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Septenber l-9 , L994

Conmission on Judicial Conduct
8O1 Second Avenue
New York, New York 10017

Dear Commission Mernbers:

This letter constitutes a fo-r:nal eomplaint against justices of
lttg.Apperrate Division, second Department, who-have kntwingry and
deliberately. viorated fundamental judiciai disquatif icatioi iutes
as to conflict of interest. Those rules expficit ly proscribe ajg9g9'-= part ic ipal ion in any case to which 

- t t "  
is ;  party or in

which he has an rrinterest that could be substantially 
-affelcted 

by
the outcone of the proceedingfr.

such judicial disquarif ication rules, going back to the conmon
law, are embodied in Canon.3(c) of  the Code-of Judic ia l  c""a"" i l
as well as the Chief Adninistratorrs Rules Governing Judiciai
Conduct,  which Art ic le VI ,  S 2 O of  the New y-ork State
constitution gives the force of constitutional mandate.

Judiciary Law St-4 codifies these rudinentary disqualif ication
rures by language which is "positive and expricit; lpeople v.
T h a y e r ,  6 1  M i s c .  5 7 3 ,  L l - 5 .  N . I . ! .  9 5 5 ,  a f f  r d  t - 3 2  A . D . .  5 9 3 ,  . r r " 6
N:Y._9. 82L (L908).  Decis ional  law further requires ra Judge tostudiously avoid arl tain_t of irnpropriety',, 

'  
i ir i is v. state

commission on Judicial conduct , 56 N. y. za ias , Flr. y. s . 2d 3 68( r . e 8 2 ) .

Nonetheless, trleT f brought an Article 78 proceeding against the
Apperlate Division, second Department, 

-suing 
i€s 

-presiding
Justice, Hon. Guy Mangano,. in his representativ6 capacity u=-[i l ;
f irst-named respondent therein, . id charging tire Apperlate
Division, Second Department with criminal conarict in un-aErtying



I
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proceedings under A.D. #90-oo3r_5, the Appellate Division, secondDepartnent faired and refused to 
'fo1low 

t-ontrorl ing iaw and rulesrelating to mandatory disguariricatltn. rndeed, the ApperrateDivision, - sec_ond oepartrnentrs rerusii- to recuse itself fromad jud ica t ing  
(A .D.  #gs_02925) occurred notwithsta by me forrecusar and transfer, where_my specific fa&ual alregations ofcriminar conduct by the. Appettite-oivision, sl"""a olpartment inthe underlying proceedingH, and evidenti"iv-;;;;l"g in supportthereof, hrere uncontroverted

+ of t!r" papers in the Artic.re_ 78 proceeding that were beforethe Apperlate Div-ision, second oepar'tment wh6n it decided theArticle 78 proceeding .against itseir Ee transmitted herewith insubstantiation of this compraint,. 
-r 

specificarly draw thecornmissionrs attention to l?z of my ,tu1t-;:-l;;;- irriaavit insupport of rny order to show cause rol aisqualif ication, wherein rstated:

t t 2 2 .  T h e
t o .  . .  [ t h e
#90-003 l -5

d e c i s i o n s
underlying
show

Segond Department. fhose decisions and

and orders relat ing
proceedings underl A. D:

AppeIIate Division, Second Department
mandatory obligation to recuse itself
78 rernedy may be seen from the

orders, when compared with the record 
- in 

theproceediDgs, evidence a pattern of ai=regara
fo r  b lack - l e t te r  I aw  and  s tanaa iJs  o f
adjudication--part icularly as to thresholdjur isd ic t ional  issues. , ,  ( l rnphasis  "aJ"a i '

r arso refer the commission to point rr -(pp: 4-g) of my Jury r.9,1993 Memorandum of Law ol _t-he disguariiicati6n 
-1"=r", 

whichhighlighted (a! p. 5) that 122 q";i;d- nereinauove, as werr asfive other crit icar. paragrdn= "t ,v aforesaid jury 2, 1993Affidavit, were entirery unalsputgd dy the applrrai" Division,second Departrnentrs attorney, the ittornet'^ cl""r"r. suchparagraphs dealt wit'h the lawlessness of ^the app"ii"t" oi.ri=iorrlsecond Department, as reflected by the fires'i ir--tne underlyingproceed i .ng  under  A .D.  #90-OO3l_5.

under such circumstances, the Appel late Div is ion,  secondDepartment was duty-bound to recuse itierr and tiansier ttre caseout of the Department. Th1! obligation was even more comperredin the context of an Articre i8 
-;;"ceeding--whose 

historicpurpose j's to provide review by ari ina"pl"-a"ttt--tribunal ofcompraints concerning misconduct- by judge3 .ra other publicof f icers and bodies.

