
No.98-106

In the
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

October Term 1997

DORIS L. SASSOWER.
Petitioner,

- against -

HON. GT'Y MANGAI{O, PRESIDING ruSTICE OF TIIE
APPELLATE DIVISION, SECOND DEPARTMENT OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF TI{E STATE OF NEW YORI( and
the ASSOCIATE ruSTICES TI{EREOF, GARY CASELLA
and EDWARD SUMBE& Chief Counsel and Chairman,
respectively, of the GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE FOR THE
NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE
FOR TI{E NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, Does l-20, being
present members thereof,, MAX GALFUNT, being a Special
Referee, and G. OLMR KOPPELL, Attorney General of the
State ofNew York, all in their official and personal capacities,

Respondents.

PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI
TO THE IINTTED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT

PETITIONER' S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

DORIS L. SASSOWER
Petitioner, Pro Se
283 Soundview Avenue
White Plains, New York 10606
914-997-t677



' : r - - l  
i : r  ,  -  .  - ' . i r - * * . - - ; * : - - - l

I
I

I
II

TABLE OF CONITNTS

INTRODUCTION ............... I

THE ATTORNEY GENEML'S WAryER ........... 3

THE NONFEASA}.ICE AI{D MISFEASA}.ICE OF
AII TIIREE GOIreRNMENT BRA}.ICHES A}.ID
THE ORGANIZED BAR ......... ............7

coNcLUSTON ...........

STJPPLEMENTAL APPEIYDD(
ISA.I

Constitution ofthe United States
Preamble, Article II, $4, Article m, $l ... SA-l

New York's Exocutivc Iaw, futicle 5: Department oflaw
963, f l8... . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  sA-2

ABA Model Rules of professiorul Conduct:
Rule 3.l: Meritorious Ctaims qtd Contentions........... SA-3
Rule 3.3: Coior Towqd tle Triburul ..... Se-l
Rule 5.l: Repnsibilities of a potrer or

Supenrising l_ot+ryer ................... SA4

New York Statc Bar Association's Code of professional
Responsibility, adopted by New york's Appellate Divisions

Canon l: A l^awycr Shoutd Assist in ir,Iaintaining
the Integnty and Competence of the
Legal profession .......... ............. SA-5



DR l-lo2 [22I'IYCRR $1200-3J
Mircotdrct . . ' . . .- ' . . . .". .  " '  SA-5

DR l-103 [22 I'IYCRR $1200.4]
Dirclosre of Infornation to Autlorities "" " """ SA{

DR l-lo4 [22 ]tYcRR Sl2oo.5l
Re ryonsib i l i tie s of a &tpervinry Lawyer "'. " " "' SA6

Canon 7 : Al.rrwrler Shoutd Rcprescnt a Client
Zealously Within the Bounds of the Iaw """ SA-7

E-7-14 """""""' sA-7

DR 7-102 [22I.IYCRR $1200.33]
Reprexnting a Client Wirtin tlc Bowds of
tlg Lsw """' SA-8

Respondents'waiver, dated fuigust 4, 1998 and

sigred by Thomas D. Huglreq Esq., ofEce of the

New yort State Attorney General "' SA-9

I*ttq from U.S. Solicitor Creneral Seth P. Wat<mart

dat€dAugu$ lq 1998..... SA-10

Petitioner's letter to U.S. Solicitor General Waxmaru

datedJuly20, 1998 """' SA-ll

CJA's statement for the record of the House

Judiciary Committee's June I l, 1998 "oversight

hearing of the administration and operation of

the ftd€ral judiciarY"'... SA-17

CIA's testimony at the April 24, 1998 public hcaring

of the Commission on Structural Alternatives for

theFcd€ral Courts of Appeals, transmining record """" SA-29

Petitioner's letter to Lee Radeh Chieq Public Intryity

SectiorL U.S. Justice Departnent, dated July 27, 1998' -
tt ""tttttt"g record and cert petition SA47

Irtter of F. Elliot Sieman to U.S. Solicitor Gcneral"
datedAugust4, 1998 .... SA{l

