CENTER f JUDICIAL ACCOUNTABILITY, nc.

(914) 421-1200 » Fax (914) 684-6554 Box 69, Gedney Station

White Plains, New York 10605
By Fax and Mail: 212-768-8116

March 18, 1996

Barbara Paul Robinson, President

Association of the Bar of the City of New York
42 West 44th Street

New York, New York 10036

RE: New York State Commission on Judicial Conduct

Dear President Robinson:

We take strong exception to your March 14th Op-Ed piece in The
New York Times, endorsing the New York State Commission on
Judicial Conduct as a "good system for disciplining or even
removing a judge for misconduct", as well as your similar
endorsement of the Commission, appearing in your Letter to the
Editor, published in the New York Law Journal on March 6th
(Exhibits "A-1" and "A-2") .,

We consider these endorsements by you, as President of the
Association of the Bar of the City of New York, to be
irresponsible and unethical in the extreme--in view of the
irrefutable proof that the Commission on Judicial Conduct is not
merely dysfunctionall, but corrupt.

The irrefutable proof of such corruption was described in our

own Letter to the Editor, "Commission Abandons Investigative
Mandate", published in the August 14, 1995 New York Law Journal
(Exhibit wcm) ., By that published Letter, we described how the

Commission had subverted its statutory duty to investigate
facially-meritorious complaints, that its long-rumored protection
of powerful and politically-connected judges was a documented
fact, and that the Commission had itself been protected in our
legal challenge to it by a fraudulent Supreme Court judgment of
dismissal (Cahn, J., NY Co.). We expressly encouraged the legal
community to verify such facts by reviewing the file of our case
against the Commission in the County Clerk's office--and gave the
index number for such purpose.

1 Such dysfunction may be gleaned from the experience of
a "highly experienced trial lawyer", whose complaint of judicial
conduct was summarily dismissed by the Commission on Judicial
Conduct--as recounted in the Ethics Opinion of the City Bar's own
Committee on Professional and Judicial Ethics, published in the
New York TLaw Journal on February 29, 1996 (Exhibit "B") .

ﬁ.:t> v



President Robinson Page Two March 18, 1996

Despite that open invitation, not a peep was heard from the City
Bar--nor, for that matter, from any other bar association.
Consequently, on January 25, 1996, a copy of the file in our
case against the Commission was hand-delivered to the City Bar,
together with a copy of our December 15, 1995 letter to the
Assembly Judiciary Committee, delineating (at pages 1-3) the
respects in which the Supreme Court judgment of dismissal was
fraudulent--and known to be such by the Commission on Judicial
Conduct. Our transmittal coverletter, dated January 26, 1996,
explicitly requested that the matter be directed "to the
appropriate City Bar committees for consideration and action on

behalf of the otherwise unprotected public interest® (Exhibit
IID") 5

On February 20th, I was told by Alan Rothstein, the City Bar's
counsel who had taken charge of our January 25th letter request,
that he had discussed the case with you and that you were fully
familiar with it. He also told me that he had discussed it with
various heads of City Bar committees--although he adamantly
refused to identify who they were. Mr. Rothstein stated that
your unanimous position was that the City Bar could not do
anything. However, he said he was still waiting to hear from one
other person, who--again--he refused to identify.

On March 5th, Mr. Rothstein reiterated this "can't do anything"
position when I telephoned. He not only told me that the City
Bar would not do anything through its committees, but that it
would not refer us or provide us with assistance in locating
individual attorneys to pursue the case on a pro bono basis. Mr.
Rothstein also refused to transmit the file to you so that you
could bring it to that evening's "kick-off™" meeting at the New
York County Lawyers' Association of bar associations and law
schools forming a "Committee for an Independent Judiciary".
Mr. Rothstein agreed to transfer my call to your office so that I
could speak with you directly. Because I was told that you were
not in, I left a lengthy message about the Commission case and
about the need to bring it to the attention of the "Committee for

an Independent Judiciary".

