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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC., §
MANILA INDUSTRIES. INC., AND
MUNISH KRISHAN

CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F

§

§

§

PLAINTIFFS, 8§

§

V. §
§

JEFFREY BARON AND 8§
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, 8§
§

DEFENDANTS. 8§

NOTICE OF BARON'S ANTICIPATED REFUSAL TO HIRE NEW C OUNSEL
AND IMPACT OF SUCH REFUSAL ON THE RECEIVERSHIP LIAB ILITIES

By May 23, 2012, Netsphere will be filing an ameddomplaint, presumably seeking
damages exceeding $1.5 million. Although the Chiait ordered Jeffrey Baron to retain trial
counsel to defend against these claims, Mr. Baamthlegraphed an intention not to comply.
Rather, Mr. Baron appears to want the Court toeisswefault judgment, thereby creating new
and substantial non-contingent liabilities for tReceivership to absorb. The Receiver brings
this issue to the Court’s attention in hopes ofidwng what would otherwise be the latest in a
long line of Mr. Baron’s acts against his own eammoself-interests.

A. Mr. Baron has always been represented by trial cowsel.

As this Court is well aware, Gary Schepps has sgmted Mr. Baron in this Court since
at least December 2010. During that period, andlonBaron’s behalf, Mr. Schepps has filed
dozens and dozens of pleadings and argued at nusméearings. Jee Docket No. 904 n. 1
(acknowledging Mr. Schepps’ longstanding represemtaof Mr. Baron before this Court).] In
addition, and at various times during the cours¢hef Receivership, Mr. Baron has also been

represented in this Court by Mr. Peter Barrett. odket No. 457 (allowing Mr. Barrett to
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withdraw as trial counsel due to statements madei®go-counsel Mr. Schepps in a brief that
the District Court struck because they were “unfitrchand unprofessional”).]
B. Mr. Baron has repeatedly asked that the Court let im hire additional trial counsel.
Despite always being represented by trial coumstiis Court, Mr. Baron has repeatedly
accused this Court of denying him the right to gakr-ironically, through pleadings filed by
Mr. Schepps, Mr. Baron’s own trial counselSed, e.g., District Court Docket Nos. 423, 525;
Fifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202 at Document Nos13E13862, 511326320, 511388246,
511389402, 511389465, 511426993.]

C. This Court granted Mr. Baron’s request that he be grmitted to hire additional trial
counsel.

On April 16, 2012, the Court set a status confezetoc hear arguments regarding the
underlying Complaint and what issues need to beesddd in order to close the case. [Docket
No. 865.] In response to this Order, Mr. Scheppgasad the Court that “Jeffrey Baron is not
represented by counsel with respect to the unawryl\settled lawsuit.” [Docket No. 866.] On
April 23, 2012, this Court held the status confeeerat which time Mr. Schepps affirmed the
statements from his letter and then proceeded tohwthe hearing from behind the bar (rather
than at counsel’s table)Sde Docket No. 904 (noting the occurrences at the |&#j 2012 status
conference).]

On May 3, 2012, the Court issued an order (1) askeaging Mr. Schepps’ position that
he will no longer appear as Mr. Baron’s trial coglrend (2), permitting Mr. Baron to select new
trial counsel of his choice (and ordering that saidnsel file a notice of appearance on or before
June 1, 2012) (the “New Attorney Order”). [Dockét. 904.] In order to preempt Mr. Baron’s

anticipated complaint that he cannot hire additi@eainsel without funds, the Court specifically
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noted in the New Attorney Order that this attorneguld be paid from funds held by the
Receiver:
D. The Court set up an orderly schedule for closing th underlying case.

On May 2, 2012, this Court ordered that plaintifetsphere, Inc. (“Netsphere”) file
amended pleadings on or before May 23, 2012. [Pobk. 895.] Under the Federal Rules, an
amended complaint filed on May 23, 2012, wouldgeiga response deadline of June 6, 2012.

[FED.R.Civ. P. 15(a)(3).] Thus, the Court envisions the uryilegl case to proceed as follows:

. May 23, 2012—Netsphere files an amended complaint.

. June 1, 2012—Mr. Baron’s new attorney files an apgpece.

. June 6, 2012—Mr. Baron’s new attorney responds h® amended
complaint.

. After June 6, 2012—The Court issues a trial schedul

Importantly, and based on communications with Netsp, the Receiver anticipates that
the amended complaint will seek damages betweeh $illion and $ 2 million (based on
Netsphere’s allegations relating to Mr. Baron’s agous litigation tactics). Given the
magnitude of this financial exposure, it is obvigusf paramount importance that Mr. Baron
timely respond to the amended complaint and—asgyithiat Mr. Baron denies these claims—

marshals a strong defense.

Y In order that Mr. Baron could more easily hiraltcounsel, the Court went out of its way to assvire
Baron that his new counsel would receive paymértcourse, this was not necessary. If there isazea in which
the record clearly shows that Mr. Baron excelsyauld be in recruiting counsel (dozens before teed®/er, and
Messrs. Schepps and Barrett since the Receivershi@sumably without even paying a retainer.
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E. Mr. Baron objects to the order allowing him to retan trial counsel.
On the very day that the Court issued the New A#grOrder, Mr. Baron (through his
Mr. Schepps, who previously announced that he veabbmger representing Mr. Baron before
this Court) filed with this Court an emergency rmoatito stay the New Attorney Order. [Docket
No. 908.] He also filed a notice that he wouldappealing the New Attorney Order. [Docket
No. 909]. He even filed a second emergency mdbostay the New Attorney Order—this one
with the Fifth Circuit. [Fifth Circuit Case No. 10489 at Document No. 511848491.] Clearly,
Mr. Baronreally did not like the New Attorney Order.
This made no sense to the Receiver. Why would Béron want to stay an order
allowing him to retain new trial counsel? The Reee (through counsel, Barry Golden), then
approached Mr. Schepps about this. Through assefie-mails (attached hereto as Exhibjt A
the following bizarre dialogue occurred:
Mr. Golden: “One of the orders that Mr. Baron iglgag to stay is the
order saying that ‘Mr. Baron should retain trialuosel’
and ‘funds are available in the receivership fors th
purpose’ (attached for your convenience). Why aadut.
Baron want to stay this order?”

Mr. Schepps: “The order requires an attorney teeapBEFORE BEING
PAID and BEFORE PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS ARE
MADE. Qualified counsel is not going to accept ttase
under those terms, and you know it.”

Mr. Golden: “But didn't you?”

Mr. Schepps: “No. As you areweivare, | have not accepted

representation in the underlying lawsuit or triadud
matters without payment, up front, of a sufficieetainer.
This, as you are aware, was the situation fromadesyand
you were, at the time, made expressly aware of fet

Am not going to continue this banter with you. Téaeel of
your dishonesty is repulsive.”
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On May 11, 2012, in a brief, Mr. Schepps repeatexl Same sentiment to the Fifth Circuit
(except, of course, for the part about the “repefsdishonesty):

Notably the order of the District Court appealednirwith respect to allowing

trial counsel for Baron, set an impossible hurdle—a#torney would have to file

an appearance in the case before any fee arrang@masmworked out and before

the amount of funds which would be permitted weoé established. Moreover

there are no claims currently pending so it is isgilole for an attorney to know

what he is even signing up for.

[See Baron’s Reply to Responses of Sherman & Vogel [Fifth Circuit Case No. 12-10489 at
Document No. 511852892], a true and correct copwhuth is attached hereto as Exhibit &
p.8, n.7.]

The Receiver surmises that there are two reasbgsvv. Baron does not intend to retain
new counsel. First, retaining new counsel might ii@ved by the Fifth Circuit as an
acknowledgement that the underlying case was meady closed at the time this Court entered
the Receivership Order (contradicting one of hadlappellate arguments). Second, retaining
new counsel would be step towards ending the Rexship in an orderly fashion (contravening

Mr. Baron’s apparent goal of driving the Receiv@grshto administrative insolvency).

F. Unless something changes, Mr. Baron will causehd Receivership to incur
additional and substantial liabilities.

The Receiver expects that on June 1, 2012, nmnattawill file a notice of appearance for
Mr. Baron. If the Receiver is correct, then onglén 2012, Mr. Baron will be subject to default
and expose the Receivership to additional hugélitieb in excess of $1.5 millioh. The
Receiver, therefore, seeks the Court’s guidandeosnto avoid Mr. Baron’s latest attempt to act

against his own economic self interests and thbsesa@ompanies.

2 |f this Court were to enter a default, Mr. Baroill wo doubt claim that the Receiver’s failure tefend
against Netsphere’s claim was gross negligen&ee [Docket No. 866 (Mr. Schepps writing to the Cotnttwith
respect to the underlying case, “[a]s currently g& rights of Mr. Baron with respect to those terat are being
represented by Mr. Vogel in his fiduciary capacjty”
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Barry M. Golden

Barry M. Golden

Texas State Bar No. 24002149
Peter L. Loh

Texas Bar Card No. 24036982
GARDERE WYNNE SEWELL LLP
1601 Elm Street, Suite 3000
Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 999-4667 (facsimile)
(214) 999-3000 (telephone)
bgolden@gardere.com
ploh@gardere.com

ATTORNEYS FOR THE RECEIVER,
PETER S. VOGEL

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On May 15, 2012, Receiver served the foregoingcaatia the Court's ECF system.

/s/ Peter L. Loh
Peter L. Loh
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Exhibit A
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BLAKLEY, JOHN DAVID

From: GOLDEN, BARRY

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2012 2:21 PM

To: BLAKLEY, JOHN DAVID

Subject: Fwd: Re[6]: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al

Begin forwarded message:

From: Gary Schepps <legal@schepps.net>

Date: May 8, 2012 8:03:56 PM CDT

To: "GOLDEN, BARRY" <bgolden@gardere.com>

Subject: Re[6]: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al

Barry Golden:

No. As you are well aware, I have not accepted representation in the underlying
lawsuit or trial court matters without payment, up front, of a sufficient retainer.
This, as you are aware, was the situation from day one and you were, at the time,

made expressly aware of that fact.

Am not going to continue this banter with you. The level of your dishonesty is
repulsive.

Tuesday, May 8, 2012, 6:35:40 PM, you wrote:

But didn't you?

On May 8, 2012, at 6:31 PM, "'Gary Schepps' <legal@schepps.net>
wrote:

BARRY GOLDEN:
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The order requires an attorney to appear BEFORE BEING PAID and
BEFORE PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS ARE MADE. Qualified
counsel is not going to accept the case under those terms, and you know

1t.

Tuesday, May 8, 2012, 3:16:22 PM, you wrote:

Gary,
We are not in agreement with the request for the stay.

I wonder if you would please clarify one thing though. One of the orders that Mr. Baron is
seeking to stay is the order saying that 4€ceMr. Baron should retain trial counsela€L] and
a€cefunds are available in the receivership for this purposea€l] (attached for your
convenience). Why would Mr. Baron want to stay this order?

Barry

From: 'Gary Schepps' [mailto:legal@schepps.net]

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 3:08 PM

To: GOLDEN, BARRY

Subject: Re[2]: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al

Barry Golden:
The purpose of the email was to notify you of the filing.

If you have changed your position and would agree to a stay, please let
me know. It would certainly be helpful.

Gary Schepps

Tuesday, May 8, 2012, 1:07:27 PM, you wrote:

Gary,
What is the purpose of sending me such an e-mail twelve minutes before filing the motion?

2
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Barry
From: Gary Schepps [mailto:legal@schepps.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 12:24 PM
To: GOLDEN, BARRY; Urbanik
Subject: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al
Gentlemen,
This is to advise you that we will be filing an emergency motion for stay in the 5th Circt

in this case.

Gary Schepps
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Exhibit B
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No. 12-10489
In the
Anited States Court of Appeals
for the Ffifth Circuit

NETSPHERE, INC. Et Al,
Plaintiffs

V.

JEFFREY BARON,
Defendant — Appellant
V.

QUANTEC L.L.C.; NOVO POINT L.L.C.,
Non Party — Appellants

V.
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY,
Defendant — Appellee
V.

PETER S. VOGEL,
Appellee

Appeal of Asset Disposal Orders in Ex Parte Receivership
Imposed to Prevent Jeff Baron from Hiring Counsel and
to Force Settlement of Non-Diverse Unpled
Non-Party Former Attorney Fee Claims Alleged against Jeff Baron

From the United States District Court
Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division
Civil Action No. 3-09CV0988-F

PROPOSED
REPLY TO RESPONSES OF SHERMAN & VOGEL
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TO THE HONORABLE JUSTICES OF THE FIFTH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS

COME NOW Appellants and make this Reply to the Responses filed by

Appellees Sherman and Vogel, and in support show the following:

1. The personally directed attempt to discredit Counsel.

Vogel’s argument attacking Counsel is fundamentally misleading. For
example, contrary to Vogel’s argument, the first three ‘findings’ of Hon. William
Royal Furgeson cited at the top of Page 4 of Vogel’s response do not involve the
undersigned. Rather, those ‘findings’ relate to versions of the ‘vexatious litigation’
story painted against Baron and counsel, well before the undersigned was engaged.
Vogel’s allegation that those statements were made about the undersigned is clearly
less than forthright. Further, while it is true the District Court found that
statements made in a motion about ‘Barrett’ (an attorney retained by the undersigned
to assist at one hearing) were “unfounded”, the District Court had no basis to make
such a findings. No hearing was held and no evidence was heard or considered.

Vogel similarly raises the response of Hon. Stacey Jernigan to a pending
mandamus petition to which she is Respondent. In the Response, the Hon. Stacey
Jernigan attacked the credibility of Counsel, just as Vogel and Sherman are doing
now. However, this Honorable Court found meritorious and granted the
undersigned’s motion in those proceeding made on the grounds that the record
directly contradicted Hon. Stacey Jernigan’s factual assertions regarding
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Counsel. See Document 511849698 filed on 5/09/2012 in case 12-10444.
Similarly, a review of the appellate briefing in the appeals Vogel and Sherman
characterize as “vexatious”, clarifies the illegitimacy of the Appellees’ argument

and provides a clear picture of the proceedings below. See briefing in Case No.

10-11202 (with consolidated cases) and Case No. 12-10003.'

2. The merits of the issues raised in this motion have not been ruled
on by this Honorable Court.

Unlike the orders challenged in the instant appeal, the previous liquidation
order for which stay pending appeal was sought, involved motions remanded to the
District Court by this Honorable Court.”> While this Honorable Court declined to
stay the District Court’s rulings on matters remanded to the District Court, to date

this Honorable Court has declined to remand any further such matters to the

District Court. Precisely because this Honorable Court has not allowed the

District Court to do so, the District Judge has attempted to bypass the jurisdiction
of this Honorable Court.
Notably, since the matters were pending before this Honorable Court when

the District Judge ruled on them, the merits of the substantive issues involved in

! For example, Baron funded the Ondova bankruptcy with a net injection of $3 Million, in
return for Sherman’s agreement use the funding to immediately pay off all the creditors and
return Ondova to Baron with approximately $1 Million in cash remaining. That didn’t happen.
Instead Sherman took the funds for his generated fees, and no creditor has received a penny.
See Document 511672923 filed on 11/21/2011 in case 10-11202. Baron objected and the ex
parte meetings between Sherman and Vogel and receivership over Baron followed.

2 Document 00511739739 filed on 1/27/2012 in case 10-11202.
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the matters on appeal have been briefed to this Honorable Court. Thus for
example, the issues relating to Thomas and Jackson (who is not Baron’s counsel)
have been fully briefed in motion responses before this Honorable Court.’
Notably, based on the motions and responses, this Honorable Court, to this point,
has not allowed the District Court to exercise jurisdiction over those matters.
Similarly, while the matter was pending before this Honorable Court,* the
District Court took matters into his own hands and entered an order finding that the
undersigned “concealed information” needed to file tax returns for Novo Point
LLC and Quantec LLC. However, just like with the ‘Barrett’ findings discussed
above, no hearing was held by the District Court and no evidence was considered.
The District Court erred in its actions. As a matter of controlling precedent:

“The filing of a timely and sufficient notice of appeal
transfers jurisdiction over matters involved in the appeal
from the district court to the court of appeals. The district
court is divested of jurisdiction to take any action with
regard to the matter except in aid of the appeal.”

United States v. Hitchmon, 602 F.2d 689, 692 (5th Cir. 1979)

3 E.g., Document 511765027 filed on 2/22/2012 in case 10-11202; Document 511629701 filed
on 10/12/2011 in case 10-11202.

* E.g., Document 511837047 filed on 4/26/2012 in case 10-11202.
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3. Like Vogel’s Response, Sherman’s Response is in almost every
respect materially misleading.

Item by item deconstruction of Sherman’s argument reveals a Response that
is in almost every respect materially misleading. A typical example is as follows:
Binding precedent requires that ex parte seizure orders protect the rights of the
property owner by requiring a bond to compensate the owner if the seizure is later
found to be wrongful. Connecticut v. Doehr, 501 U.S. 1, 19 (1991). No such bond
was required by the District Court. Yet, Sherman argues that “of course there was
a bond required”. What Sherman does not tell is that while there was a “bond
required” it was not a bond to compensate the defendant and no-parties for
wrongful seizure as mandated by Doehr. Instead, Sherman’s argument hides the
critical fact that the “bond” referenced by Sherman was a fidelity bond requiring
the receiver faithfully perform the orders of the court and has nothing to do with
compensating the defendant should the receivership order be found to have been
wrongfully obtained.

As another example, Sherman argues that the litigation has been extended
because Baron has appealed the orders of the District Court. However, the only
substantive orders of the District Court have been to liquidate receivership assets—
by the millions— and place the assets into the pockets of Vogel and his partners, and
now Sherman and his counsel. There is no underlying claim or case pending

involving Baron. Novo Point LLC and Quantec LLC are non-parties and no claim

5. 13-10696.22387


13-10696.22387


Case: 12-10489 Document: 00511852882 Page: 6 Date Filed: 05/11/2012
Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 927 Filed 05/15/12 Page 17 of 23 PagelD 56851

has ever been asserted against them in the lawsuit below. There is no underlying
lawsuit awaiting resolution. There is only the receivership and the only issue
raised is the emptying of receivership assets as “fees” for imposing the
receivership.

A careful examination of each part of Sherman’s argument reveals its
hollowness.” For example, Sherman cites In re Air Crash Disaster at Florida
Everglades, 549 F.2d 1006 (5th Cir. 1977) as authority for a party’s right to recover
attorneys for seeking and defending a receivership. The case, however, held that
“the district judge had the power to award compensation to the Committee to be
paid by other plaintiff counsel out of the fees they were entitled to receive”. Id. at
1008.  The reasoning of this Honorable Court in In re Air Crash Disaster
regarding equitable duties of the beneficiaries of funds, is as follows: This
Honorable Court held that “[WT]hen such a fund is for all practical purposes created

for the benefit of others, the formalities of the litigation — the absence of an

avowed class suit or the creation of a fund, as it were, through stare decisis rather
than through a decree — hardly touch the power of equity in doing justice as

between a party and the beneficiaries of his litigation.” /d. at 1018. Pointedly,

> This applies equally to the argument of Vogel. A typical example is shown in Vogel’s reliance
on Resolution Trust Corp. v. Smith, 53 F.3d 72 (5th Cir. 1995). First, Smith directly counters
Vogel’s previous argument (Vogel at pages 6-7) that the orders of liquidation and disposal of
receivership res are not appealable. Id. at 77 fn2. Second, Vogel misleadingly argues Smith
holds the trial court is not divested of jurisdiction over the matters appealed and retains
jurisdiction over “maintenance” of a receivership. Smith, however, holds “[u]ntil the judgment
has been properly stayed or superseded, the district court may enforce it through contempt
sanctions.” Id. at 76-77.
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obviously Baron, Novo Point LLC, Quantec LLC, etc., are not the
beneficiaries of Sherman’s litigation. Air Crash Disaster relates to the equitable
distribution of funds as between claimants and does not purport to carve out an
exception to the “American Rule” and as between a plaintiff and a defendant to
allow an award of attorney’s fees in order to “do justice” between a party and the
defendant it has sought relief from. Moreover, in its holding, this Honorable Court
held that:

“The district court must set and conduct a hearing in the full sense
of the word and must address the fee issue under the Johnson
standards. The Committee and its counsel must offer relevant
evidence and must be available for cross-examination. The court
should enter findings of fact and conclusions of law setting out the
basis for the fee award and adequately presenting the issue for
further appellate review should this be necessary”

Id. at 1021.

Clearly, with respect to the fee awards challenged in the instant appeal, there
was no hearing, no evidence, no opportunity for cross-examination, and no
discussion by the District Court of the Johnson standards. Thus, the relevant part
of the holding of the case cited by Sherman firmly establishes the likelihood of

reversal on appeal of the orders challenged in the instant appeal.

4. The limits of receivership authority.

As a matter of controlling precedent, a federal court’s inherent and ‘all writs’

powers are bounded by the same constraints as a Court’s exercise of its equitable
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power— a federal court’s authority is limited to the powers exercised by the Court
of Chancery at the time of the enactment of the Judiciary Act. ITT Community
Development Corp. v. Barton, 569 F.2d 1351, 1359 (5th Cir. 1978); Natural Gas
Pipeline Co. v. Energy Gathering, Inc., 2 F.3d 1397, 1409 (5th Cir. 1993). As
matter of well-established law, the Court of Chancery’s exercise of receivership
power over private property was strictly limited to aid in enforcement of a
judgment or to conserve property pending resolution of competing claims in the
property pled before the Court. E.g.  Gordon v. Washington, 295 U.S. 37 (1935).
Thus, Receivership is a limited in rem remedy and not an ‘everyday’ equitable
power that can be used as desired by a federal court.” Receivership is not
authorized to as a tool empty the pockets of a litigant and deny them hired counsel

because they are accused of vexatious litigation.”

% Sherman and Vogel’s arguments attempt to recast for private use the ‘constitutional power’
found in a minority of circuits as a basis for a court to take any reasonable measure to control co-
branches of government. However, with respect to private persons, every circuit recognizes that
federal courts are not free to exercise any power desired. Rather, outside of a specific statutory
grant of authority, a federal court’s authority to act is limited to the powers exercised by the
Court of Chancery at the time of the enactment of the Judiciary Act. Moreover, the minority
view that with respect to “substitution of a court's authority for that of elected and appointed
officials” the only limitation on a court’s power is “reasonableness under the circumstances”
allowing governmental receivership for ‘“constitutional purposes” against co-branches of
government (Morgan v. McDonough, 540 F.2d 527, 533, 535 (1st Cir. 1976)) appears to have
been rejected by the Supreme Court. See Milliken v. Bradley, 433 U.S. 267, 288 (1977) (court’s
power against co-branches is limited to the “traditional attributes of equity power”).

7 Notably the order of the District Court appealed from with respect to allowing trial counsel for
Baron, set an impossible hurdle—an attorney would have to file an appearance in the case before
any fee arrangement was worked out and before the amount of funds which would be permitted
were not established. Moreover, there are no claims currently pending so it is impossible for an
attorney to know what he is even signing up for.
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5. Sherman and Vogel have constructed a fictitious conception of
‘vexatious litigation’.

“Vexatious litigation” as a legal principle means the “filing and processing
frivolous and vexatious lawsuits”. E.g., Gordon v. US Department of Justice, 558
F.2d 618, 618 (1st Cir. 1977). The controlling standard of this Honorable Court is
that “[W]here monetary sanctions are ineffective in deterring vexatious filings,
enjoining such filings would be considered” Farguson v. MBank Houston, NA, 808
F.2d 358, 360 (5th Cir. 1986). Additionally, “[A] broader injunction, prohibiting
any filings in any federal court without leave of that court ... may be appropriate if
a litigant is engaging in a widespread practice of harassment against different
people.” Id. Baron is a defendant in the lawsuit below and Novo Point LLC and
Quantec LLC are non-parties. The two dozen other companies also in Vogel’s
receivership are also non-parties. There has been no finding that Baron has ever
filed a frivolous lawsuit. Rather, ‘Vexatious Litigation’ in Vogel and Sherman’s
constructed conception, involves, for example, challenging trial court orders on
appeal.

Even if a party was truly contumacious and stubbornly resisted the authority
of a court, the federal court is not empowered to punish that party (and non-parties)
by seizing all of their assets! Rather, “dismissal with prejudice is the ultimate

penalty”. John v. State of La., 828 F.2d 1129, 1131 (5th Cir. 1987)(emphasis).
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6. The Surreal allegation of “continued disruption of the
Bankruptcy and District Court proceedings”

Sherman argues® that the emergency ex parte receivership addressed Baron’s
“disruption” of the Bankruptcy and District Court proceedings. However, well
prior to the imposition of the ex parte receivership, the District Court lawsuit
settled and all parties entered a stipulated order of dismissal with prejudice as to all
claims. R. 2109, et.seq., 2346-2356.  The only thing Baron had done in the
Bankruptcy Court prior to the imposition of the emergency receivership was to file
an objection to Sherman’s massive attorneys’ fee application. Sherman himself
cited that as a ground for the imposition of a receivership over Baron. R. 1577,
lines 1-3. At the time, the stated need in Sherman’s motion for the receivership
was “the appointment of a receiver is necessary under the circumstances in order to
remove Baron from control of his assets and end his ability to further hire and fire
a growing army of attorneys.” R. 1578, paragraph “13”.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Gary N. Schepps

Gary N. Schepps

Texas State Bar No. 00791608
5400 LBJ Freeway, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75240

(972) 200-0000 - Telephone

(972) 200-0535 - Facsimile

Email: legal@schepps.net
COUNSEL FOR APPELLANTS

¥ Sherman Response page 3.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC., §
MANILA INDUSTRIES. INC., AND
MUNISH KRISHAN

V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F

§

§

§

PLAINTIFFS, 8§
§

§

§

JEFFREY BARON AND 8§
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, 8§
§

DEFENDANTS. 8§

NOTICE OF BARON’'S ANTICIPATED REFUSAL TO HIRE NEW C OUNSEL
AND IMPACT OF SUCH REFUSAL ON THE RECEIVERSHIP LIAB ILITIES
[CORRECTED VERSIONY]

By May 23, 2012, Netsphere will be filing an amedd:omplaint, presumably seeking
damages exceeding $1.5 million. Although the Chiat ordered Jeffrey Baron to retain trial
counsel to defend against these claims, Mr. Baamthlegraphed an intention not to comply.
Rather, Mr. Baron appears to want the Court toeissalefault judgment, thereby creating new
and substantial non-contingent liabilities for tReceivership to absorb. The Receiver brings
this issue to the Court’s attention in hopes ofidwng what would otherwise be the latest in a
long line of Mr. Baron’s acts against his own eamnoself-interests.

A. Mr. Baron has always been represented by trial couwsel.

As this Court is well aware, Gary Schepps has sgmted Mr. Baron in this Court since

at least December 2010. During that period, andlonBaron’s behalf, Mr. Schepps has filed

dozens and dozens of pleadings and argued at numéearings. Jee Docket No. 904 n. 1

! This corrected version corrects typographicalgratical, and other minor errors or ambiguitiesrfro
the original version [Docket No. 927] and is inteddo replace and supplant the original version.
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(acknowledging Mr. Schepps’ longstanding represemtaof Mr. Baron before this Court).] In
addition, and at various times during the cours¢hef Receivership, Mr. Baron has also been
represented in this Court by Mr. Peter Barrett. odket No. 457 (allowing Mr. Barrett to
withdraw as trial counsel due to statements madeivygo-counsel Mr. Schepps in a brief that
the District Court struck because they were “unfiethand unprofessional”).]
B. Mr. Baron has repeatedly asked that the Court let im hire additional trial counsel.
Despite always being represented by trial coumstiis Court, Mr. Baron has repeatedly
accused this Court of denying him the right to gakr-ironically, through pleadings filed by
Mr. Schepps, Mr. Baron’s own trial counselSed, e.g., District Court Docket Nos. 423, 525;
Fifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202 at Document Nos13E13862, 511326320, 511388246,
511389402, 511389465, 511426993.]

C. This Court granted Mr. Baron’s request that he be grmitted to hire additional trial
counsel.

On April 16, 2012, the Court set a status confezetoc hear arguments regarding the
underlying Complaint and what issues need to beesddd in order to close the case. [Docket
No. 865.] In response to this Order, Mr. Scheppgasad the Court that “Jeffrey Baron is not
represented by counsel with respect to the unawrl\settled lawsuit.” [Docket No. 866.] On
April 23, 2012, this Court held the status confeeerat which time Mr. Schepps affirmed the
statements from his letter and then proceeded tohwthe hearing from behind the bar (rather
than at counsel’s table)Sde Docket No. 904 (noting the occurrences at the |&#j 2012 status
conference).]

On May 3, 2012, the Court issued an order (1) askaedging Mr. Schepps’ position that
he will no longer appear as Mr. Baron’s trial coglrend (2), permitting Mr. Baron to select new

trial counsel of his choice (and ordering that saidnsel file a notice of appearance on or before

THE RECEIVER’S NOTICE OF BARON'S ANTICIPATED REFUSA L TO HIRE NEW
COUNSEL AND IMPACT OF SUCH REFUSAL ON THE RECEIVERS HIP LIABILITIES 2
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June 1, 2012) (the “New Attorney Order”). [Dochkét. 904.] In order to preempt Mr. Baron’s
anticipated complaint that he cannot hire additi@eainsel without funds, the Court specifically
noted in the New Attorney Order that this attorneguld be paid from funds held by the
Receiver:
D. The Court set up an orderly schedule for closing th underlying case.

On May 2, 2012, this Court ordered that plaintifetsphere, Inc. (“Netsphere”) file
amended pleadings on or before May 23, 2012. [Pobk. 895.] Under the Federal Rules, an
amended complaint filed on May 23, 2012, wouldgeiga response deadline of June 6, 2012.

[FED.R.Civ. P. 15(a)(3).] Thus, the Court envisions the uryilegl case to proceed as follows:

. May 23, 2012—Netsphere files an amended complaint.

. June 1, 2012—Mr. Baron’s new attorney files an apgpece.

. June 6, 2012—Mr. Baron’s new attorney responds h® amended
complaint.

. After June 6, 2012—The Court issues a trial schedul

Importantly, and based on communications with Netsp, the Receiver anticipates that
the amended complaint will seek damages betweeh $illion and $ 2 million (based on
Netsphere’s allegations relating to Mr. Baron’s agous litigation tactics). Given the
magnitude of this financial exposure, it is obvigusf paramount importance that Mr. Baron
timely responds to the amended complaint and—asguthat Mr. Baron denies these claims—

marshals a strong defense.

2 In order that Mr. Baron could more easily hiraltcounsel, the Court went out of its way to assvire
Baron that his new counsel would receive paymértcourse, this was not necessary. If there isazea in which
the record clearly shows that Mr. Baron excelsyatuld be in recruiting counsel (dozens before tleed®ership,
and Messrs. Schepps and Barrett since the Reckipkrspresumably without even paying a retainer.

THE RECEIVER’S NOTICE OF BARON'S ANTICIPATED REFUSA L TO HIRE NEW
COUNSEL AND IMPACT OF SUCH REFUSAL ON THE RECEIVERS HIP LIABILITIES 3
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E. Mr. Baron objects to the order allowing him to retan trial counsel.
On the very day that the Court issued the New A#grOrder, Mr. Baron (through Mr.
Schepps, who previously announced that he was mgetorepresenting Mr. Baron before this
Court) filed with this Court an emergency motionstay the New Attorney Order. [Docket No.
908.] He also filed a notice that he would be atipg the New Attorney Order. [Docket No.
909]. He even filed a second emergency motioriap the New Attorney Order—this one with
the Fifth Circuit. [Fifth Circuit Case No. 12-108&t Document No. 511848491.] Clearly, Mr.
Baronreally did not like the New Attorney Order.
This made no sense to the Receiver. Why would B&éron want to stay an order
allowing him to retain new trial counsel? The Reee (through counsel, Barry Golden), then
approached Mr. Schepps about this. Through assefie-mails (attached hereto as Exhibjt A
the following bizarre dialogue occurred:
Mr. Golden: “One of the orders that Mr. Baron iglgag to stay is the
order saying that ‘Mr. Baron should retain trialuosel’
and ‘funds are available in the receivership fors th
purpose’ (attached for your convenience). Why aadut.
Baron want to stay this order?”

Mr. Schepps: “The order requires an attorney teeapBEFORE BEING
PAID and BEFORE PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS ARE
MADE. Qualified counsel is not going to accept ttase
under those terms, and you know it.”

Mr. Golden: “But didn't you?”

Mr. Schepps: “No. As you areweivare, | have not accepted

representation in the underlying lawsuit or triadud
matters without payment, up front, of a sufficieetainer.
This, as you are aware, was the situation fromades/and
you were, at the time, made expressly aware of fet

Am not going to continue this banter with you. Téaeel of
your dishonesty is repulsive.”

THE RECEIVER’S NOTICE OF BARON'S ANTICIPATED REFUSA L TO HIRE NEW
COUNSEL AND IMPACT OF SUCH REFUSAL ON THE RECEIVERS HIP LIABILITIES 4
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On May 11, 2012, in a brief, Mr. Schepps repeatexl Same sentiment to the Fifth Circuit
(except, of course, for the part about the “repefsdishonesty):

Notably the order of the District Court appealednirwith respect to allowing

trial counsel for Baron, set an impossible hurdle—a#torney would have to file

an appearance in the case before any fee arrang@masmworked out and before

the amount of funds which would be permitted weoé established. Moreover

there are no claims currently pending so it is isgilole for an attorney to know

what he is even signing up for.

[See Baron’s Reply to Responses of Sherman & Vogel [Fifth Circuit Case No. 12-10489 at
Document No. 511852892], a true and correct copwhuth is attached hereto as Exhibit &
p.8, n.7.]

The Receiver surmises that there are two reasbgsvv. Baron does not intend to retain
new counsel. First, retaining new counsel might ii@ved by the Fifth Circuit as an
acknowledgement that the underlying case was meady closed at the time this Court entered
the Receivership Order (contradicting one of hadlappellate arguments). Second, retaining
new counsel would be step towards ending the Rexship in an orderly fashion (contravening

Mr. Baron’s apparent goal of driving the Receiv@grshto administrative insolvency).

F. Unless something changes, Mr. Baron will causehd Receivership to incur
additional and substantial liabilities.

The Receiver expects that on June 1, 2012, nanattawill file a notice of appearance for
Mr. Baron. If the Receiver is correct, then onglén 2012, Mr. Baron will be subject to default
and expose the Receivership to additional hugélitieb in excess of $1.5 millioh. The
Receiver, therefore, seeks the Court’s guidandeosnto avoid Mr. Baron’s latest attempt to act

against his own economic self interests and thbsesa@ompanies.

% |f this Court were to enter a default, Mr. Baroill wo doubt claim that the Receiver’s failure tefend
against Netsphere’s claim was gross negligen&ee [Docket No. 866 (Mr. Schepps writing to the Cotnttwith
respect to the underlying case, “[a]s currently g& rights of Mr. Baron with respect to those terat are being
represented by Mr. Vogel in his fiduciary capacjty”

THE RECEIVER’S NOTICE OF BARON'S ANTICIPATED REFUSA L TO HIRE NEW
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Barry M. Golden

Barry M. Golden

Texas State Bar No. 24002149
Peter L. Loh

Texas Bar Card No. 24036982
GARDERE WYNNE SEWELL LLP
1601 Elm Street, Suite 3000
Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 999-4667 (facsimile)
(214) 999-3000 (telephone)
bgolden@gardere.com
ploh@gardere.com

ATTORNEYS FOR THE RECEIVER,
PETER S. VOGEL

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On May 15, 2012, Receiver served the foregoingcaatia the Court's ECF system.

/s/ Peter L. Loh
Peter L. Loh
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Exhibit A

13-10696.22401


13-10696.22401


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 928 Filed 05/15/12 Page 8 of 23 PagelD 56865

BLAKLEY, JOHN DAVID

From: GOLDEN, BARRY

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2012 2:21 PM

To: BLAKLEY, JOHN DAVID

Subject: Fwd: Re[6]: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al

Begin forwarded message:

From: Gary Schepps <legal@schepps.net>

Date: May 8, 2012 8:03:56 PM CDT

To: "GOLDEN, BARRY" <bgolden@gardere.com>

Subject: Re[6]: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al

Barry Golden:

No. As you are well aware, I have not accepted representation in the underlying
lawsuit or trial court matters without payment, up front, of a sufficient retainer.
This, as you are aware, was the situation from day one and you were, at the time,

made expressly aware of that fact.

Am not going to continue this banter with you. The level of your dishonesty is
repulsive.

Tuesday, May 8, 2012, 6:35:40 PM, you wrote:

But didn't you?

On May 8, 2012, at 6:31 PM, "'Gary Schepps' <legal@schepps.net>
wrote:

BARRY GOLDEN:
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The order requires an attorney to appear BEFORE BEING PAID and
BEFORE PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS ARE MADE. Qualified
counsel is not going to accept the case under those terms, and you know

1t.

Tuesday, May 8, 2012, 3:16:22 PM, you wrote:

Gary,
We are not in agreement with the request for the stay.

I wonder if you would please clarify one thing though. One of the orders that Mr. Baron is
seeking to stay is the order saying that 4€ceMr. Baron should retain trial counsela€L] and
a€cefunds are available in the receivership for this purposea€l] (attached for your
convenience). Why would Mr. Baron want to stay this order?

Barry

From: 'Gary Schepps' [mailto:legal@schepps.net]

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 3:08 PM

To: GOLDEN, BARRY

Subject: Re[2]: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al

Barry Golden:
The purpose of the email was to notify you of the filing.

If you have changed your position and would agree to a stay, please let
me know. It would certainly be helpful.

Gary Schepps

Tuesday, May 8, 2012, 1:07:27 PM, you wrote:

Gary,
What is the purpose of sending me such an e-mail twelve minutes before filing the motion?

2
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Barry
From: Gary Schepps [mailto:legal@schepps.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 12:24 PM
To: GOLDEN, BARRY; Urbanik
Subject: 12-10489; Netsphere, Inc. v Jeffrey Baron, et al
Gentlemen,
This is to advise you that we will be filing an emergency motion for stay in the 5th Circt

in this case.

Gary Schepps
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Exhibit B
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No. 12-10489
In the
Anited States Court of Appeals
for the Ffifth Circuit

NETSPHERE, INC. Et Al,
Plaintiffs

V.

JEFFREY BARON,
Defendant — Appellant
V.

QUANTEC L.L.C.; NOVO POINT L.L.C.,
Non Party — Appellants

V.
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY,
Defendant — Appellee
V.

PETER S. VOGEL,
Appellee

Appeal of Asset Disposal Orders in Ex Parte Receivership
Imposed to Prevent Jeff Baron from Hiring Counsel and
to Force Settlement of Non-Diverse Unpled
Non-Party Former Attorney Fee Claims Alleged against Jeff Baron

From the United States District Court
Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division
Civil Action No. 3-09CV0988-F

PROPOSED
REPLY TO RESPONSES OF SHERMAN & VOGEL
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TO THE HONORABLE JUSTICES OF THE FIFTH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS

COME NOW Appellants and make this Reply to the Responses filed by

Appellees Sherman and Vogel, and in support show the following:

1. The personally directed attempt to discredit Counsel.

Vogel’s argument attacking Counsel is fundamentally misleading. For
example, contrary to Vogel’s argument, the first three ‘findings’ of Hon. William
Royal Furgeson cited at the top of Page 4 of Vogel’s response do not involve the
undersigned. Rather, those ‘findings’ relate to versions of the ‘vexatious litigation’
story painted against Baron and counsel, well before the undersigned was engaged.
Vogel’s allegation that those statements were made about the undersigned is clearly
less than forthright. Further, while it is true the District Court found that
statements made in a motion about ‘Barrett’ (an attorney retained by the undersigned
to assist at one hearing) were “unfounded”, the District Court had no basis to make
such a findings. No hearing was held and no evidence was heard or considered.

Vogel similarly raises the response of Hon. Stacey Jernigan to a pending
mandamus petition to which she is Respondent. In the Response, the Hon. Stacey
Jernigan attacked the credibility of Counsel, just as Vogel and Sherman are doing
now. However, this Honorable Court found meritorious and granted the
undersigned’s motion in those proceeding made on the grounds that the record
directly contradicted Hon. Stacey Jernigan’s factual assertions regarding
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Counsel. See Document 511849698 filed on 5/09/2012 in case 12-10444.
Similarly, a review of the appellate briefing in the appeals Vogel and Sherman
characterize as “vexatious”, clarifies the illegitimacy of the Appellees’ argument

and provides a clear picture of the proceedings below. See briefing in Case No.

10-11202 (with consolidated cases) and Case No. 12-10003.'

2. The merits of the issues raised in this motion have not been ruled
on by this Honorable Court.

Unlike the orders challenged in the instant appeal, the previous liquidation
order for which stay pending appeal was sought, involved motions remanded to the
District Court by this Honorable Court.”> While this Honorable Court declined to
stay the District Court’s rulings on matters remanded to the District Court, to date

this Honorable Court has declined to remand any further such matters to the

District Court. Precisely because this Honorable Court has not allowed the

District Court to do so, the District Judge has attempted to bypass the jurisdiction
of this Honorable Court.
Notably, since the matters were pending before this Honorable Court when

the District Judge ruled on them, the merits of the substantive issues involved in

! For example, Baron funded the Ondova bankruptcy with a net injection of $3 Million, in
return for Sherman’s agreement use the funding to immediately pay off all the creditors and
return Ondova to Baron with approximately $1 Million in cash remaining. That didn’t happen.
Instead Sherman took the funds for his generated fees, and no creditor has received a penny.
See Document 511672923 filed on 11/21/2011 in case 10-11202. Baron objected and the ex
parte meetings between Sherman and Vogel and receivership over Baron followed.

2 Document 00511739739 filed on 1/27/2012 in case 10-11202.
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the matters on appeal have been briefed to this Honorable Court. Thus for
example, the issues relating to Thomas and Jackson (who is not Baron’s counsel)
have been fully briefed in motion responses before this Honorable Court.’
Notably, based on the motions and responses, this Honorable Court, to this point,
has not allowed the District Court to exercise jurisdiction over those matters.
Similarly, while the matter was pending before this Honorable Court,* the
District Court took matters into his own hands and entered an order finding that the
undersigned “concealed information” needed to file tax returns for Novo Point
LLC and Quantec LLC. However, just like with the ‘Barrett’ findings discussed
above, no hearing was held by the District Court and no evidence was considered.
The District Court erred in its actions. As a matter of controlling precedent:

“The filing of a timely and sufficient notice of appeal
transfers jurisdiction over matters involved in the appeal
from the district court to the court of appeals. The district
court is divested of jurisdiction to take any action with
regard to the matter except in aid of the appeal.”

United States v. Hitchmon, 602 F.2d 689, 692 (5th Cir. 1979)

3 E.g., Document 511765027 filed on 2/22/2012 in case 10-11202; Document 511629701 filed
on 10/12/2011 in case 10-11202.

* E.g., Document 511837047 filed on 4/26/2012 in case 10-11202.
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3. Like Vogel’s Response, Sherman’s Response is in almost every
respect materially misleading.

Item by item deconstruction of Sherman’s argument reveals a Response that
is in almost every respect materially misleading. A typical example is as follows:
Binding precedent requires that ex parte seizure orders protect the rights of the
property owner by requiring a bond to compensate the owner if the seizure is later
found to be wrongful. Connecticut v. Doehr, 501 U.S. 1, 19 (1991). No such bond
was required by the District Court. Yet, Sherman argues that “of course there was
a bond required”. What Sherman does not tell is that while there was a “bond
required” it was not a bond to compensate the defendant and no-parties for
wrongful seizure as mandated by Doehr. Instead, Sherman’s argument hides the
critical fact that the “bond” referenced by Sherman was a fidelity bond requiring
the receiver faithfully perform the orders of the court and has nothing to do with
compensating the defendant should the receivership order be found to have been
wrongfully obtained.

As another example, Sherman argues that the litigation has been extended
because Baron has appealed the orders of the District Court. However, the only
substantive orders of the District Court have been to liquidate receivership assets—
by the millions— and place the assets into the pockets of Vogel and his partners, and
now Sherman and his counsel. There is no underlying claim or case pending

involving Baron. Novo Point LLC and Quantec LLC are non-parties and no claim
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has ever been asserted against them in the lawsuit below. There is no underlying
lawsuit awaiting resolution. There is only the receivership and the only issue
raised is the emptying of receivership assets as “fees” for imposing the
receivership.

A careful examination of each part of Sherman’s argument reveals its
hollowness.” For example, Sherman cites In re Air Crash Disaster at Florida
Everglades, 549 F.2d 1006 (5th Cir. 1977) as authority for a party’s right to recover
attorneys for seeking and defending a receivership. The case, however, held that
“the district judge had the power to award compensation to the Committee to be
paid by other plaintiff counsel out of the fees they were entitled to receive”. Id. at
1008.  The reasoning of this Honorable Court in In re Air Crash Disaster
regarding equitable duties of the beneficiaries of funds, is as follows: This
Honorable Court held that “[WT]hen such a fund is for all practical purposes created

for the benefit of others, the formalities of the litigation — the absence of an

avowed class suit or the creation of a fund, as it were, through stare decisis rather
than through a decree — hardly touch the power of equity in doing justice as

between a party and the beneficiaries of his litigation.” /d. at 1018. Pointedly,

> This applies equally to the argument of Vogel. A typical example is shown in Vogel’s reliance
on Resolution Trust Corp. v. Smith, 53 F.3d 72 (5th Cir. 1995). First, Smith directly counters
Vogel’s previous argument (Vogel at pages 6-7) that the orders of liquidation and disposal of
receivership res are not appealable. Id. at 77 fn2. Second, Vogel misleadingly argues Smith
holds the trial court is not divested of jurisdiction over the matters appealed and retains
jurisdiction over “maintenance” of a receivership. Smith, however, holds “[u]ntil the judgment
has been properly stayed or superseded, the district court may enforce it through contempt
sanctions.” Id. at 76-77.
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obviously Baron, Novo Point LLC, Quantec LLC, etc., are not the
beneficiaries of Sherman’s litigation. Air Crash Disaster relates to the equitable
distribution of funds as between claimants and does not purport to carve out an
exception to the “American Rule” and as between a plaintiff and a defendant to
allow an award of attorney’s fees in order to “do justice” between a party and the
defendant it has sought relief from. Moreover, in its holding, this Honorable Court
held that:

“The district court must set and conduct a hearing in the full sense
of the word and must address the fee issue under the Johnson
standards. The Committee and its counsel must offer relevant
evidence and must be available for cross-examination. The court
should enter findings of fact and conclusions of law setting out the
basis for the fee award and adequately presenting the issue for
further appellate review should this be necessary”

Id. at 1021.

Clearly, with respect to the fee awards challenged in the instant appeal, there
was no hearing, no evidence, no opportunity for cross-examination, and no
discussion by the District Court of the Johnson standards. Thus, the relevant part
of the holding of the case cited by Sherman firmly establishes the likelihood of

reversal on appeal of the orders challenged in the instant appeal.

4. The limits of receivership authority.

As a matter of controlling precedent, a federal court’s inherent and ‘all writs’

powers are bounded by the same constraints as a Court’s exercise of its equitable
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power— a federal court’s authority is limited to the powers exercised by the Court
of Chancery at the time of the enactment of the Judiciary Act. ITT Community
Development Corp. v. Barton, 569 F.2d 1351, 1359 (5th Cir. 1978); Natural Gas
Pipeline Co. v. Energy Gathering, Inc., 2 F.3d 1397, 1409 (5th Cir. 1993). As
matter of well-established law, the Court of Chancery’s exercise of receivership
power over private property was strictly limited to aid in enforcement of a
judgment or to conserve property pending resolution of competing claims in the
property pled before the Court. E.g.  Gordon v. Washington, 295 U.S. 37 (1935).
Thus, Receivership is a limited in rem remedy and not an ‘everyday’ equitable
power that can be used as desired by a federal court.” Receivership is not
authorized to as a tool empty the pockets of a litigant and deny them hired counsel

because they are accused of vexatious litigation.”

% Sherman and Vogel’s arguments attempt to recast for private use the ‘constitutional power’
found in a minority of circuits as a basis for a court to take any reasonable measure to control co-
branches of government. However, with respect to private persons, every circuit recognizes that
federal courts are not free to exercise any power desired. Rather, outside of a specific statutory
grant of authority, a federal court’s authority to act is limited to the powers exercised by the
Court of Chancery at the time of the enactment of the Judiciary Act. Moreover, the minority
view that with respect to “substitution of a court's authority for that of elected and appointed
officials” the only limitation on a court’s power is “reasonableness under the circumstances”
allowing governmental receivership for ‘“constitutional purposes” against co-branches of
government (Morgan v. McDonough, 540 F.2d 527, 533, 535 (1st Cir. 1976)) appears to have
been rejected by the Supreme Court. See Milliken v. Bradley, 433 U.S. 267, 288 (1977) (court’s
power against co-branches is limited to the “traditional attributes of equity power”).

7 Notably the order of the District Court appealed from with respect to allowing trial counsel for
Baron, set an impossible hurdle—an attorney would have to file an appearance in the case before
any fee arrangement was worked out and before the amount of funds which would be permitted
were not established. Moreover, there are no claims currently pending so it is impossible for an
attorney to know what he is even signing up for.
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5. Sherman and Vogel have constructed a fictitious conception of
‘vexatious litigation’.

“Vexatious litigation” as a legal principle means the “filing and processing
frivolous and vexatious lawsuits”. E.g., Gordon v. US Department of Justice, 558
F.2d 618, 618 (1st Cir. 1977). The controlling standard of this Honorable Court is
that “[W]here monetary sanctions are ineffective in deterring vexatious filings,
enjoining such filings would be considered” Farguson v. MBank Houston, NA, 808
F.2d 358, 360 (5th Cir. 1986). Additionally, “[A] broader injunction, prohibiting
any filings in any federal court without leave of that court ... may be appropriate if
a litigant is engaging in a widespread practice of harassment against different
people.” Id. Baron is a defendant in the lawsuit below and Novo Point LLC and
Quantec LLC are non-parties. The two dozen other companies also in Vogel’s
receivership are also non-parties. There has been no finding that Baron has ever
filed a frivolous lawsuit. Rather, ‘Vexatious Litigation’ in Vogel and Sherman’s
constructed conception, involves, for example, challenging trial court orders on
appeal.

Even if a party was truly contumacious and stubbornly resisted the authority
of a court, the federal court is not empowered to punish that party (and non-parties)
by seizing all of their assets! Rather, “dismissal with prejudice is the ultimate

penalty”. John v. State of La., 828 F.2d 1129, 1131 (5th Cir. 1987)(emphasis).

13-10696.22414


13-10696.22414


Case: 12-10489 Document: 00511852893 Page: 10 Date Filed: 05/11/2012
Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 928 Filed 05/15/12 Page 21 of 23 PagelD 56878

6. The Surreal allegation of “continued disruption of the
Bankruptcy and District Court proceedings”

Sherman argues® that the emergency ex parte receivership addressed Baron’s
“disruption” of the Bankruptcy and District Court proceedings. However, well
prior to the imposition of the ex parte receivership, the District Court lawsuit
settled and all parties entered a stipulated order of dismissal with prejudice as to all
claims. R. 2109, et.seq., 2346-2356.  The only thing Baron had done in the
Bankruptcy Court prior to the imposition of the emergency receivership was to file
an objection to Sherman’s massive attorneys’ fee application. Sherman himself
cited that as a ground for the imposition of a receivership over Baron. R. 1577,
lines 1-3. At the time, the stated need in Sherman’s motion for the receivership
was “the appointment of a receiver is necessary under the circumstances in order to
remove Baron from control of his assets and end his ability to further hire and fire
a growing army of attorneys.” R. 1578, paragraph “13”.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Gary N. Schepps

Gary N. Schepps

Texas State Bar No. 00791608
5400 LBJ Freeway, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75240

(972) 200-0000 - Telephone

(972) 200-0535 - Facsimile

Email: legal@schepps.net
COUNSEL FOR APPELLANTS

¥ Sherman Response page 3.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRIC'] CO@@%&DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TE NI?ISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION — FILED
NETSPHERE, INC., $ MAY 16 2012
MANILA INDUSTRIES., INC., AND §
MUNISH KRISHAN § CLERK, US_pS3micT
g By . 321 COURT
PLAINTIFFS, § Deputy — 3TZZp M.
s o
V. § CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F
§
JEFFREY BARON AND §
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, §
§
DEFENDANTS. §

ORDER GRANTING THE RECEIVER’S FIFTH THROUGH
FOURTEENTH APPLICATIONS FOR REIMBURSEMENT
OF FEES INCURRED BY MARTIN THOMAS

The Court, having considered The Receiver’s Motion Re-Filing with the District Court
Ten Martin Thomas Fee Applications Previously Filed with the Fifth Circuit (Doc. No. 913) the
evidence attached thereto, and the pleadings on file, is of the opinion that the Motion should be
GRANTED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that The Receiver’s Fifth
Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Sixth
Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Seventh
Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Eighth
Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Ninth
Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Tenth
Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Eleventh
Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Twelfth

Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, The Receiver’s Thirteenth
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Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas, and The Receiver’s
Fourteenth Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thomas are GRANTED
and the Receiver, and his agents or representatives, are authorized to pay Martin Thomas
$50,000.00 for attorneys’ fees incurred from June 1, 2011, through March 31, 2012.!

Finally, it is FURTHER ORDERED that the Receiver immediately withdraw the
pending motions in the Fifth Circuit that relate to this instant order.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

SIGNED this /b “day of May, 2012.

Royal/ Furé on
Senior United States District Judge

' Such payment shall be made from the Receivership Assets to which the Receiver has obtained access and
on the earlier of (1) the date when the Receiver deems that he has access to sufficient Receivership Assets in the
form of cash so that making such payment does not create any risk to the Receiver’s ability to pay any other pending
or soon-to-be pending debts or liabilities arising out of the Receivership, or (2) the date the Court grants pending
motions to liquidate Receivership Assets (including, without limitation, The Receiver’s Motion to Permit
Liguidation of Non-Exempt Stocks—But Not the Liquidation of the IRAs [Docket No. 640 at Ex. 2] and The
Receiver’s Sealed Motion fo Liguidate the Baron IRAs Based on Newly Discovered Evidence and Changed
Circumstances [Docket No. 681 at Ex. A}) thereby generating access to Receivership Assets sufficient for payment.

2
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUR/B. DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT]OF TEX3AERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION FILED
NETSPHERE, INC., § MAY |6 2012
MANILA INDUSTRIES., INC., AND §
MUNISH KRISHAN §
CLERK, u.s ICT
s 0!;15? COURT
PLAINTIFFS, § Deputy 3133p.m - B
§
V. § CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F
§
JEFFREY BARON AND §
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, §
§
DEFENDANTS. §

ORDER GRANTING THE RECEIVER’S SEVENTH &
EIGHTH APPLICATIONS FOR REIMBURSEMENT
OF FEES INCURRED BY THOMAS JACKSON

The Court, having considered The Receiver’s Motion Re-Filing with the District Court
Two Thomas Jackson Fee Applications Previously Filed with the Fifth Circuit (Doc. No. 914)
the evidence attached thereto, and the pleadings on file, is of the opinion that the Motion should
be GRANTED. |

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that The Receiver’s
Seventh Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Thomas Jackson and The
Receiver’s Eighth Application for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Thomas Jackson are
GRANTED and the Receiver, and his agents or representatives, are authorized to pay Thomas
Jackson $23,750.00 for attorneys’ fees incurred from June 1, 2011 through February 6, 2012.
Such payment shall be made from the Receivership Assets to which the Receiver has obtained
access to date, and specifically from the funds the Receiver located in BBVA Compass Bank,

Account No. XXXXXX1323, in the name of Receivership Party Quantec, LLC
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Finally, it is FURTHER ORDERED that the Receiver immediately withdraw the
pending motions in the Fifth Circuit that relate to this instant order.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

SIGNED this /& Jay of May, 2012,

Royal/Furg;v(og%
Senior United Stdtes District Judge

ORDER GRANTING THE RECEIVER’S SEVENTH & EIGHTH APPLICATIONS

FOR REIMBURSEMENT OF FEES INCURRED BY THOMAS JACKSON 2
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT C :S. DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF T: RN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION | = FILED
NETSPHERE, INC., § MAY 16 2012
MANILA INDUSTRIES, INC. AND §
MUNISH KRISHAN § CLERK. US. A TaIe
§ By SR CT COURT
PLAINTIFFS, § Deputy :39p.m.
V. § CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F
§
JEFFREY BARON AND §
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, §
§
DEFENDANTS $

ORDER CLARIFYING THE COURT’S ORDER |
GRANTING MOTION OF DANIEL J. SHERMAN, CHAPTER 11 TRUSTEE FOR
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, FOR REIMBURSEMENT OF FEES AND EXPENSES
FROM THE RECEIVERSHIP ESTATE (DOCKET 896)

BEFORE THE COURT is the Trustee’s Motion for Clarification of this Court’s Order
(Doc. No. 921). The Motion is GRANTED. The Receiver is ordered to make the reimbursement
payment called for in Docket 896 without delay. The parties are notified that there is no
condition precedent to the Receiver’s obligation to make such payment, and in particular no
further order of the Bankruptcy Court or any other Court is required.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
Th

SIGNED this /4 day of May, 2012.

Royal l?"ergusyﬂ y
Senior United Stat€s District Judge.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC.,
MANILA INDUSTRIES., INC., AND
MUNISH KRISHAN
PLAINTIFFS,
V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F

JEFFREY BARON AND
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY,

wn W W W W W W N L W LN LN

DEFENDANTS.
ORDER REQUESTING LETTER BRIEFS
All parties are ORDERED to file letter briefs with the Court offering their views—uwith
supporting documents—as to how Ondova Limited Company owns the domain names
servers.com and petfinders.com by May 25, 2012. Letter briefs demonstrating the chain of title
would be particularly helpful. The parties should explain and make distinctions, if any, between
what it means to registrar a domain name and what it means to own it.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

SIGNED this 16th day of May, 2012.

Yoria0 Fraeder_
RO)/o\I Furge(son ﬂ

Senior United States District Judge
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GARY N. SCHEPPS

ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR

DRAWER 670804 TELEPHONE 9©72-200-0000

DALLAS, TEXAS 75367 FACSIMILE 972-200-0535
May 16,2012

VIA EMAIL (and PACER)

Hon. Judge W. Royal Furgeson, Jr.
United States District Judge

1100 Commerce Street, Room 1359
Dallas, Texas 75242-1001

Re: 3-09CV0988-F In Re Jeffrey Baron Receivership Order
Your Honor,

My goal is to assist the Court. I believe it would be helpful for the Court to weigh
Jeffrey Baron’s side of the title issues. However, as Your Honor is aware, I do not
represent Jeffrey in the trial court.

My estimate for the work involved is approximately 30 hours. Accordingly, if
Your Honor is willing to allow Jeff to receive a disbursement of $14,850.00 plus $2,500
for expenses and permission from the Court to hire counsel with that money so that he
could retain me for the representation, I would be happy to assist in representing his
interests with respect to the requested briefing in this case (Doc. 937).

Very truly yours,

Gary N. Schepps ]
Appellate Counsel for Jeffrey Baron
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC.,
MANILA INDUSTRIES., INC., AND
MUNISH KRISHAN
PLAINTIFFS,
V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F

JEFFREY BARON AND
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY,

wn W W W W W W N L W LN LN

DEFENDANTS.
ADDENDUM ORDER TO ORDER REQUESTING LETTER BRIEFS

On May 16, 2012, the Court ordered that all parties file letter briefs with the Court
offering their views—with supporting documents—as to how Ondova Limited Company owns
the domain names servers.com and petfinders.com by May 25, 2012 (Doc. No. 937). The Court
further indicated that letter briefs demonstrating the chain of title would be particularly helpful
and that the parties should explain and make distinctions, if any, between what it means to
registrar a domain name and what it means to own it.

In the interest of efficiency, parties may comply with this Order by offering a summary of
their position instead of a letter brief so long as they cite to the record and attach supporting
documents with their submission.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

SIGNED this 18th day of May, 2012.

Yoria0 Fraeder_
RO)/o\I Furge(son ﬂ

Senior United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC., §
MANILA INDUSTRIES, INC., AND
MUNISH KRISHAN,

PLAINTIFFS,

§
§
§
§
§
V. 8§ CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F
§
JEFFREY BARON AND 8§
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, 8§

§

§

DEFENDANTS.

