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Elna Rutfi S assowe1 Coor&tao

BY HAND

August 6,1999

Attorney General Eliot Spitzer
25th Floor
120 Broadway
New York, New York 10271

TeL (914) 421-1200
Fax (914) 42&4994

E-Mail: judgerdch@olcom

Web site: wwjudgmch.org

ATT: David Nocenti, Counsel to Attorney General Spitzer

RE: Petitioner's July 28. 1999 Motion for Omnibus Relief
ElemRuth fussower, Cnrdirntor of the Centerfor Judicial Accountability,
Inc., acting pro bono publico, v. Commission on Judicial Conduct of the State
of New York, #99-108551

Dear Mr. Nocenti:

Following up our telephone conversation on Monday, July 26th, transmitted herewith is a duplicate
copy of my Affidavit and Memorandum of Law in the above-entitled Article 78 proceedingr. These
documents should be immediately inspected, not only by yourself, but by Attorney General Spitzer,
personally, since my Notice of Motion seeks sanctions against Mr. Spitzer, personally, as well as
disciplinary and criminal referral of him [at paragraphs (5) and (6)], based on the litigation fraud and
misconduct particularized by my Affidavit and Memorandum.

Such litigation fraud and misconduct continues the identical modus operandi of Mr. Spitzer's
predecessorq bothRepublican and Democratic, as r@ountedln"Restraining 'Liars in the Courtroom'
otdon the Public Pryrol/' (New York Law Journal,8127/97, pp. 3-4), CJA's $3,000 public interest
ad with which you stated you were unfamiliat'. Mr. Spitzer, however, isfuttyfamiliar trilththat ad
and was so on January 27th at the City Bar, when I publicly questioned him as to what he was going
to do in face of its allegations that "the Attorney General's ofiice 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,
includd amog the following exhibits to rny Affidavit herein: Exhibit *B-, "Exhibit "D", Exhibit "F". yet a further
copy is annexed to this letter, for your convenience.



Attorney General Eliot Spitzer Page Two August 6,1999

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 look at',3.

The voluminous s'rbstantiating materials I provided Mr. Spitzer before January 27th, on January 27ttg
and after January 2lthhave been sitting, collecting dust, in the office of Joe palozzola,Assistant to
Mr. Spitzer's Chief of Staff. As detailed by my Affidavit (Tl[40-53), Mr. Spitzer has not followed
through on his public promise to me because he is compromised by personal and professional
relationships with those involved in his predecessors' .o*rft fitigation iraaices or benifitting from
those practices. Meanwhile, Mr. Spitzer has yet to make good on y.t unoitt.r public promise hJmade
on January 27th -- establishing a ..public integrity unit".

The reason Mr. Spitzer has failed to set up such a unit, despite his public promise on January 27th that
it was then being established, is identified in CJA's tvtarch zoth .ihi., complaint against Mr. Spitzer,
personally' filed with the New York State Ethics Commission. As set forth in that comptainilat p.
6)4, 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 has
already been the subject of two prior ethics complaints against it, filed with the State Ethics
Commission: CJA's September 14,lgg5 and December 16,1997 ethics complaints. Like the March
26th ethics complaint, those two prior ethics complaints are among the volume of materials sitting in
Mr' Palozzola's office. Mr. Spitzer has had those two complaints since December 24,199g, when they
were hand-delivered to his law office to support CJA's request, inter alia, that he rescind his
appointment ofRichard Rifkin as Deputy Attorney General for State Counsel, based on Mr. Rifkin,s
ofticial misconduct in connection with those complaints as Executive Director of the Ethics
Commission.

