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George Karampoutakis MD MSc PhD
Psychiatrist

Athens, November 2nd 2023
Medical Note

| conducted a psychiatric evaluation of Alkiviades Andrew David, son of
Andreas and Dimitra, of British Nationality, resident of Spetses Greece, born on
May 23 1968 in Lagos, Nigeria, Passport Nr. 537982155, United Kingdom, date
of issuance 20/07/2016, exp. Date 20/7/2026. The evaluation was conducted
on the 28" and 30™ of September, 2023.

Mr. Alkiviodes Andrew David was evaluated with use of the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI - 2), which was administered on
September 9t 2023 by a certified clinical psychologist.

Psychometric assessments are a scientifically acceptable means of
evaluating elements that determine a person’s capabilities and predisposition
to behavior in a standardized, structured way. Their accuracy is supported by
scientifically determined indicators of validity and reliability. They are based
on internationally established scientific theories and literature.

The MMPI - 2 is considered the most reliable screening and assessment tool
for adult psychopathology, widely used in clinical and court settings
infernationally. It contains 120 subscales (clinical, content and personality
subscales), as well as 8 validity scales. It is used in order to diagnose
psychopathology in clinical practice, to identify critical psychological factors
in the selection of personnel for sensitive, high responsibility or risk positions,
and in judicial settings. The MMPI — 2 assists mental health professionals in
making valid and reliable judgments concerning the patient’s personality by
providing a comprehensive psychological profile. The instrument’s accuracy
is reflected in scientifically determined indices of validity and reliability.

From the overall assessment of the MMPI-2 psychometric instrument, Mr.
David’s scores are elevated on the following psychopathology scales:

- The Clinical Scale of Paranoia (Pa)
- The Subscale of Persecutory Ideas (Pal)

The above clinical elevations reflect the presence of psychiatric symptoms,
potentially as a result of continuous litigation that the examinee endorsed in
his responses to the test.
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George Karampoutakis MD MSc PhD
Psychiatrist

Taking into consideration Mr David's responses during the clinical evaluations,
it appears that having been subjected to long term and mentally arduous
trials following complaints made by third parties against him, the fruth of
which he denies, he has developed long - standing ideas of persecution by
third parties with financial incentives targeting his estate.

Without taking into account any details of the trials that Mr. David is involved
in, the active psychiatric symptomatology he presents necessitates further
clinical monitoring and potentially the use of medication as part of a
therapeutic tfreatment.

While Mr. David has full capacity to comprehend and deal with reality,
possesses empathy as well as the ability to relate to others in an appropriate
way, he tends to externalise aggression directly related to the
aforementioned symptomatology, and particularly his intense fear that
whoever approaches him shares motives with the persons who accused him
in court.

Given the duration of the symptomatology (paranoia and persecutory ideas),
further monitoring and assessment of the progression of Mr. David's symptoms
in subsequent sessions is warranted.

The current note is provided for Judicial use.

Dr. George Karampoutakis MD MSc PhD

poid

Psychiatrist — Forensic Court Panel — Mediator
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President of the Hellenic American Psychiatric Association

Important Notice: | explicitly point out that the medical opinion | hereby send you is addressed to the following
recipients, ie. your lawyer in Greece Mr. Themistoklis Sofos and your lawyer in California, USA, Mr Fred Heather,
with the sole purpose of being submitted during your pending trial in California with your defendant Mr Fred
Heather. Mr. Fred Heather is only allowed to submit our medical opinion to the Judge of your pending case. The
present medical report is strictly confidential. Reproduction, reproduction, other way in social media, media and

advertising, media, in third parties other than the above mentioned above are strictly prohibited.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ALKI DAVID,
Plaintiff,
V.

SONY CORPORATION; JOHN BRANCA; JOHN MCCLAIN; GLORIA ALLRED; TOM
GIRARDI; LISA BLOOM; MICHAEL AVENATTI; DAVID BOIES; LOUIS FREEH; FRED
HEATHER; DANIEL "DANI" PERETZ; ANTHONY PELLICANO; DAPHNE BARAK; SHARI
REDSTONE; LES MOONVES; EDGAR BRONFMAN SR.; MARGUERITA NICHOLS;
LAUREN REEVES; CHASITY JONES; REMI SACERDOTE; NIR YATOM; BLACK CUBE
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY; WARNER MUSIC GROUP; LIMEWIRE.COM NFT
MARKETPLACE; and DOES 1 through 100,

Defendants.

VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

Plaintiff ALKI DAVID, by and through undersigned counsel, brings this civil action
pursuant to the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO), 18
U.S.C. 88 1961-1968, and in support alleges as follows:

I. INTRODUCTION

This complaint identifies multiple law firms and institutions as central to a criminal
enterprise operating under color of law, finance, and media. These include Boies
Schiller Flexner LLP, led by David Boies and Martin De Luca; Allred, Maroko & Goldberg;
the now-defunct Girardi Keese; and the California State Bar under former Executive
Director Leah Wilson. Despite formal complaints by former State Bar General Counsel
Murray Greenberg, attorney Barry K. Rothman, and others, the Bar ignored clear
evidence of systemic fraud and racketeering.



This RICO action exposes an unprecedented network of corruption, coordinated by a
transnational criminal syndicate known as The MEGA Group, working in close
collaboration with Mossad-affiliated agents and private intelligence contractors.
This network operates across multiple sectors — including media, law, finance, and
intelligence — with the express purpose of protecting high-value monopolies,
neutralizing dissent, and controlling access to intellectual property and geopolitical
influence. The MEGA Group, backed by financiers like Edgar Bronfman Sr. and strategic
operatives from Black Cube and Israeli intelligence, operates as the command
structure behind a series of civil and criminal conspiracies. Shari Redstone, Edgar
Bronfman Sr., and others enabled the laundering of media assets, suppression of
whistleblowers, and strategic targeting of individuals such as Plaintiff Alki David, whose
refusal to cede control over disruptive technologies made him a high-priority target for
reputational and economic erasure.. and Edgar Bronfman Sr. at the financial helm,
laundering exploitation content via platforms like LimeWire while trafficking influence
across media and politics. The legal arm of this syndicate included David Boies, Gloria
Allred, Tom Girardi, and Michael Avenatti—who orchestrated fake lawsuits using
scripted plaintiffs, rogue judges, and corrupt press channels.

Plaintiff Alki David, son of Andrew A. David and founder of FilmOn, was targeted for
destruction after refusing to sell off his digital empire. He endured fraudulent litigation,
surveillance, theft of assets, and the wrongful deaths of several attorneys. The murder
of key advisors, including John Quirk, Mark Lieberman, Rebecca Rini, and Barry
Rothman, followed sealed whistleblower submissions to federal authorities. In
particular, Mark Lieberman authored a detailed letter exposing systemic racketeering
and judicial corruption involving multiple defendants named herein. This letter was
delivered by attorney Ryan Baker, who currently represents Katherine Jackson, the
mother of Michael Jackson and herself a victim of the same MEGA Group enterprise.
The letter, submitted to U.S. prosecutors, named co-conspirators, detailed witness
intimidation, and outlined criminal coordination between civil litigants and private
intelligence actors. Lieberman was murdered shortly after submission, reinforcing the
deadly consequences faced by whistleblowers challenging this enterprise. At the time,
Lieberman had also filed a formal civil RICO lawsuit in the Northern District of Texas
titled Alkiviades David v. Comcast et al., alleging the same racketeering
infrastructure atissue in this case. That lawsuit was subsequently and inexplicably
redirected back to California, where it was dismissed without a full hearing — a
procedural maneuver that raises serious concerns about judicial coordination and
suppression. The redirection and dismissal of the Texas suit occurred shortly before
Lieberman's death, marking a critical escalation in the campaign to silence legal
exposure of the MEGA Group's enterprise. Notably, the $900 million default judgment
entered against Plaintiff was orchestrated and managed directly by Defendant Tom
Girardi from pretrial detention. While facing criminal indictment and disbarment



proceedings, Girardi continued to coordinate filings, authorize procedural sabotage,
and influence judicial decisions remotely. This includes his authorship of the fraudulent
complaint and direction of settlement strategy while under federal surveillance, further
demonstrating the syndicate’s control over legal infrastructure even while its actors
faced prosecution.

This action seeks to dismantle the syndicate and hold liable all those complicit in
racketeering, wrongful death, constitutional violations, and the intentional infliction of
harm.

I1. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. Jurisdiction is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c) because
this action arises under federal law, specifically RICO.

2. Venueis properin this judicial district pursuantto 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because a
substantial part of the events giving rise to these claims occurred in this district
and Defendants conduct business here.

I1l. PARTIES

e Plaintiff: ALKI DAVID, a dual-national entrepreneur and founder of FilmOn TV,
Hologram USA, and SwissX, residing primarily in Antigua and California.

e Defendants: Atransnational syndicate of individuals and corporations,
including:

o Lawfirms and attorneys: David Boies, Gloria Allred, Tom Girardi, Lisa
Bloom, Michael Avenatti, Louis Freeh, Fred Heather

o Media/corporate executives: Shari Redstone, Les Moonves, John Branca,
John McClain, Edgar Bronfman Sr.

o Surveillance/intelligence agents: Dani Peretz (a fugitive currently wanted
by Greek authorities for the theft of €12 million from Plaintiff’s 84-year-old
mother, through a scheme exposed by Sofos Law, which represents
Plaintiff’s mother and is a U.S. Embassy-authorized law firm in Athens,
Greece. Sofos Law filed a formal criminal complaint in the Athens
Municipal Court on behalf of Plaintiff’s 84-year-old mother, identifying
Dani Peretz as the principal actor in a financial fraud scheme involving
the unlawful misappropriation of €12 million in family assets. An arrest
warrant was issued and remains active under Greek and international law
enforcement protocols), Nir Yatom, Black Cube, Anthony Pellicano



o Content/IP platforms: Sony, Warner Music Group, LimeWire.com NFT
Marketplace

o Plaintiffs used in sham litigation: Marguerita Nichols, Lauren Reeves,
Chasity Jones

IV. FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

J. Joseph Chora and the Coordinated Attacks in Malibu

Plaintiff was also targeted at his Malibu residence in a series of illegal raids,
surveillance incidents, and coordinated burglaries directly orchestrated by Joseph
Chora, a known associate of Gloria Allred, Lisa Bloom, and Anthony Pellicano. Chora
carried out these operations under color of fraudulent court authority, resulting in the
unlawful seizure of private property including Plaintiff’s computers, intellectual
property, and confidential communications.

Among the most egregious acts committed during these raids was the theft of private,
intimate photographs belonging to Plaintiff’s girlfriend. These images and digital assets
were later discovered at Joseph Chora’s private residence, as documented by
investigative reporting on Shockya.com. The targeting of these materials was not
incidental; it was part of a broader campaign to degrade and destabilize Plaintiff’s
personal relationships and exert psychological control through humiliation and
blackmail.

Chora’s operations in Malibu form part of a sustained pattern of stalking, intimidation,
and extrajudicial enforcement actions that violate Plaintiff’s civil rights and federal anti-
stalking laws. These actions were undertaken in service to the broader MEGA Group
enterprise, coordinated by Allred, Bloom, and Pellicano, and executed with the intent of
silencing Plaintiff, accessing proprietary data, and destroying both his personal and
professional life.

I. Weaponization of Disability and ADA Violations

Throughout the course of litigation and public persecution, Defendants weaponized
Plaintiff’s documented neurological condition against him. Rather than accommodate
his disability under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), Defendants and their
legal representatives repeatedly denied reasonable accommodations, mocked
Plaintiff’s cognitive condition, and used it as a tool of delegitimization during courtroom
proceedings and media defamation campaigns.


https://www.shockya.com/

Despite having submitted official documentation verifying his ADA-protected
neurological impairments, Plaintiff was systematically denied support—ranging from
the presence of his service animalin court, to procedural adjustments necessary for
due process. Instead, Plaintiff was trafficked through a series of hearings where his
impairment was exploited by opposing counsel to paint him as unstable or unfit,
contributing to the unjust outcomes and exacerbating Plaintiff’s cognitive and
psychological harm.

These ADA violations formed part of a broader pattern of psychological warfare and civil
rights abuse used by the syndicate to dehumanize and discredit Plaintiff, making his
condition a tactical vulnerability rather than a protected status under federal law. Such
conduct violated Plaintiff’s constitutional rights and directly contributed to the
conspiracy’s effectiveness in isolating, bankrupting, and defaming him.

H. Targeted Attacks in Antigua and the Alpha Nero Entanglement

While residing in Antigua in 2024-2025, Plaintiff was subject to direct targeting by
known operatives of the syndicate, including Daphne Barak and Corey Feldman, both
of whom attempted to infiltrate Plaintiff’s circle with false offers of investment, media
partnerships, and documentary collaborations. Barak also unlawfully solicited and
received $10,000 from Plaintiff under the guise of delivering media services she never
provided, constituting financial fraud. This theft was committed in direct partnership
with Corey Feldman, a former FilmOn employee who brokered the meeting with Barak
and participated in the scheme. Both Barak and Feldman acted as intelligence
operatives embedded within Plaintiff’s inner circle to carry out a financial and
reputational entrapment plot. Barak, alleged to be the sister of former Israeli Prime
Minister Ehud Barak, is a documented affiliate of The MEGA Group. Her role extended
beyond mere fraud to intelligence-style operations designed to entrap and destabilize.
These interactions were later revealed to be pretexts for information gathering,
manipulation, and entrapment operations tied to Mossad-linked networks.

Simultaneously, the law firm Boies Schiller Flexner LLP, led by David Boies, initiated a
high-profile civil action involving the superyacht Alpha Nero—a matter in which Plaintiff
was falsely entangled through deceptive filings, misrepresentations, and third-party
defamation. These legal actions coincided precisely with the coordinated attempts to
destabilize Plaintiff’s reputation and position in the Caribbean business and diplomatic
community.

These events culminated in international financial entanglements and reinforced the
cross-border orchestration of reputational, legal, and financial attacks. Prime Minister
Gaston Browne of Antigua described this as a form of lawfare — a weaponization of
litigation designed not only to discredit Plaintiff but to destabilize Antigua itself.



A formal motion for intervention in the Southern District of New York case concerning
the Alpha Nero superyacht was filed by Paul Reichler, an internationally respected
attorney in Washington, D.C., on behalf of the Government of Antigua and Barbuda.
Reichler's intervention highlights the geopolitical weight of the syndicate's strategy and
Antigua’s recognition of Plaintiff as a target of international lawfare. The Antigua
government’s recognition of the pattern of abuse further validates the transnational
nature of the syndicate’s racketeering scheme. Reichler’s legal intervention in the
matter underscores the geopolitical importance of the case and directly supports
Plaintiff’s allegations of international lawfare and foreign interference targeting not only
his businesses but the sovereignty of Antigua and Barbuda. Prime Minister Gaston
Browne of Antigua publicly stated that the campaign against Plaintiff constituted an act
of 'lawfare'—a weaponization of litigation designed to destabilize the country and
discredit Alki David on the world stage. Browne’s official opinion supports the assertion
that this was not merely a private dispute, but a calculated international assault
intended to weaken sovereign credibility and suppress innovation in emerging
jurisdictions.

G. John Quirk's Investigative Report on Gloria Allred

Included in the record is the final investigative dossier compiled by the late John Quirk,
a former CIA asset recovery expert who was murdered shortly after its completion. The
report, dated February 8, 2022, exposes Gloria Rachel Allred’s extensive legal and
financial entanglements, revealing a matrix of shell companies, trust instruments, and
political lobbying fronts operating under various business names at her central
headquarters Gloria Allred controls and operates from 6300 Wilshire Blvd, Suite
1500 — a Los Angeles commercial tower independently assessed at over $100
million. This property serves as the centralized operations hub for her legal
syndicate and affiliated entities.

Quirk’s investigation tied Allred’s extensive property holdings, including a $5.67M
Malibu estate, to financial flows linked to entities tied to coercive litigation schemes,
false plaintiff recruitment, and racketeering operations involving public relations
laundering via entities such as Women’s Equal Rights Legal Defense and Education
Fund, Donallco, Inc., and The Women’s Movement. The report also documents her
business associations with Lisa Bloom and others involved in the weaponization of
false legal narratives.

The dossier confirms Allred's registered voter history, licenses, trust arrangements, real
estate, and layered corporate filings, making her central to the syndicate's operations
as a lead litigator and public-facing legal manipulator. This document is now submitted
as Exhibit A in support of Plaintiff’s claims and wrongful death allegations connected to
the suppression of this report and the assassination of Mr. Quirk.



A. Pattern of Racketeering Activity

Defendants engaged in a consistent pattern of criminal acts including but not limited
to:

e Mail and wire fraud

e Witnhess tampering and retaliatory violence
e Extortion under color of legal authority

e Obstruction of justice

e Conspiracy to violate civil rights
B. Coordinated Legal Sabotage

Over a ten-year period, Defendants orchestrated a campaign of malicious litigation
against Plaintiff, fabricating claims, bribing judges, and obstructing justice through
suppression of exculpatory evidence.

C. Media and IP Control Scheme

Plaintiff’s media businesses (FilmOn, CinemaNow, and Hologram USA) were
strategically sabotaged via DoubleVerify, Sony, and Warner-linked monopolists. These
platforms were all structured to comply with former FCC Chairman Tom Wheeler’s
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), which sought to classify streaming platforms
as MVPDs (Multichannel Video Programming Distributors) — granting them regulatory
parity with cable networks. FilmOn and CinemaNow, as early adopters of Wheeler’s
NPRM framework, represented a threat to legacy media cartels. Notably, Rebecca Rini,
a key FCC advisor and legal strategist cited directly in Wheeler’s NPRM footnotes, was
murdered shortly after submitting documentation that supported FilmOn’s status as a
compliant MVPD. Her death coincided with the abandonment and quiet burial of
Wheeler’s NPRM proposal — an act of regulatory sabotage that benefited legacy
stakeholders and removed a critical pathway for digital media parity. The chilling effect
of Rini’s death and the suppression of the NPRM had lasting consequences on the
industry, and her assassination forms part of the broader pattern of targeted killings
associated with this racketeering enterprise. IPOs were derailed, ad revenue
blacklisted, and Wheeler’s framework was intentionally undermined by lobbying efforts
from Defendants, including Comcast, Ziff Davis, and Boies Schiller Flexner LLP. via
DoubleVerify, Sony, and Warner-linked monopolists. IPOs were derailed, ad revenue
blacklisted, and content censored.

D. Wrongful Deaths of Legal Allies



Attorneys Barry K. Rothman, Rebecca Rini, John Quirk, Mark Lieberman, and Phil
Kaye—all actively representing or supporting Plaintiff—died under suspicious
circumstances in proximity to critical legal deadlines or whistleblower submissions.

E. Intelligence and Surveillance Activity

Defendants hired Black Cube, Pellicano, and Mossad-linked agents to monitor,
infiltrate, and sabotage Plaintiff’s operations and communications.

F. The Jackson Estate Conspiracy

Defendants including John Branca and Sony used fraud and coercion to hijack control
of Michael Jackson’s estate, silencing the Jackson family and those seeking to expose
misconduct. Plaintiff’s attempts to intervene led to retaliation.

V. CAUSES OF ACTION

Count | -Violation of RICO, 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c)

Count Il - Conspiracy to Violate RICO, 18 U.S.C. 8 1962(d)

Count Ill - Fraud and Deceit

Count IV - Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress

Count V - Wrongful Death (re: Rothman, Rini, Quirk, Lieberman, Kaye)

Count VI - Civil Rights Violations under 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1985(2) & (3)

VI. RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court:

Enter judgment in Plaintiff’s favor on all counts;

Award treble damages as provided under 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c);

Award punitive damages where applicable;

Issue injunctive relief halting all ongoing racketeering activity;

Order disgorgement and asset forfeiture of all gains derived from the criminal

Al

enterprise;
6. Grantsuch other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper,
including referral to the DOJ and international human rights bodies.



Respectfully submitted,
ALKI DAVID, Pro Se or by counsel

Date: [To be entered upon filing]

VERIFICATION: I, Alki David, under penalty of perjury, affirm that the foregoing is true
and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Signature:




Alkiviades David Court of Appeals Athens Greece 27072023

Before
The Court of Appeals
Athens Greece

APPEAL

(against the nLaw enforcement of a court decision based on the article
43 of the European Regulation)

Alkiviades Andrew David of Andreas and Dimitra, British Nationality, resident
Antigua and Barbuda, St. John’s), legal representing «Hologram Inc»,
«Alkidavid Productions Inc.», born 23/5/1968 in Lagos Nigeria , passport Nr.
537982155, UK, iss. Date 20/7/2016, exp. Date 20/7/2026.

Plaintiff
VS
Lauren Reeves resident Los Angeles California, Griffith Park 1, USA

Respondent
against

The court decision 2663/2022 of the One-Member-Court of Athens dated
18/3/2022, 23522/1097/2022, law enforcement of the Decision BC 643099/10-

9-2020 of the Court of California (14" Department).
Athens the 27" of July 2023
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On June 15, 2023, as | was fully unaware that the no. 2663/2022 Decision
of the One-Member Court of First Instance of Athens at the request of the
Respondent, which I legally appeal with the present Appeal before the Court of
Appeals, acting as a court in first instance. Lauren Reeves (hereinafter Lauren
Reeves) is a television writer and presenter, and former employee of my
companies.

As | am informed, by this decision, which was issued in the process of
lending jurisdiction after the application number of 18/3/2022 with the number
of deposit reports 23522/1097/2022 of the defendant, a representative of its
attorney, recognizes its enforcement of its enforcement. The enforceability of no.
BC 643099/10-9-2020 of the Court of Justice of the California State of Los
Angeles (Political Address 14th Department), without the competent judge to
examine the conditions of its final. the Greek public order, not even the violation
of the fundamental principles of fair trial. 6 of the European Convention on
Human Rights, without ordering the summoning of any person as having a
legitimate interest in this trial, either having my appeal or intervening
intervention, and in the absence of notification of Lauren Reeves' request to me,
the Greek court proceeded with the Greek Court of Justice. 5/5/2022 without my
presence in the Lauren Reeves' request and examine the substantial fundamental
of its application.

Furthermore, the contested decision lacks a reasons for the assistance of
the lawful conditions of enforcement of the California Court of Justice. While it
contains no reason as to whether the amount of the outrageously high and
disproportionate punitive damages awarded by the decision declared enforceable
is significantly higher than the supposed actual damage of the defendant (below).

The contested decision lacks reasoning as it does not consider the factthat
I was not given the opportunity for the US courts to defend and put forward my
allegations, so that Art. 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights and the
International Pact on Individual and Political Rights, as adopted and opened for
signing, validation and accession with the no. 2200 A (XXi) decision of the UN
General Assembly with entry into force on 23.3.1976 (in accordance with Article
491 text: United Nations Treaty Series, Vol. 999, p. 171) and ratified by Law
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2462/1997 "Ratification of the International Pact on Individual and Political
Rights ”(Government Gazette 25, vol. A).

In particular, given my absence in this judgment, the court that issued the
contested ruling was unable to consider the reasons not proposed by the applicant
Lauren Reeves, a violation of my fundamental rights, as | have been following
them below, and in particular.

- In the process before the California Court of California, the United
States of America, whose decision recognized the enforceability in the Greek
territory, the presumption of my innocence was violated ("Every person accused
of criminal offense is presumed to be innocentuntil his guilty is innocent. proved
by law ',

- that | was not given the guarantees to attend the trial and to defend
myself in propria persona ("'pro per") that is, in person or with the help of the
lawyer of my choice and to examine or request the examination of the class
witnesses and to ensure presence

- And to examine the defense witnesses on the same terms that apply to
the class witnesses.