THE RECEIVER'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Barry M. Golden

Barry M. Golden

Texas State Bar No. 24002149
Peter L. Loh

Texas Bar Card No. 24036982
GARDERE WYNNE SEWELL LLP
1601 Elm Street, Suite 3000
Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 999.4667 (facsimile)
(214) 999.3000 (telephone)
bgolden@gardere.com
ploh@gardere.com

ATTORNEYS FOR THE
RECEIVER, PETER S. VOGEL
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objections to the Trustee’s Petfinders

Motion outside the Protocol, this time via a
contemptuous motion purportedly filed on
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disbursements and made disbursements. ....136....
i) Mr. Baron appealed the orders. ...........cceeuue.e. 170
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Just like in March 2012, the Receiver and his celas Gardere Wynne Sewell LLP
performed a tremendous amount of work in April 2@i®rder to comply with the obligations
set forth in the Receivership Order. This workluded, among other things, (A) working to
minimize the cost of the Receivership, (B) identify gaining access to, and managing the
Receivership Assets, for the eventual purpose yihgahe claims of Mr. Jeffrey Baron’s unpaid
attorneys and other Receivership liabilities, (€pamaging for the sale of Receivership Assets to
insure the Receivership’s administrative solveriby,dealing with issues relating to the Ondova
Limited Company (“Ondova”) bankruptcy including pesiding to the Trustee’s requests for fee
reimbursements, (E) keeping the Former Baron Agtigsrapprised of developments in this case,
(F) complying with the Court’s order directing tharties to file pending motions with the Fifth
Circuit, and (G) responding to potential and acteamplaints and claims against the
Receivership Estate.

Like with the work that the Receiver performed irmaf¢h 2012, the work performed in
April 2012 was often extremely complex, time-intees and requiring cooperation from various
Receivership Parties. Unfortunately, and just likeMarch 2012, Mr. Baron and his agents
obstructed the Receiver’s efforts, thereby reqgitine Receiver to spend exponentially more
time and resources than would otherwise have bemessary. Thus, while the Receiver
completed much of the work he had hoped to in ApdiL2, that work, nonetheless, required
substantial time and a monumental effort (approkéyeb0 hours spent by the Receiver and 250
hours collectively spent by his Gardere counsépnl 2012). Details of the work performed in

April 2012 follow in thisReceiver’'s Report of Work Performed in April 2¢ft# “Report”).
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A. What will it take to complete the goals of the Receership?

This answer remains the same as previous monthe oash. On May 14, 2012, the
Receiver filedThe Receiver's Notice of the Receivership’s Pregdtinancial Picture as of
May 31, 2012the “May 2012 Financial Picture”). [Docket N&2®] The May 2012 Financial
Picture provides two summary charts: a best cadenamst case scenariold]] The best case
scenario (the “Best Case Scenario”) chart maximligesd assets and minimizes liabilities. The
worst case scenario (“Worst Case Scenario”) charinmizes liquid assets and maximizes
liabilities. Both scenarios are solely from thegpective of the Receivership Estate. As shown
by the May 2012 Financial Picture, depending on hbe Court rules on various pending
motions, the Receivership could be in the blackapproximately $342,060.08, in the red by

approximately $825,666.72, or somewhere in betwékeh]
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RECEIVERSHIP'S PROJECTED BEST CASE FINANCIAL PICTURE AS OF MAY 31, 2012

ANTICIPATED LIQUID ASSETS * ANTICIPATED LIABILITIES ?
Cash-on-Hand—Baron and LLC accounts. Former Attorney Claims. (Section A.2.a): $870,237.19
(Section A.1.a): $1,332,971.84

Granted Fee Applications (Section A.2.b):  $524,927.31

Anticipated Domain Monetization Revenue Pending Fee Applications(Section A.2.c): $562,174.07
through 5/31/12 ($192,694.78 already

obtained this month).(Section A.1.b): $8,000.00 Anticipated Additional Fee Applications

through 5/31/12—not yet filed (Section

Ordered Domain Sales. The Receiver has A.2.d): $229,000.00
executed contracts for the sales of domains Anticipated Receivership Expenses through
totaling $378,920that are yet to be fully 5/31/12.(Section A.2.e): $5,000.00

consummated and the proceeds have not yet

been acquired.(Section A.1.c): $378.920.00 Renewal Fees for Domain Names through

5/31/12.(Section A.2.f): $77,927.23
Stock Sale. The Court already indicated it Operating Expenses through 5/31/12.
would deny this motion. However, the (Section A.2.9): $1,893.00

Receiver re-urged his request in a new

motion. This assumes the Court will grant Carrington Fees. This assumes the Court

denies theCarrington Motion for Feesand

such motion. (Section A.1.d): $348,000.00 instructs Carrington to collect through the

Liquidation of IRAs. The Court already Ondova estate. (Section A.2.h): $0.00
indicated it would deny this motion. Barrett Fees. This assumes the Court will

However, the Receiver re-urged his request deny theBarrett Motion for Feesand

in a new motion. This assumes the Court instruct Mr. Barrett to seek payment from

will grant the Receiver's motion. (Section Baron post-Receivership (Section A.2.i): $0.00

A.l.e): $540,327.03

TOTAL ANTICIPATED LIQUID ASSETS: $2,608,218.84 TOTAL ANTICIPATED LIABILITIES: $2,266,158.80

NET ASSETS EXCEED LIABILITIES BY $342,060.08

! As indicated by the designation “Anticipated LiguAssets,” this analysis does not accountalbiReceivership Assets—ijust
those assets that are liquid or that the Receiasrrbquested permission to liquidate. Moreoverdexscribed in more detail in
Section A.1.dnfra, the Court has ordered that the Receiver $@l| (iquidate) certain domain names and use the padxéo pay
certain Receivership liabilities.SgeDocket Nos. 807 and 906.] The domain names tleaR#ceiver has been ordered to sell are
only reflected herein as Anticipated Liquid Assétél) they have already been sold, in which cdse froceeds are reflected as
“Cash-on-Hand” in Section A.liafra (assuming the proceeds have not already been agmaltReceivership liabilities per Court
order) or (2) the Receiver has executed contragtshkir sale, as discussed in Section Aidfa. Unless and until the Receiver
locates buyers for these remaining domain name$adsebeen ordered to sell, such assets cannot heatdy included as
“Anticipated Liquid Assets” of the Receivership,eevin the “best case scenario.” This is becaugbput a buyer, it is infeasible
for the Receiver to estimate a domain’s true mavidtie. Nevertheless, the Receiver is hopeful thase domain names can
generate revenue to satisfpter alia, (1) the unknown tax liabilities and (2) unknowma@unts needed to fund future work,
including appeals, as described in Notefa.

2 This analysis does not inclu@# Receivership liabilities. Most notably, this argifydoes not account for the unknown and,
thus, unquantifiable (1) Receivership tax liateltias of May 31, 2012 (unknown due to Mr. Barorétlsdocumented obstruction)
and (2) amounts needed to fund future legal wordduding appeals (unknown due to Mr. Baron’s weltdmented vexatious nature
including in the appellate courts).

% The Receiver is aware of $1,382,578.72 in varindi/idual retirement accounts in Mr. Baron’s naméowever, the Receiver
only has access to $540,327.03 in these accouriie. custodian for the remaining $842,251.69 didrespond to the Receiver’s
requests to gain access to these funds. ThuRetbeiver would need to take further action in otdegain access. The Receiver has
not contemplated these actions in these summaries.
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RECEIVERSHIP’'S PROJECTED WORST CASE* FINANCIAL PICTURE AS OF MAY 31, 2012

ANTICIPATED LIQUID ASSETS °

Cash-on-Hand—Baron and LLC accounts.
(Section A.1.a):

Anticipated Domain Monetization Revenue
through 5/31/12 ($192,694.78 already
obtained this month).(Section A.1.b):

Ordered Domain Sales. The Receiver has
executed contracts for the sales of domains
totaling $378,920that are yet to be fully
consummated and the proceeds have not yet
been acquired.(Section A.1.c):

Stock Sale. The Court already indicated it
would deny this motion. However, the
Receiver re-urged his request in a new
motion. This assumes the Court will deny
such motion. (Section A.1.d):

Liquidation of IRAs. The Court already
indicated it would deny this motion.
However, the Receiver re-urged his request
in a new motion. This assumes the Court
will deny the Receiver’'s motion. (Section
A.l.e):

$1,332,971.84

$8,000.00

$378,920.00

$0.00

$0.00

ANTICIPATED LIABILITIES °

Former Attorney Claims. (Section A.2.a):

Granted Fee Applications(Section A.2.b):

Pending Fee ApplicationgSection A.2.c):

Anticipated Additional Fee Applications
through 5/31/12—not yet filed (Section
A.2.d):

Anticipated Receivership Expenses
through 5/31/12.(Section A.2.e):

Renewal Fees for Domain Names
through 5/31/12.(Section A.2.f):

Operating Expenses through 5/31/12.
(Section A.2.9):

Carrington Fees. This assumes the Court
grants the Carrington Motion for Fees

and instructs the Receiver to pay these
fees from the Receivership Estate.
(Section A.2.h):

Barrett Fees. This assumes the Court
will grant the Barrett Motion for Feesand
instructs the Receiver to pay Mr.
Barrett's fees from the Receivership
Estate. (Section A.2.i):

$870,237.19

$524,927.31

$562,174.07

$229,000.00

$5,000.00

$77,927.23

$1,893.00

$224,233.27

$55,166.50

TOTAL ANTICIPATED LIQUID ASSETS:

$1,719,891.85

TOTAL ANTICIPATED LIABILITIES:

$2,545,558.57

NET LIABILITIES EXCEED ASSETS BY $825,666.72

* While the Receiver deems this scenario the “weeste scenario,” certain positive assumptions are
incorporated. In particular, this scenario assuthesconsummation of the domain name sales deskib8ection
A.l.cinfra. So, despite its characterization as the “woasecscenario,” this scenario is not an unrealietiecast
of the Receivership’s financial condition as of Mz, 2012.

® See supraote 1.
® See supraote 2
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As the Court can see from the Best Case Scenaad above, one or more variables
must tip the right waye(g, the Court permitting liquidation of exempt andfmon-exempt
stocks, the Court denying Carrington’s motion feed, the Court denying Mr. Barrett’s motion
for fees, the Court denying Mr. Barrett’'s motiorr fees, and projected fee applications and
expenses not exceeding estimated amounts) for eébeivership’s assets to exceed its liabilities
by May 31, 2012. Under the Worst Case Scenarith &l of the variables tipping the other way
(e.g, the Court not permitting liquidation of exemptdéor non-exempt stocks, the Court
granting Carrington’s motion for fees, the Courarging Mr. Barrett's motion for fees), the
liabilities will far surpass the liquid assets. rfhermore, if, after May 31, 2012, the Receiver
remains in place, the liabilities will steadily d¢oe to overtake the liquid assets requiring
liquidation of additional assets or risk not safisfy pending liabilities even under the Best Case
Scenario. The May 2012 Financial Picture providiles following details regarding the
Anticipated Liquid Assets and the Anticipated Lidlas. [Docket No. 924.]

1. The Receivership’s anticipated liquid asset5.
a. The Receivership estate has cash-on-hand of $B3B35.

The Receivership estate currently holds $301,438n7funds from Mr. Baron’s personal
accounts and funds obtained from Plaintiff Netsphander the global settlement agreement in
this matter. An account belonging to ReceiversRigrty Quantec, LLC currently holds

$697,417.29, while an account belonging to RecshiprParty Novo Point, LLC currently holds

" In a brief [Docket No. 337] and a transcribed rirggbn March 4, 2011, Mr. Baron claimed that thisre
an additional source of Receivership assets—$2omithat Elizabeth Schurig (his former attorneyletfrom him
and $4 million that the Plaintiff also stole fronmh [Transcript of Court Ordered Meeting, March2@11, at 81:3-
83:8.] The Receiver investigated these claimsrapdrted to Mr. Baron in writing that he had fourmlevidence to
substantiate the charges. [Docket No. 375 atrp4bDocket No. 416 at pp.35-36 n.7; Docket No. 425. 4 n.8.]
Thus far, Mr. Baron has provided no evidence tgpsupthese serious allegations of criminal feloniesluding
whether such claims would be barred by the releasthe global settlement agreement.
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$334,115.81. Thus, the Receivership estate clyrbas $1,332,971.85 cash-on-hand. Details
of such cash collected, including during April 2042 included further down in the Report.
b. The Receiver anticipates obtaining another $8,000id@ domain

monetization revenue in May 2012 (in addition t®%694.78 already
obtained this month).

As described further down in the Report, the Remehas been successful in diverting
domain-name-revenue streams from various monetiadhe Receivership estate. In May 2012,
the Receiver has already diverted $192,694.78 imatimation revenue to the Receivership
estate. The Receiver anticipate obtaining an madit $8,000.00 in monetization revenue this
month.

As described imThe Receiver's Motion to Confirm Propriety of Mamet Switch on or
about February 23, 2012, the LLCs—with the appraval assistance of the Receiver—switched
to a new monetization service, Domain Holdings @tdaoc. (the “Monetizer Switch”)[Docket
No. 863 at Ex. A.] The Receiver’'s motion detaitsshthe Monetizer Switch financially benefits
the LLCs—and, thus, the Receivership estate asadewtfor three primary reasons: (1) Domain
Holdings will provide the LLCs with programming s&es at no charge that were previously
handled by a programmer, Peter Wall, for more t$&8,000 per monthsée Section A.2.g
infra); (2) Domain Holdings guarantees a certain monémhount in monetization revenue; and
(3) the LLCs’ agreement with Domain Holdings angaties an increase in monetization revenue
received by the LLCs. Despite the financial besedf the Monetizer Switch, however, the bulk
of domain name revenues will likely still, as inggrmonths, be used to pay for Renewal Fees, as

explained in Section A.2iffra.?

8 On December 1, 2011, Google released an updathamiges made to its algorithm, including a “[n]ew
‘parked domain’ classifier’ which automatically det[s] parked domains” so Google can elect “nathow them.”
(See http://insidesearch.blogspot.com/2011/12/searchitgtiighlights-new-monthly.htm) Damon Nelson, the
Manager of the LLCsseeDocket No. 473], has informed the Receiver thatah@nge will severely limit traffic to
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Details of the domain-name revenue that the Recéias diverted to the Receivership
estate to date, including during March 2012, argaiaed in a chart further down in the Report.

C. The Receiver has contracts for $378,920.00 in Cordered domain
name sales

i. $20,000 related to the First Ordered Domains.

In his first and second motions to approve the sdlespecific domain names, the
Receiver proposed the sales of certain domain nariffsseDocket Nos. 288, 424, 480, 581.]
On January 31, 2012, the Court ordered the Recéiveell those domain names (the “First
Ordered Domains”) and use the proceeds to fundioeite applications. [Docket No. 807.] As
of the date of the May 2012 Financial Picture, Reeeiver has consummated the sales of certain
of First Ordered Domains and disbursed the fundhémanner ordered by the CouriSeé
supraNote 1.f Additionally, the Receiver has executed contrdmis third parties for the
purchase of certain other First Ordered Domain#)) séales prices totaling $20,000.00, but these
sales are yet to be fully consummated and the pdsckave not yet been acquired.

The Receiver is still negotiating the sales of emare First Ordered Domains but has
not obtained signed contracts for the purchaséede First Ordered Domains. The May 2012
Financial Picture does not include these First @udideDomains as Anticipated Liquid Assets
because, without a purchaser, it is difficult téiraate true market value.Sée supraNote 1).

Nevertheless, the Receiver is hopeful that thesst Birdered Domains can generate revenue to

the “parked” domain names controlled by Novo PolritfC and Quantec, LLC (collectively, the “LLCs”)hd
adversely affect domain name revenue over the apmionths. So, this further suggests that the béitomain
name revenue will likely continue to be largely dise pay for Renewal Fees.

° To date, these sales are expected to actuallyeg&62,108.85 more than the amount that the Court
ordered be used to pay portions of certain feeiggns. SeeDocket No. 807] At the Receiver’'s request, the
Court has approved the use of this $62,108.85 wsirf fund additional outstanding Receivership illigds.
[Docket Nos. 883, 906.]
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satisfy the unknown tax liabilities and unknown amis needed to fund future legal work,
including appeals, as discussed in Nosaigra.

ii. $358,920.00 related to the Second Ordered Domains.

On April 23, 2012, the District Court held a stawenference with the parties. The
Receiver made the District Court aware of the Rexrship’s financial situation and the pending
motions to sell domain names. The District Coustructed the Receiver to file a motion
seeking an order granting the pending motions todsgnains and other domains to pay off
current administrative costs. On April 27, 2012 Receiver filedThe Receiver's Sealed Ex
Parte Motion for Approval of Administrative Costadato Disburse Cash and Sell Domain
Names to Funds Administrative Cosfigh this Court requestingnter alia, an order (1) granting
the Receiver’s third motion to approve the sala gpecific domain name for tentative/non-final
sales price of $200,000.00, which has been orfdil@lmost seven months [Docket No. 685 at
Ex. B], (2) allowing the sale of a “package” of ldmain names for a tentative/non-final sales
price of $157,300.00, and (3) allowing the sala skparate “package” of 88 domain names for a
tentative/non-final sales price of $500,000. [DetcKo. 883.]

On May 3, 2012, the Court granted the motion artki@d that the proceeds from the
sale of these domains (the “Second Ordered Domaims’used to pay portions of certain
outstanding fee applications. [Docket No. 906.s &f the date of the May 2012 Financial
Picture, the Receiver has consummated the salesrtafin of the Second Ordered Domains and
disbursed the funds in the manner ordered by thatCdSee suprdNote 1.) As discussed in
Section A.2.b.infra, the Receiver has not yet completed sufficieressaf the Second Ordered
Domains to pay all of fee applications that the €oudered be paid. However, the Receiver has
executed contracts from third parties for the pasehof certain other Second Ordered Domains,

with sales prices totaling $358,920.00 ($124,92@0@&hich has already been placed in escrow
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by certain of the third-party purchasers), but ¢hesles are yet to be fully consummated and the
proceeds have not yet been acquired. When the@idscare acquired, they will be disbursed in
the manner ordered by the Courge¢ id)

The Receiver is still negotiating the sales of enenwe Second Ordered Domains but has
not obtained signed contracts for the purchashesfe Second Ordered Domains. The May 2012
Financial Picture does not include these Secon@&@dlDomains as Anticipated Liquid Assets
because, without a purchaser, it is difficult téiraate true market value.Sée supraNote 1).
Nevertheless, the Receiver is hopeful that thesergeOrdered Domains can generate revenue
to satisfy the unknown tax liabilities and unknoamounts needed to fund future legal work,
including appeals, as discussed in Nosaigra

Since, according to the May 2012 Financial Pictuhe Receivership liabilities will
continue to overtake the liquid assets through M@%2, the Receiver is now considering the
possibility of seeking an order requiring the sgjlof additional domain names in order to meet
the Receivership’s pending liabilities.

d. The Receivership estate has non-exempt stock ithagld, would net
approximately $348,000.00 in Receivership liquigeds.

i. Best Case Scenario

After withdrawing his motion to cash out both tHeAs and the non-exempt stock
[Docket No. 632], on July 7, 2011, the ReceiveedilThe Receiver's Motion to Permit
Liquidation of Non-Exempt Stocks—But Not the Ligtish of the IRA’s(the “Stock-Only
Motion”), requesting permission to cash out Mr. @ds non-exempt stock. SeeDocket No.
640 at Exs. 2-3.] On September 4, 2011, Mr. Bdiea his Fifth Amendment Objection to
Pending Substantive Motions and Motion for Rekigh the Fifth Circuit (Case No. 10-11202),

objecting to the Stock-Only Motion, among othersn “grounds of lack of constitutional due
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process.” On September 9, 2011, Mr. Baron filethwhe Fifth Circuit (Case No. 10-11202) his
Response and Motion for Relief with Respect to Mdgéon to Liquidate Jeff Baron’s Stogks
responding to the Stock-Only Motion and arguing tfifiquidation of the stocks involves costs
including taxes” and “[tjhe stocks should not bddsantil the appeal of the Districtsig]
underlying issue of the denial of Jeff Baron’s tighpaid counsel and jury trial . . . is resolved.
[SeeDocket No. 684.] On September 19, 2011, the Recdiled, also with the Fifth Circuit
(Case No. 10-11202J,he Receiver's Reply in Support of Motion to Petraquidation of Non-
Exempt Stocks—But Not Liquidation of the IR#sviding the legal authority for liquidation of
the stocks and informing the Court that the Receivends to later supplement the reply with
information regarding the capital gains tax lidlilihat would arise upon the liquidation of the
stocks. [d. at Ex. A.] On September 30, 2011, the Receivied fiwith the Fifth Circuit (Case
No. 10-11202),The Receiver's Sealed Supplement to His Replyppd@t of Motion to Permit
Ligquidation of Non-Exempt Stocksxplaining his best estimate of capital gainsliaility for
the sale of the stock, which would be, as referéraieove, between $0 and approximately
$31,000. [Docket No. 688 at Ex. A.]

On May 9, 2012, the Receiver re-filed the StockyOvibtion with this Court as part of
The Receiver's Sealed Motion Re-Filing with thetrizisCourt Two Motions Regarding IRAs
and Stocks Previously Filed with the Fifth Circu[Docket No. 919 at Exs. A-C.] The Court

deniedwithout prejudicethe Stock-Only Motion because “the Court wisheséde the results of

the sale of domain names.” [Docket No. 935.] Best Case Scenario assumes that the Court
will eventually grant the Stock-Only Motion.
The latest statement for the account holding tlbeksshows an approximate value of

$379,000. $eeDocket No. 388 at Ex. A.] The Receiver has ndtifiee Court that, in the event
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it grants the Stock-Only Motion, the stock saleldaesult in capital gains tax liability of up to
approximately $31,000.00, resulting in a net gdi$348,000.00 in Receivership liquid assets.
[See id. Docket No. 736.]

ii. Worst Case Scenatio

Under the Worst Case Scenario, the Court denieStibek-Only Motionwith prejudice
and the Receivership Estate does not receive ajppataly $348,000.00.14.]

e. The Receivership estate has access to IRAs wodh, $57.03.

i. Best Case Scenario

In its Advisory the Court indicated that it would deny the Reegs/request to liquidate
Mr. Baron’s IRAs. [Docket No. 630.] However, aftthe Court issued itddvisory a Former
Baron Attorney provided evidence to the Receiveaxt thir. Baron used IRA funds to pay
attorneys’ fees. Based on this evidence, on Sdmeri4, 2011, the Receiver filed, with the
Fifth Circuit (Case No. 10-11202J,he Receiver's Sealed Motion to Liquidate the BdRAs
Based on Newly Discovered Evidence and Changedudstances(the “IRA Motion”),
requesting that the Court reconsiderAdvisory statement that it would deny liquidation of the
IRAs for the purpose of paying attorneys’ fees.o¢ket No. 681 at Ex. A.] As stated in the IRA
Motion, the Receiver has identified close to $1,888.72 in IRA funds belonging to Mr. Baron.
[Id.] The Receiver argues that Mr. Baron’s use off# 1o pay attorneys’ fees provides a basis
for the Receiver to liquidate his IRAs for the sapuepose. Id.] As noted above, the Receiver
only has access to $540,327.03 in these accounie wie custodian for the remaining
$842,251.69 has not responded to the Receiverisests) to gain access to these fundSee(
supraNote 3.) Thus, the Receiver would need to takth&raction in order to gain access to
the remaining $842,251.69, and the Receiver hasamtemplated these actions in his financial

pictures filed with the Court. SeeDocket No. 832.] Should the Court allow the $5203,83 in
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accessed IRA funds to be used to pay the fees whdéfoBaron Attorneys, as they have been
used in the past, the Receiver will be much mdtelyito have adequate assets to meet the
Receivership’s pending liabilities.

On September 26, 2011, Mr. Baron responded toRAeNotion, filing his Response to
Vogel Motion to Liquidate Jeff Baron’s IRAsth the Fifth Circuit (Case No. 10-11202). Irshi
response, Mr. Baron argues that the IRA he usephjothe Former Baron Attorney was the
actual client (and not Mr. Baron) in the litigatioam which the funds were used to pay the
attorneys’ fees. Mr. Baron also argues that theeRer did not obtain a trial court judgment
against Mr. Baron and, thus, did not have the paweise those funds.

On October 3, 2011, the Receiver filede Receiver's Reply in Support of Sealed Motion
to Liquidate the Baron IRAs Based on Newly Disceddfvidence and Changed Circumstances
and provided evidence in the form of a declarafrem the relevant Former Baron Attorney
testifying that Mr. Baron was, indeed, the clieot &ll purposes in the litigation at issue.
[Docket No. 690 at Ex. A.] The Receiver—similarth@ Stock-Only Motion—further argued he
has the power in equity to liquidate the IRAs asé the funds to pay Mr. Baron’s liabilities.
[1d.]

On May 9, 2012, the Receiver re-filed the IRA Matiwith this Court as part ofhe
Receiver's Sealed Motion Re-Filing with the Dist@ourt Two Motions Regarding IRAs and
Stocks Previously Filed with the Fifth CircuifDocket No. 919 at Exs. D-E.] The Court denied

without prejudicethe IRA Motion because “the Court wishes to seertdsuilts of the sale of

domain names.” [Docket No. 935.] The Best Casen&co assumes that the Court will
eventually grant the IRA Motion, resulting in a gaof $348,000.00 in Receivership liquid

assets. $eeDocket No. 919 at Exs. D-BupraNote 3.]
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ii. Worst Case Scenatio

Under the Worst Case scenario, the Court demitds prejudicethe IRA Motion and the
Receivership Estate does not receive approxim&g#0,327.03 in IRA funds to which the

Receiver currently has access. [Docket No. 736.]

2. The Receivership’s anticipated liabilities.
a. The Receivership will fund the Former Baron Attgrretaims totaling
$870,237.19.

Based on declarations that the Receiver receivedsabmitted to the Court, ifhe
Receiver'sMotion to Approve Assessment and DisbursementroféAttorney Claim$Docket
No. 396], The Receiver's Second Motion to Approve AssessamehDisbursement of Former
Attorney ClaimgDocket No. 400], and he Receiver’s Third Motion to Approve Assessmedt a
Disbursement of Former Attorney Claifi3ocket No. 411] (collectively, the “Former Attan
Claim Motions”), the claims from the unpaid attorneys of Mr. Barotalt $1,453,270.35 (a
detailed chart breaking this amount down by eaamant can be found further down in this
Report). Of that amount, the Receiver understahnalisthe Trustee will be paying $457,266.58
from the Ondova estate. The Receiver has alsopmnmposed disbursement of a portion
($2,750.00) of the claim of one unpaid attorneyMsf Baron. Gee infranote 41.) That left
unpaid attorney claims before the Receiver of $88B93.

On April 28, 2011, the Court admitted into evider& declarations from the Former

Baron Attorneys’ On May 6, 2011, the Court denied the Receivedsfer Attorney Claim

12 The Declaration of Robert Garrey was inadvertenty admitted into evidence at the hearing on April

28, 2011 (the “Garrey Declaration”).S¢eDocket No. 569 at p. 10 n. 3, p. 23 at n. 33.] deer, the Receiver
previously filed such declaration as parfltfe Receiver’'s First Assessment Regarding FormesrBAttorneysand
The Receiver’'s Motion to Approve Assessment artlduBisment of Former Attorney ClaimgSeeDocket No. 399

at Appx. 803.] Mr. Garrey also appeared at therihgaon April 28, 2011, and made himself availafde
examination by Mr. Baron. Finally, Mr. Baron didtroffer evidence to controvert the Garrey Declarat As a
result, the Garrey Declaration was deemed admitted considered by the Court in iEndings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Order on Assessment ofrgyoClaims [Docket No. 575 at p. 13 n. 4.]
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Motions without prejudice and instructed the Reeeito institute a fee cap of $400 for any
attorneys whose Former Attorney Claims consistetairly fees in excess of $400 (the “Fee
Cap”). [Docket No. 527.] Accordingly, on May 13011, the Receiver filed hisourth Motion
to Approve Assessment and Disbursement of Att@teemns [Corrected Versionfvhich applied
the Fee Cap to the Former Attorney Claims resuliting reduction of $140,501.28 (the “Fourth
Attorney Claim Motion”). [Docket No. 569 The same day the Receiver accompanied this
filing with his submission to the Court via e-mail his Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Order on Assessment of Attorney Claims [Coegttersion](the “Findings of Fact’}? On
May 13, 2011, the Receiver notified the parties dne Former Baron Attorneys of this
submission via email. [Docket No. 570.] As ddsed in the Fourth Attorney Claim Motion and
the Findings of Fact, the Receiver moved for apagrand assessment of $870,237.19 to pay the
claims of the Former Baron Attorneys. [Docket §69.] On May 18, 2011, the Court executed
the Findings of Fact and approved $870,237.19 ymgat to the Former Baron Attorneys upon
the Receiver’s acquisition of sufficient cash. @Ret No. 575.]

A more detailed discussion of the Receiver’'s walating to the claims of the Former

Baron Attorneys is included further down in thisped.

" The Receiver's Fourth Motion to Approve AssessmedtDisbursement of Attorney Claims [Corrected
Version] supplants and replaces the version filed on May2011, which contained mathematical errors. [[@bdck
No. 562.]

2 The Receiver'sFindings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order Assessment of Attorney Claims
[Corrected Version]completely supplants and replaces the originasivarfiled May 11, 2011, which contained
mathematical errors. [Docket No. 563.]
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b. The Court has granted—but the Receiver has not fyetled—fee
applications totaling $524,927.31

i $58,628.63 pursuant to order granting Grant Thaornfee
applications.

As discussed in Section A.1.cslipra on May 3, 2012, the Court grant€de Receiver’s
Sealed Ex Parte Motion for Approval of AdministvatiCosts and to Disburse Cash and Sell
Domain Names to Funds Administrative Castd ordered that the proceeds from the sale of the
Second Ordered Domains be used to pay portionsedfin outstanding fee applications.
[Docket No. 906.] To date, the Receiver has funalédpplicable fee applications except those
of Receivership Professional Grant Thornton, LLChick total $58,628.63. Id.; see also
Docket No. 883 at Exs. 45-50 (copies of the Grdmriton fee applications).] As explained in
Section A.1l.c.iisuprg the Receiver has executed contracts from thirtdgsafor the purchase of
certain other Second Ordered Domains, but theges saé yet to be fully consummated and the
proceeds have not yet been acquired. When suffipeoceeds are acquired from these sales,
$58,628.63 will be disbursed to Grant Thornton pars to the Court’s order. [Docket No. 906.]

ii. $60,000.00 pursuant to order granting Martin Thonfas
applications.

On May 3, 2012, the Court issued @sder Granting the Receiver’'s Fourth Application
for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thormad Order Granting the Receiver’s
Fifteenth Application for Reimbursement of Feesutred by Martin Thomasdirecting the
Receiver to pay Martin Thomas a collective $10,000from the Receivership Assets to which
the Receiver has obtained access.” [Docket Nosk, 903.] On May 16, the Court issued its
Order Granting the Receiver’s Fifth Through Fourtde Application for Reimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Martin Thomasdirecting the Receiver to pay Martin Thomas aeot$50,000.00

“from the Receivership Assets to which the Recehas obtained access.” [Docket No. 929.]
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The orders allow the Receiver to make such paymemtdr. Thomas “when the
Receiver deems that he has access to sufficiergiVeship Assets in the form of cash so that
making such payment does not create any risk t&Réeiver’s ability to pay any other pending
or soon-to-be pending debts or liabilities arismg of the Receivership.” [Docket Nos. 901,
903, 929.] So, the Receiver is examining the curséatus of the Receivership’s available cash-
on-hand as compared to its pending or soon-to-beipg debts and liabilities in order to
determine the proper time to make the $60,000.08ative payments to Mr. Thomas.

iii. $26,537.50 pursuant to order granting Thomas Jackise
applications.

On May 3, 2012, the Court issued@sder Granting the Receiver’s Sixth Application for
Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Thomas Jackdioecting the Receiver to pay Thomas
Jackson $2,787.50 from funds located in Quante€’slbank account. [Docket No. 902.] On
May 16, 2012, the Court issued @sder Granting the Receiver’'s Seventh & Eighth Aggtion
for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Thomas Jackbiecting the Receiver to pay Thomas
Jackson another $23,750.00 from funds located ian@e, LLC’s bank account. [Docket No.
902.] The Receiver is currently working with Damielson, the Manager of Quantec, LLC
[seeDocket No. 473], to make this collective $26,537pa@ment to Mr. Jackson.

iv. $379,761.18 pursuant to order granting Trusteeygdication.

On April 19, 2011, the Trustee filed thdotion of Daniel J. Sherman, Chapter 11
Trustee for Ondova Limited Company, for Reimbursgénoé Fees and Expenses from the
Receivership Estatéhe “Motion for Reimbursement”), requesting thae tTrustee be paid
$379,761.18 from the Receivership Assets. [Dod¥et 467.] On May 3, 2011, the Court

issued itOrder Granting Motion of Daniel J. Sherman, Chaptér Trustee for Ondova Limited
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Company, for Reimbursement of Fees and Expensestifi® Receivership Estaterdering that
“the Trustee be reimbursed in the amount of $37R/&” [Docket No. 896.]

The Court’s order, however, states that “all feled expenses herein are subject to final
Bankruptcy Court approval.”’ld.] On May 10, 2012, the Trustee filed with the Gddaniel J.
Sherman, Chapter 11 Trustee’s Motion to Clarify heder Granting Motion of Daniel J.
Sherman, Chapter 11 Trustee for Ondova Limited Gmypfor Reimbursement of Fees and
Expenses from the Receivership Estdf@ocket No. 921.] The Trustee’s motion requedteat
the Court enter an order “that there is no requanetinof further action by the Bankruptcy Court
or any other Court before the [$379,761.18] paymemhade” and, thus, the Receiver should
make the payment “without delay.”Id[] The Court granted the Trustee’s requested ocoder
May 16, 2012. [Docket No. 931.] So, the Recewirpay $379,761.18 to the Trustee.

C. The Court has fee applications pending beforetdliog $562,174.07.

In addition to the $451,177.31 in fee applicatitimst the Court has already granted, the
following fee applications (totaling $562,174.07¢ pending before the Court.

i $156,612.77 in partially pending Receiver fee ampions.

This Court has partiallgranted 15 fee applications filed on behalf of Receiver for
work performed between January 2011 and April 2042ying a total of $156,612.77 in fees
pending, as follows:

. $13,822.27 pursuant tbhe Receiver's Third Receiver Fee Applicatiompaid
amounts incurred in January 2011) [Docket Nos. 383, and 883 at Ex. 1];

. $20,881.25 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Fourth Receiver Fee Applicatfonpaid
amounts incurred in February 2001) [Docket Nos., 4PB, and 883 at Ex. 2];

. $13,068.90 pursuant tbhe Receiver's Fifth Receiver Fee Applicati@mpaid
amounts incurred in March 2011) [Docket Nos. 4&2,%and 883 at Ex. 3];
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. $7,087.50 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Sixth Receiver Fee Applicatianpaid
amounts incurred between April 1-22, 2011) [DodMet. 492, 534, and 883 at
Ex. 4];

. $13,510.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Seventh Receiver Fee Applicdtiopaid
amounts incurred between April 23-May 31, 2011) dket Nos. 605, 630, 807,
and 883 at Ex. 5];

. $10,570.12 pursuant fbhe Receiver’'s Eighth Receiver Fee Applicatjonpaid
amounts incurred between June 1-Julyl5, 2044¢Docket Nos. 648 at Ex. A,
806-07, and 883 at Ex. 6];

. $13,027.86 pursuant tbhe Receiver's Ninth Receiver Fee Applicat{anpaid
amounts incurred between July 16-August 31, 204d¢ocket Nos. 678 at Ex.
C, 806-07, and 883 at Ex. 7];

. $6,058.00 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Tenth Receiver Fee Applicafjonpaid
amounts incurred in September 2014¢dDocket No. 698 at Ex., 806-07, and
883 at Ex. 8];

. $6,860.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver’'s Eleventh Receiver Fee Applicatiompaid
amounts incurred in October 201BegDocket Nos. 713 at Ex. A, 806-07, and
883 at Ex. 9];

. $17,325.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Twelfth Receiver Fee Applicatiompaid
amounts incurred between November 1-December 15])2BeeDocket Nos.
750 at Ex. A, 806-07, and 883 at Ex. 10];

. $4,392.50 pursuant t@he Receiver's Thirteenth Receiver Fee Application
(unpaid amounts incurred between December 16-DeeeBih 2011)geeDocket
Nos. 781 at Ex. A, 806-07, and 883 at Ex. 11];

. $13,772.50 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Fourteenth Receiver Fee Application
(unpaid amounts incurred between January 1-FebrRary2012) $ee Docket
Nos. 840 at Ex. C, 883 at Ex. 12, and 906];

. $2,992.50 pursuant fbhe Receiver’s Fifteenth Receiver Fee Applicatiompaid
amounts incurred between February 22-29, 204@3Docket Nos. 853 at Ex. A,
883 at Ex. 13, and 906];

. $7,822.50pursuant torhe Receiver’'s Sixteenth Receiver Fee Applicdtiopaid
amounts incurred in March, 2012eeDocket Nos. 877 at Ex. A, 883 at Ex. 14,
and 906]; and

. $5,421.87 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Seventeenth Receiver Fee Application
(unpaid amounts incurred between April 1-20, 2q%2eDocket Nos. 879 at Ex.
A, 883 at Ex. 15, and 906].
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ii. $405,561.30 in partially pending Gardere fee aptibms.

This Court has partiallgranted 15 fee applications filed on behalf of Receiver’s
counsel, Gardere Wynne Sewell, LLP, for work perfed between January 2011 and April
2012, leaving a total of $405,561.30 in fees pegdas follows:

. $30,838.66 pursuant tbhe Receiver's Third Gardere Fee Applicatiempaid
amounts incurred in January 2011) [Docket Nos. 338, and 883 at Ex. 16];

. $40,860.05 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Fourth Gardere Fee Applicatimmpaid
amounts incurred in February 2011) [Docket Nos., 429, and 883 at Ex. 17];

. $38,748.97 pursuant tbhe Receiver's Fifth Gardere Fee Applicati@empaid
amounts incurred in March 2011) [Docket Nos. 4R83,5nd 883 at Ex. 18];

. $19,955.60 pursuant tbhe Receiver's Sixth Gardere Fee Applicatiompaid
amounts incurred between April 1-22, 2011) [DodKet. 493, 535, and 883 at
Ex. 19];

. $45,389.01 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Seventh Gardere Fee Applicatiompaid
amounts incurred between April 23-May 31, 2011) ¢kt Nos. 606, 630, 806-
07, and 883 at Ex. 20];

. $27,120.94 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Eighth Gardere Fee Applicat{ompaid
amounts incurred between June 1-Julyl5, 2011, 2[3EEDocket Nos. 648 at
Ex. B, 806-07, and 883 at Ex. 21];

. $40,938.55 pursuant tbhe Receiver's Ninth Gardere Fee Applicati@mpaid
amounts incurred July 16-August 31, 2011, 20%&eDocket Nos. 678 at Ex. D,
806-07, and 883 at Ex. 22];

. $19,253.51 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Tenth Gardere Fee Applicat{anpaid
amounts incurred in September 201dgdDocket Nos. 698 at Ex. B, 806-07, and
883 at Ex. 23];

. $18,205.94 pursuant fthe Receiver’'s Eleventh Gardere Fee Applicafiompaid
amounts incurred in October 201¥kegDocket Nos. 713 at Ex. B, 806-07, and
883 at Ex. 24];

. $40,522.45 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Twelfth Gardere Fee Applicat{anpaid
amounts incurred November 1-December 15, 2044¢Docket Nos. 750 at Ex.
B, 806-07, and 883 at Ex. 25];
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. $11,698.18 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Thirteenth Gardere Fee Application
(unpaid amounts incurred December 16-December @11)2[seeDocket Nos.
781 at Ex. B, 806-07, and 883 at Ex. 26];

. $31,571.77 pursuant t@he Receiver's Fourteenth Gardere Fee Application
(unpaid amounts incurred between January 1-FebrRary2012) $ee Docket
Nos. 840 at Ex. D, 883 at Ex. 27, and 5@6

. $8,150.00 pursuant tbhe Receiver’s Fifteenth Gardere Fee Applicatjonpaid
amounts incurred between February 22-29, 20d9Docket Nos. 853 at Ex. B,
883 at Ex. 28, and 906];

. $19,581.15 pursuant fithe Receiver’s Sixteenth Gardere Fee Applicatiompaid
amounts incurred in March, 2012eeDocket Nos. 877 at Ex. B, 883 at Ex. 29,
and 906]; and

. $12,726.52 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Seventeenth Gardere Fee Application
(unpaid amounts incurred between April 1-20, 2q%2eDocket Nos. 879 at Ex.
B, 883 at Ex. 30, and 906].

d. Estimated additional fee applications through Maly, 2012, will likely
total approximately $229,000.00.

The following are estimated fee applications (with estimated amounts totaling
$229,000.00) that the Receiver foresees filing wligh Court for work performed through May

31, 2012:

. $15,000.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Eighteenth Receiver Fee Applicafion
amounts incurred from April 21 through April 30,120;

. $50,000.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver’'s Eighteenth Gardere Fee Application
amounts incurred from April 21 through April 30,120;

. $35,000.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Nineteenth Receiver Fee Applicdfion
amounts incurred in May 2012);

. $70,000.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver's Nineteenth Gardere Fee Applicaffon
amounts incurred in May 2012);

. $25,000.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver’'s Sixteenth Application for Reimbuesgm
of Fees Incurred by Damon Nels@or amounts incurred from April 21 through
May 31, 2012);

13 SeeDocket No. 922.

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12 PAGE 30
13-10696.22456


13-10696.22456


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 32 of 231 PagelD 56935

. $6,000.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver’s Eighth Eckels Fee Applicatftor amounts
incurred from April 21 through May 31, 2012);

. $8,000.00 pursuant tdhe Receiver's Seventeenth Cox Fee Applicaffon
amounts incurred from April 21 through May 31, 212

. $15,000.00 pursuant tbhe Receiver’'s Eighth Grant Thornton Fee Appliaatio
(for amounts incurred from April 21 through May 2D12); and

. $5,000.00 pursuant fbhe Receiver’s Sixteenth Application for Reimbuesgrof
Fees Incurred by Martin Thomd@r amounts incurred in May 2012).

e. The Receiver anticipates paying expenses through 3a 2012 totaling
$5,000.00.

Before May 31, 2012, the Receiver will disburse0$5,00 to Mr. Baron for his daily-
living expenses for June 2012. Details regardivegexpenses that the Receiver has paid from
the Receivership estate to date, including duripgl®012, are included in a chart further down
in the Report.

f. The Receiver anticipates paying Renewal Fees ttrddgy 31, 2012
totaling $77,927.23.

As discussed further down in the Report, domainesafsuch as the ones registered by
the LLC) require an annual renewal fee to be paithé registrar (the “Renewal Fees”). As the
Receiver explained in hidotice of Increase in Domain Name Renewal FeesGotsequential
Change in Definition of Money-Losing Domain Napms January 1, 2012, the registrar for the
LLCs’ domain names (Fabulous.com) raised its anfehewal Fees for individual domain
names from $7.67 to $8.18 for .com names and frbr3$to 6.19 for .net names. [Docket No.
803.]

Failure to pay Renewal Fees will lead to forfeitiiig registration and control over the
domain names. Renewal Fees for certain domain siaree due by the end of May 2012.
Damon Nelson, the Manager of the LLG&¢Docket No. 473], anticipates that such Renewal

Fees will total $77,927.23.Séediscussion in Section A.1dupra)
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Details regarding all Renewal Fees that the Recdias paid from the Receivership
estate, including in April 2012, are included inkaart further down in the Report.

g. The Receiver anticipates paying operating expertsesugh May 31,
2012, totaling $1,893.00.

Mr. Nelson keeps the Receiver apprised of the LL&kgenses. Below is a chart of LLC
expenses (with an estimated total of $1,893.0Q)MraNelson has forecasted through May 31,

2012 (excluding payment of Renewal Fees, whichssudsed in the previous section):

Recipient Amount Type
Quasar Services, LLC $825.00 Rent and Wireless Internet Expenses
Domain Name Appraiser $1,000.00 | Domain Name Appraisal for Potential Domain NameeSa
BBVA Compass Bank $68.00 Bank Fees
TOTAL: $1,893.00

The LLCs have experienced a significant decreasbdaranticipated operating expenses
since February 2012. Sge, e.g.Pocket No. 832 (February 2012 financial picturej@cting
$14,260.00 in operating expenses).] As detailethia Receiver’'s Motion to Confirm Propriety
of Monetizer Switclidiscussed in Section A.1duprg, one financial benefit of the Monetizer
Switch is that Domain Holdings will provide the LEQvith programming services at no charge
that were previously handled by a third-party pamgmer for more than $12,000 per month.
[SeeDocket No. 863 at Ex. A.] Now, the LLCs will onlitilize the programmer’s services on a
project-to-project basis and Mr. Nelson has infaintiee Receiver that he anticipates the LLCs
will not spend more than $1,000 per month for ssmtvices. Id.] This turn of events saves the
LLCs money and, in turn, maximizes the Receiverghggets available to fund Receivership

liabilities.
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Details regarding all operating expenses that tbeeRer has paid from the Receivership
estate, including during April 2012, are includadaichart further down in the Report.

h. Carrington has submitted an attorneys’ fees clafr$224,233.27.

i Best Case Scenario

On June 15, 2011, Carrington, a former Baron lawn.fifiled a Motion for
Reconsideration or Alter or Amend the Findings aftt: Conclusions of Law, and Order on
Assessment of Attorney Claim§Docket No. 613 Carrington alleges that it is entitled to
payment of its former attorney claim in the amowoft$224,223.27 from the Receivership
Assets. [d.] The Receiver responded to the motion on threargts. [Docket Nos. 633 and
634.] First, the Receiver noted that the Trubime already promised to pay Carrington from the
Ondova estate.ld.] Second, Carrington had never once taken isstletive Receiver’s request
that he not have to pay Carringtorid.] Third, the Receiver does not have the availabkh to
cover Carrington’s claim (see above), and the Bausloes. I1fl.] Mr. Baron also filed his own
response to Carrington’s motion. [Docket No. 639.]

In its Advisory the Court stated that it “will evaluate the m&tribf the Carrington
motion. [Docket No. 630.] In the Best Case Scendine Court will deny Carrington’s motion
because, as explained already above, the Receaperéhancial position is growing more and
more precarious.

ii. Worst Case Scenatio

If the Court were also to grant the motion to pagrribgton’s bankruptcy claim of

$224,233.27, the Receivership liabilities couldvandhe liquid assets to an even greater extent.

14 Carrington also filed a “conditional” notice of gml with the Fifth Circuit appealing the Court's
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order Assessment and Disbursement of Former AttorneymGlai
[Docket No. 614.] Carrington’s appeal is consalatl with Mr. Baron’s appeal of the same ordertiiFZircuit
Case No. 11-10501).
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I. Peter Barrett has submitted a claim for $55,166180n the Receivership
estate.

i. Best Case Scenario

Peter Barrett is a Former Baron Attorney—but nat onthe sense as typically discussed
in the Receivership. Mr. Barrett served as on®lofBaron’s attorneys during the course of the
Receivership and has since withdrawn. [Docket4&y..] On July 6, 2011, Mr. Barrett filed a
fee application seeking $55,166.50. [Docket No7.p3Approval of this fee application, of
course, would add to the Receivership’s growing & obligations. Thus, the preferable
outcome for the Receivership Estate would be ferGburt to deny this request and instruct Mr.
Barrett to seek payment from Mr. Baron post-Reasivip.

ii. Worst Case Scenario

Under the Worst Case Scenario, the Court orderfKk#eeiver to pay Mr. Barrett's fee
claim of $55,166.50 from the Receivership EstaBeich an order would place further pressure
on the Receiver’s ability to satisfy the Receivgrshliabilities.

B. Work that the Receiver performed in April 2012 relaing to identifying, accessing,
and managing the Receivership Assets.

In order to accomplish the goal of paying the udgtorney claims, the Receiver must
accomplish two major tasks:

First Task: Identify, gain access to, and manageReceivership Assets—both cash and
non-cash amounts.

Second Task: Identify and work with Mr. Baron’spaid attorneys to collect evidence
relating to their claims.

This section of the report (Section B) will discubke first task (and a separate section of the

Report (Section C) will discuss the second task).
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1. Work relating to identifying the Receivership Asses.

The sections of the Report below detail the Rec&iwgork in identifying the monies,
assets, and funds and, specifically, the work tbeeilRer performed in April 2012 relating to
attempting to identify Receivership Assets through) communications, (b) document
collection, and (c) extending the Receiver’s jutdnal reach.

a. The Receiver continued attempting to identify Recship Assets through
communications.

The Receiver has continued his attempts to comrateniwith numerous individuals for
the purpose of, among other things, identifyingReeeivership Assets.

One of the three current methods for acquiring ¢agiay the Receivership’s liabilities is
to collect funds from the Cook Islands (while thkey two involve (a) liquidating the stocks and
IRAs and (b) selling domain names). Obtaining dasim the Cook Islands would arguably be
the most ideal source of funds, since, for examiplejould presumably not create the same
potential tax complexities with cashing out IRAs require the resources to be expended in
selling domain names (along with the reduction ianetizer fees for the LLCs once those
domain names are gone).

In order to collect information about and gain ascto the money in the Cook Islands,
the Receiver has—since December 2010—been seekin@rder requiring Mr. Baron to
cooperate. Details of previous efforts are comt@im past reports and will not be repeated here
for brevity. Suffice to say, Mr. Baron still hastrprovided the Receiver with any information
concerning offshore accounts.

b. The Receiver has attempted to identify Receivergtgpets through
document collection.

As the Receiver noted in the January and Februdtyt Receiver Reports, a number of

individuals from whom the Receiver sought informmatand documents provided the requested
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information and documents easily, while others—emgtly those reporting to Mr. Baron—did

everything possible not to cooperate and to obssthec Receiver. [Docket Nos. 321 and 416.]

There are two general categories of document dmlechat the Receiver specifically pursued

and will be discussed below: (i) non-privileged diments, and (ii) privileged documents.

i The Receiver has continued attempting to identigcé&vership

Assets through document collection of non-privilkgecuments.

The Receiver previously organized for each of tiwviduals from whom the Receiver

requested information and documents, the typesootimients and information each of them

provided to the Receiver (along with what typesdotuments and information the Receiver

believes to be deficient).

Details are set forththe January and February 2011 Receiver

Reports. [Docket No. 321 at pp. 5-15; Docket Nb6 4t pp. 13-15.] To be efficient, the

Receiver will not repeat that in this Report. &ast, the Receiver will merely report on the status

of the remaining work to be done.

Importantly, the Court should note that these &ffare largely targeted at obtaining cash

from the Cook Islands—which is the alternative &wihg to cash out stocks and IRAs or sell as

many domain names.

Name

Description of
individual’s
involvement

Documents and information not yet
provided to Receiver

Adrian Taylor

Former Manager of
Southpac Trust Ltd.

Documents related to accounts held by The
Village Trust and related entities.

Brian Mason Manager of Southpac | Documents related to accounts held by The
Trust Ltd. Village Trust and related entities.

Elizabeth Former attorney for Documents related to Mr. Baron, the LLCs,
Schurig certain Receivership The Village Trust and related entities, to which
Parties Ms. Schurig claims privilege.
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Name

Description of
individual’s
involvement

Documents and information not yet
provided to Receiver

Gary Schepps

Counsel for Mr. Baron

Documents related to accobatd by The
Village Trust and related entities.

Information related to Mr. Schepps’ alleged
retention as attorney for the LLCs.

Documents related to Mr. Baron’s relationship
with The Village Trust and related entities and
Mr. Baron’s communications with Mr. Harbir
and Fabulous.com.

Specific examples of documents that Mr.
Schepps, as counsel for Mr. Baron, has failed
to provide the Receiver include all Mr. Baron’s
correspondence (including, without limitation
e-mails, letters, and faxes) with (1) Tine Faasili
Ponia, Narida Crocombe, Brian Mason, Adrian
Taylor, David McNair, The Village Trust,

Southpac Trust, Ltd., Asiaciti Trust Pacific
Limited, or anyone acting on behalf of the
foregoing individuals or entities, (2) Jeff

Harbin, Thomas Jackson, or anyone acting on
behalf of Messrs. Harbin or Jackson, and (3
Mike Robertson, Ben Stewart, Susan Horton
Peter Stevenson, or anyone acting on behalf of
Fabulous.com or the foregoing individuals.

Documents relating to the funds that Mr.
Baron alleges Ms. Schurig and Mr. Munish
Krishan misappropriated.

Documents related to Receivership Assets
received by Mr. Schepps and deposited in hjs
firm’s IOLTA account at North Dallas Bank &
Trust, a portion of which were used to pay Mr.
Craig Kyle Hemphill, who, as described in
previous Receiver Reportes, has represented
himself as counsel for Mr. Baron, Ondova
Limited Company, and Mr. Schepps’ law firm.

=

Jeff Hall

Former attorney for Mr.
Baron

Documents related to Mr. Baron to which M.
Hall claims privilege.
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Name Description of Documents and information not yet
individual's provided to Receiver
involvement

Jeff Harbin Former manager of the | His entire file of documents (privileged and
LLCs unprivileged) relating to the LLCs.

Thomas Jackson  Former counsel for the His entire file of documents (privileged and
LLCs unprivileged) relating to the LLCs.

Tine Faasili Former General Counsel Documents related to accounts held by The

Ponia for Southpac Trust Ltd. | Village Trust and related entities.

Jeff Baron Subject of Receivership| Documents related to adsaueld by The

Village Trust and related entities.

Documents related to Mr. Baron’s relationship
with The Village Trust and related entities and
his communications with Mr. Harbin and
Fabulous.com.

Specific examples of documents that Mr.
Baron has failed to provide the Receiver
include all correspondence (including, without
limitation, e-mails, letters, and faxes) with (1
Tine Faasili Ponia, Narida Crocombe, Brian
Mason, Adrian Taylor, David McNair, The
Village Trust, Southpac Trust, Ltd., Asiaciti
Trust Pacific Limited, or anyone acting on
behalf of the foregoing individuals or entities,
(2) Jeff Harbin, Thomas Jackson, or anyone
acting on behalf of Messrs. Harbin or Jackson,
and (3) Mike Robertson, Ben Stewart, Susan
Horton, Peter Stevenson, or anyone acting on
behalf of Fabulous.com or the foregoing
individuals.

Documents relating to the $2 million that Mr
Baron alleges Ms. Schurig misappropriated.

Documents relating to the $4 million that Mr
Baron alleges Mr. Munish Krishan
misappropriated.

Narida Ms. Ponia’s apparent Documents related to accounts held by The
Crocombe replacement as General| Village Trust and related entities.
Counsel for Southpac
Trust Ltd.
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nt
L,

nt
L,

nt
L,

Name Description of Documents and information not yet
individual's provided to Receiver
involvement

Craig Kyle As described in previous Documents related to Mr. Hemphill's retention

Hemphill Receiver Reports, Mr. | by any Receivership Parties or their agents.
Hemphill has represented
himself as counsel for
Mr. Baron, Ondova
Limited Company, and
Schepps Law Office

Hong Kong As described further Documents related to the identity of any

Shanghai down in the Report, Receivership Party having access to or control

Banking HSBC is believed to hold over a HSBC account believed to be held by

Corporation an account containing | one or more Receivership Parties, the amou

(HSBC) Receivership Assets of any funds contained in the HSBC accoun

and the source of any funds in the HSBC
account.

HSBC USA, Inc.| As described further Documents related to the identity of any
down in the Report, this | Receivership Party having access to or control
is a domestic entity over a HSBC account believed to be held by
related to HSBC one or more Receivership Parties, the amoy

of any funds contained in the HSBC accoun
and the source of any funds in the HSBC
account.

HSBC Bank As described further Documents related to the identity of any

USA, NA down in the Report, this | Receivership Party having access to or control
is a domestic entity over a HSBC account believed to be held by
related to HSBC one or more Receivership Parties, the amouy

of any funds contained in the HSBC accoun
and the source of any funds in the HSBC
account.

David McNair Protector of The Village| Documents relating to The Village Trust.
Trust

The Receiver will continue to follow up, where nesary, with certain of these

individuals to conduct interviews (or additionaltarviews) and collect information and

documents (or additional information and documents)
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ii. The Receiver continued attempting to identify Reership Assets
through document collection of privileged documents

As previously reported in his January and Februzd®gl Receiver Reports, certain
individuals maintain relevant information and do@ants concerning the identification of
additional Receivership Assets.@¢, Ms. Schurig, former counsel to certain Receivgrfarties,
and Mr. Hall, former counsel to Mr. Baron). [Dotkéos. 321 and 416.] These individuals,
however, did not produce this information becaukattmrney-client privilege concerns. The
Receiver previously conducted research supportiegnbtion that: (a) the Receiver is entitled
under the Receivership Order to obtain the priatedocuments and (b) obtaining the privileged
documents will not waive the privilege except adile Receiverife., no global waiver). In
February 2011, the Receiver conducted additionalyars. [Docket No. 416.] The Receiver
reserves his right to file a motion with the Caosgeking an order compelling these individuals to
produce the purportedly privileged information. titdiately, the Receiver hopes that these
privileged documents contain information relatinghie identity and ability to access cash in the
Cook Islands although the sale of domain namescasking out of stocks appear to be the more
viable strategy.

C. The Receiver continued attempting to identify Recship Assets through
extending his jurisdictional reach.

The Receiver retained local counsel in 16 foreigrsglictions to assist with locating and
accessing assets. [Docket No. 343.] On Marcl0T12the Receiver notified the Court of these
retentions. Id.] Further, Mr. Baron appealed the Cou@sler Granting the Receiver’'s Motion
to Restart 10-Day Clock to File Miscellaneous Aag$io [Docket Nos. 293, 340.] Given how
routine it is for courts, in their discretion, toagt motions to restart the 10-day clock for filing
miscellaneous actions, the fact that Mr. Baronppealing this order is a microcosm of his

obtrusive and pointless tactics. He wants nothioge than to obstruct the Receiver and thereby
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drive up litigation costs. The Receiver has usedetxtension of his jurisdictional reach to obtain
documents and information from individuals and tegilocated outside the Northern District of
Texas—as discussed in detail below—Hellerman BaCetnmunications (located in the District
of Columbia), Ms. Jennifer Gronwaldt (located ire tBouthern District of Texas), Mr. Craig
Hemphill (also located in the Southern District Téxas), HSBC USA, Inc. (located in the
Southern District of New York), and HSBC Bank UA (located in the Eastern District of
Virginia). Further—as also discussed in detailobel-the Receiver has used the extension of
his jurisdictional reach to successfully argue tksurt's authority to order the Internet
Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (“ICANNO comply with the stay of
proceedings put in place by the Receiver Ord8eeDocket No. 730.]

2. Work relating to accessing the Receivership Assets.

In the January and February 2011 Receiver Reptites,Receiver discussed how he
successfullydentified 32 accounts totaling approximately $3.9 millioor{toining cash, stocks,
IRAS, etc.), (a) approximately $3 million beingrddtitable to Mr. Baron’s individual accounts
(the “Baron Funds”—which contained at one point ragpnately $980,000.00 in cash but
which, as is reflected by the May 2012 Financiati®e’'s analysis (summarized above), will
likely be fully disbursed even prior to paying uigattorney claims) and (b) approximately
$900,000.00 being attributable to accounts in thenes of the LLCs (the “LLC Funds”).
[Docket Nos. 321, 416.] In the January and Felyr@a@d 1 Receiver Reports, the Receiver also
discussed how, in addition to the Baron Funds aed.t C Funds, the Receiver algentified
revenue streams from Netsphere (“Netsphere Streamt) revenue streams from various
monetizers (“Monetizer Streams”).Id[] Identifying and accessing funds, however, ave t
completely different projects—especially when MarBn and his agents are doing everything in

their power to prevent the latter from occurrinthe sections of the Report below will detail the
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Receiver's work relating to (a) maintaining accesBaron Funds, (b) maintaining access to
LLC Funds, (c) obtaining access to additional antefmom the Netsphere Stream, (d) obtaining
access to additional amounts from the Monetizexgditr, and (e) performing additional efforts to
access additional funds. Although a discussiothef28 U.S.C. § 754 filings would be equally
apropos here as it is in section B.1.c above, tiseudsion would be redundant; thus, the
Receiver will not repeat that discussion below.

a. The Receiver previously obtained access to Barord&u

As the Receiver reported in the January and Fepr@@dl Receiver Reports, the
Receiver previously accessed Baron Funds of apmetely $3 million (counting both cash
accounts, and accounts containing stocks, IRAs). etdDocket Nos. 321 and 416.] As the
January and February 2011 Receiver Reports alse, ribe cash accounts alone totaled
approximately $980,000.00.Id[] The January 2011 Receiver Report breaks dowsetlvash
accounts in specific detail, and for efficiencysahkeed not be repeated here. [Docket No. 321.]

