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once agaiq this is to put you on notice ofyour ethical and professional duty to takesteps to vacate for fraud the fraudulent judicial decisions of which you are thebeneficiaries' The latest of these is the Appellate Divisiorq First Departn ent,sper
cTtriam, seven-sentence December 18, 2001 decision & order in my above-entitled
public interest Article 78 proceeding (Exhibit "A")r, affirming the decision ofActing supreme court Justice william A. wetzel ie-g-r+]. such appellate
affirmance perverts the most basic adjudicative standaris and obliterates anything
resembling the rule of law. This would be immediately obious had the n""-juag"
panel made any findings as to the state of the recoid and identified any of myappellate arguments with respect thereto. Instead, by bald and misleading claims
t This seven-sentence count excludes the boilerplate announcem€Nrt, in capital lettcrs, inthe decision's final sentence, "THls CONSTITUTEs rne orciiroN AND ORDER oF THESUPREME COURT, APPELLATE DTVISION, FIRST OEPA-RTMENT.,'
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Cnnrnn fo, Jwtcnr, AccouNrA
TeL (914) 421-1200

Fax (914) 42$4994

NEW YORK STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL ELIOT SPTTZER
ATT: David Nocenti, Counsel

Mark peters, Chie{, ..public IntegntyUnit
William Casey, Chief of Investigations

NEW YORK STATE COMMISSION ON JI'DICI,AL CONDUCT
ATT: Commissioners

Gerald Stem, Adminisnator & Counsel

ELENA RUTH SASSOWE& COORDTNATOR

Your ethical and professionar duty to take steps to,racate for ftaud theAppellate Divisio4 First Department'sDecember lg, 200r decision inElena Ruth fussanter, coordinator of the center jo, nai"ut
Accountability, Inc., acting pro bono pubrico v. coinmission on
Judicial con&rct of the state of New york (Ny co. rosisroey _
and to secure the criminal prosecution of the five-judge appellate
panel, in addition to-initiation of disciplinary proceeii"g, to remove
them from the bench

January 7,2002
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and by citation to cases it does nol discuss, the panel flagrantly falsifies the state of
the record and knowingly misrepresents legal principles and their applicability.
Thig to "protect" the Commission and those complicitous in its **pti* from the
consequences of an adjudication based on the urrcontrovefieddocumented facts in
the record and the uncontrovertedraw pertaining to those facts.

As srch' the Appellate Division's decision - like the fiaudulent decision of Justice
Wetzel it affirmed - is a criminal act - and your duty is also to secure the criminal
prosecution of the collusive and conspiring five appellate judges, to wit,presiding
Justice Eugene L. Nardelli, Angela M. Maz,zarelli, Richard T. Andrias, Betg
Weinberg Ellerin' and Israel Rubin. This is additional to securing disciplinary
proceedings to remove these judges from the bench -which, Rgrru*,t to luoiciary
Law $44.2, the commission may initiate "on its own motioni2.

The standard for removal, set forth in the Appellate Division's onz caselaw, was
presented, without controvercion, at the outset of my Appellant's Brief (at p. +1, in
summarizing rny entitlernent not only to reversal of nrstice Wetzel,s fraudulent
decision, but to action by the court to secure his removal from the bench:

"'A single decision or judicial action, cortect or not, which is
esablished to have been based on improper motives and not upon
a desire to do justice or to property perform the duties of his ofro,
will justify a removar...', italics added by this court ii ua{er o7
capshow, 258 A.D. 47 o, 495 (r s Dept rg4o),quoting from Mattir
of Droege, t29 A.D.866 (ld Dept. 1909)..

This was further amplified by a foofirote, stating:

"&e also 'Judiciar Independence is Arive and weff by the
commission's Administrator, 

N(LJ, 
glzolgg [4-59-60] Liting

Matter of Borte,97 A.D.551 (ld Dept. rgo4)... .A judiciJ offrcei
may not be removed for merely making an eroneous decision or
ruling, but he may b" removed tor wiilfuilymaking a wrong decision
or an erroneous ruling or for a reckless exercise of his judicial
functions without regard to the rights of litigants, or for --ir"rting

. To avoid any delay in the Commission's sua sponteinitiation of a judicial misconductcomplaint against the five-judge appellate panel, pursuant to Judiciary r,"*-s++J, i "_simultaneously filing this memorandu- *itrt tir cor-isoq p, u*t to Jrdiciary Law g44. t,as afacially-meritoriousjudicial misconduct complaint uguirot them. As the Commission hasan obviotrs self-intelest nthtsfacially-meritoriouscomplaint, trre Commission should advise asto what steps it will take to ensure that it is fairly and i-purti"fly a"ermined.
2
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friendship or favoritism toward one party or his attorney to theprejudice o-f another...' (at 56g, emphasisin original). .Favoritism
in the performance of judiciar duiies constitrites comrption asdisastous in its consequence as if the judiciar officer received andwas moved by a bribe.' (at 574).

ftlt' the five-judge appellate panel was fully aware of the consequences of itsofficial misconduct herein.

To aid your review of this analysis of the comlpt December lg6 appellate decision(Exhibit "A), a Table of Contents follows:

TIIE COURT'S KNOWING AIVD DELIBERATE
FALSIFICATION OF TI{E RELMF REQUESTED BY MY
THRESHOLD AUGUST ITTH MOTION DENIED WTTTIOW
REASONS OR FNDNGS IN TTIE DECISION'S FINAL
SENTENCE, MANIFESTS TTS CONSCIOUSNESS OF ITS'IMPROPER MOTTVES", ..FRIENDSHIP[S]", 

AND

L

*FAVORITIS}vf'
4

tr.

Itr.

THE COURT'S FAILURE TO MAKE INTFINDINGS AS TOMY THRESHOLD AUGUST ITth MOTION REFLECTS MSKNOWLEDGE TIIAT FINDINGS WOULD ESTABLISH MYENTITLET{ENT TO THE RELIEF REQUESTED TITEREIN, ASWELL AS TO THE RELIEF REQUESTED BY MY
APPELLANT'S BRIEF

8

TI{E COURT'S FAILURE TO MAKE IIw'FINDINGS AS TOTIIE SECOND BRANCH OF MY TTIRESHOLD AUGUST I7AMOTION REFLECTS ITS KNOWLEDGE TIIAT FINDINGS
WOULD ESTABLISH TIIE FRAUDULENCE OF TTIE BALDCLAIMS ON WHICH IT RELTES IN AFFIRMING ruSTICE
WETZEL'S DECISION...

