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SUMMARY

The Appellate Division, First Department reversed an order denying Mayore Estates LL.C summary
judgment on its contractual indemnification cross-claim against Rotavele Elevator, Inc. The court held
that the indemnification provision was triggered because the plaintiff's injury arose from Rotavele's
elevator work, but awarded only conditional indemnification because Mayore did not establish its
freedom from negligence as a matter of law. The court also held that the lower court should have

considered maintenance logs submitted in reply.

OPINION

Diaz v. Rotavele El., Inc. 2026 NY Slip Op 03115

PER CURIAM.
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