
/1 l.T l-'

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
APPELLATE DIVISION: SECOND DEPARTMENT

--------x
In the Matter of Doris L. Sassower,
An Attorney and Counselor-at-Law,

GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE FOR THE NINTH
JUDTCIAL DTSTRICT,

Petitl-oner, Docket #9o-oo31-5

NOTICE OF MOTTON IN
SUPPORT OF MOTTON
FOR REARGUMENT,
RENEWAL, AND
RECONSIDERATION

DORIS L. SASSOWER,
Respondent.

--x

SIR:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that upon the annexed Affidavit of

DORIS L. SASSOWER, the Respondent herein, sworn to on the 14th

day of December L992, the exhlbits annexed thereto, and upon all

the papers and proceedings heretofore had, a motion will be made

at a Motion Term of thls Court, to be held in the Courthouse

located at 45 Monroe Place, Brooklyn, New York, oh January B,

L993, dt 9:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard

for an order:

(a) granting reargument, renewal and reconsideration of

this Courtrs sua sponte November 12, 1992 Order amending its July

31, 1,992 order, and on such reargument and renewal, granting this

motion to vacate the sua sponte November L2, 1992 Order imposing

$100 costs upon Respondent, and, sua sponte, vacating its JuIy

3L, Lg92 Order so as to vacate the June 14, lggL suspension order

based on In Re Russakoff , 72 N.Y.2d 52O, 583 N.Y.S. 949, 593 N.E.

4c c' qL'



2d L357 (Lee2l.

In the alternative, lf such is denied:

(b) dlrectlng an lmmedlate post-suspension hearing as

to the basis for the June L4, lggL Euspension order;

(c) certlfylng as a question of law to the court of

Appeals whether Russakoff controls the case at bar so as to

require such vacatur be granted;

(d) such other and further relief as may be just and

proper.

Dated: White Plains, New York
December L4, t.992

Yours, etc.

DORIS L. SASSOWER
Resoondent. Pro Se
283 Soundview Avenue
White Plalns, New York 10606

TO:

cary Casella, Chief Counsel
crievance Committee for the Ninth Judicial District
399 KnoIlwood Road
White Plains, New York l-0603



SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
APPELI,ATE DIVISION: SECOND JUDICIAL DEPT.

--------x
In the Matter of Doris L. Sassower,
An Attorney and Counselor-at-Law,

GRIEVANCE COI"IMITTEE POR TTIE NINTH
JUDICTAL DISTRICT,

Petitioner, Docket #90-00315

Oral- Argument
Requested

AFF'IDAVTT IN SUPPORT
OF MOTION FOR
REARGUMENT, RENEWAL,
AND RECONSIDERATION

DORTS L. SASSOWER,

_--_l::13tl3l!______x

STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER
SS:

DORfS L. SASSOWER, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1 . I am the Respondent, pro .S-9, in the above

proceeding, fully famlliar with all the facts, papers and

proceedings heretofore had hereln.

2. Thls Affldavlt ls submltted ln support of a motlon

to reargue, renew, and reconsider this Courtrs Decision and

Order dated November 12, L992 (Ex. rrArr), wherein this Court, sua

sponte, amended its July 31, L992 order (Ex. trBrr) so as to

impose maximum allowable statutory costs of $LOO agalnst me for

having brought a motion to vacate this Courtrs June L4,1991

order suspending me from the practice of law |tuntil the further

order of the courtr' (Ex. I'C'r). I respectfully submit that such

discretionary award is a harsh and unjust penalty for my having



sought a mfurther order of the Courtrr by bringing to this Courtrs

attention a supervenlng declslon of the Court of Appeals, which,

as hereinafter shown, had legitlmate bearlng on the central issue

my motLon presented, i.e., my right to an order vacating the

suspension.

3. My motlon to vacate rested on the Court of

Appealsr intervening May 5, L992 decision In Re Russakoff, 72

N.y.2d 52A, 583 N.Y.S. g4g, 593 N.E. 2d, t357 (l-992) 1. rn that

case, the Court of Appeals vacated an lnterim attorney suspension

order of this Court made wlthout factual flndings.