As to the decision's first sentence
As to the decision's second sentence
As to the decision's third sentence
As to the decision's fourth sentence
As to the decision's fifth sentence
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t 4
l 5
l 6
t 7
t 9
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As to the decision's sixth sentence



TIIE COI]RT'S KNOWING AND DELIBERA TE FAI.S IFICA TITNOF'THT'. RELIEF REQUESTED BY }TY THRESIIOLD AUGUST
17TH MoTIoN, DENIED IIIITH\aT REASnNS oR FINDINGS T1
THE DECISION'S FINAL SENTENCE, MANIFESTS ITS

"t-o*^9:o"H*: ^ _91,_ . r:!_ __"lmRRopER MorfvEs"(6tr'AV

The court's conscious knowledge of its..improper motives-, .fiendship[s],,, 
and"favoritism" is evident from its deliberate concealment in tt. ,"lr"nttr'*i nnasentence of its decision (Exhibit "A') of the threshota *- aopffirelief

requestod by my August 17ft motion, which, witlnut neasorrs orfindings, it purports
to deny.

The Augu$ lTfh motion, assigned the designation M-4255 by the crerk,s office,
was NOT, as the seventh sentence purports, "a motion seeking leave to adjourn oralargument of this appear and for other rerief'. NOWHERE does my August 126motion seek "leave to adjourn oral argument".

The relief requested by my August lZtr motion was to:

"specially 
ryisntl this appear to a paner of 'retired or retiring

judge[s], wilting to disavow future politicar and/or judiciJ
appointment' in light of the disqualification of this Court's j-ustices,
pursuant to Judiciary Law $14 and $lo0.3E or tni chiei
Administator's Rules Goveming Judicial conduct, for self_interest
and bias, both actual and apparenf and, if... denied, for transfer of
this appeal to the Appellate Division, Fourth Department. In either
evenl or if neither is granted, for the justiro *rign"d to this app;
to make disclosure, pursuant to $100.3F ofthe chief AdministraLr,s
Ruleg of the facts pertaining to their personal and professional
relationships yth, and dependencies on, th" persons and entities
whose miscondust is the subject ofthis rawsuit or exposed thereby',.

This, in addition to seeking "permission 
for a record to be made of the oralargument of this appeal, either by a court stenographer, and/or by audio or videorecording", was the whole of the first branch. The second branch was to strike theAttorney General's Respondent's Brief,,

"based on a finding that it is a ,fraud on the court,,, violative of 22I'IYCRR gr30-l.r and 22 i\tycRR g1200 et seq., specificaty,
991200.3(aXa), (5); and gr200.33(a)(5), with a turther finding that the

i'-,q



Attorney Generar and commission are .guilty' of .deceit or coilusion,'with intent to deceive the court or any party' under Judiciary law
$497".

Based on such findings, this second branch also sought sanctions against theAfforney General and commissioq including disciplinafi and criminal referral, aswell as the Attomey General's disqualification from rep.es"rrting the commissionfor violation of Executive Law $6i.1 and conllict of interest rures.

Not only was this relief crystal clear from my August lTth notice of motion, but its

H::"Tli,l1*o::T:t':,11y* Y*'h'-"di;i' ;p* which r made mvNovember l6s interim rerief application to adjoum ,il";""#r';Ft#
argument 

which
T:yiT : Tpy{r,_y* ur,'o th@,aNovember re6interim relief application. TheNovember l6s itr"i- r"ri"f application ** a*11on November 19\ without reasons orfindings, by the panel,s presiding JusticeNardelli' The November l9n interim relief .ppii"ution was denied on November2oth,without reasons orfindings,by the Appellate Dvision,s then presiding r;rti.sullivan. Both these denials *o" iRIoR to the November 2rs orar ;;;; _ "fact I anphasized at the orar argument, where I protested that there was No LAwto justify the court proceeding with oral argument without first adjudicating mythreshold August l7s motion, each of whose two par-ticu larizedbranches of reliefI orally summarized (Exhibit..B", pp. 2-4)0.

consequently, there is nothing "merery erroneous,, in the decision,s seventhsentence, falsifring the relief sought by M-475s - and then, without reasons orfindings, purporting to deny it. Indeed, bas€d on the record, it must be deemed atacit admission by the court that had it identified the actualrelief M-4755 sought,

3 Th court omits any i&ntification as to the basis upon which M-4755was allegsdty"s€ekingleavetoadjournoralargument,,. srv'r "

a firere is no ofrcial record of the November 2,lt orglargument because, in denying myinterim relief applications, Justices Nardelli and Sullivan asoaloiea my requests therein for arecord to be made of the oral argument, either stenographically or by audio/video taping. Thereis' however, an imnrwiSte.o.d, consisting of ttre-written ,t t"-nt from which I read at theoral argument - annolated by my reconrt or!,yo or*nat iook pi"." rE,.r,ibit ..B,). The courtreceived this improvised record under a 
l::.1ry, iF'ffi;;, requesting permission tosupplement the record p]I.lTt to $600.1l(D(4) of the court's.utes.(g*hibit..c,). Accordingto the court's Motions cr-erk, Rm urestr, "ny liouoouo ioLldr..**t up,, on that date andthe court's disposition thereon should be in its December lgd-Jecision. No disposition isreflected by the decision (Exhibit ..A').
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it would have been compelled to provide a reasoned decision, which it could not do
without conceding my entitlement thereto

My Appellant's Brief (at p. 38) highlighted , without controversion, thenecessity
that decisions on recusal be reasoned and address the specific facts set forth as
warranting recusal. This, in the context of my argument concerning Justice
Wetzel's denial of my recusal application,without anyfindings as to thJgrounds
the application had presented andwithour even identifying those grounds.-

"Adjudicdion 
of a rcusal application should be guided b the

same legal and evidentiary standards as govern adjudication of other
motions. If the application sets forth specific supporting facts, thejudge, as any adversary, must respond to those rpoinr fac;. T" h";;
unanswered the 'reasonable questions' raised by such application would
undermine its very purpose of ensuring the appearance, as weil as the
actuality, of the judge's impartiality.

The law is clear... that 'failing to respond to a fact attested in
the moving papers ... will be deemed to admit it....,,,

Just days before the November 2l't oral argumen! the courf in Nadle v. L.o.
Realty Cor?.,2001 wL l40g24os, expressly recognized that reasoned decisions
assure litigants that "the case was fully considered and resolved togi.Jl io
accordance with the facts and lad' and, for the s€rme reason, are ..n"""rrr.y 

fro,,'
a societal standpoint''. Both my tmoplnsedNovember 16ft interim relief application
$1t22-25)and my November 2ls oral argument (Exhibit..B,,, p. a) emphasized the
Court's Nadle decision.

