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ATT: David Nocenti, Counsel to Attorney General Spitzer

RE:
Elemktth Sassower, Coordinator of the Centerfor Judrcral Accountabiliry,
hrc., acting pro bono pttbrico, v. commission on Judiciar cotdtct of the stite
of New york, #99_l0g55l

Dear Mr. Nocenti:

Following up our telephone conversation on Monday, July 26ttr, transmitted her€urith is a duplicate
copy of my Affidavit and Memorandum of Law in thl above-entitled Article 7g proceedingr. 

'These

documents should be immediately inspected, not only by yoursel{, but by Attorney General Spitzer,personally, since my Notice of Motion seeks sanctions against Mr. Spizer, perrcnally,as well asdisciplinary and criminal referral of him [at paragraphs (5) La 1o;, uasea on'irr" fitigation fraud andmisconduct particularized by my Affidavit and Memorandum.

Such litigation fraud and misconduct continues the identical mdus operandi of Mr. Spitzer,spredecessorg bothRepublican and Democratig as recounted n"Restraininj ,Liars in the Courtroom,
ud on tle Public PayrollD' (New York Law Journal, 8/271g7,pp. 3-4), CJA's $3,000 public interestad with which you stated you were unfamiliat'. Mr. Spitzer, ito*.u.i, isfully,fottiliar withthat adand was so on January 27that the city Bar, when t pubiicty questioned trim as io what he was going
to do in face of its allegations that "the Attorney General's oin." uses fraud to defend state judges and

I our conversation together is recounted at !f 102 of my Aflidavit.
2 The ad is Exhibit "B" to the Verified Petition in my Article 78 proceeding and is, additionally,included anrcng the following exhibis to my AI[davit herein: Exhibit "B-, *Exhibit ..D,,, Exhibit ..F,,. yet a furthercopy is armexed to this letter, for your convenience.

+s**
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the commission on Judicial conduct sued in litigation". Mr. spitzer,s public promise was that"anything 
that is submitted to us, we will take a loJk at,,r.

The voluminous zubstantiating materials I provided Mr. Spitzer beforeJanuary 27th, on lanuary 27th,and after January 27th have been sitting, collecting dusi, in the office of Joe palozzola,Assistant toMr' Spitzer's chief of staff. As detaiLa by my emo*it (flfl40-53), Mr. Spitzer has not folowedthrough on his public promise to me because he is compromised by personal and professionalrelationships with those involved in his predecessors' comrpt litigation practices or benefitting fromthose practices' Meanwlile, Mr. Spitzer has yet to make good on yet another public promise he madeon January ZTth -- establishing a;public iniegrity unit,,.

The reason lrzfr snitzeLtus failed to set up y"l-u.ynil,despite his public promise on January 2Tththatit was then being established, is identified in cJA's Marcir 26th ethics complaint against Mr. Spitzeqpersonally' filed with the New York State Ethics commission. As set forth in that complaint (at p.6)n, Mr' Spitzer's "public integrity unit"-"could not credibly .clean up, comrption elsewhere in stategovernment, without.first 'cleaning up' the comrption in the Attorney General,s office,, that hasalready been the subject of two prior ethics complaints against it, filed with the State Ethicscommission: cJA's September t+, igqs and Decembe r 16, 1997 ethics complaints. Like the March26th ethics complaint, those two prior ethics complaints are among the volume of materials sitting inMr' Palozzola's office. Mr. spitzer has had those two complaints since December 24,199g, when theywere hand-delivered to his law office to support cJA's request, inter alia, that he rescind hisappointment of Richard Rifkin as Deputy Attorney General for State counsel, based on Mr. Rifkin,sofficial misconduct in connection with those tomplaints as Executive Director of the EthicsCommission.

