UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK








       X

ELIOT I. BERNSTEIN, INDIVIDUALLY and P. STEPHEN 

LAMONT AND ELIOT I. BERNSTEIN ON BEHALF 

OF SHAREHOLDERS OF IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC., 

IVIEWIT TECHNOLOGIES, INC., UVIEW.COM, INC. , 

IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC., IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC.,
         DOCKET NO: IVIEWIT.COM, INC., IVIEWIT.COM, INC., I.C., INC., 

07 CV 11196

IVIEWIT.COM LLC, IVIEWIT LLC, IVIEWIT 

CORPORATION, IVIEWIT, INC., IVIEWIT, INC., and 

PATENT INTEREST HOLDERS ATTACHED AS EXHIBIT A






Plaintiffs,

-against-

APPELLATE DIVISION FIRST DEPARTMENT 

DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE, 

THOMAS J. CAHILL, in his official and individual capacity, 

JOSEPH WIGLEY in his official and individual capacity, 

CATHERINE O’HAGEN WOLFE in her official and 

individual capacity, PAUL CURRAN in his official and 

individual capacity, MARTIN R. GOLD in his official 

and individual capacity , HON. ANGELA M. MAZZARELLI 

in her official and individual capacity,  HON. RICHARD T. 

ANDRIAS in his official and individual capacity, HON. DAVID 

B. SAXE in his official and individual capacity, HON. DAVID 

FRIEDMAN in his official and individual capacity, HON. LUIZ A. 

GONZALES in his official and individual capacity, APPELLATE 

DIVISION SECOND DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENTAL 
          DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE, LAWRENCE 


          MOTION
DIGIOVANNA in his official and individual capacity, DIANA 
          

MAXFIELD KEARSE in her official and individual 

capacity, JAMES E. PELTZER in his official and individual 

capacity, HON. A. GAIL PRUDENTI in her official and 

individual capacity, STEVEN C. KRANE in his official and 

individual  capacity, HON. JUDITH  S. KAYE in her official 

and individual  capacity, KENNETH RUBENSTEIN in his 

official and individual  capacity, ESTATE OF STEPHEN KAYE, 

PROSKAUER ROSE LLP in their personal and professional 

capacities, MELTZER LIPPE GOLDSTEIN & BREISTONE 

LLP, LEWIS S. MELTZER, RAYMOND A. 

JOAO, FOLEY LARDNER LLP, MICHAEL C. GREBE, 

WILLIAM J. DICK, DOUGLAS A. BOEHM, STEVEN C. 

BECKER, STATE OF NEW YORK COMMISSION OF 

INVESTIGATION, LAWYERS FUND FOR CLIENT 

PROTECTION OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 

THE FLORIDA BAR, LORRAINE CHRISTINE HOFFMAN 

in her official and individual capacity, ERIC TURNER in his 

official and individual capacity, JOHN ANTHONY BOGGS 

in his official and individual capacity, KENNETH MARVIN 

in his official and individual capacity, THOMAS HALL in 

his official and individual capacity, DEBORAH YARBOROUGH 

in her official and individual capacity, VIRGINIA STATE 

BAR, ANDREW H. GOODMAN in his official and individual 

capacity, NOEL SENGEL in her official and individual 

capacity, and MARY W. MARTELINO in her official and 

individual capacity.

Defendants

X    


MOTION FOR: APPOINTMENT OF PRO BONO COUNSEL; EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE AMENDED COMPLAINT AFTER ORIGINAL COMPLAINT HAS BEEN FILED ON SOME OR ALL OF THE DEFENDANTS; ORDER FOR  THE UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE TO SERVE PAPERS ON REMAINING OR ALL OF THE DEFENDANTS; ACCEPT LIMITED POWER OF ATTORNEY OF PLANTIFF BERNSTEIN AND PLANTIFF LAMONT; ACCEPT REMOTE APPEARANCE OF PLAINTIFF BERNSTEIN FOR COURT PROCEEDINGS; AND PHYSICAL PROTECTION OF PLAINTIFFS FOR COURT APPEARANCES.

PLAINTIFFS, ELIOT I. BERNSTEIN, Pro se, individually and P. STEPHEN LAMONT, Pro se and Plaintiff BERNSTEIN on behalf of shareholders of Iviewit Holdings, Inc., Iviewit Technologies, Inc., Uview.com, Inc. , Iviewit Holdings, Inc., Iviewit Holdings, Inc., Iviewit.com, Inc., Iviewit.com, Inc., I.C., Inc., Iviewit.com LLC, Iviewit LLC, Iviewit Corporation, Iviewit, Inc., Iviewit, Inc., and other John Doe companies (collectively, “Iviewit Companies”), and patent interest holders attached as Exhibit A,  move this Court to: (I) Order to appoint pro bono counsel; (II) Order to extend time to file an Amended Complaint by sixty (60) days after original complaint has been served on some or all of the Defendants; and (III) Order for the United States Marshal Service to serve papers on Defendants; (IV) Order to accept the Power of Attorney of Plaintiff BERNSTEIN and Power of Attorney of Plaintiff LAMONT for execution of papers; (V) Order to accept remote appearance of Plaintiff BERNSTEIN for Court proceedings; (VI) Order for physical protection of Plaintiffs for Court appearances; for all requested orders.

