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“Mamma, don’t let your babies grow
up to be cowboys . . . let ’em be doctors
and lawyers and such.”1 No doubt
many of you are concerned that we
have gone from an association presi-
dent who was trained as an opera
singer to one who quotes from country-
and-western songs (for the record, I
enjoy opera but I truly love good rock
and, yes, country and western).

We as lawyers receive mixed mes-
sages. The public continues to be fas-
cinated with us—as stated in an article
in The New York Times (May 12, 2002),
“We now live in a culture obsessed
with lawyers and judges.” Another ar-
ticle in a local paper recently featured
a 15-year-old musician, whose plans
are to sing and play guitar, but whose
back-up plan is to be a lawyer. During
the recent Winter Olympics, when
Jack Shea of Lake Placid, a former
Olympic Gold Medalist, was inter-
viewed concerning his life (which
shortly after the interview was tragi-
cally ended in a car crash), he stated
that his one disappointment in life—
now, remember this was an Olympic
Gold Medalist—was that he had not
become a lawyer. 

With those who did realize a dream—or followed
Willie’s admonition—and entered the legal profession,
our lives are not without angst. The media portrayal and
public perception that is reported is often unkind. The
daily challenges to meet deadlines, know the substantive
law and work within the ethical framework can take its
toll. We need, and are fortunate to have, an association to
help.

The paths we take and the perspectives we hold have
much to do with the words and actions of people who
have made an impression on us. Think of the power of
communication. Consider the impact of your words of ex-
planation to clients and others in the community, and
your example and encouragement to younger colleagues.
Contemplate the possibilities to open and change minds
by a more concerted outreach, as an association and as in-
dividuals. Especially in the hands of people skilled in
counseling and advocacy, there is enormous opportunity
to make progress. As we know from the pervasive prob-
lems of public perception of the justice system and the
profession, the need and importance of taking these ac-
tions are considerable.

My journey to the law and to the New York State Bar
Association began at the kitchen table. My father, a pri-
vate practitioner, justice of the peace and then St.
Lawrence County district attorney, spoke with passion

about the law, its history, its meaning
and its process. I had the benefit of
seeing his efforts to counsel people
and examine the issues at hand as he
sought to put the law into action. I
watched how he applied his legal
skills in community service and how
he encouraged and helped forge op-
portunity for other members of the
bar to advance. He appointed the first
woman as an assistant district attor-
ney in St. Lawrence County. Dad was
delighted when I was designated as
president-elect of the NYSBA, and I
know he would have followed every
aspect of my presidency, as a proud
parent and as a committed colleague
of the bar.

Few have such a personal introduc-
tion to the value of the justice system
and to the dedication of the people in
the profession. I also was fortunate
early on in my career to have col-
leagues who spoke of the importance
of bar association and community ac-
tivity and encouraged my participa-
tion. They demonstrated that this ef-
fort not only helps the individual to
grow, but that it can be a rewarding

means of serving the profession and society.
Using the power of words and action and the strength

of the collective knowledge and energy of our member-
ship, one of my initiatives this year will be for the associ-
ation to work to redouble its outreach and communica-
tion—in essence, take every opportunity to touch lives by:

• Educating the public, from young people to senior
citizens, about the legal process, the rule of law, rights and
responsibilities, the importance of judicial independence,
and the roles of lawyers and judges. Look for us to maxi-
mize use of our new Web site, as well as forums, educa-
tion materials, classroom experiences and other means.

Also look for us to enhance our already stellar youth
education program in more areas and involving more vol-
unteer members of the bench and bar. Just spend a few
minutes with the students who participate in our Law,
Youth & Citizenship Program to see the positive results of
our law-related education work in the schools; talk for a
few moments with the members of our Committee on Cit-
izenship Education and the volunteer attorney coaches
for the statewide high school mock trial to feel the depth
of their dedication.

• Increasing our contact with the media, identifying
needed changes in the law and procedure, presenting our
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positions and proposed actions based on our practical ex-
perience, and serving as a background resource for re-
porters. 

• Building our legislative action program in analyzing
pending legislation and regulations, proposing measures,
and making our voice heard. We are implementing the
steps recommended by the Special Committee on Legisla-
tive Advocacy and working with sections and commit-
tees.

• Ensuring access to justice for all New Yorkers, in-
cluding indigent, working poor and middle-income per-
sons, and small businesses. This is an ongoing pursuit
where collaboration, innovation, and persistence are key
to making progress. Our legislative proposal for a simpli-
fied civil case resolution option in matters of modest lev-
els, proposed by the Commission on Providing Legal Ser-
vices for Middle Income Consumers, is an excellent
example of how we can bring creative approaches to chal-
lenging issues. This also is demonstrated by our con-
certed effort in seeking adequate resources for programs
providing legal counsel to the poor in criminal and civil
matters, through our President’s Committee on Access to
Justice, Committee on Legal Aid, Criminal Justice Section,
and other committees and sections.

• Enhancing our outreach and promoting active in-
volvement in the Association, to reflect the diversity of the
profession. This is critical to maintain a vibrant organiza-
tion in tune with the needs of the profession and the needs
of people that we serve. It is equally important to evaluate
the opportunities available for members to participate and
grow within the association, and the work of our Gover-
nance Committee and our Committee on Women and the
Law will play a vital role in these efforts. 

• Enhancing diversity in the judiciary, to reflect the
profession and society. To that end, I have appointed a
Task Force on Increasing Diversity in the Judiciary, which
will undertake research, possibly communicate with
“How to Become a Judge” workshops, and then make rec-
ommendations. 

• Being a resource for our members in effective and ef-
ficient law practice management methods, from the best
use of technology to client communication in these fast-
paced times when it is a challenge to take a moment for
quiet contemplation. These efforts must go beyond initia-
tives to enhance practice performance. We also must work
to ensure that there is opportunity for bar association in-
volvement and other professional and community service
collaborations—and personal quality of life. Activities be-
yond the case at hand are rewarding, enriching and help
us view issues from many perspectives. These are vital el-
ements in maintaining our passion for the profession and
our collegiality with one another. We will be working
with our committees and sections and talking with law
office representatives on these challenging concerns.

• Expanding our dialogue with law school adminis-
trators and educators on preparing students on the values
and skills needed to be a member of the profession in its
fullest sense. Do we do enough in the area of counseling
law students as to the various areas of practice, and the
merits of each? I think not. 

The need to enhance communication, through our as-
sociation and as individuals, is demonstrated in opinion
surveys released in the past few months. The results,
showing low levels of public confidence in the justice sys-
tem and profession and confusion about procedures in
engaging a lawyer, are consistent with prior research that
identified problems of public perception. This research
also indicates opportunities for education to demystify
the legal process, dispel misperceptions, and demonstrate
the valuable work of lawyers. The American Bar Associa-
tion Section on Litigation’s Public Perception of Lawyers
survey, for example, found that after the September 11 at-
tack, confidence levels in the justice system and the pro-
fession increased in the wake of the tremendous bench
and bar pro bono and disaster relief efforts. Also, the good
news continues to be that individual members of the pub-
lic have confidence in their own lawyer. 

Each of the above areas of action relates to and pre-
sents opportunities to build public understanding. In the
months ahead, I will be discussing these issues with
you—through this column, in section, committee and bar
association meetings across the state. I had terrific con-
versations with section officers last month at our Section
Leaders Conference on means of advancing these efforts
in the various fields of practice. I will be having similar
discussions with committee chairs through the summer,
and fall. 

At these various meetings, I urge you to share your
counsel with me on how we can make inroads and over-
come obstacles. Please do not wait for such an occasion to
talk about these subjects, other issues of concern, and
what you would like to see your Association doing to as-
sist you in your work, the profession, and our efforts in
public service. I am just an e-mail away. Back to our
opera-trained president. All of us owe our collective
thanks to Steven C. Krane for his guidance and strength,
particularly after September 11. I will always remember
being in Albany that day with Steve, our new executive
director, Patricia Bucklin, other bar leaders and judges.
We gathered in horror and responded with leadership.
Although minor in the scheme of things, I too will never
forget then-President Krane’s voice leading our House of
Delegates in November for the first time ever in the
singing of “God Bless America.” It was not opera, nor
country and western—it was all of us, lawyers from
around the state, looking to reaffirm our values, our be-
liefs and our solidarity behind a country that is based on
the rule of law.

1. With all due credit to Willie Nelson.
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When Limited Liability Companies
Seek Judicial Dissolution, Will
The Statute Be Up to the Task?

BY PETER A. MAHLER

In the years since New York authorized limited liabil-
ity companies in 1994, the statistics on new business
entity filings demonstrate a growing recognition of

the significant tax and organizational advantages that
limited liability companies (LLCs) offer when compared
with other available corporate or partnership options
for closely held business entities. The trend has led some
to predict that “before too long the LLC may largely ren-
der the partnership, limited partnership and closely
held corporation obsolete.”1

Now that many thousands of LLCs have been
formed and the natural life cycles are running their
course, the question arises whether New York’s statute
governing proceedings for judicial dissolution of LLCs
is up to the task.

This article examines New York law concerning LLC
dissolution and concludes that the governing statute
does not adequately empower the courts to resolve LLC
“business divorce” litigation. The statute’s provisions
for member dissociation and dissolution were drafted to
assure that LLCs would receive favorable tax treatment
as partnerships under then-existing IRS regulations,
which were subsequently scrapped. The legislature re-
sponded with amendments establishing corporation-
style default rules for dissociation and dissolution, but
without revising the judicial dissolution provision. This
article recommends amending the statute to assimilate
the statutory scheme for judicial dissolution of closely
held business corporations under the Business Corpora-
tion Law (BCL).

Tax Policy and the LLC Movement
The approach of the Limited Liability Company Law

(LLCL) to dissolution has its roots in federal tax policy,
as do many other key features of LLCs.

The modern tax era began in 1913 with ratification of
the 16th Amendment authorizing the income tax.2

Under the first Revenue Act passed that same year, Con-
gress imposed taxes on the net income of every corpo-
ration or “association . . . not including partnerships.”
This dual classification scheme—entity-level taxation of
corporations and unincorporated organizations classi-

fied as “associations,” and pass-through taxation of
partnerships—remains in place and plays a critical role
in entity selection.

For almost 50 years after the adoption of the federal
income tax, regulations generally classified and taxed
unincorporated entities as non-partnership “associa-
tions” whenever they shared the corporate trait of lim-
ited liability. In 1960, the IRS adopted new regulations
making it harder for unincorporated entities to be
treated as associations.3 Under the 1960 regulations, an
unincorporated organization is classified for tax pur-
poses as a partnership if it lacks at least two of four cor-
porate characteristics: (1) continuity of life, (2) central-
ization of management, (3) limited liability and (4) free
transferability of interests.4

Over the following two decades, shifts in the relative
tax rates for individuals and corporations, together with
a surge of independent oil producers and other partner-
ship syndications needing to pass through tax losses to
investors, made conditions ripe for the invention of a
new business form that combined limited liability and
pass-through tax benefits, but without the constraints of
the subchapter S corporation.5

The breakthrough came in 1977 when Wyoming en-
acted the first domestic LLC statute at the request of the
Hamilton Brothers Oil Company. In 1980, Hamilton ob-
tained from the IRS a private letter ruling confirming
that the LLC qualified for federal tax treatment as a
partnership. About the same time, however, the IRS pro-
posed new, contrary partnership classification rules that
would treat the LLC as a corporation for tax purposes.

PETER A. MAHLER is a partner at
Derfner & Mahler, LLP, in New York
City (e-mail mailerlaw@aol.com). He
practices in the area of business litiga-
tion, including shareholder, partner-
ship and LLC membership disputes. A
graduate of U.C. Santa Barbara, he re-
ceived his J.D. from New York Univer-
sity School of Law.
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Under heavy criticism, the IRS with-
drew the proposed regulations in
1983 and embarked on a five-year
study of the issue. In the interim,
Congress passed major tax reform
that severely curtailed partnership
syndications and raised corporate
tax rates, thereby generating even
greater interest in business and legal
circles for partnership tax treatment
for LLCs.6

By 1988, due to the tax uncer-
tainty only one other state (Florida)
had adopted LLC legislation and less
than 100 businesses had organized
as domestic LLCs.7 That all changed
in 1988 with Revenue Ruling 88-76,
in which the IRS recognized part-
nership tax classification for the
Wyoming LLC. The ruling estab-
lished that limited liability alone
would not require corporate taxation
for unincorporated organizations,
and that the four corporate characteristics would be
weighed equally.8

Revenue Ruling 88-76 triggered an avalanche of LLC
legislation. Between 1990 and 1996, the remaining 48
states and the District of Columbia all enacted LLC leg-
islation, some of it modeled on a prototype LLC act
sponsored by the American Bar Association.9 From 1988
through the end of 1995, more than 200,000 new LLCs
were organized nationwide.10

In New York, by 1991 various bar association drafting
committees organized to take up the LLC cause. LLC
legislation was introduced in the 1992 and 1993 legisla-
tive sessions without success, apparently due to concern
over loss of corporate tax revenues. In the end, fear of
losing business to surrounding states with LLC statutes
overcame revenue concerns, and in July 1994 Governor
Cuomo signed the LLCL, made effective October 24,
1994.11

Dissociation and Dissolution in New York 
Revenue Ruling 88-76 essentially dictated the origi-

nal dissociation and dissolution provisions of the LLCL
by requiring drafters to establish default rules that
would cause the LLC to fail the test for continuity of life.
They achieved that objective by mimicking the dissocia-
tion and dissolution provisions for limited partnerships.
The supporting memorandum submitted by one of the
proposed legislation’s sponsors, Senator John Daly, de-
clared that many of its dissolution and winding-up
provisions would be adapted, with minor modifica-
tions, directly from the Revised Limited Partnership
Act (RLPA).12

The provisions of the law for member dissociation
and dissolution are contained in three sections: LLCL
§ 606, governing member withdrawal; § 701, setting
forth events of dissolution; and § 702, authorizing ac-
tions for judicial dissolution.

LLCL § 606 The original version of § 606 permitted a
member to withdraw from the LLC upon the happening
of any events specified in the operating agreement, or in
accordance with the operating agreement or, unless oth-
erwise provided in the operating agreement, with the
consent of two-thirds of the other members. Unless pro-
hibited by the operating agreement, a member could
still withdraw even without the other members’ consent
upon six months’ prior written notice. A withdrawal in
violation of the operating agreement, however, entitled
the LLC to recover any damages for breach that could be
offset against any distributions due the withdrawing
member. Under LLCL § 509, a withdrawing member is
entitled to receive, within a reasonable time after with-
drawal, the fair value of his or her membership interest.

LLCL § 701 As originally enacted, LLCL § 701 man-
dated dissolution of LLCs upon the first to occur of five
enumerated events, including a decree of judicial disso-
lution under § 702. The other dissolution events fell into
two general categories: (1) contractual or other consen-
sual events expressly contemplated in the articles of
organization and operating agreement, or (2) non-con-
sensual events including the bankruptcy, death, disso-
lution, expulsion, incapacity or withdrawal of a mem-
ber, subject to the remaining members’ right to continue
the LLC within 180 days pursuant to vote or a right to
continue stated in the operating agreement.
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New Business Corporations and LLCs
1994–2001

New Business Conversions to
Year Corporations New LLCs LLCs
1994 70,691 1,133* 124*
1995 72,433 7,063 824
1996 73,866 9,427 858
1997 74,397 12,238 771
1998 72,568 15,149 608
1999 75,276 18,007 510
2000 75,992 20,818 364
2001 73,410 21,913 377

Totals 588,633 105,748 4,436

*LLC filings became effective on 10/24/94
Source: New York Department of State



LLCL § 702 This section authorizes a member to
apply for a decree of judicial dissolution of an LLC
“whenever it is not reasonably practicable to carry on
the business in conformity with the articles of organiza-
tion or operating agreement.” The quoted language is
borrowed from RLPA 121-802, which authorizes disso-
lution of a limited partnership whenever it is “not rea-
sonably practicable to carry on the business in confor-
mity with the partnership agreement.” The latter
section, in turn, is a truncated version of Partnership
Law § 63(d) which, among other grounds, permits dis-
solution of a general partnership when a partner “wil-
fully or persistently commits a breach of the partnership
agreement, or otherwise so conducts himself in matters
relating to the partnership business that it is not reason-
ably practicable to carry on the business in partnership
with him.” 

LLCL § 702 also closely tracks the language in § 902
of the ABA Prototype LLC Act, the 1992 commentary to
which states that the “‘not reasonably practicable’ lan-
guage probably includes at least some of the causes of
dissolution provided for in partnership law, particularly
partner misconduct.”13 The same commentary also sug-
gests a deliberate avoidance of the typical grounds for
dissolution found in corporate dissolution statutes, on
the ground that “disgruntled members” of an LLC
“would be encouraged to make this sort of allegation in
limited liability company breakups.”14

“Check-the-Box”
Shortly after New York’s LLCL went into effect, the

IRS gave notice that it was considering the adoption of
radically simplified regulations that would allow unin-
corporated business organizations, including LLCs, to
elect either partnership or association tax treatment
without regard to application of the four-factor test for
corporate characteristics.15 Under the so-called “check-
the-box” regulations, which went into effect in 1997, a
new unincorporated entity with two or more members
automatically is classified as a partnership unless it
elects a different status, and a new one-member entity is
disregarded for tax purposes absent an election other-
wise.16

Prior to check-the-box, the default provisions of LLC
statutes were carefully drawn to avoid the corporate
characteristic of continuity of life. The new regulations
rendered non-continuity of life essentially meaningless
for tax purposes. For business purposes, continuity of
life is more attractive to LLC investors, third-party
lenders and contract partners because it removes the un-
certainty associated with events of dissolution and sim-
plifies the operating agreement. Accordingly, states in-
cluding New York responded to the new regulations by
reversing the default rules governing member with-
drawal and dissolution.

The 1999 LLCL Amendments
Chapter 420 of the Laws of 1999, which went into ef-

fect August 31, 1999, included important amendments
to LLCL § 606 and § 701. The previous default rights of
members to withdraw upon consent of the other mem-
bers or, absent consent, unilaterally upon six months’
notice, were eliminated from § 606 and replaced with a
default prohibition barring withdrawal prior to dissolu-
tion except as otherwise provided in the operating
agreement.17

The default rules for dissolution under § 701 were
amended to provide the LLC with “perpetual existence”
absent a limited-duration provision in the articles of or-
ganization and operating agreement.18 The previous de-
fault rule under § 701, requiring dissolution of the LLC
upon the death, retirement, resignation, expulsion,
bankruptcy or dissolution of any member unless the re-
maining members vote to continue, also was eliminated.
In its place, the amended section states that such disso-
lution events shall not cause the LLC to be dissolved un-
less within 180 days a majority of the remaining mem-
bers agree to dissolve.19

Senator John Marchi’s memorandum in support of
the proposed amendments explained that the changes
in the default rules for withdrawal were designed to
codify “the likely expectations of the parties forming”
the LLC “to have rights similar to those of a shareholder
of a business corporation.” It went on to note that share-
holders would “not have a right of withdrawal or re-
demption absent an express agreement” and that it
would therefore be “appropriate” to treat LLCs “simi-
larly to corporations in this area.” The memorandum
also commented that “the dissolution provisions of the
LLCL that were designed to meet [previous] IRS regula-
tions may be changed to conform with the likely expec-
tations and preference of LLC members.”20

Partnership vs. Corporate Exit Rules
The 1999 amendments to LLCL § 606 and § 701 jetti-

soned the partnership model in favor of the corporate
model, but left LLCL § 702 untouched. Can a partner-
ship-modeled judicial dissolution statute adequately
address membership disputes of the type found in
closed corporations?

Over the last several decades, a vast body of litera-
ture and case precedent has grown around the problem
of squeeze-out and other forms of minority shareholder
oppression in closed corporations.21 Historically, part-
nership squeeze-out cases are rare not only because of
the partners’ equal management rights, but also because
of the relative ease of exit under partnership law.22 In the
absence of any agreement to the contrary, a partner can
dissolve the partnership at any time and receive his or

10 Journal |  June 2002

CONTINUED ON PAGE 12



mitting limited partners to receive fair value upon six
months’ notice.23

In contrast, “[c]orporate law norms are conducive to
minority squeeze-outs in a closely held firm.”24 Majority
shareholders exercising control of the board of directors
have any number of ways to impair minority share-
holder interests, e.g., barring participation in manage-
ment decisions, reducing salary, terminating employ-
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Dissolution Provisions
Of Limited Liability Companies Law

§ 701. Dissolution.
(a) A limited liability company is dissolved and

its affairs shall be wound up upon the first to occur
of the following:

(1) the latest date on which the limited liability
company is to dissolve, if any, provided in the ar-
ticles of organization, or the time specified in the
operating agreement, but if no such date is pro-
vided in the articles of organization and if no
such time is specified in the operating agreement,
then the limited liability company shall have a
perpetual existence;

(2) the happening of events specified in the op-
erating agreement;

(3) subject to any requirement in the operating
agreement requiring approval by any greater or
lesser percentage in interest of the members or
class or classes or group or groups of members,
the vote or written consent of at least a majority
in interest of the members or, if there is more than
one class or group of members, then by at least
a majority in interest of each class or group of
members;

(4) at any time there are no members, provided
that, unless otherwise provided in the operating
agreement, the limited liability company is not
dissolved and is not required to be wound up if,
within one hundred eighty days or such other pe-
riod as is provided for in the operating agreement
after the occurrence of the event that terminated
the continued membership of the last remaining
member, the legal representative of the last re-
maining member agrees in writing to continue
the limited liability company and to the admis-
sion of the legal representative of such member
or its assignee to the limited liability company as
a member, effective as of the occurrence of the
event that terminated the continued membership
of the last remaining member; or

(5) the entry of a decree of judicial dissolution
under section seven hundred two of this article.
(b) Unless otherwise provided in the operating

agreement, the death, retirement, resignation, expul-
sion, bankruptcy or dissolution of any member or
the occurrence of any other event that terminates the
continued membership of any member shall not
cause the limited liability company to be dissolved
or its affairs to be wound up, and upon the occur-
rence of any such event, the limited liability com-
pany shall be continued without dissolution, unless
within one hundred eighty days following the oc-
currence of such event, a majority in interest of all of
the remaining members of the limited liability com-
pany or, if there is more than one class or group of
members, then by a majority in interest of all the re-
maining members of each class or group of mem-
bers, vote or agree in writing to dissolve the limited
liability company.

(c) A limited liability company whose original ar-
ticles of organization were filed with the secretary of
state and effective prior to the effective date of this
subdivision shall continue to be governed by this
section as in effect on such date and shall not be gov-
erned by this section, unless otherwise provided in
the operating agreement.

§ 702. Judicial dissolution.
On application by or for a member, the supreme

court in the judicial district in which the office of the
limited liability company is located may decree dis-
solution of a limited liability company whenever it
is not reasonably practicable to carry on the business
in conformity with the articles of organization or op-
erating agreement.  A certified copy of the order of
dissolution shall be filed by the applicant with the
department of state within thirty days of its is-
suance.

her rightful share of the liquidation proceeds. If the
business as a going concern is worth more than its liq-
uidation value, the partners are highly motivated to ne-
gotiate a buyout. The Revised Uniform Limited Partner-
ship Act also contains liberal exit rules, permitting
general partners to cash out for fair value so long as
their departure does not trigger dissolution, and per-

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 10
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ment, removing a shareholder from the board of direc-
tors, altering dividend policy, or paying the controlling
shareholders excessive salaries. 

At the same time, unlike partnership default rules,
corporate law does not provide non-controlling share-
holders of closed corporations with any easy means of
egress that would permit them to recoup their invest-
ment. For this reason most states, including New York
in 1979, enacted laws giving minority shareholders the
right to seek judicial dissolution for oppressive actions
or other misconduct by controlling shareholders. These
laws typically also provide for a statutory buyout of the
minority shareholder’s stock and empower the courts to
fashion other forms of relief short of dissolution.25

Time will tell whether the LLCL’s 1999 amendments
will lead to increased litigation of disputes between LLC
members. The most likely candidates are post-amend-
ment LLCs without operating agreements and therefore
governed by the LLCL’s new default rules.26 A member
of such an LLC has no right to withdraw and no right to
receive fair value for his or her interest. An action for ju-
dicial dissolution may be the only way out.

The Developing Case Law
To date, only a handful of court decisions have in-

volved judicial dissolution of New York LLCs. The deci-
sions are striking in two respects. First, they make no
meaningful attempt to construe or apply the specific
language of LLCL § 702. Second, almost all of them ei-
ther explicitly or implicitly treat LLCs as business cor-
porations subject to the same dissolution standards and
remedies available under BCL Article 11, without any
acknowledgment of the statutory differences and with-
out offering any rationale for doing so.

The one officially reported New York decision thus
far to address LLC dissolution in anything approaching
a substantive fashion is In re Roller (W.R.S.B. Develop-
ment Co., LLC),27 in which the Fourth Department af-
firmed the denial of a motion to dismiss the petition.
Practitioners should not expect much guidance from
the Roller opinion’s meager four sentences. The court
merely states that the petitioners’ ownership of mem-
bership interests in the two subject LLCs on the date the
proceeding was commenced gives them standing to
bring the proceeding, and that “the petition adequately
states a cause of action for judicial dissolution” under
LLCL § 702.28

What allegations in Roller sufficed to state a § 702
claim? A look at the Roller petition shows that there were
two subject LLCs organized by four members to de-
velop shopping centers.29 The three petitioning mem-
bers owned 75% of one LLC and 45% of the other. The
petition alleges that the respondent member “excluded”
them from the companies’ business affairs; that there is

“internal dissension” and “irreconcilable conflict” such
that dissolution “would be beneficial to the member-
ship”; that the respondent breached his fiduciary duty
by denying petitioners access to company records and
by managing the businesses to his sole benefit; that dis-
solution would not injure the public; and that all of the
foregoing renders it “no longer reasonably practicable
to carry on the business of the companies in conformity
with the operating agreement of each.”

Veterans of corporation business divorce litigation
recognize the Roller allegations as classic grounds for
dissolution under BCL §§ 1104 and 1104-a, for deadlock
and oppression. While such grounds may indeed point
to the need for dissolution of an LLC, by its express
terms § 702 requires something else: a showing that “it
is not reasonably practicable to carry on the business in
conformity with the articles of organization or operating
agreement.” Conspicuously missing from the Roller pe-
tition is any reference to the provisions of the operating
agreement or articles of organization which, in light of
the conduct alleged, make it impracticable for the busi-
ness to carry on in conformity therewith.

The unspoken reliance on BCL dissolution standards
in Roller comes out into the open in an unreported lower
court ruling in RRA Limited Partnership v. A Space Place,
Centereach, LLC.30 The case involved four related LLCs
formed to acquire and improve real property for use as
self-storage space. The petitioner was the majority
owner of two of the LLCs and 50% owner of the other
two. Both sides agreed that the companies were operat-
ing successfully and that they intended to sell all the as-
sets.

The petitioner sought dissolution after the failure of a
proposed sale to a third party. The petitioner explicitly
relied on BCL § 1104(a)(3) in support of dissolution,
based on “numerous incidents of divisiveness between
the parties” such that dissolution “may be beneficial to
the shareholders [sic].”31 The court’s determination to
deny the respondent’s dismissal motion likewise para-
phrases the standards for dissolution under BCL §§ 1104
and 1104-a, several subsections of which the court cites
along with several case precedents under those statutes.
As in Roller, the specific prerequisite for dissolution
stated in LLCL § 702 is given nominal regard.