In the nearly two weeks that have since elapsed, we have received
ho return call from you, presumably because you are busy writing

letters and articles endorsing the Commission. Nor have we
received any letter from Mr. Rothstein confirming the City Bar's
"can't do anything" position. This is notwithstanding I

expressly requested such confirmation 1 writing, with a
statement as to the City Bar's view of the constitutionality, as
written and as applied, of the self-promulgated rule of the
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assigned to regulate entry into the fourth floor meeting room,
which was actually locked from the outside, requiring a key for
entry.

Following our arrival, which was only minutes after the 5:30
p.m. meeting began, I gave to one of the monitors, for delivery
to Mr. Davidson, copies of our two letters to the Mayor (Exhibits
"F" and "G"), with the enclosures indicated by those letters,
including the file of our case against the Commission. Mr.
Davidson, thereafter, came out to acknowledge receipt, but was
non-committal about giving us even five minutes to make a
presentation to the Committee members about them. And he refused
to permit us to sit in at the meeting as spectators--while, at
the same time, ushering Mr. Russo into the meeting--explaining to
us that Mr. Russo had been "invitedo". Mr. Davidson would not
respond to my inquiry as to why we couldn't also be "invited®

lnasmuch as our two letters to the Mayor showed that we deserved

a place at that meeting because we had important information to
contribute (Exhibits "F" and "Gy .

Shortly after our arrival, the monitors went inside the meeting
room, 1leaving us outside the locked-door. Nevertheless, we
overheard small bits of what was being said inside--including
that portion of the Statement as has been published in the Law
Journal as endorsed principle, number 3:

"We support the independent functioning of
the constitutionally created New York State
Commission on Judicial Conduct.™" (Exhibit
IIE")

Because of this explicitly endorsed principle, we would have
expected Mr. Davidson to have ensured that we had some
opportunity to make a presentation to the Committee about the
documentary proof, contained in the file of our case against the
Commission, that the Commission is neither "independent" nor
functioning within the framework of the constitutional amendment
that created it. However, not only did Mr. Davidson not do
this, but he was ready to return the file to us when the

Committee adjourned at 7:30 p.m. Indeed, he actually proffered
it back to us.

In response, I reiterated to Mr. Davidson=--and, thereafter, to
Klaus Eppler, President of the New York County Lawyers'
Association, who remained in the then nearly empty meeting room--
that the organized bar has an ethical duty to take steps to

protect the public from a Commission which, as documented by the
file, is corrupt.
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Yet, the Committee's Statement, published in full three days
later in the New York Law Journal (Exhibit "E"), 1is entirely
silent about that ethical duty.

Your March 6, 1996 Letter to the Editor in the Law Journal traces
the founding of the City Bar to a commitment to "fight rampant
corruption in the judiciary" (Exhibit BA-2M) , As reflected by
the file in our case against the Commission--showing the
Commission's summary dismissal of eight facially-meritorious,
documented complaints of criminal acts by high-ranking,
politically-connected judges3--the Commission is a complicitous

contributor to resurgent corruption and political manipulation of
the judiciary.

We, therefore, request that you and President Eppler circulate
this letter to all the members of the Committee to Preserve the
Independence of the Judiciary. We further request that the
serious issues raised herein be placed on the agenda of its next
meeting, to which we again ask to be invited.

Yours for a quality judiciary,

= Lena EKESh0s 2~

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.

cc: Assembly Judiciary Committee
Mayor Rudolph Giuliani
Governor George Pataki
Alan Rothstein, Counsel
Association of the Bar of the City of New York
New York County Lawyers' Association
Irwin Davidson, Executive Director
Klaus Eppler, President
Ronald Russo, Esq., Attorney for Judge Lorin Duckman
New York State Bar Association
Maxwell Pfeifer, President
New York media

3 See Exhibkits "C"-"J", and "M", annexed to the Article
78 Petition.


















L~

N

-~ -~

CENTER Jor JubpiciaL ACCOUNTABILITY, INC.

