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SUPRCME ©URT OF THE STATE OF Ng':,T YO?JC 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

--·-------~----------------------------
* 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF N~W YORK 
* 

-against- * 
* 

UILl.IAM A. '.MAYNA:lD * 
-------------------------·--------~---
~tate of New York ) ss.: 
County of New York) 

Ind. No. 39}7-67 

PAUL G. CHEVIGNY,being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am an attorney with offices at 84 Fifth Avenue, New 

York, New tork. During the year 1966, I met Gino Gallina, Esq. 

in conne.ction with h.is dutiesas an Assistant District Attorney 

in the Criminal Courts Bureau of Mr. Hogan's office. 

2. During the fall of 1966• I represented two defendants 

named Ruth Charney and John Berry. They were ct-..s.rge.d with the 

misdeme.anor of interfering wit:h an officer under the old renal LaI,,- • 

It was alleged that they had inte:i:fere.d with the arrest of one 

Richard Berainet who wa.s charged with. disorderly conduct and re­

sisting arrest. Mr. Berzine was represented by Moser. Kove, Esq. 

Gino Gallina was the prosecutor of Mr. BerzitJt's case. 

3. During February. 1967, I conducted discussions with 

John Collins, Esq., on information and belief then the deputy 
I 

chief of the Criminal Courts Bureau of Mr. Hogan's office. As a 
t, 

result of those discussions, the oases against Ruth Charney and 

John Berry were dismissed. It developed that the two had not phy ... 

s ically in~terfe.re.d with Mr. Berzine • s arrest, but had merely 

protested it verbally. Full releases wer.e given after the dismi~s~l. 



4 .. The case against Mr. Berzine was continued. Miss Charney 

and Mr. Berry were not personally acquainted with Mr. Berzine., but 

they were witnesses to his arrest .. They were, on information and 

be.lief, pre.pared to testify that Mr. Berzine had not b "~en disorderly, 

but had ~rely baen handing out leaflets in favor ~f the Civilian 

'J.aview Board, and speaking in support of it. I myself took statements 

to that effect., At the request of Mr. Kove, 'When Mr. Berzine went 

to trial in the middle of March, 1967, Miss Cherney and Mr. Berry 

o.ppearad as defense witnesses .. I also appeared at th,,· trial. 

s. or.. the first day of Mr. Berzine's trial, Mr. Gallina 

spoke to Miss Oh.~rney and Mr. Berry outside the courtroom, but out 

of my hes.ring. Mr. Ber--:-y reported to me that Mr. Gallina had said 

that ifJfr• Berry and Miss Charney testified for the defense, he 

would rainstitute the criminal charges against them. Mr. Berry 

appeared both frightened and angry. I did not hear Lhis first 
.J 

(. ' 

exchange. but lat~r that day, I asked Mr. Gallina if he had said 

that he would reinetitutra erimiruu. char~e.s if tny clients testified • 

Without ans·w·ering the question dirotly, he said that he. might. 

Mr. Kove and I discussed what ought to be. don~ and as I recall, 

we decided to do nothing until the i$sue should arise. 

6. During the course of the People's case after one or 

two d~ys of trial, and afte.,,.. a ~nr.h ec)nfP-renc.a, the case against 

Mr. Berzine was dismissed with the consent of the People. Miss Obar-

Kay and Mr. Berry he.d no occasion to 

Sworn to bcfure me this 
day\ o f ~ , 1970 

J 

• J 

- - - - .. i'~s· 'M':°; "!' n- - -
Notary Public, State of New Yori 
, No. 31•91616Z590 
Oualified in New lork Co u ~ ttt . , . un,y, 
· mi.;~mn 4pi«,o Match JO, 1971 

te.stify. 
I ,, 1·· A. ., ('\ : . (X ./ -, ?/ 
JL~ .L ~:.-t:.1:~ _ :,_.:. _ ~~<-3_-f ~·:t t -, 

v 



C 73- Judicial Subpoena; with Witness' Stipulation 
to remain subject to call. Blank Court. 9-63 

UPREME _COURT: NEW YORK COUNTY 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 

against 

WILLIAM A. MAYNARD, JR. 