The contested decision, which was not notified to me, is expedited at the
expense of my property in Spetses, at the "Panagia Armata or Armada" position,
in the no. 449 OT of the homonymous municipality of Spetses, which is on
display at a public forced auction on the 27th of September 2023.

2.- Specifically: With its application dated 18/3/2022, Lauren Reeves
requested the Greek Court of Justice to recognize the enforceability of the no.
BC 643099/10-9-2020 of the Court of Justice of the California State of Los
Angeles (Political Address 14th Department), represented by Lawyer Gloria
Allred, and with which | was obliged by the legal and historical basis of work
harassment, to pay, my companies, the amount of six hundred and fifty thousand
($ 650,000) of US dollars due to compensation (Compensatory Damages) and
the amount of four million fifty thousand ($ 4,350,000) as "punitive
compensation" Damages).
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3.- Also the other plaintiff, Mrs Mahim Khan (Mahim Khan), a
representative of the (same) lawyer Gloria Allred, consulted with the defendant
and other plaintiffs, with whom he has joined a group in order to deceive the
California courts of California. The United States of America has filed a lawsuit
against me on the same basis and request and has been issued. BC654017 /
B305849, B308727 ruling by the Court of Justice of the California of Los
Angeles (Political Directorate of 74th Department) with which | was obliged to
pay, and my companies, the amount of three million US dollars for non -financial
losses, US dollars for future losses, forty thousand US dollars for loss of profits,
eighty thousand US dollars for future profits, one hundred and thirty thousand
US dollars for its future hospitalizations, as well as fifty million US dollars (US
dollars " Damages).

4.- Similarly, Mrs Chasity Jones (Tsassiti Jones), a representative of the
same lawyer Gloria Allred, has filed a lawsuit against me with the same request
and a decision has been issued under E. BC649025 (Los Angeles Superior
Court). of the state of California in the province of Los Angeles (Political
Directorate 14th Department) with which | was obliged to pay, and my
companies, punitive compensation, of eleven million ($ 11,000,000) US.

5.- Tom Girardi is a lawyer for the state of California, who is accused of
crimes by the California State Prosecutor's Office and is to be tried, and has been
deleted by the California Bar Association, after hundreds of complaints against
him by US citizens who They have been harmed by his actions, and who
coordinates the actions of the defenders in cooperation with their attorney Gloria
Allred.

6.- Lauren Reeves (Lauren Reeves), Mahim Khan (Mahim Khan), and
Chasity Jones (Tsassiti Jones) were employees of my company and with their
lawsuit to Mr Judge of the California Court of California in the province of
California. Los Angeles (Political Address 14th Department) | was attributed, in
collaboration with other girls who are turning to each other and with the lawyers
orchestrated by lawyer Tom Girardi (Tom Jirardi) knowing that | was alleged
that | was allegedly harassed. Lauren Reeves (Lauren Rivers) and Mahim Khan
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(Mahim Khan) have been integrated into an organization, which is solely aimed
at committing deception of the United States Courts, abusing the "Metoo"
movement, which has now become a product of the media. Massively, with the
purpose of exploiting false accusations against wealthy citizens, and with the aim
of illegal asset, composed of huge compensation, mainly "punitive damages”,
not recognized by the Greek legal system and European rights. The accusation
of sexual harassment is a very serious category, which | have denied and
categorically refused. | was not given the opportunity for the US courts to defend
and put forward my allegations, and | have joined the US Disability Act, as |
have proven to be a brain illness, which the defendant and the other plaintiffs
knew They pursue my moral and financial extermination.

6.- This accusation is part of a more general attack | have been accepting
for several years from the above organization, consisting of the defendant and
other persons, who directly or indirectly collaborate on my economic but mainly
moral extermination and my slanderous defamation.

7. Influenced and Corrupt Organizations ACT (“Rico") against lawyers
and parties who have plotted in the US and internationally to influence their
behavior in cases that they introduce with false allegations in the courts. These
acts are part of a pattern of corruption orchestrated and directed by lawyer
Thomas Girardi who has had an influence similar to other cases for which he is
already accused in the United States of America. Girardi's law firm was used by
the organization's center to develop citizens and courts internationally. Among
other things, the action of the above criminal organization has led to court rulings
against me for about seventy -four million US dollars. ($ 74,000,000) To date,
as "punitive damages" against me, not recognized by Greek law and European
right.

8. The consequences of this activity have also reached our country, with
the recognition, without even listening, of the decisions issued by deceiving
courts in the United States of America, with the simple process of jurisdiction.
My information, on the basis of this decision and their report on a public forced
auction.
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9.- In particular, I am the recipient of attacks and blackmailing large
television networks and people associated with them, including ABC, CBS,
NBC and Fox Television that abuse the public spectrum, especially through a
platform known as Nextgen. I have criticized the Hollywood media cartel, which
has been involved in media and political corruption. Lauren Reeves was a person
who provided services for Hologram USA and Alkidavid Productions Inc,
companies that belong to me.

10. For example, my company "Filmon" moved against "Double Verify",
and was recognized by the California Supreme Court to sue the company
"Comcast Ventures Inc" for corporate negligence and corporate defamation of
me and my companies. "Comcast Ventures Inc" holds "Double Verify Inc". Still
two hundred other large American multimedia platforms. Comcast Ventures Inc
is one of the largest multimedia/television companies in America.

There are many videos showing the collusion and collaboration of this
couple and other television lawyers, such as Gloria Allred who has beena Loyola
Law School with Thomas Girardi and his personal girlfriend for more than 40
years.

11.- It should be noted that Tom Girardi and Gloria Allred have been
investigated by the US Department of Justice. Thomas Girardi has already been
accused of claims of more than five hundred million US dollars. Againsthim for
his activities, promoted by the same Comcast Ventures companies, etc.

12. Hollywood's well -known faces such as Kanye West, artist, Alec Rae
Baldwin, American actor, comedian and producer, Chris Brown, artist and
singer, Rose McGowoen, actor, 50 cent, rapper, Alen Dershowitz Professor ,
billionaire a hotelier who are available to detail the attacks of the above
organization against them with the aim of their economic and moral
extermination, with the aforementioned practices of Hollywood Media Cartel,
which uses its multimedia products such as "Me-Too /I woke up “with false
branded scandalous allegations in the media against these persons.
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13.- My lawyer John Quirk is one of my 4 lawyers who died unexpectedly
and in unspecified circumstances. Most interesting is that John Quirk was killed
by a car in Turkey that was hit as a pedestrian while in business in Turkey and
one month after exposing Gloria Allred Practices for money laundering in a
detailed asset report world, including Greece. My lawyer John Quirk was
tragically killed by a car while a pedestrian in Istanbul.

14.- Tom Girardi, as a lawyer, took advantage of the "Metoo™ movement
with Lauren Reeves with the aim of illegal asset, in collaboration with Gloria
Allred and with contracting agreements on the percentage of punishment of
punitive allowances. of Lauren Reeves (in my companies) as hostile,
intimidating, offensive or abusive, raising false allegations against me in the
Court of California (Los Angeles County) before the honorable Judge Terry A.
of September 9, 2019 in Section 14 of the Supreme Court, presented by Gloria
Allred, Maroko and Goldberg by Nathan Goldberg and Dolores Y. Leal).

15.- Twelve jurors formed a flattened belief and accepted Lauren Reeves'
allegations recognized the punitive compensation against me, accepting their
decision, that

Alkis David touched Lauren Reeves in order to harm or offend her.
Lauren Reeves refused to touch her. Lauren Reeves was injured or affected by
Alki David's behavior and a reasonable person in the Lauren Rives situation
would have been infected with the touch. Alkis David was intended to cause
harmful or offensive contact with Lauren Rives using his groin country. Contact
with Mr. David's groin country led to sexually offensive contact either directly
or indirectly and Lauren Reeves did not consentto the touch. Lauren Reeves was
a person who provided services for Hologram USA. Lauren Reeves underwent
unwanted harassment because she is a woman and harassment was serious or
pervasive, while arational woman in Lauren Reeves would consider the working
environment hostile, intimidating, offensive or abusive.

16. Along with incitement to false allegations with the intention of
blackmailing or distorting justice against me.
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17.- By Decision No. 2663/2022 of the Athens Single Court of Justice,
the content of which | ignore, since | was not indulged, the aforementioned
California Court's ruling was recognized on 31/8/2022 as a law enforcement and
execution against me without being summoned to the court, | had the opportunity
to get knowledge of this execution order (my residence has been seized and
sealed in Malibu, California, United States of America, 23768 Malibou, 90265,
Malibu Road, Malibu CA, 90265 U.S.A.) Lauren Reeves (Lauren Rives) and
then Mahim Khan (Mahim Khan), and Chasity Jones (Chasty Jones) seek to
execute the decisions that aburper with false allegations against my property in
Spetses, with auctioning 27/9 /2023, but also elsewhere.

PART FIRST: Recognition of enforcement of foreign court decisions

1.- Recognition of the enforcement of foreign courts decisions as well as the
recognition of judicial judgments of foreign courts concerning in particular the
personal status (such as divorce, adoption) can be done in Greece by court, if the
statutory conditions are met (Article provided for by law (Article. . 905 in
combination with 323 CCPD).

2.- The positive prerequisites are that the present decision is res judicized in
accordance with the law of the place where it was issued, and that the case was
subject to the provisions of Greek law in the jurisdiction of the state courts to
which the court which issued the judgmentissued the ruling, While the following
are the following as negative conditions:

- That the defendant party was not deprived of the right to defend and
participate in the trial, unless deprivation was made in accordance with a
provision in force for the citizens of the state, to which the court which issued
the judgment belongs to the judgment,

- that it is not opposed to a Greek court ruling issued on the same case and is
respected by the parties, including the Court of Justice, and the Court of Justice,
and

- That is not opposed to good morals or public order.
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3.- From 1-3-2002, in accordance with Article 76, 44/2001 Council
Regulation of 22.12.2000 was implemented for international jurisdiction,
recognition and execution of decisions in civil and commercial affairs. The
above regulation replaced the Brussels International Convention on 27.9.1968
for international jurisdiction and the execution of decisions, as it was amended
by the San Sebastian Convention on May 26, 1989, ratified by Greece by Law
1814/1988 and Law 2004/1992, respectively. The establishment of the above
regulation became necessary after the Treaty of Amsterdam, which came into
force on 1 May 1999 and ratified by Greece with Law 2691/1999, so the issues
of cooperation of the Member States in the bourgeois and commercial affairs
were passed by the Third pillar of the intergovernmental cooperation of the
Member States, as it had been formed under the Treaty of Mastricht (1992),
under the broader title "Cooperation in Justice and Internal Affairs", where the
appropriate means to regulate them was the conclusion of an international treaty.
(See Old Article 220 EEC), in the first pillar, which is now incorporated into the
treaty, in the third part of it, entitled IV (Art. 61-69), with the aim of establishing
a space of freedom, security and justice. , where the appropriate means to
regulate them is to establish rules in the context of secondary Community law.

The purpose of the training of the above regulation was to introduce
contemporary rules of international jurisdiction in civil and commercial affairs,
and to further simplify the necessary formalities for the rapid recognition and
execution of decisions in these cases, through simple and uniform procedures. ,
addressing and solving the problems that had arisen in the application of the
Brussels International Convention. This Regulation in accordance with Article
28 (1) has increased formal validity (CA 93/2017, CA 1027/2011).

If the party against whom the execution is requested has its residence on the
territory of a state - a member of the other from the one in which the executor
was declared, the deadline for the exercise of the appeal is two months since the
day it was served or notified personally. or in his residence (Art. 43 par. 1, 2, 3
and 5),

4.- "Only the remedy referred to in Annex IV (Art. 44)," 1 may be brought
against the decision on the appeal. The court before which the appeal has been
lodged, pursuant to Articles 43 or 44, may dismiss or withdraw the declaration
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of enforceability, only if there is any reason for the designated Articles 34 and
35. Decides unexpectedly. 2. The substantive revision of a foreign decision is
excluded "(Art. 45 (1) (2)).

5.- The above provisions externalize that Articles 34 and 35 of the Regulation

provides, in a restrictive manner, the reasons for which the decision is not

recognized, while Article 53 defines the documents to be provided by the party,

which invokes the recognition or calls for the declaration of enforceability.

6.- Finally, the Court of First Instance is responsible for the declaration of the
enforcement of the enforceability, in the process of voluntary jurisdiction (Art.
740 et seq. Code), in accordance with the relevant regulation of Annex II of the
Regulation, which stipulates that the Court of Appeal is in accordance with the
"appeal" of Article 43 of the Rules of Procedure, in accordance with the relevant
regulation of Annex III of the Regulation, while the "remedy" which It may be
exercised, pursuant to Article 44 of the Regulation, is the appeal, in accordance

with the provision of Annex III of the Regulation.

7.- Therefore, the combination of the above provisions of Regulation
44/2001, which basically retains the structure and regulatory framework of the
Brussels International Convention, shows that within the framework of the rapid
and simple procedure for the above-mentioned procedure for the Declaration of
an enforcement of a foreign -Member State, the Court (One -Member Court of
First Instance for Greece) of the execution member state, is limited to finding
that it is an enforcement of a judicial decision derived from another Member
State, whose object is subject to its scope as Abody above, without any right to
investigate, if any of the reasons justifying the refusal of enforceability under
Articles 34 and 35 of the Regulation (as opposed to the Brussels International
Convention) and without the defendant's defendant) and without the defendant
The execution is entitled to attend the trial and to submit observations (similarly

under Article 34 of the Brussels International Convention).

8.- Consequently, the above decision of the Single Member Court of First
Instance, which accepts the declaration of a executive of the foreign judicial
decision, is not a substantial judicial decision, but a mere court order subject to
Article 43 (1) of the Rules of Procedure. which resembles, in the context of

10
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domestic law, to the opposition to Article 583 of the Code of Civil Procedure
(CA 1024/2001).

9.- This remedy, despite the above unfortunate name under the Brussels
International Convention, was used by the most correct term "appeal”, does not
constitute an "appeal" against the decision of the One -Member Court of First
Instance, but the Court of Appeal, shall act as a first instance of the Court of
Appeal, exceptionally the rule of Article 12 (2) of the Code.

10.- For this reason, this shall be filed by the case file to the Court of Appeal
to which it is addressed (Court of Appeal) and with the service of the defendant
is addressed (CCP 585 (1) (215 (1)) within the provisions of Article 43 (5) of the

Declaration of an exclusive deadline of one or two months (CA 1028/2009).

11.- Moreover, the enforceability of the foreign decision can be dismissed if
the expansion of its energy to the domestic would result in the creation of
situations that are largely inappropriate to the detainees of a domestic legal order
and only on the proposal of the prosecution of the appeal, if the decision is
controlled if the decision is controlled, if the decision is controlled, Class in the

narrower sense of the regulation (Krombach Decision of 28-3-2000).

12.- Further from the combination of the provisions of Articles 68 and 73
CCP, it is clear that, for the procedural condition of the trial legitimacy of the
party, it is sufficient to claim the plaintiff's assertion that he and the defendant
are the subjects of the deprived of the legal judgment. Relationship without (in
principle) the truth or not of this is influenced, since the lack of a subscription of
the above procedural condition implies the rejection of the lawsuit as legally
unfounded during the legal basis of the lawsuit, and substantially unfounded in
the case of Non -proven (at the stage of research of substantial groundwork) of
those cited for its foundation (active legitimacy) of facts (OP 25/2008, CA
628/2010, CA 1928/2008, CA 2402/2007).

13. In view of that the legalization of the party and the legitimate interest are
essential prerequisites for the provision of judicial protection. The incorrect
judgment of the Court of Justice on the subscription of these conditions
establishes the appeal of Article 559 of the Code of Civil Procedure and not that

of the number 14, which arises only when the application for the lawsuit does

11
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not display the evidence that establishes legalization and justify the legal interest
in its exercise (OPP 25/2008, AP 1157/2017).

14.- After all, while the assistance of the active and passive legalization of
the parties is on its own motion by the court of substance, it does not concem
public order and, therefore, the claim to establish a ground of appeal must have
been proposed to the Court of Appeal and refer to the Court of Appeal and to
refer to the Court of Appeal. In the appellant that the relevant proposal was made
(AP 529/2009, AP 244/2004).

15.- Further, the combined provisions of Articles 905 par. contrary to the
"public order". In these provisions, the public order is understood within the
meaning of Article 33 of the AK.

16.- Therefore, the declaration of a foreign court ruling in Greece is not
forgiven when, due to its content and in view of the specific circumstances
arising from a foreign decision, its execution would turn into fundamental states,
social, legal or economic perceptions that in the country and (b) it would
distribute the legal pace it holds in the country (OP 17/1999, CA 2273/2009, CA
1066/2007).

PART TWO:
The Punitive Damages Institution in Common Law Legal Classes
1. Concept, Purpose and Functions of Punitive Damages

1.- The term "punitive compensation" (hereinafter referred to as Punitive
Damage, or Exemplary Damages) defines the increase in civil damages awarded
to the plaintiff beyond and in addition to the amount required to repair its actual
damage when the defendant is highly acclaimed violent, blackmailing,

fraudulent, delusional, malicious or tangible and unethical.

2.- Purpose of Punitive Damages, as it is repeated in the judicial decisions of
the US Courts, is the defendant's punishment for the act he committed, as well
as the detence of his own offender as well as third parties by the commitment of

similar behavior in the future.

12
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3.- Punishment is justified on the one hand by the particularly heinous nature

of the act and by the consequences that this act can bring to the community.

4.- Achieving the purpose of detence objective via Punitive Damages
depends on the help of two basic factors, namely (a) whether the law actually
applies and punishes those who have grossly violated other people's rights and
(b) Whether potential offenders understand the provisions of the law, as well as
the possibility that they will be punished for punishment for the commitment of

wrongdoing.

Also interesting is the fact that the purposes of imposing penalty and
deterrence are strongly intertwined, and it is even argued that prevention (general
and specific) is one of the main (if not the most basic) purposes of imposing

sentence.

5.- Punitive Damages differ from the Compensatory Damages, as the former
are in practice oriented by the offender, by focusing on the latter's face, while
having a look in the future (preventing the performance of similar behaviors in
the future), as opposed to the Compensatory Damages which are oriented to the
damage suffered by the injured person and on his face have retroactive power
(that is, refer to something that was done), while seeking to bring the injured in

the same position that he would be if the offensive behavior had not taken place.

6.- The institution of Punitive Damages has been characterized that it
balances between civil and criminal law and is quasi-criminal, as the prestige
and punishment purposes they seek are, in principle, purposes that come across

criminal law. But in a civil trial taking place between two individuals.

7.- In addition, it has been supported by the double character of Punitive
Damages that the term "punitive" has two meanings. The first is that of the
defendant's punishment for the particularly heinous behavior he has shown,
while the second concerns the plaintiff's right to a civil trial to impose the right
to be punitive. The first concept is the one that suggests the criminal side of
Punitive Damages, while the second constitutes the core of their bourgeois
appearance. It is even this dual substance that raises issues regarding the
application of constitutional guarantees that are implemented on penalties
imposed by criminal law and for Punitive Damages, in particular as to the aspects

of the latter approaching criminal law.

13
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8. It becomes unjustifiably richer, collecting without subscription
documentation, an amount that exceeds the damage it has suffered. This is the
argument of the Windfall Argument, which argues that the plaintiffis reaping an
unexpected profit he is not entitled to, while the public, whose interests are at
risk by the defendant's behavior, is not the amount of money. In addition, it has
been proposed to distribute the amount awarded as Punitive Damages between
the plaintiff and the state, so as to ensure that an amount is indeed available for
the benefit of the community. Further, due to the fairly indefinite guidelines
given to the jurors regarding the criteria to be taken into account for the amount
to which Punitive Damages should be raised, the jurors often see amounts
excessively, based on prejudices that are highly at great expense. Wealthy
defendants, as was the case in this case with the decision that the contested
executable in the Greek territory. It is ruthlessly confident that decisions that see
Punitive Damages are unpredictable and introduce an element of uncertainty in
the legal order, while not provided for in the Greek legal order, coming to direct

contradiction with the Greek public order.

9.- As early as 1986, in the United States of America, there has been a strong
dialogue on the issue of constitutionality of the Punitive Damages institution.
The opponents of the institution claimed that it is hitting the eighth and
fourteenth amendment of the Constitution. The first prohibits excessive
monetary penalties ("Excessive Fines Clause"), while the latter provides the
"Due Process Clause", which has the meaning that the trial must be fair and
rationally linked to the pursuit of a legal purpose (Rationally Related to
Legitimate Purposes).

On the issue of the opposition of the institution to the eighth amendment of
the Constitution, the case -law has already ruled negatively with the Browning -
Ferris Industries of Vermont, Inc. v. Kelco Disposal Inc, accepting that Excessive
Fines Clause does not apply to cases between two private parties in which the
court is awarding Punitive Damages. On the contrary, this clause, both in
principle and based on its historical interpretation, seems to be exclusively
implementing in the field of criminal law. The first fundamental decision to deal
with the control of Punitive Damages in the light of Due Process Clause was the

decision Pacific Mutual Life Insurance Co V. Haslip, in which the court initially
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accepted that the institution of Punitive Damages Per Se does not violate the

fourteenth amendment of the Constitution.

However, the court then made a very significant assumption that the
unacceptable discretion of the jurors or court to determine the amount of Punitive
Damages could lead to extreme results that are contrary to the principle of fair
process clause, while accepting that The most important factor to be taken into
account when checking the constitutionality of the decision to see Punitive
Damages is "... if this decision is in a reasonable relationship with the purposes

of deterrence and punishment".

10.- The Supreme Court plenary issued no. 17/1999, which ruled that the fact
that Greek law ignores an institution provided for in foreign law does not mean

that this institution is in the national public order.

In addition, OLAP 17/1999 accepted that although the restorative nature of
the law of compensation constitutes the rule in the Greek legal order, the
additional amount due to a "penalty" to the bad debtor is not generally prohibited.
In support of the above, the majority reference was made to the institution of the
criminal clause, while also explicitly referred to the provisions ofa law providing

for an increase in compensation beyond the actual damage.

The court also accepted that, in order to educate his judgment on whether or
not to contradict the foreign decision that he or she seeks such a "penalty" to
domestic public order, to evaluate this foreign decision in terms of the supreme
penalty of the sentence awarding. , based on the relevant obligation on Article
409 AK, which according to the Court constitutes a manifestation of AK 281. He
thus considered (OLAP 17/1999) that the Court of Appeal, "to the extent that it
did not consider the issue of the excess of the Punitive Damages funds. , must be

undone. "

A first minority in Decision 17/1999 argued that the restorative nature of
compensation is considered a major and fundamental principle of the national
legal order, which reflects the moral, social and economic perceptions that
govern the country's living rthythm in modern times and therefore the foreign
judiciary Decision, which awards an amount, as a result of compensation, in the
form of a penalty, is, regardless of the amount of the amount, contrary to public

order, because, in addition to conveying criminal perceptions in the field of
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private transactions and imposes sanction , which is only for the benefit of the
one who has been damaged, contradicts the restorative nature of the

compensation.

A second minority, contrary to the first, argued that the appeal had to be
rejected as unfounded. This is as the restorative nature of compensation, which
is a general principle of Greek law, does not fall into a principle that is part of
the fundamental legal, political, social or moral perceptions that govern the
Greek legal order and regulate living relations within the boundaries of Greek
territory so that To prevent the declaration of an enforcement in Greece a foreign

court ruling imposing punitive damages.

