
GEORGE SASSOWER
16 LAKE STREET

WHITE FLAINS. N,Y. 
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"ro-*Ir""

Grievance Committee, Kings County
Municipal Building,
zLO Jorelemon Street,
Brooklyn, NY 1L201

This complaint, at this point
intentionally omits confidential information
vhich may reveal. confidential sources.

L. The factual material set forth
to serve as the basis of this diseip}inary
Strausr I here inaf ter the 'taccused[ 1 .

Re: Robert H. Straus, Esq
Municipal Building
2LO Joralemon Street,
Brooklyn, NY L1201

Gentlemen:

I herewith subnit this disciplinary complaint
against ROBERT H. STRAUS, Bsq. I xStrausrt l, vith the relevant
observation that my prior courplaint against him, to the Grievance
Comnittee, dated Mareh 31, 1985, and thereatter directly to Hon.
William H. Booth, its Chairman, of January 30, 1987, uere never
acknosledged, nor ever- processed.

January 24, 1994

Certified Mail
P 269 529 243

in time and pIace,
and,/or information

herein, is intended
complaint about Mr.

a. The accused is essentially and effectively anilat-rriI1tr employee of the Appellate Division, Second Department,
and/or its Presiding Justice, not the Grievance Comnittee, and
serves at the pleasure of the lppellate Division and/or its
Presiding Justice.

b. The accused has a substantial monetary interest in
his continued employment, as the purported Chief Counsel for the
Grievance Committee, and recognizes that such rrat-vil,lrr tenure is
essentially dependent upon the pLeasure of the AppeILate Division
and/or its Presiding Justice, not the Grievance Committee.

c(1)
that his pubL
Committeerr, is
to correct such

The accused recognizes, and/or should recognize,
ic title as trChief Counsel f or the Gr ievance
false and/or deceptive, and he has never attempted
public deception, even to those who he aecuses.

The first tiure that I, or anyone else f knov,(2'
recognized that those representing the rrGrievance Committeerr are,
in fact, ttat-ni 11rr employees of the Appellate Divis ion and/or its
Presiding Justice, uas uhen MICHAET A. GENTILE, Esq. I tfGentiletr ]
nas discharged by Presiding Justice FRANCIS T. L{URPHY I f'gurphy" l,yhich vas subsequent to the diseiplinary proceedings against iIe.'
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d. Additionally, before commencing a disciplinary
proeeeding against R€r as hereinafter shosn, he knew he t as a
money damage defendant in an action that I commenced, and remains
such money damage defendant in such undisposed case.

e. By reason of the aforementionedr BS the aecused
\ras or shouLd have been avare, he uas, at al L t imes,
disquaS.ified from acting as a disciplinary proseeutor against me
( Withrotr v. Lark in 42L U.S. 35 t19351), and such proeeedings are
void.

2a. In 1984. the accused uas communicated, ex parte,
by and/or behalf of members of the judiciary, not necessarily
from the Second Department, and direeted and,/or requested to
eooperate sith FELT!.IAN, KARESH & MAJOR, Esqs. IttFKaFtr I r
thereaf ter FELTMAN, KARESH, MI'JOR e FARBHAN, Esqs. I rtFHMcFrr I r in
instituting disciplinary proceedings against rrEr although there
uas no formal complaint before the Grievance Committee at the
time.

b. fn andtrinstruetionsrr as the
purpose of instituting

c . I n September of L98 4, the accused knerl and,/or
beeame auare that DONATD F. SCHIIEIDER, Esq. I rrsehneidertr ], a
partner in FKI'{cF, lras publ icly represent ing that it uas therrGrievance Committeerf that the Court, and particular, Mme.
Justice ETHEL B. DANZIG I ftDanzigtf I to employ certain proeedures
rrhen I uas present.

d. .}t the tine, Mme. Justice Danzig had no objection,
and indeed consented, to ny aetivities, as Her Honor knen them to
be.

about September of 1984, the accused gave
procedures that FI(MEF should employ for the
disciplinary procedures against me.