Introductory Statement and Conclusion to Petitioner's
Reply Bri{ filed in the Second Circuit, April t, t997 ........ SA{3

Ip9-36, 52-59 of Paitioner's April l, 1997
lasaVsanctiors motioq fild in tlrc S€cond Cirodt SA{8

ffil-2 ofPetitioner's April23, 1997 affidavit in reply urd
in furthcr $pport of her April l, 1997 recusaVsanctions
rnotioq fled inthe Sccord Circuit

ffi9 ofPaitioncr's April28, 1997 srpplemental affidavit
in zupport of hcr April l, 1997 recusaVsanctions motiorl
filcd in the the Sccond Circuit ........ SA-77

CJA's letter to Jeffrey Barr, Deputy Creneral Counsel,
Mmini$rative Office ofthe U.S. Courts, dated
Novernber 24,1997, transmitting record SA-79

Petitioner's letter to ABA President Jerome J. Shestach
dated January 26,1998, transmitting record ... SA-90

Petitioner's lettcr to ABA President Philip S. furdersorq
daed August I l, 1998, transmitting cert petition SA-102



TABLE Or ATnEORITTES

Aniled&da &nfuilion
Prcamble
Article tr, $4
Articlc trL $l

Suatta
42 U.S.C. $$1983, 1985
28 U.S.C. $$144, 372(c),455
New York Executive I.aw, futicle 5, $63, lfE

C-un f,aila
U.S. Suprerne Court Rules l0.l(a), 15.2

Profdorral ond Ethicol M6
ABA's Model Rules ofProfessional Conduct

Rules 3.1, 3.3, 5.1, 8.3, 8.4
ABA Model Code of fudicial Conduct

Canon 3D
Code of Conduct for U.S. Judges

Canon 3B(3)
New York's Code of Professional Responsibility

Canon l:
DR l-102 [22 NYCRR gl2oo.3]
DR t-103 [22 ].IYCRR $1200.41
DR l-104 [22 ].IYCRR 91200.51

Canon 7:
EC-7-r4
DR 7-lo2 [22 NYCRR 1200.33]

RW8 and Gaida
Long-Range Plan of the Judicial Conference of the United States,

December 1995
Report of the National Commission on Judicial Discipline and

Removal" Augus 1993
Report ofthe ABA's Special Committee on Evaluation of Disciplinary

Enforcement, 1970

Report ofthe ABA's commission on professionarisr4 19g6,
l12 F.RD. 243

ABA'steodrrdr frrtnponing Latryer Disciprine', prcfrce, rgg2 d.

Arritlg
I*vy,"Ihe Jr.dge's Role in tlc Etfuement of Ethics _ Feo qtd

Ianbg in tln profession', 22 sarta irene Review gi-r ro(1e82)
Thodc "!le Duty of I'awers andfidges to Reprt otlur l^awyers,

!rcnlps of tt e @ds of * t si n$"oirll;,I 
'lihb

-._ _ LewRgvicrw 95-102(1976)'Tahg a Firm H?rd in Disiplirc-, ABA Joumal Vol. &4,
ScpOcr t998, p.24



Ei*

I

INTRODUCTION

n& erpplmtd hidprecccc nrpcnrming facts, reinforcing
thc Cqnt's drty to grut ccrtiorari under its'srpervisory powef, as
well u iB futy undcr codes of profcssiorul conduct to refer the
$bje.t fodcral judges and Nsry York's Anonrcy Gcneml fthe AG."l,
cilnsd to respondcots and himsclf a rcspondcn! for disciplinrry and
oiminal invcstigttion. Thcsc frcs includc:

(l) thc AG.'s Augus 4, l99t waiver [SA-9];
(2) thc U.S. Solicitor Cicnerrl's inappropriatc August 10,

1998 rccponsc [SA-I0J to paitioncr's July 20, 1998 letter sccking his
a nictts srpport rrd his non-responsc to hcr included rcquest for
CUpnnry rnd criminal rcfcrral of the srbjoct fedcrd judges and the
aG. [SA-llJ;

