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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

--- -x
DORIS L. SASSOWER,

P la in t i f f ,
94 Civ .  45L4 (JES)

against-

HON. GUY MANGANO, PRESIDING JUSTICE
OF THE APPELI,ATE DTVTSION, SECOND DEPARTMENT
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK, and the ASSOCIATE JUSTICES THEREOF,
GARY CASELI,A and EDWARD SUMBER, Chief Counsel
and Chairman, respect ively,  of  the GRIEVANCE
COMI,TITTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT,
GRTEVANCE COMMITTEE FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT,  Does L-2O,  be ing  present  members
thereof,  MAX GALFUNT, being a Special  Referee,
and G. OLMR KOPPELL, Attorney General  of  the
Sta te  o f  New York ,  a l l  in  the i r  o f f i c ia l  and
persona l  capac i t ies ,

PIATNTTFFTS UEI{ORAI{DI]IIT OF I,AW rN SUPPORT OF
PRELTUTNARY INJI]NCTTON AND TRO

THE FACTS

Br ie f l y  summar ized,  th ls  i s  a  S1983 ac t ion  seek ing

declaratory,  in junct ive,  and monetary rer ie f  to  redress a

mult i tude of f lagrant deprivations of constitut ional r ights to

due process, egual protection, and free speech. The Verif ied

cornpra int  o f  pra int i f f ,  a  d is t inguished,  act ive ly  pract ic ing

lawyer and reader of the bar (compl. ! t t t l_3-16) (Exhibit ngr l  I

unt i l  the jud ic ia l  Defendantsr  wrongfu l  June L4,  1991-  n in ter imr l

order ,  suspending her  law r icense (Exhib i t  r rAr) ,  a l leges that

such suspension was accomplished in the complete absence of aII

jurisdict ion--without any charges on which the suspension was

1 Exhibi ts referred to herein are annexed to plaint i f f rs
accompanying Af f idavit.
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based, without a hearing, without a f inding that she l/as guil ty

of any professional misconduct inrnediately threatening the

public interest, and without reasons--al l  contrary to law and the

jud i c ia l  De fendan ts r  own  ru les  (22  NYCRR S691  .4  ( l )  )  .

Plainti f frs Verif ied Conplaint further al leges that

the judicial Defendants and their appointees, agents, and

employees have del iberate ly ,  mar ic ious ly ,  inv id iousry,  and

collusively abused their pov/ers in a Dombrowski2-t ike campaign of

harassment and retal iat ion against her. This has included their

unlawful perpetuation of the June L4, L99L rr interimr suspension

order, notwithstanding decisional law of the staters highest

cou r t ,  Ma t te r  o f  Nuey ,  6L  N .Y .2d  513  (L994)  (Exh ib i t  i lG - l i l ) ,  and

M a t t e r  o f  R u s s a k o f f ,  7 9  N . y . 2 d  s 2 o  ( L g g 2 )  ( E x h i b i t  r G - 2 r )  r

required that i t  be irnrnediately vacated for lack of f indingsr €ls

wel r  as the i r  prosecut ion of  a  ser ies of  unrawfu l ,  regarry

groundless, and factually fabricated discipJ-inary proceedings

against  P la in t i f f . As more fully set forth in the

Aff idavit accompanying this motion, the judicial Defendants have

fur ther  v ic ious ly  reta l ia ted against  P la in t i f f  by d ishonest ,

legal ly  insuppor tabre appel la te dec is ions which a id,  abet ,  and

encourage heinous violations of her constitut ional r ights by

supreme cour t  judges of  the Ninth Judic iar  Dis t r ic t .

Plainti f f  al leges that Defendantsr retal iat l-on agalnst

her  resul ts  f rom her  jud ic ia l  ' rwhis t leb lowing"  act iv i t ies,  i .e ,

speaking out against and challenging the poli t ical rnanipulation

D o m b r o w s k i  v .  P f i s t e r ,  3 8 0  U . S .  4 7 9  ( L 9 6 5 ) .

2
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o f  j ud i c ia l  e lec t i ons  (Comp l .  f l f l 7  ,  75 ,  90 ,  248 , ) .

Due to the aforesaid jud ic ia l  an imus against  her  and

conspiracy among the Defendants (compl. 1234)--detai led by the

speci f ic  a l legat ions of  the Ver i f ied Conpla int - -p la in t i f f  has no

state legal remedies available to redress the violation of her

federal ly-protected constitut ional r ights.

