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Thomas Thornton
499 Ft. Washington Ave. #l-D
New York,  NY l00l l
Phorre and fax: 2 I 2.740 7008
E-rnail: 1l l lomton@aol.corn

Gerald Stern, Esq., Administrator
Commission on Judicial Conduct
801 Second Avenue, l3th floor
New York ,  NY 10017

l8 January 1998

Re: I lorr .  Phyl l is  B.  Gangel-Jncolr

Dear Mr. Stern:

This is to fi le a complaint against Justice Gangel-Jacob o[ the New York State Supr"n1"
Court, in connection rvith the case of Thorntott 'r,. Thontton, Inclex No. 305469/94

I

As I wil l explain in some detail in this letter, Juclge Cangel-Jacob has consistently violated
efementary rules for judicial conduct throughout the proceedings in Thonttott t,.|\rctrrtort '.
she has been unlaithful to the law; impatient, undignified, and not only inrpolite but
abusive; she has repeatedly denied me the right to be heard; and lailed to dispose prornptly
of our case, thus effectively revoking my now almost eleven-year-olcl son's anfl my
constitutional rights. [Ier bias against nre has been evident since the day of the first court
conFerence on July l, 1994.

Judge Cangel-Jacob's conctuct has been regularly insulting and threatening. While she is
most abusive offthe record, at least a few threats of her have been recorded and
transcribed

.  During a conference on July 8, 1997 she wanted to proceed with a divorce based on
abandonment. When she realized that this was legally not possible, she strggested that
the divorce be based on cruelty, suggesting that I had hit the plainti f fand tel l ing me to
neither deny nor admit the charges. When I, a pro se defendant, repl ied I u,a.s going to
deny them and proposed to draft a separation agreement to get a divorce one year
later, she yelled at me, saying: "Your wife has a r ight to a divorce!" Then she advised
me to talk to a laywer, adding: "Believe me, you don't want a tr ial." Later she
threatened that i f  I  did indeed contest the divorce, the tr ial would "not take nrore than
an hour. I t  wil l  be a very quick tr ial."

.  In  June 1995,  in  the wake of  the downsiz ing oI the company I  had been runni r rg for
l iveyears, I  lost my job, after thirteen years of enrployment as a professor at Columbia
Urriversity attd I lunter Col lege, editor and t lanslator, arrd lul l - t i rrre executive editor at
two respected New'York publishing f irms. Wherr my search lor suitable employment
was unsuccesslul, I  became a free-lance editor arrcl translator. E,ven though I have
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never been late with court'orctered child support paynlents, Juclge Gangel-Jacob
strggested on different occasions that I beconre a clerk at the Srrprenre Court; a cabdriver; or a rvaiter. she yeilecr at nre: "you can't be an entrepreneur!,,

'  on Septenrber 10, 1997 I reiteratetl  i t t  court that I rvoulcl corrtest t lre cl ivorce unless al lrestr ict ions in nry access to my child were being l i f ted. offthe recorcl, ludge Gangel-
Jacob screattted at me, accusing nre of "extort i in" 

ancl , , tr lacknrai l  , ,Later, 
back on the: t€cord,  she reversed hersel [ ,  say ing:  " l  don ' t  th ink i t 's  extor t ior i .  lc lon, t  t t r ink i t 's

b lackmai l . "  :
'  

l | :n: iTl l :  
d..nr.carory remarks abour nry rarniry, even thougrr nry fanriry has neveroeen otscussecl ln court.

I t  seems obvious that Judge Gangel-Jacob's unethical concluct is the result of a deep-
seated bias against men in general, as rvel l  as perlraps against nre as a Gelnan cit izen inpart icular'  Her vindict iveness is so extreme as to entirely obli terate any consideration shemay have for the interest of my child

o When during a court conference on Septernber 9, |  996 I requested that my son Dorian
and I be al lowed to meet at my ptace rather than a restaurani, she denied my request,
stating: "Every chi ld forms an emotional bond with his parerrts. Tlrat bond worrlcl only
be reinforced if  the visits took prace at your apartnient."
A major charge against me is that in October 1995 I was asleep in t lre hallway o[the
plainti f fs apartment b-ui lding, with the photograph oIa not quit.  , . .ognizable nran
serving as evidence. When I introduced in. a lreai ing on May 21, l9961wo blown-up
gopies of that photograph to prove unequivocally that the al legation was entirely
fabricated (the man in the photograph was clearly not me), JuJge Gangel-Jacob
declared that she too had photographs of herself that didn;t took l ike l ier; that the
plainti fFhad known me for ten years and would recognize me. Judge Gangel-Jacob
added. " l 'herefore ( l) this doesn't <l iminish Mrs. Thointon's credibi l i ty." ipointed out
that the plainti f f  s claim that she had called the police, but that " l" hai left her building
by the t ime they arrived, was false, as, according to police records, no such "orpluin,
h a d b e e n m a d e , a n d I s u g g e s t e d t h a t t h e s e r e c o i d s b e s u b p o e n a e d - T l r e j u < l g e i f i ; ; ; � � �
my suggestion.
Both the court and my lawyer rel ied on the plainti f f 's lawyer's statement thAt Judge
Gangel-Jacob had on March 31, 1995 or<lered supervised visitat ion lor nricl-, ,veek
afternoon visits between my son ancl me (but not for weekend visits) after my larvyer
and I had left the judge's chambers. The original court or<ler had.'disappearJd,,, and
the copy the plainti fPs laywer had made for himselIand passed on r,r. ,  iarg.lyi l legible.
Months later, in August 1995, the plainti f f 's lawyer produced the original court order
and the court and t real ized that i t  didnot st ipulate supervision, but Judge Gangel-
Jacob dismissed that as "moot" and "extraneous": 