You stated to me that Mr. Rifkin is among the four members of the Attorney General,s..Employee
Conduct Committee", which deals with conflict of interest issues at the a.ttornly General,s office and
entertains complaints from the general public. Please consider the enclosed Affidavit and
Memorandum of Law, detailing Mr. Spitzer's conflict of interest in this Article 7g proceeding andseeking his disqualification based thereon, to be an ethics complaint against him. please also consider
them 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. Riftin for theirpositions, have engaged irL 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 &e January 27th transcript (pp. 13-14), annexed as part of Exhibit "E 'to my Affidavit tExhibit"B" theretol.

n As rcfloctod in fmtnote 4 on that page, Mr. Spitzer has a professionaupersonal relationship withRespondent's Chairman, Henry T. Berger, who helped establish his narrow election victorv.
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Yours for a quality judiciary,

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 seriournor, 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 witt'a sworn statement,to be presented by yoursel{, as his counsel.

i
I

€G<p@AZnf
ELENA RUTH SASSOWER
Petitioner pro Se

Enclosures
cc: Justice Ronald Zweibel

Joe Palozzola, Assistant to Attorney General spitzer's chief of Stafr
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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

srpportingMemorandum oflaw, dated July 28,|ggg,the Affidavit of Doris L. Sassower, sworn to

on luly 28,lggg,the Notice ofPetition and Verified Petition, sworn to on April 22Jt&;r.:r: 
iO n f

all the papers and proceedings heretofor had, Petitioner will move this Court a++afi{8;11oifirt623 ,- 
p*rz1 t3ocow-#

l{{ffitrcct, New Yorh New York on August 17, lggg at 9:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as 

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

(l) disquali&ing 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 $3012(d), after she had

recused herself and without adhering to the provisions of CPLR $780a(e) or the specific

requirements of GPLR g3012(d), which Respondent did not satisfr; li
I t

l
t
I
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ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Coordinator
of the Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.,
tcting pro bono publ i co,

Petitioner,

-against-

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT
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$UPPORT OFFICE

lndex # 99-108551

PETMOI\IER'S MEMORANDUM OF LAW
IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT'S DISMISSAL MOTION

& IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONER'S MOTION
FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,

SANCTIONS, A DEFAULT JUDGMBNT, AND OTHER RELIEF
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ELENA RUTH SASSOWER
Petitioner Pro Se
Box 69, Gedney Station
White Plains, New york 10605-0069
(el4) 42r-r200
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RESTRAINING il'LIARS IN THE COT]RTROO]W'
AND ON THE PUBLIC PAYROLL

On fune 17th' The New York Law Journal pablished a Lder to the Editor from a formcr Nant York Stotc
Asrfuttarrt AQonat Gaea[ whorsc WthS sg,tta'.e rcad "AAornev Gqqal Deinis Vaico's wors enemy would
not suggcs thc Ic tfuM unpofe&fundl w braponsible condid bl his assistants a;fter thcfoct". {q more
ilnn three v,eels anlb, thc Cantafu fudicial Accountabiligt, Inc. (CJ.4), a non-partisan, non-poJit citizpas'
organitAtbn, subrilixed a prcposed Perspedivc Colann b ihe Law Jouinal, ddiiling thc tluoiney General's
knan'lcdgc ol, ottd utnplitity in, hh stafs Mgation misandud - before, duriag, anil after thc fad Thc Law
JournalieJised n priit it and refused-to uphitt why. Because olrte tanscenVing public impbrtance of thttt
proposed Percpedive Colanu, CJA has paid t:1,077,22 so that you can ruad it It appears toilay on pagc 1.

[et page 4l

RESTRAINING (LIARS IN THE COARTROOM'
AND ON TIIE PUBLIC PAYROLL

- e t3,077.22 ad pue*d b thc *i#ffiry#"W l* IudbtatAccountabiliE, Itrc. -
,iY,i',

ln his Mav l6th Irtt€r to the Erlitor. Deouw
Statc Attomey Cr€n€raD Dondd P. Berbns,' Ji.
emohaticallv asserts. "thc Attomcy General does not
ac.ciot and will hot tolcrote 

-unprofessional 
or

irres-ponsiblc conduct by rrrcmbcrg of tlie Deparunent of
Law."

