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Alex Jones Eyes SCOTUS
Over $1.3B Judgment

The Connecticut Supreme Court
declined to review the $1.4
billion verdict in favor of the
Sandy Hook plaintiffs against
Alex Jones. Now, Jones wants
the U.S. Supreme Court to over-
turn what is believed to be the
state’s largest libel award.

Jones asked the state Appel-
late Court to extend the stay
the collection of the affirmed
$1.3 billion award to family
members of the victims of the
Sandy Hook Elementary School
shooting and one former FBI
officer who was on the scene
the day of the massacre. Jones
has not officially petitioned the
U.S. Supreme Court.

In the underlying case, the
Sandy Hook plaintiffs claimed
Jones defamed them on his
media plat-
form InfoWars
by falsely
claiming the
shooting was
a hoax multi-
ple times over
many years.

Jones was
defaulted for violating the
protective order and failing to
comply with certain discovery
requests, which rendered him
liable for invasion of privacy,
defamation and intentional
infliction of emotional distress.

In December, a Connecticut
appellate panel knocked off the
$150 million punitive damages
under the Connecticut Unfair
Trade Practices Act. The court
declined to overturn the rest
of the judgment, and the state
high court denied Jones’ peti-
tion last month.

Jones claimed his constitu-
tional rights were violated dur-
ing the litigation.

After the default judgment,
the jury was selected for a hear-
ing on damages. Jones argued
this violated his right to a jury
trial on liability. In addition,
Jones claimed, as a media defen-
dant, that the plaintiffs must
prove malice before damages
can be awarded.

“We believe these consti-
tutional violations will com-
mand the Supreme Court’s
close attention,” Ben Broocks
of Broocks Law Firm, counsel
for Alex Jones, said.

Alex Jones

SPECIAL REPORT »9-12

The 15 plaintiffs in Connecti-
cut are not the only Sandy Hook
victims who sued Jones. Two
others sued Jones in Texas for
similar allegations, and that
case also led to a default judg-
ment against Jones.

Jones pointed out the dam-
ages awarded in Texas were sig-
nificantly less. The judge in the
Texas case determined Jones
should pay $45.2 million in puni-
tive damages and a jury awarded
$4.1 in compensatory damages.

“This disproportionality
among the states on identical
facts cannot go unaddressed
and will require review and
reversal,” the motion argued.

Jones also argued the U.S.
Supreme Court is likely to
grant certification because of
public interest in protecting
First Amendment rights like
freedoms of speech and free-
dom of the press.

Counsel for the plaintiffs,
Alinor Sterling of Koskoff, Kos-
koff & Bieder said the Sandy
Hook plaintiffs plan to file a
motion opposing Jones’ request
for a stay. She declined to com-
ment further.

“Jones remains hopeful
that the U.S. Supreme Court
will review—and ultimately
reverse—the Connecticut judg-
ment,” Broocks said. “As to Tex-
as, Jones is confident that the
serious trial court errors will be
corrected without the need for
Supreme Court intervention.”

— Emily Cousins

SEC Ends Stablecoin
Investigation Into
PayPal ‘Without
Enforcement Action’

The U.S. Securities and Ex-
change Commission concluded
a multi-year investigation in

. February, “without enforcement
A Bridge action,” into PayPal Holdings
To Somewhere »6 Inc.’s launch of a stablecoin,
the multinational » Page4
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DECISIONS OF INTEREST

First Department

EMPLOYMENT LAW: Motion granted
and denied in part in case concern-
ing NYPD promotion. Ramirez v. City
of New York, Supreme Court, New York.

LANDLORD-TENANT LAW: Summary
judgment denied in landlord-tenant
case. 2600 7th Avenue Realty, LLC v.
Brown, Civil Court, New York.

ADMINISTRAITVE LAW: Court rec-
ommends de-coverage of residential
unit. Matter of PMS White Street LLC,
Other Courts, New York.

Second Department

REAL ESTATE LAW: Defect in date of
default allows court to dismiss fore-
closure action. Wells Fargo Bank N.A.
v. Prass, Supreme Court, Kings.

LABOR LAW: Motion to dismiss
denied in Labor Law action. Bravo v.
Rally Restoration Corp., Supreme Court,
Queens.

MEDICAL MALPRACTICE: Competing
experts’ opinions allows court to deny
summary judgment. Hallv. L&A Opera-
tional LLC, Supreme Court, Suffolk.

U.S. Courts

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: Jury to
resolve issues of fact before deciding
whether qualified immunity shields
officer. Linton v. Zorn, 2d. Cir.

BUSINESS TORTS: Plaintiff plausibly
alleges claim for tortious interference
with business relations. GM Photo LLC
v. Focus Camera Inc., SDNY.

BANKRUPTCY LAW: Bankruptcy
court properly rejected settlement
agreement negotiated by trustee,
creditors. ADBG LLC v. Genger, SDNY.

BANKRUPTCY LAW: Issue of fact
exists as to value defendant provided
under Bankruptcy Code 548(c). Silver-
manv. Carob Bean Realty Corp. Il, SDNY.

CRIMINAL LAW: Convicted defendant
fails to make substantial showing of
denial of a constitutional right. U.S.
v. Roger Key, SDNY.
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Fordham University School of Law, one of the top-ranked New York schools,
rose from 18th to 11th this year, sending 52.3% of its grads to Big Law.

Seismic Shifts Amid
Data Expansion in
Law School Rankings

BY CHRISTINE CHARNOSKY

THE 2025 Go-To Law Schools: Big
Law survey is here, and for the
survey'’s 20th anniversary, Law.com
asked American Bar Association-
accredited law schools how many
graduates they sent to the nation’s
500 largest law firms by head count,
known as the NLJ 500.
Traditionally, the Go-To Law
School survey, which ranks the top
50 law schools by percentage of
J.D. graduates who took positions
as associates, has included only
the top 100 largest firms from the

NLJ survey, but this year, Law.com
expanded the survey to include the
full NLJ 500 in order to get a more
complete picture of the data.
While not all 500 of these firms
are traditionally considered “Big
Law,” ranging from around 65 attor-
neys to over 4,500, our previous
data set inadvertently excluded
many prominent Am Law 200 firms
that weren’t being included in the
Go-To survey simply due to their
head count. We also recognize the
desire of many lawyers to intention-
ally work at a law firm that doesn’t
fall within traditional Big Law. Thus,
when we're referringto  » Page 4

RYLAND WEST/ALM

©2024 ALM MEDIA PROPERTIES, LLC.

NY Group Presses
For Bond Payments
To Cover Child
Victims’ Act Verdicts

BY BRIAN LEE

AKEY lobbyist for public schools
said on Wednesday it has shifted
focus in advocating for districts
struggling to pay out verdicts and
settlements under New York’s Child
Victims Act.

The New York State School Boards
Association said it’s now locked in
on a new bill that would double the
amount of time by which districts
are authorized to pay off bonds for
judgments and associated costs.

In the meantime, the NYSSBA
has placed a splashier repeat bill
asking to establish a $200 million
fund for uninsured and under-
insured districts to tap into, to
backburner status.

During the 2025 state legislative
session, the NYSSBA said it’s featur-
ing the bond bill, which seeks to
adjust districts’ authority to pay off
settlements and judgments to up to
30 years. Present authorization is
allowable for up to 15 years.

State Sen. Shelley Mayer, D-West-
chester, and Assemblymember Jen
Lunsford, D-Perinton, sponsor the
legislation.

“The reason why we focused on
this bill is because there doesn’t

seem to be a lot of great solutions
out there that are both helpful and
seemingly realistic,” Brian Fessler,
NYSSBA’s chief advocacy officer,
told the New York Law Journal on
Wednesday.

Sen.

Shelley
Mayer,
D-Westchester

Assembly-
member

Jen Lunsford,
D-Perinton

“Admittedly, this probably is
in the minor to moderate range of
assistance for districts,” he sug-
gested.

“But nonetheless, we see it
as a helpful tool, especially in
those extreme situations where
settlements and judgments are
approaching eight fig-  » Page4

Republicans Slam ‘One-Size-Fits-All’
Banking Regs, Promote Deregulation

BY DAN NOVAK

HOUSE Republicans on Tuesday
criticized banking regulators for
stifling economic growth and
imposing equal burdens on com-
munity and large, multinational
banks as GOP lawmakers seek to
drum up support for more than a
dozen bills to ease financial ser-
vices regulation.

The 2010 Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection
Act—passed in the aftermath of
the 2008 financial crisis—created
a “one-size-fits-all approach to reg-
ulation” that “ignores the unique
business models and size of these
local institutions and impresses
unnecessary compliance costs
upon them,” Rep. Andy Barr,
R-Kentucky, said at a House Finan-
cial Services Committee hearing.

Republicans have introduced
at least 15 bills this Congress that
would lift banking regulations,

The 2010 Dodd-Frank Act, established after the 2008 crisis, imposes a “one-
size-fits-all” regulation that burdens local institutions with unnecessary costs,
according to Rep. Andy Barr, R-Kentucky.

including one that would tailor
regulations based on business
model and complexity. The 2018
Economic Growth, Regulatory

Relief, and Consumer Protection
Act already requires banking regu-
lators to tailor regulations based
on size of assets. » Page 4

Why More In-House Lawyers
Are Returning to Law Firms

BY TRUDY KNOCKLESS

WITH the path to general counsel
growing narrower and less pre-
dictable, more in-house lawyers
are making a move that would
have seemed counterintuitive a
decade ago: They're going back
to law firms.

Once seen as a one-way street,
the transition from law firm to
in-house is increasingly being
reversed, particularly for attor-

neys who feel stalled in their cur-
rent roles or are seeking to reset
their trajectory toward senior
leadership.

The pressure on in-house
departments—which are facing
tight budgets at the same time
the regulatory and geopolitical
landscapes are growing more
complex—is colliding with a law
firm market that now values, and
actively recruits, the business
savvy and client-side perspective
of in-house counsel.

“In-house legal departments
have been under pressure—cost-
cutting, turnover, and increasing
workloads,” said David Yawman, a
former general counsel of PepsiCo
who’s now a strategic adviser at
the recruiting firm BarkerGilmore.

“At the same time, law firms
are recognizing the value of hir-
ing experienced in-house lawyers
who understand how businesses
operate. That combination has
likely fueled the trend of in-house
lawyers returning to firms.”

It’s a shift that’s playing out
across industries—and at the high-
est levels. In the past year, several
marquee general counsel have left
top corporate posts to join pres-
tigious law firms, often  » Pages
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Attorney Who
Drew Ire of
SDNY Judges

Is Accused of
$§20M Extortion
Scheme

BY ALYSSA AQUINO

A NEW YORK lawyer who has
previously provoked the ire of
the Manhattan federal court has
been accused in a complaint by
the rapper Fat Joe of helping his
ex-employee defame him as a
pedophile.

Tyrone Blackburn and his cli-
ent, Terrance Dixon, were sued by
Joseph Cartagena—better known
as his stage name, Fat Joe—in the
U.S. District Court for the Southern
District of New York on Tuesday.

Cartagena claims that Dixon,
his former hype man, lobbed
false accusations of pedophilia,
rape and sexual assault against
him for years on social media “in
an obvious money grab” for alleg-
edly unpaid work on Cartagena’s
songs.

When Cartagena refused to fold,
Dixon retained Blackburn, who
sent daily messages threatening to
“report [Cartagena] to Homeland
Security” for sex offenses and to
bring a racketeering case as part
of the “shakedown,” Cartagena
alleged.

But Cartagena said there were
no unpaid debts, that he and Dix-
on had parted and that Dixon and
Blackburn made up and dissemi-
nated pedophilia allegations across
multiple social media platforms in
an effort to destroy Cartagena’s
reputation and get him  » Page4

Point Your Career in
The Right Direction.

lawjobs.com

Find the right position today.

Visit Lawjobs.com Your hiring partner

Visit CLECenter.com

to click, listen, earn - anytime
or Call A CLE Counselor Today at (800) 348-0466

Stay compliant from the comfort of your own
home or office at CLECenter.com.
With new, accredited content updated daily,
seamless online tracking and 24/7 access,
CLECenter.com makes compliance easy.

ARTHUR B. LEVINE :;. ...

SURETY BOND AGENTS

Litigation Cases
= Trusts & Estates

= Lost Checks, Stocks &
Bonds

= Trustees, Receivers &
Guardians

370 Lexington Ave., Suite 1101

T: 212-986-7470 | F: 212-697-6091

bonds@LevineCompany.com
www.LevineCompany.com

SURETY BOND SPECIALISTS

Celebrating Over 35 Years!




2 | THURSDAY, MAY 1, 2025

Nen Pork Late Jouenal | NYLJ.COM

NetoWork Latw Tournal Inside

Family Law »3

Custody Litigation
Labels and Love:

Healing Divided Families
by Elisa Reiter

and Daniel Pollack

Corruption Law »3

State Attorneys General
May Enforce the FCPA
by Carrie Cohen,

James Koukios

and Katherine Wang

A Court Calendars

Civil and Supreme Court calendars for New York and
surrounding counties are now available weeks in advance

at nylj.com. Search cases by county, index, judge or party
name. Important Part information, including addresses, phone
numbers and courtrooms are updated daily. Only at nylj.com.

Outside Counsel »4

Accessing Health Data
From Smart Devices in
Personal Injury Litigation
by Joseph Manno

and Zachary Kaplan

A Today's Tip

View the special sections
online and download
today’s paper at the Law
Journal Download Center.
Only at nylj.com.

CORPORATE UPDATE 25,7

Risk and Compliance:

Communication and
Flexibility: Effectively
Managing Evolving
Investigations

by John P. Carlin, Harris
Fischman and Jeannie S. Rhee

Compliance Career
Opportunities Mushroom,
But So Do Skill Sets
Needed To Thrive

by Trudy Knockless

New Target Legal Chief
Earned $10 Million in
First 4 Months on Job
by Trudy Knockless

Unfazed by Losing Antitrust
Suits, Alphabet Makes Kent
Walker First US GC To Break
$30 Million Pay Barrier

by Greg Andrews

[_Online I

A More analysis at nylj.com.

Perspective »6

A Bridge to Somewhere
by James L. Cott

Calendar of Events »7

A Submit a legal notice
for publication on nylj.com.

Conservative Lawyer Paul Clement Joins Defense Team
For Milwaukee Judge Hannah Dugan After Arrest

BY KAT BLACK

APPELLATE legal heavyweight Paul
Clement has stepped in to represent
Milwaukee Circuit Judge Hannah
Dugan, who was arrested April 25
by the FBI for allegedly interfering
with an immigrant arrest and depor-
tation operation by U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement.

FBI Director Kash Patel
announced Dugan’s arrest that
same day on X, accusing the judge of
“intentionally misdirect[ing] federal
agents away” from an immigrant six
ICE officers planned to detain at the
courthouse where she was set to
hear his criminal case.

The move is notable given Clem-
ent’s conservative political back-
ground and long-standing career of
arguing on behalf of conservative
causes, including opposing gun con-
trol and same-sex marriage. Clem-
ent also served as the U.S. solicitor
general from 2005 to 2009 under
the Republican administration of
former President George W. Bush.

Former U.S. Solicitor General Paul Clement has joined the defense team repre-
senting Milwaukee Circuit Judge Hannah Dugan, who was arrested April 25 for
allegedly interfering with an immigrant arrest and deportation operation by
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement.

Dugan’s arrest received wide-
spread backlash from Democratic
lawmakers, who decried it as a
two-pronged targeted political
crackdown by the Trump admin-

istration on both immigrants and
the judicial right of law.
“Unfortunately, we have seen in
recent months the president and the
Trump Administration repeatedly

DIEGO M. RADZINSCHI/ALM

use dangerous rhetoric to attack
and attempt to undermine our judi-
ciary at every level, including flat-out
disobeying the highest court in the
land and threatening to impeach and
remove judges who do not rule in
their favor,” said Wisconsin Gov.
Tony Evers in a statement released
about Dugan’s arrest on his website.

Clement will join a legal team
led by Steve Biskupic, a former
U.S. attorney in the Eastern Dis-
trict of Wisconsin and George
W. Bush appointee who pros-
ecuted and convicted seven
city police officers for the 2004
racially motivated assault of Mil-
waukee resident Frank Jude Jr.

Other members of the defense
team include Craig Mastantuono of
Mastantuono Coffee & Thomas and
Jason Luczak and Nicole Masnica
of Gimbel, Reilly, Guerin & Brown.

Mastantuono Coffee declined to
comment on the matter. Clement,
Biskupic, Luczak and Masnica did
not immediately respond to emails
and phone calls seeking comment
on Tuesday.

The criminal complaint filed
against Dugan on April 24 in the
U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of Wisconsin alleged that on
April 18, she obstructed ICE agents
in their effort to arrest Eduardo
Flores-Ruiz, a Mexican national who
was scheduled to appear before
her on domestic battery charges,
on the basis of his illegal immigrant
status.

After learning of their presence
at the courthouse, Dugan became
“visibly angry,” left the bench and
entered her chambers, it said.
Dugan later escorted Flores-Ruiz
through a “jury door” outside the
courthouse, where he was ultimate-
ly taken into custody by ICE officers
after they chased him on foot.

Dugan, who was released, is set
to enter a plea on May 15.

Clement co-founded appellate
boutique firm Clement & Murphy
after leaving Kirkland & Ellis in
2022 in a dispute over its deci-
sion to drop its Second Amend-
ment practice. He has argued over
100 cases before the U.S. Supreme
Court, including Loper Bright v.
Raimondo.

In a concurrent clash with the
presidential administration, he
is representing the firm Wilmer
Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr in
a suit filed against Trump in the

U.S. District Court for the District
of Washington. Wilmer has been
targeted, along with a slate of
prominent law firms such as Jen-
ner & Block and Perkins Coie, by
a torrent of executive orders that
seek to impose sanctions, suspend
security clearance and terminate
federal contracts, among other
punishments, for engaging in legal
actions perceived as adverse to the
Trump administration’s policies.
Jenner & Block and Perkins Coie
have also sued President Donald
Trump.

A representative for the U.S.
Attorney’s Office for the Eastern
District of Wisconsin declined to
comment on the development.

I
@ ‘ Kat Balck can be reached at
kblack@alm.com.

Letters Welcome

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

@‘ adenney@alm.com

Supreme Court Appears Open to Allowing
Religious Public Charter Schools

BY JIMMY HOOVER
WASHINGTON, D.C.

AN EIGHT-MEMBER U.S. Supreme
Court seemed to lean slightly in
favor of allowing the nation’s first
religious public charter school
on Wednesday, with the potential
swing voter—Chief Justice John
Roberts Jr—appearing skeptical
of excluding religious schools from
qualifying as taxpayer-funded char-
ter schools.

Still, the court emerged from
Wednesday'’s oral arguments close-
ly divided over whether exclud-
ing a Catholic online school from
Oklahoma'’s public charter system
violates the First Amendment. The
school, St. Isidore of Seville Catho-
lic Virtual School, is a recently cre-
ated K-12 online school established
by the Archdiocese of Oklahoma
City and the Diocese of Tulsa dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic.

The entity behind the school has
described it as a “genuine instru-
ment of the Church” with an “evan-
gelizing mission.”

The justices are reviewing an
Oklahoma Supreme Court deci-
sion that a state charter school
board violated the Oklahoma Con-
stitution when it approved the St.
Isidore as part of its state-funded
charter school program—the first
such school in the country.

Lawyers for both the school and
the school board have argued to
the Supreme Court that that deci-
sion violated the First Amendment,
which they say prohibits states
from excluding religious schools
from certain types of charter
school programs.

“When a state creates a public

program and invites private actors,
it can’t exclude people or groups
because they're religious,” argued
James Campbell of the Alliance
Defending Freedom. Campbell was
representing Oklahoma’s virtual
charter school board, which—in
contrast to the state’s Republican
attorney general—is defending its
approval of St. Isidore.

Justice Amy Coney Barrett’s
decision to recuse herself from the
case has left the court one vote
shy of its full complement of nine.
Barrett did not publicly explain
her recusal, though the justice has
strong ties to the school’s attor-
neys at Notre Dame Law School,
where she was part of the faculty
before her appointment to the
bench.

At oral arguments Wednesday,
the court’s three liberal Democratic
appointees pushed back against
the inclusion of religious entities in
charter school systems, while the
four most conservative Republican
appointees expressed the view that
their exclusion is unconstitutional.

That appears to leave Roberts’
vote key to the outcome of one of
the most significant cases affect-
ing the nation’s public education
system in years.

According to a lawyer for Okla-
homa Attorney General Gentner
Drummond, forcing the state to
accept St. Isidore as a taxpayer-
funded charter school would affect
the laws in as many as 47 states,
along with a federal charter school
grant program—all of which have
similar restrictions against “sectar-
ian” charter schools. That would
have a “dramatic effect on char-
ter schools across the country,”
said the lawyer, Gregory Garre of

Latham & Watkins.

During the hearing, Roberts, the
court’s most moderate Republican
appointee, asked probing ques-
tions of both sides, though in the
end he appeared skeptical of Okla-
homa’s religious exclusion.

Roberts cited a recent Supreme
Court ruling, Fulton v. City of Phila-
delphia, in which the court’s con-
servatives held that Philadelphia
could not refuse to contract with a
Catholic foster care agency over its
stance on same-sex parents.

“We held [the city] couldn’t
engage in that discrimination,”
Roberts said.

“How is that different from what
we have here?” he asked Garre.
“You have an education program
and you want to not allow them to
participate with a religious entity.”

The other conservative jus-
tices were more forceful in their
critique of Oklahoma’s exclusion
of St. Isidore.

Justice Brett Kavanaugh said
it “seems like rank discrimination
against religion,” adding that the
court has established that gov-
ernments can’t treat religion as
“second-class in the United States.”

Meanwhile, the three liberal
justices raised concerns about
the possibility of contributing to
religious strife by allowing some
religious schools versus others.
Noting that the state exercises
some control over the curriculum
of its charter schools, Justice Elena
Kagan suggested some minority
religions might be excluded.

“There are religions that are
going to have no problems,” Kagan
said. But other religions might feel
that some of those teachings vio-
late their beliefs, she added.

A demonstrator holds a sign in front of the U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, D.C., on Wednesday, April 30. A high-
stakes clash at the court threatens to upend the nation’s charter-school system and further strain an already challenged

investment arena.

The case is the latest—and argu-
ably biggest—test of the conserva-
tive majority’s appetite to remove
legal barriers for religious groups
seeking to participate in taxpayer-
funded programs.

Under the First Amendment,
governments can neither make
an “establishment of religion” or
prohibit “the free exercise there-
of.” In recent years, the court’s
Republican-appointed majority
has recognized an increasingly
muscular Free Exercise Clause and
consistently held that states can-
not prevent churches from receiv-
ing generally available government
subsidies.

Those recent precedents—start-
ing with the court’s 2017 decision
about a state playground resur-
facing program in Trinity Lutheran

Chuch of Columbia v. Comer, and
culminating in the 2021 decision
on tuition assistance programs in
Carson v. Makin—were front and
center at Wednesday’s hearing.

The stakes of the case involv-
ing St. Isidore of Seville Catholic
Virtual School, however, appear to
be dramatically higher than those
earlier First Amendment rulings,
which involved relatively modest
state programs. In contrast, each
of the 47 states around the country
that allow publicly funded charter
schools require them to be non-
sectarian, a separation between
church and state that has stood
for decades.

Much of the debate at Wednes-
day’s hearing focused on whether
the charter schools are effectively
acting as government entities as a

result of the state’s control over
their academics.

Attorneys for St. Isidiore and
the school board argued that the
state controls very little, and allows
broad discretion in the way its
charter schools operate. On behalf
of the state’s attorney general, how-
ever, Garre insisted that Oklahoma
is heavily involved in regulating
charter school education all the
way down to the particular gram-
mar lessons that need to be taught
in ninth grade English class.

Chief Justice Roberts suggested
that the “comprehensive involve-
ment” of Oklahoma in overseeing
charter schools was different than
those earlier precedents.

In questioning U.S. Solicitor Gen-
eral D. John Sauer, Roberts posed
the same question: » page”

House Judiciary Chair Withdraws Bid to Fold FTC’s Antitrust Authority Into DOJ

BY DAN NOVAK
WASHINGTON, D.C.

HOUSE Judiciary Committee Chair
Jim Jordan on Wednesday with-
drew a controversial proposal to
transfer the Federal Trade Com-
mission’s antitrust enforcement
authority to the U.S. Department
of Justice.

The Ohio Republican’s pro-
posal faced sharp pushback from
Democrats who said it would harm
consumers.

Jordan had tucked the proposal
into an amendment to a large tax
and spending package. He removed
the provision before it could come
up for a committee vote, telling
reporters he was concerned it
would not get enough support in
the Senate.

Sen. Mike Lee, R.-Utah had told
Punchbowl News that Senate rec-

onciliation rules may not allow for
a provision to consolidate the two
agencies.

“We want to make sure there’s
no concerns with getting reconcilia-
tion done,” Jordan said. “[Lee] was
a little nervous about it.”

Nevertheless, the Republican-
backed effort to consolidate the
FTC’s antitrust authority into the
DOJ is part of separate legislation
in the House and Senate, the pro-
posed One Agency Act.

Jordan said he hopes the bill
comes before his committee as
soon possible.

“Why do you need two agencies
doing the same job? It never made
sense to me,” he said.

Proponents of the One Agency
Act say the FTC and DOJ have
duplicative functions, which
causes disputes over jurisdic-
tion, inefficiencies and delays in
enforcement.

House Judiciary Committee Chair Jim Jordan, R-Ohio, had tucked the contro-
versial measure into an amendment to a large tax and spending package.

The FTC, an independent agen-
cy, is led by a bipartisan commis-
sion that operates outside of presi-

dential control—unlike the Justice
Department. Trump has fired the
FTC’s two remaining Democratic
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commissioners in March, directly
threatening that independence
and setting up a Supreme Court
showdown over whether the presi-
dent has authority to remove inde-
pendent commissioners without
cause.

“Why would you go after the
FTC and make it harder for small
businesses to survive in this land-
scape?” said Rep. Becca Balint,
D-Vermont, before Jordan’s contro-
versial proposal was withdrawn.
“You all talk about competition
... and then you go after the FTC?
It doesn’t make any sense, and
it doesn’t pass the straight-face
test.”

Jordan has also proposed an
amendment to the spending bill
that would requiring any federal
agency rulemaking action to be
approved by Congress within 90
days. The amendment would also
enable Congress to include more

than one agency regulation on a
Resolution of Disapproval under
the Congressional Review Act.

The committee has not yet
voted on the amendment.

Currently, a Resolution of Disap-
proval can address only one regu-
lation and the regulation sought
to be struck may be no more
than 60 congressional working
days ol.e

Rep. Jerry Nadler, D-New York,
said Republicans were using the
spending bill to push through
“items that have been on the
Republican wish list for years,
such as a slate of antiregulatory
bills and other measures that are
little more than giveaways to big
business at expense of individu-
als, families, small businesses and
states.”

I
@‘ Dan Novak can be reached at
dnovak@alm.com.
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Expert Analysis

FAMILY LAW

Custody Litigation Labels and Love:
Healing Divided Families

[ ew topics in family law gen-
erate more heated debate
=== than parental alienation
(PA). For decades, mental
health and legal profession-
als have clashed over whether PA
is a legitimate psychological phe-
nomenon that harms children or a
debunked pseudo-scientific theory
that endangers abuse survivors.

This battle continues to rage in
courtrooms, academic journals,
and professional conferences
across the country.

There is little debate that the
actions of parent “A” attempting
to estrange a child from parent
“B” are emotionally damaging
for the child and for the child’s
long-term relationship with par-
ent “B.”Whether or not the actions
of parent “A” are based solely on
the circumstances of the case,
with the array of angry and hurt
feelings that accompany a major
life disruption, or if the actions of
parent “A” are indicative of more
significant underlying emotional
pathology, becomes the focus of
our attention.

The Proponents’ Position

Attorney Ashish Joshi argues
that decades of case law and
peer-reviewed literature support
PA’s validity. In a recent article,
Joshi notes:Manipulating a child
to turn against the other parent is
a major problem that should be
addressed as soon as possible.
Family lawyers should be able to
help their clients recognize when
alienation is occurring, and then
take the necessary steps to deal
with it immediately.

Parental alienation can take a
significant amount of time to undo,
so it is crucial to be cognizant of
when and how it might be taking
place. Seeking experienced guid-
ance is critical to prevent the dam-

ELISA REITER, is a senior attorney with
Calabrese Budner. DANIEL POLLACK,
MSW, JD is a professor at Yeshiva Uni-
versity’s School of Social Work in New
York City. JEFFREY C. SIEGEL, Ph.D., ABPP
is a forensic and clinical psychologist
in Dallas, Texas.

By And
Elisa Daniel
Reiter Pollack

age it can do and seek a workable
outcome for everyone involved —
especially the child.

Child psychiatrist Dr. William
Bernet, founder of the Parental
Alienation Study Group, main-
tains that PA causes demonstrable
psychological harm to children.
Despite the fact that PA is not spe-
cifically recognized in the DSM-V,
in responding to critics of PA, Dr.
Bernet explains:

Family lawyers should be
able to help their clients
recognize when alienation
is occurring, and then take
the necessary steps to deal
with itimmediately.

...parental alienation was
defined as the child’s rejec-
tion of a parent without good
cause. Typically, in cases of PA,
the child’s parents are engaged
in high-conflict separation or
divorce.

In that context, and at the insti-
gation of the alienating parent,
the child is encouraged to favor
the alienating parent and to refuse
to have a relationship with the
alienated parent.Moreover, in
Parental Alienation DSM-5, and
ICD-11, Dr. Bernet argues that:
“...American courts are paralyzed
by the DSM'’s silence regarding
parental alienation . . . In light
of the overwhelming evidence,
DSM-5 should recognize parental
alienation as a diagnosis.”Despite
Dr. Bernet and others’ repeated
attempts to have PA specifically
recognized in the Diagnostic Sta-
tistical Manuela (DSM), the DSM-5

does not list PA as a diagnosis.
Does the mere fact that study
groups exist substantiate what is
being studied? The DSM-V does
list several codes and diagnoses
related to parent-child relation-
ship issues:
1. Parent-Child Relational
Problem (V61.20) - Used when
the focus of clinical attention
is on patterns of interaction
between parent and child that
are associated with significant
impairment in functioning or
symptoms in one or more indi-
viduals.
2. Child Affected by Parental
Relationship Distress (V61.29)
- Used when the focus is on
the negative effects of parental
conlflict, divorce, or separation
on a child.
3. Child Psychological Abuse
(995.51) - Includes non-acci-
dental verbal or symbolic acts
by a child’s parent or caregiver
that result in significant psy-
chological harm to the child.
4. Problems Related to Family
Upbringing (V61.8) - Includes
various issues related to
inadequate parenting, family
discord, and high expressed
emotion within family.
5. Disruption of Family
by Separation or Divorce
(V61.03) - Used when the pri-
mary focus is disruption of
the family due to separation
or divorce.

Clearly, each of these descrip-
tions can be used to describe the
mechanisms and impacts of one
parent’s attempt to estrange a child
from the other parent and create
a resist-refuse dynamic.

Whatever we may call the pro-
cess, it is highly destructive to
children and their relationships
with their parents. These pro-
cesses need to be the focus of
attention.

While parental alienation is not
listed as a diagnosis in the DSM,
the experienced child custody
evaluator and attorney should
explore themes related to the
foregoing codes and the specific
behaviors being demonstrated
when presenting infor-  » Page 12

CORRUPTION LAW

State Attorneys General
May Enforce the FCPA

BY CARRIE COHEN,
JAMES KOUKIOS
AND KATHERINE WANG

n Feb. 10, 2025, President

Trump issued an Executive

Order directing a 180-day

suspension of enforce-

ment of the U.S. Foreign
Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA).The
Executive Order mandates a tempo-
rary pause on new FCPA investiga-
tions and prosecutions while the
U.S. Attorney General reviews cur-
rent FCPA enforcement policies and
pending investigations and enforce-
ment actions.

Businesses should take cau-
tion that the FCPA remains bind-
ing federal law, despite the federal
suspension. While the Executive
Order restricts the U.S. Department
of Justice (DOJ) from initiating new
FCPA investigations or bringing
new charges during the suspension
period, state attorneys general may
step in to fill the enforcement gap.

Indeed, California Attorney Gen-
eral Rob Bonta recently announced
that he intends to do so, and other
state attorneys general similarly
are able to use their existing juris-
diction to enforce the FCPA as well
as apply their state laws to foreign
bribery schemes that affect their
respective states.

State Attorneys General Have
Broad Parens Patriae Authority
To Enforce Federal Law

Under the legal doctrine of
parens patriae, codified in part at
15U.S.C. §15c, state attorneys gen-
eral have the authority to bring
civil actions on behalf of their resi-

CARRIE COHEN is a partner and global
co-chair of the investigations and white
collar defense practice group, and the
state and local government enforce-
ment team at Morrison Foerster. JAMES
KOUKIOS is a partner and co-chair of
the firm’s investigations and white
collar defense practice group and also
serves as co- head of the firm’s FCPA and
global anti-corruption practice group.
KATHERINE WANG is an associate in
the privacy and data security practice
group at the firm.

dents to protect the public welfare.

Parens patriae jurisdiction
allows state attorneys general to
address unlawful conduct that
harms the broader interests of
the state, including anti-bribery
enforcement, and use federal laws
to do so. See Alfred L. Snapp & Son
v. PR., 458 U.S. 592 (1982).

In addition to federal authority,
some states have enacted statutes
that expand or complement parens
patriae jurisdiction.

For example, New York Execu-
tive Law §63(12) authorizes the New
York Attorney General to broadly
investigate and initiate enforcement
actions against businesses engaged
in “repeated” or “persistent” fraudu-
lent or illegal conduct, which could
be used to reach conduct that vio-
lates the FCPA.

New York also has general busi-
ness law statutes that prohibit
deceptive and fraudulent business

New York also has gen-
eral business law statutes
that prohibit deceptive
and fraudulent business
practices.

practices. See N.Y. Gen. Bus. Law
§349. Other states have similar con-
sumer fraud protection and decep-
tive business practice statutes that
also could apply to such conduct.

Under all these laws, state attor-
neys general have pre-litigation
subpoena power and are able to
seek a broad range of civil rem-
edies, including injunctive relief,
restitution, fines, civil penalties,
and, in some cases, disgorgement.

California AG’s Legal Advisory
On the FCPA

To date, California Attorney Gen-
eral Rob Bonta remains the first
and only state attorney general
to issue a formal legal advisory in
response to the Executive Order.

In the April 2, 2025 advisory, the
California Attorney General’s Office
confirmed that it will continue to
investigate and pursue FCPA vio-
lations under California’s Unfair
Competition Law (UCL).

The UCL, like New York’s Gen-
eral Business Law, prohibits unlaw-
ful, unfair, or fraudulent business
practices and similarly provides for
a range of civil remedies, includ-
ing injunctive relief, restitution,
and civil penalties. Cal. Bus. & Prof.
Code §§17200 et seq.

Notably, the April advisory cites
the California Supreme Court’s
decision in Korea Supply Co. v.
Lockheed Martin Corp., 29 Cal. 4th
1134 (2003) as authority for the
Attorney General’s ability to bring
a claim based on an FCPA violation.

In that case, a commission agent
representing a military technology
company sued competitor Lock-
heed Martin for allegedly securing
a weapons system contract with
the South Korean government
through bribery and sexual favors.

The alleged bribery served as
the “unlawful” predicate act sup-
porting the UCL claim. The court
held that federal statutes like the
FCPA can serve as the legal stan-
dard for “unlawful” conduct under
the UCL, even if the federal statute
itself is not the basis of the lawsuit.

Looking ahead, the California
Attorney General s likely to continue
leveraging the UCLs “unlawful” prong
to pursue FCPA-related misconduct.
The UCL is among the broadest and
most frequently litigated consumer
protection laws in the country, and
other states with analogous stat-
utes—including New York, which
has broad consumer protection
laws—may follow California’s lead.

Indeed, courts in states such as
Massachusetts and lllinois have held
that violations of federal laws can
form the basis for state claims under
their respective consumer protec-
tion statutes, the Massachusetts
Consumer Protection Act and the Illi-
nois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive
Business Practices Act. See, e.g., Sod-
erstrom v. Beaumont Nursing Home,
Inc., No. 0403384, 2008 WL 5216865
(Mass. Super. Nov. 4, 2008); People
v. Navient Corp., No. 2017-CH-00761
(1lL. Cir. Ct. Jul. 10, 2018).

The April advisory also empha-
sizes that FCPA-related misconduct
may give rise to liability under oth-
er state and federal laws, including
tax and securities statutes.

One factor that could potentially
limit the ability of states  » Page 12
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Bonds

« Continued from page 1

ures collectively,” Fessler said.
“It’'s a way to allow victims to
appropriately seek civil justice—
but then also do our best to make
sure that it’s not an undo nega-
tive impact on today’s students
and staff who weren’t associated
with, and in many cases, weren’t
even alive on the basis of some
of these claims.”

Lunsford and state Sen. Jeremy
Cooney, D-Rochester, continue to
sponsor the other bill seeking a
CVA fund for schools and volun-
teer foster care organizations. It
failed to emerge from legislative
committees in prior sessions.

“We didn’t want to just keep on
banging at that wall, with nothing
to show for it and ultimately no
support for districts,” said Fessler,
who described the bond bill as
“more simplistic and straightfor-
ward.”

Nearly 11,000 lawsuits were
filed under the CVA of 2019, which
provided a lookback for victims
to file previously time-barred
claims of childhood sexual abuse
through August 2021. Child USA
said more than 13% of CVA cases
in New York name a public or pri-
vate school as a defendant.

Courts continue to hand out big
verdicts against districts.

In November, a jury awarded
a then-record $25 million to a
former Bay Shore Union Free
School District student on Long
Island who was represented by
Herman Law. School officials suc-
cessfully petitioned a trial court
judge to reduce the award to $4
million in March.

In 2022, the Kenmore-Town of
Tonawanda Union Free School
District settled for $17.5 million
to resolve 35 CVA cases against
an elementary school teacher who
had retired in 1993. The district
said it didn’t have insurance to
cover the settlement.

The NYSSBA has advocated
for a fund since before the act
took effect, said Jay Worona,
who retired as the association’s
general counsel in January, but
remained as a legal consultant.

“School districts don’t take
the kind of callous position that
they just want to escape liability,”
said Worona, a partner in Jaspan,
Schlesinger, Narendran’s Educa-
tion Law Practice Group on Long
Island.

“The point here is that, if some-
one is able to prove that some-
thing untoward occurred a long,
long time ago, districts sadly are
generally in a position to not be

able to very easily defend them-
selves in these matters that
occurred perhaps decades ago.
No one, even on staff at this point,
has any knowledge of what had
allegedly happened.”

Worona said opponents of a
fund argue it would reward “evil-
doers,” while holding them harm-
less in courts.

“The retort to that, of course, is
if  harm you, and you can prove
that, I learn not to do that again,”
he said. “But if you're making
people responsible decades later,
that doesn’t change the behavior
because districts are acting quite
differently in the year 2025 than
they were way back in the ‘80s,
‘70s, ‘60s.”

Hurwitz Fine partner Dan Koha-
ne says a CVA fund for schools
has merit.

“When the legislature adopt-
ed the CVA, certainly an under-
standable piece of legislation, to
provide some recompense for
young people who were abused,
I'm not sure what the consider-
ation was with respect to the ver-
dicts,” said Kohane, an adjunct
professor of insurance law at
the University of Buffalo School
of Law.

|
@‘ Brian Lee can be reached at
blee@alm.com.
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“Big Law,” we're referring to the
greater industry that comprises
the full NLJ 500.

With this new data set, the top
50 schools sent at least 20% of
their graduates to associate posi-
tions at NLJ 500 law firms. This is
nearly double the lower threshold
from last year, when the bottom-
ranked school in the top 50 sent
just 10.6% of its students to law
firms within the NLJ 100. The
top-line threshold saw a slightly
smaller rise between the data sets,
from 65.2% to 71.9%.

Among the top 50, 14 law
schools sent more than half of
their 2024 graduating classes to
associate positions in the NLJ 500,
while six law schools, ranked No.
15 to No. 20, sent between 40%
and 49% of their graduates to NLJ
500 law firms.

T14s nabbed the first three
spots: Northwestern University
Pritzker School of Law came in
first place for the second year in
arow having sent 194, or 71.9%, of
its 270 2024 graduates to Big Law;
University of Pennsylvania Carey
Law School moved up from fourth
to second this year, having sent
202, 67.1%, of its 301 2024 grads to
Big Law; and University of Virginia
School of Law held its position in
third place for the second year
in a row, having sent 66.3% of its
graduates to Big Law.

