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supREME eouRT_gF THE STATE oF NEW yoRKAppELT"ATE DrvrsroNi in6or.ro DEpARTT,IENT
KATHLEEEN c. woLsrENeRoFT, 

------x

.  p la int i f f_Respondent,

-against-

DORrS L. SASSOWER,

- - - -x
STATE OF NEW YORK I
coUNTy oF WEsT.HESTER i  ss . :

DORrS L. SASSOWER,

1. I  am the
personally farnil iar with

hereinafter referred to.

2.  This Aff idavi t  is  subni t ted,  wi thout pre,udice tony right to counser, in support of an application for recusar ofthis court from any adjudication of the two appeals in the above_
captloned matter, whreh r vras shocked to rearn, rate yesterday
afternoon, had been carendared for oral  argument on today,s
calendar

an.' request that it irnnediately recuse itserf by reason of its
actuar and apparent bias. r understand that Justice Ritter has
already recused hirnsel f  f rom the paner assigned to hear these
appeals.

A .  D . r  # 9 2 -  0 3 9 2 8 / 2 e

ff'ffi$5iofryu'gdfu";/b

4.  This  Cour t  and f  are
l i t igat ion in  the federa l  cour ts ;  r t  i= ,

oF, REcusALffiw*haft u +-PPt-|crr-r'raNfrY<

being duly  sworn,  deposes and says:
above-named Defendant_AppeIIant 

and
the factsr papers and proeeedings

in aet ive adversar ia l

thus, patently irnproper

&  " O *  
S g 4



for  th is eourt  to adJudicate any matters involv ing h€,particularly, where__as here__those matters are encornpassedwithin such pending rit igation- under such ci.rcunstanees, theraw is c lear that  th is court  's  absor.utely disqual i f ied.
5.  Each of  the twenty just iees of  the Appel lateDivision, Second Department are defendants in ny pending actionin the District court of the southern District of New york,

,  94 Civ.  4514, and vrere personal ly
served with the summons and ny verif ied compraint on october !7,L994, which is incorporated herein by reference. The admission
of service is annexed hereto as Exhibi t  rAr.

6' As the Justices shourd know, they $rere directed tofi le their Answers to ny verif ied compraint, and., pursuant tostipulation requested by their attorney, the Attorney Generar ofthe state of New york, such Answers hrere due yesterday, January
9 ,  1 9 9 5

7 -  Thus, the Just ices of  th is court  cannot honest ly
clain to be unaware of the fact that the Verif ied cornplaint
includes allegations relating to the two Orders of Justice
Nichoras corabelra which are the subject  of  the instant appear--
and upon which this court  author ized discipl inary proceedings
against rne, on which the January 28 , Lg94 petit ion is based.

g. This court gave sueh authorization, notwithstanding
it knew frorn the two Article 78 proceedings r had brought before
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'1.

i t  a g a J ' n s t  J u s t l c e  c o r a b e l r a  ( A . D .  # 9 2 - 0 1 0 9 3 1 ,  A . D .  # s z - o z l + a 1  i nconnection with each of the two subject orders that he wasobl igrated to have disgual i f ied himsel f .  f  was ent i t led to suchdisgualif icatlon ln l lght of the nappearance of improprietyrr setforth by h€, specificarly, that Admlnistrative Judge Angel0rngrassia had hand-picked Justice colaberla to sit on the easeafter his denial of ny formal chang,e of venue motion. Thatnot ion had been based, Lnter ar ia,  on the bias against  me in theNinth Judicial District because of my invorvement as counser inthe h igh ly  pol i t ica l  E lect ion Law case ofvr .  . -o .ss raean v .  CoIav i ta ,
wherein Anthony colavita, chairnan of the westchester county
R e p u b r  i c a n  c o r n m i t t e e ,  w a s  t h e  f  i r s t  n a m e d  R e s p o n d e n t .
Nevertheress, when Adrninistrati-ve Judge Ange'0 rngrassia assigned
the worstencrof t  case to Just ice coraber la he did so wi th fu ' '

XT;yt" 
of the fact that Jusrice cotaberr.a and Mr. coravira

hrerr'€" cl0se personar, professlonal, and porit ical rer_ationship,
going back to chi ldhood, and that Just ice colabel la had been Mr.
colavi tars f i rst  choice for  the westchester surrogate judgeship,
which formed the cornerstone around which the seven-judge trading
DeaI  I  was  cha l leng ing  i "  (A_ i .24L_ i .246) .