As it is, the court's decision does Nor deny or dispuJe any aspecrof my factual or
legal showing in support of my threshold August iz* -oiion. This is all the more
significant as the record before the Court showed that, as to the first branch of my

Altbough the Cott4 inMadle,orpressly took the "opportunity''of 
its decisim to servean educational purpose and instruct the lower to support their rulings with reasons _ theimportance of which tbe Nw yprk Law Jounra! taoeniz; bv u r.rou*# r+;?-6"i r".- the decision is apparently NoT being published, al least not uy New york Supplement (2dseries). Despite the lapse of seven *r.to since the Court renderj the Noue-b"r'ililJfirioq

there is no text citation for it.
By contasl within three weeks of the Court's December 18ft decision herein - a decisims€rving no purpose but to mislead the public ard legal mmmunity as to the feasiblif oi [*."it"against the commissign and the legal sufliciencf of *y tu*ruii and the manner in which Iadvanced it -- it has already been published in New york Supptementit;il;;;; ,h,citation 734 NYS2d 68.
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motioq the commission - with "unparalleled 
expertise as to the standards forjudicial disqualification and discrosure, with [a] mynad of caselaw.*urpr., a itdisposal, ineluding its own caseraw" - had Nor denied my demonstration of thecourt's disqualification forapparent bias6, that its opposition to my demonstration

of the Court's disqualification for interest and actuat Uirut*u, #;;"" NOlaw and on witfut and deliberate falsifrcation, distortion and omission of mysubstantiated factual allegations and, that my right to pertinent disclosure bymembers of the appellate panel wasundenieds. TheCourt's knowledge of thesefacts is clear from my November 2l$ oral argumen! where I specifically brought
thern to its attention @xhibit..B',, p. 4).

As to the second branch of my threshord August lzth motion - to shike theAttorney General's Respondent's Brief as a "fraud on the court,, for sanctions,
including disciplinary and criminal referral, and the disqualification of the Atorney
General - the record before the Court showed that my entitlement was not just
uncontroverted,but essentially undisputede. Indeed, the record showed that theAttomey General's opposition to the whole of my August t7e motion, ", U"fr"ff "fthe commission, was so compretely'hon-probative and knowingly false, deoeiffirr
and frivolous" as to entitle me to additional sanctions against both the Attorney
General and Commission - which is what my october l5freply affrdavit expressly
requested (111[2, 3).

t ln addition to-tlre apparent bias grounds for disqualificatior set firth at tf[6g-74 of rry
fusT' 176 mviag atrdaviq is the subsiquently discovoed additional gound based on the factthat the Commissim's Administrator was formerly employed at trre eppelate Division, Firstoeparunent as its "Diroctor of Administation orure courts; ffii i-:z ofmy october il; ".pryaflidaviq.

? As id€ntilied 
!y mv August 17ft motion ffi9 of my moving atrdaviO - and rmdisprtodby the commissiqr - the grouds constituting the bourt's iisqualifi'cation for interest and actualbias also constitute grounds for is disqualifiation ro, apparerrt uias.

t ,9, nrv october 156 affidavit: Exhibit .(AA" 
$ereto, pages 2g-4g, 56; my NovemberI 66 int€rirn relief application (Exhibit ..C,1 thereto, p. 7 ).

e see my october l5th reply affidavit: Exhibit ..AA,, thereto, pp. l l-13, 49-55.

J
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il TrrE couRT's F'ATLURE To MAKEIIITFII\.DING' As To lwyTHRESHOLD AUGUST I7h MOTION REFLECTS ITSKNOWLEDGE THAT FINDINGS WOULD ESTABLISH IVIYENTTTLEMENT To TrrE RELTEF REeunsTED runnnrN, .LsWELL AS TO TIIE RELIEF'REQTJESTNb NY IwY APPELLANT'S
BRIEF'

The echoes between my thneshold August 17e motion - involving ttre integrity ofthe appellate process - and my underlying appear -- invorving tr,! iiiilti"rtrr"judicial process - were hiehlighted by myNo"ember l6\nte;m *fi"iilpiiJution(dII26) and mywrifien satement dtheNovember 2tt oralargument (E)dlibit*B-,p. 5, fn. 5).

From the record before it, the Court knew that making findings as to whether itwasdisqualified for interest under Judiciary g14 would !*po* not onry its own non-discretionary "legal disquarification", but the non-discretionary *legal
disqualification" of Justice wetzel. This, because the first two gro;d, in mythreshold August l7m motion for the court's disqualification for interest replicated
grounds in my threshold application for Justice Wetzel's recusal. Thus, if the Courtfoun4 based on my first ground forits disqualification (lJlls-14 of my nroving afidavit),that it had a proscribed interest in the proieeding u.*ur. its justices are all under thecommission's disciprinary jurisdiction, ** 

Tdi"g ryould uppiy, witn even)ori?*ce,
to Justice wetzel" who had recently been the uenenaary orttre commission,s unlawfuldismissal of afaciaily-meritorious complaint against him [4-256 -257,31l] _ whichcould have been resubmitted by the complainant o, reniued by the commissio n suaq)onte were Justice wetzel to have ruled that Judiciary Law $44.1 imposes on trr"commission a mandatory duty to investig ut{- f*toity-ieritorious complaintsro.Likewise, ifthe court found, based on my second ground for its disquarffi*riJ"?iirrs_
31 ofmy movirg affidavit), that it had a proscribed interest in the proceeding a;;"*
*:j::it"::T: 

r"tvt"gtv dependent foi redesignation anJ erevation on Governor#;ilJ,,#Hff;
: fctually, Justice w€tzet had been therecent beneficiary of the commission,s 'nlawfrrldisissal of an ADDITIONAL series of tlrree facialty-neri;";;;; ?^.plaints against hirn MyAppellant's Brief (p. zg, fn. l l) nored trrat 

-the 
deiails *"r, *i rortr, ut p;fitt:ilor,yFebruary 23 ' 2000leffer to Governor Pataki. tMy August i id -o,ion annexed a copy of thatletter as Exhibit "F"].

