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SUPlWME COURT O F  THE STATE OE’ NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF N E W  YORK 

VLADIMIR GUSINSKY, 
X _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - -  

INDEX N O .  600426/08 
Plaintiff, 

-against- 

SAG1 GENGEli and 
AC; IIh’AL ESTATE PARTNERS, L - P. , 

JANE S . SOLOMON, J. : 

INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff Vladimir Cusiris k y  (“Gusins k y ”  or “Plaintiff”) 

commcnccd this action to recover p a y m e n t s  due under ;1 l o a n  

agreement. Defendan t s  Sagk Genyer (“Sagi”) and AG Real E s t a t e  

P a r t . n e r s ,  L. P. ( “ A G L P ” )  (collcctively “Defendants”) move (motion 

sequence 0 0 1 )  to: (a) dismiss the complaint pursuant to CPLR 327 

(forum non c o n v e n i e n s )  ; (b) o b t a i n  a s t a y  pending the r e s o l u t i o r i  

of a related ac1:ion brought in Nova S c o t i a ;  (c) dismiss the f i r s t  

cause of action p u r s u a n t  to CPLH 3211(a) (5) on the qrounds that 

payment was made; arid (d) dismiss the P l a i n t i f f ’ s  complaint L o r  

failure to s ta . te  a claim pursuar-iL tu CPLK 3 2 1 1  ( a )  ( 7 ) .  P l a i n t i f f  

also has m o v e d  (motion sequence 0 0 2 )  for leave to amend his 

compl.aint  to add a party d e f e n d a n t .  A s  set forth below, 

Defendants’ motion is d e n i e d  in its entirety and Plaintiff’s 

mol ion  to  amend is granted. 
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FACTS 

Arie Geriyer (“Arie”) formed AG Properties (“AGP”) , AG 

Holdings (“AGH”) , AG Real E s t a t e  GP (“AGGP”) , and  AGLP 

(collectively the “AG Entities”) f o r  the purpose of making real 

estate investments. AGP was the sole shareholder of two cntitics 

which directly owned income producing real estate in Canada. AGfI 

owned a 50!h interest in AGP and AGLP was the sole shareholder of 

AGH. Arie’s children, Sagi and his sister Orly Cenger (“Orly”), 

both of whom rcsidc in Ncw York, each owned 45% of AGLP. AGGP 

was the general partner arid owner of the remaining 10% limited 

parLnership interest in AGLP. Arie was the sole owner of AGGP. 

I n  2001, Gusinsky loaned $2,500,000 to an entity which is 

now known as AGJI (the “Loan”). The Loan was secured by a 

Prorriissory Note (the “Note”) , ’ and a Pledge Agreement made by 

AGLP (the “Pledge Agreement”) The Loan was negotiated in New 

’ The last sentence of the Note reads “[tlhis Note shall be 
governed by, construed and interpreted in accordance with the 
laws of the Province of Nova Scotia, Canada, without. giving 
effect to principles of conflicts of law. 

? Section 9.02 of the Plcdge Agreement entitled “ G O V L K N I N G  
LAW” provides : 

This Pledge Agreement s h a l l  be governed by, and 
interpreted and enforced i.n accordance with, the laws 
in force in the Province of Nova Scotia, of Canada 
( c !xc lud ing  any conflict of laws, rule or principle 
which might: refer s u c h  construction to the laws of 
another jurisdiction) . The Pled-or [sic] irrevocably 
submits to the non-exclusive jurisdiction of the courts 
of the Province (if Nova Scotia with respect to any  
matt.cr arising hereunder or related here to .  
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York by  A r i e  and Gus insky .  The Note and  t h e  P l e d g e  Agreement  

were d r a f t e d  b y  N e w  York a t t o r n e y s  a n d  both d0cument.s were 

e x e c u t e d  i n  N e w  York. 

