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UNTTED STATES DTSTRTCT COURT
SOUTHERN DTSTRTCT OF NEW YORK

--- -x
DORIS L. SASSOWER,

p la in t i f f ,

94 C iv .  45L4 (JES)

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE
F O R  P R E L I M T N A R Y
INJUNCTTON AND TRO-against -

Hon. cUY MANGANO, pRESIDfNc JUSTICE
OF THE APPELI,ATE DIVTSION, SECOND DEPARTMENT
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK, and the ASSOCIATE JUSTTCES THEREOF,
GARY CASELLA and EDWARD SUMBER, Chief Counsel
and Chairman, respectively, of the GRIEVANCE
CoMMITTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDTCTAL DTSTRTCT,
GRIEVANCE COMMTTTEE FOR THE NTNTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT,  Does i , -2O,  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 i  o f f ic ia l  and
personal  capaci t ies,

Defendants.

upoN the Aff idavit of plainti f f ,  DoRrs L. sAssowER,

sworn to on septernber 25, r9gs, the exhibits thereto annexed, her

accompanying Memorandum of Law, and upon the pleadings and arl

the papers and proceedings heretofore had herein, and it

appear ing that  pra int i f f  is  ent i t led,  pursuant  to  Rure 65 of , the

Federal Rules of civir procedure, to a prel iminary injunction

pending the determination of this action to prevent continuing,

immediate, and irreparable injury, i t  is

. ORDERED, that Defendants and their counsel and appear

before the Honorabre John E.  spr izzo,  a  judge of  th is  cour t ,  in

the united states court House, dt 40 Foley square, Nehr york, on

the day of  l -995 at  o ,c lock in  the

of that day or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard to show
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cause $thy this court should not issue a prel iminary injunction,

as prayed for by the plaintl f f :

(1) Enjoining continued enforcement of the judicial

Defendantsr  June L4,  L99l -  order  suspending p la in t i f f ts  l icense to

pract ice Iaw;

( 2 ' � )  E n j o i n i n g  t h e  j u d i c i a l  D e f e n d a n t s  f r o r n

adjudicating any l i t igation in which plainti f f  is involved,

directly or indirectly; and

(3) Granting such other and further rerief as may be

just and proper, including such steps as may be required to.

vacate the February 27, Lgg2 order of this court (per Thomas

Gr iesa,  J . )  suspending p la in t i f f rs  l icense to  pract ice law ln

th is  Dis t r ic t ;  and

LET a copy of this order to Show cause be serrred upon

Defendants forthwith, together with the support ing papers on

which it  is based, by personar delivery upon their attorney, the

Attorney General of the state of New york, at his off ice at Lzo

Broadway, New york on or before the

deemed good and suff icient servj-ce.

Answer ing papers,  i f  any,

days before the return date of this

day(s)  pr ior  to  the return date.

day of September 1995 be

to be served at least

rnotion, and a reply, i f  dny,

AND rT rS FURTHER ORDERED that pending the hearing and

deterrnination of this motion, al l  enforcement of the June L4,

199L order  suspending pra int i f f rs  law l icense shal l  be,  and

hereby is, stayed so as to restore Plainti f f  to a1I of her r ights
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and privi leges as a member of the Bar and the judicial Defendants

shall  be, and they hereby are, further stayed from adjudicating

any and al l  matters involving plainti f f .

Dated:  September 28,  L99S

E N T E R

u .  s .  D i
Southern Distr ict of New york
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UNTTED STATES DTSTRICT COURT

----x::YlIiT_:l:1T:1_::_y1_::T__ _
DORIS L. SASSOWER,

P l a i n t i f f ,

-against- e4  C iv .  4sL4  ( JES)

P l a i n t i f f r s
Aff idavit In Support
o f .  p r e l i m i n a r y
In junct ion and for  i
TRO

HON. GUY MANGANO, PRESIDING JUSTICE
OF THE APPELI,ATE DIVISION, SECOND DEPARTMENT
OF THE SUPREME 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
CoMMITTEE FOR THE NrNTH JUDTCIAL DTSTRICT,
GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT,  Does L-20,  be ing present  members
thereof, MAX GALFUNT, being a Special Referee,
and G. OLMR KOPPELL, 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,

____::t"ndants -----x

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER

)
)  s s :

DoRrs L. sASSowER, being dury sworn, deposes and says:

1-  f  am the above-naned Pla int i f f ,  fu l ly  fan i l iar  wi th

the facts, papers, and proceedings hereinafter referred to.

2. This Aff idavit and ny accompanying Memorandum of

Law are subrnitted in support of the instant Order to Show Cause,

pursuant  to  Rule 12 of  the Federa l  Rules of  Civ i1  procedure,

seeking injunctive rel ief to which I have a clear r ight under the

undisputed evidentiary facts and the law applicable thereto. The

prel iminary injunction r seek during the pendency of this action

is one which would temporari ly restrain the judicial Defendants,

their agents, ernployees, attorneys, and al l  persons in active
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concert and part icipation with then, from enforcing their

unconstLtutional and unlawfur charge-1ess, f inding-ress, and

hear ing- less June L4,  L99 j -  r in ter im.r  order  (Exhib i t  ,A, , )  ,

suspending me frorn the practice of Iaw.