The extent to which the
deliberately f louted its
and perverted the Art icle
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Septenber 20, 1993 Decision, Order & Judgrrnent (Exhibit nArt) itrendered, denying, without reasons or citatioir io any legarauthorityr. ny motion for its recusar. rndeed, four members of
!1" five-judge panel rendering the Judgment hrere absorutelydisqualif ied from deciding the proceeding.

As set forth to the court of Appeals at ![6 of ny January 24, Lgg4Jurisdictional Staternent to support revLew as'oi-rlqht by thatt r ibunal :

15. . - -Respondent second Department rendered
the [September 20, ]_9931 Judgrrnent by a five_judge paner, three of whose ur-ernbers---,lustices
T h o m p s o n ,  S u l I i v a n ,  a n d  B r a c k e n _ - h a d
themserves participated in every order IunderA .  D .  # 9 0 - o o 3 t  5 l  w h i c h  t h e  A r t i c t - e  7 a
proceeding sought to have reviewed__and a
fourth- member, Justice Balletta, who has
participated in more than half of said
Orders.r (ernphasis in the original)

This factuar arregation_--dispositive of the nandatory duty ofJustices Thompson, surrivan, Bracken, and Balletta to havedisqual i f ied themserves fron aajuaicat ing 
-  

t -n" Art icre 7gproceeding wherein their conduct was aireitrv in issue--isuncontroverted and incontrovertible. rnaeea, EtrE cornmission "i"readily verify for itserf the on-going invdlv;;eJ or JusticesThompson, sulrivan, Bracken, and 
- 

BaHetta in the underryingproceedings under A.D. #90-0031-5 by exarnining the braers underthat docket number, annexed as lxhibits €o ury articre 7gsubmissionsl. For the co,nvenience of the comm'ission, theirnames, appearing on each of the orders, have been nigrriijnt;e-;tyellow marker.

Based on the foregoing unrebutted and irrebuttable documentarTevidence, the Cornmission on Judicial conduct, has arnpfe probable
cause to commence an investigation. That investigatibn wiff =h;;that the Justices' knowing and wirful failure 

-;;a 
refusal torecuse themselves from adjudication of my Article 78 proceeding

constituted the crime of official Misconduct under penal Law
SL95.00, as to both subdiv is ions t_ and 2 thereof.

rnvest igat ion wi l l  fur ther establ ish that  when Just icesThompson, surlivan, Bracken, Balletta, and Rosenbratt granted

l -  see, Art icle 78 Petit ion: Exhibits rBn and rer thereto;my Jury 2, i-993 Af f idavit-- i l  support of order to show cause,
E X h i b i t s  l l A - 1 l r r , , A - 2 n , l r A - 3 1 1  

,  [ a - 4 i r - ,  t r A - 5 r ,  t r G r ,  , r 1 1 r r ,  n f n ,  , r 6 - 1 r i '

: :K -2 : : '  
r rM- l r r ,  "Y ! -2 r '  t he re to i  my  Ju l y  L9 ,  Lgg3  A f f i d i v i i , ' n *n iu i lrrB-1rr thereto.
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the disrnissal motion of their own attorney, the Attorney General,furnished at state expense to defend them,-they did-so with furtknowledge that their attorney I s said disrnissir 
-rnotion 

was noton ly  Lega l ly  insu f f i c ien t ,  uu t  a rso  fac tuar ry  fa rse  andperjurious- rn support thereof, r r"?"r the courmission to thefollowing portions of my submissions to the apperiite Division,second Departrnent when it, nonetheressr. grant-ed its attorneyrsdisrnissal motion: my July 2, r-993 AffidJvit i; support of myOrder to Show Cause, dt  I ILT-6L; ny JuIy !9,  fgg3Ji i iaavi t ,  ; tf12-4,  L2-L9i  22-26,.  29-3Or ny JuIy !9,  L993 Memorandun of  Lahr,Po in ts  I I ,  f f l ,  IX .

rndeed, notwithstanding that the above-cited submissions exposed
!I" perjurious and sanctionable nature of the Attorney Generarrsdismissal motion,.. the Appetrate Division. ;;;;;e Departmentpernitted the Attorney Generar to repeat such objected-tomisconduct in its defense before the couit of appear=r. suchrepresents its conplicity in the crimes commitiea-fv-ii. attorneyby his knowing and witrut1y _ i i l ingr or its uetrirr, of swornf a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s ,  p e n a l  L a w ,  S 2 1 0 . 0 5 ;  S 2 t - 0 . 1 0 ,  S 2 1 0 . 3 5 ,  S 2 1 0 . 4 0 .Revea. l ingry ,  bo th  be fore^  !h "  _abper ra te '  o i " i= io i ,  