I n  A p r i l  of 2 0 0 2 ,  A r i e  and G u s i n k s y  a g r e e d  t o  amend t h c  Notc 

s o  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r e s t  arid p r i n c i p a l  duc  unde r  t h e  Note would be 

cal.cul a t e d  and p a i d  i n  Canadian  dollars. A docurrierit e r i t i  t l c d  

“ A l l o n g e  t o  E’romissory Note” ( lihe “Note  Amendment”) r e f l e c t i n g  

t h i s  u n d e r s L a n d i n y  w i l s  e x e c u t e d  by  t h e  p a r t i e s .  The NoLe 

Arrieridrrierit, like t h e  o t h e r  l o a n  documents ,  was negotiated, 

d r a f - t e d ,  and  e x e c u t e d  in N e w  York. 

I n  March of 2 0 0 4 ,  A r i e  s o l d  h i s  i n t e r e s t  i n  AGGP t o  Sagi and 

Orly. Through s u b s e q u e n t  t r a r i s a c t i o n s  S a g i  h a s  p u r p o r t e d l y  

become the s o l e  owner of  t h e  AG E n t i t i e s . 3  S a g i  r e s i d e s  i n  N e w  

Y o r k ,  h a s  ar.1 o f f i c e  i n  New York, and conducts b u s i n e s s  i n  t h e  

s t a t e .  A f t e r  a c q u i r i n g  o w n e r s h i p  of  t h e  AG e n t i t i e s ,  S a g i  

apparently sold t h e  real e s t a t e  i n v e s t m e n t s  owned by  t h e  AG 

E n t i t i e s :  i n  order. t n  m a k c  a new real e s t a t e  i n v e s t m e n t  i n  

p rope r ( -y  located i n  M o n t r e a l ,  Canada u s i n q  two e n t i t i e s  - 

R i v e r s i d e  E ’ r o p e r t i e s  (Canada)  LP ( “ R i v e r s i d e ” )  and  R i v e r s i d e  

G e n e r a l  P a r t n e r s  L P  ( “ R i v e r s i d e  GP”) . 

A r i e  h a s  s i n c e  r e s i g n e d  a s  d i r e c t o r  oL t h e  AG e n t i t i e s .  

S a g i  allegedly p u r c h a s e d  O r l y ‘ s  i n t e r e s t s  i n  AGLP and  
AGGP.  O r l y  c o n t e n d s  in a n o t h e r  l a w s u i t  pending b e f o r e  t h i s  C o u r t  
u n d e r  I n d e x  No. 100697/2008 t h a t ,  i n t e r  a l i a ,  t h e  s a l e  w a s  
i r i v a l i d  a n d  fraudu1enL:ly i n d u c e d .  
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However, b e f o r e  d o i n g  s o  he i n s i s t e d  t h a t  “Sagi agree  t h a t  b e f o r e  

[ A G P ]  o r  R i v e r s i d e  GP t o o k  a n y  mon ies ,  i r - i  a n y  form,  f rom t h e  

R i v e r s i d e  i n v e s t m e n t ,  t h e  l o a n  t o  M r .  Gusi.nsky w o u l d  be 

s a t i s f i e d . ”  Affidavit of A r - i e  Geriger alz ¶ 1 8 .  S a g i  a g r e e d  to do 

s o  i n  a w r i t t e n  A s s u r a n c e  Agreement ( t h e  “ A s s u r a n c e  Agreemen t” )  

t h a t  p r o v i d e s ,  “ I ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  h c r e b y  a s s u r e  you - t h a t  a l l  f u n d s  

received by  [ A G P ]  or [ R i v e r s i d e  G P ] ,  whe the r  fro111 or i n  

c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  R i v e r s i d e ,  w i l l  b e  se t  a s i d e  f o r  t h e  f u l l  

repayment  of  t h e  Loan.  I’ The A s s u r a n c e  Agreement wds n e g o t i a t e d ,  

d r a f t e d ,  and  e x e c u t e d  i n  N e w  York.4 I n  August  of  2 0 0 7 ,  Sagi s e n t  

d c h e c k  Lo Gus insky  i n  t h e  amounL o€ $162,500 f o r  payments: d u e  

u n d e r  t h e  Notc, t o g e t h e r  w i t h  a memorandum from S a y i  on b e h a l f  of 

AGH t o  C u s i n s k y  which s t a t e d :  

P l e a s e  f i n d  a t t a c h e d  a c h e c k  i n  f o r  [ s i c ]  t h e  
full arnciurit due you in 2 0 0 7  u n d e r  t h e  7 /24 /01  
N o t e .  A t  the L i m e  o f  e x e c u t i o n  t h e  company 
was c a l l e d  AG Land # I .  Shou ld  you have  any  
q u e s t i o n s  f e e l  f r e e  to c a l l  m e  at 2 1 2  729 
507 6. 