11.- Undoubtedly the concept of public order is of excellent character, as is
evident from the Paratite of AK 33 that refers to "reservation of public order"
and has the meaning that public order is only in exceptional cases and cases.

Always sparingly.

To respond to the character of the criminal clause as a civil penalty, the
argument that a private sentence has the debtor's face, while the criminal clause
has the focus of the lender, as it is a minimum collateral for him. In the event that

the debtor shall athe at the deficit of his contractual obligations.

12.- In addition, no general prevention purposes are done by the regulation
of the criminal clause, as the contractual relationship in which it has been agreed
operates purely inter partes, due to the principle of relativity of guilt (see and AK
177). However, even if the criminal clause does not constitute a private penalty,
however, acting as a means of pressure for the debtor, it has the element of
prevention and ratification at its expense, regardless of whether these elements

constitute the basic supporting reason for its establishment.

13. such as Punitive Damages that are sovereign sovereign by the court. The
fact that the Greek legislator accepts the conclusion under the private will of a
criminal clause, which has, inter alia, a sanctioned purpose, does not indicate that
the above purpose is compatible with the fundamental principles of the Greek
legal order, as punitive damages can be the result of Only the will of the parties,
when the parties agree to be subject to the difference between them, which is

aware of this institution.
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14.- A provision that involves a preventive- ratification in accordance with
the preventive- sanctioning nature of Article 10 (16) (b) of Law 2251/1994
concerning the advice of moral damage to collective education. According to this
provision, "in order to determine the financial satisfaction, the Court takes, in
particular, the intensity of the infringement of the legal order constituted by the
illegal conduct, the size of the defendant of the supplier and, in particular, the
annual turnover of its turnover, as and the needs of general and special
prevention. " And in this case, however, the legislator uses (and) in this provision
the term "financial satisfaction due to moral damage", despite the fact that the
financial satisfaction is different from the moral damage as found in Articles 59,
299 and 932 AK and which which It is restored, but it does not disconnect it from
it. This is because in this case we are not dealing with non -property damage, but

contrary to the introduction of a bourgeoisie against the supplier - offender.

15.- The majority of OLAP 17/1999 accepted that the institution of Punitive
Damages is not contrary in abstracto in the Greek public order, but in concreto
the foreign decision seeking Punitive Damages to hit it when the amount is
sufficient is in the midst of the amount. Others of the kind and the importance of

default, fault and moral and economic status of the parties.

The Court cited a basis for the Article 409, which provides for a judicial
reduction in the appropriate measure of the disproportionately large private
sentence agreed by the parties and which, according to the court, constitutes a
manifestation of AK 281.

The majority did not directly refer to the principle of proportionality, but it
was indirectly cited when it referred to AK 409, which is an expression of the
principle of proportionality in civil law. The general hesitation of the case -law
to immediately invoke the principle of proportionality, as provided today in
Article 25 (1) (1). d of the Constitution, it derives from the point of view that the
constitutionally guaranteed principles cannot be implemented directly to regulate

relations between individuals.

On the contrary, the introduction of their radiation into the field of private

law is through the general saying, which includes AK 409, as AK 281.

In addition, it is argued that any acceptance of the immediate tribalty of

constitutional rights would overthrow the independence of private law.
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It is best to resort to the judge directly to invoke the principle of
proportionality, as provided for in Article 25 (1) (d) of the Constitution, in view
of the fact that the recipient of the principle of proportionality is other than the
legislator and himself and himself and himself and himself. the judge.

An argument in favor of this view can also be derived from the fact that AK
409 is directly implemented only on a criminal clause and not in any case of

ratification.

16.- Unacceptable condemnation of the case? The question arises that the
judgment of the majority of AP 17/1999 that the Greek Court of Justice must
control the amount awarded by the foreign court on the basis of criteria such as
the species and the importance of the debtor, the degree and the extent of its fault,
The interests of the lender, which have been infected or at stake, the moral and
financial situation of the parties and the special circumstances, pave the way for

the reactive auction (Revision Au Fond).

17.- Indeed, when the Greek Court of Justice comes to judge again evidence
that has already been examined by the foreign court, it appears to be resolving

the case.

Regarding whether or not this case is permitted, it has been argued that
condemnation is exceptionally permissible in extreme cases where there is a risk
of financial extermination of the perpetrator and there is a disproportionate of
means and purpose, resulting in the principle of proportionality leading to in

retreat of the principle of non -condemnation of the case.

As a result, control based on the principle of proportionality constitutes a
permissible deviation from the principle of prohibition of condemnation, as long
as it is sparing and leads to the refusal of foreign decision only in extreme cases,
where the principle of proportionality is - in view of the Conditions in this case

- obvious.
18.- Some enforceable in terms of actual damage

The Court may judge in public order the foreign judicial ruling on the
Punitive Damages budget, and (a) declare it some enforceable for the actual
damage or (b) to modify the amount of Punitive Damages, adapting to the Greek

public class tolerable levels. In this regard, it has been argued that partial
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execution presupposes the existence of more funds in the same alien title, and if
the subject of the proceedings are partial execution is not accepted.
Consequently, the concept of capital is critical, which according to the prevailing
view presupposes a provision that is definitively ruled by any independent

application for judicial protection.

In this regard, as shown by the overview of the institution of Punitive
Damages in foreign legal classes, the lawsuit is not accepted with a separate
request for the advice of Punitive Damages, but on the contrary, it is necessary

to bring a lawsuit for Compensatory Damages.

Subsequently, the Funds of Punitive Damages cannot be considered
independent chapter, establishing a uniform chapter with the other component of
Compensatory Damages. Based on this view, any impact of Punitive Damages
in the Greek public order would lead to a refusal to execute a foreign decision as
a whole, rejecting the possibility of partial execution. It has also been argued,
however, that even in a single proceedings, partial execution can be accepted,
since the decision can be easily divided into conflicting sections and non -public

sections.

19.- View that appears to be holding the case-law, rightly, the partial
execution of a decision on the actual injury is permissible, provided that the
punitive compensation will be present in concreto contrary to the national
international public order, as it is easy to intervene, without intervention in The
rationale of the foreign judge, the separation of the part of the decision that he

encounters in the public order from what is in accordance with it.

As to whether the Court can amend the amount of Punitive Damages by
adapting it to the height of the public order, it is the view that this would
constitute an unacceptable condemnation of the case, as it would have been
controlled by the domestic court. The legal and substantive reasoning of the

foreign court and to issue a new decision on the same issue.

20.- An important decision to recognize a foreign dietary decision seeking
Punitive Damages was AP 1260/2002. The decision concerned a recognition of
a foreign arbitration ruling issued by the Kiev International Arbitration Court and
under which the arbitral court had awarded US $ 106,100 for a non -paid price

and $ 62,599 as an additional compensation for overdue payments. , which is a
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sanction for the unconventional behavior of one party. AP disappeared of the
Court of Appeal ruling before him, due to the fact that the Court of Appeal had
not examined whether the "penalty" imposed was excessive, establishing the

relevant obligation of the Court of Appeal to undergo proportionality in Articles
281 and 409 AK. .

21.- Interesting is the Brethavon ruling 160/2010, which concerned a
declaration of an enforceable arbitration decision issued by the International
Commercial Arbitration Court of the Ukrainian Chamber of Commerce and
Industry under which the Arbitration Court had obliged to pay the defendant
court to pay the defendant court. Among other things in the applicant (a) EUR
120,000 as a remaining balance and (b) EUR 79,015 as a conventional criminal
clause due to non -payment of the main debt. The court first accepted that the
above amount of the criminal clause is not disproportionate and does not
confront the Greek International Public Order, taking into account "(a) the
subject of the whole contract; (b) the consistent fulfillment of the applicant
salesman; (c¢) the Undefeated non -fulfillment of the obligations of the debtor
and the degree of its fault, (d) the continued refusal to fulfill its main debt and
(e) the financial interests of the beneficiary 'and in view of them preached

enforceable in the entirety. this dietary decision.

The Athens Court of Appeal, however, the Decision of the COURT OF
APPEALS Nr 4332/2011 overturned the decision of the One Member Court of
Thivas, considering that in this case "the increase in the real claim of the lender
applicant with" criminal "ratification in favor of it, which for a period not
exceeding the five months is approximately about the five -month period. 2/3 of
the main Debt, is considered unhappy in the face of the interests of the traders,
the degree and the size of the debtor's fault, the unfavorable international
economic situation and the generally special circumstances of the transaction. "
of the Arbitration Court in terms of all its provisions, except that of the € 79,015

funds of the criminal clause.

22.- Another worthwhile decision is the Decision of the One Member Court
of Thivas 13432/2012, which also concerned the recognition of a foreign dietary
decision coming from the International Commercial Court of Justice of the

Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Ukraine and which sought against its
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obligation Payment of 99,751.00 as a removal price due and 99,751.00 as a
criminal clause. The court, after checking the proportionality of the criminal
clause, ruled it disproportionately and denied the recognition of the relevant
funds, in view of the "(a) the deserted of the defendant and the consequent
inability of the court to check the degree and the extent of the court. the latter on
the non -fulfillment of Convention b) of the event (which the decision accepts)
that the applicant's interests were not affected by further damage due to the
partial fulfillment of the contract. "

23.- The newest decision to declare a foreign decision in Greece to see
Punitive Damages is One Member Court of Piracus 722/2019. This case involved
a lawsuit filed on 20.12.2013 by the applicant company by - among other things
- two foreign companies based in New York State in the US.

The New York Supreme Court issued a ruling established on the bases of "breach of
contract, fraud under common law / deceitful, bourgeois conspiracy, malicious
prosecution and false identity (abuse of legal personality),” defendants to pay to the
plaintiff (and applicant in the case), in solidarity and each of each amount of $
7,857,066.00. as compensation for positive damage and the amount of $ 10,000,000.00
USA. as punitive damages.

The Greek Court of Justice, judging the issue of the declaration of the
executor of that ruling in Greece, followed in the principle the rationale of CA
17/1999, accepting that the institution of Punitive Damages per Se does not hit
the Greek public order.

He referred, as the Decision by the SUPREME COURT Nr 17/1999, to the
institution of the criminal clause in force in the Greek legal order, as well as to
the provisions of Greek law mentioned in SUPREME COURT Nr 17/1999 and
which provide for an increase in compensation beyond the actual damage.
Judging on the issue of the proportionality of punitive damages, the court
considered itreasonable, in view of the specific circumstances that emerged from
a foreign ruling, which, according to the court, were "on the one hand that the
debtors deceived the initially contracting company by presenting the company.
Know the false events as true (that they had a large amount of carbon they wanted
to sell), in order to persuade her to conclude her contract, on the other hand, to
the extent of the positive damage and the moral damage suffered by the above
company. After her reputation was irreparably damaged, and because of the

disagreement by the plaintiff, she defied her agreement with another company in
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which she would transfer the carbon and the ship she had chartered to carry the

above commodity.

24.- 1t is obtained that the Greek Court of Justice has made an ad hoc
weighting of the criteria formed by the case-law and on the basis of which the
disproportionate or non-disproportionate nature of the sanctioned compensation

is judged.

This decision seems to be a shift in Greek case law to a more flexible and
pragmatic approach to the institution of Punitive Damages. To date, Greek case
-law has used to accept the recognition of a foreign decision to see Punitive
Damages, only in cases where the amount of sanctioning compensation was
significantly lower than the amount that the foreign decision sought as a positive
damage. Thus, although per se he acknowledged that the institution of Punitive
Damages was not confronted with the national international public order, it
ended up in practice rarely recognizing the relevant funds, in view of the usually

amount of the proceedings was not significantly lower than the actual damage.

In this case, however, the Piraeus Court of First Instance has reversed
this presumption, accepting that Punitive Damages should not be
significantly higher than the amount of actual damage. Following this turn
of the case -law, the applicant to recognize and execute a foreign decision to
see Punitive Damages does not need to indicate that the amount of
sanctioning compensation is significantly lower than the actual damage
(positive condition), but that it is not significantly higher than the actual

damage (negative condition).

PART THREE:

The decision of the foreign court declared enforceable by the contested

decision

1.- The contested ruling by which the judgment of the foreign court was
declared not to be subject to any of the above concerns and the examination of
these positive and negative conditions of contrast with the nation-class legal

order, a Fortiori did not exist at all if its amount Renactive - punitive
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compensation is significant, disproportionately higher than the actual damage to

the Lauren Reeeves applicant.

2.- The foreign court in the disputed cases has accepted two applications by
the plaintiff in limine: one to exclude the applicant Alcibiades David from a
person's deposition in the exercise of the defense right, and the other prohibited
him to "invite witnesses because they were not informed. In the pre -trial
disclosure of the discovery ("Discovery") and/or from the introduction,
reporting, commentary and/or attempt to submit documents that had not been
previously disclosed during the pre -trial. In limine applications of the plaintiff
are investigated for abuse of the discretion of the evidence of the evidence
[Piedra against Dugan, 123 Cal.app.4th 1483, 1493 (2004)]. However, the courts
examine the essence of an application, not in their title. [One v. County of Los
Angeles, 171 Cal.app.4th 1058, 1064 (2009)]. Although they seemed to be in
Limine applications, despite the applications of the Apostles were movements of
a new covert pre -trial hearing, and were submitted as such on the basis of the
US Codeciv.proc. §2030.030. 3AA 1386: 2-6, 1410: 2-7. While there are
decisions that impose sanctions on pre -trial procedure for abuse of discretion
[Karlssonv. Ford Motor Co., 140 Cal.app.4th 1202, 1217 (2006)], this discretion
i1s "not unlimited" [Motown Record Corp. v. Superior Court, 155 Cal.App.3d
482, 489 (1984) (reversal): "Of course, it is a basic rule in California,
constitutional origin, these sanctions must be appropriate to allow the part of the
parties pursued preliminary rulings to acquire the subject of the preliminary
ruling; ratification should not put the dominant party in a better position than if
the preliminary ruling was requested nor can the sanction be in the form of
punishment. "[El Dorado County v. Schneider, 191 Cal.app.3d 1263, 1282
(1987)].

3.- With Alkiviades David's prohibition from testifying himself for his own
defense, the Court directly violates these rules and deprived of fundamental

rights resulting in a violation of his claim for a fair trial. Mrs Khan's lawyer

said that the subject of Mr Alkiviades David's deposition was to receive
information by the plaintiff Khan on the case. Alcibiades David's ban on
testifying did not allow the plaintiff Mr. Khan to obtain this information [see

Motown, 155 Cal.app.3d at 490 (reversal of evidence "because they are not
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reasonably calculated towards achieving the goal of compliance with pre -trial

acts ").

The acceptance of the in Limine request in favor of the plaintiff also brought
her (Mrs Khan) in a better position than Mr David would be allowed to testify.
In this case, evidence would have to gather and develop arguments to refute his
testimony and convince the jurors that Mrs Khan's version of the events was
more convincing than his own. On the contrary, with the acceptance of the
application in Limine, Mrs Khan's version was the only one heard by the jurors
- as Mrs Khan's lawyer said when Mr Alkiviades David was criticized that she
did not testify [see McGinty by Senior Court, 26 Cal.app.4th 204, 214 (1994)
(inverse ratification of evidence because it put the accused in a better position
than the infringement would be absent). In addition, pre -trial sanctions cannot
"be a form of punishment." [Schneider, 191 Cal.app.3d at 1282. Motion #1
explicitly argued that Mr David's punishment should not be given only for
discovery of bad behavior but sexual harassment. (" Although the accused David
has been sued for sexual harassment many times, he feels invincible. Nothing

happened to correct his illegal behavior.")

4.- Acceptance of the application in limine in favor of the plaintiff was
unacceptable for other reasons. "The procedural conditions for the pre -trial pre
-trial approach, starting with financial sanctions and ending with the final
ratification of the deposit prohibition." [Doppes by Bentley Motors, Inc., 174
Cal.app.4th 967, 992 (2009). Greater sanctions generally should not be imposed
until they are tried and missing more penalties. [Lopez v. Watchtower Bible &
Tract Society etc., 246 Cal.app.4th 566, 604-606 (2016) available and had not
beentested). No previous penalties were imposed on the deposition of Mr David.
The MTs was deposited before the deposit was made and was not based on Mr
David's deposition behavior. Consequently, the prohibition of Mr David's
deposition as a sanction is not justified in procedurally. Motown, 155 Cal.app.3d
at 491 (inappropriately strict penalties for document production cannot be based

on financial sanctions to fail to respond to interrogations).

5.- In addition, no further attempt was made to receive deposition by Mr
Alcibiades David after his performance of September 18, 2018, although he

remained more than a month. Under these circumstances, passing directly to a
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mandate prohibiting Mr David to testify in person for his own defense was a

clear abuse of discretion.

6.- Courts that adopt and review orders of pre-trial acts "should do so with
the principles of the legislative system". [Williams v. Superior Court, 3 Cal.5th
531,540 (2017)]. These principles include preventing the trial, enlightenment on
each side of the strengths and weaknesses of its case, accelerating preparation
and trial, formulating testimonies to refer to trial and minimization of
"opportunities for forgery and forgery. oblivion". [Puerto v. Superior. Court, 158
Cal.app.4th 1242, 1249 (2008); Kelly vou New West Federal Savings, 49
Cal.App.4th 659, 672 (1996).] "The review court cannot abuse a discretion for
the deficiency of pre -trial orders: any file indicating failure to be adequately
taken into account. The concepts are subject to the accusation of abuse of
discretion ', even if the provision "does not exhibit such abuse". [Williams, 3
Cal.5th 540].

7.- The defendant's limitation on his right to deposit his witnesses was
inconsistent with the purposes of the prerequisites. First, the court ruled out
seven witnesses on the grounds that the defendants had not recognized them in
the answers to investigations as people with knowledge of the events. Providing
names of witnesses and communication information to interrogations are

"

important because it gives the proposal to "a starting point for future
investigations". Puerto, 158 Cal.app.4th at 1250. But Mrs Khan did not need

investigative answers to find out who these witnesses were: she already knew.

8.- Mrs Khan's lawyers had just completed the trial of Mrs Lauren Reeves, in
which they testified five of these witnesses and there were essential evidence of
others. In fact, Mrs Khan's lawyers argued that Mrs Reeves was so similar to the
present case that she should be allowed to testify in Mrs Khan's trial (something
she did). There could be no "surprise" for Mrs Khan if the same witnesses who
had just testified (or for which evidence had been presented) in Mrs Reeves' trial
were filed a few weeks later in Mrs Khan's trial. Indeed, when Mr Alcibiades
David's defense lawyer opposed the change of witnesses by Mrs Khan at the last
minute, calling Mrs Lauren Reeves the scheduled witness for whom the defense

lawyer had prepared, Mrs Khan's lawyer rejected them. Her complaints: "She

25




Alkiviades David Court of Appeals Athens Greece 27072023

examined Ms. Lauren Reeves in the last trial extensively, so it's not as if she

doesn't know [what Reeves will say.]"

9.- In addition, the exclusion of the witnesses of the applicant Alcibiades
David brought Khan to a better position than they would be in question because
much of their testimony in Mrs Lauren Reeves' trial was favorable to Alcibiades
David. Excluding these witnesses, Mrs Khan kept their evidence away from the
jurors - and gained the additional benefit of being able to underestimate David

to the last argument because he did not call any witness to support his position.

10.- It also constitutes a violation of the fundamental right of the applicant to
exclude the documents. The court accepted the plaintiff's request to exclude
(witnesses and documents by Mr Alcibiades David) on the condition that he
prove that Khan "had actually asked for the pre -trial (sic) was hidden". It is not
disputed that all the excluded documents had already been submitted to Mrs
Khan. Thus, the condition set by the Court for the acceptance of the plaintiff's
request, Mr Khan, was fulfilled. However, the court found that the documents

had been "intentionally withheld", a finding contrary to the undoubted evidence.

11.- The California court acknowledged that the documents were prescribed.
However, the court ruled that they should continue to be excluded because they
had been produced a few months after their production was ordered. Delayed
production of documents does not justify their exclusion. [See Motown, 155
Cal.app.3d at490-491 (the delay of the plaintiffs in the provision of the privilege
log did not justify penalties for evidence when the defendant had fully complied
with the mandatory production of the order until the sanctions were heard and
He was the plaintiff). These documents were submitted to Mrs Khan in
September, before the application for exclusion was filed and more than a month
before the trial began (3AA 1266, 1409-1415). See Lee v. Lee, 175 Cal.app.4th
155 3, 1558 (2009) (bills accepted correctly, although only five days before the
trial were prepared). Nor did Mrs Khan claim (or proved) any prejudice from
delayed production. See Sauer by Supreme Court, 195 Cal.app.3d 213, 2130
(1987) (sanctions are allowed when production is delayed until the scheduled

start of the trial and the other part is damaged by delayed offer).

12.- The exclusion of reading documents constitutes abuse of discretion.

When "the error results in the refusal of fair listening, the error is reversible itself.
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The refusal to a party to the right to testify or provide evidence is reversible in
itself. " Kelly, 49 Cal.app.4th at 677.

13.- With the unacceptable exclusion of witnesses, the applicant "the
opportunity to present his defense" was deprived of his defense and was
reversible. The acceptance of Mrs Khan's requests has deprived the applicant

"the opportunity to present his defense".

14.- He was prevented from testifying for his own defense by calling on key
witnesses whose previous testimony in Lauren Reeves' trial had supported his
refusals for sexual harassment and even presenting documents already submitted
to Khan. These orders for exclusion of evidence, especially when combined with
decisions that limit the applicant's ability to examine Mrs Khan's witnesses and
ultimately deprive self -sustaining right to refuses to 'opportunity to expose his

defense' and reversible error.

15.- Even if the elements of a prejudice at the expense ofthe applicant needed
to prove to be proven. This was a classic case "he said, he said." But because of

the proof of evidence by the court, the jurors only heard what she "said".

16.- Mrs Khan's lawyer emphasized this point by closing, criticizing the
applicant Alcibiades David because he did not testify and called witnesses who
could support his version of the case. In her final position, Mrs Khan's lawyer
also mocked the applicant because they did not present Mrs Khan's employment
- which was excluded from the act of the court - stating that the defendants should
have refused to be detrimental to them. This was clearly popular with the
judgment of the jurors because they immediately raised multiple questions about
the employment contract. None of these questions were answered by the court,

leaving the implied positions of Mrs Khan.

17.- If he had been allowed to the applicant Alcibiades David to expose his
defense, it was "reasonably possible" that the result would be more favorable to
him than a negative crisis of $ 60 million. Diamond vshko, 239 Cal.app.4th 828,
849-850 (2015) (inappropriate excluding evidence prevented the jury from
evaluating the credibility of witnesses and evaluating the arguments of the
respondents; the crisis was reversed). "[The right to represent yourself in urban
processes is carried out in this situation. . . It is firmly integrated into California's

case -law. The right is necessary to protect and ensure the free exercise of explicit
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constitutional rights, including the right to acquire and protect property and
access to the courts. " [Baba v. Board of Supervisors, 124 Cal.app.4th 504, 526
(2004). This right "serves a critical function in accordance with California's law"

and its deprivation "can create constitutional problems".

18. However, the Court began to limit the right to self -confirm the applicant

even before the jury was selected.

19.- First, the Court ordered the applicant to submit his procedural questions
to the jurors in advance, after an inquisitive examination of Mrs Khan and after
a confrontation for all her witnesses. Eventually the court completely removed
the right to self -confirm the applicant, Mr. Alkibiades David.