: . . . 
kr a front-page.rto,y: the December 

?gs New York Law Journal reported that GovernorPataki had announced the redesign ation of 22 up@ these, Justice Andrias,who the Govemor redesignated to a rrcw five-year term, andJustice Ellerin, also redesignated bythe Governor' after being certified by the Administratiue goarJ io, two years. Thereafter, in afront-page item in the December 3l? Law Journal,. it was r.port a that Justice Nardelli - theappellate panel's presiding justi.r - rruo, uv op"iuti;;;il;;-" the Appellare oiuirion,

n
\.



would apply even more strongry to Justice wetzel, who was dependent on theGovernor for each day he remained ":. rf benctr,. t is afpointive term having rongbefore expired [A'2s3-2ss, 310-3 r l]. prainry, too, ifJusti? wetzer were disquarifiedfor interest purzuant to Judiciary Law $14, 
-his 

appealed-from decision could not beafrrmed' It could only be voided, based on the ireatise authority I quoted at theNovember 2lt oralargument (Exhibit'ts]', p. l) - authoritv also before Justice wetzelon my application for his recusal LA-2321.

From the record' the court also knew thd making findings as to my rnotion,s secondgoynd for its dixlalncation" based upon its dependency-on Governor pataki, *o *to the third ground, based on its dependency on ctirriuiS_! Kaye (11,1t32-4d or,ny
Toylg affidavit), would expose the frauoulence of rustice-wet"lr'r .pp""r.a-rro*decisioq making affirmance impossible for that reason as well. Findings as to thesetwo grounds would require verifying the accuracy of my mdiryutedr-p&. *ari, orJustice catrn's decision nDoris L ktsono_r. iqrrmissimli-sz_s+;i-Igq-Git .rdof my undisputed l3-page analysis of Justice Lehner's' decision in Mantell v.commission IA-3zr-334; A-zss-lo7lr, - both of *rri"l I had provided to theGovernor and chief Judge. This, in turn, would expose the fraudulence of Justicewetzel's decisiorq whose dismissal of my verified Petition rested exclusivelyon thedecisions of Justices_cahn and Lehner [A-r2-13] As highrighted by my Appelrant,sBrief (pp. 35, 60), Justice wetze|s dicision not only;; no findings'^lo ,rr.accuracy of my two urdiwted analyseq in the record before hirn, but corrcealedthdr

very existence [A-13]. This is repeated in the court's decision (Exhibit..A,,), whichmakes no findings as to these two undisputed analyses [4_52_54 ; A_321_334], whoseoristence it also conceals.

First D€partmst's Presiding Jtstice until the Govenrq a permanent replacment. *..,
*i*,*:H^*'s* :s9 h* autynapal-b, a'qu-Jif;Jr*tices Andrias and Euerinand, possibly Justice Nardeni, whose misconryt h.'# ;rG*ilA:#;rf*ffi rlHGovermr's delayrng his appointrurt of a ne\il Presiding Justice t" """1r" Justice Nardelli to havesuch temporryhonor.

As to thc long anticipatod vacancy in the position of presiding- Justice, the Law Journalidentifrd at least as eglr as october l9h, that Justice Andrias : ,.,*t be cqrsidered a contended,as be has "lsloum the Crovenrq since the two rvere shdents at Columbia_taw School,, (frant-pageitem)' This friendship, had it been disclosed, would ttan" urco a.q,ralified Justice Andrias.
r2 Athough I have lreretofore refened to such analyses as uncontroverted,theyare, in frc!undisputed' The record shows that the Attorney General and commission have not only neverdenied or disputed the accuracy of these two analyses, trr.v r,uu,,"frrJ;;;;;;;*i"og,
their existence (see pug: 69 oimy Appe'ant's Brief anJi..g.. i-i"rmy critique). The sameis trrc of my l-page analysis of the Cburt's appellate oecisioi nMantell, infra [ErJnbit ..R, tomyAugust lTbmotionl.

f



From the record, the court knew that_making findings as to the accuftrsy of myundisputed l3-page analysis of Justice Lehner's fraudJent decision inu*ia W-321-3341would necessarily expose the fraudulence of its ownMantell appllatedecision, 277 AD2d 96, rv denied 96 Ny2d 706. The importance of the Montettappellate decision to the court's decision on my appeal (Exhibit *A,,) is "io, ao,ntlre fact that of the seven cases it cites - atl *ithout'discussion -- the Manteltappellate decision is cited first and the only one cited without the prefato i-ii"e,.
f:tgttb, fiIarvard Law ReviewAssoci*ion" t7e editioq 2aD),-rr;@ means that there is..an
.*l::'.*1T 

ooween g" dgdqcited an{ *rJproposition it supports,,. rn otherwords, "the proposition is not directly $ated by the citod authori V' @tpp.22-23).Thus, the court's decision on my apqgar rests on only a siisre *pp.liiy on-pointcasie - itsMantell appellate decisionr3.

The fraudulence of {re Mantell appellate decision was the fourttr ground upon
yhich my August lTb.motion sought the court's disqualification - for actual biasin addition to interest (lffi+g-oz of my moving affidavi0 As particul arized,I madea motion in theMantell appeal to prevent the "fraud on the court,, n"r"in U"irrgcommitted by the Attomey Generar,. whose Respondent's Brief reignJ trrecorrectness of Justice Lehner's decision and resurrected the Commission,sunsuccessful argument, not accepted by Justice Lehner, that Mr. uantefltr.eastanding. In support of my motion, I annexed my undi$uted r3-pag u,ravii, orJustice Lehner's decisiorl as well as an excerpt from proibssor David Siegel,sNewYork Practice- g136(1999 "d., pp. 223-s),which, referencing Matter of Dairyreacoopemtive v. lrarkrey, identified that the test for standing is a ..riberar,, 

and"expanding" one and thd *[o]rdinarily only the most offrcious interloper should beousted for want of standing"ta. TrreManieil appenate panerrj il;;;;rilrio*
without reasons or findings, in the last sentence of its four-sent.n""'.pf"tut"
decisionr6, simplifiing thJ motion as "seeking leave to intervene and for other

13 The Court's reliance ont\rc Mantel/ appellate decision underscores my e,ntiflerneirt tointervene tntheMantell app,al- which was amgp the-relief I sought * th"r.i,p"aiii"r"motion - denie4 w i t h o u t r e a s o n s, by the M a n t e r I 
-appttats 

p anil) i nv a.
14 This excerpt from New york practice appears at pagps 42-43 ofmy critique ofRespondent'sBief,infra. 

--- r-o-- '- 'J vL rrry vrruqt

ts Jnstioe Mazzarelli was a mernber of the Mantel/ appellate panel - a fact she sho'ld havedisclosed' Indeed, because of her clear self-interest that the cou.t Nor r.t" i-ailg. il" *r"accuracy of my two analyses establishing the fraudulerrce of the Mantell appllatedecision andJustice khner's 'nderrying decisiqr - r"ainsr..lsenti{ ro both -v eue.o;lia--.i* u,ra _vappeal -- she was obligated to have disqualided herself.

