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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COU}IIIY OF NEW YORK

MICHAEL MAMTELL,

I ndex  No . :  L }g i ss /99
Peti t ioner,

against -

NEW YORK STATE COMMTSSION ON .]IJDIEIAL
CONDUCT,

Respondent.

RESPOIIDENI ' S MEMORA}iIDI'M OF LAW rN
SI'PPORT OF TIIE CROSS-MOTTON TO
DISUISS TEE AI{EITDED PETITTON

Preliurinary Statemeat

This memorandum of law is respectfully submitted. on

behalf of the Commission on Judicial Conduct of the State of New

York ("commission') in support of the eross-motion to dismiss the

amended petition pursuant to RuLe 32L: and Section Zg04 of 
.the 

New

York Civ i l  Pract ice Law and RuLes ( . .CpLR.1. r  pet i t ioner ,  Miehael

ManteII, brings this proceeding pursuant to Art. icle Zg of the CpLR

seeking an order compelling t,he commission to conduct an

investigation of the Honorable Donna G. Recant, . fustj-ce of the

lAny challenge that petit ioner may raise to the authority of
the Attorney Generar to represent the commission in this
proceeding is not. proper. The commission is entit . led to such
representation and the Attorney General is statutori ly authorized
to defend th is  proceeding.  Execut ive Law 53 (1) ;  sassower v .
S i g n o r e l l i  ,  9 9  A . D . 2 d  3 5 8  ( 2 d  D e p t .  1 9 8 4 )  .



Supreme Court, New York County. The petition should be dismissed

and the commission's ,ranuary 4, L999 decision to dismiss the

complaint affirmed because the Commission had t.he authority and.

discretion to refuse to investigate or prosecute the justice

against whom petitioner complains; t,his court cannot grant

petit , ioner t,he rel ief he seeks; this Court lacks subject matter

Jurisdietion; and the petit ioner lacks standing to challenge the

determination.

Statement of Facte

A. Statutsory Franework

The Commission was established pursuant to the New york

state constitution and ,rudiciary Law to receive, init iate,

investigate and hear complaints with respect to the cond.uct,

qualif icatione, f itness to perform or performanee of official

duties of any judge or justice of the united court system.

N . Y . S .  C o n s t . ,  A r t i c l e  V f  ,  S  2 2  ( a )  ;  i l u d .  L .  S S  4 1 . 1 ,  4 2 . t .

See

The Commission has general jurisdict ion t,o investigat.e

and hear complaints with respect to the conduct, quali f ications,

f i tness to perform, or performance of off icial duties of any New

York s tate judge .  see i fud.  L .  s  44 .L .  i lud.  L .  s  44 .  1-  prov ides in

per t inent  par t ,  that :

Upon receipt of a eomplaint (a) the



commission shall conduet an investigation of
the complaint; or (b) the commission may
dismiss the complaint if i t determines that
the complaint on its face lacks merit

Further, 22 NycRR s zooo.3 (b), which was promulgated

pursuant to the commission,s powers and duties as set forth in

Judiciary law s 42 (5) (the commission has the power and duty to

adopt and promurgate rures and procedures to carry out the

provisions and purposes of this articre), folrows the language of

,Jud. L.  S 44(1) and states,  in pert inent part ,  that :

Upon receipt of a complaint, or after an
initial review and inquiry, the complaint may
be dismissed by the Commission, or, when
authorized by the commission, an investigation

. may be undertaken

B . I E

on september 2g, rg9g, petit ioner fi led a compraint with

the commission against .Justice Recant. see Amended petit ion I 5.

The complaint a1leged, that ,fustice Recant: (a) changed her ruling

on a niatter before her on the basis of her personal reaction to
petit ioner; (b) engaged in a display of $intemperate conduct,,; (c)

made remarks on the reeord which lrere a gross departure from

required courtesy and civil i ty; (d) engraged in ex parte

communications with petit ioner; (e) advised petit ioner what should

be done by petit ioner to change the ..court, '  att itude,; and (f)



ffi

removed pet, i t ioner from the courtroom.

( r )  -  (v r )  .

See Amended Petit ion {!f 6

By letter dated .ranuary 4, Lg99, the commission advised

petit ioner that i t  dismissed his complaint. See Amended petit ion

1 7 - The Commission concluded "that there was no ind.ication of

Judiciat misconduct upon which to base an investigation.o r-d; Exh.

