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Cnnrnn fo, JaotcrAr, AccouNrABrlrry, rNC.
P.O. Box 0q e"AvyStAoi TeL (914) 421-1200

Fax (914) 42&4994
EMqb iu*ana@Umtt,Yhile Plairrs, Na y yorh 106054069

E lena fudt Sassowe, Coor&raor

BY HAND

March 3,2W

Chief Judge Judith Kaye
Chief Judge of the State ofNew york
230 Park Avenue, Suite g26
New Yorlg New york 10169-0002

,yd&r

M,qR 3

RE: r. Meeting your Administrative and Disciprinary
Responsibilities under $$100.3C and D of the Chief Administrator,s
Rules Governing Judicial Conduct;

2. Designation of a Special Inspector Generar to Investigate
the Com:ption of theNew York State Commission on Judicial Conduct.

Dear Chief Judge Kaye:

This letter calls upon you' as chief Judge of the state of New york, to take steps
to ensure that supreme court Justice stephen G. crane is demoted from hisposition as Administrative Judge of the Civil Term of the Manhattan Supreme Court
and tha both he and Acting Supreme Court Justice William A. wetzel are removed
from the bench and criminally prosecuted.

As set forth in the enclosed copy of cJA,s February 23,zoooletter to Governor
Pataki - to which you are an indicated recipientr - Adminisfrative Judge Crane and
Justice wetzel collusively used their judicial offices to subvert the judicial process
in an important public interest Article 78 proceeding against the New york State
Commission on Judicial Conduct to advance ulterioi pJrsonal and political goals.
Among these goals: to keep the commission as the comrpt fagade it is so as to
deprive the public of its entitlement under Article VI, g22 of the New york State
Constitution and Article 2-A of the Judiciary Law to a functioning disciplinary

See,inparticular, p. 32, ft. 5g. dlLU"4
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mechanism against abusive, biased, and dishonest judges - such as Administative
Judge Crane and Justice Wetzel.

This letter also calls upon you to appoint a ..special 
Inspector Generar,, toinvestigate the commission on Judicial conduct 

--- 
"o-p*able to the newry_appointed "special Inspector General for Fiduciary Appointments in the Unified

Court Systern-' who you announced in your January l0 ,-iooo..State of the Judiciary
Address" would "work closely with the Commission on Judicial Conduct, (Exhibit"A", p' l0)' It is precisely because the Commission is comrpt that patronage injudicial appointments- long the subject offacialty-meritorious judicial misconduct
complaints, dismissed by the Commissionwithoit investigation- has flourished tothe point where the media call it an..open secret,2.

Designation of a "special Inspector General" to investigate the Commission is
essential because public 4gencies and officers having ciiminal and disciplinaryjurisdiction over the Commission a.re compromised by disabling conflicts-of-
interest. This is identified by cJA's enclosed Februaryi5, 2000 memorandum-
notice to the New York State Attorney General, the Manhattan District Attorney,
the U'S' Attorney for the Southern District ofNew Yorh and the New york State
Ethics commission - to which you are an indicated recipient.

The most salient and frightening fact about the commission,s comrption,
highlighted by CJA's February 2l,2womemorandum-notice and particularized in
CJA's February 23,2w0letteq is that in three specific-Article 78 proceedings over
the past five years, the commission - whose duty it is to uphold judicial ,turrd-a,-- has been the beneficiary of fraudulent judicial decisions of Supreme Court/1.{ew
York County, without which it could not have survived the chalienges brought by
complainants whose faciatty-meritorious judicial misconduct complaint's the
Commission had dismissed without investigation. Indeed, the Commission had No
legitimate defense in any of these three proceedings, relying on litigation fraud by"the People's Lawyer", the state Atto-"y G.n"iul, who represented the
commission in flagrant violation of Executive taw $o:. i3. 

r -- ------

the Appellate Divisions yd gther appropriate authorities", with whom irt. spoiui-rn poto,

