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           May 10, 2022 

Re: Orrego v. Knipfing, et al, 20-CV-03361-GRB-AYS 
4. Brief Statement of Facts:  

1) September 21, 2021 – ECF Doc. [28]: H. Judge A. Kathleen Tomlinson’s last order blocked 

Defendant’s bad faith in their intent to play dirty with the service process. In fact, the Defendants were 

reprimanded and ordered to surrender in this attempt to plating with the service papers. This was the only 

time the Defendants were punished for their outrageous behavior. After 1 year of having filed my Motion. 

2) November 16, 2021 - ECF: H. Judge Gary R. Brown, ORDERED “While plaintiff is not entitled 

to counsel as of right, the Pro Se Department is respectfully directed to find counsel for plaintiff from this 

Court's pro bono panel.”  I had requested a bilingual Spanish - English counsel ECF doc. [3] page 2, dated 

July 23, 2020. 

3) November 22, 2021, ECF doc. [38]: H. Judge Brown ordered, pointed to The Dratch Law Firm, 

PC, by Brian M. Dratch. 

4) November 23, 2021 – ECF: Judge Anne Y. Shields was randomly reassigned to my case after 

H. Judge A. Kathleen Tomlinson (R.I.P.) sadly passed away in October 2021.  

5) December 2, 2021 - ECF Doc. [41]: Scheduling Order: Judge Shields’ “Order and Protocols” 

for the Discovery Process according to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure ("F.R.C.P.") Rule 26. The 

initial conference is scheduled for February 14, 2022, at 11:30 am. 

6) December 7, 2021, at 12:00 pm:  I was the one who contacted Mr. Dratch who never explained 

anything to me about the procedure or the deadlines or explain what documents had to be submitted. This 

telephone conversation was only for a few minutes, he asked me to send him the evidence. 

7) December 30, 2021: I sent the evidence to Mr. Dratch who never explained the protocols or that 

the evidence must be specified according to the H. Judge Shields’ order and protocols. 

8) February 10, 2022 – ECF doc. [42] at 5:53 pm: My counsel Mr. Dratch and the Defendants’ 

counsels filed ECF Doc. #42 [1] [2] Case Management Statement for Employment Cases with Discovery 

Plan Worksheet (Attachments: # (1) Proposed Order) (Warnke, Edward)" without my knowledge of the 

content, review, approval, and signature.  

9) February 11, 2022 – ECF at 9:45 am: Incredibly fast, H. Judge Shields’s order to the initial 

conference scheduled for February 14, 2022, is CANCELED. Order and protocols entail F.R.C.P. Rule 

26 were ignored, violating my rights to Due Process of Law. However, my letters are published very late. 

10) February 14, 2022 – ECF doc. [43]: I filed the Motion letter requesting Mr. Dratch’s removal 

from my case for filing a document without my knowledge of the content, review, approval, and signature 

violating my rights and our agreement. Mr. Dratch never informed me or gave me a copy of the ECF Doc. 
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[42]. I requested a new Counsel / Attorney – bilingual Spanish be assigned to my case to avoid 

misunderstandings in the future with my instructions. 

11) February 17, 2022 – ECF doc. [45]: My letter addressed to H Judge Brown and H. Judge 

Shields in support of my letter ECF doc. [43], I requested the Judge’s intervention because my former 

counsel and the Defendants’ counsel did not execute the order and protocol ECF doc. [41], the initial 

disclosure was not made incomplete Judge Shield’s Protocols “Joint Letter” ECF doc. [42] was filed with 

incomplete claims according to H. Judge Brown ECF [30] dated September 30, 2021. Also, incomplete 

claims, false statements, and facts that did not correspond to this matter. My former counsel Mr. Dratch 

was never able to demonstrate that he participated in this joint letter. 

12) February 18, 2022 – ECF: H. Judge Shields’ order for scheduling a conference on March 8, 

2022, regarding my Motion to Substitute the pro bono lawyer ECF doc. [43]. 

13) February 02, 2022 – ECF doc. [46]: I filed the letter with the following requests:  

- For the scheduled telephone conference date of March 8, 2022, at 1:30 pm, I requested the agenda 

and the assignment of my new bilingual Spanish counsel appointed by the Court to attend this conference. 

