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In the Matter of
EDWARD M. DASPIN, A/K/A “EDWARD (ED)
MICHAEL”

ORDER DENYING INTERLOCUTORY MOTIONS
Edward M. Daspin, a respondent in an administrative proceeding, has filed several
interlocutory motions with the Commission. For the reasons discussed below, we deny the
motions.
Background
On April 23, 2015, the Commission issued an order instituting proceedings (“OIP”)
against Edward M. Daspin, a/k/a “Edward (Ed) Michael,” pursuant to Section 8A of the
Securities Act of 1933 and Sections 15(b) and 21C of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.1 The
administrative law judge assigned to this matter found Daspin to be in default on March 8, 2016.2
On August 23, 2016, the law judge issued an initial decision that deemed the allegations in the
OIP to be true based on Daspin’s default.3 The law judge found, as a result, that Daspin violated
antifraud and registration provisions of the federal securities laws.4 The law judge imposed an
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industry and penny stock bar; a cease-and-desist order; and an order to pay approximately
$1,900,000 in disgorgement, plus prejudgment interest, and a $915,000 civil penalty.5
Following Daspin’s appeal of that decision, and our subsequent issuance of an order
ratifying the appointments of all of our administrative law judges (including the law judge
assigned to this case), the proceeding was remanded for the law judge to conduct a de novo
reconsideration and reexamination of the record to determine “whether to ratify or revise in any
respect all prior actions taken.”6 On February 20, 2018, after reconsideration of the record, the
law judge determined largely to ratify all of the prior actions taken including the initial decision.7
On May 7, 2018, the Commission ordered the parties to submit briefs “addressing any matters
that they deem pertinent in light of the ALJ’s ratification order.”8
Following the May 7 briefing order, the United States Supreme Court issued its decision
in Lucia v. SEC.9 Lucia held that the Commission’s administrative law judges were appointed in
a manner that violated the Appointments Clause of Article II of the Constitution, and it remanded
the proceeding at issue for the Commission to provide the respondent with a new hearing before
a hearing officer who was properly appointed and had not participated in the matter previously.10
Subsequently, having ratified the appointment of its administrative law judges, the Commission
once again remanded this proceeding (and other similarly situated proceedings) to provide
Daspin with a “new hearing before an ALJ who did not previously participate in the matter.”11
Following the second remand in 2018, Daspin submitted numerous, often repetitive
filings to both the newly assigned administrative law judge and the Commission. On December
26, 2018, the law judge denied many of the claims that Daspin also submitted to the Commission
and did not certify any of them for interlocutory review by the Commission under Rule of
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Practice 400(c).12 This order now considers, collectively, those submissions (the “Pending
Motions”) that Daspin has directed to the Commission since the second remand in 2018.13
Analysis
Daspin’s filings appear to essentially seek the following: (1) dismissal or “reinstitution”
of the proceeding because, among other things, the OIP is allegedly based on unconvincing
evidence and violates the U.S. Constitution; (2) a “stay” from using the Commission’s
administrative law judges because of alleged conflicts of interest and bias and because their
involvement in the proceeding allegedly violates the U.S. Constitution; (3) the enforcement of a
settlement that Daspin claims was entered into between him and the Division of Enforcement
(which the Division denies); (4) payment by the Commission of $1 million to Daspin as
replacement for legal fees that Daspin claims his insurance carrier expended earlier in the
proceeding; (5) payment by the Commission of $2.8 million to Daspin for time he allegedly
spent defending himself in this proceeding; (6) a transfer of this proceeding to federal court; (7) a
stay of the proceeding pending the Commission’s consideration of his various requests and to
allow him time to prepare for these proceedings and retain counsel; and (8) a request for various
documents from the Division.
We find that it would be inappropriate for us to consider Daspin’s requests at this
juncture. Although the Commission may intervene in an ongoing proceeding at any time either
on its own initiative or at a party’s urging,14 we have made clear that our emphatic preference is
that claims should be presented in a single petition for review after the entire record has been
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developed and after issuance by the law judge of an initial decision.15 This policy embodies the
general rule disfavoring piecemeal, interlocutory appeals.16
Daspin’s motions are “in substance a petition for interlocutory review and, as such,
governed by Rule 400 of the Rules of Practice.”17 Rule 400 provides the “exclusive remedy” for
interlocutory Commission review before the issuance of an initial decision.18 The rule 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 will be granted
rarely.19 A party’s disagreement with the law judge’s determination does not make a ruling
appropriate for interlocutory review.20 Interlocutory review is appropriate “only in a truly
unusual case, where serious and prejudicial error [is] plainly apparent upon even a cursory
review of the record, and where deferring review until issuance of an initial decision” would only
postpone an “inevitable later vacatur and remand.”21
It is especially difficult for a party to satisfy its burden of showing that interlocutory
review is appropriate when the law judge has not certified a ruling for interlocutory review.
“The Commission generally does not grant petitions for interlocutory review where the law
judge has declined to certify the ruling.”22 Although the absence of certification is not a barrier
to Commission consideration, “issues that do not satisfy Rule 400(c)[’s standards for
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certification] will almost never be appropriate” for interlocutory review.23 Similarly, “a petition
for interlocutory review in a case where there has not been any consideration by the law judge of
the relevant issues, e.g. where certification has not been sought, is also likely inappropriate for
interlocutory consideration.”24 Daspin did not seek certification for interlocutory review of any
issues, and the law judge did not certify any of his rulings for interlocutory review.
Here, Daspin has not met his burden of showing the necessary extraordinary
circumstances that would justify interrupting the normal administrative process. Daspin’s
various underlying claims are wholly unsupported. He provides no factual or legal basis for any
of them. Nor can we find any support for them given the limited record currently before us.
Moreover, the limited record before us shows that the Commission’s ordinary review
process will provide Daspin an adequate forum to present and develop his arguments. The denial
of interlocutory review now in no way precludes him from renewing those arguments based on
the full record developed before the law judge to the extent he later petitions the Commission for
review of the initial decision.25 As part of any such later review, we could provide appropriate
relief by ordering the taking of additional evidence, vacating the initial decision, or discontinuing
the proceeding altogether. The Supreme Court has also recognized that the “expense and
disruption of defending” against an “adjudicatory proceeding[]” does not constitute irreparable
harm, even when a party takes issue with the institution or lawfulness of the proceedings.26
Indeed, if the law judge issued an initial decision that was favorable to Daspin on the merits, his
constitutional and procedural claims might be moot as a practical matter.27
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We thus find that Daspin’s claims are unsupported and premature and therefore do not
present the extraordinary circumstances warranting interlocutory consideration under our rules.
Accordingly, it is ORDERED that the Pending Motions are denied.
By the Commission.

Vanessa A. Countryman
Secretary