, g- The uncontroverted record in those Articre 78proceedings exposed Just lce coraber la I  s asguar- l i l ' -  as
manifested by a del iberate pattern of  sadist ic and rnar ic ious
behavior toward h€, constituting a {Efr heinous form of judicial

L
ColabeI Ia

T h e  f i r s t
is contained

Ar t i e le  78i n 
-tr,-J 

ipp""a ip"'?T i1llZ, _i?? t : 
". Ju s r i c e
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t o r tu re  wh ich  f l ag ran t t y
constitutional rights.

L0. This Courtr  which in i ts decis ion in Sady v.I,furphv, the conpanion case to 
covered upthe unrawful politreal seven-judge trading Dear that easec h a l l e n g e d ,  h a s  a n  i n t e r e s t  i n  n w h i t e w a s h i n g r r !  

J u s t i e ecolaberlars reprehensible behavior--which was of such magnitude": wourd reguire an irnpartial court to refer hirn to theeonnission on Judiciar conduct for disciprinary aetion.
i. l. However, to do so would expose this Court r seonpl ic l ty in Just ice cor-abel lars depraved ancr jur isdict ionless

;"":::..::"_:^.^_:":r* 
me the Arricle 78 rerief to which thedocumentary record before this Court in

t"""
C o m n l i c i l u  L . -

,Iryr..rurlc[€c[ 
itsc o m p l i c i t y  b y  t h e  a f o r e s a i d  a u t h o r i z i n g  o fproceed inqs  -  A f f ia -  v  o ,  ,  

- -  - "v !  +a  -L r rg  o r  d isc ip l inaryur>urpJ . IDdF l

:x":::r".:rf 
t filed ny two Norices of Appeals (A_1) (A_r.2)frorn such Orders.

12.  This  Cour t fs  recent  dec is ion in  
%(A 'D '  #gz -0o562 /4 ) - -wh lch  

a rso  i s  t he  sub jec t  o f  a r l ega t i ons  i nny federar complainl--only 
further denonstrates the bias of thisCourt and the kind of self_interested 

cover_up f ean expect fromany decision this Court rnight render on the WekIqgAEI appeals.13 '  The Breslaw appeals--which hrere car_endarecl fororal arqurnent wlthln two weeks after the service of my federarcornpra int - -was decided on November 28,  1994 (Exhib i t  , ,B") .  suehdecis ionr  which d id not  even ident i fy  that  i t  arose out  o f  a

v i o l a t e d n o s t  f u n d a m e n t a l

597



eontenpt proeeeding, avoided the threshord issues presented__
which i t '  r ikewise, did not even ment ion-- to wi t ,  that  Just ice
Fredman r{ras outrageously biased--to the e>itent of comrnitting anoutright fraud--and deriberatery proceeded without jurisdiction
in the contempt proceeding (Exhibit rrcr). Those very issues arethe focus of allegatLons of rny federal cornplaint.

14' rndeed, rt vras onry by its purposeful fairure todo what it hras lega'ly bound to do and not addressing thejur isdict ionar object ions r  ra ised that th is court  was enabled
to rremand, the Breslaw rnatter, when, as a matter of law, this
Court sras obligated to reverse and disniss the contempt
proceed ing  fo r  lack  o f  ju r i sd ic t ionr  dS the  und isputed
controllLng law nandated.

15. The Wolstencrof t  appeals involve a paral le l
sLtuat ion,  r ikewise the resul t  of  a totar ly baseress andj u r i s d i c t j . o n I e s s � b r o u g h t a g a i n s t m e b e f o r e a

biased judge.

16. f t  ean be ant le ipated that the panel
deeide the worstencroft appeals--including thereon
who sat on the BresLaw appears--wirr do its best to
me the totar vindication to which r am entit led.

