Title: STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL OF JUDICIAL PROCESSES
Purpose: To hold judges accountable for accepting bribes.

Premise: The advent of Cryptocurrency, ensures bribery is impossible to trace

with a money trail. THEREFORE A NEW FORM OF JUDICIAL CONTROL is
required to ensure the intended equitable operation of society.

Public Benefit: Shifting the calculus of crime toward fairness. If the rich know
they cannot bribe officials to escape responsibility, their behavior will improve.

Requirement for Judges: If a lawyer wishes to be a Judge, he should submit
himself to this form of review; a requirement of judicial employment.

Exemplar Case: JAMES TODD WAGNER & SEI vs WARREN MOSLER & MACC

Warren Mosler Bio:

e Godfather of Modern Inflation - Inventor and global promoter of “Modern
Monetary -Theory” (‘MMT’).

e Founder of $57B Hedge Fund trading gov’t bonds; Ill Capital Management.

e Insider-advisor to the U.S. Federal Reserve & several other Fed Banks, the
entities whose securities lll trades in. Sworn testimony on this topic.

e Founder of Mosler Automotive — built vehicles illegally: report being sent to EPA.
e Assisted his personal lawyer in $220,000 Insurance Fraud on illegally-built vehicle.

e Moved to St. Croix to avoid paying Federal taxes in 2003. Even so, extensive tax
evasion via using Mosler Automotive as a “hobby company” to build vehicles for
himself and his family that were subsidized by taxpayers.

e Ran for Democrat President of the United States in 2012 Election cycle, and is
personal friends with Bernie Sanders.

e Bribed a circuit Court Judge, Luis Delgado (from Puerto Rico) to escape $300M+
liability and civil judgement for both fraud and punitive damages.

By: James Todd Wagner, Yale SOM MBA '00 / Va. Tech BSME ‘95
with assistance from Arthur Swersey Yale Professor of Operations

Date: 18August2024
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The Godfather of MMT Says the US Is
Spending Like a ‘Drunken Sailor’

Warren Mosler on the troubling mix of high debt levels, large deficits, and orthodox
monetary policy.

| - N

Werren Mosler, a former Demaocratic gubematonial candidate for the US Virgn kslands, sfanda
for a photograph on the QE W passengsr feery boat Fholograghen Seolt Meintyra/Bioombarg

By Joe Weizenthal and Tracy Alloway
duly 8, 2024 at 4:.00 AM EDT

BACKGROUND OF STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL

Statistical Process Control (‘SPC’) was first developed in Japan for the purpose of
ensuring each Toyota vehicle came off of the assembly line with a consistent level of
qguality. The results for Toyota were so positive, that this technique was employed
throughout the automotive industries. SPC has now been adopted in nearly all

manufacturing processes, in most hospitals, and even chain restaurants.

2 STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



Thus far, the legal industry has resisted most forms of oversight and process
control. Lawyers run both the lawyer-side of the process, and also the judge-side of the
process. “Laymen” are therefore at the mercy of a closed-club that is most concerned

with preserving their ability to earn $500/hr without being held accountable in any way.

Understanding Process Variation

In 5PC, process variation is categorized into two types: common causes and special causes.

« Common Cause Variation: These are inherent variations that occur naturally within a
process. They are predictable and consistent over time. fn the image below common
cause varlation is the varlation within the control lirnits

= Special Cause Variation: These variations are due to external factors and are nol part of
the normal process. They are unprediclable and can indicate that the process s out of
control. i the image below, the special cause vanation is the dala point outside ihe Lpper
camtrol fmit
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source: LearnLeanSigma.com

SIMILARTIY BETWEEN SPC ‘Control Limit’ & “BEYOND A REASONABLE DOUBT”

Although the math of SPC isn’t employed in criminal trials, it is ostensibly the

same idea: Does the behavior or data stand out to the point where we know there is
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something wrong? Or not? This paper postulates that SPC for Judicial actions should
serve as evidence that the Judge did (or did not) engage in the criminal activity of

accepting a bribe to transfer the outcome of the trial in favor of the bribing party.

A Judicial process that is In-Control exhibits decisions from the Judge that follow
the law withing a tight window of reasonableness. One “oops” can be contributed to
human error, or natural human bias/favoritism on behalf of the Judge. SPC will expose
a SERIES of Judicial ACTIONS that ignore the law or the norms of the legal system. Since
this is the only reasonable evidence anyone can gather to prove criminal bribery; SPC

must be accepted as the standard.

Judges must submit themselves to the same criminal laws that they claim
to enforce. The employers of bribable-judges must be liable for civil penalties;

this will encourage municipalizes to strongly self-police the Judges they employ.

CURRENT OVERSIGHT OF JUDGES AND THE LAWYERS WHO BECOME JUDGES

There are Ethics Boards that evaluate the behaviors of Judges and Lawyers;
however these boards are made up of the same closed-club members: Lawyers. Most
people who have had interactions with lawyers will agree that they are very-often

unethical and greedy as a group.

The only persons eligible to become Judges come from this often unethical and
lawyer-club. The process of becoming a Judge is often simply luck; getting onto an
election ballot and uninformed voters checking a box. There is no competency test, nor
routine ethical checks on Judges. Corrupt lawyers seek judge appointments. As with
everything, corruption and unethical character are not exemplified in all judges; but the
near-impossibility of being punished for corruption leads Judges to accept bribes vs

report attempted bribes.
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In South Florida, it is well-known that if you pay $10,000 to Lawyer-X who plays
golf with the Judge; your case will be dismissed. This is an established practice — pay to
escape liability. The $10,000 paid to the lawyer is considered a legitimate payment for
legal services; what happens next is the black box of corruption that SPC has the

potential to end.

Lawyers who resist having oversight point to Ethics Boards and the Bar as
mechanisms of oversight. These organizations are run by lawyers (policing lawyers), and
they most-often look the other way when presented with cases of suspected corruption
or improper billings / actions by fellow lawyers. The near-impossibility of PROVING a
physical cash payment was paid (now that cryptocurrency has become the preferred

method of bribery) frustrates any honest lawyers who might be on Ethics Boards.

SPC CAN PROVIDE DATA-BASED PROOF THAT A JUDGE IS INTENTIONALLY
OPERATING AS AN ‘OUT-OF-CONTROL’ PROCESS: HE/SHE HAS TAKEN A BRIBE

GIVEN: The existence of a check with the words “Bribe” in the memo line will

never be discovered. It is presently near-impossible to discover the physical bribe.

.IudgeX: DEPLOYING Al TO THE TASK OF CONSISTENT SPC ANALYSIS OF JUDGES

It almost goes without saying, but Al-for-good is necessary to offset the Al-for-bad
that is already in effect. JudgeX will not only evaluate Judicial Actions for compliance
with laws and norms (such as whether laws are routinely enforced, or selectively
enforced); but also evaluate the style of each judge. When the STYLE of a particular
judge suddenly deviates from his personal-style; that is a flag that the Judge has been

bribe-induced into deviating.
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LUIS DELGADO HAS SELF-IDENTIFIED ON TRIAL TRANSCRIPT AS A
‘PUBLIC FIGURE’ THEREFORE HE CANNOT SUE ANYONE FOR
DEFAMATION UNDER FLORIDA AND U.S.A. FEDERAL LAW

Trial Transcript [Mid-Trial Directed-Verdict Hearing] pg 1917 In 23 — pg 1918 In 12

23 You know, it doesn't take away from the fact
24- - - - that they're incredibly hurtful to him, but these
25- - - - statements on their face with the rest of this

1- - - - publication just sounds like, you know, an angry
-2+ - -+ Mr. Mosler giving off some opinions.- But as far as
-3+ - - defamation --

R MR. ZAPPOLO:- So, Your Honor, if you rule

-5- - - - against me and | publish something to the Bar

-6- - - - Journal next week that says you have serious mental

-7- - - - problems that's okay?

BRI MR. WEBER:- Well, it's different.

Qe THE COURT:: | mean, you could do that.: It's a
10- - - - different analysis.- I'm a public official.- You

11- - - - can say the most horrible things about me, it's

12- - - - okay, you know.
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SUBSTANTIVE JUDICIAL ACTIONS ON WAGNER V MOSLER LAWSUIT

May 23, 2023 (Mid-Trial): Judge Delgado took 96% of the potential value of the

lawsuit away from the Jury. Judges are not allowed to do this mid-trial (via a Motion for
Directed Verdict) unless there is “no evidence nor inference” in front of the jury that the

jury could base a judgement in favor of Plaintiffs.

Even more radically, the same judge in his pre-bribe condition REJECTED the near-
exact-same argument/case-law via a denied Motion for Partial Summary Judgement that
Defendants attempted just 5 months prior. Furthermore, during trial Plaintiffs
presented DRAMATICALLY MORE evidence supporting intentional defamation and it’s
effects on potential business partners of Wagner than Plaintiffs could present at the MSJ

hearing.

IMPORTANT NOTE: This analysis will not evaluate whether or not each element of

evidence was in Plaintiffs’ favor or Defendants’ favor; but rather blindly evaluate the
statistical probability that the Judicial action could have happened randomly in a

properly-conducted Judicial Process; or if it was an “Out-of-Control” Judicial Process.

May 26, 2023 (End-of-Trial): Furthermore, Judge Delgado made it tremendously

difficult for the Jury to wind through a gauntlet of numerous, often-confusing
“affirmative defenses” in a gigantic 32-page Verdict Form (several lawyers have since
stated that they have never seen a verdict form that long before). The verdict form was
a gauntlet that Jurors had to navigate in order to award for Plaintiffs, rather than a

straightforward verdict form (which is the norm).

In spite of these atypical hurdles-to-deliver-justice, the Jury ruled in favor of
Plaintiffs on all categories that Judge Delgado allowed them to rule on. The total

amount awarded to Plaintiffs was $850,000.
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The total recoupment would have been more than double the nominal
(5850,000) award. Inclusive of statutory interest and over $500,000 in legal fees; the

amount Warren Mosler would have had to pay was approximately $1.9million.

May 6, 2024 (One-Year after Trial): Per Defendants’ written request for a “Judgement

Notwithstanding the [Jury] Verdict” A/K/A JNOV, of the 4% of lawsuit value that Judge

Delgado allowed the Jury to find a verdict on was ELIMINATED. Thus, in sum the Judge
acting fully on his own removed 99.8% of lawsuit value from the preview of

the Jury. Final amount allowed by Judge Luis Delgado: $33,894.

This Judicial action is NOT LEGALLY ALLOWED unless there is the extreme
circumstance of there being “no evidence nor inference” that the Jury could find for
Plaintiffs. Furthermore, the potential inferences must be viewed in the “light most
favorable to Plaintiffs.” In other words, the Judge is only allowed to step-in and strip

jurisdiction away from the Jury in instances of obvious corruption in the jury.

The terrible reality is that corrupt Judges are seldom stopped from delivering victory to

wealthy litigants. In the new world of Cryptocurrency, untraceable bribery is a few clicks away.
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LAWSUIT ELEMENTS IN ORDER OF PRE-TRIAL VALUE ESTIMATE

Count-9a (Defamation Per Se for stmt to Car & Driver with Punitive Damages: est. val. $200million

Count-3 (25-Year Exclusive Distributorships in China & Thailand): est. val. $110million

Count-9b (Defamation for other false statements made by Mosler against Wagner): est. val. $500,000
Count-10 (Trade Libel — defamation against SEI’s RaptorGTR product): est. val. $400,000

Count-1 (unpaid work on RaptorGTR EPA Certification work and value therein): est. val $200,000
Count-6 (5100,000 refundable deposit that Mosler refused to refund): est. val. $100,000

Count-7 (Fraudulent inducement to lure Wagne into submitting $100,000 deposit): est. val. $100,000

NOTE: Some counts have been combined, because they are pled “in the alternative”; such as
Count 5 and Count 6 are on the same topic — but provide alternate pathways for the Jury to rule.
For simplicity, the alternate of the same “issue” are not included in the key. The above counts
are what will be evaluated in this Statistical Analysis.

MID-TRIAL JUDICIAL ACTIONS TO ELIMINATE JURY (MAY 23, 2023)

ACTION: MID-TRIAL ELIMINATION OF THE TWO MOST-VALUABLE ELEMENTS

After 11 years and numerous Motions to Dismiss and Motions for Summary Judgement
by Defendants; there were 17 individual elements before the Jury. NOTE: Those 17 elements
were contained within 10 ‘Counts’; thus several Counts had multiple ‘Elements’.

This first Statistical Analysis is designed to determine the probability that via RANDOM
SELECTION, how many attempts would it take to select ONLY the two most-valuable elements.

Visually (see below), the Judge desires to choose the two ‘X’ Elements (Count 9a and
Count 3), but not any of the ‘Y’ Elements. [With a blindfold on] how many attempts should it
take to choose only the two ‘X’ elements (one worth $110million and the other worth
$200million) at random?

YYXYYYYY VYYXYYYYYY
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Each selection (choice to remove an element from the jury or no) was an independent

analysis/choice. The Judge’s choice was based upon a 32-page Motion for Directed Verdict that

was presented to Plaintiffs with no forewarning after a full day of Plaintiff-Wagner’s testimony.
The Court did NOT allow Plaintiffs to prepare a written response. The Court further benefitted
Defendants by allowing Plaintiffs only 85-seconds per page of legal language before Judge

Delgado began ruling on it.

This was one of the MANY actions by Judge Delgado that were unfair to Plaintiffs, and
benefitted the multi-billionaire Defendants who had a team of 4 lawyers against Defendant’s

one lawyer (who was also trying to juggle 15+ other clients).

One “haunting” moment was immediately after Judge Delgado stripped the $110million

est. value 25-Year Exclusive Distributorship from the jury; Steven Weber, lead attorney for

Warren Mosler, gave Judge Delgado a Very quick head nod. 1saw this in my peripheral

vision, and it appeared to be a signal to the Judge: “Good job, you got the first one.”

Parties aren’t allowed to videotape the trial, and a head-nod signal by an attorney

wouldn’t be recorded in the transcript.

POST-TRIAL JUDICIAL ACTION TO ELIMINATE JURY VERDICT (MAY 6, 2024)

ACTION: POST-TRIAL ELIMINATION OF ALL DEFINED VERDICT AWARDS THAT
DEFENDANTS DESIRED TO BE ELIMINATED

The action of Judge to strip the verdict away from the Jury is only allowed in EXTREME
circumstances, thus in order to justify the extreme action Judge Luis Delgado had to make 16
separate statements of [paraphrased] “There is No Evidence, Nor Inference based upon
evidence that the Jury could possibly look to in order deliver a verdict for Plaintiffs. Further

any Inferences must be taken in the light most favorable to Plaintiffs.”
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This is a very difficult ‘Bar’ for any member of the Bar to overcome. In effect, in 16
separate instances ('16 Instances’), Judge Luis Delgado had to comb through the 2727 pages of
Testimony and the 259 individual Documents in evidence and make the statement that
NOTHING in that gigantic stack of evidence is valid nor could even possibly create an inference

that could be valid.

IMPORTANT NOTE: Judge Delgado doesn’t analyze even one element of evidence as being
invalid in his Orders; only a blanket statement is given for each of the 16 sections that Judge

Delgado had to wipe away in order to give Defendants’ the result that they requested.

HIGH LEGAL STANDARD FOR REMOVING A COMPLAINT ELEMENT
FROM THE JURY MID-TRIAL

Below is the exact legal standard as presented by Defendants in the 32-page
Motion that Judge Luis Delgado allowed Plaintiffs only 85-seconds-per-page to

prepare for.

STANDARD FOR A DIRECTED VERDICT

“A trial court should grant a motion for directed verdict when the evidence, viewed in the
light most favorable to the non-moving party, shows that a jury could not reasonably differ about
the existence of a material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.,” Mervelo
v. Mark Andrew of Palm Beaches, Led., 12 So. 3d 247, 250 (Fla, 4th DCA 2009); Demchak v,

Digrwiar, B9 So, 3d 253, 255 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2012} (A directed verdict & proper when the evidence
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and all inferences from the evidence, considered in the light most favorable lo the non-moving
party, support the movant's case as a matter of law and there is no evidence to rebut 11.7). “*A party
moving, for a dirccted verdict admits the truth of all facts in evidence and every reasonable
conclugion or inference which can be drawn from such evidence favorable to the non-moving
party.” Demchak, 89 So. 3d at 255 (citing Wald v. Grainger, 64 80.3d 1201, 1205 (Fla. 2011}
Williamson v. Superior Ins. Co., 746 So0.2d 483, 485 (Fla. 2d DCA 1999)). Where evidence is mot
in conflict and there is no evidence adduced that could in law support verdict for nonmoving pary,
triel court can and should direct verdict in favor of movant, See Nar¥ Car Rental Sys., fne. v
Bostic, 423 80, 24 915, 917 (Fla. 3rd DCA 1982).

“A party who moves for a direcied verdict at the close of the evidence offered by the
adverse party may offer evidence in the event the motion is denied withewut having reserved the
right to do so and to the same extent as if the motion had not been made™ Fla. R. Civ. P

1.480(a).“The denial of a motion for a directed verdict shall not operate to discharge the jury,” Id

HIGH LEGAL STANDARD FOR THROWING OUT A JURY’S VERDICT
(BELOW RELATES TO JUDGE DELGADQO’S ACTION 1-YEAR AFTER TRIAL)

A, STANDARD OF REVIEW
“Tral cowrts moay sant monons for IOV only when there & oo evidence or mferences
wineh oy sppori the opposmeg party’s posibon.” Citizens Prop. Ins. Corp, v. Hernandez, No,
4D21-2469, 2023 WL 29004053, at *3 (Fl. #:h DCA 2023) The Cowt mast view all of the
evidence m a bgt noost fvorable to the mop-movant, and, m the face of evadence. winch 5 atodds
or comtradictory, all conthers nwst be resolved m favor of the parry agaest whom the motion has

been made.” Id
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BY THE NUMBERS

e Number of questions asked during 11-day trial: 12,000 (2727 page transcript)

e Number of documents in evidence: 259

A reasonable person observing those numbers will conclude that it is ostensibly

impossible for there to be NO-EVIDENCE in favor of Plaintiffs; especially since

Defendants only objected to relevance 30 times [0.2% of the 12,000 questions];

even Defendants saw that the bulk of documents and testimony were relevant.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF JUDICIAL ACTIONS

THEME OF THE ANALYSIS: Design the assumptions to make it as easy as possible to

conclude that Judge Luis Delgado did NOT take a bribe [and that the multi-billionaire

should win everything]. If the assumptions were right-down-the-middle, it would be an
immediate revelation that Judge Delgado was bribed, thus these assumptions that favor
Judge Delgado / Warren Mosler are employed to drive home that there is no reasonable

doubt that Judge Delgado was successfully bribed.