(3) thc U.S. Justice Department Public Integity Section's
non-respon& to pctitioner's July 27,l99S lefter requesting criminal
invc*igltion of the involved public ofrcials [SAa7]; and

(4) ttr Horsc Judiciary Conrnittee's inaction on petitioner's
rcqucsts for impeachmcnt invesigation of the subject federal judgeg
as highlighted by the written statement of the Center for Judicial
Accountability, Inc. (CJA)I in connection with the House Judiciary
Committee's June I l, 1998 *oversight hcaring of the administration
and operation of thc fcdcral judiciaf' [SA-17].

Thc spcrvaing fr.ts rdating to the Solicitor General, Justice
Ocportms[, and HqEc Judiciary Committee demonstrate a complete
brealcdown ofctrcks on fkleral judicid misconduct by the Executive
ad Lqislative Brancltcs - paralleling the breakdown of checks within
ttrc ludicid Brarc[ det iled in the cert petition and nrpplemented by
CJA's aforesaid written stEtement [SA-21, SA-25-271. This,
continod withttr€ dercliction of the organized bar [SA-90; SA-102],
ernpirically rebuts the "dl's well" conclusions of the 1993 Report of
ttreNdion l Connnission on Judicial Discipline and Removal as to the
ctrcacy ofcxising rncchanisms to restrain federal judicial misconduct
- conclusions adopted by the Judicial Conference in its 1995 Long-
Rangc Plur (at 88-89). The reality, conccaled by thesc government

I Paitiqrcr is CJA's co-fourdcr rnd dirccttr, as i&ntifiod at
&.8 of thcccrtpaitio(atp. 16).
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documentg but ocposed hcreirU is that the constitutional protection
r€$ricting fedcral judgps' t€rur€ in office to 'good bchavior" does not
oris bccarsc all arrcrucs by which their official misconducr and abusc
of offce might b€ determined and impeachment initiated (U.S.
Constitution, Article trL $2, futicle tr" g4 [SA-l]) arc comrpted by
political and personal self-interest. The consequence: fedcral judges
who pervert, with impunity, thc constitutional pledge to "establish

Justice", (ConstitutiorL Preamble [SA-l]) ard who use their judiciat
ofrce for ulterior purpos6.

Srchopcrueningftcts call for the Court to protsct thc prblic
Uyroasscrtngtbe consinrtionEl prdoction of 'good bcheviof and by
ftirtrorcing ttF dical e$y to r€port attorncy and judicial misconduct.
This duty is reflected in Rule 8.3 of the ABA's Model Rulcs of
Professional Conduct [A-20], Canon 3D of its Model Code of Judicial
Conduct [A-18J, and Canon 3B(3) of the Code of Conduct for U.S.
Judges [A-14 - provisions ignored by the lawyers and judges whose
derelictions are the zubject of this zupplemental brief.

Ttrc significance of these reporting obligations and the failure
of lawyers and judges to meet them have been discussed in scholarly
comrn€ntary inter alia, Thodg "TIE Duty otLavyers odJudges to
Reprt Otlpr Lawlnrs' Breaclps of tlp Stotfuds of tlu Legal
Profession, I Utalr Law Review 95-lO2 (1976);I*rry,*Tlre Judge's
Role in tlre Enforcement o/ Ethics - Fes od l*uning in the
hofessim", 22 Santa Clara Review 95-l 16 (1982), and noted in ABA
guide materials, including its "standards for Imposing t-awycr
Disciplirrc" (1992 d.,heface, at 4). They have also been the srbject
of discussion and recommendation by the ABA's Special Committec
on Evaluation of Disciplinary Enforcement, chaired by former
AssociEte Jusicc Tom Clarlq as well as by the ABA's Commission on
Professiorulisrq formed in responsc to a recommendation from then
Chief Ju*ice Warren Burger that the ABA study professionalism
issues. To foster rcporting both the 1970 Clark Committee Rcport
sttd thc 1985 R€port ofthe Commission on Professionalisnr, the latter
reprinted at ll2 F.RD. 243, proposed that "proceedings be brought
in appropriue cascs against lawyers who fail [to rcport misconductJ",
id, rt 287-288. At bar is such *appropriate case", where the
unr€ported attorncy and judicial misconduct has completely zubverted
federal judiciaVappellate/urd disciplinary processcs urd the $torneys
who have failcd in their reporting duties 8re at the highes lerrcls of
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pou,cr and influcncc in governrncnt and out.
Ttis Court's pirrdsl rolc in sendtiding ttr lqrl community and