- I urgently reiterated my request to remove the ECF doc. [42] dated February 10, 2022, and a new 

date to comply with Judge Shields’ order ECF doc. [41] dated December 2, 2021. 

- That Mr. Dratch, my former counsel, failed to provide me with a copy of my file disclosing 

communications with Defendants violating the Order and Protocols ECF doc. [41] dated December 2, 

2021. Also, violating the F.R.C.P. entails events compliance with Rules 26 (F); Rule 26 (a) (1); Rule 16; 

Rule 37, and my rights to Due Process of Law. In light of the above-mentioned, the counsels were a 

contempt of court, and I requested H. Judge Shields’ discretion to apply for a sanction under inherent 

power. The supporting letter was filed on February 17, 2022 (not yet published at the moment to file this 

letter). Judge Shields never answered my letter. 

14) March 8, 2022 – ECF: H. Judge Shields, denied me an interpreter in Spanish as well as the 

substitution of the pro bono counsel because I had requested a bilingual Spanish Counsel see ECF doc. 

[3] page 2, dated July 23, 2020. 

All this was delaying my case and terminated Mr. Dratch without applying any punishment for 

disobeying Judge Shields' order ECF doc. [41]. Judge Shields is pretending and protecting the counsels 

who are violating my rights to due process of law. Judge Shields is helping the Defendants who have no 

evidence of all the lies, false evidence, and testimony that they filed in every pleading in this matter. 

15) March 10, 2022: ECF doc. [48]: I filed a new letter to H. Judge Shields, requesting to modify 

her order dated March 8, 2022, under the Fifth Amendment “no one shall be deprived of life, liberty or 

property without due process of law" and the Fourteenth Amendment entails the Due Process, equal 
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protection, court access, the rights to a fair trial, to be present at trial, to confront witnesses, and to effective 

assistance of counsel. See, e.g., id. at 389; Edouard, 485 F.3d at 1338 et al.  

16) March 14, 2022 – doc. ECF: Judge Shields’s “ORDER re [48] Plaintiff's application for new 

bilingual pro bono counsel to be appointed is DENIED.” Despite the fact, H. Judge Brown ordered ECF 

doc. [30] specifies "plaintiffs application for an interpreter to be present at the conference is denied as 

moot." Judge Shields’ judicial bias and prejudice. 

17) March 17, 2022 – ECF doc. [50]: I filed a letter exposing that a filed for a bilingual speaker 

counsel on July 23, 2020, for that reason a replacement was more appropriate than a new motion. Also, 

reiterated the request for an interpreter. Judge Shields never answered my letter. 

18) April 18, 2022 – ECF doc. [51]: I filed the letter with my decision to proceed as Pro Se. I also 

respectfully reiterated my request to provide me with an interpreter for future conferences according to 

the Due Process of Law ECF docs. [46] [48] [50]. Judge Shields never annulled the false ECF doc. [42]. 

 - I filed a total of 1.224 pieces of evidence that support my claims and damages.  

- I urgently reiterated my request to remove the ECF doc. [42] annulled from the docket was filed 

without my knowledge and consent to ruin my case. I requested a new date to comply with Judge Shields’ 

Order ECF doc. [41]. See Plaintiff’s letters ECF docs. [43] [45] [46]. Gross Violation Due Process of Law. 

- I filed the “Proposal Join Letter”, and Discovery Worksheet in replacement to comply with the 

requirements entailed by ECF 41-2,3. The proposal Join Letter that I wrote is the foundation and mapping 

of my case because the burden of proof rests on the Plaintiff and my evidence shows that the allegations 

are true and that the Defendants caused past, present, and future irreversible damages.  

- The counsels also failed to comply with Judge Shields’ Order ECF doc. [41]. ("F.R.C.P.") Rule 

34 (e).  Gross Violation Due Process of Law and Contempt of Court. 

- Counsels intentionally failed to point out the correct basis for federal jurisdiction according to 

the Order by H. Judge Brown dated September 30, 2021, ECF doc. [30]. Gross Violation Due Process of 

Law and Contempt of Court. 

- The counsels failed to comply with Judge Shields’ Order and Protocols ECF 41-3 paragraph #3. 

My proposal Join Letter corrects this information according to the evidence in my possession. This 

paragraph was intentionally omitted by the counsels. Gross Violation Due Process of Law and Contempt 

of Court. 