4. My motion papers showed that the facts in my case

were a fortiori and that vacatur of my suspension v/as mandated as

a matter of 1aw2. Like the Russakoff order, ilY own suspension

Order (Ex. rrcrr) was made without factual f indings.

5. It is respectfully submitted that this Court

overlooked the a fortiori facts presented, which made my case

far more compelllng than those ln Russakoff:

(a) fn my case, there was no hearing before the

Grievance Committee or before any Referee appointed by the

Appellate Dlvlsion or before any other trlbunal prior to entry of

the June L4, 1-991 suspension Order (Ex. rrcrr). Nor has there been

any hearing ever afforded me since that date untiL the present.

1 Th" Russakoff decision was annexed as Exhibit [Err to my
motion to vacate.

2 See, 6/L5/92 Affidavit in Support of order to Show
Cause, pp. 10-12, 6/22/92 DLS Affidavit in Reply and Further
Support, pp. 2*4i 6/30/92 DLS ltr, p. 2.



By contrast, Mr. Russakoff, pleading his privilege
against self-incrimlnation, expressly refused to attend a

directed hearing before the Grievance Committee.

(b) In my case, dII material factual allegations--
including those bearing on jurisdiction3--were specifically
controverted by il€4, and my specific denials were fully
documented in my written submissions in opposition to and in
support of my motlons to dlsmiss the motions made by cary

CaseIIa, Chief Counsel to the Grievance Committee, to suspend me

for alleged mental incapacity and for my alleged'rfailure to
complyrr with an order for a medical examination.

By contrast, Mr. Russakoff submitted an

affirmation in which he made only general denials of the charges

of misconduct alleged and decllned to answer any speclfic
questions concerning the materlal allegations of ml-sconduct--as

to whieh he asserted his privilege against self-incrimination.

3 Unlike Russakoff, I raised jurisdictional objections
since the application for my interim suspension rested on a
motion only--not an undertying formal petition. Moreover, it was
undenied that r was never served witn rra copy of the charges, on
which the suspension was based or ever served pertonalry
therewith (6/L5/92 Affldavit ln Support of order to Show Cause,
pp. 7-9). Judiciary Law S90 (6) explicitly requLres compll-ance
with both those prerequlsites f'before an attorney can be suspendedrr.

4 the ful1 extent of my alleged,rfailure to complyrl
conslsted of my retention of counsel to challenge an ordei of
this court deemed to be unlawfur. such is the right of a
ritigant and lawyer under our system of justice. This basic
concept is refrected 1n Ec7-22 of the lawyerrs code of
Professional Responsibility: rrRespect for judicial rurings is
essential to the proper administration of justice; however, a
litigant or his rawyer fray, in good faith and within the
framework of the law, take steps to test the correctness of the
ruling of a tribunal.tl



Even sor this Court stated that Mr. Russakoffrs general denials

refuted the Commltteers claim that the charges of ml-sconduct were

completely rruncontrovertedl .

(c) In my caser Do moral turpitude was claimed in

connection wlth Mr. casellars motlon for my suspension for my

alleged 'rfailure to complyil which resulted in the June 14, 1991

suspension Order (Ex. ItC[).

By contrast, Mr. Russakoff was accused of

mishandling cllent and estate accounts by his unexplained

withdrawal of escrow funds. Thls charge was substantiated by

unrebutted documentary evidence of Mr. Russakoffrs bank

statements and other evidence that the Committee had inspected

following submission of his affirmation stating general denials.

(d) In my case, no immediate danger to the public

interest $/as rrclearly establishedrr by admissions or

uncontroverted proof--there being no admissions by me or any

uncontroverted proof by Mr. Casella of either rrimmediate danger

to the publictt or|tprobable causer'to believe such was the cases.