16 This four-senterrce cotrnt o<cludes the boilerplate announ@ment, in capital letters, in the

f



related relief'' This followed three conclusory sentences affrming Justice l-ehnernsdecisiorg without reference to my unaisputea il-*, analysis, incruding anambiguous, factuaily farse and misreadini ,.nt"n".'frrporting that Mr. MantellIacked standing - for which legal proposition tneuaittappellate panel citea nolegal authority.

_ to strike the AttorneyGeneral's Respondent's Brief as@ for sanctionq disciprinaryand criminal referral, and disqualification of the Auorney General - the recordbefore the court showed tha wlre it to make firdings, itwolld effwtively be rulingon my entitlement to comparabre rerief denied by iurtr* w.t".t,r rpf,*r"a_to.decision, without neasons orfndings p.t:ltJ,ftril i*rr*re rerie{, sought bymy Julv 28' 1999 omnibus motion tA-195-i94, ;* ;; disqualify the AttorneyGeneral forviolation of Executive Law $q3 1 *i,n"lrdt conflicts of interest andto sanction him and the commission, incruding uy Jir.ipti"-y _J .ri^in"treferrals, for their fraudulent dismissal moti o", inliiti,urging that my verifiedPetition be dismissed based on Justice cahn,s iecision [A_Ig9-r94Fnotwithstanding they did rnt deny or dispyte the rycuracy of my 3_page anarysis [A_52'541showing it to be a judiciar fraud -a, ur"ranlito, additionaily urgingdismissal based on Justice Lehner's decision'tl-zgg-loi1, notrvithstanding theirknowledge of that decision's fraudurence, inciuding or., l3-page anarysis [A_321-334), the accuracy of which they arso d id not d;ry "; ai.pui" (Br. tl;;;

III. TIIE COURT'S FNLURE TO II{AKE'VTNNDINGS AS TOTHE SECOND BRANCE OF MY THRESHOLD AUGUST
I7T MOTION REF'LECTS ITS KNOWLEDGE THATFINDINGS WOTJLD ESTABLISH TIIE FRAT]DI]LENCE OFTEE BALD CLAIMS ON WIilCH IT NNibS IN

The centerpiece of the second branch ol.IB,$la August r76 motion was my66-page May 3* critique of Respondent's irief. rrris c;tique constituted a virtuallinebyJine analysis ofRespondent's Brie{ showing ii " u" r^rri*ed on ,,ho**g
and delibemte falsification, distortion, and concJment of the material facts andla#'and estabrished that there was No LEGITIMATE oppeNsp to the appeal.Most important of tfe cri"tigue's 66 pages - whose €rccuracy wasundisputed intherecord before the courttt -- were pages 3-5 and 5-l l, relating to the fraudurent

dCCiSiON'S fUTAI SCNtENCE, "THIS CONSTITUTES THE DECISION AND ORDE* O' ilSUPREME COURT, APPELLATE DryISION, FIRST OEPENiT,,TENT."
r7 &e nry August 176 motion (t[92 of my moving affidavit); frr. 9 supra.
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decisions ofJustices cahn and Lehner - and pages 40{17 relating to the fraudulentMantell appellate decision and the inapplicabilil of a defense oft*[ of ,Loing,urged in Point I ofRespondent's BriefL"d ";;i;*il appellatedecision. Therecord shows I repeatedry refened to jh.ese p.ases or'nv crit,qu. * io d;;;sitivethree 'highlights", urtimately identifying th;. ; not onty dispositivc of myentittement to the granting of the second Lranch "f -yl[ri, iifr-riioir.i"r rothe granting of the first branch for the court,s aisquiin";;;r1 
..'vlrvr"

It is without making any findings as to- the irccuracy of my undisputed 66-pagecritique, including its ttuee highlights whose significance I also emphasized in myNovember 2rd orar argument (Exhibit "B", pl6;, n"t o, court has crafted itsdecision from Respondent's Brief and, in prtirui*, "" io point I (at pp. l4_15).This is evident from the conclusory claims in the decision,s second and thirdsen0ences as to mandamus and standing to sue and by the legal citation, in tt "decision's third, fourth, and fifth sentences to such inapiand ar@ne cases as vayeyForge christian coilege v. Americans unitedfor srpoitio, ofchurch atd stateon the iszue of standingocasio v. Fashion tnttituio1iechnotogton the issue ofr@usal, and Miller v. Lanzisera on.the filing injunction _ "it"tion, "i"rrfytransported from Respondent's Brief (at_pp. ts, tg, zo)_ and, of course, by itsreliance' in its second sentenc e on the Miitett appenatedecision on the issue ofmandamus. Additionally, the court's decision, [k; Res;ndent,s g.ierrat;. r+-22), shifts the order in which my Appelrant's Brief too. t, 36-52)presented theissue of Justice wetzel's disqualification, moving iirrorn its threshold positionwhere it properly belongs. The illegitimate purpo-r" or tr,i, shift is to enable thecourt to less conspicuously divert dtention from the question of the sufficiency ofmy application for Justice wetzel's recusal. This, by inserting a two-sentencepurported justification for affirming Justice wetzel's dismissal of my verifiedPetition.

The decision's purported justification for dismissing my Verified petition in thesecond and third sentences - the only sentences combined into a paragraph _ flowsfrom its materially misleading first sentence. The calcurated deceit of these threesentences, as likewise of the decision's remaining four sentences, is resoundinglyestablished by my uncontroverted Appeilant's B;"t', ;; by my undisptred 66-

#j"]::"T lT:fj|;11 
'_11t4 wfich, ,ledT with my August rzto rnotion,

J.
|.

rruIl,was e4pressly incorporated by reference in my Repry Brief (at p. 5). This is why the

* *"*i H"i";trj#ffi::i{1T}Jrr t., moving arridavit), my Repry Brier(p. 5);
re were Respordent's Brief to have been stricken, based on my 66-page critique, my
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Court makes no findings of fact and law as to either.

As to the decision]p first sentence, announcing the Court's unanimous aflirmane
of Justice wetzel's appealed-from decision ta-g-t41, which it pufort, tosummarize, pages l0-l l, 6l of my Appe[ant's Brief and pages 4ot; of rnycritique of Respondent's Brief J"highlight #31 detail the material deceit andprejudice catrsed by simprifying my Article 7g proceeding as one to ..compel
respondent Commission to investigd€' -which is'peciselyihat thefirct sentencedoes' Particularized by these pages is that my veriied petition pt"r.i," ,l* chimsfor Relie{ raising constitutional challeng"rio a variety of commission rules andstatutory provisions - thus satply limiting the applicabitity otth"t t*tetiappettate
decision (even were it not a.judicial fraud) and any defense based on lack ofstanding' My Novem&t 2f oral argument also emphasized this for the court(Exhibit "B", pp. 2,6).