:tr*Tl;[ily 
closerv", *"- rft" the commisrion -- Jv.ru".tionar ano conupiJ uv

3 Executive Law $63.1 requires the Auorney General's involvement in titigation to be
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You are already familiar with the fact that the earliest of these three Article 7gproceedings against the Commission was "thrown" 
by a fraudulent judicial

decision. Like Governor pataki, you rong ago received copies of cJA
correspondence describing it and appending cJA's Letter to the Editor," C ommission Abandons Investi gative MandateJ M, gl | 4 /9 s),and two publ icinterest d\"A Caltfor concertedActiorf, ofylJ, tvzolga,p. 3) and Restraining'Liars in the courtroom'and on the public payrolt, 

M, g/27/97,pp :_+fl
cJA's January 7, rggg letter to you - which is Exhibit E', to cJA,s ietruary zr,2000 letter to the Governors - referred (at fn. 2) to all three published pieces andappended a copy of "Restraining 'Liarc"'. This first Articl" ZS pro"."ding wasDoris L' fussower v. Commission on Judicial Conduct of the stite oyNi yortc
(NY Co' #95-109141), "thrown" by a fraudulent judicial decision of Suireme Court
Justice Herman Cahn6.

It may be expected that you would be familiar with the second Article 7g
proceeding "thrown" by afraudulentjudicial decision,MichaelMantellv. New york
state commission on Judicial conduct (Ny co. #99-10g655). This, because on
october 5, 1999, the New york Law Joumal featured a front-page, above_the fold
story about Supreme Court Justice Edward Lehner's decision in that case under the
eye'catching headline, *state commission can Refine to Investigate Judge,,.From
that story - and the published decision appearing two days later -you would have

predicated on "the interests of the stat€". No "state interest" is being served by an Attorney
General who comrpts the judicial process with defense fraud and misconduct in order to defeata meritorious claim.

'_ copies are annexed as Exhibits "B-1", "B-2,,, and ..8-3,,, respectively, to cJA,sFebruary 23,2000letter to the Governor.

t cJA's Jarnrary 7, 1998 letter to you - to which we received n o response -- sought yourleadership in vindicating the public's rights relating to the Govemor's judicial appointmentspr@ess' to which you 
te.a participant by virtue of your designation of members o'rrrir juA.iur

screening committees. It is anrrcxed to our Febru Ny 23,200b leuer to the Governor because itreflects CJA's 1997 opposition to Judge Crane's candidacy to the Appellate Division, *,t i.r, *,presentod to the First Deparhnent Judicial Soeening Committee - on which your arrign;-hi*
Gutekunst sits (at pp.2-3).

: . Conspionusly, Justice Cahn's decision n Doris L. fussoverv. Commtsstonhas nwerbeen printed in the law bool$ - notwithstanding the July 3 I , 1995 New york Law Journal citeditasa..decisionofinterest''.onitsfront-page'surrrmarizedito@,.*d
published it in its second section.
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had no difficulty recognizing that the decision is legally insupportable - not theleasJ reason being because it pretends that a judiciJ misconduct complaint filedwith the Commission by a member of the public is analogous to one initiated by thecommission' sincethe Court of Appeals regularly r"rrielus appeals from the smallhandful ofjudges which the Commission ruul""tt to public discipline, you surelyare aware that these two types of complaints are governed by differeniirovisions
of Judiciary Law $44: subdivisions I and 2 - which Justice Lehner,s decisionpurposefully obscures. These different provisions were recognizedbythe Court ofAppeals in Judicial conduct v. Doe,6l Ny2d 56 (19g4), at 60. Such casefollowed the court's recognition inMatter of Nichorson,s0 Ny2d 597 (19g0), thdJudiciary Law $44.1 imposes a mandatory investigative duty upon the Commission:

"...the commission must investigate following receipt of a
complaint, unless that complaint is determined to be facially
inadequate (Judiciary Law 44, subd. l)..." at 346-7 (emphasis
added).

