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Respondent Charles L. Hill, Jr. has filed a motion to de-institute this administrative
proceeding. For the following reasons, the Commission denies Hill’s motion.
I.

Background

The Commission instituted this proceeding in February 2015, alleging that Hill, an
unregistered person, engaged in insider trading in connection with securities of Radiant Systems,
Inc. in violation of Exchange Act Section 14(e) and Exchange Act Rule 14e-3.1 In response, Hill
filed an action in federal district court seeking injunctive relief on the grounds, inter alia, that his
Seventh Amendment right to a jury trial was violated and that the presiding administrative law
judge had not been appointed in a manner consistent with the Appointments Clause of the United
States Constitution. While Hill was pursuing his civil suit, this administrative proceeding was
stayed. Subsequently, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit ordered the dismissal
of Hill’s suit for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, concluding that Congress intended that
constitutional claims such as those raised by Hill must first be pursued through the exclusive
administrative remedial scheme.2 On October 5, 2016, a few weeks after the stay was lifted and
proceedings before the law judge resumed, Hill filed the instant motion.
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II.

Analysis

Hill seeks the Commission’s intervention with respect to the conduct of an ongoing
administrative proceeding before the law judge has issued an initial decision. Thus, “no matter
how styled,”3 it “is in substance a petition for interlocutory review and, as such, governed by
Rule 400 of the Rules of Practice,”4 which provides the “exclusive remedy” for interlocutory
Commission review prior to the issuance of an initial decision.5
Because the Commission has “plenary authority over the course of its administrative
proceedings and the rulings of its law judges,”6 it may at any time, whether on its own initiative
or at a party’s urging, intervene in an ongoing proceeding.7 The Commission’s “emphatic
preference—which embodies the ‘general rule’ disfavoring piecemeal, interlocutory appeals—is
that claims should be presented in a single petition for review after ‘the entire record [has been]
developed’ and ‘after issuance by the law judge of an initial decision.”’8 Rule 400 provides that
petitions for interlocutory review are “‘disfavored’ and will be granted only in ‘extraordinary
circumstances’” to make clear that requests for interlocutory Commission review “rarely will be
granted,”9 especially when, as here, the party neither sought nor obtained certification from the
law judge that interlocutory review was appropriate.10 Such review is appropriate “only in a
truly unusual case, where serious and prejudicial error [is] plainly apparent upon even a cursory
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review of the record, and where deferring review until issuance of an initial decision” would only
postpone an “inevitable later vacatur and remand.”11
Hill argues that the Commission’s decision to bring this proceeding in an administrative
forum as opposed to federal court violates the Equal Protection Clause, the Commission’s own
guidelines for forum selection, and fundamental fairness. These arguments do not constitute
extraordinary circumstances that justify interlocutory review.
The Commission’s ordinary review process will offer an adequate forum for Hill to
present these claims.12 The denial of interlocutory review at this juncture in no way precludes
him from renewing them on the basis of the full record developed before the law judge if and
when he petitions the Commission for review of the initial decision.13 In the course of review,
the Commission could, if warranted, provide any necessary relief, including by ordering the
taking of additional evidence, vacating the initial decision, or discontinuing proceedings
altogether.14 Hill has failed to identify any extraordinary circumstances that would warrant
interruption of the normal administrative process to resolve his claims now. The Supreme Court
long has recognized the “expense and disruption of defending” against “adjudicatory
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proceeding[]” does not constitute irreparable harm, even when a party takes issue with the
institution or lawfulness of the proceedings.15
Moreover, upon review of the limited record presently before the Commission, Hill has
failed to demonstrate a “serious and prejudicial error” that is so “plainly apparent” that further
proceedings before the law judge would be futile.16
Hill first argues that the Commission violated the Equal Protection Clause on a “class-ofone” theory, under which someone who is not a member of a protected class nonetheless may
assert an equal protection claim by showing that he or “she has been intentionally treated
differently from others similarly situated and that there is no rational basis for the difference in
treatment.”17 Here, “[n]othing in Dodd-Frank or the securities laws explicitly constrains the
[Commission’s] discretion in choosing between a court action and an administrative
proceeding.”18 The Commission has previously held its inherently discretionary decision to
enforce the securities laws in one forum rather than another is not, as a matter of law, susceptible
to attack on a class-of-one theory.19 It relied on the Supreme Court’s decision in Engquist v.
Oregon Department of Agriculture, which made clear that a class-of-one claim does not apply to
“forms of state action . . . which by their nature involve discretionary decisionmaking based on a
vast array of subjective, individualized assessments.”20 And it followed the Sixth and Seventh
Circuits in holding that Engquist precludes such challenges to prosecutors’ decisions about
whom, how, and where to prosecute.21 Hill has supplied no persuasive reason for the
Commission to revisit these decisions.