'  L7 '  p la in ly,  th is court  benef i ts in the federal  act ion
to the extent that r reeer.ve less than fulr vindication in the
wolstencrof t  appears.  rn v iew of  the fact  that  th is court  has'an interest  that  eourd be substant ia l ry af fected by the
outcornefr of the worstencroft appeals, it is incunbent on it. to

assigned to

two mernbers

avoid giv ing
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disqual l fy l tsel f .  , fudic lary Law S14; Code of  Judic ia l  Conduet,eanon 3C(  j . )  (c ) ;  Ru les  Govern ing  Jud ic ia l  Conduct r  S1O3 (c ) .

?  ̂ -_-  _ u* 
t t  '  A complaint  wir l  be f  i led agrainst  Just iceLawrence--as welr  as the other just ices assigned to thewolstencroft appeals--should they refuse to recuse themselves,sua sponte' r.n aeeordance with their legal and ethical duty.Addi t ionarry,  a cornplaint  wi l l  be f i r_ed against  the i r=t i ""= ofthls court who--wlth knowredge of the allegations in the federalcomplaint concerning Justlce Fredman and the Rresraw matter(Exhibt t  rArf  ) - -nonetheress fa i led to disqual i fy thernserves frornthe Breslaw appeals

.*von-.a ,{. t )\'r Finalry, it must be noted that #=ffr;interim' suspension orde fZ::ff{y _6d.;,, proceedins
asainst this ^^,.Sb$:cfliet'. 4-y{- ea-=ttuour$-novtr  on i ts * .y to the U.S. Supreme Court__
have been the subject of extensive publicity, includingr a NewYork Times advertisernent on the op-Ed page of the october 26,L994 issue (Exhibi t  r rprr12. such adds to the publ ic percept ion
that r wirl not get a fair and impartial tr ibunal, shourd thisCourt  deny me recusal  re l ief ,  and, instead, exercise i tsadjudleatLve Jur isdict ion over th is or any other appealsaffect lng me.

frr*4/Lc1r<u-
Swgrn to before me
ani= lOth day of  January 1995

I I  - .  XOEERT B.  FALK":' "': 
ft :3!;i'ii B f { }r"w York

.,ffii,| !,:,'^, sff:,f :it %1^i6$-
r o r r oi i n " g ii ^i""J irt" J,." f"r?1X'?t"lli, =ffi "pp " " r ='lledie*ry

x Ju^trl L*-rra<t ^Sa-f ru fur. ,hy/ +"2/u--/, t^e-t',G-4p-</, /(r<_Ausss 6ffi1ffi' :;,,
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DONIS L .  SASSOWEN

t63  3ouNOvlEwAvtNU! .  wHr? !  Dr  r r r , -  . ,  - .  .  -l vHt tE  PLAtNg,  N.Y.  to6( )6  II  g t . lCer . te r r .  
tAX:  g ta /G6a-653.

ett
c )

bJ

f'-t

(JJ

Ltt
-Tt

tJ>
_t:-

Pursuant  to  oy"  te lephone conversat lon on wednesdav1ee4, in which. you ,l;l;l arter "nl"ri"s. it*:;T,"Tt"f"ifrl"irlliof the court is- auttror iJea to. accei i ' .=."r i""  on behalf  of thePresidine Just ice ";e-;rr- i=.o"iate - just i ; ; ; - ;" i"r i .n 
served are20 copies of  my s,r^.1"!  

?nd Ver l i r "a.  complaint-- in the aboveent i t led act lon,^wnGn """  have ; i ; i ; - io_ b" thg totar number ofJust ices on tr"  court  "r i  tnr"  t i rner"=r l  
. r "  expected that you wrrriT3":i"i:l'"$i ":;lri:;'; d';- ;;i"? " J 

".nu. 
";;h Jist r ce rece lve s

i:#;'.n:'"T"=1it**H"it::1"i"'g".".n""rr"T.tT:"*Jr:"serviceso

,7H truly, tory",
'Mfr'-r/-- t/,4-,r<-

DORrS L. SASSOWER
DLS/er

Rece ived  t  2O cop ies

@ -r,
t t t . U
.- "--.
1 . 1

I .  t '

.  . ' 'J . t

, " [  )

I ' t ' l

i l

' t l

ri.:.!

