
 
 
 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
  
 

 
   ) 

)     
    ) 

       ) 
v.       ) NOTICE OF MOTION 
       )  

    ) 
        ) 

    ) 
      ) 

__________________________________________\ 
   

AFFIRMED MOTION TO: BEGIN IMMEDIATE INVESTIGATION OF 
COMPLAINT AGAINST RESPONDENT;  MOVE COMPLAINT TO NEXT 

HIGHEST LEVEL OF REVIEW VOID OF CONFLICT; AND, DECLARATORY 
RELIEF.  

 
In the matter of Iviewit Holdings, Inc., attorney complaint against Thomas J. Cahill filed 

at the Supreme Court of New York Appellate Division – First Judicial Department. 

Iviewit Holdings, Inc., a Delaware corporation (“Complainant”) hereby requests that the 

Court: (i) enter an order granting a motion to begin an immediate investigation of 

Thomas J. Cahill (“Respondent”); (ii) enter an order granting a motion to move the 

complaint against Respondent, attached as Exhibit “E”, to the next highest level of 

review devoid of conflicts of interest; and (iii) enter an order granting a motion for 

declaratory relief as to the status of the filed complaints at First Judicial Department 

Disciplinary Committee (“First Department”), written confirmation of the conflict of 

interest at the First Department, and written statement pertaining to the series of events 

leading up to the Deferment Letter, as defined herein, and in support state as follows:  

I – IMMEDIATE INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINT AGAINST RESPONDENT 
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1. That on or about May 20, 2004, it was brought to the attention of Complainant 

that Steven C. Krane (“Krane”), acting as direct counsel for Kenneth Rubenstein, 

(“Rubenstein”), Complainant’s complaint Docket 2003.0531, and acting as direct counsel 

authored the formal response for Rubestein’s complaint with the First Department, all the 

while Krane had present and past positions at the First Department.  Another area of 

conflict arises as he also was during the time, the immediate past President of the New 

York State Bar Association (“NYSBA”) and had current position with the NYSBA, an 

organization that works in conjunction with the First Department in the creation and 

enforcement of the Lawyer’s Code of Professional Responsibility (“Code”) and in each 

of the above roles either separately or combined, such positions create multiple conflicts 

for Krane.   

2. That, after learning of such conflict, the Complainant called Respondent to 

notify him of the Krane conflict and filed a formal written complaint against Krane for 

violation of the Code and the First Department rules and regulations of its members. 

3. That on May 21, 2004, Krane authored a response, attached as Exhibit “A”,  

in his own defense, to Respondent at the First Department in an effort to have the 

complaint filed against him by the Complainant dismissed without due process, and 

further told numerous falsehoods to deceive the Complainant and the First Department 

with a view towards relieving him from any further prosecution of the complaint.   

4. That Krane, all the while, had present and past positions at both the First 

Department (which he fails to disclose in any of his responses to Complainant or the First 

Department) and was, interalia, the immediate past President of the New York State Bar 

Association (“NYSBA”), an organization affiliated with the First Department in the 
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creation and enforcement of the Code, used by both organizations in attorney discipline 

matters of which Krane holds roles at both involving attorney discipline rule creation and 

enforcement, thereby causing conflicts.   

5. That the influence of Krane at the First Department, because of these roles and 

his name recognition, must preclude Krane from any involvement in the complaint 

process against his own firm, its partners, and, especially, Krane.  That Respondent, who 

later admits an intimate personal knowledge of Krane, and his roles at the First 

Department, should have taken immediate disciplinary actions against Krane to negate 

the conflicts, as a result of conflicts of interest and the appearance of impropriety. 

6. That upon further investigation by the Complainant, and when viewing the 

biography of Krane,1 a copy of which is attached herein as Exhibit “B”, Krane holds a 

multiplicity of professional ethics positions that present conflicts which would have 

precluded Krane from acting in any matters involving himself personally, his firm 

Proskauer Rose LLP (“Proskauer”), or any partner such as Rubenstein at the First 

Department.   

7. That Krane, despite his influence, acted as direct counsel for Rubenstein, 

Proskauer and himself, all without disclosure of his positions and conflicts, where such 

failure to disclose seemingly violates rules of the First Department, the Code and any 

other applicable code or law that may apply. 