‘The c h e c k ,  s i g n e d  by  S a g i  and  made o u t  t o  Gus inky ,  was drawn on  

an e n t i t y  named TPR INVESTMENT ASSOCIATES, I N C  w i t h  a n  address of  

2 0 0  West .57th Street S u i t e  1208,  and d e l i v e r e d  t o  Gus insky  i n  N e w  

York i n  a n  e n v e l o p e  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  i t  was s e n t  f rom S a g i ‘ s  P a r k  

Avcnuc a d d r c s s .  

T h a t  document l i s t s  1 2 1 1  Park Avenue N e w  York, N Y  10028 as  4 

t h c  a d d r c s s  f o r  S a g i  on Lhe I:.op of  t h c  page  and  2 0 0  West 57  
S t r e e t  (Suite 1208)  N e w  York, NY 1 0 0 1 9  a s  the address f o r  Aric. 
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On February 13, 2008, Gusinsky commenced the instant action 

against Sagi and ACLP. On or abouL March 11, 2008, Gusiriksy 

served  an Amended Complaint which asserts causes of action for 

breach of contract (first and second causes of action) and 

anticipatory breach of contract (third cause of action). 

Gusinksy alleges, inter alia, Lhat Defendants failed to make the 

rcquircd payments on the loan, and that funds were not properly 

set aside in violation of the Assurance Agreement. 

Cusinksy asks the C o u r l ;  for: (a)judgment for the entire 

amourit due under the Note; (b)an order  requiring Defendants to 

pay all d i s t r i b u L t o r i s  of AGH to an account dedicated to the 

repayment of the Loan in conformance w i t h  Lhe Assurance 

Agreement; (c)an injunction restraining Sagi and AGLP from 

distributing additional funds until sufficient funds are set 

aside f o r  the repayment of the Loan. 

After the instant action was commenced, Sagi brought L w o  

actions in Nova Scolria (the “Nova Scotia AcLions”) on behalf of 

AGH arid AGP. The first, by AGH against Gusinsky, seeks a 

declaration that the Note Amendment “is of no fo rce  and effect”. 

The second, brought by AGH and AGP against: Arie, is for a 

declaratory judgment that the  Assurance AgreemenL is not binding 

on Ll-iern arid is of no force arid effect.. 
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DISCUSSION 

1. FORUM NON CONVENIENS 

P u r s u a n t  to the forum noli c : o n v e n i e r i s  doctrine an action may 

be dismissed ’\ [w] hen the cour l .  firids that in the interest of 

substantial justice the action s h o u l d  be heard in anokher forum.” 

CPLR 327 (a). 

\\‘The doctrine [of forum nor1 conveniens] rests, in large 

part, on considerations o€ public policy and . . . our courts 

should noL be u n d e r  any compulsion to add to their heavy burdens 

by accepting jurisdiction of a cause of action having no 

substantial riexus with New York‘”. Americdn B a I i k N o t e  Cur-p. v. 

Uaniele, 45 A.D.3d 3 3 0 ,  342 (13t Dept. 2007) (quoting Silver v. 

Great :  Am. . T I I S .  Co., 2 9  N.Y.2d 3 5 6 ,  3 6 1  ( 1 9 7 2 ) ) .  

in the seminal cdse of I s l a m i c  R e p u b l i c  of- Iran v. P a h l d v i ,  

6 2  N.Y.2cl 4 7 4 ,  4 7 9  (1984), the Court held that “[t]he burden 

rests upon the defendant challenging the forum to demonstrate 

relevant private or publ.ic interest factors which mi,litatc 
rn 

against accepting 1_he litigation arid the court, after considering 

and balancing the v a r i o u s  competing factors I must determine in 

t h e  exercise of its sound discretion whether to retain 

jurisdiction or not. I’ (citations omitted) . The burden that a 

movant bears on a forum nor1 conveniens motion has been described 

as a “heavy b u r d e n ”  that is riot easily met. Anicrican Bankriote 

Co~p., 45 A . L I . 3 d  at 339-40. Indeed, New Ynrk c n u r t . s  have 
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observed that, “unless the bal.ance is strongly in favor of the 

defendant, the plaintlff’s choice of forum should rarely be 

disturbed.” Ai iagnos tou  v. S t i f c l ,  204 A.D.2d 61, 61 (l,3i- Deplr. 

