Re: Plaintiffs Opposition to Proskauer Rose March 4, 2008 to this Court in Eliot I. Bernstein, et al. v. Appellate Division, First Department Departmental Disciplinary Committee, et al., 

Docket No. 07 CV 11196 (SAS)


Via US Mail and Facsimile
Thursday, March 13, 2008
Honorable Shira A. Scheindlin

United States District Judge

Southern District of New York

500 Pearl Street

New York, New York 10007
Re: Plaintiffs Opposition to Court Order Dated March 07, 2008 in Eliot I. Bernstein, et al. v. Appellate Division, First Department Departmental Disciplinary Committee, et al., 
Docket No. 07 CV 11196 (SAS)

Dear Judge Scheindlin:

In review of this Court’s Order dated March 07, 2008, we ask that the Court reconsider several of its decision for the following reasons:

I. Attorney General Conflict

It appears that the Court’s Order presumes that the Attorney General is not conflicted in these matters versus simply asking the Attorney General to run a formal conflicts check with the matters, the Defendants and the prior cases submitted to their offices then submitting the outcome of such conflict check to the Court and Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs also point to the fact that based on the new and revealing Anderson claims of public office corruptions at the First Department, that Plaintiffs have filed today a request for the Attorney General’s Office to reinvestigate both the former complaints submitted to their offices by Plaintiffs, of almost identical claims of public office crimes as Anderson states, based on Anderson’s revelations which appear criminal in nature.  Plaintiffs also point to the fact that Eliot Spitzer retains Proskauer Rose LLP as legal counsel and this may have hindered the AG in their decisions to wholly avoid the initial complaints submitted to them under Spitzer’s reign, as this conflict was never disclosed to Plaintiffs.
II. Conflict of Law Firms Proskauer Rose and Foley and Lardner
In the Order, this Court claims that Plaintiffs "show no grounds" to establish that the law firms are conflicted yet we did show grounds under a disciplinary rule.  We are unclear if that disciplinary rule was not sufficient or if the Court overlooked the cited rule, we therefore ask for clarification.  We also submitted on March 10th 2008 another letter to this Court providing several more reasons why the law firms should be precluded from self representation under existing disciplinary rules and we ask this Court to explain with legal justification each and every rule cited in that letter, if continued representation of the conflicted law firms is allowed versus a blanket response.  It appears that this Court did not have that letter at the time of ruling in the Order.  Plaintiffs are baffled by the Court’s claim that we did not show grounds, as it is presumed that the Court is already in possession of information that Proskauer Rose, Steven Krane, Kenneth Rubenstein and Raymond Joao have been ordered by the First Department justices to be investigated for conflicts of interest and the appearance of impropriety after a thorough review of the cases and in fact the cases were moved from the First Department due to such and this remains the underlying case in this matter.  The fact that almost the entire case before this Court stems from Proskauer’s acting in conflict and that such has already been reviewed and concurred by five justices to provide grounds for immediate investigation, Plaintiffs felt this alone should have satisfied this Court’s need for grounds to demand Proskauer to find third party non-conflicted counsel.   It should also be noted that every lawyer of Proskauer is conflicted as the entire firm is being sued and Plaintiffs have no idea due to the nature of the conspiracy to be asserted of which partners or associates were directly involved in the crimes alleged.  Either way, every partner, due to the partnership, remains at personal risk in these matters thus appearing morbidly conflicted.

Again, perhaps instead of this Court presuming and opining that the law firms have no conflict, this Court should demand that both law firms run conflicts checks on representing themselves and provide this outcome of such to the Court and the Plaintiffs, as there may be hundreds of other reasons they are conflicted that neither this Court or Plaintiffs may know.  It further seems unreasonable that Plaintiffs should have to investigate and find conflict, as we have done in the past, to expose those already under review in these matters for conflict, all which could be prevented with affirmed conflicts checks by all parties prior to representation.  Further, due to their prior conflicts in matters related to this case intimately, this conflict check should be required to be conducted by a third party non-conflicted party, as Plaintiffs will not rely on Proskauer’s merely stating they are not conflicted when their entire firm and all their assets are at stake and where they have already proved to be insufficient in running conflicts checks as pointed to in the March 10, 2008 letter to this Court.