- -s ; " ; ; ;
Department and the court of AppearJ,- the attorney cenerar hrasunable to provide_ any rega.l. autnority for arrowing' his j-uai"i;I
crients t 'o decide an drticle 7g iroceeding chalrenging theIegality of their own conduct

rnvestigation yirl .readiry disclose the improper notive behindthe Appellate Division, second Departmentrs 
-ac€ion=, 

1t= ;;-i ' i l iknowledcre of the substantive meril of the Article zB proceeding,which, if reviewed by an independent tribunli, 
-r""ia 

ultiurateryresult in crimi_naI prosecution and riabiri i t ' ; . tt" ApperlateDivision, second Departrnent justices involved in the underryingproceedings under A.D. #90-OO3L5. Certainly,  l "=t i "L= Thompson,SulIivan, Bracken, and BaIletta knei-_-_
kngwledge--that the fi les ulgef A.D. #90-00315 document an on_going pattern. of heinous judicial rnisctnduct and criminal acts,mandating their removal fron office (see p. 6 of my Jury L9, 1993Memorandun of Law).

such criminar conduct has -incruded, inter aria, the AppertateDivision, second Departmentrs issuance;;d p"rp"Euatltn of an

2 Altlrough events subseguent to the septenrber 20, 1993Judgrment (Exhibit 'Arr) showed, uriequivocally, ttr it ine nasis upony n i 9 n - t h e A p p e 1 1 a t e D i v i s i o l i , _ f f i : o e p a r t m e n t d i s m i s s e d t h e
Article 78 proceeding--to wit, -!h" sufpose-a exi_stence or a rernedyin the underlying pioceedinlJ--rrwas "itlf i=--."--"rit-ri!-1,t tierr, theAttorney General continued tg ignore. alr evid."ll;;iproor on thes u b j e c t  a n d  p e r s i s t e d  

.  i n  
- m a r i n - f l  

f a l s e  u " 6  
'  

c o m p r e t e r yunsubstantiated claims to the contrary-.
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suspension Order is annexed
support of my JuIy 2, t-993

Lnterin order3 of suspension 9f ny professionar r_icense--which,at the tine it was issued on _J_une J--4, r-99r-, that court knew to befraudutent and jurisdictionarry voia--a ric! highrlghted by itsfailure to stale_ any reasons ior the i"a;;ir--=i=il"=i"" in itsorder,  in v io lat ion " f^ ^ t ! :  Appelrate piv i 's iorr .  s"""rr lD e p a r t m e n t r s  o w n  r u l e s  ( 2 2  N . y . c . i r . n  S 6 9 I _ . a 1 f 1 1 i 1 y  a n d  t h ecomplete absence .of any evidentiary rinalngs,-' i ; '-.r ior"tio' ofcontrorring decisional law of this State'_" tr-ighesi court, Mattero f  N u e y ,  6 L  N . y . 2 d  5 j - 3  ,  4 7 4  N . y . 5 . 2 d ,  7 L 4  ( 1 9 8 4 i

Notwithstanding the court of Appearsr supervening decision inMat te r  o f  Russakof f  ,  72  N. .y .  zd .  s2o ,  583 N.y .s .2e  94g (Lgg2)  ,which reiterated that interirn =.,=p"tr=ion orders without findingshad to be vacated qs a matter of- 1aw, and that there nust be apronpt post-suspension hearing, wtrere'no hearing has been heldpr ior  thereto,  the f i les under A.D. #gg-OOaiS- =to1.7 that  theAppellate Division, second_ Department, Citn"".t 
-i""Eorr=, 

persistsin- r-efusing to vacate the June t 4, i.99i- EEG "i!-p!"rion order--although the record demonstrates that ny right 
-i"-*""tur 

of myinter im suspension is in _arr_respect" .e.  for t ior i -  to that  ofattorney Russakoff. The Apperrat6 Division, second Departmentfurther refuses to direct a- post-suspension 
-t"";i;;, 

arthough nohearing was ever af forded me 
-prior_ 

to rnv suspensioni' contrary tomy rights under th_e CPLR, it has arso tirreatlned me with crini-narcontempt if r make any further rnotion wittrout-'- prior judicialapproval.

lfhe fi les under A.D. - #90-0,0315 leave no doubt but that thejustices of thg Appeliate. oivislonr- second Department haveemproyed their judicial offices to advance urteri6r retariatorygoals , there being. not the sl ightest factual 
-;- 

i;;.i 
-il= 

i;;;iany of the Orders issued thereunder.

