
First Department

CIVIL RIGHTS: Dismissal granted and 

denied in part, continuing violation 

doctrine did not apply. Edwards v. 

State of New York, Court of Claims, 

New York.

LITIGATION: Reargument granted; 

previous order overlooked aspects 

of FOIL. Carr v. New York City Police 

Department, Supreme Court, New York.

TRUSTS & ESTATES LAW: Petition 

granted and denied in part; respon-

dent failed to show up in court. Estate 

of Theodore Cohn, Surrogate’s Court, 

New York.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW: Court recom-

mends 45-day suspension for custo-

dial engineer who fired air rifle. Dep’t 

of Education v. O’Hara, Other Courts, 

New York.

Second Department

LANDLORD-TENANT LAW: Plaintiff’s 

summary judgment denied; failed to 

fix toxic mold in property. Haronco LLC 

v. Fatiha, Civil Court, Kings.

CONTRACTS LAW: Default granted 

upon renewal, copy of summons and 

complaint were attached. Misupply LLC 

v. Onyefulu, Civil Court, Queens.

U.S. Courts

EMPLOYMENT LITIGATION: Panel 

certifies question of unresolved Con-

necticut Law on employee compen-

sation. Del Rio v. Amazon.com.dedc 

LLC, 2d. Cir.

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: Issues of fact 

exist as to claims arising from warrant-

less entry, search, seizure. Alexander 

v. City of Syracuse, 2d. Cir.

SECURITIES LITIGATION: Broker-deal-

er’s purchases and sales of securities 

are exempt from Sec. 16(b) Liability. 

Clarus Corp. v. HAP Trading LLC, SDNY.

ANTITRUST LAW: Tying claim, Sher-

man Act damages claim survive 

against Live Nation, Ticketmaster. 

U.S. v. Live Nation Ent. Inc., SDNY.

CIVIL PROCEDURE:NY medical man-

agement company lacks jurisdiction 

over fired Florida resident. My Goals 

Solutions Inc. v. Coiana, SDNY.
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Randy Mastro Returns  
To NYC Government With 
Deputy Mayor Appointment 

Randy Mastro, a King & Spald-
ing partner who previously 
worked for New York City 
Mayor Rudy Giuliani and whose 
nomination last year for the 
city’s top lawyer was met with 
fierce opposition from lawmak-
ers, is returning to City Hall as a 
deputy to the embattled Mayor 
Eric Adams.

Mastro’s appointment as 
first deputy mayor comes at 
a fraught time for the Adams 
administration. It also comes 
as much of the city’s leader-
ship apparatus has been hol-
lowed out through a series 
of high-profile resignations 
related to the federal probe 
into Adams and members of 
his inner circle.

Adams, who has less than 
nine months left in his term, is 
waiting for a federal »  Page 4

IN BRIEF
‘Jailhouse Lawyer’  
Is Found Guilty of  
Unlicensed Practice of Law

A Manhattan jury on Thursday 
found a federal inmate guilty 
of fraud and the unauthorized 
practice of law for holding him-
self out as a paralegal to the 
families of people in custody.

Christopher Reese, who is 
not a lawyer, netted hundreds 
of thousands of dollars by false-
ly claiming for years his filings 
would lead to outcomes—such 
as release from prison—that 
could not possibly be guar-
anteed, prosecutors said in a 
press release.

“Christopher Reese commit-
ted fraud through his bogus 
legal practice,” Acting U.S. 
Attorney for the Southern Dis-
trict, Matthew Podolsky, said 
in a statement. “He promised 
his victims that he would get 
their family members out of 
prison when he knew he had 
no way to guarantee that out-
come, and induced them into 
paying him for legal services 
he knew he wasn’t authorized 
to provide.”

Defense attorney Zachary 
Margulis-Ohnuma told the New 
York Law Journal his client was 
a phenomenal jailhouse lawyer 
who helped secure the release 
of multiple people from pris-
on—including himself.

“Mr. Reese of course accepts 
the jury’s verdict, but the case 
raised multiple novel legal 
issues that could form the 
basis for an appeal,” Margulis-
Ohnuma said in a statement. 
“While Mr. Reese was convicted 
of four of the five counts, he was 
acquitted of wire fraud con-
spiracy and the trial evidence 
showed that he was a phenom-
enally successful jailhouse law-
yer who helped multiple people 
win their freedom, especially 
during the COVID crisis from 
2020 to 2022.”

Reese, 57, had been in cus-
tody for a violation of super-
vised release. He was previ-
ously behind bars following a 
conviction for a fraud scheme 
involving stolen checks.

Prosecutors said Reese 
filed the motions in exchange 
for thousands of dollars, 
sometimes keeping fees he’d 
promised to pay back if unsuc-
cessful.

The jury found Reese guilty 

of charges of wire fraud, unau-
thorized practice of law in a 
federal enclave, making false 
statements to the U.S. Proba-
tion Office and conspiracy to 
commit money laundering.

He faces a maximum of 20 
years in prison at sentencing.

The case is before U.S. Dis-
trict Court Judge Valerie Cap-
roni of the Southern District of 
New York.

—Emily Saul

SPECIAL REPORT   9-11

BY AMANDA O’BRIEN  

RACHEL Cohen, the third-year 
finance associate at Skadden, Arps, 
Slate, Meagher & Flom who’d been 
one of the rare voices in Big Law 
to attach her name to criticism of 
firms’ quiescence in the face of 
an unprecedented assault from 
the Trump administration, had a 
sharp reaction to the deal Paul, 
Weiss, Rifkin, Wharton & Garrison 
negotiated with the president on 
Thursday.

The agreement, in which presi-
dent agreed to revoke his previous 
executive order targeting the firm 
in exchange for Paul Weiss prom-
ising $40 million in pro bono legal 
services to causes across the politi-
cal spectrum and retaining an inde-
pendent organization to evaluate 
its hiring practices, prompted her 
to send a firm-wide email Thursday 
night demanding her firm act, or 
alternatively, to accept her two-
week notice.

While Cohen’s profile remains on 
the Skadden website, she posted 

on LinkedIn that she had since 
been locked out of her firm email 
since sending that communication, 
indicating that instead of spurring 
the firm to action, her letter had 
been taken as notice.

“This is not what I saw for my 
career or for my evening, but 
Paul Weiss’ decision to cave to 
the Trump administration on DEI, 
representation and staffing has 
forced my hand. We do not have 
time. It is now or it is never, and if 
it is never, I will not con-

‘A New Equation’:  
What Effect Will Albany’s  
Outside Income Cap Have 
On Attorney Lawmakers?

SDNY Judge Issues Warning  
To Tony Buzbee’s Law Partner 
In Sean Combs Case

High Court Rules Against  
Mafia Associate in Appeal  
Over ‘Crime of Violence’

Skadden Associate Resigns  
Over Big Law’s Tepid  
Response to Trump Pressure

BY ALYSSA AQUINO  

IN a Friday order formally blocking 
Tony Buzbee from practicing in a 
case against the rap artist and busi-
nessman Sean Combs, U.S. District 
Judge Mary Kay Vyskocil warned 
his co-counsel of the “grave con-
sequences” of further misconduct, 
suggesting that sanctions could be 
on the table for her “apparent com-
plicity” in Buzbee’s actions.

Vyskocil rejected as moot Buz-
bee’s application for pro hac vice 
admission in the case, one of the 
multiple cases he withdrew from 
after reports emerged that Buz-
bee—an attorney in Texas—had 
been filing dozens of court filings 
in the Manhattan federal court, 
without first asking for permis-
sion to do so.

As she denied the request, Vys-
kocil noted that Buzbee had sub-
mitted the documents with the 
ECF filing credentials of his local 
counsel, “whose apparent complic-
ity in his improper conduct may be 
grounds for sanctions.”

“Plaintiff’s counsel is on notice 
that further failure to comply with 
the procedural rules that govern 
this Court and her ethical respon-
sibilities will have grave conse-
quences,” Vyskocil said.

When reached for comment, 

Buzbee acknowledged the ECF fil-
ing credential issue.

“That is concerning considering 
that my local counsel is actively 
engaged in these cases and you 
have to have local counsel to file 
anything and to seek admission! 
I do not have access to my local 
counsel’s ECF period,” he said.

Co-counsel Antigone Curis, now 
the remaining plaintiff’s counsel, 
and counsel for Diddy 

BY EMILY SAUL  

GOVERNMENT lawyers concerned 
about running afoul of ethical 
guidelines should keep in mind 
that there’s a difference between 
being asked to assert a stance that 
makes them uncomfortable and an 
argument that has no legal basis, 
explained participants at a Wednes-
day evening panel held by the New 

York City Bar Association.
The event, called “Ethical Chal-

lenges Facing Government Lawyers,” 
brought together a professor focus-
ing on legal ethics and attorneys with 
government experience to discuss 
situations that may face attorneys 
working in the civil service.

The panel was moderated by 
David Keyko, a partner at Pillsbury 
Winthrop Shaw Pittman.

Government lawyers are bound 

by the same rules of professional 
conduct that govern all members 
of the bar, said Kathleen Clark, a 
professor at Washington University 
Law School.

That being said, Clark—who 
was former counsel to the Senate 
Judiciary Committee and former 
special counsel to the D.C. attor-
ney general—said Rule 5.2(b) does 
create a kind of “safe harbor” for 
subordinate lawyers.

If there is a close question 
of legal ethics and professional 
responsibility, then a subordinate 
does not violate Rule 5.2(a) if they 
act in accordance with a supervi-
sor’s “reasonable resolution,” she 
said.

“There’s some wiggle room,” 
said Clark. “But it’s not a ‘get out 
of jail free’ card.”

Who Is Your Client? “Typically 
when I see lawyers get themselves 
into trouble is when they say, ‘My 
client is the American People,’” 
said Richard Donoghue, partner at 
Pillsbury who also served as acting 
U.S. deputy attorney general and 
former U.S. attorney for 

BY JIMMY HOOVER  

THE U.S. Supreme Court on Friday 
refused to revisit the sentence of a 
New York mafia associate serving 
25 years in prison for his role in a 
murder-for-hire plot.

In a 7-2 ruling, the court rejected 
Salvatore Delligatti’s arguments 
that he should not have received 
five years of additional prison time 
under a sentencing enhancement 
for carrying a gun during a “crime 
of violence.”

Delligatti, a member of one 
of New York’s Five Families, had 
argued that his supposed crime of 
violence—second-degree murder 
under New York law—failed to 
qualify as such because the state 
penal code also covers fundamen-
tally nonviolent acts, such as fail-
ing to feed one’s child or provide 
medicine to someone whose life 
depends on it.

Justice Clarence Thomas reject-
ed that argument in his opinion for 
the majority.

“Intentional murder is the pro-
totypical ‘crime of violence,’ and 
it has long been understood to 
incorporate liability for both act 
and omission,” Thomas wrote. 
“[W]e cannot adopt Delligatti’s 
interpretation without excluding 
traditional and widely 

BY BRIAN LEE 

A NEW YORK judge’s decision to 
sign off on a $35,000-per-year cap 
on the outside income state law-
makers may earn has raised con-
cerns that it will deter practicing 
attorneys from serving in Albany.

The agitation stems from a 
March 5 trial court ruling that 
resulted in as many as 38 mem-
bers of New York’s 213-member 
legislature facing whether to resign 
from office or their outside work. 
Many of those lawmakers with side 
hustles are practicing attorneys in 
the Republican Party.

State Supreme Court Justice Ali-
son Napolitano of Suffolk County 
found the cap constitutional and 
declined to grant a stay as GOP 
legislative leaders prepare their 
appeal.

The Democratic-backed legisla-
tion, in 2022, raised lawmakers’ pay 
by nearly 30%, to $142,000 per year, 
which remains tops in the nation, 
but with the stipulation that they 
could not earn more than $35,000 
from outside work as of Jan. 1, 
2025, to limit potential conflicts 
of interest.

Washington County District 
Attorney Anthony Jordan, who 
practiced law while serving in the 
state Assembly from 2009 to 2013, 

said it will certainly make lawyers 
think twice about making a run for 
office.

Jordan said the cap will have the 
effect of “pinching out” attorneys, 
particularly those like him from 
rural communities.

“If you’re going to go from 
making a significant living to now 
you’re going to go serve in the 
legislature where you can’t work 
outside for any real amount, and 
you’re going to shut down your 
practice or leave the firm, now 
you’re adding a new equation,” 
said Jordan, a Republican and 
former president of the District 
Attorneys Association of the State 
of New York.

The presence of attorneys in 
the state legislature was already 
in decline, accounting for 57 of 
its 213 members, markedly down 
from a “high watermark” of lawyers 
accounting for 75% of the Senate 
and 56% of the Assembly in the late 
1960s. »  Page 12
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‘Uncolorable’ Arguments and Ethical Challenges 
Face Lawyers in Civil Service, Panelists Say

Don’t Make Trouble »6

‘Legal Sabotage’ Offers 
Guidance for  
Navigating Our  
New Legal World »6

Anthony 
Jordan, 
Washington 
County District 
Attorney
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BY AVALON ZOPPO  

U.S. COURT of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit members got into 
a heated back-and-forth in an en 
banc Second Amendment opinion 
Thursday, where Judge Lawrence 
VanDyke’s highly unusual dissent 
included a link to a self-made vid-
eo where he demonstrated the 
mechanics of handguns.

The 18-minute video was part 
of VanDyke’s dissent to the major-
ity’s holding that large-capacity 
magazines are neither “arms” nor 
necessary accessories to operate 
an “arm” protected by the Second 
Amendment. The full court upheld 
the constitutionality of a 2016 Cali-
fornia law banning possession of 
the magazines.

In the video uploaded to You-
Tube, VanDyke handles several 
guns displayed on a table—attach-
ing and replacing various pieces 
and walking viewers through how 
to operate them. At one point, he 
dumps a tote bag of grips onto the 
table before holding them up for 
the camera.

VanDyke, an appointee of Presi-

dent Donald Trump, criticized the 
majority’s Second Amendment test 
for determining whether an acces-
sory is “necessary” or “optional,” 
and said that analysis could lead 
to many parts of a gun—including 
grips— being deemed an unpro-
tected accessory.

“I hope you could tell from 
this video that that idea is simply 
unrealistic,” VanDyke said. “It could 
never be applied in real life. Like 
many of this Court’s ideas about 
the Second Amendment, it stems 
from a basic misunderstanding of 
how firearms were combined with a 
highly unrealistic idea of how such 
a rule would be administered in 
real life.”

“Ultimately, the only rule that 
makes sense and comports with 
reality and the text of the Consti-
tution is that the entire handgun 
here, including the grip, this take-
down lever, the slide and barrel, the 
siding system and this magazine 
are all part of the arm within the 
meaning of the Second Amend-
ment,” he added.

Judge Marsha Berzon, joined by 
five other judges, called VanDyke’s 
video “wildly improper,” arguing it 

is outside of the record and there-
fore its contents not subject to judi-
cial notice. She cited a Ninth Circuit 
order that requires the outcomes 
of appeals to be “evidenced by a 
written disposition.”

“The video is not ‘part’ of his 
dissent simply because Judge Van-

Dyke says it is,” Berzon wrote. “Our 
rules do not allow a video to oper-
ate as a ‘disposition,’ a term that 
includes separate opinions.” 

In a footnote, Berzon highlighted 
other problems with the idea of vid-
eo dissents, such as how their con-
tents could be searched and how 

the videos would be accessible to 
pro se litigants and prisoners.

Berzon also said VanDyke 
improperly appointed himself as an 
expert witness in the case without 
following relevant federal rules for 
expert witnesses, which she added 
give parties the opportunity to 
challenge an expert’s conclusions.

“I therefore write separately in 
the hope that in the future my col-
leagues, whether in the majority or 
dissent, will do exactly and only 
that: write,” Berzon wrote. “And, 
although I am surprised that it 
is necessary to do so, I write to 
reemphasize that as judges, we 
must decide cases as they are pre-
sented to us by the parties, leav-
ing advocacy to the attorneys and 
testimony to the witnesses, expert 
and otherwise.” 

Berzon was joined by Chief 
Judge Mary Murguia and Judges 
Andrew Hurwitz, Richard Paez, 
Sidney Thomas and Kim Wardlaw.

VanDyke called the criticism 
“manufactured concern” and said 
the circuit’s rules don’t require 
solely written dispositions of 
appeals.

“Judge Berzon’s overreading of 

General Order 4.5(a) is just that—
an overreading,” VanDyke wrote. 
“Like the majority’s invention of 
its facile arms–accessory test, the 
‘textual’ argument against my video 
dissent seems driven more by a 
desire for a certain result than any-
thing in the text or reason itself.” 

In response to Berzon’s concern 
that he named himself an expert, 
VanDyke contended he wasn’t mak-
ing factual conclusions about hand-
gun accessories but rather illustrat-
ing the “conceptual shortcoming” 
with the majority’s approach.

“If you don’t like the video por-
tion of my dissent, then don’t 
watch it. But don’t let that distract 
you from grasping the conceptual 
absurdity of the novel test the 
majority has concocted to, once 
again, justify its refusal to apply 
the Second Amendment,” he wrote.

The court’s decision reversed 
a district judge’s decision that the 
California law is unconstitutional.

The Ninth Circuit rendered its 
decision in Virginia Duncan v. Rob 
Bonta, No. 23-55805.

@ | Avalon Zoppo can be reached at azop-

po@alm.com.

‘Wildly Improper’: Judge’s Video Dissent Showing Handguns Sparks Colleagues’ Criticism 

Dissent video in Duncan v. Bonta, posted by Judge Lawrence VanDyke of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit.

BY KAT BLACK  

THE U.S. Treasury Department is 
battling a wave of privacy litiga-
tion that sought to block it from 
sharing the personal data of tax-
payers and government staff with 
the Department of Government 
Efficiency (DOGE), billionaire Elon 
Musk’s controversial new execu-
tive branch task force that aims to 
aggressively cut federal spending. 

The lawsuits, which spiked 
in February, have yielded clash-
ing judicial rulings across the 
country as courts navigate the 
unprecedented nature and scale 
of the disclosure, which plain-
tiffs contend has the potential to 
impact not just federal employees, 
but every American resident who 
pays income tax, receives Social 
Security benefits or otherwise 
engages in financial transactions 
with the government.

The initiative, per its website, 
claims to have achieved $115 bil-
lion in government savings since 
it was launched in January by 
executive order. President Donald 
Trump, who originally announced 
the formation of the task force in 
Nov. 2024, reconstituted the United 
States Digital Service as a tempo-
rary non-government agency called 
the “U.S. DOGE Service Temporary 
Organization” on Jan. 20, the same 
day he was sworn into office. 

Musk, the CEO of electric vehicle 
giant Tesla, has been designated a 
“special government employee” by 
the administration. 

This surge was surfaced by Law.
com Radar. 

At least seven complaints alleg-
ing that the Treasury Department 
has unlawfully granted DOGE 
access to the personally identifi-
able information of “millions” of 
federal workers and government 
beneficiaries in its financial sys-
tem have been filed against the 
Treasury Department and Scott 
Bessent, the U.S. Secretary of the 
Treasury, in February. Plaintiffs 
include individuals, labor unions 
and government organizations.

In two of the cases filed in feder-
al New York and Maryland courts, 
preliminary injunctions have been 
granted, and judges have denied 
preliminary injunctions in two 
other cases filed in Washington, 
D.C. and Virginia. 

The claims alleged that in late 
January, the Treasury Department 
and Bessent provided DOGE repre-
sentatives with unfettered access 
to the federal payment system—
which encompasses information 
such as Social Security numbers, 
names, addresses and HIPAA-
protected health information—in 
violation of the Privacy Act of 1974. 

District Judge Jeannette Var-
gas of the Southern District of 
New York on Feb. 21 extended a 

preliminary injunction originally 
approved by District Judge Paul 
A. Engelmayer blocking DOGE 
from regaining access to the data 
in a case filed by 19 state attorneys 
general. 

Aman George, senior counsel 
at legal organization Democracy 
Forward, which has litigated 
similar cases against the Internal 
Revenue Service and the Social 
Security Administration, is repre-
senting plaintiffs in a case filed by 
the Electronic Privacy Information 
Center against the Department of 
the Treasury, Bessent, DOGE and 
the OPM. District Judge Rossie D. 
Alston, Jr. of the Eastern District 
of Virginia denied a request for a 
preliminary injunction in the case 
on Feb. 21. 

“I think a number of judges have 
seen how dangerous these sorts of 
new access policies at the agen-
cies are,” he said in an interview. 
“And even where they have denied 
relief initially ... judges are continu-
ing to express extreme concern 
that Americans’ data and privacy 
might be at risk, and that the gov-
ernment may not be safeguarding 
the data with the sort of care that it 
has promised to Americans for, 50 
years while collecting information 
on all of us. I think many courts are 
seeing that threat and working to 
act on it and ensure that the law 
is followed and Americans’  data 
isn’t put at risk.” 

The New York Times’ tracker 
documenting litigation target-
ing Trump administration poli-
cies has recorded at least 24 
DOGE-related legal actions since 
Trump was inaugurated. Most of 
the suits against the Treasury 
Department were filed for injunc-
tive relief in Maryland, Washing-
ton, D.C., New York and Virginia 
federal courts; only three are 
seeking damages. 

Additional defendants include 
Elon Musk; the U.S. Department 
of Education; the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management and its 
acting director, Charles Ezell; 
the U.S. DOGE Service Tempo-
rary Organization; the Bureau of 
the Fiscal Service; and, in the com-
plaint filed by 19 state attorneys 
general in New York federal court, 
Donald Trump. 

Nick Sansone is an attorney at 
Public Citizen Litigation Group rep-
resenting the Alliance for Retired 
Americans, the American Federa-
tion of Government Employees, 
AFL-CIO and the Service Employ-
ees International Union, AFL-CIO 
in their data privacy suit against 
the Treasury Department, Bessent 
and the Bureau of the Fiscal Ser-
vice. District Judge Colleen Kollar-
Kotelly of the District of Columbia 
denied the plaintiffs’ request for 
preliminary injunction in the case 
on March 7.

He said in an interview that the 

scale of access to this information 
has the potential to cause “inten-
tional or accidental harm, both to 
people’s personal data, but also to 
the plumbing of the United States’ 
financial apparatus.” 

“For example, there was one 
member of the Treasury DOGE 
team [who] was in the system ... 
but, pretty quickly, he was termi-
nated for some prior racist online 
content that background checks 
and a proper vetting process 
would’ve been able to uncover,” 
he said, referring to DOGE staffer 
Marko Elez, who resigned in Feb-
ruary following backlash to his 
social media posts. It was con-
firmed in a Southern District of 
New York filing dated March 14 
that Elez had accessed the per-
sonally identifiable information 
contained in the Treasury Depart-
ment’s financial system before his 
departure. 

“I think stories like that really 
exemplify the fact that proper 
protocols haven’t really been put 
in place to know who all this data 
and all of the access to all these 
systems is being turned over to,” 
said Sansone. 

He said that providing DOGE 
with access to this information 
could also potentially give Musk 
and DOGE employees the reins to 
target “particular individuals or 
particular entities” and interfere 
with their government payments. 

“I think what’s at stake in these 
cases is who has access to that 
infrastructure and, if something 
goes wrong—if somebody who 
doesn’t have the proper train-
ing or has nefarious motives has 
access to that infrastructure—a 

mistake could significantly delay 
payments or cause severe disrup-
tion,” he said.   

George said that the disclosure 
of personal data to employees like 
Elez is precisely what the Privacy 
Act is intended to prevent, calling 
it “extremely problematic.” 

“What the Trump administra-
tion has been doing has shown a 
blatant disregard for the law and 
for the agreement that the gov-
ernment and Americans have had 
in place for decades about how 
carefully to treat the sensitive 
data of millions of Americans,” 
he said. “So we hope that we can 
start to slow down this process of 
granting unprecedented levels of 
access to unappointed, unvetted 
individuals who are using data for 
unclear and potentially unlawful 
ends.” 

Representatives for the Trea-
sury Department, the OPM and 
their counsel did not immediately 
respond to requests for comment. 
The U.S. Attorney’s Office of the 
Southern District of New York 
declined to comment. 

District Judge Deborah L. Board-
man of the District of Maryland 
recently extended a temporary 
restraining order to March 24 in 
a case filed against the Treasury 
Department by the American 
Federation of Teachers, the Inter-
national Association of Machin-
ists and Aerospace Workers, the 
National Active and Retired Federal 
Employees Association, the Nation-
al Federation of Federal Employees 
and others. 

@ | Kat Black can be reached at kblack@

alm.com.

‘A Blatant Disregard for the Law’: U.S. Treasury Department 
Slammed With DOGE-Related Data Privacy Litigation 

BY TRUDY KNOCKLESS  

THE ELITE Ivy League institu-
tion Dartmouth College has hired 
Matt Raymer, a Trump ally who 
has backed the president’s push 
to end birthright citizenship, as 
general counsel.

His appointment comes elite 
research universities are under 
unprecedented pressure to bow to 
Trump administration demands or 
lose hundreds of millions of dollars 
in funding.

Raymer received his bache-
lor’s degree from Dartmouth and 
his law degree from the Universi-
ty of Michigan. He stepped down 
in March as chief counsel of the 
Republican National Committee, 
and started at the Hanover, New 
Hampshire, school earlier this 
month. He replaces Sandhya 
Iyer, who departed last fall 
to become GC of another Ivy 
League school, Brown Univer-
sity in Providence, Rhode Island.

“Matt Raymer is a gifted lawyer 
and proud alumnus who brings to 
the general counsel’s office experi-
ence with the legal needs of large 
organizations with a national pro-

file and a deep love and commit-
ment to Dartmouth,” President Sian 
Leah Beilock said in a statement. 
“Matt will play a critical role in 
helping us understand and navi-
gate the legal landscape surround-
ing higher education.”

Higher education observers 
view Raymer’s hiring as the latest 
in a string of hires by major univer-
sities aimed at helping them build 

a better rapport with the Trump 
administration and with conser-
vative critics who often view the 
institutions as out-of-touch bas-
tions of liberalism that squelch 
conservative voices.

“There is a need to be able to 
communicate across the politi-
cal spectrum,” Lee Bollinger, the 
former president of Columbia Uni-
versity, told Politico. “I think every 

university is trying to find people 
from the moderate to right—and 
even more right—in the political 
spectrum to help deliver messages 
and help protect them from unfair 
and problematic attacks. I’m see-
ing it more and more.”

The stakes are enormous. 
Columbia, for instance, is trying 
to sway the Trump administration 
to restore $400 million in federal 
funding it revoked this month 
after accusing the New York City 
school of “inaction in the face of 
persistent harassment of Jewish 
students.” 

Meanwhile, the administration 
said Wednesday that it’s cutting 
$175 million in funding to the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania over poli-
cies allowing transgender women 
to compete in women’s sports.

The administration also is 
investigating Cornell and Yale 
for allegedly prioritizing of doc-
toral applications from candi-
dates from underrepresented 
backgrounds and investigating 
Brown, Columbia, Cornell, Har-
vard, Princeton and Yale for alleg-
edly putting the safety of Jewish 
students at risk.

Dartmouth spokesperson Jana 

Barnello defended Raymer’s selec-
tion, telling Politico that he will 
provide legal guidance but “does 
not set policy.” 

“Like all its senior leaders, Dart-
mouth has full confidence in Matt’s 
ability to serve in this role based 
on his qualifications and expertise, 
without regard to any personal 
political beliefs,” she said.

Raymer, a former resident fellow 
at the Harvard Kennedy School’s 
Institute of Politics, is a veteran of 
the political landscape. 

Before joining the National 
Republican Committee, he held 
senior legal positions at the 
National Republican Senatorial 
Committee and the Republican 
State Leadership Committee. 

Raymer’s appointment comes 
at a time Dartmouth is trying to 
move past a string of headline-
grabbing setbacks, including a 
medical school cheating scandal 
and a class-action suit filed by nine 
women who said they were raped 
or harassed by their professors. 
The university settled the case in 
2019 for $14 million.

Despite the challenges ahead, 
Raymer called his new position a 
“dream job.”

“Dartmouth is home, and I am 
thrilled to return to this wonder-
ful and extraordinary place,” he 
said. “I am deeply honored by the 
opportunity to serve as general 
counsel under President Beilock’s 
leadership, and I look forward 
to advancing Dartmouth’s legal 
interests as it continues its mis-
sion of providing unparalleled 
education to the most promising 
students in a vibrant and inclu-
sive environment.”

Holden Thorp, former chan-
cellor at the University of North 
Carolina, told Politico that univer-
sities have begun to view having 
politically savvy legal chiefs as 
essential.

“It makes perfect sense: Every 
university is clearly going to have 
to work things out with the admin-
istration on a variety of matters—
whether it’s funding or immigration 
matters with their students, or the 
Dear Colleague letter,” he said. “All 
of this stuff is getting litigated in the 
courts, and then it’s playing out in 
Congress in terms of them writing 
the budget.”

@ | Trudy Knockless can be reached at 

tknockless@alm.com.

With Higher Ed Under Attack, Dartmouth Hires Trump Ally as General Counsel

Matt Raymer,  general counsel of Dartmouth
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Business Divorce Cases of 2024
Art is long, life is short 

 — Hippocrates

S
o, I’ll cou the briefest of 
rules on charitable gifts 
of works of art.

For Federal income tax 
purposes, an investor or 

collector who gives a painting 
held long-term to a tax-exempt 
charity for a “related use” has a 
gift valued at fair market value. And 
that value is often an issue between 
the donor and the IRS.

The art dealer’s deduction for 
the same gift is limited to his cost 
basis.

The artist’s deduction for her 
gift of her painting is limited to cost 
basis  —  the cost of the canvas, the 
paints and the brushes, — although 
perhaps the brushes would have 
to be amortized.

For large gifts, the IRS can 
call upon a volunteer art panel 
of experts to help it determine fair 
market value. But the panel’s valu-
ations aren’t binding on the IRS. 
A description of the panel and its 
latest valuations are this column’s 
topic.

W - A - R- N - I - N - G. If you 
believe that with all the staff fir-
ings at the IRS, there will be no 
one remaining to review the pan-
el’s non-binding findings, read no 
further.

If you are still with me, you will 
find the panel’s latest report at 
Publication 5392 (Rev. 6-2024 
Catalog Number 73942R Depart-
ment of the Treasury Internal 
Revenue Service www.IRS.gov.)
Brief summary:

Not surprisingly, the taxpay-
er’s claimed values for charitable 
deductions are often reduced by 
the art panel and the claimed 
values for gift and estate tax 
purposes for transfers to family 
members and other individuals 
are often increased. Until recent 
years, the panel listed separately 
its valuations for each category. 
But now its valuations are all in 
one category.

About the Art Panel. It was 
created in 1968 to provide advice 
and make recommendations to 

the Art Appraisal Services (AAS) 
unit in the Independent Office of 
Appeals for the Internal Revenue 
Service.

The panel assists by providing 
value recommendations on the 
acceptability of tangible personal 
property appraisals taxpayers 
submit to support the fair mar-
ket value claimed on the wide 
range of works of art involved 
in income, estate, and gift tax 
returns.

When a tax return selected for 
audit includes an appraisal of a sin-
gle work of art or cultural property 
valued at $50,000 or more, the IRS 

examining agent or appeals officer 
must refer the case to AAS for pos-
sible referral to the panel, unless a 
specific exception exists.

AAS supports and coordinates 
the panel meetings. The AAS 
appraisers independently review 
additional art works in taxpayers’ 
appraisals that are not referred to 
the panel.

AAS takes steps to ensure 
objectivity and safeguard taxpayer 
privacy. Information provided to 
the panelists doesn’t include the 
taxpayer’s name, the type of tax, 
the tax consequences of any adjust-
ments to the value, or who did the 
appraisal.

To minimize the possibility that 
panelists recognize a taxpayer’s 
entire collection, the art works are 
usually discussed in alphabetical 
order by artist or, in the case of 
decorative art, by object type. If 
there is a conflict of interest with 

a Panelist and a work of art under 
review, the Panelist doesn’t par-
ticipate in the discussion and is 
excused from that portion of the 
meeting.

The Panel’s recommendations 
are strictly advisory. AAS reviews 
the panel’s recommendations 
which become the position of the 
IRS only with AAS concurrence. 
Fiscal Year 2023, (the latest) AAS 
adopted 63 percent of the panel’s 
recommendations in full.

The AAS appraisers provide 
written reports or memoranda to 
the requesting IRS office. When and 
adjustment is recommended, the 
requesting IRS office shares a copy 
of the AAS report with the taxpayer, 
outlining the AAS appraiser’s final 
value determination, which may 
reference the panel’s recommen-
dations for the adjustments to fair 
market value with all supporting 
evidence.

Taxpayers may request recon-
sideration of an adjusted claimed 
value only if they provide substan-
tial new information or probative 
evidence. AAS appraisers may sub-
mit such information to the panel 
for reconsideration at a subsequent 
meeting.

Issues other than valuation 
for artwork gifts — and I’m just 
scratching the surface.

Will the artwork be used for a 
use related to the charity’s exempt 
purpose?Special harsh rules apply 
to gifts of undivided interests.

