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-pubric rntegrity section of the crirninal DivisionU.S.  Depar tment  of  Just ice
LOth and Const i tu t ion Avenue,  N.W
Wash ing ton ,  D .C .  20530

ATT: Lee Radek, Chief

RE:

Dear Mr.  Radek:

Transmi t ted  h_erewi th  i s .  g  _  copy  o f  our  S  372 (c )  jud ic ia lmisconduct compl"i l! against JudgeTor, 
-u"*.r,, 

,,6".ir l i"r Judge ofthe second circuit, 
- 

dated Mu;h 
-' l  

; L996. The indicatedencrosures to that  complaint  are arso Lransrni i t .ar  
-u=.are 

copiesof the second circuit 's tw; letters itr<nowredging receipt
Our 5372(c) complaint details. crirnilral conduct by Judge Newmanand his compricil ious secona ciiE"ffiEd;;;;-;nJj_ro, urterior,
:; i i l t"rory 

reasons--demonstrably corrupted their judicial

gons:q.uent ly '  hte ask that .gyr @ s372 (c)comprai-nt be deemed to constituteTur request--Eor crirninarir'rvestigation ang pro"".rrtlT "J'JriJg""ltewnan and his ferrows inthe second circui t -by the u.s.  Departrnent of  Just ice.
You rnay be assured of our complete cooperation.

l
Very truly yours,

€&rzq €.Ge-_s'sd?rva
ELENA RUTH SASSOWER
l-6 Lake Street ,  Apt .  2C
Whi te p la ins,  New-york j .O6O3

^/:/?YAtuDORIS L. SASSbWER
283 Soundview Avenue
White plains, New york

cc! Tom Mooney, Chief Counsel
Subcommittee on Courts and Intel lectual
U. S . House of Representatives 

-Cornrnittee

Enclosures 1 0 6 0 6

Property
on the Judiciary
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COUPLATNT FORM

OF THE SEEOND CIREUIT

OFFICER T'NDER 28 U.S.E.

qt - )Yg/
66 Q-'i/ sZ) f

O'.r)I,PPENDIX:

JUDTCTAL COUNETL

COMPI,AINT AGAINST JUDIETAL

TNSTRUC�TONS:

ii3 
r

f

5  3 7 2  ( c )

f - r
(a) Arl questions on this form rnust be answered.
(b) A sepa'rate 

^complaint form _must be fir led outjudic ia l  of f icei  ""rpf" i "ed.  against .
(c) subrnit the correct number_of copies of this form andthe staternent of racis. For i-i.rir"int against:

a eourt 
:I lPp"als l-udge -- originar and 3 copies

3"3';t:lil":"1"t iuag""o"'"ii=Eill; iiiJn; r;'iiigi,,"r
a bankruptcy judge __ originar and 5 eopies
(For further information see RuIe 2 (e) ) .

(d) Serrrlce ol-lh" judicial._ officer wil l be rnade by the' clerk's office. lror furah;;-i#ii lration see Rure3 ( a ) ( 1 ) ) .

(e) Malr this- form, the statenent of facts 'and 
theappropriate nurnber of copie" 

-t"-ti! 
crerk, unitedst'ates court of Appearsr-unit"a st-it"s courthouseFotey square, New- vori i  'N;l;" i" iooo, 

. 
, ,

1. Conplalnantrs nane:r't ) ELENA RUTH sadsowun (A  DoRrS  L .  SASSowER

t :
l - :

rof  each. . l

r i

Address:
(  I  )  1 6  L a k g  S t r e e t ,  A p t . 2 C .  W h i t e  p t a i n s . New York  10603
( 2 )  2 8 3  S o u n d v i e w  A v e n u e , W h i t e  p l a i n s ,  N e w Y o r k  1 0 6 0 6

Daytrme telephone (wi th area code) |  (  gr4r 997-8105

2. Judge or

Name:

magistrate judge cornplained about:

EHTEF .]UDGE JON O. NEWMAN

2 5



Court:
cogBl OF APPEALS. sEcoND crReurr

3' Does this cornplaint concern the behavior of the iudge
i:r5?tsrrate 

judse in a particuiur-r."".,j.r or 
,

,/
l { l Y e s t J N o

rf rryes, rr give the follgwi1g information about each
:i:;:.. 

(use ttre rever=e side-i;-ri l"" is more rhan

Court:
COURT OF APPEALS,  SEEOND ETREUTT

Docket nurnber:
9 1 - 7 8 9 1

Docket numberl s of 
e11{Bfieea}s to the second circuit:

Did a lawyer represent you?

t I yes 
t ,.21 No

If ;ffi:"r3*;:.:he 
narne, address, and terephone number

4' Have you.previously fi l_ed any conplaints of judicial
*iii3$X;: ;il$i=iiiiitv "g;i"J;"'5i; judse oi---'

t  I  y e s  
t 4  N o

rf "yesr " give the docket number of each complaint.