As the original Complaint filed by Defendants contains a conflict of interest disclosure that we asked this Court to have all parties sign, it would be considerate of the Court to rule that all parties, including the Court, now run a full conflict checks in addition to the one provided in the original Complaint and have all parties submit the results of such third party conflicts checks to both the Court and the Plaintiffs.
This Court maintained that Fried could remain counsel until conflict is discovered, if ever, even though one may exist it may be well hidden as Proskauer’s former conflicts were making harder to find.  Again, Fried too should be compelled to have an independent third party run a formal conflict check and provide that to the Court and Plaintiffs instead of this Court waiting for Plaintiffs to find conflict by luck later in the case, as “an ounce of prevention…”  Plaintiffs request that these conflicts checks on all parties further be affirmed and verified under oath by those directly involved.
III. Regarding Enjoining the United States and Foreign Entities in this Case

Plaintiffs request to know how and who to contact to enjoin the United States in these matters and Plaintiffs will then do so.  We will be asking the DOJ, the DOJ OIG, the USPTO, the USPTO OED, the SBA, the SBA OIG and others to enjoin and we ask if there are separate persons to contact for these agencies and if so Plaintiffs will immediately do so.  We also ask the Court to determine, if possible, who to contact to enjoin the European Patent Office, the Institute of Professional Representatives before the European Patent Office (epi), the Japanese Patent Office and the Korean Patent Office and if these concerns being enjoined require any international treatises rules to be followed.  Finally, we ask the Court if based on Anderson’s claims of public office corruptions, which appear to be of a criminal nature, if it is in this Court’s power to enjoin criminal investigators for those matters or if it is the obligation of Plaintiffs to do so.  If it is our responsibility, we respectfully ask this Court what authorities to report these potential crimes to if this Court has not already done so.  From our laymen reading of the disciplinary code and judicial conduct codes, it appears within this Court’s power to notify all proper authorities of possible criminal misconduct of other lawyers and public officers and we assume that Anderson provides a basis for such obligation.  Either way, if this Court does not feel compelled, Plaintiffs will be happy to notify those authorities that the crimes referenced in Anderson should enjoin.
IV. Service Issues

Despite Defendants acceptance of service and this Court granting such, we are still asking the Court to fully investigate how approximately 20 pounds of service papers were removed from a package sent to the US Marshal in this Federal Court proceeding.  Some Defendants, for example the Virginia Bar, are getting services with and without the Complaint per their letter to this Court.  Since the service is now improper and further may involve federal mail fraud we are asking that this Court institute immediate formal federal investigations into the missing package contents and faulty service resulting there from.  This mail issue has already materially affected the case by delaying service for over a month to certain Defendants, all of who have not accepted the improper service, as this may effect the case and if found that tampering with Federal Court papers via federal mail has occurred, this could prove to materially affect certain parties and therefore must be investigated to completion before this case proceeds.
V. Conflict Checks by All Parties
Plaintiffs are asking that all parties legally participating in these matters, including this Court and all Defendant counsel run a full and formal conflicts check against not only the current Defendants but the soon to be added Defendants listed in the Draft Amended Complaint header section exhibited herein as Exhibit 1 before continuing further or before joining these matters.  We are asking that such conflicts checks be done and the results distributed to the Plaintiffs and this Court.  Failure to follow conflicts checks and conflicts occurring are again the basis for the case before this Court and the underlying case that now comes center court in the RICO claim of patent theft.  When it is the obligation of counsel, court officials and public officers to disclose conflicts prior to handling matters and these matters now have multiple massive conflicts as the underlying claims whereby public officers have allegedly continued in a pattern of conflict to deny due process, the failures already should be grounds to establish ethics beyond a reasonable doubt.  Since Anderson not only furthers the Plaintiffs claims of conflicts and public office violations but additionally provides all the grounds this Court should need to find at minimum caution as a policy, as she exposes from the inside how conflicts were preventing due process through public office crimes including conflicts and the overwhelming appearance of impropriety.
VI. Acceptance of Court Papers by Plaintiffs by Electronic Transfer
That due to the fact that US mail has already been tampered with in these matters and is under investigation we are asking that this Court allow some form of electronic transfer of the documents by and between this Court and Plaintiffs to assure that tampering has not occurred and that we are both looking at the same documents that were transmitted.  The underlying case of patent theft in these matters has numerous examples of mail and wire fraud, whereby evidence of such has already been provided to federal and international authorities, including tampering with mail sent to the USPTO for patents.  
As Pro Se counsel in these matters, we are asking that this Court allow Plaintiffs to use any electronic document service provided to any other counsel as a measure of safety, at least until the conclusion of the investigations by the US Postmaster and US Marshal concerning the service debacle are concluded.  This may include any Court services, facsimile machine or email, although tampering with email is also complained of to several investigators currently investigating these matters.
Respectfully submitted,




