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Consider, for example, a corporation
that is sued for negligence in a person-
al injury case and, through discovery,

learns of an individual who is partially
or fully responsible for the claimant’s
alleged damages. Alternatively, a defen-
dant corporation may learn of a witness
with information pertinent to liability or
damages that it wishes to depose. Under
the New York precedent, the corporation
may be entitled to effect initial service via
the individual’s social media account if it
was unable to do so through any other
means. The ability to serve someone
through social media could ultimately
create a better likelihood of reducing or

eliminating a corporation exposure in
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