the judge did not objJct to hlr
writ ten order having been tampered with ancl lalsif iecl to inuent the imjosit ion of
supervision-and unreasonable and unwarrantecl supervision has continued to this day.
After the divorce tr ial ,  on September l l ,  1997, the plaint i fFs lawyer hancled to the
judge the two blown-up photographs of t l re stranger lyirrg in the hal lway of the
plaintifT's apartrnent building whiclr I har.l introclucecl tlre'previous y.u, u, eviclence that



charges agairrst rne were labricatecl. Juclge Gangel-Jacob askecl nre i f  I  had copies ofthe prints' wlren I told her t did not, sire sratecl .slre. rvotrrd pur i lre prrotograplrs backirrto t lre county clerk's^f i Ie. since t lrerr,they have.t l irnff.o, l . .r.  ( i lorvever, I  fou.<l thenegat ive I  l rad nrade.of  the or ig inat  pos i t ive,  ar rc l  i r r ; i . i ; ;datecr  l )ecenrber  rg,  r997 Iinlorrned the ju<lge that I had n'.r" prin,, rnacle )During a court conference on N{arcrr rg, r996 J:,,r_g.. Ganger_Jacotr proposed that'Patricia I lennessey, Esq' otcolterr, I lennessey & BierrstoJk p c 
_serve as Iny son,s probono law guardian. Ms Hen'esr.y i ,  l l  

: ' ,1tr iend of the prai.t i f f .s rawyer, rvitrr whomslte went to law school, and the juige r,o,.a t lrat the two irad cl iscussecl our caseseveral t imes during previous montl-ts. I)espite gr.u" * ' , ir"giu' ingr, irr a misguidecr etrortat being concil iatory I consentecl to Ms ttenneisey', of lr i ' , i , . , ,n.,ent after Judge Ganger-Jacob had suggested that Ms' Hennessey coulcl , . iu. on'a tr ial basis. At the t inre I wasnot  aware of  cohen'  Hennessey & Bienstock 's  c lose connecl io '  rv i th  the judge.  wheni t  becanre c lear  that  Ms'  I lenrressey d iJ  not  in  the least  have nry ch i lc l 's  in terest  in  nr ind(she never even observed or intervie*., |  t lorirn in nry compan), and insteact served aithe plainti f fs second plo bo19 rawyer) but onry ruanted ioingratiate herserIwithJudge Gangel-Jacob, wrrose bias ajairut me was obvious to everyone invorved, Irequested t lrat Ms. Hennessey be Jsmissed. The reqtrest was ignored, and Ms.Hennessey servecl as "lawguarcl ian" 
unti l .Febnra.t igt i ,  , ;hen she resigrrecl to go onnraternity leave, rong afrer srre had done ai l  the trar 'age sire courcr cro.In 1995 the plainti f frelused to grant me court-ordered visitat ion for almost twomonths' After I had an attercation with her in the street, she al l .ged tSat I haclrepeatedly struck her and obtained an order of protection A police ofTicer,s testimonylater clearly proved in court that the plainti f fs charge was yet another fabrication.Througlr al l  this, the court so pro.rurt inated with oJr ..r.  in ordering a hearing beforea special referee and wait ing for his report that as a result,  I  ha<l no Jontacr;f i . ,  ". .ychild for eight rut months, betrveen Marcrr and Decenrber.

on December l '  1995 Judge Gangel-Jacob orderecl a lamiriar psychological evaluation,which she sa id she expected to  be subnr i t ted by rhe.na o i i .nuary r996.  Sheappointed Ava siegrer, ph.D., a rorensic psychorogist wrro, as trre judge put i t ,  had :.done her favors berore..nu.. 
lo o heavy court-rerated workroad and extended :

vacations, Dr' siegler didn't begin the examination untir July 1996 and her report was -not submitted unti l  November o[that year-one year after the report had beenordered' and twentv months ( l) after i loa nua at least sornervhat reasonable visitat ionwith my son' Dr' Siegler recommen(led immectiate ancl drasi ical ly extenclecl visitat ion(lrorn one-and-one-harthours per week to ten hours per week) ancr a graduar butquick end to supervision In a]lsubsequent court conrerences the judge virtuai lyignored Dr' Siegter's report. She extenclecl visitat ion to t lrree insteacl of thereconlmended ten hours, and to date she lras relusecl-without givirrg any reason-toend superv is ion '  Dr '  S ieg ler  hac l  recommencled t l ra t  the p la in t i f fand I  s tar t  sp l i t t i r rghol idays wi th  l )or ian imrnecl ia te ly ,  but  s ince then.my sor ;ona r  t ,ou.n, t  spent  even par toIone.single holiday toge.ther; Dr. siegrer utro r.. . in.,, ; ; , ; ; . ;  rrrar my crrird see a newtherapist-his old cottnselor harl  tr ier l  io inf lnrnc hirn nnrl  trre corrrt  agninnt mc wirhort.so nruch as interviewing me, irr person or on the phone--but.l,,,rg. canger_Jacorrrefused to coirrply, ogoin *iit,or",t ,toting a reasofr



o

a

'  Even t lrotrgh children's and fathers' r iglrts groups had strongly arlvisecl rne to bervare
of the Society for the Preventiorr of Crtrelty to Children as a lrequently antinrale
organization, in a letter dated lvlarclr 14, 199(: I  reqrrestecl that t lre SpCC replace the
then-supervisor, a fr iend of the plainti f funquali f ierl  for the job, as I f i inrly believed arry
evelt rernotely objective sttpervisor would issue a report hrl ly support ive of nry ancl rny
son's quest My rvife's lar,vyer claimed, both verbally and irr rvritirrg, tlrat the SpCC
was "a fathers' r ights group" ( l),  and Judge Gangel-Jacob cornplied with his request to
deny nry plea.

Thorn ton t ' .Tho r t t l o t rhasbeenbe fo reJudgeGange l - Jacobs inceJu ly  1994 .  S i r r ceNIa rcS
1996 I have represented mysel[, while nry wi[e has been representecl pro bono. Rather than
adhering to off icial court rules and regulations, Judge Gangel-Jacob lras rai lroade4 me,
turning our case into a quagmire in wlr ich, I  bel ieve, even many legal experts rvoulcl get
lost.