Nor would it be surprising if you were already familiar with the recent ftaudulent
decision of Justice wetzel in the third Article i8 proceed ing Elena Rtth Sassower,
cmrdinator ofthe centerforJudiciar Accounnnrfiry, Inc., actingpro bono ptbrico
v. Commission onhdicial Conduct ofthe State oytiew fo"eG.[y Co. #gg_fbgs5l),
since that decision was cited on the front-page of the February z4,2oooNew york
Law Journal as being "of interest'', summarized on the Law Joumal,s second front-
page, and published in that second section. on its fuce Ae decision departs from
fundamental adjudicative standards - substituting conclusory and defamatory
characterizations and innuendo for factual specificity. This includes the twoparagraphs of the decision which rest dismissal of Elena Ruth Sassower v.
CommissionT exclusively on Justice Cahn's decision in Doris L. Sassower v.
Commission and Justice Lehner's decision inMichaet Mantell v. Commission.

As set forth in cJA's Februuy 23,z0oletter to the Governor (at p.22),the record
before Justice Wetzel in Elena Ruth Sassower v. Commission contained fact-
specific, legally-suppo$"d analyses showing that the decisions of Justices Cahn and
Lehner are fraudulents - the accuracy of which was wholly undenied and

' 
- _ These two paragraphs are analyzed atpp.20-23 of cJA's February 23,2o00letter tothe Governor.

t The 3-pagp analysis of Justice cahn's fraudulent judicial decision n Doris L. sassower
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undisputed by the Commission and its defense counsel, the state Attomey General.

I 
fact-snecific, legally-supported analysis of Justice Wetzel's fraudulent judicial

decision in Elena Ruth &,ssower v. commissionappears at pages l5-29of cJA,sFebruary 23,2000letter to the Govemor, prefaced by an extensive discussion atpages 6-14 of Adminisfiative Judge Crane's misconduct, reflecting his complicity
in that decision. In summary, Administative Judge Crane, who was self-interested
in the proceeding, twice interfered with random assignment of the case, the secondtime to "st@r" it to Judge wetzel, who he had reason to know was even more
disqualified than the judge to whom he had first ..steered,, 

the cas", who had
recused himself. Thereafter, and in the face of petitioner's written notice to him
that within two weeks of receiving the case, Justice Wetzel was already making
manifest his disqualifying bias and self-interest, Administrative Judge Crane
wilfully ignored the Article 7g petitioner's legitimate request for:

l. the authority for his interference with randon{ assignment;

2. the basis for "steering" the case to court of craims Judge wetzer,
whose appointive term had expired five months earlier, and for"steering" the case prior thereto to court of craims Judge Ronard
Zweibel, whose appointive term was nearing expiration; and

3' information as to his awareness of the facts pertaining to Justice
wetzel's disqualification, set forth in petitioner,, D"""-ber z,1999
application for Justice wetzel's recusal - a copy of which she sent to
Administrative Judge Crane.

Likewise, Administrative Judge Crane ignored petitioner's request for a conference
so that amangements could be made to ensure that the proceeding be..assigned to
a fair and impartial bibunal". This, notwithstanding the record before him showed
that Doris L. fussower v. Commission and Michael Mantell v. Commission had
each been "thrown" by fraudulent decisions of Supreme Court/New york County
and that petitioner was endeavoring to ensure that Elena Ruth Sassower v.
Commission would not be the third such Article 78 proceeding to be..thrown,,.

/s?

v' Commission is annexed as part of Exhibit "A" to petitioner Elena Ruth Sassower,s verified
yljli:;.,7:j3:::::,l3r:l :.{justice Lehne,', r,uuaur"nt-:ua"iur decision n MichaerMantell v' commission is Exhibit "D" to her December 9, I 999 l"etter to Justice wetzel.
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Administrative Judge Cranets misfeasance and wilful nonfeasance, as likewise
the fraudulent judicial decisions of Justices wetzel, cahn, and Lehner, are
wholly inimical to the goal of your *Year 2000 Program, to ..build public trust
and confidence in our justice system", repeatedly emphasized in your Janua4y
l0' 2000 *state of the Judiciary Address" pxtriuit.,ir', pp. l-2, l0). A justice
system that fails to eject such miscreant judges cannot possibly foster (trust
and confidence' among the public. Nor should it expect to. Indeed, by their
misconduc! these judges knowingly and irreparably harmed the public by covering
up the comrption of the only state agency empowered to safeguard adherence tojudicial standards of conduc! as wetl as the complicity ofNew york,s highestlaw
enforcement offtcer, the State Attorney General, whose false and deceitful tactics
in defending the Commission have constituted "the crime s of, inter alia, perjury,
fil.ing 

{ q* instruments, conspiracy, obstruction of justice, and offrcial
mlsconcuct"-.

