
BOYCOTT NEW YORK STATE UNTIL CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS ARE PROTECTED & ENFORCED 

After the Grand Jury proceeding I was brought before Judge Larry Rosen on May 8, 2017 for arraignment 
on the indictment for criminal mischief issued by the grand jury. Guess what, the court has another public 
defender, Eugene Devine, to represent me. Obviously, based upon the actions before with the Albany 
County Public Defender’s office, I declined having him represent me except that he would represent me 
for the arraignment where he entered a plea of not guilty. After reading this, the question is how many 
cases has Judge Rosen and Judge Herrick fixed for Sol Greenberg Albany County District Attorney? 

All supporting documentation at https://justice4ny.com/collins-chicken-1998/ 

I then submitted to the court the two motions I prepared in order to inspect the grand jury minutes pursuant 
to 210.30 and notice of motion to dismiss indictment pursuant to CPL 210.20.  

In my first motion dated May 6, 1998 that was 21 pages long, I documented the illegal actions taken 
against me by ADA Christopher Horn in violation of PL § 210.20, CPL § 210.35, CPL S 210.40, CPL S 
190.40 and CPL S 190.50 (5) and documented that ADA Horn had committed official misconduct pursuant 
to Penal Law §195 as Horn refused to allow me to present evidence in the matter pursuant to CPL 
§190.50, that the indictment was defective because of the grand jury proceeding in that I did not have 
counsel present and therefore, I could not have legally waived my right to counsel, People V, Gonzales, 
75 N.Y.2d 938 (N.Y. 1990), that I was entitled to a copy of the grand jury minutes and then I went over 
Judge Herrick’s illegal actions in failing to inform me of my rights as required by statute (See Scoop 38 
Herrick - Spraying the Court of Appeals arraignment & Scoop 39 ADA Horn violating the law in grand jury 
proceeding). 

Obviously, Mr. Devine (my new “so-called” public defender from where else, the Albany County Public 
Defender’s office) was not too happy with my motions as he stated on the record: 

I advised him (Collins) privately and I'm stating on the record that I feel it would be in his best interests if all 
those papers were reviewed and submitted by an attorney whether it be our office, assigned counsel or 
private counsel as opposed to a lay person handing them up to the Court and I just want the record to 
reflect I have so advised him and I stand with that position.  

Do really think the Albany County Public Defender’s office was going to help me? They are the DA’s best 
friend! Further, there was a five-day statute of limitations to file the papers. Do you really think the papers 
would have been filed in time? I would have been lucky just to be able to talk to them within the 5 days.) 

Rosen then accepted my motions. 

On May 11, 1998 within 5 days of my arraignment on May 8, 1998, as required by §190.5(c), I claimed the 
waiver of immunity WAS NOT submitted to the grand jury as required by law and I raised the issue that I 
NEVER legally signed a waiver of immunity as I had a constitutional right to counsel and that I could 
NOT have waived my right to counsel without counsel being present and cited the following case law.  

People V. Valvana, 131 A.D.2d 615 (2nd Dept. 1987)  

The defendant's right to counsel had clearly attached at the time he appeared before the Grand Jury (see, 
People v. Settles, 46 N.Y.2d 154} People v. Hobson, 39 N.Y.2d 479). That right could not then be waived 
without his attorney being present. Absent an effective waiver of the right to counsel, the defendant' s 
waiver of immunity was not valid and he acquired transactional immunity which precludes his further 
prosecution in this matter (see, CPL 190.40; People V. Chapman, supra; CPL 50.10[1].  
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People V. Bartok, 209 A.D.2d 530, 619 N.y.S.2d 626 (2nd Dept. 1994)  

Inasmuch as the criminal prosecution against the defendant had commenced upon the filing of a felony 
complaint, his right to counsel indelibly attached thereupon (see. People v. Samuels, 49 N.Y.2d 218, 424 
N.Y.S*2d 892, 400 N.E.2d 1344). Accordingly, his Grand Jury waiver of immunity, obtained without the 
benefit of counsel, or judicial inquiry (…) was ineffective and caused the defendant to be cloaked in 
transactional immunity {People v. Chapman, 69 N.Y.2d 497; People v. Valvano, 131 A.D.2d 615). Thus, 
the indictment MUST be dismissed.  

People y. Chapman, 69 N.Y.2d 497 (1987)  

A waiver of immunity obtained in violation of a Grand Jury witness * State constitutional right to counsel 
(N.Y. Const, art. I, § 6) is not an effective waiver within the meaning of CPL 190.40(2)(a). Accordingly, 
where a Grand Jury witness testifies under such a constitutionally defective waiver, the witness, whether 
voluntary or compelled, receives the automatic transactional immunity conferred by that statute and 
cannot thereafter be prosecuted for any matter on which responsive testimony has been given 
(CPL 50.10[1];  

I then argued that Horn did not have the alleged waiver of immunity on file and without the actual waiver 
and the fact the waiver was not submitted to the grand jury, the requirements of CPL §190.50(5)(b) had 
not been met and the court is required to grant me immunity from further prosecution.  

CPL § 190.50(5)(b) states:  Upon appearing at such time and place, and upon signing AND submitting to 
the grand jury a waiver of immunity pursuant to section 190.45. 

After I appeared for my arraignment on the criminal mischief charge and I was walking out of the 
courtroom, this lawyer, Thomas Neidl, came up to me and told me he was interested in my case and 
would like to represent me. I knew I needed help so I agreed to let him represent me. Quess what Neidl 
forgot to tell me? Was it a setup? He forgot to mention that he was a specialist in narcotics prosecutions 
under Albany County District Attorney Sol Greenberg and that he was deputy chief of Criminal 
Prosecutions at the New York State Attorney General's Office. How convenient. Both the NYS attorney 
general’s office and DA Sol Greenberg both wanted me in jail for trying to expose judicial corruption and I 
had so far with my two previous arrests made Sol Greenberg look like the Ass Hole he was. Did Sol 
Greenberg contact his former assistant DA to have him volunteer to represent me so he could control what 
went before the court? I believe so based upon Neidl’s refusal to ask questions of Judge Herrick when 
Horn put him on the stand.  
 
In an affirmation of June 1, 1998 replying to the People's affirmation in opposition to my motion to dismiss, 
Neidl stated: 
 
It is the defense's understanding that the People cannot produce the original or a signed copy of the 
purported waiver of immunity, that was allegedly executed by the defendant. It is submitted that on the 
state of the record, there is not such a waiver that is before the Court and that until such a document is 
placed before the Court, the defendant's motion [to dismiss the indictment and to preclude prosecution] 
must be granted for the lack of the document alone. There is no showing that the so-called waiver of 
immunity is properly worded or framed. 
 
In a June 3, 1998 affirmation addressing this issue, ADA Horn wrote: 
 
That with respect to Defendant's contention that, on the record before the Court, the People will be able to 
establish that the defendant executed a valid waiver in the Grand Jury.   
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ADA Horn did not attempt to explain this erroneous assertion because he knew he was lying under oath in 
his affirmation that he filed with the court and he knew he violated my Constitutional and Statutory Rights. 
Was this done at the direction of Sol Greenberg and Chief Terrorist Judge Judtith Kaye? 
 
At a suppression hearing on March 3, 1999 (9 months later) before Judge Larry Rosen, concerning the 
submitting of the waiver of immunity to the grand jury, the following was stated: 
 
MR. HORN: The final exhibit I have I previously discussed with Mr. Neidl so that I didn't have to have the 
Grand Jury stenographer come in and testify is a copy of the standard Albany County waiver of immunity 
form unsigned by the defendant but it is a photocopy of the blank that was used in this case. 
 
The Court: That will be People's nine. We'll mark it. Mr. Neidl? 
 
MR. NEIDL: Judge, I'll acknowledge it's a standard form of the district attorney's office but I certainly am 
not going to stipulate that it's an exact duplicate of what my client signed. (Why didn’t Neidl object?) 
 
THE COURT: With those factors I'm going to allow the People to introduce that as People's 9 in evidence 
with a conditional objection by the defense to be noted. 
 