1994). 

In P a h l a v i ,  the Court held that the factors that ;3. court 

should consider on a motion to dismiss for fo.rum non conveniens 

i-ncludc : 

[11 the burden on the New York courts, [2] 
kke potcntial hardship L o  the defendant, . . 
. 131 the unavailability of an alternative 
forum in which plaintiff may bring suit, . - 
. [4] that both parties -to the action are 
nonresidents, and [5] that the transaction 
out of which Lhe cause of a action arose 
occurred primarily in a foreign jurisdiction 

.Id. at 479. 

The Court noted that “[nlo one factor is controlling,” arid 

observed that the “great advantage of the rule of forum non 

convenien:; is its flexibility based upon the facts and 

circurns kances of each case. ’ I  Id. 

Defendants have not met their burden of establishing that 

New York is an inconvenient forum. First, all of the agrcements 

which lie a l  1:he heart 01 this litigation (Pledge Agreement, NnI:.e 

Amendment, and the Assurance Agreement) were negotiated, d r a f t e d ,  

arid executed in New York. Second, b o t h  S a y i  and Cusinsky 

maintain offices here. In fact, Sagi resides in New York arid d 

New York address was listed for him on the top of the Assurance 

Agreement. Further, hc tendered a check for payments due on the 
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Loan t o  Gus insky  i n  New Y o r k .  'The a tkor -neys  who d r a f t e d  arid 

n e g o t i a t e d  t h e  s u b j e c t  acjreernerlts have o f f - i c e s  i i n  New York as 

w e l l .  L a s t l y ,  i t  a p p c a r s  t h a t  A r i e ,  a Ncw York r e s i d e n t ,  i s  

l i k e l y  to be a k c y  w i t n e s s .  

D c f c n d a n t s  u n p e r s u a s i v e l y  b a s e  t h e i r  forurn non c o n v e n i e n s  

a rgumcn t  on two p r i n c i p a l  g r o u n d s :  ( a )  the Loan i s  g o v e r n e d  by  

Nova S c o t i a  l a w ;  ( b )  t h e  subsequent Nova S c o t i a  a c t i o n s  deal w i t h  

r e l a L e d  issues. 

T h a t  Nova S c o t i a  law a p p l i e s  does not, i n  and  of  i t s e l f  m a k e  

N e w  York an  i n c o n v e n i e n t  forum. See Y o s h i d a  P r i n t i n g  Co., Ltd. 

v. A i b a ,  213 A.D.2d 2 7 5 ,  2 7 5  (1'" Dept. 1 9 9 5 ) ;  Ai - iaqnos tou  v. 

S t i f e l ,  204 A.13.2d  61, 62 Dept .  1 9 9 4 ) ;  Kmi-iengold v. H i l t n r i  

Hotels Ccirp., 1.66 A.D.2d 325, 3 2 6 - 2 7  (1'"'. Dept .  1990) ( c i t i n g  

B a n c o  Ambrosiano, S . P . A .  v. A r t o c  R a n k  LE T r u s t ,  6% N.Y.2d 65 

(1984)). New Y o r k  c o u r t s  a r e  w e l l  e q u i p p c d  t o  e n f o r c e  a choice 

o f  l a w  p r o v i s i o n  arid d o i n g  s o  i s  n o t  undu1.y burdensome.  

To t h e  exter i t  t h a t  Defendan t s  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  c h o i c e  o f  l a w  

p r o v i s i o n  i n  t h e  Pledye Agreement i s  a forum s e l e c t i o n  c l a u s e ,  i t  

i s  bel.i.ed by  t h e  f a c t  t h a t .  Nova Scotia's j u r i s d i c t i o n  i s  "rion- 

e x c l u s i v e . "  I n d e e d ,  i n  t h e  end ,  Defendan t s  do riot arguc t h a t  

t h i s  C o u r t  l a c k s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o v e r  them and  t h e y  c o r r e c t l y  p o i n t  

o u t  t h a t  Nova S c o t i a  i s  a n  a l t e r n a t e  forum.  T h a t  does n o t  a f f e c t  

t h e  ouLco~ne of  thc b a l a n c i n g  t e s t  , where o t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

weigh  h e a v i l y  i r - i  f a v o r  o f  c o n c l u d i n q  t h a t  N e w  Yor-k i s  n o t  an 
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inconvenient forum. 

