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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK COUNTY

JANAH COX, L.Y. HOWARD, ARTHUR Index No.:
MONDRALA, JOSEPHINE MONDRALA,
JENNIFER STEINBERG, BRIANA
PLANTYN, AMIR ALI POURNASR
KHAKBAZ, LUKE HAMEL, and JESSE
CARFIELD on behalf of themselves and all SUMMONS
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,
_V_
36 SOXFORD ST, LLC, 3722 ST, LLC, 171

15 St, LLC, 3655 AVE LLC and 70 PPW,
LLC

Defendants.

TO THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANTS:

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED to answer the complaint in this action and to serve
a copy of your answer, or, if the complaint is not served with this summons, to serve a notice of
appearance on the Plaintiffs' attorneys within twenty (20) days after the service of this summons,
exclusive of the day of service (or within thirty (30) days after the service is complete if this
summons is not personally delivered to you within the State of New York); and in case of your
failure to appear and answer, judgment will be taken against you by default for the relief demanded

in the complaint.
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NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1

Dated: New York, New York
August 25, 2023

Defendants Addresses:

36 S OXFORD ST, LLC
c/o Corporation Service Company
80 State Street, Albany, New York 12207

By:

NEWMAN FERRARA LLP

Lucas A. Ferrara

Roger A. Sachar Jr.

1250 Broadway, 27" Floor
New York, New York 10001
(212) 619-5400
Iferrara@nfllp.com

rsachar@nfllp.com

372 2 ST, LLC (an unauthorized foreign corporation)

by New York Department of State
One Commerce Plaza

99 Washington Avenue

Albany, New York 12231

171 15 ST, LLC (an unauthorized foreign corporation)

by New York Department of State
One Commerce Plaza

99 Washington Avenue

Albany, New York 12231

3655AVE LLC
c/o Corporation Service Company
80 State Street, Albany, New York 12207

70 PPW, LLC
c/o Corporation Service Company
80 State Street, Albany, New York 12207

2 of 20

| NDEX NO. 158487/2023
RECEI VED NYSCEF:

08/ 25/ 2023


mailto:lferrara@nfllp.com
mailto:rsachar@nfllp.com

[FTLED._NEW YORK COUNTY CLERK 08725/ 2023 04: 31 PM | NDEX NO. 158487/ 2023

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 08/25/2023

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK COUNTY

JANAH COX, L.Y. HOWARD, ARTHUR Index No.:
MONDRALA, JOSEPHINE MONDRALA,
JENNIFER STEINBERG, BRIANA
PLANTYN, AMIR ALI POURNASR
KHAKBAZ, LUKE HAMEL, and JESSE
CARFIELD on behalf of themselves and all PLAINTIFFS’ CLASS ACTION
others similarly situated, COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs,
_V_
36 SOXFORD ST, LLC, 3722 ST, LLC, 171

15 ST, LLC, 3655 AVE LLC and 70 PPW,
LLC

Defendants.

Plaintiffs Janah Cox, L.Y. Howard, Arthur Mondrala, Josephine Mondrala, Jennifer
Steinberg, Briana Plantyn, Amir Ali Pournasr Khakbaz, Luke Hamel, and Jesse Carfield
(collectively “Plaintiffs”), individually and on behalf of all others similarly situated, by and
through their attorneys, bring this class action complaint against Defendants 36 S Oxford St, LLC,
3722 St, LLC, 171 15 St, LLC 365 5 Ave LLC and 70 PPW, LLC (collectively, “Defendants™).

Plaintiffs’ allegations are based upon personal knowledge as to their own acts and
experiences and upon information and belief as to all other matters.

Plaintiffs’ information and belief'is based upon, among other things, an analysis undertaken
by their attorneys, public records, tenancy-related documents, and the relevant law.

Plaintiffs believe that after a reasonable opportunity for discovery, substantial additional

evidentiary support will exist for the allegations set forth herein.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Plaintiffs bring this lawsuit to end the illegal practices employed by Defendants in
five buildings (the “Greenbrook Buildings”) owned and operated in New York City. Those
buildings are:

I. 36 South Oxford Street;
ii. 372 Second Street;

iii. 171 15th Street;

iv. 365 5 Avenue; and

V. 70 Prospect Park West.

2. Each of the five buildings is part of a real-estate portfolio owned and managed by
Greenbrook Partners, with headquarters in Manhattan.

