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Door Manufacturer Is Accused
In Shareholder Lawsuit of
Concealing Acquisition

A fund filed suit in the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of New York alleging that
a door manufacturer, Masonite
International Corp., and its top
executives snapped up corporate
stock at a discount before dis-
closing lucrative buy-out offers.

Represented by Robbins
Geller Rudman & Dowd and Wolf
Popper, the Central Illinois Car-
penters Health & Welfare Trust
Fund alleged that Masonite vio-
lated federal securities law by
failing to refrain from trading
company stock as they were
negotiating a potential acqui-
sition by Owens Corning, or
by failing to disclose the talks.

“The magnitude of the pro-
posed transaction, the credibil-
ity of the bid by a company of
Owens Corning’s stature, and
the degree of interest shown by
Owens Corning, in total, illus-
trate that the Owens Corning’s
offer would have been material
and significant to a reasonable
investor in making their invest-
ment decision,” the fund alleged
in a securities class action that
was filed on Friday.

The complaint also names
Howard Heckes and Russell
Tiejema, Masonite’s president
and executive vice president
during the negotiations, as
co-defendants. The complaint
brings its claims under Sections
10(b) and 20(a) of the Securities
Exchange Act.

Representatives for Masonite
and the fund didn’t immediately
respond to Monday'’s requests
for comment.

The class action was filed a
year after Owens Corning—a
building and construction sup-
plies company—announced it
was buying out Masonite for
$3.9 billion.

The transaction was
announced in February 2024,
with Owens Corning explain-
ing the acquisition would
expand its position in branded
residential products. But the
fund alleges that Owens Corn-
ing first approached Masonite
about a potential acquisition in

to buy all of Masonite’s out-
standing stock between June
2023 and February 2024, each of
which allegedly looked to pur-
chase the shares “at significant
premiums” to Masonite’s stock
market price.

Owens Corning first offered,
according to the complaint,
to purchase all of Masonite’s
outstanding stock for $120 per
share. At the time, Masonite’s
stock was selling at $94.09 per
share, according to the filing.

But the fund claims that
Masonite kept these offers from
investors—allegedly while
Masonite repurchased millions of
dollars of its own shares at prices
below Owens Corning’s offers.

The offer Masonite ultimately
accepted had Corning acquiring
all outstanding shares for $133
per share. “Masonite’s stock
price climbed sharply” when
the deal was announced, the
fund alleged.

“In total, Masonite repur-
chased nearly 270,000 of its
outstanding shares from unsus-
pecting investors for approxi-
mately $25 million between
June 2023 and December 2023,
despite knowing that Owens
Corning was continuously
proposing offers at a significant
premium to Masonite’s then
stock price,” according to the
complaint.

—Alyssa Aquino

Ex-Shareholder Agrees
To Settle Defamation,
Fiduciary Duty Claims by
Paying $18M to Director

An $18 million settlement will
resolve a Superior Court defa-
mation case related to state-
ments made in a filing in the
Delaware Court of Chancery
and passed along to a reporter
at the Financial Times, accord-
ing to a stipulation =~ » Page4
filed Monday.

The stipulation indicates the
settlement is to be paid to direc-
tors of LRN Corp. by Howard
Marks, a longtime investor in
the company and the CEO of
StartEngine. Marks has also
agreed to dismiss his part of a

How Brad Karp, Representing
Leon Black, Worked With

Epstein To Track

BY RYAN HARROFF
AND DAN ROE

FORMER Paul, Weiss, Rifkind,
Wharton & Garrison chairman Brad
Karp corresponded with child sex
trafficker Jeffrey Epstein to keep
tabs on at least one woman — who
appeared to be former Russian
model Guzel Ganieva — during his
work for client Leon Black.

To explain his inclusion in the
Epstein email disclosures, Karp told
the American Lawyer in December
and February that he was represent-
ing Black, the former chairman of
Apollo Global Management, in a
fee dispute with Epstein. He has
affirmed that he neither saw nor
participated in any misconduct.

Ganieva had been in a relation-
ship with Black prior to October

a Woman

2015, when Ganieva signed a non-
disclosure agreement with Black
not to discuss their relationship. In
a 2021 defamation lawsuit against
Black, Ganieva alleged Black sexu-
ally abused and harassed her on
multiple occasions between 2008
and 2014. A New York state court
dismissed the lawsuit in 2023, and
Black won on appeal when a state
appeals court dismissed the com-
plaint with prejudice in 2025.

Some emails between Karp and
Epstein highlight their emphasis
on tracking down a transcript of
a recording with Ganieva.

On August 19, 2015, Epstein had
emailed Karp, “??transcript?” Karp
replied, “It’s not ready and will take
awhile,” explaining there had been
background noise as “the restau-
rant.” Karp added: “The audio tape
needs to be enhanced. » Page 10

Groundbreaking

Trial Opens

Against Instagram, YouTube

BY AMANDA BRONSTAD

THE NATION’S first-ever trial to
attempt to hold social media liable
for addicting a child began on Mon-
day, with plaintiff’s lawyer W. Mark
Lanier insisting that Meta Platforms
Inc. and Google’s YouTube created
a “digital casino” with their social
media platforms.

The trial, in Los Angeles Supe-
rior Court, involves plaintiff Kaley,
sometimes referred to as K.G.M.,
who alleged she became addicted
to YouTube and Instagram, develop-
ing mental health problems such as
depression and body dysmorphia.

“This case is about two of the
richest corporations in history who
have engineered addiction in chil-
dren’s brains,” W. Mark Lanier, of
the Lanier Law Firm in Houston,
told jurors in a courtroom that
was packed shoulder-to-shoulder.
“These companies built machines
designed to addict the brains of
children, and they did it on pur-
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Mark Lanier of The Lanier Law Firm

ing the image of a slot machine.
“Imagine a slot machine that fits
in your pocket.”

For a child, like Kaley, the motion
of swiping is like pulling the handle
of a slot machine, Lanier said, at
one point showing the jury a min-
iature version of the casino device.
And social media works best on
kids who are most vulnerable, like
his client, who he described as an
“eggshell plaintiff,” holding up an
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Chief Judge Rowan Wilson presents his annual “State of the Judiciary” program at

the Court of Appeals on Monday, Feb. 9th.

Chief Judge Rowan Wilson
Places Focus on Family
Courts in His 3rd State of
The Judiciary Speech

BY BRIAN LEE

CHIEF Judge Rowan Wilson’s third
New York State of the Judiciary on
Monday reaffirmed his administra-
tion’s commitment to prioritizing
family courts.

Elevated to chief judge in 2023,
Wilson reflected on a promise he
said he made to the late Chief
Judge Judith Kaye back in 2015
about focusing on family courts.
That was when Kaye interviewed
Wilson for his first run at being the
state’s top judge.

At the Court of Appeals in Alba-

ny, Wilson had five litigants help
him deliver his annual policy state-
ment, consistent with his prior two
addresses.

The presentation suggested

vast improvements are needed
for a system that has exhibited
discrimination toward the accused,
particularly parents.

But first, Wilson thanked court

staff and lawmakers for helping to
bolster the system.

He noted the legislature and Gov.

Kathy Hochul helped create 29 new
family court judgeships

» Page 4

Crypto Founders Accused
Of Fake Al, Market
Manipulation and Staged Death

BY MICHAEL A. MORA

A PROPOSED class action filed
Monday in Manhattan federal
court accused the founders of a
cryptocurrency project of defraud-
ing investors in a sham artificial
intelligence venture that unraveled
after one founder allegedly staged

Max Burwick,
managing
partner at
Burwick Law

NYS COURT OF APPEALS

June 2023.
According to the complaint,
Owens Corning made six offers

pose.”

Lanier briefly introduced jurors
to his client, Kaley, now 20, who
did not remain in the courtroom.

Setting three wooden blocks on
the podium, Lanier told 12 jurors
and six alternates that the case
was as simple as A, B, C: Addic-
tion, Brains and Children.

“These devices in the hands of
a child are what the defendants,
the evidence will show, consider
a digital casino,” he said, display-

egg for the jury.

“People who are fragile, peo-
ple who have trauma,” he said.
“You don’t mock them for it. You
don’t take advantage of them for
it. They’'re the most likely to get
addicted.”

And the brains of teenagers
are more sensitive to dopamine,
less capable of self-regulation
and only 80% mature, Lanier said.
Kaley was on YouTube at age 6.
She got an old iPhone » Page 10

his own death, a move that helped
divert scrutiny as the token’s price
collapsed and insiders exited with
millions of dollars.

Max Burwick, the managing part-
ner at Burwick Law, represents the
plaintiffs in their lawsuit against
defendants Jeffry Yu and Agustin
“Tint” Cortes. He said that what'’s
important about the market-
making allegations in this case is
that they are not novel or exotic;
they are the same mechanics that

underpin nearly every pump-and-
dump scheme we see in the crypto
industry.

“As lawmakers debate bills like
the Clarity Act and broader crypto-
market legislation, the unresolved
question is whether those frame-
works will actually require disclo-
sure of the behaviors that matter
most: who controls supply, who is
providing liquidity and whether
the ‘market’ is real or issuer-engi-
neered,” Burwick add-  » Page4

Family Court Appeals:
2025 Roundup »4

Note to Readers

The New York Law Journal will not be published tomorrow in
observance of Lincoln’s Birthday. All state courts are closed.

DECISIONS OF INTEREST

First Department

PREMISES LIABILITY: Summary judg-
ment in trip-and-fall case denied by
court. Hirsch v. Memorial Sloan-Ket-
tering Cancer Center, Supreme Court,
New York.

U.S. Courts cably intertwined” with the imple-
mented procedures that bargaining
would be impracticable, the unani-
mous panel said.

The appeal was decided by
Appellate Division Associate Jus-
tices Shlomo Hagler, Manuel Men-
dez, Ellen Gesmer, Saliann Scarpul-
la and Tanya Kennedy, presiding.

A spokesperson with the Unified
Court System did not immediately
return a message.

The Unified Court System was
represented by Gregory Laufer of
Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton &
Garrison. Laura Delaney, General
Counsel for PERB, represented
respondents.

1st Department Says NY Court System Violated Labor
Laws in Implementing COVID-19 Testing Procedure

INSURANCE LITIGATION: Second Cir-
cuit upholds injunction halting 600+
provider suits in GEICO RICO case.
Gov't Employees Ins. Co. v. Patel, 2d. Cir.

a lower court ruling in which the
judge, Manhattan Supreme Court
Justice Arlene Bluth, found the
court system violated the Taylor
Law by not engaging in collective
bargaining negotiations regarding
the COVID-era employee require-
ments.

Ten court system unions, includ-
ing those representing clerks and
court officers, filed improper prac-
tice charges against UCS before the

dure implementing its decision
cannot be excluded from manda-
tory bargaining with union reps,
and both the trial court and the
appeals court agreed.

“Even if an employer has the
undisputed right to make a par-
ticular decision that is ‘not a sub-
ject of mandatory negotiation, the
[employer] must negotiate the pro-
cedures necessary to effectuate
that right,”” the First Department

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: Court rejects
user’s bid to join X’s challenge to New
York social media disclosure law. X
Corp. v. Attorney Gen. James, SDNY.

DAMAGES: Court orders defendants BY EMILY SAUL
to pay claimant $2,800 in damages for
destroyed vehicle. Torres v. Colombia

Towing, Civil Court, Bronx.

THE NEW YORK State Unified
Court System ran afoul of the law
when it failed to negotiate with
unions as it rushed out testing
and vaccine policies during the
COVID-19 pandemic, a mid-level
appeals court has ruled.

The decision, from the Appellate
Division, First Department, affirms

INSURANCE LITIGATION: EFTA claim
survives in USAA lawsuit over unau-
thorized life insurance withdrawals.
Kaiser v. USAA Life Ins. Co., SDNY.

CRIMINAL LAW: Insufficiency of one
count does not affect prosecution’s
statement of readiness. People v.
Campbell, Criminal Court, Bronx.

INSURANCE LITIGATION: Court

Second Department grants GEICO partial summary judg-

LANDLORD-TENANT: Motion for
additional discovery relating to over-
charge claim granted. DK Stockho LLC

ment over unauthorized, unnecessary
UDT claimse. Gov't Employees Ins. Co.
v. Zaitsev, EDNY.

New York State Public Employment
Relations Board, or PERB, after the

held, citing two cases involving the
New York State Public Employment

Neither returned messages seek-

ing comment.

Relations Board.
In this instance, the right to
require testing was not so “inextri-

UCS rolled out mandatory testing
policies in 2021.
PERB found that UCS’s proce-

v. Roberts, Civil Court, Kings.

I
A The First Department decision is @‘ Emily Saul can be reached at emily.

posted at nylj.com.

CONSUMER PROTECTION: Plaintiffs
plausibly allege that Igloo products’
representations could mislead con-
sumers. Lieberv. Igloo Products Corp.,
EDNY.

saul@alm.com. X: @emily_saul_

LANDLORD-TENANT: Failure to serve
VAWA notice allows court to dismiss
eviction. Carrington Arms LLC v. Eng-
lish, City Court, Westchester.

LANDLORD-TENANT: Motion to
amend petition denied; eviction dis-
missed. Parkledge Preservation LLC v.
Fordjour, City Court, Yonkers.
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As Law Firm Profits Soar, Performance Gap
Appears Within Am Law 50

BY ANDREW MALONEY

DESPITE a choppy start to the year
and rising costs, Big Law firms
notched double-digit gains in both
revenue and profits in 2025, while
demand accelerated at a higher-
than-average clip, according to
some of the latest data from Citi’s
Global Wealth at Work Law Firm
Group.

Still, there’s a noticeable gap
between the Am Law 25 ranked
by revenue and the second 25. Citi
found that most firms in the top
25 group reported some level of
demand growth, for instance, while
closer to half of the firms in the
second group reported the same.

“I do think that the dispersion
behind the averages remains an
important feature of this industry,
and again, explains the consolida-
tion we’re seeing in the industry,”
said Gretta Rusanow, head of advi-
sory services for the Citi group, in
an interview Monday. “If a firm has
a one-off year, that’s one thing. But
if there’s a series of years where
they’re seeing their demand con-
tract, meanwhile their competitors
are continuing to grow, it starts to

become an issue in terms of being
able to hold on to top talent.”

Overall, firms across Citi’s index
grew revenue 12.1%, while average
profits per partner were up 15.8%.
Demand was up 2.5% for the year,
coming off of what Rusanow called
a “rebound year” in 2024, when
demand was up 3.3%. She said the
10-year average for industry-wide
demand growth prior to 2025 was
1.9%. And after tariffs, uncertainty
about interest rates and plenty of
macro challenges to start 2025, “to
end the year with a further 2.5%
demand growth was a great result,”
Rusanow said.

Each of the traditional Am Law
segments saw strong returns, too.
Revenue growth for the Am Law
50 was 12.8%, for the Second 50,
it was 11.2%, and for the Second
Hundred, it was 8.8%. In profits per
equity partner growth, the Am Law
50 was up 15.7%, the Second 50 was
up 15.8%, and the Second Hundred
was up 12.4%.

To be sure, billing rate hikes
helped firms drive revenue and
profit growth in 2025. Billing rates
were up by 9.6% across the indus-
try and 10.4% in the Am Law 50,
Law.com has reported, based on

data from Wells Fargo Legal Spe-
cialty Group.

The total average billing rate
increase was 9.6% year-over-
year. However, that increase was
buoyed by Am Law 50 firms’ 10.4%
average rate hikes, while the Sec-
ond 50 and the Second Hundred
increased their rates by 7.6% and
7.3%, respectively.

Firms also saw strong inventory
growth: it was up 14.7% industry-
wide and 16.8% for Am Law 50
firms; 9.5% for the Second 50, and
12.4% for the Second Hundred.
Meanwhile, the collection cycle
lengthened by about 2.3% across
segments, with Rusanow noting that
while mega deals got off to a run-
ning start and continued through
the year, it took until roughly the
second half of 2025 for broader
M&A to pick up steam. She also not-
ed that “a nice acceleration” in that
activity in the fourth quarter helped
lead to strong inventory growth.

“I think that large-cap M&A activ-
ity helped a subset of firms pretty
much from the start of the year,”
Rusanow said. “Meanwhile, the rest
of the industry had to wait for mar-
ket volatility to settle long enough
for mid-cap M&A to restart.”

Billing rates were up by 9.6% across the industry and 10.4% in the Am Law 50.

Other groups have also noted
increasing dispersion, and even
more “elite” firms that are carry-
ing traditionally high-performing
Am Law groups.

The Citi data confirms that
trend. Rusanow noted that Citi
is seeing “a gap” even between
segments such as the top-25 and
the second-25. She noted that the
first group saw demand increase
3.5%, while the second group saw
it grow a more modest 0.6% last
year. She also noted that while the
top 25 grew headcount by 3.6%,
they saw “a slight improvement”
in productivity. Meanwhile, the
second 25 grew headcount more
modestly, 2.2%, but still saw pro-

ductivity decline more than 1%.

Rusanow also noted that about
80% of Am Law 25 firms reported
increased demand last year, while
55% of firms in the second 25 and
Second 50 cohorts reported an
increase. About 70% of Second
Hundred firms reported demand
growth.

“Scale makes sense if the cli-
ent demand is there to support it,
and the reason [ make that point
is, if you're growing even at a more
modest 2.2%, but giving up lawyer
productivity in the process, you
want to reverse that,” Rusanow
said. “The reason why the most
profitable firms are where they're
at isn’t just an aggressive growth
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mindset; it’s that they expect a
certain level of productivity at that
model.” Productivity industry-wide
was flat, Rusanow said.

Expense pressure also contin-
ues to accelerate, with Citi tallying
that growth at 9.5%. “It’s easy to
gloss over that when you're see-
ing strong topline growth, but I do
think that the acceleration of the
cost of running a law firm is one
of the major drivers of continued
consolidation,” Rusanow said, add-
ing that “we’ve only scratched the
surface on what firms will spend
on generative Al and technology
in general.”

Rusanow added that Citi is
optimistic about 2026, and that
many of the practices that drove
performance in 2025 will continue
to strengthen this year.

She did note that while some
firms and analysts reported a
pick-up in litigation activity, a Citi
survey of litigation versus nonliti-
gation demand among Am Law 50
firms found litigation was up 0.6%
at one point last year on aver-
age, while nonlitigation practices
were up 3.4%. “Litigation was up
for firms, but other practices were
up even more,” she said.

|
@ ‘ Andrew Maloney can be reached at
andrew.maloney@alm.com.

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

‘More Defections’? Perkins Partners Seek
Alternative Options in Advance of Ashurst Merger

BY SAMSON AMORE

PARTNERS at Perkins Coie are
exploring alternative career
options as the firm’s merger with
Ashurst nears closing, with sources
indicating “tons of Perkins part-
ners” are potentially on the mar-
ket, and the firm is considering
the possibility of paying retention
bonuses.

At least 22 partners have
departed Perkins Coie’s Seattle
headquarters since the beginning
of February, ahead of its planned
merger with U.K.-based Ashurst,
with partner groups going to Mor-
rison & Foerster, McGuireWoods
and Cooley.

Some Perkins partners, espe-
cially those who were “lifers”
at the firm or had long tenures
there, have said they are dissatis-
fied with the way the merger was
announced, according to several
recruitment sources familiar with
the deal, with some questioning
the potential impact on the deal.

But the pessimism is not unani-
mous, and some partners feel the
merger will benefit their practices,
according to sources familiar with
the matter.

“We are talking to Perkins part-
ners, and we are going to be seeing
more defections,” said a recruiter
with clients in Seattle, who could
only speak under the condition of
anonymity. “My sense is that the
way the merger was presented was

Ahead of its proposed merger with Ashurst, Perkins Coie has lost nearly two
dozen partners in Seattle since the start of February.

not ideal; partners were feeling like
they were not given a choice. It was
more like, ‘This is happening, and
you need to be OK with that and
get on board’ — not much of a
discussion.”

This discontent among partners
has led some to consider offers
from other firms when in previ-
ous years they would not. Often,
“window shopping” for offers at
competing firms turns into a deal,
since the suitors can be quite con-
vincing, the recruiter noted.

Another legal recruiter who was
familiar with the situation, also
speaking under the condition of
anonymity, said “tons of Perkins
partners are looking for jobs” if the

merger with Ashurst goes through,
and noted some have threatened
to depart if the merger is finalized.

The recruiter also said some
partners are upset about how it
came about with limited consul-
tation across the Perkins partner-
ship, with several of these lawyers
questioning Ashurst’s fit with Per-
kins Coie.

One current Perkins partner
who spoke anonymously called
the merger with Ashurst “a mon-
umental f— up.” The lawyer said
Perkins management never vetted
the idea with other partners, and
claimed that many peers would
likely vote “no.” Unlike the merg-
ers involving Hogan Lovells and
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Cadwalader, some Perkins partners
see Ashurst as diluting their firm’s
brand. The firm’s U.S. presence is
limited, with roughly 60 lawyers
located mainly in New York and
Los Angeles, according to Law.
com Compass data.

Perkins Coie’s merger with
Ashurst has not yet closed and
is expected to be finalized by the
third quarter of this year. No votes
have been cast on the merger yet.

When asked for a comment on
the departures, a spokesperson
for Perkins Coie said in an emailed
statement, “We are excited about
the opportunities this combina-
tion presents for the clients and
people of both firms. We contin-
ue to work toward a close [of the
merger] in the third quarter of this
year.”

‘Crisis’ or ‘Recalibration’?

One industry observer familiar
with the deal mentioned that some
recruiters could stand to gain if a
merger is not completed—or even
if there are rumors to that effect.
“Recruiters have financial incen-
tives to shake people loose from
firms to earn fees for placing them
in other firms,” the source noted.
“The recruiters do not get a fee if
people do not move laterally. So,
their incentive is to make that hap-
pen.”

And not all partners at Perkins
are dissatisfied with the merger,
sources said.

Calling Perkins’ partner depar-
tures “the worst-kept secret in Seat-
tle,” a West Coast recruiter familiar
with the Seattle market said, “I do
know for a fact that some of the
departures are because of the
merger—but not all. Some are leav-
ing because of the merger, and a
number are opportunistic [moves],
and not related to the merger. We
have two new firms that are com-
ing to Seattle, and that creates
opportunity in the marketplace
that wasn'’t there before.”

“I've talked to a number of
partners who are excited about
the merger and feel like it will be
great for their practice,” the West
Coast recruiter added, noting, “I
don'’t think this derails the merger.”

“Ashurst wants a stake in the
U.S. market—they still get that,”
the recruiter continued. “Last year,
Perkins had around 400 attorneys
in the Seattle and Portland markets;
[ don’t see these departures weak-
ening the strong foothold Ashurst
gains in the Pacific Northwest and
nationally.”

Perkins Coie employs roughly
362 lawyers in Seattle and 1,064
firmwide, per the most recent Am
Law 100 survey data.

Susan Agopian, senior principal
at legal recruitment company Lat-
eral Link, suggested, “What we're
seeing at Perkins is maybe less
about crisis and more a recalibra-
tion,” she said. “In today’s market,
partners vote with their feet when
growth, clarity, or alignment feels
even slightly off, which is why part-
ner movement tends to accelerate
at inflection points.”

Rike Connelly, Perkins Coie’s for-
mer business litigation chair, was
part of the group of eight partners
who departed for McGuireWoods

this past week. In an interview this
week, Connelly said her team’s
departures were not motivated
by the merger.

“There’s two main reasons” for
firms entering Seattle, said Saul
Gamoran, founder and President
of Gamoran Legal Consulting. First-
ly, “many of them have Amazon,
Microsoft and other Seattle pub-
lic companies as clients, and they
want to get more work and to get
that, they want to have more face
time,” he said. “Also, they have a
lot of work in Seattle, and they’re
referring it to other firms and want
to keep it in-house.”

Seattle, Gamoran added, “has
become a very hot legal market.”

There are, indeed, more Big Law
career options in Seattle than ever
before. Firms such as Arnold & Por-
ter Kaye Scholer, Bryan Cave Leigh-
ton Paisner, Dickinson Wright, Hol-
land & Knight, and, most recently,
Morrison & Foerster and McGuire-
Woods, have all launched offices in
Seattle in recent years.

Departures could continue, but
more partner exits might not neces-
sarily disrupt the merger. “At first,
[ thought the merger wouldn't pass
the partner vote. But now I realize
a lot of the naysayers are leaving,
so the remaining ones likely will
pass it,” Gamoran said. “Corporate
lawyers are happy with it, litigators
are not.”

Indeed, the group of partners
who left Perkins Coie for Morrison
& Foerster this week entirely com-
prised litigators. The same is true
of the group of eight litigation part-
ners who departed Perkins Coie to
launch McGuireWoods’ new office
in Seattle this week.

Perkins Coie’s battle with the
Trump administration  » Page8

5% Dip in Q4 M&A Activity Hints at Rocky
Road Ahead for Law Firms

BY ANDREW MALONEY

WITH returns already trickling in,
there’s little doubt law firms posted
a great financial performance in
2025. But lingering concerns argu-
ably gained some traction in Q4,
as the industry saw a “slamming
of the brakes” with a 5% drop-off
in M&A work, according to a new
report. And simultaneous growth
in bankruptcy demand “makes us
more worried for the U.S. economy
overall,” one of the authors added
in an interview.

In general, the industry was still
historically profitable last year,
with industry-wide margins greater
than 40% and a 14.1% average profit
increase, while revenue growth was
“around double-digits” as well, said
Bryce Engelland, senior data ana-
lyst for Thomson Reuters, who

helped compile the group’s Q4
Law Firm Financial Index report.

The report, published Tuesday,
showed overall demand had only
amodest drop-off from Q3 as well,
from 3.9% to 3.3%. Engelland add-
ed that’s still “extremely strong”
in an industry that’s traditionally
averaged more like 1% annual
growth, especially as worked rate
growth (rates that are agreed-upon
between firms and clients, rather
than standard or “rack” rates) still
clocked in above 7% (7.1% in Q4).
But industry growth tends “to
go in extreme bursts,” Engelland
added.”That is the pattern we're
used to seeing, and we're a little bit
cautious the pattern might repeat
itself.”

Indeed, the report noted that
while a downturn “isn’t destiny,”
firms should be wary of the chanc-
es heading forward in 2026. Espe-

cially because expenses remain
high—the report found while
expense growth had moderated
some from Q3, direct expenses
were still up 8.2%, and overhead
expenses were up 7.2% by the end
of Q4. Meanwhile, law firms’ billing
rate increases “are expected to be
as strong—if not stronger—than
2025’s increase.”

That means clients may have
some difficult choices to make.
According to Thomson Reuters,
many are already moving work
down to lower-priced law firms
and other, cheaper alternatives.
But the similarities to the period
before the Great Recession in 2008,
when there was another burst of
both transactional and counter-
cyclical work, a period of strong
worked rate growth and increas-
ing expenses, are eerie, the report
noted.

There's little doubt law firms posted a great financial performance in 2025. But
lingering concerns arguably gained some traction in Q4, as the industry saw a
“slamming of the brakes”in M&A work, according to a new report.

“We’ve seen this movie before,
in 2008, and the result was a stag-
nant decade of law firm growth,”
the authors wrote.

Another result of that era that
has continued to impact firms is
the way general counsels respond-
ed. “It led to an era of kind of foren-

sic-level inspection of billing, and
in some ways we're still feeling
the ramifications of that,” Engel-
land said.

The report stated that while
billing rates have continued to
power industry gains, legal buyers’
budgets “are under more pressure

ADOBE STOCK

than ever,” and that if the trends
that picked up in Q4 continue into
2026, “clients may find their already
tight budgets stretched to break-
ing point.”

Among specific practices
tracked by Thomson Reuters,
litigation grew 4.3%, followed by
real estate (4.1%) and corporate
(3.4%). Bankruptcy followed at
2.8% growth, and M&A—which
tallied 7.6% growth in Q3—was
down to 2.6% growth. Labor and
employment (2.5%), IP (0.7%) and
tax (0.5%) practices saw the most
modest gains.

“The deceleration in M&A,
resurgence of counter-cyclical
work, and mounting pressure on
client budgets all suggest that the
conditions that propelled firms
through a very successful 2025 may
not hold indefinitely,” the report
noted, adding: “A downturn isn’t
destiny, but all lawyers know it’s
better to prepare for and manage
risk than to just assume it will go
away.”

|
@ ‘ Andrew Maloney can be reached at
andrew.maloney@alm.com.
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WHITE-COLLAR CRIME

When an Executive’s Defense
May Waive Company Privilege

hen a corporate officer

seeks to defend crimi-

nal charges based on

his or her reliance

on the corporation’s
counsel, complex legal issues tend
to arise for the company and the
courts. A decision late last year
from the First Circuit Court of
Appeals in United States v. Spine-
Frontier, Inc., 160 F.4th 212 (1st Cir.
2025), a prosecution of officers of a
medical device company charged
with violating the Anti-Kickback
Statute (AKS) based on an alleged
sham consultancy program for
surgeons, addresses two thorny
issues in this area. First, when does
a particular executive’s invocation
of a defense based on the role of
corporate counsel waive the cor-
poration’s privilege? Second, can
the executive’s restriction of the
defense to the mere involvement
of counsel, without revealing par-
ticular advice provided by counsel,
avoid effecting a waiver?

In addressing these questions,
the First Circuit drew on Second
Circuit precedent, in particular
In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 219
F.3d 175 (2d Cir. 2000), a decision
addressing whether certain state-
ments by a corporate CEO in the
course of grand jury testimony
waived corporate privilege. By
overturning a district court ruling
finding waiver over the corpora-
tion’s objection, SpineFrontier, like
In re Grand Jury Proceedings, illus-
trates that courts are reluctant to
imply broad waivers of corporate
privilege based on the conduct of
an officer. In addition, SpineFron-
tier’s analysis provides useful sup-
port for the premise that in some
circumstances, a defendant may
invoke a disciplined involvement
of counsel defense without waiving
privilege. Nevertheless, the take-
away for counsel is to proceed with
caution. This area is fraught, highly
fact specific and difficult to predict.

ROBERT J. ANELLO and RICHARD F.
ALBERT are members of Morvillo
Abramowitz Grand lason & Anello,
P.C. EMILY SMIT, an associate at the
firm, assisted in the preparation of
this column.

By And
Robert J. Richard F.
Anello Albert

Background—Advice of
Counsel Versus Involvement
Of Counsel

As the Second Circuit has
explained, a traditional “advice
of counsel defense” relies on evi-
dence that, if believed, can raise
a reasonable doubt in the minds
of the jurors about whether the
government has proved that the
defendant had the unlawful intent

The government moved
for a ruling that the letters
impliedly waived any claim
of corporate privilege over
all related communications
with the law firm.

necessary to commit the offense.
United States v. Scully, 877 F.3d 464,
476 (2d Cir. 2017); see R. Anello &
R. Albert, “My Lawyer Said It Was
OK: ‘Scully’ and Defending Based
on Reliance on Counsel,” N.Y.L.J.
(April 3, 2018).

In considering such defense, a
jury is instructed to assess whether
the defendant “honestly and in
good faith sought the advice of
counsel,” “fully and honestly laid
all the facts before his counsel,”
and “in good faith and honestly fol-
lowed counsel’s advice.” Scully, 877
F.3d at 476. A defendant’s assertion
of an advice of counsel defense is
typically considered to place the
nature of the lawyer’s advice
squarely in issue and thereby cause
awaiver of the attorney-client privi-
lege, to ensure fairness by prevent-
ing a defendant from using only the
helpful portions of the advice and
hiding the unhelpful portions.

A defendant invoking an
“involvement of counsel” defense,
by contrast, seeks to negate a claim
of bad-faith or illegal intent by
adducing evidence of a lawyer’s
participation in a series of trans-
actions or other conduct, without
claiming reliance on any particular
advice the lawyer provided to the
defendant. A leading case arose in
the context of an SEC enforcement
proceeding, Howard v. S.E.C, 376
F.3d 1136 (D.C. Cir. 2004), where
the SEC claimed that Howard acted
fraudulently in carrying out a stock
offering by counting as bona fide
certain prior stock sales made to
entities with which his companies
had some association. Howard’s in-
house and outside counsel played
a central role in steps leading to
the prior sales, and they also pre-
pared the offering documents for
the challenged stock offering.

The D.C Circuit expressly reject-
ed the argument that a defendant
could claim reliance on counsel
only when he could make out each
element of a traditional “advice
of counsel” defense. Ruling that
Howard did not act with wrong-
ful intent, the court explained
that because Howard was aware
of the involvement of in-house
and outside counsel in preparing,
reviewing and approving of the
offering documents, and because
outside counsel had considered
and approved at least one of the
challenged stock sales, Howard
could not have acted with wrongful
intent. Howard, 376 F.3d at 1146-47.

In recent years, some district
courts in the Second Circuit have
taken a skeptical approach to
defense efforts to offer evidence of
involvement of counsel, precluding
such evidence under Fed. R. Evid.
403 as more prejudicial than proba-
tive. Those courts have reasoned
that such evidence risks suggesting
to the jury that, because lawyers
were involved to some degree with
certain conduct, the defendant was
entitled to conclude that the law-
yers blessed other conduct. Such
courts have also suggested that
there is some inherent unfairness
in a defendant being able to get
the benefit of an advice of counsel
defense, without prov-  » page 7

LAW AND THE FAMILY

The Celebration of Marriage

he word “marriage” is used

in two different senses, one

denoting the act of entering

into the marriage relation,

that is, the celebration or
solemnization of the marriage, and
the other the relation itself (Camp-
bell v. Crampton, 2 F. 417 (C.C.N.D.
N.Y. 1880)). In the latter sense, mar-
riage has always been defined as
the civil status of one man and one
woman united in law for life under
the obligation to discharge to each
other and to the community those
duties which the community by its
laws imposes. (Morris v. Morris, 31
Misc. 2d 548, 220 N.Y.S.2d 590 (Sup
1961); Campbell v. Crampton, 2 F.
417 (C.C.N.D. N.Y. 1880)). The clas-
sic definition of marriage is that
by Lord Penzance (Hyde v. Hyde &
Woodmansee (Eng) LR 1 Prob & D
130), namely, the voluntary union
of one man to one woman for life,
to the exclusion of all others.

The Defense of Marriage Act,
which was enacted in 1996 (1996
PL 104-199). stated that, for the
purposes of federal law, the words
“marriage” and “spouse” referred
to legal unions between one man
and one woman. The Defense of
Marriage Act was intended to
define and protect the institution
of marriage. This law allowed indi-
vidual states to refuse to recognize
same-sex marriages that were per-
formed and recognized under other
states’ laws. The Defense of Mar-
riage Act was repealed on Dec. 13,
2022, by the Respect for Marriage
Act (PL 117-228, Dec. 13, 2022, 136
Stat 2305, Section 1), which pro-
vides statutory authority for same-
sex and interracial marriages.

The act replaced provisions of
the Domestic Relations Law that
defined, for purposes of federal
law, marriage as between a man
and a woman and a spouse as a
person of the opposite sex with
provisions that recognize any mar-
riage between two individuals that
is valid under state law.

On June 26, 2013, in US v. Wind-
sor (570 U.S. 744, 818, 133 S. Ct.
2675, 2720, 186 L. Ed. 2d 808 (2013),
the United States Supreme Court
held that the Defense of Marriage
Act’s definition of marriage was

JOEL R.BRANDES practices matrimonial
law in New York City, concentrating on
appeals.

By
JoelR.
Brandes

unconstitutional as a deprivation of
the liberty of the person protected
by the Fifth Amendment. In Oberge-
fell v. Hodges, 576 U.S. 644, 135 S. Ct.
2584, 2643, 192 L. Ed. 2d 609 (2015),
the Supreme Court held that the
right to marry is a fundamental
right inherent in the liberty of the
person, and under the Due Process
and Equal Protection Clauses of the
Fourteenth Amendment, couples
of the same-sex couples may not
be deprived of that right, and that
liberty and states must recognize
lawful same-sex marriages per-
formed in other states.

It concluded that the
case could be decided
solely upon the applica-
tion of neutral principles
of contract law, without
reference to any religious
principle.

Today, marriage is defined as
“The legal union of a couple as
spouses” (Black’s Law Diction-
ary (12th ed. 2024), marriage).
The Merriam-Webster dictionary
defines marriage as “the state of
being united as spouses in a con-
tractual relationship recognized by
law.”"While a marriage is considered
by many to be a sacrament and a
religious contract, it is also a civil
contract of a unique character
and subject to peculiar principles.
(Fearon v. Treanor, 272 N.Y. 268, 5
N.E.2d 815 (1936); Fisher v. Fisher,
250 N.Y. 313, 165 N.E. 460, (1929)).

The Domestic Relations Law
provides that marriage, so far as
its validity in law is concerned,
continues to be a civil contract, to
which the consent of the parties
capable in law of making a contract
is essential. (DRL §10). A marriage
is not a common-law contract as
generally understood, since it con-
tains many elements foreign to a
common-law contract in that, for
example, it cannot be rescinded at

the will of the parties (Clayton v.
Wardell, 4 N.Y. 230, 1850 WL 5384
(1850)), and is subject to control
and regulation by the state. Mar-
riage has been said to be a status
or institution to which the stateis a
third party. (Fearon v. Treanor, 272
N.Y. 268, 5 N.E.2d 815, 109 A.L.R.
1229 (1936)).

The terms “celebration of a
marriage” and “solemnization of a
marriage” meant the performance
of the formal act or ceremony by
which a man and woman contract
marriage and assume the status
of husband and wife. A formal
celebration or solemnization of
a marriage is not essential unless
expressly required by statute. (Fer-
rie v. Public Administrator, 3 Bradf.
Surr. 151 (N.Y. Sur. Ct. 1855); Minor
v. Jones, 2 Redf. Surr. 289 (N.Y. Sur.
Ct. 1876).

Where a statute makes provision
for the form of celebration or sol-
emnization of a marriage, the fail-
ure to comply with the form does
not affect the validity of the mar-
riage unless the statute expressly
provides that it does affect the
validity of the marriage. (Ziegler
v. P. Cassidy’s Sons, 220 N.Y. 98,
115 N.E. 471 (1917); Ferrie v. Pub-
lic Administrator, 3 Bradf. Surr. 151
(N.Y. Sur. Ct. 1855); White v. Lowe,
1 Redf. Surr. 376 (N.Y. Sur. Ct. 1862)

The Domestic Relations Law
requires that a couple obtain a
marriage license to be married
in New York (see Domestic Rela-
tions Law §13). Once they obtain
a marriage license, the marriage
is not valid unless solemnized by
a clergyperson or other person
specified in the Domestic Relations
Law (see Domestic Relations Law
§11). However, Domestic Relations
Law §25 provides that “[n]othing
in this article contained shall be
construed to render void by reason
of a failure to procure a marriage
license any marriage solemnized
between persons of full age.” For
that reason, a marriage solemnized
between persons of full age will
be valid, even without a marriage
license. (see Domestic Relations
Law §§12, 25).

