AP BIPATES NTSTRICT Yot .

AT LLETRICE OF LNEW YORY

GEORGL SASSOWELR,

Plaintiff, I,z (;- 6"‘{ :EL 24
-against— U

ERNEST L. SIGNQRELLI, ANTHONY MASTROIANNI,

VICENT G. BERGER, JR., JOHN P. FINNERTY,

ALLAN CROCE, ANTHONY GRZYMALSKI, CHARLES N; ‘{v} '”_ -
BROWN, LEONARD J. PUGATCH, and THE COUNTY L [‘Rz L
OF SUFTFOLK, ’

ol

Defendants.

Ry

Plaintiff complaining of the defendants respectfully
sets forth and alleges:

1. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant

to the provisions of Title 28, United States Code, ¢g 1331
and 1343, this being a suit in law and equity authorized hy
law, Title 42, United States Code § 1983 et seaq., brought
to redress the deprivation under color of state law, statute,
ordinance, regulation, custom, or uséﬁe of rights, privileges,
and immunities sacured by the Constitution and laws of the
United States and Acts of Congrese providing for egual rights
and due process of citizens; Aumendment XIV of the Constitution
of the United States, and pendent jurisdiction. The rights here

sought to be redressed are rights cuouac.onioeed by the due process



and equal protection ¢lauses of the Eéurteenth Amendment to the
Constitution of the United Sta£es and Article 42 of the United
States Code §1983 ot seqg., and the matter in controversy exceeds,
inclusive or interest and costs, the sum of $10,000, as herein-
after more fully appears.

AS AND FOR A FTIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

AGAINST THE DEFENDANTS, ERNEST L.

SIGNORELLI, ANTHONY MASTROIANNT,
AND VINCENT G. BERGER, JR.

2. All of the times hereinafter mentioned, plaintiff
was and still is a resident and citizen of the United States
and within the jurisdiction of the United States.

3. The State of New York has enacted a statutory scheme
of justice regarding the administration and adjudiqation of
estates which is mainly found in the Surrogate's Court Procedure
Act (hereinafter called "SCPA"}.

4 suffolk County was and gtill is an independent

subdivision of the State of New York.

=

5« There is only one Surrogate aof Suffelk County, and } ”h
he adjudicates all cases and controversies in that jurisdiction

relating to estates, appeints or has the power to appoint all gt

|“"
v i

substantially all of the employees of the Surrogate's Courts:
Suffolk County, including assistants, clerks. attendenis, ana

-
court reporters, who serve at his pleasure,
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6. The Surrogate of the County of Suffolk appoints
the Public Administrator who in turn appoints his attorney.

7. The Surrogate appoints and removes guardians and
other Liduciaries.

i, The Surrogate of Suffolk County passes on the
disbursements of the Public Administrator, fixes the fees and
passes on the disbursements of the attorney for the Publig
Administrator, guardians, and other fidueciaries.

9. The Office of the Public Administrator is loecated
in the same building as the Surrogate's Court: Suffolk County.
which is maintained by the County of Suffolk and/or the Staté
of New York and they share caommon expenses.

10. The present Surrogate of Suffolk County is the
defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI.

11. The present Public Administrator for Suffolk
County is the defendant ANTHONY MASTROIANNTI.

12. The present attorney for the Public Administrator

is the defendant, VINCENT G. BERGER, JR.
Ty

13. On information and belief, a substantial portion mtc;,

the time, enerqgy, and activity of defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELGE.
J r‘Fw

if not the major portion, is making appointments and paaaiana@'éég

il
a4 A

applications for fees and disbursements for his appointees

and others.




anthority controlled by the Ssurrogata.

15. fThat the nexus between the Surrogate, the Public
Administrator, and the attorney for the Public Administrator,
by law, custom, and'ugage is such that they are in fact the
agents and sexvants of tha Surrogate.

16. That on information and belief, the monies supporting
such patronage as aforementioned comes from the State of New York,
the County of Cuffolk, the litigants, the attorney; for the
‘litigants, and the estates being administered.

17. That on information and helief, the Surrogate of
suffolk County in adjudicating cases and controversies, involve
in substantial numbers persons and attorneys who have been
appointed directly or indirectly by the Surrogate of the
County of Suffolk and it is he who fixes their fees and disburse-
ments.

18. ™The cases and controvaésies adjudicated by the

defendant, ERNEST L, SIGNCRELLI, were cases and controversies’ s ..

adjudicated by the courts at and prior to the formation of thea' .
i
United States and State of New York. o
o

19. That by force of state law, persons who reside in &
) s .
suffolk County or have real property in that gounty are compe Lled!"

to have their estates administered in Surrogate's Court : sﬁﬁéﬁgﬁﬁ

County and no place else.

A
o
f

(R )|
20. On information and belief, the appointees of defandanty

!
d
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ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, to insure future appointments, favorabls
allowances, and olthny reasons in;onsistent with their office
and obligations towards their clients and others, subverk such
obligations in fnvor"oi the defendant, LERNEST L. SIGNORELLI.