A1l Defendants herein are represented by the Attorney

Generar of the state of New york, sued herein as a named co-

defendant based on his eornplicity and collusion with Defendants

to cover-up the i r  o f f ic ia l  misconduct  (Conp1.  ! l1O).

By post-Answer motion pursuant to Rule 12 (c) , the

Attorney-Genera1 moves for judgment on the pleadings on behalf of

hinself and his co-Defendant cl ients on the asserted grounds that

the complaint fai ls to state a cause of action and lacks subject

mat ter  jur isd ic t ion.  pra int i f f  has d isposed of  the At torney-

General|s spurious argnrments in her June 23, 1995 Memorandum of

Law and her accompanying Aff idavit of the same date. To avoid

needless duplication, the Court is respectful ly referred to both

documents, incorporated herein by reference.

This  Memorandum of  Law is  speci f icarry  d i rected to

Pra int i f f rs  appr icat ion for  a  pre l iminary in junct ion pending

ult imate disposit ion of this action and a temporary restraining

order pending hearing and determination of Defendantsf disrnissat

mot ion,  scheduled for  ora l  argument  on october  27,  L995.
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ENTITI.ES PI,ATIITTFF TO A
A TEII{PORARY RESTRAINING

AI{D TN THE INTERESTS OF

As  re i t e ra ted  i n  Gruby  v .  B radv ,  92  c i v .  3g8g  (Dec .  9 ,

L994,  '  Lex is  L7649,  per  Kram, J . ,  t r in  th is  c i rcu i t ,  a  pre l iminary

injunction may be issued onry when the party seeking rerief can

make

rra 
-showing of  (A) .  i r reparable harm and (B)

e i ther  (1)  I ike l ihood of  success on the
mer i ts  or  (2)  suf f ic ient ly  ser ious quest ions
going to the merj-ts to make then a fair
ground for l i t igation and a balance of
hardships t ipping decidedly toward the party
fequest ing the pre l in inary re l ie f . r  (a1 p.
7 ) ,

c i t ing numerous Second Circu i t  cases.  P la in t i f f  eas l ly  meets a l l

three of  the aforesaid cr i ter ia  for  grant ing in junct ive re l ie f - -

albeit only two are required in this Circuit.

A. TRREPARABLE IIARM

As noted in  the recent  case of  Haley v .  patak i ,  g63

F .  supp .  8 l -6  (N .D .N .y . ,  dec ided  May  3 ,  Lggs r ,  rev iew ing  the  cases

in this circuit,  irreparabre harm rmeans an injury for which a

monetary award cannot be adequate compensation. r l

Th i s  c i r cu i t ' s  dec i s ion  i n  E rdmann  v .  s tevens ,  4sg

F.2d 1205 (2nd c i r .  L972' )  ,  recognizes the profound non-

compensable nature of the injury represented by inposit ion of

discipl ine upon an attorney!

I .  .  .  i n  ou r  v iew  a  cou r t r s  d i sc ip l i na ry
proceeding against a member of i ts bar is

4

THE RECbRD
PRELTUTNARY
ORDER AS A
JuSTTCE

POINT I

BEFORE TITE COT'RT
INJT'NCTTON AI{D
UATTER OF I,AW
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comparable to a crirnj-nal rather than to a
civi l  pr_oceeding. A lawyer is not usually
motivated by thq prospect of monetary gain
in  seeking admiss ion to  the bar  

'or '  
in

pract ic ing h is  chosen profess ion.  However ,
'  i t  cannot be disputed that for most attorneys

the ricense to practice ]aw represents their
I ive l ihood,  Ioss of  which may be a greater
puni-shment than a monetary f inl.  See eradley
v .  F i s h e r ,  8 O  U . S .  t 1 3  W a I I . l  3 3 5 ,  g 5 5 ,  Z O
L . E d .  6 4 G  ( L 8 7 2 )  i  S p e v a c k  v .  X l e i n ,  3 8 5  b . S .
5 1 1 ,  5 L 6 ,  8 7  S . C t .  6 2 5 ,  1 7  L . E d . 2 d  5 7 4
( i_976) .  Fur ther  more,  d isc ip l inary measures
against an attorn€y, while poling J threat of
incarceration only in caseJ of donternptr ray
threaten another serious punishment--1oss of
profess ional  reputat ion.  The st igrna of  such
a l-oss can harrn . the lawyer in his community
and in  h is  c l ient  re la t ions as weI I  a-s
adversely  af fect  h is  ab i l i ty  to  carry  out  h is
profess ional  funct ions,  pa i t icutar ly  i f  h is
b r a n c h  o f  t h e  l a w  i s  t r i a l  p r a c t i c e .
Undoubtedly these factors played a part in
leading the Supreme Court to characterlze
disbarment  proceedings as being rof  a  quasi -
c r im ina l  na tu re ,  I  f n  Re  Ru f f l I o ,  390  U .S .
544  ,  551_ ,  88  S  .  C t  .  t 222  ,  20  L .  Ed .  2d  LL7
( 1 " 9 6 8 )  .  "

