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ELENA RUTII SASSOWER, Coordinator
of the Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.,
acf;ingpro bono publico,

Petitioner-Appellan!
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Respondent-Respondent.
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NOTICE OF APPEAL

NY Co. #99-lo855l

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Petitioner-Appellanf ELENA RUTII

SASSOWER' hereby appeals to the Appellate Division, First Departn ert,27 Madison Avenug

New Yorlq New York 10010, from the Decisioq Gder, & Judgment of the Supreme Court, New

York County of Acting Supreme Court Justice william A. Wetzel, dated January 31,2000 and

entered February 18, 2000, and from each and every part thereof.

Dded: White Plains, New york
March 23,2OOO

Yours, etc.

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER
Petitioner-Appellant pro Se
Box 69, Gedney Station
White plains, New york 10605-0069
(et4) 42r_r200

TO: New York State Attorney General Eliot Spitzer
Attorney for Respondent-Respondent
120 Broadway
New Yorlg New York 10271
(212)416-861I
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New York State Attorney General Eliot Spitzer
Proposed Intervenor
120 Broadway
New York, New York 10271

District Attorney, New york County
Proposed Intervenor
I Hogan Place
New Yorlg New York 10013

New York State Ethics Commission
Proposed Intervenor
39 Columbia Street
Albany, New York 12207-2717

United States Attorney, Southern District of New york
Proposed Intervenor
I Saint furdrews Plaza
New Yorlg New York 10007
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NY Co. # 99-108551

ELENA RUTI{ SASSOWE& Coordinator
of the Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.,
actingprc bono publico,

Petitioner-Appellan!

against -

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT
oF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

_ -l_::Tndent_Respondent.-----x

I. CASE TITLE:

As set forth above.

2.

3 .

Elena Ruth Sassower, petitioner-Appellant pro Se
Box 69, Gedney Station
White Plains, New york 10605-0069
(914) 42r-r200

As set forth above.

4.

5.

NYS Afiorney General Eliot spiEer, counsel for Respondent-Respondent
120 Broadway
New Yorlg New York lOZTl
(2r2) 416-861I

supreme court of the State ofNew yorh county of New york.



6.

7.

This is an rypeal from a Decision, ord% & Judgrnent, dated January 3l, zo(/f-,by Acting supreme court Justice william n. wetzet. The Decision, order, &
Judgrnent was entered on February lg, 2000 and served by mail with Notice ofEntry on February 22, 2OCf..

This is an Article 7E proceeding whose Verified Petition contains six separate
Claims for Relief:

(l) declaring 22 l'l'YcRR $7000.3, as written,unconstitutional and unlaurfrrl
in confiavening Article vI, $22a of the New york constitution and
JudiciaryLaw 944.1;

(2) declaring 22 NYCRR $7000.3 as applied,uncon*itutional and unlaurfirt
in contravening Article VI, $22a of the New york constitution and
Judiciary Law 944.1;

(3) declaring Judiciary Law g45, as appried by Respondcnt, uncon$itutionar,
' and' in the event such relief is denied that Judiciary Law $45, as written,

is unconstitutional;

(4) declaring 22IIYCRR $7000.1I unconstitutional, as written od as ryptied,and, in the event such rerief is denied, that Judiciary Law g$41.0 ani +:.t
are unconstitutional, as written and as applied;

(5) declaring Respondent in violation of Judiciary Law g41.2 by the continued
long-time chairmanship of Henry T. Berger and mandating his removar,

(6) commanding Respondent to formally "receive,, 
and ..determine',

Petitioner's February 3, 1999 judiciar misconduct complaint again$
Appellate Division, second Department Justice Daniei w. ,":, in
conformity with Article VI, $22a of the New york Constitution and
Judiciary Law 944.1;



The verified petition also seeks other relief against Respondent:

(7) a court request to the Govemor to appoint a Special prosecutor to
investigate Respondent's complicity in judicial comrption by powerfrrl,
politically-connected judges through , inter alia, its pattern and practice of
dismissing facially-meritorious judicial misconduct complairits "g"in*
them, without investigation or reasons;

(8) a oourt referral of Respondent for appropriate criminal and disciplinary
investigation by the New York State-Attorney General, the united States
Afiomey, the ldanhafian District Attorney, *i ttt New york State Ethics
cornmission - a[ proposed intervenors in the proceeding; and

(9) imposition 
9f the statutory fine of $250, payabre to the state Treasurer,

purzuant to Public Offrcers Law $79.

As part of its "other and further relief', the Notice of petition specifies that as to
those bnanches of relief seeking a declaration of the unconstitutionality of statutory
provisions, the proceeding be converted to a declaratory judgment action to the
extent required by law.

Following service of the Verified PetitiorL the ndure and object of the case strifted
as petitioner endeavored to ensure the integrity of the judicial process:

By omnibus motion, petitioner sought, inter alia: (l) to disqualify the Attorney
General from representing Respondent for violation of E*""utive Law $63.1 andmultiple conllicts of interest; and (2) to sanction the Attomey Geieral and
Respondent for their litigation misconduc! including their fraudulent dismissal
motion, and to have them each refened for criminal iO Air"iptinary actio n, inter
alia,for the crimes of "pe{ury, filing of false in$rumentg conspiracy, ob$ruction
of the administration ofjustice, and oflicial misconducti in connection with thelitigation.

