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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

MARC J. BERN & PARTNERS LLP,

Plaintiff,
OPINION AND ORDER

V.

17 Civ. 6774(ER)
U.S. LEGALSUPPORT, INCandPAUL LUCIDO,

Defendants.

Ramos, D.J.:

Marc J. Bern & Partners LLBroughtthis action against DefendandsS. Legal Support,
Inc. (“USLS’) and Paul Lucido in New York State Supreme Court. Defendants removed the
action to thisCourt on the basis of diversity jurisdiction, contending that the citizenship of
nondiverse Defendant Lucido should be ignored because he was fraudulently joinetiabisfe
now move to dismiss the Complaint for failure to state a claim, and Plaintiffcroass to
remand the action to state court. For the reasons discussed below, Rlamggmotionto
remand iISSRANTED, and Defendants’ motion to dismiss is DENIED as moot.
l. Factual and Procedural Background?

Plaintiff is alaw firm operating as a limitelability partnership in New Yorland is a

! The following facts, drawn from the Complaint, are presumed to be trueefputposes ddefendants’
motion to dismissseeKoch v. Christie’dnt’| PLC, 699 F.3d 141, 145 (2d Cir. 2012), dpidintiff's
crossmotion to remandseeWeiss v. HagemNo. 11 Qv. 2740 ¥B), 2011 WL 6425542, at *2 (S.D.N.Y.
Dec. 19, 2011§*When considering a motion to remand, the district court acceptseasltmdevant
allegations contained in the complaint and construes all factual atigsdn favor of the plaintiff.).

The Courtmayalso consider the parties’ affidavaadattached exhibitgn deciding the motion to
remand.SeeGovVt EmpsIns. Co. vSacq Nos. 12 @/. 5633 (NGG)(MDG), 15Civ. 634 (NGG)
(MDG), 2015 WL 4656512, at *3 (E.D.N.Y. Aug. 5, 20X3Because this is a jurisdictional inquiry, a
court can look beyond the face of the complaint in deciding a motion to refnand.”
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citizen of New York? Compl. 1 4, Doc. 1, Ex. A. USLS is a corporation providing litigation
support services which is organized under the lawierés and has a principal place of business
in Texas.Id. 1115, 11. Lucido isa USLSsales employee andascitizen of New York.Id. 117,

12.

USLS “touts itself as one of the leading providers of litigation serviceshanohly
litigation support company that provides court reporting, record retrievak@®ig/, and trial
services to major corporations and law firms nationwidd.] 11. “Over the years,” Lucido
developed a relationship with Plaintiff, and they entered into discussions regai@iLS
providing ®rvices to Plaintiff Id. 1§ 13-14.

In or about 2015, when Lucideas attempting to convince Plaintiff tetainUSLS, he
allegedly made several misrepresentatiddsy 57. Specifically, Lucidatold Plaintiff that all
charges stemming from USLS'’s services for a particular client mattdd wotibecome due
until the conclusion of that matter, and those charges would be waived if the nthttet disult
in a recovery for the clientd. 1115, 57-58.Relying on thesenisrepresentations, Plaintiff
decided taetainUSLSfor record retrieval and court reporting servictk 1 16-17, 62.
However, contrary to Lucido’s statemenikSLS “prematurely demanded payment on its

invoices.” Id. Y 2. Plaintiff incurred unspecified damages as a result of Lucido’s false

2The Complaint does not disclose the citizenship of Biapartnersor memberswhich is necessary

to the diversity analysisSeeMudge Rose Guthrie Alexander & Ferdon v. PickettF. Supp. 2d 449,
451 (S.D.N.Y. 1998}“[A] n LLP . . .must be tre&d for diversity purposes as a citizen of every state of
which any of its members is a citiz&hn.see also Lincoln Beit Life Co. v. AEI Life, LLC800 F.3d 99,
105 (3d Cir. 2015) (“[T]he citizenship of partnerships and other unincorporatediasors is

determined by the citizenship of [their] partners or members.” Theditarganization and the principal
place of business of an unincorporated association are legally irrelggmaond alteration in original)
(footnote omitted) (quotingambelli Fireworks Mfg. Co. v. Wop892 F.3d 412, 420 (3d Cir. 2010))).
Nonetheless, the parties assume that Plaintiff is a citizen of New afwikhe Court does as weBee
Notice of Removalf 5, Doc. 1; Pl.'s Mem. 2, Doc. 15.



statementsand paidJSLSa total 0f$286,517.1&ver the course of several paymerits 1 19,
63.