You stated to me that Mr. Riftin is among the four members of the Attorney General,s ..Employee
conduct committee", which deals with conflict of interest issues at the Attorney General,s office andentertains complaints from the general public. Please consider the enclosed Affidavit andMemorandum of Law., detailing Mr. Spitzer's conflict of interest in this Article 7g proceeding andseeking his disqualification based thereoq to be an ethics complaint against him. please also considerthem as an ethics complaint against Mr. Rifkin, as well as'againsilitigation staffand supervisorypersonnel in the Attorney General's office, who, beholden to Mr. spitzer and Mr. Rifkin for theirpositions, have engaged irq or countenanced, the litigation fraud and misconduct in this Article 7gproceeding with knowledge that Mr. Spitzer and Mr. Rifkin are self-interested in these proceedings.

t &'Janrry 27th trrrscript (pp. 13-14), annexed as part of Exhibit..E, to my Affidavit lExhibit"B" theretol.

n fu reflected in foohrote 4 on that page, Mr. spitzer has a professionaupersonal relationship withRespondent's Chairman' Henry T. Berger, who heiped establish his narrow election victow.
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Yours for a qualityjudiciary,

Ar€u$6, 1999

Please note that my omnibus motion is returnable on Tuesday, August lTth -- on which date the courtwill hear argument on the motion. In view of its seriourn*r, Mr. Spitzer should planto personallyattend and account for his misconduct -- and that of his staff-- in this proceeding. I invite him to doso' In the event Mr- Spitzer is unable to appear, he should furnish the bourt witil'a sworn statement,to be presented by yoursel{, as his counsel.

€Ans)@6lnf
ELENA RUTH SASSOWER
Petitioner pro Se

Enclosures
cc: Justice Ronald Zweibel

Joe Palozzolq Assistant to Attorney Generar spitzer,s chief of Staff



SUPREME COI.JRT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK
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ELENA RUTH SASSOWE\ Coordinatorofthecenterrb't;;ij;il#;ffH,, ,,, A
acting pro bono publico, (_ , )7 _o..>\'.trI . ,/

Petitioner, Index # 99-l0g55l / .c-against- L;)
NOTICE OF MOTION 7;
FOR OMI\"IBUS RELMF icoMMISSIoN oN JUDICIAL CoNDUCT 
^ v^r vrv^r'�."v.' r -- o.,

oF Tr{E STATE OF NEW YORK, 
I t) , ) . 0 ;

Respondent. /y1* u/ry? =:
'-*- -----x u FoP Mvro NcrblTl r

o8f c,6lq I 2"^06 p. rn .
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that, upon the annexed Affidavit of petition er pro Se

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER' sworn to on July 28, 1999, the exhibits annexed thereto, her

wpportingMemorandum ofl-aw, dated July 28, 1999, the Affidavit of Doris L. Sassower, s\^rorn to

on luly 28,1999'the Notice of Petition and Verified Petition, sworn to on April 22, lggg,and upon

allthepapersandproceedingsheretoforhad,PetitionerwillmovethisCourtffi?ffi"

60WL' f i f f i IEt'NewYorlgNewYorkonAugust|7,|gggat9:30a.m.'orassoonthereafteras

the parties or their counset can be heard, for an order: €

(l) diqualifying the Attorney General from representing Respondent for non-

compliance with Executive Law $63.1 and for multiple conflicts of interest;

(2) declaring a nullity and vacating the post-default extension of time granted

by Justice Diane Lebedeffon Respondent's application pursuant to cpLR g3012(d), after she had

recused herself and without adhering to the provisions of cpLR $7g0a(e) or the specific

requirements of cPLR g3012(d), which Respondent did not satisfr;

l..CnS
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
of the Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.,
acingpro bono publico,

Petitioner,

-against_

COMMISSION ON ruDICIAL CONDUCT
oF TIIE STATE OF NEW YORK

FdYs suFR[irfr nr-FHi'=tii licuni

AUG 6 1999

^. I .A S h/rL. ,  r  jL . / l  {
SUPPORT OFFICE

Index # 99-108551

Respondent.