Several other unreported trial court decisions like-
wise apply BCL Article 11 to LLC dissolutions without
any discussion of the basis for, or implications of, doing
so. In In re O’Brien (Academe Paving, Inc.),32 the petitioner
sought to dissolve two related entities—one a business
corporation and the other an LLC—under BCL § 1104-a
for minority shareholder oppression. The respondents
served an election under BCL § 1118 to purchase the pe-
titioners’ “shares” in both entities for fair value, after
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which the court stayed the dissolution and
ordered a valuation hearing.

At first blush, nothing about O’Brien’s en-
forcement of the respondents’ § 1118 election
seems amiss, especially if the petitioner’s
consent to the election is assumed. Upon
closer examination, however, the incorpora-
tion of BCL buyout rights is highly problem-
atic. BCL § 1118(a) specifically limits the
statute’s application to proceedings for
shareholder oppression and other miscon-
duct under BCL § 1104-a. This express statu-
tory limitation has led courts repeatedly to
preclude § 1118 buyouts in deadlock pro-
ceedings under BCL § 1104.33

The LLCL does not authorize a buyout of
the interest of the member seeking dissolu-
tion. If BCL § 1118 cannot reach across the
small gap between BCL §§ 1104 and 1104-a,
certainly it cannot bridge the chasm separat-
ing BCL § 1104-a and LLCL § 702.

Other recent examples of courts applying
BCL Article 11 to LLC dissolutions include In
re Rodriguez (Zoros Limited)34 and In re Honig
(JM Marketing, LLC).35 In Rodriguez, the court
denied a motion to dismiss a dissolution
proceeding involving a foreign LLC on the
ground that BCL § 1104 empowered the
court, if not to actually dissolve the LLC, to
declare the parties’ rights of ownership,
order a winding up and, if called for, order
the parties to file dissolution papers in the
foreign jurisdiction. In Honig, the court or-
dered a hearing on the petition to dissolve an
LLC after acknowledging the dearth of re-
ported decisions interpreting LLCL § 702.
The Honig court concluded on the basis of
BCL Article 11 case law that the proper focus
is “assurance to the petitioner seeking disso-
lution that a fair return on his investment in
company securities can be obtained whether
through a buy-out option, if available, or by
the sale of the shares to other share hold-
ers.”36 It is impossible to locate any basis in
LLCL § 702 for this BCL-derived standard.

At least one unreported LLC dissolution
decision, In re Quinn (David Rose Perennials,
LLC),37 is more attuned to the statutory con-
straints of LLCL § 702. Quinn involved a
two-member LLC. The petitioner was the
managing member who ran the retail busi-
ness while the respondent member and ma-
jority owner was responsible for the busi-
ness plan and finances. The petitioner left

Provisions of Operating Agreement 
Can Minimize Dissolution Contests

The freedom that limited liability companies have to form
the agreements that govern their operation allows the
founders to include provisions that would, in effect, consti-
tute a kind of prenuptial agreement to avoid a messy busi-
ness divorce when the LLC members wish to break up. 

With few exceptions, LLCL § 417(a) permits members to
adopt a written operating agreement that contains “any pro-
visions not inconsistent with law or its articles of organiza-
tion” relating to the LLC’s business affairs and the rights and
duties of LLC members and managers. The LLCL’s articles
dealing with membership, management, contributions and
distributions, function as default rules that govern only when
the operating agreement is silent on the issue. As the Del-
aware Chancery Court put it, “LLC members’ rights begin
with and typically end with the Operating Agreement.”1

So, too, with member dissociation and dissolution. In this
regard, LLC operating agreements and shareholder agree-
ments for business corporations can serve the same purpose.
Courts routinely deny petitions for judicial dissolution of
closely held corporations based on provisions in shareholder
agreements that, for example, require surrender of stock with
or without consideration upon any termination of the share-
holder’s employment,2 or deem the commencement of a dis-
solution proceeding as an offer to sell at a fixed price or under
a predetermined formula.3 Courts also can be relied on to de-
flect LLC dissolution petitions based on mandatory arbitra-
tion clauses in operating agreements, just as they do with ar-
bitration clauses in shareholder agreements.4

The inclusion of such provisions in an operating agree-
ment will depend on many factors. These include the nature
of the business and its capital structure; the number of mem-
bers and the resources or talents each contributes; whether
the LLC is family-owned; the magnitude of any possible
threat to the LLC’s liquidity posed by a member buyout; and
the relative bargaining power of the parties to the operating
agreement. So long as the particular mechanism adopted re-
flects the parties’ voluntary agreement to avoid dissolution
and to carry on the business notwithstanding the alleged
detriment to the complaining LLC member, an application
for judicial dissolution under LLCL § 702 is not likely to suc-
ceed.

1. Walker v. Resource Dev. Co., LLC, 791 A.2d 799 (Del. Ch. 2000).
2. See In re Apple (Apple Rubber Prod., Inc.), 224 A.D.2d 1016, 637

N.Y.S.2d 534 (4th Dep’t 1996).
3. See Doniger v. Rye Psychiatric Hosp. Ctr., Inc., 122 A.D.2d 873, 505

N.Y.S.2d 920 (2d Dep’t 1986).
4. See Alleman v. Sunrest Health Facilities, Inc., 176 A.D.2d 287, 574

N.Y.S.2d 216 (2d Dep’t 1991).
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the business and formed a new business after the re-
spondent refused to increase her compensation.

The court denied the petitioner’s motion for a pre-
liminary injunction on the ground that the operating
agreement gave the respondent a controlling voting in-
terest in the company. As viewed by the court, the peti-
tioner’s departure resulted from “a disagreement as to
the apparently proper exercise of discretion” in deter-
mining her compensation and not from any wrongdo-
ing by respondent.

Quinn’s focus on whether the complained-of conduct
conforms to the operating agreement is consistent with
the language of LLCL § 702. At the same time, it high-
lights § 702’s inherent limitations as a remedial statute.
LLC members wielding majority control under the op-
erating agreement will almost always be able to use
their control to the disad-
vantage of the minority
owners for whom employ-
ment with the LLC may be
the primary if not sole
source of return on their
investment. Majority curtail-
ment of the minority’s em-
ployment benefits is a clas-
sic squeeze-out technique
which can often occur with-
out appreciable impact on
the business, and therefore without running afoul of
LLCL § 702. As one commentator succinctly noted, “it is
often possible to carry on the business while freezing a
minority interest out of any return.”38

So long as the language of the statute forces courts to
focus primarily on the inability of the LLC to carry on its
business in conformity with the operating agreement or
articles of organization, and only secondarily on the
conduct of the members or the effect on a particular
membership interest, there are bound to be cases in
which LLC members will be denied relief under cir-
cumstances where a similarly situated corporation
shareholder would succeed.39

A contrary argument could be made based on the no-
tion that the BCL is a statute of general application to all
species of business entities, including LLCs. However,
BCL § 103 expressly limits the application of the statute
to domestic “corporations” and foreign “corporations”
authorized or doing business in New York. LLCL
§ 102(m) defines an LLC as an “unincorporated organi-
zation . . . other than a partnership or trust.” The statu-
tory schemes governing business corporations and
LLCs, and their authorized business and ownership
structures, are like day and night.

In addition, the Court of Appeals has observed that,
historically, New York courts were considered divested

of equity jurisdiction to order dissolution of corpora-
tions, as statutory prescriptions were deemed “exclu-
sive.”40 There is no more reason to conclude that courts
have a general, non-statutory power to augment the
LLCL’s prescriptions for dissolution by incorporating
what are essentially alien BCL provisions.

A Proposal to Amend LLCL § 702
It is possible that in years to come, a stand-alone ju-

risprudence for judicial dissolution of LLCs will take
root, flourish and mature into a well-developed body of
law from which the business and legal communities can
draw guidance. So far the signs are not promising. The
LLCL’s narrow standard for exercise of the dissolution
power, based on outdated partnership exit rules, does
not seem adequate to the task. In the meantime, the un-
certainty resulting from the absence of authoritative

case law can only serve as a
deterrent to greater use of
the LLC as one among sev-
eral competing business en-
tities.

A number of other states
have taken the lead in
adopting the “modern, lib-
eral corporate model” for ju-
dicial dissolution of LLCs.41

Section 801 of the Uniform
Limited Liability Company Act (1996) (ULLCA), which
so far has been enacted by eight states and one terri-
tory,42 permits judicial dissolution whenever “the man-
agers or members in control of the company have acted,
are acting, or will act in a manner that is illegal, oppres-
sive, fraudulent, or unfairly prejudicial to the peti-
tioner.”43 California permits judicial dissolution of LLCs
whenever it is “reasonably necessary for the protection
of the rights or interests of the complaining members”
or when controlling members “knowingly counte-
nanced persistent and pervasive fraud, mismanage-
ment, or abuse of authority.”44 The ULLCA and Califor-
nia standards are more liberal than those governing
dissolution of closely held New York business corpora-
tions, and have been criticized as “creat[ing] too many
opportunities for oppression of the majority by the mi-
nority.”45

Amendment of LLCL § 702 need not go as far as the
ULLCA and California law. Rather, the legislature
should amend § 702 by incorporating the existing, more
modest standards for dissolution under BCL §§ 1104-a
and 1104.

Since its enactment in 1979, BCL § 1104-a has permit-
ted a 20%46 or more shareholder to seek dissolution
where the directors or those in control of the corporation
engage in “illegal, fraudulent or oppressive actions” or
where corporate property and assets are being “looted,

It is possible that in years to come, 
a stand-alone jurisprudence will 
take root, flourish and mature into 
a well-developed body of law. . . .
So far the signs are not promising. 
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wasted, or diverted for non-corporate purposes.” An ex-
tensive body of interpretive case law has grown around
these provisions, with “oppressive actions” garnering
the overwhelming share of judicial attention.47

BCL § 1104 and its predecessor statutes, in place for
more than 70 years, authorize a 50% shareholder to pe-
tition for dissolution based on management or owner-
ship deadlock and dissension.48 These provisions like-
wise have been construed in numerous cases, giving
clarity and predictability to deadlock-based disputes.49

As a matter of public policy, there seems little reason
to distinguish between LLCs and closely held business
corporations when it comes to the grounds for business
divorce. The reliance of New York courts on BCL statu-
tory and decisional law in the early LLC dissolution
cases discussed above underscores the similarity of the
internal forces that contribute to dissension and oppres-
sion among co-owners of both LLCs and business cor-
porations. Amending LLCL § 702 to incorporate the
grounds for dissolution in BCL §§ 1104 and 1104-a will
place these respective proceedings on a par where they
belong, and will provide LLC members and their coun-
sel with a ready-made, extensive body of decisional law
from which to draw guidance in designing operating
agreements and in regulating member conduct.

LLCL § 702 also should be amended to incorporate
buyout rights akin to those found in BCL § 1118.50 The
latter provision gives the respondent shareholders or
the corporation the right to elect, within 90 days of the
petition, to purchase the petitioner’s shares for fair
value. If the parties are unable to agree on fair value,
upon application the court will stay the dissolution and
determine the fair value as of the day prior to the date
on which the petition was filed.

There is every reason to expect that granting respon-
dent LLC members the right to stay dissolution in favor
of a buyout will have the same salutary effect the pro-
ceedings under BCL Article 11. It will also likely induce
organizers of LLCs to include mandatory buyout provi-
sions in an operating agreement, which will promote
two important goals. First, parties entering into an LLC
venture will be encouraged to enter into consensual
arrangements that fix their rights and financial expecta-
tions in the event of dissociation. Second, by doing so,
LLC members will be far less likely to burden the courts
with business divorce litigation.
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Decisions on Liability for Debts
Are Inconsistent for Corporations

Dissolved for Unpaid Taxes
BY MICHAEL A. SISKIN AND RICHARD E. MILLER

Companies incorporated in New York State that fail
to file annual corporate tax reports1 for two con-
secutive years or pay corporate franchise taxes2

owed to the state for any two years may be involuntar-
ily dissolved, automatically, without notice, by procla-
mation of the Secretary of State.3 A corporation so dis-
solved is authorized only to wind up its affairs, and may
not carry out other business.4

Either through ignorance of the corporation’s disso-
lution or knowingly, some shareholders and officers of
dissolved corporations carry on the business of their
corporations, entering into agreements with other busi-
nesses and incurring debts in the names of these corpo-
rations, as if they had not been dissolved. In some, if not
all such circumstances, the shareholders and officers
may be held liable for debts incurred in the name of the
dissolved corporation.

To date, the Court of Appeals has not addressed this
issue, despite an apparent split in authority between
state and federal court decisions applying New York
State law. Last year, however, the Supreme Court5 and
the Civil Court6 of New York County followed state
precedent and ignored a line of federal cases in holding
the shareholders of two dissolved corporations liable for
debts incurred after the corporations were involuntarily
dissolved by action of the Secretary of State. This article
discusses the historical basis for those decisions and the
reasoning behind them.

Liability Issues
In 1941, in Poritzky v. Wachtel,7 a state supreme court

decision first addressed the issue of the liability of indi-
viduals for the debt of a corporation dissolved pursuant
to § 203-a of the New York Tax Law for failing to pay
franchise taxes. The corporation had no assets when the
action was initiated. Thus, if the plaintiff creditor could
not collect from the individual, the corporation’s presi-
dent, who entered into the debt, then the debt could not
be collected.8 The court charged the president of the cor-
poration with knowledge of the corporation’s dissolu-
tion, whether or not he had such actual knowledge.9

Given that knowledge, the court reasoned that the pres-
ident “had no further right to obligate the corporation

or to continue its business while it remained dis-
solved.”10 The court held the president personally liable
for debts incurred while the corporation was dissolved,
reasoning that to hold otherwise “would encourage
fraud and abuse.”

[A] former officer of a dissolved corporation could ob-
tain credit and then upon subsequent discovery of the
non-existence of the corporation, by merely paying ar-
rears in franchise taxes, could shift the personal liability
which the law would otherwise impose upon him back
to the corporation.11

In 1986, in Prentice Corp. v. Martin,12 the District Court
for the Eastern District of New York rejected the holding
in Poritzky. Unlike the corporation at issue in Poritzky,
the corporation in Prentice had been reinstated some-
time after entering into two contracts with the plain-
tiff.13 Although the District Court recognized that
Poritzky was the only case on point,14 it chose to follow
what it perceived as dictum.15 The District Court
adopted the reasoning of the New York Court of Ap-
peals, in another context, that individual shareholders
and officers are shielded from personal liability, absent a
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showing of fraud, because a dissolved corporation that
continues its business becomes a de facto corporation—
that is, an entity that is still recognized as a corporation
due to its good faith attempts at reinstatement or good
faith efforts to maintain its corporate status, but is with-
out the legal status of a de jure corporation as a result of
some unintentional defect. In addition, the Federal
Court opined that the New York legislature would have
explicitly created a private remedy had it intended for
individuals to become liable.16

Two Lines of Reasoning Emerge
In 1987, in J.M. Lynne Co. v. Geraghty,17 the Supreme

Court of Connecticut, applying New York law, chose to
follow Poritzky and rejected Prentice. It found that the
federal district court’s disregard of Poritzky in Prentice
was “critically suspect.”18 The court expressed its con-
cern that the Prentice decision was based on cases fac-
tually distinguishable.19 Moreover, it found that the
“policy concerns underlying Poritzky of discouraging
fraud and abuse are certainly
legitimate considerations and
are as important today as
they were in 1941, the year
Poritzky was decided.”20

Two years later, the Ap-
pellate Division, Second De-
partment, in Brandes Meat
Corp. v. Cromer, without ref-
erence to Poritzky or J.M.
Lynne, rejected the concept of
de facto existence of a corporation dissolved pursuant to
Tax Law § 203-a, and held the individual purporting to
act as an agent of the corporation personally liable for
the obligations incurred.21 The court observed that the
corporation had not been reinstated, and also found it
significant that the transactions at issue were not part of
the process of winding up the corporation’s affairs.22

The appellate panel held that the corporation therefore
lacked the capacity to be sued and held the individual
defendant liable for the obligations.23

In Annicet Assocs. v. Rapid Access Consulting,24 in 1997,
the Supreme Court in Rockland County specifically fol-
lowed the holdings in Poritzky, J.M. Lynne and Brandes,
and rejected the holding in Prentice. The court based its
decision on the analysis in J.M. Lynne and, “[t]he salient
premise of the Poritzky case . . . that fraud and abuse
would be encouraged if an officer of a dissolved corpo-
ration were allowed to conduct business in the corpo-
rate name.”25

In 1999, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit, in L-Tec Elecs. Corp. v. Cougar Elec. Org., Inc.,26 fol-
lowed the Prentice opinion. Curiously, it did so without
mention of the growing New York case law on personal
shareholder and officer liability. Instead, the Second Cir-

cuit discussed a number of factually distinguishable
New York State cases concerning recognition of de facto
corporations, and concluded that reinstatement retroac-
tively validated those contracts entered into during the
corporation’s period of dissolution.27

Just four days after the Second Circuit’s decision, in
WorldCom, Inc. v. Sandoval28 the Supreme Court in New
York County chose to follow the holdings in Poritzky
and J.M. Lynne: “The Connecticut Supreme Court, in ap-
plying New York law, concluded that New York courts
today would still follow Poritzky. The court agrees with
that conclusion.”29 The court noted that Prentice had
been criticized, and rejected it as a proper statement of
New York law on this subject.30 Following Poritzky, the
court held the individual defendants personally liable
for the contractual obligations of the dissolved corpora-
tion.31

In February 2001, in Department 56, Inc. v. Bloom,32 a
Supreme Court decision in Richmond County cited
Prentice with approval. Department 56, however, in-

volved a factual twist. The
corporation at issue was a
dissolved New Jersey corpo-
ration that was being run
during its dissolution by its
president, who was a New
York resident. The decision
relied upon the reinstatement
of the dissolved corporation
in rejecting what it recog-
nized to be the undisputed

New York law as articulated in Poritzky.33 The court dis-
tinguished Brandes on the sole basis that “it involved a
corporation that had been dissolved but not rein-
stated.”34 Despite the court’s focus on Poritzky and Pren-
tice, however, the corporation at issue was not dissolved
pursuant to Tax Law § 203-a, but pursuant to New Jer-
sey law. Notwithstanding the New York residence of the
corporation’s president, the court ultimately found “no
merit in plaintiff’s contention that New York law should
control,” and applied the law of New Jersey, thus trans-
forming its opinion on New York case law into dicta.35

Decisions in 2001
On September 25, 2001, in Digital Nation Media, Inc.

v. Ploni & Assocs., Inc.,36 the Civil Court of New York
County held, counter to the holding in Department 56,
that New York law applied when a Delaware corpora-
tion doing business in New York was voided for fail-
ure to pay taxes. Citing Poritzky and its progeny, and
ignoring Prentice, L-Tec Elecs. and Department 56, the
Civil Court held without further discussion: “In New
York State, shareholders and officers of a corporation
involuntarily dissolved, are personally liable on
contracts consummated while the corporation was in
dissolution.”
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One day after the Digital Nation Media opinion, the
New York County Supreme Court issued its opinion in
the case of Klein v. Guglielmi.37 Citing to Brandes,38 the
supreme court held that the dissolved corporation had
neither a de jure nor a de facto existence. The court recog-
nized a split in authority when corporations have been
reinstated,39 but held the individual shareholders per-
sonally liable for the debts incurred in the name of the
dissolved corporation as a matter of law, because there
was no dispute that the corporation had not been rein-
stated.

De Facto Corporations
The distinction in the case law between reinstated

and dissolved corporations can most easily be explained
by an understanding of de facto corporations. A federal
court has stated: “In every decision treating a business
as a de facto corporation despite the absence of de jure
corporate status, the business either inadvertently failed
to meet the requirements of the law or was operated
with the formalities of a corporation and was attempt-
ing to achieve legal status.”40 Similarly, the Appellate
Division, Second Department states:

De facto recognition requires both a good-faith exercise
of corporate powers and colorable compliance with the
enabling statute [citations omitted]. A delinquent cor-
poration lacks both prerequisites. There is neither a
good-faith exercise of corporate duties, nor compliance
with statutes requiring the payment of franchise taxes
for the privilege of conducting business in the corporate
form.41

The reasoning is that when the corporation has been
reinstated, by payment of its unpaid franchise taxes,
penalties and interest, it has arguably been acting in
good faith as a corporation and within “colorable com-
pliance with the enabling statute.”

Thus, in L-Tec Elecs., despite its holding, the Second
Circuit realized that, “some Appellate Division cases . .
. hold that a corporation dissolved for failure to pay
taxes has no de facto existence.”42 The Second Circuit
noted, however, that New York courts often recognize
the significance of acting to reinstate the dissolved cor-
poration.

[E]ven those cases recognize that where the corporation
later pays its taxes and is reinstated, its corporate status
is restored nunc pro tunc, and any contracts into which
it may have entered are retroactively validated. Thus,
the district court did not err when it held that reincor-
poration relieved the individual defendants of any per-
sonal liability.43

This is seemingly consistent with the language of Tax
Law § 203-a that reinstatement procedures “shall have
the effect of annulling all of the proceedings theretofore
taken for the dissolution of such corporation.”44

The Split in Authority
The true split in authority in this area is with those

cases concerning reinstated corporations. Whereas in
WorldCom and Poritzky the individuals are held liable,
the individuals are shielded from liability in L-Tec Elecs.
and Prentice. It is not merely federal courts that believe
that individuals should be protected from liability when
corporations have been reinstated. Although expressed
in dicta, the state court in Department 56 makes it clear
that it would have shielded the individuals from liabil-
ity even if it found that New York law applied.

Parsing out the factual differences between these
cases sheds little light on the different outcomes. Al-
though it is interesting to note that the corporations in
both WorldCom and Poritzky were not reinstated until
after the complaint had been filed against them, and
that, in the L-Tec Elecs. and Prentice opinions, it is not ap-
parent whether the corporations were reinstated before
or after commencement of the actions against the indi-
viduals, the corporation in Department 56 also was rein-
stated only after the dissolution “was brought to [the
president’s] attention by plaintiff.”45 Further, none of the
opinions rely on this fact in their analysis.

Analyzing the Split in Authority
It is difficult, if not impossible, to reconcile these de-

cisions. There is no hint of significant factual differences.
These decisions contain little, if any, discussion of the
circumstances that led to the dissolution of the corpora-
tions. To attempt to understand these cases, it is helpful
to look to case law involving corporations dissolved for
failure to comply with the corporate tax laws, but where
the issue was not whether individuals may be held li-
able for the debts of dissolved corporations.

Where defendants seek to deny the existence of cor-
porations to avoid corporate liability, state courts tend
to find de facto existence and hold the corporations li-
able. For example, a corporation that was dissolved for
non-payment of taxes and continued its business under
a new name could not plead dissolution in order to
avoid its obligations.46 “Any other conclusion would en-
able [the dissolved corporation] to profit by its own
nonpayment of taxes.”47 More obviously, where, prior to
default, a company made all payments necessary for re-
instatement of the corporation, except the payment of a
$55 reinstatement fee, the company was found to be in
colorable compliance with the statute and, thus, a de
facto corporation, and liable for its remaining debt.48

In one case where the corporation sought to prove its
de facto existence in order to collect on a fire insurance
policy, the Second Department, Appellate Division,
even found that, absent reinstatement, a dissolved cor-
poration has no capacity to sue for matters arising out-
side of the course of winding up the corporation’s
affairs.49
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An individual aware of the dissolution of the corpo-
ration may not, for his or her own advantage, enforce an
agreement entered into by that individual on behalf of
the nonexistent corporation.50 This is because the indi-
vidual “knew, or should have known, that the Agree-
ment was invalid, and cannot now complain that it
should be enforced for his benefit.”51

Even in the unusual situation where an individual
sought to deny the existence of a corporation in order to
avoid personal liability, the courts have held that the
company was a de facto corporation and found the indi-
vidual liable. Thus, where a guarantor on a line of
credit, opened by a corporation that had previously
been dissolved in Florida for failure to pay its franchise
taxes, sought to avoid personal liability for sums still
due, the corporation was found to have opened the line
of credit as a de facto corporation, and the guarantor was
held liable.52

The trend of these state cases is to provide a means
for creditors to collect on their debts, but limit the abil-
ity of individuals and corporations to manipulate the
status of the corporation for their own benefit. In other
words, wrongdoers do not benefit from their own mis-
deeds.

Following this logic, one should expect, in the context
of a reinstated corporation, that if the courts determine
that the debts were incurred without knowledge of the
corporation’s dissolution, and such dissolution oc-
curred innocently and without neglect or carelessness,
perhaps as evidenced by attempts to rectify the tempo-
rary lapse in compliance, and not in an attempt to use
the Tax Law for personal gain, such individuals will not
be held liable. Otherwise, they will.

It may be argued that “colorable compliance” should
be determined at the time when the debts are incurred.
Such a rule would be consistent with the purpose of rec-
ognizing de facto corporations, which is to avoid penal-
izing innocent shareholders and officers in situations
where the only intent is to act as a corporation, but cor-
porate status fails through some inadvertent defect.
How a corporation acts before and after the period of
dissolution seems irrelevant to its actions while it was
dissolved. The issue is, or should be, whether the share-
holder can justify the failure to keep the corporation in
good standing. 

If a corporation has made substantial efforts to pay
its franchise taxes, but, for example, the check never ar-
rived at its intended destination, and debts were in-
curred while the shareholders and officers were igno-
rant of such dissolution because they thought they were
in compliance, de facto existence should be recognized
for the period prior to reinstatement. If, however, cor-
porations simply do not pay their taxes, whether pur-
posefully or through carelessness, and are dissolved by

proclamation therefor, all “colorable compliance” occur-
ring after the fact, including reinstatement, should not
transform the faulty actions of the corporation at the
time that debt is incurred.

One reason for allowing collection from individual
defendants is revealed in dicta in Animazing Entertain-
ment, Inc. v. Louis Lofredo Associates.

It would be inequitable to allow individuals who form
contracts on behalf of nonexistent corporations to avoid
liability because their misrepresentations resulted in a
contractual defect. The plaintiffs in those cases believed
that they had entered into valid contracts with corpora-
tions and since those corporations did not exist, had no
remedy except against the individuals who acted as
agents of those purported corporations.53

To deny individual liability would be to encourage
unscrupulous shareholders and officers to stop paying
their franchise taxes in order to receive free goods and
services from unsuspecting companies that have no rea-
son to know whether their customers have been dis-
solved by proclamation. Further, “[r]ecognition of de
facto status would directly subvert the effectiveness of
the sanctions for franchise tax delinquency, removing all
incentive for a dissolved corporation to seek reinstate-
ment.”54 To prevent fraud and abuse, it must be the rule
that individuals be held responsible for debts they incur
in the name of dissolved and insolvent corporations. If
a company can prove that dissolution was truly inad-
vertent and not due to neglect, however, and it quickly
rectified the default by seeking reinstatement, creditors
must be left to rely on the solvency of their customers.
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56 v. Bloom, 186 Misc. 2d 901, 904, 720 N.Y.S.2d 920 (Sup.
Ct., Richmond Co. 2001), concluding that, since the prob-
lem only arises when corporations have insufficient
funds to pay their debts, they may also have insufficient
funds for reinstatement, and thus, the individual share-
holders or officers cannot expect to be shielded from lia-
bility. The court seems to ignore the reasonable possibil-
ity that a shareholder having the thousands of dollars
necessary to pay the back taxes and penalties could incur
substantially higher debts in the name of the corporation,
and avoid substantial personal debt merely by reinstating
the corporation at his or her own expense. The court in
Department 56 further suggests that the creditor who is
shielded from seeking recompense from the individual
shareholder and officers would be in the same position
with an insolvent reinstated corporation as it would be
with an insolvent corporation that was never dissolved.
Of course, the corporation that was never dissolved has
not attempted to manipulate the tax laws in order to
avoid payment to its creditors.
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Correction
In the March/April 2002 issue of the Journal the arti-

cle entitled Enhanced Notice Requirements in Property Tax
Foreclosure Cases Give Owners More Protection (p. 48)
states that the amendment to RPTL § 1125 requires that
notice of a tax foreclosure must now be sent by certified
mail, return receipt requested. In fact, the change adds
only the requirement of a certified mailing, and not the
use of a return receipt card. 