Wait, there’s more. You’ll also 
want to study the copyright rules, 
— and oh yes, today’s artworks 
go beyond canvas and sculpture. 
Don’t overlook digital art.

Oh for the days when Orson 
Welles said, “I don’t know much 
about art, but I know what I like.”

Conrad Teitell is a principal at 
Cummings & Lockwood in Stam-
ford, Connecticut.

L
ast year’s installment of this 
column highlighted Andris 
v 1376 Forest Realty, LLC 
(213 AD3d 923 [2d Dept 
2023]), where the Second 

Department reinstated a petition 
for judicial dissolution of an LLC 
pursuant to LLC Law (LLCL) §702 
brought by the estate representa-
tive of one of the LLC’s deceased 
members.

The court’s sparsely worded 
decision permitted the dissolu-
tion petition to proceed, relying 
on LLCL §608 which authorizes 
a deceased member’s executor 
or other estate fiduciary to “exer-
cise all of the member’s rights for 
the purposes of settling his or her 
estate.” Andris did not address how 
the executor’s status fell within 
§702 which, by its plain terms, only 
permits application for judicial dis-
solution “by or for a member.”

The member distinction is criti-
cal given the definitions of “mem-
ber” and “membership interest” in 
LLCL Article 1 endowing members 
with voting, management, and eco-
nomic rights, whereas under LLCL 
§603 a non-member transferee’s 
rights are limited to “receiv[ing], 
to the extent assigned, the distri-
butions and allocations of profits 
and losses to which the assignor 
would be entitled.”

In what is perhaps 2024’s most 
consequential business divorce 
decision, the Second Department 
de-enigmatized Andris in Weinstein 
v Wallace (231 AD3d 1187 [2d Dept 
2024]). Weinstein involved a fam-
ily-owned funeral home business 
owned 50-50 by two brothers.

The company’s operating agree-
ment provided that one of the 
brothers was the sole manager. 
With language mirroring §608, 
the agreement expressly granted a 
representative of a deceased mem-
ber’s estate “all or any part of [the 
deceased member’s] Membership 
interest” for purposes of “settling 
or managing its estate.”

Upon the managing member’s 
death, his two daughters serving 
as estate representatives sought 
to transfer his ownership interest 

in the LLC to a trust, as directed 
by his will.

After the surviving brother 
did not consent to the transfer, 
the trustee of the trust and the 
managing-member’s daughters 
entered into an agreement by 
which the estate assigned its eco-
nomic interest to the trust while 
expressly retaining voting control 
of the assigned interest pending 

the Trust’s future admission as a 
member in compliance with the 
operating agreement.

The surviving brother sued for 
declarations that he was the sole 
voting member of the LLC and as 
such became managing member 
based on his vote alone. The trial 
court ruled in his favor, finding 
that the Estate had no voting or 
other member rights and therefore 
the surviving brother as the only 
remaining member held sole voting 
power to appoint himself manager.

On appeal, the Second Depart-
ment reversed in favor of the trust 
and the estate. The court inter-
preted LLCL §608 as not giving the 
estate representatives membership 
status but, rather, the power for 
indefinite duration to exercise 
membership rights, specifically 
including voting rights, for the 
purpose of settling or managing 
the estate.

The ruling, which sub silentio 
overrules lower court decisions 
dismissing derivative claims by 
estate representatives of deceased 
LLC members, likely will have a 

major impact on a significant seg-
ment of business divorce litigation 
involving estates.

Partnership Agreement’s Trans-
fer Restrictions Trump Testamen-
tary Bequest

The Bronx County Commercial 
Division last year also addressed an 
issue surrounding the disposition 
of a deceased business owner’s 
interest in Pappas v B&G Holding 
Co (83 Misc3d 1285(A) [Sup Ct, 
Bronx County 2024]).

There, the court held invalid a 
purported testamentary transfer 
of a deceased partner’s interest 
because the will did not comport 
with the transfer requirements in 
the governing partnership agree-
ment.

Pappas involved a two-part-
ner realty-holding partnership 
governed by an agreement that 
contained a transfer-upon-death 
provision requiring the estate rep-
resentative of the deceased partner 
to sell, and the surviving partner 
to buy, the decedent’s partnership 
interest at a formula-based price.

The provision prohibited any 
sale or other transfer of a partner-
ship interest “except in accordance 
with this agreement.” Prior to his 
death in 2020, one partner execut-
ed a will bequeathing his partner-
ship interest to a third party.

The surviving partner did not 
recognize the bequest’s validity, 
after which the legatee brought 
suit contending that, while the 
partnership agreement “clearly 
proscribed the transfer, pledge, 
and/or assignment of a partner’s 
shares,” it did not prohibit testa-
mentary transfers.

The court found the plaintiff’s 
contention “absurd,” reasoning 
that “[i]f bequeathing property 
in a will is not a pledge or assign-
ment . . . then nothing is.” The 
court ultimately concluded that 
“because at the time of his death 
[the decedent] owned his shares 
of [the partnership] and his con-
veyance to [plaintiff] was a nullity, 
the shares did not pass outside the 
estate and instead, became [the 
Estate]’s property.”

The court therefore ordered 
the decedent’s estate to sell the 
interest to the surviving partner 
at the value determined by the 
formula in the partnership agree-
ment – exactly what the 

CONRAD TEITELL is a principal at Cum-
mings & Lockwood in Stamford, Con-
necticut.

PETER A. MAHLER  is a business divorce 
partner and MATTHEW D. DONOVAN 
is a commercial litigation partner at 
Farrell Fritz.
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The trial court dismissed 

both claims against the 

bookkeeper for failure to 

allege fraud with par-

ticularity and reliance on 

conclusory allegations.

To minimize the possibility 

that panelists recognize a 

taxpayer’s entire collection, 

the art works are usually 

discussed in alphabetical 

order by artist or, in the 

case of decorative art, by 

object type.
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Second Circuit Distinguishes Statute of 
Limitation and Statute of Repose

L
aw schools teach a great 
many things. Yet, notwith-
standing their best efforts, 
even the finest institutions
inevitably overlook certain 

crucial topics. One of them is the 
precise difference between a “stat-
ute of limitations” and a “statute of 
repose.” An inability to distinguish 
the less familiar latter from the 
oft-discussed former can result in 
the loss of a right to commence an 
action or, conversely, the omission 
of a conclusive defense.

Too often it is only by way 
of painful experience that one
acquires a clear understanding of 
these temporal constraints and 
their ramifications.

Fortunately, the Second Circuit
recently obliged us with a fresh 
decision that set in exquisite 
counterpoise the characteristics 
of a statute of repose and the traits 
which define its more popular 
cousin.

In Moreira v. Société Générale, 
S.A. ,  ___ Fed.4th ____ (No.
23-394) (2d Cir. January 7, 2025) 
(“Moreira”), the appellate court 
ultimately denied the plaintiffs
recovery of assets confiscated by 
the Castro regime in 1960. Never-
theless, the august tribunal set in
place a benchmark that shall no
doubt further our understanding of
the limitary periods specified in a
plethora of federal (as well as state
and local) enactments.

An appreciation of Moreira coma -
mences with its antecedents, one
of which was overtly cited by the
Second Circuit, while the other
played a more subtle, but no less
influential, role in formulating this
new landmark.

Moreira’s principal forebear 
is CALPERS v. ANZ Securities,
582 U.S. 497 (2017). Preferring to
litigate closer to its home in the 
Northern District of California, the 
plaintiff pension fund “opted-out” 
of a securities fraud class action
already pending in the Southern 
District of New York, see Fed. R.
Civ. P. 23, and filed an individual 

lawsuit asserting violations of 
Section 11 of the 1933 Securities 
Act in connection with an initial 
public offering of shares in the pre-
bankruptcy Lehman Brothers. See
15 U.S.C. § 77k.

To CALPERS’s undoubted dis-
may, the Supreme Court decreed 
that the later-filed action was time-
barred. Applying Section 13 of the 
’33 Act, the high bench remonstrat-tt
ed that the pension fund’s allega-aa
tions had to be brought within one 
year of the discovery of the pur-
ported wrongdoing, and in no event 
no more than three years after the 

securities were purchased. See 15
U.S.C. §77m. For reason that its solo
litigation was filed more than three
years after the IPO, CALPERS’s 
rights had already been extin-
guished by the repose leg of the 
limiting statute.

Writing for the high bench, Jus-
tice Anthony Kennedy elucidated
that Section 13’s one-year/three-
year temporal constraints exempli-
fy the key distinctions between and
the differing objectives of limitary 
provisions and statutes of repose.

Whereas the one-year bar
encourages complainants to file 
their claims in a timely manner, the 
mandate for repose after the lapse 
of three years grants certainty to
putative defendants that liability 
no longer exists.

In addition, the supreme bench
ruled that the time allowed for initi-

ating individual lawsuits cannot be
extended by “relating back” to previ-
ously filed actions; thus in CALPERS,SS
the plaintiff was foreclosed from
“piggybacking” onto the timely filed
New York class action.

Finally, the Supreme Court 
made it abundantly clear that the
doctrines of “tolling,” equitable or 
otherwise, while generally capable
of halting the running of statutes of
limitation, have no impact whatso-
ever upon provisions for repose.
The essence of the latter limitary 
constraint, opined Justice Kennedy,
is to forbid the commencement of
any lawsuit after a date certain, and
any holding to the contrary would
defeat that singular purpose.

Moreira’s second, albeit unspo-
ken, cornerstone is China Agritech, 
Inc. v. Resh, 584 U.S. 732 (2018). 
There, in a manner alike to CALP-PP
ERS, the Supreme Court addressedSS
one of the restrictive periods pre-
scribed for that other great pillar 
of the federal securities laws, the 
Securities and Exchange Act of 
1934. See 15 U.S.C. §78a, et seq.

Notably ensconced in the Judicial 
Code, it confines actions alleging
violations of the ’34 Act’s anti-fraud
provisions to no later than the earlier
of two years from the date the wrong-gg
doing is discovered or no more than 
five years after the purported infrac-
tion. See 28 U.S.C. § 1658(b).

Dismissing a follow-on class 
suit as untimely, China Agritech
expressly forbade a subsequent
putative class representative from 
“piggybacking” onto a timely filed 
predecessor case. Justice Ruth
Bader Ginsburg pointed out that
when class certification has been
denied, see Rule 23, infra, the clock 
starts to run again, liberating com-
plainants to either intervene in the 
former class representative’s origi-
nal action or go their own way with 
fresh litigation. See also American
Pipe & Construction Co. v. Utah, 414 
U.S. 538 (1974).

These alternative pathways,
opined the high court, are justified
by the need to preserve individual 
rights to relief. The assumption is, 
of course, that the original collec-
tive filing or any individual action
comports with the two-year/five-
year temporal constraint.

Finally, a remarkable 

ANTHONY MICHAEL SABINO is a partner 
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It is vital that practitioners

and judges alike fully com-

prehend the distinctions 

between statutes of limita-

tion and statutes of repose, 

their respective impact

upon divergent parties, 

and how each advances 

contrasting objectives.

Outside Counsel

judge in Manhattan to rule on
a controversial motion by the 
Justice Department to drop its 
own corruption case against the
mayor.

“Randy is a storied and
impressive New Yorker with a
track record of success in the
face of some of the city and 
nation’s most challenging times,” 
Adams said in a news release.

Mastro confirmed to the Law
Journal that he is leaving King 
& Spalding to take on the new 
role.

“Randy has been a significant 
contributor to the growth of our 
New York office in recent years,
and he certainly will be missed
here as a colleague,” Richard
Marooney, managing partner
of King & Spalding’s New York 
office, said in a statement to the
Law Journal. “Like many King
& Spalding lawyers, Randy has
strong dedication to public ser-
vice, and we know the people of 
New York City will benefit greatly 
from the same tireless commit-
ment and uniquely wise counsel 
that Randy has brought to all his
clients.”

Last year, with Adams’ legal 
troubles already mounting, the 
mayor nominated Mastro to be 
the city’s corporation counsel, a 
job that is subject to a confirma-aa
tion vote by the New York City 
Council.

In a marathon confirmation 
hearing before the council, held
last August, it became apparent
that Mastro would get the votes 
he needed from the 51-member 
City Council to become the city’s
top attorney.

Through eight hours of
cross-examination by council 
members, Mastro was grilled 
over his work for clients that
include Chevron, former Repub-
lican New Jersey Gov. Chris
Christie, and property own-
ers who waged legal battles
to challenge New York State’s
COVID-19 eviction moratorium 
and weaken New York City’s 
rent-stabilization laws.

Mastro later withdrew his 
nomination for the job.

Unlike the corporation coun-
sel position, which ultimately 
went to veteran city attorney 
Muriel Goode-Trufant, deputy 
mayors are not subject to a 
confirmation process by the 
City Council.

When asked to comment on 

Mastro’s appointment, the coun-
cil issued a statement through a 
spokesperson.

“The instability of this may-
oral administration has been
harmful to New Yorkers and
shaken their confidence in
City Hall. The Council remains
focused on ensuring city gov-
ernment delivers for the people
and will work with any member
of the administration commit-
ted to that goal,” the council’s
statement reads.

— Andrew Denney

Cross-Border Payment Co. 
Secures Dismissal of Securities 
Act Case In NY State Court

Uruguay’s first tech startup 
“unicorn,” the cross-border pay-yy
ments company DLocal Inc. has
beaten back accusations of mis-
leading investors on the growth 
of its payment platform when it 
went public in the United States.

Participants in the June 2021 
initial public offering argued
that dLocal had given the false 
impression of “skyrocketing 
growth” by reporting the value
of payments sent through the
platform based only on users 
who processed over $6 mil-
lion, a threshold that inves-
tors claim made the platform’s
growth appear more impressive 
in charts showing its year-over-
year total payment values.

But New York Supreme Court 
Justice Andrea Masley disagreed
with the investors and dismissed 
their Securities Act lawsuit, say-yy
ing dLocal “clearly” mentioned 
the $6 million threshold when 
it reported its TPV on offering
forms.

“Their assertion that this is a
half-truth is without merit. The 
statement accurately informed
plaintiffs of the $6 million thresh-
old and was not misleading,” 
Masley said on Wednesday. 
“Further, plaintiffs provide no
support for their argument that
defendants were required to dis-
close the effects of applying the 
$6 million threshold.”

The dismissal order also
covers the various banks that
underwrote the offering, which
were represented by Latham & 
Watkins. dLocal was represented
by Davis Polk & Wardwell.

The suing investors were 
represented by The Rosen 
Law Firm, Wohl & Fruchter, 
Scott+Scott Attorneys at Law

and the Schall Law Firm. Rep-
resentatives for the investors, 
dLocal and the underwrit-
ers didn’t respond to Friday 
requests for comment.

Founded in 2016, dLocal pro-
vides payment processing ser-
vices for merchants in emerging 
markets. In 2020, the company 
became the first in Uruguay to 
reach a $1 billion valuation. After
conducting a $710 million IPO in 
2021, dLocal raised its valuation
to $6 billion.

But dLocal faced shareholder
ire after investigative firm Muddy 
Waters Capital LLC reported con-
cerns over how dLocal treated
client funds.

Muddy Waters specifically 
highlighted dLocal’s disclosures
on its IPO forms, finding that
some of its financial statements
“flatly contradict one another” 
in what the firm considered an
indicator of fraud. The firm fur-
ther voiced its skepticism with 
dLocal’s reported TPV and take
rates, the percentage of TPV that 
is earned as revenue.

The report sent dLocal’s stock 
falling by over 50% and resulted 
in dLocal hiring third-party audi-
tors to investigate the claims. 
The company later refuted
Muddy Waters’ findings, calling
the report “inflammatory,” with a
“fundamental lack of understand-
ing of our financial statements 
and business.”

But individuals who pur-
chased stock during the IPO 
filed their lawsuit, taking aim at 
dLocal’s disclosures on its TPV, 
as well as its statements on the
take rates. They argued that dLo-oo
cal covered up declining take 
rates, by failing to disclose that 
its increasing TPV was driven by 
clients who primarily used the
platform for payments with low
margins.

In addition to rejecting the
TPV claims, Masley rejected
the take rate claims, finding that
the investors hadn’t shown the
company was aware of a declin-
ing trend.

“The more specific allegations
that dLocal’s management… reg-gg
ularly discussed the take rates
all involve alleged discussions 
that occurred after the June 2, 
2021 IPO, and thus, do not raise
a plausible inference that defen-
dants were aware of a decline 
in take rates prior to the IPO,” 
Masley said.

—Alyssa Aquino
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MEDICAL MALPRACTICE

Failure To Test for Alcohol Withdrawal  
Led to Brain Damage: Suit

Verdict: $18,496,728

Moises Lopez v. City of New York and Individ-
ual Officers Involved, Unknown at this Time, No. 
507953/2013

Court: Kings Supreme, NY

Plaintiff Attorney(s): Joseph F. Sullivan; Sullivan 
& Brill LLP; New York NY for Moises Lopez

Steven G. Brill; Sullivan & Brill, LLP; New York NY 
for Moises Lopez

Defense Attorney(s): Michael B. Lehrman; Arshack, 
Hajek & Lehrman PLLC; New York, NY for Wyckoff 
Heights Medical Center

Louis E. Jakub Jr.; Garson & Jakub LLP; New York, 
NY for Ronald Friedman M.D., Wyckoff Emergency 
Medicine Services P.C.

None reported for City of New York, “Individual 
Unknown Officers”

Facts: On Sept. 16, 2012, plaintiff Moises Lopez, 46, 
a cook, was arrested at his job at La Isla Cuchifritos 
Restaurant, in Brooklyn. While in police custody, he 
began experiencing heart palpitations, dizziness and 
a headache.

Lopez was taken to Wyckoff Heights Medical Center, 
in Brooklyn, where he complained of chest pain, heart 
palpitations and a painful headache, which he claimed 
persisted for one month. He was determined to have 
elevated blood pressure and an elevated heart rate, 
and the primary nurse documented Lopez’s alcohol 
use as “occasional.” The doctor’s final diagnosis was 
anxiety due to the stress of the day.

Lopez was in the emergency room for one hour 
and four minutes, and the emergency room doctor 
entered an order discharging him within 32 minutes of 
triage. The doctor also released Lopez back to police 
custody with no treatment or special instructions to 
the New York City Police Department.

Ten hours later, while still in police custody, Lopez 
allegedly had a seizure, fell and hit his head. He sus-
tained a contrecoup brain injury, which is caused by 
the jarring of the brain against the sides of the skull. 
The injury led to significant bleeding.

A lawsuit was originally filed as Lopez against the 
city of New York and the individual officers involved, 
who were unknown at the time of filing. However, 
Lopez was determined to incapacitated and the 
treating emergency room doctor, the hospital and 
the emergency department were added to the case.

Thus, Josefina Dominguez, acting individually and 
as a special guardian for Lopez, an incapacitated per-
son, sued the city of New York, Dr. Ronald Friedman, 
Wyckoff Emergency Medicine Services P.C., Wyckoff 
Heights Medical Center and the individual police 

officers involved. Dominguez alleged that Friedman, 
Wyckoff Emergency Medicine Services and Wyckoff 
Medical Center were negligent for failing to diagnose 
and treat Lopez’s condition and that this negligence 
constituted medical malpractice. She also alleged that 
the city and the police officers were negligent in failing 
to get Lopez the treatment he needed.

Prior to trial, the city, on behalf of itself and the indi-
vidual officers settled out of the case. Thus, the matter 
proceeded to trial against the remaining defendants.

Plaintiff’s counsel contended that Lopez had a 
significant history of heavy alcohol dependence dat-
ing back 30 years and that Lopez was experiencing 
the early symptoms of alcohol withdrawal. Counsel 
argued that Friedman failed to elicit Lopez’s history of 
alcohol use or perform any bloodwork, which would 
showed a very low platelet count and would have 
cued Friedman into Lopez’s alcohol use. Plaintiff’s 
counsel also argued that Friedman failed to recognize 
the early symptoms of alcohol withdrawal because 
of an inadequate workup.

Defense counsel argued that Lopez did not have 
signs of alcohol withdrawal and that Lopez only 
informed the hospital that he drank occasionally, not 
that he was an alcoholic. Counsel contended that if 
Lopez admitted he was an alcoholic, more testing 
would have been done. Defense counsel further argued 
that Lopez’s head injury was caused by an incident 
at the jail.

Injury: Lopez allegedly suffered a seizure, fell and 
hit his head. He sustained a contrecoup brain injury, 
which led to significant bleeding. Lopez underwent a 
craniectomy, where a portion of the skull was implant-
ed in the abdomen for sterile storage until it could be 
restored. However, his brain continued to bleed and 
became infected. As a result, Lopez underwent three 
additional brain surgeries, and the removed portion 
of his skull could not be replaced.

Lopez was left catastrophically brain damaged and 
is now confined to a nursing home in Bushwick, Brook-
lyn. He has no control over the left side of his body 
or his right leg. His brain function is compromised 
and his ability to communicate was greatly affected.

Lopez is married with six kids. While most can’t 
understand him, he can communicate in a very limited 
way with his wife. Lopez is also able to recognize and 
interact with his wife and children and he can signal 
for things he likes and does not like. His wife visits 
him every day and has done so for the last 12 years, 
often with his children.

During closing arguments, plaintiff’s counsel admit-
ted that Lopez was 25% responsible for the incident 
as a result of Lopez being under arrest, being an alco-
holic and possibly failing to be as forthcoming with 
his alcohol use as he should have been.

Result: Although defense counsel criticized Lopez 
for not disclosing his use of alcohol to various medical 
providers, including Friedman, the defense did not 
request a culpable conduct jury charge, but plain-
tiff’s counsel did. Over the defense’s objection, Judge 
Genine Edwards charged Lopez’s culpable conduct 

and included it on the verdict sheet. However, she did 
not charge that the defense had the burden of prov-
ing it since the defense did not request the charge 
and objected to it.

While the jury was deliberating, plaintiff’s coun-
sel and counsel for Friedman and Wyckoff Emer-
gency Medicine Services entered into a settlement 
agreement. The agreement specified that in return 
for Physicians’ Reciprocal Insurers agreeing to pay 
between $1.3 million and its total remaining policy 
limits of $2,563,860, Dominguez, as special guardian 
for Lopez, would not pursue collection of any judge-
ment in excess of its policy limits against Friedman 
and Wyckoff Emergency Medicine Services.

The jury ultimately found that Friedman departed 
from the standard of care in failing to order blood 
work and in failing to obtain an adequate medical 
history. It also found that these departures were a 
substantial factor in causing Lopez’s injuries. The 
jury determined that Friedman was 70% at fault and 
that Lopez was 30% at fault. It also determined that 
Lopez’s damages $18,496,727.89.

PREMISES LIABILITY

Fall on Stairs Caused Shoulder  
And Elbow Injuries, Plaintiff Alleged

Settlement: $3,000,000

Juanita Young v. 1530 Rosedale Partners LLC, 
Daniel Yadegar, Atin Batra and Dhanray Bachan, 
No. 30914/2018E

Court: Bronx Supreme, NY

Plaintiff Attorney(s): Seth A. Harris; Harris Keenan 
& Goldfarb, PLLC; New York NY for Juanita Young 

Nicolette Landi; Harris, Keenan & Goldfarb, PLLC; 
New York NY for Juanita Young 

Defense Attorney(s): Michael L. Stonberg; Stonberg, 
Hickman, & Pavloff, LLP; New York, NY for 1530 Rose-
dale Partners LLC, Daniel Yadegar, Dhanray Bachan, 
Atin Batra

Facts: On Jan. 13, 2018, plaintiff Juanita Young, 
63, a legally blind, unemployed woman, was walking 
down the stairs at her apartment building on Rosedale 
Avenue, in the Bronx. After taking a couple of steps, 
she fell. Young claimed injuries to her right shoulder 
and elbow.

Young sued the building owner, 1530 Rosedale 
Partners LLC, and the operators of that company, 
Daniel Yadegar, Atin Batra and Dhanray Bachan. Young 
alleged that the defendants were negligent in their 
repair and/or maintenance of the stairway and in 
allowing a dangerous condition to exist.

1530 Rosedale Partners brought a third-party action 
against the building’s maintenance person, Richard 
Delgado Jr., and Delgado’s company, R.D. Construc-
tion and Home Imporvement LLC.

1530 Rosedale Partners also brought a second 
third-party action against a tenant in the building, 
Buddy Young.

Juanita Young claimed she was walking down the 
stairs when she lost her balance and began to fall 
as a result of the poor lighting in the stairway. She 
alleged that when she tried to grab the handrail, she 
was unable to stop her fall because the railing was 
detached from the wall.

1530 Rosedale Partners claimed Delgado and his 
company were to blame for failing to repair or prop-
erly maintain the stairway. It also claimed that Buddy 
Young broke the railing while attempting to change 
a lightbulb, but Buddy Young denied knowing how 
the railing broke.

Counsel for Delgado, R.D. Construction and Buddy 
Young moved summary judgment to dismiss the claims 
against them. 1530 Rosedale Partners only disputed 
Buddy Young’s motion, so the summary judgment 
was granted as to the motions made by Delgado and 
R.D. Construction. Buddy Young’s motion was denied, 
but 1530 Rosedale Partners ultimately dismissed the 
claims against him prior to trial.

Juanita Young’s counsel moved for summary judg-
ment on the issue of liability against 1530 Rosedale 
Partners, and it was granted. Thus, the matter pro-
ceeded to a trial on damages only.

Injury: Juanita Young claimed she sustained inju-
ries to her right shoulder and elbow. She claimed 
her shoulder injuries included a traumatic tearing 
of the right shoulder’s rotator cuff, including tears 
of the supraspinatus tendon, infraspinatus tendon 
and subscapularis tendon. She also claimed shoulder 
injuries included a tear of the superior fibers of the 
subscapularis tendon with a grade 1 muscle injury of 
some of the superior fibers of the distal subscapularis 
muscle. In addition, she claimed she sustained a tear 
of the superior labrum, anterior to posterior, (known 
as a SLAP tear) and a tearing of the biceps tendon. 
Juanita Young claimed that her elbow injuries con-
sisted of a right elbow contusion resulting in tears 
of the proximal common extensor tendon, common 
flexor tendon, medial collateral ligament and lateral 
collateral ligament.

Juanita Young alleged that her injuries caused a 
shoulder impingement and a frozen shoulder, as well 
as adhesions, synovitis of the subacromial subdeltoid 
bursa, a joint effusion containing cartilaginous and 
osseous loose bodies, subdeltoid bursitis, a traumatic 
internal derangement of the right shoulder, and bone 
contusions. She also alleged that she developed inser-
tional tendinosis of a triceps tendon, severe joint space 
narrowing with marginal oseophytosis, and articular 
chondrosis associated with subchondral cysts.

Juanita Young went to an emergency room for 
treatment of her alleged injuries and then 
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Calendar

MONDAY, MARCH 24

NY City Bar (CLE)
Intellectual Property Institute

9 a.m. - 5:45 p.m.
8.5 CLE credits 
In-Person Registration Link: 
https://services.nycbar.org/Intel-
lectualProperty/
Location: 42 West 44th Street, NY
Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-
tomerrelations@nycbar.org

Practising Law Institute
Tax Controversy 2025: Navigating 

the New Enforcement Land-
scape
9 a.m.–4:45 p.m.
pli.edu/programs/understand-
ing-tax-controversy

TUESDAY, MARCH 25

NY City Bar (CLE)
Habeas Corpus Today and Tomor-

row
5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.
2 CLE credits 
Webinar Registration Link: 
https://services.nycbar.org/
EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB032525&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-
tomerrelations@nycbar.org

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26

Fordham Law Voting Rights 
and Democracy Project
Jeffrey Toobin in Conversation 

with Joel Cohen and Jerry Gold-
feder to Discuss Toobin’s New 

Book: ‘The Pardon: The Politics 
of Presidential Mercy’
6 p.m.-7:30 p.m.
Location: Fordham Law School, 
150 W. 62nd St. (Room: TBD)    
To Register: https://docs.google.
com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfRRyXp
4Ilkx68a7qOQor8KJHTr7pWVj2E
y3wPBvhTV1VMSUw/viewform

Practising Law Institute
Commercial Real Estate Financing 

2025: Distress and Defaults
9 a.m.–5 p.m. (Day 1)
9 a.m.–12:15 p.m. (Day 2)
pli.edu/programs/commercial-
real-estate-financing

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26

NY City Bar (CLE)
Advancing Your Privacy Program 

in a Changing Landscape: 
Ethical Considerations & Best 
Practices
12 p.m. – 1:30 p.m.
1 CLE credit
Webinar Registration Link: 
https://services.nycbar.org/
EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB032625&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-
tomerrelations@nycbar.org

THURSDAY, MARCH 27

NY City Bar (CLE)
Conflict Zone: Strategies for Ethi-

cally Avoiding Conflicts of Inter-
est
12 p.m. - 1 p.m. 
1 CLE credit 
Webinar Registration Link: 

https://services.nycbar.org/

EventDetail?EventKey=_

WEB032725&mcode=NYLJ

Location: Zoom

Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-

tomerrelations@nycbar.org

NY City Bar (Non CLE)
The Role of Regulation in Artificial 

Intelligence: A Global Perspec-

tive 

11 a.m. - 2 p.m. 

Webinar Registration Link:  

https://services.nycbar.org/Even

tDetail?EventKey=TFDT032725&

mcode=NYLJ

Location: Zoom

Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-

tomerrelations@nycbar.org

Practising Law Institute
Venture Capital 2025: Nuts and 

Bolts

8:55 a.m.–5 p.m.

pli.edu/programs/venture-capi-

tal-nuts-and-bolts

Advanced Trademark Law 2025: 

Current Issues

9 a.m.–4:50 p.m.

pli.edu/programs/advanced-

trademark-law

THURSDAY, MARCH 27 
FRIDAY, MARCH 28

NY State Bar (CLE)
20th Annual International Estate 

Planning

11 credits

New York City

https://nysba.org/events/20th-

annual-international-estate-

planning-institute/

Perspective

‘Legal Sabotage’ Offers Guidance for 
Navigating Our New Legal World

BY BENJAMIN SILVERMAN 

This month, former Michigan 
Law and Columbia Univer-
sity President Lee Bollinger 
said that “we are in the 

midst of an authoritarian takeover” 
and retired Fourth Circuit Judge 
J. Michael Luttig opined, in only 
somewhat less alarmist prose, 
that we are experiencing “a frontal 
assault on the legal profession and 
the rule of law.”

In this world where executive 
orders suspend attorneys’ secu-
rity clearances and contemplate 
blocking lawyers from government 
buildings because their colleagues 
took legal positions adverse to the 
executive branch, our profession 
faces novel questions about how 
to continue to practice, and to 
represent clients, with zeal and 
integrity. 

For guidance on navigat-
ing this new world, I turned to 
“Legal Sabotage: Ernst Fraenkel 
in Hitler’s Germany” (Cambridge 
2020), Douglas Morris’s historical 
account of a lawyer who 
continued to practice in 
circumstances even more 
extreme that what Luttig 
and Bollinger foresee hap-
pening here—lawyers who 
successfully defended cli-
ents against Nazi prosecu-
tors in Hitler’s Germany. 
Morris, a legal historian 
who practiced for over 30 years 
at the Federal Defenders of New 
York, provides a concise history 
of a German public interest lawyer 
named Ernst Fraenkel that is both 
surprising and inspiring.

For five years following Hitler’s 
rise, Fraenkel maintained a law 
practice in the heart of the Nazi 
state where he obtained acquittals 
and lenient sentences, persuaded 
judges to disregard confessions 
extracted by Nazi torture, and 
advised trade unionists and Jew-
ish families planning to emigrate 
after concentration camps began 
to operate.

Many of his strategies and tac-
tics are of interest for lawyers 
today facing far less extreme, 
though still very real, challenges 
ahead, particularly in practices 
like immigration and criminal 
defense. Fraenkel foremost rec-
ognized that he worked in a “dual 
state” where Germany’s traditional 
courts allowed lawyers like him to 
defend their clients, even against 
Nazi prosecutors, while at the same 
time the Nazi government operated 
a parallel totalitarian state, which it 
governed through terror and brute 
force. Fraenkel’s insight was that 
even the Nazi terror regime did not 
prevent him from continuing to 
provide advocacy and support for 
those of his clients whose cases he 
could confine to traditional courts.

In their early years in power, 
the Nazis prosecuted communists 
and trade unionists in traditional 
courts to imbue convictions with 
legitimacy.

Even while strict censorship 
stopped the press from reporting 
abuses, Fraenkel found that the 
traditional courts, when delicate-

ly navigated, provided forums to 
expose brutality. For example, in a 
prosecution of individuals charged 
with supporting a banned political 
party and distributing forbidden 
literature, Fraenkel elicited har-
rowing testimony about the defen-

dants’ interrogations; the presiding 
judge excluded the coerced state-
ments and eight defendants were 
acquitted.

Still, in other instances, courts 
provided cover for Nazi abuses by 
convicting defendants based on 
Gestapo interrogations without 
concern for the underlying tor-
ture—greenlighting further abuse. 
Fraenkel thwarted the Nazi state 
when allowed an opportunity.