3. In sum, the owners and operators of the Greenbrook Buildings, and their
predecessors—in-interest, have engaged in a scheme designed to evade New York’s rent-
regulations, by either: (a) failing to register apartments, at all; or (b) taking increases for
unperformed, or underperformed, Individual Apartment Improvements (“IAIs”) in order to justify
deregulating units.

4. The aforementioned conduct represents Defendants’ blatant attempt to circumvent
New York City’s rent regulation process, at the expense of tenants residing in buildings in the
Greenbrook Buildings.

5. On behalf of themselves, and all current tenants in the Greenbrook Portfolio,
Plaintiffs seek relief in the form of rent-stabilized leases listing legal regulated rents that reflect

the correct legal regulated rent for their apartment.
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6. On behalf of themselves and current and former tenants in the Greenbrook
Buildings, Plaintiffs also seek relief in the form of damages, for rent paid over and above the legal
regulated rent which the Defendants were entitled to charge, together with an award of attorneys’
fees and other costs, together with such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and
proper.

PARTIES
Plaintiffs

Janah Cox

7. Plaintiff Janah Elise Cox resides in Apartment 2B at 36 South Oxford Street, in
Fort Greene, in the County of Kings, in the City and State of New York

8. Apartment 2B was listed as a “High Rent Vacancy” and purportedly deregulated in
2011, which would have required over $44,000 in I1Als to exceed the high rent vacancy threshold
for such deregulation.

9. There is no evidence that 1Als in that amount were implemented in Apartment 2B.

10.  To the contrary, an inspection of Apartment 2B supports the conclusion that no
such improvements were made, and the Department of Building’s website only shows that $20,000
worth of improvements may have been made (the plans were disapproved).

L.Y. Howard

11. Plaintiff L.Y. Howard resides in Apartment 4D at 372 2nd Street, in Park Slope, in
the County of Kings, in the City and State of New York.

12.  Apartment 4D has never been registered with DHCR, and the only entry on its

DHCR rent history is as follows:
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2003 *REG NOT FOUND FOR SUBJECT PREMISES*
2004 PE 10/25/2012 EXEMPT
2005 *EXEMPT APARTMENT - REG NOT REQUIRED®

Jennifer Steinberg & Briana Plantyn

13.  Jennifer Steinberg & Briana Plantyn reside in Apartment 2R at 171 15™ Street in
Park Slope, in the County of Kings, in the City and State of New York.

14. In 2010, the rent for Apartment 2R increased by 347%, which would have required
more than $41,000 in IAls.

15.  Per the Unit’s DHCR Rent History, the 2010 tenancy began in February 2010, and
the Department of Building’s website shows a disapproved renovation plan filed on May 15, 2010
- - meaning that the then landlord only sought DHCR approval (ultimately denied) after the rent
spike - - leading to the conclusion that no pertinent renovations were performed.

16.  Apartment 2R was then deregulated in 2014, requiring an additional $33,000 in
improvements, none of which is evidenced by the Department of Building’s website.

17.  There is no evidence that IAls in the requisite amounts were implemented in
Apartment 2R.

18.  To the contrary, an inspection of Apartment 2R supports the conclusion that no
such improvements were made.

Amir Ali Pournasr Khakbaz and Luke Hamel

19.  Amir Ali Pournasr Khakbaz and Luke Hamel reside in Apartment 2L at 365 5th
Avenue, in the County of Kings, in the City and State of New York.

20. Apartment 2L was registered as “Permanently Exempt” in 1984, not registered

thereafter until 2005, when it was illegally registered with a preferential rent.
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21. Apartment 2L was listed as a “High Rent Vacancy” and purportedly deregulated in
2010, which would have required $40,000 in 1Als to exceed the high rent vacancy threshold for
such deregulation.

22.  There is no evidence that IAls in that amount were implemented in Apartment 2L.

23.  Tothe contrary, an inspection of Apartment 2L supports the conclusion that no such
improvements were made, and the Department of Buildings’ website evidences no such
improvements.

Arthur and Josephine Mondrala

24.  Arthur and Josephine Mondrala reside in Apartment 5B at 70 Prospect Park West,
in Park Slope, in the County of Kings, in the City and State of New York.