With all the changes, some
schools in the top 10 made

impressive leaps, including Uni-
versity of Southern California
Gould School of Law (from No.
9 to No. 4); New York Univer-
sity School of Law (from 11th to
No. 6); University of California,
Berkeley School of Law (from
13th to tied at No. 7); and Bos-
ton College Law School (from 15th
to 10th).

Fordham University School of
Law rose from 18th to 11th this
year, sending 52.3% of its grads
to Big Law, while University of Illi-
nois College of Law bounded up
to 18th place from 40th last year,
sending 42.9% of its 2024 grads to
Big Law.

Some other notable mentions
include Wake Forest University
School of Law moving up nine
spots to No. 22, Brigham Young
University J. Reuben Clark Law
School moving up 13 spots to
No. 26, and Villanova University
Charles Widger School of Law
moving up 15 spots to No. 30.

The top 50 also saw three new
entrants that participated last
year but didn’t quite make the top
50: Texas A&M University School
of Law jumped up to No. 33, Uni-
versity of Colorado Law School
landed at 36th, and Case Western
Reserve University School of Law
squeezed in at No. 48.

Overall, 70 law schools par-
ticipated this year, down five
schools from last year, includ-
ing three T14s—Columbia Law
School, Cornell Law School and
Duke University School of Law,
which had ranked second, fifth
and sixth last year, respectively.

In total, 16 prior participants
declined, while 11 new schools
joined the survey this year, includ-
ing four in the top 50. Among the
new participants was Notre Dame
Law School, which came in ninth,
having sent 56.4% of its 2024 grad-
uates to Big Law.

Of the 13 other schools that
declined to participate this year,
only two were in the top 50 last
year.

For the second year in a row,
Brooklyn Law School is the only
independent law school in the top
50, coming in tied at 43rd with San-
ta Clara University School of Law,
which is new to participating this
year, having each sent 24.3% of
its grads to prominent law firms.

“We're pleased that Brooklyn
Law continues to place strongly
into the most competitive seg-
ments of the legal employment
market. Nearly a quarter of our
graduates fanned out to 64 dif-
ferent law firms on the NLJ Top
500 list, and US News just ranked
Brooklyn #38 in Big Law place-
ment. Brooklyn is well known to
top firms as a place with a deep
pool of talent and graduates who
are smart, savvy, and ready to roll
up their sleeves,” said President
and Joseph Crea Dean David D.
Meyer.

New York Law School, anoth-
er independent law school, just
missed the top 50 again this year,
having sent 16.2% of its 2024 grads
to Big Law.

!
@‘ Christine Charnosky can be reached at
ccharnosky@alm.com.

Banking
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Community banks should not
be subject to the same regulato-
ry scrutiny as large banks, said
Michael Radcliffe, chief executive
officer of the Kentucky-based
Community Financial Services
Bank. Complying with rules from
agencies like the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau are costly
and timely, he told the committee.

“Unlike large banks, we can-
not easily absorb these costs,”
Ratcliffe said.

But Margaret Tahyar, head
of the financial services group
at Davis Polk & Wardwell, testi-
fied that a “culture of secrecy”
exists among banking agen-
cies that makes it hard to know
whether or how the law is being
implemented.

“In my view, the executive
branch and the agencies should
not wait for Congress to act but
should start their own process of
reform now,” Tahyar said.

Graham Steele, assistant sec-
retary for financial institutions
at the U.S. Treasury Department
during the Biden administra-
tion, said regulatory tailoring is

based on a flawed premise that
midsized and small banks cannot
undermine financial stability. The
three regional banks that failed in
2023 all benefited from regulatory
tailoring, he said.

Banking deregulation “will
allow financial companies to take
excessive risks, extract wealth
from working people and enrich
executives and shareholders
through bonuses and payouts,”
said Steele, now a fellow at Stan-
ford University’s Rock Center for
Corporate Governance.

Other GOP-backed bills
being considered by the com-
mittee would address so-called
de-banking practices, remove
reputational risk as a factor in
bank supervision, limit federal
agencies’ ability to participate
in international financial policy
bodies and enhance the report-
ing requirements for banking
agencies.

“Rather than our prudential
regulators working alongside
supervised institutions to ensure
compliance, we've seen a shift
to promoting agendas such as
climate-related finance or the
debanking of legally operating
businesses—dangerous devia-
tions from the core mission and

purpose of the agencies,” Barr
said.

Democrats accused Repub-
licans of trying to shift public
attention from President Donald
Trump’s chaotic tariff rollout, the
rising cost of consumer goods,
and waning consumer confidence.

“Republicans are once again
using community banks to
advance an agenda for mega-
banks,” said Rep. Maxine Waters,
D-California. “Instead, we should
hold a hearing on Trump’s coup
and theft of the American Dream.”

On Wednesday, the House com-
mittee is scheduled to markup a
spending bill that Democrats
said would cut CFPB funding by
70% and the Financial Stability
Oversight Council and the Office
of Financial Research budgets
by nearly 90%. All three bodies
were created by the Dodd-Frank
law.

“Each of these agencies, along
with our banking and market
regulators, served critical roles
for the financial stability of the
United States, yet their missions
are under assault,” said Rep. Bill
Foster, D-lllinois.

I
@‘ Dan Novak can be reached at
dnovak@alm.com.

Judicial Ethics
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Opinions From the Advisory Committee on Judicial Ethics

The Advisory Committee on Judi-
cial Ethics responds to written inqui-
ries from New York state’s approxi-
mately 3,600 judges and justices, as
well as hundreds of judicial hear-
ing officers, support magistrates,
court attorney-referees, and judicial
candidates (both judges and non-
judges seeking election to judicial
office). The committee interprets
the Rules Governing Judicial Con-

duct (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.

— e mn—
Opinion: 24-195

Digest: A part-time town jus-
tice may serve on a housing task
force for a village within the town,
where task force members are
appointed by the town board
and address issues that are unlike-
ly to be the subject  » Page7

Accessing Health Data From Smart
Devices in Personal Injury Litigation

n the modern era, technology

has revolutionized the way

we monitor our health. Smart-

watches and smartphones are

equipped with sensors that
track a variety of health metrics,
including heart rate, steps taken,
elevation gained or lost, and stairs
climbed throughout the day—
many without even being asked.
In addition, these devices track and
store daily exercise routines and
adjust the data based on the work-
out chosen. These devices collect
a wealth of data that can provide
insight into an individual’s physi-
cal activity and health status. This
means the data collected will often
become a focal point of personal
injury litigation.

Given the expansion and grow-
ing popularity of these devices,
the ability of parties to obtain
health data from them is likely
to be increasingly litigated. This
article highlights and provides tips
on how to use the rules on ESI,
document production, and general
parameters of discovery to effec-
tively discover health information
maintained on personal devices.

Courts Are Generally
Concerned With Personal
ESI Discovery

There have not been many deci-
sions on the discoverability of
personal ESI from smart devices
in personal injury litigation. This is
an area of the law that needs more
development. Indeed, the personal
data on a litigant’s phone is elec-
tronically stored information under
Federal Civil Rule 26 that should be
discoverable if it provides informa-
tion about a litigation whereabouts
at the time of an incidents or the
litigants general health condition
(especially if it contradicts deposi-
tion testimony). Courts, however,
have generally refused to com-
pel production of personal data
in litigation for two reasons: the
requests are not proportional/rel-
evant and the information sought
infringes against privacy rights.

JOSEPH MANNO is a partner and ZACH-
ARY KAPLAN is an associate with Tucker
Ellis.

By And
Joseph Zachary
Manno Kaplan

First, courts are more likely to
deny discovery of personal elec-
tronic data when the discovery
requests are not reasonably tai-
lored to the needs of the case or
the party seeking discovery did not
(or cannot) show the relevance of
the data. For instance, in Jennings v.
Smiley, 249 N.E.3d 1071 (Ind. 2025),
the Indiana Supreme Court affirmed
the trial court’s denial of the plain-
tiff’s motion to compel unfettered

Given the expansion and
growing popularity of
these devices, the ability
of parties to obtain health
data from them is likely to
be increasingly litigated

access to the defendant’s iPhone,
holding that the request lacked the
necessary evidentiary support; and
the discovery request “cast too
wide a net.”

Similarly, in Sereda v. A.J. Rich-
ard & Sons, 219 A.D.3d 1458 (N.Y.
App. Div. 2023), the defendants
sought extensive discovery from
the plaintiff’s social media, E-Z pass
records and cellphone data. The
court upheld the trial court’s denial
of the defendants’ motion to com-
pel, holding that defendants failed
to demonstrate that the discovery
sought was “likely to yield relevant
evidence regarding the severity of
the injuries suffered by plaintiff.”

But even when a party shows
the relevance of the requested
data, courts may still deny access
to the data if the request is not
proportional, as one did in Gilead
Sciences v. Khaim, 755 F.Supp.3d
285 (E.D.N.Y. 2024). There, the East-
ern District of New York held that
a request seeking “all data from

the defendant’s ankle monitor
since June 1, 2023” was not pro-
portional to the needs of the case
as the request was not limited to
a specific time.

Second, courts may refuse to
permit discovery of electronic per-
sonal data as either unreliable or
potentially infringing on the oppos-
ing party’s privacy rights. In In re
3M Combat Arms Earplug Products
Liability Litigation, No. 3:19-md-
2885, 2022 WL 4448917 (N.D. Fla.
Sep. 23, 2022), the Northern District
of Florida denied the defendants’
motion to compel noise exposure
data recorded by the plaintiffs’
smartphones and smartwatches.
There, the court found that that
collection and review of the data
could result in the production of
other, nonrelevant private health
information; and since the device
does not identify who was using
it, the data’s reliability is question-
able.

Consider also the Texas Court
of Appeals’ caution in In re Mesilla
Valley Transportation, No. 04-23-
01067-CV, 2024 WL 2034732, at *2
(Tex. App. May 8, 2024). There, the
court overturned a trial court’s
order allowing the discovery of
cellphone data that was “unte-
thered to a temporal period of
time” where the information was
requested to prove it contributed
to a car collision. See also Pulgarin
v. Richmond, 219 A.D.3d 1356 (2023)
(finding the trial court improperly
exercised its discretion in ordering
production of geographic data that
was not limited to the case).

All these cases together cau-
tion litigators that any requested
data from an individual’s personal
device should be limited and tar-
geted.

Narrowly Tailored
Discovery Is Best

Electronically stored personal
data on electronic devices will
house relevant information in
almost any personal injury matter.
But obtaining this data in discovery
hinges on several key factors. This
includes: the relevance of the data
to the claims or defenses; the speci-
ficity of the discovery request; and
the balance between » Pageé6
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« Continued from page 1

company disclosed in its latest
quarterly report.

“This is part of an existing
trend in which the SEC is inten-
tionally resetting the role of
securities laws in the digital asset
space,” said Mauro M. Wolfe, lead
partner in the digital assets and
blockchain group at Duane Mor-
ris. He is based in the Am Law
100 firm’s New York office.

An SEC spokesperson stated
in an email that the agency “does
not comment on the existence
or nonexistence of a possible
investigation.”

PayPal did not immediately
respond to a request for com-
ment.

Stablecoins are cryptocurren-
cies whose value is pegged to
another currency, commodity or
financial instrument. The allure
of stablecoins lies in their ability
to provide an alternative to the
high volatility of many popular
cryptocurrencies, such as Bit-
coin.

PayPal’s PYUSD is backed by
U.S. dollar deposits, short-term
U.S Treasuries and similar cash
equivalents. It hit the market in
August 2023, becoming the first
stablecoin launched by a major
financial service firm, and raised
concerns from federal regulators
who feared that a token, tied to
a major tech platform, could
expand rapidly and present a
threat to financial stability.

PYUSD was issued on the
Ethereum blockchain by Paxos
Trust Co., a cryptocurrency
stablecoin issuer, as part of the
larger shift toward digital cur-
rencies that PayPal predicted
would “transform payments in
web3 and digitally native envi-
ronments,” according to PayPal’s
announcement at the time. But
less than two months later, Pay-
Pal disclosed that it received a
subpoena from the U.S. Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission,
then led by former Chair Gary
Gensler.

“The subpoena requests
the production of documents,”
PayPal previously revealed in its
Form 10-Q. “We are cooperating
with the SEC in connection with
this request.”

However, in July, the SEC
ended its investigation into
Paxos Trust in connection
with a separate stablecoin, this
one launched in tandem with
the cryptocurrency exchange
Binance.

Still, the SEC under the Biden
administration had drastically
different priorities regarding
digital assets than the agency
does now under the Trump
administration. For instance,
since returning tothe White
House, Donald Trump signed
an executive order to create a
strategic crypto reserve and
dropped investigations into
major crypto platforms.

Paul Atkins, who assumed

office as SEC chair last week,
has indicated that his views on
cryptocurrencies align with the
president’s. On Tuesday, PayPal
revealed that the “SEC communi-
cated it was closing this inquiry
without enforcement action,”
according to the Form 10-Q.

“There has been a whole
bunch of statements made by
the SEC over the past six months
that signal their new priorities,”
Wolfe of Duane Morris added.
“What I think the SEC is doing is
in good faith and is welcome by
the industry, which is trying to
get this all right and provide clar-
ity and guidance, and disregard
the ‘regulation by enforcement’
strategy of the last administra-
tion.”

George S. Georgiades, gen-
eral counsel at Borderless.xyz,
a stablecoin payments network,
noted that some of the guidance
included the SEC’s Crypto Task
Force indicating the exclusion
of certain “covered stablecoins”
from securities regulations.

“With federal stablecoin leg-
islation expected later this year,
general counsels will have a clear
framework to lead their organiza-
tions into this space,” Georgia-
des said. “Expect an exponen-
tial surge in stablecoin issuers,
application-layer innovation and
adoption by both institutional
and retail users.”

—NMichael A. Mora

Extortion

« Continued from page 1
to pay an “outrageous” $20 million
to Dixon.

“The allegations against Mr.
[Joseph] Cartagena are completely
false and part of a criminal extor-
tion scheme orchestrated by
an attorney who a federal judge
recently condemned for abusing
the court system to harass and
pressure defendants,” said Joseph
Tacopina, one of Cartagena’s attor-
neys.

Cartagena is seeking $15 million
in damages.

Blackburn strongly denied all
of Cartagena’s claims in a Wednes-
day telephone interview where he
emphasized the pedophilia claims,
saying he had audio recordings
vindicating Dixon, including from
a woman claiming she had a rela-

tionship with Cartagena when she
was a minor.

“Fat Joe, whenever you're ready,
I've already sent two invitations to
Joe Tacopina to meet me at SDNY
so he can bring his bullshit extor-
tion claim to me and [ can now
play all the Otter recordings [ have
and we’ll see who the prosecutors
arrest,” Blackburn said.

Blackburn himself represents
Rodney “Lil Rod” Jones Jr., a pro-
ducer who says he was forced
into having sex with the music
mogul Sean Combs, also known
as Diddy, his associates and sex
workers.

Blackburn’s legal work has
landed him in hot water with U.S.
District Judge J. Paul Oetken, the
judge overseeing Lil Rod’s case.
In March, Oetken threatened to
sanction Blackburn for submitting
a court filing “replete with inaccu-
rate statements of law, conclusory

accusations and inappropriate
ad hominem attacks on opposing
counsel.”

Another jurist, U.S. District
Judge Denise Cote, had separately
referred Blackburn to the court’s
grievance committee in April
2024 for filing a legal malpractice
suit against two Fisher Tauben-
feld attorneys, saying Blackburn
appeared to file cases in federal
court “to garner media attention,
embarrass defendants with sala-
cious allegations and pressure
defendants to settle quickly.”

“One year later, nothing,” Black-
burn said of that referral.

i
@ ‘ Alyssa Aquino can be reached at
aaquino@alm.com.

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

Compliance Career
Opportunities Mushroom,
But So Do Skill Sets
Needed To Thrive

BY TRUDY KNOCKLESS

THE more complex the regulatory and geopolitical
environment becomes, the greater the demand for
compliance professionals—at least those who can
do more than just click regulatory boxes.

That was one of the takeaways from a recent
BarkerGilmore webinar titled “Compliance
Careers: Where the Profession Is Today, Where
It’s Headed Tomorrow.” A panel of veteran compli-
ance executives and recruiters described a job
market full of opportunities—but also intense
competition.

John Gilmore, managing partner of the recruiting
firm BarkerGilmore, said his firm closed 11 chief
compliance officer searches in the first quarter
alone, filling roles in a broad range of industries,
from technology and financial services to health
care and private equity.

“We’ve never been busier,” Gilmore said. He
noted that companies of every stripe, public or
private, now view compliaance as a critical stra-
tegic function, not just a legal formality.

He said that while companies in the past night
have been satisfied hiring compliance chiefs based
on technical expertise, they now want leaders who
can think strategically, communicate across silos
and influence culture at every level.

“Companies respect compliance more than I've
ever seen them respect compliance,” Gilmore said.

He said compensation remains strong, with a
heavy emphasis on performance-based bonuses.
But competition for top roles is fierce. “If you're
not on your A game, you're not getting to the fin-
ish line,” he said.

Candidates landing the roles excel in soft skills,
strategic thinking, communication and relationship-
building, Gilmore said.

Haydee Olinger, a former global chief compli-
ance officer at McDonald'’s, said company board
members expect compliance chiefs to speak flu-
ently about risk management, regulatory shifts
and business strategy.

She added that compliance must be deeply
integrated with how companies assess growth
opportunities and protect their bottom line.

Ellen Hunt, a former CCO at AARP and Blue
Cross and Blue Shield of Illinois who’s now prin-
cipal compliance services consultant at Spark
Compliance, put it this way: “Any organization
that has humans has risk. It’s just that simple.
Risk isn’t going away. It’s getting more complex.
And the companies that succeed will be the ones
who know how to manage it.”

Hunt said that means we must understand not
just the law, but the organization’s entire operating
model, its customers, and how business objec-
tives align with ethical behavior. She emphasized
the importance of navigating ambiguity, managing
competing interests, and building trust across the
enterprise. » Page7

New Target Legal Chief
Earned $10 Million in
First 4 Months on Job

BY TRUDY KNOCKLESS

TARGET legal chief Amy Tu’s 2024 compensation
topped $10 million, even though she didn’t join
the giant retailer until Aug. 25 of last year.

In its proxy statement filed with the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission Monday, Target
reported that Tu earned $10.5 million in the final
four months of the year, making her the company’s
second-highest-paid executive in 2024.

Minneapolis-based Target paid the 57-year-old
Tu a princely sum—3$2.6 million in cash and $4
million in stock—to offset the estimated value of

Amy Tu, Target's chief legal and compliance officer

compensation she forfeited by leaving her last
employer, Springdale, Arkansas-based Tyson
Foods, where she’d been a senior executive for
seven years.

On top of those signing bonuses, Target
smoothed the way for Tu to relocate to Minne-
apolis by purchasing her Arkansas home, the proxy
says. The company resold it in February, leaving
it on the hook for transaction and carrying costs
of $146,632.

Target’s tally of Tu’s total compensation includes
those relocation-related costs, as well as a pro-
rated portion of her $825,000 annual salary and a
$200,478 payout under the company’s cash incen-
tive compensation program.

The proxy says that if Tu leaves Target before
August 2027, she would have to pay back her $2.6
million signing bonus and reimburse the company
for her relocation costs. » Page 12

RISK AND COMPLIANCE

Communication and Flexibility: Effectively
Managing Evolving Investigations

BY JOHN P. CARLIN,
HARRIS FISCHMAN
AND JEANNIE S. RHEE

orporate in-house legal

departments will encounter

few situations as sensitive

as those requiring investi-

gations within their own
company. Fraught with legal, busi-
ness, political and reputational risks,
these matters get more complicated
when outside investigative counsel
discover information that reveals a
new area of potential liability.

In our experience conducting
internal investigations, we have
identified key approaches company
boards or in-house counsel can take
to best position their company when
investigators uncover information
that might expand the scope of the
inquiry.

Overall, it is imperative that the
in-house team and outside counsel
establish trust and build a relation-
ship based on transparency and fre-
quent, free-flowing communication.
Clients also benefit from adopting
a flexible mindset—listening and
absorbing what the investigators
have found rather than clinging
to a particular plan that cannot be
adjusted for inconvenient facts.

This article will discuss how
open communication empowers
in-house teams and outside counsel

JOHN P. CARLIN co-chairs Paul Weiss’s
Investigations and Cybersecurity & Data
Protection practice groups and chairs the
National Security, CFIUS & FARA practice
group. HARRIS FISCHMAN co-chairs Paul
Weiss’s Investigations practice group. JEAN-
NIE S. RHEE co-chairs Paul Weiss’s Investiga-
tions and Cybersecurity & Data Protection
practice groups and serves on the firm’s
Management Committee.

to achieve the goals of an inves-
tigation. It will also address how
flexibility helps a company respond
appropriately and efficiently to
unfolding investigations and the
problems that underlie them. We
will also examine how increased
collaboration among government
agencies in corporate enforcement
has led corporate investigations to
broaden in recent years.

Getting Started: Choose
The Right Outside Counsel
And Set Goals

As companies develop their part-
nership with outside investigative
counsel in the engagement and due
diligence stage, there are certain
threshold issues to consider. Both
sides will want to be transparent
about timing and budget assump-
tions, and it should be made clear
that the outside lawyers will not be
reporting to a subject of the inves-
tigation.

More significantly, a client may use
interviews and references to select
attorneys who have what you might
call in medical terms “a good bedside
manner.” These are attorneys who
are sensitive to the importance of
the issue for the company and will
consider the 360-degree impact of
significant decisions and explain
them to their client before moving
forward, as opposed to assuming the
role of private regulators who act
unilaterally and don’t communicate
with their client until they submit
their final report.

A best practice after selecting
outside counsel is working with
them to identify a clear goal of
the investigation and where the
company wants to be afterwards.
These may sound like simple ques-
tions, but the answers are crucial
and come from candid conversa-

tions with outside counsel about
myriad interconnected concerns,
such as potential criminal or regu-
latory exposure and mitigation;
civil litigation risks and mitigation;
reputational or other risks that may
arise from the very existence of the
investigation, even in the absence
of a legal obligation; and matters
concerning safeguarding attorney-
client privilege.

The in-house team can then
expect that outside counsel, armed
with a clear understanding of the
company’s goals and the context of
the investigation, will report back in
real time as the probe progresses,
highlighting how matters could affect
priority issues.

Handling Surprises With Open
Communication and Flexibility

Investigations sometimes stumble
upon the unexpected, and this can
prompt uncomfortable follow-up
questions.

Ignoring such questions is not a
viable option, as doing so diminish-
es the investigation’s credibility and
usefulness. Moreover, clients are
not immune from civil or criminal
liability if they discover potentially

company and its outside advisors
have built a free-flowing culture of
communication, they will be able to
have the necessary, hard conversa-
tions in real time about how to man-
age the risk presented by the new
information.

This is also where flexibility pays
off. The in-house lawyer or board
member directing the investiga-
tion may have started to develop
or embrace a particular strategy
to resolve the issue under inves-
tigation, but the new facts thwart
the preferred strategy. Freed from
clinging to an unworkable plan, and
guided by frequent, sober updates
provided by thoughtful, experi-
enced and collaborative outside
counsel, the in-house lead can make
a fact-based reassessment.

Taking a level-headed fact- and
risk-based approach is key when
faced with new information. This
includes, among other things:
assessing what is known or sus-
pected, including potentially by
conducting some initial testing
to determine whether there is
substance to the new allegation;
assessing what components of the
investigation are most impactful and
urgent, and prioritizing tasks in a

Investigations sometimes stumble upon the unexpected, and this

can prompt uncomfortable follow-up questions.

damaging information but fail to
explore whether misconduct actu-
ally occurred or claim ignorance
of facts.

Companies are best positioned to
address such a situation when the
in-house team and outside counsel
have discussed in advance under
what circumstances it may be war-
ranted to expand the scope of an
investigation. Following that, if the

sensible way that need not be inflex-
ibly wedded to original tasks; ensur-
ing good communication with other
key stakeholders so that they are
aware of and buy into any materially
changed approach; reconsidering
whether the investigation’s previous
oversight structure and reporting
lines continue to make sense in light
of new information; and structuring
the investigation of the  » Page”

Unfazed by Losing
Antitrust Suits, Alphabet
Makes Kent Walker

First US GC To Break
$30 Million Pay Barrier

BY GREG ANDREWS

LAWJOBS.COM

2

GOOGLE parent Alphabet has suffered a succession
of stinging court defeats over the past year and a
half, but that hasn’t stopped its chief legal officer,
Kent Walker, from becoming the first U.S. legal chief
to receive compensation topping $30 million.

Kent Walker, Alphabet’s president of global affairs
and chief legal officer

In a proxy statement filed with the Securities and
Exchange Commission late Friday, Mountain View,
California-based Alphabet disclosed that Walker
earned $30.17 million in 2024, a 10% increase from
a year earlier.

Ninety-percent of Walker’s 2024 compensation
was in the form of stock awards. He also received
a salary of $1 million and $2 million in cash incen-
tive compensation.

Walker’s 2023 compensation of $27.35 million
made him the highest-paid legal chief in Corporate
Counsel and ALM Intelligence’s 2024 General Coun-
sel Compensation Report, published last summer.
He'll be atop the 2025 report, as well, unless a legal
chief at one of the handful of major companies that
have not yet submitted proxies tops him.

The 64-year-old’s payout reflects that 2024 was a
blockbuster year for Alphabet, with revenue climb-
ing 14%, to $350 billion, and profit surging 36%,
to $100 billion. Alphabet’s stock price rose 36%,
building on its 58% increase in 2023.

But it’s been a bruising stretch for Alphabet in
court. In December 2023, Epic Games prevailed in
alawsuit alleging Google’s Play app store operated
as an illegal monopoly. And in the last eight months,
the Department of Justice scored two huge victo-
ries, with judges finding the company holds illegal
monopolies in search and in advertising technology.

The remedy phase is underway in the search
case, with the DOJ asking the court to  » Page 12
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Returns

« Continued from page 1

citing the appeal of returning to
legal practice with the benefit of
executive perspective.

Michael Holston, a veteran GC
who held top legal roles at General
Electric, Merck and Hewlett-Pack-
ard, joined Paul, Weiss, Rifkind,
Wharton & Garrison in late 2024
as a partner.

After helping oversee GE’s
complex three-way split into
standalone companies, Holston
said he was drawn to the chance
to help clients navigate similarly
“multidimensional” legal and busi-
ness challenges.

“I already get calls from more
junior general counsel looking for
guidance,” Holston said. “But it
will also be working with these
big companies and individuals
that are in trouble—be it lawsuits,
investor trouble, government
investigations. The nature of the
work will be similar; the seat will
just be a different one.”

Just months earlier, Michael
Kaplan, who served as general
counsel of Richmond American
Homes during its $4.9 billion
acquisition by Sekisui House,
joined Norton Rose Fulbright as
senior counsel in Denver.

Kaplan, a former GC of Red
Robin and StandardAero, said he
was excited to “return to private
practice and leverage my in-house
counsel experience to continue
to develop practical, business-
oriented solutions to complex
challenges.”

Law firms, for their part, are
eager to make these hires—and
to market them.

“Michael will be an asset to our
firm,” said Jeff Cody, U.S. manag-
ing partner of Norton Rose Ful-
bright, “as he possesses robust
general counsel experience and
deep knowledge of the consumer
markets industry.”

In some cases, it’s less about
reinvention than reconnection.

Karen Seymour, a former gen-
eral counsel of Goldman Sachs,
left the investment firm in 2021
to return to Sullivan & Cromwell,
where she started her career. The
firm has served as outside counsel
for the company.

“This is a homecoming for me,”
Seymour said when the move was
announced. “l am thrilled to rejoin
my friends and colleagues at Sul-
livan & Cromwell.”

Bryan Curry, a legal recruiter
and partner at Empire Search Part-
ners, has seen the back-to-firms
track become a viable—and some-
times strategic—move.

“Crossing the bridge from an
in-house role back into a top law
firm is becoming much more com-
mon (and lucrative!),” Curry wrote
in a blog post.

He said law firms are increas-
ingly tailoring counsel or part-
ner roles specifically to former
in-house lawyers, often with an
emphasis on client relationships
and business development.

That growing demand is partly
economic. The once-gaping pay
gap between Big Tech and Big
Law is narrowing, especially as
firms at the top of the Am Law
100 post record profits and raise
partner compensation to stay
competitive.

There’s now an “alternative
where [tech lawyers] can make
a similar salary or compensa-
tion at private practice,” said
longtime legal recruiter Avis
Caravello. “Where before, there
was nothing that could really com-
pete with those stock options,”
now that delta has narrowed
significantly.

In the last year, law firms have
scooped up a wave of high-profile
tech legal leaders: Gibson, Dunn
& Crutcher hired Google’s for-
mer chief privacy officer, Keith
Enright; Freshfields brought on
the former general counsel of Y
Combinator, Nicole Cadman, as
well as Google competition lawyer
Kevin Yingling; and Weil, Gotshal
& Manges added Amazon anti-
trust lawyer Jasmine Rosner as a
partner.

Many of these lawyers had long
tenures at their companies—Yin-
gling spent 15 years at Google and
Enright 13—which underscores
that even well-established in-
house leaders are weighing new
paths.

For midlevel lawyers and depu-
ties, the trend is driven as much
by opportunity as by frustration.
Some say they feel boxed out of
the GC role, especially as compa-
nies increasingly prioritize sitting
GCs or those with public company
experience.

“I can’t tell you how many head-
hunter calls I've received saying,
‘We want a sitting GC,”” said Laura
Schumacher, former GC and for-
mer vice chair of AbbVie, who
now serves as a strategic adviser
for BarkerGilmore. “What they're
really saying is, we want someone
who understands what it’s like to
be in-house.”

That hiring mindset can limit
internal mobility—and push top
talent elsewhere. Returning to
a firm can offer both a tempo-
rary landing spot and a career
relaunch. For those seeking
future GC roles, a stint in private
practice may actually make them
more attractive candidates down
the line.

It’s “an opportunity to level up
their résumé, expand their Rolo-
dex and raise their salary,” said
Curry. “Better positioning them
for the more senior in-house roles
they may have felt were previous-
ly beyond their grasp.”

For others, the move is as
much about mindset as money.

Kate Reder Sheikh, a partner
at the recruiting firm Major, Lind-
sey & Africa, told Law.com last
fall that many lawyers find life
in corporate legal departments
frustrating—especially when the
function is viewed as a cost center
or subject to sudden cuts.

“A lot of the times when I'm
working with in-house lawyers
who want to come back to firms,
one of their chief motivating fac-
tors is that they’re tired of feeling
like a cost center” inside a com-
pany that doesn’t have the prac-
tice of law at its core, Sheikh said.

That frustration can deepen
during restructurings or layoffs,
which have hit legal teams across
industries, including tech.

“To the extent that big tech
companies have laid off a lot of
their lawyers, they may be seeking
a platform where there’s always
plenty of lawyers, because the
practice of law is the very point
of the existence of a law firm,”
Sheikh added.

Client engagement is another
draw.

Some GCs miss working closely
with a variety of clients or build-
ing a book of business—some-
thing that can be limited in-house,
especially at companies that out-
source high-value legal work.

“Being a GC means protect-
ing one company,” said Cadman,
now a partner at Freshfields. “But
[ get a lot of joy from working very
closely with founders—and I
wanted to do more of that.”

Still, the move back to private
practice isn’t without tradeoffs.
Sheikh and recruiter David Nicol
noted that finding work-life bal-
ance often is a struggle, especially
at the partner level.

“If you're a general counsel in
Big Tech or close to the C-suite
level, it’s going to make no dif-
ference whether you're at a firm
or in-house,” Nicol said. “They’re
both really demanding jobs.”

But for those seeking new chal-
lenges, more control over their
career trajectory or a different
kind of professional fulfillment,
legal experts say the law firm door
is once again wide open.

“Law firms are actively pitch-
ing themselves to GCs who are in
transition. And for some, it’s not
just a pivot—it’s a new chapter,”
said Heather Fine, a partner on
Major, Lindsey & Africa’s in-house
recruiting team.

“Many GCs go to a law firm
thinking it’s temporary—and then
end up staying. They enjoy the
environment, build a successful
practice and realize their in-house
experience is incredibly market-
able.”

|
@ ‘ Trudy Knockless can be reached at
trknockless@alm.com.

New York Has More Than 187,000 Registered Attorneys.
Keep Up With Your Community at:
https://www.law.com/newyorklawjournal/people-and-community/

Perspective

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF ARCHIVES AND HISTORY

Scene at the foot of the Edmund Pettus Bridge in Selma, Alabama, after civil rights marchers were beaten and
gassed by Alabama state troopers and Dallas County deputies on Bloody Sunday.

A Bridge to Somewhere

n March, the country com-

memorated the 60th anniver-

sary of the march for voting

rights from Selma, Alabama, to
Montgomery, Alabama. A few weeks
later, [ had the moving experience of
walking across the Edmund Pettus
Bridge. In these turbulent times, it is
well worth remembering the coura-
geous men and women who fought
for voting rights on that bridge,
many of whom died in the struggle
for justice.

It is often forgotten that it took
three attempts before the march
was able to proceed. The first
attempt came on Sunday, March
7, 1965, when the legendary John
Lewis, then 25, and Hosea Williams,
the prominent civil rights leader
and ordained minister, led a group
of more than 500 demonstrators
across the Pettus Bridge to begin
the 50-mile journey to Montgomery.
But they were met by hun-
dreds of state troopers and
local sheriffs, who attacked
the marchers. Lewis’s skull
was fractured, and many
others were badly injured
and hospitalized. This
became known as Bloody
Sunday.

The second attempt
occurred two days later. Dr. King,
who had not attended the original
march that Sunday, announced the
march would resume the follow-
ing Tuesday. However, when word
got out that the federal court in
Montgomery had refused to issue
an injunction allowing the march
to proceed (because all the defen-
dants had not been served), King,
after crossing the bridge, knelt
in prayer and then directed the
demonstrators to turn back. This
became known as Turnaround
Tuesday.

After the second attempt, sev-
eral notable events occurred. A
hearing commenced before federal
district judge Frank M. Johnson in
Montgomery to determine whether
an injunction would issue to per-
mit the march. While the hearing
was in progress, President Lyndon
Johnson held a news conference at
which he called for the passage of
a national voting rights law. Two
days later, before a joint session of
Congress, he signaled the urgent
need for voting rights legislation,
calling Bloody Sunday a turning
point in American history and
comparing it to Lexington and Con-
cord and Appomattox. He famously
concluded his remarks by invoking
the title of the civil rights anthem,
“We Shall Overcome.”

Ten days later, Johnson ruled
that the march could proceed.
He held that the protestors’ First
Amendment right to march could
not be abridged by the State of
Alabama and he signed an order
the next day authorizing the march.

The third attempt was success-
ful. On March 21, 1965—exactly
two weeks after Bloody Sunday—
a reported crowd of almost 8,000
assembled to commence the jour-
ney from Selma to Montgomery.
Among the first row of marchers
with King and John Lewis was the
future Chief Judge of the Southern
District of New York, the Honorable
Constance Baker Motley. Under
Judge Johnson'’s order, the march
was limited to no more than 300 par-
ticipants for the days they were to
march on U.S. Route 80 (the road
between Selma and Montgomery).
Most of the assembled group thus
returned to Selma. But by the time
the march culminated in Montgom-
ery, on March 25, 1965, a crowd
of 25,000 people marched to the
steps of the State Capitol Building.
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There, King gave his famous speech
entitled “How Long, Not Long,” in
which he said: “The end we seekis a
society at peace with itself, a society
that can live with its conscience...I
know you are asking today, How
long will it take? [ come to say to
you this afternoon, however difficult
the moment, however frustrating
the hour, it will not be long.”

The Voting Rights Act was
passed that summer and signed
into law by President Johnson on
Aug. 6, 1965.

Lawyers played an integral role
in supporting the marchers. And as
in so many landmark cases during
this time, the NAACP Legal Defense
and Educational Fund, Inc. (“LDF”)
was at the forefront. As vividly
described in his seminal book,
“Crusaders in the Courts,” Jack
Greenberg, then the fund’s director-
counsel, recounts the efforts that

A retired federal magistrate judge reflects
on the 60th anniversary of the civil rights
march from Selma to Montgomery—and
the role that judges and lawyers played in
the historic event.

were made in support of the march
from Selma to Montgomery.

The fund filed a complaint and
sought a temporary restraining
order against Alabama Governor
George Wallace and Selma Sheriff Jim
Clark seeking to prohibit them from
interfering with the procession. As
noted, a federal court in Montgom-
ery originally denied the emergency
application, finding there would be
“no irreparable harm if the plaintiffs
will await a judicial determination
of the matters involved.” Notably,
without a request from any party,
Judge Johnson had prohibited the
march at that time.

The Justice Department soon
entered the case on the side of the
protestors by filing a complaint-in-
intervention. A preliminary injunc-
tion hearing then commenced and
lasted four-and-a-half days. The first
witness to testify was Dr. King.
According to Greenberg’s account,
the cross-examination was highly
antagonistic, and Judge Johnson
himself questioned the witness
“intensively.” Other witnesses tes-
tified to the extensive police vio-
lence against the marchers that had
occurred on Bloody Sunday. As part
of the plaintiffs’ presentation, John-
son watched television footage of
Lewis’s beating on Bloody Sunday,
which LDF had subpoenaed from
CBS.

Greenberg described a “memo-
rable exchange” when a defense
lawyer asked Hosea Williams an
open-ended question about what
he had meant when he used the
phrase “police brutality.” This
gave Williams the opportunity
to “launch into a long descrip-
tion of every wrong committed
by authorities” at the Bridge. He
also chronicled the testimony of a
recently appointed FBI agent, who
had astonished plaintiffs’ counsel
when he testified that he thought
Alabama’s ban on the march was
justified. When John Doar, the DOJ
lawyer (and acting assistant attor-
ney general for the Civil Rights Divi-
sion) tried to cure this unfavorable
testimony, Judge Johnson told him
not to bother, because “he wasn’t
going to pay much attention to a
‘six months old FBI agent.””

Soon thereafter, Judge Johnson
solicited a detailed plan for what
the marchers proposed to do.
LDF lawyers, working with march
leaders, submitted a plan that

addressed the number of marchers,
the route, the time of commencing
and completing the march, plans
for food, sanitation, and security,
and many other details. On March
16, 1965, the plan was submitted,
Judge Johnson ended the hearing,
and announced he would sign an
order the next day. He issued his
order approving the march and
attached as an exhibit to the order
the plan plaintiffs’ counsel had sub-
mitted. In his decision, Williams v.
Wallace, 240 F. Supp. 100 (M.D. Ala.
1965), the judge quoted Supreme
Court Chief Justice John Marshall’s
decision in McCulloch v. Maryland
(1819): “It must never be forgotten
that our Constitution is ‘intended
to endure for ages to come, and
consequently to be adapted to the
various crises of human affairs.””
Judge Johnson and the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit both
denied Alabama a stay of
the order and the march
proceeded.

The Selma march was a
signature moment in Ameri-
can history. After Bloody
Sunday, sympathy marches
had been quickly organized
all around the country. Rosa
Parks, then living in Michi-
gan, participated in one in Detroit,
and soon made her way to Selma
herself. Thousands of others joined
her from across the country. And
while many celebrated the accom-
plishment of the march, it was not
without tragedy. For those unfamil-
iar with this moment, it is well worth
looking up the names of Jimmie Lee
Jackson, who was murdered by a
white highway patrolman while
he was protecting his mother from
being beaten during a night march
organized by the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference and whose
murder had been a catalyst for the
Selma march, and Viola Liuzzo, a
39-year-old white housewife from
Detroit who was murdered while
shuttling marchers to the site of
the Montgomery protest because
she had a Black passenger in her
car. These are just two of the many
unsung heroes of this time.

All this history comes rush-
ing to mind as one stands on the
Edmund Pettus Bridge looking
out at the Alabama River. And,
lest it be forgotten, the bridge is
named for a man who served as
a Confederate general, a United
States Senator, and was reputed-
ly a grand dragon of the Ku Klux
Klan. At the time the bridge was
built, in 1940, its naming was seen
as a way to memorialize Pettus’s
legacy. Through the years, some
have suggested that the bridge be
renamed for Congressman Lewis,
who grew up in Troy, Alabama. Yet
many in Alabama do not want
the name of the bridge changed
because of what it has come to
represent. Several years ago,
the Alabama State Senate voted
for legislation that would have
changed the official name to the
“Edmund W. Pettus-Foot Soldiers
Bridge,” with the iconic bridge let-
tering to remain the same. How-
ever, the legislation lapsed in the
Alabama House without action.

The Selma march was but one
moment in the civil rights move-
ment. Yet it’s timeless lesson is
how the commitment of a few can
change a country. What a special
privilege it was to stand on that
bridge and be reminded of that fact.
It is truly a bridge to somewhere.