Fraenkel recognized the limits 
placed on his advocacy. In a crimi-
nal libel trial of a Quaker pacifist, 
Fraenkel knew that he could not 
defend his client’s claim that the 
Nazis burned down the Reichstag 
even though Fraenkel later wrote 
that the Nazi’s responsibility for 
the fire was clear to anyone “who 
had not been completely morally 
corrupted”—echoing what many 
attorneys would say today about 
those who deny the events at the 
Capitol on Jan. 6, 2021.

But Fraenkel could establish, 
through witness testimony, the 
truth of another one of his client’s 
claims: that the Nazis had brutal-
ized a Social Democratic member 
of Weimar’s parliament. Although 
this partial defense did not obtain 
his client’s full acquittal, Fraenkel 
was able to secure a sentence of 
time served. His cautious advoca-
cy, in a courtroom operating under 
Nazi rule, walked his client, an anti-
Nazi activist, out of prison.

By the mid-1930s, German law-
yers learned that the traditional 
courts only existed to the extent 
the totalitarian state permitted. 
Judges were afraid that they would 
lose more of their jurisdiction if 
they resisted the government, 
which produced strained doctrines 

to achieve Nazi goals. For example, 
a court in Berlin relied on the doc-
trine of “indirect communist dan-
ger” to convict a Catholic church 
group for the crime of organizing 
sporting events.

Since only the Nazi Party sought 
national unity, the appellate court 
reasoned, any other sporting event 
organizer was fractional and sub-
versive. Although the court applied 
legalistic reasoning, the lawyers 
understood that it was “results 
oriented” or “might makes right” 
jurisprudence—and no advocacy 
could be effective in courtrooms 
employing that approach.

After the Nazis established sepa-
rate, “special” courts to provide 
reliable convictions for its foes, 
Fraenkel no longer sought full exon-
erations in traditional courts if he 
believed they would only result in 
further proceedings in a political 
court. In the 1938 prosecution of a 
Jewish man charged with mutter-
ing sarcastically about Nazi propa-

ganda while standing at a 
bus stop, Fraenkel realized 
that a trial acquittal would 
only result in later arrest 
by the Gestapo. He there-
fore advised the client to 
plead guilty immediately, 
and then offered partial 
defenses as sentencing 
mitigation, sparing his cli-

ent both a lengthy criminal sen-
tence imposed by a regular court 
and Gestapo detention.

For lawyers in our present 
world, where even Judge Luttig’s 
and President Bollinger’s analy-
ses do not presently forebode 
totalitarianism, the story of Ernst 
Fraenkel’s ability to maintain a law 
practice in Hitler’s Germany pro-
vides insight.

Fraenkel’s legal advocacy, con-
fined to the courtroom, provided 
largely to those who could pay 
him, remained effective before 
judges who maintained traditional 
approaches to law and fairness. 
He used strategic compromises 
to mitigate harm to his clients, 
although there was nothing he 
could do before judges who exer-
cised raw power that was impervi-
ous to advocacy. He did not use the 
press to bring attention to himself 
or place his clients in the spotlight. 
He got by through craft and care, 
but also luck: many of Fraenkel’s 
contemporaries were taken to con-
centration camps: arbitrariness 
and unpredictability were part of 
the Nazi terror strategy.

Fraenkel fled to New York in 1938 
before returning to Berlin years 
later to become a law professor. 
As to why he continued defend-
ing clients for so long and at great 
personal risk, Morris’s book about 
him posits that he was driven by 
his Prussian sense of duty—and 
the values of fair play, justice, and 
the rule of law that underlay the 
advocacy that he employed so 
effectively in the courtroom.

BENJAMIN SILVERMAN is the principal at 

The Law Offices of Benjamin Silverman.

In a world where Paul Weiss and Perkins 

Coie are facing executive actions that could 

seriously hurt them…this book provides 

insights and inspiration for keeping our 

profession strong.

Perspective

Don’t Make Trouble
BY BENNETT L. GERSHMAN AND JOEL COHEN

The almost unimaginable 
array of despotic actions by 
the Trump administration 
in less than two months 

has elicited understandable fury 
and fear among normally sane and 
unflappable people. The motion 
by Emil Bove, the acting deputy 
U.S. Attorney General, to dismiss 
the corruption case against New 
York City Mayor Eric Adams; the 
firing of the most experienced 
members of the FBI; the demand 
for a list of FBI agents who worked 
on the January 6th insurrection 
cases; the firing of prosecutors 
who worked on those cases; the 
threats to impeach federal judg-
es whose rulings are adverse to 
Trump; the threats against the 
United States Supreme Court 
Justice Amy Coney Barrett for a 
ruling adverse to President Don-
ald Trump; Trump’s incitement 
to impeach a judge who tried to 
stop the unlawful expulsion of 
immigrants.

Other Trump actions have 
received somewhat less public 
scrutiny: the resignation of the 
head of the New York 
FBI Office who pledged 
to protect his employ-
ees; the retributive acts 
against law firms who rep-
resented democratic party 
interests; the attempt by 
Justice Department lead-
ership to illegally freeze funding 
for a Biden era climate initiative.

One may legitimately worry 
whether faced with Trump’s 
overt efforts to exact revenge 
on his alleged enemies the legal 
community and society in general 
will have the fortitude to stand 
up to the bully. Will Trump’s 
authoritarian rule be seen as the 
new normal in American politics? 
Will people decide to go along 
with the self-proclaimed King of 
America and not make trouble? 
Indeed, let’s call it “good trouble,” 
as the late Congressman John 
Lewis called it.

In his edgy 1992 book, “Chutz-
pah,” Alan Dershowitz addressed 
a similar issue: the failure of Jews 
to stand up for themselves and to 
show courage in times of crisis. 
Dershowitz recounts this bizarre 
story: Two Russian Jews were sen-
tenced to death by the czar. Stand-
ing in front of the firing squad—
presumably 10 riflemen prepared 
to shoot them to death—the exe-
cutioners offer them blindfolds. 
The first Jew bravely refuses the 
blindfold. The second Jew turns 
to the first and implores him: 
“Please, take the blindfold. Don’t 
make trouble.” Imagine the scene. 
He’s moments away from death, 
literally at death’s door, but oddly 
concerned that somehow he may 
offend the powers that be.

Recounting this pathetic story 
isn’t intended to find compari-
sons between execution by a 
firing squad and with what’s 

going on today in America. Still, 
the story does bring to mind the 
ruthlessness of the Trump admin-
istration’s transparent effort to 
exact revenge and retaliation 
against perceived past and cur-
rent enemies and the lurking fear 
of the consequences of standing 
up against tyranny by coura-
geously invoking the righteous 
power of the law. And, addition-
ally, it’s a fear not only on the part 
of those perceived “enemies” 
themselves, but a fear shared 
by many others who could and 
should be advocates for and sup-
porters of those enemies, espe-
cially the professional bar. Too 
many lawyers might simply say: 
Don’t make trouble.

There is no gainsaying the 
reality of the potentially dire 
consequences for those who 
“cause trouble.” For example, 
government employees are being 
summarily fired and will continue 
to be fired if they don’t succumb 
to the administration’s party 
line. Lawyers and law firms are 
being attacked with dire conse-

quences for representing Trump’s 
perceived “enemies” and have 
become enemies themselves. 
Look at Trump’s assault on Cov-
ington & Burling, Perkins Coie; 
and Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Whaton 
& Garrison and now demands of 
other large law firms. Republican 
lawmakers will continue to play 
possum and sleepwalk through 
the administration’s unlawful 
policies for fear that they’ll be 
targeted with primaries by can-
didates who will shriek their 
loyalty to Trump and with mil-
lions donated by the Trump’s 
toady—the richest man in the 
world. Indeed, Musk helped 
bankroll Trump to his election. 
And challenging the Trump/Musk 
tag-team is political suicide.

And with Trump at the con-
trols of the Justice Department 
and the FBI, the threat of baseless 
federal prosecutions targeting 
his “enemies” is not a frivolous 
concern. There is realistic fear 
among current and former public 
officials who have employed their 
official status to go after Trump 
before he was elected the second 
time around.

We recognize how simple it is 
for commentators to express a 
willingness to hold the coats of 
those whom we exhort to go into 
combat that may be potentially 
dangerous, not merely to their 
careers but their liberty as well. 
Indeed, the president, his attorney 
general, and his FBI director have 
been unambiguous in announc-

ing that they will seek retribution 
against those who have attacked 
Trump. Is it possible to even imag-
ine the extent of retribution that 
those who have the courage to act 
in defiance of Trump or his admin-
istration might face? Consider the 
attacks not just on lawyers but on 
the media, the universities, the 
leaders of science and medicine, 
on anybody and everybody who 
might “make trouble.”

What values must be protected 
from a mendacious vulgarian?

One value above all requires 
bravery in hard times—integ-
rity. We must demand integrity 
even and especially from judges 
and justices who seem to be the 
last available hope to stand cou-
rageously at the center of the 
highway and defy valiantly, with 
courage, the reckless onslaught 
of the mob.

As we were writing this piece, 
and after Trump’s tirade against 
Judge James Boasberg’s order 
seeking to stop the unlawful 
dumping of immigrants into the 
horrific El Salvador jail (“This 

judge, like many of the 
Crooked Judges’ I am 
forced to appear before, 
should be IMPEACHED!!,” 
Trump wrote on Truth 
Social), Chief Justice 
John Roberts said: “For 
more than two centu-

ries, it has been established that 
impeachment is not an appropri-
ate response to disagreement con-
cerning a judicial decision. The 
normal appellate review process 
exists for that purpose.

”While this statement could 
have been a much stronger retort 
to Trump to “shut up,” it did make 
the point. The escalation of the 
war between Trump and the judi-
ciary is now in full steam. How 
much “trouble” the statement 
may befall the Supreme Court is 
uncertain, but our constitutional 
democracy rests on the result.

We invoked earlier in this piece 
a meaningful story from Professor 
Dershowitz. The professor knows 
as well as anyone, maybe more 
so, the importance of the nation’s 
leaders adhering to rule of law. So, 
we challenge him to tell his former 
client in no uncertain terms what he 
so badly needs to be told—perhaps 
a bit stronger than did Roberts. To 
do so would indeed be making the 
“good trouble” that Congressman 
Lewis so eloquently called it. 
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attempted to treat with physical 
therapy.

To treat her shoulder injuries, 
Juanita Young eventually under-
went an arthroscopic subacromial 
decompression of the right shoul-
der on April 12, 2018. The proce-
dure included an arthroscopic 
SLAP repair, a debridement of 
the labrum and rotator cuff, an 
extensive arthroscopic synovec-
tomy, and an arthroscopic biceps 
tenotomy. However, she ultimately 
required a total right shoulder 
replacement on Feb. 27, 2019.

Juanita Young claimed that 
despite her treatment, she is per-
manently disabled.

Defense counsel asserted that 
Juanita Young’s right shoulder 
replacement was not causally 
related to the accident, nothing 
that Juanita Young did not undergo 
treatment for her shoulder in four 
years.

Result: The parties negotiated a 
mid-trial settlement. The primary 
insurer for 1530 Rosedale Partners, 
NorGUARD Insurance Co., a subsid-
iary of National Indemnity Co., ten-
dered its policy, which provided $1 
million of coverage. In addition, the 
excess insurer for 1530 Rosedale 
Partners, Great American Alliance 
Insurance Co., a subsidiary of Great 
American Insurance Group, paid 
$2 million from its policy, which 
provided $10 million in coverage. 
Thus, the settlement totaled $3 
million.

CONSTRUCTION 
ACCIDENTS

Contractor Claimed Visibility 
Of Loading Dock Caused  
Fall From Height

Settlement: $2,200,000

Len Wheat and Lindsay Wheat 
v. Town of Forestburgh, No. 
E2021-1847

Court: Sullivan Supreme

Plaintiff Attorney(s): John S. 
Rand; Clark, Gagliardi & Miller 
P.C.; White Plains NY for Len Wheat

Defense Attorney(s): Ralph Pug-
lielle; Drake Loeb; New Windsor, NY 
for Town of Forestburgh

Facts: On Feb. 3, 2021, plaintiff 
Len Wheat, 45, a self-employed 
contractor, went to a construc-
tion/renovation site to measure a 
damaged salt shed in Forestburgh. 
Wheat was hired by the town of 
Forestburgh’s highway department 
to repair a damaged salt shed. He 
went to the work site alone to 
measure the shed from an elevat-
ed Genie lift. Afterward, while he 
was returning the lift to a parking 
spot, he drove off a loading dock, 
fracturing his knees and left hip.

Wheat sued the town of Forest-
burgh, alleging the town violated 
the New York State Labor Law.

Wheat claimed an unmarked 
change in grade at the salt shed 
caused him to fall from a height. 
Specifically, he claimed the loading 
dock was not visible.

Wheat’s counsel contended 
that the incident stemmed from 
an elevation-related hazard, as 
defined by Labor Law § 240(1), 
and that Wheat was not provided 
the proper, safe equipment that is a 
requirement of the statute. Counsel 
also contended that the site was 
not properly safeguarded and that, 
as such, it violated Labor Law § 
241(6). Counsel further contended 
that the site violated the general 
safety provisions of Labor Law § 
200.

Defense counsel contended that 
Wheat’s work occurred the day 

before the job was supposed to 
start. Thus, counsel asserted that 
Wheat’s work and accident were 
not covered by the labor law. The 
defense also asserted that Wheat 
should have seen the loading 
dock and used a spotter and that 
Wheat’s failure to do so made his 
actions the sole proximate cause 
of the accident.

Injury: Wheat sustained a frac-
ture of the right leg’s femur and 
patella, as well as a fracture of his 
left knee’s patella. He also sus-
tained fractures to his right hip, 
including a right intertrochanteric 
fracture with a right acetabular 
fracture, and left public rami frac-
tures. In addition, Wheat suffered 
a pulmonary embolism.

Wheat underwent open reduc-
tion and internal fixation surgery 
on his right hip and femoral shaft 
with the insertion of screws. He 
also underwent open reduction 
and internal fixation surgeries on 
both knees. Wheat also underwent 
a few months of physical therapy.

Wheat claimed he can no longer 
do physical labor and now over-
sees home construction work.

Len Wheat’s wife, Lindsay 
Wheat, brought a derivative claim, 
seeking recovery for her loss of 
consortium.

Result: Plaintiffs’ and defense 
counsel both filed summary judg-
ment motions, but the court denied 
the motions. The court’s decision 
was later affirmed on appeal.

The parties negotiated a pretri-
al settlement. The insurance com-
pany for the town Forestburgh, 
New York Municipal Insurance 
Reciprocal, tendered its primary 
policy, which provided $1 million 
of coverage, and paid $1.2 mil-
lion from its excess policy, which 
provided $10 million of coverage. 
Thus, the settlement totaled $2.2 
million.

Verdicts
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surviving partner offered to pay 
prior to litigation.

Claims Against Company 
Accountant and Bookkeeper 
Go Forward  

It’s not unusual for accounting 
firms and employees to be caught in 
the cross-fire of disputes between 
co-owners of closely held business 
entities. Last year, the First and Sec-
ond Departments issued important 
rulings addressing whether busi-
ness owners can bring claims 
against outside accountants and 
in-house bookkeepers for aiding 
and abetting alleged fraud by fel-
low shareholders.

In 1650 Broadway Associates, 
Inc. v Sturm (228 AD3d 1 [1st Dept 
2024]), the First Department 
revived claims against a company’s 
outside accounting firm involving 
the Stardust Diner, the well-known 
theme restaurant in Manhattan’s 
Theatre District owned by a moth-
er-son duo.

The accounting firm provided 
the Diner with tax-preparation 
services and financial state-
ments. When the mother switched 
accounting firms, the new firm 
advised that her son had defrauded 
the Diner and its shareholders to 
the tune of almost $12 million, 
allegedly aided by the original 
accounting firm.

The mother alleged that her son 
took the money from the diner and 
disguised the spoils as “loans” to 
fund his own investments and real-
estate development business. The 
original accounting firm allegedly 
never provided the mother with 
financial statements, instead send-
ing the relevant documents only to 
her son. The mother also claimed 
that the accounting firm knew of 

the son’s alleged chicanery but 
willfully ignored it.

The mother sued the accounting 
firm for professional malpractice 
and aiding and abetting her son’s 
fraud. The lower court dismissed 
the mother’s claims, holding that 
the loans were properly disclosed 
on the financial statements and 
that the mother did not sufficiently 
allege any deviation from the stan-
dard of care or how the original 
accounting firm aided and abetted 
her son’s activities.

On appeal, the First Department 
reversed, holding that the origi-
nal accounting firm could not be 
shielded from liability merely by 
pointing its finger at the son and 
his personal impropriety. The court 
reinstated the mother’s claims 
“because an accountant must 
perform all services in accordance 
with the standard of a reasonable 
accountant under similar circum-
stances, which includes reporting 
fraud that is or should be appar-
ent.”

The Second Department in Schi-
ano v Harsanyi (230 AD3d 820 [2d 
Dept 2024]), also addressed claims 
for aiding and abetting fraud, this 
time against a company’s in-house 
bookkeeper. Schiano centered on a 
vending-machine company, a cash-
heavy operation seemingly ripe for 
potential fraud.

The relationship between the 
two partners was contentious from 
the start: the plaintiff alleged that 
although the defendant was the 
sole owner on paper, the plaintiff 
was a de facto partner because he 
had invested several hundred thou-
sand dollars into the company for 
over a decade.

The defendant allegedly locked 
the plaintiff out of the business, 
which sparked the lawsuit, and lat-
er brought his own claims, includ-
ing a third-party claim against the 
company’s in-house bookkeeper 
for breach of fiduciary duty and 

aiding and abetting the plaintiff’s 
alleged fraud.

According to the third-party 
complaint, the plaintiff seized 
large sums of cash from the busi-
ness, and the bookkeeper, tasked 
with receiving the plaintiff’s cash 
reports and recording the income 
for the company’s books, identi-
fied the takings as loans or capi-
tal contributions. The trial court 
dismissed both claims against the 
bookkeeper for failure to allege 
fraud with particularity and reli-

ance on conclusory allegations.
The First Department reversed 

on appeal, reviving both claims in 
defendant’s third-party complaint. 
As to the claim for breach of fidu-
ciary duty, the court held that the 
defendant “sufficiently alleged the 
existence of a fiduciary duty . . . 
based upon allegations that [the 
bookkeeper] had a duty to make 
truthful and complete disclosures 
to the company.”

As to the claim for aiding and 
abetting fraud, the court held that 
the third-party complaint suffi-
ciently alleged that the bookkeeper 
deceptively recorded the plaintiff’s 
alleged cash takings as loans and 
purposefully withheld her internal 
records from defendant.

Books and Records  
Proceedings Involving  
Foreign Entities 

The First Department’s 2016 
Raharney Capital decision (138 
AD3d 83 [1st Dept 2016]), defini-
tively resolved an inter-Departmen-
tal split on the question whether 
New York courts have subject mat-
ter jurisdiction over proceedings 

seeking judicial dissolution of for-
eign business entities, joining the 
Second and Third Departments in 
finding jurisdiction absent.

The related question whether 
New York court have jurisdiction 
over books and records proceed-
ings involving foreign business 
entities has not attained the same 
certainty at the appellate level, 
which makes all the more signifi-
cant last year’s decision in Mojta-
hedi v Craddock (2024 NY Slip Op 
33452[U] [Sup Ct, New York County 

2024]), where the court rejected a 
jurisdictional challenge to a books 
and records petition involving a 
Delaware corporation.

In Mojtahedi, the board of a New 
York-based Delaware corporation 
removed the defendant from his 
position as CEO and president of 
the company allegedly for with-
holding access to the company’s 
books and records from the com-
pany, its directors, and its share-
holders.

In response, the defendant 
revoked all employees’ key-card 
access to the company’s building 
and attempted to discharge the 
entire board.

The acting CEO-plaintiff peti-
tioned for inspection of the com-
pany’s books and records under 
§220 of the Delaware General 
Corporation Law. The defendant 
moved to dismiss the petition for 
lack of subject matter jurisdiction, 
arguing that Delaware courts had 
exclusive jurisdiction under both 
Delaware law and the forum-selec-
tion clause in the company’s cer-
tificate of incorporation.

The court rejected the forum-
selection argument because the 

clause allowed the company to 
consent to jurisdiction in a forum 
other than Delaware, which the 
plaintiff did by filing the petition 
in New York.

The court also found that  
“[t]he fact that the parties agree 
that Delaware law applies to the 
books and records request likewise 
does not defeat this court’s juris-
diction over the issue.”

Citing recent Court of Appeals 
precedent in Eccles v Shamrock 
Cap. Advisors, LLC (42 NY3d 321 
[2024]), on the ability of New 
York courts to hear cases involv-
ing foreign entities, the Manhattan 
Supreme Court opined generally 
that “New York courts have sig-
nificant flexibility and discretion 
in deciding whether to take notice 
of that foreign law and apply it to 
the case at hand,” and specifically 
that “this court is capable of apply-
ing Delaware law to the question 
of requests to books and records 
of [a Delaware] company.”

In another significant lower 
court decision involving a New 
York-based Nevada corporation not 
involving a jurisdictional challenge, 
the court held that Business Corpo-
ration Law §1315, which authorizes 
a shareholder of a foreign corpora-
tion doing business in New York to 
require the corporation to produce 
shareholder information includ-
ing names, addresses, number 
and class of shares held by each, 
and record ownership dates, does 
not give the petitioner the broad-
er rights of inspection afforded 
under BCL §624 (Goldman v Icaro 
Media Group, Inc., 2024 NY Slip Op 
33610(U) [Sup Ct, New York County 
2024]).

Manager Discretion  
Regarding Distributions

The courts have seen a fair num-
ber of cases in which minority own-
ers of closely held business entities 

sue controlling owners for failing to 
distribute profits. The complaints 
typically allege hoarding of cash 
while, at least in pass-through enti-
ties, requiring the plaintiffs to pay 
taxes on phantom income.

In Schneider v Pine Mgt., Inc. 
(2024 NY Slip Op 51030[U] [Sup Ct, 
New York County 2024], the court 
upheld the discretion of LLC man-
agers to determine whether and 
when an LLC can and should make 
distributions.

The Schneider case involved 
10 New York realty-holding LLCs 
owned equally by two factions con-
sisting of the descendants of the 
original two founders. The plain-
tiffs held membership interests 
in the LLCs, but the defendants 
served as managers under the 
companies’ operating agreements, 
which authorized them to “act . . 
. on behalf of the compan[ies].”

The plaintiffs alleged that, for 
over a decade, the defendants 
withheld distributions to the 
LLCs’ members to maintain “cash 
reserves” for “no specific reason.” 
The defendants contended that the 
cash reserves were necessary for 
renovation and maintenance of the 
properties owned by the LLCs.

Irrespective of the purpose for 
withholding distributions, the 
court found that the plaintiffs 
failed to demonstrate that the 
defendants’ distribution policy 
was outside the authority given 
them under the operating agree-
ment. The court also noted that 
defendants were “authorized 
person[s]” under LLCL §102(c), 
which permitted them to act on 
behalf of the companies without 
court interference.

In so ruling, the court reinforced 
the general rule that when an oper-
ating agreement confers broad dis-
cretion on an LLC’s managers to 
make decisions regarding distribu-
tions, courts will not second guess 
the managers’ business judgment.

Business
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The complaints typically allege hoarding of cash while, at 

least in pass-through entities, requiring the plaintiffs to pay 

taxes on phantom income. 

feature of China Agritech, and one 
highly relevant to the discussion at 
hand, is Justice Ginsburg’s paren-
thetical addressing the respective 
roles of limitary restrictions and 
statutes of repose. The eminent 
jurist concisely postulated that 
a limiting proviso begins to run 
when the cause of action accrues 
(that is to say, when the erstwhile 
plaintiff can sue for relief), whereas 
“[a] statute of repose, by contrast, 
begins to run on the date of the 
last culpable act or omission of 
the defendant” (internal quota-
tions omitted).

The foundation now firmly in 
place, we may turn to Moreira itself. 

The Helms-Burton Act grants the 
federal courts jurisdiction over 
a private cause of action for the 
“wrongful confiscation or taking 
of property belonging to United 
States nationals by the Cuban gov-
ernment.” See 22 U.S.C. §6081, et 
seq. Although promulgated in 1996, 
the law’s effective date had been 
delayed for well over a decade by 
a succession of U.S. Presidents 
exercising an embedded suspen-
sion proviso. See id. at § 6085(c).

With the suspension finally abro-
gated, the plaintiffs, successors-in-
interest to certain private banks 
seized by Castro’s communists in 
1960, commenced litigation against 
various non-U.S. banks which had 
allegedly “’traffick[ed]’ in that con-
fiscated property,” id. at §6081(6), 
including the venerable French 
institutions Société Générale and 
BNP Paribas. Yet the statutory 

scheme expressly forbade the 
bringing of suit “more than 2 years 
after the trafficking giving rise to 
the action has ceased to occur.” 
Id. at § 6084.

The Second Circuit was there-
fore compelled to decide if the 
plaintiffs’ action was timely pur-
suant to this temporal constraint. 
From the outset, the tribunal 
framed the question as whether the 
two-year bar was a limitary period 
or a statute of repose. If the former, 
equitable tolling might play a role; 
if the latter, then the prescribed 
interval “may be tolled pursuant 
‘only to legislatively created excep-
tions’ codified in the statute” (cita-
tion omitted).

Moreira expounds that stat-
utes of limitation and statutes of 
repose deliberately impact differ-

ent actors, in service of distinc-
tive ends. A limitary enactment 
encourages would-be plaintiffs to 
be diligent in initiating suit; in con-
tradistinction, its repose counter-
part assures potential defendants 
that they are relieved of liability 
after a certain date.

A limitations statute “begins 
to run” from the moment there 
is an injury sufficient to accrue a 
claim. Said restrictions are to be 
respected, declared Circuit Judge 
Sack, as such enactments embody 
deliberate choices by elected law-
makers to delimit the time during 
which plaintiffs must act or forego 
their rights. Equitable tolling, a 
judicially created exception to be 
sure, comes into play only where 
some extraordinary circumstance 
“thwarts” the initiation of suit.

Standing in sharp contrast are 
statutes of repose, which Moreira 

affirmed commence running from 
the “last culpable act or omission 
of the defendant.” The Second 
Circuit forcefully proclaimed that 
repose provisos are not subject 
to tolling, equitable or otherwise, 
unless conjoined with clear excep-
tions stopping the clock.

Invoking the straightforward test 
enunciated by the supreme tribu-
nal in CALPERS, infra, Circuit Judge 
Sack reminds that a true statute 
of repose has three primary attri-
butes: 1) it unambiguously com-
mences to run from the putative 
defendant’s last culpable act; 2) it 
fixes a date subsequent to which 
liability cannot be assessed, and 
admits no exceptions thereto; and 
3) the provision for repose is typi-
cally paired with a time bar which 
runs from the moment the claims 
accrues, “a common marker of a 
statute of limitations.” The panel 
further clarified that statutory lan-
guage such as “shall not” or “may 
not” is generally characteristic of 
a constraint of repose, given that 
each prohibits litigation after a 
specified time.

Finding that the proviso before 
it commenced running, without 
statutory exceptions, from the 
date the alleged harm ceased, 
Moreira concluded it was a statute 
of repose, requiring the dismissal 
of all claims predating the plaintiffs’ 
filing by two or more years.

Notwithstanding what law 
school or hard experience has 
taught us, it is vital that practitio-
ners and judges alike fully com-
prehend the distinctions between 
statutes of limitation and statutes 
of repose, their respective impact 
upon divergent parties, and how 
each advances contrasting objec-
tives. The Second Circuit’s new 
decision in Moreira, in conjunction 
with the high Court precedents 
from which it evolved, will facili-
tate that cognizance across a broad 
spectrum of statutory regimes.

Statutes
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The Second Circuit forcefully proclaimed that repose provi-

sos are not subject to tolling, equitable or otherwise, unless 

conjoined with clear exceptions stopping the clock.

accepted definitions of murder and 
other prototypical violent crimes.”

Justice Neil Gorsuch wrote a 
dissent joined by Justice Ketanji 
Brown Jackson.

Gorsuch floated the hypotheti-
cal of a lifeguard who idly watches 
a swimmer “slip away” into the 
ocean from his chair and drown 
while twirling his whistles. 

That lifeguard is a “bad man,” 
Gorsuch wrote. “But does the life-
guard’s offense also qualify … as 
a ‘crime of violence.’ … The Court 
thinks so. I do not.”

An associate of the Genovese 
crime family, Delligatti was indicted 
in 2017 for allegedly hiring a mur-
der crew from the Bronx to kill a 
local “bully” outside his Queens 
home, a plot foiled by law enforce-
ment just a few blocks away due 
to a police wiretap.

In addition to numerous other 
crimes, a jury found Delligatti guilty 
of using and carrying a firearm dur-
ing a crime of violence under the 
federal Armed Career Criminal Act, 
which was ultimately premised on 
a New York state attempted-murder 
offense.

The ACCA defines a “crime of 
violence” as any offense that “has 
as an element the use, attempted 

use, or threatened use of physical 
force against the person or prop-
erty of another.”

In determining whether a defen-
dant has committed a “crime of 
violence,” the Supreme Court has 
held that judges should not look to 
the defendant’s conduct but rather 
employ a “categorical approach” 
looking at the underlying offense 
itself and whether it “always” satis-
fies the elements described in the 
ACCA. 

In arguing that his five-year 
sentence should be thrown out, 
Delligatti’s lawyers therefore 
focused on the hypothetical con-
duct covered by New York penal 
law, rather than the mob associ-

ate’s actual role in the murder-
for-hire plot. 

In doing so, his legal team 
argued that, because New York’s 
attempted murder statute theo-
retically covers acts of ommis-
sion—such as failing to provide 
someone with medical care or 
food to a child—the offense can-
not be the predicate for a “crime 
of violence” enhancement under 
the ACCA.

Rejecting that position, Thomas 
wrote that “the ‘use’ of ‘physical 
force’ in §924(c) encompasses the 
knowing or intentional causation 
of bodily injury.” 

“There is no exception to this 
principle when an offender causes 

bodily injury by omission rather 
than affirmative act. Delligatti’s 
§924(c) challenge therefore fails,” 
Thomas added. “To the extent 
any doubt remains that Congress 
meant for the elements clause to 
cover crimes of omission, the ordi-
nary meaning of ‘crime of violence’ 
resolves it.” 

During its November hearing 
in the case, the court floated all 
manner of dastardly hypotheticals 
in an effort to determine whether 
crimes of violence include those 
that can be performed by omis-
sion.

A “little old lady” falls down a 
manhole. No one stops to help 
her. A toxic cake sits in the fridge. 

Someone tells you to eat it. A 
septuagenarian falls into a coma. 
The nurse doesn’t start the feed-
ing tube.

Those were just a few of the 
examples the justices considered 
during the hearing.

“It’s hard to believe we’re actu-
ally here debating whether mur-
der is a ‘crime of violence’,” said 
the federal government’s lawyer, 
Deputy U.S. Solicitor General Eric 
Feigin.

The Supreme Court rendered 
its decision in Delligatti v. U.S., 
No. 23-825.

@ | Jimmy Hoover can be reached at 

jhoover@alm.com.
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the Eastern District of New York.
“I can’t consult with the client, I 

can’t take guidance from a client” 
of 300 million people, he said.

That issue, he noted, is not 
unique to government lawyers. 
But it’s important to remember 
there is a specific client, even if it’s 
a “unique” client—and that client 
is the U.S. government.

Miriam Rocah, former Westches-
ter district attorney and assistant 
U.S. attorney in the Southern 
District of New York, said it was 
important to remember the gov-
ernment as a “client” is beholden 
to the constitution.

“When any attorney takes an 
oath, the oath is to defend the 
Constitution,” she stated.

While the executive branch 
might be the client, the president 
of the United States is not the cli-
ent, panelists agreed.

Following Directives

Clark said it all comes down to 
whether or not the position is sup-
ported in legal basis.

“If [the order from a supervisor] 
is clearly out of bounds, then the 
lawyer cannot defend themselves 
by saying, ‘I was simply doing what 
I was told,’” she explained. “And I 
would distinguish that from when 
the lawyer has an ideological or 
political disagreement.”

Donoghue said he’d been 
on both sides of this issue. He 
described how in one instance 
when there was an unpopular 
directive from Main Justice, and the 
issue was discussed extensively, 
including with an ethics advisor.

“Ultimately we landed on 
5.2(b),” he said. “It wasn’t a good 
argument, it wasn’t a strong argu-
ment, however it was a colorable 
argument.”

“We’re all agreeing there is a 
big difference with being asked to 
make an argument that is color-
able and [an argument] that you 
don’t like or you’re not comfort-
able with,” Rocah added. “[Being 
uncomfortable] is not a reason 
to say ‘I’m not going to make the 
argument.’”

Rocah noted a lawyer could dis-
tance themselves from a disagree-
able—or dubious—stance, in the 
hopes a judge might notice.

“You can frame it as, ‘The infor-
mation I have received,’’ she said.

Reporting Other Lawyers

Under Rule 8.3, a lawyer who 
knows another lawyer has commit-

ted a violation of the rules should 
report if the violation leads to ques-
tions about the lawyer’s honesty, 
trustworthiness or fitness, Clark 
said.