You twice repeated in your "state of the Judiciary Address,, that:

"the best way to begin the new millenium isby being honest with the
public and with ourselves about our shortcomings... " (Exhibit..A',,
p. 10, emphasis added, see also, p. l)

The second time, you reinforced the need for action:

"unquestionably, we hove to do everything in our pa+erto eam the
trust and confidence of the public in the integrity, reliability and
effrcacy of our courts. And there is only one place to tegin
improving public perceptions about our courts: by improving the
realities." (Exhibit..A", at p. 10, emphases added)

In light of such resounding rhetoric, the public has a right to orpect that you will at
long last be "honest" about the comrption ofthe Commission on Judicial Conduct, the
reality of which is readily-verifiabte from the record of the three most ,.."n, a*irt.
proceedings from Supreme CourtA'{ew York County. To that end, a copy ofthe record
of Eleno Ruth sassower v. commission is herein tiansmitted, with its

e &e notice ofmotion toptitiorw Elena Ruth Sossower'sJuty 28, 1999 omnibus motionand her memorandum of law, pp. g-9.

{ G O
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t.: See pp' 29-30 of CJA's February 23,2000letter to the Governor and Exhibits ..J-l- -"J-8" thereto.

rr 
Judge Newton is cited in your "state of the Judiciary Address" (Exhibit oA,,, p.2).

physically-incorporated copies of the record in Doris L. Sassower v. commission
andMichael Mantell v. Commission.

Being "honest with the public' will require you - like the Governor - to put aside yoursubstantial conflicts of interest, born tf your personal and professionj rehtionshipswith 
-innumerable persons implicated in the comrption or'tn, commission, or thebeneficiaries of it' These may account for your silence throughout the years in whichcJA's vigorous advocary arerted you to the commirJon,, ,eoaifuii?ark

{1runtiou which you chose not to verify - atl the while referring aggrieved membersof the public to the commission when they turned to you for help against biased andabusive judges' This includes vietnam war veteran camou Bey, who twice complainedto you about Justice wetzel @xhibits 
"B-l'- "B-4') and whose/ac ially-meritoriousjudicial misconduct cormplaints against Justice wetzel the Commission dismissed,

w i t hout inves ti gat i onl 0 .

Illustrative of these personal and professional relationships which may be presumed
!o have deterred you from safeguarding the public's iigr,t to a commission onJudicial conduct which is not a comrpt faqade are those-with:

l. carmen ciparick, the only other woman on the court of Appeals,
who, until her 1993 confirmation to the court, was a long-time
member of the commission and whose confirmation cJA oppose4
inter alia, because of her participation in the commission,s
comrption;

2. court of claims Judge Juanita Bing Newtonr, a judicial member
ofthe commission untir her appointment rast yearas Deputy chief
Administrative Judge for Justice Initiatives and whose 1996
reappointment and confirmation to the court of claims cJA
opposed by reason of her invorvement in the commission,s
comrption, including her failure to take corrective steps in the face
of knowledge that the commission was the beneficiary of Justice
Cahn's fraudulent decision; and

t b l
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3. Albert Rosenbratt, your newest court of Appears coileague, who,
while a justice of the Appelrate Divisioq second Departmen! was
the beneficiary of the commission's comrpt dismissars , without
reasons, of three faciatty-meritorious judicial misconduct' complaints against him, thereafter challeng d in oori, L sassower
v- commissionl2,and who, foilowing tris slenate confirmation to the
court of Appeals, was the beneficiary ofthe commission,s comrpt
dismissal, without reasons, of an october 6, r99g faciaily-m e i to ri ous judi cial m i sconduct complaint against him b asd, inie r
alia, on his likery perjury on his puuti"ty-irri"cessibre apprication
for the court of Appears, thereafte, ,huil"nged in Etena Ruth
Sassower v. Commissiont 3 .