25.  Apartment 5B was listed as a “High Rent Vacancy” and purportedly deregulated in
2001, which would have required over $41,000 in I1Als to exceed the high rent vacancy threshold
for such deregulation.

26.  There is no evidence that IAls in that amount were implemented in Apartment 5B.

27.  To the contrary, an inspection of Apartment 5B supports the conclusion that no
such improvements were made, and there is no entry on the Department of Building’s website that
would indicate such improvements were made.

Jesse Carfield

28.  Jesse Carfield resided in Apartment 6A at 70 Prospect Park West, in the County of
Kings, in the City and State of New York.

29.  Apartment 6A was listed as a “High Rent Vacancy” and purportedly deregulated in
2004, which would have required $38,400 in 1Als to exceed the high rent vacancy threshold for

such deregulation.
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30.  There is no evidence that IAls in that amount were implemented in Apartment 6A.

31.  To the contrary, an inspection of Apartment 6A supports the conclusion that no
such improvements were made, and there is no entry on the Department of Building’s website that
would indicate such improvements were made.

Defendants

32. Defendant 36 S Oxford St, LLC is a single-purpose entity, is the registered owner
of the apartment building located at 36 South Oxford Street, in the County of Kings, in the City
and State of New York.

33. Upon information and belief, Defendant 36 S Oxford St, LLC is authorized to
conduct and transact business in the City and State of New York.

34. Defendant 372 2 St, LLC is a single-purpose entity, is the registered owner of the
apartment building located at 372 2nd Street, in the County of Kings, City and State of New York.

35. Upon information and belief, Defendant 372 2 St, LLC is authorized to conduct and
transact business in the City and State of New York.

36. Defendant 171 15 St, LLC is a single-purpose entity, is the registered owner of the
apartment building located at 171 15" Street, in the County of Kings, City and State of New York.

37. Upon information and belief, Defendant 171 15 St, LLC is authorized to conduct
and transact business in the City and State of New York.

38. Defendant 365 5 Ave, LLC is a single-purpose entity, is the registered owner of the
apartment building located at 365 5™ Avenue, in the County of Kings, City and State of New York.

39. Upon information and belief, Defendant 365 5 Ave, LLC is authorized to conduct

and transact business in the City and State of New York.
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40. Defendant 70 PPW, LLC is a single-purpose entity, is the registered owner of the
apartment building located at 70 Prospect Park West, in the County of Kings, City and State of
New York.

41. Upon information and belief, Defendant 70 PPW, LLC is authorized to conduct and
transact business in the City and State of New York.

THE APPLICABLE STATUTORY AND REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

The RSL and RSC

42.  Over a million New York City housing units are subject to some form of rent
regulation.

Rent Stabilization

43. In 1969, citing a continuing shortage of residential rental housing, the New York
City Council enacted its rent stabilization statute, the RSL, N.Y. Unconsol. Law § 26-501
(McKinney).

44.  Thereafter, the New York City Council gave DHCR authority to promulgate
regulations in furtherance of the RSL. DHCR did so by establishing the RSC, N.Y. Comp. Codes
R. & Regs. Tit. 9, § 2520.1, et seq.

45, The RSL and RSC limit the rent that landlords can charge and circumscribe the
manner in which landlords are able to raise rents, cover the cost of improvements, and deregulate
apartments.

46.  The rent that a landlord can charge for a regulated unit is based on an initial legal
rent.

47.  Theinitial legal rent is typically based on the rent a previous tenant paid.

48. Landlords of rent-stabilized apartments may be entitled to increase rents:
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a. when permitted by the RGB;

b. following a DHCR approved Major Capital Improvement (“MCI”);

c. anincrease following a vacancy; and/or

d. following IAls that are properly supported by documentation, and made
either during the vacancy of an apartment or agreed upon by the tenant.

RGB Rental Increases

49. In New York City, the RGB sets the maximum rates for rent increases once a year
that are effective for leases commencing on or after October 1% of each year through September
30" of the following year.

MCI Rental Increases

50.  When a landlord performs an MCI, the landlord is entitled to collect from each rent-
regulated tenant a rental increase.

