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HIARIRQ orr1c11•s DlfAULT JUDGMlllT IS A PllJUDICIAL 11101 
II TBB COIDOCT or THI ADlllBISTIATIVI PIOCllDllG 

DUI TO TRI FACT THAT llSPOIDllT WAS DIRllD 
COISTITUTIOIAL RIGHTS or DUI nocus AID IQOAL PROTICTIOI 

la ALJ GltMIS' Oeder Plndlna Reepoadeat ln Default -t•oarAULT 
JDDGMDT") • be enoaaously ata&eas. 

··"Be (R••pondeat] oould have auweced tile OIP bu• has tate.-tloaally 
fat-led to do aon· 

·(• ...... 1. par•a••pb 1, llae 3 la DBrAULT JUl>GMllT) 

la faot, leepondeat ••• oonateuottvely · Pl'89'.ea••d from 
·adequately Aa•verlaa tile OIP, for tbe followlq ru1oas1 

1. Respoadant · la an aajuatly coDYt.oted ladlgent prl•oaer, 
laoanerated at Cllatoa Coneot:loaal Paclllty - Aanex ("ccr•). 
COllZl•••t.•1 ~D . 01' about February 7' 2016' ccr denied provtdtna 
l••poadeat wltb suff lolant quantities of plain white ~aper, la 
vlolatt._on of Fedenl Lav, ••tabllsbed by tbe Ualted States $uprem• 
Court la Bound• v. Smith, 430 o.s. 817, 97 s.ct. 1491 (u.s.s.c. 
[IC] 1917), and lta peoaeay. Ia Bouad-e, Bonocabl• Supreme Coar& 

Juatl.oe .Mc. Macshell vcot• tbe uaaalmoa• opt.-loa of tba Couct 
holdtaa• 

"It la ladl.•putable tbat tndlgeat l ... tee auet be pcoYlded at 
state expea•• vltb paper aacl pea to deaf& legal doaumeate vltb 
aotacla1 aewlo•• to aatbaaalcate tbem, aad wltb etamps &o mall 
them.• 



In addltlon, N•• York State Department of Correotloali and 
C011U1Unlty Servtoe• ("DOCCS") le•ued Directive 14483 vblch state•: 

"III POLICY 

H. Tbe faotllty [ccr] •ball pnvlde ceasoaable quantltles of plain 
White paper •• • to lamat•• requeetlng aaae for preparattoa of 
legal papel'a. •• 

"Th• Lav. Llbracy Supenteoc vlll eaaure that adequate quantltl•• 
of these (vblt• p.,,.r eto.] are ordered for dlatrlbuttO.. Tb.• .Lav 

Library Supervl1or vlll ensure that auob orders an promptly 
filled." 

. Commenotna la February, 2016 th-rough December, 2016; ··ieepoadent 
flied appr~xtmately •ix(6) focmal Inmate Grievances as well •• 
wrote aU.eroua letters to tbe CCP Supertntandeat· and Deputy 
Supectntendeet, requeettna aufflclerat quaatltles of plate vblte 
papel' to.pr•pare legal document• to Anever the OIP, but wa• dented 
same uatll about Deoembee 20, 2016. ln addttloa, Reaponden~'e time 
la the ocleon Lav Llbracy was severely ltmtted. Only .on•(l.) hour 
per week ls maadated bv DOCCS Rules ·and Regulations. 

C011111enoln1 ta May 2016, through October 2016, lespondeat 
submitted a plethora of Motloae for lxteneton ·of Tlme to Anew.er 
OIP, due to the afo~•-d••••lbed facts. Thecafore, leepoadent was 
coaetsuGtlvely preveated fcom timely An•werlng the OIP. 

. However, on Octobec. 4, 2016, Re•pondnt submitted Pa~tlal 

Answer . to· 01P, Purauaat· to lule 220(a).(b) encl · Motl.on for 
Exteaaton of Time, Pursuant to lule 121 to· Pll• Complete Answer. 
Plalnttff never re•poaded to same, thereby oonoedtag t~ _the fao~s 
and lafonaatloa coatalaed tb•••tn. AU GllMIS f al led to · teaue a 
proper rullaa adjudleatt.aa th• case at bar.on th• meirlt• ~ad faote 
preaeated on aame, . but· ctnumveated tbe judicial . pro•••• by 



eU1111aclly holding Respondent ta Default fo~ not Answerlna th• OIP, 
tbereby, deaytaa Be1pondnt bl• Ped•nlly aad Rew York 
Conatltutlonal rlghta of Due Pcooeaa and lqual Prot.otloa, betna a 
prleoaer denied "•oc.ea to the court•", namely timely Aasweclna 
the OIP, baaed upon the afoce•d88Gl'lbed facts. Thenfore, 
Reepoadeat ,va• l•reparably prejUdlced by ALJ GRIMIS ecrore 
co1111ltted ta the conduct of tbe Admlaietratlve Proceedlag. 