The Domestic Relations Law
provides that, where marriages
are solemnized by a clergyman
or magistrate, no particular form
of ceremony is required, so long
as the parties solemnly declare
in the presence of a  » Page”
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shareholder suit pending in the
Court of Chancery, in which the
document that became the basis
of the defamation case was filed.

The litigation stems from a
2019 breach of fiduciary duty suit
brought by several shareholders
of LRN, a New York-based corpo-
ration that advises companies on
ethical practices and regulatory
compliance. That case alleges
shareholders were misled about
a 2017 tender offer completed
prior to LRN’s acquisition by
Leeds Equity Partners. Marks,
a longtime LRN shareholder,
moved to intervene as a plain-
tiff in the Chancery case in 2020.
Claims brought by shareholder
plaintiffs other than Marks are
unaffected by the settlement.

In September 2021, the three
LRN directors named as defen-
dants in the Chancery lawsuit
filed a complaint for one count of
defamation per se against Marks
in Superior Court, alleging Marks
had made false and defamatory
statements in a July 2020 filing
in the Chancery action and went
on to share that filing with the
Financial Times, which published
an article repeating those state-
ments that October.

In the filing in question, Marks
alleged LRN founder Dov Seid-
man had led him to believe LRN
was not going to be sold, leading
Marks to accept a tender offer
he claimed undervalued his
shares compared to the pre-
mium later paid by Leeds, stat-
ing the LRN directors devised a
“scheme” because they “did not
want Marks to learn that he had
been cheated by the individual
defendants.”

According to the Superior
Court complaint, Marks then
filed an amended supplement in
the Court of Chancery, removing
the allegedly defamatory state-
ments, but did not share that
information with the Financial
Times or make an effort to cor-
rect public perception, which
LRN directors Seidman, Lee
Feldman and Mats Lederhausen
said caused lasting harm to their
professional reputations.

In September 2024, Superior
Court Judge Danielle J. Brennan
granted the directors’ motion
for summary judgment, find-
ing the elements of defamation
per se had been met. Brennan
denied Marks’ request for an
interlocutory appeal to the Del-
aware Supreme Court. Prior to
the parties giving notice that a
settlement had been reached, a
three-day trial on damages had
been scheduled for January. On
Jan. 12, after being notified the
parties had reached a settlement
agreement, Brennan issued an
order stating the action would
be dismissed with prejudice if
the parties did not update the
court on the status of the case
within 60 days.

Attached to the stipulation
is a letter from Marks to LRN
shareholders stating he is with-
drawing as a plaintiff from the
Chancery suit.

“I repudiate this lawsuit and
my entire participation in it,”
Marks wrote in the letter. “When
Ijoined the lawsuit, | had no evi-
dence to support the allegations
in the lawsuit, including the ones
I added to it. Now, with the evi-
dence I have seen, this lawsuit in
my view is without merit, which
is why [ am repudiating it.”

Susman Godfrey represents
Seidman, Feldman and Leder-
hausen in both cases, along
with Abrams & Bayliss in the
Chancery action and Farnan
LLP in the Superior Court case.
Marks is represented by Kent
& McBride and Olshan Frome
Wolosky in Superior Court and
Michael Ippoliti in Chancery.

“Dov has been the leading
voice in the corporate ethics
industry for decades, and the
defamatory allegations at issue
struck at the core of his work
and reputation,” Susman God-

frey partner Stephen Shackel-
ford said.

The stipulation states a
“meaningful sum” of the $18
million settlement is to be dis-
tributed from Seidman, Feldman
and Lederhausen to charities,
including The HOW Institute for
Society, of which Seidman is the
founder and chairman. Shackel-
ford said the specifics on how the
settlement will be divided are to
be determined but that $1 mil-
lion has already been donated to
charitable organizations.

Shackelford said the settle-
ment agreement doesn’t include
confidentiality or nondisparage-
ment provisions that are com-
mon in settlements.

“I've been doing this for a
while. I've seen a lot of settle-
ments, achieved a lot of settle-
ments. ['ve never seen one like
this in terms of just complete
and utter transparency,” he said.

Counsel for Marks did not
immediately comment on the
settlement.

—Ellen Bardash

Judges Raise Alarm: Trump’s
Immigration Crackdown Is
Straining Federal Courts

Federal judges around the coun-
try are scrambling to address a
deluge of lawsuits from immi-
grants locked up under the
Trump administration’s mass
deportation campaign.

Under past administrations,
people with no criminal record
could generally request a bond
hearing before an immigration
judge while their cases wound
through immigration court
unless they were stopped at
the border. President Donald
Trump ‘s White House reversed
that policy in favor of mandatory
detention.

Immigrants by the thousands
have been turning to federal
courts by using another legal
tool: habeas corpus petitions.
While the administration scored
a major legal victory Friday,
here’s alook at how that’s affect-
ing federal courts and what some
judges have done in response:

In one federal court district in
Georgia, the enormous volume
of habeas petitions has created
“an administrative judicial emer-
gency,” a judge wrote in a court
order on Jan. 29. U.S. District
Judge Clay Land in Columbus
said the Trump administra-
tion was refusing to provide
bond hearings to immigrants
at Georgia’s Stewart Detention
Center despite his "clear and
definitive rulings” against man-
datory detention. Instead, the
court had to order the hearing
in each individual case, wrote
Land, a nominee of Republican
President George W. Bush.

In Minnesota, where the
administration’s immigration
enforcement surge continues,
U.S. District Chief Judge Patrick
Schiltz said in a Jan. 26 order
Trump officials had made “no
provision for dealing with the
hundreds of habeas petitions and
other lawsuits that were sure to
result.” The court had received
more than 400 habeas petitions
in January alone, according to
a filing by the government in a
separate case.

Schiltz, who was also nomi-
nated by Bush, said in a separate
order two days later that the gov-
ernment since January had failed
to comply with scores of court
decisions ordering it to release
or provide other relief to people
arrested during Operation Metro
Surge.

And in the Southern District
of New York, U.S. District Judge
Arun Subramanian said in an
opinion in December that the
district had been “flooded” with
petitions for relief from immi-
grants who posed no flight risk
or danger but were nonetheless
imprisoned indefinitely. Subra-
manian, who was nominated by
President Joe Biden, a Democrat,

and presides in New York City,
granted a 52-year-old Guinean
woman’s habeas petition and
ordered her release.

“No one disputes that the
government may, consistent with
the law’s requirements, pursue
the removal of people who are
in this country unlawfully,” he
wrote. “But the way we treat oth-
ers matters.”

The Department of Homeland
Security said in a statement
on Friday that the administra-
tion was “more than prepared
to handle the legal caseload
necessary to deliver President
Trump’s deportation agenda for
the American people.”

DHS and the Justice Depart-
ment, which also emailed a state-
ment, slammed the judiciary.

“If rogue judges followed the
law in adjudicating cases and
respected the Government’s
obligation to properly prepare
cases, there wouldn’t be an
‘overwhelming’ habeas caseload
or concern over DHS following
orders,” the Justice Department
statement said.

On Friday, a federal appeals
court backed the administra-
tion’s policy of detaining immi-
grants without bond. The 2-1
ruling by a panel of the 5th U.S.
Circuit Court of Appeals marked
amajor legal victory for the gov-
ernment and countered a slew of
recent lower court decisions that
argued the practice was illegal.

In November, a federal judge
in California ruled that the
Trump administration’s man-
datory detention policy was
illegal. U.S. District Judge Sun-
shine Sykes in Riverside, who
was also nominated by Biden,
later expanded the scope of the
decision to apply to detained
immigrants nationwide.

But plaintiffs’ attorneys said
the administration continued to
deny bond hearings.

“This was a clear cut example
of blatant defiance, blatant dis-
regard of a court’s order,” Matt
Adams, lead attorney for the
plaintiffs, told The Associated
Press in January.

According to Sykes, the gov-
ernment argued her decision was
“advisory” and told immigration
judges, who work for the Justice
Department and are not part of
the judicial branch, to ignore it.
The judge said she found the lat-
ter instruction “troubling.”

In its statement, DHS said
“activist judges have attempted
to thwart President Trump from
fulfilling the American people’s
mandate for mass deportations.”

Land, the federal judge in
Georgia, directed other judg-
es in his district to immedi-
ately order the government
to provide bond hearings to
immigrants who meet criteria
established by two previous
habeas cases.

Maryland District Court Chief
Judge George L. Russell Il has
ordered the administration not
to immediately remove any immi-
grants who file habeas petitions
with his court, under certain
conditions. Russell, who was
nominated by President Barack
Obama, a Democrat, said in an
amended order in December that
the court had received an influx
of habeas petitions after hours
that “resulted in hurried and
frustrating hearings.”

In Tacoma, Washington, U.S.
District Judge Tiffany Cartwright
ordered the administration
last month to give immigrants
detained at a processing center
in Tacoma notice of her ruling
that the mandatory detention
policy was illegal. Cartwright,
who was also nominated by
Biden, said the high volume of
habeas filings had put a “tre-
mendous strain” on immigration
attorneys and the court.

Copyright 2026 AP. All rights
reserved. This material may not
be published, broadcast, rewrit-
ten, or redistributed.

—Sudhin Thanawala

Outside Counsel

Family Court Appeals:
2025 Roundup, Part II

elow are summaries of
25 family law decisions
issued July-December
2025. Several cases on the
role of attorneys for chil-
dren are addressed in an upcoming
article.

|. Termination of Parental
Rights

COA: No Diligent Efforts:
‘Matter of K.Y.Z. (W.Z.),
(2025 NY Slip Op 05781)

The Court of Appeals (COA)
(4-3) reversed a First Department
order affirming the termination of
parental rights (TPR) of the father.
The majority found that the peti-
tioner agency failed to produce
clear and convincing evidence of
diligent efforts to encourage and
strengthen the parental relation-
ship.

First, the agency did not meet
the linguistic needs of the father,
whose primary language was a
Chinese dialect. Second, despite
a belief that the father lacked
insight into the mother’s mental
health needs, the agency did not
provide relevant counseling. Third,
the petitioner did not help with the
father’s housing and work sched-
ule—known obstacles to reunifica-
tion.

The agency’s egregious failure
to undertake diligent efforts had
started 11 years earlier (cf. M/O
Christian J. C. [Jorge C.]), 2025 NY
Slip Op 06857 [2d Dept.] [petitioner
made diligent efforts, but failed to
show respondent’s lack of contact,
failure to plan; permanent neglect
reversed)).

COA: Ineffective Counsel:
‘M/O Parker J. (Beth F.),
(2025 NY Slip Op 06533)

The COA (5-2) found ineffec-
tive assistance (IAC) in assigned
counsel’s failure to seek an adjourn-
ment to speak with the respondent
mother or to review subpoenaed
documents before a Family Court

CYNTHIA FEATHERS is an appellate
attorney in Saratoga Springs and at the
Albany County Public Defender’s Office.

By
Cynthia
Feathers

fact-finding hearing to end her
parental rights.

A Fourth Department order
affirming the dispositional order
was reversed, and a new hear-
ing was ordered. “[T]he right to
assigned counsel in proceedings
to terminate parental rights nec-
essarily encompasses the right to
effective assistance of counsel.”

In discussing the right to coun-
sel in Family Court cases, the COA
had previously analogized criminal
cases. “Under our state (criminal)
standard, a litigant need not satisfy
the prejudice test of the federal

‘M/O Dawn A. P-T. v.
Sherwyn R.is a reminder
of the vital role of Family
Ct Act §1114 (b) motions
for stays of enforcement of
challenged orders pending

appeal.

standard.” The majority declared,
“Family Court is not a ‘second-class
court.”

Notes: Among decisions Parker
J. cites is M/O Brown v. Gandy, 125
AD3d 1389 (2015), a custody case
in which the Fourth Department
rejected the actual prejudice test.
First Department decisions still
require prejudice (see Lee v. Lee,
242 AD3d 603)—even in TPR cases
(see M/O Patrice HW. [Marcia M.],
209 AD3d 554 [abrogated by Parker
J.]). The meaningful representation
standard is generally applied in
other Departments, including in
non-TPR cases (see M/O Breaux
v. Akati, 243 AD3d 779 [2d Dept.];
M/O Michael DD. v. Jamie EE., 243
AD3d 1149 [3d Dept.]; M/O Abrams
v. Smith, 2025 NY Slip Op 07160 [4th
Dept.]).

The Parker J. Court observed
that there is no statutory vehicle
for Family Court proceedings—akin

to CPL 440.10 motions—to deter-
mine what happened off the record.
However, IAC arguments may be
pursued via motions to vacate
under CPLR 5015 (a) and Family
Court’s inherent power (see M/O
Skylar PJ. [Kerry M.T.], 204 AD3d
1001 [2d Dept. 2022]; M/O Commis-
sioner of Social Seruvs. of Rensselaer
County v. Faresta, 11 AD3d 750 [3d
Dept. 2004]).

Four Errors Mandate Reversal:
‘M/O Kevin v. (Sara L.),
(243 AD3d 1270)

Family Court found the subject
child severely abused and termi-
nated both respondents’ parental
rights. The Fourth Department
reversed. Family Court: (1) erred
in ruling summarily based on proof
adduced at a prior Article 10 pro-
ceeding, given that the petitioner
never moved for summary judg-
ment in the TPR proceeding; (2)
found severe abuse, even though
the agency did not seek nor obtain
such adjudication in the Article 10
proceeding; (3) failed to recognize
the different standards of proof in
Article 10 vs. TPR proceedings; and
(4) improperly issued an order of
disposition before holding a dis-
positional hearing.

‘M/0 Michael B! Invoked:
‘M/0 Cody X. (Eugene X.),
(242 AD3d 1333)

Family Court found the child
abandoned and ended the father’s
parental rights. The Third Depart-
ment reversed and dismissed the
petition. The AFC advised the
reviewing court that the child now
wanted the appellant to remain his
legal father.

The court could consider such
information pursuant to M/0O
Michael B., 80 NY2d 299, 318 (1992).
Further, given that the child was
over age 18 and did not consent
to adoption, dissolving the father’s
rights would serve no purpose.

Notes: Other 2025 decisions
invoking Michael B. are addressed
in Judicial Notice of Facts: Tall Tales,
Kids’ Wishes, NYLJ, Nov. 25, p 4,
col. 4. When Michael B. is applied
in a custody case, typically the dis-
positionisreversaland  » Page 8

Speech

«Continued from page 1

around the state, while in New York
City, funding increases enabled 10
new magistrates and more than
20% staffing growth over the past
two years, leading to substantial
reductions in backlogs, though
Wilson said this was not enough.

Also, the system has gone from
16 court-based children centers to
26, with all operating full-time.

Ajudicial institute has ramped
up training for judges, magis-
trates, attorney referees and
other personnel, and Wilson
said training programs now
cover trauma-informed judicial
decision-making, LGBTQ+ youth
issues, and the intersection with
federal immigration law.

Another success has been the
replacement of what Wilson said
was a “hodgepodge of committees”
with a permanent commission on
justice for families.

Yet, he said, family courts con-
tinue to face heavy caseloads, lim-
ited resources, overloaded staff,
and some 90% of practitioners are
overloaded.

This leads to systemic dysfunc-
tion, said Wilson, whose adminis-
tration’s pending budget submis-
sion includes support for five new
family court mental health treat-
ment parts.

Wilson credited judges and

Crypto

« Continued from page 1

ed. “Until those disclosure gaps are
addressed, these same schemes
will keep repeating, regardless of
how tokens are labeled.”

The lawsuit, brought by Canadian
investor Jonathan Beckwith, alleged
that Yu and Cortes promoted a ven-
ture called Zerebro as a venture-
grade Al infrastructure project pow-
ering autonomous agents, developer
tools and consumer platforms, while
privately knowing that no function-
ing technology existed behind the
claims made to the market.

According to the complaint, the
defendants marketed Zerebro as a
sophisticated, near-ready ecosys-
tem supported by proprietary Al
models and a token, $ZEREBRO,
which is described as the platform’s
economic engine. Purchasers were
told the token’s value would appre-
ciate as adoption of the purported
technology accelerated and expand-
ed across users and developers.

However, behind the scenes,
the founders secretly controlled a
substantial share of the token sup-
ply and operated an undisclosed
market-making operation. Using
a network of wallets they con-
trolled, the defendants allegedly
injected liquidity, manufactured
trading volume, influenced prices
and sold zero-cost inventory into
demand generated by their own
promotional efforts.

Investors were never told that
most of the apparent liquidity and
price stability was engineered by
issuer-controlled wallets rather
than independent market activ-
ity, the complaint alleged. Had
purchasers known insiders were
trading against them while promot-
ing the project as legitimate, they
would not have bought the tokens
at prevailing prices.

As scrutiny intensified and
doubts grew over the absence of
any delivered technology, artifi-
cial market support waned and
the price of $ZEREBRO collapsed,
according to the complaint. By that

time, the defendants had allegedly
exited significant portions of their
holdings, leaving retail investors
with substantial losses as confi-
dence in the project evaporated.

During the collapse, the law-
suit alleged, Yu escalated the
deception by publicly staging his
death, broadcasting what appeared
to be a suicide and arranging for
an obituary to be published. He
did so to allegedly divert attention
from the missing technology, col-
lapsing token price and mounting
questions surrounding insider con-
duct and trading activity.

Yu later resurfaced alive, the
complaint said, with him posting
photographs of himself holding
large amounts of cash and continu-
ing to launch new cryptocurrency
projects. The lawsuit characterized
the episode as part of a broader
pattern of concealment and eva-
sion employed when the alleged
scheme began to unravel under
public scrutiny.

Now, the case is pending before
U.S. District Judge Andrew L. Cart-

er, Jr. of the Southern District of
New York. The lawsuit asserted
claims including fraud, false adver-
tising, deceptive business practic-
es, breach of contract and unjust
enrichment under New York law,
seeking damages on behalf of a pro-
posed class of token purchasers.

“This case is not about a failed
startup or ambitious founder,” the
plaintiffs said in the complaint, “it
is about misrepresentations, con-
cealed market manipulation and
the deliberate exploitation of pub-
lic trust in emerging technology.”

!
@ ‘ Michael A. Mora can be reached at
michael.mora@alm.com.
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Jessica Horan-Block, director of com-
plex litigation for Bronx Defenders

staff—rather than himself and his
leadership team—for doing the
fundamental work to improve the
family court experience.

“In reality, it is the judges and
staff who have been working ener-
getically and creatively to address
the complaints about family court
assistance for decades,” he said,
noting that in Rochester, a group
led by supervising family court
judge Stacy Romeo and Rochester
City Court Judge Van Henri White
supplied a children’s library for its
family court.

An invited speaker, Jessica
Horan-Block, director of complex
litigation for Bronx Defenders,
underscored the concern about
the presumption of guilt before
evidence, despite the state’s bur-
den of proof and known harms of
separating families.

Horan-Block said her staff rep-
resents parents who face abuse
charges, and most of whom are
separated from their children while
their medically complex cases can
proceed for nearly 15 years of liti-
gation.

In urging a human-centered
approach to cases, Horan-Block
then introduced her client, Sarai
Mejia, a parent who shared a sto-
ry about how the system failed
her.

She said it was after her five-
week-old son was found unable
to breathe, and her fiancé saved
his life by administering CPR.

Mejia said a hospital later diag-
nosed the infant as suffering car-
diac arrest and a stroke, but soon
after the child was discharged,
Mejia discovered he had a leg
injury. She said she called the same
hospital but was instructed not to
bring him back, but to instead give
him Tylenol.

The couple chose to bring him
to another hospital, which discov-
ered he had a fractured femur.

Mejia said “the atmosphere
changed from assistance to accu-
sation,” and the Administration for
Children Services of New York City
later determined the infant’s initial
hospital stay was considered result
of abuse.

A week later, the couple’s young
daughter was removed from the
family’s custody, and the agency
restricted the couple’s contact with
the hospitalized infant.

Mejia then reached out to Bronx
Defenders, and Horan-Block was
able to have a pediatric neurosur-
geon testify that the infant’s brain
was healthy and his cardiac arrest
was of natural causes.

A pediatric surgeon explained
that the infant’s fracture could have
happened during his first hospital
stay, as he was vulnerable to frac-
tures, given his illness, the parent
stated.

“Jess put on a strong case
that got my kids back,” after four
months, said Mejia, who noted
that her fiance continued to fight
the court petition for an additional
four months, and in the interim
had been ordered to leave the
home.

In reaction, Wilson said, “Rep-
resentation of the kind Ms. Horan-
Block provides is the exception, not
the rule. But it is what everyone in
family court should be entitled to, if
we truly wish to avoid unnecessary
trauma and family separation. We
must properly fund lawyers and
family courts so they can fully
represent their clients and work
towards dismantling the discrimi-
nation present in the child welfare
system.”

Wilson made clear he doesn’t
believe that fault lies with judges
or court support personnel in
these high-stress, high-stakes
situations that lack sufficient
resources.

“If we had a magic wand, we
should use it to eliminate fam-
ily court entirely, by eliminating
the problems families have,” Wil-
son said. “But that isn’t possible
because the root causes of the
distress that families, parents and
children have are not created by
courts — but are fomented else-
where.”

Along those lines, Wilson sug-
gested that family courts would
ultimately benefit from the gover-
nor’s budget, designating $4.5 bil-
lion for statewide universal child
care, because the earmark would
help to stabilize vulnerable house-
holds.

I
@ ‘ Brian Lee can be reached at brian.lee@
alm.com. X: @bleereporter
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REALTY LAW DIGEST

By
Scott E.
Mollen

Request for Proposals—Bryant Park (Manhat-
tan)—Plaintiff Alleged Bryant Park Corporation
Improperly Conducted an RFP for Operation of
Dining Establishments—Defendant Alleged Plain-
tiff Unlawfully Held Over Beyond Expiration of
Leases—Complaint Dismissed—Failure To State
Claim—Declaratory Judgment Counterclaim
Duplicative of Ejectment and Breach of Contract
Counterclaims—Unjust Enrichment Counterclaim
Duplicative of Use and Occupancy Counterclaim
and Precluded by Leases—Tortious Interference
Counterclaim Failed To Allege That Conduct Was
Directed at Third Party Rather Than at Defendant

he subject dispute involved leases for three

dining facilities in Manhattan’s Bryant Park
(leases) and the Request for Proposal (RFP) pro-
cess conducted “in anticipation of the expiration
of these leases.” The plaintiffs alleged that it held
leases for the spaces previously operated by well-
known Bryant Park Grill (Grill) and the Bryant Park
Café (Cafe) and a license to operate The Porch at
Bryant Park (Porch) (collectively referred to as
the premises).

The Grill and Cafe leases expired on April 30,
2025. The license agreement for the Porch expired
on March 31, 2025.

The defendant, Bryant Park Corporation (BPC)
issued RFPs with respect to the premises. On Jan.
27,2025, BPC announced that it had selected the
well-known Jean-Georges Group and Seaport
Entertainment Group, Inc. (Seaport), to replace
the plaintiff. The plaintiff alleged that the RFP pro-
cess had been conducted in an improper manner
and asserted claims for, inter alia, declaratory judg-
ment, breach of contract, and specific performance.

Since commencement of the suit, the plaintiff
continued to occupy the premises beyond the lease
expiration dates. The defendant asserted coun-
terclaims for “declaratory judgment, ejectment,
breach of contract, use and occupancy (U&O),
unjust enrichment, and tortious interference with
business relations.”

The defendant had moved for an order directing
the plaintiff to pay U&O during the pendency of
this action. The court granted that motion.

Thereafter, the plaintiff moved to dismiss the
declaratory judgment, U&O, unjust enrichment,
and tortious interference counterclaims  » Page 9

SCOTT E.MOLLEN is a partner at Herrick, Feinstein.

Kirkland Opens in
Nashville, Calling It
‘An Ideal Environment’
For More Growth

BY ANDREW MALONEY

A LITTLE more than a year after entering Phila-
delphia, Kirkland & Ellis is now planting a flag in
Nashville. The largest firm in the world by revenue
said Tuesday that it’s opening in the Tennessee
capital with a handful of litigation partners. The
firm also said it has “a number of partners” in
deal work, too, who are ready to launch a full-
service office.

The city of Nashville, observers say, has
gained “outsize investment” over the last few
years because of its talent base and its status as
a health care hub. Kirkland, in a release Tuesday,
said Nashville is “an ideal environment” for contin-
ued, “aggressive” growth, calling the office launch
“part of its strategy to attract top legal talent and
meet growing client demand.”

The firm is opening in Music City with current
Kirkland litigation partners Tara Blake, Matt Smith,
Paul Rosenblatt and Travis Swearingen—currently
based in Houston, the Bay Area and Washington,
D.C., according to a statement Tuesday.  » Page 7

Lawyers Applaud
Billionaires’ $10M

Boost for South Florida’s
Business Profile

BY VIVIENNE SERRET

AFTER billionaires Stephen Ross and Ken Griffin
announced Monday they were together making a $10
million contribution aimed at promoting Florida’s
“Gold Coast” as a destination for ambitious business
leaders, local attorneys and legal industry observers
are optimistic that a boom which began in the wake
of the COVID-19 pandemic has plenty of life left in it.

While Ross and Griffin built their fortunes in
New York and Chicago, respectively, in recent years
they’ve concentrated their efforts in South Florida.
In advancing $5 million each to the new “Ambition
Accelerated” campaign put forth by the Florida
Council of 100, they’re making the argument that
the region spanning Miami, Fort Lauderdale and
West Palm Beach is among the best in the U.S. to
build a company.

This fresh campaign is nothing but good news
for alocal legal industry that’s welcomed new firms
who'’ve followed the businesses and high-net worth
individuals who've already relocated to the region.

“(Ross and Griffin are) spot on with ~ » Page 9

By And
Adam John M.
Leitman Desiderio
Bailey

n 2022, in a prior article, the
authors concluded: “Until there
is a clear holding by an appel-
late court that outlines the
parameters within which a co-op
board may or may not reject a sale
for a ‘too low’ sale price, it [would
remain] an open question whether
or not board rejection of ‘too low’
share transfers can be said to vio-
late the business judgment rule.” See
Bailey and Desiderio, “Whether Co-op
Boards Can Reject a Sale Because the
Purchase Price is ‘Too Low’ (NYLJ,
June 28, 2022).
In its recent decision, in Stromberg
v. East River Housing Corporation, 241
AD3d 445 (1st Dept. 2025), the First
Department dismissed East River’s
counterclaim “for a declaratory judg-
ment that its “board of directors may
properly consider an apartment’s
sales price when deciding whether
to grant or withhold consent to a
sale.” (Emphasis added).
Ironically, in dismissing East Riv-
er’s counterclaim, the court noted
that plaintiffs “[did] not dispute that
defendant may consider the purchase
price;” but, “rather, they contend[ed]
that the price may not be the sole
criterion considered in approving
or denying an application” (Empha-
sis added, italics in original), and,
therefore, the court concluded,The
only question, as recognized by the
motion court, is whether the particu-
lar manner in which defendant consid-

CO-OP AND CONDOMINIUM LAW

Whether Co-op Boards Can Reject
Purchasers for a ‘Too Low’ Sales Price

ered the apartment’s sales price was
legally permissible, and defendant
is not seeking a declaratory judg-
ment on that issue. Therefore, no
justiciable controversy exists (see
CPLR 3001), and the declaratory
judgment counterclaim was properly
dismissed. (Emphasis added, italics
in original).

Thus, while not squarely holding
for or against the issue raised in East
River’s counterclaim, the court’s rul-
ing suggests, for the first time in an
appellate court decision, that consid-
eration of the sale price, in any board
sale rejection, will not automatically
remove the protections afforded to
board action by the Business Judg-
ment Rule, if sale price is “not...the
sole criterion considered in approving
or denying an application.”

Accordingly, on East River’s
motion for summary judgment, the
First Department noted that the
“parties sharply dispute whether a
minimum sale price floor was imple-
mented by defendant” and held that
“[t]he motion court properly found
that issues of fact exist as to whether
the business judgment rule applies
to defendant’s rejection of the sale
application.”

Significantly, regarding said fact
issues, the First Department here
cited Singh v. Turtle Bay Towers Corp.,
74 AD3d 568 (1st Dept. 2010) to be
compared with Oakley v. Longview
Owners, 165 Misc2d 192 (Sup Ct,
Westchester County, 1995).

The Cases Cited in Stromberg
On Issues of Fact Related to
‘Price’ Consideration

In Singh, the First Department
had affirmed denial of purchaser
plaintiffs’ application “for an injunc-
tion prohibiting defendants from
issuing or transferring the share
of stock and proprietary lease to
the subject apartment to anyone

other than plaintiffs and to stay all
proceedings by defendant to issue,
transfer, and affect the stock shares
and proprietary lease of said unit.”
The court held:

Defendant exercised its right of
first refusal to deny [plaintiff’s] pur-
chase application, and there is no
question that plaintiffs were aware
of the valid, enforceable right of first
refusal and that they agreed to be
bound by it.

In so holding, the Singh court cited
to Anderson v. 50 East 72nd Street Con-
dominium, 119 AD2d 73 (1st Dept.
1986), which had held that “the pre-
emptive right of first refusal granted
to defendant condominium board to
purchase, at the same price terms,
a unit offered for sale by an owner,
does not constitute an unreasonable

In denying defendant’s motion
to dismiss plaintiff’'s complaint, the
Oakley court noted, “[W]hat the
law condemns is, not a restriction
on transfer, a provision merely post-
poning sale during the option period,
but an effective prohibition against
transferability itself.” (Quoting Allen
v. Biltmore Tissue Corp., 2 NY2d 534,
542 (1957)).

The court held that the restraint
constituted an “open-ended and
potentially long-lasting prohibition,”
and, “as adopted” was an unreason-
able restraint on alienation. See also
Marine Midland Bank v. White Oak
Cooperative Housing Corp. 1997
WL 34823122 (Sup Ct, Westches-
ter County, 1997) (Held: Coopera-
tive’s requirement that plaintiff sell
its shares at a price set by it to be

Consideration of the sale price...will not automatically remove the
protections afforded to board action by the business judgment rule.

restraint on alienation of such unit
and is not subject to invalidation by
the statutory ‘Rule Against Perpetuit-
ies’ for remote vesting.” (Emphasis
added).

Singh also noted, in dicta, that “the
decision to deny the purchaser appli-
cation was based upon a determina-
tion that the purchase price for the
subject unit was significantly below
market value,” (Emphasis added).
Nevertheless, Singh'’s dicta was not
related to the court’s consideration
and approval of the Board’s rejection.

By contrast, in Oakley, the rea-
sons for denying the sale were (a)
that the sales price was “less than a
cooperative wide floor price recent-
ly adopted by the board,” after an
appraisal of only two one-and-two-
bedroom apartments in the 160-unit
complex, and (b) “dissatisfaction
with the demeanor of the prospec-
tive purchaser.”

approved was an unreasonable
restraint on alienation.)
Respecting “the denial based on
the demeanor of the purchaser,” the
Oakley court held “the board may
arguably be said to have been act-
ing within its authority,” but, “[t]his
presents a question of fact, given
plaintiff’s allegations of bad faith and
discriminatory treatment ~ » Page 8

ADAM LEITMAN BAILEY is the founding
partner of Adam Leitman Bailey P.C. JOHN
M. DESIDERIO is a partner at the firm and
chair of its real estate litigation group.
ALEXANDER CONSTANTIS and MAX RICH-
ARDSON, law externs of the firm, who are
attending the Maurice A. Deane School
of Law at Hofstra University, assisted in
the preparation of this article. Adam Leit-
man Bailey P.C. represented respondent
Stromberg in East River’s First Depart-
ment appeal.

Rooftop 830 Brickell Office Tower, Miami

Brickell Office Space

[s in Highest Demand
For Law Firms, Followed
By Downtown Miami

And Coral Gables

BY VIVIENNE SERRET

AS MIAMI continues to attract a growing num-
ber of law firms, the city’s Brickell neighborhood
remains the most desirable destination for office
space, with rates that outpace Downtown Miami
and Coral Gables, even as the latter two are also
seeing considerable demand.

Though demand for Brickell’s office spaces has
forced law firms and other companies to consider
other areas due to exorbitant prices or lack of
options, that’s not necessarily a negative, according
to Tyler de la Pena, a senior vice president at real
estate brokerage JLL. Instead, it’s positively impact-
ing the market for real estate elsewhere in Miami.

Pena’s team focuses exclusively on office tenant
representation throughout South Florida, which
includes companies, law firms, accounting firms,
tech companies and more within West Palm, Bro-
ward and Miami Dade. He observed that the con-
tinuing migration of finance companies from the
Northeast over the past five years has been impact-
ing many of JLL’s tenants within South Florida.

“Brickell is still where the pebble hits the pond ...
That’s where we have the majority of our financial
companies, professional services. That is where
the bulk of the demand has been from new to
market companies,” Pena said. “[In] Brickell, the
buildings are a little bit newer, master planned, so
that’s where the bulk of the demand has been and
continues to be.”

The popularity of Brickell is captured by one
new building in particular: the luxury tower at
830 Brickell, which is currently home to the Miami
offices of Am Law 50 firms Sidley Austin and Baker
McKenzie, with Kirkland & Ellis slated to move in as
well. They're sharing space alongside investment
giant Citadel and private equity firm Thoma Bravo.

Currently, Brickell’s rates are the highest with an
average asking rate of $99.83 per square foot, with
Downtown Miami following in secondat ~ » Page 9
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919 Third Avenue, New York
https://fbc.users.membersuite.
com/events/a5720928-0078-
ce9f-4fe4-0b49108a6010/details

NY City Bar (CLE)
Effective Communication Across
Generations: Reducing Stress
and Strengthening the
Management of Legal Work
9:00am - 10:45 am
2 CLE credits
Registration Link: https://
services.nycbar.org/
EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB021226&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

NY City Bar (Non CLE)

Legal Writing Primer for New
Lawyers
12:30 p.m. -2 p.m.
Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/EventDetail?
EventKey=NLI021226&mcode
=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

Practising Law Institute

Ethics for Commercial Litigators
2026
9a.m.-11:10a.m.
www.pli.edu/programs/ethics-
for-commercial-litigators/

Bridge-the-Gap II: Ethics and
Skills for Newly Admitted New
York Attorneys 2026
8:45a.m. - 5:45p.m.
www.pli.edu/programs/bridge-
the-gap-ii-ethics-and-skills-
for-newly-admitted-new-york-
attorneys/

TUESDAY FEB. 17
NY State Bar (CLE)

Truth about Succession Planning:

what-high-performing-leaders-
do-differently/
1 CLE credit; Virtual

NY State Bar (Non CLE)

NYSBA Mediator Roundtable
Series
nysba.org/events/nysba-media-
tor-roundtable-series-february-
2026-edition/

Informational event
Virtual

NY City Bar (Non CLE)
Fortune Hunters and Their Prey:
Murdered Wives and
Inheritance in Midcentury
America
6 p.m.-7p.m.
Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/EventDetail?
EventKey=HIST021726&mcod
e=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th Street
Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-
tomerrelations@nycbar.org

WEDNESDAY FEB. 18

NY State Bar (CLE)
Employment Law 2026: Emerging
Trends and Regulatory Shifts

Across Federal, State and City

Levels
nysba.org/events/employment-
law-2026-emerging-trends-
and-regulatory-shifts-across-
federal-state-and-city-levels/

1 CLE credit

Virtual

NY State Bar (Non CLE)

The Tax Drag of NYC: Advanced
Wealth Management
Strategies for New Yorkers
nysba.org/events/the-tax-
drag-of-nyc-advanced-wealth-
management-strategies-for-
new-yorkers/

Virtual

NY City Bar (CLE)

Current Legal Ethical Issues with
Professor Stephen Gillers
12p.m. - 1:45p.m.

2 CLE credits

Registration Link: https://
services.nycbar.org/
EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB021826&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom

THURSDAY, FEB. 19
FRIDAY, FEB. 20

NY City Bar (CLE)

Trade Secrets Symposium 2026:
Navigating the Law of Trade
Secrets and Restrictive
Covenants
Day 1:9:00am - 1 p.m.

Day 2:9:00 am - 1 p.m.
Day 1 CLE credits: 4
Day 2 CLE credits: 4

Both Days CLE credits: 8
Both Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.
org/TradeSecrets/Regis-
tration.aspx?EventKey=_
WEB0219B&mcode=NYLJ
Day 1 Registration Link:

Day 2 Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.
org/TradeSecrets/Regis-
tration.aspx?EventKey=_
WEB022026&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom

Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-
tomerrelations@nycbar.org

Practising Law Institute
Negotiating Commercial Leases
2026
9a.m. —4:30 p.m. (Both Days)
www.pli.edu/programs/negoti-
ating-commercial-leases/

FRIDAY, FEB. 20

NY City Bar (Non CLE)

Pathways to Law: CUNY & NYC
Bar Career Exploration Event
2p.m.-5:30p.m.
Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/EventDetail?
EventKey=DEIB022026&mcod
e=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th Street
Contact: 212-382-6663 or cus-
tomerrelations@nycbar.org

MONDAY, FEB. 23

Practising Law Institute
Corporate Governance - A Master
Class 2026
9a.m.-5p.m.
www.pli.edu/programs/corpo-
rate-governance/

TUESDAY, FEB. 24
NY City Bar (CLE)

Effective Mediation Advocacy:
Skills and Strategies for
Litigators
9a.m.-11a.m.

2 CLE credits

Registration Link: https://ser-
vices.nycbar.org/EventDetail?
EventKey=EMA022426&mcod
e=NYLJ

Location: Zoom

Contact: 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

TUESDAY FEB. 25

NY State Bar (CLE)

The Attorney’s Guide to ABLE
Accounts
nysba.org/events/the-attor-
neys-guide-to-able-accounts/
1 CLE credit; Virtual

The End-of-Life Journey With Our
Beloved Animals - Session 3
(of 3)
nysba.org/events/the-end-of-
life-journey-with-our-beloved-
animals-session-3/

1 CLE credit; Virtual

NY State Bar (Non CLE)
Young Lawyers Section Monthly
Pub Night
nysba.org/events/young-
lawyers-section-monthly-pub-
night-february-2026/
Free Event
In Person

Letters to the Editor

Correcting the Mary
Ellen Wilson Case

Elisa Reiter and Daniel Pol-
lack’s “A Linguistic Look at
Child Neglect” (Jan. 15, 2026)
erroneously states that 10-year-
old Mary Ellen Wilson was res-
cued in 1874 by lawyers arguing
that “as a member of the ani-
mal kingdom, [she] deserved
protection” under New York’s
animal cruelty laws.According
to Children in the Courts, 66 ND
L Rev 649, 650 n 8: “An appeal

was made to the [NYSPCA Pres-
ident Henry Bergh] to intervene
on behalf of Mary Ellen ...
result[ing in her] removal from
the home of her stepmother ...
[notwithstanding] a misconcep-
tion... that [she] was identified
as a ‘member of the animal
kingdom’ by the courts.” See
also The Mary Ellen Wilson Child
Abuse Case at 32: “The method
of her rescue, while innovative
and groundbreaking, was not
carried out under the laws pro-
tecting animals” but, according
to Protecting Children, 53 Hast-

ings LJ 1, 50 n 193, through “a
writ de homine replegiando, a
precursor of the modern action
for habeas corpus.”

