something to that order, yes." (66):

Mrs. Wirschning even confirmed the important statement of fact
by the defendant that she was unable to pay defendant the fee for
|lher legal separation action because she had no money and her hus-
band had complete control of her; facts that defendant acquired
during his many lengthy consultations with Mrs. Wirschning during
his retainer as her lawyer for her legal separation actilon.

"Qe Have you any income?

Mrs. Wirsehning: A. No. I dont't

Qe At the time was it not true that your husband had a bank account
on his name only?

¥rs, Wirschning: A. Yes it is true." (68)

Tgere you ever employed after your marriage?

Mrs. Wirschning: A. No. ,

QO+ Then since your marriage you have worked solely as a housewife;
correct?

Mrs. Wirschning: A. That's correct.
Q. You have undertaken no other part time employment whatsoever?
Mrs. Wirschning: A. That's correct." (218)

Further, Fred Wirschning admitted that he could not remember
exact dates but it is "quite a few times" he, Fred Wirschning,
visited defendant's office. (275) Without leading questlons and
without single word yes and no answers, Fred, the car thierz,

Wirschning admitted:

"g, You state now after due consideration that you came to my

office for no other reasons?
Fred Wirschning: Ae. I came to youf office for that reason, but I
may have spoken to you about something else while I was there."(282
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The defendant repeatedly attempted to directly:prove that Fred,

the car thief, Wirschning and his wife are perjurerse. The defend=
ant asked:

"Mr. Wirschning, do you remember coming into my office and stating
to me that you would return to running (stolen) cars down south?" (32

Immediately this defendant was thwarbed by the imp dishonest
judge and prqsecutor from bringing out the facts of the felonious
background of Fred, the car thief, Wirschning and that Fred Wirsch-
ning lmew about‘thé $200 settlement monéyy being held in escrow by
defendant as part payment for his wife*sllegal separation action

and to guarantee this defendant his minimum agreed fee for legal

defendantts offlce many times was because he attempted to coerce &

]

1)

services rendered. The only reason wiy Fred Wlrschning visited thqe

defendant inbto giving him the escrow moneye. Defendant questioned:
"Do you remember telling me that you would return to funning_@toleq

cars down south if your wife didntt forget about the separation
action?

A+ Nixon: I object your honor.
The Court: Objection sustained.” (322)

Here, even the fraudulently altered trial minutes prove the
judge completely set aside the basic concept of the right of the
adverse party to cross examine each witness, The imp Judge and
prosecutor harangued and harassed this defendant in order to force
defendant to dlscontinue his cross examination of Fred Wirschning
on prime facts in issue, namely, that Fred Wirschning "was living
with negro women." (prostitutes) (8l1) and that because of this in-
fidelity toward his wife, his wife deposited her share of the settl
ment money $200, in escrow with the defendent as part payment btowar
her legal separation action fee and that Fred Wirschning would
return to running (stolen) cars down south if your wife didn't
rorget about the separation actione" (322)

At the end of the trial, the dishonest judge in kangaroo court
style improper comment on the evidence did admit that the ascertaly

proven evidence during the trlal established that the defendant wag

retained by Mrs. Wirschning for her legal separation action and the

“LL9“
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defendant dld undertake legal works for the legal separatlon actiond
In the prepared’iypewritten charge to the jury the judge stated:
"I further charge you that the defendant, Francis E. Dec, performed
some legal services for Elizabeth Wirschning with respect to a
separation action and that by reason thereof he was entitled to soms
legal fee for such services, thatwould not justify him In committ-
ing the crimes, the charges in the indictment and hls performance
of services for the separation action 1ls no defense whatsoever to
the counts alleged in the indictmente." (970)

This defendant's trial was worse than any gestapo trial in
Burope during the Nazl Regime, with a total disregard 6f defendant'£
constltutional Rights to an Impartial fair trial. Thils defendant
repeatedly so complained but defendantts complalints have been fraud
Jlulently deleted from the record andionly a few words of the defend=-
antts repeated condemnation of the gestapo like farce btrial of this
defendant remain (127-135, 836, 839, 845)e Defendant repeatedly
complainedabout the prejudiclal false statements and testimony of
the lylng imp judge, Wim Sullivan, who assisted the prosecution
throﬁghout the triale. In efforts to overcome the nearly irrebutt-
able presumption of reguléri%y favéring this dishonest judge, the
lidefendant f£inally, in accord with all rules of evidence repeatedly
petitioned that in order to confirm the falsehoods and lles of the
judge, Wim Sullivan, in accordance with defendantts petitions:

eall members of the Jury to the witness stand to prove your Honor
stated those prejudiclal statements." (132)

The imp, lying judge, Wim Sullivan, refused to do so. The de-
fendant than requested that the falsehoods stated by the dishonest
Judge coﬁld be proven as lies and falsehoods if the end of the priop
recorded trial minutes were read back fo prove the trial judgets
false character testimony in support of the prosecution's witness
Nat Birchall and Nabt Birchallts fraudulently altered coples of his
records of the two nonpexisteht Grand Jury Hearings in the Distrief
Attorneyts office in July 1957, defendant stated to the judge:
"That suéh statements were made by your Honor and those statements
are also statements that I wish to have restated to refresh my
memory and the jury's memory." (150)

The defendant attempted to have the trial judge's prearranged

_50..