2. ALJ GllMIS oonstruottvely prevented leepondeat fcoa adequ•~•lY 
:prepacla1 ao effective Answer to the ·OIP and eubmlttlna it ~lately, 
due to the faet, that ALJ GIIMIS failed to execute R••~den.t•a 
Subopenaa· Duou Teowa ("SUBPOlllAS"), that reepoadeat aubet.tted 
with Supportla1· Affirmation, ln oompllaaoe of. Rule 232 as well •• 
ALJ · GIIMIS did aot compel Platatlf f to comply vlth ReapoQdea.t '• 
Discovery Demands aoc dld AU GRIMES request Plat.atlff te»: _sta~e 
·tbe •peolflc raaaoa(•), regacdt.n1 lts 1:afuaal to provide relav~nt 
lnfonatloa . aa requested by Re1poadent, baaed oa ·alleged 
"prlvlleged. t.nfocmattoa" or oompelllag Plaintiff to provide 
Respondent with the relevaat tnfonatloa requaated, · eucb that --be 
could ~dequately· prepace an effeotlve Answer to the OlP. Heaoe, 
l••~ndent was lr•epacably prejudiced by ALJ GRIMES 81'roca 
oomaitted la the cond_uot of the Admlaietratlve Proceeding. 

3. On or about May 15, 2016, Respoadent aubml·tted several Motton• a 
Motlon for aa Ordee Graatlna la rocma Pauparla Status1 Motion foe 
Mora Definitive Statement; and Preedom of Infocmatloa Aot ceque•t 
to have aooeae to certain relevant exoaecatlng laformatloa 
acquired by Plalatlff, · du&'tn1 l ta lnvestlaatloa of Re1pondent • 
wblcb •••PODdeat lateadad to uclllaa ln bl• def ease and Aaawer to 
tbe OIP. On May 26, 2016, ALJ GRIMES denied all of leepoadent'• 
Motlons, oreatlaa a prejudicial erro~ by bla tapcoper exerolae of 
dleo-.tloa, vlolatlng Reepondeat's Federal and Rew York 
Coaatt.tutloaal rlaht of Due Proo•••• by pnYntlaa blm fnm 
obtalntaa relevant exonecatiaa evldeace durtag Dlaoov•~· 



4. Coaenolaa May 18 • 2016 thnuah May 31, 2016, Reapoadent 
submitted a latter dated May 18, 2016, lnfocmlag ALJ ORIMBS, that 
Reepoadeat ••• belaa conatnottvelr prevented fcom timely 
Aaswerlag the OIP, due to the afoce-deaorlbed ooaatruotlYe 
,ceventlon, probt.bltlaa Reapoadent from doina same. leepoadeat 
also filed • eecond Motion for Moce Def lnltive Stateaaeat to enable 
him to adequately prepace an ef feotlva ADevec to tbe OIP as well 
••. submitted alae(9) Judlolal Subpoenas· Duou Teoum (PSUBPOllAS•) 
with an Afflnaatloa la Support, in oompltaaee to Rule 232. On.Juae 
6, 2016, ··AU ·aa~IS again daaled Ra1pondeat'• Seoond Motl.on for 
Mo_.• · Defialtlve Stat ... at and felled co exeGute ReepoDdent•a 
SUBPOBIAS~ .·tbeceby, furebel' oonatcuotlvely pceveat"lna l••pondea~ 
fi:O. adequat~~y· pceparlna an effeotlve luva~ to tb• OIP. B~e 
ALJ GRIMIS 0Gm1altt•d a pftljudlolal eccor by improper eaecolee ·of 
dtsc~ett.oa. 

S~ On Juae . 6·, 2016, Reapondeat submitted another Motion for 

lxtenal.oa of Time, grounded upon· tba afo•a-deecrl~d facts, that 
Reapondea• . 1• being conetcuotlvely prevented f com adeqaate.ly 
pcepa~iag and effective Answer to the OIP, arouaded upoa tbe faot 
that Reep0adent vae dealed sufft.oleat quaotltt.es of plain white 
paper and frequent aocase to tbe prison lav llbrarr aa well 4'a 
Plaintiff bas refused to provide Respoadeat wlth the requested 
nleYaat exoaeratt.ng material as requested. ructbanaore, ALJ 
GRIMES contlaued to refuse to execute tbe SUBPOIBAS. Reepondeat 

alao aubmltted a Motion for Pce•Beart.na Submlealon Pu&-suaat to 
Rule 222. Once aaaln, le•pondent aubmltted a Motloa •••klaa 
various exoaeratlng dooumeate, whlcb ALJ QRIMIS dented, tbel'eby, 
vlolatlna Beepoadent '• .Due Prooesa and Equal Protection Federal 
and Rew York Coastlt.utlonal rlgbta, tacMalttlaa prejucHclal enor 
by improper exe•olae of dl•oretloa. 