Again, none of this diminishes
Bergh'’s guts and ingenuity, in using
the civil legal process to save a
child and to catalyze what is said
to be America’s first successful
prosecution of a parent for child
abuse.

Donald Glassman

is principal law librarian

at New York State

Supreme Court, Kings County.

Judicial Ethics

—innenn—

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, an
acting justice of the supreme court
in Erie County, and the Honorable
Lillian Wan, an associate justice
of the appellate division, second
department.

—nne nmn—
Opinion: 25-129

Digest: A full-time judge who is
a member of the clergy:

(1) may serve as a volunteer
chaplain for a transit authority or
for branches of the United States
military;

(2) may attend a not-for-profit
religious organization’s roll call,
award ceremonies, and medal
day ceremonies honoring police
officers and first responders;

(3) may attend free non-partisan
“meet the candidate” events spon-
sored by a not-for-profit religious
organization, but may not serve as
a speaker or master of ceremonies
unless (a) the event is not a fund-
raiser, (b) someone else introduces
the candidates, and (c) the judge
avoids any commentary beyond
formal procedural matters;

(4) may not serve on a District
Attorney’s “Hate Crimes Task Force”;

(5) may serve as a speaker or
master of ceremonies at an elected
official’s cultural event, where the
event is free and open to the public
and paid for with government funds
rather than campaign funds; and

(6) may not give an invocation
at free public security briefings by
the local police department, but
may attend the briefings, provided
no impression of alliance with law
enforcement is given.

Rules: 22 NYCRR 100.2; 100.2(A);
100.3(E)(1); 100.4(A)(1)-(3);
100.4(C)(2)(a); 100.4(CH(3)(b)(D)-
(iD), (iv); 100.4(H)(1)(c)(1); 100.5(A)
(1); Opinions 25-64; 23-122; 22-127,
22-06; 19-158; 18-147; 17-146; 16-149;
14-77; 13-123; 11-67; 08-05; 03-129;
90-177.

Opinion: A full-time judge who is
also a member of the clergy asks a
series of questions regarding extra-
judicial activities.

A judge must avoid even the
appearance of impropriety (see 22
NYCRR 100.2) and must always act
to promote public confidence in
the judiciary’s integrity and impar-
tiality (see 22 NYCRR 100.2[A]). A
judge must not personally solicit
funds or otherwise participate
in fund-raising activities (see 22
NYCRR 100.4[C][3][b][i]) and must
not permit the use of judicial pres-
tige for fund-raising or membership
solicitation (see 22 NYCRR 100.4[C]
[3][b][iv]). A judge may attend a
not-for-profit religious or civic
organization’s fund-raising events,
but “may not be a speaker or the
guest of honor” at such events
(22 NYCRR 100.4[C][3][b][ii]). In
addition, a full-time judge must not
accept appointment to a govern-
mental committee or commission
or other governmental position
that is concerned with issues of
fact or policy in matters other than
the improvement of the law, the
legal system or the administration
of justice (see 22 NYCRR 100.4[C]
[2][a]). A judge may otherwise
generally engage in extra-judicial
activities compatible with judicial
office that do not (1) cast reason-
able doubt on the judge’s capacity
to act impartially as a judge, (2)
detract from judicial dignity, or (3)
interfere with the proper conduct
of judicial duties (see 22 NYCRR
100.4[A][1]-[3D).

1. Volunteer Chaplain
The judge first asks if it is per-

missible to serve as a volunteer
chaplain for a local transit author-

ity and for branches of the United
States military. This involves
unpaid spiritual care and pastoral
services such as wellness visits,
funerals, and bereavement coun-
seling.!

We note initially that service as
avolunteer chaplain for a govern-
ment entity is not a “governmen-
tal position that is concerned with
issues of fact or policy” (22 NYCRR
100.4[C][2][a]; cf. Opinion 22-06
[concluding that full-time judge
may volunteer as county rescue
diver, where dive team members
are not county employees and not
concerned with issues of fact or
policy]). Significantly, the volunteer
position does not appear to be a
public office or trust, and is essen-
tially pastoral in nature.

On the facts presented, we can
see no appearance of impropriety.
Indeed, we have previously advised
that a part-time judge may serve
as a per diem chaplain for the
Department of Corrections and
Community Supervision (DOCCS)
in another county, subject to dis-
qualification in certain matters (see
Opinion 22-127).

Accordingly, this judge may
serve as a volunteer chaplain for
amunicipal transit authority or for
branches of the United States mili-
tary. The judge should, of course,
be sensitive to the possibility that
individuals who are counseled may
appear in the judge’s court and dis-
qualify where appropriate (see 22
NYCRR 100.3[E][1]; Opinion 22-127
[part-time judge employed as per
diem chaplain for DOCCS must
disqualify from matters involving
inmate to whom the judge rendered
pastoral care)).

2. Religious Organization’s
Events Honoring Police
and First Responders

The judge next asks if he/she
may attend a not-for-profit reli-
gious organization’s roll call, award
ceremonies, and medal day cere-
monies honoring police and first
responders.

We have advised that a judge
may attend a police benevolent
association’s awards dinner and
tribute to fallen officers (see Opin-
ion 11-67). Here, too, we conclude
the inquiring judge may attend a
not-for-profit religious organiza-
tion’s roll call, award ceremo-
nies, and medal day ceremonies
honoring police officers and first
responders.?

3. Religious Organization’s
“Meet the Candidate”
Events

The judge asks if it is permis-
sible to serve as master of cer-
emonies or speak at free non-
partisan “meet the candidate
legislative breakfasts” sponsored
by the Council of Jewish Organi-
zations (COJO), a not-for-profit
religious organization. The event
is not a fund-raiser and the judge
explains that COJO “does not
endorse candidates” and “all can-
didates are invited.” Further, the
judge indicates these breakfasts
are “informational where elected
officials and candidates state their
positions and field questions and
answers.”

Where, as here, a “meet the
candidates” event is non-partisan
and sponsored by a not-for-profit
religious organization rather than
by a political organization, we con-
clude a judge may attend the event
and even ask questions as an audi-
ence member, being careful not to
give the impression of endorsing a
particular candidate (see Opinions
16-149; 08-05; 90-177).

In Opinion 03-129, we advised
that a judge may serve as master
of ceremonies at a similar free, non-
fund-raising “meet the candidates”
breakfast, but should have another
individual at the breakfast, rather
than the judge, introduce public
officials who are actively engaged
in campaigns for election to public
office.

Here, too, we conclude this
judge may attend COJO’s free,
non-partisan “meet the candidates”
events. Provided the event is not
a fund-raiser, the judge may also
serve as a speaker or master of
ceremonies at such event in a
limited capacity. The judge must

have someone else introduce the
candidates, and should avoid any
commentary beyond formal pro-
cedural matters.

4. District Attorney’s
“Hate Crimes Task Force”

The judge asks if it is permis-
sible to serve on a District Attor-
ney’s “Hate Crimes Task Force,”
which seeks to prevent hateful acts
through education. The District
Attorney (DA) personally co-chairs
the task force, and its homepage is
hosted on the DA’'s website. While
most members are affiliated with
various religious, cultural and civic
organizations, reflecting the DA’s
effort to include “communities
that are historically targeted and
victimized by hate-based crime,”
we note that the membership also
includes a high-ranking official of
a law enforcement agency’s hate
crimes unit. It is not clear that
any defense perspectives are rep-
resented on the task force. Mem-
bers are expected to “serve as
ambassadors” for the task force’s
work within and beyond their own
communities.

Although “the community ben-
efits from having judges take an
active part in community affairs
whenever possible,” we have
made clear that “the event must
not be so extraordinarily one-sid-
ed in nature that the judge’s mere
attendance would necessarily
cast doubt on his/her ability to
be impartial” (Opinion 17-146).
Indeed, we have advised that a
judge may not participate in a
DA’s free athletic/sporting event
“to help raise awareness and pre-
vent domestic violence,” where it is
“organized and promoted solely by
the local District Attorney’s office”
(Opinion 18-147 [noting event
promotion emphasized affiliation
with DA]).

Here, the proposed task force
is solely sponsored and hosted by
the DA’s office, and the DA him/
herself is serving as co-chair. On
these facts, and also noting the cur-
rent composition of the task force
and the apparent requirement to
serve as an ambassador for the
task force, we conclude the judge
may not serve on a District Attor-
ney’s “Hate Crimes Task Force.”

5. Cultural Events
Sponsored by Elected
Officials

The judge asks if it is permissible
to serve as master of ceremonies or
speak at an elected official’s non-
political cultural events, which are
not paid for with campaign funds.
These include food festivals, Meno-
rah and holiday lightings, and other
such cultural gatherings that are
free and open to the public.

We have said a judge may attend
a cultural/holiday event hosted by
elected officials, where the event is
free and open to the public and is
not sponsored by or affiliated with
the officials’ campaign committees
or any other political organization
but is instead paid for with state/
government funds (see Opinions
25-64; 23-122). Indeed, we advised
that a judge may “participate as a
judge in a free hat contest/pageant
during the event” (Opinion 25-64).
In reaching that conclusion, we
emphasized that the contest was
“not a fund-raiser” and the judge’s
proposed role was “unlikely to cre-
ate any reasonable perception that
the judge is endorsing the legisla-
tors or their policies” (id.).

We now extend that permis-
sion to speaking at such events,
including as master of ceremonies,
subject to generally applicable
limitations on judicial speech and
conduct. In particular, we caution
the judge to be mindful of the
restrictions on political activity
and endorsements (see generally
22 NYCRR 100.5[A][1]).

6. Police Department’s Free
Public Security Briefings

Finally, the judge asks if he/
she may attend public security
briefings given by the local police
department to community leaders
and officials. The briefings are free
and open to the public, and often
focus on security issues relating to
religious holidays. If it ~ » Page 8
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Privilege

« Continued from page 3
ing its elements and without waiv-
ing the attorney-client privilege.
See S.E.C. v. Lek Securities Corp.,
2019 WL 5703944, at *3-4 (S.D.N.Y.
Nov. 5, 2019); S.E.C. v. Tourre, 950
F. Supp. 2d 666, 684 (S.D.N.Y. 2013).
Most prominent among these
rulings is U.S. v. Bankman-Fried,
2024 WL 477043 (S.D.N.Y. Feb.
7, 2024), the prosecution of the
founder of cryptocurrency firm
FTX, where based on a detailed
analysis of testimony proffered by
the defendant outside the presence
of the jury, Judge Lewis Kaplan pre-
cluded the defense from offering
evidence of involvement of counsel
in three subject areas. That ruling
is a prominent subject of Bankman-
Fried’s pending appeal, which was
argued in November 2025. The Sec-
ond Circuit’s upcoming decision
in that appeal may well provide
further guidance on the appropri-
ate approach to defense efforts to
offer evidence of the involvement
of counsel.

‘SpineFrontier’

In SpineFrontier, a grand jury
charged SpineFrontier, a compa-
ny that designs, manufacturers,
markets, and sells spinal medical
devices, along with its principal
shareholder, CEO and sole direc-
tor, Dr. Kinglsey Chin, and its CFO,
Aditya Humad in August 2021 with
alleged violations of the Anti-Kick-
back Statute based on an alleged
sham consulting program designed
to induce surgeons into ordering
and using the company’s devices
in surgeries subsidized by federal

healthcare benefit programs. Prior
to trial, the defendants noticed the
possibility of invoking an “involve-
ment of counsel” defense based on
SpineFrontier’s engagement of an
outside law firm, to negate the nec-
essary willfulness element of the
statute. The law firm had drafted
opinion letters about the program’s
legality for SpineFrontier that Chin
and Humad distributed to third-
party surgeon-consultants.

Significantly, the opinion letters
expressly relied on certain key
assumptions and qualifications,
including that the compensation
paid surgeons would be for bona
fide services at fair market value,
and that such compensation
would not be determined based
on volume or value of business.
The indictment alleged that, in
fact, the defendants calculated
compensation payments based on
the volume of surgeries performed
using SpineFrontier devices and
the amount of revenue generated
for the company.

The government moved for a
ruling that the letters impliedly
waived any claim of corporate
privilege over all related commu-
nications with the law firm. Before
the district court resolved the
motion, the government dismissed
all charges against SpineFrontier,
leaving Chin and Humad as defen-
dants. Thereafter, the district court
ruled that Chin and Humad togeth-
er had the authority to effect an
implied waiver of the corporation’s
privilege, and that their pursuit of
the defense at trial would waive
privilege as to all of defendants’
communications with the law
firm. Humad then informed the
court that he intended to invoke
the defense, while Chin stated

he would not. The district court
issued a March 7, 2025 order that
Humad’s planned defense waives
the privilege. Thereafter Chin
pleaded guilty, leaving Humad as
the only remaining defendant.
SpineFrontier, now a third party,
filed an interlocutory appeal of the
district court’s March 7 order. In
resolving the appeal, the First Cir-
cuit followed the Second Circuit’s
analytical framework established in

a tight alignment of interests. The
First Circuit noted that “alter-ego”
status depends on multiple consid-
erations, including an executive’s
control over the corporation and
a corporation’s public or private
status. As to alignment of interests,
the court pointed out that an exec-
utive’s interest in avoiding convic-
tion may “override his fidelity” to
the now uncharged corporation,
which has consistently sought to

In recent years, some district courts in the Second Circuit
have taken a skeptical approach to defense efforts to of-
fer evidence of involvement of counsel, precluding such
evidence under Fed. R. Evid. 403 as more prejudicial than

probative.

In re Grand Jury, where the Second
Circuit addressed what factors a
court should consider in determin-
ing whether a senior executive may,
over the corporation’s objection,
waive the corporation’s privileges
through his testimony in the grand
jury. The Second Circuit found that
although the witness was the cor-
poration’s chairman, founder and
CEOQ, and he testified that advice
received from counsel validated
company actions that were the
subject of the investigation, such
testimony did not necessarily
waive the corporation’s privilege.
The court remanded the case for
the district court to further analyze
the circumstances of the testimony.

Change in Circumstances

For the first step in the analysis,
the First Circuit looked to whether
the executive and company were
“alter-egos” or otherwise shared

preserve its privilege, such that
imputing a waiver to the company
might not be fair.

The court noted that although
implied waiver analysis is “highly
fact dependent,” the district court
did not conduct a new analysis
after Chin pleaded guilty but rather
treated the Company’s two officers
as a unit and assessed their joint
authority. Finding that whether
Humad alone was SpineFrontier’s
alter ego was “far from clear,” the
First Circuit vacated the district
court’s order and remanded the
case for further analysis on a more
developed record.

Is Waiver Required?

Continuing its analysis assuming
Humad had the authority to waive
the corporation’s privilege, the First
Circuit addressed whether Humad'’s
proposed involvement of counsel
defense — which does not intend to

reveal any specific communications
or to rely on any particular advice
—requires waiver. The First Circuit
observed that under the doctrine
of implied waiver, a traditional
advice of counsel defense requires
disclosure of the privileged com-
munications to the opposing party
lest the defendant selectively dis-
close only helpful fragments of the
lawyer’s advice, thereby subvert-
ing the truth-seeking process. In
contrast, the First Circuit opined
that “an involvement of counsel
defense does not automatically trig-
ger a waiver of the privilege,” and
whether Humad’s planned defense
raises the same fairness concerns
as an advice of counsel defense
triggering waiver will depend on
“exactly what he seeks to argue at
trial,” which was not yet clear.

If Humad were to suggest that
outside counsel were “watching” or
“in the room” during the duration
of the consulting program, thereby
seeking to have the jury infer that
corporate counsel approved of
Humad’s conduct in implement-
ing the consulting program, waiver
would be required to enable the
government to probe the extent
of counsel’s knowledge of how the
program was executed. If, however,
Humad’s argument was limited to
asserting that he was less likely to
have intentionally violated the Anti-
Kickback Statute because he “knew
that SpineFrontier had engaged a
law firm to set up the consulting
program and remain on retainer to
address problems as they arose,”
such a defense would not inject the
substance of attorney-client com-
munications into the litigation, nor
require the inference that counsel
approved the way the program was
implemented. The First Circuit

remanded for the district court to
analyze the precise theory Humad
seeks to raise at trial.

The First Circuit further noted
that other approaches beside
waiver could address the potential
prejudice to the government from
Humad’s defense, including the use
of a limiting instruction to the jury.
The First Circuit expressed skepti-
cism that Humad’s defense would
raise “material prejudice” since the
letters themselves, by including
an assumption that compensa-
tion would not be determined by
volume or value of business, could
undermine his theory. The court
emphasized that “a waiver is a sig-
nificant penalty” and “less-onerous
mechanisms” to address prejudice
should be considered first.

Conclusion

The First Circuit’s ruling in Spine-
Frontier confirms that courts are
hesitant to imply a broad waiver of
corporate attorney-client privilege
over the corporation’s objection
based on the actions of an officer.
By effectively countenancing a
defendant’s effort to offer evidence
of involvement of counsel as evi-
dence of good faith, the opinion
provides a useful contrast to some
recent district court opinions pre-
cluding defendants from offering
such evidence.

Further, by providing guidance
as to how a defendant can limit
his use of such evidence so as to
avoid effecting a waiver, the ruling
provides a potentially useful road
map. SpineFrontier and other case
law in this area illustrate, however,
that such road is hazardous, full of
unpredictable twists and turns for
counsel and client alike.

Marriage
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clergyman or magistrate and the
attending witness or witnesses that
they take each other as spouses.
(Domestic Relations Law §12). As
long as the license is legally issued
(See Domestic Relations Law §13),
the marriage may be solemnized
at any place in the state. Domestic
Relations Law §14-a).

The first paragraph of Domestic
Relations Law §12 provides that
“no particular form or ceremony is
required when a marriage is solem-
nized as herein provided by a cler-
gyman or magistrate, or one-day
marriage officiant, but the parties
must solemnly declare in the pres-
ence of a clergyman, magistrate,
or such one-day marriage officiant
and the attending witness or wit-
nesses that they take each other
as spouses. At least one witness
beside the clergyman, magistrate,
or such one-day marriage officiant
must be present at the ceremony.

The second paragraph of Domes-
tic Relations Law §12 provides
that:” The preceding provisions of
this chapter, so far as they relate
to the manner of solemnizing mar-
riages, shall not affect marriages
among the people called friends or
quakers; nor marriages among the
people of any other denominations
having as such any particular mode
of solemnizing marriages; but such
marriages must be solemnized in
the manner heretofore used and
practiced in their respective soci-
eties or denominations, and mar-
riages so solemnized shall be as
valid as if this article had not been
enacted.”

The First Amendment forbids
civil courts from interfering in or
determining religious disputes,
because there is substantial danger
that the state will become entan-
gled in essentially religious con-
troversies or intervene on behalf
of groups espousing particular
doctrines or beliefs (see Serbian
Eastern Orthodox Diocese for United
States and Canada v. Milivojevich,
426 U.S. 696 [1976]). Civil disputes
involving religious parties or insti-
tutions may be adjudicated without
offending the First Amendment as
long as neutral principles of law
are the basis for their resolution
(see First Presbyt. Church of Sche-
nectady v. United Presbyt. Church in
U.S. of Am., 62 N.Y.2d 110 [1984];
Park Slope Jewish Ctr. v. Congrega-
tion B’nai Jacob, 90 N.Y.2d 517, 521
[1997], citing Jones v. Wolf, 443 U.S.
595 [1979]). The ‘neutral principles
of law’ approach requires the court

to apply objective, well-established
principles of secular law to the
issues (First Presbyt. Church, 62
N.Y.2d at 119-120).

In doing so, courts may rely
upon internal documents, such as
a congregation’s bylaws, but only
if those documents do not require
interpretation of ecclesiastical doc-
trine. Thus, judicial involvement is
permitted when the case can be
‘decided solely upon the applica-
tion of neutral principles of... law,
without reference to any religious
principle’ (Avitzur v. Avitzur, 58
N.Y.2d 108, 115 (1983).

In Avitzur v. Avitzur (58 N.Y.2d
108, 459 N.Y.S.2d 572 (1983)), the
relief sought by the plaintiff was to
compel the defendant to appear
before a Beth Din. The plaintiff
and defendant were married in a
ceremony conducted under Jew-
ish tradition. Before the marriage
ceremony, the parties signed both
a Hebrew/Aramaic and an English
version of the “Ketubah”.

By signing the Ketubah, the par-
ties declared their “desire to * * *
live under the Jewish law of mar-
riage throughout [their] lifetime”
and further agreed as follows: “[W]e,
the bride and bridegroom * * *
hereby agree to recognize the Beth
Din of the Rabbinical Assembly and
the Jewish Theological Seminary of
America or its duly appointed rep-
resentatives, as having authority to
counsel us in the light of Jewish tra-
dition which requires husband and
wife to give each other complete
love and devotion, and to summon
either party at the request of the
other, in order to enable the party
so requesting to live in accordance
with the standards of the Jewish
law of marriage throughout his
or her lifetime. We authorize the
Beth Din to impose such terms of
compensation as it may see fit for
failure to respond to its summons
or to carry out its decision.”

After the husband was granted
a civil divorce, the plaintiff sought
to summon him before the Beth
Din according to the provision of
the Ketubah recognizing that body
as having authority to counsel the
couple in matters concerning their
marriage. The defendant refused
to appear, preventing the plaintiff
from obtaining a religious divorce.

The plaintiff brought an action,
alleging that the Ketubah consti-
tuted a marital contract, which the
defendant had breached by refus-
ing to appear before the Beth Din.
She sought a declaration to that
effect and an order compelling the
defendant’s specific performance
of the Ketubah'’s requirement that
he appear before the Beth Din. The

defendant moved to dismiss the
complaint, arguing that the resolu-
tion of the dispute and any grant of
relief to the plaintiff would involve
the civil court in impermissible
consideration of a purely religious
matter. Special Term denied the
defendant’s motion. The Appel-
late Division modified, granting
the defendant’s motion to dismiss.

The Court of Appeals held that
the provisions of the Ketubah
relied upon by the plaintiff con-
stituted nothing more than an
agreement to refer the matter of a
religious divorce to a nonjudicial
forum. In ruling for the plaintiff, the
Court of Appeals explained that
judicial involvement in matters
touching upon religious concerns

ally bound himself. (Avitzur v. Avit
zur (58 N.Y.2d 108, 459 N.Y.S.2d 572
(1983)).

In Funti v. Andrews, 2026 N.Y.
Slip Op. 00012, 2026 WL 31290,
at *1-2), plaintiff commenced a
divorce action. Defendant moved
to dismiss, asserting, as relevant,
that the parties were not married.
In support of his motion, he includ-
ed the affidavit of Bishop David,
in which the Bishop unequivocal-
ly stated that he had performed
a blessing and not a marriage.
Plaintiff cross-moved for a deter-
mination that the parties had been
married on July 29, 2017.

The Supreme Court held the
motions in abeyance, pending a
hearing. At the hearing, the court

The act replaced provisions of the Domestic Relations Law
that defined, for purposes of federal law, marriage as be-
tween a man and a woman and a spouse as a person of the
opposite sex with provisions that recognize any marriage
between two individuals that is valid under state law.

has been constitutionally limited,
and courts should not resolve con-
troversies in a manner requiring
consideration of religious doctrine.
It pointed out that the Supreme
Court, in holding that a State may
adopt any approach to resolving
religious disputes which does not
entail consideration of doctrinal
matters, specifically approved
the use of the “neutral principles
of law” approach as consistent
with constitutional limitations.
This approach contemplates the
application of objective, well-estab-
lished principles of secular law to
the dispute, thus permitting judi-
cial involvement to the extent that
it can be accomplished in purely
secular terms.

The Court of Appeals found
nothing in law or public policy to
prevent judicial recognition and
enforcement of the secular terms
of the Ketubah, which was entered
into as part of the Jewish mar-
riage ceremony. It concluded that
the case could be decided solely
upon the application of neutral
principles of contract law, without
reference to any religious principle.
Consequently, the defendant’s
objections to the enforcement of
his promise to appear before the
Beth Din, based as they were upon
the religious origin of the agree-
ment, posed no constitutional
barrier to the relief sought by the
plaintiff. The relief sought by the
plaintiff was simply to compel the
defendant to perform a secular
obligation to which he contractu-

heard testimony from the parties,
the bishop, Father Gregory, and
others. Both parties also submitted
reports from experts on the Coptic
religion. The bishop testified about
what is required to get married in
the Coptic Church. The require-
ments outlined by the bishop
were affirmed by the defendant’s
expert and were not disputed by
the plaintiff. Following the hear-
ing, the Supreme Court denied the
defendant’s motion to dismiss and
granted the plaintiff’s motion for a
determination that the parties had
been married that day.

The court did not apply any
weight to Bishop David’s testimony
about the marriage requirements
of the Coptic Church. Instead, the
court, among other things, stated
that the main factors leading to its
conclusion that the parties had par-
ticipated in a religious solemnized
ceremony were that defendant had
transferred real property to plain-
tiff after the ceremony, filed court
documents in which he swore the
parties were married, and hired
matrimonial counsel who filed a
suit for divorce, which was never
served and was withdrawn. The
court also stated that the luncheon
following the ceremony was the
“final important piece of the ‘mar-
riage’ puzzle” because some of the
guests at the luncheon gave toasts
congratulating the parties on the
baptism of their child, the plaintiff’s
baptism, and the wedding.

Finally, the court noted that both
Father Gregory and the plaintiff

believed the parties were married,
and that although the defendant
stated that he did not think he was
married, his actions “paint[ed]
a clear and undisputed picture
that he could have only thought
that he was married and not oth-
erwise.” By a preponderance of
the evidence, the court held that
plaintiff had “more than carried her
burden” to show that there was a
religious marriage ceremony and
that the ceremony was sufficient
to have created a civil marriage.

The Appellate Division reversed.
It was observed that pursuant to
Domestic Relations Law §12, a mar-
riage is not void for failure to obtain
a marriage license if the marriage
is solemnized. A marriage is sol-
emnized under Domestic Relations
Law §12 when a couple solemnly
declares in the presence of a cler-
gyman, magistrate, or one-day
marriage officiant and attending
witness or witnesses that they
take each other as spouses. Even
when the parties do not make this
solemn declaration that they take
each other as spouses, a marriage
will still be valid without a license
pursuant to Domestic Relations
Law §12 when the marriage is sol-
emnized in the manner used and
practiced in the couple’s respective
denomination. As it found that nei-
ther of these scenarios occurred,
it held that the parties were not
validly married pursuant to the
Domestic Relations Law.

The court pointed out that the
Second paragraph of Domestic
Relations Law §12 provides that:
“The preceding provisions of this
chapter, so far as they relate to the
manner of solemnizing marriages,
shall not affect... marriages among
the people of any other denomina-
tions having as such any particular
mode of solemnizing marriages;
but such marriages must be sol-
emnized in the manner heretofore
used and practiced in their respec-
tive societies or denominations,
and marriages so solemnized shall
be as valid as if this article had not
been enacted.”

The Appellate Division observed
that although the Supreme Court
properly determined that this case
could be adjudicated using neutral
principles of secular law, its effort
to avoid the constitutional con-
cerns involved in Domestic Rela-
tions Law §12’s religious ceremony
analysis led it to disregard the
undisputed testimony establishing
the requirements for proper solem-
nization in the Coptic Church and
consider secular factors instead. It
found that this case was one where
the court can determine what is

required for a ceremony to be
solemnized in the manner used
and practiced in a given religious
denomination without becoming
entangled in a religious dispute.

There was no dispute in this
case about what the requirements
are for a marriage to be solemnized
in the Coptic Church. Bishop David
laid out what the requirements are
for solemnization, which were
affirmed by the defendant’s expert.
Plaintiff did not dispute that these
are the requirements for solemni-
zation in the Coptic Church. Since
the record contained undisputed
evidence of what the Coptic Church
required for a valid marriage, a
determination of whether the cere-
mony was properly solemnized did
not require inquiry into religious
doctrine, but only into the require-
ments of Domestic Relations Law
§12 (see Hirsh, 83 A.D.3d at 784,
920 N.Y.S.2d 783).

The Appellate Division applied
the facts to the neutral standard
provided by the Bishop’s undisput-
ed testimony about what is required
for a ceremony to be properly
solemnized in the Coptic Church.
Based on the neutral standard pro-
vided by the Bishop’s undisputed
testimony, it found as a matter of
law that the parties’ ceremony was
not solemnized under the Domestic
Relations Law (see Domestic Rela-
tions Law §§12, 25). As the cere-
mony was not properly solemnized
for the purposes of the Domestic
Relations Law, the parties were
not validly married, and the defen-
dant’s motion to dismiss the com-
plaint should have been granted.

Conclusion

Judicial involvement in matters
touching upon religious concerns
is constitutionally limited. Courts
should not resolve controversies in
amanner requiring consideration
of religious doctrine. A state may
adopt any approach to resolving
religious disputes that does not
entail consideration of doctrinal
matters. The Court of Appeals has
approved the use of the “neutral
principles of law” approach as con-
sistent with constitutional limita-
tions. This approach contemplates
the application of objective, well-
established principles of secular
law to the dispute.

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.

Kirkland
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It also said the firm will add “a
number of additional partners and
associates” with extensive experi-
ence in trial, complex commercial
disputes and mass torts, among
other areas. All told, the firm has
about 10 litigators who have joined
recently or will join the office soon.
The firm also will add “a number of
additional partners and associates
across its transactional practices,”
Kirkland said.

“Nashville offers an ideal envi-
ronment for our continued growth

by enhancing our ability to attract
exceptional legal talent in a vibrant
and growing city with talented law-
yers and a strong law school com-
munity,” said Jon Ballis, Kirkland’s
chairman, in a statement. “We’re
excited to open our doors in the
Music City with a terrific group of
lawyers across our litigation and
transactional practice areas.”
The move comes off a year
where Kirkland invested heav-
ily in litigation, adding Ali Brown
and a team from Skadden, Arps,
Slate, Meagher & Flom to open in
the City of Brotherly Love in Jan-
uary, as well as partners Kristen
Fournier, Kim Bueno and a team

from King & Spalding in May. The
firm also capped the year by add-
ing former co-leaders in Orrick’s
complex litigation and dispute
resolution group, Meghan Kelly and
Bill Oxley, saying in December that
those additions brought its litiga-
tion lateral total last year to more
than 150 attorneys.

Nashville is one of several sec-
ondary markets observers say is
particularly hot at the moment,
along with cities such as Austin,
Atlanta, Denver and Miami. Fac-
tors such as corporate client
movement, a more mobile and
remote workforce and more busi-
ness-friendly policies make those

places that were not traditional
legal strongholds more appealing.

Kirkland opened in Salt Lake City
back in 2021, helping set off a chain
of Big Law entrants into Utah, as
well as Miami in 2022, before add-
ing Philadelphia to its map. “Law
firms ultimately follow the money,
and in recent years outsize invest-
ment has flowed to places like
Miami and Nashville,” Kent Zim-
mermann, of Zeughauser Group,
told The American Lawyer. “At the
same time, many high-performing
firms are increasingly aligning their
geographic growth strategies with
their priority practices and indus-
try sectors.”

As Big Law grows in the area,
the city is also home to more legal
talent, both in the senior ranks and
the associate ranks, which attracts
even more firms. Last year, Foley
& Lardner and McDermott Will &
Emery moved into the market.

Andy Calder, a corporate part-
ner and member of Kirkland’s
executive committee, said in the
statement that the firm is looking
forward to building a “full-service
office engaged on high-profile
and complex transactional mat-
ters alongside lawyers across our
national platform.

Andrew Kassof, a litigation
partner and member of the firm’s

executive committee, said the
firm’s litigation department has
“never been stronger” and that liti-
gators in Nashville will add skill and
depth to their group. “Our launch
in Nashville is part of our aggres-
sive nationwide growth strategy
in litigation, which we intend to
continue in 2026,” Kassof added
in the statement.

|
@ ‘ Andrew Maloney can be reached at
andrew.maloney@alm.com.

Questions? Tips? Contact our news desk:
editorialnylj@alm.com
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remittal or simply remittal, based
on a finding that new facts render
the record insufficient for appellate
review and determination of the
children’s “best interests.”

Not Notice-Only Dad:
‘M/0 C.C.v.D.C.,
(2025 NY Slip Op 05017)

Family Court terminated the
father’s parental rights. The First
Department vacated the order.
After a finding that the appellant
was a notice-only father but before
entry of the dispositional order,
Domestic Relations Law §111 was
amended to require consent for
adoption by any nonmarital parent
who had executed an unrevoked
acknowledgment of parentage or
filed an unrevoked notice of intent
to claim parentage.

The amendment eliminated the
need for some parents to prove
that they made payments to the
agency caring for the child. Retro-
active impact was warranted given
that the revision went into effect
immediately and was meant to cor-
rect prior law.

QRTP Placements Explained:
‘M/0 Joseph D.L.
(Keisha T.M.), (243 AD3d 48)

Family Court approved the sub-
ject child’s placement in a quali-
fied residential treatment program
(QRTP). The Second Department
reversed, holding as a matter of
first impression that Family Court
was required to consider the avail-
ability of foster family homes and
that the record did not show that
no other setting was available that
could meet child’s needs in a less
restrictive environment.

Under the Families First Pre-
vention Services Act, federal
reimbursement is available only
where congregate care is proper
to stabilize children so they can
return to a family-like setting.

Il. Abuse and Neglect

Abuse of Deceased Child:
‘M/O N’Thai N. (MaliN.),
(242 AD3d 1313)

Family Court adjudicated the
children to be abused and neglect-
ed. The Third Department affirmed.
Relevant acts included the father
leaving his severely autistic teen-
age son unattended with access to
oxycodone, on which he overdose
and died. In extreme circumstances
such as these, proof that one child
was abused may serve as the sole
basis for a derivative abuse finding.

Note: M/O Stephanie WW. (Janet
WW.), 213 AD2d 818 (3d Dept.
1995), held that a neglect petition
may not be brought on behalf of a
deceased child, whereas M/O Ali-
jah C. (Anita C.), 1 NY3d 375 (2004),
concluded that a decedent child
could be the subject of an abuse
petition.

Agency Records Not Sealed:
‘Leah W. v. Keith W.,
(2025 NY Slip Op 05041)

Supreme Court denied the
respondent’s motion to preclude
the petitioner from introducing
videos of forensic interviews of
the children. The First Department
affirmed. After the interviews, the

father was arrested and an Article
10 petition was filed. He sought to
exclude the videos pursuant to CPL
160.50 (where criminal action ends
in favor of accused, records regard-
ing arrest or prosecution filed with
DCIS, court, police, or prosecutor
are sealed). But “CPL 160.50 should
not be used to override the truth-
finding and child-protective mis-
sions of the Family Court.”

FCA §1051 (B) Applied:
‘M/0O Mariah W. (Amber N.),
(243 AD3d 1349)

Family Court held that the moth-
er had neglected her child. The
Fourth Department reversed and
dismissed the petition. The peti-
tioner’s theory was that the mother
knew, or should have known, of the
stepfather’s sexual abuse.

However, the Family Court found
neglect based on the mother’s
reaction to the child’s disclosure
(see also M/O A.lL [Natalia P.],
2025 NY Slip Op 06812 [1st Dept.]
[neglect where mother disbelieved
children’s report of sexual abuse
by boyfriend]). Under Family Ct
Act §1051 (b), the trial court may
amend petition allegations to con-
form to the proof, but the respon-
dent must be given a reasonable
time to answer the amended claims
(see also M/0O C.G. [E.G.],2025 NY
Slip Op 06808 [1st Dept.] [respon-
dent had ample notice of revised
allegations]; c¢f. M/O Kaius A. v.
Abigail H., 2025 NY Slip Op 04692
[FCA §1051 (b) violated; further,
agency did not file amended peti-
tion within statutory period after
removal of child; reversal]).

‘Sapphire W. Adopted by
First Dept.:‘M/O R.A. (A.R.),
(244 AD3d 11)

Family Court placed the non-
respondent mother under ACS
supervision during the pendency
of neglect proceedings against
the respondent father. The First
Department found such supervi-
sion unlawful pursuant to M/0O
Sapphire W. (Kenneth L.), 237 AD3d
41 (2d Dept. 2025) (in absence of
court-ordered removal, FCA does
not permit surveilling nonrespon-
dent parent who cared for child and
was not charged with wrongdoing).

Summary Contempt
Reversed:‘M/O Ruoyao P.
(Zhechen P.), (240 AD3d 993)

The father secretly recorded
parts of a hearing on his phone.
Family Court warned that he must
not bring a recording device to
court. But he did so again. A crimi-
nal contempt hearing was sched-
uled. The father did not appear, but
counsel moved to dismiss based on
alack of personal jurisdiction. The
court denied the motion. That was
error, the Third Department held.
When committed in the trial court’s
presence, criminal contempt may
be punished summarily. Otherwise,
the accused must be notified of the
charge and given reasonable time
to prepare a defense. Personal ser-
vice was unproven here.

lll. Custody

Corroboration Via‘Lincoln’
Hearing: ‘Matter of

Kalam EE. v. Amber EE.,
(2025 NY Slip Op 07050)

Family Court dismissed the
father’s petitions seeking greater

parental access and enforcement
of prohibitions against physical
discipline and excessive drinking.
The Third Department reversed
and remitted. The mother suc-
cessfully moved to dismiss at
the close of the father’s direct
examination.

Family Court discerned no cor-
roborating evidence to support his
testimony about his observations
and the children’s statements. But
their statements about neglect
could be further corroborated by
information shared during a Lin-
coln hearing. Family Court erred
in cancelling that hearing—a rul-
ing as to which the AFC failed to
object. Such “passive representa-
tion” led the reviewing court to
order appointment of a different
AFC upon remittal.

