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deral discrimination action, and an artiole 78 proceeding, in no way affects the obligaliw of 
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Constantine contepds thdt: ( I )  t he  affidavits submitted by the respondents in the Article 78' 
I 

proqeeding were fraudulent because they confained sworn Statements whiqh the r q s p o n d ~ ~ t s  

knaw to be untrue (essentially, that it was plaintiff who plagiarized from her aFCuGers, and not 

e gthdr way around); (2) Certain discovery Was disclosed during the Federal Action whlch 

, 

I 

conclusively established her prior authorship of the disputed language and articles; and (3) the 

Article 78 respondents knew of these d 

respective affidavits. Beciause all of th 

plaintiff's contention that th6ir submisslops to this qqurt must be deemed unreliqble, and thqt 

this court should not give preclusive effeot to the Af-ticle 78 Judgment. 
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’ when she reopened the tsar and guided ’it, with th? hslp of defendants G e q e  pav‘idson a 

Fughes Hubbard and Reed, LLP, toward 3 pcedetermined result. These actions, Pwple4 
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I th$ fact that the letter was hidden until federal court’s d/sclg$ure forced it3 p 

stitutes evidenm of the defendants’ malice and of thbir large scale cons 
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harm on the basis of fabricatqd plagiaris 

However, desplts plaintiff’s firm r 

exoneration, it is not. Thq fdrmer presid 

plagiarism charges until such time as Cornpefent praof was forthcoming. 

ad Levine’s letter as her aornpleteland fie 

rely dsferring any considaration of 
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Also unavailing is the second latter hhich.app o be a joint letter from S w t t  

[* 6]



ud was perpetrated on'the Article 7 

feir gppodurlity to develop and presen 

, and/or that she was not providesd with a, full $I 

$e during that proceeding (or the Federal Adtioh), 
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do riot present a pwper ground for graflting leave to rmew or reargue tha Prlot' Pwision, 

or I$ this the prgper forum far these arguments. 
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