uprd-coming lawycrs to ahical obligeioru - including the
obligrtion to rcport professiorul miscorduct - is highlighted:u."Tlre
&@'s Role in tlc hforcement otEthicf , q cit:

'...Onc tcnriblc plroc b bcgin is d tb top. Thc Srprcmc
C,;ort'c opini<ns rrp tbc prinary wriucn soure of tcrching
dlcrtriog inhc lqdpofcssioo, both during rnd afrcr law

: rdmt Abqcwrnldsse tbrtthc Jusiocs arcjrdicial
rolc mdcls... If tb Sqrcnc Cqrt stutsd thc proccss of
opcnlyosnma*ingc cthicrl isss itrhcr€ot in tbcircascs,
othcr oorts trurld folbw. Without leadcrship c a rdc
no&t tbcrc will bc m mvcnncnt." (8t I l4-l 16)

Tlfs casc dispositively proves that there is no "leadership'or
'role nrod€f frun ary govenunertal $Ht€r - nor from the organized
bor - to moct the professional responsibilities that arise in the face of
saios judicial misconduct and the non-firncrion ofjudicial oversight
mccbrnisms. Rather there is hostility and silence. Consequently,
without this Court's intenentio4 the public and the few whistle-
blowing lauryerg like paitioner, who take their reporting and other
dd€l obligdions scriously, will recrain wholly unprotected from the
oblitcration ofthc rulc oflaw and of consitutiond guarantees that the
rccord herein demonstrates.

TEE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S WATVER

In the ordinary c8sc, where respondents waive their right to
oppolc a pctition for a writ of ccrtiorari, a supplemental submission
may be umcorsary. This, however, is not an ordinary case and
'rcspondents' @unscl is not ur ordinary lawyer, but a public officcr,
tafurtod by multiple conflicts ofintcrcst.

Parthdadrcd by ttre paition is official misconduct by Second
Chuitjudgpsr u,ho lsrowir€b oblitcrued ail ogrizable adjudicatory
and ahical strrdrds and renderod fraudulent decisions to protest
high-rEnking ratc ddendants, Nerv York state judges and the A.G.,
gucd for comrption ud civil rights viol*ions under 42 U.S.C.gl983
and $1985. Thc petition chronicles how thesc state defendants,
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r€pres€ded by the A.G. - New York's highest legal officer - were
p€rnrittd to eogage fre€ly in litigation misconduct, including frau4 at
dl sages of the action: before the district judge, in the appellate case
managerncot pluse, and on the S€cord Circuit appeal. As emphasized
by ttrc pctitio& tbc AG. erployed srctr litigeion misconduct and
fiaud because he and his codefcodent clients bad no legitirnatc
dd€nse to the verified Complrint's materid alegftions [A49-%J -
dlegations e$ablistring tlrc urrconsiurtionality ofNcw York's attorney
disciplinary law, as written and as applied [A-l2Gl3l].

This Court's Rule 15.2 is very specific as to the purposc of a
bridin opposition:

*ln additio to presentiag otbcr rgrrngrts ftr dcuyiqg tbs
peritist tbc brie{in qposition should addrcs uy pcrccived
rnisstat€rnt of facta law in thc paition that bcus on what
issrs properly would bc before thc Court if ccrtiorari wcrc
grantod" e.orrnscl arc adrnoisbcd that t@ have an
obligdin to tbe Cont to point orr in tlp brief in oppositiorl
and not later, any pcrccivod nisststmt madc in ttrc
petition...."

