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SUMMARY

The Appellate Division, Second Department, reversed an order granting defendants summary
judgment in a motor-vehicle personal-injury action. The court held that the plaintiff raised a triable
issue of fact regarding serious injuries under Insurance Law § 5102(d), and that defendants failed to

establish prima facie that the alleged injuries were not caused by the accident.

OPINION

Vetiaque v. Kistler Serv. Corp. 2026 NY Slip Op 03021

PER CURIAM.
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