(This form should NEVER have been allowed to be admitted into evidence as I DID NOT sign it and I DID 
NOT submit it to the grand jury! This is a bait and switch. Neidl should have strenuously objected to this 
document being admitted into evidence. He did nothing, he didn’t even object. He allowed it to be 
admitted. Was Neidl representing me or the corrupt DA Sol Greenberg and the NYS Attorney General, but 
who else, attorney general to the prostitutes, Mr. bare back himself, liberal democrat Eliot Sprizer?) 
 
THE COURT: Mr. Neidl. 
 
MR. NEIDL: Just for the record, I think it should be on the record, Judge. I have requested and we've had 
conversation, me and the prosecutor about this issue but I just want to put in the record, I would like to 
inquire where is the original waiver allegedly signed by my client and have the district attorney tell the 
Court. Either that or he is going to have to testify but I think he can just tell the Court it's missing. 
 
THE COURT: He's an officer of this Court. Yes, Mr. Horn. 
           
MR. HORN: Your Honor the last time I saw the signed copy of that it was in the possession of Mr. Collins 
in the Grand Jury. After that I don't know what happened to it. When we were collecting the evidence in 
Grand Jury at the end of the proceeding it simply wasn't present. It is my recollection that he actually 
executed two of those waivers with one copy being provided to Mr. Collins. And I would also ask if that is 
currently in his possession that a copy of it be given to the People. (Why would I do such a stupid thing?) 
 
By ADA Horn's own admission, the last time he saw the alleged waiver of immunity was in my possession. 
Horn has just admitted I DID NOT SUBMIT it to the grand jury as required by statute for me to waive my 
right to immunity. He did not state the last time he saw the waiver was when I submitted the waiver to the 
grand jury. He could not state this as the waiver was NEVER submitted to the Grand Jury. Therefore, I 
never legally waived my right to immunity as required by NYS statute. 
  
Furthermore, the Grand Jury transcript clearly documents that the alleged waiver of immunity WAS NOT 
SUBMITTED to the grrand jury as there is no statement in the grand jury minutes that it was. There are 
several statements concerning the signing of the alleged waiver, but NOT the submitting of the waiver to 
the Grand Jury. Again, these are two distinct acts that must be done in order for me to have waived my 
right to immunity before the Grand Jury.  
 
As stated in People v. Jorge, 172 Misc.2d 795, 660 N.Y.S.2d 257 (1997) 
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[6] "A witness who gives evidence in a Grand Jury proceeding receives immunity unless: [h]e has 
effectively waived such immunity ... or  ..."  
 
It is undisputed that ADA Horn allowed me to testify without submitting a waiver of immunity to the Grand 
Jury as required by law for me to waive my right to immunity. Therefore, I received immunity for my 
testimony and could NOT be prosecuted for any thing or matter upon which I gave responsive testimony. 
 
It is also undisputed that ADA Horn allowed me to testify without signing a valid waiver of immunity as I 
DID NOT have counsel present and I NEVER legally waived my right to counsel before the grand jury as I 
NEVER stated that I was waiving my right to counsel and Horn NEVER told me I had waived my 
constitutional right to counsel. 
 
Did ADA Horn have the authority to have me sign the alleged waiver of immunity without counsel being 
present? Without a judicial inquiry by a judge? Let’s look at the applicable law on this issue. Find these 
cases on pages 1 and 2 above. People v. Chapman, 69 N.Y.2d 497, 499 [1987] and People v. Bartok, 209 
A.D.2d 530 and others. (Also see scoop 39 - ADA Horn Horn - Violating the law in the Grand Jury 
proceeding.) 
 
Judge Herrick was called as a witness on February 3, 1999 and again on March 3, 1999 by ADA Horn. 
 
Both Horn and Herrick would have had the trascript before Judge Herrick testified. Did Horn and Herrick 
conspire to cover up the illegal actions of Herrick in failing to inform of my rights when I was first arraigned 
by having Herrick answer in generalities? You can bet on it. WHY isn’t Horn prosecuting Herrick for among 
other crimes official misconduct as Herrick violated my rights during my arraignment? They are              
co-conspirators in violating my rights!  
 
The transcripts are on my website. Instead of going over his less than honest testimony some of which will 
be addressed in Rosen’s Decision and Order below, these are questions that my “so-called” attorney Neidl 
refused to ask Judge Herrick. WHY? Who was Neidl protecting? Was he conspiring with Herrick and Horn 
to cover up Herricks official misconduct and to help Rosen write his decision and order? Next I will 
address Rosen’s decision and order.  
 
Do you really think that Horn would call Herrick as a witness knowing the illegal actions of Herrick in failing 
to comply with the law in failing to inform me of my rights at my arraignment and have him testify without 
first making sure that Neidl would not ask any tough questions of Herrick as documented below? Do you 
think Herrick would get on a witness stand knowing he violated my rights without first making sure that the 
violation of my rights was NOT going to be exposed by Neidl? Was there a conspiracy between Horn, 
Herrick and Neidl to cover-up Herrick’s illegal actions against me by failing to inform me of my rights as 
required by law? In my opinion, YES!! 

Pertinent Questions my “so-called” attorney Neidl REFUSED to ask of Judge Herrick when he was on the 
stand. 

As to the felony charge, did you comply with all of the requirements of §180.10 of the criminal procedure 
law when you arraigned Mr. Collins?  

§ 180.10 Proceedings upon felony complaint arraignment; defendant's rights, court's instructions and bail 
matters  

1. Upon the defendant's arraignment before a local criminal court upon a felony complaint, the court 
must immediately inform him, or cause him to be informed in its presence, of the charge or charges 
against him and that the primary purpose of the proceedings upon such felony complaint is to determine 
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whether the defendant is to be held for the action of a grand jury with respect to the charges contained 
therein. The court must furnish the defendant with a copy of the felony complaint.  

 
Did you inform Mr. Collins of this information? If no, why not? If yes, where is it in the transcript?  

2.  The defendant has a right to a prompt hearing upon the issue of whether there is sufficient 
evidence to warrant the court in holding him for the action of a grand jury, but he may waive such right.  

Did you inform Mr. Collins of this information? If no, why not? If yes, where is it in the transcript?   

3.  The defendant has a right to the aid of counsel at the arraignment and at every subsequent stage 
of the action, and, if he appears upon such arraignment without counsel, has the following rights:  

Did you inform Mr. Collins of this information? If no, why not? If yes, where is it in the transcript? 

4.  The court must inform the defendant of all rights specified in subdivisions two and three. The court 
must accord the defendant opportunity to exercise such rights and must itself take such affirmative action 
as is necessary to effectuate them.  

Did you inform Mr. Collins of this? If no, why not? If yes, where in the transcript? What actions, if any, did 
the court take to effectuate to inform Mr. Collins of his rights as required in subdivisions 2 and 3?  

5.  If the defendant desires to proceed without the aid of counsel, the court must permit him to do so if 
it is satisfied that he made such decision with knowledge of the significance thereof, but if it is not so 
satisfied it may not proceed until the defendant is provided with counsel, either of his own choosing or by 
assignment. A defendant who proceeds at the arraignment without counsel does not waive his right to 
counsel, and the court must inform him that he continues to have such right as well as all the rights 
specified in subdivision three which are necessary to effectuate it, and that he may exercise such rights at 
any stage of the action.  

Did you inform Mr. Collins that a defendant who proceeds at the arraignment without counsel, DOES NOT 
waive his right to counsel and that he continues to have such right? If no, why not? If yes, where is it in the 
transcript? 

If the statute holds that a defendant who proceeds at arraignment without counsel does not waive his right 
to counsel, when did Mr. Collins allegedly waive his right to counsel for the grand jury proceeding?  

Isn't it true that you did not follow the procedures required by the criminal procedure law at the time Mr. 
Collins was arraigned before you on January 26, 1998?  

Does the statute provide any exceptions when the defendant is not entitled to be informed of this 
information?  

Is an attorney required to be informed of the information specified in CPL §180.10 if he is brought before 
the court and charged with a crime? Do you assume that since he went to law school and passed the bar 
to become an attorney, that court does not have to inform him of his rights? If yes, where is the case law 
to support this as the statute states no exceptions to providing this information.  

Is giving this information a requirement of the criminal procedure law or is this information to be given to 
the defendant at the judge’s whim?  

