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VERIFIED PETITION 

 
Petitioner Bill de Blasio, by and through his attorneys, Emery Celli Brinckerhoff Abady 

Ward & Maazel LLP and Laurence D. Laufer. Esq., for his Verified Petition, alleges as follows: 

Overview 

1. Can the Government lawfully burden a public official’s First Amendment speech 

and Fourteenth Amendment Due Process rights by forcing him to personally subsidize the 

City of New York’s (“the City”) costs of police protection provided during his time in office?  

And, does the City’s compelling interest in protecting its Mayor from harm—an interest 

reflected in the policy and practices of the New York Police Department (“NYPD”) and a 

decade-old advisory opinion of the Conflicts of Interest Board (the “COIB”)—end at or 

within driving distance of the City’s borders? 

2. This case raises both important questions.  The law, under the United States 

Constitution and the Charter of the City of New York, answers both the same way: with a 

resounding “No.”  For at least the past six decades, the City of New York has expressed its 

powerful and unwavering interest in protecting its Mayor from harm by deferring to the 

judgment of the NYPD, the largest and most sophisticated municipal law enforcement 



 
 
 

agency in the world.  Under City law and precedent, the NYPD’s judgment in this regard is 

unquestioned, unencumbered, and uninfluenced by politics or personality.  The NYPD 

provides protection to all Mayors because they are Mayor, and it does so at the City’s 

expense.  Never has the Mayor himself, or any political committee with which he is 

associated, been asked to pay any part of this expense.   

3. The reason is simple: the City’s interest in protecting its Mayor is not personal to 

the Mayor; rather, it is governmental.  The Mayor is the City’s Chief Executive Officer, on 

duty during his term for 24 hours per day, seven days per week, 365 days per year.  Keeping 

the Mayor safe ensures continuity of City government, creating a secure channel by which 

the Mayor can communicate with other City leaders, officials, and constituents; govern; and 

respond during any crisis.  It also ensures that no one can deprive New Yorkers of their 

elected leader by an act of violence or intimidation.1 

4. Threats to a Mayor’s personal safety are, by nature, unpredictable.  The risk of 

harm to the Mayor is not confined to the Mayor’s government office hours.  Accordingly, 

where exactly the Mayor is located and what exactly he is doing—whether he is within the 

five boroughs or not; governing; relaxing; travelling; running for another office; or attending 

to personal matters—does not matter in the NYPD’s calculus of the level and scope of 

protection.  What matters is that he is the Mayor, and that the NYPD has decided that he 

must be protected. 

5. All of this was well understood and unquestioned for every Mayor of the City of 

New York in modern history until May 2019.  In May 2019, then-Mayor Bill de Blasio 

 
1 And, to protect the Mayor from extortion or coercion via threats on his family, when the NYPD 
determines that police protection for the Mayor is warranted, it typically extends the same 
protection to members of the Mayor’s immediate family. 



 
 
 

decided to seek the nomination of the Democratic Party for President of the United States.  

Out of an abundance of caution, counsel sought confidential advice from the COIB about 

whether running for President impacted the City’s and NYPD’s expenditures to protect him 

and his family.  Of course, since Day One of Mr. de Blasio’s Mayoralty, NYPD had deemed 

him a “Category 1” elected official, meaning that he and his family required around-the-

clock protection by the NYPD.  And, one decade earlier, the COIB had issued a formal 

Advisory Opinion which held that a Mayor’s NYPD protective detail could lawfully protect 

and transport him to political events in and around the City at the City’s expense.  It was a 

“City purpose” to protect the Mayor from harm wherever he was. 

6. But this time was different.  When the question came to the COIB in May 2019 

about Mr. de Blasio and his presidential campaign, the COIB reversed course, abandoned 

decades of precedent and its own written guidance, and issued a Confidential Advice Letter 

(the “Confidential Advice Letter” or “CAL”) riddled with internal inconsistencies.  

7. The May 15, 2019 CAL began with a correct statement of settled law.  It 

acknowledged that protecting the Mayor was and is a “City purpose,” and therefore, 

expenditures associated with such protection were lawfully borne by the City of New York.  

But then, the CAL partially reversed course.  The CAL found that it would not violate New 

York City’s Charter or ethics rules for the City to cover all expenses associated with the 

Mayor’s NYPD protective detail, including salary, overtime, and other incidental costs 

coverage, during local political trips within the five boroughs or driving distance of the City; 

however, should the Mayor decide to fly to a political event and stay overnight, outside the 

City’s environs, there was entirely different “rule.”  For such out-of-City trips, the salary and 

overtime costs of the Mayor’s NYPD protective detail were properly and lawfully a City 



 
 
 

expense, but, somehow, the associated “incidental” costs of the protection—hotels, meals, 

and flights for the NYPD personnel who protected the Mayor—were not.  Those costs, the 

CAL opined, would need to be charged to the Mayor’s presidential campaign committee—

and it would be unlawful for the City to pay them.   

8. This distinction is nonsensical and lacking in any legal basis.  If the Mayor’s 

safety at all times is a “City purpose,” and the salary costs associated with an NYPD 

detective providing protection are lawfully and appropriately born by the City, how can it be 

inappropriate, much less unlawful, for the City to cover the costs for that same detective to 

travel to and spend the night in the same town as the Mayor while serving on the team 

charged with keeping him safe?  If it is ethical for the City of New York to pay all of 

NYPD’s costs of protecting the Mayor in Philadelphia, how could it be unethical for the City 

to pay the same costs for the Mayor’s trip to Pittsburgh? 

9. The COIB had never before made this distinction, even as to Mayor de Blasio.  

The City has covered all expenses—salaries, benefits, and incidental costs—for the NYPD 

protective detail provided to Mayors on overnight trips going back to the Mayor Lindsay 

Administration, or earlier.  It covered all protection-related expenses incurred by the NYPD 

during political trips when New York City Mayors ran for United States Senate or Governor; 

when they travelled to raise money and support for other candidates or their political party; 

and when they travelled on personal and other non-City business.  It even did so when Mayor 

de Blasio or other Mayors went on vacation with their families.   