&. After ALJ GRIMES dented Reapoadeat's DWIU'ou• Motions aact 
requ••t• to be provided relevant exonerating evtdenoe folt tbe 
pucpoee of adequately prepac1na an effective Aaawec to the OIP, 
ALJ GRIMES improperly issued ea Order to Show cause, based upoa an 
erroneous coaolueloa of law tbat AU CRIMI& vaa authorlaed to do 
ao uader Tltle 17 of the Code of .redel'al Bulu, demaacllna 
Respoadot to flle an Anaver to the OIP, tbeceby, G01U1l&tla1 
prejudlclal error by improper exerolaa of dl1ccetion. 



7. On July 5, 2016, R••poacleat eubmltted aaotber Motloa for 
lxtenaton of Time to file an AD•ver to tba OtP, due to the faot, 
that ALJ GIIMIS recaatly aerved Respondent vltb the osc, cequlrlaa 
Reepoa~eat'a lmmedl•t• 'eapoaee. ~hereto •. ffeaca, .. f~ .tb• tlma tbe 
Admlalatratlve ·proc•edlna was oommeaoed tn Aprt~ .2016, both· tbe 

. . . 

Platatt.ff and AU GRIMES submitted Motton• •nd aa Order to Show 
• • T • # ~ ··, ' ! . ' ' • • I • .. • • • ' • f •• 

Cau~; .. requt.rlna. lt•epondent·'•· imm•~l~t• attnlloa · thereto-, to 
av:old aa adv•~• judtc,al deol~lo.a l•aued-. thereon, aa a neult ~f

Rea.,.deat:•.s lack of_. oppoaltloa theret~. Tbecafo~•, Respondent va1 
a~so ·ooast . ..,t.~valy · ~eeveat~ from-. aubmlt~t.ng a. tlma.ly ··AD•~••· •o 
·the OJP, du• t~· the. faet,. that leapoadeat .. was .foned -to ~.tt.11•• 

tJl• llml~ed uaoun·t. of plain . ~lte paper t provided by . ccr., ..... to 
·~~lt ~H.soovary .-. Mott~._..,_. SUB,OIRAS . : and . re•~·~· . to_. · t~ 
~laintl.ff '• and"~ AU GRIHBS! Order. to Show'- .~u•••· 1'fllcb l•· :tut~ 
c~astcuc.tlv•lr pr:eveated . Respondent fcom ut.lllalna tb• '•xti:8mely 
llml,ted amount of plat.a wlllte paper and prlaoa. lav llbcary tlme to 

. • t • • • • • , 

devot.~. ta, timely ~··~ela1 .. the OIP •. 

. I ," 

.··1 
.. ·-· .... ·. 



ADMllISTRATIVI LAV JUDGB'S DICISIOR TO HOLD llSPOIDllT II DEFAULT 
A COICLUllOR or MATIRIAL PACT, tllAT 18 CLIALY DROllOUS 

COISTITUTBS A COMMISSIOll or A PllJuDICIAt 11101 
IR TRI COIDUCT or TRI ADMllISftATIVI PIOCBIDIIG 

DUI TO TRI PACT, THAT MDITOIIOUS DIPllSIS · 

IASID UPON IIDISPUTAILI ·rACTS, VIII RBVll ADJUDICATID 
AID THlll8Y, RISPOIDllT WAS DllfI·BD BIS l'IDDAL ARD llW .YORK 

COISTITUTIOIAL RIGHTS or DUI PIOCBSS AID §OUAL PROT19TIOR 

AU GRIMIS otrou·mveated Reepoad•nt •a Due hoc••• •lgbt . by 
.fal_llag to addn•• the followlaa· defaneee, whloh ven __ •u-lttecJ. by 

l••pondent. la hls Motion few Dlaquallfloatton end Wtthdi-awal-: of· 
tbe Haarl.n1 ·off~oel', Pu2auant to Rule 112, that was submlt~ed ·oa 
Ausu•t 3, 2016 ("DISQUALIPICATIOR MOTIOI•) and leepoade•t'• 
Paittlal Aaewer to OIP, pursuant to lul• 220(a) .Cb),. that ••• 
submitted on Ootober 4, 1016 ("PARTIAL AISWll"). Tile followta1 aite 
the af f lr~atl•• defeaaea ttuat Reapondea& preaeatad ln Iba afoce
desorlbed pleadia1s1 

1. Admlalatcatlva Law Juda• ( ''ALJ'*) muet dlequallfy bl•••lf, 
pursuant to ri.olatloD of the Appotatmeate Clauae ta tbe SeooDd 
Ameadmeat· of the Coaatttutton of tbe -Ualted Sta&•• of Amuloa. 
leoeatly, the United Stetea Couct of Appeal• for tile Teatb Clcoult 
beld,- la tbe oaae, Baadlllere v. u.s. Seoucltlea and hbaaa• 
Coamlaaloa, 15-9586, that SIC ALJ appolable•t• Ylolate tbe s .. oad 
Alleacllleat of tb• redecal Coastt.tuttoa. ~· lOtb Cl•oul•'• decleloa 
sup',Octe the prevloua rederal Court dectalone tba.t Admlaletrattve 
Law Judgea ace "i.afertor Offloes•", whloh oan only be appotated by 
tbe Prealdeat of. the. Ualted States (•••• Jreytai v. C·.1.1., ,01 
u.s. see, 971 (o.s.s.c·. Coe] tttt)s Duka•· u.s. s.1.c~. tOJ 
r.aupp.3d 382 cu.s.o.c. [RY] s.o. 2015)1 D11k• •· u.s. s.i.c •• 124 
p.·supp.3d 211 · (u.s.o.c. [IY] S.D. 2015)1 Hlll •• SIC, lo. 115•CV• 