Explain why this is not official misconduct on your part? Note: you can take the 5th. 
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The last time in court you stated that you believed that Mr. Collins knows the rules of evidence and 
procedures. 	

Has Mr. Collins ever been in trial before you? 	

Do you know if Mr. Collins has ever been involved in a criminal trial? 

What do you base your statement on that Mr. Collins knows the rules of evidence and the procedures of 
the court in order to be able to represent himself? (see Motion 6/96) Be specific. 

The last time in court you testified that at the arraignment of Mr. Collins on January 26, 1998 that when 
you stated that you would appoint the public defender's office to represent him, Mr. Collins stated that he 
would PREFER not to be represented by them. Is that statement correct?  

Isn't Mr. Collins just stating a preference as he said “preferred”? 	

Do you consider the word "prefer" to be an unequivocal statement that he does not want counsel to 
represent him? 	

Did Mr. Collins ever state that he would not accept the public defender's office to represent him? If yes, 
where is it in the transcript. 

When Mr. Collins stated that he preferred not to have the public defender’s office representing him, did 
you consider this to be an unequivocal statement? 

Mr. Collins did not state, “I will not accept the public defender’s office”, did he?  

You testified that Mr. Collins was arraigned before you on January 26, 1998 on a felony charge and a 
misdemeanor charge is that correct?  

Did you offer Mr. Collins assigned counsel other than the Public Defender’s office? If NO, why not?  

Did Mr. Collins ever state that he would not accept assigned counsel?  

Did you discuss any alternatives concerning representation with Mr. Collins except the public defender’s 
office?  

If you gave him no other alternative to the public defender and did not discuss his reasons for preferring 
not to have them, how can you state that he voluntarily and unequivocally requested to represent 
himself? 	

Isn't it your duty to determine how to proceed with the matter and not leave it up to the Mr. Collins?  

Did Mr. Collins have counsel present either at the arraignment or on the following court date? 

Did Mr. Collins ever state he was waiving his right to counsel? If Yes, where is it in the transcript? 

Did you ever inform Mr. Collins that he was waiving his right to counsel? If yes, where is it in the 
transcript? 

If you didn’t tell Mr. Collins he was waiving his right to counsel, how would he know? 

By not addressing the issue of counsel to represent him and his previous representation by the public 
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defender's office did you leave him any other choice other than him stating he would represent himself? If 
not, why not? 

Paperwork - Did Mr. Collins according to his paper work have legitimate concerns concerning the 
representation by the Public Defender’s office when he was previously before you as you stated this was a 
basis of your decision to let Mr. Collins represent himself at his arraignment?  

Did you inform Mr. Collins of the range of allowable punishments for the charges for which he was 
charged? 	

Do you know for a fact that he knew this information at the time of the arraignment? If yes, How, do you 
know this? 	

Did you inform Mr. Collins of his possible defenses? If no, why not? 

Do you know for a fact that Mr. Collins knew his possible defenses at the time of the arraignment? If yes, 
How, do you know?  

Did you inform Mr. Collins of all other facts essential to a broad understanding of the whole matter? If no, 
why not? 

Do you know for a fact that he knew this information at the time of the arraignment? If yes. How do you 
know?  

Did you explain to Mr. Collins the objectivity and professionalism counsel could supply? If not, why not?	

Did you explain to Mr. Collins the dangers and disadvantages of representing himself? If not, why not? 

State the clear and unmistakable evidence that was before you that Mr. Collins knowingly and voluntarily 
waived his right to counsel including where he stated he was waiving his right to counsel and where you 
told him he had waived his right to counsel. 

Notice in Rosen’s Decision and Order that he does not address the issue of the alleged grand jury waiver 
of immunity NOT being submitted to the Court as required by state statute. This clearly shows how corrupt 
Judge Rosen is.  

Rosen Decision and Order dated May 19, 1999 (Herricks’s ruling in black, my response is in red.) 

On April 28, 1998, the case was scheduled to be heard by the grand jury. The defendant appeared, pro 
se, and advised the Assistant District Attorney that he wished to waive immunity and testify before the 
grand jury. After a lengthy series of warnings from the Assistant District Attorney as to the defendant's 
rights, he signed a waiver of immunity before the foreman of the grand jury. He then testified before the 
grand jury and was indicted as set forth above.  

Notice Judge Rosen fails to state that the waiver of immunity was NOT submitted to the grand jury as 
required by CPL §190.50(5)(b). Notice also, he states that I wished to waive immunity and testify before 
the grand jury. Notice he does NOT address whether I legally waived my right to immunity since I did not 
have counsel present and there was NO judicial inquiry as required by case law as documented above. 

Judge Herrick testified at the hearing and amplified for the Court his familiarity with the defendant and 
particularly defendant's legal abilities. According to Judge Herrick, the defendant had appeared before him 
on a prior occasion on another criminal matter. In that case, the defendant had filed numerous pro se 
motions which, in Judge Herrick's estimation, demonstrated that the defendant had a firm understanding of 
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the legal issues in that case and was able to discuss them in a coherent matter.  

Because someone is able to figure out the law, they are NOT entitled to their constitutional right to 
counsel? According to Rosen, this is true. My motions were ignored by Judge Herrick. Remember, Herrick  

Told me that I was not entitled to a jury trial and set a court date and then sent me a letter stating that I 
was entitled to a jury trial? Was he trying to fix my case by depriving me of a jury trial? I had never been 
before a grand jury. How would I know what is supposed to happen when I appear? Also, as I proceeded 
at the arraignment without counsel, Herrick was required by law to inform me that a person who appears 
at arraignment without counsel, does not waive their right to counsel. Even if I had waived my right to 
counsel before Herrick, that had no effect on my right to counsel before the grand jury. Rosen knows this. 

In that case, the defendant had filed numerous pro se motions which, in Judge Herrick's estimation, 
demonstrated that the defendant had a firm understanding of the legal issues in that case and was able to 
discuss them in a coherent matter.  

I was not allowed to argue any issues before Herrick. He just dismissed my motions claiming I had no right 
to make them and that the public defender’s office had to make the motion to have them relieved as my 
attorney. That based upon the documentation and transcripts, Herrick conspired with the DA Greenberg’s 
office and the public defender’s office to violate my rights in that proceeding also. (See, Scoop 34 Judges, 
Public Defenders & Albany DA conspire fix cases) 

Judge Herrick further testified that he had read several articles on parental rights written by the defendant 
in a newspaper published by the defendant. These articles also caused Judge Herrick to conclude that the 
defendant possessed a working knowledge of the legal system.  

If Herrick read my newspapers, as documented by the transcript and by Judge Rosen, then he is fully 
aware of the illegally closed family court proceedings, the denial of a family court litigant’s constitutional 
right to a jury trial, that the family court judges are issuing orders that they have NO jurisdiction to issue. 
That the judges were involved in the illegal taking of my mother’s house and that the judges were extorting 
money from me and my mother. Plus, many other issues that I have raised. If my arguments were wrong, 
then he couldn’t claim that I had a working knowledge of the corrupt legal system in New York. 

Why didn’t my “so-called” attorney Neidl ask Herrick if he agreed with my conclusions and case law in 
support of my conclusions if this was part of the basis of his allowing me to proceed at arraignment 
representing myself? Because Neidl was working for the DA’s office. 

Why didn’t Neidl ask Herrick what he disagreed with concerning the issues of a public trial, jury trial, court 
of proper jurisdiction and the other issues concerning the constitutionality of the 12 state statutes. Because 
Neidl was working for the DA’s office and they didn’t want any testimony supporting my arguments of the 
corruption in the NYS Judiciary. 

Judge Herrick testified that the foregoing was part of his analysis in granting defendant's motion to 
proceed as his own counsel at the preliminary hearing. The defendant now challenges the Judge's 
determination to grant his motion.  

First off, I NEVER requested to waive my right to counsel, I NEVER stated I was waiving my right to 
counsel and Herrick NEVER told me that I was waiving my right to counsel. I made NO motion to the 
Court to waive y right to counsel. I appeared, told Herrick I would PREFER not to have the public 
defender’s office represent me based upon their previous incompetency that Herrick was fully aware of 
and covered by him. He gave me no other choice except to represent myself.  