B. Petit ioner al leges that the Commission,s refusal to conduct an

investigation was arbitrary and capricious and a failure to perform

a duty enjoined upon it by law and respeetfully requests this Court

enEer an order direct.ing the Commission to conduct an investigation

into his accusations. See Amended Petit ion { g; Wherefore Clause.

ARGI'!!EIiIT

POII{T I

EOINIrSSTON'S DEETSION TO DTSMTSS PETTTIONER'S
EOUPIATr WAS NEITIIER ARBITRJARY. CAPRICTOUS

' NoR colflnR.aRY To rrAw AIID sgour,D BE IIPEETJD

Though the petit ioner asserts that the Conrmiesion,s

decision to dismiss his complaint against .fustice Recant was

arbitrary, capricious and contrary to law, as shown berow, the

Commission's decision has a ratj-onaI basis and should be uphe1d.2

2The Commission contends that
complaint pursuant to ,fud. L. S 44
or  quasi - jud ic ia l  d iscret ion which
rev iew.  See point  I I f  in f ra .

i ts  dec is ion to  d ismiss the
.1 (b)  is  a  mat ter  o f  execut ive
is  not  subject .  to  jud ic ia l



A court 's function in an Art icle 7g proceedingr

determine whether a rational basis exists for the action

i s

of

t o

administrative body or off icer. Mat ter  o f  Col ton v .  Berman,  2!

N .Y .2d  322 ,  287  N .y .S .2d  647  (L967) .  i l ud i c ia l  rev iew  i s  l im i ted  to

whether the action is arbitrary and capricious or affected by error

of law.

77  N .Y .2d  753 ,  758  (1991) .  An  ac t i on  i s  on l y  a rb i t ra rywhen  i t  * i s

without sound basis in reason and is generally taken without regard

to  the  fac t , s . "  Pe l l  v .  Boa rd  o f  Educa t i on ,  34  N .y .2d  222 ,  23L ,35G

N . Y .  S . 2 d  8 3 3 ,  8 3 9  ( L g l 4 )  .

$lhere there is a rational basis for the action, the court

may not  d is turb i t .  Pe1I ,  34 N.y.2d at  23r ;  county of  Monroe v.

Ka lad j i an ,  83  N .Y .2d  185 ,  189  (L99a l  i  see  a l so  D iaz  v .  Aba te  215

A . D . 2 d  2 7 5 ,  2 7 6  ( 1 s t  D e p t .  1 9 9 5 ) ;  ,  2 2 4  A . D . 2 d

526, 528 (2d Dept. 1996). Only when ono reasonable rnind eould

reach the administrative determination actually madeo should the

cour t  in ter fere.  Buck v .  s tate r , iquor  Author i ty ,  L9 Misc.2d.  gL2,

9 1 5  ( S u p .  C t .  K i n g s  C o .  )  ,  a f  f  , d ,  I  A . D . 2 d  8 5 1  ( 2 d  D e p t .  1 9 5 9 )  .

Thus, Lf the decision under review is reasonable, the court should

not substitute its judgrment, for t,hat of the agency or direct a

d i f f e ren t  eva lua t i on .  Donovan  v .  Be l l acosa ,  L2g  A .D .2d  ! s2 ,  1s4

\
t



(tst Dept . 1987) . Further, " [w] here the interl>retation of a

statute or i ts application involves knowledge and understanding of

underlying operational practi-ces or entai ls an evaLuation of

factual data and inferences to be drawn therefrom, the courts

reg'ularly defer to the governmentar. agency charged with the

responsibi l i ty for administration of the statute. rf  i ts

interpretation is not irrat ional 0r unreasonable, i t  wilr be

upheld."  Kurcs is  v .  Merchants Mutuar  rnsurance co.  ,  4g N.y.2d,  45t ,

459  (1990) .  Acco rd ,  Howard  v .  wyman ,  2g  N .y .2d ,  434 ,  43g  (1g7 r - ) .

