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To commence the statutory time for appeals as of right
(CPLR 5513[a]), you are advised to serve a 'copy
of this order, with notice of entry, upon all parties.

~'

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF'NEWYORK.
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER
---------------------------------------------------~----------------)(.
SHARISSE L. FITTS,

Plaintiff,

-against-

RENADO M. MOSS, RONALD H.SAINTIL and
EAN HOLDINGS, LLC,

Defendants.
--------------------------------------------~----~~-----------------)(
RUDERMAN, J.

DECISION and ORDER

Motion Sequence Nos. 1 - 3
Inde)( No. 70896/2018

The following papers were considered in connection with the motion by defendant
. ,If' '.

Renado M. Moss for summary j~dgrpent dismissing the complaint of plaintiff Sharisse Fitts as
it .!

"

against him on the ground that the plaintiff did not sustain a "serious injury" as defined by

Insurance Law S 5102 (d) (sequence' 1); the cross-motion by plaintiff for summary judgment on
,!

the issue of liability (sequence 2); and the cross-motion by defendant Ronald H. Saintil for
. I . .

summary judgment dismissing plaintiff s complaint as against him on the ground that the

plaintiff did not sustain a "serious injury" (sequence 3):
- ~

••

Papers - Sequence 1
Notice of Motion, Affirmation, E)(hibits A - K
Affirmation in Opposition, E)(hibits 1 -8 .'
Reply Affirmation
Saintil "Reply" Affirmation'

- Sequence2
Notice of Cross-Motion, Affirmation, E)(hibitsl ';-5
Affirmation in Opposition
Reply Affirmation

- Sequence' 3
Notice of Cross-Motion, Affj.rmation
Affirmation in Opposition, E))(hibits 1 - 8

Numbered
1
2
3
4

5
6
7

8
9
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OFNEW YORK 
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER 
--------------------------------------------------------------------x 
SHARISSE L. FITTS, 

Plaintiff, 

-against-

RENADO M. MOSS, RONALD H. SAINTIL and 
EAN HOLDINGS, LLC, 

Defendants. 
),· ,-

--------------------- ----------------------------------------------x 
RUDERMAN, J. 

DECISION and ORDER 

Motion Sequence Nos. 1 - 3 
Index No. 70896/2018 

The following papers were c9nsidered in connection with the motion by defendant 

Renado M. Moss for summary judgrpent dismissing the complaint of plaintiff Sharisse Fitts as 

against him on the ground that the plaintiff did not sustain a "serious injury" as defined by 

Insurance Law§ 5102 (d) (sequence I); the cross-motion by plaintiff for summary judgment on 

the issue of liability (sequence 2); and the cross-motion by detendant Ronald H. Saintil for 

summary judgment dismissing plaintiff's complaint as against him on the ground that the 

plaintiff did not sustain a "serious injury" (sequence 3): 

Papers - Sequence 1 
Notice of Motion, Affirmati9n, Exhibits A - K 
Affirmation in Opposition, Exhibits I - 8 
Reply Affirmation 
Saintil "Reply" Affirmation 

- Sequence 2 .· ·. . . .· · · . . · · . 
Notice of Cross-'Motion, Affirmation, Exhibits ·1 :- 5 
Affirmation in Opposition 
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- Sequence 3 . _ 
Notice of Cross-Motion, Aff}rmation 
Affirmation in Opposition, ~xhibits l - 8 
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This is an action for personal injuries allegedly sustained by plaintiff in an automobile
.

collision that occurred on May 26, 2018 at approximately 1:32 a.m. on South Broadway and

Bright Place in Yonkers, New York. Defendant Renado Moss, driving a vehicle that was owned

by defendant EAN Holdings LLC, had been driving on the northbound side of South Broadway,

and had pulled to his right, partly into the parking lane, with the intent of making a u-turn. As

Moss began to make the u-turn, he collided with the vehicle owned and operated by defendant

Ronald Saintil as it drove up alongside him in the northbound driving lane. The impact was

between the front driver's side of Moss's vehicle and the front passenger side of Saint ii's

vehicle, which in tum collided with a third vehicle, which had been parked and unoccupied.

Plaintiff was a passenger in Moss's vehicle.