10. Distinguishing presidential campaign-related trips from every other sort of 

overnight trip was not just a departure from past unbroken practice: it was arbitrary, 

capricious, discriminatory, and lawless.  The CAL created an unworkable test of determining 



what portion of the Mayor’s NYPD-determined protective detail was attributable to the City 

and what was attributable to the Mayor’s campaign based on the type of event the Mayor was 

attending and where it was located.  In doing so, it upended not just its own governing 

precedents, settled expectations, and basic common sense, but it intruded upon the NYPD’s 

discretion to determine the security needs of the City’s highest ranking official at a time of 

unprecedented threats to the Mayor’s person. 

11. By determining that the “incidental expenses” of NYPD protective personnel

travelling with the Mayor would need to be paid by the de Blasio presidential committee, a 

federal campaign committee set up to further Bill de Blasio’s campaign for the presidency 

and his national political message, the COIB also vastly exceeded its authority.  The COIB 

simply does not have the authority to regulate or set federal campaign finance or ethics rules. 

12. Indeed, far from having authority over any political committee, federal state or

local, the COIB, acting through the CAL, had no actual regulatory power at all.  The CAL 

was simply a confidential, non-binding letter of advice.  Because the COIB never engaged in 

rulemaking in this area, the CAL carries no force of law and cannot lawfully support an order 

of reimbursement, much less one imposing penalties.  Yet it purported to shift significant 

costs associated with an NYPD protective detail—costs that historically and should properly 

have been born by the City of New York—to a federally-regulated campaign committee 

engaged in the core First Amendment activity of electioneering.  The amount in costs would 

later to be determined to be over $319,000.   

13. The COIB’s conduct in this case not only violates Article 78 of the Civil

Procedure Laws and Rules (“CPLR”) and the City Charter, but also the United States 

Constitution.  By purporting to assign what are properly the City’s costs to the Mayor, 



personally or to his presidential committee, the COIB imposed a significant and 

unconstitutional burden on a federal political candidate’s and his voters’ rights under the 

First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.  The burden is especially 

acute where, as here, the candidate was not independently wealthy and for whom the 

incidental costs associated with the NYPD’s protection are consequential.  The COIB’s 

decision to burden a political candidate with such costs serves no legitimate government 

interest. 

14. An administrative Law Judge of the New York City Office of Administrative

Hearings and Trial (“OATH”) upheld the COIB’s reading of the law in a decision dated May 

4, 2023 (the “OATH Decision” , and the full COIB adopted that reading by resolution on June 

1 , 2023 (the “COIB Order” .  By doing so, the COIB has now ordered 

Mr. de Blasio to personally pay the costs that it had previously said the presidential committee 

was required to pay; it has also sought to penalize Mr. de Blasio with a $155,000 fine.    

15. This Court must intervene.  The imposition of any costs or penalties in this case is

an unconstitutional burden on Petitioner’s rights under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.  

It violates the New York City Charter, and it is arbitrary and capricious government action.   

This Court should employ its plenary authority to declare the COIB’s Order to be unlawful 

and a nullity, in violation if the United States Constitution, and exercise its powers under 

Article 78 of the CPLR to invalidate and vacate the COIB Order.     

Parties 

16. Petitioner Bill de Blasio is a resident of Brooklyn, New York.  He served as the



109th Mayor of New York City, from 2014 through 2021.   

17. Respondent the New York City Conflicts of Interest Board (or, COIB) is a New

York City agency headquartered at 2 Lafayette Street, New York, New York 10007.  It is 

tasked with administering, enforcing, and interpreting certain ethics provisions of New York 

City’s Charter and legal code. 

18. Respondent the City of New York (or, the City) is a municipal corporation

organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York. 

Additional Interested Entity 

19. De Blasio 2020 is a presidential campaign committee established in 2019 with a

registered address in Brooklyn, New York.  

Jurisdiction and Venue 

20. This Court has subject-matter jurisdiction to decide this Petition pursuant to

Sections 3001 and 7803 of the CPLR and general original jurisdiction in law and equity as 

provided in Article VI, Section 7(a) of the New York State Constitution. 

21. Venue is proper in New York County Supreme Court pursuant to CPLR 504(c),

506(b), and 7804(b) because Petitioner brings his claims against a City agency for actions 

taken in New York County, and because COIB’s principal offices are in New York County. 

No Prior Application 

22. No prior application for relief sought herein has been made in this or any other

court. 

Statement of Facts 

A. Mr. de Blasio’s Background and Career.

23. Bill de Blasio was born in New York, New York in 1961 and is a career public



servant and political operative. 

24. Before attaining elective office for himself, he worked for the City in Mayor

David Dinkins’ administration, as New York’s Regional Director for the United States 

Department of Housing and Urban Development in the Clinton Administration, and as a 

campaign manager for Charles Rangel’s successful campaign to represent New York in the 

United States House of Representatives and Hillary Rodham Clinton’s successful campaign 

to represent New York in the United States Senate. 

25. In 2001, Mr. de Blasio was elected to represent the 39th District of Brooklyn in

the New York City Council.  He was re-elected twice, serving a total of three terms. 

26. In 2009, Mr. de Blasio was elected Public Advocate of the City of New York,

where he served one term, from 2010 through 2013. 

27. In 2013, Mr. de Blasio was elected Mayor of the City of New York.  He served

two terms, from 2014 through 2021. 

28. On or about May 16, 2019, while serving as Mayor of the City of New York, Mr.

de Blasio announced his intention to seek the Democratic Party nomination for President of 

the United States.  He ended his campaign approximately four months later. 

29. In 2022, Mr. de Blasio served as a Fellow at Harvard Kennedy School Institute of

Politics. 

30. Since 2023, Mr. de Blasio has served as a Visiting Fellow at the New York

University Wagner School of Public Service. 

B. The City Has a Historic, Abiding, and Compelling Interest in the Personal Safety of
its Mayor and His Family.

31. In the case of every Mayor in modern history, the City has deferred to the

professional judgment of the NYPD, the largest and most sophisticated municipal law 



enforcement agency in the world, as to whether and to what extent the Mayor and his family 

require NYPD protection.  See Charter § 434. 

32. It is the practice of the NYPD to conduct an ongoing threat assessment facing

each Mayor and to provide a protective security detail to all designated protectees—including 

the Mayor and his family—as it deems necessary based on the threats they face.   

33. The City, and the NYPD, do all of this for one reason only: to protect and advance

the City’s interests in a functioning City government.  Beyond securing the Mayor’s safety, 

NYPD’s protective services create a constant channel for City officials, secure information 

about City business and operations, and governance during times of crisis.   