5. you should.attach a staternent of facts on which yourconplaint  is  based, """  ru le 2 (b),  and

2 6



JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT COMPLAINT AGAINST JUDGE JON O. NEWMAN
PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. 273(c)

Filed by:

Date:

Elena Ruth Sassower and Doris L. Sassower

March 4,1996

Thisis a complaint under 28 U.S.C. 372(c) against Jon O. Newman, Chief Judge
of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit. It sets forth-and by the record in fussower
v. Field @ocket No. 9l-7891) documents-that Judge Newmarq in his oificial capacity as
presiding judge of an appellate panel of the United States Court of Appeals for the Second
Circuit, corruptly used his position and authorityfor ulterior, retaliihry purposes,to wit, that
he authored a decision, dated August 13, lgg2,which he knew to be faciuallyfalse and
fraudulent, legally insupportable, and issued forthe sole purpose of defaming and financially
injuring the plaintiffs, who were the immediate family of aiudicial "whistle-bfower,,.

Suchwilful abuse ofjudicial office, subverting "the effective and expeditious
administration of the business of the courts"--and constituting impeachable conduct-was made
the subject of exhaustive efforts to obtain judicial review, all unsuccessful. These include
plaintiffs' Petition for Rehearing En Banc to the Second Circuit, their petition to the U.S.
Suprgme Court for a Writ of Certiorari, seeking review under that Court's "power of supenrision"
and, following denial of "cert", their Petition for Rehearing and Supplemental petition for
Rehearing. Those documents, cross-referenced with record citations, should be the starting point
fot verification of this judicial misconduct complaintt-beginning with the eight-page petition for
Rehearing to the U.S. Supreme Court. That Petition was based upon Judge-Newman's retaliatory
motivation and that of the Second Circuit--as well as of District Cburt Judge Gerard Goettel,
whose demonstrably biased and insupportable decision had to be--but was not--reversed on
appeal as a matter of law.

As detailed thereiq the judicial whistle-blower to which plaintiffs are related is
George Sassower--well known to Judge Newman, as well as to many judges of the Second
Circuit. Mr. Sassower's relationship to them--and their relationship io hiir--had, for many years,
been fiercely antagonistic and adversarial, He had sued judges of the Second Ciicuit in a ia.ge
number of litigations, calling them "criminals in black robes" and other unflattering epithets-and
characteizing the Circuit as a whole as "unfit for human litigation". Such adver*riui litigation by
Mr. Sassower is reflected in footnote I of Judge Newman's decision (CA-9 )2 and, more
revealingly, at footnote 4 of District Judge Goettel's decision (CA-34) As may be inferred from

Copies ofthese four documents are enclosed.

CA- refers to the Certiorari Appendix



articles published in the New York Inw,Journal onNovember g,lgg3 and March 14,lgg4
@xhibits 

"A-1" and "A-2", respectively), the docket numbers, captions, and allegations of Mr.
Sassower's lawsuits and judicial misconduct complaints against SecondCircuit judges as of
August 13,l992"the date Judge Newman's decision was rendered--are knownto the Circuit or
readily accessible by it3.

. George Sassower was not a party to the Sassower v. Fieldlitigation, which was a
civil rights action under the Fair Housing Act.brought by his daughter, Elena, and his ex-wife,
Doris. However, Mr. Sassower had a direct interest in its outcome since he shared occupancy
with Elena in the apartment which was the subject of the case. As such, Judge Newman--acting
for the Second Circuit_on the appeal--was no more disinterested in the outcome of the proceediig
than District Court Judge Goettel had been in ensuring that plaintiffs lost their case, thit the
litigation actMties of George Sassower were disrupt.A Uy his dislocation from the apartment in
which he lived with his daughter, and that the family that had provided him with a roof over his
head be reputationally ruined, as well as financially punished. Such financial injury to George
Sassower's family may have been of particular satisfaction to the Second Circuit, whose juJges
had been unable to deter George Sassower's litigation activities by imposition of monet ity 

-

sanctions against him because he had no assets (CA-34, fn. 6). Indeed, Judge Goettel "nj Judg"
Newman were so plainly bent on causing financial injury to plaintiffs that they did not care that
the "extraordinaqy'' $100,000 imposed upon plaintiffs would result in a "windfall" double payment
to fully-insured defendants, who had no standing to seek a counsel fee/sanctions award -d--u,
subsequently proven--no intention to reimburse the insurer (Cert Petition, pp. Z, 6-7,9, 10, 13,
25-7; see plaintiffs' motion vacate, filed 1 112619l; denied without reasons 8ll3lg2 (CA-22);
plaintiffs' motion for procedural reliefl, fled9l24l92; denied without reasons lO/l/gZ(Ce-10;;.