RPTL § 1125 also states: “The failure of an intended
recipient to receive any such notice shall not invalidate
any tax or prevent the enforcement of the same as pro-
vided by law” (§ 1125(3)(b)), which makes it clear that
no greater burden of proof has been placed on the mu-
nicipality.

A review of the legislative history shows that the
original proposal did include the return receipt require-
ment but it was subsequently omitted. 



Black Mold Suits Yield Some
Large Personal Injury Verdicts,
But Their Future Is Uncertain 

BY BRIAN DEL GATTO AND ROBERT J. GRANDE

In the scientific community and courtrooms across the
nation, a new debate is emerging about the health
risks from exposure to certain types of mold. This de-

bate has spurred many plaintiffs’ attorneys to sue for ex-
posure to mold. These suits have resulted in some gen-
erous verdicts to certain plaintiffs, prompting the
insurance industry and residential building owners to
re-think their policies concerning mold.

New York has not been immune to this debate. In the
New York County Supreme Court, 495 apartment resi-
dents of the Henry Phipps Plaza in Manhattan sued
Phipps Plaza South and Phipps Housing Services, Inc.,
the entities in charge of maintenance of the buildings,
for nearly $9 billion in damages.1 According to the
plaintiffs’ attorney, Steven Goldman, residents suffered
skin rashes, infected lungs and mouths, and bleeding
from noses and gums, and in some cases short-term
memory loss, constant fatigue and death.2 Plaintiffs
claimed that the building management did nothing
to notify the plaintiffs of the danger of the condition and
ignored the requests of residents to eliminate the
mold problem.3 According to Goldman, water leakage
spurred the growth of the mold.4

In August 2001, Justice Louise Gans denied the plain-
tiffs’ motion for class certification, but agreed to a joint
trial of seven cases.5 After the trial began, the court is-
sued a gag order. On November 29, 2001, after several
weeks of an expected two-month trial involving only
seven of the residents, the parties reached a confidential
settlement.6 The New York Post reported that the total
settlement amount for all 495 residents was approxi-
mately $1.18 million.7 Unless definitive scientific evi-
dence substantiating or refuting these claims becomes
available, the Henry Phipps lawsuit is not likely to be
the last.

Background
The controversy concerning “toxic mold” apparently

began in Cleveland about seven years ago. Between
1993 and 1996, at least 34 Cleveland area infants were
purportedly made ill by exposure to a greenish-black
mold known as stachybotrys atra (also known as stachy-

botrys chartarum).8 At the time, infants were coughing up
blood and subject to chronic cough and congestion,
among other symptoms.9 Ultimately, several children in
the Cleveland area developed pulmonary hemorrhage
and 10 died.10

The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) sent researchers to the Cleveland area to conduct
tests. Initially, the CDC released a study that suggested
a causal connection between stachybotrys chartarum and
pulmonary hemosiderosis. However, in 1999, the CDC
admitted that its study was flawed due to small sample
size and improper testing procedures, among other rea-
sons.11

Stachybotrys atra “can grow on material with a high
cellulose and low nitrogen content, such as fiberboard,
gypsum board, paper, dust and lint. Growth occurs
when there is moisture from water damage, excessive
humidity, water leaks, condensation, water infiltration
and flooding. Constant moisture is required for its
growth.”12 The most common health complaints from
mold infestation include hay-fever-like allergic symp-
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toms.13 However, as with the infants in Cleveland, some
claim that mold has been responsible for more serious
health conditions such as pulmonary hemorrhage,
memory loss and death. 

It has been reported that perhaps 50% of all homes
may have some level of stachybotrys infestation.14 Unfor-
tunately, there are no federal standards for detecting
what constitutes a “dangerous” level of exposure.15 The
CDC maintains at the present time that there is no
proven causal link between certain fatal conditions and
mold exposure, but acknowledges that moldy homes
are unhealthy.16 Although proving such claims may be
difficult, the infestation is so common that there is the
potential for almost anyone to claim that mold is re-
sponsible for illness.

Property Damage
Aside from personal injury claims, interrelated or in-

dependent claims for property damage are also possi-
ble. The New York City Department of Health’s Bureau
of Environmental & Occupational Disease Epidemiol-
ogy has produced the “Guidelines on Assessment and
Remediation of Fungi in Indoor Environments.”17 This
is not a legal mandate but a document with many use-
ful recommendations to building engineers and man-
agement. The guidelines urge that the presence of
mold, water damage, or musty odors be addressed im-
mediately. In all instances, any source(s) of water must
be stopped and the extent of water damage deter-
mined. Water-damaged materials should be dried and
repaired.

Removal of mold can often become a complicated
and expensive task. The guidelines recommend respira-
tory protection, gloves and eye protection. Extensive
contamination—particularly if heating, ventilating, air
conditioning (HVAC) systems or large occupied spaces
are involved—should be assessed by an experienced
health and safety professional and remediated by per-
sonnel with training and experience handling environ-
mentally contaminated materials. Lesser areas of conta-
mination can usually be assessed and remediated by
building maintenance personnel. Contaminated materi-
als that cannot be cleaned must be removed in sealed
plastic bags. 

A case in Texas demonstrates how costly some of
these claims can be if an insurer or home owner does not
act expeditiously to remove materials damaged by
mold. According to the facts, Mary Melinda Ballard had
a bathroom plumbing leak. When the wood did not dry,
her contractor advised removing the floor because of the
potential of mold. Ballard contacted her insurer and ad-
vised of the potential for mold infestation. Ballard’s in-
surer refused to pay for the removal of the floor. Even-
tually, the damage spread to windows, door frames,

stairs and walls. Her family vacated the home. Ballard’s
insurer agreed to settle the lawsuit for more than
$100,000, but the plaintiff’s contractor claimed that the
damage exceeded this amount. In June 2001, despite ex-
clusion of experts’ testimony concerning personal in-
jury, a Texas jury awarded Ballard $32 million in her bad
faith lawsuit against her insurance company.18

Testimony on Causation
At present, proving physical injury from toxic mold

requires expert testimony. The long-standing approach
in New York to resolving the problem of ensuring relia-
bility of expert testimony has been the application of the
“Frye” rule or the “general acceptance” test.19 Under this
approach, expert testimony based on scientific princi-
ples or procedures is admissible in New York only after
such principles or procedures have gained general ac-
ceptance in the relevant discipline.20 It is an open ques-
tion how New York courts will consider expert testi-
mony in toxic mold cases. 

The guidelines of the New York City Department of
Health provide support for claims involving allergic
symptoms related to mold. The executive summary of
the document provides in relevant part that

[f]ungi in buildings may cause or exacerbate symptoms
of allergies (such as wheezing, chest tightness, short-
ness of breath, nasal congestion, and eye irritation), es-
pecially in persons who have a history of allergic dis-
eases (such as asthma and rhinitis). Individuals with
persistent health problems that appear to be related to
fungi or other bioaerosol exposure should see their
physicians for a referral to practitioners who are trained
in occupational/environmental medicine or related
specialties and are knowledgeable about these types of
exposures.

Although many scientists may claim that mold expo-
sure can cause some illnesses, it seems inappropriate for
courts to conclude at this time that there is a “general ac-
ceptance” of the concept that mold is responsible for se-
rious respiratory problems. Nevertheless, several courts
appear to be headed in this direction.

The Supreme Court of Nebraska recently held that it
was an abuse of discretion to refuse to admit expert tes-
timony bolstering claims of severe asthma attacks due
to mold, requiring hospitalization. In Mondelli v. Kendel
Homes Corp.,21 the plaintiffs sought to introduce testi-
mony from a toxicologist about the high level of mold
and the potential that repeated exposure could result in
permanent lung damage. The trial court had held that
the toxicologist could not testify regarding causation be-
cause no standards existed in the scientific community
concerning the level of mold that is acceptable in a
house. The supreme court reversed, acknowledging that
there is no acceptable standard for mold levels, but find-
ing that such testimony is admissible because the scien-
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tific community has generally accepted the principle
that a connection exists between the presence of mold
and health. 

Similarly, the Supreme Court of Delaware upheld a
verdict against a landlord for almost $1 million that was
supported by expert testimony after two tenants with
leaks and mold in their apartments started experiencing
health problems.22 According to the facts alleged by the
plaintiffs, plaintiff Elizabeth Stroot had suffered from
allergies and asthma since
childhood. However, the fre-
quency and severity of her
asthma attacks significantly
increased after she moved to
her apartment, requiring
hospitalization on several
occasions. Despite other po-
tential causes for the plain-
tiff’s health problems, in-
cluding being a smoker and
the owner of a dog even
though she was allergic to
dogs, the court concluded
that the methodology used by the plaintiffs’ experts had
been reviewed by peers and was generally accepted in
the scientific community. The court opined, “The foun-
dation for an expert’s causation opinion need not be es-
tablished with the precision of a laboratory experi-
ment.”23 Any other factors that could have caused the
plaintiffs’ injuries went to the weight of the evidence,
not admissibility. 

The same characteristics that make toxic mold claims
attractive to litigious hypochondriacs make it especially
difficult for an individual with potentially legitimate ad-
verse health effects from mold to detect or prove. As in-
dicated above, mold exposure could manifest itself
merely by allergic reactions. Decisions in the Appellate
Division, Third Department, dealing with “sick build-
ing” claims demonstrate the difficulty of proving the
causal link between mold exposure and compensable
illness, at least before the Workers’ Compensation
Board. In Nicholson v. Mohawk Valley Community Col-
lege,24 a secretary allegedly began experiencing
headaches, nosebleeds, rashes, itching and chronic
cough when her work site was moved to a newly reno-
vated building. She filed a workers’ compensation claim
alleging exposure to dust and other allergens. Initially, a
Workers’ Compensation Law judge and a panel of the
Workers’ Compensation Board found that the claimant
had proved a claim for “sick building syndrome.” The
full Workers’ Compensation Board reversed this deci-
sion, however, and the Appellate Division affirmed. Al-
though the claimant had several physicians testify that
her symptoms were caused or exacerbated by poor air

quality at work, none could identify a specific allergen
that was present in the claimant’s work environment
and had caused her symptoms. Her allergies to dust,
mold and other common allergens could not be exclu-
sively confined to her workplace environment. 

In Knapp v. Vestal Central School District,25 a claimant
alleged that “multiple chemical sensitivity,” including
aches, pains, headaches and memory loss resulted from
her employment in a “sick building.” A Workers’ Com-

pensation Law judge held
that the claimant had failed
to prove that she had been
exposed to any type of
chemical in her work envi-
ronment sufficient to trigger
the development of “multi-
ple chemical sensitivity.”
The Appellate Division
affirmed, noting that the
claimant had admitted to
experiencing fatigue and
other symptoms in her
work environment for more

than 20 years. She had also admitted that she experi-
enced similar problems in other locations, thereby un-
dercutting any claim that the building where she
worked was a sick building. 

New York Statute of Limitations
Aside from any issues of causation, New York’s

statute of limitations may bar many potential claims.
Civil Practice Law and Rules section 214-c(2) (CPLR)
provides in relevant part that the three-year period to
commence a lawsuit caused by the latent effects of ex-
posure to any substances or combination of substances
must be computed from “the date of the discovery of the
injury by the plaintiff or from the date when through the
exercise of reasonable diligence such injury should have
been discovered by the plaintiff, whichever is earlier.” If
the discovery of the cause of the injury occurred less
than five years after the discovery of the injury, a plain-
tiff must commence litigation within one year of the dis-
covery of the cause of the injury.26 Indeed a potential
plaintiff exposed to mold may have common allergic re-
sponses to the mold, but will not believe that the symp-
toms are adequate to commence litigation. When more
serious symptoms manifest themselves, a lawsuit may
be too late. 

In Chavious v. Tritec Asset Management, Inc.,27 the
plaintiffs alleged that they were exposed to certain
chemicals or other toxic substances during their em-
ployment at a radiation oncology treatment center.28 The
court granted the defendant’s motion for summary
judgment, concluding that the action was barred by the
statute of limitations. Although the plaintiffs claimed
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that their symptoms worsened and became a permanent
condition at a later date, evidence showed that the
plaintiffs had been suffering from symptoms for over
three years. 

Similarly, in Harley v. 135 East 83rd Owners Corp.,29 the
plaintiff started experiencing symptoms shortly after
leaks were discovered in her apartment in 1987. It was
not until March 1990 that the plaintiff’s chronic condi-
tion was attributed to mold flourishing in her damp
apartment. Nevertheless, the court concluded that the
lawsuit, not filed until January 28, 1993, was untimely
because it was begun more than three years after the
discovery of her injury and more than one year after the
discovery of the cause of her injury. 

Conclusion
With the possibility of large verdicts, New York can

expect a proliferation in the number of lawsuits claim-
ing injury due to toxic mold. Although there will be nu-
merous obstacles for any plaintiff to achieve success, in-
cluding problems with proof of causation and the
running of the statute of limitations, the potential re-
wards to successful plaintiffs for scientifically question-
able claims may be too hard to resist. For some plain-
tiffs, black mold may in fact be black gold, while for
others it may be “fools’ gold,” where much time and ex-
pense is spent for modest or no returns on that invest-
ment.
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Should Mediation Be Available as
An Option to Reduce Litigation in

Contested Guardianship Cases?
BY LEONA BEANE

The New York practice of commencing guardian-
ship proceedings as an adversarial process1 has the
advantage of protecting the due process rights of

the “alleged incapacitated person” (AIP), but it also en-
courages litigation that can become extremely con-
tentious. That was not the intent of the Law Revision
Commission when it recommended that Article 81 of
the Mental Hygiene Law (MHL) be adopted, nor was it
the intent of the legislature2 when it enacted the com-
mission’s proposals. 

Nevertheless, in the years since April 1, 1993, when
Article 81 replaced the old Articles 77 and 78 that pro-
vided for “conservators” to assist with financial needs
and “committees” for incompetents, experience has
provided numerous examples of how contentious
guardianship litigation can get out of hand. That raises
the question of whether there is a better way to handle
guardianship proceedings. 

Mediation Tool
One solution is to consider mediation3 as a tool to as-

sist in the resolution of a litigated guardianship pro-
ceeding. The facilitative mediation model, where an ex-
perienced mediator acts as facilitator,4 is one possibility
for guardianship disputes. The mediator should be re-
quired to have an understanding of the issues that arise
in guardianship law and be in a position to help parties
assess their options and recognize alternatives.

Currently, the states of Michigan5 and Washington6

have statutes that provide for mediation in guardian-
ship proceedings. In Utah, a local rule7 provides for me-
diation in all contested probate cases. Mediation in con-
tested guardianship proceedings has been studied
extensively at the Center for Social Gerontology in Ann
Arbor, Mich. The center has been providing training for
attorneys, mediators and others involved in guardian-
ship proceedings, and has set up pilot programs in four
different cities.8

In the Adult Guardianship Mediation Manual, it states:
“A court is limited to statutory solutions. . . . The em-
phasis is on naming a guardian, not on resolving the
problem. Mediation, on the other hand, focuses on solv-

ing the problem. Mediation allows the persons involved
to search for more creative responses.”9

Mediation is widely used in the New York court sys-
tem’s ADR programs.10 Situations that make mediation
appropriate include the need or desire of the disputing
parties to protect an ongoing relationship, improve
communication, bring emotional issues into the open,
and create a unique solution without being bound by
legal constraints.11 Mediation can offer available alter-
natives that are not typically used by a court. Courts
rarely have the time to work with parties to explore al-
ternatives that would avoid guardianship or develop
personalized limited guardianships.12

Issues to Consider
Before appointing a guardian, the court must deter-

mine the appointment is necessary to provide for the
personal needs (including food, clothing, shelter, health
care, or safety) and/or to manage the property and fi-
nancial affairs of the AIP, and in addition, that the AIP
agrees13 to the appointment, or that the AIP is “incapac-
itated.”14 Mediation may assist in obtaining the agree-
ment of the AIP and the other parties. The determina-
tion of “incapacity” is based on clear and convincing
evidence that the AIP is likely to suffer harm because
the AIP is unable to provide for personal needs and/or
property management and cannot adequately under-
stand and appreciate the nature and consequences of
such inability.15 Although this may appear to be a sim-
ple and straightforward standard,16 in many situations
it can become embroiled in convoluted contentious liti-
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Current Article 81 Procedures
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MHL § 81.10.
4. In re Lula XX, 88 N.Y.2d 842, 644 N.Y.S.2d 683 (1996).
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MHL § 81.09.
6. MHL § 81.12(b). 
7. MHL § 81.09(d). But see In re Tara X, N.Y.L.J., Sept. 18,

1996, p. 27 (Suffolk Co.), where Justice Prudenti denied

Although the guardianship procedure established by Ar-
ticle 81 of the N.Y. Mental Hygiene Law attempted to antic-
ipate the difficult personal circumstances that are often pre-
sent in these proceedings, conflicts and unresolved issues
continue to pose problems. 

A few of the issues involve the roles of the court evalua-
tor and the court-appointed counsel for the alleged inca-
pacitated person (AIP) and the interaction between them.
The issues become more difficult when “interested parties”
also retain counsel. 

The court evaluator, as an investigator for the court, is
obliged to meet with the AIP and explain the nature and
possible consequences of the proceeding (in a manner the
AIP can reasonably be expected to understand). The evalu-
ator should also advise the AIP of her or his rights, includ-
ing the right to counsel, and describe the duties of a
guardian. The evaluator must write a report to the court,
providing responses to 17 different questions listed in the
statute.1

Legal counsel must be appointed if the petition seeks a
temporary guardian, injunctive relief such as the freezing of
a bank account, or if several other circumstances apply.2

The role of legal counsel is to be an advocate for the AIP, en-
sure that the AIP’s point of view is presented to the court,
and offer arguments to protect the AIP’s rights.3 If unable to
communicate or obtain clear direction from the AIP, counsel
should still advocate for the AIP and protect the AIP’s rights
in the proceeding. In such situations, experience has shown
that some counsel will vigorously oppose the proceeding
while others take a “best interests” position. It is not clear
which approach is the correct one.

If counsel is appointed, the court may dispense with a
court evaluator, often in an effort to reduce the expense for
the AIP. If the case appears to be complex, however, the
judge may well appoint both so that the court will have the
benefit of the evaluator’s neutral report and conclusions.

Most courts permit the court evaluator (who is an attor-
ney) to cross-examine witnesses and introduce evidence
and present witnesses. Some do not, however, claiming that
the evaluator is the court’s witness. The Court of Appeals
has ruled the court evaluator is not a party to the proceed-
ing,4 and thus is not able to appeal.

The court evaluator’s report should be an independent
evaluation,5 not a “rubber stamp” of the way others see the

AIP. The report may include inferences and conclusions that
are negative and adverse concerning some of the parties.
In the adversarial situation, the court evaluator may thus
be harassed by others who disagree with aspects of the
report.

The court evaluator’s report may be admitted into evi-
dence6 (even though it may contain hearsay) if the court
evaluator testifies and is subject to cross-examination. In the
hands of a litigious attorney, this aspect of the proceeding
may become highly confrontational and convoluted, and
may subject the court evaluator to extensive vexatious
cross-examination, particularly if an attorney for the AIP or
a family member is intent on obstruction.

The court may order disclosure of the AIP’s medical,
psychological and/or psychiatric records, notwithstanding
the physician/patient privilege, if the court determines
such records are likely to contain information that will as-
sist the evaluator in completing the report.7

At the hearing, any party to the proceeding has the right
to present evidence, call witnesses, cross-examine wit-
nesses, and be represented by counsel of her or his choice.8

Many of the AIP’s relatives must be served with the petition
and order to show cause, even if they have not had contact
with the AIP for many years, but it is not clear whether all
of them are “parties to the proceeding” and have the right
to present evidence, call witnesses, cross-examine wit-
nesses, and be represented by counsel. A person known to
have a power of attorney (and perhaps being accused of fi-
nancial abuse) would also need to be served, but should
that person have all the rights of a “party”?

The hearing must be conducted in the presence of the
AIP,9 either at the courthouse or where the AIP resides so
that the court can obtain its own impression of the AIP’s ca-
pacity. If there is uncontested evidence that the person
could not meaningfully participate in the hearing, some
judges will waive the requirement.

At the hearing, the court may waive the rules of evi-
dence for good cause.10 If litigious attorneys are involved,
they are likely to raise objections. A determination that the
person is incapacitated must be based on clear and con-
vincing evidence,11 a very high standard. Litigious attor-
neys typically raise numerous objections to prevent the
standard from being met, even where the AIP needs assis-
tance and is at risk.

the court evaluator’s request to review medical records
because the AIP objected. This decision also explains the
conflicting interaction that may be present between the
court evaluator and legal counsel.

8. MHL § 81.11(b).
9. MHL § 81.11(c).
10. MHL § 81.12(b).
11. MHL § 81.12(a).



gation, with numerous objections along the way, thus
obstructing the orderly flow of the guardianship pro-
ceeding. 

The issue of incapacity itself should not be decided by
mediation, because that is a legal issue requiring a deci-
sion by a judge.17 Thus, there must be a court determi-
nation of incapacity before a guardian is appointed. But,
if all the other issues are resolved by a mediated agree-
ment, any necessary hearing should proceed quite
smoothly. 

At the court hearing, the judge must determine
whether there is sufficient evidence that the person
meets the legal definition of incapacity, and this must be
proven by clear and convincing evidence.18 In media-
tion, a legal finding of incapacity is not the issue, and
thus, a mediator could focus instead on the needs of the
AIP and possibly the needs of other family members. 

If the court determines the person is incapacitated
and that appointment of a guardian is necessary, the
court makes its findings on the record.19 The judge then
has three dispositional alternatives: to dismiss the peti-
tion, to provide for protective arrangements and single
transactions, or to appoint a guardian.20

Mediation Alternatives
With the use of mediation, there may be other alter-

natives for the court, such as a very limited guardian-
ship. Although the law provides for protective arrange-
ments, authorizations for single transactions and the
appointment of “special” guardians, that occurs only
after a determination of incapacity.21 However, via a me-
diated agreement, there could be a very limited-purpose
guardian, authorized to provide whatever is needed to
assist the AIP, and nothing further. 

A mediated agreement leading to the appointment of
a specific named guardian with specific tailored powers
could have great value when the issues might otherwise
foster highly contentious litigation, reflecting a “power
struggle” among members of a dysfunctional family
seeking to acquire “control” over the elderly or disabled
person. Quite frequently, there are many ongoing dis-
putes among the family members. The legal issues pre-
sented in court are usually not the underlying issues
causing the family turmoil. Sometimes there are no con-
tested legal issues, but there are still family disputes or
concerns that need to be addressed.22

Mediation can be most effective, both in reaching a
solution and in allowing parties to hear and understand
each other, if they try mediation early in the process, be-
fore positions have been staked out, and if possible,
even before any court proceeding has been com-
menced.23 In some family disputes, the disputes and
controversy in the family continue, sometimes requiring
further court intervention (after a guardian is ap-

pointed) because guardianship deals with continuing
inter-personal relationships. The family members may
need the opportunity “to vent.” Mediation may be the
tool to use in attempting to resolve the continuing inter-
personal disputes, and in such situations, mediation is
usually a better tool for a long-term solution. 

Mediation in 
Michigan Guardianship Proceedings

Pursuant to the applicable Michigan statute, the
court appoints a guardian ad litem24 to protect the rights
and interests of the disabled ward. The statutory provi-
sion imposes a duty upon the guardian ad litem to report
to the court whether a disagreement or dispute related
to the guardianship might be resolved through court-or-
dered mediation.25 This sets the immediate groundwork
for the court to order the parties to mediation. Accord-
ing to John N. Kirkendall, the probate judge of Washte-
naw County (where Ann Arbor is located), guardians ad
litem receive training by the court about what to look for
so they can recommend, at the outset, those proceedings
where they believe mediation will be of assistance.26

The participation of the proposed ward (respondent),
to the full extent possible, is crucial.27 The mediator
should make a decision about the extent of the partici-
pation by the proposed ward at the mediation session,28

depending on the person’s capacity. It is also important
that the proposed ward has representation29 (or a sup-
port person or a surrogate, such as a guardian ad litem or
legal counsel appointed) at the mediation session(s).

The mediation session is confidential—that is a basic
fundamental of mediation. A conflict may arise regard-
ing the guardian ad litem’s role in the mediation since a
guardian ad litem is required to report to the court. One
possible way30 to resolve this conflict is for the guardian
ad litem to complete the report before the mediation,
then participate in the mediation to protect the rights
and interests of the proposed ward, with the hope a me-
diated agreement will be reached. Thus, it will not be
necessary for the guardian ad litem to report on any con-
fidential information brought into the open at the medi-
ation session(s). If no mediated agreement is reached, it
may be necessary for the court to appoint legal counsel
for the proposed ward or a successor guardian ad litem
for the hearing. 

In a videotape describing the program,31 Judge Kirk-
endall states that, although judges are trained in resolv-
ing legal issues and making legal rulings on standards
of proof and evidence, a mediator’s training is different.
A mediator focuses on the needs of the parties. Thus, the
result can be a broader-based settlement that might not
be available from a judge in a courtroom setting.
The mediated settlement may result in more creative so-
lutions. According to Judge Kirkendall, mediation has
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assisted in resolving 85% of the guardianship cases be-
fore him.32

Should Mediation
Be Available Under Article 81?

In the article titled “Court-Annexed ADR on the
Rise,”33 some advantages of mediation are described: 

Mediation . . . provides a more flexible and informal at-
mosphere than litigation. As a result, the parties can
discuss certain confidential information with the medi-
ator that they would not otherwise discuss with the
other party or a judge. A skilled mediator can uncover,
through this confidential exchange, underlying inter-
ests and settlement options that would not have been
explored in direct negotiations, litigation or even a typ-
ical settlement conference. Mediation, therefore, often
results in substantial savings in litigation costs and cre-
ative solutions tailored to the specific interests of the
parties.

Many times guardianship proceedings contain
highly litigated issues interrelated with strong heated
emotions of who should be the guardian and what pow-
ers should be granted. These proceedings can be highly
confrontational, particularly those involving dysfunc-
tional families. Each member of the family brings to the
table the “baggage” of the sibling rivalry that has been
brewing among them during the past 30 years. Family
dynamics may be such that old communication patterns
block constructive decision making. Many of the same
issues raised in court cases—safety and autonomy, liv-
ing arrangements, financial management, and planning
for the future—can be resolved in mediation,34 and thus
possibly leave no need for the appointment of a
guardian and the attendant legal finding of incapacity. 

In a family situation, even though there may be many
disputes between the siblings or other relatives (nieces,
nephews, cousins, etc.), they may still prefer to keep it
“private”—they don’t want to air all their family dis-
putes in a courtroom in a litigated court proceeding.
Many of these individuals have never been involved in
any court proceeding, and this is their first encounter—
involving, e.g., guardianship for their mother. In such

situations, mediation may provide the necessary tool to
address the concerns of all the family members.