More than three-and-one-half years into the case, no custody hearing has taken place.
In March 1997 I requested, in rvri t ing, a discovery schedule so a tr ial could f inal ly
bring an end to the proceedings. Judge Gangel-Jacob ignored nry request.
In July 1997 she dismissed rvithout a hearing an Order to Shorv Cause I had subrnitted .
to be al lowed standard visitat ion with my ten-year-old son, stating: "The motion is--
I 'm disposing of the tnotion, which wil l  be decided in t lre context of the action for
divorce, which is going to be heard in Septernber. And/or i f  there is no tr ial,  i t  rvi l l  be,
i f  there is no sett lement, the motion wil l  be-the motion is disposed of now. Tlre issue
you wi l lbe decid ing in  the context  oFthe d ivorce t r ia l  which wi l l  takes p lace in
Septenrber unless the part ies come to an agreernent." (,Slc)
In direct contrast to her order, during t lre tr ial in Septenrber 1997 ttre judge explicit ly
and repeatedly forbade me to bring up issues related to visitat ion and custody-she
pointed out again and again that slre would al low only the grounds for divorce to be
discussed. As a result,  I  am sti l l  denied standard access to my clr i ld, whg even the
judge admits has told her in two interviews how much he misses me. [{e haialso r 

'-

expressed his desire to be with me to the fornrer law guardian as well as our
supervisor, but because of Judge Gangel-Jacob's bias and unethical conduct'we have
been'denied reasonable parenting t ime for almost three (!) years.
In September 1997 Judge Cangel-Jacob relused, without stating a reason, to holcl a
hearing on my request for discovery, which the plainti f fhad (and sti l l  l ras) ignored. To...
date, the only Child Support Worksheet ever subrnitted to the court is three y_ears.and
eight months old; i t  was based on the plainti f fs Statement of Net Worth in which she
had suppressed approximately half of her inconre and lantastical ly inf lated my
income-otwhich the court is aware. Since discovery had not been completed, I coutd
not f i le a note o[issue and request a jury tr ial on t lre grounds lor divorce.
Immediately before the tr ial on September 10, l99l I  told Judge Cangel-Jacob that I .
h a d n e v e r b e e n n o t i f i e d t h a t a t r i a | w o u | d t a k e p | a c e , p o i n t i n g o L t t t o h e r t h a t I h a d �
heard about the cottr t  dato only by happenslancc I  l rad cnl ler l  thc t lorr Jacquel ine
Silbermann's' of l lce to confirtn that a hearing before lrer was taking place as requested
and sclreduled by her, and her clerk had in[ornred nre t lrat i t  had been canceled as



apparently Jtrclge Oarrgel-Jacob hatl schecluled a trinl for Septerrrt-rer 10, 1997 n
subsequent phone cal l  to Jtrdge Oangel-Jacob's c lerk only conhrrrrecl  that  a court  date
was sche<h-rled for Septernber 10. but not i f  a tr ial rvas set Neither could the calencler
clerk confirnr that a tr ial was scltedtrled I rvas infornred tr.vice t lrat no court <late lrad
been off icial ly set.

'  In  shor t , ' ,vhen I  ar r ived in  Judge Gangel -Jacob's  cour t  roorn on Septernber  10,  I  d id
:not  knorv i Ia  t r ia l  was indeed going to  take p lace The judge ignored that ,  just  as she
ignored nry pointing out to her that slte rvas eft 'ectively clenying rne the riglrt  to a jury
tr ial as well as to prepare for lr ial ancl t lre r ight tosurnnlon and subpoena rvitrresses.

After Judge Gangel-Jacob was retnovecl frorn the nratr irnonial bench in the rvake oI
numerous a l legat ions o[her  ext reme gender  b ias,  our  case was ass igrred to  other  judges:  in
lv lay 1996 to t l te  Hon.  Richard Andr ias,  and in  June 1997 to the FIon.  Sherry  I le i t ler ;but
both t imes Judge Gangel-Jacob requested t lrat the case be translerred back to her. l ' [e
three Strpreme Court judges who rvere transferred frorn the nratr imonial bench in January
1996 were supposed to hold on only to the handful among their cornplicated cases that
had already gone to tr ial.  Judge Gangel-Jacob held on to our case rvit lr  al l  means available
to her one year and nine months he.fore i t  '"vent to tr ial,  arrd she did so even thouglr she
hersel f  impl ied that  ours was an uncompl icated case rv l ren she threatened me-on the
record-by saying, "The tr ial wil l  not take more than an hour. I t  rvi l l  be a very quick tr ial."

I  am ful ly arvare oFthe (sometimes tragic) f lexibi l i ty oIthe concept o[ 'Judicial <l iscretion";
I know that Judge Garrgel-Jacob is entit led to disregard nry chi ld's most fervent wish; to
ignore, along with her own forensic expert 's recommendation and the supervisor's
repeated urgent requests, every single witness or aff idavit I  have ever brought or _ _
submitted to the court, al l  of which testi fred to my exceptional quali lrcations as a loving -

and responsible father; I  real ize that the judge may disrniss the fact that aside fronr the
plainti f frrot one w\tness has appeared or submitted an afl ldavit in by nolv more t lran three
and a half years who has known my son and me and so nruch as questioned, nruch less
refirted, my quali f ications as a father; I  lrave also come to realize that i t  is within the
judge's power to treat me even worse than as i [ [  rvere guil ty of physical or sexual abuse
(of which I have never even been charged, let alone convicted) I also understand that
Judge Gangel-Jacob does not even have to enflorce her own orders regarding visitat ion,
which have been v io la ted numerous t imes by the ch i ld 's  nrother ,  no ntat ter  how cruel ly-
reduced v is i ta t ion has been to begin wi th .

