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reedontbssmot%ontolfcr

Upon the foregomg documents it is orden

: It defendant Younshan Sheng’s: cmss—mouom bcth erargue,m game& Here, dsefenéauts seek

to reargue a prior motion which sought to chaxgge tl;c venue ef thzs act:tmf Ina prmr dec1s$
Edated Mareh 5,2018 (hereinafter refen'ed to as the "Pﬁax Beetmm”), ﬁ;e Couﬁ&nwd tha
 /motion on the grounds that the motor vehicle acc:dﬁat oecmwdan Ncw York Caunty

'Defendants now move to reargue the Prior D‘ecx‘sx 0 i‘?; M that the E’ﬁurt mxsgpprehen&ed the

law and the facts. Plaintiff opposes, and defendant Rahinoﬁ rephes. «
CPLR 2221(d)(2) permits a party to move: ﬁa!: hmve to mgue adee:sinn upon a showmg

~ that the. court mxsapprehended the law in rendenngzits m:ma:! decmiea ‘i‘A motaoa fur Leave to
: ,reargue pursmnt to CPLR 2221 is addressed to the%ound dmm Gfthe court and may be
» granted only upon a showng that &w court afveriaaked ormappmhmd@d tke facts or thq law or
: for some reason mistakenly arrived at its. earhcrdoaimun”Wfthi‘ahl qu&‘p Corp. ‘f
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" [Kassis, XSQ'Ai)Zd 22, 27 €1

‘largues that the Cours did m niisippre

iand that venue shou!d rzmam hm forﬂw '

'f"Cmm ﬁnés that the date the 7 };v;f;»

the accxdent As venue was n&tmper, the mattoa m CIC

rissed in part 80 NY}Zd
1005 (1992) (mtcmal quol ‘

Defendants arguemammmurt 4 both the law and the facts, as the CPLR

§5()3(a) was not amendeﬂ untﬁmer plmntxfff commenicer &Qx aatton. In opposmon, plamtuff

 f2 & the: Prior Declsmn Further

plamnff arguos that there is rio preﬁ:dzce ta defe ad bg plrmmmg venue m New York County

ce of ﬂie thnesscs

Despite plaintiff’s:a ,} ments

: mmapprehended the £acts E‘th of the aﬁgﬁmi muﬁen, as well as the instant motu’m, the

the pﬁws resxded in New Yerk Caunty at the tmﬂius aaétpn w&s commenced. Thus, thlg action
'was venwd in New York County basad upcn ghﬁ ’tm of the mxdent However, defeqdants
are correct that the amendment to CPLR §5Q3{a) @mm mml after the conunencmnbnt of

this action. In the Prior Decxsmn, the Court ov' rloak

the faﬁ ﬁmt the lnstant action was

commenced on’ October 2, 2017. The amudnmm ; 355@%8}, which permits venue to be

k'timmfhmnstantactlmmscmnmenwd,mu&gmsnetmp@ﬁybasadupﬁnﬁxelocatmn of

tion are granted.

glrémain in New Ycik County
based upon the cﬂnvemcnceoiﬁmmmses&w mnamcmmmade'
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\pursuant to CPLR §510(3)1%m0vam ‘bears the burden of erhic trating that the convenience ‘

"‘ aﬁomng must include (1) the

identity of the proposed wi j 5t ‘j s, (2) themamcr in. whleh ﬁxey ﬁall be 1nconvemenced by a
trxal in the ‘connty in wh:ch ﬂw aéhon was cmmemd (3) that thc witnesses have been

contacted and are a,vm}ahle and wxllmg to tesﬁfy ) ’j;movaat (4) the nature of the ant:dlpated

tesumc)ny, and (5) the. manmrm wimh the
in the case”. Cardona v Aggresxm:lfeatmg, Inc‘, 380 ADZd 572 572 (lSt Dep’t 1992). H¢re,
scak ganmuy that poiwe{ﬁscas wau%& s y and that
officers to tesﬁfy in Rncklmd Camty H@Wever,

it‘would be difficult to get the

gmbments fail to meet plamtnff’ S
bmden Additionally, the ‘

aimbilance persamel would testify
; m;, w Such Exhibit 1 véasnot

wandrefcremesanﬁxhibx‘ SgeEpstem '

‘ :ﬁled with the Court and was not at;achadm pﬁn
quaxem

ition mets As plamtiﬁ:' faxled to
o bshetter served in New Yo(k

me’dﬁfm‘ 4notion, to rearg “er,arei
-+ granted aﬁdaveiauseﬂiﬂs?" \
Accordmg}y, 1t xs

ORDERED that @ ‘f '

ORDERED &mtthevamofthlsmw g o s Coutt mﬁxeSupremd Court,
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County of Rockland; and. 1t xk fmher

DERED that meflﬁzk o this Court shall transfe& m ’"‘"*m this action to the ¢ierk of
the Supreme Court, County of Rockiand and shall mark hw*mords 10 reﬂect such transfer, and it
s further o

QRDERED that, within 30 days fram y.0f thts order, cmmsel for movant shall serve a

copy of tlns order with netme of entry upon m ’ ef &xts {1 ,‘shall. pey the appnbpnate

transfer fee, if any and shaﬁ contact ﬁw fﬁmff : ﬂie Cierk af this Ceurt and. coop¢rate in

cffectuatmg the transfer; and 1t 1s ﬁn’ther Ly i

;»,mumahé transfer of tbz file in thlS action

ORDERED that the Clerk of the Court

N thh the Clerk of the Suprere Copri, Roakxana uy, 0 88 10 ensure an efficient trandfer and

mxmmlze msnfar as practical the reprog g, uwludmg with regard to any

documents that may be in dagttai fﬂmaat, and it is fmher |
|

ORBEREB that such service txpon the Cieﬂmf th%s Cam’t shall be made in accordanbe with

: the procedures set forth in the Profacol on. CWOme and Caunty Clerk Procedures for

‘ Electromcqily Filed Cases (accassablc at the ‘fE-, » paga on: the court ) wcbsne at the address
Wwww.nycourts.gov/supctmanh). ~» ‘
This constitutes the Decision/Order of the Court,

N
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