This action was commenced on December 21,2018; defendants Renado Moss and EAN
(

Holdings,LLC filed an answer with cross claims on February 19,2019, and defendant Ronald

Saintil filed an answer with cross claims on February 15, 2019. Discovery is complete and a

note of issue has been filed. Plaintiff now moves for partial summary judgment on the issue of

liability, and defendants now move for summary judgment dismissing the complaint on the

ground that the injuries allegedly sustained by plaintiff do not satisfy the serious injury threshold

of Insurance Law ~ 5102 (d).

Plaintiffs Motion Sequence 2

Plaintiff moves for partial summary judgment against all defendants on the issue of

liability. She acknowledges that each of the drivers takes the position that the accident was the

other driver',s fault, and while she admits that she is not certain who is responsible, she also

asserts that both drivers were negligent, and ~uggests that it does not matter which driver or

drivers caused the accident, because as an innocent passenger she has a right to summary

2

FILED: WESTCHESTER COUNTY CLERK 07/28/2021 11:56 AM INDEX NO. 70896/2018

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 74 RECEIVED NYSCEF: 07/27/2021

2 of 8

This is an action for personal injuries allegedly sustained by plaintiff in an automobile 

collision that occurred on May 26, 2018 at approximately 1 :32 a.m. on South Broadway and 

Bright Place in Yonkers, New York. Defendant Renado Moss, driving a vehicle that was owned 

by defendant EAN Holdings LLC, had been driving on the northbound side of South Broadway, 

and had pulled to his right, partly into the parking lane, with the intent of making a u-tum. As 

Moss began to make the u-tum, he collided with the vehicle owned and operated by defendant 

Ronald Saintil as it drove up alongside him in the northbound driving lane. The impact was 

between the front driver's side of Moss's vehicle and the front passenger side of Saintil's 

vehicle, which in tum collided with a third vehicle, which had been parked and unoccupied. 

Plaintiff was a passenger in Moss's vehicle. 

This action was commenced on December 21, 2018; defendants Renado Moss and EAN 

I 

Holdings,LLC filed an answer withcross claims on February 19, 2019, and defendant Ronald 

Saintil filed an answer with cross claims on February 15, 2019. Discovery is complete and a 

note of issue has been filed. Plaintiff now moves for partial summary judgment on the issue of 

liability, and defendants now move for summary judgment dismissing the complaint on the 

ground that the injuries allegedly sustained by plaintiff do not satisfy the serious injury threshold 

of Insurance Law § 5102 ( d). 

Plaintiffs Motion Sequence 2 

Plaintiff moves for partial summary judgment against all defendants on the issue of · 

liability. She acknowledges that each of the drivers takes the position that the accident was the 

other driver'.s fault, and while she admits that she is not certain who is responsible, she also 

asserts that both drivers were negligent, and ~uggests that it does not matter which driver or 

drivers caused the accident, because as an innocent passenger she has a right to summary 
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judgment without any question of comparative negligence, citing Silbe;~an v Surrey Cadillac

Limousine Serv., Inc. (l09 AD2d 833 [2dDept 1985]) and Johnson v Phillips (261 AD2d 269

[1st Dept 1999]) .

."There can be more than one proximate cause of an accident" (Lopez vReyes-Flores, 52
,

.AD3d 785, 786 [2d Dept 2008]). While plaintiff, as a passenger; cannot under these

circumstances be found comparatively liable, the liability of either or both of the two drivers

may not be determined on summary judgment under these circumstances.
I

Importantly, even drivers whohad the right-of-way must establish, prima facie, that their

conduct was not a proximate cause of the accident (see Desio v Cerebral Palsy Transp., Inc., 121

AD3d 1033, 1034-1035 [2d Dept 2011]). "[A] driver traveling with the right-of-way may

nevertheless be found to have contributed to the happening of the accident if he or she did not

use reasonable care to avoid the accident" (Todd v Godek, 71 AD3d 872,895 NYS2d 861

[2010]). Where there is a dispute between the witnessesias to the speed at which an approaching

vehicle was traveling, this too creates a question of fact ~s to the drivers' respective negligence.

Therefore, issues of fact are presented as to whether defendant Moss was negligent when he

proceeded to begin to make a u-t~m.as defendant SaintiLwas approaching, and whether

defendant Sainti1 was negligent in approaching attoo fast a rate of speed or when it was

otherwise unsafe to proceed.