- I objected to the “Defendants Position”, which holds facts irrelevant to this matter because the 

legal malpractice and misconduct of my former attorneys, also my character are not the issues in this 

Federal Action against All Defendants. The counsels failed to comply with Judge Shields’ Order - 

Protocols ECF 41-1 Appendix "E". Gross Violation Due Process of Law and Contempt of Court. 
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- I attached the initial/provisional list “Part 2: Production by Plaintiff” emailed to the Defendants 

complying with the Initial Disclosure according to Appendix “E” ECF 41-1 Page 30-36, overlooked by 

the counsels. The estimated time to complete the Discovery would not be more than 6-8 months. 

19) April 19, 2022 – ECF doc. [52]: Judge Shields’ order: Vacate her order ECF doc. [41] to annul 

the false Join Letter ECF doc. [42] without any punishment for the Defendants’ Counsels for Contempt 

of Court and Judge Shields allowed Defendants to violate her own Order, Protocols, F.R.C.P. Rule 26, 

Court’s Integrity and Due Process of Law. Also, ordered incomplete claims according to with ECF doc. 

[30] as well as a new window for the “initial disclosures” that had to be done before or on June 1, 2022. 

Scheduled on June 15, 2022, for the Initial Conference to file a joint letter with the status of the 

depositions. Judge Shields once again violates her protocols to help the Defendants who have no evidence 

to challenge the 1.224 evidence in my possession. 

20) April 26, 2022 ECF doc. [54]: I filed a letter to request the correction for the missing charge 

against Mr. Kevin Knipfing aka Kevin James has not been included under my claim of hostile work 

environment Order ECF doc. [52], according to H. Judge Brown’s order ECF doc. [30] page 16.  

- I advised that the Order ECF [52] omitted the compliance to Individual Rules: Rule V. Initial 

Conferences and VI. Forms to be Completed Prior to Initial Conference, which should have been 

completed with the Order [41], as shown in my Proposal Join Letter and Initial Disclosure filed ECF [51]. 

See ECF doc. [51] shows gross violations of Due Process of Law as well as ECF doc. [45][46][48][50]. 

- Proof of my good faith, I tried to confer or attempted to confer with the Defendants to make initial 

disclosures or discovery in an effort to obtain it without court action Order ECF doc. [41] dated December 

2, 2021. I attached the emails proving that the Defendants are in contempt of court Order ECF doc. [41], 

because they believe they are above the law, the Federal Rules, and any order issued by this Court:  1st 

attempt was dated February 14, 2022; February 15, 2022;  2nd attempt was on February 16, 2022, when I 

invoked Judge Shields’ Order, but the Defendants ignored any way who are playing games in the 

discovery Process depriving me of my constitutional rights to Due Process of Law. 3rd attempt was on 

April 14, 2022, Defendants until today have not complied with the F.R.C.P., Protocols, or Court Orders.  

- Likewise, for the record, I have requested the Court’s intervention to compel the Defendants’ 

initial disclosure see ECF doc. [45] filed February 17, 2022, in compliance with the F.R.C.P. Rule 26 and 

Order ECF doc. [41]. I never received any response from the Court. 

- I complained one more time that the Defendants went from accusing me to "delusional", filed 

contradictory statements in their pleadings, witnesses’ false testimony, and production of false documents. 

Since none of this works due to the evidence (recordings, messages from text, and emails) that shows their 

lies. Defendants, again, change as last resort, their arguments to facts irrelevant to this matter that does 
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not respond to any fact to my Amended Complaint (AC) or the frame time of my employment with the 

Knipfings, until finally accusing me of “extortionist” but after 3 attempts and more than 4 months waiting 

to exchange "evidence" that supports their "changing contradictory arguments or positions", Defendants 

still haven't sent me a single piece of evidence or responded to my emails. The Court never applied judicial 

estoppel doctrine to avoid the Defendants' cynical and outrageous behavior toward the Court, Laws, and 

F.R.C.P. that I have exposed with evidence in all my pleadings. 

21) May 2, 2022 - ECF: Judge Shields’ order without any valid reason vacates her order ECF [52] 

prejudice depriving me of my right to due process of law, F.R.C.P. Rule 26, and helping the Defendants 

from making the initial disclosure. Defendants have lied in all their pleadings with the help of my former 

pro bono counsel who disobeyed the order ECF doc. [41] without any consequence.  