Flowever, my son anct I are helpless vict ims of Judge Gangel-Jacob's legal nraneuverings
which ignore the standard rules not only of civi l  practice but oIcivi l i ty; her lack ofjudicial
temperament make her an unfit  judge. Judge Gangel-Jacob has not nrerely been abusive to
me.  To the fu l l  extent  to  whic l r  depr iv ing a ch i ld  of  a  good and lov ing parent  is  c l r i ld
abuse,  that  judge is  a ch i ld  abuser .  lv ty  son and Ihave been separated [or  a lnrost  three
years;  in  1995,  I  d idn ' t  see h inr  a t  a l l  for  e ight  nronths,  due to  the cour t 's  iner t ia ,  last  year

we were together for no mr.lre than some seventy hotrrs altogetlrer, un(ler derneaning

condi t ions designed to 'n take a nreaningfu l  re la t ions l r ip  i rnpossib le-and yet  wl ren I

reqr.rcsted in arr Order to Show (iause to have standard access to lny chi ld or be given a



reason why the cotrrt insists on truncated visitatio^ uncler concrit io's so cretrirnerrtnr to nryson's well-being, t lre judge refu.sed even to resporrcl,

I lbcl I l trve bnsloallyoxhruated my posslbllhles. ln April l996 t nskecl Jirclge Gangel_Jacob to recuse herself-to nn tuoit. t lrave insisted that she base her <lecisions orr larvsand facts-in vain' l 'awyers have tol<l 'n. tr,"i- i Jl i ;;;.";t; crrance r.vrrarsoever. if r tur^ tothe Appellate Division witlrout representation, rvhich ho*"u., r a'r f lorcecr to cto, as ourcase ltas left me not only fi.nancialiy depleted but ir debt ror nrany years to conre. In trremeantinte' l l ly son is growing up witlrout nre, and his nrother eve' intends to nrove lrirn toa courrtry where I don.t lrave a work perrrrit.

Despite these abonrin-able circumsta.ces, nry son and I have r.anage4 to nraintain arelationship {ir l l  o[affection, trust, and nrut'al respect, wlriclr even the court,s ancl t lreclri ld's mother's uttconscionable l iosti l i ty have nnib..n able to destroy. yet .or.v wd neeclyour protection' and.we need it urgently I am arvare that a slerv o[conrplaints aboutJudge Gangel-Jacob's unprofessional and unethic.l .onJu.t has bee. n.,ade dr,ring t5e pastseveral year.s and ask yo.u to disciprine that;uog. onJ ;; i l ;;,. that every rurure courtconlerence and hearing belore rrei be tape-recorded, as a stenographer can be ordered tostop recording, screaming fits are not identif iabre ur'r,,.r., on trrur.ripts, and transcripts.thenrselves can be doitored and are prohibit ivert;p*!i l  to boot.

Finally, for my child's sake, r-improre you to cro whatever is in your po.wer to have mycase reassigned: as tlte son of a respecie<l former;,,Jg. i 'r.,.,or" that t lrere ar.e judges rvhoare ruled not by l lersonal bias and venornous contempt but by a passion for justice.

I wil l gladly submit to you documents supporting my clrarges against Judge Ganget-Jacoband would welcorne the chance to talk to you in person

Thank you.

Sincerely,

n/Lu\-q-.. 7L,u-t:

I lon.  Judi th S. Kaye
ABC Eyewitness News (Ms. Cheryl Finandaca)
nBC, 20120 (Mr. John Stossel)
AB.C. World News (Mr. peter Jennings)
clri ldren's Rights councir (David L.-Levy,Esq. and Mr. serge prenger;
Nen'York 7'irne'r (Ms Jan lloffinan, lvlessrs. Joseph Fried ancl Benjarrrin weiser)Parental Rights Inc. (Mr. Barry Tranrantano)

.t5/-3
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l'[LEt'ilotiE I.\( Stilil.t

January 30, 1998

6ERALD S]E8N
A DIil I'-r STR Al0R & COU |;!r;

l {obrRt  l  L  
' l  

t : I l l i [ (  K , |1 \
DENU IY ADNIINISTRA TOR .(

t)EPI'TY COI.,JNSEL

AI.AN W. FRr[DrJERc
SENIOR AITORNEY

JE.\N M. S\\,ANyr.l
SENIOR A'I 'IoRNEY

Mr. Thonias Thorton
Apartment 3-D
499 Fort Washington Avenue
Nerv York, New York 10033

Dear Mr. Thorton:

This is to acknowledge receipt by the State Commission on Judicial Conduct of vour

Very truly yours,

/ - \ / l ;

i,)i( kTk/a-
\"'- 

Lee I(iklier
Aclnrinistrative Assistant

LK:wg
Enclosure

complaint dated January 18, 1998.

Your complaint will be presented to the Conrmission, which rvill decide whether or not to
inquire into it. We will be in touch with you after the Commission has had the opportu-
nity to revielv the matter

For your information, we have enclosed some background material about the Commis-
sion, its jurisdiction and its limitations. Please note that the Commission has no autl-rority
to assign anotherjudge to your case.

& & & & & & & & � ' t l - L "
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Thomas 'l"hornton

499 Ft. Washington Ave. #3-D
New York, Ny 10033
Phone and fax: 212.240.?00g
E-rnail: Thllrornton@aol.com

Mr. Sean Manette
Commission on Judicial Conduct
801 Second Avenue, l3th floor
New York,  Ny l0ol7

Re: Complaint about Judge Gangel-Jacob

29 March 1998

Dear Mr. Manette:

After our phone conversation I.thought about which of tlre numerous documentspertaining to the Thornton v' Thornlon fi! to r.na y*. i n.a i, cliflicurt to understandthat the nurnerous concrete details I provided uuoritrr. *uf luag. Gangel-Jacob 5asmade a mockery of the.democractic fegal proces unJ utorfi the way terminatbd my so',sand my constitutional rights have not a-t least led to uu i,:rrirtigotion. perhaps you willunderstand that I now fear that any documentation I provide before an o{Iicialinvestigation is underway may be used to frrrther proiect that j'dge.

