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Appeal from an order of the Suprenme Court, Mnroe County (Daniel
J. Doyle, J.), entered April 24, 2017. The order, anong ot her things,
deni ed the notion of defendant Stephen M Fersaci to vacate the
defaul t judgnent.

It is hereby ORDERED t hat said appeal insofar as taken by
def endant Cel este A Fersaci is unaninously disnm ssed and the order is
affirmed wi t hout costs.

Menorandum  Def endants Stephen M Fersaci and Cel este A Fersac
appeal froman order denying a notion to vacate a default judgnent
(see CPLR 5015 [a] [1]). Initially, we note that only Stephen Fersaci
(def endant) noved to vacate the default judgnment. Inasnmuch as Cel este
Fersaci did not nove to vacate the default judgnment, she is not an
aggrieved party, and thus the appeal to the extent that it was taken
by her nust be dism ssed (see Edgar S. v Roman, 115 AD3d 931, 932 [2d
Dept 2014]). Defendant contends that Suprenme Court erred in denying
the notion because he offered a reasonabl e excuse for the default. W
reject that contention. “A party seeking to vacate an order or
j udgnment on the ground of excusable default nust offer a reasonable
excuse for its default and a neritorious defense to the action” (Wlls
Fargo Bank, N. A v Dysinger, 149 AD3d 1551, 1552 [4th Dept 2017]).

Def endant failed to offer a neritorious defense, and thus we need not
consi der whether he offered a reasonabl e excuse (cf. id.).

Def endant’ s remai ning contentions are raised for the first tinme on
appeal and thus are not properly before us (see Ciesinski v Town of
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Aurora, 202 AD2d 984, 985 [4th Dept 1994]).

Ent er ed: Novenber 16, 2018 Mark W Bennett
Cerk of the Court