1101 (u.s.o.c. [GA] •·~·· 2015)t ocay rtaaaolal •• ssc. 20~5 wt 
10579873 (u.s.o.c. [GA] w.o. 2015)1 lent Banet&, leeolvlaa th• 
ALJ Quaadry, 66 Vaad.L.R••· 797, 812 (2013)1 Pree latecprl••, 561 



u.s. 477, 540• · t30. ~.ct. 31381 Buts y. Boonomou, 438 u.s. 478, 
513, 98 s.ct. 2894, 57 L.Bd.2d 895 (u.s.s.c. 1978)1 lclmoad. •· 
0nt&ec1 stat••, s20 u.s. 651, 663, 111 s.ct. 1573, 137 .L.ld.2d 917 
(u.s.s.c. 1997)1 Iroa•lda• Global "'· sic, 2015 VL 727J262 
(u.s.D.c. [GA] 1.0. 2015)1 Buokley •· Valeo, 424 u.s. 1, 126, 138· 
139, 9& s.ct. 612, 46 L.Bd.2d 659 (o.s.s.c. 1976)). ror ••• 
detailed explanation, plea•• review •••poadent'• Motion foe 
Dlequallfloattoa_ and VlCbdrawal of th• Hearlaa Offloer, puc1uaat 
•• lula 112, that Weapoadent eubllltted oa Auaust 3, 2016. 

2. Admt.nlatr•tt.ve Law Juda••• Two Level• of . T•auce ·Pnt•ot~ea 
Jlolata the · Pacleral Coastltutlon • • Separattoa of Powe~. la ."the 

_event · tbe ·sic argue• tbat aa ALJ la aa "•ploy••", aad. thereby, 
doea aot vl,late the Appototmeat'• Clauae, the aoeaarlo violate• 
the Sepa~etloa of ~overs, vlllcb l• the fuadamen•al bulldtn1 block 
uJ»oa vblob our fecefa•h•mi Premer• of the Coa•tl,utlon, bull_t ·~be 
Uatted State• Demoocaoy, tbat awaecoue·ocber oouat~l•• tbroaabout 
the world baye mod~led tbelr ova · demoocac, there.~~· 

tadlapu&ably, ~h• SBC la aa Admlnlstratlve Aa•••Y la tb~ lxeoutlv• 
Branob of Qovenmeat. Uaqueetloaably, Coagr•••, aotlna· ae the 
Le1lelatlve · Braaoh, oreated aad enacted Title 17 of tbe Code of 
Pederal leaulatloaa aad otber federal Lava, Rules and Regulatloa1 1 

eegardlaa _ Seourt.tl••· If tba Admlnletca&lve · Law Juda• la ea 
"employee" of tbe SIC, and tbu•, aa employ.. of tb• Baeoutlve 
Bcaaob, therefore, no Judlolal · Branob exist•, in aa SIC -Admlaletratlve Pnceed~•I lmplementtaa a SIC •ploy•• ALJ (••• 
rreytaa •· C011111l••loaer, 501 u.s. 868, 819-880, 111 s.ct. 2631, 
115 L.ld.2d 764 (u.s.s.c. [DC] 1991)1 Plant v. Spead t'Ulft rara, 
514 u.s. 211, 11s s.ct. 1447, 131 L.ld.2d 328 (u.s.s.c. [It] 
1995)1 Plaut•· u.s., 514 u.s. at 218-214, 239, 115 s.ct. at 1453-
1456, 1463)1 Bow•ber- •· Syaac, 478 u.s. 714• 122, 106 s.ct. 3181, 
92 L.ld.2d 583 (u.s.s.c. [DC] 1986)1 Moscl•o• v. 01•••• 487 u.s. 
65~, .toe s.ct. 2597 (u.s.s.c~ [DC] 1988)·1 Myer• •· untt•d seat••, 
212 u.s. 52, 47 s.ct. 21, 71 L.ld. 160 cu.s.s.c. [DC] 1926)1 rn• 
latel'prl•e , v. Publlo Company, 130 S.Ct. 3138, 177 L.lcl.2d 706 
(u.s.s.c. [DC] .2010)1 Gace Ga•tla v. Belec, 622 R.B.2d 524 (COA · 



[NY] 199J)J Meyers v. City of McComb, 943 s.2d 1 (s.c. [MS]. 2006)1 
State ex rel. Strattoa ~. Boswell Independent Schools, 111 R.M. 
495, 806 P.2d 1085, 666 Bd.Law Rep. 450 (COA [NM] 1991)J Murth v. 
State, 233 Ga.· 681, 212 s .1.2d 839 (s.c. [GA] 1975); Hawaii 