21. Plaintiff is presently a non-judicially designated
litigant in Surrogate's Court: guffolk County involving the
public Administrator, an appointee of defendant, ERNEST L.
STGNORELLIL, the attorney for the Ppublic Admipnistratox,
‘appointed by the Public Administrator, and indirectly by
the Surrogate, and a guardian appointed by the defendant,
ERNEST L. SiGNORELLI.

22" plaintiff is presently and personally subject to
various eriminal and civil proceedings in that Court.

23. On information and belief, in adjudications between
the appointees of the defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, and
others, the defendant, ERNEST L. EIGNORELLI, is not, in law

-

or fact, an lmpartlal and disinterested judicial officer; has'

indirectly from his appointments, adjudications, fee alléwanaﬁgi

and expense allowances: presents an intolerable high and |

unconstitutional invitation for the defendant, ERNEST L."

SIGNORELLI, to prefer his personal, social, and political e
S
obligations to that owed to his judicial obligation for a ﬁaix'

r‘\’_
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tkialland adjudicationS'as guaranteed by and under the

:dbﬁstitution and Laws of the United States.

”24" That because plaintiff was not a judicially designated
tliéi%ént. has by voice and actiéns protested the illegal
_ précéaures of these defendants, has sought redress in other
coﬁrés of the State of New York and United States of America,
and otherwise lawfully exercised his rightg and privileges,
the defendant, ERNEST L. STGNORELLY., has made adverse adjudication
against the plaintiff and used the legal procedures to havass
him and continues to do s0.

25. That furthermore the defendants to further harass

and denigrate plaintiff have instituted several criminal proceedil
I against the plaintiff, all of which have been successfully

:EEZE:: . defended by plaintiff at great cost of time and expense. Neverthe
y}i'“i' e | iess these defendanﬁs are continually reinstitutindg same despite
ff[ - | their lack of success.

Lo 56. Purthermore the defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI,

ﬁﬁ:f' has set January 25, 1978 as the date for the commencement of =a
trial involving plaintiff and plaintlff expects adverse
adjudications and rulings because of the aforesaid.

27. That further by reasou of the job and sconouic
power that defendant, ERNEST L., SIGNORBLLL, has over the
employeaes of Surroyate's Court: gufrolk County and the heiuax

o between the defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, his judicial

appointees, the employees of Surrogate's Court: Suffolk County,
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‘:directly or indirectly, that Court is not’ fdmrly,‘mmpartrally,

'.orrcanstztutionally adninistered to plamntxff'- prejudica.

'l'izsf That by reason of the aforementioned these defendahts

:ﬁnder“coicr of statute, regulation; custom, and usage has and

| is depriving plaintiff and others similarly situdted of their

rights, privileges, and immunities secured by the Constitution

and Laws of the United States.

29. That for the reasons heretofore and hereafter mentioned

there exists many cases and controversies Lbatween the parties

herein.
AS AND FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
AGAINST THE DEFENDANTS ERNEST L.
STGNORELLI, JOHN P. FINNERTY, AND
THE COUNTY OF SUFFOLK.
30. plaintiff repeasts, reiterates, and realleges each

and every allegation heretofore made in every paragraph of the

complaint as if more fully set forth at length and further

alledes:

, 31. Defendant, JOHN P. PLNNERTY, was and still is the

SR . Sheriff of Suffolk County.
32, That on June 22, 13977, tho defendant BRNEST L.
SIGNORELLI caused to be issucd and entered on Rider ol

Criminal Contempt directing that plaintiff be incarcerilod in

f
f the Buffolk County Jail for a period of thirty (30) days.
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33., In additiohitc sther infirmaties, the aforesaid

Ordetr of Contempt and the sentence thereson were both made,

after a "mock twial" in the absence of plaintiff, without
dﬁa and/or proper notice, for acts which did not &ll oweur
in the Courtroom or in the presence of the defendant, BRHEST
L. éIGNORELLI. witﬁéut allocution)and as a result thereof
such adjudication has been declared null and void.

34, That such adjudication and sentence were entered
against plaintiff by defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, not-
withstanding his knowledge that same was null and void;
resulting in plaintiff's incarceration until released through
a Writ of Habeas Corpus.

35, Except for the arbitrary and unexplained omiggion
relating to Surrogate's court (and several other courts), the
State of New York has provided in every other cuugt for a
procedure whereby a defendant may apply for bail pending an

appeal (Criminal Procedure Law § 460.50) .

36. That by reason of the afogementioned arbitrary
omigsion for a bail procedure pending an appeal from Surroyate'
Court, persons similarly situated in other courts have bail

rights which arc unavailable to plaantull.
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- '137.  that before the Crder aﬂjﬁdiﬁating'the afqrésaia

e

nlmcvﬁtempt Ordexr nul; and void was eftered and WQ¢19 the Contempt
‘arﬁer was still in full force and affect, the defendants) ERNBST
smGNOkELLI, VINCENT G. BERGER,. and ANTHONY MASTROIANNI, direct

‘:Eror inﬁirectly caused ancther Cohtemph Prbcaﬂdlng to be institubec
Iffi'agginst plaintiff pefore another judge against plaintiff with
'kh6wledge that same constituted double jeopardy anhd w?s in
violation of the Constitution of the United States.

