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Comm'n Abandons
Investigative Mandate

Your front-Daee article, ..Funding
Cut seen cuiuing oir"ibrinini'or
Jydges," (l!yU, Aug. l) quotes thecnatrman of the New york State Com_mission on Judicial Conauct as *rii,that budggt quts are compromifing
the commissidn's ability t"-"".ry 6irtq'its constitutionat mdndate.,; 

"ft 
"tmandate, delineated in Article Z-,q'lfthe.Judiciary [aw, is to ..inrresti;;;,,

eacn.comp-taint against iudges an? iu-qtct:u candidates, the onlyexceptibn
D9mg where the commisCion ..d'eter-
pi!* that the complainf "" ieil""
t"g!r merit" (tg.t).

.Yet, long ago, in the very period
rynen your article shows the co-mmis_sion had more than ampl",rour"o- and indeed, was, tirereaftd;;
q.uesti-nf less funding:_ the "orri.j"-sion-fettisoned sulh invuriis;1i".

ffi{il:,1il,e$T'ff5*ff,tffi4
::lo^?_olg to .an optionSt ohe so thaq .unDounde! by any standard and with-
:lTlll^es|ryt9n, it coutd arbitrarily
orsmiss_iurlicial misconduct com-plai-nts. Ttre unconstitutional L"ft'Lf
such rule yhiclL as written, "";;;
reconciled with the stahrte, i" tt "C Uythe commission's own "iau"u'J. 

"it

dis-misses, without invesUiation,lrrer
100 comptaints a month.-

Foryears, the commission has beenaccused of going after smalt tom ius-uces to the virtual exclusion of thbse
liuing on this state's high;i;il.
Yct, until.no-w, the confidentiality oftne commission's orocedures h-as'pre_vented researcheis and thu ;;;;
!ll. gtimpsing the kind ;i f#;;;_menronous complaints the commii_sion dismisses and tne protectl;;;;;
it practices when th. J;;il;;;;;judge is powertut and p"ti-tiili;;;:
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nTt"g. Howe\rcr, the Center for JirOi_cial - Accountabiiit 
-tn;::';'i"r"_ior-

prof i t ,  non-pait isan' . i i ' i l lnr,organizatioD, has Uu"n a"uet*o;,;';,archive- of duplicate copies of suchcomplaints. Eirtier thi, ;;,;;;-dertook a constitutonal tt iti"ni"*rothe commission's r"rJ_p-ioil"i*?"0
Tt"::" wrifren ""d ;fii'"4:'d;-fi-
gte Je. geution annex"fotifu; &i,,facial ly-meritonous complalntsagainst hig. h-rankirs i"a* ;;6;;the .commission sin--cl ibeb,;;;;-marily dismissed pv tr,! 

-.irilirirln,
with no finding tr,"t-tr," ii"i'pijrt"were facially rfrtnout meritrn ..round one" of the litigaiton,Manhattan Supreme Court JusticeHerman.Cahn dismisseo n" ariiliJzaproceeding in a decision repd;Jon,,1:..r::"nd-front_page of n'e-iij" tfLstD roumat and fpri$gd in fuli. Byhis decision, JustiJe 

- 
c"rr]"1'iiiii.i'rgt1t9 f".t that the commission"ri"'ln

defaull held the commission,s self-qSgqqtgated rute consututilnir.--iu
!j! tnis !r. r. is-noring the "ornrnir"ioil,own- expticit definition of tne ieil;in_vestigation" and uy aai"ancil;; *-gument never pul torwara-"bv-- tnecommission. As io trre uncinru"iur"-
iliy .J.n9. rure, as apptiedla;;;"_
:lrtS E thu commlsii-on*_fi;ry
qismissats 9f lhu eight faci-J,;;;l*nous complaints. JusUce Afrn-fr"iC,
I$Tt any taw to support such rutingand b-1 misrepresun:dnC tr,"-.i"iiu"rreco_rd before hi'n, thii"..tir" iiJi""i,not before tte court." 

- ---rv i
The public and tegal community areencouraged to access the pip"ir-in

the Articte 28 proceeding iil; d"New york couniy cleir<t'irii;'(#_
i:3,,i,i.- * yt yt ss i o n, ; * -i 6d; b":
i::]:9i "g n e .nany motio"n, li "-i,ir;Intervenors. Whai those p"p";-';;_
mistakably show is that tfi. 

-."r*"ir_

:1: l  protects judges trom 
- in"

consequences of their judiciaf miscon_

..ri"t. and, in t"rn, i" firuffi"w
Elena Ruth Sassower

White plains, N.y.