Here, unlike Johnson v Phillips (261 AD2d 269 [1st Dept 1999]) or Silberman v Surrey

Cadillac Limousine Serv .. Inc. (109 AD2d 833 [2d Deptl985]), entitlement to summary

judgment against either of the defendant drivers is not established as a matter of law.
- .

,
Accordingly, plaintiffs motion must be denied;

3
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' . AD3d 785, 786 [2d Dept 2008]). While plaintiff, as a passenger; cannot under these 

circumstances be found comparatively liable, the liability of either or both of the two drivers 

may not be determined on summary judgment under these circumstances. 
.. i 

Importantly, even drivers who had the right-of-way must establish, prima facie, that their 

conduct was not a proximate cause of the accident (see Desio v Cerebral Palsy Transp., Inc., 121 

AD3_d 1033, 1034-1035 [2d Dept 2011]). "[A] driver traveling with the right-of-way may 

nevertheless be found to have contributed to the happening of the accident if he or she did not 

use reasonable care to avoid the accident" (Todd v Godek, 71 AD3d 872,895 NYS2d 861 

[2010]). Where there is a dispute between the witnesses,as to the speed at which an approaching 

vehicle was traveling, this too creates a question of fact ~s to the drivers' respective negligence. 

Therefore, issues of fact are presented as to whether defendant Moss was negligent when he 

proceeded to begin to make a u-t~m.as defendant Saintil was approaching, and whether 
. . . 

defendant Saintil was negligent in approaching at too fast a rate of speed or when it was 

otherwise unsafe to proceed. 

Here, unlike Johnson v Phillips (261 AD2d 269 [1st Dept 1999]) or Silberman v Surrey 

Cadillac Limousine Serv .. Inc. (109 AD2d 833 [2d Dept 1985]), entitlement to summary 

judgment against either of the defendant drivers is not established as a matter of law. 
- . 

' 
Accordingly, plaintiffs motion must be denied; 
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<.Defendants' Motions Sequence 1 and 3

.Both defendants contend that plaintiff did not sustain a serious injury within the meaning

of Insurance Law S 5102 (d).' The moving defendants bear the initial burden of establishing,

prima facie, that the plaintiff did not sustain a serious injury caused by the accident (see Smith v

Malina/e, 58 AD3d 829 [2d Dept 2009]).

Defendant Moss initially emphasizes that after the accident, plaintiff got out of the

vehicle and stood on the sidewalk for the five-minute period before the police arrived, and that

she did not ask the responding police officer tocall an ambulance, but rather;took a cab from the

scene of the accident to Moss's home. She wentto St. JO,seph's Hospital eleven hours after the

accident, where x-rays disclosed no fractures.

Defendants suggest that plaintiffs injuries were limited to, at most, some initial slight

restriction in her neck or right shoulder. They rely on the affirmed reports of board certified

radiologist, Dr. Jessica Berkowitz, who reviewed plaintiffs cervical and lumbar spine MRIs that

were taken on November 29,2018, and who states that she found no evidence of acute traumatic

injury to the cervical or lumbar spine, and that such conditions as were disclosed on the MRIs

were not causally related to the accident. Defenqants also rely on the affirmed report of board

certified orthopedic surgeon, Dr. James Dickson, who examined plaintiff on August 3, 2020 and

stated that plaintiffs physical examination ~as completely normal, with no pain or discomfort,

no limitations, and no subjective complaints. Dr. Dickson concluded with his opinion, within a

reasonable degree of medical certainty, that plaintiff has no limitations of any kind that are

related to the motor vehicle accident of May 26, 2018.

Defendants further observe thatplaintiffs December 13,2019 verified bill of particulars

claims merely that she sustained neck pain, back pain, and right shoulder pain as a result of the

4
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Defendants' Motions Sequence 1 and 3 

· Both defendants contend that plaintiff did not sustain a serious injury within the meaning 

oflnsurance Law § 5102 ( d). The moving defendants bear the initial burden of establishing, 
. . . 

prima facie, that the plaintiff did not sustain a serious injury caused by the accident (see Smith v 

Matinale, 58 AD3d 829 [2d Dept 2009]). 

Defendant Moss initially emphasizes that after the accident, plaintiff got out of the 

vehicle and stood on the sidewalk for the five-minute period before the police arrived, and that 

she did not ask the responding police officer to call an ambulance, but rather,'took a cab from the 

scene of the accident to Moss's home. She went to St. Jo,seph's Hospital eleven hours after the 

accident, where x-rays disclosed no fractures. 