3 -  Addi t ionarry  ,  r  ask that  .  such pre l l rn inary

injunction also enjoin the judicial Defendants from adjudicating

any matters invorving me pending the outcome of this action (cf.,

compl-  16)  by reason of  the i r  demonstrated actual  b ias.  rn  case

after case of rnine, whether or not related to the discipl inary

proceedings unjust ly  brought  against  me under  A.D.  #So_OOltS,  the

judicial Defendants have shown their virulent animus toward rne by

refusing to disquali fy themselves in order to render decisions

which are fabricated as to material facts and completely bereft

of evidentiary and legal support. This has been done to further

retariate against me by depriving me of rerief to which r am

entit led as a matter of constitut ional r ight and black-letter

law.  By such del iberate ly  d ishonest  dec is ions,  the jud ic ia t

Defendants have not only robbed rne of my property in the mil l ions

of dollars, but of my good name and reputation of irnmeasurable,

pr iceress va lue,  re f lected in  ny rAvrr  ra t ing by Mart indare-

Hubbellts Law Directory and my election as a Felrow of the

Amer i can  Bar  Founda t ion  (Exh ib i t  "B r ) .

4 .  consequentry ,  unress the jud ic ia l  Defendants are

restrained by this Court from adjudicating cases in which f am

involved, I face continuing imrnediate and irreparable loss of,

and injury to, my property, l iberty, and reputationar interests,
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since the record overwhelmingly demonstrates

persist in their rawress conduct and continue to

constitut ional r ights.

that they witl

trample upon my

5. There is no loss to Defendants by the granting of

my request for a prerimlnary injunction herein pending the

outcome of this action and for a temporary restraining order

pending the hearing and determinatlon of this rnotion.

PROCEDT]RAL BACKGROI'ND

6. The material facts concerning the due process-less

and retal iatory manner in which ny 1aw l icense was suspended

under  a so-cal led r r in ter imt  order  (Exhib i t  nAr)  issued by the

judiciar Defendants more than four years ago are undisputed.

Such undisputed evidentiary facts are concisely set forth in ny

uncontroverted 3 (g) Statement, annexed hereto as Exhibit ncn for

the cour t ts  convenience.  The same,  in ter  a I ia ,  repeats,

reiterates, and incorporates by reference the al legations of ny

Ver i f ied Compla int  here in.

7  -  My  ve r i f i ed  compra in t  seeks  a  dec la ra to ry

judgrnent  dec lar ing the June !4,  199L t t in ter imn suspension Order

nul l  and vo id,  as wel l  as a l l  d isc ip l inary orders issued under

A .D .  #go -oog ts  ( co rnp l .  ,  n2 ,  r r v iHEREFoREr r  c lause ,  d t  p .7o )  .  r t

chronicres a long-standing, ongoing Dornbrowskil-typ" campaign of

Iawless and harassing conduct by Defendants, aided and abetted by

their attorney, Defendant New York State Attorney General (Compl.

D o m b r o w s k i  v .  P f i s t e r ,  3 8 0  U . S .  4 7 9  ( 1 9 6 5 ) .

3
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11o) '  in retal i-at ion for my having exposed and challenged the

f raudulent ,  i l legal ,  and.  unconst i tu t ional  acts  of  cer ta j .n

powerful '  pol i t ical ly-connected judges and 1awyers in New yorkrs

Ninth Judicial Distr ict by an Election Law proceeding entit led

Castracan v.  Colav i - ta2 lComp1.  !M3 ,  76-79,  g} -g4, ) .

8 .  Defendantsr  re ta l ia tory  and v ind ic t ive conduct

against me includes the issuance and perpetuation of the false,

f raudulent ,  and jur isd ic t ional ly-vo id June L4,  199L r in ter imr l

O r d e r  ( E x h i b i t  t t A , ' ) , i n m e d i a t e l y ,  u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y ,  a n d

indefinitely suspending my law ricense--served upon me the day

before the last day to f ire the Notice of Appeal with the New

York Court of Appeals from the lower courtst disnissal of

cast racan v.  co lav i ta  (cornpI .  ! tLo3 )  .  rn  v io la t ion of  the

jud i c ia l  De fendan ts r  own  ru les  (22  NYCRR SGgt .4 ( I ) )  (Exh ib i t  t rG_

3t t ) ,  such r r in ter imrt  suspension order  ne i ther  makes nor  rests  on

any f inding that I v/as guil ty of professional misconduct or in

any way a threat, to the public int,erest, immediate or otherwise,

and states no reasons for  the suspension (conpI .  | t [ f1 ,  3 ,  4 ,  g4, ) .

9- As further pleadedr no hearing hras afforded me

pr ior  to  issuance of  the June L4,  i -991 suspension order  and

2 the subject of that lawsuit, brought by me as pro bono
counsel on behalf of. registered Republican and Democratic voff i
o f  the Ninth Judic ia l  Dis t r ic t ,  was an unprecedented wr i t ten
cross-endorsem_ent deal (cornpl. Exhibit rdr ) ,  made in 19g9
between the leadership of  the two major  po l i t ica l  par t ies,
providing for an. agreed trade of seven i-uagesiip= &", a three-
year  per j -od, .  

-  inc lud ing the westchester  cbunty surrogatejudgeship, with contracted-for resignations to "r". i" vacancies
a1d _a predge to- spl i t  party patronage. Addit ionarly, the rawsuit
c h a l l e n g e d  t h q  i r l e g a l r y  c o n d u c t e d  j u d i c i a i  n o m i n a t i n g
convent ions that  implemented the wr i t ten deal  (conpl ,  !M4 6,  s2,  7q:
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Defendants have repeatedly denied me any hearing as to i ts

alreged basis ln the more than four years that lrave since

e l a p s e d  ( c o m p I .  n n 3 ,  4 ,  L 3 4 ,  J , 4 3 - L 4 6 ( a ) ,  L 4 7 . � L 4 g ,  1 5 9 t  L 6 s ) ,

Likewise, Defendants have consistently opposed and denied aII ny

many reguests for independent Judlcial review. The Judiclal

Defendants have not only repeatedly refused to grant me leave to

appeal to the New york court of Appears ( inter arl,a, cornpl. 1143)

in  the d isc ipr inary proceedings under  A.D.  #90-003j .5 ,  but

subverted the integrity of my Art icre 78 proceeding charlenging

their misconduct in the aforesaid disciprinary matters by

refus ing to  recuse themselves theref rorn (compl .  l t l t lg3-4) .

