
I 'NTTED STATES DTSTRTCT COURT
SOUTHERN DTSTRTCT OF NEW YORK

----x
DORIS L. SASSOWER,

p l a i n t i f f ,

94  C iv .  45L4

RuIe  3  (g )

(JEs)

COMMTTTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT,
GRTEVANCE COMMTTTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDTCTAL
DISTRICT,  Does L-20,  be ing present  members
thereof, MAX GALFUNT, being a Special Referee,
and G. OLMR KOPPELL, Attorney General of the
State of  New York,  a l l  in  the i r  o f f ic ia l  and
personal  capaci t ies,

Defendants.

Pra int i f f  ,  €rs  and for  her  s tatement ,  pursuant  to  3(g)

of  th is  Cour t rs  local  ru les,  respect fu l ly  sets  for th  as fo l lows:

r - .  A s  t o  a 1 r  t h e  m a t e r i a r  f a c t s  a r r e g e d  i n

Praint, i f  f  t  s verif  ied cornplaint, there is no genuine issue of

fact .  A11 of  Defendantsr  denia ls  and denia ls  of  knowledge and

informat ion suf f ic ient  to  form a bel ie f  as to  the mater ia l

ar regat ions of  P la in t i f f ts  compraint ,  as conta ined in  the i r

Answer, are sham and i-nterposed to harass, prejudice and delay

Plainti f f  in enforcement of her federal constitut ional r ights

hereunder and without any good faith belief in the truth of such

denia ls .  such is  set  for th  by Pla int i f f rs  Af f idav i t ,  ver i f ied

on June 23,  L995,  and more par t icu lar ly  speci f ied by the

crit igue annexed thereto as Exhibit rDrr.
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2'  The mater ia l  a l legat ions of  P la in t i f f rs  compla int

are hereby repeated, rearreged, and reiterated, witn the same

full  force and effect, as i f  more part icularly set forth herein,

and are thereby made a part of this 3 (g) statement.

3. The evj-dentiary documentation in proof of the

mate r ia l  a r l ega t i ons  o f  p la in t i f f ' s  comp la in t  i s  a l l  i n

Defendantsr possession, custody, and control.

4. As to the June L4, r-99r- r interimr suspension order

and the October  18,  1990 order  d i rect ing p la in t i f f rs  medica l

examinat ion,  P la in t i f f  speci f ica l ly  a l leges:

(a)  Pr ior  to  the June L4,  j -991 r in ter imr suspension

order, Plainti f f  hras not served with any |rNotice of petit ion[ or
rrPetit ionrr sett ing forth any rchargesrr based on her arreged

fffai lure to comply with the October Lg, LggO orderr.

(b) Prior to the June L4, 1.99r- r interimr suspension

order, Plainti f f  was not afforded any hearing before the

Grievance committee or judicial Defendants, giving her an

opportunity to be heard as to her al leged rfairure to conpry

with the october 18, L99o orderr, for which her suspension was

allegedly being sought.

(c) prior to the June L4, 1991 , interimn suspensLon

order ,  P la in t i f f  denied Defendant  casel la 's  c la im that  p la in t i f f

was guirty of any tfai lure to compry, with the october 18, 1990

order .

(d) prior to the June L4, 1991 ninterLrnn suspension

order, by formal motj-on, plainti f f  challenged the october 18,
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l -99o order, as unlawful and without subject rnatter and personal

jur isd lc t ion.

(e) The June a4, L99L rr interimr suspension order made

no findings and was not based on any findings by the Grievance

Committee or judicial Defendants.

( f )  S ince issuance of  the June L4,  1991 r in ter imr l

suspension order and for more than four years to date, plainti f f

has never been afforded a hearing as to the basis for her
rr interimrr suspension, i .e., her alreged nfai lure to cornpry with

the October  L8,  1990 orderr r .

(g)  pr ior  to  the october  18,  1990 order ,  p la in t i f f  was

not served with any rrNotice of Petit ionrr or 'rpeti t ionr sett ing

forth rchargesrr as to the basis upon which, pursuant to 22 NycRR

s69L .13 (b ) (1 ) ,  De fendan t  case r ra  was  mov ing  fo r  he r  suspens ion ,

by not ion dated May B,  L990.

