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JEFFREY D. FARROW, ESQ., SBN 180019
ERIC I. RANS, ESQ., SBN 195615 '
DAVID I. WILLIAMS, ESQ. SBN 236919 APR "520‘5
MICHELMAN & ROBINSON LLP . ALAN CARLSON,
17901 Von Karman Ave., 10" Floor ha mzd;"m
Irvine, CA 92614-6297 gBY
Telephone:  714-557-7990 | : J FRAUSTO

Attorncys for Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST COMPANY, a Cahforma
corporation, as administrator and trustee of the Elliott Broidy SEP IRA

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

_ COUNTY OF ORANGE
| CENTRAL JUSTICE CENTER

FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST  CASE NO.: 30-2013-00688150- CU—BC clc
COMPANY, a California corporation, as - Hon. Ronald Bauer ' :
administrator and trustee of the Elliott Broidy Dept.: CX103
SEP IRA,

Plaintiff, PRORSSED| JUDGMENT

v _ :
Trial Date: October 19, 2015

TERRA RESOURCES PLC; ENERGY TODAY| Time: 8:30 am. :
INC., a Texas corporation; KLEL FUNDS, LLC, | Dept: CX103

a Nevada limited liability company; WEED & | Complaint:  11/15/2013
CO. LLP, a California limited liability company; . :
WEED & CO. L.C.; RICHARD WEED, an
individual; APRIL FRISBY, an individual;
YURI VANETIK an individual: AN ATOLY
VANETHK

s ey

Defendants. -

And Related Cross-Action

This action came on regularly for jury trial on or about October 19, 2015, in Department
CX-103 of the Superior Court of the State of California, County of Orange, the Honorable
Ronald Baver. Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST (“Plaintiff” or “FARMERS”)
appeared‘ at Trial by its counsell Jeffrey D. Farrow, Esq. and Eric‘Ran's of Michelman &
Robinson, LLP. Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK and YURI VANETIK (“VANETIK
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Defendants™), appeared at Trial by their counsel John M. Hamilton, Esq. of the Hamilton Law
Offices, and Defeﬁdants WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C. and RICHARD WEED)
(“WEED Defendants) appeared at Trial by their counsel Michael R. Whlte Esq of White &
Reed, LLP.

Witnesses were sworn and testified and documents were entered in evidence. Afted

hearing the evidence and arguments of counsel, the casé was submitted to the jury on November
10, 2015.

On November 10, 2015, the juxyrrcached its verdict on the relevant causes of action o)
Plaintiff’s Complaint, and found as follows.

TITLE OF COURT AND CAUSE

WE THE JURY ANSWER THE QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO US Ad

FOLLOWS:
| Breach of Contract
I. - Did Plaintiff and any of the folloWing defendants enter into the written Securities

Purchase Agreement?
Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __ No
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes Jor] . No
If you answered yes for any defendant in question 1, then answer question 2 for that

defendant. If you answered o for any defendant in question 1, make an “x on the line for “Not

Applicable” next to that defendant s name in question 2. Iif'you answered no for all defendants in|

question 1, please proceed to Questlon 5.

2. Did all the conditions that were required for Defendants performance oceur?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __ No [or] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes {or] __No [or] __ Not Applicable

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 2, then answer question 3 for that
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Applicable next to that defendant’s name in questlon 3. If you answered no for all defendants in

question 2, please proceed to Questlon 5.

3. Did any of the following Defendants fail to do something that the written Securities
Purchase Agreement required him to do and/or do something that the contract prohibited him

from doing?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ No [or] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] ___No [or] __ Not Applicable
If you answered yes for any defendant in question 3, then answer question 4 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 3, make an “x” on the line for “Not
Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in questlon 4, 1f you answered no for all defendants in

question 3, please proceed to Question 5.

4, Was Plaintiff harmed by any of the Defendants’ breach of the written Securities Purchase

Agreement?

Yuri Vanetik es [or] __ No [or] ___ Not Applicable

XY
XY

Anatoly Vanetik es [or) __ No [or] __ Not Applicable

Please proceed to Question 5.

* Breach of Oral Contract

5. Did Plaintiff and any of the following defendants enter into the oral agreement to repay
Plaintiff?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ - No
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] _ No
If you answered yes for any defendant in question 5, then answer question 6 for that

defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 3, make an “x”* on the line for “Not

3
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Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 6, If ybu answered no for all defendants in

question 1, please proceed to Question 9.
6. Did all the conditions that were required for Defendants performance occur?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ NoJor]  Not Applicable
_Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] __ Nof[or] _ Not Applicable
If you answered yés for any defendant in question 6, then answer question 7 for that -
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 6, make an “x” on the line for “Not
Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 7 If you answered no for all defendants in

question 6, please proceed to Question 9.

7. Did any of the following Defendants fail to do something that the oral agreement for

repayment to Plaintiff required him to do and/or do something that the contract prohibited him

|} from doing?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes {or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] __ Nofor] _ Not Applicable
If you answered yes for any defendant in question 7, then answer question 8 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 7, make an “x™ on the line for “Not
Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 8. If you answered no for all defendants in

question 7, please proceed to Question 9.

8. Was Plaintiff harmed by any of the Defendants” breach of the oral agreement to repay
Plaintiff?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ Nol[or] _ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] _~_No [or] _ Not Applicable

Please proceed to Question 9.
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14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28

Negligent Misrepresentation

9. Did Defendants make a false representation to Plaintiff?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __ No
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or]  No
Richard Weed - X Yes [or] _ No

Weed & Co,LLP X Yes [or] ____'No

Weed & Co.,L.C. X Yes [or] __ No
If you answered yes for any defendant in question 9, then answer question 10 for that
defendant. If you answereﬂ no forvany defendant in question 9, make an “x” on the line for *Not | -
Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 10. If you answered no for all defendants

in question 9, please proceed to Question 15..

10.  'Did Defendants honestly believe that the representation was true when he/it made it?

Yuri Vanetik ~__ Yes [or] X Nofor] _ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik _ Yes [or]r X NoJor] __ Not Applicable
Richard Weed __ Yeés [or] X Nol[or]__ Not Applicable
Weed & Co,, LLP  _._ Yes {of] X No [or] ____Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,L.C.  __ Yes [or] X No[or] ___ Not Applicable

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 10, then answer question 11 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 10, make an “x” on the line for
“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 11, If you answered no for all

defendants in question 10, please proceed to Question 15,

11. Did Defendants have reasonable grounds for believing the representation was true

when he/it made it?