of course, also accounting for your silence and inaction on the subject of thecommission's comrption may be the fact that a chief Judge, too, is subject to the
loltnussion's disciplinary jurisdiction. As such, you harre yiu. own self-interest thatthe Commission continue its pattern and practice of "dumiing- 

facially-meritoriouscomplaints 4gainst high-ranking politically-connected judges, which the cases of DorisL' sqssower v. commission and Elena Ruth Sasiowir v. Commission"*pi"*ry
challenged' That would make it less likely to investigat efacialty-meritoriousfudicial
misconduct complaints against you and your fellow hilh-rantcing colleagues. Certainly,
based upon the record herewith transmitted , afaciailj-meritorious judicial misconduct
complaint might reasonably be filed 4gainst you should you fail and refuse to dischargeyour mandatory administrative and disciplinary responriUititi.r under $g100.3C and D
of the Chief Administrator's Rules Governing- Judicial Conduct. pursuant to
$l0o.3D(l),

"A judge who receives information indicating a substantial
likelihood that another judge has committed a substantial violation
of this Partshall take appropriate action." (emphasis added)

t: 
^ ^Th9se ttree/a.c.r allymeritorious judicial migcolduct complaints, dated September 19,1994, october 26,l994,.and Decernber 5, 1914, are Exhibits ..G,,'..r,, and ..J,,, respectively, !oDoris L. Sassower's verified petition.

to Elena Ruth Sassower's verified petition.
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Yot1rs for a qualif judiciary,
&2.?A €(R-S

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc. (CJA)

Enclosures

cc: Administrative Judge Stephen G. Crane
Justice William A. Wetzel
Govemor George pataki
New York State Commission on Judicial Conduct
New York State Attorney General Spitzer
District Attomey, New york County
U.S. Attomey, Southern District of New york
New york State Ethics Commission
U.S. Attorney, Eastem District ofNew york
Association of the Bar of the City of New york
Patricia Salkin, Director, Govemment Law center/Albany Law school
Former Bronx Surrogate Bertram R. Gelfand
Media

tb3

The transmitted record in Elena Ruth Sassower v. Commissionprovides much morethan "information 
indicating a zubstantial likelihood". It presents incontrove rrible proofofjudicial misconduct by Administrative Judge crane and Justice wetzel so serious andfar-reaching as to require you to take steps to secure their removal from office andcriminal prosecution. Beyond that, it also presents incontrov errrble proofof defensefraud by the Attorney General on behalf of the commission so serious and far-reachingas to trigger your "Disciplinary 

responsibilities" under $l00.tD(2) to ..take appropriateaction" against them - much as it triggered the 'Disciplinary responsibilities,, ofAdministrative Judge crane and wetzei I which they ignored.

without forceful "action" 
by you, such as appointment of a ..special InspectorGeneral" to investigate the readily-verifiabli-comtption of the commission onJudicial conduct - including the defense fraud of its utto-.y, the Attorney General,to defeat legitimate citizen challenges, as well as the fraudulent judicial decisions

of Supreme court/r'Iew york county of which it is a knowing beneficiary - thepublic will have ample reason to distrust not only ..our justice system,,, but you,
own fitness forthe pre-eminent judicial position of chief iudge ofNew york state.
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t . Doris L' Sassower's Article 78 Petition, with Notice of petition and Notice ofRight to SeekIntervention (April 10, 1995) ..,

Doris L' sassower's order to Show cause for Preliminary Injunctioq Default (May I l, l99s)

Attorney General's Affidavit in opposition to Preliminary Injunction (May 22,lggs)

Attorncy General's Dismissal Motion (May 30, 1995)

Doris L' sassower'9 
{trdryit in opposition to Dismissal Motion and in Further support ofVerified Petitiorq Motion for Injunction and Default, and for sanctions (June g, 1995)

Doris L' sassower's Memorandum oflaw in opposition to Dismissal Motion and in FurtherSupport of verified Petitioq Motion for Injunct-ion and Default, and for Sanctions (June g,lees)

Doris L' Sassower's Notice to Furnish Record to the Court pursuant to CpLR $5409,7804(e), and22t4(c) (June 9, l99S)

Doris L. Sassower's Affdavit in Support ofproposed Intervenors (June 9, 1995)

supreme court Memorandum Decisior\ per Herman cahn (Jury 13, 1995)

2.

