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DONALD J. TRUMP,
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19 Civ. 8694 (VM)
- against -
DECISION AND ORDER

CYRUS R. VANCE, JR., in his official
capacity as District Attorney of the
County of New Yerk, and
MAZARS USA, LLP,
Defendants.
VICTOR MARRERO, United States District Judge.

Plaintiff Donalid J. Trump (“Plaintiff” cr  the
“President”), filed this acticn seeking to enjoin enforcement
of a grand jury subpoena (the “Mazars Subpoena’”) issued by
Cyrus R. Vance, Jr., in his official capacity as the District
Attorney of the County of New York {(the “District Attorney”),

to the accounting £irm Mazars USA, LLP (“Mazars”). (See

“Complaint,” Dkt. No. 1; “Amended Complaint,” Dkt. No. 27.)1

1 The Court notes a measure of ambiguity regarding whether the President
purports to bring this suit in his official capacity as President. The
President never explicitly states that he does so, yet his arguments
depend on his status as the sitting President. Whether privately retained,
non—~government attorneys accountable only to the President as an
individual are entitled to invecke an immunity allegedly derived from the
office of the Presidency, raises guesticons not addressed here. In any
event, the Court finds resclution of this ambiguity unnecessary to its
analysis.
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INTRODUCTION

The President asserts an extraordinary claim in the
dispute now before this Court. He contends that, in his view
of the President’s duties and functions and the allocatiocon of
governmental powers between the executive and the judicial
branches under the United States Constitution, the person who
servas as President, while in cffice, enjoys absolute
immunity from criminal process of any kind. Consider the reach
of the President’s argument. As the Court reads it,
presidential immunity would stretch to cover every phase of
criminal proceedings, including investigations, grand Jjury
proceedings and subpoenas, indictment, prosecution, arrest,
trial, conviction, and incarceration. That constitutional
protection presumably would encompass any conduct, at any
time, in any forum, whether federal or state, and whether the
President acted alone or in concert with other individuals.

Hence, according to this categorical doctrine as
presented in this proceeding, the constitutional dimensions
of the presidential shield from Jjudicial process are
virtually limitless: Until the President leaves office by
expiration of his term, resignation, or removal through
impeachment and conviction, his exemption from criminal
proceadings would extend not only to matters arising from

performance of the President’s duties and functions in his
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official capacity, but also to cnes arising from his private
affalrs, financial transacticns, and all other conduct
undertaker by him as an ordinary citizen, both during and
hefore his tenure in office.

Moreover, on this theory, the President’s special
dispensation from the c¢riminal law’s purview and judicial
inquiry would embrace not only the behavior and activities of
the President himself, but also extend derivatively so as to
potentially immunize the misconduct of any other person,
business affiliate, associate, or relative who may have
collaborated with the President in committing purportedly
unlawful acts and whose offenses ordinarily would warrant
criminal investigation and prosecution of all involved.

In practice, the implications and actual effects of the
President’s categorical rule could be far-reaching. In some
circumstances, by raising his protective shield, applicable
statutes of limitations could run, barring further
investigation and prosecution of serious criminal offenses,
thus potentially enabling both the President and any
accomplices to escape being brought to justice. Temporally,
such immunity would operate to frustrate the administration
of Jjustice by insulating from criminal law scrutiny and
judicial review, whether by federal or state courts, not only

matters occurring during the President’s tenure in office,
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but potentially alsoc records relating to transactions and
illegal actions the President and others may have committed
before he assumed the Presidency.

This Court cannot endcorse such a categorical and
limitless assertion of presidential immunity from judicial
process as being countenanced by the nation’s constitutional
plan, especially in the light of the fundamental concerns
over excessive arrogation of power that animated the
Constitution’s delicate structure and its calibrated balance
of authority among the three branches of the national
government, as well as between the federal and state
authorities. Hence, the expansive notion of constitutional
immunity invoked here to shield the President from judicial
process would constitute an overreach of executive power.

The Court recognizes that subjecting the President to
some aspects of criminal proceedings could impermissibly
interfere with or even incapacitate the President’s ability
to discharge constitutional functions. Certainly lengthy
imprisonment upon conviction would produce that result. But,
as elaborated below, and contrary to the President’s immunity
claim as asserted There, that consequence would not
necessarily follow every stage of every criminal proceeding.
In particular that concern would not apply to the specific

set of facts presented here to which the Court’s holding is
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limited: the President’s compliance with a grand Jjury
subpoena issued in the course of a state prosecutor’s criminal
investigation of conduct and transactions relating to third
persons that occurred at least in part pricr to the President
assuming office, that may or may not have involved the
President, but that at this phase of the proceedings demand
review of records the Preaident possesses or controls.

Alternatives exist that would recognize such
distinctions and reconcile varying effects associated with a
claim of presidential immunity in different criminal
proceedings and at different stages of the process. The Court
rejects the President’s theory because, as articulated, such
sweeping doctrine finds no support in the Constitution’s text
or history, or in germane guidance charted by rulings of the
United States Supreme Court.

Questions and controversy over the scope of presidential
immunity from judicial process, and unqualified invocatiocns
of such an exemption as advanced by some Presidents, are not
new in the nation’s constitutional experience. In fact,
disputes COncerning the doctrine arcse during the
Constitutional Convention in 1787 and the  Framers’
deliberations gave it some consideration. The underlying
issues, however, were not explicitly articulated in the text

of the charter that emerged from the Convention and thus have




Case 1:19-cv-08694-VM Document 35 Filed 10/07/19 Page 6 of 75

remained largely unresolved. Ccnsequently, the only thing
truly absolute about presidential immunity from criminal
process is the Constitution’s silence about the existence and
contours of such an exemption, a void the President secks to
fill by the expansive theory he proffers.