r-0. The foregoing is succinctly summarized at, pages 3-

7 of  my pet i t ion for  cer t iorar i  to  the u.s .  supreme cour t  in  ny

Art ic le  78 proceeding,  annexed to ny June 23,  L995 Af f idav i t  as

Exhib i t  r r2 ' r - - to  which r  respect fur ry  refer  the cour t .  po ints  r -

Iv  speci f ica l ly  deta i l  the profound const i tu t ional  issues

r e r a t i n g  t o  t h e  c h a r g e - r e s s ,  f i n d i n g - r e s s ,  h e a r i n g - l e s s

It interimil suspension of ny l icense--as to which the state courts

have denied me any and al l  appeltate reviewo

l-1, .  Fol lowing serv ice of  ny ver i f  ied conpla int  on

october L4-L7, L994--requir ing Defendants to serve an answer

within 20 days--they sought two adjournments. By order dated

November L4,  1995 (Exhib i t  , tDt t ) ,  th is  cour t  extended the i r  t ime

to answer to  December 15,  r -995.  on December 23,  Lgg4,  dt  th is

Courtrs scheduled status conference, Defendants, then in default-

-having fai led, without excuse, to serve their answer--succeeded
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in  obta in ing an extension of  t ime to answer to  January 3,  L995,

wittrout any showing of cause or merit. The court also gave them

unti l  January L9, L995 to serve a dismissal motion and scheduled

the next conference date for March J, r-995, stating that r would

be notif ied as to whether a response to Defendantsr motion was

required. The aforesaid directions were enbodied in a Court

Order  dated December 28,  Lgg4 Order  (Exhib i t  rErr ) .

L2-  At  the schedured March 3,  i .995 conferenc€3,  the

c o u r t  a n n o u n c e d  t h a t  D e f e n d a n t s  I  d i s m i s s a l  m o t i o n  w a s
r fcororabre" ,  d i rect ing my opposi t ion papers by June 23,  1995--

with argument of the motion to be calendared for october 27, 1995

( T r .  p .  1 1 )  4 .

t -3 .  A l though r  a t tempted to  argue the cour t rs  ru l ing

that Defendants I disrnissal motion was rrcolorablen by specif ical. ly

showing it  contained false and perjurious statements which had

served to misread and deceive the court, r was precluded from

doing so. The Court ruled, instead, that I would have to include

such in format ion in  rny opposing papers (Tr .  pp.  6-9) .  The cour t

did, however, deriver a stern admonit ion to the part ies as to the

consequences  o f  l y i ng  to  the  cou r t  (T r .  pp .  7 ,  i . 1 -12 ) ,  s ta t i ng

that i f  i t  determined that a hearing hras required, i t  wourd

schedule same at the october 27, i-995 orar argurnent.

L4. The court further rured that r could move for

3
annexed

4
was set

The
to my

The
forth

transcript of the March
June  23 ,  1995  A f f i dav i t  as

Cour t rs  d isposi t ion at  the
in i ts  March 6,  L995 Order

3 ,  L995  con fe rence  i s
Exhibit i .-A.

March 3,  L995 conference
( E x h i b i t  " t ' t t ) .
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sunmary judgrnentr ds well as a prel iminary injunction.

appr ised the Court  that  such rel ief  was essent ia l ,  inter al ia,  to

prevent the judiciat Defendants from further retall-atl-on against

me in pending matters in which r  was involved (Tr.  pp.  14-1s).

I explicit ly identif ied as one such example the Wolstencroft

case, in which the judicial Defendants had adjudicated my

appeals' notwithstanding Iny obJection that they lrere disqualif ied

on bias grounds and, part icularry,  by reason of  their  d i rect

interest in the outcome, since the issues on the appears were

encompassed in the preaded arlegations of ny instant st_983

conpraint  against  them (compr.  f l f l12 L-L24, t -3L,  l -40,  L42, 146 (b) ,

1 5 1 - ,  1 5 3 ,  L 8 9 - t - 9 0 )  .

L5.  on June 23, i -995, in compriance with the court-

inposed deadline, I serrred my papers in opposition to Defendantsl

Rure 1'2 disrnissar motion. As authorized by Rule L2, r requested

the Court to convert Defendantsr aismiJsaf motion into one for

summary judgrment in my favor. I also asked for sanctions against

Defendants and their counsel personaffV. 
I

l -6.  The instant mot ion,  wi th reave of  court ,  is

directed to rny request for  in junct ive rel ief .
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MY TINCONTROVERTED JrJNE 23, 1995 suBl{rssroN
ENTITLES t[8, AT I{rNIMUtt, TO A PRELII.IINARY
INJUNCTTON, STAYTNG nNronceuENT OF THE
JUDTCTAL DEFENDANTS I JUNE L4, 1991 xrNTERrIt{tl
SUSPENSION ORDER

] -7 .  r {y  June 23,  L99s opposi t ion to  DefendantsI

dismissar rnotion--consist ing of ny Aff idavit in opposit ion, my

Memorandum of Law, and a Rure : (g) statement in support of my

right to summary judgnent pursuant to Rule 12--are incorporated

here in by reference.  They establ ish that  Defendantsr  d isrn issal

notion, aside frorn being procedurarry impropers, is premised on

deliberate falsif ication and misrepresentation of the pleaded

alregations of ny verif ied compraint and of the relevant

contro l l ing 1aw

r-8.  By reason of  the exhib i ts  annexed to ny June 23,

1995 Af f idav i t ,  de l ineat ing the documentary proof  in  Defendantst

of the truth of the al legations

of ny Verif ied Cornplaint and the knowing falsity of Defendantsr

Answer (See,  6/23/95 Af f .  f l f l6-17) ,  r  requested that  Defendants l

rnotion for rrJudgment on the pleadingsr under Rule L2 (c) be

converted into one for summary judgment and disposed of as

p rov ided  by  Ru le  56  ( see  ! [ L9  o f  my  6 /23 /95  A f f ) .

r-9. rn reguesting summary judgrnent rerief ,  r expressry

repeated,  re i terated,  and rearreged,  both in  my June 23,  l_995

Aff idavit (at !119 thereof ) and in ny Rure 3 (9) statement (at l tz

thereof) ,  a1r  the ser i -ous a l legat ions p leaded in  my ver i f ied

Conpla int .