The petit ioner alIeges. that the commission,s refusal to

conduct an investigation was a fairure to perform a duty enjoined

upon it  by law. see Amended Petit ion f l8. petit ioner is incorrect.

i lud. L. S 44(l) provides in pert inent part, that: . .  lu]pon receipt

of a complaint (a) the commission sha1l conduct an investigation of

the compraint; or (b) ah" oo*i=.ior."y dir*i=r ah" "o*pr"rrra if

Emphasis added. The commission crearly acted within i t" "t"tutory

authority when it  dismissed petit ioner,s complaint, deterrnining

"that there is no indication of judicial misconduct upon which to

base an invest igat ion."  see Amended pet i t i -on I  7 ,  Exh.  B.

Aeeordingly, the commission' s determination to dismiss petit ioner, s

complaint shourd be upheld because it  was rationarry based, and



neither arbitrary, capricious nor contrary to 1aw.

POINT IT

A PROEEEDING IN TEE NATT'RE OF
MAITDAIIUS IS INAPPROPRTATE BECAI'SE IT
SEEKS TO COMPEIJ A PI'REI'Y
DISCRETIONARY ACT

rt is well set,tred that mandamus to comper is unavailabre

where a petit ioner seeks a court order compell ing a body or off icer

to perform a statutory duty which is entirely discretionary. County

o f  Fu l ten  v .  S ta te  o f  New yo rk  ,  76  N .y .2d  675 ,  67g  (1991)  ;

K los te rman  v .  cuomo,  6L  N .Y .2d  s2s ,  s39  (19ga) ;  Hampton  Hosp .  v .

M e e I g ,  5 2  N . Y . 2 d  8 8 ,  9 6  ( 1 9 8 1 )  .

Mandamue to eompel is only available ito compel the

performance of a purely ministerial act where there is a clear

regar right to the rerief sought.,, Matter of Legar Aid societv of

Su l l i van  Coun ty  v .  Sche inman ,  53  N .y .2d  L2 ,  16  (1991)  .  See  a l so

Harper  v .  Angio1i l lo , 89  N .Y .2d  76L ,  765  (L997 ' t  .  The  r i gh t  t o

performance "must be so clear as not to admit of reasonable doubt

or controversy." Ass'n of surrogrates and supreme court Reporters

Wi t t r i n  t t r e  e i t y  o f  ,  4e  N .y .2d  S7 t ,  S -74  (L976)

(c i t i ng  Ma t te r  o f  Bu r r  v .  Voo rh i s ,  229  N .y .  392 ,  3gZ  (1920) ) ;  Rosen

v .  B r e w s t e r ,  l _ 5 0  A . D . 2 d  9 4 6 ,  9 4 6  ( 2 d  D e p t .  1 9 9 1 )  .

.  has been defined as a specif ic

a

7

"A min is ter iaL act .
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act which the law requires a public officer to do in a specified

way .o  Posner  w .  Lev i t t ,  37  A .D .2d  331  ,  332  (3d  Dep t .  t 97 I )  .  The

rel ief demanded in the petit ion must be specif ical ly and *clearly

imposed by law rt is not enough that the act, performance of

which ie sought, is not prohibited, its performanee must be

di rected."  Burr  v .  voorh is ,  229 N.y.  a t  3g7i  Rosen v.  Brewster ,

150 A.D.2d at 946. Mandamus "wilI  not be awarded to eompel an act

in respect

discret ion.  "

York,  306 N.Y. 4oL, 406 (rgse) (quot ing peopre ex rel .  Hammond v.

Leonard,  74 N.Y. 202 (1878) ) ;  see also Matter of  Mul len v.  Axelrod,

7 4  N . Y . 2 d  5 8 0 ,  5 8 3  ( 1 9 8 9 )  .

The burden is on the applicant requesting this equitable

remedy Eo demonstrate the necessity and propriety of its use and it

'should be denied if there is any doubt of its necessity or

propr ieEy."  Towner v .  J imerson,  67 A.D.2d gL7,  917-19 (4th Dept .

L9791  .  See  Coombe  v .  Edwards ,  2go  N .y .  361 ,  364  (1935) .  rndeed ,

the court of Appeals has long established, that,. ..only where the

case presented shows no room for the exercise of discretion may it

be held as a matter of law that there is an abuse of discretion.,,

coombs v.  Edwards ,  2go N.y.  a t  364;  see a lso Mat ter  o f  NyprRG v.

to which the. officer may exerciee judgrment or

Gimprich v. Board of Educatiorr of the City of New

Dink ins ,  83  N .y .2d  377 ,  387  ( tg9a \  ;  shee r in  v .  New yo rk  F i re
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Depar tmen t  ;  46  N .Y .2d  4BB,  496  (L979)  .