Eliot I. Bernstein, Pro Se
and

P. Stephen Lamont, Pro Se
cc:
Monica Connell (via US Mail and Facsimile) 
Assistant Attorney General


Attorney for Defendants


Gregory Mashberg, Esq. 

Joanna Smith, Esq.


Proskauer Rose LLP (via US Mail, Email and Facsimile)

Attorney for Defendants

Todd Norbitz, Esq.


Anne Sekel, Esq.


Foley and Lardner LLP (via US Mail, Email and Facsimile)

Attorney for Defendants

John W. Fried, Esq. (via US Mail, Email and Facsimile)

Fried & Epstein LLP


Attorneys for Defendants Joao
Exhibit 1 – Partial draft Amended Complaint
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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 (SAS)

IVIEWIT.COM LLC, IVIEWIT LLC, IVIEWIT 

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

PATENT INTEREST HOLDERS ATTACHED AS EXHIBIT A






Plaintiffs,

-against-

1.      PROSKAUER ROSE LLP, 

2.      ANY OTHER JOHN DOE ("JOHN DOE") PROSKAUER PARTNER, AFFILIATE, COMPANY, KNOWN OR NOT KNOWN AT THIS TIME; INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO PROSKAUER ROSE LLP PARTNERS, ASSOCIATES, OF COUNSEL, EMPLOYEES, CORPORATIONS, AFFILIATES AND ANY OTHER PROSKAUER RELATED OR AFFILIATED ENTITIES BOTH INDIVIDUALLY AND PROFESSIONALLY.  

3.      STEVEN C. KRANE in his official, individual and professional capacity,

4.      KENNETH RUBENSTEIN both individually and professionally,

5.      ESTATE OF STEPHEN KAYE in his former official, individual and Professional capacity,

6.      Alan S. Jaffe both individually and professionally, 
AMENDED COMPLAINT

7.      Robert Kafin both individually and professionally,

8.      Christopher C. Wheeler in his official, individual  and professional capacity,

9.      Matthew Triggs in his official, individual  capacity and professional, 

10.  Albert Gortz both individually and professionally,

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

12.  MELTZER LIPPE GOLDSTEIN & BREISTONE LLP, 

13.  MELTZER, LIPPE, GOLDSTEIN, WOLF & SCHLISSEL, P.C.,

14.  ANY OTHER JOHN DOE ("JOHN DOE") MELTZER, LIPPE, GOLDSTEIN, WOLF & SCHLISSEL, P.C. PARTNER, AFFILIATE, COMPANY, KNOWN OR NOT KNOWN AT THIS TIME; INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO MELTZER, LIPPE, GOLDSTEIN, WOLF & SCHLISSEL, P.C.; PARTNERS, ASSOCIATES, OF COUNSEL, EMPLOYEES, CORPORATIONS, AFFILIATES AND ANY OTHER MELTZER, LIPPE, GOLDSTEIN, WOLF & SCHLISSEL, P.C. RELATED OR AFFILIATED ENTITIES BOTH INDIVIDUALLY AND PROFESSIONALLY,

15.  ANY OTHER JOHN DOE ("JOHN DOE") MELTZER LIPPE GOLDSTEIN & BREISTONE LLP, PARTNER, AFFILIATE, COMPANY, KNOWN OR NOT KNOWN AT THIS TIME; INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO MELTZER LIPPE GOLDSTEIN & BREISTONE LLP, PARTNERS, ASSOCIATES, OF COUNSEL, EMPLOYEES, CORPORATIONS, AFFILIATES AND ANY OTHER MELTZER LIPPE GOLDSTEIN & BREISTONE LLP, RELATED OR AFFILIATED ENTITIES BOTH INDIVIDUALLY AND PROFESSIONALLY,

