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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

TASJAWN WHITE,
Raintiff, No. 19-CV-3604 (KMK)

V. OPINION & ORDER

WESTCHESTER COUNT Yet al,

Defendants.

Appearances

Tasjawn White

Valhalla, NY

Pro se Plaintiff

Joseph DeDonato, Esq.

Bennett Bricklin & Saltzburg, LLC

New York, NY

Counsel for Defendants

Loren Zeitler, Esq.

Westchester County Department of Law

White Plains, NY

Counsel for Defendants Westchegeunty and Commissioner Joseph K. Spano
KENNETH M. KARAS, UnitedStates District Judge:

Pro se Plaintiff Tasjawn White (“Plaintiff;’ currently incarcerated at the Westchester
County Jail (“WCJ"), brings this Action, undé2 U.S.C. § 1983, against Westchester County
(“Westchester” or the “County”); Aramark Ceational Services, LLC (“Aramark”); Manuel
Mendoza (“Mendoza”), Aramark Food Servicesdgior; and Joseph K. Spano (“Spano”),
Commissioner of the Westchester County Department of Corrections (“WCDOC?; collectively,

“Defendants”) alleging violatins of his constitutional rightunder the Eighth Amendment due

to the condition and preparation of his food.orf@pl. (Dkt. No. 2).) Before this Court is
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Defendants’ Motion To Dimiss (the “Motion”). SeeNot. of Mot. (Dkt. No. 23).) For the

following reasons, the Motion is granted.

I. Background

A. Factual Background

The following facts are drawn fno Plaintiff’'s Complaint, (Corpl.), and are taken as true
for the purpose of resolving the instant Motion.

Plaintiff arrived at WCJ aa detainee on March 29, 2018d.(@t 6-7.§ The meat
Plaintiff receives as part of his no-bean déetalways undercooked asaimeat is completely
raw internally,” as if the food “camdirectly out ofthe freezer.” Ifl. at 7.) Plaintiff has received
undercooked and internally raweat “over 100 times.”ld.) When Plaintiff complains, he is
told to cook the meat furtheising the microwave, but, because Plaintiff is on keep-lock, he
cannot use the microwaveld( Plaintiff’'s meals “always arriveold” and “taste soapy,” “as if
the soap is not properly rinsed of [the food trays],” and “dcans of other inmates have also
complained of this.” Ifl.) In addition, the juiceontainer “is covered imold,” and the water in
Plaintiff's cell is “brown,” leaving Rdintiff “dehydrated all day long.”1d.) These conditions,
including the undercookeddod, cause Plaintiff to suffer “staaoh pain, diarrheajausea, [and]
headaches,” and to be “always sjakd] vomiting” and “weak.” Ifl. at 7-8.) Plaintiff was
twice obstructed from submitting grievancesstfiby Sergeant McWilliams (“McWilliams”), not
a party to this Action, who, notwithstanding that s Plaintiff’s first conplaint, said “we’re
tired of these bullshit food grievaes” and “threw [the written gngance] in the garbage right in

front of [Plaintiff's] face,” and a second time by Sergeant West (“V)eso not a party to this

1 As Plaintiff's filings do not have consent pagination, the @rt cites to the ECF-
generated page numbers at the tgptrcorner of the relevant page.



Action, who told Plaintiff he was “wasting [fisme” and “refused taake [Plaintiff's]
grievance.” [d. (quotation marks omitted).)

Plaintiff alleges that Defendgs are aware of the food sE® conditions yet have failed
to remedy them; that the Couritas failed to oversee Aramaakd its employees; that Mendoza
and Spano have failed to aceevthough they “have had mewjs regarding the foods being
served at [WCJ] and they specifically discussenilar complaints”; that Westchester and
Aramark have failed to trainupervise, and discipline their employees; and that the supervisory

defendants have failed to intereeand take corrective actionld.(at 8.)