There are many ways to report 
concerning conduct, the panelists 
agreed, though it differs between 
jurisdictions.

Depending on the circumstanc-
es, one could go to the bar or the 
grievance committee, as Keyko 
noted happened with former U.S. 
attorney of the Southern District of 
New York, Rudy Giuliani. Giuliani 
was subsequently disbarred in 
both New York and Washington, 
D.C.

There are also internal report-
ing mechanisms, such as a the U.S. 
inspector general and the DOJ 
Office of Professional Responsi-
bility, or OPR.

If you’re in a quandary, Clark 
said to remember to breathe and 
get good counsel from those you 
trust, including potentially from an 
ethics lawyer.

The DOJ Nolle Prosequi in 
‘United States v. Eric Adams’

Keyko noted that ethics com-
plaints had been filed against for-
mer acting Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral Emil Bove. Bove now serves as 
principal deputy associate attorney 
general, following Todd Blache’s 
confirmation as DAG. Both Bove 
and Blanche represented President 
Donald Trump in his Manhattan 
criminal trial, in which Trump 
was convicted of falsifying busi-
ness records.

Bove’s behavior came under 
scrutiny in the widely publicized 
exchange between himself and 
former interim U.S. attorney for 
the Southern District of New York, 
Danielle Sassoon.

Both Bove’s directive—to dis-
miss the case against New York 
City Mayor Eric Adams—and Sas-
soon’s response were made pub-
lic, though the source or sources 
remain unknown.

Sassoon’s letter offered her 
resignation, saying she could not 
stand behind dismissal of the 
case as there was no legal basis. 
Her letter also described what 
“amounted” to a quid pro quo, in 
which an attorney for Adams alleg-
edly represented the mayor would 
comply with the DOJ’s immigration 
enforcement efforts only if the case 
against him was dropped.

“You cannot assist a client in 
committing a fraud on the law,” 
Clark said.

Bove subsequently transferred 
the case from the SDNY to Main 
Justice. He has said there was no 
quid pro quo. 

Reports indicated Bove then 
went to the DOJ Public Integrity 
section, where lawyers allegedly 
felt coerced to sign on. Career pros-
ecutor Ed Sullivan and supervisory 
official Antoinette Bacon ultimately 
signed.

Clark noted that, while some 
may have been “unimpressed,” the 
nolle showed how Sullivan accom-
plished what Bove requested in a 
way that might have avoided run-
ning afoul of what he believed was 
appropriate.

“So, instead of saying ‘the dis-
missal was necessary,’ saying, 
‘The acting deputy attorney gen-
eral concluded dismissal is nec-
essary,’ or, ‘The acting deputy 
attorney general reached this 
conclusion,’” Clark said, citing 
language in the motion.

“I think this is an interesting 
example of how these career law-
yers managed a very challenging 
situation,” she added.

As for the allegation of a quid 
pro quo, Clark said Sullivan and 
Bacon “might be hanging a lot on 
the idea that they don’t know that 
Bove is engaging in a crime, or a 
fraud or engaging in deceit.”

“I think this is a good exam-
ple of how a government lawyer 
can find a third way,” Donoghue 
added. “It doesn’t mean you have 
to resign.”

Renato Mariotti, a partner at 
Paul Hastings and former federal 
prosecutor in the Northern Dis-
trict of Illinois, called Bove’s letter 
“remarkably candid.”

“I think the battle lines were 
drawn because he was so candid,” 
Mariotti stated.

Going Public and  
Confidentiality

Clark said there are no special 
exceptions about confidentiality 
afforded to government lawyers 
under Rule 1.6.

That being said, she noted the 
federal government is bound by 
law.

“That’s one of the ways being a 
governmental lawyer is different 
from the private sector,” she said. 
“The government has consented 
to disclosure in ways that private 
sector clients have not.”

“The government does not have 
a legitimate interest in keeping 
its own wrongdoing secret,” she 
noted.

Yet she cautioned attorneys to 
approach the area extremely cau-
tiously.

“There is not a lot of law on this,” 
she warned.

@ | Emily Saul can be reached at esaul@alm.

com. X: @emily_saul_  

tinue to work here,” Cohen wrote 
in the conditional notice letter she 
later posted online.

Posted by Cohen on LinkedIn 
around midnight Thursday, her 
email demands that the firm sign 
onto an amicus brief in support 
of Perkins Coie, who has sued the 
administration and been granted 
a temporary restraining order 
against sections of the adminis-
tration’s executive order target-
ing the firm.

In the most recent docket 
update in the Perkins Coie case, 
the government advised all agen-
cies, not just those named as 
defendants in the suit, to obey the 
limits of the TRO despite maintain-
ing that the President’s executive 
order “is permissible, and that the 
Court’s order was erroneous. The 
government reserves the right 
to take all necessary and legal 
actions in response to the “dis-
honest and dangerous” conduct 
of Perkins Coie LLP” as described 
in the original order.

Cohen’s email demands the firm 
reaffirm its commitment to broad 
future representation regardless of 
a client’s favored status with the 
presidential administration, as 
well as refuse to cooperate with 
the Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission’s recent inquiry 
into the firm’s diversity initiatives, 
refuse to fire anyone at the direc-
tion of the administration, and 
reaffirm its commitment to affin-
ity groups and other diversity 
initiatives.

The email also details Cohen’s 
prior efforts to gauge Skadden’s 

potential response to the Trump 
administration as it continued to 
author executive orders against 
other Big Law firms and as the 
EEOC issued letters to 20 top firms.

“I sent emails to multiple trusted 
partners in management asking to 
help with whatever response we 
coordinated. One of them went 
unanswered. One of them replied, 
‘Thanks, Rachel. Always appreci-
ate your perspective.’ One of them 
replied offering to talk and then 
failed to reply for my email asking 
for a time until a week later, signifi-
cantly after I had begun speaking 
publicly,” Cohen wrote. “Know that 
I attended internal meetings about 
this topic, sent emails to decision 
makers, avoiding commenting on 
the EEOC investigation publicly or 
airing any internal firm discourse 
publicly.”

“This is a moment that demands 
urgency,” Cohen continued. 
“Whether we are failing to meet 
it because we are unprepared or 
because we don’t wish to is irrel-
evant to me—and to the world—
where the outcome is the same. If 
we were going to resist, we would 
have done so already. If we were 
not going to respond to the EEOC 
(a refusal that would be fully legal), 
the firm would have already told 
us.”

“This is the first firmwide email 
that has been sent on this topic. 
What. Are. We. Doing.”

In a note accompanying the 
post, Cohen added that she did 
not take the decision to write to 
the firm lightly.

“I’ve spent thirty years working 
to get into these spaces. I do not 
give them up lightly, and I have 
made plenty of moral compromises 
before. But this moment is existen-

tial, whether we get better from an 
already unacceptable status quo or 
get worse hinges on how we handle 
it,” her post reads. “If being on this 
career path demands I accept that 
my industry—because this is cer-
tainly not unique to Skadden—will 
allow an authoritarian government 
to ignore the courts, I refuse to take 
it any further. As I have said before, 
others stand to lose far, far more 
than a paycheck.”

Cohen’s post has since been 
reposted over 200 times and react-
ed to by nearly 1800 individuals on 
LinkedIn. A review of the comments 
attached to the post offers a snap-
shot into a communal response 
displeased with Paul Weiss’ deal 
with Trump and the overall silence 
emanating from BigLaw. Among 
those leaving comments were 
associates, communications offi-
cials, legal technology advisers, 
recruiters, university employees, 
and corporate leaders.

This is not the first time Cohen 
has made her stance on Big 
Law’s silence regarding President 
Trump’s ongoing targeting of 
the industry public. Cohen was 
also one of the originators of an 
associate open letter demanding 
firms begin to speak publicly and 
condemn the administration’s tar-
geting of other law firms. Since it 
was first posted, the letter has now 
garnered around 633 anonymous 
signatories from firms across the 
Am Law 200.

Cohen did not immediately 
respond to an interview request 
Friday, and a Skadden representa-
tive did not immediately respond 
to a request for comment.

@ | Amanda O’Brien can be reached at 

aobrien@alm.com.
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TUESDAY, MARCH 25

2 PM

22/2771  People v. Kevin A.
24/5662  Velasquez v. NYC Transit 

Authority
24/1044  L., Sherida v. Hoggarth S.
24/2222  163 W. 48th Realty v. 

Sunflower Natural
24/317  Zurich American Ins. v. 

Alterra America Ins. 
19/1469  People v. Arnold Conyers
22/2784  People v. Princston Hines
24/3242  Cusamano v. Super P57 
24/4802  BGC Notes v. Prusse
24/1274  Prospect Resources v. 

Levant Capital 
24/2287  213 West 23rd St. v. 

Crunch Holdings
23/5742  People v. Michael Martin
24/2394  Hart v. Cappa
24/4566(1)  Ahmed v. UPS
24/5078(1)  Ahmed v. Pasternack
19/4908  People v. Nathaniel 

Williams 
24/3609  Castle Village v. Girardi 
19/5366  People v. Lee Jackson 
24/5120 N Castellanos  v. City of NY 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26

2 PM

19/5872  People v. Giacomo Amato
23/6083  Lief v. Lief
24/3649  R., Amanda v. Michael R.
24/4657  HSBC Bank v. Min 
24/868(2)  Golden v. EcoHealth 

Alliance
23/5123  People v. Jason Cruz
24/228  People v. Luis Guzman
23/4795  979 Second Ave v. Chao
24/2472  Moore v. Skanska USA 
21/2698  People v. Kevin Williams
24/3962  Kirby Forensic Psychiatric 

v. Mycio
24/7337  Dewald v. MassMutual 

Metro
19/4910  People v. Kai Lee 
24/2101  Soloway v. CIM Group
24/2302  Brunwasser v. Estate of 

Rhonda Scharf
24/6106  Pefanis v. A.O. Smith 

Water 
23/1465  People v. Efrain Vazque
24/3730 N Thompson v. Nelson 

THURSDAY, MARCH 27

2 PM

20/1327  People v. Jeffrey Ashley
24/1620  Weir v. Weir
24/3296  S., Jahzara
23/6374  Lagrippo v. 95th & Third 

LLC.
24/171  Christiana Trust v. Ali 
24/3411  People v.  Michael Berger
23/5530  People v. Tyrese Jones
24/3541  Munoz v. City of NY 
24/6814  Fox and Main v. Pyramid-

BMC Holdings
18/3602  People v. Farhan Khan
24/301  Radovic v. Amchem 

Products
24/3618  Vogel v. Lorne
24/2304  Engley v. 639 Jefferson 

Place 
24/2570  373-381 Pas Associates v. 

Moss 
22/3388  People v. Aaron Smith
22/1962  Moore v. NJ Transit Corp.
24/4572  CSI IT v. Dungey
24/926  People v. Victor Curiel
24/6847 N Corley v. 337 W. 138th 

Street 

TUESDAY,  APRIL 1, 2025

2 P.M.

23/4813  People v. Juan Del Campo
24/1195  Forbes v. City of NY 
24/2937  S., Isaiah
24/2070  Deleon v. Cao
24/1708  US Pony Holdings LLC v. 

Footwear LLC
24/5804  Cobblestone Holdings v. 

41 Fifth Owners 
23/5112  People v. Nasir Jessamy
20/1302  People v. Swalihou Sheriff
23/4698  AWL Industries v. NYC 

Housing Authority
21/3498  People v. Desmond Scipio
24/1780  Welde v. NYC Dept. of Env. 

Protection
23/4464  American Empire v. 

Hudson Insurance 
24/1569(2)  Betancourt v. City of 

NY 
24/2249  Torres v. City of NY
20/2183(1)  People v. Shaquan 

Brown
24/7470  Cox v. 36 S Oxford St. 
23/2011  People v. James Welles
24/4641 N GEICO v. Liriano 
23/4586 N State of NY Mortgage v. 

936-938 Cliffcrest 

WEDNESDAY,  APRIL 2

2 P.M.

22/4523  People v. Anthony 
Ferdinand

24/2416  197 Madison Holdings v. 
NYS Div. of Housing

24/2526  R., Irene v. Wayne C.
23/6407  Pincus v. Motulsky
24/2477  Santana v. Port Authority 

of NY & NJ
23/2154(2)  Clark Tower v. Wells 

Fargo
20/3816(1)  People v. Anthony 

Moore
20/3817(1)  People v. Anthony 

Moore
23/5868(4)  Sharp v. Bar Fluid 
24/3863  Chen v. Romona Keveza 

Collection
24/2981(3)  FIXY 33 LLC v. Deutsch
23/4815  People v. Tavion Johnson
24/3999(2)  Klein v. NYC Transit 

Authority 
2017 - 1368(1)  People v. Nasean 

Bonie
24/4823  D’Angelo v. Legacy Yards
24/4797  Palumbo v. Citigroup 

Technology
19/1837  People v. Darnell Williams 
24/782(2) N Campbell v. Gaeta 

Interior
24/7417 N Wiener v. Gibson, Dunn

THURSDAY,  APRIL 3

2 PM

19/4375  People v. Jimmy Frazier 
24/3829  Barrett v. Sacks & Sacks 
24/6363  R., A’Kahri
24/2395  Thomas v. Esplanade 

Gardens
24/756  Zak v. Bronx Park
24/2069  Manorhaven Capital v. 

Bern 
24/7466(2)  Manorhaven Capital v. 

Bern 
23/1824  People v. Messiah Wall
19/2299  People v. Khaleed 

Diomande
23/6328  Catlin Insurance v. Colony 

Insurance 

23/1779  558 Seventh Ave v. E&B 
Barbers

24/221  People v. Frederick Burke
23/6071  West 18th St v. Allen
2009 - 01867  People v. Shamar 

Ross 
23/6292(2)  Bison Capital v. 

Hunton & Williams
24/708  Jones v. City of NY
19/2350  People v. Arthur Hines 
24/3930 N Knight v. City of NY 
24/3660 N Cardillo v. Archdiocese of 

NY

TUESDAY,  APRIL 8

2 PM

22/5063  People v. J. T.
23/3330  Anderson Avenue v. Fuller 
24/4863  A., Children
24/3808  Rolon v. Zevrone Realty 
24/2533  Nunez v. Global Launch 
22/5804  People v. Jasson Valencia 

Martinez
23/5712  Hernandez v. Port 

Authority of NY & NJ
24/2337  State Farm v. Moving & 

Storage
22/2888  People v. George Pagan
24/4186  R., Noemi v. Fabion R.
24/4387  State of New York v. 

Joseph T.
24/1523  McKenzie-Moses v. Lelcaj
24/203  People v. Asim Brown
24/4730  Tiburcio v. Grant Ave. 

Bronx Realty
24/2148  Moore v. Wood
23/3923  People v. John Apuzzie
23/2708(2)  Oustatcher v. Clark
23/3842(2) N Oustatcher v. Clark

WEDNESDAY,  APRIL 9

2 PM

23/3550  People v. Jordan Hewitt
22/3288  Wells Fargo v. Ferrato
23/5842  S./C., Children
23/6651  Johnson v. Harlem 

Hospital
24/3636  Garda CL Alantic v. 

NYC Office of Admin. Trials & 
Hearings

18/260  People v. Kenneth Johnson
24/2665(1)  Embarq v. Bank of NY 

Mellon 
24/5235(1)  Bank of NY Mellon v. 

Capital Research 
23/5515  People v. Jorge Guadalupe
23/5909(3)  Trocom Construction 

v. City of NY
24/3831  Simon v. 4 World Trade 

Center
24/3513(2)  Simon v. 4 World Trade 

Center
23/3331  People v. Harold Carter
23/5447  Pisano v. Pisano
23/6566(2)  UKI Freedom v. 

Organization for Defense
24/1860  Cobblestone Lofts v. 

Admiral Indemnity 
24/3526  Ardi v. Miller 
19/2013(1)  People v. Amauri 

Perdomo
24/4933 N Dabrowski v. Abax 

Incorporated

THURSDAY, APRIL 10

2 P.M.

20/2470  People v. Renping Ge
24/2599  People Care v. Contract 

Dispute Resolution Bd.
24/2914  C., Yaritza v. Hilario V.
24/1879(2)  Anguisaca-Morales v. 

St. Paul & St. Andrew 
23/5065(1)  Sandoval v. 4 World 

Trade Center
24/1840(1)  Sandoval v. 4 World 

Trade Center
23/1748  People v. Christian Toro
23/3824  Chan v. City of NY
24/1318  SC Property Development 

v. MW Capital
22/3034(1)  People v. Delvon 

Washington
22/3036(1)  People v. Delvon 

Washington
24/3106  Roosevelt Lee 38 v. Le
24/340(2)  Wong v. Wong 
23/5339  Flowers v. District Council 

37
24/2619  Batten v. City of NY 
24/58  Carter Burden III v. 

Pamplona Capital
24/3009  Schulman v. Alliance 

Energy
24/3309  People v. Dawayne T. 

Williams
24/1013 N McMillian v. Out-Look 

Safety 

CALENDAR FOR  
THE MAY TERM

The May 2025 Term will 
commence April 15, 2025. The 
Court will convene at 2:00 P.M. 
on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and 
Thursdays, and at 10:00 A.M. on 
Fridays. Counsel who desire and 
are entitled to argument pursuant 
to Section 600.15(a) of the Court’s 
rules but have commitments, 
including those of a religious 
nature, which will make them 
unavailable on
particular dates during the term 

shall notify the Clerk in writing 
of such unavailable dates and 
reasons therefor, with copy to 
adversary, not later than 4 P.M. 
March 20, 2025. This informa-
tion is essential at that time for 
consideration in preparation of 
the Day Calendars for the term. 
No change of calendar date can

be made after the Day Calendars 
have been prepared. 
Respondents’ briefs are to be 
served and filed no later than 
March 19, 2025. Appellants’ reply 
briefs are to be served and filed 
no later than March 28, 2025. 
The last day to file stipulations of 
adjournment and time requests 
for oral argument is March 20, 
2025

Cases are listed in alphabetical 
order, with civil cases appear-
ing first.

Civil Cases

23/6499 134 Lexington v. Bhawani 
Maa (NY 151567/2023)

23/952  239 East 18th Owners v. 
Wade (NY 161314/2018)

24/3879  2497 Realty Corp. v. 
Fuertes (NY 151947/2014)

24/1851  2512 7th Avenue v. Webb 
and Brooker (NY 652216/2022)

24/5160  268 W. 12th Owners Corp. 
v. Kunst (NY 154569/2022)

24/732  3604 Jerome v. NYC Health 
& Hospitals (BX 809550/2023)

23/4993  600 Associates v. 
Illinois Union Insurance (BX 
814015/2022)

24/2258  99 Wall v. Consigli & 
Associates (NY 656973/2017)

24/4809  Abramov v. 230 PAS SPE 
(NY 153359/2022)

23/6379  Abrams v. Abrams (NY 
654992/2022)

24/2920N  Acevedo v. Citibank (BX 
802892/2021)

24/6620  Aerogen LLC v. Tapjets 
Holdings (NY 652472/2024)

22/4129  Akande v. City of NY (NY 
154724/2020)

23/4914  Alcan Harbor v. Assurant 
Group (NY 657141/2021)

24/2459  Alcantara v. Toro (BX 
32983/2020)

24/7809  Alphasense, Inc. v. 
Financial Technology (NY 
651846/2024)

25/253N  Anheuser-Busch v. 
BBSR, LLC (NY 160735/2024)

24/4520N  Arena Limited v. 
Chalets LLC (NY 655311/2023)

23/3885  Arroyo v. Gould 928-930 
Second Ave. (BX 27545/2018)

24/7800N  AT&T Mobility v. Grupo 
Salinas (NY 650330/2020)

25/339  Audthan LLC v. Nick & 
Duke (NY 652050/2015)

24/349  B., Pamela v. Taile B. (NY 
V14779/2018)

24/4226  B.A. v. H.K. (NY 
76049/2013)

24/3812  Bank of NY v. Bosboom 
(NY 850016/2018)

24/2962N  Barrett v. Manhattan 
Detention Complex (NY 
158949/2018)

24/4155  Beast Investments 
v. Celebrity Virtual (NY 
653908/2023)

24/3121  Begnoja v. Hudson River 
Park (NY 152938/2020)

24/4235  Bennigson v. Solomon 
Guggenheim Foundation (NY 
650416/2023)

24/1659  Berkovich v. Judlau 
Contracting (NY 151498/2019)

23/6096N  Bianculli v. City of 
NY Office Labor Relations (NY 
160234/2022)

19/192  Blumenfeld v. Stable 49 
(NY 157117/2017)

24/4837  Board of Managers v. 
Miller (NY 653433/2020)

24/3573  Bokum v. BUFNY II 
Associates (BX 301007/2014)

24/3517  Bonilla v. BPP St Owner 
(NY 160246/2019)

24/5772  Bowden v. Summit Glory 
(NY 159509/2018)

24/3386  Braganca-Ferreira v. 
SREP 10th Avenue Venture (NY 
156045/2020)

24/2971  Bridgeton 396 Broadway 
v. HiRise Engineering (NY 
652458/2018)

24/3538  Brito v. City of NY (NY 
150436/2017)

23/5285  Broughton v. 553 Marcy 
Ave (BX 302956/2015)

24/4499  Brown v. Gutiez (NY 
321243/2020)

23/4549(2)  Brownie Companies 
v. Volmar Construction (NY 
450100/2021)

24/361  Byrnes v. RP1185 LLC (NY 
160214/2019)

24/2744  C., Miguel v. Bennie B. 
(NY V548/2017)

24/5447  Cani v. NYC Health and 
Hospitals (BX 806790/2024)

24/3392N  Cassidy v. NYC Transit 
Authority (NY 160320/2022)

21/4293  Century First Credit 
v. Priority Capital (NY 
653287/2015)

24/3282  Charles Condominiums 
v. Victor RPM First (NY 
657040/2019)

24/3243  City of NY v. Eisner (NY 
453180/2023)

24/4421  CLSA Americas v. Mayo 
(NY 650698/2022)

24/4811  Connectone Bank 
v. Legacy Builders (NY 
155317/2023)

24/371  Cooke v. Jean-Baptiste (BX 
23742/2019)

24/3905  Covington Specialty 
v. Kingstone Insurance (NY 
657095/2021)

24/6041  Cruz v. 987 Amsterdam 
Ave. (NY 159711/2020)

24/620  CUCS Housing v. Aymes 
(NY 159303/2018)

24/2157  Cuomo v. Jams, Inc. (NY 
652945/2023)

24/59  Deleon v. 560-568 Audobon 
Realty (NY 154546/2022)

23/2001  Derosa v. NYU Langone 
(NY 153572/2018)

24/5411N  Diamonds R-US 
v. Rafaello & Company (NY 
650678/2024)

24/1272  Dobco, Inc. v. City of NY 
(NY 154406/2023)

24/6062  Docu v. Imperial (BX 
818878/2023)

24/3623  Doe v. KIPP NY (NY 
155586/2023)

19/195N  Dogwood Residential v. 
Stable 49 (NY 157621/2015)

24/7069  Domen Holding v. 
Sanders (NY 154623/2024)

24/4518  Dorville v. Structure Tone 
(NY 154832/2017)

24/4051  Duncan v. 4 World Trade 
(NY 155402/2018)

24/3983  Duran v. ERY Retail 
Podium (NY 154599/2019)

23/122  Edwards v. NJ Transit (NY 
153876/2016)

24/7923  Elberg v. International 
Bank of Chicago (NY 
653079/2022)

24/2765  Ellis v. City of NY (NY 
157661/2021)

24/3072  Emeagwali v. Department 
of Education (NY 161422/2019)

23/5485  Encarnacion v. St. 
Barnabas Hospital (BX 
302564/2016)

24/2304  Engley v. 639 Jefferson 
Place (BX 33491/2020)

24/6083  Engley v. City of NY (BX 
33491/2020)

24/2909  Feiger v. Ray Enterprises 
(NY 651384/2013)

24/5334  Fernandez v. Nationstar 
Mortgage (BX 810925/2021)

24/2951  Fernandez v. Pichardo 
(BX 303881/2010)

24/749N  Figaro NYC v. 186 
Bleecker Property (NY 
150333/2023)

24/1839  First Trinity v. Advance 
Funding (NY 652780/2020)

24/1648  Fishman v. Fishman (BX 
3695/2019)

24/6663  Five Star v. Trustees 
Columbia (NY 655947/2018)

23/3658N  Fletcher v. The Dakota 
(NY 101289/2011)

24/5700  Flores-Grgas v. NYS Office 
of Children (NY 100007/2024)

24/3599  Foronjy v. Hewitt School 
(NY 159931/2017)

24/6656N  Franco v. 800 E 173 (BX 
24580/2019)

24/2419N  Freeman v. 215 
East 80th Associates (NY 
157594/2021)

23/897N  Funti v. Andrews (NY 
365586/2021)

24/2062  G., Aaliyah (BX 
G24377/2022)

25/351  G.S. 505 Park v. Sherry-
Lehmann, Inc. (NY 653936/2023)

24/1223  Gates v. NY University 
(NY 156096/2018)

23/6445  Geiger v. Hudson Excess 
Ins. (NY 655688/2020)

23/2464(2)  Genna v. Klempner 
(NY 100530/2016)

24/1882  Giangrande v. Gracie 
Gardens Owners (NY 
160533/2022)

23/3250N  Gillard v. Citigroup (NY 
159920/2022) 

23/4353  Gnann v. Morgan Stanley 
(NY 650104/2023)

24/4534  GNHC 1703-518 v. Venari 
Partners (NY 651347/2022)

24/3292  Gonzalez v. Delpozzo (BX 
815077/2021)

24/3690  Goodman v. Stack (NY 
1799/2016)

23/6001  Goon v. Grand Central 
Partnership (NY 161492/2017)

24/148  Gordon v. Martel (NY 
150241/2023)

24/461  Gordon v. Peck (NY 
652345/2023)

23/5771  Graves v. Brookdale 
University Hospital (BX 
306857/2008)

24/2929  Greene v. City of NY (NY 
153866/2018)

24/1133  GT Securities v. Nurture 
Life (NY 652875/2023)

24/3068  Gu v. Ji (NY 101013/2022)
24/2780N  Guayara v. H.P.S.O.N.Y. 

Inc. (NY 157942/2021)
24/4707  Hadzovic v. Buckley 

School (NY 155590/2023)
25/912  Halgene Watch v. Alex 

Capital Fund (NY 654217/2024)
24/1847  Hartford Fire v. Hudson 

Excess (NY 655425/2020)
24/2301  Hasan v. Macerich 

Company (NY 151984/2020)
24/2264  Hassan v. NYC Civil 

Service (NY 157672/2022)
24/2635  Hassan v. NYC Health & 

Hospitals (BX 27167/2017)
22/4259  Haygood v. Prince 

Holdings (NY 155091/2016)
23/4672  Hendler v. Ilan Properties 

Inc. (NY 153082/2023)
24/2559  Herman v. Judlau 

Contracting (NY 652249/2017)
24/7804  Home Depot v. State of NY 

(NY 135210)
24/3973  Hossain v. City of NY (NY 

155475/2023)
24/3217  HSBC Bank v. Nicholas 

(NY 850043/2018)
24/3819  Hunnewell Partners 

v. Deloitte Transactions (NY 
652259/2022)

24/1689  Isaly v. Garde (NY 
160699/2018)

23/5737(5)  J Carey Smith v. 11 
West 12 Realty (NY 651000/2021)

24/4843  J. S. v. City of NY (NY 
951037/2021)

23/6557  J.N., an Infant v. Strong 
(NY 805083/2015)

24/6111  JAB Building v. 950 Third 
Avenue (NY 651124/2022)

24/6550  Jae v. Zayko (NY 
158475/2023)

24/7463  Japanese Medical v. 
Tamba (NY 652337/2023)

24/3761  Jefferies, LLC v. IsZo 
Capital (NY 651394/2024)

24/3754  Jiesheng Group v. New 
Gold Equities (NY 654487/2023)

24/1014N  Jimenez v. 
Balasubramian (BX 29094/2020)

24/7015N  Jimenez v. 
Balasubramian (BX 29094/2020)

24/2355  Joseph v. 291 Broadway 
(NY 158519/2020)

24/7903  Joseph v. NYC 
Department of Housing (NY 
158657/2024)

24/5712  Joseph v. NYU Grossman 
School (NY 650521/2024)

24/6361  Judlau Contracting v. City 
of NY (NY 653528/2022)

24/2933  Kambia Chios Realty 
v. Utica First Insurance (BX 
803210/2021)

24/3088  Kaufman v. Hirsch (NY 
161183/2020)

24/3260  KD-1 Doe v. MC-Doe (NY 
952138/2023)

24/3026  Kiehl v. Cavicchio (NY 
656114/2020)

24/1862  Kim v. Bedouet (NY 
653761/2019)

24/5430  Koban v. Hechler (NY 
365222/2024)

24/4765  Kohli v. Tewari (NY 
365297/2021)

24/356  Kohli v. Tewari (NY 
365297/2021)

24/3790  Kshatriya v. Office of the 
Chief Medical (NY 151382/2023)

24/4761(2)  Kyowa Seni Co. v. Ana 
Aircraft (NY 650589/2017)

18/3935  Kyowa Seni Co. v. Ana 
Aircraft (NY 650589/2017)

23/5747  Landa v. Friedman (NY 
657198/2021)

24/4532  Lee v. Lee (NY 
365055/2018)

24/1665  Lee v. Nejat (NY 
800296/2011)

24/1225  Leone v. Brown Foreman 
Corp. (NY 151627/2019)

24/1833  LFR Collections v. 
Tammy Tran Attorneys (NY 
651612/2023)

24/2932  Li v. City of NY (NY 
450056/2021)

24/2428  Lopez v. NG 645 Madison 
(NY 158495/2019)

24/3189  Lotrean v. 3M Company 
(NY 153361/2020)

24/3390  Lustig v. King (NY 
654420/2023)

24/3945  M, Baby Girl (BX 
N17010/2021)

24/531  M., Jeremiah (BX 
G1772/2014)

24/5109  M., Michelle v. Cantabile 
J. (BX F17113/2022)

24/6582  M., Rafael v. Kimberly T. 
(BX V2034/2020)

24/145  Maccarone v. NY 
Convention Center (NY 
159954/2020)

24/4762  Macdougal & Sixth Realty 
v. Vergine (NY 152221/2021)

22/4959  Madrid v. Mazur (NY 
100881/2020)

24/2688  Mamah v. NYC 
Department of Education (BX 
28148/2019)

24/3130  Mandour v. Rafalsky (NY 
651819/2022)

24/3548  Martin v. William & 
Cindy Abrams Family Trust (NY 
651174/2022)

24/2075  Martinez v. 1380 Housing 
Development (NY 158506/2016)

24/2959  MB Financial Bank v. 56 
Walker (NY 105617/2009)

20/1220N  McCarter & English 
v. National Collegiate (NY 
654144/2018)

24/2634  McCormick v. Dipersia 
(NY 156367/2018)

23/4355  McCoy v. Lvovsky (BX 
309605/2011)

24/2850  McLaughlin v. Air & 
Liquid Systems Corp (NY 
190046/2022)

Court Calendars 
Continued On 

Page 12

First Department
_____■■■■■■■■■_____

Court 
Calendars

Court 
Calendars



MONDAY, MARCH 24, 2025   |  9NYLJ.COM  |  

BY S. CLAIRE GIBSON

I n December 2020, agents of 
Proud Boys International, LLC 
(the Proud Boys) set fires at 

two Black churches during a 
pro-Donald Trump rally. Follow-
ing the criminal sentencing of the 
agents who confessed to the van-
dalism, one of the victims of the 
crime, the Metropolitan African 
Methodist Episcopal Church (the 
Church), a historic Black church 
founded in 1838, filed a civil suit 
against the organization seeking 
damages.

The Church was awarded $2.8 
million through a default judg-
ment in June 2023. Unable to 
collect any of the awarded dam-
ages for over a year, in Decem-
ber 2024, the Church sought to 
collect on the judgment via a 
motion targeting the defendant’s 
only valuable asset: the PROUD 
BOYS trademark.

The Church’s motion sought 
“transfer” of the trademark, a lien 
on the trademark, and a perma-
nent injunction prohibiting the 
Proud Boys from disposing of or 
monetizing the trademark.

In a controversial and highly 
publicized decision, a judge ruled 
in favor of the Church, “transfer-
ring” ownership of the PROUD 
BOYS trademark to the Church 
by court order.

The language in the order 
“transferring” the ownership of 
the PROUD BOYS trademark rais-
es questions about the goodwill 
inherently associated with trade-
marks, the role of trademarks as 
source identifiers, whether they 
can be effectively, forcibly trans-
ferred and the broader implica-
tions for Intellectual Property 
enforcement and judgment col-
lection.

At the essence of this myriad 
of questions is the duality of 
trademarks as both valuable 
assets to owners and source 
identifiers to consumers.

 Traditional Trademark 
Ownership and  
Transfer Principles

A trademark is any word, 
name, symbol, design, sound, 
color, scent or any combination 
thereof, used in commerce to 
identify and distinguish the goods 
or services of one entity from 
those of another and to indicate 
the source of the goods.