16.  LEWIS S. MELTZER both individually and professionally,

17.  RAYMOND A. JOAO both individually and professionally,

18.  Frank Martinez in both individually and professionally,

19.  FOLEY AND LARDNER LLP,

20.  ANY OTHER JOHN DOE ("JOHN DOE") FOLEY & LARDNER PARTNERS, AFFILIATES, COMPANIES, KNOWN OR NOT KNOWN AT THIS TIME; INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO FOLEY & LARDNER; PARTNERS, ASSOCIATES, OF COUNSEL, EMPLOYEES, CORPORATIONS, AFFILIATES AND ANY OTHER FOLEY & LARDNER RELATED OR AFFILIATED ENTITIES BOTH INDIVIDUALLY AND PROFESSIONALLY.  

21.  MICHAEL C. GREBE both individually and professionally,

22.  WILLIAM J. DICK both individually and professionally,

23.  Todd C. Norbitz, Esq.  both individually and professionally,

24.  Anne Sekel, Esq. both individually and professionally,

25.  MPEGLA, LLC., 

26.  MPEGLA LLC. Licensors

27.  MPEGLA LLC. Licensees

MPEG-9

MPEG-2

MPEG -2 Systems

MPEG-4 Visual

MPEG-4 Systems

IEEE 1394 (Firewire)

AVC (H.264)

DVB-T

ATSC

VC-1

28.  DVD6C Licensing Group

29.   6C DVD (1998)  

30.  4C DVD (1997)  

31.  RFID Council LLC,

32.  Lawrence Horn

33.  INTEL CORP.,

34.  Real 3d, Inc., 

35.  SILICON GRAPHICS, INC., 

36.  LOCKHEED MARTIN,

37.  RYJO,

38.  Gerald Stanley,

39.  Ryan Huisman,

40.  Larry Palley,

41.  Tim Connolly,

42.  Rosalie Bibona,

43.  Brian G. Utley both individually and professionally,

44.  Michael Reale both individually and professionally,

45.  Judge Jorge LABARGA in his official and individual  capacity,

46.  John Anthony Boggs in his official and individual  capacity,

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

48.  ALBERTO GONZALES, former United States Attorney General, in his official and individual capacity.

49.  JOHNNIE E. FRAZIER, former United States Department of Commerce Inspector General, in his official and individual capacity.

50.  HOUSTON & SHADY, P.A. 

51.  Any other John Doe ("John Doe") Houston & Shady, P.A., affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Houston & Shady P.A. related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

52.  FURR & COHEN, P.A. 

53.  Any other John Doe ("John Doe") Furr & Cohen, P.A., affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Furr & Cohen, P.A. related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

54.  SACHS SAXS & KLEIN, P.A. 

55.  Any other John Doe ("John Doe") Sachs Saxs & Klein P.A., affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Sachs Saxs & Klein, PA related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

56.  European Patent Office

57.  ALAIN POMPIDOU, European Patent Office, in his official and personal capacity,

58.  Christopher Pruzaski both individually and professionally.

59.  Mara Lerner Robbins both individually and professionally.

60.  Donald “ROCKY” Thompson both individually and professionally.

61.  Gayle Coleman both individually and professionally,

62.  David George both individually and professionally,

63.  George A. Pincus both individually and professionally,

64.  Gregg Reed both individually and professionally, 

65.  Leon Gold both individually and professionally,

66.  Marcy Hahn-Saperstein both individually and professionally,

67.  Kevin J. Healy both individually and professionally,

68.  Stuart Kapp both individually and professionally,

69.  Ronald F. Storette both individually and professionally,

70.  Chris Wolf both individually and professionally,

71.  Jill Zammas both individually and professionally,

72.  JON A. BAUMGARTEN both individually and professionally,

73.  SCOTT P. COOPER both individually and professionally,

74.  BRENDAN J. O'ROURKE both individually and professionally,

75.  LAWRENCE I. WEINSTEIN both individually and professionally,

76.  WILLIAM M. HART both individually and professionally,

77.  DARYN A. GROSSMAN both individually and professionally, 

78.  JOSEPH A. CAPRARO JR. both individually and professionally,

79.  JAMES H. SHALEK both individually and professionally,

80.  Gregory Mashberg, Esq., both individually and professionally,

81.  Joanna Smith, Esq., both individually and professionally,

82.  THE CITY OF NEW YORK,

83.  THE OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION OF THE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM, 

