UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

GEORGE SASSOWER., File No.
Plaintiffs, 77Civ1447
-against- [dM]
ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, ANTHONY MASTROIANNI,
VINCENT G. BERGER, JR., JOHN P. FINNERTY,
ALLEN KROOS, ANTHONY WISNOSKI, and LEONARD
J. PUGATCH,
Defendants.

GEORGE SASSOWER, individually, and on behalf File No.
of all others similarly situated or affected 78Civ124
Plaintiff, [TM]

-against-

ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, ANTHONY MASTROIANNI,

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

ALLAN CROCE, ANTHONY GRZYMALSKI, CHARLES

BROWN, LEONARD J. PUGATCH, and THE COUNTY

OF SUFFOLK,

Defendants.
———— —— ———— —— ———————— — — — — ———— — —— —— — ————— — ——— — x
___________________________________________ x
GEORGE SASSOWER, File No.
Plaintiffs, 84Civ2989
-against- _ [TM]

ERNEST L. SIGNORELLI, ANTHONY MASTROIANNI,
JOHN P. FINNERTY, ALAN CROCE, ANTHONY

GRZYMALSRI, HARRY SEIDELL, and THE COUNTY
OF SUFFOLK;

Defendants.
______________________________ _____________x
STATE OF NEW YORK )

CITY OF NEW YORK )Ss.:

COUNTY OF KINGS )

GEORGE SASSOWER, Esg., first being duly
sworn, deposes, and says:

This short affidavit is made with respect
to the Court's "Memorandum of Decision and Order", dated

November 29, 1984.



1. In deponent's view, the Court's

essentially sua sponte procedure does not comport with

fundamental fairness and/or procedural due process.

a. The Court's aforementioned determination
was not made on grounds advanced by the Attorney
General, except in general terms, but based on the

Court's own sua sponte arguments raised for the first

time.

Thus, the first opportunity deponent had
to meet the specific issues raised, was after the
Court's determination.

The Court finding no answer from
plaintiff on matters never specifically drawn to his
attention, then finds his suit and/or motion meritless

and awards defendants attorneys' fees.

b. In deponent's view, if a court desires to

sua sponte raise an issue, at a very minimum, it should

advise counsel and afford him an opportunity to respond,
before a decision is even tentatively made.

2a. Examination of the original files reveals
that most of the Court's operative facts for its
1977-1978 decision were taken from the Assistant
Attorney General's affidavit of August 23, 1977 (Exhibit

IIAII ) .



Such affidavit was based upon documents
and material which the defendants were able to
unilaterally fabricate, as suited their own purposes.

In fact, it is deponent's understanding
that the Assistant Attorney General was not given the
entire Surrogate's Court file, but only pruned, and in
some instances, fabricated documents.

b. Annexed is pageé 216-229 of deponent's
affidavit of June 16, 1982, to the Appellate Division
(Exhibit "B"), whose contents were uncontroverted.

Such affidavit, in full, has been in
defendants' attorneys possession for more than two
years.

By admission and confession almost all
exculpatory documents were missing from the Surrogate’'s
Court files or records. - - A

c. Fortunately for deponent, the pruned
destruction or secretion of documents was a "Keystone
Cops" operation, so that the conclusion was inescapable.

The triumph and vindication of deponent
was resounding, to the extent that he was enjoined from

publishing its contents.



d. Thus one of the essential issues posed to
the Attorney General, which he evaded, as did His Honor,
was such 1977-1978 submission to the federal court,

false and misleading (Universal v. Root, 328 U.S. 575;

Hazel-Atlas v. Hartford, 322 U.S. 238)7?

Obviously, neither the Assistant Attorney
General nor his clients are willing now to reverify or
reaffirm what they stated in 1977 and 1978!

Otherwise stated was there "extrinsic
fraud", which would vitiate prior judgments, and render

the issues of res judicata and statute of limitations

irrelevant?
3. The Sheriff and his deputies in their
1984 examinations before trial, have essentially
repudiated their 1977-1978 submissions and
representations to this Court.
Clearly, the neither the Sheriff nor his
deputies are willing to reverify their prior affidavits
or representations upon which this Court relied upon in

1977 and 1978.