Because of the Second Circuit's animup against George Sassower, Judge Newman
knew that no matter how abhorrent and retaliatory his decision *ur, h. could count on his Second
Circuit brethren to deny a petition for rehearing en banc--much as Judge Goettel knew that the
Second Circuit would sustain him on appeal. The fact that the Second Circuit, by denying
plaintiffs' dispositive Petition for Rehearing En Banc, put its imprimatur on Judge Newman's
palpably retaliatory decision, requires that this judicialbias complaint, resting on that decision in
which the Second Circuit was complicitous, be transferred to another Circuii.

That Judge Newman saw the appeal of Elena and Doris Sassower ds a means of
letaliating against George Sassower through his family is readily verifiable from the decision
itself (CA-6). On its face. the decision is repugnanttofundamental idjudicative standards and
blackJetter law--including case law of the Second Circuit itself--reflective of its improper

' Upon information and belief, among Mr. Sassower's serious allegations against
judges of the Second Circuit is that they have been defrauding the U.S. Governirent. Alihough
sued by him in their personal capacities, they have nonetheless been defended therein by the UlS.
Department of Justice without being "scope"-certified, as required by 2s U.S.C. Sec. i1z1ld), and
without any notice of claim being filed, as required by 2g u.s.c. sei. zozsla;.



motivation' This was detailed in plaintiffs' Petition for RehearingEn Bancto the Second Circuit,in their Cert Petition, and in their Supplemental Petition for Rehearing, which, at pages 4-6,
zuccinctly summarized and cross-referenced the violations of Suprem-e Court decisional law and
statutory and ethical rules verifiable from the faie of Judge Newman's decision-

This unabashed retaliation and lawlessness is highlighted by Judge Newman,s
unprecedented use of "inherent power", without dub procesr oi"ny finding of d'ue process to
sustain the hearing-less, nearly $100,000 monetary sanction againsi plaintiffs--for no reason other
than Judge Goettel's failure to meet the fundamental prerequisites oiRrl. l l and 2g U.S.C. Sec.
1927 (Cert Petition, pp. 7-8, 12'13,19-23). "Inherent powef is itself a usurpation of power--a
concession that there is NO LAW to permit the court to do what it wants to d^o. And the reason
there was NO LAW to sustain the sanction award against plaintiffs is because the law requires--in
the case of Rule ll-specificity of findings: identification of specific documents, signators, and
correlation of costs @r. a7-a8). Yet, Judge Goettel's completely arbitrary $SO,OOO Rule I I
sanctions award announced that it was dispensing with such requisites (CA-52). Likewise, 2g
U.S.C. Sec. 1927 requires specificity, correlating the allegedly ianctionable conduct by lawyers
with excess costs @r. 49),which requirement Judge Goettel'i similarly arbitrary $42,000 award
flouted (CA-52-3)

From theAppellate Brief@r. 8-40, 4S-9) and Record on Appeal before hirq
Judge Newman lqrew thatthe reason Judge Goettel had made no findings to support his Rule I I
and 28 U.S.C. 1927 sanction awards (CA-52-3) was because there *"t. no evidentiary facts in
the record on which to base such findings. There simply was no sanctionable conduct on
plaintiffs' part4. Consequently, Judge Newman knewihat if Judge Goettel's guarantuan monetary
award against plaintiffs were to be maintained-which was the pie-determineJ result he and the
Circuit desired-he would have to jettison the findings requirement. And this is what his August
13,1992 decision did--using "inherent power" to sustain Judge Goettel's arbitrary, uncorrelated
$50,000 Rule I I award (CA-14), as well as an unidentified portion of his $42,000 award under 2g
U.S.C. Sec- 1927 against Elena Sassower (CA-16-7), the unidentified balance ofwhich Judge
Newman maintained against Doris Sassower, in flagrant violation of the specificity required by 2g
U.S.C. Sec. 1927 (CA-16).