ASSUMPTIONS for this first statistical analysis of the post-trial actions:

a. Assume that only 1% of the 12,000 questions (120) are potentially relevant
for each of the 22 Instances. This assumption is enormously in Defendants
favor (and in Judge Delgado’s favor).

a. This means that only 22% of questions are [potentially] relevant to
anything (and 78% are irrelevant to everything).

b. This assumption is immensely advantageous to Defendants/Delgado.
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b. Assume that only 2% of the 259 Documents in evidence (5) are potentially

relevant for each of the 22 Instances.

a. This means that only 44% of the documents are [potentially] relevant
to anything (and 56% are irrelevant to everything).

b. This assumption is very advantageous to Defendants/Delgado.

In the ANALYSIS section, Defendants (Judge Delgado’s position) will be given
even more mathematical advantages. This does not mean the reality is
that the trial was skewed in Defendants favor (the opposite is true, as
evidenced by the Jury’s verdict).

EACH INSTANCE JUDGE DELGADO CLAIMS “NO EVIDENCE NOR INFERENCE”

See Appendix-A for examples of Testimony and Documents associated with each
of the below 22 Judge-Delgado-claims of “no evidence nor inference”. This
analysis does NOT intend to evaluate individual elements of evidence; thus
Appendix-A is primarily for curiosity on what form of evidence could exist in the
2727 page transcript and 259 documents admitted into evidence (nearly all

admitted without objection).

Mid-Trial Order 1 [paraphrased from verbal orders]: The Court finds that there is
no evidence nor possible inference in a light most favorable to Plaintiffs that the
Exclusive Distributorships in China and Thailand were enforceable by Plaintiff-
Supercar Engineering, Inc. Jury not allowed to pass any verdict on Count 3.

Mid-Trial Order 2 [paraphrased from verbal orders]: The Court finds that there is
no evidence nor possible inference in a light most favorable to Plaintiffs TO

OPPOSE THAT the statement spoken by Warren Mosler to journalist Clifford
Atiyeh; “He’s nothing. He’s got severe mental problems. He goes around saying
he has everything, but he has nothing.”; is solely PURE OPINION.

Post-Trial (1 year after trial) Written Orders Begin Here: The Court finds that there
is no evidence nor possible inference that supports the existence of the contract
necessary to support the jury’s verdict on Count C:

14  STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



¢. None of the T'estimony Supports the Existence of a Contract.

The Court finds that there & no evidence or tference from the testimony presented at treal

that suppaorts the ewstence of a contract requmed for the pry’s verdct for Cowdt C.

4. There is no evidence or inference that supports the jury’s verdict with respect to
Statement 1 in Plaintiff Wagner’s Count F or Plaintiff SEI's Count G.

5. There is No Evidence Or Inference That Supports Defendant Warren Mosler
Published Statement 1.

6. There is no evidence or inference in the record as to the exact words that
Defendant Warren Mosler said to Matthew Farah.

7. There is no evidence or inference that supports that Defendant Warren Mosler
published Statement 1 and JNOV is appropriate.

8. Accordingly, judgement notwithstanding the verdict is appropriate on this
element of the claim because there is no evidence nor inference that Defendant
Warren Mosler acted negligently concerning Plaintiff Wagner.

9. There is No Evidence that the Statement Is Defamatory to Plaintiff Wagner.

10. There is No Evidence that Plaintiff Wagner’s Damages were Proximately Caused
by Statement 1.

11.First, there is no evidence or inference that Plaintiff Wagner’s alleged damages
were caused by the words allegedly spoken by Defendant Warren Mosler to
Matthew Farah. Wagner admits that he was not on the phone with Matthew
Farah when he allegedly spoke to Defendant Warren Mosler.

12.There is no evidence of any person being involved in any conversation between

Defendant Warren Mosler and Matthew Farah such that anyone could have heard
the words allegedly spoke by Defendant Warren Mosler to Matthew Farah.
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13. Nor is there any evidence or inference that supports that any of Plaintiff
Wagner’s alleged damages were proximately caused by the words allegedly
spoken by Defendant Warren or Matthew Farah’s third-party republication as
opposed to some other cause.

14. During the hearing on Defendants’ JNOV Motion, Plaintiffs argued that Plaintiff
Wagner changed his name. However, Plaintiffs admitted that there was no legal
name change in Plaintiff Wagner’s name because Plaintiff Wagner’s name is
James Todd Wagner and Plaintiff Wagner previously went by Todd Wagner and
now goes by James Wagner. There is no evidence of damages to the alleged
name change.

15. There is No Evidence or Inference That Supports Defendant Warren Mosler
Published the Statement.

16. Plaintiff SEl's trade libel claim in Count G as to Statement 1 is based on the same
statement as Plaintiff Wagner’s above defamation claim. D.E. 825 at 11,20. For
the same reasons as set forth above with respect to Plaintiff Wagner, there is no
evidence or inference that supports the jury’s finding that Defendant Warren
Mosler published the statement at issue.

17.There is No Evidence or Inference that Defendant Mosler Knew or Should Have
Known that the Alleged Statement Would Induce Others Not to Deal with Plaintiff
SEI.

a. NOTE: Mosler’s statement to a journalist was “the Twin-Turbo conversion
to the ‘RaptorGTR’ Mosler MT900S will not pass emissions and is not
certifiable for public sale.”

b. NOTE 2: How many people would purchase a car that the owner of the car
company says the car “isn’t certifiable for public sale.”? There was
extensive testimony that (in fact) no one did buy even one RaptorGTR. The
“no evidence” claim is truly ridiculous.

18. This Court agrees with Defendants’ contention there is no evidence whatsoever
as to what Defendant Warren Mosler allegedly specifically said to Matthew Farah,
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or that whatever was allegedly said was done under circumstances such that it
was done to cause others not to work with Plaintiff SEI.

induce-othersto-not-work-with-Plaintiff SEL. [DUPLICATE statement in Judge
Delgado’s Orders; thus will be removed from analysis]

19.There is No Evidence Or Inference that the Alleged Statement Actually Cause
Others Not to Deal with Plaintiff SEl or Caused Damages.

20.In this case, there is simply no evidence or inference that supports that the words
themselves that Defendant Warren Mosler allegedly spoke to Matthew Farah
were the sole cause of Plaintiff SEI's losses.

a. NOTE: There is no requirement for Plaintiffs to prove that Defendants’
actions are the “sole cause” is proven for damages. This is a near
impossibility in Defamation. Judge Delgado is inventing a higher standard,
which helps justify delivering the victory to Defendants.

21.There is no evidence or inference that supports that anyone heard the words that
Defendant Warren Mosler allegedly spoke to Matthew Farah much less that those
words specifically cause Matthew Farah to publish anything that then caused
anyone to not deal with Plaintiff SEI or cause Plaintiff SEI damages. Accordingly,
judgement notwithstanding the verdict is appropriate.

22. [Discussion about single-action rule (which was already handled and settled
because there are two different Plaintiffs)], then Judge Luis Delgado’s statement:
Due to the foregoing this Court find that there is no evidence or inferences that
support Plaintiffs’ positions, or the jury’s findings, which respect to both claims
and therefore, Judgement Notwithstanding the Verdict is appropriate as to both
claims.
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ANALYSIS: Applying Statistical Process Controls Methodology
to determining if the Judicial Process is “In Control” [or not]

Primer on Statistical Process Control: All processes have variability. Processes that are “In

Control” exhibit predictable and repeatable outcomes that illustrate that the process is
operating in the manner for which it was intended. “Out Of Control” processes yield bad

outcomes, but sometimes yield good outcomes via luck.

As a society, we rely on fairness and trust to operate an efficient economy. An “In Control”
Judicial system, that delivers fairness repeatably and predictably is central to operation of our
American society. The laws and LIMITS on Judges’ power is central to an “In Control” Judicial

process.

“Out of Control” Judicial process, and the public’s awareness that the legal process favors the
rich and unscrupulous will lead to citizens being routinely scammed and taken advantage of by

the small percentage of unscrupulous/criminal people among us.

Premise on this new application of SPC to the PROCESS / MACHINERY of PRODUCING Justice:

A CNC Milling Machine is the tool that produces a gear. To evaluate how well the machine is
operating, the output of the machine [the gear] is measured. That measurement is recorded
into a spreadsheet/database, and is compared to the historical norm of that machine and also
to the designed dimensions of the gear. When a measurement is suddenly very different, it is a

signal that something is wrong.
The goal is to evaluate the MACHINE; via statistically evaluating the output of the machine.

e The goal of JudgeX is to evaluate each JUDGE [the machinery producing justice].

e Lawyers and lawyers-who-become-Judges don’t want to be evaluated as “machines”, but
if they act in strict accordance with written laws —it is a very mechanical job.

e The Law says “X”; the Defendant did “Y” - therefore Defendant wins?

e SPC will identify patterns in such errors; such as the Judge only defies the law when the
Defendant is very rich, or when Lawyer-Z (Judge’s Golf Buddy) was retained.
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ANALYSIS #1: In addition to above assumptions (which are to Judge Delgado’s advantage),

ANALYSIS #1 will add even more advantage to Judge Delgado. Specifically, this ANALYSIS #1 will
assume of the 120 Questions, there is only a 1% probability (chance) that the question is
constitutes “evidence or inference” in Plaintiffs’ favor. ANALYSIS #1 will assume there is only a

5% probability that each of the 5 Documents are “evidence or inference” in Plaintiffs’ favor
To summarize the Assumptions for Analysis #1:

Questions: 1% of the questions have the possibility of being “evidence or inference”,

assume there is only a 1% probability that each question ACTUALLY IS “evidence or inference”.

Documents; 3% of the documents have the possibility of being “evidence or inference”;

assume there is only a 5% probability that the document ACTUALLY IS “evidence or inference”.

REMINDER: Defendants at all times had the opportunity to object to either a question or a
document on the basis of it being relevant to the issues of the case; YET THEY DID NOT DO SO
99.8% OF THE TIME. Thus, Defendants believed the questions and documents were by and

large legitimate and relevant to the issues of the lawsuit/trial. Thus, ANALYSIS #1

assumptions are DRAMATICALLY SKEWED in Judge Delgado’s favor.

DEFINITION OF TERMS:

P(Q) is Probability that an individual Question is relevant to the Claim.

P(T) is Probability that Testimony (made up of a guantity of Questions) is relevant to the Claim.

P(D) is Probability that an individual Document is relevant to the Claim.

P(E) is Probability the Evidence Set (made up of a quantity of Documents) is relevant to the
Claim.

P(CLAIM-X) is the total probability that under the highly-favorable prescribed assumptions that
Judge Delgado ruled correctly on the specific Claim of “no evidence nor inference”.
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ANALYSIS #1 RESULTS:

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-1 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7% (calcs below)

P(Q) = (via Delgado-advantageous assumptions) 99% chance that each of the (1% of 12,000)
questions is “No Evidence” = (99%*(1%*12,000)) / (1%*12,000) = 0.99

P(T1) = P(Qu)* P(Q2)* P(Qs3)*P(Qa)*P(Qs)*P(Qs)*P(Q7)*P(Qs)*P(Qg) *P(Qa0) * P(Qu1) *P(Qa2) *P(Qus3)*
P(Qa4)*P(Qus)* P(Q1)*P(Q1s)*P(Qa7)*P(Qus) *P(Qu9)*P(Q20)* P(Q1)*P(Q21)*P(Q22)*P(Q23)*P(Q24)*
P(Qas)*P(Q26)*P(Q27) *P(Q28) *P(Q29) *P(Qa0) *P(Qs1) *P(Q32) *P(Qa3) *P(Qa4) *P(Qas) *P(Qae) *P(Qa7) *
P(Qas)*P(Qa9)*P(Qua0)*P(Qa1)*P(Qa42)*P(Qa3) *P(Quaa) *P(Qus) *P(Qas) *P(Qa7) *P(Qas) *P(Qa9) *P(Qus0) *
P(Qs1)* P(Qs2)*P(Qs3)*P(Qsa) *P(Qss)*P(Qse) *P(Qs7) *P(Qse) *P(Qs7) * P(Qss)*P(Qso)*P(Qeo0)
P(Qs1)*P(Qs2)* P(Qs3)*P(Qs4)*P(Qss)*P(Qes)*P(Qs7) *P(Qss)* P(Qeo)* P(Qz0)*P(Q71)*P(Q72)*
P(Q73)*P(Qz4)*P(Qz5) *P(Qz6)*P(Q77) *P(Qzs) *P(Q79) *P(Qs0) *P(Qs1) *P(Qs2) *P(Qs3) * P(Qsa)*P(Qss)*
P(Qse)*P(Qs7)*P(Qss) *P(Qs9)*P(Quo)* P(Qa1)*P(Qu2)*P(Qo3)*P(Qao00)*P(Qao01) *P(Quo2)* P(Qao3)*
P(Qa04)* P(Quo5)*P(Q1o06)*P(Q107)*P(Q108) *P(Qu09) *P(Q110)* P(Qa11)* P(Qu112)*P(Q113)*P(Q114)*
P(Qa1s)*P(Qa16)*P(Qa17)* P(Qa18)* P(Qa19)* P(Qu20)

=0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 *
0.99 *0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 * 0.99 = 0.299 = 29.9%

NOTE: The mathematical / scientific shorthand for the above calculation is 0.99120= (0,299

P(D) = (via assumptions) 97% chance that each of the 2% of 259 documents is “No Evidence” =
(97%*(2%*259)) / (2%*259) = 0.97

P(E1) = P(D1)* P(D2)* P(D3)*P(Da)*P(Ds)= 0.97 * 0.97 * 0.97 * 0.97 *0.97 = 0.859 = 85.9%

NOTE: The mathematical / scientific shorthand for the above calculation is 0.97° = 0.859

P(Claim-1) = P(T1) * P(E1) = 0.299 * 0.859 = 0.257 = 25.7%
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The above indicates that based upon the assumptions, which are artificially skewed in
Judge Delgado’s favor; there is only a 25.7% chance Judge Delgado correctly judged that there
is “no evidence nor inference” in the record that could support that the Exclusive

Distributorships in China and Thailand could be valid.

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-2 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-3 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-4 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-5 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-6 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-7 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-8 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-9 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-10 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-11 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-12 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-13 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-14 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-15 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-16 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-17 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-18 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-19 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-20 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-21 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-22 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 25.7%

Probability that All 22 Delgado claims of “No evidence nor inference” is true:

P(All Claims Judged Properly) = 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 *
0.257 *0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 *
0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 * 0.257 = 0.000000000000104

NOTE: The scientific shorthand for the above calculation is 0.257%2 = 0.000000000000104
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Thus, there is a 0.00000000001% chance Judge Delgado properly/honestly
stripped 99.8% of the lawsuit value away from the jury.

Given that Judge Luis Delgado from Puerto Rico is intelligent enough to get into
law school and pass the Bar exam; it is reasonable to conclude that Judge Delgado

was fully aware that he was ruling in favor of Warren Mosler DESPITE THE LAW.
Therefore, the reasonable conclusion is that there is a 100% - 0.00000000001% =

99.999999999% probability that Judge Delgado accepted a bribe from

Warren Mosler for the purpose of delivering victory to Mr. Mosler.
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS COMPARISON TO OTHER NATURAL EVENTS (SIX-SIGMA)

Sigma Performance Levels - One to Six Sigma

Sigma Defects (or Errars) Per Million Yield (or Produced or ﬂe!hrer&dll;
Level Opportunities (DPMO) Correctly (%)

1 691,462 30.85

P 308,538 69,146

3 66,807 83319

4 6210 99.379

3 233 59.9767

6 34 99.9997

Real-world Performance Levels

In1 In3
. : : . In & Sigma
Situation or Example Sigma Sigma World
World  World 5
Pieces of mail lost ear [assumin
SRR R LN TUNT (ARG 1,106 107 Less than 1
1,600 apportunities per year]
Mumber of aircraft takeoff or landing incidents 25 times 24 times 12 times
[assuming one takeoff and landing per flight. per 10 per 100 per million
round trip] flights flights flights

Number of empty coffee pots at work (who
didn't fill the coffee pot again?) [assuming BBO 470 45 Less than 1
opportunities per year]

Number of telephone disconnections

467 i
[assuming 7.000 talk minutes] 4038 " L

Erronecus business orders [assuming 250,000

& 172524 16,604 0.9
opportunities per year]

Electricity outage [assuming 30 day month =
720 hours]

500 howrs 45 hours O mintes

In the United States alone if the sigma level were between 3 and 4, there would be 50
newborn babies dropped per day and 5,000 incorrect surgical proceduras per week.

Source: SixSigma.com
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IF JUDGE DELGADO WERE AN HONEST JUDGE, IN HOW MANY YEARS WOULD A
DECISION-SET LIKE THE WAGNER-MOSLER DECISION SET “NATURALLY” OCCUR?

BACKGROUND: Six-Sigma is considered the gold-standard for a process being “In
Control”, meaning errors are all-but-eradicated. Six-Sigma translates to 99.9997
accuracy; in other words 3.4 errors out of every one million opportunities for

error.