8. That Complainant had numerous conversations with Respondent whereby he, 

denied a conflict existed, further failed to disclose Krane’s current position with the 

Department, denied that Krane (contrary to Exhibit “B”) held any positions with the 

Department and finally refused to investigate Krane.  
                                                 
1 Source: URL at http://www.proskauer.com/lawyers_at_proskauer/atty_data/0399 
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9. That, further, upon citing that Krane’s biography states that he holds a 

multiplicity of current roles at the First Department and Respondent’s denial of such 

positions currently, the Complainant requested Respondent put in writing all Krane’s past 

and present roles, with an accurate timeline, at which point Respondent refused stating 

that it would “jeopardize his credibility at the First Department to provide such 

confirmation,” or words to that effect. 

10. That, due to Respondent’s knowing and willful evasion of the conflicts 

concerning Krane and refusal to document same, Complainant called the Clerk of the 

Court, Catherine O’Hagan Wolfe (“Wolfe”), who informed the Complainant that a 

conflict with Krane presently existed, making his responses tainted and to further send a 

motion to her to transfer  the Rubenstein complaint out of the First Department to avoid 

further undue influence already caused by the conflict in the complaints filed by the 

Complainant.   

11. That Respondent, after learning of the Complainant’s call to Wolfe, suddenly 

recants his prior statements to Complainant, and admits to Complainant that Krane is 

appointed to the position of a referee concerning attorney discipline matters at First 

Department, a serious conflict, and the very venue that is charged with the investigation 

of the complaint against Rubenstein, Raymond A. Joao (“Joao”) Docket 2003.0532 and 

Krane.   

12. That the Complainant’s allege that the conflict allowed by Respondent and 

existing in Krane’s April 11, 2003 response to the Rubenstein complaint and Krane’s 

May 21, 2004 response to the Krane complaint, was the genesis of a series of events, that  

protect Proskauer, Rubenstein, Krane and Joao, using the First Department as a shield 
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and to further influence other investigatory bodies with false and misleading information, 

that all appear to fall from Krane’s conflicted responses and the influence pedaling that 

resulted to the following: (i) the unexplained moving of the complaint of the Complainant 

against Joao from the Second Department to the First Department; (ii) the inexplicable 

merging of the Joao complaint with the Rubenstein complaint; (iii) the deferment at The 

Florida Bar of the Complainant’s complaint against Christopher C. Wheeler (“Wheeler”), 

Rubenstein’s partner at Proskauer, pending the outcome of civil litigation by and between 

the Complainant and Proskauer (a billing dispute case), wherein the litigation was wholly 

separate and not related to the charges at the First Department against Respondent and 

now subject to a petition in the Supreme Court of Florida; (iv) the repeated tactic of 

Wheeler’s deferment now used at the First Department, whereby a Rubenstein or 

Proskauer supporter and whether by Krane himself or another individual,  surreptitiously 

submitted information of the Complainant’s civil litigation with Proskauer to the First 

Department causing the deferment of the Rubenstein and Joao complaints from being 

investigated and this was done on a basis completely inappropriate as the civil litigation  

wholly dissimilar, in that none of the claims of attorney misconduct were considered, 

investigated or tried and therefore no due process was given to any of the issues in the 

complaints filed with the First Department;  (v) the deferment of the Joao complaint 

based on the submitted information of the Complainant’s civil litigation with Proskauer, 

although Joao, upon information and belief, has no past or present relationship to 

Proskauer that would have allowed for deferment of the matter based on the Proskauer 

litigation, but had the Joao complaint proceeded to investigation, that the matter would 

have required questioning of Rubenstein leading to the uncovering of the entire matter; 
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(vi) that after notification that the civil litigation had ended and none of the attorney 

misconduct issues were heard or tried, that Respondent who claimed he would 

immediately re-open the cases and personally investigate the matters, did nothing and 

further avoided communication with Complainant for several months thereafter;  (vii) 

further, that Complainant notified Respondent that the First Department was being used 

as a shield to create the false and misleading impression that the First Department had 

investigated and dismissed the actions against Rubenstein and Joao, and that false 

statements were being used in other state and federal investigations, and although 

Respondent knew that the information being promulgated was wholly untrue, he again 

did nothing, making Respondent culpable in the matter of the conflicted Krane response 

on behalf Rubenstein and (viii) Respondent does not file Complainant’s complaint 

against Krane inapposite to the Code or rules of the First Department regarding 

complaints filed against members of the Department, where such complaint would have 

required questioning of Rubenstein leading to the uncovering of the entire matter.   This 

further makes Respondent culpable in the matter of the conflicted Krane response against 

Krane.  

