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January  22 ,  1993

Conmission on Judicial Conduct
Agency Building L I l_t-th Floor
The Nelson A.  Rockefe l ler  Empire State p laza
Albany, New York 1-2223

Att: Albert B. Lawrenee, Clerk

RE: Samuel  G.  Fredman
Justice of the Supreme Court
Westchester County

Dear  Mr.  Lawrence:

Your  p-er functory,  three-sentence January 20,  1993 le t ter ,
purport ing to be a rf responsert to ny letter of December 4, Lg92',
hard ly  bef i ts  an agency establ ished to pol ice the jud ic iary  .n i
protect  the publ ic .  As shown by my December 4th te t ter ,  r  made
speci f ic  charges of  f raud a.nd other  jud ic la l  misconduct  by Judge
samuel  Fredman--a l l  o f  whlch f  documented wl th  references €o
pert inent port ions of my eppettantF-TiTet "nJ- Appendtx f i led
wi t f r  t l t "  Appel la te n iv is ion 1n the case of  Bres la i  v .  Bres law.
S u c h d o c u m e n t a r y e v i d e n c e i s u n a s s a i I a b 1 e a n a @ e
comnission to take disclpl inary action, including rerndving Judt;
Fredman from the bench.

I rnmediate ly  upon receipt  o f  .your  inexpl icable d isrn issal  le t ter ,  I
terephoned your  Albany of f ice to  d iscuss i t  w i th  you d i rect iy .
r  was to ld  by your  secretary,  sharon,  that  you 

-*do 
not  ta ie

cal ls t r .  she would g ive me no in format ion aJ to  the speci f ic
reasons for  the d ismissal  d isposi t ion and would not  s tate i^ rhether
Cornmission rnembers had themselves reviewed my December 4th
t ransmi t ta l ,  whether  they had considered or  act la  on i t  " t  u ; t
formar meeting r ot the date thereof. she told me that tha
transnittal rnight have been reviewed by "either a lawyer or anj-nvestigatorrr ,  but wourd not identify such person ( s j  or who
actual ly  rnade the d isrn issar  a isposi t ion.  r  requested an
opportunity to rneet with a member bf the conmission to discuss
this matter pers_onally and asked that she convey such request to
you.  Af ter  ter r ing i l€ ,  ra ther  rudery,  that  r  should put  rnv
requests in  wr i t ing,  Sharon unceremoniously  hung up.

r ,  therefore,  hereby request  a  response to a l l  o f  ny foregolng
inqu i r i es .

2L2



Conmission on Judiclal Conduct Page Two January 22, i_993

r do not believe thqt any ob-Je_ctive- lawyer could have reviewed my
Decernber 4th transmittal and deemed it  disrnissible, let alone oi-,
the crear ly  er roneous ground set  for th  in  your  ret ter ,  i .e . ,  tn i i
i t  contained rf no new arlegationsr. rf  a-nything pror"= that my
transnittal ryas never read by whoever nade tne disrnissai
dec is ion,  i t  is  th is  s taternent- - l lnce the specl f ic  a l legat lon o ifraud, set forth in the second paragraph of ny December 4th
coverletter, was never previously asserted.

The fraud connitted by Judge Fredman was his issuance of a
knowingly  fa lse and defamatory Ju ly  13,  l -9g9 decis ion concern ing
me (A-32-7) ,  which he re leased to the media.  (A-3421,  incruain6
The New York Law Journal ,  .which publ ished i t '  in  ru i r  1a- ie i j  1
such Ju ly  L3,  L989 decis ion wal  based upon ny a l leged ,o. -
appearance fgr  S contenpt  proceeding on Ju ly  10,  rgeg.  rn  fact ,
as the record shows,  the case was not  on the Cour t rs  ca lendar  on
that-  date (A- l -28-9)  and the Cour t  Repor ter  noted no appearances
on e i ther  s ide (A-L2 6-7)  .

As a resul t  o f  th is  rnar ic ious f raud by Judge Fredman (Br .  B-9,
25-9,  6L)  and h is  re fusal  to  fo l low btacX-- te t ter  law and the
ethical nandates of the code of Judicial Conduct, r suffered
irreparable injury and w3.s dragged through a factuarry and
legar ly  unfounded proceeding,  cost ing i l€ ,  as wel l  aJ the
taxpayers of  th is  s tate,  tens of  thousands of  dor lars  for
count less hours of  1egal  and jud ic ia l  t ine.

To the extent  yo l r  d ismissal  le t ter  re fers  to  ny 1991 le t ter  to
the Governor--which $ras not _a cornplaint directed specir ic"f iV
against Judge Fredman--the documentary proof pr"="ri t"d by .v
December 4th t ransni t ta l  shows that  the-colnmiss idnts  d isrn i==i t  ; i
such le t ter  was not  onry prec ip i tous,  but  pa lpably  erroneous.

considering the irrebuttable -proof you non have before you of ajudge who,  in  addi t ion to  being in te l lectual ly  a i=noi"=t  
-ana

inco rnpe ten t ,  may  we l l  be_su f f "1 i1S  f rom pa tho iog l ca l  a i sease ,such as paranolar  or  earry  senl r i ly ,  or  Lotn--y5ur  concrudl_nc l
s e n t e n c e  t h a t  ' t h e  m a t t e r  c a n n o t  b e  r e d o n = i a e i e o i - - i ;
incomprehensib le.  May I  remind you tnat  tne conmiss ionrs a" ty  i=to protect the pubric. The evidence r have presented is iro.ethan suf f ic ient  to  establ ish f fprobable causef '  for  invest igat ion. -

Th"- evidence transrnitted under ny Decernber 4th coverretter
lnc l -uctes:

( 1 )

1-28-9)- -establ ish ing the f raud bt  Judge Fredman.
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unabashed ignorance and disrespect for the Iaw.

(2 ' � )

showing a g5oo
adverse  counse l rs
court appearance
Breslaw matter.

po l i t i ca l
law firrn
before

contr ibut ion
short ly before
Judge Fredman

January  22 ,  1993

,
a n d
and
and

frorn my
ny f i rst

in the

q."gtur y. ur"rtqr _fa-g-uuif  acie evidence of his emotionar instabi l i ty-=;e

( 3 )

I t igh l is .h t ins a pat te@rare
r -n luc l ic ious conductr  ds wer l  as ignor ince of  ,d isregard for ,  bas ic  and contro i f in j  legal
eth ica l  pr inc ip les.

rhg- foregoing substantiating proof ls in addition to the regalauthor i ty,  set  for th at  rengtn tnrougn@antsr Br ief  .As shown. by the triar excerpts thereG, Judle i iedman's view ofcontrorr ing raw is character ized by a paf. tern of  iq"" .""""1
i la l f ference, ?nd open host i l l ty--his-  stat ld posi t ion being thatr i t igants shourd save their  regal  arguments tor  an appear (Br.
3 L - 2 ,  5 3 ,  5 7 ) .

r request a telephone conference with either you or Gerald sternto discuss the manner in which the commission i;; ;;proached thisdocumented complaint .  r ts dismissal  thereof is " i€ner evidenceof the comnissionrs derel ict ion or of  i ts  r fdouble standardr whena judgg with the r ight  pot i t ical  I 'connect ions,  i ;  i t t .  subject  ofcomplaint  before i t .

Very t ru ly yours,

fl*vL€
DORIS L. SASSOWER

DLS/er

cc:  Gerald stern,  Administrator,  comrnission on Judic ia l  conductLee Kik l ier ,  Adninistrat ive Assistant,

c. oliver Kopperr, "f;:THffl"l=::.ili';l3l"i:li"Elnnittee
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