Therefore I have decided to concentrate.on just one of my complaints: that Judge Gangel-Jacob has consistentry viorated the rure that 1'1.1 
lrdg. ,i,uil-oirpore promptry of trrebusiness of the court" (New york Rures 

:lc;;;, 
gioo :1a1s)), even though orher nrres(specifically, $$100.2(a), 100.3(a)(4), and 100 3(b)ii); are air""tty afrected by hervio lat ion of that  jud ic ia l  tenet .  

\ - / \ -  vr rvv"J qrrcutcu uy r r r

o As I mentioned in tl letter of complaint dated January lg, 199g, my case was twiceassigned to other judges' In tvtay tdlo I charged the piaintiffs attorney, peter Breger,Esq','with repeatedly violating as well as fratidulentti to,np".ing wit6 court or6ers a'cldeliberately fabricating fatse charges against me. Judge Richard Andrias found t'echarges and exhibits included in my motion serious ."rorgr, to sign an order to Showcause (see Enclosure r).yet he reibrred the case back to ludge Ganger_Jacob(Enclosure 2), who, since she courdn't dismiss my .r,urg., as unjustified, simpry nrredthat they were "moot" or "extraneous," 
in any rura, ..nJt . . . wortrry of consideratio',,(see Enclosure 3). 

'  '  '  "vrr 'J wr \ 'urrr l

o on June 9' lggT lmade a motion to have drastically extenclecl ancl trnsupervise4visitation with my- son or be given a reason why visitation srroulcl be s.pervisecl an6truncared. Judge Heitrer signed an order to Sriow caus. 1s.* nu.ro*r!$i, 
-ir,

referred the case.back to Judge Ganger-Jacob, who h;r;.;;;;;'ffi;i;J,n, on

t
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th l r  l l la l ter  t r l r t i l  th is  c lay,  c les l l i te  a (econd,  s i r i l i la r  r r ro l ior r  I  r r rar le  on. lar r r rary  l ( r .  l9r lg(See Enclos l t t 'e  5 .  Juc lge Carrgel -Jnc i r [ ' r  r r r l i r rg  r lnr" , l  i , , tv  n ,  l ( r ( )2 . . r ( l  l . i r r r r l 's r r rer  6 ,sot t te  of  l l te  severa l  pages cor i ta i r r i r rg  hor , .n , i l r  ' ; ;  , i i ; , , , - ,  v is i rar i . , ,  a '< l  * rsr .a1,du r ing  the . . t r i a r "  c l n  se l l t e rnbe r  l 0  an t r  r  r ,  I 997  )  
7 r ' ' \ r  v r i r r ' r r r ( ) r r ' r r ( t  c t

o on Sell ternber 5, lggT,rvlterr I  fbarerl . frrr lge Gangel-.facob r ' iglrt  colrdrrcr a rr ial orrse; r ter t rber  10,  l99.7wi thout  n . t i ly i rg , , r " ] - l  .ub, , ' , i , , " . i  n , ,  or r ler - t . .Shorv aarrserequesl ing f ina l rc ia l  t l isc lost t re  (a reqrrest  r l re  Pla i r r t i f fs  ar tor rey har l  srea6f t rs t ryigr l< l rec l ) '  so I  cot r ld  at  least  f i le  a  Note of  lssr re arr r l  rer l r rest  a . j r r ry  t r ia l  . '  t l re  gr ' r ' r< lsf t r r  d iv< l rce Judge I le i t ler ,  lo  wl to l ' t l re  case rvas s t i l l  a 'ss igr ret l  ( f ive r lays 6efr r re  t l ret r ia l l ) ,  rehrsed to  s ign t r re  order ,  argui r rg  on Sel l ter r r r r " , r  , ,  (c . r rect r1, )  t r rar  aconference orl t l te nlatter sltorr lcl be sclre<luled belrre a forr 'al lrearirrg (See r: irrclosure7 )My tt lot ion was.l l tert reassigned to-Juclge ciangel-. lacob, rvlro lras rel irserl lr .r lr  tos ign the or t ler  to  Shorv c la t rsc-arrc l  ho l r l  a  J<rr r fbr* i ,ce, , , ,  , r , r , rc<; r resr  l '  t l isc l .sr rc
'  Enclosures 8 arrd 9 are copies of  le t ters  in  wl r ich I  reqrres le4 l l re  re lease. f  t 'e  f . rers ic; lsychologist 's report anrj a cl iscovery schech,le*-r.q,,. .1s I lrarl  also rnatle vertral lyduring court conferences. Borrr requests rrave beerr rre' ie.r to rrate.

These docuntents slrould give you sufl lcient evir lence t lrat r lespite lrry corrsiste.t ef l irr ls,due process has been denied my son arrd nre.: or,uurt r.r, ,r 'u"om i lrro cor' t  proceedilrgs,J t rdge cangel -Jacotr  s t i l l  l ras r ro t  he ld a hea ' i r rg  nu u i . i ro i i i ' i  < , , -  " , ,s t<, ,1y,  t l rc  c6 i l r 's  r ' r l l rercottt inttes t.  lorbid hirn to cal l  nre on t lre Phorre--as trre judge is rvel l  arvare,-.arr(r rveIravelr ' t  rrcn eroh othor sinoe January.

Sincerely,

YL^A^, YL*-.,l-r

'  t  l l l l l  I r l r l |  l t t l r t ' t  l t l l ! 1 , l l r t ,



Thomas Thornton
499 Ft. Washington Ave. #3-D
New York, NtY 10033
Phone and fax:. 212.7  0.'7 008
E-mail:'fhThornton@aol. com

Mr. Sean Manette
Commission on Judicial Conduct
801 Second Avenue, l3th f loor
New York,  NY 10017

Re: Complaint about Judge Gangel-Jacob

Via Registered Mail

l9  June I998

Dear Mr. Manette:

In the City Bar's guide on Hotu to Conrplain abortt [.ov,.1,0rs urtd.Iutlgesthe public is
promised that the Conmission on Judicial Conduct will respontl to a-conrplaint wirli. two
months if it has decided against fornrally investigating the complaint. Sincl my first letter
to Mr' Stern, more than five months have passed, and I still have not receivei u ,.rponr..