84.  DOUGLAS A. BOEHM both individually and professionally,

85.  STEVEN C. BECKER both individually and professionally,

86.  Ralf Boer both individually and professionally,

87.  Barry Grossman both individually and professionally,

88.  Jim Clark both individually and professionally,

89.  Schiffrin & Barroway, LLP 

90.  any other John Doe ("John Doe") Schiffrin & Barroway, LLP partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Schiffrin & Barroway, LLP; Partners, Associates, Of Counsel, Employees, Corporations, Affiliates and any other Schiffrin & Barroway, LLP related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally. 

91.  Richard Schiffrin individually and professionally, 

92.  Andrew Barroway individually and professionally, 

93.  Krishna Narine individually and professionally, 

94.  Blakely Sokoloff Taylor & Zafman LLP, 

95.  any other John Doe ("John Doe") Blakely Sokoloff Taylor & Zafman LLP partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Blakely Sokoloff Taylor & Zafman LLP; Partners, Associates, Of Counsel, Employees, Corporations, Affiliates and any other Blakely Sokoloff Taylor & Zafman LLP related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.   

96.  Norman Zafman individually and professionally, 

97.  Thomas Coester individually and professionally, 

98.  Farzad Ahmini individually and professionally, 

99.  George Hoover individually and professionally, 

100. Wildman, Harrold, Allen & Dixon Partners,

101. any other John Doe ("John Doe") Wildman, Harrold, Allen & Dixon LLP partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Wildman, Harrold, Allen & Dixon LLP; Partners, Associates, Of Counsel, Employees, Corporations, Affiliates and any other Wildman, Harrold, Allen & Dixon LLP related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

102. Christopher & Weisberg, P.A. 

103.  any other John Doe ("John Doe") Christopher & Weisberg, P.A. partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Christopher & Weisberg, P.A.; Partners, Associates, Of Counsel, Employees, Corporations, Affiliates and any other Christopher & Weisberg, P.A. related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

104.  Alan M. Weisberg individually and professionally,

105. Martyn W. Molyneaux individually and professionally, 

106. Michael Dockterman individually and professionally, 

107. YAMAKAWA INTERNATIONAL PATENT OFFICE, 

108. any other John Doe ("John Doe") Yamakawa International Patent Office partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Yamakawa International Patent Office; Partners, Associates, Of Counsel, Employees, Corporations, Affiliates and any other Yamakawa International Patent Office related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.   

109. Masaki Yamakawa individually and professionally, 

110. GOLDSTEIN LEWIN & CO. 

111. any other John Doe ("John Doe") Goldstein & Lewin Co. partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Goldstein & Lewin Co.; Partners, Associates, Of Counsel, Employees, Corporations, Affiliates and any other Goldstein & Lewin Co. related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

112.          Donald J. Goldstein individually and professionally,

113.          Gerald R. Lewin individually and professionally, 

114.          Erika Lewin individually and professionally, 

115.          Mark R. Gold individually and professionally, 

116.          Paul Feuerberg individually and professionally, 

117.          Salvatore Bochicchio individually and professionally, 

118.          Marc H. List individually and professionally, 

119.          David A. Katzman individually and professionally, 

120.          Robert H. Garick individually and professionally, 

121.          Robert C. Zeigen individually and professionally, 

122.          Lawrence A. Rosenblum individually and professionally, 

123.          Brad N. Mciver individually and professionally, 

124.          Robert Cini individually and professionally, 

125.          Steve Cochran individually and professionally, 

126.          David Bolton individually and professionally, 

127.          Connie Martin individually and professionally, 

128.          Richard Gentner individually and professionally, 

129.          Steven A. Behrens individually and professionally, 

130.          Matt Johannsen individually and professionally, 

131.          any other John Doe ("John Doe") Intel, Real 3D, Inc. (Silicon Graphics, Inc., Lockheed Martin & Intel) & RYJO partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Intel, Real 3D, Inc. (Silicon Graphics, Inc., Lockheed Martin & Intel) & RYJO; Employees, Corporations, Affiliates and any other Intel, Real 3D, Inc. (Silicon Graphics, Inc., Lockheed Martin & Intel) & RYJO related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally. 