PETITIONER'S MEMORANDUM OF LAW
IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT'S DISMISSAL MOTION

& IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONER'S MOTION
FOR DISQUALMICATION OF TIIE ATTORT\TEY GEIYERAL,

SANCTIONS, A DEFAULT JUDGMENT, AND OTHER RELIEF
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ELENA RUTH SASSOWER
Petitioner Pro Se
Box 69, Gedney Station
White Plains, New york 10605-0069
(e14) 42r-r200
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AUGUST 27,IW7 [at page 3l

RESTRAINING "LIARS IN THE COTIRTROOIW'
AND ON THE PUBLIC PAYROLL

On lune l7th, The New Yorh Low Joarnal published a Lder to the Editor lrom a lormer New Yorh Stote
Assistottt Attonq Gawal whw rythg sgl.tae rcad uAllonej Genqal Deinis Vaico's wors enemv would
not snggec that he tolada anpoltsfunol u.inaponsiblc condia by his ossistants aJter the !od" . (4 more
than thre vceks anlia, tfic CanlaJu Jadiciol Accountsbilitt, Inc. icJA), a non-par.tisan. nlon-orclit ciftzzns,
(nganiution, sabmilled o propsed Perspedivc Colann to iie Lai JoulnaL daiiline thZ.euoine| Gqerat,s
knowlztgc oJ and onplicity ii, hb ialfs Mgatian miscondud - beforc, drifins, antr after the fa&. Ihc Law
Journal retused to pint it oad refuscd to qploin why. Because olrte tinsceniline public lmfrnonce of that
prcposed Perspedivc Coltttu, CJA has paid 83,077.22 n that you can rcad iL ltifipears aday on pagie 1.

[at page 4l

RESTRAINING gLARS IN THE COARTROOLI'
AND ON THE PUBLIC PAYROLL

' a t!t,077.22 d prcsentcd, t" th" p"bi,#rWffi,yf;rf:lfrf- JudiciatAccountabiritv, rnc. -

.lir ; i:l

In hir May l6th Irtter to thc Editor. Dcoutv
State Attomey General Donald P. Bedns,'J;.
emphatically asserts, "thc Attorncy General docs not
acceot and will Dot tolerate unDrofessional or
irreslonsible conduct by membcrs oftf,e Deparunent of
Law."

A claim such as thir plainlv conributes to the
vicw - cxpressed in lvtatthciv Li.filander's otherwise
incisive Peispective Column 'Ltars Co Free in the
Courtwn" 812487) - thst thc State Anorncy Creneral
shoub be in drc forc&ont in roearbcadinr rcform so that
the ocrirw which "ocrvaddl tbc iudfial wstem' is
investidatit and dadrcnt mec,faninm established. In
Mr. Lifflander'e iudsnenr thc issuc is tirnelv and bic
erpuch to iustifri:reition <ifcither a gtate Moriland Aci
Comirissi6n in:vestigation by the Ciovernor and the
Attomey G€oeral, or a well-financed legislative
investigation at th€ stit€ or federal level", with"necessan' subooena oowcr'. Moreover. as recosrized
bv Mr. Lifflairdcr ald in thc two Dirblished-lener
r6sponses Qll3l97,4l2l97),h;drges alftoo often fail to
|itSiplirc urd sanction the pe{uren who pollute the
tuolcur Dr@€88.- -In 

truth, tba Arome,y Gcocral, our state's
highest law enforceincnt officcr, lac&r thc conviction to
lead thc uray in restoring rtandardr fimdamental to the
inrcritv of our iudicial DKr.ss. His lecal staff are
amoig'the mosf brszco bf liars who 'go-fice in the
courtroom". Both h state and federal court his Law
Deoartnart relic o liticatioo nisconduct o defend starc
ac6ncies and ofrciali sued fon official misconducl
irlluding comrptiorl wh€rc it b88 no legitirnate de&nse.
It fles motios to.limiss on the pleadings which falsi$,
distort, or omit thc pivotal pleaded allegations or which
impropcrly arguc agar'nsr those allggntions, without a.ny
prooauvo cvroenoc wDaEvcr. ItrGtG mouons also
misreorcrcnt thc law q arc unsuoDort€d by law. Yet
when'this ddense misconduct - itirailv verifiable frori
titication files - is broucht to the Ariomev General's
attintio& he fails o tal6 any corrective 5teps. This,
notwithstanding the misconduct occurs in casei ofgreat
oublic imoort Fq its oart. the courts - state and federal'- 