Insurers Council, Lingle, 120 Haw. 51, 201 P.3d 564· (s.c. fBI] 
2008)1 Simpson v. Vest V~rglnta Offtoe of Ina. Com'r, 223 V.Va 
495, 687 S.l.2d 1 (COA [VA].2009)1 Looal 170 v. Gedola, 322 Mich. 
_3J2, 34 N .• w.2d 71 (s.c. [MI] 1948)1 State ex rel. State Bldg. 
Commii•lon v• Bailey, 151 W.Va. 79, ·150 S.E.2d 449 {COA. [·~] 
1966) 1 Berkson v. t.apaue, 245 P.3d · 560, 126 Nev.Adv.9p.No. 46 
(s.c. [MV.l 2010)J Dept. of Tran.sport v. Association of Maer~ca 

Ra~lroada,. 135 s.ct. 1225 (u.s.s.c. [D.C]. 2015); Boyd v. u.s.9· 56~ 
u.s. 211, · -131 s.ct. 2355. (u.s.s.c •. [PA] .. 2011); washtngtQn · v. · 
Commissioner of Corrections, 287 Conn. 792, 950 A.D.2d. 1220 (s .• c. 
[CT] 2008); Elk Rom v. Cheyenne lesources_, 16J S.W.3d 408 (s·:c. 
[·KY] 2005)1 Callfornta Cor1reotlonal v. State, 142 cal.App. 4th. 
198, 47 Cal.lptr.3d 717 (COA (CA] 2005)1 State v. Baxter, 686 
R.W.2d 846 (COA [MR] 2004; In re Detention of Salala,. 147 
Wash.App. 798, 199 P.3d 413 (COA [WA] 2008)1 Bullet Bole v. 

Dunbar, 355 R.J.Super. 562, 763 A2d. 295 (l.J.A.D. 2000)1 1.t.1.1. 
v. Noel Canning, 134 S.Ct. 2550; Clinton v. City of New York, 524 
u.s. 417, .449-450, 11a s.ct. 2ot1, 141 L.ld.2d 393 (u.s.s.c. [·De] 
1998) i Bond v. United States, 564 u .s. 211, 131 s .ct. 2355, 180 

L.ld.2d 269 (u.s.s.c·. [PA] 2011); I.N.s. v. Chadha, .462 u.s. 9~9, 
103 s.ct. 2764, 77. t.Bd.2d 317 (u.s.s.c. [KY] t98!)J Northern. 
Pipeline Conatr. Co. v. Marathon Pipe Line Co., 458 u.s. 50, 102 
s.ct. 2858-, 73 L.Bd.2d 598 (u.s.s.c. [DC] 1982)J _Haw York v. 
United Pund, 1JO S.Ct. 31381 New York.v. United .Stat.ea, 505 U.S. 
144, 1a2, 112 s.ct. 2408, 120 t.1c1.2d 120 (u.s.s.c. [RY.] 1992)t 
Metropolitan Washington v. ct.•tzana for Ahatemeat, 501 u.s .• 252, 
276-277, 111 s.ct. 2298, 111 s.ct. 2631, 11s L.Ed.2d 236 (u.s.s.~. 
(DC] 1991)J Duke Power v. Ceroltna Environmental, 438 U.S. 59, 79, 
ti s.ct. 2&so, 21:1.s, 57 L.Ed.2d 595 cu.s.s.c. [NC] 1978)1 . 
Mistretta v. United State~, 109 S.Ct. 647, 660, 102 L.ld.24- .714 

(u.s.s.c. [·MS] 1989)1 Samuels, Kramer & Co. v. Commlseloua:, 930 

r.2d 975, 985 (U_.S.C.A. 2nd Cir. [NY] 1,91)1 Go-Bart Importing v. 



United States, 282 U.S. J44, 352·353, 51 S.Ct. 153, 156•157, 75 
L.Ed 374 (u.s.s.c. [HY) 1931J Burmap v. United States, 252 u.s. 
512, 516·517, 40 s.ct. 374, 376-377, 64 L.1d. 692 (u.s.s.c. ['DC) 
1920)1 United States v. Germaine, 99 U.S. 508, 511-512, 25 L.Bd. 
482 (u.s.s.c. [HI] 1879)1 G.Wood, The Creation of American 
lapubllc 1776-1787, P. 79 (1969)(Wood)1 Tbe Pede~allst No. 47, P• 
324 (J·.Cooke ed. 1961); U.S. Const. Art. 3 §1(1)). For more 

detailed explanation, please review Respondent's DISQUALIFIC,\TIOH 
MOTION. 