See,  Memo of  Law,  pp. 4-5 ,  Af  f  idav i t ,  !M3-5 .

I
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20- Defendants have not controverted the facts set,

forth by me in support of my June 23, 1995 reguest for conversj.on

of their dismissal motion into one for summary judgrnent in my

favor and their t irne to do so has long expired. Defendants

have sini larry fai led to deny or controvert my Rure 3 (g)

statement (Exhibit rtc') in further support thereof.

. 2L. consequentry, my factuar and 1egaI entltrement to

sunmary judgment is not a matter of discretion, but of r ight.

FACTT'AL AND MGAL BASTS FOR INJUNCTTVE RELTBF

22.  At  the March 3 '  1995 cour t  conference,  th is  Cour t

stated:

r r . . . t he  i ssue  o f  whe the r  t he re  shou ld  o r
shourd not  be in junct ive rer ie f  wi r r  r ise or
fa l l r .  thenr  on the mer i ts  o f  the under ly ing
lawsu i t .  i l  ( a t  p .  16 )  .

23- By fai l ing to oppose my apprication for sunmary

judgrment, Defendants have effectively conceded the merits of the

underlying lawsuit and the lack of a meritorious defense

thereto. Thus, hy r ight to success on the merits is absorute--

amply rneeting the courtrs aforesaid cri terion for granting

in junct ive re l ie f .

24 .  As  re f rec ted ,  i n te r  a r i a ,  a t  ! t ! 194  ,  L34 ,  ! 4s  o f  my

Verif ied Complaint and detai led in ny cert petit ion in ury Art icle

78 proceeding--incorporated as part of my summary judgment

appl icat ion--dec is ional  Iaw of  New Yorkrs h ighest  cour t  requi res

inmediate vacatur of f inding-less interim suspension orders,

M a t t e r  o f  N u e y ,  6 L  N . y . 2 d  5 1 3  ( 1 9 8 4 ) ,  a n d  M a t t e r  o f  R u s s a k o f f ,  T g
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N.Y .2d  52o  (1992) .  Those  cases r  € l s  wer r  as  the  exp l i c i t

requl-rement of the judicial Defendantsr own interim suspension

ru le  (22  NYCRR S691 .4 ( t ) ) ,  a re  d i spos i t i ve  o f  my  r i gh t  t o

in junct ive and stay re l ie f  as a mat ter  o f  r ight ,  not  d iscret ion.

For the Courtrs convenience, copies of those control l ing cases,

as wel l  as the jud ic ia l  Defendantsr  own aforesaid cour t  ru le ,  are

annexed hereto as Exhl-bits rc-l i l  ,  nG-2n, and rG-3trr respectivery.

2s.  Addi t ional ly  ent i t r ing me to vacatur  is  the

acknowledgenent in Nuey (Exhibit rc-1r) that there is no

statutory authorization for the !t interimrr suspension of an

a t to rney  I  s  I  i cense  (  co rnp r  .  !M2  L t  -2  L6  )  and  the  i np r  i ed

recogni t ion in  Russakof f  (Exhib i t  ' rc -2, )  that  the Judic ia l

De fendan ts r  r r i n te r imr r  suspens ion  ru re  (22  NycRR S69L .4 ( r ) )  i s ,  on

its face, constitut ionarry inf irrn in fair ing to provide for a

pronpt  post -suspension hear ing (see,  cer t  pet i t ion,  po ints  rv  and

r ) .

26-  As  he re inabove  se t  f o r th ,  De fendan ts  have

repeatedly denied rne a post-suspension hearing as to the al leged

basis upon which I was suspended without a hearing.

27 -  The record before th is  Cour t  shows that  th is  S19g3

action was commenced because r have no remedy in the state

courts by reason of Defendants! profound denial of my Fourteenth

Amendment r ight to due process and equar protection, as

ref lected,  in ter  a l ia ,  by the i r  repeated refusal  to  vacate ny

finding-less, hearing-Iess suspension--to which r am absolutely

entit led as a matter of Iaw under Nuey and Russakoff (Exhibits

L 0
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f f  G-lrf  ,  "G-2tt; --and the repeated refusal of the New york state

court of Appears to grant review, either by reave or by r ight6.

29.  As i r rust rat ive of  that  record,  r  annex,  as

Exhib i t  'Hu,  ny Decernber  L4,  rggz af f idav i t  to  the jud ic iar

Defendants, which detailed that rny right to vacatur of ny interin

suspension was in every respect a fort iori  to that of attorney

Russakoff. such aff idavit was in support of the motion described

at nt-48 of my verif  ied cornplaint--as to which paragraph

Defendantst Answer rrdenies knowledge or information suff icient to

for rn a bel - ie f  r r  (Ans.  ! t103 )  .  Arso annexed heretor  ds Exhib i t
I t r r r ,  is  ny March g,  i -993 rsupplementa l  Af f idav i t r r  in  suppor t  o f

that same motion--referred to at f l l -59 of rny Verif ied Complaint--

which Defendantsr  Answer denies (Ans.  f l t - t -4) .

29. As more fulry described at ! t165 of ny verif ied

Complaint, that rnotion was denied by the judicial Defendants as

being rrduplicative and fr ivolousrt--with maximum costs imposed

upon me.

