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OpenAl Leans on Longstanding
Advisers in Wachtell,
Cooley to Navigate IPO

In hiring Wachtell, Lipton,
Rosen & Katz and Cooley to
handle its forthcoming initial
public offering, OpenAl is lean-
ing on some of its most trusted
advisers that have supported it
through much of its lifecycle as
a private company.

OpenAl announced Monday
it had filed a confidential S-1
securities registration state-
ment with the U.S. Securities
and Exchange Commission.
Companies often choose to
file confidentially, in part, to
preserve the option of backing
out, and to avoid prematurely
disclosing risks to competitors.

Cooley and Wachtell, which
both helped OpenAl prepare for
its IPO filing, are expected to
continue to work with OpenAl
on its IPO, sources familiar with
the matter said under the condi-
tion of anonymity. Neither firm
has officially confirmed its con-
tinued involvement; Wachtell
declined to speak on the matter,
and Cooley did not respond to
multiple requests for comment.

Wachtell partner and execu-
tive committee co-chair Andy
Nussbaum and partner Mark
Veblen were part of the team
that advised OpenAl on its $6.6
billion funding round complet-
ed in October 2024. This work
earned the two a win for The
American Lawyer’s Dealmakers
of the Year award in 2025.

Wachtell has previously
backed OpenAl and its founder
Sam Altman, including in Elon
Musk’s lawsuit against the com-
pany that began this past April.
That team of lawyers included
litigation partner and former
chief of appeals for the Criminal
Division of the U.S. Attorney’s
Office for the Southern District
of New York, Sarah Eddy.

Wachtell corporate part-
ners have also represented
OpenAl in several buyouts,
including its purchase of
former Apple designer Jony
Ive’s hardware company io
Products for an undisclosed
sum in July 2025.

The firm also represented
OpenAl in its September 2025
acquisition of tech startup
Statsig. OpenAl went on a buy-
ing blitz last fall, as a month
later it bought Al software
startup Software Applica-
tions, and in December 2025
acquired Neptune.Al. Wachtell

partners Raaj Narayan and
Matthew Carpenter were on
the teams that worked on
these deals.

Wachtell litigation part-
ner and executive committee
member Kevin Schwartz has
represented OpenAl in “litiga-
tion and strategic counsel,” per
the firm’s website. Likewise,
partner William Savitt report-
edly “represents OpenAl in
industry-defining litigation,”
but Wachtell didn’t reply to a
request for comment on which
matters that entailed.

Cooley has also recently
represented OpenAl in multiple
matters, including in an intel-
lectual property lawsuit before
a U.S. District Court last July
that was later dismissed. In
May of this year, the law firm
helped OpenAl set up an Al
joint venture and acquire Al
consulting and engineering
company Tomoro in May of
this year.

Cooley and OpenAl’s rela-
tionship was further evidenced
this April, when OpenAl policy
counsel Shira Anderson joined a
Cooley panel discussing how to
safely build chatbots and miti-
gate risk.

But Cooley’s history with
OpenAl dates back even fur-
ther. Before it began repre-
senting the startup directly, the
law firm had dealings with its
investors and founders on the
periphery.

The law firm counts Found-
ers Fund, a venture capital
firm based in San Francisco
and founded by PayPal co-
founders Ken Howery, Peter
Thiel, and Luke Nosek, as one
of its longtime clients. In March
2016, Cooley advised Founders
Fund on its sixth funding round
worth $1.3 billion. OpenAl was
a portfolio company of Found-
ers Fund.

In November 2021, Cooley
advised clean energy company
Helion on a $500 million Series
E investment round, led by Alt-
man. Similarly, Cooley advised
venture fund Align Ventures in
a $675 million Series B round
in February 2024, and OpenAl
Startup Fund was one of the
contributors. » Page4
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Disgorgement Power,
SCOTUS Creates
Certainty, but That
Clarity May Not Last »2

DECISIONS OF INTEREST

First Department

LANDLORD-TENANT: Spouse wins
succession rights to Article V co-op
apartment. Mutual Redevelopment
Houses, Inc. v. Manyevitch, Civil Court,
New York.

CRIMINAL LAW: Discovery disputes
do not invalidate COC in forcible
touching case. People v. Terry, Crimi-
nal Court, New York.

Second Department

LITIGATION: Recording device
marked for identification belongs to
wife under Personal Property Law.
(Redacted) v. (Redacted), Supreme
Court, Kings.

PERSONAL INJURY: Defendant’s
serious-injury motion denied over
noncompliant physician affirma-
tions. Villegas v. Tseten, Supreme Court,
Queens.

PERSONAL INJURY: Anonymity grant-
ed to Doe plaintiffs in Mount Vernon
library workplace case. Doe v. Davis,
Supreme Court, Westchester.

TRUSTS & ESTATES: Attorney-client
privilege bars discovery of decedent’s
estate-planning records. Estate of

John A. Catapano, Surrogate’s Court,
Putnam.

U.S. Courts

CRIMINAL APPEALS: Prior domestic
assault conviction qualifies as predi-
cate offense under firearm ban. U.S.
v. Ross, 2d. Cir.

EXPERT WITNESSES: Expert'’s price
premium analysis excluded in Pedia-
Sure false advertising case. Noriega v.
Abbott Labs., SDNY.

EDUCATION LAW: Probable cause
defeats TLC drivers’ malicious pros-
ecution challenge. Son v. Touro Coll.
Of Dental Med., SDNY.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW: DOGE's lack of
statutory authority invalidates mass
termination of NEH grants. Am. Coun-
cil of Learned Societies v. Nat'l Endow-
ment for the Humanities, SDNY.

CIVIL PROCEDURE: Failure to obtain
required attorney general certifica-
tion defeats FSHCAA removal. Kelley
v. United Cerebral Palsy of Long Island,
EDNY.
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SCOTUS Places Curbs on Investor
Suits Against Investment Funds

BY ALYSSA AQUINO

THE U.S. Supreme Court ruled 6-3
that private parties cannot sue to
rescind contracts that violate the
Investment Company Act.

In a Thursday decision curbing
investor lawsuits against invest-
ment funds, the high court rejected
activist investor Saba Capital Man-
agement’s arguments that Section
47(b) implicitly created a private
right of action allowing it to sue a
group of hedge funds that moved
to limit its voting power.

The argument hinged on the
statute’s command that contracts
that violate the ICA are unenforce-
able and that “a court may not deny
rescission at the instance of any
party.”

But Justice Amy Coney Barrett,
writing on behalf of the majority,
said that language hadn’t created a

private right of action, as “the key
actor is ‘a court,’ not an individual.”

“Nothing in the text or struc-
ture of the ICA indicates that Con-
gress authorized private parties to
enforce virtually every provision in
the statute. For a cause of action to
exist, we would have to create it,”
according to the decision.

“Having ‘sworn off the habit’ of
implying private rights of action,
‘we will not accept [Saba’s] invita-
tion to have one last drink,” Bar-
rett wrote, quoting from the high
court’s 2002 decision, Alexander v.
Sandoval.

Barrett was joined by Chief Jus-
tice John Roberts Jr. and Justices
Clarence Thomas, Samuel Alito Jr.,
Neil Gorsuch and Brett Kavanaugh.

The court’s liberal wing had
dissented, with Justice Ketanji
Brown Jackson penning the pri-
mary dissent, which Justice Sonia
Sotomayor joined in full ~ » Page 9
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A storefront advertising cannabis sales in New York City.

Upstate NY Appellate Court Allows
Warrantless Searches of Hemp
Shops for Illicit Cannabis

BY BRIAN LEE

AN INTERMEDIATE New York State
appellate court on Thursday unani-
mously removed an impediment
that kept regulators and the New
York City Sheriff’s Office from
conducting warrantless searches
of licensed hemp retailers in order
to locate and seize illicit cannabis
products.

An Appellate Division, Third
Department panel issued a 5-0
decision—written by New York
State Supreme Court Justice Justin

Corcoran—that vacated a prelimi-
nary injunction that had blocked
the Office of Cannabis Management
and the city sheriff from conduct-
ing regulatory compliance inspec-
tions on business properties while
the underlying lawsuit was still
ongoing.

The Albany-based appellate
court ruled that a trial court
made a legal error by granting
the injunction because the gov-
ernment has a legal right to con-
tinue inspecting the businesses
to ensure compliance, and the
lower court was wrong  » Page6
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Former New York City Comptroller Brad Lander addressed the media outside
the Daniel Patrick Moynihan U.S. Courthouse Thursday June 11, flanked by
Sher Tremonte’s counsels Michael Bass, left, and Eleuthera Sa.

After Refusing Plea Deal,
Brad Lander Acquitted of
Charges He Blocked
Elevator in NY ICE Facility

BY MARIANNA WHARRY

ANEW YORK federal judge acquit-
ted former New York City comp-
troller and current congressional
candidate Brad Lander Thursday
morning for charges alleging he
obstructed an elevator while pro-
testing with nearly a dozen other
elected officials on the tenth floor
of 26 Federal Plaza last September.

U.S. Magistrate Judge Henry J.
Ricardo for the Southern District
of New York found that the govern-
ment did not meet its burden to
show Lander willfully and knowing-
ly obstructed the elevator or sat in

the elevator lobby with the intent
to disrupt. The court said Lander’s
testimony and video evidence of
the event instead indicated Lander
“seemed tired or resigned” from the
day’s events rather than willingly
sitting in front of the elevator. Video
evidence also showed Lander was
the final person to sit down in the
group, and Ricardo noted he was
compliant when federal officers
ordered him to stand.

“All we want at 26 Federal Plaza
is for everybody facing removal
proceedings by our government
to have the same access to the
rule of law as [ had at this trial
yesterday and today,”  » Page8

As Big Law Firms Mull Matching
Milbank, Elite Boutiques
Rush to Bump Associate Pay

BY ABIGAIL ADCOX

BIG LAW firms are usually among
the first to match their peers in
associate pay raises. But in the
latest round, more elite litigation
boutiques and midsize firms are
jumping to match associate pay
bumps.

At least half a dozen boutique
and midsize law firms have chosen
to match Milbank’s 2026 associ-
ate salary raises, while litigation-
focused Susman Godfrey, Holwell
Shuster & Goldberg and Kellogg,
Hansen, Todd, Figel & Frederick

have all said they will exceed that
scale. Meanwhile, two other bou-
tiques have handed out bonuses
to their associates.

Wilkinson Stekloff; Vartabedian
Katz Hester & Haynes; Seward &
Kissel; Hueston Hennigan; and
Elsberg Baker & Maruri are among
those matching the Milbank scale,
according to memos viewed by Law.
com and firm leaders. Texas trial
firm Ahmad, Zavitsanos & Mensing
has matched the new market scale
set for years one through four and
then will rely on performance-based
compensation for more veteran
associates. » Page 6

Insurance Defense Law Firm’s Copy-Paste Filing Nearly Ends in Sanctions

BY RYAN HARROFF

A LAW firm that copied language
across documents in multiple client
cases was nearly sanctioned by a
New York state judge, who found
the identicality of the text was so
“glaring that they even include the
same typographical errors.”
“What is disturbing in the usage
of the identical content is that there
is no differentiation between cases
where there are multiple doctors
reporting their findings or where
there is only one doctor,” wrote
Brooklyn Justice Aaron Maslow,
in an opinion in late May, that

chastised a New York defense firm
Baker, McEvoy & Moskovits. The
firm filed an attorney affirmation
included a reference to a nonexis-
tent radiology report copied and
pasted from an affirmation in a
previous case.

The flub highlights a type of
error that is still common in some
legal filings, but is getting less
attention lately as the legal indus-
try focuses on avoiding artificial
intelligence hallucinations.

Baker McEvoy’s attorneys and
staff are employees of American Tran-
sit Insurance Company, the firm’s
website says. The firm was defending
Bronx resident Oliur Chowdhury in a

case brought
by New York
City man Ren-
so Benjamin
Feliz Ferreras
over a 2022
car crash
that injured
Ferreras.
The case
began in
2023 and settled in May, and the
court said that had the matter not
already been settled, Baker McE-
voy would be likely looking down
the barrel of some sanctions for its
use of “a template affirmation in
serious injury threshold summary

Justice Maslow

judgment motions,” which included
inaccurate statements about the
case at hand.

“It is to be expected that when
the same principles of law apply to
an issue which recurs in litigation,
there will be an identicality of con-
tent in presentations to the courts.
However, when one is dealing with
facts, use of identical statements is
replete with challenges,” Maslow
said. “What is standard must
become individualized.  » Page 9
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In MEMORIAM

Touro Law Dean Emeritus HOW&I’d A. Glickstein

CIVIL RIGHTS ICON.
LEGENDARY LEGAL EDUCATOR.
VISIONARY LEADER.

Touro University and its Jacob D. Fuchsberg Law Center deeply mourn

the passing of Dean Emeritus Howard A. Glickstein—a beloved educator,

cornerstone of our institution, and fierce champion for justice.

Before shaping the future of Touro Law, Howard lived the highest ideals of the

law on the national stage. As a staff attorney with the U.S. Department of

Justice’s Civil Rights Division, he helped draft the historic Civil Rights Act of
1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965, later serving as Staff Director of the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.

For 17 years as the Law Center’s third Dean, Howard brought that same

unwavering commitment to social justice and ethical obligation to Touro

Law. It was his groundbreaking vision that transformed Touro Law by

relocating the school to a unique law campus directly adjacent to both

a federal and a state courthouse—forging an unparalleled, hands-on

environment for legal education.

Beyond his monumental achievements, Howard will be

remembered for his expansive heart. An accomplished and deeply

compassionate leader, he saw potential in every student, believed

fiercely in their success, and remained a vital, active presence

at Touro Law Center until his final days.

His passion for social justice will ripple through courtrooms

and communities for generations to come.

May his memory be an eternal blessing.

TOURO

UNIVERSITY

To honor his enduring legacy, donations may be made to the Howard A. Glickstein Endowed Public Interest Fellowship Fund at tourolaw.edu/giving.
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Constitutional Questions
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Upholding SEC’s Disgorgement Power,
SCOTUS Creates Certainty, but That Clarity May Not Last

BY ALYSSA AQUINO

THE U.S. Supreme Court’s unani-
mous decision to maintain secu-
rities regulators’ disgorgement
powers represents a break from a
pattern of reining in administrative
authority and offers clarity on the
matter, attorneys said.

But there may be an opening
for those opposing disgorgement
orders from the Securities and
Exchange Commission within

Justice Clarence Thomas’ sepa-
rate opinion.

On June 4, the justices ruled
9-0 that the SEC could force white
collar defendants to pay back ill-
gotten gains, even in cases where
regulators cannot clearly identify
a victim or quantify their exact
financial harm.

The decision, according to mul-
tiple white collar attorneys, does
much to increase certainty in how
to represent clients subject to an
SEC enforcement action. But the

unanimous decision is narrow and
experts predict that those critical
of how the SEC wields its disgorge-
ment powers will take another
crack at the high court, especially
in light of Thomas challenging the
basis of the court decision.

“The concurrence opens the
door for more litigation and at least
indicates the court’s willingness
to hear the related issues that the
court did not decide,” said Kiersten
Fletcher, a partner at Cahill, Gordon
&Reindel and a former prosecutor

at the U.S. Attorney’s Office for the
Southern District of New York.