A claim such as this olainly contributcg to the
view - ooressed in lv{anheiv Lilfiandcr'r otherwisc
incisive Pdsoective Column "Llars Go Free in tlp
Courtoorn" Ql24l97) -- thrrtfu Starc Arcncy Creneral
strould be in the forefront in roearheadinr rcform so that
the ocrirw which 'oervadd the iudidial wstem' ir
inveiti&ted and detdrent medaninms estabfishd. In
Mr. Litrlander's judgnenq 'thc ircrr ir timely and big
ernuch to iustifr creation of eithcr a rtrE Morcland Act
Comirissiin irivestigation by the Govemor and the
Attomey General. or a well-furanced lecislative
investidation at ibc atate or federal levelt, with"necessary subooena oowef. Moreover. as recoorized
bv Mr. Lifflairda abd in tbp nro oirblished-lener
rdsponses Ql 13197, aru97, fudga alttoo often fail to
discipline ard ranction the pcrjums who pollute the
iudicial proccg.- -ln 

truth, the Attomey Cren€ral, our state's
hig[est law enforcerment officer, lacks the conviction o
lerid thc wav in restorinc strndards firndamenal to the
intecriw of-our iudicial-Dr@css. His lecal staff are
amoig'the most- brazcn'of liars who 'gd'free in thc
courtroom". Both in state and federal corut, his law
D4artrst relies on litigstiq misconduct to defend sate
acencies and officials sued for ofrcial misconducl
irihding conuption, wbcrc it has ro legit'nate defense.
It files nrotiors o dismiss on the plcadings which falsi$,
dislort, or omit the pivotal pleaded allegations or which
imppperly argw agat'nsj thoec allggations, wlthout {!/
Drooauvc cvrcenc€ w[atgvcr. rncSc mouona arso
misrepresent the law or 6p rrnqgppsrled by law. Yet,
when this ddensc misconduct -. readilv verifiable from
litication liles - ie broucht to the Atiomerv Gcncral'c
attdntion, [p faih 6 takE any corrective iteps. This,
notwithstanding the misconduct occurs in cases ofgreat
oublic imoort. For its DarL the courts - state and federal
- give thb Anomey Gneral a'grcen light."

Ironicalv. on lv{av l4tll iust two davs before dre
Law Journal pubtis:nea Oeiruty liitornery Gerieral Berens'
letter. CJA testifed before the Association ofthe Bar of
the City of New York, then holding a hearing about
misconduct by state judges and, in particular, about the
New Yorl Sate Commission on Judicial Conduct. The
Law Journal limited its covenge of this important
hearing to a three-sentence blurb on irc front-page news"Updaie" (5115197\.

Our testimonv described Asomev General
Vm's defense miscodduct in an Article 78;roceedins
in which we sued thc Commission on Judiciil Conduci
for comqrtion (N.Y. Co. #95-l09l4l). law Journal
rcad€rs 8i dr€ady fimiliar 1v;6t grt public interest case,
sDearheaded bvtle. On Aucust il. tsss. the LaJ
Journal printeit our lrtrcr 6 the Editor'about it,"Commission Abandons lrwstigativv Mandate" and, on
November 20, 1996, printed our $1,650 ad, "A Call for
Concerted Action" .

Tlrc case clullenge{ as written and as applied,
the constitutionality of the Commission's 

- 
self-

gomulgatcdrule, 22 NYCRR S7000.3, by which it has
converted its mandatory duty under Judiciary Ilw $44. I
to investigate fbcially-merilorious judicial misconduct
conplainf ino a discrAioury option, unbounded by a4y
standard. The oetition alleced thst since 1989 we had
filed eight fsdially-merito;ous complains "of a
profoundly serious nature - rising to the level of
criminality, involving comrption and misuse ofjudicial
office for ulterior oumoses - mandatinc the ultimate
sanction of removil".' Nonetheless, as-allegd cach
complaint was dismissed by the Commissioi without
investication. and x,il/rosf the determination reouired bv
Judicialy Law g44.1(b) that a complaint so{isniissed b;"on its face lackinc in merit". Anncxed were cooies of
the comolaints. as iryell as the dismissal leners. is oart
oftlre pehtion, the Commission was requested to produce
the record. includinc the evidentiarv oroof submined
with the lomplainti. The petitioi a)leged that such
documentation established, "prima 

facie, [the] judicial
misconduct of the judges mmplained of or probable
cause to believe that the iudicial misconduct
complained of had been commitrcd".

