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SUPREME COURT OF THE ST NEW YORK COUNTY 

PART k 
Index Number : 40173912008 
ZERILLO, JOANN 

NYC HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Sequence Number : 001 

ARTICLE 78 

vs 

INDEX NO, 

MOTION DATE 

MOTION SEQ. NO. 

MOTION CAL. NO. 

his motion to/for 

PAPERS NUMBERED 

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

Replying Affidavits 

Cross-Motion: I Yes 0 4 0  ,. 

Upon the foregoing papers, it is ordered that this 
b ++ 

Y - 

J. S. C. ,,,' 
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ii-ic:onie. She w a s  advised t -ha t .  she could r-cquesjt an i nfor-mal 

(:orifercTtT-t(::e o r  a hearii-ig i n  connect iori w i  k.11 t h e  iiiipc?Iidii-ig 

t.cr-rriir-iat.iori of 1-ier bcrief i t s ,  but Zerillo did not. respond, 01-1 

advicc  o f  her eourisel i n  the cr imina l  proccedir-19. IJl t imat .c ly ,  

r-espcmdc!tiL t er-iiii i m L  ecl the Scction 8 subs idy  on Deccrrtber- 3 1 , 2 (3 04 . 

01-1 Fcbr-tiary 7 ,  2 0 0 5  Z e r i l l o  pled g u i l t y  to t.he charges  s e t  fo r - t . h  

i n  tlic crrriminal complaint , bu t  l i m i t e d  t o  t.lie pcr-iod 01 the  fi.ve 

prior y ~ t a r s  berausc! of  per-ceived stiati1t.c: of l i r n i  t .at.ions issue:; . 

She w a s  sei-itenced L o  t i m e  scr-vecl and was reyuir-cd L o  rnake 

rcsLitiiti(:)ii 01 tlie monies fraudulently obLained. 

In JUIY 2007 , Zrri 110 wrote t o  lier c : r i m i  rial de€eri:;e attou-ncy 

requesLir-ig t h a t  lie w r i t - e  t o  respondent advis ing  it OL why slic 

( Z e r i  lie) had not. r-e::ponded i n  co~-ineict,hon w i t h  the Sec t ion  8 

sub:3 idy  tei-rninaLiori. C o u r i s e l  then  w r o ~ e  t o  respol-iderit , 

explairii.riq t . h L  lie hacl cidvispT1 z e r i l i o  t h a t .  lier- rnakir-icj any 

st.at.emc-.r-iLs i 11 corinectior-1 w i t - l - i  L h e  t.e~-iiiinat iori 01 ie7- subs idy  

m i  qlit i ieyat  i .vely impact her- cr-inii.rial case. Respondent t h e n ,  

desp i  t c  Z e r i l  1 o' s uri t i rnel  y r e q u e s t  , a f fo rded  her- t h e  opportunl ' . ty 

of liavi11q a 1ieriri.Tiq arid gave her- a d d i t i o n a l  t.itne to ohtai ,n 

c:ounsci . Slic ult.imat.ely decided t.o proc:eed p r o  se a t  Lke 

hear-irig, w h i c h  w a s  held 011 t-he record or i  LJanuary 3 1 ,  20118. 

AI: t.he k a r - i  ng sever-a1 inves t iga t .o r s  testi f i e d  on behalf  of 

respondent. , x i d  t.tnt.crcd i r i t : o  evidence were , #among ot.l-icr thii-iqs, 

i-kie rr i . imiI . ie i1  c:oiiiplciint and judcjnient , % e r i i l o ' s  pI.ea a1 1 o c u t . i o n  , 
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T h e  C l e r k  n f  the TIoi.17:t. lis d i r e c t e d  ko t-raiisfer- Ll-iEt f i l e  t o  

t.he Appellate 13ivisi OTI , 

of this order w i t h  n o t i c e  of e n t r y .  

F i r s t  nepar-tnient , ugor-1 s e r v i c e  of ;.I ropy 

Dat E!d : 
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