The unanimous decision, signed
by Justice Neil Gorsuch, states that
under the principles of equitable
relief, the SEC does not need to
prove financial harm to seek dis-
gorgement, as the remedy is meant
to force a defendant to give unlaw-
fully obtained profits to the victim
whose interests the defendant
invaded.

But Thomas wrote that the
court “assumes with-  » Page8

The decision increases certainty for attorneys representing clients in SEC
enforcement actions. However, experts believe its narrow focus will prompt
critics of the SEC's disgorgement powers to challenge the ruling in the future.

Transportation Companies Face New Risks After Supreme
Court Limits Arbitration for ‘Last Mile’ Drivers

BY BRENDAN PIERSON

THE U.S. Supreme Court’s recent
ruling that drivers who do not
cross state lines cannot be forced
to arbitrate employment disputes
under federal law means that trans-
portation companies face a higher
risk of class actions, and will need
to rethink their arbitration strate-
gies, attorneys say.

The court’s late May ruling sided
with Angelo Brock, a delivery driv-
er seeking to bring a class action
against Wonder Bread maker Flow-
ers Foods for allegedly violating
Colorado and federal labor laws.
Flowers argued that Brock was

More lawsuits are now likely, but companies can take steps to reduce risk.

JAO0.LS Id0av

bound by an arbitration agree-
ment, which it said was enforceable
under the Federal Arbitration Act.

Justice Neil Gorsuch, writing
for the unanimous court, found
that Brock could qualify for an
exemption to the FAA for workers
engaged in interstate commerce
even though he was a “last mile”
driver who did not personally cross
state lines or interact with vehicles
that did.

“At least sometimes,” Gor-
such wrote, driving the last leg
of an interstate trip was enough
to qualify for the exemption. The
ruling affirmed a district judge and
the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals,
which had declined to enforce the

arbitration agreement and dismiss
the lawsuit.

Laura Devane, co-chair of Littler
Mendelson’s arbitration group, not-
ed that while the court had clarified
that there is no bright line rule that
a driver must cross state lines or
interact with vehicles that do to
qualify for the exemption, it did not
provide any further detail about
the facts needed to establish that
a driver is involved in interstate
commerce.

“While it answered a legal ques-
tion, it left open a factual question,”
she said, adding that the Supreme
Court would likely have to address
the issue again in the future. For
example, she said, it is not clear
whether a worker sorting or pack-
aging goods for interstate shipment
is involved in interstate commerce
for the purpose of the exemption.

Gerald Maatman, chief of Duane
Morris’s class action defense prac-
tice, agreed, saying that transporta-

tion companies should “expect the
unexpected.”

“The area is in flux,” he said.
“There are going to be more deci-
sions, because there are some gray
areas about what’s direct work,
what’s active involvement.”

In the meantime, Maatman said,
there will likely be more lawsuits
challenging arbitration agreements.

“The plaintiffs’ bar knows that
this is an area where they can get
around arbitration agreements
with class action waivers and liti-
gate large cases with large numbers
of workers,” he said. In the wake of
the Supreme Court’s ruling, he said,
e-commerce and logistics compa-
nies are “going to be targeted more
than they ever were before,” adding
that he has already seen an uptick
in demand letters from plaintiffs’
attorneys.

Attorneys say there are some
steps companies can take now to
reduce their risk. One,  » Page8
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Expert Analysis

Expert Analysis

EASTERN DISTRICT ROUNDUP

Rulings: Dismissals and Denials in
Employment, Criminal and Civil Cases

n Koenig v. Celitech Inc., 26 CV

90 (EDNY, Apr. 21, 2026), Judge

Cogan held that plaintiff failed

to state a claim of gender dis-

crimination against her former
employer, Celitech, and that per-
sonal jurisdiction over Celitech’s
Chief Commercial Officer (CCO)
was lacking for purposes of a for-
eign tort claim.

Plaintiff Lauren Koenig asserted
(a) an assault claim against Celi-
tech’s COO under Portuguese law;
and (b) claims against Celitech
under the New York State Human
Rights Law and the New York City
Human Rights Law (NYCHRL),
and for negligent supervision
and retention under the common
law. While the complaint alleged
gender discrimination, it raised no
federal claims.

The assault claim arose from
an incident where the CCO alleg-
edly struck plaintiff during a busi-
ness trip in Portugal. There was
no general jurisdiction over the
CCO because he was not a New
York resident, was not served in
New York, and did not consent to
jurisdiction.

Plaintiff’s allegations of other
offensive actions by the CCO in
New York were insufficient to
establish specific jurisdiction
over him because “she fails to
connect that conduct to her only
claim against him, i.e., his alleged
tort in Portugal,” and the result-
ing injuries alleged in the com-
plaint were “downstream conse-
quences” insufficient to establish
jurisdiction for a foreign tort
under Atlantica Holdings, Inc. v.
Sovereign Wealth Fund, 813 F.3d 98,
113 (2d Cir. 2016).

Plaintiff failed to state a claim
against Celitech under the Human
Rights Laws because she “alleges
nothing supporting her contention
that her termination was partially
due to gender discrimination.”

THOMAS KISSANE, a partner at Schlam
Stone & Dolan, clerked for the late
Charles L. Brieant, Chief Judge of the
Southern District. JOHN MOORE, a
partner at the firm, clerked for Judges
Edward R. Korman of the Eastern District
and Stanley Marcus of the 11th Circuit.

THE

BLAIKIE

By And
Thomas John
Kissane Moore

While plaintiff alleged that she
was the only female executive at
Celitech, “it is well settled that sole
membership in a protected class
does not make every disagreeable
employment decision an act of dis-
crimination.”

Plaintiff’s allegation that Celi-
tech’s Chief Executive Officer
reacted negatively to her taking
leave of a kind freely permitted

The bank and wire fraud
claims were dismissed
because neither of the
applicable statutes,

18 U.S.C. §1343 and

18 U.S.C. §1344, includes
a private right of action.

to her male colleagues was likely
insufficient because the NYCHRL
is not a ‘general civility code.””
Quoting Milhalik v. Credit Agricole
Cheuvreux N. Am, Inc., 715 F.3d 102,
110 (2d Cir. 2013).

“In any event, the complaint did
not allege that plaintiff was termi-
nated because she took leave, but
rather “because she complained
about being ‘bombarded’ with
work requests while she was on
leave,” and “firing an employee
for trying to set work-life bound-
aries is just ‘poor management[,]
not discrimination.”” Quoting
Hardial v. Emblemhealth, Inc.,
No. 14-cv-4968, 2016 WL 3693750,
at *13 (E.D.N.Y. July 7, 2016), and
collecting cases.

The complaint’s allegations
of verbal abuse, intimidation,
and physical aggression failed
to state a hostile work environ-
ment claim for three reasons.

First, the allegations of verbal
abuse did not identify the state-
ments made. Second, the allega-
tions of offensive conduct were
deficient because “the law does
‘not authorize a hostile work envi-
ronment claim for conduct that
was merely offensive’”. Quoting
Fitzgerald v. Henderson, 251 F.3d
345, 356-57 (2d Cir. 2001). Third, as
to both words and conduct, “[p]
laintiff alleges nothing suggest-
ing that [it] occurred because
of plaintiff’s gender, other than
the mere fact that plaintiff is a
woman.”

Finally, the complaint’s attempt
to hold Celitech responsible for
its CCO’s alleged assault in Portu-
gal based on a claim of negligent
supervision or retention was a
negligence claim under Portuguese
law, and “‘the exclusive remedy
for negligence claims against an
employer’ is ‘the New York Work-
ers’ Compensation law.””

Cogan rejected plaintiff’s argu-
ment that the Workers’ Compensa-
tion law’s restriction on negligence
claims did not apply because
Celitech’s failure to supervise
enabled its CCO to commit the
intentional tort of assault. The
complaint did not allege that the
CCO committed the tort at Celi-
tech’s direction but rather that it
resulted from a failure of super-
vision, which plainly described
negligence.

Motion to Suppress Denied

In United States v. Flowers, 24
CR 458 (EDNY, Apr. 16, 2026),
Judge Block denied defendant’s
motion to suppress the fruits of
two search warrants, concluding
that errors in the warrant applica-
tions did not render the warrants
improper.

Defendant was charged with
securities fraud, wire fraud, and
money laundering arising from
his management of a hedge fund.
Following that indictment, two
warrants were authorized and
executed, one for a vacation home
in Arizona and one for an apart-
ment in Nevada.

The Arizona warrant authorized
a search for evidence, » Page”

CRIMINAL LAW

The Grand Jury Is Not a Tool
For Public Shaming

hen an official in the

Department of Jus-

tice’s “Weaponization

Group” declared last

May that people who
could not be charged should still
be named and shamed, the com-
ment struck at a core principle of
grand jury secrecy. The DOJ offi-
cial put it bluntly: “If [individuals
under criminal investigation] can
be charged, we'll charge them, but
if they can’t be charged, we will
name them, and in a culture that
respects shame, they should be
people that are ashamed. That’s
the way things work.”

Like many former prosecutors, |
thought: That’s about the opposite
of how things work, particularly
when the grand jury is used for
the investigation.

Nonetheless, at the same time,
we were representing a group of
Catholic clerics whose names were
temporarily redacted in a report
about child sexual abuse written
by the Office of the Attorney Gen-
eral of Maryland (OAG). The OAG
wrote the report after a long grand
jury investigation resulted in no
indictments. None of our clients
were accused of child abuse, but
the report intimated they had not
done enough to stop it.

The point of the report was to
name and shame individuals who
would not be charged. Our effort
to prevent this “public account-
ing,” as the OAG more delicately
described it, was working its way
through Maryland’s appellate sys-
tem when the DOJ official made
his pronouncements. Would Mary-
land’s judiciary endorse “naming
and shaming” as a legitimate
exception to grand jury secrecy?

The OAG’s 450-page report
described a history of child sexual
abuse dating back some 80 years
by individuals associated with the
Archdiocese of Baltimore (the old-
est diocese in the United States).

GREGG L. BERNSTEIN is a partner at
Zuckerman Spaeder, where he litigates
criminal and civil matters in Maryland
and across the country. He is a former
federal prosecutor and elected State’s
Attorney for Baltimore City.

By
Gregg L.
Bernstein

Much of the report was derived
from evidence obtained through
subpoenas issued by a grand jury
investigating the allegations.
The report described alleged
instances of abuse by 156 named
priests and lay personnel, many
of whom had long since been
publicly identified as alleged (or
in some cases convicted) abus-
ers. But the report also identified
clergy and others in administra-
tive positions who, although not
accused of abuse, were alleged
to have participated in conceal-

We argued that public
shaming is never an
acceptable purpose
of releasing grand jury
information about
uncharged criminal
subjects.

ing the conduct and not taking
sufficient action to stop it.

As one might expect, our cli-
ents, to varying degrees, had a
very different view of their efforts
to prevent the abuse. But they had
no meaningful opportunity to
defend themselves against a public
report (as opposed to a charge) of
misconduct by the state’s highest
judicial officer.

Because the report relied on
grand jury information, however,
the OAG had to file a motion with
a Baltimore city court to authorize
release of the report under Mary-
land Rule 4642, an analog to Feder-
al Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e).
Several groups of individuals iden-
tified in the report, including our
clients, filed objections based on
longstanding principles of grand
jury secrecy. The court allowed
the OAG to release a redacted ver-
sion of the report that obscured

Contact us by phone or email at
info@blaikiegroup.com
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the objectors’ identifications while
we litigated the issue.

The trial court mostly agreed
with the OAG. In essence, the court
held that the public had a right to
know about clergy sexual abuse
and that the full story required
disclosure, which included nam-
ing our clients and others simi-
larly situated. The lower court
found that the public’s interest
in learning the full scope of the
abuse overrode the principles of
grand jury secrecy that normally
preclude a prosecutor from iden-
tifying uncharged individuals, a
principle under Maryland law
dating back at least to 1927.

After an intermediate stop at
the Appellate Court of Maryland
— which held that the trial court
needed to conduct a more individ-
ualized review before authorizing
release of the objectors’ identities,
but also that naming-and-shaming
uncharged criminal subjects was a
legitimate exception to grand jury
secrecy — the Maryland Supreme
Court agreed to hear the case.

We argued that public shaming
is never an acceptable purpose
of releasing grand jury informa-
tion about uncharged criminal
subjects. Federal Rule 6(e), for
instance, lists numerous excep-
tions to grand jury secrecy,
but public accountability for
uncharged subjects is not one
of them. On the contrary, one of
the core purposes of grand jury
secrecy is to protect uncharged
individuals from public sham-
ing without a fair opportunity to
rebut the allegations. As a result,
abedrock principle of prosecution
is that if the grand jury does not
indict, the prosecutor does not
stand in front of the public and
name names.

As noted by the Supreme Court
in its seminal 1979 opinion on
grand jury secrecy, Douglas Oil
Co. v. Petrol Stops Northwest, “[s]
ince the 17th century, grand jury
proceedings have been closed to
the public, and records of such
proceedings have been kept from
the public eye.” Indeed, “[t] he
rule of grand jury secrecy... is an
integral part of our criminal justice
system.” » Page 7
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COPA 2.0: Renewing Constitutional

Questions

he Community Opportunity
to Purchase Act (COPA),
reintroduced as Int. No.
905-A (COPA 2.0” or “Int.
0905-2026) is the most
ambitious municipal intervention
into private real property dispo-
sition in New York City’s history.
COPA 2.0 replicates COPA’s struc-
tured real property sale process
whereby owners of most multi-
family buildings are mandated
to first notify the New York City
Department of Housing Preserva-
tion and Development (HPD), and
then offer a right of first offer and a
right of first refusal (ROFR) to HPD-
certified “qualified entities” before
an owner can sell their property on
the open market. Like COPA, COPA
2.0’s stated purpose is to preserve
affordability, prevent displacement,
and stabilize distressed assets. Nat-
urally, the legislation continues to
spark considerable debate over its
constitutional soundness.
[Author’s Note: On Jan. 26,
2026, less than one week after the
authors published their New York
Law Journal article entitled “Can
COPA Pass Constitutional Muster?,”
Mayor Mamdani’s Law Department
raised serious constitutional con-
cerns over COPA and three days
later, the New York City Council
vetoed COPA, scuttling the legis-
lation. ]

Key Provisions of COPA 2.0

COPA 2.0 applies to Class A mul-
tiple dwellings with four or more
dwelling units that meet defined
criteria for physical distress at the
time of sale including, being sub-
ject to: HPD’s alternative enforce-
ment program for at least one year;
an in rem foreclosure action as a
distressed property; an order to
correct underlying conditions for
at least one year; annual daily aver-
age building violations equal to or
greater than three; denial of a cer-
tification of no harassment within
the preceding year; a building of
no more than 100 units subject to

MASSIMO F. D’ANGELO is a partner at
Blank Rome and co-chair of the firm’s
real estate industry group. WILLIAM M.
PEKARSKY is an associate at the firm.

By And
Massimo F. William M.
D’Angelo Pekarsky

an affordability restriction set to
expire within two years; or meet-
ing any other criteria as HPD may
establish by rule.