The accused knes that Schneider had no authority
behalf of the rrGrievanee Committeerr. had no authority

the confidentiality provisions of Judieiary taw
Ie tranEmitting requests on behalf of the rf Gr ievanee
and his public representations sere made with the
the accused, and,/or were rat i f ied by the accused

a

to speak on
to violated
S90t10Ir yhi
Commi ttee rr ,
consent of
thereafter.

f. The accused knew that FKH&F trere concealing his
personal transaetional involvement in the matter, nor did the
accused chose to disclose his personal involvement at thatr oE
any other, time during such period in 1984.
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9.
title t as as f olLotrs:

IISUPREHE COURT OF THE STATE OF }IEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

----x
GEORGE SASSOTIEB,

Plaintiff,
-against-

DONATD F. SCHHEIDER and FEITI'I.LH' KARESH &

MAJOR and ttJOHH DOEtrr person intended to be
one purportedly gave defendante
'instructions t

____:::::::::::- ---------x

The accused knen that I issued a sunmons, vhose

January 24, 1994

Index No.
25q52-19 I 4

h. The accused knev that he uag the TIJOHN DOErr

described in such sunmons.

i. The accused knen that the object of the
aforementioned action uas rrmoney damagestt against all the
def endants, including TTJOHN DOErr.

j. The accused knerr that on or about October 19th,
1984, I moved the Court for the disclosure of the true identity
of nJOHN DOEtr.

k. The accused kney that such motionr ds well as the
aetion, had been assigned to Mr. Justice MARTIN EVANS [flEvansrl.

1. The aecused Yas also auare, at the timer or
shortly thereafter, that a proceeding to hold HYMAN RAFFE
IrrRaffefrl and me in non-summary erininal eontempt, vhich had been
brought by FKM&F, along crith KREINDLER 6 RELKIN, p.C. ['rK&Rrrl--
hereinafter ttthe criminals with lau degreesrt had been pending,
sub judiee, before Mr. Justiee Evans, under a massive submission
made by them, sinee hefore 1984.

m. ?he accused also vas auare that a failure of Mr.
Justice Evans to find ne guilty of those criminal charges, which
included the complaints made by Schneider be a death-kne1I to any
discipLinary proceeding against me.
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n. The accused also knev that on December 7t L9841
FKM&F, K&R and NACHAMIE, KIRSCHNER, LEVINE, SPIZZ & GOIDBERG,
P.C. IfrNKLS&Grr], had ex parte secured from Mr. Justice THOMAS J.
HUGHES I rrHughesrrl an Order to Shov Cause, vith a Temporary
Restrainlng Order, vhich requested, inter alia:

ttpermanently enJoInIng and staylng
prosecutlon of the actions entitled "GejIge-
Sasso'rer v. Donald F. Schne iderl, FeItman. Karesh &
Malorr et al.rr

o. AIso stayed uere actions against Administrative
Judge XAVIER C. RICCOBONO IrrRiccobonort l f or his part in the
larceny of the judicial trust assets of PUCCINI CLOTHES, tTD.
I ttPuccinift l r and other tortious and criminal activities.

p. The accused knew that neither Hr. Justice Hughes,
nor any other coordinate jurist, except under circumstanees not
here rel.evant, had the authority and/or jurisdiction to enjoin
and/or stay an aetion that t as before Mr. Justice Evans,
particularly uithout notice.

g. On December t.4, 1984, promptly after receipt from
the aceused of a Schneider of FKH&F complaint, I responded, in
part r Els f ol lows :

rrHr. Schneider, assuming the role of an
apostle for your committee, has openly advised members
of the judiciary that someone in your organization has
'instructedt him to advise its various members to have
a court stenographer presentr Els proof of my presence
and/or participation.

Mr. Sehneider does not merely reguest
the presenee of a court stenographer, whieh is his
entitlement, but publicly announces that 'the Grievance
Committee has requested that he make the reguestr on
its behalf I

Ifhen l,lr. Schneider ref used to divulge
the identity of the person in your committee nho
purportedly gave hin such 'instructions r, I moved the
Court f or such relief , trhich is presently, su!- iudice.rl
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r. On December L9, 1984, the return date of the Order
to Shou Cause , l7t. Justice IRA GAMHERMAN I f'Gammermanrr J in a
crystal clear opinion, as confirmed by the transcript, held as
follows (SH7-8):

TITHE COURT: I rm going to stay all the actions
agq-inst the Iat*f irns. That I s my intention. I | 11 l isten to
Hr. Sassover, but after reading all the papers, it vas my
intention to stay actions against the lavfirms, ].et-
litiqation proceed aqainst the non-lawfirm defendants, if
there is any basis for the lasfirm actionsr ein application
may be made by Mr. Sassouer to vacate the stay . .. rr

lenphasis suppliedl

s, The aforementioned
that or any other day.