JAMES L. COTT is a retired United States
magistrate judge from the Southern
District of New York.
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the need for information and pri-
vacy concerns. Courts are gener-
ally cautious about granting broad
access to personal data and require
a clear demonstration of its rele-
vance and necessity.

To effectively gather this infor-

mation, litigators should keep
these practical tips in mind:

Provide a clear evidentiary basis
for the request and why the data is
likely to yield relevant information;

Tailor the request to ensure the
data is directly related to the claims
or defenses in the case;

Address privacy concerns and
propose protective measures to
safeguard sensitive information; and

Be prepared to justify the pro-
portionality of the benefits of pro-
ducing the data versus the burden.

By adhering to these principles,
litigators can effectively navigate
the complexities of ESI discovery
in personal injury cases, leverag-
ing data from smart devices to
support their case while respect-
ing the privacy rights of the par-
ties involved.
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David Hillman Latest GC To Find a Seat in
Media Industry’s Game of Musical Chairs

BY GREG ANDREWS

THE DEMISE of the sports stream-
ing joint venture Venu Sports threw
David Hillman, one of media’s most
experienced general counsel, onto
the job market, and now iHeartMe-
dia has snapped him up.

The San Antonio-based radio
and podcast company has hired
Hillman as chief legal officer, suc-
ceeding Jordan Fasbender, who left
April 1 to become general counsel
of a yet-to-be-named Comcast spi-
noff that will own MSNBC, CNBC,
the Golf Channel and other cable
TV networks.

Hillman’s hiring, announced
Thursday, is the latest in a swirl
of major legal chief appointments
in the media industry in recent
months. In January, American Air-
lines Group Chief Legal Officer Pri-
ya Aiyar resigned to become CLO
of Warner Bros. Discovery, follow-
ing the resignation of Savalle Sims.
The next month, Sirius XM lured
Richard Baer out of retirement to
serve as GC. Baer—a former legal
chief of Airbnb, Liberty Media and
UnitedHealth Group—succeeded
Patrick Donnelly, who retired after
holding the role for 27 years.

Hillman is filling the iHeart
vacancy after a seven-month run as
CLO of Venu Sports, a joint venture
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David Hillman, executive vice presi-
dent, chief legal officer and secretary
of iHeartMedia.

of Disney, Fox and Warner Bros.
Discovery that planned to stream
sports programming from the three
companies. However, the owners
pulled the plug in January, before
Venu even launched. It ran aground
after streaming rival Fubo sued on
antitrust grounds and secured an
injunction in August.

Before Venu, Hillman spent eight
years at Paramount Global, where
he was general counsel of CBS
Sports and CBS News, three years as
GC of Simon and Schuster and seven
years as GC of Westwood One.

“David has very relevant experi-
ence across a range of media busi-
nesses, as well as specific famil-
iarity with the audio industry,”
iHeart CEO Bob Pittman said in a
statement. “We believe his wealth
of experience will make him an
ideal addition to the iHeart execu-
tive team as we continue to grow
our momentum as the #1 audio
company in America.”

Fasbender had been at iHeart
since 2019, coming aboard as dep-
uty general counsel and becoming
legal chief two years later. Earlier,
she was associate general counsel
at Twenty-First Century Fox.

She’ll serve as the first general
counsel of the Comcast spinoff,
which will be based in New York
City. Comcast said that the com-
pany will be publicly traded and
that its programming will reach 70
million U.S. households.

Fasbender and Hillman both
received their law degrees from
Fordham.

[Heart is the nation’s largest
radio station owner, with 860
radio stations in 160 markets.
The company also is known for
its iHeartRadio app, iHeartRadio
Music Awards, iHeartRadio Music
Festival and iHeart podcasts.

|
@‘ Greg Andrews can be reached at
gandrews@alm.com.
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new information thoughtfully so
that it best protects the company
down the road.

Why Investigations Are
Getting Broader, and What
Companies Can Do About it

A key reason investigations
morph into broader explora-
tions is that regulatory bodies
have become less siloed in recent
years. Antitrust investigations
may give rise to consumer pro-
tection issues. National secu-
rity concerns bleed into a wide
swath of business activity. Federal
inquiries often proceed in parallel
with state or international ones.
These and other examples show
that investigations that would
previously have been narrow
and straightforward may now be

more complex and treacherous
for companies, involving multi-
faceted risk.

The result is that, when a com-
pany realizes a problem needs to
be investigated, the underlying
issue can have a dangerous ripple
effect. It is therefore crucial that
companies avail themselves of
good advice and maintain a broad
perspective of the different federal,
state and local agencies that may
be involved, and any potential civil
exposure downstream, when scop-
ing the matter, both at the outset
and as new facts arise. In doing
s0, the key stakeholders can have
constructive early discussions on a
variety of issues, such as whether
to affirmatively reach out to other
agencies; how to structure the
investigative work based on what
these agencies may expect; and
how to plan for and assess the
impact of potential civil litigation.

A company in this situation
benefits greatly from having experi-

enced and thoughtful advisors who
can easily and promptly identify
those perhaps unseen or not-yet-
materialized stakeholders who may
ultimately be just as important, if
not even more so, as the immedi-
ate agencies involved. Once robust
discussions have taken place, the
in-house team can make the best
decision based on its business
and the issues involved, and with
clear visibility into the universe
of potential legal and reputational
concerns.

By cultivating a transparent,
flexible partnership between the
in-house and outside teams, orga-
nizations can transform poten-
tial investigative challenges into
strategic opportunities for risk
management. This collabora-
tive approach ensures that, even
when unexpected complications
arise, companies remain agile,
informed and prepared to navi-
gate complex legal landscapes
effectively.

Career
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“We're focused on getting the
right kind of behavior,” she said.
“And when you understand the
data and the processes, you can
make it easy for people to do the
right thing.”

The panel also discussed wheth-
er candidates need a law degree to
succeed in compliance. While data
shows candidates with a JD tend to
land more interviews and receive
higher pay, panelists agreed the
credential is no longer essential
for long-term success.

“Do you absolutely need to
have a JD to be successful? No.
Are companies a little bit biased
toward it? Yes. But it really is about
how business-minded and strategic
you are,” Gilmore said.

Hunt agreed, noting that strong
compliance officers often come
from backgrounds in auditing, com-
munications or risk management.

“Understanding the law is one
critical skill,” she said, “but you
don’t have to be a lawyer to be a
strategic thinker.”

The panel also discussed the
trend of general counsel also serv-
ing as chief compliance officers.

Gilmore described the arrange-
ment as imperfect, noting that
most GCs are relieved when they
can hire a dedicated CCO.

“Compliance is a full-time job,”
he said. “If you're not dedicating
someone to it, you're doing a dis-
service to the organization.”

Olinger said GCs should work
closely with their CCO. “The gen-
eral counsel should bring the CCO
into the boardroom, introduce
them to the directors, and show
that there’s someone besides the
GC managing compliance every
day,” she said.

Panelists said the key to career
success for CCOs is developing
expertise in a wide range of areas.
Working internationally, leading
investigations, partnering with
internal audit and developing a
deep understanding of risk man-
agement are all critical career
assets.

“Write your resume for five years
from now, and then work back-
ward,” Hunt advised. “Don’t just
gather experiences randomly. What
do you really want? What kind of
organization do you really want to
work for? What will the organiza-
tion you want to work for value?
Figure that out first.”

Gilmore also warned that com-

panies are placing a premium on
candidates who can show a genu-
ine passion for their industry and
an ability to adapt across depart-
ments.

He urged aspiring CCOs to get
closer to the business, even if that
meant volunteering to take on extra
projects.

“If you're fighting for that CCO
role, go work in the business to learn
the business,” he said. “It shows
humility, and it earns respect.”

The webinar also highlight-
ed the growing importance of
technical fluency. Compliance
officers need at least a work-
ing knowledge of cybersecurity,
data governance, Al systems and
risk analytics, even if they aren’t
hands-on experts.

Hunt noted that understand-
ing how the company’s systems
work—and how internal controls
are designed and enforced—is
essential.

“We're focused on getting the
right kind of behavior,” she said.
“And when you understand the
data and the processes, you can
make it easier for people to do the
right thing.”

I
@ ‘ Trudy Knockless can be reached at
tknockless@alm.com.

Opinion: 24-195
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of substantial local controversy.

Rules: 22 NYCRR Part 50; 100.2;
100.2(A); 100.4(A)(1)-(3); 100.4(C)
(2)(a); 100.6(A); 100.6(B)(1); Opin-
ions 22-189; 22-54; 19-147; 19-68;
15-123; 05-03; 95-50; 91-153.

Opinion: A new part-time town
judge, who is also a full-time court
attorney, asks if he/she may con-
tinue to serve on a housing task
force for a village within the town
where the judge presides. Members
of the task force are appointed to a
two-year term by the town board,
and their mission is “to research
housing needs” in the village, “par-
ticularly affordable housing needs,
and to make recommendations” to
the town board.

A judge must always 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 conduct his/her extra-
judicial activities so that they do
not (1) cast reasonable doubt on

the judge’s capacity to act impar-
tially as a judge; (2) detract from
the dignity of judicial office; or (3)
interfere with the proper perfor-
mance of judicial duties and are
not incompatible with judicial
office (see 22 NYCRR 100.4[A]
[1]-[3]). However, unlike full-time
judges, a part-time judge may also
“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” (22 NYCRR 100.4[C][2]
[a]; 100.6[B][1]).

Applying these rules, we have
advised that a part-time judge may
serve by appointment on various
governmental committees and task
forces (see e.g. Opinions 22-189
[county or local task force formed
as part of the New York State Cli-
mate Smart Communities program];
22-54 [“strictly advisory” village traf-
fic and safety committee]; 91-153
[task force of the county health
department]; 15-123 [county agen-
cy’s advisory committee on services
for seniors]; 19-147 [city’s tourism
board]; 19-68 [town’s ad hoc com-
mittee to establish a process to

determine which privately owned
real properties may be sold to
another governmental entity]; 05-03
[loan committee for a local econom-
ic development agency]; 95-50 [city
industrial development agency]).

Here, we see no reason to reach
a different conclusion, as we see no
evident ethical conflicts. We note
that service on the village hous-
ing task force “does not appear
likely to involve the judge in par-
tisan political issues or matters of
great public controversy” (Opin-
ion 22-189). Thus, the judge may
serve on the housing task force
to research housing needs and
make recommendations to the
town board, provided such service
does not interfere with the judge’s
judicial duties.

Finally, as a court attorney
without quasi-judicial responsi-
bilities (see 22 NYCRR 100.6[A]),
the inquiring judge is also subject
to the Rules Governing Conduct of
Nonjudicial Court Employees (see
22 NYCRR Part 50). Accordingly,
the court attorney may contact
the Office of Court Administra-
tion’s Nonjudicial Ethics Helpline
at (888) 283-8442 for guidance on
how Part 50 applies to his/her par-
ticular circumstances.

Calendar of Events

THURSDAY, MAY 1 (DAY 1)
THURSDAY, MAY 8 (DAY 2)

New York City Bar
Association (CLE)
Fundamentals of Federal Criminal
Practice, Parts 1 & 2
Time Day 1: 1 p.m. -4 p.m.
Time Day 2: 1 p.m. -4 p.m.
CLE Credits (Both Days): 6
Day 1 CLE Credits: 3
Day 2 CLE Credits: 3
Both Days Webinar Registration
Link: https://services.nycbar.
org/EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB50125B&mcode=NYLJ
Day 1 Webinar Registration
Link: https://services.nycbar.
org/EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB050125&mcode=NYLJ
Day 2 Webinar Registration
Link: https://services.nycbar.
org/EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB050825&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

FRIDAY, MAY 2

National Lawyers Guild-NYC
Spring Fling Annual Banquet
The event will honor Hon. Debra
James, Gerald Lefourt, Lisa
Ohta and Vanessa Ramos
6-10p.m.
172 Norfolk Street, NY
For more Information:
212-679-6018, www.nlgnyc.org

NYC Bar (Non CLE)

Senior Lawyers Chatroom
12p.m.-1p.m.
Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=SEN050225&
mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

MONDAY, MAY 5
NYC Bar (CLE)

Consumer Financial Institute
9a.m. - 5:45 pm; CLE credits: 6
In-Person Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Con-
sumerFinLaw/

Location: 42 West 44th St., NY
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

NYC Bar (Non CLE)
Portrait Unveiling for Hon. Betty
Weinberg Ellerin
5:45 pm -8:30 pm
In-Person Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=POR050625&
mcode=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th St., NY
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org
From Stress to Strength, A Conver-
sation about Attorney Well-Being
and Mental Health Resources
12:30 pm - 1:30 pm
Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=MWBL50525
&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org
Stepping Up Your Mindfulness
Practice
6p.m.-7:30pm

In-Person Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=MWBL50525
B&mcode=NYLJ

Location: 42 West 44th St., NY
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

TUESDAY, MAY 6
NYC Bar (CLE)

Current Issues in Affordable
Housing in New York City
9a.m.-12:30 pm
CLE credits: 3
In-Person Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=AFF050625&
mcode=NYLJ
Location:

42 West 44th St., NY

Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

NYC Bar (Non CLE)

Write to Recenter: A Creative
Writing & Gratitude Practice
for Lawyers
12:30 pm - 1:30 pm
Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=MWBL050625
&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

Daily Wins for the Practicing
Attorney: Building Calm and
Wellness into Your Day
7p.m.-8:15pm
Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=MWBL50625
B&mcode=NYLJ
Zoom; Contact: Customer Rela-
tions Department, 212-382-
6663 or customerrelations@
nycbar.org

WEDNESDAY, MAY 7

Cona Elder Law

2025 Annual Caregiver Conference
5p.m.-9p.m.
Hilton Long Island/Huntington,
598 Broadhollow Rd, Melville, NY
Cost: Free!

NYC Bar (Non CLE)

Staying Grounded: Social
Connection & Empathy During
Tumultuous Times
12p.m.-1p.m.

Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=MWBL050725
&mcode=NYLJ

Location: Zoom

Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

Navigating the Changing Land-
scape of DEl and Affirmative
Action in Higher Education
Admissions
6 p.m.-7:30 pm
In-Person Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=EDU050725&
mcode=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th St., NY
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

THURSDAY, MAY 8

Brooklyn Women's Bar
Association Foundation (CLE)
Women, Their Health & the Law

Who do doctors really treat
when women are patients? Our
panel of experts will discuss the
profound impact this question
has on women'’s healthcare
today.

6 p.m-8:30 p.m.

1.5 CLE credits (pending)
Location: Brooklyn Bar Associa-
tion, 123 Remsen St, Brooklyn
Registration: https://www.
bwbafoundation.org/bwbaf-
events.htm

NYC Bar (CLE)

The Past, Present, and (Possible)
Future of Mass Arbitration
6 p.m.-7:30pm
CLE credits: 1.5
In-Person Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=ppp050825&
mcode=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th St., NY
Contact: Customer Relations
Department,
212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

NYC Bar (Non CLE)
The Art of Mindful Eating
12:30pm - 1:30 pm
Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=MWBL050825
&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: Customer Relations
Department,
212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org
Lawyers Connect First Thursday:
Live Band Group Sing
6:30pm -8:30 pm
In-Person Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=LCGS050825
&mcode=NYLJ
Location: 42 West 44th St., NY
Contact:
Customer Relations Depart-
ment, 212-382-6663 or custom-
errelations@nycbar.org

FRIDAY, MAY 9
NYC Bar (Non CLE)

Mindfulness Break
1:15pm-1:35pm
Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/Even
tDetail?EventKey=MWBL050925
&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

MONDAY, MAY 12
NYC Bar (CLE)

Reasonable Accommodations
In the Workplace: An Inside
View from the EEOC,
NYS Division of Human
Rights, and NYC Commission
on Human Rights
5p.m.-6:30 pm, CLE credits: 1.5
Webinar Registration Link:
https://services.nycbar.org/
EventDetail?EventKey=_
WEB051225&mcode=NYLJ
Location: Zoom
Contact: Customer Relations
Department, 212-382-6663 or
customerrelations@nycbar.org

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

Have a Move to Announce?
E-mail pkane@alm.com
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“Does the extent of that involve-
ment [by the state] affect the anal-
ysis in terms of whether there’s too
much state involvement to view it
as a truly private charter school?”
“I don’t think so,” Sauer
answered.

Conservative Rulings
Open Door to Religious
Charter Schools

The origins of the nation’s first
religious charter school go back
to a 2020 Supreme Court decision
involving a Montana tax credit
program for private school edu-
cation.

There, in a 54 vote, the court’s
conservative majority held that
the state department of revenue
had violated the Free Exercise
Clause by allowing individuals
to claim tax credits for donations
to scholarship organizations,
provided that they not be used
at religious schools.

“A State need not subsidize pri-
vate education,” Roberts wrote in
the majority opinion in Espinoza v.
Montana Department of Revenue.
“But once a State decides to do so,
it cannot disqualify some private
schools solely because they are
religious.”

The court would apply that
logic two years later in in Carson
v. Makin, holding that the Maine
Department of Education could
not limit a tuition assistance pro-
gram for students in rural areas to
“nonsectarian” institutions under
the Free Exercise Clause.

“The State pays tuition for cer-
tain students at private schools—
so long as the schools are not
religious. That is discrimination
against religion,” Roberts wrote
in another majority opinion, this
time in a 6-3 ruling by virtue of
Justice Barrett’s appointment.

In response to the court’s deci-
sion in Espinoza, Notre Dame Law
School professor Nicole Garnett,
a close personal friend of Bar-
rett, published a paper for the
Manhattan Institute arguing that
“religious charter schools are not
only constitutionally permissible
in most states but that, after Espi-
noza, where they are permissible,
they may not be prohibited.”

Garnett’s research caught the
attention of St. Isidore’s organiz-
ers, who were interested in her
advice about whether they could
launch a virtual public charter
school during the COVID-19 pan-
demic.

With help from Notre Dame
Law School’s new Religious Liber-
ty Clinic, the school secured final
authorization from the Oklahoma
Statewide Virtual Charter School
Board to operate as the nation’s
first faith-based charter school
in 2023.

Critics have dubbed St. Isidore
a “test case” to push the boundar-
ies of the law.

The board’s approval of St.
Isidore was subsequently chal-
lenged in court by the state’s
Republican attorney general,
Gentner Drummond, as a violation
of state and federal constitutional
law. which ultimately ordered the
state to rescind its contract.

Drummond split with other
prominent Oklahoma Republicans

in challenging the religious charter
school, including the state gover-
nor and his predecessor as attor-
ney general. Drummond has said
he was “duty bound” to challenge
the board’s approval decision in
the Oklahoma Supreme Court
under the Oklahoma Constitution,
which requires that the state’s
public school system “shall be
open to all the children of the state
and free from sectarian control.”

During oral arguments Wednes-
day, Justice Samuel Alito Jr.
brought up statements by Drum-
mond that allowing religious
schools would require taxpayers
to fund Muslim education. Alito
suggested the attorney general
made “statement after statement”
that he said “reeks of hostility to
[slam.”

Garre, defending Drummond,
said the attorney general was
simply pointing out that allowing
taxpayer-funded religious schools
would create the kind of “strife” that
the Establishment Clause of the
Constitution was meant to prevent.

Kavanaugh was perhaps the
most animated questioner at
Wednesday'’s hearing.

“They’re not asking for special
treatment,” he said. “They’re not
asking for favoritism. They're
just asking, don’t treat us worse
because we're religious.”

A ruling is expected by July.

The consolidated cases are
Oklahoma Statewide Charter
School Board v. Drummond, No.
24-394, and St. Isidore of Seville
Catholic Virtual School v. Drum-
mond, No. 24-396.

!
@’ Jimmy Hoover can be reached at
jihoover@alm.com.
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Court Calendars

First Department

APPELLATE
DIVISION

CALENDAR FOR
THE MAY TERM

THURSDAY, MAY 1

2 P.M.

18/5602 People v. Ramel Harkless

24/4502 Pastor v. August Aichhorn
Center

24/165 Rios v. St. Barnabas

24/2282 State of NY v. Andres A.

24/6274N yanteh v. 590 Madison
Avenue

24/4811 Connectone Bank v. Legacy
Builders

23/5747 Landa v. Friedman

23/4461(1) People v. Jasen Jacques

24/1525(1) People v. Jasen Jacques

24/3130 Mandour v. Rafalsky

24/401 Scalamandre/Oliveira v.
Judlau Contracting

24/6662 Sanchez v. 1649 Nelsco

24/5772 Bowden v. Summit Glory

24/3761(2) Jefferies, LLC v. IsZo
Capital

24/2225(2) Ochoa v. 270 West
Street

23/5614(1)NN . E., an Infant v.
Parkash

23/5302(1)NN . E., an Infant v.
Parkash

TUESDAY, MAY 6

2P.M.
23/2666 People v. Aundray Harris
24/6900 Vitale v. Caban
24/3983 Duran v. ERY Retail
Podium
23/2266 Urban v. Zipper
24/5411 Diamonds R-US v. Rafaello
& Company
24/7804 Home Depot v. State of NY
24/7368 Zatorski v. Island
Transportation
17/2599 People v. Tyrone Howard
25/351 G.S. 505 Park v. Sherry-
Lehmann, Inc.
24/361 Byrnes v. RP1185 LLC
24/3548(2) Martin v. William &
Cindy Abrams Family Trust
22/5781 People v. Tyshawn Morris
24/3026 Kiehl v. Cavicchio
24/1617N Simon v. Lewis
23/897(2)NFunti v. Andrews

WEDNESDAY, MAY 7

2P.M.

23/1795(1) People v. Dominick
Tarazona

23/67(2) Stanley v. City of NY

24/416N Y Marine v. Millennia
Assurance

24/4830 Zaiger LLC v. Bucher Law

24/1847 Hartford Fire v. Hudson
Excess

24/3973 Hossain v. City of NY

2020 - 00363(1) People v. Jamarly
Williams

24/4572 CSIIT v. Dungey

24/3152 Perez v. Trustees of
Columbia Univ.

23/2001 Derosa v. NYU Langone

24/5664 Rockmore Contracting v.
City of NY

24/3386(2) Braganca-Ferreira v.
SREP 10th Avenue Venture

24/3206N Montgomery v. Manzueta

24/1348N Surveillance Tech v. NYC
Police Dept.

24/5483(3)N NewRez v. Morton

THURSDAY, MAY 8

2 P.M.
24/6075 People v. Juan Perez
24/237N azor v. Sydney Sol Group
24/38792497 Realty Corp. v.
Fuertes
24/4809 Abramov v. 230 PAS SPE
24/1482 Salamah v. Grabowska
24/3282(2) Charles Condominiums
v. Victor RPM First
22/3637 People v. Manuel Vega
18/3935(4) Kyowa Seni Co. v. Ana
Aircraft
24/4761(4) Kyowa Seni Co. v. Ana
Aircraft
24/620 CUCS Housing v. Aymes
24/1689(2) Isaly v. Garde
24/2428 Lopez v. NG 645 Madison
24/327 Skyview Capital v. Conduent
Business
23/3250N Gillard v. Citigroup
25/253N Anheuser-Busch v. BBSR,
LLC
24/1175N Windward Bora LLC v.
Zorrilla
* %k

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.

THURSDAY, MAY 1

10 AM.
801757/23 Martin v. Arroyo
FRIDAY, MAY 2

9:30 A.M.
154766/24 Fora Financial
Warehouse v. Foresite Concepts
10 AM.

29377/19 Velasquez v. Story Avenue
East Residential

MONDAY, MAY 5

10 AM.
652441/22 Serhant v. Federico
12P.M.

654418/24 American Express v. Ace
Contractors

TUESDAY, MAY 13

9:30 A.M.

25214/19 De La Cruz v. Aquinas

High School
10 AM.

153982/20 Gaitan v. 18 EAST 18th
Street

653697/24 Hofstra v. United
Educators

WEDNESDAY, MAY 14

10 AM.

650330/20 AT&T Mobility v. Grupo
Salinas

655852/21 Interebar Fabricators v.
C.B. Contracting Corp.

655018/23 Handl NY v. Identity
Group

656352/20 260 Mott Realty v Eli
Halili LLC

2 P.M.

659287/24 PV 1508 CIA v. Singer

650032720 Colliers International v.
City Hall Commons LLC

FRIDAY, MAY 16

9:30 A.M.

653548/24 Board of Managers v
Malcolm Shabazz Development

WEDNESDAY, MAY 21

10 A.M.

650314/24 Exceptional Media v.
Chainalysis, Inc.

THURSDAY, MAY 22

10 A.M.

653409/23 Davidoff Hutcher &
Citron LLP v. McLendon

WEDNESDAY, MAY 28

10 A.M.
654176/22 BankUnited v. Gray-Line
TUESDAY, JUNE 3

10 A.M.
9153/19 Anderson v. Anderson
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 4

10 AM.

652901/24 Rego Park Lender v.
Golyan

FRIDAY, JUNE 20

10 A.M.

813946/21 Liu v. Consolidated
Scaffolding Inc.

New York
County

SUPREME COURT

Ex-Parte
Motion Part
And
Special Term
Part

Ex-Parte Motions
Room 315, 9:30 A.M.

Special Term Proceedings
Unsafe Buildings
Bellevue Psychiatric Center
Kirby Psychiatric Center
Metropolitan Hospital
Manhattan Psychiatric
Center
Bellevue Hospital

The following matters were
assigned to the Justices named
below. These actions were
assigned as a result of initial
notices of motion or notices
of petition returnable in the
court on the date indicated
and the Request for Judicial
Intervention forms that have
been filed in the court with such
initial activity in the case. All
Justices, assigned parts and
courtrooms are listed herein
prior to the assignments of
Justices for the specified
actions. In addition, listed
below is information on Judicial
Hearing Officers, Mediation,
and Special Referees.

IAS PARTS

1 Silvera: 300 (60 Centre)

2 Sattler, J.: 212 (60 Centre)

3 Cohen, J.: 208 (60 Centre)

4 Kim: 308 (80 Centre)

5 Kingo: 320 (80 Centre)

6 King: 351 (60 Centre)

7 Lebovits: 345 (60 Centre)

8 Kotler: 278 (80 Centre)

9 Waterman-Marshall: 355 (60
Centre)

11 Frank: 412 (60 Centre)

12 Stroth: 328 (80 Centre)

13 Silvera: 300 (60 Centre)

13 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)

14 Bluth: 432 (60 Centre)

15 Johnson: 116 (60 Centre)

17 Hagler: 335 (60 Centre)

18 Tisch: 104 (71 Thomas)

19 Sokoloff: 540 (60 Centre)

20 Kaplan: 422 (60Centre)

21 Tsai: 280 (80 Centre)

22 Clynes: 136 (80 Centre)

23 Schumacher 304 (71 Thomas)

24 Katz: 325 (60 Centre)

25 Tingling: 1254 (111 Centre)

26 Perry, P: 684 (111 Centre)

27 Dominguez: 289 (80 Centre)

28 Tingling: 543 (60 Centre)

29 Ramirez: 311 (71 Thomas)

30 McMahon: Virtual (60 Centre)

32 Kahn: 1127B (111 Centre)

33 Rosado: 442 (60 Centre)

34 Ramseur: 341 (60 Centre)

35 Perry-Bond: 684 (111 Centre)

36 Saunders: 205 (71 Thomas)

37 Engoron: 418 (60 Centre)

38 Nock: 1166 (111 Centre)

39 Clynes: 307 (80 Centre)

41 Moyne: 327 (80 Centre)

42 Morales-Minera: 574 (111 Centre)

43 Reed: 222 (60 Centre)

44 Pearlman: 321 (60 Centre)

45 Patel: 428 (60 Centre)

46 Latin: 210 (71 Thomas)

47 Goetz: 1021 (111 Centre)

48 Masley: 242 (60 Centre)

49 Chan: 252 (60 Centre)

50 Sweeting: 279 (80 Centre)

51 Chesler: 543 (60 Centre)

52 Johnson: 307 (80 Centre)

53 Borrok: 238 (60 Centre)

54 Schecter: 228 (60 Centre)

55 d’Auguste: 103 (71 Thomas)

56 Kelly: 204 (71 Thomas)

57 Kraus: 218 (60 Centre)

58 Cohen, D.: 305 (71 Thomas)

60 Crane: 248 (60 Centre)

61 Bannon: 232 (60 Centre)

59 James, D.: 331 (60 Centre)

62 Sweeting: 279 (80 Centre)

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

PART 40TR
JUDICIAL MEDIATION

On Rotating Schedule
Adams 300 (60 Centre)
EARLY SETTLEMENT

ESC 1 Vigilante 106(80 Centre)
ESC 2 Wilkenfeld 106 (80 Centre)

SPECIAL REFEREES
60 Centre Street

73R Santiago: Room 354
75R Burzio: Room 240

80R Edelman: Room 562

82R Wohl: Room 501B

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

88R Lewis-Reisen: Room 324

JHO/SPECIAL REFEREES
80 Centre Street
81R Hewitt: Room 321
87R Burke: Room 238
89R Hoahng: Room 236
SPECIAL REFEREE
71 Thomas Street

Judicial Hearing Officers

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

NEW NOTE!
U.S DISTRICT COURT

Southern District

Court Seeks Candidates
For Criminal Justice Act Panel

The United States District Court for the Southern
District of New York is seeking applicants for the
SDNY Criminal Justice Act (CJA) Panel. Applications
are available on the court’s website at https://www.
nysd.uscourts.gov/forms/cja-panel-membership-
application.

The CJA Panel is comprised of private attorneys
who are authorized to serve as appointed defense
counsel pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3006A. To qualify
for a position on the CJA Panel, attorneys must be
members in good standing of the bar of the Southern
District and have proven experience and competency
in the field of federal criminal defense work.

Applications will be reviewed by a committee of
attorneys that will forward its recommendations
to the Southern District Board of Judges’ Defender
Services Committee. The Court is committed to
increasing the diversity of the applicant pool and
encourages qualified female and minority lawyers
to apply for positions.

Candidates can apply to be a member of the Foley
Square Panel or the White Plains Panel or both. CJA
Panel attorneys commit to being “on duty” one day
every four to six months if a member of the Foley
Square panel and approximately one day every
month if on the White Plains panel. On that “duty
day,” CJA attorneys represent clients when the Fed-
eral Defender has a conflict; the hours of duty are
from 9:00 a.m. until the closing of the Magistrate
Judge’s Office, which is sometimes after 5:00 p.m.
CJA Panel members serve a three-year term and are
reimbursed at the rate of $175/hour for in-court and
out-of-court time.

“We are fortunate to have such talented and skilled
attorneys dedicated to providing indigent defendants
with the representation to which they are constitu-
tionally entitled,” said United States District Judge
Vernon Broderick who is Chair of the Southern Dis-
trict’s Defender Services Committee.

Southern District Chief Judge Laura Taylor Swain
said, “Our exemplary panel of CJA lawyers provides
representation that is both excellent and essential.
Panel attorneys ensure the protection of defendants’
constitutional rights and uphold the Rule of Law.
We look forward to being able to invite additional
outstanding practitioners to join them in this impor-
tant work.”

Attorneys can also apply for membership on panels
that represent defendants in capital cases and in
non-trial work, primarily habeas corpus proceedings.
In addition, the Southern District also sponsors a
mentoring program that helps identify and prepare
experienced state court practitioners for appoint-
ment to the Panel. While the mentorship program
is aimed at increasing the diversity of the Panel, the
program is open to all. Contact Peter Quijano at 212-
686-0666 or Anthony Ricco at 212-791-3919 for more
information on the mentorship program.

U.S.COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT

Court Seeks Applications for Federal Public
Defender
For the Northern District of New York

Application Deadline is May 16

The United States Court of Appeals for the Second
Circuit invites applications from qualified candidates
for the position of Federal Public Defender for the
Northern District of New York. The term of office is
four years, with potential for appointment to suc-
cessive terms. The current authorized annual salary
is $195,200.

The Federal Public Defender, functioning under
the authority of 18 U.S.C. § 3006A(g)(2)(A) and the
Criminal Justice Act Plan for the Northern District
of New York, provides criminal defense services to
individuals unable to afford counsel. The Office of
the Federal Public Defender for the Northern District
of New York has offices in Albany and Syracuse. The
Federal Public Defender supervises a staff of assistant
federal defenders, federal capital appellate resource
counsel, investigators, paralegals, a mitigation spe-
cialist, and support personnel.

The website for the office is: Office of the Public
Defender Northern District of New York.

Applicants must satisfy the following conditions:

(1) be amember in good standing in the bar of the
state in which the candidate is admitted to practice;

(2) have a minimum of five years criminal practice
experience, preferably with significant federal crimi-
nal trial experience, which demonstrates an ability
to provide zealous representation of consistently
high quality to criminal defendants;

(3) possess the ability to effectively administer the
office, including the following management areas:

¢ Budget, procurement, and travel

e Human resources

e Space, facilities, and property;

(4) have a reputation for integrity; and

(5) demonstrate a commitment to the representa-
tion of those unable to afford counsel.

As the chief executive of the Office of the Federal
Public Defender, the Federal Public Defender holds
ultimate responsibility for the administration of the
Office. The Office serves as a resource center for all
practicing federal defense attorneys in the District,
providing regularly scheduled training programs as

well as advice and counsel when needed. The Federal
Public Defender works nationally with other federal
defenders on evolving issues in federal criminal law
and other areas of shared concern.

The Second Circuit uses an open and competitive
selection process. A Merit Selection Committee will
review all applications and interview the most quali-
fied candidates. With consideration of the District
Court’s recommendation, the Committee will refer
the best qualified candidate to the Court of Appeals
for selection and appointment. Applicants will be
considered without regard to race, color, religion, sex,
national origin, age, sexual orientation, or disability.
The selected nominee will be required to complete
a background investigation prior to appointment.
The Federal Public Defender may not engage in the
private practice of law.

Application forms are posted on the Court’s web-
site at http://www.ca2.uscourts.gov. Completed appli-
cation packages must be in the format required by
the Second Circuit and received no later than May
16, 2025.

NEW YORK STATE
COURT OF APPEALS

Scheduling Dates
For Primary Election Appeals

The Clerks’ Offices of the Court of Appeals and the
Appellate Division Departments release the following
joint scheduling announcement:

The Departments have scheduled and reserved
the following dates to consider appeals related to
the June 24, 2025 primary elections:

First Department: Tuesday, May 6, 2025 (Wednes-
day, May 7, 2025 if necessary)

Second Department: Wednesday, May 7, 2025
Third Department: Friday, May 9, 2025
Fourth Department: Tuesday, May 6, 2025

The Court of Appeals has scheduled Tuesday, May
13, 2025 to consider appeals and motions for leave
to appeal related to primary election matters.

All parties, election boards and affected courts are
expected to proceed expeditiously with all phases of
election matters so that the requirements of these
special sessions and the Election Law can be met.
Please consult with the respective Clerks’ Offices
for details about meeting the timing requirements
of each Court.

Because there is limited time available between
the primary election sessions of the Appellate Divi-
sion Departments and the Court of Appeals, parties
who seek to have matters placed upon the Court of
Appeals motions or appeals calendars must contact
the Court of Appeals Clerk’s Office for filing instruc-
tions promptly (usually immediately upon release
of the Appellate Division decision).

U.S. DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT

Pro Se Electronic Filing of Documents

Parties who are not represented by an attorney
(known as self-represented or pro se individuals) are
not permitted to electronically file documents in CM/
ECF without a court order. The preferred methods
of delivery of court filings are United States Mail
and hand delivery to the Clerk’s Office of either
courthouse.

The Eastern District of New York does provide a
method of electronic delivery for self-represented
parties who cannot mail or hand deliver documents
to the courthouse via this link: https://prose.nyed.
uscourts.gov/. This delivery method replaces any
earlier versions and cannot be used to file initial
complaints in a new case. All pro se parties who
use the electronic delivery method must provide a
valid email address and must follow all document
filing guidelines which are available on the court’s
web site: www.nyed.uscourts.gov.

Pro se parties may contact the Clerk’s Office at
either courthouse for assistance:

United States District Court
Eastern District of New York
225 Cadman Plaza East
Brooklyn, NY 11201
718-613-2665

United States District Court
Eastern District of New York
100 Federal Plaza

Central Islip, NY 11722
631-712-6060

NEW NOTE!
APPELLATE TERM

First Department

Filing Dates for the June Term

The JUNE 2025 Term of the Court will commence
on JUNE 4, 2025.

The last dates for filing for that term are as follows:
The Clerk’s Return, Record on Appeal, Appendices,
Notice of Argument and Appellant’s Briefs must be

filed on or before APRIL 8, 2025.

Respondent’s Briefs must filed on or before MAY
1, 2025.

Reply Briefs, if any, must be filed on or before MAY
9, 2025.

SUPREME COURT
Motion Calendars
Room 130, 9:30 A.M.
60 Centre Street

SUPREME COURT
Motion Dispositions
from Room 130
60 Centre Street

Calendars in the Motion

Submission Part (Room 130)
show the index number and cap-

tion of each and the disposition
thereof as marked on the Room
130 calendars. The calendars in
use are a Paper Motions Calendar,
E-Filed Motions Calendar, and APB
(All Papers By)Calendar setting

a date for submission of a miss-
ing stipulation or motion paper.
With respect to motions filed with
Request for Judicial Intervention,
counsel in e-filed cases will be
notified by e-mail through NYSCEF
of the Justice to whom the case
has been assigned. In paper cases,
counsel should sign up for the
E-Track service to receive e-mail

notification of the assignment and
other developments and schedules
in their cases. Immediately fol-
lowing is a key that explains the
markings used by the Clerk in
Room 130.

Motion Calendar Key:
ADJ—Adjourned to date indi-
cated in Submission Courtroom
(Room 130).
ARG—Scheduled for argument for
date and part indicated.
SUB (PT #)—Motion was submit-
ted to part noted.
WDN—Motion was withdrawn on
calendar call.

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

APB (All Papers By)—This
motion is adjourned to Room
119 on date indicated, only for
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

THURSDAY, MAY 1

Submission
1100421/25 Chay Puac v. NYC
Dept. of Health And Mental
Hygiene
MONDAY, MAY 5

Submission
1100194725 Cholera v. Morris
2100194725 Cholera v. Morris
3 67313/88 Rosario v. Rosario

Paperless Judge Part

THURSDAY, MAY 1

151572/23 13 East 124 LLC v. Taylor

655827/24 149 East 57 Aldo LLC v.
Grafe LLC Et Al

157698/24165 Sherman Ave. LLC v.
Maria Lopez A/k/a Maria Lopez
De Tolentino And Alexandra
Conde Et Al

156942/24273-275 Grand St.
Associates LLC v. Salvor Gorup

153683/25400 West 59th St.
Partners v. NYS Office of
Temporary And Disability
Assistance

158183/24 Alcantara v. United
Parcel Service

158341/23 Alvarez Alfaro v. Selig
Sacks Et Al

659760/24 American Express Travel
Related Services Co., Inc. v.
Cayman Enterprises Inc.

659757/24 American Express Travel
Related Services Co., Inc. v. Hf3
Associates LLC

650244/25 American Express Travel
Related Services Co., Inc. v. Jim
Bender, Inc.

161234/24 Andrews v. Egloff

156730/24 Appleton v. NYCHA Et Al

153724/24 Aristizabal Torres v.
Cardenas Rincon

650574/25 Arporan v. Delshah Mgt.
LLC Et Al

652275/24 Avision Young-New York
v. Delshah 60 Ninth LLC

805236/24 Axisa v. NYC NYCH&HC
Corp. Et Al

151138/24Baja 137 LLC v. Pick Esq.

320761/22 Bayoh v. McKell

151049/24 Belgium NY LLCv. S.H.
Zell & Sons

653181/24 Bmw Financial Services
Na v. Lucky

150208/25Boor v. Hudson 46 Inc.
D/b/a Harbor NYC Et Al

152155/22 Bottger v. Urban
OQutfitters, Inc. Et Al

653472/20 Bsp Agency v. Katzoff

654616/24 C4 Pest Control v.
Vernon Manor Co-Operative
Apts., Section I, Inc.

158694/20 Campanello v. Lisi

152192/21 Carey v. Carey

150454/25 Catlin v. NYC

157843/24 Cavalry Spv I v. Browne

152619/24 Cedeno v. Cantor
Fitzgerald

654293/23 Cheng v. 50 Lex Dev. LLC
Et Al

452865/23 Comm’rs. of The NYS
Ins. Fund v. Thor James Hotel
Investor LLC Et Al

450249/23 Comm’rs. of The State
Ins. Fund v. Vestar Inc.

161731/24 Delacruz v. Gebreyes

151333/21Desalvo v. Town Sports
Int’l, Inc. Et Al

160054/24 Doe v. Combs

652428/23 Dorilton Capital Mgt.
LLC Et Al v. Stilus LLC Et Al

850131725 Eastern Garnet Hldgs. v.
475 Wash Owner LLC Et Al

151657/22El-Kam Rity. Co. v.
Lipsman

850681/23 Emigrant Bank v.
Sommer

190260/24 Evans v. Air & Liquid
Systems Corp.