(914) 421-1200 » Fax (914) 684-6554

Box 69, Gedney Station
White Plains, New York 10605

BY HAND

January 25, 1996

Legal Referral Service

Association of the Bar of the City of New York
42 West 44th Street
New York, New York 10036-6690

ATT: Milagros Arzuaga, Esq.

RE: Legal Assistance for Public Interest Case

Dear Ms. Arzuaga:

Per our telephone conversation on Tuesday, transmitted herewith,
at your Tequest, are the legal papers in our Article 78
proceeding against the Commission on Judicial conduct of the
State of New York, as inventoried on the accompanying page.

A brief description of the Article 78 pProceeding, its
significance, and the decision of Supreme Court Justice Herman
Cahn--which dismissed it--is pProvided by the enclosed copy of my

Letter to the Editor, ‘"Commission Abandons Investigative
Mandate", published in the New York ILaw Journal on August 14,
1995. > B

As reflected by that Letter to the Editor, Justice cahn's
decision is legally insupportable and factually fabricated.

15, 1995 letter to the Assembly Judiciary Committee, a copy of

legally and factually indefensible and that it and its counsel,
the New York state Attorney General, have an affirmative duty to
take corrective steps. For that reason, over the past many
months we have been engaged in correspondence with the Commission
on Judicial Conduct and the Attorney General's offjice and have

Commission for their litigation misconductl. We have also sought
the intervention of the Ethics Commission at this juncture.

1 See Exhibits "oU, "pnt, ang wgn to our December 15, 1995
letter to the Assembly Judiciary Committee.
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Unfortunately, the state agencies charged with protecting the
public have refused to do anything. As a result, it falls to us

to either rearque the decision, make a motion to have it vacated
for fraud, or to appeal.

As discussed, we would expect this Case to be of particular
concern to the Association of the Bar of the City of New York,
which prints a widely-distributed guide "“How to Complain About
Lawyers and Judges in New York City". That guide informs readers
that "judges in New York state courts are held to high standards
of ethics" and that the Commission on Judicial Conduct is the
agency to which complaints against state court judges are
properly addressed. It describes "Improper Demeanor", "Bias",
"Conflict of Interest" and "Ex Parte Communications" ag
constituting the "Kinds of Complaints" that may be filed, and
recommends that complaints be "in as much specific detail as

possible". A copy of the pertinent pages of the City Bar's guide
are annexed hereto.

Examination of the judicial misconduct complaints annexed to the
Article 78 petition show that they fall within the categories
delineated by the City Bar's guide, were detailed and, indeed

include distinct criminal acts. Nevertheless, the Commission
summarily dismissed, without investigation, each and every one of

these complaints--although prima facie they provided a '"basis
for beginning an investigation™".

Plainly, if the City Bar's guide is to have meaning, the City
Bar cannot ignore the indisputable evidence presented herein
that the Commission on Judicial cConduct is summarily dismissing
facially-meritorious complaints, in violation of its statutory
mandate (Judiciary Law §44.1)--which by a self-promulgated rule
(22 NYCRR §7000.3) has been subverted. We, therefore,
respectfully request that you direct this matter to the
appropriate City Bar committees for consideration and action on
behalf of the otherwise unprotected public interest.

I would note that th posture of the case is that Justice cahn's
July 13, 1995 decision has not been served upon us. Nor has the
judgment been filed (See enclosed Copy of court file jacket) .

We look forward to hearing from Yyou soon.

Yours for a quality judiciary,

e L Sawed2 e /.
ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
Center for Judicial Accountability, Inec.

