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December  19 ,  199L

Hon.  Thomas P.  Gr iesa
Chairman,  Gr ievance Cornmi t tee i
Sou the rn  D is t r i c t ,  U .S .  Cour thouse
New York ,  New York  LOO07

'  R e :  M - 2 - 2 3 g

Honorab le  S i r :

Th i s  f o r rows  -up  my  December  11 ,  1991  l e t te r .  r  r espec t fu l r y
request  a  60 day extension by reason of  the c i rcumstances there in
descr ibed as wel l  as facts  here inaf ter  set  for th

Ar ternat ive ly ,  r  would ask i l ra t  the rnat ter  be set  down for  a
hear ing based on the enclosed copy of  my rnot ion for  reave to
appeal  to  the cour t  o f  Appeals .  A l though the cour t  o f  Appears
den ied  such  l eave ,  mY app l i ca t i on  fu l l y  f e f l ec t s  the  fac t  t na t  I
was denied my const i tu t ional  r ights  ana that  I  $ras ent i t lec l  to
an  ev iden t i a ry  hea r ing  p r i o r  t o  suspens ion .

f t  may  be  no ted  tha t  on l y  reeen t l y  t he  Cour t  o f  Appea ls  i nd iea ted
that  i t .  may reeval .uate i ts  s tandarc ls  for  the typ"  of  n immecl ia te
suspens ion r r  I  vJas  sub jec ted  to  because  o f  t he  subs tan t i a l
ques t i on  ra i sed  as  to  whe the r  t hey  con fo rm to  cons t i t u t i ona l
r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( N Y I J  1 2 / L 3 / 9 1  p . 1 ,  e o l s .  3 - 5  r ' c h a r r e n g e  t o  R u l e s  o n
Lawyer  suspens ions r r ) .  r  m igh t  no te  tha t  my  case  i ;  f a r  s t ronger
than the one presentry  under  considerat ion by the cour t .  As my
a t to rney rs  suppor t i ng  A f f i rma t ion  po in t s  ou t  (a t  p .21 )  ,  t he
Apperrate Div is ion,  second Depar tment ,  ignored the nandatory
requ i remen ts  o f  i t s  own  ru res ,  wh ich  a re  c lea r ry  i n tenc led  t ;
p r o t e c t  a t t o r n e y s  f r o m  i m r n e d i a t e  s u s p e n s i o n -  w i t h o u t  t h e
uncon t rove r ted  o r  ad rn i t t ed  show ing  o f  se r i ous  m isconduc t
r e q u i r e d  u n d e r  p a d i r l a ,  6 7  N . y . 2 d  a t  4 4 8 .  N e i t h e r  o f  t h o s e
pre requ is i t e  f ac ts  ex i s ted  i n  ny  case .

The extension here in requested wouLd perml t  t lne for  a  dec is ion
by the Cour t  o f  Appeals  on the mat ter  present ly  before i t  which
n igh t  pe rm i t  ne  to  seek  re r i e f  based  the reon  by  way  o f  renewa l .

Your  k ind eonsiderat lon ls  mueh apprec iated.

Mos t  respec t fu l l y ,

Q"-,.-r 9-r^**
DORIS L .  SASSOWER

Enc losu res  (2 )
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I LarrTer Suspension 'Abtofutely Amared'
Coodnuc{ troo pat€ t, colooD {

e re.l est t? transaction did noi ,e.
ctiv_c their funds ..in r timef, Iash.
ion.-

Mr. Cooper said his ctient had in.
voked the Fifth Amendmcnt in ep
pea r i ng  be to r c  t he  Gr i evan ie
Cornmitree because any admission
that the funds in thr esirow accounr
were missing. for whatcver rcason,
cven acrounting errors, would consti_
tutr "uncontrovened 

widencq-

.Mr. Straus said he *zs ..absolutelv

y.rf" when he tearned ot thi
Loun s actton. He saiC the suspension
ot. Mr. Russa-koff uas in line witl the
rodruo clse rnd insisted his adver_
san;s -lacts wrre inacannte.'. il he
n..d.DTn titen an opponunity to re-
pl.l bclore issuanct 

'ol 
tle order _

one-hedescribed.as .er parte" _ b_v
Judge Simons. Mr. Straris ,"ia, ti,i
s.uspension would not hav3 g..n
lihed-

-.ln-Moner ot Podiltq 6i Ny2d, 110.
y.. p.ul .or Apperls held rhe Appcl-
late DMsions can irnmediate\.'ius-
pend  a t t o rne -ys  . .when  

s i r i ous
misconduct is rdmined or uncontro.
vened and the publ ic  iDlercst  13
lhreatencd.-

Mr. Straus essened the linding of
convers;on was based on ..uncontro.
verled evidenct.' because lhe examl_
nanon-.ol-banl records lhowed lh?
runds "fell 

bclow..the rcquired level.wnile not disputing Mr. Coope:.s con.
rentron tfiat there xzs no losi ol funds
rc an-r fxrsons involved in tle case,
lhe chiet  counsel  maintained that
even ll the charges arose from .,in.
compelence," thq. stlll supported the
j}::t ,r*j: "pfotecrion 

or rhe public

l
i o \
,l \o
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. 
Mr._.Cooptr, who previousl.V had

been the chiel counsel for both disci-
p.lin-a4. committees in the cig. elso
challenged the tailure of the Ap-peltate
Division. lo provide lor ..r prompr
hearing" atter the suspension. which
wi l l  

. resul t . .  in_r  lenglh-r ,  dehy ot
months until a final dispotition oi the
cnarges.
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