The first sentence is also mcerially misleading in making it appear tha myArticle 78 proceeding involves but a single judicial iisconduct complaint. This,by referring in the singular, to "[myJ complaint 
]. fu pugo 12_13 and 4G47 of mycritique detail, my verified Petition presented mto'ncaily-meritorioas judicial

misconduct complaintg - the second of which th" iommission refused to evenreceive and dete'lrnine, making mandamus available to compel the commission loteceive and determine that complaint.
Additionally, although this first sentence identifies that Justice Wetzel,s

appealed-from decision granted the commission's dismissal motion, it materially
omits trat the decision arso denied my omnibus motion [A-10, l4]. As identified bypages 19'21,35,53-s4,69 of my Appelant's Brief and p4ges 35-36 of my critiqugmy omnibus motion demonstrated: (a) thatthe Commission's dismissal motion wasnot properly before the Court; (b) that from beginning to end, the Commission,s
dismissal motion was fashioned on wilful and deliberate falsification andconcealment of the material facts and conholling larv - warranfing sanctions againstthe Attorney General and commission, including criminal and disciplinary referral,as well as the Attorney General's disqualification for violation of Executive Law
$63'l and multiple conflicts of interest; and (c) that I was entitled to conversion ofthe commission's dismissar motion to summaryiudgment in my favor.

Justice wetzel's wrongful denial of my o-nibu, motion, without reasonsorfindings' was a key issue on this appeal. Myentitlement to its granting, based onthe recor4 was the fourth of nry "euestions piesented" by my Appellanis Brief (p.l) and my November 2ls oral argument expressly identified my entitlement to thesummary judgment therein sought (Exhibit *B-, p.z). A[ this is conceared by the

Appellant's Brief would have been unopposed.
l 3P

lt.



balance of the decision, which never wen identifies the omnibus motion to exist.Indeed' the closest reference is in the decision's fifth sentence, where the courtrefers to "voluminous... 
motion papers" as a basis for sustaining Justice wetzel,sfiling injunction 4gainst me and the non-partyCenter for Judicial Accountability,

Inc' The "voluminous'.. motion papers" are none otherthan my omnibus motion.These are my only"motion papers", wartfrom my verified prtitiorfr. 
-- --'

The first sentence also materially omits the pertinent fact that Justicewetzel's appealed-from decision imposed,snaa qnnte,afiling injunction on me andthe non'prty Center for Judicial Accountabitity, rnc. - an imposition highlightedby pages 35' 6168 of my Appeilant's Brief and prg.r fi-rz,626of my critique.That the injunction should have been identifii ii ttris prefatory first sentence isevident from the decision's fifth sentence, where the Court sustains the injunctionit has not prwiously identified by citing, with an inferential ,,see,,, Miller v.I'anzisem. rnMiilerv. Lanzisem, the prefatory background paragraphs expresslyidentify that the lower court had "granted that pJof plaintiffs cross motionseeking to preclude defendant from firing r"rtto motions or proceedings,,.
Similaly, in the two cases citd inMitlerv. I^anzrsera aspertaining to impositionof injuncti ons, Harfus v. Gilmorc, 244 ADzd zrg, and sud v. sud, 227 AD2d 3rg- both Appellate Divisioq First Deparfinent cases - each begins with prefatoryparagraphs identifying the lower court's imposition of an injunction.

, purporting that..[t]he petition to compel [thecommission's] investigation of a complaint was prop.rty dismissed since [theCommission's] determination whether to investijate a complaint involves anexercise of discretion and accordingly is not u-.nrbl" to mandamus,,, the courtdirectly cites its ownMantel/ appeilate decision. p4ges l0-il, 46 of my critiqueof Respondent's Brief [highlights #2, #31- like 1nf tf -prge analysis of JusticeLehner's decision [A-329]on which they rely -- citedHIGirER AUTHoRITy: the

: In ftis r€arq the read shows, ccrtry to what tlre court purpcts at the oubet of thisfirst sentence, that Justice wetzel did not detry my "recusal rotid,,. Rather, * ,"n.","a uvpages l' 30, 35, 5l-52 of my Appellant's nrig! r.qaoea rettet-apprication to Justice werer Ie-2sL2g0l,reqrsting tfat if he did not disquah& himself based Ji�,he facts therein set lbrth thathe make pertinent disclosure and afford *. ti*r in which t" .*u"cv same in a formal motionfor his recusal' Justice wetzel denied such lette-application, without findings, ard, without therequested disclosure in the appealed_from decisionle_g_I4l .
Likewise' there is no basis for Court's refererrce to irecusal motions,, in the decision,sfiftlr seirtence upholding Justice wetze|s injunction. e,,urn *irra at pages 64-66of myAppellant's Brief and pug:64of my critique of Respondent's Brief, all the lower co,rtjtrdgeswho recnsed thernselves did *, *o'rponrri"itattre &ception oracting Supreme court JusticeRonald zweibel,whose recusar gr-i.d my meritorious i*t uppli"ution therefor.

{
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Nerv York court ofAppealq whose decision inMatter ofNicholson,50l.ry2d 5g7,610-61I (1980), long ago interpreted that the commisJion has No discretion butto inve$igate faciailymeritorious compraints pursuant to Judiciary Law $44.1:
*... dre commission Musr in":dgu. foilowing recerpt of a comprain!unless that compraint is determinJ tg F faciafti".a"q""" (ffi;;;l-aw 44, subd I)", Matter of Nichobon, 50'Ny2d sg7,6l0-6ll(emphasis added).

Page 46 of my critique arso cited to a pubrished essay in the August 20, l99g NewYork Law Journal by the commission;s Admini*"** of my verified petition
lA-291, reflecting that Judiciary Law g44 I "REeiilRES 

the commission toinve$igate compraints that are valid on thaeil face- [mphasis added) [A_59-60].Moreover, pages 2-5,}-fi ofmy critique tiigr,iigrrt" #r,#2ldetaled thatthe two Mantert decisions, Justice Lehner's Lj url .ppeilate affirmance, arejudicial frauds' established as such by my analyses of ea"l. Reinforcing this - andputting before the court my undispu*( r-pqg-avri, or theManrer appelratedecision2l -- w€ls my August lzt motiorr, *hor" fourth ground for the court,sdisqualificdion for interest ard actual 
lias (lltt++oz ormy moving affidavit) revolvedaround these two fraudu |ent Mantel/ decisions.

