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SUPREME COURT - STATE OF NEW YORK
ILAS PART 12 - SUFFOLK COUNTY

PRESENT:

DANIEL J. LOUGHLIN
Justice of the Supreme Court

Hon.

In the Matier of the Application of
TOWN OF MONTAUK, INC.,

Petitioner,

- against -

HON. GEORGE E. PATAKI, E3(};,,
GOVENOR OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK,
and THE PEQPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW
YORK MET IN ASSEMBLY, and THE TOWN
BOARD GOV'T OF THE TOWN OF EAST
HAMPTON, and THE TRUSTEES OF THE
FREEHOLDERS AND COMMONALTY OF
THE TOWN OF EASTHAMPTON, and THE
SUFFOLK COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY,
INC., and THE COUNTY OF SUFFOLK , and
THE BROOKLYN HISTORICAL SOCIETY, INC,,
and 511 BQUITIES, INC., and THE NATURE
CONSERVANCY, INC,,

--X

MOTION DATE _4/29/05
ADI. DATE __§/5/05

Maot. Seq. #004 MD

Mat. Seq. #005 MD

STEPHEN G: COURT, ESQ.
Attorney for Petitioner

50 Danes Street

Patchogue, NY 11772

CHRISTINE MALAFI, ESQ).

SUFFOLK COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
H. Lee Dennison Building

100 Veterans Memerial Highway

Hauppauge, NY 11788

CULLEN & DYKMAN, LLP
Attorneys for The Brooklyn Historical Society
100 Quentin Roosevelt Blvd.
Garden City, NY 11530-4850

JOHN T. MeCARRON, PC

Attorney for Suffolk County Water Authority
200 BROADHOLLOW ROAD, SUITE 207
MELVILLE, NY 11747

Respondents.
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and supporting papcis ; Other 4 i
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ORDERED, that the amended petition is denied; and it is further

ORDERED, that the cross-motion to dismiss by the County of Suffolk is denied without prejudice
as the affidavit of service indicates that the cross-motion was served upon the petitioner’s former attorney.

The amended petition, which is largely incomprehensible, appears to be more in the nature of a
plenary action rather than a CPLR Article 78 proceeding. To the extent that the petition seeks any
immediate relief under Article 78, the petitioner has failed to cstablish its entitlement to any such relief.
Accordingly, the petition is denied.

Dated: _June 20, 2005 ‘ ~---_‘.‘,m‘~~u_..__._.,, e
DANIEL 1. LOUGHLIN, 1.5.C.