190320/24 Featheringill v. Minerals
Technologies, Inc., Et Al

659509/24 Garcia Osorio v. 1902
New Way Gourmet Deli Inc. Et Al

653712/23 Gibraltar Contracting,
Inc. v. Tully Const. Co. Inc.

157035/24 Gil v. St. Nicholas One
Seven Five Associates LLC Et Al

654474/23 Goldstein v. Glass

190082/25 Goodall v. Conopco, Inc.,
A Subsidiary of Unilever U.S.,
Inc. And D/b/a Unilever Home
& Personal Care USA, Sued
Individually And As Successor-
In-Interest To Chesebrough
Manufacturing Co. A/k/a
Chesebrough-Ponds A/k/a
Chesebrough-Pond’s USA Co. Et
Al

652957/23 Greater NY Mutual Ins.
Co. v. Ategrity Specialty Ins. Co.

154389/25Hamilton Equity Group v.
Friends of Ner Yitzhak, Inc. Et Al

154388/25 Hamilton Equity Group v.
Netivot Israel Congregation Et Al

159772/24Henry v. 32-42 B'way.
Owner LLC Et Al

156112/21 Hereford Ins. Co. v. All
Nations Dme Corp Et Al

160970/21 Hernandez v. NYC

150108/24 Hernandez v. NYCHA Et
Al

157816/23 Hernandez v. Bsrep Ua
3333 B'way. LLC Et Al

154010/22 Housing Rights
Initiative v. Corcoran Group LLC
Et Al

651422/25in The Matter of The
Application of Lancer Ins. Co. To
Stay The Arbitration Sought To
Be Had By v. Mejia

153878/24Infinity Auto Ins. Co. v.
Perez

659048/24Inno Mechanical, Inc. v.
Katselnick & Katselnik Group,
Inc. D/b/a K&K Group

158402/19 Jones v. American Air
Liquide Inc.

160183/21 Kraemer v. Montefiore
Health System, Inc. Et Al

151603/25 Law Offices of Joel
B. Rudin v. NY County Dist.
Attorney’s Office

654614/20 Leane v. Mishcon De
Reya Llp

651421/24 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co.
Et Al v. Acupuncture Care Pc Et

Al

161479/24 Louis Vuitton North
America, Inc. v. Telesoft LLC

655044/22Ma v. Wang

154035/24 Maiello v. NYC Et Al

154599/20 Mbcjan1 LLC v. 10
Greene Owner LLC

154777/19McCall v. Abner
Properties, Inc.

153376/18 Merchant v. NYC

850114/23 Merchants Bank of
Indiana v. 19 W 55 LLC Et Al

161546/23 Moller v. 68 West 128th
St. Partners LLC Et Al

160508/20 Moula v. Sherpa

655977/21Munro General Const.,
Inc. v. 622 Third Ave. Co.

161360/21 Newfield v. 940 8th Ave.
LLC Et Al

651219/25Nick Pawson LLC v. 17
East 9 LLC Et Al

156132/240’Dell v. Sifunjo

153364/24 Oleske v. NYS Dept. of
Law Et Al

154315/25 Onwuka v. Board of
Education of The City School
Dist. of NYC Et Al

651359/25 Oxford Finance LLC v.
Mirlis

805082/24 Pichardo v. Marc Bessler

157377/22 Pilarte v. Wblm 14 Le
Count Owner LLC Et Al

190205/22 Pollizzotto v. Amchem
Prod.s,Inc.,  N/k/a Rhone
Poulenc Ag Co.,  N/k/a Bayer
Cropscience Inc Et Al

650931/23 Purcell v. Holliswood2ave

651817/24 Realties 1430 v.
Schwartz

152926/23 Reisman v. Mizrahi

157613/17Reyes v. NYC

659742/24 Rn Rlty. v. Lhb 28

656450/22 Robert Ettinger v.
Cornell Rlty. Mgt.

152811/23 Rodriguez Meza v.
Chuang Heng Rego Park

153678/23 Rodriguez v. The
Langston Condominium Et Al

653067/22 Royalty Recovery, Inc. v.
Steve Jordan P/k/a Stevie J

159317/23 Ryan v. Legacy Builders/
developers Corp. Et Al

154698/25 Schellens v. NYC Et Al

650842/24 Skillshare, Inc. v. Miller

153166/24 Stillwater Prop. &
Casualty Ins. Co. v. Boddie

150487/25 Strata Rity. Corp. Et Al
v. NYC Office of Administrative
Trials And Hearings Et Al

160569/24 Tipp Floor Covering Inc.
v. Citibank

652367/25Torres v. Wells Fargo
Clearing Services

652904/24 Trustees of NYC Dist.
Council of Carpenters Pension
Fund v. Flagstar Bancorp, Inc.

153680/25 Twenty-One Grove St.
Associates LLC v. NYS Office
of Temporary And Disability
Assistance

950111/19 Twersky v. Yeshiva Univ.

850040/14 U.S. Bank Nat. v. Burgan

651125/25U.S. Bank Nat. Assoc. v.
Hansa USA LLC Et Al

850251/19U.S. Bank Nat. Assoc. v.
Cogen

659223/24 Urban Grid Hldgs. v. Bgtf
Ug Hldgs. LLC Et Al

158139/21Vargas v. Cnr Metal
Trade Inc. Et Al

151109/22 Vasilatos v. 500 Metro.
Owner LLC

153222/17Veloso v. Scaturro
Brothers, Inc.

161184/24Vivas v. Fed. Express
Corp. Et Al

151682/24Wadley v. 889 St.
Nicholas Hotel Corp. Et Al

650560/25Weiss v. Jefferies
Strategic Investments

654457/24Westmount Group LLC v.
The Healing Co. Inc. Et Al

152740/24 Zaccaria-Becker v.

Nat. RR. Passenger Corp. D/b/a
Amtrak Et Al

805018/20 Zamir v. Blyumberg

160175/24 Zapata v. Board of
Education of The City School
Dist. of NYC Et Al

159776/22 Zidek v. Thebgb Inc. Et Al

150370/22 Zotis v. Penn South
Co-Op West Chelsea Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

263616/1510 East 14th St. Realt v.
The Tax Commission of The City
of New York

256948/1410 East 14th St. Realt v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

160841/2415 W 39th St NY LLC v.
NYC Et Al

150976/2350 West St.
Condominium Et Al v. Jdm
Washington St. LLC

652446/22 Aalii Fund v. Industrial
And Commercial Bank of China
Financial Services LLC

150577/25Ac Penguin Prestige
Corp. v. Schulman

650397/25 Aftisse v. Chu

161461/18 Aleksandrovich v. NYC

150134/21 Alves v. Brookfield
Properties

650079/25Ambition Solutions Inc.
v. Strategic Consulting LLC D/b/a
Strategic Financial Solutions

652723/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Esteras

652719/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Flores

652353/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. George Henry Et Al

652717/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Quinones

652354/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Roosevelt Estrella Et Al

652720/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Watson

158461/23 Banyai v. Sheard

158412/23 Bernard v. Strategic
Operational Services Corp.

652255/23 Bfg 104 LLC v.
Greenwich Business Capital

160664/20 Brookes v. 157th St.
Associates

654693/24 Bruin Equities LLC v.
Garcia

152637/22Burch v. Isabella
Geriatric Center, Inc.

155825/18 By Her Guardian Linda v.
NYC Dept.

652990/22 Byun v. Lee

650154/25 Byzfunder NY LLC v.
Mica Rentals, Inc. Et Al

157075/18 Cafisi v. L&L Hldg. Co.

159020/20 Castillo De La Cruz v.
510 East 86th St. Owners

450807/25 Center For Appellate
Litigation Et Al v. NYC Police
Dept.

657040/19 Charles Condominiums
v. Victor Rpm First

155482/22 Coladonato v. 111 West
16th St. Owners, Inc. Et Al

155441/22 Colon v. Chesapeake
Owners Corp. Et Al

154437/25 Colossus Hvac LLC v.
NYC Et Al

451909/24 Comm'rs. of State Ins.
Fund v. AY D Painting LLC

452315/24 Comm’rs. of State Ins.
Fund v. Tnd Const. Inc.

452318/24 Comm’rs. of State
Ins. Fund v. United Eagle
Renovations, Inc.

152901/23 Congacha v. Board of
Mgrs. of Cobble Hill Towers
Condominium Et Al

653566/22 Connolly v. 18 East 18th
St. Tenants Corp. Et Al

190280/23 Connors v. Air & Liquid
Systems Corp. Et Al

155746/24 Continental 21r LLC v.
Us Bank Trust Nat. Assoc.

450431/23 Criteo Corp v. Mia Belle
Girls LLC

161277/17Cruz v. NYCTA

656782/22D & V Rlty. LLC v.
Klyukin

805173/24D. v. Mussalli Md

153223/24 Delancey Suffolk
Associates LLC v. NYC Delancey
Foods Inc. Et Al

151421/22 Diaz v. Boston
Properties, Inc. Et Al

154777/25Div. Prop. Mgt. Et Al v.
Pavan

653903/20 Dmy Sponsor v. Carter
Glatt And Captains

151769/24 Dubose v. Good News
Rity., Inc.

16205224 E.W. Howell Co., LLC v.
NYC Dept. of Design & Const. Et

650233/25 Empire Watch
Manufacturing v. Elite Group
IntTNY

654878/22 Endurance Assurance
Corp. Et Al v. Zurich American
Ins. Co.

659061/24 Energy Plus NY Inc. v.
Alba Services Inc.

Court Calendars
Continued On
Page 13
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LAW DAY

The Constitution’s Promise: Out of Many, One
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DIEGO M. RADZINSC

Key Events in History of Law Day, Celebrated Annually on May 1

1957: A celebration of our legal system

American Bar Association president Charles S.
Rhyne envisioned a special day for celebrating

our legal system.

Source: American Bar Association

A Sober Occasion That Feels
Ditferent This Year

Law Day was conceived of
nearly 70 years ago, in 1957,
by Charles Rhyne. Rhyne was the
president of the American Bar
Association at the time, and he
envisioned Law Day as an occa-
sion to reflect on the rule of law
in America and to recognize the
vital role our legal system plays
in protecting the unique liberties
and privileges that we enjoy as
Americans.

In 1958, President Dwight D.
Eisenhower established Law
Day and issued a proclamation
describing it as “a day of national
dedication to the principles of gov-

Joseph A. Zayas

Chief Administrative Judge

New York State
Unified Court System

ernment under laws.” Three years
later, in 1961, Congress approved
a joint resolution designating
May 1 as Law Day. It would be a
day, the resolution read, to cul-
tivate “that respect for law that
is so vital to the democratic way
of life.”

Since then, Law Day is marked
each year by a presidential proc-
lamation, as well as public events,
like the one held annually at New
York’s Court of Appeals, that focus
on a theme chosen by the ABA.

Presidents over the years have
issued statements reaffirming the
importance of an independent

1958: Introduction of Law Day

President Dwight D. Eisenhower established
Law Day as a day of national dedication to the
principles of government under law.

judiciary and a vigorous bar in pro-
tecting the rule of law. President
Richard Nixon, in 1973, observed
that “without [the courts] the
words of law would be words
without meaning.”

More recently, President Barack
Obama, reflecting on the theme,
“No Courts, No Justice, No Free-
dom,” extolled our courts as
“guarantors of civil justice, social
order, and public safety,” and he
implored Americans to “do every-
thing we can to enable their criti-
cal work.”

Other proclamations have
focused on areas where our legal
system has fallen short. In 1989,
when the theme of Law Day was
access to justice, President George
Bush acknowledged that “[t]here
remain members of our society for
whom the promise of redress for
their grievances [in the courts]
has not been fully realized.” And
the effect of this feeling of “exclu-
sion” was a lack of confidence in
our legal system, which, in turn,

1961: May 1 as the official Law Day

Congress designated May 1 as Law Day,
and this celebration has since spread
to many countries worldwide.

“undermines the strength of our
democracy.”

Law Day is not celebrated with
parades and fireworks; it is a more
sober occasion. And one could be
forgiven for thinking that, at least
sometimes, it consists primarily
of judges and lawyers offering
bland bromides about our rever-
ence for the rule of law in America.
But I think it’s fair to say that this
year, things feel different and more
urgent.

We are, at this moment, con-
fronted on a near daily basis with
profound threats to the rule of
law without recent precedent to
guide us.

It is, quite frankly, a very daunt-
ing time to be a judge, and, beyond
that, a fraught time to practice law.
One particularly symbolic exam-
ple: in April, it was reported that
the Justice Department has issued
adirective forbidding its attorneys
from participating in events spon-
sored by the ABA, which has been
so instrumental in the  » page 11

All Hands on Deck

Martin Luther King, Jr. once
said, “We all came in on dif-
ferent ships, but we're all in the
same boat now.” Those words
have never been more apt, as we
step ever closer to the calamitous
threats of climate change and find
ourselves still fighting for civil
rights for all people.

Can we find our way forward,
honoring our various, widely dis-
parate histories and identities,

Elizabeth A. Garry

Presiding Justice

Appellate Division,
Third Department

while uniting to a common pur-
pose? This is the eternal challenge
of our nation.

“E pluribus unum”—from many,
one. When our wise and vision-
ary founders created and set our
government structure in motion,
they made this declaration. They
announced, not only to the Brit-
ish Crown but to the entire world,
that, despite the varied voices of
the 13 colonies, which included

deep divides over what that struc-
ture should be, the world’s newest
democracy stood united.

They created a three-part sys-
tem of government, one that is
to be admired, that is beautiful
and flexible, one that has stood
the test of time. But common pur-
pose depends upon more than
structure. It requires an under-
lying belief, a sense of trust and
tolerance.

Our social media communica-
tions have helped bring communi-
ties of interest together, but that
same communication structure
has heightened the fracturing of
our society. Fear and anger are
more quickly amplified in those
mediums than in in-person or
more traditional communications,
and of course anonymity increases
our tendency to engage in and
incite poor conduct.

As Margaret Mead is credited
with teaching, the first sign of
human civilization was not our
tools—not arrowheads, hammers,

or even pottery—but a healed
fracture of a femur bone.

This finding revealed that peo-
ple knew to care for each other
through prolonged periods of dif-
ficulty. We now are called upon to
care for each other to meet the
great challenges of our times.

Our legal processes, developed
over time and with great reflection,
give us a basis to stand upon; the
value of fact- and evidence-based
analysis, along with an under-
standing of our history, are pillars
that can support our progress to
a brighter future.

As we celebrate this Law Day,
may we reflect upon the history
of our nation of immigrants, seek
fact- and evidence-based informa-
tion to guide our steps, and work
toward caring for each other, both
in person and in the internet ether.

May we find the will to address
our national interests within
the context of the existential
threats we must, simply must,
face if we wish to pass ~ » page 12

Valuing Differences While Striving
Toward Consensus

hen we envision the ideal of
many voices coming together

as one, we might picture the results
from actions taken by citizens at
the ballot box or in the jury room,
or even of legislators casting the
majority vote to enact a new law.
However, when I think of the
fundamental constitutional prin-

Gerald J. Whalen

Presiding Justice

Appellate Division,
Fourth Department

ciple that requires bringing mul-
tiple differing opinions together
in a concerted effort to create
one voice, I can offer no better
example than the work that is
done by the judges and justices
of the appellate bench.

[ first learned this lesson when
I moved from the trial bench to

the Appellate Division Fourth
Department. As a trial judge, I
made decisions alone, guided
solely by precedent and my own
discretion.

But the role of an appellate
justice requires trading this posi-
tion of solitary responsibility for
collaboration with colleagues, in
which we make an effort to speak
as one court with one voice. In the
decade plus | have spent hearing
appeals, | am frequently reminded
of the critical role that consensus
plays in our court.

If every case resulted in five
disparate opinions such that the
panel could not reach a consen-
sus that resolved the controversy
before us, we would not only cre-

ate confusion for the parties and
the Bar, but we would also fail in
our duty of producing clear, coher-
ent, and just law. We succeed in
performing that duty through the
production of a unified writing in
most cases.

What may not always be appar-
ent, however, is that behind these
unified writings is a diverse group
of jurists with impassioned opin-
ions, who frequently disagree on
the best resolution for a given dis-
pute. In such cases, we strive to
work from a foundation of open,
temperate dialogue in which no
opinion is given more weight than
any other.

Such discussions permit pro-
posed solutions to be heard and
evaluated without rancor, allow-
ing for the value of compromise
to be more readily understood
by panel members. This collegial
atmosphere, which I am proud
to say is prevalent at the Fourth
Department, fosters more effec-
tive communication  » page i1

We Are All in This

Together!

aw Day highlights the impor-

tance of the rule of law and
celebrates the American legal sys-
tem and its principles of justice,
fairness, and liberty for all. Our
legal system provides the frame-
work for the peaceful resolution
of disputes, protecting individual
rights, and ensuring that justice
is equally applied to everyone.

In today’s complex and rap-
idly changing world, it remains
as important as ever to observe
Law Day and to recognize the tire-
less efforts of legal professionals
who work to ensure that the law
is applied fairly and impartially,
and that justice is served.

This year and every year, Law
Day allows us the opportunity
not only to reflect on the legal
principles that shape our lives
but also to look forward to the
continued work needed to guar-
antee the law remains a tool for
impartiality and parity. Our courts
are continually working to fulfill
and maintain this edict.

This year’s Law Day theme,
“The Constitution’s Promise: Out of
Many, One” highlights the unifying
document that brings our diverse
nation together and the belief that
anation built on diversity can find

Norman St. George

First Deputy

Chief Administrative Judge
New York State

Unified Court System

To fulfill this duty, we are com-
mitted to efforts grounded in com-
munication, cooperation, and col-
laboration—the three Cs. From
Many Perspectives, Once Voice.
The concepts of communication,
cooperation, and collaboration
are foundational to the success
of the NYS Courts.

Each of these elements is pow-
erful on its own, but when they
work together harmoniously, they
create an environment where
diverse voices unite to achieve
the shared goal.

People with differing back-
grounds, experiences, and view-
points unite with a common pur-
pose: to guarantee the peaceful
resolution of disputes, to protect
individual rights, and to ensure
that justice is dispensed fairly and
equally, as intended and rightfully
demanded by our United States
Constitution.

Communication is a bridge
that connects us and promotes
understanding and trust—it
ensures smooth and just opera-
tions. Cooperation, the act of
working together, recognizes
that success is greater when we
unite our strengths and talents.

Collaboration, a synergy of

Constitution at the National Archives

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

The U.S. Constitution, Declaration of Independence, and Bill of
Rights—collectively called the Charters of Freedom—are displayed
at the National Archive in Washington, D.C.

common ground in the shared prin-
ciples of justice, fairness, and equal-
ity. It celebrates our union and the
vision of a nation built not on uni-
formity, but on unity in diversity.

We are a country of many
distinct voices, backgrounds,
and viewpoints and our Unified
Court System is dedicated to
embracing the richness of our
diversity while upholding justice
and the rule of law. It strives to be
a system where every individual,
regardless of their background,
is heard, respected, and treated
with impartiality.

Our courts are where people
come to resolve disputes, settle
differences and seek redress for
injury and wrongs. The duty is to
ensure that this will occur fairly,
promptly and safely so that peo-
ple do not lose faith in our Justice
System and seek recompense by
undesirable means.

collective action, takes commu-
nication and cooperation one step
further by focusing on creating
something greater than the sum
of individual efforts. Our system
of justice cannot be effectively
run by any one person, group or
institution alone.

We necessarily rely on our
partners in the legal profession,
in the executive and legislative
branches of government and in
service provider agencies, just to
reference a few. By embracing the
three Cs, our united voice fosters
a legal system that truly serves
all people.

In the words of Helen Keller,
“Alone we can do so little; togeth-
er we can do so much.” By pledg-
ing to this method of leadership,
we are maximizing the ability of
our NYS Courts to ensure the law
remains a tool for fairness and
equity for all.
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A Nation of Many

pluribus unum. Out of many,
one.

The 2025 Law Day theme urges
us to take pride in the Constitution,
the cornerstone of our American
democracy. The Constitution also
provides a bridge for our differ-
ences and brings us together as
a nation.

It entrusts us with the shared
responsibility of working together
for the common good of all peo-
ple regardless of race, creed or
ethnicity.

As Americans, it is our differ-
ences that unite us. We live in a
country that has more immigrants

Domenick Napoletano

President
New York State Bar Association

than any other nation in the world.
Our great state of New York is home
to its third highest foreign-born
population, which renders it a hub
for cultural diversity.

This beautiful mosaic of different
cultures and languages provides
our distinguished state and coun-
try with their enduring strength.

I am proud to be part of that
montage as a first-generation Ital-
ian American who was raised in a
diverse working-class section of
Brooklyn by immigrant parents.

My friends and neighbors came
from different backgrounds, prac-
ticed varying religious beliefs and

observed distinct cultural holidays.
Those shared differences linked us
together.

As proud New Yorkers and
Americans, we are connected by
our desire to live freely under the
tenets of the Constitution includ-
ing popular sovereignty, the gov-
ernment’s right to rule deriving
from the people, and fundamen-
tal individual rights such as free-
dom of speech and freedom of
religion.

The obligation to ensure these
rights are protected lies with the
people. That is one reason why,
as president of the New York State
Bar Association, | have spoken out
in support of our constitutional
principle of birthright citizenship.
The 14th Amendment grants
citizenship to every baby born
in the United States with limited
exceptions.

However, this notion is under
attack despite decades of court
precedent. The White House issued
an Executive Order on its first
day in office denying citizenship
to the 150,000 babies born each
year to undocumented Americans.

This order does not narrow our

differences or bring us together
in the name of freedom. Instead,
it divides us, instills fear in us
and dismantles families and com-
munities contrary to the very
fabric which is meant to bring us
together.

It is up to each of us to embrace
our shared responsibility by speak-
ing out together as one voice, as
one people, so we may protect the
well-being of all our fellow Ameri-
cans, for today as well as for gen-
erations to come.

DOMENICK NAPOLETANO has a busy
general practice that focuses on com-
plex commercial litigation and appellate
work. Several of his cases have appeared
in published decisions, many involving
real property and tenancy and occupan-
cy issues. He has been a member of the
New York State Bar Association for over
40 years and his impact has reverber-
ated throughout every corner of it. He
co-chaired the Emergency Task Force
for Solo and Small Firm Practitioners
and the Task Force on Virtual Discovery
and Trials. In addition, he served as the
association’s treasurer from 2018 to 2023
and chaired the Working Group on Facial
Recognition Technology.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

Howard Chandler Christy’s 1940 painting depicts George Washington presiding at the signing of the Constitution of the United States in Philadel-
phia on Sept. 17, 1787. The painting is currently displayed in the Capitol building in Washington, D.C.

On Law Day, We Must Defend
Judicial Independence

ach year on May 1, our coun-

try observes Law Day—a civic
tradition first proclaimed by Presi-
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1958
to celebrate the rule of law as the
cornerstone of our democracy. It
called on Americans to “vigilantly
guard the great heritage of liberty,
justice, and equality under law,”
and referred to America as “a bea-
con light for oppressed peoples of
the world seeking freedom, justice,
and equality for the individual
under laws.”

This year, our celebration
of the values that sustain our
constitutional system must be
more than ceremonial. It must
be a call to action—to defend
one of the most fundamental
institutions in a democratic soci-
ety: an independent judiciary.

Having grown up in Pakistan, I
know firsthand the dangers that
arise when judges are threatened
with retribution for the decisions
they make. In such an environ-
ment, the law becomes more

Muhammad U. Faridi

President
New York City Bar Association

a tool of those in power than a
shield for the vulnerable. Judges
who fear for their careers—or
their safety—cannot serve as a
meaningful check on government
overreach. The result is not just the
erosion of judicial independence,
but the unraveling of democratic
norms.

The idea that courts should
operate free from political influ-
ence is part of America’s fabric.
One of the grievances in the Dec-
laration of Independence accused
King George IIl of making judges
“dependent on his Will alone”
for their salaries and tenure. The
founders understood that a judi-
ciary subservient to political power
could never guarantee individual
rights.

That insight shaped the Con-
stitution. As Hamilton argued in
[v]Federalist No. 78, the judiciary
must be “truly distinct” from the
other branches. Madison warned
in Federalist No. 51 that liberty
depends on the ability of each

branch to resist encroachments
from the others. The courts were
not intended to mirror popular
will or partisan preference. They
were designed to interpret the law
independently and, when neces-
sary, stand firm against political
pressure.

But even the strongest consti-
tutional design depends on the
norms that support it—respect
for law, belief in legal institutions,
and a shared understanding that
judges are not political actors.
Those norms are under siege.

Today, judges across the coun-
try face a troubling increase in
personal threats and political pres-
sure. Some rhetoric has moved well
beyond criticism into dangerous
territory—calls for impeachment
based solely on disagreement,
efforts to intimidate judges, and
even public threats of violence.
All of this erodes public confi-
dence and undermines the rule
of law.

Just as troubling is the growing
disregard by some in the executive
branch for the authority of judicial
decisions. We should recall that
when the Supreme Court issued
its landmark decision in Brown
v. Board of Education, President
Eisenhower made clear that the
ruling would be enforced—send-
ing federal troops to uphold the
rule of law. In his address from the
White House, President Eisenhower

reflected that “[t]he very basis of
our individual rights and freedoms
is the certainty that the President
and the Executive Branch of Gov-
ernment will support and insure
the carrying out of the decisions
of the Federal Courts, even, when
necessary with all the means at the
President’s command.” That act
demonstrated the executive’s vital
role in affirming judicial authority.

Contrast that with Pakistan,
where enforcement of court rul-
ings by the executive branch often
depends on political convenience.
This selective compliance fuels
instability and weakens democratic
institutions. It’s alarming to see
similar undemocratic tendencies
now emerging here, where some
executive branch officials ques-
tion or flout judicial orders. Such
defiance strikes at the heart of the
separation of powers and the rule
of law.

This is not about shielding
judges from scrutiny. Judicial opin-
ions should be subject to rigorous
analysis and debate. But there is a
bright line between criticism and
coercion, between political dis-
agreement and political punish-
ment, and between rule of law and
rule of fear. When elected officials
attempt to weaponize impeach-
ment or ignore binding rulings, they
endanger the long-term stability of
our legal system and the rights it
protects. » Page 12

Past Promises and

Law Day is a national day ded-
icated to honoring the rule
of law and recognizing how our
legal system protects freedom,
upholds justice, and supports
the liberties that all Americans
cherish.

This year’s Law Day theme
is “The Constitution’s Promise:
Out of many, one,” focusing on
the Constitution’s role in uniting
citizens and fulfilling the promise
of a united nation.

Let’s begin with the phrase
“Out of many, one,” which is from
the Latin, E pluribus unum. It is
the promise of the United States,
of unity derived from diversity.
As a national motto, it reflects
the values and aspirations of
the United States, symboliz-
ing the creation of a cohesive
nation from a diverse group of
individuals.

The story behind E pluribus
unum has deep historical roots,
dating back to the pivotal hours
just after the signing of the Dec-
laration of Independence on July
4, 1776.

The Continental Congress
formed a committee—compris-
ing of John Adams, Benjamin
Franklin, and Thomas Jefferson—
to craft a motto for the fledgling
nation. It was these individuals
who suggested the phrase, which
was then ratified by the Conti-
nental Congress.

The Founding Fathers
acknowledged and recognized
that it was essential for all the
states to unite, and more impor-
tantly for the people to unite, to
ensure victory and gain indepen-
dence from Great Britain, the
Superpower of the day.

The Founding Fathers were
deeply influenced by Enlight-
enment philosophers like John
Locke, Montesquieu, Rousseau,
and Thomas Paine.

These philosophers champi-
oned natural rights—the idea
that every individual inherently
possesses rights to life, liberty,
and property— and advocated
for a social contract theory of
government, in the form of a
constitution, and a government
founded on principles of lim-
ited power, separate but equal
branches of government, and
checks and balances.

As a result of this influence,
the Founders created a consti-
tution that could live up to this
promise. They created a consti-
tution that was a “flexible living
document,” capable of evolving
alongside society’s changing val-
ues and needs.

Initially, the concept of “Out
of many, one” included a limited
“many.” The original framework
of the nation did not include all
groups—African Americans and
women, for example, were not
considered part of the “many.”

Although the Founders were
undoubtedly brilliant, they were
not without flaws. To progress
with the creation of the Con-
stitution, they had to set aside
resolutions for some of the most
contentious issues of their era.

Nevertheless, they construct-
ed a flexible, living constitutional
system with built-in mechanisms
that allowed the nation to gradu-
ally address these injustices as
society evolved.

Key among these constitu-
tional mechanisms was the

Hopes for Tomorrow

Raymond L. Rodriguez

Administrative Judge

New York Supreme Court
13th Judicial District

Andres Casas

Principal Court Attorney
To Judge Raymond L. Rodriguez

New York Supreme Court
13th Judicial District

amendment process, allowing
for fundamental changes that
could expand inclusion over
time. The separation of powers,
dividing authority across differ-
ent branches of government to
ensure that no single branch
becomes too powerful.

Lastly, checks and balances,
creating safeguards which allow
each branch of government to
limit the powers of the others.
These mechanisms have been
instrumental in ensuring a fair
and just system for all, and
essential in the journey toward
achieving the promise of “Out of
many, one”.

In the judicial realm, landmark
Supreme Court decisions serve
as milestones that illustrate this
journey. The Dred Scott decision
upheld fugitive slave laws; Plessy
v Ferguson endorsed segregation
under the “separate but equal”
doctrine; Brown v Board of Edu-
cation dismantled segregation
in public schools; and Loving
v Virginia struck down bans on
interracial marriage.

These expansions of the scope
of inclusion were accomplished
through the Constitutional prin-
ciple of judicial review, fulfilling
the promise of “Out of many,
one”, enabling us as a nation,
the ability to right the wrongs
of the past.

Similarly, the Executive and
Legislative branches have con-
tributed significantly to the Con-
stitutional promise, “Out of many;,
one.” The legislative branch,
through its chief constitutional
mechanism, the amendment pro-
cess, introduced critical changes
in the form of the Reconstruction
Amendments.

Included in these were the
Thirteenth Amendment, abol-
ishing slavery, the Fourteenth
Amendment, guaranteeing birth-
right citizenship and equal pro-
tection under the law for all, and
the Fifteenth Amendment ensur-
ing every citizen has the right to
vote regardless of their race or
color of their skin, specifically
mentioning those with a “pre-
vious condition of servitude,”
granting this right to former
slaves. Later, with the Nineteenth
Amendment, extending women
the right to vote.

Other legislative milestones
also promoted this Constitu-
tional promise, including the
Reconstruction Act of 1867 and
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, fur-
ther buttressing the promise by
outlawing discrimination on the
basis of race, color, religion, sex,
or national origin.

Executive actions have also
played a role in promoting the
promise, “Out of many, one.”

Beginning with President
Abraham Lincoln’s Emancipation
Proclamation, freeing enslaved
people from Confederate States
in rebellion against the Union;
Later, President Franklin Dela-
no Roosevelt’s Executive Order
8802 banning discrimination in
the defense industry.

Then, President Harry Tru-
man’s Executive Order 9981,
desegregating the United States
Armed Forces.

These are but a few examples
of how our Constitution lives up
to the promise of our national
motto and demonstrates our liv-
ing Constitution. » Page 12

How the National Archives Became Home to the U.S. Constitution

The Chain of Custody:
Before the National Archives

Before their 1952 move to the

An Exhibition Hall
At the National Archives

In 1930, designers for the National

Advancing the Security of the
Founding Documents

In 1939, new Librarian supported

Transfer of the
Charters of Freedom

In December 1952, with President

National Archives, the Constitution,
Declaration of Independence, and
Bill of Rights were housed by the
State Department and displayed at
the Centennial Exhibition in 1876 in
Philadelphia, until damage concerns
led to their removal in 1894. Presi-
dent Warren G. Harding’s 1921 exec-
utive order directed transferring
them to the Library of Congress,
where they joined other founding
documents for safekeeping.

Source: National Archives

Archives added an exhibition hall
to display the Charters of Freedom,
with two large murals by Barry
Faulkner showing the historical
events surrounding the creation

of the Declaration of Independence
and the Constitution. President
Franklin D. Roosevelt supported
the transfer, but Librarian of

Congress Herbert Putnam objected.

His opposition delayed the reloca-
tion for nearly two decades.

transfer of the Charters of Freedom,
but the documents remained at the
Library. Shortly after the bombing of
Pearl Harbor in 1941, the documents
were transferred to Fort Knox and
returned to the Library in 1944. After
WWII, Archivist Wayne Grover argued
that the Library lacked proper fire
safety and climate control, while the
National Archives was purpose-built
for protection. His case won over Con-
gress, the President, and the Library.

Harry Truman and Congress’s
approval, the Charters were moved
under military guard to the National
Archives and secured in a specially
designed safe. Later in June, the
Continental Congress and the
Constitutional Convention were
also moved to the National Archives
building, completing the transfer
and establishing the Archives as the
official guardian of America’s most
important historical documents.

WIKIMEDIA
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Lawyers Must Join Together
To Protect the Rule of Law

n a statement recorded on April

30, 1958 (the day before the first
Law Day), President Dwight D.
Eisenhower reflected: “In a very
real sense, the world no longer
has a choice between force and
law. If civilization is to survive, it
must choose the rule of law. On
this Law Day, then, we honor not
only the principle of the rule of law,
but also those judges, legislators,
lawyers and law-abiding citizens
who actively work to preserve our
liberties under law.”

These words stand out today,
as attempts to undermine judicial
independence (and even threats to
our judges’ safety) proliferate, law-
yers are targeted with intimidation
efforts based on the kinds of clients
they represent, and the populace
seems irretrievably polarized. But
the ABA tells us that this year’s Law
Day theme—The Constitution’s
Promise: Out of Many, One—"“urges
us to take pride in a Constitution
that bridges our differences to bring
us together as a united nation” and
to “explore and renew our duties
to one another under the Constitu-
tion and our democratic norms.”

In context, this seems like a
tall order. But under a Constitu-
tion in which “We the People”
are ultimately sovereign, “our
duties to one another” cannot
be ignored or minimized. Every
one of us is part of that “We.”

Adrienne B. Koch

President

New York County
Lawyers Association

Richard P. Swanson

President-Elect

New York County
Lawyers Association

Let’s think about this in terms of
the rule of law—the golden princi-
ple in whose honor President Eisen-
hower first proclaimed Law Day.

The Rule of Law
—Then and Now

The rule of law is not just an
abstract concept: it is implemented
in the real world through indepen-
dent investigators and prosecutors
who make charging decisions based
on facts and evidence, free from
political influence; regulators who
take action after having assembled
comprehensive supporting facts;
lawyers who are free to take on cli-
ents and causes as they see fit—to
push back against the first two, and
to ensure both sides of any given
story are fully and adequately pre-
sented; and judges who make their
decisions on the merits based upon
the evidence presented, and whose
decisions the parties respect and
abide by (subject to their rights of
appeal). The rule of law is critical
to a stable and predictable legal
system. Such a system, in turn, is
essential not only to matters such
as civil liberties, criminal justice,
and the exercise of governmental
power and its distribution amongst
our governmental branches, but to
all manner of legal disputes—from
the commercial to the personal.

None of us can know exactly

what was in President Eisenhower’s
mind in 1958 when he established
Law Day to honor that complex and
vital tenet of our democracy. But
he did so at a very different point
in the life of our Republic. We were
in the throes of a technology war
with the Soviets, and seemed to be
losing: they had just successfully
launched Sputnik 1, and shortly
before that had developed the first
intercontinental ballistic missile.
President Eisenhower may have
been trying, at least in part, to shift
the focus to a different battle—one
that was not just about hearts and
minds, but about how much our
country could accomplish simply
by existing. The very existence of a
robust and thriving democracy like
ours was a threat to authoritarian-
ism everywhere.

Fast forward sixty-seven years,
to today.

These are strange and challeng-
ing times for everything we honor
on Law Day: in Eisenhower’s words,
“not only the principle of the rule of
law, but also those judges, legisla-
tors, lawyers and law-abiding citi-
zens who actively work to preserve
our liberties under law.”

This is nowhere more apparent
than in attitudes toward the judicia-
ry. As Alexander Hamilton wrote in
the Federalist Papers (quoting Mon-
tesquieu), “there is no liberty, if the
power of judging be not separated
from the legislative and executive
powers.” Eisenhower recognized
this too, when—in September 1957
(months before proclaiming the first
Law Day)—he took the extraordi-
nary step of sending troops to Little
Rock, Arkansas to ensure that the
desegregation orders issued in the
wake of Brown v. Board of Education
were enforced. He was not necessar-
ily a fan of that decision, but, said he:
“Mob rule cannot be allowed to over-
ride the decisions of the courts.”

When we look for that level of
devotion today, instead we see
what looks like the opposite: not
only threats that judicial decisions
may not be followed, but also calls
for the impeachment of judges
based solely on disagreement with

their rulings, and even threats of
physical violence against judges.
This is not only unacceptable; it
is frightening: the rule of law, so
critical to a free and just society,
cannot survive if judges become
fearful that ruling in the way they
believe the law requires will jeop-
ardize their careers or their safety.

Executive Orders have mean-
while been issued that impose or
threaten retaliation against law
firms that take and have taken on
clients and positions the Adminis-
tration disapproves. These Execu-
tive Orders, designed to pressure
lawyers to take on specific kinds
of clients and avoid specific other
kinds, undermine the rule of law
from a different angle: even a
strong, independent, and fearless
judiciary can only decide the cases
that are actually brought before it.
Efforts to intimidate lawyers—like
efforts to intimidate judges—jeop-
ardize the foundations on which
the rule of law is built.

The Duty of Lawyers

This paints a troubling picture.
But the news is not all bad. In a
September 2024 survey by the
World Justice Project, over 90% of
Americans from both political par-
ties affirmed that the rule of law is
essential or important to the future
of the country, to U.S. democracy,
and to their very own lives. That
level of agreement about anything
is almost unheard-of these days.

This brings us back to “our duties
to one another under the Constitu-
tion and our democratic norms”—
the duties that underlie the theme
of this year’s Law Day. It is, we sub-
mit, our duty to protect the rule of
law that our country holds so dear
with near-unanimity. And it is the
special duty of lawyers to lead that
effort. » Page 12
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Saving the Republic

have become a Radical Con-
servative.

Not politically. [ remain the
liberal Democrat I have been
since boyhood, listening to my
family extol the virtues of Adlai
Stevenson, which inevitably led
me to serve as a Democratic Par-
ty official, as well as a campaign
lawyer and advocate for dozens
of Democratic candidates during
the last forty years.

[ mean “conservative” in a
more fundamental sense—intent
on preserving the institutions
and norms that sustain our
American republican form of gov-
ernment. To put a fine point on
it: to defend the rule of law, the
separation of powers, and our
system of checks and balances.

[ am keenly aware that our his-
tory, values and institutions have
been imperfect. A civil war was
necessary to eliminate slavery;
and years-long movements were
necessary for women, African-
Americans and LGBTQ citizens
to secure their rights. We retain
an anachronistic procedure for
electing the president; and our
government is often hobbled by a
United States Senate whose very
structure mocks the popular will.
And there continues to be many
restrictions on the right to vote.

That said, our constitutional
republic exalts the rule of law
and precious freedoms that are
unique among nations.

Yet, especially on this Law
Day 2025, readers are all too
familiar with how the attacks
on judicial independence and the
rule of law by the current presi-
dent threaten the very fabric of
American society—his unlawful
arrest and deportation crusade;
his attempt to unconstitutionally
re-write election laws and the
14th Amendment’s provision of

Jerry H. Goldfeder

Director

Fordham Law School
Voting Rights and
Democracy Project

birthright citizenship; his failure
to abide by court orders; and so
on. All of this was presaged by
his attempted upending of our
peaceful succession of power,
which underscored his rejection
of constitutional norms and the
rule of law.

Opposition to this onslaught
has been immediate and fierce,
from those who are politically lib-
eral and conservative, and from
lawyers and other concerned
citizens. To demonstrate and
promote this resistance, tens of
thousands of lawyers are today
reaffirming their oaths to the
United States Constitution and
the rule of law at rallies in New
York and across the nation. |
daresay that each of us is a con-
stitutional conservative.

And like the “radical Repub-
licans” of the 1860s, who were
intent on preserving our nation,
we are “radical” — because, given
the existential crisis the Ameri-
can legal system is facing, we
are willing to state unblemished
truths and take steps as bold as
necessary. That is why law firms
and not-for-profits are suing the
president and Administration
almost daily; and so many bar
associations, law professors,
and advocates are filing amicus
briefs, writing letters, and lob-
bying public officials with unfet-
tered zeal.