By contrast, in Russakoff, the Court of Appeals,

applying Padilla , 67 N. Y.2d 440, recognized that, absent

admissions or uncontroverted proof of facts showing such

immediate danger and probable cause, dD interim suspension order

5 The Appellate Division t s suspension order (Ex. rrCrr 
)

made no predicate finding of arrpublic interestrrneed for my
suspension without prior due process rights, 22 NYCRR
S59L.4(I) (L)--clearly defying the controlling holding in Matter
of PadiIIa, 67 N.v.2d 44o. (see 6/L5/92 Affidavit in Support of
Order to Show Cause, pp. 9-10 (paras. 14-6); 6/22/92 DLS
Affidavit in Reply and Further Support, p. 3 (para. 8) )



without findings must be reversed where the normal pre-

suspension hearing requirement has not been adhered to.
(e) In my caser Do time Ilmltation vras specified in

the June L4, LggL order as to the duration of my interim

suspension (Ex. rrCrr ) and the lnterim suspension order did not

originate in any pending disciplinary proceeding ancl there was no

related disciplinary proceeding pending. In the absence of
fffurther order of the Courtil, the June 14, 1991 interim
suspension can contlnue for the remainder of my llfe--with no

requirement that I ever be afforded a hearing to determine

whether there was a f actual basis f or the rr f ailure to comply'.

charge.

By contrast, the duration of Mr. Russakoff I s

suspension vras Limited at least by the disposition of the pending

proceedings against him, which were related to the reasons for
his suspension.

(f) fn my case, Do post-suspension dispositional
hearing as to my alleged non-cooperation has--a year and a half
later--ever been held, despite my reiterated requests.

By contrast, in Russakoff, the Court of Appeals

articulated the need for corrective action by this Court to
eliminate the possibillty of an indefinite interim suspension of
an attorneyrs license.

In denying my vacate motion, it is respectfully
submitted that thls Court overlooked the Court of Appealst

unegulvocal lntentlons on ttre strbject and effectively may be



viewed as having endorsed, contrary to our High Courtrs mandate,

trhearing-Iesstr, f lnding-less interim suspensions--f ree of any

requirement that even a post-suspension hearing be held as to the

eharge for which the attorney was purportedly suspended.

6. Russakoff established my legal right to vacatur by

its express holding that there must be factual findings to

support an interim suspension order--which this Court did not

make in my case (Ex. ilCrr) .

However, Russakoff also imposed another duty upon this

Court, calling for its remedial action:
rr...we do not reach respondentrs alternative
argument that the AppeI lat.e Dlvlslon's
interlm suspension order was lmproper because
no provision was made for a reasonably prompt
post-suspension hearing. However, inasmuch
as the matter is to be remitted, it is
worthwtrlle to note that neither ttre AppeIlate
Divlslon Rules governing lnterlm suspensions
(22 NYCRR 603.4 (e) , 691.4 (t), 8o1.4(f) ,
Lo22.f-9(f ) ) nor the specific order issued in
thls case provide for a prompt post-
suspension hearing. Some actlon to correct
this omlssion seems warranted (see, Barry v.
Barchi, 443 us 66-68; Gershenfeld v. Justice
of the Supreme Court, 641- F. Supp. 14L9) rr.
(enphasis added)

7. Examination of Barrv v. Barchi, 443 U.S. 55, 66-68,

19 S.Ct. 2642, 2650-51-, 61 L.Ed 2d 365 (L9791 , 55-581- (l-978) and

Gershenfeld v. Justices of Sunreme Ct., 64L f. Supp. L4L9, E.D.

Pa. (1989), cited by the Court of Appeals in Russakoff, shows the

far-reaching constitutional dimensions of interim suspensions of

persons in licensed occupations. In Barchi, supra, a case

construing a Neu, York statute relating to harness racehorse

trainers, the U. S. Supreme Court ruled unconstitutional a



statutory provlslon permitting interim suspension of a Iicense

without provislon for a reasonably prompt post-suspension

dispositional hearing. In Gershenfeld, supra, the Pennsylvania

federal court interpreted Barchi as applicable to attorney

suspensions, recognizLng that a license to practice Iaw is a

property right similarly protected by due proces=6.

Thus, when the Court of Appeals in Russakoff favorably

cited those two cases in calllng for correctlve action, it must

be presumed to have done so wlth the reasonable expectation that
this Court would implement such clear constitutional mandate.