Bv HanSl

October  L7,  Lggl

Appel la te Div ls ion,  Second Dept .45 Monroe p lace
Brook l yn ,  New yo rk  11201

At t :  Mel  Harr is ,  Deputy Clerk

R e :

Dear  Mr .  Ha r r i s :

1/.. L
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SUPREMA COURT OT TIIB STATB OF NBW YORKAPPE',ATTI DIUSION : SICOND JUDICIAL DEPAR.IMINT

"it]
Subnritted - November 10, 1994

DEEISION & ORDtrR

pro se, ancl for the other

order is vaealed-
hearirrg bclbre i

.TllIP r. s^Nruccr, r.P.

Hrbh,titififfi{W
92-00562
92-00564

ilriillil"d llxaL'l *?it*l.Tl," 111,, _,-Sassorver, et al. ,  nonparty a;4lel lalrts.

irl',f,i'ft 
Sassorver, white Ptriins, N.y., appeilant

ORDERED that the jrragnrent is reversert, on t'e larv, t^eilil"'J::,,']rr',?J"'r,,':::,j,,:,.li:";ii:,.:i;',',irrii.|;l1fiffiili,,"*,". co,,,,rv, ror a

ll::l*.,, p.c.:',;p*T'll"i,''?1,..^1i?,.,1': 
Ji",?,*,t:..p:1, ,!. Sassorver.arrrr Doris L.liiiili'ii,'i?;'#*ill'i':i:,:t"itii,,:lri;l';'ru:l,T,l'',,t*'#llli;'Y:llibil;;ir*:

.?"Hi,*,];:ffllk.Y:ire 
ptains, N.y. (rrarvey G. r;rncfau of eounset), for

: 
.RDERED tlrat the appeal from the order is clismissed; ancl it is further,

' ORDERED ttrat the nonllarty appellants are arvarcrecr one birt of costs.
rrirect appear ,,,#i?.11,'iJj,,l'Jill.il'"y!1j,"i,',i:11"""$T,,,i,Ilxj? 

i"_TH_:l,li?.?:: :u;o:,i:,,:,,,Atto' 3e Ny2tr 24t, 248;'."i1;;1*;.o ,;;;*.i";,i fripi,r, r^'r rrre .rrftrrrevfew ancl ltave been co^sitl"i"il ,,'i'ii,e appear r;;;"'iii;1,,,rs,;;i iAr;rll'i#ir.iiljfl'T;' t;,

BRESLAW v BRESLAW Page l .

Novernber 29, lgg4

'  
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eornsef ro rrre.ili,{i,f'filrf',,1'f:: L' ̂ Sassowr, 
1l,jl Dnlil L..sassower, p.c., are 'riorir'"'i;;H;t*ff -e;i_f 'il*iJi:iff !,r,r,ii,,iT{ii,ii;it"#:#**ti,;hiiii"lTl[ll"'S"l,:fi:.1!i,l'il,';n1,,'J*i,,-; j*i';;i,,:"r ,,;p;iil,i,'.ol,r"n.r, in,er ario, ,,,atreasorritble onnortunity ro lrc tre'aiii. ' rv, agree. t,, ;r. l"1l^']pon_tltertt rvithout i,rr""ii,.,g'l i iJ, nnrtartcial sariitions.agai,rst oii'^iiun'ey or.pa,1, ;;,lllllifi:Ti,';.illLll rmi 

i:.::lll
' NYCRR 130-l'rttl)'"df*n'tl rc'r"'iull:tl: ii"tii it-ir..,,,ipr.r.iv rri,i,*, merit in rarv or ract
fllttl cattltot be surlp'.,,e1l by o *n*ni,nt le argurne't rlii,r.*tensitirr,.,,.,oiti't,.n,,o' 

or reversflr .f.
e'xistirrg larv; oi 121 ii ;i i;'ffi';;i..,, .y,rii,o;';ri'i;',ielay. u,. y,,.,ir,,ii!"il,c ,..*,,rrrri.rr or .re
rrrrg^lrorr' or lo ltarass or nraticioirrlv i..iiir"'ri.,ii.rli 1zz Nvciin i'3d r.rfclIr], [2J). Arr
a'art of cosls or tlte. i;t;p;;;;i lof-sarrctio.;;;; 'be 