34. The City of New York has a compelling interest in securing the safety of its

Mayor. 

C. The NYPD Provided the Same Protection to Every Mayor Before and After Mr. de
Blasio.

35. On information and belief, for at least the past 60 years, the NYPD has covered

the costs of a protective detail to every Mayor, and at no personal cost to the Mayor or any 

political committee associated with him.   

36. On information and belief, the City of New York budgeted for the entirety of any

NYPD protective detail, including travel expenses, for every single Mayor in recent history, 

including events inside and outside of New York City and political events in connection with 

any campaigns for higher office. 

37. On information and belief, of the seven Mayors of the City of New York from

1966 through Mr. de Blasio’s tenure, at least five of them pursued or explored higher office 

while still serving as Mayor, and all were provided with an NYPD protective detail at City 



expense during those campaigns or prospective campaigns. 

38. On information and belief, NYPD recommended and provided security to all of

them for official, political, and personal events, both inside and outside of the City of New 

York, including Mayor John Lindsay’s run for President of the United States, Mayor Rudy 

Guiliani’s run for United States Senate, and Mayor Koch’s race for Governor. 

D. NYPD Determined that Mr. de Blasio and His Family Required 24/7 Protection.

39. While serving as Mayor, Mr. de Blasio and members of his family were the

subject of numerous threats to their safety.  In its professional judgment, the NYPD deemed 

those threats to be credible, multifaceted, and immediate. 

40. The NYPD’s Intelligence Bureau Threat Management Unit recorded at least 292

known threats to Mr. de Blasio that required investigation, and at times, increased security.  

In 2019 alone, the year he ran for President and travelled nationally in pursuit of that office, 

there were at least 38 threats to Mr. de Blasio that the NYPD documented and investigated. 

41. Based on its own analysis, the NYPD determined that Mr. de Blasio was a

“Category 1” elected official, meaning that Mr. de Blasio and his family required a protective 

detail 24 hours per day, seven days per week.  This designation was the same for Mr. de 

Blasio as for all previous mayors in recent City history. 

42. The decision to treat Mr. de Blasio as a “Category 1” elected official was the

NYPD’s and the NYPD’s alone, acting in its best professional judgment. 

43. At no point did Mr. de Blasio ever question, interrogate, influence, or overrule the

NYPD’s security determination or attempt to increase, modify, or reject the protective detail 

provided by NYPD.  Mr. de Blasio deferred to the NYPD’s mission and relied upon its 

professional judgment about the appropriate nature and level of its protective services for 



him and his family. 

44. For the entirety of his tenure as Mayor, at the direction of the NYPD, and under

its supervision, the NYPD detail was in place to protect the Mayor whether he was at City 

Hall, or on the road; at Gracie Mansion awake or asleep; working on City business; attending 

to private matters; or engaged in political activities.   

45. For example, the NYPD provided a full-time protective detail to Mr. de Blasio

and his family during family vacations.  All of the expenses for this protective detail were 

borne by the City of New York, and there was never a request from the NYPD or any other 

City agency otherwise.  In 2014, Mayor de Blasio travelled to Italy in part on official City 

business and in part for a family vacation.  The NYPD protected Mayor de Blasio in Italy and 

the City covered the costs of doing so with absolutely no distinction between the different 

parts of the trip. 

46. During Mayor de Blasio’s tenure, he also travelled outside the City, on overnight

trips, for political purposes, including political fundraising, support of other candidates or the 

Democratic Party, and political meetings.  NYPD provided a full-time NYPD protective 

detail to Mr. de Blasio on all of those occasions, and all of the expenses for this protective 

detail were borne by the City of New York.  There was never a request from the NYPD or 

any other City agency otherwise. 

47. In 2019, NYPD assessed that the threat to Mr. de Blasio and his family during his

presidential campaign was particularly high and credible, exacerbated by inflammatory 

statements made by then-President Donald J. Trump. 

48. As just two examples, one individual threatened, “Im gonna kill you for opening

your f*cking mouth.  You a real f*cking piece of sh*t.  Im gonna f*cking kill you”; and 



another individual stated, “[The Mayor is] gonna be assassinated for not supporting the 

NYPD and for supporting n*ggers.” 

49. More broadly, in 2019, the NYPD identified threats or risk to Mr. de Blasio’s and

his family’s safety and security by various militia groups, including the Oath Keepers (a far-

right anti-government militia whose leaders were later convicted in connection with the 

January 6 insurrection), the Three Percenters (an anti-government militia), The Base (a neo-

Nazi paramilitary group), and QAnon (a conspiracy network with broad, diffuse following 

predicated on the idea that, among other things, certain Democratic Party politicians were 

part of a global cabal of child molesters conspiring against then-President Trump). 

50. Under its authority to use its best law enforcement judgment to protect the City’s

Mayor, the NYPD provided a full-time protective detail to Mr. de Blasio for 31 out-of-state 

political events between May and September 2019 as he travelled in connection with his 

candidacy for President of the United States.  

51. The NYPD’s protective services of Mayor de Blasio in 2019 was of a piece with

its protection of the Mayor throughout his term in office.  That is because the NYPD 

determined, on an ongoing basis, that the threats that Mayor de Blasio faced throughout his 

term in office were credible, genuine, and immediate.   

52. For example, before and after his presidential campaign, Mayor de Blasio was

informed of reconnaissance of Gracie Mansion by a self-avowed follower of ISIS 

considering an attack on the Mayor’s official residence; he also learned that a person who 

later supported the January 6 insurrection had been arrested across the street from Gracie 

Mansion for possessing an assault weapon, a shotgun, a pistol, and hundreds of rounds of 



ammunition. 

53. These threats came against the backdrop of a marked rise in violence directed at

elected officials generally during the past decade, including the shooting of Congresswoman 

Gabby Giffords (D-AZ) in 2011 and Congressman Steve Scalise (R-LA) in 2017, and the 

January 6, 2021 insurrection, among numerous others. 

E. In An Advisory Opinion Issued in 2009, the COIB Found that Providing an NYPD
Protective Detail to the Mayor as He Travelled Locally for Political Purposes Was a
“City Purpose” and Did Not Violate Any Ethics Rule.

