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ALBANY COTINTY

CENTER FOR ruDICIAL ACCOLTNTABILITY, INC.
and ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, individually and

as Director of the Center for Judicial Accountability, [nc,
acting on their own behalf and on behalf of the People

of the State of New York & the Public Interest,

Plaintiffs,

-against-

ANDREW M. CUOI',{O, in his official capaciry*

as Governor of the State of New York,
DEAN SKELOS in his official capacity as

Temporary Senate President,
THE NEW YORK STATE SENATE,
SHELDON SILVER, in his official capacity
as Assembly Speaker, THE NEW YORK
STATE ASSEMBLY, EzuC T. SCHNEIDERMAN,
in his official capacitv as Attorney General of
the State ofNew York, and THOMAS DiNAPOLI,
in his offrcial capacity as Comptroller of
the State of New York,

lndex #1,788-14

NOTICE OF APPEAL
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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiffs hereby appeal to the Appellate Division, Third

Department, Justice Building, 5th Floor, Empire State Plaza, Albany, New York 12223 from the

Decision and Order of Acting Supreme Court Justice Roger D. McDonough, dated October 9,2014

and filed in the Albany County Clerk's Office on October 15, 2014, except for its denial of

Defendants' motion to dismiss Plaintiffs' Fourth Cause of Action and its direction that "the AAG

and Elena Sassower...confer and thereafter propose to the Court a discovery schedule and/or

summaryiudgment briefing schedule" for that Fourth cause of Action.

As to that Fourth Cause of Action entitled "Nothing Lawfirl or Constitutional Can Emerge

From a Legislative Process that Violates its Own Statutory & Rule Safbguards" - and the other three



Dated: White Plains, New York
November 17,2At4

TO: Albany County Clerk
Albany County Clerk's Office
Albany County Court House, Room 128

16 Eagle Street
Albany, New York 12207-1077

Yours, etc.

ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, Plaintiff Pro Se, individually
& as Director of the Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.,
and on behalf of the People of the State of New York &
the Public Interest

10 Stewart Place, Apartment 2D-E
White Plains, New York 10603
914-42t-t200
elena@judgewatch.org

Attorney General Eric T. Schneiderman
The Capitol
Albarty, New York 12224-0341

ATT: Assistant Attorney General Adrienne J. Kerwin/of Counsel
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PRE.CALENDAR STATEMENT
State of New York

Supreme Court - Appellate Division
Third Judicial Department

County Index #1788-14
RJI #: 0l-14-113240
Commeucement Date: March 30, 2014

1. Case Title:

CENTER FOR ruDICIAL ACCOUNTABILITY, fNC.
and ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, individually and
as Director of the Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc,
acting on their own behalf and on behalf of the People
of the State of New York & the Public lnterest,

-against-

ANDREW M. CUOMO, in his official capacity
as Governor of the State ofNew York,
DEAN SKELOS in his official capacity as

Temporary Senate President,
THE NEW YORK STATE SENATE,
SHELDON SILVER, in his official capacity
as Assembly Speaker, THE NEW YORK
STATE ASSEMBLY, ERIC T. SCHNEIDERMAN,
in his official capacity as Attomey General of
the State of New York, and THOMAS DiNAPOLI,
in his official capacity as Comptroller of
the State ofNew York.

2. Parties Involved: Set forth the full names of the original parties and any change in parties:

Party Name Original Status AppelheStatus

Center for Judicial Accountability, tnc. Plaintiff Appellant

Elena Ruth Sassower,
individually and as Director Plaintiff Appellant

Govemor Andrew M. Cuomo Defendant Respondent

Temporary Senate President Dean Skelos Defendant Respondent



New York State Senate

Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver

New York State Assembly

Attorney General Eric T. Schneiderman

Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli

Defendant

Defendant

Defendant

Defendant

Defendant

Respondent

Respondent

Respondent

Respondent

Respondent

3. Counsel for Appellants:
Set forth the nqme, address, e-mail address, telephone number and facsimile telephone
numb er of couns el for appellant (s).

Plaintiffs/Appellants, who have sought - and are entitled to - the representation/intervention of the
New York State Attorney General based on their prima facielsummary judgment entitlement to
declarations, in their favor, on their four Causes of Action, have no counsel. PlaintifflAppellant
Elena Sassower appears herein, pro se individually & as Director of the Center for Judicial
Accountability, [nc., and on behalf of the People of the State of New York &the Public Interest.