1. This article is written specifically referring to Article 81 of
the Mental Hygiene Law under which proceedings are
commenced for the appointment of a guardian (for prop-
erty matters and/or for personal needs) of an incapaci-
tated person. Abbreviated references to the law as simply
“Article 81” are common among practitioners in the field.
Article 81 is used most often to provide for the needs of
the elderly, but can be used for persons of all ages in
many different types of situations involving many types
of disability. It may also be used for young individuals,
generally when a substantial sum of money from a
source such as a personal injury settlement must be man-
aged or the person meets the definition of incapacity. In
other circumstances that require guardians for children,
for the mentally retarded and for those with specific de-
velopmental disabilities, proceedings for a guardian may
be commenced in the surrogate’s court under Article 17
and Article 17-A of the Surrogate’s Court Procedure Act.
They are entirely different types of proceedings. 

2. MHL § 81.01 states specifically that the objective was to
make available to persons with incapacities “the least re-
strictive form of intervention which assists them in meet-
ing their needs but, at the same time, permits them to ex-
ercise the independence and self-determination of which
they are capable.” 

3. Mediation is defined as an informal “process in which a
trained neutral assists disputants in framing issues in dis-
pute, enhances communication between parties, helps
parties develop possible solutions, and aids them in
reaching mutually acceptable agreements.” Erica Wood,
Dispute Resolution and Dementia: Seeking Solutions, 35 Ga.
L. Rev., 785, 800 (2001) (“Wood, Dispute Resolution and De-
mentia”).

4. In the facilitative model the mediator encourages the par-
ties to generate their own settlement options, and does
not suggest the settlement terms. Facilitative mediation is
“the intervention into a dispute or negotiation by an ac-
ceptable, impartial and neutral third party, who has no
authoritative decision-making power, to assist disputing
parties in voluntarily reaching their own mutually ac-
ceptable settlement of issues in dispute.” Susan Hartman,
Adult Guardianship Mediation Manual 8, 44 (1996) (defi-
nition adapted from Christopher W. Moore, The Media-
tion Process 14 (1986)) (“Hartman, Adult Guardianship
Mediation Manual”).

5. Court-ordered mediation is provided through two court
rules (both effective August 1, 2000): MCR 2.411 court-
ordered mediation in civil cases and MCR 5.143 probate
cases are subject to the same process. See Mich. Comp.
Laws § 700.5305 (eff. June 1, 2001).

6. See Washington statute, Wash. Rev. Code § 11.88.090(2),
which provides that the court may order parties in a
guardianship case to participate in mediation, establish
the terms of the mediation, and allocate the cost of the
mediation. 

7. See Utah Third District Court (Salt Lake City) at <http://
www.courtlink.utcourts.gov/mediation/adr_prob.htm>. 

8. The first such program (conducted over three years) was
in Washtenaw County, MI, originally undertaken in 1991.
Thereafter, the four pilot sites were in Chicago, IL;
Tampa, FL; Denver, CO; and Albuquerque, NM, all ad-
ministered with the support of several grants.
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in court cases . . . can be resolved
in mediation, and thus possibly
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legal finding of incapacity.



9. Hartman, Adult Guardianship Mediation Manual, supra
note 4, at ii.

10. Ann Pfau & Daniel Weitz, Court-Annexed ADR on the Rise,
N.Y.L.J., Apr. 12, 1999, p. 1.

11. Susan Gary, Mediation and the Elderly: Using Mediation to
Resolve Probate Disputes over Guardianship and Inheritance,
32 Wake Forest L. Rev. 397, 413 (1997). See Mary Radford,
An Introduction to the Uses of Mediation and Other Forms of
Dispute Resolution in Probate, Trust, and Guardianship Mat-
ters, 34 Real Prop. Prob. & Tr. J. 602, 636–42 (Winter 2000).

12. Hartman, Adult Guardianship Mediation Manual, supra
note 4, at 24. 

13. MHL § 81.02(a)(1), (2). There may be some situations
where the AIP agrees to the appointment of a guardian
with certain specified powers, in which case, the court
would not have to make a finding of “incapacity.” The
court should be sure the AIP has the capacity to “agree,”
and the AIP should be questioned by the court. 

14. MHL § 81.02(a)(1), (2).
15. MHL § 81.02(b).
16. Whether this is simple and straightforward is question-

able as this author has seen some very unusual interpre-
tations in the attempt to prove incapacity. In this author’s
opinion, the definition of incapacity as per MHL § 81.02
is not clear, and appears to be a convoluted series of
phrases. Erica Wood, in Dispute Resolution and Dementia,
supra note 3, at 793, stated that incapacity under
guardianship statutes may be vaguely defined, vaguely
interpreted, and subject to misuse.

17. Wood, Dispute Resolution and Dementia, supra note 3, at
807, as reported by Hartman, Adult Guardianship Media-
tion Manual, supra note 4, at 12.

18. MHL § 81.12(a).
19. MHL § 81.15(b), (c).
20. MHL § 81.16(a), (b), (c).
21. Per MHL § 81.16(b), if the AIP is found to be incapaci-

tated, the court may appoint a “special” guardian to as-
sist in completing single transactions and making protec-
tive arrangements.

22. Hartman, Adult Guardianship Mediation Manual, supra
note 4, at 23.

23. Id.
24. The Michigan statute calls for the appointment of a

“guardian ad litem” to protect the rights and interests of
the disabled ward and report to the court. The guardian
ad litem does not have to be an attorney. Mich. Comp.
Laws § 700.5305(i)(b), (c), (e). The New York statute, by
contrast, appoints a court evaluator, who does not have
to be an attorney, to independently investigate and pro-
vide a written report for the court. See MHL § 81.09. 

25. Mich. Comp. Laws § 700.5305(ii).
26. Videotape: Adult Guardianship Mediation: A Judge’s Per-

spective (The Center for Social Gerontology 1997)
(“Videotape”).

27. Judge John Kirkendall, Videotape, supra note 26.
28. See ADA Mediation Guidelines, Cardozo Online J. Conflict

Resol. (Feb. 16, 2000), available at <http://www.cardozo.
yu.edu/cojcr/new_site/index.htm> (last updated Mar.
16, 2001). The mediator should determine a party’s capac-
ity to mediate “on a case by case basis, if and when a
question arises” and that “[a]n adjudication of legal inca-
pacity is not necessarily determinative of capacity to me-
diate,” as such party may still be able to participate in

mediation. See also Wood, Dispute Resolution and Dementia,
supra note 3, at 808–809. 

29. See supra note 28. Even if the proposed ward-respondent
is not present, a representative on behalf of the proposed
ward (respondent) such as a guardian ad litem or legal
counsel should be present at each mediation session. See
ADA Mediation Guidelines, supra note 28, at 8. (Note, if
mediation is adopted for guardianship proceedings in
New York, the court evaluator can provide this role.)

30. As reported by Susan Hartman at the Guardian Media-
tion Training Program, Center for Social Gerontology, in
Ann Arbor, MI, June 3–5, 2001.

31. Videotape, supra note 26.
32. Id.
33. Pfau & Weitz, supra note 10.
34. See Hartman, Adult Guardianship Mediation Manual,

supra note 4, at 25.
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In a Suit Based on Intentional Acts,
Defendant May Attempt to Raise

Comparative Fault Under CPLR 1411
BY JAMES A. BEHA II

Plaintiff, a male model moonlighting as a bartender,
serves the already intoxicated defendant yet again,
and then speaks disparagingly about defendant’s

nearest and dearest. Defendant then beats plaintiff with
a chair, scarring him for life and substantially reducing
his future earning potential. When plaintiff sues, may
defendant reduce the damages he owes, as found by the
jury, by reason of plaintiff’s own provocative actions?

If a commercial lender fails to supervise adequately
the safety of its collateral (say, a shipment of bicycles),
may a third party who converts the collateral (and, of
course, no longer has possession when sued) reduce
what it must pay the lender because the lender’s negli-
gence made the conversion possible?

Finally, if a party in a commercial transaction bribes
an employee of the other party to extract better financial
terms, may the bribe-payer later argue in defending a
fraud suit that negligent supervision of the employee by
the bilked plaintiff, as well as the failure of the plaintiff
to follow industry procedures in reviewing contract
terms, contributed to the loss and hence should reduce
any damage award?

Every plaintiff naturally contends that the intentional
wrongdoer should pay in full for the injuries inflicted.
Each defendant pleads that, whatever his wrong, plain-
tiff should not be excused from the consequences of his
own actions. Which party holds the correct view? The
answer (such as it is) lies in the courts’ interpretation of
CPLR 1411, New York’s comparative fault statute. 

Should Intentional Tortfeasors Benefit?
CPLR 1411, enacted in 1975, seems to say that every

tort defendant may have the benefit of a “comparative
fault” defense in reduction of damages. However, for
the better part of two decades the prevailing wisdom
has been that a “comparative fault” defense was not
available to the intentional tortfeasor, just as an inten-
tional tortfeasor could not, under prior law, plead con-
tributory negligence as a defense to liability. Some re-
cent cases, however, support a more universal
application of CPLR 1411, leaving a plaintiff to bear the
cost of his own mistakes, whatever the nature of the
wrong done to him.

At first glance, the opening section of CPLR Article
14-A appears to resolve the debate, stating that in “any
action to recover damages for personal injury, injury to
property, or wrongful death, the culpable conduct at-
tributable to the claimant” shall proportionally diminish
the damages otherwise recoverable.1 The “bar” of con-
tributory negligence—which often disabled a recovery
premised on negligence—was swept away by this 1975
legislation; one might also conclude that a rule of com-
parative fault (or comparative causation of fault) now
applied to all tortious behavior. This view is reinforced
by the 1975 Judicial Conference Report: “The defen-
dant’s culpable conduct may include, but is not neces-
sarily limited to, negligence, breach of warranty, a viola-
tion of a statute giving rise to civil liability, conduct
giving rise to liability upon a theory of strict liability
and intentional misconduct.” (emphasis supplied). Be-
cause “intentional misconduct” by defendant is ex-
pressly mentioned, one might conclude that CPLR 1411
applies in litigation concerning an intentional tort like
assault, fraud, breach of fiduciary duty, or conversion.

But woe to those who read statutes without checking
the case law annotations! A number of cases applying
New York law have determined (or, in some instances,
assumed) that CPLR 1411 does not apply to intentional
tort cases at all, and thus is not available as an aid to an
intentional tortfeasor. The leading case for this contrary
result is a 1990 decision by the Appellate Division, First
Department in City of New York v. Corwen.2

Before Corwen was decided, a series of Fourth De-
partment cases had taken conflicting approaches to the
applicability of CPLR 1411 in cases based on intentional
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torts, and in each instance there had been little substan-
tive discussion. In Comeau v. Lucas,3 CPLR 1411 was ap-
plied in a case that included an assault claim, and in Jor-
dan v. Britton,4 defendant, convicted of manslaughter,
was entitled to apportionment of damages for wrongful
death where decedent’s culpable conduct contributed to
his injuries or death. In Anderson v. WHEC-TV,5 how-
ever, the court said CPLR 1411 is not available to inten-
tional tortfeasors who could not have asserted contribu-
tory negligence. Results elsewhere in New York
reflected competing policy considerations and, again,
reached conflicting answers.6

In Corwen, the First Department came down on the
side of limiting the application of CPLR 1411: “In the
past, contributory negligence clearly has not been re-
garded as a defense to intentional torts [citation omit-
ted] and that appears to remain the rule with respect to
comparative negligence (see, Anderson v. WHEC-TV, 92
A.D.2d 747).” Although the “appears to” language
sounds equivocal, the result was that a defense of com-
parative fault was stricken, and Corwen has since been
repeatedly cited for the proposition that CPLR 1411 is
not available to a defendant found to be an intentional
tortfeasor. As will be seen, however, the soundness of
that proposition is far from clear.

Early Case Law vs. Legislative History
The rationale for excluding intentional tortfeasors

from the benefits of CPLR 1411 is said to lie in the im-
petus for that 1975 legislation: to abrogate the “bar” to
recovery in negligence actions posed by contributory
negligence of the plaintiff. Some plaintiffs successfully
argued that this remedial purpose—to “liberate” a neg-
ligent plaintiff—should limit the scope of the statute.
Since contributory negligence had never been a bar to
recovery in the case of an intentional tort, they reasoned,
CPLR 1411 should not be read to reduce the recovery
available to the victim of an intentional tort.7

This argument—that CPLR 1411 was intended to lib-
erate a negligence plaintiff, not reduce the recovery
available to the victim of an intentional tort—has emo-
tional appeal. It also finds some support in the very title
of § 1411, which says it applies “where contributory
negligence is . . . established”; under prior law, contrib-
utory negligence would not be addressed, and thus
never “established” in an intentional tort case. This po-
sition does not, however, have any express support in
the legislative history. That history concluded with the
sweeping restructuring of tort damages law begun by
Dole v. Dow Chemical Co.,8 the enactment of Article 14,
and the amendment of N.Y. General Obligations Law
§ 15-108.

The only Court of Appeals decision to address the
scope of CPLR 1411 as a defense, Arbegast v. Board of Ed-
ucation of South Berlin Central School District,9 did so in a

rather different context, that of the doctrine of assump-
tion of risk. Arbegast reviewed at some length the history
behind the enactment of CPLR 1411, both the prior com-
mon law of contributory negligence and assumption of
risk, and the legislative history. The Court concluded
that legislative history “made clear that ‘this article is
applicable not only to negligence actions, but to all ac-
tions brought to recover damages for personal injury, in-
jury to property or wrongful death whatever the legal
theory on which the suit is based.’” It specifically noted
that by using the phrase “culpable conduct” rather than
negligence, the legislature wanted to ensure that the
statute would be broadly applicable to all conduct con-
tributing to a plaintiff’s damages, not just “negligent”
conduct,10 concluding as follows: “What the statute re-
quires comparison of is not negligence but conduct
which, for whatever reason, the law deems blamewor-
thy, in order to fix the relationship of each party’s con-
duct to the injury sustained.”11

The reference to any action in CPLR 1411 and its leg-
islative history regarding intentional misconduct can
also be contrasted to CPLR 1601 and 1602. They too deal
with apportionment of damages, although only in per-
sonal injury actions. The legislature expressly excluded
from those apportionment provisions actions requiring
proof of intent.12 It did not do so in CPLR 1411.

Several of the New York lower court decisions ad-
dressing the scope of CPLR 1411, including all the
Fourth Department opinions mentioned above, had pre-
dated Arbegast. The 1986 Haran decision13 by Justice
Winick in Nassau County, however, recognized the im-
plications of Arbegast, concluding that CPLR 1411 did
indeed apply to intentional torts. When the First De-
partment addressed this issue in 1990 in Corwen, it had
Arbegast cited to it as precedent. Nevertheless, the panel
answered the question in the negative, citing the earlier
Fourth Department Anderson opinion, and not mention-
ing Arbegast or Haran.14

Current State of the Law
The failure of the Corwen opinion to discuss, let alone

distinguish, Arbegast leaves the bar somewhat at sea. It
should be noted that defendant Corwen was charged
with commercial bribery, a felony. The trial court had fo-
cused on this aspect of the case, interpreting the Court
of Appeals decision in another case, Barker v. Kallash,15 to
mean that the defense of comparative fault cannot be
raised by those in “serious violation of the law.” (While
Barker actually said nothing about defenses—being a de-
cision about whether a plaintiff is barred from bringing
suit because of the illegal character of plaintiff’s own
conduct—it does perhaps suggest that a party whose
conduct is a serious crime should not be allowed to use
CPLR 1411 to limit its responsibility.) This seemed to
imply that a defendant who committed an intentional
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act that was somehow not a “serious” violation of the
law might be able to raise plaintiff’s comparative fault.
However, the First Department opinion did not express
any such reservation or cite Barker as part of the panel’s
rationale.

After Corwen, some courts seem to have taken the ex-
clusion of intentional torts from CPLR 1411 as a given.
For example, in Scott v. Dime Savings Bank of New York,16

Judge Chin cited Corwen and stated, without discussion,
that the jury’s finding of comparative fault (which had
been applied to a negligence
award) would not reduce the
damages awarded on plain-
tiff’s breach of fiduciary duty
claim.17 (It should be noted
that there is no indication in
the opinion that the defen-
dant had even argued that
CPLR 1411 should apply to
the fiduciary duty claim.)
Over the years, Corwen was also recognized in several
other federal decisions as stating New York law.18 Nev-
ertheless, some recent decisions conclude that CPLR
1411 relief can be available to defendants liable for in-
tentional torts.

In Coty v. Steigerwald, the Fourth Department touched
on this question again after a dozen years of silence.19

The panel stated that it “agree[d] with defendants that
comparative fault principles may be applied to a cause
of action for breach of fiduciary duty,” but held that the
facts did not permit such an application in the case be-
fore it. The panel cited Arbegast in support of its view,
but made no mention of prior Fourth Department prece-
dent—not even a word about the 1983 Anderson opinion
to the contrary!

Two decisions by Judge McKenna of the Southern
District of New York squarely address this topic. In a
case dealing with loans to an oil company (AroChem)
that subsequently collapsed, two syndicate lenders sued
the lead bank (represented by the writer), alleging
breach of fiduciary duty, fraudulent inducement and
other intentional torts. The lead bank protested its inno-
cence and asserted that plaintiffs’ losses were the result
of AroChem’s criminal fraud and of plaintiffs’ own fail-
ures of diligence. Plaintiffs moved to dismiss the CPLR
1411 defense, relying on Corwen and other cases men-
tioned above.

Judge McKenna’s decision, Bank Brussels Lambert v.
The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A.,20 is the only opinion to
discuss the application of CPLR 1411 to intentional torts
in more than cursory fashion since the Haran decision in
1986. While recognizing “the lack of firm and unequiv-
ocal guidance in the New York case law construing
CPLR 1411,” Judge McKenna concluded, “albeit dubi-

tante, that the New York Court of Appeals would find
that CPLR 1411 is available to defendant in the present
case as to plaintiffs’ claims of intentional tort, i.e., fraud,
gross negligence and breach of fiduciary duty.”

Judge McKenna found that the New York Court of
Appeals’ thorough analysis of the legislative history of
Article 14-A in Arbegast made it clear that the Court en-
dorsed an expansive view of the statute’s scope; further,
the Court’s construction of CPLR 1411 in that case,
which was focused on causation, suggested no reason to

automatically exclude the
statute’s availability to a de-
fendant who might be an in-
tentional tortfeasor. Judge
McKenna also stated that
there was no logical reason
why, where an intentional
tort was only a partial cause
of a plaintiff’s loss, that the
plaintiff should nevertheless

recover fully for a loss caused in part by its own negli-
gence.

Judge McKenna did not feel bound by Corwen, as it
was a decision of an intermediate appellate court, but he
did distinguish it:

Public policy considerations arising out of the fact that
the defendants in Corwen had engaged in bribery, relied
on by the court below, may also be considered to have
been a part of the ground for the affirmance. Such a fac-
tor is not present here where plaintiffs’ claims, includ-
ing those sounding in fraud, are asserted under the
common law of New York.21

The same issue later arose before Judge McKenna in
a related AroChem case, resulting in another opinion on
the subject, Bank Brussels Lambert v. Credit Lyonnais (Su-
isse) S.A.22 Here, the same plaintiffs had sued a bank
outside the syndicate for fraudulent interference with
their AroChem loan and for conversion of collateral se-
curing the lender group. Defendant responded that
plaintiffs were themselves responsible for their injuries,
alleging, among other things, that plaintiffs had failed to
monitor their collateral properly.

Plaintiffs contended that even if CPLR 1411 applied
to intentional torts in general (as Judge McKenna had al-
ready ruled), it should not apply to the tort of conver-
sion, as to which the owner’s negligence had never been
permitted as a defense. Their argument ran as follows: If
I leave my watch on the table and walk away, my negli-
gence should not reduce your obligation to return the
watch (or pay me the fair value of the watch) after you
have taken it.23 Judge McKenna did not tie his answer to
the specifics of the AroChem fact pattern, but simply
stuck to his reading of Arbegast and indicated that CPLR
Article 14-A modified any rule that negligence is not a
defense to conversion.24
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Other Considerations
Can this really mean that the wrongdoer does not

have to pay in full for the watch (or bicycle) he took?
Can the bribe-maker keep some of the benefit of his
wrongly obtained contract because the victim was not
vigilant? Although such questions were not reached in
either of the decisions by Judge McKenna, the writer
would suggest that the answer might well come in two
parts.

First, CPLR 1411 refers to the “culpable conduct of the
claimant.” (emphasis supplied). Nothing in the legisla-
tive history tells us if “culpable” was intended to mean
more than that the conduct also “caused the damages,”
but in Arbegast the Court of Appeals focused the analy-
sis on “conduct which, for whatever reason, the law
deems blameworthy.”25 Case law makes clear that in as-
sessing the extent to which conduct is “culpable,” the
jury properly considers not only the strength of the
causal link but also the magnitude of each party’s
fault.26 As the New Jersey Supreme Court commented in
deciding that its state’s comparative fault statute also
applied where defendant’s conduct constituted an in-
tentional tort:

The different levels of culpability inherent in each type
of conduct will merely be reflected in the jury’s appor-
tionment of fault. By viewing the various types of tor-
tious conduct in that way, we adhere most closely to the
guiding principle of comparative fault—to distribute
the loss in proportion to the respective faults of the par-
ties causing that loss.27 (emphasis supplied).

Finding a “blameworthy” breach of duty by the
plaintiff who has suffered an intentional wrong is not an
easy task for a jury, even though society (and share-
holders) expect certain levels of diligence and vigilance
in the conduct of business and personal affairs.
Nonetheless, “blame” is precisely what the jury is
weighing when it weighs the “culpable” nature of plain-
tiff’s own conduct.

How does this question of blame relate to the ques-
tion at hand? In the law of torts, “fault” and “blame”
have been flexible, evolving concepts, ones usually
linked to the concept of duty, particularly the duty of
care. In the bicycle conversion hypothetical at the begin-
ning of this article, one might argue that, as to the loss of
the goods taken, the owner’s negligent conduct should
not be deemed “blameworthy,” whatever its causal rel-
evance. Put somewhat differently, and with a nod to
Hartford Accident and its watch analogy, the law does not
impose on plaintiff any offsetting “duty” of care in the
context of a remedy for theft. And in the commercial
bribery hypothetical (reminiscent of Corwen), might not
one argue that, in the context of righting the wrong, the
law simply should not impose a “duty” on the victim to
have foreseen the crime? These are essentially public
policy considerations; they resonate in a case such as

Coty, with its ambiguous holding that CPLR 1411 did
not apply because “plaintiff had no duty” which was
breached.

A second route to an answer in a given case emerges
from considering the remedies sought for a particular
wrong. New York law distinguishes between direct and
consequential compensatory damages; New York also
distinguishes between the award of compensatory dam-
ages and the remedy of recoupment. One who took
property of another should neither be excused from giv-
ing the property (or its full value) back, nor allowed to
profit from his wrong. CPLR 1411 should not be read or
applied to impair this particular form of recovery. Out-
right theft of property does not neatly fall within “injury
to property” at all (the property may not have been “in-
jured”—it is possession that has been affected), and the
standard remedy for conversion is really a variety of re-
coupment.

Much of damages analysis (and particularly damage
analysis in commercial cases) is not about the immedi-
ate, direct impact of tortious conduct, but about its con-
sequences—the loss of future revenues, the kingdom lost
because of a shoe (or a bicycle), the overpriced invest-
ment that turned far worse. As to foreseeable conse-
quences of the tort (beyond the direct loss) it is a fair
question whether a plaintiff is to be immunized from his
own errors because the others who harmed him did so
intentionally rather than negligently. Applying CPLR
1411 to consequential damages of an intentional tort like
conversion does not “enrich” the defendant but rather
limits its liability for additional consequences for which
the plaintiff shares some blame. 

1. CPLR 1411 states: 
§ 1411:  Damages recoverable when contributory
negligence or assumption of risk is established: 

In any action to recover damages for personal in-
jury, injury to property, or wrongful death, the cul-
pable conduct attributable to the claimant or to the
decedent, including contributory negligence or as-
sumption of risk, shall not bar recovery, but the
amount of damages otherwise recoverable shall be
diminished in the proportion which the culpable
conduct attributable to the claimant or decedent
bears to the culpable conduct which caused the
damages.

2. 164 A.D.2d 212, 565 N.Y.S.2d 457 (1st Dep’t 1990).
3. 90 A.D.2d 674, 455 N.Y.S.2d 871 (4th Dep’t 1982).
4. 128 A.D.2d 315, 515 N.Y.S.2d 678 (4th Dep’t 1987).
5. 92 A.D.2d 747, 461 N.Y.S.2d 607 (4th Dep’t 1983). Taken

aback by discovery of this line of cases, our plaintiff
might now check the McKinney’s commentary, the vener-
ated Siegel treatise, and the exhaustive reaches of Wein-
stein-Korn-Miller. Not only do none of these say that
CPLR 1411 does not apply to intentional torts, but the
Weinstein treatise echoes the Judicial Conference Report:
“When determining the total culpable conduct that
caused the damages, the trier of fact must consider the
conduct of both defendant and the claimant. . . . The de-
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fendant’s conduct may include, but is not limited to, negli-
gence . . . and intentional misconduct.” 2A Weinstein-
Korn-Miller, New York Civil Practice § 1411.05 at 14A-19
(emphasis supplied). Notwithstanding the treatise lan-
guage, in Blue Cross and Blue Shield of New Jersey, Inc. v.
Phillip Morris, Inc., 36 F. Supp. 2d 560, 575 (E.D.N.Y. 1999),
Judge Weinstein commented that “contributory or com-
parative negligence is not a defense to fraud.” While
plaintiff’s fault was never a bar to a claim for fraud, as an
intentional tort, if CPLR 1411 is to be given effect in re-
duction of damages, New York law requires that it be
pleaded as a defense. Thus, if the treatise view is correct
then CPLR 1411 would be a “defense” in a fraud case.

6. See Haran v. New York Metropolitan Baseball Club, Inc., 131
Misc. 2d 392, 393–94, 500 N.Y.S.2d 485 (Sup. Ct., Nassau
Co. 1986) (earlier cases discussed statute applied to inten-
tional torts).

7. See, e.g., Leiner v. First Wythe Ave. Serv. Station, Inc., 121
Misc. 2d 559, 468 N.Y.S.2d 302 (Civ. Ct., Kings Co. 1983),
aff’d, 127 Misc. 2d 794, 492 N.Y.S.2d 708 (App. Term, 2d
Dist. 1985) (“[w]here the tort complained of does not
allow for a defense of contributory negligence, the adop-
tion of CPLR 1411 will not be the instrument of its cre-
ation”).

8. 30 N.Y.2d 143 (1972).
9. 65 N.Y.2d 161, 166–67, 490 N.Y.S.2d 751 (1985). One ear-

lier Court of Appeals decision had dealt with the avail-
ability of CPLR 1411 to certain categories of plaintiffs. In
Barker v. Kallash, 63 N.Y.2d 19, 479 N.Y.S.2d 201 (1984), the
Court of Appeals held that CPLR 1411 did not overturn
the common law doctrine that a plaintiff injured while in-
volved in “substantial violation of the law” could not sue
others for his injury (Barker involved the construction of a
bomb).

10. Arbegast, 65 N.Y.2d at 166–67. Cf. Lippes v. Atlantic Bank of
New York, 69 A.D.2d 127, 137-38, 419 N.Y.S.2d 505 (1st
Dep’t 1979) (“Use of the term culpable conduct in CPLR
1411, rather than ‘negligent conduct’” suggests legislative
intent to reach “any breach of legal duty or fault by the
defendant”).