decision vas never modified on

t. ?he accused and Schneider knerc that the deeision
of Deeember 19, 1984r d6 aforestated, left them actively
vulnerable in my money damage lawsuit against them, which nas
stil1 before Mr. Justice Evans.

u. The accueed also knev that, thereafter, on or
about January 41 1985r EB Order of Mr. Justice Evans $as entered
that failed to find either Raffe or me in non-summary criminaL
contempt, uhich the accused knev triggered constitutional double
jeopardy prohibitions .

v. The accused also knen of the Order of Mme. Justice
Danzig of January 7, L985, ehich permitted me to defend Raffe in
Barr v. Raffe (Sup. NY Index No. 16792-l-980 [hereinafter trBarr
#2 t ) .

3. By the end of January 1985, if not before, the
accused knev, or should have known, that the uncontroverted
documentary facts, and black-Ietter Iav, were as follons:

a. Puccini uas involuntarily dissolved on June 4,
L980, at the instance and request of K&R, its associate JEROME H.
BARR I ItBarrrr I and CITIEANK, N.A. I trCitibankrt I, its assets
becoming custodia Ieqis, held under rf color of lautr .

b. The KeR prepared Order of June 4t 1980, contained
the folloving provision:

TTORDERED, that the corporation, its
offieers, direetors, shareholders, agents and employees
are enjoined and restrained from transferring or
disposing any property of the corporation, except with
the approval of the receiver.rf
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c. K&R and Citibank engineered the larceny of all of
Puccini's judicial trust assets, which included the follouing.

(1) At least seventeen (17) checks from Puccinits bank
assets vere made payable to K&R, Barr, Citibank and,/or the
Kaufman Estate, to rrit., June 5t 19801 June 25r 1980 12 checksl;
JuIy 11, I-980; JuIy 15, 1980; July 25, 1980; August L, 1980;
August 22, 1980; August 29, 1980; September 5, 1980; September
34, 1980; October 10, 1980; October L7, 1980; October 27, 1980;
November 19, 19801 December 1, 1980; and December L7, 1980.

(2t RASHBA & POKART IrrR&Ptr], Certified PubIic
Accountants, yere retained by K&R, Barr and/ox, Citibank, prior to
L981, and vere bil.Led S61200 for their services. Payment of such
K&R, Barr and/or Citibank indebtedness of $5r200 uas satisfied by
a $L0r000 sithdraval by ARUTT, NACHAMIE, BENJAMIN. LIPKIN &
KIRSCHNER, P.C. I Tf ANBL&Kt' ] f rom Puecini I s judicial trust assets,
without the approval of the court or any court-appointed
receiver, falsely debiting such yithdraval as rrlegal feesrrl
ANBLEK then deposited such monies in its otln account, issued a
check for $61200 to ReP in satisfaction of the indebtedness due
by K&R et. 81., and ANBL&K kept 93r 800 of sueh sum aE afrlaundering feerr.

(3) The balance of the vithdrauals of Puccinirs bank-
deposited judicial trust assets t ere made, vith the consent of
K&R, to bribe and corrupt.

( 4 ) Included in the aforementioned balance transferred
to bribe and corrupt, uas the uithdraval of almost $7001000.00,
both before and after January 1985, payable to FKM&F, the lau
f irm of LEE FELTMAN, Esq. I rf Feltmanil l , the court-appointed
receiver, in order to eonceal sueh larceny and make no attempt at
recovery on behalf of Puccini, the helpless judicial trust.

(5) For doing nothing, absoLutely nothing, to benefit
Puccini, FKU&F took from it, the ttjudicial fortune cookierry
$109,?58.93 (7/5/8{}, 34t2O2.7? (9/L2/841i $140,585.41 (4/3/851i
$311.94 (4/3/851 i $303r 580.01 {LL/25/851 i and $L22, 500.00
(9/15/86), or a total of $5801439.01 from Puccini, for doing
absolutely nothing to benefit itt

(6) The only
disposition of its Large
along uith the balance
converted and employed to

sum received by
inventory vas $5L2

reeeived for such
bribe and corrupt.