In April 2012, the Receiver did not access any kil accounts (although he did
access additional funds from the Netsphere Streahtlee Monetizer Stream). But in order to
take a snapshot of the current cash situation,galeith details regarding the Receivership’s
anticipated liquid assets and anticipated lialb#itiplease see section A of this Report—which, in
a nutshell, states that (1) the Receivership’st(base total anticipated liquid assets, which
include (i) cash-on-hand of approximately $1,338,00i) anticipated (and not yet collected)
domain-monetization revenue in May 2012 of appratety $8,000, (iii) anticipated domain-
name sales of approximately $379,000, (iv) non-gtestock of approximately $348,000, and
(v) accessed IRAs of approximately $540,000, tagaproximately $2,608,000; and (2) the
Receivership’s _(best cgswtal anticipated liabilities, which include ormer Baron Attorney

claims of approximately $870,000, (ii) approximgt®$b625,000 in fee applications that the Court
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has already granted but the Receiver has not yiet fid) approximately $562,000 in fee
applications currently pending before the Court) $229,000 in estimated additional fee
applications for work performed through May 31, 20{v) $5,000 in Receivership expenses
through May 31, 2012, (vii) $78,000 in anticipatednewal Fees through May 31, 2012, and
(viii) $2,000 in LLC operating expenses through Mad, 2012, for a total of approximately
$2,266,000.

b. In April 2012, the Receiver maintained access #&LthC Funds.

As described in some detail in the December 201deiRer Report, the LLCs Funds are
not the ideal option for funding the unpaid-attgrredaims, since most of the cash appears
earmarked to pay (a) domain-name renewal feesertiployee salaries, (c) attorneys’ fees of
current LLCs attorneys, and (d) other operatiord management expenses. [Docket No. 230.]
In short, the LLC Funds are needed simply to kbedLCs operating.

Although the Receiver may or may not use the LL@dsudirectly to fund disbursements
to the unpaid attorneys of Mr. Baron, the LLC Fuads still extremely important. As described
above, the most likely and viable source for fugdime disbursements to the unpaid attorneys of
Mr. Baron is through the sale of domain names tiatLLCs hold and that the LLC Funds are
being used to maintain.

i Mr. Baron appealed the Court's December 17, 20l@ero
clarifying the Receivership as including the LLCs.

On March 21, 2011, Mr. Baron filed Motion to Stay Order Placing Novo Point, LLC
and Quantec, LLC Into Receivershigmportantly, Mr. Schepps in a subsequent lettethe

Fifth Circuit asserted that tliReceiverwas the appellee in this appeal. [Docket No. 41 &.]

The implications of this are obvious. Mr. Baronswget again attempting to bog down the

Receivership—this time in an appeal to the Fifthc@it. The Receiver was and remains aware
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of his objectives and battling Mr. Baron in thetkiCircuit is not one of them. So, the Receiver
drafted a letter dated March 23, 2011, explainirggdosition that the Trustee was the proper
appellee. [Docket No. 415 at pp. 4-5.] The F@incuit denied Mr. Baron’s motion, and the
Receiver avoided becoming party and involved ine#lpfe practice before the Fifth Circuit at
that time. [Docket No. 441.]

il. The Receiver eventually had to become involvedhe dppeal of

the December 17, 2010, order clarifying the Reaship as
including the LLCs.

On May 13, 2011, the Fifth Circuit notified the Raer by letter that it considered the
Receiver—not the Trustee—to be the appellee inBdron’s appeal of the December 17, 2010,
order on behalf of the LLCs. The Fifth Circuit tetdh in the May 13, 2011, letter that the
Receiver’s appellee brief was due May 23, 2011n@hith a motion requesting permission to
file the brief out of time. (The appellee briefsvactually due May 3, 2011, but the Receiver did
not file one because the Trustee had filed its lgmpéorief instead on the grounds that the
Trustee was the actual appellee.) So, on May 0321 2the Receiver appeared in the Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals for the limited purpose axking the Court to extend the deadline for
filing the appellee brief. The Receiver argued tha extension will allow the Fifth Circuit to
consider the Trustee’s motion requesting that tberCallow him to appear as the appellee in the
appeal of the December 17, 2010, order. On May2@4], the Receiver notified this Court of
its filings with the Fifth Circuit in a notice. [@&xket No. 585.]

In addition to the appeal above (which is docketéti the Fifth Circuit as case no. 11-
10113), Messrs. Baron and Schepps have named ttevBeas appellee in five other appeals
from this matter (docketed as case nos. 11-1022610890, 11-10501, 12-10003, and 12-
10489). Accordingly, the Receiver and his cousele had to file appearances in each of these

appeals and spend time monitoring each of the dscke
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iii. The Fifth Circuit Consolidated Certain Appeals a@ddered
Submission of Briefs.

The Receiver is a named appellee in six of Mr. Bargeven appeals to the Fifth Circuit
arising out of this matter—Fifth Circuit Case Nd€)-10113, 11-10290, 11-10390, 11-10501
(which also includes Carrington’s appeal of thisu@s Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Order on Assessment and Disbursement of FoAtterney ClaimgDocket No. 614] ¢ee
supra Note 14), 12-10003, and 12-10489). On June 2112€@de Fifth Circuit granted the
Receiver’'s motion to adopt the Trustee’s amicusflin Case No. 11-10113 as the Receiver’s
principal brief in that appeal.

On October 3, 2011, the Fifth Circuit issued aneortthat it was consolidating certain of
Mr. Baron’s appeals arising from the ReceivershipfhFCircuit Case Nos. 10-11202 (the lead
appeal), 11-10113, 11-10289, 11-10290, 11-1039@ a&m-10501—and that the parties
consolidate all remaining briefing into one congated filing. The Fifth Circuit also ordered it
was suspending the deadlines for the Receiver anstde to submit appellate briefs until Mr.
Baron filed his final principal briefing in Fifth i€€uit Case No. 11-10501, which he did on
October 6, 2011. Accordingly, on October 21, 20he Receiver filed hi8rief of Appellee
Peter S. Vogel, Receiver in Consolidated Appeald(PB0, 11-10390, and 11-1050Dn the
same date, the Trustee filed his briefing in Cass.N1-10289, 11-10390, and 11-10501.

On November 21, 2011, Mr. Baron filed three segaraply briefs in the Fifth Circuit
despite that court’s order for consolidated brigfinrhe Fifth Circuit directed to Mr. Schepps to
resubmit one consolidated brief or, alternativedgek leave for his excessive briefing. On
December 9, 2011, Mr. Baron chose the latter raumig fled aMotion to Allow Filed Reply
Briefing, and for Relief in the Alternatiwgith the Fifth Circuit. On December 13, 2011, the

Trustee and Receiver filed a joint response to Barmotion for leave, requesting that the Fifth
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Circuit not permit or require any further briefifigpm Mr. Baron, so as not to create any
additional delay of the court’s consideration of gippeals themselves. On December 14, 2011,
the Fifth Circuit granted Mr. Baron’s motion foralee and denied as moot his request to file
additional briefing.

So, all briefing is complete in Fifth Circuit CasSes. 10-11202, 10-10113, 11-10289, 11-
10290, 11-10390, and 11-10501. Now, the Firtle@irwill possibly issue a ruling disposing of
all of these appeals and allowing the Receiversbiproceed (and conclude) in the District
Court—depending on the Fifth Circuit’s ruling.

iv. Mr. Baron notices a seventh appeal from this Court

With the disposal of his six previous appealshi® Eifth Circuit potentially looming, on
December 28, 2011, Mr. Baron filed yet anotheraeotif appeal to the Fifth Circuit (docketed as
Fifth Circuit case no. 12-10003). [Docket No. 15@n January 31, 2012, Mr. Baron amended
this notice of appeal to include another order.odket No. 814.] As has become a regular
practice for Mr. Baron, the orders he noticed fppeal (theOrder Denying Objection and
Motion to Quash Subpoena Served by Vogel for Baidounit Records of Appellate Counsel
[Docket No. 723],0Order Granting the Receiver's Motion to Modify Stayd for Approval to
Pay Receivership ProfessiondBocket No. 734], andrder Granting in Part the Receiver’s
Motion to Liquidate Assets to Pay Certain of theddeer’'s and His Counsel’s Fefi3ocket No.
807]) are moot and interlocutory in nature. Nevelgss, because Mr. Baron has named the
Receiver as a party to this new appeal, it hasadjrded to waste of Receivership Assets.
Specifically, Mr. Baron filed hi€9-pageprincipal brief in this appeal on March 27, 201&ee
Docket No. 926 at Ex. 1.] On April 26, 2012, thecRiver filed his response briefld] at Ex.

2.] On May 14, 2012, the Receiver filed Nstice of Briefing in the Two Latest Fifth Circuit

Appeals detailing the Receiver’s work in this appeal.ofiRet No. 926.]
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V. Mr. Baron notices an eighth appeal from this Court.

Though outside the temporal scope of this RepartMay 3, 2012, Mr. Baron filed yet
another notice of appeal to the Fifth Circuit (detedd as Fifth Circuit case no. 12-10489).
[Docket No. 908.] As set forth in the Receiverferamentioned\otice of Briefing in the Two
Latest Fifth Circuit Appealghe Receiver has already had to respond to “eznexg briefing in
such appeal. [Docket No. 926 at Exs. 3-4.] Furtletails regarding this latest of Mr. Baron’s
appeals will be included in future Receiver Reports

C. The Receiver accessed funds in April 2012.

In the January and February 2011 Receiver RepbdsRReceiver discussed prior efforts
at diverting Netsphere funds from The Village Trusheir original destination that is
inaccessible to the Receiver) to a domestic acc@hbeir new destination that is accessible to the
Receiver). [Docket No. 321 at pp. 41-42; Docket Mb6 at pp. 27-28.] To be efficient, the
Receiver will not repeat that in this Report.

The Receiver diverted an additional $52,894.27 étshhere funds in April 2012. Here

is a chart showing the December 1, 2010 throughil A%, 2012 diverted revenues from

Netsphere:
Date Amount Original Destination Diverted Destination

Dec. 12, $14,740.31 The Village Trust | Receiver’s account at Comerica Bank

2010 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

Jan. 5, 2011| $15,000.00 The Village Trust | Receiver’s account at Comerica Bank
exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

Jan. 5, 2011| $6,449.21 The Village Trust | Receiver’s account at Comerica Bank
exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream
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Date Amount Original Destination Diverted Destination

Feb. 3, 2011 $8,308.23 The Village Trust Receiver’s account @amn€rica Bank
exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

March 3, $10,725.86 The Village Trust Receiver’s accour@america Bank

2011 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

March 7, $18,000.00 The Village Trust Receiver’'s accour€america Bank

2011 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

April 5, $29,165.97 The Village Trust Receiver’s account at ComericalBa

2011 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

May 5, 2011| $14,485.89 The Village Trust Receivacsount at Comerica Bank
exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

June 6, 2011 $8,305.77 The Village Trust Receivartount at Comerica Bank
exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

July 1, 2011| $15,000.00 The Village Trust Recewaccount at Comerica Bank
exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

July 5, 2011| $9,462.46 The Village Trust Receivacsount at Comerica Bank
exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

August 2, $21,400.69 The Village Trust Receiver’'s accour€@america Bank

2011 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

September | $38,056.39 The Village Trust Receiver’s accour@america Bank

2,2011 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

October 4, | $15,000.00 The Village Trust Receiver’'s accour€@america Bank

2011 exclusively for payments under the

Netsphere Stream
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Date Amount Original Destination Diverted Destination
October 4, | $29,085.34 The Village Trust Receiver’s accour@america Bank
2011 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

December 5] $41,320.37 The Village Trust Receiver’s accour@america Bank

2011 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

January 4, | $431.75 The Village Trust Receiver’s account at €nca Bank

2012 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

January 4, | $15,000.00 The Village Trust Receiver’'s accour€america Bank

2012 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

February 1, | $16,665.44 The Village Trust Receiver’'s accour€@america Bank

2012 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

March 2, $18,926.97 The Village Trust Receiver’'s accour€america Bank

2012 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

April 2, $15,000.00 The Village Trust Receiver’s accour@america Bank

2012 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

April 3, $37,894.27 The Village Trust Receiver’s accour@america Bank

2012 exclusively for payments under the
Netsphere Stream

TOTAL | $413,855.67

In April 2012, the Receiver successfully obtainedess to another $64,950.33 worth of
funds derived from the Monetizer Stream. Details below, including the funds from the

Monetizer Stream the Receiver accessed from Deae2@i® through April 30, 2012.
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Monetizer Month LLC Client Amount of Funds

Hitfarm.com December 2010 Quantec, LLC $131,844.68
January 2011 Quantec, LLC $119,748.07
February 2011 Quantec, LLC $126,030.76
March 2011 Quantec, LLC $107,938.28
April 2011 Quantec, LLC $111,271.67
May 2011 Quantec, LLC $95,150.99
June 2011 Quantec, LLC $97,245.18
July 2011 Quantec, LLC $86,112.99
August 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
September 2011 Quantec, LLC $242,550.79
October 2011 Quantec, LLC $122,752.36
November 2011 Quantec, LLC $124,170.18
December 2011 Quantec, LLC $122,665.02
January 2012 Quantec, LLC $118,074.41
February 2012 Quantec, LLC $121,997.29
March 2012 Quantec, LLC $84,927.44
April 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
December 2010 Novo Point, LLC $32,605.20
January 2011 Novo Point, LLC $28,652.25
February 2011 Novo Point, LLC $29,983.90
March 2011 Novo Point, LLC $27,385.26
April 2011 Novo Point, LLC $26,623.60
May 2011 Novo Point, LLC $23,861.24
June 2011 Novo Point, LLC $25,436.55
July 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
August 2011 Novo Point, LLC $24,434.34
September 2011 Novo Point, LLC $67,615.08
October 2011 Novo Point, LLC $32,317.31
November 2011 Novo Point, LLC $29,532.45
December 2011 Novo Point, LLC $25,767.99
January 2012 Novo Point, LLC $23,962.15
February 2012 Novo Point, LLC $26,618.50
March 2012 Novo Point, LLC $18,172.26
April 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
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Monetizer Month LLC Client Amount of Funds

Namedrive LLC December 2010 Quantec, LLC $8,447.11
January 2011 Quantec, LLC $7,206.51
February 2011 Quantec, LLC $6,575.62
March 2011 Quantec, LLC $6,237.74
April 2011 Quantec, LLC $6,970.24
May 2011 Quantec, LLC $5,855.52
June 2011 Quantec, LLC $5,803.33
July 2011 Quantec, LLC $6,167.50
August 2011 Quantec, LLC $6,079.23
September 2011 Quantec, LLC $6,016.35
October 2011 Quantec, LLC $7,734.28
November 2011 Quantec, LLC $7,458.42
December 2011 Quantec, LLC $7,220.45
January 2012 Quantec, LLC $7,737.91
February 2012 Quantec, LLC $7,113.65
March 2012 Qunatec, LLC $5,160.13
April 2012 Quantec, LLC $97.36

Parked.com, Ltd. December 2010 Quantec, LLC $1,263.90
January 2011 Quantec, LLC $1,921.00
February 2011 Quantec, LLC $1,704.50
March 2011 Quantec, LLC $660.02
April 2011 Quantec, LLC $1,190.25
May 2011 Quantec, LLC $864.66
June 2011 Quantec, LLC $937.36
July 2011 Quantec, LLC $946.39
August 2011 Quantec, LLC $940.21
September 2011 Quantec, LLC $170.20
October 2011 Quantec, LLC $701.34
November 2011 Quantec, LLC $830.32
December 2011 Quantec, LLC $404.77
January 2012 Quantec, LLC $78.44
February 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
March 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
April 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
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Monetizer Month LLC Client Amount of Funds
Parked.com, Ltd. December 2010 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
(cont'd) January 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00

February 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
March 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
April 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
May 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
June 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
July 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
August 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
September 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
October 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
November 2011 Novo Point, LLC $1,160.28
December 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
January 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
February 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
March 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
April 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
SEDO.com, LLC December 2010 Quantec, LLC $0.00
January 2011 Quantec, LLC $1,720.00
February 2011 Quantec, LLC $1,720.00
March 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
April 2011 Quantec, LLC $225.00
May 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
June 2011 Quantec, LLC $79,589.44
July 2011 Quantec, LLC $15,129.32
August 2011 Quantec, LLC $14,108.58
September 2011 Quantec, LLC $13,296.02
October 2011 Quantec, LLC $12,675.07
November 2011 Quantec, LLC $12,437.56
December 2011 Quantec, LLC $13,648.63
January 2012 Quantec, LLC $13,375.44
February 2012 Quantec, LLC $14,992.47
March 2012 Quantec, LLC $14,139.17
April 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
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Monetizer Month LLC Client Amount of Funds
SEDO.com, LLC December 2010 Novo Point, LLC $382.34
(cont'd) January 2011 Novo Point, LLC $335.17

February 2011 Novo Point, LLC $393.53
March 2011 Novo Point, LLC $337.86
April 2011 Novo Point, LLC $515.45
May 2011 Novo Point, LLC $444.35
June 2011 Novo Point, LLC $443.52
July 2011 Novo Point, LLC $414.08
August 2011 Novo Point, LLC $608.46
September 2011 Novo Point, LLC $594.20
October 2011 Novo Point, LLC $463.87
November 2011 Novo Point, LLC $440.70
December 2011 Novo Point, LLC $646.40
January 2012 Novo Point, LLC $711.96
February 2012 Novo Point, LLC $1,014.05
March 2012 Novo Point, LLC $1,279.95
April 2012 Novo Point, LLC $2,498.50
Trellian Ltd. / Above.com | December 2010 Quantec, LLC $7,220.63
January 2011 Quantec, LLC $6,437.73
February 2011 Quantec, LLC $4,358.06
March 2011 Quantec, LLC $3,780.07
April 2011 Quantec, LLC $4,393.49
May 2011 Quantec, LLC $2,708.37
June 2011 Quantec, LLC $2,897.98
July 2011 Quantec, LLC $2,733.27
August 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
September 2011 Quantec, LLC $8,038.07
October 2011 Quantec, LLC $5,524.07
November 2011 Quantec, LLC $4,835.42
December 2011 Quantec, LLC $4,610.58
January 2012 Quantec, LLC $3,840.91
February 2012 Quantec, LLC $3,510.89
March 2012 Quantec, LLC $2,976.30
April 2012 Quantec, LLC $626.60
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Monetizer Month LLC Client Amount of Funds

Domainsponsor.com December 2010 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
January 2011 Novo Point, LLC $1,135.85
February 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
March 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
April 2011 Novo Point, LLC $1,233.96
May 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
June 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
July 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
August 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
September 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
October 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
November 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
December 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
January 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
February 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
March 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
April 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00

Firstlook.com December 2010 Quantec, LLC $0.00
January 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
February 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
March 2011 Quantec, LLC $3,666.19
April 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
May 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
June 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
July 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
August 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
September 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
October 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
November 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
December 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
January 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
February 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
March 2012 Qunatec, LLC $0.00
April 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
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Monetizer Month LLC Client Amount of Funds

New.net December 2010 Quantec, LLC $0.00
January 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
February 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
March 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
April 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
May 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
June 2011 Quantec, LLC $3,958.16
July 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
August 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
September 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
October 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
November 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
December 2011 Quantec, LLC $0.00
January 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
February 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
March 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00
April 2012 Quantec, LLC $0.00

Oversee.net December 2010 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
January 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
February 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
March 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
April 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
May 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
June 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
July 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
August 2011 Novo Point, LLC $1,106.12
September 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
October 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
November 2011 Novo Point, LLC $1,132.46
December 2011 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
January 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
February 2012 Novo Point, LLC $1,282.46
March 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
April 2012 Novo Point, LLC $0.00
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Monetizer

Month

LLC Client

Amount of Funds

Domain Holdings, Inc™

February 2012

Quantec, LLC

$0.00

March 2012

Quantec, LLC

$263,910.81

April 2012

Quantec, LLC

$52,264.68

February 2012

Novo Point, LLC

$43,200.00

March 2012

Novo Point, LLC

$62,541.67

April 2012

Novo Point, LLC

$9,463.19

DECEMBER 2010

$181,763.86

JANUARY 2011

$167,156.58

FEBRUARY 2011

$170,766.37

MARCH 2011

$150,005.42

APRIL 2011

$156,203.73

MAY 2011

$128,885.13

JUNE 2011

$216,311.52

JULY 2011

$111,503.55

AUGUST 2011

$42,276.94

SEPTEMBER 2011

$338,280.71

OCTOBER 2011

$182,168.20

NOVEMBER 2011

$181,997.79

DECEMBER 2011

$174,963.88

JANUARY 2012

$167,781.22

FEBRUARY 2012

$219,729.31

MARCH 2012

$453,107.73

APRIL 2012

$64,950.33

COLLECTIVE TOTAL

$3,107,852.27

!> As described iThe Receiver's Motion to Confirm Propriety of Mdmret Switch on or about February
23, 2012, the LLCs—with the approval and assistarfdbe Receiver—switched to this new monetizaservice.
[Docket No. 863 at Ex. A.] The financial benefitbthis switch are described in detail in the Reegs notice.

[d]
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d. The Receiver made efforts to access additionalstund

As previously stated in the January 2011 ReceiwgoR, the Receiver gained access to
20 accounts totaling approximately $1.9 millionBaron Funds (including cash and non-cash
amounts like stocks and IRAs). [Docket No. 32p@t20-23.] To be efficient, this Report will
not repeat those details. Instead, this repottdisicuss (i) the four accounts containing Baron
Funds that the Receiver has not yet accessed [tbméstic Accounts”), and (ii) The Village
Trust Account (for which the Receiver does not kmdw the amounts contained therein). The
Receiver discusses both below.

In the January 2011 Receiver Report, the Recee&ildd how, despite Mr. Baron’s lack
of cooperation, (a) the Receiver gained accessoiat 4f the 8 remaining Domestic Accounts the
Receiver has discovered and (b) the Receiver atagsome information about the other 4
Domestic Accounts. [Docket No. 321 at pp. 45-4B]the February 2011 Receiver Report, the
Receiver also recounted Mr. Baron’s refusal to evafe and provide information concerning an
IRA account in his name. [Docket No. 416 at p.]3The same report also detailed the
Receiver’s efforts to obtain information from MraB®n concerning overseas funds in the Cook
Islands or elsewhereld] at pp. 8-9, 32.] Mr. Baron refused to cooperate.

e. HSBC Account with Receivership Assets

In June through August 2011, the Receiver learnfetvanore details about The Village
Trust Account. $eeDocket Nos. 647 and 675.] On June 20, 2011, MroB&mailed one of
the Former Baron Attorneys—Ms. Schurig—for inforroatconcerning a foreign account held

at Hong Kong Shanghai Banking Corporation (“HSB®&3nk in Hong Kond® Ms. Schurig

5 Why Mr. Baron was asking for this information wile discussed in more detail below as part of the
section on tax filings for the Receivership Parties
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informed the Receiver that the account at HSBC egtsblished to hold funds belonging to The
Village Trust. The Receiver promptly initiated amvestigation into whether any other
Receivership Parties holds an interest in the HaBEunt. As described ifihe Receiver’s
Sealed Supplemental Notice of Intent Not to MakéREB-ilings the Receiver promptly
contacted HSBC to inform it of the Receivership amglire as to the ownership details of such
account. [Docket No. 628.]

f. Discovery to HSBC.

On August 24, 2011, the Receiver issued subpoendSBC USA, Inc. and HSBC Bank
USA, N.A. (HSBC’s domestic affiliates) for documsntlating to the account at HSBC. Also
on August 24, 2011, the Receiver filed Bisaled Motion for Issuance of a Letter of Requast f
International Judicial Assistance Pursuant to thagde Convention on the Taking of Evidence
Abroad in Civil or Commercial Mattera/hich seeks a letter of request from this Courtht®
Hong Kong Central Authority in order to receive dotents pertaining to the account at HSBC.
[Docket No. 669.]

On August 26, 2011, the Receiver’'s counsel spokk am HSBC representative on the
telephone concerning the subpoenas to HSBC’s damaftiates. The HSBC representative
stated that HSBC was conducting a search for dootsnmeesponsive to the subpoena.
Ultimately, HSBC informed the Receiver its domestiffiliates supposedly did not have
information responsive to his request.

On August 29, 2011, the District Court issued atdrebf Request to the Central
Authority in Hong Kong asking for a subpoena toissued to HSBC in Hong Kong. Sé¢e
Docket No. 677.] The putative deadline for HSBOdspond was September 30, 2011d.] [
On or about April 20, 2012, the Court received espondence from the Senior Government

Counsel to the International Law Division of Hongrg in the Justice Department, stating that,
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in order to comply with Hong Kong law, a more sfied list of the requested documents must
be provided. [Docket No. 876.] On April 23, 2012¢ Court asked the Receiver to provide, no
later than May 25, 2012, the Court with an explamabn “how the Receiver would like to
proceed in light of this correspondenceld.]

3. Work relating to managing the Receivership Assets.

In addition to identifying and then accessing thec&vership Assets, the Receiver has
been managing those assets. The sections of fhartRelow will offer a brief summary of the
Receiver’s work relating to: (a) management of Bagon Funds, (b) management of the LLC
Funds, (c) the Receiver's motion to confirm profyrieegarding fund management, and (d) the
Receiver’s motion to seek reimbursement of addidi@mounts he personally expended. More
detailed explanations can be found in previous Rec&eports.

a. The Receiver managed the Baron Funds.

i. The Receiver managed the accounts for the Barodsun

In April 2012, the Receiver managed the Receivprsitcounts at Comerica Bank
holding the cash Baron Funds. In Sections A.1stherg the Receiver details the status of the
stock and IRA Baron Funds and the Receiver’s rdquesuse those funds to pay Receivership
liabilities.

ii. Disbursements of the Baron Funds.

In April 2012, and depending on the nature of tlaeoB Funds, the Receiver either made
disbursements or filed motions to make disbursesae®pecifically, since the beginning of the
Receivership—and including April 2012—the Receidabursed $120,362.21 from the Baron
Funds for expenses including such things as MroBardaily-living expenses, Mr. Baron’s
insurance expenses, Mr. Baron’s counseling expeesgy expenses for documents requested
by Mr. Schepps, transcription costs for hearings @aurt-ordered meetings, expenses related to
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Receivership Party Domain Jamboree, LLC, and exgsersated to document production from
institutions holding Receivership Assets. The Remedisbursed a total of $5,509.30 of this
$120,362.21 in April 2012. In addition, the Re@gitas disbursed $961,789.93 from the Baron
Funds for Court-ordered disbursements since thenbieg of the Receivership. None of this
$961,789.93 was disbursed in April 2012.

Fee applications (related to Baron Funds) in theowarh of $562,174.07 for work
performed by the Receiver and his counsel fromaigni, 2011 through April 20, 2012 remains
pending. Also, fee applications for Mr. Thomasatioig $60,000 and fee applications for Grant
Thornton totaling $58,628.63 have been grantechbtiyet paid. Lastly, after the filing of this
Report, the Receiver intends to file applicationshwhe Court seeking another estimated
$65,000 for fees incurred due to work performedhgyReceiver and his counsel from April 21-
30, 2012. Details of all three categories—dishumesgts for Mr. Baron’s expenses,

disbursements per Court Orders, and proposed disiments per Court Order are detailed

below.
Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking

Disbursement | Disbursement

Mr. Baron | Order N/A Dec. 2, 2010 $1,000.00 Daily-Living | Receiver's
Appointing Expenses personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]

Mr. Baron | Order N/A Dec. 8, 2010 $2,600.00 Daily-Living | Receiver's
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Mr. Baron | Order N/A Dec. 20, 2010 | $400.00 Daily-Living | Receiver’s
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Comerica | Order N/A Dec. 20, 2010 | $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Dec. 21,2010 | $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Dec. 29, 2010 | $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A Dec. 30,2010 | $4,000.00 Daily-Living | Receiver
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Woodforest
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver's
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver's
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver's
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Comerica | Order N/A Jan. 6, 2011 $100.00 Open ReceiverReceiver’s
Bank Appointing Accounts personal
Receiver funds
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A Feb. 4, 2011 $4,000.00 Daily-Living | Receiver
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Woodforest
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 4, 2011 $16,900.00 | Receiver Fees Receiver
the Receiver's | First Account
First Application for holding
Application for | Reimbursement Woodforest
Reimbursement| of Fees and Funds
of Fees and Expenses
Expenses Incurred by the
Incurred by the | Receiver
Receiver [Docket No.
[Docket No. 192]
275]
Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver’s | Feb. 4, 2011 $24,324.50 | Receiver’s Receiver
the Receiver's | First Counsel Fees | Account
First Application for holding
Application for | Reimbursement Woodforest
Reimbursement| of Fees and Funds
of Fees and Expenses
Expenses Incurred by
Incurred by Gardere Wynne
Gardere Wynne| Sewell LLP
Sewell LLP [Docket No.
[Docket No. 193]
276]
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 4, 2011 $1,300.00 | Reimbursement| Receiver
and the Receiver's | Motion for for Baron Account
Receiver | Motion for Order Daily-Living holding
Account | Order Confirming Expenses and | Woodforest
holding | Confirming Propriety of Fees to Open | Funds
Netsphere| Propriety of Fund Receiver
Funds | Fund Management Accounts
Management [Docket No.
[Docket No. 199]
279]
James | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 4, 2011 $6,937.50 | Receivership Receiver
Eckels | the Receiver's | First Professional Account
First Application for Fees holding
Application for | Reimbursement Woodforest
Reimbursement| of Fees Funds
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Receivership
Receivership Professional
Professional James M.
James M. Eckels[Docket
Eckels[Docket | No. 196]
No. 278]
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8

Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 4, 2011 $900.00 Reimbursement| Receiver
the Receiver's | Motion for for Fees to Account
Motion for Reimbursement| Open Receiver | holding
Reimbursement| of Additional Accounts Woodforest
of Additional Personal Funds Funds
Personal Funds| [Docket No.
[Docket No. 221]
284]
Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver’s | Feb. 4, 2011 $157,729.41 Receiver’s Receiver
the Receiver's | Second Gardere Counsel Fees | Account
Second Gardere Fee Application holding
Fee Application| [Docket No. Woodforest
[Docket No. 258] Funds
294]
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 4, 2011 $77,480.00 Receiver Fees Receive
the Receiver's | Second Account
Second Receiver Fee holding
Receiver Fee | Application Ameritrade
Application [Docket No. Funds
[Docket No. 259]
295]
Peter Order Denying | The Receiver's | February 21, | $135.00 Reimbursement Receiver
Barrett | Emergency Emergency 2011 for Payment of | Account
Motion for Motion for Counseling holding
Independent Independent Fees to Ameritrade
Medical Medical LifeWorks Funds
Examination for| Examination for Counseling
Jeffrey Baron | Jeffrey Baron Center
[Docket No. [Docket No.
220 at p. 2] 208]
United | Order N/A February 24, | $972.84 Mr. Baron’s Receiver
Healthcare| Appointing 2011 medical Account
Receiver insurance from | holding
[Docket No. January 1- Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] March 31, 2011| Funds
Pinnacle | Order N/A February 24, | $123.72 Mr. Baron’s Receiver
Corp. Appointing 2011 dental insurance Account
Receiver from January 1-| holding
[Docket No. March 31, 2011| Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Mr. Baron | Order N/A February 28, | $5,000.00 Daily-Living Receiver
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Peter Order Denying | The Receiver's | March 1, 2011| $125.00 ReimbursemenReceiver
Barrett | Emergency Emergency for Payment of | Account
Motion for Motion for Counseling holding
Independent Independent Fees to Ameritrade
Medical Medical LifeWorks Funds
Examination for| Examination for Counseling
Jeffrey Baron | Jeffrey Baron Center
[Docket No. [Docket No.
220 at p. 2] 208]
James | Order Granting | The Receiver's | March 15, $10,400.00 | Professional Receiver
Eckels | the Receiver's | Second Eckels | 2011 Fees Account
Second Eckels | Fee Application holding
Fee Application| [Docket No. Ameritrade
[Docket No. 314] Funds
363]
Former | Order Granting | The Receiver's | March 15, $17,066.20 | Special Master | Receiver
Special | the Receiver’'s | Special Master | 2011 Fees Account
Master | Special Master | Fee Application holding
Fee Application| [Docket No. Ameritrade
[Docket No. 325] Funds
365]
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | March 15, $15,285.52 Fees and Receiver
Thomas | the Receiver's | First 2011 expenses as Mr| Account
First Application for Baron’s holding
Application for | Reimbursement Bankruptcy Ameritrade
Reimbursement| of Fees Attorney Funds
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Martin Thomas
Martin Thomas | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 327]
367]
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Local Order Granting | The Receiver’'s | March 15, $10,943.43 Receiver’s Receiver
Counsel | the Receiver's | First 2011 Local Counsel | Account
First Application for Fees holding
Application for | Reimbursement Ameritrade
Reimbursement| of Fees Funds
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Local Counsel
Local Counsel | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 344]
368]
Gary Lyon | Order Granting | The Receiver's | March 15, $10,825.00 Professional | Receiver
the Receiver's | First Lyon Fee | 2011 Fees Account
First Lyon Fee | Application holding
Application [Docket No. Ameritrade
[Docket No. 348] Funds
371]
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | March 16, $41,446.80 | Receiver Fees Receiver
in Part the Third Receiver | 2011 ($13,822.27 Account
Receiver's Fee Application still pending holding
Third Receiver | [Docket No. Ameritrade
Fee Application| 323] Funds
[Docket No.
387]
Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver’s | March 16, $92,516.15 | Receiver’s Receiver
in Part the Third Gardere | 2011 ($30,838.66 | Counsel Fees | Account
Receiver's Fee Application still pending holding
Third Gardere | [Docket No. Ameritrade
Fee Application| 324] Funds
[Docket No.
386]
United | Order N/A March 17, $972.84 Mr. Baron’s Receiver
Healthcare| Appointing 2011 medical Account
Receiver insurance from | holding
[Docket No. April 1-June 31,| Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] 2011 Funds
Pinnacle | Order N/A March 17, $123.72 Mr. Baron’s Receiver
Corp. Appointing 2011 dental insurance Account
Receiver from April 1- holding
[Docket No. June 31, 2011 | Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Peter Order Denying | The Receiver's | March 22, $125.00 Reimbursement Receiver
Barrett | Emergency Emergency 2011 for Payment of | Account
Motion for Motion for Counseling holding
Independent Independent Fees to Ameritrade
Medical Medical LifeWorks Funds
Examination for| Examination for Counseling
Jeffrey Baron | Jeffrey Baron Center
[Docket No. [Docket No.
220 at p. 2] 208]
Elite Order N/A March 22, $380.89 Vendor Receiver
Document| Appointing 2011 Services— Account
Tech. Receiver reformatting of | holding
[Docket No. Attorney Ameritrade
130] Declarations Funds
per Mr.
Schepps’
request
Mr. Baron | Order N/A March 24, $5,000.00 Daily-Living Receiver
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Capital
130 at pp. 6-8] One Bank
funds
Bank of | Order N/A March 29, $80.91 Fees for Receiver
America | Appointing 2011 production of | Account
Receiver documents holding
[Docket No. related to Capital
130] account holding| One Bank
Receivership funds
Assets
Depo Court’s Order N/A March 29, $14,671.44 Transcription | Receiver
Texas, | from the Bench 2011 Costs for Court-| Account
Inc. Hearing on ordered holding
Emergency meetings Capital
Motion to One Bank
Clarify and funds
Further
Emergency
Relief Before
the Honorable
Royal
Furgeson
February 10,
2011
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | April 1, 2011 $62,643.75 | Receiver Fees Receiver
In Part the Fourth Receiver ($20,881.25 Account
Receiver's Fee Application still pending holding
Fourth Receiven [Docket No. Capital
Fee Application| 417] One Bank
[Docket No. funds
429]
Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver’s | April 1, 2011 $122,518.14 | Receiver’s Receiver
in Part the Fourth Gardere ($40,860.05 | Counsel Fees | Accounts
Receiver's Fee Application still pending holding
Fourth Gardere | [Docket No. Woodforest
Fee Application| 418] and Las
[Docket No. Colinas
427] FCU Funds
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | April 20, 2011 | $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. | Receiver
Thomas | the Receiver's | Second Baron’s Account
Second Application for Bankruptcy holding
Application for | Reimbursement Attorney Capital
Reimbursement| of Fees One Bank
of Fees Incurred by funds
Incurred by Martin Thomas
Martin Thomas | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 426]
464]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A April 28, 2011 | $5,000.00 Daily-Living Receiver
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No.
130 at pp. 6-8]
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 10, 2011 | $39,206.70 | Receiver Fees Receiver
in Part the Fifth Receiver ($13,068.90 Account
Receiver's Fifth| Fee Application still pending holding
Receiver Fee | [Docket No. Ameritrade
Application 490] Funds
[Docket No.
532]
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 10, 2011 | $116,246.89 | Receiver’s Receiver
in Part the Fifth Gardere ($38,748.97 | Counsel Fees | Account
Receiver's Fifth| Fee Application still pending holding
Gardere Fee [Docket No. Ameritrade
Application 491] Funds
[Docket No.

533]

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 10, 2011 | $21,262.50 | Receiver Fees Receiver
in Part the Sixth Receiver ($7,087.50 Account
Receiver's Sixth Fee Application still pending holding
Receiver Fee | [Docket No. Ameritrade
Application 492] Funds
[Docket No.

534]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 10, 2011 | $59,866.77 | Receiver’s Receiver
in Part the Sixth Gardere ($19,955.60 | Counsel Fees | Account
Receiver's Sixth Fee Application still pending holding
Gardere Fee [Docket No. Ameritrade
Application 493] Funds
[Docket No.

535]
Gary Lyon | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 11, 2011 | $5,637.50 Professional | Receiver

the Receiver's | Second Lyon Fees Account
Second Lyon Fee Application holding
Fee Application| [Docket No. Woodforest
[Docket No. 489] Funds
531]

James | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 11, 2011 | $12,475.00 | Professional Receiver’s

Eckels | the Receiver's | Third Eckels Fees Account
Third Eckels Fee Application holding
Fee Application| [Docket No. Netsphere
[Docket No. 494] Funds
536]

Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 11, 2011 | $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. Receiver's

Thomas | the Receiver's | Third Baron’s Account
Third Application for Bankruptcy holding
Application for | Reimbursement Attorney Netsphere
Reimbursement| of Fees Funds
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Martin Thomas
Martin Thomas | [Docket No.

[Docket No. 504]
539]
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 11, 2011 | $19,217.69 Fees for tax Receiver’s
Thornton | the Receiver's | First Grant advice Account
First Grant Thornton Fee holding
Thornton Fee | Application Netsphere
Application [Docket No. Funds
[Docket No. 505]
540]
James | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 11, 2011 | $1,400.00 Professional Receiver
Eckels | the Receiver's | Fourth Eckels Fees Account
Fourth Eckels | Fee Application holding
Fee Application| [Docket No. Woodforest
[Docket No. 512] Funds
543]
Local Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 16, 2011 | $7,198.48 Receiver’s Receiver
Counsel | the Receiver's | Second Local Counsel | Account
Second Application for Fees holding
Application for | Reimbursement Ameritrade
Reimbursement| of Fees Funds
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Local Counsel
Local Counsel | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 500]
538]

Depo Order N/A May 3, 2011 | $1,296.38 Transcription of| Receiver
Texas, | Appointing March 4, 2011 | Account
Inc. Receiver meet-and- holding

[Docket No. confer between | American
130] the parties Century
Funds
CT Corp. | Order N/A May 3, 2011 | $278.00 Registered Receiver
Systems | Appointing Agent Fees for | Account
Receiver Receivership holding
[Docket No. Party Domain | American
130] Jamboree, LLC| Century
Funds
Palmer | Order N/A May 17, 2011 | $213.40 Transcription of| Receiver
Reporting | Appointing April 25, 2011 | Account
Services | Receiver bankruptcy holding
[Docket No. hearing before | Ameritrade
130] the Honorable | Funds
Stacey Jernigan
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Court Order N/A May 17,2011 | $561.00 Transcription pfReceiver
Reporter | Appointing April 28, 2011 | Account
Receiver evidentiary holding
[Docket No. hearing Ameritrade
130] Funds
ICANN Order See the May 17, 2011 | $5,104.08 Fees related toReceiver’s
Appointing Receiver's Domain Account
Receiver Notice of Jamboree, holding
[Docket No. Payment of LLC's ICANN | Netsphere
130] Fees Related to accreditation Funds
Domain
Jamboree’s
ICANN
Accreditation
[Docket No.
587]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A May 31, 2011 | $5,000.00 Daily-Living | Receiver
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receiver's | Fourth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fourth Application for Bankruptcy
Application for | Reimbursement Attorney
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Martin Thomas
Martin Thomas | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 593]
901])
United | Order N/A June 28, 2011 | $972.84 Mr. Baron’s | Receiver
Healthcare| Appointing medical Account
Receiver insurance from | holding
[Docket No. July 1- Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] September 30, | Funds
2011
Pinnacle | Order N/A June 28, 2011 | $123.72 Mr. Baron’s | Receiver
Corp. Appointing dental insurance Account
Receiver from July 1- holding
[Docket No. September 30, | Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] 2011 Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Mr. Baron | Order N/A June 29, 2011 | $5,000.00 Daily-Living | Receiver
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Ameritrade
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Fifth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 640 at Ex. 1]
[Docket No.
929]
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $2,135.37 Fees for Tax TBD
Thornton | in Part the Second Grant | paid) (not yet paid) | Advice
Receiver's Thornton Fee
Motion for Application
Approval of [Docket No.
Administrative | 648 at Ex. C]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A August 1, $5,000.00 Daily-Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Davenport| Order N/A August 1, $39.00 Filing Fees as | Receiver’s
Evans | Appointing 2011 Local Counsel | Account
Hurwitz & | Receiver holding
Smith [Docket No. Netsphere
LLP 130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Sixth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement| Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 652 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A August 29, $5,000.00 Daily-Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Seventh paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 671 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
United | Order N/A September 19,| $972.84 Mr. Baron’s Receiver's
Healthcare| Appointing 2011 medical Account
Receiver insurance from | holding
[Docket No. Oct. 1—Dec. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] 31, 2011 Funds
Pinnacle | Order N/A September 19,| $165.78 Mr. Baron’s Receiver’s
Corp. Appointing 2011 dental insurance Account
Receiver from Oct. 1— | holding
[Docket No. Dec. 31, 2011 | Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
eScribers, | Order N/A September 19,| $358.90 Transcription of Receiver’s
LLC Appointing 2011 September 1, | Account
Receiver 2011 holding
[Docket No. Bankruptcy Netsphere
130] Court hearing | Funds
THE RECEIVER'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12 PAGE 73

13-10696.22499



13-10696.22499


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 75 of 231 PagelD 56978

Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Mr. Baron | Order N/A September 30,| $5,000.00 Daily Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $1,318.38 Fees for Tax TBD
Thornton | in Part the Fourth Grant paid) (not yet paid) | Advice
Receiver's Thornton Fee
Motion for Application
Approval of [Docket No.
Administrative | 687 at Ex. A]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Eighth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 689 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A October 31, $5,000.00 Daily Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
eScribers, | Order N/A November 1, | $822.80 Transcription of Receiver’s
LLC Appointing 2011 October 24, Account
Receiver 2011 holding
[Docket No. Bankruptcy Netsphere
130] Court hearing | Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Ninth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement| Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 705 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
Kathy Order N/A November 28, | $775.75 Transcription of Receiver’s
Rehling | Appointing 2011 November 9, Account
Receiver 2011 holding
[Docket No. Bankruptcy Netsphere
130] Court hearing | Funds
Transcript | Order N/A November 30, | $183.60 Transcription of Receiver’s
Plus, Inc. | Appointing 2011 November 15, | Account
Receiver 2011 holding
[Docket No. Bankruptcy Netsphere
130] Court hearing | Funds
Mr. Baron | Order N/A December 1, | $5,000.00 Daily Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
United Order N/A December 9, | $972.84 Mr. Baron’s Receiver's
Healthcare| Appointing 2011 medical Account
Receiver insurance from | holding
[Docket No. Jan. 1—Mar. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] 31, 2012 Funds
Pinnacle | Order N/A December 9, | $144.75 Mr. Baron’s Receiver's
Corp. Appointing 2011 dental insurance Account
Receiver from Jan. 1— | holding
[Docket No. Mar. 31, 2012 | Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement

Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $992.25 (not | Fees for Tax TBD

Thornton | in Part the Fifth Grant paid) yet paid) Advice
Receiver's Thornton Fee
Motion for Application
Approval of [Docket No.
Administrative | 725 at Ex. A]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD

Thomas | the Receivers | Tenth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement| Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.

Martin Thomas | 727 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]

Palmer | Order N/A December 19, | $395.28 Transcription of Receiver’s
Reporting | Appointing 2011 December 5, Account
Services | Receiver 2011 holding

[Docket No. Bankruptcy Netsphere
130] Court hearing | Funds

Mr. Baron | Order N/A December 27, | $5,000.00 Daily Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2011 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds

Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD

Thomas | the Receivers | Eleventh paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement| Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.

Martin Thomas | 771 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Mr. Baron | Order N/A January 30, $5,000.00 Daily Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2012 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Twelfth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 815 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $2,772.96 Fees for Tax TBD
Thornton | in Part the Sixth Grant paid) (not yet paid) | Advice
Receiver's Thornton Fee
Motion for Application
Approval of [Docket No.
Administrative | 828 at Ex. A]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Mr. Baron | Order N/A February 28, | $5,000.00 Daily Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2012 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
United Order N/A March 8, 2012| $972.84 Mr. Baron’s | Receiver’s
Healthcare| Appointing medical Account
Receiver insurance from | holding
[Docket No. Apr. 1—June Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] 31, 2012 Funds
Pinnacle | Order N/A March 8, 2012 | $144.75 Mr. Baron’s | Receiver’s
Corp. Appointing dental insurance Account
Receiver from April. 1— | holding
[Docket No. June 31, 2012 | Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12 PAGE 77

13-10696.22503


13-10696.22503


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 79 of 231 PagelD 56982

Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Shaw Order N/A March 8, 2012| $643.00 Transcription | Receiver’s
Reporting | Appointing related to Account
Services, | Receiver Receiver's holding
Inc. [Docket No. Sealed Motion | Netsphere
130] to Disclose Funds
Evidence to
District
Attorney
Mr. Baron | Order N/A March 30, $5,000.00 Daily Living Receiver’s
Appointing 2012 Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Thirteenth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement| Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 847 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Fourteenth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fourteenth Reimbursement| Attorney
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 859 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
929]
Martin Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $5,000.00 Fees as Mr. TBD
Thomas | the Receivers | Fifteenth paid) (not yet paid) | Baron’s
Fifth through Application for Bankruptcy
Fifteenth Reimbursement| Attorney
Application for | of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Martin Thomas
Incurred by [Docket No.
Martin Thomas | 859 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
903]
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Recipient | Court Order Motion Date Amount Type Source
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A (not yet $8,644.83 Fees for Tax TBD

Thornton | in Part the Seventh Grant | paid) (not yet paid) | Advice
Receiver's Thornton Fee
Motion for Application
Approval of [Docket No.

Administrative | 879 at Ex. F]
Costs and to

Disburse Cash

and Sell

Domain Names

to Fund

Administrative

Costs[Docket

No. 906]

Receiver | N/A (motion The Receiver’s | N/A (motion $15,000.00 | Receiver's Feeg TBD
being filed Seventeenth being filed (estimated)
subsequent to | Receiver Fee | subsequent to
Report) Application Report)

(amounts
incurred from
April 21-30,
2012)

Gardere | N/A (motion The Receiver's | N/A (motion $50,000.00 | Receiver’s TBD
being filed Eighteenth being filed (estimated) | Counsel Fees
subsequent to | Gardere Fee subsequent to
Report) Application Report)

(amounts
incurred from
April 21-30,
2012)

Depo Order N/A April 10, 2012 | $509.30 Fee for Mr. Receiver’s
Texas, | Appointing Schepps’ copy | Account
Inc. Receiver of the transcript| holding

[Docket No. of March 4, Netsphere
130] 2011 meet-and-| Funds
confer between
the parties
Mr. Baron | Order N/A April 30, 2012 | $5,000.00 Daily Living | Receiver’s
Appointing Expenses Account
Receiver holding
[Docket No. Netsphere
130 at pp. 6-8] Funds
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iii. Mr. Baron objected to certain motions for reimbunsat and fee
applications.

Mr. Baron objected to the following motions formdursement and fee applications, all
mentioned in the chart above describing the Recsidésbursements:

. The Receiver's First Application for Reimbursemeft Fees and Expenses
Incurred by the Receivg¢bocket No. 236];

. The Receiver's First Application for Reimbursemeft Fees and Expenses
Incurred by Gardere Wynne Sewell L[[Pocket No. 236];

. The Receiver's First Application for Reimbursemeait Fees Incurred by
Receivership Professional James EckBiscket No. 244];

. The Receiver’s Motion for Order Confirming Propyiedf Fund Management
[Docket No. 245];

. The Receiver’'s Motion for Reimbursement of Additidtersonal Fund$Docket
No. 261];
. The Receiver's Second Application for ReimbursensénFees Incurred by

Receivership Professional James EckBlscket No. 352];

. The Receiver’s Third Receiver Fee Applicafibocket No. 373];

. The Receiver’'s Third Gardere Fee Applicat{@ocket No. 373];

. The Receiver’'s Seventh Receiver Fee Applicfidocket No. 605];

. The Receiver’'s Seventh Gardere Fee Applicgdbotket No. 606].
Nevertheless, the Court has since granted (at peastlly) these motions and applications, and
the Receiver made the ordered disbursements.

On September 12, 2011, Mr. Baron filed Gisneral Response to Motions for Fees for
Vogel, His Partners, and Other “Receiver Professigh with the Fifth Circuit (Case No. 10-
11202). In such response, Mr. Baron objected ¢ofdlowing motions for reimbursement and

fee applications, all mentioned in the chart abdescribing the Receiver’s disbursements:

. The Receiver’'s Fourth Application for Reimbursenwdritees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 593] (which the Court has since grdjite
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. The Receiver's Seventh Receiver Fee Applicdfimtket No. 605] (which the
Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Seventh Gardere Fee Applicafi@ocket No. 606] (which the
Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’s Fifth Application for ReimbursemaiEees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 640 at Ex. 1] (which the Court hascsiigranted);

. The Receiver’s Eighth Gardere Fee Applicatibocket No. 648 at Ex. B] (which
the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Second Grant Thornton Fee Applingiimcket No. 648 at Ex.
C] (which the Court has since granted);

. The Receiver’s Sixth Application for Reimbursentéritees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 652 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascemgranted);

. The Receiver's Seventh Application for ReimburseénoénFees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 671 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascgrgranted);

. The Receiver’s Ninth Receiver Fee Applicafidocket No. 678 at Ex. C] (which
the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’s Ninth Gardere Fee Applicat[@ocket No. 678 at Ex. D] (which
the Court has since granted in part); and

. The Receiver’'s Fifth Eckels Fee Applicati@ocket No. 678 at Ex. A] (which
the Court has since granted).

Since then, Mr. Baron has objected (through filimgshe Fifth Circuit) to the following
motions for reimbursement and fee applicationspedhtioned in the chart above describing the

Receiver’s disbursements:

. The Receiver’'s Eighth Application for Reimbursenwérifees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 689 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascemgranted);

. The Receiver's Tenth Receiver Fee Applicafidocket No. 698 at Ex. A] (which
the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’s Tenth Gardere Fee Applicafibocket No. 698 at Ex. B] (which
the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’'s Ninth Application for Reimbursenwrtees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 705 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascegranted);
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. The Receiver's Eleventh Receiver Fee Applicaj@acket No. 713 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Eleventh Gardere Fee Applicafibocket No. 713 at Ex. B]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’s Fifth Grant Thornton Fee Applicat[@ocket No. 725 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted);

. The Receiver’'s Third Local Counsel Fee Applicafibocket No. 725 at Ex. B]
(which the Court has since granted);

. The Receiver’'s Tenth Application for Reimbursenoémtees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 727 at Ex. A] (which the Court hasceigranted);

. The Receiver's Twelfth Receiver Fee Applicatibocket No. 750 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Twelfth Gardere Fee Applicati@ocket No. 750 at Ex. B]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’s Thirteenth Receiver Fee Applicaf@ocket No. 781 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’s Thirteenth Gardere Fee Applicatibocket No. 781 at Ex. B]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Eleventh Application for Reimbursen® Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 771 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascgmgranted);

. The Receiver's Twelfth Application for Reimbursemeh Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 815 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascaigranted);

. The Receiver's Fourteenth Receiver Fee Applicafidocket No. 840 at Ex. C]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’'s Fourteenth Gardere Fee Applicafibncket No. 840 at Ex. D]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Thirteenth Application for Reimbuareat of Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 847 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascgrgranted);

. The Receiver’s Sixth Grant Thornton Fee Applicafidocket No. 828 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted);

. The Receiver’s Fifteenth Receiver Fee Applicafibocket No. 853 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12 PAGE 82
13-10696.22508


13-10696.22508


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 84 of 231 PagelD 56987

. The Receiver’s Fifteenth Gardere Fee Applicatf@ocket No. 853 at Ex. B]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’'s Sixteenth Receiver Fee Applicatizocket No. 877 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Sixteenth Gardere Fee Applicafidncket No. 877 at Ex. B]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Seventeenth Receiver Fee ApplicHdocket No. 879 at Ex. A]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver's Seventeenth Gardere Fee Applicfibocket No. 879 at Ex. B]
(which the Court has since granted in part);

. The Receiver’'s Seventh Grant Thornton Fee ApptindDocket No. 879 at Ex.
F] (which the Court has since granted); and

. The Receiver's Fourteenth Application for Reimboreet of Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 859 at Ex. A] (which the Court hascgrgranted).

iv. Mr. Baron appealed all of the Court-ordered disbnrsnts.

On March 3, 2011, Mr. Baron appealed all Court-oededisbursements from the Baron
Funds that had been issued as of that date. [Dddtb® 340 and 341.] During a transcribed
meeting on March 4, 2011, Mr. Schepps stated thaild Mr. Baron win on appeal, all of those
disbursements are to be disgorged—meaning th&elseiver and his professionals would have
worked for months for free, the typical scenario fwofessionals who have worked for Mr.
Baron. [Transcript of Court Order Meeting, March2011, at 120:6-14.] On April 11, 2011,
Mr. Baron appealed all the Court ordered disbursgsnen the chart above that had been ordered
since his previous March 3, 2011 appeals. [Dotk@t449.] On May 18, 2011, Mr. Baron
appealed all of the Court ordered disbursementBasbn Funds ordered since his previous

appeals. [Docket No. 576.]
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In sum, Mr. Baron appealed the following orders:

. Order Granting the Receiver’s First Application fReimbursement of Fees and
Expenses Incurred by the Receifl2ocket No. 275];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s First Application fReimbursement of Fees and
Expenses Incurred by Gardere Wynne Sewell [DRdtket No. 276];

. Order Granting the Receiver's First Application fé&teimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Receivership Professional James M. E¢kmocket No. 278];

. Order Granting the Receiver’'s Motion for Order Ciomiing Propriety of Fund
ManagemenfDocket No. 279];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Motion for Reimbursetnof Additional Personal
Funds[Docket No. 284];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Second Gardere Feeliéqtion [Docket No.
294];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Second Receiver Fppliéation [Docket No.
295];

. Order Granting the Receiver’'s Second Eckels Fediégipn [Docket No. 363];
. Order Granting the Receiver’s Special Master Feel&ation [Docket No. 365];

. Order Granting the Receiver's First Application fé&teimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Martin ThomafDocket No. 367];

. Order Granting the Receiver's First Application fé&teimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Local Couns¢Docket No. 368];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s First Lyon Fee Apation [Docket No. 371];

. Order Granting in Part the Receiver's Third Garddree Application][Docket
No. 386];
. Order Granting in Part the Receiver’'s Third Recei¥ee Application[Docket
No. 387];
. Order Granting in Part the Receiver's Fourth Gardeffee Applicatiofpocket
No. 427];
. Order Granting In Part the Receiver’'s Fourth Reegi¥ee ApplicatiorfDocket
No. 429],
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. Order Granting the Receiver’'s Second Thomas Fedidgtion [Docket No464];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Second Lyon Fee Appbn[Docket No. 531];

. Order Granting in Part the Receiver’'s Fifth Receiveee Application[Docket
No. 532];

. Order Granting in Part the Receiver's Fifth GardeFee Application[Docket
No. 533];

. Order Granting in Part the Receiver's Sixth ReceiFee Application[Docket
No. 534];

. Order Granting in Part the Receiver's Sixth Garddfee Application[Docket
No. 535];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s Third Eckels Fee Agqgtlon [Docket No. 536];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Second Application Fee Incurred by Local
Counse[Docket No. 538];

. Order Granting the Receiver Third Thomas Fee Appilosr [Docket No. 539];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s First Grant Thorntbae ApplicatioriDocket No.
540];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s Fourth Eckels Fee ligagpion [Docket No. 543];

. Order Granting in Part the Receiver’'s Motion to lidate Assets to Pay Certain

of the Receiver’'s and His Counsel's F¢Pocket No. 807], which granted the
following fee applications in part:

0 The Receiver's Seventh Receiver Fee Applicfidocket No. 605];
o] The Receiver’'s Seventh Gardere Fee Applicddotket No. 606];

o] The Receiver’'s Eighth Receiver Fee Applicafibocket No. 648 at Ex.
Al

o] The Receiver’s Eighth Gardere Fee Applicati@ocket No. 648 at Ex.
BI;

o] The Receiver’s Ninth Receiver Fee Applicafidbncket No. 678 at Ex. CJ;
o] The Receiver’'s Ninth Gardere Fee Applicatjipocket No. 678 at Ex. DJ;

o] The Receiver's Tenth Receiver Fee Applicafibncket No. 698 at Ex.
Al
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o] The Receiver’'s Tenth Gardere Fee Applicafidbocket No. 698 at Ex. B];

o] The Receiver’s Eleventh Receiver Fee Applicdiocket No. 713 at Ex.

Al;

o] The Receiver’s Eleventh Gardere Fee Applicafidacket No. 713 at Ex.
Bl;

o] The Receiver’'s Twelfth Receiver Fee Applicafidacket No. 750 at EXx.
Al;

o] The Receiver's Twelfth Gardere Fee Applicatjipocket No. 750 at Ex.
Bl;

o] The Receiver’'s Thirteenth Receiver Fee Applicafdacket No. 781 at
Ex. A];

o] The Receiver’'s Thirteenth Gardere Fee Applicatibocket No. 781 at
Ex. BJ;

. Order Granting the Receiver's Fourth Applicatiorr fReimbursement of Fees

Incurred by Martin ThomafDocket No. 901];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s Fifteenth Applicatifor Reimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Martin ThomafDocket No. 903];

. Order Granting in Part the Receiver's Motion for gkpval of Administrative
Costs and to Disburse Cash and Sell Domain Namesutwl Administrative
Costs[Docket No. 906], which granted the following fapplications (at least in

part);

o] The Receiver's Fourteenth Receiver Fee Applicafidocket No. 840 at
Ex. CJ;

0 The Receiver's Fourteenth Gardere Fee Applicafioncket No. 840 at
Ex. DJ;

o] The Receiver’s Fifteenth Receiver Fee Applicafidocket No. 853 at Ex.
Al;

0 The Receiver’s Fifteenth Gardere Fee Applicafibncket No. 853 at Ex.
BI;

o] The Receiver’'s Sixteenth Receiver Fee Applicdmtket No. 877 at Ex.
Al

o] The Receiver’s Sixteenth Gardere Fee Applicaftidocket No. 877 at Ex.
BI;
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o] The Receiver's Seventeenth Receiver Fee ApplicHdocket No. 879 at
Ex. A];

o] The Receiver's Seventeenth Gardere Fee Applic§bocket No. 879 at
Ex. B];

o] The Receiver's Second Grant Thornton Fee Applindfimcket No. 648
at Ex. CJ;

0 The Receiver’s Third Grant Thornton Fee Applicatjbocket No. 658 at
Ex. B];

0] The Receiver's Fourth Grant Thornton Fee Applicatibocket No. 687
at Ex. A];

o] The Receiver’s Fifth Grant Thornton Fee Applicatjf@ocket No. 725 at
Ex. B];

o] The Receiver’s Sixth Grant Thornton Fee Applicafidbocket No. 828 at
Ex. A]; and

o] The Receiver’'s Seventh Grant Thornton Fee Apptingbocket No. 879
at Ex. F].

b. The Receiver managed the LLC Funds.