38. That after the Order adjudicating the fact that the

'ftf:,.; Contempt Order of the defendant, ERNEST L. SICGNCRELLI, was null
L.JH? i and void was entered, the said defendant, ERNEST L. SICNORELLI
fl caused a Notice of Appeal to be filed.
;1- e 39. That as a result of such Notice of Appeal the Contempt
% Order against plaintiff is still in full force and effeck
]: Hﬂl . because of the stay provided in CPLR § 5519(a)(1):

15, 40. Despite the fact that such Contempt Order is in

W ’f“l #4111 force and effect and any new proceeding baséd on the same
fﬂwt_ facks would be double jeopardy.. the defendants have attempted
! ? J; y to institute such new proceedings, knowing same are unconstituti

g s 41. That because bail procedures are unavailable to

plaintiff and because of the limitad term that defendant,
ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI may Ilmpose Upon plawntiff {khirty da
1 it is the ulterior intention of e defendant. BRNEST .
: SIGNORBLLI to incarcerate plaintilf for the maximum texn,

i which term will have expired belove appellate review can Lea

s




|
'm!vﬂf 4 -
j E.". . ' . ST
Ll '

had.

42. That because of this fact, any incarceration of

™

plaintiff will escape veview or even if same iz reviewed,

plaintiff will have served his entire term in prison priofr

~ to appellate adjudication and any reversal will be meaningless

to the plaintiff.

43, That defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, is proceeding
in bad faith, contrary to the Constitution of the United
dtates in violation of the rights and privileges of plaintiff
herein.

AS AND FOR A TH‘IBD CAUSE Or
ACTION AGAINST THE DEFENDANTS

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK AND CHARLE S
PROWN.

A4. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates, and realleges cach
and every allegation heretofore made in every paragraph of
the complaint as if more fully set forth at lengtﬁ and
further alleges:

A%. That on information and pelief the defendant,
CHARLES BROWN is a former employee of the County of Suffolk.

46. That the defendant, COUNTY OF SUIPOLK, has and
exercises various police powers.

47. 7That on information and belict tho dufendant.
County of Suffolk pexmils certain former employeas Lo aauitny
and exhibit certain badges, shields, and other documents

which superficially resemble Lhose carried by police officers

-10=-
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" and havihg police powers.

. 48. That on information and belief, the defénéﬁnt,
CHARLES BROWN, is a civilian without police authority or
power, but carries such badge, shield, and documentation
as if he is such police officer.

49, That the s;id defendant, CHARLES BROWN, is on
information and belief an employee or agent of defendants,
ANTHONY MASTROIANNI and VINCENT G. BERGER, JR., and indirectly
of ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, and with their knowledge and consent
the said CHARLES BROWN has heen used (with his séurious badge
or shield) to harass and embarrass plaintiff, as moxe fully
get forth hereinafter.

AS AND FOR A FOURTH CAUSE

OF ACTION AGAINST THE
DEFENDANT, COUNTY OF SUFFOLK. -

50. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates, and realleges each
and every allegation heretofore made in every paragraph of the
complaint as if more fully set forth at lengih heQein and
further alleges: '

51. That with respect to the Writ of labeas Corpus
secured on behalf of plammtilt, the plainkiEC had Lo supestd
a cash bail of $300 which as yet has pol lreen peLburned.

52, That with respect to the return of saudl 500

the defendant has an onerous procedure, deducts a service

charge, and does not pay any interest on said deposit.

~11-
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L Bsie dhat on information and belief such bHall funds

Ll |
W

. . 'are deposited by the County of Suffolk and it does or should

JuﬂﬁxeﬁéiVG interest on same.
Lo "H o P l;

.h-::J'“I'Séé That the refusal or failure to pay interest on

LT L
L7 i
: ' '

e ol

3&¢ﬂ;monies to pl§intiff and others similarly situated

" constitutes a depriéation ofﬁproperty'without‘aue.procegs
" of law and violates the Constitution of the United States.
55, fThat Furthermore, the oherous procedure employed

is such that many persons forfeit their bail money rather

ll ': ."hll

Ty gl " . . s

${-3' than go through the time and expense to justly recover same.

. ;

H;f o 56. That in effect, monies that are posted for bhail,

I

q are non-returnable payments., partially or completely.

L

4 AS AND FOR A FIIFTH CAUSE OF

R . ACTION AGAINST THE DEFENDANTS,

'j S ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, JOHN P..

1 s FINNERTY, AND TIIE COUNTY OF

I SUFFOLK.