Plaintiffs references this Court to the facsimile of Friday, December14, 2007, attached herein as Exhibit A incorporated herein by reference as supplement and support to all counts following.

(I) APPOINTMENT OF PRO BONO COUNSEL

1. That Plaintiffs are requesting this Court to appoint Pro Bono counsel for several reasons:

a. In that Plaintiffs claims are made against some of the most influential persons in the State of New York’s legal and judicial circles, that Plaintiffs request that this Court enter an Order for Pro Bono counsel, selected by this Court if within the Court’s powers, where such counsel is specialized in the niche areas that this case demands, (i.e. intellectual property, RICO, crimes against the government, and crimes perpetrated by government officials against Plaintiffs), and counsel of the caliber in which this Court has the utmost faith; and

b. Due to the denial of due process and violation of public offices to whitewash complaints that, in effect, aids and abets the volume of criminal activities that resulted from the volumes of criminal activities committed against Plaintiffs, as alleged in both this Complaint and 07 CV 9599, Christine C. Anderson v. The State of New York, et.al., Plaintiffs have suffered financial loss, including loss of jobs, money stolen from corporate accounts, therefore, in large part due to denial of due process and whitewashing of complaints that Plaintiffs request this Court to enter an Order for Pro Bono counsel; and

c. Simultaneously with the request to enter an Order for Pro Bono counsel, Plaintiffs request that this Court assign Pro Bono counsel with the resources and skills sets to represent this case, with time being of the essence, to provide for the drafting and filing of Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint; and

d. 
e. Prior to this Complaint, Plaintiffs have searched for counsel and gone through the same exercise, where such retained counsel have entered into the same patterns of frauds, deceits and misrepresentations acting in collusion with the original conspirators Plaintiffs indirectly complain of in the Complaint, where the direct subject matter of the Complaint arises from the denial of due process of those attorney complaints.

(II) EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE AMENDED COMPLAINT AFTER ORIGINAL COMPLAINT HAS BEEN SERVED ON SOME OR ALL OF THE DEFENDANTS 

2. In that Plaintiffs expect an inherent delay in securing such Pro Bono counsel whereby the complexity of the case and public office violation charges takes time to fully digest the matters and formulate a proper amended filing and, therefore, asking the Court for latitude for all the reasons stated to grant more time than the rule suggests, Rule 15(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (“Rule”)  that governs amended complaints.

3. That Plaintiffs have begun to amend the original Complaint by the addition of new and or different Counts and Prayers for Relief to be contained in an Amended Complaint, including: through the civil RICO Count, adding perhaps hundreds of new Defendants; and, in the Prayers for Relief, injunctive relief that causes the shutdown of digital video and imaging as we know it, as a result of the unauthorized use of Plaintiffs technology, and in light of this Court’s review of Declaration in Support of Request to Proceed In Forma Pauperis attached herein as Exhibit B, Plaintiffs timely filing Pro Bono counsel’s Amended Complaint may take longer than the Rule suggests.

4. That the intricacies of this complaint and the new and or different Counts and Prayers for Relief in the Amended Complaint are of such a complex nature that even the appointment of the most experienced Pro Bono counsel would necessitate the extension of time to file the Amended Complaint.

5. For the above reasons, Plaintiffs request an extension to file an Amended Complaint by sixty (60) days after the mandated twenty (20) days post the service on some or all of the Defendants; Plaintiffs are considering serving Defendants  within the week with a copy of the original filing.
(III) ORDER FOR THE UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE TO  SERVE PAPERS ON DEFENDANTS

6. In that the filing fee for the Complaint was paid by an American Express Card ending in xxxxxxxxxx34006, the holder of which is Plaintiff LAMONT, Plaintiffs request this Court to return the filing fee to Plaintiff LAMONT in light of his Declaration in Support of Request to Proceed In Forma Pauperis attached herein as Exhibit B.
7. That in returning the filing fee for the Complaint to Plaintiff LAMONT and accepting the request to proceed In Forma Pauperis, Plaintiffs move this Court to Order the United States Marshal Service to serve papers on some or all of the Defendants pursuant to Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  

(IV) ACCEPT THE POWERS OF ATTORNEY OF PLAINTIFF BERNSTEIN AND PLAINTIFF LAMONT

8. In that the Plaintiffs are diverse within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 1367, there may be inherent delay in obtaining the original signature of Plaintiff BERNSTEIN, and, as a result, Plaintiffs request that this Court enter an Order to accept signature of Plaintiff BERNSTEIN according to his Limited Power of Attorney attached herein as Exhibit C.

9. In that the Plaintiffs are diverse within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 1367, there may be inherent delay in obtaining the original signature of Plaintiff LAMONT, and, as a result, Plaintiffs request that this Court enter an Order to accept signature of Plaintiff LAMONT according to his Limited Power of Attorney attached herein as Exhibit D.  