Thus, the refusar of the justices of the Apperrate Division,second Department to aisguality themserves from adjudicating an
*r!i: l : 78 proceeding cnirreng-ing in"i. own orders under A.D.#90-oo3l-5 represents rnore than an- abstract ethicar viol_ation ofthe rure proscribing "the appearance of i*p-p-.-iliyi,. rt is adeliberate obstruction of. l-usti"e--"na i lcover-upri to preventexposure of criminal activity !v .tne -Appetrate oi-visitn, 

-;;;;;;
Department under A.D. #so-ooJrsr-  i tsel f ' tonst i tut ing yet  anothercrime (obstructins Governmenrar Ad*i; i;;r^;; i; ' :  penal Laws r-es .  os) .

The fact that Justice Thompson is a l0ng-standing member of thecomrnission on Judiciar condirct ouviousty requires i i=

3 rhe June L4,
as Exhibit i lA-lr to ny
Order to Show Cause.

1-991- interim
Affidavit in
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disqualif ication from any consideration of this complaintinasmuch as.Ju1!ice rnonpson was not only the p""riairrg Judge ofthe Apperrate Division, 
'second 

o"pirtrnenl pan"i-w[i"n refused torecuse itsetf from aOjriaicaajln 
, but,as hereinab,ofe citedl had nifrrF!?rticipatffi every orderunder A. D. #eo-oo3l-s charre";;e-il;.JiL.

The connissionrs Annuar 
_-Report appends- a_ copy of the chiefAdministrator's Rules 

-corr"ri.ing 
Jiii"i.r conairtt. Thus, thepubric has a right to expect itre Cornmissitn--t;-Lnrorce RulesL 0 0 . 2  a n d  1 0 0 . 3  t h e r t t l .  ; ; ; ; r _ r g .  , , i n p r o p r i e t y , ,  

a n d'disquarification'r uy tat<inndirJ+iii"rv 
:t_e_ps against viorators

;f"r*:i: 
r-oo ' 2 an-a roo.i--*"L{- "Jp""iarry asainst rusrice

Plainly' if the personal friendships that- have deveroped betweenJustice Thornpson and other comnission nemuers auiing. rris tenure,wourd interfere with the commissi;;;=-;;rf;;l;;"i..= staturoryduty to investigate and puni=h hi* ;;ini= co_conspiring justiceiof the Apperrate oivi=io'n, se.colf oepirtrne"t, G;"Ejmmi==ion must
$i:g::lifv. 

itserr and request the clvlrnor to appoint a special

For your information, r annex as Exhibit rB-1rf acredentiars as they appeared in the r_989 editi;;n"or"t ailIMartindare-Hubberr rs'Law'riir""t"ryi," 
tLt pubricaiil, 9"r" r" itshighest rating of 'rAvrf for both integrity and competence in arrthe many yeais in wnicn r rnaintain-e'a ny own private practiceuntit ny r.eel interin Luspension. 
- 

additilri"fr.v.," , annex asExhibit rrB-2rr a copy of .. r itt"r i io. it" Ferrow oi tne AnericanBar Association, announcing my erection to that distinguishedbody in i-989. As indicateq uv th;a-i"tt"., =rr"n eiection is an
i::$t;ffTi: #:.:i"$..'3,T """liniia or o-*;; cenr of rh;
As ref  rected by ny Mart indare-Hubb_el, r 's  r is t ing,  r  haveconsiderable expeitise- on the suujeci-"t . iuaicii i-!-tanaaras. rnLe72, r became the first r:Til.to^is ipp"i-rri"a "=-"-i"mber of theNew York state Bar Association's commitl"" on Judiciar serection,a position in which r served f""-; i;;L years, interviewing andevaluating the quarif ications.of everv ".naiaat" ror our court ofAppeals, the four Appellate Divisiorr='. ia tn" court of craims.
r believe the within transrnittal shou.r d. more than suf f ice toestabl ish rhe absolute aisquar l i i " l t i " "  

-" t  - . . ; ; ;  
Appel lateDivision, second oepaiirnent rion 

-iuj*ul"ating 
rny Articre 7Bproceeding against itserf ""a--"it l* 'tot"rance ot a legalryinsufficient disrnissal motion of 

-It= 

3t_tgrnev, 
-ln" 

AttorneyGenerar.  However,  for  ver i f ical ion or that- t ranch of  th iscomplaint that chargres the Appellate oivision, 
-r"""i i  

Departmentwith cornpli-city in tnr att"rney General's perjurious disrnissar
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Very truly yours,

motion and with misuse of . i.ts judicial office for ulteriorretaliatory ends, your investigation 
-ri i t 

i"-qrir", inter aria,the fi les under A.b. #90-003r.5. r awaif vl"i-""i ir"=t for suchfiles, which, in the neantirne, wil l be readied r"r i..r,snittar.