Mr. Vacco's l"awDeDarment moved to dismiss
the pleading. Arguing against the petition's specific
factual allecations. its dismissal motion contended -
unsupporteV by legsl authority - that the facially
irreconcilable agency rule is "harmonious" with the
statute. It made no argument to our challenge to the rule,
as applied. but in oooosinc our Order to Show Causc
widrltO filselv assirted --lnszp portedbv law or anv
factual soecificiw - that the eishi faciallv-meritorioris
judicial ilsconiluct complainti did not have to be
investicated because drev "did not on their face allece
judiciafmirconduct'. fle taw Departnent made io
claim that anv such determination had ever been made bv
the Commis-sion. Nor did the law Deoartnent producb
the record - includinc the evidentiarv proof su6oortinc
the complaints, as req-uested by the fetition anil'ftrttrei
reinforced bv seoarate Notice.

Althou'ch CJA's sanctions aoolication asainst
the Attomev General was fullv 

'documented- 
and

unconroverted, the state judge did not adjudicste it.
Likewise, he did not adjudicate the Attorney General's
duty to have intervened on behalf of the public, as
reouested bv our formal Notice. Nor did he adiudicate our
forinal modon to hold the Commission in defadt. These
tlue.shold issues were simolv obliterated tom the iudce's
decision, which concocfed grounds to dismiss tlie cise.
Tlrus, tojusti$ the rule, as u)ritten, the j\dge advanced
his own interpretation, falsely attributing it to the
Cornmission. Such intemretation. belied bv the
Commission's own definitioir section to its nrles. does
nothing to reconcile the rule with the statute. As to the
constiurtionalitv of the rule. as applied. the iudce baldlv
clairned what 

-ttre 
Law Deoarsitint ndver fiaaiftat rtrb

issue was'not before the co-urt". ln fact. it was souarelv
before the oout - but adiudicatins it wodil havl
exposed that the Commission fas. as thdoetition aleced-
engaged in a *pattern and practice of proteidni
politically+onnected judges...shield[ing them] from the



iudceshios and that other strate iudqes h8d viciouslv
ietaliatcd aminst its "iudicial vihislle-blowinC'. pr6
iudceshios and that other strate iudqes h8d viciouslv
iualiatcd against is 'Judicial whislle-blowing', pr6
bono qnsd Doris L. Sassower. bv susoendinc her law
refaualoo EgErnst lui Juorcral wrusue-Dlowrng , pro
6orro 6nsd, Doris L. Sassower, by suspending her law
liceosc immediately, indefinitely, ard- unconditionally,liceosc immediately, indefinitely,'and
wlthout c)nrces. without find;nus. wltlwlthout cJnorges,vithout findings, vif&our reasons, and
without a pre-susperuion hearing, - thereafter denying
her arw Dost-susDension hearinc and ozy aopellate

disciplinary and criminal consequences of their serious
jdicial nfitconduct and conuptibn".

The Afomcy Goeral ie "the People's lanyel',
ruid for by tlrc axpayers. Nearlv two vears aco. in
ScDternbeilg5. CJA dernanded that Attrirnev G;niral
Vdeo ale omccrirrc cteDs to Drot€ct the publii from 0re
combincd 'double-whimmv" of fraud bv the L,aw
Deprurnt ard bv drc court iir our Article 78 oroceedins
adinst Oe Comiission, as well as in a priof Articb 75
proceeding which we had brought agairut some ofthose
politiollyonood judges, following the Commission's
wrondrl dirmirsal of our comolaints acainst them. It
was fo ttc finttircwehadaobrised eftomev Generat
Vacco oftbat earlier proceedin'ri involvinc p6riurv and
fiadbvhis twoorede&ssor fut6mevs Gerierit. 

-w'e 
naa

ghe lin wdffi; notice of it a year 6artier, in September
1994, while he was still a candidatc for tlrat high ofice.
Indee4 we had transmitted to him a full copy of dre
litig4idn fle so that he could make it a campailii issue -
which hc friled to do.