An owner intending to sell a cov-
ered property must first provide
notice to HPD and to all qualified
entities listed on HPD’s website.
Following that notice, qualified
entities have 20 calendar days
to submit a statement of interest
in exercising a right of first offer

Whether courts view
COPA 2.0 as a legitimate
housing-preservation tool
or an unconstitutional
restraint on property rights
remains an open question.

to purchase the covered prop-
erty. Within five calendar days of
receiving a statement of interest,
the owner must provide detailed
financial and operational informa-
tion about the property, including
the current rent roll, income and
expense reports, outstanding mort-
gage information, open violations,
pending legal actions, findings of
tenant harassment, pricing terms
of any open offer to purchase the
property, and any other informa-
tion HPD may require.

Qualified entities that submit
a statement of interest thereafter
have 70 calendar days from the end
of the statement-of-interest period
to submit a bona fide offer to pur-
chase the covered property. During
this period, the owner may not take
any action to sell the property to a
person other than a qualified entity.

If the owner rejects all qualified
entity offers and later receives a
third-party offer (an “offer subject

to match”) that the owner intends
to accept within one year, the first
qualified entity that submitted a
bona fide offer to purchase has a
15-day ROFR to match the third-
party offer at the identical price,
terms, and conditions. After a quali-
fied entity exercises its ROFR, the
owner is compelled to proceed
with the sale, and the qualified
entity is compelled to buy.

COPA 2.0 imposes substantial
civil penalties for noncompliance:
an owner who sells a covered
property without submitting the
required notice of intent to sell is
subject to a civil penalty of up to
15 percent of the sale price. The
law also creates a private right of
action allowing any qualified entity
to sue a noncompliant owner, with
the prevailing qualified entity enti-
tled to injunctive and declaratory
relief plus costs and reasonable
attorneys’ and expert witness fees.
HPD is vested with full rulemak-
ing authority to define qualifying
criteria, administer the registry
of qualified entities, and enforce
compliance.

Comparative Analysis:
COPA (Int. 902-A) vs.
COPA 2.0 (Int. 905-A)

COPA 2.0 contains several
material modifications from COPA
though the structural nucleus of
the legislation remains unchanged.

First, COPA 2.0 minimally com-
presses the statutory timelines.
The statement-of-interest win-
dow has only been reduced from
25 days to 20 calendar days, and
the right-of-first-offer period has
merely been shortened from 80
days to 70 calendar days. This
de minimis reduction appears
designed to address one of the
vetoed version’s principal consti-
tutional vulnerabilities: the atten-
dant procedural delays imposition
of excessive burdens on property
owners by extending the holding
period, thereby increasing carry-
ing costs.

Whether the reduction of
approximately 15 days in total
meaningfully mitigates this con-
cern is questionable. The total
process under COPA 2.0—subject
to further discretion-  » Page 7
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At this point, the deals con-
tained OpenAl to the margins,
but their significance led to Cool-
ey being ranked the second-most
prolific law firm venture capital
transactions for Al companies
and investors by PitchBook in
December 2024. Cooley was also
the second-most active VC firm
in 2024 and the first globally, per
Pitchbook—the firm’s corporate
demand that year was driven in
part by its Al deals.

Given how much money is
on the table here, many Big
Law firms have had dealings
with OpenAl at one point or
another, though, irrespective
of any work on this pending
[PO. OpenAl was valued at over
$700 billion as of its last funding
round, making it the country’s
most valuable private company
at the time.

This includes Quinn Eman-
uel Urquhart & Sullivan, which
backed OpenAl in an intellectual
property and trademark lawsuit
in California Northern District
Court in August 2023. This past
May, Latham & Watkins helped
OpenAl secure a $4 billion credit
line following its $6.6 billion fund-
ing round last October.

Morrison & Foerster has
close ties to OpenAl, given that
it represented Softbank across
the table during Softbank’s $40
billion investment into the Al
company last March, but is not
working on the OpenAl public
offering, according to a source
familiar.

Patrick Smith contributed to
this report.

—Samson Amore

Latham, Skadden,
Paul Weiss, DLA Piper
Make Lateral Hires in DC

More than half a dozen Am Law
200 law firms have made lateral
partner or counsel hires so far
this month in the Washington,
D.C. market.

Latham & Watkins; Skadden,
Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom;
Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton &
Garrison; Gibson Dunn & Crutch-
er; Arnall Golden Gregory; Trout-
man Pepper Locke; and DLA
Piper have all announced new

hires within their international
dispute resolution, regulatory,
tax, government contracts and
national security practices.

Latham & Watkins announced
Wednesday that it has hired Cate
Behles as counsel in its Commit-
tee on Foreign Investment in the
United States (CFIUS) & U.S.
national security practice in D.C.

Behles most recently served
as senior counsel and CFIUS co-
lead counsel at the Treasury
Department. Behles advises cli-
ents on complex foreign invest-
ment reviews, national security
regulatory matters and cross-
border transactions.

“[Behles] is the fifth former
government lawyer in the past
16 months to join our premier
CFIUS & U.S. national security
and economic sanctions and
export controls practices, and
her hire underscores our team'’s
continued growth to match
strong demand,” said Damara
Chambers, a Latham partner
who co-leads the firm’s CFIUS &
US national security practice, in
a statement.

Meanwhile, Skadden has hired
Monica Freas as a partner in its
financial institutions regulatory
group in D.C. Freas joins from the
Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, where she most recent-
ly served as acting senior deputy
comptroller for regional and mid-
size financial institutions.

“[Freas’] extensive experi-
ence in banking supervision
and enforcement will be a tre-
mendous asset to our clients,
particularly for fintechs and
digital assets firms obtaining
bank charters and undergo-
ing stringent regulatory exams
for the first time,” said Mark
Chorazak, head of Skadden’s
financial institutions regulatory
group, in a statement.

Paul Weiss also brought on a
new partner in D.C. Daniel Zygiel-
baum joined its tax department
from Gibson Dunn & Crutcher.
Zygielbaum advises investment
funds, private equity sponsors,
asset managers and other pub-
lic and private companies on tax
planning matters and the tax
aspects of transactions.

For its part, Gibson Dunn
on Monday hired partner Matt

Owen in its litigation and con-
gressional investigations prac-
tice groups from Kirkland &
Ellis, where he had worked as
a partner since late 2018. His
practice involves civil litigation
in matters including antitrust
and constitutional law, as well
as white collar and congressio-
nal investigations.

Also in D.C., Arnall Golden
Gregory has brought on Diana
Tsutieva and Mark Clodfelter
as partner and senior counsel,
respectively. Tsutieva, who joins
from her own law practice, will
chair Arnall Golden Gregory’s
international dispute resolution
practice.

Clodfelter, who joins Arnall
Golden Gregory from Foley &
Lardner, focuses on international
commercial disputes, including
before the International Centre
for Settlement of Investment Dis-
putes, the International Criminal
Court, and the Permanent Court
of Arbitration (PCA), among oth-
er venues.

Ben Cheatham joined Trout-
man Pepper Locke as a partner
in its tax and benefits practice
group from McDermott Will &
Schulte. Cheatham advises cli-
ents on energy projects, from
financing and development
through operation, acquisition
and disposition.

Jim Earle, leader of Troutman
Pepper Locke’s tax and benefits
practice group, said in a state-
ment that Cheatham’s experi-
ence will be “crucial to clients
facing complex tax issues in the
renewables space.”

DLA Piper hired Travis Mull-
laney as a partner in its govern-
ment contracts practice from
ArentFox Schiff in D.C. Mullaney
focuses his practice on M&A due
diligence for transactions involv-
ing government contractors.

Outside of D.C., Wilmer Cut-
ler Pickering Hale and Dorr hired
Suneeta Hazra as a partner in
its government and regulatory
litigation group from Arnold &
Porter Kaye Scholer in Denver.
Hazra previously worked at the
U.S. Attorney’s Office for the Dis-
trict of Colorado, where at one
point she served as chief of the
criminal division.

—Abigail Adcox

Questions? Tips? Contact our news desk: editorialnylj@alm.com
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What the Market Makes of the Associate Pay
Discrepancy at Hogan Lovells Cadwalader

BY OSCAR GLYN

LAST WEEK, Law.com broke the
news that Cadwalader, Wicker-
sham & Taft associates in London
would remain on their current
pay scale after the firm’s merger
with Hogan Lovells, making them
around 15% better paid than their
Hogan Lovells colleagues.

Once the merger completes on
July 1, creating a firm with esti-
mated revenues of $3.9 billion,
the pay disparity among associates
will become apparent at NQ level;
London Cadwalader NQs will take
home at least £170,000 per year,
while those from the Hogan Lovells
side will retain their $145,000 rate,
sources said.

The story is different in the
U.S., where both firms set salaries
according to the ‘Cravath scale’,
an industry benchmark which
was historically pioneered by elite
Manhattan firm Cravath Swaine &
Moore. In recent years, Milbank has
been leading the charge on pay,
most recently raising NQ salaries
to $235,000.

When firms merge, plenty of
attention is given to partner com-
pensation given the need to secure
partnership approval. But the pay
disparity issue has led several indus-
try figures and insiders to question
whether associate pay is simply an
afterthought in merger discussions,
and how this could lead to greater
challenges for the merged firm.

Fix Things

In April, the merger was voted
through with an approval rating of
over 95%, paving the way for the
creation of a 3,100 lawyer firm.
The top line figures are impres-
sive, but the internal mechanics
can be complex, with some com-
mentators noting that, in merger
discussions, partner satisfaction is
prioritised over associates.

Partnership lawyer Corinne
Staves at CM Murray said the
merged firm will have a period of

Time might be a healer, but
the pay disparity has still got the
market asking questions about the
related consequences.

discrepancy, noting a standard
time frame of around two years,
but warned that any longer would
give the impression of prolonged

legal search and recruiting at Major
Lindsey and Africa, asked: “How
is the firm going to recruit when
they have people have different

time where they can resolve the  disunity. Brent Harris, vice president of pay scales? How will  » Pages
| Weiss, Kirkland, Si Thach d
Paul Weiss, Kirkland, Simpson Thacher an
Quinn Emanuel Lead UK RPL Rankings
BY MELINA BLOCK Top 50 UK Law Firms Ranked by Revenue per Lawyer
A QUARTET of U.S.-based law firms
dominates the rankings of the legal Rank Firm Name 2025 UK Revenue | 2025 UK Lawyer | 2024 2025 %
institutions with the highest rev- (2026) Final (£) Headcount RPL RPL Change
enue per lawyer in the UK., accord- 1 Paul Weiss Rifkind Wharton | £426,634,161 211 £1,980,502 | £2,021,963 | 2.1%
ing to the latest in-depth research & Garrison
by Law.com. T e e Kt R
2 Kirkland & Ell £914,216,060 509 £1,657,512 | £1,796,102 | 8.4%

Paul Weiss Rifkind Wharton ... reand &=l S e OO 2 | ENO2 202 B0 I0 O
& Garrison, Kirkland & Ellis, 3 Simpson Thacher & Bartlett | £520,000,000 299 £1,767,717 | £1,739,130 | -1.6%
Simpson Thacher & Bartlett and 4 Quinn Emanuel Urquhart | £208,355,091 123 - £1,693,944 | -
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sulli- & Sullivan
van all have UK. RPL of $1.69 mil- - Mlb ‘‘‘‘‘ e
lion or more, comfortably ahead iy A e AR NS N2t alses-Sacm mlom
of their closest competitors, 6 Paul Hastings £207,527,046 151 - £1,374,351 | -
glr':l‘ft all of which are U.S-based |8 Skadden, Arps, Slate, £342,831,022 260 £1,172,283 | £1,318,581 | 12.5%

. M her & Fl

The rankings—based on the eager ......... om .................................................................................................................................................................................
table of the largest law firms by 8 Latham & Watkins £811,048,834 619 £1,349,076 | £1,310,257 | -2.9%
purely UK. revenue, which was g Cleary Gottlieb Steen £190,461,679 151 £1,333,998 | £1,261,336 | -5.4%
then reordered by RPL—were

compiled via a mixture of firm-
provided data, publicly available
information and Law.com Compass
estimates. It shows numbers from
the 2024-25 UK. financial year for
UK. firms and the 2025 calendar
year for U.S. firms.

Of the 18 law firms that have
managed revenue per lawyer of §£1
million or more, 14 are U.S.-based
institutions.

The RPL metric—calculated
by dividing gross revenue by the
number of total lawyers—offers an
insight into a law firm’s fee rates,
the value and complexity of its
work and its utilisation rate.

The highest-ranked firms are
particularly strong in some of
the highest-valued work, with
Paul Weiss, Kirkland and Simp-
son Thacher focused mostly on
private capital in the U.K., and
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan
specialising in litigation. Many U.S.
firms do not run full-service opera-
tions in London, focusing their
offices on only the most profitable
practice areas.

Comparatively high billing rates
in the U.S. also make it hard for
even the most profitable UK. firms
to compete on RPL. One partner
at a major firm pointed out that
focusing on premium work allowed
such firms to avoid being tied
down to panel terms and rates by
clients.

The highest-ranked U.K. firm
on the list is A&O Shearman at
number nine with RPL of §1.2 mil-
lion—shooting up the ranks from
legacy Allen & Overy’s 21st place
last year.

It is not until just under a third
of the way down the ranking that
some of the UK.’s big-  » Pages
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Partners will appear before a parliamentary inquiry into allegations that
KPMG misused confidential client information to win audit work, as prior

investigations are being reviewed.

Ashurst and Australian
Firm Allens to Testify
At Official Inquiry
Into KPMG Scandal

BY CHRISTOPHER NIESCHE

PARTNERS from Ashurst and top-
tier Australian firm Allens have
been called to appear before a
parliamentary inquiry that is
examining allegations that the
accounting giant KPMG improp-
erly used confidential client data
to help it win audit engagements.

At the request of KPMG, both
firms participated in investiga-
tions into allegations made by
a whistleblower in the last two
years. Allens is continuing its
probe into additional allegations.

The role played by both firms
will now be scrutinized by the
Parliamentary Joint Committee
on Corporations and Financial
Services.

“Ashurst is assisting the Par-
liamentary Joint Committee on
Corporations and Financial Ser-
vices with its inquiry. Given the
ongoing parliamentary process,
it would not be appropriate to
comment further at this time,”
an Ashurst spokesperson told
Law.com.

Allens also declined to com-
ment.

KPMG has been accused of
taking confidential information
gained through engagements at
some of Australia’s largest pub-
licly listed companies and using
the information to win audit work
worth tens of millions of dollars
at those companies or at other
major companies.

Ashurst partner Lea Constan-
tine, who advises on health and
safety and employment law and
leads the firm’s national safety
team, and Ashurst employment
partner Jane Harvey, will be
called as witnesses to the inqui-
ry, according to an official list.
Constantine, a 23-year veteran

at Ashurst, is also a member of
the firm’s global executive team.

Ross Drinnan, head of the dis-
putes & investigations practice
at Allens, and Christopher Ker-
rigan, a partner specializing in
corporate criminal and regulatory
investigations, will also be called,
as will Allens managing partner
Richard Spurio.