54. The New York City Charter prohibits any public servant and his or her immediate

family from engaging “in any business, transaction or private employment” or having “any 

financial or other private interest, direct or indirect, which is in conflict with the proper 

discharge of his or her official duties.”  Charter § 2604(b)(2). 

55. Between the ratification of the New York City Charter and the events of this case,

neither the COIB nor any other similarly-situated New York City agency has taken the 

position that the City of New York’s payment for any portion of the NYPD Mayoral detail 

violates the conflict of interest provision for that Mayor. 

56. Indeed, on March 12, 2009, the COIB officially ratified the City’s coverage of the

totality of the costs associated with NYPD’s protective detail for the Mayor, finding that the 

City’s payment of these expenses—even when the Mayor’s activity is for non-City 

purposes—furthers the interests of the City of New York by protecting the Mayor and his 

family and facilitating the administration of the City’s business. 

57. On that date, the COIB issued a public Advisory Opinion (the “2009 Advisory

Opinion”) addressing the use of New York City-owned cars and NYPD personnel to drive 

and protect those officials in connection with non-official activities, including local 



transportation to and from political events. 

58. In the 2009 Advisory Opinion, a lengthy written decision reflecting the agency’s

analysis of New York City’s past practices and those of other comparable jurisdictions, the 

COIB reasoned that the need to protect a Category 1 elected official, such as the Mayor, was 

the same whether the official was performing an official task or a personal one.  It wrote: 

[T]he need for protection and security remains the same whether
the official ventures forth to perform a personal rather than an
official task or to attend a private social function rather than a
public event. . . . [The official] may also use City vehicles, drivers,
and security personnel when they attend political events, such as
campaign fundraisers, and personal non-City business events,
provided that the official’s participating in such activities does not
otherwise result in a conflict of interest.  The Elected Official may
even use the car and driver to travel outside of the City, if
consistent with security determinations by the NYPD.  That
conclusion also reflects sound public policy, because it will
encourage public officials to follow and adhere to security
recommendations, and not ignore them in order to avoid violating
the ethics law.2

59. The COIB also found that Category 1 elected officials need not reimburse the

City of New York for any use of the protective detail not deemed “official.”  COIB wrote: 

Since officials in this category are subject to security 
determinations by the NYPD requiring them to use City vehicles to 
the maximum extent possible for all local transportation, official or 
otherwise, it would be unfair to require them to pay for any use 
deemed unofficial.3 

F. In 2019, the COIB Purportedly Reversed Decades of Precedent Via Confidential
Letter on the Eve of Mr. de Blasio’s Announcement of Candidacy for President of
the United States.

60. On May 8, 2019, in anticipation of the possibility of Mr. de Blasio’s candidacy

for President of the United States, out of an abundance of caution, Counsel to the Mayor 

2 2009 Advisory Opinion, available at 
https://www.nyc.gov/assets/coib/downloads/pdf5/aos/2004-2013/AO2009_1.pdf. 
3 Id. 



Kapil Longani contacted the COIB to confirm its findings from its 2009 Advisory Opinion 

issued a decade prior. 

61. Specifically, Mr. Longani sought confirmation that, in accordance with the 2009

Advisory Opinion, the City would continue to provide and cover the costs of Mr. de Blasio’s 

and his family’s protective detail for out-of-state political events should the NYPD deem it 

necessary.  

62. The Mayor’s Counsel’s written request for confidential advice informed the COIB

that Mr. de Blasio would be travelling out of state in connection with his run for the 

Presidency. 

63. On or about May 15, 2019, the COIB issued a confidential response to the

Mayor’s Counsel, i.e., the Confidential Advice Letter (or, CAL) that is at issue in this 

litigation. 

64. While the CAL reaffirmed the basic reasoning set forth in the 2009 Advisory

Opinion—that expending City funds to protect the Mayor in accordance with NYPD’s 

security determinations was a “City purpose”—it applied that principle in a manner wholly 

inconsistent with decades of precedent, and wholly devoid of common sense.   

65. The CAL stated that the City of New York could lawfully cover the salary and

overtime of NYPD’s protective detail accompanying Mr. de Blasio to political events in 

connection with his campaign for non-City office, but that it would be unlawful for the City 

to pay any travel and lodging expenses (the “incidental costs”) incurred by members of the 

NYPD detail travelling with the Mayor to provide security.   

66. COIB wrote that “these [incidental] costs must be paid or reimbursed by the



Mayor’s campaign committee.” 

67. Subsequently, Mr. de Blasio and members of his family attended a total of 31 out-

of-state political events in connection with his presidential campaign. 

68. Mr. de Blasio or his campaign committee paid 100% of his and his family’s own

travel and incidental expenses, inclusive of airfare, hotels, meals, and other such items, for 

these trips.  No City funds were used to cover such costs. 

69. The incidental costs associated with the NYPD’s protective detail for the Mayor

and members of his immediate family on those out-of-state trips was budgeted and paid by 

the NYPD from funds dedicated to protection of City officials.  The COIB now represents 

that those costs totaled $319,794.20. 

70. These incidental costs were expenses that NYPD had deemed necessary and

which NYPD incurred at its own discretion based on its professional judgment of the security 

needs of the City, its Mayor, and the NYPD detail charged with protecting the Mayor. 

71. A few months after Mr. de Blasio launched his campaign for President, the New

York City Department of Investigation (“DOI”) embarked on a review of the NYPD’s 

expenditure of funds for Mr. de Blasio’s protective detail.  DOI turned over the results of its 

investigation to the COIB on or about October 2021, but the COIB took no action on them 

during Mayor de Blasio’s term in office. 

72. The COIB did not determine that it wished to commence enforcement efforts to

collect reimbursement of these expenses until after Mayor de Blasio left office.  

73. In fact, to this very day, the City of New York has never sent Mr. de Blasio or De

Blasio 2020, his campaign committee, an invoice, statement, or other accounting reflecting 

the incidental expenses.  Nor has the NYPD nor the City contacted Mr. de Blasio seeking 



reimbursement of these expenses. 

74. Mr. de Blasio left office at the end of his second term, on December 31, 2021.

75. Only after Mr. de Blasio ended his term as Mayor and left office did the COIB

initiate enforcement proceedings against him seeking reimbursement for incidental costs 

incurred and paid by the NYPD to their provision of protective services during travel related 

to his presidential run.  At that point, for the first time, the COIB also asserted a right to 

recover penalties from Mr. de Blasio, based on an alleged violation of New York City 

Charter § 2604(b)(2). 