As accurately cited by defendant on page 19 of his well-researched, pro se brief moving to dismiss the 
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indictment, before a Court may allow a defendant to undertake his own representation, the Court must 
determine that the decision is knowing and intelligent. In order to ascertain this, the Court must undertake 
a searching inquiry to determine that the defendant understands what he risks in waiving his right to 
counsel. People v Termatto, 155 AD2d 965 (Fourth Dept.) citing People v Mclntvre. 36 NY2d 10; People V 
Kalterback, 60 NY2d 797. However, the Court's familiarity with the defendant is a factor the Court may use 
in evaluating the defendant's competence to waive a fundamental right, see, eg People v Tortoricci, 249 
AD2d 588 (Third Dept.) affd NY2d . The quality of defendant's pro se submissions to the Court may also 
be utilized by the Court in determining whether defendant's motion to proceed pro se is made knowingly 
and intelligently. People v Van Hook, 184 AD2d 741 (Second Dept.) Iv denied 80 NY2d 935.  

Where was the searching inquiry as determined by the NYS Court of Appeals ruling Matter of Lawrence 
S., 29 N.Y.2d 206, 325 N.Y.S.2d 921 (1971) and in the United States Supreme Court ruling Von Moltke v. 
Gillies, 332 U.S. 708, 724, 68 S.Ct. 316, held that in order for a defendant to waive his right to counsel he 
MUST BE INFORMED of certain information. 
  
Matter of Lawrence S., 29 N.Y.2d 206, 325 N.Y.S.2d 921 (1971) 

 
 . . . To be valid', the Supreme Court declared in the Von Moltke case (332 U.S. 708, 724 68 S.Ct. 316, 
323, Supra), 'such waiver must be made with an apprehension of the nature of the charges, the statutory 
offenses included within them, the range of allowable punishments thereunder, possible defenses to the 
charges and circumstances in mitigation thereof, and all other facts essential to a broad understanding of 
the whole matter.' 

 
FACT:  I was not informed of the range of allowable punishments thereunder, possible defenses to the 
charges and circumstances in mitigation thereof, and all other facts essential to a broad understanding of 
the whole matter and there was nothing in the transcript that I knew this information. 
 
People v. Chapman, 69 N.Y.2d 497, Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806. While a defendant need not have 
the skill and experience of a lawyer in order to effect such a waiver, he must be made aware of the 
advantages and disadvantages of proceeding without counsel. 

 
FACT: Judge Herrick did not inform me of the advantages and disadvantages of self-representation as 
required for me to waive my right to counsel and there was nothing in the transcript that I knew this 
information.  
 
Rosen then refers to my statements made before Herrick as documented by the transcipt. If you don’t 
know the law it sounds good. The following is what Rosen used and my comments about the law he 
deliberate ignored.  
 
The Arraignment January 26, 1998 

 
THE COURT: You have a right to an attorney and the right to an adjournment in order to obtain an 
attorney. If you cannot afford an attorney, I will appoint one to represent you. Can you afford your own 
attorney? 
 
MR. COLLINS: No. I can't. 
 
THE COURT: I am going to enter a plea of not guilty. I will have the public defender speak to you. 

MR. COLLINS: I would prefer not to have the public defender's office.' The last time I had them, they lied 
to me. They didn't do their job. They refused to discuss this case with me.  
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(See Scoop 34 Judges, Public Defenders & Albany DA conspire fix cases concerning Mehm, DeAngelis 
and Fritts refusing to take any action on my behalf including their refusal to protect my statutory right to a 
jury trial and the fact that they refused to do any discovery on my behalf. Herrick was fully aware of this as 
he sent a letter stating I could NOT file a motion to have them relieved as my attorneys. That they had to 
file the motion. Herrick was protecting these corrupt public defenders!)  
 
THE COURT: What is your proposal regarding representation? 
 
MR. COLLINS: I will represent myself.  

(Notice, Herrick did not give me any other choice! Further, I never stated that I was waiving my right to 
counsel and Herrick NEVER informed me that I had waived my right to counsel.) 

MS. BOLAND: Based on the seriousness of these charges at approximately 6 a.m. at the Court of Appeals 
Building, the People recommend this defendant be remanded to the custody of the Albany County Sheriff 
with no bail. 
 
THE COURT: Mr. Collins, the People recommend no bail here. Having had experience previously with Mr. 
Collins, it's my recollection that you appear when you are supposed to appear; however, this is a serious 
matter so I will set bail. I am going to set bail in the amount of $7,500. 
 
Did you catch the illegal actions of Judge Herrick? Probably not, unless you are a criminal attorney. 

Rosen makes NO mention of the following that is REQUIRED by law. WHY. Rosen is conspiring with 
Herrick and Horn to deprive me of both my State and Federal Constitutional Rights as well as my NYS 
Statutory Rights as documented herein.  

Judge Herrick did not comply with Criminal Procedure Law (CPL) §180.10: 
 
(1) Upon the defendant’s arraignment before a local criminal court upon a felony complaint, the court must 
immediately inform him, or cause him to be informed in its presence, of the charge or charges against him 
and that the primary purpose of the proceedings upon such felony complaint is to be determined whether 
the defendant is to be held for the action of the Grand Jury with respect to the charges contained therein. 
The court must furnish the defendant with a copy of the felony complaint.  

 
FACT: Judge Herrick failed to inform me that the primary purpose of the proceedings upon felony 
complaint was to determine whether I should be held for the action of a Grand Jury with respect to the 
felony charge.  
 
(2) The defendant has a right to a prompt hearing upon the issue of whether there is sufficient evidence to 
warrant the court holding him for the action of a Grand Jury, but he may waive such right. 
 
FACT: Judge Herrick did not inform me of my right to a prompt hearing upon the issue of whether there is 
sufficient evidence to warrant the court in holding me for the action of a Grand Jury, but I may waive such 
right. 
 
(3) The defendant has a right to the aid of counsel at the arraignment and at every subsequent stage of 
the action, and, if he appears upon such arraignment without counsel, has the following rights: 
 
(a) To an adjournment for the purpose of obtaining counsel; and 
 
(b) To communicate, free of charge, by letter or by telephone, for the purpose of obtaining counsel and 
informing a relative or friend that he has been charged with an offense; and 
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(c) To have counsel assigned by the court in any case where he is financially unable to obtain the same. 
 
FACT: Judge Herrick did not inform me that I had “a right to the aid of counsel at every subsequent stage 
of the action, ...”. 
 
(4) The court MUST inform the defendant of all rights specified in subdivisions two and three. The court 
MUST accord the defendant opportunity to exercise such rights and MUST ITSELF take such affirmative 
action as is necessary to effectuate them. 
 
FACT: Judge Herrick DID NOT take any affirmative action once I stated that I “preferred” not to have the 
public defenders office represent me. He gave me no other alternative nor did he take any other action 
concerning representation. Judge Herrick was fully aware of the imcompentencty of the Mehm, DeAngelis 
and the public defenders office as the issue was before him and he refused to allow me to file a motion to 
have them removed as my attorneys. 
 
(5) “If the defendant desires to proceed without the aid of counsel, the court must permit him to do so if it is 
satisfied that he made such decision with knowledge of the significance thereof, but if it is not so satisfied 
it may not proceed until the defendant is provided with counsel, either of his own choosing or by 
assignment.  A defendant who proceeds at the arraignment without counsel does not waive his 
right to counsel, and the court must inform him that he continues to have such right as well as all 
the rights specified in subdivision three which are necessary to effectuate it, and that he may exercise 
such rights at any stage of the action.” 

 
FACT: Judge Herrick DID NOT inform me that a person who proceeds at arraignment without counsel 
DOES NOT waive his right to counsel and that I continue to have my right to counsel. This means that 
even is I had waived my right to counsel before Judge Herrick, which I didn’t, I did NOT waive my right to 
counsel for the Grand Jury proceeding.  
 
FACT:  According to Judge Rosen instead of just waiving my right to counsel at arraignment, I was 
waiving my right to counsel for the entire criminal matter which is in direct contradiction of CPL §180.10(5). 
 
NOTICE: Under the Criminal procedure law there are no exceptions to the above requirements, not even if 
you are an attorney. Even attorneys brought before the court MUST be informed of this information.  
 