13. That Complainant, on or about January 9, 2004, when it learned of 

Respondent’s September 2, 2003 (“Deferment Letter”), attached as Exhibit “C”, issued 

without knowledge of Complainant, as the Deferment Letter was conveniently 

misaddressed and “lost” by the First Department and never received by the Complainant, 

then notified Respondent that the civil billing litigation had ended, and that Complainant 

suffered a technical default for failure to timely retain replacement counsel.  
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14. That the Complainant sees Respondent continuing the deferment of the 

Rubenstein and Joao complaints even after learning the civil litigation had ended and that 

the matters contained in the complaints were entirely separate and not similar, whereby as 

stated in Respondent’s Deferment Letter and per conversations with Respondent an 

investigation was going to be undertaken by Respondent personally.  That after months of 

unanswered calls by Respondent, Complainant finds respondent further culpable in that 

he failed to take the investigatory steps that he stated he was undertaking. 

15. That by acceding to this deferment, and on a basis completely inapposite to 

the Code or First Department rules or any other applicable code or law that may apply, 

Respondent’s Deferment Letter allows Wheeler in The Florida Bar File No. 2003-51, 109 

(15C) to use the First Department as a shield by referencing the response of Joao to 

Complainant’s complaint wherein Wheeler cites Joao’s statement from his response to 

the First Department that “I believe that the [Joao] complaint was filed in retaliation to an 

action that Proskauer Rose LLP has brought against Iviewit…2,” wherein such statement 

in Wheeler’s response3 thereby influences The Florida Bar 

16. That by acceding to this deferment, Respondent’s Deferment Letter, allows 

William J. Dick (“Dick”) in the Virginia State Bar Docket #04-052-1366 to use the First 

Department as a shield, whereby Dick states that “It is my understanding that both of 

these complaints [Rubenstein and Joao] have been dismissed, at first without prejudice 

giving Iviewit the right to enter the findings of the Proskauer Court with regards to 

Iviewit’s counterclaims, and now with prejudice since the Iviewit counterclaims have 

                                                 
2 Response to Complaint of Eliot Bernstein against Christopher Wheeler, Esq. The Florida Bar File No. 
2003-51, 109 (15C) 4 (May 23, 2003). (Available upon request) 
3 Raymond A. Joao, Response to Complaint of Iviewit Holdings, Inc. Against Raymond A. Joao, First 
Judicial Department Departmental Disciplinary Committee Docket 2003.0532 2 (April 8, 2003).  
(Available upon request) 
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been dismissed,” and wherein such a knowing and willful false statement in Dick’s 

response4 thereby influences the Virginia Bar.  Dick intends to create an aura that the 

First Department, The Florida Bar and a Florida court had “investigated” and “tried” the 

matters with due process and determinations where made that vindicated Wheeler, 

Rubenstein, Joao and Proskauer whereby there would be no reason to investigate Dick 

based on these prior “trials” and “dismissed” actions, although this is a wholly inaccurate 

and untrue representation of the outcome of any of these matters.  Lastly, the Virginia 

Bar is convinced that the information stated by Dick is true and is thereby influenced to 

not investigate matters supposedly already heard by the First Department and others. 

17.  That by acceding to this deferment Respondent’s Deferment Letter, allows 

Dick to paint an incorrect picture of the Wheeler bar complaint where he states that “It is 

my understanding that this complaint has also been dismissed5,” when, the Wheeler 

complaint at the time was moved to a next higher level of review at The Florida Bar and 

as of this date has resulted in no investigation of the matters and therefore The Florida 

Bar can not make an endorsement for either side per the rules regulating The Florida Bar, 

and this material falsehood further supports the factual allegation that Dick, uses false 

and misleading conclusions of the First Department combined  with false and misleading 

conclusions of The Florida Bar to shield himself from investigation in Virginia. 