Law Joumal readers are also familiar with the
serious.. allcgations presented .by that .Article 78
Drocee(llnq. rarse{l as an essenual GamDarcn lssue m
CII{s advVherc Do You Go When Juitsei Break the
Uaef. Publishcdo the Op-Ed oace of tlie Octob€r 26.
1994 Nes Yort Times. tlle ad'coit CJA $16.770 and
nras reprinted on Novernber l, 1994 in the Law Journal,
d E firtcr coct of $2,280. It calld upon thc candidates
for Attonwy General and Governor-"to address the
issue of judicial conuption". The ad recited thatNew
York state judges h8d thrown an Election law case
ghqllelgng tlrc political manipulatio.n of.elptiyq stale

_Chainnaa Henry Bcrgu, and its Administrator, Gerald
Stenl conspicuously avoided making ary staternent
about the casc - although each }ad received a
personalized written challenge from CIA md were
present during our tegtimony. For is Dart frc Citv Bar
C,ornmitrce did rc as|< Mr. Sicm ory qdestiins about the
casc, although Mr. SErn stated thdt the sole purpose fc
his appeararce was to ansru fie Commitcc'i qdrstions.
Instead, tlrc Committee's Chairman. to rvhomi coov of
the Article 78 file had becn transnined mse thanifree
months earlier - but, who, for reas@s fu, refused to
identi$, did not disseminate it to frc C,timmittee
mernbers - abruptly closed the hearinc whco w! rose to
gorcst tlrc Comniiuee's failure to make-nrch inquiry. the
importance of which our testirnony had cmphas'izdl.

Meantine, in a 019E3 federal civil-ridrts action
(kssowerv. Mansano, bt al.ll94 Civ. 4514 fJES). 2nd
Cn. #96-7805), tfie Attome,y Gencral is beinri sud ar a
party defendant fq subrstind the stae AnicleT8 remcdv
a{fc"oonplicity in thc wrongful and criminal conduit
of his clients, whosr he dcfenild with howlcdce that
their defense rested on perjurious factual alleiations
made by members of 

-his 
legal staff and-wilfirl

misrepresentation of the law applicable tlrcreto". Here
too, Mr. Vacco's law Departncnt has shown that
there is no depth of litigatioir misconduct bclow which
it will not sink. Its motion to dismisg the comolaint
falsified, omitted and distorted the complaint's ciitical
allegations and misrepresented the la.*. As for iu
Answer, it was "knowlngly false and in b8d faith" in its
responses to over I 50 of the comolaint's allecations.
Y4 dE fedcral disrictjrdge did not il.|rdicarc oir firily-
documented and uncontroverted sanctions aoolications.
Insead, his decisioq which oblitcratcd any mirition ofit,
sua sponte, and without noticc, convcrted the Law
Departnent's dismissal motion into one for summarv
judgrnent for the Attomey General and his co{cfcndarit
high-rankingjudges ard sate officiale - wherc thc record
is wholly devoid of any evrfuir* to suDDort anvthinc but
sumnary judgnent-in favor of t66 plaintflf, Doris
Sassower - which shc expresslv sourht-

Once more, altliough'rw frw particularized
written notice to Attomey Gcncral Veo of his l-aw
Deparunent's "fraudulcnt and deccidrl conduct" and thc
disrictjudge'r'ccnplicity and collusion", as sa forth in
thc appellant's brief, he took no conective steps. To thc
contary, he olerated his law Deparuncnl's furthcr
misconduct on the appellarc level. Thus frr, the Second
Circuit has maintailied a "green lishf. Iis onc-nord
od€r'DENIED', wl'lrat reasons, our firllydocumcntcd
and unconr,orartod sanctions motion for diiciolinarv and
criminal refenal of 0re Attornev Creneral uid hiitaw
Doarunent. Onperfected apoeit. scckinc similar rclief
agriinstthe Attomiy Creneral, is *,eil as thetistrict judge,
is to be argued THIS FRIDAY, AUGUST 29TE. If is
a case that imDacts on every mcmbcr of thc New York
bar - since- the focal 

