1.)  am a dean with faith in G"d and His punishment. Therefore | would

like to testify again to the trye facts to which I know which were partin this
arbitration. -

third party, not involved in this dispute. Presumingly, the third party is
Chaim Wassertheil's father, who never participated in the meetings till that
date. .

4.) Moreafter, where are thé findings in the Books of Jewish Law, which
are required in any conclusion or decision. | have submitted my findings

" of the books of the Jewish Law and can testify that Hersh M. Ginsberg

never produced one of his own and he did not even review ‘my own
findings. This cannqt be called a Rabbinical Arbitration.

5.) These are just some additional proofs to what | stated in my previous
atfidavits about this alleged decision. Mr. Ginsberg admits in Paragraph 7
that the decision was not immediately released to the parties at that time
because this is the custom in Rabbinical Courts. This statement is false

Maimonides “Judges”: "Any decision must be released to both sides of a
dispute, and until it is not released to both sides it has no effect.”



and affirmationg for the defendant only.

In my own opinion and in the opinion of 10 prominent Rabbis, Hersh M.
=t Ginsberg is a simple crook -

and we have requested that hig a&tivities in arbitrations be expelled.

8.) In our meeting after January 1st, 1992 where we had first met the third
party, thisis a clear evidence that new witnesses and new arguments were
Presented. Even now Mmore witness and arguments still have to testify and
no true decision could have been made.

to who is telling the truth in this case. .

P 7 —
Rabbi David Schick i
Dean of T'filah L'Dovig ' ’

Aftirmed before me on this 12th day of August, 1992

FAIGY ABRAMOVITZ

Notary Public, State of Ncw York
No. 24 - O1]A4951386

Qualified in Kings County ‘1‘ j\
Commision Explres May 22, ......0..
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