76. On information and belief, the COIB did not notify the NYPD in advance of its

April 2022 decision to seek reimbursement of its expenses from former Mayor de Blasio or 

of its enforcement action to seek reimbursement and penalties. 

77. On information and belief, the COIB had never consulted with Mr. de Blasio, any

of his Deputy Mayors, or the City Corporation Counsel while Mr. de Blasio was in office 

before levying its charges.  The COIB also made no effort to consult the current Mayor. 

78. On May 4, 2023, following a hearing, an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) from

OATH issued a Report and Recommendation (the OATH Decision) as to whether Mr. de 

Blasio was required to reimburse the City for these incidental expenses and potentially also 

pay the maximum fines sought by the City. 

79. Relying on the CAL, the OATH Decision found Mr. de Blasio responsible for

reimbursing the City for the incidental expenses incurred and paid by the NYPD in the 

amount of $319,794.20.  It also levied a fine against Mr. de Blasio in the amount of 

$155,000. 

80. Mr. de Blasio files the instant challenge to the COIB’s abrupt policy reversal,



reflected in the CAL and its subsequent enforcement action on the grounds that the 

unprecedented and unwarranted charges and penalties levied against him infringed on his 

rights as a candidate for elected office under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

United States Constitution and violated CPLR Article 78 as arbitrary and capricious abuses 

of discretion that exceeded COIB’s authority. 

81. Mr. de Blasio seeks declaratory judgment that the City of New York is

responsible for paying the incidental expenses incurred by an NYPD security detail in 

protecting him and his immediate family, which the NYPD recommended and provided in 

the ordinary and customary course of its operations; an order invalidating the CAL, the 

OATH Decision relying on it, and the COIB Order; and all attorneys’ fees and costs 

associated with bringing this action. 

First Cause of Action 
First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 

82. Petitioner repeats and realleges the preceding paragraphs as though fully set forth

herein. 

83. The First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution guarantee

“freedom of association,” which protects the rights of political candidates and voters from 

undue burdens imposed by the state.  Burdick v. Takushi, 504 U.S. 428, 434 (1992).  They 

also guarantee all persons the “equal protection of laws.”  U.S. Const. amend. I, XIV. 

84. When the rights of political candidates are subject to severe restriction, state

regulation must be “narrowly drawn to advance a state interest of compelling importance.”  

Norman v. Reed, 502 U.S. 279, 288 (1992).  See also Bullock v. Carter, 405 U.S. 134, 144 

(1972) (striking down a $8,900 filing fee for political candidates because the state had failed 



to establish the requisite justification). 

85. When analyzing infringements on the rights of political candidates and voters,

courts evaluate the legitimacy of the state interest in the infringement: “the fact that [the 

state’s] asserted interests are ‘important in the abstract’ does not necessarily mean that its 

chosen means of regulation ‘will in fact advance those interests.’”  Green Party of New York 

State v. New York State Bd. of Elections, 389 F.3d 411, 421 (2d Cir. 2004) (citations 

omitted). 

86. The CAL opined that a campaign committee for non-City office associated with

Mr. de Blasio must reimburse the City of New York for a substantial portion of  the expenses 

incurred by his NYPD protective detail.  The COIB is now relying on the CAL—a 

confidential and non-binding advice letter—to support an order that Mr. de Blasio personally 

reimburse the City for such expenses and pay penalties.  These are undue burdens on the 

Petitioner and his federal campaign committee.  They create an unequal burden between 

candidates who were independently wealthy, and those like Mr. de Blasio—a career public 

servant—who are not.  The COIB also reversed decades of precedent and practice to the 

contrary. 

87. The CAL furthered no legitimate state objective, and in fact, undermined core

interests of the City of New York that the COIB had previously articulated: promoting the 

administration of the business of the City of New York and protecting its elected leader. 

88. To the extent that COIB claims that the state interest in seeking unprecedented

reimbursement and fines was to save the City money, it was not reasonably calculated to 

achieve that objective.  The City of New York and NYPD have spent millions of dollars per 

year on protective details for Category 1 elected officials irrespective of whether those 



officials were conducting official City business, taking vacations, traveling on political trips, 

or engaging in any other non-official activities.  The City has never before sought 

reimbursement for any portion of these expenses.  The New York City Council has never 

required that such expenditures be re-captured in any way. 

89. Pursuant to the NYPD’s mission to protect Mayor de Blasio while he was

travelling out of state for his presidential campaign, the City, acting through the NYPD and 

its independent security assessment of the need for such protection, covered the expenses 

incurred by the NYPD protective detail.  The City of New York had not sought 

reimbursement for any of these funds.   

90. Now, the COIB seeks reimbursement of $319,794.20 directly from Mr. de Blasio.

This amount is a small fraction of the total resources expended for the NYPD detail of New 

York City’s Category 1 protectees annually, or even for the protection of Mayor de Blasio 

himself; it has no appreciable effect on the budget of the NYPD or the City of New York.  

Further, the COIB’s mandate is not to protect the public fisc; rather, it is charged with 

overseeing certain ethics questions. 

91. Recoupment by the NYPD of the incidental expenses associated with Mayor de

Blasio’s out-of-state travel during a four-month period in 2019 has no legitimate state 

purpose, or at least no substantial or compelling one.  The fine of $155,000 sought by the 

COIB also has no legitimate state purpose, or at least no substantial or compelling one.  It is 

an unconstitutional burden on Mr. de Blasio’s right to seek high office.   

92. To the extent that the COIB claims that reimbursement of certain expenses

associated with Mr. de Blasio’s and his family’s NYPD protection was required by New 

York City’s ethics rules, this too does not constitute a compelling or substantial state interest 



 
 
 

justifying the burden imposed on Mr. de Blasio and future candidates for higher office.  

There is no material difference in the ethics of using City funds to protect the Mayor during 

the day but refusing to spend City funds on the NYPD security detail’s hotel room that 

evening. 

93. Finally, the City’s and the COIB’s efforts to require Mr. de Blasio to reimburse it 

for the incidental costs described above, all in the absence of prior notice, a legally-

enforceable rule, or any lawfully-enacted prior condition on his service as Mayor, are 

unlawful and constitute violations of Petitioner’s rights under the First and Fourteenth 

Amendments.   

