UNITED STATES DLISTRIUT EOUR1
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

________________________________________________ o 4
GEORGE SASSOWER, individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated, Jury Ifrial
Requested
FLBIAEATT 5
HeEivq9 /U0
. aadainst. (MJL)
THE APPELLATE DIVISION OF THE SUPREME COURT
OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, SECOND JUDICIAL Amended
DEPARTMENT and THE APPELLATE DIVISION OF THE Complaint
SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, FIRST
JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT,
Defendants.
_______________________________________________ X

Plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all Those
similarly situated, complaining of the defendants,
respectfully sets forth and alleges:

£ The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant
to the provisions of Title 28, United States Code, $§1343,
this being a suit in law and equity which 1s authorized by
law, Title 42, United States Code §1983., et seq.; hrought
ta redress the deprivation wunder color of state law,

statute, ordinance, regulation, custom or usage of rights,



srivilegqes, and immunities secured by the Constitution and
laws of the United States or any Act of Congress providing
for squal rights of ecitizens. The rights nere souaght to be
redressed are rights quaranteed by the due process and equal
protection clauses of the FfFourteenth Amendment ta Lhe
Constitution, the rioht to habeas corpus relief, and AFLICLE

42, United States Code 81981 et seq., as more fully appears.

11. Petitisner asserts that a factual examination of
the faels, partially gset forth in petitioner's complaint
dated July 29, 1982, would compel the inescapable conclusion
that (a) respondents have not and cannot fairly, fearlessly,
and constitutionally adjudicate the matters 1involving
retitioner and his wife which were before such respondents
and which are presently pending therein since they have
substantial conflicting non_-judicial interests; (b) have
constitutionally disqualified themselves in the proceedings
petitioner and his wife because of theilr personal

involvement of the events; (c) the disciplinary proceedings

were and are processed under flagrantly unconstituional



E-

substantive rules; (d) by cohstitutionally intfirm
procedures; (e) the proceedings were pursued invidiously and
unconstitutionally in bad faith and harassment tactics; and
(f) extraordinary circumstances exist mandating federal
intervention to protect federally established rights which
the state courts have failed, declined and refused to
safequard.

III. Additionally, the Attorney General Office has
involved itself inm confliecting interests in representing
respondents, Surrogate Ernest L. Signorelll, the bLrievance
Committee and others, in this action and other pending
gel1on8 .

WHEREFORE, it is respectfully prayed that the

respondents be ordered to disclose all ex parte information

received by them iavolvinq petitignery that & hearing be
ordered in order to ascertain whether the federal courts
should abstain in this matter or what other action should be
taken to guarantee petitioner his federal rights; that
respondents be,restrained from interfering in any way with

any attempt made by petitioner to the free access to the



state or federal courts in order to obtain a Writ of Habeas
Corpus; that the respondents' Grievance Committees be
Eniolinegd from discriminatory prosecutions; that all
constitutionally vaque disciplinary rules be declared null
and void; that respondents submit for approval rules of
procegulre governing disciplinary proceedings; that
respondents be directed to disassociate itself from all
leqislative and executive which conflict with their judicial
function, together with such other, further, and/or

different relief as to this Court may seem just ang proper.
I i

Dated: White Plains, New York
Mareh 23 1983
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GEORGE SAJSOWER