cive tlie Attorn€v Gneral a "creen lisht."- 
hqricallv. o Mav l4th-irst tw6 davs before tlrc

Law Jorrul publiihed De'ouw .liFomev Gerieral Berens'
lettcr, CJA t&tified befori tlie Associition of tlre Bar of
thc City of New Yorlq ften holding a hearing about
misconiluct by statejudges and, in particular, about the
New York State Commission on Judicial Conduct. The
Law Joumal limited its coverage of this important
hearing to a three-*ntence blurb on its front-page news'Updaic (5115197).

Our tcstimony described Attomey General
Vacoo's deferue misoonduct in an Article 78 oroceedinc
in which we sued thc Commission on Judiciil Conducl
for comption (N.Y. Co. #95-l09l4l). hw Joumal
rcaders are already fimiliar vi$ f6t public intefest csse,
spearheaded by CJA On August 14, 1995, the law
Joumal printcd orn l*ccr to the Editor about it,"Commission Abotbns lrvustigatiw Mandate" and, on
November 20, 1996, printed our $ 1,650 ad, "A Call for
Concerted Action" -

Thc casc dullcngqd, as wiltten and as appllcd.
the constitutionality of dre Commission's-' rclf-
pmmulgated rule, 22 I.IYCRR $7000.3, by which it has
converted its mandstory duty under Judicirirv l-aw 044.1
to investigate facially:mffi1slious judicial- miscoirduct
cqnplaints into a discretimtry option. unbounded bv anv
stan-dard. The petition auicea ftai sinoe 1989 wt luil
filed eight facially-meritoiioue complaints *ef a
profoundly serious nature - rising to the le'zel of
criminality, involving comrption andmisuse of iudicial
office for ulterior purposes - mandatinc the riltinarc
sanction of removil".- Nonetheless, as-allego( cach
complaint was dismissed by the Commission, without
investigation, andwithout ttrc determination reouired bv
Jrdiciary Law 944. I (b) that a complaint sodisniissed bi"on its face lacking in merit". Annexed were copies of
the complaints, as well as the dismissal leners. fu oart
ofthc xtition the Commission was requested to produce
thc record, including the evidentiary 

- 
proof submiued

with the complaints. The petitioir alleced thst such
documentatiori established. "prima faciel lthel iudicial
misconduct of the judges crlmplaiired of-or p?obable
cause to believe that the iudicial misconduct
complained ofhad been committed".

Mr. Vacco's law Deoartrnent moved to dismiss
the pleading. Arguing against the petition's specific
factual allegations, its dismissal motion contended --
unsupporled by legal authority - that drc facially
irreconcilable agency rule is "harmonious" with the
statute. It made no argument to our challenge to the rule,
as applied. but in opposing our Order to Show Cause
withTRO falselv assirted --unsuoportedby law or arv
factual specilicitv - that the eich:t facialvlmeritoriofs
judicial 

-misconaluct 
complaind did nof have to be

investicated because thev "did not on their face allece
judiciafmisconduct". the Law Deparunent made io
claim that any such determination had ever been made bv
the Commislion. Nor did the Law Deparunent oroduc!
the record - includinc the cvidentiarvbroofsurioortinc
the complaints, as req:uested by the fetition ani'fiuOei
reinforced bv seoarate Notice.