Executives, former executives
and board members from KPMG
and regulators from the Austra-
lian Securities and Investments
Commission have also been
called to give evidence. The scan-
dal has led to the resignation of
KPMG Australia’s CEO, Andrew
Yates and the head of its audit
and assurance division, Julian
McPherson,

KMPG is the second of the
Big Four accounting giants to be
caught up in a scandal involving
the misuse of client information.
In 2023, PwC Australia’s tax staff
were caught advising the govern-
ment on new tax laws and then
using the information to tip off
corporate clients about upcom-
ing changes. The scandal led to a
fire sale of PwC'’s consulting arm,
which sold to private equity firm
Allegro Funds for just A$1. It also
resulted in the defection of many
PwC accounting and legal staff.

Two years ago, a whistle-
blower at KPMG raised concerns
inside the accounting firm about
misconduct relating to audit inde-
pendence, misuse of confidential
information and tender integrity
failures.

“The matters concern audit
independence failures, misuse
of confidential client information,
corruption of ASX audit tender
processes, knowingly mislead-
ing a Senate inquiry, genera-
tive Al exam cheating following
prior remediation  » Pageé

Covington Boosts
UK Competition Litigation
Practice With Cooley Hire

BY BETHAN JOHN

COVINGTON & Burling has bol-
stered its competition litigation
team in London with the hire of
Mark Simpson as a partner from
Cooley.

Simpson, who joined on Mon-
day, told Law.com’s sister publica-
tion Global Competition Review
that Covington is now one of the
elite antitrust litigation practices
in London.

He noted the firm’s established
team of “fantastic” antitrust litiga-
tors working alongside the com-
petition team in several jurisdic-
tions, including London, Brussels
and Washington, DC.

Covington is particularly
strong in life sciences and tech-
nology sectors, Simpson said, not-
ing these markets are increasingly
giving rise to challenges before
the courts, from class actions to
B2B litigation.

“I'm just so glad and privileged
to be able to bring my experience,
to be added to that team, to do
the best we can for our clients as
they continue to have to grapple
with regulatory-driven conten-
tious issues,” he said.

Louise Freeman, partner and
co-chair of Covington’s EMEA
litigation practice group, noted
that Simpson case work “spans
antitrust litigation, class actions,
investigations, regulatory appeals
— the full gamut.”

She confirmed there is “cer-
tainly” potential to further grow
the firm’s London competition liti-

Mark Simpson handles antitrust
litigation, class actions, investiga-
tions and regulatory appeals.

gation practice due to the amount
of activity in the U.K. and the EU.

“We only grow where it’s help-
ful for our clients,” Freeman said.
“We think this is an area where,
unfortunately, they will need fur-
ther support in the coming years,
so watch this space.”

Simpson joined Cooley in 2024
from Norton Rose Fulbright,
where he spent 15 years. He was
promoted to partner at the latter
firm in 2014 and went on to head
its London antitrust practice.

While at Cooley, Simpson
defended PayPoint in a stand-
alone abuse of dominance claim
before the U.K.’s Competition
Appeal Tribunal, which saw the
court slash the damages figure
claimed by 99% last month.

Additionally, BMW instructed
the lawyer in its bid to curtail
requests for information from
the U.K.’s Competition and Mar-
kets Authority, stemming from
the agency’s antitrust probe into
end-of-life vehicles.

Ajoint ruling from the CAT and
the High Court of Eng-  » Pages
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Bump Pay

« Continued from page 1

For their part, Dunn Isaacson
Rhee; Selendy Gay; as well as
Hueston Hennigan have confirmed
they are handing out bonuses to
their associates.

For those matching Milbank on
salary, the firms’ associate salary
scale will now start at $235,000 for
the class of 2025/2026, going up to
$455,000 for the class of 2018 and
earlier. Milbank first announced
the new associate salary scale
earlier this month.

Wilkinson Stekloff, Seward &
Kissel, Hueston Hennigan; Vart-
abedian Katz Hester & Haynes;
and Ahmad Zavitsanos say they
will raise associate salaries effec-
tive July 1, according to firm lead-
ers and firm memos.

“We continue to have the
privilege of representing an excep-
tional roster of clients, and our
success is a direct reflection of
the outstanding work our firm per-
forms every day,” partner Brian
Stekloff wrote in his firm’s memo.

New York-based firm Elsberg
Baker & Maruri said in its own firm
memo that the salary increases
would take effect July 15, and that
raises would apply to summer
associates on a pro-rated basis.

“We hire associates of the high-
est caliber whose superb work
has been central to delivering
exceptional outcomes for our cli-
ents and driving our firm'’s strong
performance. We're grateful for
their contributions and commit-
ted to recognizing and rewarding
them,” Elsberg Baker & Maruri
founding partner David Elsberg
said in a statement.

Going beyond that scale, Sus-
man Godfrey also announced
this week it is paying $240,000
for associates from the class of
2025, a $15,000 increase from the
current $225,000.

The new Susman Godfrey scale
also increased by $15,000 for the
next three levels, coming in at
$250,000 for the class of 2024,
$275,000 for the class of 2023, and
$325,000 for the class of 2022. Sus-
man Godfrey’s new salary scale

The associate salary
scale is as follows:

Class of 2025/2026: $235,000
Class of 2024: $245,000
Class of 2023: $270,000
Class of 2022: $320,000
Class of 2021: $385,000
Class of 2020: $410,000
Class of 2019: $440,000
Class of 2018: $455,000

increased by $30,000 for veteran
associates, paying $395,000 for
the class of 2021, $420,000 for the
class of 2020, and $450,000 for the
class of 2019.

Kellogg Hansen also announced
this week it will start out post-3L
associates at $240,000, a $15,000
increase from the current
$225,000.

The new Kellogg Hansen scale
will include a $15,000 increase
for associates in years 1-3, com-
ing in at $275,000 for first-year
associates, $325,000 for second-
year associates and $395,000 for
third-year associates. More senior
associates will see an increase of
$30,000, paying $420,000 for fourth-
year associates, $450,000 for fifth-
year associates, $465,000 for sixth-
year associates and $505,000 for
seventh-year associates.

Holwell Shuster & Goldberg
said this week it is paying
$240,000 to associates from the
class of 2025, up to $465,000 to
associates from the class of 2018,
according to a firm memo viewed
by Law.com. The firm said more
senior associates, as well as
counsel and other attorneys’
salaries will be determined on
an individualized basis.

So far, among other Am Law
100 firms, Quinn Emanuel, Kat-
ten Muchin Rosenman, and
McDermott Will & Schulte have
confirmed that they are matching
Milbank’s associate salary raise.
Recruiters and market observ-
ers expect other top Am Law 100
firms to match Milbank’s scale in
the coming weeks, Law.com has
reported.

Meanwhile, Hueston Hennigan,
which is based in New York and
California, also paid out bonuses
to associates ranging from $10,000
to $35,000, with an additional
bonus for associates tracking
to bill more than 2,000 hours, a
source familiar with the situation
confirmed to Law.com.

The source added that the
firm was “exceptionally busy”
with trial work, driving the firm
to offer “above and beyond the
market” bonuses

Dunn Issacson Rhee, which
has offices in Washington, D.C.,
New York and San Francisco,
handed out bonuses between
$10,000 to $25,000 to both its
associate and counsel ranks.
Associate and counsel “whose
matters have required truly
exceptional dedication and who
have had an outsized impact”
may also receive additional
awards, according to a memo
viewed by Law.com.

New York firm Selendy Gay
has also paid out bonuses up to
$25,000 to associates who were
on track to meet their billable
hour targets, a firm representa-
tive confirmed. And associates
whose matters “required excep-
tional level of intensity and com-
mitment” received additional
compensation.

The latest pay bump round
follows a trend of elite boutiques
matching, or in some cases sur-
passing, their Big Law peers in
doling out bonuses to associ-
ates.

Boutiques can be in a better
position to offer market bonuses,
as well as match compensation,
as they generally have fewer over-
head expenses, freeing up more
money to pay their associates. In
addition, the pool of associates
at each boutique is also much
smaller than that of a typical Big
Law firm.

Selendy Gay, for instance, has
around 60 associates, and Els-
berg Baker Maruri has around
20 associates, according to their
websites.

I
@| Abigail Adcox can be reached at abi-
gail.adcox@alm.com.

Hemp Shops

« Continued from page 1
to stop them before the case was
fully resolved.

State Supreme Court Justice
Thomas Marcelle had granted the
preliminary injunction in January
2025, finding at that time that the
state OCM and the New York City
Sheriff’s Office overstepped 4th
Amendment constitutional bound-
aries by raiding the licensed hemp
shops without judicial warrants.

The Third Department vacated
the order because it said the peti-
tioners failed the third prong of
the Burger test, and argued incor-
rectly about the applicability of
their OCM hemp license.

Originating from a landmark
Supreme Court decision cap-
tioned New York v. Burger, the
Burger test governs when police

or regulatory agencies can con-
duct a warrantless search of a
closely regulated business. The
third prong requires that the
statute authorizing the inspec-
tion must provide a constitu-
tionally adequate substitute for
a warrant.

Jeffrey Hoffman, a noted New
York City-based cannabis attor-
ney who advocates for a regulated
market, told Law.com he agreed
with the appellate court, and sug-
gested its reasoning would be dif-
ficult to overcome if the case is
heard by the state’s top court, the
New York Court of Appeals.

Hoffman highlighted the impor-
tance of adhering to a regulated
market for cannabis, similar to
alcohol regulations, to avoid
reverting to past practices of
arrests and incarcerations.

“These are smoke shops that
are saying you shouldn’t be able

to inspect us, even if we're illegally
selling cannabis that we should
have gotten a full on cannabis
license for,” Hoffman said. “ don’t
want us to go back to where we
were before, and society has now
given us the opportunity to have
a regulated market in this prod-
uct, just like we have a regulated
market in alcohol.”

“While [ am absolutely an advo-
cate, | think we have to say that
society has now given us this
opportunity to do this in the light,
and we need to take it,” he added.

The state attorney general’s
office and the city’s corporation
counsel argued the case on April
29. A private practitioner, Robert
M. Marx of Long Island represents
the business petitioner, five
licensed hemp retailers.

!
@’ Brian Lee can be reached at brian.lee@
alm.com. X: @bleereporter

Judicial Ethics

—nnenn—

Opinions From the Advisory Committee on Judicial Ethics

The Advisory Committee on Judicial
Ethics responds to written inquiries
from New York state’s approximately
3,600 judges and justices, as well as
hundreds of judicial hearing officers,
support magistrates, court attorney-
referees, and judicial candidates
(both judges and non-judges seeking
election to judicial office). The com-
mittee interprets the Rules Govern-
ing Judicial Conduct (22 NYCRR Part
100) and, to the extent applicable,
the Code of Judicial Conduct. The
committee consists of 28 current and
retired judges, and is co-chaired by
the Honorable Debra L. Givens, a
Justice of the supreme court in Erie
County, and the Honorable Lillian
Wan, an associate justice of the
appellate division, second depart-
ment.

—nnenm—

Town Justice
Disqualified in Certain
Matters Involving
First Cousin
On Town Board

Opinion: 25-187

Digest: A town justice whose
first cousin serves on the town
board is: (1) disqualified, subject
to remittal, in proceedings where
the town is a party or where the
cousin is likely to be a material wit-
ness and (2) disqualified, without
the possibility of remittal, in mat-
ters where the cousin is a party.

Rules: Judiciary Law §§ 14;
212(2)(1D); 22 NYCRR 100.2; 100.2(A);
100.2(B); 100.3(E)(1); 100.3(E)(1)
(d)(@-(ii); 100.3(E)(1)(e); 100.3(F);
101.1; Opinions 21-101; 21-22(A);
19-92; 17-118; 10-146.

Opinion: A town justice’s first
cousin by blood or marriage (i.e.
a fourth-degree relative) was
recently elected to the town board
which sets the judge’s salary and
the court’s budget. The judge asks
what concerns this may raise as a
matter of judicial ethics. The judge

also requests guidance about the
cousin’s ethical obligations when
court-related matters are discussed
at board meetings or executive ses-
sions.

A judge must always avoid even
the appearance of impropriety and
act in a manner that promotes
public confidence in the judi-
ciary’s integrity and impartiality
(see 22 NYCRR 100.2; 100.2[A]).
A judge must not allow family
relationships to influence his/her
judicial conduct or judgment (see
22 NYCRR 100.2[B]). Judges must
disqualify themselves in proceed-
ings where “the judge’s impartiality
might reasonably be questioned”
(22 NYCRR 100.3[E][1]), including
where specifically required by rule
or law. For example, disqualifica-
tion is required when the judge
knows that a relative within the
sixth degree by blood or marriage
“is an officer, director or trustee
of a party” (22 NYCRR 100.3[E][1]
[d][ii]) or when a relative within
the fourth degree “is likely to be a
material witness in the proceed-
ing” (22 NYCRR 100.3[E][1][e]),
although disqualification on this
basis is subject to remittal (see 22
NYCRR 100.3[F]). Disqualification
is also required when the judge
knows a relative within the sixth
degree by blood or marriage “is
a party to the proceeding” (22
NYCRR 100.3[E][1][d][i]; see also
Judiciary Law § 14), and remittal
is not permitted (see 22 NYCRR
100.3[F]).

Remittable Disqualification
Where Town is a Party or
Judge’s First Cousin is a
Witness

Here, because the judge’s first
cousin is a town board member,
the judge is disqualified, subject to
remittal, in any proceeding where
the town is a party (see Opinions
21-101; 19-92; 17-118; 22 NYCRR
100.3[E][1][d][ii]; 100.3[FD).

The judge must also disqualify
in a proceeding when the judge’s
first cousin is likely to be a material
witness (see Opinions 21-101; 19-92;
22 NYCRR 100.3[E][1][e]). Because

the relationship is beyond the sec-
ond degree, this disqualification is
subject to remittal (see 22 NYCRR
100.3[E][1][e]; 100.3[F]).

As areminder, remittal is a three-
step process. First, the judge must
fully disclose the basis for disquali-
fication on the record. Second,
without the judge’s participation,
the parties who have appeared and
not defaulted and (if represented)
their lawyers must all agree the
judge may preside. Third, the judge
must independently conclude he/
she can be impartial and be willing
to preside in the case. If all three
steps are satisfied, the judge may
accept remittal of disqualification
and must incorporate the parties’
and their attorneys’ agreement
in the record of the proceeding
(see Opinion 21-22[A]; 22 NYCRR
100.3[FD.

Non-Remittable
Disqualification Where
First Cousin is a Party

As always, the judge is disquali-
fied, without the possibility of
remittal, in any proceeding where
arelative within the sixth degree of
relationship is a party (see Opinion
19-92; 22 NYCRR 100.3[E][1][d][i];
100.3[F]; Judiciary Law § 14). This
includes a fourth-degree relative
by blood or marriage, such as a
first cousin.

Obligations of a Non-Judge

We can only provide guidance to
judges about the propriety of their
own conduct and therefore cannot
comment on any ethical obligations
the relative/town board member
may have (see generally Judiciary
Law § 212[2][1]; 22 NYCRR 101.1).

DECISIONS DATABASE

The Law Journal’s decision editors find and sum-
marize rulings by New York's federal and state
judges that help members of the bench and
bar stay on the cutting edge. This decision and
many more are stored on our comprehensive,
searchable database at https://www.law.com/
newyorklawjournal/case-digests/
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Osborne Clarke

50 Clyde & Co

£392,000,000 1,458

£283,668 £268,861

Covington

« Continued from page 5
land and Wales in 2023 sided with
BMW and fellow target Volkswa-
gen, finding that the agency lacked
jurisdiction to request documents
from the carmakers’ German-based
parent companies—but the Court
of Appeal of England and Wales
overturned the judgment the fol-
lowing year.