rn  the case at  bar ,  the Judic iar  Defendantsr  charge-

less,  hear ing- Iess,  f ind ing- Iess so-caI led r r in ter i rnr  suspension

order  (Exhib i t  r rArr )  forced Pla int i f f  to  c lose her  law pract ice of

35-years overnight and dissolve her professional corporation--in

which she had invested her l i fet irne career--and has deprived her

of alr professionar income for more than four years.

Yet as enormous as is the

Plainti f f--the damage for which

on-going f inancia l  1oss to

Defendants claim they are

immune3--far more j-rreparable is the ostracism, hunil iat ion, and

social st igrma that Plainti f f  dai ly suffers in the community as a

3
support

see, Point rv of Defendantsr Memorandum of Law in
of Judgment on the pleadings.
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I tsuspended attorneyrr, whose important

Director of the Center for Judicial

d iscredi ted by reason thereof .

pro bono act iv i t ies as

Accountab i l i t y ,  fnc .  a re

graphica l ly  deta i ls

the June L4,  1991

being used against

s tate,  to  pre jud ice

pla int i f f 's  acconpanying Af f idav i t

the foregoing, as well as the fact that

suspension Order (Exhibit i lAr) is constantly

her in unrelated l i t igation, both federal and

and defeat her r ights.

Thus, there is no question as to the massive and on_
going in jury to praint i f f  caused by the June L4, r-991 suspension

order--which is tf not rernote or speculative. , Reuters Ltd. v-

u n i t e d  p r e s s  r n t e ' 1 ,  r n c . ,  9 0 3  F . 2 d  g o 4 ,  g o 7  ( 2 d  C i r .  L 9 9 O ) .

Moreover, in view of Defendantsr argument that they are

immune from damages in this s19g3 action, as urged in their

dismissal motion, the incalculable monetary 1oss result ing from

their unlawful and retal iatory actions courd not even, according

to them, be trrecti f ied by f inancial compensationr Tucker Anthony

Rear t v  Corp .  v .  sch les inge r ,  gg8  F .  2d .  969 ,  g75  (2d  C i r .  L989)  .

This is arr the more reason for granting her injunctive rerief.

B .

Although only a rrreasonable l ikel ihoodtt of success is

requl red for  a  prer iminary in junct ion,  Abdul  war i  v .  coughl i .n ,

7 5 4  F . 2 d  L o L s  ,  i . o 2 s  ( 2 d  c i r .  N .  y .  1 . 9 8 5 )  ,  i n  t h e  c a s e  a t  b a r ,

there is an absorute l ikel ihood of success. euite sirnpry, there

is no law, state or federal, which would permit the r interimrl

suspension of  an at torneyrs l icense wherer  dS here,  there is  no
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f inding that the attorney is guil ty of professionar misconduct

immediately threatening the public interestr no reasons stated

for the suspension, and where, in addit ion, the attorney has been

denied any hear ing,  pr€-  or  post -suspension,  ds to  the basis  of

her  suspension.

Black-ret ter  law ar t icu lated by New yorkrs  h ighest

court in Matter of Nuey (Exhibit rc-lr) and aff irrned in

Russakof f  (Exhib i t  r rG-2 ' r )  ho lds that  a  f ind ing- less r r in ter inr l

suspension order must be irnmediately vacated.

rndeed,  the jud ic iar  Defendants own cour t  rures (22

NYCRR s69 l - .4 ( r ) )  (Exh ib i t  r c -3 r )  exp ress ry  requ i re  ' a  f i nd ing

tha t  t he  a t to rney  i s  gu i l t y  o f  p ro fess iona r  m isconduc t

irnrnediately threatening the public interestrt as a prereguisite

f o r  r r i n t e r i m r r  s u s p e n s i o n  t h e r e u n d e r  ( S e  g 1 . 4  ( l )  ( 1 )  a n d ,

addi t ional ly ,  express ly  requi re the cour t  to  t 'br ie f ly  s tate i ts

reasons r r  f o r  suspens ion  i n  such  i l i n te r imr r  o rde rs  (Seg l .4 ( r )  (2 ) .