20. He states in a relevant place: "The judge must allow the lawyer to carry
out a voir dire exam without the prior submission of questions unless the
defendant has been involved in inappropriate interrogation." - The choice of
jurors had not even begun. The behavior of a first instance court is usually
checked for Voir Director by abuse of discretion. However, because this
restriction on the applicant's voir direction violated the procedure, it is a fortiori

abuse of discreet discretion.

21.- A party exercising the right to represent the pro per per, that is, in person
(pro per status, derived from Latin in Propria Persona) is entitled to "the same
treatment as if represented by a lawyer- no different, no better, no worse." Nuno
by California State University, Bakersfield, 47 Cal.app.5th 799, 811 (2020).
Treatment of the applicant was different and worse. The Voir Direction of the
other party was not limited and the violation of §222.5 (b) (1) by the court
prevented the applicant from realistic or substantial involvement in the selection

of jurors who eventually sought nearly $ 60 million against him.

22.- The court ruling was deprived of fair trial, denying the applicant his
constitutional and statutory right to jury trial (Shaw V. Superior Court, 2 Cal.5th
983, 993 (2017)) and constitutes a structural error that Requires Automatic
Turnover (Conservatorship of Maria B., 218 Cal.app.4th 514, 534 (2013). It was
a reversible mistake to require the submission of the applicant in advance. It is
said to represent absolute right, not just a privilege. "This right" is fundamental

and its refusal or unjustified restriction is a reversible error ".
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23.- The contradiction "is necessarily exploratory", requires a "reasonable
margin" for the examiner "although it is not able to declare in court what events
could arise a reasonable counter-examination". Fost, 80 Cal.app.4that 733. Thus,
while a court can control the "way of interrogation of a witness", this test must
be "reasonable". CODE §765 (a). See, for example, City of Ontario v. Kelber, 24
Cal.app.3d 959, 972 (1972) (since the lawyer asked the same question in six
ways, a court rightly told the adviserto proceed). Flagg by SENG, 16 Cal.app.2d
545, 552 (1936) (the Court of First Instance reasonably reduced the counter -
1000 pages). This is not a case in which the interrogation was repeated or
prolonged. The court demanded David's preliminary examination before asking
only one question. In addition, the claim for the court's preliminary clearance

was more burdensome than the restrictions ratified as "reasonable".

The court restricted the counter -examination of all witnesses by the
applicant. He limited the appeal of the applicant to all matters. [Kelber, 24
Cal.app.3din 972 ("The lawyer was not excluded from further anti -examination

of the witness, only by repeated questions for a particular point").

The court only restricted the applicant's counter -examination. [Cf. People v.
CONAGRA GRCERY PRODUCTS CO., 17 Cal.app.5th 51, 146 (2017)
(supports the prohibition of re -crossing from any place). The exercise of the
power of the Court of First Instance in accordance with §765 (a) is checked for
abuse of discretion. People v. Chenault, 224 Cal.app.4th 1503, 1514 (2014). Here
the discretion was abused at the expense of the applicant's right to a fair trial.
The Court of First Instance cannot use its power to control the procedure to
destroy the evidence ofa party. Monroy v. City of Los Angeles, 175 Cal.app.4th
248, 266-267 (2008).

"The procedure is due to include the right to listen, deposit witnesses and a
confrontation of examination and confrontation with witnesses." In Re Armando
L., 1 Cal.app.5th606, 620 (2000). The court deprived the applicant and all three.
The revocation of the right to self -represent a part of a subversive or inhibitory

proceedings is re -examined for abuse of discretion. People v. Carson, 35 Cal.4th
1, 12 (2005).

"When to determine whether the complaint is necessary and appropriate, the

court will have to consider many factors beyond the nature of the offense and its
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effects on the trial." These include whether the defendant was aware that this
misconduct would result in his termination of his property being present in
person to represent the defense of in propria persona (pro per) himself and if
there were proper smaller alternatives. "The most critical, a reviewing court
should be aware of the exact wrongdoing in which the Court of First Instance
supported the ruling on deprivation of rights. The court should also explain how
inappropriate behavior threatened to harm the basic integrity of the trial. "
Carson, 35 Cal.4th at 11.

24.- The court revoked the applicant's pro per status on November 15, 2019
for "conduct that is seriously disturbing and preventing this trial and the court
finds that the need to control and resolve this case outputs the right of the
applicant to represent himself " The court neither clarified the behavior nor
explained how this behavior threatened the "basic integrity" of the trial. The 15
-minute command of November repeated the same wording, without specifying
either the behavior or the threat of the "basic integrity" of the test. 7a 2587-2588.
He only stated that the revocation was ordered "for the reasons referred to herein
and to the registration incorporated herein with this report" (id.) — Inadequate
report, since the file did not contain the required information. The minutes
continued: "Mr David has stated his own intention of continuing this behavior
despite numerous orders, names and warnings and the imposition of financial
and evidence." This still does not specify which "behavior" justified the recall.
Without this information, it is impossible to say what "commands" the applicant
allegedly ignored - or if he did it at all. For example, shortly before the court
revokes David's Pro Per Status, he saw a video taken by the applicant, partly in
his car and partially outside the courtroom about his inaugural statement. Then
the court told the applicant that it was "illegal to record anywhere in the
courthouse". When the applicant complained that other judges had told him that
this was not the case, the courtreplied: "I also issued an order anywhere in court."
He had no photography in the courtroom, an order that the applicant had not

violated.

25.- The attitude of the California Court was vindictive for the reasons of
'behavior' by the applicant to the court. The previous "suggestions and warnings"
mentioned in the minutes do not support the revocation. The defendant must be

warned that this behavior can lead to loss of its property. Carson, 35 Cal.4th at
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10, 12; People v. Becerra, 63 Cal.4th 511, 518 (2016) ("The inappropriate
revocation of Pro Per Status required" appealing the decision as a whole.) In
addition, all the requests of the defendant were rejected, including that of
November 15. The court denied The termination of sanctions against the
defendant because (rightly so) was worried about David's constitutional rights
for a fair procedure and access to the courts and because he took "very seriously
Mr David's performance in court this morning that it is intention to try to try to
We comply with the Court's behavior commands in the future. " Testimony and
presentation of other evidence - were equivalent to the sanctions that the court

had concluded were unjustified.

26.- The applicant did not have the proper notice that his pro per status could
be revoked at the November 15 hearing. This inadequate notice cannot be cured
by previous "suggestions and warnings", as they were also inadequate. The
"unacceptable behavior" was not clarified, neither the consequencesnor the two.
See a passage of the decision, eg, 4RT 627: 19-21 ("there will be consequences
if you are unable to follow the rules of decency"), 639: 1-9 ("If you do not do
[maintain an item cosmos], there you will have consequences "), 646: 15-22
(David must" act in a way that is respected and in a way that - - comply with the

local rules and rules of the California Court ").

27. 9rt 2120: 24-28, 2124: 10-13. Some have identified possible
consequences, such as David's exclusion from the courtroom (4RT 639: 12-14,
ort 1225: 24-25, 1237:22-24), but does not recall David's Pro per state. Also see
4RT 646: 23-28 (call their sheriff's deputies, "talk about sanctions"). 6RT 1319:

16-21 (reduce David time for examination).

28.- On November 8, the Court first reported David's Pro Status withdrawal
and found in more detail David's supposed inappropriate behavior (eg his
behavior in his deposition, slowly appearing in court or leaving Early, shouting
in the courtroom and the corridor in front of candidates, gesturing and directly
addressing Khan's lawyer, accusing the lawyer and Khan of unethical behavior).
ort 1225: 22-23, 1234: 14-1237: 13.

29.- These comments do not justify the removal of fundamental rights of the
applicant. First, the Court told the applicant that he would hear a hearing to

remove his right before issuing such an order. 6rt 1237: 2-9. The process of

31




Alkiviades David Court of Appeals Athens Greece 27072023

November 15 was, and was perceived as a hearing for Khan's MTS, so as not to
revoke David's Pro Status. 7aa 2587, 2588; 8rt 1915: 4-5, 1915: 23-1916: 27,
1966: 21-23; 9rt 2127: 4-10, 2129: 23-25.

30.- Second, even if some of the previous "suggestions and warnings" were
quite specific and complete, the revocation was still abusing a discretion, because
the court did not first impose smaller, alternative sanctions. Carson, 35 Cal.4th
at 11-12; Becerra, 63 Cal.4th at 518. For example, the Court put David being
temporarily excluded from the courtroom. 4RT 639: 12-14, 646: 28-647: 1; 6rt
1225: 24-25, 1237: 22-24. But the court did not - except after having already
recalled David's Pro Status. See 9RT 2132: 3-10; 11RT 2733: 22-2734: 9, 7aa
2594,

31.- Further, the TRIAL CONDUCT Order in which the court refers to the
applicant (4RT 639: 28-640: 6; 6rt 1218: 16-20, 1220: 11-22; 8rt 1897: 17-22)
provides that its violation is punishable by monetary sanctions in accordance
with codeciv.proc. §177.5. 4AA 1704: 12-16. Such sanctions were not imposed.
The previous "monetary and evidence" reported by the Court (7AA 2588; 61t
1235: 7-8) do not support the revocation because they were not imposed on the
trial conduct in question. The evidence (badly) imposed on the limit were for
inappropriate behavior. See §§iii (a) (1)-(2), above). The same were the previous
monetary sanctions (and in relation to the Slapp proposal). The court
acknowledged that David's trial and the attribution of bad behavior are "two
different issues", which is not. In any case, the deprivation of the defendant's

right to represent himself is a clear violation of the right to a fair trial.

32.- The only way he was left to show his apology was to act as his own
lawyer (eg in the final debate). See U.S. v. Mack, 362 F.3d 597, 602 (9th Cir.
2004) ("as a aspect of the end of his self -esteem", "He had no right to present

any final argument" nor to examine the witnesses of his choice. "

WHEREAS I was not served and notified of the contested decision, and the
defendant is aware that my residence has been seized and sealed in Malibu,
California, United States of America, 23768 Malibou, 90265, (Malibu Road,
Malibu Ca, 90265 U.S.A.)

WHEREAS the contested number. 2663/2022 Court of Appeal of the Athens

Court of First Instance, which recognized the enforceability of no. BC
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643099/10-9-2020 of the Court of Justice of the State of California in Los
Angeles Province (14th Section) following 18/3/2022 with a submission number
23522/1097/2022, in contrast to The Greek public order, for whatever reasons
set out above, and the declaration of this decision, enforceable in Greece, is not
forgiven because, because of’its content and in view of the specific circumstances
arising from the foreign decision, its execution is impacting a). Fundamental
state moral, social, legal or economic perceptions that hold in our country and b)
disturb the legal pace it holds in our country (OLP 17/1999, CA 2273/2009, CA
1066/2007)

WHEREAS the competent judge who issued the contested no. 2663/2022 a
judicial order of the One -Member Court of First Instance of Athens, did not
invite the conditions of final courts of the Court of Justice, and did not apply to
the substantive conditions for the opposition to the Greek public order, nor the
violation of the fundamental authorities of the fair authorities. No. 6 of the
European Convention on Human Rights, and without ordering the summons of
any person as having a legitimate interest in this trial, either having taken my
appeal or intervention, and in the absence of notification of Lauren Reeves'
application to me, the Greek Court of Justice proceeded Incorrectly on 5/5/2022
without my presence in the Lauren Reeves' application and examination of the

substantive bases of its application.

WHEREAS the contested decision lacks a reason for the assistance of the
lawful conditions for enforcement of the California Court of Justice. While it
contains no reason as to whether the amount of the outrageously high and
disproportionate punitive damages awarded by the decision declared enforceable

is significantly higher than the supposed actual damage of the defendant (below).

WHEREAS the contested decision lacks a reason as it does not consider the
fact that I was not given the opportunity for the US courts to defend and raise
my allegations, so that Art. 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights and

the International Pact on Individual and Political Rights,

FOR THOSE REASONS

And those I intend to add legally and over time
With the explicit reservation of all my legal rights in general
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I Apply

This Appeal to be accepted and the no. 2663/2022 Decision of the One -Member
Court of First Instance of Athens, to be CANCELLED, ie. the Decision which
recognized the enforceability of no. BC 643099/10-9-2020 of the Court of
Justice of the State of California in the province of Los Angeles (Political
Address 14th Department) on 18/3/2022 with a submission number

23522/1097/2022.

I ask the Respondent to be condemned to my legal expenses and the remuneration of my
attorneys, in particular the Greek expenses rising in accordance with the provisions of the Code
of Lawyers of one hundred thousand euros (5,000,000 x 2% = 100,000 euros).

The competent bailiff is called to deliver to the defendant of Lauren (name) Reeves (surname) (Lauren
Rods), resident of Los Angeles of the State California, USA, Griffith Park Avenue , Piraeus lawyer Mr.
Nikolaos Gerasimos of Georgios, AM/DSP 2814, a partner of the law firm under the name "Gerasimou
and Partners Law Firm", AM/DSP 30051, based in Piraeus, Mavrokordou Street, Mavrokordou Street,
1855, to her knowledge of her and for the legal consequences, called as attended by the discussion
hereof, where the following acts.

Athens, July 27, 2023
The attorney

Themistok - l e A€ W

. \ \ L DA pr ('. \~(‘)j

lis Sofos 4 ez AN
Digitally signed by —_—FT L
Themistoklis Sofos SOFOS & PARTNERS
Date: 2023.09.23 Themxstoiﬁs Sofos, PhD | Partner
12:49:21 +03'00' 6 — 8, Asklepioustr., Athens | GR 10680

I:+30 210 3633322 | M: +30 694 4838029 | F: +30 210 3633327

COURT HEARING DATE
23 NOVEMBER 2023
COURT OF APPEALS
ATHENS GREECE
STAMP & SIGNATURES
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ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, state bar number, and address): FOR COURT USE ONLY

James G. Bohm, Esq. SBN: 132430
I Bohm Wildish & Matsen, LLP
600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 640
TELEPHONE NO.: 714-384-6500 FAX NO. (Optional): 714-384-6501
E-MAIL ADDRESS (Optional): jpohm@aol.com
ATTORNEY FOR (vame): Defendants Alkiviades David a.k.a. Alki David, et al.

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

sTREET ADDRESS: 1 11 North Hill Street

maILING aDDREss: 111 North Hill Street

oy anp ziP cope: Los Angeles, 90012

BrANCH NaME: Stanley Mosk Courthouse

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: Jane Doe

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Alkiviades David a.k.a. Alki David, et al.

Superior Court Case Number:

NOTICE DESIGNATING RECORD ON APPEAL
(UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE) 20STCV37498

RE: Appeal filed on (date): September 16, 2024 Court of Appeal Case Number (if known):

Notice: Please read Information on Appeal Procedures for Unlimited Civil Cases (form APP-001) before
completing this form. This form must be filed in the superior court, not in the Court of Appeal.

TO: Clerk of the Superior Court of California, County of (name of county): Los Angeles
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that (name): Defendants Alkiviades David a.k.a. Alki David, et al.
The Appellant |:| Respondent in the above case elects to proceed with the following record on appeal:

(check only one)

1. |:| (Appendix Only; no Reporter's Transcript)
a. elects under rule 8.124 of the California Rules of Court to prepare own appendix in lieu of a court-prepared clerk’s transcript, AND
b. elects to have no reporter's transcript. (Date and sign below. Do not use pages 2 and 3.)

2. (Appendix and Reporter's Transcript)
a. elects under rule 8.124 of the California Rules of Court to prepare own appendix in lieu of a court-prepared clerk's transcript, AND

b. elects a reporter's transcript as designated on page 3. (Fill out only Section A on page 3. Do not use page 2.)

3. (Appendix and Agreed or Settled Statement)
a. elects under rule 8.124 of the California Rules of Court to prepare own appendix in lieu of a court-prepared clerk's transcript, AND
b. elects an agreed or settled statement in lieu of a reporter’s transcript. (Fill out only Section B or C on page 3. Do not use page 2.)

4. I:l (Clerk's Transcript Only; no Reporter's Transcript)
a. elects under rule 8.122 of the California Rules of Court to proceed with a clerk’s transcript as designated on page 2.
(Fill out the clerk's transcript section on page 2. Do not use page 3.) AND
b. elects to have no reporter's transcript.

5. [_] (Clerk's and Reporter's Transcripts)
a. elects under rule 8.122 of the California Rules of Court to proceed with a clerk’s transcript as designated on page 2.
(Fill out the clerk's transcript section on page 2), AND
b. elects a reporter's transcript as designated on page 3. (Fill out only Section A on page 3.)

6. [__| (Clerk's Transcript and Agreed or Settled Statement)
a. elects under rule 8.122 of the California Rules of Court to proceed with a clerk’s transcript as designated on page 2.
(Fill out the clerk's transcript section on page 2), AND
b. elects an agreed or settled statement in lieu of a reporter's transcript. (Fill out only Section B or C on page 4.

Date:

James G. Bohm, Esq.
(TYPE OR PRINT NAME) (SIGNATURE OF PARTY OR ATTORNEY)

Form Approved for Optional Use NOTICE DESIGNATING RECORD ON APPEAL (UNLlMlTED CIVIL CASE) Cal. Rules of Court, rules 8.121
2DCA-03 [Rev. March 2019] (Appellate) www.courts ca.gov  Page 1 of 4
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CASE NAME: CASE NUMBER:

Jane Doe v. Alkiviades David, et al. 20STCV37498

NOTICE DESIGNATING CLERK'S TRANSCRIPT
(Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.122)

I understand that if | do not pay for this transcript or obtain a waiver of costs (rule 3.50 et seq.),
the transcript will not be prepared and, if | am the appellant, my appeal will be dismissed.

A. ltis requested that the following documents in the superior court file be included in the clerk's transcript (give the specific title of
each document and the date of filing):

(NOTE: Items 1-7 are required to be a part of the clerk's transcript and will automatically be included.)

Document Title Date of Filing

Notice of appeal
Notice designating record on appeal (this document)
Judgment or order appealed from

Notice of entry of judgment (if any)

a b w N =

Notice of intention to move for new trial or motion to vacate the judgment, for judgment
notwithstanding the verdict, or for reconsideration of an appealed order (if any)

Ruling on item 5

Register of actions (if any)

© ® N O

[] See additional pages

B. RECORD OF AN ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDING TO BE TRANSMITTED TO THE REVIEWING COURT

|:| | request that the clerk transmit to the reviewing court under rule 8.123 the record of the following administrative proceeding
that was admitted into evidence, refused, or lodged in the superior court (give the title and date or dates of the administrative
proceeding).

Title of Administrative Proceeding Date or Dates

C. It is requested that the following EXHIBITS admitted into evidence or marked for identification be copied into the clerk's
transcript on appeal (check only one box):

1, All Exhibits

5 Specific Exhibits (give the exhibit number [for example, Plaintiff's #1, Defendant's B, Respondent's A], a brief
: |:| description, and admission status.):

Exhibit Number Description Admission Status

|:| See additional pages.

Form Approved for Optional Use NOTICE DESIGNATING RECORD ON APPEAL (UNLlMlTED CIVIL CASE) Cal. Rules of Court, rules 8.121
2DCA-03 [Rev. March 2019] (Appellate) www.courts ca.gov  Page 2 of 4
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CASE NAME: CASE NUMBER:
Jane Doe v. Alkiviades David, et al. 20STCV37498

NOTICE DESIGNATING ORAL PROCEEDINGS
A REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.130) (check one):

I understand that if | do not pay for this transcript, it will not be prepared and, if | am the
appellant, mv appeal will be dismissed.

Please indicate which method you are using.

1. Deposited the approximate cost of transcribing the designated proceedings with this notice as provided in
rule 8.130(b)(1).

2. |:| Attached a copy of a Transcript Reimbursement Fund application filed under rule 8.130(c)(1).

3. |:| Attached the reporter’s written waiver of a deposit.

4.[ ] A certified transcript under rule 8.130(b)(3).
(To be lodged directly with the Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District.)

You must identify each proceeding you want included with the following information:

Reporter's Name and
contact information Dept. Date Description Prev. prepared?

i. See Attachment "A" [Iyes [INo

i. Yes [INo

i [Jves [INo

iv. [JYes [INo

V. [JYes [INo

[ ] See additional pages.

5. | request that the reporters provide (check one):
a. |:| My copy of the reporter’s transcript in paper format.
b. |:| My copy of the reporter’s transcript in computer-readable format.
c. My copy of the reporter’s transcript in paper format and a second copy in computer-readable format.
(Code Civ. Proc., § 271; Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.130(f)(4).)

Form Approved for Optional Use NOTICE DESIGNATING RECORD ON APPEAL (UNLlMlTED CIVIL CASE) Cal. Rules of Court, rules 8.121
2DCA-03 [Rev. March 2019] (Appellate) www.courts ca.gov  Page 3 of 4
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ICASE NAME:

Jane Doe v. Alkiviades David, et al. 20STCV37498

CASE NUMBER:

B.[ | AGREED STATEMENT (check and complete either (a) or (b) below.)

(@) [___] I have attached an agreed statement to this notice.

(b) |:| All the parties have agreed in writing (stipulated) to try to agree on a statement. (You must attach a copy
of this stipulation.) | understand that, within 40 days after | file the notice of appeal, | must file either the
agreed statement or a notice indicating the parties were unable to agree on a statement and a new notice
designating the record on appeal.

C. SETTLED STATEMENT UNDER RULE 8.137. (You must check (a), (b) or (c) below.)

(a) The oral proceedings in the superior court were not reported by a court reporter. (Identify proceedings below.)

(b) |:| The oral proceedings in the superior court were reported by a court reporter, but the appellant has an order
waiving his or her court fees and is unable to pay for a reporter’s transcript.

(c) |:| | am requesting to use a settled statement for reasons other than those listed in (a) or (b). (Identify proceedings
below.) (You must attach the motion required under rule 8.137(b) to this form.)

You must identify each proceeding you want included with the following information:

Reporter's Name and
contact information

i. See Attachment "C"

Dept. Date Description Prev. prepared?