My November 2li oral argument identified the ftaudulence of both theseMoiell decisions, as estabrished by my anaryses trrereorBxnibit ..B,,, p. 6).

As to the decision's third se4tgnce purporting that I..lack[] standing to sue thecommission" because I have "failed-to demonstrate that [I] personally sufferedsome actual or threatened injury as a resurt of the putatively illegar conduct,,, theCourt conceals that this was NoT a ground upon which Justice Wetzel dismissedmy verified Petition22, fails to prolriJ" any recordreferences for what it is talkingabout and fails to discuss any of the three cases which it cites with an inferential"see" and does nol,discuss, "vailey Forge christian coil. v. Am. (Jnited forsepmtion ofcrurch and state,ll, srcy. ofthe prastics Indus. v. county of sufork,li,Matter of hirytea coop. v. warkrey,[];. pages +o-+i ormy critique thighlight#3J expose, with record references and by Jiscussion of legar authority, theinapplicability and bad-faith of a defense based on lack of standing - and I so stated

1"*, y|r:fr:ted r-pageanalvsis of theMantel/ appellate decision is Exhibit..R, ro my

n' Justice wetzel's.dismissalof my Verified Petition was based, exclusively,on Justice
;S;ilH:illand 

rustice rchner,s decision,
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at the Novernber 2rt orar argume,nt q-hili, ..B,,, p. 6). Additionaily, p€es 16 ard48 of my critique identifv that Justice wetzer iJ ,"Jet"d u tii"i ou,rai"edefense, urged upon him by the commissio".j;;; lurti. Lehner had rejectedsuch defense, which the commission had urged upon r,in, inMawer|3. inaoa,even a non-lawyer, rike myser{, rading society o,bustics Industries v. comty ofsufolk can discern how bogus and deceifut uiur.nr" b*d on lack of standing isto the facts of this case. This is further evidenced by the court,s failure to comeforttr with anyfindings of fact and raw on the standing issue.

affrming Justice Wetzel,s denial of myrecusal application as "6 proper ele$se or disl ii*rution,,, citing withoutdiscussion and by an inferentiaT"see", People ,.'uiii,after first declaring that"[tJhe fact that pustice wetzer] urtimatery rufed agJnripoirion", has no rererranceto the merits of petitioner's application for 6-, ,""riot,,, for which, withoutdiscussion and by an inferentiarusee", it cites orori v. Fashion Institute ofTechnologt,the deceit of these two bard urr.,tio is eryosed by pages 3*6gof myAppellant's Brief and pages 47-6r of my critiqu-e. These pages not onlydemonstrate Justice wetze|s flagrant ..abuse of iiscretion,, in denying mymeritorious recusal application,withoutfindings and without even identifying thegrounds for recttsar asserted therein,but his *irur cover-up of a record-rrro*irrghis disqualification for interest under Judiciary Law gr+ - a disqualification whichis NON-DISCRETIONARY. Indeed, pages 54-5; of my critique reflect thatPeople v. Moreno recognizes that ruaiciary r"* sl+ is NoT a matter of"discretion", 
but is a ..mandatory prohibition,,.

Additionally, page 50 of my Appellant's Brief pointed out that peopte v.Moreno - as likewise a raft of other cases and treatise authority to which I cited ..have held that a judge's "abuse of discretion" in f;li;g to recuse himself isestablished where his "bias or prejudice or unworthy motive,, is..shown to affectthe result"' My TGpage Appellant's Brief provided an uncontrcvertedfact-specific,law-supported recitation as to how Justice wetzel manifested his bias, prejudice,and unworthy motive by his appeared-from decision _- ul""irion which
"not only depats fiom cognizable adjudicative standar. ds in substituting' characterizations for factual findinis, b"t r*hfi-tn everymateriarrespect falsifies, fabricates, and distorts th. re.oJor,n. p.**ai"gl"deliberatery assassinate [my] character and deprive [me] ofthe relief towhich the record resoundingry entitres t-q -?epplii-t', 

Brief, p. 4,

7"^*r*:f;fense 
based on standing was raised by the commission n Dorrs L. sassower v.

h
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emphasis in the original).

Moreover, 
T:t rry to the cow's inference, ocasio does nothord that ajufge's rulings would never have "relevance" 

to .s"bfirrring his disqualificaion -afact pages 59-60 of my Critique reflect.
of course, apart from my entitlement to Justice wetzel's disqualificaiorlwas my entitrement 

lo^jrsctoryre by.him, as expressly requested in my recusalapplication [A-259-zs9]. The fir$ and second,fth";a""rtion, present#l br _,Appellant's Brief (at p. l) featured the disclosure issue, with page 5l of myAppellant's Brief underscoring that even where the court had upheld a lowercourt's failure to recuse as a proper exercise of discretion, it had nonetheless"recognized the salutary significance of 'full disclosure' I ctorty, for the court tohave made findings of law as to Justice wetzel's disclosure obligdions in responseto my application for his recusal would have implicated i 9. o*r, parallel disclosureobligaions in response to the first branch of my augurirla,oo,iio*.i)"#roro
I I and 15, supm.

A-s to the decisionts fifth sentence, purporting that Justice wetzel,s ..imposition
of a filing injunction against both petitioner and the center for JudicialAccountability was justified given petitioner's vitriolic ad hominem attacks on theparticipants in this case, hervoluminous correspondencq motion papers and recusalmotions in this litigation and her frivolous requests foi criminj ,-"tionri;{ *"

a Tbe cornt's panoply of nrp,posed reasons materially differs from those in JusticeWetzel's appealed-from decision.
The Cqnt ncerially omits Jutice wetzel's pretense that rgv Article 7g proceoding hada 'tisto4y'' and "progery" 

[A-13], with his infer€nce ihat mrii i s^rower v. c-omm,r,ssion waspart thereof: Justice w€tzelhaving purported tl.rat lwas * ***-* tlrcreiq seeking virtuallythe sarne relief [A-l2J -- and thereupon dismissing *y vi*J petition on grounds of res'if;ffif"#f" cst'oppel based on Justice cit't d*at"* [see pages 5iis; "r-y
The court dT. tft-,"iEpanoply a rcasor zor specified by Justice wetzel,s decision[A-9-14]' to wit,my auegedly *frivolous re$Fsts for criminat sanctions,,. The record beforeJustice wetzer establishd by overwherrning documentary;G his mandatory duty under$ 1 00'3D of the chief Administator's Rules cove'ring l diciiC;;; ii#iff.ffilri*,*and Auorney General for criminal prosecution - *rri"i itrp.",.ay requested. The court,sdescription of these requests as "frivolous" is not only a flagrant falsification of the record, buta clear as€mpt to obstruct and impede the success orrny ira.p"rro.nt efforts to obtain thesecriminal proeecutiurs, 