{ L 57, Plaintiff repeats, reiterates, and realleges each
and every allegation heretofore made in evexry paragraph of tha

complaint as if more fully set forth at length herein and
further alleges:

58. That by law, custom or usage in tho State ol New otk
and County of sSuffolk, {the Sherifl scrvo: judroial jparoase e s
on behalf of litigants and thelr alLlorneys.

59. That for the purposes of Lrial alternate weans oL

service through the use of private persons is not [eagable

-12-
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if assurance is desired that sarvice will not be disputed
or inability to serve is to be asserted. ’

60. That on information and belief, through the influence
of the defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, the Office of the
Sheriff refuses to ée;ve or properly serve subpoenas Oil behalf
of the plaintiff, as moze fully set forth hereinafter, thereby
obstructing plaintiff's access to the courts where service
migt be made in Suffolk County.

6l. furthermore, because ok the‘bias shown by the
defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, and his conduct, as wore
fully set forth hereinafter, the plaintiff gannot redeive
a constitﬁtionally proper trial in any Court presided over,
controlied or influenced by the dafendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI.

AS AND FOR A SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION -
AGAINST THE DEFENDANTS, ERNEST L.

STCNORELLIL, VINCENT G. BLURGER, JR.,
AND_ANTHONY MASTROIANNE -

62. plaintiff repeats, reiterates, and realleges each
and evexry allegation heretofore madg in every patagraph of the
complaint as if more fully set forth at length herein and
further alleges:

63. That heretofore the plaintilf herein has proceedod
against these defendants in the courts of the United Shkale¥,
and continues to do s80O.

G4 . Thal: in retaliation for proceeding in the courts of
the United States and in order to obstruct and hinder such

—13-



Further proceedings these defendants have been using the

. funds ahd credits of the Egtate of BUGENE PAUL KELLY and ,
Ssurrogate's Court: suffolk County for thelr private purposes

in order to annoy. harass, embarrass, and investigate plaintiff

and for their private purposes.

65, That furéher in retaliation fox proceeding in the
courts of the United States and in order toc obstruct and hinder
further proceedings in the courts of the United States, these
defendants have been misusing the authority of the Surfogate's

Court:s Suffolﬁ County for thelr personal purposes.

AS AND FOR A SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
AGAINST ALL THE DEFENDANTE HEREIN

66 . plaintiff repeats, reiterates, and realleges each
and. every allegation heretofore made in evory paragraph of the
complaint as 1f more fully set forth at length heéein and
further alleges:

67. prior te and until Mgrch 17, 1977, plaintiff was
recognized as to sole executor in the estate of EUGENE PAUL
KELLY having been so designated {n the Last Will and Testament
of the deceased.

68. Prior to and antil Mareh 17, 1977, plaintiff @3
guch executor had the express authorization vl all attarneys
representing all the parties in the aforementioned estate "o
enter into a contract of sale with respect to a certain proport
owned by the estate and assume 1iabilities dg a result thereci.

—14-

e WL ‘ SR e =

oA E



|

' [l
=

"

TTA
et

69 J ' prior'to and until March 17, 1977, plaintiff was '
recognized as such executor by the defendant, ERNEST L.
SIGNORELLI, the officials and.employees of Surrogate's Court,
éuffolk County and they knew, authorized and consented to such
contract of sale by plaintiff on behalf of the aforementioned
estate. |

70. prior to and until March 17, 1977, there were
payments made under a mortgage obligation of the deceased,
taxes and other charges that had to be paid which wers paid
by plaintiff with the know ledge and consent of defendant,
ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, the attorneys and parties involved
'Iihjthé aforementioned estate.

| 71. ~ Prior to ard until March 17, 1977, plaintiff had

been authorized and directed by the defendant, ERNEST L.
- BIGNORELLI, some’ of the attorneys representing pa;tias
':iﬁgeﬁested in the aforementioned patate to pefform various
other acts as executor of such estate.

72, That as late ;s March l4§p. 1977, Certified Copies
of Letters Testamentary were issued to piaiutiff as executor
in the aforementioned estate by the Surrogate's Court: Suffolk

County.

=
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73. That in March of 1977, notwithstanding 211 of the
aforementioned in this cause wf action, the Aefendant, BRNEST

L. SIGNORELLT, state that plaintiff had been removed as

gxecubor in March of 1970 (approximately ona year earliex) .
7. The dufunﬁanL, BRNEET L. SIGNORELLI knew that he

had ne jurisdiction to remove plaintiff as execucor in March
of 1976 and this orchestrated proceeding in Maxrch of 1977 was
based in part on false and tampered documents in Surrogate's
Court.

75, That because plaintiff would not silently comply
and cooperate in this illegal and irregular procedure, the
defendants, SIGNORELLI, BERGER, and MASTROITANNT (and thereaftey
others), acting jointly and in concert, conspired to hold a
"mock trial" in plaintiff's absence, try plaintiff for
eriminal contempt, illegally arrest him and do such other
necessacy acts as might be warranted to ecause plaintiff to
silently submit to their wishes knowing that jurisdiction dig .
not exist over plaintiff for such purposes.

