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SCANNED ON 91712007 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW Y - NEW YORK COUNTY 

Index Number: 103916/2007 
STERN, JARED PAUL 

BURKLE, RONALD 
Sequence Number : 003 
SUBST/RELIEVENVlTHDRAW COUNSEL 

vs 

PART 

INDEX NO. 

MOTIONDATE 

MOTION SEQ. NO, 

MOTION CAL. NO. 

The following papers, numbered 1 to were reaci on rnis motion tolfor 

PAPERS NUMBEREO 

Notice of Motion/ Order to Show Cause - Affidavits - Exhibits ... 
Answering Affidavits - Exhlbits 

Replying Affidavits 

Cross-Motion: 12 Yes NO 

Upon t h e  foregoing papers, it is ordered that this motion 

IS DECIDED 

- 
Check one: ' - I FINAL DISPOSITION @ NON-FINAL DISPOSITION 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK: IAS PART 15 

J A R E D  PAUL S T E R N ,  
____________________f_l l f___ _ _  X 

P l a i n t i f f ,  
Indrx No.103916/2007 
M t n  9eq.003 

-against- 
RONALD BURKLE, FRANK RENZI, MICHAEL 
SITRICK, WILLIAM SHERMAN, 
THE NEW YORK DAILY NEWS, 
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, and 
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON 

Defendants. %!! 
_--____--_____________l_____f____l_____l X 

WALTER B. TOLUB, J. : 

By this motion Plaintiff seeks admission of Mr. L a r r y  

Klayman, p r o  hac vice. P l a i n t i f f ' s  motion i s  denied. 

I n  s u p p o r t  i f  P l a i n t i f f ' s  motion, M r .  Klayman h a s  submitted 

an application for s p e c i a l  admission pro  h a c  vice s t a t i n g  that he 

is a member of good standing of the bar s  of Florida, P e n n s y l v a n i a  

c i t e d  repeatedly, in many different jurisdictions, for 

inappropriate and unethical behavior. For example: 

1. In 2003 ,  Chief Judge  John C .  Coughenour 
of the United States District C o u r t  f o r  the 
Western District of  Washington re jected Mr. 
Klayman's reques t  for a new trial and 
characterized his arguments " r e g a r d i n g  the 
conduct a n d  demeanor of  this Court" as 
"bizarre" and "beyond the f a r  fetched."peJ v 

, 2 3 8  F.Supp.2d nq Co v ,  Far B a s t e r n  Shipp i  
1231, 1241 [ W . D .  Wash 2 0 0 3 1 .  
2 .  In 2001, Judge James Robertson of the 
United S t a t e s  Distr ic t  Court f o r  the Dis t r ic t  
o f  Columbia c r i t i c i z e d  M r .  Klayman and his 
organization for a c t i n g  w i t h  "malicious g lee"  
and f o r  t h e i r  "forked t o n g u e  response t o  t h e  
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Court's order." Judge Rober tson  concluded 
that Mr. Klayman's "maneuver is not funny, 
and is i n d e e d  sanctionable." J u d i d a J .  Watch 
Qf F l o r i d a  Inc. v. US Dept of Ju s t i c e ,  159 
F.Supp.2d 7 6 3 ,  7 6 4  [D.D.C. 20011 
3 .  In 1999, Judge Royce C. Lamberth of the 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  District  Court for the District 
of Columbia wrote t h a t  h e  had "grown w e a r y  of 
[Mr. Klayman's] use-and-abuse- of the 
discovery process. The court h a s  already 
sanctioned [Mr. Klayman] for making 
representations to the c o u r t ,  allowing the 
court to rely upon t h o s e  representations in a 
f a v o r a b l e  ruling, and t h e n  later contravening 
those very (mis) representations." U e x a n m  
v. FBL, 186 FRD 188, 190 [D.D.C 1 9 9 9 1 .  
4 .  In 1997, Judge  Denny Chin of the United 
S t a t e s  District Court for t h e  Southern 
District of New York sanctioned Mr. Klayman 
for "undignified and discourteous conduc t  
that was both degrading  to the Court and 
p r e j u d i c i a l  to the administration of 
j u s t i c e . "  H H  C T Gr 