This proceeding constitutes an j-mproper use of mandamus.

Indeed, by demanding that the Court order the Commission t,o conduct

an investigation of . fustice Recant, petit , ioner seeks to compel an

act !ilhich is within the discretionarT authority of the Commission.

i lud.  L .  S 44(1)  prov ides in  per t inent  par t ,  ?s fo l lows:  ' tuJpon

receipt of a complaint (a) the commission shall conduct, an

investigation of t,he complaint; or (b) the eommission mav dismiss

mer i t  . . . "  Emphas is  added.  Fur ther ,  22  l [ ycRR s  7ooo.3  (b ) ,  s ta tes ,

in relevant part: olu]pon receipt of a complaint, or after an

initial review and inquiry, the complaint may be dismissed by the

Comml-ssion, ot, when authorized by the Commission, an investigation

may be undertaken ... '  Emphasis added

The statutory ranguage ueed by the legislature makes

plain that the Commiseion ie vested with diseretion to determine

whetb.er to investigate or dismiss a written eomplaint and cannot be

compelled in a particular way by mandamus. The cited statutory

language does not require or compel the Commission conduct an

investigation merely because a complaint is f i led alleging judicial

misconduct.

Accordingly, mandamus cannot be used to compel the



par t icu lar  re l ie f  that  pet i t ioner  requests,  i .€ . ,  order ing the

Commission to conduct an invest, igation into plainti f f ,s al-Iegations

of judicial misconduct on the part of . fustice Recant. Chessin v.

N e w  Y o r k  C i t y  C o n e i l j a t i o n  a n d  A p F e a l s  B o a r d ,  1 O O  A . D . 2 d , 2 9 7 ,  3 0 2

(rs t  Dept-  1984) .  Therefore,  th is  CPLR Ar t ic le  7g proceeding

should be dismiesed.

POrNr rrr

PETITIOIIER' S CLAII,I IS NON-iN'STIEIABLE

Pet i t ioner  seeks jud ic ia l  rev iew of  the Commiss ion,s

decision to dismiss his complaint and its refusal to further

investigate or prosecute ,Justice Recant. However, this cLaim is

non-justiciable and must be dismissed as a mat,ter of raw. cpLR

t804 ( f l  ;  32L]-  (a)  (2)  .

I t  is well  seEtled that questions of broad legislat ive

and administrative policy are non-justiciable and beyond the scope

o f  j ud i c ia l  co r rec t i on .  .Tones  v .  Beame,  45  N .y .2d  4O2 ,  4Og  (192g)  .

As set  for th  in  N.y.s .  Law Enforcement  Employees v.  cuomo,  64

N.Y .2d  233 ,  238 -40  (L984) ,  t he  doc t r i ne  o f  j us r i c i ab i l i t y  has

developed to reaff irm the separation of powers of our tr ipart i te

government, and to identify appropriate occasions for the exercise

of  jud ic ia l  author i ty :

[E] ach department of government should be free

1 0
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from interference, in the lawful discharge of
duties expressly conferred, by either of the
other  branches [e ]uest ions of  judgment ,
al location of resources and ordering of prior-
i t ies are genera l ly  not  subject  to  jud i_
ciaL review while i t  is within the tor.t
of the judiciary to declare the vested rights
of a specif icarly protected crass of ind.ividu-
als, in a fashion recognized. by a statut,e,
( K l o s t e r m a n  v .  C u o m o ,  6 I  N . y . 2 d  5 2 5  l f g e a ]  ) ,
the manner by which the state ad.dresses com-
plex societal and governmental issues is a
subject  re f t  to  the d iscret ion of  the pol i t i -
cal branches of government (citat ion omitted).
Where, ds here, policy matters have demonstra_
bry and textually been committed to a coordi-
nate, poli t ical branch of government, any
consideration of such matters by a branch or
body other than that in which the power ex_
pressly is reposed would, absent extraordinary
or emergency circumstances (citat ion omitted),
const i tu te an u l t ra  v i res act .

I d .  a t  2 3 9 - 2 4 0 .