Yet, notwithstanding the June L4, j .99 j_ r interimll

suspension order  (Exhib i t  ,Ar) ,  on i ts  face,  nakes no f ind ings,

is  not  based on f ind ings,  and states no reasons,  the jud ic iar

Defendants continue to disregard the explicit  requirernents of

the i r  ov/n cour t  ru les (Exhib i t  r rG-3) ,  Mat ter  o f  Tharheim,  g53

F.2d 383 (5th c i r .  t -988)  4 and. ,  have repeatedry--and wi thout

4 r tAt torngy. .  .suspension cases are quasi-cr in inal  lncharacter-  -  -Accordingly,  the court ts discipr inaiy i . r r"= are to beread strictly, resolving any arnbiguity i; rav5r 
- 

or the p".=-r,
charged. Moreover, the same prin-iprL of construction f; i i ;;;from the fact that it was the curt that drafted these rules. Thecourt  wrote i ts own rules;  i t  must abide by them.r '  (at  3g8) (g€cer t  pe t i t ion ,  po in t  fV) .
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reasons--denied plainti f f  protection of the raw, as guaranteed

under the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitut ion, equal to

that afforded attorneys Nuey and Russakoff

our nat ion's highest court has repeatedry herd that a

hearing is a prereguisite for suspension of a ricense, Berr v.

Burson ,  402  u .s .  535 ,  539  (L97L) ,  c i t i ng  numerous  cases - -and  tha t

where the narrowest circumstances of extreme exigency make the

hold ing of  a  hear ing unfeasib le- -af ter  a  probable cause f ind ing

of guil t  imnediately threatening the public interest--that a

post-suspension hearing must be afforded rrwithout appreciable

d e l a y f f  ,  B a r r y  v .  B a r c h i ,  4 4 3 ,  U . S .  5 5 ,  6 6  ( L 9 7 9 , ) .

Yet, the uncontroverted pleaded al legations show that

ln the case at bar, there was no f indingsr !L9, hearing afforded

to Plainti f f  prior to issuance of the f inding-less ninterimr

suspension order, and that during the more than four years that

have since elapsed she has been repeatedly denied a hearing as to

i ts  bas is .  Indeed,  dS a l leged in  Pla in t i f f 's  Ver i f ied Cornpla int ,

the judicial Defendants have not only denied her motions for a

post-suspension hearing, but have denied them with irnposit ion of

max imum cos ts  aga ins t  he r  (Comp l .  !M146(b ) ,  165 ) .

Added  to  these  a fo resa id  b ra tan t  v io la t i ons  o f

Pla int l f f t  s  fundamenta l  const i tu t ionar  r ights  is  that ,  ds

conceded by the New york court of Appeals in Nuey (Exhibit nc-

1t t ) ,  there is  E9 statutory  author i ty  in  Judic iary  Lahr  s9o for

orders of rr interimrt suspension--which are entirely the product of

the ru le-making by the Apperrate Div is ions (compr.  !M2LL-216)- -
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and thatr ds inpl ied by i ts decision in Russakoff (Exhibit rfc-

2"1 ,  the Judic ia l  Defendantsr  r r in ter imrt  suspension ru le  (22 NycRR

S69L'4(1))  is  const i tu t ional ly  in f i r rn  (see,  cer t  pet i t ion,  po lnts

f V  a n d  I ) .

P la in t i f f ts  reguest  for  convers ion of  the i r  dLsnissal

motion into a summary judgnent motion is not opposed by

Defendants. Nor have they controverted the material facts set

for th  in  her  June 23,  r -995 submiss ions,  inc lud ing her  Rule g (g)

staternent- That uncontroverted Rule g (g) statement (Exhibit
rrcrr) not only repeated, realleged, and reiterated the material

a l l e g a t i o n s  o f  t h e  v e r i f i e d  c o r n p r a i n t ,  b u t  s p e c i f i c a r l y

highlighted the constitut ionally viorative nature of the June L4,

1991 r r in ter im'  suspension order .  r t  a lso h igh l ighted that  the

october 18, l-990 order directing Plainti f f  rs rnedical examination

h ras  no t  a  r raw fu I  demandr r  o f  t he  cou r t - -as  22  NycRR

S 6 9 1 . 4  ( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( i )  e x p r e s s l y  r e q u i r e s .