30.  Thereaf ter ,  these two af f idav i ts  (Exhib i ts  i lHr f  and
rrrrr) were before the New york court of Appears as exhibits to ny

January 24,  L994 Jur isd ic t ional  s taternent  in  suppor t  o f  i ts

review of my Art icle 78 proceeding, referred to at l l t-gg of ny

Ver i f ied compraint .  The cour t  o f  Appears denied rev iew,  both as

o f  r i gh t  and  by  reave  ( see ,  ce r t  pe t i t i on  (a t  pp .  i . 1 -13 ) ) .

3L-  As h ighr ighted at  n2L of  my June 23,  r .995

Aff idavit,  Defendantst Answer to rny Verif ied compraint, has left

See ,  ce r t  pe t i t i on ,  po in t  f I ,  pp .  L8 -21 .

l_t
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(

i t  to this court to draw its own interpretation as to the plain

unambiguous meanlng of statutory and rule provisions and New york

case raw, which Defendants have, in blatant bad faith, faired and

refused to acknowledge.

32. r clearly meet the irreparabre injury cri terion

for  in junct ive re l ie f .  Th is  cour t  may take jud ic iar  not ice of

the fact that an order suspending an attorneyrs l icense to

practice 1aw is, per se, an irreparable injury--one exacerbated

and intensif ied each day it  remains extant

33.  As set  for th  in  my second cause of  Act ion (nf24o-

242) ,  the June 14,  1991 suspension order  (Exhib i t  ,Arr ) ,  which

conta ined no s tay prov is ion,  was ef fect ivery inmediatery.

Literal ly overnight, i t  required me to crose my 3S-year raw

practice and notify my cl ients of ny suspension. rndeed, the

judicial Defendants immediately released it  to the New york Law

Journal  for  publ icat ion.

34-  The rami f icat ions of  such draconian Order  have

irnpacted on virtual ly every aspect of rny r i fe--totalry destroying

ny career as an attorney in the private practice of raw in New

York State, causing the essential ly automatic loss of rny l icense

to practice in the federal courts rrto run concurrently with the

State suspensioDt t ,  and the d issolut ion of  my profess ional

corporati-on- A copy of the Southern Distr ictrs February 27,

L992 order of suspension (per Thomas Grj-esa , J. ) is annexed

hereto as Exhibit rrJ-1rr, together with i ts order to show cause to

s u s p e n d  n y  l i c e n s e  ( E x h i b i t  r J - 2 ' )  a n d  m y  r e s p o n d i n g

1,2
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comrnun ica t i ons  (Exh ib i t s  r r J -3 r r ,  t t J -41 | ,  I t J -5 | ' , , , J -6 t r1  7 .

35.  unt i l  my suspension pursuant  to  the June L4,  L99L

order, r was entirery self-support ing. Having been deprived of

ny professional l ivel ihood as an attorney, I have been forced to

l ive on my accumulated l i fets savings and retirement funds, which

have arso been invaded for f inancing of my legal defense and

other t i t igation deemed necessary to protect rny r ights.

36 .  No  l ess  ove rwher rn ing  than  the  i nca rcu rab re

financial loss r have unlawful ly been caused to suffer by reason

of Defendantsr unconscionable wrongdoing is the social st igrma and

ostracisn I have faced in the comrnunity. For example, even vrhere

I have a legal r ight to continued membership in prolessional

1-3

7 As nay be seen fron ny December 11, 1991 letter
(Exhib i t  r rJ-4rr ) ,  r  made known to ine southern Dis t r ic t  that  iwished to make an evidentiary showing that my case feII within
its Rule 4z to wit, that, my "interi ir t t  suspeirsion was rrwithout
due processrr ,  was r r factuarry  and lega11y unjust i f iedr ,  and,  that  r
had been denied any hearing by either Ine 6rievance iornnittee o"
the Appellate Division, second Department. rn support thereof
and of .  my request  for  the southein Dis t r ic t  for  i^near i "g ; - i ,
transmitted with my December L9 , L99l- letter a copy of my-Jury
L9, L99l- motion for leave to appear to the courl- of ap-pearsi
rndeed, i t  would appear from rny subsequent January L7, Lggz
let ter  (Exhib i ts  ! rJ-5r  and_ rJ-6"  i  - -which]  l ikewise,  requested ahearing, that r transmitted a second copy of my motion for reave
to appeal to the court of Appears. Nevertheiess, the southern
Dist r ic t ts  February 27,  rgg2-order  (Exhib i t  nJ-1n)-  suspenaing nerrfrom the rol l-s of the members of the bar of this Courtrr ofr i ts
any reference to my three hearing requests or the constitut i f f i I
due process v io la t ions I  had a l legea in  the s tate proceedi . ,g=.
rnstead,  i t  re fers  gnly  to  my request ,  conta ined i ;  my January
17,  L992 le t ter  (Exhib i t  r rJ-6rr ) ,  that  the Southern Dis t r ic t  defe i
any act ion unt i l  a f ter  the New York Cour t  o f  Appeals '  dec is ion inRussakoff, wh.ich T had pointed out challeng6d the court rures
relating to rr interimrr suspensions and had the potential to inpaci
on my rr interimrr suspension. Although r fraae known to thesouthern Distr ict that there would ue no prejudice by i t ;granting of such deferrar request inasm-ucri .1 r was notpract ic ing in  federa l  cour t ,  i t  denied deferual ,  wi thout  reasons.
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organizations because the suspensj-on was not based on a f inal

order, organizations such as the New York State Bar Association

and the westchester Bar Association unceremoniousty dropped me as

a rnember. (See correspondence annexed as Exhibits nK-l_rr and rK-

2t t  hereto.  )  As a resul t ,  f  lost  the benef i ts  o f  essent ia l

medical insurance which r had obtained under a lrroup pran

available only through ny mernbership in the Westchester Bar

Associat ion.