B. Procedural History

Plaintiff, Kelechi Ogidi (“Ogidi”), andDavid Smith (“Smith”) filed the operative
Complaint on February 20, 2019. (Compl. (Dkt. No. 7, 19-CV-1614 Dkt.).) On the same date,
Plaintiff filed a request to poeed in forma pauperis (“IFP”). (Dkt. No. 3, 19-CV-1614 Dkt.)
On April 16, 2019, Chief Judge McMahon severeddiéens of Plaintiff, Ogidi, and Smith,
(Dkt. No. 12, 19-CV-1614 Dkt.), and, on the saaa¢e, Plaintiff's Complaint and request to
proceed IFP were assigned to this Court, (@lanDkt. No. 1). Chief Judge McMahon granted
Plaintiff's IFP request on April 25, 2019. KD No. 5.) On July 22, 2019, Aramark and
Mendoza filed a letter requestiagore-motion conference in angiation of filing a motion to
dismiss or, in the altertige, leave to file the same. (DINo. 14.) The Court granted leave to
file a motion to dismiss andtsa briefing schedule on July 32019. (Dkt. No. 16.) On August
2, 2019, the County and Spano also filed @&tetquesting a pre-motion conference in
anticipation of filing a motion taismiss. (Dkt. No. 19.) TEhCourt set a briefing schedule on
August 15, 2019. (Dkt. No. 21.) On Septembe?2019, Defendants filed the instant Motion,

seeking to dismiss the Complaint pursuant to FédRarke of Civil Procedwr 12(b)(6). (Not. of



Mot.; Mem. of Law Submitted by Defs. (“DefdMem.”) (Dkt. No. 24).) On October 23, 2019,
the Court deemed the Motionllfusubmitted and unopposed. (DNo. 26.) Plaintiff has not
filed a response.

[I. Discussion

A. Standard of Review

The Supreme Court has held that althoughrapdaint “does not need detailed factual
allegations” to survive a motion thsmiss, “a plaintiff's obligatin to provide the grounds of his
entitlement to relief requires more than lakseisl conclusions, and a formulaic recitation of the
elements of a cause of action will not d@gll Atl. Corp. v. Twomby650 U.S. 544, 555 (2007)
(alteration and quotation marks oted). Indeed, Rule 8 of the dkeral Rules of Civil Procedure
“demands more than an unadorned, thiemgant-unlawfully-harmed-me accusatiol$hcroft
v. Igbal 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quotation marks tedit “Nor does a complaint suffice if it
tenders naked assertions devoidusther factuaknhancement.’ld. (alteration and quotation
marks omitted). Instead, a complaint’s “[flactadiégations must be engh to raise a right to
relief above the speculative levelTwombly 550 U.S. at 555. Although “once a claim has been
stated adequately, it may be sugpdrby showing any set of factsnsistent with the allegations
in the complaint,’id. at 563, and a plaintiff must alletyenly enough facts to state a claim to
relief that is plausible on its facad. at 570, if a plaintiff has ridnudged [his or her] claims
across the line from conceivable to plausjtbhe[] complaint must be dismissed’; see also
Igbal, 556 U.S. at 679 (“Determining whether a cdant states a plausible claim for relief
will . . . be a context-specific task that regsithe reviewing court to draw on its judicial
experience and common sense. But where thephedlded facts do not permit the court to infer

more than the mere possibyliof misconduct, the compldihas alleged—nbut it has not



‘show[n]'—'that the pleader is ditled to relief.” (citationomitted) (second alteration in
original) (quoting Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2)); at 678—79 (“Rule 8 marksnotable and generous
departure from the hypertechnicabde-pleading regime of a priera, but it does not unlock the
doors of discovery for a platiff armed with nothing more than conclusions.”).

In considering Defendants’ Motion, the Coig required to “accept as true all of the
factual allegations contained in the [ClomplainEtickson v. Pardus51 U.S. 89, 94 (2007)
(per curiam)see also Nielsen v. Rabird6 F.3d 58, 62 (2d Cir. 2014) (same). And, the Court
must “draw[] all reasonable inferences in favor of the plaintibaniel v. T & M Prot. Res.,

Inc., 992 F. Supp. 2d 302, 304 n.1 (S.D.N.Y. 2014) (cikogh v. Christie’s Int'l PLC699 F.3d
141, 145 (2d Cir. 2012)). Where, as here, a pfaproceeds pro se, tHeéourt must “construe]
[his complaint] liberally and interpret[] [it] to raise teongest arguments tHa{ suggest[s].”
Sykes v. Bank of Anv.23 F.3d 399, 403 (2d Cir. 2013) (periam) (quotation marks omitted).
However, “the liberal treatmentfafded to pro se litigants does not exempt a pro se party from
compliance with relevant rules pfocedure and substantive lanBell v. Jende|l980 F. Supp.

2d 555, 559 (S.D.N.Y. 2013}y¢otation marks omitted).

