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FILED

4:10 pm, Oct 31, 2025
MATTHEW J. PLATKIN

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NEW JERSEY
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex

25 Market Street

P.O. Box 117

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0117

Attorney for Plaintiff

By:  Garen Gazaryan
Deputy Attorney General
NJ Attorney ID: 070262013
(609) 376-2965
Garen.Gazaryan@law.njoag.gov

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
SPECIAL CIVIL PART — ESSEX COUNTY
DOCKET NO. ESX-DC-020461-25

JUSTIN ZIMMERMAN,

COMMISSIONER OF THE NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF BANKING AND
INSURANCE,

Civil Action

ORDER OF SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Plaintiff,
2

BRANDEN SPENCE,

e e e e e e e e e e S e e

Defendant.

This matter coming before the Court on the application of Matthew J. Platkin,
Attorney General, (by Garen Gazaryan, Deputy Attorney General appearing), attorney for
Plaintiff, Justin Zimmerman, Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Banking
and Insurance (“Plaintiff’), for an Order of Summary Judgment against Defendant,
Branden Spence (“Defendant’), and the Court having considered the papers submitted,
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and for good cause shown; and for the reasons set forth below;*

It is on this 37st day of October, 2025;

ORDERED, that Summary Judgment shall be and hereby is GRANTED in favor of
Plaintiff and against Defendant; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, this Court now finds that Defendant falsely stated to
Drive New Jersey Insurance Company (“Progressive”) on an automobile insurance
application dated August 17, 2020 that that he resided and garaged his vehicle in
Montclair, New Jersey, when in fact, he resided and garaged his vehicle in Rochester,
New York, in violation of the New Jersey Insurance Fraud Prevention Act, N.J.S A.
17:33A-4(a)(4)(a) and N.J.S.A. 17:33A-4(a)(4)(b).

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that after consideration of the factors relevant to the

calculation of civil penatties, as set forth in Kimmelman v. Henkels & McCoy, Inc., 108

N.J. 123 (1987), that judgment of civil penalties shall be and hereby is entered against
Defendant in the amount of $5,000.00, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:33A-5(b); and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that a judgment of statutory surcharge shall be and
hereby is entered against Defendant in the amount of $1,000.00, pursuant to N.J.S.A.
17:33A-5.1; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that after consideration of the factors relevant for the

assessment of attorneys’ fees, as set forth in Rendine v. Pantzer, 141 N.J. 292 (1995),
that judgment shall be and hereby is entered against Defendant in the amount of
$3,381.00, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:33A-5b;

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Final Judgment is hereby entered in favor the
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Plaintiff and against the Defendant in the total amount of $9,381.00; and
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that a copy of this Order be served on all parties

within _7 days from the date of receipt.

Loohand 7 Setlea, 9.5’.@.

=owersiste RICHARD T. SULES, J.S.C.

opposed

v unopposed

*This motion for summary judgment is unopposed. R. 4:46-2(c) provides that, on a motion for
summary judgment “the jud gment or order sought shall be rendered forthw ith if the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories and ad missions on file, togetherwith the affidavits, if anv,
show that there is no genuine issue as to anv material fact challenged and that the moving party
is entitled toa judgment or order as a matter of law.” R. 6:6-1 makes the above rule applicable in
the Special Civil Part. Since the motion is unopposed, the Court finds that the documents and
exhibits attached to the motion, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact
challenged and that the moving party is entitled toa judgment asa matter of law. Assuch, t
motion is GRANTED.