15

Standard Oil Co., 449 U.S. at 244.

16

Cf. Gary L. McDuff, 2016 WL 3254513, at *5 (quotation marks omitted).

17

Vill. of Willowbrook v. Olech, 528 U.S. 562, 564 (2000).

18

Jarkesy v. SEC, 805 F.3d 9, 12 (D.C. Cir. 2015); see also SEC v. Citigroup Global Mkts.,
Inc., 752 F.3d 285, 297 (2d Cir. 2014) (noting that the Commission “is free to eschew the
involvement of the [district] courts and employ its own arsenal of remedies instead”).
19

Mohammed Riad, Exchange Act Release. No. 78049, 2016 WL 3226836, at *50 (July 7,
2016); accord David F. Bandimere, Exchange Act Release No. 76308, 2015 WL 6575665, at
*17-19 (Oct. 29, 2015); Timbervest, LLC, Investment Advisers Act Release No. 4197, 2015 WL
5472520, at *28-30 (Sept. 17, 2015).
20
21

553 U.S. 591, 603 (2008)

United States v. Green, 654 F.3d 637, 650 (6th Cir. 2011) (rejecting class-of-one claim
premised on “decision to prosecute [defendant] . . . in the civilian justice system while
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Hill’s next argument is that maintaining the administrative proceeding against him
violates “[c]urrent SEC [p]olicy” as reflected in the Division of Enforcement’s “Approach to
Forum Selection in Contested Actions.”22 This document is not, however, a statement of
Commission policy, as Hill incorrectly asserts. Instead, it sets forth a non-exhaustive list of
“potentially relevant” factors that the Division of Enforcement considers in making “forum
recommendations,” which “in all cases are subject to review and approval by the Commission.”
The “Approach to Forum Selection in Contested Actions” does not constrain the Commission’s
ultimate choice of forum.23 Moreover, the document states that it is “not intended to, does not,
and may not be relied upon to create any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law by
any party in any matter civil or criminal.” Accordingly, contrary to Hill’s contention, the
Commission has not violated any self-imposed or otherwise enforceable guidelines regarding
forum selection.
Finally, Hill asserts that the administrative forum deprives him of a fair opportunity to
defend himself. He cites the absence of a jury, the scope of discovery available under the Rules
of Practice as compared with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and the fact that the
“prosecutor, judge, and appellate body are all instruments or employees of the SEC.”24 Such
broad “attacks on the procedures of the administrative process have been repeatedly rejected by
the courts.”25 As the Supreme Court has made clear, the “Seventh Amendment is not applicable
to administrative proceedings.”26 Nor does the “combination of investigative and adjudicative
functions” in an agency “create[] an unconstitutional risk of bias in administrative adjudication,”
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because the Commission has determined that would not be “‘just and practicable.’” Id. at *5
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“violate the Administrative Procedure Act,” or “violate due process of law.”27 Likewise, the fact
that the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the Federal Rules of Evidence do not apply in
administrative proceedings is not a violation of due process.28 To the contrary: “[C]ourts have
consistently held that agencies need not observe all the rules and formalities applicable to
courtroom proceedings,”29 and that “agencies should be free to fashion their own rules of
procedure.”30
Hill’s attacks on the fairness of the administrative process are premature, without merit,
and do not warrant interlocutory Commission consideration.
***
Accordingly, it is ORDERED that Hill’s motion to de-institute this administrative
proceeding is DENIED.31
By the Commission.

Brent J. Fields
Secretary
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