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Box 69, Gedney Station
White Plains, New york 10605

PauI D. Kamenar, Executive Legal Dlrector
Washington Legal Foundation
2OO9 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D . C .  2 0 0 3 6

Dear Mr.  Kamenar:

Fortowing up our conversation earlier today and your interest inour l i t igation against the New York state to^mis-=ion on Judiciarconduct, r enclose a copy of ttre papeis that were ulror. the NewYork Supreme Court when-it aurnpea tn'e case.

The suprerne courtrs decision was cited on the front-page of theJuly 3Lst New -Yo-qk Law Journar under 'roecisio"= ;;;;terestr--andpubr ished in,  fur l .  n copy is . "" i "=.a,  a;  i ;  ;y iet ter  to theEd i to r  ,  wh ich  app"ar "d  
-  

in  ths  
-  

augus t  r .4 t t i  Law.yourn i l ,summari-zing how the supreme court t"rpealeJtnl-lu="]

we believe your review of !h. papers wil l convince you that ourcase against  the New york state commission 
- i=-  

t t "  k ind ofmdritorious, high impact l i t igaiion-iorttry- of support by thewashington r,egar Foundation. rnvolvement by wasli ington LegalFoundation is particularly crlt ical uecause the public interest--w h i c h  w e  a r e  s i n g r e - i a n d e d l y  i " p r " = " n t i n g - - i s  o t h e r w i s eunprotected. None of the governmenl agencie-s "por which v/eserved a notice 9! right to leek intervention, havL intervened.worse st i l r ,  3,s the paperq show, the pubr ic 
' inter lst  

has beensabotaged by  New yor i rs  h ighes t ' raw-enforcement  
-o t t i . cer  

and acompl ic i tous,  sel f - interested court .

Also enclosed is our informational brochure about the center forJudic ia l  Accountabi l i ty ,  rnc,  as werr  as a copy of  ny Lg94testimony before the L"T-n. Range planning cornmittee of theJudic ia l  conference, aescr iSi" t  t f , ; , , i l inoaorogicatry f Iawed,,  anddishonest report  of  the f tat ionaf 
-  

cor. is l ion 
'on 

Judic iarDiscipl ine and Removal.

Your statement to me that no one from the Nationar cornrnissioncontacted you foll0wing yogr powerfur and damning presentationbefore it in L992 is corisistent w-i-tn what hre naie 
'b""r, 

sayingabout the commission for the p3=t two years: it deliberatery didnot pursue obvious and availabl" =o,,r"6s or irnportant informationabout how ineffectual the nechanisr=-i"" discipline and removarof federal  judges actual ly are.
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I notice frorn your testimony that, in addit ion to l i t igation, the
washington Legal Foundation publishes monographs and working
papers.  We would be most  in terested in  work ing in  co l laborat ion
with the Washington Lega1 Eoundation on a crit ique of the
Nat ional  Commiss ionrs nLpor t l .  In  our  v iew,  the Nat ional
cornmissionrs Report has put back the cause of essential and
neaningful reform of judicial discipl ine on the federal level
by at  least  a  generat ion.

In any eventr w€ are most interest,ed in obtaining from the
Washington Legal Foundation copies of the cornplaints i t  has f i led
against both federal and state judges--as well as the subsequent
correspondence re lat ive thereto.  As d iscussed,  and as
reflected by ny August 14th Letter to the Editorr w€ have been
developing an arch ive of  dupl icate copies of  f i led compla ints .
By  such  a rch i ve r  w€  a re  ab re  to r r shadowr r  and  documen ta r i r y
establ ish that  fac ia l ly  rner i tor ious and documented compla ints  are
being summar i ly  d ismissed by federa l  c i rcu i ts  and stat ,e
commiss ions.

Finally--and because r am sure you must have been somewhat
shocked when I  ident i f ied.my mother ,  the Centerrs  co- founder  and
Directorr ds a lawyer of 40 years who had been rrrun out of the
profess ionrr - - f  enc lose a copy of  her  recent  cer t .  pet i t . ion to  the
u.s.  supreme cour t ,  together  wi th  the opposing and reply  papers.
we have a pending sL983 federa l  act ion--which,  because of  the
profoundly  s ign i f icant  publ ic  in terest  issuesr  ds ref lected in
the cert. peti t ion, we would hope the Washington Legal Foundation
would a lso have an in terest .

I '  Parenthet ica l ly ,  one of  the consul tant rs  repor ts  to  the
Nat ional  Commj-ss ion exami-ned d isc ip l inary commiss ions in  seven
states,  inc lud ing New york.  r t  descr ibed the New york
s t a t e  c o m m i s s i o n  a s  t t w i d e l y  r e g a r d e d  a s  e n r i g h t e n e d ,
conscientious, thorough, and well run This high esteem appears
to be weII earned and well deserved. rr one wonders fron what
source such praise comes. As reflected by the documentary
evi.dence annexed to the petit ion and support ing papers, tha
Comrn iss ion  i s  _  sumrnar i l y  d i sm iss ing  f  ac ia l  l y :mer i t o r i ous  ,
documented compla ints  of  ser ious jud ic iar  misconduct  by h igh-
ranking judges.
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l
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We look forward to hearing from you.

Yours for a quality judiciary,
C\z .t /-l->- n ,-<_(pnq€.K,W

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
Center for Judicial Accountabil i ty, Inc.

Enclosures:

A.  Dor is  L.  Sassower v .  Commiss ion on Judic ia l  Conduct  o f
the State ol Xer Jork:

1.  DLS!  Ar t ic le  78 Pet i t ion,  wi th  Not ice of  Pet i t ion
and Notice of Right to Seek fntervention

2. DLS| Order to Show Cause for Prel iminary
In junct ion,  Defaul t

3 .  A.c .  Af f idav i t  in  Opposi t ion to  Pre l i rn inary
In junct ion

4 .  A .c .  D i sm issa l  Mo t ion

5.  DLSI  Af f idav i t  in  Opposi t ion to  Dismissal  Mot ion
and in  Fur ther  Suppor t  o f  Ver i f ied Pet i t ion,  Mot ion
for  In junct ion and Defau1t ,  and for  Sanct ions

6.  DLS|  Memorandum of  Law in  Opposi t ion to  Disn issal
Motion and in Further Support of Verif ied
Pet i t ion,  Mot ion for  In junct , ion and Defaul t ,  and
for  Sanct ions

7. DLS! Notice to Furnish Record to the Court Pursuant
t o  C P I R  S S 4 0 9 ,  7 8 0 4 ( e ) ,  a n d  2 2 1 . 4 ( c )

8. DLSr Aff idavit in Support of Proposed Internrenors

9. NYIJ reprint of Supreme Court Memorandum Decision,
per Herman Cahn

B. rrCommission Abandons Investigative Mandaterr, Letter to
the Edi tor ,  NYIJ,  8 /L4/95

C. CJA informational brochure

D.  L2/9/94 test i rnony before the Long-Range Planning
Committee of the Judicial Conference

E.  Dor i s  I r .  Sassower  v ,  Hon .  Guv  Mangano .  e t  a I .
cer t  pet i t ion,  opposi t ion,  rep ly