51.  The MCl increase is allocated on a per-room basis and requires DHCR approval.

52.  Alandlord who performs an MCI on a residential apartment building subject to rent
regulation is permitted to adjust the rent of rent regulated apartments in the building based on the
actual, verified, cost of the improvements.

53.  An MCI cannot be an “ordinary repair” but rather must be work performed for the
operation, preservation, and maintenance of the building.

54.  An MCI must benefit all tenants.

55. At pertinent times hereto, MCI increases are equal to 1/60" of the cost of the work
performed (including installation but excluding finance charges), divided by the number of rooms

in the building, charged per-apartment and based on the number of rooms.
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Vacancy Rental Increases
56.  Subject to certain statutorily defined adjustments, upon any vacancy in a rent-
stabilized apartment, and prior to the passage of HSTPA, a landlord was permitted to increase the
rent amount by up to 20%, depending upon the length of the first lease, following the vacancy.

IAl Rental Increases

57.  Alandlord is entitled to secure rent increases based on a substantial modification
or enlargement of a dwelling space, and/or upon provision of additional services, improvements,
equipment, furniture, or furnishings to a rent-stabilized apartment.

58. If a tenant occupies an apartment for which an 1Al rental increase is sought, the
landlord must get the tenant’s written consent for the IAI rental increase.

59.  Ordinary maintenance and repairs do not qualify for 1Al rental increases.

60. In a building with 35 or fewer units, prior to the enactment of the HSTPA, a landlord
could add to a rent-stabilized tenant’s rent the equivalent of 1/40" of the cost of the new service
or equipment (including installation costs, but not finance charges). Id.

61. In a building with 36 or more units, prior to the enactment of HSTPA, a landlord
could add to a rent-stabilized tenant’s rent the equivalent of 1/60" of the cost of the new service
or equipment (including installation costs, but not finance charges).

62.  Further, the base from which a rent-regulated tenant’s payments are calculated is
the legal regulated rent charged for a given apartment. The base rent can be increased by adding
a percentage of the cost the landlord has spent on IAls.

63. If a tenant challenges any IAls, landlords of rent regulated buildings are required

to demonstrate the cost of the improvements by way of legally sufficient documentation.
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DEFENDANTS’ UNLAWFEUL ACTIVITIES

64.  Upon information and belief, the Greenbrook Buildings are subject to the RSL
because they are multiple dwelling residential buildings, containing six (6) or more units,
constructed prior to 1974, and not operated as a cooperative or condominium.

65. Upon information and belief, the apartments occupied by Plaintiffs and the
members of the Class were all subject to rent control and/or rent stabilization and previously
registered as such with DHCR, or at a minimum, should have been so registered.

66.  Defendants have engaged in a pattern and practice of: (a) failing to register
apartments, in some instances, for a decade or more; and (b) taking increases for unperformed, or
underperformed, IAls to justify jacking-up the legal regulated rent and/or deregulating units.

CLASS ALLEGATIONS

The Class and Sub-Class

67.  This action may be properly maintained as a class action under the provisions of
Article 9 of the CPLR.

68.  The proposed Class consists of current and former tenants of the Greenbrook
Buildings who resided in rent-stabilized or deregulated apartments on or after August 25, 2023
(the “Class™).

69.  The Class seeks certification of claims for damages.

70. In addition, Plaintiffs propose a Sub-Class of all current tenants of the Greenbrook
Buildings who reside in rent-stabilized or deregulated apartments (the “Sub-Class”).

71.  The Sub-Class seeks certification of claims for declaratory and injunctive relief as

described more fully below.
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Class and Sub-Class Meet Requirements for Certification

72.  The Class and Sub-Class are so numerous that joinder of all members is
impracticable. Although the exact number and identities of the members of the Class and Sub-
Class are currently unknown to Plaintiffs, it is reasonable to conclude that the practices complained
of herein affect hundreds, if not thousands, of current and former tenants residing in the
Greenbrook Buildings.

73. Nearly all factual, legal, and statutory relief issues that are raised in this Complaint
are common to each of the members of the Class and Sub-Class and will apply uniformly to every
member of the Class and Sub-Class.

74.  The claims of the representative Plaintiffs are typical of the claims of each member
of the Class. They, like all other members of the Class, sustained damages arising from
Defendant’s rent overcharges.