In order for me to have waived my right to counsel before Judge Herrick, Herrick was required to inform 
me of certain information that he failed to do. People think that just because a judge states “you have the 
right to counsel and if you cannot afford counsel, counsel will be provided” is sufficient notice. The courts 
have held that this is NOT sufficient, and you MUST BE PROVIDED with certain information as 
documented in part above and below, in order to make an INTELLIGENT decision about waiving your right 
to counsel.  
 
Rosen continues Decision and Order dated May 19, 1999 (Herricks’s ruling in black, my response 
is in red) with 

Judge Rosen then refers to Horn’s Supplemental Affirmation in Opposition that included three letters that I 
sent to DA Greenberg to rattle his cage. It worked. Rosen  states: 

First on January 3, 1998: 
 
.... Pursuant to Criminal Procedure Law §190.50(5)(a) and (b) I demand that I appear before the Grand 
Jury to testify and to give evidence. I will sign the waiver of immunity as required by CPL §190.50(5)(b) . . . 
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. Listen you pompous ass, your office brought these charges against me - defend your actions before a 
Grand Jury. 
 
Again, on February 4, 1998: 
 
.... Pursuant to Criminal Procedure Law §190.50(5)(a) and (b) I demand that I appear before the Grand 
Jury to testify and to give evidence. I will sign the waiver of immunity as required by CPL §190.50(5)(b). I 
also demand that certain documents and parties be subpoenaed in order to give testimony pursuant to 
Criminal Procedure Law §190.50(6) to demonstrate that I had a legal right to spray chicken fodder all over 
the Court of Appeals. 
 
And, finally, on April 25, 1998: 
 
. . . . As far as I am concerned, I am in a win-win situation. 
 
I am looking to get indicted in order to have a jury trial, so being indicted is a win for me. 
 
FACT: What does the above mean? I wrote some letters to DA Greenberg. Nowhere in the letters did I 
state I was forfeiting my State and Federal Constitution and Statutory Rights to counsel or any other right 
that I am entitled to. I certainly did NOT agree to them VIOLATING my Constitutional Rights. I followed the 
procedure to be able to appear before the Grand Jury. It was Horn who violated my rights before the grand 
jury. Nowhere did I state that I was waiving my right to counsel and I was NEVER asked by a judge or 
Horn if I was or wanted to waive my right to counsel and I NEVER stated I was waiving my rights to 
Counel in any letter. Another issue is that I expected the law to be followed. I was denied my right to call 
witnesses for the grand jury and to give testimony as to my intent that was to expose judicial corruption.  
 
Furthermore, Judge Rosen ignores the procedures the court must follow in order for a defendant to legally 
waive his right to counsel. I NEVER agreed to my Constitutional and Statutory rights being violated. Why? 
Rosen is a corrupt Judge whose job is to cover-up corruption in the Albany County DA’s office and the 
judges’ illegal actions in the NYS Judiciary. 

Rosen in his Decision and Order then goes into my appearance before the grand jury and used the 
following testimony. See also scoop 39 - ADA Horn - Violating the law in the Grand Jury proceeding’ for 
full transcript. 

EXAMINED BY MR. HORN: 
 
Q  Would you please state your name and occupation for the court, sir? 
A My name is Charles E. Collins, III, and I'm a paralegal. 
Q Excuse me, could you keep your voice up?  
A I'm a part-time paralegal. 
Q And you are aware that the Grand Jury of Albany County is investigating an incident which 
occurred on January 26th, 1998, at the Court of Appeals located at 20 Eagle Street in the city of Albany, 
county of Albany, state of New York, is that correct?  
A What date did you say? 
Q January 26th.  
A That's correct.  
Q And you have decided to proceed here pro se, as your own attorney, correct?  
A That's correct.  
Q And you are aware that under CPL Section 190.52 you have a right to have an attorney present in 
the room with you during this proceeding, if you so desire, and if you are unable to afford one one will be 
provided for you free of charge, is that correct?  
A That's correct.  
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Q Okay. Now, you were charged with certain offenses related to this incident in Albany Police Court, 
in connection with this incident, is that correct?   
A That's correct, two charges.   
Q And you have indicated in your capacity as your own attorney that you wish to testify and give 
evidence before this Grand Jury? 
A That's correct. 
Q Now, prior to testifying I'm going to ask you to execute a document entitled waiver -- are you 
familiar with what it means to waive immunity? 
A Yes, I am. 
Q And do you understand that by signing this document you give up certain legal rights? 
A That's correct. 
Q Now, I gave you a copy of this document prior to you coming in here, is that correct? 
A That's correct. 
Q Please don't sign it quite yet. 
A Okay. 
Q Have you had time to review that document? 
A Yes, I have. 
Q Okay. And you understand specifically that you give up any immunity from prosecution which you 
would otherwise obtain by testifying before the Grand Jury? 
A That's correct. 
Q And do you understand that any statements you make to this Grand Jury will definitely be used 
against you in this proceeding and any other proceedings? 
A That's correct.  
Q With those admonitions in mind I furnished you already a copy of the waiver. Please take a few 
moments and examine it.  
A (The witness examines the document).   
MR. HORN: And if you wish to execute this document please do so in the presence of the Grand Jury 
Foreman. (Whereupon, the witness executes the waiver of immunity; the Foreman of the Grand Jury signs 
the document as a witness thereto;and the official Grand Jury stenographer, a notary public, takes the 
witness's acknowledgment).  
  
(Wait a second. First, there is NOTHING in the transcript documenting that I submitted the alleged waiver 
of immunity to the grand jury. There is ONLY a discussion of me signing an alleged waiver of immunity. 
 
Second, the law states that in order for me to waive my right to immunity, I MUST have counsel present or 
waive my right to counsel with counsel present. NO counsel was present. I NEVER stated I was waiving 
my Constitutional Right to Counsel, I NEVER requested to waive my right to counsel and Horn NEVER 
told me that I was waiving my constitutional right to counsel. NOTICE, Horn NEVER asked me if I was 
waiving my right to counsel! How could I knowingly and intelligently waive my right to counsel as I did not 
know it was an issue? 
 
Where is the judicial inquiry for me to waive my right to counsel? It doesn’t exist! 
 
That in order for a defendant to waive his right to counsel he must be informed of certain information. 
Matter of Lawrence S., 29 N.Y.2d 206, 325 N.Y.S.2d 921 (1971) 

 
 . . . To be valid', the Supreme Court declared in the Von Moltke case (332 U.S. 708, 724 68 S.Ct. 316, 
323, Supra), 'such waiver must be made with an apprehension of the nature of the charges, the statutory 
offenses included within them, the range of allowable punishments thereunder, possible defenses to the 
charges and circumstances in mitigation thereof, and all other facts essential to a broad understanding of 
the whole matter.') 
 
I was NOT informed of any of this information required by law and ther is No exception.  
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People v. Chapman, 69 N.Y.2d 497, Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806. While a defendant need not have 
the skill and experience of a lawyer in order to effect such a waiver, he MUST be made aware of the 
advantages and disadvantages of proceeding without counsel. 
 
Where was I informed of the advantages and disadvantages of self-representation as required for me to 
waive my right to counsel? I wasn’t and there is NO exception! 
 
People v. Chapman, 69 N.Y.2d 497, 499 [1987] 
 
A waiver of immunity obtained in violation of a Grand Jury witness' State constitutional right to counsel 
(N.Y. Const. art. I, 6) is not an effective waiver within the meaning of CPL 190.40(2)(a). Accordingly, 
where a Grand Jury witness testifies under such a constitutionally defective waiver, the witness, whether 
voluntary or compelled, receives the automatic transactional immunity conferred by that statute and 
cannot thereafter be prosecuted for any matter on which responsive testimony has been given (CPL 
50.10[1];  see, Citation omitted). 
 
The waiver of immunity was obtained in violation of my constitutional right to counsel and therefore, the 
waiver of immunity was INEFFECTIVE and Horn knew it. Horn also knew that I was entitled to immunity! 
 
Further, Horn has NO authority to have me waive my right to counsel in any proceeding without a judicial 
inquiry with a judge present! 