37. Day in and day out, ny good name ls srneared by

reason of  the June L4,  l -991-  suspension--which is  rout ine ly  used

to discredit and dirninish rny public interest work as Director for

the center  for  Judic ia l  Accountabi l i ty ,  rnc. ,  an organizat ion of

which r am a co-founder. News reports about the centerrs

activit ies always focus on my identity as a ,suspended lawyer.n--

invariably leaving out every other credential of a l i fet ine of

involvement in legal and judicial reform (Exhibit i lgrr ) --Ets i f

they do not exist. This may be seen from the two rnost recent

art icles printed in Gannett suburban Newspapers, focusing its

headline on me as a rrbarred attorneyrr and nsuspended lawyern

(Exh ib i t s  r r l , r r ) .

39.  s imirar ly ,  in  v i r tuarry  every case in  which r  have

been involved s ince publ icat ion of  the June 14,  l -99L suspension

order (Exhibit , tA" ) ,  my adversaries have introduced it  as

evidence against me to impugn my integrity, competence, and

character--albeit tot.I l t  i"r. l"ru.t to th" f."t= ir di=ort".

rntroduction of such irrelevant suspension order has been

T 4
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wrongful ly permitted by the 1ower state courts

the judicial Defendants, with results that have

pre judic ia l  to  me.

and approved by

been profoundly

39.  rn  most  of  these cases I  have been u l t i rnate ly

forced to represent rnyself--due to ny inabir i ty to retain

counsel, not onry for f inancj_al reasons, but because many whose

services r have sought to engage told me that they vrere fearful

Iest  they too lose the i r  l icenses by being associated wi th  me--a

posi t ion re i terated to  me again and again,  most  recentry ,  th is

very month. fndeed, because of the vast amounts of t irne I have

wasted intenriewing applicants who, upon being informed of ny

suspension and the retal iat ion to which I have been subjected in

other cases, were unwirl ing to take on my cases or to accept

staff posit ions with the center, r began advert ising for
r r fear lessrr  l i t igators (Exhib i t  ,Mrr ) .  yet ,  as r  d iscovered,  even

those lawyers who responded to such solicitat ion, are, once they

see the documentation of Defendantsr unrernitt ing viciousness,

l ikewise,  in t imidated and af ra id  to  become invorved.

40. rn l ight, of the continuing irreparabre injury to

me and ny entit lenent to success on the merits, there is no need

fo r  any  equ i t y  ba lanc ing .  However ,  t he  equ i t i es  a re

overwherningly in ny favor--there being not the sl ightest

evidence in the record to support the judicial Defendantsl

f raudulent  suspension of  my profess ional  l icense.  Moreover ,  as

inp l ic i t ry  recognized in  Nuey,  Russakof f ,  and the expr ic i t

r equ i remen ts  o f  t he  j ud i c ia r  De fendan ts r  own  ru res  ( sog r .4 ( r )

l_5
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(Exhib i ts  r rc-1rr  ,  t tG-zt ,  ,  t tG-3, t )  ,  there is  no pubr ic  in terest

setr/ed by the interim suspension of an attorneyrs l icense, where_

-as here--there are no f indings of professj.onal misconduct or of

inmediate threat to the public interest.

THE JT'DICTA]L DEFENDANTS II{UST BE DISQUALIFTED
FROII ADI]DTCATTNG II{ATTERS INVOLVING PLI{INTTFF

4L .  The  same pa t te rn  o f  o f f i c i a r  l aw lessness

cornmitted and permitted by the judicial Defendants in the

disc ip l inary proceedings against  me under  A.D.  #90-00315 and in

my Art icle 78 proceeding against them has been replicated in

thei r  cont inu ing adjudicat ion of  appears of  non-d isc ipr inary

state court civi l  matters in which r am involved or have an

interest .

42. This further retal iat ion is described in ny June

23 ,  1995 ,  d t  1 ,26 ,  A f f i dav i t  as  fo l l ows :

rrEvents subsequent to f i l ing of ny S1993
Complaint only further evidence the vicious
P iug ,  po l i t i ca l l y -mo t i va ted  re ta l i a t i on ,  and
inv id ious d iscr iminat ion to  which I  have been
subjected by Defendants,  as a l leged there in.
Such has been mani fested by a succession of
orders of  the jud ic ia l  Defendants in  appeals
unre lated to  the d isc ip l inary proceedings,
inc lud ing those which are the 

-  
subject  o f

al legatj-ons of ny Complaint herein. frorn
s u c h  a p p e a l s ,  t h e  j u d i c i a l  D e f e n d a n t s
wrongfu l ly  re fused to d isqual i fy  themselves,
even though they were directly affected by
the outcome of  such l i t igat ion. i t

4 3 . More concretely, on November 29, Lgg4 and

February 14,  1995,  the jud ic ia l  Defendantsr  rendered decis ions in

ny appeals in Breslaw v. Breslaw and Wolstencroft v. Sassower

respectively--notwithstanding they had a direct interest in the

t 6
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by v i r tue of  my p leaded a l legat ions in  th is  S1983 act ion

them.

44- As may be seen by examination of my verif ied

complaint, a l i tany of my pleaded alregations concerned the

Iawless and abusive conduct of two New york state supreme court

just ices,  sanuer  G.  Fredman and Nicholas coIabeI la ,  in  whol1y

baseless and concocted contempt proceedings. Each of those

judges s igned jur isd ic t ional ly-vo id and otherwise defect ive

orders to show cause authorizing commeneement of such contempt

proceedings against r€, over which they thereafter presided

(Bres raw:  t [ ! [ 31 -39  ,  43 -4s ,  51  ,  s4 ,  63 -66 i  wo ls tenc ro f t :  ] { t _21_ -

123)  '  render ing factual ly  and 1ega11y insuppor table dec is ions.