11. Arbegast, 65 N.Y.2d at 168. The Court of Appeals’ sense of
the breadth of CPLR 1411’s reach has had its limits. In
Mullen v. Zoebe, Inc., 86 N.Y.2d 135, 630 N.Y.S.2d 269
(1995), the Court held that notwithstanding CPLR 1411
“the culpability of an injured or deceased firefighter in
contributing to the happening of the injury-producing ac-
cident” could not be invoked by defendant property
owner in a statutory suit brought by a firefighter brought
against the owner for creating hazardous conditions that
violated fire safety laws (General Municipal Law § 205-a).
The Court explained that § 205-a presents an express leg-
islative allocation of fault-based recoveries: the statute
prohibits a remedy for firefighters where the owner is
merely negligent and allows firefighters a recovery only
in circumstances of illegality (e.g., code violations). The
Court concluded that allowing comparison of fault in the
instances where the firefighter is permitted a remedy
would be inconsistent with the statutory purpose of plac-
ing “full responsibility” on the defendant in the case of a
code violation. Mullen, 86 N.Y.2d at 140. See also Bland v.
Manocherean, 66 N.Y.2d 452, 497 N.Y.S.2d 880 (1985), hold-
ing that CPLR 1411 is not available as a defense in actions
brought under Labor Law § 240(1).

12. See Siler v. 146 Montague Assocs., 228 A.D.2d 33, 652
N.Y.S.2d 315 (2d Dep’t 1997).

13. See supra, note 6.

14. The appellate record shows that the passages of Arbegast
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New Federal Regulations
Expand Protections

For Privacy of Health Records
BY JANE F. CLEMENS

For the first time ever, New Yorkers have a compre-
hensive set of rules that govern the privacy of
health records.1 Regulations issued by the federal

Office of Civil Rights of the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) under the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA)2 ex-
ceed any existing requirements of New York law by:

• Expanding the categories of people and entities re-
quired to maintain confidentiality of health information.

• Specifying in detail the steps an entity subject to
the regulations must take to insure that confidentiality
of an individual’s health history is preserved.

• Limiting the release of health information to the
minimum reasonably needed for the purpose of the dis-
closure.

• Detailing the rights individuals have to gain access
to their own records and have their records corrected.

• Providing for civil and criminal penalties that ex-
ceed any remedy provided by current New York law.

The regulations issued by DHHS preempt state law
only if state law is less protective of an individual’s right
to require that his or her own health records be kept in
strict confidence.3 To the extent that current New York
rules provide greater privacy protections to an individ-
ual, those rules continue to apply.4 Therefore, in any sit-
uation, whether a request for disclosure by an individ-
ual for a copy of his or her own health record, a request
by an individual to correct a health record or a request
by a third party for an individual’s health record, both
the federal and state law must be analyzed.

The New York Public Health Law and the New York
Mental Hygiene Law are the principal statutory sources
of New York law that require health information to be
held in confidence. Special additional statutes are in
effect covering specific situations, e.g., HIV and AIDS
patients,5 disclosure of records in litigation,6 and the
collection of statistical information by various govern-
mental agencies.7 This article is limited to examining
the impact the new federal regulations have on records
subject only to the Public Health Law or the Mental Hy-
giene Law.

Expansion of Entities Covered
HIPAA expands the kinds of entities that must keep

health records confidential.
Both the state Public Health Law and the state Men-

tal Hygiene Law generally apply only to facilities li-
censed by the Department of Health, the Office of Men-
tal Health, or the Office of Mental Retardation and
Developmental Disabilities.8

A new term of art, “covered entity,” is included in the
HIPAA regulations. Covered entities are health care
providers,9 health plans,10 and health care clearing-
houses11 that transmit or maintain any health informa-
tion12 via electronic media13 in connection with a trans-
action covered by the regulations. The definition of
health plan includes: group health plans (except certain
employee-sponsored plans) as defined in ERISA (with
either 50 or more participants or ones that are adminis-
tered other than by the employer who maintains the
plan and employee welfare benefit plans established for
two or more employers), health insurance issuers,
HMOs, Medicaid programs, Medicare programs, and
long-term care policies. Included among covered health
plans are limited-scope dental and vision health plans,
and excluded from the applicability of the statute are
worker compensation programs, property and casualty
insurance programs, and disability insurance programs.
In addition, nursing home fixed indemnity policies are
excluded, although issuers of all other long-term plans
are included.
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The term “health care provider“ incorporates the
Medicare definitions of provider but is broader than
that set forth in the New York Public Health Law be-
cause in addition to the practitioners and institutions
identified in the New York statute, a variety of techni-
cians, aides and suppliers of durable medical equip-
ment are also covered.

Kinds of Information Protected
HIPAA expands the kind of information protected.
The Public Health Law applies to patient information

except for mental health information and information
received from certain sources or under certain condi-
tions.14 It protects “any information concerning or relat-
ing to the examination, health assessment for insurance
and employment purposes” as well as information con-
cerning the “treatment of an identifiable subject main-
tained or possessed by a health care facility or health
care practitioner who has provided or is providing ser-
vices for assessment of a health condition,” except:
(1) Clinical records subject to the provisions of § 23.05 or
§ 33.13 of the Mental Hygiene Law. (2) Personal notes of
the health care practitioner if those notes were not dis-
closed by the practitioner to any person after January 1,
1987. (3) Information maintained by the practitioner and
received from another practitioner. (4) Information dis-
closed to the practitioner by a third party on condition
that it would not be disclosed to the patient.15

The Mental Hygiene Law protects only what is in the
record, which the regulations prescribe as “including
data pertaining to admission, legal matters affecting the
patient or client, records and notation of course of care
and treatment, therapies, restrictions on patient’s or
client’s rights, periodic examinations, and such other in-
formation as he or she may require.”16 Clinical record
means “information concerning or relating to the exam-
ination or treatment of an identifiable patient or client
maintained or possessed by a facility which has treated
or is treating such patient or client.”17

HIPAA protects:
All Information Regardless of Source With limited

exceptions, the new regulations apply to all individually
identifiable health information in any form held or
transmitted by a covered entity.18

All Information Regardless Who Created It The in-
formation protected is information whether oral or
recorded and whether received or created by a “health
care provider, health plan, public health authority, em-
ployer, life insurer, school or university, or health care
clearinghouse.”19

Physical and Mental Health Information Protection
extends to information about the physical as well as
mental health conditions of an individual.20 The infor-
mation may relate “to past, present, or future physical
or mental health or condition of an individual; the pro-

vision of health care to an individual; or the past, pre-
sent, or future payment for the provision of health care
to an individual.”21 Psychotherapy notes are treated
specially and subject to a higher standard of confiden-
tiality.

Individually Identifiable Information The informa-
tion protected must be identifiable—that is, information
from which a person can identify the person to whom it
relates, whether or not the person’s name is included.22

The regulations provide that if certain specified infor-
mation is removed, information is presumed non-iden-
tifiable if the entity has no reason to believe that the an-
ticipated recipient of the information could use the
information either alone or in conjunction with other in-
formation to ascertain the identity of the individual in-
volved.23

Information that can be removed to satisfy the non-
identifiable part of the test includes name, address, birth
date, telephone and fax numbers, e-mail addresses,
medical record number, health plan beneficiary number,
account number, photographs, fingerprints, Web URL,
etc. Although the regulations provide an objective test of
information that can be removed to make information
presumed to be non-identifiable, determining in hind-
sight whether an organization had a reason to believe
the recipient could use the information to ascertain the
identity of the individual involved is very subjective
and will depend upon an analysis of the circumstances
surrounding the disclosure.

Access to Patient Information
HIPAA clarifies who has access to patient informa-

tion.
The Public Health Law mandates disclosure to “qual-

ified persons” who are: (1) The patient upon the pa-
tient’s written request. (2) The committee for an incom-
petent person appointed under Article 78 of the Mental
Hygiene Law or a guardian appointed under Article 81.
(3) A parent or guardian of a minor with special restric-
tions.24

The Public Health Law then provides that disclosure
to certain types of entities or in certain circumstances
does not constitute disclosure. For example, a disclosure
to another practitioner as part of the consultation or re-
ferral of the patient does not constitute a disclosure.
Likewise, the term “treatment” excludes certain excep-
tions.25

The Public Health Law does not require an individ-
ual to be notified if his or her health record is disclosed,
but rather, if the disclosure is authorized by law, simply
a notation in the patient’s record of the name and ad-
dress of the third party and the purpose for disclosure is
necessary.26 If a disclosure is made to a governmental
agency or insurance company, the note needs to be
made only upon the first disclosure.27 The statute re-
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quires that the disclosure made to the insurance com-
pany or governmental agency be “limited to that infor-
mation necessary in light of the reason for disclosure”
and further, that the information be kept confidential by
the person receiving the information.28

The Mental Hygiene Law follows a pattern similar to
the Public Health Law and prohibits release of clinical
records of an individual, with  enumerated exceptions.29

Disclosures allowed must be restricted to the infor-
mation necessary for the purpose for which disclosure is
sought. Thus a licensed mental health care provider is
required to exercise judgment in redacting some of the
applicable patient or client files.30 Any other disclosures
to a third person require a court order.31
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Summary of Privacy Regulations

Excepted from disclosure is data disclosed to the
treating practitioner in confidence by another person on
the express condition that such data would never be dis-
closed to the patient or client and provided that the data
has never been so disclosed.32 The term disclosure does
not include disclosures identified under MHL § 33.13
above. Requests for access to the record can be made by
the individual client or patient, a committee appointed
under Article 78 or guardian under Article 81 of the
Mental Hygiene Law, a guardian or parent of a minor, or
the parent, spouse or adult child of an adult patient.33

HIPAA does not draw fine distinctions about what
constitutes a disclosure. Rather, it sets out clear guide-
lines for the circumstances under which disclosure is or
is not permitted.

The federal privacy standards established under the
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act dif-
fer from the New York law in several important re-
spects. The most significant differences are:

Individually Identifiable Information HIPAA and
the Public Health Law both protect individually identi-
fiable health information whereas the Mental Hygiene
Law protects clinical records. The Public Health Law re-
quires the information to be identifiable to a particular
person without detailing what is to be considered in de-
termining identifiable. The HIPAA regulations enumer-
ate factors that will be considered in deciding whether
information is identifiable.

Scope of Information The Public Health Law pro-
tects any information about examination, assessment or
treatment. HIPAA adds protections for information re-
lating to payment for health care. The state statute ex-
cludes information received from another practitioner
or information disclosed by a third party on condition
that it will not be disclosed. HIPAA protects informa-
tion regardless of the source. The Public Health Law
also excludes notes of the health care practitioner if
those notes were not disclosed by the practitioner to any
person after January 1, 1987; HIPAA makes no similar
exclusion. New York has differing standards for physi-
cal and mental health records but HIPAA does not.

Use and Disclosure of Information HIPAA requires
an individual’s consent for use during treatment; nei-
ther the Public Health Law nor Mental Hygiene Law
do. All three of the statutes permit disclosure without
an individual’s authorization to some third parties in
some circumstances.

Administrative Requirements HIPAA specifies ex-
actly how a covered entity must safeguard confidential-

ity and includes requirements for employee training
and contractual safeguards; similar provisions do not
exist under New York law.

Scope of Disclosure HIPAA restricts the disclosure
to that which is necessary under the circumstances. The
Mental Hygiene Law has a similar provision, but the
Public Health Law does not.

Procedure for Correcting Records Neither the Pub-
lic Health Law nor the Mental Hygiene Law includes a
procedure by which an individual may correct what he
or she believes to be mistakes in the health or mental
health records although they both include a limited
remedy by requiring an individual’s request for correc-
tion to be attached to his or her records. HIPAA, on the
other hand, includes a procedure by which the individ-
ual’s record may be corrected.

Accounting for Disclosures Under the Mental Hy-
giene Law and the Public Health Law, a notation of all
disclosures must be kept in the record, except for dis-
closures made to some recipients. HIPAA requires an
accounting of all disclosures.

Penalties Penalties for failure to comply with the
confidentiality provisions range from civil penalties not
exceeding $1,000 for every violation under the Public
Health Law, to civil and criminal penalties of up to
$250,000 and jail up to 10 years under HIPAA.

Privacy of health information is now federally
regulated with supplemental state regulation. Health
care providers or others having health information
must increase their vigilance to prevent disclosure to
others. Although New York has historically protected
health information, individuals will now have greater
control over the content and use of their health infor-
mation.



Consent Generally, an individual has the right to re-
strict use or disclosure of identifiable health informa-
tion.34 The regulations require covered entities to obtain
an individual’s written consent for the use of his or her
health information for treatment, payment, and health
care operations.35

A limited emergency exception exists where the
provider is required by law to provide treatment or
where there are substantial communication barriers,
such as language differences, and the health care pro-
fessional believes treatment should be given.36 In addi-
tion, providers who have an indirect relationship with
the individual (i.e., do not see the patient) and providers
providing services to inmates need not obtain the pa-
tient’s consent to treatment.37 In a press release, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services said guidelines to
be issued will clarify how patient care will not be “un-
duly hampered by the confusing requirements sur-
rounding consent forms.”38

Authorization If an individual initiates a request for
disclosure of health information to a third party, he or
she must sign a written authorization, in plain English,
that identifies the items to be disclosed.39 The individual
may restrict which health care provider discloses the in-
formation and may also restrict the permitted recipient
of the disclosure.40

The form of authorization is prescribed by the regu-
lations and must include an expiration date, a manual
signature and date of signature,41 as well as statements
about the individual’s right to revoke the authorization,
and a notice that the individual understands that if dis-
closure is made to an entity that is not a covered entity,
the information will no longer be protected by HIPAA.42

All health care providers need to examine the form of
authorization for release of medical records in light of
these requirements.

If a covered entity initiates the disclosure, it must
have the individual sign a written authorization includ-
ing all of the above plus statements about the purpose
for the requested disclosure and identification of the in-
tended recipient.43 The request must limit the informa-
tion to be disclosed to the minimum necessary for the
particular question presented.44 In an effort to address
the growing use of direct mail and the selling of mailing
lists, if the covered entity will receive a financial benefit
from the disclosure, it also must disclose this fact to the
individual on the authorization form.45

Disclosures Permitted Without Authorization The
regulations detail permitted uses and disclosures of pro-
tected health information, without individual autho-
rization, which are similar to permitted disclosures on
items that are not considered disclosures under the
state’s Mental Hygiene Law and Public Health Law.
These include disclosures in connection with public

health activities, health oversight activities, judicial and
administrative proceedings, investigations by coroners
or medical examiners, law enforcement purposes (in-
cluding health care fraud), governmental health data
systems, directory information systems, banking and
payment processing, research, certain emergency situa-
tions, to next of kin (who has apparent authority to
make health care decisions with respect to the individ-
ual) and for certain specialized uses, in connection with
military, veteran affairs, the intelligence community and
the department of state.46 All of these permitted disclo-
sures are accompanied by special conditions and restric-
tions.

Procedures for Denial of Access
Under the Public Health Law, a provider may refuse

access if the provider determines that the requested re-
view “can reasonably be expected to cause substantial
and identifiable harm to the subject or others which
would outweigh the qualified person’s right to access to
the information”47 or the information requested is per-
sonal notes and observations.48 The statute gives a non-
exclusive list of factors that may be taken into account in
reaching that determination: (1) The need for continuing
care. (2) The extent to which the knowledge of the in-
formation may be harmful to the health or safety of
the patient or others. (3) Whether the information con-
tains sensitive material furnished by third parties.
(4) Whether the information contains sensitive materials
disclosed by the patient, except when the patient is re-
questing the information. (5) In the case of a minor, as
previously noted.49

The person denying access to the records must in-
form the person making the request and must state the
basis upon which such denial is made only if based
upon the reasons set forth in (1), (2) and (5) above.50 In
addition, the person making the request must be noti-
fied of the right to a review of the denial by a medical
records access review committee.51 The statute goes on
to provide time periods within which the provider must
notify the medical record access review committee of a
request for review and the procedure for that review.52

The statute does not include a time frame within which
the requestor must submit the request.53

The committee must make a written determination of
the basis for which access should be granted or denied.54

If denial is made only upon the basis that disclosure
would cause substantial and identifiable harm to the pa-
tient or others, or have a detrimental effect upon the
minor’s relationship with the provider, the requesting
person has the right to seek judicial review.55 The person
has 30 days within which to start a special proceeding
seeking disclosure and the court is instructed only to de-
termine “whether there exists a reasonable basis for the
denial of access.”56
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Under the Mental Hygiene Law, upon receipt of no-
tice of a request for inspection the facility is to notify the
treating practitioner.57 If the treating practitioner deter-
mines that the “requested review of the clinical record
can reasonably be expected to cause substantial and
identifiable harm to the patient or client or others which
would outweigh the qualified person’s right of access,”
access may be denied.58

The Mental Hygiene Law and the Public Health Law
use the same factors to determine whether the requested
access would have a “substantial and identifiable harm
to the patient or client.” In the case of a minor, the age of
the patient also is to be considered.

The statute goes on to
provide a process by which
the person requesting access
to the information may have
the clinical record access re-
view committee review the
request; the chairman of the
committee is to perform an
in camera review of the mate-
rials and make a determina-
tion.59 If the request contin-
ues to be denied either in whole or in part, the person
requesting the review may request judicial review
within 30 days of receiving the written notice of the de-
cision by commencing a special proceeding in the
supreme court.60 The court is required to perform its
own in camera review of the materials provided, provide
an opportunity for all to be heard and determine
whether a reasonable basis exists for the denial of ac-
cess.61 The only relief is a judgment requiring access if
the court determines there is not a reasonable basis to
deny access.62

The clinical record access review committees are gov-
ernment-appointed committees, appointed by the com-
missioner of mental health, the commissioner of mental
retardation and the commissioner of alcoholism and
substance abuse services.63 Annual reports are required
regarding the number of requests for committee review
and determinations thereon.64

Process Under HIPAA The regulations detail the
process for denial, which includes providing the indi-
vidual with written reasons for the denial.65 In all cases,
access must be denied for psychotherapy notes or infor-
mation prepared for a trial or proceeding.66 In addition,
there are certain other unreviewed grounds for denial
and reviewable grounds for denial if the licensed health
care professional determines access is “reasonably likely
to endanger the life or physical safety” of a person, or
“cause substantial harm” to the patient or other per-
son.67 If access is denied, the regulations also spell out
the procedure by which an individual can contest the
decision. 

Corrections
Under the HIPAA requirements, all individuals are

entitled to amend the contents of their health informa-
tion by means of a process detailed in the regulations.68

The process includes a provision to deny the individ-
ual’s application to amend the record.69

On the other hand, under the Public Health Law, a
qualified person may challenge the accuracy of the in-
formation and may require a written statement pre-
pared by the qualified person to be included in the
record.70 A health care facility may reasonably restrict
the time and frequency of challenges to the accuracy of
the information included in the record.71

Likewise, under the Men-
tal Hygiene Law, challenges
to accuracy of materials con-
tained in a clinical record
may be made by a patient or
client providing a brief writ-
ten statement, which is then
included in the record.72 As
with public health records,
the required statement must
address “factual statements

and shall not include a provider’s observation, infer-
ences or conclusions.”73 The provider is not under an
obligation to actually correct the record.74

Confidentiality Requirements
HIPAA imposes new requirements to safeguard con-

fidentiality.
Regulations issued under the Public Health Law ap-

plicable only to hospitals prescribe the manner of assur-
ing safeguards to ensure security and confidentiality by
requiring each hospital to: (1) Assign, as appropriate, a
unique identifier that is assigned in a confidential man-
ner. (2) Certify in writing by the hospital’s designee and
the user that each identifier assigned is confidential and
is available and accessible only to the person authorized
to use the electronic or computer authentication system.
(3) Develop policies and procedures to ensure the secu-
rity of electronic or computer equipment from unwar-
ranted access. (4) Develop policies and procedures that
restrict access to information and data to those individ-
uals who have need, reason and permission for such ac-
cess. (5) Develop the implementation of an audit capa-
bility to track access by users.75

Regulations applicable to nursing homes, however,
simply provide: (1) The facility shall safeguard clinical
record information against loss, destruction, or unau-
thorized use. (2) The facility shall keep confidential all
information contained in the resident’s record, regard-
less of the form or storage method of the records, except
when release is required by (a) transfer to another health
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care institution; (b) law; or (c) the resident. (3) The facil-
ity shall permit each resident to inspect his or her
records and obtain copies of such records.76

The operator of a residential health care facility for
adult health care is to maintain a health record for each
resident, which also includes non-medical information
consisting of: (a) all details of the referral and registra-
tion; (b) identification of next of kin, family and sponsor;
(c) the person or persons to be contacted in the event of
an emergency; (d) accident and incident reports; (e) non-
medical correspondence and papers pertinent to the res-
ident’s participation in the program; and (f) a fiscal
record including copies of all agreements or contacts.77

The regulations also require the operator to keep
“confidential and make available only to authorized
persons all medical, social, personal and financial infor-
mation relating to each registrant,” but otherwise does
not specify in detail what must be done.78 Thus, de-
pending upon the type of facility involved, New York
provides differing standards on what must be included
in a medical record and the specific steps necessary to be
taken to protect confidentiality.

Facilities licensed by the Department of Mental
Health are given no specific mandate about the me-
chanics of prescribing confidentiality.

The HIPAA regulations mandate that a covered en-
tity implement specific practices to safeguard informa-
tion.79

Privacy Official The covered entity must designate a
privacy official and a contact person responsible for re-
ceiving complaints.80

Information Practices The entity must adopt infor-
mation practices.81

Training The entity must provide training to all
members of its work force who may have access to
health information and must establish appropriate “ad-
ministrative, technical and physical safeguards to pro-
tect the privacy of protected health information.”82

Safeguards include verification procedures pursuant
to which the entity must verify the identity of the per-
son requesting health information, the person’s author-
ity for requesting and the basis upon which the request
was made, the procedure pursuant to which an individ-
ual may complain that information was used or dis-
closed improperly, that an employee had improperly
handled information, that the person had been wrong-
fully denied access to his or her information or that the
notice described in this article and required by HIPAA
did not adequately describe the actual practices of the
entity.83 The two specific requirements are the identifi-
cation of a contact person to whom a complaint should
be submitted and the maintenance of a record of com-
plaints that are filed and the resolution of the com-
plaints.84

Notice The entity must notify the individuals of the
information policies and procedures of the entity.85

The regulations specify that the notice must be in
plain English and also mandate the contents of the no-
tice: the notice must describe the use and disclosure of
information that will be made without individual au-
thorization and distinguish between uses and disclo-
sures the entity makes that are required by law and
those that are permitted but not required by law.86 The
notice must include the name and telephone number of
a contact person.87

Policies and Procedures The entity must adopt writ-
ten policies and procedures to respond to an individ-
ual’s request for access to his or her own health infor-
mation.88 The individual is only able to access
information included in a “designated record set,”
which is the only record from which information is re-
trieved by individually identifying information.89

Sanctions A covered entity is required to implement
sanctions if any of its employees violates the employer’s
policies and procedures.90

Additional Protections
The federal privacy regulations require additional

protections to individuals.
All Disclosures Must Be Accounted For With excep-

tions including disclosures made for treatment, pay-
ment and health care operations, all individuals are en-
titled to an accounting of all disclosures of their health
information for the previous six years.91

Obligations Imposed on Attorneys, Auditors and
Consultants The regulations prohibit disclosures of
protected health information to “business associates” of
a covered entity except for disclosures when the covered
entity has achieved “satisfactory assurance from the
business associate that it will appropriately safeguard
the information.”92 A business associate of a covered en-
tity is any person doing business with the covered entity
except for another health care provider providing treat-
ment to the individual; the regulations specifically give
as examples not only billing firms, data processing
firms, and the like, but also attorneys, auditors, and con-
sultants.93

The regulations envision that except for certain gov-
ernmental agencies and health plans, the way to achieve
safeguard assurance is to have a written contract with
the business associate that includes the following provi-
sions:94

• The business associate will not use or disclose the
information other than as permitted or required by law.

• The business associate will use safeguards to pre-
vent the use or disclosure of the information.

• The business associate will report to the covered
entity any use or disclosure of the information not pro-
vided for by contract.
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• The business associate will ensure that it has con-
tracts with any of its subcontractors or agents that in-
clude similar provisions.

• The business associate will make available the pro-
tected health information to individuals in accordance
with the regulation.

• The business associate will make available to the
Department of Health and Human Services its internal
practices and records “relating to the use and disclosure
of protected health information.”

• The business associate will return to the covered
entity or destroy all the protected health information
and retain no copies of such information at termination
of the contract.

• The business associate will amend or correct the
protected health information when notified pursuant to
the regulations.

• A provision permitting the covered entity to termi-
nate the contract if the covered entity determines that
the business associate has violated a material term of the
contract.

Penalties Are Potentially Severe
Penalties for failure to comply are potentially severe

under HIPAA.
Penalties for failure to comply with the Public Health

Law are $1,000 per day not to exceed $2,000 per viola-
tion.95 Although there is no similar comparable provi-
sion in the Mental Hygiene Law, the common law of
New York recognizes a cause of action for damages
if the Mental Hygiene Law is violated.96 Penalties for
violation of the HIPAA are severe: up to one year in
jail or a $5,000 fine per violation.97 In addition, criminal
penalties of up to 10 years in jail and $250,000 may
be imposed for certain wrongful disclosures of infor-
mation.98

The regulations do not, however, contemplate a pri-
vate cause of action, but rather provide that the Secre-
tary of Health and Human Services will develop poli-
cies and procedures in order to receive individual or
group complaints that a covered entity has not com-
plied.99 The regulations permit, but do not require, the
Department of Health and Human Services to investi-
gate and resolve complaints, and also give the depart-
ment authority to refer a complaint to the Department
of Justice for prosecution.100

Relation With Other Laws
The statute and regulations provide that HIPAA pre-

empts state law except to the extent state law relating to
privacy of individually identifiable health information
is more “stringent.”101 The regulations say that the crite-
ria for determining whether state law is “more strin-
gent” include:

• If relating to use or disclosure: provides more lim-
ited use or disclosure.

• With respect to rights of individuals to access their
own records: permits greater right of access.

• Provides greater penalties.
• If related to furnishing an individual information

about the proposed use or disclosure: provides greater
information.

• If related to authorization: provides requirements
which narrow the scope or duration or increase the dif-
ficulty of obtaining authorization.

• With respect to record keeping or accounting re-
quirements: provides for record keeping in more detail
or keeping information for a longer duration.

• In general provides “greater privacy protection for
the individual.”

Thus, in any particular situation facing a covered en-
tity, an analysis will be required to be made of both New
York law and federal law and a judgment made as to
which is “more stringent.”102

Transition Rules
The transition rules permit until April 14, 2003, for

compliance with the statute, except for small health care
plans which have until April 14, 2004.103

1. 45 C.F.R. pts. 160, 164. This article is a summary only and
is qualified in its entirety by the regulations themselves.
Amendments to the regulations have been proposed, 67
Fed. Reg. 14775 (Mar. 27, 2002).

2. Pub. L. No. 104-191, 110 Stat. 1936 (1996).
3. Id.
4. 45 C.F.R. § 160.202.
5. N.Y. Public Health Law § 2134 (PHL).
6. In a court proceeding in New York, specific providers

(physicians, dentists, podiatrists, chiropractors, nurses,
professional corporations, medical corporations, univer-
sity faculty (“person authorized to practice medicine”))
are not permitted to disclose information which was ac-
quired in attending the patient and which was necessary
to enable him to act in the capacity. Civil Practice Law &
Rules 4504 (CPLR). The statute has two parts to the test
and is limited in its application. CPLR 2306 governs the
production of medical records and permits disclosure
upon service of a subpoena. Special conditions apply to
the disclosure of a mental or physical condition of a de-
ceased patient.