(V) ACCEPT REMOTE APPEARANCE OF PLAINTIFF BERNSTEIN FOR COURT PROCEEDINGS

10. Although that Plaintiff BERNSTEIN was not a participant to the discussions pertaining to the Complaint during the 07 CV 9599 Christine C. Anderson v. The State of New York, et.al. hearing on December 12, 2007, Plaintiff BERNSTEIN requests to not make any similar appearances for Plaintiffs’ Complaint or 07 CV 9599 until the protections of (VI) below are in place, and, therefore, that this Court to hear Plaintiff BERNSTEIN by conference call in all matters in either case.

(VI) PHYSICAL PROTECTION OF PLAINTIFFS FOR COURT APPEARANCES

11. As this Court may see by the car bombing of Plaintiff BERNSTEIN’S minivan at the URL http://www.iviewit.tv, involvement in these matters may go beyond the boundaries of physical well being, especially with the absence of federal and/or state protections and when combined with the associated risks caused by filing alongside 07 CV 9599, Christine C. Anderson v. The State of New York, a case in which this Court termed a "whistleblower" case, or words to that effect and whereby the elements of the Civil RICO tentacle to Criminal RICO and all those protections this Court may afford to any citizen coming forward to testify not only on behalf of Plaintiffs Complaint but also on behalf of any future criminal indictments tried by prosecutors in either matter.  

12. In that involvement on this case may go beyond the boundaries of physical well being, Plaintiffs request this Court to enter an Order that provides for the protective custody of Plaintiffs during proceedings within and outside of this Court and allow for teleconference appearances until such time that this Court may provide adequate protections for the safety and well being of Plaintiffs.

That with time being of the essence for (I) through (VI) above as a result of Plaintiffs’ quick filing to associate with 07 CV 9599 and the resulting imminent danger the matters attribute to Plaintiff BERNSTEIN, Plaintiffs request a time of the essence ruling in this Motion or an Emergency Hearing at the discretion of the Court.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs move this Court to: (I) Order to appoint Pro Bono counsel; (II) Order to extend time to file an Amended Complaint by sixty (60) days after original complaint has been filed on some or all of the Defendants; and (III) Order for the United States Marshal Service to serve papers on Defendants; (IV) Order to accept the Power of Attorney of Plaintiff BERNSTEIN and Plaintiff LAMONT for execution of papers; (V) Order to accept remote appearance of Plaintiff BERNSTEIN for Court proceedings; (VI) Order for physical protection of Plaintiffs for Court appearances, and such other relief as this Court deems just and equitable.

Attorney for Petitioners
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Tel.: (530) 529-4410


By: 




Eliot I. Bernstein

P. Stephen Lamont, Pro se
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Rye, N.Y. 10580







Tel.: (914) 217-0038


By: 




P. Stephen Lamont

Affidavit of Service

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing will be furnished by facsimile or other methods approved by this Court, to the aforementioned Defendants with the original Complaint.


P. Stephen Lamont, Pro se


Eliot I. Bernstein, Pro se

CERTIFICATE OF AFFIRMATION
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SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK








         X

ELIOT I. BERNSTEIN, INDIVIDUALLY and P. STEPHEN 

LAMONT AND ELIOT I. BERNSTEIN ON BEHALF 

OF SHAREHOLDERS OF IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC., 

IVIEWIT TECHNOLOGIES, INC., UVIEW.COM, INC. , 

IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC., IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC.,
         DOCKET NO: IVIEWIT.COM, INC., IVIEWIT.COM, INC., I.C., INC., 

07 CV 11196

IVIEWIT.COM LLC, IVIEWIT LLC, IVIEWIT 

CORPORATION, IVIEWIT, INC., IVIEWIT, INC., and 

PATENT INTEREST HOLDERS ATTACHED AS EXHIBIT A






Plaintiffs,

-against-

APPELLATE DIVISION FIRST DEPARTMENT 

DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE, 

THOMAS J. CAHILL, in his official and individual capacity, 

JOSEPH WIGLEY in his official and individual capacity, 

CATHERINE O’HAGEN WOLFE in her official and 

individual capacity, PAUL CURRAN in his official and 

individual capacity, MARTIN R. GOLD in his official 

and individual capacity , HON. ANGELA M. MAZZARELLI 

in her official and individual capacity,  HON. RICHARD T. 

ANDRIAS in his official and individual capacity, HON. DAVID 

B. SAXE in his official and individual capacity, HON. DAVID 

FRIEDMAN in his official and individual capacity, HON. LUIZ A. 