The subsequen t  cominericeriient of the two related Nova Scotia 

Action:: does not render New Y o r k  an inconvenient forum for this 

lawsuit. Defendants inakc much of the fact that i l l  may have t.o 

participate in t.hc Nova Scotia AcLions while at the same time 

defending Lhis action. IIowever, this difficulty is sel1- 

inflicted, and Defendants carmot deprive Ellaintiff- of his choice 

01 an appropria1:e forurn by later commencing lawsuits elsewhere. 

Defendants have not met their burden to establish Lhat t .hey 

a r e  entitled to dismissal based on the forum non conveniens 

doctrine. The rclcvclnt factors weigh decisively in favor of 

t l e n y j  nq t h e  motion. 

2. Stay 

While a c o u r t  may, in its discretion, s t a y  a New York a c t i o n  

pending -the resolution of another action in a foreign court, 

Defendanks have not established that Lhey are entitled to a stay 

under the clrcumstances herein. This action was commenced prior 

to the Nova Sc:oLi.a Actions. Plaintiff- is entitled to litigate in 

his chosen forum. 

3 .  Dismissal 

Those branches of Defendants’ motion to dismiss the 

Plaintiff’s first cause of action pursuant to CPLK 3211(a) (5) and 

to dismiss Plaintiff’s c;ompl.airit pursuant to CPLl i  3211 ( a )  (7) a.re 
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d e n i e d .  P l a i n t i f f  has a d e q u a t e l y  s e t  f o r t h  his c a u s e s  of  a c t i o n  

and  D e f e n d a n t s  have  n o t  e s t a b l i s h c d  t h e i r  d e f e n s e  of payment a s  ;3. 

m a t t e r  o f  law. 

4 .  Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend 

P l a i n t i f f ‘ s  mo t ion  t o  amend h i s  c o m p l a i n t  t o  add AGH a s  a 

p a r t y  defendant i s  granted. I t  i s  w e l l  s e t t l e d  t h a t  l e a v e  t o  

amend p l e a d i n g s  s h a l l  be “ f r e e l y  g i v e n  a b s e n t  p r e j u d i c e  o r  

s u r p r i s e  r e s u l t i n g  d i r e c t l y  f rom the d e l a y . ”  T i s h n i d n  C o n s t .  

Of- N e w  York v. C i t y  of N e w  York ,  280 A.D.2d 3 7 4 ,  3-17’ (1’‘ Dept .  

2 0 0 1 ) .  AGH w i l l  n o t  s u f f e r  any  p r e j u d i c e  o r  s u r p r i s e  a s  a r e s u l t  

of  de l - ay .  S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  AGH was on n o t i c e  o f  i t s  i n v o l v e m e n t  i i i  

t h i s  l a w s u i t .  Fu r the rmore ,  AGH w i l . 1  have  s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  t o  

p r e p a r e  a d e f e n s e  t o  P l a i n t i f f ‘ s  c la ims s i n c e  L h i s  l i t i g a t i o n  i s  

i n  i t s  i n f a n c y  and  d i s c o v e r y  i s  n o t  y e t  underway.  

COT-p.  

D e f e n d d n t s  c o n t e n d  I:kat L ’ l a i n t i f f ‘  s m o t i o n  t o  amend s h o u l d  

be d i s m i s s e d  b e c a u s e  t h e  C o u r t  lacks j u r i s d i c t i o n  o v e r  AGII. 

However, a N e w  York C o u r t  h a s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o v e r  a r i o n - d o m i c i l i a r y  

when i t  t r a n s a c t s  b u s i n e s s  w i t h i n  t h e  s t a t e .  C.P.L.R. S 3 0 2 ( a )  ( 1 ) .  