Address: 10 Stewart Place, Apt. 2-DE
White Plains, New York 10028

E-Mail Address: elena@iudgewatch.ore
Telephone:
Fax:

9r4-421-1200

4. Counsel for Respondent(s) and Counsel for Other Parties:
Set forth the name, address, e-mail address, telephone number and facsimile telephone
number of counselfor respondent(s) andfor each other party.

Name: Attomey General Eric T. Schneiderman
Asst. Attorney General Adrienne J. Kerwin, of Counsel

Address: The Capitol
Albany, New York 12224-0341

Telephone: 518-474-3340
Fax: 518-473-1572

5. Court, Judge and County:
Identify the court, judge or justice, and the countyfrom which the appeal is taken.

Supreme Court, Acting Supreme Court Justice Roger D. McDonough, Albany County
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6. Nature and Object of Action or Proceeding:
Concisely setforth the nature and object of the underlying action or proceeding.

This is an citizen-taxpayer action, pursuant to State Finance Law $ 1 23, et seq. [Article 'l -Af , for a
declaratory judgment as to the unconstitutionalrty and unlawfi:lness of the Governor's Budget Bill
#5.6351/4.8551, embodying the Legislature's proposed budget for fiscal year 2014-2015, the
Judiciary's proposed budget for fiscal year 20t4-2015, and millions of dollars in unaccounted-for
reappropriations. The expenditures of such Budget Bill - enacted and being disbursed - are

unconstitutional and unlawful disbursements of state firnds and taxpayer monies, which plaintiffs
seek to enjoirr.

7, Appellate Issue(s):
Setforth a clear and concise statement of the issue(s) to be raised on the appeal, the grounds

for reversal or modification to be advanced and the specffic relief sought on the appeal.

No fair and impartial tribunal could have rendered the appealed-from Decision and Order, as it
obliterates the most fundamental adjudicative standards and omits and falsifies documentarily-
established facts and dispositive law to deny Plaintiffs/Appellants the relief to which the record
shows they are entitled, as a matter of lmu. This includes summary judgment declarations in their
favor on their four Causes of Action - declarations sought on this appeal.

Additional Information:
Please set forth any information you deem relevant to the determination of whether the
matter is appropriate for a Civil Appeals Settlement Program (CASP) Conference.

Defendants/Respondents good-faithparticipation at a settlement conference would well serve

the People of the State of New York and Public Interest, consistent with their duty as they
have NO defense, in fact and law, to the dispositive record herein establishing
Plaintiffs'/Appellants' entitlement to declaratory judgments in their favor on their four
Causes of Action - and all other requested relief.

Other Related Matters:
Indicate if there is another related action or proceeding, identifying and brieJly describing
same.

Facts giving rise to, and additionally subst antiating,this citizen-taxpayer action are chronicled in two
other declaratory judgment actions:

(1) NEW YOKK STATE SENATE, NEW YOKK STATE ASSEMBLY, DEAN G. SKELOS
andJEFFkEY D. KLEIN, as members and as Temporary Presidents ofthe New York
State Senate, and SHELDON SILVER, as member and as Speaker of the New York
State Assembly v. KATHLEEN MCE, WILLUM J. FITZPATNCK, and MILTON L.
WILLIAMS, JR. in their fficial capacities as Co-Chairs of the Moreland

8.

9.



Commission on Public Corruption, and the MORELAND COMMISSION TO
INI/E ST IGAT E P U B L IC C O RRU P T I O N (NY Co. #1609 4t 120 13) - by the April 23,
2Al4 praposed verified complaint of proposed intervening plaintiff Elena Ruth
Sassower, acting individually and as Dirpctor of the Center for Judicial
Accountability, Inc., and on behalf of the People of the State of New York & the
Public Interest.