Yuri Vanetik ___Yes [or] .~ Nofor] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik __Yes Jor}] _ Nofor] Not Applicable
Richard Weed ___Yes Jor] __ Nof[or] __ Not Applicable
5 _
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Weed & Co., LLP -~ Yes [or] ___Nof[or] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co,,L.C. __ Yes [or] __Nofor] __ Not Applicable
If you answered no for any defendant in question 11, then answer question 12 for that
defendant. If you answered yes for any defendant in question 11, make an *“x* on the line for
“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 12. If you answered yes for all

defendants in question 11, please proceed to Question 15.

12, Did Defendants intend that Plaintiff rely on the representation?

Yuri Vanetik - __ Yes [or] No [or] ___ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik __ Yes [or] No [or] ___ Not Applicable
-Richard Weed ___ Yes [or] ___NoJfor] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co,LLP  ___ Yes [or] ___No[or] ___Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,L.C. ~ __ Yes [or] __ Nofor] __ Not Applicable

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 12, then answer question 13 for that

defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 12, make an “x* on the line for

“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in quesnon 13 If you answered no for all

defendants in question 12 please proceed to Question 15 ' i

13, Did Plaintiff reasonably rely on the representation?

Yuri Vanetik o Yeé [or] __ Nofor] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik __Yes [or] __Nofor] __ Not Applicable
Richard Weed _ Yes [or] __No[of] _ Not Applicable
Weed & Co.., L.LP _ _Yes [or] ___ No [or] . Not Applicable
 Weed & Co., L.C. __Yes for] __Nofor] - Not Appliéable

If you answered yes for any defendant in Question 13, then answer question 14 for that

defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 13, make an “x” on the line for

6
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“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 14. If you answered no for all

défendants in question 13, please proceed to Questio'n 15.

14.  Was Plaintiff’s reliance on the following Defendants representation a substantial factor in

causing harm to Plaintiff?

15/

Yuri Vanetik _ Yes [or] ‘_'_No [or] __ Not Applicable -
Anatoly Vanetk  ___ Yes [or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable
Richard Weed _ Yes | [or] ___ No[or] ___Not Applicable .
Weed & Co., LLP __ Yes [or] __ Nof[or] _ Not Applicable

- Weed& Co.,L.C. ___ Yes [or] __ Nofor] __ Not Applicable

Please proceed to Questibn 15. -

Intentional Misrepresentation

Did Defendants make a false fepresentation to Plaintiff?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __ No
Anétoly Vanetik l& Yes {or] . No-
Richard Weed X Yes [or] __No

Weed & Co.,LLP X Yes [or] __ No
Weed & Co, L.C. X Yes [or] __ No

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 15, then answer question 16 for that

defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 15, make an “x” on the line for

“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 16. If you answered no for all

defendants in qﬁestion 15, please probeed to Question 20

7
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16. ©  Did the following'Defendants know that the representation was false, or did he/it make

the representation recklessly and without regard for its truth?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ NofJor]
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] ___ No [or]
Richard Weed X Yes for] __ NoJor]

Weed & Co.,LLP X Yes [orf] _ No [or]
Weed & Co., L.C. X Yes [or] __ _Nofor] ___

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 16, then answer question 17 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 16, make an “x™ on the line for -

“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 17. If you answered no for all

defendants in question 16, please proceed to Question 20.

17. Did the following Defendants intend that Plaintiff r‘ely on the representation?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ Nofor]

Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] __ Nofor]
Richard Weed X Yes [or] __ No[or]

Weed & Co.,L.C. X Yes [or] __ Nofor]

If you answered yes for any defendant in questlon 17, then answer question 18 for that
defendant If you answered no for any defendant in question 17, make an “x” on the line for

“Not Apphcable” next to that defendant’s name in question 18. If you answered no for all

defendants in question 17, please proceed to Question 20.

18.  Did Plaintiff reasonably rely on the representation?

___ Not Applicable
__ Not Applicable -
___Not Applicable

___Not Applicable
__Not Applicable le -
Weed & Co.,, LLP X Yes [or] _ Nofor] -

Not Applicable
_ Not Applicable

Not Applicable e

Not Applicable
Not Applicable

Yuri Vanetik X Yes for] __ Nofor] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable
Richard Weed X Yes [or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable
g ,
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Weed & Co,LLP X Yes [or] __ Nofor] ___ Not Applicable
‘Weed & Co, L.C. X Yes [or] __ No[or] ___Not Applicable
If you énswered yes for any defendant in question 18, then answer question 19 for_ that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 18, make an “x”‘on the line for “Not
Applicable” next to thét defendant’s name in question 19. I you answered no for all defendants

in question 18, please proceed to Question 20

19.  Was Plaintiff’s reliance on the following Defendants representation a substantial factor in| |

causing harm to Plaintiff?

Yun Vanetik X Yes [or] __ Nofor] _ Not Appliéable
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes for] __Nofor]___ Not Applicable
Richard Weed X Yes [or] _ Nefor] __ Not Applicable

Weed & Co.,L.C. X Yes [or] _ No[or] " Not Applicable

Weed & Co., LLP X Yes [or] ___ No[or] __ Not Applicable

Please proceed to Question 20.

" Concealment

20.  Did any of the following Defendants intentionally fail to disclose a fact that Plaintiff did

not know and could not reasonably have discovered?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes {or] _ No
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] _;No
Richard Weed i Yes [or] _ No

‘Weed & Co,,L.C. X Yes [or] __ No

Weed & Co,,LLP X Yes [or] __ No

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 20, then answer question 21 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 20, make-an “x” on the line for

9
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“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 21, If you answered no for all

defendants in question 20, please proceed to Question 24.

21.  Did any of the following Defendants intend to deceive Plaintiff by concealing the fact?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ Nofor] __Not Applicable
Anatély Vanetik X Yes [or] ___ Nofor] __ NotApplicable
Richard Weed X Yes [or] _ Nof[or] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,, LLP X Yes [or] __ NoJ[or] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co,,L.C. X Yes [or] __ Nolor] __ Not Applicable

If yoﬁ answered yes for any defendant in question 21, then answer question 22 for that

defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 21, make an “x” on the line for
“Not Applicéble” next to that defendant’s name in question 22. If you answered no for all

defendants in question 21, please proceed to Question 24.

22,  Had the omitted information been disclosed, would Plaintiff reasonably have behaved
differently?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __ Nof[or] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik . X Yes [or] _ Nol[or] __ Not Appliéable
- Richard Weed X Yes [or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co.; LLP X Yes [or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable

Weed & Co., L.C. Yes [or] __ Nofor] ___ Not Applicable

p<

If yoh answered yes for any defendant in question 22, then answer question 23 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 22, make an “x” on the line for
“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 23, It you answered no for all

defendants in question 22, please proceed to Question 24,

10
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23, Was Defendants’ concealment a substantial factor in causing harm to Plaintiff?