r would note that when the Appetlate Division, second Departrnentissued its June J-4, 199r- susp-e-nsion ordlr, t innedialery moved tovacate it, arguing, inler.a,ria, that, such suspension was ,,swift
retributiont for ny iuaiffi' r'wtrisite-browinjil -.= 

pro bonocounsel in the case "t . 
-fiat 

1.r", broughtin L99o on beharf offinterest, chalrenged thedisenfranchisement of voters ln the Ninth .rlaiEiir District,resurting from a corrupt politicar deal made in rgeg between theleaders of the two rnajor parties in tnE uintn-j"ai"i"r District.By said dear, which was put in writ ing, party readers cross_endorsed seven judgeships over a three-yeaf ieri.la, lncruding thewestches ter  sur - rogate  _  j  udgesh ip ,  Lont rac ted- f  o r  j  ud ic ia rresignations, ald .lgreed- to a- r$rit of judicii i  patronage.castracan v. coravita also challeiged the i lIegarly conductedj  udic iar  nominat i rg convent ions,-  
-  

at  which 
-  

the dear rrasinpremented, ?nd the perjurious t"ri i t i ."ates- oi- ' nonination,falsely attesting to cornpritnce with Erection-iir i lqur."rents.

This conmission. disrnissed, without investigration, my documentedcomplaints as_ _to . the juaic iat  "cover lup" that ' tot f  p lace incastracan v. coravita and in_the companion case or saav,*i. 
- lturptrv

to protect the_ judgesr wourd-be iu'ages. ; i l-p-oiiEcar readersinvorved -  rhe iomrnission, r i re 'wlse,  d ismissed, wi thoutinvestigation, ny documented 
'cornp:.ainis 

against supreme courtirustice samuer G. Fredman, creditld as "th; chief architectrr ofthe deal, who was arso its principal benefici";y-.--

such dismissals of my aforernentioned prior cornplaints--withoutinvestigation--notwithltanding a"=curn".ntiry eviaerice lnowea nrimafacie judicial nisconduct--hai_ffifernbotdened the ApperrateDivision, second Department,. rea bt-; juaiciif *"rr", of thiscommission, to act as if i t were'auove the raw and rules ofethics.

The commissiol r 
? .handling of t lr is - profoundry serious and far_reaching c,ompraint wirl test whethir one o? its own judicialnembers wilr be herd accountabre for rairing tJ-"in"r" to thefundamental ethical and Iegal standards that ini= cornrnission wasconstitutionally created to enforce.

' - -
.  i  r - i

i  ) l

September t_9 , Lgg4

DORIS L. SASSOWER, Director
Center for Judicial Accountabil i ty
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DLS/er
Enclosures: ( 1 )

(2' �)

( 3 )

Art ic le 7B pet i t ion,
Attorney Generalrs

5 /12 /e3
Attorney Generalrs

s /L3 /e3

dated 4/2s/93
llot ion to Dismiss, dated

Memorandum of Law, dated
(41 DLS' Order to Show Cause, dated 7/2/93( 5 ) Attorney Generar I s Memoranarin' of r,aw inOpposi t ion,  dated 7/ I2 /s3
(6)  DLs '  Af f idav i t ,  dated 7/ {s /s3
(71 DLS| Memorandurn.of Law, dated 7/Lg/g3
(8) Appellate Division, Second o"p"'.-*L.,t , ,

Decision, order & Judgrment; e;f; s/2o/s3(9)  DLsf  Lsse Mart indale-uubief i - i f= t i "g
and letter confirming electi-on c6 tn" Ferrowsof the American Bar Foundation
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S['PRH\,IE COI'RT OF TIIE STATE OF NEW YORK
APPELI-ATE DIWSION : SECOND JLIDICIAL DBARTME{T

AD2d

WILLIAM C. THOMPSON, I.P.
LAWRENCE J. BRACKEN
THOMAS R. SULLTVAN
VINCENT R. BALLE"TTA. JR.
ALBERT M. ROSENBLATT, TT.

0033q
Y lep

DECISION, ORDER & ITJDGMENT

93-0292s

In the Matter of Doris L. Sassower,
petitioner, v Guy James Mangano,
etc., et al., respondents.

Doris L. Sassower, White plains, N.y., petitionerpro se.

Robert Abrams, Attorney-General, New York, N.Y. (John f. Srrltivan and
Carolyn Caims Olson of counsel), for respondents.

