
GEORGE SASSOWER
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April 25,1994

Departmental Discipl inary Committee
F i.rst Judicial Department
41 Madison Avenue,
Nev York, NY 10010

Re: Halburton Fa1es, 2d, EEiq.

Gent lemen :

I make this disciplinary complaint against the
above r+rhich must be proeessed like any other disciplinary
complaint, to rrit., the accused-attorney being directed t-o
respond tr: the charges made.

Charqe I.

la. Assuming, arguendo, Mr. Fales determined he
personally cou1t1 and should process the charges against Andral N.
Bratton, Esq., he =hou1d have ernployed the normal and usual
procedures by directing Mr. Bratton to respond to the core of my
charges, to nit:

rr Ia Mr. Bratton, both as an
invest igator
reason to bel

and proseeutor, knew and,/or had every
ieve, that SAM POLUR, Esq. ['Polurr] never

served any
[ 'Schne ider I
tHt was not

summons on DCINALD F. SCHNEIDER, Esq.
I on April 10, 1985, and certainly Exhibit
that summonE . I emphas is suppl ied I

The failure of Mr. Fales to

b. Had Mr. Bratton has any
interest i.n the "truth, rather than conspiring uith
Schneider, in order to advance and eoneeal a criminal
racketeering adventure, he would have subpoenaed or
telephoned me, and he would have had the documented,
uncontroverted, facts . I emphas is suppl ied I

2. In almost every other respect,
Mr. Brattonts assertions against Mr. PoIur insofar as
it related to Puccini, vas eoncocted, fabricated and
contr ived r tss f can eas i 1y demonstrate from the
transcript of the hearings, although I only partially
examined same, rr

b.
to respond to
Fales knew my

my aceusation, compels the
eharges to be true and correct,

directed Mr. Bratton
conclusion that Mr.
and much more.

Charqe I I .