GONZALES in his official and individual capacity, APPELLATE 

DIVISION SECOND DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENTAL 
          DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE, LAWRENCE 


          

AFFIDAVIDTIN SUPPPORT OF MOTION

DIGIOVANNA in his official and individual capacity, DIANA 
          

MAXFIELD KEARSE in her official and individual 

capacity, JAMES E. PELTZER in his official and individual 

capacity, HON. A. GAIL PRUDENTI in her official and 

individual capacity, STEVEN C. KRANE in his official and 

individual  capacity, HON. JUDITH  S. KAYE in her official 

and individual  capacity, KENNETH RUBENSTEIN in his 

official and individual  capacity, ESTATE OF STEPHEN KAYE, 

PROSKAUER ROSE LLP in their personal and professional 

capacities, MELTZER LIPPE GOLDSTEIN & BREISTONE 

LLP, LEWIS S. MELTZER, RAYMOND A. 

JOAO, FOLEY LARDNER LLP, MICHAEL C. GREBE, 

WILLIAM J. DICK, DOUGLAS A. BOEHM, STEVEN C. 

BECKER, STATE OF NEW YORK COMMISSION OF 

INVESTIGATION, LAWYERS FUND FOR CLIENT 

PROTECTION OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 

THE FLORIDA BAR, LORRAINE CHRISTINE HOFFMAN 

in her official and individual capacity, ERIC TURNER in his 

official and individual capacity, JOHN ANTHONY BOGGS 

in his official and individual capacity, KENNETH MARVIN 

in his official and individual capacity, THOMAS HALL in 

his official and individual capacity, DEBORAH YARBOROUGH 

in her official and individual capacity, VIRGINIA STATE 

BAR, ANDREW H. GOODMAN in his official and individual 

capacity, NOEL SENGEL in her official and individual 

capacity, and MARY W. MARTELINO in her official and 

individual capacity.

Defendants

      X

PLAINTIFF, P. (“Patrick”) Stephen Lamont, affirms under the penalty of perjury that all of the foregoing is true and accurate, and allege upon knowledge as to my own facts and upon information and belief as to all other matters.

DATED: RED BLUFF, CALIFORNIA

                 DECEMBER, 21, 2007

                                                                             Respectfully submitted,

                                                                             By:--------------------------

Eliot Ivan Bernstein as attorney-in-fact for P. (“Patrick”) Stephen Lamont

                                                                             
(Pro-se Plaintiff)

                                                                             
39 Little Ave.

                                                                             
Red Bluff, California 96080

                                                                              (530) 529-4110 (o)








(530) 526-5751 (c)








iviewit@iviewit.tv 
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Plaintiffs,

-against-

APPELLATE DIVISION FIRST DEPARTMENT 

DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE, 

THOMAS J. CAHILL, in his official and individual capacity, 

JOSEPH WIGLEY in his official and individual capacity, 

CATHERINE O’HAGEN WOLFE in her official and 

individual capacity, PAUL CURRAN in his official and 

individual capacity, MARTIN R. GOLD in his official 

and individual capacity , HON. ANGELA M. MAZZARELLI 

in her official and individual capacity,  HON. RICHARD T. 

ANDRIAS in his official and individual capacity, HON. DAVID 

B. SAXE in his official and individual capacity, HON. DAVID 

FRIEDMAN in his official and individual capacity, HON. LUIZ A. 

GONZALES in his official and individual capacity, APPELLATE 

DIVISION SECOND DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENTAL 
          DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE, LAWRENCE 


          

AFFIDAVIDTIN SUPPPORT OF MOTION

DIGIOVANNA in his official and individual capacity, DIANA 
          

MAXFIELD KEARSE in her official and individual 

capacity, JAMES E. PELTZER in his official and individual 

capacity, HON. A. GAIL PRUDENTI in her official and 

individual capacity, STEVEN C. KRANE in his official and 

individual  capacity, HON. JUDITH  S. KAYE in her official 

and individual  capacity, KENNETH RUBENSTEIN in his 

official and individual  capacity, ESTATE OF STEPHEN KAYE, 

PROSKAUER ROSE LLP in their personal and professional 

capacities, MELTZER LIPPE GOLDSTEIN & BREISTONE 

LLP, LEWIS S. MELTZER, RAYMOND A. 

JOAO, FOLEY LARDNER LLP, MICHAEL C. GREBE, 

WILLIAM J. DICK, DOUGLAS A. BOEHM, STEVEN C. 

BECKER, STATE OF NEW YORK COMMISSION OF 

INVESTIGATION, LAWYERS FUND FOR CLIENT 

PROTECTION OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 

THE FLORIDA BAR, LORRAINE CHRISTINE HOFFMAN 

in her official and individual capacity, ERIC TURNER in his 

official and individual capacity, JOHN ANTHONY BOGGS 

in his official and individual capacity, KENNETH MARVIN 

in his official and individual capacity, THOMAS HALL in 

his official and individual capacity, DEBORAH YARBOROUGH 

in her official and individual capacity, VIRGINIA STATE 

BAR, ANDREW H. GOODMAN in his official and individual 

capacity, NOEL SENGEL in her official and individual 

capacity, and MARY W. MARTELINO in her official and 

individual capacity.

Defendants

      X

PLAINTIFF, Eliot Ivan Bernstein, affirms under the penalty of perjury that all of the foregoing is true and accurate, and allege upon knowledge as to my own facts and upon information and belief as to all other matters.