Second Cause of Action 
Arbitrary and Capricious Administrative Determination, CPLR § 7801 et seq. 

94. Petitioner repeats and realleges the preceding paragraphs as though fully set forth 

herein. 

95. An Article 78 proceeding raises for review “whether a determination was made in 

violation of lawful procedure, was affected by an error of law or was arbitrary and capricious 

or an abuse of discretion.”  CPLR 7803(3). 

96. “Administrative rules are not judicially reviewed pro forma in a vacuum, but are 

scrutinized for genuine reasonableness and rationality in the specific context.”  N.Y. State 

Ass’n of Counties v. Axelrod, 78 N.Y.2d 158, 166 (1991).  An agency’s action is arbitrary 

and capricious where it lacks a “sound basis in reason” or a “rational basis” in the record.  

Pell v. Bd. of Educ., 34 N.Y.2d 222, 231 (1974) (quoting Colton v. Berman, 21 N.Y.2d 322, 

329 (1967)). 

97. An administrative agency’s action may be set aside where, among other things, it 

is “not based on a rational, documented, empirical determination,” where it fails to consider 



an important aspect of the problem, or where “the calculations from which [it is] derived 

[are] unreasonable.”  N.Y. State Ass’n of Counties, 78 N.Y.2d at 166, 168 (alterations in 

original) (citations omitted).  See also Motor Vehicles Mfrs. Ass’n of U.S., Inc. v. State Farm 

Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43, 52 (1983); NRDC v. EPA, 808 F.3d 556, 569, 574 (2d 

Cir. 2015).  

A. The CAL Is Irreconcilable with the 2009 Advisory Opinion.

98. The 2009 Advisory Opinion found that affording the Mayor, a Category 1 elected

official, and his family, a fulltime NYPD protective detail at the City’s expense was lawful 

and consistent with the ethics provisions of the New York City Charter.  The protective detail 

furthered the City’s interests in the continuity of City business and protecting the safety of its 

chief executive and highest elected official, the Mayor.   

99. By contrast, in the CAL, the COIB arbitrarily refashioned the City’s interests in

Mayoral safety.  Ten years after the 2009 Advisory Opinion, the COIB’s new position was 

that the City’s interest in protecting Category 1 elected officials was overruled by the need 

for the City to collect incidental travel expenses incurred by the NYPD for protective 

services the NYPD deemed necessary in its professional judgment and discretion.  And these 

expenses, the CAL stated, were to be reimbursed by Mr. de Blasio’s campaign committee, 

not Mr. de Blasio himself. 

100. The CAL, the ensuing OATH Decision, and the COIB Order, were an arbitrary

and capricious departure from the public policy of the COIB and the City of New York 

without any rational or legitimate basis. 

B. The CAL Lacked Sound Reasoning by Drawing Arbitrary Distinctions Between
Costs of the Protective Detail.

101. The CAL, the ensuing OATH Decision, and the COIB Order, were all arbitrary



and capricious because they drew arbitrary distinctions as to when the City could cover 

incidental expenses of Mr. de Blasio’s NYPD protective detail. 

102. The 2009 Advisory Opinion stated that it would not violate the New York City

Charter’s ethics rules for the City of New York to pay all expenses for the NYPD Mayoral 

protective detail that the NYPD deemed necessary, including transportation and security for 

official business, unofficial business, political events, and personal events, both inside and 

outside the City of New York. 

103. By contrast, the CAL reasoned that the City should pay all salary and overtime of

the NYPD protective detail for the Mayor when Mr. de Blasio took out-of-state trips in 

connection with a non-City candidacy, but not the incidental expenses; those would 

supposedly be for the Mayor’s personal benefit to such a degree as to overrule the City of 

New York’s interest in keeping the Mayor safe. 

104. There is no sound logic or reasoning distinguishing coverage of the incidental

expenses by the City, which the COIB has now disallowed—for the first time—from 

coverage by the City of NYPD salary and overtime for members of the Mayor’s protective 

detail. 

105. There is also no sound logic or reasoning to distinguish between incidental

expenses incurred by the Mayor’s out-of-state campaigning for President of the United States 

(covered under the 2009 Advisory Opinion but supposedly not covered under the CAL), out 

of state campaigning for some other purpose (covered under the 2009 Advisory Opinion and 

the CAL), or a personal vacation (covered under the 2009 Advisory Opinion and the CAL). 

106. Further, the CAL’s analysis requires the COIB to make individualized

determinations as to the purpose of a Mayor’s political engagements, and whether such 



purpose was of benefit to the City of New York, the Mayor himself, or both to varying 

degrees.  The 2009 Advisory Opinion stated that this analysis was impracticable.  It was 

right.   

107. Via the CAL, the COIB supplanted the law enforcement judgment of the NYPD

and undermined the governmental judgment of the Mayor of New York in favor of its own 

intuition as to what type of engagement benefits the City of New York, the Mayor, or some 

combination of the two, and to what degree. 

C. The CAL Lacked Sound Reasoning by Drawing Arbitrary Distinctions Based on
Geography and Politics Untethered to Ethics Provisions in the Charter.

108. COIB Rule 1-13(b) states:

Except as provided in subdivision (c) of this section, it shall be a
violation of City Charter § 2604(b)(2) for any public servant to use
City letterhead, title, personnel, equipment, resources, supplies, or
technology assets for any non-City purpose. For purposes of this
subdivision “technology assets” includes but is not limited to e-
mail accounts, internet access, and official social media accounts.

(emphasis added). 

109. The NYPD Commissioner has charge of the deployment of NYPD personnel and

resources, including for the provision of around the clock protection for the Mayor should the 

NYPD deem it necessary.  Charter § 434. 

110. The City and the NYPD had long recognized, and articulated via the 2009

Advisory Opinion, that the use of the NYPD’s personnel and resources to provide protection 

to Category 1 elected officials, such as the Mayor, is not a violation of the New York City 

Charter because it is in furtherance of a “City purpose.”  See Charter § 2604(b)(2) and COIB 

Rule 1-13(b).  

111. The City and the NYPD cannot achieve that purpose unless the NYPD’s

protective detail accompanies the Category 1 elected official at all times.  As such, it has 



been standard practice in modern New York City history for the Mayor of New York City to 

be accompanied at all times by his NYPD protective detail and for the City to cover its costs. 

