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Upon the foregoing papers, defendant’ motion for d
accident is granted.

ummary judgment for this slip and fall

This incident occurred at plaintiff Alice Feldt’s pla
Services located in an office at the private home o

Plaintiff fell as she was leaving the office for the e
Plainti

Brown Snow Removal’,

Defendant Lieb helped plaintiff fill out and file rep

Worker’s Compensation on plaintiff's behalf, Plaintiff’s em

Therapeutic Services in both reports, C-2 and C-3.
SUpErviisor.

Defen
exclus
also Sicktish v. Vulcan Industries, 33 AD2d 975).

In opp

Clinical Therapeutic Services, is barred; defendant

'The walkway to the office had been shovel

which plaintiff fell was the driveway.

alleges she slipped on ice on the driveway),

ant argues that plaintiff cannot maintain an ¢
ve remedy lies with Worker’s Compensation

bsition, plaintiff submits that only an action t

e of employment, Clinical Therapeutic
defendant Caren Lieb and her husband.

was a part-time medical biller for the company.

ening and walking toward her vehicle.
an area alleged plowed by non-party Charlie

brts with the State Insurance Fund for
ployer Was given as Clinical
Caron Lieb was listed as plaintiff’s

[

jction against Caf:ken Lieb because plaintiff’s
(See Lawier v Donnelly, 237 AD2d 413; see

rought directly against plaintiff’s employer,
vas not plaintiffis employer.

¢d by defendant’s two sons but the area in




Howeyer, the Court determines that under the circymstances of this:.case, when defendant’s
duty as a co-employee is co-extensive with [her] dyty as a homeowner of the premises” and
defendant’s relationship with plaintiff arises from their common employment, there is no
sustainable action by plaintiff directly against defendant (Lawler, sipra).

Defenglant’s motion is granted.

The complaint is dismissed.
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