Consequently, by his waiver [SA-9], the A.G. has conceded,
inter olia, the truth of the petition's factual recitation of criminal
conduct by federal judges and by state public officials, including
himself, and the validity of the petition's legal arguments addressed
thereto. These arguments are set forth in Point I of "Reanns 

for
Grottittg tlc Wrif' (atpp.23-26\ as to the Court's .supervisory" du$
under its Rule l0[.1](a), and its duty, under codes of professional
conduct, to make disciplinary and criminalreferralq even were it not
to grant review.

Among the code provisions cited and reproduced in the
appendix [A-20] is Rule 8.3 ofthe ABA's Model Rules of professional
Conduct, mandating the reporting of serious attorney and judicial
misconduct to'the appropriate authority". Thomas D. Hughes, Esq.,
who signed the waiver [SA-9], is not only a membcr of the U.S.
Supreme Court bar, but an fusistant Solicitor General for the A.G.
As such he can be presumed to know that the Court relies on the
ABA Model Rules of Professional Conduct as a general standard.
Moroover, the New York Statc Bar Association's Code of
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Profcssional Rcsponsibility, DR-103, adopted by New York's
Appellue Divisions as 22 NYCRR $1200.4 [SA{], mandates the
rcponiry of Uorrcy mismndrcr 'to a tribunal or other authority''. Its
DR 7-I02(BX2) - 22I.IYCRR $1200.33 [SA-8] - orplicitly requires
a larryer to rs{/eal *frard upon a ribun8l". The AG., whose statutory
dfiy it is to protcct'thc public int€rest', 'public safct/', and'public
justicc" (Ncw York Exocutivc Law, Articlc 5, $63, {S [SA-2]) and
urtro is irdcpcndcnt ofthc con*raints that inhibit private lawyers from
rc,porting judicid misconduct, can be orpected to recognize an
obligation to rc?ort and rerrcal fraud pcrpetrated by the tribunsl.

Thc AG.'s rcporting oblig$ions to this Court w€re trigge,rcd
once his office dacrmined ttrc Eccurscy of the petition's factual and
lcgal asscrtions of frurd and comrption by 8ttorneys urd judges,
partiodarly federal judges under this Court's "supervisory powe/'.
Unlecs hc was prcparcd to report the misconduct to some other
'arthoriqf or'ltribunal", as he was required to have done long ago,
his duty was to cndorse the petition's request for the Court's
'spcnisorly'' rwiew and its dternate request for the Court to make
disciplinary 8nd crimfural referrals, including refenal of the srbjct
federal judges to the House Judiciary Committee and Public Integnty
Section of the Justicc Department. Such endorsement was all the
rnore csscrlial since, prior to the waiver, petitioner had sent the A.G.
copcs of hcr July 2q 1998 lettcr to the Solicitor Creneral [SA-l l] and
hcr July 27,l99S lcttcr to the Public Integrity Section [SA47]. Those
lcttcrs presstred an evidatiary rocord of nonfeasance and misfeasance
by the Housc Judiciary Committec, as well as by the Public Integrity
Section - m*ing impeachmcnt and criminal invesigation unlikely,
abscnt Suprcnre Court actior\ bc it by rwiew or referral.

Coreromiting the AG.'s afrrmative obligations to this Court
is his disqualiSing conflict of intercst, born of his own anlpability and
that of his assistsnts for the long course of defense misconduct
summrdzcd by the petition (at pp. 4-17). But for his misconduct on
thc state lsrrcl, in thc contort of pctitioner's Article 78 proceeding
agEinst the judicial deferdants, the state judicial comrption, which is
the $bject of petitioner's verified Complaint, would have been
arrestod 8t thc state court level. But for the A.G.'s defense
misconduct in federal court, thc comrption of the ftderal judicial
proccss could not heve occurred - 8nd, certainly, not to the far-
rcacling od€nt it tus. Thc AG.'s nnrltiplc conflicts of interes herein,
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as a defendant represcnting his codcfendants and doing so in both
thcir individual and personal capaciticq while, at thc samc time he is'the People's Attorne/', charged with protecting the public, were
raised by petitioner before thc lower fd€rd courts [A-160; 5A66;
SA-741 - ard igtored bythosc courts. This has now ernboldened the
A.G., who never responded to petitioner's conflict of intcres
objocions, to orpe rmre disregard them. Indee4 Mr. Hughes sbould
have recognized that trc was disqualified from signing the rvaiver,
based on his prior knowledge o[ and involvement rq the fiaud rnd
comrption the petition detailed.