3. Respondent•& Constitu·tlonal Claim• and Defenses are outside the 
SEC• a Expertise,. and thereby, the Administrative Pl'oceedtn.a should 
~a· conducted in Federal Court (see Pree Enterprise Fund v .• Ptib. 
co. Accountt.na oversight Bd., 561 u.s. 477, 491, 130 s.ct.· 3138 
(U.S.S.C. 2010)1 Johnson v. Robinson, 415 U.S. 361, 373, 94 S.Ct. 
1160,. 39 L.Ed.2d 389 (u.s.s.c. 1974)1 Thunder Basin Coal Co. v. 
Reich, 510 u.s. 200, 207, 212, 114 s.ct. 771, 127 t.Ed.2d 29 

· (u.s.s.c. 1994)J Elgin v. Dep't of Treasury, 132 s.ct. 2126, 2140, 
183 L.Ed.2d 1 (u.s.s.c. 2012)1 Duka v. u.s. s.1.c., 103 F.Supp.3d 
382, 392 (u.s·.D.C. [lfY] S.D. 2015) I Gray Financial Group v. 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 2015 WL 10579873 [GA[ N.D. 
2015)1 Tilton v. s.1.c., 2015 WL 4006165 (u.s.n.c. [NY] 2015). For 
more detailed information, 
DISQUALIFICATION MOTION. 

please review . Respondea& •a 



AW GRIMES FAILED TO MAKE A JUDICIAL DECISION ON THE MERITS 
PERTAINING TO RESPORD!NT'S SUBMITTED eARTIAL ANSWER T~ OIP 

VIOLATING RESPONDENT'S FEDERAL. ~N.D NEW YORK 
CONSTITUTIONAL BIGHTS or DUE PROCESS AND EoUAL OPPORTUNITY 

On October· 27 • 2016, AW GRIMES. issued an Initial Declston o.f 
Default ("DEFAULT. DECISION"), wlthout addresalng the R~~poodent's 
mei:ltQrlous de~e~aes preaeote~. in ~la PARTIA~ AtJSW!R TO TH~ OIP, 
which .Respondent submitted on October 4., . 2016~ The following 
merl.~or~~us · d.El,f.~nsea were· rat.sad._ by R~spondent in. hla. PARTlAL 
A~SWER, that were never adjudicated thereupon: 

1. Plaint.if' lacks ju~lsdlctle>n ove~ Res~ndent, due to .~he: Jaot, . ' . . '. . . . . .. 

th•t .R~spoadent rellnqulshad h.t.s Securttle• Licens~s ln. 2009 . as 
wall as the OIP must be dlamtssed. due. to the fact, that Pl~l.atlff 
ls .time barre~ from bringing an action, after six(6). yaars. 

2. Plaintiff lacks authority to prosecute Respondent, due to the 
fact, that Respondent.'s unjust criminal conviction did !!!!. involve 
securities as well as the convlctlon was based upon violations of 
Respondent's federal and New York Constltutlonal rights. 

, 

3. Plaintiff lacks autbo.rlty to prosecute the matter, due to the 
fact, that the real estate tranaact~on, ln quastlon, ts !21 a 
security. 

4. The Court ahould diamlsa.the Adminlatratlve Pr~ceedlng, due to 
the fact, that both the Prosecutor and C~almanta/Complalnts taave 
"Unclean Hands", having committed both Feder•l and State crimes of 
Fraud, Tax Evasion,· PeC'jut:y.aad Grand· Larceny, grounded upon their 
fallure to amend thelr. Federal and State .tax ~eturns and pay the 
associated Federal and State ·taxes,. penalties ·and. latecast, 
exceedlng $4,000,000, la accord wl~h the CRIMINAL .. CASE 

. . 

Prosecutor' a allegation of "invalid". real estate d•eds, that· have 
recently been proven valid, and thereby, Respondent is "actually 
innocent" of the crimes of which be was "ajustly convicted. 



5. Plaintiff and Claimants/Complainants are barred from 
benefiting, grounded upon the Doctrine of "Unelean Handsff. 

6. Margaret Splllaae ("SPILLANE") and Alexander Janghorban1 
("JANGHORBANI"), representing Plaintiff,. are a~ceaso~lea to 
Federal and State crimes, committed by the Complainants, in the 
CRIMINAL CASE, and thereby, Plalntlff la barred from any relief, 
based upon the Doctrine of "Unclean Hands". 

7. Clalma~ts/Com?lalnants ln the CRIMINAL CASE "received what they 
bargained for.,, and thereby, Plalntlf f la J!2!. entitled ·to any· 
·r.elf.ef, sueh as. Respondent's Llfet.tme Ban from the Securltlee 
Industry, based upon Respondent's lack of .wrongdoing, and 
Plalntlff ls further barred, by the Doctrine of· ••unjust 
Enrichment". 

8. Respondent's Federal and $tate Due Process· righta.wer~ violated 
in the Administrative Proceeding, due to 'the · fact, that both 
Plaintiff and ALJ GRIMES, knowingly, willfully and intentionally, 
prohibited Respondent from obtalntn, rel~vavant material, which is 
exonerating, that Respondent demanded, pursuant to his Discovery 
Demands, pursuant to Rule 230 and Judlcla l Subpoenas Duces · Tecum 
with Supporting Afflrmatlon why the material requested was 
relevant to enable Respondent to adequately pr•pare an effective 
defense. 