In addition,the Complaint alleges thbBkSLS was unable teetrieve records in amely
manner, often taking over five monttesfulfill Plaintiff's requestdor records Id. { 20. USLS’s
delays in retrieving records caused corresponding delays in Plaioliéint mattersforcing
Plaintiff to hire amtherrecords retrieval compartg obtain needed recordi. 11 26-27. On or
about March 6, 2017, Plaintiff sent USLS a letter instructing USLS to ceaseiésaleof
medical records due to the delayd. § 21.

Plaintiff also undertook a review of thousands of USLS'’s invoices and discovered
“pervasive deceptive and unauthorized chargés.§| 22. For example, USLS charged an
“Authorization Processing Fee” or “Base Authorization Fee” even though Hlamewer
authorized and was never told about tHfess, a “Rush Service Fé&ven though Plaintiff
almost never requested rush service and even though’'€)$i8ices were unacceptably slow,
anda “Services Rendered” fee on invoices for servicesnhdtbeercanceled.ld. 1 23-25,
29-30. Plaintiff also audited USLS"Custodian Fees” and “Record Retrieval Fees” and found
that USLS charged Plaintiff several hundred dollars more than the amounts thactweaitly
paid to the records providersd. I 31.

The Complaint alleges that Plaintiff and USLS formed separate contracts each tim
Plaintiff requested records from USLS, and U3it8ached its contractuabligations by
“failing to respond to and to fill record requests in a timely manner, routindlpearvasively
charging[Plaintiff] for services it did not request or authorize, and chatdttagntiff] for

services thaUSLS] failed to perform properly.ld. 11 88, 90.



USLS also allegedly overchargedt fts court reporting servicdsy enlargingthe margins
of deposition transcripts beyond standard sizes and imgjulde deponent’s name in a separate
line of text on each page (instead of in a headdr){ 2-34. These practicescreased the
lengthof transcriptsfor which USLS chargean a pempage basisid. 1 33-34.

Plaintiff filed suit in New York State Supreme Colew York Countyalleging
violations of New York General Business Law § 349, comma@nfraud unjust enrichment, and
breach of contract against USLS, and seeking damages, a declaratory judgmeht ramedieft
Id. 191 3#55, 75-93 (counts 1, 2, 5, 6, and PJaintiff also asserted claims for commiamv
fraud and negligent misrepresentation against Lucidof{ 56-74 (counts 3 and 4).
Defendants removed the action to the Southern District of Yaw on the basis of diversity
jurisdiction, contending that although Plaintiff abdfendant_ucido are both citizens of New
York, Lucido’s citizenship should be disregardegtase he was fraudulently joinedNotice of
Removal 11 45, Doc. 1.Defendats now move to dismiss the Complaint for failure to state
claim, Doc. 9, and Plaintiffrossmovesto remand the action to state coudbc. 14.

. Motion to Remand

“Alt hough Defendantshotion to dismiss the Complaint was filed before Plairgiff
motion for remand, the Court first must decide the motion for remand since it raisesmyueis
subject matter jurisdictioh. Abdale v. N. Shore—Long Island Jewish Health Sys,,Na:.13
Civ. 1238 (9 (WDW), 2014 WL 2945741, at *2 (E.D.N.Y. June 30, 20k&e Appell v. Fleet
Norstar/Fin. Grp, 104 F.3d 352, 1996 WL 665670, at *2 (2d Cir. 1996) (unpublished table
opinion) (holding that it was error to “consider[] the merits of the defendantsdmjoti

dismiss] prior to resolving the jurisdictional issymesented in the motion to remand”).