Yuri Vanetik ~ ___Yes tor] ___No[or] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik ~ ___ Yes [or] __ Nofor] _ Not Appicable
Richard Weed . Yes [or] _ Nofor] _ Not Applicabie
“Weed & Co., LLP  __ Yes [or] _ No [or] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,,L.C. __ Yes [or] __ No [or] __ Not Applicable

Please proceed to Queétion 24,

False Promise

24, Did Defendants make a promise to Plaintiff?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __ No
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] _ No
Richard Weed X Yes [or] _ No

Weed & Co., LLP ~ X_Yes [or] __ No
Weed & Co., L.C. X Yes [of] __ No

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 24, then answer question 25 for that
defendant, If you answered no for any defendant in question 24, make an “x” on the line for

“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 25. If you answered tio for all

defendants in question 24, please proceed to Question 30.

25.  Did Defendants intend to perform this promise when he/it made it?

Yuri Vanetik __Yes f[or] X Nofor]  Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik _Yes [or] X No[or]_ Not Applicable
Richard Weed __ Yes [or] X_No [or] __ Not Applicable
11
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Weed & Co,LLP = __ Yes [or] X No[orf] _ Not Applicable
Weed & Co,,L.C. __ Yes [or] X Nofor]  Not Applicable

If you answered no for any defendant in question 25, then answer question 26 for that

dant. If you answered yes for any defendant in question 25, make an “x” on the line for

“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 26. If you answered.yes for-all -

defen:

26.

dants in question 25, please proceed to Question 30.

- Did Defendants intend that Plaintiff rely on this prorhise?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] ___ NoJor] _ Not Applicable

"Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] | __Nofor] _ Not Applicable
Richard Weed X Yes for] ___ No[or] __ Not Applicable

Weed & Co, LLP X Yes [or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,L.C. X Yes [or] __ Nofor] __ Not Applicable

~ If you answered yes for any defendant in question 26, then answer question 27 for that

defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 26, make an “x”* on the line for

“Not

27.

Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 27. If you answered no for all

.|} defendants in question 26, please proceed to Questidn 30,

Did Plaintiff reasonably rely on this promise?’

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] No Jor] ___ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik = X Yes [or]  No[or] _ Not Applicable
Richard Weed X Yes [or] _ No[or] _ Not Applicable
Weed & Co., LLP X Yes [or] ___No[or] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,,L.C. X Yes [or] __ NoJor] __ Not Applicab_le

12
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[f you answered yes for any defendant in quéstion 27, then answer question 28 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 27, make an “x” on the line for
“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 28. If you answered no for all

defendants in question 27, please proceed to Question 30.

28.  Did Defendants i)erform the promised act?

Yuri Vanetik - ___Yes {Jor] X Nofor] _ Not Ai)plicable
Anatoly Vanetik _ Yes [or] X NoJ[or] _ Not Applicable
Richard Weed __Yes [or] X No[or]__ NotApplicable
Weed & Co.,LLP  __ Yes [or] X No [orj ___ Not Applicable

Weed & Co,L.C.  __ Yes [or] X No [or] __ Not Applicable

If you answered no for any defendant in question 28, then answer question 29 for that
defendant. If you answered yes for any defendant in question 28, make an “x” on the line for
“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s n,ar_ne in qliestion 29. If you answered ves for all

defendants in question 28; please proceed to Question 30. |

29.  Was Plaintiff’s reliance on Defendants promise a substantial factor in causing harm to

Plaintiff?

Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __No[or] __ Not Applicable
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] __ Nofor]___ Not Applicable
Richard Weed - X Yes [Jor] _ No[or] _ Not Applicable
Weéd & Co., LLP - X Yes [or] __ No[or] _ Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,L.C. ~ X Yes for] Nﬁ [or] __ Not Applicable

Please proceed to Question 30. .

13
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Violation of Business and Professions Code § 17200

30.  Did any of the following Defendants:”

a. Commit an unlawful business activity?

b. Commit an Unfair practice?

c. - Act traudulently when conducting their business?
Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] __ No

~Anatoly Vanetik '-& Yes [or] _ No
Richard Weed X Yes [or] _ No
Weed & Co., LLP X Yes [or] __ No

Weed & Co.,L.C. X Yes [or] __ No

Please proceed to Question 3t,

Damages on Multiple Legal Theories

31,  Whatare Plaintiffs damages? Enter the amount below if you find that the Defendants are
liable to Plaintiff under any or all of the causes of action. |

- TOTAL §

Please proceed to question 32. |

Intentional and Willful Misconduct

32. Did any of the following Defendants engage in the conduct with malice, oppression, or

fraud?

14
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Yuri Vanetik X Yes [or] _ _No
Anatoly Vanetik X Yes [or] _ No
Richard Weed X Yes [or] _ No

‘Weed & Co,,LLP . X Yes [or] __ No
Weed & Co.,L.C. X Yes [or] __ No

Dated: ' Signed by: _

Presiding Juror

After this verdict form has been signed, notify the bailiff that you are ready to present your

verdict in the courtroom.

Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the Verdict Form.

A summary of the Jury Verdict is as follows:

1. Against Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK and YURI VANETIK and in favor of
Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for Breach of
Contract; - ' 7

2. Against Deféndants ANATOLY VANETIK and YURI VANETIK and in favor of
Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for Breach of
Oral Contract; |

3. Against Defendants ANATlOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK, WEED & CO. LLP,

WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED and in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS &

MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for Intentional Misrepresentation;

15
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. Against Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK, WEED & CO. LLP,
. Against Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK, WEED & CO. LLP|
. In favor of Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK, WEED & CO.

. On the causes of action on which the jury found in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS &

. The jury also found that each of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI]

~ On December 7, 2015, this action camé on regularly for closing arguments in Department
CX-103 of the Superior Court of the State of California, County of Orange, the Honorable
Ronald Bauer, on the remaining issues to be decided by Court trial. The matter was taken under

subrrﬁssion by the Court on December 7, 2015.
| On March 4, 2016, the Court came back with its verdict on the causes of action that werel

relevant to a bench trial and found as follows:

WEED & CO. L..C,, and RICHARD WEED and in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS &
MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for Concealment;

WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED and in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS &
MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for False Promise; and

LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED on the cause of action for
Negligent Misrepresentation.

MERCHANTS TRUST, the jury awarded damages, joint and severally, against each
of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK, WEED & CO. LLP,
WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED in the amount of $750,000.00.