Ignoring the above, Rosen then states: 

Having found that the defendant was properly acting as his own counsel, the Court now rejects 
defendant's challenge to the Grand Jury presentment. Under the totality of the circumstances the Court 
concludes that there has been sufficient compliance with the requirements of Criminal Procedure Law 
§190.45(3) and 190.50(5)(a) to render effective defendant's waiver of immunity. Given the very precise 
and detailed questioning of the defendant before the Grand Jury concerning the meaning and implications 
of waiving immunity, the Court concludes that it would be the quintessential elevation of form over 
substance to hold that the defendant did not waive immunity under these circumstances. People v 
Hethington, 172 Misc.2d 840. 
 
Judge Rosen completely ignores all the law in my favor and he doesn’t address the issues that I raised. 
Instead, Rosen takes the facts out of context to get his desired result and to cover-up the illegal actions of 
Judge Herrick and ADA Horn. 
 
Judge Rosen relies upon People v Hethington is not relevant as it states: 
 
The court's order, directing the defendant to appear in the lineup, was made after the defendant had 
engaged in obstructive and dilatory behavior, during which he, while represented by counsel, refused to 
appear in a lineup, and, thereafter, discharged his attorney. Under the circumstances, the defendant's 
request to proceed pro se, and his having submitted two motions pro se, established that the defendant 
knowingly and intelligently waived his right to counsel (Citation omitted). 
 
FACT: This case is NOT RELEVANT because I DID NOT discharge counsel and I DID NOT state I was 
waiving my right to counsel, I did not request to waive my right to counsel  nor was I informed that I was 
waiving my right to counsel. So how did I legally waive my right to counsel? I didn’t!! This completely 
ignores the Court of Appeals ruling in People v. White.  
 
People v. White, 56 N.Y.2d 110, 451 N.Y.S.2d 57, (1982) 
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Moreover, the efficacy of the rule we fashion does not rely on its conceptualization alone. Such a waiver of 
counsel is not to be handled as though it were a routine, rubber-stampable formality (Citation omitted), for 
"a right too easily waived is no right at all" (Citation omitted). Consistent with the obligation we heretofore 
have enjoined on jurists before Defendants in criminal cases may undertake their own defense, the Judge 
must see to it that the waiver is "knowing and intelligent" 
 
How can there be a "knowing and intelligent" waiver of counsel when the litigant NEVER states he is 
waiving his right to counsel and the Judge DOES NOT inform the litigant that he is waiving his right to 
counsel? This is how corrupt the Sol Greenberg and the Albany County DA’s Office is.  
 
Based on all of the foregoing, defendant's motion to dismiss the indictment is denied. This memorandum 
shall constitute the decision and order of the Court.  

As a note:  
 
In the Times Union on September 1, 2017 titled “Grand jury to Probe Abelove” who is the Republican 
Rensselaer County District Attorney who is being investigated by Democrat NYS Attorney General Eric 
Sneiderman. The article states in part: 
 
The Times Union reported last year that Abelove did not require Troy police Sgt. Randall French, who 
fatally shot the DWI suspect, to sign an immunity from prosecution when he testified before the grand jury 
that cleared him five days after the shooting. The decision by Abelove to not have the officer sign an 
immunity waiver raised questions about the validity of the grand jury’s determination to clear the police 
officer — because the panel could not have voted to indict him without a waiver. 
http://blog.timesunion.com/capitol/archives/277038/ag-empanels-grand-jury-to-review-abeloves-handling-
of-troy-police-shooting/ 
 
How many cases have Rosen and Herrick fixed for the Sol Greenberg and the Albany County DA’s office? 
 
The following are the Illegal actions commmitted by Judge Rosen. Why is Judge Rosen above the law? 
Why is Judge Herrick and ADA Horn above the law. They all claim NO one is above the law. They have 
placed each other above the law!! The laws they have violated.  
 
§175.40 Issuing a false certificate. 
   
A person is guilty of issuing a false certificate when, being a public servant authorized by law to make or 
issue official certificates or other official written instruments, and with intent to defraud, deceive or injure 
another person, he issues such an instrument, or makes the same with intent that it be issued, knowing 
that it contains a false statement or false information. Issuing a false certificate is a class E felony. 
$5000 fine max – 1 to 4 years in jail – 5 years probation 
 
Penal Law § 195.00 Official misconduct 
 
A public servant is guilty of official misconduct when, with intent to obtain a benefit or deprive another 
person of a benefit: 
 
1. He commits an act relating to his official office but constituting an unauthorized exercise of his 
official functions, knowing that such act is unauthorized; or 
 
2.  He knowingly refrains from performing a duty which is imposed upon him by law or is clearly inherent 
in the nature of his office. 
 
Federal Law - Title 18 § 241. Conspiracy against rights of citizens: 
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If two or more persons conspire to injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate any citizen in the free exercise or 
enjoyment of any right or privilege secured by him by the Constitution or laws of the United States, or 
because of his having so exercised the same; or 
 
They shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than ten years, or both; and if death 
results, they shall be subject to imprisonment for any term of years or for life. 
 
Judge Rosen and the Albany County prosecutors are socialists who want to destroy our constitutional 
rights and make NYS a socialist state where you do not have any rights. The democrats are using Hitler’s 
play book. First, pick a target, then keep lying about the truth and accuse the other party of doing what you 
are doing so the people believe it is the other party doing the illegal acts. After hearing the lies over and 
over again people will begin to believe the lies by the democrats. The Albany County democrat judges and 
prosecutors put people in jail on false charges to prevent them from trying to expose corruption. Just look 
at Hitler wannabe Rosen. 
 
********************************************************** 
FOOT NOTES 
 
You need to know your rights and how to address these issues in court.  
Justice4NY - Exposing Judicial Corruption & the Violation of Constitutional Rights 
 
NYS Judiciary is a Racketeering Enterprise accourding to the law. Read Scoop 50 and watch my videos on 
corruption. All at www.justice4ny.com   
 
All of the family court’s illegally imprisoned fathers, mothers and children need to be immeidately released 
and those who put them illegally in jail need to be prosecuted in order to give the judiciary any credibility. 
(See, Scoops 01, 02, 05 and 06 www.justice4ny.com) How many more thousands of men, women and 
children are going to be illegally imprisoned by the corrupt family court judges and support 
magistrates before something is done? Tens of thousands of men, women and children have already been 
illegally inprisoned since I started raising the issues of these illegal family court proceedings.  
 
How many litigants in criminal court are going to have their cases fixed by the prosecutors and judges? You 
keep hearing NO one is above the law. The democrats control NYS and Federal Judiciaries in NYS and have 
placed the judges, attorneys and prosecutors above the law by covering-up their illegal actions. Further, they 
use the FBI and state and city police that are controlled by the democrats to threaten and intimidate anyone 
who would try to expose judicial corruption! (Scoop 11 FBI - protecting the democrats and illegal 
imprisonments and Scoop 23 FBI, state & Albany county officials in attempted murder plot. 
https://justice4ny.com/scoops/. 
 
Make no mistake about it, the NYS Court of Appeals judges, Appellate Court judges, family court judges, and 
support magistrates and other state court judges are TERRORISTS and are committing TREASON against 
both the NYS and Federal Constitutions. These family court judges and support magistrates are 
DESTROYING thousands of families each year in the illegal family court proceedings and are also abusing 
children as documented in my scoops and videos. They deprive fathers of their children by refusing to enforce 
the father’s parenting time, they are illegally imprisoning fathers, mothers, our military personal and/or their 
family members and especially children in their closed court proceedings and by illegally depriving them of 
their Federal Constitutional right to a jury trial. Further, make no mistake about it, the judges get their jollies 
out of violating a litigant’s rights, and go home every night laughing their asses off about how they are able 
to destroy litigants and their families because they believe they live on Mount Olympus and no one is going 
to do anything about their illegal actions. 
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The democrats pit one group against another and make out that if you disagree with them, you have the 
problem. Make no mistake about it, the democrats are using Hitler’s play book as they are facists or socialists 
and Hitler wannbe’s. The democrats are out to destroy our freedoms and want to finish destroying our Military 
that Obama started doing. They want to make the United States a third world country.  
 
