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Indcx No. 12 I 187/03 

OPINION 

., . i- I:, 

' \: ? I F .  

This is an action for damagcs due to clairncd sexual harassment and the clTiltIohbF~~,~, 

hostilc work environrncnt, pursuant to thc New York State Human Rights Law (Exccutivc 

Law fi 296 ct seq,) and the Ncw York City Human Rights Law (Aclministriitive Codc of City of 

NY 4 8-101 et seq.) Defendants Inovc to disqualify plrtintiff's counsel, stay all procccdings 

during the pendency of the motion (an unncccssary branch hecausc it became moot when thc 

motion was decided), and scal thc papers relating to this motion. Plaintiff cross-moves for 

sanctions against defendants and their counscl. 

The issucs involved in these motions havc already been raised and decided in Alter v 

Bpeneheimer & Co.. lec Sup Ct, NY County, Aug. 1, 2006, Gische, J. ,  lndcx No. 121 1&8/03 

and Pellwrino v Oppenhcirner &L Co,, Inc Sup Ct, NY County, Oct. 26, 2006, Acosta, J., Index 

No. 107&34/04. Defendants arc collaterally estoppcd thereby (see Buechel v Bain, 97 NY2d 295, 

303-304 [2001]). Furthermore, the opinions of thasc Justices on the merits of the issues arc well- 

I-easoncd and app1ic;iblc to the motions before this court. 
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Therefore, the motions and cross-motion have been denicd, pursuant to the court's March 

8,  2007 decision and order. If not for the cross motion, the court would have awarded plaintiff 

$100 motion costs on the motion. 

Dated: New York, New York 
March 12,2007 
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IUCI-IARD F. BRAUN, J.S.C. 
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