WHEREFORE, it is rg srayed that

this motion be granted in all : agsts.

A
GEORGE SAPSOWER

Sworn to before me this
11th day of Januaryj, 1985

" FAWNETA SLVERMAN
Rotery Public, State of New Yo
No. 24—4608988
Qualified in Kings Counfy X"
Commission Expires March 30,19 47
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LEONARD J, PUGATCH bainq duly lworn, deposel and .aysx

l. I am & Deputy Assistant Attnrney General in tha

’otfics of LOUIS J, LEPROWITZ, Attorney General of tha State oz
New York, attorney for tha defcadnntl Brnelt L. signoralli :nd

Leonard J, Pugatch harein

fore had herein and maka this affidavit in

motion for a Judgment on tha plaadingn..

i Plaintift, Geozge saa-owar, wam appointed prelimi .
j| Bary executor of the estata of Eugens Paul Kelly on June 18, 1972.

” The will of the decedent was admitted to probate on SGptembet 9,

1874 and Letters Testamentary were issued to the plaintitf on -
i that data, . . o . ‘:

4, On October 31, 1974, Bdwara xeliy, a legutée unda:
the will, presented to the Surzogate'n Court a petition praying
for judicial settlement of the accoun: of Georga Sassower as

executor of the cstata.. Upon the dacixion of the court dnted

o SN BN TR R

L 2, I am tully tnmilinr vith 111 the pzoceedingn herato-

Bupport of the instant [

Exhibit "A"
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time to time with respsct to the matters lt iatuu, con!erancal

wers held,

| the Public Administrator of Suffolk County as temporary admini=

March 20, 1975 and an Order dated March 27, 1975, George Sassower
was ordered to file the requested account vithin thirty days (A) .

The accounting was not !1lad as o:dezed.s

Vi

Slh'sy Otder“to Show Causa datod>Septembe: 8, 1975,
Edward Relly petitioned the Surrogate's Court to punish Georg; "
Sassower for contempt and to remove him as exacutor of the i

estate. After repeated ndjburnmentl the matter was submitted

to the court on January 12, 1976. By declsion dated January 23,{

e

1976 and Order dated March 9, 1976 the application to ﬁunish the.;
plaintiff herein for contempt and for his vemoval as executor vas‘

g:nnted; Therein, haﬁever, George Sassower was glven the oppo:-i

tunity to purge himaalf o£ contempt by complying with the tarma
of the Orxder within thirty days trom ae:vice ot lnid Ordur upon
him (B, e,

’:k.' Plainti:: commeuced a proceeding to judicially
settla his account by !iling the :aquired lccount.Axrhetaatbez

the court having directed the respectiva counsal to" appaar from.

The last o{iyuch conferences wiu on Hnrch 11;21977.>

T .'-_»;"fé U 1

'1. At naid confatanca, E:nast Hruck, Gua:dian ad 5
Litem, in order to contlnue the ndminiatration ot the daéaﬁant

estate made an npplicution to the court for tha appointment of

strator of decedent'alastute.’ The application was granted and

the appolntment crdered on March 25, 1977 (D)

objectionu to the accgunting as filed by éea;qe

Sassower were made by Ernest Wruck, Guardian ad Litem, on

March 2, 1977 and by Edward Kelly, a legatee, on March 25, 1977,

*

* Pa:enthe-lzi&’latterl refer to the mnrked exhiblts nnnexed
hereto.

L i - 5y : foae w®




8, Subuequently, by Order dnted April 28, 1977,-
George Sassower was di:ected to transmit to the Public Admini—

strator all books, papers and property of the astate of Eugene’

.

Paul Kelly on or befora May 5, 1977 (E), 6aid Order was served :

personally upon George Sassower in open court on April 28, 1977,

»
I

9, Plaintitf appaaled tha above orders of the .