As stated above, the LLC Funds are not the ideoor funding the unpaid-attorney
claims, since most (if not all) of the cash is eanrked to pay (a) domain-name renewal fees, (b)
employee salaries, (c) attorneys’ fees of currdatd. attorneys, and (d) other operations and
management expenses. At least to date, the bulkeoELC Funds are needed simply to keep
the LLCs operating.

As also stated above, although the Receiver maynay not use the LLC Funds—
including either the cash on hand in the LLC actswn the Monetizer Stream—directly to fund
disbursements to the unpaid attorneys of Mr. Barbwe, LLC Funds are still extremely
important. A more likely source for funding theslliirsements to the unpaid attorneys of Mr.
Baron is through the sale of domain names that ki@&s hold and otherwise the LLC Funds are

being used to maintain the LLCs. That is whatdiseussion below involves.
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i. The Receiver managed the potential LLC revenuestimgl to
domain name sales.

1) Mr. Nelson assumed the management of the LLCs.

Following Jeff Harbin’s abrupt resignation as maaragf the LLCs in February 2011, the
Receiver diligently worked with Damon Nelson regagdthe transition of duties from Mr.
Harbin to Mr. Nelson—especially in the context akparing to sell domain names. Since
becoming the Manager of the LLCs, Mr. Nelson hasorg other things, performed the
following tasks:

. Worked with Mr. Harbin to complete the transitiar management of the LLCs;

. Audited the electronic books and records of the $L.@nd reconciled such
records with bank statements for the same;

. Audited the LLCs’ accounts with the monetizersnsuwe security over the same;
. Audited the LLCs’ monetizers’ reports to confirntcegot of the LLCs’ funds;

. Coordinated with the LLCs’ programmer on reportinygthe LLCs’ monetizers;

. Coordinated with Messrs. Cox and Eckels concertiregdeletion and retention

of domain names expiring in January through Felyr@ad2; and

. Attended and patrticipated in the Court Ordered Mgston February 16, 2011
[Transcript of Court Ordered Meeting, February 2611, at 7:8-9] and February
17, 2011 [Transcript of Court Ordered Meeting, feaby 17, 2011, at 6:8-9]; and

. Worked to collect all LLC materials and documentsnf Mr. Harbin and all
current and former counsel for the LLCs.

[Docket No. 377 at pp. 4-5.]
In April 2012, Mr. Nelson’s work largely concernte sale of domain names:

. Responding to numerous inquiries concerning pakmgurchases of domain
names ranging in price from $100 to more than $8W®jncluding offers for the
purchase of the entire portfolio of LLC domain name

. Using his protocol for valuing and selling domaermes, conducted negotiations
for the sale of additional domains as inquiriesraceived;
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. Assisting the Receiver with responses to actuapaiential complaints about
domain names per the Uniform Domain Name DisputeoRé&ion Policy (the
“UDRP?");

. Negotiating an agreement with a new registrartierltLCs’ domain names;

. Working to maintain the commitments of buyers whadhexecuted sale

agreements for the purchase of domain names yet dr@wn impatient with the
delay in the sale and transfers of the names tHeesse

. Drafting memoranda concerning the deactivation ofmdin names subject to
potential or actual UDRP complaints;

. Supervising the efforts of domain name brokers at® soliciting interest from
potential purchasers; and

. Personally negotiating the sale of the LLCs’ domaimmes with potential
purchasers.

2) The Receiver began implementing the protocol fdinge
domain names.

The Receiver worked extensively with Mr. Nelsonpiepare a specific process for
determining what domain names to sell, marketirmgeéhdomain names, and ultimately holding
an auction or other sale. Mr. Nelson completedeaprandum discussing a detailed protocol
for valuing domain names and different methodsskiling them, including live auction, private
sale, or brokered transaction. After completingt tnemorandum, the Receiver and Mr. Nelson
began implementing the protocol set forth in themoendum through, among other things,
negotiations with potential purchasers of domaimes As stated above, the initial goal is to
sell enough domain names to generate cash suffideay the Former Baron Attorneys and the
remaining liabilities for the Receivership.

3) The Receiver moved for approval for the sale of adiom
names.

On April 1, 2011, the Receiver filed hiSealed Motion to Approve Sale of Specific

Domain Names and Confirm Propriety of Sales Pratogdocket No. 424.] In the motion, the
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Receiver explained in detail the Receivership Bgrtliabilities, i.e. attorneys’ fees owed to
former attorneys of Mr. Baron, pending fee appiarad before the Court, and estimated future
expenses. Ifl. at pp. 2-5] The Receiver estimated that thedslitias will be approximately $2
million by April 30, 2011. [d. at p. 1] The Receiver then outlined the amountagh the
Receivership Parties expect to have on hand bgahe time—about $900,000id[at pp. 1, 3-
4.] The Receiver explained there would be a shlbrtf a little over $1 million. [Docket No.
424 atp. 5.]

The Receiver then asked for approval to proceet the sales of 24 domain names
registered currently by the LLCs.Id[ at p. 7.] The proceeds from the sales could ctiver
shortfall between the Receivership Parties’ litiei and expected cash on hand at the end of the
Receivership. I1fl.] The Receiver’'s motion was supported by brexlaration of Damon Nelson
which explained Mr. Nelson’s protocol for valuingdaselling the 24 domain names, also filed
on April 1, 2011. [Docket No. 424.] The Receigerved redacted copies of tBealed Motion
to Approve Sale of Specific Domain Names and GuanRropriety of Sales Protocalnd the
Declaration of Damon Nelsoan Messrs. Schepps, Barrett, and Baron on AprRQiL1, the
same date they were filed. The Receiver redatiegortions of these filings that identified the
specific 24 names and their tentative, non/find&sarices in order to prevent any potential
interference with the potential purchasers of tomdin names prior to the consummation of the
proposed sales.

The Receiver later file@he Receiver's Second Sealed Motion to ApproveStie of
Specific Domain Namesequesting permission to proceed with the safeanoadditional 26
domain names registered by the LLCs. [Docket Ngf).Y4 As with the first motion requesting

permission to sell specific domain names, the mrdsdrom such sales could cover the shortfall
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between the Receivership’s liquid assets and patied liabilities. The second motion was also
supported by a declaration from Mr. Nelson. [DddKe. 481 at Ex. A.] The Receiver served
redacted copies of tHeecond Sealed Motion to Approve Sale of Spectfimdin Namesind the
appendix thereton Messrs. Schepps and Baron on April 25, 2011,sdmee date they were
filed. The Receiver redacted the portions of thidseys that identified the specific 26 names
and their tentative, non/final sales prices in orfeprevent any potential interference with the
potential purchasers of the domain names pridnéaconsummation of the proposed sales.

On April 22, 2011, Mr. Baron filed hiResponse, Objection, Motion for Leave to File,
and Motion for Relief with Respect to Receiver btoton Secret Domain Name Liquidation
Hidden from the Publi§Docket No. 472], arguing against the sale of donmames (both as a
general matter and as specifically proposed byReeeiver) and complaining that Mr. Baron
should be provided with an un-redacted copy oRbeeiver’sSealed Motion to Approve Sale of
Specific Domain Names and Confirm Propriety of Sdkeotocol The same day, April 22,
2011, the Court requested that the Receiver respoiii. Baron’s motion by April 26, 2011.
[Docket No. 475.]

Accordingly, the Receiver prepared such a responbke Response to Motion for Relief
with Respect to Receiver Motion on Secret DomaiméNhiquidations Hidden from the Public
[Docket No. 483.] The Receiver pointed out that Blaron lacked standing to try to dictate how
and if the LLCs sold domain names because the LWw€ee not under his control. Idf]
Furthermore, Mr. Baron had done nothing to demaiesthis supposed authority to control the
LLCs. [Id.] Moreover, distribution of the domain names op $ale would allow Mr. Baron to
disrupt their potential sales and cause irreparbbten to the Receivership.ld[] Finally, the

method of sale Mr. Baron suggested in his motiagn,hiring an expert to market the names,
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would actually cost the Receivership more money ttu¢he time and resources needed to
implement such a plan. [Docket No. 483.]

4) The Receiver discussed the sale of domains at pini 28,
2011 Hearing.

At the hearing on April 28, 2011, the Receiver mdte Mr. Nelson to testify about the
protocol that he used to value the domains andlifferent options he investigated for their sale,
i.e. private sale, auction, etc. [Transcript of Aj@8, 2011, hearing at 95:7-20.] Mr. Schepps,
then, raised the possibility of obtaining a loathvthe domain names as collaterdd. pt 99:14-
18.] The Receiver expressed his willingness toudis a loan with Mr. Baron and provide him
information on the domains needed for a lodd. 4t 103:15-18.]

However, since Mr. Schepps failed to ever respanthé Receiver’'s request to jointly
investigate loans, the Receiver conducted his aowlependent investigation into the possibility
of a loan which he discusses in previous ReceiegoRs. Hee, e.g.Docket No. 743.]

5) The Court initially ordered the Receiver to give.aron
a _domain-name-sales information but later annourtsed

intention to grant the Receiver’'s motion to recdesisuch
order.

On May 9, 2011, the Court issued @sder Regarding Baron’s Request to Research
Financing Optionsordering the Receiver to give Mr. Baron a listloé specific domain names
that the Receiver has proposed to sell and therwuasking price for each name. [Docket No.
558.] Shortly thereafter, the Receiver fil@the Receiver's Sealed Ex Parte Motion for
Reconsideration of Order Regarding Mr. Baron’'s Resjuto Research Financing Options
[Docket No. 581.] The Receiver argued that he inadstigated the possibility of a loan but
found it to be financially implausible. [Docket N881.] The Receiver also discussed how Mr.
Baron had access to all of the domain names—nbthesones the Receiver planned to sell—if

he wanted to explore a loan using the names aatexdl. [d.] The Receiver explained the
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deserved fear he had in releasing just the namies swld on the grounds that Mr. Baron would
likely try to scuttle the deals before consummatsod/or retaliate against the buyerdd.]
Finally, the Receiver explained the precise methaglo for valuing and selling the names
concluding that the private sales he had negotiatete the best possible way to generate
sufficient funds to conclude the Receivershifal.][

On June 9, 2011, Mr. Baron responded to the Recsimotion to reconsider. [Docket
No. 607.] Mr. Baron accused the Receiver of imprhgpadvocating his positions to the Court,
victimizing Mr. Baron, and distorting the nature Bfr. Baron’s filings. [d.] Despite Mr.
Baron’s response, on July 1, 2011, the Court issisedldvisoryand stated its intention to grant
the Receiver’'s Motion to reconsider, as well astivs motions for permission to sell specific
domain names. [Docket No. 630.]

6) The Receiver is considering alternate methods ltateer
domains.

As explained in detail in the April 2012 Finandritture, the Receivership is running out
of cash. So, the Receiver is exploring ways incivliie can sell additional domain names. Mr.
Nelson has analyzed and proposed several differesthods for selling additional domains
including, without limitation, brokerage and publauction. The Receiver is also actively
pursuing bulk sales of domain names to generatéi@aa amounts of cash. The bulk sales
would offer another method for the efficient getieraof funds sufficient to satisfy receivership
liabilities.

7) The Receiver moved for approval of the sale of an
additional domain name

On September 19, 2011, the Receiver filHie Receiver's Third Sealed Motion to
Approve the Sale of a Specific Domain Napreposing the sale of one addition al domain name

for $200,000.00. [Docket No. 685 at Ex. B.] MarBn has not responded to this motion.
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8) The Receiver has complied with the Court’s ordesdd
domains but only after significant legal expense tuMr.
Baron’s vexatious tactics.

On January 17, 2012, the Receiver filedMistion to Liquidate Assets to Pay Certain of
Receiver’'s and Gardere’s Feagth the Fifth Circuit. HeeDocket No. 806.] The motion
requested permission for the Receiver to consumthatsales of certain domain names listed in
the Receiver'Sealed Motion to Approve Sale of Specific Domaim&aand Confirm Propriety
of Sales ProtocoandSecond Sealed Motion to Approve Sale of Specifinddo Name®n the
basis that the Receiver and his counsel shouldaleefpr their service. Ifi.] The Receiver and
his counsel had gone without payment since May 2Qil] The Receiver pointed out that Mr.
Baron’s repeated obstructionism had made his tagorentially more difficult and, thus,
expensive. If.]

On January 27, 2012, the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap[s remanded the motion to the
District Court. BeeDocket No. 806; 5th Cir. Case No. 10-11202, Docunidm 511739739.]
On January 30, 2012, Mr. Baron filed a motion segkieconsideration of the remand order.
[5th Cir. Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 51174716@n January 31, 2012, Mr. Baron filed
another motion with the Fifth Circuit seeking aystd the remand order on an emergency basis.
[5th Cir. Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 51174474%he same day the Fifth Circuit
ordered the Receiver to respond to Mr. Baron’'sstateotion. [5th Cir. Case No. 10-11202,
Document No. 511743376.] On February 1, 2012 Rbeeiver quickly filed a response. [5th
Cir. Case 10-11202, Document No. 511744959.] TeeeRer explained that the District Court
had already approved both the methodology and dhes ©f 49 names.Id.] Moreover, Mr.
Baron responded to the two motions seeking appmividle sales, and the District Court had the

benefit of reviewing the responses prior to itseord[ld.] Mr. Baron was doing nothing more
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than re-cycling old arguments (which the Districbu@t had previously rejected) and citing
unsubstantiated “industry buzz” in a desperatevgitdo halt the salesId]

Meanwhile, on January 31, 2012, the District Casstied an order approving the sales.
[Docket No. 807.] So, on February 1, 2012, Mr. @afiled an emergency motion with the
District Court seeking a stay of the order allowing for the saldsch the Court granted.
[Docket No. 812.] The District Court granted thieexgency motion and temporarily stayed the
sales. [Docket No. 818.] The Fifth Circuit denidd Baron’s motion to reconsider the remand
and the motion to stay shortly after hearing thedResr's response. [5th Cir. Case No. 10-
11202, Document No. 511744996.]

On February 2, 2012, the District Court, based ughenFifth Circuit order denying the
motion for stay with that Court, lifted its own gtand ordered the sales to proceed. [Docket No.
820.] Later that day, Mr. Baron filed another wilie District Court for leave to file a motion for
reconsideration of the previous motion lifting stay, and the District Court denied the motion.
[Docket Nos. 821-22.] Mr. Baron, then, filed a matfor reconsideration of that order. [Docket
No. 823.] On February 3, 2012, the District Caleghied the motion. [Docket No. 825.]

Mr. Baron orchestrated the same shenanigans itiglgreoceedings in Fifth Circuit case
no. 10-11202. On February 2, 2012, Mr. Baron fijet another motion to reconsider the order
denying his previous request for a stay. [5th @ase No. 10-11202, Document No.
511746015.] The Fifth Circuit denied the motigbth Cir. Case No. 10-11202, Document No.
511746525.] Undeterred, Mr. Baron tried his lugkFifth Circuit case no. 12-10002, where a
separate panel likewise denied his request foay sf5th Cir. Case No. 12-10003, Document

Nos. 511754198, 511759490.]
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9) Mr. Baron is attempting to stop the sale of donr@mes in
other ways.

i) Mr. Baron has sent threatening letters to Fabulous.

Mr. Baron was unsuccessful litigating the cessatbthe domain name sales. So, he
next tried to intimidate the domain name registratulous.com, into not transferring the names
after their sale. One of the final steps in tHe s a domain name is the transfer of the name to
a new registrar (assuming the buying entity usesgsstrar different from the seller’'s). On
February 10, 2012, Mr. Baron (through Southpac ff@rsup Limited, the entity which controls
Receivership Assets in the Cook Islands) sentterled Fabulous.com located in Australia. Mr.
Baron threatened legal action against Fabulousi€dnfollowed the Receiver’s instructions to
transfer liqguidated domains to buyers’ registrars.

The Receiver responded to Mr. Baron’s Southpacerlett The Receiver made
Fabulous.com aware of the fact that the Districti€and the Fifth Circuit had ordered the sale
of the names; Mr. Baron’s repeated attempts to thtayReceivership and the sale of the names
had been unsuccessful; and the District Court wasittng on Fabulous.com’s cooperation with
the U.S. Courts.

Ultimately, Fabulous.com informed the Receiver thawould disregard the Southpac
letter sent on Mr. Baron’s behalf.

i) Mr. Baron has tried to replace Mr. Nelson with
another Manager who will not sell domain names.

On March 4, 2011, the Receiver met with Messrs.efph and Baron at a face-to-face
conference, and meet and confer. [Transcript afrCOrdered Meeting, March 4, 2011, at pp.
1-5.] During the conference, the Receiver soughtdnfer on the Receiver’'s (at that time)
forthcoming motionfor a Court order requiring Mr. Harbin and coungw®l the LLCs to turn
over all the LLCs’ materials to Mr. Nelson (latdefl as Docket No. 377)[Id. at 46:16-56:2.]
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The Receiver explained that the motion would comfihne appointment of Mr. Nelson as
the Manager of the LLCs and require Mr. Harbin atidpresent and former counsel for the
LLCs to turn over to Mr. Nelson all materials oethLCs—including both non-privileged and
privileged materials. Ifl. at 47:3-14.] Mr. Schepps stated that Mr. Baroruldcoppose the
motion because, they believed Mr. Nelson to be—m $thepps’ words—a “faux manager.”
[Id. at 47:18-48:4.]

Furthermore, just prior to the April 28, 2011, hegrin this matter, one of the LLCs’
attorneys, Mr. Jackson, received an instructioneviaail from the trustee for The Village Trust
in the Cook Islands. On April 27, 2011, Ms. Nar@acombe, general counsel for the Southpac
Trust, the trustee for the Village Trust, instructelr. Jackson to “[p]revent the sale of the
domain name assets of the LLCs” and to “[o]btalistafrom the receiver of the domain names
they are seeking to liquidate.” This is furtherdence that Mr. Baron (or his agents, at least) are
actively trying to disrupt the Receiver’s efforts.

10) The District Court asked the Receiver to submibtesnent
of fees.

On February 27, 2012, the Receiver filede Receiver's Notice of Baron’s Numerous
Unsuccessful Efforts to Obstruct the Sale of Cerdomain Names.[Docket No. 842.] The
notice advised the District Court of Baron and agent’'s attempts through frivolous motion
practice and threats to Fabulous.com (as descabede) to obstruct the District CourQrder
Granting in Part the Receiver's Motion to Liquidaissets to Pay Certain of the Receiver’s and
His Counsel's Fees.[Docket No. 807.] On February 28, 2012, the DestCourt issued its
Order Directing Receiver to Submit Invoices Asseclavith Mr. Baron’s Attempts to Obstruct

the Sale of Certain Domain Name®ocket No. 845.]
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On March 12, 2012, pursuant to the District Couudisler, the Receiver filedhe
Receiver’s Notice Ordered by the District Court Report Time Spent and Amounts Billed
Relating to Baron’s Attempts to Obstruct the Sdl€ertain Domains.[Docket No. 851.] The
Receiver reported in the notice that he, the Recsi\counsel, and Receivership Professionals
spent over 60 hours and incurred almost $24,00668 overcoming Mr. Baron’s obstructionist
tactics. [d.]

11) The Receiver filed another motion to liquidate
Receivership Assets.

On February 27, 2012, the Receiver filed &econd Sealed Ex Parte Motion for Order
Allowing Liquidation of Assets to Pay Receiversikmpfessionals, the Receiver, and the
Receiver’'s Counselith the Fifth Circuit, seeking permission to lidate Receivership Assets in
the form of selling domains. [Fifth Circuit case.ri0-11202, filed under seal.] As requested in
the motion, certain revenue ((1) a $62,108.85 sigrfiom Court-ordered domain sales to date
(seeNote 8suprg, (2) revenue from the sale of the domain namé&dexl inThe Receiver’s
Third Sealed Motion to Approve Sale of Specific BlonName[Docket No. 685 at Ex. B], plus
(3) revenue from the sale of 13 additional domamas) would go toward paying the following

fee applications:

Applicant Fee Applications | Time Periods Covered in Amount of Application
Applications
Damon Nelson 9th Fee Application Sept.1 - 30, 2011 $15,100.00
10th Fee Applicatior] Oct. 1-31, 2011 $13,225.00
11th Fee Applicatior Nov. 1 — 30, 2011 $14,050.00
12th Fee Applicatior] Dec.1 - 31, 2011 $13,600.00
13" Fee Application Jan.1 - 31, 2012 $13,325.00
14" Fee Application Feb. 1 -23, 2012 $15,575.00
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Applicant Fee Applications | Time Periods Covered in Amount of Application
Applications

James Eckels 6th Fee Application Sept.1, 2011 -2BeB012 $16,187.50

Joshua Cox 12th Fee Application  Sept. 1 — 30, 2011 $6,656.25
13th Fee Application Oct. 1 — Nov. 30, 2011 $9,187.50
14th Fee Applicatior Dec.1 - 31, 2011 $6,406.71
15th Fee Applicatior] Jan. 1 - Feb.23, 2012 $6,072/50

Grant Thornton| 2nd Fee Applicatign May 1 — JuneZn,1 $6,406.11
3rd Fee Application| June 21 — July 18, 2011 $8,387.26
4th Fee Application| May 11 — Sept.19, 2011 $5,365.14
5th Fee Application|  Sept.19 — Oct. 7, 2011 $1,142.25
6th Fee Application Oct. 8 — Jan. 31, 2011 $9,608.88

Local Counsel 3rd Fee Application Mar. 11 — Oct2@11 $1,417.50

Receiver

14th Fee Applicatig

n

Jan. 1 - Feb. 21, 2012

$41,317.5075% of $55,090.00

Gardere

14th Fee Applicatig

n

Jan. 1 - Feb. 15, 2012

$94,715.3175% of $126,287.08

TOTAL OUTSTANDING FEES (taking into accoun
the temporary 25% reduction of Receiver and Garégs)

t

$297,745.41

12)

The Receiver moved for approval of the sale of tholuhl

domain names.

On April 24, 2012, the Court issued Advisory to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth

Circuit stating that it interprets the Fifth Circuit's miple decisions denying Mr. Baron’s

requests for stay of the Receivership “to mean thiat Court still has the jurisdiction to deal

with receivership issues pending interlocutory @bpand, accordingly, the Court “will no

longer stay this case while the Receivership Oiglen appeal.” [Docket No. 878.]

In light of the Court’'sAdvisory on April 27, 2012, the Receiver filethe Receiver’s

Sealed Ex Parte Motion for Approval of AdministvatiCosts and to Disburse Cash and Sell

Domain Names to Funds Administrative Cogf3ocket No. 883.] This motion incorporated and

requested all the relief requested by Becond Sealed Ex Parte Motion for Order Allowing
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Liquidation of Assets to Pay Receivership Profesds) the Receiver, and the Receiver’'s
Counselpreviously filed with the Fifth Circui. Additiotig, the Receiver requested that the he
be allowed to sell a “package” of 14 domain nanfi® “14 Domain Package”) and a “package”
of 88 domain names (the “88 Domain Package”) amduse the proceeds (as well as
Receivership cash-on-hand) to fund additional fggieations. [Docket No. 878.]

On May 3, 2012, the Court issued @sder Granting in Part theReceiver’'s Sealed Ex
Parte Motion for Approval of Administrative Costadato Disburse Cash and Sell Domain
Names to Funds Administrative Cqostsdering the Receiver to use proceeds from the cfa
certain domain names (as well as Receivership cadtand) to fund pending fee applications
[Docket No. 906.]

13) Mr. Baron again tried to stop the sale of domaimes.

On May 3, 2012, Mr. Baron noticed his eighth (andsirecent) of the Fifth Circuit
Appeals (case no. 12-10489). [Docket No. 897.]e ©hthe seven orders included in the appeal
is the Order Granting in Part theReceiver's Sealed Ex Parte Motion for Approval of
Administrative Costs and to Disburse Cash and Belinain Names to Funds Administrative
Costs [Docket No. 906.]

On May 8, 2012, Mr. Baron filed aBmergency Motion for Stay Pending Appeal of
Order to Liquidate Non-Party Assets and DistribiReceivership Rewith the Fifth Circuit,
requesting a stay of all seven orders (including dhder allowing the sale of domain names).
[Docket No. 926 at Ex. 3.] On the same date, Mag@® 2, the Fifth Circuit issued a directive
that the appellees (the Receiver and the Trustgjond to Mr. Baron’s motion for stay by
12:00 p.m. (noondhe next dayMay 9, 2012.Id. at Ex. 4.]

On the morning of May 9, 2012, the Fifth Circusugd a corrected letter and notified the

Receiver and Trustee that responses were due B9 p2an. (noon) on May 10—instead of May
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9—2012. [d.] So, the Receiver and Trustee were ultimatebwiged less than 48 hourdo
respond to Mr. Baron’s motion to stay.

On May 10, 2012, in compliance with the Fifth Citudirective, the Receiver filedlhe
Receiver’'s Response to Emergency Motion for StaygiRg Appeal of Order to Liquidate Non-
Party Assets and Distribute Receivership Réhk the Fifth Circuit. [d. at Ex. F.] On the same
date, the Trustee filed thHeesponse of Daniel J. Sherman, Chapter 11 Truste¢on-Party
Movant’'s Emergency Motion for Stay Pending AppdaDaler to Liquidate Non-Party Assets
and Distribute Receivership Re#th the Fifth Circuit. [d. at Ex. 6.]

On May 11, 2012, Mr. Baron filed Reply to Responses of Sherman & Vogéh the
Fifth Circuit. [Id. at Ex. 7.] In his reply, Mr. Baron asseiitgger alia, that this Court, in issuing
the seven underlying orders, “took matters intodws hands” and “has attempted to bypass the
jurisdiction of [the Fifth Circuit].” [d.] On the same date that Mr. Baron filed his rgpay 11,
2012), the Fifth Circuit denied Mr. Baron’s motidor stay of the seven orders, including the
order allowing domain name saledd.[at Ex. 8.]

Mr. Baron also requested that this Court stay thees orders (including the order
allowing domain name sales). [Docket No. 909.]wdwer, on May 14, 2012, this Court denied
the stay as moot in light of the Fifth Circuit'dusal to issue a stay. [Docket No. 925.]

14)  Mr. Baron tried to block the sale of a domain namé¢he
Ondova Bankruptcy proceeding.

On June 22, 2011, the Trustee fileMation for Authority to Sell Property of the Estate
in the Ondova Bankruptcy proceeding, seeking pesions to sell certain domain names
(including mondial.com) belonging to the bankrupésyate. $eeDocket No. 666 at Ex. A.] On
July 22, 2011, attorneys named Christopher PaydeD@annis Olson attempted to appear on

behalf of Novo Point, LLC and filed a@bjection to Trustee’s Motion for Authority to Sell

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12 PAGE 101
13-10696.22527


13-10696.22527


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 103 of 231 PagelD 57006

Property of the Estaten the Ondova Bankruptcy proceedings (the “Olsagff@ Objection”).
[Id.] The Receiver had not authorized the Messrs. @ayrd Olson to file the Olson/Payne
Objection on Novo Point, LLC’s behalf. So, on Asg25, 2011, the Trustee and the Receiver
respectively filed motions to show authorityd.]

On August 1, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court heard thesfBe and the Receiver's motions.
[Id.] On August 2 and 9, 2011, the Bankruptcy Cowtiesl orders approving the sale of the
mondial.com, striking the Olson/Payne Objectiord andering that Mr. Payne, Mr. Olson, nor
any other attorney is allowed to appear in the Bapticy Court again on behalf of Novo Point,
LLC absent an order granting a motion for leaveldoso and the presentation of live testimony
demonstrating their authority to do so (the “AuthoOrders”). |d. at Ex. F.]

) Mr. Baron ignored the Bankruptcy Court order.

Mr. Baron ignored the Authority Orders requirin@ththe Court grant a motion for leave
before Mr. Payne, Mr. Olson, or any other attorney iowkd to appear or file any further
pleadings on behalf of Novo Point, LLCSde id. Rather, on August 18, 2011, Mr. Payne—this
time with Mr. Schepps’ assistance—filedviotion of Novo Point, LLC for Stay Pendiagd
four notices of appeal with the District Court (th&olative Filings”). [SeeCase No. 09-34784-
SGJ, Docket Nos. 610, 612-15.]

On August 22 and 25, 2011, the Trustee and theiWReceesponded to the Violative
Filings with motions for Messrs. Payne and Schdppshow cause as to why they should not be
sanctioned. [Docket No. 672 at n.3.] The Bankeypfourt granted the Trustee’s motion for
expedited consideration and conducted a hearinghenTrustee’s motion to show cause on
September 1, 2011. Before that hearing, howevezssis. Schepps and Payne filed two
additional pleadings in the Bankruptcy Court putedly on behalf of Novo Point, LLC, adding

to the total number of Violative Filings.

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12 PAGE 102
13-10696.22528


13-10696.22528


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 104 of 231 PagelD 57007

i) The Court issued a show cause order.

On September 1, 2011, the Court held a hearingh@ tustee’s motion to show cause.
The Receiver has detailed the hearing and the Batdy Court’'s subsequent order to hold a
hearing on October 24, 2011, on why Messrs. PagdeSahepps should not be sanctionesiee]
Docket No. 682.] In short, Messrs. Payne and Sthepgued alternatively that the Bankruptcy
Court did not have the power to levy sanctions trad their actions did not rise to the level of
being worthy of sanction.Id.] The Bankruptcy Court found these arguments uliagastruck
Messrs. Payne and Schepps’ latest pleadings onflehibovo Point, LLCs, and noted that
Messrs. Payne and Schepps’ tactics amounted tdieegditigation on the part of Mr. Baron.
[1d.]

To the Bankruptcy Court’s consternation, neither. Mayne nor Mr. Schepps produced
Lisa Katz, the supposed Texas based manager of Roird, LLC and individual from whom
they purportedly derived their authority to make Wiolative filings. [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ,
Docket No. 652 atd. at 6:22-7:14.] At such hearing, Mr. Payne agapresented to the
Bankruptcy Court that Ms. Katz hired him to reprgsiBlovo Point, LLC. [d. at 22:8-21.]
When asked from where he received the informatianwhich he based the Olson/Payne
Objection, Mr. Payne stated “[flrom a represenw@atof Ms. Katz . . . Mr. Schepps.”Id] at
27:16-29:11.] Mr. Schepps stated that Ms. Katzriucsed him to make the Violative Filings.
[Id. at 44:20-23]

Mr. Schepps further represented to the BankruptoyrCthat his “authority has been
thoroughly fleshed out in the district court .to.represent Novo Point and Quantec” and “the
district court denied . . . the motion for [him] $bow authority, because [he] showed authority.”
[Id. at 43:8-20.] This is a falsehood. As discusseova in previous Receiver Reports, this

Court granted the Receiver's motion for Mr. Scheppgresent evidence demonstrating his
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authority to represent the LLCs, and Mr. Scheppgeneemonstrated such authority to the
District Court. BeeDocket Nos. 248, 265, 291, 333 at pp. 17-18.]

On September 6, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court issuedrder granting the Trustee’s
Show Cause Motion and requiring Messrs. ScheppsPande to appear before the Bankruptcy
Court on October 24, 2011 and “show cause why #feuld not be held in contempt and
sanctioned for filing” the Violative Filings (theShow Cause Order”). SeDocket No. 682 at
Ex. G.]

i) Part one of the show cause hearing

On October 24, 2011, the Court held a hearing ®15itow Cause Order. [Case No. 09-
34784-SGJ, Docket No. 673.] When the Bankruptcyr€announced its intention to issue the
Show Cause Order at the September 1, 2011 hed#ringtructed Messrs. Payne and Schepps to
bring Ms. Katz to the hearing on the Show CauseeOrdiCase No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No.
652 at 70:20-24.] However, the elusive Ms. Katzwagain absent from the October 24, 2011
hearing on the Show Cause Ordete¢Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 673 at 19:18-22.]
At the hearing, Mr. Payne testified that his betigdit Ms. Katz had authority to hire him on
behalf of Novo Point, LLC was based on “an authogzdocument” from the Cook Islands
purportedly appointing her as manger of Novo PolitC (the “Document Purportedly
Appointing Katz”). |d. at 59:6-19, 68:12-25, 75:18-24.] The hearing was completed on
October 24, 2011, and was continued until NovembeR011. [d. at 113-14.]

At the October 24, 2011 hearing, from which Ms. Kags absent, the Bankruptcy Court
stated the following:

[T]here was something so fundamental in my ordat kiinope gets covered in the

evidence — that | hope gets addressed in the esédamd it's this; if you show up

— if you, a lawyer, show up in any court proceedsaying you represent a

business entity, and we’ve got multiple attorndysvang up in court saying they
speak for that business entity, it seems so basidundamental that as part of
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your duty of candor to the court you be able tcakpgp and say on what authority
you're relying.. . . Business entities act throudgiman beings and even if we
didn’t have the receivership order there would bessue of who's directing the
entity.. . . | stated in my order parties who aggréeved by an order have standing
to appeal but it would appear to me, and | hopeaganlress this in testimony and
closing argument, that that would be a sharehaddenember or a creditor. We
can't have two — two sets of lawyers speaking foe @ntity. And if you're
saying that in fact you can, legally, well thentlleast need to know who’s
speaking and who's directing the shots.. . . . {k]be real, by what authority do
these attorneys say they take direction? Pretigdmental, okay. So | hope the
evidence is clear on that.

[Id. at 48:25-50:10.]

The Receiver attended and participated in the @ct@d, 2011 hearing by making an
opening statement and entering two exhibits inidence rebutting Mr. Schepps claim that the
District Court had granted him authority to repragée LLCs. [d.]

iv) Further Violative Filings by Mr. Schepps

On November 7, 2011, Mr. Schepps fil&ektfinders LLC’s Objection to Trustee’s
Motion for Authority to Sell Property of the Estdtee “Petfinders LLC Objection”). [Case No.
09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 676.] As is explainedunther detail below in Section B.3.b.i.13,
the Petfinders LLC Objection was filed in respot@ehe Trustee’s motion in the Bankruptcy
Court to sell the domain name petfinders.com. ¢Ce. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 658.]
According to the Trustee, petfinders.com belongethé Ondova estateld[] In the Petfinders
LLC Objection, however, Mr. Schepps asserted tlatinmers.com belonged to Novo Point,
LLC, and “[tlhe [unidentified] owner of Novo PointLC, and beneficial owner of
Petfinders.com, assigned its rights and interesPatfinders.com to Petfinders LLC” (the
“Purported Petfinders Assignment”). [Case No. @984-SGJ, Docket No. 676.]

One need not be too clever to figure out the gaenegiplayed here. As stated above, the
Bankruptcy Court’s Authority Orders prohibited apleadings to be filed on behalf of Novo

Point, LLC. Mr. Schepps had already tested thekBgyicy Court’s willingness to enforce those
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orders and found himself subject to the Show Causer. Accordingly, he filed an objection to
the sale of petfinders.com—not on behalf of NovanRd_LC, which would constitute another
Violative Filing—but on behalf of this new entity—efinders LLC.

On November 8, 2011, the Receiver filede Receiver's Motion to Strike Pleading and
Second Motion to Show Cause as to Why Gary Scltappsd Not Be Held in Contempt and
Sanctionedthe “Receiver's Second Show Cause Motion”). [CHse 09-34784-SGJ, Docket
Nos. 678-79.] In his Motion to Strike, the Receiveted that the Texas Secretary of State’s
records reveal that Petfinders, LLC has only beeexistence since November 7, 2011—the
very same day Mr. Schepps filed the Petfinders KQlfjection claiming the Purported Petfinders
Assignment. Id.] Further, the Receiver noted that the Petfind&iS Objection contained “no
evidence in [of] . . . (a) who the purported owonéNovo Point, LLC is, (b) when this alleged
assignment occurred (post-Receivership assignmeotsd be void), and (c) who hired Mr.
Schepps (post-Receivership hiring would be void)d.] In short, the Petfinders LLC Objection
was yet another Violative Filing, just brought oghllf of a sham entity.ld.] The Bankruptcy
Court set the Receiver's Second Show Cause Motidretheard concurrently with the second
and third parts of its hearing on the Show CausgeQmhich are described below. [Case No.
09-34784-SGJ, Docket Nos. 683, 709]

V) Part two of the show cause hearing.

On November 15, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court condlutite second part of the show
cause hearing. [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket Nids. 716.] Mr. Payne testified in direct
examination and on cross examination from the €ajghe Receiver, and the Netsphere Parties.
[Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 715.] In sum, Rayne’s testimony consisted of him
contending that the numerous filings which he madeiolation of the Bankruptcy Court’s

Authority Order were in good faith.ld.] On cross-examination, however, Mr. Payne aduwhitte
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inter alia that he had failed to produce crucial exculpatesydence such as the email
transmitting the subject filings to Gary Scheppston to file and his analysis concerning the
applicability of Cook Islands law in a United Staftederal court proceeding was flawett.][

Mr. Payne also produced the elusive Ms. Katz aiNaeember 15, 2011 hearing. [Case
No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 715.] After a brigédt examination, Lisa Katz testified to the
following on cross-examination:

o) Ms. Katz's Supposed Qualifications to Be “Managgfithe LLCs

. Ms. Katz is a part-time math tutorld[ at 11:8-15.]

. Ms. Katz has an undergraduate degree in mathenfadics Clark University in
Massachusetts and a law degree from Texas Wesléyaersity, although she
did not pass the bar and has never practiced [&lvat 10:4-19.]

. Ms. Katz previously worked from a software companyg a telecommunications
company. [d. at 14:12-20.]

o] Circumstances of Ms. Katz’'s Hiring

. Ms. Katz has known Mr. Schepps “for several yeaimste they met in law school
around “probably 1990, '91.”1d. at 12:21-13:14.]

. It was Mr. Schepps who contacted Ms. Katz aboutl®moming the purported
manager of the LLCs in late spring of 2011d. pt 12:5-20, 14:3-7, 28:22-29:1.]

. Mr. Schepps provided Ms. Katz the “management agee¢’ (.e., the Document
Purportedly Appointing Katz) under which she wasetii as the purported
manager of the LLCs.Id. at 28:10-11].

0 Ms. Katz's Contact with the Cook Island Entities

. Ms. Katz is unable to identify the persons in th@K Islands who purportedly
control Novo Point, LLC. If. at 15: 16-25, 29:5-7, 37: 19-38:1.]

. Mr. Schepps “introduced” Ms. Katz to the personghia Cook Islandsid. at
27:2-5], with whom Ms. Katz spoke over the telepddid. at 16: 1-7, 37:19-23]
but did nothing to actually determine whether spehsons had authority to speak
for the LLCs or hire Ms. Katz on their beliefld] at 8-11.] Instead, Ms. Katz
relied on Mr. Schepps in believing that she waskipng “to the right people” and
they had authority to hire herld[ at 29: 17-20.]
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. In her telephone conversation with the persondh@Gook Islands, all that was
discussed was that “the companies are in a rectinerthere’s really nothing for
[Ms. Katz] to do at this point.” Ifl. at 38:2-5.]

o) Ms. Katz’'s Activity as the Supposed “Manager” of thLCs

. Mr. Schepps recommended that Ms. Katz hire Mr. Bags attorney for the
LLCs. [Id.at 7:25-8:5.]

. Ms. Katz did not communicate to Mr. Payne the detaii his representation; she
thinks Mr. Schepps did.Id. at 8:10-20.]

. Mr. Schepps provided Ms. Katz the engagement ageeefar Mr. Payne. I{l. at
28:12-13.[

. Mr. Payne does not report to Ms. Katzd. at 30:22-23.]

. Ms. Katz does not know who her boss is with regartier duties as purported

manager of the LLCs.Id. at 24: 8-10.]

. Other than Messrs. Schepps and Payne, there irmsorp“at Novo Point or
Qauntec that [Ms. Katz] report[s] to, answer[s] itdgract[s] with in any way.”
[Id. at 37:9-14.]

. No one has consulted with Ms. Katz about the LLiZigation strategy. If. at
31:17-32:6.]
. No one sought Ms. Katz’s approval for filing ang&t documents on behalf of

the LLCs. [d. at 32:2-6.]

. Ms. Katz “ha[s]n’t done anything” to fulfill any dfier duties spelled out in such
management agreemeid.[at 15:3-6], including:

o] speaking with anyone she may need to hire to heiptlie operations of
the LLCs |d. at 17:9-11];

o] responding to Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resotuftmlicy (UDRP)
actions filed against domain names under the cbofrthe LLCs |d. at
22:23-9];

o] filing taxes on behalf of the LLCsd. at 23:10-12];

0 culling or deletion of domain names under the cardf the LLCs [d. at
23:13-16];
0] making payment of renewal fees for, or otherwissueng the retention

of, domain names under the control of the LLds &4t 23:17-20];
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o] responding to inquiries for the purchase of domaames under the
control of the LLCsifd. at 23:21-25];

o] paying bills on behalf of the LLC&. at 25: 23-25];
o] contacting the Receiveid] at 17:15-19];

o] contacting Mr. Nelson, the Court-appointed Managfethe LLCs [d. at
17:20-18:5];

0 contacting Messrs. Cox or Jackson, the individuatsognized by this
Court as the attorneys for the LLGd.[at 18:9-11, 19:9-11];

0 contacting the Trustee or his counsel at 19:12-18];

o] reading pleadings filed in any of the Federal Coort behalf of the LLCs
[id. at 36:23-37:6]; or

o] receiving mail on behalf of the LLCsId[ at 38:14-17.]

. Ms. Katz is unable to identify any examples of dom@ames to which the LLCs
claim ownership. Ifl. at 38:10-13.]

. Since becoming the purported managed of the LLCenspring of 2011, Ms.
Katz has spent less than two hours fulfilling hetieés on behalf of the LLCs.Id.

at 36:7-22.]
o] Ms. Katz’s Recognition of the Receivership
. Ms. Katz has not performed any work on behalf ef thCs because the entities

are in receivership.Id. at 33:23-25.]

. Shortly after executing the management agreemeahtbanoming the purported
manager of the LLCs, Ms. Katz was told that the ElM@re “in receivership, and
in bankruptcy, and so it would be a while beforge]scould do anything.” I§l. at

7:1-3.]

. Ms. Katz has not been paid because the LLCs areetieivership.” Id. at 24:1-
7.]

. Ms. Katz was told by the persons in the Cook Istatidht “there was nothing to
do . . . [b]ecause the companies were in receiyfslild. at 16:8-12, 37:16-18,
38:2-5]

. Ms. Katz was told by Mr. Schepps that the LLCs wiareeceivership and there
was nothing for her to do until they came out afefeership. [d. at 30:12-18,
31:4-16.]
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. Ms. Katz’s understanding is that “nobody’s reallgmaging [the LLCs] because it
can’'t begin until [the LLCs] come out of receivesh [1d. at 34:5-9.]

. Ms. Katz testified: “My understanding is that ortbe companies came out of
receivership, then | would be responsible for thst rof the duties or for the
duties. But until that occurs, I'm not or | doiwave anything to do, why is why |
haven’'t done anything.”Id. at 33:7-13.]

Most notably, Ms. Katz testified that she is thenager of the LLCs, having been duly
appointed by the member of those entities, andhie person in charge” of the LLCsld(at

34:10-15, 35:10-13, 23-25.As the person in charge, Ms. Katz testified, sheagnizes “the

legitimacy of the receivership order entered by dedFurgeson.” (Id. at 36:1-4.)

On December 16, 2011, the Receiver fildtk Receiver's Notice of Lisa Katz's Sworn
Testimony Relating to Her Purported Authority aspgeuted Manager of the LLCwith this
Court. [Docket No. 745.]

Vi) Further Violative Filings by Mr. Schepps

On November 28, 2011—while subject to the Show €aGsder for making the
Violative Filings—Mr. Schepps made yet anothemnfiliin the Bankruptcy Court purportedly on
behalf of bothNovo Point, LLC and Petfinders, LLC, adding to tieéal number of Violative
Filings. [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 70Zke filing is a notice of appeal of the
Bankruptcy Court’'s order allowing the sale of padiérs.com, discussed below in Section
B.3.b.i.15.xv.

vii)  Part three of the show cause hearing.

On December 5, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court conduittedhird and final portion of the
hearing on its Show Cause Order. [Case No. 0984&/8J, Docket No. 725.] This portion of
the hearing largely consisted of the Trustee, thexelRer, and the Netsphere Parties’
examination of Mr. Schepps. Mr. Schepps offereddimect testimony on his behalf and then

attempted to assert his Fifth Amendment right agjaiself incrimination in response to
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practically every question posed to him includimgthout limitation, whether he had willfully
violated the Authority Orders and orders of thetiias Court and the Fifth Circuit. Id.] Mr.
Schepps also refused to testify regarding the cfreak CCB Investments, Inc. that he deposited
into his IOLTA account on November 30, 2010d.]

Mr. Schepps contended that the proceedings wer&ifimninal contempt” and, thus, he
had a right to refuse to testify without it beingldh against him. Ifl.] The Bankruptcy Court
explained it was conducting a hearing on civil eompt and, thus, the Court could draw a
negative inference from his refusal to testifid.]

When the Bankruptcy Court concluded the Decembe203,1 hearing, it reserved its
ruling on whether to sanction Mr. Schepps and/or Rétyne. Id.] Once the Bankruptcy Court
issues its ruling on those matters, the Receivéirprovide notice to this Court. It should be
noted, however, that the Bankruptcy Court annourac&oreliminary ruling” from the bench at
the hearing that it is “not going to allow Mr. Sgips to file any more pleadings in the Ondova
bankruptcy case.” I§.] Mr. Schepps has already violated that prelimynaling twice. [See
Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket Nos. 726-27.]

On December 15, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court pupitdiminary ruling in writing by
issuing its Order Barring Attorney Gary Schepps from Appeafagticipating Further in
Ondova Limited Company Bankruptcy Cag&eeCase No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 728.]
The Bankruptcy Court’s order stateser alia the following:

. “Based on the evidence presented at the three afdysarings on these matters,
this court believes that Gary Schepps represertntkrests of Jeffrey Baron—
no matter which new or old entity he from time-tme purports to represent”;

. “The court further believes that Gary Schepps’sviis in the Bankruptcy Case

are intended to be obstructionist, are not pursnegbod faith or for legitimate
purposes under the Bankruptcy Code, and reflemtladf candor to the court”;

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12 PAGE 111
13-10696.22537


13-10696.22537


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 113 of 231 PagelD 57016

. “This court will not allow Gary Schepps or any atimew attorneys to participate
in the Bankruptcy Case on behalf of Jeffrey Baron”;

. “Based on the evidence presented, the court datesmihat Gary Schepps’s
alleged representation of different entities—NownP or Petfinders, LLC—is a
sham”; and

. “This court finds and concludes that all pleadifiged by Gary Schepps, in any

capacity, in this Bankruptcy Case should be imntetidarred and enjoined.”

[Id.] On December 16, 2011, the Receiver fildtk Receiver’'s Notice of Bankruptcy Court’s
Order Barring Gary Schepps from Further Particigatiin Ondova Bankruptcy Casg¢Docket
No. 744.)

On December 28, 2011, Mr. Schepps filed (purptyted behalf of himself, Novo Point,
LLC, Petfinders, LLC, and Mr. Baron) a notice opapl of this order to the District CourtSge
Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 742.] On Jana2@11, the Bankruptcy Court issued an
Order Clarifying Order Barring Attorney Gary Schepfrom Appearing/Participating Further
in Ondova Limited Company Bankruptcy Castating the following:

This order clarifies that: (a) Gary Schepps is pathibited from appealing the

Schepps Bar Order itself; and (b) Gary Scheppstprohibited from continuing

to prosecute any appeal for which a Notice of Appeas filed prior to the

Schepps Bar Order. With these two exceptions/atatibns, the Schepps Bar
Order stands.

[Case No, 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 747.]

viii)  Mr. Schepps misrepresents the nature of the
Bankruptcy Court’'s show cause hearing to the Fifth

On December 14, 2011, Mr. Schepps filed an emeggeration with the Fifth Circuit to
intervene in a UDRP complaint against another damame, funnygames.com. (As a side note,
Mr. Schepps’ emergency motion regarding funnygaocoes.was unnecessary and disruptive
since the Receiver had already received adequétd fieom the district court to obtain a

dismissal of the UDRP complaint against funnygaows.) In a December 19, 2011 filing to
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the Fifth Circuit related to his prior funnygamesic emergency motion, Mr. Schepps

represented the following to the Fifth Circuit redjag the Bankruptcy Court’'s show cause

hearing on Mr. Schepps’ Violative Filings:

Moreover, the hearing held before the Bankruptcyr€avas a criminal contempt
proceedings brought against the undersigned coumrsgressly for the
undersigned’s seeking appellate relief from theemdf the Bankruptcy Court.
As a matter of established law such proceedingsvatieoutside the authority of

the Bankruptcy Court.

*kkkk

The contempt proceedings were clearly conductgulitash counsel for appealing
the orders of the Bankruptcy Court .. The Bankruptcy Judge explained the
purpose of the contempt as follows: “I'm thinking @ very high monetary

sanction ... | don't think anything short of 50,000s0 is going to get people's

attention here ... [B]ecause I'm very, very offended.

[Fifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 500560.]

As explained above, Bankruptcy Court’s show cawesihg was clearly non-criminal in

nature and Mr. Schepps was well aware of thisbdacause the Bankruptcy Court explained it to

him in the clearest of terms during the show cdueseing:

THE COURT: As we went through on day one, this €oas no power
and is not attempting to engage in a criminal copte
proceeding. This is civil contempt. This is govetnay
Section and the Court's inherent power. So thiabisut

civil contempt.

*kkkk

[T]his Court considers this a civil contempt matter

*kkkk

| think I'm going to take this opportunity to makere, Mr.
Schepps, one last time, you understand and youawe\aer
— you should understand — but | want to make sune y

understand the distinction between criminal
proceedings and civil contempt proceedings.

*kkkk
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These proceedings are about civil contempt, riglhich

has been defined many times by the courts in flgsitin

cases likeKellogg versus Chester.. A. TCO&F, Inc;

Petroleos Mexicanos versus Crawford Enterpris@snior
Living Properties, LLC In re Allotrack Transportation,
Inc.; In re Terribell Fuel and Rougphonetics), just to
name a few.

*kkkk

When this Court threw out the possibility that Ighmi be
inclined to impose something like a $50,000 sangtthis
has nothing to do with criminal contempt; it hashmag to
do with 18 U.S.C. 20 Section 401.

*kkkk

This isn't about me punishing you if | find in centpt.
N———
[T]his is civil contempt, not criminal contempt. &K?
[MR. SCHEPPS]:  Okay.

[Case No. 09-34784, Docket No. 725 at 10:9-13,-P1:37:5-9, 38:9-14, 39:16-20, 40:4, 12-14.]
On December 20, 2011, the Receiver submitted erl&itthe Bankruptcy Court notifying it of
Mr. Schepps’ material misrepresentations to thenFiircuit.

15) Mr. Baron tried to block the sale of another domain

name—petfinders.com—Ileading to an incredible amotint
work on the part of the Receiver.

i) The Protocol.

The Bankruptcy Court has set forth a protocol far Blaron to object to motions filed by
the Trustee—+e. Mr. Baron notifies his attorney (Mr. Martin Thog)aof any objections, Mr.
Thomas relays the objections to the Receiver (sMceBaron refuses to speak directly to the
Receiver or the Receiver’'s counsel), and the Recaw®lays the objections to the Bankruptcy

Court (the “Protocol”). [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ,cket No. 585 at 45:3-10.] As is
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demonstrated below, the Receiver has followed tléPFol despite Mr. Baron’s decision to pay
it little heed.

i) The Trustee filed his Petfinders Motion.

On October 7, 2011, the Trustee filed a motion Wit Bankruptcy Court requesting
permission to sell the domain name petfinders.cthra (Trustee’s Petfinders Motion”). [Case
No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 658.] According te ffrustee, petfinders.com belongs to the
Ondova estate.ld.]

iii) Mr. Baron lodged objection to the Trustee’s
Petfinders Motion via the Protocol.

On October 27, 2011, Mr. Thomas sent an email @oRRceiver's counsel and relayed
Mr. Baron’s belief that the Trustee Petfinders Maotishould be denied. (“Thomas Petfinders
Email”) [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 671 at B.] Specifically, the Thomas
Petfinders Email stated the following:

Mr. Baron objects to the sale of any domain nanWghout limitation, he

specifically objects to the sale of any name tledbigs to him individually rather

than Ondova and, as we have discussed beforethié iReceiver’s responsibility

to require the Trustee to prove ownership and deglrto sell the asset.

[1d.]

iv) The Receiver conducted an independent
investigation into the ownership of petfinders.com.

In light of Mr. Baron’s assertions contained in fffleomas Petfinders Email, the Receiver
instructed the manager for Novo Point, LLC and QeenLLC (the “LLCs”), Damon Nelson, to
investigate the issue of ownership of petfindems.cqCase No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 671
at Ex. B.] Mr. Nelson’s research found Ondova, Mot Baron personally or the LLCs, to be the

owner of petfinders.com.ld.]
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V) The Receiver complied with the Protocol.

On October 31, 2011, the Receiver filed Rissponse and Reservation of Rights Related
to Trustee’s Motion for Authority to Sell Property the Estate(the “Receiver’'s Petfinders
Response”JCase No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 671.] The Reca Petfinders Response
attached the Thomas Petfinders Email and relayed Bdron’s objections to the Trustee’s
Petfinders Motion contained thereind.] The Receiver’'s Petfinders Response also nottfied
Bankruptcy Court of the conclusions drawn by Mr.Id9de’s independent investigation.d
Lastly, through his Petfinders Response, the Recéobject[ed] to the sale of the domain name
petfinders.com and request[ed] that the [BankrdpBxurt require the Trustee to offer evidence
of ownership of the domain name and the need $osate or liquidation.” 1fl.] By filing the
Receiver’s Servers Response, the Receiver complibdhe Protocol.

Vi) Baron and Schepps lodged a second set of

objections to the Trustee's Petfinders Motion via a
Fifth Circuit filing instead of the Protocol.

As the Receiver previously noted to this CourtNmvember 4, 2011, Messrs. Baron and
Schepps filed afemergency Motion for Limited Stay, Dissolution cth@wise to Allow Jeff
Baron to Defend His Interest in the “Servers.com’orBain in the Ondova Bankruptcy
Proceedingswith the Fifth Circuit (“Baron/Schepps Servers Matto Fifth Circuit”). [Docket
No. 708 at Ex. A.] Although the Baron/Schepps 8esvMotion to Fifth Circuit primarily
focused on the Trustee’s proposed sale of sereens(ciscussed in detail below in Section
B.3.b.i.16.iii), it also contained assertions abgpetfinders.com which could be construed as
objections to the Trustee's Petfinders Motion (amete not relayed to the Receiver via the

Protocol). [d.]*

Y The Receiver previously informed this Court thoat,November 8, 2011, the Fifth Circuit issued ateor
denying the Baron/Schepps Servers Motion to Fiftou@. [Docket No. 708 at Ex. B.]
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vi)  The Receiver complied with the Protocol a second
time.

On November 7, 2011, the Receiver fil€de Receiver's Supplement to Response and
Reservations of Rights Related to Trustee’'s MdiborAuthority to Sell Property of the Estate
(the “Receiver’'s First Petfinders Supplement”). af€ No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 674.]
The Receiver’s First Petfinders Supplement attachedaron/Schepps Servers Motion to Fifth
Circuit and relayed Mr. Baron’s objections to theiSiee’s Petfinders Motion contained therein.
[Id.] By filing the Receiver's First Petfinders Supplent, the Receiver complied with the
Protocol.

viii)  Baron and Schepps lodged a third set of objections
to the Trustee's Petfinders Motion outside the
Protocol, this time via a contemptuous motion

purportedly filed on behalf of a new entity—
Petfinders, LLC.

On November 7, 2011, Mr. Schepps the Petfinders QObjection, in which he asserted
that Novo Point, LLC owned petfinders.com and tfidihe [unidentified] owner of Novo Point
LLC, and beneficial owner of Petfinders.com, assdjits rights and interest in Petfinders.com
to Petfinders LLC” (the “Purported Petfinders Assigent”). [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket
No. 676.] The context in which the Petfinders LObjection was filed—Mr. Schepps being
subject to the Bankruptcy Court Show Cause Orderexj@ained in detail above in Section
B.3.b.i.14.iv. On November 8, 2011, the Receivkadfthe Receiver's Second Show Cause
Motion, which is also described in detail aboveSiection B.3.b.i.14.iv. [Case No. 09-34784-
SGJ, Docket Nos. 678-79.]

iX) The Receiver complied with the Protocol a third
time.

On November 8, the Receiver fildthe Receiver's Second Supplement to Response and

Reservations of Rights Related to Trustee’s MdiborAuthority to Sell Property of the Estate
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(the “Receiver’'s Second Petfinders SupplementGase No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 677.]
The Receiver's Second Petfinders Supplement atiache Petfinders LLC Objection and
relayed Messrs. Schepps and Baron’s objectionkdoltustee’s Petfinders Motion contained
therein. [d.] By filing the Receiver's Second Petfinders Sappént, the Receiver complied
with the Protocol.
X) Baron and Schepps lodged a fourth set of objections
to the Trustee's Petfinders Motion outside the

Protocol, this time via an e-mail from Mr. Schepps
to the Receiver’s counsel.

The Trustee’s Petfinders Motion was heard by thaekBgtcy Court on November 9,
2011. [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 687 gsltban two hours prior to the hearing, Mr.
Schepps sent the Receiver's counsel an email ticdtided, in addition to personal attacks
against the Receiver and his counsel, asserti@stuld be construed as grounds for objecting
to the Trustee’s Petfinders Motion (the “ScheppgeCibn Email”). [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ,
Docket No. 682 at Ex. B.]

Xi) The Receiver complied with the Protocol a fourth
time.

On November 9, 2011, the Receiver fil@the Receiver's Third Supplement to the
Receiver's Response and Reservation of RightsdglielatTrustee’s Motion for Authority to Sell
Property of the Estatéhe “Receiver’'s Third Petfinders Supplement”).Cafe No. 09-34784-
SGJ, Docket No. 680.] The Receiver's Third Petirsd Supplement attached the Schepps
Objection Email and relayed the objections to thesiiee’s Petfinders Motion contained therein.
[Id.] By filing the Receiver’s Third Petfinders Supmlent, the Receiver again complied with

the Protocol.
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xii)  The Receiver attended the hearing on the Trustee’s
Petfinders Motion.

As mentioned above, the Trustee’s Petfinders Motras heard by the Bankruptcy Court
on November 9, 2011. [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Dokke 687.] The Receiver and his
counsel attended the hearing and questioned thsteEruMr. Nelson, Mr. Schepps, and Mr.
Thomas under oath concerning evidence establishengwnership of petfinders.comid]

xiii)  Baron and Schepps filed a motion with the Fifth
Circuit to stay the sale of petfinders.com.

On November 10, 2011—before the Bankruptcy Coud éveen ruled on the Trustee’s
Petfinders Motion—Messrs. Baron and Schepps file&mergency Motion to Stay Bankruptcy
Court Order to Sell Petfinders.com (an $82,000.0hueal Income Asset) for $25,000.00 in a
Private, No Auction Saleith the Fifth Circuit (the “First Baron/Scheppstitelers.com Motion
to Fifth Circuit”). [Docket No. 710 at Ex. A.] EhFirst Baron/Schepps Petfinders Motion to

Fifth Circuit asserted that Novo Point, LL&@vned petfinders.com—a representation in stark

contrast to the one madest three days prigrby Mr. Schepps to the Bankruptcy Court in the

Petfinders LLC Objectioni.e., that Petfinders, LLCowned the rights and interests in

petfinders.com). I{l.]

xiv)  The Fifth Circuit initially dismissed Baron and
Schepps’ motion for stay.