Simpson has also represented
HSBC in litigation before both the

UK. and EU courts, including the
bank’s appeal against the Europe-
an Commission’s Euro Interbank
Offered Rate (Euribor) cartel deci-
sion.

Covington now has four competi-
tion partners in the UK., five in the
EU and 32 globally.

i
@‘ Bethan John can be reached at
Bethan.John@GlobalDataReview.com

Questions? Tips? Contact our news desk:
editorialnylj@alm.com

UK Rankings

« Continued from page 5

gest firms appear again, with Fresh-
fields dropping from 8th to 14th
place, despite growing its RPL by
2.8% to §1,160,559.

Elite independent U.K. firms
such as Slaughter and May and
Macfarlanes continue to rank
among the highest-performing
non-U.S. firms.

I
@ ‘ Melina Block can be reached at
melina.block@alm.com.

KPMG

« Continued from page 5

claims, a pre-disclosure pattern
of retaliation corroborated by a
senior KPMG partner, retaliation
against a protected whistleblower
following formal disclosure, use of
a deed of release as a suppression
instrument, controlled and con-
flicted investigative processes, and
international governance refusal to
intervene,” the whistleblower said
in a statement read in the Austra-
lian Parliament.

Australian Senator Deborah
O’Neill, who chairs the joint com-
mittee on corporations and finan-
cial services, revealed details of
the whistleblower’s allegations in
a speech to the Senate in March.

According to the whistleblow-
er, confidential board papers
from construction company
Lendlease were taken and cir-
culated internally within KPMG
and used to support pursuit of
major audit tenders, including at
major bank Westpac and property

developer and investor Dexus.

O’Neill also repeated allegations
that the audit tender process at
Westpac and Macquarie, another
major bank, were compromised by
former KPMG staff who had moved
to the banks and were involved in
the audit decision. KPMG won both
audit engagements.

KPMG launched an internal
investigation, which failed to sub-
stantiate the whistleblower’s alle-
gations. An external legal review
by Ashurst supported the internal
investigations.

Allens is now conducting anoth-
er investigation with new evidence
and expanded scope. That inves-
tigation is ongoing, and will con-
tinue to “challenge the conclusions
reached in prior investigations,”
KPMG said.

In Parliament, O’Neill quoted
the unnamed whistleblower say-
ing that adverse action was taken
against him, although whistleblow-
ers are protected by law, and his
disclosures were recharacterized
as a “workplace grievance.”

“In a situation all too familiar

to whistleblowers in these secre-
tive partnership providers of audit
and assurance, in Australia and
across the globe, this person found
themselves on the outer at work,
removed from regular duties. And
they eventually found themselves
headed out the door as part of a
highly convoluted HR process that
seemed to commence around the
same time as they started raising
their concerns about the behaviour
they had witnessed,” O’'Neill told
Parliament.

In a statement late last month,
KPMG Australia said its “treatment
of a whistleblower and investiga-
tion into their allegations fell short
of the firm’s expectations, those of
the whistleblower and the broader
community.”

“The initial internal investiga-
tion, that did not substantiate the
allegations raised by the whistle-
blower, was in hindsight not con-
ducted with the necessary rigour
required,” the company said.

I
@| Christopher Niesche can be reached at
christopher.niesche@alm.com.
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COPA
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ary extensions by HPD—from first
notice through the end of the ROFR
matching period, can still extend
well beyond 100 days, during which
the owner is prohibited from freely
selling their property to a ready,
willing, and able third party buyer.
COPA 2.0 also modifies the
extension mechanism for the right-
of-first-offer period. Under COPA,
the Commissioner could extend
the 80-day window “for good cause
shown.” Under COPA 2.0, exten-
sions of more than five calendar
days require a written application
from the qualified entity, includ-
ing an explanation of need, and
the Commissioner may not grant
more than one prior extension for
the same qualified entity.
While this limitation introduces
a modest procedural constraint
on HPD’s discretion, it does not
eliminate it, and, at the same time,
potentially opens the door for an
even longer period beyond 80 days,
exclusive of other discretionary
extensions requiring owners to
provide additional financial and
operational details concerning
the subject property.
Additionally, COPA 2.0 expands
the applicability criteria to include
triggers such as buildings with a
violation annual daily average
of three or more. COPA did not
include the specific violation daily
average threshold, and thus COPA
2.0’s expansion broadens the uni-
verse of covered properties.
While these changes reflect an
effort to tighten procedural con-
straints and narrow certain defini-
tions, they do not fundamentally
alter COPA’s core mechanism: the
mandatory imposition of an ROFR
on private property owners in favor
of government-designated private
parties. It is this mechanism that
raises the most serious constitu-
tional concerns.

Constitutional Analysis:
Forced Alienation and
Compelled Sale

Takings Clause:
Fifth Amendment Framework

The central constitutional
question presented by COPA 2.0
is whether its mandatory ROFR
mechanism—mandating prop-
erty owners to hold their prop-
erty available for purchase by
government-preferred buyers
and restricting their ability to sell
on the free market—constitutes a
taking of private property without
just compensation in violation of
the Fifth Amendment, as applied to
New York through the Fourteenth

Amendment of the US Constitution.

The analysis begins with the
foundational distinction between
per se physical takings and regula-
tory takings. Per se takings have
historically been found where
the government mandates physi-
cal access or occupation by third
parties. In Loretto v. Teleprompter
Manhattan CATV Corp., 458 U.S. 419
(1982), the Supreme Court of the
United States (SCOTUS) held that
a New York statute requiring land-
lords to permit the installation of
cable television equipment consti-
tuted a per se taking, regardless of
the trivial economic loss involved.

In Cedar Point Nursery v. Hassid,
594 U.S. 139 (2021), SCOTUS held
that a California regulation granting
union organizers access to agricul-
tural property constituted a per se
physical taking, emphasizing that
the right to exclude is “one of the
most essential sticks in the bundle
of rights that are commonly char-
acterized as property.”

Opponents of COPA 2.0 will
indeed argue that it commandeers
a distinct “stick in the owner’s
bundle of rights”—the right to
freely dispose of their sui generis
property—by unilaterally vesting
an ROFR-like prerogative in third
parties without compensation.
Challengers may analogize COPA
2.0 to the exaction cases—~Nollan
v. California Coastal Commission,
483 U.S. 825 (1987), Dolan v. City
of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994), and
Sheetz v. County of El Dorado, 601
U.S. 267 (2024), and argue that
conditioning a sale on granting
an ROFR delays a sale without any
consideration.

However, the per se takings argu-
ment faces significant obstacles,
as COPA 2.0 does not mandate
physical access to or occupation
of the owner’s property. It does
not compel the owner to transfer
title; the owner retains full title, can
ultimately refuse nonprofit offers at
the end of the ROFR window, and
can consummate sales at market
price to any purchaser if the statu-
tory preference is not exercised,
nor does it require acceptance of
below-market bids or impose any
price controls.

As such, COPA 2.0 will be
assessed under the Penn Central
Transportation Co. v. City of New
York, 438 U.S. 104 (1978), regulatory
takings framework, which consid-
ers: (1) the economic impact of the
regulation on the claimant; (2) the
extent to which the regulation has
interfered with distinct investment-
backed expectations; and (3) the
character of the governmental
action.

On the first factor, COPA 2.0’s
economic impact is limited: the
delay is time-bounded (approxi-
mately 100-plus days), and the

owner retains the right to ultimate-
ly sell at market price. However,
owners will argue that the delay
generates substantial economic
harm through carrying costs such
as mortgage payments, insurance,
title liability, possible lost sales,
and loss of maximum profits due
to market fluctuations, and that
COPA’s chilling effects on bidding
competition depress property val-
ues well before the formal process
even begins.

On the third factor, COPA 2.0’s
character as a targeted, procedural
intervention designed to advance
affordable housing preservation
weighs in the government’s favor,
particularly given the fact that
New York City has one of the low-
est home ownership rates in the
country.

New York Constitutional
Property Protections and
Restraints on Alienation

New York’s own constitutional
protections and longstanding prop-
erty law doctrines may provide
an independent—and potentially
more potent—basis for challenging
COPA 2.0 than the federal Takings
Clause.

cerns raised by a blanket govern-
ment mandate imposing ROFR
rights on an entire class of property
owners in favor of government-
designated third parties.

In Keystone Assoc. v. State of New
York, 19 N.Y.2d 78 (1966), the Court
of Appeals confronted a statute
that prohibited the owner of an
opera house from demolishing its
building in order to give a private
corporation time to gather funds to
acquire and preserve the structure.

The court concluded that the
statute, which merely delayed the
owner’s exercise of its property
rights for the benefit of a designated
private party, amounted to a “con-
demnation statute” and constituted
an appropriation of private prop-
erty without just compensation.
The analogy to COPA 2.0 is striking:
like the Keystone statute, COPA 2.0
holds property in abeyance for the
benefit of designated private enti-
ties, restricting the owners’ right
to dispose of the property on a
timeline of the owner’s choosing
while offering no compensation for
the corresponding economic harm.

In Seawall Associates v. City of
New York, 74 N.Y.2d 92 (1989), the
Court of Appeals struck down a
local law that required owners of

Naturally, the legislation continues to spark considerable
debate over its constitutional soundness.

New York has long maintained
a strong public policy favoring
the free alienability of real prop-
erty, codified in N.Y. Real Property
Law §471. As the Court of Appeals
explained in Metropolitan Transpor-
tation Authority v. Bruken Realty
Corp., 67 N.Y.2d 156 (1986), the
common-law rule against unreason-
able restraints on alienation con-
demns the “effective prohibition
against transferability itself.” The
reasonableness of any restraint
must be judged by three factors: its
duration, the designated method
for fixing the purchase price, and
its purpose.

In Bruken Realty, the Court of
Appeals upheld a preemptive right
to purchase property, reasoning
that the restriction promoted
the use and development of the
property while imposing “only a
minor impediment to free transfer-
ability.” The court observed that “a
preemptive right, however, usually
will not be unlawful when condi-
tioned on payment of market value
or a sum equal to a third-party
offer.” COPA 2.0’s matching-right
mechanism satisfies this price-
reasonableness criterion.

However, the Bruken Realty
court’s analysis was limited to a
bilateral commercial arrangement;
it did not address the distinct con-

single-room-occupancy proper-
ties to rehabilitate vacant units,
accept tenants, or pay substantial
fees. The court held that the law’s
“heavy exactions” did not “substan-
tially advance” the putative pur-
pose of relieving homelessness,
finding only a “tenuous connection
between means and ends.”

The court emphasized that
where a regulation forces “some
people alone to bear public bur-
dens which, in all fairness and
justice, should be borne by the
public as a whole,” a taking occurs.
Like COPA 2.0, the challenged law
imposed targeted obligations on a
defined class of property owners—
in service of a broad public welfare
objective—without compensa-
tion and without a demonstrated
direct nexus between the burden
imposed and the social problem
to be remedied.

The fundamental tension in
COPA 2.0’s restraints-on-alienation
framework lies in the disjunction
between the legislation’s laudable
public purpose and the doctri-
nal requirements governing the
enforceability of restrictions on
alienation under New York law.
While New York courts generally
uphold reasonable ROFRs in pri-
vate contracts, particularly where
co-owners voluntarily submit to

community governance structures
such as in cooperative and condo-
minium buildings, blanket govern-
ment-mandated ROFRs have never
been imposed on private-to-private
transactions on this magnitude and
thus traverse fundamentally differ-
ent legal terrain.

Arguments for and Against
Constitutionality

The strongest arguments in
favor of constitutionality are that
COPA 2.0 is a targeted, procedural
intervention at the point of sale
for a specified class of multifam-
ily buildings. It does not compel
physical occupation or dictate sub-
market conveyances, with owners
retaining the right to command
market price and to consummate
sales with private buyers if quali-
fied entities cannot meet the terms.
New York City has long exercised
robust municipal regulation of
housing conditions, preservation,
and tenant protection within the
police power.

Washington, D.C.’s Tenant
Opportunity to Purchase Act
(TOPA)—which affords tenants an
early opportunity to acquire their
buildings—has been administered
for decades withstanding consti-
tutional scrutiny and providing
significant precedential support,
similar to San Francisco’s COPA
corollary. Under established tak-
ings jurisprudence, COPA 2.0 is
best assessed under the Penn Cen-
tral framework, where its limited
economic impact, congruence with
reasonable expectations in a heav-
ily regulated housing sphere, and
public-minded character tip the
scales in favor of constitutionality.

However, the strongest argu-
ments against constitutionality are
compelling. Owners will argue that
COPA 2.0 is an unlawful restraint
on the alienation of their real prop-
erty, as it impedes their ability to
transfer their property on their
desired timeline, causing them
substantial economic harm with-
out any entitlement to receive just
compensation. They will argue that
COPA 2.0 effectively appropriates
a discrete property interest (the
ROFR) and thereby effects a per
se taking.

Challengers will underscore pol-
icy experience in jurisdictions like
D.C., arguing that ROFR schemes
slow sales, deter investment, ampli-
fy holding costs, and inherently
reduce property values. Contracts
Clause arguments will emphasize
that even short windows can be
outcome-determinative in tight real
estate markets, thereby imposing
significant impairments on owners’
preexisting autonomy to negotiate
and consummate sales with buyers
of their own choosing.

Conclusion

COPA 2.0 illustrates the compet-
ing interests of housing affordabil-
ity versus the constitutional pro-
tection of private property rights.
The legislation seeks to harness the
disposition process itself as a tool
for community stabilization, chan-
neling market transactions through
a government-administered prefer-
ence system. This is a novel and
untested approach under New
York law.

What distinguishes COPA 2.0
from prior exercises of New York
City’s regulatory authority over
housing is not merely the burden
it imposes but the nature of the
interest that it creates. The legis-
lation does not regulate the use
of property, nor does it impose
conditions on development or
occupancy. Rather, it interposes
a government-designated class of
preferred purchasers into what has
always been a private transactional
relationship, effectively restructur-
ing the market for covered prop-
erties.

Whether courts will view this
as a permissible extension of the
police power—analogous to tenant-
protection measures that have long
been upheld—or as a qualitatively
different intervention that crosses
permissible constitutional lines
remains an open question.

The precedential landscape
offers no clear resolution. The Penn
Central framework, under which
COPA 2.0 will most likely be evalu-
ated, is inherently fact-intensive,
and its application here will turn
on the empirical record regarding
actual economic harm to covered
property owners.

At the same time, decisions like
Keystone Associates and Seawall
Associates by the New York Court
of Appeals suggest a judicial skep-
ticism toward legislative schemes
that conscript individual property
owners into bearing the costs of
broadly shared social objectives,
a characterization that COPA 2.0’s
challengers will surely advance.

Practitioners advising owners
of covered properties, prospec-
tive purchasers, and qualified
entities alike should proceed with
the expectation that COPA 2.0, if
enacted, will face immediate legal
challenge. The legislation’s consti-
tutionality will hinge on whether
the city can demonstrate a sulffi-
ciently direct relationship between
COPA 2.0’s burdens and its afford-
ability objectives, and whether
the economic costs imposed on
property owners rise to the level
of an impermissible taking without
adequate compensation under a
federal lens, or, an unreasonable
restraint on the alienation of real
property under a state lens.