Enclosures: As indicated pPlus Center brochure









INVENTORY OF FILE:

Doris L. Sassower v. Commission on Judicial Conduct of the
State of New York

Index # 95-109141

l. DLS' Article 7g Petition, with Notice of Petition ang
Notice of Right to Seek Intervention

2. DLS' order to Show cause for Preliminary

Also

Injunction, Default

3. A.G. Affidavit in Opposition to Preliminary Injunction

4. A.G. Dismissal Motion

5. DLS' Affidavit in Opposition to Dismissal Motion and in
Further Support of Verified Petition, Motion for
Injunction and Default, and for Sanctions

6. DLS' Memorandum of Law in Opposition to Dismissal Motion

and in Further Support of Verified Petition, Motion for
Injunction ang Default, and for Sanctions

7. DLS' Notice to Furnish Record to the Court Pursuant to
CPLR §§4009, 7804(e), and 2214 (c)

8. DLS!' Affidavit in Support of Proposed Intervenors

9. Supreme Court Memorandum Decision, per Herman cCahn

transmitted:

Letter to the Editor, "Commission Abandons Investigative
Mandate", New York Law _Journal, August 14, 1995

Publication of Justice cCahn's Decision in New York TLaw
Journal, July 31, 1995

December 15, 1995 letter to Assembly Judiciary Committee

Sassower v. Commission court file jacket reflecting unfiled
judgment
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CENTER fr JUDICIAL A CCOUNTABILITY, INc.

(914) 421-1200 » Fax (914) 684-6554 Box 69, Gedney Station

White Plains, New York 10605

BY HAND
February 20, 1996

Honorable Rudolph Giuliani
Mayor. of the City of New York
City Hall

New York, New York 10007

ATT: Dennison Young, Jr.
Counsel to the Mayor

Dear Mr. Young:

" Thank you for your prompt return call last Friday. We 1look
forward to the meeting that you indicated you were setting up so
that we may detail the deficiencies of the Mayor's judicial
selection process--deficiencies we™ believe the Mayor inherited
from his predecessors.

In response to my question to the Mayor on his WABC radio show
last Friday about Judge Duckman's qualifications, the Mayor
assured the public that "on paper", they looked fine.

However, the question is not Mr. Duckman's paper credentials--but
what kind of investigation was conducted by former Mayor Dinkins'
selection committee before it nominated him for a ten-year
judicial appointment.

On the all important subject of the judicial selection process, I
refer you to my January 16, 1996 letter to Paul Siegfried,
Executive Director of the Mayor s Advisory Committee on the
Judiciary--a copy of which is annexed for your convenience
(Exhibit "A"). To date, neither Mr. Siegfried nor Paul Curran,
the Advisory Committee's Chairman, have responded.

As described in my letter, at the December 27, 1995 so-called
"public" hearing, I offered the Committee evidence, in the form
of a written critique, documenting:

’ ..that Jjudicial <candidates cannot be
counted upon to honestly and accurately set
forth their qualifications on their
applications to screening committees and
highlighting the necessity of thorough
investigation.”" (emphasis in the original)

—S: -r:/_‘
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It would appear that the Mayor's Advisory Committee is
unequipped to undertake such thorough investigation inasmuch as
its investigative responsibilities are primarily reposed in Mr.
Siegfried, who says he is unassisted by any legal staff. It may
be surmised that Mr. Siegfried's unwillingness to discuss with us
the Committee's investigative procedures--as set forth in my
January 16, 1996 letter--reflects his awareness of their
superficial and inadequate nature.

Indeed, it may further be surmised that the reason the Mayor's
Advisory Committee on the Judiciary and the City Bar's Committee
on the Judiciary use a standard of "adequacy", rather than
excellence, in recommending reappointment of sitting judges--by
which they reportedly mean judges who have not done anything
"egregiously wrong"--is because neither committee has the
investigative capacity (or desire) to wunearth anything but
misconduct that is so egregious as to have been publicized.

Because the Mayor's Advisory Committee on the Judiciary and the
City Bar are not in a position or willing to meaningfully
investigate judicial qualifications, they need the public to come
forward with information bearing upon the qualifications of

candidates being screened. Yet, the self-imposed
"confidentiality" of judicial selection procedures prevents that
from happening. The public cannot ‘come forward because the

identities of the candidates being reviewed are kept secret.
This is more fully described in my Letter to the Editor, "No
Justification for Process's Secrecy", published in the New York
Law Journal on January 24, 1996 (Exhibit "B").

