UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

SECURITIES INVESTOR PROTECTION

CORPORATION, No. 08-01789 (CGM)
Plaintiff-Applicant, SIPA LIQUIDATION
V. (Substantively Consolidated)

BERNARD L. MADOFF INVESTMENT
SECURITIES LLC,

Defendant.

In re:
BERNARD L. MADOFF,

Debtor.

IRVING H. PICARD, Trustee for the Substantively
Consolidated SIPA Liquidation of Bernard L. Madoff
Investment Securities LLC and the Chapter 7 Estate of
Bernard L. Madoff, Adv. Pro. No. 23-01099 (CGM)

Plaintiff,

V.

Malcolm Sage and Lynne Florio,

Defendants.

ERRATA ORDER REGARDING MEMORANDUM OF DECISION GRANTING IN
PART AND DENYING IN PART DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS

The Memorandum Decision Denying Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss, dated October 3,
2023 (ECF No. 44), should be corrected as follows. On page 3, the paragraph entered as:

This is a core proceeding under 28 U.S.C. § 157(b)(2)(A), (F), (H) and
(O). This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over these adversary proceedings
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1334(b) and 157(a), the District Court’s Standing Order
of Reference, dated July 10, 1984, and the Amended Standing Order of
Reference, dated January 31, 2012. In addition, the District Court removed the
SIPA liquidation to this Court pursuant to SIPA § 78eee(b)(4), (see Order, Civ.



08— 01789 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. Dec. 15, 2008) (“Main Case”), at § IX (ECF No. 1)),
and this Court has jurisdiction under the latter provision. Defendants have not
contested personal jurisdiction.

should be corrected to read:

Count One of the complaint is a core proceeding under 28 U.S.C. §
157(b)(2)(A), (F), (H) and (O). This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over
these adversary proceedings pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1334(b) and 157(a), the
District Court’s Standing Order of Reference, dated July 10, 1984, and the
Amended Standing Order of Reference, dated January 31, 2012. In addition, the
District Court removed the SIPA liquidation to this Court pursuant to SIPA §
78eee(b)(4), (see Order, Civ. 08— 01789 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. Dec. 15, 2008) (“Main
Case”), at 9 IX (ECF No. 1)), and this Court has jurisdiction under the latter
provision. To the extent that the Court does not have authority to enter a final
order in this case, the Court asks the District Court to construe this decision as
proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, pursuant to the Amended
Standing Order of Reference dated January 31, 2012. Defendants have not
contested personal jurisdiction.

/s CeceliaG. Morris

Dated: November 30, 2023 o CadiiG VoS
Poughkeepsie, New York L\ U.S. Bankruptcy Judge
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