A. Legal Standard

The federal removal statute provides that “any civil action brought in a $tateof
which the district courts of the United States have original jurisdiction, megnb@ved by the
defendant or the defendants, to the district court of the United States for thu¢ astrdivision
embracing the plac&here such action is pending.” 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a). “[l]n light of the
congressional intent to restrict federal court jurisdiction, as well as thertempe of preserving
the independence of state governments, federal courts construe the remateahatabwly,
resolving any doubts against removability?urdue Pharma L.P. v. Kentugkg04 F.3d 208,
213 (2d Cir. 2013) (quotingupo v. Human Affairtnt’l, Inc., 28 F.3d 269, 274 (2d Cir. 1994)).
Therefore, theparty seeking removal bears the burden of proving that the jurisdictional and
procedual requirementsf removal have been meBurr ex rel. Burrv. Toyota Motor Credit
Co.,, 478 F. Supp. 2d 432, 436 (S.D.N.Y. 2006) (cititghlenbacher v. Akzo Nobel Salt,.Inc
216 F.3d 291, 296 (2d Cir. 2000)).

“Whereremoval is based on diversity jurisdiction, there must be complete diversity of
citizenship between the plaintiff(s) atite defendant(s).’'Sons of the Revolution in N.Y., Inc. v.
Travelers IndemCo. of Am, No. 14 Civ. 03303 (LGS), 2014 WL 7004033, at *2 (S.D.N.Y.
Dec. 11, 2014). However, “a plaintiff may not defeat a federal court’s diverggdgigtion and
a defendant’s right of removal by merely joining as defendants parties widalnmnnection
with the controversy.”Pampillonia v. RIJR Nabisco, Ind.38 F.3d 459, 460-61 (2d Cir. 1998).

In order to show that naming a non-diverse defendant is a “fraudulent joinder”

effected to defdaiversity, the defendant must demonstrate, by clear and

convincing evidence, either that there has been outriginl committed in the

plaintiff’ s pleadingsor that there is no possibilifypased on the pleadings, that a

plaintiff can state a cause ation against the notiverse defendant in state
court.



Id. at461 (emphasis added)[U]nder the doctrine of fraudulent joinder, courts will overlook the
presence of a defendant who defeats removal ‘if from the pleadings there isibdifyassit
theclaims against that defendant could be asserted in state cdUmafi v. CXA-16 CorpNo.
16 Civ. 6672 (RA), 2017 WL 1906885, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. May 5, 2017) (qudirogvn v. Eli Lilly
& Co., 654 F.3d 347, 356 (2d Cir. 2011)).

A defendant alleging fraudulent joinder “bears the heavy burden of proving this
circumstance by clear and convincing evidence, with all factual and legalianesigesolved in
favor of plaintiff.” Briarpatch Ltd. v. Phoenix Pictures, In&73 F.3d 296, 302 (2d Cir. 2004).
“Courts examining a complaint to determine whether a party has been ‘fraugytendd will
subject the complaint ‘to less searching scrutiny than on a motion to dismiss fi@ taitiate a
claim.” Almeciga v. Ctr. for Investigative Reportingel 121 F. Supp. 3d 379, 382 (S.D.N.Y.
2015) (quotingntershoe, Inc. v. Filanto S.P.,A7 F. Supp. 2d 471, 474 (S.D.N.Y. 2000)).

B. Discussion

The parties agrethat complete diversitywould not existif Lucido is properly joined as a
party. SeeNotice of Removal T 5; Pl.’'s Mem. 2, Doc. 13owever, Defendants argue that
Lucido’s citizership must be disregarded under the fraudulent-joinder doctrine because there is
“no possibility” of recovery against him. Notice of Removal 1 18-1ll8e Complaint assey
two claims against Lucido, commdaw fraud and negligent misrepresentatioounts 3 and 4),
so the Court must determine whether there is any possibilitpieadfthese claims could
survive. See Kuperstein v. Hoffman-Laroche, |/57 F. Supp. 2d 467, 470 (S.D.N.Y. 2006)
(“If even one of the plaintiff's claims against a Rdiverse defendant can survitbe action

must be remanded.”).



1. Fraud

Under New York lawa claim for fraud must allege‘misrepresentation or a material
omission of fact which was false and known to be false by defendant, made for the ptirpose o
inducing the other party to rely upon it, justifiable reliance of the other partyeon t
misrepresentation or material omission, and injutyama Holding Co. v. Smith Barney Inc.

668 N.E.2d 1370, 1373(Y. 1996).

Defendants argue that Plaintiff has not alleged the requisite inNmtice of Removal
1 21. Under the “out-of-pocket” rule, the injury must‘éetual pecuniary loss sustained as the
direct result of the wrong.ld. (QuotingReno v. Bull124 N.E. 144, 146 (N.Y. 1919)¥Those
losses must be the direct, immediate, and proximate result of the misrepreseatatitmiust
also be independent of other causdstegos v. Associated PressF.3d 656, 665 (2d Cir.