"

Suxrogahe ] COurt dated March 25, 1977 and Aprll 28, 1977 to

the Appellata Division of the Supreme Court of the state of New W

York, Second Depurtment._ Oon the motion of Ermeat Wruck and &
Edward Kelly the appeal from the ordayx dated March 25, 1977 wasg
dismissed, Plaintiff's cross-motion to ltay enforcement of hoth
orders was denied (£). - '*_;f‘f-u

4 ,.y._.-. E2INS

10, By Order to Bhow cauue datad June 6, 1971 Gcoxg.'

Sassower commenced a proceeding against the Hon. Ernest: SRR

signo:elli, Su::ognta of Suffolk County, ~ The relief :equalted.

included, lnter alia, that Ernest L. signozclli ba :estzninad
from entorcing the Order of the Surrogate'a Court dated Hnrch 9'i
1976 contending that the court was without ju:iadiction to :eﬁov;
plaintiff as exacutot‘: ?laintitt fu:ther conteuted the propxiuty

of the Order of the Surxogate 8 cOu:t dated March 25, 1977 -nd“v

(S

April 28, 1977, By Decision dated July 1, 1977 and Ordor dated

August 1, 1977 the petition was dismissed (c, HY, f‘

11, Thereafter by Decislon and Otder:dated Juﬁu 8, .

1977 a trial date was set for the proceeding in the matter of -
plaintiff's accounting. By the same Order, George Sassower's s

application to depoge Edward Kelly was gzanted to the axtent

that the’ examination be held at the Surrogate’ a Court on June 13,

1977 (1). - ’ . Col e ,,:.Q;
: Ot e L B R I
12, The plaintiff was not present at the Surrxogate's

Court on June 13, 1977. Nor did the plaintiff contact the

court (J2=5),




strator informed the court that tha plaintiff had not complied

. 13, On June 15; 1977 the :alpacttva counsel including’
George Sassower appeared befors the’ Sutragate'l Court and the
Hon, Ermnest L. Signorelll (K), At the commencement of proceedingl

held that day, Vincent Ge Berqer, Attorney for the Public Admini-

with the Orxder dated April 28, 1977, MWr, ‘Berger was jolned by o

Ernest Wruck and Charles z. Abuza, Attorney for Edward Kelly

in his application to the court to :emedy tha aituation (K4-1).~"
. 14, Tha cau:t inquired o£ the plalntift as to whather
he had complied with tha order to turn over all books, pnpexs and

property of the entata to the Publio Admlniltratur (R13) . The{'”
B
plaintiff answared that he had not; contendlng that the o:dat of

the Su::ognte'a Court was unlawful (xzs).

. s s . g A

=-15 » The plaintiff was wa:ned that ﬁis viltul iu!uuil'

made, Plaintiff responded in the nfflrmutlve but ol!etad o

-

defanse (K22).- -

'\ivl Eho cou:t summarized that as 2 tntult of plalntlft

refusal to obey the lawful mandate of the court, plaintii! wun
. ;.' B -p“
interferring with the orderly processes of the court (KJS). And

T

again inquired of the plaintiff if he was going to obey the

Order (K36), The plaintiff agreed to comply without prejudicé

and under protest (K:&). H
A FEG 1 o " ;J1J,:

18, The court raminded plaintiff that nothlng was -
negotiable and full compliance wag expected (K40). And the

plaintiff was given a.further opportunity to comply with the @ o




Administrator (LB). :

“{06) 5 Plaintitf pursuant to thn warrant o£ commitnqnt wus fo:th

ordar «(K45), - .Full complilnca was -to ba hud by June 22. 1911 (x4s 4

The court directed tha plnintif! to :aturn on that day (Kl?, 48).

- ~.. N

19, On June 22, 197i, George Sausowur did not raturn
to the surrogate‘l Court. The plalntitt did nat contact the
court either (L2). Tha D;puty Public Adminiltratox of suffolk :
County appeared,’ was sworn ‘and testified thnt Georqe sauuouar had

not turned over any assets of the decedent‘s estate to the nublic f

20.' Immedintely theraatter the caurt purlulnt to;

»

h

Su££olk County. It wal ordarad that tha plainti!t bc inptilonad«

s

- .
!ar a pexiod not qxceoding thizty (30) daya lnd that
of commitmant issuc (n10-11).: san nlio M and R.