VANETIK, WEED & CO. LLP; WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED had
acted with malice, oppression or fraud and on November 13, 2015 ordered punitive
damages in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST, in the following]
amounts: |

a. ANATOLY VANETIK - $1,250,000.00;

b. YURI VANETIK - $2,000,000.00;

¢. WEED & CO. LLP - $1.00;

d. WEED & CO. L.C. - $1.00; and

¢. RICHARD WEED - $110,000.00.

16
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adjudges, decrees, and enters judgment as follows:

1.

9.
10. In favor of Defendants WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & Co. L.C., and RICHARD
11. In favor of Defendants WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD
12. The Court dismissed the cause of action for breach of Business and Professions Code

Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the Court’s Minute Order. -

Based on the foregoing Jury verdict and Court Minute Order, the Court now orders,

~ cause of action for Breach of Oral Contract;

. Judgment against each of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK|

- Concealment;

In favor of Defendants WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD

WEED on the cause of action for Breach of Contract,
WEED on the cause of action for Breach of Fiduciary Duty;
WEED on the cause of action for Constructive Fraud; and

§17200.

Judgment ‘against each of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK and. YURI
VANETIK and in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST on thd
cause of action for Breach of Contract; |
Judgment against each of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK and YURI
VANETIK and in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST on the

WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.'C" and RICHARD WEED and in falvor of]
Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for Inteﬁtional
Misrepresentation;

Judgment in favor of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK
WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED on the cause of.
action for Negligent Misrepresentation; |
Judgment against cach of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK -
WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED and in favor of
Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for

17
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10
11

12 {

13

14

15
16
17

18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Date(%af‘h ,2016 .

10.

11.

I'T IS SO ORDERED.

Judgment ‘against each of th_e Dcféndants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI VANETIK,
WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEED and in favor of
Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST on the cause of action for Falsd
Promise;

Judgment in favor of Defendants WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L C, and
RICHARD WEED on the cause of action for Breach of Contract;

Judgment in favor of Defendants WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and
RICHARD WEED on the cause of action for Breach of Fiduciary Duty;

Judgment in favor of Defendants WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and
RICHARD WEED on the cause of action for Constructive Fraud;

Judgfneﬁt and damages in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST|
joint and severally, against each of the Defendants ANATOLY VANETIK, YURI
VANETIK, WEED & CO. LLP ‘WEED & CO. L.C,, and RICHARD WEED in the
amount of $750,000.00; and _

Judgment ordering punitive damages against the Defendants A_NATOLY VANETIK|
YURI VANETIK, WEED & CO. LLP, WEED & CO. L.C., and RICHARD WEEb

in favor of Plaintiff FARMERS & M'ERCHANTS TRUST, in the following amounts;|

a. ANATOLY VANETIK - $1,250,000.00;
b. YURI VANETIK - $2,000,000.00;

. WEED&CO.LLP-$1.00;

d. WEED & CO. L.C. - $1.00; and

e. RICHARD WEED - $110,000,00,

>

Hon Ronald Bauer
Judge of the Superior Court of California, County
of Orange

18
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'APPROVED AS TO FORM.

Dated: March ___, 2016

Dated: March __, 2016

Dated: March -, 2016

By

- By:

- By

MICHELMAN & ROBINSON, LLP

Jeffrey D. Farrow, Esq. .

Eric J. Rans, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiff FARMERS &
MERCHANTS TRUST COMPANY

WHITE & REED LLP

Michael R. White, Esq. ‘
Attorneys for Defendants WEED & CO. LLP,
WEED & CO. L.C,, and RICHARD WEED

HAMILTON LAW OFFICES

John M. Hamilton, Esq.
Attorneys for Defendants YURI VANETIK and
ANATOLY VANETIK

19
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FARMERS & MERCHANTS TRUST
COMPANY, a Califomia corporation, as

| SEPTRA,

Plaintiff,
Y. . . '

WEED & CO. LLP; WEED & C0.L.C.;
RICHARD WEED; YURI VANETIK:
ANATOLY VANETIK.

Defendants

OR\mNAL 0_

~ SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF ORANGE, CENTRAL JUSTICE CENTER

administrator and trustes of the Ellmtt Broidy

Lo

QY 19 2015

an . Gleirk it e Aot
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CASE NO,: 30-2013-00688150-CU-BC-CIC

VERDICT FORM

FOLLOWS:
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WE THE JURY ANSWER THE QTJEST[DNS SUBMITTED TO Us A4
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Breach of Confract

1 Did Plaintiff and eny of the foliowmg defendants enter into the written Sec-unttas
Pu:chase Agra&ment?

Yuri Vanetik _X Yes for] __No

Anatoly Vanetik Xm for] __ No
If you answered yes' for any defendantin question 1, then a_xiswer quesﬁorf 2 for that -
defendant. Tfyou answered no fo any defendant in quastion 1, meke an “x” on the kine for “Not|
Apphcable” next to that dcfcndant’s name u:L question 2, If you answered no forall defendants in,

question 1, please pmceed te Question 5,

2. Dzd all the condmons ﬂ:nat were required for Defenidants perfcunancc acou? . -
- Yori Vanetile Xch far] __ Mo [or] _ Not Applicable '
Anatoly ‘.fmetlk Yes [of}] ___No [or] __ Not Applicable

Ifsmu answered yes for any defmdant in questmn 2, then answer question 3 for that
defendant, If you answerad no for any defendant in question 2, make an “x™ on the line for “Not

Applicable™ next to that defendant’s name in question 3. If you answered no for all defendants in
question 2, please proceed to Question 5. ' |

11 |
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| Agreement?

l5. - Did Plaintiff and any of the following defendants enter into the oral agresment to :epa.j

1| Applicable” next to that defendant’s pame in question 6. If.you anmverad no for all defendants in

3. Did any of the foI!ow.hg Defendants fail to do somthhg that the written Securities

from doing?
Yuri Vanetik Yes [of] __No Tor]__ NotAppliceble
Anatoly Vanetik Yes for] __ No [er] __Not Aj:plicable

| -If you enswered yes for any defendant in question 3, fhen ENSWET Quesﬁ.an 4 forthat
defendant: I you énswm;i 1o for any defeadant in question 3, make an*'x” on the line for “Not
Applicable” next to that defandmt"s' name iﬁ question 4, If you answered no for el defendants in
question 3, please‘procecd :to Question S. | B

4. Was Plaintiff barreed by any of the Defendsnts’ breach of the vmtte.n Secusities Purchase

- . ta o e . e . e Y s

Yuf Vasetlk - L\ Yes [a] ._No [or] __ Mot Applicable
- Anatoly Vanetk Yes [orf] _ No for] ___Not Applicsble
Please proceed to Question 5,

Breach of Oral Contract -

Plaintiff?
R Yu:iVanetac', ' XYes for] _No
Anatoly Vanetik - ,X_Ygs [of] __No
If you answered yes for any defendant in question 5, then answer question 6 for that

question 1, please proceed to Question 5.