Inevitably, deficient Jjudicial selection processes produce
judges who are incompetent, corrupt, and abusive--judges who
abuse their discretion, flout controlling law, and engage in
arbitrary, tyrannical, and otherwise wrongful on-the-bench
conduct.

As I . emphasized in my testimony at the December 27, 1995
"public" hearing, adequate pre-nomination screening of judicial
candidates 1is absolutely critical since, once judges are
appointed to the bench, it is all but impossible to remove them--
no matter how unfit they are. This is because the public agency
constitutionally created to monitor our judiciary, the New York
State Commission on Judicial Conduct, has subverted its
constitutional and statutory duty to investigate facially-
meritorious complaints. Instead, it dismisses such complaints,
without investigation--even where they are detailed, documented,
and establish, prima facie, unethical and criminal conduct by
sitting judges and would-be judges. In that regard, as part of
my testimony, I incorporated by reference my Letter to the
Editor, "Commission Abandons Investigative Mandate", published in
the August 14, 1995 New York Law Journal (Exhibit "c").
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We do not know if misconduct complaints against Judge Duckman
were ever filed with the Commission on Judicial Conduct.
However, the Commission routinely dismisses, without
investigation, abuse of discretion complaints--as well as
complaints alleging wilful disregard of black-letter law by
judges. This, notwithstanding that such complaints are within
the Commission's disciplinary jurisdiction--as may be seen from
the enclosed Pace Law Review article written by the Commission's
Administrator, Gerald Stern. (Vol 7, Number 2, Winter 1987, "Ig
Judicial Discipline in New York State a Threat to Judicial
Independence?).

1f, as appears, Judge Duckman has abused his discretion in the
case that resulted in the tragic death of a young woman named
Galina Komar, we commend Mayor Giuliani for calling for Judge

Duckman's removal. However, the problem extends beyond Judge
Duckman. There are other judges who are far, far worse than
Judge Duckman. A "tip of the iceberg" sampling of what New
Yorkers have been and are subjected to may be gleaned from Jack
Newfield's series '"New York's Ten Worst Judges", For your
convenience, copies of the 1993 and 1995 series, which appeared
"in the New York Post, are annexed as Exhibits "D" and "F", vYou

will note that the 1993 series ended with an article containing
pertinent comment from then "mayoral hopeful® Rudolph Giuliani
(Exhibit "E") and that the 1995 series closed with a Post
editorial "Who Judges the Judges?" (Exhibit wgn), accusing the
Commission of protectionism:

"To be sure, the commission is hell on wheels
when it comes to disciplining rural justices
of the ©peace and other small-town
magistrates, many of whom are not lawyers.
The next time it comes to New York City to do
serious business, however, will be +the first
time it does so.n" (emphasis in the
original).

The innocent victims of this City's run-a-muck judges, who have
not suffered loss of life in a literal sense, expect Mayor
Giuliani to come out against the judges who have destroyed their
lives--as he is doing now in calling for Judge Duckman's
impeachment. They expect the Mayor to take the lead in calling
for decisive action against the Commission on Judicial Conduct
when--as now--he is presented with prima facie evidence that it
covers up criminal conduct by sitting judges, far more heinous
and corrupt than anything contemplated by the Post's editorial or
reported on in its "Ten Worst" series.
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We are, therefore, transmitting for the Mayor a copy of the court
papers in our ground-breaking Article 78 pProceeding against the
Commission. The exhibits annexed to the petition document how

Also transmitted are the initial pages of our December 15, 199¢
letter to the Assembly Judiciary Committee, particularizing the
respects in which the New York Supreme Court's judgment of
dismissal of the Article 78 proceeding in the Commission's favor
is fraudulent--being legally insupportable, factually fabricated,
and rendered as a "pay back" to the Commission for its
demonstrated years of service protecting judges fronm disciplinary
investigation and prosecution. We would point out that annexed
thereto, as Exhibits "gn, BwpY T and "E", are our initial letters
to the State Commission on Judicial Conduct, to the State Ethics
Commission, and the State Attorney General to get those
dovernment agencies and officials to do what their duty to the
public requires--i.e., to take steps to wvacate for fraud the
Supreme Court's decision of dismissal.