The demonstrable bad-faith of Judge Newman's decision is reflected by its
conspicuous failure to identify anyissueraised by plaintiffs on their appeal (CA-18)--including the
factual baselessness of Judge Goettel's decision. This is understandable since had Judge Newman
identified such issue (or any other) he might have had to refute the copiou s undenied and
unrefuted record references in plaintiffs' Appellate Brief and R.eply, "rtublirhing Judge Goettel,s

n As dispositively documented by plaintif[s' uncontrovertedRule6o(bx3) motion--
expressly incorporated herein by reference--plaintiffs were not only entitled to sanctions against
defense counsel, their clients, and the insurer for their flagrant litigation misconduct, but to a new
trial. (See, Appellate Brief, pp.27-33,49-54;Reply nriel pp.22-27;petition for Reheari ngEn
Banc, pp. 4,5-6; Cert Petition, pp.4-6,13, 26-g).



decision as flagrantly fraudulent, unsupported, and demonstrative of Judge Goettel,s virutent
actual bias. That Judge Newman knew no factual refutation was possibli is evident from his
decision which notably does not refute even a single one of plainths' record references or
otherwise independently examine the record. Instead, Judge Newman's umrr-r. rests entirely
on Judge Goettel's decision--which Judge Nerarman varyingly paraphraser or luot", verbatim.
This includes those portio4s of Judge Goettel's decision ttrat piaintiffs' Appellate Brief @r . 2, s4,& enata sheet) had expressly identified--without any rebuttalby defenduntr' R"rpondent,s Brief--
as ex parte, dehors the record, false and defamatory.

Judge Newman's repetition of the aforesaid objected-to ex parte, dehors the
record statements by Judge Goettel was no gratuitous insdrt (ba-r l, fu. zi. It was purposely
intended by him to create an illusion that Doris Sassower was a notorious ,.public enemy''--aluinr,
whom it would not be shocking that a federal court would impose a gargantuan monetary
sanclion. Such purpose was reinforced by Judge Newman's sua sponte addition of his own
irrelevant, dehors the record defamatory hearsay--which appears at the very outset of his decision
in a reference to a September I l, l99l New York Inw Journal article, headiined ..Attorney
Sanctioned by Court of Appeals" (CA-8). JudgeNewman.intended that readers ofhis judicial
decision believe that Doris Sassower was the'aitorney sanctioned. In fact, the attorney referred to
by the headline was not Doris Sassower and was totally unconnected with plaintiffs (Exhibit 

- -
"B").

.false matter in his decision was, according to him, that Doris Sissower's "current status [at the
bar] is in some doubt" (CA-8). However, a September'l l, l99l New york Law Journaiarticle,
which was almost a year old as of the date of Judge Newman's August 13,lgg2decision, would
plainly not provide information as to Doris Sassower's "current status". Indeed, ..current,,
information as to her status in both the state and federal courts was provided directly to Judge
Newman on February 28, 1992, at the oral argument of plaintiffs' appeal, wlilhe intemrpied
plaintitrs to inquire of Doris Sassower on thaisubject. S'uch co*pleiely irrelevanti and
embarrassing inquiry, in a crowded courtroom, may'have been record.i Uy the court. If so, the
recording would substantiate that Judge Newman's courtroom inquiry prouiOrO him with more"current" information than the September I l, 1991 New York Law lournat article, published five
months before the oral argument and nearly a year before his August 13, lgg2deciiion.

The retaliatory and malicious nature of Judge Newman's decision, which as
hereinabove shown is readily verifiable, gives rise to a fuJher suspicion that Judge Newman was,in some ex parte, behind-the-scenes manner-involved in the procedurally unauthorized February
27,1992 order, signbd by the Chairman of the Southern Disirict's Grievance Committee,

t Ashighli_ghtedatpp.'7-8, l0-ll ofplaintiffs'PetitionforRehearingEnBanc,and
pp' 2o-1,22'3 of their Cert Petition, Doris Sassower's status at the bar was irrelevant to the
sanctions iSsue since, as established by the record, there was no sanctionable conduct by her or
excess proceedings for which she was responsible.



I

suspending Doris Sassower's license to practice in the Southern District6. That order, dated
February 27,19927'-the day before the February 28,1992 oral argument ofthe appeal before
Judge Newman in Sassov'er v. Field--iolated Iiule 4 of the General Rules of the District Courts
for the Southern and Eastern Districts of New York. Indeed, under Rule 4, such order could not
properly issue since Doris Sassower's papers in opposition to the Southern District's September
11, l99l Order to Show Cause to suspend her detailed that she had been suspended in the New
York state courts without written charges, without any hearing,without any dndings, and without
reasons and requested a hearing before the Grievance Committee of the Southern District. For
the purposes of this misconduct complaint, those opposition papers--which enclosed a copy of her
July 19, l99l motion to the New York Court of Appeals forleave to appeal--are incorpoi"t"A Uy
reference.

cc: House Judiciary Committee
Subcommittee on Courts and Intellectual property

U.S. Department of Justice
Public Integnty Section, Criminal Division

Administrative Office of the United States Courts
Second Circuit Task Force on Gendeq Racial, and Ethnic Fairness in the Courts
Congresswoman Nita Lowey

6 Much as Judge Newman became Chief Judge of the Second Circuit in the year
following his authorship of the retaliatory August 13, lggt decision in Sassower v. Field,so the
Chairman of the Grievance Committee for the Southern District, who signed the procedurally-
unauthorized February 27,1992 suspension order, became Chief Judg.6f tn. Southern District.