Purchase Agreement required him to do and/or do soﬁcﬁﬁng that the contract prohibited bim |

defendant. If you answersd no for any defendant in question 3, make an “;’c;' on the kine for “Not
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8., Did all the c.onditions that wete required for Defendants performance acewr?

Yuri Vanetik o Yes [or] .No for] . Not .f:\pplicable :
Anaioly Vanetik - Yes for] ___Nofor] __ Not Applicable -

I_f you answaed yes for any defendant in question 6, then amswer queshon 7 for that *
de;fendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 6 raake an “x" on the Yine for “Not
Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in q_ucsnon 7. Eyou answcred no for all defendants in
qucsnnn 6, please pmceed to Question 9,

7. Did any of the following Deffmdants fail to do something that the oral agreement for
rcpayment ta Plaintiff yaquu'ed him to do andlor ﬁ mething that the conh'actpmhl.blted him
from doing? .

Yrt Vanetik ><Yes ‘Tor]” BB No {qr] :'Nn?hpplicaﬁle .
) Anatoly Vanctxk LYes [or] No [or] " Not Applicable
. Ifyou answered yes for any defendant in question 7, thc.n enswer question § for that
defendant. If you answared no for any defendant’in questlun 7, make 2 “x” on the line for “Not
Applicable™ next to that defendant’ § neme in question 8. I you‘ answered no for all defeixdan‘ts in
question 7, pIéasé proceed to Question 9,

8 Was Plaintiff harmed by any of the Defendants” breach of the oral agreement fo repay
Plaintiff? - . | -

Yusi Vanetik XYes_- [br] No [or] i Not Apphcable
Anatoly Venetik XYes [of] __ Nolor]__ Mot Applicable
Please proceed 10 Question 9, ,
)

1
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Negligent Misrepresentation

|9,  Did Dafmdan‘ts mzke a false representation to Plamuff?

. Yuri Vanetik )<Ye.s [01:]
Anatoly Vanetik Yes fo] __N
. Richard Weed \Yes for] Mo
_ Weed & Co., LLP Yes [or] __
Weed & Co,, LC.  /\ Yes o]

If you answered yes for any dafendant in questicn 9, then answer questmn 10 for that

Applicable? next to that defendant’s namme in quastion 10. Tf you answered 10 for a1l defendants
in questmn % plcase prooeed to Questmn 15.

- CEETAATE T . TR

10, Dzd Defendants honestly believe that the reptesentatmn was true when heht made it? -

Yuri Vanetik o Yes [or] _){No for] NutApphcable
Anatolf Vapetik  ___ Ves [for] A No for] ___ Not Applicable
Richerd Weed ___Yes for] A Nolor] __ Not Applicable
Weed & Co, LLP  __ Yes [or] /\No[or]__Not Applicable
Weed & Co,, L.C. . __"Yes for] X MNolfos] __Net Applicable

K'you answercd yes for any defmdanlm questlon 10, then answer question 11 for that
defendant. Ifyou answered no for any defendant in quastion 10, make an “x” on the line for
“Nat Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in questiod 11. If you enswered no for all
defendants in question 10, please proceed to Question 15, '
11 | o
i
1t

defendant. If you answered no for any defendant In question 9, rake an “x” on the line fo; “Not |
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12. Did Defendants mtend ﬂmt Pla:nhff :ely on the representatmn? i

1_1. Did Dcfendants have reasonable grmmds for believing the representation was true whcn
hefit made it?

' Yuri Vanetik ' ch [or] __ Nof[orf] __Not Applicable
Anafoly Vanetik - Yes [or] _ﬂN'o [or] ___Not Applicable
Richard Weed . ___Yes [ot] Mo [or}.___Not Applicable
Weed & Co,, LLF  _ Yes [or] __ No [nr] Not Applicable
Weed & Co,L.C.  __ Yes [or] . Nofor] . _Not Apphcabla

If you answered no for any defendant in question 11, then answer question 12 for that
defendant. If you answered fes for any defendant in'question 11, make an 0 o the line for
“Not Applicable” next to that dcfandantfs zame in question. 12, ¥ you 'Memd yes for all
dafendants inﬁuestion 11, please pfobced to Question 15

r-'-.-

~

Yuri Vanetik __Yes [or] - mNo [or] __ Not Applicﬁb]e
Anstoly Vanefik  ___Yes'[ox] __No [of__Not Applcable
Richard Weed 7 Yes [o] ___No [u:]____NotAppIicable
Weed & Co,LLP . __Yes [or} -___No [or) __ Not Applicable
| Weed&Co,LC.  __Yes [ofl __No o] Not Applicable

If you answeted yés for eny defendant in quesuon 12, then answer question 13 for that
defendent. If you answered no for any defendant in question. 12, make an *x” on the line for
"‘Not Applicable” pext to that defendant’s name in question 13.. If yﬁu answered no for all
defendants in question 12, please procced to Questien 15. |

!
i
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" 1{{13. - Did Plaiuiffreasonsbly rely on the representation?
-2 Yori Vametk © __Yes (o] _ Nofor] __NotApplicable -
3 _ Anatoly Venetik _ Yes [or] ___Nolor] __Not Applicable
4 Richard Weed . ___ Yes [or] __Nol[or] __ Not Applicable
5 Woed&Co, LLP  __ Yes o] _No[od __Not Applicable
§ | Weed & Co., L.C _Yes for}- __;_No [ox] ___Not Apphcable
. 7 If youanswered yes for any defendant in question 13, then answer question 14 for that
8 Wl gefendant. fyou answered no for any defendant in qucstmn 13, make an “x"” on the line for
9 [} niot Applicabie” next to fhetdefendant’s name in question 14, 1f you answezed o il
, 10 defendauts in quesﬁcm 13, pIcase proceed o Questwn 15.
11, . .
12
. 13 14,  Was Plamﬁﬁ’s reha.nce on the fu]lowmg Defendants reprcsentatmn 1 substanua] factor in
- 4 causing barm to lenhff? : T e
15 Vi Vmeﬁk ___Yes [or] __ Nofor]__ NotApplicable
16 Anatoly Venetik - __ Yes {or] __No[or] __ NotApplicable,
17 Richar;l Weed = __ Ves [or] __ Nofor] _ NotApplicable
12  Weed & Co,LL®?  __ Yes [or] _ Nofor] __NotApplicable
19 . Weed & Co, L.C. _ Yes [or] __Nofor] __ NotApplicable
20 |
21 " Please proceed to Question 13,
R |
ol TR
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Intenfionsl Misrepresentation

15. . Did Defendants make a false representation to Plaintiff? -

Yurl Vanetile Yes {o] __No
Anatoly Vanetik . Yes [of] __No
R.tchard Weed Yes [} ___No
.Wwi&co LLP Yes [ar] ___Nn

Weed & Ca., L.C, . XYBS for] . .