The goodwill associated 
with trademarks is defined as 
the intangible asset of a busi-
ness that is built upon reputa-
tion, customer recognition, and 
other positive factors associated 
with a specific trademark and 
contributing to the business’ 
value. Continued ownership of 
a trademark, whether at com-
mon law or via state or federal 

registration, requires ongoing 
and continued use of the mark 
in commerce by the owner or a 
licensee.

To transfer ownership of 
a trademark, the owner (the 
assignor) must execute a Deed 
of Assignment to the subsequent 
owner (the assignee). The deed as 
the instrument of transfer, must 
reference not only the trademark 
but also the associated goodwill 
and its ascribed value.

A deed purporting to assign 
a trademark with no reference 
to the associated goodwill is an 
assignment-in-gross and is inef-
fectual. Traditional trademark 
principles have long prohibited 
assignments-in-gross as contrary 
to public interest because they 
can lead to customer confusion 
as the quality and reputation of 
the trademark, i.e., the goodwill, 
is not transferred to the assignee. 
E.g. Marshak v. Green, 746 F.2d 927 
(2d Cir. 1984) (Barring judgment-
creditor from executing upon a 
trademark alone without associ-
ated goodwill).

 Trademarks as Enforceable 
Assets in Debt Collection

The transfer of assets as a 
means of debt collection under 
civil judgment enforcement is not 
a novel but extremely common. 

It is safe to say that if the Church 
had sought and obtained transfer 
of physical property, this order 
would have been viewed as rou-
tine and largely gone unnoticed.

Indeed, by the court’s ratio-
nale, the Proud Boys’ inability to 
satisfy the $2.8 million judgment 
via a transfer of tangible assets, 
like a bank account, justified the 
seizure of their intangible trade-
mark assets.

On its face, the terms of the 
injunction—namely, directives 
to prevent further transfer or 
monetization of the trademark, 
and issuance of a lien to secure 
the Church’s interests—follow 
common practices for securing 
tangible assets like buildings or 
artwork as part of enforcing a 
judgment to make a plaintiff 
whole; however, the nature of 
a trademark presents a unique 
set of challenges for the Church 
as a judgment-creditor.

Trademarks are intangible 
assets like securities, stocks, 
and bonds—which courts have 
expressly found are subject to 
writs of execution—however, 
they are non-monetary. Even if 
legally transferable by court order, 
trademarks do not directly specify 
a monetary amount 

S. CLAIRE GIBSON is of counsel at Day 
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BY JAMES A. WOLFF

A s artificial intelligence con-
tinues to drive innovation 
at an unprecedented pace, 

it has also become a battle-
ground for litigation, particularly 
concerning intellectual property 
misappropriation, data scraping, 
and model transparency.

The legal frameworks tradi-
tionally relied upon to govern 
software, data use, and trade 
secrets are proving increas-
ingly inadequate in addressing 
the complexities posed by gen-
erative models and autonomous 
decision-making systems.

This lack of clarity over own-
ership rights, fair use doctrines, 
and the extent to which propri-
etary data can be leveraged for 
machine learning development 
has created an uncertain legal 
environment.

Startups and established 
enterprises alike are now forced 
to confront mounting litigation 
risks, regulatory scrutiny, and 
competitive threats in a legal 
landscape that is evolving faster 
than legislative and judicial bod-
ies can respond.

At the center of this para-
digm shift is the question of 
data provenance and usage 
rights. Many AI systems are 
trained on vast repositories of 
publicly available and propri-
etary datasets, often scraped 
from online sources without 
explicit authorization.

This practice has triggered 
lawsuits alleging infringement 
of copyright, database rights, 
and trade secrets, with plain-
tiffs arguing that AI develop-
ers are engaging in wholesale 
misappropriation of intellectual 
property without compensa-
tion.

A significant area of conten-
tion in AI-related litigation con-
cerns the use of copyrighted 
materials to train datasets. 
Recent cases have demonstrat-
ed how courts are beginning to 
address the unauthorized use of 
intellectual property in machine 
learning models.

In one example, the Southern 
District of New York held that 
the plaintiff plausibly alleged 
that defendants had removed 
copyright-management infor-
mation (CMI) from its articles 
used to train large language 
models (LLMs), constituting a 
violation of the Digital Millen-
nium Copyright Act (DMCA) 
under 17 U.S.C. §1202(b). The 
Intercept Media, Inc. v. OpenAI, 
Inc., No. 24-CV-1515 (JSR), 2025 
WL 556019, at *3 (S.D.N.Y. Feb. 
20, 2025).

However, the court dismissed 
claims under the DMCA’s prohi-
bition on distributing copies of 
copyrighted material without 
CMI, citing insufficient factual 
support. This decision reflects 
the judiciary’s willingness to 
scrutinize how AI companies 
handle copyrighted materials, 

particularly in the context of 
data preprocessing and model 
training.

Similarly, in another deci-
sion, the court denied dis-
covery requests sought by 
an AI company in a copyright 
infringement suit, emphasiz-
ing that the fair use defense 
in AI-related cases hinges on 
the nature of the defendant’s 

use rather than the plaintiff’s 
internal documents. New York 
Times Co. v. Microsoft Corp., No. 
23-CV-11195 (SHS) (OTW), 2024 
WL 4874436, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 
22, 2024).

The rejection of fair use in AI 
training was further reinforced 
when a Delaware court ruled that 
repurposing Westlaw’s head-
notes for an AI-driven legal tool 
constituted copyright infringe-
ment. Thomson Reuters Enter-
prise Centre GmbH v. ROSS Intel-
ligence Inc., No. 1:20-CV-613-SB, 
2025 WL 1234567 (D. Del. Feb. 
11, 2025).

These rulings reinforce the 
principle that AI companies seek-
ing to invoke fair use cannot rely 
on discovery to justify broad-
scale ingestion of copyrighted 
content, thereby narrowing the 
scope of potential defenses in 
cases involving unauthorized 
dataset usage.

Another significant recent 
decision underscores the stand-
ing and remedial complexities 
surrounding standing and the 
availability of remedies in AI 
copyright litigation, illustrat-
ing the procedural hurdles that 
plaintiffs face when seeking 
redress for the unauthorized 
use of their content in machine 
learning models.

In that case, plaintiffs alleged 
that OpenAI used their copy-
righted works to train ChatGPT 
without proper attribution, 
violating the DMCA. Raw Story 
Media, Inc. v. OpenAI, Inc., No. 
24 CIV. 01514, 2024 WL 4711729, 
at *1 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 7, 2024); 
See Also Getty Images (US), Inc. 
v. Stability AI, Inc., No. 1:23-cv-
00135-GBW (D. Del. filed Feb. 3, 
2023).

However, the court held that 
the plaintiffs lacked Article II 
standing to seek retrospective 
and injunctive relief, finding no 
concrete injury and deeming the 
alleged harm too speculative, 
signaling potential procedural 
hurdles for content creators 
challenging AI companies over 
unauthorized dataset use.

Beyond data scraping, con-
cerns over intellectual prop-
erty misappropriation extend 
to the outputs generated by 
AI systems and their underly-
ing decision-making processes. 
An increasing number of cases 
challenge the originality and 
authorship of AI-created con-
tent, raising novel questions 
about whether derivative works 
infringe upon underlying train-
ing datasets.

Companies using AI for con-
tent generation, software devel-
opment, and product design now 
face heightened legal exposure 
if model outputs can be traced 
to copyrighted or proprietary 
material.

Judicial scrutiny of model 
transparency is also particu-
larly relevant given the opacity 
of AI decision-making processes. 
Regulators and courts increas-
ingly demand explainability in 
AI systems, particularly in cases 
where companies argue that 
model outputs are sufficiently 
transformative or fall under fair 
use defenses.

New York Times reflects this 
evolving tension, demonstrating 
how courts are scrutinizing fair 
use claims in AI-related copy-
right disputes and emphasiz-
ing that justification must come 
from the copier’s actions rather 
than external factors. In reject-
ing Microsoft’s attempt to obtain 
discovery from the plaintiff in a 
copyright suit, the 
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How Companies Can Safeguard 
Their IP and Liability Exposure

Many AI systems are 
trained on vast reposito-
ries of publicly available 
and proprietary datasets, 
often scraped from online 
sources without explicit 
authorization. 

A deed purporting to as-
sign a trademark with no 
reference to the associated 
goodwill is an assignment-
in-gross and is ineffectual.
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Recent Global Developments  
In the SEP Landscape
BY STEVEN PEPE, KEVIN POST 
AND BRIAN LEBOW

I n BSH Hausgeräte v. Electro-
lux, the Court of Justice of the 
European Union (CJEU) ruled 

that courts in the European Union 
(EU) member states in which a 
defendant is domiciled can hear 
and decide infringement actions 
involving patents granted by other 
EU or non-EU states—even where 
there is an ongoing challenge to 
the validity of the patent in the 
granting state.

In this case, BSH Hausgeräte 
(BSH) sued Electrolux in a Swed-
ish court for patent infringement 
over a patent validated in a host 
of EU and non-EU member coun-
tries. Electrolux challenged the 
jurisdiction of the Swedish court 
under Article 24(4) of the Brussels 
I bis Regulation which states that 
“the courts of each member state 
shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
in proceedings concerned with 
the registration or validity of any 
European patent granted for that 
member state.”

Electrolux argued that the for-

eign patents were invalid and that 
decisions involving the validity of 
these patents must be made in the 
granting state such that Article 
24(4) prevented the Swedish court 
from gaining jurisdiction over the 
non-Swedish infringement claims 
brought by BSH.

With respect to other EU mem-
ber states, the CJEU rejected Elec-
trolux’s argument, instead inter-
preting Article 24(4) as meaning 
that the Swedish Court “does still 
have jurisdiction to hear that 
action where, in the context of 
that action, that defendant chal-

lenges, as its defence, the validity 
of that patent, whereas the courts 
of that other member state have 
exclusive jurisdiction to rule on 
that validity.”

With respect to non-EU mem-
ber states, the CJEU reasoned that 
Article 24(4) “does not apply to 
a court of a third state and, con-
sequently, does not confer any 
jurisdiction, whether exclusive 
or otherwise, on such a court as 
regards the assessment of the 
validity of a patent granted or 
validated in that state.”

Nonetheless, the CJEU conclud-
ed that, where a defendant is sued 
in an EU member state in which 
it is domiciled, that member 
state has jurisdiction (pursuant 
to Article 4(1)) to hear the case 
including hearing and deciding 
issues patent validity, but that 
court’s decision will 
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That the Court of Appeals has provided such a rem-
edy twice in a short time frame suggests that this 
remedy may be more obtainable in the UK moving 
forward.
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BY JEFFREY DORFMAN

T he U.S. International Trade 
Commission (ITC) continues 
to act as a key venue for intel-

lectual property disputes, particu-
larly patent-related matters. The 
agency’s ability to grant powerful 
exclusionary remedies makes it an 
attractive forum for rights holders 
seeking swift and enforceable relief 
against infringing imports.

However, as Section 337 inves-
tigations become more com-
plex, those working in the space 
must navigate evolving proce-
dural nuances, shifting technol-
ogy trends, and the commission’s 
increasing overlap with other legal 
forums.

As ITC investigations become 
more complex, the strategic selec-
tion and deployment of expert 
witnesses has never been more 
important. 

Experts not only provide critical 
technical analysis and economic 
insights, but they also help shape 
arguments that align with the ITC’s 
legal framework and procedural 
variations. Their testimony can 
significantly impact a case, making 
their involvement essential from 
the earliest stages of an investiga-
tion.

Beyond subject-matter exper-
tise, successful experts must 
understand the venue’s unique 
procedural rules, the tight 
timelines imposed by the com-
mission, and the preferences of 
individual administrative law 
judges (ALJs). Let’s examine how 
these factors can play a role in 
determining how expert opinions 
are received and leveraged dur-
ing litigation.

 Early Engagement of  
Experts in ITC Investigations

Given the ITC’s strict timelines, 
the earlier you begin your expert 
search, the better. Unlike district 
court litigation, which often allows 
for more extended discovery and 
case development, ITC investiga-
tions typically conclude within 16 
months. 

This means that expert witness-
es must be identified, prepared, 
and integrated into the case strat-
egy as early as possible to ensure 
that they have sufficient time to 
analyze the accused products, 
assess patent claims, and refine 
their opinions.

At the ITC, the timeline for 

expert witness and discovery 
milestones follows a structured 
process. Cases are instituted in 
about 35 days, with a final target 
resolution typically set at approxi-
mately 18 months (538 days). 

Expert identification gener-
ally occurs around 7.5 months in, 
with initial and rebuttal reports 
exchanged between 10 and 11 
months.

Expert discovery is usually com-
pleted by month 11, and fact dis-
covery wraps up around the same 
time. A final initial determination 
is reached in about 8 months (240 
days), though overall timelines can 
vary significantly, ranging from 
just over two months to nearly 18 
months.

The recent increase in Sec-
tion 337 investigations further 
underscores the need for early 
expert involvement. In 2024, 
the ITC saw 52 newly instituted 
investigations, marking a 41% 
increase from 2023. 

Of these, 77% were patent-
related, reinforcing the demand for 
technical experts who can effec-
tively analyze infringement claims.

Technical experts play a par-
ticularly critical role in these early 
stages. They must work closely 
with legal teams to dissect the 
asserted patents, compare them 
against the accused products, and 
develop clear and concise explana-
tions for their findings. 

Their ability to communicate 
complex concepts effectively is 
crucial, as their testimony must 

be accessible to ALJs and ITC 
staff attorneys who may not have 
deep technical backgrounds in the 
subject matter.

 The Role of Experts  
In Establishing  
Domestic Industry 

One of the unique aspects of ITC 
litigation is the domestic industry 
requirement. Unlike district court 
patent cases, where a patent hold-
er’s rights are established simply 
by ownership and validity, Section 
337 investigations require com-
plainants to show that they have 
made substantial investments in 
the U.S. related to the patented 
technology.

Economic experts are instru-
mental in meeting this requirement. 
Their role involves evaluating the 
complainant’s expenditures on 
manufacturing, R&D, and licens-
ing. The challenge often lies in 
proving that these investments are 
sufficiently substantial and directly 
related to the patented technology.

This requires deep industry 
knowledge, an understanding of 
ITC precedent, and the ability to 
present complex financial data in a 
persuasive and accessible manner. 

This is why it is important to 

ensure your economic experts 
are supported by your industry 
and technical experts, aligning all 
of your arguments in a clear and 
concise manner.

With an increasing number of 
ITC cases overlapping with Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB) pro-
ceedings and district court litiga-
tion, your expert teams are also 
playing a growing role in ensur-
ing consistency across multiple 
forums. 

The ability to reconcile ITC 
domestic industry arguments 
with the rest of your case strategy 
across all parallel proceedings is 
becoming an essential component 
of lawyers’ approach when obtain-
ing the best result for their clients.

 Trends in Technology  
And Their Impact on  
Expert Selection

The types of technology driving 
ITC disputes are constantly evolv-
ing, influencing the kinds of experts 
needed for Section 337 investiga-
tions. In 2024, the most frequently 
litigated sectors included con-
sumer electronics, telecommuni-
cations, life sciences, and advanced 
manufacturing.

Patent disputes over network-

ing and wireless technologies, 
semiconductors, and medical 
devices continue to grow, requir-
ing experts with deep knowledge 
of these fields. 

In these cases, selecting the 
right expert is about more than 
just technical qualifications—it 
requires an understanding of indus-
try standards, regulatory land-
scapes, and prior ITC decisions 
related to similar technologies.

For example, in cases involving 
standard-essential patents (SEPs) 
in telecommunications, experts 
must not only analyze infringe-
ment, but also address licensing 
practices, fair, reasonable, and 
non-discriminatory (FRAND) obli-
gations, and global supply chain 
considerations. 

Similarly, in pharmaceutical 
cases, experts must have an in-
depth understanding of FDA regula-
tory requirements, bioequivalence 
studies, and chemical formulation 
disputes.

To that end, it’s often important 
to have experts with experience 
from industry, in addition to aca-
demic technical experts to best 
support your arguments. And once 
again, making sure there is synergy 
between all of your experts for a 
particular investigation is para-
mount to your ultimate success.

 How ALJ Preferences  
Shape the Role of Experts

Each ITC Administrative Law 
Judge (ALJ) has distinct prefer-
ences when it comes to expert 
testimony. Some judges require 
highly detailed technical analysis, 
while other matters require the 
ALJ to place greater emphasis on 
economic and domestic industry 
arguments. 

Knowledge of each ALJ’s back-
ground and previous rulings helps 
litigators understand these nuanc-
es so you can best tailor expert 
presentations accordingly.

For instance, some ALJs have 
been known to scrutinize domestic 
industry claims more rigorously, 
requiring deeper economic analy-
sis to establish that investments 
are sufficiently tied to the patented 
technology. Others may focus more 
on infringement, placing greater 
weight on detailed technical dem-
onstrations.

Knowing how a particular ALJ 
has ruled in past cases can help 
litigants refine their expert strategy 
to align with judicial expectations. 

Because of these differences, 
leveraging resources that provide 
data concerning individual judges’ 
decision-making patterns, eviden-
tiary preferences, and past rulings 

on expert testimony can be a key 
advantage in shaping expert-driven 
case strategies.

 Integrating Experts into a 
Broader ITC Litigation Strategy

Successfully integrating expert 
analysis into ITC investigations 
requires a cohesive approach that 
aligns technical, economic, and 
legal arguments. This begins with 
ensuring that expert testimony is 
consistent across different aspects 
of the case. 

For example, a technical expert’s 
infringement analysis should align 
with the economic expert’s domes-
tic industry argument, reinforcing 
a unified case narrative.

Preparation is also key. ITC 
investigations move quickly, 
leaving little room for revision 
once testimony is presented. 
Experts must be rigorously pre-
pared for cross-examination, 
particularly on issues such as 
claim construction, infringement 
analysis, and economic impact 
assessments. 

A well-prepared expert not only 
strengthens the case but also avoids 
credibility pitfalls that opposing 
counsel may seek to exploit.

Finally, in cases where multiple 
experts are involved, coordina-
tion of the entire expert team is 
essential. Many ITC investigations 
require testimony from a mix of 
technical, economic, and public 
interest experts. 

Ensuring that their testimonies 
complement one another rather 
than appear fragmented can make 
the difference between a strong 
and weak case.

The Essential Role of Experts

Expert witnesses are more criti-
cal than ever in ITC Section 337 
investigations. As ITC cases grow 
in complexity—spanning new 
technology sectors, increasing in 
volume, and frequently intersecting 
with PTAB and district court litiga-
tion—the strategic deployment of 
experts has become a cornerstone 
of success.

Attorneys handling ITC cases 
must ensure that their expert 
teams are not only technically 
proficient, but also deeply familiar 
with ITC procedures, ALJ tenden-
cies, and the evolving demands of 
ITC litigation. 

Drawing on proprietary ITC 
reports, case trends, and best 
practices, litigators can leverage 
expert testimony to build stronger 
cases and maximize their chances 
of securing favorable outcomes in 
this high-stakes venue.

The Role of Experts in ITC Section 337 Investigations
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And once again, making sure there is synergy between 
all of your experts for a particular investigation is para-
mount to your ultimate success.

court reinforced that fair use must 
be evaluated based on the copier’s 
actions rather than on internal doc-
uments or rights holder practices.

This ruling signals that AI devel-
opers cannot rely on external fac-
tors to justify AI model decisions 
that incorporate copyrighted 
works. Instead, they must be trans-
parent in how their models gener-
ate outputs and must be prepared 
to defend those decisions based on 
their own actions.

The court’s decision in Intercept 
Media, underscores a growing judi-
cial focus on AI transparency, par-
ticularly regarding the handling of 
copyright management information 
(CMI). By allowing claims under 
the DMCA to proceed, the court 
signaled a willingness to scrutinize 
how AI companies manage CMI 
during data ingestion and model 
training.

This development suggests 
that courts may increasingly 
hold AI developers accountable 
for obfuscating the provenance of 

their training data, thereby impos-
ing stricter transparency obliga-
tions on companies that fail to 
disclose their use and alteration 
of copyrighted material in AI train-
ing processes.

Raw Stor y also highlights 
standing and redressability in AI 
litigation. Courts are beginning to 
scrutinize whether plaintiffs can 
seek retrospective and injunctive 
relief when AI companies use 
their copyrighted materials. To 
establish standing, plaintiffs must 
demonstrate a concrete and par-
ticularized injury directly caused 
by the defendant’s use of their 
works and show that a favorable 
ruling would provide meaningful 
redress.

Here, the court found that spec-
ulative harms and the inability to 
show specific economic or repu-
tational damage were insufficient. 
While courts are not yet imposing 
sweeping transparency require-
ments, the growing body of case 
law suggests that companies rely-
ing on opaque AI systems will face 
greater litigation risks as regulatory 
enforcement mechanisms continue 
to evolve.

Given the rapidly shifting 
legal landscape, the traditional 
approaches to IP protection and 
liability mitigation that once suf-
ficed for software and data-driven 

enterprises are no longer adequate. 
AI companies must adopt a for-
ward-looking legal strategy that 
addresses the unique risks posed 
by evolving case law and regula-
tory developments.

Central to this strategy is the 
need to implement robust data 
governance policies that delin-
eate clear sourcing and licensing 
practices. Companies relying on 
publicly available datasets should 
proactively assess whether scrap-
ing or data ingestion methods 
are defensible under fair use and 
copyright doctrines. Where uncer-
tainties exist, obtaining licenses 
or utilizing synthetic data alterna-

tives may provide a more secure 
path to avoiding costly infringe-
ment claims.

Beyond data governance, AI 
companies must strengthen their 

intellectual property protections 
by securing patents for proprietary 
model architectures, training meth-
odologies, and novel AI applica-
tions. While copyright protections 
for AI-generated content remain in 
flux, patents provide a more stable 
mechanism for safeguarding com-
petitive advantages in algorithm 
development and deployment.

In cases like Raw Story and Inter-
cept Media, stronger contractual 
agreements and licensing struc-
tures could have limited claims 
over unauthorized dataset use, 
while clearer attribution policies 
might have mitigated liability under 
the DMCA.

Trade secret protections should 
also be reinforced through strict 
internal controls, employee agree-
ments, and cybersecurity measures 
to prevent inadvertent exposure or 
theft of proprietary model designs 
and training datasets, particularly 
as courts scrutinize AI transpar-
ency and fair use defenses in litiga-
tion like New York Times.

Contractual safeguards are criti-
cal in mitigating liability exposure, 
particularly as seen in cases like 
Intercept Media and Raw Story, 
where disputes over dataset use 
and attribution might have been 
avoided with clearer licensing 
terms. AI companies should 
structure agreements with ven-
dors, partners, and customers to 
include indemnification provisions 
that allocate risk appropriately.

Given the uncertainties sur-
rounding AI-generated outputs, 
well-defined licensing agreements 
could have preempted claims in 
Getty Images and New York Times 
by explicitly addressing rights, 
limitations, and usage permis-
sions. Clear contractual language 
on liability disclaimers, compliance 
obligations, and dispute resolution 

mechanisms provides a necessary 
layer of protection in an increas-
ingly litigious environment.

As AI litigation escalates, com-
panies that fail to take proactive 
measures risk financial liability 
and reputational damage impact-
ing their market position. The high-
profile lawsuits shaping the legal 
contours of AI regulation today will 
set the precedents that will define 
the industry for years to come.

AI innovators must recognize 
that legal risks are not theoretical 
but tangible threats to long-term 
viability. By integrating risk man-
agement early, companies can navi-
gate AI’s next decade of AI-driven 
transformation while safeguarding 
their intellectual property and min-
imizing litigation exposure.

Liability
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An increasing number of cases challenge the origi-
nality and authorship of AI-created content, raising 
novel questions about whether derivative works 
infringe upon underlying training datasets. 

to be credited against the judgment. 
In short, while trademarks are assets 
that can be targeted to collect on a 
judgment, the legal mechanics are 
more complex.

A voluntary execution of an 
assignment is the more common 
means of transfer, but it is not the 
sole instrument or mechanism for 
redistributing trademarks and their 
associated goodwill. Courts have 
held, and there is significant prec-
edent to support, that trademarks 
may be validly transferred by opera-
tion of law.

One such example is via bank-
ruptcy proceedings, where courts 
have held that “property of the 
estate” includes intangible prop-
erty interests such as trademarks 
and their associated goodwill. E.g., 
Johanna Farms, Inc. v. Citrus Bowl, 
Inc., 468 F. Supp. 866, 874 (E.D.N.Y. 
1978) (“[U]pon the bankruptcy of 
the trademark owner, the trademark 
together with the goodwill becomes 
vested in the Trustee in Bankruptcy 
and may be sold by as an asset of 

the estate.” (citation omitted)).
Further, there are rulings that 

courts have the legal authority to 
seize and transfer intellectual prop-
erty assets to judgment-creditors. 
E.g. Skycam, LLC v. Bennett, 62 F. 
Supp. 3d 1261 (N.D. Okla. 2014) (A 
judgment-creditor has the right to 
execute on a judgment debtor’s 
intellectual property in an effort 
to satisfy a judgment).

However, in order to execute on 
a judgment-debtor’s trademark, the 
judgment-creditor’s motion for relief 
must account for the goodwill asso-
ciated with the trademark and the 
resulting court order must also 
reflect both trademark and good-
will.

Here, the Church’s motion appro-
priately requested a lien against the 
trademark, however, the scope of 
the request for transfer was too 
narrow. Instead of merely request-
ing the transfer of “all interests to 
the trademark,” the Church could 
have sought the appointment of a 
receiver for the entire Proud Boys 
business, including any inventory, 
customer lists and, most important-
ly, the goodwill associated with the 
PROUD BOYS mark.

Using this mechanism, the 
Church could have orchestrated 
the auctioning of the trademark 
with its associated goodwill and (a) 
acquired ownership of the mark and 
associated goodwill by bidding their 
judgment, or (b) allowed a third-
party to purchase the mark and 

associated goodwill in exchange 
for a monetary payment.

 Market Valuation of a Cultural  
And Political Trademark 
After Transfer by Court Order

Critics of the PROUD BOYS 
trademark judgment argue that 
even if trademarks can be trans-
ferred under existing legal frame-
works, questions remain about the 
goodwill, brand recognition and 
valuation of the trademark after 

the transfer.
If the value of a trademark as a 

source identifier turns on public rec-
ognition and brand reputation, how 
effectively can a judgment-creditor 
monetize a trademark, particularly 
if, as is the case with the Church and 
the Proud Boys, the reputations of 

the prior owner and the new owner 
are diametrically opposed?

The answer lies again in focus-
ing on the fact that trademarks 
are assets and there are many 
ways to monetize assets. Licens-
ing and auctioning trademarks 
have long been established 
practices, and with the advent 
of trademark e-commerce plat-
forms and auction houses, these 
methods of monetization have 
become even more common.

While the Church’s plans for the 

PROUD BOY trademark remain to 
be seen, the ability to monetize the 
trademark will turn on prioritizing 
it as an asset. Failure to strategi-
cally monetize the trademark and 
earn income to mitigate the $2.8 
million in damages, would make 
the order transferring the mark a 
hollow effort.

Alternatively, given the highly 
politicized nature of the PROUD 
BOYS trademark, it is plausible 
that the Church might aim to use 
the trademark for ideological dis-
ruption or even brand neutraliza-
tion, seeking a moral victory over a 
monetary one. However, the latter 
strategy presents a risk.

If the Church fails to use the 
mark in commerce, or to auction 
it to a third party, its rights to the 
mark will lapse thus clearing the 
path for the Proud Boys to acquire 
ownership again.

Broader Implications

On the one hand, the court’s 
decision to transfer the PROUD 
BOYS trademark can be viewed as 
a symptom of the fact the Proud 
Boys had no other valuable assets 

to collect on to satisfy the dam-
ages award. On the other hand, the 
recent decision highlights trade-
marks as valuable targets in civil 
judgment enforcement strategy.

The Proud Boys decision show-
cases that in the case of highly polit-
icized brand names with ideologi-
cal connotations, motions seeking 
to transfer trademark assets, the 
associated goodwill and brand 
recognition, are a viable asset and 
provide judgment-creditors with 
the option to monetize the mark, 
or use it just enough to maintain 
ownership, thereby prioritizing 
moral victories over monetary gain.

In sum, where the judgment-debt-
or is insolvent, all assets should be 
considered as part of a civil judg-
ment enforcement strategy.

If intellectual property assets can 
be leveraged to repay debts due to 
creditors in bankruptcy proceed-
ings and can be leveraged by the 
estate of a decedent for the benefit 
of heirs, certainly the existing legal 
framework can facilitate the trans-
fer of trademarks to satisfy damage 
awards regardless of the larger cul-
tural and political implications.

Trademarks
« Continued from page 9 

Alternatively, given the highly politicized nature of 
the PROUD BOYS trademark, it is plausible that the 
Church might aim to use the trademark for ideologi-
cal disruption or even brand neutralization, seeking 
a moral victory over a monetary one.
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T wo recent decisions by the 

Court of Appeals for the Sec-

ond Circuit may foreshadow 

a more liberal judicial treatment of 

claims of unregistered trade dress 

at the pleading stage, providing 

plaintiffs with early settlement 

leverage if they survive motions 

to dismiss.

These decisions potentially offer 
a more strategic path than pursu-
ing the challenging and time-con-
suming process of obtaining United 
States Patent & Trademark Office 
(USPTO) registration for packag-
ing and product design trade dress 
— protection that has become 
increasingly difficult to secure in 
recent years.

In reversing a district court 
decision tossing a packaging trade 
dress claim under Section 43(a) of 
the Lanham Act brought by The 
Wonderful Co. LLC (TWC) against 
its pistachio-product competitor 
Nut Cravings Inc., the Second 
Circuit held (by summary order) 
that TWC’s complaint plausibly 
alleged a likelihood of confusion 
and further adequately alleged that 
TWC’s unregistered trade dress for 
its product packaging was nonfunc-
tional and therefore protectible. 
The Wonderful Company LLC v. Nut 
Cravings Inc., No. 23-7540, 2025 WL 
212064 (2d Cir. 1/16/2025).  

 TWC’s Packaging  
Defendant’s Packaging

The court found the similarities 
of color schemes and typeface of 
the primary identifying words on 
the packaging could plausibly infer 
similarity to consumers who are 
in the market for snack nuts, even 
where the products were not sold 
side by side.

Notwithstanding that transpar-
ent windows on the packaging were 
functional because they allowed 
consumers to view the products, 
the remaining packaging elements 
identified in the complaint, name-
ly, colors, words and typefaces 
in combination, were “plausibly 
nonfunctional.”

In reaching its decision, the 

court emphasized that while a 
“visual, point-by-point comparison 
of the trade dress is relevant … in a 
trade dress infringement case the 
question is not how many points 
of similarity exist between the two 
packages but rather whether the 
two trade dresses create the same 
general overall impression.” 2025 
WL 212064 at *2.

Thus, a side-by-side comparison 
of the trade dresses is not the prop-
er test for assessing infringement. 
Here, the court found it was “at 
least plausible that a casual con-
sumer could infer a similarity of 
the trade dress marks.”

Moreover, both the competitive 
market proximity and geographic 
proximity of TWC and Nut Cravings 
products favored TWC.

In conclusion, the court held 
that TWC had sufficiently pleaded 
“enough of an overlap between the 
trade dresses in both appearance 
and product market to plausibly 
allege, for purposes of Federal Rule 
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), that 
consumers viewing either a TWC 
or Nut Cravings product package 
could be confused as to their true 
source.”

Functionality was an alternate 
ground for the district court’s 
dismissal of TWC’s case. Under 
Lanham Act Section 43(a), cover-
ing unregistered trademarks, the 
party asserting protection has the 
burden of proving that its trade 
dress is not functional. 15 U.S.C. 
§1125(a)(3).

TWC alleged both registered 
and unregistered trade dress, 
and argued that the presumptive 
validity of registered trade dress 
should carry over to its unregis-
tered trade dress because the two 
were coextensive.

The Second Circuit, however, 
declined to wade into that thicket, 
rather finding that TWC adequate-
ly alleged nonfunctionality of its 
unregistered trade dress despite its 
nonfunctionality allegations being 
“far from robust.”

It was sufficient that TWC plead-
ed that its unregistered packaging 
was nonfunctional and protect-
able, and “describe[d] in detail the 

facially aesthetic elements of its 
product packaging which, through 
TWC’s ‘combination and arrange-
ment of design’ of these elements, 
create a unique trade dress ‘look’ 
that identifies the source of the 
product.” 2025 WL 212064 at *4.

The Second Circuit’s decision 
appears to establish that the plead-
ing standard for trade dress claims 
does not impose an overly high 
bar. A plaintiff need only plausibly 
allege the elements of its claim at 
this stage, with the court empha-
sizing that even “far from robust” 
allegations can be sufficient to 
survive dismissal.

Just a few weeks later, the Sec-
ond Circuit again reversed dismiss-
al of an unregistered trade dress 
claim brought under Section 43(a) 
of the Lanham Act involving Car-
dinal Motors, Inc.’s commercially 
successful and popular motorcycle 
helmet design called “The Bullitt,” 
which it licensed exclusively to Bell 
Sports, Inc. Cardinal Motors, Inc. v. 
H&H Sports Protection USA Inc., 128 
F.4th 112 (2nd Cir. 2025). Defendant 
H&H Sports sold a competing 
motorcycle helmet with features 
similar to The Bullitt.