75.  The representative Plaintiffs, and the members of the Class, were and are similarly
or identically harmed by the same unlawful, deceptive, unfair, systematic, and pervasive pattern
of misconduct.

76.  The claims of certain of the representative Plaintiffs are typical of the claims of
each member of the Sub-Class. They, like all other members of the Sub-Class, are entitled to the
same declaratory and injunctive relief as the members of the Sub-Class.

77.  The representative Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately represent and protect the
interests of the Class and Sub-Class.

78.  There are no material conflicts between the claims of the representative Plaintiffs

and the members of the Class and Sub-Class that would make class certification inappropriate.
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79. Newman Ferrara LLP, the counsel selected to represent the Class and Sub-Class
will fairly and adequately protect the interest of the Class and Sub-Class. They are lawyers who
have experience in class and complex litigation and are competent counsel for this class action
litigation. Counsel for the Class and Sub-Class will vigorously assert the claims of all members
of the Class and Sub-Class.

80. This action is properly maintained as a class action in that common questions of
law and fact exist as to the members of the Class and Sub-Class and predominate over any
questions affecting only individual members, and a class action is superior to other available
methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the controversy, including consideration of:

a. the interests of the members of the Class and Sub-Class in individually
controlling the prosecution or defense of separate actions;

b. the impracticability or inefficiency of prosecuting or defending separate
actions;

c. the extent and nature of any litigation concerning the controversy already
commenced by or against members of the Class and Sub-Class;

d. the desirability or undesirability of concentrating the litigation of the claims
in the particular forum; and

e. thedifficulties likely to be encountered in the management of a class action.
81. Among the numerous questions of law and fact common to the Class and Sub-
Class are:

a. whether the Defendants act or refuse to act on grounds generally applicable
to the Plaintiffs, the Class, and the Sub-Class

b. whether the Defendants have established a pattern, practice, or policy of
misrepresenting tenants’ rent stabilization status or of failing to notify

tenants that their apartments are, or should be, rent-stabilized,

c. whether the Defendants have established a pattern, practice, or policy of
unlawfully deregulating apartments;
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d. whether the Defendants have established a pattern, practice, or policy of
misrepresenting legal regulated rents;

e. whether Defendants have established a pattern, practice, or policy of
misrepresenting the amounts of IAls performed on individual apartments;

f. whether Defendants have established a pattern, practice, or policy of
overcharging rent;

g. whether Defendants’ practices, acts, and conduct violate the RSL and RSC;

h. to what extent Plaintiffs and members of the Class are entitled to damages;
and

i. to what extent Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class are entitled to
injunctive relief.

COUNT ONE
VIOLATION OF THE RENT STABILIZATION LAWS AND REGULATIONS
(on behalf of the Class)

82.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations in {1 1 thru 81 of
this complaint.

83.  Atall times relevant hereto, apartments of Plaintiffs and the Class were subject to
the protections of the RSL.

84. Defendants entered into leases with Plaintiffs and the Class, which misrepresented
the amount of rent Defendants were legally permitted to charge and collect.

85.  Defendants charged Plaintiffs and the Class rents more than the correct legal rent
for their apartments.

86.  Defendants overcharged Plaintiffs and the members of the Class an amount equal
to the difference between their monthly rents and the appropriate rent-stabilized rents.

87.  Plaintiffs and members of the Class are entitled to recover monetary damages from

Defendants based on the unlawful overcharges, together with an award of interest thereon.
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COUNT TWO
VIOLATION OF THE RENT STABILIZATION LAWS AND REGULATIONS
(on behalf of the Sub-Class)

88.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations in {f 1 thru 81 of
this complaint.

89. A justiciable controversy exists between the parties in that, among other things,
Plaintiffs and the members of the Sub-Class allege that their respective apartments are subject to
rent stabilization coverage, pursuant to the RSL.

90.  Defendants entered into leases with Plaintiffs and the members of the Sub-Class,
which incorrectly, falsely, and illegally misrepresented the amount of rent Defendants were legally
entitled to collect.

91.  As described above, and upon information and belief, Defendants’ conduct, was
wrongfully and unlawfully designed to deprive Plaintiffs, and members of the Sub-Class, of the
protections of rent stabilization and the rules governing the 421-a Program

92. A justiciable controversy exists in that, upon information and belief, Defendants
dispute the Plaintiffs’ contentions, including the amount of legally permissible rent for the
Building’s units.