Puccini for the
!pl_e.E-E_r wh ieh Eum,

inventory, uas also

also employed to(7) All other Puccini
bribe and corrupt.

assets uere
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d. In support of a 1981 motion for summary judgment
in favor of Barr and Citlbank against Raffe in Barr *2, based on
EtockholderE I qross-guarantees, the f olLowingr inte.r a!i4, uas
submitted by KeR:

( 1 ) A Barr affidavit, dated JUIY 2L,
included the f ollorring statement I

1981, which

oUnfortunateLy, it is necessary to
eorrect some of the lncredible misstatements and
outright falsehoods contained in the Raffe affidavits.

The Estate of Kaufnan has received no
monies from Puccini Clothes, Ltd [He and Citibank]
do not have any access to ittrs assetsl, nor have they
received any monies from Puccini.rr

(21 An affidavit of
Vice-President vith Citibank,
stated:

f ollotrs:

CHARTES ZANGARA IrrZangard" ], a
submitted an affidavit which

It... Raf fe claims that the plaintif fs and
the third-party defendants have entered into some
unspecified agreement, pursuant to vhich the
'assets tof Puccini I have been dissipated for the
benefit of plaintiffst. Once again, no documentary
evidence is offered in support of this groundless
assert i on .

The unsupported and baseless charge that
the Estate has dissipated the assets of Puccini
clothes, Ltd. is totally false. The Estate has received
no monies rrhatsoever f rom Puccini Clothes, Ltd. rr

(3) The K&R af f idavit such motion, read a5on

automat ic
d i scovery
tactic as
defense to

e.
statements Barr

tt.. . def endant may not argue that the
stay (CPIR 32L4[bl]r shouLd be lifted, for

here is unnecessary and is simply a delaying
the defendant Hyman Raffe has absolutely no
this action.r'

AHBI&K actually kneu that the aforementioned
, Citibank, and K&R vere Perjurious.

stays" r..-t.i"t
unless the Court

mot i on f or Eummary judgement, automat ica13.y
discovery, until such motion is determined,

otheryise affirmatively states othernise.
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f. ANBL&K also knes that if the Court believed such
perjurious statements on the K&R motion for summary judgment,
that Raffe vould recover over aE against Puecini a judgment in
like amount, and as against Dann and Sorrentino, a judgment for
tuo*thirds the amount.

g. As part of such K&R motion for summary judgment,
It on Raffers behalf, strongly opposed, and such opposition also
served the legitimate interests of the clients of ANBI,&K, and
thus the denial of Raffers cross-motion for a judgnent over as
against Puccini, Dann and Sorrentino.

h. KeR knev beforehand, that although contrary to the
interests of its clients, ANBL&K uould not expose the perjurious
nature of the Barr, Citibank, and K&R affidavits on their motion
for summary judgment in Barr *2.

1. Raffe, in papers prepared by me, in opPosition to
the motion for summary judgmentr alleged that Puccinits assets
had been nade the subject of larceny, prejudicing Raffers right
of subrogation and indemnification.

j. ANBteK, instead of supporting Raffer BS it sas
Legally and ethical).y competled in order to serve the legitimate
interests of his clientE, instead moved for my disqualification
in Barr v. Raffe (Supreme Court, NY Co. 21208-1979 [hereinafter
Barr *11).

k. In opposition to the AHBL&K cross-notion to
disqualify in Barr fI, I nade the decisive point that Earr tI, on
September 3, 1990, had been 1 itigated to judgment, rhich
judgment had been affirmed on appeal, and at that point in time,
no viable issues remained to be litigated,

1. Upon receipt of receipt of ny opposing papers on
the cross-motion for my disqualification, ANBL&K and K&R,
ttsuitchedtr and ffsubstitutedrt two pages on the ANBL&K cross-
motion, including the title pagesr so that the cross-motion to
disqualify read Barr *2, instead of Barr *1.

m. Thus, uithout ny knouledge, the motion papers
submitted to the Court for determination, uere radically
different than those served on me and on rrhich my response vas
based.

n. The
effect of rendering
and transmogrified
lrnonEenselr.

substitution of these tuo pages, had the
my opposing papers incomprehensible, absurd
my opposing papers from frsenser to
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o. The purported disqualification order, rendered
monthS thereafter, based on such rtstlitchedrt papers, encompassed
only a hypothetical situation vherein I vould act contrary to my
o1ln interEsts, the legitinate interests of Raffe and Puecini, a
situation which never occurred, and nhich could not reasonably
have ever occurred.

p. Honever, such disqualification order, caused the
K&R-Citibank motion for sumnary judgment to be denied, without
prejudice to renenal.