[]Yes []No

[JYes [ ]No

[JYes []No

2DCA-03 [Rev. March 2019]

iv. [lyes [ ]No

V. OYes [ No
|:| See additional pages.

Form Approved for Optional Use NOTICE DESIGNATING RECORD ON APPEAL (UNLlMlTED CIVIL CASE) Cal. Rules of Court, rules 8.121
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ATTACHMENT A.,PAGE 3: REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT (CAL. RULES OF COURT, RULE 8.130

2441 Brooke Willow Blvd.,
Knoxville, TN 37932
(661)675-5688
dinacurrado@gmail.com

Compel Further
Discovery Responses

REPORTER’S NAME AND DEPT. | DATE DESCRIPTION TRANSCRIPT

CONTACT INFORMATION PREVIOUSLY
PREPARED
(YES/NO)

Candice Myers 76 5/7/2024 Hearing on Motion to YES

CSR #13086 Deem Requests for

758 Cienaga Drive Admission Admitted

Fullerton, CA 92835 against Alkiviades

(714) 423-7659 David

typerofterror@mac.com

Dina Currado, CSR # 10908 76 9/16/2024 Hearing on Motion for YES

2441 Brooke Willow Blvd., New Trial; Motion to

Knoxville, TN 37932 Set Aside and Vacate

(661)675-5688

dinacurrado@gmail.com

Dina Currado, CSR # 10908 76 2/13/2024 Hearing- Vesco Hearing | NO

2441 Brooke Willow Blvd.,

Knoxville, TN 37932

(661)675-5688

dinacurrado@gmail.com

Kelli Norden, CSR # 7200 76 2/09/2024 Hearing on Motion to YES

10320 Mississippi Avenue, be Relieved as Counsel

Los Angeles, CA 900025 (of Fred D. Heather of

310-770-4211 Glasser Weil Fink

kelli@kellinorden.com Howard Jordan &

Shapiro, LLP)

Jane Hong-Elsey, 76 01/05/2024 | Hearing (Vesco hearing | NO

CSR#11975 )

19510 Van Buren # 364

Riverside, CA 92508

csrjane@hotmail.com

Ryan Wheeler 76 09/25/2023 | Hearing (Vesco NO

CSR 313717 hearing)

802 Stone Mountain Drive

Conroe, Tx 77302

(760) 805-3974

Ryanwheeler91@yahoo.com

Dina Currado, CSR # 10908 76 09/13/2023 | Hearing on Motion to YES




Ann M. Elmendorf, CSR #
8547

3979 East Blvd.

Los Angeles, CA

(310) 435-1852
annelmendorf@gmail.com

76

8/23/2023

Hearing on Motion to
Compel

YES




ATTACHMENT C, PAGE 4: SETTLEMENT STATEMENT

The oral proceedings in the superior court were not reported by a court reporter on the following
dates/proceedings:

Trial:

June 13, 2024, Final Status Conference and Jury Trial (Day 1); Dept. 76
June 14, 2024, Jury Trial (Day 2); Dept. 76

June 17, 2024, Jury Trial (Day 3); Dept. 76

Pre-Trial Proceedings:

May 15, 2024, Hearing on Motion to Compel Discovery, Dept. 76
February 21, 2024 Hearing on Motion to Compel Deposition, Dept. 76

August 4, 2023 Hearing on Ex Parte Application for order re Motion to compel deposition of David,
Dept. 76

June 16, 2023 Hearing on Ex Parte Application to continue trial, Dept. 76

4/24/2023 Hearing on OSC re Entry of Default of Defendant Swissx, Dept. 76

January 19, 2023 Hearing on OSC re Entry of Default for Publication, Dept. 76

December 15, 2022 Hearing on OSC re Dismissal of Unserved Defendants, Dept. 76
August 3, 2022 Hearing on Ex Parte of Plaintiff re TRO and Preliminary Injunction, Dept. 76
February 10, 2022 Hearing on CMC, Dept. 76

April 2, 2021 Hearing on CMC, Dept. 76



Eric M. WEXLER M.D., Pua.D.

Diplomate, American Board of Psychiatry & Neurology

Y
www.EricWexlerMD.com

2730 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 325
Santa Monica, CA 90403
(TEL) 310-744-5102

(FAX) 310-919-1919
info@ericwexlermd.com

NEUROPSYCHIATRIC EVALUATION of ALKIVIADES “ALKI” DAVID
INTERIM REPORT

April 18,2023

Alkiviades “Alki” David is a 55 year old while male referred by his sister for evaluation and
management of long-standing disturbed behavior.

HISTORY

Mr. David was interviewed for a total of 3.5 hours over the course of three separate sessions. The
first session began with AD relating that he wasn’t sure why he needed to see a psychiatrist. He
related details of his developmental and relationship history, beginning with his birth in Lagos
Nigeria. Though tangential, he was redirectable enough to provide details about his three previous
marriages and his current long-term relationship. However, after approximately 20 minutes he
digressed onto a dissertation on certain of biblical characters that I found nearly impossible to
follow. My probing led to him getting angry and frustrated. When I changed topics he launched
into a discursive rant, laden with invective, where he described in detail his beliefs that a world-
wide criminal organization composed of lawyers and judges were persecuting him. He was 100%
convinced that this was true and was somehow the result of his championing the less fortunate or
wealthy. Fort the next hour plus I was unable to obtain any other credible historical information,
though I did obtain considerable evidence for his behavioral dysregulation and lack of insight.
Subsequent session were kept much shorter, but still, his attention span rarely exceeded 10-15
minutes. The length of productive attention and engagement was strongly linked to the emotional
valence of what he was talking about.

MENTAL STATUS EXAM

The patient’s mental status was grossly the same overall at each session, which was as follows:
His overall appearance exhibited good grooming and appropriate eye contact. His gain and station
wore normal. He appeared fit and in no apparent distress. He became psychomotor activated
numerous times throughout the interview, but always withing the context of the content he was
reporting. Similarly, his affect was labile and energized, but congruent with his expressed mood
at that moment. He expressed substantial anger throughout our sessions that was almost
exclusively directed at his perceived persecutors. He also exhibited significant irritability at times
of perceived slights or when I said that I was having difficulty following his train of thought. Mr.
David’s thought process was frequently nonlinear (tangential and circumstantial), perseverative
and prone to lapses in logic. The content of these thoughts were notable for crystalized paranoia.
In short, all trains of conversations return to an exposition about his persecution at the hands of a



vast, international legal cabal, comprising advocates, prosecutors and jurists. He further expresses
a beliefs that this corrupt group is victimizing many others besides himself and is 100% certain
that this is true. His assessment of evidence show a strong, if not pathological, confirmation bias
and a concomitant bias against disconfirmatory evidence. The presence of these cognitive biases
characterize psychotic patients and are often responsible for driving the steady worsening of
delusional thinking [REF]. Mr. David’s repeatedly evinces poor judgement and demonstrates
limited insight. He denies the possibility that his thinking could be distorted. Similarly, he views
his past behaviors as justified and reasonable, almost righteous, despite substantial evidence to the
contrary.  With regard to cognitions, he was alert and oriented in all spheres with no gross
language deficits noted.

BRAIN IMAGING

MRI of the Brain Without Contrast. The patient was imaged using a 3 Tesla Siemens Verio
MRI Open system, the following sequences were obtained: Localizer, T1-weighted 3D MPRAGE,
T2 TSE axial, 3D double inversion recovery, T2 FLAIR sagittal, axial, and coronal, DWI axial,
SWI axial. This study was notable for (1) Significant left frontal encephalomalacia, most prominently
in superior frontal gyrus with gliosis in the deep white matter involving the paramedian frontal lobe,
and (2) frontal volume loss, greater on the right
than on the left.

Advanced MRI of the Brain And MRI
Connectomics. The patient was imaged using a
3 Tesla Siemens Verio MRI Open system, a
functional MRI study was performed using the
following sequences: (1)3D MPRAGE, (2)
Arterial Spin Labeling, 3)
DWINDTN\Tractography and Fractional
Anisotropy, (4) MRI Connectomics.

The arterial spin labeling study reveals
markedly diminished perfusion in the left
frontotemporal region. There is also diminished
perfusion in the left parietal occipital area. This
is consistent with less metabolism in these areas.
This is a finding sometimes seen in depression
the left frontal lobe. The patient has a lesion of
encephalomalacia in the paramedian left frontal
lobe. This will be further evaluated on a
definitive SRI of the brain. DWIN\fractional
anisotropic study reveals marked asymmetry in
the fractional anisotropy in the left frontal lobe.
These findings are consistent with the
previously noted injury to the brain with encephalomalacia in this region.

Figure 1. Axial FLAIR image at level of
superior frontal gyrus showing location of
brain damage

Neuroquant Volumetric Analysis. The patient was imaged using a 3 Tesla Siemens Verio
MRI Open system, a functional MRI study was performed using 3D MPRAGE and volumetric



analysis. This study revealed considerable bilateral volume loss in the temporal lobes two standard
deviations below normal. This finding is also seen in the lateral occipital lobes. There is significant
volume loss in the right superior frontal lobe 7th percentile as well as in the cortical gray matter,
right worse than left.

PSYCHODIAGNOSTIC TESTING

Symptom Checklist-90 (SCL-90) The SCL-90 was administered to screen for overall
psychopathology since he struggled so thoroughly to assess his own mental state. The Symptom
Checklist-90 (SCL-90) is a brief, self-report questionnaire commonly used to assess a broad range
of psychological symptoms and distress in adults. It includes 90 items that assess nine primary
symptom dimensions: somatization, obsessive-compulsive, interpersonal sensitivity, depression,
anxiety, hostility, phobic anxiety, paranoid ideation, and psychoticism. The SCL-90 has been
shown to be a reliable and valid measure of psychological distress and can be used to screen for a
variety of psychological disorders, such as depression, anxiety, and somatization disorders. Mr.
David scored in the 99% percentile for interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, hostility,
phobic anxiety, paranoid ideation, and psychoticism.

Brown Executive Function/Attention Scales-Adult (BEFAS-A) The BEFAS-A is a
standardized assessment tool designed to measure executive functioning and attention in adults.

The Brown Executive Function/Attention Scales (Brown EF/A Scales) provide an easily
understandable, standardized tool to collect information about the problems an individual
demonstrates or reports with executive functions, the self-management functions that support
attention in multiple tasks of daily life. Results are compared with norms to indicate how any
reported problems over the past 6 months compared to other people of similar age. Individual
scores indicate how much of a problem the adult appears to have with each of the clusters idenitifed
in the Brown model of EF. These clusters are as follows: Cluster 1. Activation: Organizing,
Prioritizing, and Activating to Work, Cluster 2. Focus: Focusing, Sustaining, and Shifting
Attention to Tasks, Cluster 3. Effort: Regulating Alertness, Sustaining Effort, and Adjusting
Processing Speed, Cluster 4. Emotion: Managing Frustration and Modulating Emotions, Cluster
5. Memory: Utilizing Working Memory and Accessing Recall, Cluster 6. Action: Monitoring and
Self-Regulating Action. Total Composite score is a composite of the six cluster scores. On these
scales T-scores over 70 indicate markedly atypical presentation (i.e. very significant problems).

Mr. David’s total composite score placed him in the severely affected range, with similarly severe

impairments in focus (sustaining, and shifting attention to tasks), memory (Utilizing working
memory and accessing recall) and worst of all, monitoring and self-regulating action.

Delis Rating of Executive Functions (D-REF)

The D-REF Adult consists of 58 items and takes 10—15 minutes to administer. Key components
of executive functioning are generally conceptualized into four broad areas: goal formation,



planning, goal-directed behavior, and effective performance. For an individual to demonstrate
adequate executive functioning, he/she must reflect on what it is he/she wants to accomplish,
determine the next steps in order to achieve anticipated outcomes, engage in problem-solving
behaviors to reach desired goal, and finally perform the action efficiently.

Mr. David scored in the 99" percentile (most affected) for impairments of behavioral and
emotional control. Similarly, he scored in the 98-99" percentile on (1) Activity Level/ Impulse
Control (AIC), an assessment of impulsivity, hyperactivity, and poor self-monitoring;
(2);Emotional Control/ Anger Management (EAM), which assesses symptoms of poor frustration
tolerance, emotional lability, sensitivity to criticism, and problems with anger control and (3)
Abstract Thinking/ Problem-Solving (APS), which assesses symptoms of concrete thinking,
cognitive rigidity, disorganization, and poor decision- making and problem-solving skills.

Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory-IV (MCMI-IV) Mr. David was administered the MCMI-
IV to more fully explore his personality structure, antisocial or otherwise. The MCMI-IV is a
multi-axial assessment tool that provides information on several domains of psychological
functioning, including personality traits, clinical syndromes, and severe personality pathology. It
also provides information on a patient's overall level of functioning, as well as their interpersonal
style, coping mechanisms, and stressors. The test consists of 195 true/false questions that assess
a wide range of psychological symptoms, including mood disorders, anxiety disorders, substance
abuse, and personality disorders. The test is designed to be completed by adults aged 18 years or
older and is commonly used by mental health professionals in clinical and forensic settings. One
unique aspect of the MCMI-IV is that it assesses both the patient's self-reported symptoms and
their coping styles, allowing clinicians to gain insight into how the patient perceives and deals with
their problems. The MCMI-IV has been extensively researched and has demonstrated high levels
of reliability and validity. It is widely used in clinical settings as a tool for diagnosing and planning
treatment for patients with mental health disorders. However, it should be noted that the MCMI-
IV is not a diagnostic tool on its own and only used in conjunction with other assessments and
clinical evaluations.

Mr. David’s response profile was processed by Pearson Assessments and the abridged reports is
as follows: In sum, the major complaints expressed by the patient's MCMI-IV responses do not
take the form of distinct clinical syndrome symptoms (i.e. no DSM-5 specified personality disorder
like antisocial or borderline), however, he had traits of a turbulent and sadistic (aggressive) style.
His response pattern showed no evidence to suggest dissimulation.

DISCUSSION

Decades ago, Mr. David lapsed into a coma after being struck by a motor vehicle while walking
across the street. After regaining consciousness weeks later he become far more impulsive, irritable
and exhibited profound short-term memory deficits, what his sister described as being a “different
person,” personality-wise. Given Mr. David’s behavioral history it is shocking that no brain
imaging was performed prior to the current evaluation. Functional and structural brain MR



imaging reveals damage to the left frontal lobe that is so severe that it is obvious to even the
untrained eye (Figure 2). Quantitative analysis of these images revealed more loss of brain mass
in the frontal and temporal lobes.

The frontotemporal region is a network functional circuits operating in concert to produce what is
termed executive function. Executive function comprises the mental processes that enable us to
plan, focus attention, remember instructions, and juggle multiple tasks successfully. Just as an air
traffic control system at a busy airport safely manages the arrivals and departures of many aircraft
on multiple runways, the brain needs this skill set to filter distractions, prioritize tasks, set and
achieve goals, and control impulses. Conversely, damage to the executive system often leads to:
Difficulty organizing; Difficulty in planning and initiation (getting started); Inability to multitask
Difficulty with verbal fluency, Trouble planning for the future; Difficulty processing, storing,
and/or retrieving information; Mood swings; Lack of concern for people and animals; Loss of
interest in activities; Socially inappropriate behavior; Inability to learn from consequences from
past actions; Difficulty with abstract concepts (the inability to make the leap from the symbolic to
the real world)

Damaging either a specific subregion of frontotemporal cortex or the connections between
subregions will impair executive function. This is well illustrated by the case of Phineas gage,
arguably the most famous neurological patient of all time. In brief, an explosion propelled a metal
rod through his left frontal lobe, but leaving the rest of his brain otherwise intact. Dr. JM Harlow
who attended to Gage’s wounds reported that Gage’s employers, “who regarded him as the most
efficient and capable foreman ... considered the change in his mind so marked that they could not
give him his place again.... He is fitful, irreverent, indulging at times in the grossest profanity
(which was not previously his custom), manifesting but little deference for his fellows, impatient
of restraint or advice when it conflicts with his desires.... A child in his intellectual capacity and
manifestations, he has the animal passions of a strong man.... His mind was radically changed, so
decidedly that his friends and acquaintances said he was ‘no longer Gage.” There is an
undeniable similarity between the behavior of Gage and Mr David after his accident.

Frontotemporal dementia (FTD) can serve as a model to understand the context and scope of Mr.
David’s deficits. Mr. David has compromises frontal and temporal lobes, as revealed by
quantitative MR imagining. This would be expected to produce deficits and behaviors that are
most similar to those exhibited by patients suffering from frontotemporal dementia (FTD).
Patients with FTD (1) struggle to focus on tasks and become distracted easily (2) find it difficult
to plan, organize and make decisions — these problems may first appear at work or with managing
money; (3) lose their inhibitions — behaving in socially inappropriate ways and acting impulsively
or without thinking. For example, making insensitive or rude comments about someone’s
appearance, making sexual gestures in public, staring at strangers, or being verbally or physically
aggressive; (4) lose motivation to do things that they used to enjoy; (5) lose the ability to
understand what others might be thinking or feeling — they may be less considerate of the needs of
others, lose interest in social activities or be less friendly. They may also have less of a sense of
humor or laugh at other people’s problems. This can make the person appear cold and selfish; (6)
show repetitive or obsessive behaviors; (7) developing cravings or insatiable eating, drinking,
smoking or other drug use. It is instructive to recognize that the symptoms of FTD are often
misunderstood. Other may think that the person is merely misbehaving, leading to anger and



conflict. It is important to understand that people with these disorders often lack any awareness of
their illness and either cannot control their behaviors or can only do so for short periods of time.

Mr. David’s brain damage underlies his apparent lack of executive functioning. Because the
frontotemporal regions are so complex in their function it is outside the bounds of this interim
report to discuss in detail all of the aspects of Mr. David’s cognition and behavior that will be
affected. However, two anatomically easily illustrated examples would be impaired memory and
his seemingly lack of forethought. First, as illustrated in Figure 2, he has significant damage to
the dorsomedial prefrontal cortex (dmPFC). This region is directly required for working memory.
The extent of the damage easily explains his partial amnesia after his accident. It is important to
keep in mind that working memory is more than remembering facts since it is what allows us to
perform calculations or evaluate prospective outcomes for our decisions.

Patients like A.D. with frontal lobe damage are known to demonstrate deficits in planning actions
for tasks that require foresight. Foresight and future thinking require the ability to think about the
self and to focus attention on one’s inner experience. When an individual reflects on their own
mental state, infers the mental state of others, or engages in social reasoning they activate the
dorsomedial prefrontal cortex (dmPFC) subsystem includes the dmPFC proper, the
temporoparietal junction, the lateral temporal cortex, and the temporal pole. This region (dmPFC)
is the most obviously damaged in Mr. David (Figure 2), but not the only dysfunctional circuit.
This is supported by the limited psychometric testing Mr. David has thus far been able to complete.
Mr. David scored in the severe affected/impaired range

gk v : AN RS
Figure 2 (LEFT). Sagital FLAIR images of A.D. showing encephalomalacia and glial scarring
in left dorsomedial prefrontal cortex (dmPFC) . (RIGHT) Undamaged right frontal lobe from

same sequence.
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On initial interview, Mr. David presented with a labile mood, digressive thought process and
perseveratively espoused numerous bizarre beliefs, but denied all past medical history and drug
use over the past two weeks. His behavior pattern appeared most consistent with an early-onset
mid-stage behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia, prompting me to order brain imaging. I
subsequently learned that decades earlier Mr. David suffered a severe traumatic brain injury, which
was confirmed on MRI. Initial psychometric testing revealed broad, mostly severe, dysfunction
across all sphere of executive function, including emotional dysregulation, behavioral
dysregulation, impaired attention & memory, impaired practical problem solving ability and
diminished impulse control.

SUMMARY OF DIAGNOSES

1. S06.2XAS Diffuse traumatic brain injury with loss of consciousness of unspecified duration,

2. R45.89 Impairing Emotional Outbursts

3. F02.C18 Major Neurocognitive Disorder Due to Traumatic Brain Injury, Severe, With other
behavioral or psychological disturbance

OPINONS!

1. Mr. David suffered a major traumatic brain injury

2. Mr. David’s TBI resulted in permanent damage to and loss of brain structures

3. Mr. David has the behavioral manifestation predicted by an injury to this brain region

4. Psychometric testing affirmatively documents broad impairments in Mr. David’s executive
functioning.

5. Mr. David lacked objective evidence of enduring brain damage prior to this evaluation

6. Mr. David’s brain damage compromised his insight and ability to introspect

7. Lack of objective evidence, insight and introspective ability prevented him from recognizing
his functional deficits.

8. Mr. David’s neurological deficits render him permanently disabled.

9. Mr. David should be afforded reasonable accommodations as he suffers from a heretofore
unrecognized medical disability.

10. Mr. David’s accommodations should include mechanisms that reduce the need for sustained
vigilance (e.g. shorter session, or more frequent breaks, especially when emotions are likely to be
activated, but more frequent sessions)

Note: The full extent of the data and opinions in this report should be open to amendment
pending the completion of neuropsychological testing.

! Mr. David has not fully completed all intended testing. Pending the completion of
neuropsychological testing, the opinions expressed are subject to revision.



OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA Public
Communications Brief Re: Alfa Nero Yacht Lawsuit — Official Government Response

By the Honourable Attorney General, Steadroy "Cutie” Benjamin

1. Formal Summary of Government’s Position

The Government of Antigua and Barbuda (GoAB) reiterates that the seizure and
subsequent sale of the Superyacht Alfa Nero were carried out lawfully, transparently,
and in close cooperation with international authorities, including the U.S. Treasury’s
Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC).

The legal action filed in the United States by Ms. Yulia Guryeva-Motlokhov is
baseless, politically motivated, and represents an abuse of the judicial process. It is
regarded as a legal "fishing expedition" designed to harass senior Antiguan officials
and damage the nation’s international standing.

The sale was executed under a valid OFAC license after the yacht was removed from
the U.S. sanctions list. It was sold in July 2024 for US $40 million to a fully vetted
buyer. The proceeds — netting US $38.2 million after broker commission — were
deposited into the Government's account at the Eastern Caribbean Central Bank.
These funds were transparently accounted for and used to reduce public debt and
cover Alfa Nero-related expenses.

Ms. Guryeva-Motlokhov, the daughter of sanctioned Russian oligarch Andrey Guryey,
has no lawful claim to the yacht. Her multiple court actions, both in Antigua and the
United States, are viewed as vindictive attempts to coerce a financial settlement and
smear the Government of Antigua and Barbuda.

The GoAB remains steadfast in its commitment to transparency, rule of law, and
collaboration with global partners, including U.S. authorities.

2. Engagement of U.S. Counsel

Although neither the Government nor its officials are named defendants in the U.S.
proceedings, legal counsel in the United States has been retained to protect Antigua
and Barbuda's interests.

The claimant seeks subpoenas targeting confidential financial records of Antiguan
officials held by U.S. financial institutions, including the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York and the Clearing House. These intrusive requests, though baseless, risk
reputational damage to the nation and its financial integrity.

The engagement of U.S. counsel allows the Government to proactively challenge any



defamatory or speculative claims and assert its legal rights in court.

3. Legal Context

Under U.S. law, individuals involved in foreign legal disputes can request discovery
from U.S.-based entities. The GoAB's proactive legal engagement is a standard
international best practice, ensuring due process and protecting against reputational
harm.

This is not an admission of wrongdoing; it is a responsible measure to ensure fair
proceedings and uphold the dignity of the Antiguan state.

4. Economic and Political Harm from Opposition Allegations

The Government warns that certain elements within the Opposition are amplifying
these baseless claims for political gain, causing tangible harm to:

Foreign Investment: Deterring potential investors and trade partners.
Banking Sector: Eroding confidence in local financial institutions.

Tourism: Damaging the nation's appeal to high-net-worth tourists.
Employment: Threatening jobs across the yachting, banking, and hospitality
industries.

These reckless actions imperil national stability and prosperity.

5. Public Messaging: Key Talking Points

e Lawful Seizure: The yacht posed an environmental and economic risk. It was
legally seized following abandonment by its sanctioned owner.

e Transparent Sale: Sold under OFAC license for US $40 million. Buyer cleared
of all sanctions risks.

e Accountability: Net US $38.2 million was deposited into public accounts; all
disbursements documented.

e No Corruption: No credible evidence of wrongdoing exists. Claims rely on a
report by a private investigator hired by the claimant.

e Claimant Has No Standing: Ms. Guryeva-Motlokhov is not a legal owner. She
failed in Antiguan courts and now seeks to manipulate the U.S. system.

e Baseless U.S. Filing: This is a discovery motion, not a lawsuit. It aims to
create suspicion where none is warranted.

e Public Benefit: The sale removed a derelict hazard and turned it into a
financial asset for the people.

e Sanctions Integrity: Returning the asset to a sanctioned individual would



violate international sanctions compliance.

6. Sample Quotes for Media & Speeches

"Every penny from the Alfa Nero sale is accounted for and used for the public
good."

"No flashy lawsuit can rewrite the facts: Antigua acted lawfully and
transparently.”

"The daughter of a sanctioned oligarch is trying to intimidate a sovereign
government with baseless claims."

"We stand firm against this attempted extortion."