On the same day the First Baron/Schepps Petfindetson to Fifth Circuit was filed
(November 10, 2011), the Fifth Circuit dismisseavithout prejudice. [Docket No. 710 at Ex.
B.] The Fifth Circuit noted that no written ordegarding the Trustee’s Petfinders Motion had
been entered by the Bankruptcy Court, “making neviepossible.” [d.] Further, the Fifth
Circuit pointed out that “Novo Point has failedaddress this court’s jurisdiction to hear such a

motion without Novo Point first presenting the ques to the district court for ruling.” 14l.]
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xv)  The Bankruptcy Court granted the Trustee’s
Petfinders Motion.

On November 15, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court issuedOrder Granting Trustee’s
Motion for Authority to Sell Property of the Estdtarsuant to 11 U.S.C. 8§ 363(lmverruling all
responses to the Trustee’s Petfinders Motion, figdhat petfinders.com is “clearly property of
the Estate,” and authorizing the Trustee to sdfimers.com (the “Petfinders Order”). [Case
No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 693.]

xvi)  Baron and Schepps filed a second motion with the
Fifth Circuit to stay the sale of petfinders.com.

On November 15, 2011, Messrs. Baron and Scheppd i new version of the
Baron/Schepps Petfinders.com Motion to Fifth Circtihe “Second Baron/Schepps Petfinders
Motion to Fifth Circuit”). As noted above, the #ifCircuit dismissed the First Baron/Schepps
Petfinders Motion to Fifth Circuit due, in part, tbe motion’s failure to explain the Fifth
Circuit’s jurisdiction in light of the fact that ¢hissue had not been presented to this Court for
ruling. [Docket No. 710 at Ex. B.] In respond®s Second Baron/Schepps Petfinders Motion to
Fifth Circuit asserted that “obtaining relief inetiistrict Court is not practicable” because “the
District Court below has ordered counsel not tkseéef on behalf of Novo Point LLC in the
District Court.” [See Fifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 00533810.]
Apparently, when it is advantageous for Mr. Schefgpsirgue that this Court has given him
authority to represent the LLCs (like when the Bapkcy Court makes inquiry into his
authority, as explained in Section B.3.b.i.14.iioed), Mr. Schepps does so; when it is
advantageous for Mr. Schepps to argue that thist@@s denied him authority to represent the
LLCs (like when the Fifth Circuit wants to know wine did not appeal a Bankruptcy Court

order to this Court), Mr. Schepps does so.
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xvii)  The Fifth Circuit conditionally granted Baron and
Schepps’ second motion for stay.

On November 15, 2011, the Fifth Circuit issued amleo granting the Second
Baron/Schepps Petfinders Motion to Fifth Circuittbee extent that the Petfinders Order was
stayed until further order of the Fifth Circuit €HFifth Circuit's Temporary Petfinders Stay”).
[SeeFifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 00&dA854.] The order requested any
responses to be filed by November 21, 201d.] [

xviii) The Trustee responded to the Second Baron/
Schepps Petfinders Motion to Fifth Circuit.

On November 21, 2011, the Trustee filed Ressponse to Novo Point LLC’s Emergency
Motion to Stay(the “Trustee’s Petfinders Response to Fifth Gittu [ SeeFifth Circuit Case
No. 10-11202, Document No. 00511672114.] The BeistPetfinders Response to Fifth Circuit

stated the following:

. Novo Point, LLC has no interest in petfinders.com;

. Mr. Schepps’ claim that Novo Point, LLC owned patrs.com was a
“deliberate lie”;

. the Baron/Schepps Petfinders Motions to Fifth Girauere “nothing more than a

deliberate attempt to obstruct the administratidnttee Ondova bankruptcy
through a filing that rests on a falsehood”;

. Mr. Schepps does not represent Novo Point, LLC @ndcting on his own
initiative or for unnamed third parties;

. Mr. Schepps “was acting completely without authonwhen he filed [the
Baron/Schepps Petfinders Motions to Fifth Circaitd the various prior appeals
purportedly on behalf of Novo Point”;

. Mr. Schepps either “lied” to the Fifth Circuit omisrepresented his authority to
appear in the Bankruptcy Court” because he claiteethe Fifth Circuit that
Novo Point, LLC owned petfinders.com while at tlene time representing to
the Bankruptcy Court that Petfinders, LLC owneddbenain; and

. Mr. Schepps has violated the Bankruptcy Court’'semsdregarding who may
appear on behalf of the LLCs.
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[1d.]
xix)  Messrs. Baron and Schepps filed a (contemptuous)
notice of appeal of the Petfinders Order to this
Court.

On November 28, 2011, Mr. Schepps filed with thelBaptcy Court—purportedly on
behalf of bothNovo Point, LLC and Petfinders, LLC—sotice of Appeabf the Petfinders
Order to this Court. [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Dotke 704.] As an initial matter, such
appeal is curious considering Mr. Schepps’ previmmesentation to the Fifth Circuit that
“obtaining relief in the District Court is not pitazable” because “the District Court below has
ordered counsel not to seek relief on behalf ofdNBwint LLC in the District Court.” eeFifth
Circuit Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 00511663816urthermore, by filing such a
pleading, Mr. Schepps (again) violated the Banlay@tourt’'s Authority Orders forbidding him
from filing any pleadings on behalf of Novo Poibt,C—and this time he made the filing while
being subject to the Bankruptcy Court Show CausgeOfor identical actions. SgeeSection
B.3.b.i.14.iisupra)

xX)  Messrs. Baron and Schepps filed a reply in support

of the Second Baron/Schepps Petfinders Motion to
Fifth Circuit.

On November 29, 2011, Messrs. Baron and Schepgas thieReply of Novo Point, LLC
to Sherman’s Petfinders.com Respoftbe “Baron/Schepps Petfinders Reply to Fifth Gitr.
[Fifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 005628226.] The Baron/Schepps Petfinders
Reply to Fifth Circuit arguester alia that this Court’s order naming Novo Point, LLC as a
Receivership Party is “absolutely void” and, theref “Novo Point LLC is free to be

represented by whatever counsel it choosédsl] |
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xxi)  The Fifth Circuit vacated its Temporary Petfinders
Stay and denied the Baron/ Schepps Petfinders
Motions to Fifth Circuit.

On December 2, 2011, the Fifth Circuit issued tiikwing order:

On November 15, 2011, this court temporarily gréddvo Point L.L.C.’s
Emergency Motion to Stay to allow consideratioraaesponse. Thereafter, the
court permitted a reply to be filed. Having comsetl the motion, response, and
reply in light of applicable law government stalyge court rules as follows:

The November 15, 2011 order of this court regardilmyo Point's Emergency
Motion to Stay is VACATED, and the Motion is DENIED

[Fifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202, Document No. 00634035.]

xxii) Messrs. Baron and Schepps continued to file
(contemptuous) pleadings regarding the sale of
petfinders.com.

On December 5, 2011, Mr. Schepps filed—purportextiybehalf of Petfinders, LLC—
the Motion of Petfinders, LLC for Stay Pending AppaatlMotion for Setting and Request for
Expedited Hearingin the Bankruptcy Court. [Case No. 09-34784-SGacket No. 719.]
Because Petfinders, LLC is clearly a sham orgaiozatised by Mr. Schepps to try and
circumvent the Bankruptcy's Court prohibition of tiems filed on behalf of Novo Point, LLC
(seeSection B.3.b.i.14suprg, these motions are plainly contemptuous.

On December 12, 2011, Mr. Schepps filgzpellants’ Statement of Issues on Appeal and
Designation of Items for the Recardthe Bankruptcy Court. [Case No. 09-34784-J0akket
No. 727.] This filing is contemptuous on two lexelFirst, it violates the Bankruptcy Court’s
Authority Orders prohibiting Mr. Schepps from fidjrmotions on behalf of Novo Point, LLC.
(See Section B.3.b.i.14supra) Second, the filing was made after the Bankmup@ourt
announced its “preliminary ruling” at the Decembef011 hearing that it is “not going to allow
Mr. Schepps to file any more pleadings in the Omddankruptcy case.” Sge Section

B.3.b.i.14.viisupra)
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16) Mr. Baron tried to block the sale of another domain
name—servers.com—leading to an incredible amount of
work on the part of the Receiver.

i) The Trustee filed his Servers Motion.

On October 7, 2011, the Trustee filed a motion Wit Bankruptcy Court requesting
permission to sale the domain name servers.com“{thustee’s Servers Motion”). [Case No.
09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 658.] According to thastee, servers.com belongs to the Ondova

estate. Id.]

i) No objections lodged via the Protocol.

The Receiver never received any objections to theve8s Motion from Mr. Thomas
pursuant to the Protocol. However, on Novembe2®,1, Mr. Schepps sent an email to the
Receiver asking if he would “oppose a motion towlleff to appear in the bankruptcy court and
defend his ownership share of servers.com.” [Qd3e09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 675 at EX.
B.] When the Receiver then asked Mr. Thomas if he-Mr. Baron’s attorney of record in the
Bankruptcy Court—was sponsoring this motion, Mroiifas replied, “I have not been contacted
about this. | do not know what they are askingwibat my involvement would be, if any.Id[]

iii) Baron and Schepps lodged objections to the

Trustee’s Servers Motion via Fifth Circuit filing
instead of the Protocol.

Instead of following the Protocol, Messrs. Barod &cthepps sought relief from the Fifth
Circuit. As stated above, on November 4, 2011, dvkesBaron and Schepps filed the
Baron/Schepps Servers Motion to Fifth Circuit.Seg Docket No. 708 at Ex. A]] The
Baron/Schepps Servers Motion to Fifth Circuit—3Qy¢m long with seven exhibits totaling
another 50 pages—requested a broad range of iretlefling a stay of this Court’s Receivership
Order, dissolution of the Receivership, and that Baron be allowed to hire another attorney
“in order to object to the sale of domain namevees.com’ and to protect Baron’s property
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interest in that domain” in the Ondova bankruptapceeding® [Id.] Importantly, the
Baron/Schepps Servers Motion to Fifth Circuit comgd objections to the Trustee’s Servers
Motion.

iv) The Receiver complied with the Protocol.

On November 7, 2011, the Receiver filEde Receiver's Response and Reservation of
Rights Related to Trustee’s Motion for AuthoritySell Property of the Estate Pursuant to 11
U.S.C. 8§ 363(b)—Servers.cprasponding the Trustee’s Servers Motion (the #Rexr’s Servers
Response”). [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No.]678e Receiver's Servers Response
attached the Baron/Schepps Servers Motion to Eitbuit and relayed Mr. Baron’s objections
to the Trustee’s Servers Motion contained therefld.] Through his Servers Response, the
Receiver “object[ed] to the sale of the domain naseevers.com and request[ed] that the
[Bankruptcy] Court require the Trustee to offerdmnce of ownership of the domain name and
the need for its sale or liquidation.”Id[] By filing the Receiver's Servers Response, the
Receiver complied with the Protocol.

V) Schepps and Baron lodged a second set of
objections to the Trustee’s Servers Motion outside

the Protocol, this time via an e-mail from Mr.
Schepps to the Receiver’'s counsel.

The Trustee’s Servers Motion was heard by the Bagtky Court at the same hearing as
the Trustee’s Petfinders Motiong, on November 9, 2011). [Case No. 09-34784-SG&kBto
No. 687.] As noted above, less than two hoursrpigothe hearing, Mr. Schepps sent the
Receiver’s counsel the Schepps Objection EmailasgONo. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 682 at

Ex. B.] In addition to personal attacks againstReceiver and his counsel and objections to the

18 As stated in Note 18upra the Fifth Circuit denied the Baron/Schepps SexWotion to Fifth Circuit.
[Docket No. 708 at Ex. B.]
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Trustee’s Petfinders Motion, the Schepps Objeckomail contained assertions that could be
construed as grounds for objecting to the Trust8etwvers Motion. Ifl.]

Vi) The Receiver complied with the Protocol a second
time.

On November 9, 2011, the Receiver fil€de Receiver's Supplement to Response and
Reservation of Rights Related to Trustee’s MotanAuthority to Sell Property of the Estate—
Servers.conm(the “Receiver's Servers Supplement”). [Case N®.380784-SGJ, Docket No.
682]. The Receiver's Servers Supplement attadme&thepps Objection Email and relayed the
objections to the Trustee’s Servers Motion contitteerein. [d.] By filing the Receiver’'s
Servers Supplement, the Receiver again complida tvé Protocol.

vi)  The Receiver attended the hearing on the Trustee’s
Servers Motion.

As stated above, the Trustee’s Servers Motion, galeith the Trustee’'s Petfinders
Motion, was heard by the Bankruptcy Court on Noverm®, 2011. [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ,
Docket No. 687.] The Receiver and his counsehdtd the hearing and questioned the Trustee,
Damon Nelson (the Manager of the LLCs), Mr. Scheppsl Mr. Thomas under oath concerning
evidence establishing the ownership of servers.cpdi]

viii)  The Bankruptcy Court granted the Trustee’s Servers
Motion.

On November 15, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court issuedOrder Granting Trustee’s
Motion for Authority to Sell Property of the Estateverruling all objections to the Trustee’s
Servers Motion and immediately authorizing the Teasto sell servers.com (the “Servers

Order”). [Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 691.]
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iX) Messrs. Baron and Schepps continued to file
(contemptuous) pleadings regarding the sale of
servers.com.

On November 28, 2011, Messrs. Baron and Schepga il the Bankruptcy Court a
Notice of Appeabf the Servers Order to this Court. [Case No389¥84-SGJ, Docket No. 705.]
This filing is in violation of the Bankruptcy Cotstprior orders. As the Bankruptcy Court stated
at its December 5, 2011 hearing (described in ldabaive in Section B.3.b.i.14.vii), any filing
made by Mr. Schepps on behalf of Mr. Baron “circemg orders and dictates [the Court] made
from the bench many, many months ago that Jeff iBaras not going to appear through any
further lawyers in this case."SgeCase No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 725 at 163:7-8.]

On December 12, 2011, Messrs. Baron and Schepgd ifil the Bankruptcy Court
Appellant’'s Statement of Issues on Appeal and Dasgn of Items for the RecardCase No.
09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 726.] This filing is cemptuous on two levels. First, as previously
stated, a filing by Mr. Schepps on behalf of Mr.r@a violates the Bankruptcy Court’s prior
orders. HeeCase No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 725 at 163:7s@¢ond, the filing was made
after the Bankruptcy Court announced its “prelirynauling” at the December 5, 2011 hearing
that it is “not going to allow Mr. Schepps to fé@y more pleadings in the Ondova bankruptcy
case.” BeeSection B.3.b.i.14.visupra)

17) The Receiver provided the Court with notice of dwents
surrounding petfinders.com and servers.com

On December 16, 2011, the Receiver filEde Receiver's Notice of Recent Activity
Involving Domain Names Petfinders.com and Servemsveith this Court. [Docket No. 746.]

18) There are multiple appeals arising out of the Omdov
bankruptcy case.

To date, Messrs. Baron and Schepps have appealedsatsix orders from the Ondova

bankruptcy proceeding to the District Court, inéhgitheOrder Barring Attorney Gary Schepps
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from Appearing/Participating Further in Ondova Lieidl Company Bankruptcy Casad the
Orders granting the Trustee’s Petfinders and SerMiations (docketed as District Court case
nos. 3:12-cv-0416, 3:12-cv-0387, and 3:12-cv-03@8pectively). $eeCase No. 09-34784-
SGJ, Docket Nos. 691, 693, 728.] This has creatktitional work for the Receiver and his
counsel.

ii. The Receiver managed the LLC expenses.

The sections below discuss the Receiver's work amaging the LLC expenses—all of
which are necessary to maintain the domain namekding those that the Receiver will likely
be selling in order to fund the disbursements uhpaid attorneys. The specific expenses that
the Report will discuss below include the (1) regispayments, (2) operations expenses, and (3)
potential expenses through legal claims.

1) The Receiver managed payments to the registrdudimg
renewals/deletions of domain names.

Payments to the registrar and the renewals/dektdrdomain names go hand-in-hand.
The Receiver understands that, in order to attrdetnet users to websites to click-through and
generate Monetizer Revenue, there must be domanesa In addition, there must be domain
names to sell in order to pay for the Receivershapiticipated liabilities, including the claims of
the Former Baron Attorneys.

The Receiver also understands that the domain neegage an annual renewal fee to be
paid to the registrar (defined above as the “Rehéwas”). Failure to pay the Renewal Fees
will lead to forfeiting the registration and coritaver the domain names, which would, in turn,
(a) reduce or eliminate certain streams of assatsrfg in from the monetizers, and (b) perhaps
lead to the non-renewal or deletion of domain nathasthe Receiver could otherwise have sold

to increase cash and pay the Receivership’s aatagigiabilities.
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In order to be profitable, domain names need t@®igga revenuat leastgreater than the

cost of the Renewal Fees (plus certain overheats,clise salaries for the LLC Manager and
programmers, rent, etc.) (“Profitable Domain Names3ome of the domain names are already
Profitable Domain Names. Others are not Profitdbdenain Names (“Money Losing Domain
Names”). Both of those categories can be derikeslgh a statistical analysis of profitability.

i) The Court ordered the Receiver to delete all Money
Losing Domain Names.

On December 16, 2010, the LLCs filed Bmergency Motion to Compel Deletion of
Domain Names [Docket Nos. 174-75.] The next day, December20/0, at the courthouse,
the Receiver and counsel for the LLCs negotiatedstveral hours. At the close of the
negotiations, the Court issued an agreed ordenutgtg the Receiver not to renemy Money
Losing Domain Names. [Docket No. 177.]

i) Mr. Harbin advised the Receiver of Money Losing

Domain Names that the Receiver should ask for
permission not to delete.

After the entry of this agreed order requiring menewal of all Money Losing Domain
Names, a team of individuals, including Messrs. Caxd Eckels, led by Mr. Harbin
(collectively, to be referred to simply as “Mr. Hiar”) advised the Receiver of a third category
(or more like a sub-category) of domain names—Mdoesing Domain Names that, because of

certain characteristicsight somedaype Profitable Domain Names (“Future Profitable 2am

Names”)'® Mr. Harbin explained that Future Profitable Domhiames include one or more of
the following characteristics: (1) relatively higraffic (specifically, over 100 “uniquesj’e.,

visits to a single webpage per year), (2) positeregth of the domain name with a shorter

! The Receiver wondered why Mr. Harbin did not aevism of this sub-category before allowing his
counsel to propose to the Court an agreed ordetirieg deletion of all Money Losing Domain Namebklad Mr.
Harbin been present at the December 17, 2010 lye@uimch the Receiver was surprised he was nat gktra step
could likely have been avoided.
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domain name translating to higher value, (3) pesitilook and feel” of the domain name
meaning its appeal to the human eye andieay the domain name is catchy, humorous and/or
functional), (4) positive spelling of the domainnma, specifically the absence of uncommon
misspellings, (5) positive “keyword relevance” dfetdomain name, meaning its containing
commonly searched words, (6) high Google.com seacking statistics of the domain name
with a higher ranking translating to higher valasd/or (7) strongotential name branding
value and highly sought web search term. [Docket306 at pp. 12-13.]

i) The Receiver instructed the Registrar to delete the

Money Losing Domain Names that were not Future
Profitable Names.

Mr. Harbin asked that the Receiver start out byetiley) the Money Losing Domain
Names that were not Future Profitable Domain Nafaed later, deal with the Future Profitable
Domain Names). In compliance with the Court's agdreorder and Mr. Harbin’s
recommendation, the Receiver coordinated the noewal/deletion of the Money Losing
Domain Names that were not Future Profitable Domames. Id. at p. 13.]

iv) The Receiver asked the Court for permission to

allow the Receiver to renew certain Money Losing
Domain Names that were Future Profitable names.

On January 24, 2011, the Receiver filegbat Verified Motion to Renew Certain Money
Losing Domain Names [Docket No. 243.] In this motion, which Mr. Han verified, the
Receiver noted that (1) the Court previously ordetleat the Receiver not pay to renawy
Money-Losing Domain Names [Docket No. 177], (2) @eurt also previously ordered that the
Receiver take actions necessary to preserve thei\Reship Assets [Docket No. 130], (3) the

Receiver has since been advised that complying Bath orders simultaneously is impossible,
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and (4) to fix this problem, the Receiver asked tha Court specifically require the Receiver to
renewcertain Money-Losing Domain Namesi-e., the Future Profitable Domain Nanf8s.
V) The Court gave the Receiver permission to renew

certain Money Losing Domain Names that were
Future Profitable names.

On February 4, 2011, the Court issueddtsler Granting Joint Verified Motion to Renew
Certain Money-Losing Domain NamefDocket No. 289.] In the Order, the Court ortethe
Receiver to instruct the domain name registraetew the 16,170 domain names as determined
by, among others, Mr. Harbin, whose registratiorpired in November 2010 and annual
revenues do not exceed the costs of their anngasitrations.

Vi) In February, the Receiver responded to Mr. Baron’s

challenge relating to the renewal of certain Money
Losing Domain Names.

Even though Mr. Harbin spearheaded the entire ppooé domain name renewal and
deletion, on February 6, 2011, without conferringhwthe Receiver, Mr. Harbin (through Mr.
Jackson and likely at the direction of Mr. Baroit¢d an Emergency Motiorto, among other
things, change the protocol relating to determoreti of renewals and deletions of domain
names. [Docket No. 269.] This appeared to berendactic by Mr. Baron to take control of the

LLCs and, thus, the domain names, and thereby tsi®eReceiver from selling any of those

2 The Receiver prepared and originally intendedléoain Appendix in Support of thimint Verified Motion
to Renew Certain Money Losing Domain NanTdg appendix was to be comprised of confidentiaprietary, and
sensitive information related to certain domain earnthat are valuable Receivership Assets. On Deee0,
2010, the Receiver filed thHReceiver's Motion for Leave to File Documents Un8erl [Docket No. 194.] On
February 3, 2011, the Court issued@sler Granting the Receiver's Motion for Leave titeFDocuments Under
Seal[Docket No. 277], which would allow the Receiverfile the appendix under seal. But before theeRex had
an opportunity to file the appendix under seal,Fabruary 4, 2011, the Court issued @sder Granting Joint
Verified Motion to Renew Certain Money Losing Damldames-thereby mooting the need for the Receiver to file
the appendix. [Docket No. 289.] In an effort taka Mr. Baron and his counsel fully aware of thendm names
that were being renewed and not renewed, on Febil&r2011, the Receiver sent them an unfiled cofpthe
appendix.
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domain names. As stated below, the Receiver geslraialthough at a substantial cost of time
and resources.
vi)  The Receiver filed a response to the emergency

motion relating to the renewal of certain Money
Losing Domain Names.

On February 9, 2011, the Receiver filétle Receiver's Response to Jeffrey Baron’s
Thirteenth Emergency Since Entry of the Receivef§locket No. 306]—which he filed shortly
after filing his Appendix in Support of The Receiver's Responseffoey Baron’s Thirteenth
Emergency Since Entry of the ReceiversiNjot Docketed, but Filed Under Seal]. In the
response, the Receiver argued that: (a) the Rackas already sought, obtained, and followed
Mr. Harbin’s recommendations for all of the LLC®rdain name renewals and non-renewals.,
(b) the Court has already issued two orders spatlifiadopting Mr. Harbin’s recommendations
on what domain names to renew and what domain ntongslete, [Docket Nos. 177 and 243],
and (c) the Receiver will continue seeking (anéliikfollowing) Mr. Harbin’s recommendations
(since Mr. Harbin was still the Manager of the LL&tsthe time) for future renewals and non-
renewals, and to the extent his recommendationsagme a Court Order, the Receiver will file
a motion with the Court for guidance on how to med. [Docket No. 306.]

viii)  The Court held a hearing on the emergency motion

relating to the renewal of certain Money Losing
Domain Names.

On February 10, 2011, the Court held a hearingaamng other things, the motion to
modify the protocol for renewing and deleting domaiames. The Court also ordered Mr.
Harbin to meet face-to-face with the Receiver & @ourt Ordered Meeting. [Transcript of
Emergency Motion to Clarify and Further Emergencgli®® Before the Honorable Royal
Furgeson February 10, 2011, at 17:5-9, 18:19-19:2, 22:14-Z he topics for the Court Ordered

Meeting were to include, among other things, protdéar renewing and deleting domain names.
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[Id. at 15:1-15, 18:2-3, 19:6-8, 45:17-20.] Specificahe Court ordered that the Court Ordered
Meeting commence on February 16, 20Id. ht 17:6-7] and continue until such time that the
Receiver was satisfied that the Receiver receivisaivars to all of the meeting topics, including
protocol for renewing and deleting domain namdsl. gt 17:8-9 (“Mr. Harbin and Mr. Vogel
are going to meet within the next seven daysand they are going to meet if it takes twenty-
four days until they work this out.”).] Detailedimmaries of the face to face meetings are
contained in the previous reports of the Receiwsosk.

iX) The Receiver began the work to ask the Court for

permission to allow the Receiver to renew

additional Money Losing Domain Names that were
Future Profitable names.

On March 16, 2011, the Receiver filed tBecond Joint Verified Motion to Renew
Certain Money-Losing Domain Nami3ocket No. 382], asking the Court to specificakguire
the Receiver to renew 19,312 Future Profitable Dorames that expired in December 2010.
Because the appendix in support of this motion filad under seal, the Receiver delivered
hand-delivered a CD containing a copy of the appema Mr. Schepps, and mailed CDs
containing copies of the appendix to Messrs. Banoeh Barrett. On March 22, 2011, the Court
issued itsOrder Granting the Second Joint Verified MotionRenew Certain Money-Losing
Domain NamegDocket No. 403], allowing such renewal.

X) Mr. Baron would not consent to the next motion to
renew his own domain names.

In March 2011, Mr. Baron again unsurprisingly atpeed to interfere. Specifically, on
March 4, 2011, the Receiver held a face-to-facderence relating to this motion—a motion
that the Receiver emphasized was endorsed by fifi@remt professionals who directly or
indirectly reported to Mr. Baron prior to the Reaaship: (1) Mr. Harbin (former LLC Manager

since prior the Receivership) (2) Mr. Cox (LLC attey since prior to the Receivership), (3) Mr.
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Eckels (former LLC attorney from prior to the Ramship), and (4) Mr. Nelson (former
manager of Ondova). [Transcript of Court Orderedelhg, March 4, 2011, at 38:20-46:15.]
Despite the universal endorsement of all of thesaple (whom Mr. Baron apparently thought
prior to the Receivership were qualified to maks gort of determination), and even though the
motion is actually one in Mr. Baron’s absolute besérest ((e., allowing the non-deletion of
certain of his domain names that are potential monakers), Mr. Baron would not consent to
the motion. [d.]

Xi) The Receiver filed the third through sixteenth

motions for the renewal of money losing domain
names.

The Receiver's motions to renew money losing doswaiames filed through February
2012 {.e. the first through sixteenth motions are discussedletail in previous Receiver
Reports. Each has been granted by this Court.

On May 9, 2012, the Receiver filed hgeventeenth Joint Verified Motion to Renew
Certain Money Losing-Losing Domain NamgBocket No. 893.] The motion asks the Court to
require the Receiver to renew 8,094 Future Pigdétdomain Names that expired in March
2012. The Receiver filed the appendix to this pmtinder seal and served copies to Messrs.
Baron and Schepps. [Docket No. 856 at Ex. C.] Tbart granted the seventeenth motion on
May 3, 2012. [Docket No. 900.]

xii)  The Receiver made payments to the reqistrar.

All of the decisions relating to renewing and dielgtdomain names trigger from the fact
that the domain names—if not deleted—require anmaakwal fees. In April 2012, the
Receiver continued managing the process of payiegdnewal fees to the registrar. Below is a
chart detailing the payments made to the regigttan December 1, 2010 through April 30,

2012.
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Date of Number of Number of | Amounts Paid to | Amounts Saved by Not
Payment to Domain Domain Registrar for Renewing Certain
Registrar Names Names Not | Domain Name | Money-Losing Domain
Renewed Renewed Renewal Names
December | 26,318 .coms | 14,905 $200,639.72 $113,576.10
20,2010 |and 17 .nefd
January 18, | 22,334 .coms | 16,453 $191,093.16 $125,371.86
2011 and 3,681 .nets
February 8, | 32,738 .coms | 3,554 $249,474.92 $27,081.48
2011 and 2 .nets
March 1, 17,386 .coms | 10,258 $132,471.62 $78,165.96
2011 and 5 .nets
April 4, 14,681 .coms | 4,360 $111,869.22 $33,223.20
2011 and 0 .nets
May 7, 2011| 10,882 .coms | 2,199 $82,920.84 $16,756.38
and 0 .nets
June 1, 2011 17,341 .coms | 6,351 $132,138.00 $48,394.62
and 0 .nets
July 18, 1,801 .coms | 1,986 $13,848.58 $15,133.32
2011 and 22 .nets

%L From the beginning of the Receivership through Bemer 31, 2011, the annual cost of domain name
renewal per “.com” was $7.62; the cost per “.nefsv$5.68. As of January 1, 2012, these rates inaveased to
$8.18 and $6.19, respectively. The Receiver peavidotice of this increase to the CoudegDocket No. 803.]

22 |n May 2011, the registrar advised the Receivat the LLCs had accumulated a reserve balance with
the registrar that exceeded the $82,920.84 renfaeafor May 2011. Accordingly, and at the recomdwion of
the LLCs’ manager, Mr. Nelson, the Receiver inggddhe registrar to pay for the May 2011 renewakfusing the
LLCs' reserve balance.

% n June 2011, the registrar advised the Recehatrthe LLCs had accumulated a reserve balance with
the registrar that exceeded the $132,138.00 rerfewdbr June 2011. Accordingly, and at the recemdation of
the LLCs’ manager, Mr. Nelson, the Receiver indgddhe registrar to pay for the June 2011 renéeea using the
LLCs’ reserve balance.

24 |n July 2011, the registrar advised the Receivat the LLCs had accumulated a reserve balancetheéth
registrar that exceeded the $13,848.58 renewalofeduly 2011. Accordingly, and at the recommeiuabf the
LLCs’ manager, Mr. Nelson, the Receiver instructieel registrar to pay for the July 2011 renewal fesisag the
LLCs’ reserve balance.
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Date of Number of Number of | Amounts Paid to | Amounts Saved by Not
Payment to Domain Domain Registrar for Renewing Certain
Registrar Names Names Not | Domain Name | Money-Losing Domain
Renewed Renewed Renewal Names
August 20, | 4,551 .coms | 750 $34,712.79 $5,715.00
2011 and 6 .nets
September | 9,794 .coms | 2,519 $74,715.48 $17,194.78
21, 2011 and 15 .nets
October 31, | 31,011 .coms | 3,045 $237,823.33 $23,202.90
2011 and 16 .nets
December 2, 32,663 .coms | 5,259 $250,622.62 $40,073.58
2011 and 16 .nets
January 5, | 19,021 .coms | 6,034 $174,409.38 $49,358.12
2012 and 3,040 .nets
February 8, | 27,001 .coms | 40 $220,880.56 $327.20
2012 and 2 .nets
March 7, 10,006 .coms | 33 $81,880.03 $269.94
2012 and 5 .nets
April 30, 13,302 .coms | 979 $108,847.50 $8,008.22
2012 and 6 .nets
TOTALS: 380,830 .comg 78,725 $2,298,347.66 $603,852.66
and 6,833 .nets

2) The Receiver managed payments for operations egpens

i) The Receiver filed motions for disbursements and
made disbursements.

Since the beginning of the Receivership throughil/Af), 2012, the Receiver disbursed
$2,576,726.86 from the LLC Funds for operating eges such employee salaries, rent and
internet expenses for Quasar Services, LLC’s offjggce, bank wire transfer fees, domain name

appraisal fees, and domain name renewal fees, #sawecopy expenses related to Grant

% In August 2011, the registrar advised the Receivatrthe LLCs had accumulated a reserve balanite wi
the registrar that exceeded the $34,724.34 renieedbr August 2011. Accordingly, and at the reomendation of
the LLCs’ manager, Mr. Nelson, the Receiver ingteddhe registrar to pay for the August 2011 rendees using
the LLCs’ reserve balance.
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Thornton’s audit and tax services. A total of $4P#.34 of this $2,576,726.86 was disbursed in
April 2012. In addition, since the beginning ottReceivership, the Receiver disbursed from
LLC Funds (including proceeds from the Court-ordesales of domain names) $1,596,377.74
for Court-ordered disbursements (which were paymeéatthe Receiver, his counsel, LLC
attorneys (Messrs. Cox, Eckels, and Jackson), foReeeivership Professional and now-
Permanent Manager of the LLCs, Mr. Nelson, and Recghip Professionals Grant Thornton).
None of this $1,596,377.74 was disbursed duringil A2012.

Below are details of both

categories—disbursements for expenses and disbenggmper Court Orders.

Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking

Disbursement | Disbursement

Fabulous.com| Order N/A Dec. 20, | $200,639.72| Dec. 2010 Quantec
Appointing 2010 Domain Name| Fabulous.com
Receiver Renewal Fees| registrant
[Docket No. account
130]

Fabulous.com| Order N/A Jan. 18, | $191,093.16| Jan. 2011 Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| account at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]

Peter Wall | Order N/A Jan. 31, | $3,000.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]

Peter Wall | Order N/A Jan. 31, | $3,000.00 Programmer | Novo Point,
Appointing 2011 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]

Jeffrey Order N/A Jan. 31, | $10,010.36 Management| Quantec, LLC
Harbin Appointing 2011 Fees and account at

Receiver reimbursement Compass Bank|
[Docket No. for expenses
130]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Jeffrey Order N/A Jan. 31, | $3,903.26 Management| Novo Point,
Harbin Appointing 2011 Fees and LLC account at
Receiver reimbursement Compass Bank
[Docket No. for expenses
130]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 7, | $7,187.50 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver’'s | First 2011 Fees LLC account at
First Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Receivership
Receivership Professional
Professional Joshua Cox
Joshua Cox [Docket No.
[Docket No. 190]
274]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 7, | $7,343.75 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Second 2011 Fees LLC account at
Second Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Receivership
Receivership Professional
Professional Joshua Cox
Joshua Cox [Docket No.
[Docket No. 217]
283]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 7, | $5,125.00 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Third Joshua 2011 Fees LLC account at
Third Joshua Cox Fee Compass Bank
Cox Fee Application
Application [Docket No.
[Docket No. 256]
292]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Feb. 8, | $249,474.92| Feb. 2011 Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| and Novo
Receiver Renewal Fees| Point, LLC
[Docket No. accounts at
130] Compass Bank
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Fifth Joshua
Cox Fee
Application
[Docket No.
369]

Cox Fee
Application
[Docket No.
346]

Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Peter Wall | Order N/A Feb. 9, | $3,000.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Peter Wall | Order N/A Feb. 9, | $3,000.00 Programmer | Novo Point,
Appointing 2011 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Feb. 10, | $4,906.25 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver’'s | Fourth Joshua | 2011 Fees LLC account at
Fourth Joshua | Cox Fee Compass Bank
Cox Fee Application
Application [Docket No.
[Docket No. 266]
297]
Peter Wall | Order N/A Feb. 16, | $3,000.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Mar. 1, | $132,471.62| March 2011 | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| account at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Peter Wall | Order N/A Mar. 10, | $14,280.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Mar. 14, | $7,697.50 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Fifth Joshua 2011 Fees LLC account at

Compass Bank
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Mar. 15, | $17,930.50 | Attorney Fees Quantec, LLC
Jackson | the Receiver’s | First 2011 account at
First Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Thomas
Thomas Jackson
Jackson [Docket No.
[Docket No. 327]
366]
Compass | Order N/A Mar. 15, | $80.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Mar. 17, | $20,523.00 | Attorney Fees Quantec, LLC
Jackson | the Receiver's | Second 2011 account at
Second Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Thomas
Thomas Jackson
Jackson [Docket No.
[Docket No. 347]
370]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | Mar. 22, | $11,499.59 Management| Quantec, LLC
Nelson the Receiver's | First 2011 and account at
First Application for Professional | Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement Fees
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Damon Nelson
Damon Nelson | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 372]
384]
Elite Order N/A Mar. 22, | $501.74 Copy Novo Point,
Document | Appointing 2011 Expenses LLC account at
Tech. Receiver related to Compass Bank
[Docket No. Grant
130] Thornton’s
Audit
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Application for
Reimbursement
of Fees
Incurred by
Damon Nelson
[Docket No.
463]

Reimbursement
of Fees
Incurred by
Damon Nelson
[Docket No.
436]

Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Compass | Order N/A Mar. 31, | $90.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Quasar Order N/A Mar. 31, | $825.00 Rent and Novo Point,
Services | Appointing 2011 Wireless LLC account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Apr. 4, | $111,869.22| April 2011 Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| account at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Peter Wall | Order N/A Apr. 15, | $12,670.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Apr. 15, | $181.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Apr. 15, | $46.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | Apr. 20, | $17,675.00 Management| Quantec, LLC
Nelson the Receiver's | Second 2011 and account at
Second Application for Professional | Compass Bank

Fees

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12

PAGE 141

13-10696.22567


13-10696.22567


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 143 of 231 PagelD 57046

Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Apr. 20, | $5,702.50 Attorney Fees  Quantec, LLC
Jackson | the Receiver’'s | Third 2011 account at
Third Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Thomas
Thomas Jackson
Jackson [Docket No.
[Docket No. 439]
462]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver’s | Apr. 20, | $9,687.50 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Sixth Joshua 2011 Fees LLC account at
Sixth Joshua Cox Fee Compass Bank
Cox Fee Application
Application [Docket No.
[Docket No. 446]
461]
Domain Order N/A Apr. 25, | $1,349.70 Domain name Novo Point,
Name Appointing 2011 appraisal for | LLC account at
Appraiser | Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Quasar Order N/A Apr. 29, | $400.00 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services | Appointing 2011 Wireless account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A May 7, | $82,920.84 | May 2011 LLCs' reserve
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| balance at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Fabulous.com
[Docket No. (see supra
130] Note 22)
Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 13, | $2,960.00 Attorney Fees  Quantec, LLC
Jackson | the Receiver’'s | Fourth 2011 account at
Fourth Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Thomas
Thomas Jackson
Jackson [Docket No.
[Docket No. 487]
529]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 12, | $6,588.21 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Seventh Joshug 2011 Fees LLC account at
Seventh Joshug Cox Fee Compass Bank
Cox Fee Application
Application [Docket No.
[Docket No. 488]
530]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 12, | $13,463.39 Management| Quantec, LLC
Nelson the Receiver's | Third 2011 Fees account at
Third Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Damon Nelson
Damon Nelson | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 496]
537]
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 13, | $30,216.91 Fees for Quantec, LLC
Thornton | the Receiver's | First Grant 2011 Auditing and | account at
First Grant Thornton Fee Tax Services | Compass Bank
Thornton Fee | Application
Application [Docket No.
[Docket No. 505]
540]
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 13, | $20,455.99 Fees for Novo Point,
Thornton | the Receiver's | First Grant 2011 Auditing and | LLC account at
First Grant Thornton Fee Tax Services | Compass Bank
Thornton Fee | Application
Application [Docket No.
[Docket No. 505]
540]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 12, | $3,375.00 Management | Quantec, LLC
Nelson the Receiver’'s | Fourth 2011 Fees account at
Fourth Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Damon Nelson
Damon Nelson | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 511]
542]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Compass | Order N/A May 16, | $203.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A May 16, | $38.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Quasar Order N/A May 20, | $824.95 Rent, Wireless Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 2011 Internet account at
LLC Receiver expenses, and| Compass Bank
[Docket No. account
130] maintenance
fees
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 20, | $1,572.50 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Eighth Joshua | 2011 Fees LLC account at
Eighth Joshua | Cox Fee Compass Bank
Cox Fee Application
Application [Docket No.
[Docket No. 547]
573]
Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 20, | $2,789.00 Attorney Fees  Quantec, LLC
Jackson | the Receiver’s | Fifth 2011 account at
Fifth Application for Compass Bank
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred by
Incurred by Thomas
Thomas Jackson
Jackson [Docket No.
[Docket No. 548]
574]
Peter Wall | Order N/A May 25, | $12,000.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Peter Wall | Order N/A May 26, | $12,000.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Domain Order N/A May 31, | $1,754.73 Domain name Novo Point,
Name Appointing 2011 appraisal for | LLC account at
Appraiser | Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Fabulous.com| Order N/A June 1, | $132,138.00| June 2011 LLCs’ reserve
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| balance at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Fabulous.com
[Docket No. (see supra
130] Note 23)
Compass | Order N/A June 15, $205.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A June 15,| $15.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Quasar Order N/A June 24,| $1,000.00 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 2011 Wireless account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A June 28,| $37,117.02 July 2011 Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| account at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Compass Bank|
[Docket No.
130]
Peter Wall | Order N/A July 8, | $12,830.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Peter Wall | Order N/A July 8, | $12,818.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A July 15, | $135.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A July 15, | $69.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 2011 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's | N/A $2,787.50 Attorney Fees| TBD
Jackson | the Receiver's | Sixth (not yet | (not yet
Sixth Application for | paid) paid)
Application for | Reimbursement
Reimbursement| of Fees
of Fees Incurred Incurred by
by Thomas Thomas
Jackson Jackson
[Docket No. [Docket No.
902] 602]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A July 18, | $13,848.58 | August 2011 | LLCs' reserve
Appointing 2011 Domain Name| balance at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Fabulous.com
[Docket No. (see supra
130] Note 24)
Domain Order N/A Aug. 4, | $264.96 Domain name Novo Point,
Name Appointing 2011 appraisal for | LLC account at
Appraiser | Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Peter Wall | Order N/A Aug. 8, | $25,648.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Quasar Order N/A Aug. $825.00 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 11, Wireless account at
LLC Receiver 2011 Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Peter Wall | Order N/A Aug. | $12,320.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 12, Fees account at
Receiver 2011 Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Aug. | $135.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 18, Fees account at
Receiver 2011 Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Aug. | $34,724.34 | September | LLCs' reserve
Appointing 20, 2011 Domain | balance at
Receiver 2011 Name Fabulous.com
[Docket No. Renewal Fees| (see supra
130] Note 25)
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver’s N/A $4,270.74 Fee for TBD
Thornton | in Part the Second Grant | (notyet | (not yet Auditing and
Receiver's Thornton Fee paid) | paid) Tax Services
Motion for Application
Approval of [Exhibit 648 at
Administrative | Ex. C]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Grant Order Granting | The Receiver’s N/A $8,387.26 Fees for TBD
Thornton | in Part the Third Grant (not yet | (not yet Auditing and
Receiver's Thornton Fee paid) | paid) Tax Services
Motion for Application
Approval of [Exhibit 658 at
Administrative | Ex. B]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's N/A $7,435.00 Attorney Fees| TBD
Jackson | the Receiver's | Seventh (not yet | (not yet
Seventh & Application for paid) | paid)
Eighth Reimbursement
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Thomas
Incurred by Jackson
Thomas [Docket No.
Jackson 671 at Ex. B]
[Docket No.
930]
Compass | Order N/A Sept. | $105.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 15, Fees account at
Receiver 2011 Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Sept. | $45.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 15, Fees LLC account at
Receiver 2011 Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Sept. | $74,715.48 October 2011 Quantec, LLC
Appointing 21, Domain Name| account at
Receiver 2011 Renewal Fees| Compass Bank|
[Docket No.
130]
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Recipient

Name of Court
Order
Permitting
Disbursement

Name of

Motion

Seeking
Disbursement

Date

Amount

Type

Source

Peter Wall

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Sept.
26,
2011

$12,160.00

Programmer
Fees

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Quasar
Services,
LLC

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Sept.
27,
2011

$832.95

Rent and
Wireless
Internet
expenses

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Grant
Thornton

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver's
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver’'s
Fourth Grant
Thornton Fee
Application
[Exhibit 687 at
Ex. A]

N/A
(not yet
paid)

$4,046.76
(not yet
paid)

Fees for
Auditing and
Tax Services

TBD

Compass
Bank

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Oct. 17,
2011

$15.00

Wire Transfer
Fees

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank

Compass
Bank

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Oct. 17,
2011

$180.00

Wire Transfer
Fees

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

SEDO, LLC

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Oct. 18,
2011

$49.00

Domain name
appraisal for
potential sale
of domain
names

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12

PAGE 149

13-10696.22575


13-10696.22575


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 151 of 231 PagelD 57054

Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Domain Order N/A Oct. 19, | $239.97 Domain name Novo Point,
Appraisals | Appointing 2011 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Estibot Order N/A Oct. 19, | $499.95 Domain name Novo Point,
Appointing 2011 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank|
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Quasar Order N/A Oct. 26, | $1,000.00 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 2011 Wireless account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Peter Wall | Order N/A Oct. 26, | $12,285.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Oct. 31, | $237,823.33| November Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 2011 Domain | account at
Receiver Name Compass Bank
[Docket No. Renewal Fees
130]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $15,100.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson in Part the Ninth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Application for Bank
Motion for Reimbursement
Approval of of Fees
Administrative | Incurred by
Costs and to Damon Nelson
Disburse Cash | [Docket No.
and Sell 700 at Ex. A]
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Joshua Cox| Order Granting | The Receiver's| May 3, | $6,656.21 Professional | LLC accounts
in Part the Twelfth Cox 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application Bank
Motion for [Exhibit 701 at
Approval of Ex. A]
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Domain Order N/A Nov. 3, | $239.97 Domain name Novo Point,
Appraisals | Appointing 2011 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Domain Order N/A Nov. | $649.90 Domain name Novo Point,
Appraisals | Appointing 14, appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver 2011 potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
SEDO, LLC | Order N/A Nov. $147.00 Domain name Novo Point,
Appointing 14, appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver 2011 potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Compass | Order N/A Nov. | $90.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 15, Fees account at
Receiver 2011 Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Domain Order N/A Nov. 239.97 Domain name| Novo Point,
Appraisals | Appointing 16, appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver 2011 potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Peter Wall | Order N/A Nov. | $12,490.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 23, Fees account at
Receiver 2011 Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Estibot Order N/A Nov. | $99.95 Domain name| Novo Point,
Appointing 28, appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver 2011 potential sale | Compass Bank|
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Dec. 1, | $250,622.62| December Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2011 2011 Domain | account at
Receiver Name Compass Bank
[Docket No. Renewal Fees
130]
Quasar Order N/A Dec. 2, | $850.00 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 2011 Wireless account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Domain Order N/A Dec. 5, | $29.95 Domain name| Novo Point,
Appraisals | Appointing 2011 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | Dec. 12,| $16,850.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson the Receiver's | Fifth 2011 Fees at Compass
Motion to Application for Bank
Modify Stay and Reimbursement
for Approval to | of Fees
Pay Incurred by
Receivership Damon Nelson
Professionals | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 629 at Ex. A]
734]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | Dec. 12,| $16,725.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson the Receiver's | Sixth 2011 Fees at Compass
Motion to Application for Bank
Modify Stay and Reimbursement
for Approval to | of Fees
Pay Incurred by
Receivership Damon Nelson
Professionals | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 650 at Ex. 1]
734]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | Dec. 12,| $15,425.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson the Receiver's | Seventh 2011 Fees at Compass
Motion to Application for Bank
Modify Stay and Reimbursement
for Approval to | of Fees
Pay Incurred by
Receivership Damon Nelson
Professionals | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 658 at Ex. C]
734]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | Dec. 12,| $17,725.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson the Receiver's | Eighth 2011 Fees at Compass
Motion to Application for Bank
Modify Stay and Reimbursement
for Approval to | of Fees
Pay Incurred by
Receivership Damon Nelson
Professionals | [Docket No.
[Docket No. 678 at Ex. B]
734]
James Order Granting | The Receiver's | Dec. 12,| $18,775.00 Professional | Quantec, LLC
Eckels the Receiver's | Fifth Eckels 2011 Fees account at
Motion to Fee Application Compass Bank
Modify Stay and [Docket No.
for Approval to | 678 at Ex. A]
Pay
Receivership
Professionals
[Docket No.
734]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Dec. 12,| $4,433.88 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Ninth Joshua 2011 Fees LLC account at
Motion to Cox Fee Compass Bank
Modify Stay and Application
for Approval to | [Docket No.
Pay 603]
Receivership
Professionals
[Docket No.
734]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's | Dec. 12,| $14,707.50 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Tenth Cox Fee | 2011 Fees LLC account at
Motion to Application Compass Bank
Modify Stay and [Exhibit 658 at
for Approval to | Ex. A]
Pay
Receivership
Professionals
[Docket No.
734]
Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver’'s | Dec. 12,| $7,187.50 Professional | Novo Point,
the Receiver's | Eleventh Cox 2011 Fees LLC account at
Motion to Fee Application Compass Bank
Modify Stay and [Exhibit 678 at
for Approval to | Ex. E]
Pay
Receivership
Professionals
[Docket No.
734]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $13,225.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson in Part the Tenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Application for Bank
Motion for Reimbursement|
Approval of of Fees
Administrative | Incurred by
Costs and to Damon Nelson
Disburse Cash | [Docket No.
and Sell 713 at Ex. C]
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
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Recipient

Name of Court
Order
Permitting
Disbursement

Name of

Motion

Seeking
Disbursement

Date

Amount

Type

Source

Grant
Thornton

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver's
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver's
Fifth Grant
Thornton Fee
Application
[Exhibit 725 at
Ex. A]

N/A
(not yet
paid)

$150.00 (not
yet paid)

Fees for
Auditing
Services

TBD

Compass
Bank

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Dec. 15,
2011

$147.00

Wire Transfer
Fees

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Compass
Bank

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Dec. 15,
2011

$30.00

Wire Transfer
Fees

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank

Peter Wall

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Dec. 19,
2011

$12,780.00

Programmer
Fees

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Estibot

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Dec. 27,
2011

$99.95

Domain name|
appraisal for
potential sale
of domain
names

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank

Quasar
Services,
LLC

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Dec. 29,
2011

$850.00

Rent and
Wireless
Internet
expenses

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank
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Recipient

Name of Court
Order
Permitting
Disbursement

Name of

Motion

Seeking
Disbursement

Date

Amount

Type

Source

Damon
Nelson

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver's
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver's
Eleventh
Application for
Reimbursement
of Fees
Incurred by
Damon Nelson
[Docket No.
750 at Ex. C]

May 3,
2012

$14,050.00

Management
Fees

LLC accounts
at Compass
Bank

Josh Cox

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver's
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver's
Thirteenth Cox
Fee Application
[Exhibit 771 at

Ex. B]

May 3,
2012

$9,187.50

Professional
Fees

LLC accounts
at Compass
Bank

Fabulous.com

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Jan. 6,
2012

$174,409.38

January 2012
Domain Name
Renewal Fees

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Compass
Bank

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Jan. 17,
2012

$68.00

Wire Transfer
Fees

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Compass
Bank

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Jan. 17,
2012

$23.00

Wire Transfer
Fees

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Peter Wall | Order N/A Jan. 25,| $12,830.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2012 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Estibot Order N/A Jan. 26,| $99.95 Domain name| Novo Point,
Appointing 2012 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Quasar Order N/A Jan. 30,| $825.00 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 2012 Wireless account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Feb. 8, | $220,880.56| February 2012Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2012 Domain Name| account at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Compass Bank|
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Feb. 15,| $68.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2012 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $13,600.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson in Part the Twelfth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Application for Bank
Motion for Reimbursement
Approval of of Fees
Administrative | Incurred by
Costs and to Damon Nelson
Disburse Cash | [Docket No.
and Sell 781 at Ex. C]
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking

Disbursement | Disbursement

Josh Cox | Order Granting | The Receiver's| May 3, | $6,406.71 Professional | LLC accounts
in Part the Fourteenth Cox| 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application Bank
Motion for [Docket No.
Approval of 798 at Ex. A]
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

Thomas | Order Granting | The Receiver's N/A $16,315.00 | Attorney Fees| TBD

Jackson | the Receiver's | Eighth (not yet | (not yet
Seventh & Application for paid) | paid)
Eighth Reimbursement
Applications for| of Fees
Reimbursement| Incurred by
of Fees Thomas
Incurred by Jackson
Thomas [Docket No.
Jackson 827 at Ex. A]
[Docket No.
930]

Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $13,325.00 Management| LLC accounts

Nelson in Part the Thirteenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Application for Bank
Motion for Reimbursement|
Approval of of Fees
Administrative | Incurred by
Costs and to Damon Nelson
Disburse Cash | [Docket No.
and Sell 828 at Ex. B]
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
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Recipient

Name of Court
Order
Permitting
Disbursement

Name of

Motion

Seeking
Disbursement

Date

Amount

Type

Source

Grant
Thornton

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver's
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver's
Sixth Grant
Thornton Fee
Application
[Docket No.
828 at Ex. A]

N/A
(not yet
paid)

$6,835.92
(not yet
paid)

Fees for
Auditing and
Tax Services

TBD

Grant
Thornton

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver's
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver's
Seventh Grant
Thornton Fee
Application
[Docket No.
879 at Ex. F]

N/A
(not yet
paid)

$19,074.16
(not yet
paid)

Fees for
Auditing and
Tax Services

TBD

Peter Wall

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Feb. 22,
2012

$12,142.00

Programmer
Fees

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Estibot

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Feb. 27,
2012

$99.95

Domain name|
appraisal for
potential sale
of domain
names

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank

Domain
Name
Dynamics

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Feb. 27,
2012

$314.94

Domain name
appraisal for
potential sale
of domain
names

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank
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Recipient

Name of Court
Order
Permitting
Disbursement

Name of

Motion

Seeking
Disbursement

Date

Amount

Type

Source

SEDO, LLC

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Feb. 29,
2012

$245.00

Domain name
appraisal for
potential sale
of domain
names

Novo Point,
LLC account at
Compass Bank

Quasar
Services,
LLC

Order
Appointing
Receiver
[Docket No.
130]

N/A

Feb. 29,
2012

$825.00

Rent and
Wireless
Internet
expenses

Quantec, LLC
account at
Compass Bank

Josh Cox

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver's
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver's
Fifteenth Cox
Fee Application
[Docket No.
840 at Ex. A]

May 3,
2012

$6,072.50

Professional
Fees

LLC accounts
at Compass
Bank

Josh Cox

Order Granting
in Part the
Receiver’'s
Motion for
Approval of
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

The Receiver’s
Sixteenth Cox
Fee Application
[Docket No.
879 at Ex. E]

May 3,
2012

$4,164.25

Professional
Fees

LLC accounts
at Compass
Bank
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
James Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $16,187.50 Professional | LLC accounts
Eckels in Part the Sixth Eckels 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application Bank
Motion for [Docket No.
Approval of 840 at Ex. B]
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
James Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $5,475.00 Professional | LLC accounts
Eckels in Part the Seventh Eckels| 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application Bank
Motion for [Docket No.
Approval of 879 at Ex. D]
Administrative
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $15,575.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson in Part the Fourteenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Application for Bank
Motion for Reimbursement|
Approval of of Fees
Administrative | Incurred by
Costs and to Damon Nelson
Disburse Cash | [Docket No.
and Sell 840 at Ex. E]
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Damon Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $28,975.00 Management| LLC accounts
Nelson in Part the Fifteenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Application for Bank
Motion for Reimbursement|
Approval of of Fees
Administrative | Incurred by
Costs and to Damon Nelson
Disburse Cash | [Docket No.
and Sell 879 at Ex. C]
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Domain Order N/A Mar. 1, | $779.88 Domain name Novo Point,
Name Appointing 2012 appraisal for | LLC account at
Dynamics | Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Fabulous.com| Order N/A Mar. 7, | $81,880.03 March 2012 | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2012 Domain Name| account at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Peter Wall | Order N/A Mar. 7, | $12,080.00 Programmer | Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2012 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Mar. 15, | $68.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2012 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Mar. 15, | $423.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 2012 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
SEDO, LLC | Order N/A Mar. 20, | $147.00 Domain name Novo Point,
Appointing 2012 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Domain Order N/A Mar. 21, | $844.87 Domain name Novo Point,
Name Appointing 2012 appraisal for | LLC account at
Dynamics | Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Quasar Order N/A Mar. 27, | $827.95 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 2012 Wireless account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Estibot Order N/A Mar. 29, | $99.95 Domain name| Novo Point,
Appointing 2012 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank|
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $40,530.00 | Receiver Fees| LLC accountg
in Part the Seventh 31, ($13,510.00 at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee | 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 605]
of the
Receiver's and
His Counsel's
Fees[Docket
No. 807]
Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver’'s | January | $136,167.02| Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Seventh 31, ($44,485.00 | Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 606]
of the
Receiver's and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking

Disbursement | Disbursement

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $31,710.36 | Receiver Fees| LLC accounts
in Part the Eighth Receiver 31, ($10,570.12 at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application| 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to [Docket No. pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets 648 at Ex. A]
to Pay Certain
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $81,362.83 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Eighth Gardere | 31, ($27,120.94 | Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application| 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to [Docket No. pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets 648 at Ex. B]
to Pay Certain
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $39,083.57 | Receiver's LLC accounts
in Part the Ninth Receiver | 31, ($13,027.86 | Fees at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application| 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to [Docket No. pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets 678 at Ex. C]
to Pay Certain
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $122,815.64| Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Ninth Gardere | 31, ($40,938.55 | Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application| 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to [Docket No. pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets 678 at Ex. D]
to Pay Certain
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking

Disbursement | Disbursement

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $18,173.99 | Receiver's LLC accounts
in Part the Tenth Receiver| 31, ($6,057.99 | Fees at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application| 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to [Docket No. pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets 698 at Ex. A]
to Pay Certain
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $57,460.54 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Tenth Gardere | 31, ($19,153.51 | Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Fee Application| 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to [Docket No. pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets 698 at Ex. B]
to Pay Certain
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $20,580.00 | Receiver's LLC accounts
in Part the Eleventh 31, ($6,860.00 | Fees at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee | 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 713 at Ex. A]
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $54,617.82 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Eleventh 31, ($18,205.94 | Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 713 at Ex. B]
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking

Disbursement | Disbursement

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $51,975.00 | Receiver's LLC accounts
in Part the Twelfth 31, ($17,325.00 | Fees at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee | 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 750 at Ex. A]
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $121,567.34| Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Twelfth 31, ($40,522.45 | Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 750 at Ex. B]
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $13,177.50 | Receiver's LLC accounts
in Part the Thirteenth 31, ($4,392.50 | Fees at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee | 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 781 at Ex. A/]
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | January | $35,094.54 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Thirteenth 31, ($11,698.18 | Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee 2012 still Bank (Domain
Motion to Application pending Sales)
Liguidate Assets [Docket No.
to Pay Certain | 781 at Ex. B]
of the
Receiver’s and
His Counsel’s
Fees[Docket
No. 807]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
Local Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $1,417.50 Receiver’s LLC accounts
Counsel | in Part the Third Local 2012 Local Counsel| at Compass
David C. Receiver's Counsel Fee Fees Bank (Domain
Skinner, Motion for Application Sales)
LLC Approval of [Docket No.
Administrative | 725 at Ex. B]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | 41,317.50 Receiver's LLC accounts
in Part the Fourteenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee $13,772.50 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)
Administrative | 840 at Ex. C]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]
Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $94,715.31 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Fourteenth 2012 Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee $31,571.77 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)
Administrative | 840 at Ex. D]
Costs and to
Disburse Cash
and Sell
Domain Names
to Fund
Administrative
Costs[Docket
No. 906]

THE RECEIVER’'S REPORT OF WORK PERFORMED IN APRIL 20 12

PAGE 167

13-10696.22593


13-10696.22593


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 940 Filed 05/18/12 Page 169 of 231 PagelD 57072

Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $8,977.50 Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Fifteenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee $2,992.50 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)

Administrative | 853 at Ex. A/]
Costs and to

Disburse Cash

and Sell

Domain Names

to Fund

Administrative

Costs[Docket

No. 906]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $24,449.99 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Fifteenth 2012 Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee $8,150.00 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)

Administrative | 853 at Ex. B.]
Costs and to

Disburse Cash

and Sell

Domain Names

to Fund

Administrative

Costs[Docket

No. 906]

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver’'s | May 3, | $23,467.50 | Receiver’'s LLC accounts
in Part the Sixteenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee $7,822.50 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)

Administrative | 877 at Ex. A]
Costs and to

Disburse Cash

and Sell

Domain Names

to Fund

Administrative

Costs[Docket

No. 906]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $46,743.45 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Sixteenth 2012 Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee $19,581.15 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)

Administrative | 877 at Ex. B]
Costs and to

Disburse Cash

and Sell

Domain Names

to Fund

Administrative

Costs[Docket

No. 906]

Receiver | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $16,265.62 | Receiver's LLC accounts
in Part the Seventeenth 2012 Fees at Compass
Receiver's Receiver Fee $5,421.87 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)

Administrative | 879 at Ex. A]
Costs and to

Disburse Cash

and Sell

Domain Names

to Fund

Administrative

Costs[Docket

No. 906]

Gardere | Order Granting | The Receiver's | May 3, | $38,179.58 | Receiver’s LLC accounts
in Part the Seventeenth 2012 Counsel Fees | at Compass
Receiver's Gardere Fee $12,726.52 Bank (Domain
Motion for Application (still Sales)
Approval of [Docket No. pending)

Administrative | 879 at Ex. B]
Costs and to

Disburse Cash

and Sell

Domain Names

to Fund

Administrative

Costs[Docket

No. 906]

Fabulous.com| Order N/A Apr. 9, | $108,847.50| April 2012 Quantec, LLC
Appointing 2012 Domain Name| account at
Receiver Renewal Fees| Compass Bank|
[Docket No.