Nonetheless, the Founders and courts and legal
commentators have repeatedly expressed one overarching
concern about the breadth of the President’s immunity from
judicial process, a fear that served as a vital principle for
subsequent court and scholarly review of the question:
whether while in office the President stands above the law
and absolutely beyond the reach of judicial process in any
criminal proceeding. Shunning the cqncept of the
inviolability of the person of the King of England and the
bounds of the monarch’s protective screen covering the
Crown’s actions from legal scrutiny, the Founders disclaimed
any notion that the Constitution generally conferred
similarly all-encompassing immunity upon the President. They
gave expression to that rejection by recognizing the duality
the President embodied as a unique figure, serving as head of
the nation’s government, but also existing as a private

citizen.? As detailed below, the wisdom of that view has been

2 See Memcrandum frem Reobert G, Dixoen, Jr., Assistant Attorney General,
Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Amenability of the President, Vice President
and Other Civil Cfficers to Federal Criminal Prosecution While in Office

6
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tested before the courts on variocus ococcasions and has been
roundly and consistently reaffirmed by the Supreme Court and
lower courts.

In numerous rulings, the courts have circumscribed
claims of presidential immunity in multiple ways.
Specifically, they have held that such protection from
judicial process does not extend to civil suilts regarding
private conduct that occurred before the President assumed
office, to responding to subpoenas regarding the conduct of
third-persons, and  to providing testimony in court
proceedings relating to private disputes involving third
persons.

The notien of federal supremacy and presidential
immunity from Jjudicial process that the President here
invokes, unqualified and boundless in its reach as described
above, cuts across the grain of these constitutional
precedents. It also ignores the analytic framework that the
Supreme  Court has counseled should guide review of
presidential c¢laims of immunity from judicial process. Of

equal fundamental concern, the President’s claim would tread

at 20 n.14 (Sept. 24, 1973) (“The Framers of the Constitutions made it
abundantly c¢lear that the President was intended Lo be a Chief Executive,
responsible, subject to the law, and lacking the prerogatives and
privileges of the King of England . . . and that the President would not
be above the law, nor have a single privilege annexed to his character.”}
{citing sources).
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upon principles of federalism and comity that form essential
components of our constitutional structure and  the
federal/state balance of governmental powers and functions.
Bared to 1its core, the proposition the President advances
reduces to the very notion that the Founders rejected at the
inception of the Republic, and that the Supreme Court has
since unequivocally repudiated: that a constitutional domain
exists in this country in which not only the President, but,
derivatively, relatives and persons and business entities
associated with him in potentially unlawful private
activities, are in fact above the law.

Because this Court finds aspects of such a doctrine
repugnant to the nation’s governmental structure and
constitutional wvalues, and for the reascons further stated
below, it ABSTAINS from adijudicating this dispute and
DISMISSES the President’s suit. In the alternative, 1n the
event on appeal abstention were found unwarranted under the
circumstances presented here, the Court DENIES the
President’s motion for injunctive relief.

I. BACKGROUND

The Court begins by briefly recounting some facts that
appear to be uncontested. The District Attorney 1is
investigating conduct that occurred in New York State. As

part of that investigation, the District Attorney served a
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gfand jury subpoena on the Trump Organization, LLC (the “Trump
Organization”) on August 1, 2019. That subpoena seeks various
documents and records of the Trump Organization covering the
period from June 2015 through September 2018. The Trump
Organization proceeded to respond, at least in part, Lo that
subpoena without court involvement. On August 2%, 2019, the
District Attorney served the Mazars Subpoena on Mazars. The
Mazars Subpoena seeks various documents and records,
including tax returns of the President and possibly third
persons, covering the period from January 2011 through the
present. In mid-September, counsel for the President informed
the District Attorney that the President would seek to prevent
enforcement of and compliance with the Mazars Subpoena as it
related to the production of tax records. The President has
now done so through this action.

On September 19, 2019, the President filed the Complaint
in this action. On the same day, the President filed an
emergency motion for a temporary restraining order and a
preliminary injunction. (See “P1.’s Motion,” Dkt. No. €;
“pl.’s Mem.,” Dkt. No. 10-13; “Consovoy Decl.,” Dkt. No. 6-

2.} Upon receipt of the President’s motion and supporting

3 Citations to the memorandum of law in support of the President’s motion
for injunctive relief herein shall be citations to Dkt. No. 10-1. The
Court notes, however, that the memorandum of law at that docket entry is
an amended version of the memorandum of law originally filed with the
Court at Dkt. No. 6-3. (See Dkt. No. 10.)

9
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documents, the Court directed the parties to confer on a
briefing schedule and hearing date. Consistent with the
Court’s request, the parties submitted a joint letter with a
proposaed briefing schedule and hearing date, which the Court
endorsed. (See Dkt. No..4.) At the same time, the District
Attorney agreed to stay enforcement of and compliance with
the Mazars Subpoena until Wednesday, September 25, 2019 at
1:00 p.m. (See id.)

On September 23, 2019, the District Attorney filed a
memorandum of law in opposition to the President’s motion for
injunctive relief and in faver of the District Attorney’s
motion to dismiss the Complaint. (See “September 23 Letter,”
Dkt. No. 15; “Def.’s Mem.,” Dkt. No. 16; “Shinercck Decl.,”
Dkt. No. 17.)

On September 24, 2019, the President filed an oppcsition
to the District Attorney’s motion to dismiss and a reply in
further support of the President’s motion for injunctive
relief. (See “Pl.’s Reply,” Dkt. No. 22.)