q. On or about February L, L9I2, Feltman vas
appointed a court-appointed successive receiver for Puccini.

r. only after Feltman and FKH&F agreed to become co-
con5pirators, did KSR renes itE motion for summary judgment, and
as part of its submission, submitted copies of the July 1981,
perjurious affidavits of Barr, Citibank and K&R.

s. Raffe, in addition to opposing the K&R motion,
once again eroEs-moved over against Fuccini, Dann and Sorrentino,
aE uas the procedure folloned in L981.

t. From an intervening and related decision by Mr.
Justice MARTIN B. STECHER Ir'Stechert'1, ANBL&K, Feltman and FKH&F
actually knev, aE a matter of legal certainty, that recovery by
Barr and Citibank against Raffe, would result in a fu11 recovery
over against Puccini and a tvo-thirds recovery against Dann and
Sorrent ino .

u. K&R in making such renewal motion, knetr as a fact
that neither Feltman nor FKM&F, uho had the Puccini books in
their possession, rroul-d not exPose the perjury, although the
failure to do so nould result in a fu1l iudgment over by Raffe
against Puccini, the judicial trust, fox nhich Feltman was the
f iduclary, and FKM&F lrere acting as his attorney.

v. K&R in making such reneual motion, also knew as a
fact that ANBI&K woul-d once again betray the legitimate interests
of its cl.ients, Dann and Sorrentino, and pernit a judgment for
tno-thirds the amount to be entered against them.

v. lfithout permitting pre-tria1 discLosure, relying
on the aforenentioned K&R, Citihank, and Barr perjurious
statements, and the FKM&F-ANBLcH silence on the subject, judgment
f or S4?5, /t?5.86 sas granted against Raf f e, while Raf f e YaE
granted a judgment over against Puccini for $4?5r{25.86 and
against Dann and Sorrentino for $3L5r950.57.
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x. In granting sumnary judgment to Barr and Citibank,
Mr . Justice THOHAS V. SIHCtAIR, JR. I rtsinclairrt I stated I

trDef endant t s papers herein, other than
the vague allusion to a 'secret agreement t bettreen
Dann, Sorrentino, and Puccini Clothes, ttd-, contain
nothing to substantiate its elain of vrongdoing on the
part of pLaintif f s. rr

{a. It vas obvious to B€r as it shou}d have been to
anyone, that my aetivitiea, although on behalf of my client,
Raffe, also inured to the legitlmate interests of Puceinir Dann
& Sorrentino.

b. Thus, the aetions of F'eltman, FKI{&F and ANBL&K'
including the crininal. contempt proceedings brought by them,
acting in consort with N&R, could only mean that Feltman, FKlleF
and A[IBteK rrere acting eontrary to the Legitinate interests of
the judicial trust, and their clients.

However, the accused vhose initial aPPearance and
involvement was in September of L98,1, did not have to rely on the
aforementioned compelling logic, since the initial trhard
evidencerr of the Puccini lareeny surfaced on November 7 t 1983,
and by September of 1984, the evidence of the larceny of
Puccinirs trust assetsr Ferjuryr betrayal of client and trust,
had reached avalanche proportions.

4a. Thus the accused, Chief Counsel for the Grievance
Committee, uiIfully abandoned his legal and ethical obligations
(Code gf ProfessionaL Responsibilitv, DR 1-L03)' and began to aid
and abet the K&R-FKHaF entourEger in their criminal raeketeering
adventure against Itr€r who uas giving his lega1 and ethieal
obligations exacting obedience.

b. The aceused knerrr at the time of hi's initial
intrusion into the Fuceini matterr oh behalf of fthe eriminals
with law degreeErr that ex-oartg nonetary arrangement had been
made rrith, inter aIia, Administratlve Riccobono for his
assistance in this criminal racketeering adventure.

5a. Thusr tss matters stood on January 22, 1985, this
criminal racketeering adventure nas at an end, notuithstanding
the limited Gammerman injunction.