1993). “If the fraud causes no loss, then the plaintiff has suffered no damé&gesmaughton v.
Chipotle Mexican Grill, InG.75 N.E.3d 1159, 1163 (N.Y. 2017) (quotiBgger v. Friedmarl
N.E.2d 971, 973N.Y. 1936)).

Here, Defendants are correct that apoot in the Complaint does Plaintiff explicitly
state that Plaintifincurredlosses resulting from Lucido’s misrepresentatioithe Complaint
alleges thatucido falselytold Plaintiff that it would not be chargéddr a particular client matter
until the matter concluded, and only if the matter resuftedrecovery for the clientCompl.

1915, 57-58.USLSthen “prematurely demanded payment on its invoices” in contravention of
Lucido’s statementsld. 2. The Complaint does not speafyycharges thaPlaintiff paid

before they were due at thenclusionof a particulamatter, nor does the Complaint speafy
chargeghatPlaintiff paid that should have been waived because the matter was unsuccessful

(the Complaint also does not spedifiat USLS demaded payment on such charges). The



Complaint only alleges that Lucidossatementsesulted in “damages,” whigbtresumablyvere
some portion of the $286,517.18 that Plaintiff paid to USIdS{{ 19, 63.

Nonetheless,lthough these allegains likely would notwithstanda motion to dismiss
(particularly under thbeightened fraugleading requirementsf FederaRule of Civil
Proceduré@(b)), therelevant question under the fraudulent-joinder doctrine is whitbes is
any possibility that Plaintiff can allegesseswith all ambiguities resolved in Plaintiff's favor
Becauséhere is a possibility that an allegation can be made thaiten of Plaintiff's payments
resulted from Lucido’$alse promiseghe ambiguity irPlaintiff's current allegations regarding
losseswveighs in favor of remandSee Korein Tillery, LLC v. Advanced Analytical Consulting
Grp., Inc, No. 17 Civ. 468JPQ (RJD), 2017 WL 4005926, at *4 (S.D. Ill. Sept. 12, 2017)
(“While this general pleadingnay be enough to support dismissal of the complaint—without
prejudice and with leave to repleathis pleading shortcoming does not show by clear and
convincing evidence that [Plaintiff] cannot establish a fraud cause of agaamsa
[Defendant].”).

Defendantsseparatelyarguethat Plaintiff could not havgistifiably relied on Lucido’s
statements-that Plaintiff would not be obligated to pay USLS'’s invoices unless and until a case
had ended in succesdecause thetatements constitusn unenforceable and prohibited
agreement to share legal fees with a nonlawyliotice of Removal 1 22-23. “An attorney

simply cannot justifiably rely on the representation of his or her advesdach is inconsistent

3 Although Defendants direct this argument toward Plaintiff's frauangl@iwould also apply to the
negligentmisrepresentation claim, which also has a reliance elemenin Bitlhercase, Defendants
cannot meet their burden under the fraudulent-joinder doctrine, as \eptened.



with existing law . . . ."LoGalbo v. Plishkin, Rubano & Bay02 N.Y.S.2d 906, 907 (App.
Div. 2d Dep’t 1993).

New York Rule of Professional Conduct 5.4(a) provides thatidjayer or law firm shall
not share legal fees with a nonlawyer” except in certain enumerated circumstanmeésvaat
here. N.Y. Rules of Prof'l Conduct r. 5.4(a). This rule is intendegrotect the lawyer’s
professional independence of judgmeénd. cmt. 1, and “is aimed at lawyers who give
nonlawyers a stake in the outcome of a particular case or cases,” Roy D. SKiool&
Hyland,Simon’s New York Rules of Professional Conduct Annofiatg#fl (2017 ed.). This
policy could implicate the contingent nature of the arrangement here. On the other hand,
Plaintiff responds that USLS’s invoices do not constitute “legal feesgusecthey are expenses
paid in the ordinary course from its operating capital, which distinguishes émgament from
cases where nonlawyers improperly received a portion of client recovefign profits. Pl.’s
Mem. 20-21rf. Taylor-Burns v. AR Res., InR68 F. Supp. 3d 592, 598-99 (S.D.N.Y. 2017);
Ungar v. Matarazzo Blumbe® Assocs. 688 N.Y.S.2d 588, 589-90 (App. Div. 2d Dep’t 1999).
In any event, it is unclear whether Rule 5.4(a) prohibits the arrangement, amdgiemndants’
burden under the fraudulent-joinder doctrine of showiagossibility of recoverywith all
ambiguities resolved in Plaintiff's favothe Court cannot conclude that there is no possibility
that Plaintiff could havgustifiably relied on Lucido’s statements.