We lawyers, then, and so
many other Americans as well,
are the twenty-first  » pPage 12
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Atright, on Dec. 13, 1952, the Charters of Freedom traveled to the
National Archives building in a procession of tanks in an armored
personnel carrier. The National Archives was considered the safest in
the Washington area. Upon arrival, the documents were placed in a
custom-built, 50 ton, steel and concrete, bomb-and fire-proof safe built
by the Mosler Safe Company. Above, a model of the safe to which the
Charters are lowered from their display. The safe included a specially
designed elevator that allowed the documents to be stored in a fire-,
shock-, water-, theft-, and bomb-proof vault at night and then raised
into their display cases during the day.
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promotion of Law Day since its
inception.

My greatest concern, naturally,
is for judges. As Chief Justice John
Roberts wrote in his most recent
year-end report on the federal
judiciary, “It is not in the nature
of judicial work to make everyone
happy.” Judges make difficult, and
often unpopular, decisions every
day—decisions that affect people’s
liberty, their families, and their
financial interests.

Courts, too, sometimes invali-
date laws passed by the Legislature
or actions taken by the Executive,
which is not always well-received
by the public, or, for that matter,
the other branches of government.
We do so, however, under an obliga-
tion to “be faithful to the law” and
“not [to] be swayed by partisan
interests, public clamor or fear of
criticism.”

As judges, we learn quickly that
criticism is inevitable. We are criti-
cized—often passionately so—by
the litigants who appear before us,
by our colleagues on the bench, by

the press, by academics, and oth-
ers, including those who, motivat-
ed by naked self-interest, criticize
judges to obtain favorable rulings
in their own litigation.

We have to have thick skin to do
our jobs. But that’s OK. “Criticism
keeps us on our toes and helps us
do a better job.” Abrego Garcia v.
Noem, __F.4d __ (4th Cir,, Apr. 17,
2025) (Wilkinson, J.).

Recently, however, criticism of
the judiciary has taken a darker,
more nihilistic turn. It seeks to
delegitimize the courts as neutral
arbiters of disputes, and casts
them instead as politically moti-
vated actors. Judges are not simply
wrong on the merits; they are, in
the words of some of their crit-
ics, “radical” and “crooked,” and
deserving of impeachment.

In this particularly divisive
political moment, judges presiding
over high profile cases increas-
ingly have to be concerned
that critics—including elected
officials, partisan press outlets,
and fringe social media figures—
will scour not only the judge’s
own background for hints of
partiality, but the judge’s fam-
ily members as well, potentially

putting their loved ones in dan-
ger. We've seen this happen
recently to state court judges here
in New York.

As Isaid, judges know that criti-
cism—informed or not—comes
with the territory. But it’s some-
thing else entirely when judges’
family members are targeted, and
their lives scrutinized, based on
the profoundly misguided notion
that their beliefs, to the extent they
can even be inferred from publicly
available information, provide a
basis for questioning the judge’s
fairness.

This overheated rhetoric leads,
regrettably but unsurprisingly, to
threats and actual violence against
judges. It was recently reported
that several judges handling high-
profile cases involving the new
presidential administration have
received anonymous pizza deliver-
ies, apparently to convey a mes-
sage that the sender knows where
the judges, and their families,
live.

This is just one example of the
alarming increase in the prevalence
of threats made against judges;
there are many others, unfortu-
nately. But it’s equally disturbing

that it is becoming an increasingly
mainstream stance for elected offi-
cials to suggest that one solution to
the “problem” of “radical” judges
is simply to defy court orders with
which they disagree.

If we start to go down this road,
and I fear that we already have, the
rule of law and our unique system
of checks and balances may be irre-
trievably broken.

In reading through dozens
of Law Day proclamations, one
phrase that was invoked by more
than one president—*“voluntary
adherence to the rule of law"—
struck me. When we talk about
the rule of law and separation of
powers, we sometimes assume
that our system of government
provides an effective response for
any encroachment on these foun-
dational democratic principles. But
the reality is murkier.

Dedication to the rule of law is,
in a critical sense, voluntary. So if
we are to continue to function as
a government of laws, not of indi-
viduals, we need to ensure that the
individuals we entrust to lead us
are wholly committed to an ideal
that is, when pressed, more fragile
than we like to think.

Whalen

« Continued from page 9
and higher quality decisions and

writings.

Consensus, however, is not
achieved by fiat. Indeed, a strong-

armed approach would nullify the

insight that comes from having a
panel with various strongly held
convictions, and which ensures

that the decisions of our court

are reflective of the public that

we serve.

Thus, with respect and open-
ness, we find a path to work togeth-
er toward two seemingly incompat-
ible goals: valuing differences while

striving toward consensus.

Even where there is a dissent
or concurrence, those writings are
produced with a goal of clarifying

the law through a counterpoint
to the majority and thereby pro-
viding the guidance that litigants
and the public seek from the
judiciary.

This aspect of the decision-
making process is in many ways
a microcosm of our larger demo-
cratic system. Our system of
checks and balances ensures that
no one branch of our government,
whether state or federal, speaks
with a louder voice than any
other.

We strive as a society to cre-
ate solidarity from difference, to
permit a greater understanding
through the respectful exchange of
carefully considered beliefs. In this
way, perhaps we also exemplify the
New York state motto “Excelsior”
by moving ‘ever upward’ through
the joining of our voices.
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Samuel J.Tilden, at left, a presidential
candidate whose victory at the polls

in 1876 was stolen from him. Above,
National Democratic chart for president
Tilden and vice president Thomas A.
Hendricks.

Goldfeder
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century’s Radical Conservatives.
I have taught Election Law for
almost twenty five years, at Ford-
ham University School of Law and
the University of Pennsylvania Law
School. For many of those semes-
ters, it has been my custom to end
my final class with a quote from
Samuel J. Tilden, a presidential
candidate whose victory at the
polls in 1876 was stolen from him.
Several months after the nefarious
deal that deprived him of the oval
office, he spoke at a civic organiza-
tion in Manhattan. In relevant part,

he said: “Everybody knows that,
after the recent election, the men
who were elected by the people
as President and Vice President
were counted out; and the men
who were not elected were counted
in and seated. If my voice could
reach throughout our country and
be heard in its remotest hamlet, I
would say: Be of good cheer. The
Republic will live. The institutions
of our fathers are not to expire in
shame. The sovereignty of the
people shall be rescued from this
peril and re-established.”

[ have always chosen to be opti-
mistic about our future, and read-
ing Tilden’s words to my students
has been an attempt to convey that

feeling, despite the challenges in
our country. Most of the time, Til-
den’s words (and, | hope, my own
outlook) was received with appre-
ciation and agreement.

As the recent semester ended,
I once again read Tilden’s words
to my class. This time, however,
the message [ conveyed was one
of deep concern. [ am no longer as
hopeful as I used to be. But, like
so many of my colleagues, | insist
upon being resolute—to use our
legal skills as best as we can to
keep our republic. This is the cen-
tral meaning of this year’s Law Day.

We owe it to our Founders to
do so. And we owe it to those who
come after us.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

President Lyndon B. Johnson shakes hands with Rev. Martin Luther King after handing him a pen during the
signing of the Civil Rights bill into law during a White House ceremony on July 2, 1964.

Faridi
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As Justice Ginsburg once
observed, “constitutional insula-
tion” isn’t enough to protect the
courts if we lose a culture that
respects judicial independence.
That culture must be actively
maintained—and defended when
under attack.

President Eisenhower intended
Law Day to be more than a com-
memoration. It is a moment for

national reflection. This Law Day,
we must recommit to the prin-
ciple that judges should decide
cases based on law and facts—
not fear of reprisal. We must insist
that our leaders, including those
in the executive branch, respect
and follow the rulings of our
courts, even when they disagree.

Madison, in introducing the Bill
of Rights, said that “independent
tribunals of justice” would be “the
guardians of those rights.” That
promise remains as vital today as
ever. It's up to all of us to keep it alive.

Garry

« Continued from page 9
anything of value on to the genera-
tions that follow.

This day is set aside for such
reflection, and renewal of purpose.
We are, more clearly than ever,
in the same boat—this precious
planet that we share with all of
creation. Our capacity to care for
it is deeply in question; may we
rise to the challenge. All hands
on deck.

Koch
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But we understand how difficult
it can be for individual lawyers—
and even large law firms—to speak
out against threats to the rule of law.
Part of the reason why bar asso-
ciations exist is to do exactly that:
bar associations have not only the
freedom but also the responsibil-
ity to take the lead in protecting
professional values and the rule of
law that is so central to American
society, to our democracy, and to
our very way of life.

Here is some of what we at NYCLA
have been doing toward that end.

First, we've spoken out. We were
the first bar association to do so—
only days after the inauguration,
when investigators and prosecutors
who worked on the January 6 cases
were fired, along with independent
Inspectors General. We also pushed
the ABA to become more active in
this space, which we are pleased
to see they are doing.

As each new threat emerged and
developed, we issued additional
statements making our concerns
clear. We've issued over a dozen now.

We have also been defending
the judiciary when necessary, as
we always do when we perceive that
the need has arisen. Judges are ethi-

cally prohibited from speaking out
in their own defense against media
attacks—which are now a near-daily
occurrence. Doing that for them is
part of our core function at NYCLA.

But statements, while important,
are not by themselves enough.
NYCLA has taken actions as well.
We’ve organized a series of bar
summits, attended by multiple bar
associations, to try to coordinate
and magnify our collective efforts
and voices. We've joined in amicus
briefs in the various cases challeng-
ing the Administration’s Executive
Orders against law firms. We've
formed a Rule of Law Task Force to
help us continue to issue statements
and reports and otherwise contribute
to our ongoing activities in this area.
And we've taken the lead on organiz-
ing a multi-bar rally for Law Day, May
1, 2025, at Foley Square in New York
City -where lawyers who share our
concerns can show their collective
strength and make their collective
voices heard. We fully intend to con-
tinue these and other efforts.

Civil rights are subject to chal-
lenge in every generation, in ways
that differ and evolve over time. Pro-
tecting the rule of law is our collec-
tive challenge today. We at NYCLA
are proud to proclaim our values
on Law Day 2025. We hope lawyers
will join us, and our bar association
colleagues, in this effort.

Rodriguez
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However, the journey of “Out of
many, one” has always been a work
in progress.

During different parts of our histo-
ry “Out of many, one” took on differ-
ent meanings regarding who was in
the “many,” as cycles of immigrants
came into our country and had to
fight for their rightful inclusion in
the national tapestry—Irish immi-
gration in 1840’s, Jewish and Italian
immigration in the 1880s and sub-
sequent waves of immigration from
other ethnic and religious groups.

Through setbacks and injus-
tices, the promise of the Constitu-
tion of “Out of many, one,” endures
and has steered progress toward a
more inclusive and unified society.

As we commemorate Law Day,
we are invited to reflect on the
enduring wisdom of our Found-
ing Fathers in choosing the motto
“Out of many, one.”

This phrase serves as a timeless
reminder that, despite our diverse
voices, backgrounds, and perspec-
tives, we share a common identity
and purpose. Today, in celebrating
our diversity, we also reaffirm the
collective unity that has guided and
continues to shape our nation and
makes us one.

Expert Analysis / Corporate Update

Custody
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mation to the court and when
working with families that may
be experiencing parent-child
contact problems.

The Critics’ Perspective

Professor Joan Meier of George
Washington University Law
School is a leader in the charge
against PA theory. Her research
suggests courts frequently mis-
use PA claims to discount legiti-
mate abuse allegations. Prof.
Meier argues in regard to parental
alienation syndrome:PAS theory
recasts abuse claims as false tools
for alienation, thereby inherently
dissuading evaluators and courts
from serious consideration of
whether abuse has actually
occurred.

Relationship Dynamics

Some experts advocate for a
more nuanced approach. Clinical
psychologist Dr. Lyn Greenberg
emphasizes early intervention
focused on children’s devel-
opmental needs rather than
alienation labels. Dr. Greenberg
explains:Children at the center
of conflict exhibit dysfunctional
patterns early, failing to master
essential developmental skills or
demonstrating regressive or inap-
propriate behavior. . .With early
intervention, many children can
have a respite from dysfunctional
family dynamics, develop or main-
tain healthy social and relation-
ship-building skills, learn healthy
coping abilities, and benefit from
safer venues for resolving conflict.

Similarly, psychologist Dr. Ben-
jamin D. Garber warns against
oversimplifying complex family
dynamics into alienation versus
abuse. He opines as to parent
child contact problems (PCCP):

At issue is not the existence of

alienation as some have sug-

gested, although the phenom-
enon must be understood as

a relationship dynamic that

can arise between people

rather than as a syndrome or
illness that can be diagnosed
within a child.

At issue instead is our ability

and willingness to look beyond

simple and appealing either/
or, black/white arguments to
wrestle with the full complex-
ity of human relationships.

All of these arguments are com-

pelling and as Garber suggests,

attorneys and mental health pro-
fessionals need to take a deeper
dive into the “why” behind the
“what” of these types of behav-
iors. Those answers are compli-
cated and we hope to explore
those in future articles.

In her 2025 book Someone Said
Parental Alienation, Dr. Jean Mer-
cer notes that:Defining parental
alienation is the first step in this
discussion, but it would be a
mistake to think that it’s the last
step. ..

Alienationists use the term
parental alienating behaviors to
describe the actions they believe
preferred parents use to persuade
children to avoid or reject the
other parents . . . (Until these
actions have been demonstrated
to cause child avoidance, it might
be preferable simply to call them
parenting behaviors).

Anti-alienationists sometimes
use the phrase protective parent
to describe a child’s preferred par-

Parents may view the actions
of those professionals as seeking
to capitalize on the dysfunction
within the family, while those
professionals likely perceive
themselves as well-intentioned,
seeking to protect the best inter-
ests of children made the subject
of litigation.

Estrangement can fester and
reach the point of a difficult and
lengthy return to a healthy rela-
tionship, often involving counsel-
ing. Courts must evaluate compet-
ing expert testimony, weigh abuse
allegations, and make high-stakes
custody decisions while navigat-
ing contradictory claims and
inconsistent research.

Many jurisdictions now require
specialized training for custody
evaluators and careful screening
of alienation claims.

Attorney Ashish Joshi counsels
attorneys to thoroughly under-
stand the scientific literature
and properly frame alienation

Estrangement can fester and reach the point of a difficult
and lengthy return to a healthy relationship, often involv-

ing counseling.

ent, whom alienationists consider
to be an alienator. Emphasis is in
the original text.

Drs. Jonathan Gould and
David Martindale note in The
Art and Science of Child Cus-
tody Evaluations, “[m]any, if not
most, children in nonabusive
families have equal relation-
ships with their parents - rela-
tionships that are not identi-
cal but relatively equal.”Dr.
Gould and Dr. Martindale draw
distinctions between affinity
(being closer to one parent to
the other) in nonabusive fami-
lies, alignment in nonabusive
families, and protective par-
enting in abusive families as a
springboard to discussing and
identifying signs of pathological
relationships.

The Impact on Family Courts

This theoretical battle has pro-
found practical implications. Sim-
ply put, parent child contact prob-
lems can escalate, exacerbated
by divorce and/or other custody
battles, to the point that if a child
is aligned with one parent, and
for a variety of reasons, rejects
contact with the other parent, law-
yers, mental health professionals,
and judges find themselves in the
midst of battling parents, charged
with sorting things out.

evidence:For any type of abuse,
there is always a risk of abusers
pretending to be victims. This
risk creates the need for clear
standards and reliable screening
and assessment tools to prevent
misuse.

Conclusion

The parental alienation debate
reflects deeper questions about
how we protect children caught
in family conflict. Moving forward
requires more than simply tak-
ing sides in an ideological battle.
Instead of fixating on labels, legal
and mental health profession-
als should focus on observable
behaviors, relationship dynamics,
and evidence-based interventions
tailored to each family’s unique
circumstances.

By prioritizing children’s devel-
opmental needs and establishing
rigorous, balanced assessment
protocols, courts can make more
informed decisions that truly
serve the best interests of chil-
dren while ensuring abuse allega-
tions receive proper investigation.

The path to better outcomes
lies not in winning the termi-
nology war, but in developing
more sophisticated, nuanced
approaches to helping families
navigate these extraordinarily
complex situations.

State

« Continued from page 3
to bring FCPA-related consumer
protection suits is that states gen-
erally do not have the same ability
to obtain evidence from foreign
countries as the DOJ.
Nevertheless, the Lockheed
case cited in the California advi-
sory suggests that competitors,
and potentially internal whistle-
blowers, might be able to provide
state attorneys general with rel-
evant evidence to begin proceed-
ings, and state attorneys general
might be able to use the discov-

ery process to further build their
cases.

Businesses should also con-
sider the statute of limitations for
state law claims. A claim under
California’s UCL, for example,
begins to accrue from the date
when the injury occurred if the
plaintiff should have reasonably
discovered the unfair conduct.
Aryeh v. Canon Business Solutions
Inc., 55 Cal. 4th 1185 (2013).

Moreover, businesses should
remain mindful of the FCPA’s five-
year statute of limitations, which
can be extended up to eight years
under certain circumstances.
18 U.S.C. §3282. Even if federal

enforcement is paused for more
than 180 days, the risk of state or
federal enforcement could extend
beyond the current administra-
tion.

Key Takeaways

Even in the absence of fed-
eral enforcement, businesses
that engage in bribery of foreign
officials or similar misconduct
remain exposed to significant
reputational damage and other
legal consequences, including
substantial civil penalties, by state
attorneys general as well as inter-
national enforcement authorities.

$10 Million

« Continued from page 5

Signing bonuses like Tu’s have
become increasingly common in
recent years, a reflection of the
sky-high demand and limited sup-
ply of in-house attorneys with the
broad range of skills the legal chief
role now requires.

Tu—whose full title is execu-
tive vice president, chief legal
and compliance officer, and cor-
porate secretary—took the legal
reins from Don Liu, who retired
after serving as legal chief since
2016. Last month, Liu, 63, came
out of retirement to become the
chief legal officer of Flutter, the
parent of online sports betting
juggernaut FanDuel.

Tu joined Tyson as general
counsel in 2017, coming from
Boeing, where she spent 16 years,
rising to chief counsel.

Tyson promoted Tu to chief
legal officer in 2021 and gave her
the additional role of chief admin-
istrative officer a year later, when
it also made her president of the
international division.

Tu gave up the CLO role in
January 2023 and the CAA role
in August 2023, narrowing her
focus to international.

Last summer, Tyson CEO Don-
nie King handled Tu’s departure
awkwardly, bringing it to light
during an Aug 5 conference call
with analysts just moments before
introducing her successor, Devin
Cole.

“As many of you will recall,
Amy Tu was the leader of our
international business. Since
we were together last, Amy has
decided to retire,” King said. “I
just want to say that we miss her
and thank her for many contri-
butions to the company. We wish
Amy and her husband, Christian,

well. But we have Devin in the seat
now and look forward to many
exceptional things as it relates to
international.”

The international business
Tu oversaw is sprawling, with
19,000 employees in 16 countries
and customers in more than 40
countries. But it has struggled to
grow, and sales have hovered at
around $2.4 billion the past three
fiscal years.

In Target’s press release last
August announcing Tu’s hiring,
CEO Brian Cornell said he was
impressed by Tu’s deep business
experience.

“Amy’s growth mindset, her
passion for the law and her skill
as a business counselor make her
a great addition as our leadership
team drives Target’s roadmap for
growth and enterprise priorities.”

!
@| Trudy Knockless can be reached at
tknockless@alm.com.

Walker

« Continued from page 5

force Google to divest its Chrome
browser and discontinue agree-
ments with phone makers that
make Google the default search
engine on their devices.

In a blog post in November,
Walker wrote that the DOJ was
pushing a “radical interventional-
ist agenda that would harm Ameri-
cans’ and America’s global tech-

nology leadership. DOJ’s wildly
overbroad proposal goes miles
beyond the Court’s decision.”

In the proxy statement, Alpha-
bet didn’t comment on the individ-
ual performance of Walker or any
other executive, and the company
didn’t reference the antitrust case
defeats or litigation of any kind.

Walker, whose full title is pres-
ident of global affairs and chief
legal officer, has been the com-
pany’s legal chief since 2006.

The company has broadened

Walker’s realms of responsibility
through the years, and today he
oversees teams responsible for
legal, content policy, government
and regulatory affairs and risk and
compliance.

Earlier in his career, Walker was
an assistant U.S. attorney in San
Francisco and Washington, D.C.,
and held executive posts at AOL,
Netscape and eBay.

!
@’ Greg Andrews can be reached at
gandrews@alm.com.

READER'’S SERVICES

For questions regarding reprints and permissions, call 347-227-3382,

e-mail reprints@alm.com, or visit almreprints.com.

For subscriptions and to purchase back issues, call 1-877-256-2472.

Send decisions of interest to decisions@alm.com



NYLJ.COM | NetoBork Latw Tonenal

THURSDAY, MAY 1,2025 | 13

New York
County

Court Calendars
Continued
From Page 8

151464/17Finley v. Pavarini
McGovern

161291/21Fitzgerald v. NYCHA Et Al

190184/22 Foster Jr. v. Aerco Int’l,
Inc. Et Al

650005/24 Fundamental Partners IV
Lp v. Gajavelli

805283/22 Garrett v. Unis Md

805319/24 Gessow v. Mount Sinai
Health System, Inc. Et Al

152799/24 Gomes Ribeiro v. Huerta

651147/25 Govt. Employees Ins. Co.
v. Garcia

805210/22 Greenberger v. Geller Md

159284/17 Groner v. Hearst
Communications, Inc.

655756/18 Hai-2 v. Blackrock
Financial

150802/25 Hartford Fire Ins. Co. Et
Alv. Sato Const. Co., Inc. Et Al

156438/19Heron v. NYCTA

650614/25 Housing 2000 Housing
Dev. Fund Corp. v. 118 Harlem
Burger Co. LLC Et Al

451028/25in The Matter of The
Application of NY Black Car
Operators’ Injury Compensation
Fund Inc. A/k/a NY Black Car
Fund As Subrogee of Grigol
Karosanidze v. NYC

451027/25in The Matter of The
Application of NY Black Car
Operators’ Injury Compensation
Fund Inc. A/k/a NY Black Car
Fund As Subrogee of Liang Mu
Jiang v. Avis Rent A Car System

100949/24Katz v. NYCHA
Preservation & Dev. Et Al

155115/16Klug v. NYC

653888/24 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co.
Et Al v. Lopez

655316/23 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co.
Et Al'v. Mirand

655939/23 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co.
Et Al v. Sylvester

650893/25 Lm General Ins. Co. Et Al
v. Sanchez

159716/21 Lopez v. Mta Const. &
Dev. Et Al

655206/23 Lynn v. 126 Columbia
Tower 1 LLC Et Al

156020/18 Macinnes v. Macy’s Inc.

190095/25March v. Coty Inc. Et Al

157299/16 Marryshow v. 2400
Amsterdam Ave. Rlty.

850017/23 Meatpacking Retail LLC
v. 446 West 14th St. Associates

152893/25Mecum Auction v.
Trustpilot, Inc.

160102/23 Mendez v. Heights
B'way. LLC Et Al

161716/24 Metrospeedy Operations
v. Nordstrom

152276/25Michael Rose
Organisation Ltd. v. Sutej

651234/23 Midway Wind v. Siemens
Gamesa Renewable Energy, Inc.

159882/19 Monteferrante v. Islam

654912/24 Nat. Union Fire Ins.
Co. of Pittsburgh v. Smb Tenant
Services

151270/20 Nehorayan v. Metro
Floral Designs

659790/24 Neon Moose LLC D/b/a
Justworks Payroll v. Juno
Medical Practice

652835/23 Newmark & Co. Real
Estate, Inc. D/b/a Newmark v.
Shs Upper City NY III

159804/24 Olympic Tower
Condominium By Its Board of
Mgrs. v. Taitac Corp. Et Al

152507/250u v. Rosa

155556/18 Pace Univ. v. American
Family Home

452911/23 Pecora Group Dev. LLC v.
Metro. Transportation Auth.

659695/24 Penny Hart v. Allen
Rosenberg Et Al

659340/24 Penny Hart v. Allen
Rosenberg Et Al

153810/25Period Law Et Al v. NYC
Dept. of Education

162289/24 Perry Jr. v. NYC Et Al

653455/24 Pet Turtle Branding LLC
v. Iwanyk

350045/17 Pincus v. Motulsky

154337/25Pryce v. Board of
Education of The City School
Dist. of NYC Et Al

652619/23 Rabate v. Is Rlty. 5¢cs

850041/22 Ready Capital Mortgage
Financing 2019-F13 v. Pb 151
Grand LLC Et Al

655253/19Rifkin v. Lubcher

157797/22 Rios v. NYC

850037/24 Rocket Mortgage, LLC
F/k/a Quicken Loans, LLC F/k/a
Quicken Loans Inc. v. Wang

151819/22 Roulette v. NYC

156349/24 Santos v. Crosscity
Const. Corp. Et Al

653510/24 Shahirfar v. Franchey

655260/19 Shiner Corp. v. Just One
LLC

850030/25Sig Cre 2023 Venture
LLC v. Mdbzjggs

153554/24 Silvestre v. Linden 78
Condominium

153839/20 Singh v. Msmc
Residential Rity. LLC

152670/24 State Farm Fire And
Casualty Co. v. Jean

152671/24 State Farm Fire And
Casualty Co. v. Jean

158902/23 State Farm Mutual
Automobile Ins. Co. v. Abdu Care
PT.

651205/25 State Farm Mutual
Automobile Ins. Co. v. Sidor

100866/21 Steele v. NY Archdiocese

153502/25 Stein v. Gelfond

652507/21 Surefire Dividend
Capture v. Industrial And
Commercial

651442/25T.R. Kramer Overseas
Ltd. v. Cgi Merchant Group

650973/17 Talking Capital Windup
LLC v. Omanoff

651440/25 Torpago, Inc. v. Sb &
Sons NY Inc. Et Al

152308/19 Tumminello v. Wiesner
Law Firm

850001/23 U.S. Bank v. Buco

154276/23 Unitrin Safeguard Ins.
Co. v. Marquez

850382/24 Us Bank Trust Nat.
Assoc. v. Shah

160258/20Villegas v. Safdi Plaza
Prop. LLC Et Al

153583/20Vivar v. NYC

153325/22Waco Enterprises v.
Lingua Franca Nyc, Inc.

850499/24 Wells Fargo Bank v. 285
Madison Owner LLC Et Al

651404/22 Westport Ins. Corp. Et Al
v. Gator Coastal Shopping Centre

650080/25Wilmington Trust v.
Walsam New 29 LLC Et Al

850030/22Wilmington Trust v. 9th
Ave Hotel Prop. Hldg. LLC Et Al

952133/23 Wong v. Eason

MONDAY, MAY 5

651155/24225 West 35th St.
Associates Ltd. Partnership v.
Gene R. Kazlow

651762/2363 Co. v. 63rd & 3rd NYC
LLC

150262/23 Agbolosu v. NY Daily
News Co. Et Al

160768/24 Ahmad v. NYC Et Al

158004/24 American Express Nat.
Bank v. Dalpour

650064/24 Amur Equipment
Finance, Inc. v. Dbms
Consulting, Inc. Et Al

160361/24 Anger v. Roman Catholic
Archdiocese of NY Et Al

154774/25 Aspenly Co. LLC v. Saeki

154212/22 Badstein v. 9 Dekalb
Owner LLC Et Al

161639/24 Bajor v. Equinox Hldgs.,
Inc.

805311/23 Bass v. Nissen M.D.

152829/25Batayneh v. Reunited
Clothing
652255/23 Bfg 104 LLC v.
Greenwich Business Capital
190004/23 Biswas v. Aramis
Distributors New York, Inc. Et Al
850398/24 Board of Mgrs. of 11
Hancock Pl. Condominium v.
Kako Enterprise LLC Et Al
151103/23 Bolouvi v. Brown
Brothers Harriman & Co. Et Al
151738/25Bolton v. Support
Collection Unit Et Al
160722/23 Calle Sarmiento v.
Skyline Restoration Inc. Et Al
151001/23 Camacho v. NYCTA Et Al
154529/24 Carmo v. Klein
651585/25 Carver Fed. Savings
Bank v. Ncv Hope LLC
652127/22 Cfs Enterprises Inc. T/a

Cfs Steel Co. v. Jemzn Const. Inc.

EtAl

651704/19 China Minsheng
Banking Corp. v. Shanghai
Municipal

850442/23 Citimortgage, Inc. v.
Dweck

157658/24 Colgate Restoration v. 96
& Second LLC Et Al

157404/24 Dannhauser v. Duane
Reade, Inc. Et Al

659511/24 Deardiary LLC Et Al v.
Cioci

150924/25Doe v. Dowling

805226/21 Domond v. Jewish Home
Lifecare Manhattan

155413/20 Fernandez v. Planetary
Movers Inc.

161105/21Fifth Partners LLC v.
Punch House Flatiron LLC Et Al

161817/24 Gafur v. Roman Catholic
Archdiocese of NY Et Al

151730/22 Gangarossa v. 395
Hudson NY

150328/25 Garcia v. Triangle Int'l
Inc. Et Al

161427/24 Gist v. Aliroberts

159002/24 Gonzalez v. Betheil

651579/23 Gramercy North
Associates LLC v. Yuan Qiu Qiu,
Inc. D/b/a Vivi Bubble Tea Et Al

950056/20H. v. NYC

190082/22 Hardin v. Aerco Int’l, Inc.
Et Al

652532/14 Harriet Tubman Gardens
v. H.T. Dev. Corp.

159962/24 Hertz Vehicles v. A2k NY
Corp. Et Al

150685/22 Hierro Capellan v. 79th
Owner LLC Et Al

150709/25Horry v. Fine Food
Cuisine

158543/24 Jackson v. NYC Et Al

151771/23 Jimenez v. Davis

155039/19 Jones v. Columbia Univ.

654501/24 Kapadia v. Lynx Motors
Et Al

653985/15Kookmin Best Ins. v.
Greater NY Mutual

650398/23 Koutsoudakis And
lakovou Law Group v. Bg Dev.

152374/24 Kuvshynov v. Fox News
Network

652918/24 La Hermosa Christian
Church v. Board of Church
Extension of Disciples of Christ,
Inc.

161452/24 Lafauci v.
Gutierrezavalos

156775/20 Lapsley v. Triborough
Bridge And Tunnel

650115/25 Liberty Mutual Personal
Ins. Co. Et Al v. Alvaranga

656031/19Lin v. Gu

153437/17 Lucky of 195 Madison St.
v. Creif 109 LLC

656395/23 Lynch v. The Chelsea
Winery

154618/20 Manko v. City Univ. of
New

156519/20 Marroquin v. Cm And
Associates

150774/25Matter of The Dearie
Law Firm v. NYCH&HC Hosps.
Corp.

154312/21 Maurad Cuji v. Jw Rlty.
Co LLC Et Al

10124924 McKinnon Jr. v. Chase
Bank - Jp Morgan Chase

16075224 McMahon v. NYC Dept.
of Housing Preservation & Dev.
Et Al

156844/23 McNeil v. NYCHA

653955/24 Mec Prop. Hldgs. LLC v.
Gelfond

154999/25Meirowitz v. Adams

161138/24 Mercedes v. Brkljacic

151272/21 Mora v. Hirstan
Associates LLC

850209/24 Murray Boys Rlty. v.
Singh Petroleum Six

451088/18 Narang v. Chopra

153733/23NY Marine And General
Ins. Co. And Underwriters At
Lloyd’s London A/s/o Frank
Pecora D/b/a Teams Mgt. v.
Marathon Energy Corp. Et Al

652835/23 Newmark & Co. Real
Estate, Inc. D/b/a Newmark v.
Shs Upper City NY III

850623/23 Newtek Small Business
Finance v. Dbms Consulting, Inc.
EtAl

157852/19 Panasia Estate, Inc. v. 29
West 19 Condominium

160514/24 Perdomo Pena v. 159-161
Stanton LLC Et Al

655185/24 Pestana Cr7 Manhattan
39 v. Roomza Inc.

652280/25 Pirs Capital LLC v.
Digital Bankroll LLC Et Al

659161/24 Pirs Capital v. Spice
Alliance LLC Et Al

152299/24 Planet Home Lending
v. Midwest Mortgage Associates
Corp.

650731/25 Psalms Creative v. Safra
Nat. Bank Et Al

152141/21Quintanilla v. Khurshid
Erkinov Et Al

657339/19Rhodes Associates
Executive v. Is Co. LLC D/b/a lan

155294/20Rivera v. Planetary
Movers Inc.

453112/17Rojas v. NYC

659734/24 Rojas v. C.PSS. Hldg. Aps
Et Al

161320/24Root Ins. Co. v. Central
Supplies of NY Corp Et Al

158559/24 Santos Lemus v.
Archstone Builders LLC Et Al

651505/25 Scor Global Life
Americas Reins. Co. (successor
To Republic Vanguard Life Ins.
Co.) v. Brighthouse Life Ins. Co.
(successor To Travelers Ins. Co.
And Travelers Life And Annuity
Co.)

155316/25 Scre Medical Group v.
Chang

652198/24 Securityscorecard, Inc. v.
Cyber Drp Inc.

100336/20 Sene-Dorsi v. Real Real,
Inc.

655848/24 South Ocean Aviation v.
Pegasus Elite Aviation, Inc.

155218/24 Tejada v. Yang

155223/25Teller Tauber v. Wise
Family Ltd. Partnership

659146/24 The Board of Mgrs. of
The Kingsley Condominium v.
Kahiri

652828/22 Thor Equities v. Hiscox
Ins. Co. Inc.

653540/22 Thurman v. Sullivan
Properties L.P. Et Al

156250/24 Torres v. NYS Office of
Children And Family Services Et
Al

652378/25 Truist Bank v. Fludd

652379/25 Truist Bank v. Fludd

652380/25 Truist Bank v. Fludd

850355/14 U.S. Bank Na v. Buco

650387/25 Ukrainets v. Murtuzayev

151644/19Vente v. NYC

160212/24Vinas v. Argonaut Hldgs.,
Inc. Et Al

800002/25Waheed v. Dr. Sonya
Barar

155949/21 Walker v. 315 Hudson

652856/24 Wells Fargo Bank v. 113
Lexington Rlty.

850208/24 Wells Fargo Bank v.
Jones

650142/24 Wells Fargo Bank v. 681
Fifth Ave. LLC Et Al

160027/17Williams v. NYCTA

rt Calendars

E-Filing
Submission Part

Adjourned for
Working
Copies Part

Part 1

Justice Adam Silvera
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3722
Room 300

Part 2

Justice Lori S. Sattler
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3852
Room 212

THURSDAY, MAY 1

251025/20103 Prince Prop. LLC v.
The Tax Commission of The City
of New York

261830/21136 West 34th St
Associates L.P. v. The Tax Comm.
of NYC

257264/17175 East 79th Tenants
Corp. v. The Tax Comm. of NYC

260459/22200 East Tenants Corp. v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

259810/18207 Madison Owners
LLC v. The Tax Comm. of NYC

153367/23 349 Commercial L.P. v.
Soho’s Sullivan Owner’s Corp.

264801/1938-50 West 9th St. Corp.
v. The Tax Comm. of NYC

240027/24510 Fifth Propco LLC v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC And The
Comm'r. of Finance of NYC

265975/23510 Fifth Propco LLC v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

262031/21511 Fifth Partners LLC v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

264529/17520 West 27th St.
Condominium v. The Tax Comm.
of NYC

256255/17581 Hudson St. v. Tax
Comm. of The

255300/24673 St. Nicholas
Associates, Inc. v. The Tax
Comm. of NYC

255764/1977 E. 12 Owners, Inc. v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

152082/21Board of Mgrs. of The v.
Smith

654293/23 Cheng v. 50 Lex Dev. LLC
Et Al

257734/22 Crown NY Retail
Acquisitions LLC v. The Tax
Comm. of NYC

256945/17Edison Mgt. Co v. The
Tax Comm. of NYC

255969/19 Gotham House Owners
Corp. v. The Tax Comm. of NYC

251948/18Kipling Arms LLC v. Tax
Comm. of The

265655/24 Klch Associates v. The
Tax Comm. of NYC

263991721 Lincoln Triangle
Commercial Hldg. Co. LLC v. The
Tax Comm. of NYC

265415/21 Madison Tower
Condominium v. The Tax Comm.
of NYC

264806/17 Manhattan Tower
Condominium v. The Tax Comm.
of NYC

259113/19Milt Hldgs. LLC v. The
Tax Comm. of NYC

240012/24 0t Real Estate Owner
LLC (successor in Interest To
Olympic Tower LLC) v. The Tax
Comm. of NYC Et Al

240011/24 0t Real Estate Owner
LLC (successor in Interest To
Olympic Tower LLC) v. The Tax
Comm. of NYC Et Al

265453/21Parc Village
Condominium v. The Tax Comm.
of NYC

263022/21Quik Park 61st St. LLC v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

257182/18 S&P/dm 26 Dev. v. The
Tax Comm. of NYC

265254/19The 195 Condominium v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

264221/19Village House v. The Tax
Comm. of NYC

254871/22Vornado 640 Fifth Ave.
L.L.C. v. The Tax Comm. of NYC

263407/18 Wbsh Met Tower LLC v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

260996/22West 21st Associates v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

Motion

261830/21136 West 34th St
Associates L.P. v. The Tax
Commission of The City of New
York

153367/23 349 Commercial L.P. v.
Soho’s Sullivan Owner’s Corp.

152082/21Board of Mgrs. of The v.
Smith

2400127240t Real Estate Owner
LLC (successor in Interest To
Olympic Tower LLC) v. The Tax
Comm. of NYC Et Al

240011/24 0t Real Estate Owner
LLC (successor in Interest To
Olympic Tower LLC) v. The Tax
Comm. of NYC Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

263616/1510 East 14th St. Realt v.
The Tax Commission of The City
of New York

256948/1410 East 14th St. Realt v.
The Tax Comm. of NYC

654878/22 Endurance Assurance
Corp. Et Al v. Zurich American
Ins. Co.

655253/19Rifkin v. Lubcher

655260/19 Shiner Corp. v. Just One
LLC

MONDAY, MAY 5

652127/22 Cfs Enterprises Inc. T/a
Cfs Steel Co. v. Jemzn Const. Inc.
Et Al

652532/14 Harriet Tubman Gardens
v. H.T. Dev. Corp.

162129/23 Ho v. Leung

653985/15Kookmin Best Ins. v.
Greater NY Mutual

153733/22Lin Sing Assoc. v. Deng

Motion
162129/23Ho v. Leung

Part 3

Justice Joel M. Cohen
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3287
Room 208

FRIDAY, MAY 2

656934/21 Board of Mgrs. of The
443 Greenwich St. Condominium
v. Sgn 443 Greenwich St. Owner
LLC Et Al

656782/22D & V Rlty. LLC v.
Klyukin

651268/25Weinberg v. McG Equity
Partners LLC Et Al

Motion
651268/25Weinberg v. McG Equity
Partners LLC Et Al
MONDAY, MAY 5

659511/24 Deardiary LLC Et Al v.
Cioci

651542/21 Rebhan v. H F Z Capital
Group

651745/24 Sabby Volatility Warrant
Master Fund Ltd. v. Genius
Group Ltd..

Motion

651745/24 Sabby Volatility Warrant
Master Fund Ltd. v. Genius
Group Limited.

651745/24 Sabby Volatility Warrant
Master Fund Ltd. v. Genius
Group Ltd..

Part 6

Justice Kathy J. King
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3312
Room 351

THURSDAY, MAY 1

805415/20 Brownstein v.
Mukkamala

805241/17Duval v. Tesher

805122/22 Falchiere v. Vasyukevich
M.D.

805429/20 Feldman v. Ganjhu

805357/22 Feliciano v. Zeligs M.D.

805160/17 Fiedler v. Rodriguez

24/23 Hatziantoniou v. Lenox Hill
Hosp. Et Al

805003/22 Hayes v. Issack M.D.

805328/24 Ivashkina v. Bagdonas
M.D.

157506/22Kellner v. NYU Langone
Health System Et Al

805028/21 Lanza v. Gurtowski

453288/23 Lee v. Sarasohn M.D.

805016/24 Levy v. Biviano

101169/24 McFarlane Woods-
Joseph v. The Bklyn. Hosp.
Center

805141/24McGinty v. Frempong-
Boadu

805226/19Medaivilla v. Lenox Hill
Hosp.

805113/22Michalczuk v. Golfinos
M.D

805064/19Moore v. Lenox Hill
Hosp.

805296/22 Morris v. NYU Langone
Hosp. Et Al

805313/21 Perez De Dominguez v.
Maniatis M.D.

805114/24 Perez v. Opoku-Anane
M.D.