10

b. Houeverr BS
shortly thereafter, avare
criminals nith law degreesrr
radically from his decieion

the accused uas at the timer or
an Order uas submitted bY rrthe

to Judge Gammerman which differed
of December 19, 198{.
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c. Such Order vas prepared after ex parte tf f ixingrf
conversatlons vere held by and betveen Judge Garnmerman and
Administrator Riecobono, vho uas aeting on his osn personal
behalf, on behalf of Ithe criminals uith lau degreesrt, the
accused and their other co-conspirators.

d. The C1erk ln Speclal Tern Part I lnitially refused
to send the proposed order to Judge Gamnrerman, vithout seeing the
undertying transcript of December 19, 1984, and after such
transcript having been eventually shonn to him, refused to
transmit such proposed Order to Judge Gammerman, unless the
proposed order uas changed to conform to the decision of December
19, L984.

e. Once again there uas, ex parte, intervention by
Administrator Riccobono, and the proposed order vas transmitted
and signed by Judge Gammerman on January 23, 1985.

f. The accused, at all times actually knew that the
Order of January 23, L985, uas secured by eorruption, and that
6ome of its provis ions sere clearly rtout-of -orbitft, incLuding:

rrthat Hyman Raf fe and George Sassouer,
aeting singly, together or in conjunetion nith any
person or entity or acting at the behest, direetion or
instigation of any person or entity, and all others
acting in concert or cooperation vith or acting at the
behest, direction, or instigation of either or both
Hyman Raffe or George Sassower, are oermanently
enioined and restrained from: filing or serving, or
attempting to intervene in or initiate in any court,
tribunal, agency or other forum of this Stater any
lavsuit, proceeding, investigation or other adversary
natter, and from making or filinq a complaint,
<rrievance or correspondence uith a professional
disciplinary or qrievance com-mittee . . . tt Iemphasis
suppl ied I

11

g. The accused knev that
at best, involved only two l2l tort
involved as a party.

the Judge Garnmerman Order,
actions in which I was

h. The accused also knev that I had a contractually
based, constitutionally protected money iudgment in Puccini rrhich
coul"d not be rf impairedtt by state government or any state jurist
or of f icial (U.S. Constitution, Article 1 S10t1l ), l*hich included
pursuing Puccini rs assets rlhich had been criminally diverted byttthe criminals uith lav degreesft.
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1. The accused further knew that Feltman, the court-
appointed receiver, had the mandatory obligation to account rfat
least once a year" (22 NYCRR S202.52te1), and that I had the
constitutional and statutory right (Bus. Corp. Lau Sl-216tal ) to
request judicial intervention to conpel an accounting by the
court-appointed receiver, uhich could not be trimpairedrr.

j. As the accused knew there vas nothing in the
decision of December 19, L98{, uhich prohibited me or Raffe from
communicating vith or f i l ing a complaint vith a rrgr ievance
committeert, and that provisionr ds ve11 as others, uere
transparently invalid, whieh eouLd have been disoheyed with
impun i ty.

k. In short, the aecused knerr that the Judge
Gammerman Order of January 23, 1985, not only corruptly secured,
but also beyond the outer limlts of his constitutional and
statutory authority.

5a. Nottrithstanding the rdoubLe jeopardyfi prohibitions
resulting from the Order of ilr. Justice Evans, entered on January
4, 1985, and the decisive Order of l{me. Justice Danzig of January
7, L985, three (3) rreeks thereafter, FKM&F commenced nev criminal
contempt proceedings against Raffe and myself, revolving about
the same allegations contained in the prior contempt proceedings.

b. llhen these neu crininal contempt proceedings were
instituted, vith the cooperation of the accused, there t aE
pending in the state and federal courts, money damage actions
against, inter. aIiB, Riceobono and Referee DONALD DIAMOND
I trDiamondtt l, in their personal capacities, wherein Raf fe uas the
plaintiff, in his individual capacity and/or on behalf of
Puccini, and I was the attorney.

c(1) The neu contempt proceedings against me Yas
referred to Hr. Justice Evansr EE related to the prior eontenpt
proceedings, but nou after the ex parte intervention of
Riccobono, as vell aE Pres iding Justice l,lurphy of the First
Department, vere referred to Referee Diamond, also an rrat-ui11tr
employee, whose civil authority uas limited by CFLR S4317tbl, and
rrho had no criminal authority.

t2

(2) Furthermore,
addition to heing a money
federal courts, Diamond
transactional actor.

as Mr. Justice Evans was a$are, in
damage defendant in the state and

uas mentioned in the charges as a
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( 3 ) Thus although transactionally mentioned, Referee
Diamond sustained trCharge Ltr which read:

nThe filing of an
dated August 7, 1984, 'on beha
Appellate Division, First
'Justices Rettinger and Riccobono
Iemphasis suppliedl

issuedl, in an action
individualLy and on behalf

Article ?8 proceeding
lf of Puccinl t in the
Departnent, against
and Ref eree Diamond. fr

entitled Hynan Raffe,
of Puecini Clothes, ttd.