Nearly a ycar ard a half ago, Mr. Hughes' name), as the AG.'s
Assistant Solicitor Generat appearcd on the cover of appellees''@rrested" brief in opposition to petitioner's Second Circuit appeal.
As pointed out in the cert petition (at pp. 15-16), appellees' opposing
brief was a sanctionable deceit. Indee{ petitioner so informed Mr.
Hughes at the time, providing him with conoborativc documentation
so that he could take immediatc mrrective steps. such doq,rmentation
consised of: (l) petitioner's fact-specffic reply briefl, $pported by
record r€fer€ooes, dernonstrating that appellees' opposing brief made
a mockery of ABA Model Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 3.1"Meritorious Claims and Contentiors' and Rule 3.3, "Candor Toward
a Tribunal" [SA-3-aJ; and (2) her simultaneously-filed sanctions
rnotiorl further partiqdarizing the A.G.'s fraud and misconduct in the
appellate case nranagement phrse, apart from appellees' opposing
brid Yet, Mr. Hughes' stated view was that he had no obligation to
take corrective action and that "it was for the court, rather than
himsclt to examine the misconduct and fraud issues relative to the
Appellees' Brief on whictr his name appear[ed]." [SA-72, fl54; SA-75,
!f2; and SA-77, 1J8J. Much as other lawyers in the A.G.'s ofEce,
including the A.G. himsef, had prwiously taken no corrective steps
after petitioner advised them of the office's litigation fraud and
misconduct before the district judge and of the district judge's
fraudulent decisiorL so Mr. Hughes took no corrective steps. The
result: the Second Circuit comrpted the appeal with its own
frandulent, record-falsi$ing decisions IA-21;A-32; A-331. Like the
disrict judge's decisioq the.se also ignored, without comment, the
A.G.'s fraud and misconduct - including his mandatory duty under
DR-104D "Responsibilities of a Supervisory Lawyef, 22l.fyCRR
$1200.5 [SA47J, Such rule is the only one in the country to imposc
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collcctive rcspomibility on law frms. &e, "Taking a Firm Hod in
Disipliru",ABAJourn4 Vol. 83, Septcrtber 1998, p. 24. kq al.s
ABA Modcl Rulc 5.1,'Rcsponsibilities of a Partner or Supervisory
I^eryyd [SA4]. Ttri$ in additbn to ignoring Ncw York's DR l-l02
(22NYCRR $1200.3) [SA-5] and DR 7-ro2 QT].rYCRR 91200.33)
[SA.8], as wcll as thc AG.'s trsnlocnding duty undcr EC-7-t4 tSA-Zl
rs*egoverrm lsu0rcr...[with] thc responsibility to seek justice and
to dcnclop a full and fair record".

In dgrong ttrc waiver, h{r. I{ugh$ apparently retains the belief
that hc has m duty to take conective steps aod thst he can disregrrd
his own conflict of intcrest. This undcrscorcs the nced for the Court
to uthiste tbc fin&rnemal $andErds of condrct orpected of lawyers
lppcaring bcfore it - and bcfore the lowcr federal courts.