If you answered yes for any defendant in guestion 15, theai answer question 16 for that
deféndant. I you enswezed no for any defendant in question 15, make an “x” on the line for -
“Not Apphcable” next to that defendant’s neme m question 16. If you answered na for all ‘
defendants in quesuon 15, please pmceed to Questwn 20

_...-.-..' - - P ‘

16,  Did theollowing Defendants know that the representation was false, or did hefit meke -

the representation 1:-%c:k_leﬂ:’.'ljr and_withéuf tegard for its truth?

Yuri Vanetik Yes [or] ___No(er] ___Not Apphcable
Anpatoly Vanetlk - ch [f] _ Nolfor] . - Not Apphcable :
‘Richard Weed Yes [or] . Nolor] __NotApplicable
Weed &Co, L1 X Yes [o} .. No for) __Not Applicable
Weed & Ca, LC. - A Yes [a] __Nofor] __Not Applicable

I you answeredyes for any defendant in qur:.stmn 16, then answer question 17 for that
defendant. If you a.nswered no for any defendantin quesnon 16, make an "x” on the line for
“Not Applicable” nextto that defe.ndarrt s rame in qucshon 17.- If you answered 1o for all
defendants in questmn 16, please proceed to Question 20,

1t

it
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17.  Didthe foilowmg Defendamts intend that Plaumff rely onthe represeluatmn‘?

 Yuri Vanetik Ye; for] _ No for] __Not Apphcable-
. Anatoly Vanetik Yes [or] ___No[or]___Not Applicable
. Richard Wead Yes [of] ___Nofor] __ Not Applicable

Weed & Co., LLP X ‘es. fos] __ Nofor]__Net Applicable
"'Weed & Co., L.C.. x_ Yes [or] ___Nofor] __ Not App]mable
- ¥ you answered yes for any defendant in question 17, then answer. question 18 for that _
defendant. I.fyou answered no for any dcfendmtm question 17, make an “x” on the line for
“Nat Applicable” nexto that dafendant § name in question 18, If you answcrcd 1o for all
defendants in quesuon 17, pleasa pmcoed to Questmn 20.

18, Dld Plamtlﬁ re.asonably rely on the representaﬂon?

- . o PR
1

Yur} Vanetik Yes [or] No for] __Not Apphcable g
Anatoly Vanetik /N Yes [or] _ Nofor]__Net A.pphcable
Richard Weed ‘ . Yes [or] ___ No[or] . Not Applicable .
Weed & Co, LLP Yes for] __ No [or] ___ Not Applicable
Weed & Co., L.C. Yes [or] __No for] NutApphcable

If you answered yes for any defendant in question 18, then answer question 19 for that

.{| Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 19. If you answered no for all defendants

in question. 18, please proceed to Question 20

o

\111

1
i
111

defcndant £ you answered no for any defendant in question 18, make mn “x” on the lme for *Not
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ifyou answered yes for any defendant in queshon 20, then answer qucstmn 21 forthat
defcndant If you snswered no for any defendant in question 20 meke n “x” on the live for
“Not Applicable” next to that defendant’s name in question 21. If you enswered no for all
defendants in question 20, please pmceed to Question 24,

111
e
1"
it

0

o=

19. | Was Plaintiff"s reliance on the followwg Defendants represcniahon a substantial factor in|
causing harm to Plaumm
Yud Venetik - X Yes [orf] __ NoJor] ___Not‘..ﬁiq.:plicable
* Anatoly Vanetk &Yes [or] __Nolor)___NotApplicable -
Richard Weed % Yes [or] __Nofor]___Not Applicable
Weed & Co.,ILP X Yes [af] __Nofor] ___Not Applicable
. Weed & Co.,L.C. ‘X_ Yes [or] . Nofor] __ Not Applicable
flease praceed to Question 20,
| Concealment
20, D{d any of the follow;ng Defendant§ intentionally fail to disclose a Tact that Plaintiff did
not know and could not reasonably have discovered?
* Yurd Vanetik X Yae [or]' _._No
Apatoly Vanetk A Yes'[or] __No
Richard Weed _Yes [or] _'___No
Weed & Co., LLP Yes [or] ___
Weed & Co., L.C. Yes [or} ___
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Yuri Vanetik >( Yes
Anataly Vanetik KYGS
Richsrd Weed | _KYBS
Weed & Co,, LLP _& Yes

2. .Did any of the folluwmg Defendants intend to dcccwe Plamtiff by cnnnealmg the fact?

[o:] _____No [or] _ Not Applicable
[orj __Nofor] ___Not Applicable
o] __No [or] ___Not Applicablo:
for] __ No[or] ___Not Applicable

Weed & Co,, L.C. - ‘ XYGS for] ___MNof[or] . Mot Applica!_)le
¥f you apswered yes for eny dsfend;mt in question 21, then answer question 22 for that
defeﬁdant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 21, mak_;: an “x” on the line for
“Not Applicahle” next to that defendant’s name in question 22. If you answered 1o for all

defendants in question 21, please proceed to Question 24.
1122 H_adh the omut_ed mformatmn been disclosed, would Plamtlff rggsgnabl_y have.behaved
dlfferentl.y? ' ' . e
Yuri Vanetik _X Yes [or] ___ Nolor] __NotApplicable
. Anatoly Vanetik wK&fes for] __No[o] __Not Applicable
Richard Weed Yes [or] __ MNolor] - NotApplicable
" Weed & Co., LLP Yes [or} .__Nofor] _ Not Applicable '
Weed& Co, LE. X Yes [or] | MNolor]__ Not Applicable
¥ you answered yes for aﬁy defendant in question 22, then answer question 23 for that -
defendant. Ifyod answered m‘:: for any defendant in auestion 22, make an “x* on the line for
“Not Applicable”'nexttb that defendait’s DA m question 23, If you answet.edlno for all
deferdants in question. 22, please proceed to Question 24,
1"t .
i
1
114
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23. Was Defcnda.r;ts" coicealment a substantial factor in censing barm to Plaintiff? -
Yuri Vanetik 2{ Yes for] __ Nofod _ Not Applicable . .
Anatoly Vanetik . K Yes {or] ___Nofor] __ Not Applicabie
Richasd Weed 2§ Yes [or] __No for} __Not Applicable

Weed & Co., LLP- _Yes [or] __Nofor]__ Not Applicable
Weed & Co., L.C. Yes [or] __ Ne[or] __ Not Applicable

Please proceed to Question 24.

