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Assenbly Judiciary Comnittee
L . O . B .  R o o m  B 3 l _
Empire State plaza
Albany, New york I224g

ATT: patricia corman, Counsel

Box 69, Gedney Station
White Plains, New york 10605

Dear Pat :

Tine moves faster than r do. Ever since our meeting in Albany onoctober 24.' ' . t  r  have been meaning to- write a note of thanks toyou and Joanne Barker, counsel to the Assembly Judiciarycomrnittee, to Anthony Profaci, .=-o"i. t" counsel 0f the AssernbryJudiciary conmitteei to _J.oan nyarln, counser to chairwomanweinstein, and to Josh Ehrrich, ; ; ; ; ; i  to the Assernbry ErectionLaw comrnittee, for the two hours time ea.ch of you gave us to
i"Tt"=!:; ir"" 

""1. 
i o, .t 

" " o ttn " " a " i i " n! 
- 
?l=r i rn p e r a ti rrl r v - r e qu i r e d

r  d id. terephone_ Joan Byal in on october 26th and conveyed ourappreciation' r hope il v/as passed on to chairwornan weinsteinand to the counser present at the october 24th meeting.
we trust you have now had sufficient tirne to review thedocuments we supplied the Assembly-Juai"iu.y committee and toverify their extrlorainary signifi-1""* This includes the courtpapers in our Articre ze .proceeding-igain"i-tn"--u"i" york statecomnission on Judicial cond-uct1--una' oui r"ratea coriespondence.
By your review of point rr of our Memorandum of Law2__detairedwith regislative- histo.y .r"ta caseraw-li 'n"r" should be no guestionbut that the serf-prornirlgated rule oi- trr" cornni=sion (22 NycRRs7o0o.3)  i s ,  on  i t s  t i ce ,  i r reco . , " i t .u t "  w i th  the  s ta tu tedef in ing rhe cornrnf f i ; ! .  

.dr ty 
-  -a;  

invesi ig.re f  acialrymeritorious cornplai_nts l.ruaiciirf L;;, S44. L) and with theconstitutionar amendments based in"r."". Fg, your convenience,copies of the rure and stltyloqv and 
-constitutionar 

provisions
::S""i&?"I;: 

hereto as Exhibils ' 'A-1r,, "l-2 ",--' u,.,u ,,A-3,, ,

1 For ease of reference, the court
7? 

proceeding against the Commission arecne numbers assigned thern by our Inventory
2 See Doc.  6  ,  pp.  j -O-  j -Z .

papers in  the Ar t ic le
designated here in by

of  Transni t ta l
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Moreover, you should now be convinced that the supreme courtrsdecis ion of  d . isrn is_sal ,  just i fy ing SZoOO. f  ,  as wr i r ten,  __by ana rgumen t  no t  advanced  by  tne  co rn rn i ss - i ; i ] -  i s  pa rpab ry
insupportable.

The  de f i n i t i ons  sec t i on  o {  s7ooo .1  ($xh ib i t  ,A -1 r ) ,  wh ich  thecour t  i tser f  quotes in  i ts  dec is ion3,  ber ies i tJ  cra im thattr init ial review and inquirytt is subsumed witnin rr investigationr.
such def in i t ions sect ion express ly  d is t inguisnes " in i t i . r  rev iewand inquirytr from rrinvestigJtiontrf

Even more importantly, the courtrs aforesaid sua sponte argument,wh ich  i t  p re tends  to  be  the  co rnn i sE lon lF  , ' co r rec t  
[  ]interpretIation] 'r of the statute and constitut ionf ao"= NorHrNGto  reconc i l "  - - ! 7000 .3 . ,  As  -wr i t t en ,  w i th  . f ua i c ia i y  Law,  S44 .1 -(Exhib i t  I tA-2rr )  .  Th is  is  bec 'a l lse Szooo.  r  .  (nxhib i i  'A-1rr )  usesthe discretionary ttmaytt language $ relation to uotn ,r init ial

review and inquiry" and "inv6stigationr-:iHU;-'r'teHoa6twc 
NETTHER.Addi t ionarry ,  as wr i t ten,  sTooo.J f ixes No ouject ive s tandard bywhich the commission is iequired to ao anytni" i  wiin a compraint_-be it  rrreview 

Tg inguiry,r or r investigit ion-,,.- '-  t i i= contrastsi r reconci lab ly  wi th  rua ic i i ry-Law s44.1,  wnicn , r="=- ih"  mandatoryrrsharlr for investigation of "o.ir. ini= not determined by theCommiss ion to  fac ia l ly  lack mer i t .