JUDICIAL OPPORTUNITIES-FOR-ERROR: In Palm Beach County Circuit Court, trials
average 3 days. This trial at 11 days, was unusually long due to the vast quantity
of wrongdoings that were being tried. To give another advantage to Judge
Delgado, this analysis will assume that there are 5 trials per week instead of the
actual 5/3 = 1.67 trials per week.

Assuming 5 trials per week * 52 weeks per year; Judge Delgado has 260
opportunities per year for either a correct or an incorrect judgement. Most
trials are jury trials, wherein Judges are not supposed to interfere except in
extreme circumstances; thus the assumption that Judge Delgado has 5
opportunities to Judge/Interfere in the process of justice is beneficial to Delgado.

e Number of Years =(1 / 0.000000000000104) / 260= 36,982,248,521 years

In words, it would take nearly 37 billion years (more than double the
lifespan of the Universe) for an honest judge who desired to follow the law to
make such an enormous string of rulings that favor one party via “honest
mistakes”. Recall that this analysis gives enormous “benefits of the doubt” to
Judge Delgado. The reality is there is extensive evidence in Plaintiffs favor, that
Judge Luis Delgado chose to ignore, then chose to ignore when it was brought up
directly in post-trial writings, then chose to ignore in post-trial hearings, then

chose to ignore in post-trial/post-hearing writings. Examples of what

Judge Luis Delgado chose to ighore in order to deliver the across-the-board

victory to the multi-billionaire Godfather of modern inflation defendant is in

Appendix-A.
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ANALYSIS #2: This ANALYSIS #2 will assume of the 120 Questions, there is a 2% probability

(chance) that the question is constitutes “evidence or inference” in Plaintiffs’ favor. ANALYSIS
#1 will assume only 3% of Documents have the possibility of being relevant; and there is only a
7% probability that each of the 7 (3% of 259 Document)s are “evidence or inference” in

Plaintiffs’ favor
To summarize the Assumptions for Analysis #2:

Questions: 1% of the questions have the possibility of being “evidence or inference”,

assume there is only a 2% probability that the question ACTUALLY IS “evidence or inference”.

Documents; 3% of the documents (3% of 259 = 7.8 = round down to 7) have the
possibility of being “evidence or inference”; assume there is only a 7% probability that the
document ACTUALLY IS “evidence or inference” (93% chance Judge Delgado correctly ruled “no

evidence nor inference”)

ANALYSIS #2 RESULTS:

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-1 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33% (calcs below)

P(Q) = (via assumptions) 99% chance that each of the 1% of 12,000 questions is “No Evidence” =
(98%*(1%*12,000)) / (1%*12,000) = 0.98

P(T2) = 0.981%0 = 0.0885 = 8.85%

P(D) = (via assumptions) 93% chance that each of the 3% of 259 documents is “No Evidence” =
(93%*(3%*259)) / (3%*259) = 0.93

P(E2) = P(D1)* P(D2)* P(D3)*P(D4)*P(Ds) *P(De)*P(D7)= 0.937 = 0.602 = 60.2%

P(Claim-1) = P(T;) * P(E;) = 0.0885 * 0.602 = 0.0533 = 5.33%

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-2 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-3 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-4 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-5 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-6 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
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Probability No-Evidence-Claim-7 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-8 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-9 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-10 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-11 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-12 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-13 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-14 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-15 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-16 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-17 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-18 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-19 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-20 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-21 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-22 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 5.33%

Probability that All 22 Delgado claims of “No evidence nor inference” is true:
P(All Claims Judged Properly) =0.053322= 0.0000000000000000000000000000923

® Years between instances wherein such series-of-rulings result randomly =
(1/0.0000000000000000000000000000923)/260 =

39,539,215,977,509,300,000,000,000 years

Largest Gear Reduction Machine Featuras
100 Gears and Takes Eons to Complete One
Rotation

ceon
Delgado’s Orders are
statistically akin to rolling

Snake Eyes 22 times in a row.
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ANALYSIS #3: This ANALYSIS #3 will assume an even higher level of ADVANTAGES for Judge
Delgado (higher than Analysis #1). Of the 12,000 Trial Questions, only 0.1% (12) of the answers
will be considered to have a chance of communicating “evidence or inference” in Plaintiffs’
favor. For the Documents this analysis will assume that only 1% of the 259 Documents
(rounding down to 2 Documents) have a chance of being “evidence or inference” for Plaintiffs’.

To summarize the Assumptions for Analysis #3:

Questions: 12 questions with each having a 2% probability that the question ACTUALLY
IS “evidence or inference” for plaintiffs’ position.

Documents: 2 of the documents with each having a 3% probability that the document
ACTUALLY is “evidence or inference” for plaintiffs’ position.

ANALYSIS #3 RESULTS:

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-1 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9% (calcs below)

P(Q) = (via assumptions) 98% chance that each of the 0.1% of 12,000 questions is “No Evidence”
=(98%*(0.1%*12,000)) / (0.1%*12,000) = 0.98

P(T3) = 0.9812=0.785 = 78.5%

P(D) = (via assumptions) 97% chance that each of the 1% of 259 documents is “No Evidence” =
(93%*(1%*259)) / (1%*259) = 0.93

P(Es) = P(D1)* P(D2) = 0.932 = 0.865 = 86.5%

P(Claim-1) = P(T») * P(E,) = 0.785 * 0.865 = 0.679 = 67.9%

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-2 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-3 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-4 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-5 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-6 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-7 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-8 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-9 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-10 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-11 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-12 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
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Probability No-Evidence-Claim-13 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-14 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-15 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-16 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-17 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-18 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-19 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-20 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-21 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%
Probability No-Evidence-Claim-22 of “No evidence nor inference” is true: 67.9%

e This Analysis #3 gives enormous “benefit of the doubt” to Judge Delgado, assuming that
2/3 of the time he is correct that there is ZERO EVIDENCE in the 2727 pages of transcript
and 259 Documents. Even so, the below statistical analysis is eye-opening.

Probability that All 22 Delgado claims of “No evidence nor inference” is true:

P(All Claims Judged Properly) =0.679%2= 0.00200 = 0.2% probability of honesty
even with the ridiculously-skewed set of assumptions in this Analysis #3.
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ANALYSIS #4: This ANALYSIS #4 will be a down-the-middle (equally fair to both sides)
analysis; WHILE STILL maintaining the primary assumptions that are in Judge Delgado’s favor
(only 1% of questions and 2% of documents) are possible “evidence or inference” for each
Judicial claim that there is “no evidence nor inference”.

There are only 2 possible outcomes (reasonable given there are 2 possible

parties who could be “right”) ; thus each side is given 50% possibility of being
right for this final analysis.

1) POSSIBLE OUTCOME 1: Question or Testimony Is-Evidence for Plaintiffs
2) POSSIBLE OUTCOME 2: and Is-Not-Evidence for Plaintiffs

ANALYSIS #4 RESULTS:

Probability No-Evidence-Claim-1 of “No evidence nor inference” is true:

P(Q) = (via assumptions) 50% chance that each of the 1% of 12,000 questions is “No Evidence” =
(50%*(1%*12,000)) / (1%*12,000) = 0.50

P(T2) = 0.50'%° = 0.000000000000000000000000000000000000752

P(D) = (via assumptions) 50% chance that each of the 2% of 259 documents is “No Evidence” =
(50%*(2%*259)) / (2%*259) = 0.50

P(E2) = P(D1)* P(D2)*P(D3)*P(D4)*P(Ds) = 0.50° = 0.0313 = 3.13%

P(Claim-1) = P(T,) * P(E2) = 0.000000000000000000000000000000000000752 * 0.0313
=0.00000000000000000000000000000000000235%

e EVEN WITHOUT MULTIPLYING BY THE 22 SEPARATE INSTANCES, A “DOWN THE MIDDLE”
50/50 ANALYSIS OF JUST ONE CLAIM LEADS TO IMPOSSIBLE ODDS THAT JUDGE LUIS
DEGADO ISN’T CORRUPT. in an 11-day trial with 259 Exhibits/Documents, which were
almost universally admitted without objection, there is ZERO probability that there is

ZERO evidence in favor of Plaintiffs.
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CONCLUSIONS

A primary question that a person who has been wronged has is “Will | get a fair trial?”

An In-Control Judicial process will be defined by the answer that question being: Yes.

By the decades-old Statistical Process Control analysis, the Judicial Process presided over
by Judge Luis Delgado is NOT IN CONTROL. In other words, Judge Delgado accepted a bribe
from a multi-billionaire to remove 99.8% of the value of Jury Trial away from the jury. This
analysis is independent of looking at the specifics of the evidence, but rather looking at the

whole of the output of the Judicial process.

Looking at the specifics of the evidence, there is Zero Probability that Judge Delgado
ruled honestly. The only thing that could possibly induce a Judge, who has a rich

lifetime pension from the taxpayers at stake, to issue Orders this way is a bribe.

It

IHVEST AT IS

Generous formulas in state retirement system
enable judges to have six-figure annual pensions
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APPENDIX-A

Below are examples of Testimony and Documents that Plaintiffs see as relevant to each instance
where Judge Delgado claims there is “no evidence nor inference” that the Jury could look to in
order to select a Verdict for Plaintiffs. This illustrates that there certainly are numerous
elements of evidence; thus the Assumptions are highly advantageous to Judge Delgado...even
with the enormous “advantages”, it is statistically impossible for the Judge to have made the

STRING of rulings to favor the multibillionaire by chance. There was INTENT.

The format of Appendix-A will be a) Judge Delgado’s claim of “No Evidence Nor Inference” then
b) Example of Testimony linked to the topic, then c) Example of a Document linked to the topic.
Only one of each are shown for brevity; Plaintiffs have a 200+ page summary that lists far more

testimony and documents (in list form) for each instance — that is available upon request.

In some instances, one element of Plaintiff-Wagner testifying and one element of Defendant-

Mosler testifying will be included.

NOTE on HIDDEN EVIDENCE: Warren Mosler hid a miminum of 18,500 pages of evidence for
over 5 years. PRIOR TO finally sending the 18,500 pages, Mosler’s Vice President to lied to the

Court to convince the Court that no evidence was being hidden:

a. Mosler-VP didn’t remember emails about every topic asked of her

b. Mosler-VP claimed that Mosler wasn’t running MACC, but rather his attorney was directing
her actions and the operations of MACC.

c. Mosler-VP made the claim that herself, MACC-atty, and Mosler communicated primarily by

phone (to give the Court a plausible alternate-reality to explain why there were no emails)
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CLAIMS OF “NO EVIDENCE NOR INFERENCE” FOLLOWED BY TESTIMONY AND DOCUMENTS

1. The Court finds that there is no evidence nor possible inference that
supports the existence of the contract necessary to support the jury’s
verdict on Count C:

c. None of the Testimony Supports the Existence of a Contraci.

The Cowt finds that these & no evidence or nference from the testimony presented at trial

that supports the exstence of a comtract requmed for the jry’s verdiet for Coun C.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-1

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler testifying; pg 264 In 22 —pg 2651n 12
22---- Q- - You were aware that Supercar Engineering,
23- :Inc., through Todd Wagner, was working on the EPA
24 -certification for that car, correct?
1---- Q- - Okay.- And why was SEIl doing that?
-2-- -+ A- - Working on the certification?
-3--+- Q- - Yes.- The EPA.
4. .- A--So that it would pass emissions.- The car

-5- -would pass emissions.

-6+ - - - Q- - Okay.- And in your mind what did passing

-7- -emissions mean?

-8- -+ - A- - It means it would meet the requirement that

-9- -the government set for -- for those fumes or whatever.
10- - - - Q- - Okay.- And did you have any hopes about

11- -whether or not the car would pass emissions?

12 - - - A- - Of course we wanted it to pass.

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler testifying (con’t) pg 837 1In 22 —pg838in1
22 Q Okay. Do you remember what your response was?
23 A 1think | was very pleased when he received
24 it
25 Q Okay. Would the phrase "good job" —
1 A Yes, definitely. It was a huge effort.
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Trial Transcript, James Todd Wagner testifying, pg 1787 In 14 —pg 1788 In 5
14 Q So what's really the first operative date

15 that's important in this case as far as --

16 A Mr. Mosler wanted to stop paying me and told
17 me he was going to stop paying me on April 15th, 2011.
18 Q Okay. Did they?

19 A They did stop, yes.

20 Q Didyou agree to that?

21 A 1didn't want that, but | also -- my

22 distributorship, | wanted to maintain the value of that
23 and Mr. Mosler said he wanted it to keep going. So |

24 presumed I'd be getting a payoff from having the

25 exclusive distributorship, but he stripped that away
1 from me too.

2 Q So because he took all those things away, you
3 want to get paid for your work, right?

4 A Absolutely.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-1

» (PL#114) partial email from MOSLER to Savvas

A Aoy sl
A, Mo
working
copiial
mfursion.

A BIT FOR LUAPY CASH FLOWYS . IF ALL 10 CARS ARE S04 DTS S0AT OF BREAK EVEN.

WrHEN THAILAMD COMES OH IT SHOULD MAKE SOME OF MONEY WITH 24 CARE 800 DPER YEAR, SERICUS MONEY SELLING 100 & YEAR
FFHICH SHOULDN'T BE THAT HASD TO D

43 Clean
45, Battar
s finsainh
[
b
(marnk

[=ldgnir ] ]
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» (PL#74) Exclusive Distributorships (attached to Count 3)

[N OIS L/?Fﬁ

| o T o nrFr o r r

EXCLUSIVE DISTRIBUTORSHIPS OF MOSLER PRODUCTS

IN CHINA AND THAILAND
16 November 2010

This Agreement between Mosler Auto Care Center DBA Mosler Automotive (“MACC")
and Supercar Engineering, Inc ("SEI") grants Z5-year exclusive distnbution rights In
China and Thalland fer all MACC-designed vehicles te SEl on the terma bealow,

A. Terms of the Exclusive Distributorship

1)
2)

4)
5)

G)

The Exclusive Distributarship Term is 25 years from the date of this Agreement.

SEI must purchase of Chassis 32 ("C32") for $92 605 as previously agread, Prior to the
date of this Aqreement, SE| has paid $66,882.28 on C32. A contract is in place reaulring
SEI to pay for the remainder of price of C32 in equal payments over the next 15 months.
€32 must be exported te Thailand or China within 18 weeks after C32 has been
complated by MACC. Expected complatinn date is dan 16 2011

32 must he presented to at least one press alutlst in Thalland and China.

Beginning calendar year 2011, SF| must pnm at Inast thras () MACC ushicles tn he
marketed (approximately 1 vehicle svery 12'3;5‘&":_‘5@}{:?{'&?@.?-Th:ihﬁwﬁﬁmiryfwan
territory in every calandar year of the Exclugive Distribulorship Term.

Each vehicle muest be paid Tor in Tull prior 1o expot ard delivery Lo SEI Trem MACC from

tha United States ar any other location.

B. Supply of MACC vehicles to SEI

1)

2)

Beginning calendar year 2011 until the end of the Exclusive Distributorship Term, MACC
agreas to supply SEI with a minimum of threa (3) MACC vehiclas in every calendar year,
Vehicle list prices are $329 000+options for MTB00s/Raptor body vehicles with 7.0L V8
engine and 6-speed manual transmission. $388,000+options for Photon (3.5" narrower)
body vehicles with 7.0L VB engine and Hewland saquential transmission. Prices are fixed
for orders placed prior to Dec. 31, 2012. Prices subject to change thereafter.

2307 OLD DIXIE HIGHWAY - RIVIERA BEACH, FL 33404

S5671-842-24892 « FAX-567-845-3237
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C. Forfeit of Exclusive Distribution Rights
1) SEI will farfeil s Exclusive Distribution Rights in China and 1 hailland immediately upon
tanure 1 perform any of Terim 2-0 in Paragraph A, provided thel MAGC ko fulfilled ite
abligation to nupply wehicles ax described in Paragraph R
21 ¥ SEl torteits its Exclusive Distribution Rights in China and Thailand, SE| will be allowed to
sall any vehicles thal are already completed and being offered for sale in China and
Thailand on a non-exclusive basis.

D. Distributor Discount
1) wWnile SEI has exclusive distibulorship nghts, 8E1will purchase vehicles from MACG at o
prioc thot o 13% lower than the liet price on each ushicle
2y Whan SEI becomes a non-exclusive distributor, SEI will purchase vehicles from MACC
with a discount off of list price an each vehicle that is the greatest of 13% o the discount
that may be granted to olher distributors of MACC-designed products in China or Thalland

E. Misgellaneous
1) This Agreement ia entered into in Florida and is governed by Flonda faw
2) Thie Agraamant will he binding upon all fufure MACC designs and future owners of MACC

2dirfonre

Date
Owner
Masler Automotive (Mosiler Auto Care Center)
‘:-‘- \ fd | L'-'-—'Ffr—:_""—._, I_.'!!Zi.”/._/zhﬁ!
| Tardd \Wagner Date
President
Supercar Engineering, Inc. Page 2 of 2

230907 OLD DIXIE HIGHWAY « RIVIERA BEACH, FL 33404
5671-B42-2492 * FAX-506T-8BFD-3L37F

Z00MR auy 03 SAWHIHA GTLL OO OFC XV4 LEIST OTOE/RT/
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2. There is no evidence or inference that supports the jury’s verdict with
respect to Statement 1 in Plaintiff Wagner’s Count F or Plaintiff SEI's Count
G.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-2

Trial Transcript, Wagner testifying on PL#40; pg 1676 In 22 —pg 1677

22 Q Soyou understand that Mr. Farah is saying
23 that he referred to you as a con man because he

24 understood that he was led to believe that you were
25 still associated with the company, correct?