,pon a r'otioir or rry rrre corrt .rrrn
spottte, alrer a reasonabre'"irpo,.ii,.ity^ro r;;;;;r.r.,,r,,.t,t," d.r,,, oiir,".),.n.,,,g stratf rtepend.rr,Ts:lllli,::*:l,,il,i:i1-*!t :;l.iilnt*i*lliu,m;"f:,,il',:.*jrQ:i ,i,ii1; :.1,"lr;l?l.;T:l'^1"'Ii'Jl:'litL**IH;','l#:qi,mii.iil[{'liiil*i:Lfi;*$:[tlll
^rprsition of sarrcr.ions rri t,urrr tie errrerctr as a i*fr130-1.2). I lcrc. att tror igt i ,  f i .obty, rhe court rrr  ro#.tn3l.9f 

t l ; ; ; '1.  gee,.22 NycRR

riii3,'3lri,{,?:[tiid:ffi::r[;,il:-"x{$imrix;ii;3,{fi ifflfr *U;ilt,lirs(rclense' t lte cottrt failed'r" f iu""i ire aplrella' ir"i i* ' irrnrraatecl reasonabrl 
rigtrt io p."r"i, i  "

iitiifl,o*!'*Jf,il,:'.Hr,?,:l'tiif,I'nirt".r io ii,""iipL'," coi,'.t,"w.,iii,,,,",. co,,nty, ro.,iFtoheiiy , irni,ipot,toi)-iii)riirtj"3giil'" ot appropriate sanctiohs';;i'cosrs, it" arry (see,

we have consideretl the appellants' remaining contentions arrrt fintr ttrenr to be
without lnerit.

sANTuccI, J'p', FRIEDMANN, KRA''MAN and G'LD'TEIN, JJ., concur.

BNTBR:

BRFSLAW v BRF_SLAW

Martin H. Brownstein
Clerk

Novenrber 29, lgg4
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The r16r^,6ts !^ 
r[rlAr'�ucTroN

::il:li:l:,li=Jr!',"'1.ff;";:i.:"o. .shourd be used
. r " r i * IS l t ra i r r t .  rE snourr r  5e i { - ' ^  

a ld  wi th  i "a i " iJ i
and ff'::::i6",.::"--,r.e.sara- ;;exercisecl wiur -caution'w r ui Ja w .' il".fff tutr t i on a r 

-;i;;;;
Thrs brref  wr l l  denonstrate that  the lower eourt  deployed i ts
eontenpt power in disregard of  the foregoing standards and of  the
nost basic due proeess reguiremenbs.

P&EIIUItrr\!X-SIAT&EN!
Thls is  an appeal  f rorn a f lna l  Judgment  (A_e; l  entered on

J u l y  1 5 ,  .  
1 9 9 t ,  a  D e c i s l o n  &  O r d e r  ( A _ S 1  d a t e c l  a n d  f i l e d  J u n e  2 4 ,

'  1991  (he re rna f te * the  
Dec ls i c , rn )  award lng  Respo 'den t  

99  ,  04  2  .25
sanc t i ons  under  NycRR 130-1 .1 ,  lmposed  by  ' { on .  sa rnue r  c .  F rec rman(here inaf ter  r f  the Jucrge ' f  )  ,  suprene cr :ur t  r  weste^ester  

county,aga ins t  ,Do r i s  
L .  sassohre r ,  p .  e .  and /o r  Dor i s  L .  sassower ,  Esq .  r r(he re ina f te r  "p .  e .  r r  an< l  *Dr , s f r  

respec t i ve ry )  
r  ahd  f  rom th reel n t e r m e d i a t e  

D e e i s l o n / o r d e r s  
( J \ _ 3 2

J ' n c o r p o r a t e d  q r e r e l n  
r t = r 4 t  A - 3 8 r  A - 5 0 ) ,  e x p r e s s r y

The  sane t i ons  award  a r i ses  ou t  o f  a  eon te rmp t  p roceed ingbrought  on by Respondentrs  nrot lon wi th in  the above_ent i t led 
d ivorceact ion,  to  whieh aet ion Appel lar r ts  were

,  
_+ .4 , ,e_  were  no t  pa f t i es .