As I mentioned to you on the phone almost three months ago, nothing has changed in
Judge Gangel-Jacob's conduct since my first complaint: she has continued to be unfaithful
to the law and to behave in an undignified manner, and she has failed to dispose promptly
of the business before her, all of which constitute violations of the Nev, york Rtrie.s of
Court . I have been railroaded just as I was during the first three and a half vears of our
case.

On'January 16, 1998 I submitted an Order to Show Cause why nry ex-wife should be
allowed to relocate to another country with our son Dorian, and why I should be denied
standard visitation with him. At the same time I requested a custody hearing-none ha6
ever taken place in our case, which was assignecl to Judge Gangel-Jacob in June lgg4__
with the aim of obtaining legal and physical custody of our child.

On March l0 (almost eight weeks after filing my motion) the judge told us that she rvould
decide on the issues "on submission." After I informecl Judges Silbermann, Lippnran, ancl
Kaye of Judge Gangel-Jacob's intention to break the law by refusing to hold ari obligatory
hearing, on the night of Friday, March 27,Ihad, two messages from Judge Gangel-Jacob,s
clerk, Mrs. A, Bailey, on my answering machine: the judge, she said, wanted to see all
parties in tkee days, on Monday, March 30, at l0 a.m. Th"r" was no indication as to the
agenda' The following day, Saturday, March 28, I sent Mrs. Bailey a fax informing her
that I would be unavailable on Monday at l0 and asking what the judge wante4 to see us

& & & & & & & & � , H - c { -



about.

on tlro dtornoon of Fu{1v,.Marolt Jo l trarl a fitcu$age ll'onr thoJudge left earlier thatmorning, telling me that if I didn't show up in court trli f Z noon, t would be ,,in default.,,
She then sent me a fax informing me that a hearing on the relocation issge would be held
on wednesday, April l, at 9:30 a.m., and Thursday, April 2; there would be no
adjournments.

Howwer, a conference did take place-without me. According to my transcript of the
March 30 conference, the judge at some point toltl the court reporter to stop recording so
she could engage in ex parte communication.

In my written confirmation of the receipt of the judge's notification, I repeated for the nth
time my request for the release of the court-appointed psychologist;s foiensic report. (See
my original letter of complaint.)

In the early morning of Tuesday, March 3l I asked by telefax if arguments would be heard
on April I and2, or if it was going to be an evidentiary hearing. In the early afternoon,
Judge Gangel-Jacob replied that it would be an evidentiary hearing. However, her
response to my request for the forensic report did not arrive until late that afternoon-on
the day before the scheduled hearing-: the report, the judge said, was now available for
my review, but clearly, it was too late in the day to obtain u "opy, just as it was too late to
subpoend the psychologist-or any other witnesses, for that matter.

I have kept the tape containing the judge's threatening as well as her clerk,s messages and
will be glad to make them, or a transcript ofthem, available to you, along with copies of
all the faxes that were exchanged and their transmission reports.

On April 2, I was told that the judge had signed a divorce decree back in February, of
which she had informed the plaintifr but not me. When I protested, she yelled at me once
again, saylng it was my duty to check the county clerk's file eu"ry day, or at the very least,
once a week. (The trial had taken place in September 1997, five and i half months earlier,
and I had stopped checking the file after October 1997.) Clearly, this was a deliberate
attempt at preventing me from appealing her decision, as the judge had signed..Findings of
Fact" that had never been mentioned in court-not before, during, or aftei the trial.

While I understand your desire to protect the judiciary, I also believe that litigant s, as well
as their children, need to be protected from judges who exhibit utter clisdain-for the Rules
of Court, the CPL\ the Constitution of the United States, ancl litigants against whom they
are inexcusably biased.

I would appreciate being apprised of the Commission's progress in this matter.

Sincerely,

YLn*u IL*-'{



HENRY T. BERGER, cHAtR
JER.EMY ANN BRowN
STEPHEN R. CoFFEY

L^WRENCE s. GoLDMAN
HoN. D^NtEL F. LuchNo

HoN. FREDETCK M. M^RSIIALL
HoN. JuANrrA BrNa NEwToN

AL^N J. PoPE
HoN. EUGENE W. S^L|SBURY
HoN. WtLL|AM C. THoMpsoN

MEMBEN.S

ALBERT B. LAWRENCE
CLERX

NEW YOITK STAT,E
Corvlrr.nssloN oN JuDIcIAL CoNDucr

38-40 srA'rD st'truET
ALrlANy, NBw yoRK 12207

5lE-47.t-56t7 i ls-4E6-tE50
TELEntONg IACSIMILE

J u l y  l ,  1 9 9 8

CONFIDENTIAL

ABL:dmc

Mr. Thomas Thornton
499 Fort Washington Avenue
#3-D
New York, New York 10033

Dear Mr. Thornton:

The State Commission on Judicial Conduct has reviewed your letter of
complaint dated January 18, 1998. The Commission has asked me to advise vou
that it has dismissed the complaint.

upon careful consideration, the commission concluded that there was
insufficient indication ofjudicial misconduct to warrant an investisation.

Very tnrly yours,

A, 3. t
--t U U.*\ \ tl.,\^j.tt'^ -LA-

Albert B. I-awrence, Esc1.
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Mr.' l 'honras Tltorlttott
Apartnretrt 3-l)
499 Fort Washingtotr Avelttte
Ncw York,  New York 10033

Dear Mr, ' l ' l tont tot t :

Clerk ottfte Comrnission, Albert B. l-awrertce, I isq., lras asl<ctl ltre lo ackltttrvlctlge receipt

by the State Commission on . ludic in l  Condtrct  o l 'your cot t tg l la i t t t  t l t r tecl  . f  t tnc I  9,  1998.