COPYRIGHT 1963 SY JULIUS BLUMBERG, INC .. LAW BLANK PUBLISHERS 
80 EXCHANGE PLACE AT BROADWAY, NEW YORK 

Plaintiff 

Defendant 

Indictment No. 3937-67 

Index No. 

Calendar No. 

JUDICIAL SUBPOENA 

IDqt Jtnplt nf t4t ~ttttt nf N tUt I nrk 
TO PAUL CHEVIGNY 

GREETING: 
WE COMMAND YOU,, That all business and excuses being laid aside, you and each of you appear 

and attend before the HON. IRWIN D. DAVIDSON, SUPREME COURT, New York County, 
Part 43, 100 Centre Street, New York City 

on the 30th day of November 1970 at 10: 30 o'clock, in the fore noon, and at any 
recessed or adjourned date to give testimony in this action on the part of the defendant. 

Failure to comply with this subpoena is punishable as a contempt of Court and shall make you liable 
to the person on whose behalf this subpoena was issued for a penalty not to exceed fifty dollars and all dam­
ages sustained by reason of your failure to comply. 

WITNESS, Honorable Irwin D. Davidson 
of said Court, at 100 Centre Street, NYC the 2 7t rnne oi e Justices 

day o b 1 19 70 • 

.... J \,·-..- .................................. . 
• STEEL · 
L. MEYERS, of counsel 

Attorrzey(s)lor Defendant 

OHice arzd Post OHice Address 
350 Broadway, Room 310 
New York, New York 10013 



SERVICE ON INDIVIDUAL 

State of New York, County of ss.: 

being duly sworn, deposes and says, that deponent is not a 
party to the action, is over 18 years of age and resides at 

that on the 
at No. 

day of 

deponent served the within subpoena on 

19 

the witness therein named, by delivering a true copy thereof 
to witness personally and at the same time paying (or 
tendering) in advance $ , the authorized 
travelling expenses and one day's witness fee: deponent 
knew the person so served to be the witness described in 
said subpoena. 

Sworn to before me this 
day of 19 

SERVICE ON CORPORATION 

State of New York, County of ss.: 

being duly sworn, deposes and says, that deponent is not a 
party to the action, is over 18 years of age and resides at 

that on the 
at No. 

day of 

deponent served the within subpoena on 

19 

a corporation, the witness therein 
named, by delivering a true copy thereof to 

personally, whom deponent knew to be the 
of said cor• 

poration, and at the same time paying (or tendering) in 
advance $ , the authorized travelling expenses 
and one day's witness fee: deponent knew the corporation 
so served to be said corporate witness. 

Index No. 
Inci{;ltln~nt Ne. 3937-67 
Supr~ille Court, R,w York Countl 

PEOPL'.e O'I' 'l'HF- STATE OP ll'EW 
YORK, 

Plaintiff 
against 

WILL A. MA.YllARD, JR. 

Defendant 

Judicial Subpoena 
L,:cw! s M. StPel 
Pariiel L. lit::,ye:rs, of couru,el 

Attorney(s) for Il...:fenJant 

O.iice and Post Offlce Address 

diSuva~ro, J.hyr:xs, Ob<'rman & 
st .. ,,el 

350 Broadway, Room 310 
N, w York, Ne\-;- York 10013 

It is stipulated that the undersigned witness 
is excused from attending at the time herein 
provided or at any adjourned date but agrees 
to remain subject to, and attend upon, the call 
of the undersigned attorney. 

Dated: 

······················•·········································•·················•··•········-···········Witness 

Sworn to before me this 
day of 19 . d' Atto,n,~,) lo, 

1 ccbflfcvuf J, fk ,(:i-r/?o 



SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

- - - - - - - - - - X 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 

-against-

WILLIAM A. MAYNARD, JR., 

Defendant. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - X 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
SS.: 

COUNTY OF NEW YORK) 

Indictment No. 
3937/67 

AFFIDAVIT 

STEPHEN M. NAGLER, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am Executive Director of the American Civil 

Liberties Union of New Jersey, with offices at 45 Academy 

Street, Newark, New Jersey. 