"Hiring U.S. attorneys is not an admission of guilt, it's a mark of responsibility.

7. Responses to Opposition

"Baseless allegations hurt not just the Government, but every citizen whose
livelihood depends on our reputation.”

"Spreading rumors for political points puts Antigua’s future at risk."
"Opposition leaders should ask themselves: Whose interests are they serving
— the people or foreign oligarchs?"

End of Brief



LAW OFFICE OF
MARK J. LIEBERMAN

1704 PINE HILLS LANE
CORINTH, TEXAS 75210
(214) 742-0359
LiebermanLaw@proton.me

August 30, 2023
Re: ALKIVIADES DAVID

To whom it may concern,

My name is Mark J. Lieberman. | currently represent Mr. Alkiviades David and several of his
companies regarding a federal Anti-Trust lawsuit that is pending here in the Eastern District of
Texas.

Prior to the anti-trust litigation, | represented Mr. David in a federal civil racketeering lawsuit
against several prominent individuals in the state of California. While representing the civil
racketeering lawsuit, on or about 2 February 2023, | was confided in by a lifelong personal friend and
fellow Bar member with information pertaining to an in-depth federal criminal investigation which
targeted several defendants named within the civil racketeering lawsuit. The civil racketeering
lawsuit has since that time undergone voluntary dismissal in the courts. This letter is written and
provided for the benefit of Mr. David.

Thank you and God bless,
A e

Mark J. Lieberman



Revolut GBP Statement

. e . IBAN GB36REV000997029607708
Alkiviades David BIC REVOGB21
4 Wilton place Sort Code 042909
SWIX8RH Account Number 67824110
London
Transaction
Date Description Money out Money in Balance
Dec 20,2024 To Daphne Barak £8,000.00 £31,912.32

To: Daphne Barak, 34081277
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Electronic Money Regulations 2011 (FRN: 900562), and has its registered office address at 7 Westferry Circus, Canary Wharf, London,

Scan the QR code England, E14 4HD. Should you want to report any inaccuracy in relation to the information displayed in this trade confirmation, please

contact Revolut Ltd via the in-app chat.
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ALKIVIADES “ALKI” DAVID PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

For the past five years, | have been the victim of serial extortion, and even human
trafficking, by well-known TV-centric attorneys Gloria Allred, Lisa Bloom and
Thomas Girardi. These crimes arise from legal claims by former employees that
worked at my company, Hologram, USA, which was located at 338 N Canon Drive,
Beverly Hills. During the relevant period, | was also a Beverly Hills resident. Due
to these spurious claims, my company was forced to shut down. Each of the
females claimants represented, aided and abetted by the referenced three
attorneys, have acted in concert with each other, falsely alleging various acts of
sexual harassment against me by acting as witnesses for each other. The
respective claimants and their attorneys have abused our legal system by jumping
on the #MeToo bandwagon to fabricate their claims. To further these extortion
schemes, the attorneys knowingly submitted false evidence and intimidated
witnesses in the various court cases, which resulted in various judgments against
me, while two other cases are pending trial.

In reviewing Penal Code sec. 236.1 (human trafficking), | note the definition of
coercion “includes a scheme to cause a person to believe that failure to perform
an act, [e.g. pay money to settle a spurious claim] would resultin ... the abuse
or threatened abuse of the legal process,” which is exactly what has occurred to
me. These same lawyers issue press releases and appear on television to
defame my character, claiming that | am a Greek billionaire, in an orchestrated
campaign to coerce settlements in order to cease the endless press coverage.

Here is a brief synopsis of the various cases and the criminal wrongdoing that has
occurred:

- Chastity Jones v. Alki David, case no. BC649025, brought by attorney Lisa
Bloom, alleges that | threatened to fire Chasity Jones if | didn’t sleep with
her.



- I was in fact firing her for defrauding me of 540 000 but | had yet to let her
know that.

o Criminal wrongdoing: In testimony under oath, Jones denied being
a federally convicted felon, who had a felony warrant at the time of
trial from willful failure to pay restitution in connection with a
federal fraud conviction;

o | have attached a statement under oath from Ciara Menifee, who
states that attorney Lisa Bloom pressured her to give a false
statement, which she refused to do, and that Ms. Jones had
targeted me regarding false claims of sexual abuse; and

o | have attached a statement under oath from Grant Zimmerman,
who states that it was his impression that Ms. Jones targeted me
with false claims of harassment.

- Elizabeth Taylor v. Alki David, case no. BC649025, brought by attorney Lisa
Bloom, is a pending case.

- Criminal wrongdoing: Though this trial was a filled with moments of
unbelievably callous perjury by Lisa Bloom and her gang it all began with
allegations of sexual harassment and assault that were dropped on the day
of the trial!

https://www.tmz.com/2017/09/15/celeb-hologram-creator-alki-david-sued-
sexual-assault/

In this first trial the jury believed that there was a fraud and conspiracy afoot by
Lisa Bloom - the jury was hung 8 4 in my favor. But the damage was being done in
very narrow targeted perversion of the law that has been devastating to me
personally and the lives of many hundreds of employees family and friends whose
lives have been hugely damaged.


https://www.tmz.com/2017/09/15/celeb-hologram-creator-alki-david-sued-sexual-assault/
https://www.tmz.com/2017/09/15/celeb-hologram-creator-alki-david-sued-sexual-assault/

Mahim Kahn v. Alki David, case no. BC654017, brought by attorney Gloria
Allred, alleges that |
o Criminal wrongdoing: Kahn threatened her former roommate,

Lauren Berkley, not to truthfully testify in my favor about Kahn's
fabricated allegations against me. Berkley submitted a police
report documenting the threat. Additionally, Kahn’s attorney,
Nathan Goldberg (partner of Gloria Alilred) forged by attorney’s
signature on a witness list that was submitted to the court prior to
trial. While attempting to collect her judgment against me in
Switzerland, Kahn’s attorneys criminally misrepresented and
fabricated that | had sustained criminal convictions for sexual abuse
in the United States. At present, | have filed a criminal complaint in
Switzerland with the State Prosecutor alleging various deceptions in
Kahn and her attorneys’ attempt to seize my assets, including trying
to enforce punitive damages portion of a judgment, which is not
permitted in Switzerland.

Lauren Reeves, v. Alki David, case no. BC643099, brought by attorney Gloria
Allred.

o Criminal wrongdoing: As with Mayim Kahn, the same lawyers are
trying to seize assets in Switzerland.

In Switzerland four separate counts of coercion with intent to defraud have
been filed with public prosecutors there.

Jane Doe (a/k/a Margurita Nicholls) v. Alki David, case no. ,
brought by attorney Thomas Girardi and , alleges that | raped her
at Hologram offices. However, she has made other rape claims, including
against her husband and best friend. A month after the alleged rape,
Nicholls brought me a birthday cake.

o Criminal wrongdoing: As numerous law enforcement authorities are
aware, attorney Tom Girardi has defrauded numerous clients out of
millions of dollars and is the subject of various state and federal



investigations. The California State Bar has already disbarred him
from practicing law; and

o In Mr. Zimmerman’s attached statement under oath he states that
Ms. Nicholls never complained to him about anything improper with
me.

Abused court processes in the above cases have been or are ongoing by the
attorneys and their clients. The various assigned judges lack the resources to
investigate the alleged criminal wrongdoing, which is why | am seeking law
enforcement intervention. | am hoping that your Department will look into these
matters and gather the evidence needed to prosecute these individuals and their
attorneys for the extortion and perjury perpetrated against me, which has
resulted in millions of dollars in falsified judgments.

These attorneys have targeted numerous other individuals with the same M.O.
They have made millions of dollars extorting hard-working businessmen, ruining
reputations, and destroying personal lives. Thank you for your urgent attention
to this request. | look forward to meeting with you to amplify my concerns and
cooperate in bringing these crimes to light.
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DECLARATION OF CIARA MENIFEE

I, Ciara Menifee, state and declare as follows:

I. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this declaration. If called as a
witness, I could and would competently testify to the facts set forth herein of my own personal
knowledge.

2. I worked for Filmon TV Networks (“Filmon™ or “the Company”) as a Media
Coordinator from in or around October 2015 to March 2017.

3. My relative, Mary Rizzo, also worked for Filmon. Sometime in or around early
2016, Ms. Rizzo filed a lawsuit against Alkiviades David and the Company. Shortly thereafter, she
reached an agreement with the defendants in that lawsuit to drop her claims in exchange for a
monetary settlement.

4. During my work for Filmon, I became acquainted with another employee, Chasity
Jones. On several occasions, Ms. Jones—who had learned about Ms. Rizzo’s lawsuit against and
settlement with Filmon and Mr. David—asked me how much money Ms. Rizzo had received as a
result of her settlement. I told her I did not know, yet Ms. Jones continued to ask me about the
amount of Ms. Rizzo’s settlement. I found Ms. Jones’ incessant questioning was inappropriate and
annoying and I made at least two written complaints to the Company about it.

5. Ms. Jones and Ms. Rizzo shared an office when they worked at Filmon. Ms. Rizzo
told me that Ms. Jones made sexually suggestive remarks and comments about Mr. David. For
example, Ms. Rizzo said that Ms. Jones told her that Mr. David was “hot” and that she, Ms. Jones,
“would give him a chance.”

6. I also personally observed Ms. Jones flirt with Mr. David while at work. She was
open about her romantic feelings for Mr. David.

7. I recall one incident where I, Mr. David, two employees from the production
department, and Carl Dawson (Ms. Jones’ supervisor) were in a standing meeting in the editing
department. Ms. Jones came out of the kitchen and smacked Mr. David on the butt in front of
everyone. I was shocked and could not believe that Ms. Jones would do that to her boss. Ms.

Jones’ behavior made me feel uncomfortable.

1
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8. Ms. Jones never told me that Mr. David had acted inappropriately toward her in any
way. Ms. Jones was quite vocal about complaints she had at the workplace and I believe she would
have told people had she been subjected to any inappropriate or harassing conduct by Mr. David or
anyone else.

9. I recall that sometime in or around October or December 2016, Ms. Jones was angry
at Mr. David because of dispute over a commission that she said was owed to her. She told me that
Mr. David “deserved to be sued,” and that she would “get him.”

10.  Ilearned that Ms. Jones later filed a lawsuit against Filmon and Mr. David. Shortly
before the trial of Ms. Jones’ lawsuit, sometime in or around May 2019, someone from The Bloom
Firm, who represented Ms. Jones, contacted me through my lawyer, David Osorio, who at the time
was with the law firm of Blair & Ramirez LLP.

11.  With the help of Mr. Osorio, I prepared a written statement about my knowledge of
Ms. Jones and her claims against Mr. David and the Company. My written statement included the
information in paragraphs 4 to 10 above. Mr. Osorio emailed my written statement to The Bloom
Firm. After The Bloom Firm received the statement, Lisa Bloom’s daughter, Sarah Bloom, who is
also an attorney with the Bloom Firm, contacted Mr. Osorio and requested to interview me.

12. In or around July 2019, Lisa Bloom, Sarah Bloom, Mr. Osorio, and I had a telephone
call, which I understood was for the purpose of The Bloom Firm preparing me to testify in support
of Ms. Jones at trial. During the call, Ms. Lisa Bloom acknowledged that she had received my
written statement and so I assumed she knew its contents and would know what my testimony
would be if [ were to testify at trial.

13. Despite what I had stated in my written statement, Ms. Bloom pressured me to testify
that I was a victim and that Mr. David had “preyed” on me. She told me that [ was part of the “Me
Too” movement and that I needed to stand up for myself and other women. I told her I did not
agree that [ was a victim or that Mr. David had preyed upon me. I also did not believe that I was
part of the “Me Too” movement as my claims against the Company and Mr. David were different.
Nevertheless, Ms. Bloom continued to pressure me to testify in the way that she wanted me to

testify. I expressed that I would not be comfortable testifying in this way because what she was
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asking me to say was not true.

14.  Ms. Bloom also asked me about my observations of Ms. Jones in the workplace.
From Ms. Bloom’s questioning of me, I understood that she wanted me to testify that Ms. Jones was
a good employee, which I did not believe was true. For instance, Ms. Bloom suggested that I testify
that Ms. Jones would come to work on time, but, based on my observations, that was not a true
statement. I observed that Ms. Jones appeared to come and go as she pleased and, once at work, she
would spend a lot of time walking around and talking with people about matters not related to work.
In general, she had a bad attitude.

15.  Itold Lisa and Sarah Bloom during our phone call that (i) I had seen Ms. Jones slap
Mr. David on the butt while other employees, Mr. David, and I were having a meeting in the editing
department; (ii) [ had heard Ms. Jones refer to Mr. David as “sexy” and “hot™; (iii) I had read text
messages from Ms. Jones to Ms. Rizzo, where Ms. Jones stated that she wanted to “hook up” and
have sex with Mr. David; (iv) I had complained to the Company about Ms. Jones repeatedly asking
me about the amount of Ms. Rizzo’s settlement; and (v) Ms. Jones told me that she was going to
“partner” with Elizabeth Taylor to sue Mr. David.

16.  Nevertheless, Ms. Lisa Bloom repeatedly told me that Mr. David was a “bad man,”
that he deserved what he was getting, and that I needed to say that I had been “victimized” by him
throughout my employment at Filmon. I felt that she was bullying me into testifying to matters that
were not true.

17. For example, when I told Ms. Bloom that I did not believe that I was victimized by
Mr. David, she questioned “Well, he did prey on you, didn’t he?” She asked me leading questions
and seemed to get frustrated with me because I did not agree with her statements. I was surprised
because I had laid out my testimony very clearly in my written statement, which Ms. Bloom said she
had seen before our call.

18. Ms. Bloom did not ask me any questions about the contents of my written statement;
nor did she ask about the alleged conduct of Mr. David at issue; i.e., whether I had seen Mr. David
behave inappropriately toward Ms. Jones. If she had asked me that, I would have told Ms. Bloom

that I had not seen Mr. David behave inappropriately toward Ms. Jones, but I had seen Ms. Jones act
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inappropriately toward Mr. David by, for example, slapping him on the butt in the workplace.

19. It appeared to me that neither Lisa nor Sarah Bloom was interested in the information
I was relaying to them about Ms. Jones’ inappropriate workplace behavior and motives for filing a
lawsuit against Mr. David and the Company. I believe they wanted me not to testify about these
matters because when I tried to tell them the truth about what happened, Ms. Lisa Bloom told me
not to focus on that and to focus only on what she was asking me.

20. At some point during the call, I asked for a break to speak privately with my
attorney, Mr. Osorio, because I felt uncomfortable with what I felt was pressure from Ms. Lisa
Bloom. During the break, I communicated to Mr. Osorio my discomfort and desire not to testify.
When Mr. Osorio and I got back on the call, Ms. Lisa Bloom continued her questioning in the same
manner as before.

21. The Bloom Firm tried to serve me with a subpoena to testify at Ms. Jones’ trial on at
least two occasions by sending someone to my home. I did not open the door on either occasion. I
also received a call from someone who described himself as an “investigator” and who explained
that he was looking for me to serve me with some paperwork from the Bloom Firm. He also told
me that I was required by law to testify. I refused to cooperate voluntarily with the Bloom Firm
because I was not willing to testify the way Ms. Bloom was coaching me to testify.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

is true and correct and that this declaration is executed on  December 28 , 2020 at Los

Angeles, California.

DocuSigned by:
ﬁam Munifee

4AUZAARUSCTCUOATE

Ciara Menifee
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From: Jon Harris Fax: 18333727527 To: Fax: {310) 268-07%0 Page: 4 of 4 0711612021 2:40 PM

DPECLARATION OF GRANT ZIMMERMAN

3 I, GRANT ZIMMERMAN, declare as follows:

4 1. I am an individual, and submit this declaration concerning my knowledge of
s the refationship between Alkiviades David (“Alki™), Chastity Jones and Margarita Nicholls
6 (Margarita Nichols?). | have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this declaration.
. If called as a witness, T could and would competently testity to the facts set forth hercin of
o [my own personal knowledge.

5 2. From Scptember 2014 to September 2016 T worked for Alki David at a
o number of his companies, including at Filmon TV and TTologram USA, Inc.

. 3. My responsibilities included but were not limited to: discovering new talent,
; locating facilitics and veoues for events, and arranging third-party industry introductions.

4. During my work for Mr. David 1 had numerous occasions to observe his
behavior in the work place and in particular with regard to two others who worked for him,

Chasity Joncs and Margarita Nicholls.

Glaser Weil

5. Chasity Jones was cnamored with Alki, wanted to date him. 1 never heard her

complain about any treatment from Alki or observed any interaction between her and Alki

Y which | thought was inappropriate. Afler word leaked that Alki had settled a claim with

" another employee 1 believe Chasity decided to go after Alki by suing him based on false

" allegations about how Alki had treated her in the workplace.

# 0. My impression of Chasity Jones is that she was oul for money and had no

. hesitation in accusing Alki falsely ol misconduct.

- 7. I also had occasion to get to know Margarita Nicholls. We had coffee on one
. or two occasions, 1 learned that at some point she and Alki went on a trip together. T also
# understood whatever relationship they did have was consensual. Margarita never .

8 complained to me that Alki had engaged in any misconduct and especially did not complain
2 that Alki had engaged in sexual harassment, assault or rape against her.

27 7

8 7
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From: Jon Harrig Fax: 18333727627 To: Fax: (310} 268.0790 Page: 2014 07/16/2021 2:40 PM

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

3%

foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration 15 executed on July 12, 2021,

¥

S

5 GRANT ZIMMERMAN

4 &ﬁéﬂ?ﬁ%% S

Glaser Weil
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VENABLE LLP

Ellyn S. Garofalo (SBN 158795)
esgarofalo@venable.com

Amir Kaltgrad (SBN 252399)
akaltgrad@venable.com

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2300

Los Angeles, CA 90067

Telephone:  (310) 229-9900

Facsimile: (310) 229-9901

Attorneys for Defendants Hologram USA, Inc.,
Alki David Productions, Inc. and FilmOn TV, Inc.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CENTRAL DISTRICT
MAHIM KHAN, CASE NO. BC654017
Plaintiff, Hon. Michelle W. Court
Dept. 74

DEFENDANTS HOLOGRAM USA, INC.,
HOLOGRAM USA, INC.; ALKI DAVID ALKI DAVID PRODUCTIONS, INC. AND
PRODUCTIONS, INC.; FILMON TV, INC.; FILMON TV, INC.’S RESPONSE TO
ALKIVIADES (“ALKI”) DAVID, an MAHIM KHAN’S NOTICE OF

individual; and DOES 1 through 25, EVIDENCE SUBJECT TO COURT’S
GRANT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION IN

. LIMINE TO EXCLUDE THIRD PARTY
Defendants. WITNESSES AND DOCUMENTS NOT
DISCLOSED OR PRODUCED IN
DISCOVERY

Action filed: March 14, 2017
FSC: October 23, 2019
Trial: October 28, 2019

DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSE TO MAHIM KHAN’S NOTICE OF EVIDENCE

SUBJECT TO COURT’S GRANT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION IN LIMINE
47912161-v1
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Defendants Hologram USA, Inc., Alki David Productions, Inc. and FilmOn TV, Inc.
hereby submit their Response to Mahim Khan’s Notice of Evidence Subject to Court’s Grant of
Plaintiff’s Motion in Limine to Exclude Third Party Witnesses and Documents Not Disclosed or

Produced in Discovery.

I THE DOCUMENTS IDENTIFIED BY PLAINTIFF WERE NOT
“WILLFULLY WITHHELD”, BUT PRODUCED

Well aware of the deep flaws in her case, Plaintiff is seeking an end run around
Defendants’ ability to present the evidence which will expose her claims for what they are — a
fiction created to exploit the very important ‘me too’ movement. On October 28, 2019, the
Court granted Plaintiff’s Motion in Limine No. 2 to exclude documents that were requested in

discovery but were “willfully withheld”:

And the second -- plaintiff's second Motion in Limine is to preclude third party
witnesses and Documents that are not disclosed -- that were not disclosed in
discovery. And my tentative is to grant that, but only to the extent that that
evidence was Requested and not produced. I do think that based on my review of
the proceedings in the record I don't believe there has been a willful refusal to
respond to discovery. A refusal --a failure to respond to discovery can't be willful
if you didn't ask for it. So you're going to need -- if you want me to exclude
specific testimony or a specific evidence, I'm going to need to have evidence that
you actually asked for it and that it was willfully withheld. That's the tentative.

Incredibly, Plaintiff seeks to exclude documents that were not withheld, willfully or
otherwise, but were produced, as evidenced by Bates numbers affixed at the time of production.’
Specifically, on September 19, 2019 (more than 30 days prior to trial), after Plaintiff prevailed on
a motion to compel, Defendants produced documents responsive to Plaintiff’s requests that were
in Defendants’ possession, custody or control. Declaration of Ellyn S. Garofalo (“Garofalo
Decl.”), ] 2. The Bates numbers, applied prior to their September 19, 2019 production, are

plainly reflected in Plaintiff’s motion to exclude the produced documents. Id. ] 3.

! In contrast, Plaintiff affixed Bates numbers to documents that were not produced, but first
appeared on Plaintiff’s Exhibit List. Apparently, unfamiliar with the difference between Bates
stamps and Exhibit Nos., Plaintiff purportedly added Bates numbers to the documents as a
“convenience” at trial. In fact, the Bates stamps appear to have been added to deceive the Court
into believing the documents were actually produced during discovery.

1
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A second set of documents was produced on October 21 and 22, 2019. These documents
were not called for in discovery, but relate to purported ‘me too” witnesses, who first appeared
on Plaintiff’s October 16, 2019 Witness List. Garofalo Decl., § 4. These documents are rebuttal
evidence, that may be used to cross-examine the newly identified ‘me too’ witnesses. Id.
Naturally, Defendants could not know the relevance of this material until Plaintiff added the ‘me
too’ witnesses on October 16, who were not identified by Plaintiff in discovery. Defendants are
not required to produce rebuttal evidence, but voluntarily produced the documents to Plaintiff.

Simply put, the Court’s order does not permit the exclusion of documents produced in
discovery (whether before or after the granting of a motion to compel), but to documents that
were “willfully withheld.” Plaintiff fails to explain how documents that were produced could
simultaneously be “willfully withheld” and, obviously, there is no authority which would permit
a court to exclude documents that were produced during discovery, on the ground that they were
not produced.

In fact, understandably anxious to avoid a real trial, Plaintiff has engaged in other
conduct in that raises serious ethical violations. Plaintiff forged the name of Defendants’ counsel
on an Exhibit List which added exhibits to Plaintiff’s list and deleted at least three of
Defendants’ exhibits.> Garofalo Decl., § 6-8. Plaintiff merely removed the signature page from
the Exhibit List signed and approved by Defendant’s counsel, and appended it to a new Exhibit
List which Plaintiff filed without first providing it to Defendants’ counsel, much less seeking
consent or authorization to use counsel’s signature. Id, 8. This conduct, is not merely
unethical, it is a felony. See Cal. Penal Code § 470(b) (forgery); Cal. Penal Code § 115 “(a)
Every person who knowingly procures or offers any false or forged instrument to be filed,
registered, or recorded in any public office within this state, which instrument, if genuine, might

be filed, registered, or recorded under any law of this state or of the United States, is guilty of a

2 Plaintiff took advantage of Ms. Garofalo’s absence at the hearing — as a result of the Getty fire
which burned within yards of her home — to allow the Court to believe Defendants had agreed to
the filed Exhibit List. This is a truly stunning ethical violation by lawyers who are experienced
enough to know better.