.;5:. au st Q;

Yo:k by rapfelentativau of the Shazift ot tha Caunty ot 8u££o

with presented befora the court (02).; Hawuvo:, p:io: to bei;~‘.
transported to ths conrt plaintitf was glven the opportunlty to
stop at two banks and the post ozfice (07). - In transit plaintl!t

requested that he be given the opportunity to pruuent an appll

cation for a writ ot habeas corpus to the Appallate Division of
the Supreme Court o! tha Stnte of New York, Second anartmnnt;
the Supreme Couzt of the State of New York, County ol Queens and
the Supreme Court of the Stata of New York, cgunty of Nas:au?i

(04=-5), .

-
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'dollars ($300.00) (P).

‘attorney for t.he Public Adminiatrator of 5u££olk County and the
|

‘was adjourned untn July 7, 1977,

requestad 'that he be given the opportuhity fo-prelan.t an appli--
cation for a writ ntlhabanu corpus to & justice of the Supreme

1

brought before the court, tha court inquired of plaintiff - - -

whethexr he was going to comply with t.ha. Order., Plaintiff

with the order, the court wo-uld entertain an application to .!'.
vacate the order (010), - Again, plaintitf.vas asked if he wni'
going to comi:ly '(010) . Plnintitf' = :eplg;' was not rchpon-ive to
to the guestion, ' " I ;

23,
(ol1) .

241 At npproximately tive.o clock 1n tho atte:noon of
June 23, 1977, a8 petition for a vr:lt of habeu eox.-pnl v.“ pzn—
sented on behalf .of the plnintl!f t:o the Eon. Chnrleu R. 'Thom
Justice of t-.he Suprame COutt ‘of tha scnte o.’. New York, County
of Suffolk., A writ of hahoal corpus 1lluad r-tutnnbln nt teu
o'clock in the forenoon on June 27, 1911 nt the Buprama COu:t
of the Stata of New Yozk in tha cOunty o! 8u££o1k before a.
Speclal Term, Part I, in the courthousa thereo:.. Plaintitt

wag released and baill was met in tha ‘amouat nf t.hzaa h\:ndzad

25, On June 27, 1977 plaintiff, your deponent, the'

26, Thereaftsr by Order to Show ciuse dated June 27, ¢

'the plaintiff commenced a procnading pursuant to Article 78 o!

Court of the State of New York, County of Suffolk (04),  When . .-

expressed his intention to comply with the law as he =zaw it (09);

22, - Plaintiff was informed that as soon as he complied 2 o

Asgistant County Attorney appaaxad before tha court, The mattor

1877, returnable at ten o'clock in the forenoon on July 7, 1977, -

R

D B B

Py

Z:
E R B s bR,




J! on the writ of habeas corpus was reservad (). -

warrant of commitment, .- !hp pllintift again aul.:tld that Ehﬂ ;
the court was without jutlldiction to direct him to transmit the
booka, papers and assets of the estate of Eugene Paul xolly to

the Public Administrator of Suffolk dounty.

27. Plaintiff did not appear parlonaily befors tha court

an application for an adjournment ¢f ona (1) week, The lppllOl-{
tion for th; adjournment was denied. Plaintiff's parportcd‘
Article 78 proceading wae &1lm1lled'£or tgllu:a to plau- the
motion upon the calendar (22 N:Y¥.C.R.R, 790,15b), " 1

. LEOVARD J,

i Sworn to before me this bl
i ZBrd day of August, 1377 -

F77L1*L€F‘A375um&441mwi34

i'Xssistant Attornev General
i of the State of Mew York

PO

"

on July 7, 1977, Ha did submit by mail an affidavit in support of.
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D. SURROGATE'S COURT UNDER SURROGATE HILDRETH

surrogate Signorelli testified that the

personnel in Surrogate's Court were not very careful or
diligent under the stewardship of his predecessor,

Surrogate Hildreth. But,

® (U]lnder mY direction, they are more careful,
my personnel in the Law pepartment, in
checking orders to see that they correctly
recite all of the papers upon- which the order
is predicated. [In 1976] {t]hey weren't that
diligent. I must confess to the Court.
particularly in 1976. That's when 1 first
became surrogate®™. (Oct. 22, 1981, SM 138)

Nevertheless, in reviewing the Kelly
proceeding, prior to 1976, while Judge Hildreth was

Surrogate, one finds that all papérs are in the file,

‘all legal documents were microfilmed, all records are

correct, and Orders correctl& recite the papers upon

which they were made.