130]
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Recipient | Name of Court Name of Date Amount Type Source
Order Motion
Permitting Seeking
Disbursement | Disbursement
ICANN Order N/A Apr.9, | $1,372.91 Fees related toQuantec, LLC
Appointing 2012 Domain account at
Receiver Jamboree, Compass Bank
[Docket No. LLC's ICANN
130] accreditation
Domain Order N/A Apr. 11, | $159.98 Domain name Novo Point,
Name Appointing 2012 appraisal for | LLC account at
Dynamics | Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
Compass | Order N/A Apr. 16, | $83.00 Wire Transfer| Quantec, LLC
Bank Appointing 2012 Fees account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Compass | Order N/A Apr. 16, | $30.00 Wire Transfer| Novo Point,
Bank Appointing 2012 Fees LLC account at
Receiver Compass Bank
[Docket No.
130]
Quasar Order N/A Apr. 30, | $831.00 Rent and Quantec, LLC
Services, | Appointing 2012 Wireless account at
LLC Receiver Internet Compass Bank
[Docket No. expenses
130]
Estibot Order N/A Apr. 30, | $99.95 Domain name| Novo Point,
Appointing 2012 appraisal for | LLC account at
Receiver potential sale | Compass Bank
[Docket No. of domain
130] names
i) Mr. Baron appealed the orders.

On March 3, 2011, Mr. Baron appealed all Court-cededisbursements listed in the
chart above that had been ordered by that datecik& No. 341.] During a transcribed meeting
on March 4, 2011, Mr. Schepps stated that should B&ron win on appeal, all of those
disbursements are to be disgorged—meaning thavithdils for whom these disbursements

were made would have worked for months for free, tifpical scenario for professionals who
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have worked for Mr. Baron. [Transcript of Courtd@r Meeting, March 4, 2011, at 120:6-14.]
On April 11, 2011, Mr. Baron appealed all the Ceardered disbursements in the chart above
that had been ordered since his previous MarcldBl 2ppeals. [Docket No. 449.] On May 18,
2011, Mr. Baron appealed all of the Court orderebursements on the chart above ordered
since his previous appeals. [Docket No. 576.] B@eember 28, 2011, Mr. Baron filed\atice
of Appeal to the United States Court of AppealgHerFifth Circuit{Docket No. 759] appealing
inter alia the Court’'sOrder Granting the Receiver’'s Motion to Modify Stayd for Approval to
Pay Receivership ProfessiongBocket No. 734] and, in effect, appealing all dketCourt
ordered disbursements on the chart above ordened kis previous appeals. On May 3, 2012,
Mr. Baron filed another notice of appeal [Docket. [908] appealingnter alia the Court’sOrder
Granting in Part the Receiver’'s Motion for Approvafl Administrative Costs and to Disburse
Cash and Sell Domain Names to Fund Administratiest€]Docket No. 906] and, in effect,
appealing all of the Court-ordered disbursementshenchart above ordered since his previous
appeals.

In sum, Mr. Baron has appealed the following orders

. Order Granting the Receiver's Application for Reumdement of Fees Incurred
by Receivership Professional Joshua {Iaacket No. 274];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Second Application Reimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Receivership Professional Joshua [Dmcket No. 283];

. Order Granting the Receiver’'s Third Cox Fee Apgica[Docket No. 292];
. Order Granting the Receiver’s Fourth Cox Fee Apgdilcn [Docket No. 297];

. Order Granting the Receiver's First Application fé&teimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Thomas Jacks@bocket No. 366];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s Fifth Cox Fee Applioca [Docket No. 369];
. Order Granting the Receiver's Second Application Reimbursement of Fees

Incurred by Thomas Jacks@idocket No. 370];
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. Order Granting the Receiver's First Application fé&teimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Damon Nelsdibocket No. 384];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s Sixth Cox Fee Appiara/Docket No. 461];
. Order Granting the Receiver’s Third Jackson Feelispgion [Docket No. 462];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Second Application Reimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Damon Nelsdibocket No. 463];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s Fourth Jackson Feeplisption [Docket No.
529];

. Order Granting the Receiver’s Seventh Cox Fee Aaptin[Docket No. 530];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Third Application f&eimbursement of Fees
Incurred by Damon NelsdDocket No. 537];

. Order Granting the Receiver's First Grant Thorntéee Application Docket
No. 540];
. Order Granting the Receiver's Fourth Applicatiorr fReimbursement of Fees

Incurred by Damon NelsdDocket No. 542];
. Order Granting the Receiver’s Eighth Cox Fee Amilmn [Docket No. 573];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Fifth Thomas Jacks@e Application[Docket
No. 574];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Motion to Modify Stayd for Approval to Pay
Receivership Professional®ocket No. 734], which granted the following fee
applications:

0 The Receiver’s Fifth Application for Reimbursemeihfees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 629 at Ex. A];

0 The Receiver’'s Sixth Application for Reimbursentérffees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 650 at Ex. 1];

o] The Receiver’'s Seventh Application for Reimbursemefees Incurred
by Damon NelsofDocket No. 658 at Ex. C];

o] The Receiver’s Eighth Application for Reimbursenuéritees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 678 at Ex. B];

o] The Receiver’s Fifth Eckels Fee Applicat{@ocket No. 678 at Ex. A];
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o] The Receiver’s Ninth Joshua Cox Fee Applicafidocket No. 603];
o] The Receiver’'s Tenth Cox Fee Applicatjarhibit 658 at Ex. A];

o] The Receiver’s Eleventh Cox Fee Applicati@xhibit 678 at Ex. E];

. Order Granting the Receiver's Sixth Thomas JackSea Application[Docket
No. 902];
. Order Granting in Part the Receiver's Motion for gxpval of Administrative

Costs and to Disburse Cash and Sell Domain NameSuta Administrative
Costs[Docket No. 906], which granted the following fegplications:

0 The Receiver's Fourteenth — Seventeenth Receiver Aglications
[Docket Nos. 840 at Ex. C, 853 at Ex. A, 877 at Ex879 at Ex. A];

0 The Receiver's Fourteenth — Seventeenth Gardere Aggications
[Docket Nos. 840 at Ex. D, 853 at Ex. B, 877 at Ex879 at Ex. B];

o] The Receiver's Ninth — Fifteenth Application forrReursement of Fees
Incurred by Damon Nelsgiocket Nos. 700 at Ex. A, 713 at Ex. C, 750
at Ex. C, 781 at Ex. C, 828 at Ex. B, 840 at EX8'RR at Ex. D];

o] The Receiver’s Sixth — Seventh Eckels Fee Apmitgibocket Nos. 840
at Ex. B, 879 at Ex. D];

o] The Receiver's Twelfth — Sixteenth Cox Fee ApmbisaiDocket Nos.
701 at Ex. A, 771 at Ex. B, 798 at Ex. A, 840 at Ex879 at Ex. E]J;

o] The Receiver's Second — Seventh Grant Thornton Ajgaications
[Docket Nos. 648 at Ex. C, 658 at Ex. B, 687 at Ex725 at Ex. B, 828
at Ex. A, 879 at Ex. F]; and

0 The Receiver’'s Third Local Counsel Fee Applicatibocket No. 725 at
Ex. A].

[Docket Nos. 341, 449, 576, 759.]

On May 24, 2011, the Court issued@sder Regarding Baron’s Notice of Appeal to the
United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Citc@boc. No. 576)[Docket No. 586],
“advis[ing] the parties that it [sic] is STAYED fno taking further action in the various matters
involved in” Mr. Baron’s May 18, 2011 appeal. [x&t No. 576.] Mr. Schepps is using the

appeal, and the Court’s “stay” order, as a basisy@and shut down the entire Receivership.
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Specifically, he filed avotion for Leave to File: Motion to Stay ReceivapsRending Appeal
[Docket No. 590],Motion for Leave to File: Motion to Stay or Vacdtgunction and Civil
Lockdown of Jeff BarorfiDocket No. 591], andMotion for Leave to File: Motion for an
Expedited Ruling on the Stay Motions [Docs 590 2@it]. [Docket No. 592.] The Receiver has
resisted devoting valuable time and resourcesvolfrus motions such as these. Ultimately, the
Court denied all three of these motions. [Dockes N696, 597, and 598.]

Mr. Baron is undeterred. On June 22, 2011, MroBagain filed a motion to stay the
receivership with the Fifth Circuit and notifiedg4Court as such. [Docket No. 617.] The Fifth
Circuit notably denied the motion and admonished B&ron for his practice of filing frivolous
motions. [Docket No. 624.] Nevertheless, since FEifth Circuit's admonishment, Mr. Baron

has filedat _leastseven motions in which he requests that the recelvp be stayed and/or

dissolved. $eeFifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202, Document Nos. AESEO002, 00511567728,
00511592562, 00511595754, 00511598161, 00511629652,1655466.]

i) Mr. Baron is still fighting.

On September 12, 2011, Mr. Baron filed @sneral Response to Motions for Fees for
Vogel, His Partners, and Other “Receiver Professisih with the Fifth Circuit (Case No. 10-
11202). In such response, Mr. Baron objects tddahewing motions for reimbursement and fee
applications, all mentioned in the chart above desgy LLC disbursements:

. The Receiver’s Sixth Application for Reimbursenoéritees Incurred by Thomas
JacksornDocket No. 602];

. The Receiver’s Ninth Joshua Cox Fee Applicafidocket No. 603];

. The Receiver’s Fifth Application for ReimbursemanEees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 629 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Second Grant Thornton Fee Applind&xhibit 648 at Ex. CJ;
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. The Receiver's Sixth Application for Reimbursenoéritees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 650 at Ex. 1];

. The Receiver’'s Tenth Cox Fee Applicatjarhibit 658 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Third Grant Thornton Fee Applicatigrhibit 658 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Seventh Application for ReimburseénoénFees Incurred by
Damon NelsorDocket No. 658 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver's Seventh Application for ReimbursenoénFees Incurred by
Thomas Jacksofpocket No. 671 at Ex. BJ;

. The Receiver’s Eighth Application for Reimbursenadritees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 678 at Ex. B]; and

. The Receiver’s Eleventh Cox Fee Applicafiérhibit 678 at Ex. E].
Since then, Mr. Baron has objected to (throughdsi in the Fifth Circuit) the following motions
for reimbursement and fee applications, all memitbnn the chart above describing LLC
disbursements:

. The Receiver’s Ninth Application for Reimbursenwdritees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 700 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’'s Twelfth Cox Fee Applicatjipocket No. 701 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Tenth Application for Reimbursenoéfitees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 713 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’s Fifth Grant Thornton Fee Applicatipocket No. 725 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Eleventh Application for Reimbursen® Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 750 at Ex. CJ;

. The Receiver’s Thirteenth Cox Fee Applicafibocket No. 771 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Twelfth Application for Reimbursemeh Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 781 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’'s Fourteenth Cox Fee Applicafidbocket No. 798 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Eighth Application for ReimbursemefitFees Incurred by
Thomas Jacksofpocket No. 827 at Ex. A];
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. The Receiver’s Sixth Grant Thornton Fee Applicafidacket No. 828 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Thirteenth Application for Reimbuareat of Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 828 at Ex. Bj;

. The Receiver’s Fifteenth Cox Fee Applicatibocket No. 840 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Sixth Eckels Fee Applicafioncket No. 840 at Ex. Bj;

. The Receiver's Fourteenth Application for Reimboreet of Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsojDocket No. 840 at Ex. EJ;

. The Receiver’s Sixteenth Cox Fee Applicaf@ocket No. 879 at Ex. E];
. The Receiver’'s Seventh Eckels Fee Applicdmtket No. 879 at Ex. D]; and

. The Receiver’'s Seventh Grant Thornton Fee ApptindDocket No. 879 at Ex.
F.

iv) The Receiver requested a modification of this
Court's stay so that the LLCsS’ manager and
attorneys may be compensated

As a result of the stay put in place by the Couiits Order Regarding Baron’s Notice of
Appeal to the United States Court of Appeals ferRtith Circuit[Docket No. 586], the manager
(Damon Nelson) and two attorneys (Joshua Cox amegdd&ckels) who run the LLCs’ business
and legal operations did not receive any compemsatdr their work from May through
November 2011. Such lack of compensation jeopaddiheir ability to continue working on
behalf of the LLCs and, by extension, the LLCs’ sthooperation as ongoing businesses.
Accordingly, on November 1, 2011, the Receiverdfikhe Receiver's Motion to Modify Stay
and for Approval to Pay the LLCs’ Manager and Atieyswith the Fifth Circuit and this Court.
[Docket No. 704 at Ex. A.] Eventually, the DistriCourt approved payments to the Messrs.
Nelson, Cox, and Eckels as detailed in the Recsiieeport of Work for the Second Two
Weeks of December 2011. Mr. Baron has appeale@thet's order approving these payments.

[Docket No. 759.]
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As mentioned in Section B.3.b.i.pra the Receiver filed another motion with this
Court requesting that he be allowed to liquidatetaie Receivership Assets and used the
proceeds to fund certain fee applications, inclgdimose of Messrs. Nelson, Cox, and Eckels.
[Docket No. 883] The Court granted this motionMay 3, 2012. [Docket No. 906.]

3) The Receiver managed potential UDRP issues.

All registrars must follow the UDRP. As describadove, under the UDRP, disputes
alleged to have arisen from inappropriate registnat of domain names may be addressed by
expedited arbitration that the holder of tradem@gkts initiates by filing a complaint with an
ICANN-approved dispute-resolution service providauch as the World Intellectual Property
Organization (“WIPQ”) or the National Arbitrationorum (“NAF”). The LLCs are currently
facing a number of threatened and actual UDRP claamd, potentially, lawsuits relating to
allegations of “Cybersquattingf’(collectively, the “UDRP Claims”). The Receivenstrder,
however, provides that during the pendency of teedrrership, claimants are prohibited from
“commencing, prosecuting, continuing, entering,eaforcing any of the UDRP Claims (the
“UDRP Claims Stay”).” [Docket No. 130 at p. 12.]

The Receiver views his work in this area as manmagi the status quo, including
accomplishing the following goals: (1) keeping kaxf all the UDRP Claims, (2) advising the
claimants and the tribunals of the UDRP Claims Sfayavoiding default awards on the UDRP
Claims and consequential transfers of domain nafesgecially the more valuable domain
names and the domain names that could serve asiraestor paying the Receivership’s
liabilities), (4) avoiding money damages and pagniliability for attorneys’ fees, and (5)

potentially negotiating favorable settlements dgitime pendency of the UDRP Claims Stay.

% The term “Cybersquatting” refers to Lanham Act sitdns under the 1999 Anti-Cybersquatting
Consumer Protection Act, where individuals allegedtentionally violate trademarks by registerirgnthin names.
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With those goals in mind, in April 2012, the Reaicontinually (a) updated his chart of
all the actual and threatened UDRP Claims, anct@bfinued preparing and sending letters to
claimants and tribunals involved in the UDRP Clairfis advising them of the UDRP Claims
Stay and (ii) offering, as an alternative, to négetpossible settlements that could involve sales
of the domain names at issue. This chart idestdi@main names, which will necessarily cause
disclosure of who owns them—information which ipitally kept confidential for privacy and
other reasons. As a result, the chart trackingthtis of the Receiver’s work in this area will be
filed separately from this Report under seal, pamsuto the Court’'sOrder Granting the
Receiver's Motion for Leave to File Documents Un8eal [Docket No. 277.] Sufficed to say,
this is one area that has been quite time-consumiagardless of the endless hijinks of Mr.
Baron—since this is substantial part of maintairtimg LLCs.

4) The Receiver temporarily deactivated certain domain
names.

At the outset of the Receivership, the Receiveicgated the Receivership not lasting
nearly as long as it has. So, the Receiver zelgltask measures to enforce the stay put in place
by the Order Appointing ReceivefDocket No. 130], particularly with regard to aatuor
threatened UDRP claims. However, as the Receiyecsimtinued well into 2011 due primarily
to Mr. Baron’s tactics, the Receiver was devotingrénand more time and resources dealing
with actual or threatened UDRP claims. In ordercémserve Receivership Assets and also
prevent adverse UDRP decisions from being rendé¢nedReceiver decided to deactivate certain
names which were the subject of UDRP complainta. AQgust 15, 2011, the Receiver detailed
his reasoning behind this decision and the nameéshwie approved for deactivation in a motion
to the Court The Receiver's Motion to Confirm Propriety of Domadlame Deactivations

[Docket No. 667 at Exhibit A.] On September 19120the Receiver filed another motiorhg
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Receiver’'s Second Motion to Confirm Propriety ofnidin Name Deactivatiopsith another

list of domain names he has chosen to deactivatéhé same reasons as detailed in the first
motion. [Docket No. 685 at Ex. A.] On October 2011,the Receiver filed another motion
(The Receiver's Third Motion to Confirm Propriety Dbmain Name Deactivatiopswith
another list of domain names he has chosen toidatefor the same reasons as detailed in the
first motion. [Docket No. 702 at Ex. A] On Novber 15, 2011,the Receiver filed another
motion (The Receiver’s Fourth Motion to Confirm Proprietly @omain Name Deactivatiohs
with another list of domain names he has chos@eaativate for the same reasons as detailed in
the first motion. [Docket No. 714 at Ex. A.] Ore@mber 16, 2011,the Receiver filed another
motion (The Receiver’s Fifth Motion to Confirm Propriety@dmain Name Deactivatiopsvith
another list of domain names he has chosen toidatefor the same reasons as detailed in the
first motion. [Docket No. 742 at Ex. A.] On Jampa9, 2012,the Receiver filed another motion
(The Receiver’'s Sixth Motion to Confirm ProprietyDaimain Name Deactivatiopgith another

list of domain names he has chosen to deactivatéhésame reasons as detailed in the first
motion. [Docket No. 797 at Ex. A.] On February, 2012, the Receiver filed another motion
(The Receiver's Seventh Motion to Confirm ProprietyDomain Name Deactivationsvith
another list of domain names he has chosen toidatefor the same reasons as detailed in the
first motion. [Docket No. 841 at Ex. A.] On Mar@B, 2012, the Receiver filed another motion
(The Receiver’'s Eighth Motion to Confirm Propriety @omain Name Deactivatiopswith
another list of domain names he has chosen toidagefor the same reasons as detailed in the
first motion. [Docket No. 856 at Ex. A.] On May 2012, the Receiver filed another motion

(The Receiver's Ninth Motion to Confirm Propriety Bbmain Name Deactivatiopswith
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another list of domain names he has chosen toidatefor the same reasons as detailed in the
first motion. [Docket Nos. 891-92.]

Mr. Baron filed identical responses to seven of nivee motions with the Fifth Circuit
(Case No. 10-11202). Mr. Baron argued that bechesegistered the domain names using an
“algorithm” he necessarily registered them in géath and, thus, the domain names are worthy
of withstanding a UDRP complaint. Mr. Baron alscwsed the Receiver of a conflict of interest
and violation of his duties. Nevertheless, the€granted all nine motions. [Docket Nos. 905,
933]

5) The Receiver addressed a UDRP _complaint against
funnygames.com.

In November and December 2011, the Receiver sucdigsstayed a UDRP complaint
against one the LLCs’ premium domain names—funnygsoom. The Receiver’s efforts
involved the Internet Corporation for Assigned Namand Numbers (“ICANN”), the
organization ultimately responsible for adjudicatmf UDRP disputes, and litigation before the
District Court and the Fifth Circuit. Ultimatelyhe Receiver prevailed in getting the UDRP
action completely stayed but not before Mr. Baritmaugh Mr. Schepps) tried to interfere. For
the sake of brevity, the Receiver will not recothe details here. However, a full examination
of the episode—including Mr. Baron’s interferencéhwthe Receiver’s efforts to protect this
Receivership Asset—are contained in previous RecsiReports. $ee, e.g.Docket No. 872 at
pp. 158-69.]

6) The Receiver addressed UDRP decisions issued &gains
certain domain names in a second motion to enfstime

On December 13, 2011, the Receiver filBde Receiver's Second Motion to Enforce

Stay [Docket no. 739.] In such motion, the Receeplains that, despite the stay put in place

by the Receiver OrdetCANN-approved UDRP arbitrators WIPO and NAF hassued a total
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of thirteen decisions against domain names thabnigelto the LLCs (and thus constitute
Receivership Assets).ld[] As a result, the Receiver requested the Couffljadeclare such
UDRP decisions void based on the stay, (2) ordernkernet registrar of these domain names
(Fabulous.com) to disregard the voided UDRP degssiand (3) order ICANN to retransfer any
domain names back to the LLCs that have already Iesferred pursuant to the thirteen
UDRP decisions. Ifl.] In his motion, the Receiver provided the Couithwthe legal authority
supporting his ability to void the UDRP decisiomas, well as an explanation of Fabulous.com
and ICANN'’s ability to comply with the orders reagtied by the Receiverld[]

The Receiver supplemented this motion with infororatconcerning the termination of
WIPQ'’s proceedings against funnygames.com. [Dokket756.]

7) ICANN requested the Receiver’'s second motion t@reef

stay be denied and the Receiver filed a reply ppstt of
his second motion to enforce stay.

On January 3, 2012, ICANN filed itResponse to the Receiver's Second Motion and
Supplement to Second Motion to Enforce Stiyocket No. 772.] Although ICANN did not
take a position as to the Receiver’s request Haathirteen UDRP decisions against LLC domain
names be voided, ICANN again claimed a “lack ofhauty” to retransfer the domain names
back to the LLCs that have already been transfepreduant to such UDRP decisiondd.]
ICANN’s response confirmed that a total of five LLddmain names have been transferred
pursuant to UDRP decisions issued in violatiorhig Court’s stay.

On January 5, 2012, the Receiver filed Risply in Support of His Second Motion to
Enforce Stayagain requesting an order that the thirteen UlIREIsions against LLC domain
names be voided. [Docket No. 775.] The Receiggerated the ability of both ICANN and the
domain names’ registrar (Fabulous.com) to retrartsie domain names back to the LLCs that

have already been transferred pursuant to such UidRRions. Id.] The Receiver, however,
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limited his “retransfer” request to four of the divdomain names identified by ICANN as
already-transferred because one of the five traresfadomains (wetafx.com) is a money-losing
domain namei,e., domain name whose renewal fees exceed reveandséquired by the Court
not to be renewed [Docket No. 177]), and not arifurofitable domain namee., not a domain
name that could be developed into a profitable narntle proper development efforts in the
future. The Receiver’s second motion to enforeg stmains pending before the Court.

On January 10, 2012, the Court granted the Recgié&cond Motion to Enforce Stay
and ordered that the default UDRP decisions fores®en (17) domain names should be
disregarded and their registrar, Fabulous.com, Idhaot transfer them to a new registrar.
[Docket No. 782.] The Court also ordered that IOMBnd Fabulous.com should re-transfer five
(5) domain names back to the LLCdd.] The Court finally ordered that ICANN report tize
Court on its compliance.ld.]

In the meantime, Fabulous.com confirmed it had dedpwith the Court’'s orders
concerning the transfers of the domains with deéfalldRP decisions. So, ICANN moved for
clarification of the Court’'s order and the grourttat it was moot. [Docket No. 791.] The
Receiver no longer sought relief against ICANN & .wAccordingly, the District Court granted
the motion and relieved ICANN from any further acti [Docket No. 793.]

4, The Receiver alerted the Court to the LLCs’ possegm of possible
evidence in a criminal prosecution.

On January 5, 2012, the Receiver filed with thahF€ircuit his Motion to Disclose
Evidence to the Navarro County District Attorneynder seal). [Docket No. 776.] The Receiver
has become aware of the arrest and prosecutiomegflJauben, a Baron associate who had been
involved in the management of the domain names onBdron’s behalf. Mr. Dauben was

indicted for sexual assault of a child in late Daber 2011. At the time of the alleged assaults,
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Dauben was purportedly managing the domain naméseifQuantec, LLC portfolio. Many of
those names contained words and phrases promdiildgpornography.

Given the gravity of the situation and the Receés/éduciary obligation to protect the
domain names from disclosure, the Receiver sougldagce from the Court. [Docket No. 776.]
Ultimately, after a hearing, the District Court erdd the Receiver to disclose the names in the
LLCs’ portfolios subject to certain conditions. rRtie sake of brevity, the Receiver will not
recount the specifics in this report. Howeverypmas Receiver Reports do contain such details.
[See, e.g.Docket No. 872 at pp. 171-73.]

5. The Receiver accepted the resignation of Thomas J&on as the
LLCs’ attorney.

On January 17, 2012, Thomas Jackson, an attorméldd_LCs resigned. The Receiver
notified the District Court of the resignation athét Joshua Cox would stay on to represent the
LLCs. [Docket No. 802.] On February 29, 2012, Beceiver filed the last fee application on
Mr. Jackson’s behalf. [Docket No. 827 at Ex. A.]

6. The Receiver negotiated a switch to a new registrar

At the onset of the Receivership during a hearingNmvember 30, 2010, the District
Court approved a pre-Receivership decision by th€d. (most likely at the behest of Mr.
Baron) to designate Fabulous.com, an Australianpamy, the domains’ registrar. [Docket No.
615.] In February 2012, Fabulous.com hesitatednwile. Baron (through Southpac Trust
International) threatened it with legal action mler to stop the transfer domain names to a new
registrar upon their sale. The Receiver quickgpmded to the threats and convinced Fabulous
of the lack of merit in Southpac’s claims and posi.

Nevertheless, the Receiver decided to investigatesterring the domains to a new

registrar located in the U.S. and more easily uriderDistrict Court’s influence and control.
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The Receiver considered several possible candithetfiese settling on one—Name.com located

in Colorado. The Receiver negotiated an agreemghtName.com and has begun the process
of transferring names away from Fabulous.com igesa.e., as names come up for renewal

with Fabulous.com, they are moved to Name.com.)

C. Work relating to identifying and resolving claims d Mr. Baron’s unpaid attorneys.

As stated at the beginning of Section B of this &gpn order to accomplish the goal of
recommending disbursements of Receivership Assefand claims for unpaid attorneys, the
Receiver must accomplish two major tasks:

First Task: Identify, gain access to, and manhgeReceivership Assets.

Second Task: Identify and work with Mr. Baron’spaid attorneys to collect evidence
relating to their claims.

This prior section of the report (Section B) dis®ts the first task. The section below (Section
C) will discuss the second task.

Mr. Baron and the other Receivership Parties (dsetkin various Court orders [Docket
Nos. 130, 176, 272 and 287])collectively, “Baron”) engaged a enormous numbielawyers,
accepted their services but failed to pay them ‘@wemer Attorney Claims”). The Court asked
the Receiver to collect evidence to make his ass&ssof the Former Attorney Claims and then
make that assessment (his “Assessment”). [TratsofiEmergency Motion to Clarify and
Further Emergency Relief Before the Honorable Réyabeson February 10, 2011, at 40.] In

February 2011, the Receiver collected (1) the enddehe reviewed in order to make his

2 On March 3, 2011, Mr. Baron appealed the Courder Granting the Receiver's Third Motion Clarify
the Receiver Ordeadding Iguana Consulting, LLC, Diamond Key, LLC, &ar Services, LLC, Javelina, LLC,
HCB, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, HCBLC, a U.S. Virgin Islands limited liability conamy,
Realty Investment Management, LLC, a Delaware &ohitability company, Realty Investment Managemarit].S.
Virgin Islands limited liability company, Blue Haon Limited Liability Company, Simple Solutions, CI.
Asiatrust Limited, Southpac Trust Limited, Stoweofectors, Ltd., and Royal Gable 3129 Trust as Recghip
Parties. [Docket No. 340.]
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Assessment, and (2) made his Assessment. In Mefrth, the Receiver filed his Assessment
and, subsequently, motions for the Court’s appro¥alich Assessment.

1. The Receiver collected evidence to make his Assessin

As the Receiver previously reported to the Coumt, Receiver sent letters to attorneys
and firms whom the Receiver understands to mairffammer Attorney Claims. [Docket No.
254.] The letters requested that the attorneys fants provide the Receiver with sworn
declarations supporting the Former Attorney Claim#d.] Shortly after transmitting these
letters, one of Mr. Baron’s former firms contactbé Receiver to inform him that Mr. Schepps
was interfering with the Receiver's efforts to abtéghe former attorneys’ sworn declarations
supporting the Former Attorney Claims. Specificalhis firm forwarded an e-mail it had

received from Mr. Schepps, which contained theofeihg language:

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

IF YOU HOLD ANY ATTORNEY-CLIENT OR OTHER PRIVILEGED
MATTER WITH RESPECT TO JEFFREY BARON, AND HAVE BEEN
SOLICITED BY A "RECEIVER" TO DISCLOSE THE INFORMADN
PLEASE ACCEPT THIS NOTICE THAT:

It is our legal opinion that the senior districtdge purporting to create a
receivership over Mr. Baron is acting without swbjenatter jurisdiction.
Moreover, the purported receivership was enterethout notice, hearing, or
supporting affidavits, and was entered without samgporting findings. The order
is currently being appealed and the senior disjtidge has been divested of
jurisdiction over the purported receivership order.

This letter is to put you on notice that Mr. Bamwes not authorize waiver of his
attorney-client privilege, and so that you may perf your due diligence in
relation to your legal obligations.

Most sincerely,
/sl Gary Schepps
Appellate Counsel for Mr. Baron
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Because Mr. Schepps blind-copied all addressettissoé-mail, the Receiver cannot be certain of
the number of recipients. The Receiver can onbume that Mr. Schepps sent this threatening
e-mail to every unpaid former attorney with a Forsgorney Claim.

Despite Messrs. Baron and Schepps’ interferenceesponse to the Receiver’s letter
requesting sworn declarations, 26 attorneys anasfinave stated they maintain Former Attorney
Claims and submitted sworn declarations to the Recé

On March 17, 2011, the Receiver fil@the Receiver's Motion to Approve Assessment
and Disbursement of Former Attorney Claifidocket No. 396] and a supporting appendix.
[Not Docketed, but Filed Under Seal.] The suppgrtiappendix contains 25 of the 26
declarations. Because this appendix was filed usela, on March 18, 2011, the Receiver hand-
delivered a CD containing a “.pdf formatted” (.pdfpy of the appendix, and mailed a copy of
the same CD to Messrs. Baron and Barrett. On Ma&h2011, the Receiver file@ihe
Receiver's Second Motion to Approve AssessmenDastdirsement of Former Attorney Claims
[Docket No. 400] and a supporting appendix. [Naicketed, but Filed Under Seal.] The
supporting appendix contains the remaining.(the 26th) declaration. Because this appendix
was filed under seal, on the same day, March 18] 2lhe Receiver e-mailed a .pdf copy of the
appendix to Messrs. Schepps, Baron, and Barratillfy, on March 24, 2011, the Receiver filed

The Receiver’'s Third Motion to Approve Assessmedt Risbursement of Former Attorney

% The declarations vary in level of detail. Prior Eebruary 10, 2011, the Receiver requested that th
declarations (a) attach a copy of all engagemergesgents relating to the Former Attorney Claim$,gttach a
copy of all invoices relating to the Former Attoyn€laims, and (c) contain a host of other relevafdarmation.
[Docket No. 254.] On February 10, 2011, the Cbeit a hearing and addressed, among other thimgs|dtion of
Carrington, Coleman, Sloman & Blumenthal, L.L.Pr Rrotection, Direction, and Determination of Apgble
Privilege Issues, and Brief in SupporfDocket No. 311.] At the hearing, the Court ldeed the information to be
produced to the Receiver in support of the ForméorAey Claims need only include detail indicatibg,month or
week (as applicable), (i) timekeeper, (ii) hour8eb (i) billing rates, and (iv) resulting feedue and unpaid.
[Transcript of Emergency Motion to Clarify and FuethEmergency Relief Before the Honorable Royal Esog,
February 10, 2011, at 30-41.] On February 22, 284 Court issued it®rder Granting Motion for Protection,
Direction, and Determination of Applicable Priviedgssuesmemorializing the same instruction. [Docket 1986.]
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Claims [Docket No. 411] and a supporting appendix. [Raicketed, but Filed Under Seal.]
The supporting appendix contains Additional Evidemnelating to one of the Former Attorney
Claims included inThe Receiver's Motion to Approve Assessment anduBisment of Former
Attorney ClaimgDocket No. 396.] Because this appendix was fuader seal, on the same day,
March 24, 2011, the Receiver e-mailed a .pdf cdpthe appendix to Messrs. Schepps, Baron,
and Barrett.

Below is a chart of the 26 Former Attorney Claitliat were included iThe Receiver’s
Motion to Approve Assessment and Disbursement mwhé&oAttorney Claim$Docket No. 396],
The Receiver's Second Motion to Approve AssessamehDisbursement of Former Attorney
Claims [Docket No. 400], andThe Receiver's Third Motion to Approve Assessmemt a

Disbursement of Former Attorney Claim®ocket No. 411.]
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FIRM/ TIME HOURS BILLING RESULTING | EXPENSES | RESULTING
ATTORNEY KEEPER BILLED RATES FEES DUE AMOUNT
NAME AND UNPAID DUE AND
PER UNPAID
TIMEKEEPER
Pronkse & | gyp 430.4 | $550.00/hr. $236,720.00| $1:413.20 | $241,912.70
Patel P.C.
CWS 13.0 $225.00/hr. $2,925.00
JPK 1.1 $160.00/hr. $176.00
LDW 2.5 $85.00/hr. $212.50.00
SLM 4.0 $100.00/hr. $400.00
VLD 0.2 $330.00/hr. $66.00
TOTAL: 451.2 $533.02/hr. $240,499.50
Carrington, | p coqle 667.1 | $222.50/hr. $148,429.75 $19.605.52| $224,233.27
Coleman,
Sloman & ]
Blumenthal, | P. Smith 206.5 | $182.50/hr. $37,686.25
LLP
L. Barton 536.1 $127.50/hr. $68,340
M. Grynwald | 34.7 $182.50/hr. $6,332.75
K. Hinson 65.7 $215.00/hr. $14,125.50
K. Willis 27.6 $50.00/hr. $1,380.00
G. Cannaday| 7.6 $235.00/hr. $1,786.00
E. Porterfield | 4.7 $140.00/hr. $658.00
D. Benham 20.1 $120.00/hr. $2,412.00
D. Stroh 6.3 $182.50/hr. $1,149.75.00
Others 19.4 $119.30/hr. $2,314.42.0(
TOTAL: 1595.8 $178.36/hr. $284,627.66

2 According to its Declaration and the exhibits @lied thereto, the total amount billed by Carrington
Coleman, Sloman & Blumenthal, LLP (“Carrington Quokn”) was $304,233.18. [Docket 396 at p. 9 n.8.]
Carrington Coleman, however, received a $80,00p&0nent from Baron, reducing its Former Attornegi@l to
$224,233.27. 1]
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FIRM/ TIME HOURS BILLING RESULTING EXPENSES | RESULTING
ATTORNEY KEEPER BILLED RATES FEES DUE AMOUNT
NAME AND UNPAID DUE AND
PER UNPAID
TIMEKEEPER
Aldous Law C. Aldous n/a 35% contingency $200,000.00 | $0.00 $200,000.00
Firm/ fee arrangement
Rasansky
Law Firm J. Rasansky
Schurig Jetel | M. Barsi 22.0 $220.00/hr. $4,840.00 $509.55 $117.87°
Beckett i
Tackett E. Collins 14.2 $150.00/hr. $2,130.00
A. Jetel 17.4 $375.00/hr. $6,525.00
A. Jetel 0.2 $475.00/hr. $95.00
J. Jones 102.3 $190.00/hr. $19,437.00
J. Jones 3.3 $210.00/hr. $693.00
M. 123.8 $220.00/hr. $27,236.00
Rosenblatt
B. Ross 171.1 $180.00/hr. $30,798.00
B. Ross 7.4 $185.00/hr. $1,369.00
E. Schurig 6.9 $0.00/hr. $0.00
E. Schurig 163.2 $575.00/hr. $93,840.00
E. Schurig 0.4 $585.00/hr. $234.00
D. Sellers 15.6 $200.00/hr. $3,120.00
J. Strohmeyern 4.6 $220.00/hr. $1,012.00
C. Beckett 30.6 $575.00/hr. $17,595.00
D. Pederson | 4.7 $150.00/hr. $705.00
A. Daniel 3.9 $100.00/hr. $390.00
D. Morgan 0.5 $175.00/hr. $87.50
R. Rath 4.3 $150.00/hr. $645.00
Law Clerk 0.6 $25.00/hr. $15.00
TOTAL: 673.9 $298.14/hr. $200,409.00

%0 According to its Declaration and the exhibits eltied thereto, as of June 2010, the total amouledtily
Schurig Jetel Beckett Tackett (“SIBT") from Maydhgh September 2010 was $200,918.55. (Docket 8&a8p.
10 n.9.] During that period, however, SJIBT recdi$83,540.26 in payments from Baron, reducing theunt due
and owing to $117,377.811d[]
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FIRM/ TIME HOURS BILLING RESULTING EXPENSES | RESULTING
ATTORNEY KEEPER BILLED RATES FEES DUE AMOUNT
NAME AND UNPAID DUE AND
PER UNPAID
TIMEKEEPER
Powers M. Taylor 186.85 | $175.00/hr. $32,698.75 $0.00 $38,50
Taylor, LLP
M. Taylor 39.28 $115.00/hr. $1,564.00
L. Logan 13.6 $120.00/hr. $12,144.00
L. Logan 74.6 $240.00/hr. $17,904.00
A. Johnson 101.2 $350.00/hr. $13,748.00
TOTAL: 415.53 $187.85/hr. $78,058.75
Gary G. Lyon | G. Lyon 933.45 | $80.67/hr. $75,304.28 $75,304/28 ,$7523"
Dean D. Ferguson | 239.35| $300.00/hr. $71,805.00 $2,080.0873,885.0¢
Ferguson
Friedman & I. Freeman 1.33 $130.00/hr. $172.40 $1,913.20 | $59,578.37
Feiger, LLP
J. Krause 1.72 $400.00/hr. $686.81
J. Matheus 70.04 $130.00/hr. $9,105.11
L. Friedman | 23.16 $600.00/hr. $13,894.33
R. Lurich 96.59 $350.00/hr. $33,806.52
TOTAL: 192.84 $299.03/hr. $57,665.1F

31 This amount includes unpaid fees incurgeibr to the commencement of the Receivership. Sinee th
commencement of the Receivership, the Receivestlamitted a separate fee application for this agtpibecause
this attorney is a Receivership Profession&ledDocket Nos. 317, 348.]

32 Upon information and belief, Mr. Dean Fergusod ane or more Former Baron Attorneys might also
be bringing claims against Mr. Baron, and possiiher Receivership Parties, alleging claims unberRacketeer
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Action (a/RI&O) and other statutes. This Assessment ismtehded to
address any such claims.

% Friedman & Feiger, LLP alleges that “[ijn attenmgfi to collect the [unpaid attorney’s fees and
expenses], Friedman & Feiger incurred reasonabie reatessary attorney’s fees in the amount of $98383
[Docket No. 396 at p. 11 n.12.] Because such cbile efforts were performed by Friedman & FeigdtP in-
house, its Resulting Fees Due and Unpaid per Tiemkeand its Expenses include this $9,883.87, treguh a
total Former Attorney Claim of $59,578.37d.]
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FIRM/ TIME HOURS BILLING RESULTING EXPENSES | RESULTING
ATTORNEY KEEPER BILLED RATES FEES DUE AMOUNT
NAME AND UNPAID DUE AND
PER UNPAID
TIMEKEEPER
Bickel & J. Bickel 74.0 $900.00/hr. $66,600.00 $7,785.93  B5B63 |
Brewer**
G. Teeter 2.1 $500.00/hr. $1,050.00
TOTAL: 76.1 $888.96/hr. $67,650.00
Robert J. B. Garrey n/a Flat fees of $37,500.00 $0.00 $52,27590
Garrey $8,500.00/month
for Nov. 2010,
$11,000.00/month
for Dec. 2010 and
Jan. 2011, and
completion bonus
of $7,000.00.

% The Receiver understands that Bickel & Brewer ends that, under Bickel & Brewer's engagement
agreement with Baron, an entity called Rivercrdiseestments Limited and/or an individual named @ré&tcNair
guaranteed Baron’s payment of Bickel & Brewer'salefges and expenses. [Docket No. 396 at p. 12]n.The
Receiver also understands that Bickel & Brewer eods$ that, by submitting its Declaration to the édeer and the
Receiver submitting its Former Attorney Claim, & mot waiving any claim it may have against Riveiss
Investments Limited and/or Mr. McNair.

% According to its Declaration and the exhibits alied thereto, as of February 2008, Bickel & Brewas
owed a total of $74,566.64 in unpaid fees and esg@®n [d. p. 12 n.14.] Bickel & Brewer, however, received a
$27,804.30 payment from Baron, reducing the amdusetand owing to $46,762.34ld]] This amount, combined
with the $869.29 in unpaid expenses incurred bk@i& Brewer in March and April 2008, totals $471683 in
attorney fees and expenses that Bickel & Brewagab as due and owingld] Additionally, Bickel & Brewer
alleges that it is owed $11,916.00 in fees and esg® incurred while seeking collection of this $81,63 in
unpaid fees and expenses, resulting in a total €oAttorney Claim of $59,547.631d[]

% In addition to the $37,500.00 of unpaid amounts, Karrey declares, “To date, | have incurred
attorney’s fees of $5,000.00 and expenses in theuamof $400.00 in connection with my lawsuit agiithe
Clients.” [ld. at p. 12 n. 15.] He also declares, “On Febr2dry20100 $ic], | began employment at another law
firm. Had the Clients honored their Agreement,dud have been paid through January 31, 2011. ,Tihas
seeking to recover the value of the three weekisinga$9,375.00 for purposes of this claim.Id.] Thus, his
Former Attorney Claim totals $52,275.00d.]
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FIRM/ TIME HOURS BILLING RESULTING EXPENSES RESULTING
ATTORNEY KEEPER BILLED RATES FEES DUE AMOUNT
NAME AND UNPAID DUE AND
PER UNPAID
TIMEKEEPER
Hohmann, E.Taube 60.5 $500.00/hr. $30,350.00 $1,305.62 {9436
Taube &
Summers. M.Taylor 20.0 $390.00/hr. $7,800.00
LLP AM. Jezisek | 2.0 $100.00/hr. $200.00
S. Savala 1.25 $75.00/hr. $93.75
TOTAL: 83.75 $457.84/hr. $38,343.75
West & C. Capua 86.50 $475.00/hr. $41,087.50 $20.50 $01502
Associates,
LLP L. Davis 0.10 $125.00/hr. $12.50
TOTAL: 86.60 $474.60/hr. $41,100.00
Michael B. M. Nelson 73.02 | $500.00/hr. $42.585.81 $0.00 SHEIE |
Nelson, Inc.
Mateer & R. Shaffer 91.2 $300.00/hr. $27,358.50 $3,471.90 0,38.90
Shaffer, LLP
K.V. Dine 0.9 $75.00/hr. $67.50
TOTAL: 92.1 $297.79/hr. $27,426.00
Broome Law | S. Broome 107.7 $320.00/hr. $34,464.00 $1,005.65 8,3¥3.46°
Firm, PLLC
P. Rogers 22.0 $125.00/hr. $2,750.00
TOTAL: 129.7 $286.92/hr. $37,214.00

3" Hohmann, Taube & Summers, LLP alleges that “[wgeréhexpended over $5,000 in time related to
attending hearings for the purpose of collecting dlitstanding amounts.”ld} at p. 13 n. 16.] Thus, its Former
Attorney Claim, consisting of this $5,000.00, p#®&8,343.75 in unpaid fees, plus $1,305.62 in ungajknses,
equals $44,649.37.

% According to its Declaration and the exhibits @lfied thereto, the total amount billed by Michael B.
Nelson, Inc. was $42,585.81. [Docket No. 396 at3n.17. Michael B. Nelson, Inc., however, reedipayments
totaling $11,500.00 from Baron, reducing its Forr#orney Claim to $31,085.81.d]

% This amount reflects the discount and monthly rfze charge per Broome Law Firm, PLLC’s
engagement letter with Baronld[at p. 13 n. 18.]
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FIRM/ TIME HOURS BILLING RESULTING EXPENSES RESULTING
ATTORNEY KEEPER BILLED RATES FEES DUE AMOUNT
NAME AND UNPAID DUE AND
PER UNPAID
TIMEKEEPER
Fee, Smith, A. Vitullo 61.0 $350.00/hr. $21,350.00 | $153.60 $27,674.86
Sharp &
Vitullo, LLP | W- Black 1.8 $225.00/hr. $405.00
A. Jariwala 10.0 $75.00/hr. $750.00
M. Spurgeon | 4.4 $75.00/hr. $330.00
TOTAL: 77.2 $295.79/hr. $22,835.00
Reyna Hinds | J. Crandall 28.3 $300/hr. $8,490.00 $441.84 $11881
& Crandall
Jones, Otjen | S. Jones 25.25 $350.00/hr. $8,837.50 $88.52 $15838
& Davis
A.B. Feeback| 12.5 $175.00/hr. $2,187.50
N. Babbitt 3.0 $175.00/hr. $525.00
TOTAL: 40.75 $283.44/hr. $11,550.00
Hitchcock J. Cone 22.6 $450.00/hr. $10,170.00 $31.69 $10,201.69
Evert LLP
David L. D. Pacione n/a Flat fee of $10,000.00 $18.30 $10,018.30
Pacione $8,000.00/month
Shaver Law S. Shaver n/a Flat fee of $6,500.00 $0.00 $6,500.00
Firm $9,500.00/month
Jeffrey T. J. Hall n/a Flat fee of $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00
Hall $15,000.00/month
Sidney B. S. Chesnin n/a Flat fee of $4,952.60 $0.00 $4,952.60
Chesnin $10,000.00/month

9 Fee, Smith, Sharp & Vitullo, LLP alleges thatstawed $4,686.26 in fees and expenses incurrea whil
seeking collection of the $22,988.60 in unpaid fard expenses.Id. at p. 14 n.19.] Thus, its Former Attorney
Claim equals $27,674.86.

*1 Reyna Hinds & Crandall is asserting a Former AiggrClaim of $11,681.84. However, as explained in
The Receiver's Third Motion to Approve AssessmadtRisbursement of Former Attorney Claifidocket No.
411], Reyna Hinds & Crandall has only provided exeiver with Evidence for $8,931.84 of that $11,88. As a
result, the Receiver has concluded that there spigha facieevidence supporting $8,931.84 of such $11,681.84
Former Attorney Claim and, absent evidence to thrary, such Former Attorney Claim should be pdlytipaid in
the amount of $8,931.841d[ at p. 4.]
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FIRM/ TIME HOURS BILLING RESULTING EXPENSES RESULTING
ATTORNEY KEEPER BILLED RATES FEES DUE AMOUNT
NAME AND UNPAID DUE AND
PER UNPAID
TIMEKEEPER
James M. J. Eckels n/a Flat fee of $4,112.50 $0.00 $4,112.580
Eckels $7,000.00/month
Kevin F. M. Stewart 9.5 $205.00/hr. $1,947.50 $0.00 $1,9247.5
D’Amour,
P.C.
Joshua E. Cox| J. Cox n/a Flat fee of $586.00 $39.00 $625.60
$4,750.00/month
TOTAL: $1,453,270.35

2. The Receiver made an Assessment.

The Receiver reviewed more than a thousand pafjyeeatarations and exhibits and
considered the Former Attorney Claims of the attgsnand firms submitting the aforementioned
26 declarations. For 22 of the 26 Former Attor@gims, the Receiver concluded that there
exists prima facie evidence and, absent evidence to the contrary,|dhoe paid (at least
Details are summarized below, demaisig the amounts of the disbursements

partially).

proposed by the Receiver (which collectively to$893,253.77).

“2 This amount includes unpaid fees incurggibr to the commencement of the Receivership. Sinee th
commencement of the Receivership, the Receivestlaitted separate fee applications for this a¢tprivecause
this attorney is a Receivership Profession8leeDocket Nos. 188, 190, 217, 256, and 266.]

“3 This amount includes unpaid fees incurggibr to the commencement of the Receivership. Sinee th
commencement of the Receivership, the Receiveshlamitted separate fee applications for this aftyprivecause
this attorney is a Receivership Profession8leedDocket Nos. 189, 196, 314.]
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FIRM/
ATTORNEY
NAME

AMOUNT OF
FORMER
ATTORNEY
CLAIM

PROPOSED
DISBURSEMENT

AMOUNT NOT
PROPOSED FOR
DISBURSEMENT

REASON FOR NON-PROPOSAL
OF DISBURSEMENT
(IF APPLICABLE)

Pronkse & Patel
P.C.

[Sealed Appendix
Relating to the
Receiver's Motion
to Approve
Assessment and
Disbursement of
Former Attorney
Claims[Not
Docketed but
Filed Under Seal]
at Exhibit A,
Appx. 1-61.]

$241,912.70

$241,912.70

$0.00

n/a

Carrington,
Coleman, Sloman
& Blumenthal,
LLP

[Id. at Exhibit B,
Appx. 62-65.]

$224,233.27

$0.00

$224,233.27

The Trustee for Caddwited
Company (“Ondova”) has
advised the Receiver that this
claim will be paid through the
Ondova bankruptcy estate.

Aldous Law Firm
/ Rasansky Law
Firm (joint
venture)

[Id. at Exhibit C,
Appx. 66-85.]

$200,000.00

$0.00

$200,000.00

The Trustee for Ondova has
advised the Receiver that this
claim will be paid through the
Ondova bankruptcy estate.

Schurig Jetel
Beckett Tackett

[Id. at Exhibit D,
Appx. 86-669.]

$117,377.81

$117,377.81

$0.00

n/a

Powers Taylor,
LLP

[Id. at Exhibit E,
Appx. 670-722.]

$78,058.50

$78,058.50

$0.00

n/a

Gary G. Lyon

[Id. at Exhibit F,
Appx. 723-42.]

$75,922.22

$75,922.22

$0.00

n/a
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FIRM/
ATTORNEY

AMOUNT OF
FORMER

PROPOSED
DISBURSEMENT

AMOUNT NOT
PROPOSED FOR

REASON FOR NON-PROPOSAL
OF DISBURSEMENT

NAME ATTORNEY

CLAIM

DISBURSEMENT (IF APPLICABLE)

Dean Ferguson | $73,885.00 $73,885.00 $0.00 n/a

[Id. at Exhibit G,
Appx. 743-57.]

Friedman & $59,578.37 $59,578.37 $0.00 n/a

Feiger, LLP

[Id. at Exhibit V,
Appx. 1178-
1262.]

Bickel & Brewer | $59,547.63 $59,547.63 $0.00 n/a

[Id. at Exhibit H,
Appx. 758-802.]

Robert J. Garrey | $52,275.00 $52,275.00 $0.00 n/a

[Id. at Exhibit I,
Appx. 803-18.]

Hohmann, Taube | $44,649.37 $44,649.37 $0.00 n/a
& Summers,

LLP

[Id. at Exhibit J,
Appx. 819-867.]

West & n/a

Associates, LLP

$41,120.50 $41,120.50 $0.00

[Sealed Appendix
Relating to the
Receiver's Seconc
Motion to Approve
Assessment and
Disbursement of
Former Attorney
Claims[Not
Docketed but
Filed Under Seal]
at Exhibit A,
Appx. 1-58.]
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FIRM/
ATTORNEY
NAME

AMOUNT OF
FORMER
ATTORNEY
CLAIM

PROPOSED
DISBURSEMENT

AMOUNT NOT
PROPOSED FOR
DISBURSEMENT

REASON FOR NON-PROPOSAL
OF DISBURSEMENT
(IF APPLICABLE)

Michael B.
Nelson, Inc.

[Sealed Appendix
Relating to the
Receiver's Motion
to Approve
Assessment and
Disbursement of
Former Attorney
Claims[Not
Docket but Filed
Under Seal] at
Exhibit K, Appx.
868-902.]

$31,085.81

$31,085.81

$0.00

n/a

Mateer &
Shaffer, LLP

[Id. at Exhibit L,
Appx. 903-931.]

$30,897.90

$0.00

$30,897.90

The Trustee for Onthaga
advised the Receiver that this
claim will be paid through the
Ondova bankruptcy estate.

Broome Law
Firm, PLLC

[Id. at Exhibit M,
Appx. 932-70.]

$28,373.46

$28,373.46

$0.00

n/a

Fee, Smith,
Sharp & Vitullo,
LLP

[Id. at Exhibit N,
Appx. 971-1007.]

$27,674.86

$27,674.86

$0.00

n/a

Reyna Hinds &
Crandall

[Sealed Appendix
Relating to the
Receiver's Third
Motion to Approve
Assessment and
Disbursement of
Former Attorney
Claims[Not
Docket but Filed
Under Seal] at
Exhibit A, Appx.
1-10.]

$11,681.84

$8,931.84

$2,750.00

As stated above, this firm only
submitted Evidence to the
Receiver for $8,931.84 of its
$11,681.84 Former Attorney
Claim. See supraote 41.)
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FIRM/ AMOUNT OF PROPOSED AMOUNT NOT REASON FOR NON-PROPOSAL
ATTORNEY FORMER DISBURSEMENT | PROPOSED FOR OF DISBURSEMENT
NAME ATTORNEY DISBURSEMENT (IF APPLICABLE)
CLAIM
Jones, Otjen & $11,638.52 $11,638.52 $0.00 n/a
Davis

[Sealed Appendix
Relating to the
Receiver's Motion
to Approve
Assessment and
Disbursement of
Former Attorney
Claims[Not
Docketed but
Filed Under Seal]
at Exhibit O,
Appx. 1008-31.]

Hitchcock Evert | $10,201.69 $10,201.69 $0.00 n/a
LLP

[Id. at Exhibit P,
Appx. 1032-83.]

David L. Pacione | $10,018.30 $10,018.30 $0.00 n/a

[Id. at Exhibit Q,
Appx. 1084-
1116.]

Shaver Law Firm | $6,500.00 $6,500.00 $0.00 n/a

[Id. at Exhibit R,
Appx. 1117-32.

Jeffrey T. Hall $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 n/a

[Id. at Exhibit X,
Appx. 1269-74.]

Sidney B. $4,952.60 $4,952.60 $0.00 n/a
Chesnin

[Id. at Exhibit S,
Appx. 1133-
1144

James M. Eckels | $4,112.50 $4,112.50 $0.00 n/a

[1d. at Exhibit T,
Appx. 1145-70.]
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FIRM/ AMOUNT OF PROPOSED AMOUNT NOT REASON FOR NON-PROPOSAL
ATTORNEY FORMER DISBURSEMENT PROPOSED FOR OF DISBURSEMENT
NAME ATTORNEY DISBURSEMENT (IF APPLICABLE)
CLAIM

Kevin F. $1,947.50 $0.00 $1,947.50 The Declaration submiited

D’Amour, P.C. this firm to the Receiver
indicates that its sole client was

[Id. at Exhibit Y, Ondova. Therefore, the

Appx. 1275-95.] Receiver has forwarded its
declaration and related materials
to the Trustee for Ondova, so the
Trustee can determine if this
firm’s Former Attorney Claim
should be paid (including
whether the claim is time-
barred).

Joshua E. Cox $625.00 $625.00 $0.00 n/a

[Id. at Exhibit U,

Appx. 1170-77.]

TOTAL: $1,453,270.35| $993,253.77 $460,016.58

3. The Receiver filed the Assessment and Three Motion® Approve the

Assessment and Disbursements of Former Attorney Gias.

At the hearing on February 10, 2011, the Courtrucséd the Receiver to provide a draft
of this Assessment to Mr. Baron’s counsel, Mr. $gise and wait seven days for Mr. Schepps to
provide the Receiver with objections. [TranscopEmergency Motion to Clarify and Further
Emergency Relief Before the Honorable Royal FungeBebruary 10, 2011, at pp. 40-41.] On
February 28, 2011, the Receiver provided a dratthisfAssessment to Mr. Gary Schepps.

On March 4, 2011, the Receiver agreed with Mr. $pkehat (a) on March 7, 2011, the
Receiver may file the Assessment without Mr. Basoobjections and (b) the Receiver will not
object to a motion by Mr. Baron for an extensior26fmore days to file objections. [Transcript
of Court Ordered Meeting, March 4, 2011, at 59:883 Accordingly, on March 7, 2011, the
Receiver filedThe Receiver’s First Assessment Regarding FormerrBAttorneygDocket No.

349] and a supporting appendix. [Not Docketed,lgd Under Seal.] Because the supporting
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appendix (which contained sworn declarations from Baron’s unpaid former attorneys,
detailing their Former Attorney Claims) was filedder seal, on the same day, March 7, 2011,
the Receiver sent a copy of the appendix to MeS&arsepps, Baron, and Barrett via e-mail. At
the March 11, 2011 hearing, the Court instructedRleceiver to “convertThe Receiver’s First
Assessment Regarding Former Baron Attorrfeyte something that's not as assessment but is a
motion to approve the fees.” [Transcript $fatus Conference Before the Honorable Royal
Furgeson March 11, 2011, at 32:7-14.]

Accordingly, as mentioned above, on March 17, 2@i4,Receiver filed he Receiver’s
Motion to Approve Assessment and Disbursement whéroAttorney Claim$Docket No. 396]
and a supporting appendix [Not Docketed, but Flledler Seal], which pertained to 25 of the 26
Former Attorney Claims. On March 18, 2011, thedezr filed The Receiver's Second Motion
to Approve Assessment and Disbursement of Forntern&ly Claims[Docket No. 400] and a
supporting appendix [Not Docketed, but Filed Un8eal], which pertained to the remaining
(i.e,, the 26th) Former Attorney Claim. Lastly, on Mar24, 2011, the Receiver filethe
Receiver’'s Third Motion to Approve Assessment aisthudbsement of Former Attorney Claims
[Docket No. 411] and a supporting appendix. [Naicketed, but Filed Under Seal.] The
supporting appendix contains Additional Evidendatieg to one of the Former Attorney Claims
included inThe Receiver’'s Motion to Approve Assessment antuBisment of Former Attorney
Claims[Docket No. 396.]

4. Mr. Baron Responded and Objected to the Assessments

On March 7, 2011, in hiResponse and Objection to 1000+ Page Document Di¥np
Baron objected to the declarations and supportimgerals of the Former Baron Attorneys
submitted to support their claims for unpaid fefi83ocket No. 351.] Mr. Baron claimed he was

the victim of a “document dump” and that he needdditional time and resourcese(, an
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expert and “experienced counsel”) to assist himreinew of the materials.Id. at pp. 1-4.] Mr.
Baron then took some unsubstantiated swipes at afféhe former attorney¥. [Id. at pp. 5-7.]

The next day, March 8, 2011, the Receiver respormahedset the record straight in his
Response to Jeffrey Baron’s Motions Relating to Alssessment [Docket No. 354.] The
Receiver did not perform a “document dump” on Mar@. The Receiver pointed out that
courts have found a “document dump” to have ocduwben hundreds of thousands or even
millions of pages of materials are produced withamy culling for relevance. [Docket No. 354
at p. 2.] The Receiver produced 1,201 pages wdmelall relevant to the issue of unpaid fees in
an organized fashion.Id.] Furthermore, it is Mr. Baron who hired the atteys making the
claims and previously received the materials ctutstg the “document dump” in the course of
their representation of him in the form of invoiaew bills. [d. at p. 3.] So, none of it should
come as a surprise.