The judicial Defendants then used such decisions to found

absolutely bogus disciprinary proceedings against rr€, even

before hear ing my appeals  in  those mat ters  (Bresraw:  ! [ ! [10L-1_02,

L25 -L28  i  wo ls tenc ro f t :  ! t ! l l - 24  ,  L3L ,  L4o ,  r42 ,  i - 46 (b ) ,  L51 ,  153 ) .

4 5 -  M y  a p p e r r a t e  p a p e r s  i n  t h e  B r e s r a w  a n d

worstencrof t  contenpt  proceedings documentar i ly  prove the

deliberate misconduct of Justices Fredman and Colabella al leged

in nry Verif  ied Cornpl-aint8. Such documentation includes the fuII

stenographic transcripts of the contempt proceedi1gs, as welr as

uncontroverted 1egal authority. Those transcripts establish, as

outcome

against

8 This  fact  was prev ious ly  made
the exhib i ts  annexed to Exhib i t  r r l r r  o f
Exhib i ts  r rB i l  and ID[  to  Exhib i t  i l1 i l ,
a l legat ions of  my Ver i f ied Cornpla int  by
and Wolstencrof t  appel la te papers.

known to this Court by
ny  June  23  ,  l _995 :  See ,
which substantiate the
referencing the Breslaw

L 7
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a mat ter  o f  law,  the f lagrant ly  due process- Iess,

less,  b iased,  and const i tu t ional ly-vo id nature of

proceedings authorized to be brought against i l€,

over by, Justices Fredman and Colabel_Ia.

jur isd ic t ion-

the contempt

and presided

4 6 -  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  i n  d e c i d i n g  t h e  B r e s r a w  a n d

Wolstencrof t  appeals ,  the jud ic ia l  Defendants del iberate ly

covered up the fraudulent and crirninal nature of the subject

contempt proceedings and the heinous, sadist ic, and abusive

conduct of Justices I 'redman and Colabella. This is highlighted

by the worstencrof t  appeals ,  where a l l  rer ie f  was denied me by

the judicial Defendants, notwithstanding the Record on Appeal was

disposi t ive and rny Apperrantrs  Br ie f  ent i rerv  unopposed

47. Since it  is irnpossible to conceive how thoroughly

the judicial Defendants have perverted the judicial process and

my const i tu t ional  r ights  wi thout  rev iewing the unopposed

wolstencroft Brief and Record on Appeal, copies are being f ired

with the Court, together with the judicial Defendantsr February

14 ,  1995  dec i s ion  [Fo rde r  r ] .  As  i l l us t ra t i ve ,  po in t  r v  o f  ny

Br ie f  (pp-  44-6)  prov ided the jud ic iar  Defendants wi th  an

inventory of the egregj-ous due process violations and outright

jud ic ia l  tor ture to  which I  was subjected by Just ice Colabel la .

Indeedr  so massive and nonstrous was Just ice CoIabeI Iars

obli teration of ny due process rights--which would be heinoue in

any jud ic ia l  proceeding,  but  ar r  the more so in  the context  o f  a

contempt proceeding--thatr ds reflected by nL23 of ny complaint,

r was cornpelred to bring two Art icte 7B proceedings against

L 8
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him9. For the courtrs convenience, the pert inent pages from my

appeal are annexed hereto as Exhibit t tNr.

49.  yet r  on the appeal - -which cost  me tens of

thousands of dorlars in regar fees to perfect--the judicial

Defendantsr February L4, 1995 decision whorly bypassed and

ignored the due process issue--just as they either omitted, or in

sunmary fashion misstated, every other central issue r presented.

49 - on reargument, the uncontroverted documented facts

and controlr ing law fared no better. This may be seen from the

papers on ny Order to Show Cause for resett lement, reargument,

and renewal  and the jud ic ia l  Defendantsr  Apr i l  !4 ,  1995 decis ion

of summary denial with imposit ion of maximum costs--copies of

which are suppl ied herewi th fFolder  I I ] .

50-  I  would point  out  that  Exhib i t  r rDrr  to  ny Af f idav i t

in support of ny order to show cause for resett lement,

reargument, and renewal, was a copy of rny affidavit in support of

recusal which I had subnitted to the judicial Defendants at the

January 10, 1995 oral argurnent of the wolstencroft appeals. For

the cour t rs  convenience,  r  annex as Exhib i t  nor  a copy of  that

recusal aff idavit,  sett ing forth the mandatory disquali f ication

of  the jud ic iar  Defendants under  New yorkrs  Judic iary  Law S14

9 Notwithstanding the heinous and deliberate nature of
Just ice Colabel la ts  n isconduct ,  ds docurnented by rny f i rs t  ar t ic ie
78 p. roceeding against  h i rn ,  they d ismissed i t  "3  nmootn af ter
Just ice co label la  wi thdrew h is  order  of  incarcerat ion against  rne
fo l lgwi lg  my commencement  of  the proceeding.  upon thepredic table cont inuat ion of  such misconduct ,  I  r i=  compel led to
br ing a second Ar t ic le  78 proceeding against  Just ice Co1abe1la--
l ikewise fu l ry  documented as to  h i ;  grotesgue abuse of  o f f ice.
r t  was d isrn issed by the jud ic ia l  Def ,endants--wi thout  reasons.

t_9
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result ing from their self- interest in the outcome of the

Wolstencroft appeals by reason of the al legations in this Sl_9g3

act ion,  to  which they are par t ies.