18. That by acceding to this deferment, Respondent’s Deferment Letter, allows 

Dick to paint an incorrect picture of the Proskauer litigation where he states “The case 

went to trial6”, when, factually, the case never went to trial.  Dick based his entire 

                                                 
4 William J. Dick, Esq., In the Matter of William J. Dick, Esq. VSB Docket # 04-052-1366 17 (January 8, 
2004).  (Available upon request) 
5 Supra Note 4 at 6. 
6 Supra Note 4 at 17. 
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response on the lack of determinations at other venues, particularly the First Department, 

rather than, for the most part, responding to the Complainant’s allegations and the Dick 

complaint now resides at the next higher level of review at the Virginia Bar.  

Complainant states that once Respondent became aware of the misrepresentation to other 

state and federal regulatory agencies of the outcome of the matter at the First Department, 

he failed in his duties to correct the issues, notify the authorities of the factually incorrect 

statements being made and institute an immediate investigation. 

19. That the Complainant alleges that this coordinated series of attempts to stave 

off the investigation of the complaints against Rubenstein, Joao, Wheeler, Dick and 

Krane emanates from the very highest levels at Proskauer down to Rubenstein, further 

down to his underling Krane knowingly recruited for his close, conflicted relationship to 

the First Department and across to Respondent, where Krane and Respondent are two of 

the most powerful individuals at the First Department in charge of attorney disciplinary 

matters over many years and this influence was used as a means to protect Rubenstein, 

Joao, Wheeler and Dick from facing investigations into patent theft, and as a means to 

protect Proskauer’s position as the now self-proclaimed formative force in the pioneering 

of the patent pool for MPEG technology, a technology pool that directly competes with 

the Complainant inventions, and that would, in effect, be trumped by the Complainants 

patent applications which have been valued over the life of the patents by Proskauer and 

others to be worth approximately seventeen billion dollars.   

20. That these patent thefts have led to Proskauer becoming the preeminent player 

in Complainant’s technology through the acquisition of Rubenstein and his patent 

department from Meltzer Lippe Goldstein & Schlissel, immediately after determining the 
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value of the Complainant’s patent applications, where prior, since 1875, Proskauer had 

been a mainly real estate law firm with no patent department.  The acquisition of 

Rubenstein who specializes and is a preeminent force in the niche market that 

Complainants inventions relate appears highly unusual and that after learning of the 

Company’s inventions these patent pool are now the single largest benefactor of 

Complainants technologies.  The technologies of Complainant apply to almost every 

known form of digital imaging and video and have been heralded in the industry as “holy 

grail” inventions. 

21. That as a result of the multiple conflicts allowed by Respondent at the First 

Department and this Court, Complainant, as per Wolfe, determines that it cannot obtain 

an unbiased review of the complaint against Respondent. 

22. That as a result of the multiplicity of conflicts allowed by Respondent, the 

complaint against Rubenstein has languished at First Department since its filing on or 

about February 25, 2003. 

23. That as a result of the multiplicity of conflicts allowed by Respondent, the 

complaint against Joao has languished at First Department since its filing on or about 

February 26, 2003.  

24. That on or about February 1, 2004, Complainant filed a complaint with the 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks (“Commissioner”), at the bequest of Harry I. 

Moatz (“Moatz”), the Director of the Office of Enrollment and Discipline, for registered 

patent attorneys, a unit of the United States Patent and Trademark Office (“USPTO”). , 

Moatz has found problems with inventors, assignments and ownership of the patent 

applications filed by Rubenstein and Joao  for Complainant, culminating in charges 
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against Rubenstein and Joao of Fraud Upon the United States Patent and Trademark 

Office , and a true copy of which is attached herein as Exhibit “D”. 

25. That on or about January 2, 2003, Moatz, inquired as to the status of the 

Complainant’s complaints at the First Department against Rubenstein and Joao, both 

which languished at First Department since their filing on or about February 25, 2003 and 

February 26, 2003, respectively.  That Complainant, upon contacting Respondent with 

the patent office information and Moatz’s request to speak to Respondent regarding the 

status of the First Department investigations and further giving Respondent Moatz’s 

telephone number to contact, find that as of today, several months after the request from 

the USPTO to speak to Respondent, that he still has failed to contact the USPTO per his 

own admission. 