(h)  pr ior  to  the october  19,  1990 order ,  p la in t i f f ,  by

formal Cross-Motion, sougtht dismissal of Defendant Casellars May

8, 1990 notion to suspend her for al leged rnedical incapacity,

pu rsuan t  t o  s591 .13 (b ) (1 ) ,  ra i s ing  ob jec t i ons  based  on  pe rsonar

and subject  mat ter  jur isd ic t ion,  res jud icata,  corraterar

estopper, invidious serectivity, and the Grievance comnl_ttee

Defendantst  r r farse,  mis leading,  and decept ive presentat ionr .

Plainti f f  specif icalry demanded ,a pre-disciprinary hearingr,

part icularly as to Defendant Grievance CornmitteeIs rcontinuing

and unending pattern of invidious selectivityu and rrmalicious and

retal iatorytt harassment.
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( i )  p r io r  to  the  oc tober  L8 ,  Lggo order ,  p la in t i f f  was

not afforded any hearing before the Grievance Committee or

judicial  Defendants.

( i  ) The october 18, r.990 order made no f indings and

did not rest on any findings by the Grievance comnittee

Defendants.

(k) As arleged at n79 of the conpraint, the october

18 ,  1990  o rde r :

(1 )  e r roneous ry  rn i scha rac te r i zed  p la ln t l f f r s

Cross-Mot ion seeking d isrn issal  o f  Defendant  Casel lars  May g,  1990

Order to Show Causer ds one seeking disrnissal of a discipl inary

proceeding authorized against her by a December 6, L9B9 orderi

(2) erroneously referred to a Decenber 6, 19g9

order as having authorized a disciprinary proceeding against

Prainti f f ,  when in fact there was no December 6, j .9g9 order, but,

rather, a December L4, 1999 order authorizing a separate and

unre lated d isc ip l inary proceeding.

(3)  er roneously  referred to  pra int i f f rs  cross-

Motion as challenging personal jurisdict ion in rthe underlying

disc ip l inary proceedingt t ,  when,  in  fact ,  p la in t i f f rs  cross-Mot ion

challenged personal jurisdict ion with respect to Defendant

Case I Ia rs  May  8 ,  l _990  Mo t ion ;

(4 )  e r roneous ly  re fe r red  to  an  runder l y ing

d i s c i p r i n a r y  p r o c e e d i n g r r ,  w h e n ,  i n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  w a s  n o
rrunderlying discipl inary proceedingtt to which Defendant Casella I s

May 8,  L99O Mot j_on re la ted;
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(5 )  e r roneous ly  used

# 9 O - O O 3 1 5 ,  f o r  t h e  O c t o b e r  1 8 ,  1 9 9 0

the separate and unrelated February

by i ts December 14, 1989 order i

the same docket number, A.D.

order as had been assigned to

6 ,  L99O pet i t ion ,  au thor ized

( 5 )  e r r o n e o u s l y  d e l e g a t e d  t o  p l a i n t i f f  r  s

prosecutor, Defendant CaseIIa, the courtfs authority to designate
I ' qua r i f i ed  med ica l  expe r t s ,  pu rsuan t  t o  22  NycRR 691 .13 (b ) (1 ) ;

(7)  er roneousry r imi ted designat ion of  'quar i f ied

nedica l  exper tsr r  under  22 NYCRR S691.13 (b)  (1)  to  a s ing le

ttquali f  ied rnedical expertff  .

5-  At  the t ime of  the october  19,  r99o and June L4,

1991- orders, Plainti f f  was pro bono counsel in an Election Law

case,  chal lenging as unconst i tu t ionar  and i r tegar ,  a  19g9

porit icar deal1 between the two najor part, ies for eross-

endorsement of candidates for seven judgeships in the second

Judicial Department over a three-year period and the Judicial

nominating conventions that impremented such deal.

6 .  The  e f fec t  o f  t he  June  L4 ,  1991  x in te r imn

suspension order was to remove Plainti f f  as counsel from the

Election Law case in which she was involved and to discredit her

in her on-going activit ies as a leader and advocate of judicial

reform.

Dated: White Plains, New york
June  23 ,  j . 995

I '  The wr i t ten
Pla int i f f  's  Compla int .

is annexed as Exhibit | !Brldeal-
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/n:

DORTS L. SASSOWER
Plaint i f f  Pro Se
DLS-7527
283 Soundview Avenue
Whi te Pla ins,  New york 10606
(9 r_4  )  9e7  -L677
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