93.  Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class lack an adequate remedy at law.

94, By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class are entitled to
a declaratory judgment adjudging and determining:

a. the apartments, of Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class, are subject to
the RSL and RSC;

b. Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class are each entitled to a rent-stabilized
lease in a form promulgated by DHCR;

c. the amount of the correct legal regulated rent for the apartments of Plaintiffs
and members of the Sub-Class; and,
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d. Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class are not required to pay any rent
increases unless and until legally permissible rent-stabilized lease offers are
made to, and accepted by, Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class.

95.  Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class are also entitled to reformation of their
leases to represent the actual amount of rent Defendants are legally entitled to charge Plaintiffs
and members of the Sub-Class.

COUNT THREE

DECLARATORY RELIEF
(on behalf of the Sub-Class)

96.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations in {{ 1 thru 81 of
this complaint.

97. A justiciable controversy exists between the parties in that, among other things,
Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class allege that their respective apartments are subject to rent
stabilization coverage.

98. Notwithstanding the clear requirements of the RSL and RSC, Defendants have not
provided Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class with rent-stabilized leases and/or rent-stabilized
leases in the correct amount, as required by law.

99. Moreover, as set forth in more detail above, and upon information and belief,
Defendants’ conduct, was willful and designed to remove the apartments of Plaintiffs and members
of the Sub-Class from the protections of rent stabilization and to circumvent the requirements of
the 421-a Program

100. Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class lack an adequate remedy at law.

101. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class are entitled to

a declaratory judgment adjudging and determining:
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a. the apartments of Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class members are
subject to the RSL and RSC,;

b. Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class are each entitled to a rent-stabilized
lease in a lease form promulgated by DHCR;

c. the amount of the correct legal regulated rent for the apartments of Plaintiffs
and members of the Sub-Class;

d. any leases offered by Defendants to Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class
are invalid and unlawful unless they are offered on lease forms and terms
prescribed by DHCR; and

e. Plaintiff and members of the Sub-Class are not required to pay any rent
increases unless and until legally permissible rent-stabilized lease offers are
made to, and accepted by, said Plaintiff and members of the Sub-Class.

COUNT FOUR
ATTORNEYS’ FEES
(on behalf of the Class)

102. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations in {{ 1 thru 81 of
this complaint.

103. Plaintiffs are entitled to seek an award of attorneys’ fees pursuant to CPLR 909.

104. Plaintiffs are thus entitled to reasonable attorneys’ fees, in a sum to be determined
by the Court, but not less than $500,000.00.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, and for the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs pray to this Court for the following
relief:
A. Certifying the Class and Sub-Class proposed by Plaintiffs, appointing the
Plaintiffs as representatives of the Class and Sub-Class; and appointing

Plaintiffs’ counsel as Class Counsel for the Class and Sub-Class;
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B. Appropriate money damages against Defendants resulting from their willful
and wrongful violation of the RSL and RSC and the governing requisites of
the 421-a Program;

C. Because Plaintiffs and members of the Sub-Class have no adequate remedy
at law for Defendants’ ongoing violations of the RSL and RSC, Plaintiffs
requires injunctive relief in order to undertake all appropriate and corrective
remedial measures, including, but not limited to, appointing an independent
individual or entity to audit and undertake an accounting of every rent-
stabilized and deregulated apartment at the Building and reforming leases
to comply with the RSL and RSC, where necessary;

D. Temporarily, preliminarily, and permanently enjoining Defendants from
continuing to violate the RSL and RSC;

E. A money judgment against Defendants for disgorgement of profits from
fees earned as a direct and proximate result of rent overcharges and the
unlawful extraction of other fees and charges;

F. A money judgment against Defendants for judgment in the amount of
Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees, costs and disbursements in an amount to be
determined at a hearing or trial; and

G. Granting such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper.
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DATED: New York, New York
August 25, 2023
NEWMAN FERRARA LLP

o e,

Lucas A. Ferrara

Roger A. Sachar Jr.

1250 Broadway, 27" Floor
New York, New York 10001
(212) 619-5400
Iferrara@nfllp.com
rsachar@nfllp.com

By:
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