Defendants further argue that Plaintiff’s fraud claim cannot survive bettasse
duplicative ofPlaintiff's contract claim. Def.’s Mem. Opp. 4, Doc. I$W]here fraud claims
are brought alongside contract claims, the fraud claim may only proceeel iwvel ‘(i)
demonstrate a legal duty separate from the duty to perform under the ¢@ntrdemonstrate a

fraudulent misrepresentation collateral or extraneous to the contract) sed€k special damages



that are caused by the misrepresentation and unrecoverable as contract darktugei® Rose
LLC v. YU 169 F. Supp. 3d 504, 519-20 (S.D.N.Y. 2016) (quddndgestone/Firestone, Inc. v.
Recovery Credit Servs., In@8 F.3d 13, 20 (2d Cir. 1996pee also Wall v. CSX Transp., Inc.
471 F.3d 410, 416 (2d Cir. 2006) (“[A] promise to take some future action which is collateral to
the ontract can be considered a ‘misrepresentation’ for purposes of a fraud in tremedtc
cause of action.”).However, the Complaint does not indicate that Lucido’s promises concerning
the timing and waiver of chargegereincorporated int@ny contract, and neither party has
submitted evidence to the contrafather, thenly allegations in th€omplaintconcerning
contracts statthat Plaintiff and USLS formed separate contracts for each records ragddke
contractterms related tthe particularservices requesteahd the timeliness of those services.
SeeCompl. 11 88, 90 (alleging thaiSLS breached its contractuabligations by failing to
respond to and to fill record requests in a timely manner, routinely and pervasivgingha
[Plaintiff] for services it did not request or authorize, and chaf@itagntiff] for services that
[USLS] failed to perform properly’ Based on these allegatiohsicido’s promises appear to be
collateral to the contrast Defendants haveot shown g clear andconvincing evidence, beyond
any possibility, that the fraud claim is duplicativethe contract claim

Defendants also suggest that Luct@mnot be liable for a tort because he was a mere
employee (rather than an officer) acting within the scope of his employrDefits Mem. Opp.
9-11. That is clearly wrong. It is well established that employees are liableifotaitts, even
when adng within the scope of their employmergiee e.g, Grappo v. Alitalia Linee Aeree
Italiane, S.p.A.56 F.3d 427, 434 (2d Cir. 1995) (holding that immunity for corporate agents
“does not extend to employees who commit fraublfayfield v. Asta Fundingnkt., 95 F. Supp.

3d 685, 701 (S.D.N.Y. 2015) (“A corporate employee or officer who himself ‘participates i

10



tort, even if it is in the course of his duties, may be held individually responsible.” rfguoti
Nat’l Survival Game, Inc. v. Skirmish, U.S.A¢J 603 F. Supp. 339, 341 (S.D.N.Y. 1985)));
White v. Nat'l Home Prot., IncNo. 09 Civ. 4070 (SHS), 2010 WL 1706195, at *5 (S.D.N.Y.
Apr. 21, 2010) (“Where a plaintiff asserts tort claims such as for fraud or fraudulent
misrepresentation, there is no need to pierce the corporate veil in order to holdtearfiimers
or employees individually liable for their own acts of fraud.”).

Accordingly, althoughhefraudclaimagainst Lucidas pleaded impreciselgndmay not
withstand a motion to dismisthere is a possibility that Plaintiff can assertihich is sufficient
to survive the fraudulent-joinder inquiry.