Your conrplaint wil l be presented to the Comrnission, wlticlt rvil l  decide rvhetltcr or trot to

i lquire into i t .  We wi l l  l re in touch wit l r  yotr  a l icr  t l te C]ot t t t t t iss iot t  l t i ts  ha<l  t l rc opport t t -

nity to review the matter.

Very truly yours,

l t

Lz'
Assistant

LK:wg

' ' ' \  /  /

) , f r / fu_
Atlnr i r r  is t rat  ive
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Thomas Thornton
499 Ft. Washington Ave. #3-D
New York" NY 10033
Phone and fax: 212.7 40.7 00g

. E-mail : ThThornton@aol. com

' Albert B. Lawrence, Esq.
New York State Commissiorr on Judiciat Conduct
38-40 State St.
Albany, NY 12207

9 July 1998

Re: complaint about Judge Gangel-Jacob of the New york State Suprenre court

Dear Mr. Lawrence,

Thank you for your letter of July l, 1998, informing me that the Commission foun{"insufficient indication ofjudiciat nrisconduct to warrant an investigation.,,

Please let rne know on what date my complaint was presented to the Commission and thenarnes of those present.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Y,,r,n u TL,'nK-

a a a a a a a a � , / + - 7



Thomas Thornton
499 Ft. Washington Ave. #3-D
New York, NY 10033
Phone and tax:. 212.7 40.7008
E-mail; thThornton@aol. com

Mr. Sean Manette
Commission on Judicial Conduct
801 Second Avenue, l3th floor
New York, NY 10017

25 July 1998

Re: Complaint about Judge Gangel-Jacob

Dear Mr. Manette,

As per your reques! I am sending you the transcript of the messages Judge Gangel-Jacob
and Ms. Althea Baily left 9n my telephone answering machine on March Zl andMarch 30,
1998' I have also been able to transfer the messag.r fi'or my original microcassette to a
regular tape, which l.am also enctosing. Finally, f arn sending yo; copies of the judge,s
and my telefaxes exchanged between March 2T aulMarch 3l of this vear. 

J

Briefly, this was the sequence of events:

January l6' 1998: I submit an order to show cause why I shoulcl not be granted stan4ard
access to my son Dorian, why my ex-wife should be allowed to move *irh hin' t<l Canada,
and why a custody hearing should not be held, more than three and a Salf years into the
divorce proceedings. The parties are directed to appear before the judge on March (l) 10.

March l0: Judge Gangel-Jacob does not hold a hearing. When my ex-wife informs her that
she intends to remarry and relocate to Canada in the iimediate future, the judge tells t5eparties that she will "decide on submission."

March I l: I inform Judge Silbermann that Judge Gangel-Jacob intends to deny me theright to a full hearing, thus implicitly allowing.y "*-irir" to nrove our son out of thejurisdiction of New York. When Judge Silberrnann replies that she does .,not have thepower or authority to reverse or modi$ rulings made by another judge',-which I had notasked for-I repeat my request to Judge Lipprnan (on March 19) and again to Judge
Silbermann (on March 2a). (The complete comesponclence is available 6. yoy perusal
upon request.) J '

Friday, March 27: At night I receive two messages from Judge Gangel-Jacob,s clerk (left
after I l:45 a.m.) that the judge wants to see all parties on the morning of Mon6ay, March
30' From this point on, the enclosed transcripts and correspondence *ith L,dg" Gangel-

** "f(-K



Jacob are self-explanatory.

The judge did meet with the plaintiffand her attorney. A transcript is enclosed. The ex-
parte comntunlcatlon ls Indlcnted on page 12 ol'the trnnscrlpt. It took plnce two
days before an out-of-court settlemerrt, in the jrrdge's presence. Jrrdge Gangel-
Jaocob had made it very clear to nre that I would not get custody and that nry ex-
wife would be allowed to relocate with our son. Therefore I ngreed to grant my ex-
wife custody as well as to leave the country in return for more liberal (yet stitl
truncated) visitation. The judge, in fact, told me that I had ten minutes to agree to
these terms, or the hearing would begin. I t  was qrri te clear thnt the plainti f f  and her
attorney knew exactly what they were expected to urd what they rlid not hnve to
agree to.

I realize that the Commission has decided to dismiss my complaint of January 16, 1998
against Judge Gangel-Jacob. However, the complaints I expressed in my letter to you of
June l9 are part of my original complaint. Ihken together, they establish a clear pattern of
bias and deceipt on the judge's part, and I believe that ignoring my first letter would rnean
deliberately refusing to recognize that pattern. Therelbre I am also enclosing a copy of my
original complaint.

Sincerely,

i1"A-1- 4,* V"ol."r-

,i



l lENRy T. l]tRcER. cilAtR
JEREMY ANN BRowN
St Ept rEN R. CoFrEy

L^wRENCE S. G<tt.ornlrrx
IloN. DANTEL F. l-ucrexn

IIoN. FREDERtcK M. MARsItAI,L
IloN. JuANtr l lrNo NEwToN

ALAN J. I 'orE
lloN. EUcENE W. SALtsDURy
IIoN. WTLL|AM C. lttoMpsoN

MEMDERS

ALDERT D. LAwRENCE
CLER(

ABL:drnc

Ntilv YORK S t'/\'ili

CorrtmlssloN oN .l tr ntr:tAt, Conll trc.r

38-40 sl'At'li s ililitr't'
At.Br\Ny; Ntilv r,oRt( l22lf7

5r8-47.t-5617 Sttt-{86_t850
1!:l,El' i loNu ri\(:sl l\[t.a

Ju ly  29 ,  1998

CONFIDENTIAL

Mr. Thomas Thornton
Apartnrent 3D
499 Fort Washington Avenue
New York, New York 10033

Dear Mr. Thornton:

This is in response to your letter of July 9, 1998, concerning t5e
Commission's disposition of your complaint.

The records of the Cornrtrission in matters such as yours are
confidential by law. My letter of July l, 1998, represents the exLent of the notice
and disclosure allowed by larv.