Here, the New York State Constitution and ilud,iciary Law

have established t,he Commission to reeeive, init iate, investigate

and hear complaints with respect to the eonduet, quali f ications,

f i tness to perform or performance of off icial dutiee of any judge

or  just , ice of  the uni t .ed cour t  system. see N.y.s .  const . ,  Ar t ic re

v r ,  s  2 2 ( a ) ;  J u d .  L .  s 4 2 . 1 .  s e e  M a t t e r  o f  w i l k  v .  N y s  c o m m i s s i o n

o n  i l u d i c i a l  c o n d u c t ,  9 7  A . D . 2 d  7 1 6  ( r - s t  D e p t .  1 9 8 3 ) .  T h e  s t a t e , s

interest in an impartial judiciary requires that the commission be

free to investigate those complaints that i t  deems appropriate for

1 1
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investigation, and to init iate formal charges only when it  deems

such action appropriate. M"aa"r of Ni"holror, .r.  "a""" Co*rni"r io'

on  Jud ie ia l  Conduc t ,  50  N .y .2d .  597 ,  60g  (L980)  .

lfhil-e the Constitution and enabling statutes creating the

conmiseion permit judtcial review of a determination to discipl ine

a judge by the court of Appears at the request of the judge who is

the target of the investigation - -  € r e e  N . Y . S .  C o n s t . ,  A r t .  V f  ,  S

2 2 ( a ) ,  ( d ) ,  ( e ) ;  , J u d .  L  S S  4 4 . ? ,  4 4 . 9 ,  4 4 . g r  8 9 9  a l s o  M a t t e r  o f

w i l k  v -  N -y . s .  commiss ion  on  .Tud ic ia ' r  conduc t ,  97  A .D .2d  a t  7L6

there is no comparable sLatutory provision for judicial review of

a determination not to investigate or prosecute at the request of

the complainant. Indeed, the determination whether to dismiss a

case that ,  in ' the commiss ion 's  determinat ion,  lacks mer i t  on i ts

face is a matter vested, to the Commission,s discretion and is not

reviewabld.

Here, the Constitution and iludiciary Law impose'a general

duty that is "surrounded by permissive and non-absolute

implications, and i's intended by t,he Legislature not so much as to

require action as to preserve the right to act when sound

discret ion d ic tates.  "  ,Johnson v.  Boldman ,  24 Misc.2d 5gz ,  sg4

(sup , .  e t - ,  T ioga  co . ,  1950) .  The  power  and  au tho r i t y  t o  de te rm ine

whether to investigate or prosecute a complaint of judicial

a2



misconduct, and whether to dismiss i t  where the commission

determines "that the complaint on its face lacks merit, , ,  ,Jud. L.

s44 '1(b)  '  has been vested to  the d. iscret ion of  the commiss ion.  rn

exercising that discretion, the commission, l ike a prosecuE,or, must

be able to exercise "independence 
of judgrment,, in deciding how to

use the l imited recourees of the office. See ,

n . o ' r '  L 9 9 2  w L  5 4 3 7 0  ( E . D . N . y .  )  ( w e i n s t e i n ,  J .  )  ( M a r c h  5 ,  L g g 2 )

(plaintiff can not compel dieciplinary eonmittee to eonduct ..fu11

scale" investigation of his compraint against an attorney).

Accordingly, the commission,s decision to dismiss a eompraint

where, ds here, the complaint racks merit on its face, is a matter

over which the court 's  have no oversight.  Hassan v.  Maqistrate,s

,  2 e  M i s c . 2 d  S O 9 ,  5 1 3  ( S u p .  C t . ,

e u e e n s  C o . ,  1 9 5 9 ) ,  a p p e a l  d i s m i e s e d ,  1 0  A . D . 2 d  9 0 8  ( 2 d  D e p t . ) ,

mo t ion  fo r  l eave  f .A  appea l  den ied ,  g  N .y .2d  ZSO (LgGO) ,  ce r t .

denied,  364 U.S.  844 (1960)  .

The petit ion should, therefore, be dismissed as a matter

o f  1aw.  CPLR 7BO4( f )  ,  32L t (a )  (2 )  .