Therefore, grounded upon the afore-described faets aad 
information, ALJ GRIMES committed p~ejudicial errors ln the 
conduct of the Administrative Proceeding. 



ALJ GR~MBS HAS A PIDUCIARY OBLIGATION 
PURSUANT TO 17 c.r.R. §200.·54 and ·1200.·55 

. . 

TO DETE~MIN! WHETHER RESPONDENT'S CONVICTION 
UPON WHICH THE INITIAL DECISION IS BASED 

VAS OBTAINED IN VIOLATION OF 
FEDERAL AND NE;·yoRK CONSTITUTIONS 

Indisputably, Title 17 of the Code ·of. Federal Regula~_lone 

Sections 200 ~ 54 and 200 .·55, . specif lcally mandates that, ~U 
GRIMES, being a "member of this Commlsslon", must ••admlols'ter the 
law" by "vtgoroualr enforcing compliance with the [Constitutlo~al] 
law· by all persons affected [Respondent] thereby~ and ••bl· the 
exercise of· their [AU GRIMESl judicial functions, members shall 
honestly,· fairly and impartially determine the [Constltutlonal] 
rights of ~11 persons [ResPondent] under the [Securlt·les] l~w'•. 

. . .. 

Upon. the Appeal Committee's review. of the Respondents PARTIAL 
ANSWER, it will discover that respondent furnished AW GRIMES with 
detailed facts and lnfo.rmatlon la support of Respondent's defense, 
that his convlctlon was ~ndlsputably obtained ta violation· of 
Respondent's Constltutlonal rights as well as Respondent provided 
newly discovered evidence, that .!!.2 crime was committed, ther:eby 
proving, that the Respondent ls: "actually innocent", and hence, 
the Plalntlff ta not entitled to any relief reque-ted · ln the 

. - . 
Administrative Proceed lag. AW GRIMES• failure · , to· review 
Reap0adent•s-PARTIAL ANSWER, which described the afore-mentioned 
Constitutional violations in detail, and· ALJ GRIMES' further 
failure to _cite any reasoolng to support his denial of each and 
every defense Respondent presented tn hts PARTIAL ANSWER, . further 
violated Respondent's Coa·att tut.tonal ~tghts of Due Process· and 
Equal Protection. 

Therefore, baaed upon the afora-deacribed facts and 
information, ALJ GRIMES committed a plethora·of prejudicial erro~s 
in the conduct of the Admlntstratlve Proeeedtng. 



ALJ GRIMES COMMITTED IRREPARABLE 
PREJUDICIAL ERRORS IN THE PROCEEDING 
BY FAILING TO ADDRESS THI FACT THAT 

ORDERING THI MOST DRASTIC SANCTION AVAILABLE 
RESPONDENT'S LIFETIME BAN FROM s1cua1111s ~NDUSTRY 

IS A GRAV! MANIFEST OF INJUSTICE. 

Indiaput~bly, there exists a plethora ~f of Federal case law 
that the Plalnttff • Slld the Admtnlat~a.tlva Law Judge,. h~ve.· a duty 
to.· ~arer·u.lly .articulate the g~o~nda upon .whloh, it[thayf·ae~k ~he 
mo~t drae~lc ~anctl~n· .agalo.~t .R.apond~t aa ~'!Ill as why a ·les·e~r 
sanction: ·would not au.fflce. (see Steadman v. ·SEC, 603 .F.ld it·~&·, . 
1~40 (u.s.c~A· •.. 5th Clrc. 1979). Due to the. fact·, ·.that rialtbar :the 
·ptatnttfi or·· ALJ GRIMES car~fµl~y artlcuiated th~ r~~·.:~~·~~1- uPo-~ 
which hls'Cthetrl decision was_ . baa~d-, . to seek the most' severe 
sanction, ·to .. ban the Reep~ndent fo~ life from. the Securttlea 
.Indus.t~Y.t · AU_ GR.IMES committed ·• prejudlclal error ln bia INI'~iAt 
DECIS.ION, ~attantlng vacatio'a " thereof. For more" . detailed 
information on ·tha.prejudlctal error, R•spondent 1:efer~ the Appea~ 
Committee to i-evlaw Respondent.•s PARTIA~ ANSWER. 

ALJ GRIMES COMMITTED PRIJUDICI~L ERRORS 
IN THI ADMlNISTRATIVE PROCEEDING BY . . . . 

FAILING TO.ADDRBSS EAC~ ANO !VE~Y CONT~NT~ON RES~NDENT 
PRESENTED IN THI MOTION TO.CORRECT MANIFEST !RRORS_OF 

AU GRlMIS' INITIAL DECISION OP DIPAULT PUISUANT ro· RULE 1li. ·. 

. ' ' . . 