E. SURROGATE'S COURT UNDER SURROGATE SIGNORELLI

Under the ®improved” conditions of Surrogate
Signorelli's tenure, 1 have compiled three lists of

missing documents, stenographic minutes, and records

from the files of or pertaining to the Estate of Eugene

paul Kelly, deceased (File No. 736 P 1972) in

surrogate's Court, Suffolk County.

-216-
Exhibit "B"
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1. Documents, stenographic minutes, and records
whose existence is confirmed by other records of
surrogate's Court, suffolk County, but which are now
missing. The Grievance Committee's attorneys should have
a substantially similar list.

2. Documents, stenographic minutes, and records
whose existence in Surrogate's Court, suffolk County is
confirmed by the testimony and records of Charles Z.
Abuza, Esqg., but which are now missing. The Grievance
Committee's attorneys should have a more complete list
than I, since they had access to all of Mr. Abuza's
files.

3. Documents, stenographic minutes, and records
whose existence in surrogate's Court, suffolk County is
indicated by my own records and recollection, which are
now miséing.

All missing documents, stenographic minutes,

and records have a common attribute: they either

exculpate my wife and myself or incriminate Surrogate

Signorellil

The fair conclusion shouyd not be hard for

this Court to draw.

-217-



My compilation will be turned over to Mr.

Justice Mollen, the Commission on Judicial Condu
this Court upon request, after the files in this

have been officially jnventoried or impounded and

Ct, or
Estate

a full

explanation received from Surrogate Signorelli on this

subject.

Surrogate Signorelli and his Court succeeded

in misleading the Grievance Committee. In view

of the

Referee's findings, it is doubtful “whether any

disciplinary proceeding would have been brought a

gainst

me or my wife, had his complaint not been SO thoroughly

fallacious. -
puring the hearings, _Judge Melia

testimony and saw documentation of a seemingly e

heard

ndless

stream of outright lies and misleading statements

perpetrated upon various courts by Charles Z.

Esq. and his law firm.

-218-
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After listening to such testimony for days;
Judge Melia asked Mr. Abuza in a very soft and polite
manner whether he believed he had a duty to set forth
the truth in crystal clear terms in his statements to
the court, when the charges and their conseguences were
so serious?

This same question should be posed by this
Court, the Commission, and by Justice Mollen to
Surrogate Signorelli with respect to the information he
published, gave to Justipe Mollen, and the Grievance
Committee.

F. THE TESTIMONIAL LIES OF SURROGATE SIGNORELLI

As estab}ished hereinabove, surrogate
Signorelli's testimony is replete with conscious
deception, equivocation, EVasion, feigned ignorance;, and
bald-faced lies.

The thrust of almoét every series pf questions
revealed his difficulty in coming to grips with the
truth.

Surrogate Signorelli would be hard pressed to
justify some of his testimony, even using Penal Code

standards.

-219-
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1. Could anyone believe that Surrogate
Signorelli, a former Assistant District Attorney and
County Court Judge, after many evasive answers, would
testify that he does not know what a accusatory "charge"
is "precisely"?

Yet, that is what he testified tol

2, Could anyone_believe that Surrogate Signorelli

(a former Assistant District Attorney and County Court

Judge) could not answer "Yes" or "No" to the simple

guestion of whether I was charged with criminal contempt

prior to the inguest which took place on June 22, 19772

To this response, the patient Judge Melia=

stated "Yes, you can, Judge®.
3. Could anyone Dbelieve that Surrogate

Signorelli would repeatedly claim that he followed the

requirements of -the Judiciary Law, when he tried,

convicted, and sentenced me, all in absentia, for an

alleged criminal contempt, outside his presence, and
wherein I was never "charged" with the crime or given

notice of the hearing? That was his testimony!