There fo re ,  f o r  such  reason  as  wer r ,  p ra in t i f f r s

prospeet of suceess on the merits for the pleaded violations of

her federal and state constitut ional civi l  r ights is more than
tr l ike lyn,  i t  is  unassai lab le.  p la in t i f f  eas i ry  meets the

standard enunciated in Halev v. pataki, supra, cit ing unLcorn

Managemen t  co rp .  v .  Koppers  co . ,  366  F .2d  L99 ,  204  (2d  C i r .

r . e 6 6 ) .

As p la in t i f  f  r  s  June 23 ,  r -995 Mernorandum of  Law

demonstrates, Defendants, in moving for judgment on the pleadings

under  Rule L2(c) ,  have gone beyond the preadings by d isput ing,
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rather than admitt ing, as required for purposes of the notion,

the truth of the pleaded al legations. Conseguently, the Court,

is empowered, as such rure provision expressry authorizes, to

convert such notion into one for sunnary judgnent under RuIe 56.
Kramer  v .  T ime  warne r  rnc .  ,  937  F .2d  767 ,  773  (2d  C i r .  1991) :

rrA motion for summary judgment under Rule
J-2 (c) is to be treatea- exict iy r ike orre rnaet
R u I e  5 6 . . . .  T h e r e  i s  n o  n e e d  f o r  a  t r i a l  o f
the l iab i l i ty  issues involved here in,  s ince
this is not a case where there is any genuine
issue of materiar fact upon which rlalonabre
men n ight  reach d i f  ferent  conclus ions.  r l
Government  of  Ind ia v .  Carg i l l ,  Inc.  ,  445 F.
S u p p .  7 L 4  ( S . D . N . y .  L g z s )  .

fn  fa i l ing to  rebut  P la in t i f f 's  legal  arguments in  her

June 23, 1995 Memorandum of Law, Defendants have conceded that

they have no defense to this l i t , igation. Likewise, Defendants

have fai led to rebut Plainti f f ts evidentiary showl-ng, contained

in deta i led record references annexed to her  June 23,  1995

Af f idav i t ,  that  the factual  a l legat ions in  her  ver i f ied

compraint are not onry true for purposes of the motion, Merrir l

L y n c h ,  P i e r c e .  F e n n e r  &  s m i t h .  r n c . ,  4 s o  F . s u p p .  6 9  ( s . D . N . y .

L978), but are TRUE IN FACT

. THE BAI,ANCE OF HARDSHIPS TTPS DECTDEDLY IN
PI,ATNTTFF I S FAVOR

Plainti f f  further meets the second prong's alternative

requirement for attaining injunctive rel ief: that there exist

suff iciently serious questions going to the merits to make them a

fa i r  ground for  l i t igat ion and a barance of  the hardships

tipping decidedly toward her as the movant for such rel ief.

Amer ican cyanamid v .  campagna per  Le Farmacie,  g47 F.2d 53,  55

l_0
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( 2 d  C i r .  t e 8 8 ) .

Even apar t  f rom Pla int i f f ts  absolute ent i t lement  to

surnmary Judgrnent, in her favor, there can be no good faith

c h a l l e n g e  t h a t  p r a i n t i f f ' s  v e r i f i e d  c o m p r a i n t  r a i s e s

transcendingly important constitutional guestions which must be

addressed by a federal court. Apart from blatant denial by the

state courts of plainti f f ts r ight to due process and equal

protect ion of  the raws,  New yorkrs  at torney d isc ipr inary raw is

c lear ly  unconst i tu t ional - -as more fu lJ-y  deta i led in  p la in t i f f rs

cer t  pet i t ion (see,  t reuest ions presentedr ,  rReasons for  Grant ing

the Writt t ,  Points f -fV) .

In  1 i9ht  o f  the i r reparable in jury  to  Pla in t i f f  and her

entit lernent to success on the merits, there is no need for equity

b a l a n c  i n g . However, the equities are overwhelmingly in

Praint i f f ts  favor .  As seen f rom Nuey and Russakof f  and the

Judic ia l  Defendantsf  o$rn cour t  ru les (22 NYCRR S691.4 ( l )  )

(Exh ib i t s  r r c - l r r ,  "G-z t ' ,  r rG-3 r r )  r  no  pub r i c  i n te res t  i s  se rved  by

the in ter im suspension of  an at torneyrs r icense,  where,  € ls  here,

there is no f inding that the attorney is ttgui l ty of professional

misconduct innediately threatening the public interestr, as

r e q u i r e d  b y  S 6 9 L . 4 ( 1 )  ( j . )  i t s e l f .