(2) CENTER FOR JUDICIAL ACCOUNTABILITY, INC. And ELENA RUTH
SASSOWER, individually and as Director of the Centerfor Judicial Accauntability,
Inc., acting on their own behalf and on behalf of the Peaple ofthe State of New York
& the Public Interest, v. ANDREW M. CUOMO, inhis fficiol capacity as Governor
af the State of New York, ERIC T. SCI{NEIDERMAN, in his fficial capacity as
Attorney General of the State af New Yorh THOMAS DiNAPOU, in his fficial
capacity as Comptroller of the State of New York, DEAN SKELOS, in his fficial
capacity as Temporary President of the New York State Senate, THE NEW YORK
STATE SENATE, SHELDON SILVER, inhis fficial capacity as Speaker ofthe New
Yo r k Srat e As s e mb ly, T HE N EW YO RK STAT E AS S E MB LY, JONATHAN L I P P MAN,
in his fficial capacity as Chief Judge of the State of New York, the UNIFIED
COURT SYSTEM, and THE STATE OF NEW YORK @ronx Co. #30295112012,
thereafter transferred to NY County).

Submiued by:

Print Name: Elena Ruth Sassower

Date: November 17,2014

10. Attachments

1. Copy of order oFjud€ffi€rt appealed from
2. Copy ofepinienre+-decision.

3. Copy of notice of appeal or order granting leave to appeal.

Check:

---' attached
attached
does not exist
attached

Attach copies, not originals.

File this original form with attachments when original notice ofappeal is filed in the office where the
judgment or order of court of original instance is entered.

A copy of this document must be served upon all counsel andpro se parties.

Signature



The Civil Appeals Settlement Program (CASP) functions independently of the appeals function
of the Appellate Division, Third Department with the intent to assist the parties in
pragmatically resolving their disputes by agreement. The progress of and communications of
matters in CASP are not shared with the Court as part of the appeal and play no role in the
Court's resolution of an appeal. The communications and opinions expressed at a CASP
conference are considered confidential and may not be communicated to the Court as part of
the merits of an appeal. The consideration of an appellate matter by CASP does not excuse
compliance with any Appellate Division, Third Department rule concerning the timely
perfection of the appeal.



STATE OF NEW YORK
SUPREME COURT COUNTY OF ALBANY

CENTER FOR JUDICIAL ACCOLTNTABILITY, INC.
and ELENA RUTH SASSOWER, individually and as

Director of the Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc.,

acting on their own behalf and on behalf of the People

of the State of New York & the Public Interest,

Plaintiffs,

-against-

ANDREW M. CUOMO, in his offrcial capacity as

Govemor of the State of New York, DEAN SKELOS
in his official capacity as Temporary Senate President,
THE I.{EW YORK STATE SENATE, SHELDON
SILVER, in his official capacity as Assembly Speaker,

THE NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY, EzuC T.
SCHNEIDERMAN, in his official capacity as Attorney
General of the State of New York, and THOMAS
DiNAPOLI, in his official capacity as Comptroller of
the State of New York

Defendants.

(Supreme Clourl. Albany County All Purpose Term)

Appearances:

Elcna Ruth Sassor,ver

Self--Represented Plaintiff
Post Offlce Box 8101
White Plains, NY 10602

Eric T. Schneiderman
Attorney General
State of New York
Attomey for Respondent
The Capitol
Albany, NY lZZ24
(Adrienne J. Kerwin, Esq., Assistant
Attomey General)

^Albany County Clerk
yocqmgnt Number 1 17 08602
Rcvd 10t14t2014 2:38:19 pM
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DECISION AND ORDER
Index No.: 1788-14

RJI No.: 01-14-113240



Roger D. McDonough, J.:

This Court (Justice Michael Lynch) executed an Order to Show Cause ("OTSC") on

March 28,2014 directing detbndants to show cause as to why an Order should not be made

enioining defendants fiom voting on, signing, and disbursing monies for the 2014/2015 Budget

Bill. Plaintiffs also requested a Temporary Restraining Order enjoining defendants from voting

on, signing and disbursing monies for the Budget Bill. Justice Lynch denied the TRO request

and the Budget Bill was passed on March 31,2014. In response to plaintiffs' request for a

preliminary injunction, defendants have rnoved to disrniss the underlying complaint pursuant to

CPLR $ 321 1(a)( l), (2) & (7). Plaintitfs responded with a cross-motion seeking: ( I ) to convert

det-endants' motion to dismiss into a motion for summary judgment; (2) the Court to "so-order"

plaintifft' notice to furnish papers; (3) compelling the Assistant Attorney General ("AAG") who

has appeared in this matter to provide certain material to the Court regarding, inter alio, the

Attorney General's representation of def-endants in this case; (4) disqualifying the Attorney

General from this matter fbr conflict of interest; (5) imposing costs, sanctions and penal law

punishment against the AAG, and all complicit supervisory lawyers in the Attorney General's

and Comptroller's respective offices; (6) referring the AAG, and all complicit supervisory

lawyers in the Attorney General's ar-rd Comptrolier's respective off-rces to the appropriate

disciplinary authorities; and (7) other and fuither relief including motion costs. Defendants

oppose the relief requested in the cross-motion.