132.          Tiedemann Investment Group 

133.          any other John Doe ("John Doe") Tiedemann Investment Group partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Tiedemann Investment Group and any other Tiedemann Investment Group related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

134.          Bruce T. Prolow individually and professionally,

135.          Carl Tiedemann individually and professionally,

136.          Andrew Philip Chesler individually and professionally,

137.          Craig L. Smith individually and professionally,

138.          Crossbow Ventures, 

139.          Alpine Partners,

140.          Stephen J. Warner individually and professionally, 

141.          RenE P. Eichenberger individually and professionally, 

142.          H. Hickman “Hank” Powell individually and professionally, 

143.          Maurice Buchsbaum individually and professionally, 

144.          Eric Chen individually and professionally, 

145.          Avi Hersh individually and professionally, 

146.          Matthew Shaw individually and professionally, 

147.          Bruce W. Shewmaker individually and professionally, 

148.          Ravi M. Ugale individually and professionally, 

149.          any other John Doe ("John Doe") Crossbow Ventures, Alpine Partners partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Crossbow Ventures / Alpine Partners and any other Crossbow Ventures / Alpine Partners related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

150.          BROAD & CASSEL, 

151.          James J. Wheeler individually and professionally, 

152.          Kelly Overstreet Johnson in her official, individual and professional capacities, 

153.          any other John Doe ("John Doe") Broad & Cassell partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Broad & Cassell and any other Broad & Cassell related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.   

154.          Raymond Hersh individually and professionally, 

155.          THE SUPREME COURT OF NEW YORK APPELLATE DIVISION: FIRST JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT, 

156.          THE SUPREME COURT OF NEW YORK APPELLATE DIVISION: FIRST JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT, DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE

157.          THE SUPREME COURT OF NEW YORK APPELLATE DIVISION: SECOND JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT, DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE

158.          THE SUPREME COURT OF NEW YORK APPELLATE DIVISION: SECOND JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT,

159.          THE FLORIDA BAR,

160.          Lorraine Christine Hoffman in her official and individual capacities,

161.          Eric Turner in his official and individual capacities,

162.          Kenneth Marvin in his official and individual capacities,

163.          Joy A. Bartmon in her official and individual capacities,

164.          Jerald Beer in his official and individual capacities,

165.          CATHERINE O’HAGEN WOLFE in her official and individual capacity, 

166.          PAUL CURRAN in his official and individual capacity, 

167.          MARTIN R. GOLD in his official and individual capacity, 

168.          LAWRENCE DIGIOVANNA in his official and individual capacity, 

169.          DIANA MAXFIELD KEARSE in her official and individual capacity, 

170.          JAMES E. PELTZER in his official and individual capacity, 

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

173.          THOMAS HALL in his official and individual capacity, 

174.          DEBORAH YARBOROUGH in her official and individual capacity, 

175.          VIRGINIA STATE BAR, 

176.          ANDREW H. GOODMAN in his official and individual capacity, 

177.          NOEL SENGEL in her official and individual capacity, 

178.          MARY W. MARTELINO in her official and individual capacity,

179.          Lizbeth L. Miller, in her official and individual capacity,.

180.          Detective Robert Flechaus in his official and individual capacity,

181.          Chief of Police Andrew Scott in his official and individual capacity

182.          Harrison Goodard Foote incorporating Brewer & Son

183.          Any other John Doe ("John Doe") Harrison Goodard Foote (incorporating Brewer & Son) partners, affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Harrison Goodard Goote incorporating Brewer & Son and any other related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.

184.          Moskowitz, Mandell, Salim & Simowitz, P.A., 

185.          Any other John Doe ("John Doe") Moskowitz, Mandell, Salim & Simowitz, P.A., affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Moskowitz, Mandell, Salim & Simowitz, P.A. related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

186.          Huizenga Holdings Incorporated

187.          Any other John Doe ("John Doe") Huizenga Holdings Incorporated affiliates, companies, known or not known at this time; including but not limited to Huizenga Holdings Incorporated related or affiliated entities both individually and professionally.  