NYS U.S. liberal democrat Senators Chuck Schumer and KIrsten Gillibrand are more than willing to shut 
down the US government for children who came to this country illegally than protect the children of NYS. 
They will NOT negotiate with President Trump bcause they do NOT want this issue off the table. They want 
to use this issue of the children for the 2018 elections. Go to the following to see Schumers response to DACA 
before our President Trump was elected. Hint: You would think that Schumer was Trump. Schumer Then VS 
Now / DACA - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hO79uvBwz48 
 
Senators, do you remember the last election in 2016 and what you made the big issue about? 
You are right! Stripping tens of millions of women in the United States of their Constitutional Right to Privacy.  
 
Remember you argued that transgender males should be able to use womens bathrooms or locker rooms 
even if women are showering in them. 
 
Transsgender males have the same body part as other males. Questions that were NEVER asked of the 
Senators: 
 
Senator Schumer why would you want your wife or daughters to share a women’s bathroom, locker room or 
shower with a transgender male or any male? Don’t your wife and daughter’s have a right to privacy? Also, 
Senator Schumer why would your wife and your daughters want to share a bathroom, locker room or shower 
with a transgender male or any unknown male?  Obviously, they would have no problem with this as they 
didn’t speak up about it.  
 
Senator Gillibrand can you tell me why you would want to share a women’s bathroom, locker room or shower 
with a transgender male or any male that is not your husband? Also, your husband has no problem with you 
sharing a bathroom, locker room or shower with a transgender male or any other male than him?  
 
What about my 90 year old mother’s, my girlfriend’s or my daughter’s or grand daughter’s and the tens of 
millions of other women out their constitutional right to privacy? Why should they or any other women be 
placed in such a situation? Why do you two Senators want to take the constitutional right to privacy away 
from tens millions of women in NYS and in this country?  
 
Senators Chuck Schumer and KIrsten Gillibrand please explain why are you willing to protect illegal 
immigrants by shuting down our government over them but you are NOT willing to protect the Constitutional 
and Statutory Rights of the citizens of NYS and the illegal imprisonments as documtented in my Scoops and 
Viodeos at www.justice4ny.com? 
 
The democrats will fight to have illegal aliens stay in this country so that they can vote for the democrats 
even though they are NOT citizens of the United States, yet they will NOT fight to protect our constitutional 
rights. 
 
Why don’t you both (Schumer and Gillibrand) call for a BOYCOTT of New York State until NYS protects our 
State and Federal Constitutional and Statutory Rights and arrests and tries the corrupt State and Federal 
Judges and attorneys who have conspired to deprive the citizens of NYS of their State and Federal 
Constitutional Rights? That’s right, they are mostly liberal democrats. 
 
All states and professional teams need to BOYCOTT NEW YORK STATE!! 
 



 
 

18 

I am sure that as liberal democarts you both are thilled and that your fellow democrats are envious that NYS 
illegally imprisons our former and current military personal and/or their family members in illegally closed 
court proceedings and where they are illegally deprived of a relationship with their children and their 
constitutional rights to a public trial, jury trial and court of proper jurisdiction just to start with. The military 
have put their lives on the line for this Country and this is how NYS repays them by stripping them 
and their families of their State and Federal Constitutional and Statutory Rights and of their children? 
 
Further, you both shut down our government to protect illegal mirgrant children. Yet, you both allow the 
children brought into family court and put into jail and/or detention to be deprived of their constitutional right 
to a jury trial and the children are in most cases probably given incompetent assistance of counsel. Why are 
childrren allowed to be abused and threatened by the judges, attorneys, law guardians and social workers? 
Why are you Schumer and Gillibrand refusing to proect these abused children? 
 
Video - A Child's Constitutional Right to a Jury Trial in Family Court (4:30)  https://youtu.be/6cHRXJatzD4  
14-year-old girl's essay on brutal abuse and threats by judge, social workers and law guardian (8:53) 
https://youtu.be/3hflopc_qWA 
Psychologist's response to 14-year old - slams court (6:53)   https://youtu.be/ZwE8cnwvnsA 
Court extortion reason - 14-year old girl (11:52)  https://youtu.be/Qf6fRs5DeI8 
Other Custody and abuse by judges (48:40)  https://youtu.be/etQTsLxHNxM 
Child Not learning - alternative school (4:12)  https://youtu.be/5R1MaSdAyoc 
Child on over 20 pills she didn’t need (4:16)   https://youtu.be/ShIMVtV7-6s 
 
I have emailed both Senators Schumer’s and Gillibrand’s offices with my Scoops documenting the illegal 
actions of the NYS Judiciary. I just get a reply that they received it. These Senators and their followers could 
care less about our constitutional and statutory rights. They could care less about our national security or our 
borders where millions of dollars of drugs pass over on a daily basis. They could care less about the defense 
of our country as all they want to spend money on social issues where the money is spent on dulopicate 
agencies doing the same work and does not solve the problems of poverty as the democrats do not want to 
solve this problem. Yet, the two of you with Obama were almost able to destroy our military rediness except 
President Trump got elected and is defending our military. The military fought and continues to fight for our 
constitutional rights only to have you liberal democrats take their and/or family members rights away.  
 
The democrats, such as Senator Chuck Schumer and Senator Kirsten Gillibrand, go after President Trump 
claiming he is un-American and compare him to Hitler while covering up the illegal actions of the NYS 
democrat-controlled judiciary. Make no mistake about it, it is the DEMOCRATS who are the socialists and 
want to emulate Hitler. In my opinion and others, Kaye, a fem-a-Nazis, wanted everyone to stand up and 
salute her and yell Sieg Heil Kaye, Seig Heil Kaye. (Sieg Heil meaning was ‘Hail Victory” was used to call 
Nazis to attention to honor Adolf Hitler). Kaye wanted it to honor herself and the CORRUPT Court of 
Appeals judges for their opposition to the NYS and U.S. Constitutions and their victory in the oppression 
of constitutional and statutory rights of public trials and jury trials and other actions by the corrupt NYS 
Judiciary in having litigants illegally deprived of their children and/or illegally imprisoned in NYS. 
 
Governor Cuomo is more interested in helping people living in Puerto Rico and the illegal immigrants in NYS 
than the citizens of NYS. Why is Cuomo allowing the Judiciary and his prosecutors to violate the rights of the 
citizens of NYS? Cuomo complains about President Trump, but NYS would not be in the position it is 
financially if it wasn’t for the tax and spend liberal democrats and NY being a high tax state. Why is it that all 
of the high tax states are controlled by the democrats? 
 
Where is NYS Attorney General Sneiderman? Again another liberal democrat fighting for the illegal 
immigrants while allowing the judges to violate State and Federal Constitutional and Statutory Rights of the 
citizens of NYS who elected him to office. He is their to protect the corrupt judges, prosecutors and social 
workers and cover-up their illegal actions. 
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Tell these corrupt judges and support magistrates that they are NOT above the law and you are going to 
exercise every constitutional right you have to have them pay for their crimes. EXERCISE YOUR RIGHT TO 
FREE SPEECH after reading the below cases law in full at the links provided for the full text.  
 
REMEMBER NO VIOLENCE. 
 
Call the judges who participate in these illegal family court and criminal proceedings. What about the attorneys 
who do nothing but sell out their clients to the corrupt NYS judiciary. Let them know what you think of them. 
Colorful language is NOT illegal! Remember, they have no problem destroying other people’s families 
including yours. I have documented how the judges abuse children. 
 