On the same day, the United States filed a statement in
support of the entry of a temporary restraining order. (See
Dkt. No. 24.) Specifically, the United States supported the
granting of a temporary restraining order in order to afford
the United States additional time to consider whether to

participate in this action. (See id.)

106
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Also on the same day, the Court received a letter from
Mazars, which indicated that Mazars “takes no position on the
legal issues raised by Plaintiff.” (See Dkt. No. 26.)

The Court heard oral arguments from the President and
the District Attorney on September 25, 2019. (See Dkt. Minute
Fntry dated 9/25/2019; Transcript {(“Tr.”).) At the ceonclusion
of oral argument, the Court extended the stay of enforcement
of and compliance with the Mazars Subpoena to September 26,
2019 at 5:00 p.m.; ordered the parties to meet and confer
regarding their concerns, and to inform the Court by September
26, 2019 at 4:00 p.m. whether they had agreed upon a process
for proceeding; and granted the request of the United 5tates
for additional time to consider whether to participate in the
action. (See Dkt. No. 25.)

By letter dated September 26, 2019, the District
Attorney informed the Court that the parties had agreed that
the District Attcrney would forbear from enforcement of the
Mazars Subpoena until 1:00 p.m. two business days after the
Court’s ruling (or until 1:00 p.m. on Monday, Cctober 7, 2019,
whichever is sconer) and Mazars would gather and prepare
responsive documents in the interim., (See Dkt. No. 28.)

By letter dated September 30, 2013, the United 5States
indicated its intent to file a submission. (See Dkt. No. 30.)

On October 2, 2019, the United States filed a Statement of

11
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Interest, urging the Court not to abstain, but to exercise
jurisdiction over this dispute and, fcllowing additiocnal
briefing, to reach the merits of the President’s claimed
immunity. (See “Statement of Interest,” Dkt. No. 32.) By
letter dated October 3, 2019, the District Attorney responded
to the Statement of Interest. (See “Def.’s Response,” Dkt.
No. 33.)
IT. DISCUSSION

A, ANTI-INJUNCTION ACT

The Court begins its analysis by considering the
District Attorney’s argument that the Anti-Injunction Act, 28
U.8.C. Section 2283 (the “ATA"), forecloses the injunctive
relief the President seeks. (See Def.’s Mem. 5-6, 8-9.) Dating
to the 18th century and designed “to forestall the inevitable
friction between the state and federal courts that ensues
from the injunction of state judicial proceedings by a federal

court,” Vendc Co. v. Lektro-Vend Corp., 433 U.S5. 623, 630

(1977), the AIA provides that a “court of the United States
may not grant an injunction to stay proceedings in a State
court except as expressly authorized by Act of Congress, or
where necessary in aid of its jurisdiction, or to protect or
effectuate its judgments.” 28 U.S.C. § 2283. The President
has amended his complaint to clarify that he brings suit under

42 U.S.C. Section 1983 {(“"Section 19837) (see Amended

12
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Complaint 1 8), meaning this case fits squarely into the first

of the AIA's three exceptions.? See Mitchum v. Foster, 407

U.8. 225, 243 (1%72) {(“[Section] 1983 is an Act of Congress
that falls within the ‘expressly authorized’ exception of
[the AIA].”). Because Mitchum allows the Court to conclude
that the AIA is no bar to injunctive relief here, the Court
finds it unnecessary to reach the President’s alternative
arguments for the inapplicability of the AIA.
B. ABSTENTION

The District Attorney also submits that, under the

abstention doctrine set forth in Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S.

37 {(1971), the Court must decline to exercise jurisdiction

over the President’s suit. (See Def.’s Mem. at 5-9.) Younger

abstention is grounded in

the notion of “comity,” that 1is, a proper respect for
state functions, a recognition of the fact that the
entire country is made up of a Union of separate state
governments, and a continuance of the beliief that the
National Government will fare best if the States and
their dinstitutions are left free to perform their

separate functions in their separate ways. This . . . is
referred to by many as “Our Federalism” . . . . What the
concept . . . represent[s] is a system in which there is

sensitivity to the legitimate interests of both State

1 The District Attorney argues that the President’s claimed immunity is

“too wvague and amorphous” to be cognizable under Section 1983. (Def.'s
Response at 2 (guoting Golden State Transit Corp. wv. City of Los Angeles,
493 U.S. 103, 106 (1989)).} The Court shares the District Attorney's

doubts on this score. However, because the Court declines to exercise
jurisdiction on other grounds, it will assume without deciding that the
claim is properly brought under Section 1983. See Spargo v. New York State
Comm’n on Judicial Conduct, 2351 F.3d 65, 74 (24 Cir. 2003} (noting that
federal courts may “choose among thresheld grounds for disposing of a
case without reaching the merits” (internal quotation marks omitted)).

13
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and National Governments, and in which the National
Government, anxious though it may be to vindicate and
protect federal rights and federal interests, always
endeavors to do so in ways that will not unduly interfere
with the legitimate activities of the States.

401 U.S. at 44. Hence notwithstanding federal courts’
“virtually unflagging obligation . . . To exercise the

jurisdiction given them,” Colorado River Water Conserv. Dist.

v. United States, 424 U.S. 800, 817 (1976), Younger requires

federal courts to decline jurisdiction when a plaintiff seeks
to enjoin one of the following three kinds of state
proceedings: (1) “ongoing state criminal prosecutions,” (2)
“certain c¢ivil enforcement proceedings,” and (3) “civil
proceedings involving certain orders . . . uniquely in
furtherance of the state courts’ ability to perferm their

judicial functions.” Sprint Commc’ns, Inc. v. Jacobs, 571

U.s. 69, 78 (2013) (guoting New Orieans Pub. Serv., Inc. v.

Council of City of New Orleans, 491 U.S. 350, 368 (1989)

(internal quotation marks omitted)).