112. When the COIB reached this issue in May of 2019 via the CAL, it departed from

decades of precedent and its own 2009 Advisory Opinion, determining that the “City 

purpose” standard did not fully apply in certain vaguely described geography and for certain 

political purposes.  The CAL’s interpretation constrained the Mayor’s movements and 

engagement in First Amendment protected activities, such as running for higher office or 

traveling well outside the vicinity of New York City.  It undermined the “City purpose” of 

protecting the Mayor in all places and for all events, and it was inconsistent with the 

language in the rule.  In no other context has COIB Rule 1-13(b) been applied to prohibit 

NYPD protection to the Mayor or any other Category 1 official. 

113. The CAL and COIB Order were arbitrary and capricious because the COIB’s

determination as to who pays for what is based solely on the geography of the Mayor’s 

location and type of political engagement.  It is contrary to the plain language of COIB Rule 

1-13(b), under which the NYPD deploys personnel and resources for the same “City

purpose” in other locations, and which does not contemplate the possibility of reimbursement 

as a cure for an alleged violation. 

114. The CAL and subsequent enforcement actions endanger all Category 1 elected

officials and all NYPD security personnel because it supersedes the authority and discretion 

reserved to the NYPD Commissioner over the deployment of NYPD personnel and resources 

for the security of those officials. 

D. The CAL Lacked Sound Reasoning and Was Arbitrary and Capricious by
Changing Targets and Denying the Mayor of Certain Due Process.

115. The COIB has a duty to promulgate rules with clear guidance, particularly when



they could serve as the basis for enforcement proceedings and penalties.  The COIB failed to 

do so via guidance stated in the CAL. 

116. The 2009 Advisory Opinion found that it was a City purpose to pay for the

Mayoral protective detail deemed necessary by NYPD.  The CAL reversed aspects of the 

2009 Advisory Opinion, finding that the City would not pay “incidental costs” of protecting 

the Mayor at certain events in certain places. 

117. COIB offered shifting views as to who or what entity is responsible for paying

these incidental costs.  Following the 2009 Advisory Opinion and decades of precedent, the 

City paid.  Under the CAL, the Mayor’s federal campaign committee—over which it has no 

jurisdiction—“must” pay.  Under the COIB’s enforcement action based on its CAL, the 

former Mayor himself should pay, even if the expenses had already been budgeted and paid 

by the NYPD, the Mayor had left office years prior, and neither the City nor the NYPD had 

ever sent the Mayor or his campaign committee a notice, invoice, or receipt. 

118. The CAL cannot serve as the predicate for an enforcement action against a former

Mayor, and in particular, fines, when the CAL made no claim that the Mayor had personal 

responsibility for the costs at issue. 

119. Further, the COIB’s evolving commands, evidencing unsound reasoning and

arbitrary and capricious decision-making, deprived Mr. de Blasio of certain of his due 

process rights.  When COIB waited approximately three years to first assert a reimbursement 

demand against Mr. de Blasio by initiating  enforcement action after Mr. de Blasio had 

already left office, it deprived him of timely notice and the ability to raise certain defenses 

only available to the sitting Mayor. 

120. The onus was on COIB to proffer clear and timely guidance as to the prevailing



rule, promulgation of its reversal of precedent, notice to Mr. de Blasio and enforcement 

proceedings.  It failed to do so. 

121. The COIB, having identified Mr. de Blasio’s presidential campaign committee as

the party responsible for payment, also failed to name or bring suit against it or take any 

other steps to notify it that payment was expected. 

E. The CAL Was Not Self-Executing and Cannot Serve the Basis for Levying Costs or
Fees Upon Mr. de Blasio.

122. On May 8, 2019, Counsel to the Mayor sought the COIB’s confidential, non-

binding advice as to whether the City of New York would pay for the NYPD protective detail 

for Mr. de Blasio and his family during a political trip, should the NYPD deem protection 

necessary.   

123. In response, the COIB advised that Mr. de Blasio’s campaign committee, which

was organized under federal law pursuant to his campaign for federal office, would have to 

reimburse the City for incidental costs of the NYPD protective detail incurred during out-of-

state campaign-related trips—costs that Mr. de Blasio and his family did not expend 

themselves.  

124. The COIB has no jurisdiction over a federal campaign committee, or to determine

whether a federal campaign committee should pay the City of New York for protective 

services provided to the Mayor at the City’s discretion. 

125. By advising that payment should be made by Mr. de Blasio’s federal campaign

committee, over which the COIB has no lawful oversight, the COIB exceeded its jurisdiction.  

Any enforcement proceedings based thereupon exceed the lawful authority of the COIB and 

lack rational basis. 

126. The City of New York never sent Mr. de Blasio or De Blasio 2020 a request or



bill for the services it now seeks recompense via the COIB’s enforcement action.  Now 

finding Mr. de Blasio in violation of the Charter for non-payment of a bill never directed to 

him or his campaign committee is manifestly arbitrary and capricious. 

127. Exacting a penalty of $155,000 for this case of first impression would be

manifestly unjust and violate the rule of lenity. 

128. The 2019 CAL is not an enforceable rule and has no force of law.  Absent formal

rule-making and proper advance notice that a rule requires such reimbursement, none of 

which occurred here, the COIB has no lawful power to order Petitioner or De Blasio 2020 to 

reimburse the City for incidental expenses for the Mayor’s NYPD protective detail, or to pay 

penalties. 

PRAYERS FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests judgment as follows: 

1. Declaratory judgment that the City of New York will pay for all of the expenses
associated with the security detail that the NYPD recommended and provided to Mr.
de Blasio and his family.

2. An order vacating the CAL, the OATH Decision, and the COIB Order.

3. Judgment in favor of Petitioner and against Respondents pursuant to Article 78 of the
CPLR.

4. Attorneys’ fees, costs, and disbursements in an amount to be determined at trial.

5. Such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.

Dated: June 1 , 2023 
New York, New York 

EMERY CELLI BRINCKERHOFF ABADY 
WARD & MAAZEL, LLP 

____________/s/_______________ 
Andrew G. Celli, Jr. (New York Bar No. 2434025) 
Daniel M. Eisenberg (New York Bar No. 5353909) 
600 Fifth Avenue, 10th Floor 



New York, New York 10020 
(212) 763-5000
acelli@ecbawm.com
deisenberg@ecbawm.com

Laurence D. Laufer (New York Bar No. 2040103) 
Attorney At Law 
49 Mt. Pleasant Rd. 
Mt. Tremper, New York 12457 
(212) 867-2781
ldlaufer@ldlauferlaw.com

Attorneys for Petitioner Bill de Blasio 
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
CONFLICTS OF INTEREST BOARD 
_________________________________________x 
 
In the Matter of  
 
 
        COIB Case No. 2019-503 
  BILL DE BLASIO 
        OATH Index No. 587/23 
 
 
 
    Respondent. 
 