188.          Wim van der Eijk, European Patent Office, in his official and personal capacity,

189.          Lise Dybdahl, European Patent Office, in her official and personal capacity,

190.          UVIEW.COM, INC. – DL[1]

191.          IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC. – DL

192.          IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC. – DL

193.          IVIEWIT HOLDINGS, INC. – FL

194.          IVIEWIT.COM, INC. – FL

195.          IVIEWIT.COM, INC. – DL

196.          I.C., INC. – FL

197.          IVIEWIT.COM LLC – DL

198.          IVIEWIT LLC – DL

199.          IVIEWIT CORPORATION – FL

200.          IVIEWIT, INC.  –  FL

201.          IVIEWIT, INC. – DEL

202.          Any other John Doe,

203.          Any other Jane Doe

Defendants

X    
JURY TRIAL         DEMANDED

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, and for their Complaint against the above captioned Defendants, state upon knowledge as to their own facts and upon information and belief as to all other matters:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. This is a civil action seeking injunctive relief, monetary relief, including past and on going economic loss, compensatory and punitive damages. disbursements, costs and fees for violations of rights brought pursuant to, including but not limited to, Article 1, Section 8, Clause 8 of The Constitution of the United States; Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendment to The Constitution of the United States; 15 U.S.C.A. §§ 1 and 2; Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (as amended); 18 U.S.C. § 1961 through 18 U.S.C. § 1968; and, State law claims.

2. Specifically, Plaintiffs allege that the Defendants wantonly, recklessly, knowingly and purposefully, acting individually and in conspiracy with each other, sought to deprive Petitioners of title and pay through a pattern of violation of constitutional rights, violation of attorney ethics, misrepresentation, misinformation, fraud, fraud upon the United States Patent and Trademark Office and other Federal, state, and international agencies, and abuse of and manipulation of laws, rules, and regulations, conflicts of interests and abuse of public offices of including but not limited to the 1st DDC and 2nd DDC and others, and appearances of impropriety
 
 to deprive Plaintiffs of interests in intellectual properties valued at approximately One Trillion Dollars ($1,000,000,000,000.00).

3. Said acts were done knowingly with the consent and condonation of officers of including but not limited to the First Department Departmental Disciplinary Committee (“1st DDC”), the Second Department Departmental Disciplinary Committee (“2nd DDC”), the New York State Supreme Court Appellate Division First Department (“First Department Court”), Supreme Court of the State of New York Appellate Division Second Judicial Department (“Second Department Court”), State of New York Court of Appeals, (“COA”), Proskauer Rose LLP (“Proskauer”), Meltzer Lippe Goldstein & Breistone LLP (f.k.a. Meltzer Lippe Goldstein Schlissel & Wolfe LLP “MLGSW”), Foley Lardner LLP (“Foley”), the State of New York Commission of Investigation (“COI”), Lawyers Fund for Client Protection of the State of New York (“LFCP”), The Florida Bar (“TFB”), the Virginia State Bar (“VSB”), and other culpable parties.

4. Consequently, and contained in this Complaint, Plaintiffs depict a conspiratorial pattern of fraud, deceit, and misrepresentation, that runs so wide and so deep, that it tears at the very fabric, and becomes the litmus test, of what has come to be known as due process and free commerce in this country, and in that the circumstances involve inventors’ rights tears at the very fabric of the Constitution of the United States.

� See Unpublished Order:


M3198 - Steven C. Krane & Proskauer Rose;


	M2820 Kenneth Rubenstein & Proskauer Rose; 


	M3212 Raymond A. Joao and Meltzer Lippe Goldstein & Schlissel; and, 


	Thomas J. Cahill – Special Inquiry #2004.1122.


� See Motion in the Matters of Complaints Against Attorneys and Counselors at Law; Thomas J. Cahill – Docket Pending Review by Special Counsel Martin R. Gold On Advisement of Paul J. Curran and Related Cases (Separate Motion Attached) Against  Kenneth Rubenstein – Docket 2003.0531, Raymond A. Joao – Docket 2003.0532, Steven C. Krane – Docket Pending Review by Paul J. Curran, Esq. and The Law Firm of Proskauer Rose LLP.
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