During the pendenc,v of the Court's consideration of said motions, Ms. Sassower brought

an OTSC with TRO seeking to prevent the destruction of certain records and directing that said

records be furnished to the Court. Defendants provided the Court with, what they represented to

be, a copy of the only documents in their possession that may arguably be those described in the

OTSC. Def'endants aiso consented to maintaining ti-re original version of said documents until

the completion of the underlying action. Plaintiff s reply papers on the OTSC set forlh her

conclusions that, inter ulia, (1) the AAG's submission on the document destruction issue was a

flagrant fi'aud on the Cotrrt; (2) the AAG's submission revealed that defendants had violated



Legislative Law $ 671; and (3) the AAG and her collaborating superiors and defendants are in

contempt of the TRO set forth in the OTSC.

Discussion

Destruction of Documents

The record reflects that defendants have represented to the Court that they have produced

all responsive documents in their possession to the Court and have agreed to maintain the

original version of said documents until the completion of the underlying action. Accordingly,

the Court will Order that said original documents not be destroyed until the completion of the

underlying action. To the extent plaintiffs seek additional relief from the June 16, 2014 OTSC,

said requested relief is not properly before this Court andlor is wholly without merit. In

particular, the Court notes that: (l) plaintiffs'complaint does not set forth any cause of action

asserting that any of the defendants violated Legislative Law $ 67; and (2) the plaintiffs have not

brought a formal motion for contempt and/or sanctions,

Plaintiffs' Cross-Motion

Based upon the Court's review of plaintiffs' complaint and the submissions in this matter,

the Court finds that conversion of the motion to dismiss is inappropriate (see generally, Bailey v

Fish & Neave, 30 AD3d 48,55-56 [1't Dept. 2006D. The Court also finds that CPLR $ 22la@)

Legislative Law $ 67 provides that:

All books, papers, transcripts of records, pamphlets, statements, reports, documents, data,
memoranda and written or printed matter used by or submitted to the finance committee
of the senate and ways and means committee of the assembly during any session of the
legislature shall be preserved until the adjoumment of the next ensuing annual session of
the iegisiature, in the senate finance committee room. All such matters and things in the
committee room of the ways and means committee of the assembly at the close of an
annual session of the legislature shall be transf'erred to the committee room of the senate
finance committee. The duty of caring for such matters and things, and keeping them
intact, between sessions of the legislature shall devolve on the superintendent of public
buildings.
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does not r,varrant the apparent type of discovery relief requested by plaintiffs herein. CPLR $

2214(c) requires the moving patlry, in this case the plaintifTs, to furnish all papers not already in

possession of the Court necessary to the consideration of the questions involved. The Court

notes that plaintiff's' Notice specifically ret-ers to documents to be produced regarding plaintifTs'

OTSC for a TRO and preliminary injunction. As such, the Court will not "so order" plaintiffs'

Notice to Furnish Papers.

Also, the Court has searched the records and found absolutely no basis to award

sanctions2 in this matter or to take any type of disciplinary action against the AAG or any other

lawyers afhliated with det'endants. Additionally, the Court has not been persuaded that any legal

basis exists to compel the AAG to provide the requested information concerning representation

of the clefendants. Furlher, the Court finds insufficient basis to disqualify the Attorney General's

offrce or the Attorney General from representing all defendant in this matter. Finally, in light of

the Couft's tindings, the Courl declines to award plaintiffs any motion costs on the cross-motion.