805019/20 Petsis v. Michaud Md

805093/21 Pizarro v. Mount Sinai
Medical Center

805325/22 Pritchard v. NYU
Langone Health System Et Al

805107/17 Salonga Guico v.
Midtown Dental Services

805340/23 Schuman v. Sterry Md.
FA.CS.

805124/22 Seltz v. Vascular Surgical
Associates Pllc Et Al

805221/21 Shih v. Reddy M.D.

805223/20 Silverman v. Zervos

805116/22 Sonja Allen Et Al v. Lenox
Hill Hosp.

805392/23 Tancredi v. Sottile &
Megna

805355/23 Twomey v. Juliana Eng

805450/23 Waitkins v. McCance

M.D.
805300/22 Zemlansky v. Zurek M.D.
FRIDAY, MAY 2

151464/17Finley v. Pavarini
McGovern

805283/22 Garrett v. Unis Md

805319/24 Gessow v. Mount Sinai
Health System, Inc. Et Al

MONDAY, MAY 5

805226/21Domond v. Jewish Home
Lifecare Manhattan

Part 7

Justice Gerald Lebovits
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3746
Courtroom 345

THURSDAY, MAY 1

651191/23 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Santia

652275/24 Avision Young-New York
v. Delshah 60 Ninth LLC

650906/22 Bacharach v. Board of
Mgrs. of The Brooks-Van Horn
Condominium Et Al

656146/18 Gong v. Savage

154388/25Hamilton Equity Group v.
Netivot Israel Congregation Et Al

655977/21 Munro General Const.,
Inc. v. 622 Third Ave. Co.

655394/23 Osang LLC v. Nerfherder
Distribution

656450/22 Robert Ettinger v.
Cornell Rity. Mgt.

159317/23 Ryan v. Legacy Builders/
developers Corp. Et Al

650842/24 Skillshare, Inc. v. Miller

652453/23 Tech. Ins. Co. v. Ralph
Prop. LLC

153222/17Veloso v. Scaturro
Brothers, Inc.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

652039/25225-227 W20 Prop.
Owner LLC. v. Lopez

654456/2130 Macombs P1. Housing
Dev. Fund Corp. v. Elchert

651119/24393 Second Ave. Group
v. Bamm Bamm Entertainment
Corp. Et Al

150976/2350 West St.
Condominium Et Al v. Jdm
Washington St. LLC

154670/23501 Fifth Ave. Co. LLC v.
Frawley

652106/25Akf Inc v. Luxor Energy
Inc EtAl

652111/25Akf Inc v. Mountain
Valley Rity. LLC Et Al

653550/24 American Assoc. of
Physicians of Indian Origin v.
Kathula

654753/23 Burnett Jr. v. 215 West
138th St. LLC Et Al

655672/19 Cref 546 West 44th St. v.
Hudson Meridian Const.

654558/21 Global, Inc. v. Hogwarts
Capital

650614/25 Housing 2000 Housing
Dev. Fund Corp. v. 118 Harlem
Burger Co. LLC Et Al

451010/24 Miketen v. Triborough
Bridge And Tunnel Auth. Et Al

156960/22 Moses v. Archstone
Builders LLC Et Al

157310/22 Nat. General Ins. Co.
A/s/o Benjamin Shubitz v.
Whirlpool Corp. Et Al

655239/23 Patricia Minskoff Breede
v. Minskoff Grant

659340/24 Penny Hart v. Allen
Rosenberg Et Al

153554/24 Silvestre v. Linden 78
Condominium

651006/24 Specialty Food Assoc.,
Inc. v. Dixit Contractor

152670/24 State Farm Fire And
Casualty Co. v. Jean

654673/21 The Hedaya Capital
Group, Inc. v. Park Falls
Industrial Mgt. LLC Et Al

Motion

652039/25225-227 W20 Prop.
Owner LLC. v. Lopez

651119/24393 Second Ave. Group
v. Bamm Bamm Entertainment
Corp. Et Al

652106/25Akf Inc v. Luxor Energy
Inc Et Al

652111/25Akf Inc v. Mountain
Valley Rity. LLC Et Al

653550/24 American Assoc. of
Physicians of Indian Origin v.
Kathula

655239/23 Patricia Minskoff Breede
v. Minskoff Grant

MONDAY, MAY 5

651558/2423rd Street Berk v. The
Journey Flatiron Ltd. Liability
Co.

652228/23660 Columbus Retail
Owner LLC Et Al v. Board of
Mgrs. of The 100 West 93
Condominium

652511/19Broadfield Int’l v. Ramin
Fashion Collections Inc.

161105/21Fifth Partners LLC v.
Punch House Flatiron LLC Et Al

102092/12 Platt v. Flesher

161320/24Root Ins. Co. v. Central
Supplies of NY Corp Et Al

154947/16 Tornabene v. NYU
Hosps. Center

160492/17 Urena v. Edmund Lewis
Ltd

Motion
102092/12 Platt v. Flesher

Part 9

Justice Linda M. Capitti
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3848
Room 355

THURSDAY, MAY 1

320761/22Bayoh v. McKell
365195/20 Gazit v. Gazit
365827/23 Schneider v. Porras

365329/20 Stone v. Lagarde
Motion

365195/20 Gazit v. Gazit
365329/20 Stone v. Lagarde

Part 11

Justice Lyle E. Frank
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3314
Room 412

THURSDAY, MAY 1

652148/25 Aetna Rlty. Financial
Corp. v. West Side Physicians of
Nyc

650244/25 American Express Travel
Related Services Co., Inc. v. Jim
Bender, Inc.

652127/25 Collins v. Sammmy
Group LLC Et Al

450249/23 Comm’rs. of The State
Ins. Fund v. Vestar Inc.

653712/23 Gibraltar Contracting,
Inc. v. Tully Const. Co. Inc.

655044/22Ma v. Wang

161546/23 Moller v. 68 West 128th
St. Partners LLC Et Al

152926/23 Reisman v. Mizrahi

153166/24 Stillwater Prop. &
Casualty Ins. Co. v. Boddie

159374/18 Torres v. 120 B'way.
Hidgs.

Motion

652148/25 Aetna Rlty. Financial
Corp. v. West Side Physicians of
Nyc

652127/25 Collins v. Sammmy
Group LLC Et Al

159374/18 Torres v. 120 B'way.
Hldgs.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

650154/25 Byzfunder NY LLC v.
Mica Rentals, Inc. Et Al

154437/25 Colossus Hvac LLC v.
NYC Et Al

451909/24 Comm’rs. of State Ins.
Fund v. AY D Painting LLC

450431/23 Criteo Corp v. Mia Belle
Girls LLC

451027/25in The Matter of The
Application of NY Black Car
Operators’ Injury Compensation
Fund Inc. AMk/a NY Black Car
Fund As Subrogee of Liang Mu
Jiang v. Avis Rent A Car System

655206/23 Lynn v. 126 Columbia
Tower 1 LLC Et Al

450087/25Manhattan And Bronx
Surface NYCTA v. Transport
Workers Union

157299/16 Marryshow v. 2400
Amsterdam Ave. Rlty.

653455/24 Pet Turtle Branding LLC
v. Iwanyk

653510/24 Shahirfar v. Franchey

153502/25 Stein v. Gelfond

Motion

450087/25Manhattan And Bronx
Surface NYCTA v. Transport
Workers Union

MONDAY, MAY 5

158004/24 American Express Nat.
Bank v. Dalpour

654472/23 Graber v. Iron Mountain
Information Mgt. LLC D/b/a
Crozier Fine Arts A/k/a Crozier
Fine Arts, Inc. Et Al

654919/24 Kaiping Xingyu Clothing
Co. Ltd. v. St. Denim, Inc. Et Al

656395/23 Lynch v. The Chelsea
Winery

157852/19 Panasia Estate, Inc. v. 29
West 19 Condominium

652280/25 Pirs Capital LLC v.
Digital Bankroll LLC Et Al

151860/24 Williams v. Williams

Motion

654472/23 Graber v. Iron Mountain
Information Mgt. LLC D/b/a
Crozier Fine Arts A/k/a Crozier
Fine Arts, Inc. Et Al

654919/24 Kaiping Xingyu Clothing
Co. Ltd. v. St. Denim, Inc. Et Al

157852/19 Panasia Estate, Inc. v. 29
West 19 Condominium

Part 12

Justice Leslie A. Stroth
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3273
Room 232

THURSDAY, MAY 1

157698/24165 Sherman Ave. LLC v.
Maria Lopez A/k/a Maria Lopez
De Tolentino And Alexandra
Conde Et Al

152502/25B v. Northwell Health Et
Al

654616/24 C4 Pest Control v.
Vernon Manor Co-Operative
Apts., Section I, Inc.

158694/20 Campanello v. Lisi

152192/21 Carey v. Carey

152096/25Doe v. Alexander

152095/25Doe v. Alexander
152097/25Doe v. Alexander
152100/25Doe v. Alexander
152101/25Doe v. Alexander
152102/25Doe v. Alexander
152099/25Doe v. Alexander

160054/24 Doe v. Combs

152504/25Doe v. Catholic Charities
of The Archdiocese of NY Et Al

152500/25H v. Northwell Health Et

Al

157816/23 Hernandez v. Bsrep Ua
3333 B'way. LLC Et Al

153878/24Infinity Auto Ins. Co. v.
Perez

651817/24 Realties 1430 v.
Schwartz

154698/25 Schellens v. NYC Et Al

652904/24 Trustees of NYC Dist.
Council of Carpenters Pension
Fund v. Flagstar Bancorp, Inc.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

652719/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Flores

161639/24 Bajor v. Equinox Hldgs.,
Inc.

155825/18 By Her Guardian Linda v.
NYC Dept.

159020/20 Castillo De La Cruz v.
510 East 86th St. Owners

154556/23 Cemd Elevator Corp. v.
Toll Ge LLC Et Al

162297/23 Cemd Elevator Corp.
D/b/a City Elevator v. Bklyn.
Bridge Park Dev. Corp. Et Al

160224/23 Daquilema v. Wharton
Smith Const. Group Corp. Et Al

952146/23 Duane v. Mitkoff

154598/24 Koller v. 200 Park

151546/23 Kreisler v. Third And
Fifty-Eighth LLC Et Al

653888/24 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co.
Et Al v. Lopez

151270/20 Nehorayan v. Metro
Floral Designs

154789/23 Salazar-Cajilima v.
Suffolk Const. Co., Inc. Et Al

156349/24 Santos v. Crosscity
Const. Corp. Et Al

158532/24 Urekew v. Sochet

MONDAY, MAY 5

161639/24 Bajor v. Equinox Hldgs.,
Inc.

150924/25Doe v. Dowling

161817/24 Gafur v. Roman Catholic
Archdiocese of NY Et Al

Part 14

Justice Arlene P. Bluth
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3219
Room 432

THURSDAY, MAY 1

651449/24 Certain Underwriters At
Lloyd’s v. Southwest Marine And
General Ins. Co.

654909/23 Con Ed Co. of New York,
Inc. v. Valiant Ins. Co. Et Al

654223/23 Esrt 250 West 57th St. v.
Mm 2011 Corp. Et Al

153376/18 Merchant v. NYC

653862/21 Null Phd v. Sankoh

650212/24 Safety And Quality Plus,
Inc. v. Battery Associates LLC Et
Al

653511/23 Simpson v. Jaguar Land
Rover North America
151107/21Yoon v. L&L Hldg. Co.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

157075/18 Cafisi v. L&L Holding
Company
651404/22Westport Ins. Corp. Et Al
v. Gator Coastal Shopping Centre
MONDAY, MAY 5

155039/19 Jones v. Columbia Univ.
451088/18 Narang v. Chopra

Part 15

Justice Jeanine R. Johnson
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4462
Room 116

THURSDAY, MAY 1
350009/15Hofmann v. Sender
FRIDAY, MAY 2

304658/21 Rosenberg v. Rand
320513/24 Singer v. Sealy-Singer
311141/14Yentis v. Yentis

MONDAY, MAY 5

365708/23 Brothers v. Brothers
365577/22 Haffey v. Haffey
321245/21 Levi v. Grosman

Part 17

Justice Shlomo S. Hagler
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3283
Courtroom 335

THURSDAY, MAY 1

156358/16 Cunniffe v. Centro Social
La Esperanza

151409/20 Dicintio v. Equinox
Hldgs., Inc.

159154/21 Echeverre v. 125 West
End Associates LLC Et Al

156535/22 Guida v. Shoprite of
Fishkill Et Al

157553/21Lionel v. Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al

156272/20 Mejia v. Cloth
Amsterdam Tpt Housing

150913/20Ye v. Sze

Motion
151409/20 Dicintio v. Equinox
Hldgs., Inc.
157553/21Lionel v. Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

162432/19Board of Mgrs. of Petit v.
732-734 Wea

159284/17 Groner v. Hearst
Communications, Inc.

154107/20 Metro. Prop. And v. Pagot

452911/23 Pecora Group Dev. LLC v.
Metro. Transportation Auth.

152308/19 Tumminello v. Wiesner
Law Firm

160258/20Villegas v. Safdi Plaza
Prop. LLC Et Al

MONDAY, MAY 5

153437/17 Lucky of 195 Madison St.
v. Creif 109 LLC

154312/21 Maurad Cuji v. Jw Rlty.
Co LLC Et Al

150502/21 Waldo v. Newgrange
Const.

Motion

150502/21 Waldo v. Newgrange
Const.

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

THURSDAY, MAY 1

155583/23 Abia v. Three Sons Rlty.
LLC Et Al

151031/14 Balbuena v. 395 Hudson
NY

153864/22 Cevallos v. Finkelstein

157738/22 Gadalla v. Ballarini

160143/22 Maybury v. Fantasia
Industries Corp. Et Al

Part 24
Matrimonial Part

Justice Michael L. Katz
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3285
Courtroom 325

THURSDAY, MAY 1
301508/19 Lamboy v. Whitted—1:15
PM.
FRIDAY, MAY 2
365809/23 Goyal v. Goyal—9:30
AM.

MONDAY, MAY 5

312943/15Corn v. Kreloff—10:30
AM.

365067/21 Mwambagi v.
Fernando—9:30 A.M.

365067/21 Mwambagi v. Fernando

321233/23 Shah v. Sultan

365425/22 Sulkes v. Tran-
Sulkes—9:30 A.M.

Motion
365067/21 Mwambagi v. Fernando

Part 26

Justice Ta-Tanisha D. James
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4462
Room 438
FRIDAY, MAY 2

321789/20 Murray v. Rashid

Part 28

Justice Aija Tingling
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4372
Room 543

THURSDAY, MAY 1

365291/24 Foss v. Friedman
301309724 Riviere v. Melville
365266/24 Shew v. Shew
321905/22Wang v. Wang
301235/24Wick v. Epstein
365107/24Winarick v. Elias
320048/24 Yahashi v. Yahashi
451051/24Yusuf v. Farah

Motion

365291/24 Foss v. Friedman
301235/24Wick v. Epstein
365107/24Winarick v. Elias

FRIDAY, MAY 2
365817/23 Reis v. Pavlacka
MONDAY, MAY 5
365008/24 Balla v. Balla
365463/24 Cordon v. Stufano
365146/24 Trevino v. Hsu
Motion

365463/24 Cordon v. Stufano
365146/24 Trevino v. Hsu

Part 30V

Justice Judith N. McMahon
60 Centre Street
646-386-3275

THURSDAY, MAY 1

805236/24 Axisa v. NYC NYCH&HC
Corp. Et Al

952162/23 Cruz v. New York-
Presbyterian Hosp. Et Al

805015/23 Owen v. NYCH&HC
Corp. Et Al

450633/20 Ruth Ann Rancourt As v.
Semegran

805018/20 Zamir v. Blyumberg

805334/24 Zhu v. NYCH&HC Corp.

Motion

450633/20 Ruth Ann Rancourt As v.
Semegran

Part 33

Justice Mary V. Rosado
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3894
Room 442

THURSDAY, MAY 1

655827/24149 East 57 Aldo LLC v.
Grafe LLC Et Al

153683/25400 West 59th St.
Partners v. NYS Office of
Temporary And Disability
Assistance

65318124 Bmw Financial Services
Na v. Lucky

151333/21 Desalvo v. Town Sports
Int’l, Inc. Et Al

150108/24 Hernandez v. NYCHA Et
Al

659048/24 Inno Mechanical, Inc. v.
Katselnick & Katselnik Group,
Inc. D/b/a K&K Group

153678/23 Rodriguez v. The
Langston Condominium Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

160664/20 Brookes v. 157th Street
Associates

162052/24E.W. Howell Co., LLC v.
NYC Dept. of Design & Const. Et
Al

650893/25Lm General Ins. Co. Et Al
v. Sanchez

161716/24 Metrospeedy Operations
v. Nordstrom

654912/24 Nat. Union Fire Ins.
Co. of Pittsburgh v. Smb Tenant
Services

154276/23 Unitrin Safeguard Ins.
Co. v. Marquez

MONDAY, MAY 5

651155/24225 West 35th St.
Associates Ltd. Partnership v.
Gene R. Kazlow

650064/24 Amur Equipment
Finance, Inc. v. Dbms
Consulting, Inc. Et Al

154774/25 Aspenly Co. LLC v. Saeki

154212/22 Badstein v. 9 Dekalb
Owner LLC Et Al

152829/25Batayneh v. Reunited
Clothing

151103/23 Bolouvi v. Brown
Brothers Harriman & Co. Et Al

152374/24 Kuvshynov v. Fox News
Network

655848/24 South Ocean Aviation v.
Pegasus Elite Aviation, Inc.

652379/25 Truist Bank v. Fludd

Part 34

Justice Dakota D. Ramseur
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4370
Room 341

THURSDAY, MAY 1

152155/22 Bottger v. Urban
Qutfitters, Inc. Et Al

150370/22 Zotis v. Penn South
Co-Op West Chelsea Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

152901/23 Congacha v. Board of
Mgrs. of Cobble Hill Towers
Condominium Et Al

156020/18 Macinnes v. Macy’s Inc.

153325/22Waco Enterprises v.
Lingua Franca Ny, Inc.

MONDAY, MAY 5

151730/22 Gangarossa v. 395
Hudson New York

151730/22 Gangarossa v. 395
Hudson NY

150685/22 Hierro Capellan v. 79th
Owner LLC Et Al

153733/23NY Marine And General
Ins. Co. And Underwriters At
Lloyd’s London A/s/o Frank
Pecora D/b/a Teams Mgt. v.
Marathon Energy Corp. Et Al

657339/19Rhodes Associates
Executive v. Is Co. LLC D/b/a lan

155949/21 Walker v. 315 Hudson

Part 37
1AS Part

Justice Arthur F. Engoron
60 Centre Street
646-386-3222
Room 418

THURSDAY, MAY 1

155522/24 Apollo Manufacturing
Inc. v. Joseph Jacob Jewelers
LLC

805058/22 C.H. v. NYCH&HC Corp.

160890/22 Cabrera Sanmartin v.
Flintlock Const. Services

805319/21 Caraballo v. NYC
NYCH&HC Corp. Et Al

805295/23 Cummings v. NYCH&HC
Corp. Et Al

805267/19Grey v. NY NYCH&HC

651579/20 Grosseto Group Corp. v.
Homepeople Corp.

161851/23 Gunther v. 37-39 West 8
Associates L.P.

805400/23 Juarez v. Grieco M.D.

159130/22Kynard v. The Emerald
Green Group LLC D/b/a Tavern
on The Green Et Al

160773/22 Marte v. Neighborhood
Renewal Housing Dev. Fund
Corp. Et Al

150523/21 New Sower Christian
Church v. Last Second Agents,
Inc.

805280/21 Perez v. NYCH&HC Corp.
EtAl

805397/23 Samuel v. Yazdani M.D.

805321/21 Solares Peralta v. NYC
NYCH&HC Corp. Et Al

805267/20 Thompson v. NYCH&HC
Corp.

805247/22Witte Jr. v. Manko M.D.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

651150/24 Certain Underwriters At
Lloyd’s v. Basf Corp. Et Al
453330/23 Metro. Transportation
Auth. v. Dahlia, Inc. D/b/a Dahlia
Et Al
Motion
651150/24 Certain Underwriters At
Lloyd’s v. Basf Corp. Et Al
453330/23 Metro. Transportation
Auth. v. Dahlia, Inc. D/b/a Dahlia
EtAl
MONDAY, MAY 5
160752/24McMahon v. NYC Dept.
of Housing Preservation & Dev.
EtAl
655187/24 Morgan v. 407 West 40th
St. Inc. Et Al
Motion

655187/24 Morgan v. 407 West 40th
St. Inc. Et Al

Part 43

Justice Robert R. Reed
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3238
Room 222

THURSDAY, MAY 1

654614/20 Leane v. Mishcon De
Reya Llp

650203/22 Miller v. 22 Ericsson
Owner LLC Et Al

659742/24 Rn Rlty. v. Lhb 28

650812/22 Sweetpea Ventures Inc.
Et Al v. Golenbock Eiseman Assor
Bell & Peskoe Llp Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

653903/20 Dmy Sponsor v. Carter
Glatt And Captains

850030/22Wilmington Trust v. 9th
Ave Hotel Prop. Hldg. LLC Et Al

MONDAY, MAY 5

652129/19Designs By EM.C., Inc. v.
Unique First Ltd.

652828/22 Thor Equities v. Hiscox
Ins. Co. Inc.

650748/22 Time Warner Cable
Enterprises LLC v. Nokia of
America Corp.

Motion

652129/19 Designs By EM.C., Inc. v.
Unique First Ltd.

650748/22 Time Warner Cable
Enterprises LLC v. Nokia of
America Corp.

Part 40TR
Judicial Mediation

Justice Suzanne J. Adams
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3722
Room 300

THURSDAY, MAY 1

653854/14159 Smith LLC v. Vino
Const. Inc.

157093/18 Akalski v. Vno 225 West
58th St. LLC

160504/17 Alvarado v. Harlem
Urban Dev.

150502/16 Alvarez v. 471 West 144
LLC

153867/18 Chiarovano v. 237 Park
Owner

450720/21 Cook v. NYCTA

155106/22 Crump v. Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al

156553/18 Dedicke v. Simon Prop.
Group

656618/20 Deftereos v. Michael
Pitsinos

161248/21 Demircan v. Sosnowski

150532/18 Diaz v. Ahmed

151533/21 Duran v. Lopez

653996/20 Duzyk v. Dragoncurve
Financial

158735/18 Fall v. Greyhound Lines,
Inc.

805308/18 Firstenberg v. Saint-
Louis

159990/18 Ford v. Dillon

154934/19 Goldman v. Vanguard
Const. And

451150/19 Hamilton v. Torres
Caballero

150194/21 Harrer v. Ganpat

150675/20 Huger v. Perrotta

161447/18 Jackson v. Uber
Technologies, Inc.

156551/19 Jonathan Saldana v.
Claudia E. Amaya-Escobar

151417220 Kirmani v. St. Retail, Inc.

151025/20 Leon v. Plaza Const.

152253/19 Mantouzi v. Hyppolite

160104/16 Marquez v. NYCHA

158490/19 Meles v. Garces

158289/19 Morgan v. Abanto

159291/16 Moss v. Marymount
Manhattan College

650021/16 Oink Ink Radio, Inc. v.
One Destiny Prod.ions Inc.

159045/19 Petry v. Benbat Cab
Corp.

158259/17 Plechaty v. Cdl West 45th
St. LL.C.

160303/20 Quintero v. Hense

157148/21 Smith v. NYCTA Et Al

157239/17St. Clair v. NYCTA

151767/17Weiss v. 56th And Park
(NY) Owner

153279/18Wu v. Torres

654758/19Yasha Ramen Corp. v.
940 Amsterdam Corp.

MONDAY, MAY 5

158858/20805 Third NY LLC v.
Worth Venture Partners

653803/20Agbo v. Constantin
Associates

156155/20 Anguisaca-Morales v. St.
Paul And St. Andrew

651720/18 Berardelli v. Novo Law
Firm Pc

162681/15Birnbach v. Mta Long
Island RR.

655236/18 Changshu Double Macro
Import v. Sportier LLC

158345/19 Colalella v. Jie

150662/20 Connolly v. Foreman

153403/20 Darden v. Chai

157354/19De Souza v. Hudson
Yards Const. I

151516/20 Doherty v. Ic Real Estate
Hldg. Corp.

654464/18 Dong v. Yu & Qiang
Trading, Inc.

152645/14 Everest Nat. Ins. v. Kelly

158886/17Harding v. Donatella Get
LLC

157648/21Hidalgo v. Hoge

155162/18 Hinnant v. Moses

158534/18Ihssen v. Ken Jones
Photography

805248/18 Jennifer Glick v. Varlotta

159104/19 Jerez v. Cayre

805063/20 Kiderman v. Cristian
Jager

153084/21Lau v. Mostafa

152519/22 Lee v. Barma Taxi Inc. Et
Al

152232/15 Lonigro v. Wfp Tower B
Co. L.P.

160271/16Ng v. Ye

653453/19 Nicholas v. Kuzmkowski

108636/08 Olivo v. Food Emporium

157520/19 Overton v. Greenhope
Services For

101555/17Ramirez v. H.Mckenzie
Inc.

652599/20 Reno Props LLC v. 101
Park Real Estate LLC

652127/14 Roberts v. Device
Partners

154619/19 Robertson v. Par Taxi
Corp

153434/18 Rodas-Garcia v. NYC
United LLC

156361/18 Rodriguez v. Majo
Transit, Inc.

151225/17Sealey v. Harlem Manor
LLC

152638/20 Shyti v. 9 Peridom Inc.

158068/18 Szymczyk v. Hudson 36
LLC

156764/18 Vaiatica v. Bop Se LLC

158221/18 Vitroni Maint. LLC v.
Bernon

151009/21 Vorbe-Matos v. Figueroa

451942/13 Walton v. Ecumenical
Community

157218/14Wohnberger v. Lucani

Part 44

Justice Jeffrey H. Pearlman
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-636-3370
Room 321

THURSDAY, MAY 1
365126/25Menkes v. Nenov
FRIDAY, MAY 2

158440/24in The Matter of The
Application of 900 Third Avenue
v. 162 East 55th St. LLC

350045/17 Pincus v. Motulsky

MONDAY, MAY 5

154821/25Break Point Public
Affairs Inc. Et Al'v. Sun
365075/24 Breidenthal v. Bernardin
365238/20 Cogsville v. Webb
Cogsville
365386/24 Holman v. Ros
365166/24 Marichal v. Marichal
365207/22Marinac v. Marinac
67313/88 Rosario v. Rosario
365325/22 Sima Friedman v.
Friedman

Motion
154821/25Break Point Public
Affairs Inc. Et Al'v. Sun
365075/24 Breidenthal v. Bernardin

Part 45
Commercial Div.

Justice Anar Rathod Patel
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3632
Room 428

THURSDAY, MAY 1

650509/25 Fund For The NYC, Inc.
v. Regional Alliance For Small
Contractors Et Al

656224/20 Mammoet USA North,
Inc. v. NY Wheel Owner LLC

65666120NY Wheel Owner LLC v.
Mammoet Hldg. B.V.

651359/25 Oxford Finance LLC v.
Mirlis

FRIDAY, MAY 2
651442/25T.R. Kramer Overseas
Ltd. v. Cgi Merchant Group

MONDAY, MAY 5

655653/24 Obermann v. Annie-
Coastal Medical Aesthetics
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Part 48
Commercial Div.

Justice Andrea Masley
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3265
Room 242

THURSDAY, MAY 1

653353/23 1 Park Row Development
v. Mjm Associates Construction

651683/25 Black v. Berlin Rosen
Ltd.

651684/25Black v. Mintz

651685/25 Black v. Rubenstein

655615/23 Metro. Partners Group
Admin. v. Blue Apron Hldgs., Inc.

651186/21 Morgan v. St Mark’s
World Acquisition

Motion

651683/25Black v. Berlin Rosen
Ltd.

651684/25Black v. Mintz

651685/25Black v. Rubenstein

651186/21 Morgan v. St Mark’s
World Acquisition

FRIDAY, MAY 2

161220/24496 B'way. Fee Owner
LLC v. Oae Group Inc. Et Al

652255/23 Bfg 104 LLC v.
Greenwich Business Capital

650103/14 Certain Underwriters At
v. Nl Industries, Inc.

654332/20 Earthlink v. Charter
Communications

650233/25 Empire Watch
Manufacturing v. Elite Group
Int’l NY

651657/22 Employees Retirement
System For The City of
Providence v. Urs Rohner Et Al

653221/24 Enterprise v. Shvo

156174/24 Executive Workspace
LLC v. Electrify America LLC

657177/21 Goldberg v. Klein

650392/250n The Move Hldgs. v.
Singh

652890/14 Universal Investment v.
Bakrie Telecom Pte

Motion

650103/14 Certain Underwriters At
v. Nl Industries, Inc.

654332/20 Earthlink v. Charter
Communications

651657/22 Employees Retirement
System For The City of
Providence v. Urs Rohner Et Al

652890/14 Universal Investment v.
Bakrie Telecom Pte

MONDAY, MAY 5

652255/23 Bfg 104 LLC v.
Greenwich Business Capital

652665/22 E&T 9th Ave. LLC v.
Hudson Nine LLC Et Al

651223/20 Eccles v. Shamrock
Capital Advisors

654411/22 Nat. Football League Et
Alv. U.S. Specialty Ins. Co. Et Al

650731/25 Psalms Creative v. Safra
Nat. Bank Et Al

653841/24 Ubs Americas Inc. Et Al
v. Countrywide Home Loans, Inc.
EtAl

Motion

65266522 E&T 9th Ave. LLC v.
Hudson Nine LLC Et Al

651223/20Eccles v. Shamrock
Capital Advisors

653841/24 Ubs Americas Inc. Et Al
v. Countrywide Home Loans, Inc.
EtAl

Part 49
Commercial Div.

Justice Margaret A. Chan
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-4033
Room 252

THURSDAY, MAY 1

653472/20Bsp Agency v. Katzoff

153450/15Butterfield House, Inc. v.
NYC

160986/14 Butterfield House, Inc. v.
NYC

150961/15Con Ed Co. v. NYC

153571/15 Continental Casualty Co.
v. NYC

153099/15Dugger v. NYC

153395/15Greater NY Mutual v.
NYC And

153566/15Harleysville Preferred v.
NYC

152272/15 Judith Coven And
Michael v. NYC

151514/15Lai v. NYC

153403/15 Lexington Ins. Co. v.
NYC

153524/15Liss v. NYC

158076/14New School v. NYC

153616/15 Patric v. NYC

153534/15 Talbot Underwriting Risk
v. NYC

FRIDAY, MAY 2

657040/19 Charles Condominiums
v. Victor Rpm First

Part 53
Commercial Div.

Justice Andrew S. Borrok
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3304
Room 238

THURSDAY, MAY 1

651690/211650 B'way. Associates,
Inc. v. Sturm

652428/23 Dorilton Capital Mgt.
LLC Et Al v. Stilus LLC Et Al

653517/23 Knightsbridge Funding
LLC. v. Your Answer Solutions
Center Et Al

650227/25 Oxford Porperty Group v.
Digiulio

650841/23 Wwtai Airopco 1
Bermuda Ltd. Et Al v. XI Specialty
Ins. Co.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

650915/13 Josephberg v. Crede
Capital Group

653294/24 Milev v. Xiao-I Corp. Et Al

655222/24 Orphion Therapeutics,
Inc. v. The Children’s Hosp. of
Philadelphia Et Al

655128/23 Smouha v. Amar

656238/21 Union Gold, Inc. v.
African Metals Corp.

160659/21 Wei v. Smi USA Group
LLC Et Al

650119/22Westerman Const. Co.,
Inc. v. Hauser & Wirth Us Prop.
LLC EtAl

MONDAY, MAY 5

656948/21 Ametek, Inc. Et Al v.
Goldfarb

650691/23 Ao Unicredit Bank v.
Credit Agricole

654281/23 Ferrara v. Lenihan Jr.

654562/24 Judlau Contracting Inc.
v. Troutman Pepper Hamilton
Sanders Llp Et Al

654629/24 Mendon Ventures
Banktech Fund I Lp v. Equitus
Corp.

659060/24 Suncroft Capital v. Local.
House Int’l, Inc. Et Al

653530/23 Tromer v. Peak6
Insurtech Hldgs. LLC

Motion

659060/24 Suncroft Capital v. Local.
House Int’l, Inc. Et Al

Part 54
Commercial Div.

Justice Jennifer G. Schecter
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3362
Room 228

THURSDAY, MAY 1

653908/23 Beast Investments v.
Celebrity Virtual Dining

153378/25Cbc Settlement Funding
v. American General Assginment
Corp. of NY EtAl

656226/23 Gerasymenko v. Symbion
Power Services U.S., Inc. Et Al

153306/25in The Matter of
The Petition of Stone St.
Originations v. Pacific Life And
Annuity Co. Et Al

652735/24 Jones v. Handler

651116/21 McKeon v. Musallam

652004724 Vinebrook Homes Trust,
Inc. v. Takeoff Hldgs. Inc.

Motion

153378/25 Cbc Settlement Funding
v. American General Assginment
Corp. of NY EtAl

153306/25in The Matter of
The Petition of Stone St.
Originations v. Pacific Life And
Annuity Co. Et Al

652735/24 Jones v. Handler

651116/21 McKeon v. Musallam

FRIDAY, MAY 2

650005/24 Fundamental Partners IV
Lp v. Gajavelli

655756/18 Hai-2 v. Blackrock
Financial

850017/23 Meatpacking Retail LLC
v. 446 West 14th St. Associates

650973/17 Talking Capital Windup
LLC v. Omanoff

MONDAY, MAY 5

654446/23 Hikma Pharmaceuticals
USA Inc. v. Lloyd’s of London
Newline Syndicate 1218 Et Al

652918/24 La Hermosa Christian
Church v. Board of Church
Extension of Disciples of Christ,
Inc.

654093/23 Merama Growth Sa De
Cv Sofom Enr v. Andres

653481/14 Rem/cmg Portfolio Hidg.
v. Cambridge Mgt. Group

651101/22Ria R Squared, Inc. v. Dw
Partners

659734/24 Rojas v. C.P.S. Hldg. Aps
EtAl

650142/24 Wells Fargo Bank v. 681
Fifth Ave. LLC Et Al

Part 57

Justice Sabrina Kraus
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-636-3195
Room 218

THURSDAY, MAY 1

950888/21 Aiken v. NYC Et Al
950677/21Ak v. Archdiocese of NY

Et Al

950053/19Ark61 v. Archdiocese of
NY

154454/21 Carchi v. Uws Prop.
Owner LLC Et Al

950559/20Doe v. St. Agatha Home
For Children

950009/19 Dorion v. Archdiocese of
NY

950624/20 Harrison v. NYC Et Al

95026121 M. v. NYC

950358/21M. v. NYC

154973/19Weider-Harber v. Toussie

950885/21 Young III v. Archdiocese
of NY

FRIDAY, MAY 2

950069/20A. v. Rockefeller Univ.
Ak/a

950567/20Bennett v. The Episcopal
Church Et Al

950080/21C. v. Rockefeller Univ.

950354/20C. v. Rockefeller Univ.
Ak/a

950336/20Doe v. Archdiocese of NY

950061/20F. v. Rockefeller Univ.

950105/21G. v. Rockefeller Univ.

950681/20 M. v. Rockefeller Univ.

950936/21 M. v. Rockefeller Univ.

950781/21 M. v. Rockefeller Univ.
Ak/a

950404/20R. v. Rockefeller Univ.
Ak/a

950027/20R. v. NYC

950198/19R. v. NYC

950706/21 Rivera v. Archdiocese of
NY EtAl

950271/208. v. Rockefeller Univ.
Ak/a

MONDAY, MAY 5

950300720 Cl v. Archdiocese of NY

950056/20H. v. NYC

950728/20John Doe - 18216 v.
Young People’s Chorus of New

950008/20K. v. Archdiocese of NY

950239/21 M. v. Archdiocese of NY

156519/20 Marroquin v. Cm And
Associates

160934/20 Mendez Meza v. Dutch
Vortex LLC

951452/21Morales v. Roman
Catholic Archdiocese of NY Et Al

161168/20 Rosado v. Harlem
Gynecology Practice

Part 59

Justice Debra A. James
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3351
Room 331

THURSDAY, MAY 1

150530/23 Encalada v. Rref II 34
Desbrosses Owner
152167/21Palacios v. Hsre-Eb York

FRIDAY, MAY 2

654633/20 Trinity Centre LLC v.
Brooklynworks At 159

Motion

654633/20 Trinity Centre LLC v.
Brooklynworks At 159

Part 60
Commercial Div.

Justice Melissa A. Crane
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3310
Room 248

THURSDAY, MAY 1

652297/25285 Madison Mezzanine
LLC v. Ktb Cre Debt Fund No. 11

652720/23 A Participations Ltd. Et
Alv. Infinity Q Capital Mgt. LLC
Et Al

655426/23 Deepdale Specialty
Finance I LLC v. Harvard Medical
Supplies LLC Et Al

655268/24 Grit Bxng LLC v.
Sweatworks LLC Et Al

650855/19Lis v. Lancaster

650126/25 Sy v. Compaore

654457/24 Westmount Group LLC v.
The Healing Co. Inc. Et Al

Motion

652720/23 A Participations Ltd. Et
Al'v. Infinity Q Capital Mgt. LLC
Et Al

650855/19Lis v. Lancaster

650126/25 Sy v. Compaore

FRIDAY, MAY 2

850041/22 Ready Capital Mortgage
Financing 2019-F13 v. Pb 151
Grand LLC Et Al

850030725 Sig Cre 2023 Venture
LLC v. Mdbzjggs

MONDAY, MAY 5

653469/23 Corporate Solutions
Group I v. Behar

650094/25 Pentagon Fed. Credit
Union v. Popovic

Motion

653469/23 Corporate Solutions
Group I v. Behar

Part 61
Commercial Div.

Justice Nancy M. Bannon
60 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3169
Room 232

THURSDAY, MAY 1

651885/24 Khca Funding LLC Et Al
v. Versity Invest

651879/24 Map Health Hldgs. v.
Espresso Capital

652609/24 Peng v. The Board of
Mgrs. of Acmos on Chrystie LLC
EtAl

651211/24Sifi Networks America
LLC Et Al v. Generate Capital

651860/20 Tiny 1 v. Samfet Marble
Inc.

659223/24 Urban Grid Hldgs. v. Bgtf
Ug Hldgs. LLC Et Al

Motion

651860/20 Tiny 1 v. Samfet Marble
Inc.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

659802/2422nw Fund v. Lifecore
Biomedical, Inc. Et Al

652446/22 Aalii Fund v. Industrial
And Commercial Bank of China
Financial Services LLC

654526/23 Ck Opportunities Fund
I v. Morgan Stanley Senior
Funding, Inc. Et Al

Court Calendars

656935/21 Lydall, Inc. v. Honeywell
Int’l Inc.

152276/25Michael Rose
Organisation Ltd. v. Sutej

651234/23 Midway Wind v. Siemens
Gamesa Renewable Energy, Inc.

652835/23 Newmark & Co. Real
Estate, Inc. D/b/a Newmark v.
Shs Upper City NY III

652507/21 Surefire Dividend
Capture v. Industrial And
Commercial

Motion

659802/24 22nw Fund v. Lifecore
Biomedical, Inc. Et Al

654526/23 Ck Opportunities Fund
I v. Morgan Stanley Senior
Funding, Inc. Et Al

656935/21 Lydall, Inc. v. Honeywell
Int’l Inc.

651234/23 Midway Wind v. Siemens
Gamesa Renewable Energy, Inc.

MONDAY, MAY 5

651762/2363 Company v. 63rd &
3rd NYC LLC

651704/19 China Minsheng
Banking Corp. v. Shanghai
Municipal

652835/23 Newmark & Co. Real
Estate, Inc. D/b/a Newmark v.
Shs Upper City NY III

651505/25 Scor Global Life
Americas Reins. Co. (successor
To Republic Vanguard Life Ins.
Co.) v. Brighthouse Life Ins. Co.
(successor To Travelers Ins. Co.
And Travelers Life And Annuity
Co.)

Transit Authority
Settlement Part
60 Centre Street

Phone 646-386-3281
Room 408

80 CENTRE
STREET

Part 4

Justice Judy H. Kim
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3580
Room 308

THURSDAY, MAY 1

656773/20245 E. 19 Rity. LLC v.
Cabgram Developer LLC

656239/23 Atlantic Specialty Ins.
Co. v. First Garden Corp. Et Al

158327/23 Battaglia v. Amalie Oil
Co. EtAl

159007/19 Camacho v. Zef LLC

154422/20 Cano v. Kennedy
Chicken & Grill Inc.

160747/23 Carlos Lopez v. Vici
Lendco LLC Et Al

160377/16 Corazzini v. Chung

155487/22 Cortez v. Zampella

151028/23 Cumbo v. The Shubert
Organization, Inc.