__________________________________________x 
 

FINAL FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 

 
Upon consideration of all the evidence presented in this matter, and of the full 

record, and all papers submitted to, and rulings of, the Office of Administrative Trials 
and Hearings (“OATH”), including the annexed Report and Recommendation (the 
“Report”) of OATH Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Kevin F. Casey dated May 4, 2023, 
in the above-captioned matter, the Board hereby adopts in full the findings of fact and 
conclusions of law contained in the Report, which finds that Respondent violated Charter 
Section 2604(b)(2), pursuant to Board Rules Section 1-13(b).  The Report recommends 
the Board impose a fine of $155,000 pursuant to Charter Section 2606(b) and, in 
addition, order payment to the City of $319,794.20 pursuant to Charter Section 2606(b-
1), which recommendation the Board adopts. 

 
Both parties were reminded of their right, pursuant to Board Rules Section 2-

03(h), to submit a post-hearing comment on the Report; neither party submitted such a 
comment within the time period provided for in the rule. 

 
Without limiting the foregoing, and in summary of its findings and conclusions, 

the Board notes the following: 
 
Between May 2019 and September 2019, while serving as Mayor, Respondent 

was a candidate for President of the United States.  During this time, Respondent had 
the City pay the travel expenses for an NYPD security detail to accompany Respondent 
or his spouse on 31 out-of-state trips in connection with his presidential campaign.  This 
NYPD security detail incurred $319,794.20 in travel costs, excluding NYPD salary and 
overtime, during these 31 trips.   
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The City’s conflicts of interest law, codified in Chapter 68 of the City Charter, 

exists to “preserve the trust placed in the public servants of the city, to promote public 
confidence in government, to protect the integrity of government decision-making and 
to enhance government efficiency.”  Charter Section 2600.  Charter Section 2604(b)(2), 
as implemented in Board Rules Section 1-13(b), forwards this critical purpose by 
prohibiting public servants from using City resources for any non-City purpose.  When a 
public servant uses City resources for private purposes, it erodes the public’s trust and 
makes City government less efficient.  For this reason, the Board has routinely enforced 
this prohibition, particularly where a public servant uses City resources for the non-City 
purpose of advancing a campaign for elective office or other political activity.1 

 
Respondent’s conduct plainly violates this prohibition.  Although there is a City 

purpose in the City paying for an NYPD security detail for the City’s Mayor, including the 
security detail’s salary and overtime, there is no City purpose in paying for the extra 
expenses incurred by that NYPD security detail to travel at a distance from the City to 
accompany the Mayor or his family on trips for his campaign for President of the United 
States.  The Board advised Respondent to this effect prior to his campaign; Respondent 
disregarded the Board’s advice. 
 

Having found the above-stated violations of the City Charter, and for the reasons 
set forth in the Report, the Board adopts the Report’s recommended fine of $5,000 for 
each of Respondent’s 31 violations of Chapter 68, for a total fine of $155,000 pursuant 
to Charter Section 2606(b), and payment to the City of $319,794.20 pursuant to Charter 
Section 2606(b-1), the value of the gain or benefit obtained by the Respondent as a 
result of the violation. 

 
Respondent claims that the Board cannot impose a penalty upon Respondent 

because of the requirement, contained in Charter Section 2606(b), that the Board 
consult “with the head of the agency involved, or in the case of an agency head, with 
the mayor” before imposing a fine for violations of Charter Section 2604. Charter Section 
2603(h)(3) contains a similar provision.  As discussed in the Report, and as the Board 
has held previously, because Respondent was an executive branch elected official, this 
requirement does not apply here.  Report at 19-20.  See COIB v. Holtzman, COIB Case 
No. 93-121 (1996), OATH Index No. 581/94 at 41 n. 3, aff’d Holtzman v. Oliensis, 91 

 
1  See, e.g., COIB v. Oberman, COIB Case No. 2013-609, OATH Index No. 1657/14 
(2014), affirmed 148 A.D.3d 598 (1st Dept., 2017) (imposing $7,500 fine against former 
Executive Agency Counsel at the New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission who used his 
City phone during business hours to work on his campaign for the New York City Council); COIB 
v. Hynes, COIB Case No. 2013-771 (2018) (imposing $40,000 fine against District Attorney who 
used City computers, email, and personnel for his re-election campaign); COIB v. Mosley, COIB 
Case No. 2013-004 (2013) (imposing $2,500 fine against an administrative manager at the New 
York City Office of the Comptroller who used her City computer and email account to perform 
campaign work for a candidate for the New York State Assembly). 
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N.Y.2d 488 (1998); COIB v. Markowitz, COIB Case No. 2009-181, OATH Index No. 
1400/11 at 4. 

WHEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Respondent be assessed a fine 
of $155,000 pursuant to Charter Section 2606(b) and payment to the City of 
$319,794.20 pursuant to Charter Section 2606(b-1), a total of $474,794.20, to be paid 
to the Conflicts of Interest Board within 30 days of service of this Order.  

Respondent has the right to appeal this Order to the Supreme Court of the State 
of New York by filing a petition pursuant to Article 78 of the Civil Practice Law and Rules. 

  
The Conflicts of Interest Board

        

____________________________
By:  Milton L. Williams Jr., Chair 

Fernando A. Bohorquez Jr.
Wayne G. Hawley
Ifeoma Ike

Georgia M. Pestana did not participate in the consideration or decision of this matter.

Dated:  June 15, 2023

Attachment

cc: Laurence D. Laufer, Esq.
Counsel for Respondent
49 Mount Pleasant Rd.

 Mount Tremper, New York 12457 

Arthur L. Aidala, Esq.
Aidala, Bertuna & Kamins PC
Counsel for Respondent
546 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York 10036

Administrative Law Judge Kevin F. Casey  
Office of Administrative Trials and Hearings
100 Church Street
New York, New York 10007




















