1 A So Mr. Farah thought | was a con man because

someone at MACC said | wasn't associated with MACC. |

absolutely was associated with MACC as an exclusive

distributor. That's the key word. It's not that | was

an employee, | was a distributor, an exclusive

o B~ W N

distributor.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-2: partial of (PL#40) ‘The Truth About Cars’ blog

Eul LHETE nol LR gacd pard: Thia gup conlandéd Uk 5 & M gnees niaDeed & Mosler st Ad mdntied 00 il 5d G5 &8 Chi how. Wa Bdd rio dasss Lo

doubt hbw, but &e Sgund i scrange ihat we uldnt fnd anytréng si=mat ihe caron Moskers webokbe. We fygumed s Einde @ W B 02 new, L was
made gubbc pet & ghans el tn Warren Hosler revesied mat this oy dedn T acieally work fur Mosker ak Al he a3 jest a8 guy who baugne a standand
MHTF03E and stmpoed the inin beno's go himasll, heros the coofieg Bsues: B's an esaieur S=ck fob, & ore= pain he did oy (0 ey p coninolng =iake

In Mexzlhraning hin lwthars moneyg, hut B didn’t ge throasgh, The "Baptee ETR™ Rhing in jusk & rame ke mede & forthin ore car, which lan% serpriziesg
eonnsdenirg bhe lack of creaivly, [Spaskng e aomeocs whs owne o vebide aleo callsd Rapberl The cadges bakad b trey mam Band-cof fmm
doubile sulipd wirrpl IV you satok 1he sides | 16 fol ever Felemdd 0o dd an S0l ol Mok Bul The “Cuboy ST That's Do wm e giil's el nase. Lhs
Eviiy gl DN Jou SUEFT Tie dr, Tha ado LT 0 il i 3w ful "k Gong” SLacks playsng. Even F pba Shol B 0 $0wh & A0 rddio off,; |

hepnd phee @rgt & geconds of chist sang abhout 50 ey Thet day

5o me’d Emen had, by a cnn-man inying ba gaex off hizown hemobraw funer k2 ae & ganuics Meoelar pendpst, Unforjuneisly @e disst leem sbout tha

con uniil kog ghter the segmeni hpld gred. 1spppose i dosanS matier, shioe the car wll only go feat anderthe ssact perksc opnd B ns- s nyw By

NOTE: For ease of reading, the key elements are below (then the section is
rotated 90deq for reading.

A phone call to Warren Mosler revealed that this guy didn't actually work for Mosler at all,

So we'd been had, by a con=man trying to pass off his own homebrew tuner kit as a genuing Moskr product.
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But that's not the good part. Thes guy contecked us as a representative of Mosfer zaying he wanted to get the @ar on the show, We had na reason to
doubt him, hut we found i® strange that we couldn't find anything about the caron Mosler's website, We figured that since [t wes so new, it wasn't
made public yet, & phone call to Warren Mosler revealed that this gy dide® actunlly mork for Mosker ot all, he was justa guy whe bought 8 stoandard
MTH005 and strapped the twin turbo's on himzelF, hence the cooling lssues: t's an amabeur hack job. At one point he did try bo buy 2 controlling stake
in Moskar using his father's money, but it didn't go throwgh, The *Raptor GTR® thing &= just a mame he made up for this one car, which iSnT surprsing,
codqside ring tha leck ol creativity. (Speaking as sameone who owns a vehlcle alse called Raptod). The badges leoked Bee they were hand=cut from
doublbs sided winyl, If you webch the videa, &'s not even referred to as an acteal Mosler but the "Cubey GTA." That's the asian gil's last name, &nd,
ovory singls timo wou start tho car, the rado tums on and herawful| *theme song® starts playing. Evan f you shut the car down with the adio off, 1
heard the first & faconds of that song about 50 times that day.

So we'd been had, by a con=man trying to pass off his own homabrew tuner kit as a genuine Mosier product. Unfortunately we didn't learm about the
con unlil long after the segment had ared, I suppose it dogsnt matter, since e car will only go fast under Lhe gxact perfect conditions gnyway.
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3. There is No Evidence Or Inference That Supports Defendant Warren Mosler
Published Statement 1.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-3

Trial Transcript, Matt Farah — Automotive Journalist testifying; pg 1096 In 7 - 24
7 Q Allright. Now, based upon your November 17th

8 5:09 a.m. posting, it says "I spoke with Warren Mosler

9 today."

10 What is "today" if you made that posting at

11 5:09? Did you speak with Warren Mosler between midnight
12 and 5:00 a.m., or is there some type of time issue that

13 you are aware of?

14 A | --1don't recall; however, | didn't call

15 himin the middle of the night. It was --it was not a

16 wake-him-up-in-the-middle-of-the-night phone call, so...

17 Q Okay. What was your purpose in contacting

18 Warren Mosler?

19 A He was the only person at the time who |

20 thought could confirm whether or not the RaptorGTR was a
21 genuine Mosler product...

22 Q Was a genuine Mosler product -- can you please

23 continue?

24 A ...ornot.

Trial Transcript, Matt Farah — Automotive Journalist testifying; pg 1102 In 9 - 11
9 Q Yet Mr. Mosler made it clear to you that the

10 RaptorGTR was not a Mosler product, correct?

11 A Yes, he did.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-3: partial of (PL#40) ‘The Truth About Cars’ blog

mattiarah

ipnke i Waomirn Mosker aday, who eanfrmad Lthe Pain=lur ek En W e "Hapbor GT Haklur 1 it m il NOE pRis emEdione &Hd ¢

nat carE#mble lor publc el

NOTE: For ease of reading, following is the same section of PLE#40 turned
sideways.
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mattfarah
Movember L7th, 2008 &15:08 am

I spoke with Warren Wosler today, Wno confirmed the Twin=Turoo canversion o the “FRaptor GTR™ Mosler MT200S willnot pass emksions anc Is
ot certifimble for public sale.

STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS
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4. There is no evidence or inference in the record as to the exact words that
Defendant Warren Mosler said to Matthew Farah.

NOTE: This is an absurd assertion for Judge Delgado to make, since there is
no statutory nor case law requiring the “exact words” to be proven or
known via a recording, etc. It is illegal to record phone calls in Florida, too.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-4 (Matt Farah is an automotive journalist)

Trial Testimony, Matt Farah testifying pg 1091 In 22 —pg 1093 In 8
23 Q Okay. And then when we flip forward, you

24 actually had conversations with Mr. Mosler, correct?

25 A Yes, | did have a conversation with

Mr. Mosler -- one.
Q Okay. And he said -- and he confirmed that
the twin-turbo conversion to the RaptorGTR Mosler 900S

will not pass emissions and is not certifiable for
public sale, correct?

A That -- yeah. | mean, again, | don't recall
some of the more specific details of that conversation,
but if | wrote that, that's what he told me at the time.

O 0 N o U b W N PP

My memory would have been very fresh then, so | would
10 say that if | said that, then | would stand by it now.

DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-4 (no ‘document’ records Mosler’s exact words,
but the below qualifies as INFERENCE of Warren Mosler’s false statements).

» (PL#75) partial of Jalopnik automotive blog

NOTE: The below is one of several articles wherein Warren Mosler himself, and his
paid employees echo the same basic false statements that Warren Mosler spoke to
Matt Farah.
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The only problem? The agreement may not exist.

The agreement

"He goes around claming he has a distnbutorship agreement, he's a distnbutor of nothing
becsuse we're nol producing a car.” Wamen Mosler tells me in o phone call on Friday.

] : 1 '
Love is blind and he's
L]
trying to help her
music career and kill
two birds with one
"
cdar.

Mosler wants nothing to do with Wagner,
whom he calls "a pest.” The 62-year-old former bond trader and self-styled economust 1=
selling his car company because he's no longer interested in producing automobiles and is
instead oul promoting his new economic theones from his home in the U.S. Virgin Islands.

“In fact, part of the documentanon [for the sale of Mosler] is that Todkd is not involved,” says
Mosler.
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5. There is no evidence or inference that supports that Defendant Warren
Mosler published Statement 1 and JNOV is appropriate.

NOTE: The legal definition of “Publish” is simply to communicate
something to someone else. There is no requirement to post
something on the Internet, etc. Making the false statement to one
person is sufficient: especially a statement to a known Journalist.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-5 (Matt Farah is an automotive journalist)

Trial Testimony, Matt Farah testifying pg 1091 In 22 —pg 1093 In 8

12 Q Nevertheless, your understanding is that

13 because of Warren Mosler's statement to producers at

14 "The Car Show," that the producers at "The Car Show" and
15 others at "The Car Show," including yourself, concluded
16 it was not -- I'm sorry -- that the RaptorGTR was not a

17 Mosler product, correct?

18 A Correct.

19 Q Page52. Allright. Would you agree with me

20 that on or about November 15, 2011 at 6:10 p.m., you had
21 reached the conclusion that Mr. Wagner was a con man?
22 A Yes.

WARREN MOSLER’S 2016 DEPOSITION TESTIMONY CONFIRMS THE ABOVE;
BUT MOSLER CHOSE TO DENY IT TO THE 2023 JURY. 2016 depo below:

Warren Mosler Feb 10, 2016 Deposition in St. Croix; pg 217 In 24 — pg 218 In 10

24 Now, if we go back into Exhibit No. 35, we know that
25 RaptorGTR is not something Mr. Wagner made up, it is

1 something that Mosler Automotive posted on its Certificate
2 of Origin as the name of the vehicle; correct?

3 A. Well, you know -- what's your question?
4

Q. Well, we know that what Mr. Farrah says, and I
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just read, is not correct; right?
A. You can come to that conclusion, but that's --
Q. Can you reach any other conclusion?
A. It's not for me to speculate on what this guy
said. If you have a problem with him, go talk to him.
Q. Well, the problem is he reached that conclusion
after speaking with you,; correct?
MR. REINBLATT: Objection.
BY MR. ZAPPOLO:
A. That's what he, you know -- you can -- I guess,

it doesn't mean, you know, what yvou just said is a true

statement. He reached that conclusion after speaking to

0 me.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-5:

» In 2014 Plaintiffs requested Warren Mosler’s personal phone
records and the phone records of MACC. Mosler has relentlessly
refused to provide the phone records. This would be the ideal

DOCUMENT for this ‘Claim-6’, but Mosler is hiding it.

» Judge Delgado was asked to issue an “Adverse Inference” to the
Jury stating that since this Document was rightfully requested, and
never produced that the Jury should assume the document
indicates what Plaintiffs state it does: That Warren Mosler called
Matt Farah and delivered a variety of false statements intended to
ruin Wagner....making him vulnerable to have his technology and

distributorships taken.

» Judge Delgado refused to issue the adverse inference, which was
an ENORMOUS ADVANTAGE to Warren Mosler. Warren Mosler

took advantage of this advantage by “Deny. Deny. Deny.”

» Mosler could not have done that if Judge Delgado had issued a

FULLY PROPER Adverse Inference.
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6. Accordingly, judgement notwithstanding the verdict is appropriate on this
element of the claim because there is no evidence nor inference that
Defendant Warren Mosler acted negligently concerning Plaintiff Wagner.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-6

Trial Transcript, Wagner testifying: pg 1787 41n 23 —pg 1788 In

23
24
25

O 0 N o un b W N PP

[ Y
N kB O

13
14
15

Q With respect to MACC -- MACC's production of
vehicles, what, if anything, had Mr. Mosler told the
journalists during that same -- in that same 18-week
period?

A He told the journalists they're not producing
acar.

Q Okay.

A Acar, acar.

Q So--

A And the 18 weeks didn't expire until
approximately Christmastime. So well before the
expiration of the 18 weeks, Mr. Mosler, you know, bombed
the whole thing.

Q Hetold you he wasn't -- they weren't

producing cars, right?

A And that the RaptorGTR is a fake, | don't have

a distributorship, | mean, everything. He just

essentially, like, just nuked it.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-6: (pl#73) Mosler Automotive Manufacturer’s

Statement of Origin which states that MACC built a 2012 Mosler RaptorGTR

that it sold to Plaintiff-Supercar Engineering, Inc.

NOTE: It qualifies as “negligent” to sell something that you know is an X,
then state to the automotive world that is a FAKE-X.
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DISTURBING NOTE: Warren Mosler convinced all of his paid employees to parrot
the same nonsense (EVEN UNDER OATH): “We [MACC] didn’t build a RaptorGTR”.
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7. There is No Evidence that the Statement Is Defamatory to Plaintiff Wagner.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-7

Trial Transcript, James Todd Wagner testifying pg 11131n20—pg 11141In 6

20 Q Allright. When you stopped using the name
21 "Todd," what name did you begin to use?

22 A My first name, "James."

23 Q Why did you change your name or why did you
24 start using the name James in 20127

25 A Well,  was unemployed and had been for a
better part of a year. Much of that time was working on
the distributorship for Mosler products. And then after
all this stuff exploded, | needed to get a job and there

was so much defamation about me online under the name

"Todd Wagner," that | -- even with my credentials, that

A U1 B W N R

I thought were fairly good, | couldn't get a job

DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-7: (PL#75) partial of Jalopnik automotive blog

MOSLER

BY MATT HARINGREE
NOV 2, 2001 12:00PM
387894 199

ahane

How this crappy music video set fire to one man’s
dream

A week ago, Todd Wagner was sclling Amenca’s next great supercar and helping lasnch an
exolic female singer's career, all under the banner of a world-renowned automaker. Until this
week.

Now his mentor calls him a pest, his alleged business partners deny they're involved with
him, and his exot lemale singer fnend 15 being ndiculed on the Intermet.

This is a story of just how fast everything can 2o to hell
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8. There is No Evidence that Plaintiff Wagner’s Damages were Proximately
Caused by Statement 1.

NOTE: This is a Cause and Effect’ element. To evaluate this, the START-STATE is:
SEl owned the highest power-to-weight supercar ON THE PLANET in 2011. 36%
higher than the much-heavier Bugatti Veyron. This was an enormous property;
and furthermore SEI's model was serial #001.

TESTIMONY AS TO CAUSE on Topic of Count-8

Trial Testimony, James Wagner testifying; pg 17901In 13 - 122

13 Q Okay. Soyou had these potential investors.
14 And you also had potential buyers of vehicles, didn't
15 you?

16 A Yes.

17 Q Okay. What happened to the interest of those
18 people once the articles came out?

19 A Disappeared, disappeared.

20 Q Okay.

21 A No one's gonna buy a $700,000 car when the
22 owner of the company says it's a fake.

TESTIMONY AS TO EFFECT on Topic of Count-8

Trial Transcript, James Wagner testifying; pg 1206 In 14 —pg 1207 In
14 Q When you say you were busted, what do you

15 mean?
16 A Broke.
17 Q Okay.

18 A 1had no -- nothing. | had no job, no -- |
19 was -- so Mr. Mosler knew that and they -- after,
20 essentially, like beating the daylights out of me and

21 I'mon the ground, he's like "Here, sign this."
22 Q What was that?
23 A That Termination and Release Agreement where
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24 1'd have to sign away my intellectual property, my
25 exclusive distributorship, which I had two -- I'm only
suing on one, but | had two -- and my $100,000 in return
for $100. And Mosler said, "You should sign it in
exchange for me not sending my two attorneys after you
to sue me for anything."

Oh, and then there's an email, which | think
is in the record, where it says, like, "Any pressure you

can put."

N o o bW N R

DOCUMENT on Topic of Count-8: (PL#80) segments of 8-page-long doc that |
refused to sign are below.

NOTE: Upon refusal, | was threatened with being sued for anything “until
you’re was broke. That’s the way things work in America.”

- Warren Mosler; Godfather of Modern Inflation

l. Consideration. As full consideration for the tramsactions contemplated by this
agreement, Wagner shall be pmd 310000 by the Company in connection with or prompily
following the excoudion of this Agreement, which pavment shall be made in cash or via check.

2. Termination. Anv  and a2l conracis,  agreements,  relationships,  oplions,
armngements, ohligations or commitments, whether oral or wnitten, exclusive or non-exclusive, of
any kind or nature, including, without limitation, sgreements relating to rights or purchase or first
negotistion,  dealership,  distribulor, commission, diseount, consignment, sales or  reseller
agreements, between any of the Wagner Parties or any of their afhiliates (including without
limitation Mosler Saudi Arabia, Mosler China and Mosler Thailand) or related business entitics
(collectively, "Wagner Affilistes™), on the one hand, and the Company, Mosler, Consulier
Engineering, Inc., Alan R. Simon, or any of their afhiliates, subsidianes or related business entities
(eollectively, “Company _Affiliates™), on the other hand (collectively, the “Terminatsd
Apreements™), are hereby terminated and of no further foree or effect, with no pany having any
further right against or ehligation o the other party thercunder or in respect thercol, The following
includes, without limitation,

. any other agreements n the summary of email and verbal ogreements titled
Exclusive Distributorships of Mosler Products in China and Thailand, dated July 16,
2(H 0O, sent by Wagner to hll Wagner by emanl dated July [6, 2000, and any prior or
subsequen! email or other correspondence or agreements, oral or written, related
thereto, melading, without Dmitation, any agreements contemplated by the document
dated November 16, 2010 titled Exclusive Distribumorships of Maosler Produets in
China and Thailand;
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3 Intellectuul Property Rights and Conflidential Information.

e Prior Work Regarding Company s Business. Wagner herehy agrees that any and
atl Intellectual Property Rights and Technology (ecach such torm as defined below) related 1o the
buzincss of the Company as conducted or as proposed to be conducted, including, without
limitation, the Supercars and the Supercar Business, that Wagner may have conceived, created,
developed or nssisted in creating or developing (either alone or jointly with others) in any manner,
in ‘whole or in part, that resulted from, or are related to, work Wagner preformed [or, or during the

wa-3 | da2 2

period of his service as an emploves or consultant of the Company, or based on the use of
Confudential Information (as defined below) {collectively, the “Asscis™). constitule “works for hire”
and in any event are owned solely and exclusively by the Company. In furtherance of the
foregoing. Wagner hereby does sell, grant, transfer, convey and assign, in consideration of the
transactions contemplated by this Agreement, any and all right, title and interest that Wagner may
have to any of the Assets, wathout additional consideration and free and clear of all Liens and
encumbrances, to the Company. To the extent allowed by applicable law, the assignment of the
Asscts includes all rights of patemity, integrity, disclosure and withdrawal and any other rights that
may be known as or referred to as “moral rights,” “artist’s rights,” “dmit moral,” or the like
(collectively “Moral Rights™). To the extent Wagner retains any such Moral Rights under
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. Release,

4.1 Effective upon the Effective Date, the Wagner Parties, on their own behalf and on
hehalf of their past, present or future affiliates {including the Wagner Affiliates), agents, sttormneys,

wi=1 14502 4

administrators, heirs, executors, devisess, execulors, lusiees, bensficiarnes, representalives,
succesaors and aszigns (collectively, the *Releasing Parties™), hercby absolutely, unconditionally,
irrevocably and fully release, forever discharge and covenant not to sue the Company. and any of its
pasl, present or future parent entities, divisions, afliliates, subsidiaries, related business entities,
stockhollers, equity holders, members, partners, hmited parners, partnerships, directors, manazmng
directors, officers, conirol persons, employees, agenis, amorneys, administraiors, representatives,
predecessors, or successors wnd assigns (individually, a “RBeleasee” and collectively, “Releasees’)
from any and all labilities, claims, commissions, compensation, fees, rovalties, demands,
proceedings, causes of action, of orders whatzoever, whether known or unknown, suspected or
unsuspected, absolute or contingent, both ot law and in equity or mixed, direet or indirect or
pominally or bepelicially possessed or clamed by or which any Releasing Parly has or may have
against any Reledsee arizing from actions or omissions of any Releasee, any Terminated Agreement
of otherwize on account of or anzing oul of any matfler, cause or evenl, oecurring & any rime
through to the Effective Date, Each Wagner Party acknowledges and agrees that full and sufficient
eonsideration for this release (this "Beleaze™) has been provided ns 2t forth herein.