If you answered yes ibr any defendant in question 24, then answer question 25 for that
defendant. If you answered no for any defendant in question 24, make an “x* on the Jine for
“Not Applicable” fext to that dcfendan,t’ s game in question 25, If you answcréd no for all
defendants in question 24, plesse proceed to Question 30. '

111 | |

i1

HF
{11

1

False Promise
'2'4: - ‘Did'Defeﬁdaﬂtsmake'}icp}omisé to Plaintiff? o :a.‘*fa‘;;-:-::- SRR U T
Yuri Vanetik Yes [or] _._No
Anatoly Vanetik Yes for] __ No
RichardWeed . K Yes [u] __No
Weed & Co., LLP Yes for] ___No
Weed & Co,, L.C, Yes for] _ _No
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25, D1d Defendants intend 1o perfom this promise when hefit made it7

- If you answered yea for any defendant in quesuon 28, then answer quéstion 27 for that
defendant. Ifyou answered rio for 3 gny defendant in queshon 26 make an “x* on the line for
“Not Apphcahle” next to that defendant’s name in guestion 27. Ifyou answered no for all

: defcndants m qucsﬁon 26, please procecd to Question'30.

I
11
"

1t

il

13

Yuri Vapetik __Yes [o1] Nofor] __ Nt Apphcable
. Anstoly Vametik  __ Yes [or}) /> No [or] __ Not Applicable
Richard Weed o _Yes [or] .- No [or] _Not Applicable -
Weed & Co, LLP  ___Yes [or] /> Nofor] . Not Applicable
Weed & Co, LC.  __Yes o] /\No [or] __ Not Applivablo
If you answered no for any defendant in question 25, then answer question 26 for that
defendant. If you answered yes for any deféndant in question 25, make an %™ on the line for
“Not Appﬁcabia" fext to that defendant’s name in Quesﬁcn 26, Hyouanswered yes for all
defendants in question 25, please proceed to Question 30.
1 26, Dlgtlggf.endants,gtcnd that Plamtlff rely on this pl:omxse? I T e,
Viri Vanetk  © [ Yes for] _- Nofor]___ Net Apphca.blc
Anatoly Vanetik )X Yes {or] __No [or] _Not Applicsble
. Richard Weed . ,Z_Ygé for] __No[or]___Not Applicable
Weed & Co., LLP Yes [or] ___Nofor] _ NotApplicable
Weed & Co,LC. X Yes [or] __ Nof[or] __NotApplicsble

s "

x|
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11
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14
15

'15

17

18
19

20
21

23

" 24
25

25

27

28
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27, Did Plaintiff reasonably rely on this promise?

Yuri Vanetk A\ Yes for] _ Nofor] __Not Applicable °
;Ematoly Vanetik . Yes [or] __ No[or] __ Not Applicable
Richard Weéﬁ Yes {or} ___No[o]___| _ Not Applicable
Weed & Co., LLP Yes '[or] ——.Nofor] ___Not Applicable

Weed & Co., L.C, )_{, Yes [or] __ Nofor] _ Net Applicable
If you answered yes for any defendant in question 27, thén answer question 28 for that'
defendant. If you answezed no for any defendant in qhestion 27, ‘miake an “x” on the line for
*“Not Applicable™ next to that dafﬁﬂant‘ 5 name in question 28. If you angwered no for all |
defendants inquiastion 27, please procéed to Questinn 30. '

28, .., Did Defendmits, perform the promised act?. Ewe oy,

_ If you answm'ed oo furany defendant in question 28, then answer questngQ for that
defendast, If you B.nswercd yes for any defendant in question 28, make an “x” onthe line for
“Not Apphcable:" next to that defendant’s name mquesuun 29. Ifyou answered yeg for all
defendants in question 28 please proeeed to Quesﬂon 30,

1"i
111
11
K

11

14

Yud Vanetlk = ____Yes [o1] Mo for] __ Mot Applicable
Aﬁatolﬁr Vanetik | __Yes for] XNO for] ___Hat Applicabls
Richard Weed _Yes o] _x No [or] _._ Not Applicable |
Weed & Co, LLP - __ Yes [or] §N$ for] __ Not Applicahle
Weed & Co., ,LC. ‘____. Yes [o1] No [or] _"__llﬂot Applicable

s ¢




1 (129, Was Plaintiff's reliance on Defendants promise a substantial factor in causing harm to
2 || Plaintiff? -~ o
.3 " Yourl Vanetik X Yes Jor] __ Nofor] _Not Applicable
4 Amatoly Vanetk N\ Yes [o] *__No o] __Not Applicable
5 Richard Weed X\ Yes (o] __ Nofor]__ Not Applicable
6 weedCo i X Yes [o1] __Noor] __Not Applicable
7 Weed & Ce., L.C. XYGS {or] - Nofor] ___Not Applicable
, 7 Please proceed to Quesﬁon30.
10 o '
1 ‘ |
12 Violation of Business and Professions Code § 17200
5 P R T . SRR A " s AR
14 |{30. . Didanyof the following Defendants:
15 " & Comiit an imlawful business activity?
16 o | - :
. b . Commif an Unfair prectice? :
2l ‘e.”  Act frandulently when conducting their business? -
18 _ A o
19 . - ><
. Yuri Venetile Yes {or] _ Mo
20 . : , . T
.- Anatoly Vanefik Yes' for]’ __ No
21 . .
Richard Weed X*fcs for] __ Mo
2 o
St Weed & Co,, LLP Ko [oq __No |
23 . N
' Weed & Co., L.C. ){Yes o] _No
24
Please proceed to Question 31.
11! :
27
1l

Bt
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X . .
@ e
: Damages on Multiple Legal Theories

31. thrt are Plamtlffs damaﬂes? Enter the amount below if you find thal the Dafendants are

iiable to Plaintiff under any or all of the causes of acticn.

TOTAL $ 51 %, [2( 3 )

Please proceed to question 32,

Intentional and Willful Misconduct
32.  If Plaintiff bas proven any of its claims for Intentional Misrepresentation, Concealient on

False Promise, do you find by clear and convinging ewde.nce that any of the toliowmg
Defcndants engaged in such conduct wzth malice, oppression, or Eraud‘?

Yuri Vanetik | K Yes for] _

Anatoly'Vanetik _& Yes for] _

Richard Weed , Yes for] ___No

Weed & Co.,‘ 1LP . Yes [or] __ Mo

Weéﬁ & Cb., LC . Yes [or]. . No

Stop here, answer no further questions, and have the presiding juror sign and date this form.