The Court's univtr foru\ as siped by l"Ir. Hughes, expressly
ttates thst 8 resporuro to the pctition will not be filed *unless one is
requested by the Court" [SA-9]. Under the circumstances, the A.G.
sbould be roque*od to respond. He strould be called upon to identi$
wtly, with othcr attorneys in his Solicitor G,ensral's offce prezumably
able to sign the waiver, Mr. Hughes was its signator, notwithstanding
his personal involvement in the fraud recited by the petitior\ and to
oglain lvhy he lus takcn no conoctive steps based on the concessions
implicit in thc waiver. Thesc steps would properly include: (l)
inidating criminal and disciplinary investigation of the federal judges
and gate officials who comrpted the federal judiciaVappellate/
disciplinary processcs in this casc; (2) investigating petitioner's
allcptions that thc AG.'s officc, as a mdus operandi, engages in
litigfion frau4 in state and federal @urts, to defend state judges and
othcr public officials and agencies, when it has no legitimate defense
lA-261-2681; and (3) vindicating petitioner's un@ntroverted factual
and legal strowing ofthe unconstitutiondity ofNew york's attorney
disciplinary law, as written and as applied to her [A-120-l3l]. This
irrclrdc conscnting to imptide \racatur of hisjudicial co-defendants'
Jtlrc 14, l99l "intcrim" order srspending petitioner's law license [A-
e7l.

TFE NOMIEASANCE AND MISFEASANCE OF ALL THREE
GOVERNMENT BRANCHES AND TIIE ORCANTZED BAR

As rcflected by the ce.rt petition (at p. 24), because of the



E

Socond Circuit's annihilation ofanything rescmbling a judicid process
and its comrption of appellate and disciplinary remedies, petitioner
long ago srpplied a copy ofthe record to the Administrative Office of
the U.S. Courts for presentment to the Judicial Conference and
likewise, to the House Judiciary Committee. This was done so that
the Judicial and Iagislative Branches of our government could
o<ercise ovcrsight - not only on petitioner's behalf,, but on behalf of
the public, endangered by federal judicial comrption and by judicial
srbversion of the very congressional statutes designod to protcct the
public from biased and unfit fidcral judges - 28 U.S.C. ggl,t4 and
455, relating to judicial disquslificstiorl ard 23 U.S.C. g372(c),
reluing to judicid discipline [A-2-5].

The petition recited (u p. 24) the responsc of thc
Administrative Office: it not only refused to make thc requested
presefltm€dto theJudicial Conference for oversight interventioq but
failed to respond to letters or return phone messages inquiring about
srch presentment.

Not recited was the response of the House Judiciary
Committee to CJA's two M€rnoranda that accompanied transmittal of
the record to it [A-295; A-301J: a non-response whosc unmistakablc
deliberateness only becanre wident after the petition's May l6th filing
date in the corfort ofattenrpts to meet with the Courts Subcommittee
Chief Counscl and to secure the opportunity to testify at its June I l,
1998 "oversight hearfuig on the administration and operation of the
federal judiciary".

The House Judiciary Committee's wilful friftre to dischargc its
duty of "oversight" over federal judicial misconduct - either by
investigating the judicial misconduct complaints it receives or by
cn$ring ttre integrity of the federal judiciary's handling of complaints
filed under 28 U.S.C. 9372(c) and judicial enforcement of 28 U.S.C.
$$14{ and 455 - is recounted in CJA's written statement to the
House Judiciary conrnittee for inclusion in the record of thc June l l,
1998 hearing [SA-17J. This was so identified by petitioncr in her
fuly 20, l99E letter to the U.S. Solicitor General [SA-13], which
enclosed a copy of that staternent urd its corroborative widentiary
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oorycodirm'� so that thc Solicitor General could "act on betralf of the
otbwisc unp'rotoctcd public" [SA- l3].

