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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

_________________________________________________________ X
JEFFREY GOLDSTEIN
Plaintiff,
ADOPTION ORDER
-against- 14-cv-6395 (ADS) (ARL)
URGO ELEUTHERA HOTELS LTD.
Defendant.

_________________________________________________________ X

APPEARANCES:

Forchelli Curto Deegan Schwartz Mineo Cohn & Terrana, LLP
Attorneys for the Plaintiff
333 Earle Ovington Blvd, Suite 1010
Uniondale, NY 11553

By: Brian James Hufnagel, Esq.
Andrew L. Crabtree, ESq.
Attorney for the Defendant
225 Broadhollow Road, Suite 303
Melville, NY 11747
SPATT, District Judge.

On October 29, 2014, the Plaintiff Jeffreyl@iein (the “Plaintiff’) commenced this
action against Urgo Eleuthera Hotels, Lttie(tDefendant”) seeking damages under a
promissory note.

The Clerk of the Court noted the default of the Defendant on March 10, 2015.

On March 18, 2015, the Plaintiff moved for a default judgment, which the Court

subsequently referred to United States MagistJudge Arlene R. Lindsay for a report
recommending whether a default judgment shbelgranted and if so, whether damages should
be awarded.

On April 1, 2015, the Defendants filed an affidan opposition to the Plaintiff’'s motion

and requested that the Court vadaeClerk’s Certificate of Default.
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On February 10, 2016, Judge Lindsay issaeeport recommending that (i) the
Plaintiff's motion be denied; (idhe Defendant’s motion to vacate the default be granted; and
(i) that the Defendant be gen thirty days to answer,awe or otherwise respond to the
complaint (the “R&R”).

More than fourteen days have elapsed siheeservice of the R&R, and the parties have
not filed objections.

As such, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(ijl &ederal Rule of Civil Procedure 72, this

Court has reviewed the February 19, 2016 R&Rcfear error, and finding none, now concurs in

both its reasoning and its réisisee Coburn v. P.N. Fin., No. 13-CV-1006 (ADS) (SIL), 2015
WL 520346, at *1 (E.D.N.Y. Feb. 9, 2015) yrewing Report and Recommendation without
objections for clear error).

Accordingly, the R&R is adopted in its entye The Defendant has thirty days from the
date of this Order to answer, move or otherwespond to the complaint. No further extensions

will be granted.

SO ORDERED.
Dated: Central Islip, New York
March 12, 2016

/g Arthur D. Spatt
ARTHUR D. SPATT
United States District Judge