B. Consequently, rather than denylng my motlon based

on Russakoff and, four months later, exercising its discretion,
sua sponte, to amend lts order so as to impose $1OO motion costs

6 In Earchi, supra, the U.S. Supreme Court held a
licensing statute unconstitutionat where, although it required a
post-suspension hearing, it provided no time in which the
hearing was to be held and arrowed rras rong as thirty days after
the conclusion of the hearing in which to issue a final order
adjudicating a casert. The failure to assure the licensee a
prompt finat disposition of the charges vras an acknowledgement
that rrthe conseguences of even a temporary suspension can be
severerr, and that rr . . . the opportunity to be heard must be rat a
meaningful time and in a meaningfut mannerr, Barchi, supra, 443
U.S. at 66, 99 S.Ct. at 2650. Gershenfeld Ilkewise emphasized
that the rlsk of lrreparable injury, the need for busLness
continuity, and the possibility of erroneous deprivation are so
great that even in cases where the need for emergency action is
uncontroverted, suspension of a constitutionally-protected right
to work--be lt ln the practice of law or other 1l-censed
occupation--constitutes lmpalrment of a valuable property right,
which cannot be sustained, if rmeaningfult opportunity for post-
deprivation hearing ls not afforded. rrThe guarantee of a prompt
dispositional post-deprivation hearing...is a critical factor in
determining the constitutional validity of the previously invoked
interim or temporary deprlvation processesrr. Id. , at L424,
citing numerous U.S. Supreme court cases for the proposition that
a prompt post-suspension dispositional hearing is a
constitutlonal requirement.



upon n€r it is respectfully submitted that this Court should

have, sua sponte, rendered an order taking the corrective action

called for by Russakoff.

9. Certainly, once I made a formal motion under

Russakoff, it is respectfully submitted that such controlling
Iegal authority mandated that this Court grant my request for

vacatur of my interim suspension, or at very least, direct an

immediate hearing as to the charge of my alleged rrfailure to

complyrr.

10. This Court, however, in neither vacating nor

directing an immediate hearing on my interim suspension seems to

have misapprehended Russakoff and its mandate for corrective

action. Consequently, and based on the foregoing, I respectfully
submit that reargument is appropriate so that this Court can

revisiL its sua sponte decision of November L2, L992, and upon

such reargument, vacate its dlscretlonary award of $1oo costs

against me (Ex. 'rArr) and, sua sponte, vacate the JuIy 31, L992

Order itself (Ex. rrBrr).

11. If reargument ls denied, I respectfully request,

in the alternative: (a) clarlficatlon of this Courtrs reasonlng

in imposing such discretionary maximum $L00 cost award against

me; and (b) certification by this Court as a question of law to

the Court of Appeals pursuant to CPLR 56L2 (b) , of the

applicability of Russakoff to the case at bar.

L2. By vray of renewal, I wish to advise this Court of

the fact that I sought review as of right by the Court of



Appeals of this Courtrs July 31, 1992 Order (Ex. rtgt'1--but my

appeal vras dlsmlssed on the stated ground of lack of flnallty
(Ex. rrDrr).

13. Such view by the Court of Appeals gives additional
jusLtflcatlon for havlng sought a rrfurther orderrt of thts Court

by my vacate motlon, since the June L4, 1991 'tinterlmrr suspension

order (Ex. rrctr) dtd not speclfy any further act on my part to be

performed before lt wourd become finar, so as to make it
appealable under CPLR S56l_2, and, 6s stated, there 1s no

disciplinary proceeding pendlng out of whlch the suspension order

arose.

