
I'NTTED STATES DTSTRTET COI'RT

----x:::T:Y_3t:TI:t_:: _::1_:::1_ _ _
DORrS L. SASSOWER,

P la in t i f f ,
94 Civ. 4sL4 (JF.S)

Notice of Mo{cion for
R e a : r g r r m e n t ,
Reconsiderat ion,  and
Renewal of Order to
S h o w  C a u s e  f o r
B s : c u s a l  a n d  f o r
Other  Rel ie f

-against-

HON. cuy IIANGANO, PRESIDTNG JUSTICE
oF THE APPELLATE DTVISTON, SECOND DEPARTMENT
OF THE SUPREI,TE COURT OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK, and the ASSOCIATE JUSTICES THEREOF,
GARY CASELI"A and EDWARD SUMBER, chief Counsel
and Chairman, respecti.vely, of the GRIEVANCE
COMMITTEE FOR THE NI}ITH JUDTCIAL DISTRICT,
GRIEVANCE COI{II,IITTEE FOR THE NTNTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT,  Does I -2O,  beinE present  members
thereof , MAX GALFIiNT, being a Special Referee,
and G. OLIVER KOPI-,ELI,, Attorney General of the
State of  New York,  a l l  in  the i r  o f f ic ia l  and
personal  capaci t ies,

Defendants.

- - - 5 - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -X

s r R :

PLEASE TAKE NOTfeE that upon the annexed Affidavit of

Prainti f f  pro .Er DoRrs L. sASSowER, svrorn to on March g, Lgg6,

and the exhibits thereto, and upon the preadings and arr papers

and proceedings heretofore had herein, the undersigned wil l  move

this court at the united stat€s courthouse, Foley square, New

York ,  New York ,  on  March  22 ,  L996 ,  d t  9 :30  a .m.  i n  t he  fo renoon

of that day or as soon thereafter as counsel and the pro se

prainti f f  can be heard, for an order granting reargument,

1 . "

I
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reconsiderat ion,  and renewal  o f  p la in t i f f rs  september 26,  1995

order to show cause to recuse this court, and that on granting

such rel ief, that i t  grant Plainti f f ts motion for i ts recusal,

and that in the event it adheres to its oral- ruring denying her

recusal motion, that the court grant immediate prelirninary

injunctive and TRO rel ief, and such other and further rel ief as

may be Just and proper, including nonetary and disciplinary

sanctions against Defendants and the Attorney General for their

continued fr ivolous, unethicar, and criminar conduct.

Dated: March 8, L996
White Plains, New york

Yours, etc

DORIS L. SASSOWER
Plaint i f f  pro Se
283 Soundview Avenue
Whi te p la ins,  New york tO6O6
914 /997 -L677

To: DENNIS C. VACCO
Attorney General of the State of New york
Attorney for the Defendants

By: Assistant Attorney General Jay Weinsteln
L2O Broadway, 24t.h F1oor
New York,  New york LOZ7j .
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UNITED STATES DTSTRICT COURT

:::T:T_::::::::_:: _Y:_::::_ _ ____________-x
DORIS L. SASSOWER,

Pla in t i f f ,

(

-against-

Hon. GUY MANGANO, PRESIDING JUSTICE
OF THE APPELI,ATE DIVISION, SEcoND DEPARTIT{ENT
OF THE SUPREI{E COURT OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK, and the ASSOCIATE JUSTICES THEREOF,
GARY CASELLA and EDWARD SUMBER, Chief Counsel
and Chairman, respectively, of the GRIEVANCE
COMUTTTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT,
GRIEVANCE COMMTTTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT, Does L-zO, being present'members
thereof, MAX GALFUNT, being a Special Referee,
and G. OLIVER KOPPELL, Attorney General of the
State of  New York,  a l l  in  the i r  o f f ic ia t  and
personal  capaci t ies,

Defendants.
- - - - -x

STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER ) ss.:

DORIS L. SASSOWBR, being duly sworn, deposes

1. This Aff idavit is submitted, without

under tremendous, wholIy unjusti f ied t ime pressure

sacrif ice by me and others whose help f needed, of

94 Civ .  4s1-4 (JEs)

Affidavit in Sunport
o  f  R e  a  r g r u r n e n t  ,
Reconsideration, and
Renewal of Order to
S h o w  C a u s e  f o r
R e c u s a l  a n d  f o r
other Rel- ief

and says:

pre jud ice,

involving

al l  pr ior

commitments, including two medical appointments, pursuant to this

cour t rs  sp i te fur ,  sua sponte order  dated March 5,  L99G, wi th

cover letter of the same date (Exhibits mA-l and rA-2r), sent to

me by overnight mail.  rt  i-s submitted in support of a formar

motion for reargument, reeonsideration, and renewal of my recusal
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motion brought on by order to show cause, filed on october 26,

1995, and for other rel ief. The court summari ly denied such

recusal motion frorn the bench the following day--without issuing

any written opinion or order, thereby precruding any right of

appeal .

2 .  This  mot ion is  based,  in ter  a1 ia,  on nel r  and

aaaitional facts occurring sLnce ttre firing of my originar

october 26, L995 order to Show Cause for this Courtrs recusal,

incorlporated herein by reference. rn the event recusal is

denied, r respectful ly ask the court to grant the other rerief

requested in ny annexed retters, including a prerininary

injunction and TRO.

3. The Court I  s March 5 , L996 Order (Exhibit t ,A-lt ' )  ,

directing that f rfile any further motions in this case by formal

notice of rnotion supported by formal factual affidavits and a

nernorandum of law . .  .  ol l  or before March g, 1996il ,  dt r isk of

being otherwise precluded, exenpli f ies this Courtts rabid bias

and the urgent need for its imrnediate recusar. There is n_o

justification whatever for such peremptory and oppressive order--

part icurarry . in face of a record showing deliberate deIay,

neglect, and continuing unjustified leniency toward Defendants on

the Cour t rs  par t .

4. rn view of the physical impossibi l i ty of my doing

so, given the shortness of time, r am not subrnitting any new

memorandum of law, rerying for present purposes on that offered

up to the Court when I presented rny original recusal notion, and
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which, as shown by the october 27, Lg95 transcript of the oral

argrument of my order to show cause for recusal, the court

re jected as unt imery (Exhib i t  r rBrr ,  Tr .  p .  2r .  such re ject ion was

clearly arbitrary, i t logical, and unfair, even apart from the

fact, as r stated, that r had been specif icarry tord by the

courtrs appointrnents secretary, Linda Katowski, that the court

did not wish ne to fiLe my motion papers in advance but could

br ing them wi th me at  the t ine of  argunent  (Tr .  p .4) .  r  a lso

rely upon Canon 3E of the A.B.A. Code of Judicial Conduct and

general ethical staridards.

5- The background to this courtrs peremptory March s,

L995 order and cover letter (Exhibits tA-lr/rA-2n) reflects a

deliberate course of conduct by the court, alr of which has been

naliciously calculated to injure rne and to protect the Defendants

from the consequences of their off iciar misconduct. That

background is chronicled in four separate letters to the Court,

da ted  December  27 ,  1995,  February  9 ,  L996,  February  23 ,199G,  and

March 5 ,  1996,  annexed here to  as  Exh ib i ts  r rCt r ,  t rD i l ,  i lE r ,  and rF i l ,

respectively.

6 .  A s  d e t a i l e d  t h e r e i n ,  t h e  C o u r t ,  w i t h o u t

expranation, refused to respond to or act on those letters. My

most recent letter dated March 5, L996 (Exhibit rrFr) recounts

that when f inquired as to the reason for the Courtrs fai lure to

act on or otherwise address those most serious letters, Ms.

Katowski suggested that it was because they were not rworthy of

responserr .

7 4 7



7 . Such cavalier answer l-s a par with Ms.

Katowskirs previous response to my expression of astonishment at

the courtrs refusal to even sign my order to shon cause for a

Prelininary rnjunction and TRo, when r appeared in court to

present it on september 29, l-995 or to direct any response

thereto from the Defendants. Her purported explanation was that

it was rrmaybe because it was frivolousn.

8 - As ny December 27 , r-995 retter pointed out

(Exhibit 'c ' ,  at p. 3), my prima facie entitrernent tcj injunctive

rel ief was established by my aforesaid order to show cause and

the overwhelining record before the Court establishing my right,

as a matter of 1aw, to summary judgment in rny favor, ds werr as

to sanctions against Defendant's and their counsel for their

fr ivolous, fraudulent, and criminal conduct.

g .  My Decernber  27,  L995 le t ter  (Exhib i t  rcr )  .  was

occasioned by this courtrs Novenber 9, l-995 orderl,  which r

showed was factualry erroneous on its facer ds werl as

unsupported by any legal authority.