Generally, “[ijn adjudicating a Rule 12(b)(Botion, a district court must confine its
consideration to facts stated the face of the complaint, in documents appended to the
complaint or incorporated in the complaint by refece, and to matters which judicial notice
may be taken.”Leonard F. v. Isr. Disc. Bank of N,Y.99 F.3d 99, 107 (2d Cir. 1999) (quotation
marks omitted). However, when the complairdriafted by a pro se aihtiff, the Court may
consider “materials outside the complaint te éxtent that they are consistent with the
allegations in the complaint&lsaifullah v. Furcg No. 12-CV-2907, 2013 WL 3972514, at *4

n.3 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 2, 2013) (quotah marks omitted), includingdocuments that a pro se



litigant attaches to his opposition papesgu v. RheaNo. 09-CV-4732, 2010 WL 5186839, at
*4 n.6 (E.D.N.Y. Dec. 15, 2010) (italics omittedfatements by theghtiff “submitted in
response to [a] defendant’s requ#or a pre-mtion conference,Jones v. Fed. Bureau of
Prisons No. 11-CV-4733, 2013 WL 5300721, at *2 (E.DYNSept. 19, 2013), and “documents
either in [the] plaintiff[']s possession or of wah [the] plaintiff[] had knowledge and relied on in
bringing suit,”"Chambers v. Time Warner, In€82 F.3d 147, 153 (2d Cir. 2002) (quotation
marks omitted).

B. Analysis

Defendants argue, among other things, Ftaintiff's claims ag@inst the County and
Aramark and against Mendoza and &pan their official capacitiefil because Plaintiff has not
establishedMonell liability, and that Plaintiff's clans against Mendoza and Spano in their
individual capacities fail because Plaintiff et alleged their personal involvement. (Defs.’
Mem 6-113

1. Monell Claims

“To state a claim under [8 1983he plaintiff must show #t a defendant, acting under
color of state law, deprived him of adferal constitutional or statutory rightSykes723 F.3d at

405-06 (citation omitted). “Congress did not mtanunicipalities to béeld liable [under

2 Defendants assume that Aramark is aesaator for purposes tfis Motion only, so
that the principles articulated Monell, which addresses municipal liability, may be applied to
Aramark. (Defs.” Mem. 7.) Th€ourt notes that in any eveffi]n determiningwhether or not
a private employer may be held liable in 2983 claim, courts are guided by the principles
articulated inMonell . . . and its progeny.Torres v. Aramark FogdNo. 14-CV-7498, 2015 WL
9077472, at *10 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 1B015) (citation omitted)see also Rojas v. Alexander’s Dep’t
Store, Inc. 924 F.2d 406, 409 (2d Cir. 1990) (“Althouljtonell dealt with murgipal employers,
its rationale has been extended to g@vbusinesses.” (citations omittedjiter v. Target
Corp., No. 14-CV-4460, 2015 WL 5710454, at *3 n.4 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 29, 2015) (“The Second
Circuit has extendelonells rationale to private businesses.” (citation omitted)). The Court
may therefore apply thdonell analysis to Aramark.



§ 1983] unless action pursuant to official municipalicy of some natureaused a constitutional
tort.” Monell v. Dep’t of Soc. Servs. of N.Y.€36 U.S. 658, 691 (1978). Thus, “to prevail on a
claim against a municipality under [8] 1983 basadacts of a public offial, a plaintiff is
required to prove: (1) actions taken under coldawof, (2) deprivation o constitutional or
statutory right; (3) causation; (damages; and (5) that an offitpolicy of the municipality
caused the constitutional injuryRoe v. City of Waterburp42 F.3d 31, 36 (2d Cir. 2008)
(citation omitted). The fifth ement reflects the notion that fiaunicipality may not be held
liable under § 1983 solely because it employs a tortfea®&ut."of Cnty. Comm’rs of Bryan
Cnty. v. Brown520 U.S. 397, 403 (199®embaur v. City of Cincinnaté75 U.S. 469, 478
(1986) (holding that a municipalimay not be held liablengder § 1983 “by application of the
doctrine of respondeat superidcitation and ithcs omitted)). Instead, there must be a “direct
causal link between a municipal @yl or custom and the alledeonstitutional deprivation.”
City of Canton v. Harris489 U.S. 378, 385 (198%ee also City of St. Louis v. Praprotr i85
U.S. 112, 122 (1988) (“[G]Jovernments should be held responsible when, and only when, their
official policies cause their goioyees to violate another perss constitutional rights.”).