Default, Adjournment Error:
‘M/0 Castro v. Rios-Osorio,
(240 AD3d 1414)

A custody order was entered on
the father’s default. He appealed.
There is no right to direct appeal

strating the existence of circum-
stances in which equity would see
fit to intervene,” based on having
spent significant time with the
children.

However, the grandma did not
show that visitation would be in
their best interests. There is a
strong presumption that fit par-
ents’ decisions serve children.
Extreme animosity existed between
the grandmother and mother, who
said that the elder woman under-
mined her authority (see also M/O
LM v. JH., 2025 NY Slip Op 06908
[1st Dept.] [no visits; acrimony
plus proof that grandma’s conduct
scared kids]).

No Prison Visits Allowed:
‘M/0 Joenathan v. Jennifer F.,
(242 AD3d 1339)

Family Court denied visits or
phone calls to the father. The Third
Department upheld the order. The
father had not seen the children,
ages 9 and 12, since 2016. He was
serving a long prison term at a
facility 100 miles away. Further,

In discussing the right to counsel in Family Court cases,
the COA had previously analogized criminal cases.“Under
our state (criminal) standard, a litigant need not satisfy the
prejudice test of the federal standard. The majority de-

clared, “Family Court is not a ‘second-class court!

from a default order. However, the
appeal brought up for review the
denial of an adjournment. The
Fourth Department reversed and
remitted, finding an abuse of discre-
tion where the father had appeared
on all prior dates; the adjournment
request was his first; and it did not
result from a lack of diligence.

Grandmother Custody—
Reversal:‘M/O Angelika R. v.
Yolanda K.,

(2025 NY Slip Op 07116)

Family Court transferred cus-
tody from the grandmother to
the mother, modifying a 2018 order
on consent. The First Department
reversed and remitted. Following
a finding of a change of circum-
stances, Family Court interviewed
the child in camera and held an
“abbreviated” best interests hear-
ing. The trial court should have
held an initial hearing on extraor-
dinary circumstances. The record
showed that grandmother met that
burden.

In deciding best interests,
Family Court considered only the
mother’s improved situation and
ignored the child’s long residence
in Long Island, her education and
therapy there, and the potential
harmful impact of a move to the
Bronx. Also, there had been mate-
rial new developments, including
claims about the child’s hospital-
izations and the mother’s financial
instability (see M/O Michael B., 80
NY2d at 318; M/O Morris v. Smith,
2025 NY Slip Op 07133 [4th Dept.]
[applying Michael B. doctrine
in grandparent-parent custody
case)).

Grandmother and Mother—
Animosity:‘M/O Alisa H. v.
Ayanna B., (242 AD3d 659)

Family Court dismissed the
paternal grandmother’s petition
seeking visitation. The First Depart-
ment affirmed. The grandmother
established standing by “demon-

"

he denied his criminal conduct
and disregarded the children’s
well-being in seeking to have them
testify (see also M/O Gary JJ. v. Bar-
bara KK, 2025 NY Slip Op 07251 [3d
Dept.] [no in-person prison visits
at distant facility for young child
with dad he never met]).

Relocation to New County Ok:
‘M/0 Litwinski v. Adinolfe,
(242 AD3d 1633)

Family Court modified custody.
The Fourth Department affirmed.
Where the mother sought approval
of a move from Erie to Chautau-
qua County, there was no need to
show a change in circumstances.
The Tropea standard applied even
where relocation would allow for
meaningful access. The mother
met her burden. Further, the new
visitation scheme would reduce
exchanges and minimize chances
for parental bickering (see also
Kataeva v. Kataev, 243 AD3d 551
[2d Dept.] [hearing needed on pro-
posed 13-mile relocation involving
new school district]).

Relocation, New State,
Self-Help:‘M/O Thomas K. v.
ShaunaL.,/ (242 AD3d 1335)

Family Court granted the moth-
er primary physical custody. The
Third Department affirmed. The
appellate court disapproved of the
mother’s unilateral relocation to
Minnesota, but while relevant, self-
help is not dispositive. The mother
kept her move a secret because
she feared the reaction of the dad,
who manipulated her (see also M/O
Chad V. v. Kristen V., 2025 NY Slip
Op 06946 [3d Dept.] [mother’s relo-
cation to lllinois would harm father-
son relationship; criticism of her
unilateral action]; M/O Eddaoudi v.
Obtenu, 240 AD3d 1437 [4th Dept.]
[court failed to consider father’s
reasons for opposing mother’s
move to Massachusetts, includ-
ing immigration status, ties to
Morocco)).

Summary Dismissal Reversed:
‘M/0 Dawn A. P--T. v.
Sherwyn R., (243 AD3d 573)

Family Court granted the
father’s motion for summary judg-
ment dismissing the aunt’s custody
petition. Pending the outcome of
the appeal, the Second Department
had granted the child’s stay motion
seeking to remain in the aunt’s cus-
tody. The appellate court reversed
the challenged order. The aunt
alleged that the child was strug-
gling with mental health issues
following her mother’s death; had
become accustomed to life with her
mother’s extended family; and was
not close to the father. If true, the
claims might show extraordinary
circumstances. The matter was
remitted for forensic evaluations
and a hearing.

Note: This case is a reminder of
the vital role of Family Ct Act § 1114
(b) motions for stays of enforce-
ment of challenged orders pend-
ing appeal (see also M/O Stoll v.
Levitin, infra).

UCCJEA: No Jurisdiction:
‘M/O Regla F. v. Dustin F.,
(242 AD3d 636)

Family Court dismissed the
mother’s custody petition. The
First Department affirmed. Under
the UCCJEA, the trial court lacked
subject matter jurisdiction. Where
another state has exclusive, con-
tinuing jurisdiction, New York
cannot assume jurisdiction
unless the foreign state declines
it—even if the parties no longer
have a significant connection
with that other state. Florida
had not held that it lost jurisdic-
tion or that NY would be a more
convenient forum (cf. M/O Rob-
ert FF. v. Heather HH., 243 AD3d
1148 [3d Dept.] [father’s petition
dismissed where child moved to
South Carolina in 2019, aunt/uncle
had custody, father/child lacked
significant connection with NY, key
evidence was not here]; see also
M/0O John EB. v. Maria U., 2025
NY Slip Op 06905 [1st Dept.] [no
personal jurisdiction due to non-
compliance with statutory notice
provisions])).

Visits Not Thwarted:
‘M/0 Zwiefach v. Heitzmann,
(242 AD3d 1543)

Family Court modified the
father’s parenting time but rejected
a petition seeking reduced child
support based on the grandmoth-
er’s interference with his parental
access. The Fourth Department
affirmed. The father’s failure to fully
exercise his visitation rights was
due to his own conduct, not the
grandmother’s (cf. M/O Crystal NN.
v. Joshua 0O., 239 AD3d 1064 [3d
Dept.] [reversing order dismissing
petition seeking to suspend sup-
port where father undermined
children-mother visits in insidi-
ous ways]).

IV. Family Offenses

Appeal Procedure:

‘M/O Levitin v. Stoll, (241
AD3d 1472);'Stoll v. Levitin,
(241 AD3d 1476)

Family Court vacated an ex
parte temporary order of protec-
tion giving the father custody. He
appealed by permission. The Sec-
ond Department stayed enforce-
ment and then affirmed. The

mother had sole custody and per-
mission to relocate to California.
The father urged that she did not
address one child’s mental health
issues.

After he won temporary custo-
dy, Family Court had then learned
there were no safety concerns. In
a companion decision, appeals of
two later orders were dismissed.
When the father appealed by per-
mission from a stay-away order, a
Second Department order partially
suspending enforcement pending
appeal allowed for daily father-
child contact. The second order
superseded the first one and was
not appealable by right.

Four-Year Delay:‘M/O K.F. v.
F.T., (243 AD3d 506)

Family Court found that the
father committed the family offense
of harassment in the second degree
and issued a stay-away order of
protection. The First Department
affirmed. The older child testified
that the father often brutally struck
the younger child when they were
exclusively in his care after he kid-
napped them. In addition, there
was proof that the father repeat-
edly called the mother “the devil”
and told the younger child that he
was unwanted.

The fact that the underlying
events occurred several years ear-
lier was not a basis for dismissal
(as to other family offenses prov-
en, see also M/O McCants-Baskin
v. Mack, 2025 NY Slip Op 07181
[4th Dept.] [assault, criminal
mischief] M/O Golian v. Golyan,
242 AD3d 745 [2d Dept.] [stalk-
ing, disorderly conduct]; cf. M/O
IM. v. IM., 2025 NY Slip Op 06650
[1st Dept. 2025] [loud music,
banging on wall, preventing peti-
tioner from cooking did not rise to
harassment])).

No Deliberate Delay:
‘M/ON.D.v. M.L.,
(241 AD3d 1121)

Family Court denied the peti-
tioner’s FCA § 842 (f) motion for
counsel fees. The First Department
affirmed. The petitioner said that
the respondent was late for hearing
dates. But one delay was due to her
son’s cancer treatment and another
to a traffic accident. The petitioner
also complained that the respon-
dent failed to provide proposed
evidence, but she documented
her compliance. According to the
respondent, Family Court lacked
jurisdiction. But videos showed

G

the parties’ “intimate relationship.”

No Protective Order for Child:
‘LauraW. v. Joshua U.,
(241 AD3d 754)

Supreme Court held that the
defendant committed the family
offense of second degree harass-
ment and issued orders of protec-
tion in favor of the plaintiff and the
child. The Second Department
modified. The acts did not occur
in the child’s presence, so the order
for the minor’s benefit was not
needed (cf. M/O AK. v. PC, 2025
NY Slip Op 06649 [1st Dept.] [child
properly included in order where
father’s violence, threats occurred
in child’s presence]). The denial
of the defendant’s family offense
petition was proper. He was not
credible, and the plaintiff’s state-
ments—supported by testimony
of the child’s therapist—confirmed
the lack of intent.

Co-ops
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and defendants’ denial of these
allegations.”

‘Price’ Fact Issues Left to the
‘Stromberg’ Trial Court

The Stromberg motion court had
concluded that undisputed por-
tions of a broker’s affidavit, coupled
with the broker’s appraisal, which it
found admissible, raised “a material
dispute of fact about whether East
River denied the 2022 sales applica-
tion for an assertedly insufficient
sales price—despite having reason
to believe that the proposed sales
price was in line with the unit’s
market value,” and also because
“a material issue of fact exists
about whether East River denied
the 2022 sales application for being
below an arbitrary price floor—a
ground for denial that would not
be shielded by the business judg-
ment rule.” (emphasis added) Citing
Chappell v. Trump Plaza Owners,
Inc., 2011 NY Slip Op 32661[U], at
*6-11 [Sup Ct, NY County 2011].)

In Chappel, the court had denied
defendant’s motion to dismiss,
holding that “defendant has not
established that plaintiff fails to
state a cause of action for unrea-
sonable restraint on alienation
where the purpose of the restric-
tion (which allegedly prevents sales

at market price) is not established,
the duration of the restriction is
unlimited, except by amendment
of the proprietary lease, and, there
is no designated method for fixing
the purchase price.” (Emphasis
added)A New Synthesis on Sale
‘Price’ Fact Issues

The above review shows that
Stromberg has provided guideposts
for courts to follow in evaluating
whether the business judgment
rule will apply to board rejection
of a particular cooperative sales
transfer. The Court’s citation to
Oakley, and its approval of the
motion court’s finding on the issues
of fact which exist in Stromberg (i e.,
(a) whether East River denied the
2022 sales application for an assert-
edly insufficient sales price, and (b)
whether East River denied the 2022
sales application for being below
an arbitrary price floor), indicates
that sale rejections, based on or
tied to restrictions or limitations
which prevent sales at market price,
will fall outside the protections of
the business judgment rule.

On the other hand, the court’s
citation to Singh (and Singh’s incor-
poration of the right-of-first-refusal
paradigm approved in Anderson)
indicates the type of “price” consid-
eration that boards may include in
their consideration of a particular
sales transfer—“the reasonable-
ness of the restraint, judged by
its duration, price and purpose.”
Anderson, supra, 119 AD2d at 78.

Nevertheless, Oakley indicates
that in cases where a sales rejec-
tion is based on multiple reasons,
some of which may serve valid cor-
porate purposes, but only part of
which are “price-related,” the busi-
ness judgment rule will not protect
a pricerelated reason that prevents
or prohibits, or unduly delays, a
sale at market price.

Conclusion

The above discussion shows
that Stromberg has provided appel-
late parameters, within which a co-
op board may or may not reject
a sale for a price-related reason.
The legal principles to be applied
are unchanged, and the resolution
of each such rejection will still be
dependent upon the facts and cir-
cumstances of each case, but attor-
neys representing boards will need
to review the policies and practices
of their clients to be certain they
understand the parameters.

Attorneys must ensure that,
when and if “price” becomes an
issue in any approval process,
board members understand that
“price” rejections, which prevent
or hinder a seller’s ability to sell its
unit at market price, will be fatal
to the co-op’s interests—certainly
if “price” is the sole basis for the
rejection, but also even if price is
only part of the board’s consider-
ation, if the rejection ultimately
prevents a sale at market price.

Perkins
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also could be a factor in depar-
tures. The firm was the target of an
executive order last year. A federal
judge ruled the order is unconstitu-
tional. The Trump administration
has appealed.

“Litigators in particular have
really been under the gun from
the administration. Many of their
clients don’t want them repre-
senting them in front of govern-
ment agencies,” Gamoran said.

“To continue that work, they're
leaving.”

Perkins Coie, according to two
sources familiar with the matter, is
also exploring retention bonuses
to partners that would be attached
to a two-year contract. The exact
amount offered is unclear, but the
firm would require partners to
pay that bonus back if they were
to leave before the contract term
ends, the sources said.

“No bonuses have been dis-
cussed [with partners], but the
firm is seriously thinking about
them. There’s only so much hem-

orrhaging they can do before the
deal is off,” Agopian noted.

A source close to the deal, who
could speak under the condition of
anonymity because they weren’t
authorized to speak publicly, said
the firm is “not proactively going
out and making retention bonus
offers to partners,” but was unable
to provide further clarification on
the matter.

Jessica Seah contributed to this
report.

|
@ ‘ Samson Amore can be reached at
samson.amore@alm.com.

Opinion: 25-129
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is permissible to attend, the judge
further asks if he/she may also
give an invocation at the security
briefing.

We have said that a town jus-
tice may attend and observe public
town board meetings, “as any other
interested citizen of the town may
do,” to learn about issues affect-
ing the town (Opinion 19-158).
Here, too, we see no appearance
of impropriety in the judge’s mere
attendance at the police depart-
ment’s public security briefings.
Observing the security briefing,
without more, cannot reasonably
create an impermissible impres-

sion of alliance with law enforce-
ment interests.

“[A] judge must strive to avoid
not only the reality, but also the
appearance, that he/she is aligned
in interest with law enforcement”
(Opinion 13-123). Applying this
principle to extra-judicial activi-
ties is necessarily a fact-specific
determination. Here, in order to
avoid “any possible perception that
he/she is aligned with law enforce-
ment interests” (Opinion 14-77), we
conclude the judge must not give
the invocation at this law enforce-
ment event.

1. The judge notes that the rules of the
applicable religious body affirmatively
forbid compensation for these services.
As a result, we need not consider the

applicability of Section 100.4(H) to the
judge’s proposed service as a chaplain
for the municipal transit authority (see
22 NYCRR 100.4[H][1][c][1] [“No full-time
judge shall solicit or receive compensa-
tion for extra-judicial activities performed
for or on behalf of: (1) New York State,
its political subdivisions or any office or
agency thereof”]).

2. Although the judge asks only about
attendance, we note that the judge must
not be “a speaker or the guest of honor”
at such event if it is a fund-raiser (see 22
NYCRR 100.4[C][3][b][ii]).
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pursuant to CPLR §3211(a)(7). The
court granted the plaintiff’s motion
with respect to the counterclaims
for declaratory judgment, unjust
enrichment, and tortious interfer-
ence with business relations.

The court dismissed those coun-
terclaims as “duplicative of the
ejectment and breach of contract
counterclaims.” The court also
dismissed the unjust enrichment
claim with prejudice as both dupli-
cative of the U&O counterclaims
and barred by the leases.

The tortious interference coun-
terclaim was dismissed “for fail-
ure to allege that the conduct at
issue was directed at a third party
rather than at (defendant).” The
court denied plaintiff’s motion
with respect to counterclaims
for U&O. Thus, counterclaims for
ejectment, breach of contract and
(U&O) survived. The defendant
was granted leave to file amended
counterclaims.

The plaintiff argued that the
declaratory judgment coun-
terclaims should be dismissed
because the defendant’s “eject-
ment claims are an alternative
remedy that will, if established,
provide it with adequate relief.”

The court explained that “[a]
party may not seek a declaratory
judgment when other remedies
are available, such as a breach of
contract action.” The declaratory
judgment claim was dismissed
since “resolution of the (defen-
dant’s) ejectment and breach of
contract counterclaims—which
are not addressed by the instant
motion—will necessarily require
determination” of the subject
issues.

Cases cited by the defendant
stood “only for the proposition
that a claim for declaratory relief
as to the termination or invalidity
of alease may be brought alongside
a claim for ejectment.” Here, the
declaratory relief sought by the
defendant “is not so limited.”

The court reasoned that to the
extent declaratory relief as to the
validity of the leases is not barred
by the ejectment counterclaims, it
is barred by the breach of contract
counterclaims. Those counter-
claims asserted that the plaintiff
breached the leases by “holding
over in possession” beyond the
lease expiration dates. Thus, res-
olution of the breach of contract
counterclaims will “necessarily
require determination” of whether
the leases had expired. According-
ly, the court held that the counter-
claims seeking declaratory relief
were dismissed as “duplicative.”

The plaintiff contended that the
U&O counterclaims should be dis-
missed as “duplicative of the eject-
ment counterclaims,” since U&O
“is simply the measure of damages
in ejectment.” However, the court
explained that “U&O neverthe-
less constitutes its own indepen-
dent course of action, and it’s not
solely the measure of damages in
ejectment.”

The court also noted that
although the defendant could seek
U&O pursuant to its ejectment
counterclaim, “it has not elected
to do so here, such that the two
sets of counterclaims seek differ-
ent relief—(damages versus a judg-
ment of ejectment, respectively).”
Therefore, the court declined to
dismiss the U&O counterclaims.

Since the unjust enrichment
counterclaim was “duplicative of
the (U&O) counterclaims and pre-
cluded by the leases,” the court
dismissed that counterclaim with
prejudice.

The court noted, inter alia, that
“[c]ourts addressing claims for

(U&O) construe such payments
as restitution for unjust enrich-
ment.” Here, the defendant also
sought “disgorgement of profits.”
However, the court held that “plain-
tiffs are not entitled to disgorge-
ment of...profits..., as these dam-
ages would compensate plaintiffs
beyond their losses.” Moreover, the
“‘same language'—i.e., the same
allegations and the same theory
of damages— ‘forms the basis’ of
both the unjust enrichment and
(U&O) counterclaims.”

The unjust enrichment coun-
terclaim was also barred by the
breach of contract counterclaims.
“The theory of unjust enrichment
lies as a quasi-contract claim. It is
an obligation the law creates in the
absence of any agreement.”

The court found that the
“breach of contract counter-
claims (and, implicitly, the leases)
addressed the same subject matter
as the unjust enrichment counter-
claims....” Accordingly, the court
held that the defendant’s “claim for
unjust enrichment is barred by the
existence of express contracts gov-
erning the subject matter.”

The defendant had argued that
the unjust enrichment counter-
claim was not barred by the leas-
es since those leases had expired
and the unjust enrichment coun-
terclaim “seeks recovery for” and
“concerns” “events postdating the
expiration of those agreements.”
The court opined that “[i]n effect,
(defendant) argues that its breach
counterclaims concern no events
at all, rendering these claims a nul-
lity. The court declines to entertain
such an interpretation.”

The court explained that “where
there is a bona fide dispute as to
the existence of a contract or the
application of a contract in the
dispute in issue, a plaintiff may
proceed upon a theory of quasi
contract as well as the breach of
contract and will not be required
to elect his or her remedies.” How-
ever, it stated that “there is no dis-
pute, bona fide or otherwise, as to
the existence of the leases or their
application in the dispute at issue,
as (plaintiff does) not, at this junc-
ture, contest the breach of contract
counterclaims.”

The court dismissed the unjust
enrichment claim with prejudice
since it arises “out of the same
subject matter as the leases.”
The court stated that since the
unjust enrichment claim “simply
duplicates, or replaces, other con-
ventional contract or tort claims,
if the other claims are defective,
an unjust enrichment claim cannot
remedy the defects.”

A plaintiff asserting a tortious
interference with business rela-
tions claim must “allege that
they would have received certain
alleged economic benefits ‘but for’
the defendant’s interference.”

The plaintiff argued that the
defendant “has failed to—and
cannot—allege that, but for the
claimed interference, it would
have received an economic ben-
efit.” It asserted that the defendant
“fail[ed] to allege that Seaport
would have entered into a lease
but for (plaintiff’s) interference;
fails to allege that its existing or
prospective lease with Seaport has
been or will be approved by the
relevant public entities; and fails
to allege that any interference...
actually delayed effectuation of a
prospective lease with Seaport or
Seaport’s possession of the prem-
ises.” It also argued that the defen-
dant failed to allege “that any delay
resulting from (plaintiff’s) alleged
actions caused it harm.” The court
rejected each of those arguments.

The defendant alleged that it has
a business relationship with Sea-
port and the plaintiff’s interference
injured that relationship because

of the plaintiff’s “refusal to vacate
the premises” and that “prevented
and delayed the effectuation of any
lease with Seaport and the com-
mencement of necessary renova-
tions.” The court found that those
allegations “are sufficient to estab-
lish causation, particularly under
the liberal standard of review on
a motion to dismiss.”

The plaintiff also argued that the
defendant failed to allege “that the
prospective lease with Seaport ‘has
been or will be approved’ by the
(NYC) (Dept.) of Parks and Rec-
reation (Parks Department) and/
or the New York Public Library
(NYPL).” It was undisputed that
“approval by these third parties
is necessary for the effectuation
of the contemplated lease with
Seaport.”

However, the court explained
that “a cognizable claim for tor-
tious interference does not require
an allegation that the defendant’s
conduct was the sole proximate
cause of the alleged harm.” It
stated that “[t]he fact that exter-
nal approvals are required does

the plaintiff “knew of’ the relation-
ship with Seaport and ‘intention-
ally interfered’ with it ‘by refusing
to vacate’ the premises, and such
interference ‘caused injury’ to (the
defendant’s) relationship with Sea-
port.” The defendant argued that
the foregoing “conduct ‘was delib-
erate, premeditated and designed
to harm’” defendant. However, the
defendant had not alleged that the
plaintiff’s “refusal to vacate the
premises (or any other conduct)
was targeted at Seaport.”

The defendant alleged that the
plaintiff “directly attacked Seaport
by refusing to honor the thorough
and fair RFP process through its
criticism of Seaport in several
allegations made in their Amended
Complaint.” The defendant also
argued that the plaintiff’s “‘unlaw-
ful holding over’ ...is directed at
Seaport because, had they vacated
the premises upon the expiration
of the leases, Seaport ‘would now
be in possession’ of the premises.”

The court found that those
assertions did not remedy the
defects in the counterclaim. The

On Jan. 27, 2025, Bryant Park Corporation announced that
it had selected the well-known Jean-Georges Group and
Seaport Entertainment Group to replace the plaintiff. The
plaintiff alleged that the RFP process had been conducted
in an improper manner and asserted claims for...declarato-
ry judgment, breach of contract, and specific performance.

not preclude the possibility—as
alleged in the counterclaims—that
(plaintiff) vacating of the premises
operates as an additional, equally
essential prerequisite to the ulti-
mate execution of the lease.”

The plaintiff further argued
that the defendant had “admitted
that the prospective lease with
Seaport is still under negotiation
and is subject to approval by the
Parks Department and NYPL,” and
therefore the defendant “cannot
allege that any alleged interfer-
ence... has made any difference or
caused any purported delay.” The
court opined that such argument
“merely reframes the arguments
addressed above and fails for the
same reasons.”

Additionally, the plaintiff argued
that the defendant “failed to allege
that any delay resulting from (plain-
tiff’s) alleged actions caused it
harm.” Since Seaport must finish
renovations on the premises prior
to its planned restaurants open,
the plaintiff contended that “given
the length and uncertainty of the
planned construction,” the defen-
dant “cannot plead that it would
have received rent any sooner but
for their alleged interference.”

The court found that the plain-
tiff’s reasoning was “meritless.”
It stated that any delay in begin-
ning renovations resulting from the
plaintiff’s “alleged conduct would,
all else being equal, implicitly entail
a commensurate delay in the com-
pletion of such renovations and,
consequently in the initiation of
rent payments.” It reasoned that
the defendant “is not required at
the pleading stage to provide a
detailed accounting of the specific
financial impact of a still-ongoing
delay that (plaintiff) appears to
contemplate.”

The court further explained that
“[a] plaintiff bringing a claim for
tortious interference with business
relations must allege that the ‘con-
duct constituting wrongful means’
must be directed at the third par-
ties with whom plaintiffs sought to
have the relationship.” It found that
the counterclaims failed to “allege
any conduct ‘directed at’ Seaport”
and therefore the tortious interfer-
ence claim was dismissed.

The counterclaims alleged that

counterclaim did not reference the
assertions made in the amended
complaint. Rather, “the sole theo-
ry of damages under the tortious
interference claim arises from (the
plaintiff’s) alleged refusal to vacate
the premises.”

Moreover, even if the coun-
terclaim had addressed those
assertions, “these statements are
privileged and cannot be the basis
for a tortious interference claim.”
The court noted that “statements
made by counsel and parties in the
course of ‘judicial proceedings’ are
privileged as long as such state-
ments ‘are material and pertinent
to the questions involved'...irre-
spective of the motive with which
they are made.”

Additionally, the defendant’s
“assertion that Seaport would now
be in possession of the premises
but for (plaintiff's) alleged conduct
is immaterial.” That the “allegation
that Seaport has been impacted by
(plaintiff’s) conduct does not sug-
gest that Seaport was the target of
this conduct.”

Thus, the court held that the
defendant failed to “allege that
(plaintiff’s) conduct was ‘directed
at’ Seaport,” and the claim for tor-
tious interference with business
relationships was dismissed.

The court, “in anticipation of
(defendant’s) prospective amend-
ed pleading” addressed the plain-
tiff's remaining arguments.

The court explained that a
“plaintiff bringing a claim for
tortious interference with busi-
ness relations must allege that
‘the defendant acted solely out
of malice or used improper or
illegal means that amounted to a
crime or independent tort.” Here,
the defendant contended that the
plaintiff “committed the indepen-
dent tort of trespass and therefore
used improper means.” The plain-
tiff argued that “any tort liability
for their alleged holding over is
precluded by the existence of the
leases, which govern the instant
dispute.”

The court noted that “[u]nder
ordinary circumstances, a tenant
holding over in possession past
the expiration of a lease becomes
a trespasser.” However, “tort lia-
bility for this conduct appears to

be precluded by the leases.” The
court stated that “[i]t is a well-
established principle, that a simple
breach of a contract is not to be
considered a tort unless a legal
duty independent of the contract
itself has been violated.” The court
further stated that the plaintiff’s
“alleged conduct would not appear
to give rise to a claim for trespass.”

The court distinguished two
cases cited by the defendant on
the grounds that neither case
involved alleged “tort liability in
the presence of a contract govern-
ing the relationship between the
parties.” It acknowledged, however,
that “the conduct at issue may give
rise to liability for trespass notwith-
standing the presence of leases
where, for example, the holding
over continues for a sufficiently
long period.” However, the court
stated that, the “parties’ filings
do not make clear whether that
threshold has been met. “

The court also stated that even
if the plaintiff’s alleged conduct did
not “rise to liability for trespass,
the question remains whether
the conduct nevertheless con-
stitutes ‘improper means’ that
would support a claim for tortious
interference” At issue is whether
“conduct that would otherwise
constitute ‘improper means'—e.g.,
atrespass—cease being improper
merely because the parties have
elected to define this as a contract,
rather than a tort, obligation?”

The court noted that a concur-
rence in the prior Appellate Divi-
sion decision “appears to suggest
otherwise.” That concurrence
stated that “[e]ven if the holdover
tenant does not necessarily com-
mit the tort of trespass, the ‘wrong-
ful means’ requirement of this tort
would appear to be satisfied. More-
over... the tenant’s failure to vacate
the premises is wrong with respect
to (at least in that sense, directed
to) the landlord.”

The court explained that “where
a contract governs the dispute at
issue, conduct may not give rise
to tort liability ‘unless a legal
duty independent of the contract
itself has been violated.”” There-
fore, “where the conduct at issue
amounts to ‘a contingency spe-
cifically contemplated in the con-
tract of sale,” the claim for tortious
interference must be dismissed.”
Here, the plaintiff’s “alleged hold-
ing over in possession appears to
be, ‘specifically contemplated’ in
the leases.”

The court questioned whether
“the same conclusion (applies)
to any alleged interference with
(defendant’s) relationship with
Seaport—even where such inter-
ference arises from conduct that
the leases, do contemplate (i.e., ...
holding over)?” The court advised
the parties “to consider the issues
set forth above in drafting any
amended pleadings and subse-
quent motion briefing.”

Accordingly, the court dis-
missed the declaratory judgment,
unjust enrichment, and tortious
interference with business rela-
tions claims. It denied the motion
to dismiss the U&O counterclaim.
The defendant’s counterclaims for
declaratory judgment and tortious
interference were dismissed with-
out prejudice to refiling.

ARK Restaurants Corp. v. Bry-
ant Park Corporation, Supreme
Court, New York County, Case
No. 652009/2025. Decided Dec.
8, 2025. Patel, J.

Dissolution of LLC—Operating
Agreement Required Unani-
mous Consent To Make Deci-
sions—Members Were “Unable
To Effectively Communicate With
Each Other”—They Could Not “
Properly Discuss Whether Or Not

To Sell the Lease, Which Is the
LLC’s Sole Asset”—Some Members
Allegedly Took LLC Funds for Per-
sonal Use Without Consent of All
Members—Dissolution of LLC and
Appointment of a Receiver Were
Appropriate and an Accounting
Was Warranted—Court Denied
Legal Fees

his decision involved a peti-

tion for dissolution pursuant
to Limited Liability Company Law
§702 (§702). The court granted the
petition to the extent set forth in
its decision.

The “sole issue in this petition is
whether the petitioner is entitled to
have a court appointed receiver do
an accounting as part of the wind-
up of (the LLC) and whether the
petitioner is entitled to legal fees.”
The court held “that they are not
entitled to legal fees but they are
entitled to an accounting.”

The LLC’s “sole asset” is a com-
mercial lease. The operating agree-
ment specified that decisions by
the LLC “may only be made by
unanimous consent of the mem-
bers.”

The petition alleged that two
members used the LLC’s assets
to “pay for their families’ health
insurance and directed the LLC
to make a $150,000 payment to
(a company) —both without
the consent of Petitioner.” It was
undisputed that the members “are
unable to effectively communicate
with each other or reach an agree-
ment regarding whether, and how,
to sell the lease.”

The petition sought an order
that respondents “render a full and
complete accounting to petition-
ers of all income and expenses of
the LLC,” a “dissolution of the LLC
pursuant to (§702)” and “sale of the
lease,” “appointment of a receiver,”
and “reasonable attorneys’ fees to
petitioner for this proceeding.”

The request for a dissolution of
the LLC and sale of the lease, and
for appointment of a receiver were
unopposed. However, a respondent
challenged the petitioner’s request
that the respondent provide the
petitioner with an accounting and
attorney fees.

The court explained that “[iln a
petition seeking dissolution pursu-
ant to Limited Liability Company
Law (§702), the petitioning member
must establish, in the context of
the terms of the operating agree-
ment or articles of incorporation,
(i) management of the entity is
unable or unwilling to reasonably
permit or promote the stated pur-
pose of the entity to be realized
or achieved, or (ii) continuing, the
entity is financially unfeasible....”

Here, the operating agreement
required unanimous consent to
make decisions on behalf of the LLC
and the members were “unable to
effectively communicate with each
other.” The members “are unable
to properly discuss whether or not
to sell the lease which is the LLC’s
sole asset.” Two members were also
allegedly “taking the LLC’s funds
for their own personal use without
the consent of all of the members.”

Thus, the court found that
the “management of the entity
is unwilling to reasonably permit
the stated purpose of the entity
to be achieved, the dissolution of
the LLC is proper, appointment of
a receiver is appropriate, and an
accounting is warranted.” Since
the operating agreement did not
provide for “shifting of attorneys’
fees, the request for this relief is...
denied.” Thus, the court granted
the petition as noted herein and
appointed a receiver.

176 W. 87th Leasehold LLC v.
Rudd, Supreme Court, New York
County, Case No. 653491/2025.
Decided Nov. 10, 2025. Borrok, J.
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their analysis, because Miami has
really evolved into a dynamic busi-
ness hub as well as a legal hub for
business. You have this conver-
gence of global business, you have
cultural diversity and economic
growth all coming together,” said
legal recruiter Carlos Pauling, an
executive director at Major, Lind-
sey & Africa. “For law firms, par-
ticularly Am Law 100 firms, it’s not
just about expanding for expan-
sion’s sake. It’s really about finding
out where are our clients, where’s
the talent, and where’s the future of
legal practice being shaped—and
all of those things are happening
in Miami.”

Similarly, South Florida has prov-
en to be an effective gateway into
Latin America. The region stands
out to global businesses and global
clients who are seeking expertise
on international trade, regulatory
or cross border issues, investment
opportunities and more, according
to Pauling.

And these trends will only con-
tinue throughout the year, and
likely into 2027.

“We're working with an Am
Law 100 firm right now to open
a Miami office..and we’re getting

calls from other (Am Law) 100 firms
saying, ‘Hey, we’d like to expand
our current office there. Can you
help us find talent?’ Pauling said.
“It is certainly on the minds of law
firm leaders of how do (they) grow
and expand (their) presence into
Miami, into South Florida.”

Tax attorney Alex Denault, a
partner at Bilzin Sumberg, finds
the region’s combination of dif-
ferent industries across the board
appealing to the companies and
individuals seeking business and
investment opportunities. Firms
like Bilzin Sumberg have been
particularly busy in the business
investment and real estate spheres,
he noted.

Part of that stems from Florida’s
favorable tax system and approach
towards regulation, which only
leads to more investments in the
infrastructure of South Florida—
not just in terms of bridges and
roads, but schools, institutions,
hospitals and more.

“We're seeing investment from
all over the country and really glob-
ally. Part of what I do and what we
do (at Bilzin Sumberg is) help those
investors do it in a tax-efficient way.
Obviously that depends on exactly
where they’re coming from and
where the investment is coming
from as well,” Denault said. “Each
state (and) country has their own

unique issues that we have to navi-
gate—we help clients move into
the state and expand their pres-
ence here.”

Tracy L. Gerber, co-managing
shareholder of Greenberg Trau-
rig’s West Palm office said that Ross
has been the single most influen-
tial private investor shaping West
Palm Beach'’s transformation into
“what is now a year-round busi-
ness, finance and talent hub.”

Ross’ multi-billion dollar capital
contributions in areas like office
development, mixed use districts
and higher education infrastruc-
ture has had a major impact on
the region’s growth, generating
indirect opportunities for firms like
Greenberg Traurig across multiple
practice areas.

“We are homegrown in Florida
with over 400 lawyers here (and)
providing world class corporate
real estate, employment, litigation
expertise to match the sophisti-
cation of the businesses that are
moving here,” said Gerber, who
also co-chairs the firm’s broker-
dealer securities litigation prac-
tice. “That’s really what is changing
the legal landscape—the level of
sophistication of business that is
coming here and the legal needs
of those businesses.”

Jaret L. Davis, senior vice pres-
ident of Greenberg Traurig and

co-managing shareholder of the
firm’s Miami office, agrees. From
his perspective, South Florida is
officially a “tier one” legal market.

That’s been revealed both by
the arrival of a number of Am Law
100 firms in recent years as well
as a growing talent pool available
to newcomers and established
firms alike. And Ross and Griffin’s
continued commitment to South
Florida is going to be a “game
changer,” according to Davis, who
said both have invested in the civic
landscape as well as the corporate
landscape of South Florida. The
firm considers itself very fortunate
to benefit from their local leader-
ship, he added.

Both Davis and Gerber are see-
ing increased interest in lawyers
coming down to Florida to build
their practices alongside the
expanding local economy.

“It’s the next natural step in Flor-
ida’s evolution. Over many years,
we've created this powerful ecosys-
tem of capital, talent, connectivity
to the world and business friendli-
ness,” Davis said. “The key now is
to achieve meaningful outreach, as
well as provide a turnkey solution
to help corporations move to South
Florida as easily as possible.”

I
@ ‘ Vivienne Serret can be reached at
vivienne.serret@alm.com.

Brickell

« Continued from page 5
$74.40 and Coral Gables trailing at
$61.84, according to Pena.

Pena observed that as national
and international firms continue
expanding into the Miami mar-
ket, they’re keen to land a Brickell
address. “Seven percent of our leas-
ing, specific to law firms, was actu-
ally new-to-market firms, which is
a strong number—actually the
highest in the entire country,” Pena
said. “A lot of those firms, again,
they're focused on Brickell.”

Similarly, different firms pick
locations depending on the line of
business, Pena said. For instance,
law firms focused on criminal
defense may opt to locate down-
town, close to the city’s state and
federal courthouses.

Meanwhile, firms more focused
on corporate law, business law or
real estate with higher-end, special
service clients may choose to be
closer to Brickell.

For firms outside the elite, they’re
weighing a different set of factors,
primarily clientele and talent.

“Is it easy for our clientele to get
to us? Where’s the talent? Where can
we cast the net and draw the most
amount of talent to our office,” Pena
said. “Looking at things like public

transit: ‘The Bright Line, the Metro
Mover, are those things that we can
utilize?’ And then cost is a big con-
sideration for firms, particularly the
mid-sized and smaller firms that are
more sensitive to changes in the
(profit and loss statement) result-
ing from their real estate costs.”
Given that more firms are mandat-
ing a return-to-office policy, they are
focused on ensuring office spaces
generate an enjoyable atmosphere
with more of a hospitality approach.
Beyond location, firms are ensuring
that buildings include “check-the-box
amenities,” according to Pena, such
as fitness centers, conference facili-
ties, tenant lounges or a concierge.
“The most important thing for
[some of the top firms] is to attract
the top talent and also to have peo-
ple in the office,” Pena said. “Gener-
ally, over 75% of law firms do have
some sort of minimum attendance
policy ... and also agree that the tal-
ent retention and attraction are two
of the most important priorities
they’re considering when they’re
making a real estate decision.”
And few firms are interested in
radically downsizing. “Over 50%
of firms we're finding are planning
to maintain their current footprint
that they have today,” Pena added.

|
@ ‘ Vivienne Serret can be reached at
vivienne.serret@alm.com.
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Instagram

« Continued from page 1

at age 9, when she managed to set
up an Instagram account despite
her mother blocking her access to
social media.