Defendants' Motion to Dismiss

Plaintiffs' complaint sets lbrth fbur causes of action. The first three involve putported

violations of Article VII, $ I of New York's Constitution. Said section reads as follows:

For the preparation of the budget, the head of each department of
state government, except the legislature and jr,rdiciary, shall furnish
the governor such estimates and information in such fbrm and at
such times as the governor may require, copies of which shall
forthwith be furnished to the appropriate committees of the
legislature. The governor shali hold hearings thereon at which the
governor may require the attendance of heads of departments and
their subordinates. Designated representatives of such committees
shall be entitled to attend the hearings thereon and to make inquiry
concerning any part thereof.

2 As to the AAG's suggestion that sanctions against plaintiffs are warranted, the
Court declines to entertain such argument absent a formal motion. Plaintiffs are respectfully
rerninded that frivolous conduct incltrdes the making of a frivolous motion for costs or sanctions
(N.Y. Clt. Rules. ss 130-1.1 ).
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Itemized estimates of the financial needs of the legislature,
certified by the presiding officer of each house, and of the
judiciary, approved by the court of appeals and certified by the
chiefjudge of the court of appeals, shall be transmitted to the
govemor not later than the hrst day of December in each year for
inclusion in the budget without revision but with such

commendations as the governor may deem proper. Copies of the
itemized estimates of the financial needs of the judiciary also shall
forthwith be transmitted to the appropriate committees of the
legislature.

Plaintiffs' fourth cause of action alleges that the legislative processes at issue violated legislative

statutory and rule safeguards.

First Cause of Action

Plaintiffs' first cause of action alleges that the Budget is unconstitutional because it was

not adequately certified and does not contain itemized estimates of the financial needs of the

legislature. The itemization challenge clearly must be dismissed as it is nonjusticiable (see,

Urban Justice Ctr v Pataki, 38 AD3d 20,30 [1't Dept. 2006D. As to the certification issue, the

Court finds that the documentary evidence submitted by defendants conclusively demonstrates

that defendants have complied with the letter and spirit of the constitutional requirement for

certification (see generally, Matter of Schneider v Rockefeller, 31 NY2d 420,434 Ll972l).

Accordingly, the first cause of action must be dismissed.

Second Cause of Action

Plaintiffs' second cause of action principaliy alleges that the Senate and the Assembly are

unable to comprehend the Judiciary's proposed budget fot 2014-2015 because the cumulative

dollar amount and percentage increase over the prior year's budget is not capable of being

discerned. The Court finds that the documentary evidence submitted by defendants clearly and

conclusively establishes a defense to this cause of action. Said information is readily discernible

throughout the Judiciary's proposed budget. Accordingly, the second cause of action must be

dismissed. Additionally, this cause of action would also appear to fall under the type of

itemization argument already found to be nonjusticiable.

-5-



Third Cause of Action

Plaintiffs' third cause of action alleges that the Legislative Budget transmitted to the

Governor by Senator Skelos and Speaker Silver contained no reappropriations. They further

contend that the Governor's budget contains nineteen pages of reappropriations. Accordingly,

they contend that the reappropriations constitute revisions in violation of New York's

Constitution. The Court finds that the documentary evidence submitted by defendants clearly

and conclusively establishes a defense to this cause of action. Said submissions clearly establish

that the "reappropriations" at issue do not constitute executive revisions to the proposed Budget.

Accordingly, the third cause of action must be dismissed.

Fourth Cause of Action

Plaintitfs' complaint adequately sets tbrth a viable cause of action alleging, inter olia,that

def'endants violated Legislative Law $ 32-aregarding public hearings for New York's Budget.

Defendants argue that the cause of action should be dismissed because plaintifTs lack standing to

challenge internal legislative rules. The Court has not been persuaded that Legislative Law

$ 32-aconstitutes an internal legislative rule. Additionally defendants' submissions did not

include any documentary evidence establishing a defense to said cause of action. Accordingly,

detbndants'motion to dismiss must be denied as to plaintifl's' fourth cause of action.

In light of the Court's findings as to causes of action l-3, plaintiffs'request for a

preliminary injunction is also denied.