Very truly yours,

A tftu.,,^irs.-u.r-
Albert I l. l-awrence, Esc1.

dR r  f l -? '



l  lcNRy T. l lERcER, cilAtR
,IREMY ANN BROWN
S1'lipilr;N R. CoFrEy

LAwRENcE S. GoLDMAN
l loN.  I )ANTEL F.  Lu( lANo

I IoN.  FRI .DERIcK M.  M^RsI IALL
I loN. JuANrrA IltNo NE$rroN

AI,AN J. PoPE
I loN. l luaENE W. SAI_tsRURy
IloN. Wtr.LtArtt C. 

' l i toNtpsoN

MEMDERS

AI,BIjRI. I], LAwREN(.8
CLDRK

Ntiw YottK s,t./\'I.I{
ConrmtssloN oN .lrrntctrnr, CoNnr rcr.

801 Sricr l rulr  A\, [NtJt, :
Ntiw 1,0til(, Nltw \,oRt( llxllT

112-r,tD-8860 l l 2-9.t9_tttt6,l
Tti l ,Et, i loNE rACSt^i l l .E

August 3, 1998

( i I ] R A L D  S I  I j R N
ADMtNtst RAIOR & C(XJNSCL

l{ot}rrR-t' I l. ' l i itmti( xI \N
l ) [puly ADMtNTSTRA]{)n &

I) l i t , t r ' t  y ColJNsrt .

A I . A N  W .  I i R i l i t ) 0 t i R ( ;
STNIOR A f IORNI;Y

J I : A N  M .  S A v ^ N y r J
StiNloR Alf  ot{Nay

Mr. Thomas'l 'hornton
Apartment 3-D
499 Ft. Washington Avenue
Ner,v York, New York 10033

Dear Mr.'[ 'hornton:

This is to acknowledge receipt by the state cornrnissiorr
complaint dated July 25,1998.

orr . l rrr l ic ial  Condrrct o[ 'vorrr

Your cornplaint wil l be presented to the Cornmission, which rvil l  decide whether or not t.
inquire into it. We wil l be in touch with you aller the Cournrissiol 5as Satl t5e opportu-
nity to review the matter.

LK:wg

Very tnrly yours,

P  l , / l
L"., 

'kt"- 
loi -/-. - (,c.,0)

Lee I( ik l ier
A<hrr in istrat ive Assistant

I
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L^\vrtN< r S. Got.DrrAN
lloN. D,\Nret. F. l-uct^No

lloN. l;Rt,DtRtcK M. M^RsilALL
lloN. Jr,ANrrA lltNc NrwroN

AL^N J .  porc

lloN. l lrrcrNE W. S^l.tsnURy
I  l ( )N .  Wt t - l . t ^N C. ' f l toNnsoN

ItfItnERs

At.ne RT B. l.AwRcN( 6
CI,ERK

C)ctolrer 7, 1998

CONFIDENTIAL

Mr. Thomas Thornton
499 Fort Washington Avenue
#3-D
New York, New York 10033

Dear Mr. Thornton:

The State Commission on.ludicial Concltrct has revierved yorrr. lctters
of complaint dated June l9 and July 25, 1998. ' l ' l re 

Conrrnission has askct l  rrre to
advise you that it has dismissecl the complaints.

Upon careful consideration, the Conrnrission conctucled that there rvas
insufficient indication ofjtrdicial nrisconduct to rvarrant iur investication.

',.J \..{-1\.{-r

ABL:dmc

Very
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Thomas Thornton
499Ft. Washington Ave. #3-D
Now York, NY lOO33

E-mail: ThThornton@aol.com

Albert B. Lawrence, Esq.
Commission on Judicial Conduct
38-40 State St.
Albany, NY 12207

l5 October 1998

Re: Judge Phyllis Gangel-Jacob

I am in receipt of your letter dated October 7, lggS,in which you informed me that the
Commission on.Judicial Conduct found "insufficient indication ofjudicial misconduct,, in
my letters of complaint dated June l9 and July 25, 1998 "to warrant an investigation.,,

As Gerald Stern pointed out in a recent article in the New York Law Journal (iszue of
August 20, 1998), Section 44, paragraph I of the Judiciary Law stipulates that the
Commission "shall conduct an investigation" upon receipt of a complaint, which may be
dismissed only if 'the complaint on its face lacks merit.'i

Since my complaints address specific violations of specific rules by Judge Gangel-Jacob, I
request to be informed why the Commission determined that *y rornpluint wa-s not
facially meritorious, and how it could make that determination without prior investigation.

Thankyou. , 
\

I
Sincerely,

\--l \, / ,-

l- (^ r-t" u / Lts-1^ [-]
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HB{RY T. BERoER, cHAtR
JEREMY ANN BRowN
STEPI.IEN R. COFFEY

LAWRENCE S. GoLDMAN

HoN. D^NIEL W. JoY
HON. D^NIEL F. LUct^No

HON. Ju^NITA B'No NEwToN
AI.AN J. PoPE

HON. EUGENE W. S^LIs8URY
MEMAERS

ALBSRT B. L^WRENCE
CLERX

' \
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ALBANY, NEw YORK 12207

5r8-.t74-5617 5t8-d86-1850
TELEPIIONE FACSIII I I I ,T:
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November 10. 1998

CONFIDENTIAL

Mr. Thomas Thornton
499 Fort Washington Avenue
#3D
New York, New York 10033

Dear Mr. Thornton:

This is in response to your letter of October 15, 1998, concerning the
Commission's disposition of your complaint.

That a complaint is dismissed "on its face" means that it is dismissed
without investigation. In other words, it was determined that the allegations in your
complaint, even if proven, would not amount to judicial misconduct.

I am unable to provide you with more information concernine the
Commission's disposition.

Very truly yours,

AJ t*-f, [u^^rr-+.rwr-
Albert B. Lawrence, Esq.

ABL:dmc
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