3 .

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

t copy of recod submitted as one of the free-standing file folders substantiating Elena Ruth sassower,s July
3:'#,?ilffi,tf.T:#t,fir$:"tncation orattorneit;;;;;i sancrions, "t".-i-nluna Ruth sassower i,.
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(IrtY Co. #99-103655)

l .

2.

3 .

4.

5.

Petitioner's Notice ofpetition and verified petition, dated April 22,lggg

Attorney General,s Nlry 14, I 999 letter

Signed stipulation extending time, dated May 14, 1999

Attorney General's Notice of cross-Motion to Dismiss the petition, dated June 3, 1999

Attorney General's Memorandum of Law in support of the cross-Motion to Dismiss thePetition, dated June 3, 1999

Petitioner's June 15, lggg letter

Signed stipulation extending time, dated June 15, 1999

Petitioner's Amended petition, dated June 15, 1999

Attomey General's Notice of Cross-Motion to Dismiss the Amended petition, dated June23, lggg

Attorney General's Memorandum of Law in Support of the Cross-Motion to Dismiss theAmended Petition, dated June 23, 1999

Petitioner's Reply Affrdavig dated July 14, 1999

Petitioner's Memorandum of Law, served July 14, 1999

Dccision & Judgment of Supreme court Justice Edw{rd H. Lehner, dated september 30,

short-Form order of Justice Lehner, dated September 30, 1999

t 
cop' of record submitted with Elena Ruth Sassower's Decemfur g, lgggletter to Acting Supreme courtJustice william wetzel rn Erena Ruth sassower v. commissir, 6Nv co. #99-l0g55l)

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

1 1 .

t2.

13.

14.
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llHt;tNotice 
ofRight to seek Intenrentioq Notice ofpetitioq and verified petition (April

Attorney creneral's 
{yq"l @arolyn cairnes olson) in Support ofRespondent,s ApplicationPursuant to CpLR $3012(d) (May ti, tsssf 

i

3' Attorney Generar's Dismissar Motion $ray 24, rggg),consisting of:(a) Notice ofMotion" with Aftu'__tion offusistant Attoirey General Michael Kennedyand Afrdavit of Albert Lawrence, clerk of the com#ssion on Judicial conduct;

(b) Memorandum of Law in Support of Motion to Dismiss, signed by AssistantAttorney General Carolyn Cairns Olson

4' Petitioner's-omnibus Motion (rury 2g, 1999), consisting of:
O, 

lffit;,l}ijion, 
with Afrdavit ofPetitionir and Affidavit ofDoris L. Sassower,

@) Mernrandum oflaw in opposition to Respondent's Dismissal Motion & in supportof Petitioner's Motion for Disqualification of the er,o.n.y ceneral, Sanctions, aDefault Judgment, and Other Relief
[ut] free-standing File Folder r: Doris L. fussower v. commission(Ny co. #g5-l0gl4l)l

[see inventory of other free-standing File Folders, annexed to petitioner,s Affidavit]

5' Attorney General's Reply Memorandum in Further Support of a Motion to Dismiss and inopposition to Petitioner's Motion for "omnibus Relief', signea uy assistant Attorney GeneralCarolyn Cairns Olson (August 13, 1999)

6' Petitioner's Papers in Reply and in Further Support of her omnibus Motion (september 24,1999), consisting of:
(a) petitioner's Reply Afrdavit
(b) petitioner's Reply Memorandum oflaw

7 ' Petitioner's November 5, 1999 letter to Acting Supreme court Justice Barbara Kapnick

8' Petitioner's December 2,lgggletter to Acting supreme court Justice william wetzel

9' Petitioner's December 2, lggg letter to Administrative Judge Stephen Crane

l0' Petitioner's December g, lggg letter to Acting Supreme Court rustice William Wetzel
lwith file Mantell v. Commission (Ny Co. #99_108655)l

Petitioner's December 17, lggg letter to Acting supreme court Justice wiltiam Wetzel

Decision/order of Acting Supreme court Justice william wetzel, dated January 31,2000

1 1 .

12.


