
Honorable Mark P. Ciarrocca 
Union County Court 
2 Broad Street 
Elizabeth, NJ 07207 

Re: Allstate v Kaul - UNN-L-322-15 

I 11 111 

www.drrichardkaul.com 

January 16, 2019 

Motion for judicial disqualification of Mark P. Ciarrocca 

Dear Judge Ciarrocca, 

Please find submitted a motion for your disqualification in the above matter. The facts 
underpinning this application are detailed in a letter that I sent to you on August 12, 2018. The 
cited law is the same as that referenced in my application, dated July 9, 2018, that sought the 
disqualification of Kenneth J. Grispin. These documents are contained with Exhibit 9 of a letter 
that will be filed today, in the matter of Kaul v Christie: 16-CV-02364, in the United States 
District, District of New Jersey (Exhibit 1). The fundamental purpose of this submission is to 
serve the interests of justice, and prohibit any further propagation of the polluting effects of 
political corruption, on the process of justice. 

I would request that you confirm your disqualification by 5pm on Friday January 18, 2018, by 
entering an order onto the court record. 

The legal arguments that mandate your disqualification are as follows: 

POINTI 

Judge Mark P. Ciarrocca must be disqualified from the case because he was appointed to the 
bench by K2 defendant, Christopher J. Christie, and because his actions, words and 

appearance of impropriety have proved his is unable to adjudicate the matter in a fair and 
unbiased manner. 

It is without question and as articulated in Canon 1 of the Code of Judicial Conduct that "[a]n 

independent judiciary is indispensable to justice in our society." To that end, judges are 

required to maintain, enforce, and observe "high standards of conduct so that the integrity and 

independence of the judiciary may be preserved." 
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The standard of impartiality to which Judges are held by Justice, demands that if there exists a 

reasonable basis to question their independence and or impartiality, they must in the service of 

Justice, vacate their bench. "Judges are "to act at all times in a manner that promotes public 

confidence." Id. Canon2(A), and must avoid all impropriety and appearance of impropriety," id. 

commentary on Canon 2 (emphasis added). Indeed, as this Court recognized nearly half a 

century ago, "Justice must satisfy the appearance of justice."' State v Deutsch, 34 N.J. 190, 206, 

168 A.2d 12 (1961) (quoting Offutt v. United States, 348 U.S. 11, 14, 75 S.Ct. 11, 13, 99 L.Ed. 11, 

16 (1954)). That standard requires judges to "refrain ... from sitting in any causes where their 

objectivity and impartiality may fairly be brought into question." Ibid. In other words, judges 

must avoid acting in a biased way or in manner that may be perceived as partial. To demand 

any less would invite questions about the impartiality of the justice system and thereby 

"threaten[] the integrity of our judicial process." State v Tucker, 264 N.J. Super. 549, 554, 625 

A. 2d 34 (App. Div. 1993), certify. Denied 135 N.J. 468, 640 A.2d 850 (1994). 

Pursuant to Canon 3(C) of the Code of Judicial Conduct and Rule 1:12-l(f) if there exists reason 

to question the judge's impartiality and "reason which might preclude a fair and unbiased 

hearing and judgment, or which might reasonably lead counsel or the parties to believe so." 

then the judge must exit the case. The rules controlling judicial conduct are broad and 

violations do not necessarily require direct evidence of malfeasance but are breached when 

there is an appearance of bias or impropriety, "it is not necessary to prove actual prejudice on 

the part of the court[;] ... the mere appearance of bias may require disqualification .... 

The standard to be applied to a question of recusal can be found in that of the mind of the 

reasonable man, "Would a reasonable, fully informed person have doubts about the judge's 

impartiality?" DeNike v Cupo, 196 N.J. at 517, 958 A.2d 446 (2008). 

Judicial disqualification does not require proof that the judge's mind is adversely predisposed, 

although the belief of bias must appear to be rationale, "It is unnecessary to prove actual 

prejudice on the part of the court, but rather ""the mere appearance of bias may require 

disqualification ... However, before the court may be disqualified on the ground of an 

appearance of bias, the belief that the proceedings were unfair must be objectively 

reasonable.""(Panitch v Panitch, 770 A.2d 1237 (2001) 339 N.J. Super.63 quoting State v 

Marshall, 148 N.J. 89, 279, 690 A.2d 1, cert. denied, 522 U.S. 850, 118 S. Ct. 140, 139 L.Ed.2d 88 

(1997). 

A central purpose of the rules that control judicial disqualification "is to maintain public 

confidence in the integrity of the judicial process, which in turn depends on a belief in the 

impartiality of judicial decision making." United States v. Nobel, 696 F.2d 231, 235 (3rd Cir. 

1982), cert. denied, 462 U.S. 1118, 103 S Ct. 3086, 77 L. Ed.2d 1348 (1983). 
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POINT II 

Judge Mark P. Ciarrocca must be disqualified from the case because on August 9, 2018 he 
engaged in Evidence Tampering, when either he or a representative of his chamber, ordered 

the falsification of the court audio recording. 

Rule 1:12-2 provides that "[a]ny party, on motion made to the judge before trial ... and stating 

the reasons therefor, may seek that judge's disqualification." A judge must disqualify himself 

when, among other things, "there is any other reason which might preclude a fair and unbiased 

hearing and judgment, or which might reasonably lead counsel or the parties to believe so." 

R.1:12-l(f) 

Recusal is required when there exists a history of adversity and animosity between the judge 

and counsel or prose party, although "In deciding whether disqualification is appropriate, 

judges should evaluate the factors in Rule 1:12-1. Other relevant considerations include any 

history of animosity between counsel, see Chandok v Chandok, 406 N.J. Super. 595, 606, 968 

A.2d 1196 (App. Div.), certify. Denied, 200 N.J. 207, 976 A.2d 384 (2009) (requiring recusal 

"because the acrimonious relationship between counsel and the judge, including the prior 

litigation ... gave rise to more than a reasonable belief by an objectively reasonable litigant that 

the judge could not be fair and impartial".), and how recently the judge and opposing counsel 

were adversaries, cf. Denike v Cupo, 196 N.J. at 520-21, 958 A.2d 446" State of New Jersey v 

Terence McCabe, 987 A.2d 567, 201 N.J. 34 (2010). 

When there exists a reasonable basis to question impartiality then "Litigants ought not have to 

face a judge where there is reasonable question of impartiality ... " Alexander v. Primerica 

Holdings, Inc., 10F.3d 155, 162 (3d Cir. 1993). 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, Judge Mark P. Ciarrocca must be disqualified from Allstate v 

Kaul (UNN-L-322-15) and must declare that his adjudication of the case was improper and 

violated his code of judicial conduct. 
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For the reasons set forth above, Judge Mark P. Ciarrocca, must declare that he has had no ex 

parte communications about the case, with any New Jersey State politicians or agents of New 

Jersey State politicians. 

I certify that the above statements are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, and that 

if it is found that I willfully misrepresented the facts, I will be subject to punishment. 

Dated: January 16, 2018 

Richard Arjun Kaul, MD 

cc: All seven (7) Justices of the New Jersey Supreme Court 

All Counsel via e-mail. 
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