Proceeding pursuant to CPLR article 78, inter alia, in the naturc of a writ of
prohibition to !g the rcspondents from taking any further action with respeq ro an attomev
disciplinary petitro-l d"tgd Fgbryarr 6, L990,in wtrich the respondents moved t^o Oir-i* ift"'Ci;i-{
3{ticle 78 proceeding for failure to state a cause of acti6n and as barred by the Stut,rt"li
Limitations, and the petitioner_cross-moved., inter alia, to (1) stay pror""otion of the disciplinary
pro_ceeding under the petition d4ed Februqry 9:1990, as well'as a pitition aut"a i*ooy-25:-Lg;{,
Sa. q supplemental petition dated March- 25, Lgg3, (2) recuse the Justices of the RmeUate
Division, Second Department, from_presrdilg over this CPLR article ZS procieahlpr^"*ir" iii.
Code of Judicial Conduct Canon 31e1, a1d iransferring it to another Juitcial Dep-aitment, ana (l)
qomgelnloduction of a Grievance Committee Repo4 d'ated July_3l, 1989,,rpott *hi"t itr" p"iiti,i"i
dated F9b.ryarY 6, 1990, is baled, the Grievanci Committee'Report Oaied December ti, tggz,
upon which the supplgryeltal petition dated March 25, Lgg3^, is based, and the Grievance
Cornmittee RgPoT dated July 8,-1992, ypolyhiqh^the petition Oitea d;aty 2g, tgg3,ir;;;,
and for other disclosure pursuant to CpLR 408 and 3101(a).

ORDERED that the respondents' motion to dismiss the CpLR article 7gproceeding is granted; and it is further.

further,
ORDERED ttrat the petitioner's cross motion is denied in its entirety; and it is

MATTER OF SASSO\ryER v MANGANO
September 20,1993

€c '4 -o

Page 1.

:



ADILDGED that the petition is denied and the CPIR article 78 proceeding is
dismissed on the merits; and it is further,

ORDERED ttrat the respondents are awarded one bill of costs.

The.r.epgdy of prohibition is available only where there is a clear legal right and,in instances where iudicial autho-rity is challenged, only when a court acts or threatens to act either
yltggtiryry$"Jt^" or in excess of its arlttrortga poiu"tr 1see, uitir"bi-iittr*an v Gotdman,
7l l{Yzd 5@, 569). Inasmuch -qs the petitioner's jurisdictional challengi.an be addressed in the
underlying disgtnlinarf proceeding of by way of a motion to confini or disaffrrm a referee's
report, the petitioner is not entitled to the extraordinary remedy of prohibition.

THOMPSON, J.P., BRACKEN, suLLrvAN, BALLETTA and RosENBLA'rr, rJ., concur.

$,PREME @URI, STATE OT NEW YORK
APPEI.IATE DIVISIOT{ SECOND DEN

l, mRnilH. BR0WllSltlN, Chrkof $reAppeltah Division of ilresupnme
GoutStcoillJudicial DcFrtment, do herebycadiE that lhrve comoaieO
ftb copf *lih the uiginal filed in ny offrce 0n Jf P ) n ,rrlnnat
[tb cqp' b r conec't tnnscdption of sant onginrl. tu v l9gj

Itl tTlTilESS WHEREOf I haue hercunh sot my hand and iffi-xed
i ltsslof thiscourton SEP Z0 lgg3
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/^-€'r{M

MARTIN H BROWI{STEIN

Martin H. Brownstein
Clerk

ENTER:

I
A

September 20,1993
MATTER OF SASSOWER v MANGANO
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DORIS L, SASSOWER, P,C,
wrsrcH Es;TER n n luci tt cEJvrER

'O MAIN STRBET
wHrTE,er,ArNg NEw VORK ru6o6

Tclephonc: 9 1 1-692-2U I
Other.Whtn Plolw O!!lcc: 2gf ioundvicw Avcnuc. Tclcphonc:

9l+997-t677,

Wi;i:tr"\frli {,ffi,,,.uto,.' *mmcrctati corporore, rrutn dnd

--p-onls. lj, SAssowER, born,N_cw york, N.y., ScprcfiDcr 25,1932; a_d_miuid ro bar, t955,'Ncw Voii; 
-iiei, 

