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United States v. Torbert
foot-note)

The procedure for reassignment
outlined in the General Order is no doubt intended to
maintain the appearance ofjustice and impartiality. And
it ought to be followed.); Cruz v. Abbate

(dictum)
The selection
of ajudge to preside at a criminal trial is a matter of

considerable significance to the criminal defendant.) >
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procedure for the selection of the judges ....he is
entitled to have that decision made in a matter free
from Dbias or the desire to influence the outcome of the
proceedings)
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