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2005-01202 DECISION & ORDER

Alexander Gavrilov, et al., appellants, v
Eddie Slinim, et al., respondents.

(Index No. 26396/03)

 

Kenneth L. Kutner, New York, N.Y., for appellants.

Naness, Chaiet & Naness, LLC, Jericho, N.Y. (Jeffrey N. Naness of counsel), for
respondents.

In an action, inter alia, to recover damages for unfair competition, injurious falsehood,
subornation of perjury, tortious interference with a business arrangement, and federal civil
racketeering, the plaintiffs appeal, as limited by their brief, from so much of an order of the Supreme
Court, Kings County (Harkavy, J.), dated December 1, 2004, as granted those branches of the
defendants’ motion which were for summary judgment dismissing the first, second, third, fifth, and
sixth causes of action, and denied their cross motion for leave to amend the complaint.

ORDERED that the order is affirmed insofar as appealed from, with costs.

The defendants made a prima facie showing of entitlement to judgment as a matter of
law (see Alvarez v Prospect Hosp., 68 NY2d 320; Zuckerman v City of New York, 49 NY2d 557).
In opposition, the plaintiffs failed to raise a triable issue of fact.  Accordingly, the Supreme Court
properly granted those branches of the defendants' motion which were for summary judgment
dismissing the first, second, third, fifth, and sixth causes of action. 
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The Supreme Court also properly denied the plaintiff's cross motion for leave to
amend the complaint (see Pappas & Marshall v A. Ross Logistics, 222 AD2d 424; Penna v
Caratozzolo, 131 AD2d 738, 739; SRW Assoc. v Bellport Beach Prop. Owners, 129 AD2d 328, 331-
332).

SCHMIDT, J.P., SANTUCCI, SKELOS and LUNN, JJ., concur.

ENTER:

James Edward Pelzer
Clerk of the Court