3 The supreme court decision does not quote the entiredefinition of, ".investigatioD'r, set forth lttT7oo=o-.1-(-j ) . onittedfrom the decision is the specification of what ,rinvestigationrl
includes. The onitted text reads as follows:

"41 investigatlon includes the examination of
w i t n e s s e s  u n d e r  o a t h  o r  a f f j . r r n a t i o n ,
requir ing the production of books, iecora=,
documen ts  o r  o the r  ev idence  

' t ha t  
t he

cornmission or i ts staff may deem relevant or
ma te r ia l  t o  an  i nves t i ga t i on ,  and  the
examination under oath or alrirrnat,ion or thejudge involved before the commission or any
of i ts rnembers. r l

Accordingly, the rr init ial review and inquiryrlby the ' rcommiss ion s taf f i l  and is

I t i n t e n d e d  t o  a i d  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  i n
deternining
invest igat ion.  r t  lern

4
conducted J-S
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_in Support of Default JudgTment,
Doc.  5 ,  t t f l10  ,  5O-4

Exh ib i t  i lE r r .

Pat Gorrnan, Esq.

As to the issue of  the const i tut ional i ty_?-f  s7ooo.3,  .s_eEpl: [ec! ,your review of the papers shourd tr"* persuaded you that suchirnportant issue -w1s, iquarery u"i"r"- lhe 
-court5--co,ntrary 

to thesupreme court,rs bard representation that it was not.
Finally, we expect you have arso confirned that the threshordissues which th; supieme coyrt was required to .adjudicate beforeit could grant the conrnissi"" t =- ai"i is=ar rnotion were entirervignored by it. Those threshold issues--furry deveroped in th;record before the supreme court--incruded tn"- """""ar"""ra*def autt of the eorn-mission ;; il;l;i;i 

-cf:,.,arilt. 
and rheuncontroverted showing that the c-ommission," ai=.i=!ir- moti.on wasinsuf f icient, ."" . ^alt"r oi- L,J7.-"-"ti i= i= ".r", 

-J'a 
beyond theconfrict of interEsE--Gues affecting the Attorney Generalrsrepresentation of the comr_rsslRn, o'hl;i, we rnaae iil" subject ofrepeated objection to the courtS.

conseguentry, based on the regord. before.vou, you shourd have nowconfirmed thlt- .tne- supr&e courtG-ffi; ';i 
ailrnirrar is a__.r,a T= rnorn to besuch by the commission on r@ tne slate AttorneyGenerar, and the state Ethics cornrnissGn, who have each receivedexplicit and extensive communications frorn us or 1n.t subject( E x h i b i t s  r r C t r ,  r r D t ,  a n d  n E r ) .

since none of t^hese_ public agencies and off ices have taken stepsto vacate for  f raud the supreme cour t rs  d^ec is ion of  d ismissar-_which ltas pointed out as tneir ,a"ly t" aog--- i t  
-; ; ;  

fat ls to theAssembry Judiciary to t"k?__action io 
-protect 

the public. As afirst priori ty, the Assembly Judiciary ionnitt"" , ,rJt require thecommission on Judiciar coriduct to atd-ress the specif ic issuesra ised here in as to  the farse . ra- - i ruudulent  nature of  theSupreme Cour t rs  dec is ion.

5  See  Doc .  1 :  No t i ce  o f  pe t i t i on :  (a )  (b )  ( c ) ;  A r t i c l e  7gPetition: ltfl NrII_ETEENTH, TwENTTETH, twnrvry-i-rnbr,' 
-dwnury-sEcoND,

TWENTY-THIRD, TWENTY-FOdNTH, TWENTi-FIFTH, TWENTi-STXTH, TWENTY-SEVENTH, TwENTy-EfcHTH, fWi l l ty -NINTH, 
- fHfnfy_THIRD,, ,pHEREF9RE, l

c l a u s e :  ( a )  ,  ( b )  ,  ( c )  .

6  see go" .  2 ,  Af f -  o f  DLS in  suppor t  o f  Defaur tJ u d g m e n t ;  D o c .  S ,  l n 2 - i ,  7 i  D o c .  6 , p p - .  L _ 2 .
7 see

I see
! [ t [9 ,  L4 ,  Ex .

9  see

D o c .  6 ,  p p .  2 - 9 .

Doc.  2 t  DLS Af f .r rB r r  t he re to ,  p .  3 t

Exh ib i t  nDr r ,  p .  6 ;