Once again, Judge Shields, protecting and covering up the violations of the Defendants who do not have 

any evidence, has vacated order ECF doc [52] to start the disclosure that should have already been made 

in December 2021. But Judge Shields support the Defendants’ gross behavior with the goal of delaying 

my case is that we should easily go to trial in early 2023. I do not know how much longer Judge Shields 

is going to continue to ignore the outrageous behavior of the Defendants. 

Conclusion: Under the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act of 1980 (“Act”), 28 U.S.C. §§ 351–

364, and the Rules for Judicial-Conduct and Judicial-Disability Proceedings (“Rules”), as amended on 

March 12, 2019: Judge Anne Y. Shields' performance has engaged in prejudicial conduct to the effective 

and expeditious administration of the business of the courts in my case because I am Hispanic, Women 

and Pro Se, whereby outside influences manipulate Judge Shields’ ruling. Judge Shields has the 

assumption that I do not understand that she is violating all my constitutional rights. 

Judge Shields’ orders and conduct are biased, partial, incompetent and abuse of power under 18 

U.S.C.§ 242 – Deprivation of Right under color of law. It is obvious that there is a financial or political 

manipulation because the Defendant is the Actor Kevin James aka Knipfing for which Judge Shields 

shows impropriety, bends or ignores the Constitution Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, allows lack of 

Due Diligence by Defendants with impunity, allows violations to Due Process (the promise of legality 

and fair procedure), allows violations to F.R.C.P. Rules 26; 16; 37 and crooked her own individual rules 

to help the Defendants who are avoiding the legal system process to delay the case jeopardize the 

American Jurisprudence and integrity of the U.S. Federal Courts. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Date: May 10, 2022 
          Rego Park, New York         Lidia M. Orrego / Plaintiff Pro Se 

95-08 Queens Blvd. Apart 3E 
Rego Park, NY, 11374 
Phone (347) 4532234  
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February 2022

filed
'N CLERK'S OFFICEU.S. DISTRICT COURT E.D.N.Y.

*  FEB I 7 2022 ★

LONG ISLAND OFFICE

Honorable Judge Gary R. Brown i?
Magistrate Judge Anne Y. Shields
United States District Court

Eastern District of New York

1 GO Federal Plaza, Central Islip, NY 11722
Attn: Pro Se Office

Re: Orrego v. Knipflng, etal, 20-CV-03361-GRB'AYS

Dear Judge Gary R. Brown and Magistrate Judge Anne Y. Shields,

In accordance with Rules VI, IV, Pro Se Litigants of Your Honors' Individual Rules, Plaintiff,

Lidia M. Orrego, respectfully submit this letter in support of my BCF Doc. # 43 with the following

statement:

According to the records in my possession on February 14th, 2022,1 requested my counsel and

the Defendants 'counsels a copy of my file but I have not received this copy. Entails events compliance

litigation process applicable rule F.R.C.P.^ - Rule 26 (F), Rule 26 (a) (1), Rule 16.

I respectfiilly request Your Honors intervention because it is very important for me to obtain my

file to provide it to my new Counsel / Attorney - bilingual Spanish who will be appointed by the Court.

Respectfully submitted.

Date: Februarv 17^. 2022
Rego Park, New York

Lidia Orrego
Plaintiff Pro Se

95-08 Queens Blvd. Apart BE
Rego Park, NY, 11374
Phone(347) 4532234

To:

Plaintiffs Counsel: Mr. Brian Dratch, Esq.
Defendants' Counsels: Mr. Kuuku Minahh-Donkoh, Esq., Mr. Alex D. Dumas, Esq., Mr. Edward E.
Wamke, Esq.
Via ECF and email.

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (F.R.C.P.)
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FILED
.. IN CLERK'S OP^ICE

Magistrate Judge Anne Y. Shields . - . ^ FEB 22 2022
United States District Court

Eastern District of New York LONG ISLAND OFFICE
100 Federal Plaza, Central Islip, NY 11722
Attn: Pro Se Office

Re: Orrego v. Knipfing, et al, 20~CV'03361-GRB-AYS RECEIVED

Dear Magistrate Judge Anne Y. Shields, F EB 2 2 2022

In accordance with Rule IV, Pro Se Litigants of Your Honor's Individual

M. Orrego, respectfully submit this letter for the following reasons:

1) For the scheduled telephone conference date March 8,2022, at 1:30 pm, I request the agenda to

this conference to be able to prepare properly.

