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th is motion to/for - _  The fol lowing papers, I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - . - .  

PAPERS NUMBERED_ 

----- I Notice of Motion/ Order to Show Cause - Affidavits - Exhibits ._. 
Answering Affidavits - Exhibits 

Replying Aff idavi ts 

-- 
----- 

Cross-Motion: Yes No 
Upon the  foregoing papers,  it is ordered that M m o t l o B Q  y e v \ e e  CDL c.u& 003, 
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stni~lards h i -  picrcing ;I corporate veil that are similar to those iipplied lo coi-porations. 

Hctrq)oli,s, / I / ( , .  I/. 14”‘ ,S//YYJ/ ~ ) ( , i ~ ( ~ l ( ) ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ ~ / ~ /  LLC’ ,  17 A.n.3~1 209, 797 N.Y.S.2d 1 ( I  ’I Dcpt. 2 0 0 5 )  

Mol-eovei-, docunieiitary cvidciice shows tha t  the mcmhcrs of Maiden I ~ n c  arc five LLc“s and no 

individtials. ‘I’liiis, the coiitract arid quantuiii iiicriril. claims agaiiist Kaliiiiiaii aiicl I,dc~,iii-iiiii i l s  

individuals arc tlisiiiisscd. As Ibi- the tortious interference claims, plaiiitifKs have not set lbi-tli 

Ilicts sul.ficient to implicate thcse individuals. At bcst, plaintiffs contcnd I l ia [  tlicy l i x l  ;i contract 

w i 1 h Ade 1 i po 11 I- 1 Iia t I he i nd i v i d 11 ;I 1 de fcnd ai1 t s caii sed A del i poi1 r to 1, 1-cacli . I 1 ow cvcr, 17 I ai 11 t i  ftk 

also claim that AdclipoLtr was iictiiig ;is ai i  agciit (?)I. cliscloscd pi-iiicipiils, i i i  wliicli ciisc tlic 

contract would Ix with thc pt-tics ;igniiisi whom the claim for tortioils interference was lodgccl. 

Since Adelipour nllegcdly hael sc)tiic intcrcst iii Maidcn Laric, lhe allcgcd coiilrnct was also with i L  

party agaiiist whom the claim foi- 17iwicli ofconlixct is l o d ~ c d .  ‘l’hiis, pl;iintifti cannot claim ;iny 

d e I i 11 c 1.a t c acts 11 i at w o LI  1 (1 cons t i t LI t c t 01-1 i o I I I.; i n er Ke tren c e e i t h er by t he i i i  d i vi d i I ;I 1 s c) r these 

co rp 0 1‘;l IC de felid slits. 

Dcvelopers and Maiden Lane, they will not hc disniisscd at tliis tiiiic. Plaiiili ITSac1agli:i~i ;tIIcgcs 

that Adclipoiu- eiilered into xi 01-a1 contract wiih him or his coiiilxiiiy, aiid that Adclipour was 

acti iig ;is ;I di scloscrl a p i  t hi- Ihc two coiporatc delkndm t s. Adelipu 111- signed ;i con liden ti  a l i i  y 

iigrcciiiciit that e l i d  i i o t  namc the cui-poi-ate defendanis, biit for [lie pixscnt, i t  will hc ; i ~ ~ t ~ m u c l  tliat 

he was acting ;is their agciit. While it is i i o l  at all clc:ii- wli;it Adelipoiii-’~ I-elationship lo M;.iicien 

I~i i ic ,  the coi-poratioii formed to piirchasc [lie prcmiscs, was, it sliall rciiiaiii as 3 rlcl’ciiclaiit h i -  tlic 

time hcirig. 

With I-cspccl to the hi-euch of contract cl:iims against Lalezarinii 

I I I I 1 I O  1 i u 11 s eq I I t‘ii c e ( 1 ()2, d e re 11 d ; in  Is Ad e I i p o LI  r 311 d .I c)  I i cs I .a 11 6 1 .;its a 1 I c A 111 c r-i c a I I i c . 

Movc io dismiss the coiiipl:iitit ag:iins[ tliciii on the g ( > i t i i d  t l i n t  iici specilic temis o C  ;I contract ~11-c 

3 

[* 4 ]



4 

[* 5 ]



Adclipour pi-ociirccl or cntci-ed into a cont?dciitiality agreciiiciil is s ~ i i i e  evidcnct: of cither clai~n. 

For Iliat rcason, hnlh caiises of xtioti  remain. 

With respcct to plaint i ffi cl aim for ~ L I  ni I ivc damages macle in c0ii.j uiic t ion wit 11 its tmt i oils 

i I 1 t el- fc rei 1 c e c I ai I 11, I 11 ;it c I i ii I ii i s d i siii i s sed . 1' 11 ii it i v c d ai11 :t ges arc i 11 ;i p 11 1-01> ri ;i le fo 12 w 11 ;I I i s 

essentially 3 bimch of contract claim involving discreet parlics. There is no evidcnce that the 

conduct here was pai-t o l ' a  patlci-n of condiict dirccted at the public gencrally, ;is rcquircd by 

i / / ' ( i i i c *c '  ( ' ( I . ,  83 N.Y.2d 001, 612 N.Y.S.2d 330 (19!14). 

B x c d  i i p o i i  the fui-cgoiiig, it  is Iiei-ehy 

0 R r) E I< E t h ;i t :I I I c I aim s are d i s 111 i s sed ag ai lis t i 11 cl i v id LI a I d d e  t i  d 3 I its La zc I ai-] ;I t i  

a n d  Kalimiari; and it is flirtlicl- 

ORDEKEI> h t  tlw claim [or tortious intcrference wilh contract ai-e dismissed ;is 

lo dcfc'cndants 1,alezari;in Dcvclopcrs Inc., Maiden l ~ i e  I'ropci-ties, IA,C and Adclilmiii-; and il is 

(11 r I 11 c I' 
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