Defendants suggest that plaintiffs injuries were limited to, at most, some initial slight 

restriction in her neck or right shoulder. They rely on the affirmed reports of board certified 

radiologist, Dr. Jessica Berkowitz, who reviewed plaintiffs cervical and lumbar spine MRis that 

were taken on November 29, 2018, and who states that she found no evidence of acute traumatic 

injury to the cervical or lumbar spine, and that such conditions as were disclosed on the MRis 

were not causally related to the accident. Defenqants also rely on the affirmed report of board 

certified orthopedic surgeon, Dr. James Dickson, who examined plaintiff on August 3, 2020 and 

stated that plaintiff's physical examination was completely normal, with no pain or discomfort, 

no limitations, and no subjective complaints. Dr. Dickson concluded with his opinion, within a 

reasonable degree of medical certainty, that plaintiff has no limitations of any kind that are 

related to the motor vehicle accident of May 26, 2018. 

Defendants further observe tµat plaintiffs December 13, 2019 verified bill of particulars 

claims merely that she sustained neck pain, back pain, and right shoulder pain as a result of the 
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accident, and that she was confined to bed and home for approximately four days and missed one

week from work. Mor~over, plaintiff testified that she only missed one day from work as a

result of the accident. Additional1l', d~fendants emphasize plaintiffs testimony that during her

six months of treatment, she was not prescribed any medication.

Defendants' submissi9ns successfully establish aprima facie showing that plaintiff did

not sustain a serious injury for purposes ofInsurance Laws 5102 (d).

However, in opposition, plai6tif(submitsthe affirmed report of radiologist Dr. John T.

Rigney, who reviewed MRIs of plaintiffs cervical and lumbar spines t~kenon November 29,

2018, and reported finding slight disc bulges impinging the thecal sac at C2-C3 andC3-C4, and
\ ..

more pronounced posterior bulges impinging the thecal sac at C4-<;5" C5-C6, C6-C7, and

C7-Tl, and at L3-L4, L4~L5, and L5-Sl. Dr. Rigney offered the opinion that plaintiffs disc

injuries are causallyrelafed to the accident.

Plaintiff further submits theinedical records of treating physician, Dr. David Dynof;

while his medical records are not affirmed, Dr. Dynof has also provided an affirmation

reiterating and confirming the contents of those records. Plaintiff first consulted Dr. Dynof on

June 15,2018, for injuries to her neck, back and right shoulder. On that date, Dr. Dynofreported

finding moderate tenderness to palp':ltion at C3 to C7, muscle spasm and tenderness in the
I

cervical paraspinal muscles, moderat~ tenderness on the right and left trigger points in the

paracervical and trapezial regions, and pain with left rotation, right rotation and flexion of the

neck. He obtained positive results of the foraminal compression test he performed, and found

reduced ranges of motion .in the cervical spine's flexion"extension and rotation.

Various testsDr. Dynof performed on plaintiff s right shoulder on that date were

reportedly positive, and reduced ranges of motion were found in that shoulder's forward flexion,

5

,<'

FILED: WESTCHESTER COUNTY CLERK 07/28/2021 11:56 AM INDEX NO. 70896/2018

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 74 RECEIVED NYSCEF: 07/27/2021

5 of 8

accident, and that she was confined to bed and home for approximately four days and missed one 

week from work. Moreover, plaintiff testified that she only missed one day from work as a 

result of the accident. Additionallr, d~fendants emphasize plaintiffs testimony that during her 

six months of treatment, she was not prescribed any medication. 

Defendants' submissi9ns successfully establish a prima facie showing that plaintiff did 

not sustain a serious injury for purposes oflnsurance Law § 5102 ( d). 

However, in opposition, plaintiff'submits the affirmed report of radiologist Dr. John T. 
·. . . . . . . ·. . _.. . . ·. 