If the federal plaintiff seeks to enjoin one of these
three types of proceedings, a federal court may consider three
additional conditions that further counsel in favor of

Younger abstention, first laid out in Middlesex County Ethics

Commission v. Garden State Bar Asscociation. See 457 U.5. 423,

432 (1982). The “Middlesex conditions” are “{1) [whether]

there is a pending state proceeding, (2) that implicates an

14
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important state dinterest, and (3) the state proceeding
affords the federal plaintiff an adequate opportunity for
judicial review of his or her federal constitutional claims.”

Falco v. Justices of the Matrimonial Parts of Supreme Ct. of

suffolk Cty., 805 F.3d 425, 427 (2d Cir. 2015).° Moreover,

Younger also provides for an exception, pursuant to which a
federal court may entertain a suit from which it must
otherwise abstain, upon a showing of “bad faith, harassment,
or any other unusual circumstance that would call for
equitable relief” in federal court. 401 U.S. at 54.

For the reasons set forth below, the Court concludes
that it must abstain under Younger.

1. Ongoing State Criminal Prosecution

Although the District Attorney views the Mazars Subpoena
as part of an ongoing state criminal prosecution (see Def.’s
Mem. at 6-7), the President disputes that contention. ({See
Pl.’s Reply at 10-11l.) Hence the President denies the
existence of either an “ongoing state criminal prosecution”
under Sprint or a “pending state proceeding” per the first
Middlesex condition. No party argues that there is a

distinction between an “ongoing” proceeding and a “pending”

5  pederal courts previcusly treated the Middlesex conditicns as
dispositive of the abstention inquiry, but it is unclear how much weight
they should be given after the Sprint Court’s clarification that they are
merely “additional factors” appropriately considered in an abstenticn
inquiry. See Falco, 805 F.3d at 427.

15
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one, and the Court finds no such distinction in the law. The
Court consequently considers these two terms identical for
the purpose of its abstention analysis and concludes that the
Mazars Subpoena does qualify as part of an ongeing state
criminal prosecution for Younger purposes -- though not
necessarily a prosecution of the President himself.

In the spirit of comity, the Court begins its analysis
by observing that New York law considers the issuance of a
grand Jjury subpoena to be a criminal proceeding. C.P.L.
Section 1.20{18) defines a “[cljriminal proceeding” to cover
“any proceeding which . . . occurs in a criminal court and is
related to a prospective, pending or completed criminal
action, . . . or involves a criminal investigation.” C.P.L.
Section 10.10(1) explains that the “‘criminal cecurts’ of [New
York] state are comprised of the superior courts and the local
criminal courts.” Finally, C.P.L. Section 190.05 defines a
grand jury as “a body . . . impaneled by a superior court and
constituting a part of such court.” Because the Mazars
Subpoena relates to a criminal investigation and was issued
by the grand jury, which constitutes a part of a criminal
court, the Court finds as a matter of New York law that the
Mazars Subpoena constitutes a criminal proceeding.

State law aside, the President correctly notes that the

United States Courts of Appeals are divided on whether the

16
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issuance of a grand Jjury or investigative subpoena
constitutes a pending state proceeding for Younger purposes.

Compare Monaghan v. Deakins, 798 F.2d 632, 637 (3d Cir.

1986) (holding that grand jury subpoenas do not constitute a

pending state proceeding), vacated in part, 484 U.s. 193

(1988), with Craig v. Barney, 678 F.2d 1200, 1202 (4th Cir.

1982) (abstaining because of "“Virginia’s interest in the
unfettered operation of its grand jury system”), Kaylor v.

Fields, 661 F.2d 1177, 1182 (8th Cir. 1281), and Kingston v.

Utah County, 161 F.3d 17, *4 (10th Cix. 1998) (Table). The

United States Court of BAppeals for the Second Circuit appears
not to have yei ruled on the question.

The President asks the Court to agree with the Monaghan
Court and hold that no ongoing criminal prosecution exists
here because a state grand jury does not “adjudicate anything”
and “exists only to charge that the defendant has violated
the criminal law.” {Pl.’s Reply at 11 {internal quotation

marks omitted).) He alsc cites Google, Inc. v. Hood for the

proposition that “Sprint undermined priocr cases applying
Younger abstention to grand-jury subpoenas.” (Id. (citing 822
F.3d 212, 224 & n.7 (5th Cir. 20le)).)

However, the Sprint Court did not address what makes a
criminal proceeding an ongoing prosecution. Instead, it

reaffirmed that Younger applies only to criminal prosecutions

17
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and state civil proceedings that are “akin tc a criminal
prosecution,” and not to other civil proceedings. Sprint, 571
U.S. at 80. Here, there is no doubt that grand Jjury
proceedings are criminal in nature. Moreover, the Hood Court
explicitly observed that abstenticn was merited where Texas
law reflected that a grand jury was “an arm of the court by
which it is appointed.” 822 F.3d at 223. As noted above, New
York law similarly considers grand juries a part of the

criminal c¢ourt that impanels them. See also People v.

Thompson, 8 N.E.3d 803, 81C (N.Y. 2014) (“[Glrand jurors are
empowered to carry out numercus vital functions independently
of the prosecutor, for they ‘haive] long been heralded as the
shield of innocence . . . and as the guard of the liberties
of the people against the encroachments of unfounded

accusations from any source.’”) (quoting People v. Sayavoeng,

635 N.E.2d 1213, 1215 (N.Y. 1994) ({internal quotation marks
omitted)). The Second Circuit has further confirmed that
“Grand Juries exist by virtue of the New York State
Constitution and the Superior Ccurt that impanels them; they
are not arms or instruments of the District Attorney.” United

States v. Reed, 756 F.3d 184, 188 (2d Cir. 2014).