The Receiver also noted that he was working to raccodate Mr. Baron’s requests
concerning reproduction and organization of theudoents. [d. at p. 5.] The Receiver’s third
party professional specializing in document repobidun and organization called Mr. Schepps to
discuss his requests. [Docket No. 354 at p. 6gt $irprisingly, Mr. Schepps ignored the call
and, instead, decided to waste the Receiver anGadbe’s time with a frivolous motion.Id.]

The Receiver also noted that the Court orderedBdron to respond to the assessment
within seven days—the Receiver did not receivespaase from Mr. Baron in this time period.

[Id. at p. 6.] In fact, the Receiver stated on tleore at the parties’ face to face conference on

*4 Mr. Schepps has also taken some unsubstantiaipéswat the same attorneys, including in his Apyil
2011, letter brief to the Court in which he statddam ashamed of the attorneys working so hardubvert the
constitution for the jingle of silver.” [Docket Nd23.]
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March 4, 2011, that he did noppose an extension of time for Mr. Baron to reviee materials
submitted with the assessmenid. pt p. 7.]

Lastly, the Receiver noted that he did not oppasedcd the other relief Mr. Baron sought
including hiring an expert to review the assessmerder requiring discovery on the Former
Baron Attorneys’ claims, and allowance for juryatsi of the claims. I§l. at pp. 8-9.]

5. The Receiver Served the Former Baron Attorneys withthe Motions to
Approve Assessment and Disbursement of Former Attorey Claims.

On March 18, 2011, the Receiver served the filstion to Approve Assessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney Clairas the Former Baron Attorneys. [Docket No. 413.]
On March 18, 2011, the Receiver served 8scond Motion to Approve Assessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney Claimms the Former Baron Attorney, Mr. Craig Capubl.] [

On March 24, 2011, the Receiver served TiErd Motion to Approve Assessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney Clairas the Former Baron Attorney, Ms. Jeanne Crandall.
[1d.]

6. The Receiver Notified the Former Baron Attorneys ofthe Hearing (and Re-
Settings of the Hearing) on the Motions to Approveéhe Assessments.

The Court originally, on March 21, 2011, set thar®y onThe Receiver's Motion to
Approve Assessment and Disbursement of Former ngfgoClaims[Docket No. 396],The
Receiver's Second Motion to Approve AssessmenDatdirsement of Former Attorney Claims
[Docket No. 400], and’he Receiver’s Third Motion to Approve Assessmeatasbursement of
Former Attorney ClaimgDocket No. 411] for April 11, 2011. Accordinglyhe Receiver
notified all of the Former Baron Attorneys who sutted declarations in support of unpaid fees
of this hearing. [Docket No. 414.] On April 4,20 the Court reset the Receiver's motions for
approval of disbursements to the Former Baron A#gs for April 20, 2011 [Docket No. 430]

and then again for April 25, 2011. [Docket No. 43®n April 8, 2011, the Receiver notified
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the Former Baron Attorneys of the Court’s re-segttri the hearing for April 25, 2011, and Mr.
Baron’s filing of a response to the motions forbdissements for unpaid fees [Docket No. 443],
which is discussed below. [Docket No. 444.]

On April 18, 2011, Mr. Baron filed hislotion for Leave to File: Expedited Motion to
Reset April 25 Hearing Dat@Docket No. 454], which the Court granted [Dockéd. 456],
requesting the Receiver to respond by April 20,1208r. Baron’s motion requested to reset the
April 25 hearing on the grounds that his counset, Bchepps, could not attend due to the
religious holiday of Passover. [Docket No. 454 he next day, April 19, 2011, the Receiver
filed his Response to Expedited Motion to Reset April 25 idgabateand noted for the Court
that he had previously presented a plan to en&Réoeivership by April 30 and that the April 25
hearing was critical to that goal. [Docket No. 465The Receiver also noted Mr. Baron’s
repeated efforts to terminate the ReceivershiputiimoFifth Circuit appeals, motions to the
district court, and letters to the district judgéd.] Thus, the Receiver requested that the Court
deny Mr. Baron’s request to reset the April 25 hrgpor, in the alternative, reset the hearing for
another date on or before April 29, 2011ld.]] Ultimately, the Court granted Mr. Baron’s
motion to reset the April 25 hearing but, in aceorck with the Receiver’'s request, reset the
hearing for April 28, 2011. [Docket No. 469.] @wpril 21, 2011, the Receiver notified the
Former Baron Attorneys of the Court’s re-settingtioé hearing for April 28, 2011 and Mr.
Baron’s filing of the amended response [Docket ¥i5], which is discussed below. [Docket
No. 470.]

7. Mr. Baron objected to the Receiver’'s assessment.

On April 8, 2011, Mr. Baron filed his original resmse to the Receiver's motions for
disbursements for unpaid fees. [Docket No. 44@r] Baron’s response largely contained legal

argument and unsworn factual allegationisl.][ On April 9, 2011, Mr. Baron filed aAmended
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Response, Objection, Motion for Leave to File, Mation for Relief With Respect to Receiver
Assessment of Former Attorney Clainj@ocket No. 445.] The amended response simgied
another argument concerning whether this Courtshiédgect matter jurisdiction to proceed with
the receivership pending Mr. Baron’s appeals ofdaihginal order appointing the Receivetd.]
The amended response also makes certain allegaimg Mr. Baron’s fee arrangement with
Stan Broome and his law firm Broome Law Firm, plftd.] Specifically, Mr. Baron alleges that
his fees with Mr. Broome were capped at $10,000np@mth and Mr. Broome violated the rules
of ethics and committed malpracticdd.]

Mr. Broome responded with hismited Reply to Jeff Baron’s Response and Objectio
[Docket No. 478.] Mr. Broome argued that Mr. Baeofees were never capped at $10,000 a
month but rather Mr. Baron would never pay morentf&0,000 a month with excess fees and
expenses rolling over to the next month’s billd.] Mr. Broome also challenges the allegations
of ethical violations and malpracticeld ]

On April 13, 2011, the Receiver served a subpoeni&lo Baron, through Mr. Schepps,
directing Mr. Baron to appear for testimony at thearing on the Receiver’'s motions for
approval of disbursements to the Former Baron Adgs.

8. The Court ordered that it would only consider evidece at the hearing on the
claims of Former Baron Attorneys.

In its order originally setting the hearing for Alptl, 2011, the Court stated that “[a]ny
opposition to the Court approving the former atéyrrelaims detailed in the Motions must be
addressed at the hearing through an evidentiargeptation” and “[m]ere objections without
evidentiary support will not be considered.” [DetkNo. 408.] The Court reiterated these
instructions as applying to the reset April 28, 2Gikaring when it issued ifglvisory Regarding

April 28th Hearingon April 22, 2011. [Docket No. 474.]
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On April 25, 2011, the Receiver notified the FornBaron Attorney’s of the Court’s
Advisory Regarding April 28th Hearing[Docket No. 477.] Because the Court had ordéred
would only consideevidencean evaluating the claims of Former Baron Attornfiyscket Nos.
408, 474], the Receiver did not respond to thelleggument or unsworn factual allegations
contained in Mr. Baron’s response and amended msgpdo the Receiver's motions for
disbursements for unpaid fees. [Docket Nos. 448445.] On April 22, 2011, the Receiver’'s
counsel reached out to Mr. Schepps, proposingttieaReceiver and his counsel, Mr. Schepps,
and the Trustee and his counsel conduct a conferealtto discuss the procedural aspects of the
April 28, 2011 hearing and, possibly, submit a fjomoposal on such issues to the Court.
However, the Receiver never heard from Mr. Schepps.

9. The Court heard evidence on the fee claims of theoFmer Baron Attorneys.

At the hearing on April 28, 2011, the Receiver ddtk into evidence 25 of the 26
declarations attached previously to the ReceiveMstion to Approve Assessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney ClaimsSecond Motion to Approve Assessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney Claimend theThird Motion to Approve Assessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney Claiffs. Additionally, various Former Baron Attorneys
appeared at the hearing and made themselves dedibalzross-examination by Mr. Baron. Mr.

Baron did not cross-examine any of the Former Baktinrneys and offered no evidence to

“5 The Declaration of Robert Garrey was inadvertendy admitted into evidence at the hearing on April

28, 2011 (the “Garrey Declaration”).S¢eDocket No. 569 at p. 10 n. 3, p. 23 at n. 33.] deer, the Receiver
previously filed such declaration as parfltfe Receiver’'s First Assessment Regarding FormesrBAttorneysand
The Receiver’s Motion to Approve Assessment anguBiement of Former Attorney ClaimgSeeDocket No. 399

at Appx. 803.] Mr. Garrey also appeared at therihgaon April 28, 2011, and made himself availafde
examination by Mr. Baron. Finally, Mr. Baron didtroffer evidence to controvert the Garrey Declarat As a
result, the Garrey Declaration was deemed admitted considered by the Court in iEndings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Order on Assessment ofigyoClaims [Docket No. 575 at p. 13 n. 4.]
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controvert the declarations admitted into evidebgdhe Court. The Court took the evidence
under consideration for ruling.

10. Mr. Baron attempted to admit evidence the day ofthe April 28, 2011,
hearing.

On April 28, 2011, Mr. Baron submitted Hisling of Hearing Evidence.[Docket No.
499.] The filing contained a declaration from Mhcheppsn which he stated that he was not
qualified to handle a trial on the merits of thaikls of the Former Baron Attorneys, did not
have adequate assistance to do so, and not reqaayeaaent for his work. I§l.] In fact, at the
last Court ordered meet and confer on March 4, 2614 Receiver was open to allowing Mr.
Schepps to retain additional legal help to prepgardefend against the claims of the Former
Baron Attorneys. [Docket No. 479 at pp. 108-0%Hpwever, Mr. Schepps did not follow up
with the Receiver on his requestd.]

Mr. Baron also submitted a declaration as parhefgame filing in which he complained
about fees certain Former Baron Attorneys charged HDocket No. 499.] At the April 28,
2011, however, Mr. Baron withdrew this declaratishen faced with the possibility of being
cross-examined on it.

11. The Receiver submitted proposed findings of fact,anclusions of law, and
order on the assessment and disbursement of attory® fees.

On May 4, 2011, the Receiver submitted to the Cbigtproposed Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Order on Assessment antupsement of Former Attorney Claims
(the “Proposed Findings”). [Docket No. 514.] TPeoposed Findings recount the events of the
April 28, 2011, hearing and articulate the Couettpiitable powers to make the assessment and
award the fees to the Former Baron Attorneys. TPmeposed Findings also order the

disbursement of monies to pay the claims as castnbes available to the Receivership.
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12.  Mr. Baron attempted to admit evidence after the Apil 28, 2011, hearing.

On May 1, 2011, Mr. Baron filed hRost Trial Brief: Specific Evidence Based Defenses.
Among other things, in that pleading, Mr. Baron rgjeal that the Receiver did not provide him
with the declaration for the Former Attorney ClanhReyna Hinds & Crandall. [Docket No.
502.] The Receiver responded to this allegatiorhig Notice of Mr. Baron’s Erroneous
Statement Regarding Evidence of Former AttorneyinClaf Reyna, Hinds & Crandaland
pointed out that the Receiver had, in fact, proditlr. Baron with this declaration. [Docket No.
517.]

On May 5, 2011, Mr. Baron moved for leave to fileegponse to the Receiver’s notice
concerning the declaration of Former Attorney ClaihReyna, Hinds & Crandall. [Docket No.
520.] The Court, though, denied the motion. [Dxidko. 545.]

On May 3, 2011, Mr. Baron filed hislotion for Leave to File: Motion to Supplement
Record with Newly Discovered Evidend®ocket No. 507.] Mr. Baron points to e-mails from
Gary Lyon and Mark Taylor which supposedly discredeir claims. [d.] Mr. Schepps, Mr.
Baron’s lawyer, claimed he was too busy to discavs submit the evidence in time for the
hearing. On May 6, 2011, the Court denied thisiomot [Docket No. 541.]

On May 5, 2011, Mr. Baron filed hiMotion for Leave to File: Second Motion to
Supplement Record with Newly Discovered Evideng2ocket No. 519.] Mr. Baron again
complained about Gary Lyon’s fees and languageauded in the Receiver's proposed findings
of fact, conclusions of law, and order which all@lgedemonstrated his lack of impartialityld]]

On May 6, 2011, the Court denied this motion. [KeidNo. 544.]

On May 6, 2011, Mr. Baron filed hidMotion for Leave to File Third Motion to

Supplement Record with Newly Discovered Evideri@ocket No. 523.] In this motion, Mr.

Baron charged that the Receiver “solicited” Jea@rendall, a Former Baron Attorney, to make
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a false claim for unpaid fees.ld[] Mr. Baron, then, again complained about thenttaof
Former Baron Attorneys, Gary Lyon, Stan Broome, @adrit Pronske. Ifl.] On May 6, 2011,
the Court denied this motion. [Docket No. 550.]

On May 6, 2011, Mr. Baron responded with Mstion for Leave to File Sur-Reply to
Broome’s False, Misleading, and Fraudulent Rep[ipocket No. 522.] The Court denied this
motion. [Docket No. 549.]

13. The Court imposed a $400/hour fee cap.

On May 6, 2011, the Court issued @rder Denying Without Prejudice Receiver’s
Motion to Approve Assessment and Disbursement ohé&oAttorney Claims [Docket No.
527.]° The Court ordered the Receiver to impose a $4Q@/fee cap on the claims of the
Former Baron Attorneys and re-calculate the cldiiims “Fee Cap”). If.]

14. The Receiver filed his fourth motion for assessmenand disbursement of
attorneys’ fees claims.

The Receiver complied with the Court’s order andateulated the claims of the Former
Baron Attorneys with the Fee Cap. The ReceivedfhisFourth Motion to Approve Assessment
and Disbursement of Former Attorney Claims [CoreecWersion]'’ [Docket No. 569.] After
application of the Fee Cap and other reductiores, (assumption of the claim of the Former
Baron Attorney by the trustee), the Receiver retpeepermission to disburse $870,237.19 to

satisfy the claims of the Former Baron Attorney$d.] On May 13, 2011, the Receiver also

6 0On May 18, 2011, the Court clarified this ordedanled that the fee cap only applied to thosentdai
“the Receiver had moved to approveTine Receiver's Fourth Motion to Approve AssessmmedtDisbursement of
Former Attorney Claim¥ [Docket No. 580.] The $400/hour cap did nopbpto the Receiver, his counsel, or the
Receivership professionals performed on behalfi@fReceiver. Ifl.] The Court also ruled that it was not making a
determination with regard to any Former Baron Ateys who charged ardceivedpayment for fees in excess of
$400/hour. Id.]

" This filing corrected minor typographical and nexttatical errors in the original filing located addxet
No. 562.
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submitted revised proposé&ihdings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and OrderAssessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney Claimi®ocket No. 570.]

15. The Court approved the Receiver’s proposed Findingsf Fact, Conclusions
of Law, and Order on Assessment and Disbursement éfttorney Claims.

On May 18, 2011, the Court approved the Receivéinslings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law, and Order on Assessment and Disbursementtofnay Claims [Docket No. 575.] As
part of the Order, the Receiver was responsiblecétlecting waivers from the Former Baron
Attorneys waiving and releasing any potential puaitclaims against Baron as well as (if
applicable) claims for the amounts lost to duehi® fEee Cap in return for the disbursement of
funds. [d.] The waivers are subject to being voided andedigrded in the event Mr. Baron
brings claims against the Former Baron Attorneysiialpractice. 1g.]

As of May 27, 2011, the Receiver had received 2lmaivers from the Former Baron
Attorneys eligible to receive payment per the Re=es Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Order on Assessment and Disbursement of Agto€@laims [Docket No. 589.] As
described in further detail in this report, the &eer now is focused on acquiring the cash
needed to make the disbursements. On June 15, RD1Baron appealed the Courfendings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order on Assessmaed Disbursement of Attorney Claims
[Docket No. 614.]

16.  Carrington objected to the Fourth Motion to Approve Assessment and
Disbursement of Former Attorney Claims [Correcteaigion].

On May 18, 2011, Former Baron Attorneys Carringtdaleman, Sloman & Blumenthal,
LLC (defined above as “Carrington”) objected to Beceiver’s fourth motion for assessment of
attorneys’ fees. [Docket No. 572.] Carringtonembgd to the Receiver not including Carrington

as one of the attorneys who would be included sibulisements from the Receivership estate.
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[Id.] The Receiver did not include Carrington basedhmnrepeated statements of the Trustee
that Carrington’s claim would be paid from the batcy estate.

As mentioned in Section A of this Report, on Jube2D11, Carrington moved the Court
to reconsider itsFindings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order #ssessment and
Disbursement of Attorney ClaimgDocket No. 613.] Carrington argued that thesiee may
not have sufficient funds to pay its claims andt tbmdova and Mr. Baron individually are
jointly and severally liable to Carringtonld]] On July 5, 2011, the Receiver responded and
noted that 1) the Trustee had previously promisedarrington; 2) Carrington never objected to
the Receiver leaving it off of his motions for assment and disbursement of money for the
Former Baron Attorneys; and 3) the Receiver propatll not have sufficient cash to pay
Carrington. [Docket No. 633.]

17.  Mr. Barrett filed an application for his fees.

As mentioned in Section A of this Report, Mr. Petgarrett is a Former Baron
Attorney—but not one in the sense as typicallyassed in the Receivership. Mr. Barrett served
as one of Mr. Baron’s attorneys during the courfsth® Receivership and has since withdrawn.
[Docket No. 457.] On July 6, 2011, Mr. Barrettetil a fee application seeking $55,166.50.
[Docket No. 637.] Approval of this fee applicatjasf course, would add to the Receivership’s
growing list of obligations.

D. Work relating to tax filings on behalf of certain Receivership Parties.
1. The March 15, 2011, tax deadline.

In the March/April 2011 Receiver Report, the Reeeidetailed his efforts to comply
with a March 15, 2011, deadline for tax filing l@eceivership Parties The Village Trust, Novo
Point, Inc., Quantec, Inc., and Iguana Consulting, [Docket No. 479] For the sake of brevity,

the Receiver will not recount his efforts to complith this deadline but states that he filed on
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behalf of the Village Trust but made no filings loehalf of Novo Point, Inc., Quantec, Inc., and
Iguana Consulting, Inc. due to their Mutual Releas®l Settlement Agreement with the
Plaintiffs. The Court approved the Receiver's@usias proper. [Docket No. 406.]

2. The April 18, 2011 tax deadline®®

Grant Thornton then advised the Receiver that eaidit tax filings were due on April
18, 2011 for Mr. Baron, The Village Trust, Daysfaust, Belton Trust, and Royal Gable 3129
Trust. The Receiver then set out to gather theessry information to make the necessary
filings.

The March/April 2011 Receiver Report details thioe$é of a Former Baron Attorney,
Ms. Schurig, and her firm of Schurig Jetel BecKettkett, to assist the Receiver with these tax
filings. [Docket No. 479 at pp. 99-103.] For tbkake of brevity, the Receiver will not repeat
those details in this report. A summary of thergsdollows. When Mr. Baron discovered that
Ms. Schurig was assisting the Receiver, he cordatter threatening to retaliate if she
cooperated. Ifl.] The Receiver, then, filed a motion to compel NM&hurig’s cooperation.
[Docket N0.431] Ultimately, not even Ms. Schurig was able toypde the Receiver with the
information he needed to make the filings—only BEaron could help. Predictably, Mr. Baron
refused to cooperate, and the Receiver moved tliet @ an order confirming the propriety of
not making tax filings on behalf of Receivershipties The Village Trust, Daystar Trust, Belton
Trust, and Royal Gable 3129 Trust. The Court griihe motion. [Docket No. 459.]

3. The June 30, 2011 tax deadline.

On June 30, 2011, entities and individuals withrdarest in foreign bank accounts with

more than $10,000 US had to make a filing notifyihg IRS of the existence of such accounts

“8 The deadline for tax filings was April 18, 2011yedto the fact that a Washington, D.C., holiday,
Emancipation Day celebrating the freeing of theestafell on April 15, 2011.
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(an “FBAR Filing”). So, the Receiver undertook mvestigation to determine whether any
Receivership Parties had interests in such accamisthus, needed to make the FBAR Filing.
As described above, on June 20, 2011, Mr. Baromacted Elizabeth Schurig for information
regarding an account held at HSBC in Hong Kong. . Bishurig provided Mr. Baron with
information, and the Receiver proceeded to invastigvhether he needed to make an FBAR
filing for this account. The Receiver determineddid not. Here’s why.

The Receiver learned that Asiaciti Trust Pacifienlted, which is not a Receivership
Party, established the HSBC account for the purpddeolding funds for The Village Trust.
[Docket No. 628.] (According to Ms. Schurig, Astadrust Pacific Limited is an affiliate of
Asiaciti Trust, The Village Trust’'s original trugt¢ However, The Village Trust is a “grantor”
trust which means that any trust assets for tapqaes are reflected on Mr. Baron’s personal tax
return. [d.] Previously, the Court had ruled that Mr. Baroaswesponsible for his own
personal tax returns. [Docket No. 442.] So, thexdiver is not responsible for making the
FBAR filing for the HSBC account based on the infation available to him.Id.]

Furthermore, due to Mr. Baron's overall lack of pemtion regarding his foreign
holdings, the Receiver is not aware of any otheeigm accounts in which other Receivership
Parties have an interest. Mr. Baron’s lack of @apon,i.e. refusal to answer basic questions
about his finances, is well chronicled in this rémupra previous Receiver reports, and other
filings with the Court. $ee, e.gDocket No. 333; Docket No. 416 at pp. 8-9, 31-38¢cket No.
601 at pp. 14-16.] The Receiver's condensed aisalyshis regard is also detailed in Hsaled
Notice of Intent Not to Make FBAR Filingsd As described iBealed Supplemental Notice of

Intent Not to Make FBAR FilinggDocket Nos. 619-20, 628.]
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4. The Receiver Moved for an Order Confirming the Propiety of His Intention
to Not Make Tax Filings on Behalf of Certain Receigrship Parties.

On September 2, 2011, the Receiver filHte Receiver's Sealed Omnibus Motion to
Confirm Propriety of Intention Not to Make Tax Rijs seeking a Court order confirming the
propriety of his decision not to make tax filings loehalf of any Receivership Parties (including
Mr. Baron, who is responsible for his own taxesgDocket No. 442]). [Docket No. 676 at Ex.
A.] In such motion, the Receiver explained hiseesive efforts to gather adequate information
to make tax filings on behalf of the portfolio afrdestic and foreign corporate entities and trusts
which are Receivership Partiedd.] The Receiver detailed what he believes areotiigations
of these parties with U.S. and U.S. Virgin Islands authorities based on the limited
information at his disposal.d.]

On September 16, 2011, Mr. Baron fileRRasponse to Vogel Sealed Motion to Have the
Propriety of His Actions Confirmed and Motion fovieentiary Hearing responding (in part) to
the Receiver's motion. The Court granted the Res& motion on May 3, 2012. [Docket No.
934.]

5.  Mr. Baron conjures up a hew tax emergency.
On January 6, 2012, Mr. Schepps emailed the recaik stated:

You have failed to pay the governmental fees dueNfovo Point,

LLC, Quantec, LLC, the Village Trust, and other Bigership

Parties. Around $15,000.00 in fees are past duthénCook

Islands and place the companies at risk, and apfeaisk

substantial tax penalties (perhaps $10 Million)thHe payment

defaults are not cured by 1/10/12.
The Receiver immediately emailed back and askedSdnepps to provide specific details and
documents regarding what amounts were supposediyadd owing and where to send the

payments. Mr. Schepps never responded. The Rmcemailed three more times and got no

response.
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Independently, the Receiver researched what feed tCs and the Village Trust had
paid in the past. The Receiver determined thrdugimer Baron Attorney (Elizabeth Schurig)
that the LLCs paid approximately $2,700 in annwessf to the Cook Islands in 2010. The
Receiver could not locate any information conceagnithne Village Trust or any other
Receivership Parties. On March 8, 2012, the Receiled a motion with the Fifth Circuit
asking for an order confirming the propriety of himot taking further action regarding the
supposed “governmental fees” due and owing in tlekClslands on the basis of lack of
information and Mr. Baron’s continued intransigencgFifth Circuit Case No. 10-11202,
Document no. 511781862.] On March 9, 2012, theeRec supplemented the motion with
information concerning Mr. Baron’s further refudal provide the requested basic information
necessary for the payment of the supposed “govertahéees.” [Fifth Circuit Case No. 10-
11202, Document no. 511784013.] On May 9, 2012, Receiver filed his motion with the
District Court. [Docket No. 918.] On May 18, 2Q1Re District Court granted this motion.
[Docket No. 934.]

6. Tax filings for 2012.

The Receiver has asked his accountant Grant Thortdoput together a financial
statement for the LLCs and the Village Trust basedn the information he knows about
concerning income and expenses. Grant Thorntoméi@smined that the LLCs and the Village
Trust’s income should be reported on Jeff Baron&iviidual tax return because of the way the
entities are structured. Per District Court ordér, Baron is responsible for the preparation of
his own personal taxes. Grant Thornton was un@bléetermine if The Village Trust and the
LLCs are still required to file separate tax retudue to the fact it does not know certain

information most likely only known by Mr. Baron.
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Accordingly, on March 30, 2012, the Receiver semt Sthepps (in his capacity as Mr.
Baron’s attorney) a letter enclosing financial eta¢nts for The Village Trust and the LLCs for
income and expenses experienced in 2011 for reygootn Mr. Baron’s personal tax return. The
Receiver also stated that he needed to know cesther information so that Grant Thornton
could determine if The Village Trust and the LLG=eded to file separate returns for the 2011
tax year.

On April 1, 2012, Mr. Schepps responded to theedetnd stated that he did not represent
Mr. Baron for the purpose of his tax return. OrriAB, 2012, the Receiver transmitted a letter
similar to the one he originally sent to Mr. Scheplrectly to Mr. Baron. On April 3, 2012, the
Receiver wrote Mr. Schepps back and informed hiat tte was, nevertheless, obligated under
the Receiver Order to assist the Receiver by pnogidny information he possessed to assist the
Receiver. On April 6, 2012, Mr. Schepps responagteavriting and saidinter alia that the
Receiver Order was “toilet paper.”

On April 27, 2012, the Receiver filed a motion witie District Court seeking an order
releasing the Receiver from any obligation to fd& returns for the 2011 tax year on behalf of
the LLCs or the Village Trust. [Docket No. 881Qn May 3, 2012, the District Court granted
the motion and released the Receiver from any Balstity. [Docket No. 897.]

7. Mr. Baron requested funds for tax preparation.

On April 11, 2012, Mr. Baron sent the Receiver araié seeking funds for the filing of
his presumably his personal tax return. [Docket B@2.] On April 12, 2012, the Receiver
informed Mr. Baron he is not authorized to relefas®ls to him for such purposes absent a court
order. [d.] Moreover, in the event of such an order, thedReer would need additional

information, i.e. the name of the tax professiamaaccountant Mr. Baron retained, the amounts
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needed, etc. Id.] Mr. Baron had not provided any such informatiomhe Receiver has not
heard from Mr. Baron on this issue since.

E. Work relating to responding to Mr. Baron’s various manufactured emergencies.

If Mr. Baron needs something from the Receiver, Baron knows perfectly well that he
may contact the Receiver at any time. But thehtigtthat Mr. Baron does not really need
anything from the Receiver. Instead, what Mr. Bamaves is attention from this Court—
presumably, under the misguided theory that if Baron were to become so obnoxious and
bothersome to the Court, perhaps the Court woulglsi terminate the Receivership just to be
done with him. Since the Receivership commenced, Baron declared at least 13 separate
emergencies with this Court—not counting the numermnes he has filed with the Fifth Circuit.
In addition, emergencies relating to the LLCs hdemn previously discussed above. For
efficiency sake, neither of these categories ofrgerecies will be repeated here. Specifically,
Mr. Baron has declared emergencies regarding (ljsihg, (2) automobile, (3) insurance
coverage, (4) medical care, (5) Mr. Baron’s meihdlth, (6) daily living expenses, and (7)
hiring attorneys. Previous reports of the Recé&verork detail these episodes of crying wolf,
and for the sake of brevity, the Receiver will retount them here with one exception.

On April 17, 2012, Mr. Schepps wrote the Receiméoriming the Receiver that he would
no longer accept Mr. Baron’s monthly living expensbecks from the Receiver absent payment
of $495/hour. [Docket No. 871.] This correspormiemwas especially curious for three reasons:
1) Mr. Baron had previously refused to accept teed®/er's proposal to open a joint account so
that Mr. Baron could have unilateral access to $ufad living expenses; 2) the District Court
had previously appointed Mr. Schepps counsel forBéron for all purposes, and Mr. Schepps

took this appointment seriously even going so fatathreaten and admonish the Receiver’s
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counsel for communicating with Mr. Baron directBnd 3) Mr. Schepps for over a year had
accepted the checks on Mr. Baron’s behalf withoaident. [d.]

On April 23, 2012, at a District Court-ordered sgatconference, the District Court
ordered the Receiver to file a motion seeking ateoconfirming the propriety of the Receiver
delivering the check directly to Mr. Baron via cmuror U.S. mail. [Docket No. 882.] On April
27, 2012, the Receiver filed hMotion to Confirm Propriety of Delivering Living Bgnses
Directly to Jeff Baron. [Id.] On April 30, 2012, the District Court grantedetmotion and
ordered the Receiver to transmit the living expsrdieectly to Mr. Baron via U.S. regular mail.
[Docket No. 884.]

On April 30, 2012, the Receiver complied with thestbct Court order and mailed the
living expenses check directly to Mr. Baron. [DetKNo. 888.] Ironically, Mr. Schepps—
despite his stance a few days prior as to not septeng Mr. Baron for the purposes of the
monthly living expenses—contacted the Receiver altba particular address to which he
intended to mail Mr. Baron’s check. [Docket No788

F. Work relating to managing issues concerning the Omava bankruptcy.

The Receiver has performed six types of work ne¢atio the management of issues
concerning the Ondova bankruptcy: (1) work retatim conferring with Mr. Baron’s bankruptcy
counsel, Mr. Thomas, (2) preparing fee applicatiémrs Mr. Thomas, (3) working to keep
unauthorized attorneys working for Mr. Baron fromeifering in the bankruptcy proceedings
(see supraSection B.3.b.i.14), (4) representing the Recehipr&state’s interests regarding the
domain names petfinders.com and servers.cege SupraSection B.3.b.i.15-16); (5) keeping
track of Mr. Baron’s numerous appeals of ordersadihe Ondova bankruptcy proceeding to the

District Court éee supré&ection B.3.b.i.17); and (6) preparing responsdeda@pplications.
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1. Work relating to conferring with Martin Thomas.

The Receiver understands that Mr. Thomas’ involvanire this case is to represent Mr.
Baron’s personal interests in the bankruptcy proicee [Transcript ofEmergency Motion to
Clarify and Further Emergency Relief Before the bi@ble Royal FurgesgnFebruary 10,
2011, 38:6-7, 41:24-42:5.] In March 2012, the Resmrecontinued to work with Mr. Thomas
regarding issues pending in the bankruptcy cadadmy (a) evaluating and objecting to claims,
(b) evaluating whether to convert the bankruptoyrfra Chapter 11 into a Chapter 7 liquidation
or dismiss it after the creditors are paid in fift) monitoring complete performance of all
parties under the Mutual Settlement and Releaseehgent, (d) evaluating and responding to
the various attorney fee disputes, (e) evaluating abjecting to fee applications, and (f)
defending show cause orders.

To date, Mr. Baron has time and again refused l® dbjections to specific fee
applications while routinely appealing those amilmns approved by the Court. Although Mr.
Baron is now complaining about the fees of the feeis counsel at Munsch Hardt Kopf & Harr,
PC, Mr. Baron has specifically failed to objectsiach fees. The burden to object to such fees
belongs to Mr. Baron. Additionally, this Court hméormed the Receiver that it is concerned
with the amount of fees surrounding the work of Receivership. $eeTranscript ofStatus
Conference Before the Honorable Royal Furgedéarch 11, 2011, at 5:11-14.]

Additionally, Mr. Baron refuses to speak with thedgiver to make him aware of Mr.
Baron’s specific concerns about the fees of thestBris counsel at Munsch Hardt Kopf & Harr,
PC. Instead, Mr. Baron claims the Receiver hagrdlict due to its supposed relationship with
the Trustee. However, Mr. Baron knows how to dbfjedee applicationssee, e.g.Docket Nos.
352, 373], which would be the proper course to abje the fees of the Trustee’s counsel at

Munsch Hardt Kopf & Harr, PC.
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2. Work relating to filing fee applications for Martin Thomas.

Mr. Thomas receives $5,000.00 per month for repitésg Mr. Baron in the bankruptcy
proceeding. $eeDocket Nos. 327 and 426.] As documented abovéenReport, on June 1,
2011, the Receiver filefihe Receiver’s Fourth Application for Reimbursenwdritees Incurred
by Martin Thomasrelating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in May 201[lDocket No. 593.]
Likewise, on July 6, 2011, the Receiver filéthe Receiver’s Fifth Application for
Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thgmekating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in
June 2011. [Docket No. 640 at Ex. 1.] On Augus2@11, the Receiver filedlhe Receiver’s
Sixth Application for Reimbursement of Fees Inalirtyy Martin Thomasrelating to Mr.
Thomas’ fees incurred in July 2011. [Docket No2 & Ex. A.] On August 31, 2011, the
Receiver filedThe Receiver's Seventh Application for ReimbursérériFees Incurred by
Martin Thomasrelating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in Augubtl2. [Docket No. 671 at Ex.
A.] On October 3, 2011, the Receiver filethe Receiver's Eighth Application for
Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thgmekating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in
September 2011. [Docket No. 689 at Ex. A.] On &ber 1, 2011, the Receiver filddhe
Receiver’s Ninth Application for Reimbursement eé$-Incurred by Martin Thomaselating to
Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in October 2011. [DodKet 705 at Ex. A.] On December 2, 2011,
the Receiver filedThe Receiver's Tenth Application for ReimbursenwdérfEees Incurred by
Martin Thomasrelating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in NovemB&d 1. [Docket No. 727 at
Ex. A] On January 3, 2012, the Receiver filEde Receiver's Eleventh Application for
Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thgmekating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in
December 2011. [Docket No. 771 at Ex. A.] On Zemu3l, 2012, the Receiver filethe
Receiver’s Twelfth Application for Reimbursemerf@és Incurred by Martin Thomaselating

to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in December 2011. ik No. 815 at Ex. A.] On March 5,
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2012, the Receiver filedhe Receiver’'s Thirteenth Application for Reimboreat of Fees
Incurred by Martin Thomaselating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in Janua@®l2. [Docket
No. 847 at Ex. A.] On April 4, 2012, the Receititzd The Receiver's Fourteenth Application
for Reimbursement of Fees Incurred by Martin Thgmalsiting to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred
in February 2012. [Docket No. 859 at Ex. A.] OpriA 30, 2012, the Receiver filedihe
Receiver's Fifteenth Application for ReimbursemehtFees Incurred by Martin Thomas
relating to Mr. Thomas’ fees incurred in Februa@®l2. [Docket No. 886.]

The Court has granted all of Mr. Thomas’ fee agtians. SeeDocket Nos. 901, 903,
929.]

3. Work relating to responding to fee applications inthe Bankruptcy Court.

As explained above in Section B.3.b.i.15.i, the IBaptcy Court has set forth a Protocol
for Mr. Baron to object to motions (including feppdications) filed in that court+e. Mr.
Baron notifies Mr. Thomas of any objections, Mr.oftas relays the objections to the Receiver
(since Mr. Baron refuses to speak directly to tlezdRver or the Receiver’'s counsel), and the
Receiver relays the objections to the Bankruptcyr€o[Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No.
585 at 45:3-10.] The Receiver has followed suabtdeol with respect to fee applications filed
in the Bankruptcy Court. On April 13, 2012, thecBiwer filed The Receiver’'s Objection to
Seventh Interim Application of Munsch Hardt KopfHarr, P.C., Attorneys for Daniel J.
Sherman, Chapter 11 Trustee, for the AllowanceeafsFand Expenses for the Period of October
1, 2011 through January 31, 2012Case No. 09-34784-SGJ, Docket No. 780.] Previous
Receiver Reports have detailed the Receiver’s resgmto other fee applications the Trustee for
the Ondova estate and its accountants with the Eauikner, P.C. firm have submittedSee,

e.g, Docket No. 872 at pp. 207-210.]
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4, The Receiver filed a motion to direct proceeds of@main names sold to the
Receivership Estate.

The Bankruptcy Court ordered the sale of certaimaias (servers.com, petfinders.com,
and mondial.com) the Trustee argued were partefdthdova bankruptcy estateSegsections
B.3.b.i.14-16 above for a detailed recounting of Baron’s efforts to interfere with the sale of
these domain names.) Mr. Baron (or one of hidiesjihas objected to the sales of the names by
the Trustee for various reasons on the grounds@malova did not control the names. The
Receiver did not object to the sale of the nameand of themselves but instead moved the
District Court, on behalf of Mr. Baron, that thedeesership Estate receive the benefit of the sale
proceeds. [Docket No. 880.] This motion remaiesging before the District Court.

G. The Receiver reached an agreement with James Ecket®ncerning litigation in
which he is a party.

The Receiver became aware of a lawsuit in whicheRecship Professional James
Eckels is a defendant. [Docket No. 861.] The latvdoes not appear to concern the Receiver,
Mr. Baron, or any of the instant proceedings bettwe District Court. Id.] Nevertheless, a
website  (www.lawinjustice.com) containing anti-Reeg/anti-District Court/pro-Baron
propaganda had been editorializing about the tibgaand Eckels’ connection to the Receiver.
[Id.] So, the Receiver contacted Mr. Eckels and rehdre agreement with him that if any
discovery is served in the lawsuit which impacts Receivership in any way, he will notify the
Receiver immediately so that he can achieve adtélye discovery per the Receivership Order.
[1d.]

H. The Receiver notified Former Baron Attorneys of deelopments in the case.

In addition to other notifications described abowr, multiple occasions, the Receiver
notified the Former Baron Attorneys regarding depetents in the case, particularly those
related to the assessment and disbursement of fatteeney claims. On April 23, 2012, the
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Receiver transmitted a letter to the Former BarttiorAeys notifying them of filings and orders
in this Court and the Fifth Circuit which relatetteeir attorneys’ fees claims against Mr. Baron.
[Docket No. 875.]

l. Work relating to Complying with the Court’s Fifth C ircuit Filing Order.

On June 20, 2011, the Court issuedOtsler Directing Parties to File Pending Motions
with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circ(the “Fifth Circuit Filing Order”). Docket
No. 616.] The Receiver understands the Fifth @irEiling Order to apply (1) to not only
pending motions, but also appendices filed in suppiosuch pending motions, and (2) not only
those pending motions (and related appendices)wkeat filed prior to the date of the Fifth
Circuit Filing Order, but also prospectively to noots (and appendices) brought after such date.
Accordingly, in complying with the Fifth Circuit kg Order, the Receiver has filed the

following with the Fifth Circuit:

. The Receiver’s Motion to Permit Cashing Out of Etoand IRA’s [Docket No.
309];
. The Receiver's Sealed Motion to Approve Sale otiffpéomain Names and

Confirm Propriety of Sales Protocfibocket No. 425{*

. The Receiver's Second Sealed Motion to Approve@&epecific Domain Names
[Docket No. 480];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Receiver's SeGaated Motion to Approve
Sale of Specific Domain Nam@ocket No. 481];

. The Receiver’'s Sealed Ex Parte Motion for Reconsiai® of Order Regarding
Mr. Baron’s Request to Research Financing Optid@acket No. 581];

9 The Receiver filed thBeclaration of Damon Nelsofthe “Declaration”) contemporaneously with and in
support ofThe Receiver's Sealed Motion to Approve Sale ofifp®omain Names and Confirm Propriety of Sales
Protocol [Docket Nos. 424 and 425.] So, the Receiver filegl Declaration with the Fifth Circuit even thouigh
was not in and of itself a motion for relief.
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. Sealed Ex Parte Appendix in Support of the ReceiBwaled Ex Parte Motion
for Reconsideration of Order Regarding Mr. Barorequest to Research
Financing OptiongDocket No. 582];

. The Receiver’'s Fourth Application for Reimbursenadritees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 593];

. Sixth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain Mom@®ging Domain Names
[Docket No. 599];

. Sealed Appendix to the Sixth Joint Verified MotionRenew Certain Money-
Losing Domain Namg®ocket No. 600];

. The Receiver’s Sixth Application for Reimbursenoéritees Incurred by Thomas
JacksorDocket No. 602];

. The Receiver’'s Ninth Cox Fee Applicati@ocket No. 603];
. The Receiver’'s Seventh Receiver Fee Applicfidocket No. 605];
. The Receiver’'s Seventh Gardere Fee Applicat[@wocket No. 606];

. Motion Filed Under Seal—the Receiver’'s Fifth Motitun Clarify the Receiver
Order[Docket No. 609];

. Seventh Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain Mebesing Domain Names
[Docket No. 611];

. Sealed Appendix to the Seventh Joint Verified MaiioRenew Certain Money-
Losing Domain Names[Docket No. 612];

. this Court’'sAdvisory[Docket No. 630] andupplemental Advisoffpocket No.
631];

. The Receiver's Notice of Withdrawal of the Rec&vw@mnibus Motion to Permit
Cashing Out of Stocks and IRABocket No. 632];

. The Receiver’s Fifth Application for ReimbursemainEees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[629 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Fifth Application for ReimbursemaiEees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 640 at Ex. 1];

. The Receiver's Motion to Permit Liquidation of NBrempt Stocks—Bu¥lot the
Liguidation of the IRA’$Docket No. 640 at Ex. 2];
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. Appendix to the Receiver’'s Motion to Permit Liquida of Non-Exempt Stocks—
But Not the Liquidation of the IRA’EDocket No. 640 at Ex. 3];

. Eighth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain Mo#asing Domain Names
[Docket No. 643 at Ex. 1];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Eighth JointfiéefiMotion to Renew Certain
Money-Losing Domain NaméSocket No. 643 at Ex. 2];

. The Receiver’s Eighth Receiver Fee Applicafidacket No. 648 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Eighth Gardere Fee ApplicatiDocket No. 648 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Second Grant Thornton Fee Applingfimcket No. 648 at Ex.
Cl;

. The Receiver’s Sixth Application for Reimbursenoéritees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 650 at Ex. 1];

. The Receiver’s Sixth Application for Reimbursentéritees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 652 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’'s Tenth Cox Fee Applicatfiboocket No. 658 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Third Grant Thornton Fee Applicafibocket No. 658 at Ex. Bj;

. The Receiver's Seventh Application for ReimbursemnoénFees Incurred by
Damon NelsofiDocket No. 658 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’'s Response to the Trustee’s MotioR&mbursement of Fees and
Expenses from the Receivership EstatdAppendix in Support of the Receiver’'s
Response to the Trustee’s Motion for Reimbursewfeliées and Expenses from
the Receivership Estafpocket No. 663 at Ex. A];

. Ninth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain Morsysing Domain Names
[Docket No. 665 at Ex. 1];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Ninth Joint V&tiMotion to Renew Certain
Money-Losing Domain Nam@8ocket No. 665 at Ex. 2];

. The Receiver's Sealed Motion to Confirm Propriety Bomain Name
Deactivationsand Sealed Appendix to the Receiver's Sealed MotioGawfirm
Propriety of Domain Name Deactivatiofidocket No. 667 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Seventh Application for ReimbursemnoénFees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 671 at Ex. A];
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. The Receiver's Seventh Application for ReimbursenoénFees Incurred by
Thomas Jacksojibbocket No. 671 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Sealed Omnibus Motion to ConfirnpRety of Intention Not to
Make Tax FilinggDocket No. 676 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Fifth Eckels Fee Applicat{@ocket No. 678 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Eighth Application for Reimbursenadritees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 678 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver’'s Ninth Receiver Fee Applicafibncket No. 678 at Ex. C];
. The Receiver’'s Ninth Gardere Fee Applicatjipocket No. 678 at Ex. DJ;
. The Receiver’s Eleventh Cox Fee Applicafidncket No. 678 at Ex. E];

. The Receiver's Sealed Motion to Liquidate the Bah@As Based on Newly
Discovered Evidence and Changed Circumstafidbesket No. 681 at Ex. A];

. Tenth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain Moheging Domain Names
[Docket No. 681 at Ex. B];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Tenth Joint MeriMotion to Renew Certain
Money-Losing Domain Namé@Bocket No. 681 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’'s Reply in Support of Motion to Petoquidation of Non-Exempt
Stocks—But Not Liquidation of the IRfE®cket No. 684 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Second Sealed Motion to Confirm matypof Domain Name
DeactivationgDocket No. 685 at Ex. A];

. Sealed Appendix to the Receiver’'s Second Sealedrivtot Confirm Propriety of
Domain Name Deactivatiorjocket No. 685 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Third Sealed Motion to Approve $&la Specific Domain Name
[Docket No. 685 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Fourth Grant Thornton Fee Applicatjipocket No. 687 at Ex.
Al;

. The Receiver's Sealed Supplement to His Reply ppd8uof Motion to Permit
Liquidation of Non-Exempt Stocks—But Not Liquidatd the IRAgDocket No.
688 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’'s Eighth Application for Reimbursenwéritees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 689 at Ex. A];
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. The Receiver’'s Reply in Support of Sealed Motiohigoidate the Baron IRAs
Based on Newly Discovered Evidence and Changedi@stancegDocket No.
690 at Ex. A];

. Eleventh Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain Mpihosing Domain Names
[Docket No. 695 at Ex. A];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Eleventh Joinifigg Motion to Renew
Certain Money-Losing Domain Namjocket No. 695 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver’'s Tenth Receiver Fee Applicafidocket No. 698 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’'s Tenth Gardere Fee Applicafibocket No. 698 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver’s Ninth Application for Reimbursenwdritees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 700 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’'s Twelfth Cox Fee Applicatjipocket No. 701 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Third Sealed Motion to Confirm Pregyr of Domain Name
DeactivationgDocket No. 702 at Ex. A];

. Sealed Appendix to the Receiver's Third Sealeddvidt Confirm Propriety of
Domain Name Deactivatiorjocket No. 702 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Motion to Modify Stay and for Apptoto Pay Receivership
Professional§Docket No. 704 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’'s Ninth Application for Reimbursenwrftees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 705 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Eleventh Receiver Fee Applicdfimtket No. 713 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Eleventh Gardere Fee Applicaf@ocket No. 713 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver’s Tenth Application for Reimbursernoéfitees Incurred by Damon
Nelson[Docket No. 713 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver's Fourth Sealed Motion to Confirm ety of Domain Name
DeactivationgDocket No. 714 at Ex. A];

. Twelfth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain Mgissing Domain Names
[Docket No. 714 at Ex. B];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Twelfth Jointf\éerMotion to Renew Certain
Money-Losing Domain Namé@Bocket No. 714 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’s Fifth Grant Thornton Fee Applicatipocket No. 725 at Ex. A];
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. The Receiver’s Third Local Counsel Fee Applicafidocket No. 725 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver’'s Tenth Application for Reimbursenoémtees Incurred by Martin
ThomagDocket No. 727 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Fifth Sealed Motion to Confirm Prefy of Domain Name
DeactivationgDocket No. 742 at Ex. A];

. Thirteenth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certaiomdy-Losing Domain Names
[Docket No. 742 at Ex. B];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Thirteenth Jvietified Motion to Renew
Certain Money-Losing Domain Namg3ocket No. 742 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’'s Twelfth Receiver Fee Applicafidocket No. 750 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’'s Twelfth Gardere Fee Applicafibocket No. 750 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Eleventh Application for Reimbursden® Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 750 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver's Eleventh Application for Reimbursen® Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 771 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Thirteenth Cox Fee Applicafibocket No. 771 at Ex. B];
. The Receiver’s Thirteenth Receiver Fee Applicaidocket No. 781 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Thirteenth Gardere Fee Applicafidacket No. 781 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Twelfth Application for Reimbursemeh Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 781 at Ex. CJ;

. The Receiver's Sixth Sealed Motion to Confirm Pedgr of Domain Name
DeactivationgDocket No. 797 at Ex. A];

. Fourteenth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certainory-Losing Domain
NamegDocket No. 797 at Ex. B];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Fourteenth Jgmtfied Motion to Renew
Certain Money-Losing Domain Namgocket No. 797 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’'s Fourteenth Cox Fee Applicafidbocket No. 798 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Twelfth Application for Reimbursemeh Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 815 at Ex. A];
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. The Receiver's Eighth Application for ReimbursemefitFees Incurred by
Thomas Jacksojibocket No. 827 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Sixth Grant Thornton Fee Applicafidacket No. 828 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver's Thirteenth Application for Reimbuareat of Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 828 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver’s Fifteenth Cox Fee Applicatibocket No. 840 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Sixth Eckels Fee Applicafioncket No. 840 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver’'s Fourteenth Receiver Fee Applicditmtket No. 840 at Ex. CJ;
. The Receiver’s Fourteenth Gardere Fee Applicaf@ocket No. 840 at Ex. DJ;

. The Receiver's Fourteenth Application for Reimboreet of Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofiDocket No. 840 at Ex. EJ;

. The Receiver's Seventh Sealed Motion to Confirnpiety of Domain Name
DeactivationgDocket No. 841 at Ex. A];

. Fifteenth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certain még-Losing Domain Names
[Docket No. 841 at Ex. B];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Fifteenth Joiaetiféd Motion to Renew
Certain Money-Losing Domain Namjocket No. 841 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver's Thirteenth Application for Reimbuareat of Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 847 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Fifteenth Receiver Fee Applicatidocket No. 853 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Fifteenth Gardere Fee Applicafioncket No. 853 at Ex. Bj;

. The Receiver’'s Eighth Sealed Motion to Confirm Petp of Domain Name
DeactivationgDocket No. 856 at Ex. A];

. Sixteenth Joint Verified Motion to Renew Certainnglp-Losing Domain Names
[Docket No. 856 at Ex. B];

. Sealed Appendix in Support of the Sixteenth Joarifi?d Motion to Renew
Certain Money-Losing Domain Namg3ocket No. 856 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver's Thirteenth Application for Reimbuareat of Fees Incurred by
Martin ThomagDocket No. 859 at Ex. A];
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. The Receiver’'s Sealed Motion to Confirm PropridtjMonetizer SwitchDocket
No. 863 at Ex. A];

. The Receiver’s Sixteenth Receiver Fee Applicdiamtket No. 877 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’s Sixteenth Gardere Fee Applicdicket No. 877 at Ex. B];
. The Receiver’'s Seventeenth Receiver Fee Applididimrket No. 879 at Ex. A];
. The Receiver’'s Seventeenth Gardere Fee Applicfliooket No. 879 at Ex. B];

. The Receiver's Fifteenth Application for Reimbureetmof Fees Incurred by
Damon NelsofDocket No. 879 at Ex. C];

. The Receiver’'s Seventh Eckels Fee Applicdbmtket No. 879 at Ex. D];
. The Receiver’s Sixteenth Cox Fee Applicaf@ocket No. 879 at Ex. E]; and

. The Receiver's Seventh Grant Thornton Fee ApptindiDocket No. 879 at Ex.
F.

The Receiver filed notice of such filings with tf@®urt. [Docket Nos. 629, 640, 643, 648, 650,
652, 658, 663, 665, 667, 671, 676, 678, 681, 68§4683-90, 695, 698, 700, 702, 704-05, 713-
14, 725, 727, 742, 750, 771, 781, 797-98, 815, B27840-41, 847, 853, 856, 859, 863, 877,
879.]

As stated above, on April 24, 2012, this CouriégsanAdvisoryto the Fifth Circuit that
it no longer intends to stay its hand during thadseg of Mr. Baron’s serial appeals. [Docket
No. 878.] Accordingly, the Receiver has ceaseaddihctions with the Fifth Circuit and has re-
filed with the District Court the motions he prewsdy filed with the Fifth Circuit. $eeDocket
Nos. 913-20.]

J. The Receiver appeared at a Status Conference.

On April 13, 2012, the District Court ordered treetpes to appear for a status conference
regarding the underlying lawsuit. [Docket No. §60The District Court held the Status

Conference on April 23, 2012. Leading up to thet&t Conference, Mr. Schepps again took the
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position that he did not represent Mr. Baron foe fhurposes of the proceedings before the
District Court. [Docket Nos. 866, 868, and 874Mr. Schepps appeared at the Status
Conference, addressed the District Court (evenctbpe to the Receiver’'s participation), and
eventually left counsel’s table during the procegdiostensibly under the guise that he did not
represent Mr. Baron. The Receiver updated theribis€ourt on the overall status of the
Receivership, the effect of the District Court'$fs@posed stay, and other issues including Mr.
Schepps’ refusal to accept monthly living experseMr. Baron’s behalf.

Lastly, the District Court ordered the Receiverimrm it of the pending motions at the
Fifth Circuit. The Receiver complied with the ordand on April 30, 2012, and filedNiotice of
Pending Motions with the Fifth CircuifDocket No. 888.]

K. Work relating to reporting to this Court.

The Receiver has already mentioned numerous Nofites with this Court. The
Receiver filed his\Notice of the Receivership’s Projected Financiadtiie as of April 30, 2012
[Docket No. 864.] On April 22, 2012, the Receivied his Report of Work Performed in

March 2012. [Docket No. 872.]

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a true and correct copy a$ thocument was served via the Court’s
ECF system on all counsel of record on May 18, 2012

/s/ Peter L. Loh
Peter L. Loh
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GARY N. SCHEPPS

ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR

DRAWER 670804 TELEPHONE 972-200-0000
DALLAS, TEXAS 75367 FACSIMILE 972-200-0535

May 23, 2012

VIA EMAIL (and PACER)

Hon. Judge W. Royal Furgeson, Jr.
United States District Judge

1100 Commerce Street, Room 1359
Dallas, Texas 75242-1001

Re: 3-09CV0988-F In Re Jeffrey Baron Receivership Order
Y our Honor,

Before the Court are numerous motions in which Your Honor’s receiver, Peter
Vogdl, is seeking rulings from Your Honor, including rulings to disburse significant
receivership assets and to exonerate himself from liability for what might be found by an
independent jury to be gross mismanagement and malfeasance. No attorney is
representing Mr. Baron with respect to these matters, and Y our Honor has excluded me
from representing the interests of Novo Point LLC and Quantec LLC before Y our Honor.

It may be helpful for the Court to hear and weigh both sides of a matter
before ruling on it. However, as Your Honor is aware, Jeffrey Baron is not represented
in the trial court, and Y our Honor has now clearly directed that | not make filings before
Y our Honor on behalf of Novo Point LLC or Quantec LLC.

If Your Honor would be willing to allow Jeffrey access to his own money, (which
has been seized at the Order of Your Honor to prevent Jeffrey from being able to hire
counsel), and permission for him to use his money to hire counsel to defend his interests
with respect to the receivership, (which Jeffrey has, to date, been ordered under threat of
contempt not to do), | would be happy to assist in representing his interests with respect
to the receivership related motionsin the trial court.

Very truly yours,

/1(1/%7 ?’ (}///A%”)’ﬂ/

Gary N. Schepps
Appellate Counsel
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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLASDIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC.,
MANILA INDUSTRIES, INC.; and
MUNISH KRISHAN

CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-cv-
00988-F

Plaintiffs,
VS.

JEFFREY BARON; ONDOVA
LIMITED COMPANY, THE
VILLAGE TRUST and EQUITY
TRUST

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

w W W W W W W W LW W W W

Defendants.

FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs Netsphere, Inc., Manila Industries Inc. and Munish Krishan
(collectively “Plaintiffs’ or “Netsphere Parties’), by and through their undersigned
attorneys, hereby file this First Amended Complaint against Defendants Jeffrey
Baron; Ondova Limited Company; the Village Trust and Equity Trust (collectively
“Defendants’), and allege as follows:

PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Netsphere, Inc. (“Netsphere”) is a Michigan Corporation,
having its principal place of business at 1300 Bristol Street North, Suite 200,
Newport Beach, California 92660.

2. Plaintiff Manila Industries, Inc. (“Manila’) is a California corporation,
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having its principal place of business at 23312 Eagle Ridge, Mission Vigo,
California 92692.

3. Plaintiff Munish Krishan (“Krishan”) is an individua residing in
Mission Vigo, California, and is the sole officer, director and shareholder of
Manila and president and mgjority shareholder of Netsphere and the assignee of
any claims of Callingcards, Inc. arising out of or related to the Second Settlement
Agreement. Manila, Netsphere, and Krishan shall be referred to collectively as the
“Netsphere Parties.”

4, Defendant Jeffrey Baron (“Baron™) individually and as the alter ego of
the Village Trust, Equity Trust and other foreign entities is an individual residing
in Texas at 2200 E. Trinity Mills Rd Carrollton, Texas 75006. Baron is currently
subject to the Baron Federal Receivership and may be served personally at the
offices of the Recelver Peter Vogel, Gardere Wynne Sewell LLP, 1601 EIm Street,
Suite 3000, Dallas, Texas 75201. The Village Trust (a Cook Idands Trust) and
Equity Trust (an Ohio Trust) are trust entities currently under the Baron Federal
Receivership and may be served personally at the offices of the Receiver Peter
Voge, Gardere Wynne Sewell LLP, 1601 Elm Street, Suite 3000, Dallas, Texas
75201.

5. Defendant Ondova Limited Company (“Ondova’) is a Texas limited
liability company with a principa place of business at P.O. Box 111501, 2030
Jackson Street, Carrollton, Texas 75011. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and
based thereon allege that Baron is the president and sole owner, employee, officer
and/or director of Ondova and its ater ego.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

6. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1332 as complete diversity exists between Plaintiffs and Defendants and the
amount in controversy exceeds $75,000.00 (US).

7. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants due to the fact
that they are citizens of Texas and/or continuously do business in this judicia
district.  Further, the Second Settlement Agreement at issue was entered into in
this judicial district and a substantial portion of the performance of the transaction
at issue wasto take place in thisjurisdiction.

8. Exercise of jurisdiction in this suit comports with the due process
requirements of the U.S. Constitution.

9.  Venue is proper in this Court under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1391(a) because a
substantial portion of the events, or omissions, giving rise to Plaintiffs' claims

occurred in the State of Texas and in thisjudicial district.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

10. Manilaisin the domain name registration and monetization business.
To build an Internet domain name portfolio, Manila initially used proprietary
computer software licensed from Netsphere to automatically identify and register
popular generic and descriptive words and word combinations as Internet domain
names. Manila was the owner and registrant-of-record and Netsphere was the
exclusive licensee of several hundred thousand of these automatically-registered
domain names.

11. Pursuant to the license, Netsphere monetizes Manila's domain names
by operating webpages associated with the domain names that contain advertising
links. Advertisers pay a small fee every time a user clicks on one of the

advertising links. This arrangement is referred to as “domain name parking.”
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Even though the individual click-through fee paid by advertisers is very small, the
aggregate revenue is significant due to the sheer number of domain names in
Manila's portfolio.

12. Ondova is a licensed bulk domain name registrar and is in the
business of registering domain names to customers throughout the United States
through its interactive website at www.budgetnames.com. Plaintiffs are informed
and believe and based thereon allege that Baron is the alter ego of Ondova, and
Baron is therefore liable for the acts of Ondova. Recognition of the privilege of
separate existence would promote injustice and a fraud against the Plaintiffs
because Baron in bad faith dominated and controlled Ondova as follows. a).
Baron is the president and sole owner, employee, officer and/or director of
Ondova; b). Baron has commingled funds and other assets of Ondova for his own
convenience and to assist in evading legal obligations; ¢). Baron has failed to
adhere to corporate formalities for Ondova, namely he has failed to maintain
minutes and/or adequate records of Ondova; d). Baron has diverted funds and other
assets of Ondova to other than corporate uses; €). Baron has used Ondova as a
mere shell, instrumentality, or conduit for his domain name business; f). Baron has
diverted assets from Ondova to himself to the detriment of creditors, including the
Plaintiffs; and g). Baron contracted with Plaintiffs with the intent to avoid
performance by use of the corporate entity of Ondova as a shield against personal
liability.

13. Baron is aso the alter ego of the Village Trust. Baron is the sole
beneficiary of the Village Trust and has exercised dominion and control over the
trust and its assets such that the Village Trust should be disregarded as a separate
legal entity. This Court has already found that Baron has exercised dominion and
control over the trust and its assets such that it should be disregarded as a separate
legal entity and this action in concert with Baron has continued under the Federal
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Recelvership.