7. Exceptions to the general requirements of confidentiality
apply to statistical information required by law. For ex-
ample: birth and death certificates must be filed with the
custodian of vital statistics (PHL §§ 4130(2), 4140(1)); a
list of names of fathers and mothers and fetal death cases
must be maintained by the Commissioner of Health for
the State of New York (PHL § 4100(2)(g)); reports of com-
municable diseases are required to be filed with the local
health district (PHL § 2101); Alzheimer’s disease must be
reported to the Department of Health (PHL § 2001); HIV
infections or AIDS or HIV-related diseases must be re-
ported to the Commissioner of Health of the State of
New York (PHL § 2130); all controlled substances dis-
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pensed must be reported to the Department of Health
(PHL § 3329); report detailing all required immunizations
and exclusions to the local health authority and/or the
Commissioner of Health (PHL § 2164); and all incidents
of cancer are reported to the health officer of the health
district (PHL § 2401). Section 3371 of the PHL prohibits
disclosure of the record except to another “person em-
ployed by the department, . . . pursuant to judicial sub-
poena or court order in a criminal investigation or pro-
ceeding . . . to an agency, department of government, or
official board authorized to regulate, license or otherwise
supervise a person who is authorized . . . to deal in con-
trolled substances, or . . . to a central registry established”
by the health department.

8. Health care practitioners include physician assistants,
chiropractors, dentists, dental hygienists, physical thera-
pists, nurses, podiatrists, optometrists, psychologists, so-
cial workers, occupational therapists, speech language
pathologists and audiologists licensed under various sec-
tions of the N.Y. Education Law. N.Y. Mental Hygiene
Law § 33.13 (MHL).

9. 42 U.S.C. § 1320d(3) defines a “health care provider” as
“a provider of services . . . , medical or other health ser-
vices . . . , and any other person furnishing health care
services or supplies.” Regulations provide: “[h]ealth care
provider means a provider of services (as defined in sec-
tion 1861(u) of the Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1395x(u)), a provider
of medical or health services (as defined in § 1861(s) of
the Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1395x(s)), and any other person or or-
ganization who furnishes, bills, or is paid for health care
in the normal course of business.” 45 C.F.R. § 160.103.

10. 42 U.S.C. § 1320d(5) defines a “health plan” as “an indi-
vidual or group plan that provides, or pays the cost of,
medical care.” Health plans include, but are not limited
to Medicare, Medicare supplemental, Medicare + Choice,
and Medicaid plans; SCHIP plans; state high risk pools;
group health plans with 50 or more participants (except
employee-sponsored plans); HMOs; health insurers (ex-
cept group health plans); long-term care policies; em-
ployee welfare benefit plans or like organizations; mili-
tary and veterans health plans; Civilian Health and
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS)
plans; Indian health services plans; and Federal Employ-
ees Health Benefit Plan (FEHBP). See 45 C.F.R. § 160.103.

11. 42 U.S.C. § 1320d(2) defines a “health care clearinghouse”
as “a public or private entity that processes or facilitates
the processing of nonstandard data elements of health in-
formation into standard data elements.” Regulations pro-
vide a clearer definition: 

Health care clearinghouse means a public or private
entity, including a billing service, repricing com-
pany, community health management information
system or community health information system,
and “value-added” networks and switches, that
does either of the following functions:

(1) Processes or facilitates the processing of health
information received from another entity in a non-
standard format or containing nonstandard data
content into standard data elements or a standard
transaction

(2) Receives a standard transaction from another en-
tity and processes or facilitates the processing of
health information into nonstandard format or non-
standard data content for the receiving entity.

See 45 C.F.R. § 160.103.

12. “Health information” is 
information, whether oral or recorded in any form
or medium, that—

(A) is created or received by a health care provider,
health plan, public health authority, employer, life
insurer, school or university, or health care clearing-
house; and

(B) relates to the past, present, or future physical or
mental health or condition of an individual, the pro-
vision of health care to an individual, or the past,
present, or future payment for the provision of
health care to an individual. 

42 U.S.C. § 1320d(4); 45 C.F.R. § 160.103.
13. “Electronic media means the mode of electronic transmis-

sion. It includes the Internet (wide-open), Extranet . . . ,
leased lines, dial-up lines, private networks, and those
transmissions that are physically moved from one loca-
tion to another using magnetic tape, disk or compact disk
media.” 45 C.F.R. § 162.103.

14. PHL § 18(1)(e).
15. Id.
16. MHL § 33.13.
17. MHL § 33.16(a)(1).
18. Pub. L. No. 104-191, 110 Stat. 1936 (1996). The only excep-

tion is for health information contained in education
records governed by the Family Educational Right and
Privacy Act and records of students over 18 held by post-
secondary institutions used exclusively for treatment 
and which the student requests not be disclosed. 45
C.F.R. § 164.501.

19. 42 U.S.C. § 1320d(4); 45 C.F.R. § 160.103.
20. Id.
21. Id.
22. 45 C.F.R. § 164.501. 
23. 45 C.F.R. § 164.514.
24. PHL § 18(2). For treatment provided with the consent of

the parent or guardian or for emergency treatment which
was the result of an accident or unexpected illness, unless
the health care provider determines that access to the in-
formation “would have a detrimental effect on the
provider’s professional relationship with the infant, or on
the care and treatment of the infant, or on the infant’s re-
lationship with his or her parents or guardian.”

25. The term “disclosure” does not include disclosures:
a. To other practitioners as part of a consultation or
referral of the patient,
b. To persons reviewing information or records in
the course of ensuring the providers are in compli-
ance with applicable quality of care, licensors or ac-
creditation standards,
c. To an employee of a federal, state or local agency
who is conducting an audit of the provider,
d. To the statewide planning and research cooper-
ative system,
e. Pursuant to a court order,
f. To governmental agencies, insurance companies
or others requiring information necessary for pay-
ments to be made,
g. To qualified researchers,
h. To the state board for professional medical con-
duct,
i. To an insurance carrier insuring or attorney con-
sulted by a health care provider,
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j. To a health maintenance organization,
k. To the committee or court pursuant to provi-
sions of Section 18 of the Public Health Law.

PHL § 18(1)(e).
26. PHL § 18(6).
27. Id.
28. Id.
29. MHL § 33.13(c) excepts the following:

1. Statistical information reported to the Commissioners
(except for names).

2. Court ordered disclosure—the court must find that
“the interests of justice significantly outweigh the
need for confidentiality . . .”

3. To the Mental Hygiene Legal Service.
4. To attorneys representing the client or patient if the

patient’s or client’s involuntary hospitalization is at
issue.

5. To the Commission on Quality of Care.
6. To the Medical Review Board of the State Commission

of Correction.
7. To an individual or law enforcement agency when the

treating psychiatrist or psychologist “has determined
that a patient or client presents a serious and immi-
nent danger to that individual.”

8. To the State Board for Professional Medical Conduct
upon request.

9. To certain governmental agencies, insurance compa-
nies, agencies needing information to locate missing
persons, governmental agencies in connection with
criminal investigations (restricts disclosure only to in-
formation required to satisfy the matter under investi-
gation).

10. Qualified researcher.
11. Coroners, county medical examiners, or similar per-

sons investigating the death of the patient or client.
12. Persons “necessary to prevent imminent serious harm

to the patient or client or another person.”
13. To the district attorney in connection with a criminal

investigation of patient or client abuse.
30. MHL § 33.13(f).
31. MHL § 33.13(c)(1).
32. MHL §§ 33.13, 33.16.
33. MHL § 33.16.
34. 45 C.F.R. § 164.508.
35. 45 C.F.R. § 164.506.
36. Id. A covered health care provider should, in an emer-

gency situation, obtain consent as soon as reasonably
practicable after the delivery of such emergency treat-
ment.

37. Id.
38. Tommy G. Thompson, Statement Regarding the Patient

Privacy Rules (Apr. 12, 2001).
39. C.F.R. § 164.506.
40. Id.
41. Id.
42. Id.
43. Id.
44. 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.502(b), 164.514(d).
45. 45 C.F.R. § 164.508.
46. 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.502, 164.512.
47. PHL § 18(3).

48. The exemption of personal notes and observations does
not apply once the litigation has been started, the subject
of which is the patient’s health history. Magee v. Paul Re-
vere Life Ins. Co., 172 F.R.D. 627 (1999).

49. PHL § 18(3)(d).
50. PHL § 18(3)(f).
51. Id.
52. Id.
53. See PHL § 18.
54. PHL § 18(3)(f).
55. Id.
56. Id.
57. MHL § 33.16(c). 
58. Id. 
59. Id.
60. MHL § 33.16(c)(5).
61. Id.
62. Id.
63. MHL § 33.16(d).
64. MHL § 33.16(e).
65. 45 C.F.R. § 164.524.
66. Id.
67. Id.
68. 45 C.F.R. § 164.526.
69. Id.
70. PHL § 18(8).
71. Id. 
72. MHL § 33.16(g).
73. Id.
74. See id.
75. 10 N.Y.C.R.R. § 405.10(c)(4).
76. 10 N.Y.C.R.R. § 415.22.
77. 10 N.Y.C.R.R. § 415.30(d), (e).
78. 10 N.Y.C.R.R. § 425.21.
79. 45 C.F.R. § 164.530.
80. Id.
81. Id.
82. Id.
83. 45 C.F.R. § 164.520.
84. Id.
85. 45 C.F.R. § 164.520(a).
86. 45 C.F.R. § 164.520(b)(2)(i).
87. 45 C.F.R. § 164.520(b)(1)(vii).
88. 45 C.F.R. § 164.524.
89. 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.501, 164.524(e).
90. 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(e)(1).
91. 45 C.F.R. § 164.528.
92. 45 C.F.R. § 164.504(e).
93. 45 C.F.R. § 160.103.
94. 45 C.F.R. § 164.504(e)(ii)(2).
95. PHL § 12.
96. City of New York v. Bleuler Psychotherapy Ctr., Inc., 181

Misc. 2d 994, 695 N.Y.S.2d 903 (Sup. Ct., N.Y. Co. 1999). 
97. Pub. L. No. 104-191, 110 Stat. 1936 (1996).
98. Id.
99. 45 C.F.R. § 160.306.
100. Id.
101. 45 C.F.R. § 160.202.
102. Id.
103. 45 C.F.R. § 164.534.
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View From Abroad

Turkey Embraces Arbitration as Step
Toward Global Economic Integration

BY TOM GRANT

Turkey, a strategic and commercial ally in the Near
East, reached a milestone this April in the devel-
opment of its legal system. For the first time, par-

ties chose arbitration to resolve a major dispute involv-
ing foreign direct investment and the Turkish public
sector. 

New Jersey-based PSEG Global and Texas-based
North American Coal Corporation, with Turkish part-
ner Konya Ilgin Uretim Ticaret, initiated arbitral pro-
ceedings against the Ministry of Energy on April 2, 2002,
before the International Centre for Settlement of Invest-
ment Disputes (ICSID). With $300 million in dispute, the
proceedings over the Konya Ilgin thermal power plant
constitute a show of confidence in recent pro-arbitration
reforms painstakingly enacted at the constitutional and
statutory level. 

As this and a smaller dispute over a telecommunica-
tions joint venture progress toward final awards, Turkey
apparently stands ready to cement its commitment to
the culture and institutions of arbitration and, in tan-
dem, to move a critical step further toward integration
in the global economy. 

Taken so much for granted in the United States and
most of the West, arbitration continues to struggle up-
hill in other parts of the world. Where it has gained a
toehold, it all too often remains simply the pet project of
some small corner of the bar. But the government
bankers I met in Ankara demonstrate that, in Turkey,
this dispute resolution technique concerns people well
beyond the confines of the legal profession; it rests on
foundations that pre-date the lobbying by the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund and the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development in the midst of
the recent economic challenge. Turks widely recognize
arbitration as a foundation stone in their country’s eco-
nomic progress. And the economic progress of Turkey—
by far the strongest and most diversified Muslim econ-
omy in the Near East not wedded to oil exports—must
continue, if that vital ally in the war against terrorism is
to remain secure. 

Personal Experience with Arbitration
The striking awareness of the importance of arbitra-

tion was brought home to me vividly one afternoon at

the beginning of the economic crisis that Turkey is only
now beginning to reverse. Visiting Ankara, I spoke in
the boardroom of the Central Bank of the Republic. It
was February 21, 2001, and the lira, Turkey’s national
currency, earlier that day had entered a steep slide, pre-
cipitating the country’s worst financial crisis in over half
a century. The bad news from the markets—by noon the
Istanbul Stock Exchange had already begun its own
crash on word of the currency debacle—left me certain
that my intended audience would be detained else-
where, struggling to contain the crisis. I apprehended
the prospect of a non-event. After all, what did interna-
tional arbitration have to do with currency stability, eco-
nomic health, or any of the other matters weighing so
heavily on my banker hosts that day? 

In the broad view, however, international arbitration
has everything to do with Turkey’s present concerns, and
the bankers, although more at home with debt negotia-
tions and currency statistics than litigation and contrac-
tual text, showed that they recognize this as much as
anyone. They turned out in number, crowding the gov-
ernor’s boardroom atop the high-rise bank headquar-
ters as a sleeting rain fell outside. Seated at the head of
the table in the place usually reserved for the governor
of the bank himself, I fought back concerns and stuck to
the topic. And, to my surprise, the audience listened
more than just attentively, but with a gradually increas-
ing spark and enthusiasm that helped part the gloom of
the day. 

Turkey in 2001 hit a bump on the road to develop-
ment. With the Istanbul Stock Exchange ultimately suf-
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fering an 18% decline as the currency lost one-third of
its value (in what local media called a “dark week” in
winter) that year, the bump was jarring. But emerging
markets elsewhere have experienced similar or worse,
and Turkey, exemplary
among countries grappling
with economic reform, has
taken steps to make itself a
good place to invest. Reg-
ulatory roll-backs and priva-
tizations rank as the best-
known changes in Turkey’s
investment environment and,
indeed, have stimulated
growth. A lesser-known re-
form in Turkey’s constitu-
tional and legal framework, however, opens the way to
international arbitration of investment disputes; and
this, as much as other reforms, bodes well for invest-
ment in the biggest economy of the Balkan and Near
East regions.

Starting in the 1980s, Turkey made an historic transi-
tion. Decades of military rule began to give way to civil-
ian government, and, in turn, democratic accountability
achieved standards rarely matched in the important re-
gions Turkey straddles. Economic reforms were initi-
ated in earnest. Regulatory burdens were reduced and
privatization initiated. Bureaucratic foot-dragging and
corruption were curbed, and, starting in January 2000,
disciplined budgetary and inflation policies were put in
place. Turkey, as recent developments make clear, is
open for business. Foreign investors have verified this
by committing billions.

Building a New Framework
Equally deserving of attention have been Turkey’s

bold steps toward building a constitutional and legal
framework for international commercial arbitration. As
most basically defined, arbitration is a means by which
parties can resolve a dispute pursuant to contractual un-
dertakings, without recourse to court. Instead of wind-
ing its way through one or more national judicial sys-
tems, the dispute goes to private, non-governmental
decision makers, who produce a binding award en-
forceable in the courts of virtually any important trad-
ing nation on earth. For multiple reasons, major in-
vestors—especially those engaged in the biggest
projects—find arbitration a reassuring alternative to lit-
igation in court. 

Arbitration increases neutrality, because its decision-
making personnel are not government-appointed—a
particular reassurance to private investors when doing
business with a government or with a government-
owned entity. Arbitration decreases uncertainty be-
cause, through a contract to arbitrate, the parties agree

not to initiate duplicative proceedings in national
courts, which might produce contradictory decisions.
Speed and efficiency can increase, in comparison to
court-based litigation, when parties to an arbitration

agree to limit discovery.
Moreover, arbitration bene-
fits parties by its flexibility.
Rules systems, the place of
arbitration, and the identity
of arbitrators are party-con-
trolled, allowing the parties
to tailor a dispute settlement
machinery to their particular
circumstances. Its advan-
tages can be as marked as
those of a bespoke suit from

Saville Row over an off-the-rack suit from a discount
men’s store and yet be cheaper than the one-size-fits-all
court-based alternative.

Unfortunately, many countries have hesitated to
adopt arbitration wholeheartedly. The United States it-
self, now at the federal level one of the most pro-arbi-
tration of jurisdictions, took years to find a comfortable
balance between concerns over lost sovereignty and
fairness on the one hand and the benefits of arbitration
on the other. Emerging market countries now visit many
of these same concerns anew. Despite the inherent diffi-
culty in getting the balance right—and the high political
costs of getting it wrong—Turkey’s leaders have moved
to the fore in promoting arbitration.

Introducing arbitration to Turkish law required deft
political footwork. During summer 1999, Prime Minis-
ter Bulent Eçevit championed reform to pave the way
for arbitration, but he faced opposition. Labor unions—
natural allies of the left-leaning Eçevit—begged to differ
with him on arbitration. In fact, they protested its intro-
duction vehemently. So did some members of the Turk-
ish bar associations, expressing concern that extra-judi-
cial dispute resolution would strip away Turkey’s
sovereignty. And, not at all trivially in a country proud
of its past, historians complained that arbitration
sounded like the judicial “capitulations” that the Ot-
toman state in the 19th century had granted European
merchants, exempting them from local legal process and
standards.

Eçevit countered by noting that some people simply
fear progress.1 Getting to the heart of the matter, the
prime minister explained that foreign investors’ confi-
dence in Turkey would increase if arbitration were in-
troduced—and erode if it were not. In particular, foreign
investors contemplating a stake in newly privatized in-
dustries would fear litigating against the Turkish state
or state-owned entities in Turkish courts. (Turkish busi-
nesses, it might be added, would have good reason to
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have been Turkey’s bold steps
toward building a constitutional
and legal framework for inter-
national commercial arbitration.
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worry about litigating in American courts, with their
reputation for runaway juries and bankruptcy-inducing
punitive damage awards.) Thanks to effective presenta-
tion of the case for reform—and some tenacious bar-
gaining—the necessary 368 out of 550 deputies in par-
liament joined in August 1999 to amend Article 125 of
the constitution and thus open the way to arbitration.

Parliament took advantage of this strategic opportu-
nity and passed, in June 2001, an arbitration bill, setting
up the detailed statutory framework for private dispute
resolution in key sectors of foreign investment. Pro-ar-
bitration constituencies in Turkey, aided by urgent calls
from the IMF and OECD, crafted the bill to address all
key aspects of its subject, while averting a showdown
with skeptics. Under the law, parties may incorporate
an arbitration agreement into the body of a larger con-
tract or draft it as a freestanding instrument. Parties
may choose arbitrators themselves or, at the election of
a party, may delegate this responsibility to a magis-
trate’s court. Other provisions address procedure,
choice of seat and language, and review and enforce-
ment of awards.

Role of Courts
Any effective national arbitration law needs to re-

serve for courts those areas of policy that a country’s cit-
izens believe must remain in public hands. Turkey’s
opinion leaders at one point had urged that all matters
concerning investment in the
energy sector be “non-arbi-
trable”—that is, reserved to
domestic public organs for
adjudication. Energy, how-
ever, is one of the sectors in
Turkey most requiring for-
eign investment. The Council
of State—the “Danistay”—
would have retained full and
final say over energy sector
investment disputes, if the value of arbitration had not
been effectively explained. Luckily, in the compromise
finally reached, the Danistay retains some but not all ju-
risdiction over the review of energy sector arbitra-
tions—enough to address legitimate concerns over na-
tional sovereignty, not so much as to hollow out
arbitration. 

The balance resembles that struck in many countries
where leaders with competing interests have wrestled
over the roles of public and private institutions in re-
solving disputes—not least resembling the balance
struck in the United States, where matters of public pol-
icy such as antitrust and race and gender discrimination
have marked the edge of the legal territory where arbi-
tration may acceptably be given free rein.

Among the vital development projects that arbitra-
tion will facilitate in Turkey are some two dozen power
plants, construction of which is valued at $4.2 billion
and output of which will top 15 billion kilowatt hours
per year. It is no coincidence that the Konya Ilgin ICSID
arbitration is attracting the interest of energy sector an-
alysts. Other major programs that will benefit from in-
ternational confidence in Turkey’s arbitration system in-
clude new sea container terminals, urban water supply
projects, a railroad between the Mediterranean cities of
Alanya and Antalya, and a third bridge over the
Bosphorus.2

International Assistance
Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neil, after the onset of the

economic crisis in 2001, called on the IMF to assist
Turkey. In the form of Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz, Turkey has another friend in the present ad-
ministration. Intervention makes sense in Turkey if it
does anywhere. A crucial zone of stability and economic
progress, the country has long supported the United
States as a strategic NATO ally and brought a calming
influence to its region. In the wake of the September 11
atrocities, Turkey renewed and reaffirmed the relation-
ship, by pledging units of its elite commando force to
help with the war against terrorism and even to take
over the bulk of peace-keeping duties in Afghanistan,
after the initial phases of the conflict make the transition

to longer-term “nation-build-
ing” tasks. 

Foreign capital last year
fled Turkey in amounts dis-
ruptive to the economy and
political system, and pain-
ful to the ordinary citizen.
Prospects ahead however re-
main bright. Public disagree-
ments between the president,
Ahmet Sezer, and the prime

minister, Bulent Eçevit, seemed to exacerbate the finan-
cial crisis, yet the peaceful return of normal relations
within the government testify that democratization has
anchored itself firmly. Relationships within the civilian
government, and between it and the military-led Na-
tional Security Council in some aspects still require clar-
ification, but a presidential-prime ministerial tussle of
February 2001, even coinciding with a “dark week,”
gave rise to no noticeable disquiet. At the nadir of the
crisis, incidents certainly occurred—perhaps the most
publicized involving an angry shopkeeper heaving an
empty cash register at the prime minister. But the tone
in the streets of Ankara and Istanbul remained through
the worst of the crisis essentially business-like, as a
hard-working populace plowed ahead. More than a
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year later, and amidst yet greater volatility in the Near
East at large, calm prevails in Turkey, and a cautious op-
timism begins to buoy spirits, markets, and foreign in-
vestment. 

Arbitration requires more than just changes in consti-
tutional text. The national legislature and regulators
must take a higher level of advantage of the opportuni-
ties afforded by pro-market and pro-arbitration reforms.
Even with that accomplished, the judiciary and bar
must adapt themselves to the institution of arbitration,
for, without judges and counsel ready and able to use
the institution, its mere presence on the books is un-
likely to amount to much. Turkey has taken the first two
steps—constitutional reform and appropriate rules at
the statutory and regulatory level—and is well on the
road to the final step, establishing the requisite human

infrastructure. Key indicators point to Turkey succeed-
ing in this crucial concomitant to its far-reaching
program of economic and political reform. The past
decade-and-a-half have witnessed reduced corruption,
improved human rights, and greater political stability.
One of the most ambitious privatization drives in the
developing world rounds out the picture. As these re-
forms and supporting institutions take root and key
players in Turkey continue to recognize well their im-
portance, Turkey’s short-term challenges should give
way to its already-realized, and continuing, promise.

1. Kemal Balci, Arbitration Issue Causes Confusion, Turkish
Probe, Aug. 9, 1999.

2. Middle East Econ. Dig., Feb. 4, 2000.
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Meet Your New Officers
President President-Elect

Treasurer
Kenneth G. Standard, spe-

cial counsel in the labor and
employment law practice
group at the Manhattan law
firm of Morgan, Lewis & Bock-
ius, is Treasurer of the Associa-
tion. 

Standard received his un-
dergraduate degree from Har-
vard College and earned his
law degree from Harvard Law
School. In addition, he holds an
LL.M degree from New York
University School of Law. 

Prior to joining Morgan Lewis, Standard served as Assistant
General Counsel for Labor Relations, Environmental and Benefit

A. Thomas Levin, a share-
holder and director of the Mine-
ola law firm of Meyer, Suozzi,
English & Klein, P.C, is the pres-
ident-elect of the New York
State Bar Association (NYSBA).
As president-elect, he is chair of
the House of Delegates and co-
chair of the President’s Com-
mittee on Access to Justice. He
will become Association presi-
dent in June 2003. 

A graduate of Brown Uni-
versity, Levin holds a J.D. and
an LL.M., both from New York
University School of Law. 

Levin has served on the Association’s Executive Committee
since 1995, first as a Member-at-Large, then as 10th Judicial District
Vice President, and since 2001, as Secretary of the Association. He
chaired the Task Force on “Pay to Play” Concerns and the Com-
mittee on Bylaws. A member of the House of Delegates for more
than 13 years, Levin is a Life Fellow of The New York Bar Founda-
tion and a past chair of the New York State Conference of Bar Lead-
ers. In addition, he is a past president of the Nassau County Bar
Association and a past member of the ABA’s House of Delegates;
he is a Fellow of the American Bar Foundation. 

Levin was counsel to the New York State Assembly Judiciary
Committee and the Joint Legislative Committee on the State’s
Economy and law secretary to state Supreme Court Justice Bertram
Harnett. By appointment of the Chief Judge of the State of New
York, Levin served on the Unified Court System Task Force on the
Profession and the Courts, and the Committee of Lawyers to En-
hance the Jury Process.

The author and editor of numerous articles and publications on
various legal subjects, Levin frequently lectures on such issues as
professional ethics, law office management, municipal, environ-
mental, and civil rights law. Since 1972, he has provided free legal
services as general counsel to the Day Care Council of Nassau
County and the Rosa Lee Young Childhood Center, Inc.

Lorraine Power Tharp, a
member of the law firm White-
man, Osterman and Hanna in
Albany, has taken office as pres-
ident of the New York State Bar
Association (NYSBA). She is the
third woman, the first from the
Capital District, elected to head
the nation’s largest voluntary
state bar association.

A graduate of Smith Col-
lege, Tharp earned her law de-
gree from Cornell Law School.
She has been a member of the
state bar’s Executive Commit-
tee since 1994, and served four terms as its secretary. She served as
president-elect, chaired the House of Delegates and co-chaired the
President’s Committee on Access to Justice. A past chair of the Real
Property Law Section and a past member of the Committee on
Women in the Law, Tharp was the project chair of the subcommit-
tee that drafted the NYSBA’s report and model policy on sexual ha-
rassment. She is also a past member of the Unified Court System’s
Continuing Legal Education Board. She is a Fellow of The New
York Bar Foundation.

Tharp, a native of Massena, recently joined the Whiteman
firm. Previously, she had been a partner at another Albany law
firm, McNamee, Lochner, Titus & Williams, P.C. She and her hus-
band, Russell, who practices law in Glens Falls, live in Saratoga
Springs. Active in community affairs in both Albany and Saratoga,
in 2002, Tharp was selected Woman of the Year by the Saratoga
Soroptimist Club. She is the immediate past chair of the Saratoga
Springs Planning Board and currently serves on the Saratoga Hos-
pital Board of Trustees, The Hyde Collection Art Museum Board of
Trustees and the Empire State College (SUNY) Foundation Board
of Directors. 

Elected to the American College of Real Estate Lawyers, Tharp
has lectured and written extensively in the area of real estate law
practice for such organizations as the NYSBA, National Business
Institute, and New York University Real Estate Institute programs.

Plans at Consolidated Edison Company (ConEd) of New York City.
In addition, he is a former director of the Office of Legal Services
for the New York City School System and was vice-president of the
Products Division of Bristol-Myers Company. 