-220-
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4. Could anyone believe that Surrogate Signorelli
would testify, in response to Judge Melia's inguiry,
that I did not have 5th Amendment rights, when I was
taken into custody and brought before him? That was his
testimony!

As heretofore mentioned, Judge Melia's vaidus
procedure in these hearings was to permit a point to be
m;ée, not to "kill® or" overkill™, but I wonder what his
thoughts were ﬁhile 1istening to such testimony?

One shudders to think what even a pa;alegal
could have done, had further cross-examination been
permitted on such testimony.

5. npudacious™ is the most favorable term for
Surrogate Signoreili's pretended justification for
publishing the lie that I defaulted od the motion
returnable before Judge gildreth on March 17, 1975, when
the records show, plainly and undeniably, that I
submitted an affidavit in opposition and the very Order
incorporates such affidavit in its recitation clause.

The excuse itself was a pald faced lie.

=221~
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6. surrogate Signorelli's distortion that I
requested three adjournments during surrogate Hildreth's
tenure, when the documents on their face reveal that

they were at the request of both sides. surrogate

Signorelli ran out of excuses for this and many other
lies.
7. éveryone present agreed that Charles %Z. Abuza,
Esqg. (including the Grievance Committee attorneys) gave
probably the worst testimony they had ever heard. It Qas
such an affront to the truth that the Grievance
Committee regquested dismissal af the charges before
complétion of his testimony, and denounced him as a liar
in no uncertain terms. Judge Melia not only explicitly
accepted the diagnosis and recommendation of the
Grievance Committee attorneys on those charges, but
~ added his own choice words of excoriation, as the
transcript and the Referee's Report expressly show.
With that setting, any witness who followed

had to be an improvement.

I e B P



when Surrogate Signorelli turned out to be
worse than Charles Z. Abuza, Esg., one was reminded of
the comforting story about the priest’who always found
kind words for the departed. When an individual-with no
redeeming features died, the community turned out for
the funeral merely to witness the priest at 2 loss for
words. He came through the criéis, however eulogizing
the deceased with the words: wgis brother, is worse."

At least, Mr. abuza had the intelligence to
try to excuse his lies to various courts and judges as
"mistakes". Surr§gate signorelli, with his jincredible
brazenness; céuld never admit he made a mistake, and,
thereby, sank as unmistakably as the Titanic.

Surrogate Signorelli's attempts to rationalize
his conduct in directing me to sell the property:
directing me to perform exeéutorial functions all after
thevdate of his alleged removal of me as executor, were
incomprehensible to everyone present and to everyone who
has read his testimony.

Clearly, the rationalization is contrived and

false.

-223-



Having ‘tortuously "explained®, in his
irrational way, his direction for me to sell the
property, although I was then supposedly an executor
wjefunctus", Surrogate Signorelli was n"checkmated" when
he had to explain why he had cancelled the contract on
the ground .that I was unauthori;ed.

The reason gradually occurred to everyone;
even those who still believed in "the tooth fairy". It
was crass greed!

When the property could not be easily sold, he
was content to direct me to sell. When I had a buyer, he
wanted the commission to go to his_appointeé. .

How else does one explain the sale of the
property one year later at the same price to the same
person. AsS the Referee noted, the surrogate's
‘wgwitcheroo" caused the estate to incur'én additional
year of expénses‘maintaining this empty house, not to
mention the loss of interest on the money available at

prevailing market rates.

e A



In our cynical world, there are many who will
tell you that this was éﬁd.still is part of the system.
1 reluctantly accept this. What I can not accept is the
published defamatory accusation by Surrogate Signorelli
that I, who never received one cent for any of my
considerable legal services and disbursements, caused
the estate to incur "needless expense”, when, all the
while, the Surrogate was scheming for his appointees to
be in charge of the till. |

To say anything more would belabor the point.
G. THE RELIEF PRAYED FOR

I was one of the first soldiers to enter
Versailles, France,-during'World war fI -—Eﬁmultuously
greeted as a liberator} by facés long since forgotten.
One man, whose face I will never forget, who haa lost
everything during the occupation, simply and
embarr;ssingly asked why it took us SO long to wake up
to the situation and come to the rescue.