42 THE RELEASING PARTIES UNDERSTAND THAT THIS RELEASE
INCLUDES A RELEASE OF ALL KNOWK AND UNKNOWN CLAIMS.

NOTE 2: When | didn’t sign, | first got a phone call from Warren Mosler = My
testimony on this very-memorable call is below. When that intense threat didn’t
lead me to bend-the-knee; | got a second threat in writing that Mosler would stick
his two in-house lawyers on me to “bring me to justice” (PL#101)
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Trial Transcript, James Wagner testifying; pg 1207 In 15 — 22
14 Q Youinferred in this case a motivation behind

15 this document, correct?

16 A The motivation is very clear. It wants to

17 take SEI's exclusive distributorships, take its

18 distributorships in one-third of U.S.A., several states

19 including Florida; wants to take my intellectual

20 property and wants to give a full release to Warren

21 Mosler to absolve him of the defamation, to absolve him
22 of the trade libel, and to allow him to keep my $100,000
23 forever. That's what this does. It essentially takes

24 everything away from me for 100 bucks.

Trial Transcript, James Wagner testifying; pg 1207 In 15 — 22
15 Q Now --
16 A But | actually got a phone call from

17 Mr. Mosler and he just tells me, "Hey, Todd, you know,

18 you're outmatched here. | won't do it, but Savvas is

19 the type of guy who will sue you for anything and then

20 you'll have to hire a lawyer for $400 an hour to defend

21 yourself until you're broke. That's the way things work

22 in America."_

Trial Transcript, James Wagner testifying; pg 1208 In 1 -5
o NPT o =X ¢ | [ I (0] | [+,

through on that threat. He actually sued me because |
didn't sign that document, and | had to spend two years

2
3
4 in court over that, essentially, because | didn't
5 surrender everything | had to him...

51  STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



52 STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



9. First, there is no evidence or inference that Plaintiff Wagner’s alleged
damages were caused by the words allegedly spoken by Defendant Warren
Mosler to Matthew Farah. Wagner admits that he was not on the phone
with Matthew Farah when he allegedly spoke to Defendant Warren Mosler.

NOTE: Judge Delgado is spinning the fact that Plaintiff-Wagner hadn’t
wire-tapped Warren Mosler’s phone into a [HEINOUS] “ADMISSION”.

NOTE 2: | would expect this type of thing from Mosler’s attorney,

Steven Weber; but this looks like a Palm Beach County Judge
stepping into the role of advocating for an offshore multi-billionaire.

TESTIMONY on Topic of Count-9

Trial Testimony, James Wagner in cross-examination pg 1431 In 14 — pg 1432 In 2
14 Q Now --
15 A But saying | have severe mental problems

16 doesn't make any article flow, man.

17 Q Were you there when the author of those

18 articles wrote those articles?

19 A No, | was not there in his presence.

20 Q And you weren't on the phone when any of these
21 authors allegedly spoke to Mr. Mosler, right?

22 A They definitely spoke to him on the phone,

23 it's not alleged.

24 Q You were not on the phone with any of these
25 authors when they allegedly spoke to Mr. Mosler,

1 correct?

2 A No, sir, | was not.
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DOCUMENT on Topic of Count-9: (PL#42) Second ‘The Truth About Cars’ article.

NOTE: The journalist of this article, Jack Baruth, had a front-row-seat to all of the
defamation and trade libel. His CONCLUSION at the end of it all was that Todd
Wagner was a con-artist and that potential VICTIMS of a RaptorGTR purchase
could find all the information they needed on line to avoid becoming a VICTIM
(“mark”).

NOTE 2: Full article follows, but it difficult to read. The CONCLUSION of Jack
Baruth that he felt confident enough in to justify publishing to the world is:

“After some discussion, Ray indicated to me that he was going to have Matt
Hardigree cover the story —and cover it he has, complete with calls to all the
major players. While one might suggest that Matt’s article is perhaps overly
sympathetic to J. Todd Wagner, it is nonetheless interesting, balanced, and
well-researched. Between that and the Dupont Registry article on the same
topic, I'd imagine that potential marks-customers for the RaptorGTR will find
all the information they need.

*HEX**snip from actual article is below******

After same discussion, Pay Indicated bo me that be was going te have Matt Hardigree cever the story — and
caver it he has, compbebe with calls to gl the major players, While one might suggest that Matt's artice s
peErPEps l:l'.-ﬂerh- gympathetic to 1. Todd Wagner, iL £ monetheecs interssting, balancad, and well-researched.
Between that and the Dufont Eegistry articke on the same bopec, 1'd imagine that potential farks cusbomers for
the RaptarGTR wil find all the Information they need,

= 1 IIIIHIIL -:IU'HH'L-JL LITCIL 1MLy 2 L LGl 12
interesting, balanced, and well-researched.
. I'd imagine that potential frarks customers

*HxEX*full article follows * *****
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A C

“Well, I'll still be handsome.” Jalopnik Runs The “Raptor
GTR” To The Endzone

By Jack Baruth on November 21, 2011

Tweet

When | wrote an article about the "Mosler Haptor GTR" last week, | certainly wasnt expecting to start the
proverbial tempest in the teapot., but that |5 exactly what happened, One week |ater, there have been threats of
|ewsuits, endless phone calls, mulkiple “do not forward” e—mails arriving fram several players in the situation,
and what amountsd to an outright request that TTAC abandeon its editorial integrity to serve the interests of one
individual.

Mow, thanks to Matt Hardigree, Ray Wert, and the staff at Jalopnik, we know (some of ) the rest of the story.
This morming, Jalopnik posted an article entitled How This Crappy Music Video Set Fire To One Man's Oream,

While TTAC and Jalopnik aren't above the cccasionzl humorous spat, In this case we are going to give Ray and
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the crew full props,

When Mr, Wert and | spoke regarding this story en Friday, [ had already received seven or sight e-mails
instructing me to dejete alf the comments on the original RaptorGTR story, in the interest of "doing what's right/
Ag long-time TTAC readers krnow, we don’t play that game, You're free to delete and/or edit your own
comments and we ask that you treal each othar with courtesy, But we aren’t going te censar what you say o
make a third party happy. Nor did we,

After some discussion, Ray indicated to me that he was going Lo have Matt Hardigree cover the story — and
cover L he has, complete with calls to all the major players, While one might suggest that Matt's article is
parhaps overly sympathetic ta 1, Tedd Wagner, it is nonetheless interesting, balanced, and well-researched,
Between that and the DuPont Registry article on the same topic, 1'd imagine that potential frafes customers for
the RaptorGTR will find all the information they need,

The infamous, curously munchkin=llke Linux zealot Eric 5. "Surprised By Wealth” Raymond once stated "given
enough eyeballs, all bugs are shallow.” It turns out that the meotoring cormer of the Internet has just a few too
many eyveballs for the RaptorGTR story to go unchallenged, Thanks to all the TTAC readers who chimed in and
shane the light,
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. Alex French
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Bill Caswell mentioned the Jalopnik story an facebook, then | saw Lhe update here, So glad to read more
about this charade,

56  STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



INDICATION OF JUDGE DELGADQ’S DESIRE TO DELIVER VICTORY TO DEFENDANTS

Trial Transcript, Immediately-Post-Trial JNOV Hearing- Count F; pg 2633In 2 - 16

veeereeeeeenn. And | argued to the
jury he's likening what Mr. Wagner is doing to

committing a crime. And that's a perfectly logical
inference from the evidence that's before this
jury, and the jury found that Mr. Mosler

communicated the claim to a third party.
THE COURT: Well, so we have what the jury
said here, and | think that preserves your record,
but | agree with Mr. Weber: Granted as to D.
What's the next one? Isit D or, I'm sorry,
F?
MR. WEBER: It would be G is the next one.
THE COURT: No, no, no. The one |l just
granted was F?
MR. WEBER: Count F, Statement 1.
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10.There is no evidence of any person being involved in any conversation
between Defendant Warren Mosler and Matthew Farah such that anyone
could have heard the words allegedly spoke by Defendant Warren Mosler to
Matthew Farah.

NOTE: Judge Delgado is required to know that only one recipient of
Defamation is required as a matter of law.

NOTE 2: Warren Mosler delievered the gist of ‘Statement 1’ both to
Matt Farah’s TV-show producer AND then a second time CONFIRMED
the false statements to Matt Farah himself. Mr. Farah sought
confirmation from Warren Mosler after Plaintiff-Wagner complained
that false statements (the RaptorGTR is a fake) were being spread on
the Internet. After Warren Mosler CONFIRMED the false statements,
Matt Farah published online that Warren Mosler confirmed the
statements that led Matt Farah to CONCLUDE that Plaintiff-Wagner
was a con-man.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-10:

» Warren Mosler’s False Statements to “The Car Show”

Producers on November 15, 2011:

Trial Tr. Matt Farah — Journalist testifying pg 1103 In9—11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21
22

Q Nevertheless, your understanding is that
because of Warren Mosler's statement to producers at
"The Car Show," that the producers at "The Car Show" and
others at "The Car Show," including yourself, concluded

it was not -- I'm sorry -- that the RaptorGTR was not a
Mosler product, correct?

A Correct.

Q Page52. Allright. Would you agree with me

that on or about November 15, 2011 at 6:10 p.m., you had

reached the conclusion that Mr. Wagner was a con man?
A Yes.
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» Warren Mosler CONFIRMS False Statements to Matt
Farah himself on November 17, 2011:

Trial Tr. Matt Farah — Journalist testifying pg 1098 In9 — 16

9

Q Okay. Now, within the November 17th posting

10 you wrote, "I spoke with Warren Mosler today." So you

11

12
13
14
15
16

spoke with him on or about November 17, 2011, correct?

A You know, if this has to hinge on a period of

12 hours, | cannot give you an accurate answer to that.

If you want to give it, you know, did it happen within a

couple days, | mean, | have no reason to believe that

the conversation didn't happen on or about that day.

Trial Tr. Matt Farah — Journalist testifying pg 1103 In9 - 11

9

Q Yet Mr. Mosler made it clear to you that the

10 RaptorGTR was not a Mosler product, correct?
A Yes, he did.

11
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DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-10: partial of PL#40 ‘The Truth About Cars’ blog

o =]

il I matifarah

l_j!" N msemiier Lo, TOid el 6o p
1

| L

Web2FDF

ERvEr by S PO 8Tl MtERT)

B hara's § gand soary i ymii, sk,

| DEEERE Thes iy CRF 0N NG dRkEen rale of "Tho Car Shew,” The CIrs o=ner and =5 “singer” giffrers, pEtored anove, wOnd i aisesdance, P2a may
raatice some of gur footage S cthe show opeeace nthe musls vides, Whethar ar rat they emually got germission fe this dgarage, [ dos know  snpe
ki lin & was lakan from Yaxlube, Wel, en Be 100 degres ey ai the Yainye runmay whare 1 wes suppaxed ke tos bhm cur uul, e “Regker ST0°
took & orep and wookint mebe 2oait, The car’y osner, sho sba clalmed o b Hoslery top engneer, blames the neats [ was enaped, sice they buld
these cire in Mands, shem B 10k prechy mach &8 (he time, 30 minubsy §fber the car orepead Gok, | wax shls 3 nesty fop sat 8 bors-gtock Foed &T an

Ui & @ffe Fulineay, DOving wip Solaryanegied (o wark DEIDRr (has eialvo lome enales, even § (e S09ck car Mabes 300 s hosapower than e
Raghar GTR.

Byt thal's metihe good pirl. Thie piy csonlaciesd Ui as o rmpreseniabive of Mesler gaying e wadnksd o g he e bn e shas. ‘We sl oo eaion o
faubt fim, DUt we fogng © orange 1het we ekt fnd arenizg sboat the car gn Aoy wabsne, e fgumd thet gince 1 &es go nes, £ weent
made pabiko e, b phone ol ta Waren Mol evassd-ther trle guy didn't aooea by wack for Moslarak afl, he wee juet 8 gep who saught s andsm
MRS ardl wird pp e Sh b i Earsn’s on ®ircan i, henoe B osleg aues: (iE8 sn amatier back ob, & are pont ha gl 15y o buy & cohboling sioks
- Eeder using bl Meiho Py oy, Bt it dknS g tepegh, The “Eapter GTA® (hiag b jest porame o mede op for this oy oar, shin Bnt seprisng,
ooan sl dmring e lack ol rresitaly, (Speaiing s oomeons wha oone 8 vahich alen calied Baptery The hadges lsoked bke thay wem hand-cul fmm
peiibibe gt vyl I pow wadch T v ED, (U8 AET Erah feRdied (0 @8 ehactual Moske bt e “Cubay G That's ik dekn g9l Beel paver. G,
ey mingln Bme pou siaf ing o, the mcfs tume on sed her sslul "thera song” wiars plasing, Been B yau shut bre mardew'n wih the s of. 1
fala et Eha Firat & seconfd of TREY EOAD ASa UL 50 T B Aap.

60  STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



11.Nor is there any evidence or inference that supports that any of Plaintiff
Wagner’s alleged damages were proximately caused by the words allegedly
spoken by Defendant Warren or Matthew Farah’s third-party republication
as opposed to some other cause.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-11:

Trial Testimony, Abby Cubey testifying; pg 598 In 15 —pg5991In 4
15 Q Okay. Are you aware of whether he wanted to

16 try and buy the company as well?

17 A There was a discussion. Yes.

18 Q And what came of that discussion?

19 A He backed out because of the -- the stuff

20 that's out there.

21 Q When you say the stuff that's out there, what
22 doyou mean?

23 A There was a -- | believe there was an article
24 about a burnt engine. | don't know exactly. | don't
25 recall all of that, but this is just basing on what |

1 remember. And the -- what -- what it says out there
2 thatit's -- the car was fake, it wasn't Mosler, and

3 then he called me, and that's -- and he said that | will
4 not pursue.
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DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-11: (PL#95) Auto-by-Tel article

Fame * Gpors Cars = 2012 Mosler RaplorGTR: One and Done

2012 Mosler RaptorGTR: One and Done

Lightweight Supercar Claims New Power-to-weight
Record

Sctober 17, 20M2 By Charos ¥rame

Providing further evidenca that we're now
living in the Goldan Age of Suparcars—and
acting @8 & cautonary tale for the segmant’s
fulire—the 2012 Mosler RaplorGTR i3 now on
sale for & cool $700,000. It's the (ntest entry
from ane of Amedca’s planeering suparar
manufacturens, with & cliimed bast-aver
power-to-weight ratio for a sfreet car, but the
RaptorGTR 2lsc represents a one-off vehicle
ral just may be the last Mosler aver makes
The campany, which traces its origine back lo 1985 and has bullt a1 Impressive recorc of success both
4 and off the track, “was pulled into the vorex of tha filnancial downtumn® sfter buliding the first
RapterGTR. At ihis stage, Mosler's fulwe remaine uncertain

And so doas the fate of car No. 1. The vehicle was purchased from Mosler by s project partner,

Supeicar Engineering. and the latter i now oferng it for sala to customsrs in tha U.S_ Rusais. Ching,
Baud Arabla and the United Arab Emirates
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To provide a little contast here, this is how tha 2012 Mosier RaplarGTR stacks up 28 compared to
soma of its supercar rvals in the ol' weight-io-power depariment (with & few mainsiream-ish playemns
Mrowm into the mix, 100

Vehicle HP Pounds HP'LB ratio
! Meoslar ReptorGTR 836 2580 1308
I i
Koenigaegg Agera R* 080 3164 i 13,30
Bugatt Veyran Grand Sport 1200 4387 | 1:3.88
Lamborghini Besto Elemento™ 570 2203 1368
McLaren MP4.12C o1 3161 1.513
| SRT Viper B4C 3267 1515
|

| Chevy Corvette ZR1 83% 3352 1528
! Farman 458 Italia 585 3042 : 1541
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12.During the hearing on Defendants’ JNOV Motion, Plaintiffs argued that
Plaintiff Wagner changed his name. However, Plaintiffs admitted that there
was no legal name change in Plaintiff Wagner’s name because Plaintiff
Wagner’s name is James Todd Wagner and Plaintiff Wagner previously went
by Todd Wagner and now goes by James Wagner. There is no evidence of
damages to the alleged name change.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-12

Trial Transcript, James Todd Wagner testifying pg 7 —19

7

Q Okay. Now after you began -- then you said

8 vyou started using the name "James." What other

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

issues -- what other things did you do with respect to
trying to find a job?