26. That the Commissioner has heard Complainant’s specific, factual allegations 

and has granted a six (6) month suspension of four out of six patent applications 

(Complainant expects similar suspensions for the remaining two patent applications and 

Complainant has also filed formal responses with the European and Japanese Patent 

Offices) from further prosecution at the USPTO, while matters pertaining to the attorney 

misconduct can be further investigated.  That Respondent’s failure to work with the 

USPTO points to Respondent’s culpability and is further a sign that Respondent has been 

influenced by Krane to further avoid his office duties to protect Proskauer, Rubenstein 

and Joao. 

27. That as a result of the multiple conflicts allowed by Respondent at First 

Department, and as a result of the languishing of Complainant’s complaints against 

Rubenstein and Joao since February 2003, Complainant is confronted with time of the 
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essence patent prosecution matters to repair patent applications, if possible, the 

detriments of which are at the nexus of the complaints against Rubenstein and Joao.  

Whereby, due to the failure of Respondent to investigate, discipline, or review the 

Complainant’s complaints over a sixteen-month period, further damage to the 

Complainant’s patent portfolio has occurred due to a failure of the First Department to 

take disciplinary actions, and that has precluded Complainant from performing next step 

actions. Therefore, Complainant asks for immediate investigation into all complaints and 

allegations, including the new complaints against Respondent and Krane with the First 

Department.    

28. That since the Spring 1999, where the specific factual allegations of 

Complainant have been deflected by Proskauer through the misuse of the First 

Department, thereby alluding formal investigation where from: (i) charges of patent theft 

against these patent attorneys (ii) knowing and willful falsification of patent applications 

by these attorneys, (iii) to purposeful falsification of inventors by these attorneys; (iv) to 

a patent application filed whereby no right, title and interest are currently held by 

Complainant per the USPTO, and to further wrongful assignments to some entities,  in 

one particular instance concerning several core patent applications, the equity which may 

be held by Proskauer rather than the investors of Complainant; (v) to the forced insertion 

by Proskauer of individuals that mismanaged Complainant and some now stand accused 

before the USPTO and the Boca Raton, Florida Police Department of misappropriation of 

patent applications in conjunction with Proskauer attorneys; (vi) to the alleged 

misappropriation and conversion of funds by Proskauer and Wheeler; (vii) to Wheeler’s 

failure to report to the Board of Directors of Complainant when requested regarding his 
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questionable actions; (viii) to Proskauer’s May 2001 billing lawsuit against Complainant; 

(ix) to material false and misleading statements by Rubenstein, Joao and Krane to the 

First Department, The Florida Bar, and the Virginia State Bar; (x) to Krane, an individual 

so engorged in conflicts, making ill-advised personal attacks on Complainant’s principal 

inventor, Eliot I. Bernstein, where he parenthetically states that Mr. Bernstein is a 

murder, conspiracy, and patent theft theorist, yet Mr. Bernstein’s specific factual 

allegations are supported by volumes of evidence already submitted to the First 

Department and further supported by Stephen J. Warner, Co-Founder and Chairman of 

Crossbow Ventures, Inc., Complainant’s lead investor as well as many other 

shareholders; (xi) to Proskauer’s ill-advised tactic to defer the Wheeler complaint, (xii) to 

Proskauer’s repeated ill-advised tactic to defer the Rubenstein and Joao complaints; and 

(xiii) to Respondent’s Deferment Letter used as a lever for these issues to go 

unchallenged, and where the events of (i) through (xiii) have all been successfully used 

by  Proskauer with the First Department acting as a shield to avoid investigation that 

should have been instituted by Respondent. Complainant asserts that Respondent 

knowingly and willfully allowed these conflicts and did not review or investigate the 

above series of events for sixteen months due to his close professional relationship with 

Krane. 

Wherefore, Complainant requests that this Court enter an order directing the immediate 

investigation of the complaint against Respondent and all other Complainant complaints 

presently residing with the First Department. 

II -- MOVE COMPLAINT TO NEXT HIGHEST LEVEL OF REVIEW DEVOID 
OF CONFLICT 
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29. That as a result of the multiple conflicts allowed by Respondent at the First 

Department, Complainant, as per Wolfe, determines that it cannot obtain an unbiased 

review of the complaint against Respondent. 