WIIEREFORE, it 1s respectfully that this court grant
reargument, reneltral and reconslderatlon of lts November 12, L9g2

order amendlng lts July J1, tggz order, and on such reargument

and renewal, grant the instant motion to vacate thls Courtfs sua

sponte November L2, L992 order imposlng $1oo costs upon

Respondent and, based on Russakoff, sua sponte, vacate the JuIy
31, L992 order and the underlying June 14, 1991 suspenslon order.
rf such ls denied, that thls court, ln the alternatlve: (a)

direct an lmmedlate post-suspenslon hearlng as to the basls for
the June 14, 1991- suspenslon Order, (b) certlfy as a questlon of
Iaw to the Court of Appeals whether Russakoff controls the case

at bar so as to require such vacatur be grantedi and (c) such

other and further rellef as may be Just and proper. 
-

DORIS L. SASS ER
tet----



SUPRI'ME LJUKI'OF'I'IIE S]'ATE OF NEW YOK{
APPELLNIE DIYISION : SECOND ruDICTAL DEPARTMENT

(NO]'TO BE PUBLISHED)

GUY JAMES MANGANO, P.J.
WILLIAIvI C.'tllOMPS()N
LAWITENCE J. DI{ACKEN.TIIOMAS R. SULLIVAN
VINCENT R. BALLE I-I'A, JR., JJ.

90-00315

In the Matter of Doris L. Sassower,
a suspenttetl attonrey.

(ilievarrce Cornlrrittee for the Nirrth
.ltrrlicial District, petitioner;
Doris L. Sassower, resporttlelrt.

3rB6b
B/nl

DECISIOT{ & Ot(DEIt ON IvlO'I'lUI'{

EI{I'ET(:

Ort the court's own motiolt, it is,

ORDERED that the decision and order of this court dated July 31,1992, in the
above-entitled case, is anrended so as to provide for the paynlent by the respondent of $100 costs
pursuant to CPLR 8202,

MANCANO, P.J,, TIIOMPSON, BRACKEN, SULLIVAN arrd RAI..[.IL I'l'.1' , I[., i.it1' 
''.n

SI'PREME (;()URT' SIAIE Ot NIW YORh

APPEILA]T DIVISION SICOND DIPI.

t. IIARIIN H. ER0WNSTEIN, Clerk ol the Appellate Dtviston ol the supreme

ffiiliffid juOiciai Uepartnrent, d0 he.reby certr!y that lhave compa.red

H[ *ihT.*jiul*fl,T# liirffit{p v 1 ? tgtf'-'" 
|li wnNESS WHERE0F I have hereunto set my hand rnd rllixed

ureserlolthisGourton N0V 12 1992

)*-t'r(-f'-^*-*
MARTIN H. BROWNSTEIN

Marrin IL Brownstein
r'l

MATTER OF SASSOWER, DORIS I-.
Novernber 12,1992

€,\ .fi"
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SUPRI]ME COURI'OF TIIE STATE OF NEW YORK
APPEL.A,E DIVISI,N : SEC,ND JUDICIAL DEPARTME}.IT

!r.yY JAMES MANGANO, P.J.
WJI-I-IN M C. 'I'I IOMI'SrIN
l_AwR ENCE J. rJRACrrru
I]"IOMAS R. SLILLTVAN
VINCENT R, BALLErIA, JR., JJ.

9785N
C/rl

DECISION & ORDER
ON MOTION

90.003 t -5

Irr the Matter of Doris L. Sassower,
a suspen<le<l attonrey.

Grievance Cornrnittee for the Ninth
Jutlicial Disrrict, peritioner;
Doris L. Sassowel., respon<ient.

Motiorr by tlle resrrotltlent, inte, alia., (l) 
-to 

vacate trris court,s decision arcl orderrlirterl Ju,e r4, rggr, 
",,rpl,r,rir;il;'fronr rhe pro.ti""-orlr*. p1r.ii'rp-#'n". fairure to co,nftywith the octobet 18,.199b,,t.;6i;;;'*J;;i;;Jiil:r;;rt, 

which directed rrrat srre be exarntuiedby a qualified rnetlical exp-ert ,o ,rli.""i,r. *i,.rr,.i;il;;;..pacitatecr from continuing to pra*iceIaw, (2) to vacate
,esfe.tiv.rr, 

", *ili";'3iilJ#,Y.ff',',:f,:L*i*r:*ot r,,1. i);16il',ry o;ia;.'i{^jseo,
<ri.sci1,ri,rari i,;r:.;lsotion or trre peritio,rer s chieie";ilrlil:i J'::i;? 