Lanier showed the jury multi-
ple internal documents from both
YouTube and Meta, including some
that referred to the “addictive expe-
rience” of their product, likening it
to tobacco.

“These companies were aware
of the harms, they were aware of
what was going on, they studied
it,” he said.

Meta attorney Paul Schmidt, of
Covington & Burling in New York,
spent most of his opening focused
on the plaintiff’s troubles at home.
Kaley, who has been in therapy
since age 3, when her parents
divorced following instances of
domestic violence, told her men-
tal health professionals that her
mom hit and screamed at her, and
called her dumb or stupid, all of
which made her want to kill herself.
Those problems got worse during
the COVID-19 pandemic, he said.

“What we do know from records
and testimony is the impact they
had on Kaley’s life,” Schmidt said.

Schmidt asked jurors to focus
on one primary question: “Was
Instagram a substantial factor in
Kaley’s mental health struggles?”

None of Kaley’s treating phy-
sicians or mental health profes-
sionals diagnosed her with social
media addiction or considered her
social media use to be one of the
main factors for her mental health
struggles, he said. And Kaley used
other social media sites, including
TikTok.

Schmidt said some research,
including Meta’s own internal
studies, has found that social
media often helped teens cope with
their mental health challenges. And
Instagram has come up with tools,
such as turning off notifications,
managing time and blocking users,
that give teens more control over
their social media use.

Schmidt, who showed up in
court with a noticeable lump on his
head and a black eye, told jurors,
“I'wish I had a colorful story to tell

DIEGO M. RADZINSCHI/ALM

Paul W. Schmidt, partner with
Covington & Burling

you.” Instead, he said, he fell at his
home and sustained a concussion,
which he feared, at first, would be
a distraction.

“Over the course of this trial,
you’ll have distractions,” he said.

Luis Li, a Los Angeles partner at
Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati,
who represents YouTube, plans
to give his opening statement on
Tuesday.

‘They Didn’t Just Build Apps,
They Built Traps’

The trial is part of a consoli-
dated proceeding in California
state courts before Los Angeles
Superior Court Carolyn Kuhl. Two
other defendants, TikTok, owned
by ByteDance, and Snap Inc., which
operates Snapchat, settled prior to
trial.

Meta CEO Mark Zuckerberg,
Instagram President Adam Mosseri
and YouTube CEO Neal Mohan plan
to testify during the trial, which is
expected to last through March.

The case is separate from the
addiction multidistrict litigation
against the same four social media
defendants in the U.S. District
Court for the Northern District of
California.

Kuhl previously ruled that
jurors must remain anonymous
to the public during the trial, with
their names disclosed only to the
lawyers in the trial-not their cli-
ents—in order to restrict potential
research conducted about them.

In her instructions to the jury,
Kuhl did not prohibit all social
media use outside the courtroom

but emphasized that no one should
conduct research about the case,
the parties, or the lawyers.

“You should not change how you
normally use social media and not
investigate features you do not nor-
mally use,” she said. “Do not create
new accounts or change settings
to attempt to explore the evidence
in this case.”

Kuhl also instructed the jury not
to hold Meta or YouTube liable for
third-party content.

“A defendant may be held lia-
ble for harm caused by a feature
or activity that was part of the
design or operation of the defen-
dant’s platform,” she told jurors
on Monday.

In his opening, Lanier pointed
to three specific features of Insta-
gram and YouTube that he alleges
addicted his client: infinite scroll
and autoplay, the “like” button and
body image filters.

“They didn’t set out to build a
library, they didn’t set out to build
a school, they set out to build an
addition machine,” Lanier said.
“Every feature they built that is
part of this case was just a tool to
achieve that one goal of addiction.
It’s addiction by design.”

But the apps aren’t simply tools,
Lanier noted, holding up a hammer.

“A tool is something you put
down when you’re through with
it, “ he said. “You hammer what
you need to hammer, and then you
put it away.”

They knew these features
caused depression, body dysmor-
phia and other mental problems in
children, Lanier alleged, and solu-
tions they told the public about
were mere “cartwheels” designed
to avoid the problems.

Addressing YouTube Kids, he
accused YouTube of creating an
“addictive loop” to hook kids on
social media as young as 2.

“The evidence will show they
didn’t just build apps, they built
traps,” he said. “Whether the vid-
eo is a cat or a catastrophe, the
machine is engineered to keep
you in the car, driving you deeper
into what they call a rabbit hole of
engagement.”

I
@‘ Amanda Bronstad can be reached at
amanda.bronstad@alm.com.

Karp

« Continued from page 1
I've asked them to do the best they
can, under the circumstances.”

Four days later, on August 23,
2015, Karp emailed Epstein, “GG is
in Moscow; the transcript should
be completed tomorrow. I'll send
it to you as soon as I receive it.”

Epstein followed up, “Did we get
a report on where she went after
lunch? Details?”

Karp responded, “To the Cielo
apartment bldg on 83rd and York,
where she stayed until she traveled
to JFK. She was snuck out through
the garage, in a car with tinted win-
dows, and we have license plate
numbers.”

The next day, Karp received an
email — sent to him and Paul Weiss
white-collar and regulatory defense
practice co-chair Lorin Reisner —
from the chief professional officer of
private investigations firm Nardello
& Co. regarding the transcript. The
company’s executive chairman, Dan
Nardello, and managing director
James Nauwens were cc’d.

“On behalf of Dan and Jim, [ am
sending the attached rough draft
of a transcript of the client’s lunch
with GG last Wednesday, Septem-
ber 19th [sic]. As Jim mentioned
to you, we had to have the record-
ing enhanced to be able to better
discern the conversation. If you
are interested, we can courier
over two DVDs containing a copy
of the enhanced version to your
office tomorrow or whenever is
convenient this week,” Nardello
CPO Tara MacMillan wrote.

(MacMillan appeared to refer
to August 19, a date that would
have been “last Wednesday” from
her August 24 email to Karp and
Reisner.)

Karp forwarded the email to
Epstein, to which Epstein respond-
ed, "surveillance? report also bill
to date?”

Karp and a representative for
Paul Weiss didn’t return messages

seeking comment.

A Nardello & Co. spokesperson
said the company was “retained by
counsel for Leon Black” for inves-
tigative support in a lawsuit that
Black’s counsel called “extortion-
ate,” noting public reporting on the
lawsuit and its dismissal. “In the
course of that engagement, no one
at Nardello had any contact or com-
munication with Jeffrey Epstein.,
nor did the firm share any docu-
ments or findings with him,” the
spokesperson said.

Ganieva did not respond to a
request for comment on the email
or others that may reference her.

Black stepped down in 2021
from his role as chairman of Apol-
lo Global Management following a
review of his ties to Epstein.

Susan Estrich, Black’s attorney,
said in an email to Law.com on Fri-
day that Epstein had been provid-
ing tax and estate planning advice
to Black and his family. Estrich did
not address the specifics of Karp’s
and Epstein’s correspondence
regarding Ganieva but did speak
on her allegations against Black.

“At the time of these emails, Ms.
Ganieva was threatening Mr. Black
and his family while attempting to
blackmail him as he was ending
their years long [sic] consensual
relationship,” Estrich said. “Ms.
Ganieva’s lawsuit against Mr. Black,
filed years later, was dismissed with
prejudice, and that decision was
affirmed by the appellate court.”

The conversations appearing
to reference Ganieva persisted as
far forward as October 2018, when
Epstein suggested that they may
need more money for “Guzel” after
Karp said they should be in “wait
and react mode” regarding their
dealings with Black.

Ganieva signed the NDA with
Black in 2015, which had guar-
anteed her payments of $100,000
monthly until Ganieva breached
it by publicly accusing Black of
sexual harassment and abuse in
March 2021, court filings indicate.

In addition to emails appear-

ing to discuss Ganieva, Karp and
Epstein also had multiple emails
discussing the whereabouts and
visa status of a woman, whom
neither named directly. The pair
discussed the viability of pursuing
criminal charges against her for, as
they put it, extorting Black.

In a July 2015 email, Epstein
appears to have suggested to Karp
that the two should work to get a
woman arrested.

“I have come to the conclusion
that we will need to bring in law
enforcement sooner rather than
later,” Epstein wrote. “Needs to
be a close sensitive relation Your
call on fbi or nypd [sic]. I think she
should be arrested either at next
meeting or follow up when and
after he passes her a large check.
Grand larceny etc.”

Karp replied, “Let’s discuss.
A critical call.” A few days later,
Epstein emailed Karp with the
suggestion that they should try
and get a woman'’s visa revoked.
Karp replied, “will work on this.”
It is unclear what, if any, measures
Karp took following the messages.

After that exchange, Karp
updated Epstein on a woman’s
whereabouts with the help of
private investigators on multiple
occasions, the emails show.

For example, in August 2015,
Epstein emailed Karp asking if
there was “any news.” Karp replied
that the woman had not gotten
on a flight they expected her to
take and was instead at a hotel
in Bridgehampton, going on to
elaborate that the place was on
Route 27 when Epstein asked for
an address.

The emails were disclosed in
late January by the Justice Depart-
ment, leading to pressure on Karp
last week to resign as Paul Weiss
chairman. He continues to practice
at the firm as a partner. Paul Weiss
named corporate department lead-
er Scott Barshay as its next chair.

I
@ ‘ Ryan Harroff can be reached at ryan.har-
roff@alm.com, Dan Roe at dan.roe@alm.com.
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24/4152 Kohl v. Memorial Sloan
Kettering

24/6698 AS Helios LLC v. Chauhan

24/7108 Westpoint Home v.
Dormify, Inc.

21/15 People v. Erica U.
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The following cases have been
scheduled for pre-argument confer-
ence on the dates and at the times
indicated:

Renwick, P.J., Manzanet,
Kapnick, Webber
and Kern, JJ.

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

12P.M.
806515/24 Pedabga v. Nunez
FRIDAY, FEB. 13

9:30 A.M.

21790720 De Jesus v. Action
Carting Environmental

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 18

12 P.M.
31394/19 Larosa v. Diaz
TUESDAY, FEB. 24

11 AM.
818473/22 Capellan v. 35 LLC
WEDNESDAY, FEB. 25

12P.M.
159863/25 410 West LLC v. Chen
TUESDAY, MARCH 10

10 A.M.

651397/21 Beasley v. Bayview Auto
Wreckers

APPELLATE
TERM

60 Centre Street
Room 401

10 AM.

Commencing with the January
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: 300 (60 Centre)

2 Sattler: 212 (60 Centre)

3 Cohen, J.: 208 (60 Centre)

4 Kim: 308 (80 Centre)

5 Kingo: 320 (80 Centre)

6 King: 351 (60 Centre)

7 Lebovits: 345 (60 Centre)

8 Kotler: 278 (80 Centre)

9 Capitti: 355 (60 Centre)

11 Frank: 412 (60 Centre)

12 Stroth: 328 (80 Centre)

13 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)

14 Bluth: 432 (60 Centre)

15 Johnson: 116 (60 Centre)

17 Hagler: 335 (60 Centre)

18 Tisch: 104 (71 Thomas)

19 Sokoloff: 540 (60 Centre)

20 Kaplan: 422 (60Centre)

21 Tsai: 280 (80 Centre)

22 Chin: 136 (80 Centre)

23 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)

24 Katz: 325 (60 Centre)

25 Marcus: 1254 (111 Centre)

26 James, T.: 438 (60 Centre)

27 Dominguez: 289 (80 Centre)

28 Tingling: 543 (60 Centre)

29 Ramirez: 311 (71 Thomas)

30 McMahon: Virtual (60 Centre)

32 Kahn: 1127B (111 Centre)

33 Rosado: 442 (60 Centre)

34 Ramseur: 341 (60 Centre)

35 Perry-Bond: 684 (111 Centre)

36 Saunders: 205 (71 Thomas)

37 Engoron: 418 (60 Centre)

38 Crawford: 1166 (111 Centre)

39 Clynes: 232 (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 Latin: 210 (71 Thomas)

47 Goetz: 1021 (111 Centre)

48 Masley: 242 (60 Centre)

49 Chan: 252 (60 Centre)

50 Sweeting: 279 (80 Centre)

51 Headley: 122 (80 Centre)

52 Sharp: 1045 (111 Centre)

53 Borrok: 238 (60 Centre)

54 Schecter: 228 (60 Centre)

55 d’Auguste: 103 (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)

59 James, D.: 331 (60 Centre)

62 Chesler: 1127A (111 Centre)

65 Reo: 307 (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 106(80 Centre)
ESC 2 Wilkenfeld 106 (80 Centre)

SPECIAL REFEREES
60 Centre Street

73R Santiago: Room 354

75R Burzio: Room 240

80R Edelman: Room 562

82R Wohl: Room 501B

83R Sambuco: Room 528
84R Feinberg: Room 641

88R Lewis-Reisen: Room 324

JHO/SPECIAL REFEREES
80 Centre Street

81R Hewitt: Room 321
87R Burke: Room 238
89R Hoahng: Room 236

SPECIAL REFEREE
71 Thomas Street

Judicial Hearing Officers

Part 91 Hon. C. Ramos
Part 93 Hon. Marin

Supreme Court
Motion Calendars
Room 130, 9:30 A.M.
60 Centre Street

Supreme Court
Motion Dispositions
from Room 130
60 Centre Street

Calendars in the Motion
Submission Part (Room 130) show
the index number and caption of
each and the 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 missing stipula-
tion 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 ser-
vice to receive e-mail notification of
the assignment and other develop-
ments and schedules in their cases.
Immediately following is a key that
explains the markings used by the
Clerk in Room 130.

Motion Calendar Key:

ADJ—Adjourned to date 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
submission 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

Submissions Part
WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

Submission

1100905/25 De Libero v. Verdot 21
Westwood LLC

2100246/25 Harris v. Admin.
For Children Services Family
Support Systems

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

Submission

1101178/25 Harris v. Nypd
Comm'r. Tisch

210133025 Wells v. NY Police Dep

3 101225/25 Yatzilel v. NYC Mta
Bridges And Tunnels

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

Submission

1101172/25 Daniels v. Con Ed Co.
of New York, Inc. Et

2101172/25 Daniels v. Con Ed Co.
of New York, Inc. Et

3 100233/22 De Silva v. NYC Corp.
Counsel

410129125 Elmore v. NYCHA

5100096/26 Guaman Guaman
v. N.Y.C. Dept. of Health And
Mental Hygiene

6100050/26 Ma v. NYC Dept. of
Health And Mental Hygiene

7100519/25 Miss Elegant v. Dr.
Arthur

8100051/26 Rasheed v. NYC Office
of Labor Relations

Paperless Judge Part
WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

160329/21154 E. 62 LLC v.
Normanus Rlty. LLC

151495/23239 Elizabeth Rlty. LLC v.
Beltrez

657016/2180-82 Bowery LLC v. Lin

659754/25 Abax Health Inc. v.
Bedrock Health Care At Home Et
Al

160614/25Agus v. Cohen

161704/19 Almodovar v. NYC

655436/20 American Express Travel
v. Patient Portal Connect, Inc.

659690/25 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. United Pharmacy NYC Inc .

650248/26 Amthor v. Marchesa
Hldgs. LLC Et Al

157736/22Anil v. NYC Et Al

652380/24 Aok Sanitizer v. Cherotti

155949/25 Araujo v. Cowan
Intermodal Et Al

152552/22 Arias v. Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al

650082/21 Astraea Nyny LLC v.
Ganley

656223/25Atipana Capital v. Rp
Palm Beach

656180/25 Beauty Gem v. Visijan

164483/25Bmw Financial Services
Nav. Sene

162572/25Board of Mgrs. of The
Central Condominium v. Jz Villa
Rity. Corp. Et Al

159345/23 Bosco v. The Trustees of
Columbia Univ. in NYC Et Al

163474/25Bsdt 2012 LLC Et Alv. H
F Z Capital Group LLC Et Al

165838/25Bucco v. Nat. RR.
Passenger Corp. D/b/a Amtrak Et

Al

652859/25 Caite Hevner Design Inc.
Et Alv. Dungeons & Dragons

659619/25 Calister v. Ardilla

155715/23 Calle Quichimbo v.
Wesbuilt Const. Mgrs. LLC Et Al

951274/21 Carvalho v. Roman
Catholic Archdiocese of NY Et Al

160397/22 Chantiles v. Tavern on
The Green Et Al

164551/25 Chaudhry v. Chaudhry

160188/24 Cho v. Raymond

651916/20Cm Rlty. Hldgs. Corp. v.
Dac Hldgs. LLC

652445/25 Coffee Associates, Inc. v.
Feenix Venture Partners

162590/25 Cohen v. The City Univ.
of NY EtAl

452327/25Comm’rs. of The State
Ins. Fund v. Michael Durand

659659/25 Country-Wide Ins. Co. v.
American Transit Ins. Co.

160277/22Da Silva v. West 30th St.
LLC Et Al

805295/19Diaz v. Grana

150296/26 Dinella v. NYCHA

655644/25 Ebf Hldgs. v. Int'l
Institute For Learning, Inc. Et Al

651512/25Feng v. Campagna

650727/11First Funds v. Parking
Unltd. Inc D/b/a Big Earl’s Gold
Mine Et Al

850530/25Flagstar Bank v. Pascol
Rity. Inc. Et Al

651506/25Fora Financial Advance
v. Crown Glazing Group

654506/25 Fora Financial Asset
Securitization 2024 v. Kloud
Rooftop Inc. D/b/a Kloud Rooftop
Et Al

150313/23 Fraczek v. Mount Sinai
Health System, Inc. Et Al

653499/25 Gamechanger Media,
Inc. v. 2080 Media, Inc. Et Al

160956/18 Gileno v. Stalco Const.
Inc.

157556/24 Godinez v. 321 Theatrical
Mgt. Et Al

651446/23 Gvi Casellula v. Casellula

155910/25Hassan General
Contracting Corp. v. 224 - 30
Eighth Ave LLC Et Al

158035/25Hercules v. Khvistani

166113/25Hubbuch v. NYC Dept. of
Investigation

159804/21 Hughes v. Redwood
Capital Mgt. Gp

151767/23 Laracuente v. NYCTA Et
Al

160420/21 Liggett v. Lew Rlty. LLC

659833/25Linda M. Freedman, As
General Partner of And on Behalf
of Franklin Hldg. Co., Windshire
Apts., Belkar Hldg. Co., And Rsr
Hldg. Co., Et Al v. Weber

156190/24 Macdonald v. Qin

156186/25 Maximum Quality Foods
Inc. v. 197 Bistro Inc. Et Al

655863/23 Meir Electric D/b/a Meir
Electric Co. v. EI-Kam Rlty. Co. Et
Al

651033/23 Michelle Haruvi v.
Hungerford

155568/25Minchala v. Rooftop
Hosp.ity Group LLC Et Al

157013/22Moronta v. Qpp LLC Et Al

652923/25 Navigators Ins. Co. v.
Easyknock, Inc. Et Al

453242/25NYCHA v. Williams
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152586/23 Normanus Rity. LLC v.
154 E. 62 LLC

652324/24NYU  Langone Hosps. v.
United Healthcare Ins. Co. Et Al

152533/25Pca Acquisitions V v.
Ferreira

190085/22 Porpora v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co., Et Al

656618/25 Progressive Casualty Ins.
Co. v. Office of The Comptroller
(NYC) EtAl

150867/26S. v. NYC Et Al

157203/18 Schwartz v. Port Imperial
Ferry Corp

152250/22 Sergeants Benevolent
Assoc. v. Mullins

654893/25 Softbees v. Vungarala

451393/25Soltanian v. NYS Dept. of
Financial Services

160890/25 Ssp Hester LLC v. Z Atm
Corp.

453001/24 State of NY v. Pauling

651073/24 Stolyarov v. G6 Materials
Corp.

156545/21 Strong v. Monzon

452032/20 Strong v. Monzon

651493/25 Tagg Partnership v.
Kohlberg Kravis Roberts & Co.
L.P EtAl

161645/24 Thau v. Paradise
Gourmet Deli & Grill Et Al

162317/25The Estate Agency LLC v.
Bruno

452307/23 The People of The State
of NY v. Vantage Travel Services,
Inc. Et Al

153444/25 Thumbs Capital Group v.
Something Short LLC Et Al

153518/24 Towler v. NYC

158137/24 Turkieltaub v. NYC

650624725 Usc 482 Tompkins LLC v.
Best Buds Corp. Et Al

154323/13 Vargas v. NYC

164914/25Wenger v. McLaughlin &
Stern

157001/22 Zhang v. Downing St.
Rity. LLC. Et Al

THURSDAY, FEB. 12

152854/21 McIntyre v. Newyork-
Presbyterian Global Services

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

654115/2519 West 44th Street
Property Investors Iv v. Px Global
Advisors

150551/2237-35 26 Chinatown LLC
v. Veeder Creative Ventures, Inc.
EtAl

652721/25A.G.P/alliance Global
Partners v. Golden Heaven Group
Hldgs. Ltd.

160576/24 Abreu v. Doran

157622/25 Ahsani v. Khan

160982/21 Alcantara v. 589 Fifth Tic
ILLC Et Al

153828/21 Alexander v. 4469 B'way.
LLC

151645/25 Alvarez v. Pelton

161506/25American Express Nat.
Bank v. Accornero

655377/24 Ann Arbor Group LLC v.
Gherardi

165908/25 Apache Legend Group
Corp. v. Koshead Inc.

162694/25 Aquino v. NYS Office For
People With Dev.al Disabilities
Et Al

654975/24 Atlantic Specialty Ins.
Co. v. Aspen Topco II

650912/22 Atlantic Specialty Ins.
Co. v. Lynn R Calvano Et Al

950101/21B. v. Archdiocese of NY

161826/24 Bai v. Ottombrino

652447/25Bailey v. Stone

656440/25 Balestriere Law Firm Pllc
v. Trinity Centre LLC Et Al

805243/22Baron v. Schoor M.D.

650257/22 Beauty Hldgs. LLC v.
Saks & Co. LLC Et Al

158444/23 Beldock v. Soho House
NY Inc Et Al

150207/11 Bellucia v. Cf 620 Owner
One

659773/25 Ben-Avraham v. Bomze

156367/25Berezhytskyi v. 75 & 81
Orchard Associates

160971/25Blecher v. Wam Partners
EtAl

656391/25Blue Byrd v. M1
Enterprise Inc.

650879/24 Blue Galaxy Inc. v. Just
in Style, Inc. Et Al

656115/25Board of Mgrs. of Cassa
NY Condominium v. Assa

154625/24 Board of Mgrs. of The
195 Condominium v. Gordon

163180/25Booker v. Raines

650146/26 Brenton Hutchinson
v. Revcore Recovery Center of
Manhattan

166465/25Brownell v. Harris

654298/25Buschmann v. Terada

153233/25C. v. NYC Dept. of
Education Et Al

154625/25 Calender v. NYC Et Al

655567/25 Calibrant Storage v. Enel
X North America, Inc. Et Al

157772/24 Campbell v. Aha Rlty.
Partners Et Al

155675/21 Capuano v. Sl Green Rlty.
Corp Et Al

805260/19 Carl White Jr. v.
NYCH&HC And

158699/16 Carmona v. NYC

153910/17 Cgm-Linr LLC v. Sylvia
Ward And Po Kim

152589/24 Chef’s Depot Inc D/b/a
Culinary Depot v. Metro NYC
Services, Inc. Et Al

650220/26 Chung v. Coinbase, Inc.
EtAl

850479/23 Citimortgage v. Crescent
St. Ventures LLC Et Al

150054/25 Coladonato v. Chelsea
Rity. LLC

850443/24 Computershare Trust Co.
v. 21-23 Catherine St Cc LLC Et
Al

156916/22 Concepcion v. 168
Eastgate LLC Et Al

650259/26 Conway & Conway v.
Huntington Capital Mgt.

162276/24 Cuji Vazquez v. D.H.I.
Const. Services, Inc. Et Al

154015/19 Daisomont v. 1345
Garage 1345 Leasehold LLC

166179/25Dale v. Afriyie

655804/25 David M. McGrath v.
Debs

153145/22 Deans v. Turner Const.
Co. Et Al

152777/23 Decena Guzman v.
Urban Atelier Group

154576/22Diaz v. 133 Ave. D

155967/22 Dixon v. Pact
Renaissance Collaborative LLC
EtAl

151974/22Doe v. Archdiocese of NY
Et Al

156959/16 Emft v. B'way. 371

654519/25 Empire LLC v. Kataev

656649/25 Ethara Capital LLC v.
Charles & Colvard Ltd.

655797/25 Evening Star
Bookkeeping Service Inc. v. Sadh
Tax & Advisory Inc. Et Al

365089/20 Everus v. Everus

162845/25Fay v. Tucker

151437/23 Figueroa v. Hudson
Square Rlty.

655610/24 First Solar, Inc. v. Power
Plug Inc.

154632/25 Gangadeen v. Rs 308
West 40 LLC Et Al

161485/24 Garda Capital Partners
Sarl Et Al v. Schonfeld Strategic
Advisors LLC

190281/12 Germain v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods.

159111/19Gibbs v. NYCTA

156038/18 Gojic v. NY Presbyterian
Hosp.

654891/24 Goldberg v. Marcus

162162/23 Golden Ins. Co. v. Vogrin
& Frimet

156843/24 Goodman v. Shvo

157025/24 Gordon v. Professional
Staff Congress/cuny Et Al

150830/25 Gottfried v. Galbally

652925/24 Greater NY Mutual
Ins. Co. v. Main St. American
Assurance Co. Et Al

654784/23 Greylag Goose Leasing
1410 Designated Activity Co. Et
Al'v. Chubb European Group Se
EtAl

163660/25HHajahmed v. NYC
NYCH&HC Corp.

154812/20 Handal-Orefice v. New
York-Presbyterian Hosp.

161213/25Hereford Ins. Co. v.
Moore

152890/22 Hernandez Guevara v.
Uber Technologies, Inc. Et Al

656510/25 Hold Brothers Capital
LLC v. Tawil

162074/23 Horowitz v. Ronny’s Bay
LLC Et Al

656148/23 Hort v. Charlton Mgt.
LLC Et Al

190002/25 Horton v. Bristol-Myers
Squibb Co. Et Al

161832/25Hotel Owners of
New York, Inc. v. NYC Dept.
of Consumer And Worker
Protection Et Al

655184/24 Houston Casualty Co. Et
Alv. Colony Ins. Co. Et Al

152489/16 Hyde v. Okolie

163809/25in The Matter of The
Application of Monah Williams v.
NYC Et Al

453234/25in The Matter of The
Application of NY Black Car
Operators’ Injury Compensation
Fund Inc. A/k/a NY Black
Car Fund As Subrogee of Nfn
Yanpeinima v. Fed. Ins. Co.

850344/25 Interaudi Bank v. 1510
Second LLC Et Al

655488/23 Itria Ventures LLC v.
Rasik Prods. USA LLC Et Al

650019/26Itria Ventures LLC v.
Rock & Associates 325 Et Al

655565/241tria Ventures LLC v. The
Fat Radish Three LLC Et Al

190276/23 Jacobo v. 3m Co. Et Al

655355/24 Jade Venture Partners
LLC Et Al v. Haruvi

659085/25 James v. Columbia Univ.

653535/24 Johnson v. 487-89
Amsterdam Ave. Housing Dev.
Fund Corp.

157478/20Joseph v. Office Solution
Group

152898/22 Joyce v. NYC Et Al

154587/24Katz v. Board of Mgrs. of
The Allegro Condominium Et Al

653385/25Keys Capital Ltd. v.
Qureshi

160391/24Kitzis v. Lincoln Center
For The Performing Arts, Inc. Et
Al

655246/25Korea Resolution &
Collection Corp. v. Choi

159639/18 Kovell v. Wilmack Hldg.
Co.

652695/17Kuo v. Fernandez

150571/26 Kwapong v. Loreal USA,
Inc. Et Al

150508/26 Laboriel v. NYS Div. of
Human Rights Et Al

154273/23 Lateral Investment Mgt.
v. Marcum

152676/22 Leaf Capital Funding v.
Hello Lafayette LLC Et Al

159219/22 Lee v. Turner Const. Co.
Et Al

159847/24 Lee v. Walker

150175/22 Leon v. Related Const.

659680/24 Levitan v. Bodden Bites
LLC D/b/a S’noods/yes& Foods Et
Al

452292/17 Lewis v. Metro North

165781/25Lin v. Lin

653104/18 Long Isand City Laundry
v. Defina

151218/26 Maine De Biran v. The
Board of Mgrs. of Morningside
Park Condominium Et Al

159648/23 Maisano v. Amsterdam
Nursing Home Corp.

153663/25 Mallette v. Mark Propco

157761/22 Martello v. Sciame
Const.

158397/25Mayo v. NYC Police Dept.

151593/23 McClamb v. Yusef

653443/25Medrano v. Paeo
Transportation, Inc. Et Al

659783/25 Metro. Portfolio Vi Hldgs.
v. Seneca Ins. Co., Inc.

165636/25Morris v. Club Car

810148/12 Mtglq Investors v.
Vazquez

161182/22 Mutter v. Martinez

654371/25 Navigator Acquisition
Corp v. Cozen O’Connor

782000/17NYC Asbestos v. All
Defendants in Re. New

452931/25NYCH&HC Corp. Et Al
v. Assoc. For Clinical Pastoral
Education, Inc.

45203521 NYCHA v. Liro Architects
And Planners

653072/25NY Quality Healthcare
Corp. v. Actavis Holdco U.S., Inc.
Et Al

653340/24 Newmark & Co. Real
Estate, Inc. D/b/a Newmark v. Ks
50 Sussex Ave. Lp

654971/23 Night Hawk Financial
LLC v. Lanteri M.D.

152941/23 Noel v. NYC Et Al

151686/24 Nunez v. Hinex

650404/26 Nydig Platform Solutions
LLC v. First Foundation Bank

166720/25 Omeokwe v. The Dept. of
Education of NYC

654381/21 Open Architectural
Prods. LLC D/b/a Open Awd v. Jds
Const. Group LLC Et Al

158319/22 Ordinary Faces LLC v.
David Turner Architect

655907/23 Overnight Capital v.
Gregory T. Harvey, D.D.S., Inc. Et
Al

365508/24 Papadeas v. Barker

651062/23 Patel v. Maybank Kim
Eng Securities USA Inc.

850639/23 Pcal Debt Ev B'way. v.
462bdwy Land

154891/23 Pepin v. NYC Et Al

160175/22 Perez Canela v. 156-166
Bowery L.P. Et Al

150479/24 Pichardo v. Getty
Industries LLC Et Al

151566/24 Polanco v. Hinex

155927/22 Pressman v. Pressman

153834/19 Privitello v. Time
Equities, Inc.

659316/24 Pure Grown Diamonds,
Inc. v. Slate And Tell

162187/18 Quito v. 111 West 57th
Prop. Owner

162833/25Qutawna v. Swift M.D.

157890/22 Raico v. Mortgage Unltd.
LLC Et Al

652374/25 Rainbow Wholesale v. NY
One

159031/21 Ramoutar v. Clarity 47

659454725 Ravenel v. Premium
Merchant Funding 26 LLC

652925/25Red Creek Prod.ions v.
Madwell LLC

650375/21 Redgrave v. Metro-North
RR.

100368/25Rennie v. Top View Bus
Co. EtAl

653217/24 Rincon v. Allen

151486/24Ring v. 75 Owners Corp.
EtAl

450304/25Rivers v. C. James
Plumbing & Heating, Inc. Et Al

160494/22 Robinson v. 565 West
125th St. Housing Dev. Fund
Corp. Et Al

152047/18 Rodriguez v. Tri-Borough
Certified Home

805240/218S. v. McManus Au.D.

656252/21 Savinis v. Aaron Bollman
And Co. Inc.

659189/24 Scottsdale Ins. Co. v.
Prosight Specialty Ins. Group Et
Al

654460/25 Seamen Audobon
Associates III v. Td Bank

153476/22 Segura Esquivel v. 85
Jane Rlty. LLC Et Al

152538/19 Senderoff v. Manchanda

151480/24 Shaver v. Metro. NYCTA
Et Al

154714/25 Sherry House Associates
Et Al v. Kandel

160920/23 Sleavin v. Argus
Community, Inc.

154999/24 Smith v. Pattersonville
Solar Facility

659399/25 Solomon v. Pam Air-
Services, Inc.

160552/20 Solorzano v. Ninety Five
Wall St.

950178/21 Spielberger v. Hearn III

158782/17 Splaine v. New Gold
Equities Corp.

164673/25 Spv.Collections LLC v.
Thompson Hine Llp

157781/25St. Pierre v. Ahmed

156874/25 State Farm Fire And
Casualty Co. v. Alfa Turbos Corp
Et Al

160259/25 State Farm Fire And
Casualty Co. v. Parrales Fuentes

NEW YORK STATE
COURT OF APPEALS

January 2026 Appeals

The Clerk’s Office announces that briefing sched-
ules have been issued for the following appeals during
January 2026.

Docket information, briefing schedules, filings and
oral argument dates are or will be available through
the Court’s Public Access and Search System (Court-
PASS).

Nonparties seeking to appear as amicus curiae
should refer to Court of Appeals Rule of Practice
500.23.

Civil Appeals by Leave Grant of the Court of
Appeals and Departments of the Appellate Division:

APL-2026-00001: Patel v. Maybank (2025 NY Slip Op
05194); Employment Relationships—Whether Claim
for Unpaid Severance Pay under Labor Law §§ 193 and
198 is barred by Labor Law §198-c because plaintiff
is an executive

APL-2025-00225: Zain v. Isaacson (242 AD3d 438);
Physicians and Surgeons—Malpractice—Immunity
Under the Emergency or Disaster Treatment Protec-
tion Act—Coverage for Podiatrists

Criminal Appeals by Leave Grant of Judges of the
Court of Appeals and Justices of the Departments
of the Appellate Division:

APL-2025-00206: People v. Jetferson (Earl) (229
AD3d 723); Crimes—Vacatur of Judgment of Con-
viction—Whether Undisclosed Recorded Statement
Constituted Brady Material or Newly Discovered
Evidence

APL-2025-00221: People v. Vassell Ray (236 AD3d
933); Crimes—Appeal—Effective Assistance of Appel-
late Counsel— Access to Trial Exhibits

APL-2025-00207: People v. Williams (Jamarly) (241
AD3d 1106); Crimes—Identification of Defendant—
Suppression of Eyewitness Identification—Ineffective
Assistance of Appellate Counsel

Civil Appeals Taken as of Right:

APL-2025-00172: Poltorak v. Clarke (2025 NY Slip
Op 04496); Habeas Corpus—CPLR 7003(c)—Con-
stitutionality of Forfeiture—Judicial Compensation
Clause—Separation of Powers

APL-2025-00171; People by James v. Trump (2025
NY Slip Op 04756); Attorney General—Powers—Exec-
utive Law § 63(12) — Constitutionality of Executive
Law § 63(12)

NEW YORK COUNTY
Supreme Court - Civil Term
Judicial Assignments and Reassignments

As of December 31, 2025, five long-serving Justices
of the Supreme Court, Civil Branch, New York County,
Honorable Arthur F. Engoron, Honorable Debra A.
James, Honorable Richard G. Latin, Honorable W.
Franc Perry Ill and Honorable Mary V. Rosado have
retired from the bench. In addition, Justice Denise
M. Dominquez and Justice Denis Reo have moved to
other Courts. We would like to thank all our Justices
for their wonderful service to our court.

Assignments and Reassignments:

Hon. Dana M. Catanzaro has joined the Court and
is assigned to General IAS Part 37. Justice Catan-
zaro’s courtroom and chambers will be located at
111 Centre Street, Courtroom 1127A and Chambers
Room 541. The Part phone number is 646-386-3222.
The Chambers phone number is 646-386-3181.

Hon. Matthew V. Grieco has joined the Court and
is assigned to General IAS Part 30. Justice Grieco’s
courtroom and chambers will be located at 111 Centre
Street, Courtroom 623 and Chambers Room 466. The
Part phone number is 646-386-3275. The Chambers
phone number is 646-252-5086.

Hon. Brendan T. Lantry has joined the Court and
is assigned to General IAS Part 46. Justice Lantry will
assume Hon. Richard G. Latin’s inventory. Justice
Lantry’s courtroom and chambers will be located at
71 Thomas Street, Room 103. The Part phone num-
ber is 646-386-3279. The Chambers phone number
is 646-386-4945.

Hon. Anna R. Lewis has joined the Court and is
assigned to the Mental Hygiene Part. Justice Lewis
will assume Hon. W. Franc Perry III’s inventory.
Justice Lewis’ chambers will be located at 60 Centre
Street, Room 561. The phone number for Chambers
is 646-386-3944.

Hon. Kim M. Parker has joined the Court and is
assigned to Guardianship Part 25. Justice Parker
will assume Hon. Ilana Marcus’ inventory. Justice
Parker’s courtroom and chambers will be located
at 111 Centre Street, Courtroom 1254 and Chambers
Room 448. The Part phone number is 646-386-5675.
The Chambers phone number is 646-582-5089.

Hon. John Zhuo Wang has joined the Court and is
assigned to the Midtown Community Justice Center
and Special Proceeding Part. Justice Wang’s court-
room and chambers will be located at 314 West 54th
Street, 5th Floor. The Part phone number is 646-582-
5004. The Chambers phone number is 646-264-1371.

Hon. Yael Wilkofsky has joined the Court and is
assigned to Matrimonial Part 51. Justice Wilkofsky
will assume part of Hon. Lisa A. Headley’s inven-
tory. Justice Wilkofsky’s courtroom and chambers
will be located at 80 Centre Street, Room 289. The
Part phone number is 646-386-3846. The Chambers
phone number is 646-582-5077.

Hon. Jeffrey S. Zellan has joined the Court and
is assigned to Matrimonial Part 49. Justice Zellan
will assume part of Hon. Lisa A. Headley'’s inven-
tory. Justice Zellan’s courtroom and chambers will
be located at 80 Centre Street, Room 307. The Part
phone number is 646-252-5140. The Chambers phone
number is 646-252-5073.