U:i."S;;.*.Cou1t, U.S. oatmc court, U.s. court:oi]Mijitilv-l-rinlrli i"op;s; *::,_"-r ll,:1qri on 1!. f p{e. r d,iiii.ii' : iiitiu\Iiitilr i. g"(u.4., summa cum laude, .1954); Ncw,york UnivcrsitylJ.D., cumlaude,,l 9_55). Phi Bcta Kdppa. nor"n"'" Aliin 3ti6i;;:: ;; i;ir-,ll,lrj, Jl;s; ltlo1crlq oinirg, sourhcrn oiirrr"i-iit-.'NT* yii,r.,
-ly)+ly)); ghtel Juctioc Arthur T, Vanderbilt, Supreme Court oiNew J_cncy, 19SG1957.. presidcnt, pti li.t, i<"pi" ,tLi""J i"Ncw York, _t97G71. prurdcnt, New lork W"..'n5, lirrXio-"i"-tion, I 968-69. pratden r. trwyerr'..Group oi"rdL,i,l]i'"' dlii"e"Arumni Association, _ ! e63_55.'Rc"tbii"t,'njiti"iiiri,jj iiiii""Awaro, -Norrhwood Insiltute, Midland, Michlgan, I976. SpecialAwrrd'for, oubtardlng rchicvcmcntc on bchill"of- wonrc-,i anOcnucren,- Nattontl organizrtlon for.Womcn_NyS, lggl: NcwYork Womcn'r Sportr 

-A,moclerlon 
ewaia "ii'.i,i,i,r-di# 

of'..,;"fris!-tr,' _l 98 I. Diitinguirhcd , Aturna. nw"rO ii;ti;; 6diirs",I 973,_ Namcd oursranding voung, womin' 
-ot 

l,rniaili, di# "rNew york, t969. Nominrlcd |l dididri;idN;;'vi,ri c"i,rt "r

$ffi r,lillS"'lr,$iff,t'iiiiii.l, jlillti,,:"lym,
D@x Keuew, Jepamtion Agreemant, and Madtat Contractr, Tnaly!q!41:,-qtobet, .re}?^; support na^iu*E. iiti-iiiiilj, ii"t-
oDer, .lyUOi Anltomy Of ! Settlcmcnt Agrccmcnt Divorcc LawEducrion rnlriturc lir2 .crim;x ot a c";a;itar;j,iiisrion,
S.upqcr, 1982; 'Finding i Divorcc r,awyer you can Trust,l Scars-dotc Inquirer, May 20,-t982. 'lr This eiy rtat it'R;; i;Ei*..ionT .lrn.ricon Dar Asselattdn Jounal"' niii*,1Sdq'Tt;.1b,posablc -Parent: Thc Crcc tor Joinr Ciusiotil; friiilMji-"i"qApril, t9t0..'Marriagcr-in Turmoil, mc fi*yii ri5b.i;Jj;.-

t?i.f ",i:f ilTitl$li,lf I:l;!;llff;sii:,jH[,",lfji"'Jtii
l(ngw.Ir whcri yori See tt,. Amc.itcan n", Iiiiiitii siiiii itIndlvid.ual. R.tghu and Responsibiilti.e!- N ewsh-,,il3;ft;"i;?dl
Scx-Discriminrrfon and Tlie tswi Ny tyiiiit ry;;i;'iiil;;.,
E, rel6.; lvomcn, powcr and tneii,. iiiiiioi'ii) )ilJir)""J-oumal liry, l9t6; The Chief Jujttcc w;;;-h;"6;;;r,"
lf9ygn In_ thc Ycar' 2000,1 Arbot Hougc, t gZ4j;lio.ii "ii'ir,.
l".9ilg_'-Y*gllrhcLaw.orrhec_rii6t:-iihn"i;;;i;;fu ,ryl{; -rrostftuttoo Rcvlew,, Jurk Mtod.Fcbruary, 1974: ',No-
Fauf t' Divorcc and wonrcn'r propiig;;[1;1,i'.-:Mi"' iL)L i,LrcP.!,:W,];;f frri,l?B?r,ti.:l;l;',liri;,*liin';l"lLii
:!qLgn,'. Clu\r, Novdm-bcr, t9?2; .Womcn ana thc LewiThc Un-nnfcDoo Kcvotutlon,' Human Rrgrtts, Fall, ,1972; .Matrimonial
Law Rclorm: Equat propcrry nlgn-rt'i'or-w;m;J jv;'?;;i;'s;;r.
aar Journat, OctoUcr, t972, Tuiicid Sclccii;;'h;;;i;, ;;' ;;;r-gf;_j1_T:,li,ff , Ncw york r y_ tiuiil'o"i"'Lii' iil i6iuwomcn tn thc trw: Thc Sccond Hundrcd ycani.Amerlcan BarAloclatlon Joumal, April, t97t; The noi. oi_f"wv'eni;'ii';-
en'r Libcrarion,'JVcw tork Law loumat oi"iru"r:idiiioi {r,"Lcgaf Rightr ot profccrional womcn,i'_coitaniirii'fiii",i",
Fcbruary, !9-7J;'womcn rnd rh9 r.cgh fiolcsiilii,:'Sffirii ii*yelo:Itat: Novcmber, t970; lilomin i" t[Ji;iii.riiJii;'#J'r-ens- xote tn contemporary Selety, 1972i The lagal.profosionand Womcn'r Righti,, Rurgen r,iw feyiew, Fa[.iifd,';ifh;i,
Wrong, With Womcn Lrwycrrf, , Trial Matazlne, October-
Novcmbcr, t968.' Address roi. Thc Nationat CAi;;;;d ;i-Bo,
Prcsidentr, ConErerllonal Record, Vol. ll5, No. i+ E Sia.6, fiU.
rpary. 5, 1969; Thc.Ncw York Womens Bar Association, Conrrcs-
rionel_Rccord,.Vol. l14, No. E5267-8, fune ti, tS6A. OirJion
Ncw.Y-ork Univcnity Law Alumni Arsociation, iStall;t"r;u-
tional lnrtitutc of Women studicr, I97i; lnitiiiitj on''w'6in'"1rt
Wrongr, 1973; Execu_tive 