2

DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSE TO MAHIM KHAN’S NOTICE OF EVIDENCE

SUBJECT TO COURT’S GRANT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION IN LIMINE
47912161-vl1




VENABLE LLP
2049 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 2300

LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

310-229-9900

10
11
12
13
14
ik
16
17
18
19
20
&L
22
24
24
25
26
27
28

felony”; Cal. Penal Code § 132 (“Every person who upon any trial, proceeding, inquiry, or
investigation whatever, authorized or permitted by law, offers in evidence, as genuine or true,
any book, paper, document, record, or other instrument in writing, knowing the same to have
been forged or fraudulently altered or ante-dated, is guilty of felony.”); see also In re
Paguirigan, 25 Cal. 4th 1, 3 (2001) (lawyer disbarred and subject to criminal proceedings for
forging a witness’s signature.)

To make matters worse, at an October 28, 2019 hearing, Plaintiff failed to notify the
Court that the filed Exhibit List was altered from the one that had been signed and thus approved
by Defendants’ counsel. This was nothing more than a fraud on the Court, not to mention
outright forgery. If this were not enough, Plaintiff also misled the Court on objections to a 1987¢c
notice, insisting that a motion to quash was required. This is simply false as the plain language

of the statute, provides that objections served on counsel are sufficient.

IL. THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT THAT DEFENDANTS IDENTIFY
REBUTTAL WITNESSES IN DISCOVERY.

Plaintiff seeks to exclude witnesses who will rebut the testimony of Plaintiff and
witnesses that may be called by Plaintiff. These witnesses were included on Defendants’
witness list as anticipated rebuttal witnesses as Plaintiff had not yet provided any witness list to
Defendants by October 16, 2019. Additionally, prior to serving her Witness List, Plaintiff
refused to identify witnesses, including in response to Form Interrogatories served by Defendants

on — unbelievably — attorney-client privilege grounds:?

INTERROGATORY NO. 12.1:

State the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of each individual:

(a) who witnessed the INCIDENT or the events occurring immediately
before or after the INCIDENT;

(b)  who made any statement at the scene of the INCIDENT;

3 Plaintiff’s lawyer at the time, Barry Rothman, died unexpectedly. By the time replacement
counsel was retained, the time to file a motion to compel had expired.

3
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(c) who heard any statements made about the INCIDENT by any individual

at the scene;

(d)  who YOU OR ANYONE ACTING ON YOUR BEHALF claim has
knowledge of the INCIDENT (except for expert witnesses covered by
Code of Civil Procedure § 2034). '

PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12.1:

In addition to the foregoing objections, Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory on
the grounds that it seeks information that is protected from disclosure by the
attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. Nacht & Lewis
Architects Inc. v. Superior Court, (1996) 47 Cal.App. 4th 214,

Defendants, of course, should not be penalized for failing to identify anticipated rebuttal

witnesses, prior to Plaintiff’s identification of its witnesses in its Witness List on the eve of trial.

Dated: October 30, 2019

VENABLE LLP

i }(.’ ;" /
By " LSl
Ellyn S. Garofalo
Amir Kaltgrad
Attorneys for Defendants
HOLOGRAM USA, INC., ALKI DAVID
PRODUCTIONS, INC., AND

FILMON.TV, INC.

»
-

4

47912161-v]

DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSE TO MAHIM KHAN’S NOTICE OF EVIDENCE
SUBJECT TO COURT’S GRANT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION IN LIMINE




VENABLE LLP
2049 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 2300

LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

310-229-9800

WM

~N & W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

DECLARATION OF ELLYN S. GAROFALO
I, Ellyn S. Garofalo, declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice in the State of California. I am a partner with
Venable LLP, counsel of record for Defendants Hologram USA, Inc., Alki David Productions,
Inc. and FilmOn TV, Inc. As such, I am competent to testify to the matters set forth herein.

2 On September 19, 2019, I caused documents to be produced that were responsive
to document requests propounded by Plaintiff Mahim Khan. The documents were produced after
Plaintiff prevailed on a motion to compel. Prior to production, I had the documents Bates
stamped to indicate the particular defendant producing the document, and a number by which the
document could be identified as that produced by a defendant.

3. I have reviewed the documents that Plaintiff seeks to exclude in her Notice of
Evidence Subject to Court’s Grant of Plaintiff’s Motion in Limine to Exclude Third Party
Witnesses and Documents Not Disclosed or Produced in Discovery. I can tell from the Bates
Nos. that these are documents that were produced to Plaintiff, in response to the enumerated
discovery requests.

4. In addition, I caused a second set of documents to be produced to Plaintiff on
October 21 and 22, 2019. These documents were not called for in discovery, but relate to
purported ‘me too’ witnesses. Plaintiff first identified her “me too” witnesses on an October 16,
2019 Witness List. The documents produced by Defendants on October 21, 2019, are rebuttal
evidence, that may be used to cross-examine the newly identified ‘me too’ witnesses. These
documents became relevant only after the “me too” witnesses were identified in Plaintiff October
16, 2019 Witness List.

5. In discovery, and prior to her Witness List, Plaintiff refused to identify any
witnesses. In her response to Form Interrogatory No. 12.1, Plaintiff asserted the attorney-client
privilege as a reason to withhold the identity of her witnesses. At the time, Defendants were
represented by Barry Rothman, who died unexpectedly. The time to move to compel responses

to Interrogatory No. 12.1 expired before Defendants retained me to replace Ms. Rothman.

DECLARATION OF ELLYN S. GAROFALO
47912161-v1
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6. On October 23, 2019, Plaintiff emailed a proposed Exhibit List to my office.
After reviewing the Exhibit List, I signed the document and returned it to Plaintiff’s counsel on
the understanding that it would be filed with the Court.

7. The Exhibit List that Plaintiff filed with the Court is not the Exhibit List I signed.
The filed Exhibit List (the “Forged List™) includes a reference to a physician’s notes which was
not included in the Exhibit List I signed, and deletes at least three of Defendants’ exhibits that
were included in the Exhibit List I signed.

8. It appears that Plaintiff removed my signature page from the Exhibit List I
approved, and attached it to the Exhibit List Plaintiff filed. The filed list, was not provided to me
or any other person in my office, before it was filed with the Court. I did not authorize
Plaintiff’s counsel to attach my signature page to filed Exhibit List.

9. I was unable to be in Court on Monday, October 28, 2019 due to an evacuation
caused by the Getty fire. I understand that Plaintiff took advantage of my absence to fail to
correct the Court’s impression that I signed and approved the filed Exhibit List. This is false. A
true and correct copy of the Exhibit List I signed, with the transmittal email to Plaintiff’s counsel
is attached and incorporated as Exhibit A hereto.

10. A true and correct copy of the Exhibit List filed by Plaintiff, with my signature

page attached, is attached and incorporated as Exhibit B hereto.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on October 30, 2019, at Los Angeles, California.

v .

p. ’, ” -

Ellgln S. Garofalo

DECLARATION OF ELLYN S. GAROFALO
47912161-v1
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Khatchikian, Rose

From: Khatchikian, Rose

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2019 3:32 PM

To: DLeal (DLeal@amglaw.com); Nathan Goldberg; Renee Mochkatel;
DSpencer@amglaw.com

Cc: Garofalo, Ellyn S,; Kaltgrad, Amir; Angie Paz

Subject: RE: 139167.491786 Khan v Hologram USA, Inc, et al. (BC654017)

Attachments: Joint Exhibit List.pdf; Joint Witness List.pdf; Index of Joint and Disputed Jury

Instructions.pdf; Joint and Disputed Jury Instructions.pdf

Attached are the four joint documents. Please forward the fully executed and conformed copies once you receive them
back from the court.

Than kyou.

Rose R. Khatchikian

Legal Administrative Assistant to Ellyn S. Garofalo and Amir Kalfgrad
Venable LLP

t310.229.0357 | f 310.229.9901

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2300, Los Angeles, CA 90067

VRKhatchikian@Venable.com | www.Venable.com
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GLORIA R. ALLRED, SBN 065033
NATHAN GOLBERG, SBN 61292

DOLORES Y. LEAL, SBN 134176
dleal@amglaw.com

RENEE MOCHKATEL, SBN 106049
rmockhatel@amglaw.com

ALLRED, MAROKO & GOLDBERG
6300 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90048-5217
Telephone No. (323) 653-6530

ELLYN S. GAROFALO (Bar No. 158795)
ESGarofalo@Venable.com

AMIR KALTGRAD (Bar No. 252399)
Akalterad@Venable.com

VENABLE LLP

2049 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 2300
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067
TELEPHONE: (310) 229-9900

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

MAHIM KHAN,

Plaintiff,

V8.

HOLOGRAM USA, INC.; ALKI DAVID
PRODUCTIONS, INC,; FILMON TV,

INC.; ALKIVIADES (“ALKT") DAVID, an

individual and DOES 1 through 25,
inclusive,

Defendants.

N N M e e N e N e M e e S N e e e e S s S

CASENO: BC 654017
Hon. Michelle Williams Court - Dept. 74

JOINT EXHIBIT LIST

Trial Date:  October 28, 2019
Time: 10:00 a.m.

Dept: 74

1
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TO THE COURT AND ALL ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

Plaintiff Mahim Khan and Defendants Hologram USA, Inc., Alki David Productions, Inc.,

Filmon TV, Inc., and Alkiviades David by and through their respective attorneys of record hereby

submit their Joint Proposed Exhibit List. Plaintiff and Defendants reserve the right to amend their

Exhibit List or add additional documentary evidence to either debut evidence proffered by the

other party, including to impeach witnesses as necessary.

PLAINTIFE’S EXHIBITS

Exh
No.

Description

Stipulation
to Admit

Stipulate to
Authenticity

Date
Identified

Date
Admitted

100.

Mahim Khan’s Resume
FILMONO0000013

101.

09/24/14 Alki David
Productions Khan
paychex form
ADP00000438

102,

09/29/14 FilmOn TV and
Mahim Khan Deal Memo
FILMON0000021-24

103.

09/29/14 Non-Disclosure
Agreement
FILMON0000025-27

104.

12/23/14 e-mail from Alki
David to Mahim Khan re
MAHIKAT???7?

MKO0001

105.

Khan Insurance Info Alki
David Productions
05/12/15 ADP0O000153

106.

06/29/15 Khan’s Salary
Addendum FilmOnTV
Inc.

FILMONO0000002

107.

7/8/15 E-mail from
Yelena Calendar to
employees re: Sick Leave
Law

MK0002-0004

2
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Exh
No.

Description Stipulate to Stipulation
Authenticity | to Admit

Date
Identified

Date
Admitted

108.

7/29/15 and 7/30/15 e-
mails from Alki David to
Mahim Khan and from
Yelena Calendar re

filmonstore.com
MK0005-0006

109.

8/28/15 e-mail from
Mahim Khan to Gary
Shoefield and reply from
Shoefield

MKO0007

110.

9/17/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow
MK0008-0013

111,

9/18/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow
MK0014-0017

112.

9/19/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow
MKO0018-0025

113.

9/20/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow

MK 0026-0028

114.

10/1; 10/2; 10/3; 10/5/15
text messages between
Mahim Khan and Britta
Garsow

MK0029-0033

11s.

10/1/15 E-mail from
Mahim Khan to Gary
Shoefield and Yelena
Calendar
FILMON0000020

116.

10/1/15 E-mail from
Mahim Khan to Shoefield
and Calendar; and
response from Calendar
MK0034-0035

3
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Exh
No.

Description

Stipulate to | Stipulation
Authenticity | to Admit

Date
Identified

Date
Admitted

117.

10/1/15 text message
from Alki David to
Mahim Khan
MKO0036

118.

10/1-10/2/15 text
messages between Mahim
Khan and Masha
Netsvetaeva
MKO0037-0038

119,

10/1/15; 10/3/15 and
10/8/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Gary Shoefield

MKO0039

120.

10/2/15 Missed FaceTime
call from Alki David
MEKO0040

121.

10/2/15; 10/5/15 text
messages between Mahim
Khan and Yelena
Calendar

MK0041

122.

10/5/15 text message
between David Nussbaum
and Mahim Khan
MK0042

123

Instagram Post by Alki
David and message to
Mahim Khan Oct 2015
MK0043-0044

124,

Picture/poster:

“Her-ASS “We Will Give
You Just The Tip’ HR
Headquarters

Alli Botto Janel Bauer”
MK0045

123.

Instagram Post by Alli
Botto re: “Her-Ass”
MKO0046

126.

Instagram story video post
by Alli Botto 10/4/19
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Exh
No.

Description

Stipulate to
Authenticity

Stipulation
to Admit

Date
Identified

Date
Admitted

127.

Mahim Khan Photographs

128,

Correspondence between
Alexander, Krakow &
Glick and Barry Rothman
MK0047-0108

129,

5/1/17 Cross Complaint
by Alkiviades David v.
Mahim Khan, Tracy Fehr,
Alexander Krakow &
Glick

130.

CV - Dr. Anthony
Reading

131.

CV - Stephanie Rizzardi

132.

Paycheck copies; pay
stubs; W-2 Mahim Khan
MK0109-0120

133,

Alki David Instagram post
“#Fuckmetoo
gloria.allred: David Depo
vol. 2, Exh. 26)

134,

Alki David Instagram post
“UWHYME”: David
Depo vol. 2, Exh. 28

135,

Alki David’s instagram
post dated January 2,
2016 titled “When you
play with your vagina for
the first time. (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 7)

136.

Alki David’s instagram
post of photo wearing
wife’s shorts - Fuck Off
(David Depo, vol. 2,
Exhibit 9) Dated June 28,
2015

137.

Alki David’s instagram
photo post (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 10)

138.

Photo of Alki David in
the gym with an erect
penis (David Depo, vol. 2,
Exhibit 11)
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139.

Alki David’s instagram
post of two naked men
having sex (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 13)

140.

Alki David’s instagram
post titled “Tag a Mate
That Loves Cupcakes”
(David Depo, vol. 2,
Exhibit 14)

141.

Alki David instagram post
of a picture of a pig with
large testicles (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 15)

142,

Alki David instagram post
of a picture of David and
woman (David Depo, vol.
2, Exhibit 16)

143.

Alki David instagram post
of picture of David in the
bath with hand up in the
air and the other is taking
a photo (David Depo, vol.
2, Exhibit 17)

144,

Picture of stripper and
someone else - Kim’s

birthday party (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 19)

145.

Picture of candy and box
of condom (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 20)

146.

Picture of Alki David
taken by Layla - posted on
instagram (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 23)

147.

Alki David’s instagram
post of him holding a sign
that says “Fucker In
Charge of you fucking
fucks” (David Depo, vol.
2, Exhibit 24) Dated
February 22, 2017

148.

Alki David’s instagram
post #Fuckmetoo (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 27)
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Admitted

149.

Law360 article 10/11/19 -
statement by Alki David

150.

11/6/12 Complaint:
Monica D’Onofrio v. Alld
David Productions, Inc.,
Filmon.com Inc., and
Alkiviades David,

BC 495165

151.

6/2/16 Complaint: Mary
Rizzo v. Alkiviades
David: Anakando Media
Holdings, Inc., Filmon
Media Holdings Inc.,
Anakando Media Group
USA

152.

2/2/17 Complaint:
Elizabeth Taylor and
Chastity Jones v
Alkiviades David et al BC
649025

153.

Jones v. Alkiviades David
et al. Amended Judgment
on Special Verdict Upon
Acceptance of Remittitur
9/26/19

154.

1/6/17 First Amended
Complaint Lauren Reeves
v. Hologram USA, Inc.
Alki David Productions,
Inc., Alkiviades David BC
643099

L35

Reeves v. Hologram

USA, Inc. et al. Special
Verdict (Phase I) 10/11/19
and Special Verdict
(Phase II) 10/15/19

156.

11 second segment from
“Lord of the Freaks;
There’s a Madness to his
Method”

157.

Trailer from “Lord of the
Freaks”

158.

Video of Alkiviades
David - “Mangina”
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Admitted

159,

Video of Alkiviades
David “apples/banana”.
Posted October 17, 2016

160.

Photo titled “2 Girls, 1
cup — Cake”

161.

162.

10/18/19 Alki David
Instagram story video

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form A-1 for Hologram
USA Networks Inc. Filed
on 3/13/18

163.

Hologram USA Initial
Public Offering 1/18

164.

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form S-1 Registration
Statement for Fotv Media
Networks Inc., Filed
8/12/16

165.

FilmOn TV Networks
Code of Ethics and
Business Conduct Filed
With U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission
8/12/16

166.

FilmOn TV Networks
Code of Ethics for CEO
and Senior Financial
Officers Filed With U.S.
Securities and Exchange
Commission 8/12/16

167.

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form 10-Q Quertely
Report for Period Ending
6/30/16

168.

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form FWP FOTV Media
Networks, Inc. Filing
Under Securities Act Rule
163/433 of Free Writing
Prospectuses. Submitted
9/20/16

8
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Admitted

169.

9/27/19 Complaint Case
no. CV09013: Securities
and Exchange
Commission Against
Alkiviades David and
Hologram USA Networks
Inc.

170.

FilmOn Policies and
Procedures
FILMONO0000054-56

171.

FilmOn TV Sexual
Harassment Policy
FILMONO0000040-41

172.

FillmOn TV Sexual
Harassment Policy
FILMONO0000063-64

173.

FilmOn Policies and

Procedures
FILMONO0000065-67

174.

FilmOn Policies and
Procedures
FILMONO0000068-70

175.

FilmOn Company
Policies and Procedures
FILMONO0000071-73

176.

Password Construction
Guidelines (updated Jan
2016) FILMONO0000045-
47

Lv7.

Password Construction
Guidelines updated Jan.
2016 FILMONO0000060-
62

178.

Password Construction
Guidelines updated Jan.
2016 FILMONO0000074-
76

179.

Email Policy updated Jan.
2016 FILMONO000051-
53

180.

Email Policy - updated
Jan. 2016
FILMONO0000057-59
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Date
Admitted

181.

Employee List 08/29/14
ADP0000019-21

182.

08/29/14 Employees
ADP0000042-44

183.

Alki David Productions
Payroll Info 12/21/14
ADP 0000029

184.

FilmOn and Alki David
Productions 01/02/15
payroll info
ADP0000025-29

I&5.

Alki David Productions
Salary Info 03/27/15
ADP0000037-38

186.

FilmOn Employee Salary
Info 03/27/15
ADP0000039

187.

Alki David Productions
and FilmOn TV 03/27/15
check date ADP0000040-
41

188.

Payroll Info Blue Velvet
Productions
ADP0000022-24

189.

Blue Velvet
Productions/FilmOn TV
ADP0000045-47

190.

Hologram USA, Inc’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Request for Production of
Documents, (Set One)
dated December 19, 2018

131,

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Special Interrogatories,
(Set One) dated December
19,2018

1T,

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories -
General (Set One) dated
December 19, 2018

10
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193,

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories -
Employment Law (Set
One) dated December 19,
2018

194.

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Response to
Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents,
Set No. 1 dated December
19,2018

193,

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Response to
Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set No. 1
dated December 19, 2018

196.

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Response to
Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories - General,
Set One dated December
19, 2018

197.

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Response to
Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories -
Employment Law, Set
One dated December 19,
2018

198.

Alkiviades David’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Request for Production of
Documents, Set No. 1
dated December 19, 2018

199,

Alkiviades David’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Special Interrogatories,
Set No. 1 dated December
19,2018

200.

Alkiviades David’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories -
General, Set One dated
December 19, 2018

11
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201.

Alkiviades David’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories -
Employment Law, Set
One dated December 19,
2018

202.

FilmOn TV, In¢c.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Request for Production of
Documents, Set No. 1
dated December 19, 2018

203.

FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Special Interrogatories,
Set No. 1 dated December
19,2018

204.

FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories -
General, Set No. 1 dated
December 19, 2018

FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories -
Employment Law, Set
No. 1 dated December 19,
2018

206.

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents,
Set No. 1 dated February
19,2019

207.

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set No. 1
dated February 19, 2019

208.

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Supplemental Response to
Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories - General,
Set One dated February
25,2019

12
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209.

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Supplemental Response to
Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories -
Employment Law, Set
One dated February 25,
2019

210.

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Supplemental
Responses to Plaintiff’s
Request for Production of
Documents, Set No. 1
dated February 19, 2019

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Supplemental
Responses to Plaintiff’s
Special Interrogatories,
Set No. 1 dated February
19,2019

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Supplemental
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories -
General, Set One dated
February 25, 2019

213.

Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Supplemental
Response to Plaintiff’s
Form Interrogatories,
Employment Law, Set
One dated February 25,
2019

214,

Alkiviades David’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents,
Set No. 1 dated February
19,2019

215.

Alkiviades David’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set No. 1
dated February 19, 2019
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216.

Alkiviades David’s
Supplemental Response to
Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories - General,
Set One dated February
25,2019

Alkiviades David’s
Supplemental Response to
Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories -
Employment Law, Set
One dated February 25,
2019

218.

FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents,
Set No. 1 dated February
19,2019

219,

FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Special
Interrogatories, Set No. 1
dated February 19, 2019

220.

FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories - General,
Set One dated February
25,2019

221

FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Supplemental Responses
to Plaintiff’s Form
Interrogatories -
Employment Law, Set
One dated February 25,
2019

222.

Alkiviades David’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Request for Admissions,
Set No. 1 dated April 12,
2019

223,

Hologram USA, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Request for Production of
Documents, Set No. 2

dated July 12,2019
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224. | Alki David Productions,
Inc.’s Response to
Plaintiff’s Request for
Production of Documents,
Set No. 2 dated July 12,
2019
225. | Alkiviades David’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Request for Production of
Documents, Set No. 2
dated July 12, 2019
226. | FilmOn TV, Inc.’s
Response to Plaintiff’s
Request for Production of
Documents, Set No. 2
dated July 12, 2019
227,
228,
229,
230.
231.
232,
15
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501.

Mahim Khan
FilmOn.TV Employee
File
(FILMON0000003-20)

502.

Mahim Khan Employee
Deal Memo, dated
September 29, 2014
(FILMONO0000021-27)

503.

Alki David Productions
Inc. Team Member
Handbook, approved
11/15/2012 (Alki David
Productions
0000050-0000152)

504.

2016 FilmOn Policies
and Procedures
(AD00245-AD000247)

505.

FilmOn.TV, Inc. and
Alki David Productions,
Inc. Drafi Policies and
Procedures, undated
(FILMONO0000065-067)

506.

FilmOn.TV Sexual
Harassment Policy
(FILMONO0000063-064)

507.

FitmOn Draft Email
Policy
(FILMONO0000051-053)

508.

FOTV Media Networks,
Inc. Employee
Handbook dated
11/22/2017 (AD00248-
ADO00306)

5009.

Plaintiff Mahim Khan's
Objections And
Responses To
Defendant Hologram
USA, INC.'s First Set
Of Form Interrogatories
- General, served June
28,2017
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510.