A r ior idomici l . iary t r a n s a c t s  b u s i n e s s  w i t h i n  the s t a t e  i f  lie 

“ p u r p o s e f u l l y  a v a i l s  h i m s e l f  o f  t h e  p r i v i l e g e  of  c o n d u c t i n g  

a c t i v i t - l i e s  w i t h i n  New York, t h u s  i n v o k i n g  t h e  b e n e f i t s  a n d  

p r o t e c t i o n s  of  i t s  l a w s . “  Id ( c i t a t i o n s  o m i t t c d ) .  C o u r t s  s h o u l d  

examine  t h e  t o t a l i t y  o f  the d e f e n d a n t ‘ s  c o n t a c t s  w i t h  t h e  s t - a t e  

t o  d e c i d e  w h e t h e r  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  was t r a n s a c t i n g  b u s i n e s s  u n d e r  
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t h e  s t ia t iute .  I,oiigines-I~liI:t-nal.ler W a t c h  Co. v. B ~ L - I ~ ~ s  & Keinecke,  

Inc., 15 N.Y.2d 443, 457, n.5 (1965). S e c t i o n  302  i s  a “single- 

a c t  s t a t u t e ,  ” meaning t h a t  a s i n g l e  t r a n s a c t i o n  made by t h e  

d e f e n d a n k  may b e  s u f f - i c i e n l :  f o r  a d e f e n d a n t  t o  be t r a n s a c t i n g  

b u s i n e s s .  K r - e u t t e r  v .  M u F a d d m  O i l  Corp . ,  7 1  N . Y . 2 d  460, 467 

( 1 9 8 8 ) .  The s t a t u . t e  does n o t  r e q u i r e  Lhe d e f e n d a n t  t o  b e  

p h y s i c a l l y  p r e s e n t  Iio t r a n s a c t  b u s i n e s s  wi . th in  t h e  s t a t e .  P a r k e -  

Bernet Gallcr- ies ,  Inc. v. Franklyri, 2 6  N.Y.2d 1 3  ( 1 9 7 0 ) .  

AGH h a s  t r a n s a c t e d  b u s i n e s s  w i t h i n  N e w  York s t a t e  s u c h  t h a t  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  u n d e r  CPLR § 3 0 2 ( a ) ( l ) .  AGH was 

f o r m c r l y  known a s  AG Land No. 1 Company, which was t h e  company 

t . h a t  i n c u r r e d  t h e  T,oan i n  N e w  Y o r k  a n d  was t h e  o b l i g o r  under t .he 

Note. The Note Amendment was n c g o t i a t e d ,  d r a f t e d ,  arid e x e c u t e d  

by  A r i e  f o r  AGH i n  t h i s  s t a t e .  Fu r the rmore ,  S a g i  made a payment. 

f o r  a n  amount due  unde r  t h e  Loan on beha l l l  of  AGII in New York.  

Based  on t h e  foregoing, it is: 

ORDERED t h a t  Defendan t s ’  mo t ion  t o  dismiss is d e n i e d ;  a n d  i L  

f u r t h e r  is 

ORDERED t h a t  P l a i n t i f f ‘ s  rnotion t o  amend is y r a r i t e d  and  t h a t  

Lhe proposcd amended p l e a d i n g  i s  deerned s e r v e d  on D e f e n d a n t s  upon 

s e r v i c e  of  a copy h e r e o f  w i t h  n o t i c e  of e n t r y ,  and  P l a i n t i f f  i s  

directed t o  s e r v e  a copy of  a n  amended surrurions and c o m p l a i n t  on 

AGH within t w e n t y  days o f  e n t r y  h e r e o f ;  and  it f u r t h e r  is 
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ORDERED t h a t  Deferidants shall serve an amended answer  w i t - h i n  

t w e n t y  d a y s  of  r e c e i p t  of a copy h e r e o f  w i t h  not l ice  of  e n t r y ;  and 

i t  f u r t h e r  i s  

ORDERED that all p a r t i e s  shall a p p e a r  f o r  a p r e l i m i n a r y  

c o n f e r e n c e  i n  P a r t  51s or1 December 1 5 ,  2 0 0 8  at 12:OO noon.  

O c t o b e r  3 , 2008 

ENTER : 
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