76. On June 22, 1977, the defendants, SIGNORELLI, nﬁm,

i

and MASTROTANNI, without proper notice to plaintiff held'thiﬁj

"mock trial” in his absence, took 'testimony, and the defandah&¢

SIGNORELLI, found plaintiff guilty of criminal contempt in ;:

g1
sccordance with the aforementioned preconceived plan, Kﬁﬁ@;

“' " lniﬁr-'
the circumstances. . . ﬁ%

-16-
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77.  Inmediately thereafter and on June 22, 1977, still
in the absence of piaintiff these defendants, in acgordange
with their preconceived plan, dispensed with plainaiff‘s'
right of allocution and sentenced him to be incarcerated
for 30 days in the cuffolk County Jail, with the knowledge
that no jurisdiction existed to impose sentence upon plaintiff
without such allocutimn or proper waiver of same.
78. Thereupon on June 22, 1977, the defendants, SIGNORELLI

BERGER, and MASTROIANNI, drew up a Contempt Order asserting

false and contrived facts on the face thereof.

79. on information and belief the defendants, SIGNORELLL,
BERGEé, and MASTROIANNT together with the defendsnts, FINNERTY,
CROCE, and GRZYMALSKI, agreed that defendants, CROCE and
GRZYMALSKI would journey to plaintiff's residence in the
early hours of June 23, 1977, and without prior nética ko
him would cause his arrest, bring him to the daefendant,
8TIGNORELLI and not to the Suffo}k'CGunty Jail as provided
in the Contempt Order. All these d?fendants mentionad in
this paragraph knowing that jurisdiction did not exigt for
such arrest and removal of plainhiff to defendant, SIGNORELLIL,
instead of the Suffolk County Jail was eontraxy ko the Conbenapt

Oxder.

~17-
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80. That on information and belief, it was further
agreed, expressly or impliedly, by defendants, SIGNORELUI,
BERGER, MASTROIANNI, I'INNERTY, CROCE, and GRZYMATSKI, that
they would not permit plaintiff access to any other court
or judge, directly or indirectly, knowing that such course
of conduct was illégal and unconstitutional.

8l. That in the morning of June 23, 1977, the defendants,
CROCE & GRZYMALSKI, despite repeated reguests by plaintifg,
refused to communicate with their superiors while at the
place of the arrest for instructions as to whether they
should permit plaintiff access to any judges or courts
other than the defendant, SIGNORBLLI, or the Surrogate's

Court: Suffolk County.

82. That in the morning of June 23, 1977, the defendants,
CROCE & GRZYMALSKI, despite requests by plaintiff refused to

go to any impartial court or judge, State or Federal for

instructions under the circumstances.

83. That in the morning of Jyne 23, 1977, the defendants,
CROCH & GRZYMALSKI, while at plaintiff's home and while he
was under arrest refused to permit plaintiff to communicate
with an attorney or advise hiwm of lLils constLitutional righls.

84 . That during plaintiff's foreced journey [oom
Westchester County to Suffolk County, the defendants, CROC

and CRZYMALSKI, repeatedly refused plaintiff's requests for

- ]18=
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““;f*dbes3|fo various courts or 3uageg £ox" EHe purpcwe-cf saawring

.I la Wtit of Habeas Corpus and futhher refused glaintmﬁf ) ﬁamanaa

‘ #

ﬁhat.they seek adv1ce fron thedlx auperiors as to the legality
' ﬁ.ﬁfgﬁyﬁpéir conditet until these defendants wete in Or neat suffolk
LB Aimeg |

:ﬂés. When plaintiff and defendants, CROCE and GRZYMALSKIL,
were in oxr near Suffoik County, these defendants did request
instructions with respect to plaintiff's requests that he be

permitted access to a court or judge to present his Writ of

Habeas Corpus and they were advised that on instructions from

- ]“'I

: If; the defendant, SIGNORELLI, that they should not permit plaintiff
i “rfigJ‘ ; such access, and the defendants, CROCE and GRZYMALSKI knew
14 e Ii.'

or should have known that such advice was illegal,

_ 85. Thereupon plaintiff demanded that he be taken to
! .fﬁﬁ _Ebe‘Suffclk;County Jail in ancar&ance with the Order of
5*1“¢bﬂhemph but the defendants, QRQGE and GRZYMALSKL, wilfully

disdbeyaﬂ Such order of Contempt and instead took plalﬁtiﬁf to

iW:he bulldinq housing the Surrogdte's Court: Suffoik dounty, the

office of defendant, ANTHONY MASTROTANNT, and various cther

governmental departments.
87. That for approsmimately two (2) hours while pslaintsiE
y] was kept under arrest it the aforementtoncd Traildinyg, amd gl
f
!‘ in any courtroom, the defendants, CROCL and GRAYMALSKL, culused
i

i plaintiff's repeated requests that he be permitted to prasent

hig Writ of llubeas Corpus and make telephone calls to an attoons

=19~
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Erom a pay telephone pooth only a few feet away ab plaintiff’s

costs and expense, but all such requests were cefused. |
68, That during such period of approximately two (2)

houtg, three (3) times the defendant, CROCE, did honer

plaintiff's requests that he 9o and speak to the defendant.,

" BRNEST L. SIGNORELLI,.and each time plaintiff was informed

that such requests were denied by the defendant, ERMNEST L.