Although the Second Circuit has not explicitly addressed
whether grand jury proceedings constitute an ongoing state

prosecution under Younger, Judges of this district have

18
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“routinely applied Younger where investigatory subpoenas have
been issued,” even pricr to a “full-fledged state

prosecution” and outside of the criminal context. Mir v. Shah,

No. 11 Civ. 5211, 2012 WL 6097770, at *3 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 4,
2012); aff’d, 569 F. App’x 48, 50-51 {2d Cir. 2014) (affirming

on basis that “abstention is still appropriate here under the

Sprint framework”); see also Mirka United, Inc. v. Cuomo, No.
06 Civ. 14292, 2007 WL 4225487, at *4 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 27, 2007)
(“Numerous courts have held that investigatory proceedings
that occur pre-indictment and that are an integral part of a
state criminal prosecution may constifute ‘ongoing state

proceedings’ for Younger purposes.”); J. & W. Seligman & Co.

Inc. v. Spitzer, No. 05 Civ. 7781, 2007 WL 2822208, at *5

(S.D.N.Y. Sept. 27, 2007) (“{Tlhe issuance of compulsocry
process, including subpoenas, in criminal cases, initiates an
‘ongoing’ proceeding for the purposes

of Younger abstention.”); Nick v. Abrams, 717 F. Supp. 1053,

1056 (S.D.N.Y. 19889) ("[Clommon sense dictates that a
criminal investigation is an integral part of a c¢riminal
proceeding. . . . Permitting the targets of state criminal
investigations to challenge subpoenas . . . in federal court
prior to their indictment or arrest, therefore, would do

. much damage to principles of equity, comity, and federalism

.”). The Court declines to contradict over thirty years’

19
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worth of settled and well-reasoned precedent of courts in
this district and instead concludes that this case involves
an ongoing state criminal prosecution.

2. The Second Middlesex Conditicn

The second Middlesex condition favors abstention if the
pending state proceeding implicates an important state
interest. See Falco, 805 F.3d at 427. The Court finds this
condition satisfied. A state’s interest in enforcement of its
criminal laws undoubtedly qualifies as an important state
interest, ©particularly considering that Younger itseilf
concerned a c¢hallenge to state criminal proceedings. See

Arizona v. Manypenny, 451 U.S. 232, 243 (1981); see generally

Younger, 401 U.S. 37.

3. The Third Middlesex Condition

The third Middlesex condition favors abstention if “the
state proceeding affords the federal plaintiff an adequate
ocpportunity for judicial review of his or her federal
constitutional claims.” Falco, 805 F.3d at 427 (internal
guotation marks omitted). “[A]lny uncertainties as to the
scope of state proceedings or the availability of state
remedies are generally resolved in favor of abstention.

(I1t is the plaintiff’s burden to demonstrafe that state

remedies are inadequate.” Spargo, 351 F.3d at 78. In this

respect, federal courts may not “assume that state judges

20
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will dinterpret ambiguities in state procedural law to bar

r

presentation of federal claims. Pennzocil Co. v. Texaco,

Inc., 481 U.S. 1, 15 (1987).

The President argues that state preceedings are
inadequate because “under current New York law, it does not
appear that the President could move to gquash a subpoena he
did not receive.” (Pl.’s Reply at 9.) However, the Court’s
review of New York law suggests otherwise. A non-recipient
can challenge a subpoena under certain circumstances. See

Beach v. 0il Transfer Corp., 199 N.Y.S5.2d 74, 76 (Sup. Ct.

Kings Cty. 1960} (“In situations where witnesses served with
subpoenas are not parties, nevertheless, upon a claim of
privilege, the defendant being the party principally
concerned by the adverse effect of the subpoenas served upon
the witnesses and being the party whose rights are invaded by
such process may apply to the court whose duty it is to
enforce 1t, to set aside such process if it is invalid.”

(internal quotation marks omitted)); see also In re Roden,

106 N.Y.S.2d 345, 347-48 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cty. 1951) (“Any party
affected by the process of the court or its mandate may apply
to the court for its medification, wvacatur, gquashal or other

relief he feels he is entitled to receive.”); accord Colfin

Bulls Funding B, LLC v. Ampton Invs., Inc., No. 151885/2015,

2018 WL 7051063, at *8 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cty. Nov. 26, 2018}

21
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(quoting In re Roden for same proposition); People v.

Grosunor, 439 N.Y.S$.2d 243, 246 (Crim. Ct. Bronx Cty. 1981)
{same) .

The preceding decisions indicate that the President can
challenge the Mazars Subpoena in a state forum on the basis
of his asserted immunity. At the very least, they reflect an
ambiguity in state law that the Court must resolve in favor
of abstention.®

The President raises a closer question by arguing that,
even if available, a state forum would 5not be truly adequate”
given that the federal and state governments are already in
conflict. (Pl.’s Reply at 9.) As the President notes, some
sources suggest that Younger is inapplicable to suits the
federal government chooses to bring against state governments
in federal court, on the theory that in those situations the
federal-state conflict Younger seeks to preempt will occur

evern if the federal court abstains. See United States v.

Morros, 268 F.3d 695, 707 (9th Cir. 2001); United States v.

$ Even if the President could not challenge the Mazars Subpoena in state
proceedings, it is unclear why he could not raise his constitutional
arguments in a challenge to the subpoena served upon the Trump
Organization (the “Trump Organization Subpoena”). As the President’s
counsel noted at oral argument, “there’s not a document Mazars has that
[the Trump Organization does not] have in [its} possession,” Tr. 47:22-
23. Counsel further stated that the Mazars Subpoena was prompted by the
Trump Organization’s refusal to comply with the Trump Organization
Subpoena. Tr. 47:24-48:3. If the President views both subpoenas as
attempts to criminally prosecute him, he could litigate his claimed
immunity in a challenge to the Trump Organization Subpoena and
incidentally render compliance with the Mazars Subpcena a moot point.