Standard is a former Member-at-Large of the Association’s Ex-
ecutive Committee and Vice-President representing the First Judi-
cial District. He has served on numerous Association committees,
including Judicial Selection, Law Governing Firm Structure and
Operation (MDP), and Association Governance. A sustaining
member of the Association, Standard is a Fellow of both The New
York and American Bar Foundations. He also serves on the
NYSBA’s House of Delegates.

Active in community affairs, Standard is the immediate past
president of the Harvard Club of New York City, is a director of the
Visiting Nurse Service of New York City, and is the former vice-
chairman of the Aspirin Foundation of America. 
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Secretary
A. Vincent Buzard, a partner

in the Rochester offices of Har-
ris Beach LLP, is Secretary of
the Association. 

During the past 20 years,
Buzard has held various lead-
ership positions in the Asso-
ciation, including Member-
at-Large of the Executive
Committee and Vice President,
representing the Seventh Judi-
cial District. He serves on the
House of Delegates, and has
chaired the New York State
Conference of Bar Leaders and co-chaired both the Lawyers in the
Community and Medical Malpractice Committees. Currently,
Buzard chairs the Special Committees on Legislative Advocacy
and Cameras in the Courtroom. 

A resident of Pittsford, he is a past president of the Monroe
County Bar Association; he received the Adolph J. Rodenbeck
Award for outstanding contribution to the community and the pro-
fession. He served as corporation counsel to the city of Rochester,
and on the American Bar Association’s House of Delegates, the Na-
tional Conference of Bar Presidents and Chief Judge Judith S.
Kaye’s Special Committee on the Establishment of Commercial
Courts in the State of New York. Buzard is a member of the Gov-
ernor’s Fourth Department Judicial Screening Committee and a
referee for the New York State Judicial Conduct Commission. 

A practicing trial lawyer for more than 30 years, Buzard focuses
on complex civil litigation including representing people who are
seriously injured, with a particular emphasis on those who have
suffered brain injuries. He is a past president and a former board
member of the New York State Head Injury Association. 

Buzard is a regular contributor to numerous publications and is
a legal and political commentator for local radio and television sta-
tions. He earned his undergraduate degree from Wabash College
of Indiana and his law degree from the University of Michigan
Law School.
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The HP Proxy Fight: Circus
Or Governance Paradigm?

BY JOHN C. WILCOX

A case in point is the successful
proxy fight earlier this year by invest-
ment manager Orbimed against Phar-
macopeia Inc. Like HP, this contest op-
posed a merger proposal. But unlike
the HP dissidents, Orbimed waged a
low-profile communication campaign
that targeted the largest accounts and
avoided SEC filing requirements by
not seeking direct proxy voting au-
thority. Shareholders were simply
asked to vote no on the management
proxy. Orbimed’s “clean” campaign,
like HP’s, focused on business and fi-
nancial considerations. But unlike HP,
Orbimed’s success came with minimal
public fanfare and at a reasonable cost. 

The HP contest was on an entirely
different scale, and it compels us to
face the two criticisms of proxy fights
that are raised most often—their cost
and inefficiency.  

When an Orbimed-style campaign
will not suffice, the out-of-pocket costs,
regulatory requirements and potential
liabilities of a large solicitation deter all
but the richest, best-organized and
most committed dissidents. However,
as a form of self-selection, this may not
be altogether a bad result. Of greater
concern are the basic inequities in the
financing of solicitation campaigns.
Company managers can use corporate
(i.e., shareholder) money and insur-
ance, while dissidents are denied ac-
cess to corporate resources. On the
other side of the argument, the U.S.
regulatory structure clearly works to
the advantage of shareholders. The
proxy rules keep managers in lock-
step formation like British redcoats,
while dissident freedom fighters are
granted the flexibility to wage targeted
low-cost guerrilla campaigns. The
win-loss records are revealing. In re-
cent years dissident successes have ac-

POINT OF
VIEW

The Hewlett-Packard proxy con-
test deserves to be remembered,
along with the Enron scandal, as

a corporate governance milestone. In-
deed, HP and Enron are true counter-
points, illustrating the best and the
worst that the U.S. corporate gover-
nance system can produce. 

HP’s proxy fight was built on the
populist model and embraced all the
company’s public constituencies, treat-
ing them to a full display of American
corporate democracy in action, com-
plete with a town meeting and a polit-
ical-style campaign. Enron hid from its
constituents, and its collapse reveals
everything that can go wrong when
company insiders assume they know
best, evade governance responsibilities
and mislead the investing public.

Given these contrasts, it was sur-
prising to see the negative spin that
built up during the HP contest. Some
news stories went out of their way to
paint a picture of a seamy, personal
struggle with “smashmouth politics,”
backbiting and dirty tricks.

These negative characterizations
did not do justice to the merits of the
contest. Both HP management and dis-
sident director Walter Hewlett deserve
commendation for conducting cam-
paigns that kept shareholders focused
on the issues. The result was a text-
book proxy fight and a genuinely ef-
fective shareholder referendum on key
questions of business strategy. Al-
though not a contest for control, HP
ranks as one of the most visible and
hard-fought contests in recent years.
With the dismissal of claims of coer-
cive tactics, it also ranks as one of the
cleanest.

By contrast, the headlines of adver-
tisements from famous past proxy con-
tests screamed “DROP DEAD!” (RJR
Nabisco), “Show Us the Money” (ITT),

“Don’t Be Conned By Kahn” (ICN
Pharmaceuticals) and, the most fa-
mous of all, “The Directors of Sears,
Roebuck & Co.—NON-PERFORMING
ASSETS” (Sears/Robert Monks). Re-
ferring to Walter Hewlett as an acade-
mic and musician, or revealing details
of Carly Fiorina’s proposed pay pack-
age, are mild by comparison.

The negative spin on HP may sim-
ply reflect the media’s tendency to em-
bellish business stories with celebrity
and big money angles.  But there is a
deeper cause, arising from the Ameri-
can public’s love-hate relationship
with democratic processes. We insist
on the politics of inclusion, but at the
same time we are resentful and slightly
ashamed of the spectacle and the mess
that result.

Given this ambivalence and the
long-standing negative perception of
proxy contests, HP should help us rec-
ognize that proxy fights can be a legit-
imate, practical and effective tool of
good corporate governance. 

Despite their notoriety, proxy con-
tests are underutilized. During last
year’s proxy season there were just 40
proxy fights, out of a universe of
nearly 10,000 annual meetings of U.S.
publicly traded companies. (Since our
firm started keeping records more
than 20 years ago, the record number
of contests was 41 in 1989, and the
lowest was three in 1993.) What ac-
counts for their scarcity? Dissatisfied
investors often express reluctance to
take their case to shareholders be-
cause they believe proxy fights are
“impossible to win,” “expensive,”
“time consuming,” “risky,” “unpre-
dictable” or “the cards are stacked in
favor of management.” But in today’s
environment virtually all of these con-
cerns are either illusory or readily
overcome. CONTINUED ON PAGE 57
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Inside/Outside: How Businesses Buy
Legal Services by Larry Smith, ALM
Publishing, www.lawcatalog.com;
379 pages, $34.95. Reviewed by Lori
Tripoli. 

Hot-shot lawyers and top-notch
law firms might have spent the
last years of the va-va-voom,

dot-com-boom ’90s branding, niche-
marketing, perfecting their Power-
Point pitches and developing multi-
paged Web sites with really cool yet
appropriately serious graphics, but, for
all the marketing mania the Clinton
(“it’s all about the spin”) years brought
us, the overblown and too early cele-
brated millennium has gotten off to a
slow start. 

Those fast-flying firms that just a
short while ago could dismiss a client
unwilling to throw an ever-rising
threshold of legal fees their way might
just be finding themselves having to
fish for new business. And no matter
how expensive the fishing rod or late-
model the gear, the lawyer looking to
reel in clients today has got to know
what will make them bite. Which is ex-
actly what Larry Smith explains in his
new book, Inside/Outside: How Busi-
nesses Buy Legal Services. 

Smith, a principal in Levick Strate-
gic Communications and the long-time
editor of Of Counsel, a law firm man-
agement report, has done an exhaus-
tive study of the buying process, inter-
viewing hundreds of insiders at
Fortune 100 companies as well as start-
ups. In discussions with general coun-
sels, he has found out which compa-
nies like to keep all the truly
challenging legal work in-house for
themselves while farming out the
more routine, who really makes the de-
cision to retain a given firm (it’s not
just in the general counsel’s hands at

rock. Smith doesn’t just speak of how
the process worked and why some law
firms won out but also mentions when
some of those corporations are willing
to look beyond their established rela-
tionships and hire off-list.

Clearly knowledgeable about his
subject matter, Smith has done an out-
standing job presenting an enormous
amount of material in readable, well-
organized form. That said, an index
would have been enormously help-
ful, as would a list of sources inter-
viewed, as Smith tends to revisit
interviewees introduced early on.
Smith’s treatment of a potentially dry
subject is typically engaging as he
manages to illustrate his points with
specific examples culled of any extra-
neous detail. It takes a gift, and a well-
honed writing style, to merge such a
comprehensive discussion into inter-
esting narrative interspersed with
plenty of good quotations and con-
trasting examples.

While Smith’s style is engaging, it
does on occasion veer toward preten-
tiousness. Negotiations between buyer
and seller don’t reach a dead end but
a cul-de-sac, an unfortunate mix of
lawyers is a mélange, changes to GE’s
legal department weren’t complete but
a fait accompli, and nothing is “com-
monplace,” it’s de rigueur. Even if you
are pitching to the ten-dollar-word
crowd, Smith’s fluency in “Franglais”
is, well, passé. 

That said, it’s a petit quibble with an
otherwise necessary work. Lawyers
looking to stay ahead of the curve, or
to figure out a way to get there, would
do well to read it.

LORI TRIPOLI is a freelance journalist in
Westchester County whose work has
appeared in numerous legal and busi-
ness publications. She received her
law degree from the Georgetown
University Law Center in 1989.

McDonald’s and Caterpillar, where the
hiring decision has been delegated
downward), and what truly impresses
the judges in all those beauty-contest
pitches.

An enormous amount of material is
crammed into a book that features case
study after case study and a look at
seemingly every business trend that’s
surfaced over the past 15 years or so
and in-house counsels’ responses to
them. Smith writes about the develop-
ment of mega-firms and why some
companies like them and others don’t;
he talks about the encroachment of
multidisciplinary practices and tells
why all that buzz about law-firm
branding was, in the end, a bit
overblown; and he reveals how some
firms cannily edged out their competi-
tion in unexpected ways. 

Vinson & Elkins, for instance, a
Texas-based law firm with a stellar
reputation (at least before its represen-
tation of Enron became well-known),
was willing to get its foot in the door at
Motorola by performing lower tier
legal work as regional counsel for
Motorola’s semiconductor operation
based in the Lone Star State. Stamford,
Conn.-based Cummings & Lockwood,
a firm known for its trusts and estates
practice, leapt at the opportunity to
shore up its corporate practice when
high-tech corporations (think Price-
line) began popping up in the region.
Smith also talks about how some New
York-based firms may have over-
looked an opportunity to grow their
Silicon Valley, Calif. branches when
young dot-coms with growth potential
but relatively low fee revenue thresh-
olds were shopping for legal represen-
tation.

Always, the merit of Smith’s work
is in both the broad strokes depicting
the legal business he paints and in the
details he adds. Practitioners should
glean plenty from discussions of con-
vergence, or the winnowing of the
number of law firms a large corpora-
tion is willing to do regular business
with, at companies like DuPont, Pru-
dential, and Ultramar Diamond Sham-

LAWYER’S
BOOKSHELF
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increase, he now proposes to raise
taxes again. (Here to is selected, to
show contrast.)

But if you ignore that rule, you are
like many educated users, and because
wide, current use eventually deter-
mines what is correct, dictionaries will
eventually also ignore the “rule.”

From the Mailbag I:
In the February “Language Tips,”

Fordham Law School professor
Michael Martin argued that hereinafter
parentheticals are often unnecessary,
except in contracts or in footnotes to
articles. Professor Martin also argued
that in all other cases they are not only
unnecessary but fail to give the reader
sufficient credit for being able to con-
nect the abbreviation to the full name.
He added that “hereinafter parentheti-
cals” exemplify the gobbledygook
lawyers learn in their legal training. I
suggested that other lawyers should
write to agree or disagree with Profes-
sor Martin’s comments.

Attorney Kathryn McCary e-mailed
her disagreement. While noting that
hereinafter may not always be neces-
sary, she argued that parenthetical
identification of a short form that will
later be used in place of the full name
of a statute or other documents is a
matter of common courtesy.

Her practice is primarily in educa-
tion law, in the subfield special educa-
tion law, which “revolves around the
abominably named federal statute, the
Individuals with Disabilities Educa-
tion Act, or IDEA.” Parents of disabled
children, lay advocates and attorneys
fall into the habit not only of referring
to the statute as IDEA, but of using
other acronyms within the field as if
they were words in common usage
(for example, FAPE, IEP, FBA—pro-
nounced “fibba”—and even Edgar—
Education Department General). 

This, Ms. McCary points out, is con-
fusing and frustrating to the uniniti-
ated, which, she believes, is a signifi-
cant reason for using the acronyms.
Not only does the language make the
user appear “an initiate into mysteries
beyond the comprehension of the gen-

eral public,” but it is rude and contrary
to today’s requirement that legal
speech and writing should be clear
and comprehensible.

Ms. McCary agrees that the antici-
pated audience is a factor in deciding
whether to use “hereinafter parenthet-
icals.” When preparing a memoran-
dum of law for a New York State
Supreme Court Justice, she would use
abbreviations like CPLR without writ-
ing out the full name of the statute.

From the Mailbag II:
Rochester lawyer Anna Catalani

(who prefaced her comment with the
question, “Can you “stomach” another
interpretation of agita?”) wrote that
when her Italian relatives came down
with agita, they were referring to acido,
commonly known as acid indigestion.
She wrote that Americans have “tor-
tured” acido into agita. Americans have
also mispronounced other Italian
words such as bruschetta, which should
be pronounced with a k, not a sh
sound, and other menu items. Ms.
Catalani adds, “It gives me acido just
to think about it.”

My thanks to Attorney Catalani for
her comment. But because I do not
want to cause my New York readers ei-
ther agita or acido, this will probably be
my last word on the subject.

GERTRUDE BLOCK is the writing spe-
cialist and a lecturer emeritus at 
Holland Law Center, University of
Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611. Her 
e-mail address is Block@law.ufl.edu.

Question: I recall a rule that one
compares with, but contrasts to. Is
that rule still in effect?

Answer: The rule the reader refers
to is stated in the American Heritage
Dictionary (1982 edition). It goes like
this: When stating the similarity of two
things, use compared to. For example,
“The human brain has been compared
to a computer.” Thus, compared to,
under that rule, is synonymous with
likened to. But when compared means
“worthy of comparison,” comparing
both similarities and differences, use
compared with. For example, “This
year’s economy can be compared with
last year’s.”

As you can attest, the rule is not
often observed, and because even edu-
cated speakers don’t make the distinc-
tion, dictionaries now ignore it. The
1987 unabridged Random House Dictio-
nary says, “Following . . . compared, ei-
ther to or with is used regardless of
whether differences or similarities are
stressed.” But because there is also no
rule that you must avoid the distinc-
tion in your own usage, you can con-
tinue to do so.

There is a rule, however, regarding
the preposition to use after the word.
Use with after the verb and between
after the noun, unless you want to
stress opposition in your use of the
noun. Illustrations of the rule follow:

• The response of the administra-
tion to student sit-ins contrasts with
that of the previous administration.
(Here contrasts is a verb.)

• Television has reduced the con-
trast between the dialects of eastern
and southern United States. (Here
contrast is a noun.)

• In contrast to Senator Quag-
mire’s previous stand against a tax

B Y G E R T R U D E B L O C K

LANGUAGE
TIPS

Moving?
Let Us Know . . .

If you change the address where you re-
ceive your NYSBA mailings, be sure to
let us know so you can stay informed.
Send change of address and/or phone
number to:

Records Department
New York State Bar Association

One Elk Street
Albany, NY 12207

518-463-3200
e-mail: mis@nysba.org
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celerated to the point where they are
very nearly on a par with incum-
bents’—an indication that financing
inequities are at least partially neutral-
ized by dissidents’ regulatory and tac-
tical advantages.

The so-called inefficiency of proxy
contests is in the eye of the beholder.
To the business community, proxy
fights are unfamiliar territory—they
just don’t fit into spreadsheets. Proxy
fights are undeniably about economic
value, but they are also about power
and ideas. The medium is votes, not

gling to balance conflicting goals—
investor protection and market effi-
ciency. Either too many or too few
proxy fights could disrupt this balance.
The continuing tension between the
power of proxy fights and the barriers
to using them should ensure that the
right balance is maintained.

JOHN C. WILCOX is an attorney who
serves as vice chairman of Georgeson
Shareholder Communications Inc.,
which represented Hewlett-Packard
in the proxy fight involving its
merger with Compaq.
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dollars, which introduces an element
of imprecision that makes both finan-
cial and legal advisors uncomfortable.
Proxy contests bring with them unwel-
come reminders that corporations be-
long to ordinary people and that these
people may have opinions not entirely
aligned with deal term sheets and pro
forma financial statements. “Ineffi-
ciency” is inevitable when business
goals are tied to democratic processes.
In the United States we would not
have it any other way.

Proxy fights will always be a rem-
edy of last resort. They cap a regula-
tory system that is constantly strug-

POINT OF VIEW

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 54

ATTORNEY/FIRM WANTED
VAIL, COLORADO IMMIGRATION
LAW PRACTICE
Ready for a lifestyle change? Live,
play and practice law in Vail, Col-
orado. A well established immigra-
tion law practice with numerous
business clients including restau-
rants, hotels, and ski resorts, awaits
an experienced immigration law
practitioner or a firm wishing to es-
tablish a satellite office where part-
ners and associates can participate in
a unique legal atmosphere. Contact
person—Mark Gelinas at e-mail 
address: Law_At_Vail@cs.com.

FOR SALE
FLORIDA PERSONAL INJURY
OFFICE FOR SALE
Florida Sole Practitioner retiring
after 27 years.  Practice limited to
Personal Injury/Med Mal/Workers’
Comp.  2 experienced paralegals. In-
cludes Back Cover of Regional
phone book. 2 story old Victorian
home/office.  North Central Florida.
Confidential. E-mail to: lawpractice-
forsale@hotmail.com 

LAW BOOKS
THE LAWBOOK EXCHANGE, LTD. Buys,
sells and appraises all major lawbook
sets. Also antiquarian, scholarly.
Reprints of legal classics. Catalogues
issued in print and online. Mastercard,
Visa and AmEx. (800) 422-6686; 
Fax: (908) 686-3098; www.
lawbookexchange.com.

CLASSIFIED
NOTICES

Respond to Notices at:
New York State Bar Association
One Elk Street
Albany, NY 12207
Attn: Daniel McMahon

Deadline for Submissions:
Six weeks prior to the first day of
the month of publication.

Nonmembers:
$100 for 50 words or less;
plus $1 for each additional word. 
Boxholder No. assigned—
$10 per insertion.

Members:
$75 for 50 words and $1 for each
additional word. 
Payment must accompany inser-
tion orders.

Send ads with payment to:
Network Publications
10155 York Road, Suite 205
Crestridge Corporate Center
Hunt Valley, MD 21030
(410) 628-5760
sfuller@networkpub.com

OFFICE SPACE AVAILABLE
INSTANT OFFICE SPACE: NY or Newark.
Plug ‘n Play space in Tribeca at 305
Broadway, NY and/or at the historic
National Newark Building; varying
sized offices; spacious workstations;
dual NY and NJ presence; reception,
multi-line phones (instant phonelines),
t-1 internet, custom voicemail; virtual
offices too; flexible terms; ideal for
temporary trial HQ in NY and
Newark; www.lawsuites.net; 
212-822-1475 (brokers protected).
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FIRST DISTRICT
Robert C. Baxter
Stacy Bekman
Kelley A. Burns
Katherine E. Camp
James Eugene Clark
Carla J. Cole
Stephen C. Cooper
Joel M. DeFren
Aileen S. Diamond
Marni L. Diamond
Dara J. Diomande
Dennis E. Donohue
Barbara L. Dorsey
Justin F. Duffy
Dean Flynt Emmons
Zachary Alexander 

Feingold
Samuel D. Friedlander
Petek Gunay
Mitchel I. Herstic
Timothy Russell Hodge
Gary Israel
William A. Kapell
Dennis Richard Krasner
Elaine L. Lee
James R. Levine
Lauren D. Levy
Robert N. Littman
Maria M. Malave
Ronit Mitnik
Dennis Jose Ortiguera
Marco Palomba
Rikke Lykke Pedersen
George Pinsley
Marni Rachich
Joseph Luis Ramirez
Randye S. Retkin
Jennifer Janet Rodriguez
William S. Rosenstadt
Julie B. Rubinberg
Patrick P. Salisbury
Danielle Sapse
Kara Schissler
Kanan Sheth
Melissa A. Tabako
Robert S. Tobin
Linda J. Trachter
Claire O. Wood

SECOND DISTRICT
Edward Berkovitz
Carmine Coniglione
Molly M. Davis
Donia Farhoud
Marla R. Goldstein

Emmanuel O. 
Onuaguluchi

Mara Hastings Young

FOURTH DISTRICT
Paul L. Ryan

FIFTH DISTRICT
Steven W. Caldwell
Dean C. LaClair
Rebecca L. Wittman

SIXTH DISTRICT
Gretchen A. Beall

EIGHTH DISTRICT
Ralph A. Boniello
Richard C. Kloch
Edward A. Pace
Philip Scaffidi
Frank A. Sedita
Gene M. Simon

NINTH DISTRICT
Andrew S. Baron
Lonya Gilbert
Mark Jacobs
Christopher B Kleister
John P. O’Donnell
Marianne Manning Russo
Eric M. Saidel
Doria Saletsky Asen
Margaret Yu

TENTH DISTRICT
Annette T. Altman
Jasleen Kaur Anand
Angel M. Aton
Charles M. Avigliano
Laurie B. Berberich
Jared W. Beschel
Neil S. Cohen
Brian P. Corrigan
Carolyn Jean Cullity
Erick Durlach
Thomas Arthur Elliot
Megan E. Foehr
Arlene Gilbert
Richard T. Haunss
Alon Y. Kapen
Jack B. Kim
Elias C. Schwartz
Matthew V. Spero
Bernard H. Vogel
Regina Volynsky
Meredith M. West

ELEVENTH DISTRICT
Jamie J. Berman
Michael B. Cheatham
Jack Wing Chee Chung
Serhiy Hoshovskyy
John P. Kapsalis

TWELFTH DISTRICT
Perry C. Burkett
Nicolas Velez

OUT-OF-STATE
Harris Jay Aaron
Christina Marie Able
Jodi E. Abramowitz
Janet Rose Abrams
Olanrewaju John 

Adejumo
Erica Joy Adelstein
Jamel R. Adkins-Sharif
Andrew Crane Agor
Shaheena Anwari Ahmad
Deana Dong-yun Ahn
Senwan Humayun Akhtar
Alisha Tamu Akmal
Ikiesha Taquet Al-shabazz
Saadia Aleem
Cameron S. Alford
Theodore Allegaert
Richard Joseph Allen
Tiffany Ladale Allison
Joshua Freeman Alloy
Jordan Alpert
Jensen Ambachen
Lorenzo T. Ameno
Nabeel Mohamed Amudi
Pamela C. Ancona
Erik F. Andersen
Joseph Jerald Andrew
Shanni Eileen Apfelderfer
Timothy Richard Aragon
Jonah Bradley Arcade
Josephine M. Arrastia
Theologia 

Arutunian-kukurinis
Andrew Erik Auerbach
John Michael August
Elizabeth Margaret Avery
Allyson A. Avila
Omotola Oluwafunke 

Awosika
Folake Kikelomo Ayoola
Sara Azarm
Christine Victoria Azzaro
Andre Benedict Bacchus
Sam Baharvar
E. Ilan Baret
Jacob Kevin Baron
Jaime Ellen Barone
Rosemarie Barretta
Natalia Maureira Bartels
Daniel A. Bartoldus
Michael Ciro Bartolotti
Felix L. Bautista
Erena Diana Baybik
Matthew Evan Beck
Julie Bedard
Patrick Walter Begos
Amanda Marie Behrens

Colin Bell
Jaime Nicole Bell
Nathalie L. Bell
Lorraine M. Bellard
Avion Monique Benjamin
Jacqueline Benn
Matthew P. Bennett
Maurice Benzaquen
Roland Bergfeld
Brad Evan Berman
Matthew L. Berman
Richard James Bernard
Irina Nikola Bernert
Tracey D. Bernitt
Michael P. Biancanello
Francis Dana Bigelow
Ronald Stewart 

Billingsley
Jean Townsend Bleich
Susan M. Bloom
Alan Blumen
David Alexander Boag
Marcella Mary Bodner
Peter Alan Bogdanow
Kristen Elana Boon
David Charles Borde
Felice Adele Bowen
Gary S. Bowitch
Jared Michael Brandman
Lauren Rachel Breitman
Brian Michael Brennan
Robert Wilfred Briere
Thomas C. Briggs
Jeffrey F. Broderick
Mary Elizabeth Brown
Tomiko Brown-Nagin
Vincent K. Brudin
Christopher Brumm
Ali H. Burney
Sidney Eugene Buttrill
Julie Louise Cabou
Jessica Leigh Cadorine
Leah Mary Campbell
Brian Kirk Canfield
Wendy Elizabeth 

Capaccio
Charles Spencer 

Caranicas
Hunter T. Carter
David Joseph Casanova
Michael Lawrence Casillo
Samuel Morris Westby 

Caspersen
Shawn Michael Cestaro
Ray Y. Chan
Raphaele Chappe
Gary Jonathan Chase
Katherine Chen
Pearl Z. Chen
Vivian Cheng
Pamela Cheong
Elizabeth K Cheung
Emily Chiang
Eriko Chinen
Timothy Y. Chow
Peter J. Christian
Jenny Shihching Chu
Christine B. Chua
Jason Chue

Jae W. Chun
Thomas G. Ciarlone
Paul Clarke
Kristen Anne Clodfelter
Alison Manolovici Cody
Helen Lisa Cohen
David Clair Cohernour
Brenda Colbert
Brian K. Coleman
Carolyn Ruth Coleman
Mary K. Collins
Andrew John Comrie 

Picard
Kevin Francis Connolly
Paul Kingston Connolly
Matthew Gage Coogan
Alexis Marie Coppedge
Tara Emma Corbett
Danshera Louise Cords
Stephen Douglas Cox
Timothy E. Cox
Mollie Ruth Coyne
Larry A. Crotser
Matthew William Crowe
Paul Michael Cuccurullo
Danielle Marie Dandriger
Paris Daskalakis
Michael William Davey
Diana S. Davis
Ethan Ingalls Davis
Mark Alan Davis
M. Ashley Dawson
Rose M. De Vries
Nicol Sachiko Decarli
Nicole Decrescenzo
Grace Irene Defina
Christopher Joseph 

Delisle
Erin N. Delorier
Nicole M. Denow
Daniele Dermesropian
Marc G. Desantis
Robert R. Desir
Jamie Alter Deutsch
Rakhvir K Dhanoa
Yitzchok S. Diamond
Brian Dibenedetto
Eric G. Diefenbach
Dina Dipietrantonio
Edmund Dollinger
Lloyd Marc Donders
Joseph Patrick Donlon
Karina Vanessa Dorin
Samantha Amy Douglen
James V. Drew
Vincent Drouillard
John Louis Dupuy
Christopher W. Dybwad
James Benjamin Earthman
Kurt Haya Eberle
Rachel Blythe Ehrlich
Gary D. Eisenberg
Aly El Hamamsy
Shana Alyse Elberg
Daniel Emerson Elie
Kathleen Keener Elsner
Jillian P. Erdheim
John Frederick Erhard
John Vincent Erskine

NEW
MEMBERS
WELCOMED
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Moriah M. Eskow Niblack
Jacqueline E. Esposito
Adam R. Etman
Alicia Fabe
Nathaniel Naftali Falda
Tara Ann Famularo
Sami Farhad
Riham M. Farid
Beverly A Farrell
Amara Shontavia 

Faulkner
Jeffrey Steven Feinberg
Jeremy Daniel Feit
Lee H Feldman
Leonor Feliz
Julie Fendo
Garry Sharon Fennell
David F. Fernandes
Howard Reginald Fields
Tamara Fisher
Evan R. Fleck
Stefanie Claudia 

Fleischmann
Michael Ferrara Fleming
Lisa Christine Fodor
Robert Ross Fogg
Carrie Elizabeth Foote
Nadene M. Forbes
Evan D. Fox
Russel David Francisco
Stacey Francoline
Kirsten Elizabeth Franklin
Karl Frank Frankovitch
Jamil Omar French
Markus Roger Frick
Nicole W. Friedlander
Barry Friedman
Marc Brian Friess
Thomas Charles Frost
Michael Rosini Galligan
Matthew John Galluzzo
Bret Jason Ganis
Arthur Garcia
Frank Thomas Gargano
Christopher Michael 

Gatto
Robert William Gatto
Doneth Nicolete Gayle
R Zachary Gelber
Shimon Getler
Sheila Rae Gibb
Kimberly Anne Gilman
Ashok Arun Ginde
Richard Thomas Girards
Chiara Giuliani
Geraldine Iona Givens
Shona B. Glink
Eric Sebastian Glover
Joanna Holly Gold
Wendy M. Goldberg
David Ross Golder
Eric Paul Goldstein
Laura Casale Golightly
Kelly B. Gonzalez
David James Goodearl
Seth M. Goodstone
Nestor Anthony Gounaris
Jonathan Evan Green

Oded Green
Karen Janice Greenberg
Amy Elizabeth Greene
Margaret Jean Greenlees
David Louis Greenspan
Alisa Diane Greenstein
Matthew Noah Greller
Allen Grgurovic
Beverly A. Griffith
Ellen Whiteside Groarke
David R. Gronbach
Laura L. Grossman
Jessica Sari Gruner
Yu Gu
Jerry Carmelo Guarino
Daniel Guenther
Noelle Patricia Guerin
Sophie C. 