2) I need the assignment of my new bilingual Spanish counsel appointed by the Court to attend

this conference.

3) I urgently reiterate my request to remove the ECF 42' annulled from the docket and a new date

to comply with your order ECF 41^.

4) Your Honor, Mr. Dratch failed to provide me with a copy of my file disclosing communications

with Defendants violating the ECF 41^, F.R.C.P.^, and my rights to due process of law. In light of the

above-mentioned contempt of court, it is at your discretion to apply for a sanction under inherent power.

The supporting letter was filed on February 17"', 2022 (not yet published).

Respectfully submitted,

Date; February 22"''. 2022

Rego Park, New York

Lidia Orrego
Plaintiff Pro Se

95-08 Queens Blvd. Apart 3E
Rego Park, NY, 11374
Phone(347)4532234

' ECF 42 - Case Management Statement for Employment Cases with Discovery Plan Worksheet
(Attachments: (1) Proposed Order) (Warnke, Edward) dated February 10"',2022.
^ ECF 41 - Initial Order, Judge Shields' Individuals Rules, Requirements for Employment Cases - Initial
Discovery Protocols dated December 2"^*, 2021.
^ Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (F.R.C.P.) entails events compliance Rules 26 (F); Rule 26 (a) (1); Rule
16; Rule 37.

To: Plaintiffs Former Counsel: Mr. Brian Dratch, Esq.
Defendants' Counsels: Mr. Kuuku Minahh-Donkoh, Esq., Mr. Alex D. Dumas, Esq., Mr, Edward E. Wamke, Esq.
Via ECF and email.

1
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filed

U.8.Wlo°U&.V.
^  APR 14 2022 * April 14.2022

LONG ISLAND OFFICE

ntiff, Lidia

Magistrate Judge Anne Y. Shields
United States District Court

Eastern District of New York

100 Federal Plaza, Central Islip, NY 11722
Attn: Pro Se Office

Re: Orrego v. Knipfing, etal, 20-CV-03361-GRB-AYS

Dear Magistrate Judge Anne Y. Shields,

In accordance with Rule IV, Pro Se Litigants of Your Honor's Individual Rules, Pla

M. Orrego, respectfully submit this letter for the following reasons:

1)1 decide to proceed in this matter as Pro Se with the support of the Pro Se Legal Assistance

Program - Hofstra University (which provides me assistance in Spanish) detailed in the order dated March

8, 2022, option (3). I also respectfully reiterate my request to provide me with an interpreter for future
conferences according to the Due Process of Law ECF [46] [48] [50].

2) I urgently reiterate my request to remove the ECF 42 annulled from the docket was filed

without my knowledge and consent to ruin my case. I respectfully request a new date to comply with Your

Honor's Order ECF 41. See Plaintiffs letters ECF [43] [45] [46]. Gross Violation Due Process of Law.

3) I attached hereto the cover sheet, proposal Join Letter, and Discovery Worksheet in I'eplacement

to comply with the requirements entailed by ECF 41-2,3. The attached proposal Join Letter that I wrote

is the foundation and mapping of my case because the burden of proof rests on the Plaintiff and my

evidence proves that the allegations are true and that the Defendants caused past, present^ and future

irreversible damages. See annexed pages 3-9.

4) The coimsels also failed to comply with Your Honor's Order: "Pnor to the conference all

counsel and/or pro se parties are directed to meet and confer regarding the discovery needs of this case,

including a discussion of the exchange of electronically stored information ("ESI") and to prepare a

proposed discovery plan" ECF 41. Federal Rules of Civil Procedure ("F.R.C.P.") Rule 34 (e). Gross
Violation Due Process of Law and Contempt of Court.

I never participated in any meeting, knowledge, or consent in the drafting Join Letter ECF [42].

My former counsel appointed for this Court never provided any evidence that he met with the Defendants

or participated in the ECF [42]. For this main reason, I removed the pro bono counsel frcm my case.