As the court noted, the popu-
larity of The Bullitt helmet is due 
to its unique look and feel, which 
consists, as pleaded, of two trade 
dresses. The “General Trade 
Dress” consists of the features of 
the sculptural and graphic design 
of The Bullitt helmet forming its 
distinctive general overall shape.

The second “Detailed Trade 
Dress” consists of the look of the 
sculptural and graphic design of 
The Bullitt helmet. Specific alleged 
elements of each mode of trade 
dress were pleaded by Cardinal 
Motors in its third amended com-
plaint.

The district court dismissed that 
complaint on the ground it failed to 
allege how the General Trade Dress 
was “distinct,” and that it was too 
broadly pleaded to allege a plau-
sible trade dress claim. Finding the 
Detailed Trade Dress to be based 
in substantial part on the General 
Trade Dress, the Detailed Trade 
Dress claim also was dismissed. 

The Second Circuit reversed on 
both counts.

On appeal, the only issue was 
the extent to which distinctiveness 
of an alleged product design trade 
dress must be pleaded to pass the 
plausibility standard required at 
the pleading stage.

As reiterated by the Second 
Circuit, the Supreme Court pre-
viously mandated that product 
design trade dress can only be 
established by proof, and therefor 
pleading, of acquired distinctive-
ness (also known as secondary 
meaning), whereas packaging 
trade dress may be proven either 
by acquired distinctiveness or 
inherent distinctiveness. See Wal-
Mart Stores, Inc. v. Samara Bros., 
529 U.S. 205, 216 (2000); Yurman 
Design, Inc. v. PAJ, Inc., 262 F.3d 
101, 116-18 (2d Cir. 2001) (finding 
Yurman’s best “articulation” of its 
jewelry trade dress “too broad to 
be a protectable, source-identifying 
expression”).

But as the Second Circuit 
acknowledged, its prior deci-
sions had led to this “articula-
tion” requirement being tied to 
the distinctiveness requirement, 
thus “erroneously” incorporating 
distinctiveness into the articulation 
requirement. 128 F.4th at 124.

The court then clarified that 
distinctiveness is independent of 
the articulation requirement and 
is an essential element of a trade 
dress infringement claim that 
must be pleaded and established 
at trial. In contrast, the articulation 
requirement is a separate pleading 
requirement under which plaintiffs 
“must articulate precisely the 
components that compose their 
claimed trade dress.”

But articulation can be satisfied 
at the pleading stage by describing 
“with precision” the components 
of the alleged trade dress (specific 
attributes, details, and features). 
While the extent of required detail 
will vary from case to case, the 
articulated description must be 
“sufficiently precise as to some 
specific combination of compo-
nents present in the trade dress 
(such as materials, contours, sizes, 
designs, patterns, and colors) so 
as to permit courts and juries to 
adequately evaluate the underlying 
claims at the appropriate juncture.”

Articulation is required even 
if the pleaded elements “argu-
ably render the trade dress over-
broad, generic, not distinctive, or 
functional.”

With respect to Cardinal Motors’ 
complaint, the court found the 
district court had improperly 
conflated the distinctiveness and 
articulation requirements.

The General Trade Dress 
pleaded satisfied the articulation 
test apart from the distinctiveness 
issue, and dismissing the Specific 
Trade Dress claim without indepen-
dently considering its sufficiency 
was error.

At a minimum, the court found 
the Specific Trade Dress allega-
tions, which laid out a detailed list 
of product design elements, were 
sufficiently pleaded to meet the 
articulation requirement.

On remand, the district court 
must now consider whether the 
other elements of the alleged prod-
uct configuration trade dress claim, 
including “whether the trade dress 
is distinctive, likely to cause confu-
sion, and nonfunctional” have been 
properly pleaded.

These two decisions provide 
helpful clarification of pleading 
requirements for both unregistered 
packaging designs and product 
configuration trade dress claims, 
and should assist plaintiffs in artful-
ly crafting infringement complaints 
to increase the odds of surviving 
motions to dismiss.

While a USPTO registration of 
trade dress provides an initial pre-
sumption of validity, it is only that, 
a presumption. In virtually all cases 
the presumption will be challenged 
by defendants, and a plaintiff must 
ultimately still establish the three 
essential elements of protectable 
trade dress and infringement: dis-
tinctiveness, non-functionality, and 

likelihood of confusion.
In the authors’ experience, 

in recent years it has become 
increasingly difficult to success-
fully register trade dress with the 
USPTO, especially with respect to 
establishing either or both inher-
ent distinctiveness or secondary 
meaning (the latter being the only 
way to protect product, as opposed 
to packaging, designs).

Indeed, the USPTO now appears 
to be requiring the same level of 
evidentiary proofs to support a 
trade dress application that would 
be required to demonstrate validity 
(i.e., distinctiveness and non-func-
tionality) when proving a trade dress 
infringement claim in district court.

Furthermore, according to USP-
TO currently posted data, the aver-
age processing time to issuance of 
a registration from application fil-
ing is 12.6 months for all trademark 
applications. See https://www.
uspto.gov/trademarks/application-
timeline. For prosecution of trade 
dress applications, that time is usu-
ally considerably longer.That long 
delay, coupled with the uncertainty 
over whether a trade dress regis-
tration will be granted, impairs a 
brand owner’s ability to promptly 
seek judicial relief against potential 
infringers if primary reliance will be 
on a federal registration that may 
never issue.Well-drafted infringe-
ment complaints, which comport 
with the Second Circuit’s now-clar-
ified pleading requirements, bet-
ter serve brands needing interim 
equitable relief to protect their 
unregistered trade dress in lieu 
of waiting out a problematic and 
lengthy USPTO process.

Second Circuit Clarifies Standards  
for Unregistered Trade Dress Claims

MILTON SPRINGUT is a partner and BARRY 

WERBIN is counsel at Herrick Feinstein 
LLP.

TWC alleged both registered and unregistered trade 
dress, and argued that the presumptive validity of reg-
istered trade dress should carry over to its unregistered 
trade dress because the two were coextensive. 

not “affect the existence or content 
of that patent in that third State.”

The upshot is that BSH v. Elec-
trolux greatly expands the reach of 
EU courts to decide issues of pat-
ent infringement involving foreign 
patents. So long as the defendant 
is domiciled in an EU member 
country, the member country court 
has jurisdiction to hear infringe-
ment claims for patents validated 
in other EU and non-EU member 
countries.

And a defense of the invalidity 
of a foreign patent will not prevent 
that member country court from 
retaining jurisdiction (and ruling 
on issues of validity), though these 
decisions apply only to the litiga-
tion at hand and are not binding 
on the courts of another country.

Even so, any such decision is 
likely to be an important factor in 
any global dispute involving an EU-
domiciled company.

 Important Decisions in the 
US and the UK in the Global 
Licensing Battle Between 
Ericsson and Lenovo

Ericsson and Lenovo have 
been embroiled in global pat-
ent litigation after unsuccessful 

negotiations between the com-
panies for a global cross-license 
to 5G SEPs. Ericsson first sued 
Lenovo in the US arguing that 
Lenovo breached its FRAND com-
mitments and seeking a deter-
mination that Ericsson complied 
with its requirements. Ericsson 
followed up with suits in Colom-
bia and Brazil, while Lenovo filed 
suit in the UK.

Ericsson sought and secured 
early preliminary injunctions in the 
Colombia and Brazil proceedings, 
but Lenovo received an anti-suit 
injunction in an October 24, 2024 
decision of the US Federal Circuit 
to prevent Ericsson from enforc-
ing these preliminary injunctions 
in the US.

In overturning a district court 
decision that would have allowed 
the foreign preliminary injunctions 
to control, the Federal Circuit’s 
decision centered on a key “thresh-
old” determination of whether the 
parties and issues were the same 
between the domestic and foreign 
suits.

Though the issues were not 
entirely identical—the US litiga-
tion requested that the court set 
a FRAND rate while the Colombi-
an and Brazilian actions involved 
injunctions against practicing the 
SEPs—the Federal Circuit reasoned 
that the US litigation provided the 
possibility that the domestic suit 

would resolve the foreign action 
(by resulting in a license between 
the parties) and therefore the 
threshold requirement was satis-
fied.

The Federal Circuit concluded 
that Ericsson’s FRAND commit-
ment prevented it from seeking 
SEP-based injunctions without first 
negotiating in good faith over SEPs, 
which was an issue before the US 
court. As such the anti-suit injunc-
tion was granted.

On Feb. 28, 2025, the UK Court 
of Appeal weighed into the fray, 
issuing another decision in Leno-
vo’s favor.The Court of Appeal 
considered the dispute and nego-
tiations between the parties and 
concluded that Ericsson was in 
breach of its FRAND obligations 
under clause 6.1 of the ETSI IPR 
Policy because it was pursuing 
claims for injunctions in foreign 
courts despite Lenovo’s willing-
ness to enter a license on FRAND 
terms (as determined under Eng-
lish law).As such, the Court of 
Appeal concluded that Lenovo 
was entitled to an interim license 

to Ericsson’s SEPs and suggested 
that the payment under the license 
from Lenovo to Ericsson should be 
a midpoint between Lenovo and 
Ericsson’s competing offers (an 
amount in the nine-figure range).
The Court of Appeals decision that 
Lenovo was entitled to an interim 
license referenced its decision in 
Panasonic v. Xiaomi on Oct. 3, 
2024. There, the Court of Appeal 
considered a global dispute relat-
ing to Panasonic’s 3G and 4G SEPs.

Xiaomi successfully sought and 
received a determination that “a 
willing licensor in the position of 
the Claimant (“Panasonic”) would 
agree to enter into, and would enter 
into, an interim licence” for the pat-
ent portfolio. The parties quickly 
thereafter entered into a global 
settlement.

These recent decisions reflect 
a shift in UK SEP patent decisions, 
as the Court of Appeals begins to 
issue determinations that a litigant 
was entitled to an interim license. 
That the Court of Appeals has 
provided such a remedy twice in a 
short time frame suggests that this 

remedy may be more obtainable in 
the UK moving forward.

 Global Takeaways for  
SEP Holders and Potential 
Litigants in the Light of 
Recent Decisions 

These recent decisions from the 
EU and the UK highlight the grow-
ing willingness of these Courts to 
decide potentially global issues 
related to SEPs.

In the EU, the recently instituted 
Unified Patent Court provides one 
avenue for plaintiffs to seek EU-
wide decisions on infringement 
and validity. The CJEU’s decision 
in BSH v. Electrolux provides a 
second potential avenue in which 
individual courts in EU-member 
states may be able to make global 
determinations on patent infringe-
ment and validity—even as applied 
to non-EU validated patents.

Though these decisions will 
remain non-binding regarding 
patent validity in the individual 
jurisdictions in which the patents 
issued, that may provide little 
respite for a party where a major 
decision involving an invalidity 
defense as applicable to a dispute 
between parties can be issued by 
a single EU-member court.

SEP holders and implementers 
alike will want to consider that, 
post-BSH v. Electrolux, EU courts 

will have greatly expanded jurisdic-
tion to make decisions that may 
affect SEP portfolios extraterrito-
rially.

In the UK, the fact that the 
Court of Appeals has now issued 
two separate decisions determin-
ing that a party was entitled to a 
global interim license and suggest-
ing a willingness to determine that 
a rate for such a license reflects the 
possibility that the UK courts will 
decide global FRAND rates both in 
these cases and in future global SEP 
disputes.

This prospect may drive future 
SEP litigants to seek out the UK as a 
means of deciding a global FRAND 
license without the need to litigate 
in every individual country.

As the EU and the UK may begin 
to provide a more-SEP friendly 
landscape than was previously 
available, and combined with the 
quicker litigation process and 
decisions that may be obtained in 
those jurisdictions, litigants may be 
pushed to seek relief in Europe on 
SEP issues, particularly consider-
ing that the US has (thus far) not 
shown the same enthusiasm for 
expanding its global patent deter-
minations.

SEP litigants will want to con-
sider these recent updates to the 
global patent landscape as they 
consider litigation and licensing 
of their patent portfolios.

SEP Landscape
« Continued from page 9 

This prospect may drive future SEP litigants to seek 
out the UK as a means of deciding a global FRAND li-
cense without the need to litigate in every individual 
country.
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2011-02609  People v. Miguel 
Santos (NY 4802/2011)

23/1441  People v. Monet Duzant 
(BX 2123/2018)

19/3552  People v. Nami Bey (NY 
2266/2018)

20/2149  People v. Nicholas Wallace 
(BX 1851/2018)

21/3610  People v. Nylik Hill (BX 
1119/2018)

20/2147  People v. Pedro Vega (BX 
75/2020)

23/631  People v. Phillip Pine (NY 
1073/2021)

21/3101  People v. Precila Smith 
(BX 279/2020)

24/3393  People v. Rafael 
Carrasquillo (BX 72787/2022)

24/1273  People v. Ralph Berry (BX 
70894/2023)

18/5602  People v. Ramel Harkless 
(NY 4513/16)

19/4061  People v. Raymond 
Clarida (BX 2858/2017)

18/4169  People v. Reynaldo Andino 
(NY 1029/2017)

22/3899  People v. Richard Butts 
(NY 14414/1990)

23/1348  People v. Rigoberto 
Deleon (BX 1107/2021)

23/70  People v. Robert Wilson (BX 
762/2020)

23/5980  People v. Rockeem M. (BX 
70673/2022)

23/959  People v. Samuel Ortega 
(BX 70140/2022)

24/1510  People v. Shanasier 
Frasier (BX 721/2020)

23/6305  People v. Shariff McBryde 
(BX 72898/2022)

18/4233  People v. Sharonda Hart 
(NY 1314/16)

24/3780  People v. Sterling Wade 
(BX 71531/2023)

18/3521  People v. Taykawon 
Anderson (NY 616/2017)

22/4011  People v. Terrell Sumpter 
(NY 2073/2016)

23/646  People v. Torrey Gibbs (BX 
2349/2017)

24/3853  People v. Travis Rodriguez 
(BX 584/2021)

23/306  People v. Trump 
Corporation (NY 1473/2021)

17/2599  People v. Tyrone Howard 
(NY 4275/15)

22/5781  People v. Tyshawn Morris 
(NY 193/2020)

22/4342  People v. Vadim Shilman 
(BX 72654/2022)

21/4334  People v. Victor Augustus 
(BX 1894/2017)

23/1682  People v. Willie Santos 
(NY 67/2021)

22/4656  People v. Zachary 
Louissant (BX 633/2019)

18/3103  People v. Alfred MCcrae 
(NY 306/17)

23/5623  People v. Jelani Berkley 
(BX 70946/2023)

19/4658  People v. Sammy 
Sampson (NY 3551/2013)

***

The following cases have been 
scheduled for pre-argument confer-
ence on the dates and at the times 
indicated: 

Renwick, P.J., Manzanet,  
Kapnick, Webber  

and Kern, JJ.

MONDAY, MARCH 24

10 A.M.

161617/21 268 West 12th Owners 
v. Ridley

THURSDAY, MARCH 27

10 A.M.

26198/20 Kozeli v. Renali Realty

12 P.M.

161909/23 Pichardo v. Action 
Carting

FRIDAY, MARCH 28

9:30 A.M.

155225/15 Piragua v. NYC Transit 
Authority

TUESDAY, APRIL 1

10 A.M.

656045/23 Nouveau Elevator v. 
Chabad of Midtown

654217/24 Halgene Watch v. Alex 
Capital Fund

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2

10 A.M.

650584/21 Marketplace v. Alternus 
Energy

655009/22 Elite Investigations v. 
Vintage Real Estate

THURSDAY, APRIL 3

10 A.M.

652698/22 EXRP 14 Holdings v. 
LS-14 Ave

FRIDAY, APRIL 4

10 A.M.

651001/23 WarnerMedia v. 
Paramount

MONDAY, APRIL 7

2 P.M.

650369/13 U.S. Bank v. DLJ 
Mortgage

TUESDAY, APRIL 15

10 A.M.

653648/22 Bitabeats Media v. 
Targetspot

THURSDAY, APRIL 17

11 A.M.

158521/24 Trundle v. Sutton Manor

FRIDAY, APRIL 25

10 A.M.

311141/14 Yentis v. Yentis

APPELLATE 
TERM

60 Centre Street 
Room 401

10 A.M.

The following cases are on for 
submission.  No appearance is 
necessary.

MONDAY, APRIL 7

Hagler, P.J., Brigantti, Tisch,  
J.J.,

19/115 People v. Crisostomo, Jose 
Luis

19/163 People v. Allen, Sabrina
19/236 People v. Campos, Ulises
19/340 People v. Soto, William
19/446 People v. Henriquez, 

Ricardo
20/029 People v. Madison, Darrell
20/076 People v. Daniels, Deshawn
20/086 People v. Moore, Lenue
21/101 People v. Savon, Emilio
25/013 Torres, Jason v. Sedgwick 

Ave Dignity
25/014 People v. Mikol, John
25/017 Unclaimed Prop v. Newman, 

Eric H.
25/018/020 167 E 99 LLC v. Latty, 

Paul
25/021 Fernandez, Segundo v. Gm 

Financial
25/022 Dept Stores Natl v. Bailey, 

Sherry E.
25/023 Palmer, Tyisha v. Gogo 

Furniture
25/026 Dny 1 434/436 v. Hammer, 

Eileen

MONDAY, APRIL 7

Hagler, P.J., Brigantti, Tisch,  
J.J.,

19/168 People v. Chen, Zhen Peng
19/218 People v. Hicks, Jason
20/091 People v. Galindo, Rogelio
21/125 People v. Guzman, Lenin
22/027 People v. Aleman, Conrado
23/079 People v. Williams, Ticey
23/080 People v. Mcneil, Rodney
25/016 Franklin, Ken v. New Hi/

Tech Corp

New York 
County

SUPREME COURT

Ex-Parte 
Motion Part 

And 
Special Term 

Part
 Ex-Parte Motions 

Room 315, 9:30 A.M.

Special Term Proceedings 
Unsafe Buildings 

Bellevue Psychiatric Center 
Kirby Psychiatric Center 

Metropolitan Hospital 
Manhattan Psychiatric 

Center 
Bellevue Hospital

The following matters were 
assigned to the Justices named 
below. These actions were 
assigned as a result of initial 
notices of motion or notices 
of petition returnable in the 
court on the date indicated 
and the Request for Judicial 
Intervention forms that have 
been filed in the court with such 
initial activity in the case. All 
Justices, assigned parts and 
courtrooms are listed herein 
prior to the assignments of 
Justices for the specified 
actions. In addition, listed 
below is information on Judicial 
Hearing Officers, Mediation, 
and Special Referees. 

IAS PARTS
1 Silvera: 300 (60 Centre)
2 Sattler, J.: 212 (60 Centre)
3 Cohen, J.: 208 (60 Centre)
4 Kim: 308 (80 Centre)
5 Kingo: 320 (80 Centre)
6 King: 351 (60 Centre)
7 Lebovits: 345 (60 Centre)
8 Kotler: 278 (80 Centre)
9 Waterman-Marshall: 355 (60 

Centre)
11 Frank: 412 (60 Centre)
12 Stroth: 328 (80 Centre)
13 Silvera: 300 (60 Centre)
13 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)
14 Bluth: 432 (60 Centre)
15 Johnson: 116 (60 Centre)
17 Hagler: 335 (60 Centre)
18 Tisch: 104 (71 Thomas)
19 Sokoloff: 540 (60 Centre)
20 Kaplan: 422 (60Centre)
21 Tsai: 280 (80 Centre)
22 Clynes: 136 (80 Centre)
23 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)
24 Katz: 325 (60 Centre)
25 Tingling: 1254 (111 Centre)
26 Perry, P.: 684 (111 Centre)
27 Dominguez: 289 (80 Centre)
28 Tingling: 543 (60 Centre)
29 Ramirez: 311 (71 Thomas)
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Off the Front

didn’t immediately respond to 
requests for comment.

The development is just the 
latest in the scandals that have 
rocked Buzbee, a personal injury 
attorney who rocketed to fame 
after he announced he was rep-
resenting dozens of people with 
claims against Combs, who is 
awaiting trial on sex trafficking and 
racketeering charges. Combs, who 
also uses the stage name “Diddy”, 
has denied all of the charges.

Many of Buzbee’s cases were 
filed in the U.S. District Court for 
the Southern District of New York. 
But the SDNY Grievance Commit-
tee refused to admit Buzbee into 
the court in February, after find-
ing that he had practiced without 
being formally admitted. In refusing 
him general admission, the com-
mittee said Buzbee could seek pro 

hac vice admission in his individual 
cases.

Buzbee told the New York Law 
Journal that he was “very con-
fused” by the events, saying his 
troubles with the New York federal 
court began when Shawn “Jay-Z” 
Carter filed a grievance against 
him. A representative for Carter 
didn’t immediately respond to a 
Friday request for comment.

“The SDNY admissions com-
mittee didn’t give me notice of the 
grievance until the day my admis-
sion was denied,” Buzbee said.

Buzbee and Carter, represent-
ed by Quinn Emanuel, have been 
embroiled in their own legal bat-
tle after Buzbee filed a lawsuit on 
behalf of a “Jane Doe” alleging that 
Diddy and Carter took turns rap-
ing her when she was 13 years old. 
That lawsuit was later withdrawn 
but has resulted in more litigation.

In California, Carter has accused 
Buzbee of defamation and of extort-
ing celebrities with ties to Diddy, 

while Buzbee has accused Carter 
and Quinn Emanuel of recruiting 
his former clients into bringing 
malpractice cases against him.

In prior statements to the press, 
Buzbee has characterized the 
admission issue as an “adminis-
trative” one.

But Brad Wendel, a Cornell 
Law School law professor whose 
scholarship covers legal ethics 
issues, cautioned against treating 
admission as just a bureaucratic 
issue. Judges take very seriously 
the idea that out-of-state attor-
neys need to ask to practice in 
their court, with some even add-
ing conditions on the admission, 
Wendel explained.

“It sounds like it’s not the big-
gest problem in the world,” Wendel 
said. “But not getting admitted to 
the court is a really good way to 
[anger] a judge.”

@ | Alyssa Aquino can be reached at aaqui-

no@alm.com. 

Buzbee
« Continued from page 1 

Brooklyn Law School Professor 
William Araiza said it would make 
“common sense” for the political 
parties to negotiate a compro-
mise, to phase in the cap, which 
the Albany Times Union reports 
is a possibility.

“Since it wasn’t a legality until 
the judge handed her decision 
down,” Araiza said, “I can under-
stand the argument of people not 
winding down their law practices 
because we thought we might win.”

Araiza said an immediate mass 
exodus of lawmakers from Albany 
could throw those seats into tur-
moil during negotiations toward a 
2026 state budget.

But Araiza said he could also 
envision an opposing view where 
Democratic lawmakers would want 
to play “hardball,” since the cap 
was known about since 2022, with 
ample lead time for a lawmaker to 
wind down his or her outside work.

In the meantime, the law pro-
fessor said he could also imagine 
Republicans lodging a “Hail Mary” 
follow-up claim that might argue 
the outcome of the judge’s ruling 
is “unfairly punitive.” But Araiza 
said he’d view it as longshot liti-
gation.

As for the merits of the legisla-
tion, Araiza said: “You know, it’s 
interesting. There’s this idea that 
a lot of states historically had part-
time legislatures—people who had 
their day job and then they go to 
the state capital a month a year, 
conduct business and go home.”

That’s not the case in New York, 
one of about 10 states with full-time 
legislatures. New York is known for 
having lengthy budget and policy 
negotiations that go past its sched-
uled session from January to June.

“Being a legislator (in New York) 
is manifestly and completely a full-
time job, and I can understand an 
argument for, you really shouldn’t 
be running a law practice while 
you’re also a legislator,” Araiza 
said.

On the other hand, Araiza said 
there are people who believe that 
lawmaking should have relatively 
frequent turnover, and not foster 
“50-year incumbents,” and in that 
case, “you probably kind of want 
people to keep their old job.”

Jordan said it felt like support-
ers of the cap advanced the bill 
in response to Sheldon Silver and 
other lawmakers who “seemed to 
have positions that were paid mon-
ies that didn’t necessarily equal 
work put into the position.”

Silver, the Assembly’s former 
speaker, died in 2022 while serv-
ing federal prison time for corrup-
tion related to his time in office and 
acceptance of millions in bribes 
and laundered money through 
practicing law on the side.

Said Jordan: “There are people 
in a law firm that are rainmakers 
and they get paid for bringing in 
clients but don’t do the actual 
grunt work. They don’t do the 
actual lawyering work. They may 
oversee the case, but they’re really 
marketing guys.”

Phil Boyle, who practiced law 
on a limited basis during his long 
career in the legislature, said it 

could be helpful if lawmakers were 
required to report how many week-
ly hours they spent doing outside 
work. It could shed light on any 
outside income amounts that raise 
one’s attention.

But Boyle, who served in the 
Senate from 2013 to 2022, and in 
the Assembly from 2006 to 2012, 
said he believes the cap will have 
“a large effect on eliminating attor-
neys as potential candidates,” and 
this would be unfortunate because 
“oftentimes, in my decades in the 
state legislature, it was the attor-
neys that offered the best insights 
in potential modifications of the 
law.”

For example, when lawmak-
ers debated New York joining the 
ranks of states that grant no-fault, 
default divorces, divorce attorneys 
in the legislature were crucial in 
strengthening the law by offering 
their unique perspectives during 
debate, said Boyle, now serves 
as president and chief executive 
of the Suffolk Regional Off-Track 
Betting Corp.

Meanwhile, Jordan said he 
thinks the cap will result in an 
environment of self-preservation, 
where rank-and-file lawmakers are 
“beholden” to political leadership.

“All of your votes become 
geared around, ‘How do I keep my 
job,’ is the risk,” he said.

“All you’re going to be left with 
are professional legislators, and 
that becomes a value judgment. 
I don’t think that’s a particularly 
good thing, but others might.”

@ | Brian Lee can be reached at blee@alm.

com. X: @bleereporter

Income Cap
« Continued from page 1 

The firm isn’t the only 
one counting on you.

Caron’s innovative program is uniquely designed for and by legal professionals to address the specific 

pressures and stresses of the legal world. Our expert clinical team will treat you with privacy, discretion 

and personalized care as you gain the tools you need to take control of your addiction and get your life and 

career back on track.

 

You don’t have to do this alone. Start now by calling 800-854-6023 or visiting Caron.org/StartYourRecovery

Face addiction head on today.
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M03 M A07

ITOL LAW GROUP, PLLC.
Art of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 09/27/2024. Of fice:
New York. SSNY des ig nated
as agent of the LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
copy of process to the LLC,
320 E 93RD ST, APT 1B, NEW
YORK, NY 10128. Any law ful
pur pose.
5213 m10-M a14

HOLD INGS JW LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
03/07/2025. Of fice loc: Nas sau
County. SSNY has been des -
ig nated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 60 Cut -
ter Mill Road, Ste 405, Great
Neck, NY 11021. Pur pose:
Any Law ful Pur pose.
5663

m17-M a21

88 WOODSMEADOW LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
02/28/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 273 PIP ING ROCK
RD, GLEN HEAD, NY 11545.
Pur pose: Any Law ful
6036 m17-M a21

LINON HOME & DE SIGN
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
09/09/2024. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 22 JERI CHO TPKE,
STE 200, MI NE OLA, NY
11501. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6023

m3-M a7

13146 LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 02/13/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 18 SPRING LN,
LEVIT TOWN, NY 11756. Pur -
pose: Any Law ful
5347

m3-M a7

GROVE STREET MA MARO -
NECK LLC, Arts. of Org. filed
with the SSNY on 02/26/2025.
Of fice loc: Westch ester
County. SSNY has been des -
ig nated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 721
Grove Street, Ma maro neck,
NY 10543. Reg Agent: Teresa
Jones, 35 Katie Court, Ma -
hopac, NY 10541. Pur pose:
Any Law ful Pur pose.
5318

m3-M a7

PITA YEERO EAST 43RD
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
05/01/2023. Of fice: New York
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 76 WEST 69TH ST.,
APT. 2N, NEW YORK, NY
10023. Pur pose: Any Law ful
5336

m3-M a7

14 TAFT AV ENUE LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/08/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 14 TAFT AVE, IN -
WOOD, NY 11096. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
5346m17-M a21

9 VER BENA LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 07/29/2024. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 27-10 HOYT
AVE S, AS TO RIA, NY 11102.
Pur pose: Any Law ful
6011 m17-M a21

MARC DORI LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/12/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 212 WOOD SIDE
DR, HEWLETT, NY 11557.
Pur pose: Any Law ful
6020

m3-M a7

POLY MATH ED U CA TIONAL
SER VICES, LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/19/2025. Of fice:
New York County. SSNY des -
ig nated as agent for process
& shall mail to: 301 E. 79TH
ST, UNIT 27H, NEW YORK,
NY 10075. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
5337

m3-M a7

CATHER INE SCHLOTH,
LCSW, PLLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/11/2025. Of fice lo -
ca tion: Nas sau County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process and shall mail to: 63
BAIS LEY AVE., E ROCK -
AWAY, NY 11518. Pur pose:
Li censed Clin i cal So cial
Work
5349

m10-M a14

LUMOS IT CON SULT ING
LLC, Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 02/19/2025. Of -
fice loc: Nas sau County.
SSNY has been des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 26
Nether wood Dr, Al bert son,
NY 11507. Reg Agent: Tony
Tam, 26 Nether wood Dr, Al -
bert son, NY 11507. Pur pose:
Any Law ful Pur pose.
5659

m3-M a7

JEMS CANNABIS, LLC filed
Arts. of Org. with the Sect'y
of State of NY (SSNY) on
12/11/2024. Of fice: Bronx
County. SSNY has been des -
ig nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served and shall
mail process to: The LLC, 639
Pal isades Ave, Cliff side
Park, NJ 07010. Pur pose: any
law ful act.
5327

m17-M a21

AJ DE VON SHIRE, LLC. Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 02/19/25. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 64
Shel bourne Lane, New Hyde
Park, NY 11040. Pur pose:
Any law ful pur pose.
5981

m17-M a21

NASHVILLE VANDY 208
SPON SOR LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 03/05/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 99 WASH ING -
TON AVE, STE 700, AL -
BANY, NY 12260. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
6033

m3-M a7

152 GV LLC. Filed 1/16/25. Of -
fice: NY Co. SSNY desig. as
agent for process & shall
mail to: Vcorp Ser vices, Llc,
25 Robert Pitt Dr, Ste 204,
Mon sey, NY 10952. Pur pose:
Gen eral.
5295

m3-M a7

PRE MIER 1165 BROAD WAY,
LLC. Filed 1/17/25. Of fice: NY
Co. SSNY desig. as agent for
process & shall mail to: Mark
D. Mer mel, Esq., 1 Hol low
Ln, Ste 303, Lake Suc cess,
NY 11042. Pur pose: Gen eral.
5291

m3-M a7

HANDS IN AC TION OC CU -
PA TIONAL THER APY PLLC.
Filed with SSNY on
12/09/2024. Of fice lo ca tion:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process
and shall mail to: 26 ELM ST,
WOOD BURY, NY, 11797. Pur -
pose: Oc cu pa tional Ther apy
5345

m3-M a7

177 CON CORD HOLD INGS
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/29/2025. Of fice: New York
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 100 BAR CLAY ST,
UNIT 27C, NEW YORK, NY
10007. Pur pose: Any Law ful
5334

m10-M a14

SE NIOR CON SULT ING LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/06/2025. Of fice
loc: Nas sau County. SSNY
has been des ig nated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
Jen nifer Cow drey, 49 Stew art
St, Flo ral Park, NY 11011.
Pur pose: Any Law ful Pur -
pose.
5647

m17-M a21

NAS SAU SOC CER HOLD -
INGS, LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 03/07/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 6 TOWN PATH,
GLEN COVE, NY 11542. Pur -
pose: Any Law ful
6031

m3-M a7

JHC SO LU TIONS LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 02/25/2025. Of fice loc: NY
County. SSNY has been des -
ig nated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 160 W
62nd Street, Apt 16H, NY, NY
10023. Pur pose: Any Law ful
Pur pose.
5321

m3-M a7

TCB GREEN ACRES LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 02/14/25. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process�against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, Suite 22I, Sound view
Mar ket place, Port Wash ing -
ton, NY 11050. Pur pose: Any
law ful pur pose.
5246

m17-M a21

AN DREWS AVE BUILDERS
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
10/25/2024. Of fice: Bronx
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 963 BRADY AVE,
BRONX, NY 10462. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
6006

NN

M03 M A07

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of MATTHEW SUL LI -

VAN PHD PSY CHOL OGY
PLLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/31/2025. Of fice lo ca tion:
NY County. SSNY des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against PLLC
to 220 5th Ave, 11th Fl, New
York, NY 10001. Pur pose: any
law ful act.
5283

m3-M a7

181 HURON METAL LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
02/24/2025. Of fice: New York
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 146 EAST 37TH ST,
NEW YORK, NY 10016. Pur -
pose: Any Law ful
5339

m17-M a21

RAY JENNLOR LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 09/11/2024. Of -
fice: Nas sau County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process & shall mail to:
THREE WEST VIL LAGE
GREEN, HICKSVILLE, NY
11801. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6013

m17-M a21

ASV TEAM CON STRUC -
TION LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 02/25/2025. Of fice: Bronx
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 1051 EVER GREEN
AVE, #1, BRONX, NY 10472.
Pur pose: Any Law ful
6009

m10-M a14

SHRE DUC TION US LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/06/2025. Of fice
loc: Nas sau County. SSNY
has been des ig nated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
The LLC, 3280 Sun rise High -
way #326, Wan tagh, NY 11793.
Pur pose: Any Law ful Pur -
pose.
5655

m3-M a7

JJJM FALAFEL GROUP,
LLC. Filed 2/4/25. Of fice: NY
Co. SSNY desig. as agent for
process & shall mail to: 232 E
75th St, Ste 1b, NY, NY 10021.
Pur pose: Gen eral.
5289

m3-M a7

THE OUT LER GROUP, LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
09/17/2024. Of fice: New York
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 315 MADI SON AVE,
3RD FL, NEW YORK, NY
10017. Pur pose: Any Law ful
5333

m3-M a7

42-02 FLUSH ING LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 02/21/2025. Of fice loc: Nas -
sau County. SSNY has been
des ig nated as agent upon
whom process against the
LLC may be served. SSNY
shall mail process to: The
LLC, 750 Summa Ave, West -
bury, NY 11590. Pur pose: Any
Law ful Pur pose.
5320

m17-M a21

SAFA & SANA LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 03/07/2025. Of -
fice: Nas sau County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 387
STEW ART AVE, BETH PAGE,
NY 11714. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
6038

NN

M10 M A14

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Emily Reben stock,

Psy chol o gist, PLLC. Arts of
Org filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 12/13/2024.
Of fice lo ca tion: NY County.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against PLLC to 220
5th Ave, 11th Fl, New York,
NY 10001. Pur pose: any law -
ful act.
5632

m3-M a7

JJJM RESTAU RANT
GROUP, LLC. Filed 2/4/25. Of -
fice: NY Co. SSNY desig. as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 232 E 75th St, Ste 1b,
NY, NY 10021. Pur pose: Gen -
eral.
5292

m17-M a21

BELL HOLD INGS, LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
07/10/2014. Of fice: Bronx
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 3042 MICKLE AVE,
BRONX, NY 10469. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
6007

m3-M a7

TT SWEET HOUSE LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
02/24/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 37 DEEP DALE
PKWY, AL BERT SON, NY
11507. Pur pose: Any Law ful
5356

m17-M a21

10723 LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 02/10/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: C/O JAMES BAY -
DAR, ESQ., 1 HOL LOW LN,
STE 107, LAKE SUC CESS,
NY 11042. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
6026

m17-M a21

SUF FOLK SOC CER HOLD -
INGS, LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 03/07/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 6 TOWN PATH,
GLEN COVE, NY 11542. Pur -
pose: Any Law ful
6039

m3-M a7

KAIT'S KREATIONS &
EVENT DE SIGN LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 02/21/2025. Of fice loc: Nas -
sau County. SSNY has been
des ig nated as agent upon
whom process against the
LLC may be served. SSNY
shall mail process to: The
LLC, 7 Trum pet Ln, Levit -
town, NY 11756. Reg Agent:
Kait lyn M. Augeri, 7 Trum pet
Ln, Levit town, NY 11756.
Pur pose: Any Law ful Pur -
pose.
5319

m3-m a7

501 EAST 86TH STREET
LLC. Art. of Org. filed with
SSNY 12/30/24. Of fice Lo ca -
tion: NY County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process.
SSNY shall mail a copy of
any process to: c/o The LLC,
501 East 86TH St., NY, NY,
10028. Pur pose: Any law ful
act or ac tiv ity.
5325

m17-M a21

BINX 39 CHRISTO PHER ST
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 08/15/24. Of fice:
New York County. SSNY des -
ig nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, c/o Fos ter Gar vey, P.C.,
100 Wall Street, 20th Floor,
New York, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: Any law ful pur pose.
5987

m3-M a7

YUKIMI LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/18/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 180 MOTT AVE,
IN WOOD, NY 11096. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
5355

NN

M17 M A21

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Alex Fre itas NP in

Psy chi a try PLLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 10/21/2024. Of -
fice lo ca tion: NY County.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against PLLC to 158
West 75th St, Apt 1A, New
York, NY 10023. Pur pose: any
law ful act.
5948

m17-M a21

130-1115 LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/10/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: C/O JAMES
BAY DAR, ESQ., 1 HOL LOW
LN, SUITE 107, LAKE SUC -
CESS, NY 11042. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
6027

m17-M a21

TONY'S TACOS OF LEVIT -
TOWN LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 10/14/2024. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 395 N SER VICE RD,
STE 302, MELVILLE, NY
11747. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6037

NN

F24 M M31

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of BAR REUVEN LLC.

Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
10/2/24. Of fice lo ca tion: NY
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 525 E 14th St, New York,
NY 10009. Pur pose: any law -
ful act.
4912m3-M a7

573 REM SENS LANE OF
BROOKVILLE LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
02/26/2025. Of fice loc: Nas sau
County. SSNY has been des -
ig nated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Mary Hatami, 573
Rem sens Lane, Oys ter Bay,
NY 11771. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful Pur pose.
5324

m17-M a21

EJAPT IAN LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/26/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 122 SOUTH
LONG BEACH RD,
ROCKVILLE CEN TRE, NY
11570. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6030

m3-M a7

LAZYVVELL LLC. Filed
2/10/25. Of fice: NY Co. SSNY
desig. as agent for process &
shall mail to: 218w 108th St,
1c, NY, NY 10025. Pur pose:
Gen eral
5290

m17-M a21

14015 JA MAICA LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 09/06/2024. Of -
fice: Nas sau County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 1
HOWARD PL, BALD WIN, NY
11510. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6012

m17-M a21

VIRTU NOVA MEDIA LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/04/25. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 665 Hill side Av enue,
Suite 737, New Hyde Park,
NY 11040-2512. Pur pose: Any
law ful pur pose.
5986

NN

M17 M A21

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of COLON & PART NERS

PLLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 2/4/25. Of fice lo ca tion: NY
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against PLLC
to 250 Park Ave 7th Fl, New
York, NY 10177. Pur pose: any
law ful act.
5953 m3-M a7

LI PRO JECT1 LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 02/25/2025. Of -
fice: Nas sau County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 926
CAR MANS RD, MAS S APE -
QUA, NY 11758. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
5353m17-M a21

ELEVEN FOURTH GN LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
02/18/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: PO BOX 231095,
GREAT NECK, NY 11023.
Pur pose: Any Law ful
6021

NN

F24 M M31

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of COTT TO BE GOOD

PRO DUC TIONS LLC. Arts of
Org filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 1/16/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: NY County.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 189 W
89th St, PH2H, New York, NY
10024. R/A: US Corp Agents,
Inc. 7014 13th Ave, #202, BK,
NY 11228. Pur pose: any law -
ful act.
4931

m3-M a7

A&M EM PLOY MENT LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/30/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 1813 MER RICK AVE,
MER RICK, NY 11566. Pur -
pose: Any Law ful
5350

m17-M a21

1474 OAK LEY AS SETS LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/30/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 16 MID DLE NECK
RD, STE 150, GREAT NECK,
NY 11021. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
6015

m17-M a21

VOLUP TAS ROSE LIN -
GERIE LLC, Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
03/13/2025. Of fice loc: Nas sau
County. SSNY has been des -
ig nated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Vic to ria Gher -
ardi, 1 Steeple Lane, Roslyn
Heights, NY 11577. Pur pose:
Any Law ful Pur pose.
5938

m3-M a7

LIT TLE EMILIO HOLD INGS
LLC, Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 02/26/2025. Of -
fice loc: NY County. SSNY
has been des ig nated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
The LLC, 18 East 48th St.,
Suite 1804, NY, NY 10017.
Pur pose: Any Law ful Pur -
pose.
5323

m17-M a21

FLOWER HILL AUTO
GLASS LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/12/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 30 SINTSINK
DR EAST, PORT WASH ING -
TON, NY 11050. Pur pose: Any
Law ful
6016 m3-M a7

AN NAFI RES I DEN TIAL
LLC. Filed 2/17/25. Of fice:
Bronx Co. SSNY desig. as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 2230 Glea son Ave B1,
Bronx, NY 10462. Pur pose:
Gen eral.
5284

m17-M a21

1907 PLACE LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 11/07/2024. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 52 PEB BLE
LANE, ROSLYN HEIGHTS,
NY 11577. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
6025

f24-M m31

289-291 EAST 139 LLC Art. Of
Org. Filed Sec. of State of NY
1/4/2018. Off. Loc. : Bronx Co.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process against
it� may be served. SSNY to
mail copy of process to The
LLC, 3152 Al bany Cres cent,
Bronx, NY 10463, USA. Pur -
pose: Any law ful act or ac tiv -
ity.
4932

NN

F24 M M31

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Di rect De signs: Print -

ing & Pack ag ing L.L.C. Arts
of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
12/16/24. Of fice lo ca tion: NY
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 3000 Mid dle town Road,
Bronx, NY 10461. R/A: US
Corp Agents, Inc. 7014 13th
Ave, #202, BK, NY 11228. Pur -
pose: any law ful act.
4851

m3-M a7

CANYASA OPCO LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 02/21/2025. Of -
fice: New York County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 228
PARK AVE. SOUTH, STE
410735, NEW YORK, NY
10003. Pur pose: Any Law ful
5338

m17-M a21

HK ES TATE AMBER VAL -
LEY GE LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 03/10/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 910 FRANKLIN
AVE., STE 220, GAR DEN
CITY, NY 11530. Pur pose:
Any Lawfu
6035

m24-M a28

GRAVE YARD TALES LLC
Art. Of Org. Filed Sec. of
State of NY 2/20/2025. Off.
Loc. :Nas sau Co. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY to mail copy of
process to The LLC, 11 Har -
vard Rd South, Gar den City,
NY 11530, USA. Pur pose: Any
law ful act or ac tiv ity.
6340

m17-M a21

241 SHORE ROAD LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
02/14/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 265 SUN RISE HWY,
ROCKVILLE CEN TRE, NY
11570. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6032

m3-M a7

LLOYD PROP ER TIES CON -
CORD LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 01/29/2025. Of fice: New
York County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 100 BAR CLAY
ST, UNIT 27C, NEW YORK,
NY 10007. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
5335

f24-M m31

LA MOD ERNA TAQUE RIA 1
LLC Ar ti cles of Org. filed NY
Sec. of State (SSNY) 7/17/24.
Of fice in NY Co. SSNY desig.
agent of LLC whom process
may� be served. SSNY shall
mail process to Leonel
Baizan, 470 West 165 th St.,
Apt. 52, NY, NY 10032. Pur -
pose: Any law ful pur pose.
Prin ci pal busi ness loc: 824 9
th Ave., NY, NY 10019.
4998

m3-M a7

CASA MUCCI LLC. Filed
11/4/24. Of fice: NY Co. SSNY
desig. as agent for process &
shall mail to: c/o Gi anan drea
Mucci, 336 E 71st St Apt 3f,
NY, NY 10021. Pur pose: Gen -
eral.
5293

m17-M a21

ISLA CAP I TAL, LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 02/13/2025. Of -
fice: Nas sau County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 99
WASH ING TON AVE, STE
700, AL BANY, NY 12260. Pur -
pose: Any Law ful
6019

m17-M a21

265 COVERT ST LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 02/21/2025. Of -
fice: Nas sau County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 158
PAYNE WHIT NEY LN, MAN -
HAS SET, NY 11030. Pur pose:
Any Lawfu
6034

m3-M a7

L.L SHARK LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/24/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 11 POINT OF
WOODS RD, OLD BETH -
PAGE, NY 11804. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
5354

m24-M a28

NDG PROP ER TIES, LLC Art.
Of Org. Filed Sec. of State of
NY 3/18/2025. Off. Loc. :
Bronx Co. SSNY des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY to mail copy of process
to The LLC, 1747 Ho bart Av -
enue, Bronx, NY 10461, USA.
Pur pose: Any law ful act or
ac tiv ity.
6410

N

F24 M M31

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of LIT TLE RED GF LLC.

Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on 1/8/25.
Of fice lo ca tion: NY County.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 160
Sher man Ave, Apt 55, New
York, NY 10034. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Pur pose:
any law ful act.
4951

m3-M a7

CIA R DULLI PROP ER TIES
LLC, Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 02/24/2025. Of -
fice loc: Nas sau County.
SSNY has been des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 28 Wood
Ave, Mas s ape qua, NY 11758.
Reg Agent: John Cia r dulli, 28
Wood Ave, Mas s ape qua, NY
11758. Pur pose: Any Law ful
Pur pose.
5344

f24-M m31

MICHELE CHAN TAL GRAF
LLC Ar ti cles of Org. filed NY
Sec. of State (SSNY) 2/18/25.
Of fice in NY Co. SSNY desig.
agent of LLC whom process
may be� served. SSNY shall
mail process to 275 Broome
St.., Apt. 21, NY, NY 10002,
which is also the prin ci pal
busi ness lo ca tion. Pur pose:
Any law ful pur pose.
5000

m17-M a21

K2K CON STRUC TION LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
10/17/2024. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 9 SYCAMORE LN,
ROSLYN HEIGHTS, NY
11577. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6018

m17-M a21

275 SMITH TOWN BLVD LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
10/28/2024. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 623 STEW ART AVE.,
STE. 122, GAR DEN CITY, NY
11530. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6022

m3-M a7

NA TIONAL DIS PUTE RES O -
LU TIONS LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/19/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 608 PRESCOT
PL, VAL LEY STREAM, NY
11581. Pur pose: Any Law ful
5352

m24-M a28

THEME-INGLE LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
03/07/25. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 2156
Beech Street, Wan tagh, NY
11793. Pur pose: Any law ful
pur pose.
6206

NN

F24 M M31

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Quin tes sence Com -

merce LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 12/14/24. Of fice lo -
ca tion: NY County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 100
River side Blvd, Apt 11P, New
York, NY 10069. Pur pose: any
law ful act.
4905

m17-M a21

KING SOLOMON PROP -
ERTY MAN AGE MENT LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
10/21/2024. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 7 HAWTHORNE
TER, GREAT NECK, NY
11023. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6017m17-M a21

37-58 103 ST LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/14/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 15 WOOD -
FIELD LN, GLEN HEAD, NY
11545. Pur pose: Any Law ful
6028

m10-M a14

DELUXE CREDIT SO LU -
TIONS LLC, Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
01/28/2025. Of fice loc: NY
County. SSNY has been des -
ig nated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 3
Mitchell Place, Suite 16C,
NY, NY 10017. Reg Agent:
Liel Dar d asht ian, 3 Mitchell
Place, Suite 16C, NY, NY
10017. Pur pose: Any Law ful
Pur pose.
5662

m3-M a7

NOELLE IN TER NA TIONAL
LLC. Filed 2/13/25. Of fice: NY
Co. SSNY desig. as agent for
process & shall mail to: Li
Tong, 125 W 22nd St Apt 1b,
NY, NY 10011. Pur pose: Gen -
eral.
5286

m3-M a7

DANIELLE RU QUET WELL -
NESS LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 12/01/2024. Of fice: New
York County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 99 WASH ING -
TON AVE, STE 700, AL -
BANY, NY 12260. Pur pose:
Any Law ful
5332

m3-F a7

KW Coach ing and Con sult -
ing, LLC. Filed 2/21/25. Of fice:
NY Co. SSNY desig. as agent
for process & shall mail to: 7
E 14th St, Apt 706, NY, NY
10003. Pur pose: Gen eral.
5287

m17-M a21

445 HENRY, LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 03/05/2025. Of fice:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 2631 MER RICK
RD, STE 203, BELL MORE,
NY 11710. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
6024

m17-M a21

KMP LUX URY LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
02/24/25. Of fice: New York
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 300
East 57th Street, Apart ment
6F, New York, NY 10022. Pur -
pose: Any law ful pur pose.
5988 m3-M a7

OR GA NIZED EX QUIS ITELY
LLC. Filed 11/4/24. Of fice: NY
Co. SSNY desig. as agent for
process & shall mail to: 400 E
56th St Apt 31g, NY, NY
10022. Reg is tered Agent:
United States Cor po ra tion
Agents, Inc., 7014 13th Ave ,
Ste 202, Bklyn, NY 11228.
Pur pose: Gen eral.
5285

NN

Feb24 m Mar31

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Pome gran ate NYC

Clin ton LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with NY Dept. of State
on 11/22/24. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. NY Sec. of
State des ig nated agent of the
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served, and
shall mail process to 80 Shel -
drake Rd, Scars dale, NY
10583. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
4812

m3-M a7

EM PIRE WEST 25TH LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/09/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 30 WILD WOOD DR,
KINGS POINT, NY 11024.
Pur pose: Any Law ful
5348

m3-M a14

MON ROE HOUS ING LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 02/18/25. Of fice:
Bronx County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process�against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, c/o Law Of fice of D.
Paul Mar tin PLLC, 385 Fifth
Av enue, Suite 804, New York,
NY� 10016. Pur pose: Any
law ful pur pose.
5247m10-M a14

E137 MAN AGER, LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 09/13/2023. Of fice loc: Nas -
sau County. SSNY has been
des ig nated as agent upon
whom process against the
LLC may be served. SSNY
shall mail process to: The
LLC, 18 Main Street, 2nd Fl,
Roslyn, NY 11576. Pur pose:
Any Law ful Pur pose.
5685

m17-M a21

55WRIC LLC filed Arts. of
Org. with the Sect'y of State
of NY (SSNY) on 2/10/2025.
Of fice: New York County.
SSNY has been des ig nated
as agent of the LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served and shall mail
process to: The LLC, One
Penn Plaza, Ste 3100, NY, NY
10119. Pur pose: any law ful
act.
5897 m3-M a7

PER SANTE SP AC QUI SI -
TION, LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 02/21/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 99 WASH ING TON
AVE , SUITE 700, AL BANY,
NY 12260. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
5357m17-M a21

LEBANON AS SETS 26 LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/08/2025. Of fice: Nas sau
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 16 MID DLE NECK
RD, STE 150, GREAT NECK,
NY 11021. Pur pose: Any Law -
ful
6014 m3-M a7

GRIF FON VEN TURES 152
LLC. Filed 2/5/25. Of fice: NY
Co. SSNY desig. as agent for
process & shall mail to:
Vcorp Ser vices, Llc, 25
Robert Pitt Dr, Ste 204, Mon -
sey, NY 10952. Pur pose: Gen -
eral.
5294
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S

m17-M a7

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT
COUNTY OF BRONX JP -

Mor gan Chase Bank, Na -
tional As so ci a tion, Plain tiff
AGAINST Ma madi Kaba, et
al., De fen dant(s) Pur suant
to a Judg ment of Fore clo -
sure and Sale duly en tered
May 10, 2018, I, the un der -
signed Ref eree will sell at
pub lic auc tion at Court room
711, Bronx County Supreme
Court, 851 Grand Con course,
Bronx, NY on April 14, 2025
at 2:15PM, premises known
as 648 Faile Street, Bronx,
NY 10474. All that cer tain
plot piece or par cel of land,
with the build ings and im -
prove ments erected, sit u ate,
lying and being in the Bor -
ough of Bronx, City and
State of New York, Block:
2766 Lot: 138. Ap prox i mate
amount of judg ment
$900,593.42 plus in ter est and
costs. Premises will be sold
sub ject to pro vi sions of filed
Judg ment Index
#6873/2005E. Jef frey Di -
nowitz, Esq., Ref eree Mc -
Calla Raymer Leib ert
Pierce, LLC 420 Lex ing ton
Av enue-Suite 840 New York,
NY 10170 21-03819NY 83569
5419
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UPREME COURT
COUNTY OF BRONX

RE VERSE MORT GAGE SO -
LU TIONS, INC., Plain tiff
AGAINST GRE GORY L.
BUR RUS, AS NOM I NATED
EX ECU TOR OF THE ES -
TATE OF MEGAN BUR RUS
A/K/A MEGAN WARNER,
GRE GORY L. BUR RUS, IN -
DI VID U ALLY; FRED C.
BUR RUS AS HEIR TO THE
ES TATE OF MEGAN BUR -
RUS A/K/A MEGAN
WARNER, ET AL., De fen -
dant(s) Pur suant to a Judg -
ment of Fore clo sure and
Sale duly en tered Oc to ber
10, 2019, I, the un der signed
Ref eree will sell at pub lic
auc tion at Court room 711,
Bronx County Supreme
Court, 851 Grand Con course,
Bronx, NY on April 7, 2025
at 2:15PM, premises known
as 929 East 224th Street,
Bronx, NY 10466. All that
cer tain plot piece or par cel
of land, with the build ings
and im prove ments erected,
sit u ate, lying and being in
the Bor ough and County of
Bronx, City and State of
New York, Block 4860, Lot
29. Ap prox i mate amount of
judg ment $271,952.80 plus
in ter est and costs. Premises
will be sold sub ject to pro vi -
sions of filed Judg ment
Index #381531/2010E.
Christo pher J. Marengo,
Esq., Ref eree Gross Polowy,
LLC 1775 Wehrle Drive
Williamsville, NY 14221 18-
002302 84000
4989
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of WoW Health So -

lu tions, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/13/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Michi gan (MI) on
11/30/17. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 6786 Ross more
Court, West Bloom field, MI
48322. MI ad dress of LLC: 400
Re nais sance Cen ter, Suite
2600, De troit, MI 48243. Cert.
of For ma tion filed with MI
Secy of State, Ot tawa Build -
ing, 611 W. Ot tawa, P.O. Box
30004 Lans ing, MI 48909. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5937
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

ORIG I NALS TWENTY
THREE, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
7/27/22. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5370
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION � of BRIGHT -

SPEED MAN AGE MENT,
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/10/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Kansas (KS) on 12/2/93. SSNY
is des ig nated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: 28 Lib erty
St, NY, NY 10005. KS ad dress
of LLC: 1120 S. Tryon St, Ste.
700, Char lotte, NC 28203.
Cert. of For ma tion filed with
KS Secy of State, 120 S.W.
10th Ave, Topeka, KS 66612.
The name and ad dress of the
Reg. Agent is C T Cor po ra -
tion Sys tem, 28 Lib erty St,
NY, NY 10005. Pur pose: any
law ful ac tiv ity.
5379
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Mo tion Made, LLC.

Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on 2/8/25.
Of fice lo ca tion: NY County.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 262
Eliz a beth St, Apt 3, New
York, NY 10012. Pur pose: any
law ful act.
5856
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of MNT VEN TURES

LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy of State of NY (SSNY)
on 2/24/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
NY County. SSNY des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to: 255 E. 77th St., 15C, NY,
NY 10075. Pur pose: any law -
ful act.
5316
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of BRIGHT EDGE

CREDIT SER VICES LLC.
Arts of Org. filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/11/25. Of fice lo ca tion: Nas -
sau County. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 187 Wolf Rd, Ste
101, Al bany, NY 12205. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is Busi ness Fil ings In -
cor po rated, 187 Wolf Rd, Ste
101, Al bany, NY 12205. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5358
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of El e va tion Part ners

Con sult ing LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 2/25/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: Nas sau County.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 179
At lantic Ave, Hemp stead, NY
11550. R/A: US Corp Agents,
Inc. 7014 13th Ave, #202, BK,
NY 11228. Pur pose: any law -
ful act.
5634
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION � of 770 BROAD -

WAY RE TAIL UNIT OWNER
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/13/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 2/12/25.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St., Dover, DE
19901. The name and ad dress
of the Reg. Agent is C T Cor -
po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib erty
St, NY, NY 10005. Pur pose:
any law ful ac tiv ity.
5364
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of DB HTS Hold -

ings LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/14/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
8/25/22. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5380
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

PRO DUC TIONS EIGHT, LLC.
Au thor ity filed with NY Secy
of State (SSNY) on 2/17/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 7/28/20.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5372
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of ARTIE EN TER TAIN -

MENT LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 7/28/2024. Of fice lo -
ca tion: NY County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 228
Park Av enue S, #411656, New
York, NY 10003. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Pur pose:
any law ful act.
5322
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of CRM CRE LLC. Arts

of Org. filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 2/7/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: Nas sau County.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
239 Great Neck Rd, Great
Neck, NY 11021. Pur pose:
any law ful ac tiv ity.
5362
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UPREME COURT OF
THE STATE OF THE

NEW YORK - COUNTY OF
KINGS - Tasha Lev eille,
Plain tiff - against - Mooraty
Lev eille, De fen dant. - Index
No. 50780/2023 - Sum mons
filed on: _____________ -
Plain tiff des ig nates Kings
County as the place for trial.
The basis of venue is: Plain -
tiff's res i dence. – SUM -
MONS - Plain tiff re sides at:
35 St. Felix St, Apt, 3D
Brook lyn, NY 11217 - AC -
TION FOR A DI VORCE - To
the above named De fen -
dant: YOU ARE HEREBY
SUM MONED to an swer the
com plaint in this ac tion and
to serve a copy of your an -
swer on the Plain tiff within
twenty (20) days after the
ser vice of this sum mons, ex -
clu sive of the day of ser vice,
where ser vice is made by
de liv ery upon you per son -
ally within the state, or
within thirty (30) days after
com ple tion of ser vice where
ser vice is made in any other
man ner. In case of your fail -
ure to ap pear or an swer,
judg ment will be taken
against you by de fault for
the re lief de manded in the
com plaint.
SUPREME COURT OF THE
STATE OF NEW YORK -
COUNTY OF KINGS - Tasha
Lev eille Plain tiff -against-
Mooraty Lev eille, De fen -
dant, Index No. 56780/2023 -
VER I FIED COM PLAINT -
AC TION FOR DI VORCE
FIRST: Plain tiff herein,
com plain ing of the De fen -
dant, al leges that the par -
ties are over the age of 18
years and;
SEC OND: The Plain tiff has
resided in New York State
for a con tin u ous pe riod of at
least two years im me di ately
pre ced ing the com mence -
ment of this di vorce ac tion.
THIRD: The Plain tiff and
the De fen dant were mar -
ried on May 3, 2018 in
Brook lyn, kings County, NY.
The mar riage was not per -
formed by a cler gy man, min -
is ter or by a leader of the
So ci ety for Eth i cal Cul ture.
FOURTH: There are no chil -
dren of the mar riage under
the age of 21.
The Plain tiff re sides at 35
St. Felix St. Apt. 3D, Brook -
lyn, NY 11217.
The De fen dant re sides at
1180 east 40th street, Apt.
base ment floor, Brook lyn,
NY 11210.
FIFTH: The grounds for di -
vorce is Ir re triev able
Break down in Re la tion ship
for at Least Six Months -
DRL §170(7):
That the re la tion ship be -
tween Plain tiff and De fen -
dant has bro ken down ir re -
triev ably for a pe riod of at
least six months.
SIXTH: There is no judg -
ment of di vorce and no
other mat ri mo nial ac tion
be tween the par ties pend -
ing in this court or in any
other court of com pe tent,
ju ris dic tion.
WHERE FORE, Plain tiff de -
mands judg ment against the
De fen dant as fol lows: A
judg ment dis solv ing the
mar riage be tween the par -
ties
AND the na ture of any an -
cil lary or ad di tional re lief
re quested is:
The par ties waive dis tri b u -
tion of mar i tal prop erty:
The Plain tiff is not seek ing
main te nance as payee as
de scribed in the No tice of
Guide line Main te nance;
Dated: __________________
Tasha Lev eille, Plain tiff
35 St. Felix St, Apt. 3D
Brook lyn, NY 11217
347-222-7217
5868
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NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT
COUNTY OF BRONX

HSBC Bank USA, Na tional
As so ci a tion, as In den ture
Trustee for the Reg is tered
Note hold ers of Re nais sance
Home Eq uity Loan Trust
2006-4, Plain tiff AGAINST
Nathaniel Jones; et al., De -
fen dant(s) Pur suant to a
Judg ment of Fore clo sure
and Sale duly en tered Feb -
ru ary 26, 2020, and
Amended Jan u ary 22, 2025,
I, the un der signed Ref eree,
will sell at pub lic auc tion at
the Bronx County Cour t -
house, 851 Grand Con -
course, Room 711, Bronx,
NY 10451 on April 14, 2025
at 2:15PM, premises known
as 3416 Ely Av enue, Bronx,
NY 10469. All that cer tain
plot piece or par cel of land,
with the build ings and im -
prove ments erected, sit u ate,
lying and being in the Bor -
ough and County of Bronx,
City and State of NY, Block
4885 Lot 63. Ap prox i mate
amount of judg ment
$391,621.38 plus in ter est and
costs. Premises will be sold
sub ject to pro vi sions of filed
Judg ment Index#
32070/2017E. Only cash or
cer ti fied funds payable to
the Ref eree will be ac -
cepted as a de posit in the
amount of ten per cent of the
pur chase price. Janet Pa -
ganelli, Esq., Ref eree LOGS
Legal Group LLP f/k/a
Shapiro, Di Caro & Barak,
LLC At tor ney(s) for the
Plain tiff 175 Mile Cross ing
Boule vard Rochester, New
York 14624 (877) 430-4792
Dated: Feb ru ary 21, 2025
84409
5421
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of LAU REN LIKES TO

COOK LLC. Arts of Org. filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/10/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
Nas sau County. SSNY is des -
ig nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 600 Franklin Ave,
#244, Gar den City, NY 11530.
The name and ad dress of the
Reg. Agent is Lau ren
Sbeglia, 600 Franklin Ave,
#244, Gar den City, NY 11530.
Pur pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5360
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

ORIG I NALS FIF TEEN, LLC.
Au thor ity filed with NY Secy
of State (SSNY) on 2/17/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 6/28/22.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5365
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Daniels NY RE LLC.

Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
2/13/2025. Of fice lo ca tion:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent upon whom
process may be served and
shall mail copy of process
against LLC to 1981 Mar cus
Ave, Ste E117, Lake Suc cess,
NY 11042. Pur pose: any law -
ful act.
6341
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Focus Part ners

Ad vi sor So lu tions, LLC. Au -
thor ity filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 2/6/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 1/24/07. SSNY is des -
ig nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5381
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

PRO DUC TIONS FIF TEEN,
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 8/28/20.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5373
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of MOR RISA NIA SUP -

PORT IVE MAN AGERS LLC.
Arts of Org. filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/11/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, Fl
42, NY, NY 10005. Pur pose:
any law ful ac tiv ity.
5387
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of RXR 5TS TRS

LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/12/25. Of fice lo ca tion: Nas -
sau County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 7/19/22.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St., Dover, DE
19901. The name and ad dress
of the Reg. Agent is C T Cor -
po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib erty
St, NY, NY 10005. Pur pose:
any law ful ac tiv ity.
5363
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION � of A+E FAC -

TUAL ORIG I NALS NINE,
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 3/10/22.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5366
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of HELLO MON -

DAY LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/14/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
5/14/09. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 80 State St, Al -
bany, NY 12207. DE ad dress
of LLC: 251 Lit tle Falls Dr,
Wilm ing ton, DE 19808. Cert.
of For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5382
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

PRO DUC TIONS FIVE, LLC.
Au thor ity filed with NY Secy
of State (SSNY) on 2/17/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 10/21/22.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5374
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of RSS SIG CRE 2023 -

NY F9M, LLC. Arts of Org.
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 2/13/25. Of fice lo -
ca tion: New York County.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
The name and ad dress of the
Reg. Agent is C T Cor po ra -
tion Sys tem, 28 Lib erty St,
NY, NY 10005. Pur pose: any
law ful ac tiv ity.
5389
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of SBR Mar ket ing

LLC. The fic ti tious name is
ST. BERNARD MAR KET ING
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/13/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 3/14/23.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5391
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of John son Con -

trols Build ing So lu tions,
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/6/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 12/13/18.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5383
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of THE LIT TLE

BALLERS CLUB LLC. Arts
of Org. filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 2/10/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: Nas sau County.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
187 Wolf Rd, Ste 101, Al bany,
NY 12205. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is
Busi ness Fil ings In cor po -
rated, 187 Wolf Rd, Ste 101,
Al bany, NY 12205. Pur pose:
any law ful ac tiv ity.
5361
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

ORIG I NALS SEV EN TEEN,
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 3/24/21.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5367
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NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT
COUNTY OF BRONX

U.S. Bank Na tional As so ci a -
tion, as trustee, on be half of
the hold ers of Ad justable
Rate Mort gage Trust 2007-2
Ad justable Rate Mort gage-
Backed Pass-Through Cer -
tifi cates, Se ries 2007-2,
Plain tiff AGAINST Yaseem
Bhim sen; et al., De fen -
dant(s) Pur suant to a Judg -
ment of Fore clo sure and
Sale duly en tered June 10,
2016, and Amended April
10, 2017, and Amended No -
vem ber 20, 2024, I, the un -
der signed Ref eree, will sell
at pub lic auc tion at the
Bronx County Cour t house,
851 Grand Con course, Room
711, Bronx, New York 10451
on April 14, 2025 at 2:15PM,
premises known as 1823
Mul ford Av enue, Bronx, NY
10461. All that cer tain plot
piece or par cel of land, with
the build ings and im prove -
ments erected, sit u ate, lying
and being in the Bor ough
and County of Bronx, City
and State of NY, Block 4188
Lot 21. Ap prox i mate amount
of judg ment $516,119.50 plus
in ter est and costs. Premises
will be sold sub ject to pro vi -
sions of filed Judg ment
Index# 381672/2009E. The
auc tion will be con ducted
pur suant to the COVID-19
Poli cies Con cern ing Pub lic
Auc tions of Fore closed
Prop erty es tab lished by the
12th Ju di cial Dis trict. Only
cash or cer ti fied funds
payable to the Ref eree will
be ac cepted as a de posit in
the amount of ten per cent of
the pur chase price. Jef frey
E. Di nowitz, Esq., Ref eree
LOGS Legal Group LLP f/k/a
Shapiro, Di Caro & Barak,
LLC At tor ney(s) for the
Plain tiff 175 Mile Cross ing
Boule vard Rochester, New
York 14624 (877) 430-4792
Dated: Jan u ary 2, 2025 83677
5420
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

PRO DUC TIONS FOUR -
TEEN, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
8/28/20. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5375
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Bear ma c van Holdco,

LLC. Arts of Org. filed with
NY Secy of State (SSNY) on
3/4/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5910
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of SMITELL II

LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 2/11/25.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St, Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5390
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of LES ESSEX

CROSS ING HOLD INGS AC -
QUI SI TION LLC. Au thor ity
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 12/3/24. Of fice lo -
ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 11/14/24. SSNY is des -
ig nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 1209 Or ange St,
Wilm ing ton, DE 19801. DE
ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or ange
St, Wilm ing ton, DE 19801.
Cert. of For ma tion filed with
DE Secy of State, 401 Fed eral
St. Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901.
Pur pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5384
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

ORIG I NALS SIX, LLC. Au -
thor ity filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 2/17/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 6/8/20.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5368
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION � of A+E FAC -

TUAL PRO DUC TIONS
SEVEN, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
7/8/20. SSNY is des ig nated as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5376
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Dbng Cap i tal, LLC.