Jerome H. Barr and Citibank,

(4) Referee Diamond also sustained rrCharge XLrt that a:
frsummons dated January 7 | 1985 [had been

aga i nst Donald Diamond
N,A., individually and as executors of the Estate ot
Milton Kaufman and Lee Feltman, in the Supreme Court of
the State of Nen York, County of New York.rr [emphasis
suppl ied I

c(1-) A year previously, I and ny daughter had been
phvsicallv barredr uithout any due process, from being in the
Referee Diamond courtroom, and the Referee Diamond Report \ras
rendered yithogt a tria1, yithout the opportunity for a tria1,
rrithout any confrontation r ights, in absentia, without due
proceEE, without the right of allocution, tvithogt any live
testimony in support thereof, and without any constitutional or
legal r*aiverr vith a subEtantial monetary fine and a term of
incarceration imposed thereon.

t2) In his Report, Referee Diamond repeated, ad
nauseam:

nA plea of 'not guiltyr in a criminal
proceeding, is tantamount of a general denial in a
civil action, and raises no triable issues of fact.tt

(3) With respect to Charge tXII, the Referee Diamond
Report reads:

rrt{r . Sassouer t s a1 legat i on of 'not
guilty' is not sufticient to establish that there is an-
issue reouiring a hearing begaus_e the claim that no
pre-motion conference is true to mv otrn knqsledge.rr
lenphasis supplied I
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d(1) on or prior to June 3, 1-935 the accused submitted
an ex parte request, for authorization to commence disciplinary
p=o"."aitq" against me basedr oD information and belief, the
inoving iat se assertion that I rrras engaged in f r ivolous
litigation by demanding an accounting for thg judicial trust
assets of puclinl, and engaged in activities vhich Judge Evans
had failed to find me quitty in a non-summary criminal eontempt
pr oceed i ng .

(2lTheAppellateDivision,SecondDepartment,
although they knen my requests for an accounting of Puccini rs
trust assets and restitution, had compelling merit, particularly
nith my contractually based assets in Pucci.ni, responded to the
desires of presiding iustice Murphy and authorized disciplinary
proceedings, aLthouqh clearly vithout merit, and utas meant to
advance this criminal racketeering adventure.

(3) Furthernore, the Appellate Division appointed the
accused to be the prosecutor, aLthough it knerr hin to be
disqualified fer reasonE heretofore set forth herein.

e{1) InstructiveLy, to the extent that such
uthorization to prosecute tjar based on the unconfirmed Referee
iamond Report of May r, 1985, it vas deleted from the disharment
rder, sin-e it had been adjudicated a nutlity by U.S' District
ourt Judge DAVID N. EDELSTEIN I rrEdelste intt I hased upon the
eport of U. S . Magistrate Judge HINA GERSHON I rrGershonff I
gissoser v- EtreeilE-, 651 F. SuPp. 129 TSDHY-I9861) :
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{Zl Magistrate Gershonts eyeballs 1itera1ly jettisoned
themselves from their eyesockets, as she read the Referee
Diamondts statement that:

rrA plea of 'not gui lty t in a cr iminal
proceed ing, is tantamount of a qleneral denial in a
ifvil actinn, and raises n., triable issues of fact.rr

(3) As officiallY reported
r.31) :

by Magistrate Gershon
Sassorer v. Sheriff. suPra at

nAccording to Referee IDonald] Diamond,
petitionerrs tmyl 'not guiLtyr defense raised in his
rmyl aff idavit in opposition to the Hotion vas
.tantanount to a general denial of the allegations
contained in the petition ... I . The Referee found
that petitionerts 'not guiltyr defense 'does not create
a disputed issue requiring a hearing. t rr
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f(1) As I vas to learn, almost tvo (21 after the
Referee Diamond Report, and after I vas disbarred, that tlhile I
uas convlcted of sixty ( 63 ) counts of non-summary crininal
contempt Raffe, under the same trialess clrcumstances, vas
convicted of the same (63) counts, and an additional eight (8)
counts, and punished proportionately greater.

lzt Horrever, Raffe agreed to ef fectively surrender all
his stoek and creditor interests in Puecini; agreed to execute
release to, inter alia, ilthe crininals vith las degreesrr, the
judiciary, and their co-conspirators; discharge me aE his
attorneyr pay rextortionrt monles, rrhich by an unsolicited,
court-f iled af f idavit, nos ttexceeds S2r000r000.00tt; and give
other manifestly unlarlful con6ideration, and unlike SAI'I POLUR,
Esq. [{PolurtrI and myself, Raffe tas not incareerated.