POrMr rv

PETTTTOIIER LACKS STAI{DrNG TO SI,E

peti-t ioner also lacks standing to chalrenge the

commission's determination to dismiss the complaint pursuant to

1 3



Judic iary  Law s44.L(b)  and 22 NycRR s7ooo.3 upon the ground that

the complaint on its face, lacked merit_

rn order to estabrish standing to chalrenge state

off iciars' determination, petit ioner must show, inter ar. ia, that

1) the interest asserted is arguably within the zone of interest to

be protected by the statute, and 2) the determination had a harmful

effect upon him.

3 8  N . Y . 2 d  6 ,  8 - 1 1

7 6  N . Y . 2 d  4 2 8 ,

cr i ter ia .

(1975) .  See  a l so  iV - ,

433 (1991)  -  pet i t ioner  fa i ls  to  meet  these

I

First, petiEioner is not within the zone of interest

protected by the statute. while the statutes and regrulations

governing judiciar misconduct proceed.ings are desigmed, in part, to

protect the public in general from unqualified or incompetent

judges, Buch a generalized purpose is insufficient, to confer

st'anding on a nember of the generar public -- even upon the person

who files the eompraint against a judge. To give standing to every

dissatisfied comprainant whose compraint ie not acted upon by t,he

commi-ssion in the way that the comprainant wourd rike, would

unnecessarily and unduly burd.en it with l it igation and interfere

with the exercise of  i ts  d iscret i -on.

In

t4



c i ty  of  New York,  240 N.y.  g9 (1-g2s) ,  the cour t  o f  Appears herd

that the bar association which had presented a petit ion to the

Appellate Division al leging misconduct on the part of an attorney

$ras not raggrievedo by and courd not challenge the Appellate

Division's decision not to take action against the attorney. The

court found that, although the bar association had an interest in

and responsibility to uphold the standards of the profession, "this

interest is of a 9eneral character euch as theoretical ly is shared

by everlz member of the profession and that it, is not such a

specif ic, personal and legal interest, as makes the association a

party legal1y aggrieved within the meaning of our statutes.,,  I_d.

240  N-Y-  a t  94 .  see  a l so  Gardner  v .  cons tan t i ne ,  1s5  A .D .2d  g23 ,

825 (3d Dept. 1989) (noting, wlthout deciding, that ..serious

questions existo whether a District Attorney has standing to compel

the State Police to complete an internal investigation) , af i ,g,14O

Misc.2d 894,  898 (Sup.  Ct . ,  St .  Lawrence Co.  1988)  ( .eour t  has some

doubt that the mere fact that the petit ioner init iated the

complaints against the members of the New york State police should

in and of  i tse l f  confer  s tanding,  . . . , ,  but  f ind ing that  he had

standing as the Dis t r ic t  At torney) .

Petit,ioner also fails to

for standing because he does not

establish the second requirement.

al lege any injury in fact. The

1 5



insti tut ion of discipl inary proceedings can have severe implication

for the judge, €ts i t  can result in the suspension or removaL from

of f ice-  Jud-  L.  s  44-?-  To be sure,  the powers of  the commiss ion

nmst be used and administered in a part icularly judicious and

Iawful manner that balanees the need for public confidence in our

state judicial system with the need to avoid uncrarranted injury to

jud ic ia l  reputat ions.  cunninghan v.  s tern,  93 Misc.2d s16,  s1g

(sup.  c t . ,  E i re  and Niagra co. ,  l -9zg) .  However ,  the in i t ia t ion of

an investigation or discipl inary proceeding against a judge has no

direct benefit  to petit ioner because it  resuLts in neither monetary

nor injunctive rel ief for the complainant.

Petit ioner is thus not harmed by the commission,s

determination to dismiss the complaint, rather than proceed wrth a

more formar investigation or charges. Accordingly, t,he petition

should be dismissed for lack of standing. Matter of Dolohin v. The

, gupra.
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CONCIJUSION

FOR lEE ABOVE REASONS, TEE DECTSTON
OF THE COMMISSTON SIIOULD BE AFFIRMED
AI{D TIIE ARTICI,E 78 PROCEEDING SEOI'tD
BE DISMTSSED

New York, New York
.June 23,  1999

ELIOT SPITZER
Att,orney General of the

State of New York

R v .\  "r  '

Dated :

CONSTA}i:TINE A. SPERES
Assistant Attorney General

qf Counsel

Assistant Attorney General
L20 Broadway -- 24tr}n Floor
New York, New York I027t
( 2 L 2 )  4 L 6 - 8 5 6 7

Constantine A. €peres
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