2. Negligent Misrepresentation

Under New York law, a claim for negligent misrepresentation must $figuhe
existence of a special or privitike relationship imposing a duty on the defendant to impart
correct information to the plaintiff; (2) that the information was incorrect; 8nhckasonable
reliance on the information.J.A.O. Acquisition Corp. v. Stavitsi863 N.E.2d 585, 587 (N.Y.
2007). “A special relationship may be established by ‘persons who possess uniqueabzagpe
expertise, or who are in a special position of confidence and trust with the injuredyzdriyat
reliance on the negligent misrepresentation is justifieMandarin Trading Ltd. v. Wildenstein
944 N.E.2d 1104, 1109 (N.Y. 2011) (quotikignmell v. Schaefe675 N.E.2d 450, 454 (N.Y.
1996)). Factors bearing on this inquiry include “whether the person making the mégtrese

held or appeared to hold unigoespecial expertise; whether a special relationship of trust or

4 This argument also failsith respect tdhe negligenmisrepresentation claim for the same reassse
alsoMathis v. Yondata Corp480 N.Y.S.2d 173, 174-75, 17778 (Sup. Ct. 1984) (holding that “an agent
may be held personally liable for negligent misrepresentation to onemwfgdiance upon such
representations, enters into a contractual relationship with the agemtipal”).

11



confidence existed between the parties; and whether the speaker was awareeatctirehich
the information would be put and supplied it for that purpogemimell 675 N.E.2d at 454.

A defendant’s “superior knowledge of the particulars of its own business prastices
insufficient” to establiska special relationship, and “[g]enerally, a special relationship does not
arise out of an ordinary arm’s length business transaction betweeatiesp MBIA Ins. Corp.
v. Countrywide Home Loans, In®28 N.Y.S.2d 229, 235-36 (App. Div. 1st Dep’t 2011). On
the other hand, “[c]ourts have found a special relationship and duty, for example, where
defendants sought to induce plaintiffs into a besitransaction by making certain statements or
providing specific information with the intent that plaintiffs rely on those stattenoen
information.” Century Pac., Inc. v. Hilton Hotels CorpNo. 03 GQv. 8258 (SAS), 2004 WL
868211, at *8 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 21, 2004).

Here, the Complaint contains allegations trat, albeit sparsely @deed, relevant to eac
of the factors in the speciedlationship inquiry. With respect to Lucido’s expertise, the
Complaint alleges that his employer, USLS, “touts itaslbne of the leading providers of
litigation services and the only litigation support company that provides court ngpoecord
retrieval, eDiscovery, and trial services to major corporations andra fiationwide.”

Compl. § 11. In support of a relationship of trust or confidence, the Complaint alleges that
Lucido’s relationship with Plaintiff deveped “[o]ver the years.’ld. § 13. And the Complaint
alleges that “Lucido was aware that [Rtdf] would use the information he misstated for a
particular purpose in deciding to engage [USLS] to provide ssv¥ar client matters.’ld. § 71.
Under these circumstances, Defendants have not carried their burden in shokeimngrbe

possibility thatLucido has a special relationship and duty.

12



Accordingly, there is a possibility that Plaintiff can recover on its negligent-
misrepresentation claim against Lucido.
III.  Conclusion

“[Wihile defendants may ultimately prevail in state court, the Court cannot say that there
is no possibility that [Plaintiff] will prevail and ‘[a]ny possibility of recovery, however slim,
weighs against a finding of fraudulent joinder and in favor of remand.”” Ruiz v. Forest City
Enters., Inc., No. 09 Civ. 4699 (RJD) (MDG), 2010 WL 3322505, at *3 (E.D.N.Y. Aug. 20,
2010) (third alteration in original) (quoting DNJ Logistic Grp., Inc. v. DHL Express (USA), Inc.,
727 F. Supp. 2d 160, 171 (E.D.N.Y. 2010)). Because there is a possibility of recovery against
Lucido for both fraud and negligent misrepresentation, his citizenship cannot be disregarded for
purposes of diversity jurisdiction. Because Lucido and Plaintiff are both citizens of New York,
diversity jurisdiction is lacking. Accordingly, Plaintiff’s cross-motion to remand the case to state
court is GRANTED, and Defendants’ motion to dismiss is DENIED as moot. The Clerk of the
Court is respectfully directed to terminate the motions, Docs. 9, 14, and remand the case to the
Supreme Court of the State of New York, County of New York.

It is SO ORDERED.

Dated: June 11, 2018
New York, New York

-%«&JL@

Edgardo Ramos, U.S.D.J.
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