5) Counsels intentionally failed to point out the correct basis for federal jurisdiction. Basis for

Federal Jurisdiction: Per Plaintiff, "[t]he basis for federal jurisdiction": Retaliation [adverse employment

action], Hostile Work Environment, under 42 U.S.C. § 1981 ("§ 1981") and New York State Human

Rights Law ("NYSHRL"): "Thus, plaintiff has pleaded plausible retaliation claims under § 1981 and the

1  I
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

-------------------------------------------------------------X 

LIDIA M. ORREGO, 

 

    Plaintiff,   ORDER 

  -against-     CV 20-3361 (GRB)(AYS) 

   

KEVIN KNIPFING, et al., 

 

    Defendants. 

-------------------------------------------------------------X 

SHIELDS, Magistrate Judge: 

 The Court is in receipt of Plaintiff’s notification found in docket entry No. [51]. That 

notification advises the Court that Plaintiff wishes to proceed pro se, and that she is currently 

seeking the limited representation assistance provided by the Hofstra University School of Law 

legal assistance program. With respect to Plaintiff’s request to remove docket entry No. [42] 

from the docket, the Court notes that it cannot remove items from the public docket. See 

Gambale v. Deutsche Bank AG, 377 F.3d 133, 144 (2d Cir. 2004) (noting that once “the genie is 

out of the bottle,” courts “have not the means to put the genie back.”). However, the Court 

interprets Plaintiff's request as a request to vacate its initial conference order found at docket 

entry No. [41], effectively rendering docket entry No. [42] moot. In accord with that 

interpretation, the Court therefore will vacate that initial conference order. The Court details 

below its order regarding first steps in the discvoery process. First, however, the Court addresses 

Plaintiff’s request that a Spanish interpreter to be provided for any future conferences. The 

request for a Spanish interpreter in this civil case has been made, and it is once again, denied. 

The Court does not provide interpreters for civil cases. Plaintiff is certainly free to retain her own 

interpreter, at her own expense, for any future conferences. She may also raise this issue with the 
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Hofstra clinic. While they are not required to provide interpreting services, they may be able to 

assist Plaintiff.  

 As set forth in the clear opinion of the District Court, Plaintiffs claims pursuant to the 

NYCHRL, the New York Labor Law, the New York Penal Law and her claims for 

discrimination under 42 U.S.C. §1981 and the NYSHRL have been dismissed. Defendant 

Savitsky has been dismissed from this action entirely.  

 The claims that remain in this action are Plaintiff's claims of retaliation and hostile work 

environment pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §1981 and the NYSHRL. As to those claims: (1) Plaintiff's 

claim of retaliation remains only against Defendants Kevin Knipfig, Stephanieanna James-

Knipfing and the LLC Defendants. Her claim of a hostile work environment remains only as to 

Defendants Zantua, Stephanieanna James-Knipfing, and the LLC Defendants. As noted, there are 

no pending claims against Savitsky. 

 With respect to discovery in this matter, the Court notes that the scope of discovery, as 

set forth in the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, must be tailored to address Plaintiff's remaining 

claims. With that in mind, and in an effort to move discovery in this matter forward as 

expeditionsly as possible, the Court hereby enters the following discovery as Tier I Discovery in 

this action.   

• By June 1, 2022, the parties shall exchange all documents/recordings/video relating to 

Plaintiff’s employment. The production shall include, but is not limited to, the non-

disclosure agreement executed by Plaintiff, all documents referenced in Plaintiff’s 

amended complaint such as the relevant portions of her diary, as well as Plaintiff’s 

November complaint to Mr. Knipfing, and any emails and text messages, as well as any 

other documents relating to Plaintiff’s employment. To be clear, these documents are to 
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be exchanged by all parties regardless of how that party came into possession of the 

document.  

• On June 15, 2022, the parties are directed to submit a joint status letter setting forth dates 

certain for the taking of all depositions.  

 Upon receipt of the June 15, 2022 joint status letter the Court will enter an order as to the 

remainder of discovery so that this case be proceed. To be clear, the Court's previous 

discovery order, appearing as Docket Entry 41 in this matter is vacated, and replaced by this 

Order. 

 

SO ORDERED. 

 

Dated: Central Islip, New York 

 April 19, 2022 

         /s/ Anne Y. Shields                   

        ANNE Y. SHIELDS 

        United States Magistrate Judge 
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