7 Annexed as Exhibit "C" is a copy of the Southern District's February 27, lgg2
order. As may be seerg it refers to the New York Court of Appeals' denial of Doris Sassower,s
motion for leave to appeal her state court suspension. Upon information and belie{ such
document--if not the content of the full federal disciplinary file--was accessible to Judge Newman.



t l  7L\ /  V. / rr/? /qs

;n.rffi. ,i _.!jlg"lts-'\rho abuse the judicial

'I e x ot ious L;n ig i;ii s,
P r e ce dur e net7 fizt:f ut

| _-.1 nnOCeDURE, esrablished by.the Second a,*"n *",1 requires about two d(

I **::#,'jr"r ff ,T3#Hjc I'iti:Hfi :iHtwith the cour! has u."" i."iii#;3;#[:.TilJ""1".7r.y. b{ a federal appeas panel.
r ne procedure was p,:9. " ..reasonable 

response tothe harassing abuse of I9v e.".",' ""il d;tii-$ti"l'i"0.'ffF.ii; nrifrujJon o. Newman, In Re Anthoitn. uiii:riioL ,s_soog,

system forfeit their right to idtult
P3opty of p.rocedurei availabte inute. conduct of normal litigation",,
Judge Newman added.
, His opinion, joined in by Circuit
luqqf Ralph K Winter a,iO rr"ntA-.AtUmari, carne in response to un_related -letters from two sanctioned
p.r: "" liUggnts, Anthony n M*Uo

t"EElxiili- .{oqrerff.-kno*tr ."- 
-intrrony 

RMartin-frig9ry) and George,sas-
;nT'n"yX"",i::rlj j":,^":f ,94t|rtggl,-"rilor judgeswho had aeniea' urem ;;;;"* i: .f^='l"-Y. oI- ruoges
tions in the past year.. 

Perttssion to file particurir f;o
Mr. Martin, wh6 has_a 

_palm Beach, Fla address, isdescribed in court ooinions as a law schoot graduatedenied admission to ihe..ntinois ;;:l{; ffi fited hun-dreds of tawsuirs around tr,e co""tli;#i,ir?r.a"r.r _astate judges, bar exam iners, pubtic,otfiEaf r," puUf i. "Sen-cias, lawyers and indivi.duals'*t " l" ""-.**li or another
l"""13;J?10,T:,hl?:g':9v^;;;";;;ilv:ii-vmanerco,lcerning him," accordi;i t"'i'i.'"p'iii' 

rs 'urv ma$el
In one instance, heveneintr,.,t ji.iJi,i1i*1"fl lr.SJ"i:lgll,Iill?;and moved to have himself."ppri;il';.lrraroian 

adlitem of the judge's minor chiidr.n.;- 
* o

Mr. Jassower, who has a_White plains, N.y., address, isdescribed in court ooinjons as a disbaned-i"wyer wf,ohas been ..an abusivl 
Jils-t r.,i |M]jii,,lg an ..ava-Ianche of titigarion" against pubtii ""a piidt" figures.

Cootlnued oD pqge 2, colu-. I

'Vexatious Litigants' procedure
Cootluued from page t, cotumn {

. Both- men have been prohibited
from.titing any papers in tti"-il.o"j
Ltrcutt.unless leave of court has first
Deen obtained. That leave must corne
rrom one Second Circuit judge who is
assigned through a process which is
not.publicly disclosed but is reported-
ty. "retated 

to the 
-seniority 'of 

the
iqOg":j'The sarne judge, wiro is nol
ro€nulied, Trahdles all applications
trom a particular litiganl

- In their letters, Messrs. Martin and
Jassower sought to learn the idenUtv
of the judges who denied them leavl
to appeaf.in the past year. ln re-
sponse, Judge Newman treated the
lener r€quests as rnotions to be con-
sidered- by a three-judge panel be_
:luse. tlrey raised issues tlre Second
utrcutt had not addressed in previous
opinions.

Exceeding the Bounds
^ Jqdg" Newman first noted the wavs
In which the courts and pubtii di;
protected from the harassing tactics
of voratious-litigants through-ru!; ;i
general application. Amon! them, he
cited Rute I I of the Federl nuf es oi
Civil _ Procedure, which autf,oiiJs
sanctions for groundless Iawsuits, and
Rule 38 of the Federal Rules of .qip.f-
l-ate Procedure, which autnoil!""
damages for fiting a frivolous appe"t:

- But thesi techniques are insuffi_
cient when "certain 

individuals so far
exceed the bounds of tolerable titiga_
tion conduct," he wrote.