ruthouih CJA's sanctions aoolication acainst
.the Attorney Creneral was frrllv 

'documented 
and

uncontrovertbd. the state iudse did not adiudicate it.
Likewise, he did not adjudicaie the Attome! General's
duty !o have intervened on behalf of ttre public, as
requested by our fomul Notice. Nor did he adiudicate our
forinal nrodon to hold the Commission in default. These
tlreslrcld issues were simply obliterated from the iudce's
decision, which concocGd grounds to dismiss tfie ciise.
Thus. to iustifv the rule. as written. the iudce advanced
his 6wn- inteioretatiori. falselv a:ttributin-c it to the
Commission. Such intemrdtation. belied bv the
Conmission's own definitioh section !o its rules, does
nothing to reconcile the rule with the statute. As to the
constitutionality of the nld,e, as appliad. the iudce baldlv
claimed what the law Ddparui6nt niver flaaitnat th!
issue was "not before the court". ln fact, it was squarely
before the court -- but adiudicatinc it woufti havl
exposed ftat the Corffnission was, as thdpetition alleced
engaged in a 'pattern and practice of protec-tini
politically-connected judges...shield[ing theml from thE



dirciplinarv and crininal ooruequence8 of their seriour
iudicial mftoqduct urd comrptibn".- 

The Afiontey General is "the People's lawyer",
Daid for bv the tax6avers. Nearlv nro iears ac6. ii
Seotqrber'I95. CJA'dernanded tlut Attrimev Gnirat
Vdxo utc oonecririe st€ps to protect the publii from the
combined 'double-whammy" of fraud by the taw
Dcocumt od bv the oourt in our Article 7E oroceedinc
acdinst $e Com;issioa as well as in a prioiArticle 7[
frceeding which we had brought againsi some of those
pditicalbsmeqod jd5q following the Commission's
wroncfiil dismissal of our complaints acainst them. It
was ibt tlrc first tinrc vre had obrised efromev Generat
Vaeco oftat earlier proceedidgl involving perjury aod
fiard bv his two orcdecessor Attomevs General. We had
E\,trr him wriuei rctice of it a year darlier, in Seprcmber
194, while hc was still a candidate for tlnt high office.
Indce4 we had ransmitted to him a full copy of the
litigntirn file so thd he could make it a campaign issue -
which hc friled to do.

Law Joumal readers are also familiar with thc
cerious allcgations presented by that Article 78
proceeding mised as an essential campaign issue in
CJA's ad "Wherc Do You Go When Judges Break the
Ioef. Publishd cl the Op-Ed page of the October 26,
1994 New York Times, thc ad cost CJA $16.770 and
was nprinted on Novembcr l, 1994 in thel-aw Jomal,
at a firiber coot of $2,280. It caUd upon the candidates
for Attornev General and Govcrnor- "to address the
iseue of julicial corruption". The a4 recited that Newiseue of juilicial corruption". The ad recited that New
!oq! sgtc jr$ses.had.thrown gn.Elec{og I4w case
challencinc thCoolitical manioulation of clectivc statc
judgeslilps-and'that other strite judges had viciouslyiudseshios and that other st8te iudces had viciously
ietaliarcd against its 'judicial rihisite-btowing", prb
Dono cornsel Doris L. Sassowcr. by suspending hcr law
rcI8llateo agaurst rI5 Juqrcrlr wrusue-olowug , Pro
Dono cornsel, Doris L. Sassowcr, by suspending hcr lawbono c $*l,Ilqrt L. sassowcf, by suspendmg her lav
licensc immediarcly, indefinitely, and unconditionally
v,ithout cttfie€5'. without frndines. lryit ror.af reasons. aru;rfi ;t.ffi sdi,Trhrriii"aiiiii,"iir,rrii"iiJiiJil<i
without a pre-susperuion hearfuig, - thereafter denyingwithout a pre-surpenslon heanng, - therea$er oenymg
her any post+uspension hearing and any appellate

miscdduct before that coufr, constitu-ting i delibcrate
fraud on that tribunal. Bv thc time a writ of certiorsrifraud on that tribunal. By thcfraud on that tnbunal. tsy thc lme a wnt ot cernorsn
was sought from dre US. Suprcme QouS, l"{t. Vacco's
l.sw Deiarsnent was following in the footsteps of his
nrs|rxlmn /AD 2nd DcDt- #9342925: NY Ct. oforedeccs'son (AD 2nd Dcat. *9342925; NY Ct. of'eoocats: 