SIGNORELLI.

g9. That immediately after the last request made of
defendant, ERNEST L. STGNORELLI, came out of his office,
looked at the plaintiff with a big grin of glee on his face.

90. That during such two (2) hour period, at no time
was Surrogéte‘s court: Suffolk County in session, and the
status of defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, was at best, that
of a jailor. ’

91. That at about 12:30 p.m. . the defendant, VICTOR
@¢. BERGER, JR,, emerged Erom the office of defendant, ERNEST
1,, SIGNORELLI, and while in the-custody of defendants, CROCE
and GRZYMALSKI, they permitted defendant QERGER to wilfully
assault plaintiff, and in fact one of them put a restraining
hand on the plaintiff.

92. That shortly therealter on June 23, 1977, the
defendant, ERMNEST L. SIGNORELLI convened the gurrogate's Uourt
during which time he knowingly and wilfully attempted to
intimidate plaintiff, knowingly and wilfully violated plaintifl

-20-
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'lgww']'dohstitutional and statutory rights, including tha right

_fﬁé ﬁavg ocounsel, the right not to be questioned on inoriminating
»sﬁbjécts, agcess to an appropriate court or judge for habeas
I'r"carpus relief, and other similar rights.
. : 93, = After thé'cﬁurt session was recessed with instructions
. 2 from defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, to remove plaintiff to
' Z : sﬁf}:’iﬂk: County Jail, p‘lai,p;ti‘ff was permitted to make only one
Illél):telephone call; which was fruiglegs because of the
I':Iabgehce-of the attorneyﬂrecipi;hb. When plaintiff wanted to
maké.further telephone calls in view of the aforemantioned,
at his own cost and expense, the defendants , SIGNORELLIL,
BERGER, CﬁbCE and GRZYMALSKI, objected and refused, particularly
‘ij;5 . when plaintiff expressed a desire to telephone the Appellate
Division of the Supreme Court of the Second Judicial Dgpartment.
9. That prior to June 22, 1977, there was intense feelimg
and bias against plainkiff by the defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELI
in fact there was litigation between the plaintiff and the
defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI penéing in Supreme Court:
suffolk County at the time.
95, That despite the aforementioued livlygution, Elo

defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORLLLI, refused Ko recuso Frame 1

despite plaintiff's request.



By State law, custom, and usage, complaints made

I" _E . to the Grievance Comnittee of the Bar Assoclation are
.I”;QQ#ﬁideﬁtial prior to the imposition of discipline in
'TL.;igéégnition of'the fack that such complaints may not rasult
' flfiﬁ'ﬁansure yet unjustifiably damage the reputation of the
,..':":,_.;__%tt.drney involved and hinder his earning ability in hig

: ] profession. Despite the knowledge of defendant, S1IGNORELLI
and defendant, BERGER, of such fact and practice, tha
defendant, BERGER, made complaint to the Bar Association

) ‘ “. ; against plaintiff (which was his right) mailing sufficient

Y copies to various other persons SO as to assure that same

with the intention of denigrating plaintiff's reputation and

earning ability, which it did.

4 g - with the defendants, SIGNORELLI and MASTROIANNI, alsc made
1 : complaints to the District Attorneys of Westchester County

and Suffolk County in such way as to give such complaints

I
I
! AT would receive extended publicity (which was not their right)

97. gimilarly, the defendant, BERGER, acting in concert

wide publicity, also with the intention of denigrabing plaintifi

reputation and parning ability, which it Aaid.
|
| ; " -
| 98 . Thereafter when one ot such somplaints wal
i
rejected by the Districh Attornay of Wesgchueusbor Counl, i

' a "fishing expedition” and when the District Atborney of

2P
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suffolk County found no evidence of wrongdoing these regults

were suppressed by defendants. ‘
99.  That the defendants further caused false and
misleadings facts to be circulated to the public press in
order to damage plaintiff personally and inhis profession.
and to prejudice plaintiff's rights in the criminal and

habeas corpus proceeding. That during such period of time

the defendants, STGNORELLI, BERGER, and MASTROIANNI, assumed
the role of prosecutors. .

a. Prejudicial, irrelevant, and/or false statements
were made to representatives of the public press shoxtly
prior to June 27, 1977, by defendants; SICNORELLI, BERGER.
~and MASTROIANNI, or on fheir behalf and with their consent.
b, On June 27, 1977, by‘daignﬂant BERGER; the

R _...“ i

flr =
o ae@retary of defendant, SIG&GEELDI, and NOEL ADLER, &n

emplbyeeAcf surrogate's Court: suffnlk County in the Supreme

Court: Suffolk County, and at a time when the sacretary of

1

defendant, SIGNORELLI and NOEL ADLER were on the public payroll

and getting paid for work in the Surrogate's Court not tha

Supreme Court.
e, On June 27, 1977, by delendanit, PERGHER, whig WS
not a party or tecaynized attorney 1h the proccedings In