A Well, I changed my name to "James" on my
resume, which is still my first name, and | did get some
interviews. Then | -- in one particular instance it was
for a jet engine sales position. When he called me back
and said "Are you Todd?" | was like "Yeah."

So apparently he had called the Mosler factory
and they gave him a -- you know, a dump about me and so
| didn't get that job, and then | took the next step of
taking Mosler off of my resume entirely.

NOTE: Via a conversation with one prospective employer, | learned that employers who were
considering hiring me were calling the MACC factory and getting an earful of defamation (verbal, so
no written proof of; other than the below). Changing my name and having to take a 7-year stint as
Director of Engineering off of my resume is DAMAGES; my career never recovered.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-12: (PL#19) “truly mentally disturbed”

call from Todd (James nowadays) telling
| on the company and came up with a bus

A brief inferview with him will assure you he's truly mentally disturbed
a few years ago and is fundamentally irrational now.

64  STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



From:  Vavgn BaEQr o amen: Mot Pevai pofys
To! mas Eesoiplermalacypeits som

S TEaivie Kiske™ <shigkerihmossomito sam=
Date= 1172002042 142:1990

Subjeet: e Fastery Pollowp

Qi P, Pz 19, 2000 & 8114 PR <maikSoassesnnh fshs tad el i S wrik
Warmn,

Ehafiors | B, ek s Feor [es o ppesrtin By (o widi 1ol Tl
Thil baing sab, | Bave many falow-ug questions: and | w8 iy to gal tham culin shan onder g0 you 430 not gat fao Sred of hearing from ma.

i} Piszse fal e who Supercar Enginesnng, Inc. is. and tha fsll nzune of ther interacticn =ith your company a5 -+sl 2s any inconnection involving
inba baCiual proparty, Caims i e ecuml propedy, el

Me wetual Plareennsclion ot ins et e lima asd 17 sign o ol hanmisss’ (o profuet pou agsinal sny actera e migh! he

. brief iy with hom il mssome pou he's ingy meninlly deturbied as w8 8 brief comeersation wih anyene who inowe Bim. Unforhunalsdy be ‘snepped:
o few paErs age and s lursamesdaly mabanal s

Syhiia and | spoie sooul e 8 BH. and cbyvioumsly hare & much: bad press Debewsen ou and Todd 'Wagner = especaly saroundng T Rapor=TR.
which, hatidty | Fave gieal imemet v producing, | apsisgiee o sbarng heni, Bul #nle i e By ieeos on Band. ag | do nel vanl % purchass, invesl
miiors. and gai sued | '<oukd rather knory noer ##se0e | any relosan? dams and ust by Shem off. Flease bo specific.

A aban, P gl Tas et | knews of,

24 Did Moeshar puncrase by koot Ba s such a5 angines, Teramssions, and sienng columnas (he wher from Subera B rememtar cormsctty | ihroash
dirdes] Jpresmesit wilh wpndon ]
Sylvia would know Trat. We ool ofen goft 'deier prioes” by buying forough Chesy dealers, and oor Buyer shopped and negobisted coninuously fo batter
prices

' rct o wmre Ty purchased, 7 so ks thers & =Tmen purchase agresTssml
Sidwia wdl| hevew Bl for you i thene's anything thees ln know.

From: "tdamk Margoliy <makd@scnponmoloespam coms
Te:  UWeenbese scsrmanscalngm el came
CC:  Eyhis Kisker -akisian@mosiemuie core

JaAn Richard Stpon” <alarcsimoci@amal come

Datsz 11202012 120236 Al

Subject: Ba rssysst for ndditienal vensation

A recta b al inwviokeed i e

I oo this emad i not desiroy whid working seabonship =@ P Dult up o T

Ir shdt, @ fae wieaks ago | recstved @ cadl from Todd [Jasnes nowadags) eiing me of fis vanturs and asking for assistances. | Badn't spoken &2 him o
vears bt heard Blm cul, | di eesarch on ife company and came up =#h |m|rmmdmﬂtﬁmﬁhhﬂmm | prvseried il e my
Eurapsdan padnect i Seomicn Mstmsens whd | am webing with 15 huld my britd gobal, Thy ae uite bemeied

Last weekl James mid | woud fok be abie b vy the inventon | was Soemml iy <ompeey B buld fram witthoul a 850k non refun dabls cepoail
I became mone then sespicinus.

BAelors contacing al of pou | =se posiive that # | was pasccabed wih Jorss that § sould be metwth bies @ nol hostity, =c | decldad o come in with no

A of CUmenl & Edarms NS S o Ul ard) | O i S0s TeaSaon 10 NG MM 51 TG Nansactan

Rigraonr, my parkn i are sl Gulls ninmeiingd, and Al Fal | Fave relaped of misal, my company, and my isnl it geniine. Syive, | Greaky apangine B
redsleading 19 oo sdefcally, | was hoping It could b avskied.,, | am uvuslly SU. hafiad

I irfend o comiinue o s tec dnding and confnues o ssees e polental threal by Jases, Wernen, pleass o me off f you ore ainghl with conBnung wih
it AP I Erg Uresiances | W GRee ineaniabks Bul | weuld Be haspy i dmeuss il feel it necedaany

i have acal at 10am iomomos with Eurcpe b discuss. | hopse for @ poalive rRsponse.
Ames
Niark

65  STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



13.There is No Evidence or Inference That Supports Defendant Warren Mosler
Published the Statement.

(attempt-to-deny) TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-13

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler in 2"¢ cross-examination; pg 2318 In 5 - 19
5 Q Bytheway--

6 A Icalled it Todd's car.

7 Q You said Todd's car, Todd's car.

8 The documents that's in evidence, the EPA

9 certification documents, that doesn't say Todd's car on
10 it doesit?

11 A No. No.

12 Q Itsays 2012 Mosler -- I'm sorry, 2012 Mosler

13 RaptorGTR, correct?

14 A Inthe interest of time, I'll take your word

15 forit.

16 Q Okay. And by the way, you can't confirm or

17 deny whether or not you said those -- whether you

18 confirmed that to Mr. Farah, correct?

19 A lwill deny I said that.

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler testifying: pg 942 In 25 —pg 943 |In

25 Q Okay. But rather than say that, you said "He
goes around claiming he has a distribution agreement.
He's a distributor of nothing because we're not
producing a car."

A Okay. You did it again. Do you want to
rephrase the question, please?

Q No. Let's go down to the paragraph below.

"Mosler wants nothing to do with Wagner, whom

he calls a pest." You did refer to Mr. Wagner, when

O 0 N O U b W N B

speaking to Mr. Hardigree, as a pest, correct?
10 A Okay. One more time, that's what it says
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11 here. That's what he's saying | said. |1 don't have a

12 recollection of saying it, so...

13 Q Where's your email to Mr. Hardigree saying

14 "You misquoted me. I never called Mr. Wagner a pest"?
15 A There isn't one.

Journalist’s TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-13

Trial Testimony, Matt Farah testifying; pg 1096 In 17 — pg 1097 In 4
17 Q Okay. What was your purpose in contacting
18 Warren Mosler?

19 A He was the only person at the time who |

20 thought could confirm whether or not the RaptorGTR was a

21 genuine Mosler product...

22 Q Was a genuine Mosler product -- can you please
23 continue?

24 A ... ornot.

25 Q Okay. So with respect to the November 17t

1 posting, did you contact Mr. Mosler, or did he contact
2 you?

3 A There -- 1 got Mr. Mosler's phone number and |
4 called him.

Plaintiff-Wagner TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-13

Trial Tr, James Wagner on PL #112 (below); pg 1818 1In 12 —pg18191in1
12 Q On November 17, 2011, you wrote to who?

13 A To Warren Mosler.

14 Q Okay. You wrote, quote, this is your response

15 to the successful certification that was done per your
16 request, right?

17 A Yes.

18 Q And why did you send that email to Mr. Mosler?
19 A Because I'm reading this stuff where a
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20 journalist is saying that Warren Mosler told him the car
21 won't pass emissions and isn't certifiable for public

22 sale. SoI'm like, Mosler, are you doing this.

23 Q Okay. And what was his response?

24 A "Okay, point?"

25 Like, | don't know. It's such a --it's such

1 abizarro answer.

Trial Tr, James Wagner on PL #112 (below); pg 1703 1In 19 - 23
19 A Even when | asked him about it, he didn't
20 admit that he's the one who was saying this stuff. He

21 shucked and jived and everything, and | couldn't fathom
22 that he would do this. It still to this day is
23 mind-boggling.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-13: (PL#112) DIDN’T DENY publishing to Farah
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14.Plaintiff SEI’s trade libel claim in Count G as to Statement 1 is based on the
same statement as Plaintiff Wagner’s above defamation claim. D.E. 825 at
11,20. For the same reasons as set forth above with respect to Plaintiff
Wagner, there is no evidence or inference that supports the jury’s finding
that Defendant Warren Mosler published the statement at issue.

NOTE: Judge Delgado is doubling-down on the absurd position that Warren
Mosler:
1) Had a financial incentive to publish the statement

2) Had the opportunity to deny making the statements, but didn’t.

3) Had the opportunity to publish a Press Release correcting the false
conclusions, but didn’t.

4) Used EXTREME PRESSURE on me to [attempt to] induce me to sign
a Full Release for the known-to-be-wrong harmful actions.

5) Used BLACKMAIL AND EXTORTION to [attempt to] force me to sign
an “Acknowledgement” that the RaptorGTR was really a MT900.

6) | reach out for help, and Mosler ignores me [and LAUGHS ABOUT
IT in front of the jury]

NOTE 2: The false statements were BELIEVED by numerous seasoned
automotive journalists. The only person who could induce that much BELIEF
was Warren Mosler. | was pushing hard to correct the false statements, but the
weight of Warren overwhelmed me. Mosler’s refusal to issue a Press Release
to correct the false statements will be shown here.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-14

Trial Tr. Warren Mosler testifying on Def’s Exh 107; pg 2244 In 16 —pg 2245 |n 14

16
17
18
19

Q Do you remember this press release?
A Yes.

Q Just let me know when you're ready.
A Go ahead.
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20
21
22
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10
11
12
13
14

Q Okay. What do you remember about this press

release?

A Not much.

| mean, | remember parts of it, but

| remember | kind of stopped reading it halfway through.

I don't care that much about it. | was busy working and

my real job. And Todd was writing press releases that

A Yeah. Yes.

Q Okay. And you remember this email exchange

between you and

Mr. Wagner?

A Yes. I've seenit, you know, over the last

few months.

Q And it contains a statement here where, at the

bottom, it says "Mr. Wagner says at the same time it is

important to me that the wrongful publication about my

suing Mosler be clearly extinguished." Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q And he wrote "That is the type of web-yuk that
will plague me for the rest of my life if it isn't dealt

with."
A Uh-huh.

Trial Tr. Warren Mosler testifying on Def’s Exh 107; pg 2248 In5-18

5

O 00 N O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Q And this is another email where he's telling

you that the problem he's running into is that "my work

at Mosler is a huge chunk of my experience and the

fabricated 'news' about me suing Mosler and the various

other nonsense is everywhere." Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q So what did you understand that to mean?

A He's been trying to get a job and "the problem

I'm running into is that my work at Mosler is a huge

chunk of my experience and the fabricated 'news' about

me suing Mosler.

n

Well, the news that he says was fabricated was

interfering with his ability to get a job, | guess. "No
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18 one will hire me after reading all this stuff."

Trial Tr. Warren Mosler testifying on Def’s Exh 107; pg 22741n 3 —15

3

00 N O u b~

9

11
12
13
14
15

Q That's the December 1, 2011 email?
A  Yeah.

Q You might recall because you were laughing in

front of the jury when you discussed it with your

attorney.

A Okay.

Q Okay. And in this email Mr. Wagner was still
10 concerned about being maligned, wasn't he?

A

Q
A
Q
A

Where are you pointing to?
Well, in that email --

Yeah. Where in that email?
The general gist of this email --
Oh, the general gist? Okay.
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DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-14: (DEF#107) Wagner’s requested Press Release

""For Immediate Release™"
Mosler RaptorGTR & Abby Cubey's Feel My Fire clarification release
Mosler Supercars / Supercar Engineering, Inc.
West Palm Beach, Florida USA
1 December 2011
+1.203.668.3304

The purpose of this press release is to communicate about the unfortunate
events surrounding the launch of the RaptorGTR. | have been a true believer in
the Mosler brand for nearly 8 years. |'ve done my best to make Warren Mosler's
dream of creating a world-class American supercar come true. During my
engineering leadership, Mosler products won two Car & Driver Lightning Lap
events. On the down side, during the first year of my tenure at Mosler, during a
big press event we suffered a catastrophic clutch failure.

The few people who have seen how a Mosler is built can attest to the immense
amount of very expensive weight saving technology that is integrated into the
Mosler chassis. Having been the Director of Engineering for over 7 years, | know
firsthand...but the world simply doesn't know. A perfect example is a Festivals of
Speed event at the Orlando Ritz Cariton hotel where the MT300s was shown.
Even in a sea of car enthusiasts, only 2-3% of the visitors knew what the Mosler
was, much less about the 4" thick solid carbon fiber roof structure. In many of
the supercar markets such as China and the Middle East, the Mosler product is
completely unknown.

The viral video concept was intended to expose the amazing techneology inside
the Mosler chassis to a much broader audience than the few people who have
happened to catch the occasional article about the Mosler in car magazines. The
video can be seen at RaptorGTR.com/VIDEO

In 2010, while the factory was developing the Raptor project, which was later
renamed RaptorGTR; | approached Warren on behalf of my consulting company
SuperCar Engineering, Inc. | suggested having SE| buy the first Raptor for the
purpose of bringing the Mosler brand into China and Thailand. Warren agreed
and on Nov. 16, 2010 SEI and Mosler Automotive entered into an agreement for
an exclusive distributorship for China and Thailand. The car was supposed to be
finished in January of 2011. The car was final purchased in August 2011, and
by that time it was determined that the RaptorGTR name was a better choice,
since Mosler had licensed the Raptor name to Ford for use on a fruck. For
clarification, the 2009 Mosler RaptorGTR Prototype that was auctioned at
Barrett-Jackson producing 1200hp is a different vehicle with an aftermarket
engine.
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During this time span, sales of the original Mosler product, the MT900s had
significantly dropped off, and many Mosler employees including myself were laid
off. Warren was interested in finding a buyer for Mosler Automotive, so |
endeavored to find and investor. | found an interested investor and founded
Mosler Supercars, Inc. for the purpose of acquiring the assets of Mosler
Automotive with this investor. | did my best to try and make this happen, per
Warren's desire to sell the company and also to fulfill my own dreams of taking
what | knew to be an absolutely world-class chassis to the next level. In the end,
due to a setback on the part of the investor that was outside of his control, the
deal could not be closed.

Disappointed, but not disheartened, | pressed on with marketing the RaptorGTR
per SEl's Exclusive Distribution Agreement and the Bill of Sale for the
RaptorGTR which explicitly states that the vehicle is to be used to promote
Mosler Automotive. For simplicity sake, SEl and Mosler Supercars were merged
to be in-line naming-wise with the other Mosler distributors. The company would
also continue to provide engineering services to other customers, although that
was not the focus.

One of my personal failings goes hand-in-hand with what makes me a great
inventor and engineer. My failing is that | often don't communicate details well,
because I'm usually thinking several steps beyond what I'm saying and | assume
that things are obvious, when often they aren’t. This is simply the way God built
me. | have made improvements in this area, but my mind is wired the way it's
wired. There were many mis-understandings that happened during the launch of
the car, and although the mis-understandings didn't come directly from me, |
could have done a much better job communicating prior to the launch. That
said, others failed in checking facts.

Still others twisted facts (I don't know if it was intentional or not). One journalist
took my written words "There has been a monumental lapse in judgement and
failure in ‘journalism’ that has resulted in your mis-understandings.....| very much
hope you will help me clear my name and Warren Mosler's name” and twisted
them into stating that there is an ex-family feud between Jill Wagner and myself
and then went on to state flatly that | was suing Mosler. None of those things are
true. Jill and | have always been committed to remaining friends, and we have
done a great job at that. \We both know that we are an important part of each
other’s lives, and we want the best for each other. No matter what the
circumstances, | would NEVER sue Mosler. This particular article was seen by
Warren, but | was completely unaware. This article is the source of great pain for
me.
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Four days after the article was published, Jill asked me about it and | was
shocked and immediately forwarded the email that was sent to the journalist (the
only communication | had with him) to her, and Jill then called the publication
asking for a retraction and apology. The publication simply took the article down,
but there are reprints of this all over the web now.

Abby Cubey is a beautiful person inside and out. She is a girl with a dream to
sing and to be a light to people less fortunate, particularly street children in the
Philippines. In the press release for the car and song, it is stated clearly that SEI
is pledging 15% of the sale price on the car to Toys For Tots and Abby is
pledging 15% of all of the revenues from the song to Toys For Tots. Abby
intended to send her toys to the Philippines. Unfortunately, this fact was never
publicized. We hope that now this will be a prominent part of the story.

Abby Cubey is 25 years old, and a breast cancer victim. Over the past 18
months, she has tried numerous treatments and surgeries, but the problem was
persistent. 2 days ago, upon the advice of her doctor, she had both of her
breasts replaced. The boobies in the video are her factory originals. In her next
music video, she'll be proudly sporting roboboobies. This is a humiliating
circumstance for many women, but Abby is not alone in this struggle. Health is
far more important than breasts. Abby is holding a fundraiser for St. Judes
Children’s Hospital on Dec. 22", She is planning to broadcast the event live
through the internet. We hope that the numerous press outlets that will be
receiving this release will help publicize this event.