A plaintiff may satisfy the “policy or @tom” requirement by alleging one of the
following:

(1) a formal policy officially endorseldly the municipality; (2) actions taken by
government officials responsible for edtsling the municipal policies that caused
the particular deprivation iguestion; (3) a practice sonsistent and widespread
that, although not expressly authorizednstitutes a custom or usage of which a
supervising policy-maker must have beswvare; or (4) a faure by policymakers

to provide adequate training supervision to subordinatesgach an extent that it
amounts to deliberate indifference to the rghftthose who come into contact with
the municipal employees.



Brandon v. City of New York05 F. Supp. 2d 261, 276-77 (S.D.N.Y. 2010) (citations omitted);
see also Patterson v. County of Onei@@a5 F.3d 206, 226—27 (2d Cir. 2004) (describing
methods of establishingonell liability).

Plaintiff's allegations fall intahe fourth category discussedBnandon He alleges that
the County and Aramark have falléo supervise and disciplitieeir employees; that the County
has failed to oversee Aramaakd its employees; and thatfBedants, including those in a
supervisory role, have failed take corrective action despite complaints from dozens of inmates
and despite Mendoza’s and Spano’s participatianeetings discussing similar complaints.
(Compl. 7-8.)

Plaintiff's Complaint does natontain sufficient factual nti@r to state a claim for a
failure to adequately train thamounts to deliberate indifferenc€&o set forth a failure to train
claim, “a plaintiff must plausibhallege a specific deficiency the municipality’s training.”
Tieman v. City of Newburgho. 13-CV-4178, 2015 WL 1379652,*22 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 26,
2015). In particular, a failure to train consti#tsi a policy or custom déis actionable under
§ 1983 only where “in light of the ties assigned to specific officeor employees the need for
more or different @ining is so obvious, and the inadequaoyikely to result in the violation of
constitutional rights, that the fwymakers . . . can reasonably ¢s8d to have been deliberately
indifferent to the need.City of Canton489 U.S. at 390 (footnote omitted). Here, Plaintiff's
allegation that the County andamark have failed to train the@mployees is a “boilerplate
assertion[ ]” and is insufficient to statdveonell claim. Araujo v. City of New YorkNo. 08-CV-
3715, 2010 WL 1049583, at *9 (E.D.N.Y. Mar. 19, 20{d)otation marks omitted) (dismissing
failure to train claim where the complaint “suadily state[d] one of the core legal concepts

animatingMonell liability[,] [bJut . . . [did] absolutéy nothing else” (¢ation and quotation



marks omitted))see also Quick v. Westchester Couhty. 18-CV-243, 2019 WL 1083784, at
*5 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 7, 2019) (dismissirigonell claim where a plaintifalleged failure to train

and supervise kitchen workers who, inter alia,rdittwear hair nets because the complaint was
“devoid of any detailed factliallegations” that WCDOC la@d “a relevant training or
supervisory program” or that WCDOC “wasetwise deliberately indifferent to food
preparation problems”)riano v. Town of Harrison895 F. Supp. 2d 526, 539-40 (S.D.N.Y.
2012) (dismissind/onell claim where the plaintiff “merely alleged that the [tjown failed to train
its employees, without providinghg supporting factual detail abcaiteged deficiencies in the
training program”). For exampl@Jaintiff merely alleges thWestchester and Aramark “fail[]

to train, supervise, and discipline [their] employ&€éSompl. 8), which fallsshort of the type of
claim that is plausible @ugh to survive this Motion.

Plaintiff's Complaint also doasot contain sufficient factuahatter to state a claim for a
failure to adequately supervise or disciplinattamounts to deliberatedifference. A plaintiff
may establish deliberate indifference for a falto supervise or digdine claim by showing
“that the need for more or better supervisiopratect against consttional violations was
obvious,” from the fact that thefevere repeated complaints ofvdirights violations,” and that
“the complaints [were] followebtly no meaningful attempt on tipart of the municipality to
investigate or to foreall further incidents.”Shepherd v. Powerslo. 11-CV-6860, 2012 WL
4477241, at *9 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 27, 2012) 4tivn and quotatiomarks omitted)see also
Lawrence v. City of Rochestéfo. 09-CV-6078, 2015 WL 510048,%at (W.D.N.Y. Feb. 6,
2015) (“Deliberate indifference mdge inferred from théailure to train orsupervise based on
proof of repeated complaints ail rights violations that aréollowed by no meaningful attempt

on the part of the municipality to investigateto forestall.” (ciation and quotation marks