2. Before taking my present position I was Associate 

Counsel to the Scholarship Education and Defense Fund for Racial 

Equality, with offices at 164 Madison Avenue, New York, N. Y., 

hereinafter referred to as SEDFRE, Inc. 

3G I am a member of the bar of the State of New York. 

4. While I was employed at SEDFRE, Inc. I was asked in 

September, 1966 to represent a group of welfare recipients 

charged with five offenses in the Criminal Court of the city of 

New York. The charges varied from defendant to defendant. The 

case was entitled PeoEie v. Lessie_Freeman~ et al. 

5. One of the Assistant District Attorneys assigned to 

present the case was Gino Gallina, Esq. On attempting to dis­

cuss the charges with Mr. Gallina, I asked why so many had been 

presented. Mr. Gallina informed me in angry tones that the 

charges had initially been proliferated in order to coerce the 



defendants to plead guilty to several charges. During the entir 

course of the pendency of the case he indicated a personal hosti 

lity and vindictiveness toward the defendants uncharacteristic 

of Assistant District Attorneys whom I had had occasion to meet 

in the course of other cases in the Criminal Court. 

6. Mr. Gallina specifically opposed release of the 

defendants on their own recognizance or to low bail~ although 

that practice in similar cases was usually followed by Assistant 

District Attorneys in New York County. 

7. In October, 1966 I was retained to represent another 

group of individuals, all of whom were members of the Civil 

Service Employees Union, in a criminal case entitled Peop le v. 

Judith Mag e , et al. The defendants were charged with entering 

on real property, public nuisance, and disorderly conduct. 

8. In this case, as in the case mentioned previously 

herein, Mr. Gallina was for a time assigned as Assistant Distric 

Attorney. As in the previous case he displayed unusual hostilit 

towards the defendants. On one occasion in November, 1966 he 

indicated to me his feeling that the defendants were totally 

irresponsible, were law breakers, that they should be jailed, 

and that the Court should, 11 Throw away the key." 

9. On several occasions I discussed Mr. Gallina 1 s un­

usual behavior with several attorneys practicing before the 

Criminal Court in other cases, as well as other Assistant Distric!:: t 

Attorneys with whom I was familiar. Most of the lawyers with 

whom I discussed Mr. Gallina found that he was frequently 

hostile and particularly vindictive in certain types of cases. 

10. On information and belief, Mr. Gallina was transferre 

to another bureau of the District Attorney's office and gave up 
' 

responsibility for prosecuting the case of Peop le v. Mag e , et al 

Shortly after his departure the charges against all of the de­

fendants were dismissed. 

-2-



Sworn to before me this 

30th Day of Novemb~ , 1970 

. .,~) 
t,'lt'W\S 1\'i. s'l"BEL 

'IC~ f~b\~t• State of NeVI '{o 
~... ,i,916162590 

~\\~.6' lo. ~e..., York. CoUll 
~~Yt. ~~ l,ob.rcb _jO 

Jf ~~ ///1, 1/4,r\_ 
EPHEN M. NAGLE 

-3-



YORK 

~ • • - • ~ ~ - • - • - - ~ • - • • ~ X 

,pL£ a, Nllf YORK• 

-•galnat-

MAYBAIU), WAe f 

J>otendaat. 

-~- ---~-~~-- ~~~~-~ ~x 
YOU ) 

8i5. : 
COUJll'1'1' OF m.w YORK) 

Indicblent lfo. 
3937/67 

unMVIT 

S'fEPIIEII M. DQT,BR, being duly awoz:n, c!e,poa•• and aaya : 

1. I ma E:xeeu.tiYe Director of the American Civil 

Libertiea union of ltew J era•y, with off1c .. at 45 A.cad 

treet, Jlawaxk, Raw Je-eaey. 