DATED: RED BLUFF, CALIFORNIA

                 DECEMBER, 21, 2007

                                                                             Respectfully submitted,

                                                                             By:--------------------------

                                                                             Eliot Ivan Bernstein
                                                                             (Pro-se Plaintiff)

                                                                             39 Little Ave.

                                                                             Red Bluff, California 96080

                                                                              (530) 529-4110 (o)








(530) 526-5751 (c)







iviewit@iviewit.tv 







http://www.iviewit.tv 


EXHIBIT A

[FAX OF FRIDAY, DECEMBER 14]

[image: image1.jpg]FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: FROM:
The Honorable Shira A. Scheindlin Eliot Ivan Bernstein

COMPANY: DATE:
United States District Court ~ 12/14/2007
Southern District of New York

FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO. OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
(212) 805-7920 5 pages

PHONE NUMBER: SENDER’S REFERENCE NUMBER:
(212) 805-0246 Chambers

RE: YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER:

Case No. 07-CV111966 2

URGENT  [JrFORREVIEW I PLEASE COMMENT B PLEASE REPLY O PLEASE RECYCLE

NOTES/COMMENTS:

Please deliver to the Hon. Judge Shira A. Scheindlin in reference to Case No 07-CV111966
filed at the United States District Court ~ Southern District of New York and in relation to the
Christine Anderson case.

Thank you,

Eliot Ivan Bernstein

39 Little Ave

Red Bluff, California 96080
(530) 529-4110

iviewit@iviewit.tv





[image: image2.jpg]Friday, December 14, 2007

Touorable Shira A, Sclindlin
United States District Julge, Southern Distrct
500 Pearl Street — 16th Floor

New York, NY 10007

RE: United States District Court - Southern District of New York Case No. 07-
CVI11966

‘Dear Honorable Shira A, Scheindlin.

‘We vl b submiting alongside this leter the forms to fil In Forma Pauperis and
are simultancously requesting cour appointed counsel for several very important ressons.
1. Ductothe volumes of rimes commitied againstus by former
counse, then frthe through infilration, former counsel vilating pubic offices
1o deruil complants, a alleged in both th Iviewit matters and Chiisine
Anderson's case, e have been caused tremendous finaneial oss,

cluding loss
ofjobs, stolen money from corpora accounts (ongoing federal nvestigations)
and other utrageous crimes 10 deny du process, hat have alrcady cost Plaintif’s
50 much in attemping to gt egal remedy that was useles due fothe public
office crimes, o much o, 2 o cause Phaintff Bersicin, his spouse and tree
cildren o be considered fa below the poverty lin since 2001 when the erimes.
were niially leamed oF and therefore n absolute financial need of counsel.

2. Ductothese crimes and the consequences of them upon us forcing
S 10 ¢t Pro Se, if you grant us In Forma Pauperis, we are simulancously
requesting that i he case s ken before this Cou, hat you assign enough Tro
B0n0 counsel nstantly to belp in amending the complaint with such Court
appointed legalaid. We e requesting that this o Bono counsel is counsel that
you personally hase fothin, a3 our trust for the New York legal syotem hus
ceased t0 eist based on the nexus ofevents described in the complaint and we are:

in noed of counselin New York. We would scarch for counsel and go through




[image: image3.jpg]RE: United Stats District Court — Southern District o New York Case No.07-CVIT1966

this exervisc again but in prior instances where counsel was sought and secured
for other matters, these counselors have caused further intentional damage o our
cases, further financial drain and have allegedly acted in collusion with the
original conspirators, o cause further damages upon us though further denial of
due process and so such search is presumed  be a total waste of ime and in fact
dangerous.

3. Inonderto sk an attomey to represent us, you can s by the car
bombing of my family’s minivan at the URL sewsw.vicwit tv tha geting near this

case can be faal, especially where no protections arc in place federaly or at the:
stte level (o those rying 1o expose these public fgures, that regarding the
Anderson case, you deemed last wek to be of a “Whistleblower” nature or words.
tothat efect. In fct, where such protections should be afforded by the legal and
prosccutorial community to PSR, it s part of the complaint tha the
protections have intentionally been removed by Defendants through an ever
growing series of violations of public offices across many agencies, to deny such
rights (o Petitioncrs. For cxample,since the defendants are powerll high ranking
1w firms and members of both the Nerw York disciplinary departments and the
Netw York courts, tis case could ruin any attorney altempting o help us, in many
ways in addition o the physical dangers, asthe allegations reach to senior ranking
court offcers with enormous powers who would normally proteet those involved
and who now have incenive o ruin anyone atiempling (0 id Pettioner. Tt would
offer strong incentive and a sense of protection o both Petitioners and any chosen
counsel if your Hanor would appoint such counsel where it may act s a baier to
counseltring to pull another fast one on Petitioncrs in derailing their legal
efforts. We wil humbly aceept your appointment and consider tha under your
‘watchful eye, such counsel willoffe foi and competent legal services and
adequate defense.
‘We are asking that you decide these matters before making any other decisions in

the case and before we must file an amended complaint, which duc to the Civil RICO

‘may contain far more named defendants and a plethora of additional chasges, so that it
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would assure you tha the iling will b done (o your high standards and comply
appropristely with the Courtrules.