Pctitios's July 20, 1998 letter to the Solicitor Creneral [SA-
lU highlighod thd tb srrnc rcisons wurantirU thc Court's grurting
tho paition wrrnntod lisontans $pport at thc certiorari stagc, and
tlul, likc tlrc Cor$ whidl if it did not grrnt the petitio4 would still
have a duty nndcr sthic.l codes to make disciplinary and criminal
rcfcrnls of thc subjoct foderal judgcs and AG. for "fraud" collusiorl
and corupiragf, he, too, was bound by ettrical codes to make such
roforrrls - *scparatc aod apart from [his] duty to $pport Suprune
C,ort r6,iarP. Thc hilcr $dd tlut a copy of the recor4 identical to
tha prcviorcty scat to thc Administrative Oftcc and Housc ludiciary
Committog was boing scot to the Justicc Departnrent's Public
Integdty Socion rc tbrt it could initiEte criminsl invc*igation and
prosocutior\ as wcll as ftciliAte its endorscment of the Solicitor
Gencral's ottictts slpport of the petition. Petitioncr pointed out that
all threc Brarrctps lud panicipated in the Report of the National
Commission on Judicid Discipline and Removal and that, consistent
with that Report, if the Public Integrity Section did not endorse the
Solicitor Csrcrrl's onictts support and commence a criminal
invcscigatiorl without neccssity of the Court's referr4 it strould
'idcntiS thc branch of government responsible for inva*igating the
comrption of the fodcral judiciaVappellate/disciplinary pro@sses,
e$blishcd by thc transrnittcd record" and...make the appropriate
rcfcrral." [SA- l4].

Petitioncr's htly 27, 1998 letter to the Chief of the Public
Intcgrity Scction [SA-47], in addition to transmitting the record,
chnonicled a backgrornd of Justice Department inaction on her prior
complaints of New York state judicial corruption urd complicity by
strte ageocicc lnd officials, including the A.G.
.' By ktter datod August 10, l99t [SA-10] - the same date on
which paitioncr had notified the Solicitor General's officc of the
AG.'s wairrcr [SA-9] - the Solicitor General purported to respond to
her July 20, l99t later [SA-l l]. Ignoring wery fact-specific issue

2 Thc ompcnaium to CJA's stalcmcot tsA-l7l has bccrt
lodgd with tbc Clcrt of tbc Court, togctbfi with thc oddbits to petitiorcr's
Juty 27,199t lctE to ftc Chidof tbc hrblic Intqfity Section [SA47l, infra.
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preserr€d by thc leoer, most particularly that this was thc orceptional
case nrardating thc Solicitor General's arzians $pport and disciplinary
and criminal referrals, petitioncr was advised that the Solicitor
General's "general poliq/' in cascs to which thc govcrnrurt is not a
party, is not to opine as to *the views of tbe united States" rurless
invited to do so by the Court.

No responsc tus be€n reccived ftom the hrblic Integrity
section Howwcr, in an August 14, 1998 phone call to it, petitioncr
was informed that the box trursnrittitg hcr ruly 27, rggg retter with
the cert petition and record had not erren boen opened.

Such conduct by the E:recutive Brancl\ in the face of
petitioner's July 20, 1998 letter to the solicitor cr€nerNl detailing the
significance of the Legislative Branch's nonfeasance and misfcasarce
to Judicial Branch comrption, calls for thc court to "invite' the
solicitor General to present the united states' views not only of the
peitior\ hrt ofthe inf,ormation that letter pres€nted. since the public
bt€rity Section has a copy ofthe recorrd, the soricitor General should
also be r€que$ed to incorporate a report of its findings relative to the
petition's recitation of Second Circuit comrption.

Indeed, since the Administrative Office [SA-79; SA-2fl, the
House Judiciary committee [A-3ol], the commission on Structural
Altcrnatives for the Federal Courts of Appeals [SA-35], and the
American Bar Association [sA-96; sA-106J also have copies of the
record and cert petitior\ the court might reasonably invite them to
offer their views, irrcluding oftheir ethical and professiorul obligations
with respect thereto, as lawyerg public officials, or both.

CONCLUSION

For the transc€rding reasorui ofgovenunental and professional
integrity hereinabove recited, respome to the petition and this
supplenrental brief should be requested from thc New york State
Attorney cren€ral and invited from the u.s. solicitor General, among
others. In any event, the cert petition must be granted and criminal
and disciplinary referrals made so as to vindicate constitutional
guarantees, the rule of law, and fundamental ethical precepts.

{.

DORIS L. SASSOWE& Petitionerpro &
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