(3) All of the aforementioned, and much &ore, is in
r*r iting, including the caneelled check payments.

L5

(4) As independently
published by, inter alia, four
JONATHAN FERZIGER [ trFerziger" I of
I rrUPI x I in, inter aI ia, the Vi 1l-age

g. As long as Raffe keeps paying
requests of FKM&F, and Eo the written agreement
not be inearcerated.

investigated, reported and
( 4 ) years thereafter, by Mr.
UHITED PRESS, INTERNATIONAL

Voice (June 6, 1989):

and obeys the
reads, he si11

*By signing three extraordinary
agreements in t985, however . In exchange, the
court agreed to let him go free. The tab so far has
come to more than $2. 5 mill ion, paid to both the
Feltman and Kreindler firms. Raffe continues to pay
sith checks from his A.R. Fuels Co. busine6s
Attorney General Abrams sau copies of the cheeks.
Abrams is the statutory watchdog over eourt-appointed
receivers like Fel-tman. rr

So Raffe paysr pays and pays, to these trjudicial
indulgenee peddlerstr under continuous threats that he vi11 be
incarceratedr tss I was, if he refuses.

h. During the 1985 the aecused proseeuted
disciplinary proceedings against me nthe criminals uith lan
degreestr, IRA POSTEL, Esq. I ffPosteltt ], the accused, and Ref eree
M. HICHAET POTOKER IrrPotoker'1, knew of the aforementioned, and
much more, but did not disclose such exculpatory information.
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t. The accused also kneu that Acting Supreme Court
Judge DAVID B. SAXE ItfSaxertll in 1983, and thereafter Referee
Diamond, unlavfully transferred approxlnately $700r000 from
Pucclnirs trust assets to FKH&F, but slnce they could not show
$5.00 worth of services that they rendered for Puccini, or
intended to render for Puccini, they never filed their nandatory
Judiciary Lav S35-a Statements, uhich had to frcertify" that the
amount vere frreasonable*, and thelr 22 NYCRR S35.4 |texplanation,
in writing, of the reasonsn for such anards.

). The accused lras also avarer is Poste1 and Raf fe
thereafter admittedr that their testimony sas false, but
compelled under threats by FKM&F that Raffe sould be incarcerated
if he did not testify as desired.

7a. During the aforenentioned period of time, the
accused uas acting in consort, in tandem and cooperation vith
Gentile, who had nhiJackedn, Hvay1aidH, rtsecretedrt, and/or
ffdestroyedtr ny disciplinary complaints against lt&R, FKM&F, and
their co-conspirators.

b. Both the accused and Gentile, knew as a fact, that
the Gasherman injunction yhich prohibited me from eommunicating
uith or filing a disciplinary conplaint against nthe criminals
uith lav degreesft was transparentLy invalid, but intentionally,
for criminal reasons, made no attenpt to declare Eatse invalid.

8a. From the information that I have beeh able to
obtain, the aceused, in his aforenentioned conduct, to the extent
that he made disclosures to the Grievance Committee, rendered
false and deceptive reports.

b. Thus, tst the present time, alnost fourteen (14)
years 1ater, although an accounting must be filed rrat Least once
a year" (22 NYCRR. S202.52[el]rthe miscreants of the profession,
r,rith their booty, remain active in corrupting jurist after
jurist, court after court, having been aided and abetted by the
accused, Chief Counsel to the Grievance Committee.

16
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9a. On June L2, 1987, iD an affirmation made under
penalty of perjury, the accused stated:

n12. Appellant also asserts that he
repeatedly asked for exculpatory naterials, but
received none. Yhat appellant fails to mention (and,
apparently, to grasp) is that there sinplI vere no
exculpatory maierial,s. Under those circurastances it
would be unreasonable to insist that they,
nevertheless, be furnished, tenphasis suppliedl

b. The accused knew then, and has alvays knovn that
such and slnllar statements uere false and,/or perJurious.

Most RespectfulLy,

GEONGE SASSOTIER

cc! Robert H. Straus, Eeq.