1 0 . For that reason, ny December 27, 1995 letter

(Exhibit rrcrr) requested correction and clarif ication of the

Novenber 9, L995 order. Notwithstanding defense counsel did not

object or challenge my right to such demonstrated rel ief, the

court ignored and disregarded my letter requestr dS werl as my

two subsequent letters, dated February g, L995 (Exhibit xDr) and

1 The November g, l-995 order qras annexed to my December
27 ,  l -995 le t ter

4
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I
i

February 23, L995 (Exhibit rrE' ')  ,  alert ing the court to the

severe prejudice to me result ing from the judicial Defendantsl

refusal to recuse thernselves from matters in which f am involved

and which are before thern for adjudication.

11. As detai led by my Febmary 23,. 1996 letter

(Exhibit t tEtt), the court was only moved to respond when

Defendants I couneel, Assistant Attorney General Weinstein

contacted it--by telephone--of his desire to make a sanctions

motiori against h€r based upon his patently spurious claim that I

had wilfu1ly fai led to comply with the November 9, L995 objected-

to, uncorrected, unclarif ied November g, L99s order. This

eager conplicity in Mr. Weinsteinrs affront to the record is a

sadis t ic  pervers ion of  the Cour t rs  duty .

.  L2.  There is  no explanat ion for  th is  Cour t rs

purposeful fai lure and refusal to respond to my letters (Exhibit

r rer r ,  "Dt ,  l rE l l ) - -or ,  for  that  mat ter ,  for  i ts  s i rn i lar  fa i lure and

refusal to sign ny order to Show Cause for Prelirninary fnjunction

and TRo on so as to require Defendants to respond, except for its

knowledge that to do so would require it to grant relief to rne.

certainry, based on the record before this court, the court

knows that Defendants cannot respond to ny Order to Show Cause

for Preliminary Injunction and TRo without cornmitting further

perjury.

13.  rn  enter ta in ing Mr.  weinste in  rs  mot ion for

Judgment on the preadings, this court has turned a bl ind eye to

his demonst,rated perjury, as meticulousry detaired by me in ny
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I

June 23, L995 opposit ion papers,

1995 Affidavit in Further Support

well  as in my October 27,

a Temporary Injunction and

for Sanctions Pursuant to FRCP 56. As reflected by the October

27 , L995 court transcript (Exhibit ttBrr) , this court apparently

takes the utterly inappropriate view that llr. Weinsteinrs

repeated l it igation misconduct--incruding fragrant perjury and

misrepresentatLons to the court (Tr.32)--does not affect the

integrity of Defendantsr urotion2 or caII for the evidentiary

hearing the Court stated at the lrtarch 3, 1995 court conference

wourd be schedured on october 27, 1995--if ur. weinstein did not

evidentiari ly establish the truth of his challenged allegations3.

14. The october 27 , i-995 court transcript (Exhibit

rBn) is,  l ike the ear l ier  ones submit ted on pr ior  mot ions,

reprete with evidence of the courtrs perrrasive bias. These

include, inter al ia:

(a) perrnitt ing Mr. weinstein the right to oralry argue

his motion for judgrment on the pleadings, but not perrnitting me

no meaningful opportuniy to respond to his arguments or to the

Courtrs questions when it took over the argurnent for defense

counsel  (Exhibi t  r rBrr ,  pp.  L6, 20) i

2 The transcript shows that Mr. weinstein--when not
misrepresenting fact and raw to the court, responded to i t  with
sheer  gobbledy-gook.  (Exhib i t  rBr ,  pp.  L2- I4,  26,  2g)

see, Exhibit 1' to .my June 23, l-995 Af f idavit,  quoting
from and annexing as Exhibit rAr thereto the March 3l 1996
t ransc r ip t  (a t .p .8 ,  r . l - 6 ) .  r t  nay  be  no ted  tha t  t he  oc tobe r  18 ,
l-990 order, which Mr. Weinstein claims establishes an tfunderlying
proceedingrr was meticulously detai led as fraudulent not only a[,
t t f l79 of my verif ied complaint, but in rny Rure g(g) statemenC (at
p p .  4 - s ) .

