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UNI.TET.I STATES COI"JRF OF NPFEALS

N'OX T[{P SECOND CTRCLI}T
Unltcd States Courthouse
40 F"oleY Square - Room l702

New YPrk, lier'r' York 10007

November 17,2000

RE: Judicial Conduct CornPlaint
Dooket No' 00-8547

IXar Mr' Madsr-rn:

This is in regard to our phone conversstion and your conespoudence of November l3'

2000, t ml-cr you *tlpass fhis iouer to Chief Judge Wintcr as a'tbllorv-up of the complaint above'

The latest proceedings in the ca.se Chenkova v. Conneolicut Specialty, ORION
Corporetioru docket # 3:97CY2708 (AVC) further derronstrate that Honorable Judge CoveUo is

'tnable to disclrarge all the dutiEs of office"'
It was st*ted in the above mentioned cornplaint fiJed in July, ?000, that Judgc Covello

either does not r*ad importanf docusrents or can not comprehend the issucs discussed in thena On
Augrxt zl,Z1}A,phintifffiled motion to reouse and motion tr: stay based on the faot that the
subrnitted complaint is an "extr4iudicial source" arrd warranted at least the stay of the prooeedings
until the resolution of the rnatters brought up in the complaint.

On November 3" 2000 Judgc Covello denied both motioru on the basis that he docs not
know what the complaint is about and therefore can not deterrnine whether it is indeed of
"extrajudicial souro€" or not: "While she fplaintifi) states that a cornplaint ofjudicial misconduct
is pending, she has not provided the court with a *opy of the docurnent, nor has she described the
facts supprorting the complainl in her motion. Slre argues that the complaint is an'txtrajudicinl
soutrcen': however, if her reacors arisc 1iom something oocurring rvithin the proceedings in the
instafit matter (or previous rnatters before the unrlcrsigned)" then she may not airsumvent the
extrejudicial sotrce doctrine mercly by placing those reasons in a complaint ofjudiciaj
misconduct. " (See R"luU)

As irrdicated irr your letter of November 13, 2000, a copy of the conrplainr rvas served to
Honorabte Judge covello on August 3. 2000 - as is rvquired by Rule 3 (a) (il.
It should be clear &om the complaint that its point - that Judge Covellq is *unable to ciischarge all
the duties of otfice"' is an issue that transcerrds the merits of any specific e&s€ , and. tlrprefore is
"entrafudicial sourse", Yet" Judge Covello's ruling neither ackrnwledges the receipf of a copy of
the corph,int, nor its corrteut.

This latest soilfiision is another proof of thc difficulties ex"Irerier:ced by l{onorable .Iudge
C}'ello in dischatging the duties of ofif;ce. If his eonfirsion is ba"6 on tbe complaint envelop
being pcssibiy marked as "Complairrt of Disability" rather tJ:at "Complaint ofhiisconduct,". it
would fu*her illustrato the extent of the problcrn.
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Stella Chertkova
37 Farms Village Rd'

SLtsbwY, CT 06070
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