22




Case 1:19-cv-08694-VM Document 35 Filed 10/07/19 Page 23 of 75

Composite State Bd. of Med. Examiners, 656 F.2d 131, 135-36¢

(5th Cir. 1981). The United States echoes these arguments,
contending that the “principles of comity and federalism

lose their force when the federal government’s own Chief
Executive invokes federal constitutional law to challenge a
state grand jury subpoena demanding his records.” (Statement
of Interest at 4.)

As an initial note, as pointed out above, the Court is
not certain that attorneys privately retained by the person
who 18 President can bring suit on behalf of the United
States. Indeed, the Justice Department has filed a Statement
of Interest on behalf of the United States pursuant to 28
U.8.C. Section 517, rather than formally intervening as a
party, or explicitly stating that it is appearing on behalf
of the President in connection with official presidential
business implicating United States interests.

Even assuming that this action is brought by the federal
government, however, the Supreme Court appears not to have
addressed the impact of this consideration on Younger

analysis, and there is precedent to the contrary. See Colorado

River, 424 U.S. at 816 n.23 (declining to consider “when, if
at all, abstention would be appropriate where the Federal
Government seeks to invoke federal Jjurisdiction”); United

States v. Ohio, 614 F.2d 101, 104 (6th Cir. 1979) (“Abstentiocn
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from exercise of federal jurisdiction is not improper simply
because the United States 1is the party seeking a federal

forum.”); United States v. Oregon, No. 10 Civ. 528, 2011 WL

11426, at *5 (D. Or. Jan. 4, 2011) (“[T]he United States’
role as plaintiff is not dispositive to this question. Comity
principles can justify abstention even when the United States
is the plaintiff.”), aff’d, 503 F. App’x 525, 527 (9th Cir.
2013) (affirming abstention on basis that the distinction
between the federal government and a private citizen “is not
material given the {Supreme Court’s] comity ratiocnale” in

Levin v. Commerce Energy, Inc., 560 U.35. 413 (2010)).

The Court cannot agree that the President’s filing of
this action renders the principles of comity and federalism
a nullity. While the Second Circuit does not appear to have
directly addressed this “difficult question with regard to
federal-state relations” in the Younger context, it has
denied “that a stay [should be] automatically granted simply

on the application of the United States.” United States v.

Certified Indus., Inc., 361 F.2d 857, 859 (2d Cir. 1966); see

also United States v. Augspurger, 452 F. Supp. 659, 668

(W.D.N.Y. 1978) (“[T]he general rules of comity do apply even
when the United States is the plaintiff.”).
Instead, it 1is “necessary to 1inguire ‘whether the

granting of an injunction [is] proper in the circumstances of
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this case.’” Certified Indus., 36l ¥.2d at 859 (quoting Leiter

Minerals, Inc. v. United States, 352 U.S. 22C, 226 (1957}).

This circumstantial test better accords with the vision of a
federal court system “in which there is sensitivity to the
legitimate interests of both State and National Governments

anxious though [the Court] may be to vindicate and

"

protect federal rights and federal interests.” Younger, 401
U.S. at 44. Automatically deferring to federal interests in
suits brought by the federal government is as incompatible
with our federalism as unthinkingly deferring to states’
interests in state proceedings.’

Further, the President provides no compelling proof that
New York courts would fail to adeguately adjudicate his
immunity <¢laim, relying instead on the unsubstantiated

allegation that he would risk “lccal prejudice.” (Pl.’s Reply

at 9 {(quoting Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S5. 681, 691 (1997}}.)

Absent a much more compelling showing, the Court declines to

conclude that New York courts will treat the President with

7 The Court does not believe that the cases cited by the President ccmpel
a contrary conclusicen. The Compesite State Court specifically
distinguished its set of facts from a case where, as here, “the state and
federal governments are not in direct conflict” even though the federal
government might have “an interest in the outcome of the acticn to the
extent that a federal right is implicated.” 656 F.2d at 136. And the
Morros Ceourt found that the federal-state conflict inhered where the two
governments were locked in & cententicus dispute spanning over ten years.
See 268 F.3d at 708. By contrast, a direct or inherent conflict is not
inevitable in this case, where the state grand jury has merely requested
records pertaining to a broad set of facts and actors and may not
ultimately target the President.
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prejudice. Similarly, the United States misses the mark when
it argues that “the state’s interest in litigating such an
unusual dispute in a state forum is minimal.” (Statement of
Interest at 8.) Te the contrary, “[ulnder cur federal systemn,
it goes without saying that preventing and dealing with crime
is much more the business of the States than it is of the
Federal Government. Because the regulation of crime is pre-
eminently a matter for the States, we have identified a strong
judicial policy against federal interference with state
criminal proceedings.” Manypenny, 451 U.S. at 243 (internal
alterations, citations, and gquotations omitted). The
President’s inferest in adjudicating an alleged immunity from
state criminal process in federal court, with respect to a
state investigation that may or may not ultimately target the
President, cannot outweigh the State interest without much