2. Before 1:aJd.ng 11W pre■ent. Poaition l waa Aa■oc:Late 

counael to the Scholarahip Education anc! Defenae Fund tor Raaial 

,lity, with officu at: 164 Naoiaon Avenue, sw Yo:r:k. H. Y •• 

hereinafter r•~•r to aa SEDJ'RB, In.'11,;l . 

3. I a IIMIIIJ)eZ' of the bU: of tbe t• of York. 

4. t1hUe l waa loy IBl'll'RR, Inc. I waa ..,.,_,, in 

r, 1966 to J:epreaent a group ot welfare reaipienta 

charged with tiv. off•na•• ln the Cri.Jainal Court of the City of 

·w York. 'l'ho char9u vu led tram defendant ~o defendant. Tn• 

••• was- antit1•4 ,--rrer x, rx■■ez ,, .. :r:=•,, .... , ,..cz 

I. One ot the Aaaiatant District Attor:neya •••igne4 to 

pruent the aaae wa• Qino Gallina, Esq. On att-.pt.ing t.o dia• 

cu.a the charge• with Mr. Gallina. I aakad why ao aany hacl b een 

preaented . Mr . Gallina i nfoQed me tn angry tonea that the 

• had initially been proliferat•d in order to aouce th• 



I 

efendanta to plead guilty to several chm:90■ • During the entire 

cou.rae ot the pendanay of; the caae be indicated a peraonal hosti­

lity and vindictiveneaa toward the defendant• . uncharac:teri■tic 

of Aaaiatant District Attorney• whoa 1 had bad occa•ion to meet 

in the c:oura• of otbu cases in the Cxiainal Court. 

6. Mr. Gallina •pee if ically oppos•d r•lea&1e of the 

defendant• on thai:t own recognizance or to low bail , a l tbou, 

that practice in ■:lmJ.lar ca■•• vaa uaually followed by Asaiatant 

Di■uict Attorney• in Nev York count:y. 

7. Xn October, 1966 I waa retain 

g1"011p of individual■ , all of whom were 

to xepreeent 

era of the Civil 

tber 

ervice Employee• 011ion, in • criminal case entitled ruyp+a Y• 

Juditl\~qei__0t al!L 'l'h• detendanta were duu:ged with entering 

on r eal property , public nuisance, and disorderly conduct. 

• In this caae, •• in the caae mentioned previou■ly 

herein, Mr. Gall.ina waa t_or ii time ae■iped • • As■iatant Diatric 

Attomay. Aa in the previous caae ha diaplayed unuaual hoatilit· 

towards the detendanta . On one occa■ion in Rovember, 1966 b 

indicat.S to me hie feelin9 that th• detendants were totally 

irre•poneible , were l aw breaker■ , that they sho'Uld be j ail .... , 

ua t hat the court •bould, "ThroW away the k•y.• 

9. On aeveral oc:ca. iona I diaau■•ed Mr. Gallina ' • un­

uaual behavior with aevenl attorney■ practicing beforo the 

C.z:imi.nal Court in other c:aaea , as well aa other Assistant J>iatribt 

Attorney• with wh01D l waa famil iax. Moat of the lawyers with 

vhaan 1 41ecuased Mr. Gallina fow,.d that he waa fr$1U•ntly 

hoatil• and particularly vind1ct:iv• tn certain types of Qaaea . 

10. Oft lnfomation and belief. Mr. Gallina wa■ tran•~•n: 

to another bureau of th• District Attorney• • oftic:e and 

reaponalbility tor prosecuting the ca■• ot = ::::--ra:r r, ,m,r• ,r: "l 
Shortly a.ttex hi• departure the c:harG•• agaia■t all of the de­

fendant• wer• di81D1■a•w • 

-2- ' 



Sworn to before me this 

30th Day of,- Novembe~, 1970 

NO'I'A~ 
t!'Wll ~ s~t.l 

~ P11bUc, State of Neff 'lorll 
~o. S1"916•162S90 

O',lt\\t\ri ,. New ~rk CouG' 
Q)ltU>a\..W.oi\ \t:..pi.l"'• !,larch 30, 197. 

-3-
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