omitted));Aretakis v. DurivageNo. 07-CV-1273, 2009 WL 249781, at *29 (N.D.N.Y. Feb. 3,
2009) (same)econsideration denie®009 WL 2567781 (N.D.N.Y. Aug. 17, 2009). However,
pleadings that have succesbfidstablished deliberate irféirence by pointing to previous
complaints and suits have named and detailed these prior complaints an8eeijts.g.,
Tieman 2015 WL 1379652, at *20 (holding that the pté#f sufficiently alleged a need for
better training or supervision wieethe plaintiff listed and detailedne other complaints raising
similar allegations against same defendamg)Cants v. City of NewburgihNo. 14-CV-556,
2014 WL 6645987, at *4 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 21, 2014) (holdihgt the plaintiffsufficiently alleged
a need for better training or supervision whbeeplaintiff listed andietailed seventeen other
complaints over a seven-year period raisimgjlsir allegations of excessive force by police
officers),reconsideration denie014 WL 7398910 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 9, 2014). By contrast,
courts have dismissed deliberandifference claims when agalding merely asserts without
detail that there have been many prior complaiSese, e.g.Strong v. City of SyracusNo. 16-
CV-1054, 2020 WL 137250, at *3 (N.D.N.Y. Jan. 13, 2020) (alleging “frequent” and
“widespread” misconduct, without more, is iffszient to establish deliberate indifference
claim undemMonell (citation and quotatn marks omitted))Arrindel-Martin v. City of Syracuse
No. 18-CV-780, 2018 WL 6622193, at *7 (N.D.N.¥ec. 18, 2018) (same, based on alleged
“numerous” complaints (quation marks omitted))smith v. County of NassaNo. 10-CV-
4874, 2015 WL 1507547, at *12 (E.D.N.Y. Jan. 6, 201&in@, based on alleged “dozens” of
complaints (quotatin marks omitted))adopted in relevant part, rejected in part 2§15 WL
1507767 (E.D.N.Y. Mar. 31, 2015ff'd, 643 F. App’x 28 (2d Cir. 2016%ee also Walker v.
City of New YorkNo. 14-CV-808, 2015 WL 4254026, at *11 (S.D.N.Y. July 14, 2015)

(dismissing deliberate difference claim where &“[p]laintiff does not #ege any specific facts

10



as to the contents of the complaints, how many Wil and when they were filed”). This is
precisely how to fairly describe Plaintiff's allegation that “dozens” of inmates have complained
that the food trays taste of spgdCompl. 7), as it lacks sufficiedetail about these alleged prior
complaints to make out a plausghilaim of deliberate indifference.

Accordingly, because Plaintiff does not gkethe fifth element required to statManell
claim, his claims against theoGnty and Aramark must be dismidsas must his claims against
Mendoza and Spanos in their official capacities.

2. Individual Claims

Mendoza and Spano argue that the Comp#intild be dismissed against them because
they were not personally involved in the allegedstitutional violations (Defs.” Mem. 10-11.)
“It is well settled that, in orddp establish a defendant’s indival liability in a suit brought
under § 1983, a plaintiff must show . . . the défnt’s personal involvement in the alleged
constitutional deprivation.'Grullon v. City of New Haverr20 F.3d 133, 138 (2d Cir. 2013)
(collecting cases). To establish persaonablvement, a plaintiff must show that:

(1) the defendant participated directhtle alleged constitutional violation, (2) the

defendant, after being informed of thebtion through a report or appeal, failed

to remedy the wrong, (3) the defendargated a policy or custom under which

unconstitutional practices occurred, or @il the continuance of such a policy or

custom, (4) the defendant was grosslgligent in supervising subordinates who

committed the wrongful acts, or (5) thefeledant exhibited deliberate indifference

to the rights of inmates by failingo act on information indicating that

unconstitutional act&ere occurring.
Id. at 139 (citations, italics, argliotation marks omitted). Inlogr words, “because vicarious
liability is inapplicable to . . . 8 1983 suits, a plaintiff stplead that each Government-official
defendant, through the official’s own individual actions, has violated the Constitutogvaf,

556 U.S. at 676. Therefore, Plaintiff must plausedlege that Defendantactions fall into one

of the five categories identified abov8ee Lebron v. MrzyglotNo. 14-CV-10290, 2017 WL

11



365493, at *4 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 24, 2017) (holding thatfive categories “still control[] with
respect to claims that dwt require a showing afiscriminatory intent” postgbal).