Rigney, who reviewed MRis of plaintiffs cervical and lumbar spines t~ken on November 29, 

2018, and reported finding slight disc bulges impinging the thecal sac at C2-C3 and C3-C4, and 
\-- . . . . 

more pronounced posterior bulges impinging the thecal sac at C4-G\ C5-C6, C6-C7, and 

· C7-Tl, and at L3-L4, L4-L5, and L5-Sl. Dr. Rigney offered the opinion that plaintiffs disc 

. . 

injuries are causallyrelated to the accident 

Plaintifffurthersubmits the medical recoyds of treating physician, Dr. David Dynof; 

while his medical records are not affirmed, Dr. Dynof has also provided an affirmation 

reiterating and confirming the contents of those records. Plaintiff first consulted Dr. Dynof on 

June 15, 2018, for injuries:to her neck, back and right shoulder. On that date, Dr. Dynofreported 

finding moderate tenderness to palpc1.tion at C3 to C7, muscle spasm and tenderness in the 

I 

cervical paraspinal muscles, moderat~ tenderness on the right and left trigger points in the 

paracervical and trapezia! regions, and pain with left rotation, right rotation and flexion of the 

neck. He obtained positive results of the foraminal compression test he performed, and found 

reduced ranges of motion.in the cervical spine's flexion,,extension and rotation. 

Various tests Dr. Dynof performed on plaintiffs right shoulder on that date were 

reportedly positive, and reduced ranges of motion were found in that shoulder's forward flexion, 
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extension, abduction and rotation. Reduced ranges of motion were also found by Dr. Dynof on

June 15, 2018 in plaintiff s lumbosacral spine, along with positive test results.

Dr. Dynof performed additional examinations of plaintiff on July 20, 2018 and on

December 21, 2018, during which time plaintiff also received physical therapy and chiropractic
;;

treatment. Dr. Dynof finally performed a follow-up examination on April 16, 2021, at which

time he found similar reductions in ranges of motion, positive test results and tenderness to

palpation. He concluded, to a reasonable degree of medical certainty, that plaintiff sustained

significant limitations and permanent consequential limitations to her cervical spine, thoracic

spine, lumbar spine and her right shoulder that are causally related to the May 26, 2018 accident.

While MRI results indicating the presence of soft tissue injury such as bulging discs are.

insufficient in themselves to establish a claiin of significant limitation or permanent

consequential limitation (see Kearse v New York City Tr. Auth., 16 AD3d 45, 46 [2d Dept

2005]), such an injury may satisfy the statutory definition of serious injury if objective evidence

establishes a significant or permanent extent and duration of physical limitations resulting from

the claimed injury (see Clervoix v Edwards; 10 AD3d 626, 627 [2d Dept 2004]).

TheMRI results, as interpreted byDr.Rigney, together with Dr. Dynofs findings and

opinions, are sufficient t6 create an issue of fact as to whether plaintiff sustained ~ physical

injury resulting in significant or permanent limitations. Since Dr. Dynof provided an

affirmation, effectively confirming the contents of his unaffirmed medical reports, in which he

described and identified his objective tests, this Court declines to apply the cases cited by

defendants, in which plaintiffs failed to pt,"ovidea physician's affirmation identifying the

objective tests the physician performed.

As to defendants' suggestion that plaintiffs claims are invalidated by her gap in

6
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extension, abduction and rotation. Reduced ranges of motion were also found by Dr. Dynof on 

June 15, 2018 in plaintiff's lumbosacral spine, along with positive test results. 

Dr. Dynof performed additional examinations of plaintiff on July 20, 2018 and on 

December 21, 2018, during which time plaintiff also received physical therapy and chiropractic 

treatment. Dr. Dynof finally performed a follow-up examination on April 16, 2021, at which 

time he found similar reductions in ranges of motion, positive test results and tenderness to 

palpation. He concluded, to a reasonable degree of medical certainty, that plaintiff sustained 

significant limitations and permanent consequential limitations to her cervical spine, thoracic 

spine, lumbar spine and her right shoulder that are causally related to the May 26, 2018 accident. 

While MRI results indicating the presence of soft tissue injury such as bulging discs are 

insufiicient in themselves to establish a claim of significant limitation or pennanent 

consequential limitation (see Kearse v New York City Tr. Auth., 16 AD3d 45, 46 [2d Dept 

2005]), such an injury may satisfy the statutory definition of serious injury if objective evidence 

establishes a significant or permanent extent and duration of physical limitations resulting from 

the claimed injury (see Clervoix v Edwards, 10 AD3d 626,627 [2d Dept 2004]). 