He then noted that the U.S. Su-
preme Court and numerous courts of
appeals "have recognized that courts
may resort to restrictive measures
that except from nornralty availabie

p - rocedu res ,  l i t i gan ts  who  have
ab_used their litigation opportu ni ties."
. li€veral circuits, he noted, have
Darrecl- vexatious litigants from t}te
normal availability of the in forma
pauperis stafus in civil cases that al_
lows waiver of fees, white others havl
completely prohibited such titigants
from filing designated categori& of
cases. At least five other circuits have
a-dopted less drastic remedies, like
the Second- Circuit's, of requiring tfrii
v.exaUous litigants seek permission to
file papers, Judge Newman wrote.
- The Second Circuit 's particular
leave.-to-file system whic'h assilns
that decision to one judge per litigint
is a "sensible 

allocationif judicijre_
sources," Judge Newman added. It
also enables that one judge to have a"trame 

of reference" to assess new
applications from the litigant

Judge Newman also sai? that con_
cea.ling t{re identity of the judge was a-reasonable precaution, necessitated
by the unfortunate tendenry of some
veatious litigants to direci their ha-
rassing tact ics personal ly  at  the
luoges  whose  ru l i ngs  d i sp lease
them."

- And he defended the tactic of not
disclosing the procedure for choosinc
the judge, which is related to seniorl
ity,. because it assures that judges are
picked 

.lwittoglregard to the i-dentiry
of the litiganL"

Judge Newman concluded, ..The
procedures adopted in response to
me demonstrated abuse that has oc_
:.urr.e_d. are necessary for the courts,
the judges and ultimitely for the pub-
lic, many of whom aie victimized
when vexatious litigants are permitted
unrestricted opportunities io pursue
their tactics of harassment."

Mes-srs. Martin and Sassower repre-
sented themselves.
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Second Circuit Iropos", LimitsOn Frequent C-*pf"i"tElrc

[.]!i{diT:lffi ,lif,'iY*";';:,".,T11i"'ii1$r{p"$i;;l'iii'i".r'i,,
II_::d"9-rii*r*""JJ,"r"t"a-to;il;i".idi;,f H:Trlir"l."r:*r*,l"illlf;merlts of litigauon, th" ruli"g;j; ipecLi restricuons ghoutd- be tm_

_ L C.RApKqOWN on vexattous [t|-qTq q.the-*cond Circuir, ;;i"h;;

$i:iiiii-',ir#'HTrTrrf*ff
::9,tT.t week wtth the announcement
p_t-l1m Ua,I requtremenrr f* th;;;il;
:.^u:q::-ltll fite Judiciar rtr;ililicomptaints.

__Those deemed frequent filers mustge_t._permisgion to initiate ;# ;;:
?.iylr from the Second cir*ii dili

ffili:i"i51"11T,:TX',T
l:cl_the .system'a integrity, "".orilnc
iff't;i';;iilifi ?i'*eil'iil'isower,,.eL-Bide,' ii|"; ii"grT$: ff:-
::.y,T'i -ir-tl,e I 3_judge u"ay'*r,il,i
#'-:y:^.:i11p 9nd uc t "ompr a r nii

iffllil,li',;il1J*f,"'-T"\:,fiii'ji 
'hdso .,or o.'ilJffiiH BY F^YE Eur' N

mont and Connecticut 
' -  -- 'a ' - ' -  

notlno rnma ^^-^r-r_^_

il:6,'urliii+rilxmtr*,dhii,ilririll'tllndfrrJ:f I
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Contlnucd on page 2, column g



2d Circuit Limits on Frequent Cornplainers
Condnued from page l, column 4 man, Anthony R. Martin. (formerly

lt.gyl a.s Anthony R. Martin-trigona)
(NYU, Nov. 9, l-993). Mr. Sasjowei
was described in court opinions as
having b€en "an abusive iitigant for
years" who has filed an ..avalanche 

of
litigation" against public and priuaie
ngures.

^.The Judicial Council Includes the
Circuit's chief judge, the six most se-
nro.r 

lstive^-appellate court members,
and the Circuit's six chief districi
iudges. CurrenUy, its members are:
Judgg. Newnran, Circuir,Jgdgeq Ama--,Iya Xearse,. Ralph'Winter,' nigi.'rrr1n_-'
er. Frank Altimari, J. Daniel Mlhonev-
and John Watker and Chief Oi"iriii
Judg_es Thomas Griesa of tne South:
ern District, Thomas platt of the East_
e_rn District, Michael Telesca of ttrl
Western District, Thomas McAvov of
the_Northern District, lore AU.in"i
ot Uonnecticut and Fred parker of
VermonL

posed because his complaints have
not put an undue burden on the court.