Hon. James G. Clynes remains assigned to General
IAS Part 39. Justice Clynes’ courtroom and chambers
will be located at 60 Centre Street, Courtroom 331
and Chambers Room 652. The Part phone number
is 646-386-3619. The Chambers phone number is
646-386-5383.

Hon. James d’Auguste is now assigned to Commer-
cial Division Part 55. Justice d’Auguste’s courtroom
and chambers will now be located at 71 Thomas
Street, Room 210. The Part phone number, 646-386-
3289, and the Chambers phone number, 646-386-5698,
remain unchanged.

Hon. Lisa A. Headley is now assigned to General
IAS Part 17. Justice Headley’s courtroom and cham-

bers will remain located at 80 Centre Street, Room
122. The Part phone number is 646-252-5141. The
Chambers phone number, 646-386-3150, remains
unchanged.

Hon. Judy H. Kim remains assigned to General
IAS Part 4. Justice Kim’s courtroom and chambers
will be located at 60 Centre Street, Courtroom 418
and Chambers Room 665. The Part phone number,
646-386-3580, and the Chambers phone number, 646-
386-5577, remain unchanged.

Hon. Hasa A. Kingo is now assigned to General
IAS Part 65. Justice Kingo will assume Hon. Denis
Reo’s inventory. Justice Kingo’s courtroom and
chambers will remain located at 80 Centre Street
and have moved to Room 308. The Part phone num-
ber is 646-386-3887. The Chambers phone number,
646-386-4740, remains unchanged.

Hon. Ilana Marcus is now assigned to City and
Transit [AS Part 5. Justice Marcus will assume Hon.
Hasa A. Kingo’s inventory. Justice Marcus’ courtroom
and chambers will be located at 80 Centre Street,
Room 320. The Part phone number is 646-386-3374.
The Chambers phone number, 646-386-4969, remains
unchanged.

Hon. Anar Rathod Patel remains assigned to Com-
mercial Division Part 45. Justice Patel’s courtroom
and chambers will remain located at 60 Centre Street,
Courtroom 428, and Chambers has moved to Room
512. The Part phone number, 646-386-3632, and the
Chambers phone number, 646-386-3234, remain
unchanged.

Hon. Leslie A. Stroth remains assigned to General
IAS Part 12. Justice Stroth’s courtroom and chambers
will be located at 60 Centre Street, Courtroom 442
and Chambers Room 659. The Part phone number,
646-386-3273, and the Chambers phone number, 646-
386-5622, remain unchanged.

Hon. Kathleen Waterman-Marshall remains
assigned to General IAS Part 31. Justice Waterman-
Marshall’s courtroom and chambers will be located
at 60 Centre Street, Courtroom 335 and Chambers
Room 660. The Part phone number, 646-386-4296, and
the Chambers phone number, 646-386-4289, remain
unchanged.

Counsel are advised to sign up for the court sys-
tem’s E-Track service. E-Track allows counsel to list
with the service some or all the firm’s cases pend-
ing in the Supreme Court, Civil Branch, New York
County, and other counties as well. E-Track pro-
vides notification by e-mail of all appearances and
adjournments in covered cases that are recorded in
the court’s electronic case history program, as well
as other developments, such as the reassignment of
cases and the issuance of decisions and long-form
orders. E-Track can also provide appearance remind-
ers should counsel wish to avail themselves of that
capability.

To sign up for E-Track, counsel should go to the
following address: http://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/
webcivil/etrackLogin

OFFICE OF COURT
ADMINISTRATION

Division of E-Filing

OCA Invites Comments on E-Filing Program
Deadline: Feb. 13

In preparation for its annual report on electronic
filing (e-filing), which will be submitted to the Legisla-
ture, the Governor, and the Chief Judge, the New York
State Office of Court Administration (OCA) invites
public comments on the Unified Court System’s
e-filing program, (NYSCEF).

Attorneys, litigants, and other interested members
of the public are encouraged to share observations
and recommendations.

Comments may be submitted by:
Email: efilingcomments@nycourts.gov
or

Mail: Christopher Gibson, Director
OCA Division of E-Filing

Office of Court Administration

25 Beaver Street, Room 926

New York, NY 10004

All comments must be received by February 13,
2026. Submissions will be posted on the Court Sys-
tem’s website.

NEW YORK STATE
COURT OF APPEALS

Court To Hear Arguments in the Bronx in March

The Court will be hearing argument away from
Court of Appeals Hall in Albany for its upcoming
March 2026 Session.

On March 10, 11 and 12, the Court will hear argu-
ment at the Bronx Hall of Justice, 265 East 161
Street, Bronx, New York. Arguments will commence
at 9:30AM. A live webcast of the argument may be
accessed through the Court of Appeals website.

%* ok ok ok ok

Deadline for Amicus Curiae Motions:
February 2026 and March 2026 Sessions

The Court has calendared the appeals in People v.
Gaffney (Luke J.) (APL 2025-00077), People v. Curry
(Eugene) (APL 2025-00076), and People v. Billups
(Ricky) (APL 2025-00108) for argument during its
February 2026 Session. The Court has set a special
deadline for motions seeking to participate as amicus
curiae in these appeals. Motions for permission to
file a brief amicus curiae in these appeals must be
served no later than December 22, 2025 and noticed
for a return date no later than January 5, 2026.

The Court has calendared the appeal in Matter of
Bi-Coastal Properties v. Soliman (APL 2025-00136) for
argument during its March 2026 Session. The Court
has set a special deadline for motions seeking to par-
ticipate as amicus curiae in this appeal. Motions for
permission to file a brief amicus curiae in the Matter
of Bi-Coastal Properties appeal must be served no
later than January 27, 2026 and noticed for a return
date no later than February 9, 2026.

Questions may be directed to the Clerk’s Office
at (518) 455-7705.

UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM

Advisory Committee on Al and the Courts
Issues Inaugural Annual Report

An advisory group appointed by Chief Adminis-
trative Judge Joseph A. Zayas to study the intricate
issues surrounding the use of artificial intelligence in
the courts has released its inaugural annual report,
alandmark document outlining policies, recommen-
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dations, and ethical frameworks for the responsible
use of Al in the state’s court system.

Drawing on the diverse expertise of its 40-plus
members, the Advisory Committee on Artificial
Intelligence and the Courts thoroughly explored
the opportunities Al presents to improve efficiency,
enhance legal services, and expand access to the
courts, while also confronting the serious risks it
poses, such as bias, misinformation, and threats to
confidentiality and due process.

Based on extensive research, stakeholder engage-
ment, and collaborative deliberation, the 154- page
report includes findings, recommendations, and
policy proposals from each of the Advisory Com-
mittee’s six specialized subcommittees: Access to
the Courts; Bias and Equity; Court Administration
and Management; Evidence, Authenticity, and Reli-
ability; Generative Al in Lawyering and Dispute Reso-
lution; and Knowledge, Proficiency, and Professional

Among the highlights contained in the report are:

¢ An interim policy on Al use, adopted by the court
system in October 2025, that establishes guardrails
for judges and court staff, requiring Al training and
restricting Al use to approved platforms such as
Microsoft Copilot Chat, with the Advisory Com-
mittee now monitoring feedback from the 200-plus
judges and non-judicial employees who recently
completed the court system’s Microsoft Copilot

¢ A document produced in connection with the Al
use policy that sets forth ethical considerations for
judges and their staff in using Al, with an emphasis
on confidentiality, judicial independence, and respon-

e A proposed model rule addressing the use of
generative Al by attorneys or litigants in preparing
court papers and firmly establishing that any such use
of Al must be undertaken in a conscientious manner.

e Recommendations for the use of Al tools that,
prioritizing data security, transparency, and account-
ability and guarding against bias, will serve to assist

unrepresented litigants and improve language acces-

sibility.

¢ Findings related to the assessment and admissibil-
ity of Al-generated evidence and ways for courts to
avoid the risk of unreliable evidence being admitted
at trial and prevent unnecessary delays in proceed-
ings, among other evidentiary issues.

e Recommendations on the use of Al to enhance
court operations and administration, such as for
court research, case inventory management, com-
puter programming, and data security, among other

tasks.

e Strategies for mitigating bias, with the Advisory
Committee calling for safeguards to ensure that Al
tools are developed and implemented in a manner
that promotes equity, prevents unfair bias, and sup-
ports the courts’ ability to safeguard the rights of all
individuals, particularly those from historically mar-
ginalized communities. The report contains detailed
findings from the Bias and Equity subcommittee that
address the risks, as well as the legal and ethical
challenges, presented by Al in the justice system.
These findings underscore the need for guardrails to
prevent algorithmic bias, along with crossvalidation
protocols and strict limits on Al, particularly in the
high-risk context of assisting with crucial decisions
such as bail and sentencing.

¢ Proposals for the creation of educational materi-
als to promote Al literacy for all court users.

¢ Recommendations for expanded judicial training
and CLE programs, with the Advisory Committee
on Al in the Courts collaborating with the courts’
Advisory Committee on Judicial Ethics in present-
ing several judicial training programs designed to
address some of the legal, practical, and ethical

dimensions of Al.

“The use of Al in and by our courts must be
thoughtful, careful, and principled,” said Chief Judge
Rowan D. Wilson. “This report provides a roadmap
for harnessing technology to improve efficiency and
access to justice while safeguarding fairness and fos-
tering public trust in our courts and justice system.”
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Plumbing & Heating, Inc. Et Al

Motion

158360/23 Hinke v. Lam Gen 25 LLC
EtAl

158750/23 Lewis v. Fly-E Group, Inc.
EtAl

100450725 Pedroso v. Allen

154407/20Reilly v. Centro Np
Sunshine Square LLC Et Al

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

650802/17217 Trust v. Vir Const.
Inc.

150395/22 Aig Prop. Casualty Co. v.
Cohen

159127/20 Almonte v. NYU
Langone Hosps.

155896/21Arble v. Sola

153884/22 Batts v. Lvnv Funding
LLC Et Al

156966/21 Chelsea Ventura LLC v.
345 West 16th St. L.L.C. Et Al

150394/22 Chubb Nat. Ins. Co. A/s/o
Frank E. Richardson And Kimba
W. Richardson v. 19 East 72nd St.
Corp. Et Al

150419/21 Dow v. Jkb Franchise
Hldgs., Inc.

152967/22 Estridge v. Rreef
America Reit I Corp. Mmmm6
NY EtAl

161560/23 Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co.
v. Stanley Ruth Co., LLC Et Al

156756/22 Flores v. Time Warner
Cable NYC

160738/20 Jackson v. Fs 140th LLC

155008/22 Keefe v. Cbre, Inc. Et Al

157879/21 Lewis v. Kunde

154836/22 Martinez v. Cdl (new
York) L.L.C. Et Al

150075/22 Mosso v. Rakosi

152146/22 Nivar v. 231 E. 51st St.
LLC Et Al

159202/20 Otsuka v. Shimura

154698/20 Pacific Indemnity Co. v.
Pearl Contracting, Inc.

150720/21 Rubio v. We Are Swell
Inc.

157277/19Rueda v. 20 West 40
Bryant Park Owner

151776/22 Samaniego v. Havemeyer
Owner LLC Et Al

154030/20 Secka v. NYC

153408/22 The Travelers Home &
Marine Ins. Co. A/s/o Jason Choi
And Sunny Kang v. Con Ed Co. of
New York, Inc.

158257/18 Toribio v. NYC

150249/21 Toth v. The Vivian
Beaumont Theater, Inc. Et Al

150448/22 Utica First Ins. Co. As
Subrogee of Si Waterfront Mgt.
Inc v. Homeport I L.L.C. Et Al

152250/24Vega Rosas v. The
Barbara Miller Ltd. Liability Co.

154120/20Welsh v. 12 East 86th St.
LLC Et Al

Part 19

Justice Lisa A. Sokoloff
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3979
Room 540

Part 20
ADR

Justice Deborah A. Kaplan
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3300
Courtroom 422

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

157851/21 Murphy-Kavanagh v.
NYCEt Al

160363/22T v. NYC Dept. of
Education Et Al

Part 24
Matrimonial Part

Justice Michael L. Katz
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3285
Courtroom 325

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

312568/15Alpert v. Ganz

321293/23 Blumenthal v.
Schaffer—10:30 A.M.

300948/25 Cupid v.
Korotchenko—10 A.M.

302625/15Davie v. Davie—12 Noon

365094/24 Ebrahim v. Feroz—9:30
AM.

307507/14 Furman v. Furman

365435/24 Glasford v. Kaneene—10

AM.
365481/24 Hershenson v.
Hershenson—9:30 A.M.
365311/21Jarrett v. lyageh
300565/22 Li v. Zheng—9:30 A.M.

320261/23 Musumeci v.
Musumeci—10 A.M.

302597/23 Sellinidis v. Leone—11
AM.

320731/23 Sharma v.
Sharma—10:30 A.M.

320731/23 Sharma v. Sharma

365315/22 Sogani v. Sogani—9:30
AM.

365019/24 Summerville v.
Summerville—10:30 A.M.

365185/25 Torres v. Ortiz—9:30
AM

3091.35%/18Wemer v. Guerra
Motion
312568/15Alpert v. Ganz
307507/14 Furman v. Furman
365311/21Jarrett v. Iyageh
320731/23 Sharma v. Sharma
309357/18 Werner v. Guerra

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

365137/24 Hirschfeld v.
Hirschfeld—1:15 PM.

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

365116/25Agus v. Cohen—10:30
AM.

Part 26
Justice Ta-Tanisha D. James
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4462
Room 438

Part 28
Justice Aija Tingling
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4372
Room 543

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

36535924 Maher v. Kateff
365035/24 Rubado v. Rubado
300351/25 Thompson v. Swindell-
Thompson
365195/22 Tremain v. Tremain
Motion

300351/25 Thompson v. Swindell-
Thompson
Part 30V

Justice Judith N. McMahon
60 Centre Street
646-386-3275

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

Motion

651700/20Jones Law Firm v. Peck
650369/24 Surrey v. Surrey

Part 33

Justice Mary V. Rosado
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3894
Room 442

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

157705/23 Yellowgold Inc. v. Boneta
Inc. Et Al

Part 34

Justice Dakota D. Ramseur
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4370
Room 341

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

160397/22 Chantiles v. Tavern on
The Green Et Al

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

156916/22 Concepcion v. 168
Eastgate LLC Et Al

153145/22Deans v. Turner Const.
Co. EtAl

155967/22 Dixon v. Pact
Renaissance Collaborative LLC
EtAl

151437/23 Figueroa v. Hudson
Square Rlty.

150175/22 Leon v. Related Const.

152538/19 Senderoff v. Manchanda

154730/18 Suarez v. Beautiful
Village Associates

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

952062/23 Doe v. Metropolitan
Dental Associates

952203/23 Doe v. Pacelli

158999/23 Garcia Lopez v. 38 East
75 Owner LLC Et Al

101013/22Gu v. Ji

153209/23 Lebeau v. Cic Health

151537/23 May v. 87th St. Rity. LLC

161161/23 Padavona v. Village Jv
500 East 11th LLC Et Al

160391/17 Parreiras v. Con Ed Co.
EtAl

650544/19 Roman v. Barredo

160296/22 Soon-Osberger v. Wien

150837/22 Tracey v. Verizon New
York, Inc. Et Al

152804/23 White v. East Village II
Housing Dev. Fund Corp. Et Al

161404/23 Williams v. Tower 111
LLC Et Al

153995/22Wooley v. B'way. Metro
Associates

Motion
153209/23 Lebeau v. Cic Health
161161/23 Padavona v. Village Jv
500 East 11th LLC Et Al
160296/22 Soon-Osberger v. Wien

Part 37
1AS Part
Justice Arthur F. Engoron
60 Centre Street
646-386-3222
Room 418

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

Motion
153705/19Ortiz v. NYC
159581/24 Zambrano v. Certified of
N.Y. Inc. Et Al

Part 39

Justice James G. Clynes
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3619

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

150183/24B v. New Horizons
Preservation

650490/21 Broad Financial Center
LLC v. 33 Universal, Inc.

156704/24 Chan v. Hyster-Yale
Group, Inc. Et Al

150394/19 Chris Su Rlty. Corp. v.
Quaker Ridge Tenants Corp.

655644/25 Ebf Hldgs. v. Int’l
Institute For Learning, Inc. Et Al

651506/25Fora Financial Advance
v. Crown Glazing Group

154239/24 Gomez Rodriguez v.
Manhattan Constructors

651580/24 Greater NY Mutual Ins.
Co. v. United Specialty Ins. Co.

153376/24 Huilca v. Trustees of
Columbia Univ. in NYC Et Al

653058/24 Lleshaj v. Lleshaj

155458/21Lopez v. Henry Phipps
Plaza South

653955/24 Mec Prop. Hldgs. LLC v.
Gelfond

151272/21 Mora v. Hirstan
Associates LLC

100899/22 Resnick v. Lenox Ave.
Commons

159404/23 Rodriguez Pineda v. Djm
NYC

650417/25 Taneja v. Rabbani

156924/24 Vargas Gonzalez v. Triton
Const. Co. LLC Et Al

155093/21Villamizar v. G.D.C.L.
Hldgs. LLC Et Al

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

652047/2579th St. Corp. v. 440 East
79th St. Owners Corp.

659316/24 Pure Grown Diamonds,
Inc. v. Slate And Tell

100368/25Rennie v. Top View Bus
Co. Et Al

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

152233/24 Alliance Funding
Group v. Medrano Aka Justin R
Medrano

651601/25 Exxonmobil Oil Corp. v.
Ja Dakis Capital LLC

151598/18 Foiles v. Eastman

152118/20Hicks v. S Green Rlty.
Corp.

653281/25 Pearl Delta Funding v.
Fpp LLC Et Al

159129/25 Profile Enterprises 2 LLC
v. Kisielewska




NYLJ.COM | NetBork Latw Tonenal

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 11,2026 | 13

161135/21Rivera v. Cavan Builders
Corp. Et Al

158086/24 State Farm Mutual
Automobile Ins. Co. v. Bl Pain
Mgt. Plic Et Al

Part 43

Justice Robert R. Reed
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3238
Room 222

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11
650475/26 Truck Ins. Exch. v. Rosen
Motion
650475/26 Truck Ins. Exch. v. Rosen
FRIDAY, FEB. 13

655350/17 Elhanani v. Kuzinez
653385/25 Keys Capital Ltd. v.
Qureshi
654900/21 Tossed Franchise Co.
LLC v. Marsch Enterprises
Motion
655350/17 Elhanani v. Kuzinez
TUESDAY, FEB. 17
655335/21 Castle Apparel Ltd. Et Al
v. Claudio Del Vecchio
654066/25 Croman v. Croman
654859/25 Fgs Global (us) LLC
D/b/a Strategic Governance
Advisors v. Qxo, Inc.
653568/24 Global Operations
Security Services Inc. v. Charles
659248/24 Metro Athletic
Medicine & Fitness P.C. v. NY
Presbyterian Hosp.
656202/25 Prime Food Sales, Inc. v.
Dimaria
652236/22 Rappaport v. Sutton
Motion
654066/25 Croman v. Croman

Part 40TR
Judicial Mediation

Justice Suzanne J. Adams
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3722
Room 300

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

152440/21345 West 16th St. LLC v.
Gonzalez

161669/19Ali v. NYCHA

151960/17 Angela Escolastico v.
Rigs Mgt. Co., LLC Et Al

162008/18 Brito v. NYC

156892/20 Caseres v. 222 East
B’way. Prop.

452150/22NYC v. 77th St. 8634
Group Inc

451749/15NYC v. Scaglione

656732/21 Cutone & Co.
Consultants v. Riverbay Corp.

154620/17De Lobo v. Ennismore
Apts. Inc.

151974/22Doe v. Archdiocese of NY
Et Al

161238/20 Gallegos v. We 28 Rlty.
LLC

150647/20 Gawronski v. Global 1845
B'way. LLC

156138/21 Glover v. Astor Court
Owners Corp. Et Al

159104/20 Gonzalez v. 446 B'way.
Owner LLC

805371/20 Gordon v. De La Cruz

151324/23 Grimaldi v. NYC

152550/22 Heras v. American
United Transportation Inc. Et Al

153150/16 Hill v. Lantern
Organization, Inc.

154390/19Jensen v. NYC

151102/23 Joseph v. Niang

152128/18 Knight v. Arthur
Ransome Houses

158012/20 Levy Energy LLC v.
Frazer

162650/15McHugh v. Con Ed Co.

805397/21Medina v. Licata M.D.

160508/20 Moula v. Sherpa

157333/20 Nunez v. Universal
Contracting of New

152226/21 Olivares v. 201 West 94th
St.

151019/20 Perez v. NYCTA

102459/11 Rawl v. 323 West 4th St.
Associates

162308/14 Reyes v. Graham

151920/19 Rodriguez v. Shout 1

159237/22 Rome v. Lama

154059/22 Rosenfeld v. Gagosian

155542/17Ruiz Carreno v. Chelsea
Leaf South Housing

652345/18 Saha v. Hofer

151648/20 Santoli v. Eastside
Ventura LLC

157812/20 Sen v. Gr Rity. Hldgs. LLC

158744/19Wagner v. 55 Tiemann
Owners Corp.

657219/17Waxstein v. Mesivtha
Tifereth Jerusalem

656844/20Wing on Rlty., Inc. v. Db
Ins. Co., Ltd. (us

15257920 Yakubova v. Y Zevzal
103-26 LLC

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

654808/25685 1st Ave. LLC v. Dp
Orel LLC

650492/25 Cmg Bridge St. v.
Restoration Experts of NY Inc.

452393/25Comm’rs. of The State
Ins. Fund v. Right Price General
Const. Corp.

155894/23 Compass Concierge v.
Palopoly LLC Et Al

654396/25 Fora Financial Asset
Securitization 2021 LLC v.
Emanon Auctions And Estate
Sales LLC D/b/a Emanon
Auctions And Estate Sales Et Al

654103/24 Post v. Pototsky

655590/23 Urban D.C. Inc. v.
McGowen Builders, Inc.

155566/25 Ventura v. Maslikhova

654246/25Wells Fargo v. 150 E 42

Rity.
654482/25 Wenxin Wellness LLC Et
Alv. J&E Beauty LLC Et Al

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

656032/252 Rector Street (ny) v.
Murray Hill Chiropractic

653792/2520w33rd Bldg. v. Kassin

655482/2526 West 23rd St. LLC v.
Verneek Inc.

154252/25295 Cpw LLC v. Tobias

158800/25561 B'way. LLC v. 561
B’way. Third Floor

655672/25 Abbas v. Brause Rlty. Inc.
Et Al

651739/20 Barlow v. Skroupa

159393/22 Belmont v. Lora

153107/22Berry v. Northern
Manhattan Rehabilitation And
Nursing Center And Northern
Manhattan Nursing Home, Inc.

655564/21 Betlyon v. The Box
House Hotel

654654/25 Bitonti v. Plumbing NYC
Group Inc. Et Al

157267/14 Cackett v. Gladden
Properties

659349/25 De Belloy v. Blueground
Us, Inc.

156815/20 De La Cruz v. Kaba

154599/19Duran v. Ery Retail
Podium LLC

157919/17Durasno v. 680 Fifth Ave.
Associates

157846/22 Fernandez v. Leo

150796/22 Garcia v. 410 St Nicholas
Prop.

160849/22 Ginns v. Ginns

651605/25 Hall v. Otsego Mutual
Fire Ins. Co.

151657/16 Hector Ortiz v. Fort Tyron
Rehabilitation

152489/16 Hyde v. Okolie

156301/25James Lenox House, Inc.
v. Carley

451020/22 Johnson v. Paris

161813/19Julca v. Ery Tenant

659099/25 Kuehne Nagel Inc. v.
Empire USA

651396/16 Kumar v. Neves

655997/25 Latitude Prop. Group LLC
v. American Dream II Hotel

155308/25Li v. Rasso

151494/24 Lvnv Funding LLC v.
Espejo

160539/19 Mashaly v. Macy’s, Inc. Et
Al

160496/22 Mitchell v. Nilda Limo.
Service Inc Et Al

654824/25Morano Landscape
Garden Design Ltd. D/b/a
Morano Group v. East Side
Homestead LLC

152879/24 Norman Bobrow &
Co., Inc. v. Prosthodontics And
Implant Dentistry of NY

655397/25 Nouveau Elevator
Industries v. 570 Kcbs Corp.

157771/250h v. Schonfeld Strategic
Advisors LLC

150754/20 Onofre v. 243 Riverside
Drive

153256/23 Pytluk v. Trader Joe’s
East Inc. Et Al

655953/25Rice v. Naadam, Inc.

155116/16Roa v. NYC

156979/20 Robinson v. NYCHA

651562/25Ryan v. Hshc Securities
(usa), Inc.

154232/23 Sanchez v. Darcy

159104/25 Sanfilippo v. Helmsley
Spear

154123/21 Sara Tirschwell For
Mayor v. Steve Kramer D/b/a Get

158068/25 Sotheby’s Int’l Rlty., Inc.
v. Perlson

654369/22 Tema Builders Group
Corp. v. Cavusoglu

154918/18 Wells v. Atlantic Garage
LLC

652148/21Yao v. Miwa USA Corp

655848/25Yu v. Falls Lake Nat. Ins.

Co.

161566/19 Zablink v. 5178 Hldgs.
LLC

151462/18 Zhang v. NYC

Part 44

Justice Jeffrey H. Pearlman
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-636-3370
Room 321

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

165634/25248 East 62nd St. Dev.
LLC v. Golden Future
313055/12Mara v. Martino

THURSDAY, FEB. 12
365487/23 Zuzarte v. Martinez
FRIDAY, FEB. 13

365089/20 Everus v. Everus
158397/25Mayo v. NYC Police Dept.
365508/24 Papadeas v. Barker

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

166692/25259-261 Halsey St LLC v.
NYC Et Al

365092/25 Centonze v. Pistoia

365421/24 Cohen v. Cohen

302017/24 Guerrero v. Garcia
Valdez

650324/26 High Rise Fire
Protection Corp. Et Al v. Aiello

164543/25in The Matter of The
Application of Rahman NY Inc.
v. Board of Mgrs. of Tower 31
Condominium

164554/25Kennedy v. Board of
Education of The City School
Dist. of NYC Et Al

100050/26 Ma v. NYC Dept. of
Health And Mental Hygiene

321350/23 Montgomery v.
Santoboni

365170/24 Savage v. Savage

Motion

365092/25 Centonze v. Pistoia

164543/25in The Matter of The
Application of Rahman NY Inc.
v. Board of Mgrs. of Tower 31
Condominium

Part 45
Commercial Div.

Justice Anar Rathod Patel
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3632
Room 428

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

659297/24 Cheyne European
Strategic Value Credit Raif
- Cheyne European Special
Situations Fund Et Al v.
Hunkemoller Int’l Bv Et Al

655804/25David M. McGrath v.
Debs

656649/25 Ethara Capital LLC v.
Charles & Colvard Ltd.

655610/24 First Solar, Inc. v. Power
Plug Inc.

154273/23 Lateral Investment Mgt.
v. Marcum

650339/26 Newtech Investment
Hldgs. v. Orgenesis Inc. Et Al

850639/23 Pcal Debt Ev B'way. v.
462bdwy Land

650712/22 Skanska USA Bldg. Inc.,
Skanska USA Civil Northeast
Inc., And Walsh Const. Co. II,
LLC, A Joint Venture v. Wsp USA
Inc. F/k/a Parsons Brinckerhoff,
Inc. And Hellmuth, Obata &
Kassabaum, P.C., A Joint Venture

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

655265/25J]j Capital LLC v.
Churchill Real Estate Hldgs. LLC

650166/25Kane v. Northwell
Health, Inc.

152735/19 Mazzone v. Alonso

Part 48
Commercial Div.

Justice Andrea Masley
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3265
Room 242

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

654374/24 Acceleprise Accelerator
Fund IIT v. Alethea Tech Pte Ltd.
650202/26 Alphasense v. Richards
652051/20 Bangladesh Bank v. Rizal
Commercial Banking
654417/20 Epstein v. Epstein
Teicher Philanthropies
656284723 Golden v. Nichinson
652507/23 Malekan v. Malekan
655198/25 Santos De Jesus v.
Esperanza Supermarket LLC Et
Al

159898/25 Soho Dev. Co., LLC v.
Two Roads Dev. LLC

115336/10Total Asset Recovery v.
Metlife, Inc.

651045/24 Ventura v. Rosenblum

656376/20 Zurich American Ins. v.
Providence Capital LLC

Motion

650202/26 Alphasense v. Richards
652051/20 Bangladesh Bank v. Rizal
Commercial Banking
652507/23 Malekan v. Malekan
159898/25 Soho Dev. Co., LLC v.
Two Roads Dev. LLC
115336/10Total Asset Recovery v.
Metlife, Inc.
651045/24 Ventura v. Rosenblum
656376/20 Zurich American Ins. v.
Providence Capital LLC

THURSDAY, FEB. 12
659751/25McCain v. Swenson
FRIDAY, FEB. 13

652051/20 Bangladesh Bank v. Rizal
Commercial Banking

652513/20 Bernstein-Deitcher v.
Gurwitz

655567/25 Calibrant Storage v. Enel
X North America, Inc. Et Al

654080725 Citi Private Advisory v.
Barrett

656035/25 Constrafor, Inc. v.
Commodore Const. Corp. Et Al

654322/13 Gerasimowicz v. Aslanis

654719/24Imian Pv Member LLC v.
Vlacich LLC

652691/18 Michael Besen v. Doshi

655462/25Morgans Group v.
Moinian

650008/24 Newco Capital Group Vi
v. McA Resolve LLC Et Al

653340/24 Newmark & Co. Real
Estate, Inc. D/b/a Newmark v. Ks
50 Sussex Ave. Lp

659826/24 Red Stone Equity
Partners LLC v. Oak Towers
Urban Renewal Entity LLC Et Al

659356/24 Varda Chocolatier Inc. v.
Shamban

654626/25Wells Fargo Bank v. Patel

Motion

652051/20 Bangladesh Bank v. Rizal
Commercial Banking

652513/20 Bernstein-Deitcher v.
Gurwitz

655567/25 Calibrant Storage v. Enel
X North America, Inc. Et Al

654080725 Citi Private Advisory v.
Barrett

656035/25 Constrafor, Inc. v.
Commodore Const. Corp. Et Al
654719/24Imian Pv Member LLC v.

Vlacich LLC
654626/25 Wells Fargo Bank v. Patel

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

653486/253 5 2 Capital Gp Llc v.
Wear

655533/25Arena Rec Origination
Financing Spv v. Mahic

650336/25Bsprt Jpm Loan v.
Jakobowitch

655734/25McNair Jr. v. The Nat.
Football League

655615/23 Metro. Partners Group
Admin. v. Blue Apron Hldgs., Inc.

154809/23 Miguel Rueda Hernando
v. Jordan/zalaznick Advisers

652747/24 Peak Uk Bidco Ltd. v.
Angelo, Gordon & Co., L.P. Et Al

652933/25 Vev Digital Solutions
LLC v. Koning Corp. Et Al

654051/20Verizon NY Inc. v. De
Boulevard

850565/25Wilmington Trust v. Guru
Hldg. LLC Et Al

Motion
850565/25 Wilmington Trust v. Guru
Hidg. LLC Et Al
Part 49
Commercial Div.

Justice Margaret A. Chan
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4033
Room 252

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

Motion

365379/22 Kohler v. Kohler

365052/24 Philip v. Philip

365669/23 Sankaramarayanan v.
Hakkim

Part 53
Commercial Div.

Justice Andrew S. Borrok
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3304
Room 238

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

652380/24 Aok Sanitizer v. Cherotti

659833/25Linda M. Freedman, As
General Partner of And on Behalf
of Franklin Hldg. Co., Windshire
Apts., Belkar Hldg. Co., And Rsr
Hldg. Co., Et Al v. Weber

651033/23 Michelle Haruvi v.
Hungerford

805025/21 Weiss v. Salgado

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

652721/25A.G.P/alliance Global
Partners v. Golden Heaven Group
Hldgs. Ltd.

650912/22 Atlantic Specialty Ins.
Co. v. Lynn R Calvano Et Al

650220/26 Chung v. Coinbase, Inc.
Et Al

650374/23 Gilbert v. Winston

650404/26 Nydig Platform Solutions
LLC v. First Foundation Bank

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

65435025 Esg Kullen v. Kullen King
Properties

650685/23 Innovative Securities Ltd
v. Obex Securities LLC Et Al

154898/23 Legacy Organization,
Inc. Et Al v. Nole

452395/25People of The State of
NY v. Byendofday Trucking

653775/23 Prosight Specialty Mgt.
Co., Inc. Et Al v. Altruis Group

Motion

452395/25People of The State of
New York v. Byendofday Trucking

653775/23 Prosight Specialty Mgt.
Co., Inc. Et Al v. Altruis Group

Part 54
Commercial Div.

Justice Jennifer G. Schecter
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3362
Room 228

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

650082/21 Astraea Nyny LLC v.
Ganley

153793/15Bison Capital Corp. v.
Hunton & Williams

655360/25 Frena Mediterranean v.
Naon

651388/24 Nexamp Capital v.
Dimension Me 1 LLC Et Al

650245/26 Rachel T. Young v. Young

656247/25 Robert K. Chou v. 15024
Emmut Properties LLC

651073/24 Stolyarov v. G6 Materials
Corp.

659917/25Young v. Chou

Motion

650082/21 Astraea Nyny LLC v.
Ganley

650245/26 Rachel T. Young v. Young

656247/25 Robert K. Chou v. 15024
Emmut Properties LLC

659917/25 Young v. Chou

THURSDAY, FEB. 12

652525/25 Atlantic Specialty Ins.
Co. v. Novin

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

652032/21 Epac Technologies Ltd v.
Interforum S.A.

651222/21 Finkelstein v. The Bank
of NY Mellon

652864/23 Plymouth St. LLC v. Sitt

651145/24 Scarola Zubatov
Schaffzin Pllc Et Al v.
Capital2market Hldgs., Inc. Et Al

652004/24 Vinebrook Homes Trust,
Inc. v. Takeoff Hldgs. Inc.

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

655756/253921 Crescent LLC v.
Evangel Church F/k/a Gospel
Tabernacle-Pentecost, Inc. Et Al

654518/23 Eurotech Const. Corp. v.
Bloomberg L.P.

654144/18 McCarter & English v.
Nat. Collegiate

Motion

654144/18 McCarter & English v.
Nat. Collegiate

Part 57
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158961/23 Vargas v. Mayore Estates
LLC EtAl

159631/23 Vera v. Bh B'way. Owner
LLC Et Al

155722/23Wagman v. Fred Smith
Plumbing & Heating, Inc. Et Al

FRIDAY, FEB. 13

153828/21 Alexander v. 4469 B’'way.
LLC

162162/23 Golden Ins. Co. v. Vogrin
& Frimet

150571/26 Kwapong v. Loreal USA,
Inc. Et Al

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

650802/17217 Trust v. Vir Const.
Inc.

150395/22 Aig Prop. Casualty Co. v.
Cohen

159127/20 Almonte v. NYU
Langone Hosps.

155896/21 Arble v. Sola

160328/23 Aspen American Ins. Co.
Et Al v. Harbor Freight Tools Co.

153884/22 Batts v. Lvnv Funding
LLC Et Al

151103/23 Bolouvi v. Brown
Brothers Harriman & Co. Et Al

162309/19 Caccamo v. Jacobs
Engineering New York, Inc.

156966/21 Chelsea Ventura LLC v.
345 West 16th St. L.L.C. Et Al

150394/22 Chubb Nat. Ins. Co. A/s/o
Frank E. Richardson And Kimba
W. Richardson v. 19 East 72nd St.
Corp. Et Al

15041921 Dow v. Jkb Franchise
Hldgs., Inc.

150113/24 Eadicicco v. Citnalta
Const. Et Al

152967/22 Estridge v. Rreef
America Reit Il Corp. Mmmm6
NY EtAl

161560/23 Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co.
v. Stanley Ruth Co., LLC Et Al

156756/22 Flores v. Time Warner
Cable NYC

151942/25 Gyure v. The Friars Nat.
Assoc. Inc. Et Al

151960/24 Hoefling v. Long Island
RR.

160738/20Jackson v. Fs 140th LLC

155008/22 Keefe v. Cbre, Inc. Et Al

157879/21Lewis v. Kunde

154836/22Martinez v. Cdl (new
York) L.L.C. EtAl

150075/22 Mosso v. Rakosi

152146/22 Nivar v. 231 E. 51st St.
LLC Et Al

159202/20 Otsuka v. Shimura

154698/20 Pacific Indemnity Co. v.
Pearl Contracting, Inc.

150720/21 Rubio v. We Are Swell
Inc.

157277/19Rueda v. 20 West 40
Bryant Park Owner

151776/22 Samaniego v. Havemeyer
Owner LLC Et Al

154030/20 Secka v. NYC

153408/22 The Travelers Home &
Marine Ins. Co. A/s/o Jason Choi
And Sunny Kang v. Con Ed Co. of
New York, Inc.

158257/18 Toribio v. NYC

150249/21 Toth v. The Vivian
Beaumont Theater, Inc. Et Al

150448/22 Utica First Ins. Co. As
Subrogee of Si Waterfront Mgt.
Inc v. Homeport I L.L.C. Et Al

152250/24 Vega Rosas v. The
Barbara Miller Ltd. Liability Co.

154120/20Welsh v. 12 East 86th St.
LLC Et Al

Part 65
Justice Denis M. Reo
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3887
Room 307

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

155248/21Batchelor v. 150
Riverside Op. LLC Et Al

Part 73R
Special Referee
Justice Diego Santiago
60 Centre Street
Room 354

Part 75R
Special Referee
Justice Stephen S. Burzio
60 Centre Street
Room 240

FRIDAY, FEB. 13
322072/21 Hamoda v. Ismail

Part 81R
Special Referee
Justice Lancelot B. Hewitt
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3680
Room 321

TUESDAY, FEB. 17

659600/24 Trevanna Entertainment
Inc. v. Akb Prod.ions LLC Et Al

Part 84R
Special Referee
Justice Jeremy R. Feinberg
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3207
Room 641

Part 87R
Special Referee
Justice Joseph P. Burke
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-5541
Room 238

Part 88R
Special Referee
Justice Deborah E. Edelman
60 Centre Street
Room 158

TUESDAY, FEB. 17
151544/20 Can IV Packard Square
LLC v. Schubiner

650311/19 Satterfield v. Vstock
Transfer

Part 89R
Special Referee
Justice Sue Ann Hoahng
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3676
Room 236

71 THOMAS
STREET

Part 13

Justice Eric Schumacher
71 Thomas Street
Phone 646-386-3736
Courtroom 304

WEDNESDAY, FEB. 11

651228/18 Allstate Ins. Co. v.
Sebastian Lattuga

190180/19Athanasios v. Aerco Int’l,
Inc.