"\?1,::1ril,*ru,.".li3li
IlJ,*,tf,fii:',f,i,'iilimi:rk*li:[";:T:?t""?*#'ff tm'",riittnt* :
thereto it i.s,

Upon the papers filed in support of the motion anct the papers filecl in opposirion

ORDERED that the lnotion is denietl, with costs.

' A *clilEIf/r, 
F douTt I Qilfl fts&Ne B BdflK EN, s u L Lr vAN and B A LL ErrA, JJ., conc u r.

APPELLATE OIVI9IOh. SECONIJ OEPT

I MARTIN H BROWNSIEIN. Clerk ol thn Appellale Division ol lho Supreme Courl

i,Tlll,i:|'ffilX,f^ii'l;;.,;.,l' 
*':l1t''5'f'l$U2 comoared 

'n'' ",1,'oH1ouo,
lhrs copy is a correcl lranscriplion ol said original

lN WITNESS WHtnEOf I have heteunlo sel my hand arxJ allixed lhe seal ol ilTAHTIN H. BROWNSTHN
courtm.;y1 31

Martin H. Brownstein
Clerk

MATTER OF SASSOWER, DORIS L.

Clert
July 31, l9g

.}. n T< 
ir



APPELI.ATE DIYISION : SECOND JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

SUPI 4E COURT OF 'TIIE STA I'I1 OF Nt YORK

74047
B/kr

DECiSiOii & OitDER Oii tviOTION

GI-IY JAMES MANGANO, P.J.
WILLIAM C. THOMPSON
LAWRENCE J. BRACKEN
JOSEPH J. KUNZEMAN
THOMAS R. SULLIVAN, JJ.

90-00315 Atty.

In the Matter of Doris L. Sassower,
an attomey and counselor-at-law.

Grievance Committee for the Ninth
Judicial District, petitioner;

Doris L. Sassower, respon<lent.

By decision and order of this court dated October 18, 1990, the petitioner's
motion to suspend the respondent from the practice of law for ar indefinite period and until the
further order of this court based upon the respontlent's incapacity and for an order directing that
the respondent be exarnined by a qualified medical expert to determine whether the respondent is
incapacitated from continuing to practice law was granted to the extent that the respondent was
directed to be examined by a qualified meclical expert, to be an'anged for by Chief Counsel for the
Grievance Cornmittee for the Ninth Judicial District, to rletennine whether the l'espondent is
incapacitated from continuing to practice law pursuant to $ 691.13(bXl) of the Rules of this Court
[22 NYCRR $ 691.13(bXl)], and the motion to suspend the responclent from the practice of law
was held in abeyance pending the receipt and consideration of the report of the medical expert.

'ihe petitioner now moves to suspenci the respondent from the practice of larv for
an indefinite period ancl until further ortter of this court baserl upon the responrtent's failure to
comply with the October 18, 1990 order of this court.

Upon the papers filed in support of the motion and the papers filed in opposition
thereto, it is

Junc 14, 1991 Page l.
MATTER OF SASSOWER; GRIEVANCE COMMMITTEE FOR THE MNTH

JUDICIAL DISTRIC'T

dk'c, ('l



ORDERED that the motion is granted; and it is further,

ORDERED that the respondent, Doris L. Sassower, pursuant to Section 691.4(1)
of the Rules Coverning the Conduct of Attomeys (22 NYCRR 69l.4t[l) is immediarely suspended
from the Practice of law in the State of New York, until the further order of this courr; aird it is
further,

ORDERED that Doris L. Sassower shall promptly comply with this court's rules
goveming the conduct of disbarred, suslrcnded and resigned attomeys (22 ITIYCRR 691.10); and it
is further,

ORDERED that pursuant Judiciary Law $ 90, during the periocl of suspension
and until the further order of this court, the respondent, Doris L. Sassower, is commanded to desist
and refrain (l) from practicing law in any form, either as principal or as agent, clerk or employee
of another, (2) fronr appearing as an attomey or counselor-at-law before any court, Judge, Justice,
board, commission or other puhlic authoriry, (3) from giving to another an opinion as to the l.av, cr
its applicaticn or a:ry aCvics in relaticn the:eto, and (4) frcm holding herscli cut in iury v/e, i,s en
attomey and counselor-at-law.