Plaintiff does not adequatefjlege Mendoza’'s and Spano’satit involvement. Instead,
Plaintiff alleges that Mendoza and Spano haileddo take corrective action despite attending
meetings where similanbd service complaints were discuss€éCompl. 8.) These allegations
appear intended to suggest that Mendaah Spano knew about the undercooked meat, moldy
juice, and brown water, and failed to takéi@t. However, “Plaintiffdoes not provide facts
allegingwhat[Mendoza and Spano] knew abdh¢ . . . food problem avhenthey knew about
it.” Quick 2019 WL 1083784, at *5 (emphases in oradjjn Nor does the Complaint contain
facts suggesting that MendozaSpano participated directly in semgi Plaintiff poor food,
created a policy or custom ofrgmg poor food, or were grossly giegent in allowng others to
prepare poor food.See generalllzompl.). As discusseslipra the Complaint also fails to
establish that Mendoza or Spano were delilegramdifferent to the poor food qualityld() The
Complaint similarly contains no allegatioregarding Mendoza’s or Spano’s role in
McWilliams’s or West's refusal taccept Plaintiff's complaints.ld.) Accordingly, each of the

claims against Defendants in theidividual capacities must be dismissed.

3 Defendants also argued thriaintiff's claims should be dismissed because (1) Plaintiff
did not plead a constitutional vaglon arising out of a conditiaof confinement, (Defs.” Mem.
11-15), and (2) Spano is immune from sudt, &t 15-16). Because the Complaint must be
dismissed for failure to stateMonell claim and failure to allege facts sufficient to show the
personal involvement of Mendoza and Spane,Gburt need not resolve these additional
arguments. Plaintiff will have the opportunity to respond toelguments if he decides to file
an amended complaint.

12



l1l. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, DefendaMotion To Dismiss is grantetl Because this is
the first adjudication oPlaintiff's claims,the dismissal is without prejudice. Plaintiff may file
an amended complaint within 30 days of theedd this Opinion & Order. The amended
complaint should contain appropgeachanges to remedy the dediocies identified in this
Opinion. Plaintiff is advisethat the amended comant will replace, not supplement, the
instant Complaint, and therefore must contairfithe claims, factual allegations, and exhibits
that Plaintiff wishes the Court to consider.Plaintiff fails to abide by the 30-day deadline, his

claims may be dismsed with prejudice.

4 The Court notes that allegations nearly teeh to Plaintiff's very concerning claims
regarding poor food sanitation aqdality have recently been raised in numerous other actions
against Westchester County alwmark in this District.See, e.gRutherford v. Westchester
County No. 18-CV-4872, 2020 WL 433841 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 28, 2086)ith v. Westchester
County No. 19-CV-1283, 2019 WL 5816120 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 7, 20H9yera v. Westchester
County No. 18-CV-8354, 2019 WL 3958425 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 22, 20M)pre v. Westchester
County No. 18-CV-7782, 2019 WL 3889859 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 19, 20D@#wson v. Westchester
County,No. 18-CV-7790, 2019 WL 3408899 (S.D.N.Y. July 29, 2038gkson v. Westchester
County No. 18-CV-7207, 2019 WL 3338020 (S.D.N.Y. July 25, 20@ispin v. Westchester
County No. 18-CV-7561, 2019 WL 2419661 (S.D.N.Y. June 10, 20¢@)cedes v.
Westchester Countilo. 18-CV-4087, 2019 WL 1429566 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 29, 20Hffstead
v. Aramark Corr. Servs., LLLQNo. 18-CV-2381, 2019 WL 1331634 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 25, 2019);
Hanner v. Westchester Counyo. 16-CV-7610, 2019 WL 1299462 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 21, 2019);
Quick 2019 WL 1083784White v. Westchester Counlyo. 18-CV-990, 2018 WL 6493113
(S.D.N.Y. Dec. 10, 2018xckridge v. Aramark Corr. Food Seryblo. 16-CV-6301, 2018 WL
1626175 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 30, 2018). The Court expdleat counsel for Defendants also takes
note and will discuss the seriouteghtions raised in these cases with their clients. The day that
a motion such as the one filedr@avill be denied is coming.
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The Clerk of the Court iespectfully requestl to terminate the pending Motion, (Dkt.

No. 23), and to mail a copy of this Opinion & Order to Plaintiff.

SO ORDERED.
/
DATED: September 2 2020 S Ry
White Plains, New York
%

KENNETHM. KARAS
UNITED STATESDISTRICTJUDGE
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