Plaintiffs' remaining arguments and requests fbr relief have been considered and fbund to

be lacking in merit. Defendants' additional arguments in support of dismissal fbr causes of

action l-3 are unnecessary to reach in light of the Court's findings set forth above. Additionally,

the Court finds that the Attomey General and Comptroller are entitled to dismissal of the action

in its entirety as plaintiffs' complaint does not adequately state a single callse of action as to

either defendant. Finally, based upon the Court's review of the submissions, the Court flnds that

oral argument is unnecessary in this matter.
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Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED that plaintiffs' request tbr a preliminary injunction is denied based upon the

Court's dismissal of the first three causes of action of plaintiffs' underlying complaint; and it is

fuither

ORDERED that plaintiff s cross-motion is hereby denied in its entirety; and it is further

ORDERED that defendants are hereby enjoined &om destroying the original versions of

the documents attached to AAG Kerwin's July 2,2014 afftmation until the completion of the

underlying action including any and all appeals from the instant Decision and Order; and it is

fuither

ORDERED that any additional relief requested relative to plaintiff s June 16,2014

OTSC is hereby denied in its entirety; and it is further

ORDERED that defendants' motion to dismiss is hereby granted as to causes of action l-
3 and in its entirety as to the Attorney General and the Comptroller; and it is fuither

ORDERED that defendants' motion to dismiss is hereby denied as to plaintiffs' founh

cause of action; and it is further

ORDERED that the AAG and Elena Ruth Sassower are directed to confer and thereafter

propose to the Court a discovery schedule and/or summary judgment briefing schedule as to the

remaining cause of action, said proposal to be submitted to the Court within forty-f,rve (45) days

of the date of this Decision and Order. in the event the AAG and Ms. Sassower are unable to

agree as to scheduling matters, they should so inform the Court at the expiration of said forty-five

(45) day period,
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This shall constitute the Decision and Order of the Court. The original decision and order

is being returned to the counsel for det-endants who is directed to enter this Decision and Order

without notice and to serve plaintiff with a copy of this Decision and Order with notice of entry.

'fhe Court will transmit a copy of the Decision and Order and the papers considered to the

Albany County Clerk. The signing of the decision and order and delivery of a copy of the

decision and order shall not constitute entry or filing under CPLR Ptule2220. Counsel is not

relieved from the applicable provisions of that rule respecting filing, entry and notice of entry.

ENTER.

Dated: Albany, New York
October 9,2014

Albany CountY Clerk
Document Number 1 1708602
Rcvd 1011412014 2:38:19 PM

ffi lll lllll lllilllilllilllllll lllil llill lil llil

Roger D. McDonough
Supreme Court Justice
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Papers Considereds:

Order to Show Cause, executed by Justice Lynch on March 28,20144;
plaintills' Summons, Verified Complaint and annexed exhibits, dated March 28,2014;

Plaintifls' Unsigned Notice to Furnish Papers, dated March26,2014, with annexed exhibit;

Def-endants'Notice of Motion, dated April 16,20141,

Affirmation of Adrienne J. Kerwin, Esq., AAG., dated April 18,2014, with annexed exhibits,

Plaintiffs'Notice of Cross-Motion, dated May 16,2014;
Afficlavit of Elena Ruth Sassower, sworn to May 16,2014, with annexed exhibits;

Aff-rrmation of Adrienne J. Kerwin, Esq., AAG., dated May 30,2014,
Order to Show Cause, executed on June 16,2014;
Affidavit of Elena Ruth Sassowef, sworn to June 6,2014, with annexed exhibit;

Atfidavit of Elena Ruth Sassower, sworn to June 16" 2014, with annexed exhibits;

Affirmation of Adrienle J. Kerwin, Esq., AAG., ciated July 2.2014, 'rvith amexed exhibit;
Affidavit of Elena Ruth Sassower, sworn to July 7,2014, with annexed exhibits.5

I Both sides aiso subntitted several memoranda of law in support of their respective

positions.

4 The Order to Show Causc indicates that it is based upon an annexed affidavit and

plaintiffs' .,,erif-red complaint with annexed exhibits. The aflidavit attached to the Original Order

to Show Cause was unsworn. Additionally, the verified complaint and annexed exhibits were not

provided to this Court. 'I'he Courl retrieved the verified complaint and annexed exhibits fi'om the
County Clerk's flle. The unsworn afl-rdavit was not considered.

' Plaintiff submitted two "coltected" pages to this atfidavit in order to correct
typographical errors. The corrections were done on notice to the AAG and were not objected to.

The Court has attached the unsworn "corrected" pages to the atfidavit.
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