MANGANO, P.J., TI{OMPSON, BRACKEN, KUNZEMAN and SULLMN, JJ., concur.

SITPIEME CUUIIl, SIAIL Ur rvlW YUiil(
API'ELUil E tllViSl0l{, SlC0Nt, llEPI.

ENTER:

l, l&l8Tlil H. ER0wNSTElt{, Clerk of rhc Apperraie Division ot rhe Supreme Sffinnl ru H. BROWNSTETNstrd "txfcial Drp.'1,1;:,;le t crr:,J[/fl ,, 
lr4L fggyrnoared 

liris 
aM rhrrrb orisrna, n,od ,n my ;,I,,fT':l.i&ii':i'{ 

'1gdi,ilJHlffitr iIfrnnl nt

ilt CWy b a concct transcrrpii,tn 0l rairj illiiri;;i.

.^ II_ryryESS,{{[][fEqt l.hr:,1 n-veunro ser i;t hand and rt{ixed rhe rrt cf
E./.r.t,r u,r qllufi ) lt /y{l

,1*,{-/v4 M

June 14, 1991 page 2.
MAI-TER OF SASSOWER; CRIEVANCE COMMMITTEE FoR TIIE NINTTI

JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Martin H. Brownstein
CIerk

Clerk



Frsts of llrur porh,
Court ol Bppralr

At a session of the Courl, hcld at Courl of
Appeals Hall in the City of Albany
on the.........el.qh.!e.en.!.h........ day

of Nov.ember..........A, D, lggz

&]f e8Cnt, IroN. RIcHARD D. stuoNs , Ac,tins ctvLeg Judsz, pneridins.

Mo. No. 1208 SSD 99
In the Matter of Doris L.
Sassower, a SusPended AttorneY.
Grievance Commlttee for the Nlnth
Judicial District,

ResPondent,
Doris L. Sassower,

AppeI Iant.

The appel la.nt having f iled notice of appeal in the above

titie and due consideration having been thereupon had, it is

ORDERED, that the appeal be and the same hereby is

dismissed roithout costs, by the Court sua sponte, uPon the ground

that the order appealed from does not finally determine the

proceeding within the rneaning of the Constitution.

Dr^.-"0.q vLt W
Donald lt. Sheraw

Clerk of the Court

d}( /1 b"
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SURPEME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
APPELLATE DIVISION: SECOND DEPARTMENT

In the Matt,er of Doris L. Sassower
An Attorney and Counselor-at-Law,

GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE FOR THE NINTTI JUDICIAL DISTRICT,

DoRrs L. sASSowER, 
oetitioner'

Respondent.

MOTION FOR REARGUMENT, RENEWAL, AND RECONSIDERATION

l,''' ' '
t.
' ,/285
trlhite

N6w Address3
Soundview Avenue
Plains, N.Y. 10606

(eI4) ee7-L677

DORIS L. SASSOWER. TE.
G Pro se

([fice and Post Olfice Aidress, Telephone

-

To

Attorncy(s) for

Servicc o[ a c<lpy of the within

Dated,

is hereby admitted.

Attorney(s) for

Sir: -Please take notice
tr !ot!9Egt-e!!IEv
that the within is a (t'ertiJictl) true copy of a

duly entered in the office ofthe clerk of the within nanrcd court on 19

E NoTTcEoFSETTLEMENT

that an order
settlement to the IION.
of the within narncd court, at
on

Dated,

To

Atlorney(s) for

of which the within is a lrue copy will be presented for
one of the judgcs

M.I9

Yours, e tc.

New Addrea' r g't i;3^i"towER'rFrr
DBS Soundvlew Avonrrolte Plains, N.y. IOCOO

Offirc ond Post Olfice Address