AUESTIONS PRNSENTED

v io la te  l ega l

Does the Decis lon & Order  appealed
al rules an.r -r r.-" r _ r 

svprecrJ-€cl f  ron faeial lyr  oc rE l l  I lru les  and  j ud le la l  s tandards  by ,  it upe ra t  i  wa  o , r  L  - -  
DY  t  rn te r  a r  i a ,

incorporatins vituperative a_d hominem ffi=: , l l=, 

inter ar ia,
s p e e u l a t i o n s ,  

h e a r s a v .  e h r l  
' s t ^ - r r  P e f s o D d l  o p i n i o n s ,;;;".::::"':: il,".:-

( A - # )  i n d i c a t e s  r h ars the eoEesponding pages ln  the Appendix
I

L .
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as to mandate reversar as a natter of  law? The l0wer eourt  d id.  no t  address  th is  q t res t lon ,  bu t  expressed i t seL f  w i thout  res t ra in t .2 '  rs the Decrs-r .on & order appearecr f ron vord for  lack ofJur rsc t i c t lon  where ,  rn le r  a ' 'a ,  Appe l ran ts  were  no t  par t ies  to  theunder ly lng aet iorr  and were never personar ly sewed with process ina plenary contempt proeeecr lng broug,t  ln aecorcrance with statutoryand legal  requlrernetr ts? 
The rower eourt  crrsnissed Apperrants r

'  
Jur lsc l i c t iona l  obJec t ions  as  r f techr r iea l r f  

.
3 .  rs  the  Dec ls l0n  & order  appea led  f ro rn  vo ld  fo r  lack  o fd}"  process where, intes ar ia,  the l0wer eourt  rnade surnrnaryeontempt  f ind ings ,  w i thout  no t iee ,  den led  Apper ran ts r  r igh t  tocounser ,  to  e ross-exarn inabron,  

to  be  heard  in  the i r  ohrn  de fense,and actecl  as prosecutor and wltness? Tlre lower ,due proeess  ob jee t ions  
4vwer  courL  den ied  a1 l

l

|  4 .  S h o u l d  t h e  t r f  . r  r _ ^  r
:  

; . ; ; ." ^:::^_ 

trtar Juclse lrave reeusect hirnsetf frompresrd ing at  the contempt  hearrng where he:  (a)  v /as h i rnsel f  aregul red wl tness as to  c la ined sumnary contempt ,  (b)  had pre_e x l s t i n g  h o s t i . r t t y  t o w a r c r  A p p e r r a n t s  a r l s l n g  f r o m , r e l r  h a v l n gbeen  lega r  adve rsa r ies  an r r  p ro fess iona l  
eompe t i t o rs  p r ' o r  t o  h i st a k i n g  t h e  b e n c h  t  ( e )  h a d  a n  a c t i v e r  o ' _ g o i n g  p o r i t i c a rre la t i onsh ip  w i th  Responden t f s  counse l ,  und ise losed  by  h in  even  a tthe point  when rpper lants  macre a recusar  mot ion on other  grounds, .(d)  rnade pre judgnents 

on substant ive issues involvec l  in  thec o n t e m p t  n o t L o n ;  a n d  ( e )  d i s p l a y e d  d i s p a r a t e  t r e a t r n e n t  o fI tppel lanfsancl  Responclenb ancl  her  eounseL.
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Reprinted from rhe op-Ed page, ocr. 26, rgg4, THE Nmt yoRK 4MES

Where Do You Go
Wlren Iudges Break the Law?
RoM rHE way tbe curent electoral Ottrer cross-endorsed brethren on tbe bencb then

viciously retaliared against her by suspending her
law license, puning her out of business overnight.