stronger proof of State judicial inadequacy.®

8 The United States also argues against abstention by analegizing to 28
U.5.C. Section 1442, which authorizes a federal officer to remove a state
court action to federal court if she is directly sued “for or relating
to any act under color of” her office. (Statement of Interest at 9.) But
Mazars’s duties and services with respect tce the President’s personal
financial records do not appear to relate to any act taken under the
color of the President’s office, and no party argues otherwise. Nor has
any party pointed to a federal defense that Mazars cculd bring, as might
otherwise justify removal under the statute. See Watson v. Philip Morris
Cos., 551 U.S. 142, 131 (2007); Isaacson v. Dow Chem, Co., 517 F.3d 128,
139 (2d Cir. 2008). Far from being directed to a federal officer for her
federal acts, the Mazars Subpoena requests private recerds from a private
third party. The Court declines teo upend its broader Younger analysis on
the basis of an inapposite hypothetical.
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Even if the law regarding suits brought by the federal
government is ultimately unclear, the Court cannot disregard
the principles underlying Younger on this basis alone. And in
any event, “it remains unclear how much weight {the Court]
should afford {the Middlesex conditions] after Sprint.”
Falco, 805 ¥.3d at 427. Because the Court finds that there is
an ongoing state criminal prosecution, an important state
interest is implicated, and the state proceeding would afford
the President at least a procedurally adequate opportunity
for judicial review of his federal claims, the weight of the
Court’s analysis under Sprint and the Middlesex conditions
requires abstention.?

4, The Bad Faith or Harassment Exception

Although the Court finds that a state criminal
prosecution is ongoing and the Middlesex conditions further
discourage the Court’s exercise of juiisdictibn, abstention
may still be inappropriate if the President can demonstrate

“bad faith, harassment, or any other unusual circumstance

9 The Court is sensitive to the President’s argument that abstention under
these circumstances might embolden state-level investigation of future
Presidents, especially by elected prosecutors in jurisdictions strongly
opposed to a given incumbent. However, the Court cannct conclude that
this argument merits the exercise of jurisdictien here, where the District
Attorney has subpeenaed a third party in a broad investigation that may
not ultimately target the President. If fuiure criminal investigaticns by
state prosecutors more clearly target a President on politicized grounds
or invade on the prerogatives of the Presidency, then either such
exceptional circumstances or evidence that the investigations lacked a
good-faith basis could potentially warrant the exercise of federal court
jurisdicticon tc consider such a challenge.
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that would call for equitable relief.” Younger, 401 U.S. at
54, “However, a plaintiff who seecks to head off Younger
abstention bears the burden of establishing that one of the

exceptions applies.” Diamond “D” Constr. Corp. v. McGowan,

282 F.3d 191, 198 (2d Cir. 2002). To invoke the bad faith
exception, “the party bringing the state action must have no
reasonable expectation of obtaining a favorable outcome.” Id.
at 199 (internal quotation marks omitted). ™“[R]ecent cases
concerning the bad faith exception have further emphasized
that the subjective motivation of the state authority in
bringing the proceeding is critical to, if not determinative
of, this inquiry.” Id.

The President argues that the Mazars Subpoena was issued
in bad faith because it essentially coples two congressiocnal
subpoenas which cover subject matter allegedly exceeding the
District Attorney’s Jjurisdiction. The President also cites
numerous statements by federal and state officials indicating
their intent to investigate the President’s finances and
remove him from office. (See Amended Complaint 91 25-41.) The

President further relies on Black Jack Distributors, Inc. v.

Beame Lo claim that this evidence raises an inference that
the District Attorney’s “activities have a secondary motive”

and are “going beyond good faith enforcement of the [criminal]
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laws.” (Pl.'s Reply at 10 (guoting 433 F. Supp. 1297, 1304-
07 {(8.D.N.Y. 1977)).)

The District Attorney acknowledges that the Mazars
Subpoena 1is substantially identical to the congressional
subpoenas, but he argues that the Mazars Subpoena remains
appropriate because it would enccmpass documents relevant to
the state’s investigation and enable Mazars to produce those
documents promptly, as Mazars had already begun collecting
the same documents in order to respond to the congressional
subpoenas. (Tr. 30:16-25.) The District Attorney adds that
although the documents covered by the subpoenas may relate to
matters of federal law, they nevertheless “certainly pertain
to potential issues under state law,” which would be the
“exclusive focus” of his investigation. (Tr. 30:1-5.)

And although the statements cited in the President’s
complaint certainly reflect that a number of New York State
elected officials may wish the President’s tenure in office
to end, those statements do not reveal the “subjective motive”
of the District Attorney in initiating these particular
proceedings -- particularly when the District Attorney made
none of these statements himself, and they cannot otherwise
be attributed to him. To hold otherwise and impute bad faith
to the District Attorney on the basis of statements made by

various legislators and the New York Attorney General would
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be “incompatible with federal expression of ‘a decent

respect’ for” the state authority’s functions. Glatzer v.

Barone, 614 ¥. Supp. 2d 450, 460 (S.D.N.¥Y. 2009).

This case is thus distinguishable from Black Jack

Distributors, where the court’s finding of bad faith relied

on a police department’s consistent and repeated use of arrest
procedures that had been “long ago held invalid under New
York law,” pursuant to the head of the enforcement project’s
declaration that the department would “undertake activities
knowing that they are illegal” and “despite all
constitutional limitations . . . stop at nothing” to put the
plaintiff out of business. 433 F. Supp. at 1306. The President
has not shown that the District Attorney 1s acting with
anywhere near the same level of disregard for the law at this
point in the investigation.