Abby’'s personality is very ‘goofy’ and fun. She loves to make people laugh and
be ‘different’. In my opinion, this is a spectacular characteristic. It is my hope
that people enjoy her video with a smile on their face. Life is too short to be
super-serious all the time. Enjoy life...and look for Abby’s upcoming second

video for Feel My Fire. There will be a cape T

Read about Abby at RaptorGTR.com/Abby-Cubey and AbbyCubey.com.

No matter what my future holds, | will be happy for the time | had designing and
engineering Mosler products. It was truly a dream job, and | feel lucky to have
had it. Most importantly: At least I'll still be handsome (for a little smile; it's ok to
laugh}.

In closing, this experience has been healthy for me. In the midst of the mayhem,

when | had no idea where all of the insanity was coming from, | decided to go to
church and pray. When | got home, | wrote the below to Warren:
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Hi Warren,

This morning | decided to go to church and spend some time praying and thinking. | hadn't been
in quite a while. While praying about this situation, the one thing that kept coming to me was to
forget about my anger and justifications and just say I'm sorry. So, setting aside all
circumstances and events outside of my control, I'm sorry for the mistakes I've made.

When | first came to work for you almost B years ago, your dream was my dream. | truly put my
heart and soul into everything, and tied my best to create a great product.

| hope some day we can put the past behind us, and shake hands to part ways peacefully.

| odd
Warren replied back:

I'm not at all upset with you
| know you thought you were doing what was best, and | wasn't there to provide any feedback.

Warren

To those who made mistakes and perhaps mistreated Abby and me during this
time, you are forgiven.

In 100 short years, none of us are going to be here to be angry. As one of my
best friends often tells me, "You got to breathe today. Be thankful. Enjoy life, it's
so beautiful.”

No matter what we may think, we haven't done anything to ‘deserve’ life.
Whether we're tall or short, slim or not, enjoy factory-original boobies or
roboboobies: life and all of it's amazing features like drawing an invisible gas
inside our body as nourishment for billions of cells that are somehow operating
as a team to propel us down the street is simply a gift.

As an engineer of one of the most complex and amazing vehicles in the world, |
believe that life is 100 billion +++ times more complex than anyone reading this
note could ever create. Think about that as you enjoy life.

Merry Christmas, Happy Holidays and God Bless,

Todd Wagner
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15.There is No Evidence or Inference that Defendant Mosler Knew or Should
Have Known that the Alleged Statement Would Induce Others Not to Deal
with Plaintiff SEI.

NOTE: Mosler’s statement to a journalist was “the Twin-Turbo conversion to the
‘RaptorGTR’ Mosler MT900S will not pass emissions and is not certifiable for

public sale.”

NOTE 2: How many people would purchase a car that the owner of the car
company says the car “isn’t certifiable for public sale.”? There was extensive
testimony that (in fact) no one did buy even one RaptorGTR. The “no evidence”
claim is truly ridiculous.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-15

Trial Tr. Jonathan Frank (Exotic car dealer) testifying pg 1019 In 18 — 25
18 Q How many cars have you sold over the years?

19 A Thousands, maybe tens of thousands. Honestly,
20 I'd have to look back.

21 Q Okay.
22 A But, yeah.
23 Q And of those tens of thousands, how many of

24 those have been exotic cars?
25 A 90 percent.

Trial Tr. Jonathan Frank (Exotic car dealer) testifying pg 1021 In 22 —pg 1022 In 14
22 Q Over the years have you had conversations with

23 potential purchasers of such vehicles?

24 A Yes.

25 Q Okay. And what impact, if any, or what role,

1 if any, have reviews on magazines dedicated to cars, et
2 cetera, had in those conversations?

3 A Reviews are great. They're a high impact on
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4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

the buyers.
Q Okay. And can you explain to the jury some of

the places that -- excuse me, some of the periodicals
that you would have had conversations with people about
high-end supercars over the years?

A Everything from -- every publication out there
from MotorTrend, you know, duPont REGISTRY, Road and
Track, "Car and Driver." There's, you know, endless
publications. Plus, in the past, you know, 10 to 15
years social media has come into play in a big way as

well.

Trial Tr. Jonathan Frank (Exotic car dealer) testifying pg 1023 In 24 —pg 1025 In 8

24
25

00 N O L1 A W N R

Q Okay. So are you familiar with the car that's
been called the 2012 RaptorGTR?

A Yes.

Q What information about the
horsepower-to-weight ratio are you aware of?

A It's the highest horsepower-to-weight ratio
out of anything of its time.

Q Okay. When you say "of its time," what time
period are you talking about?

A Yes. The year that it was produced.

NOTE 3: This expert witness’s testimony was going very well for Plaintiffs (bad for the
multi-billionaire); thus Judge Luis Delgado wouldn’t allow the expert’s Comparative
Analysis Spreadsheet come into evidence...thus we were only [limited] allowed to ask
verbal questions (below). MOSLER’S EXPERT WAS NOT LIMITED BY THE JUDGE.

Trial Tr. Jonathan Frank (Exotic car dealer) testifying pg 1031 In 1 — pg 1032 In 15

1
2
3
4

Q How much is a -- well, let me back up.
Do you know what the power-to-weight ratio of
a 2013 MclLaren P1 car was?

A I'll have to -- it's on this list right here.
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5 The '13 P1is 537-horsepower per ton.

6 Q Okay. And how much did that car sell for?

7 A The Mclaren P1 sold for approximately

8 1.15 million.

9 Q Okay. And what's the horsepower -- the

10 power-to-weight ratio of a 2013 Ferrari LaFerrari that
11 you mentioned earlier?

12 A It's 543 per ton.

13 Q And what is that car selling for?

14 A 1.4 million.

15 Q Okay. And what is the horsepower-to-weight
16 ratio of a 2013 Bugatti Veyron SuperSport?

17 A It's 552 per ton.

18 Q How much did that car sell for?

19 A Approximately 2.4 million.

20 Q Okay. And how much is the -- what's the

21 power-to-weight ratio of a 2011 Koenigsegg Agera?
22 A 599.

23 Q Okay. And how much did that car sell for?
24 A 2.5 million.

25 Q Okay. And then let's talk about a 2012

1 RaptorGTR. What was its power-to-weight ratio?

2 A 649 per ton.

3 Q Based upon the horsepower-to-weight ratio,

4 what would you expect the 2012 RaptorGTR to sell for?
5 A We estimated 700,000.

6 Q Okay. Now when you gave that estimate, did

7 you consider certain things such as brand recognition?
8 A Yes.

9 Q Did you consider the size engine?

10 A Yes.

11 Q Did you consider whether or not the car was
12 made of carbon fiber or not?

13 A  Yes, we did.

14 Q Okay. Did you consider its top speed?

15 A Yes.
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Trial Tr. Jonathan Frank (Exotic car dealer) testifying pg 1031 In 1 — pg 1032 In 15
13 Q Now based upon your experience in the

14 industry, what impact would the manufacturer or the

15 owner of a vehicle manufacturer going public saying that
16 a vehicle was fake, what would that do to the value of
17 thecar?

18 A 1think that would hurt the value in a huge

19 way.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-15 (PL#94) Automobile Magazine on Hypercars
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16.This Court agrees with Defendants’ contention there is no evidence
whatsoever as to what Defendant Warren Mosler allegedly specifically said
to Matthew Farah, or that whatever was allegedly said was done under
circumstances such that it was done to cause others not to work with
Plaintiff SEI.

NOTE: The below will focus on the section Judge Delgado’s claim “....or that
whatever was allegedly said was done under circumstances such that it
was done to cause others not to work with Plaintiff SEI.”

» PROFIT MOTIVE behind the Defamation and Trade Libel.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-16

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler in second cross-examination; pg 2312 In 11 —pg 2313 In 321

11 Q You wanted to get Todd to transfer the name of
12 the Raptor to the company, terminate Todd. And part of
13 that terminating Todd was getting him to sign the

14 agreement that said that the company owed him nothing,
15 correct?

16 A That was him terminating Todd, not me

17 terminating Todd. This says | needed to --

18 Q Do youremember the documentation --

19 A No.
20 Q --in this -- okay. That's in evidence.
21 Who benefits from those things? Who was

22 released from the claims?

23 A The company -- the company that Savvas was
24 buying, MACC, after it sold.

25 Q MAcc?

A Yeah.

Q Okay. That you owned at the time?

A At the time, that he was to buy.
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DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-16: (PL#117) The TERMINATE TODD email

I would need von to:
a  TerminateToAd

b. Get releases from Alan Simon, Mike Viet:
no claim to digstribution rights, and transfe

c. Tryv to get Todd to transfer Raptor names
Raptor gomng forward (We'd draft).

NOTE: Full document follows. This scheme was hatched ONE MONTH after my invention
(838hp 7.0L V8 with post-catalyst turbos positioned as a visual element of the supercar) was
approved by the Environmental Protection Agency.

NOTE 2: | excitedly had announced this accomplishment (which would made BOTH of our
dreams come true) to Mosler. Mosler decided to TAKE EVERYTHING FOR HIMSELF (and his
friend, Savvas).....but I had no idea this decision had been made behind my back.

DOCUMENT on this Claim-15: Environmental Protection Agency Certificate dated Aug 12, 2011
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From:
Te:
[ =

Datg:  DA4E011 11.06:42 P
Subjeact: Cars

Mol mEhe Vel Wani e enbertadn it, and fol wunting o effend, Dot Here B oa Gk s Ter vosr copskleratinn, | wee peu seed
brrdieting fhe Fhaion wich reeryene dlac, b gpven thei b the osrremt "o for The ceorprgy, | oeelly bedbee o s b lnprient = dke ote pany's chance of
mesisgaice. b e below, Frooaksdd il og 10 6 ook desd

Tty

1.  Purchase Price of 5750k 8400k at chsing. and 3175k each year for the next twe years (non-interest bearing for
all the same sgsets as before, This would buy 100%, with no equlty rollover, which remoses the dilutlor
RN

2. Noassumpiion of Debdhides oither than oodioacy course pavables not b exosed $25&,

Arruciure: Asaet purchaes per jriof documente, witich wiil be gevised do reflos ihis emeail.

Lisseani: Ter: Toe i of Blarles nuwss - 55 000 por cug foe the frer 20 Mealess aeld (excloden fnm-MTO00'E).

Wil dalete the reacission right from befors. Omee T buy it [ can't makcs you buy it hack

3
F
5. Closing: 30 days max. Just need dme o reviss ' negotiobe docomenis and get the *imporiant fems”® below complobed.
&,
7

'Will delete the racrow fram bedore
#,  Reps & Warrnnbies- We will pet il ol mast ol them,

8,  Leuse- Be allowsl o abuy in aresenl locution fbor & wrmnilis renl Ires o ocder ta Bavs Hine 15 mivklae wilaal La |B:|.l.|:li'|:1.|l 1
Inte effest. After that, o we decide 10 5tay, we'lll sign o lease. My noles show that in the last go aroucd we agreed to $13k
par enotith, Yod g sirachieal, inajor avelema toplacemimt, and fages. | pay cosmetics, varng and men-oeplacement
maimienance, [3 that glill acceptabls?

CElwr gy-weroye= jirmes

L Iwould need vou to:

i

.

Termimats Todd

et relenses from Alon Simon, Mike Vietro, Mike (TEC) and hopefully Todd sayving they are owed nothing and have
i cloim to distribubion rights, amd tranefering 1P cghta do thecompany (We'd dealt),

Try tn get Todd o tansfer Baptor names tn company. Mot crucsl by'e we can always call if somesthog other than
Ragptar poing foreard ['Wesd droft),

Gt Martin & Chrigtal 1o sign & simpls document assigning 1P and stabiog that ail Mosker related imyentory m their
possesgion belongs e MACE jwe sant them the wrong veralon hefors, this will be moch slmpler]. | recall Christof
bowght one car that e hoad the Hegeeman suspenmon and Motec electronics installed in, so that would cbviously be
exclinded] (We'd draf),

Mike sure 0ll books & records e transferred from accountEois, seyers (Including Alan Simon) & St Crolx o DC.

Puzals Jill 1a provide answess oo eetnadning diligence ueationa,

Cunllem lhweniory.

Try to get Jill fo sign an employment agrosment

Ciei w freeh enadronmeniad surecy.
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statementwould-induce others tonot work with-Plaintiff SEl. [DUPLICATE
statement in Judge Delgado’s Orders; thus will be removed from analysis]

17.There is No Evidence Or Inference that the Alleged Statement Actually
Cause Others Not to Deal with Plaintiff SEl or Caused Damages.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-17

Trial Tr. James Todd Wagner testifying pg 1247 In 11 —pg 1248 In 5
11 Q -- I want to talk to you -- shift gears a

12 minute about the defamation to the car.
13 You've -- there's been repeated testimony
14 about a $700,000 price tag for the 2012 RaptorGTR,
15 correct?
16 A Yes.
17 Q Okay. What did it ultimately sell for?
18 A $300,000.
19 Q Okay. Did you have any discussions with
20 anyone as to why you couldn't get more than $300,000 for
21 it?
22 A Yes. | mean, the side glass was broken.
23 Who's going to buy a $700,000 car with the side glass
24 broken?
25 Q Okay.

A And it was one of a kind. It had a special

cut. There's no way. And of course | didn't have the

cut. So that plus all of the defamation. Everyone

1
2
3 money to go and, like, make molds and all that special
4
5

thought it was a fake.
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Trial Tr. James Todd Wagner testifying pg 1249 In 22 —pg 1250 In 4
22 Q Okay. You had sold Mosler vehicles in the

23 past, correct?

24 A Yes.

25 Q Okay. Absent the derogatory statements made

1 about the car, what level of confidence do you have that

2 you would have been able to sell that car for 700,000?

3 A 100 percent | would have been able to sell ten

4 of them easily.

DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-17 (PL#105) My response to more defamation

NOTE: Within the article that is the topic of this response (to
the Journalist); Warren Mosler is attempting to sell an Illegally-
Built [truly fake] 2011 Mosler Photon for 5489,000. Part of
Mosler’s attempt to sell his [fake] supercar is stating again that
the RaptorGTR isn’t a Mosler.
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Gm.ﬁ; ' l James Todd Wagner <j.todd. wagner@gmail.com=

byl i :_'.'Ilu"'

RE: Unveiling of final Mosler supercar to be built: 838hp 2012 RaptorGTR

James Todd Wagner <.todd wagner@gmail com: Fri, Mov 16, 2012 at 7:54 PM
To: Clifford Atiyeh <clifford atlyehd@live com=

Hi Cliff,
Fact ermor in the arlicie:

| didn't dasign the new suspension for the Photon, Warren had contracted with a friend of his (o do this work. The
point of the mantion is that even though | had nothing to do with the design, | was blamead for the poor
parformance compared o the 2008 MTE00s's suspension (which | did design)

Comments in regly to statements made by Warren:

1 | never threatened to sue anyone, although | can imagine my refusal to sign the relesse that was presentsd fo
me could be interpreted as reserving the right to sua.

The portion of the story about the $100,000 that Warren stratagically omitted is this: | had (and still have) a
100,000 deposit in place to buy Mosler Automotive. My first co-nvestor fall through, then Warran had agreed fo
& price with me in email form with another co-investor, When | asked for closing documents, there were two davs
of uncharacterisiic silence.

Warran used my offer to force the hand of anather bidder to gat a higher price. Subseaquently, Warren was
insisting that | sign over Supercar Engineering's Intellectual Property and Distributorship Rights and alse sign & full
release which excludes me being able to get the $100,000 deposit back. As you can imagine, | objected,

©n the phone, Warren said to me, " won't do i, but 5* is the type of guy who will sue you for anything. VWhat you'll
have to do is hire an attomey for 2400/Mr and defend yoursalf until you'ra broke, That's the way things work in
America.” At this time, | was certainly not in a financial condition to defend myself and was severaly intimidated by
this threat....but neverthaless | held my ground. | didn't sign away my company's rights. 5* backed out.

I'va demanded the £100,000 back numanus times,
See tha attachmeants as backup o my comments abovea,

2) Regarding Waren's comments about my mental health; this is defamation

Last comment. No one is happy about the fact that Warren's company didn't see the commercial success that the
product degarved, The fallure isn't my fault. It ksn't his other amployeas’ faull either. Evan in the face of
significant misforiune, Warran should have been fair to his people and adhare 1o his agreements,

So, it appears Warren owes both of us a hundred grand. Any bets on whether or not we'l see the money?

James Todd Wagnar
President

Suparcar Enginearing, Inc.
[l ted hitdean]

e e e e e ————

3 attachments
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18.In this case, there is simply no evidence or inference that supports that the
words themselves that Defendant Warren Mosler allegedly spoke to

Matthew Farah were the SOl@ cause of Plaintiff SEI’s losses.

NOTE: There is no requirement for Plaintiffs to prove that Defendants’
actions are the “sole cause” is proven for damages. This is a near
impossibility in Defamation. Judge Delgado is inventing a higher
standard, which helps justify delivering the victory to Defendants.

NOTE 2: It took something POTENT to ruin the reputation of what
was the highest power-to-weight hyperexotic on the market in 2011.
Judge Delgado should present his alternate-reality vision: WHAT ELSE
COULD HAVE POSSIBLY CAUSED THE SCENARIO WHEREBY NOT EVEN
ONE CAR COULD BE sOLD?

NOTE 3: Since it is a given that the Trade Libel was “ a cause’ for SEl’s
5$400,000 loss (on the one vehicle) — the Court has an onus to identify
the other causes...if it is to create the false-requirement that the
Statements are the ONLY cause.

» There was no evidence presented by Defendants of claimed
‘other causes’ for SEI’s losses.

NOTE 4: Defendants have had 11 years to generate any
“proof” that there were other [things] that generated SEI’s
losses, yet they came up with none.
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TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-18

Trial Tr. Abby Cubey testifying pg599In5—21
21 Q When you say the stuff that's out there, what

22 doyou mean?

23 A There was a -- | believe there was an article
24 about a burnt engine. | don't know exactly. | don't
25 recall all of that, but this is just basing on what |
remember. And the -- what -- what it says out there

that it's -- the car was fake, it wasn't Mosler, and

then he called me, and that's -- and he said that | will

A W N R

not pursue.