Restriction Warranted
"Just as those who abuse the nor-

mal processes of litigation may be re-
stricted in their opportunity to initiate
new lawsuits, those who abuse the ju-
dicial misconduct complaint proce-
durri may also be restricted in their
bpportunity to initiate new miscon-
duct complaintsj ' r ludge r Newman
wrote.

"The integrity of the misconduct
complaint procedure, a matter of im-
portance to all persons with a tegiti-
mate basis lor making a complaint
within the scope of 28 USC S3Z2(c),
will be maintained by imposing a'leave to file' restriction on those *ho
abuse this procedure."
' Second Circuit Executivi Steven
Flanders estimated there are only a
handful ol people at any time *ho
may be called vexatious repeat filers
of judicial misconduct complaints. He
said there are far fewer than the two
dozen litigants on a special court list
who need permission from an uniden-
tified Circuit Judge to file additional
motions in the Second CircuiL

In Nooember, the
Second Circuit

defended its leaae to
fiIe process for

aexatious litigants in a
ruling also concerning
. Mr. Sossorp er, who
urgoas deseribed in court
:' d p tnt6 itisZ[' n:iii i';ig

been "an e,busiae
litigant for years" u)ho

has fi,led an 
'

"analsnche of
Iitigation" against
public and prtaate

figures.
. -

tn November, the Second Circuit
delended its leave to file process for
vexatious litigants in a ruling also con-
cerning Mr. Sassower. and a second

. l

I
I



NEWYORK LAWJOURNAL

Wednesday, September ll, lggl

Attorney Sanctioned,,hy Qg,r.rt of Appeals
.  
_ .  

' r t . *

EY OARY SpEltCER 
'.. 

;r .;.1.1"0g:yi;;g;p,*l"tt+-li:i,:;f"
' - . H. "t/ .lrL;. ALBANy. r=r.::rnrq; court : oi.app""rJy;;;il.;;"i,"i"i'1^':

Manhattan' attorney. and his ctien('fiildl-ng, tfra( tirei l ..trlvolousill i
mot i ons lor, leave to' appell and to reargu-'Wpro'meant prlmarlbt |!i

rq,.+ilil',rilillTli;i'h:r,,l$s$i"#iur.,,ilrXi1$lli,f i;[o"3ileil*i't' 
Part'' I 30'was adopted. to:, curtail,ti':tfre,l Cburtu Cafbtf f ul
separate i2,500 sanctions on lsraeli businessman Henry'A.,Roti .,,
and his attorney, Louis H. Benjamin, tormerly of,'g1sg1q61,gi1 t
Baker.

.ln other actions, the Court refused to hear the state's appeal .
of a decision that Family Court iudges in New york City-must
re.ceive th€ same pay as theircounterparts in Nassau iounty,,
whose salaries have been f9,000 higher. It also refused [o
reviewa ruling that the natural motheiof Lisa Steinberg..aban-
doned" the child and has no right to sue for wrongful death,
Lisa was beaten to death by Joel Steinberg in l9g-?.

The sanction case - Intercontinentol Credit Corporation Diui-
sion of Pon American Trode Deuelopment Corp. u. Roth, Mo. No.
883 - stems from a 1989 order by Manhatian Supreme Court
Justice Edward J. Greentierd awarding $1g.5 miilioir to rnterna-
tio-n-al Credit Corporation on summary judgment.
-- Mr. Roth, president of Universal petioieum products tnc. and
Universal Oil Distributors lnc., had executed unconditional
guarantees lor loans to three other corporations that were used
to reduce the debts o( his own lirms. When the other .o.por*
tions defaulted, he was held responsible {or the toans.'-Ttre-

' ConUnuedon page2, columnl

a c  ' B '



Attorney Is sanctioned by bourt of Appeals
I Contlnued from page l, column g essentially unrelated to thesetilement of conrrovers,., jir.l,l*l,: Ihu $s,.000.r1,:g! wilt cost the court3''$T#:'.il1IT:l,Y#:,Tfo"",1E :1"".'iff,xr:'*:?[[tfLfl-:'!'"':i ;il:'"&,,:y:',t8J:f}.*:]fffiff
I begln enforcement proceedings. his counseih"; bu;;;;;;'T:"'""" lp"s yjth
i rhe enrorcement'ertort in"Juaua In.ferlrlcf ,. c-oo. rrro. No. 662, i;$1i:l?"::!n crrier' iuiie'sorproceedings in Israel' wtrete ut' noin tne'court I"11i"1a-u-,i,iingih"t tl,u ls tr,"t J"ni"ioi:#"n.f;j;*:j8lirionowned a $3 million villa in Netanva, i"r"irv coutt-iuJseJin iil'"i'lr.r city, .:l; ;;;/"^ u. steinberg, Mo. No.according to lcc attornev Matthew s' wr'o-tirar<. ibbJi0%;';;ilre entiued 6zs, the iourt-.gecrined t6 review a*?lti"r:lffiiiil titi:i"11i?"Ti; io'it'' '"'u pav as [n*.-in Nassau aecisun iiiat Michere r,aunoei"]'ttreheld the New York iudgment w"r noi natural mothet oi'iii'ttlj'n"o"rr,