As many of the crimes allegedly have been committed by publi offcals aginst
notonly myself, sharcholders and other intcrested putis but against government.
agencics, we are asking that you do everything in your povwer to instanty compel federa,
gators and prosecutors o ake up those charges and
investgations on behalf o the government, especially a5 the civil RICO action wil
inevitably rely upon the eriminal RICO and alTord PaindP's al legal prtections that

state and international inv

‘would normallybe affonded one i a case such as ths. Since wo have fled this complaint
sl quickly in support and i response tothe Anderson case, the flig may putus in
far greater danger than lready and we ask tht you get investigators involved intantly in
order to protectal of those who will come forward in these malters 0 hoth aid
Whisteblower Anderson and al those attempting o expose the coruption in the Iiewit
matters.

Where we have notifed investigators! inseveralof the investigations,
investgations whererailroaded smila o hose alleged at the First Depariment. clevating
he matters o ever higher levels of nvestigation and this may have been due 1o the ease
the law fims could infiltate public offcesto block complaintsagainst them. Tnthis
instance, we are asking the Court o consider instead of Painif’s contacting the
approprateinvestiatory bodies lrcady belicved o be nvestigaing, and any that this
Court may find o be necessary in nvestigating the muliplciy oferimes alleged aganst.
the PlantifTs, the United Stats, both state and federally, and freiga nations, as a means
of preventing furthr infilrations of justce to deny dus process. Where the ffectoftis
‘would mostecrisinly preclude furher conflicts from sceping nto the process for fea that
the investigations were now under your tutelage making derailing of the complaints
almost impossible

Finally, | was unavare that | was going (o b called upon as a patyinlat ks
Anderson bearing and i st all possibl, il protectons aredetermined, you could call
me into any proceedings you deem necessary for me via confercnce call, I would be

grateful.

70205investigation
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Lill send aver a signed fix copy of this document for the courl records shortly.

P. Stephen Lamont
Peitioner





EXHIBIT B

[DECLARATION INFORMA PAUPERIS]

[image: image8.jpg]DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

Z/\tok e ’6@{\(\55(6\\,\ ok, ol

(peutloner/plamtlﬂ)

Zee OMadned [Fo Complait]
Errek %mf‘}wmj( Crppellale Tlore do

(respondem&)hefendant(s))

o0 oy s BTk <2 \\A\, am the petitioner/plaintiff in the

above entitled case. In support of my motion to proceed without being required to prepay fees or
costs or give security therefore, 1 state that because of my poverty I am unable to pay the costs of
said proceeding or to give security therefore, that I believe 1 am entitled to redress.

1 declare that the responses which I have made below are true.

1. If you are presently employed, state the amount of your salary wage per month, and give the
name and address of your last employer. YOU MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION EVEN IF
YOU ARE INCARCERATED.

}\f a‘( @\M\?&O\A\my

2. If you are NOT PRESENTLY EMPLOYED, state the date of last employment and amount of
the salary per month which you received AND how long the employment lasted. YOU MUST
ANSWER THIS QUESTION EVEN IF YOU ARE INCARCERATED. IF YOU HAVE
NEVER BEEN EMPLOYED, SAY SO.

& 2 e lv\e,w'%Hmyv%f J/Mo. 10 OO

at 11,500 [md £rowm 1QAS

3. Have you every received, within the past twelve months, any money from any of the following
sources?

a. Business, profession, or form of self-employment? YES__ NO

b. Rent payments, interest, or dividends? YES NO

c. Pensions, annuities, or life insurance payments? YES NO

d. Gifts or inheritances? YES NOZ N (Q 3\/&\p\
e. Any form of public assistance? YES. NO 0! /C’ Uiy
f. Any other sources? YES, NO ,g’ D( A :j‘

SDNY Web 5/99




[image: image9.jpg]1fihe answerto any of the questions i part thee i yes, describe each source of money and
] state the amount received from cach doring the past monihs.

Auane ‘(e = @ 1,000 == qucs 2509

4. Do you own any cash o do you have money in a checking or savings account?

| YES X NO_(icluding sny inds i prison accouris)
It nver s 3es, st th fotal value owned.
0.20.

5. Do you own any real estae,stocks, bonds, notes, automobles, or other valusble property
(Gcluding gntinary household fumisbings and clothing)?
] vES X No___

Trihe TSwer is yes, describe the property and stte its approximate valuc.

wezski pone
ALY
Doy LSt h et who r dependnt upon o0 Forsppor. e yous ot o s WG P
), and indisgi o such you contebut ward e uppor at theprent e ]
Tt gt oy conus e gt
Dt DM Qe Olbonto Beonsholnt, (2,000 plstodlle Guruske unlSpoussd

10D% cowkeitovte o il
7. 1 you ive i & enled Spartment o olher rented building, staie how much you pay each month
forrent. Do ot include rent contibuted by other peple.

| 4500.00

8. Stat any special inanci] circumsiances which the court should consider in s application.

D ko acke £ 0Sulords we have fhon Ni»ww%

el coudq | wbe s (utller nvestyadior
ezt g e lepd adkonles ol F e e
‘ e

1 dectare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signed s _/ - dayof. cenbes” 2007
:.