Mo. No. 529. SSD 4l; 933; US Sup. Ct. #94-
if6*'Mo' 

No' 52e' ssD 4l;e33;US SuP

tgvrcw.
Describinc Article 78 as 0rc rcrmcdv orovided

citias bv our sreIaw "to ensure independen:t nndew of
orcrnm&rul misconduct". tlre ad rieounted that dre
irdcs who unlawfirlly suspendcd Doris Sassower's law
liodsc Ua rcfused to iecus-e therngelves from the Article
78 prooceding she brought against them. In this
ocncnion of the most findamental nrles of judicial
disqualificstion, they were aided and abetted by thcir
courisel then Arornev Crneral Robert Abrams. His law
Departmeirt ar$sed, without legal authority, ftat these
iudces of the Appellate Division, Sccond Deparunent-weri 

not disqualilied from adjudicating their own casc.
Thc iudces tlrcn gant€d dreir counsel's dismissal motiorl
wkie Esat insritsrcicncy and factual pcriuriousness was
aocurnen:tcd and uncoiroverted in-tlri record before
thcar. Thereafter, despite repeatcd and explicit written
mioc b srcsc Attorncy cencral Oliver Koppell that
his iudicial clients'dismissal decision "was and is an
outright lie", his law Deparunent opposed rwiew by
thc New York Court of Appeals, engagng in further

Qhairmaa Hcnry Bcrger, ond iE Administrator, G€rald
Ster4 conspicuously avoidod maling @ry statement
about the case - althor$ each had received a
personalized written challenge from CJA and wcrc
present during ou testimony. For is Dart the Citv Bar
Cqnnritrce diilru ask Mr. Sfem ary qricstibns aboirt the
casc, although Mr. Stem sated thit tf,e solc purpose for
his appeararce wae rc oswer fte Commiuc's questions.
Instead the Commitrcc's Chairman to whm-a coov of
the futicle 7E fite had b€en tansniited more than'tfree
months earlier - but, who, for reasons trc refused a
identiS, did not dissenrinate it to thc Committee
mernbers - abruptly closcd the hearinc uA€n we rose to
otoast the Canniiuie's failure to male-such inouiry. the
importance of which our testimonv had enrohasizd.- 

Meantftq ina 91983 Meral civil-riihs action
(hssowerv. Mangano, et al,#94 Civ. 4514 (JES), 2nd
Cir. #96-7805), the Attorney General ir bcing suod as a
party d€f€ndant fq subrcting the state Article 78 rcmedy
ard fc "complicity in the wrongful and criminal conduct
of his clients, whom hc defended with lnowledce thst
their defensc rcsted on periurious factual allc&tions
made by members of 

-hi-s 
legal staf and-wilfirl

misrepresentation ofthe law aoolicable thereto". Here
too, lv{r. Vacco's taw Departicnt has shown that
tlueisnodephof litigation misconduct below which
it will not sink. Its motion to dismiss the complaint
falsilied, omined and distorted the complaint's diticsl
allegations and misrepresented dre law. As for its
Answer, it was "knowingly false and in bad faith" in ie
responses to over 150 of the complaint's allegations.
Yet dE federal disrictjrdgp did not idjudicate orir fully-
documented and uncontroverted sanctions apolications.
Insead, his docisioq *{rich obliteratcd any micirtion ofit,
sua sponle, and without notice, conrstod the law
Deparfrnent's dismissal motion into one for summarv
judgnent for the Attomery General and his co{efendarit
high-rankingjudges and starc ofrcials - rryhcre thc rccord
is wholly devoid of ory aidrlsc to support anything but
summary judgnent in favor of the plaintifr, Doris
Sassower - which shc oorcssh soucht.