a n c i n q  J P  c . ,  9 9 4  F.Supp. 4 4 7 ,  4 5 5  [ S D N Y  
19971 aff'd 1 3 8  F . 3 d  3 3 ,  37 [2d C i r :  19981. 
The c o u r t  found that Mr. Klayman h a d  advanced 
" prep  o s t e r o u s " c 1 a ims , had engaged r ep e at edl  y 
in "abusive and obnoxious" behavior during 
depositions and had accused the c o u r t  of 
racial and political bias. Id. at 457-59.  
Judge  Chin revoked  Mr. Klayman's p r o  hac vice 
admission, stated t h a t  he would deny and 
future applications in the S D N Y .  Id. at 4 6 0 .  
The Second Circuit affirmed t h e  decision, 
s t a t i n g  that it c o u l d  " f i n d  no e r ro r  in the 
sanctioning of  [ M r .  Klayman], much less  an  
abuse of discretion." 138 F . 3 d  33, 37  [2d 
C i r .  1 9 9 8 1 ) .  
5. In 1997, Judge  Ricardo  A. Urbina of the 
United States District Court for the Dis t r ic t  
of Columbia denied a request to o r d e r  Mr. 
Klayman's client to pay attorneys' fees. 
Nonetheless, Judge  Urbina s h a r p l y  rebuked Mr. 
Klayman for "often h i g h l y  inappropriate" 
conduct and stated that h i s  performance "was 
episodically b l i g h t e d  by rude and 
unprofessional behavior which was d i r e c t e d  
toward  t h e  presiding j udge  and opposing 
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counsel. " ut erial Supn lv  Int'l, I nc. v. 
Sunmatch 5: n d u s ,  C o .  Ltd., No. Civ. A.  94- 
1184, 1997 WL 2 4 3 2 2 3  at * 8  & 10n.17 [D.D.C 
May 7 ,  1 9 9 7 1  a f f ' d  in part a n d  rev'd in p a r t ,  
146 F . 3 d  9 8 3  [D.C. Cir. 19981. 
6.  In 1996, Judge William D .  Ke l le r  of t h e  
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D i s t r i c t  C o u r t  f o r  t h e  Central 
District of  California sanctioned Mr. 
Klayman' s law firm f o r  "unreasonably and 
vexatiously multiplying the proceedings" and 
bar red  Mr. Klayman permanently and 
p r o s p e c t i v e l y "  from appearing befo re  him pro  
h a c  vice eve r  a g a i n .  Baldwin Hardwar e Corp. 
v .  F r a n k u  FnterDrise C o m . ,  78 F . 3 6  550,  555 
[Fed Cir. 19961 [noting that M r .  Klayman, i n  
h i s  appellate b r i e f s ,  accused the t r i a l  judge 
o f  anti-Asian b i a s ] .  The Federa l  C i r c u i t  
affirmed the sanctions. I d .  a t  5 6 4 .  
7 .  I n  1994, the United S t a t e s  Court of 
International Trade s a n c t i o n e d  Mr. Klayman 
for filing an untimely complaint and opposing 
t h e  Government's m o t i o n  t o  dismiss w i t h  
"frivolous filings" t h a t  "wasted time and 
resources of defendants as w e l l  as of t h e  
court. " Wl re Rope I ~ D O K  t e r s '  Assn vI United 
S t a t e s ,  18 CIT 4 7 8 ,  1994 WL 235620  at * 7  [May 
26,  19941. 

A l t h o u g h  N e w  York f a v o r s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  by c o u n s e l  of  one's 

own choosing, t h e  c o u r t  has  broad d i s c r e t i o n  in deciding whether 

to grant p r o  h a c  vice admission to an out of state attorney. ( 2 2  
NYCRR 520.11 ( a )  (1) ; Neal v .  Ecolab  In&,, 2 5 2  A D 2 d  716 [ 3 d  Dept 

19981). As a learned colleauge r e c e n t l y  n o t e d :  

Admission p r o  hac v i c e  is a p r i v i l e g e ,  n o t  a 
r i q h t  See Leis v, F l v n t ,  49 U S  438 [ 1 9 7 9 1 .  
In-deciding w h e t h e r  t o  admit a n  attorney p r o  
h a c  v i ce ,  t h e  c o u r t  m u s t  strike a balance 
between t h e  r i g h t  of  a l i t i g a n t  t o  be 
represented by counsel of  the litigant's 

Ventures Lt d. choosing (See S&$ Hote l  
partnefghin v ,  7 7 7  S.H. Corn. , 69 NY2d 437  
[ 1 9 8 7 1 )  and t h e  c o u r t ' s  obligation t o  assure 

3 

[* 4 ]



t h a t  proceedings a re  conducted w i t h  o r d e r  and  
decorum (See 22  NYCRR 100.3[B] [ 2 ] ) ,  to 
dispose of matters promptly, efficiently and 
fairly ( 2 2  NYCRR 100.3[B] [ 7 ]  1 and  t o  assure 
t h a t  a n  attorney's c o n d u c t  comports t o  t h e  
Code of Professional Responsibility 922 NYCRR 
100.3[D] [ Z ] ) .  

(Adkins v ,  J , i ~ p e r ,  Gordon & CQ ., 10 Misc.3d 1062(A) [NY Sup.  

2 0 0 5 ] ) .  

Mr. Klayman's record demonstrates more than an occasional 

l a p s e  of judgment, i t  evinces  a t o t a l  disregard for the j u d i c i a l  

process. T h e r e  i s  no r e a s o n  f o r  M r .  Klayman to be involved in 

t h i s  case o r  appear  in this c o u r t .  

vice is denied. 

Counsel f o r  the parties a r e  d i r ec t ed  to appear for a 

conference  on October 2 6 ,  2 0 0 6  at 11:OO am in room 335 at 60  

C e n t r e  Street. 

This memorandum opinion c o n s t i t u t e s  the decision and order 

of  the C o u r t .  

Dated: ? / L / d 7  
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