Civil
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fruits, and instrumentalities of
the charged offenses from Jan.
1, 2018, to the present based on
a supporting affidavit indicating
defendant had been indicted for
offenses between November 2018
and April 2023.

In fact, the charged offenses
occurred between 2020 and 2023.
Noting the inaccuracy of the time
period described in the affidavit,
defendant moved to suppress
the warrant as overbroad. The
Arizona warrant was supported
by probable cause and suppres-
sion was inappropriate, however,
because the affidavit described
facts dating back to 2018 involv-
ing defendant’s management of
a prior fund that would likely be
relevant to the charges in the
indictment.

“The Nevada Warrant [was]
much more troubling.” SIt con-
tained copy-and-pasted material
from a different warrant in a differ-
ent case. Specifically, the “things to
be seized” portion of the warrant,
in addition to relevant materials,

also authorized a search for obvi-
ously irrelevant material like “any
information related to source of
drugs.” Defendant moved to sup-
press this warrant, arguing that
the errors demonstrated that the
magistrate judge who approved it
had abandoned his judicial role and
rubber stamped the warrant.

But defendant failed to satisfy
the criteria for suppressing a war-
rant under United States v. Leon,
468 U.S. 897 (1984). To start, there
was no indication that the magis-
trate was misled by the affirmation.
Moreover, the clear “typographical
sloppiness” of the warrant did not
rise to the level of reckless disre-
gard for the truth.

Next, while the magistrate “may
have made a serious mistake in
failing to closely read the warrant
and failing to notice the copy-paste
error,” that is not the same as aban-
doning his judicial role. Such aban-
donment requires a showing that
the judge had assumed the role
of an adjunct law enforcement
officer. The “failure to pay close
attention does not make a judge
into a police officer, and this factor
therefore does not encompass the
situation at hand.”

Finally, the Nevada warrant
was not facially deficient and was
supported by sufficient probable
cause. The warrant specified the
places to be searched and the
things to be seized. The fact that
it included additional erroneous
items in the list of evidence to be
seized did not undermine the valid-
ity of the warrant.

will promptly order that evidence
suppressed.”

Motion To Dismiss
Complaint Alleging RICO
Claim Granted

In All Island Counter Tops &
Millwork Inc. v. Serpas, 25 CV 0744
(EDNY, Apr.30, 2026), Judge Seybert

The Arizona warrant authorized a search for evidence, fruits,
and instrumentalities of the charged offenses from Jan. 1,
2018, to the present based on a supporting affidavit indi-
cating defendant had been indicted for offenses between
November 2018 and April 2023.

Nonetheless, Block severed
the infirm portions of the war-
rant and ruled that any evidence
seized pursuant to those portions
would be suppressed. There was
no reason, Block noted, to think
that any evidence had been seized
under those improper sections.
If events make “clear that any
evidence was improperly seized
pursuant to this now severed
portion of the warrant the court

granted defendants’ motion to dis-
miss the federal claims against them,
declined to exercise supplemental
jurisdiction over plaintiffs’ New
York state law claims, and denied
plaintiffs’ cross-motion to amend.

Plaintiffs’ lawsuit arose out of
an alleged side business that the
individual defendants, all employ-
ees of plaintiff All Island Counter
Tops & Millwork Inc. during the
relevant time period, allegedly

conducted on All Island’s time
using All Island’s material and infra-
structure. Certain of the individual
defendants formed defendant Rota
Stone to operate this side busi-
ness. Plaintiffs alleged wire fraud,
bank fraud, and violations of the
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organizations Act (RICO), as well
as various state law claims.

The bank and wire fraud claims
were dismissed because neither of
the applicable statutes, 18 U.S.C.
§1343 and 18 U.S.C. §1344, includes
a private right of action.

Seybert also dismissed plaintiffs’
RICO claim. Plaintiffs relied on the
claims of bank fraud and wire fraud
to allege the requisite predicate
acts. But “a RICO plaintiff who is
not a financial institution...lacks...
injury to bring a RICO claim based
on bank fraud as the predicate act.”
Turning to the wire fraud claim, the
court concluded that plaintiffs’ list
of alleged side jobs “does not suf-
fice to state the typical ‘who, what,
where, when, and why’ required
to plead a fraud-based claim with
particularity.”

Plaintiffs’ allegations were insuf-
ficient for the further reasons that
the claims about the individual

defendants’ involvement were
conclusory, and plaintiffs failed
to quote a single verbal statement
made by any individual defendant,
failed to mention any affirmative
misrepresentation that would have
allowed the individual defendants
to hide the side business, and
improperly grouped all defendants
together. Since plaintiffs lacked
injury to rely on the alleged bank
fraud as a predicate act and failed
to allege the claimed wire fraud
with particularity, plaintiffs’ RICO
claim was dismissed.

With the dismissal of plaintiffs’
claims under federal law, Seybert
declined to exercise supplemental
jurisdiction over plaintiffs’ remain-
ing state law claims. The court also
denied plaintiffs’ cross-motion to
amend because the proposed
amendments “would not cure the
Amended Complaint’s fatal defi-
ciencies.”

Daily columns in the Law Journal report devel-
opments in laws affecting medical malpractice,
immigration, equal employment opportunity,
pensions, personal-injury claims, communica-
tions and many other areas.

Jury
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The Maryland Supreme Court,
relying in part on Douglas Oil, has
adhered to the same principle in a
1989 ruling: “The long-established
rule is that if a grand jury does not
indict, it may not publicly criticize”
(Inre Crim. Investigation No. 437 in
Cir. Ct. for Baltimore City, 316 Md.
66, 104. This fundamental principle
is designed “for the protection of
the good name and reputation of
the people...” (See In re Report of
Grand Jury of Baltimore City, 152
Md. 616, 631 (1927)).

In short, releasing grand jury
information about uncharged indi-
viduals for the purpose of “pub-
lic accounting” was, in our view,
categorically prohibited. On April
27, 2026, the Maryland Supreme
Court issued a unanimous decision
reversing the decisions below and
emphatically rejecting the notion
that prosecutors may use grand
jury investigations to name and

shame uncharged subjects of a
criminal investigation. The court’s
opinion was written by Justice
Jonathan Biran, a former federal
prosecutor, who could not have
been clearer on this issue:

“Many grand jury investiga-
tions obtain damaging information
and allegations about uncharged
individuals that the public might
benefit from learning. One of the
primary purposes of grand jury
secrecy is to protect uncharged
persons from public disgrace in
the absence of a criminal charge
and a forum in which to seek
vindication. To overcome an
objection to disclosure of other-
wise secret information about an
uncharged individual, a requestor
must show that the disclosure
will serve an interest beyond the
public’s interest in learning the
information.”

The court further explained
that Federal Rule of Criminal Pro-
cedure 6(e) and its counterpart,
Maryland Rule 4-642, outline the
types of interests that might war-

rant disclosure. Both are “cut from
the same cloth,” as the Maryland
Supreme Court had previously
explained, and require a showing
of a “particularized need,” which
in most cases, involves use of the

shame individuals who are the
subject of the grand jury material.

One might wonder why profes-
sional prosecutors who have con-
ducted extensive investigations
are held to a rigorous standard of

But when the accusation bears the imprimatur of a state’s
highest law enforcement officer, it gives the pronounce-
ment a ring of truth without a finding of probable cause by
a neutral factfinder, much less a fair hearing in which the

evidence can be tested.

material for other legitimate inves-
tigative purposes.

The Maryland Rule further pro-
vides that a movant must show that
the material sought to be disclosed
“is needed to avoid a possible injus-
tice” and the “need for disclosure
is greater than the need for con-
tinued secrecy.” Significantly, the
Maryland court noted that none
of these bases authorizes disclo-
sure based on a desire to publicly

secrecy when private persons fill
the internet with accusations of
criminal misconduct, often based
on rumor or fantasy. In the latter
situation, the accusers are often
disbelieved or shouted down, and
if not, the accused individuals can
seek redress through a defamation
action in the civil court system and
other similar causes of action.
But when the accusation bears
the imprimatur of a state’s high-

est law enforcement officer, it gives
the pronouncement a ring of truth
without a finding of probable cause
by a neutral factfinder, much less
a fair hearing in which the evi-
dence can be tested. Without a
meaningful mechanism to rebut
the charges, no matter how per-
suasive the contrary view, a pros-
ecutor’s public statements cannot
be overcome, particularly when the
statements are instantly accessi-
ble—and as we know, accusations
tend to bounce around the inter-
net in direct proportion to their
outrageousness.

The criminal justice system’s
investment in secrecy flips when
aprosecutor files a criminal charge.
By definition, the charge is public,
and the prosecutor must prove it
in a public proceeding where the
accused is afforded protections to
contest the charges.

These protections are so basic
that most of them were enshrined
in the Bill of Rights—and their roots
date back even further in Maryland
and most of the original 13 states.

The protections include the right
to a public trial before a neutral
factfinder, with the right to repre-
sentation by counsel, to compel
testimony, and to the presumption
of innocence until the prosecutor
can prove guilt to a unanimous jury
beyond a reasonable doubt.

If a prosecutor can short-circuit
those rights by going directly to
the public for an “accounting” of
an uncharged individual’s conduct,
the better part of the criminal jus-
tice system becomes superfluous.
In Maryland, at least, that’s not how
things work.

Letters Welcome

The Law Journal welcomes letters from its read-
ers for publication. They must contain the names
and addresses of correspondents. Letters should
be of reasonable length and submitted with the
understanding that all correspondence is subject
to the editorial judgment of the newspaper in
considering duplication, length, relevancy, taste
and other criteria. Letters may be e-mailed to
Zoé Ettinger at zoe.ettinger@alm.com.
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Calendar of Events

FRIDAY, JUNE 12
New York City Bar (Non CLE)

Senior Lawyers Chatroom
12p.m.-1p.m.
Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=SEN061226&
mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom

MONDAY, JUNE 15
New York City Bar (CLE)

Leveraging New York’s Equal
Rights Amendment to
Protect LGBTQ+
New Yorkers
6:15p.m.-7:30 p.m.

CLE Credit: New York:

1.5 Professional Practice;
New Jersey: 1.5 General;
California: 1.5 General;
Pennsylvania: 1.0 General;
Connecticut: Available to
Licensed Attorneys
Registration Link: https://
services.nycbar.org/
EventDetail?EventKey=_
LEV061526&mcode=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th Street

New York City Bar (Non CLE)
LGBTQ+ Pride Reception & Arthur
S. Leonard Award Ceremony

7:30 p.m. - 8:30 p.m.
Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/EventDetail?
EventKey=LGBTQ61526&mcod
e=NYLJ

Location: 42 West 44th Street

New York County Lawyers
Assoc.
Civil Court Practice Section
Annual Dinner, 6 p.m. -9 p.m.

TUESDAY, JUNE 16
New York City Bar (Non CLE)

Annual Mortimer Hess
Memorial Lecture on Estate
and Gift Taxation
6 p.m.-7:30 p.m.
Reception: 7:30 p.m. — 8:30 p.m.
Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/EventDetail?
EventKey=HESS061626&mcod
e=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th Street

TUESDAY, JUNE 16
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17

Practising Law Institute
Acquiring or Selling the Privately
Held Company 2026
9a.m. -5 p.m. (Both Days)
www.pli.edu/programs/acquir-
ing-or-selling-the-privately-
held-company/

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17

New York City Bar

(Non CLE)

Summer Associates & Interns
Annual Reception 2026
6 p.m.-8p.m.
Registration Link: https://servic-
es.nycbar.org/EventDetail?Event
Key=SAR061726&mcode=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th Street

THURSDAY, JUNE 18

Federal Bar Council
LGBTQ Rights after Skrmetti,
Little v. Hecox and West

Virginia v. BPJ

5:30p.m. -7 p.m.

Location: Womble Bond
Dickinson

1.5 CLE credits
fbc.users.membersuite.com/
events/a5720928-0078-c069-
47a5-0b49a3829e87/details

New York City Bar (CLE)
Artificial Intelligence Conference
10a.m.- 12 p.m.
CLE Credit: New York: 5.0 Profes-
sional Practice; 0.5 Law Practice
Management; 0.5 Ethics; New
Jersey: 5.5 General; 0.5 Eth-
ics; California: 5.5 General; 0.5
Ethics; Pennsylvania: 5.0 Gen-
eral; Connecticut: Available to
Licensed Attorneys
Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/Allnstitute/
Location: 42 West 44th Street

New York City Bar

(Non CLE)

Small Firm Chats - Stay
Connected with Your Peers
and Us!
12p.m.-12:45p.m.
Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=SLFC061826&
mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom

Celebrate the Summer with the
Solo and Small Law Firm
Community!

6 p.m.—8p.m.

Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/EventDetail?
EventKey=SLF061826&mcode
=NYLJ

Location: 42 West 44th Street

Anderson Kill

9th Annual Cyber Insurance
Recovery Conference
3p.m.-5p.m.
Identifying the underlying
perils and exploring the legal
landscape from A.l.-enhanced
technologies
Location: 7 Times Square in
Manhattan.

Practising Law Institute
Government Investigations 2026:
Strategies for Responding to

Investigations
9a.m.-12:30 PM
www.pli.edu/programs/govern-
ment-investigations/
Fundamentals of Trademark Law
in the Global Marketplace 2026
9a.m.-4:30 PM
www.pli.edu/programs/funda-
mentals-of-trademark-law-in-
the-global-marketplace/

MONDAY, JUNE 22

Practising Law Institute

International Arbitration 2026
9a.m.-5:30 PM
www.pli.edu/programs/interna-
tional-arbitration/

TUESDAY, JUNE 23

Federal Bar Council

Proffer Agreements: Pitfalls,
Practice Tips and Proposals for
Change
6p.m.-7:15p.m.
Location: Elliott Levine Jaroslaw
Neils LLP
1 CLE credit
fbc.users.membersuite.com/
events/a5720928-0078-c3da-
9428-0b49ab8c3e95/details

New York City Bar (Non CLE)
Careers in Labor & Employment
Law

6p.m.-8p.m.

Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=55062326&m
code=NYLJ

Location:

Zoom/42 West 44th St.

Practising Law Institute

Internal Investigations 2026
9a.m.-4:30 PM
www.pli.edu/programs/
internal-investigations/

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 24

New York City Bar

(Non CLE)

Threads of Opportunity
Professional Attire Sale 2026:
Shopping Event
12p.m.-4p.m.

Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=PAD062426&
mcode=NYLJ

Location: 42 West 44th Street

New York City Bar (CLE)

Current Legal Ethical Issues with
Professor Stephen Gillers
12p.m. - 1:45p.m.
CLE Credit: New York: 2.0 Eth-
ics; New Jersey: 2.0 Professional
Responsibility; California: 2.0
Professional Responsibility;
Pennsylvania: 1.5 Professional
Responsibility; Connecticut:
Available to Licensed Attorneys
Registration Link: https://
services.nycbar.org/
EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB062426&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom

Practising Law Institute

Ethics for In-House Corporate
Counsel 2026
9a.m.-11:10 AM
www.pli.edu/programs/
ethics-for-in-house-corporate-
counsel/

Ethics in Discovery 2026
12p.m.-2:10 PM
www.pli.edu/programs/
ethics-in-discovery/

Ethics Game Show 2026: A
Review of Ethical Issues
3p.m.-5:10 PM
www.pli.edu/programs/the-
ethics-game-show/

THURSDAY, JUNE 25

Practising Law Institute

Serving on a Nonprofit Board
2026: Practical and Ethical
Considerations for Attorneys
9a.m.-1PM
www.pli.edu/programs/serving-
on-a-nonprofit-board/

FRIDAY, JUNE 26

Practising Law Institute
Fundamentals of Copyright Law

2026

9a.m. —4:45 PM
www.pli.edu/programs/funda-
mentals-of-copyright-law-in-
the-data-era/

Have an event to list?
E-mail the details to pkane@alm.com

Have a Move to Announce?
E-mail pkane@alm.com

Questions? Tips? Contact our news desk:
editorialnylj@alm.com
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Drivers
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Devane said, is simply to keep
using arbitration agreements so
that they can at least raise the argu-
ment that they should be enforced.
Benesch Friedlander Coplan &
Aronoff wrote in a recent client
alert that arbitration agreements
should clearly state that state arbi-
tration law will apply if a worker
is deemed to be covered by the

FAA exemption and should include
clear jury trial and class action
waivers. Doing so will maximize
the chance of avoiding class action
litigation, they said.

Devane and Maatman also both
said that some companies may
wish to rethink their business mod-
el to try to avoid having employees
or contractors fall under the FAA
exemption.

Devane said they should ask
themselves, “Are there finer lines
we can draw with job descriptions?

Are there boundaries we can set
with what employees are doing to
lessen the argument that they are
a transportation worker?”

Maatman said that some may
try to create separate corporate
entities to handle different parts
of the transportation process,
though the strategy remains largely
untested.

“Not a lot of companies have
done it yet, but I think a lot of
companies are beginning to think
about it,” he said.

SEC

« Continued from page 2

out deciding that disgorgement
is an equitable remedy, even after
Congress amended the statute to
separate disgorgement from equi-
table remedies.”

That sentence is “an invitation
to parties to argue that exact issue
in a future case,” said Fletcher.

Considering the scope of the
power at hand, there’s likely an
interest in fighting this further.

Disgorgement is one of the
SEC’s “sharpest and most flexible
enforcement tools,” according to
Max Nowak, a partner at Herrick,
Feinstein. In 2024, the SEC seized
$6.1 billion in disgorgement, nearly
triple the $2.1 billion obtained in
civil penalties that same year.

Additionally, in issuing its deci-
sion, the Supreme Court didn’t
delve into more complex issues
that were discussed during oral
arguments, such as jury trial rights.

“You can see it in the opinion.
They're like, ‘We are not going
there,”” Fletcher said.

The justices had also questioned
how much of disgorgement ulti-
mately goes to victims, said Chris-
topher Bosch, a partner at Shep-
pard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton.

“We're back to the Liu question
of where’s the money going,” said
Bosch, referencing the Supreme
Court’s 2020 decision upholding
disgorgement. “If it matters where
the money goes, well, then why not
just come out and say that? Why
leave that open for another day? ...
the Supreme Court has become a
little adept at kicking the can down
the road here.”

Another day wouldn’t be any-
time soon, as a case would have
to be built up, Bosch said.

“But on the other hand, the deci-
sion so clearly highlighted remain-
ing questions to be answered that
I do think defendants in these
actions will find a surprisingly
receptive audience to ironing out
those additional questions,” he
said.

Although Thomas signaled his
willingness to revisit disgorge-
ment, Eric Talley, a corporate law
professor at Columbia Law School
pointed out the obvious—"literally
no one joined.”

Talley found Thomas’ decision
to be an interesting “sleight of
hand” that “wasn’t terribly per-
suasive.”

In the opinion, Thomas wrote
that recent congressional develop-
ments established disgorgement as
alegal remedy in which defendants
have a right to a jury trial. That
Thomas was effectively calling for
jurors to approve of disgorgement
wasn'’t surprising for Talley, who
described the justice as having
“a more romantic view of the jury
system.”

It’s “going more towards a larger
project of just trying to get more
things in front of juries, as opposed
to a judge,” Talley said.

But having jurors, instead of
judges, sign-off on disgorgement
orders would complicate the sys-
tem, Talley said.

It’s “almost like a backseat way
of restricting SEC power,” he said.

In various interviews, experts
stressed the importance of dis-
gorgement and the myriad of
circumstances in which there
could be fraud, but the pecuniary
harm isn’t apparent. That storm
could appear in insider trading
and accounting cases, as well as
in cases alleging a complex fraud
scheme that’s complicated enough
as to obscure harm.

Gregory Baker, who previously
served as senior counsel with
the SEC’s enforcement division,
added that there are many cases
where there is no investor harm,
including when the SEC is enforc-
ing the many compliance-based
statutes.

A loss would have “defanged”
the SEC, said Baker, who is current-
ly a partner at Patterson, Belknap,
Webb & Tyler.

But outside of those cases, Tal-
ley noted the practical issues of
requiring the SEC to identify a vic-
tim and prove their exact loss. He
offered the example of a defendant
who hypes up a stock on X, only
to sell his shares when the price
spikes.

“You now have to go out and find
these counterparties who may or
may not really remember whether
they were persuaded by his goofy
tweet ... and they may not be the
best, most credible witnesses. And
maybe you can find a few people
that were harmed, but then there’d
be a question of, well, what if they
were harmed only to the extent
of 50 bucks and the guy made a
billion dollars off this?” Talley
asked.

“There’s a government entity
that is already short staffed and
it’s pretty hard to imagine that they
would want to spend much time
on these sorts of cases,” he said.

That the unanimous decision
maintains an enforcement power
was of note to Baker.

“The SEC has been losing a lot
of cases at the Supreme Court and
their power has been curtailed
and this is really the first big case
where we've seen the SEC really get
a clean victory,” Baker said.

|
@ ‘ Alyssa Aquino can be reached at
alyssa.aquino@alm.com.

Associate Pay
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the symbiosis work? What are the
longer-term promotions aspects?”
Farrer & Co partnership law
expert, Jonathan Haley said: “It’s
much easier to say to the partner-
ship that you will slot everyone
in at an appropriate point on the
equity ladder. It’s a partnership and
essentially the deal doesn’t happen
unless everyone is happy with it.”
Haley noted that the partnership
is essential for the merger being
voted through, meaning that the
partnership compensation pack-
age tends to be established long
before even the partner vote on
the merger takes place.
However, instances like this
leave firms scrambling to fit
together the pieces at to make

the merger work for junior lawyers.

Haley added: “With employees
[as opposed to partners] it is a
much bigger problem, because you
have a significant employment law
overlay. As an employer it’s very
difficult to justify paying half your
staff less than the other unless you
can materially distinguish them, for
example, on a jurisdiction level or
on a work type level.”

On the pay disparity, a part-
ner at a rival firm said: “I have to
believe there’s a reason. Because if
there’s no reason, they are mental
[sic].”

They added that it seemed like
an “obvious own goal.”

Another partner suggested
that the only way you can keep all
parties happy is by lifting Hogan
Lovells’ pay up to Cadwalader’s
level, which would cost “millions”.
Alternatively, you keep Cadwalad-

er’s 34 London associates to a
higher billable hours target, or else
you downgrade their pay to that
of Hogan Lovells’ 260. Again, an
unlikely situation, the source said.

Law firm mergers strive to
come to market as one united
entity. However, Staves believes
that this “would ring a bit hollow
if the person on the desk next to
you is earning 20% less”.

In response to Law.com’s ques-
tions for the original article, a firm
spokesperson said that, after the
merger, “the combined firm will
be focussed on ensuring we con-
tinue to reward all our lawyers with
comparable contributions and per-
formance fairly and competitively
across the markets in which we
operate”.

I
@ ‘ Oscar Glyn can be reached at
oscar.glyn@alm.com.

Lander

« Continued from page 1
Lander said following the court’s
verdict. “All we want is for people
[who are] charged with removal or
other orders [to be] represented by
good people, who can advise them
of their rights and advise them
properly. We don’t have that, so
many enter that building without
a lawyer, without speaking English
or knowing what their rights are.”
Lander refused a plea deal and
said he brought the case to trial
as a way to bring awareness to the
treatment of those detained by U.S.
Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment. He praised his counsel at
Sher Tremonte for their dedication
to the case in a press conference
outside the courthouse. He also
lauded “Judge Ricardo’s thought-
ful, thorough ruling” in the case:
“Yesterday, when I testified, he

stopped the court and made sure
[understood my rights against self-
incrimination under the Constitu-
tion,” he said. Even though Lander
noted he “wasn’t in any huge jeop-
ardy” he was grateful Ricardo spent
time explaining the claims of the
charges the government was accus-
ing him of.

The verdict came after a day-
long bench trial held Wednesday
at the Daniel Patrick Moynihan U.S.
Courthouse in lower Manhattan.
Lander was detained and arrested
in September during a protest on
the tenth floor of the federal build-
ing that houses an ICE detention
center at 26 Federal Plaza. He
received a misdemeanor U.S. Dis-
trict Court Violation Notice for
the alleged elevator blocking and
pleaded not guilty in December.

Ricardo pointed to the “confus-
ing and chaotic” video evidence
presented during Wednesday'’s
trial as an indication of inconsis-

tent messaging from officials on
how Lander and the others sit-
ting in the elevator lobby should
have complied. The video evidence
depicting the 30 seconds prior to
his arrest was too short of a time
frame for a reasonable person to
realize they were obstructing the
elevator, the court said. The court
also noted Lander’s testimony and
later videos showed his coopera-
tion and compliance with federal
officers when he was moved to the
30th floor of the building to receive
his citation.

Prosecutors only focused on a
narrow portion of Lander’s con-
duct during the trial Wednesday
and previously said they would
not imprison Lander if he was
convicted. Lander said he believed
the government made that move
to prevent his team from obtain-
ing discovery related to the ICE
detention center. Eleuthera Sa, of
Sher Tremonte and of counsel for

Lander, told the press Thursday
that instances of the government
prosecuting petty offenses like
Lander’s were “quite rare.”

Lander testified in his own
defense Wednesday and told the
court he and other elected offi-
cials sat down in the elevator bank
because “they thought it might be a
while” before being able to access
the detention center. He said it was
a “collective decision” to sit in
the elevator bank and maintained
that he did not intentionally sit in
front of an elevator door. State Sen.
Julia Salazar testified for Lander’s
defense Wednesday and corrobo-
rated Lander’s version of events
Wednesday afternoon.

Part of Ricardo’s findings noted
how quickly the government cross
examined Lander. Assistant U.S.
Attorney Ariel Cohen presented
the court with a single image of
Lander and other attendees sit-
ting on the floor with his back to

the elevator. She asked Lander to
confirm he was sitting in front of
the elevator in a cross examination
that lasted less than two minutes.
The court noted that the photo
of Lander sitting may have been
the government’s “best evidence,”
but it did not indicate his presence
was a safety issue or intentional
obstruction.

Prosecutors called two govern-
ment officials Wednesday to sup-
port their case. The first was John
Melecio, a field office manager for
the General Services Administra-
tion, who said it would be “difficult”
for a person to leave an elevator
at 26 Federal Plaza if someone
was blocking the exit. The follow-
ing witness was Clifford Steichen,
a senior inspector for the Federal
Protective Service, who arrested
Lander during on the tenth floor.
Steichen was not initially in the
building but instead returned to
26 Federal Plaza following radio

calls requesting backup. His tes-
timony indicated that the ordeal
from his return to 26 Federal Plaza
until Lander’s arrest took about 30
minutes.

Lander is currently running to
unseat U.S. Rep. Dan Goldman, a
Democrat who has represented
New York’s 10th Congressional
District since 2023. He said his
most recent visit to the ICE facility
at 26 Federal Plaza was last week
and said he will continue to visit
the detention center regardless of
the outcome of primary elections
on June 23.

The U.S. Attorney’s Office for the
Southern District of New York did
not immediately return Law.com’s
request for comment.

Michael Bass and Deirdre von
Dornum, of Sher Tremonte, were
also of counsel for Lander.

|
@ ‘ Marianna Wharry can be reached at
marianna.wharry@alm.com.
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and Justice Elena Kagan joined in
part. In it, Jackson wrote that the
majority misread the text of Section
47(b) and “deftly sidestep[ped]”
evidence that Congress meant to
create a private right of action.

The petitioners were a group of
hedge funds that adopted resolu-
tions opting into the Maryland Con-
trol Share Acquisition Act, a state
law limiting the voting power of
shareholders that hold a dispro-
portionate number of shares.

The move drew litigation from
Saba, which filed suit in the Man-
hattan federal court to rescind
those resolutions, arguing they
violated a separate provision of
the ICA mandating equal voting
rights for each stock. U.S. District
Judge Jed Rakoff rescinded the
resolutions, which the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the Second Circuit
backed.

The hedge funds then took the
case up to the Supreme Court, argu-
ing that the U.S. Congress gave the
U.S. Securities and Exchange Com-
mission primary responsibility to
enforce the ICA and that a private
plaintiff like Saba couldn’t bring
such a case.

The funds were represented by
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher &
Flom; K&L Gates; and Sidley Aus-
tin. At the high court, Saba was
represented by Susman Godfrey
and Clement & Murphy, including
Paul Clement, the solicitor general
under former President George W.
Bush.

The case had been closely
watched in the industry, with the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce and
the Securities Industry and Finan-
cial Markets Association submit-
ting friend-of-the-court briefing
that recognizing a private right of
action would risk exposing invest-
ment funds to a flood of litigation.
At the request of the high court, the
U.S. Solicitor General’s Office and

the SEC also submitted briefing in
which they sided with the funds.

But a group of former SEC offi-
cials came out in support of Saba,
arguing that the agency lacks the
resources to address every alleged
ICA violation. The SEC only has
around 4,000 employees to oversee
17,000 registered funds, in addition
to its other responsibilities, the
former staffers wrote in October
2025 briefing.

The high court agreed with the
funds, with Barrett stating that
when Congress creates a private
right of action, “it usually does
so expressly” and that “fashion-
ing rights of action as we see fit”
would present separation of pow-
ers concerns.

The majority also highlighted
two other provisions of the ICA that
expressly created narrow private
rights of action.

“We have traditionally been
reluctant to conclude that Con-
gress implicitly created a private
remedy in one provision when it
explicitly did so in another... so
too here,” Barrett wrote.

Saba’s arguments in favor of a
private right of action centered on
the Supreme Court’s 1979 ruling,
Transamerica Mortgage Advisors
v. Lewis, that Section 215 of the
Investment Advisers Act created an
implied right of action. The ICA and
the IAA had both been passed in
the wake of the Great Depression to
protect investors; Saba argued they
were related and that Section 215
mirrored the ICA’s Section 47(b).

Barrett acknowledged that argu-
ment could work “if this were 1979,
the year that TAMA was decided...
but as even the dissent grudgingly
admits, something important hap-
pened in 1980: Congress amended
the ICA and entirely reworked Sec-
tion 47(b).”