155784/21Davey v. NY Univ. Et Al

151879/23 De Pedro v.
Stergiopoulos

152089/24 Desousa v. 440 Hamilton
Developer

157664/22 Dipilato v. NYC And Et Al

158388/20 Escobar Hernandez v.
Gramercy 1860 LLC

157670/21 Figueiredo v. 79th Owner
LLC Et Al

659509/24 Garcia Osorio v. 1902
New Way Gourmet Deli Inc. Et Al

159802/20 Garcia v. Board of Mgrs.
of 52 Park

157035/24 Gil v. St. Nicholas One
Seven Five Associates LLC Et Al

161326/23 Hereford Ins. Co. v.
Kliaus

153379/20Hodges v. NYCHA

155786/211an Soloway v. Thor
Equities

155891/24 Jdss Prop. LLC D/b/a Jdss
Prop. NY LLC v. Rosenblum

151603/25 Law Offices of Joel
B. Rudin v. NY County Dist.
Attorney’s Office

157407/23 Lin v. Careful Bus
Service, Inc. Et Al

153002/24 Love Drywall, Inc. v.
Hudson Excess Ins. Co.

153715/24 Manchanda Esq v.
Richter

655461/21 Nat. General Ins. Online,
Inc. v. Toledano

161360/21 Newfield v. 940 8th Ave.
LLC Et Al

150579/21 Osorio v. Farrington Rlty.

156971/21Pd Kopatsis Flp v. 215
West 28th St.

157377/22 Pilarte v. Wblm 14 Le
Count Owner LLC Et Al

451651/22 Rexhepi v. Gladden
Properties LLC. Et Al

158763/23 Sahebzada v. Mfa 527
Madison LLC Et Al

154002/21 Samuel v. Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al

154730/22 Sasson v. Jane St. Hotel
LLC. Et Al

151081/22 Sertesen v. Jds Dev. Et Al

153396/21 Shtern v. Optumhealth,
Inc. Et Al

151155/24 Smith v. American
Airlines, Inc. Et Al

154075/23 State Farm Mutual
Automobile Ins. Co. v. Av
Chemists

651125/25U.S. Bank Nat. Assoc. v.
Hansa USA LLC Et Al

651175/21Vann v. Roth

163023/15Washington v. NYC

158411/22Wesco Ins. Co. v. Eegp
139 Owner

451077/22Williams v. J.K. Mgt.
Corp. Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

150577/25Ac Penguin Prestige
Corp. v. Schulman

150134/21 Alves v. Brookfield
Properties

650079/25 Ambition Solutions Inc.
v. Strategic Consulting LLC D/b/a
Strategic Financial Solutions

652720/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. Watson

654693/24 Bruin Equities LLC v.
Garcia

659790/24 Neon Moose LLC D/b/a
Justworks Payroll v. Juno
Medical Practice

651440/25 Torpago, Inc. v. Sb &
Sons NY Inc. Et Al

MONDAY, MAY 5

157404/24 Dannhauser v. Duane
Reade, Inc. Et Al

159962/24 Hertz Vehicles v. A2k NY
Corp. Et Al

656031/19Lin v. Gu

160514/24 Perdomo Pena v. 159-161
Stanton LLC Et Al

659146/24 The Board of Mgrs. of
The Kingsley Condominium v.
Kahiri

Part 5
City Part
Justice Hasa A. Kingo
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3374
Room 320

THURSDAY, MAY 1

150454/25 Catlin v. NYC

151131/18 Colin Bartley (aka
Everett v. Sergeant Elias Vasquez

153264/16 Ugweches v. NYC

FRIDAY, MAY 2

161461/18 Aleksandrovich v. NYC
155062/19 Ashanti v. NYC
100949/24Katz v. NYCHA
Preservation & Dev. Et Al
162289/24 Perry Jr. v. NYC Et Al
157797/22Rios v. NYC

MONDAY, MAY 5
160768/24 Ahmad v. NYC Et Al

453112/17Rojas v. NYC
150197/25 Sugin v. NYC

151644/19Vente v. NYC

Part 8

Justice Lynn R. Kotler
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3572
Room 278

THURSDAY, MAY 1

156112/21Hereford Ins. Co. v. All
Nations Dme Corp Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

157239/21Vahidipour-Shokrian v.
Enki Properties LLC Et Al

Part 21
City Part
Justice Richard A. Tsai
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3738
Room 280

THURSDAY, MAY 1

451093/19Aleksandrovich v. NYCTA
158090/23 Ansari v. NYCTA
159370/18 Bailey-Laird v. NYCTA
451497/22Bell v. Colon
159997/13 Berkovits v. NYCTA
154785/20 Boucard v. Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al
157543/22Brady v. The NYCTA Et Al
452223/23 Brito v. Mta Bus Co.
161335/24 Burgos v. NYCTA
(NYCTA) Et Al
160047/24 Burrell v. Basak
158791/22 Castillo v. NYCTA
150744/22 Catini v. NYCTA Et Al
100716/18 Culpepper v. NYCTA
155468/18 Currence v. NYCTA
150012/23 Delva v. The Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al
154379/22 Diallo v. NYCTA Et Al
452386/22Diaz v. NYC Et Al
152020/25Doumbia v. NYCTA
159763/23 Fernandez v. NYCTA Et
Al
151389/24Fitzgerald v. Manhattan
And Bronx Surface NYCTA Et Al
153483/24 Gallardo v. NYCTA Et Al
158569/21 Gonzalez v. NYCTA Et Al
156792/13 Guzman v. Manhattan
And Bronx
153152/22Handy v. NYCTA Et Al
157910/21 Heckstall IIT v. Metro.
Transportation Auth.
159757/13 Herrera v. NYCTA
152450/18 Hodge v. Green
451732/19Hosokawa v. NYCTA
158420/23 Huang v. NYCTA Et Al
157432/24 Husin v. NYC Et Al
152394/22 Johnamie Leon-Burgos
And Claritza Castillo-Alberto v.
NYCTA Et Al
450734/22Kaba v. NYCTA Et Al
154417/21Kandel v. Con Ed Co. of
New York, Inc. Et Al
158664/19Kandel v. Meringoff
Properties, Inc.
156387/20King v. NYCTA
154438/23 Kurtz v. NYCTA Et Al
150988/21 Leftridge v. NYCTA Et Al
153070/20 Lopez v. NYCTA
152041/20 Lucy Aguilar As v. NYCTA
155929/18 Martin v. NYCTA
451377/22Martinez v. NYCTA Et Al
162540/23 Matos Cabral v. NYCTA
EtAl
160623/22McDonald v. Harrington
158386/24 McKinley v. The NYCTA
Et Al
152098/16 McLennon-Wier v.
NYCTA
154976/22Moran v. NYCTA Et Al
157623/21 Moreno v. The NYCTA Et
Al
159728/22 Nelson v. NYCTA Et Al
161324/19 Nemirovskaya v. NYCTA
160383/20 Otero v. NYC
160050/20 Oyola v. Rosario
153877/22 Paniagua v. NYCTA Et Al
156746/20 Paredes-Mosquera v.
NYCTA
151375/24 Pena v. NYCTA Et Al
162139/24 Perez v. NYCTA Et Al
158914/21 Pinkston-Shay v. Metro.
Transportation Auth.
450081/23 Pringle v. NYCTA Et Al
157182/22 Repucci v. NYCTA
161006/20 Roman v. NYCTA Et Al
157300/24 Sanders v. NYCTA Et Al
159610/19 Schechter v. Mta Bus Co.
159369/18 Shackelford v. NYCTA
155846/18 Shuman v. NYCTA
158427/24 Smith v. NYC Et Al
452974/21Sobota v. NYCTA
154443/19 Soto v. NYCTA Et Al
155317/22 Starks v. Metro.
Transportation Auth.
154323/13 Vargas v. NYC
150182/19Washington v. NYCTA
155523/21 Weinberg v. The NYCTA
EtAl
154172/21 Williams v. NYC Et Al

Motion

160047/24 Burrell v. Basak
152450/18 Hodge v. Green
157623/21 Moreno v. The NYCTA Et

Al
158427/24 Smith v. NYC Et Al
FRIDAY, MAY 2

161277/17Cruz v. NYCTA

159619/21 Frumkin v. Cardona

156438/19Heron v. NYCTA

157218/18NY Marine & General v.
Wwml96

Motion
159619/21 Frumkin v. Cardona
MONDAY, MAY 5

151001/23 Camacho v. NYCTA Et Al

155413/20 Fernandez v. Planetary
Movers Inc.

156775/20 Lapsley v. Triborough
Bridge And Tunnel

152141/21 Quintanilla v. Khurshid
Erkinov Et Al

155294720 Rivera v. Planetary
Movers Inc.

160027/17Williams v. NYCTA

Part 22
Motor Vehicle

Justice Christopher Chin
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3271
Room 136

THURSDAY, MAY 1

158183/24 Alcantara v. United
Parcel Service

153724/24 Aristizabal Torres v.
Cardenas Rincon

157371/24 Blumenkranz v. Quinn

151730/23 Burr v. Coulibaly

161731/24 Delacruz v. Gebreyes

152204/22 Deleon v. Cao

150306/23 Duval v. Quiles

150743/25Fuentes v. Richardson

158402/19 Jones v. American Air
Liquide Inc.

159244/24 McShaw v. Parvez

160508/20 Moula v. Sherpa

156132/24 0’Dell v. Sifunjo

158247/23 Patterson v. Gurung

150621/25Pol v. Dy

158466/24 Salk v. Ameen

108261/09 Sass v. A-1 Quality Limo.
Service

159898/22 Taram v. Porcelli 11l

157557/21 Terry v. Tejeda

150703/24 Thomas v. Faucher

158139/21Vargas v. Cnr Metal
Trade Inc. Et Al

161184/24Vivas v. Fed. Express
Corp. Et Al

159268/21Yudina v. Alamo Rental
(us) LLC Et Al

159776/22 Zidek v. Thebgb Inc. Et Al

Motion

158183/24 Alcantara v. United
Parcel Service

157371/24 Blumenkranz v. Quinn

151730/23 Burr v. Coulibaly

152204/22 Deleon v. Cao

150306/23 Duval v. Quiles

150743/25Fuentes v. Richardson

159244/24McShaw v. Parvez

158247/23 Patterson v. Gurung

150621/25Pol v. Dy

158466/24 Salk v. Ameen

159898/22 Taram v. Porcelli Il

157557/21 Terry v. Tejeda

150703/24 Thomas v. Faucher

159268/21Yudina v. Alamo Rental
(us) LLC Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

158461/23 Banyai v. Sheard
158971/24 Bekurashvili v. Nj Best
Trucking LLC Et Al
151995/21 Brown v. Knottin Yee
151205/24 Castro v. Allen
160473/22 Chen v. American United
Transportation Inc. Et Al
101118/20 Cornelius v. Camareno
150001/23 D’Agostino v. Paterson
153020/22 Dabkoski v. Lee
161559/23 Daggett v. Pellicone
150287/24 Fatou Ndiaye v. Tirado
151317/24Fernandez v. Sanders
157477/22Flores v. Miah
155162/21 Francis v. Unitex Textile
Rental Services, Inc. Et Al
155703/19 Gonzalez-Garcia v.
Carrasco
150968/23 Grigoryeva v. Bawa
155393/23 Guzman v. Stevenson
151846/20 Helvestine v. Bernabe
151036/23 Hodge v. Lunger
158137/23 Kabulov v. Vo
155303/23 Khan v. Uber
Technologies, Inc. Et Al
159203/22Kone v. Bautista
151826/22Koo v. Jet Contracting
Corp. Et Al
154545/23 Lin v. Aboubakar
150929/24 Lin v. Forde
155306/23 Lozano v. Polanco
160728/21 Magid v. Schilt
151465/24 Mahmood v. Kerwin
152469/23 Mapecaicedo v. Daniels
154310/23 Marc Sears v. Dong
154754/23 Martinez v. Oyakhire
159286/21 Martinez v. Martinez
151067/23 Massiah v. Qi
151551/24 Mateo Paulino v. Zipcar
159037/22Mayorga v. NYC Et Al
151090/24 McKenzie-Mccalla v.
Fanuka Inc. Et Al
160768/22 Miley v. Boal
159882/19 Monteferrante v. Islam
151517/24 Moye v. Enterprise
Hldgs., Inc. D/b/a Enterprise
Rent-A-Car Et Al
16177123 Net v. Green
162307/23 New Jersey
Manufacturers Ins. Co. A/s/o
Cristina Flores Et Al v. Marquez-
Woodward
151809/22 Osvaldo Rosario v.
Michael Minick
152507/250u v. Rosa
159493/23 P v. Hiltzik
158247/23 Patterson v. Gurung
154363/22 Quiles v. Schulman
160371/23 Rahmatilloeva v. R.G
Ortiz Funeral Home Inc
152873/23 Ramirez v. Liu
151160/24 Reyes v. Alboraey
151137/24 Santos v. Gonzalez
151143/24 Schwartz v. Cvs
Pharmacy
151015/24 Sidibe v. Duran
158001/22 Sobel v. Uber
Technologies, Inc. Et Al
153881/24 Song v. Santiago
157095/23 Tavarez Sanchez v.
Garcia Gonzalez
450525/24 Taylor v. Metro.
Transportation Auth. Et Al
451941724 Walker v. James
151370/24Walsh v. Ryder Truck
Rental, Inc. Et Al
153368/23 Watts v. Bermudez
152270/18 Witting v. Khudoyarov
152680/23 Yap v. Ali
154626/23 Yen v. Con Ed Co. of New
York, Inc.
159491/23Yen v. Verizon NY Inc. Et
Al

Motion
154363/22 Quiles v. Schulman
MONDAY, MAY 5

150262/23 Agbolosu v. NY Daily
News Co. Et Al

154537/21 Ahmed v. Ahmed

153482/22 Anthony v. Sanogo

152445/24 Aquino v. Trejo Aguilar

152560/24 Babakhanian v. Mendoza

150094/24 Bamba v. Fed. Express
Corp. Et Al

160446/19 Bautista v. Fernandez

152043/24 Baziotis v. Malter

150384/23 Belmont v. Caruso

152261/22Bezmen v. Rafati

152061/21Bligen-Simon v. Yokum
Transit LLC. Et Al

150858/21Brazell v. Jrc
Transportation Inc Et Al

150163/21 Brown v. Lyft, Inc. Et Al

155847/23 Cacace v. Main

154529/24 Carmo v. Klein

152193/24 Carrillo v. Yi

160366/22 Castillo v. Fofana

157478/22 Chen v. Stephanie
Transportation LLC Et Al

153966/21 Chobot v. Francis

158511/22 Daniels v. Houssaini

154386/23 Davis v. Cohen

151875/24 Diallo v. The Motor
Vehicle Accident Indemnification
Corp.

155246/20 Dugan v. Perviaz

157736/21Ellis v. Tlc Ready One
LLC Et Al

151763/22 Ferreira v. Marasi
Transportation Corp. Et Al

156481/22 Foreman v. Brown

152728/24 Gabri v. Cortinas Const.
Corp Et Al

157080/23 Galeano v. Todd Harris
Co., Inc. Et Al

162346/23 Gerges v. Orsini

151265/22 Gerstenfeld v. Delacruz

161427/24 Gist v. Aliroberts

159150/22 Gjuraj v. Ramson

152346/24 Gonzalez v. Rodriguez

159002/24 Gonzalez v. Betheil

152143/24Hadzovic v. Victor

152434/24 Harris v. Hossain

150273/23 Hernandez Rosario v.
Cuevas Pena

157488/23 Jager v. Sinai I, Inc. Et Al

151152/24 Jones v. Hall

151805/22 Kelly v. Jackson

160112/20Khalid v. Fink

156385/19Krohn v. Reyes

161452/24 Lafauci v.
Gutierrezavalos

155771/22 Lee v. Mujicarodas

152200/24 Lee v. Martin

152360/23 Lewis v. Rigo Limo Auto
Group LLC.

151862/24 Lobo-Leal v. Memorial
Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center
Et Al

152597/22 Lopez v. Sherpa

157827/23 Malave v. Altkin

152198/24 Mansour v. Ironman
Recycling And Waste Mgt.

153047/20 Mares v. Gautam

157396/19 Mayrant v. Uddin

159558/21 McKay v. Con Ed Co. of
New York, Inc. Et Al

161138/24 Mercedes v. Brkljacic

160681/22Moreno v. City Bronx
Leasing Inc. Et Al

450309/23 Obey v. Delacruz

150893/24 Penn v. De Torres

151469/24 Pereira v. Basil S.
Kinson, Inc.D/b/a The Coach Co.
EtAl

152279/24 Pinckney v. Paltoo

156068/22 Pizarro v. Fleury

158591/22 Puello v. Clarke

452216/22 Reeves v. Ford

159255/23 Romero v. American
United Transportation Inc. Et Al

154232/23 Sanchez v. Darcy

150727/20 Scala v. United
Structural Works, Inc.

160763/21 Sherman v. Lyft, Inc. Et
Al

150053/24 Singleton v. Bulkovitch-
Jacoby

152985/22 Son v. Lulis Trucking
LLC Et Al

161038/21 Suder v. Jakson

159795/23 Taccetta v. Catanzaro

158679/21 Tandiogora v. NYCHA Et
Al

155218/24 Tejada v. Yang

158551/23 Thompson v. Valentin

151629/23 Tran v. Pervez
152001/24 Vazquez v. Haruna
161004/23 Washington v. Ahmed
159559/20 Weerawardenagedara v.
Metro. Transportation Auth. Et Al
154161/23 Williams v. Caporicci
452338/23 Zaman v. Delacruz
151823/24 Zoida v. Abreu

Part MED-2

Justice Samuel E.
Wilkenfeld
80 Centre Street
646-386-3689
Room 106

Early Settlement
Part 1

Justice Miles J. Vigilante
80 Centre Street
Room 106

THURSDAY, MAY 1

160706/19Air Conditioning
Services Inc. v. Tri-State Air
Conditioning

154552/21 Chisolm v. Uptown
Laundromat Inc.

653863/19 Farrell Limo. Service LLC
v. Macro Consultants LLC

160627/20 Habba v. Rudin Mgt. Co.

155250/18Itskovich v. Carmel
Grocery

154078/19 Laxman v. 568 B'way.
Prop. LLC

161031/18 Nunez v. Hispanic
Society of

153102/19 Ozari v. Rb Rity. Capital
LLC

154517/19Quinceno Pareja v. 60-74
Gansevoort

154818/19Rosario v. NY And

161470/19 Sicurella v. Lcor Asset
Mgt.

150505/20 Upchurch v. Marriott
Int’l, Inc.

154788/19Vera Hernandez v. 60-74
Gansevoort LLC

154180/20 Villaruel v. Consol.
Elevator

FRIDAY, MAY 2

152240/17Barr v. 34th St.
Partnership, Inc.

155221/19Frederick v. NYC
Partnership Housing

155660/20 Louis v. Hudson 36 LLC

150383/18 Perry v. Sada Three

656216/21 Santoro v. Rosabianca

651595/19Whealon v. Gramercy
Park Residence Corp.

MONDAY, MAY 5

157558/19Barr v. NYC

156893/19 Castillo-Diaz v. Etro
U.S.A, Inc.

155417/20 Corporan v. Heights
B'way. LLC Et Al

152533/21 Gruson v. Barbara’s Tour
& Cruises Inc. Et Al

157343/18 Guaman Guaman v. 240
West 44th St. Two LLC.

155252/21Katz v. Lower Manhattan
Dialysis Center, Inc. Et Al

155745/20 Nelson v. Ww Int’l, Inc.

155956/21 Omoregie v. New
Syndicate

154454/18 Orellana v. 4260 B'way.
Rity. LLC

151060/23 Palmer v. 125 Fancy
Nails Salon Inc

152885/20 Puca v. Moynihan
Station Dev. Corp. Et Al

158785/21Resnick v. Equity
Residential Mgt.

160619/17 Savas v. 557 8th Ave.
Corp.

656061/17 Silvergrove Advisors v.
Crosswing Hldgs. LLC

15713920 Thomas v. Bradhurst
Associates

452214/22 Whitehurst v. 860 River
LLC

Early Settlement
Part 2

Justice Samuel E.
Wilkenfeld

80 Centre Street
Room 106

THURSDAY, MAY 1

160317/19A.V. And J.M. An Infant
By v. NYC

150576/22 Ben-Yosef v. Battery
Park City Auth. Et Al

151131/18 Colin Bartley (aka
Everett v. Sergeant Elias Vasquez

159964/13 Javaheri v. Dept. of
Education

FRIDAY, MAY 2

153020/22 Dabkoski v. Lee

151846/20 Helvestine v. Bernabe

151826/22Koo v. Jet Contracting
Corp. Et Al

154754/23 Martinez v. Oyakhire

153368/23 Watts v. Bermudez

152270/18 Witting v. Khudoyarov

MONDAY, MAY 5

154537/21 Ahmed v. Ahmed
150858/21 Brazell v. Jrc
Transportation Inc Et Al
153966/21 Chobot v. Francis
151265/22 Gerstenfeld v. Delacruz
153047/20 Mares v. Gautam
157396/19 Mayrant v. Uddin
450309/23 Obey v. Delacruz
156068/22 Pizarro v. Fleury
160763/21 Sherman v. Lyft, Inc. Et
Al
151629/23 Tran v. Pervez
452338/23 Zaman v. Delacruz

Part 27

Justice Denise M Dominguez
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-5625
Courtroom 289

Part 39

Justice James G. Clynes
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3619
Room 307

THURSDAY, MAY 1

659757/24 American Express Travel
Related Services Co., Inc. v. Hf3
Associates LLC

151049/24Belgium NY LLC v. S.H.
Zell & Sons

157843/24 Cavalry Spv I v. Browne

160293/24 Ch Cluster Ncp Phase
One LLC v. Aggarwal

160292/24 Ch Cluster Ncp Phase
One LLC v. McGarvey

155784/20 Cruz v. Hotta

159744/18 Cuesta v. 335 Canal St.
LLC

154158/25Doe v. Lemer M.D.

652957/23 Greater NY Mutual Ins.
Co. v. Ategrity Specialty Ins. Co.

157829/24in The Matter of The
Application of Shireen Sharm v.
Battery Park City Auth.

156100/19Jane Doe As Mother And
v. Ideal School of Manhattan

160183/21Kraemer v. Montefiore
Health System, Inc. Et Al

154078/19 Laxman v. 568 B'way.
Prop. LLC

158696/21 Prado v. Affordable
Housing Concepts LLC

651436/25 South Residential Tower
Affordable v. King

160569/24 Tipp Floor Covering Inc.
v. Citibank

659621/24 Trundle v. Sutton Manor
Apts., Inc. Et Al

151682/24 Wadley v. 889 St.
Nicholas Hotel Corp. Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

652353/24 American Transit Ins.
Co. v. George Henry Et Al

452315/24 Comm’rs. of State Ins.
Fund v. Tnd Const. Inc.

659061/24 Energy Plus NY Inc. v.
Alba Services Inc.

156702/21 Hantz v. Hillman
Housing Corp.

150802/25 Hartford Fire Ins. Co. Et
Alv. Sato Const. Co., Inc. Et Al

161930/18 Licurgo-Villar v.
Samouha

MONDAY, MAY 5

152533/21 Gruson v. Barbara’s Tour
& Cruises Inc. Et Al

653955/24 Mec Prop. Hldgs. LLC v.
Gelfond

15127221 Mora v. Hirstan
Associates LLC

154454/18 Orellana v. 4260 B'way.
Rlty. LLC

655185/24 Pestana Cr7 Manhattan
39 v. Roomza Inc.

659161/24 Pirs Capital v. Spice
Alliance LLC Et Al

152885/20 Puca v. Moynihan
Station Dev. Corp. Et Al

158559/24 Santos Lemus v.
Archstone Builders LLC Et Al

650387/25 Ukrainets v. Murtuzayev

Part 41

Justice Nicholas W. Moyne
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3984
Room 327

THURSDAY, MAY 1

651249/24218 First Avenue
Associates v. Koga

650725/2423 R.P. Associates LLC v.
Glosslab

650872/23571 Hudson St. Apt.
Corp. v. 573 Hudson St. Store
Leasing Corp.

151326/23 Acevedo v. 138 Ninth LLC
652932/23 Arch Specialty Ins. Co. v.
Empire Restoration/consulting

Corp.

652757/24 Bkns Mgt. LLC v. Abbson
LLC Et Al

651321/22 Cfg Merchant Solutions
LLC v. Trac Const. Group Inc. Et
Al

450264/23 Dept. of Environmental
Protection of NYC Et Al v. Board
of Mgrs. of The 337 Lenox Road
Condominium Et Al

158077/23 E.L. v. Eastside Market
Corp. D/b/a East Side Market

100166/24 Fox v. NYS Div. of Home
And Community Renewal

654474/23 Goldstein v. Glass

151084/241ousoupov v. Costco
Wholesale Corp.

156417/18 Lloyd’s v. Forty Seventh
Fifth Co.

150324/24 Meyer v. 156 West 106th
St. Hldg. Corp. Et Al

156029/22 Mrishaj v. Moore

155078/20 Sellers Funding Corp. v.
Closter Green Corp.

652787/22 Simmons v. Village
Plumbing & Heating NY Inc. Et
Al

101115/24Vanderpool v. NYC

Motion

652932/23 Arch Specialty Ins. Co. v.
Empire Restoration/consulting
Corp.

652757/24 Bkns Mgt. LLC v. Abbson
LLCEtAl

651321/22 Cfg Merchant Solutions
LLC v. Trac Const. Group Inc. Et
Al

100166/24 Fox v. NYS Div. of Home
And Community Renewal

101115/24 Vanderpool v. NYC

FRIDAY, MAY 2

158412/23 Bernard v. Strategic
Operational Services Corp.

653566/22 Connolly v. 18 East 18th
St. Tenants Corp. Et Al

153223/24 Delancey Suffolk
Associates LLC v. NYC Delancey
Foods Inc. Et Al

654679/20 Juhi LLC v. Pidich

655939/23 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co.
Et Al v. Sylvester

650579/24 NYCTA Et Al v. Office of
NYC Comptroller Et Al

MONDAY, MAY 5

650398/23 Koutsoudakis And
lakovou Law Group v. Bg
Development

156250/24 Torres v. NYS Office of
Children And Family Services Et
Al

Part 50

Justice J. Machelle Sweeting
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-5639
Room 279

Part 51
Matrimonial Part

Justice Lisa S. Headley
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3846
Room 122
THURSDAY, MAY 1

365877/23 Elharar v. Sade
310993/17 Rosenblum v. Rosenblum
Motion
310993/17Rosenblum v. Rosenblum
FRIDAY, MAY 2

365484/20 Fuller v. Wigham

322877/20 Gooden v. Gooden
320541/22 Sammarco v. Sammarco

Motion

322877/20 Gooden v. Gooden

MONDAY, MAY 5
365316/22 Gill v. Schmitt
365069/22 Jacobson v. Scott
320508/24 Vargas v. Speranza
365853/23 Welsch v. Dongmo

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
THURSDAY, MAY 1
300500/11 Afridi v. Afridi
Part 81R
Special Referee

Justice Lancelot B. Hewitt
80 Centre Street
Phone 646-386-3680
Room 321

THURSDAY, MAY 1
651252/24 Liberty Mutual Ins. Co. v.
Erica Spain
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
THURSDAY, MAY 1

655311/23 Arena Limited Spv v. The
Chalets LLC Et Al

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

THURSDAY, MAY 1

190307/20 Campbell v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190254/20 Danisi v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190289/17 Delessio v. Abb, Inc.

190005/21 Dieguez v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co Et Al

190236/17 Elliott v. Amchem Prod.s,
Inc.

190260/24 Evans v. Air & Liquid
Systems Corp.

190320/24 Featheringill v. Minerals
Technologies, Inc., Et Al

190082/25 Goodall v. Conopco, Inc.,
A Subsidiary of Unilever U.S.,
Inc. And D/b/a Unilever Home
& Personal Care USA, Sued
Individually And As Successor-
In-Interest To Chesebrough
Manufacturing Co. A/k/a
Chesebrough-Ponds A/k/a
Chesebrough-Pond’s USA Co. Et
Al

190094/21 Hines v. Amchem Prod.s,
Inc.,  N/k/a Rhone Poulenc Ag
Co., N/k/a Bayer Cropscience
Inc Et Al

190269/20 Krawcheck v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190238/17 Papandrikos v. A.O.
Smith Water Prods. Co

190070/17 Philip A. Levy v. Harris
Corp.

190205/22 Pollizzotto v. Amchem
Prod.s, Inc.,  N/k/a Rhone
Poulenc Ag Co.,  N/k/a Bayer
Cropscience Inc Et Al

190002/20 Randazzo v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190001/20 Timmons v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

190106/19Blanco v. Amchem
Prod.s, Inc.

190280/23 Connors v. Air & Liquid
Systems Corp. Et Al

190362/17 Erwing v. Aerco Int’l, Inc.

190280/17 Fenzi v. Adience, Inc.,
F/k/a Bmi, Inc

190184/22 Foster Jr. v. Aerco Int’l,
Inc. Et Al

190168/21 Heaton v. Abb Inc.,
Individually, And As Successor To
Bailey Controls Et Al

190095/25March v. Coty Inc. Et Al

190278/20 Maurer v. Aamco
Transmission

190227/20 Rafferty v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190203/20 Smith v. Air & Liquid
Systems

MONDAY, MAY 5

190004/23 Biswas v. Aramis
Distributors New York, Inc. Et Al

190163/20 Catapano v. Aerco Int'l

190121/20 Durcan v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190250/17 Eckrich v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190187/17Florio v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co.

190082/22 Hardin v. Aerco Int’l, Inc.
EtAl

190036/19 McCabe v. Abb, Inc.

190146/20 Sullivan v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co Et Al

Part 18

Justice Alexander M. Tisch
71 Thomas Street
Phone 646-386-3472
Room 104

THURSDAY, MAY 1

154315/25 Onwuka v. Board of
Education of The City School
Dist. of NYC Et Al

950111/19 Twersky v. Yeshiva Univ.

FRIDAY, MAY 2

651147/25 Govt. Employees Ins. Co.
v. Garcia
100866/21 Steele v. NY Archdiocese

Part 23

Justice Eric Schumacher
71 Thomas Street
Phone 646-386-3736
Courtroom 304

THURSDAY, MAY 1

190307/20 Campbell v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190254/20 Danisi v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190289/17 Delessio v. Abb, Inc.

190005/21 Dieguez v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co Et Al

190236/17 Elliott v. Amchem Prod.s,
Inc.

190260/24 Evans v. Air & Liquid
Systems Corp.

190320/24 Featheringill v. Minerals
Technologies, Inc., Et Al

190082/25 Goodall v. Conopco, Inc.,
A Subsidiary of Unilever U.S.,
Inc. And D/b/a Unilever Home
& Personal Care USA, Sued
Individually And As Successor-
In-Interest To Chesebrough
Manufacturing Co. A/k/a
Chesebrough-Ponds A/k/a
Chesebrough-Pond’s USA Co. Et
Al

190094/21 Hines v. Amchem Prod.s,
Inc.,  N/k/a Rhone Poulenc Ag
Co., N/k/a Bayer Cropscience
Inc Et Al

190269/20 Krawcheck v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190238/17 Papandrikos v. A.O.
Smith Water Prods. Co

190070/17 Philip A. Levy v. Harris
Corp.

190205/22 Pollizzotto v. Amchem
Prod.s,Inc.,  N/k/a Rhone
Poulenc Ag Co., N/k/a Bayer
Cropscience Inc Et Al

190002/20 Randazzo v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190001/20 Timmons v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co Et Al

FRIDAY, MAY 2

190106/19Blanco v. Amchem
Prod.s, Inc.

190280/23 Connors v. Air & Liquid
Systems Corp. Et Al

190362/17 Erwing v. Aerco Int’l, Inc.

190280/17 Fenzi v. Adience, Inc.,
F/k/a Bmi, Inc

190184/22 Foster Jr. v. Aerco Int’l,
Inc. Et Al

190168/21 Heaton v. Abb Inc.,
Individually, And As Successor To
Bailey Controls Et Al

190095/25March v. Coty Inc. Et Al

190278/20 Maurer v. Aamco
Transmission

190227/20 Rafferty v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190203/20 Smith v. Air & Liquid
Systems

MONDAY, MAY 5

190004/23 Biswas v. Aramis
Distributors New York, Inc. Et Al

190163/20 Catapano v. Aerco Int’l

190121/20 Durcan v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

190250/17 Eckrich v. A.O. Smith
Water Prods. Co

Court Calendars
Continued On
Page 18
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FOUNDATIONS

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
Harriet & M Fred Cartoun
Foundation Inc. For the cal-
endar year ended December
31, 2024 is available at its
principal office located at
Politi & Magnifico LLC, 5
Edgewood Ave, Greenwich,
CT 06830 for the inspection
during regular business
hours by any citizen who re-
quests it within 180 days
hereof. Principal Manager of
the Foundation is Melissa
Cartoun-Capezio.

7915 myl

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
Independent New Media
Foundation For the calendar
year ended 12/31/2024 is
available at its principal of-
fice located at 1700 Broad-
way, 16th Floor, New York,
NY 10019 for inspection dur-
ing regular business hours
by any citizen who requests
it within 180 days hereof.
Principal Manager of the
Foundation is Maggie Yao.

7062 myl

LIQUOR LICENSES

OTICE IS HEREBY

given that an On-
Premise Catering Establish-
ment Full Liquor License
Application ID NA-0524-25-
07236 has been applied for
by Compass Group USA, Inc
and Thompson Hospitality
Services, LLC serving beer,
wine, cider and liquor to be
sold at retail for on
premises consumption in a
catering establishment for
the premises located at 270
Park Ave, 13th Floor NY NY
10017.
8168

myl-Th my8

OTICE IS HEREBY

given that an On-
Premise Restaurant Full
Liquor License, NYS Appli-
cation ID: NA 0340-25-110739
has been applied for by 30
W 26th Street OP CO LLC
serving beer, wine, cider
and liquor to be sold at re-
tail for on premises con-
sumption in a restaurant,
for the premises located at
30 West 26th Street New
York NY 10010.

8166 my1l-Th my8

OTICE IS HEREBY

given that an On-
Premise Restaurant Full
Liquor License, NYS Appli-
cation ID: CL-25-101513-01
has been applied for by
Tartinery W3 LLC serving
beer, wine, cider and liquor
to be sold at retail for on
premises consumption in a
restaurant, for the premises
located at 78 W 3RD St New
York NY 10012.
8169

my1l-Th my8

OTICE IS HEREBY
given that an On
Premises Tavern Full

Liquor License, Application
ID CL-25-25-101755-02 has
been applied for by GH on
the Park LLC & 54 West 40th
Realty LLC, as Co-Licensees
serving beer wine, cider
and liquor to be sold at re-
tail for on premises con-
sumption in a tavern for the
premises located at 54 West
40th Street New York NY
10018.

8164 myl-Th my8

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Harrigan Medical
PLLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 3/13/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against PLLC
to 261 West 112th St, 3C, New
York, NY 10026. Purpose: any

lawful act.
7843 A24 Th My29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Harrigan Medical
PLLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 3/13/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against PLLC
to 261 West 112th St, 3C, New
York, NY 10026. Purpose: any

lawful act.
A24 Th My29

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of AEP ENGI-
NEERING LIMITED LIABIL-
ITY COMPANY. Application
for authority filed with Sec-
retary of State of NY (SSNY)
on 11/21/2024. Office loc: NY
County. LLC formed in NJ on
10/22/2013 SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and mailed to
26 Mountain Way, West Or-
ange, NJ 07052. Cert. of LLC
filed with NJ Dept of the
Treasury, DORES, 33 W State

St, #5th FI, Trenton, NJ
08608. Purpose: Any lawful
activity.

A17 Th My22

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

K. ANDRES & MAKAINAG,
LLC Filed 11/18/24. Office:
New York Co. SSNY desig-
nated as agent for process &
shall mail to: 110 Thompson
St South Store New York, NY

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

184/188 EAST 70TH ST, 3C
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 03/13/25. 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, 459 South Oyster Bay
Road, Plainview, NY 11803.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
7199 al0-Th my15

235 EAST 22ND STREET 1B
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 03/13/25. 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, 459 South Oyster Bay
Road, Plainview, NY 11803.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
7200 al0-Th my15

NUSYSTEM SERVICES LLC,
Articles of Organization filed
with the Secretary of State of
New York (SSNY) on
04/02/2025. Location: New
York County SSNY desig-
nated as agent for service of
process on LLC. SSNY shall
mail a copy of process to: C/O
SABAJ LAW PC 121A Nassau
Ave, Brooklyn, NY 11222.
Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.

7389 A17 Th My22
Admiral 75, LLC-Arts. of Org.
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 8/15/23. Office
location: New York Co. SSNY
designated as agent of LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail process to: c/o the LLC,
900 5 th Ave, #9A, NY, NY
10021. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
792 a22-Th my22

BROOK BUILDING GROUP
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 04/02/25. 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 Anthony V. Ferran-
tello, 50 2nd Avenue, Garden
City Park, NY 11040. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

7197 al0-Th my15

55 EAST MERRICK LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/10/25. 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

15 Arbor Lane,
Rockville Centre, NY 11570,

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
7793 a24-Th my29

Formation of LSMMD CON-
SULTANTS, LLC filed with
the Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 4/4/2025. Office
loc.: NY County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. The address
SSNY shall mail process to
Loren Scott Michel, 392 Cen-
tral Park W., Apt. 17D, New
York, NY 10025. Purpose:
Any lawful activity.
7186 al0-Th my15

GOLD COAST SC, LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 03/17/2025. 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, 123 Eileen Way, Syosset,
NY 11791. Purpose: Any Law-

ful Purpose.
al0-Th my15

7202

NIS-KAR MANAGEMENT
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 04/02/25. 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, 60 Hillside Avenue,
Manhasset, NY 11030. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.
7198 al0-Th my15

OAK SARZ LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
04/01/25. 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, 3018
Merrick Road, Wantagh, NY
11793. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
7195 al0-Th my15

613 MONROE LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
04/04/25. 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, 200
Broadhollow Road, Suite 314,
Melville, NY 11747. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.
7589 al7-Th my22

AMODEO HOLDING LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 04/16/2025. Office
loc: Nassau County. SSNY
has been designated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
Gerard Amodeo, 1104
Mitchel Field Way, Garden
City, NY 11530. Purpose: Any
Lawful Purpose.

7605 al7-Th my22

FRATICO LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
04/04/25. 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, 200
Broadhollow Road, Suite 314,
Melville, NY 11747. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.

7588 al7-Th my22

KESHET 30 LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
04/07/25. 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, 105
East 80th Street, New York,
NY 10075. Purpose: Any law-

ful purpose.
591 al7-Th my22

NRG HOUSING LLC, Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
10/07/2024. 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, 29
Archer St, Freeport, NY
11520. Reg Agent: U.S. Corp.
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave.,
Ste 202, Brooklyn, NY 11228.
Purpose: Any Lawful Pur-

pose.
7563 al7-Th my22

3137 BROADWAY LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 03/21/2025. Of-
fice: New York County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 3137
BROADWAY, NEW YORK,

BROADWAY BY HOLLAND,
LLC Art. Of Org. Filed Sec. of
State of NY 4/14/2021. Off.
Loc. : Bronx Co. SSNY desig-
nated as agent upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY to mail copy of
process to The LLC, 3152 Al-
bany Crescent, Bronx, NY
10463, USA. Purpose: Any
lawful act or activity.

7840 a24-Th my29

CHOICE FORGED MECHAN-
ICAL LLC Art. Of Org. Filed
Sec. of State of NY 4/3/2025.
Off. Loc.: Bronx Co. SSNY
de51gnated as agent upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY to mail copy
of process to The LLC, 970
Morris Park Avenue, Bronx,
NY 10462, USA. Purpose: Any
lawful act or activity.

69 a24-Th my29

CORNER BISTRO EAST,
LLC. Filed with SSNY on
04/02/2025. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: WOTMAN LAW
PLLC, 1979 MARCUS AVE,
STE 210, LAKE SUCCESS,
fl‘\nl{ 11042. Purpose: Any Law-

u
7880 a24-Th my29

FIRSTNEST LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 11/20/2024. Office:
New York County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent for process
& shall mail to: 299 PARK
AVE, 16TH FL, NEW YORK,
fNSl{ 10171. Purpose: Any Law-

u
7881 a24-Th my29

SQUARE BRIDGE COURT,
LLC, Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 04/22/2025. 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: The LLC, 108
Soifer Ave, North Bellmore,
NY 11710. Purpose: Any Law-

ful Purpose.
a24-Th my29

7867

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Galactic Brands NY,
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 02/18/2025. 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: GALACTIC
BRANDS NY, LLC, 15854
LITTLE MORONGO ROAD,
DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA
92240. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
7860 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of ANDREA KELLI
BRANDS LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 4/28/2023. Of-
fice location: Nassau County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 1051
Port Washington Blvd, Unit
775, Port Washington, NY
11050. Purpose: any lawful

act.