190290/24 Coniglione v. Union
Carbide Corp. Et Al

190189/19 Cottone v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co.

190175/22De Varti v. Amchem
Prod.s,Inc.,  N/k/a Rhone
Poulenc Ag Co., N/k/a Bayer
Cropscience Inc., Et Al

190114/23 Deng v. Barretts
Minerals, Inc. Et Al

190303/20 Great Northern Ins. v.
Atlantic-Westchester Inc.

190235/22 Henry v. Amchem Prod.s,
Inc.,  N/k/a Rhone Poulenc Ag
Co., N/k/a Bayer Cropscience
Inc Et Al

190004/24 Kraut v. Duane Reade
Inc. EtAl

190180/23 Leonard v. Amec Const.
Mgt., Inc., Individually And As
Successor-In-Interest To Morse
Diesel Int’l., Inc. Et Al

Court Calendars
Continued On
Page 18
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FOUNDATIONS

FOUNDATIONS

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
Burgstahler Foundation For
the calendar year ended
12/31/2025 is available at its
principal office located at
1160 Park Avenue New York,
NY 10128 for inspection dur-
ing regular business hours it
within 180 days hereof. Prin-
cipal Manager of the Foun-
dation David Burgstahler.

20989 f11

The Annual Return of JACK
CHEHEBAR FOUNDATION
for the calendar year Decem-
ber 31, 2024 is available at its
principal office located at
433 AVENUE T, BROOKLYN,
NY 11223-4002 for inspection
during regular business
hours by any citizen who re-
quests it within 180 days
hereof. Principal Manager of

the Foundation is JACK
CHEHEBAR.
20932 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
Judith L. Chiara Charitable
Fund Inc. For the Fiscal year
ended October 31st, 2025_ is
available at its principal of-
fice located at River Partners
Capital Management LP, 767
Fifth Avenue, New York, NY
10153 for the inspection dur-
ing regular business hours
by any citizen who requests
it within 180 days hereof.
Principal Manager of the
Foundation is John T. Beaty.

20986 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
New York Crohn's Founda-
tion. For the calendar year
ended 2025 is available at its
principal office located at
1200 Union Turnpike , New
Hyde Park, NY 11040 for the
inspection during regular
business hours by any citizen
who requests it within 180
days hereof. Principal Man-
ager of the Foundation is Ca-
role Pittelman.

85 f11

The Annual return of Rachel
Bat Shulamit Foundation for
the fiscal year ended April
30th, 2025 is available at its
principal office located at
C/O Fleet Street - 512 Tth
Ave. 19th FL, New York, NY
10018 for inspection during
regular business hours by
any citizen who requests it
within 180 days hereof. Prin-
cipal Manager of the Foun-
dation is Manny Haber.

20998 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
Sanger Family Foundation
For the calendar year ended
12/31/2025 is available at its
principal office located at
3315 Collins Avenue 6A,
Miami Beach, FL 33140 for
inspection during regular
business hours by any citizen
who requests it within 180
days hereof. Principal Man-
ager of the Foundation is
ARVIND SANGER.

20991 f11

The Annual Return of Take
the Field, Inc. c/o The
William & Mary Greve Foun-
dation for the fiscal year
June 30, 2025 is available at
its principal office located at
Anthony Kiser P.O. Box 490
Norfolk, CT 06058 for inspec-
tion during regular business
hours by any citizen who re-
quests it within 180 days
hereof. Principal Manager of
the Foundation is Anthony
Kiser.

20934 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Andrew and Carol Par-
sons Family Foundation For
the calendar year ended
12/31/2025 is available at its
principal office located at
7727 Fisher Island Dr. Fisher
Island, F1 33109 for inspec-
tion during regular business
hours by any citizen who re-
quests it within 180 days
hereof. Principal Manager of
the Foundation is Andrew
Parsons.

20992 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
THE BISGEIER FAMILY
FOUNDATION For the cal-
endar year ended 12/31/2025
is available at its principal
office located at 400 W End
Ave. New York, NY 10024-
5778 for inspection during
regular business hours by
any citizen who requests it
within 180 days hereof. Prin-
cipal Manager of the Foun-
dation is Shirley Bisgeier.
20993

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Litwin Foundation, Inc.
For the calendar year ended
2025 is available at its princi-
pal office located at 1200
Union Turnpike , New Hyde
Park, NY 11040 for the in-
spection during regular busi-
ness hours by any citizen
who requests it within 180
days hereof. Principal Man-
ager of the Foundation is Ca-
role Pittelman.

20980 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Summerhill Foundation.
For the fiscal year ended No-
vember 30, 2025 is available
at its principal office located
at C/O Boyce, Hughes & Asso-
ciates LLP, 30 Jericho Execu-
tive Plaza, 200W, Jericho, NY
11753 for the inspection dur-
ing regular business hours
by any citizen who requests
it within 180 days hereof.

Principal Manager of the
Foundation is Mr. Peter G.
Sachs.

20978 fl1

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Anthony A. Yoseloff
Foundation Inc. For the year
ended October 31, 2025 is
available at its principal of-
fice located at 9 West 57th
Street, 29th Floor New York,
NY 10019 for the inspection
during regular Dbusiness
hours by any citizen who re-
quests it within 180 days
hereof. Principal Manager of
the Foundation is Anthony
A. Yoseloff.

20976 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Nanar and Anthony
Foundation Inc. For the year
ended October 31, 2025 is
available at its principal of-
fice located at 9 West 57th
Street, 29th Floor, New York,
NY 10019 for the inspection
during regular business
hours by any citizen who re-
quests it within 180 days
hereof. Principal Manager of
the Foundation is Anthony
A. Yoseloff.

20977 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Tikkun Olam Family
Foundation. For the calen-
dar year ended 2025 is avail-
able at its principal office lo-
cated at 1200 Union Turnpike
, New Hyde Park, NY 11040
for the inspection during reg-
ular business hours by any
citizen who requests it
within 180 days hereof. Prin-
cipal Manager of the Foun-
dation is Carole Pittelman.

20981 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Woodbourne Arboretum,
Inc. For the calendar year
ended 2025 is available at its
principal office located at
1200 Union Turnpike , New
Hyde Park, NY 11040 for the
inspection during regular
business hours by any citizen
who requests it within 180
days hereof. Principal Man-
ager of the Foundation is Ca-
role Pittelman.

79 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
Peck Stacpoole Foundation
For the fiscal year ended
June 30, 2025 is available at
its principal office located at
1 Tally Ho Lane, Marlboro,
NY 12542 for inspection dur-
ing regular business hours
by any citizen who requests
it within 180 days hereof.
Principal Manager of the
Foundation is Jay Margulies.
16370 f11

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
The Woodbourne Founda-
tion. For the [calendar] year
ended 2025 is available at its
principal office located at
1200 Union Turnpike , New
Hyde Park, NY 11040 for the
inspection during regular
business hours by any citizen
who requests it within 180
days hereof. Principal Man-
ager of the Foundation is Ca-
role Pittelman.

20982 f11

LIQUOR LICENSES

OTICE IS HEREBY

given that a license, ID
NA-0370-25-136058 for
Liquor has been applied for
by the undersigned to sell
liquor at retail in a bar
under the Alcoholic Bever-
age Control Law at 232
Knickerbocker Ave, Brook-
Ilyn NY 11237 for on
premises consumption. Im-
possible Ocean LLC, dba
Danger Danger.
20880 f11-W f18

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

JULIA N. BASSIN, LCSW,
PLLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 01/06/26. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the PLLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
PLLC, 58 Sunny Hill Drive,
East Norwich, NY 11732. Pur-
pose: For the practice of the
profession of Licensed Clini-
cal Social Work.

19657 j14-W 18

LAW OFFICES OF PATRICK
DI LUCCIO PLLC. Filed with
SSNY on 01/21/2026. Office lo-
cation: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process and shall mail to: 180
LAKEVIEW s
MALVERNE, NY 11565. Pur-

pose: Law
20403 j28-W m4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Elizabeth Gustafson
Psychology, PLLC. Arts of
Org filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 1/5/2026. Of-
fice location: NY County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against PLLC to 1115
Broadway, Suite 1007, New
York, NY 10010. Purpose: any

lawful act.
19951 J21 W F25

VITAL NP IN ADULT
HEALTH SERVICES, PLLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/05/2026. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process
and shall mail to: 1 NE-
SAQUAKE AVE, PORT
WASHINGTON, NY 11050.
Purpose: Nurse Practitioner
in Adult Health

20395 j28-W m4

See Decisions in the News
only at

NYLJ.COM

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

VALIANT PATHS MENTAL
HEALTH COUNSELING
PLLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/01/2026. Office location:
Bronx County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process
and shall mail to: 2515
BARNES AVE, BRONX, NY
10467. Purpose: MENTAL
HEALTH COUNSELING

20378 j28-W m4

JOY FLOW PSYCHOTHER-
APY LCSW, PLLC, a Prof.
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 11/12/2025. Of-
fice loc: Nassau County.
SSNY has been designated
as agent upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
The PLLC, 911 Ascan St, Val-
ley Stream, NY 11580. Pur-
pose: To Practice The Profes-
sion Of Licensed Clinical So-

cial Work.
j14-W f18

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

otice of Formation of

Alicia Brooks Literary
Agency LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with SSNY on 12/5/25.
Office location: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process and shall
mail to: 20 Waterside Plaza,
#13A, New York, NY 10010.
Purpose: Any lawful activity.
20895 F11 W M18

otice of Formation of

Belly MSO LLC (“LLC”)
filed Arts. of Org. with NY
Sec. of State (“SSNY”) on
11/7/25. Office location: Nas-
sau County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Company, 80 State St.,
Albany, NY 12207-2543. Pur-
pose: any lawful activity.
20939 F11 W M18

otice of Formation of

Belly SPV I LLC (“LLC”)
filed Arts. of Org. with NY
Sec. of State (“SSNY”) on
11/7/25. Office location: Nas-
sau County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Company, 80 State St.,
Albany, NY 12207-2543. Pur-
pose: any lawful activity.
20940 F11 W M18

OTICE OF FORMATION

of MARVELOUS WELL
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
the Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 10/14/2025. Office
location: NY County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail process
against LLC to US Corp
Agents: 7014 13TH AVE, BK,
NY 11228. Purpose: Any law-

ful act.
20865 F11 W M18

AFARIN PROPERTIES LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/26/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 98 CUTTER MILL
RD, STE 410N, GREAT
NECK, NY 11021. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20636 f4-W m11

DVPN LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 01/29/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 525 TIFFANY ST,
BRONX, NY 10474. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20634 f4-W m11

FIDDLFXR LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 02/03/2026. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 574 EMERSON
AVE, BALDWIN, NY 11510.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20639 f4-W m11

FORTY FOUR 41 LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/14/2026. Of-
fice: New York County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 300
EAST 56TH ST, #9F, NEW
YORK, NY 10022. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20629 f4-W m11

KARISH ENTERPRISE LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
11/27/2024. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 46 WINSOR PL,
UNIT 14, CENTRAL ISLIP,
NY 11722. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
20642 f4-W m11

77 TAYLOR AVENUE LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/12/2026. Office
loc: Westchester  County.
SSNY has been designated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 250 Sara
Court, Yorktown Heights, NY
10598. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
j14-W £18

19689

900 PARTNERS LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
01/09/2026. Office loc: Nassau
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, C/O Val-
ley East Building Manage-
ment, LLC, 1400 Old Country
Road, Westbury, NY 11590.
Purpose: Any Lawful Pur-

j14-W f18

ACGRE HOLDINGS LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/09/2026. Office
loc: Nassau County. SSNY
has been designated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
The LLC, 333 Jericho Turn-
pike, Suite 119 , Jericho, NY
11753. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
j14-W £18

KEYBEAUTY LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/08/2026. Of-
fice: New York County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 250 E
63RD ST APT 14D, NEW
YORK, NY 10065. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20631 f4-W m11

19685

AMARE JEWELRY LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/12/2026. Office
loc: Nassau County. SSNY
has been designated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
Gor Zakaryan, 320 Northern
Blvd., Suite 9, Great Neck,
NY 11021. Purpose: Any Law-
ful Purpose.

19687 j14-W £18

724 CAULDWELL AVENUE
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
11/13/2025.  Office:  Bronx
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 724 CAULDWELL
AVE, BRONX, NY 10455. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20062 j21-W £25

73 SPAR LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 11/12/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 7TA RHODE IS-
LAND AVE, MASSAPEQUA,
NY 11758. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
j21-W 25

20045

BPE REALTY LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 10/10/2023. Of-
fice: Bronx County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 2032
PAULDING AVE, BRONX,
NY 10462. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
20058 j21-W £25

BX BRGR 167TH LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/08/2026. Of-
fice: Bronx County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 86
EAST 167TH ST, BRONX, NY
10452. Purpose: Any Lawful

20059 j21-W £25

BX BRGR 170TH LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/08/2026. Of-
fice: Bronx County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 101
EAST 170TH ST, BRONX, NY
10452. Purpose: Any Lawful

20056 j21-W £25

PLAYPAVE LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 12/05/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 418 BROAD-
WAY STE R, ALBANY, NY
12207. Purpose: Any Lawful

20054 j21-W £25

PSSP TECHNOLOGIES LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
11/29/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 1542 LAUREL HOL-
LOW RD, SYOSSET, NY
11791. Purpose: Any Lawful

20046 j21-W £25

RESIDENT MUSIC GROUP
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/12/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 6 QUAIL RUN, OLD
WESTBURY, NY 11568. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20042 j21-W £25

SEVENMOON 7 LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/13/2026. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 70
COLONY LAND, SYOSSET,
NY 11791. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
20041 j21-W £25

KIM MARIE BEAUTY LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/21/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 3467 MERRICK RD,
WANTAGH, NY 11793. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20635 f4-W m11
MANDRAKE CAFE LLC.
Filed with SSNY on

10/18/2024. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 160 RIVERSIDE
BLVD. APT 14A, NEW YORK,
NY 10069. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
20630 f4-W m11

DTV STUDIOS LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
01/12/2026. Office loc: Westch-
ester County. SSNY has been
designated as agent upon
whom process against the
LLC may be served. SSNY
shall mail process to: The
LLC, 20 Water Grant St, Ste
346, Yonkers, NY 10701. Reg
Agent: Joseph A Camilo, 20
Water Grant St, Ste 346,
Yonkers, NY 10701. Purpose:
Any Lawful Purpose.

19688 j14-W £18

CAPITAL CITY AUTO LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
11/10/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 20 ANDOVER RD,
ROSLYN HEIGHTS, NY
11577. Purpose: Any Lawful

20031 j21-W £25

STEL CONSULTING LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
10/13/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 1 HELEN ST,
GREENVALE, NY 11548.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20037 j21-W £25

DCGM WEALTH MANAGE-
MENT LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 11/18/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 300 OLD COUNTRY
RD STE 371, MINEOLA, NY
11501. Purpose: Any Lawful

20053 j21-W 25

TATTA/DECABIA FAMILY
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
12/31/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 10 SHERWOOD
GATE, OYSTER BAY, NY
11771. Purpose: Any Lawful

20050 j21-W £25

TAYCOL, LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 01/12/2026. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 48 DAVIS AVE,
PORT WASHINGTON, NY
11050. Purpose: Any Lawful

20033 j21-W £25

MOYA 191 LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 01/26/2026. Office:
New York County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent for process
& shall mail to: 27 WEST
20TH ST, STE 506, NEW
YORK, NY 10011. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20627 f4-W m11

PUTNAM SERVICING LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/12/2026. Office
loc: Nassau County. SSNY
has been designated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
Jennifer Pirozzi, 2464 Put-
nam Drive, East Meadow, NY
11554. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
19686 j14-W £18

DPS REAL ESTATE
STRATEGIES LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
01/16/2026. Office loc: Westch-
ester County. SSNY has been
designated as agent upon
whom process against the
LLC may be served. SSNY
shall mail process to: The
LLC, 1 Scotts Lane, South
Salem, NY 10590. Purpose:

VERTEX RIDGE TRADING
LLC, Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 01/19/2026. Of-
fice loc: Westchester County.
SSNY has been designated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 11 West
Prospect Ave., 3rd Flr, Ste 16
, Mount Vernon, NY 10550.
Purpose: Any Lawful Pur-

OTICE OF FORMATION

of MADISON ADMIN
SERVICES LLC Arts. of Org.
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 01/05/26. Office
location: NY County. Princ.
office of LLC: 350 West 88th
St., NY, NY 10024. SSNY des-
ignated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to the LLC at the
addr. of its princ. office. Pur-
pose: Any lawful activity.
19670 Janl4 w Feb18

NATALIACREATIONS LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
12/02/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall

1401 COMMERCE LLC. Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 01/12/26. Office: Bronx
County. SSNY designated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 2460

Any Lawful Purpose. pose.

20024 j21-W £25 20023 j21-W £25
GC FANTASTIK 4, LLC. VIC PROPERTIES LLC.
Filed with SSNY on Filed with SSNY on
01/06/2026. Office: Nassau 12/18/2025. Office: Nassau

County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 49 LOCUST ST,
MANHASSET, NY
Purpose: Any Lawful
20051 j21-W 25

County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 416 WILSON BLVD,
MINEOLA, NY 11501. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20039 j21-W £25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of MDJP, LLC. Art. Of
Org. filed with the Sect’y of
State of NY (SSNY) on
12/15/25. Office in New York
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to the LLC, 10
BARCLAY ST 19H NEW
YORK, NY, 10007. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose
20343 Jan28 w Mar4

mail to: 99 ROLLING ST, Rowe Street, Bronx, NY
LYNBROOK, NY 11563. Pur- 10461. Purpose: Any lawful
pose: Any Lawful purpose. .

20638 f4-W m11 19959 j20-Tu f24
ROSE BUD THORN LLC. SULLY'S PROPERTY
Filed with SSNY on CLEANOUTS, LLC. Arts. of

01/27/2026. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 99 WASHINGTON
AVE, STE 700, ALBANY, NY
12260. Purpose: Any Lawful

20626 f4-W m11

SFREGOCORNO LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/20/2026. Of-
fice: New York County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 99
WASHINGTON AVE, STE
1008, ALBANY, NY, 12260.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20625 f4-W m11

Org. filed with the SSNY
on01/14/26. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 130
Cherry Valley Avenue, Gar-
den City, NY 11530. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.

19960 j20-Tu 24

JC GROUP AB LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
01/19/2026. Office loc: Nassau
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Christopher Glier,
3347 Elliott Blvd, Oceanside,
NY 11572. Purpose: Any Law-

ful Purpose.
20025 j21-W £25

105 EXTENSION, LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/06/2026. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 99
WASHINGTON AVE, STE
700, ALBANY, NY 12260. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20391 j28-W m4

LONG BEACH BOARD
RENTALS LLC Art. Of Org.
Filed Sec. of State of NY
12/23/2025. Off. Loc. : Nassau
Co. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served & shall mail
proc.: The LLC, 533 E Market
St., Long Beach, NY 11561,
USA. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
f11-W m18

SLPG 430 AMS MEMBER
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/21/2026. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 515 MADISON AVE,
STE 1720, NEW YORK, NY
10022. Purpose: Any Lawful

0628 f4-W m11

150 BAYVIEW HOLDING
COMPANY, LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 10/24/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 14 VANDER-
VENTER AVE, STE 101,
PORT WASHINGTON, NY
11050. Purpose: Any Lawful

20048 j21-W £25

JDO LONG BEACH PROPER-
TIES, LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 01/14/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 12 ST. MARKS PL,
MASSAPEQUA, NY 11758.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20043 j21-W 25

11 MILLER LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 12/05/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 11 MILLER
BLVD, SYOSSET, NY 11791.
Purpose: Any Lawful
20386 j28-W m4

Michael Falkove LLC filed w/
SSNY 10/31/25. Off. in Nassau
Co. Process served to SSNY -
desig. as agt. of LLC &
mailed to the LLC, 105 Wynn
Ct, Syosset, NY 11791. Any
lawful purpose.
19672 Janl4 w Feb18

AGG Hospitality LLC filed w/
SSNY 1/15/26. Off. in Nassau
Co. o Process served to SSNY
- desig. as agt. of LLC &
mailed to the LLC, 421 East
Shore Rd, Kings Point, NY
11024. Any lawful purpose.

20456 Feb4 w Marll

162 EARLE LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 01/09/2026. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 712 LAKESIDE
DR, BALDWIN, NY 11510.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20055 j21-W £25

J & G MULTISERVICES NO.
1 LLC. Filed with SSNY on
12/11/2025.  Office:  Bronx
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 59 W BURNSIDE
AVE, BRONX, NY 10453. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20057 j21-W £25

13 CHRISTINA ST, LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/20/26. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 5 Cherry Grove Ct., Val-
ley Stream, NY 11581. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

20359 j28-W m4

NCS ADVISORY LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 02/05/2026. Office loc: Nas-
sau County. SSNY has been
designated as agent upon
whom process against the
LLC may be served. SSNY
shall mail process to: The
LLC, 380 Westminster Road,
Rockville Centre, NY 11570.
Reg Agent: Nicholas
Scaduto, 380 Westminster
Road, Rockville Centre, NY
11570. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
20936 f11-W m18

MT Reality LLC filed w/
SSNY 6/16/21 Off. in Nassau
Co. Process served to SSNY -
desig. as agt. of LLC &
mailed to Afifa A Gondal,
1042 Phoebe St, Franklin
Square, NY 11010. The reg.
agt. is Afifa A Gondal at same
address. Any lawful purpose.
20457 Feb4 w Marll

1794 MARMION LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 12/05/2025. Of-
fice: Bronx County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 710
9TH AVE APT 2B, NEW
YORK, NY 10019. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20063 j21-W £25

LONG ISLAND STRENGTH
LABS LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 11/25/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 90 BROAD ST 25TH
FL, NEW YORK, NY 10004.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20032 j21-W £25

193 POST AVE LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 11/04/2025. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 193
POST AVE, WESTBURY, NY
11590. Purpose: Any Lawful

20383 j28-W m4

264 MIDDLE COUNTRY RD,
LLC, Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 01/08/2026. Of-
fice loc: Nassau County.
SSNY has been designated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Chris Catalano,
3563 Wadena St, Seaford, NY
11783. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
j14-W 18

1815 MERRICK AVE. LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
10/09/2023. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 37 WERMAN CT,
PLAINVIEW, NY 11803. Pur-

pose: Any Lawful
20036 j21-W £25

OKK HOLDINGS LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 12/01/2025. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 2834
ISLAND CHANNEL RD,
SEAFORD, NY 11783. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20047 j21-W 25

145 LAWRENCE AVE, LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/20/26. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 5 Cherry Grove Ct., Val-
ley Stream, NY 11581. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

20362 128-W m4

5 HML LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 01/15/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 277 NORTHERN
BLVD, GREAT NECK, NY
11021. Purpose: Any Lawful

20030 j21-W £25

OLD WORLD PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/06/2026. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 136
CHERRY VALLEY AVE,
WEST HEMPSTEAD, NY
11552. Purpose: Any Lawful

20049 j21-W £25

148 EAST END AVE LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
11/26/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 3 SCHOOL ST STE
207, GLEN COVE, NY 11542.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20404 j28-W m4

19683

1009ADEE LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 12/02/2025. Office:
Bronx County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 1009 ADEE
AVE, BRONX, NY 10469. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20060 j21-W 25

614 WBD LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 11/04/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 418 WEST BAY
DR, LONG BEACH, NY
11561. Purpose: Any Lawful

20040 j21-W £25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of CRUSH ATHLETICS
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/7/2026. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 228 Park Ave S #574027,
New York, NY 10003. R/A: US
Corp Agents, Inc. 7014 13th
Ave, #202, BK, NY 11228. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
20610 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of THIRD RAIL TECH-
NOLOGY HOLDINGS LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
10/6/2025. Office location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 157 Christopher Street,
Floor 2, New York, NY 10014.
Purpose: any lawful act.
20612 F04 W M11

ROCARGIV LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with SSNY 1/29/26.
Office: NY County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent for service
of process. SSNY shall mail a
copy of any process to: c/o
The LLC, 40 East 69 St., NY,
NY, 10021. Purpose: Any law-
ful activity.

20937 f11-W m18
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NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

COUNTY OF NEW
YORK, U.S. BANK NA,
SUCCESSOR TRUSTEE TO
BANK OF AMERICA, NA,
SUCCESSOR IN INTEREST
TO LASALLE BANK NA,
AS TRUSTEE, ON BEHALF
OF THE HOLDERS OF THE
WAMU MORTGAGE PASS-
THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2007-HY3, Plaintiff,
vs. JOSE BUCO, ET AL., De-
fendant(s). Pursuant to a
Judgment of Foreclosure
and Sale duly entered on
January 28, 2016, a Decision
and Order on Motion duly
entered June 30, 2022 and a
Decision and Order on Mo-
tion duly entered on Janu-
ary 12, 2026, I, the under-
signed Referee will sell at
public auction at the Room
252 of the New York County
Courthouse, 60 Centre
Street, New York, NY 10007
on March 17, 2026 at 2:15
p.m., premises known as 500
West 43rd Street #25E, New
York, NY 10036. All that cer-
tain plot, piece or parcel of
land, with the buildings and
1mprovements thereon
erected, situate, lying and
being in the Borough of
Manhattan, County of New
York, City and State of New
York, Block 1071 and Lot
1203 together with an undi-
vided 0.3179 percent inter-
est in the Common Ele-
ments. Approximate amount
of judgment is $913,863.25
plus interest and costs.
Premises will be sold sub-
ject to provisions of ﬁled
Judgment Index
850355/2014. Clark Whltsett
Esq., Referee Eckert Sea.
mans Cherin & Mellott, LLC,
10 Bank Street, Suite 700,
White Plains, New York
10606, Attorneys for Plain-

tiff
20149 f11-W m4

UPREME COURT -

COUNTY OF BRONX.
NYCTL 1998-2 TRUST AND
THE BANK OF NEW YORK
MELLON, AS COLLAT-
ERAL AGENT AND CUSTO-
DIAN, Plaintiffs -against-
GERILYN BATES, et al De-
fendant(s). Pursuant to a
Judgment of Foreclosure
and Sale entered herein on
February 27, 2025, I, the un-
dersigned Referee will sell
at public auction at the
Bronx County Supreme
Court, Courtroom 711, lo-
cated at 851 Grand Con-
course, Bronx, NY, 10451 on
March 16, 2026 at 2:15 p.m.
premises situate, lying and
being in the Borough of The
Bronx, County of Bronx, City
and State of New York,
known and designated as
Block 2937 and Lot 57 on the
Bronx County Tax Assess-
ment Map. Said premises
known as PROSPECT AV-
ENUE, BRONX, NY 10455
Approximate amount of lien
$14,143.25 plus interest &
costs. Premises will be sold
subject to provisions of filed
Judgment and Terms of
Sale. Index Number
816407/2022E. MATTHEW S.
PORGES, ESQ., Referee
Phillips Lytle LLP Attor-
ney(s) for Plaintiffs 100 S.
Clinton Avenue, Suite 2900,
Rochester, NY 14604
20686 f11-W m4

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

COUNTY OF BRONX,
SHOREHAVEN HOMEOWN-
ERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,
Plaintiff, vs. CHARLES S.
VASSER, ET AL. Defen-
dant(s). Pursuant to an
Order Confirming Referee
Report and Judgment of
Foreclosure duly entered
on January 7, 2025 and a De-
cision + Order on Motion
duly entered on November
24, 2025 1, the undersigned
Referee will sell at public
auction at the Bronx County
Supreme Court, Courtroom
711, 851 Grand Concourse,
Bronx, NY 10451-2937 on
March 9, 2026 at 2:15 p.m.,
premises known as 203 Ad’
miral Lane, Unit 2203D,
Bronx, NY 10473 All that
certain plot, piece or parcel
of land, with the buildings
and 1mprovements thereon
erected, situate, lying and
being in the Borough and
County of Bronx, City and
State of New York, Block
3432 and Lot 1016 together
with an undivided 0.4388
percent interest in the Com-
mon Elements. Approxi-
mate amount of judgment is
$51,684.60 plus interest and
costs. Premises will be sold
subject to provisions of filed
Judgment Index #
803282/2023E. Sheldon
Fleishman, Esq., Referee
The Law Offices of Ronald
Francis, 30 Broad Street,
37th Floor, New York, NY
10004, Attorneys for Plain-

tiff
20105 f4-W 25

NOTICE OF PUBLIC SALE
OF A COOPERATIVE
APARTMENT

LEASE TAKE NOTICE:
by virtue of default
under Loan Security Agree-

ment, and other Security
Documents executed to
CITICORP MORTGAGE,

INC., c¢/o Cenlar, FSB with
an address of 425 Phillips
Boulevard, Ewing, New Jer-
sey and a phone number of
(800) 223-6527, as lender, the
Auctioneer, will sell at pub-
lic auction, with reserve, on
February 24, 2026, located
at the New York County
Courthouse, Portico, 60 Cen-
tre Street, New York, NY
10007, commencing at 1:15
p.m., 488 shares of the capi-
tal stock of 349 EAST 49TH
STREET TENANTS CORP.
(a Cooperative Housing Cor-
poration), issued in the
name of ARLEEN WEST,
and all right, title and inter.
est in a Proprietary Lease to
APT. 2K, located at 349
EAST 49TH STREET, NEW
YORK, NY 10017. The
Debtor(s) are entitled to an
accounting of the unpaid in-
debtedness secured by the
above-referenced Shares of
Stock and Proprietary
Lease at no cost to the
Debtor(s), which may be re-
quested by calling Roach &
Lin, P.C. at (516) 938-3100.
Sale held to enforce rights
of CITICORP MORTGAGE,
INC..,, as Lender, who re-
serves the right to bid. Ten
percent (10%) Bank/Certi-
fied check payable to the
Escrowee, Roach & Lin, P.C.,
as attorneys for CITICORP
MORTAGE, INC. Balance
due at closing within thirty
(30) days. The Cooperative
Apartments will be sold "AS
IS", and possession is to be
obtained by the pur-
chaser(s). ROACH & LIN,
P.C. (ESCROWEE) Attorneys
for Secured Party CITI-
CORP MORTGAGE, INC.
6851 Jericho Turnpike,
Suite 185 Syosset, NY 11791

(516) 938-3100
20146 j28-W f11

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

COUNTY OF BRONX,
SHOREHAVEN HOMEOWN-
ERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,
Plaintiff, VS. SHEENA
CAMEAU, ET AL, Defen-
dant(s). Pursuant to an
Order Confirming Referee
Report and Judgment of
Foreclosure entered on Jan-
uary 7, 2025, and a Decision
+ Order on Motion duly en-
tered on December 11, 2025,
I, the undersigned Referee
will sell at public auction at
the Bronx County Supreme
Court, Courtroom 711, 851
Grand Concourse, Bronx,
NY 10451-2937 on March 2,
2026 at 2:15 p.m., premises
known as 141 Sunset Boule-
vard, Unit 10141, Bronx, NY
10473. All that certain plot,
piece or parcel of land, with
the buildings and improve-
ments thereon erected, situ-
ate, lying and being in the
Borough of Bronx, County of
Bronx, City and State of
New York, Block 3432 and
Lot 1151 together with an
undivided 0.3987 percent in-
terest in the Common Ele-
ments. Approximate amount
of judgment is $49,446.67
plus interest and costs.
Premises will be sold sub-
ject to provisions of filed
Judgment Index #
806085/2023E. Heidi
Broumand, Esq., Referee
The Law Offices of Ronald
Francis, 30 Broad Street,
37th Floor, New York, NY
10004, Attorneys for Plain-

tiff
19578 j28-W f18
UMMONS SUPREME

COURT OF THE STATE
OF NEW YORK WESTCH-
ESTER COUNTY JOHN
ZERRENNER, Plaintiff, -
against- NATHAN SUB-
ITZKY AND JUDITH SUB-
ITZKY, HIS WIFE, Defen-
dants TO THE ABOVE-
NAMED DEFENDANT:
YOU ARE HEREBY SUM-
MONED and required to
serve upon Plaintiffs' attor-
neys an answer to the com-
plaint in this action within
twenty (20) days after ser-
vice of this summons, exclu-
sive of the day of service, or
within thirty (30) days after
service is complete if this
summons is not personally
delivered to you within the
State of New York. In case
of your failure to answer,
judgment will be taken
against you by default for
the relief demanded in the
complaint. The action will
be heard in the Supreme
Court of the State of New
York County of Westchester.
This venue is designated be-
cause the Real Property
which is the subject matter
of this action is Westchester
County. Dated: August 15,
2025 /s/ Shannon Garrahan,
Esq. 2 Forest Avenue
Oradell, New Jersey 07649
(201) 909-0700 Electronic
Mail: Shannonaal@msn.com
Oradell, New Jersey 07649
(201) 909-0700 Electronic
Mail: Shannonaal@msn.com
20484 Ww.0.

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Davidson
Kempner Real Estate Oppor-
tunities GP LP. Authority
filed with NY Dept. of State:
12/10/25. NYS fict. name:
Davidson Kempner Real Es-
tate Opportunities GP L.P.
Office location: NY County.
LP formed in DE: 1/18/24. NY
Sec. of State designated
agent of LP upon whom
process against it may be
served and shall mail
process to: 9 W. 57th St., 29
Fl., NY, NY 10019, principal
business address. DE ad-
dress of LP: c/o Cogency
Global Inc., 850 New Burton
Rd., Ste. 201, Dover, DE
19904. Name/address of genl.
ptr. available from NY Sec.
of State. Cert. of LP filed with
DE Sec. of State, 401 Federal
St., Dover, DE 19901. Pur-
pose: any lawful activity.
2089 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-
TION of TERMINAL
F&B TRS (BAR) LP Appl. for
Auth. filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 01/30/26. Of-
fice location: NY County. LP
formed in Delaware (DE) on
01/28/26. NYS fictitious name:
TERMINAL F&B TRS (BAR)
L.P. Duration of LP is Perpet-
ual. SSNY designated as
agent of LP upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Co. (CSC), 80 State St.,
Albany, NY 12207-2543. Name
and addr. of each general
partner are available from
SSNY. DE addr. of LP: c/o
CSC, 251 Little Falls Dr.,
Wilmington, DE 19808. Cert.
of LP filed with Secy. of
State, John G. Townsend
Bldg., 401 Federal St., Ste. 4,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.
20997 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Accelerator
Capital Partners LP. Author-
ity filed with NY Dept. of
State: 11/12/25. NYS fict.
name: Accelerator Capital
Partners L.P. Office location:
NY County. Princ. bus. addr.:
169 Madison Ave., Ste. 38515,
NY, NY 10016. LP formed in
DE: 10/28/22. NY Sec. of State
designated agent of LP upon
whom process against it may
be served and shall mail
process to: Cogency Global
Inc., 122 E. 42nd St., 18th F1.,
NY, NY 10168. DE addr. of
LP: 850 New Burton Rd., Ste.
201, Dover, DE 19904.
Name/addr. of genl. ptr.
available from NY Sec. of
State. Cert. of LP filed with
DE Sec. of State, 401 Federal
St., Dover, DE 19901. Pur-
pose: any lawful activity.
20317 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Davidson
Kempner Opportunities GP
VII LP. Authority filed with
NY Dept. of State: 12/10/25.
NYS fict. name: Davidson
Kempner Opportunities GP
VII L.P. Office location: NY
County. LP formed in DE:
7/15/24. NY Sec. of State des-
ignated agent of LP upon
whom process against it may
be served and shall mail
process to: 9 W. 57th St., 29
F1., NY, NY 10019, principal
business address. DE ad-
dress of LP: c/o Cogency
Global Inc., 850 New Burton
Rd., Ste. 201 Dover, DE
19904. Name/address of genl.
ptr. available from NY Sec.
of State. Cert. of LP filed with
DE Sec. of State, 401 Federal
St., Dover, DE 19901. Pur-
pose: any lawful activity.
20902 Febll w Marl8

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

21 S PARK LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 09/10/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 56 ALHAMBRA
RD, MASSAPEQUA, NY
11758 Purpose: Any Lawful
j28-W m4

23 S PARK LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 09/10/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 56 ALHAMBRA
RD, MASSAPEQUA, NY
11758. Purpose: Any Lawful

20408 j28-W m4

261 SACKETT, LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/16/2026. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 2631
MERRICK RD, STE 203,
BELLMORE, NY 11710. Pur-

pose: Any Lawful
20407 j28-W m4

AG HOLDINGS HARRISON
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
08/06/2025.  Office:  Bronx
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 1738 HONE AVE,
BRONX, NY 10461. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20397 j28-W m4

ALIENSINC LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 12/10/2025. Office:
Bronx County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 2045 HUGHES
AVE, APT 4B, BRONX, NY
10457. Purpose: Any Lawful

20377 j28-W m4

AVETON LLC, Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
01/23/2026. Office loc: Nassau
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 1 Fox
Meadow Ct, Woodbury, NY
11797. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
20372 j28-W m4

B & C MED-BILL SOLU-
TIONS, LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 12/30/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 233 WESTSIDE
AVE, UNIT C, FREEPORT,
NY 11520. Purpose: Any Law-

u
20396 j28-W m4

BF MARKETING LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/12/2026. Of-
fice: New York County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 99
WASHINGTON AVE, STE
700, ALBANY, NY 12260. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20376 j28-W m4

COVEY SANDLER 4 LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
12/16/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 1122 FRANKLIN
AVE STE 102, GARDEN
CITY, NY 11530. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20389 j28-W m4

DN 101 LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 12/02/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 35 NORTH
TYSON AVE, STE 202, FLO-
RAL PARK, NY 11001. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

j28-W m4

DSQK LLC. Arts. of Org. filed
with the SSNY on 01/20/26.
Office: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent of the
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail copy of
process to the LLC, 10
Chauncey Pl, Woodbury, NY
11797. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
j28-W m4

DSZ BUILD LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 01/21/2026. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 527 QUEEN CT,
WESTBURY, NY 11590. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20405 j28-W m4

EAST END 144 LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 12/02/2025. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 3
SCHOOL ST STE 207, GLEN
COVE, NY 11542. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20400 j28-W m4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of CPC Structured Sub-
sidiary I LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with NY Dept. of State:
4/8/25. Office location: NY
County. Sec. of State desig-
nated agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served and shall mail
process to: c/o The Commu-
nity Preservation Corp., 220
E. 42nd St., 16th Fl., NY, NY
10017, principal business ad-
dress. Purpose: any lawful

activity.
20592 Feb4 w Marll

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Limited Liability
Company (“LLC”). Name: The
Ocean Queen LLC. Articles
of Organization filed with the
Secretary of State of the
State of New York (“SSNY”)
on January 14, 2026. N.Y. of-
fice location: Bronx County.
The SSNY has been desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. The SSNY
shall mail a copy of any
process to : c/o Proto Prop-
erty Services LLC, 3441
Kingsbridge Ave., 2nd Floor,
Bronx, New York 10463. Pur-
pose/character of LLC is to
engage in any lawful act or

activity.
20587 Feb4 w Marll

OTICE OF FORMATION

of AI Economics LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
12/02/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 90 Riverside Drive, New
York, NY 10024. Purpose: any

lawful act.
19423 JO7 W F11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of EMBODIED BY ADIA
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 12/11/2025 Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to Embodied By Adia LLC, 99
Wall Street #1598, New York,
NY 10005. Purpose: any law-

ful act.
19056 JO7 W F11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Tyfil Creative Media
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 11/12/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 2061 St Raymonds Ave, Apt
1C, Bronx, NY 10462. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
19954 J21 W F25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Amber Gatlin Art
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 11/3/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to R/A: Entity Protect Regis-
tered Agent Services LLC,
447 Broadway 2nd FI1 #3000
New York, NY 10013. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
20336 J28 W M04

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Match Day Sports Ap-
parel LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 12/06/2025. Office
location: Nassau County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 27 3rd
Avenue, Fl1 2, Port Washing-
ton, NY 11050. Purpose: any

lawful act.
20340 J28 W M04

OTICE OF FORMATION

of MC Studio Jewelry
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 10/2/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 199 Chrystie Street, Apt
4S, New York, NY 10002. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
20338 J28 W M04

OTICE OF FORMATION

of ENDO EXO STUDIO
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 4/24/2025 Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 228 Park Ave S #108186,
New York, NY 10003. R/A: US
Corp Agents, Inc. 7014 13th
Ave, #202, BK, NY 11228. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
18730 JO7W F11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of PATRICIA EQUES-
TRIAN STABLES LLC. Arts
of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
12/6/2025. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent upon whom
process may be served and
shall mail copy of process
against LLC to Harvey Fried,
311 Cameo Drive, Massape-
qua, NY 11758. Purpose: any
lawful act or activity.
20335 J28 W M04

OTICE OF FORMATION

of NOHAR BARNEA
DEVELOPMENT DESIGN
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 11/28/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 220 Riverside Blvd, New
York, NY 10069. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:
any lawful act.
19429 JO7W F11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of SADA STUDIOS LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
1/8/2026. Office location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 180 Broome Street, Apt
1712, New York, NY 10002.
Purpose: any lawful act.
20284 J28 W M04

OTICE OF FORMATION

of OPPROS LLC. Arts of
Org filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 12/10/2025.
Office location: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 21 Richard Ave, Merrick,
NY 11566. Purpose: any law.

ful act.
19409 JO7 W F11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of THE PAIGE GROUP
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/3/2026. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 750 Lexington Avenue, 9th
floor, New York, NY 10022.
Purpose: any lawful act.
20005 J28 W M04

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Luke Sample Golf,
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 12/12/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 275 W 96th St, #8B, New
York, NY 10025. Purpose: any

lawful act.
19676 J14 W F18

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Two for the Preiss of
One LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 1/13/2026. Office lo-
cation: NY County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 535 W
52nd Street, Apt 3E, New
York, NY 10019. Purpose: any

EMA HOLDINGS NY LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
11/10/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 967 NORTH 2ND ST,
NEW HYDE PARK, NY
11040. Purpose: Any Lawful

OTICE OF FORMATION

of SOFTBALL LG LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
11/10/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 115 Central Park W, Apt
6CE, New York, NY 10023.
Purpose: any lawful act.
19568 J14 W F18

lawful act.