Had Surrogate Signorelli focused his animus
only on me, no matter how intensely, that would have

inflicted more than pain enough.

-225-
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He did not. He publicly defamed my wife who
he knew was not directly involved in the matter. He
spread his lies over the pages of the New york Law
Journal, to be read by her colleagues, and the judges
before whom she appeared.

He smeared me, MY wife and children by lies
that he transmitted to a reportét for the New York Daily
News.

on March 3, 1978, while my wife cried bitter
tears on seeing the puﬁlication in thé New York Law

Journal, I had faith that ultimately >Surrogate

_ signorellil would be properly dispatched by those in

authority.
1 was prepared for Surrogate signorelli. But,

1 was not prepared for those who, albeit, unwittingly.,

gave him succor.

1 4aid not expect that Justice'Molleh would
wehank™ Surrogate signorelli when he violated the legal
requirement of confidentiality by publishing his
professional misconduct charges against me and my wife.

I did not dream that all the letter writers to
the New York Law Journal would silently permit this and
similar violations of the statutory mandate of secrecy

so openly being violated by a member of the judiciary.

-226-
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I was unprepared that no one was there when

Writs of Habeas Corpus were being disobeyed SO
flagrantly.

I am still unprepared to believe that the

Appellate pivision, First Department, is unconcerned

when an attorney reports to. them that he was tried,

convicted, and sentenced, in absentia, while on trial in

the First Department. Wwhat will their response be on
June 24th, 1982 when 1 fight such cOnbiction in the
second Department?

I am still unprepared to believe that the
judiciary is unconcerned when I report that my daughter
came home for a week-end from Harvard, and found herself
incarcerated, along with her mother, because she helped
serve a Writ of Habeas Corpus.

I will not request, ask, prayr or plead that
this Court conflrm the Report of the Referee. Mere
conflrmatlon will not begln to compensate for the injury
and damages done to me and my innocent family because of

judicial transgression of the law.
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H. CONCLUSION

I have demonstrated, unquestionably, the utter
frivolousness and malice of the charges levelled at me;
Judge Melia —-- as this Court's appointee -- meticulously
heard the evidence, and sustained my position in every
possible respect. It is now this Court's duty to
fashion the appropriate remedy to deal with the true
subject of this disciplinary matter -- Surrogate
Signorelli.

Only a Kafka cbuld adequately éescribe the
nightmare this man created for me and my family in the
past five years. The damage he recklessly and wantonly
inflicted upon us by his unfounded, publicized
accusations has touched every aspect of my and my wife's
personal and professional life. Much of that damage is
irreparéble, uncompensable and frightening to believe
that it actually did happen here —? in America.

The law's cumbersome machinery is, perhaps,
too often the unintended ally of cynical litigants, who
capitalize on delays and obfuscation the legal process
can promote. That end is even easier to achieve,
however, when the litigant wears a black robe and speaks
with all the power and majesty that robe automatically

jnvests in its wearer.
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It is just because the real transgression in

the matter did so via tragic and despicable misuse of

judicial power that this Court -- in its proper use of
judicial power -- should resoundingly deal with the case

to provide, at least, the partial redress herein
requested.
More than seventy years ago this Court said:

"The duty of this court towards the members of
the bar, its officers, is not only to
administer discipline to those found guilty of
professional conduct, but to protect the
reputation of those attacked upon frivolous or
malicious charges®. (Matter of Stern, 137 App.
piv. 909, at 910, 121 N.Y. Supp. 948, 949 [lst
Dept.l)

I await eagerly this Court's venerated

"protection”. When it comes, e the man in

Versailles, ask why it took £

ORGE SASSOWER

Sworn to before
16th~day of Jung

MURIEL GOLDB&H
Notary Public, State of

No 60-4518474 Westchester Soun

Commlission Explres March 30, 19&
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