: g Supreme Court and who voluntarily and gratuitously makd.ng

prejudicial and irrelevant statements in open court with the
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presentative of the press was pragent and

knowledge that a re

for his benefit.

d. By false statementswmade to defendant LEONARD
5. PUGATCH by defendant SIGNORELLI and/or his secretary
with the knowledge that such statements would be placed in
an affidavit of LEONARD J. pucATCH, filed in Court and
ayailable to the press thereby .

e. By gratuitous irrelevant and prejudicial statements
made by defendant BERGER, before Hon. GEORGE F.X. McINERNEY,
when the said defendant BERGER was not a party to the proceeding
not an attorney for any party in the proceeding and when he
was told; advised and knew that he had no standing for the
purpose of prejudicing the proceeding againsk the plaintiff
and having it carried in the public press.

£. By inviting interviews with the public press and
conveying false and prejudicial information at times and places
unknown to plaintiff at the present time.

100. In attempting to prejudfée the lagal rights of

plaintiff the defendants, SIGNORELLI and GRAYMALSKI, caused

the subpoena that was to be serv.od by the Jetoandant sBIRPeal il
to be served improperly on defendanl, SICHORELELL, & rhab rhe
defendant SIGNORELLI could avoid testifying as a « Fruss as

plaintiff desired.
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10L. In attcﬁpﬁing to prejudice the rights of plaintiff,
the defendants, SIGNORELLI, BERGER, and MASTROTANNT, theay
impeded and obstructed plaintiff's right to obtain aourt
minutes from & qourt stenographer and which in faect did
prejudice the rights of plaintiff since he did not obtain
same until many months later and only after the intervention
of the Judicial Conference.

102. In prejudicing the rights of the plaintiff the
defendants, SIGNORELLI, BERGER, and MASTROIANNE caused the
defendant, LEONARD J, PUGATCH, to serve an Order with Notice
of Settlement with a false affidavit of service or in such
manner so that plaintiff would not receive same until aftex
the settlement time and date. '

103. With knowledge that the Contempt Order was atill
in full force and effect, that the Order annalling sueh
contempt had not bheen entered, the defendants, SIGNORELLI,
BERGER, MAéTROIANNI, and PUGATCH, i; concert with Hon. OSCAR

MUROV, reinstituted the Criminal Contempt Proceedings against

plaintiff knowing that same violated plaintiff's right againﬁti

double jeopardy
104. With knowledge that the reinstituted Ordex ©H Show:if

Cause to hold plaintiff in criminal contempt was jurisdiatinp%%%

defective in Fform and timeliness, the defendants, SIGNORELLI,

BERGER, MASTROIANNI, and PUGATCH, in concert with Hon. DSCAR®
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MUROV, made the 'judicial tribunal of Hon. OBCAR MUROV a
forum to denigrate plaintiff although they knew that they
had no jurisdiction over plaintiff and same was done to
further harass plaintiff and'ﬂaVe him disparaged in the

public medea.

105. Although“ﬂpn. GEORGE F.X. McINERNEY, had been most
explicit in his opinion that in the case at bar testimony
in criminal contempt proceedings could not be taken in the
abeence of the plaintiff accused, and knowirig that there
was no jurisdiction over plaintiff thereby, nevertheless,
the defendants, SIGNORELLT, PERGER, and MASTROLANNI, caused
testimony to be taken uging the judicial forum as a place
to denigrate plaintiff.

106. Continuing this reign of terror and harassment
py defendants, SIGNORELLI, BERGER, MASTROIANNI, and PUGATCH,
and knowing that the Order annulling the Contempt Order had
been stayed by virtue of the Notice of Appeal served and filed
on behalf of defendant, SlGNORﬁLLI, and despite the fact that
these defendants knew that any newiy reinstituted criminal
contempt proceedings were constitutionally improper as
constituting double jeopardy, never( holoss those determdanls
reinstituted many such criminal contempt proveedings in erder

to harass the plaintiff.



- 107. The defendants. STIGNDRELLI, BERGER, MASTROTANNT ,

and PUGATCH, knowing that the Contempt order of Junhe 22, 1977

eohtainéa false and contrive& statements which 1f truthfully

m ny

.'cl;lqglosea would have caused the Writ of Habeas Corpus to be
¥ ﬁhhedigtely and summarily sustained, suppresed such information

' in order to harass plaintiff in making numerous distant and

arduous trips to court in order to prove the falsity of such
statements.

108. The defendants, SIGNORELLI; BERGER, MASTROILANNI,
and PUGATCH, knowing that they did not have a single respectabls
case or authority to support such Contempt Order, nevertheless
resisted plaintiff's Writ of Habeas Corpus as a means Of
aggravated harassment.