- 
issuc oreccntcd is the

unconstitutionality of New York's atiornev disciolinarv
lavt, as written dnd as applied You're all invitea tir
hcar Anomey Crcneral Vacco persorclly defend the
appeal - if$ dar€81

Wc agrcc with Mr. Lifflander that "what is
called for rDs, is action". Yet, the impetus to nx)t out thc
periury. fraud. and other misconduct that imocrils our
judciii process is not going to come from oir elected
leaders -- least of all from the Asomev Genenl. the
Covemor, or l-egislative leaders. Nor will it come hom
tlrc leadership ofthe organized bar or from establishment
groups. Rather, it will comc from concerted citdzrn
action and the power ofthe press. For this, we do not
require subpcra power. We require only the courage to
come fonvard and publicize the rcadilv-accessible case
file evidence - at bur own expenlte, if necessaty. T\e
three above-cited cases -- and this- Daid ad'- arc
powerfrrl steps in the right direction.

her.any post-suspension hearing and any appellate
tgngw.

Dcscribinc Article 78 as thc rcrnedv provided
citizcoc b,v our s@law "to ensurc indeoenden:t review of
goncrnnr&rtal misconduct", the ad rEcounted that the
idgps wto unlawfully suspended Doris Sassower's law
Ucense hsd rcfirsed to recusc themselves from the Article
7t proceeding she brought against ttrcm. In this
ocrversion of the most fundamental rules of iudicial
ilisoualification thev were aided and abetted 5v their
codset $.n Adnrci Cssal Robert Abrams. His lrw
D@arunent aryrxd.� without legal authority, that these
iudces offie Appellate Division, Sccond Departnent
weri not disquatilied fiom adjudicating their o-wn case.
The iudces fien srailed their counscl's dismissal motion,
whd€ Fgal insrifticicncy and facnral perjuriousness wa6
documentcd and uncontroverted in the record before
6crr- Thereafter, despite repeated and cqlicit writrcn
mbctosrccessc Attomey General Oliver KoDDcll dut
his iudicial clients'dismissal decision "was lrid is an
ounight lie", his l^aw Departnent opposed review by
the New York Court of Appeals, engaging in further
misc,ond&t boforc tlut court, constituting a deliberate
fraud on dut tribunal. Bv the time a writ of oertiorari
was sought fiom the U.S.-Supreme Court, Mr. Vacco's
t-aw Deiartncnt was followinc in the footsteos of his
orcdcces'son (AD 2nd D[I,DL. *9342925; NY Ct. of'fupeals: 

Mo. No. 529, SSD 4l;933: US Sup. Ct. #94-
1546).

Basod on the'hard evidcncc" presented by the
fles of tlsc two Article 78 proceedings, CJA urged
Anomey Gencral Vacco to ake imrnediate investigative
rction ard rcrrcdial sEps sire what was at stake was not
only the comrption of rwo vial state agencies - the
Commission on Judicial Conduct and the Aftornev
General's office - but of the judicial process itself

Whst has b€en tle Atorney @reral's response?
He has isirored our voluminous corresoondence.
Likewisc, tf,c Covenror, Legislative leaders, 

-and 
other

l€aders in and out ofgovernment, to whom we long ago
mvc cooies of one or both Article 78 files. No one in a
[adcrship positionhas been willing to comment on either
oftbcsr

Inde€4 in advance of the City Bar's May l4th
hcaring; CJA challenged Attomey General Vacco and
&cse leadcrs to d€ny c dispute the file evidence showing
that thc Conunission is a baneficiary of fraud, without
rvhidr it oould not have survived our litication acainst it.
None aoocared - exc€Dt for thc Att-omey Gneral's
dient &i Comrnission bn Judicial Conduit. Both its

CnnrER /en ,
J  u o r c r A L

A  c c o u N T A B r L r r Y . r n c .

Bor 69, Gcdncy Strtlon, White Pldnr,IYY 10605
Teh 914421-1200 Faxt 9144284994

E-Maih ltilgewetch@mlcom
0n the Web: wwwJudgcwetch.org
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