Dated: |\//|D/ff - - Signed by: %%

residing Juror

After this verdict form has been signed, notify the bailiff that you are ready to present yuui'

verdict in the courtroom,

16
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF ORANGE
CIVIL COMPLEX CENTER

MINUTE QRDER |

DATE: 03/04/2016 ‘ o TIME: 01:43:00 PM - DEPT: CX103

JUDICIAL OFFICER PRESIDING: Ronald L. Bauer .
CLERK: Janet E Frausto )
REPORTER/ERM: Nons' o
BAILIFF/GOURT ATTENDANT. Cecilia Pedraza

CASE NO: 30-2013.00688150-CU-BC-CJC CASE INIT.DATE: 11/15/2013

CASE TITLE: Farmers & Merchants Trust Company, a California corporation, as administrator
and trustee of the EHiott Broidy SEP IRA vs, Terra Resources PLC '
CASE CATEGORY: Civil - Unfimited - CASE TYPE: Breach of Contract/Warranty

LA TR AR A AT T

EVENT ID/DOCUMENT ID: 72332806
EVENT TYPE: Chambers Work

APPEARANCES

30 2013 00688150 FARMERS & MERC’_HANTS VS TERRA RESOURCES
No appearances. - o _
The court having taken this matter under submission on 12-7-2015 now sules as follows:

. Issues not resolved at an earlier jury trial in-this case are now presented for decision by the court.
- Plaintiff Farmers & Merchants Trust Company ("plaintiff”) presents claims against defendants Weed &
 Co. LLP, Weed & Ca L.C., and Richard Weed (collectively “the Weed defendants") for breach of

conttracta?brggch of fiduciary duty, constructive fraud, and viclation of Business & Professions Code

saction 17200, . ‘ : :

The neart of these claims Is an Escrow Agreement established for the handling and transfer of
$750,000 which plaintiff Invested in a plan for the re-drifing of dormant oil wells In Russia. The escrow
agent named in that Agreement (Exhibit 401) is Weed & Co. LLP, The money was lost, with no return on
the plaintiff's Investment. n fact, there was no evidence at this trial of any driling or other active work on
these oil wells. The recipients of this maney testified about spending it in world-wide travels that were
apparently designed to hook other investors or perhaps just to entertain the other defendants in this
case who were promoting the drilling scheme (as well as to buy, in St. Petersburg, a vety expensive and
never-seen set of maps for the drilling site thousands.of miles away). S

Exhibit 401 Is not a particularly unusual Esciow Agreement. As escrowee, Weed had the task of holding’

money and following instructions. Plaintiff has cited no provision of that contract that was breached by

- DATE: 03/04/2018 ‘ " MINUTE ORDER - Page 1

DEPT: CX103 : ; S Calendar No.



CASE TITLE: Farmers & Merchants Trust Company, 2~ CASE NO: 30-2013-00688150-CU-BC-CJC
California corperation, as administrator and trustee of ‘

Weed. To argue that Weed was "intimately involved” in the scam of the Vanetik defendants is not the
equivalent of showing a breach of the Escrow Agreement. Nor can the court take the leap suggested by
the plaintiff in order to find that Weed violated the Secyrities Purchase Agreement _‘&Exhiblt 400), to which
it was not a party. At page 2, lines 8-11 of the plaintiifs Briaf, it is written that Weed was required to
“release Funds and securities in accordance with the terms and conditions of [the Securities Purchass
Agreement]." The court can find no such obligation in either of these documents. The dosast might be
the requirament on page 1 of the Escrow Agreement that the escrowee "release funds and securities in
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement.” (Emphasis added.) Slipping a reference
to the Securities Purchase Agresment into that sentence is not afair reading of these contracts, ‘This
slei%ht of hand is repeated when plaintiff writes that Weed must act "subject to the terms and conditions
of [the Securities Purchase Agreement]. Once again the Escrow Agreement requires that Weed perform
- "subject 1o the terms and conditions of this Agreement.” (Emphasis added.) The argument in the Weed

Brief - based upon the actual terms of the Escrow Agreement -.is more compelling than the plaintiff
construct. ‘ ' B ‘

Other claims arising from the Escrow Agreement also fail, Within the terms of that contact are explicit
limitatiohs on the duties of the escrow agent. The claims now being presented for declsion by the count
are here because Exhibit 401 states in Article I: “Each of the parties executing this Agreement agree to
submit to the jurisdiction of such courts and walve trial by Jury.” Other causes of action have been tried
1o a jury, which has rendered its verdict. To be sure, the evidence received in that trial could be pertinent
to the claims under the Escrow Agreement, bt no evidence can erase the terms of this confract, Rather
- than needlessly repeating it, the court now adopts and incorporates the analysis-set forth from page 5,
line 1 through page 6, iina10 of Waed's Brief for this hearing. :

The Weed defandant and the Vanetik defendants all urgé that the court reject tha plaintiffs claim under
Business & Professions Code section 17200. They argue that that statuts "doe% not apply to securities
 transactions,” clting Bowsn v. Ziasun Technologies, inc. (2004) 116 Cal. App. 410 777, 786-90. A review

of the plaintiff's Twelfth Cause of Action, which I8 based upon section 17200, leads to the concluston that
it alleges misdeeds in a "securities transaction.” That pleading refersnces the parties' Securitios
Purchase Agreement and alleges a series of fraudulent acts in the sale of the stock that was exchanged
- for the plaintiffs $750,000 purchase price. The court must therefore dismiss that claim. This makes no

difference in the jury's award of $750,000 damages, since that sum was universally understood to be the
damages incurred by the plaintiff in each of several other causes of action.

Counsel for the plaintiff is directed to prepare and submit a }hdgment reflecting the jury's verdict and the
court's rulings set forth above. :

Clerk to give notice,

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING: | certify [ am not a party to this cause, over age 18, and a copy
of this document was mailed first class postage, prepaid in a sealed envelope addressed as shown, on

at Santa Ana, California. _ . .
ALAN CARLSON/Executive Officer & Clerk Of The Superlor Court, by: Janet Frausto deputy.

. MICHELMAN ROBINSON LLP |
. 17901 Von Karman Avenue Suite1000
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California corporation, as admmlstrator ang trustes of

 Irvine, CA 92614

1230 Rosecrans Avenye
Manhattan Beach, CA 90264

" HAMILTON LAW OFFICES

5757 West Century Blvd Suite ?00
Los Angeles GA 90045

WEED & COMPANY -
5757 West Century’ Bivd Suite 700
Los Angeles, CA 90045

WHITE & REED
5757 West Century Blvd Suite 700
Los Angeles, CA 90045
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