-Woman, 
I 923.' Co-organizci, N"-tion"l(lrntcrcncc oI profcrsaonal and Acadcmic Women, 1970. Founder

and Spccial Consultant, 
"prolcssional, 

Womcn.e' Caucui,- lilO
rruste, supr.me Court lribraiy, Whitc plainr, Ncw york, by ap-
poanlmcnt o[ Governor Carey, 1977-1996 (Chair, l9g2-t'986).
Elcc_lcd - Dclcgare, Whitc llouie Cdnlercncc bn Sm"flf 

- 
ilurintr,

1986. Member, Panel ol Arbirrarorr, America :A 
Uitiotion-lis]ro.

ciation. MernDar The Associetion_of Trial l,awyeis;i Am;*;
Thc Arsociaiio_n of. thc Bar of thc Ciry ot tsew t'orfl ri"ri"iror",
County, New York Staae (Mem.ber: l_iraicial.selccrioi Co.riii"9;
kgisJg{v9 Committcc, Famtly Law S*tionl, ftii,:rdi *;'A;;"-
car {ABA Cheir; National 

-Conterencc 
;i';;til ;nO'3.ri"r

Wgr}:rl, 197 3.1.97 1i Mem ber, Srcrions on : f amiir L*; luai"ia_
p:l^RlClr and.Rcsponsibiliries Commirtec on niints od Womei;
rv64 L|]tgauon, u8r Associations; New york State Trial Lawvers
Assoctatton; American Judicature Society; National Associatio'n ofwomcn hsye.! (Ofticial Observdr to rtii U.N.l i,joS:-i9iit'6;"-
ry]y ray Soclcty; Roscc pound.American rri"i L"*v..JiFiir,t_
oallon; Amencan A$ociation for thc International Corirmission ofJ.urists; Association of Fdminist Consuttants; Westcn-i*o err"o","-
lion of Womcn Business Owncrs; Americair W"i"i"r;-it""".i"
Developmcnt corp_.;_ womens' rbrum'. 

-Fctibiitjiiiiii"ii"eilra-

cmy ol Matnmonial I.awyssi Ncw york Der Foundation.
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DAilE. L. G<trDf'tt, Cbdr
141 Main Street
P.O. Box 419
South River, NwJencT OE8fiZ

Rrcnrno L. THns. Vlce-Cbalr
2O2 Lincoln Square
P.O. Box 1E9
Urbana" Illinois 61E01

JAMBS w'. HEvrr, hcretdt,
1815 YSr€et
P.O. BqEO26E
Lincoln, Nebraska 6ElXlt

The
Fellows
of the
American Bar Foundation

750 North Iake Shore Drira
Chicago, Illinois 6061, 7- 4403

(372) 98&ffi

Novenber lJ, 1992

TO WHOM IT T.TAI CONCERN:

Thls is to certlfy that Dorls L. Sassower of Whlte Plalns, New lork, was

eleeted a Fellow of the Anerlcan Bar Foundatlon ln 1989 and ls in good

standlng. Thls honor ls Unlted to one-bhlrd of one percent of lawyers

llcensed to praatlce ln each Jurlsdlctlon

The Fellors ls an honoraqy otganlzatlon of practlclng attorateys, Judges

and law teachers whose professlonal, publlo and private careers have

denonstnated outstandlng dedlcaflon to the welfare of their connrnLtles

and to the hlghesf prinalples of the legat professlon. Establlshed ln

1955, The Fellows encourage and support the research progran of bhe Aner-

loan Bar Foundatlon.

The objective of the Foundatlon ls the inprovenent of the legal systen

tbrough researeh conoennlng the law, the adnlnlstnatlon of Justice and the

legal profession.

tu&ry+
Carol uurphyt ( 

[
Staf f  Di reetor  of  The Fel lows

€c *E-2-