In amending Section 47(b), Con-
gress removed the words “shall be
void” and replaced them with “a
court may not deny rescission at
the instance of any party.” The
majority pointed to the removal of

“shall be void” as evidence against
a private right of action, but the
dissenters found otherwise.

“The words Congress inserted
into Section 47(b)—’'a court may
not deny rescission at the instance
of any party’—more than make up
for the ones that it removed,” Jack-
son said.

She noted that “of all the words
[Congress] could have chosen,” it
chose “rescission,” which appeared
in the TAMA decision.

“Congress was armed with
TAMA at the time it amended the
statute, and it quite obviously
chose to say the (previously)
quiet part out loud,” according to
the dissent.

Jackson also pointed to the
congressional reports, in which
the House and Senate Committees
expressed their “wishes to make
clear that private rights of action
under [the amendments] should
be implied.”

In a written statement, Skadden
partners Shay Dvoretzky and Eben
Colby said they were pleased with
the high court’s decision.

“This is a critical ruling for
funds and boards that have been
subject to litigation threats and
attacks simply because they tried
to protect the interests of long-term
shareholders,” they said.

In a statement to Law.com, Boaz
Weinstein, the founder and chief
investment officer of Saba, said that
the high court only ruled against
litigation under “one particular
provision” of the ICA.

“The Court did not rule that these
closed-end fund managers followed
the law,” Weinstein said. “All today’s
opinion changes is that future legal
challenges against entrenched
fund managers will come in other
forms. Saba will pursue every avenue
available to defend shareholders’
rights—including lawsuits under
other provisions of the "40 Act and
under state law.”

I
@ ‘ Alyssa Aquino can be reached at alyssa.
aquino@alm.com.
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The assertion of facts which might
apply in one situation to every
single other situation without a
single change poses the potential
for error, inaccuracy, misstatement
or falsity. Indeed, that is what trans-
pired here.”

Justice Maslow said that, “ever
since assuming the bench in 2023,
the court has noticed the ubiquity
of template attorney affirmations
submitted by the firm of Baker,
McEvoy & Moskovits in support
of serious injury threshold sum-
mary judgment motions.”

In many cases, the judge said,
the affirmations are similar to the
point of including “the same typo-
graphical errors” from case to case
over a period of years.

More important than the typos
is the language used to describe
medical tests and treatment, Jus-
tice Maslow said. In particular,
the inaccurate use of the plural
“doctors” as opposed to the sin-
gular “doctor,” as was done in the
affirmation at issue, could serve
to overstate the evidence before
the court.

The affirmation, which the
court said was filed by Baker McE-
voy associate Michael Lachman,
was self-contradictory and also
contained references to testing
and expert opinions that did not

exist. Specifically, the affirmation
stated both that Ferreras had been
incapacitated from work for only
one week after the accident and
that he had missed two months
of work due to his injuries, and it
also said that radiological scans
had found no serious injury when
in fact no such scans had been
performed.

These inaccuracies would have
taken time for Ferreras’ attorney
to rebut had the case not settled
shortly after the affirmation was
filed, the court said.

However, the judge noted that
plaintiff’s counsel, Dino Mastropi-
etro, had opposed sanctions for
Baker McEvoy during the sanc-
tions hearing regarding the errant
attorney affirmation. Given that
Mastropietro was against the sanc-
tions and there was no apparent
prejudice to Ferreras’ case in light
of the settlement, the court elected
not to issue sanctions.

“Defendant’s attorney was con-
trite, and the court presumes that
the misstatements and inaccura-
cies will not be repeated,” Justice
Maslow said. “Proportionality
weighs against sanctions here. The
court possesses broad discretion
in determining whether sanctions
are appropriate, and that discretion
should be exercised with restraint.”

Representatives for Baker McE-
voy and Lachman did not imme-
diately respond to requests for
comment.

Mastropietro, Ferreras’ counsel
from Lozner & Mastropietro, said
in an interview that almost every
law firm, no matter how large or
small, has “model documents” that
they lean on for different types of
cases, but that it is important to be
careful when using such templates
to avoid the type of inaccuracies
that nearly got Baker McEvoy sanc-
tioned.

Mastropietro said he noticed
the inaccuracies in the Lachman
affirmation and alerted Baker
McEvoy to them at the same time
that Justice Maslow was inde-
pendently noticing the issue. He
added that he has worked with
Baker McEvoy many times and
has a good relationship with the
firm, and that he understood
the inaccuracies were honest
mistakes and did not cause any
harm in his client’s case.

“I think the judge did the right
thing in highlighting the mistakes
to the attorney so he can bring it
back to his departments with his
firm and the staff of his firm,” Mas-
tropietro said. “Hopefully, this just
makes attorneys more careful and
paralegals more careful when they
create documents before they file
them. It was right of the judge to
not impose sanctions on this par-
ticular situation because it was
done with no malice.”

I
@‘ Ryan Harroff can be contacted at ryan.
harroff@alm.com.

Have you recently
published aFiction or
Non Fiction book?

It so, promote it to the world’s largest legal

market via New York's most respected legal
publication - in print or online

To place an advertisement,

contact Shawn Phillps
215-557-2340 shawn.phillips@alm.com

Court

Calendars

First Department

APPELLATE
DIVISION

The following cases have been
scheduled for pre-argument confer-
ence on the dates and at the times
indicated:

Renwick, P.J., Manzet,
Webber,
Kern, Moulton, JJ.

MONDAY, JUNE 15

9:15 A.M.

153947/19McKenzie v. Grinberg
Residential Management

11:15 AM.
811552/24 0gando v. Marte
TUESDAY, JUNE 16

10 AM.

650608/19 Sabr Chemicals v.
Northeast Chemicals

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17

10 AM.

654771/20GC ENG Engineering v.
Goshow Architects

155027/23 Hazzard v. V & L Pizzeria
& Restaurant

2P.M.

655690/20B.0.S.S. Associates, Inc.
v.427 E 90 Owner

TUESDAY, JUNE 30

12P.M.

153159/23 Brown Harris Stevens
Residential v. Karais

WEDNESDAY, JULY 1

12 P.M.
151789/21Ventura v. City of NY
2 P.M.
818549/23 Soares v. Johnson
MONDAY, JULY 6

9:30 A.M.

654628/2530 Irving LLC v.
Rosenberg

WEDNESDAY, JULY 8

2P.M.

156376/21 Proszowska-Lambert v.
220 East 42nd St

THURSDAY, JULY 9

12P.M.

814762/22 Cruz v. Redeemer
Presbyterian Church

APPELLATE
TERM

60 Centre Street
Room 401

10 AM.

Commencing with the June
2026 Term, all oral arguments
at the Appellate Term, First
Department will be in person.
Counsel and pro se litigants also
have the option to submit.

The following cases are on for
submission. No appearance is
necessary.

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 return-
able in the court on the date
indicated and the Request for
Judicial Intervention forms
that have been filed in the
court with such initial activ-
ity 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: 252 (60 Centre)

2 Sattler: 212 (60 Centre)

3 Cohen, J.: 208 (60 Centre)

4 Kim: 418 (60 Centre)

5 Marcus: 320 (80 Centre)

6 King: 351 (60 Centre)

7 Lebovits: 345 (60 Centre)

8 Kotler: 278 (80 Centre)

9 Capitti: 355 (60 Centre)

11 Frank: 412 (60 Centre)

12 Stroth: 422 (60 Centre)

13 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)

14 Bluth: 432 (60 Centre)

15 Johnson: 116 (60 Centre)

17 Headly: 122 (80 Centre)

18 Tisch: 104 (71 Thomas)

19 Sokoloff: 540 (60 Centre)

20 Kaplan: 422 (60Centre)

21 Tsai: 280 (80 Centre)

22 Chin: 136 (80 Centre)

23 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)

24 Katz: 325 (60 Centre)

25 Parker: 1254 (111 Centre)

26 James, T.: 438 (60 Centre)

27 Ramirez: 311 (71 Thomas)

28 Tingling: 543 (60 Centre)

30 Grieco: 623 (111 Centre)

31 Waterman-Marshall: 335 (60
Centre)

32 Kahn: 1127 (111 Centre)

34 Ramseur: 341 (60 Centre)

35 Perry-Bond: 684 (111 Centre)

36 Saunders: 205 (71 Thomas)

37 Cantanzaro: 1127A (111
Centre)

38 Crawford: 1166 (111 Centre)

39 Clynes: 331 (60 Centre)

40 Adams: 252 (60 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 Lantry: 103 (71 Thomas)

47 Goetz: 1021 (111 Centre)

48 Masley: 242 (60 Centre)

49 Zellan: 307 (80 Centre)

50 Sweeting: 279 (80 Centre)

51 Wilkofsky: 289 (80 Centre)

52 Sharp: 1045 (111 Centre)

53 Borrok: 238 (60 Centre)

54 Schecter: 228 (60 Centre)

55 d’Auguste: 210 (71 Thomas)

56 Kelley: 204 (71 Thomas)

57 Kraus: 218 (60 Centre)

58 Cohen, D.: 305 (71 Thomas)

60 Crane: 248 (60 Centre)

61 Bannon: 232 (60 Centre)

62 Chesler: 328 (80 Centre)

62 Chesler: 1127A (111 Centre)

65 Kingo: (80 Centre)

MFPKahn: 1127B (111 Centre)
MMSP-1: 1127B (111 Centre)
IDV Dawson: 1604 (100 Centre)

PART 40TR
JUDICIAL MEDIATION

On Rotating Schedule:

13 Silvera: 300 (60 Centre)
13 Adams 300 (60 Centre)

EARLY SETTLEMENT

ESC 1 Vigilante (60 Centre)

ESC 2 Wilkenfeld 106 (80 Centre)
ESC 3 Sealy 122 (80 Centre)

ESC 4 Gelfand 114 (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
Edleman: D 562
Edleman: L 158

Norton: 342

Liu: 620

Lundberg:620

Riley: 240

SPECIAL REFEREE
80 Centre Street

Leveille: 322C

SPECIAL REFEREE
71 Thomas Street

Cabrera: 300

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 cap-
tion of each and the disposition
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 submission of a miss-
ing 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 fol-
lowing is a key that explains the
markings used by the Clerk in
Room 130.

Motion Calendar Key:

ADJ—Adjourned to date indi-
cated in Submission Courtroom
(Room 130).

ARG—Scheduled for argument for
date and part indicated.

SUB (PT #)—Motion was submit-
ted to part noted.

WDN—Motion was withdrawn on
calendar call.

SUB/DEF—Motion was submitted
on default to part indicated.

APB (All Papers By)—This motion
is adjourned to Room 119 on
date indicated, only for submis-
sion of papers.

SUBM 3—Adjourned to date indi-
cated 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

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 cap-
tion of each and the disposition
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 submission of a miss-
ing 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 fol-
lowing is a key that explains the
markings used by the Clerk in

Room 130.

Motion Calendar Key:

ADJ—Adjourned to date indi-
cated in Submission Courtroom
(Room 130).

ARG—Scheduled for argument for
date and part indicated.

SUB (PT #)—Motion was submit-
ted to part noted.

WDN—Motion was withdrawn on
calendar call.

SUB/DEF—Motion was submitted
on default to part indicated.

APB (All Papers By)—This motion
is adjourned to Room 119 on
date indicated, only for submis-
sion of papers.

SUBM 3—Adjourned to date indi-
cated 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

SubmissionsPart

FRIDAY, JUNE 12

Submission
100456/26 Bosi v. N.Y.C. Dept. of
Health And Mental Hygiene

100369/26 Clark v. Duetsch

100186/26 Figueroa v. The NY
Police Dept.

100008/26 Hahn v. McDonald’s

MONDAY, JUNE 15

Submission
101348/25 Mazzei v. Nbc Universal
Media LLC
101359/25 Mehmeti v. Karlin

Paperless Judge Part

FRIDAY, JUNE 12

655780/25101-103 West 72nd St.
LLC v. Chemweno

654104/251133 St. James LLC v.
Pearlman

159492/211995 Cam LLC v. West
Side Advisors

152473/26201 Kv Partners v. Arc
Capital NYC

152512/26230 Cps LLC v. 230 Park
South Apts. Inc. Et Al

155231/26235 East 24th St. Trust v.
State of NY Div. of Housing And
Community Renewal Et Al

159638/19261 East 78 Lofts LLC v.
Delbello Donnellan

656682/25 Aff V Mountaineer v.
Genenbacher

159095/25 Affiliated Fm Ins. Co. v.
Samiro Services, Inc. Et Al

650745/26 Akf Inc. v. Demvas

652569/26 Akf Inc. v. Md
Crosshones

652573/26 Akf Inc. v. Thoedsak Corp
Et Al

152195/25 Alvarez v. Hampshire
Asset Mgt.

651074/26 American States Ins. Co.
Et Al v. McQuilkin

651037/26 Analytica Hj Inc. Et Al v.
Schachter

163048/25 Andrades v. Mta Bus Co.
Et Al

150996/23 Angel Antonio
Samaniego Calle As
Administrator of The Estate of
Miguel Alipio Rios Calle v. 156-
03 Nb Rity. LLC

651197/26 Aryeh Rlty. Corp. v.
Murray

151154/24 Arzeno v. Kennedy
Const. Services Et Al

653010/25Bagelogy, Inc. Et Al v.
Kaplan

159971/14 Bank Bldg. v. Mehling

153073/26 Barrett v. 312-316 East
30th St.

652268/18 Base NYC v. R&R
Surplus, Inc.

659604/25Bcbg Ip Hldgs. Lp v. K&B
Apparel LLC

152654/26 Beckford v. Lyft

151612/16 Benziger v. NYC

652280/26 Bh Elton LLC Et Al v.
Marx Esq.

164700/25Bo Knows Jy L.P. v. Dept.
of Housing Preservation And
Dev. For NYC Et Al

151075/24 Botex v. NYC

162265/24 Byrd v. Comcast Corp. Et

Al

158296/21 Campos v. Sutton 58
Hldg. Co. LLC Et Al

160067/22 Chisolm v. Bacote

159891/23 Clarke v. Fisher-Park
Lane Owner LLC Et Al

450452/16 Collado v. NYCTA

651166/23 Colony Ins. Co. v. Mt.
Hawley Ins. Co.

452266/25Comm’rs. of State Ins.
Fund v. Adame Const. Inc

850003/26 Computershare Trust Co.
v. Csc 47 East 129th St. LLC Et Al

156818/24 Conte v. Redeemer
Presbyterian Church East Side
EtAl

158717/22 Coulibaly v. NYCTA Et Al

159517/23 Cullum v. 122 Fifth
Associates

650435/26 Cydonia W71 v. Starr
Surplus Lines Ins. Co. Et Al

151927/24 Delizio v. NYC Et Al

451179/25Doe v. 127 Fourth Ave.
Restaurant LLC Et Al

154529/21 Dyckman Srp LLC v. Abm
96 Rlty. LLC Et Al

158130/24 Elmer v. Con Ed Co. of
New York, Inc.

365089/20 Everus v. Everus

157759/25 Family Funding Group
LLC v. Tlc Delivery Unltd.

162176/25Fed. Express Corp. v.
Mindsinsync Inc.

652062/23 Fine Craftsman Group
v. The Bldg. At 575 Fifth Office
Owner LLC Et Al

653809/23 Fireman’s Fund Ins.
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