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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

ELIOT I. BERNSTEIN, et al. 

Plaintiffs, 

-against-

APPELLATE DIVISION FIRST 
DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENTAL 
DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE, et ai. 

Defendants 

DOCKET NO: 
07Civll196 (SAS) 
[reI. 07 Civ 09599] 

EMERGENCY MOTION 
FOR ADDITIONAL 
E)(TENSION OF TIME 
TO FILE RESPONSIVE 
PLEADINGS TO 
MOTIONS TO DISMISS & 
OPPOSITION TO 
MOTIONS TO DISMISS 

-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'-'_._._._._.)( 

SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL TIME BASED ON NEW 
E)(TRAORDINARY INFORMATION LEARNED AFTER THIS COURT'S JUNE 

18, 2008 RULING AND PRELIMINARY OPPOSITION TO MOTIONS TO 
DISMISS 

PLAINTIFFS, ELIOT I. BERNSTEIN, Pro Se, individually and P. STEPHEN 

LAMONT, Pro Se and Plaintiff BERNSTEIN on behalf of shareholders ofIviewit 

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, move this 

honorable Court to grant additional time to file responsive pleadings to each Motion to 

Dismiss ("MTD") and to dismiss each MTD based on the Responses to the Motions to 

Dismiss ("MTD's") contained herein, and, so state all of the following in support: 
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SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST TO MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME
 
DOCKETED WITH THIS COURT AS DOCKET # 85 ON JUNE 06, 2008 DUE TO
 

NEW EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES 

1. Plaintiff Bernstein's wife, Candice Bernstein ("Candice"), through an 

eviction proceeding naming only Candice was evicted from their residence based on a 

baseless landlord tenant proceeding, as discussed in the June 06, 2008 Docketed Motion 

for an Extension of Time Due to Extraneous Circumstances and the further discussed 

herein. The eviction forced by court order, Candice, and family, to vacate their home 5­

days after posting the eviction writ. While working diligently on the responsive 

pleadings to the MTD's it will now not be impossible to meet the newly scheduled July 

14,2008 deadline, without jeopardizing Plaintiff Bernstein's family and therefore this 

best effort is put forth under tremendous duress. 

2. The reason the MTD response filings are a day late, is due to a postal 

service error on the part ofUPS, which prevented pickup Saturday July 12, 2008 for 

delivery on July 14,2008. The letter confirming the UPS problem can be found at 

http://www.iviewit.tv/CompanyDocs/20080712%20Lctter%20from%20UPS%20rc(Yo20er 

roT-pdf also contained in Exhibit 1, Evidentiary Link 875 

3. Due to new and extraordinary circumstances in the eviction proceedings, 

Plaintiff Bernstein respectfully asks for an extension of time commensurate with the time 

necessary to move a family of five to Florida into a house that will be ready for tenancy 

on August 15,2008. The Bernstein's are frantically calling friends from California to 

Florida to live with them for the next month until August 15,2008 when they can move 

into a new home. 

4. Time will also be required in addition to the move to get business services 

up and running again, in order to file pleadings in these matters. Plaintiff Bernstein's 

address used for the continuation of the Iviewit Companies and the legal and 

investigative cases that remain ongoing, including this case, no longer exist. 

5. Plaintiff Bernstein and his family locked out of home, have no permanent 

address, no phones, no facsimile machines, no email, no computer systems, and other 

items necessary to file proper pleadings before the Court or even access case information. 

The timing of this eviction could not have been worse, 0 



interfere with Plaintiffs' filings in these matters, adding much more hardship. Plaintiffs 

will show this eviction calculated to interfere with these proceedings and the eviction 

process flawed in a way to make the process highly suspect. 

6. Plaintiffs presume it will take between 90-120 days to re-establish 

business efforts and again file pleadings with this Court. Therefore, we ask these factors 

described herein favor the later 120 days requested, allowing for further extension based 

on the new information herein, despite the Court's prior Order docketed June 18,2008, 

stating clearly, additional time will not be granted over the 14 days granted but the 

situation just got a lot worse. 

7. As noted in the prior motion for an extension of time, repeatedly and 

abusively, evictions have been utilized as a tool to force Plaintiff Bernstein and his family 

into hardship, to make it impossible to for him to file pleadings in previous court cases 

that were happening at those times. The eviction proceeding of June 18, 2008, was yet 

another example of the ongoing harassment of the Bernstein family caused by legal 

proceedings whereby Plaintiff Bernstein and his family are denied due process rights or 

any ability to assert any rights for that matter in court. 

8. This continued pattern ofharassment through abusive legal process further 

support Plaintiffs contentions of a criminal enterprise composed of lawyers that remains 

underpinning each of these legal actions to cause further and further damage to Plaintiffs 

to deny them due process rights. 

9. The eviction proceeding was held as part of Case #14561 in the Superior 

Court of California, County of Tehama, Civil Division, hereby incorporated in its entirety 

by reference. Plaintiff Bernstein and his wife, ten minutes prior to the hearing, 

approached opposing counsel Dennis Albright ("Albright") and offered a compromise 

and settlement agreement. Basically, Bernstein's would pay rent from the claimed date 

rent was due in their pleading of May 22,2008 to July 22,2008, and offered Albright two 

cashiers checks already drawn from the bank and filled out. 

10. Albright stated his client, Chris Dittner ("Dittner") would have to approve 

any settlement upon his return, as Dittner was stopped at the courts metal detector for a 

concealed weapon, which he had to return to his car. Upon Dittner's return, Albright 

informed Dittner of a settlement offer and without ev~1J.earing the terms, he stated he 
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