30. That as a result of the multiple conflicts allowed by Respondent at the First 

Department, and the close knit nature of the First Department with the remaining three 

Judicial Department Disciplinary Committees, Complainant determines, as per Wolfe, 

that it cannot obtain an unbiased review of the complaint against Respondent at any of 

these departments and should be elevated to the appropriate department by Wolfe, void of 

conflicts of both Krane and Respondent. 

Wherefore, Complainant requests, at the suggestion of Wolfe as it pertained to the 

Rubenstein complaint, that this Court enter an order moving the complaint against 

Respondent to next highest level of review as determined by this Court to be void of 

conflicts of interest with Respondent and Krane. 

III – DECLARATORY RELIEF. 
 

31. That, as a result of the ways in which Respondent’s Deferment Letter was 

used in other venues to create an aura of the lack of professional misconducts by 

Rubenstein and Joao, and that led to Dick’s false statements of a “trial” in Florida and a 

“dismissal” of the matters with prejudice by the First Department and The Florida Bar, 

Complainant requests a formal written statement of the history, including all 

correspondences from all parties and any communications to third parties, and the present 

status of the complaints filed by Complainant against Joao, Rubenstein, Krane and 

Respondent. 
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32. That, as a result of the ways in which Respondent’s Deferment Letter was 

used in other investigations to create a false impression of innocence after due process for 

Rubenstein and Joao, and that further led to Dick’s false statements of a “trial” in Florida 

and a “dismissal” of the matters with prejudice by the First Department and The Florida 

Bar, the Complainant requests a written statement pertaining to Respondent’s now 

acknowledged conflicts of Krane.  

33. That, as described herein, Respondent’s  Deferment Letter was used to 

prejudice other complaints, in other states, on behalf of other attorneys, that now causes 

Complainant to request a written statement pertaining to the series of events leading up to 

the Deferment Letter, including, but not limited to: the exact date information was 

submitted to First Department; who submitted the information to First Department; what 

form of delivery was effected to put the information into the hands of First Department, 

and providing the cover letter, if any, that was submitted with the information; and, what 

deliberations took place prior to the execution of the Deferment Letter by the Department 

and all records of how such correspondence was misaddressed and never returned to the 

Department or delivered to the Company. 
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Wherefore, Complainant requests that this Court enter an order for declaratory 

relief for: a written statement of the history and the status of the complaints against 

Rubenstein, Joao, Respondent, and Krane; an order for declaratory relief for a written 

statement pertaining to the now acknowledged conflicts of Krane with respect to the 

Rubenstein, Joao, and Krane responses to Complainant’s complaints; and an order for 

declaratory relief pertaining to the series of events leading up to the Deferment Letter. 

 This __ day of June 2004. 

Iviewit Holdings, Inc. 
     10158 Stonehenge Circle, Suite 801 
     Boynton Beach, Fla. 33437 
     Telephone: (561) 364-4240 
  
  
      

Eliot I. Bernstein 
     Founder, President & Inventor 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
  

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was furnished by facsimile 
this __ day of June 2004, to Thomas J. Cahill, Esq., 61 Broadway, 2nd Floor, New York, 
N.Y. 10006, (212) 401-0810. 

 
  
   
  
        
      Eliot I. Bernstein 
      Founder, President & Inventor 
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CERTIFICATE OF AFFIRMATION 
 
 
 
STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF PALM BEACH  
 
Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Eliot I. Bernstein, who 
was duly sworn and says that the facts alleged in the foregoing motion are true and 
correct to the best of his knowledge. 
 
 

       
Eliot I. Bernstein 

      Founder, President & Inventor 
 
Sworn to and subscribed to me on this __ day of June 2004. 
 