The MRI results, as interpreted by Dr. Rigney, together with Dr. Dynof s findings and 

opinions, are sufficient to create an issue of fact as to whether plaintiff sustained a physical 

injury resulting in significant or permanent limitations. Since Dr. Dynof provided an 

affirmation, effectively confirming the contents of his unaffirmed medical reports, in which he 

described and identified his objective tests, this Court declines to apply the cases cited by 

defendants, in which plaintiffs• failed to p~ovide. a physician's affirmation identifying the 

objective tests the physician performed .. 

As to defendants' suggestion that plaintiffs claims are invalidated by her gap in 
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treatment - or cessation of treatment- after December 21, 2018 (seePommells v Perez, 4 NY3d

566 [2005]), plaintiffs explanation in her deposition, stating that she stopped treatment because
/

it was not working, constitutes \\some reasonable explanation" for the cessation of treatment,

sufficient to create an issue. of fact on thcilpoint (see Ramkumar v Grand Style Transp. Enters.

Inc., 22NY3d 905, 907[2013]).

However, plaintiffs claim based onthe 90118Qcategory of serious injury, which requires

that the plaintiff have sustained a'medically detefl11ined injury of a nonpermanent natlfre that

prevented her from performing her usual and customary activities for 90 of the 180 days, , ' !

following the subject accident, must be dismissed. Defendant made, a prima facie showing in

favor of dismissing such a claim by citing plaintiff s deposition testhnony in which she

acknowledged missIng only one day <)fwork (see John v Linden, 124 AD3d 598 [2d Dept 2015]; -

Marin v leni, 108 AD3d 656, 657[2d Dept 2013]), and plaintiff then failed to sustain her

responsive burden of submitting competent medical evidence'sufficierit to raise a triable issue of

fact on th~t issue.

For the foregoing reasons, it is hereby

ORDERED that defendants' motions for summary,judgment d~smissing the complaint for

failure to satisfy the serious injury threshold (sequencesl, and 3) are denied, except that her

, claim based on the 90/180 category of serious injury is dismissed, and it is further

ORDERED that plaintiffs cross-motionforsuminaryjudgment on liability (sequence 2)

, is denied except to the extent that it ~sdetermined that plaintiff bears no liability for the accident,

and it is further

7
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treatment - or cessation of treatment - after December 21, 2018 (see Pommells v Perez, 4 NY3d 

566 [2005]), plaintiff's explanation in her deposition, stating that she stopped treatment because 

it was not working, constitutes "some reasonable explanation" for the cessation of treatment, 

sufficient to create an issue of fact on that point (see Ramkumar v Grand Style Transp. Enters. 

Inc., 22 NY3d 905, 907 [2013]). 

However, plaintiffs claim based on the 90/180 category ofserious injury, which requires 

that the plaintiff have sustained a medically determined injury of a non permanent nat'-;lre that 

prevented her from performing her usual and customary activities for 90 of the 180 days 
I 

following the subject accident, must be dismissed. Defendant made a prima facie showing in 

favor of dismissing such a claim by citing plaintiffs deposition testimony in which she 

acknowledged missing only one day 9f work (see John v Linden, 124 AD3d 598 [2d Dept 2015]; · 

Marin v Jeni, I 08 AD3d 656, 657 [2d Dept 2013]), and plaintiff then failed to sustain her 

responsive burden of submitting competent medical evidence sufficient to raise a triable issue of 

fact on th~t issue. 

For the foregoing reasons, it is hereby 

ORDERED that defendants' motions for summaryjudgment dismissing the complaint for 

failure to satisfy the serious injury threshold (sequences 1 and 3) are denied, except that her 

claim based on the 90/ l 80 category of serious injury is dismissed, and it is further 

ORDERED that plaintiffs cross-motion forsuminaryjudgment on liability (sequence 2) 

is denied except to the extent that it. is determined that plaintiff bears no liability for the accident, 

and it is further 
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"

ORDERED that the parties shall appear in the Settlem~nt Conference Part on a date and
.. ),

in a manner of which they will be notified by thatPart, to schedule a trial.

This constitutes the Decision and Order of the Court.

Dated: White Plains, New York
July 1:1,2021

\ ..

8

)

~fi.IJ~~
HON .. ~RUDERMAN,J.S.C:

.. .".:.;.
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in a manner of which they will be notified bythatPart, to schedule a trial. 

This constitutes the Decision and Order of the Court. . 

Dated: White Plains, New York 
July _ll, 2021 
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