Oncc more, altliough'rvc frve particularized
written noticc to Attomery General Vacco of his Law
Departnat's "fraudulcnt and deccifirl condrrr" and thc
disrictjdge'r'conplicity and collusion', ac sct forth in
thc apfllait's brief, he tink no corretiv6 srcps. To the
crntrary, he tolerated his Law Deportnent's fiuther
misconduct on the appellate level. Thus far, the Second
Circuit has mainairied a'qreen lidrt". Is one-word
od€r "DENIED", witfiou, realons, o[r fullydocumcnted
andrmconuoverrcd sanctions motion for disciplinarv and
criminal refenal of the Attomev Creneral and hiitaw
DeDartnent. On perfected aooeal. seekinc similar rclief
agiinst tle Atto#y Cneral" ir3 rpeil as thCdistrict judge,
is to be argued THIS FRIDAY, AUGUST 29TH. It is
a casc that imoacts on every member of the Ncry York
bar - since thc focal 

- 
issue presented is the

unconstitutionality of New Yort's atiome,y disciplinary
law. as written dnd as applied. You'rc all invitea to
hear Attomey General Vicco personally dcfcnd the
appeal - ifh6 daresl

Wc agree with Mr. Liflander that *what is
called for now is rrion". Ycg thc impctus to root out drc
periurv, fraud. and other misconduct that imDerils our
judiciii process is not going to come from oir etected
leaders -- least of all from the Attomey General, the
Crovernor, or lrgislative leaders. Nor will it come from
dtc leadershio ofthc orcanized bar or from establishment
goups. Rither, it fill come from concerted citizm
action and the power ofthe press. For this, we do not
require subpoan power. We require only the courage to
come forward and oublicize the rcadilv-accessible casc
file evidencc -- at bur own expense, if necessary. TIrc
three above+ited cases -- and this paid ad - are
powerful steps in the right dircction.

i4' 
Bascd on the "hard evidenc€" presented by thc

files of tbcac two Article 78 prooeedings, CJA urged
Aaornev Crcnaal Vacco to take immcdiate investigative
gim aird rcrredial steps since wtrat was st stake was not
only the comrption <if nvo vial state agencies -- the
Coinmiseion on Judicial Conduct and the Anomey
General's office - but of the judicial process itself.

What has been the Amonry Gneral's response?
He has ignored our voluminous correspondence.

of then.

Likewise, the Goven
leaders in and out ofr and out ofgovemment, to whom we long ago

ies of one or both Article 78 files. No one in a

icnored our voluminous correspondence.
tf,e_ Governor, kgislative leaders,-and other

rave cooies of one or both Article 78 files. No one in a
Ladership positicr has bear willing to comment on either
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Indee{ in advance of the City Bar's May l4th
hearing" CJA challenged Attomey_General Vacco andhearing" CJA challenged Attom€ry General Vacco and
$ese l.d.$ to deny c.dispyrc tle fl" "tiq.tq shgYtnq
Oat Oe Com-ission is a beneficiary of fraud, without
whidr it corld nat have survived our litication acainst it.uttidr it cqrld not have survived our litigation against it.
None aoocared -- exceDt for the Anornev General'sNone appcared -- except for ttre Anorney Gneral's
client. ih-e Commission on Judicial Conduct. Both itsclient. ihe Commission on Judicial Conduct. Both its

Governacnbl itrtesrilv cannot bc prescrvcd if lesal remedics, dcsisned to proted thc public hon corruotion and
obuse, are subycrid.-Andwhm they are su6veicd by those on thi public itayroL hcbdbgly our Stoti Auornev
Gencral and judgcs, the public neeih to know abouiit and take aciton. fh&'s ihy x,e've-ruln this ad Your tai-
fudactiblc doiaibns wiII help defray it cost and advance CJA's vital public hterest work