In view of the self-interest of every state jgdge under Respondent's disciprinaryjurisdiction in the outcome of the proceeding and the ract tt at the proceeding
criminally implicates Governor pataki in Respondent's comrption, petitioner
requested that the procecding be specially assigned to a retired ".,"ti.i"g:uag",
willing to disavow future political and/or luaicia appointment. r" J"pprr,petitioner identified that the two most recent other Article 7g proceedings uiui"rt
Responden! both in Supreme court/}.{ew york county, Doris L. sassower v.
commission on Judiciar conduct of the state of New voii av co. #g5-l09l4l)
andMichael Manteil v. New york state commision on Judiciar con&ta(Ny co.
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#99-108655) had each been "throrvn'by ftaudulentjudicial decisions - for whichshe provided written analyses of the decisions, ,uurtur,tiut a by copies of therecord of those two Article 7g proceedings, which she fhysicuilvi"*rpor"t a i"the record of her Article 7g proceeding.

Thereaft% upon Justice wetze|s assignment to the case, petitioner made awriten application for his recusal, based on the appearance and actuality of hisself-interest and bias. This was not only because Justice wetzel, an Actingsuprenre court Justice, was a court of craims..hord-overr,, sitting * Gpio*"of the Governor, who had appointed him in 1995 and with whom he had had aprofessional and personal relationship, but becausc Justice Wetzel fraa ,e""nUvbeen the beneficiary of Respondeni's disnissal, lrittout investigation" of afacially-meritorious judiciar misconduct complaiit *"no him - a compraintbase4 in parl on a 1994 fundraiser that then vittage toin justice wetzel had heldat his home for then gubernatorial candidate patatci. petitioner,s recusalapplication included-an altemative request that in the event Ju$ice wetzel did notr@us€ himself, he disclose the facts as to the grounds for his aisquatirrcation
s-pecified in the apprication and that he afford pelitioner time to in*rp*urc ,u"t,disclosure in a formal recusal motion.

Simultaneously, petitioner made a uritten request to Admini$rative Judge StepharG' Crane for the legal authority for his interference *ith ..random 
selection,, in*directing" 

the case to Justice wetzel, the basis for his having done so, andwhether, before making such "direction", he was aware of the ruJo p"*rning,o
Justice wetzel's disqualification, as identified in the recusal application. 

I

RESULT BELOW:

Adminishative Judge crane did not respond to petitioner's written request forinformation pertaining to his interference with ..random 
serection,, and his"direction" 

of the case to Justice Wetzel.

Thereafter, in a single Decision, order, & Judgment, Justice wetzer:

(l) denied petitioner's written recusal application, without identifying any ofthe grounds it had set forth * *urr-iing his recusal and without"-ukirrg
any factual findings with respect thereto;

@ igrrcrd without mention, Petitioner's altemative request for disclosure andtime to make a formal recusal motion, thereby i-pir"iuy a"rrying it;- 
-



(3)

(4)

denied petitioner's omnibus rhotion, without r..*ons or factuar findings;

dismissed the verified petition, based on the decisions in Doris L.&ssower v. commission nd nMichael Mottell v. ciiission_ withoutidentifring the oristence of petitioner's record-supported wrifren anatysesof those decisions, without making -y r*t*i n"aing, with respectthereto, and without examining whether those decisions i"r, g"rr-" tothe verified Petition's six separate craims for Relie!,

enjoined petitioner and the non-prtycenter for Judiciar Accountabirity,
Inc. from instifuting "rerated" actions or proceedings, of whose"relat€dness" Justice wetz€l designated himseritheil;; - without anyfactual findings to support the injunction nor tega a'tioril for appointinghimself arbiter of the "relatedness" of any futuie actions or proceedings.

(5)

9.

10.

The Decision, Order, & Judgrnent violates the mostfundomental standards ofadjudication and due process. It substitutes uniarranted aspersions andcharacteiz-dions for fastuar findings and, in every material respec! falsifiegfabricateg and distorts the record of the proceeding. This, to wholly subvert thejudicial process and deprive petitioner of th" reliefio r"ii"r, dre is "ntitrJ Cv rroverified Petitioq omnibus motion, and recusar apprication. As such, it is morethan prima facie proof of Justice wetzel's aisquairying actuar bias and serf-interes! it is a criminal act by him, in which ia,ninirlutive Judge crane iscomplicitous.

RELATED PROCEEDINGS:

.-A'Ngtice of Appeal to the Appellate Division, First Deparenent has been filed inMiclwel Manteil v. New york state commission on Judiciar conduct(Ny co.#99-108655) by the petitioner therein, dated November i, tggg. such Article 7gproceeding against.the same Respondent is ..relat"d,,, irt* alia, bo"utwnotwithstanding petitioner's uncontroverted record-supported analysis showingthat the decision therein was a legally insupportabte'ana contrived cover-up,Justice wetzel's Decision, order, & Judgmlnt refers to the decision as ..acarefully reasoned _and sound analysis of the lrery isr.re raised in the withinpetition" and specifically adopts its "finding" that imandamus is unavailable torequire the respondent to investigate a particular complaint."
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Dated: White plains, New york
March 23,2W0

=a?+q
ELENA RUTI{ SASSOWER
Petitioner-Appellant pro &
Box 69, G"dr.y Station
White plains, New york 10605.0069

TO: New York State Attorney General
Attorney for Respondent_Respondent
120 Broadway
New Yorlg New york l)27t

New York State Attomey General
Proposed Intervenor
120 Broadway
New Yorlg New york lOZTl

Di$rict Attorney, New york County
Proposed Intervenor
I Hogan place
New Yorlg New york 10013

Newyork State Ethics Commission
Proposed Intervenor
39 Columbia Sheet
Albany, New york 12207_2717

united states Attorney, southern District ofNew york
Proposed Intervenor
I Saint Andrews plaza
New Yorlc, New york l00oz
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