Lauren Reeves
Instagram post: "Real
quick, is my boner
showing?" dated
05/28/2014 (AD00307)

311

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "It gets drunk out
early now" dated

11/06/2015 (AD00308)

g1,

Lauren Reeves
Instagram post: "I put
together a
PowerPoint..." dated
1/16/2016 (AD00309)

513.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "I picked this
nectarine up..." dated
05/29/2016 (AD00310)

514.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Goodbye to a
girl's best friend..."
dated 06/28/2016
(AD00311-AD00321)

515.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "My sweet dog..."
dated 06/28/2016
(AD00322)

516.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "How depressed
are you..." dated
08/01/2016 (AD00323)

517,

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Suicide is never
the answer..." dated
08/03/2016 (AD00324)

518.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Just heard about a
guy..." dated 8/29/2016
(ADO00325)

519.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Me: "...then I
overheard these girls..."
dated 8/29/2016
(AD00326)
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520.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Grab our pussy"
dated 10/07/2016
(AD00327)

FEL.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "I've made some
mistakes" dated
11/3/2016 (AD00328)

522.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Legal Contract:
Thanksgiving" dated
11/14/2016 (AD00329-
ADO00331)

523.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Everybody be
quiet!" dated
12/26/2016 (AD00332)

524.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Hey 2016, you
also killed my dog..."
dated 12/30/2016
(AD00333)

223

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Wow, Donald
Trump has completely
ruined..." dated
01/10/2017 (AD00334)

526.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Watching
Tombstone on my
flight..." dated
02/26/2017 (AD00335)

5217.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "To be fair, who
HASN'T lied under
oath..." dated
03/01/2017 (AD00336)

528.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "One time I went
without health
insurance..." dated
03/07/2017 (AD00337)

18

JOINT EXHIBIT LIST




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
41
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Exh
No.

Description

Stipulate to
Authenticity

Stipulation
to Admit

Date
Identified

Date
Admitted

529.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Have you or a
loved one suffered
unfair prejudice...”
dated 04/11/2017
(AD00338)

530.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post:
@realDonaldTrump - I
can't help but
notice...dated
05/08/2017 (AD00339)

531.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Thank you
Donald Trump for
inspiring..." dated
05/22/2017 (AD00340)

532.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Beautiful sunset
tonight" dated

07/09/2017 (AD00341)

533.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "I don't want to
picture Steve
Bannon..." dated
07/27/2017 (AD00342)

534.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "Second night in a
row my dog..." dated
08/23/2017 (AD00343)

535.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "I'm not a big
birthday person..." dated
09/04/2017 (AD00344)

536.

Lauren Reeves Twitter
post: "I'm not writing a
#MeToo post..." dated
10/17/2017 (AD00345)

537,

Lauren Reeves
Instagram post: "Desk
sign dated 10/15/2018
(AD00346)
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83

Screen Shot Of Text
Message With Chasity
Jones (1:22 p.m.)
(AD00001)

539.

Screen Shot Of Text
Message With Chasity
Jones (5:51 p.m.)
(AD00002)

540.

Screen Shot Of Text
Message With Chasity
Jones (5:30 p.m.)
(AD00003)

541.

Screen Shot Of Text
Message With Chasity
Re: Going Home
(AD00004)

542.

Declaration of Chastity
Jones (AD0000S5-
AD00006)

543.

Screen Shot of Text
Message to Mary Rizzo
(AD00007-AD00014)

544.

Screen Shot of Text
Message to Mary Rizzo
(AD00011-AD00012)

545.

Text Messages from
Mary Rizzo to Chasity
Jones (AD00013-
AD00020)

546.

Screen Shot of March
17, 2015 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(AD00021)

547.

Screen Shot of March
10, 2015 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(AD00022)

548.

Handwritten Message
from Chasity Jones to
Alki David (AD00023)

549.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages To "Carl
Manager" (AD00024)
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550.

Screen Shot of Text
Messages to “MK”
(AD00032-AD00047)

551.

Screen Shot Of January
21, 2015 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD000438)

332

February 3, 2016 Letter
from Department of Fair
Employment and
Housing Re: DFEH
Matter Number
739969-207321 with
enclosures (AD00049-
AD00056)

935

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Elizabeth
Taylor (3:19 p.m.)
(AD00057-AD00059)

554.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Chasity Jones
(12:41 a.m.) (AD00060-
ADO00061)

555.

Screen Shot Of Text

Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Chasity Jones
(12:39 a.m.) (AD00062)

556.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Chasity Jones
(8:27 a.m.) (AD00063)

557.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Chasity Jones
(5:00 p.m.) (AD00064)

558.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Chasity Jones
(8:49 p.m.) (ADO0065)

258,

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Chastity
Jones (9:49 a.m.)
(AD00066-AD00067)
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Admitted

560.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between Mary
Rizzo and Chasity Jones
at
chasityjones@yahoo.co

m (AD00068)

561.

Screen Shot Of
December 30, 2016

Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD0O0069)

562.

563.

Screen Shot Of
February 16, 2018

Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00070)

Screen Shot Of January
2, 2018 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(AD00071)

564.

Screen Shot Of April 1,
2018 Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00072)

3155.

Screen Shot Of August
20, 2018 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(ADO00073)

566.

January 31, 2017 Letter
from Department of Fair
Employment and
Housing Re: DFEH
Matter Number
852881-272913 with
enclosures (AD00074-
ADO00081)

567.

Screen Shot Of August
9, 2016 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00082)

568.

Screen Shot Of August
24, 2016 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00083)

569.

Screen Shot Of August
28, 2016 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00084)
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570.

Screen Shot Of
September 2, 2016
Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (ADD00085)

571.

Screen Shot Of April
10, 2017 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00086)

572.

Screen Shot Of August
4, 2017 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00087)

573.

Screen Shot of August
24,2017 (AD00088)

574.

Screen Shot Of August
25, 2017 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00089)

it

Screen Shot Of August
31, 2017 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00090)

576.

Screen Shot Of
September 5, 2017

Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00091)

3T7.

Screen Shot Of
September 30, 2017

Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00092)

578.

Screen Shot Of October
25, 2017 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00093)

375,

Screen Shot Of
December 27, 2017

Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00094)

580.

Screen Shot Of January
6, 2018 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00095)

581.

Screen Shot Of April 9,
2018 Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00096)

582,

Screen Shot Of May 8,
2018 Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00097)
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583.

Screen Shot Of July 13,
2018 Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00098)

584.

Screen Shot Of October
26, 2018 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00099)

585.

Screen Shot Of
December 4, 2018

Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00100)

586.

Screen Shot Of
December 9, 2018

Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00101)

587.

Screen Shot Of
December 9, 2018

Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00102)

588.

Screen Shot Of
December 17, 2018
Instagram Post by
eliztaylor (AD00103)

589.

Screen Shot Of January
13, 2019 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00104)

590.

Screen Shot Of January
17, 2019 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00105)

591.

Screen Shot Of April
20, 2019 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor (AD00106)

S

Video Entitled "LORD
of the FREAKS Official
Red Band Trailer" Link:
https://youtu.be/iz3kaM
uyvk8 (AD00107)

393.

February 1, 2017 Letter
from Dept. of Fair
Employment and
Housing Re: DFEH
Matter Number
852606-272658
(AD00108-ADO00115)
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594.

Screen Shot Of
December 24, 2018
Instagram Post by
chastityjones
(AD00116)

595.

Screen Shot Of April
8th Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00117)

596.

Screen Shot Of
February 17th Instagram
Post by chasityjones
(ADO00118)

597.

Screen Shot Of
February 13th Instagram
Post by chasityjones
(ADO00119)

598.

Screen Shot Of
February 2nd Instagram
Post by chasityjones
(AD00120)

599.

Screen Shot Of January
1st Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00121)

600.

Screen Shot Of
December 16, 2018
Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00122)

601.

Screen Shot Of
December 7, 2018
Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00123)

602.

Screen Shot Of
November 17,2018
Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00124)

603.

Screen Shot Of
November 5, 2018

Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00125)

604.

Screen Shot Of October
31, 2018 Instagram Post

by chasityjones
(ADO00126)

25

JOINT EXHIBIT LIST




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28

Exh
No.

Description

Stipulate to
Authenticity

Stipulation
to Admit

Date
Identified

Date
Admitted

605.

Screen Shot Of October
19, 2018 (AD00127)

606.

Screen Shot Of October
13, 2018 Instagram Post

by chasityjones
(AD00128)

607,

Screen Shot Of October
1, 2018 Instagram Post

by chasityjones
(AD00129)

608.

Screen Shot Of
September 9, 2018
Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00130)

609.

Screen Shot Of August
25, 2018 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(AD00131)

610.

Screen Shot Of July 24,
2018 Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00132)

611.

Screen Shot Of July 22,
2018 Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00133)

612.

Screen Shot Of April
20, 2018 Instagram Post

by chasityjones
(ADO00134)

613.

Screen Shot Of
February 17, 2018
Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00135)

614.

Screen Shot Of January
11, 2018 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(AD00136)

615.

Screen Shot Of January
11, 2018 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(AD00137)
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616.

Screen Shot Of January
11, 2018 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(ADO00138)

617.

Screen Shot Of
November 8, 2016
Instagram Post by
chasityjones (AD00139)

618.

Screen Shot Of October
28, 2016 Instagram Post
by chasityjones
(AD00140)

619.

Diagram of Hologram
Presentation (AD00141)

620.

Foxwood / Hologram
agreement by Chasity
Jones (dated March 23,
2016) (AD00142-
ADO00150)

621.

Elizabeth Taylor
employee file for
FilmOn.TV (AD00151-
ADO00175)

622.

Chasity Jones employee
file for FilmOn.TV
(AD00176-AD00200)

623,

Elizabeth Taylor email
to Yelena Calendar
(dated June 1, 2015)
(AD00201-AD00206)

624.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between
Elizabeth Taylor and
Carl Dawson
(AD00207-AD00214)

625.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between
Elizabeth Taylor and
Mahim Khan (MK)
(AD00215-AD00230)
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626.

Screen Shot Of Text
Messages between
Chastity Jones and Mary
Rizzo (AD00231-
AD00244)

627.

Screen Shot of March
14, 2019 Instagram Post
by eliztaylor; link:
https://www.instagram.c
on/p/BvA9DKbF2Ja/7u
tm source=ig_web_cop
y link" (AD00347)

628.

Screen Shot of May 5,
2019 Instagram Post by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/BxFtrFonpXo/?ut
m_source=ig_web_copy
_link (AD00348)

629.

Instagram video posted
on May 7, 2019 by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/BxK-qrllxoP/?ut
m_source=ig web_copy
_link (ADO00349)

630.

Screen Shot of May 16,
2019 Instagram Post by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/Bxi4sAQAcyB/?u
tm_source=ig_web_cop
y_link (AD00350)

631.

Screen Shot of July 16,
2019 Instagram Post by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
on/p/Bz MXFzlg2X/?
tm source=ig web_cop
y_link (AD00351)

632.

Instagram video posted
on July 31, 2019 by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
on/p/BOmgTk8A4FG/?
utm_source=ig_web_co
py link (ADO00352)
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633.

Screen Shot of August
5, 2019 Instagram Post
by chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/BOyf2 WA1-v/?ut
m_source=ig web_copy
_link (AD00353)

634.

Screen Shot of August
7, 2019 Instagram Post
by chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/B0O3tDA4ACsS/?u
tm_source=ig_web_cop
y_link (ADO00354)

635.

Screen Shot of August
13, 2019 Instagram Post
by chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/BIHY634A62H/?
utm_source=ig web co
py_link (AD00355)

636.

Screen Shot of
September 3, 2019
Instagram Post by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/B19NQjpA35Y/?
utm_source=ig web co
py_link (ADO00356)

637.

Screen Shot of
September 6, 2019
Instagram Post by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
on/p/B2EfbdiAD__ /?ut
m_source=ig web_copy
_link (AD00357)

638.

Instagram video posted
on September 11, 2019
by chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/B2Rs0_IAUTw/?
utm_source=ig web_co
py_link (ADO00358)
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639,

Screen Shot of
September 21, 2019
Instagram Post by
chasityjones
(ADO00359)

640.

Instagram video posted
on October 1, 2019 by
chasityjones; Link:
https://www.instagram.c
om/p/B3Fa0cPgaS9/7ut
m source=ig web copy
_link (ADO00360)

641.

Video of Alki David
playfully attacking
FilmOn TV crew
(AD00361)

642.

Screenshot of
photograph of Mahim
Khan (AD00362)

643.

Screenshot of Mahim

Khan iMessages, dated
7/26/2015 to 11/9/2015.
(ADO00363)

644,

Screenshot of Mahim
Khan iMessages, dated
7/9/2015 to 7/26/2015
(AD00366)

645.

Screenshot of Mahim
Khan iMessages, dated
7/26/2015 to 10/6/2015
(ADO00367)

646.

May 2, 2016 email from
Tracy L. Fehr to Mahim
Khan re: five

declarations (AD00365)

647.

Screenshot of Mahim
Khan Photograph
(AD00364)

648.

Screenshot of Mahim
Khan Photograph
(AD00368)

649.

Screenshot of Mahim
Khan Photograph
(AD00369)
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650. | Screenshot of Mahim
Khan Photograph
(AD00370)

DATED: October ,2019

DATED: October ___, 2019
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ALLRED, MAROKO & GOLDBERG

By:

NATHAN GOLDBERG

DOLORES Y. LEAL

RENEE MOCHKATEL
Attorneys for Plaintiff,

MAHIM KHAN

VENABLE LLP
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AMIR KALYGRAD

Attorneys, f oNefendants

HOLOGWAM USA, INC., et al.
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GLORIA R. ALLRED, SBN 065033
NATHAN GOLDBERG, SBN 61292
DOLORES Y. LEAL, SBN 134176
dleal@amglaw.com

RENEE MOCHKATEL, SBN 106049
rmockhatel@amglaw.com

ALLRED, MAROKO & GOLDBERG
6300 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90048-5217
TELEPHONE NO. (323) 653-6530

ELLYN S. GAROFALO (Bar No. 158795)
ESGarofalo@Venable.com

AMIR KALTGRAD (Bar No. 252399)
Akaltgrad@Venable.com

VENABLE LLP

2049 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 2300
Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067
TELEPHONE: (310) 229-9900

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

MAHIM KHAN,

Plaintiff,

VS.

HOLOGRAM USA, INC.; ALKI DAVID
PRODUCTIONS, INC.; FILMON TV,

INC.; ALKIVIADES (“ALKI”) DAVID, an

individual and DOES 1 through 25,
inclusive,

Defendants.

N N e St Nt N at et i e s s e et s gt et e s’ e’ s’ "’

CASENO: BC 654017
Hon. Michelle Williams Court - Dept. 74

JOINT EXHIBIT LIST

Trial Date:  October 28, 2019
Time: 10:00 a.m.

Dept: 74
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TO THE COURT AND ALL ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:
Plaintiff Mahim Khan and Defendants Hologram USA, Inc., Alki David Productions, Inc.,

Filmon TV, Inc., and Alkiviades David by and through their respective attorneys of record hereby

submit their Joint Proposed Exhibit List. Plaintiff and Defendants reserve the right to amend their

Exhibit List or add additional documentary evidence to either debut evidence proffered by the

other party, including to impeach witnesses as necessary.

PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBITS

Exh

Description Stipulate to | Stipulation Date Date
Authenticity | to Admit Identified | Admitted

100.

Mahim Khan’s Resume
FILMONO0000013

101.

09/29/14 Alki David
Productions Khan
paychex form
ADP0000048

102.

09/29/14 FilmOn TV and
Mahim Khan Deal Memo
FILMONO0000021-24

103.

09/29/14 Non-Disclosure
Agreement
FILMONO0000025-27

104.

12/23/14 e-mail from Alki
David to Mahim Khan re
MAHI KAT??7??

MK0001

105.

Khan Insurance Info Alki
David Productions
05/12/15 ADP0000153

106.

06/29/15 Khan’s Salary
Addendum FilmOnTV
Inc.

FILMONO0000002

107.

7/8/15 E-mail from
Yelena Calendar to
employees re: Sick Leave

aw
MK0002-0004
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Admitted

108.

7/29/15 and 7/30/15 e-
mails from Alki David to
Mahim Khan and from
Yelena Calendar re

filmonstore.com
MK0005-0006

109.

8/28/15 e-mail from
Mahim Khan to Gary
Shoefield and reply from
Shoefield

MK0007

110.

9/17/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow
MK0008-0013

Ll

9/18/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow
MK0014-0017

112.

9/19/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow
MKO0018-0025

113,

9/20/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Britta Garsow

MK 0026-0028

114.

10/1; 10/2; 10/3; 10/5/15
text messages between
Mahim Khan and Britta
Garsow

MK0029-0033

115.

10/1/15 E-mail from
Mahim Khan to Gary
Shoefield and Yelena
Calendar
FILMONO0000020

116.

10/1/15 E-mail from
Mahim Khan to Shoefield
and Calendar; and
response from Calendar
MK0034-0035

3

JOINT EXHIBIT LIST




=T - - N = Y

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Exh
No.

Description

Stipulate to | Stipulation
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117,

10/1/15 text message
from Alki David to
Mahim Khan
MKO0036

Authenticity | to Admit

118.

10/1-10/2/15 text
messages between Mahim
Khan and Masha
Netsvetaeva
MKO0037-0038

119.

10/1/15; 10/3/15 and
10/8/15 text messages
between Mahim Khan and
Gary Shoefield

MK0039

120.

10/2/15 Missed FaceTime
call from Alki David
MKO0040

121.

10/2/15; 10/5/15 text
messages between Mahim
Khan and Yelena
Calendar

MK0041

122,

10/5/15 text message
between David Nussbaum
and Mahim Khan

MK 0042

123.

Instagram Post by Alki
David and message to
Mahim Khan Oct 2015
MK0043-0044

124.

Picture/poster:

“Her-ASS ‘We Will Give
You Just The Tip’ HR
Headquarters

Alli Botto Janel Bauer”
MKO0045

125,

Instagram Post by Alli
Botto re: “Her-Ass”
MK0046

126.

Instagram story video post
by Alli Botto 10/4/19
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127,

Mahim Khan Photographs

128.

Correspondence between
Alexander, Krakow &
Glick and Barry Rothman
MK0047-0108

129.

5/1/17 Cross Complaint
by Alkiviades David v.
Mahim Khan, Tracy Fehr,
Alexander Krakow &
Glick

131

CV - Dr. Anthony
Reading

131.

Dr. Reading documents

132,

CV - Stephanie Rizzardi

133.

Paycheck copies; pay
stubs; W-2 Mahim Khan
MKO0109-0120

134.

Alki David Instagram post
“#Fuckmetoo
gloria.allred: David Depo
vol. 2, Exh. 26)

135.

Alki David Instagram post
“4WHYME”: David
Depo vol. 2, Exh. 28

136.

Alki David’s Instagram
post dated January 2,
2016 titled “When you
play with your vagina for
the first time. (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 7)

137.

Alki David’s Instagram
post of photo wearing
wife’s shorts - Fuck Off
(David Depo, vol. 2,
Exhibit 9) Dated June 28,
2015

138.

Alki David’s Instagram
photo post (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 10)

135.

Photo of Alki David in
the gym with an erect
penis (David Depo, vol. 2,
Exhibit 11)
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140.

Alki David’s Instagram
post of two naked men
having sex (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 13)

141.

Alki David’s Instagram
post titled “Tag a Mate
That Loves Cupcakes”
(David Depo, vol. 2,
Exhibit 14)

142,

Alki David Instagram post
of a picture of a pig with
large testicles (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 15)

143.

Alki David Instagram post
of a picture of David and
woman (David Depo, vol.
2, Exhibit 16)

144,

Alki David Instagram post
of picture of David in the
bath with hand up in the
air and the other is taking
a photo (David Depo, vol.
2, Exhibit 17)

145.

Picture of stripper and
someone else - Kim’s
birthday party (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 19)

146.

Picture of candy and box
of condom (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 20)

147.

Picture of Alki David
taken by Layla - posted on
Instagram (David Depo,
vol. 2, Exhibit 23)

148.

Alki David’s Instagram
post of him holding a sign
that says “Fucker In
Charge of you fucking
fucks” (David Depo, vol.
2, Exhibit 24) Dated
February 22, 2017

149,

Alki David’s Instagram
post #Fuckmetoo (David
Depo, vol. 2, Exhibit 27)
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150.

Law360 article 10/11/19 -
statement by Alki David

151

11/6/12 Complaint:
Monica D’Onofrio v. Alki
David Productions, Inc.
Filmon.com Inc., and

Alkiviades David,
BC 495165

152.

6/2/16 Complaint: Mary
Rizzo v. Alkiviades
David; Anakando Media

Holdings. Inc., Filmon
Media Holdings Inc.,

Anakando Media Group
USA

153.

2/2/17 Complaint:
Elizabeth Taylor and
Chastity Jones v
Alkiviades David et al BC
649025

154.

Jones v. Alkiviades David
et al. Amended Judgment
on Special Verdict Upon
Acceptance of Remittitur
9/26/19

155.

1/6/17 First Amended
Complaint Lauren Reeves
v. Hologram USA., Inc.
Alki David Productions,
Inc.. Alkiviades David BC
643099

156.

Reeves v. Hologram

USA., Inc. et al. Special
Verdict (Phase I) 10/11/19
and Special Verdict
(Phase IT) 10/15/19

157.

11 second segment from
“Lord of the Freaks;
There’s a Madness to his
Method”

158.

Trailer from “Lord of the
Freaks”

159.

Video of Alkiviades
David - “Mangina”
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160.

Video of Alkiviades
David “apples/banana”.
Posted October 17,2016

161.

Photo titled “2 Girls, 1
cup — Cake”

162.

10/18/19 Alki David
Instagram story video

163.

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form A-1 for Hologram
USA Networks Inc. Filed
on 3/13/18

164.

Hologram USA Initial
Public Offering 1/18

165.

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form S-1 Registration
Statement for Fotv Media
Networks Inc., Filed
8/12/16

166.

FilmOn TV Networks
Code of Ethics and
Business Conduct Filed
With U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission
8/12/16

167.

FilmOn TV Networks
Code of Ethics for CEO
and Senior Financial
Officers Filed With U.S.
Securities and Exchange
Commission 8/12/16

168.

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form 10-Q Quartely
Report for Period Ending
6/30/16

169.

U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission,
Form FWP FOTV Media
Networks, Inc. Filing
Under Securities Act Rule
163/433 of Free Writing
Prospectuses. Submitted
9/20/16
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170.

9/27/19 Complaint Case
no. CV09013: Securities

and Exchange

Comrmission Against
Alkiviades David and

Hologram USA Networks
Inc.

171.

FilmOn Policies and
Procedures
FILMONO0000054-56

173,

FilmOn TV Sexual
Harassment Policy
FILMONO0000040-41

173,

FilmOn TV Sexual
Harassment Policy
FILMONO0000063-64

174,

FilmOn Policies and
Procedures
FILMONO0000065-67

175.

FilmOn Policies and
Procedures
FILMONO0000068-70

176.

FilmOn Company
Policies and Procedures
FILMONO0000071-73

177.

Password Construction
Guidelines (updated Jan
2016) FILMONO0000045-
47

178.

Password Construction
Guidelines updated Jan.
2016 FILMONO0000060-
62

179.

Password Construction
Guidelines updated Jan.
2016 FILMONO0000074-
76

180.

Email Policy updated Jan.
2016 FILMONO000051-
53

181.

Email Policy - updated
Jan. 2016
FILMONO0000057-59

g
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Admitted

182.

Employee List 08/29/14
ADP0000019-21

183.

08/29/14 Employees
ADP0000042-44

184.

Alki David Productions
Payroll Info 12/21/14
ADP 0000029

185.

FilmOn and Alki David
Productions 01/02/15
payroll info
ADP0000025-29

186.

Alki David Productions
Salary Info 03/27/15
ADP0000037-38

187.

FilmOn Employee Salary
Info 03/27/15
ADP0000039

188.

Alki David Productions
and FilmOn TV 03/27/15
check date ADP0000040-
41

189.

Payroll Info Blue Velvet
Productions
ADP0000022-24

190.

Blue Velvet
Productions/FilmOn TV
ADP0000045-47

1<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>