5 Q When you say it was -- the car was fake and it

was not Mosler, it was not a Mosler car?

A Yes, | mean you can see it's all over the

6

7

8 Internet.
9 Q Okay. Were you and/or any of your family

10 members ever interested in investing in the company?
11 A Yes. We were going to invest half a million

12 dollars. Yes.

13 Q Okay. Who is we?

14 A  Me, my mom. My family overall.

15 Q Okay. And did your family have the means to
16 invest that much money?

17 A Yes.

18 Q Okay. And what happened to your desire to

19 invest in the company?

20 A It --it's -- out of all the bad press there,

21 | mean, we can't doit. It's just not good for us.
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DOCUMENT on topic of Claim-18: (PL#4) Mosler, his VP, and his Office Manager all knew

NOTE: During the DUMB-DEVIOUS “Terminate Todd” scheme that intended to destroy
my reputation, while preserving the value of the RaptorGTR’s reputation; insiders of

MACC were going to issue a press release...but they eventually decided to simply let

Wagner swing.
From: "Ji " r r =
To: "Warren < r i =
e i L= >
CC:

Date:  11/18/2011 11:40:38 AM
Subject: RE: press release

We were holding off until the new owner picked the name because the certifica
changed. Regardless we can issue a release without an official name. Changi
owner, It was the twin turbo setup at 838hp that Todd certified. However, he h;
warranty due to his aftermarket mods. He signed a document to that affect ear

How is this.....

Mosler Automotive has achieved certification for its 2012 twin turbo model. Th
838 hp.

Mosler has been producing and distributing the world's top performance cars
Mosler, continues to actively seek a managing partner. Contact Jill Wagner, M
Europe, at 44-1480-464-052.

Thank you,

Jill Wagner

GM and VP of Global Operations
Mosler Automotive

Phone: 561-842-2492

Fax: 561-844-7701

From: Warren Mosler [mailto:warren.mosler@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2011 8:25 AM

To: Jill Wagner; Sylvia Klaker

Subject: press release

Jill,
did we ever do that press release for the completion of certification Todd's talking about?
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***Full version of PL#4 is below
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19.There is no evidence or inference that supports that anyone heard the
words that Defendant Warren Mosler allegedly spoke to Matthew Farah
much less that those words specifically cause Matthew Farah to publish
anything that then caused anyone to not deal with Plaintiff SEl or cause

Plaintiff SEI damages. Accordingly, judgement notwithstanding the verdict
is appropriate.

» NOTE: This is perhaps the most absurd of the 20 claims of “No
Evidence Nor Inference.” There was EXTENSIVE testimony
from Matt Farah himself that he both called Warren Mosler
and HEARD Warren Mosler.

» NOTE 2: Judge Delgado is attempting to establish a
PRECIDENT whereby all defamation law becomes irrelevant.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-19

20. [Discussion about single-action rule (which was already handled and settled
because there are two different Plaintiffs)], then Judge Luis Delgado’s
statement: Due to the foregoing this Court find that there is no evidence
or inferences that support Plaintiffs’ positions, or the jury’s findings, which
respect to both claims and therefore, Judgement Notwithstanding the

Verdict is appropriate as to both claims.

NOTE: Of all the statements from Judge Delgado that are vigorously-biased in favor of the
multibillionaire Defendant; this is the most absurd. Essentially, this states that since there are
two causes of action on one statement of Defamation; that NEITHER can be awarded upon.
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FURTHER ABSURDITY: There are two different Plaintiffs, so it is fully valid for each Plaintiff to
have been damaged (in different ways). The above is the most damning proof that Judge Luis
Delgado isn’t acting as an indifferent referee; but rather as an ADVOCATE for Defendants.

BELOW ARE FROM MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL ON $100M+ COUNTS REMOVED MID-TRIAL

21. There is no evidence nor inference [in a light most advantageous to Plaintiffs] whereby
the Jury could find for Plaintiffs on the 25-Year Exclusive Distributorships in China and
Thailand.

TESTIMONY on topic of Claim-21:

Trial Testimony, James Wagner in cross-examination; pg 1372In 22 —pg13731In 5

22:--- Q- - Let's look at this email, November 16, 2010.

23- -So Mr. Mosler says "with a few changes attached," he's
24- -referring to changes to the distributorship agreement,
25- -right?

1---- A -Yes.: Yes, thisis --

-2-+--Q-- And so now --

-3-- -+ A. - Mr. Mosler is a co-scrivener --

“4----Q--Hold on.

-5- -+ - A- - - on the distributorship agreement.

Trial Testimony, James Wagner in cross-examination; pg 1699 In 11 — 23

11---- Q- - And you wrote in this email that it was the

12- -fabricated news about you suing Mosler which was causing
13- -you a problem in getting hired, correct?

14- - - - A- - And all of the stuff.- It was holistically

15- -that I'm a con artist and the whole suing Mosler
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16- -precipitated from Benjamin Greene thinking that I'm
17- -lying and so I'm going to sue him.

18- -+ - - So all of this precipitated from Mr. Mosler

19: -and the people who work for him all stating the same
20- -thing, that the RaptorGTR is a fake and I'm not a

21- -distributor, so they all -- everyone -- all these

22- -journalists believed what he's saying, they think I'm a

23- -con artist.

Trial Testimony, James Wagner testifying; pg 1157 In 10 - 17

10- - - - Q- - Within Exhibit Number 40, "The Truth About
11- -Cars" article where Mr. Mosler stated the car will not
12- -pass emissions and is not certifiable for public sale,
13- -was that a true statement or false statement?

14- - - - A- - That's a false statement.

15- - - - Q- - Okay.- How do you know that's a false

16- -statement?

17- - - - A- - Well, because we have the EPA certification.

Trial Testimony, James Wagner testifying; pg 1160In 9 - 19

9- - .- Q- Okay.- With respect to the distributorship

10- -contract that's in evidence, what was the requirements
11- -about presenting the car to any media outlets?

12---- A- - It was required to present the car in at least

13- -one media outlet in China and Thailand.

14- - - - Q- - And when you did that -- by the way, is one of

15- -those in evidence?

97  STATISTICAL PROCESS CONTROL ANALYSIS OF JUDICAL ACTIONS



16- - - - A- - Yes.- It's sitting right over there.
17---- Q- - Oh, okay.
18- -« You may recall that I'm showing you now the

19- -Asia Release News Service

Trial Testimony, Warren Mosler testifying; pg 930In 4 —11

4.-..Q:- - --you entered into a contract for

-5- -Mr. Wagner's company, Supercar Engineering, to be a
-6 -distributor of the vehicles that you anticipated

-7- -producing, and he was going to distribute them in China
-8: -and Thailand, correct?

-9- - - - A- - We entered into a contract for him to try and

10- -sell it and feel protected that | wasn't going to cut

11- -him out, which | didn't do.

Trial Testimony, Warren Mosler testifying; pg931Iln1-4

-1-- - - Q- - Okay.- Then we have "Forfeit of exclusive
-2- -distribution rights."- You never declared Supercar
-3- -Engineering in breach of this agreement, did you?

4----A--1don't have a recollection of doing that.

Trial Testimony, Warren Mosler testifying; pg 931In 21 —pg932In 14

21- - - - Q- - Okay.- "SEI will forfeit its exclusive
22- -distribution rights in China and Thailand immediately

23- -upon failure to perform any of the terms 2 through 6 in
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24- -paragraph A, provided that MACC has fulfilled its

25- -obligation to supply vehicles as described in paragraph
-1 .B."

O Since MACC didn't supply any vehicles, that

-3- -paragraph can't come into effect, can it?

4. -+ A-- Why not?

5.+ Q- - Well, it says provided how -- provided, right?

-7- -+ - Q- - So the requirement for paragraph 1 to act as a
-8 -forfeit of SEI's distribution rights would be that MACC
-9- -has fulfilled its obligation to supply vehicles.

10- - - - A- - Well, a couple of things.- Todd was in charge
11- -of sales and production, so he's on both sides of this.
12- -You know, and we didn't produce anything because we
13- -didn't sell anything.- If he had any orders, he would

14- -have built the cars and delivered them.

NOTE: “Todd being in charge of sales AND PRODUCTION” is a flat lie. Todd was laid off from
MACC on January 7, 2011. That was just 2 months after the Exclusive Distributorship
Agreement was signed. Todd could not have been “in charge of production”; the truth is that
Mosler chose to lay off the majority of the persons who could have built vehicles right after
Christmas 2010 — thus MACC physically could not fulfill Paragraph B.  Testimony on this is

below.

Trial Testimony, James Wagner in cross-examination; pg 1559 In 24 —pg 1560 In 7

24- - - - Q- - Okay.- Let's start here on line 5.- Actually,

25- -let's start here on line 12.- It writes "Anyway, in
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-1--:2011, beginning of January 2011 | was laid off.- Warren

-2- -wanted Supercar Engineering to continue working to
-3- -finish the certification of the RaptorGTR.- Warren

-4- -Mosler paid Supercar Engineering only in terms of
-5- -credits toward the purchase of the RaptorGTR --
B "Question:- Okay.

O "Answer -- that year.

THEREFORE, there was no contractual mechanism whereby SEI could lose
Exclusivity within the 25-year Exclusive Distributorships in China and Thailand. Even if
SEl did lose “Exclusivity”; the obligation to supply 3 vehicles per year to SEl remained a
valid term of the contract. MACC breached by not producing the vehicles. Warren
Mosler breached via the extensive Defamation and Trade Libel campaign he was waging

for the PROFIT MOTIVE of wiping out SEI’s exclusive distribution rights.

Judge Luis Delgado had to ignore the plain language of the contract
and extensive evidence in order to deliver the win to the

multibillionaire Defendants.

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-21: (PL#5) Invoice for RaptorGTR and Exclusive Distributorships

of Mosler Products in China and Thailand = as a combined / part-in-parcel purchase.
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Invoice
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(more) TESTIMONY on topic of No-Evidence-Claim-21: Mosler attempting to convince the jury
that the RaptorGTR wasn’t actually a RaptorGTR, but was instead “Todd’s Car”.

NOTE: Between Warren Mosler and his paid-employee, Sylvia Klaker, they stated the words
“Todd’s Car” 14 times at trial....and they tried as hard as they could to NOT say “RaptorGTR”.

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler testifying; pg 671 In 18 - 22

18- - - - Q- - What did the company call the car when it was
19- -sold to Supercar Engineering, Inc.?

20--- - A- - Todd's car.

21- - - - Q- - What did the Bill of Sale say?

22---- A--1'd have to take a look at it.

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler testifying; pg 6811n 8 - 16

-8- -+ Q- - Mr. Mosler --
10- - - - Q- - -- let's talk specifically about the 2012
11- -RaptorGTR.

12---- A- - Todd's car?

13 ..YeS.

Q

14- - - - A- - Okay.

15---- Q- - SEl's car, right?
A

16- - - - A- - Todd.
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DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-21: (PL#3) RaptorGTR #001 in-build within the MACC factory,

with the model-specific single tail lights integrated into the bumper. See also following
testimony.

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler testifying; pg 686 1n 16 - 16

16- - - - Q- - I'm going to show you what's been marked as
17- -Plaintiffs' Exhibit Number 3 in evidence.

18- - - - A- - Yeah.

19- - - - Q- - Do you recognize that document?
20----A--Yes.

21---- Q- - That photograph?
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22 e Okay.- And what's that a photograph of?
23- -+ - A-- Can you show this to the jury?
24- - - - Q- - We can, but I'm just asking you first.

25---- A- - That's a car in the shop.

-1-- - - Q- - Okay.- Do you know what car that is?

-2- -+ - A- - | saw that it was -- it could be anyone, but
-3- -that looks to me like the same Todd's car.

4. - .- Q- That's the 2012 RaptorGTR while it's in

-5- -progress of being built, correct?

DOCUMENTS on topic of Claim-21: (PL#47) RaptorGTR #001 Completed; photographed behind

MACC factory in front of storage containers owned by MACC. See also testimony that follows.

Trial Transcript, Warren Mosler testifying; pg 690 In 16 - 16
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5---- Q- - You were here yesterday.- Ms. Klaker said she
-6- -couldn’'t identify that car.- Can you identify that car?
-7- -Without showing it to the jury, sir.

-8- - -+ A- - Sorry.- Yeah, that looks like Todd's car.

-9- - - - Q- - Okay.- And do you recognize the background?
10--- - A - Yes.

11- - - - Q- - Okay.- And what's that background?

12---- A- - That's the shop.

13- --- Q- - Okay.- That's in the back of the Mosler Auto
14- -Care Center shop?

15--- - A- - Yes.

16- - - - Q- - And that's the completed 2012 RaptorGTR,
17- -correct?

18- - - - A- - Well, I don't know if it's completed, but it's

19: -Todd's car.

22. There is no evidence nor inference [in a light most favorable to Plaintiffs] whereby the
Jury could decide that the statement to Car & Driver journalist, “He is nothing. He has
some serious mental problems...” was defamatory [not stated as PURE opinion].

NOTE: Evidence that Judge Delgado was intent upon throwing out this most-valuable element of
the lawsuit is this: When presented with an affidavit from an English & Philosophy PhD
illustrating that the grammatical structure of the defamatory statement was FACTUAL (there is
no “opinion” structure); Judge Delgado simply threw out that evidence.

DOCUMENTS on topic of No-Envidence-Claim-22: (PL#19) written to a potential business
partner of Wagner five (5) days after the Car & Driver defamation was published.
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Froem:  Sffamen Mosker™ <mairen. moe e igigmel coms
Ta: makiEscorpignmolonspeis.com

=L “Syivia Blaber® = sk berifieos keraul com =
Daba: 120202 15349 PM

Subect: Re: Faclory Folos-up

O Wor, How 18 4112 al 814 PR, <makesominnmofiorspatecam wib
W,

Berlons | hegin, Fuank voo for e oppotun by o sisy The fncion,
Thal beming sadd, | haee reny Iodcve-up questions. and Dal iy ko got o ok in shor ordoy 52 you do nod gt i tre of Foaring Fom mes

14 Piaasza dall ma who Sopemar Enginesring, bo. i@, and e [l rabes of el inleacion with your company as well a5 any moonnaction mmoking
infcfociual proparty, clams o insbecual proparny, e, ..

o potual interconrecion at s poinl ntime and M signoa hold harmiess’ o protect you Bgeire any acions ha rmight 1ake.

A bred mierses with himn will assuee you ha's nady mentaly defurted sl 8 brel corresreation wilh anyone who knosrs Fime Unforunsiely he ‘snapped’
@ fiw YRS a0 and = fundamentaly masanal now.

Sytwia and | spoke about this a bit, and cbvouasly Tene s mach bad press behween you and Todd Wagner = especially surmoundng the RaptorzTH,
whizh, honeaBly | hava greal rlamsl iy produsieg. | 3poiog e for sharieg hiea, Bul B B 01 b e on hend, @0 de ool wan [0 frchesa, sl
milbare, and ged meed, |'would miher knpw now F thars is oy mlesvant clatme: nnd el Buy them off, Plasss ba =paciiic,

As abowve, Mo legel tos Tal | know of,

2 [ Pl prreiisi: Do fackond dRives Sich AR ANGANAS, IMANSME SIS, and BsRing Hens (Pl s from Subani F | oaremar comacly | Iroagh

direct agresmenis with verdons?
Sy vaca i boreoww thar, Whe most sfan gob ‘Saakar prices’ by buying thoogh Chevy doalars; and cur buyer shoppad and regoialed conbresusly for et

one

I ol howe wene thiy porchased, (Fsd is thess & wilen purchass Sgrsement.
Sxida vl Panae et bor o B thare's ampimeng thow o inos

PARTIAL BLOW-UP OF PL#109:

A brief interview with him will assure you he's truly mentally disturbed
a few years ago and is fundamentally irrational now.

DOCUMENTS on topic of No-Envidence-Claim-22: (PL#14) Mosler doubling-down in effort to
firmly convince a business partner of Wagner’s that WAGNER IS INSANE / UNSTABLE / SNAPPED.
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Mow 20, 2012 =t 228 PAL Warren Maosler <sarenmoslenipgmal com> wole:

On Tue, Mo 20, 2012 ot 321 PM, <markis ;
Tocd dairms thal in 2004 Sﬂmmﬂm:bdurrd I.hm.r:g:.h'puydtm“ﬂ: piven fo 551 This seems ta be the basis for this [P caim. Was ary

check witlien o SE prgr 1o 20117
laybee, Sybn can check, Todd may have wanted to gef paed thad way. | mowed to St Cros in 2003 and don't reoasl Shose detalds.

P o Baping SEN doasnT exisl, jusl fat | owea it nothing.
Toafcd snapped aeound the ima ha lant 8 guy named Lew somedring 5100000 tn make a non refundsbie denoel o huy Moalbrwih 60 days in

closa, W all lodd Todd nod 1o do i that Lew was Bogus, Bul be woukd ) bsben o anyors, Lew nevar dic closs b wps a total fraud a5 vwe wared
Toaldd, el oy Torded claive (s Wi S100,0040 depedail and ba'e o & migain 1o gel il back,

Wamsn

PARTIAL BLOW-UP OF PL#14:

I'm not saying SEI doesn't exist, just that | owe it nothing.
Todd snapped around the time he lent a guy named Lew something $100,000
close. We all told Todd not to do it, that Lew was bogus, but he wouldn't listen

DOCUMENTS on topic of No-Envidence-Claim-22: (PL#60)

From: “Warren Mosler” <warren.mosler@gmail.com=
To: '_Grunaﬁ. lan" man@_rassmn:;ars Coms

cC: A 3

Date: wsmia 5:30:59 PM
Subject: Ha: Todd wagnar

as suspected, just blowing smoke.

he has nothing, just like Trenne, but worse,
Wagner has serious menlal issues and is arguably legally insane, and his lawyer should know il
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