5L.  Such nandatory d isqual i f icat ion is  underscored in

rny aff idavit in support of resett lement, reargument, and renewal,

wherein I meticulously show that the judicial Defendantsl

February 14, L995 decision on the wolstencroft appeals is so
rrlegallyr ds welr as factually, unsupported and insupportabre by

the record and control l ing lawrr as to reflect their self- interest

in  the proceeding ( f l23) .  rndeed,  the major  por t ion of  my

suppor t ing af f idav i t  (pp.  8-19)  is  ent i t led,  and r  quote:

rrThe Appeals Decision is prina Facie Evidence
o f  t h i s  C o u r t r s  D i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n  U n d e r
Judic iary  Law sL4 for  se l f - rn terest [ .

52.  yet , .  notwi thstanding ny deta i red ev ident iary  and

lega r  show ing  was  en t i re ry  uncon t rove r ted ,  t he  j ud i c ia l

Defendants denied rel ief, imposing upon me maximum costs.

53.  The predic tabre conseguence of  the jud ic ia l

Defendantsr aff ir :nance in the Wolstencroft appeals, del iberately

abandoning,  as they d id,  a l l  ad judicat ive s tandards so as to

sus ta in  Jus t i ce  Co Iabe l Ia  t  s  uncons t i t u t i ona l  and  dep raved

conduct, is that Justice colabella went on to cornmit further

nonstrous, unconstitut ional acts in the Wolstencroft case--secure

in the belief that no matter how egregious his rnisconduct, i t

would be covered-up and protected by the judicial Defendants.

54. consequently, r am now faced with the necessity of

again appeal ing f rom Just ice CoLabel la ts  la test  pervers ion of
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jus t ice by h is  recent  JuIy  18,  L995 decis ion in  Wolstencrof t .

Such decis ion rests  on h is  unfounded February 10,  Lgg2 decis ion,

which the judicial Defendants upheld in ury wolstencroft appeals.

Thus,  Just ice co label la 's  fa ls i f icat ion in  h is  February 10,  Lgg2

decision that I had testi f ied that the only members of the Ninth

Judicial committee were myself and my daughterlo, is now the

basis  for  h is  Ju ly  18,  1995 ru l ing that  r the Ninth Judic ia l

Comnittee s/as a sharn entity at the t ime of the sett lementn. By

such rul ing and his deliberate disregard of the uncontroverted

probative evidence in the record--including aff idavits of other

members of the Ninth Judicial cornmitteel l--Justice colabella has,

without any citat ion to regal authority, effectively stolen

91oo'000 f rom the Ninth Judic ia l  Comrni t teers nat ional  successor ,

the center for Judiciar Accountabir i ty, rnc. A eopy of the

record before Just ice Colabet Ia  is  t ransmi t ted herewi th IF i le

F o l d e r  I I r l ,

55.  r t  can be ant ic ipated that  just  as the jud ic iar

Defendants refused to recuse themselves from the Wolstencroft

appeals when r made a forrnal motion for them to do so on January

1o '  1995,  they wi l l  not  vo luntar i ly  recuse themselves f rom the

upcoming worstencroft. And just as they upheld Justiee

c o r a b e l l a  I  s  d e m o n s t r a b l y  J _ n s u p p o r t a b l e ,  d u e  p r o c e s s - r e s s

decisions in my previous appears, so i t  is anticipated that they

10  See ,  appe l l a te  B r ie f  ,  p .  l _G a t  f n .
Record on Appeal.

l - l -  see ,  Exh ib i t s  r rE r r ,  r rF r r ,  t t c r r ,  and
1995 r rReply  Af f idav i t ,  In  Fur ther  Suppor t  and

22 and c i ta t ions  to

f rHr r  to  my Apr i l  3 ,
I n  O p p o s i t i o n " .
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wi l l  do l ikewj-se on my appeal  f rom Just ice co label la 's  instant

Lnsupportable JuIy 18, 1995 decisl,on.

s6.  This  can be par t icu lar ry  ant ic ipated s ince,  r rere

they to do otherwise, the Center for Judicial Accountabil i ty,

rnc. would receive gr"oo, oo0 to further i ts crrrsade against

judiciar corruption and poli t ical nanipulation of judgeships--

something that would prainry pose a threat to the Judicial

Defendants.

s7 -  The jud ic iar  Defendants have,  r ikewise,  torpedoed

numerous other cases in which r have been a party or had an

interest, by knowingly rendering unsupported and insupportabre

decisions. Just to name a few other cases which are part of the

pattern of biased, dishonest decision-making by the judicial

Defendants, wherein r rost, appears which brack-letter law and

the facts in the record entitred me to win, r wourd mention:

Brauste in v .  sassower;  wein inger  v .  sassower;  ward carpenter  v .

Sassower i  Ma la rnu t  v .  Sassower ;  Baer  v .  L ipson . ShouId

Defendants dispute the whol-esa1e abandonment of fundarnental due

process and Iega1 standards reflected in those casesr €ts well  as

in Breslaw v. Bresraw, r reguest that they produce for the court,

on the return date of the motion, a copy of the apperrate record

and the briefs in those cases

5 9 .  T h e  j u d i c i a r  D e f e n d a n t s r  d e c i s i o n s  i n  t h e

aforesaid cases were intended to, and have, caused me and those

connected with me to suffer incalculable and irreparable

f j -nancia l  and reputat ional  in jury .
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59. No previous application has been rnade for this or
similar relief to any other federal court or judge. My
unsuccessful prior efforts to obtain a stay of the i l legar June
14 ' L991 interirn suspension order fron the New york state courts
are detailed in rny verif ied compraint and in my cert petit ion to
the U.S. Supreme Court  in ny Art ic le 78 proceeding. Such
unsuccessful atternpts only further reflect, the bias, invidious
treatment, and retaliation of the state courts encompassed
within the gravamen of this lawsuit

WHEREFORE, it is respectfully prayed that
in ny accompanying order to show cause be

sought

to to .

the re l ie f

granted in

Sworn to before ne this
2sth day4if September l_995
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