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Appeal from an order of the Suprene Court, Erie County (Catherine
R Nugent Panepinto, J.), dated August 17, 2015. The order granted in
part the notion of defendant for summary judgnent.

It is hereby ORDERED that the order so appealed fromis
unani nously affirmed w thout costs.

Menorandum Plaintiff commenced this action pursuant to Genera
Muni ci pal Law 8 207-c (6) seeking to enforce its right to be
rei nbursed for the salary and medi cal expenses paid on behalf of a
police officer who was injured when his patrol car collided with a
not or vehicl e owned and operated by defendant. Suprene Court granted
defendant’s notion for sunmary judgnment in part, concluding that
plaintiff’s “claimis . . . limted to those anobunts it has paid in
excess of basic economic loss.” W affirm

Contrary to plaintiff’s contention, its “potential recovery
pursuant to General Municipal Law 8 207-c (6) of payments made to a
police officer injured by the alleged negligence of the defendant in
her ownershi p and operation of an autonmobile is limted by Insurance
Law article 51" (Village of Suffern v Baels, 215 AD2d 751, 751).

Thus, the court properly determ ned that plaintiff can recover only
those anmobunts paid to its enpl oyee pursuant to section 207-c that are
in excess of basic economc loss as that termis defined by article 51
of the Insurance Law (see Incorporated Vil. of Freeport v Sanders, 101
AD2d 808, 809; City of Buffalo v Murry, 79 AD2d 1096, 1096, |v denied
53 Ny2d 601).
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