1 @)

==

sovrvns 2




[image: image10.jpg]DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
: SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK.

ZSbepher harmo

(petitionsT

) Skephen homon | ;
st e sk Insoppatofmy moto o proesed ot beln requed o rpsy focs o

costs or give securiy thercfoe, | tae that because of my poverty | am unable o pay the costs of
: said prosseding or to give securty therefore, that 1 believe 1 am entiled to redress

Ldectare that the responses which I have made below are true.

1. 1 you are presently employed, state the amount of your sslary wage per month, and give (e
mome and addres of your last smployer, YOU MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION VN T
YOU ARF. INCARCTRATED.

do.e8 ek

2. 1 you are NOT PRESTNTLY BMPLOYED, tsic the datc of st cmployment and amoun of
the salary per month which you received AN how long the employment lasted. YOU MUST
ANSWER THIS QUESTION EVEN IF YOU ART. INCARCERATED. IF YOU HAVE
'NEVER BEEN EMPLOYED, SAY SO.

3. 1lave you every feceived, within the past telve months, any moncy from any of the following

Business, potesion,or o ofsfemployment? YES__ N
Rent ettt o diidends? VS No
Pensions, s o e nsumee pymens?  YES™ < NOX
Gt ihnees \

e oo pbl st
vy e sres?




[image: image11.jpg]| 1fthe answer to any of the questions in partthre is yes, describe each source of money and
state the amount received from each during the past months.

' Tukesed DA wole g Sacower 1o, WD/M'/ i e f 555/“35 19

4ot

4. Do you own any cash or do you have moncy in  checking or savings account?

YES, é NO__ (including any fnds i prison accounts)
b Tner 32 st the ol vlue ownd.

% \(p 000,50

5. Do you own any real estatc,stocks, bonds, notes, automobils,or other valuable property
inary houschold fornishings and clothing)?

(ncluding
YES X NO_
IfthcAnswer is e, deseribe the property and state it approximate value.

iach Secucdres 41)200,00 Pud Salebe V(o000 w0

6. Listthe person(s) who are dependent upon you for support tatc your relationship o those
person(s), and indicate how much you contebute toward ther support a the preseat time.

P Segen Lawonk t, Folbar oo

7. 1Fyou ive in a rented apartment or other rented building, state how much you pay each month
for rent. Do not include rent contributed by other people.

2,600 fwo

8. Stateany special lnancialcircumstances which the court should consider i this application.

Tunderstand tha s flse statement or answer o any questions in this declration will subject me.
tothe peaslics for perjury.

T declare under penalty of pecjury that the foregoin is e and corret,

signediis LG _sayor frogimbers
oy

oty

Ashkphen Lawenkby

vz 2





EXHIBIT C

[POA OF BERNSTEIN]

[image: image12.jpg]it Tvaa Bermsitn, Pin

n
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Limited Power of Attorney

PARTIES. 1, Eliot van ersten (Procipal”), with a prinepal address o 39 Like Ave,
Rt Bl Clfonia ereby appont . Stephen Lamoat (“Atomey-In-Fact”) witha priscipal
address of 35 Locust Aveue Rye, New York 10950 ad cephone mumberof 914.217.0038
3 slomey-aft 1 epreent e n 3T consstin any t hose powers st i Secion
herein,

POWERS.

3. Exccution of Sgxatur Page on LawsuitFled n the US Disrict Cour Titled:

'COMPLAINT FOR DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS IN TITE MATTERS OF
WITE WASHHING OF COMPLAINTS AGAINGT ATTORNEYS AND
COUNSELORS AT LAW AND MANDAMUS FOR RELEASE.OF
INVESTIGATORY FILES AND REMOVAL TO A FEDERAL
MONITOR TO INSTITUTE IMMEDIATE INVESTIGATIONS AND TO
‘OVERSEE TIIE DAY-TO-DAY OPERATIONS OF THE FIRST
DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENTAL DISCIFLINARY COMMITTEE,
THE SECOND DEPARTMENT DEFARTMENFAL DISCIPLINAKY
COMMITTEF, THF, FLORIDA BAR, AND THE VIRGINIA BAR
'ASSOCIATION FOR AN INDEFINITE PERIOD OF TIME.

DURATION

5. Said stormey- - fct shllsbject o revoction i writing, have by to conduct
e ane 1 & 1) above s perform o behal of Prinipal: Al acts necesary nd.
reiite o aciliate S0 Fnetons 3adorprocecdings from the period December 12,
2007 hrough anuary 12, 2008 “Durason).

OTHER ACTS.