P. *.tll.T criminal prosecutions of iustices cuhn, Lrhro, and wetzel fortheir fraudulent judicial decisions. suctr inaepenaent ;ff"tt-,;sisting of my criminalcomplaints, copies of which are part of the record, . "*prrJy ia*tin"a and particularized atpage 47 of my Appellant's Briefand fi'tlrer reflected uy B,.rtilii "ii, t my August l7h nrotiom.Plainly, my success in securing these criminal prosecution, *o,rtd lead to further criminalprosecutions. Among those to be criminallygo*utJ Ib; ffi colusion ; a;;r;.i"n
b



court conceals that the center for Judiciar Accountability, Inc. is anon-party mdmakes no firdings as to the particurars of my supposedly offending conduct, ttofndings that such afleged misconduct, in nature rrd *op", fits within cognizabrestandards for such draconian punishm-ent, and ,o lrairg, that Justice wetzelobserved due process requirements for its i,npositiorr. pages 6l_6g of myAppellant's Brief and pages 6z-6s of my critique orn"rpondent,s Brief exposewhy the Court has made no such findings. ar a"t il"a, th" roord establishes thatmy litigation conduct always met:

'"the very hi4T of evidentiary standards...in documenting the issuespertinent to this lawzuit: (l) tthe bommission;ri*^rption _ the eravarn€r,of the proceeding; e) [my] entitrement to trr" Attorney General,sdisqualification frorn trpt"t"nting [the commission] by reason of hisviolation ofExecutive Law $63.1 and murtipt" "onni"t" of interes! (3) theAttorney Genera|s litigation misconduct, entitting [me] to sanctionsagainst him and [the commission], * *ll * oi*rprinary and criminarreferral; and (a) the need to ensure the impartiarityand independence ofthe tribunar hearing the proceeding so tharit *ould not be .thrown, 
by afraudulent judiciar decision, as happened in Doris L. kssower v.commission andMqtteilv. commtssiin.- (Appeilant,s Brie! pp. 65{6J

Further d€tailed isttra because Justice wecel had not the slightest factual basis forhis filing injunction, he dispensed with ALL due process: imposing the injunction,sua qronte, without notice, without opportunity to be heari, ^{oitnout q*auot
findings - and ttraq al a matter of btacHetter law,demalof notice and opportunityto be heard is so fundamental a due process violation that even were there facts inthe record to support the injunction, which there are not, itwould have to bevacated on that ground alone.

The court's decision conceals-EvERY due process violation detailed bypages 6l-69 of my Appelrant's Brief and ALL -y -gu-ents relative thereto.Among these arguments, that because imposition oruntin'g injunction is a far moresevere sanction than imposition of costs and fees under iz Nycnn $130-1.I, itrequires eomparabrg if not greater, due proces s, to wit,notice, opportunity to be

govemrnental caruptian here at issrc: Governo pataki and chief Jdg" ,qay9, whose *,op[
tr*#::L,#Xr{;|-1Tj:$:: r". ,r,' '*"1g .iJ-tr,ii so*d. ror the court,sdisqualification fa interest in my August iie 1""1*_rilr;;1,;;;*TTh:h?H#;:Additional criminal prosecutions *oirto include ttre court ror-it" tuuaur entMantellappellatedecision - and fo its fraudulent decision t erein. 

.Ih"* ;;;p"llu?.o""r9ro's, represanting theknowing and deliberate comrption of th"� alneflate process by sitting judges, are - like thefraudulent decisions ttrey affrmed __ "ri-i"ui u"t".

f)
s
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heard, and findings. Arso, my argument that the court of Appears, decision inAGshipMaintenarce v. Lezak,og Nyza l (19g6), and the subsequentry-promurgated22 I'IYCRR $130-l' l have circumscrigga tr,. inrt...nt po*", ofjudges from usingfiling injunctions as apunishment forfrivolous.""i"*, rtd certainly not withoutexplaining why 22l'IycRR $r30-r.I wourd not be adequate to punish suchconduct' As highlight"d by page 68 of my Appellant,, nri"4, the most obviousreason for Justice wetzel's resort t9 thc inherent power sanction of a filinginjunction is beca'se 22 NycRR $130-l.r fixes ..rturrd-d, 
and procedures,,requiring notice, opportunity to be heard, and a reasoned decision.

As for the Court's citatioq with an inferential ,,see,, toMilterv. Lanzisem,the court does not identifi the proposition forwhich it is being cited. sinceMillerv' Lqtuisera is a Fourth Departunent casg such proposition is presumab ly notin thecaselarv of either the Fir$ Department.or-the cou.t of Appears - and is one whichthe court is itself loathe to articulate. Indeed, th. propo-Jition is so repugnant thateven the Fourth Oeearfnent had no caifaw, Iqg,l ;"th"ribr, or argument to $pportit, to wit' that a court may impose a filing injlnction agir,rt a party withoit anyfinding that he has engaged in frivolous conduct.

,-o r' r'c uwrsron-s slxllr selrt€trc€, purporting tha the Court has ..considered 
[my]

:Y3E-:.:::::.T-'Tj 
to*.d them *u'a,railing", the,court conceals what theseuK'Sesupposedly "unavailing" "remaining 

contentions'i are. It also falsely implies thait has considered some of my othericontentions". These other..contentions,, arenowhere identified by the decision, which makes * jiing, offact or law withrespect to a single one.
The mo$ zuperficiar rwiew of my appetate..contentions,,, presented bymy Appellant's ":"[ by -y Reply_Brie{-and by my August 17ft motion(incorporded by refeJence in my RepryBrief (at p. 5)), ."rrJ, my entitrement to thefull relief requested by these t"*tJ-b*.d, tu*-rupported documents2i -- and thefraudulence of this sixth sentence, as likewise th" a""irion,s other sentences.

€>/are e,R-
.-Sls.a",rJ\f

2s &e "concrusion" 
tomyAppeilant's.,rBrief (p. 70); ..conclusion,, 

to my Repry Brief (p.6); August 176 notice of motioq d.:r"b..l;*;;;ty*rfd;;iffi,':.
t 9J-
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