 
        

Notary Public 
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 STEVEN C. KRANE   

Phone 212.969.3435 
skrane@proskauer.com  

New York, NY 
PARTNER

 
New York, NY Office: 
1585 Broadway 
Fax 212.969.2900 
 
Practice Areas: 
Alternative Dispute Resolution  
Constitutional  
Commercial Litigation  
Securities  
Sports  
Trademark & False Advertising  
Appellate  
Legal Ethics Counseling  
Gambling / Lotteries  
Licensing / Sports  
Limited Liability Companies And Partnerships

     
Education: NEW YORK UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW, J.D., 1981  
 EDITOR, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL LAW AND 

POLITICS, 1979-1981
 

 STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT STONY BROOK, B.A., CUM LAUDE, 
1978

 

 PHI BETA KAPPA  
 
Bar Admission: 1982 NEW YORK  
 
Court Admissions: 1982 U.S. DISTRICT COURT, NEW YORK, EASTERN DISTRICT  
 1982 U.S. DISTRICT COURT, NEW YORK, SOUTHERN DISTRICT  
 1987 U.S. COURT OF APPEALS, SECOND CIRCUIT  
 1987 U.S. SUPREME COURT  
 1997 U.S. COURT OF APPEALS, SIXTH CIRCUIT  
 
Bar Affiliations: NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, PRESIDENT, 2001-2002  
 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, MEMBER, HOUSE OF DELEGATES, 

1996 - PRESENT
 

 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, VICE-CHAIR, COMMITTEE ON THE 
FUTURE OF THE PROFESSION, 1997 - PRESENT

 

 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, CHAIR, SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO 
REVIEW THE CODE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY, 1995 - PRESENT

 

 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, MEMBER, SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO 
REVIEW THE CODE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY, 1992-1995

 

 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, MEMBER, SOMMITTEE ON 
PROFESSIONAL ETHICS, 1990-1994

 

 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, CHAIR, TASK FORCE ON 
SIMPLIFICATION OF LAW, 1989-1991; MEMBER 1988-1989, 1991-1992

 

 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON COURTS 
OF APPELLATE JURISDICTION, 1984-1988

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, CHAIR, 
COMMITTEE ON PROFESSIONAL AND JUDICIAL ETHICS, 1993-1996

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, SECRETARY, 
COMMITTEE ON PROFESSIONAL AND JUDICIAL ETHICS, 1985-1988

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, MEMBER, 
COMMITTEE ON PROFESSIONAL AND JUDICIAL ETHICS, 1990-1993

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, CHAIR, 
DELEGATION TO THE NYSBA HOUSE OF DELEGATES, 1997 - PRESENT; 
MEMBER 1996 - PRESENT

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, MEMBER, 
COMMITTEE ON PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY, 1985-1988

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, CHAIR, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PROVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES  1987 1988
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON PROVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES, 1987-1988
 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, MEMBER, 

COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL COURTS, 1996 - PRESENT
 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, MEMBER, AD 
HOC COMMITTEE ON PRIVATE LEGAL REFERRAL SERVICES, 1987-1989

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, MEMBER, AD 
HOC COMMITTEE ON MASS DISASTER PREPAREDNESS, 1996 - PRESENT

 

 ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, MEMBER, 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT ETHICS, 1988-1990

 

 NEW YORK STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, MEMBER, EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, 
JUNE 1998 -

 

 
Other Affiliation: AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE, MEMBER, 1993 - PRESENT  
 
Clerkship: LAW CLERK, HON. JUDITH S. KAYE, NEW YORK STATE COURT OF 

APPEALS, ALBANY, NY, 1984-1985
 

 
Government Service: CHAIR, GRIEVANCE PANEL, UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, 1995 - PRESENT
 

 MEMBER, DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE OF THE APPELLATE 
DIVISION, FIRST DEPARTMENT, 1996 - PRESENT

 

 SPECIAL TRIAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE OF 
THE APPELLATE DIVISION, FIRST DEPARTMENT, 1991-1993

 

 MEMBER, NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION TASK 
FORCE ON ATTORNEY PROFESSIONALISM AND CONDUCT, 1996 - 
PRESENT

 

 
Biography: 

Steven Krane joined Proskauer upon his graduation from the New York University School of Law in 1981, 
taking a year off in 1984-85 to serve as law clerk to Judge Judith S. Kaye of the New York Court of 
Appeals. He became a partner in the Litigation and Dispute Resolution Department in 1989. Although a 
general commercial litigator, Steven has considerable experience in representing sports leagues and 
teams in a wide variety of matters, and also maintains a practice concentration in the field of legal ethics 
and professional responsibility. 