7555 A17 Th My22
OTICE OF QUALIFICA-
TION of ~ Whitehall

Strategic Solutions, LLC. Au-
thority filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
04/01/2025. Office location:
New York County. LLC
formed in Wyoming (WY) on
03/28/2025. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 26 Park View Row
40-B, New York, NY 10038.
Address required to Dbe
maintained in WY: 1603 Capi-
tol Ave., Ste. 413, Cheyenne,
WY 82001. Arts of Org. filed
with the WY Secy. of State,
Herschler Bldg. East, Ste. 100
& 101, Cheyenne, WY 82002-
0020. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
7857 a24-Th my29

STE2 LLC Articles of Org.
filed NY Sec. of State (SSNY)
02/27/25. Office in Nassau Co.
SSNY Agent of LLC upon
whom process may Dbe
served. SSNY shall mail copy
of process to STE2 LLC - Re-
ceipts at 341 Baltustrol Cir-

318 KING AVE BRONX LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 02/27/25. Office:
Bronx 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 John P O'Boyle, 2971
Webster Ave, Bronx, 10458.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose
6852 a3-Th my8

519 THIRD AVE LLC Arts. of
Org. filed with SSNY on
8/15/2023. Off. Loc.. NEW
YORK Co. SSNY desig. As
agt. upon whom process may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, C/O
Qiang Wang, 1600 Broadway,
12 C, New York, NY 10019,
Registered Agent - Qiang
Wang, 1600 Broadway, 12C,
New York, NY 10019. General

Purposes.
6897 a3-Th my8

914 NORTHERN BLVD LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/25/25. 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, 3470 Milburn Avenue,
Baldwin Harbor, NY 11510.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
6854 a3-Th my8

99 JOHN STREET HOLD-
INGS, LLC, Arts. of Org. filed
with the SSNY on 04/01/2025.
Office loc: Nassau County.
SSNY has been designated
as agent upon whom process
against the LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Lily Chang, 75
Mill River Road, Oyster Bay,
NY 11771. Purpose: Any Law-

ful Purpose.
6933 a3-Th my8

ATKINSON VISION CARE
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 03/17/25. 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, 1046 Cramer Court,
Baldwin, NY 11510. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.

6849 a3-Th my8

CARING LINK FAMILY
PRACTICE LLC filed Arts. of
Org. with the Sect'y of State
of NY (SSNY) on 3/6/2025. Of-
fice: Bronx County. SSNY has
been designated as agent of
the LLC upon whom process
against it may be served and
shall mail process to: The
LLC, c/o Eva Nyarko, NP, 650
E 226th St, Bronx, NY 10466.
Purpose: any lawful act.

6890 a3-Th my8

CLEAR BLUE SKY LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/12/25. Office:
New York County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent of the LLC
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY shall
mail copy of process to the
LLC, 322 W. 57th Street, #50F,
New York, NY 10019. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

6853 a3-Th my8

ENCHANTED COTTAGE,
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 03/24/25. 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, 1425 Jerusalem Avenue,
Unit 28, Merrick, NY 11566.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
6850 a3-Th my8

MIG ALLIANCE, LLC, Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 04/01/2025. 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, 45 Cecilia Drive, Mut-
tontown, NY 11971. Purpose:
Any Lawful Purpose.

6932 a3-Th my8

SHEA UNLIMITED LLC,
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/31/2025. Office
loc: Nassau County. SSNY
has been designated as agent
upon whom process against
the LLC may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
James Shiel, 33 Lawrence
Street, East Rockaway, NY
11518. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
a3-Th my8

6931

1619 VAN BUREN LLC Art.
Of Org. Filed Sec. of State of
NY 2/5/2025. Off. Loc.: Bronx
Co. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY to mail copy of process
to The LLC, 1619 Van Buren
Street, Bronx, NY 10460,
USA. Purpose: Any lawful

act or activity.
30 m27-Th my1

5775 MOSHOLU AVENUE 4D
REALTY LLC Art. Of Org.
Filed Sec. of State of NY
9/27/2024. Off. Loc.: Bronx Co.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY to
mail copy of process to The
LLC, 4455 Douglas Avenue,
10F, Bronx, NY 10471, USA
Purpose Any lawful act or

activity.
6527 m27-Th my1

LA RIBA, LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 03/18/2025. Office:
New York County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent for process
& shall mail to: 66 W 138TH

APEC REALTY LLC Art. Of
Org. Filed Sec. of State of NY
12/10/2024. Off. Loc.: Bronx
Co. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY to mail copy of process
to The LLC, 3464 Bailey Av-
enue, Bronx, NY 10463, USA.
Purpose: Any lawful act or
activity.

6531 m27-Th my1l

CLEARVIEW REAL ESTATE
HOLDINGS LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
03/18/25. 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, 394
Old Country Road, Garden
City, NY 11530. Purpose: Any

lawful purpose.
6576 m27-Th myl

NEWCO ART TWO LLC. Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 03/17/25. 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, 729
Seventh Avenue, 14th Floor,
New York, NY 10019. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

6577 m27-Th my1l

PRIVATE SUN LLC, Arts. of

filed with the SSNY on
03/24/2025 Office loc: NY
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 2248
Broadway, #1626, NY, NY
10024. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
6593 m27-Th my1l

RE130 LLC. Arts. of Org. filed
with the SSNY on 03/19/25.
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, 20 Moss
Creek Lane, Patchogue, NY
11772. Purpose: Any lawful

purpose.
6578 m27-Th my1l

SKIN FIZZ LLC, Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
03/25/2025. Office loc: NY
County. SSNY has been des-
ignated as agent upon whom
process against the LLC may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: The LLC, 212 E
95th Street, Apt 8B, NY, NY
10128. Purpose: Any Lawful

Purpose.
6594 m27-Th my1l

BOSOTINA GLOBAL LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/31/25. 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 Lawrence V. Carra,
Esq., 170 Old Country Road,
Suite 212, Mineola, NY 11501.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
7486 my17-Th my22

200 EAST 83 RD STREET
PROPERTIES, LLC Art. Of
Org. Filed Sec. of State of NY
4/24/2025. Off. Loc. : New York
Co. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY to mail copy of process
to the LLC, 200 East 83rd
Street, 3A, New York, NY

10028, USA. Purpose: Any
lawful act or activity
8120 myl-Th jub

680 WEST 232 ND STREET
PROPERTIES, LLC Art. Of
Org. Filed Sec. of State of NY
4/24/2025. Off. Loc.: Bronx Co.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process against
it may be served. SSNY to
mail copy of process to The
LLC, 680 West 23nd Street,
Bronx, NY 10463, USA. Pur-
pose: Any lawful act or activ-

ity.
8121 my1-Th jub

DSL AND RNW GROUP LLC.
Art. of Org. filed with SSNY
4/14/25. Office Location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process. SSNY
shall mail a copy of any
process to: c¢/o C/O National
Registered Agents, Inc. 238
Liberty street, NY, NY,
10005,. Purpose: Any lawful
act or activity.
8081 myl-Th jub

HANOVER SQUARE PROP-
ERTIES LLC. Filed 2/14/25.
Office: NY Co. SSNY desig. as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 3 Hanover Sq Apt
10a, New York, NY 10004.
Registered Agent: United
States Corporation Agents,
Inc., 7014 13th Avenue , Suite
202, Brooklyn, NY 11228. Pur-
pose: General.

my1-Th jub

8163

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Brawko Coffee Com-
pany LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 3/10/2025. Office lo-
cation: NY County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 228
Park Ave S #882507, New
York, NY 10003. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:
any lawful act.
6874

A03 Th My08
ONE DOMINO 28B LLC.
Filed with SSNY on

11/21/2024. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 299 PARK AVE, 16TH

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Colombo Partners
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 3/4/2025 Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 157 Broome Street, 1A,
New York, NY 10002. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
5950 A03 Th My08

OTICE OF FORMATION

of DORIAN APPAREL
LIMITED LIABILITY COM-
PANY. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 3/3/2025 Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to Entity Protect Registered
Agent Services LLC, 44
Broadway 2nd F1, #3000, New
York, NY 10013. Purpose: any

lawful act.
6672 A03 Th My08

OTICE OF FORMATION

of IndependenThinker
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 2/28/2025. Office location:
BX County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to PO Box 327, Bronx, NY
10451. R/A: US Corp Agents,
Inc. 7014 13th Ave, #202, BK,
NY 11228. Purpose: any law-

ful act.
A03 Th My08

6072

OTICE OF FORMATION

of PUREMETHOD LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
1/22/25. Office location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 4 E 89th St, Apt 1C, New
York, NY 10128. Purpose: any

lawful act.
5829 A03 Th My08

OTICE OF FORMATION

of RUBY MAE STUDIOS
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/2/25. Office location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 400 W 43rd St, Apt 32H,
New York, NY 10036. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
6845 A03 Th My08

otice of Formation of

SCANLON SOLUTIONS
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy of State of NY (SSNY)
on 10/30/2024. Office Loca-
tion: NEW YORK County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served against LLC to: THE
LLC 320 W 96TH ST APT 5B,
NEW YORK, NY, 10025, USA.
Reg. Ag.: UNITED STATES
CORPORATION AGENTS,
INC. 7014 13TH AVENUE,
SUITE 202, BROOKLYN, NY,
11228, USA. Purpose: any

lawful act.
A03 Th My08

5422

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Smitty SmartyPants
Daycare LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 10/28/2024. Of-
fice location: NY County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 2186
5th Ave #5A, New York, NY
10037. Purpose: any lawful

act.
6928 A03 Th My08

NOTICE OF FORMATION
of Viva Health LLC. Arts
of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
2/27/2025. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent upon whom
process may be served and
shall mail copy of process
against LLC to 20 Pine Rd,
Stel00, Syosset, NY 11791.
Purpose: any lawful act.

6583 A03 Th My038

OTICE OF FORMATION

of SAFARI ATELIER
NYC LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 10/20/2023. Office
location: NY County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 900 W
190 St, Apt 15B, New York,
NY 10040. Purpose: any law-

ful act.
A10 Th My15

2044

OTICE OF FORMATION

of VCARE HOME SER-
VICES NYC LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 3/1/25. Office
location: BX County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 1056
Gerard Ave, Bronx, NY
10452. Purpose: any lawful

act.
6379 A10 Th My15

WHITTMAN 601, LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 04/18/2025. Of-
fice: New York County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 60
HORATIO ST, NEW YORK,
NY 10014. Purpose: Any Law-

ful
7841 a24-Th my29

WEST 57TH 49 LLC. Filed
with SSNY on 03/21/2025. Of-
fice: New York County. SSNY
designated as agent for
process & shall mail to: 299
PARK AVE, 16TH FLOOR,

OTICE OF FORMATION

of JL Matias Construc-
tion LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 9/13/2024. Office lo-
cation: BX County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 3444
Knox Pl, Apt 3, Bronx, NY
10467. Purpose: any lawful

act.
A17 Th My22

7602

OTICE OF FORMATION

of ST. CLAIRE NATU-
RALS LLC. Arts of Org filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 9/12/2022. Office lo-
cation: NY County. SSNY
designated as agent upon
whom process may be served
and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 2186
Fifth Ave, #12R, New York,
NY 10037. R/A: US Corp
Agents, Inc. 7014 13th Ave,
#202, BK, NY 11228. Purpose:
any lawful act.
7557 A17 Th My22

OTICE OF FORMATION

of 165-25 Union Tpke
LLC. Arts of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 5/27/2020 Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: EastCor Land
Services Inc, 9 Park Place,
1st Floor, Great Neck Plaza,
NY 11021, also the registered
agent upon whom process
may be served. Purpose: any
lawful activities.
7833 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of AQUATEK LLC. Arts.
of Org. filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
03/27/2025. 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: c¢/o Incorporating
Services, Ltd., 3500 S. DuPont
nghway Dover DE 19901.
Purpose: any lawful activi-

ties.
7850 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Bemsha Productions
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 03/26/2025 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: Bemsha Produc-
tions LLC, 26 Broadway,
Suite 1301, New York, NY
10004. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
7847 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of BENJAMIN TAYLOR
ROSSE LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 04/04/2025 Of-
fice location: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 515 West 38th
Street, New York, NY 10018.
Purpose: any lawful activi-

ties.
7848 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of CHLOE'S CAR, LLC.
Arts of Org. filed with Secy.
of State of NY (SSNY) on
04/03/2025. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: ERESIDENTA-
GENT, INC, 1 ROCKE-
FELLER PLAZA, SUITE
1204, NEW YORK, NY 10020,
also the registered agent
upon whom process may be
served. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
7835 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of DMJ VALOR LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with Secy.
of State of NY (SSNY) on
04/01/2025. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 135 Crossways
Park Drive, Woodbury, New
York 11797. Purpose: any law-

ful activities.
34 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION
of DUNAMIS GREEN-
POINT LLC. Arts of Org. filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 11/04/2024. Office
location: New York County.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
SEWON LLP, 1270 BROAD-
WAY, SUITE 308, NEW
YORK NY 10001, also the ad-
dress of Michael S. Kim, the
registered agent upon whom
process may be served. Pur-
pose: any lawful activities.
a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of SKY 3085 REALTY
LLC. Arts of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 08/13/2024. Office location:
Bronx County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: SKY 3085 RE-
ALTY LLC, 3085 East
Tremont Avenue, Bronx, NY
10461. Name and address of
the registered agent upon
whom process may be
served: MIGUEL LUNA 3085
East Tremont Avenue, Bronx

NY 10027. Purpose: Any Law- cle, Roslyn, NY 11576. Pur- ST, APT 1D, NEW YORK, NY FL, NEW YORK, NY 10171. NEW YORK, NY 10171. Pur- NY 10461. Purpose: any law.

10012 Purpose: General. . Toi X . . ful activiti
ful pose: Any lawful activity. 10037. Purpose: Any Lawful Pur; - Any Lawful pose: Any Lawful ul activities.
6918 A03ThMy08 | 7gg9 a24-Th my29 a24-Thmy29 | 7886 a24Th my29 | 7885 ) 324Thmy20 | 7885 a24-Th my29 32 a24-Th my29
TO PLACE, CORRECT OR CANCEL CLASSIFIED ADS: DEADLINES:
I A S S I F I E D Contact: Carol Robertson Line Ads: Tuesday through Friday editions:
. 11:00 AM one day prior to publication
INFORMATION Phone: 212 457 7850 Monday edition: Friday 12:00 Noon

E-mail: crobertson@alm.com
Monday thru Friday 8:30 AM to 5:30 PM
A sales representative will confirm receipt.

ERROR RESPONSIBILITY NOTE
Please check your ad the first day it appears. All ads placed by telephone are read back
for verification of copy content. In the event of New York Law Journal error, we are
responsible only for the first incorrect insertion. We assume no responsibility for any
item error in an ad beyond the cost of the ad itself, or for the omission of copy.
New York Law Journal reserves the right to edit, reject, cancel or correctly classify any ad.

Display Ads: 11:00 AM two days prior to publication

CONFIDENTIAL BOX NUMBER REPLIES:

You may respond to ads with Box numbers using any method below:
E-mail your resume to:
NYLJobs@alm.com (indicate box# in subject)
Fax your resume to:

646-822-5028 (indicate box # on cover sheet)

Please do not enclose writing samples unless specifically requested.

Netw Vork Lam Tonrnal

www.nylj.com

A L M | |
An Integrated Media Company




16 | THURSDAY, MAY 1, 2025

New Yok Lawo Torwenal | NYLJ.COM

FOUNDATIONS

LIQUOR LICENSES

UPREME COURT OF

THE STATE OF NEW
YORK - COUNTY OF
BRONX OCWEN LOAN
SERVICING, LLC, V. JORGE
MUJICA; ET AL. NOTICE
OF SALE NOTICE IS
HEREBY GIVEN pursuant
to a Final Judgment of
Foreclosure dated May 10,
2017, and entered in the Of-
fice of the Clerk of the
County of Bronx, wherein
OCWEN LOAN SERVICING,
LLC is the Plaintiff and
JORGE MUJICA, ET AL. are
the Defendant(s). I, the un-
dersigned Referee will sell
at public auction at the
BRONX COUNTY COURT-
HOUSE, 851 GRAND CON-
COURSE, ROOM 711,
BRONX, NY 10451, on Janu-
ary 14, 2019 at 2:00PM,
premises known as 1035
HOLLYWOOD AVE,
BRONX, NY 10465: Block
5421, Lot 54: ALL THAT
CERTAIN PLOT, PIECE OR
PARCEL OF LAND, WITH
THE BUILDINGS AND IM-
PROVEMENTS THEREON
ERECTED, SITUATE,
LYING AND BEING IN THE
BOROUGH AND COUNTY
OF BRONX, CITY AND
STATE OF NEW YORK
Premises will be sold sub-
ject to provisions of filed
Judgment Index #
380444/2009. Jody P. Vorch-
heimer, Esq. - Referee. RAS
Boriskin, LLC 900 Mer-
chants Concourse, Suite 310,
Westbury, New York 11590,
Attorneys for Plaintiff. For
sale information, please
visit www.auction.com or
call (800) 280-2832.
6695 al0-Th my1l

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

BRONX COUNTY
BAYVIEW LOAN SERVIC-
ING, LLC, Plaintiff against
JODI CUOMO, et al Defen-
dant(s) Attorney for Plain-
tiff(s) Fein Such & Crane,
LLP, 28 East Main Street,
Suite 1800, Rochester, NY
14614. Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of Foreclosure and
Sale entered June 21, 2017, I
will sell at public auction to
the highest bidder at the
Bronx County Courthouse,
Courtroom 711 at 851 Grand
Concourse, Bronx, New
York on May 19, 2025 at 2:15
PM. Premises known as 3186
Ampere Avenue, Bronx, NY
10465. Block 5412 Lot 85. 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 and County of
Bronx, City and State of
New York. Approximate
Amount of Judgment is
$166,501.56 plus interest,
fees, and costs. Premlses
will be sold subject to provi-
sions of filed Judgment
Index No 35404/2014E. The
foreclosure sale will be con-
ducted in accordance with
12th  Judicial  District's
Covid-19 Policies and the
Bronx County foreclosure
auction rules. The Referee
shall enforce any rules in
place regarding facial cov-
erings and social distanc-
ing. Michael Aspinall, Esq.,
Referee File # NSRNY007
7085 al7-Th my8

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

COUNTY OF Bronx, U.S.
Bank Trust, N.A., As Trustee
for LSF8 Master Participa-
tion Trust, Plaintiff, vs.
Pherris Miller as Adminis-
tratrix and Heir of the Es-
tate of Clinton B. Miller, ET
AL., Defendant(s). Pursuant
to a Judgment of Foreclo-
sure and Sale duly entered
on January 21, 2020 and an
Order to Extend - Time duly
entered February 5, 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 May 19,
2025 at 2:15 p.m., premises
known as 1222 Elder Av-
enue, Bronx, NY 10472. 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 and County of
Bronx, City and State of
New York, Block 3773 and
Lot 16. Approximate amount
of judgment is $408,819.07
plus interest and costs.
Premises will be sold sub-
ject to provisions of filed
Judgment Index
#32652/2017E. Larry Alfonso
Arias, Esq., Referee Fried-
man Vartolo LLP, 85 Broad
Street, Suite 501, New York,
New York 10004, Attorneys
for Plaintiff. Firm File No.

211476-1
al7-Th my8

7187
LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

OTICE OF FORMATION

of REFINED GROUND
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 4/12/2025 Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 555 West 23rd St, Apt
N10E, New York, NY 10011.
Purpose: To engage in any
lawful act or activity.
7748 A24 Th My29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of SPECTRUM SOCIAL
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 04/04/2025. 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 148 New Dorp

Lane, Staten Island, NY
10306. Purpose: any lawful
activities.

a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Will Burrell Events
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 04/02/2025. 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: Will Burrell, c/o
National Realty, 225 Liberty
Street, 31st Floor, New York,
NY 10281. Purpose: any law-
ful activities.
7856 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF FORMATION

of 1349 INWOOD LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
10/25/2011. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent upon whom
process may be served and
shall mail copy of process
against LLC to PO. Box
234550, Great Neck, NY
11023. P/B/A: 3251 Third Ave,
Bronx, NY 10456. Purpose:

any lawful act.
6501 M27 Th My01

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

BRONX COUNTY FED-
ERAL NATIONAL MORT-
GAGE ASSOCIATION (FAN-
NIE MAE"), A CORPORA-
TION ORGANIZED AND
EXISTING UNDER THE
LAWS OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff against RADEK
SMEJKAL, et al Defen-
dant(s) Attorney for Plain-
tiff(s) Knuckles & Manfro,
LLP, 120 White Plains Road,
Suite 215, Tarrytown, NY
10591. Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of Foreclosure and
Sale entered February 27,
2020, I will sell at public
auction to the highest bid-
der at the Bronx County
Courthouse, Courtroom 711
at 851 Grand Concourse,
Bronx, New York on May 12,
2025 at 2:15 PM. Premises
known as 1429 Leland Av-
enue, Bronx, NY 10460.
Block 3901 Lot 56. All that
certain plot, piece or parcel
of land, situate, lying and
being in the Borough and
County of Bronx, City and
State of New York. Approxi-
mate Amount of Judgment
is $721,205.97 plus interest,
fees, and costs. Premises
will be sold subject to provi-
sions of filed Judgment
Index No 35546/2015E. Cash
will not be accepted at the
sale. The foreclosure sale
will be conducted in accor-
dance with 12th Judicial
District's Covid-19 Policies
and the Bronx County fore-
closure auction rules. The
Referee shall enforce any
rules in place regarding fa-
cial coverings and social
distancing. Leonard Aloi,
Esq., Referee File # 3000

001029
6833 al0-Th my1

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

COUNTY OF KINGS
HSBC Bank USA, National
Association as Trustee for
Merrill Lynch Mortgage In-
vestors, Inc., Mortgage Pass-
Through Certificates, MLMI
Series 2006-AF2, Plaintiff
AGAINST Roy S. Whitelock,
et al., Defendant(s) Pur-
suant to a Judgment of
Foreclosure and Sale duly
entered September 25, 2009,
I, the undersigned Referee
will sell at public auction at
the Kings County Supreme
Court, in Room 224, 360
Adams Street, Brooklyn,
New York 11201 on May 22,
2025 at 2:30 PM, premises
known as 1778 Dean Street,
Brooklyn, NY 11233. All that
certain plot piece or parcel
of land, with the buildings
and improvements erected,
situate, lying and being in
the Borough of Brooklyn,
County of Kings, City and
State of New York, Block:
1349, Lot: 26. Approximate
amount of judgment
$683,121.93 plus interest and
costs. Premises will be sold
subject to provisions of filed
Judgment Index
#16517/2007. For sale infor-
mation, please visit Auc-
tion.com at www.Auction.
com or call (800) 280-2832.
Jeffrey R. Miller, Esq., Ref-
eree Frenkel Lambert
Weiss Weisman & Gordon,
LLP 53 Gibson Street Bay
Shore, NY 11706 01-051150-

F00 85122
7371 a24-Th my15

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

COUNTY OF BRONX,
RFLF 5, LLC, Plaintiff, vs
MANHATTAN RIVER
VIEW LLC, ET AL., Defen-
dant(s). Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of Foreclosure and
Sale duly entered on Janu-
ary 25, 2023 and a Decision
and Order duly entered on
April 1, 2025, I-, the under-
signed Referee will sell at
public auction at the Bronx
County Courthouse, Court-
room 711, 851 Grand Con-
course, Bronx, NY 10451 on
June 2, 2025 at 2:15 p.m.,
premises known as 2086-
2088 Bathgate Avenue,
Bronx, NY 10457. All that
certain plot, piece or parcel
of land, with the buildings
and improvements thereon
erected, situate, lying and
being in the Borough of
Bronx, County of Bronx, City
and State of New York,
Block 3045 and Lot 25. Ap-
proximate amount of judg-
ment is $1,125,086.83 plus in-
terest and costs. Premises
will be sold subject to provi-
sions of filed Judgment
Index #806204/2021E. Jeffrey
E. Dinowitz, Esq., Referee
Friedman Vartolo LLP, 85
Broad Street, Suite 501,
New York, New York 10004,
Attorneys for Plaintiff. Firm
File No.: 201287-2

4, my1-Th my22

NOTICE OF SALE

UPREME COURT

COUNTY OF KINGS
Deutsche Bank National
Trust Company, as Trustee
for Soundview Home Loan
Trust 2006-1, Asset-Backed
Certificates, Series 2006-1,
Plaintiff AGAINST Aixa
Muir; et al.,, Defendant(s)
Pursuant to a Judgment of
Foreclosure and Sale duly
entered August 25, 2010 I,
the undersigned Referee,
will sell at public auction at
the Kings County Supreme
Court, 360 Adams Street,
Room 224, Brooklyn, NY
11201 on May 15, 2025 at
2:30PM, premises known as
1192 Bushwick Avenu
Brooklyn, NY 11221. All that
certain plot piece or parcel
of land, with the buildings
and improvements thereon
erected, situate, lying and
being in the Borough of
Brooklyn, County of Kings,
City and State of New York,
Block 3380 Lot 39. Approxi-
mate amount of judgment
$632,451.09 plus interest and
costs. Premises will be sold
subject to provisions of filed
Judgment Index#
11797/2008. Mark A. Longo,
Esq., Referee LOGS Legal
Group LLP f/k/a Shapiro, Di-
Caro & Barak, LLC Attor-
ney(s) for the Plaintiff 175
Mile Crossing Boulevard
Rochester, New York 14624
(877) 430-4792 Dated: March

13, 2025 84965
7068 al7-Th my8

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Laborantem Builders,
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 03/26/2025. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: the Company,
2516 Lancaster Street, East
Meadow, New York 11554.
Purpose: any lawful activi-

ties.
7837 a24-Th my29

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
ETHEL AND DAVID
FRANKEL FAMILY FOUN-
DATION. For the calendar
year ended December 31,
2024, is available at its prin-
cipal office located at Lipsky
Goodkin & Co. PC. 120 West
45th Street New York, NY
10036 for the inspection dur-
ing regular business hours
by any citizen who requests
it within 180 days hereof.
Principal Manager of the
Foundation is LEONARD
FRANKEL.
7767

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
LAMA THARCHIN RIN-
POCHE HERITAGE FOUN-
DATION For the CALEN-
DAR year ended DECEM-
BER 31, 2024 is available at
its principal office located at
100 FOX HOLLOW ROAD
RHINEBECK, NY 12572 for
inspection during regular
business hours by any citizen
who requests it within 180
days hereof. Principal Man-
ager of the Foundation is
ERIC COLOMBEL.

8185 myl

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
SATISFACTORY FOUNDA-
TION For the CALENDAR
year ended DECEMBER 31,
2024 is available at its princi-
pal office located at C/O
SOROS FUND MANAGE-
MENT LLC 250 WEST 55TH
STREET NEW YORK, NY
10019 for inspection during
regular business hours by
any citizen who requests it
within 180 days hereof. Prin-
cipal Manager of the Foun-

myl

dation is CHRISTOPHER
NAUNTON.
8187 myl

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
TRACE FOUNDATION For
the CALENDAR year ended
DECEMBER 31, 2024 is avail-
able at its principal office lo-
cated at PERRY
STREET, SUITE 2B NEW
YORK, NY 10014 for inspec-
tion during regular business
hours by any citizen who re-
quests it within 180 days
hereof. Principal Manager of
the Foundation is Andrea
Soros.
8186

THE ANNUAL RETURN OF
WOLFOWSKI FOUNDATION
INC. For the calendar year
ended December 31, 2024 is
available at its principal of-
fice located at One State
Street Plaza, New York, NY
10004 for the inspection dur-
ing regular business hours
by any citizen who requests
it within 180 days hereof.
Principal Manager of the
Foundation is Morris Wolf-
son.

8226 myl

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

OTICE OF FORMATION

of 1349 INWOOD LLC.
Arts of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
6/13/2011. Office location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to P.O. Box 234550, Great
Neck, NY 11023. P/B/A: 3251
Third Ave, Bronx, NY 10456.
Purpose: any lawful act.
6504 M27 Th My01

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Dangling Carrot Film
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 2/24/2025. Office location:
NY County. SSNY designated
as agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 120 E 90th St, Apt 16B.
New York, NY 10128. R/A: US
Corp Agents, Inc. 7014 13th
Ave, #202, BK, NY 11228. Pur-
pose: any lawful act.
6562 M27 Th My01

LEVY DMA REAL ESTATE,
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
the SSNY on 02/24/25. 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, 33 Hempstead Turn-
pike, Farmingdale, NY 11735.

myl

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
8219 myl-Th ju5

SAM 10 LLC. Arts. of Org.
filed with the SSNY on
04/23/25. 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, 1980
Matthews Avenue, 1st Floor,
Bronx, NY 10462. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.
223 myl1-Th jub

OTICE OF FORMATION

of ORION BECK ASSO-
CIATES, LLC. Arts of Org
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 3/18/2025. Of-
fice location: NY County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to 155 W
68th St, Apt 1808, New York,
NY 10023. Purpose: any law-

ful act.
6563 M27 Th My01

BRAINFLUENCE, LLC. Arts.
of Org. filed with the SSNY
on 03/10/25. 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, 410 E
74th Street, Apartment 3H,
New York, NY 10021. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

8225 myl-Th ju5

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Immortality Hole
LLC. Arts. of Org. filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 03/25/2025 Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 56 Tyrconnell Av-
enue, Massepequa Park, New
York 11762. Purpose: any law-
ful activities.
8177 my1-Th jub

1514 PROSPECT AVE LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 03/24/25. 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, 10 Main Street, Unit 28,
East Rockaway, NY 11518.

Purpose: Any lawful pur-
pose.
6851 a3-Th my3

GET WIESER, LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
04/21/25. 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, 3000
Marcus Avenue, Suite 3WO07,
Lake Success, NY 11042. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

8222 myl1-Th jud

OTICE IS HEREBY

GIVEN that a license,
number pending, for beer,
wine, and liquor has been
applied for by BANJARA
INC. to sell beer, wine, and
liquor at retail in a restau-
rant under the Alcoholic
Beverage Control Law at 390
N Wantagh Ave, Bethpage,
NY 11714 County of Nassau
for on-premises consump-
tion. Banjara Inc. 390 N
Wantagh Ave Bethpage, NY
11714
8102 my1-Th my8

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

12 NORTHERN LAC LLC.
Arts. of Org. filed with the
SSNY on 01/15/25. 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 Juan Carlos Segarra,
24-28 95th  Street, East
Elmhurst, NY 11369. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

8224 myl-Th ju5

GET WIESER, LLC. Arts. of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
04/21/25 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, 3000
Marcus Avenue, Suite 3W07,
Lake Success, NY 11042. Pur-
pose: Any lawful purpose.

8222 myl-Th jub

JOSOY SALES LLC. A Dom.
LLC filed with SSNY on
03/24/2025, BRONX Cty, SSNY
is DDI as agent upon whom
proc. Agst. The LLC may be
served. SSNY shall mail a
copy of any proc. Agst. the
LLC to: 1247 Croes Ave., Ste.
3, Bx, NY 10472. To engage in
any lawful act or activity.

7561 myl-Th ju5

OTICE OF FORMATION

of FIVE WINGS RE-
ALTY LLC. Arts of Org. filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 10/02/2024. Office
location: Bronx County.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
FIVE WINGS REALTY LLC,
151 EAST TREMONT AV-
ENUE, BRONX, NY 10453.
Name and address of the reg-
istered agent upon whom
process may be served:
ALEXANDRO D. LOPEZ, 151
EAST TREMONT AVENUE,
BRONX, NY 10453. Purpose:
any lawful activities.
8180 my1-Th jub

OTICE OF FORMATION

of MK Wilkins LLC. Arts
of Org filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
2/23/2025. Office location: NY
County. SSNY designated as
agent upon whom process
may be served and shall mail
copy of process against LLC
to 482 E 74th Street, 3D, New
York, NY 10021. Purpose: any

lawful act.
My01 Th J05

7614

otice of Formation of

PINNACLE MOTORS
LLC. Art. Of Org. filed with
Sec. of State of NY (SSNY) on
01/28/2025. Office Loc.: Nas-
sau County. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 4 CHELSEA PL
APT 4E, GREAT NECK, NY
11021. Purpose: Any lawful

activity.
My01 Th J05

8217

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Treatuals LLC. Arts of
Org filed with Secy. of State
of NY (SSNY) on 3/19/25. Of-
fice location: NY County.
SSNY designated as agent
upon whom process may be
served and shall mail copy of
process against LLC to Entity
Protect Registered Agent
Services LLC, 447 Broadway
2nd F1 #3000, New York, NY
10013. P/B/A: 276 Fifth Ave,
Ste 704 PMB 70001, New
York, NY 10001. Purpose: any

lawful act.
My01 Th J05

8188

OTICE OF FORMATION

of Woodwind Holdings
LLC. Arts of Org filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 1/7/25. Office location:
Nassau County. SSNY desig-
nated as agent upon whom
process may be served and
shall mail copy of process
against LLC to Kristin Laura
Bertrand, 237 Tulip Ave, Flo-
ral Park, NY 11001. Purpose:

any lawful act.
8110 My01 Th J05

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

CHANGING THE NARRA-
TIVE MENTAL HEALTH
COUNSELING, PLLC Art of
Org. filed with the SSNY on
04/10/2025. Office: New York
County. SSNY is designated
as the agent of the LLC for
service of process. Any legal
documents served to the LL.C
through SSNY will be for-
warded to LEGALCORP SO-
LUTIONS, LLC 11 BROAD-
WAY SUITE 615, NEW
YORK, NY 10004. Purpose:
Any lawful purpose.
7871 MyO01 Th JO5

* FREE access to thousands
of listings of legal experts
nationwide in thousands of
specialties

¢ FREE searches by name,
region and area of expertise

* FREE access to experts’
resumes

* FREE contact information
-- get in touch with experts
quickly and directly

ALM;

almexperts.com

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

LIMITED LIABILITY
ENTITIES

MKRP HOLDINGS, LLC.
Filed with SSNY on
04/14/2025. Formed in DE on
03/30/2021. Office: New York
County. SSNY designated as
agent for process & shall
mail to: 20 PINE ST, #1118,
NEW YORK, NY 10005. DE
SOS: 401 Federal St #4,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:

any lawful
a24-Th my29

7878

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Divine Shine
LLC. Authority filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 03/27/2025. Office location:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
03/13/2025. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Fernando Gandi-
oli, Withers Bergman LLP,
430 Park Avenue, 10th Floor,
New York, New York 10022.
Address required to Dbe
maintained in DE: 1209 Or-
ange Street, Wilmington,
Delaware 19801. Arts of Org.
filed with the DE Secy. of
State, Division of Corpora-
tions, John G. Townsend
Bldg., 401 Federal St., Suite
4, Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
any lawful activities.
7859 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Pipes Music
LLC, fict. name: The Pipes
Music Agency LLC. Authority
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 12/19/2024. Of-
fice location: New York
County. LLC formed in
Delaware (DE) on 12/13/2024.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
c/o eResidentAgent, Inc., 1
Rockefeller Plaza, Suite
1204, New York, NY 10020,
also the registered agent
upon whom process may be
served. Address required to
be maintained in DE: 1013
Centre Road, Suite 403S,
Wilmington, DE 19805. Arts
of Org. filed with the Secy. of
State, 401 Federal Street -
Suite 4, Dover, DE 19901. Pur-
pose: any lawful activities.
7853 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Longwood 345
LLC. Authority filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 03/28/2025 Office location:
Nassau County. LLC formed
in Delaware (DE) on
11/08/2024. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: InCorp Services,
Inc., One Commerce Plaza -
99 Washington Ave., Suite
805A, Albany, NY 12210-2822,
also the registered agent
upon whom process may be
served. Address required to
be maintained in DE: 131
Continental Drive, Suite 301,
Newark, DE 19713. Arts of
Org. filed with Charuni Pati-
banda- Sanchez, Secretary of
State, Division of Corpora-
tions, PO Box 898, Dover, DE
19903. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
7836 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Kit & Company,
LLC, fict. name: Kit & Com-
pany MN, LLC. Authority
filed with Secy. of State of
NY (SSNY) on 03/27/2025. Of-
fice location: New York
County. LLC formed in Min-
nesota (MN) on 05/20/2021.
SSNY designated as agent of
LLC upon whom process
against it may be served.
SSNY shall mail process to:
c/o C T Corporation System,
28 Liberty Street, New York,
NY 10005, also the registered
agent upon whom process
may be served. Address re-
quired to be maintained in
MN: 1792 Pinehurst Avenue,
Saint Paul, MN 55116. Arts of
Org. filed with the Minnesota
Secretary of State, First Na-
tional Bank Building, 332
Minnesota Street, Ste. N201,
Saint Paul, MN 55101. Pur-
pose: any lawful activities.
7851 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of PBIPayroll LLC.
Authority filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
03/24/2025. Office location:
Nassau County. LLC formed
in Delaware (DE) on
03/24/2025. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 580 Mineola Av-
enue, Carle Place, New York
11514. Address requlred to
be maintained in DE: 850
New Burton Road, Suite 201,
Kent County, Dover, DE
19904. Arts of Org. filed with
the Secretary of State of
Delaware, John G. Townsend
Building, 401 Federal Street
- Suite 4, Dover, DE 19901.
Purpose: any lawful activi-

ties.
8179 my1-Th jub

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of RASA Family
Property LLC. Authority filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 03/27/2025. Office
location: New York County.
LLC formed in Delaware
(DE) on 01/18/2017. SSNY des-
ignated as agent of LLC upon
whom process against it may
be served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Fernando Gandi-
oli, Esq., Withers Bergman
LLP, 430 Park Avenue, 10th
Floor, New York, NY 10022.
Address required to Dbe
maintained in DE: 1209 Or-
ange Street, Wilmington,
New Castle County, DE 19801.
Arts of Org. filed with the DE
Secy. of State, Division of
Corporations, John G.
Townsend Bldg 401 Federal
Street, Suite 4 Dover, DE
19901. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
7854 a24-Th my29

otice of Qualification of

WEBLUNATIX LLC. Ap-
plication for authority filed
with Secy. of State of NY
(SSNY) on 01/03/2025. Office
location: NY County. LLC
formed in Nevada (NV) on
12/03/2010. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 45 W 60th St,
#22D, New York, NY 10023.
LLC address in NV: 624 S
10th St, Las Vegas, NV 89101.
Arts of Org. filed with the
Secy. of State of NV, 401 N
Carson St, Carson Clty, NV
89701. Purpose any lawful

activity.
7126 A17 Th My22

DIFTAR LLC. Filed with
SSNY on 04/08/2025. Formed
in DE on 02/07/2025. Office:
New York County. SSNY des-
ignated as agent for process
& shall mail to: 99 WASH-
INGTON AVE, STE 700, AL-
BANY, NY 12260. DE SOS:
401 Federal St #4, Dover, DE
19901. Purpose: any lawful

7842 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Blue Door Post,
LLC. Authority filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 04/01/2025. Office location:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
03/26/2025. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: ¢c/o National Reg-
istered Agents, Inc., 28 Lib-
erty Street, New York, NY
10005. Address required to
be maintained in DE: ¢/o Na-
tional Registered Agents,
Inc., 1209 Orange Street,
Wilmington, DE 19801. Arts
of Org. filed with the Secre-
tary of State, 401 Federal
Street, Suite 4, Dover, DE
19901. Purpose: any lawful

activities.
7849 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of LUKA'S JOY
MANHATTAN FG32 LLC. Au-
thority filed with Secy. of
State of NY (SSNY) on
04/01/2025. Office location:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
03/24/2025. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: Daniel Yang, 11
West 32nd Street, Store #2,
New York, NY 10001. Ad-
dress required to be main-
tained in DE: 13 W. Main
Street, P.O. Box 953, Felton,
DE 19943. Arts of Org. filed
with the DE Secy. of State,
John G. Townsend Bldg., 401
Federal Street, Ste. 4, Dover,
DE 19901. Purpose: any law-

ful activities.
855 a24-Th my29

OTICE OF QUALIFICA-

TION of Dauntless Jones
LLC. Authority filed with
Secy. of State of NY (SSNY)
on 03/31/2025. Office location:
New York County. LLC
formed in Delaware (DE) on
03/12/2025. SSNY designated
as agent of LLC upon whom
process against it may be
served. SSNY shall mail
process to: 450 Lexington Av-
enue, Unit 150, New York,
NY 10163. Address required
to be maintained in DE: 1209
Orange Street, Wilmington,
DE 19801. Arts of Org. filed
with the DE Secy. of State,
401 Federal Street - Suite 4,
Dover, DE 19901. Purpose:
any lawful activities.
7858 a24-Th my29
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