Moreover, the President has not alleged that the
District Attorney lacks any “reasonable expectation of

obtaining a favorable outcome,” Diamond "“D” Constr. Corp.,

282 F.3d at 199, in the criminal prosecution of which the
Mazars Subpoena 1s part -- a proceeding which, after all,
need not necessarily lead to an indictment of the President
himself. Indeed, the Declaration of Solomon Shinerock
reflects that the District Attorney’s investigation relates

at least in part to “‘hush money’ payments to Stephanie
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Clifford and Karen McDougal, how those payments were
reflected in the Trump Organization’s books and records, and
who was involved in determining how those payments would be
reflected in the Trump Organization’s books and records.”
{See Shinerock Deci. 1 9.}

The Declaration also reflects that a variety of
investigations related to similar conduct are either ongoing
or resolved, including a non-prosecution agreement between
federal prosecutors and American Media, Inc. related to an
investigation of the lawfulness of the “hush money” payments;
the conviction of Michael D. Cohen for tax fraud, false
statements, and campaign finance violations during the period
he was counsel to the President; and investigations by
multiple other New York regulatory authorities concerning
alleged insurance and bank fraud by the Trump Organization
and its officers. (See id. T 17.) None of these investigations
necessarily involve the President himself, and the President
fails to show that the District Attcrney could not reasonably
expect to obtain a favorable outcome 1in a criminal
investigation that is substantially related to the topics and
targets listed above. Barring a stronger showing from the
President, the Court declines to impute bad faith to the

District Attorney in relation to these proceedings.
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5. The Extraordinary Circumstances Exception

Even if bad faith and harassment do not apply, a district
court that would otherwise abstain under Younger may hear the
federal plaintiff’s claims if the claimant can prove that
extraordinary or unusual circumstances justify enjoining the

state court proceeding. See Younger, 401 U.5. at 54. “{S]uch

circumstances must be ‘extracrdinary’ 1in the sense of
creating an extraordinarily pressing need for immediate
federal equitable relief, not merely in the sense of
presenting a highly unusual factual situation.” Kugler v.
Helfant, 421 U.S. 117, 124-25 (1975). The Second Circuilt has
construed Kugler and related Supreme Court precedent to
require (1} that there be no state remedy available to
meaningfully, timely, and adequately remedy the alleged
constitutional violaticn; and (2) that a finding be made that
the litigant will suffer ‘great and immediate’ harm if the
federal court does not intervene” for the exception to apply.

Diamond “D” Const. Corp., 282 F.3d at Z201.

As noted in Section II.B.3 supra, New York state courts
appear to provide an at least procedurally adequate avenue
for remedying the alleged constitutional viclation at issue.
While the Court is mindful of “the special sclicitude due to
claims alleging a threatened breach of essential Presidential

prercgatives,” Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.3. 731, 743 (1982),
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the President’s claims nevertheless fail to demonstrate an
“Yextraordinarily pressing need for immediate federal
equitable relief.” Kugler, 421 U.S. at 125. As described
further in Section IL.C.3.1i infra, the President fails to
show irreparable harm. The double Jjeopardy cases that the
President cites are likewise inapposite to support his
proposition that a claim of Presidential immunity would be
“irreparably lost if . . . not vindicated immediately.” (P1.’s
Reply at 8.) The President has not been the subject of any of
the criminal proceedings he lists as grounds showing
irreparable harm; he has not been indicted, arrested, or
imprisoned, or even been identified as a target of the
District Attorney’s investigation -- let alone been tried
once before, as reguired in the double jeopardy context.
Though the President and the United States devote
significant attention to the President’s unique
constitutional‘position, these arguments reflect the highly
unusual factual underpinning of this case rather than the
“extraordinarily pressing need feor immediate federal
equitable relief” demanded by Kugler. Far from requesting
immediate relief, the United States asks that this Court

schedule additional briefing on the merits of the President’s
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claims.i9 (See Statement of Interest at 10.) The President’s
claim that his absolute immunity defense must be “wvindicated
immediately” also runs counter to his counsel’s
representations at oral argument that the President is not
currently “seeking a permanent resolution of this dispute”
but is instead merely asking for “an orderly process that
allows the serious constitutional guestions to be adjudicated
carefully and thoughtfullyl([, ] that preserves the
[Plresident’s right to be heard and allows him a reasonable
chance to appeal any adverse decision that might alter the
status quo.” (Tr. 11l:4, 10-14.)

The President fails to show that New York courts would
not afford him such an orderly process, and his claim to

W

absolute immunity simply does not demonstrate an
extraordinarily pressing need for immediate federal equitable
relief” where the District ALtorney has ﬁot identified the
President as a target of the state investigation, let alone
actually dindicted him. On the contrary, the President’s
prophecies that he will be indicted and denied due process in

state proceedings are, at best, speculative and unripe. The

Second Circuit has previously held that “[t]he exceptional

10 The Court denies this request, as the Court fails to see how further
briefing on the merits of the President’s immunity arguments would add to
the parties’ already extensive treatment of the subject, including a
lengthy oral argument.
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circumstances exception does not apply [wherel the likelihood

of immediate harm is speculative.” See Miller v. Sutton, 697

F. App'x 27, 28 (2d Cir. 2017). This Court now so holds.
For these reasons, the Court abstains from exercising
Jurisdiction over the President’s suit.

C. PRESIDENTIAL IMMUNITY

Notwithstanding the Court’s decision to abstain, and
mindful of the complexities and uncharted ground that the
Younger doctrine presents, the Court will proceed to examine
the merits of the Pregident’s claimed immunity and articulate
an alternative holding, so as to obviate a remand in the event
on appeal the Second Circuit disagrees with the Court’s
abstention holding. For the reasons stated below, the Court
would deny the motion of the President for a temporary
restraining order and a preliminary injunction (cellectively,
“injunctive relief”).

At the outset, the Court notes that the question it
addresses in this Order is narrower than the one upon which
the President urges the Court to focus. Based on the record
before it, and as noted in the preceding section of the
Court’s decision, the Court finds no clear and convincing
aevidence that the President himself is the target -- or, at
minimum, the sole target -- of the investigation by the

District Attorney. Rather, the record before the Court
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