I understand from you that this file will be reviewed by the
Criminal Justice Coordinator. How appropriate, since what the
file documents is criminal conduct by the State Commission on
Judicial Conduct--which we trust, the Mayor will, without delay,

-

Yours for a quality judiciary,

—lona KKt~

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.
Enclosures

cc: WABC Radio
New York Post
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914) 421-1200 ¢ F 4
(914) ax (914) 684-6554 Box 69, Gedney Station

White Plains, New York 10605

By Fax: 212-788-0074
and Priority Mail

February 27, 1996

Honorable Rudolph Giuliani
Mayor of the City of New York
City Hall

New York, New York 10007

RE: Judge Lorin Duckman

Dear Mr. Mayor:

Since the tragic death of Galina Komar at the hands of Benito
Oliver, you have used the power and prestige of your office to
condemn and castigate Judge Lorin Duckman. Reading selected
excerpts from the transcript of the proceedings in which Judge
Duckman reduced Mr. Oliver's bail and released him from jail, you
have incited the public to view Judge Duckman as having been
impervious to the Brooklyn District Attorney's efforts to protect
Ms. Komar, the complaining witness, from threatened injury by Mr.
Oliver--and, thereby, responsible for her murder.

That transcript--which, over and again, you quoted from and
referred to in press conferences, interviews, and on your WABC
radio talk show--launched a media’ campaign of vilification of
Judge Duckman and sparked a "witch hunt" search for anything and
everything to substantiate your characterization of Judge Duckman
as "a danger to the people of [New York] City", because, in your
opinion, he was not fit to judge.

On February 16th, following your WABC radio show in which you
invited listeners to read the transcript, I called up City Hall
and requested a copy, which arrived in yesterday's mail. In
examining the transcript, we were stunned to discover the extent
to which you--as Mayor of the City of New York and a former U.S.
Attorney--have misrepresented it. Any objective reading of that
transcript--and certainly by one such as yourself, trained and
expert in the law, reveals that Judge Duckman did not abuse his
discretion in freeing Mr. Oliver. On the contrary, it appears
that Judge Duckman acted in accordance with the law and the facts
in the record before him, trying to be fair to both Ms. Komar and
Mr. Oliver, who was a defendant accused--but not yet convicted of
any crime against Ms. Komar (pp. 17-18, 21, 26, 35, 37, 38, 49,
55, 65).

te
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The transcript shows Judge Duckman's concern for the fact that at
the time of the proceedings then before him, Mr. oOliver had
already been incarcerated in jail for 40 days and that the
Brooklyn District Attorney was still not ready to go to trial.
Moreover, the transcript reveals that the Brooklyn District
Attorney's office was unable to provide Judge Duckman with basic
facts as to' the violent encounters that had allegedly taken place
between Mr. Oliver and Ms. Komar and the nature and extent of Ms.
Komar's injuries--let alone documentary substantiation thereof.
This is highlighted at the outset of the transcript by Judge
Duckman's statement:

"As of ndw, almost a month and a week later
you don't have any corroborating affidavit of
that; is that right?n (p. 10) :

The transcript shows that the Assistant District Attorney's
presentation before Judge Duckman consisted of unsupported,
generalized, hearsay assertions--disputed by Mr. Oliver's defense
counsel (pp. 10-13)--and objected to as such by Judge Duckman (p.
30). At another point, Judge Duckman rebuked the Assistant
District Attorney for falsely and misleadingly representing to
him that the People's allegations had been "corroborated":

"...You don't have a picture. You don't have

a hospital record and- You don't have an

employee that corroborated any of the acts

that you are talking about." (p. 48)
Over and again in the transcript, Judge Duckman takes the
Assistant District Attorney to task for her vague, unspecified
allegations: '

"What are you talking about? Give me a time,
date and place. 'Give me a time, date and
place and give me some facts so that I can
understand what it is that you mean." (p.
51)

Judge Duckman had to remind the Assistant District Attorney of
her transcendent ethical and legal duties as a public pProsecutor,
as well as of the constitutional standards that must govern:

"...you don't have accurate information or
reliable information and it is not fair...

