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SUMMARY

The Appellate Division, First Department unanimously affirmed dismissal of a malicious prosecution
action under CPLR 3211(a)(7). The court held that plaintiffs failed to sufficiently allege the absence of
probable cause, noting that prior orders created a presumption of probable cause that plaintiffs did not
overcome. The court also held that its reversal of orders in the underlying action did not establish a
lack of probable cause when that action was commenced.
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