A S

o f
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(b) total ly denying me the right to oralry argue uy

application for sunmary judgrrnent in my favor and for sanctions

against the Defendants and their counsel (Exhibit,  , ,B'r, p. r_9) t

(c)  pers is t ing in  ignor ing (Exhib i t  nBi l ,  pp.  13,  2L,

29,30,  33)  the case law author i ty  c i ted and d iscussed at  pages

8-L4 of my Aff idavit in support of my order to show cause for

Recusal, i3 weII as in Point rV of my June 23, 1995 Mernorandurn of

Law in opposit ion to Defendants.r disrnissal motion, that the

federal eourt has subject rnatter jurisdiction to intervene where

the state proceedings are brought in bad-faith, without basis in

fact or law, and where the state tr ibunal is biased; thereby

pretending that i ts subject natter jurisdict ion was l inited to

addressing the constitut ionali ty of the attorney discipl inary law

facial ly, but not as applied to me4; and

(d) ignoring point v of my June 23, t-995 Memorandum of

4 The judicial Defendants have irnpliedty conceded the
var id i ty  o f  my .  const i tu t ionar  ob ject ions to  the June 14,  1991
inter im suspension order  by the i r  sub s i lent io  change in ' the i r
forrner practice with respect to interirn suspensi-on "ra"i=.
Annexed as Exhibit rrcrr is their most recent ord-er, dated March
L, L996, overcoming objections raised by me in ny various tegai
challenges. rn s.harp contrast to the raw misu=e bt discipl i"; ; t
power occurring in.my case, the order shows that the iua:_ci_aiDefendants now expricitJ-y rest such orders frupon a r inaing-g5;t
Ithe accused attorney] is guil ty of profeisional misc6nduct
immediatery threatening the puufic interestr ' ,  make specif ic
f indings showing the factuar basis thereof, direct a� post-
s u s p e n s i o n  h e a r i n g  w i t h i n  3 o  d a y s ,  a n d  i d e n t i f y  

- r i i n

part icularity the committee action th;t preceded the erievance
committeets motion to suspend. rt may be- noted, moreover, that
such' interim suspension is based on uncontroverted evidence ofprofessional misconduct, not a contested case such as mine rtt lr",
as Defendants wel l  know,  the a l leged s ing le , fa i rure to
cooperaterr was from the outset and at alI t irnes thereafter
categoricarry denied and docurnentariry disproved by me.

7

7 s L



Law that, based on Sturnb v. Sparkman,

innunity in this case (Cf, point V of ny

Law wi th  Exh ib i t  rBr r ,  pp .  23 ,  25 ,  2g l  .

(e) using outraqeous intirnidation against me and ny
daughter-assistant, including unjustif ied threat of the courtrs
contempt posrer and threat of  removar (Exhibi t . r rBrrr  pp.  10, 2i ,5.

'HEREF.RE, it is respectfurly prayed that this court
grant reargument,, reconsideration, and renewal of plaintiffrs

september 26, L995 order to show cause to reiuse this court, and
that on granting such rerief, that it grant recusar, ds reguested

in the instant Notice of Motion, and that in the event recusal is
denied, that the court grant immediat,e preriminary injunctive and
TRo rerief, and such other and further rerief as may be just and
proper, including monetary and disciplinary sanctions against
Defendants and the Attorney General  for  their  cont inued
frivolous, unethical, and criminal conduct.

Sworn to before me this
Bth day of  March 1996

Notary public

there is no judic ia l

aforesaid Memorandurn of

5 As a resurt of .  the upset caused by the courtfsbell igerent and hosti le treatment-- i :rre inquiry posed by the courtas to where 
. in -nly_ cornplaint r at iege that the i l interimrl

suspension order did not have an ,,underlying,, proceeding wasunanswered. The response is tt f  .67_e , 7ei;f_-i . i l  ,  ; : ;  8z_88 , ee,108 -9 '  158 ) - -wh ich  has  been  p rov iaea  Lo . the ' cbu r t  seve ra r  t imes ,inc lud ing in  Bxhib i t  , ,1 '  to  rny June 23,  1995 Af f idav i t  (a t  p .  2)and at page 2 of my June 23, l_995 Memorandum of Law.
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