20339 J28 W M04
OTICE OF FORMATION
of 5601 INDEPEN-

DENCE LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 12/19/2025. Of-
fice location: Bronx County.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
5601 Independence Ave.,
Bronx, NY 10471. Purpose:
any lawful activities.

20409 j28-W m4

OMG VENTURES, LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
09/04/2025. Office: Nassau

County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 10 CUTTER MILL
RD, STE 305, GREAT NECK,
NY 11021. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
20038 j21-W 25

195 NORTHERN BLVD RE-
ALTY LLC. Arts. of Org. filed
with the SSNY on 01/07/26.
Office: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent of the
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail copy of
process to the LLC, 31 Fall
Lane, Jericho, NY 11753. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

20371 j28-W m4

NEST 60 MANAGEMENT
LLC, Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 01/23/2026. Of-
fice loc: Westchester County.
SSNY has been designated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Hiralben Trivedi,
60 Palmer Lane, Thornwood,
NY 10594. Purpose: Any Law-
ful Purpose.

20373 j28-W m4

PAN AMERICAN HOLD-
INGS, LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 01/20/2026. Office: New
York County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 220 EAST 65TH
ST, #C2, NEW YORK, NY
10019. Purpose: Any Lawful

20375 j28-W m4

PHANTOM CAPITAL BX
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/07/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 825 NORTHERN
BLVD, STE 303, GREAT
NECK, NY 11021. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20381 j28-W m4

PHANTOM PARTNERS RE
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/08/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 825 NORTHERN
BLVD, STE 303, GREAT
NECK, NY 11021. Purpose:

Any Lawful
20382 j28-W m4

PROVISIONS OF OYSTER
BAY HOLDINGS, LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 10/01/2025. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 198
E. MAIN ST, OYSTER BAY,
NY 11771. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
20387 j28-W m4

RANGE IS CRAZY, LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/16/26. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 2 Hillside Avenue,
Suite F, Williston Park, NY
11596. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
20366 j28-W m4

STRATHMORE YORKVILLE
HOLDINGS LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 01/22/2026. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 543 BROAD-
WAY, MASSAPEQUA, NY
11758. Purpose: Any Lawful

20398 j28-W m4

TO BUDDY WITH LOVE
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
01/02/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 2141 34TH AVE, APT.
5A, ASTORIA, NY 11106. Pur-

pose: Any Lawful
20390 j28-W m4

166WANSER LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
01/05/2026. Office loc: Nassau
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 540
Madison Ave, 26th Floor, NY,
NY 10022. Purpose: Any Law-
ful Purpose.

19436 Jj7-W f11

OTICE OF FORMATION
of DF ORIENT LLC. Arts
of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
1/5/2026. Office location: Nas-
sau County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 129 Cherry Dr W, Plain-
view, NY 11803. Purpose: any
lawful act.
0619 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Dinner Date NY LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
1/10/2026. Office location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 7 W 21st St, Apt 16A, New
York, NY 10010. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:
any lawful act.
20663 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of LUMINOUS ZHAN
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/21/2026. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to Anquan Zhan, 206 East
117th St, F1 2, New York, NY
10035. P/B/A: 131 West 118th
St, New York, NY 10026. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
20620 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of NICKLEBRICK
WORKSHOP LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 10/24/2025. Of-
fice location: NY County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 228
Park Ave S #433040, New
York, NY 10003. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:

any lawful act.
0599 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of RD PHOTOVIDEO
BOOTH LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 10/1/2025. Office lo-
cation: NY County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 358
Wadsworth Ave, Apt 51, New
York, NY 10040. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:

any lawful act.
20607 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of STRUCTURED
CREDIT CONSULTING LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
11/18/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 61 W 62nd St, Apt 9N, New
York, NY 10023. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:
any lawful act.
20609 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of VESTRY SERVICES
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 10/21/2025. Effective on
10/28/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 244 Madison Ave, #1070,
New York, NY 10016. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
19819 F04 W M11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of BLANK SPACE CON-
SULTING LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 1/5/2026 Office
location: NY County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 421 E
9th St, #C2, New York, NY
10009. Purpose: any lawful

act.
20538 F11 W M18

20394 j28-W m4
FIFTY9 GROVE TIC LLC.
Filed with SSNY on

01/13/2026. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 1123 BROADWAY,
STE 407, NEW YORK, NY
10010. Purpose Any Lawful

20380 j28-W m4

HEARTH HOLLOW BAKING
COMPANY LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 01/22/2026. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 11 W SHORE
DR, MASSAPEQUA, NY
11758 Purpose: Any Lawful
j28-W m4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of 419 TAVO LLC. Arts of
Org filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 12/15/2025.
Office location: NY County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to R/A:
Northwest Registered Agent
LLC, 418 Broadway, Ste N,
Albany, NY 12207. Purpose:

any lawful act.
20008 J21 W F25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of 171 STONY HOLLOW
LLC. Art. Of Org. filed with
the Sect’y of State of NY
(SSNY) on 01/07/26. Office in
Nassau County. SSNY has
been designated as agent of
the LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
the LLC, 400 ANCHOR AVE
OCEANSIDE, NY, 11572. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose
19664 Janl4 w Feb18

GLOBAL FRONTIER
GROUP, LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
12/29/25. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 811
Center Drive, North Baldwin,
NY 11510. Purpose: Any law-
ful purpose.

19432 j7-W f11

JAKLEY LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 11/20/2025. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 1630 BARD LN,
EAST MEADOW, NY 11554.
Purpose: Any Lawful

20388 j28-W m4

JB 101 LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 12/02/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 35 NORTH TYSON

AVE, STE 202, FLORAL
PARK, NY 11001. Purpose:
Any Lawful

20393 j28-W m4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of DUPLO REGENCY,
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 01/09/2026. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: c/o 9 Dogwood
Ln., Lawrence, New York
11559. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
j21-W £25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of 2000 BROADWAY 5E
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
SSNY on 10/29/2025.0ffice lo-
cation: New York SSNY desg.
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY mail process to
600 MAMARONECK AV-
ENUE #400, HARRISON, NY,
10528. Any lawful purpose.
19677 Janl4d w Feb18

JAVI HOLDINGS LLC, a
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 10/23/2025. Office
loc: Nassau County. SSNY
has been designated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
The LLC, 40 Queens Street,
Suite 415, Syosset, NY 11791.
Reg Agent: Chris Coiro, 330
Motor Parkway, Suite 300
Hauppauge, NY 11788. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful Purpose.

19437 J7-W f11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of OLA OLA A. CON-
SULTING LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 5/23/2025. Of-
fice location: NY County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 228
Park Ave S PMB 105883, New
York, NY 10003. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:

any lawful act.
594 F11 W M18

JERO HOLDINGS LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 04/11/2024. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 388
KENRIDGE RD,
LAWRENCE, NY 11559. Pur.
pose: Any Lawful

20401 j28-W m4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of LJJ BUSINESS LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with Secy.
of State of NY (SSNY) on
01/07/2026. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 419 Mineola Ave.,
Carle Place, NY 11514. Pur-
pose: any lawful activities.
20014 j21-W £25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of CLOVEBROOK LLC.
Art. Of Org. filed with the
Sect’y of State of NY (SSNY)
on 10/27/25. Office in Westch-
ester County. SSNY has been
designated as agent of the
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
the LLC, 28 CLOVEBROOK
RD VALHALLA, NY, 10595.
Purpose: Any lawful purpose
19663 Janl4 w Feb18

MARSOL LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
11/26/25 with an existence
date of 01/01/26. Office: New
York County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 158 West 29th Street,
10th Floor, New York, NY
10001. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
19433 Jj7-W f11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of ROSCO PRODUC-
TION US, LLC Arts. of Org.
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 11/25/25, be-
coming effective on 12/01/25.
Office location: NY County.
Princ. office of LLC: 64 Allen
St., 2nd F1. - Unit A, NY, NY
10002. SSNY designated as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to Sunshine Corp.
Filings, 418 Broadway, Al-
bany, NY 12207, regd. agent
upon whom and at which
process may be served. Pur-
pose: Any lawful activity.
21016 Febll w Marl8

LHSH, LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
01/21/26. Latest date to dis-
solve: 12/31/2099. Office: Nas-
sau County. SSNY designated
as agent of the LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
copy of process to the LLC,
230 Koehl Street, Massape-
qua Park, NY 11762. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.

0370 j28-W m4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Our Town 68, LLC.
Arts of Org. filed with New
York Secy of State (SSNY) on
1/8/26. Office location: New
York County. SSNY is desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 155 W. 68th St,
Unit 2006, NY, NY 10023. Pur-
pose: any Tawful activity.
20028 j21-W £25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of FOUNDING GROUP
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
SSNY on 01/06/2026.0ffice lo-
cation: New York SSNY desg.
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY mail process to
31-33 2ND AVENUE, NEW
YORK, NY, 10003. Any lawful

purpose.
19675 Janl4 w Feb18

STUYTOWN ONE LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 01/05/2026. Office loc: Nas-
sau County. SSNY has been
designated as agent upon
whom process against the
LLC may be served. SSNY
shall mail process to: Wen
Biao Li, 1 Great Neck Rd, Ste
8, Great Neck, NY 11021. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful Purpose.

19438 J7-W f11

OTICE OF FORMATION

of SCARSDALE DRIVE
LLC Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 02/02/26. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to c/o Julie Kessler
LLP, 60 East 42nd St., 46th
Fl.,, NY, NY 10165. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.
21015 Febll w Marl8

OPTIMUS HOLDINGS LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/07/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 2285A SPRUCE ST,
SEAFORD, NY 11783. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

20385 j28-W m4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of The Sonali Studio
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 10/22/2025. Office location:
New York County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Registered
Agents Inc., 418 Broadway,
Ste. R, Albany, NY 12207.
Purpose: any lawful activi-

ties.
20022 j21-W 25

OTICE OF FORMATION

of LANYI HOLDINGS
LLC. Art. Of Org. filed with
the Sect’y of State of NY
(SSNY) on 09/19/25. Office in
Westchester County. SSNY
has been designated as agent
of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to the LLC, 289
ROUTE 100 SOMERS, NY,
10589. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose
19665 Janl4 w Feb18

ACROPOLIS CONDO UNIT
LLC. Filed 12/17/2025. Office:
New York Co. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: MR BENJAMIN
KAUFMAN ESQ C/O WOLF
HALDENSTEIN ADLER
FREEMAN & HERZ LLP 270
MADISON AVENUE, NEW
YORK, NY 10016. Purpose:

General.
19377 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF FORMATION

of CCA EHS Fund II In-
vestor LLC. Arts. of Org. filed
with NY Dept. of State:
8/18/25. Office location: NY
County. Sec. of State desig-
nated agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served and shall mail
process to: c/o The Commu-
nity Preservation Corp., 220
E. 42nd St., 16th F1., NY, NY
10017, principal business ad-

dress. Purpose: any lawful
activity.
20591 Feb4 w Marll

HOUSE OF DAE LLC Arti-
cles of Org. filed NY Sec. of
State (SSNY) 7/7/25. Office in
NY Co. SSNY design. Agent
of LLC upon whom process
may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to The
LLC 228 Park Ave S#638557
New York NY 10003. Pur-
pose: Any lawful activity.

20346 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of THE RESPONSIBLE
DEFENDER LLC. Art. Of
Org. filed with the Sect’y of
State of NY (SSNY) on
01/20/26. Office in Nassau
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to the LLC, 5
ANGLER LN PORT WASH-
INGTON, NY, 11050. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose
20344 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF FORMATION

of LOPEZ SLATER DE-
SIGN LLC Arts. of Org. filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 12/23/25. Office lo-
cation: NY County. Princ. of-
fice of LLC: c/o Altman,
Greenfield & Selvaggi, 200
Park Ave. South, Fl. 8, NY,
NY 10003. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to the LLC at the
princ. office of the LLC. Pur-
pose: Any lawful activity.
19667 Janl4 w Feb18
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ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

1212 DEL CARIBE REALTY
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 01/05/26. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 1212 Brook Avenue,
Bronx, NY 10456. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.

11 f11-W m18

ATTHERENDEZVOUS, LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 02/03/26. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, c/o Brooke Leah Rose,
3000 Marcus Avenue, Suite
1W5, Lake Success, NY 11042.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
21009 f11-W m18

DEIRDRE L YACK LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/16/26. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 17 Park Ave, Malverne,
NY 11565. Purpose: Any law-

ful purpose.
21014 f11-W m18

FIND HOUSE LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
09/09/14. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 160
East 88th Street, Suite 4C,
New York, NY 10128. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

21010 f11-W m18

FLYING DUTCHMAN HOUS-
ING LLC, Arts. of Org. filed
with the SSNY on 12/15/2025.
Office loc: Nassau County.
SSNY has been designated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 124 Cun-
ningham Avenue, Uniondale,
NY 11553. Purpose: Any Law-
ful Purpose.

21000 f11-W m18
Laxmi Holdings LLC filed
11/10/25. Cty: New York.

SSNY desig. for process &
shall mail to: c/o Smith &
Shapiro, 116 E 27th St, 3rd F1,
fl‘\nl{’ NY 10016. Purp: any law-

ul.
21004 f11-W m18

5 SPRUCE AVENUE LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
01/26/2026. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 78A BELMONT AVE,
PLAINVIEW, NY 11803. Pur-
pose: Any Lawful

0640 f4-W m11

AA KNOCKOUT LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 01/30/2023. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 593
BROADWAY, MASSAPEQUA,
NY 11758. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
20637 f4-W m11

otice of Formation of

Belly NJ MSO
(“LLC”) filed Arts.
with NY Sec.
(“SSNY”) on 12/9/25. Office lo-
cation: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail process to
Corporation Service Com-
pany, 80 State St., Albany, NY
12207-2543. Purpose: any law-

ful activity.
20941 F11 W M18

otice of Formation of

Belly NY MSO LLC
(“LLC”) filed Arts.
with NY Sec. of
(“SSNY”) on 12/9/25. Office lo-
cation: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail process to
Corporation Service Com-
pany, 80 State St., Albany, NY
12207-2543. Purpose: any law-

ful activity.
20942 F11 W M18

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

CADRE INSURANCE SOLU-
TIONS LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 03/20/2025. Formed
in NJ on 10/04/2023. Office:
New York County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent for process
& shall mail to: 1177 6TH
AVE, NEW YORK, NY 10036.
NJ SOS: P.O. Box 307, Tren-
ton, NJ 08625-0307. Purpose:
any lawful

20624 f4-W m11

STEALZWITHB LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
02/05/2026. Office loc: Nassau
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 399
Broadway, Bethpage, NY
11714. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
21001 f11-W m18

77 CHARLTON NI11F LLC,
ppl for Auth filed with
SSNY 1/21/26, formed in DE
1/14/2026. SSNY designated
as agent for process & shall
mail process to: c¢/o National
Registered Agents, Inc., 28
Liberty St. NY, NY 10005. DE
address of LLC is c/o Na-
tional registered Agents, Inc,
1209 Orange St., Wilmington,
DE 198801. Cty of New Castle.
A copy of the Cert. of Form.
on file with State of DE, Div.
of Corp., 401 Federal St., Ste.
4, Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
any lawful act or activity.
20349 j28-W m4

The Scouting Group NY LLC
filed 1/30/26. Cty: New York.
SSNY desig. for process &
shall mail to: 895 Broadway,
4th Fl, NY, NY 10003. Purp:

any lawful.
21003 f11-W m18

WHAT A FEELING LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 12/17/25. Office:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, c¢/o Stephan Dweck, 15
Remsen Avenue, Roslyn, NY
11576, which also serves as
the Registered Agent ad-
dress. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
f11-W m18

ANNA WHITHAM COM-
PANY LLC. Filed with SSNY
on 09/24/2025. Formed in MA
on 01/26/2023. Office: New
York County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 99 WASHING-
TON AVE, STE 700, AL-
BANY, NY 12260. MA SOS:
One Ashburton Place, 17th
floor, Boston, MA 02108. Pur-

pose: any lawful
0379 j28-W m4

21007

135 POST 3F LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
12/08/25. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent of the LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to the LLC, 135
Roosevelt Avenue, Mineola,
NY 11501. Purpose: Any law-
ful purpose.

20646 f4-W m11

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of KATTIL GROUP
CARE TECH LLC. Applica-
tion for authority filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 12/31/2025 Office location:
Nassau County. LLC formed
in Wyoming (WY) on 9/3/2025.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC wupon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
1309 Coffeen Ave, Ste 1200,
Sheridan, WY 82801. Cert. of
Formation filed with Secy. of
State of WY, Herschler
Building East, 122 West 25th
St, Ste 101, Cheyenne, WY
82002. Purpose: any lawful

activity.
20518 F04 W M11

33 BALDWIN AVENUE LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
12/01/2025. Office: Nassau
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 3 ELM ST, LOCUST
VALLEY, NY 11560. Purpose:

Any Lawful
20643 f4-W m11

525 GUS DRIVE LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 08/05/2025. Of-
fice: Nassau County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 11
POST AVE, EAST WILLIS-
TON, NY 11596. Purpose: Any

Lawful
20632 f4-W m11

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of AMTD HOTELS
GROUP (USA) LLC Appl. for
Auth. filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 01/07/26. Of-
fice location: NY County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
09/19/25. SSNY designated as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Co., 80 State St., Albany,
NY 12207-2543. DE addr. of
LLC: 251 Little Falls Dr,
Wilmington, DE 19808. Cert.
of Form. filed with DE Secy.
of State, 401 Federal St.,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.
21017 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of  Lawrence
Weiner Remains, LLC. Au-
thority filed with NY Dept. of
State: 1/30/26. Office location:
NY County. LLC formed in
DE: 1/21/26. NY Sec. of State
designated agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served and shall
mail process to: Cogency
Global Inc. (CGD), 122 E. 42nd
St., 18th FI1., NY NY 10168.
DE address of LLC: c/o CGI,
850 New Burton Rd., Ste. 201,
Dover, DE 19904. Cert. of
Form. filed with DE Sec. of
State, 401 Federal St., Dover,
DE 19901. Purpose: all lawful

purposes.
20899 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-
TON of  Lawrence
Weiner Studio, LLC. Author-
ity filed with NY Dept. of
State: 1/30/26. Office location:
NY County. LLC formed in
DE: 1/21/26. NY Sec. of State
designated agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served and shall
mail process to: Cogency
Global Inc. (CGD), 122 E. 42nd
St., 18th Fl., NY, NY 10168.
DE address of LLC: c/o CGI,
850 New Burton Rd., Ste. 201,
Dover, DE 19904. Cert. of
Form. filed with DE Sec. of
State, 401 Federal St., Dover,
DE 19901. Purpose: all lawful

purposes.
20894 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of RUFF DRAFT
PRODUCTIONS, LLC Appl.
for Auth. filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
02/02/26. Office location: NY
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 08/19/15.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
Corporation Service Co., 80
State St., Albany, NY 12207-
2543. DE addr. of LLC: 251
Little Falls Dr., Wilmington,
DE 19808. Cert. of Form. filed
with Secy. of State of the
State of DE, Div. of Corps.,
John G. Townsend Bldg., 401
Federal St., Ste. 4, Dover, DE
19901. Purpose: Production.
21006 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of OneFineStay
Travel, LLC. Authority filed
with NY Dept. of State:
1/27/26. Office location: NY
County. Princ. bus. addr.:
1601 19th St., Ste. 500, Den-
ver, CO 80202. LLC formed in
DE: 4/7/17. NY Sec. of State
designated agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served and shall
mail process to: Cogency
Global Inc., 122 E. 42nd St.,
18th Fl.,, NY, NY 10168. DE
addr. of LLC: 850 New Burton
Rd., Ste. 201, Dover, DE
19904. Cert. of Form. filed
with DE Sec. of State, 401
Federal St., Dover, DE 19901.
Purpose: any lawful purpose.
20598 Feb4 w Marll

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of 50 Riverside 7A
LLC. Authority filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 10/21/2025. Office location:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
06/03/2025. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Susanna Kim,
Withers Bergman LLP, 430
Park Ave., 10th FIl., New
York, NY 10022. Address re-
quired to be maintained in
DE: 9 East Loockerman St.,
Ste. 311, Dover, DE 19901.
Arts of Org. filed with the DE
Secy of State, Division of
Corporations, John G.
Townsend Bldg., 401 Federal
St., Ste 4, Dover DE 19901.
Purpose: any lawful activi-

ties.
20019 j21-W £25

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of JONATHAN
PAINTING SERVICE, LLC.
Application for authority
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 12/19/2025. Of-
fice loc: New York County.
LLC formed in Connecticut
(CT) on 6/23/2014. SSNY des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to 51 East Ave, Nor-
walk, CT 06851. Cert. of LLC
filed with Secy. of State of CT
loc: 165 Capitol Ave, Ste 1000,
Hartford, CT 06106. Purpose:
any lawful act or activity.
19673 J21 W F25

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of JBG SMITH
Management Services, L.L.C.
Authority filed with NY
Dept. of State: 12/11/25. Office
location: NY County. LLC
formed in DE: 2/5/18. NY Sec.
of State designated agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served and
shall mail process to: Co-
gency Global Inc. (CGD, 122
E. 42nd St., 18th F1., NY, NY
10168. DE address of LLC:
CGI, 850 New Burton Rd.,
Ste. 201, Dover, DE 19904.
Cert. of Form. filed with DE
Sec. of State, 401 Federal St.,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose: all
lawful purposes.
19693 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of BLANTYRE
CAPITAL US LLC Appl. for
Auth. filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 12/24/25. Of-
fice location: NY County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
12/21/18. Princ. office of LLC:
125 Park Ave., 25th Fl., Ste.
2507, NY, NY 10017. SSNY
designated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to c/o Corpora-
tion Service Co. (CSC), 80
State St., Albany, NY 12207-
2543. DE addr. of LLC: c/o
CSC, 251 Little Falls Dr.,
Wilmington, DE 19808. Cert.
of Form. filed with Secy. of
the State of DE, Div. of
Corps., John G. Townsend
Bldg., 401 Federal St., #4,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.
19637 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of NOMURA COM-
MERCIAL ASSET DEPOSI-
TOR COMPANY LLC Appl.
for Auth. filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
12/29/25. Office location: NY
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 12/29/25.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
c/o Corporation Service Co.,
80 State St., Albany, NY
12207-2543. DE addr. of LLC:
251 Little Falls Dr., Wilming-
ton, DE 19808. Cert. of Form.
filed with DE Secy. of State,
John G. Townsend Bldg., 401
Federal St., Ste. 4, Dover, DE
19901. Purpose: Any lawful

activity.
19638 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of NW 175 WEST
JACKSON LENDER LLC
Appl. for Auth. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 12/31/25. Office location:
NY County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 12/30/25.
Princ. office of LLC: 1700
Broadway, NY, NY 10019.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
Corporation Service Co., 80
State St., Albany, NY 12207-
2543. DE addr. of LLC: 251
Little Falls Dr., Wilmington,
DE 19808. Cert. of Form. filed
with State of DE, Secy. of
State, Div. of Corps., 401 Fed-
eral St., #4, Dover, DE 19901.
Purpose: Any lawful activity.
19666 Janl4 w Febl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of TWOSIX8 LLC.
App. for auth. filed with Secy.
of State of NY (SSNY) on
6/30/2025. Office location: NY
County. LLC formed in
Wyoming (WY) on 6/9/2025.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
Firstbase Registered Agent
Inc., 447 Broadway, 2nd Fl
#187, New York, NY 10013.
Cert. of Formation filed with
Secy. of State of WY, Her-
schler Building East, 122
West 25th St, Ste 101,
Cheyenne, WY 82002. Pur-
pose: any lawful activity.
19694 J14 W F18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of DGI HOLDCO
LLC Appl. for Auth. filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 01/05/26. Office lo-
cation:. NY County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
10/14/25. SSNY designated as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Co., 80 State St., Albany,
NY 12207-2543. DE addr. of
LLC: 251 Little Falls Dr,
Wilmington, DE 19808. Cert.
of Form. filed with DE Secy.
of State, John G. Townsend
Bldg., 401 Federal St., Ste. 3,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.
19671 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of PS EP 25 LLC.
Authority filed with NY
Dept. of State: 1/7/26. Office
location: NY County. Princ.
bus. addr.: 902 Carnegie Cen-
ter Blvd., Ste. 520, Princeton,
NJ 08540. LL.C formed in DE:
10/14/25. NY Sec. of State des-
ignated agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served and shall mail
process to: Cogency Global
Inc., 122 E. 42nd St., 18th F1.,
NY, NY 10168. DE addr. of
LLC: 850 New Burton Rd.,
Ste. 201, Dover, DE 19904.
Cert. of Form. filed with DE
Sec. of State, 401 Federal St.,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose: all
lawful purposes.
19691 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of 250 Water
Street Owner LLC. Authority
filed with NY Secy of State
(SSNY) on 1/2/26. Office loca-
tion: New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
8/7/25. SSNY is designated as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 19 W. 24 St, F1. 12,
NY, NY 10010. DE address of
LLC: 108 W. 13th St, Ste 100,
Wilmington, DE 19801. Cert.
of Formation filed with DE
Secy of State, 401 Federal St.
Ste 4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur-
pose: any lawful act1v1ty
20027 21-W 25

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-
TION of Havenly Com-
munities LLC. Authority filed
with NY Dept. of State: 1/6/26.
Office location: NY County.
LLC formed in DE: 4/6/23. NY
Sec. of State designated
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served and shall mail
process to: 99 University Pl.,
Ste. 204, NY, NY 10003, prin-
cipal business address. DE
address of LLC: 1209 Orange
St., Wilmington, DE 19801.
Cert. of Form. filed with DE
Sec. of State, 401 Federal St.,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose: all

lawful purposes.
Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUAL. of BO
OREC MEZZANINE
LENDER LLC. Auth. filed
with SSNY on 01/23/2026. Of-
fice location: NEW YORK.
LLC formed in DE on
01/22/2026. SSNY desg. as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY mail process
to: 600 MAMARONECK AV-
ENUE, #400, HARRISON,
NY, UNITED STATES, 10528.
Arts. of Org. filed with DE
SOS. 401 Federal St. Ste 3
Dover, DE 19901. Any lawful
purpose.
342 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of JBGS Employee
Company, L.L.C. Authority
filed with NY Dept. of State:
12/11/25. Office location: NY
County. LLC formed in DE:
2/23/17. NY Sec. of State des-
ignated agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served and shall mail
process to: Cogency Global
Inc. (CGD, 122 E. 42nd St.,
18th Fl., NY, NY 10168. DE
address of LLC: CGI, 850 New
Burton Rd., Ste. 201, Dover,
DE 19904. Cert. of Form. filed
with DE Sec. of State, 401
Federal St., Dover, DE 19901.
Purpose: all lawful purposes.
19695 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of RESTORATION
DOCTOR, LLC Appl. for
Auth. filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 12/17/25. Of-
fice location: NY County. LL.C
formed in Florida (FL) on
10/05/17. Princ. office of LLC:
10400 NW 55th St., Ste. 100,
Sunrise, FL 33351. SSNY des-
ignated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to c/o Davidoff
Hutcher & Citron LLP, 605
Third Ave., NY, NY 10158.
Cert. of Form. filed with
Secy. of State of the State of
FL, FL Dept. of State, Div. of
Corps., P.O. Box 6000, Talla-
hassee, FL 32314-0600. Pur-
pose: Any lawful activity.
19639 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Invisia Group
LLC. Authority filed with NY
Dept. of State: 1/16/26. Office
location: NY County. LLC
formed in DE: 11/25/25. NY
Sec. of State designated
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served and shall mail
process to: 606 W. 57th St.,
NY, NY 10019, principal busi-
ness address. DE address of
LLC: 16192 Coastal Hwy.,
Lewes, DE 19958. Cert. of
Form. filed with DE Sec. of
State, 401 Federal St., Dover,
DE 19901. Purpose: all lawful
purposes.
20312 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of NewEdge Secu-
rities, LLC. Authority filed
with NY Dept. of State:
1/16/2026. Office location: NY
County. LLC registered in
PA: 12/14/1981 NY Sec. of
State designated agent of
LLC wupon whom process
against it may be served and
shall mail process to: Corpo-
ration Service Co., 80 State
St., Albany, NY 12207. PA and
principal business address:
1251 Waterfront PI., Ste. 510,
Pittsburgh, PA 15222. Cert. of
Reg. filed with PA Sec. of the
Commonwealth, 401 North
St., Rm. 302, Harrisburg, PA

17120. Purpose: all lawful
purposes.
20315 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of NewEdge
Wealth, LLC. Authority filed
with NY Dept. of State:
1/16/26. Office locatlon NY
County. Princ. bus. addr.
1251 Waterfront Pl., Ste. 510
Pittsburgh, PA 15222. LLC
formed in DE: 2/4/20. NY Sec.
of State designated agent of
LLC wupon whom process
against it may be served and
shall mail process to: Corpo-
ration Service Co., 80 State
St., Albany, NY 12207. DE
addr. of LLC: 251 Little Falls
Dr., Wilmington, DE 19808.
Cert. of Form. filed with DE
Sec. of State, 401 Federal St.,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose: all
lawful purposes.
20314 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF QUAL. of BO

ORENT MEZZANINE
LENDER LLC. Auth. filed
with SSNY on 01/23/2026. Of-
fice location: NEW YORK.
LLC formed in DE on
01/22/2026. SSNY desg. as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY mail process
to: 600 MAMARONECK AV-
ENUE, #400, HARRISON,
NY, UNITED STATES 10528,
Arts. of Org. filed with DE
SOS. 401 Federal St. Ste 3
Dover, DE 19901. Any lawful
purpose.
20341 Jan28 w Mar4

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of SoHo Retail
Portfolio 113 Spring Street
LLC Appl. for Auth. filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 01/05/26. Office lo-
cation: NY County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
12/31/25. Princ. office of LLC:
233 S. Wacker Dr., Ste. 4700,
Chicago, IL 60606. SSNY des-
ignated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Co. (CSC), 80 State St.,
Albany, NY 12207-2543. DE
addr. of LLC: ¢/o CSC, 251 Lit-
tle Falls Dr., Wilmington, DE
19808. Cert. of Form. filed
with Secy. of State, Div. of
Corps., John G. Townsend
Bldg., 401 Federal St., Ste. 4,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.
19669 Janl4 w Feb18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Penny Linn -
Manhattan LLC. Authority
filed with NY Dept. of State:
12/16/25. Office location: NY
County. Princ. bus. addr.: 450
W. 14th St., NY, NY 10014.
LLC formed in DE: 12/11/25.
NY Sec. of State designated
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served and shall mail
process to: Cogency Global
Inc., 122 E. 42nd St., 18th FI.,
NY, NY 10168, regd. agent
upon whom process may be
served. DE addr. of LLC: 850
New Burton Rd., Ste. 201,
Dover, DE 19904. Cert. of
Form. filed with DE Sec. of
State, 401 Federal St., Dover,
DE 19901. Purpose: all lawful

purposes.
19382 Jan7 w Feb11

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

OTICE OF FORMATION

of M Partners, L.P. Cer-
tificate filed with NY Dept. of
State: 1/23/2026. Office loca-
tion: NY County. Princ. bus.
addr.: 1677 Robert St., New
Orleans, LA 70115. Sec. of
State designated agent of LP
upon whom process against
it may be served and shall
mail process to. Cogency
Global Inc., 122 E. 42nd St.,
18th Fl, NY, NY 10168.
Name/addr. of genl. ptr.
available from NY Sec. of
State. Term: until 12/31/2036.
Purpose: all lawful purposes.
20595 Feb4 w Marll

See Decisions of Interest only at
NYLJ.COM

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of BLACKSTONE
TACTICAL OPPORTUNI-
TIES FUND (SOUTHGATE
CO-INVEST) (CYM) L.P.
Appl. for Auth. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 02/02/26. Office location:
NY County. LP formed in
Cayman Islands (C.I.) on
12/18/25. Princ. office and C.I.
addr. of LP is: Maples Corpo-
rate Services Limited, PO
Box 309, Ugland House,
Grand Cayman, CI. KY1-
1104. Duration of LP is Per-
petual. SSNY designated as
agent of LP upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Co., 80 State St., Albany,
NY 12207-2543. Name and
addr. of each general partner
are available from SSNY.
Cert. of LP filed with Regis-
trar of Exempted Limited
Partnerships of the C.I., 133
Elgin Ave., George Town,
Grand Cayman, C.I. KY1-
9000. Purpose: Any lawful ac-

tivity.
21012 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of BLACKSTONE
VOLTRON CO-INVEST L.P.
Appl. for Auth. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 01/16/26. Office location:
NY County. LP formed in
Delaware (DE) on 08/19/25.
Princ. office of LP: 345 Park
Ave., NY, NY 10154. Duration
of LP is Perpetual. SSNY
designated as agent of LP
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to the Partner-
ship, c/o Blackstone Inc. at
the princ. office of the LP.
Name and addr. of each gen-
eral partner are available
from SSNY. DE addr. of LP:
Corporation Service Co., 251
Little Falls Dr.,, Wilmington,
DE 19808. Cert. of LP filed
with Secy. of State of DE,
Charuni Patibanda-Sanchez,
401 Federal St., Ste. 3, Dover,
DE 19901. Purpose: Any law-

ful activity.
3 Febll w Marl18

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of TERMINAL
F&B TRS (CAFE) LP Appl.
for Auth. filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
01/30/26. Office location: NY
County. LP formed in
Delaware (DE) on 01/28/26.
NYS fictitious name: TERMI-
NAL F&B TRS (CAFE) L.P.
Duration of LP is Perpetual.
SSNY designated as agent of
LP wupon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to
Corporation  Service Co.
(CSC), 80 State St., Albany,
NY 12207-2543. Name and
addr. of each general partner
are available from SSNY. DE
addr. of LP: c/o CSC, 251 Lit-
tle Falls Dr., Wilmington, DE
19808. Cert. of LP filed with
Secy. of State, John G.
Townsend Bldg., 401 Federal
St., Ste. 4, Dover, DE 19901.
Purpose: Any lawful activity.
21002 Febll w Marl8

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of TERMINAL
F&B TRS (CASUAL)
LP Appl. for Auth. filed

with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 01/30/26. Office lo-
cation. NY County. LP
formed in Delaware (DE) on
01/28/26. NYS fictitious name:
TERMINAL F&B TRS (CA-
SUAL) L.P. Duration of LP is
Perpetual. SSNY designated
as agent of LP upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to Corporation Ser-
vice Co. (CSC), 80 State St.,
Albany, NY 12207-2543. Name
and addr. of each general
partner are available from
SSNY. DE addr. of LP: c/o
CSC, 251 Little Falls Dr.,
Wilmington, DE 19808. Cert.
of LP filed with Secy. of
State, John G. Townsend
Bldg., 401 Federal St., Ste. 4,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.

20999 Febll w Marl8
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