Call Judge Kaye’s daughter, Luisa M. Kaye, who is an attorney with Wrobel Markham Schatz Kaye & Fox 
Law Firm, 360 Lexington Avenue, 15th Floor, New York, NY 100170 and Tel.: (212) 421-8100. Look her up 
on her law firm’s website at:  http://wmlawny.com/lawyers/luisa-kaye/ The law firm states she has 
amassed extensive experience in all aspects of commercial litigation, across a broad spectrum of 
subjects, in all types of forums: state and federal trial courts; appellate courts; and arbitral tribunals.  While 
she is thoroughly comfortable litigating any commercial matter, and an even broader range of subjects on 
appeal (including criminal law). How many of her cases and/or her father’s cases did her mother rule on or 
fix for them? Ask her under what authority, as a criminal lawyer, did her mother have to strip the citizens of 
this state of their Federal Constitutional Rights to a public trial, a jury trial, court of proper jurisdiction 
before then are illegally imprisoned and other illegal actions by her mother as documented within my 
“Scoops”? Ask her how many more fathers, mothers and children are going to be illegally imprisoned in 
this state because of her two-bit lying arrogant liberal democrat fem-a-Nazi whore of a mother who refused 
to follow the law that she took an oath of office to support and knowingly destroying thousands of men, 
women and children and their families! (Kaye sounds like a Hitler wannabe to me!!) The article by her law 
firm goes on to state that she is a member of the New York Women’s Bar Association, where she is a co-
chair of the Litigation Committee. Luisa should be able to explain her mother’s actions holding that the 
right to a public trial, a jury trial, a court of proper jurisdiction are NOT substantial rights when one is facing 
imprisonment and I am sure that she supports her mother’s rulings. (See Scoop 32 Judge Kaye - Public & 
jury trials in NY are NOT substantial rights) 
 
Comments on Kaye, my response (13:40) https://youtu.be/tOQQ2Qy1F8Q 
 
Further, the social workers and the law guardians are there to make sure the children are with the mother, 
even though they know in many cases the mother is unfit. Go into family court, oh, I forgot it is illegally 
closed to the public. If you could go into family court, you would see in the vast majority of the cases the 
law guardian sits with the mother and her attorney, Also, in a lot of cases they refuse to even meet with 
the father and only want to hear the mother’s side. I have never heard of a law guardian sitting with the 
father. I have also been told many times after a father gets custody, they tell the mother what to do so she 
can get her children back. I have never heard of a father being told this.  
 
Over the years I have seen many fathers like myself trying to have a relationship with our children only to 
be denied by the mothers. The father’s file violation petitions and their time with their children is reduced 
and NO action is taken against the mother that empowers her even more to interfere with the father’s 
parenting time. The court wants to blame the fathers. I have one ex-military father who hasn’t seen his son 
in a couple of years because the judge refuses to enforce his time with his son. In fact, the judge 
dismissed his petition well over a year ago and last December 2017, the father won his appeal and the 
matter was sent back to the family court judge for further hearings. It is now February, 2018 over a year 
later and he has been unable to get a court date and continues to be deprived of his son. He did drive 
here for a court date, only to be told after he got here it was cancelled. 
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NO VIOLENCE, but litigants and their familes need to stand up and exercise their Constitutional Right to Free 
Speech. In particular read the full ruling in  People v. Dietze, 75 N.Y.2d 47 by the NYS Court of Appeals 
(https://www.leagle.com/decision/198912275ny2d471118) that states in part: 
 
Defendant's words do not, however, fall within the scope of constitutionally proscribable expression, which 
is considerably narrower than that of the statute. Speech is often "abusive" — even vulgar, derisive, and 
provocative — and yet it is still protected under the State and Federal constitutional guarantees of free 
expression unless it is much more than that (see, Lewis v City of New Orleans, 415 U.S. 130, 133-
134; cf., Steinhilber v Alphonse, 68 N.Y.2d 283). Casual conversation may well be "abusive" and intended 
to "annoy"; so, too, may be light-hearted banter or the earnest expression of personal opinion or emotion. 
But unless speech presents a clear and present danger of some serious substantive evil, it may 
neither be forbidden nor penalized (Terminiello v Chicago, 337 U.S. 1, 4-5; see, City of Houston v 
Hill, 482 U.S. 451, 461-462; People v Feiner, 300 N.Y. 391, 402). 
 
People v. Hogan, 172 Misc.2d 279 at: https://www.leagle.com/decision/1997451172misc2d2791409 
 
These two cases are part of a growing trend of charging “domestic violence” defendants with harassment for 
“verbal abuse”. If there is an extant order of protection, a count of criminal contempt is thrown in. … They do 
not involve any threats of physical violence or harm. The defendants are not charged with ... threatening to 
subject another to physical contact. While People v. Dietze, 75 N.Y.2d 47 (1989) characterizes a statement 
by the defendant that she would "beat the crap out of [complainant] some day or night in the street" as not a 
threat, but merely a protected "crude outburst", ..., virtually any threat of physical violence after the issuance 
of an order of protection must be taken seriously. But there are no such threats in either of these cases, either 
express or implied. 
 
The accusatory instruments in the instant cases also fail to allege facts showing that the verbal disputes in 
these cases had no legitimate purpose. While at first blush it is difficult to ascribe any legitimate purpose to 
the use of a swear word, the phrase "no legitimate purpose" cannot be so broadly construed. The registering 
of displeasure with another person is legitimate, protected speech. Indeed, many people seem hardly able to 
speak an English sentence without the use of at least one four letter word. .... a defendant was prosecuted 
for calling her ex-husband about his remitting a support payment check in less than the full amount and for 
using various choice swear words to describe what she thought of the situation. In dismissing the accusatory 
instrument, the court said "The mere fact the defendant in anger or frustration uses colorful language in 
registering her displeasure with actions of the complainant does not render the communication criminal within 
the ambit of the Penal Law." 
 
Yet, everyday fathers are punished for their language by orders of protection. The court keeps postponing 
the matter with the order of protection in place until the father agrees. The judges do not want a trial! This is 
a denial of due process and equal protection of the law. 
 
They do not involve any threats of physical violence or harm. The defendants are not charged with ... 
threatening to subject another to physical contact. While People v. Dietze, 75 N.Y.2d 47 (1989) characterizes 
a statement by the defendant that she would "beat the crap out of [complainant] some day or night in the 
street" as not a threat, but merely a protected "crude outburst", ..., virtually any threat of physical violence 
after the issuance of an order of protection must be taken seriously.  
 
It is the democrats who are leading the charge to deprive us of our constitutional rights to public trials, jury 
trials, courts of proper jurisdictdion, illegally fixing cases to have people illegally imprisoned for demanding 
that their Constitutional and Statutory Rights be enforced and fixing criminal cases for the District Attorneys 
especially in Albany County. 
 
The democarts forced the US giovernment to shut down for illegal immigrants, why don’t Schumer and 
Gillibrand fight for the Constitutional and Statutory Rghts of the citizens who elected them. Because 
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democrats are the new Fourth Reich with the FBI as the new Gestapo. Just look at how the FBI protects the 
corrupt democrats like Hillary Clinton who sold out the US uranium to Russia. Obama, Hillary and the FBI 
and the intelligence communities illegally spying on our President Trump before, during and after the election 
based upon a FAKE dossier paid for by Hillary and the democrats and Hillary conveniently destroying over 
30,000 emails to cover up her illegal actions.  
 
Should the US Government take over control of the NYS Judiciary away from the liberal democrats by 
appointing someone OUTSIDE of the NYS Judiciary to clean it up? The violation of Constitutional Rights 
has to end. NO one should be tried, convicted and sentenced to jail in a closed court proceeding and 
deprived of their constitutional right to a jury trial as well as their other constitutional and statutory rights. (I 
know, Cuomo, Schumer, Gillibrand and Sneiderman will oppose this take over as they SUPPORT the 
violation of Constitution Rights to a public trial, a jury trial and a court of proper jurisdiction and we must 
NOT forget, the oppression of rights forf minors and their illegal imprisonments. Also, Cuomo, Schumer, 
Gillibrabd and Sneiderman will protect illegal aliens in NYS, but will NOT protect the citizens of NY and the 
stripping of their constitutional rights as they believe we have NO rights!) 
 
New York State should be boycotted by all states and professional organizations!! 
 
Justice4NY – Exposing Judicial Corruption & the Violation of Constitutional Rights 
Please donate at my website www.justice4ny.com 
 
Read my searchable book, that ducuments judicial corruption using the NYS and Federal Constritutions, 
statutes and case law for corrup state and Federal courts. Judicial Terrorism an Indictment of the New York 
State and Federal Judiciaries at: https://justice4ny.com/ just scroll down. 
 
Charles E. Collins, III - available for lectures 
(518) 274-0380 
justice4ny@aol.com 
www.justice4ny.com 
Check out my other scoops! This is scoop #30 
Read my book, Judicial Terrorism at:  
Like me on face book. (Charles Collins – American Flag waiving) 
 