POINT II

THE JUDICTAL DEFENDANTS UUST BE ENJOINED
ADTUDTCATING MATTERS INVOLVING PIJ\TNTTFF

By  fa i l i ng  to  con t rove r t  p la in t i f f r s

(Exhibit , tCtt), Defendants have conceded the truth

al legat ions of  he inous reta l ia tory  conduct ,  to

l-L

3 (g) Staternent

of her serious

wit, that they

i

i
I

,|,
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have engaged in a retal iatory vendetta against her, inter al ia,

by issuing and perpetuating a fraudulent and unlawfur suspension

of her l icense and authorizing mult iple discipl inary proceedings

against Praintiff, which they know to be conpretery unfounded--

Lega11y and factually. Consequently, on the state of the record

before this court, such judges must be enjoined from any

adjudication of matters involving plainti f f  since they are

pla in ly  not  an " impar t j -a I  t r ibunaln.

The shocking appellate record ln Wolstencroft, herein

t ransmi t ted (F i re Folders r - r r r ) ,  onry fur ther  conf i rms the

ex igen t  need  fo r  t h i s  cou r t  t o  d i squa l i f y  t he  j ud i c ia l

Defendants.  rn  the face of  p la in t i f f rs  for rnal  mot ion in

Wo ls tenc ro f t  t o  d i squa l i f y  t he  j ud i c ia l  De fendan ts  under

Judiciary Law S14 based on their patent self- interest in the

appears (Exhib i t  t 'o" ) ,  the jud ic ia l  Defendants not  on ly  refused

to recuse thenselves, but went on to abandon aII adjudicatory

standards by i ts demonstrably dishonest and insupportable

dec i s ion  on  the  appea ls  ( see ,  A f f i dav i t  i n  suppor t  o f

Reset t rement ,  Reargument ,  Renewal  (F i re  Forder  r r -A) .

There is no more sacrosanct r ight under our law than

that of a fair hearj-ng before an impartial tr ibunal. As our

highest Court has stated:

r rA fa i r  t r ia l  in  a fa i r  t r ibunal  is  a  bas ic
regui rement  of  due process.  Fai rness of
course requi res the absence of  b ias in  the
t r ia l  o f  cases.  But  our  systen of  law has
a lways  endeavored  to  p reven t  even  the
probab. i l i ty  o f  unfa i rness. . .  But  to  per form
i ts  h igh funct ion in  the best  way ' just ice
must  sat is fy  the appearance of  lu=Li" " .  ,  r ,

T 2
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( c i t a t i on  o rn i t t ed ) .  I n  re  Murch i son  ,  349  U .S .
r _ 3 3 ,  L 3 4  ( 1 9 5 5 ) .

s . c r .  2 L 9 4  ( t - e 8 8 )  .

The issue before this court, however, is not sirnply the
appearance of irnpropriety in the judicial Defendants continuing

to adjudicate matters involving plaintiff, but the actuarity,

, of a venomous and
t t inv id ious ly  d iscr iminatory animusrr ,  a imed at  depr iv ing p la in t i f f

of her due process rights and the eguar protection of the law.

G r i f f e n  v .  B r e c k e n r i d g e ,  4 O 3  U . S .  g 8 ,  1 0 2 _ 0 3  ( L 9 7 L ) i  O r s h a n  v .

A n k e r ,  4 8 9  F .  S u p p .  B 2 O ,  9 2 3 - 2 4  ( E . D . N . y .  1 g B O )  .

CONCLUSTON

PIATIITTFFIS ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE
INJUNCTION A}{D TRO SHOULD BE GRANTED

Respectfully submitted,

DORTS L. SASSOWER
Pla in t i f f  p ro  Se
283 Soundview Avenue
Whi te Pla ins,  New york 10606

Whi te Pla ins,
September 25,

FOR A
IN ALL

l_3

4 7 5  U . S .  8 1 3 ,  1 0 6  S . C t .

1 -580  (1986)  ,  c i t i ng  oak lev v .  Asp inwa1 I , 3  N . Y .  5 4 7  ( r . 8 5 0 ) ;

L i l jebera v .  Heal th  serv i -ces Acquis i t ion corp.  ,  4g6 u.s .  847,  i_og

New York
L 9 9 5
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