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SUPREI,IE COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

:':':'1"- :',:',:':*: _':t:n: iu:':'1'-o'_'y:':*1
In the MaEEer of AlLon H. Maddox , Jr.,
an at,torney and counselor-at-1aw,

GRIEVANCE COM}IITTEE FOR THE SECOND
AND ELEVENTH JUDICIAL DISlRICTS,

ATTON H. MADDOX, JR.

PetiEioner,

Respo nde nt .

SfATE OF NEW YORK )
ss.

COUNTY OF KINGS )

ROBERT H. STRAUS,

the SEaEe of Neu York,

:

an attorney

affirms the

duly admitt,ed

following under

AFFIRUATION

to practice in

the penalties

g
C-
:rt

f\)trJ

'!
\-J

c}\

am Chief Counsel t,o the Grievance Committee for t,he

fu11y familiarSecond and Eleventh Judicial Districts. I am

lwitfr the relevant facts and circumstances.
I

I Z. This affirmation is submit.ted ln response to
I
I

i respondent rs cross-motion pertaining to petitioner rs applicaEion
I

iEo suspend him from t.he practlce of law, based upon hls ref usal
i
l

iao obey an Order of this Court and his f ailure to comply wit,h
I

ithe petitioner's 1awful demands.
I

3. In a Decision and Order of this CourE dated November

30, 1989, respondent. was directed to appear before Ehe

petit,loner Grlevance Committee to give testimony and to provide

1.



il
il maEerials relevant to Ehe CommitEee rs pending investigation of

allegaEions of prof essional mj.sconduct, involving t,he respondent

4. In denying peEitionerrs application to suspend

respondent from the pracEice of law, this Court afforded

respondent one final opportunity to appear before the Grievance

Committee. In its Decision and Order this Court, in direct and

unamblguous terms, made it clear that if respondent failed to

appear he would be suspended from t,he practice of law:

The respondentrs fallure Eo appear
wiIl result in his suspenslon from
Ehe practice of lau pending
consideration of Ehe charges
against him (See, 22 NYCRR
6el.4t1lt1l).

5 . It is und ispuEed that respondent, , af f orded t,wo

additional opportunities to appear, has refused to do so.

aseo u -compfy wi ttr--thts -

Court's Order and his continuing failure to comply with the

pet.itioner's repeaEed requests f or his cooperation, it is

respectfully submitt,ed Ehat respondent must be suspended from

the practice of law, pursuant Lo 22 NYCRR 691.4(1)(1).

7. fn view of Ehis Court's previous decislons,

considering and rejecting those same contentions which

no additional response to t,hose claimsrespondent, again repeats,

is merit,ed.

8. With respect t,o

envlronnentr and an 'armed

respondenE rs affirnation) r

respondenE t g references

camp' (Paragraphs 13-15

it ehould be noted that
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to a 'hostile
of

resgrcndent
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tfas accomPanied on visits Eo the Grievance Committeers

75 supporters. The Committeers waitingoffices bY some 50

room is designed to accommodate I0 to 12 peoPler dt most.

RespondenE was well aware'that some arrangements would have

be made for the safety and securit,y of all concerned. When

arrived, respondent made no objection (in facE, not even a

ref erence ) Eo t,he Presence of court of f lcers. There lrere no

'incide nts r and no 'hostilities . '
WHEREPORE, 1t is respecEfully submitted that respondentrs

his

to

to

he

cross-motion should be denied in all respects and

respondent, should be suspended from the practice

consideration of the allegat,ions against' hin.

Dated: Brooklyn, New York 1

that

of law, pending

E.
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