Our state law provides citizens a remedy to
cosure independent review of governmental mis-
conduct. Sassower punued tbis remedy by a sepa-
rate lawsuit against the judges who suspended her
license.

That remedy was destroyed by those judges
wbo, once again, disobeyed tbe law- this time, the
law prohibiriqg a judge ftom deciding a case to
which he is a pcty and in which he has an interest.
hedictably, tbc judges dismissed the case against
tbemselves.

New Yct's Attorney General, whose job
includes defending sarc judges sued for wrongdo-
ing, argued to our stae's higbest coun that there
should be no appellate review of tbe judges' self_
interested decision in their own favor.

[:st month, our state's highest coutt - on
which cross+ndorsedjudges sir - denied Sassower
any right of appeal, nrming its back on the most basic
legal principle rhai'!6 62115hail !s the judge of bis
own cause." In the process, thet 6s*1 tave its latest
dernonstration t[at judges and higb-ranking starc
officials are above the law.

Three years ago tbis week, Doris Sassower
s'rcte to GovernorCuomo asking him to appoint a
special pros€cutor to investigarc the documented
evidence of lawless conduct byjudges and the renl_
iatmy suspension of ber license. He refused. Now.
all state remedies bave been exhausted.

There is still tine in the closing days before
tbe election to demqnd that candidates for Govemor
and Acorney General address rhe issue of judicial
comrption, which is real and nmpant in tiis state.

Where do you go when judges break the law?
You go public.

Contact us with bonor stories of yotn own.

shaping up, you'd think judicial

CsNrEr-r. '
fuorcrnr

AccouNrnLrLrry
TEL (914) 421-1?fio . FAX (9ia) 684€ss4

E-MAIL probono@delohi.com
Box 69, Gedrey Stiation . White plains, Ny 1060g

nrces are
comrption

isn't an issue in New york. Ob, really?
On June 14,l9gl, a New york Sune coun

suspended an anorney's license to practice law_
immediately, indefinitely and unconditionally. The
attorney was suspended with no notice of charges,
no hearing, no findings of professional misconduct
and no reasons. AII this violates the law and tbe
court's own explicit nrles.

Today, more than three yeat later, the sus_
pension re'n^ins in effect, and the court refuses even
to provide ahearing as o tbe basisof the suspension.
No ap'pellate review has boen allowed.

Can thisreally happen here in America? Itnot
only can, it did.

The auorney is Doris L. Sassower, renoqmed
nationally as a pioneerof equal rights and family law
reforur, with a distinguished 3S-yeu career at tbe
bar. Wben the court suspended her, Sassower was
pro bono counsel in a tandmak voting rigbts case.
The case challenged a political deal involving the"cross-endonement" 

ofjudicial candidates that was
implemented at illegally conducted nominating con-
ventions.

Cross-endorsement is a brering scheme by
which oposing political panies nmrinate the same
candidates for public office, virtually guaranteeing
tbeir election. These 'to @ntest" deals frequently
involve powerful judgeships and turn voters inn a
rubber samp, subverting the democratic process. In
New York and otber smrcs, judicial cross endorse-
ment is a way of life.

One suc.h deal was acoally put into writing in
1989. Democratic and Republican party bosses dealt
out seven judgeships over a three-yea period. ,"The
Deal" also included a provision rhet gns c:.ss5-
endorsed candidate would be ,.elected" o a l4year
jtrdicial ter& rhen resign eigbt months after raking
tbe bench in order to be ,,elected" to a different, more
panonage-rich judgeship. The result was a musical-
chairs succession of newjudicial vacancies for otier
cross+ndorsed candidates o fill.

Doris Sassower filed a suit to stop rhis scan,
but paid a heavy pnce for her role as a judicial
whisrle-blower. Judges who were themselves the
products of cross+ndorsement dumped the case.

The ccntcrfqJtdlcial Accounrbitity, lnc. is a nationa!, non-partien, not-for-profit citizens; organlzationraising public consciousness about how iudges brak the law and get away wtth it.