On November 8, 2016. Respondent aubmltted a detailed Motion. to 
Correct Maot.f~at Brrors of Court 'a Initial Deolat.on · of Default 
Pursuant to· Rule 111 ("MOTION TO CORRECT ERRORS"). On ~cem~r 2, 
2016, ALJ. GRIMES. lasu~d an Order: Denylaa Respondent~. Motton- to 

. .-
Correct, _falli~g to . address .. fnV of' thf!' numerous errors, that 
Respondent_ brought ~ortb in ~ejlpondent '_e M~TION TO CORRECT !RR~RS, 
and thereby, AW GRIMES, oace)agaln, violated Reapondent~s Federal 
and New York Coastltutt.on~'l . Jrlghts of Due . P~ocass and lq~al 
Proteotloa. Thereforat ALJ GRIMES cout.tted pi:ejudtclal.errors. in 
the conduct of the Procaed~ng. 



RELllP Rl9UISTED 

The Respoadeat respectfully requests that the Appeal Corumlttee 
vacate ALJ GRIMES 1 Oe~ober 27, 2016 INl~IAL DECISION and reeand 

the case back to AW GRIMES to issue a Decision on each of 
Respondent's "otlons: DISQUALIFICATION MOTION, PAITIAL A~SW!R and 
MOTION TO CORRECT ERRORS and prov~de.a detallad reaaonlns for each 
and ever1 point of contention raised .by l••eondent in the afoi:e~ · 
described pleadings, cather th•n .•umm.arlly avoiding same, hy 

. . . . 

almply stating "ao merit" or equivllent thereof. The Reapoad~t 
further .respectfully requests that the Appeal Committee lsaue an 
Ord~r for ·aa_ ·in personam hear~n1 to be held lo the Adm_lntst~atlve 

'Proceeding aa well as issue a. fuC'ther Order foe· Plaintiff .<to 
provide the ·Discovery Respondent. Demanded ln_ the· Proc~~tli1·~ _as 

well as order. ALJ GRIMIS to execute the Judtctal. Subpoenas Ducea 
Tacum, that Reapondeat prevtously submitted, to enable Respondent 
to prepare an adequate and effectlv~ defense for the heart·ng ·in 
the case at bar. 

Dated: January 25, 2017 
Dannemora, NY 

Respectfully submitted, 

Respondent, Pro Se 
   

P.O~ Box  
Dannemo~a, RY  



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Baf o~a the 

SBCURtTIIS AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 
RECEIVED --, 

FEB 2: 1 _io 17 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDING 
File No. 3 ... 11210 j ..OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

·-·-------------------------·--·-------------x In the Matter of, 

PAllL LION WHITE ti 

--·---·-~----------------.----------------·---x 

CERTIFICATE 
OF SERVICE 

l hereby eectlfy that on January 25, 2017, I seCYed ·cha 
l.UPONDllT',S P~ErIT.lON FOR RIVI!W OF "~!. INITIAL r,ECl:JJ~·i _..by
placlng · a true . cop[ or. o·rt1lna1· tn a. ~rappec addressee!: t:~:. ~~ 
persons · listed be ow and deposltlf'R same .with an AOVANCI 
AUTHORIZATION FORM· for the Clinton Correctional Faclllt'Y. -~ A®•x 
( .. CCP11

) Correspondeaoe Dei>artment to afftx suff lcteot P••·~ld 
Flr~t Class_ poi.tag, ~hereon. aad de.postttna same tato a ·red,. wh_f,ta 
and blue oolored mall ·~eeeptacle, havlna an Amert.can Eagle· .. · 1oao 
thereon, at: ccr,. ~hloh. t belleve la unde.: tbe exclusive. care .• ad 
oustody. o;f. t~• .. ·unt..ted States. Postal Sentce. Th• wl'appers were 
add~asaed to the >f~llning 1)9tt80D9: . . . . . . 

1 .• Lynn. .. M •.. t.c,>vala_. ld ...... _ ... _.DffPU:·t·.~' s_ec'• .. ~·~•· ._u~s. SEC, 100" r. Stceet, 
N-.'!:., Vaeht~,· DC~'·298~15'5J\ ~:t·:.·01:q~i· · . . 

2. ·ereot Fields, Secretary, Office of Secretaey, u.s. SBC·, 100 -r. 
Ste•et, .N.!.; Washtngto~·, DC 20549-2557 ·•(l original & 1 copy) . 

3. .Alexander Jaaghobal)i Beq. ·, u. s. SIC, . · 200. ·vaeey . Street , N~w 
York, J~V .1Q282-~022 (1 c~py) ~ · 

• NOT-: , Resp0nde,nt wai ltmi tad ~-~ serving only 1 copy .. , on the" 
Office o.~ 'tl\a Sectet•ry due to limited_ quantities of plaln wbt.te 
paper, carbon. p~per and llmlted access to the prison law llbca~y 

<;;,<:;;i3=t3ROJ35 . . . . 
Res~nd•nt , Pro Se .

P.O~ Box 
Dannemora, RY 

---= 