5 None

MISCELLANEOUS

21" OTICES, Copics ofaoiccs st wrilen sommuniestions addreaod o the
Principal i procecdngs ivobving he sbove matersShould b st 10 39 Lisle Ave, Red
B, Calfomia 56080,

b, Conformance o State Law. Tt s the ifeion f the sboveparies that this Limited
Power of Allorsey confor 0t laws of e Stxi of New York, 1nd should any section
ofthis Limitd Power of Atorey notconlor o theaws of the Stte a New York it s
the intntion afthe paris that sad ecton(s)be subslute for 1t Seton 1t woild
athr wis conform o the lws of the St of New York. Shouldth s of e St of
‘Nevw Yok require any other scton(s) ot than the sectons of e Limited Powe of
Atory, it e itenion of the parie,atsuidsetio(s)be consirued 1o be inludod
s Limited Powerof Alomey, s fsidsetions were acuded hercin

. NOPRIOKPOWLKS. This Limitd Power of Aoy revokes allpeir powers of
ttomey by and between Prncipal and Attorneyn-Fact wilh respect 0 e e s
and yearsor caby s indrumcnt.




[image: image13.jpg]foture violations of said federal and stat faws; and avarding Plaintiffs damages in the

amount of all royaltes, professional services revenues, and any and all other

denicd orlos o Pl

compensa s by reason of the foregolng; and
L. An Onier granting such other legal and equiable ellcTas the Court decmsjust and
Proper that includes, but is not imited to an Order to bring representation for the ULS.
Federal agencies including but ot Fimited to United States Patent and Trademark Ofce,
the Small Business Adminlstration: mandamus for the aforementioned Federal agencies
tojoin this complaint.
Wit all du respect o this Court, and in light of the subject malter of this Complaint,
please see the Conflictof Interest Disclosure form attashed herein as Exhibit .

JURY TRIALTS DEMANDED

Plaintffs demand a trial by jury on al elaims so iabl.

Attomey for Petiioners
Fliot I Ternstein, Pro sc
39 Little Avene

P. Stephen Lamont, Pro sc
35 Locust Avenue:

Rye,N.Y. 10580
Tel: (914) 217-0038

By:
P. Stephen Lamont




[image: image14.jpg]CERTIFICATE OF AFFIRMATION

STATL OF CALITORNIA
COUNTY OF TAHEMA:

Before me, the undersjgned authorit, personally appeared Eliot 1. Bernstein, who was
duly sworn and says Ut the facts alleged in the foregoing petiion ar true.

Swomtoand bt mean i iy of Desmbes 207,

Notary Public

16




[image: image15.jpg]Affdavitof Service

hrehy cerify that a tre and comeetcopy ofth fregoing was frshed by el

this " day of December 2007, o the aforementioned Defendants.

P Stephen Lamont, Prose

[ Bemstein, Prose

14





EXHIBIT D (POA LAMONT)
[image: image16.jpg]LIMITED FOWER OF ATTORNEY.

L PARTIES. I P. Stchen Lamont (-Prncipal), with & peincipal address of 35 Locust
Avenue, Ryc, New York 10580 herchy appoint Flot 1, Bermstein (*Attomey-In-Fact”) with a
princpal addres of 39 Litle Avenue, Red BIT, Cal. 6080 and telephonc mumber of $30-529-
110 as attomey-infac to represen me in affais consisting only 1o those powers fisted in
Section I ercin.

0 POWERS,

. All st petsniog  proceedings for Docket No. 07.CV.. 1106 in the Urited
Staes District Court T the Soulhern Distic o New York

m DURATION

. Said atorney-n-fot shall, subjec 1o revocation In wrting, have ashoriy to
conducttem 1 ahove and perform on betalfof Prncipal. All cts necessay and
requisite 1o focliate suid funcions. andior. proceedings from the_period
December 18, 2007 through the disposion of Docket No. 07-CV-11196
(including sl ppeats) (“Durason”).

W, oTHRRAcTS
& None
V. MISCELLANEOUS

4 NOTICES. Copie of notices and sber witen communications addressed (o
the Princial in proceedings involving.the above maters should be sent by
electronie mail o sisphin lsmonErerizonnet.

b Conformanee to State Law. I s he intetion of the sbove puries that this
Limited Power of Atorney conform to the lws of the Sate o New York, and
should any section o this Limited Power of Alloney not conforr o the s of
e State of New York, it is the intetion of the paries that said section() be
‘substitted or that secton that would otber wise conform o the aws of the Sxse
of New York. Should the laws of the Stale of New York require any ather
section(s) olher than the sectlons of the Limited Possr of Atiorcy, it is the
intention of the paries, that s2d secton(s) be consteued o be fnchuded i this
Limited Powerof Alorny, s ifsaidsecions were inchuded hrein,

¢ NO IRIOR POWERS. Tris Limited Power of Atomey revokes all prior
povwers ofatomey by and between Principal and Atorneyn-Tact ith espect 1
e Same mtes e s or periods covered by

Poeen TS
v P TSR

. Stephen Lamont, Principal
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