109, Still having failed to produce a single responsible

“

. @ase or authority to support sugh Contempt Order, Ehese

defendants intend and are using public funds to prossaute
a meritless case only to harass plaintiff and camse him' to
expend his private funds. )

110. Obstructing plaintiff's right to the Supreme Court,

the defendants, SIGNURELLI, BERCER, MASTROLAMNI, and Y MNERTY,

i
| o
(]
i
(%]

conspired thal FINNERTY should accept pleintifi’:
and fees for serving same but nol serve them vn Lha ideiondadic
BERGER and llon. OSCAR MUROV unkil the return date had pasgu.l

111, Although plaintiff and anolhor odvised deicendant,
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GHARLES BROWN, Qho'masquerades as a police official that if

papers were mailed to plaintiff he would mail a Notice of
Appearance (which would be just as effective as personal
service), the defendant, CHARLES BROWN, aftex consulting with
the defendants, SIGNORELLI, BERGER, and MASTROTIANNI, congpired
to harass, embarras;,'and interfere with plaintiff's business,
by loitering and annoying those with whom plaintiff has
business relations at their plade of business with the
ostensible purpose of serving meritless legal papers.

112. Defendants, SIGNORELLI, BERGER, and MASTROIANNI ,
caused a representative of theirs to loliter around plaintiff’'s
residence for many hours, make embarrassing inguiries of
neighbors, under the pretense that he desired to serve legal
papers, which these defendants knew were meritless and void
and which were so declared void. The identity of tﬂe person is
unknown to plaintiff but the date was August 10th, 1977.

113. The defendants, SIGNORELLI, BERGER, and MASTROIANNI,
in order to prejudice plaintiff's rights have cauged and
encouraged the defendant, LEONARD .J. PUGATCIL, to have exacuted
false affidaviks of scrvice so as to.cur#axl plaintifi’
opportunity of response.

114. That the defendants have Jdone many othoer aoby
and continue to do so violative of plaintiliif's conslitulional
and civil rights, in retaliation for plaintiff's availing hiwsel
of his legal rights in the Courts of the United States and 1ib
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trying to impair éné impede redress in such courts.
WHEREFORE, with reséect to the first cause of '
action enjoining the defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI from
hiring any furthex employees for Surrogate's Court: Suffolk
County, directly or indirectly, except for personal assistants,
enjoining the dischafge of any employee of that Court axcept
personal assistants, and except for cause; mandating that
impartial reporters be assigned to such Court; enjoining
the defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI from awarding any fees or
any disbursements, except such fees as may be provided by
statute, to his appointees or ctherwlse; anjoining any
appointments, directly or indirectly; restraiuing defendants,
ANTHONY MASTROIANNI and VINCENT L. DBLORCLER, JR., from acring
as Public Administrator and Attorney for bhe Public Adminastratc
respectively; enjoining them from receiving any fees or
disbursements, directly or indirectly, from Surrogate’'s Court:
Suffolk County, and £rom the Estate of BUGENE PAUL KELLY.
in particular; cocmpelling them to atcount for any and all
fees and disbursements received. Wi?h respect to the second
cause of action, staying and restraining the defoendants,
ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, JOHN I PIREEITY . ajd COUNGY CF SUPIULE
from incarcerating plaintiff until dotermivation of Lhans
cause of action or Order of this Court. with respecht Lo
the third couse of action reslralning Lhe defendants, CHARLEE
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BROWN from using any shield, badge, or identification whigh

resembles that used by 2 police or peace officer and .
compelling the defendant, COUNTY OF SUFFOLK, to prohibit

such use thereof. With respect to the fourth cause of action
directing that defendant:, COUNTY OF SUFFOLK include interest
on any bail moneyareturned, dispense with onerous conditions
with respect to the return of such monies as may be appropriate
to the consideration of the amount involved. With respect to
the fifth cause of action enjoining the defendants therein
from interfering with plaintiff's right to have legal papers
served by the Sheriff timely and properly,. directing JOHN

P. FINNERTY and THE COUNTY OF SUFFOLK to properly and timely
gserve leéal papers on behalf of plaintiff in the same mannexr
as everyone else, and directing JOHN P. FINNERTY and THE COUNTY
OF SUFFOLK to account and return such monies as Qére paid Ly
plaintiff for service of papers which were not served or
properly served; enjoining any and all trials or proceedings
by defendant, ERNEST L. SIGNORﬁLLI, involving the plaintiff.
With respect to the sixth cause of action enjoining the
defendants, ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, VINCENT G. BERGER, JR. and
and ANTHONY MASTROIANNI from usiny any funds except their awn
personal funds in any proceedings involving plaintiff and
without any color of authority oxcept that which may be given

by an impartial court or judge. With rcoect to the seventh
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cause of:‘ action 'atiarding judgmentin favor of plaintiff
Lag o against the defendanusfor $10,000,000 together with the
s - dbsts and disburgements of this action, together with any

‘.cther, further. and/or diffarent relief as to +his Court may

seem just and proper in the premises.

d red ‘ arkway
cheife, New York, 10804
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