What an Assistant District Attorney is
supposed to do is bring accurate and reliable
information before the Court before an action
is taken which would unduly restrict the
liberty of another person.
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You have an obligation not only to be honest
with the cCourt ang to be fair ang Supportive
to vyour complainant, but to be fair ang
Supportive to the beople that you are
prosecuting, andg before you start asking for
more restrictive conditions and bail] which
doesn't seem to matter to you, since vyou
don't seem to care that he was in jail for
all those dates for those charges, you ought
to investigate the case and know the time,
dates, and places of these things.

Now, I am not Suggesting that he jis innocent.
I am Suggesting he is entitled to the
protection of the Constitution., . n (pp. 54-
55)

The transcript reflects Judge Duckman's belief that the Brooklyn
District Attorney's office was not only unprepared, sloppy, and
deficient in its Procedures and pPresentment (pp. 28, 38, 40-42,
63-4) and frivolous in its legal arguments (pp. 5-g, 25-6), but--
more seriously--that it had engaged in deliberate
misrepresentation before other judges, causing them to raise Mr.
Oliver's bail, without a pProper basis (pp. 50, 56).

As a former Prosecutor--whose ethical duty is "to do justice"--
you have, nonetheless, chosen to ignore and disregard what the
transcript plainly shows: that the blame for Ms. Komar's death
should be placed not at Judge Duckman's door--where You and a
‘sensation—seeking Press have been heaping it--but at the door of
the Brooklyn District Attorney's office, which has gotten off
- "scott-freen, notwithstanding its failure +to meet elementary
brosecutorial standards, even after being advised as to what was
required by Judge Duckman, as explicitly as if he hag drawn a
road-map for it (pp. 10, 29-30, 48, 51, 53-5, 57, 63-4). Despite
a transcript Spanning three days (January 24-26, 1996),
encompassing four Separate appearances (pp. 2, 18, 3, 39) the
Assistant District Attorney did not bring wMs. Komar, the
complaining witness, or any other witness, photo, or document
before Judge Duckman to corroborate her statements that Mr.
Oliver was a serious and continuing menace, who required
increased bail to keep him incarcerated.

Based on our reading of this transcript, we believe that you
have unfairly maligned Judge Duckman, Covered-up for the Brooklyn
District Attorney, ang grossly misled the public, including the
undersigned, who had évery reason to believe they could rely on
You to honestly review the transcript ang interpret = its
significance.
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were not pleased with Judge Duckman's recent decision to exclude
evidence--as reported on the front-page of the February 6, 1996
New York Law Journal, and reprinted in full the following day

(Exhibit "A"). That was the very week before the tragic deaths
of Ms. Komar and Mr. Oliver. We believe that Governor Pataki--

who has also called for Judge Duckman's removal--was not pleased
by that decision either.

Finally, in sharp contrast to the Brooklyn District Attorney's
flurry of activity searching to compile a "dossier" on Judge
Duckman to speed his removal from the bench--we enclose (Exhibit
"B") a copy of the formal complaint we sent him--nearly a year
ago--about the thoroughly dishonest and unprofessional manner in

"Corruption Investigation Division". As of this date, we have
had no response whatever.

Based on the January 24-26, 1996 transcript, we believe it is the
Brooklyn District Attorney--and not Judge Duckman--whose
investigation, if not removal, you and the Governor should be
calling for.

Yours for a quality judiciary,

\ lena R LESassore/”

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.

Enclosures

€c: Governor George Pataki
Brooklyn District Attorney Charles Hynes
Manhattan Borough President Ruth Messinger
Congresswoman Nita Lowey
Congresswoman Susan Molinari
Ronald Russo, Esq.
Attorney for Judge Lorin Duckman
New York media