.:l:r"_m i.,"1L'"ffho,*llrj:l,:fi ii?1"":"',lH{*ff""}i{";li:,1-
:if:'!r&ii4!1";;*;il;; Tlr $e,000'rsisis in [Tfiil:'it t" *d;ii''1*"'*;
feave.toappealitool"tu,,*i,irrldo"i t i1t!Seg' .s.glgries uill Manhattan supreme courr Justicedismlsscd lt:as untlme
l"y:d ro. *;w."enillli:ld,ili;,ff :ff}-lt^*tiu#sj'crefti-fffiff*;Ti$$s:.ril#i:i?i:,
ffi,n"".;$?',o"ffi",::o"y tt"t u"i-t, about _$8e,000,- atong :::"1:_,j I dT".l"u.a rs auowed a par_

..rhe utter rack of lnerit in these rDith a $3 million 
_ 

;!lJ*"nff"f,",#r,:ril:tl":j;,"i:
motions and the virtual impossiiitiij payment for chele r"irea- to provide for Lisa; sheof affecting the final i"dgm;;i;iili; ?rlate-.s-tage"i"1t"-iiii"tion conrirm retrooctiae salary, ;il;;-;ft an<r training ror Lisa.

[!ii'*!!:1iT:'J'l*i l1.'ili.",il'l; accordins to the oiftce **:tt'::"'J'"",1:ilXl"*"'l{it
delay enforcement of a_ iudd;l i; of Court reasons ror doing so, she abandoned
"r.',1*:::::_'l I ^i 

'''*;I Arlt"titiiion. t'*1".0*" 
a,so rerused to hear an. . In impos ingasanct iononbothde- � }PReatbywhi ie -P l " i ; ; ; [ ;uyb . , i .

fendant and his attorney," it said, "we t:: 
's"""oiei, 

who was ordered hv rhehave considered the ticts ttratltaini counry. who arc rha hi-r-^_. Appeuate oi""i..','sJl|i'i"jJ"l"-

i::._"!"'x ff*,.'tr3':;";t1';r l:til lit;,il:lii"":4*..1f1::!!3"11 n:lli::lftrih,"m'j:'i*
r":.1,ilii!ff1{}'i''}ii"',""f:f:li: ;:til?FllisildJ:ffiTultr;t; $n""',:i*;;il.;nrlL" r"t$::iurisdiction"or tt'ir c'r"n ror purposes in;t iltrJ'f; ilfft.i&1,*t oniv-6 il" l'"i'""'rili;ning-to com;ry #ff'h"
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UNITED STATES DISTRIC" COURT

::::::Y-:1:]1'* OF NEW YORK
-----x

- / to : ; ' " ; i ' ;
>b(> ii ()p;:

,r )'JV
\\./. 1-

\ s\Y;*q./:I n  t he  Ha t te r  o f

Dor i s  L .  Sassoner
283  Soundv iew  Avenue
W h i t e  p l a i n s ,  N y  t O 6 O G

Respondent

u - 2 - 2 3 8
ORDER

( . r '

c

I

An Order to Show Cause dated Septenber 11, 1991 wasserved on respondent directing her to show cause why she should noto: drsciplined by this court pursuant to Generar Rure 4 (g) . Thereason for th is was the fact  that  on June L4, 199L the New york
Appellate Division, second Departnent, suspended the respondent foran indefinite period based upon her failure to conrpry with theAppel late Div is ionts order direct ing her to be examined in orderto deterrnine whether respondent is incapacitated fron continuing
to pract ice lahr.  On September 10, 1991, the New york Court  ofAppeals denied respondentrs rnot ion for  reave to appeal .

# 
The court has received a subnission fron respondent which

ij:: i :=t1 
tnat no action be taken bv this court in order to permit' the New York court of Appeals to decide a case which the respondental leges is factual ly related to her case. This request is denied.
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rt is hereby directed that the respondent
frorn the rolls of the nernbers of the bar of this
concurrent ly wi th the State suspension.

I

be suspended

Court to run

SO ORDERED.

'Lfl.lzttt_..-/

THOMAS P. GRIESAChairman, Grievance Connittee s .  D . N .  Y .

Dated: New york, New york
February 27, j ,gg2