Guilhem-Ducleon
Fatih S. Gurk
Tara-Leigh Gurr
Leela Guttina
Ji Eun Ham
April May Hamlin
Susan Nielsen Hammond
Herschel Towles Hamner
Taehee Han
Michael A. Hanin
Matthew Eamon Hanley
Tracy Diane Hannah
Scott Raymond Hapeman
Christine Elizabeth 

Harding
David Bruce Hardison
John Vincent Harrison
Michael L. Hart
Eric L. Hartline
Peter Arthur Hatch
Daniel F. Hayes
Kara Faith Headley
Michael Thomas Hensley
Jason Alan Herman
Matthew Ian Herman
Ernesto Adolfo 

Hernandez
Tovi G. Herskovits
Steven Ari Heumann
Fadia R. Hindi
Diana P. Hinton
Valerie Lynn Hletko
Susan Joy Hodge
Paola Maria Holst
Ethan Randall Holtz
Claire Ellen Horgan
Hayel F. Hourani
Deborah Howe
Seth L. Huberman
Samuel Beresford Hudson
Kenji Inoue
Nae Irjrma
Gaku Ishiwata
Joseph M Iskowitz
Maria Iuanow
Kathryn Michelle Jacklin
Kate Tamzine Jackson
Charu Lata Jain
Ellen Mosen James
Felix Levon James

Amy Rebecca Janofsky
Tonya Marie Jansen
Kevin A. Janus
Edwin C. Jean
Rita Marie Jennings
Sean David Jensen
Jinsoo Jeon
Leandre M. John
Christiaan Dalton 

Johnson-Green
Melissa L. Jolivet
Sara Jean Jones
David Gordon Jordal
Jenifer Ling Ju
Claire Julhiet
Carolyn Jennifer Kagen
Rachel Lynne Kaplinsky
Akiko Karaki
Jonathan Alan Karen
Jordan Bradley Karp
Andrew Julian Deven 

Kashyap
Jaimee Allison Kass
Maria E. Katsivela
Nicole Demetra Katsorhis
Michael Aaron Kaufman
Matthew Aaron Kepke
Jasmine Khalili
Puja Khanna
Raymonda Khoury
Du Jeong Kim
Dueksoo Kim
Helen Kim
John K.J. Kim
Katherine Choi Kim
Michael Kim
Yong Ig Kim
Michael King
William Kenneth Kirrane
Daniel Kiss
Juergen Kittel
Daniel L. Klein
Justin Mark Kletter
Scott Elliot Kloin
Donald John Kochan
Jiang-nan Kong
Jordan Andrew Konig
Masaki Konishi
Reuben Kopel
Rachel Marissa Korenblat
Heather Allison 

Korsgaard
Fanni D. Koszeg
Michiru Koyama
Frederick James Kozody
Kim Marica Kraljev
Rebecca L Kramer
Kathryn Suzanne Krase
Julie Alyse Krawitz
Alisa Graham Kreger
Kohki Mark Kubota
William Christopher 

La Rose
Anne M. Ladia
David Kai-an Lam
Fleur Lamb
David R. Lancelot
Veronica Marie Lane

Stephen Morgan Lanza
John David Larimer
Louis Larocca
Agatino Latorre
Mark William Laudy
Pamela Laufer-Ukeles
Christina Marie 

Lauridsen
Irene Law
Ghislain B. Le Guen
Chulwoo Lee
Jung-hea Lee
Margaret M. Lee
Pasquel Anthony Lee
Sandra Sohee Lee
Scott P. Leet
Miguel Leff
Jeffery Andre Legault
Pamela Lyn Lehto
Magnus H.G. Lekander
John C. Lenzen
John Joseph Leonti
Corina Lynn Leske
Daniel Jason Levin
Erik B. Levin
Brian Lawrence Levine
Roger Leviton
Benjamin Matthew Levy
Raymond Wei-man Lew
Lori Beth Lewis
Sheri Nicole Lewis
Marion C. Leydier
Kelly K. Li
Jomarie Licata
Charles Lim
John J. Limb
Mao Yu Lin
Jiang Liu
Helen Charlotte 

Lloyd-Davies
Emily Anne Logue
Amanda S. Millett Long
Mary Ann Longobucco
Alison Dana Lonshein
Elton Loud
Amy Lu
Timothy Kevin Lucey
Ryan Shawn Luft
Frances Margaret Luke
James Lynch
Michelle M. Lynch
Annie Ma
Christina B.W. Mace
Cristiana Iose Maggiora
C. Hayward Majors
Shachar S. Malachovsky
Elaine M. Maldonado
Justin Reich Malen
Mehnaz Malik
Frank Michael 

Marcigliano
Daniel Robbins Marcus
Jessica Ellen Marcus
Thomas Margenet-Baudry
Richard Barry Margolies
Jacqueline Eva Mark
Brian J. Markowitz
Wilson Marrero

Amy Marshall
Gerard Jacob Martillotti
Elisabeth Megumi Martin
Megan Leigh Martin
Jason Eric Marx
Marco Antonio Mascarua
Luis C. Massud-Filho
H. Melissa Mather
Claudia Matte
Johan Fredrik Mattsson
Boris Matvenko
Jeremy A. Matz
Christopher Lawrence 

May
Frank David Mazzarelli
Eamonn J. Mc Callion
Delia Theresa McCabe
Melissa Anne McCarthy
Christopher Lee 

McCollum
Michael Gerard McCoy
Keith Alfred McCue
David Douglas 

McCusker
Trecia Simone McDermott
Richard E. McEewen
Thomas Edward 

McGuinness
Charlene C. McHugh
Kevin P. McManus
Stefanie Roberti 

McNamara
Kevin James McNamee
Timothy John 

Meadoworoft
Alexandra Jacobs 

Meirowitz
Allison Lynn Mendlowitz
Anthony L. Merolla
Ekaterina Metreveli
Joseph Wade Mezey
Nikolai Mikhailov
Beatrice Mikhly
Albert Lee Miller
Geoffrey Parson Miller
John M Minardo
Mirella C. Miranda
Todd Mizeski
Mark A. Mongelluzzo
Lillian J. Mongitore
Annmarie C. Montano
Stefanie J. Morgan
Christina A. Morris
Michael Moscarello
Michael George Mosier
Rosemarie Moyeno
Sarah A. Mudho
Minako Mukai
Thomas Martin Mullins
Tara Beth Mulrooney
Sandra M. Munoz
Margaret Marie Murphy
Daniel Murro
Timothy James Murtha
Uri M. Myerson
Walter A. Naeder
Jason Nardiello
Carol-ann Nardo
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Mary Alice Nation
Leonor Navarro
Mustapha Lakpene 

Ndanusa
Jennifer Nellany
Steven Craig Neuman
Matthew Joel Nevins
Joshua Michael Newville
Jason Yuk-wah Ng
Kimberley C. Nielsen
Vivian Lynn Nirenblatt
Sharan Nirmul
Reiko Noda
Olenka P. Nolder
Sur Gordon Novel
Sean Randy Nowak
Danielle Noel Nucci
Bert Marshall Oberlander
Anne O’Connell
Jennifer Margaret 

O’Connell
Richard D. O’Connell
Christopher Ikechukwu 

Odili
Yoav Oestreicher
Eric B. Offei-Addo
Jeanne Marie O’Grady
Jenie Suh Oh
Sean Thomas O’Leary
Jane Orgel
Selica Y. O’Riley
Margaret Mary O’Rourke
Dennis J. A. Ortiguera
Patrick Joseph O’Sullivan
Augustine Oubebor 

Otor-Osagie
Lauren M Ouziel
Ramon Anthony Pagan
Christopher N Palermo
Patrick Papalia
Kamran Parandian
Chrysa Pasqualone
Hilary May Georgina 

Paterson
Alexander N. Patsaouras
Tuaranna Renee Patterson
Serge V. Pavluk
Vikrant Pawar
Jeffrey P. Peace
Lisa Michele Pearlman
Verne Alan Pedro
Brent Edward Pelton
Carolina Perez-Lopez
Elise Laine Perkul
Ross E. Peters
Malcolm Phillips
Valerie A. Phillips
Yves Patrick Piantino
Jennifer Jolie Platzkere
Jeffrey M. Pohlman
Mark James Politan
Wendy Michelle Pollack
Jamie Paul Polon
Oscela Pope
Gary S. Poplaski
Clairborne Wirt Porter
Douglas M. Pravda
Jason Troy Prueher

Juan Carlos Pucha
Carl T. Putzer
Erik Gustav Quarfordt
David J. Quirolo
Farina Rabbi
Vladimir A. Rabinovich
Stephane F. Raby
Ronald Ragin
Olivia L. Raharja
Joseph Ramirez
Purnima Devi Ramlakhan
John David Lafayette 

Rather
Brian S. Rauch
Amy Andola Ravanesi
Adam Michael Rayman
Manohar T. Reddy
Alyson Leigh Redman
Jonathan Mark Redwine
Jonathan Bray Reed
Jessica Jean Rehak
Rachel Anne Rehaut
Thomas P. Reilly
Tracey Alison Reiser
Helen Lee Respass
Robert H. Reynolds
Jennifer Margaret 

Richards
Natalie Shana Richards
Daphne Richemond
Guillaume Riehl
Stephanie 

Rifkinson-Mann
Blake Alan Rigel
Jody Sue Riger
Luis A. Rivera
Eleonora B. Rivkin
Seidia L. Roach Bernard
George E. Roberts
John A. Robotham
Eileen Roche
Amanda Adams Rocque
Daniel Charles Rodgers
Joanne Rodriguez
Mae Rose Rogers
Heather Marie Roman
Olivia Damaris Rosario
Jacqueline Anne Rose
Melissa Gail Rosenberg
Chao I. Rosenthal
Jeffrey W Ross
Anthony Christopher 

Rossi
Laurie S. Rothenberg
Jeffrey Adam Rothman
Beth Evette Roxland
Jason Wayne Rubin
Andres Rueda
Melanie R. Rupert
Stephen Andrew 

Rutenberg
Paul E. Ryan
Tara L Sacharoff
Catherine Sackos
Milen Bojidarov Saey
Uzmah Saghir
Megumi Sakae
Zeinah Salahi

Alice Catherine Salisbury
Elif Emine Sallorenzo
Britt J. Salmon-Dhawan
Steven T. Salob
Jonathan Todd Salomon
Tamika Nicole Sanders
Karen M. Sandler
Colin Kwame Sandy
Ralph Sapoznik
Zara K Sarkisova
Ravi Sattiraju
Rose Ann Saxe
Richard P. Scalice
Anthony Joseph Scarpaci
Ilan David Scharf
Lawrence J.P. Scheer
Charles Nicholas William 

Schlangen
Darren L. Schlanger
Mark Francis Schlosstein
Karin Elisabeth Schmidt
Susan Robbie Schnell
Valerie Jean Schram
David Scott Schutzbank
Brad Kenneth Schwartz
David Christopher 

Schwartz
Michael Ryan See
Preethi Sekharan
Jonathan Alfred Selva
Pascual Ramon Semidey
Gnoleba Seri
Jose R. Serrano
Daniel Leslie Servino
Sarah Partin Setrakian
Lee Matthew Shapiro
Noah D. Shapiro
Maged E. Sharabi
Gaelyn Elizabeth Sharp
Adam Corey Sherman
Lucy Shigemitsu
Junko Shiokawa
Angela Joy Showalter
Claire Louise Shubik
Sheila Maureen Siegel
Scott Jacob Siegler
Yaniv Dave Silberman
Alexandre Gregory Simon
Marc H. Simon
Robert Isaac Sklar
Scott Andrew Slezak
Lance Iainn Smith
Michael S. Smith
Pia W. Smith
Sheldon Keith Smith
Richard Brian Spitzer
Jacob Gregor Springer
Jo Ann Squillace
Seema Srinivasan
Alyson Marie Stang
Jonathan Weiss Stein
M. Allison Steiner
Amit Steinman
William Eliot Stempel
Mark Steven Stern
Stephen D. Straus
Eugene Joseph Stroz
Michael G. Studdert

Roy Charles Studness
Eileen FitzGerald Sudler
Michele E. Suggs
David D. Suh
Mark F. Sullivan
Brian A. Super
E. Emma Szilveszter 

Lipari
Audrey Szyszkowski
Joseph E. Teichman
Pia Zara Thadhani
Susan Carol Thies
Vassili N. Thomadakis
Marissa Joy Tiamfook
David Tobon
Joseph Michael Toddy
David H. Tomlin
Anastasios Philip 

Tonorezos
Christian Anton Trabold
Jonathan L Trestyn
Julie S. Trivedi
Michelangelo Troisi
Sabrina San Khai Truong
Jose Truzman
Nino Tsiskaridze
Gillian Blythe Tullman
Jonathan David Tunis
Karen Frances Turk
Danielle Tylutki
Janet Ulman
Michael Kenneth Uster
Gabrielle Valente
Erica L. Valenti
Chad M. Van Ess
R. Lee Vanderpool
Maria Elena Velasco
Pierre-Hugues Verdier
Patricia M. Vicieres
Miles J. Vigilante
Luigi Vigliotti
Sonia Villa
Allison Marie Villafane
Bryan Scott Visnius
David N. Vozza
Gernot Wolfgang Wagner
Aaron Michael 

Wallenstein
David William Wang
Yuping Wang

Zouhoor Ahmad Wani
Michelle Ann Warren
Keri B. Wasserstein
Ilissa L. Watnik
Edith F. Webster
Jennifer Norton Weil
Heather Melissa Weine
Erik Weinick
Andrew Justin Weinstein
Jill Weinstein
Miriam Batya Weinstein
Brandon Selett Weiss
Brian Jeffrey Weiss
Corinne Pascale 

Weissberg
Allison Dawn Weissman
Sarah Welbourne
Justine E. Wellstood
Edward F. Westfield
Christine L. White
Linda A. White
Michael R. Whitney
Jahyun Wie
Itza Giselle Wilson
Heidi I Winzeler
Jared Scott Wolkowitz
David I. Wolmer
Jeffrey Ian Wool
Karen S. Wu
Dan L Wugman
Alison Ruth Yager
Shin Yamazaki
Felicia Anne Yancey
Mika Dara Yano
Jennifer Amy Yaseen
Jack S. Yeh
Sukhan Yhun
Jennifer Amy Young
Joanna Lyn Young
Julie Christine Young
Lauren Brooke Young
Lora Chi Yeuk Yuen
Olivia J. Zach
Christopher James 

Zammit
Sara C. Zborovski
Aijun Zhang
Patricia Ann Zohn
Lorraine Florence Zuch
Margaret Rebecca Zucker

In Memoriam
Philip J. Britt
Syracuse, NY

David H. Deitsch
Greenlawn, NY

Donald E. Egan
Binghamton, NY

James M. Gnall
New Britain, CT

Maria McCormack 
Sobrino

Sunnyvale, CA

Howard J. Peyser
New York, NY

Stephen A. Sacca
Lockport, NY

Professor Howard T. 
Sprow

Albany, NY

Neal R. Stamp
Ithaca, NY

Howard Vinokur
Garden City, NY
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Football fans take heart: Sports
metaphors in legal writing do not
come only from baseball. In its final
sentence, the dissenting opinion in
Florida’s Gore v. Harris,8 later Bush v.
Gore, quoted football coaching legend
Vince Lombardi’s touchdown: “We
didn’t lose the game, we just ran out of
time.” The Seventh Circuit9 also relied
on a football metaphor to reverse its
chief judge’s judgment:

Football fans know the sickening
feeling: your team scores a big
touchdown but then a penalty flag is
tossed, wiping out the play. Univer-
sal Bancard Systems, Inc. knows
that feeling firsthand after seeing
not one, but two big touchdowns
called back. The referee who waved
off the first—a $7.8 million verdict—
and then the second—a $4.1 million
jury verdict after a second trial—
was the Honorable Richard A. Pos-
ner, the circuit’s chief judge who in
this case was wearing, by designa-
tion, the robe of a district judge.
Like the instant replay official, we
now review the decisions of our
colleague—using the voluminous
record rather than a television mon-
itor and recognizing that our review
in 1999 of a case that began in 1993 is
a far cry from instant.

A beautiful metaphor, from Judge
Learned Hand: “Juries are not leaves
swayed by every breath.”10

A metaphor on the cutting edge:
“Language is the lawyer’s scalpel. If he
cannot use it skillfully, he is apt to
butcher his suffering client’s case.”11

A galloping metaphor: “Public pol-
icy is a very unruly horse, and when
you once get astride it you never know
where it will carry you.”12

A musical metaphor: “A minor par-
ticipant in the orchestra of a conspiracy
is as much as part of it as is the concert
master.”13

A metaphoric clause that will drive
you to drink: “After you have brushed
the foam off the beer, the plaintiff’s ar-
gument concerns only one item—
money.”14

9. Bankcard Am., Inc. v. Universal Ban-
card Sys., Inc., 203 F.3d 477, 479 (7th
Cir. 2000) (Evans, J.) (footnote omit-
ted).

10. United States v. Garsson, 291 F. 646,
649 (D.N.Y. 1923).

11. Irving Kaufman, Appellate Advocacy
in the Federal Courts, 79 F.R.D. 165,
170 (1978).

12. Richardson v. Mellish, 2 Bing 229, 252,
130 Eng. Rep. 294, 303 (1824) (Bur-
rough, J.).

13. United States v. Armedo-Sarmiento,
545 F.2d 785, 794 (2d Cir. 1976) (Van
Graafeiland, J.), cert. denied, 430 U.S.
917 (1977).

14. Horton v. Meskill, 172 Conn. 615, 658,
376 A.2d 359, 378 (1977) (Loiselle, J.,
dissenting).

15. Houghtaling v. Superior Ct., 17 Cal.
App. 4th 1128, 1136–37, 21 Cal. Rptr.
2d 855, 860 (Cal. Ct. App. 1993)
(Debney, J.).

GERALD LEBOVITS is a judge of the
New York City Civil Court, Housing
Part, currently assigned to Brooklyn
and Staten Island. An adjunct 
professor and the Moot Court faculty
advisor at New York Law School, he
has written numerous articles and
Advanced Judicial Opinion Writing, a
handbook for New York State’s trial
and appellate courts, from which this
column is adapted. His e-mail ad-
dress is Gerald.Lebovits@law.com.

A metaphor that contains some real
nuggets:

In the case of inexperienced pro se
litigants, it is better to err on the side
of admitting an ore-heap of evi-
dence in the belief that nuggets of
truth may be found amidst the
dross, rather than to confine the par-
ties to presenting assayed and re-
fined matter which qualifies as pure
gold under the rules of evidence.15

Next Month: Allegories, similes,
and combinations with metaphors.

1. 248 N.Y. 339, 352 (1928) (Andrews,
J., dissenting).

2. Aristotle, The Rhetoric of Aristotle
188 (Lane Cooper trans., 1932).

3. James D. Hopkins, Notes on Style in
Judicial Opinions, 8 Trial Judges J. 49,
50 (1969), reprinted in Robert A.
Leflar, Quality in Judicial Opinions, 3
Pace L. Rev. 579, 585 (1983). For a
tribute to Justice Hopkins’s legal
writing, see Margaret Mary Fitz-
patrick & John J. Sherlock, Portrait of
a Judge as an Artist (with Apologies to
James Joyce), 3 Pace L. Rev. 495
(1983).

4. Berkey v. Third Ave. Ry. Co., 244 N.Y.
84, 94 (1926). For some independent
thoughts about metaphors in legal
writing, see Haig Bosmajian,
Metaphors and Reason in Judicial
Opinions (1992); Bernard J. Hibbitts,
Making Sense of Metaphors: Visuality,
Aurality, and the Reconfiguration of
American Legal Discourse, 16 Cardozo
L. Rev. 229, 235 (1994).

5. Pavlicic v. Vogtsberger, 390 Pa. 502,
507, 136 A.2d 127, 130 (1957) (Mus-
manno, J.).

6. See, e.g., Maureen Archer & Ronnie
Cohen, Sidelined on the (Judicial)
Bench: Sports Metaphors in Judicial
Opinions, 35 Am. Bus. L.J. 225 (1998)
(urging legal writers to keep their
metaphorical eye on the ball lest an
umpire cry “foul”); Chad M. Oldfa-
ther, The Hidden Ball:  A Substantive
Critique of Baseball Metaphors in Judi-
cial Opinions, 27 Conn. L. Rev. 17
(1994) (same); Michael J. Yelnosky, If
You Write it (S)he Will Come: Judicial
Opinions, Metaphors, Baseball, and
“The Sex Stuff,” 28 Conn. L. Rev. 813
(1996) (same).

7. Oregon Natural Res. Council v. March,
677 F. Supp. 1072, 1073 n.2 (D. Or.
1987) (Burns, J.).

8. 772 So. 2d 1243, 1273 (Fla.) (Hard-
ing, J., dissenting), rev’d, 531 U.S. 98
(2000).
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Not Mere Rhetoric:
Metaphors and Similes

BY GERALD LEBOVITS

The spring, starting on its journey, is
joined by tributary after tributary.
The river, reaching the ocean, comes
from a hundred sources. No man
may say whence any drop of water
is derived. Yet for a time distinction
may be possible. Into the clear creek,
brown swamp water flows from the
left. Later, from the right comes
water stained by its clay bed. The
three may remain for a space,
sharply divided. But at last, in-
evitably no trace of separation re-
mains. They are so commingled that
all distinction is lost.

Metaphors are richest when they
are subtle and unexpected. Metaphors
are poorest when they are corny,
vague, intricate, lengthy, unoriginal,
forced, trivialized, or overused.

Never mix your drinks or your
metaphors. Mixed metaphors are like
not letting your right hand know that
it is lucky to break a leg. Mixed
metaphors result from stringing
clichés. If you do not use clichés, you
will not mix metaphors.

Aristotle, the master of metaphors,
explained that “metaphors . . . must
not be far-fetched; rather, we must
draw them from kindred and similar
things; the kinship must be seen the
moment the words are uttered.”2 New
York’s Second Department Justice
Hopkins agreed that metaphors
should not be arcane: “Metaphors illu-
minate, yet may also be delusive. Be
sure that they truly fit the pattern illus-
trated, and are not so remote in their
bearing that the reader loses his way in
underbrush.”3

Do not rely on metaphors to substi-
tute for independent thought. As
Judge Cardozo (as he then was) ex-
plained, “Metaphors in the law must
be narrowly watched, for starting as

devices to liberate thought, they end
up often enslaving it.”4

Do not use inappropriate tone in
metaphors. Consider this extended,
self-indulgent metaphor, from the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania:

A gift given by a man to a woman on
condition that she embark on the sea
of matrimony with him is no differ-
ent from a gift based on the condi-
tion that the donee sail on any other
sea. If, after receiving the provi-
sional gift, the donee refuses to
leave the harbor,—if the anchor of
contractual performance sticks in
the sands of irresolution and pro-
crastination—the gift must be re-
stored to the donor. A fortiori would
this be true when the donee not only
refuses to sail with the donor, but,
on the contrary, walks up the gang-
plank of another ship arm in arm
with the donor’s rival.5

How ’bout them Yankees? If you
want to hit a home run—and avoid
striking out—use metaphors accu-
rately.6 A favorite baseball metaphor
comes from the federal court in Ore-
gon:7

As I read the June 23 opinion of the
Court of Appeals, the plaintiffs as-
sert eight claims of error in my rul-
ing. The Court found reversible
error in five, but affirmed on three.
In baseball, a batting average of .375
is enviable indeed. Judiciary wise,
such an average sends one to the
showers in a hurry.

THE LEGAL
WRITER

Metaphors make legal
readers sit down and
take judicial notice.

Good legal writers apply law and
fact in an organized, grammati-
cal way. But the best legal writ-

ers use occasional rhetorical flourishes,
tropes from the figures of speech
learned in high school. To go to the
head of your class, add metaphors and
similes to your prose.

Experienced writers embrace
metaphors, which implicitly compare
unlike things that have something in
common. The law is filled with effec-
tive, memorable metaphors that make
abstract concepts concrete.

Metaphors have their place in legal
writing: ambits, four corners of the
record, marketplace of ideas, on its
face, penumbras, safe harbors, sliding
scales, slippery slopes, streams of com-
merce, zones of privacy.

Metaphors add color to legal writ-
ing: black-letter law, blue-sky laws,
bright lines, color of title, golden para-
chutes, greenmail, grey-market goods,
red lining, silver-platter doctrine,
white knights, yellow-dog contracts.

Metaphors make legal readers sit
down and take judicial notice:
Covenants “run with the land,” liti-
gants have “standing,” lawyers
“move” and “advance” arguments.
Not surprisingly, whether on a “high”
court or a “lower” court, judges “sit.”
With all that movement, thank good-
ness lawyers have long-arm statutes to
help them stay within the reach of the
law and to cite cases on all fours with-
out going on fishing expeditions or
opening the floodgates of litigation.

Perhaps the most famous metaphor
in the law comes from the New York
Court of Appeals in Palsgraf v. Long Is-
land Railroad Co.,1 in which Judge An-
drews analogized flowing water to the
doctrine of proximate cause: CONTINUED ON PAGE 61
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