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ZACHARY W. CARTER
Corporation Counsel THE CITY OF NEW YORK ALAN H. SCHEINER
LAW DEPARTMENT phone_sg'lozf) ggégﬂ
100 CHURCH STREET fax:-(212) 7889776
NEW YORK, NY 10007 aschein@law.nyc.gov

April 6, 2015

BY ECF & EMAIL
(Andrei Vrabie@nysd.uscourts.gov)

Honorable Robert W. Sweet
United States District Judge
Southern District of New York
500 Pearl Street

New York, New York 10007

Re: Schoolcraft v. The City of New York, et al.
10-CV-6005 (RWS)

Your Honor:

| ama SeniotCounsel in the office afachary W. CarterCorporation Counsel of the
City of New York assigned to represebity Defendantsn the aboveeferenced matten write
to respectfully request that the Courtatljourn the April 20, 2015 trial until five (5) weeks after
the pending motions for summary judgment have been deaddd) set dates for the
submission of a Joint Piedal Order (“*JPTO”) anabther pretrial submissionset forth herein.

By way of backgound, on October 29, 201#he Courtorderedthat trial in this matter
should take place on April 6, 2015. The Court further ordered that the JPTO be submitted on
March 4, 2015. When tke dates were s¢he schedule provided five weeks from the dias t
summary judgment motions would be fully submitted until submission of the JPTO, and an
additional month after the JPTO submission before trial commenced.

Plaintiff then twice requested an extension of time for the filing of summary judgme
motions, and on February 13, 2015, the City defendants requested one exteligibof
plaintiffs’ oversizedbrief. These extensions ultimatedgjournedhe timefor the summary
judgment motions to be fully briefda thirty-seven (37) days to March 6, 201p days after
the datepreviously setor the JPTO

On February 13, 2015, in respert® arequest by the City defendants for an adjournment
of the trial in light of the summary judgment schedule, the trial date was adjouwnedpril 6
to April 20, with pretrial submissionslue fourteen (14) days after a decision onstiemary
judgmentmotion See Docket No. 394. On March 20, 2015, the City defendants requested an
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adjournment of the current trial date in light of tmatinued pendency of the summary judgment
motions, and the Court has not ruled on that application.

Presuming thato decision is issued today, under the cursehedulgehe JPTO, motions
inlimine and other prerial filings will not be due untilafterthe April 20 trial date. We
respectfully submit that neither the Court nor any party intended this rebidh would
frustrate the purposed both summary judgment and piréal submissionso focus and expedite
trials and trial preparation.

Under these circumstances, an adjournment is in the interests of justicdiaiad ju
economy, and will prevent undue prejudice to the parties. An adjournment allowdhe
Court tofurtherconsider all parties’ summary judgment motions befioag allow the parties a
reasonable time to crgfte-trial submissions and prepare for tiralight of the Court’s rulings
andallow pre-trial submissionso be made sufficiently in advance of triaf the Court tdfully
consider them. Absent the requested adjournment, or something similar to it, #stsraéthe
parties will be severely and unnecessarily prejudiced at the conclusion ofantbigstly
litigation.

Accordingly, the City dfendantpropose that the Court adjourn the trial until five (5)
weeks after thpendingmotiors aredecided and set the following schedule foregkehange and
submission of prérial materials:

e Four (4)weeks before trialPlaintiff to provide defendants with his portions of the
JPTO

e Three B) weeksbefore trial Partiedo file the JPTO

e Two (2) weeksbefore trial The parties file mtionsin l[imine, andproposedjury
chargesverdict sheetandvoir dire questions

e One (1)week before trial: The partiet® file opposition to motionsn limine and
responses to proposed charges, verdict sheatoamdire questions

All defendantexcept Jamaica Hospital Medical Cenhfein in the request to adjourn the
trial date, butounsel for defendant Isakov has differingws on the precise sched@ibdiowing
adjournment We have attempted to confer with plaintiff on &pplication but have not yet
received a response.

! Counsel for Jamaica Hospitaluganot spoken with their clierdn the question and therefaree unable to take a
position.

2While all parties would benefit from an adjournmethe Cityis especially prejudiced by the current schedule
becausehe City isresponible for most of the withessesd parties involved in this matter.



CC:

The Citydefendants thank the Court for its time and attertbdhese matters.
Respectfully submitted,

s/

Alan H. Scheiner
Senior Counsel
Special Federal Litigation Division

Nathaniel Smit{By E-Mail)

Attorney for Plaintiff

Gregory John Radomisli (By Ehail)

MARTIN CLEARWATER & BELL LLP

Attorneys for Jamaica Hospital Medical Center

Brian Lee (ByE-Mail)
IVONE, DEVINE & JENSENLLP
Attorneys for Dr. Isak | sakov

Matthew Koste(By E-Mail)
CALLAN, KOSTER,BRADY & BRENNAN, LLP
Attorneys for Lillian Aldana-Bernier

Walter A Kretz , Jr. (By E-Mail)
SCOPPETTA SEIFF KRETZ & ABERCRMBIE
Attorney for Defendant Mauriello



