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Otder, Supreme Court, Bronx County (Ben R. Barbato, J.).
entered on or about October 4. 2018, to the extent it denied
defendant Alanis Realty LLC's motion to vacate the judgment
of forcclosure and sale entered upon its default, unanimously
affimed. and appeal therefrom to the extent it denied the
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proposcd ntervenor's cross motion 0 miervenc as 1moot.
dismissed. without costs. as academic.

Decfendant failed to demonstrate a reasonable excuse for its
defaull and a meriorious defensce 1o this foreclosure action
(see CPLR SOLS o] | 1]: 2 aosamide Campnodcations lindus.,
flosp Cro 28 ADAd 391 {1st Dept 20006]).
Contrary to defendant’s contention, CPLR 317, which does
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not require the showing of a rcasonable excusc for default.
does not apply to this action (Administrative Code of City of
NY § 11-340).

Defendant, the owner of the foreclosed property, claims that
it did not receive notice of the summons and complaint
scrved on the Secrctury of State pursuant to Limited Liability
Company Law § 303, This is not a reasonable excuse. given
defendant's failure to keep a current address on file with the
Sceretary *487 of State for at least five years (see NYCTL
2015-A Trase v Diffo Props. Copp. 171 AD3d 338 [1st Depi
2019)).

Defendant's proposcd answer and its principal's affidavit
contain only conclusory assertions. which do not establish
a meritorious defense (see fast N Y Sav Bank v Sun Beam
Fnters., 234 AD2d 131, 132 !1st Dept 1996]). Defendant's
claimed willingness to pay the tax lien well after the property
was sold at auction is not a defense (NYCTL 2073-4 Tirnsi,
171 AD3d a1 539). Nor did defendant provide any support for
its contention that the sales price was unconscionable.

The proposed intervenor. as the subsequent purchaser of the
property, should have been permitted to intervene in Supreme
Court. However, now that we are affirming, this issue is
academic.

We have considered the parlies’ remaining arguments for
affirmative relief and find them unavailing. Concur—

Renwick, J.P., Gische. Kapnick, Gesmer, Moulton, ]J.

Motion to strike bricland dismiss cross appeal granted to the
cxtent of dismissing the cross appeal as academic.
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