Arts of Org. filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
3/4/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5912
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of LES ESSEX

CROSS ING PAR ENT LLC.
Au thor ity filed with NY Secy
of State (SSNY) on 12/3/24. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 11/14/24.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
1209 Or ange St, Wilm ing ton,
DE 19801. DE ad dress of LLC:
1209 Or ange St, Wilm ing ton,
DE 19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. Pur pose: any law -
ful ac tiv ity.
5385
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Porter House 66

LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/19/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 2/12/25.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. Pur pose: any law -
ful ac tiv ity.
5388
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

ORIG I NALS TWENTY
FOUR, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
9/21/22. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5369
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Di rec tional Con tent

Ser vices, LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 2/9/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: NY County. SSNY
des ig nated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 409 E
82nd St, #2C, New York, NY
10028. Pur pose: any law ful
act.
5871
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

PRO DUC TIONS THIR TEEN,
LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/17/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 8/28/20.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5377
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of 141-11 182nd Street

LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 3/11/2025. Of fice lo ca tion:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent upon whom
process may be served and
shall mail copy of process
against LLC to 1981 Mar cus
Ave, Ste E117, Lake Suc cess,
NY 11042. Pur pose: any law -
ful act.
5952
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NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT
COUNTY OF BRONX

Pen ny Mac Loan Ser vices,
LLC, Plain tiff AGAINST
Joseph U. Nwachukwu, et
al., De fen dant(s) Pur suant
to a Judg ment of Fore clo -
sure and Sale duly en tered
De cem ber 6, 2019, I, the un -
der signed Ref eree will sell
at pub lic auc tion at Court -
room 711, Bronx County
Supreme Court, 851 Grand
Con course, Bronx, NY on
March 31, 2025 at 2:15PM,
premises known as 4107
Low erre Place, Bronx, NY
10466. All that cer tain plot
piece or par cel of land, with
the build ings and im prove -
ments erected, sit u ate, lying
and being in the Bor ough
and County of Bronx, City
and State of New York,
Block: 4832 Lot: 44. Ap prox i -
mate amount of judg ment
$466,115.15 plus in ter est and
costs. Premises will be sold
sub ject to pro vi sions of filed
Judg ment Index
#32233/2017E. For sale in for -
ma tion, please visit Auc -
tion.com at www. Auction. 
com or call (800) 280-2832.
Larry A. Arias, Esq., Ref -
eree Frenkel Lam bert
Weiss Weis man & Gor don,
LLP 53 Gib son Street Bay
Shore, NY 11706 01-081626-
F01 84383
4837

NN

M03 M A07

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of NOVA ERA

GLOBAL LLC. Ap pli ca tion
for au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
1/30/2025. Of fice lo ca tion: NY
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 2/22/2024.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
100 Church St, Ste 800, New
York, NY 10007. LLC ad dress
in DE: 16192 Coastal Hwy,
Lewes, DE 19958. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St,
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5236

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Per ach Hold ings,

LLC. Arts of Org. filed with
NY Secy of State (SSNY) on
3/4/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5926
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of LES ESSEX

CROSS ING PROP ERTY
HOLD INGS LLC. Au thor ity
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 12/3/24. Of fice lo -
ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 11/14/24. SSNY is des -
ig nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 1209 Or ange St,
Wilm ing ton, DE 19801. DE
ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or ange
St, Wilm ing ton, DE 19801.
Cert. of For ma tion filed with
DE Secy of State, 401 Fed eral
St. Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901.
Pur pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5386
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of THIR TEEN SWANS

COL LAB O RA TIVE, LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on 3/8/24.
Of fice lo ca tion: NY County.
SSNY des ig nated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 217 W
18th St, #1287, New York, NY
10113. Pur pose: any law ful
act.
4829
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of A+E FAC TUAL

ORIG I NALS TWENTY, LLC.
Au thor ity filed with NY Secy
of State (SSNY) on 2/17/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 5/16/22.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5371
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of AIO OP ER AT -

ING 2, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 2/12/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
10/7/24. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5378

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
� of PRIME MOVER

NEW YORK LLC. Arts of Org.
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 3/5/25. Of fice lo ca -
tion: New York County. SSNY
is des ig nated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: 28 Lib erty
St, NY, NY 10005. The name
and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5929
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION � of PRAX MED -

ICAL, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 3/3/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
12/23/24. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 418 Broad way, Ste
N, Al bany, NY 12207. The
name and ad dress and,
where ap plic a ble, the New
York State li cense num ber of
each pro fes sional within the
for eign pro fes sional ser vice
lim ited li a bil ity com pany
who is li censed to prac tice
the pro fes sion or pro fes sions
in New York State avail able
from SSNY. Cert. of For ma -
tion filed with DE Secy of
State, 401 Fed eral St, Ste 4,
Dover, DE 19901. Pur pose:
med i cine.
5927
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EMER ALD BOOK SELLERS,
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/28/2025. Formed in DE on
01/22/2025. Of fice: New York
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 555 MADI SON AVE,
STE 11D, NEW YORK, NY
10022. DE SOS: 401 Fed eral
St #4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur -
pose: any law ful
5329
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of 47 Roses LLC. Arts of

Org. filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 3/4/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: New York County.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
Pur pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5906
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EN ER ATE IM PACT SO -
LU TIONS LLC. Cert. of

For ma tion filed in DE
5/28/24, Appl. For Auth. filed
with NY DOS 2/20/25. New
York Cty. SSNY desig. agent
of LLC, will mail to the LLC,
8 Spruce St, 54H, NY, NY,
10038. NY of fice ad dress: 8
Spruce St, 54H, NY NY 10038.
Arts. of Org. filed with Secy.
of State of DE, 820 N. French
St, 4th Fl, Wilm ing ton DE
19801. Any Law ful pur poses.
5271
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Packer Games Stu dio

LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 8/7/2024. Of fice lo ca tion:
NY County. SSNY des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 228 Park Ave S #978111,
New York, NY 10003. R/A: US
Corp Agents, Inc. 7014 13th
Ave, #202, BK, NY 11228. Pur -
pose: any law ful act.
5903 m3-M a7

205 MON TAGUE PROP ERTY
OWNER, LLC . Filed: 2/19/25 .
Of fice: NY Co. Org. in DE:
02/18/2025. SSNY desig. as
agent for process & shall
mail to : 1777 Reis ter stown
Rd Ste 290, Pikesville, MD
21208. For eign add: 22261 Wa -
ter view Rd, Lewes, DE 19958.
Arts. of Org. filed with Secy
Of State, 401 Fed eral St #4,
Dover, DE 19901. Pur pose:
Gen eral.
5288
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O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of Lip man Rose Con sult -

ing, LLC. Arts of Org. filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 3/3/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. SSNY is
des ig nated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: 28 Lib erty
St, NY, NY 10005. Pur pose:
any law ful ac tiv ity.
5920 m3-M a7

DANOX EN VI RON MEN TAL
SER VICES, LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/13/2025. Formed
in GA on 01/03/2011. Of fice:
New York County. SSNY des -
ig nated as agent for process
& shall mail to: 80 STATE ST,
AL BANY, NY 12207-2543. GA
SOS: 2 MLK, Jr. Dr. Suite 313,
Floyd West Tower, At lanta,
GA 30334. Pur pose: any law -
ful
5341
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of VEKYDE LLC.

Ap pli ca tion for au thor ity
filed with Sec re tary of State
of NY (SSNY) on 1/10/25. Of -
fice loc: NY County. LLC
formed in NJ on 1/20/24.
SSNY des ig nated agent upon
whom process may be served
and mailed to R/A: United
States Cor po ra tion Agents,
Inc., 7014 13th Ave, Ste 202,
Brook lyn, NY 11228. Prin ci -
pal busi ness ad dress: 111
Town Square Plaza, Ste 1238
#407824, Jer sey City, NJ
07310. Cert. of LLC filed with
NJ Dept of the Trea sury,
DORES, 33 W State St, #5th
Fl, Tren ton, NJ 08608. Pur -
pose: Any law ful ac tiv ity.
4261
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of MK MEDSPA,

LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
3/5/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 12/21/23.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. Pur pose: any law -
ful ac tiv ity.
5922
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of OMG BUILD -

ING PROD UCTS LLC. Au -
thor ity filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 2/11/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 4/18/94.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St, Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. Pur pose: any law -
ful ac tiv ity.
5925
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o tice of Qual i fi ca tion of
VAN TAGE EQ UITY

PART NERS LLC. Au thor ity
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 12/10/24. Of fice lo -
ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 1/5/24. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 1907 Back St, Sul -
li vans Isl., SC 29483. DE ad -
dress of LLC: 1209 Or ange St,
Wilm ing ton, DE 19801. Cert.
of For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St,
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
4045
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Sa vant Cap i tal

Hold ings, LLC. Au thor ity
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 1/9/25. Of fice lo ca -
tion: New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
4/13/23. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St,
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5930
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O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of 9ACHARLES

LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
3/6/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 1/28/25.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St. Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. The name and ad -
dress of the Reg. Agent is C T
Cor po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib -
erty St, NY, NY 10005. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5907 NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Sa vant Cap i tal,

LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
2/20/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 10/24/11.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
28 Lib erty St, NY, NY 10005.
DE ad dress of LLC: 1209 Or -
ange St, Wilm ing ton, DE
19801. Cert. of For ma tion
filed with DE Secy of State,
401 Fed eral St, Ste 4, Dover,
DE 19901. Pur pose: any law -
ful ac tiv ity.
5931

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Ben tall -

GreenOak (U.S.) GP LLC. Au -
thor ity filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 2/6/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 3/29/19. SSNY is des -
ig nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5911

N

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Trans act Cam -

pus, LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 3/3/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
9/1/16. SSNY is des ig nated as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5933

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of DW HAM MER

CON STRUC TION, LLC. Au -
thor ity filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 3/4/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Illi nois (IL)
on 3/5/24. SSNY is des ig nated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. IL ad dress of LLC:
55 E. Mon roe, Ste 3425,
Chicago, IL 60603. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with IL Secy
of State, 213 State Capi tol,
Spring field, IL 62766. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5913

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Trans act Cam -

pus Pay ments, LLC. Au thor -
ity filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 3/3/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 3/22/00. SSNY is des -
ig nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5932

N

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of DW HAM MER,

LLC. Au thor ity filed with NY
Secy of State (SSNY) on
3/4/25. Of fice lo ca tion: New
York County. LLC formed in
Illi nois (IL) on 4/3/14. SSNY
is des ig nated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: 28 Lib erty
St, NY, NY 10005. IL ad dress
of LLC: 55 E. Mon roe, Ste
3425, Chicago, IL 60603. Cert.
of For ma tion filed with IL
Secy of State, 213 State Capi -
tol, Spring field, IL 62766. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5914

m3-M a7

EMIL COTT AS SO CI ATES,
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
02/20/2025. Formed in NJ on
10/23/1986. Of fice: New York
County. SSNY des ig nated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 80 STATE ST, AL -
BANY, NY 12207-2543. NJ
SOS: P.O. Box 307, Tren ton,
NJ 08625-0307. Pur pose: any
law ful
5330

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Kon tron Amer -

ica Mod ules, LLC. Au thor ity
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 2/10/25. Of fice lo -
ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 12/12/24. SSNY is des -
ig nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. The
name and ad dress of the Reg.
Agent is C T Cor po ra tion Sys -
tem, 28 Lib erty St, NY, NY
10005. Pur pose: any law ful
ac tiv ity.
5919

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of JUXTA VEN -

TURE PART NERS GP LLC.
Au thor ity filed with NY Secy
of State (SSNY) on 3/3/25. Of -
fice lo ca tion: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 2/27/25.
SSNY is des ig nated as agent
of LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
1411 Broad way, Fl. 16, NY,
NY 10018. DE ad dress of
LLC: 1209 Or ange St, Wilm -
ing ton, DE 19801. Cert. of
For ma tion filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Fed eral St,
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur -
pose: any law ful ac tiv ity.
5915

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of Local Fac tor

Group LLC. Au thor ity filed
with NY Secy of State (SSNY)
on 1/22/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
New York County. LLC
formed in Con necti cut (CT)
on 11/27/23. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. CT ad dress of LLC:
48 Turkey Hill Road N West -
port, CT 06880. Cert. of For -
ma tion filed with CT Secy of
State, Capi tol Of fice P.O. Box
150470 Hart ford, CT 06115.
The name and ad dress of the
Reg. Agent is C T Cor po ra -
tion Sys tem, 28 Lib erty St,
NY, NY 10005. Pur pose: any
law ful ac tiv ity.
5921

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

m24-M a28

Ap pli ca tion for Au thor ity of
BASIL EN TER TAIN MENT
LIM ITED LI A BIL ITY COM -
PANY filed with the Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) 3/14/2025.
Formed in FL 7/23/2013. Of -
fice loc.: NY County. SSNY is
des ig nated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. The ad -
dress SSNY shall mail copy
of process to 210 Lake Dr. E.,
Ste. 301, Cherry Hill, NJ
08002. The of fice ad dress re -
quired to be main tained in
FL is 7901 4th St. N., Ste. 300,
St. Pe ters burg, FL 33702.
Arts. of Or ga ni za tion filed
with the Secy. of State, The
Cen tre of Tal la has see, 2415
N. Mon roe St., Ste. 810, Tal la -
has see, FL 32303. Pur pose:
Any law ful ac tiv ity.
6218

NN

M24 M A28

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of 232-86 Real Es tate

LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 3/11/25. Of fice lo ca tion:
NY County. SSNY des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 232 E 84th Street, New
York, NY 10028. Pur pose: any
law ful act.
6373

NN

M24 M A28

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of BIOFRON TIER LLC.

Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
2/28/2025. Of fice lo ca tion:
Nas sau County. SSNY des ig -
nated as agent upon whom
process may be served and
shall mail copy of process
against LLC to 25 Cheshire
Av enue, Syos set, NY 11791.
Pur pose: any law ful act.
6247

NN

m17-M a21

O TICE OF QUAL I FI CA -
TION of WIL LOW

CREEK ELEC TRIC, LLC. Au -
thor ity filed with NY Secy of
State (SSNY) on 3/6/25. Of fice
lo ca tion: New York County.
LLC formed in Col orado (CO)
on 10/12/17. SSNY is des ig -
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 28 Lib erty St, NY,
NY 10005. CO ad dress of LLC:
743 Hori zon Ct., Ste 200,
Grand Junc tion, CO 81506.
Cert. of For ma tion filed with
CO Secy of State, 1700 Broad -
way, Ste 550, Den ver, CO
80290. The name and ad dress
of the Reg. Agent is C T Cor -
po ra tion Sys tem, 28 Lib erty
St, NY, NY 10005. Pur pose:
any law ful ac tiv ity.
5935

NN

M24 M A28

O TICE OF FOR MA TION
of SB STU DIOS NYC

LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 12/23/2024. Of fice lo ca tion:
NY County. SSNY des ig nated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to Heidi J Mey ers, 11 Broad -
way Suite 925, New York, NY
10004. Pur pose: any law ful
act.
6372
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30 McMahon: Virtual (60 Centre)
32 Kahn: 1127B (111 Centre)
33 Rosado: 442 (60 Centre)
34 Ramseur: 341 (60 Centre)
35 Perry-Bond: 684 (111 Centre)
36 Saunders: 205 (71 Thomas)
37 Engoron: 418 (60 Centre)
38 Nock: 1166 (111 Centre)
39 Clynes: 307 (80 Centre)
41 Moyne: 327 (80 Centre)
42 Morales-Minera: 574 (111 Centre)
43 Reed: 222 (60 Centre)
44 Pearlman: 321 (60 Centre)
45 Patel: 428 (60 Centre)
46 Latin: 210 (71 Thomas)
47 Goetz: 1021 (111 Centre)
48 Masley: 242 (60 Centre)
49 Chan: 252 (60 Centre)
50 Sweeting: 279 (80 Centre)
51 Chesler: 543 (60 Centre)
52 Johnson: 307 (80 Centre)
53 Borrok: 238 (60 Centre)
54 Schecter: 228 (60 Centre)
55 d’Auguste: 103 (71 Thomas)
56 Kelly: 204 (71 Thomas)
57 Kraus: 218 (60 Centre)
58 Cohen, D.: 305 (71 Thomas)
60 Crane: 248 (60 Centre)
61 Bannon: 232 (60 Centre)
59 James, D.: 331 (60 Centre)
62 Sweeting: 279 (80 Centre)

MFP Kahn: 1127B (111 Centre)
MMSP-1: 1127B (111 Centre)
IDV Dawson: 1604 (100 Centre)

PART 40TR

JUDICIAL MEDIATION

On Rotating Schedule

Adams 300 (60 Centre)

EARLY SETTLEMENT

ESC 1 Vigilante 106(80 Centre)
ESC 2 Wilkenfeld 106 (80 Centre)

SPECIAL REFEREES 
60 Centre Street

73R Santiago: Room 354
75R Burzio: Room 240
80R Edelman: Room 562
82R Wohl: Room 501B
83R Sambuco: Room 528
84R Feinberg: Room 641
88R Lewis-Reisen: Room 324

JHO/SPECIAL REFEREES 
80 Centre Street

81R Hewitt: Room 321
87R Burke: Room 238
89R Hoahng: Room 236

SPECIAL REFEREE 
71 Thomas Street

Judicial Hearing Officers

Part 91 Hon. C. Ramos
Part 93 Hon. Marin

SUPREME COURT 
Motion Calendars 

Room 130, 9:30 A.M. 
60 Centre Street

SUPREME COURT 
Motion Dispositions  

from Room 130 
60 Centre Street

Calendars in the Motion Submission 
Part (Room 130) show the index number 
and caption of each and the disposi-
tion thereof as marked on the Room 
130 calendars. The calendars in use 
are a Paper Motions Calendar, E-Filed 
Motions Calendar, and APB (All Papers 
By)Calendar setting a date for submis-
sion of a missing stipulation or motion 
paper. With respect to motions filed 
with Request for Judicial Intervention, 
counsel in e-filed cases will be notified 
by e-mail through NYSCEF of the Justice 
to whom the case has been assigned. 
In paper cases, counsel should sign up 
for the E-Track service to receive e-mail 
notification of the assignment and other 
developments and schedules in their 
cases. Immediately following is a key 
that explains the markings used by the 
Clerk in Room 130.

Motion Calendar Key:

ADJ—Adjourned to date indicated in 
Submission Courtroom (Room 130).

ARG—Scheduled for argument for date 
and part indicated.

SUB (PT #)—Motion was submitted to 
part noted.

WDN—Motion was withdrawn on cal-
endar call.

SUB/DEF—Motion was submitted on 
default to part indicated.

APB (All Papers By)—This motion is 
adjourned to Room 119 on date indi-
cated, only for submission of papers.

SUBM 3—Adjourned to date indicated 
in Submission Court Room (Room 
130) for affirmation or so ordered 
stipulation.

S—Stipulation.
C—Consent.
C MOTION—Adjourned to Commercial 

Motion Part Calendar.
FINAL—Adjournment date is final

60 CENTRE STREET
Submissions Part
MONDAY, MARCH 24

Submission

1 101155/24 Fuqua v. Gangland Case 
Investigation

2 100056/25 McCord v. Stern
3 580001/00 Tax Foreclosure v. X

TUESDAY, MARCH 25

Submission

1 101128/24 Evart v. NYC Dept. of 
Finance

2 101445/24 Hughley v. NYC Dept. of 
Finance Pvb

3 100223/25 Tatis v. Lozada

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26

Submission

1 101323/24 Hintermaier v. Equinox 
Hldgs., Inc.

2 101227/24 Perez v. Javier
3 100124/25 Platsky v. NY  Dept. of Social 

Services
4 100547/24 Urena v. NYC Dep of Health 

Mental Hygiene

Paperless Judge  Part
MONDAY, MARCH 24

158632/24 130 E. 18 Owners Corp. Et Al v. 
Axelrod

151754/24 268 West 77th St. LLC v. 266 
West 77th St. Housing Corp.

159981/22 Aballay v. Tucker
152845/25 Ackerman v. Jp Morgan Chase 

Bank
650188/24 Allied Safety Consultants Inc. 

v. Parkview Mgt. Inc.
653452/21 American Express Travel 

Related Services Co., Inc. v. B & D 
Farms, Inc.

190038/22 Anthony v. Air & Liquid 
Systems Corp.

156987/21 Baxter v. T&M USA
161570/19 Belai v. Doe
161410/24 Belony v. 1250 B’way. 

Associates LLC Et Al
160975/20 Benevento v. NYC
150165/24 Benjamin v. 311 West 42nd St. 

Associates LLC Et Al
100720/23 Bishop v. W.S.C. of N.Y., Inc.
653726/24 Braze, Inc. v. Enjin Pte. Ltd.
159862/19 Bucknor v. Structure Tone
162265/24 Byrd v. Comcast Corp. Et Al
153705/21 Cano Cruz v. Novogratz
652115/24 Capital Meat Imports LLC v. 

Pt05
151064/25 Cevallos v. Robert Tucker
150246/23 Chase v. Retirement Systems 

of Alabama Et Al
154538/17 Colon v. NYCH&HC And
451014/23 Comm’rs. of The State Ins. 

Fund v. Phoenix Hma Inc.
153223/20 Cottingham v. Shafi
154126/22 Croskey v. NYC Et Al
152633/20 Crp 701 West 135th St. A v. 

Pillori Associates
151132/17 Cruz v. Premier Home Health 

Care
154553/21 Cuello Carrasco v. NYCTA Et Al
160856/24 Delmonico v. Eastern Venture 

LLC Et Al
453085/24 Dept. of Education of The City 

School Dist. of  NYC v. Deseta
157465/22 Dillon v. Udr Rivergate LLC Et 

Al
159925/24 Dorfman v. Thakkar
652877/21 Ean Hldgs. v. Manhattan Auto 

Care, Inc.
153778/24 Executive Risk Indemnity 

Inc. A/s/o Petaluma LLC v. T.W.I.G. 
Consulting Engineers P.C. Et Al

151798/22 F. v. Mbaye
151350/23 Fahey v. NYC Et Al
652461/22 Falcon Pacific Builders v. 

Onboard Hosp.ity LLC Et Al
153438/24 Fernandez Macano v. 

Kaczkowski
650073/25 Fg Int’l Group Inc. v. Fidia 

Capital
156585/20 Gabriel v. Siddeque
151254/25 Gaudino v. Douse
656508/23 Gc Capital Group LLC Et Al v. 

Southwest Marine & General Ins. Co. 
Et Al

160482/18 Green v. NYCTA
156784/22 Grullon v. The NY  And 

Presbyterian Hosp.
190096/21 Halperin v. Continuous Sales 

Co. LLC
659052/24 Heitman Credit Acquisition 

Xxiii v. Meadow Partners LLC Et Al
159772/24 Henry v. 32-42 B’way. Owner 

LLC Et Al
159962/24 Hertz Vehicles v. A2k NY Corp. 

Et Al
153150/16 Hill v. Lantern Organization, 

Inc.
159212/24 Horvath v. Gramercy Surgery 

Center, Inc.
152146/25 in The Matter of The Patriots 

Foundation v. NYC Comptrollers Office
153119/19 Jackson v. NY  Convention 

Center
151818/25 Jane 8 LLC D/b/a Incentra 

Village House v. NYC Bd. of Ed. of 
Standards And Appeals Et Al

150381/25 Joel Filner v. Dewitt 
Rehabilitation And Nursing Center, 
Inc.

603295/07 John Galt Corp. v. Travelers 
Casualty & Surety

650995/25 Jones Law Firm v. Customs 
Plastics And Innovations, Inc.

850044/24 Jpmorgan Chase Bank v. Sw 
Vestry

652634/22 Leslie Digital Imaging LLC 
D/b/a Ldi v. Empower Information 
Systems, Inc. Et Al

656953/22 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co. Et Al v. 
Williams

159648/23 Maisano v. Amsterdam 
Nursing Home Corp.

650232/25 Med One Capital Funding v. 
Scheer Medical Wellness P.C. Et Al

805397/21 Medina v. Licata M.D.
653887/23 Mept 757 Third Ave. LLC v. 

Grant
160806/21 Ml Woodwork Inc. v. Cassway 

Contracting Corp. Et Al
156715/24 Moore v. NYC Et Al
161265/24 Moreno v. NYCHA
157623/21 Moreno v. The NYCTA Et Al
190056/23 Mosia v. 3m Co. Et Al
451460/24 Motor Vehicle Accident 

Indemnification Corp. v. Matos-
Santana

152401/24 Mundell v. Natsios-Mundell
153812/23 Ndadi v. Sensio, Inc. D/b/a 

Bella
659471/24 Newmark Partners v. Singer
156102/20 Norton v. Brodsky 

Organization Et Al
152742/24 Nunez v. Aecom Tishman Et Al
158426/22 Ortiz v. Nerves Los Tres 

Preservation
652149/19 Parker v. Laureate House 

Ithaca Mgmt
156153/24 Pearson v. 24 Fifth Ave. 

Associates LLC
158554/21 Perez v. Noar
158732/22 Pino Navia v. Unique Const. & 

Home Improvement Inc. Et Al
654103/24 Post v. Pototsky
805169/20 Rex Chi Hyong Choe & Soon 

Yeon Choe v. Rocha
159396/16 Reyes Salazar v. St. Luke’s 

School
154095/23 Rodriguez Pena v. Harlem-

Valley Housing Dev. Fund Corp.
160035/22 Rodriguez Reyes v. Modern 

Services Solutions, Inc. Et Al
159524/18 Rodriguez v. Plaza Const. LLC.
152779/25 Rodriguez v. Jackson
157151/20 Root v. City Univ. of NY
659873/24 Rosen v. Egnatz
190001/22 Ross Jr v. Air & Liquid 

Systems Corp.
161797/24 Rottenberg Lipman Rich v. 

Wcb Hldgs.
153138/23 Schellbacher-Sendon Group v. 

Ramos
850464/24 Sig Cre 2023 Venture LLC v. 

Thor 195 Bowery LLC Et Al
159380/23 Stacy v. NYC Et Al
450150/24 State of NY v. Sanoko
150197/25 Sugin v. NYC
656106/23 The Bank St. Group L.L.C. v. 

Guggenheim Securities

156565/24 The Estate of Joseph Lyles 
v. Fort Tryon Rehab & Health Care 
Facility

654673/21 The Hedaya Capital Group, 
Inc. v. Park Falls Industrial Mgt. LLC Et 
Al

159834/21 Vastani v. State Farm Fire & 
Casualty Co.

650434/25 Vcs Venture Securities LLC v. 
Pecoraro

652444/23 Vigeland v. Sand Associates
652759/20 Voice Road Plaza LLC v. 

Autobuy NY
850025/24 Wells Fargo Bank v. Rincon
659041/24 Wesco Ins. Co. v. The Apostolic 

Church of New York, Inc. Et Al
159000/23 White v. NYC Et Al
850042/24 Woori America Bank v. Dk 

Beauty Inc. Et Al
190136/21 Yancey v. Aerco Int’l, Inc., Et Al
650205/24 Young v. Silverback Dev. Et Al

TUESDAY, MARCH 25

850197/19 106e101 Hldgs. LLC v. 106 East 
101 St. I LLC

651501/23 2304 Amsterdam LLC v. The 
Fortune Society Inc.

159052/22 264 West 73 St Corp. v. Ward
850283/23 57th St. Vacation Owners 

Assoc., Inc., By And Through Its Board 
of Directors v. Almazan

850360/23 57th St. Vacation Owners 
Assoc., Inc., By And Through Its Board 
of Directors v. Tootle

655361/24 Akf, Inc. v. Direct Tile Buy Inc. 
Et Al

452962/24 Allen v. NYC Et Al
651593/24 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Cruz
650703/25 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Custom Rx Pharmacy LLC.
651098/25 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Em Medical Supplies Corp.
650782/25 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Emuna Inc Dba Navar Pharmacy
650780/25 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Emuna Inc Dba Vavar Pharmacy
650702/25 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Midland Pharmacy Yonkers Corp
650701/25 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Universal Health Center Chiropractic
659759/24 American Transit Ins. Co. v. 

Wendell Joseph Gorum Md Pc A/a/o 
Edward Omoruy

155467/19 Anagnostos v. NYC
156646/24 Anonymous v. Wittmer
154216/14 Arias v. 2305 Second Corp.
652095/24 Bank of America v. Lambert 

Dds & Co. Pllc Et Al
850145/16 Bank of NY  Mellon v. 

Kaufman
155058/24 Bauso v. Hand & Stone 

Massage And Facial Spa Et Al
159187/22 Bekkar v. Rosado
190239/22 Bernert v. Amchem Prod.s, 

Inc.,       N/k/a Rhone Poulenc Ag Co.,      
N/k/a Bayer Cropscience Inc Et Al

160090/24 Bespoke Harlem West LLC v. 
Adams

656359/22 Big Mozz, Inc. v. Bric Arts 
Media Bklyn, Inc. D/b/a Bric Arts 
Media, Inc.

850005/24 Board of Mgrs. of The 100 
West 93 Condominium on Behalf of 
Its Unit Owners v. Elizabeth Slavutsky 
And Vladamir Slavutsky As Tenants in 
Common Et Al

153265/20 Braccidiferro v. Bktk Rlty. LLC
450144/23 Bryant v. Triborough Bridge 

And Tunnel Auth. Et Al
160866/24 Butler v. Xia
152286/18 Cadigan v. Liberty Helicopters, 

Inc.
190253/22 Camargo Morales v. Amchem 

Prod.s, Inc., N/k/a Rhone Poulenc Ag 
Co., N/k/a Bayer Cropscience Inc., Et Al

850222/14 Capital One v. Majestic Hldgs. 
(USA)

150246/23 Chase v. Retirement Systems 
of Alabama Et Al

155482/22 Coladonato v. 111 West 16th 
St. Owners, Inc. Et Al

160440/24 Concepcion v. First Transit, 
Inc. Et Al

159858/24 Conroy v. Pointstate Capital Lp 
Et Al

659056/24 Cottages Inv LLC Et Al v. 
Dancykier

655142/17 Czaplinski v. Wrobel
161489/24 Degeorge v. Filicori Zecchini 

USA Corp.
653100/24 Dksj v. Cohen
154766/21 Elizabeth A. Eden v. Sutton 

House, Inc.
152677/25 Emft v. The Fire Dept. of  NYC 

And Robert S. Tucker
152392/25 Family Justice Law Center v. 

NYS Office of Court Admin.
655236/24 Fjp Mechanical, Inc. v. Vrex 

Const., Inc. Et Al
659851/24 Freepoint Commodities LLC v. 

Monroe Energy
159801/23 Gardner v. NY Presbyterian 

Bklyn. Methodist Hosp. Et Al
154082/19 Guillermo v. Maple K 43-10 

23rd St Owner
190056/22 Gumpert v. Avon Prod.s, Inc. Et 

Al
161572/24 Hallman v. Park
650724/24 Hawthorne Finance Hldgs. LLC 

v. Jds Dev. LLC
158562/24 Hazel v. Morton Williams 

Supermarkets, Inc.
154314/24 Hernandez v. Hernandez
850271/24 Hilton Resorts Corp. v. Martin
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