Sports Law 

Sports leagues and teams frequently need advice on a wide variety of issues, and Steven has been 
consulted by them on questions relating to, among other things, antitrust law, trademark law and labor 
relations. Over the past several years, Steven has represented the National Basketball Association, 
National Hockey League, Major League Baseball, Major League Soccer and the Women's National 
Basketball Association in a broad range of litigated and non-litigated matters. Among the more 
prominent matters in which Steven has been involved were the NBA's successful challenge to Oregon's 
basketball lottery, the Bridgeman and Williams antitrust lawsuits that led to the NBA's 1988 and 1994 
collective bargaining agreements, the NBA players' 1995 campaign to "decertify" their union, and the 
1991 arbitration concerning Patrick Ewing's claimed status as an unrestricted free agent. 

A few months ago, Steven brought to a successful conclusion a racketeering case brought against the 
NHL by an alleged class of former players against the League and Alan Eagleson, the former Executive 
Director of the players' union. The players contended that the NHL and its team owners permitted 
Eagleson to divert money from the players' union for his own personal benefit in exchange for 
concessions in collective bargaining. Steven is currently defending Major League Soccer in an antitrust 
class action challenging the terms and conditions under which professional soccer players are employed. 
Major League Soccer is not a traditional, franchise-based sports league, but is structured as a single 
entity. The litigation, which challenges the structure of the league, has far-reaching implications for all 
sports leagues. 

He has also been involved in successfully lobbying the U.S. Congress, which led to the Professional and 
Amateur Sports Protection Act of 1992 -- the law that prohibits most sports betting in the United States -
- and the Governor of Oregon who, in response to legal arguments, withdrew his support for sports 
betting at gambling casinos in the state. 

Professional Responsibility/Ethics 
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It has been said that "sometimes even lawyers need lawyers." Steven has been active in representing 
lawyers and law firms in a variety of professional matters, such as defending them against charges 
before grievance and disciplinary committees, representing them in disputes concerning admission to the 
bar, defending them in cases charging that they participated in securities fraud committed by their 
clients, as well as rendering opinions and otherwise counseling them on a broad range of ethical issues. 
He has served as a litigation consultant and has been an expert witness on a variety of issues such as 
conflicts of interest and solicitation of clients by lawyers leaving a law firm. Steven has written 
extensively on issues of professional responsibility. One of his major articles, "When Lawyers Represent 
Their Adversaries: Conflicts of Interest Arising out of the Lawyer-Lawyer Relationship," was published in 
the Hofstra Law Review in 1995 and has been relied upon by the American Law Institute's Restatement 
of the Law Governing Lawyers. 

Steven currently serves as Chair of the New York State Bar Association's Committee on Standards of 
Attorney Conduct, the successor to the Special Committee to Review the Code of Professional 
Responsibility. These groups conducted a five-year project of reviewing and proposing a series of 
amendments to the ethical rules governing lawyers, which were adopted by the New York courts in 1999.
He is a member at large of that Association's Executive Committee and a Fellow of the New York Bar 
Foundation. He served as a member of the NYSBA Committee on Professional Ethics for four years 
(1990-94). On June 1, 2001, he took office as President of the NYSBA, the youngest person ever to hold 
that post. 

Steven spent nine of the 11 years from 1985 to 1996 associated in various capacities with the Committee
on Professional and Judicial Ethics of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York, most recently 
serving a three-year term as the Committee Chair. During his tenure, the City Bar Ethics Committee 
published an unprecedented 35 formal opinions on a broad range of topics of general interest to the bar. 
Additionally, he has been a member of the New York State Office of Court Administration Task Force on 
Attorney Professionalism and Conduct since 1996, and was elected to membership in the American Law 
Institute in 1993. Steven served as a Hearing Panel Chair for both the Departmental Disciplinary 
Committee for the First Judicial Department and the Committee on Grievances of the United States 
District Court for the Southern District of New York. He also previously served as a special prosecutor for 
the First Department Disciplinary Committee. 

Steven has taught and lectured extensively in both of his fields of concentration. He developed and 
taught a course in sports law at the Georgia Institute of Technology, and for several years taught legal 
ethics at the Columbia University School of Law as a member of its adjunct faculty. He is a frequent 
lecturer on professional responsibility and on antitrust and other issues affecting the sports industry. 
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