14. Manila's domain names are associated with a particular nameserver
and IP address. When a user enters one of Manila’'s domain names in a web
browser, the nameserver associated with that domain name directs Internet users to
the website established by Netsphere. The identification of the nameserver and IP
address is critical to ensuring traffic is directed to a specific website so that
Netsphere and Manila can generate revenue. In the past, Manila (as registrant) has
provided information to Ondova (as registrar) regarding where the nameserver
should direct traffic and Ondova has complied with Manila s instructions regarding
designation of the proper nameserver and IP address.

15. Based on their registrar-registrant relationship, in 2005 Baron initiated
discussions with Manila's principal, Krishan, regarding a possible joint business
opportunity. Although preliminary steps were taken, the joint business between
the Netsphere Parties and Defendants was never consummated.

16. A dispute arose between the Netsphere Parties and Defendants
regarding the ownership of Manila's domain names (hereinafter the “Manila
Domain Names’). Despite the fact that a joint venture was never finalized,
Defendants claimed that they were entitled to half of the Manila Domain Names.
As a result, and because he had the control to do so, Baron engaged in improper
“self-help” with regards to the Manila Domain Names. Specifically, on November
13, 2006, without warning and without Manila's permission, Baron and Ondova
changed the | P addresses/Nameservers for the Manila Domain Names from the |IP
addresses/Nameservers selected by Manila to new IP addressesNameservers
selected unilaterally by Ondova, via its registrar interface with VeriSign®. By
improperly changing the | P addresses/Nameservers for the Manila Domain Names,

1 VeriSign isthe .conv.net registry operator.
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Ondova diverted Manila's web traffic from the pages operated by Netsphere and
its ad provider to pages operated by a different domain parking provider. As a
result, the Netsphere Parties no longer had, or have, control of the content of the
webpages or the revenue generated therefrom.

17. Manilainstructed the Defendants to take corrective action to direct the
Manila Domain Names back to their origina |P addresssNameserver so that the
domain names are properly associated with Netsphere and the ad provider it has
engaged. Nevertheless, the Defendants refused to return the Manila Domain
Names or to cooperate in requiring the parking companies with whom the
Defendants had engaged to pay the Netsphere Parties their share of the revenues.

18.  On or about November 15, 2006, Manila, Netsphere and Krishan filed
an Origina Complaint in the United States District Court for the Central District of
Cdlifornia, captioned Manila Industries Inc., et al. v. Ondova Limited Co. d/b/a
Ondova LLC, et al., (No. SACV06-1105 AG) (the “Cal. Conversion Case’) for
Conversion and seeking a Declaratory Judgment as to the ownership rights to the
Manila Domain Names, as well as other domain names originally owned by
Ondova (“Ondova Domain Names’)(the Manila Domain Names and Ondova
Domain Names are collectively referred to as the “Domain Name Portfolio”).

19. On or about November 14, 2006, Ondova filed its Original Petition
for Declaratory Judgment in the 68" District Court, Dallas County, Texas,
captioned Ondova Limited Company v. Manila Industries, Inc., et al. (Cause No.
06-11717)(the “TX DJ Case’) also seeking a determination of the rights of the
parties with regard to the Domain Name Portfolio. The Cal. Conversion Case and
the TX DJ Case are collectively referred to herein as the “Litigation”.

20. On or about April 26, 2009, after months of negotiations and
numerous days of private mediations, the Netsphere Parties and the Defendants
entered into a settlement agreement to dispose of the Litigation, all material terms
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of which were memoriaized in a confidential writing (the “Settlement
Agreement”). The Settlement Agreement expresdy states that it isintended to be a
“full and final settlement agreement containing all material terms." Pursuant to the
confidential terms of the Seftlement Agreement, certain events were to be
completed, by certain deadlines, prior to the dismissal of the Litigation.

21. Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, the Manila Domain Names
were to be divided among the Netsphere Parties and the Defendants, which
divison was to be determined by a specific procedure set forth in detail in the
confidential Settlement Agreement (the “Division”). The Division was to be
completed no later than May 10, 2009, fourteen (14) days after the execution of the
Settlement Agreement.

22.  On April 28, 2009, the Netsphere Parties timely performed under the
Settlement Agreement and provided the Division, consisting of two lists of domain
names, to the Defendants. Despite this fact, the Defendants refused to rely on the
Division in effectuating a transfer of the Netsphere Parties’ share of the Manila
Domain Names and have even failed to provide areasonable aternative Division.

23.  Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, the parties were also required
to execute an Agreed Order, within ten (10) days of the settlement, wherein the
Court would instruct VeriSign to effectuate the transfer of the Netsphere Parties
share of the Manila Domain Names to the registrar designated by Manila
Although the Netsphere Parties prepared and presented the Agreed Order to the
Defendants on April 28, 2009, the Defendants refused to execute the Order, or
otherwise cooperate in having it issued by the Court.

24.  The Netsphere Parties then filed this lawsuit to enforce the Settlement
Agreement. After this Court enforced substantial portions of the Settlement
Agreement through the issuance of a Preliminary Injunction directing, in part, the
return of Manila's domain names to Manila, the parties entered into a second
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settlement agreement, the Mutual Settlement and Release Agreement (the “Second
Settlement Agreement”) on July 2, 2010. To date, the Defendants have failed to
make certain required payments under the Second Settlement Agreement and have
also violated other provisions related to tax reporting issues.

25. Following the approval of the Second Settlement Agreement by the
Ondova Bankruptcy Court, Defendants continued to engage in efforts to disrupt the
proceedings in this Court and the Bankruptcy Court and to block fulfillment of the
requirements of the Second Settlement Agreement. Ultimately, to protect the
Second Settlement Agreement, particularly with respect to the provisions relating
to the Ondova bankruptcy case, the Chapter 11 Trustee sought and obtained the
appointment of a Federal Recelvership over Defendants and all their assets.

26. At the evidentiary hearing to confirm the propriety of the Federal
Receivership, Defendant Jeffrey Baron took the Fifth Amendment in response to
all questions he was asked, including questions asserting that he had engaged in
vexatious litigation tactics for the express purpose of driving up the costs of the
litigation to the Netsphere Parties and the Chapter 11 Trustee. Based upon the
evidentiary record at that hearing, this Court found that Defendant Jeffrey Baron
was a vexatious litigant and had engaged in vexatious litigation tactics for the
purpose of driving up the costs of the litigation.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Specific Performance of Contract (Second Settlement Agreement)

27. Pantiffs hereby incorporate the allegations of the preceding
paragraphs of this First Amended Complaint.

28. On or about July 2, 2010, the Netsphere Parties and Defendants
entered into the written Second Settlement Agreement. Pursuant to Section 20 of
the Second Settlement Agreement, the Defendants were not to have any
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communication with the USVI taxing authorities (the “USVI BIR”) concerning the
tax liability of Quantec, Inc., Iguana Consulting, Inc. or Novo Point, Inc., for
taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2006 without the unanimous consent
of the Netsphere Parties.

29. Consideration exchanged under the Second Settlement Agreement
was just and reasonable and as set forth in the confidential Second Settlement
Agreement.

30. The Netsphere Parties have at al times, and still are, ready, willing
and able to perform all conditions required by them remaining to be performed
under the Second Settlement Agreement.

31. Defendants have violated their obligations under the Second
Settlement Agreement. Specifically, the Defendants trust attorneys filed tax
returns for Quantec, Inc., Iguana Consulting, Inc. and Novo Point, Inc. for taxable
year 2009 with the USVI Bureau of Internal Revenue despite the Netsphere
Parties’ refusal to consent to such communication with the USVI BIR and express
direction not to make such filings. The Defendants have further breached the
terms of Section 16 of the Second Settlement Agreement by failing to have the
Village Trust properly execute a W-8 IMY and/or a W-9, to permit Netsphere to
make certain payments to the Village Trust under the Second Settlement
Agreement related to Pokerstar.com without withholding and paying certain tax
amounts to the IRS.

32. The Netsphere Parties have no adequate legal remedy in that the
violation of the no communication provision cannot be undone, and damages will
be difficult to quantify for both breaches and/or inadequate to compensate the
Netsphere Parties for the detriment suffered by them.
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SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Breach of Written Contract (Second Settlement Agreement)

33. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate the alegations of the paragraphs 1
through 32 of this First Amended Complaint.

34. On or about July 2, 2010, the Netsphere Parties and Defendants
entered into the Second Settlement Agreement.

35. Pursuant to the terms of Section 13(B) of the Second Settlement
Agreement, Defendants were to pay a certain portion of the revenue from
phonecards.com to the Netsphere Parties on a monthly basis commencing on July
2, 2010.

36. The Defendants have breached the Settlement Agreement, by failing
to make the required payments to the Netsphere Parties of its share of the
phonecards.com revenue.

37. The Netsphere Parties have performed al of their duties and
obligations pursuant to the Second Settlement Agreement.

38. The Defendants have refused al of the Netsphere Parties demands to
pay the Netsphere Parties' unpaid share of revenues from phonecards.com.

39. Asaresult of the foregoing, the Netsphere Parties have been damaged
in the amount of the unpaid share of revenues from phonecards.com, the exact
amount of which is not known to the Netsphere Parties until and unless an

accounting of those revenues is received from the Defendants.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Conversion of Netsphere Parties Share of Phonecar ds.com Revenue,

Accounting and Constructive Trust

40. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate the allegations of the preceding
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paragraphs of this Complaint.

41. Pursuant to the Second Settlement Agreement, the Netsphere Parties
are entitled to a certain share of the revenue from phonecards.com.

42.  Without authorization from the Netsphere Parties, the Defendants
have not paid the Netsphere Parties all their share of the phonecards.com revenue.

43. The Defendants have failed to comply with the terms of the
Settlement Agreement and have refused all of the Netsphere Parties demands to
pay the required share of revenue for amost two years.

44. The Defendants actions constitute conversion of the Netsphere
Parties' share of the phonecards.com revenue. The Defendants, and each of them,
have assumed and exercised dominion and control over the Netsphere Parties
share of the phonecards.com revenue in an unlawful and unauthorized manner, to
the exclusion of and inconsistent with the Netsphere Parties' rights.

45. The Defendants will continue their conversion of the Netsphere
Parties’ share of the phonecards.com revenue, if not restrained and enjoined by the
Court.

46. As adirect and proximate result of the above-described actions, the
Netsphere Parties are being damaged by loss of revenues and loss of profits. To
guantify those revenues and damages, the Netsphere Parties need an accounting by
the Defendants.

47.  The Netsphere Parties are entitled to a judgment that the actions of the
Defendants constitute conversion and are entitled to have their assets returned.

48. The Netsphere Parties are entitled to an accounting of the revenues
and the revenues generated by the conversion and imposition of a constructive trust
over those improperly collected revenues and any profits therefrom for the benefit
of the Netsphere Parties.

49. Theactions of the Defendants have been willful and with malice.
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50. The Netsphere Parties are entitled to an award of exemplary damages.

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Unjust Enrichment

51. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate the allegations of the preceding
paragraphs of this Complaint.

52.  Asaresult of the Defendants' refusal to pay the Netsphere Parties all
of their share of the phonecards.com revenues, the Defendants, and each of them,
have been unjustly enriched to the detriment of the Netsphere Parties.

53. The Netsphere Parties are entitled to restitution from the Defendants
In an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Recovery of Costs and Attorneys Feesfor Vexatious Litigation Tactics

54.  This Court has found, in connection with the appointment of the
Federal Receivership, that Defendant Jeffrey Baron is avexatious litigant. Further,
this Court has found that Defendants have engaged in vexatious litigation tactics
for the purposes of driving up the costs of this case to Plaintiffs and the Chapter 11
trustee.

55.  This Court has also found that Defendant Baron was mentally
competent; fully understood his vexatious actions; and intentionally engaged in
vexatious litigation tactics for the purpose of driving up the costs of this case.

56. Based upon the evidentiary record established at the hearing on the
propriety of the Federal Receivership including all inferences from Defendant
Baron’sinvocation of his Fifth Amendment rights, and upon existing case-law
concerning vexatious litigation, the Netsphere Parties are entitled to recovery of
their costs and attorneys’ feesfor this case.
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57.  Accordingly, the Netsphere Parties seek an Order from this Court
awarding recovery of al their costs and attorneys’' fees for this case.

PRAYER

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court grant the
following relief:

1. Granting an order for specific performance of the Second Settlement
Agreement, requiring that the Defendants:

a refrain from filing any further tax returns or engaging in any
other communications with the USVI BIR relating to Quantec,
Inc., Novo Point, Inc. and Iguana Consulting Inc. without the
unanimous consent of the Netsphere Parties;

b. execute and submit to the Netsphere Parties a properly
completed W-8 IMY for the Village Trust and a properly
completed W-9 for Jeffrey Baron; and

C. otherwise comply with the terms of the Second Settlement

Agreement;

2. Imposing a constructive trust for the benefit of the Netsphere Parties
over their share of the revenue from phonecards.com and any profits generated
from that unpaid revenue generated by Defendants through their unlawful
conversion of the Netsphere Parties share of the phonecards.com revenue and
ordering an accounting of all such revenues and profits;

3. Granting Netsphere Parties al monetary relief appropriate, including
damages caused by Defendants wrongful conduct, pre- and post- judgment
Interest where applicable, and appropriate exemplary damages;

4, Granting Netsphere Parties their costs, attorneys' fees, and such other
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relief, in equity or at law, including temporarily restraining and enjoining
Defendants from further violations of the Second Settlement Agreement and the
Netsphere Parties’ rights, asto which they are entitled and the Court deems just;

5. Ordering the Defendants to pay restitution to the Netsphere Parties in
an amount equal to their unjust enrichment from the unlawful use of the Netsphere
Parties’ share of the phonecards.com revenue and profits therefrom; and

6. Ordering that Defendants pay all the Netsphere Parties costs and
attorneys’ fees for this case based upon the Court’s finding that Defendants are
vexatious litigants and have engaged in vexatious litigation tactics for the purpose
of running up the costs of this case to Plaintiffs.

Dated: May 23, 2012 Respectfully submitted,

/s/'John W. MacPete
John W. MacPete
State Bar No. 00791156
MACPETE IP LAW
P.O. Box 224726
Dallas, Texas 75222
(214) 564-5205

ATTORNEY S FOR PLAINTIFFS
MANILA INDUSTRIES, INC.,
NETSPHERE, INC. and MUNISH
KRISHAN
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs hereby demand atrial by jury.

Dated: May 23, 2012 Respectfully submitted,

/s/John W. MacPete
John W. MacPete
State Bar No. 00791156
MACPETE IP LAW
P.O. Box 224726
Dallas, Texas 75222
(214) 564-5205

ATTORNEY S FOR PLAINTIFFS
MANILA INDUSTRIES, INC.,
NETSPHERE, INC. and MUNISH
KRISHAN
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC.,
MANILA INDUSTRIES., INC., AND
MUNISH KRISHAN
PLAINTIFFS,
V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F

JEFFREY BARON AND
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY,

wn W W W W W W N L W LN LN

DEFENDANTS.
ORDER STAYING TIME TO ANSWER
The Court ordered Plaintiffs to amend their pleadings on or before May 23, 2012 (Doc.
No. 895). Plaintiffs filed their First Amended Complaint on May 23, 2012 (Doc. No. 944). A
defendant must serve an answer within 21 days after being served with the summons and
complaint. Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(a)(1)(A)(i). This case, however, is stayed (Doc. No. 586), and,
accordingly, it is ORDERED that the time period to answer the First Amended Complaint be
STAYED. The Court will evaluate the First Amended Complaint and issue an advisory as to
how it intends to move this case forward.
IT 1S SO ORDERED.

SIGNED this 23rd day of May, 2012.

RoyAl Furngson J

Senior United States District Judge

13-10696.22673


13-10696.22673


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 947 Filed 05/23/12 Page 1 of 4 PagelD 57168

AO 440 (Rev. 12/09) Summons in a Civil Action

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

for the
Northern District of Texas

Netsphere Inc et al
Plaintiff

V.

Civil Action No. 3:09-cv-00988-F

Baron et al
Defendant

N N N N N N

Summons in a Civil Action

TO: Equity Trust, (an Ohio Trust)
Peter Vogel -Receiver

1601 Elm St., Ste 3000

Dallas, TX 75201

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting the day you received
it) -- or 60 days if you are the United States or a United States agency, or an officer or
employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(a)(2) or (3) -- you must serve
on the plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure. The answer or motion must be served on the plaintiff or the
plaintiff’s attorney, whose name and address are:

John MacPete

P.O. Box 224726
Dallas , TX 75222

If you fail to respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the relief
demanded in the complaint. You also must file your answer or motion with the court.

CLERK OF COURT

DATE: 05/23/2012

—m—mm
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AO 440 (Rev. 12/09) Summons in a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No. 3:09-cv-00988-F

PROOF OF SERVICE
(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4 (I))

This summons for (rame of individual and title, if any)

was received by me on (date)

[T 1personally served the summons on the individual at (place)

on (date) , or

[T 1left the summons at the individual's residence or usual place of abode with (name)

, a person of suitable age and discretion who resides there,

on (date) , and mailed a copy to the individual's last known address; or

[T Iserved the summons on (name of individual) , who is designated

by law to accept service of process on behalf of (name of organization)

on (date) ;or
[T Ireturned the summons unexecuted because ; or
[T other (specify)
My fees are $ for travel and $ for services, for a total of §

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:

Server's signature

Printed name and title

Server's address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:
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AO 440 (Rev. 12/09) Summons in a Civil Action

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

for the
Northern District of Texas

Netsphere Inc et al
Plaintiff

V.

Civil Action No. 3:09-cv-00988-F

Baron et al
Defendant

N N N N N N

Summons in a Civil Action

TO: The Village Trust, (a Cook Islands Trust)
Peter Vogel -Receiver

1601 Elm St., Ste 3000

Dallas, TX 75201

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting the day you received
it) -- or 60 days if you are the United States or a United States agency, or an officer or
employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(a)(2) or (3) -- you must serve
on the plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure. The answer or motion must be served on the plaintiff or the
plaintiff’s attorney, whose name and address are:

John MacPete

P.O. Box 224726
Dallas , TX 75222

If you fail to respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the relief
demanded in the complaint. You also must file your answer or motion with the court.

CLERK OF COURT

DATE: 05/23/2012

—m—mm



13-10696.22676


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 947 Filed 05/23/12 Page 4 of 4 PagelD 57171

AO 440 (Rev. 12/09) Summons in a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No. 3:09-cv-00988-F

PROOF OF SERVICE
(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4 (I))

This summons for (rame of individual and title, if any)

was received by me on (date)

[T 1personally served the summons on the individual at (place)

on (date) , or

[T 1left the summons at the individual's residence or usual place of abode with (name)

, a person of suitable age and discretion who resides there,

on (date) , and mailed a copy to the individual's last known address; or

[T Iserved the summons on (name of individual) , who is designated

by law to accept service of process on behalf of (name of organization)

on (date) ;or
[T Ireturned the summons unexecuted because ; or
[T other (specify)
My fees are $ for travel and $ for services, for a total of §

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:

Server's signature

Printed name and title

Server's address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC.,
MANILA INDUSTRIES., INC., AND
MUNISH KRISHAN
PLAINTIFFS,
V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F

JEFFREY BARON AND
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY,

wn W W W W W W N L W LN LN

DEFENDANTS.
ADVISORY ON FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT

The Court ordered Plaintiffs to amend their pleadings on or before May 23, 2012
(Doc. No. 895). Plaintiffs filed their First Amended Complaint on May 23, 2012 (Doc. No.
944), and the Court ordered that the time to answer be stayed (Doc. No. 945).

The Court’s initial inclination is that the Preliminary Injunction issued on June 26,
2009 (Doc. No. 22) addresses Plaintiffs’ first claim of relief for specific performance. The
matter is resolved and a final judgment is appropriate.

As to the remaining claims of breach of written contract; conversion of Netsphere
Parties’ share of phonecards.com revenue, accounting and constructive trust; unjust
enrichment; and recovery of costs and attorneys’ fees for vexatious litigation tactics, the
Court proposes to sever these claims and place them in another case before this Court. In this
way, the Court can hasten the end of the Receivership. The Court will continue to stay the
time period to answer the claims in this case until the Fifth Circuit makes its findings on the

Receivership Order.
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Any response to this case management proposal is due on or before June 14, 2012.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

SIGNED this 23rd day of May, 2012.

Yoria0 raeder_
Ro;/cll Furg(son ﬂ

Senior United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

NETSPHERE, INC., 8§

MANILA INDUSTRIES., INC., AND 8§
MUNISH KRISHAN 8§
PLAINTIFFS, §§
V. g CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0988-F
JEFFREY BARON AND §§

ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, §
§
DEFENDANTS. 8§

THE RECEIVER’'S SUMMARY REGARDING THE

OWNERSHIP OF DOMAIN NAMES IN COMPLIANCE WITH
ADDENDUM ORDER TO ORDER REQUESTING LETTER BRIEFS

On May 18, 2012, the Court issued Asldendum Order to Order Requesting Letter
Briefs. [Docket No. 939.] The Court ordered the partiesffer a “summary of their position”
regarding the Ondova Limited Company’s ownershiga@fvers.com and petfinders.comd.]
The Court also ordered the parties to “cite tordmord and attach supporting documents with
their submission.” 1fl.] The following is a summary of Mr. Baron’s andethiReceiver’s
positions regarding the foregoing.

A. Petfinders.com.

1. Mr. Baron’s position

Jeff Baron alleges that petfinders.com was regdtés Novo Point, LLC (a Receivership
Party) and, thus, the Trustee Daniel Sherman fato@a Limited Company (the “Trustee”) had
no right to sell it. Mr. Baron alleges that on Beiber 30, 2005, Ondova Limited Company
(“Ondova”) conveyed petfinders.com to Macadamia dmment, LLC (“Macadamia”). See

Petfinders LLC’s Objection to Trustee’s Motion fawthority to Sell Property of the Estatad
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Motion of Petfinders, LLC for Stay Pending Appeahse No. 09-34784-sgj-11, in the United
States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern Distri€tTexas (the “Bankruptcy Case) at Docket
Nos. 676 and 719 and attached hereto as Exhib#adAB, respectively.] On March 10, 2006,
Macadamia changed its name to Blue Horizon Limitezbility Company (“Blue Horizon”).
[Id.] Pursuant to a settlement agreement approvetéourt on July 28, 2010, Blue Horizon
became Novo Point, LLC.Id.] Thus, Ondova has no interest in petfinders.ciah]

2. The Receiver’s position.

The Receiver performed an independent investigatito Mr. Baron’s allegation about
the ownership of petfinders.comSde Response and Reservation of Rights Relatedgsted’s
Motion for Authority to Sell Property of the Estatiee Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 671 and
attached hereto as Exhibit C.] The Receiver omlgowered evidence supporting the Trustee’s
position. [d.] The Receiver also rebutted Mr. Baron’s scurslounfounded accusations that
the Receiver had doctored or hidden evidence stipgothe notion that Novo Point, LLC
owned petfinders.com.Sge The Receiver’'s Supplement to Response and/&esenf Rights
Related to Trustee’s Motion for Authority to Selbperty of the Estatehe Bankruptcy Case at
Docket No. 674 and attached hereto as ExhibitThe Receiver's Second Supplement to
Response and Reservation of Rights Related toeE'adtlotion for Authority to Sell Property of
the Estate the Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 677 and atthdieyeto as Exhibit EThe
Receiver’s Third Supplement to Response and Remard Rights Related to Trustee’s Motion
for Authority to Sell Property of the EstatBe Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 680 and atthche
hereto as Exhibit F.] To the extent the Districbu@ rules that Novo Point, LLC owns
petfinders.com, the Receiver requests that the epax of the sale be transferred to the
Receivership estate.
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3. Bankruptcy Court activity.

On November 9, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court held adestiary hearing on the sale of
petfinders.com. At the hearing, the Receiver dqaestl the Trustee about Mr. Baron’s
contentions that Novo Point, LLC—not Ondova—ownedfipders.com. $eethe Bankruptcy
Case at Docket No. 687 and attached hereto as iExhilat pp. 11-24.] The Receiver then
guestioned Damon Nelson, the Court-appointed Pegntdvianager of Novo Point, LLC, about
his knowledge of the ownership of petfinders.coifid. at pp. 40-65.] The Receiver also
qguestioned two of his Mr. Baron’'s personal attomeMartin Thomas and Gary Schepps,
concerning their knowledge of evidence on the oglmerof petfinders.com.Id. at 77-89.] The
Court itself questioned the Trustee about the osmprof petfinders.com. Id. at pp. 24-28.]
Finally, Mr. Schepps, posing as the lawyer for anstentity Mr. Baron formed days before the
hearing called Petfinders, LLC, questioned Mr. Nels[ld. at pp. 65-73.]

On November 15, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court rulect ttOndova controlled
petfinders.com, and the Trustee could sell it. Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 693 and
attached hereto as Exhibit H.] The Trustee solfimuers.com for $25,000. See Petfinders,
LLC et al. v. ShermarCase No. 3:12cv387, in the U.S. District Courttfte Northern District
of Texas at Docket No. 21.]

B. Mondial.com.

1. Mr. Baron’s position.

Like petfinders.com, Mr. Baron alleges that mond@h is registered to Novo Point,
LLC. Mr. Baron alleges that on December 30, 200®dova conveyed mondial.com to
Macadamia through written assignmengeéNovo Point, LLC’s Objection to Trustee’s Motion
for Authority to Sell Property of the EstatBe Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 597 and atthche

THE RECEIVER’'S SUMMARY REGARDING THE
OWNERSHIP OF DOMAIN NAMES IN COMPLIANCE WITH
ADDENDUM ORDER TO ORDER REQUESTING LETTER BRIEFS 3

13-10696.22682


13-10696.22682


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 949 Filed 05/25/12 Page 4 of 6 PagelD 57177

hereto as Exhibit I.] On March 10, 2006, Macadaafianged its name to Blue Horizond.]
Pursuant to a settlement agreement approved byCGist on July 28, 2010, Blue Horizon
became Novo Point, LLC. Id.] Thus, according to Mr. Baron, Ondova has noragein
mondial.com. Ijd.]

2. The Receiver’s position.

The Receiver asked Mr. Thomas if Mr. Baron had ewiglence to support his notion that
Novo Point, LLC controlled the name.Sge Response and Reservation of Rights Related to
Trustee’s Motion for Authority to Employ Broker amdustee’s Motion for Authority to Sell
Property of the Estatehe Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 596 and atthtleeeto as Exhibit J.]
Mr. Baron (through Mr. Thomas) did not provide anjfd.] To the extent the District Court
rules that Novo Point, LLC owns mondial.com, thec&eer requests that the proceeds of the
sale be transferred to the Receivership estate.

3. Bankruptcy Court activity.

On July 26, 2011, the District Court conducted arimg on the sale of mondial.com.
[See Order Granting Trustee’'s Motion for Authority Sell Property of the Estatdhe
Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 607 and attacheddeseExhibit K.] On August 4, 2011, the
Bankruptcy Court ruled that mondial.com was thepprty of the Ondova bankruptcy estate and
the Trustee had the authority to sell the domaibamalf of the estateld.]
C. Servers.com.

1. Mr. Baron’s position.

Mr. Baron contends there is a settlement agreetmetmieen Ondova and an individual
named Michael Emke involving servers.com (the “Agnent”). Bee Baron v. Sherma@ase
No. 3:12-cv-367-F, in the U.S. District Court fovetNorthern District of Texas at Docket No. 9
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(the “Servers.com Appeal”).] Mr. Baron allegestttiee Agreement calls for the assignment of
servers.com to an entity called Servers, Inc. irctviEmke and Ondova would each own a 50%
stake. [d.] Mr. Baron contends the Agreement contains a ipiow stating that if certain
circumstances occur.€., placement of Servers, Inc. into receivershipgntbndova’s ownership
interest in servers.com reverts back to MessrsolBand Emke, individually. Id.] Mr. Baron
claims that due to the Bankruptcy Court's placemehtServers, Inc. into receivership,
ownership in servers.com reverted back to MessagiBand Emke.Id.]

2. The Receiver’s position.

The Receiver did not receive any objections from Baron concerning the sale of
servers.com through his personal bankruptcy couridel Thomas. $ee The Receiver’s
Response and Reservation of Rights Related toeE'adtlotion for Authority to Sell Property of
the Estate-Servers.comthe Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 675 and atthtleeeto as Exhibit
L.] Instead, Mr. Baron filed with the Fifth Cirduibut not the Bankruptcy Court) &mergency
Motion for Limited Stay, Dissolution or OtherwigeAllow Jeff Baron to Defend His Interests in
the “Servers.com” Domain in the Ondova Bankruptcsodeedings [ld. at Ex. D.] The
Receiver filed Mr. Baron’s emergency Fifth Circaibtion with the Bankruptcy Court.Id. at
Ex. D.] On November 9, 2011, Mr. Baron’s other personalratly, Gary Schepps, accused the
Receiver of playing a “game” regarding the owngystfi servers.com (and petfinders.com and
mondial.com). $ee The Receiver's Supplement to Response and/&esenf Rights Related
to Trustee’s Motion for Authority to Sell Propeny the Estate—Servers.cpthe Bankruptcy
Case at Docket No. 682 and attached hereto as iEkhib To the extent the District Court rules
that Novo Point, LLC owns servers.com, the Receregquests that the proceeds of the sale be
transferred to the Receivership estate.
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3. Bankruptcy Court activity.

On November 9, 2011, the Bankruptcy Court held adentiary hearing on the sale of
servers.com. At the hearing, the Receiver questidhe Trustee about Mr. Baron’s contentions
that Novo Point, LLC—not Ondova—owned servers.cofifee Exhibit G at p. 97.] The
Receiver also questioned Mr. Schepps concernirdeage in his possession demonstrating who
owns servers.com.Id. at pp. 100-102.] On November 15, 2011, the Bartksuourt ruled
that Ondova owned servers.com and could selllihe[Bankruptcy Case at Docket No. 691 and
attached hereto as Exhibit N.]

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Barry M. Golden

Barry M. Golden

Texas State Bar No. 24002149
Peter L. Loh

Texas Bar Card No. 24036982
GARDERE WYNNE SEWELL LLP
1601 Elm Street, Suite 3000
Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 999-4667 (facsimile)
(214) 999-3000 (telephone)
bgolden@gardere.com
ploh@gardere.com

ATTORNEYS FOR THE RECEIVER,
PETER S. VOGEL

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On May 25, 2012, the undersigned certifies thatRleeeiver served the foregoing via

ECF.
/sl Peter L. Loh
Peter L. Loh
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Gary N. Schepps

Texas State Bar No. 00791608
5400 LBJ Freeway, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75240

(214) 210-5940 - Telephone
(214) 347-4031 - Facsimile
Email: legal@schepps.net

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION
In re: §
§ Case No. 09-34784-SGJ
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, § (Chapter 11)
§
§
Debtor 8

PETFINDERS LLC's OBJECTION TO TRUSTEE'S MOTION FOR
AUTHORITY TO SELL PROPERTY OF THE ESTATE

TO THE HONORABLE STACEY G. C. JERNIGAN, U.S. BANKRUPTCY JUDGE:

NOW COMES Petfinders, LLC (“Petfinders”) and files this Objection to Trustee's
Motion for Authority to Sell Property of the Estate and would respectfully show the Court as
follows:

1. BACKGROUND

1. On or about October 7, 2011, the Trustee filed his Trustee's Motion for Authority to
Sell Property of the Estate seeking authority to sell the domain name “PETFINDERS.COM”
pursuant to the authority granted in section 363 of the Bankruptcy Code.

2. In such Motion, the Trustee alleges that the Estate owns the internet domain name
“Petfinders.com” (“the Domain Name”) which he claims must be liquidated. Petfinders objects
to the Trustee's Motion as the Estate does not own the name he now seeks to sell, the domain is

worth around 100 to 400 times the price the Trustee seeks to sell the asset for in private, non-
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auction sale, and the asset does not present any liability to the Estate. Rather, Novo Point LLC is
the owner of these name pursuant to a previous assignment by Ondova Limited Company
(“Ondova”) to Macadamia Management, LLC (“Macadamia”) on December 30, 2005, a copy of
which is attached hereto as Exhibit “4” and is incorporated herein for all purposes (“the
Assignment”).

3. Pursuant to the terms and conditions of the Assignment, Ondova conveyed all right,
title and interest which it had in “All domain names owned by Assignor on December 29, 2005,
as registrant, less those domain names that are currently subject to active claims ...

4. Petfinders.com was registered with Ondova Limited Company before December 29,
2005 and was not subject to an active claim against Ondova. Similarly, the name was registered
prior to Discovery Communications’ registration of the singular “PetFinder”.

5. Accordingly, the domain name was conveyed pursuant to the Assignment from Ondova
to Macadamia dated December 30, 2005, and Ondova has no ownership interest in this name.

6. Moreover, until relatively recently, Ondova Limited Company was an approved
domain registration company. Domain registration companies do not own the names which are
registered with them. In fact ICANN policies and requirements prohibit registrar companies from
owning domain names.

7. Ondova presumably assigned all of its right, title and interest to Macadamia in order to
comply with the ICANN requirements/policies which prohibit a registrar from owning names.

8. Macadamia, a US Virgin Islands limited liability company, filed a Change of Name
Certificate with the Secretary of State's office of the US Virgin Islands on March 10, 2006,

pursuant to which it changed its name to Blue Horizon Limited Liability Company (“Blue

OBJECTION TO SALE OF PETFINDERS.COM - PAGE 2
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Horizon”). A true and correct copy of the Virgin Islands Secretary of State's certificate accepting
the name change is attached as Exhibit “B” and is incorporated herein for all purposes.

9. Novo Point LLC is the successor in interest to all Blue Horizon domain names
pursuant to the Mutual Settlement and Release Agreement which was approved by the Court on
or about July 28, 2010 and which became a final Order on or about August 28, 2010 (“the
Settlement Agreement”). Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, Ondova and the Trustee
quitclaimed “any interest in any and all domain names that were previously registered through
Ondova, exclusive of the Even Group Portfolio, the Odd Group Portfolio, and any domain name
not registered through or at Ondova as of February 22, 2010, pokerstar.com and servers. com and
the Excluded Disputed Domains.” As Ondova had previously assigned all of its right, title and
interest in these names, neither it nor the Trustee had any ownership inte?est to quitclaim in such
names. Ownership was transferred to NovoPoint LLC by virtue of the quitclaim from Blue
Horizon which was a part of the Settlement Agreement.

10. Moreover, the Mutual Settlement and Release Agreement conspicuously lacks any
quitclaim, assignment or transfer of any parties' interests in the Excluded Disputed Domains to
Ondova or to the Trustee. Absent such a quitclaim, assignment, transfer or other conveyance to
either Ondova or the Trustee, neither Ondova, nor the Trustee has any ownership in such names,
and they should not now be allowed to sell assets that they do not own.

11. Moreover, both the Trustee and Peter Vogel have conceded that the above described
transfer of ownership was effectuated and that Novo Point thereby owned domain names held by
Ondova on the ‘disputed domains® list. See Exhibit C. The underlying ownership facts

concerning Petfinders.com are exactly the same as the facts concerning the domain names the
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Trustee and the Receiver have conceded on the record are not the property of Ondova.
12. The owner of Novo Point LLC, and beneficial owner of Petfinders.com, assigned its
rights and interest in Petfinders.com to Petfinders LLC.
13. Accordingly, Petfinders, objects to the Trustee's Motion for Authority to Sell this asset

and requests that the Trustee's Motion be in all things denied.

II PRAYER
WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Petfinders respectfully requests that the
Court enter an Order Denying the Trustee's Motion for Authority to Sell Property of the Estate.

Respectfully submitted this November 7, 2011.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Gary N. Schepps

Gary N. Schepps

Texas State Bar No. 00791608
5400 LBJ Freeway, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75240

(214) 210-5940 - Telephone
(214) 347-4031 - Facsimile
Email: legal@schepps.net

Attorney for Petfinders, LLC
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Certificate of Service

On this date, I electronically submitted the foregoing document with the clerk of court for the
U.S. Bankruptcy Court, Northern District of Texas, Dallas, using the electronic case filing
system of the Northern District. I hereby certify that I have served all counsel and/or pro se
parties of record electronically who receive service via the Bankruptcy Court’s PACER system.

/s/ Gary N. Schepps
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ASSIGNMENT

[ MIN G it
y oMt
THIS ASSIGNMENT (“As,é’rlgnmani" is dated as of December 30, 2005 from ONDOVA
LIMITED COMPANY, a Gatiforfila ("Assignor”), to MACADAMIA MANAGEMENT,

LLC, a U.S. Virgin islands lirnited liability company ("Asslgnee”).

1, Assignor hereby assigns to Assignee, and Assignes hereby accepts from
Assignor, all of the right, title, and interest that Assignor possesses and has the right to assign In
and to the assets listed on Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Assets”) In exchange for Asslgnee's
payment of $460,560, as evidenced by Assignee's Secured Promissory Note of even date
herewith,

2. Assignor will take such additional steps necessary to register the Assets in
Assignee's name over a reasonably practicable time perlod and wil take such additional
actions, and execute and deliver to Assignee such instruments of sale, fransfer, conveyance,
and such consents, assurances, powers of attorney, and other Instruments necessary In order
fo vest In Assignee all right, title, and Interest of Assignor In and to the Assets and otherwise to
carry out the purpose and Intent of this Assignment.

3. This Assignment may be signed In any number of counterparts. Any single
counterpart or a set of counterparts slgned In elther case by the Assignor and the Asslgnee
shall constitute a full and original Assignment for all purposes. A facsimile copy or an electronic
image of a signed counterpart shall be deemed 1o be equivalent to a signed original.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Assignor and Assignee have caused this Assignment o be
executed and dellvered on the date first above written. ;

ASSIGNOR: ASSIGNEE:
Ondova Limited Company, Macadamla Management, LLC,
A Wyoming limited liabllity company A U.S. Virgin Islands

limited liability company

By: ' By:

Its: ; HES 1 QEA~ Its:
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DEC. 30. 2005 5:34AM & 517 NO. 3767 P 14/%5

] ENT

THIS ASSIGNMENT (“Asslanment”) is dated as of December 30, 2005 from ONDOVA
LIMITED COMPANY, a Californla corporation ("Assignor”), to MACADAMIA MANAGEMENT,
LLC, a U.8. Virgin Islands Imited labilty company (“Assignes”).

1. . Assignor hereby assigns to Assignee, and Assighee hereby accepts from
Aseignor, all of the right, title, and Interest that Assigner possesses and has the right to assign In
and to the asgets listed on Exhibit A attached hereto (the "Assets”) In exchange for Asélgnee's
payment of $460,560, as evidenced by Assignee's Secured Promissory Note of even date
herawith,

2, . Asslgnor will take such addiflonal steps necessary to reglister the Aesets In -
Assignes's name over a reagonably practicable flme perlod and will take such additional
actions, and execute and deliver to Assignee such Instruments of sale, transfer, conveyance,
and such congents, assurances, powers of attorney, and other Instruments necessary in order
tn vast in Assignee all right, title, and Interest of Assignor in and to the Assets and otherwige to
carry out the purpose and intant of this Assignment.

3. This Asslgnment may be signed In any number of counterparts. Any single
sounterpart or @ sef of counterparis signed In either case by the Assignor and the Assignes
shall constltute a full and original Asslgnment for all purposes. A facsimile copy or an elestrenic -
Image of a signed counterpart shall be desmad fo be equivalent to a signed orlginel.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Assignor and Assignee have caused this Asslgnment to be
axecuted and delivared on the date first above written,

ASSIGNOR: ASSIGNEE:
Ondove Limited Company, Macadamla Management, LLC,
A Wyoming limited flabiitty company A V.S, Virgin tslands

IImited ligbility company

By: By L LL—-—-**A{ .'

fts: Its: /l {ﬂ Mﬂ@ﬂ
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EXHIBIT A
ASSETS
1, All domain names owned by Assignor on December 29, 2005, as registrant, less those
domaln names that are currently subject to active clalms. The approximate number of
domain names that are not subject to claims Is 2,500 and the approximate number of
domaln names that are subject to claims Is 20.

2, Referral fee agreements in exlstence on December 29, 2005,
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Date: 30 December 2006
Principal Amount: $460,560
Borrower: Macadamia M~ -cyoment, LLC, a U.S. Virgin Islands

flimited liability company having its principal offices in
St. Thomas, US Virgln islands

Borrower's Malling Address: 2GA Rldge Road
Estate Nazareth
St, Thomas, US Virgin Islands, 00805

Lender: Ondova LImited Company, a Wyoming limited llabllity
company having its princlpal offices In Carrollton,
Texas '

Place for Payment: P. 0. Box 111501

Carrollion, TX 75011

Annual interest Rate: 5.0%

Annual interest Rate on
Matured, Unpaid Amounts: 10.0%

Maturity Date: 30 December 2015

Terms of Payment {princlpal and Interest):

The Principal Amount and interest are due and payable In equal annual Instaliments of
$50,644.63, beginning 30 December 2008, and continuing untll the unpald principal and
accrued, unpatd interest have been pald in full.- Payments will he applled first to
accrued Interest and the remainder to reduction of the Princlpal Amount. An
amortization schedule reflecting the payments to be made on the loan is atiached
hereto as Exhibit A. ‘

Borrower promlses to pay to the order of Lender the Princlpal Amount plus interest at
the Annual interest Rate. This note Is payable at the Place for Payment and according
to the Terms of Payment. All unpald amounts are due by the Maturity Date. After the
Maturity Date, Borrower promises to pay any unpald princlpal balance plus Interest at
the Annual interest Rate on Matured, Unpald Amounts.

It Borrower defaults In the payment of this note or in the performance of any obligation
in any instrument securing or collateral to this note, Lender may declare the unpaid
principal balance, eamed Interest, and any other amounts owed on the note
immedlately due. Borrower and each surety, endorser, and guarantor waive all demand
for payment, presentation for payment, notice of intention to accelerate maturity, notice
of acceleration of maturity, protest, and notice of protest, to the extent permitted by law.
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A default exists under this note if (1) Borrowsr falls to timely pay or perform any
obllgation or covenant in any written agreement between Lender and Borrower, or
(2) any warranty, covenant, or representation in this note or in any other written
agreement between Lender and Borrower ls materially false when made.

Borrower also promises to pay reasonable attorney's fees and court and other costs If
this note is placed in the hands of an attorney to collect or enforce the note. Borrower
will pay Lender these expenses and Inferest on demand at the Place for Payment.
These expanses will bacome part of the debt evidenced by the note and will be secured
by any seourity for payment,

Imerest on the debt evidenced hy this note will not axcesd the maximum rate or amount
of nonusurious interest that may be contracted for, taken, reserved, charged, or
received under law. Any intarest In excess of that maximum amount will be credited on
the Prinolpal Amount or, If the Princlpal Amount has been paid, refundéd. On any
acceleration or required or parmifted prepayment, any excess interest will be canceled
automatically as of the acceleration or prepayment or, if the excess Interest has already
been paid, credited on the Principal Amount or, if the Princlpal Amount has been paid,
refunded, This provision overides any conflicting provislons In this note and all other
instruments concerning the debt.

Security for Paymant:

This note is being executed in ¢onjunction with an Assignment of even date, under
which Borrower, as Assignee, is purchasing from Lender, as Assignor, the rights to
certain Assste that the Lender owns at this time. This note is secured by a Security
Agreement, also of even date, executed by Borrawer as the Debtor in faver of Lender
as the Secured Parly, and which covers the Collateral listed on Exhibit A o the Security
Agreement,

Counterparts:

This note may be signed in any number of counterparts, Any glngie counterpari or a set
of counterparts signed in either case by all the parties hereto shall constitute a full and
original Secured Promissory Note for all purposes. A facsimlle copy or an electronle
image of a signed counterpart shall be deemed to be equivalent to a signed eriginal.

BORROWER: _ LENDER:
Macadamia Management, [NC, Ondova Limited Company,
& U.8. Virgin Island a Wyoming limited llabllity company
Iim%:ﬂ[ty co ;@v
By/ \/ " ey 1 A By:
Print 1 e-ji (rle 1 N/ Print Name:
Title: 2114 4 Title:

14

2
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A default exists under this note If (1) Botrower falls to timely pay or perform any
obligation or covenant in any written agreement betwsen Lender and Borrower, or
(2) any warranty, covenani, or representation in this note or In any other written
agresment between Lender and Borrower Is materlally false when mads.

Borrower also promises to pay reasonable attorney's fees and court arid other costs If
this note Is placed in the hands of an attorney to collect or enforce the note. Borrower
will pay Lender these expenses and interest on demand at the Place for Payment.
These expenses will bacome part of the debt evidenced by the note and wiil be secured
by any security for payment,

Interest on the debt evidenced by this note will not exceed the maximum rata or amount
of nonusurlous Interest that may be contracted for, taken, reserved, charged, or
received under law. Any interest in excess of that maximum amount will be credited on
the Princlpal Amount cr, if the Principal Amount has been pald, refunded, On any
acceleration or requlred or psrmitted prepayment, any excess interest will be canceled
automatically es of the acceleration or prepayment o, if the excess Interest has already
been pald, credited on the Principal Amount or, If the Principal Amount has been palid,
refunded. This provision overrides any conflicting provisions In this note and all other
instruments concerning the debt.

Security for Payment;

This note Is being executed in conjunction with an Assignment of even date, under
which Borrower, as Assignee, Is purchasing from Lender, as Assignor, the rights to
cerimin Assets that the Lender owns at this time. This note is secured by a Security
Agreement, also of even date, executed by Borrower as the Debtor in favor of Lender
as the Secured Party, and which covers the Collateral listed on Exhibft A to the Security
Agresment.

Gounterparis:

This note may be signed In ahy number of counterpants. Any single counterpart or a set
of counterparts signed in either case by all the partles hereto shall constitute a full and
original Secured Promissory Note for all purposes. A facsimile copy or an elactronic
image of a signed counterpart shall be desmed to be equivalént to a signed original,

BORROWER: LENDER:
Macadamia Management, LLC, Ondova Limited Company,
a U.S. Virgin Istands ' a Wyoming limited liabllity company

{imited liabllity company

L

By: By:
== =
Print Name: Priht Narfe: {_.I LFEREY é%.!l row
Title: Title: JrD (2SipnerT
2
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Ondova - Secured Promissory Note

Compound Period ......... ¢ Annual

Nominal Annual Rate.... : 5.000 %

AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE - Normal Amortization

Date Payment interest  Principal Balance
Loan 12/30/2005 460,560.00

2005 Totals 0.00 0.00 0.00
1 12/30/2006 59,644.63 23,028.00 36,618,683 423,943,37

2006 Totals 59,644.63 23,028.00 36,616.63
2 12130/2007 50,644.63 21,197.17 38,447.46 385,495.91

2007 Totals 59,644.63 21,197.17 38,447.46
3 12/30/2008 59,644,883 19,274.80 40,369.83 345,126.08

2008 Totals 59,644.63 19,274.80 40,369.83
4 12/30/2009 59,644.63 17,256.30 42 388.33 302,737.75

2009 Totals 59,644.63 17,256.30 42,388.33
5 12/30/2010 59,644.63 15,136.89 44 507.74 258,230,01

2010 Totals 59,644.63 16,136.88 44,507.74
6 12/30/2011 59,644.63 12,911.50 46,733,13 211,496.88

2011 Totals 59,644.63 12,811.50 48,733.13
7 12130/2012 59,644.63 10,574.84 49,069.79 162,427.09

2012 Totals 59,644.63 10,5674.84 49,069,79
8 12/30/2013 59,644.63 8,121.35 51,623,28 110,903.81

2013 Totals ) 59,644.63 8,121.35 51,523.28
9 12/30/2014 59,644.63 5,545,19 54,099.44 56,804.37

2014 Totals £9,644.63 5,545.18 54,099.44
10 12/30/2015 59,644.63 2,840.26 56,804.37 0.00

2015 Totals 59,644.63 2,840.26 56,804.37

Grand Totals 596,448,30 135,886.30 460,560,00

SECURED PKDHlbsz\l DOTE
T BEunsrt A
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SECURITY AGREEMENT

Date: 30 December 2005
Debtor: Macadamia Management, LLC, a U.S,

Virgin Islands limited [iability company
having fits principal offlces In St
Thomas, US Virgin Islands

Debtor's Malling Address: 2GA Ridge Road
Estate Nazareth
St. Thomas, US Virgin islands, 00805

Secured Party: Ondova Limited Company, a Wyoming
limited liabllity company having Its
principal officas in Carrollion, Texas

Secured Party's Malling Addrass: P. Q. Box 111501
Carroilton, TX 75011

Collaterat (including ail accesslons): All of Dsbior's Interest In the asssts
listed on Exhibit A attached hereto

Obligation:

Promissory Note executed of aven date herewith, partially described as follows:
Date: 30 December 2005
Amount: $460,560
Maker: Macadamia Management, LLC, a US Virgin

Islands limited llablilty company bhaving Its
principal offices In St. Thomas, US Virgin
Islands

Payee. Ondova Limited Compeany, a Texas limited
llabliity company having its principat offices in
Carroliton, Texas

Final Maturlty Date: 30 December 2015

Terms of Payment. As sef forth therein

Dabtor harsby grants to Secured Party a security interest in the Coliateral and all
of Its procesds to secure payment and performance of Debtor's obligations under

13-10696.22701
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this Security Agresment and all renewals, modifications, and extenslons of any
part of the Cbiigation.

Debtor's Warranties:

1. Other Security |nferests. Except for any In favor of Secured Party,
no part of the Collateral Is subject to any pravious pledge or grant
of a securlty interest therein; and except for the interest granted to
the Sscured Party pursuant to this Security Agreement, the Debtor
owns {and will keep) the Collateral free and clear of all ligns,
securlty Interssts, clalms, charges, restrictions, and other
encumbrances whatsoever, and shall not, without the prior written
consent of the Secured Party, sell, asslgn, pledge, transfer,
mortgage, or otherwise dispose of all or any part of the Collatera!,
or all or any part of any of Debtor's Interest therein,

2. Ownership. Debtor owns the Collateral and has the authority to
grant this securlty Interest. The Debtor's ownership s free from any
setoff, claim, restriction, lien, securlly Interest, or encumbrance of
which Debtor is aware, except this security interest and any liens
for taxes not yet due.

Debtor's Covenants:

1. Protection of Colleteral, Debtor will defend the Collateral agalnst all
claims and demands adverse to Secured Party's Interest In it and
will keep It free from all liens except those for axes not yet due and
from all security interests except this one. The Collateral will
remain In Debtor's possession or control at ail timss, except as
otherwise provided In this Security Agreement,

2. Costs. Debtor will pay all expenses incurred in obtalning,
preserving, registering, defending, and enforclng this security
interest or the Collateral and in collecting or enforcing the
Obligation. Expenses for which Debtor s ilable include, but are not
limited to, taxes, assessments, reasonable attorney's fees, and
other legal sxpenses.

3 Additional Documents and Actions. Debtor will sign any documents
and will take any additional actions that Secured Party considers
necessary to obtain, maintaln, and register this security interest or
to comply with any applicable law.

4, Notice of Changes. Debtor will immediately notify Secured Party of
any: (a) material change In the Collateral; (b) change in the
Debtor's name, address, or locatlon; (c) change In any malter
warranted or represented in this Securlty Agreement; (d) change
that may affect this secuilty Interest; and (e) event of default.

2
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5, Sale. Debtor will not distribute any assets from the Collateral that
would have the effect of reducing the value of the Collateral without
the prior written consent of Secured Party.

Evenls of Default:

Each of the following conditions Is an event of default:

1. if Debtor defaults In timely payment or performance of the
Obligation,
2, if any warranty, covenant, or representation made to

Secured Party by or on bshalf of Debtor proves to have been
false In any material respect when mads;

3. If any financing statement of the Collateral that Is not related
to thls security interest and that does not favor Secured
Party Is filed,;

4. It Debtor falls to execute any document that Secured Party

considers necessary to obtain, maintain, and register this
security Interest or to comply with any applicable law; and
5. if any llen attaches to any of the Collateral.

Ramedles of Secured Party on Default:

Puring the existence of any event of default, Secured Party may declare
the unpaid principal and earned Interest of the Obligation immediately due
in whole or part, enforce the Obligation, and exercise any rights and
remedies granted under applicable law or by ihis Securlty Agreement,
including the following:

1. require the Debtor to deliver to Sscured Parly all books and
records relating to the Collateral;

2. require the Debtor to sell, lease, or otherwise disposs of any -
of the Collateral in accord with the rights, remedles, and
duties of a secured party under applicable law afier giving
any required notice;

3. require the Debtor to apply any proceeds from disposition of
the Collateral after default in the manner specified under
applicable law, but Including payment of Sscured Party's
reasonable attorney's fees and court expenses; and

4, if disposition of the Collateral leaves the Obligation
unsatisfied, collect the deficiency from Debtor.

General Provisions:

1. Partles Bound. Secured Party's rights under this Security
Agreement shall also Inure to the beneflt of its successors and
assigns. Assignment of any part of the Obligatlon and delivery by

3
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Secured Party of any part of the Collateral will fully discharge
Secured Parly from responsibllity for that part of the Coilateral. ff
Debtor Is more than one, all their representations, warrantles, and
agreements are joint and several. Dsbtor's obligations under this
Security Agreement shall bind Debtor's successors and assigns.

2. Walver, Nelther delay In exerclse nor partial exercise of any of
Secured Party's remedies or righis shall waive further exercise of
those remedles or rights. Secured Parly's fallure to exerclse
remedies or rights does not waive subsequent exsrcise of those
remedies or rights. Secured Party's walver of any default does not
walve further default. ‘Sscured Party's waiver of any right In this
Sscurlty Agreement or of any default is binding only if it Is in wrlting.
Secured Party may remedy any default without walving it,

3 Reimbursement, If Debtor falls to perform any of Debtor's
obligations, Secured Parly may perform those obligations and be
relmbursed by Dabtor on demand at the place whers the Obligation
is payable for any sums so pald, Including attorney's fees and other
legal expenses, plus Interest on those sums from the dates of
payment at the rate stated In the note for matured, unpald amounts.
The sum to be reimbursed shall be secured by this Security
Agreement,

4, Modlfications. No provisions of this Security Agreement shall be
medified or limited except by wiitlen agreement.

5 Severability. The unenforceabllity of any provision of thls Securlty
Agresment will not affect the enforceabllity or valldity of any other
provision.

8. Applicable Law. This Security Agreemsnt will be governed by and
consirued under.the laws of Texas.

T Place of Performance. This Security Agreemsnt is to be performed
In Texas.

8. Singular and Plural. When the context requires, singular nouns and
pronouns Include the plural.

9. Priority of Securlty Interest. This security Interest shall nelther
affect nor be affected by any other security for any part of the
Obligation, Nelther extenslons of any part of the Obligation nor
releases of any of the Collatsral will affsct the pricrity or valldity of
this security interest with reference to any third person. '

10,  Curpuletive Remedies. Foreclosure of this securlty Interest by suit
does not limit-Secured Party's remadies, including the right to sell

4
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the Collateral under the terms of this Security Agreement. All
remedies of Secursd Party may be exerclsed at the same or
different times, and no remedy shall be a defense to any other,
Secured Party's rights and remedies Include all those granted by
law or otherwise, In addiflon to those specified in this Security
Agresment.

11. Counterparts. This Security Agreement rmay be signed in any
number of counterparts, Any single counterpart or a set of
colnterparts slgned In elther case by all the partles hereto shall
constitute a full and original Sscurity Agreement for all purposes. A
facsimile copy or an electronic Image of a sfgned counterpart shall
bha deamed fo be equivalent to a slgned orlginal,

IN W!TNESS WHEREOF the parties hersto have executed this Securny
Agreéement on the date first written above,

PEBTOR:

Macadamla Managemept, LLC,
a U.8. Virgin Isl

SECURED PARTY:

Ondova Limited Company,
a Texas limited liabllity company

limited liability

By By:

Print MY 1) Print Name:

Title: { VN 41 ?»M Thte: .
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the Collateral under the terms of this Security Agreement. All
remedies of Secured Party may be exercised at the same or
different times, and no remedy shall be a defense to any othsr.
Secured Parly's rights and remedies Include ali those granted by
lew or otherwise, Ih addition to those specified in this Security
Agreament.

141,  Counterperts. Thls Securlly Agreement may be sighed in any
number of counterparts. Any single counterpart or a set of
counterparts signed in elther case by ail the parties hereto shall
constitute a full and original Security Agreement for all purposes. A
facsimile copy or an electronic image of a signed counterpart shall
be deemed to be equivalent to a signed original,

iIN WITNESS WHEREOF, the partles hersto have executed this Securlty
Agreement on the date first written above.

DEBTOR: SECURED PARTY:
Macadamia Management, LLC, Ondova Limited Company,
a U.S. Virgin islands a Wyoming limited liability
limited liabllity company company @M
By: By: 4 l//
Print Name: Print NQDJ W “Trepey  BARY
Titls: Tille: PRESIQEMN T~
5
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EXHIBIT A
DESCRIPTION OF COLLATERAL
1. All domaln names owned by Assignor on December 28, 2005, as
registrant, less those domain names that are currently subject fo active
claims. The approximate humber of domain names that are not subject to
claims is 2,600 and the approximate number of domain names that are
subject to claims is 20.

2. Referral fee agreements in existence on December 29, 2005.
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GOVERNMENT OF

. —[J—NI i
e IIJD S A ES

CHARLOTTE AMALI E, ST. THOMAS, Vi 00802

Corp. No, 55400 ‘
OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

To Whom These Presents Shall Come:

I, VARGRAVE A, R]

' C .
. ertify thar HARDS, Lieutenant Governor of the Virg

in Islands, do hereb

| MACADAMIA MANAGEMENT, LLC

4 Virgin Islands Limited Liabilit
y Company, fi
gdarch 1, 2006, as provided for by lawI,) A¥tiol
uly acknowledged: changing its name to

led in the Office of the

s of Amendmon 1. - Lieutenant Governor or f§

Atticles of Organization, [ff -

BLUE HORIZON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPpPANY

WHEREFORE the said Correction

office on the aforesaid and to be in ﬁlls hereby declared to have bee

11 force and effect from that daten duly recorded in this

In Witness Whereof
1 1 haV h X -

h € aereunto set my
[?nﬁfesndsﬁrgie?h%?rzh of the Government of thg
Amalie, this 10" day op Ml::g;:df{ Sr zgt;r(arloue
1 . U ] ). il -

VARGRAVE A, RICT;
. y ARDS
Lieutenant Governor of the Virgin Islands
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time. Mr. Payne's been in the case since April. Mr. Schepps
has been in the case since last November. So all of the
things raised in the appeal -- and I'm not here to talk about
the appeals in substance -- it's absolutely ludicrous. These
attorneys have had notice. Everyone watches the Ondova
docket. And for them to come in and say we were surprised by
the Court's order and the Court's approval of the sale of the
name, truly is -- it's absolutely false.

In fact they participated in the hearing. Mr. Olson
was here and was able to participate in the hearing, and fully
was -- in fact I had had numerous conversations with Mr., Olson
prior to the hearing, and they were fully aware of what was
going on.

THE COURT: And remind me, the sale order ended up
carving this all down to just one domain name, right?

MR. URBANIK: That is correct, Judge.

THE COURT: Which one was it? I can't remember?

MR. URBANIK: Mondial.com.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. URBANIK: And, Your Honor, the settlement
agreement between -- the big settlement agreement from the
summer of 2010 provided that certain domain names were
property of Ondova, but permitted Mr. Baron to raise an
objection to their ownership. Mr. Vogel now stands in the

shoes of Mr. Baron. And prior to the hearing we had on the

eScribers, LLC | (973) 406-2250
operations@escribers.net | www.escribers.net

C
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1|| sale, there was extensive meetings between the receiver and
2| the trustee about which names were receivership names and
3|| which names were Ondova names. And as a result of those
~—4|| meetings, it was determined that Ondova did own Mondial. The |
S
' 5|| receiver owned the other ones, and both sides were comfortable

% 6|/| with that. That's why the receiver waan't here in July

| 7 complaining about the trustee having that one domain name to

8’ sell. So Mr. Vogel fulfilled his duties under the settlement
9 | agreement by examining which names were which.

10 ﬁondiélrcoﬁ iéia néme\thét was owﬁéa by 6ndo§é on‘Ehé
11|| petition date. And what we did, Your Honor, to investigate

12|| that, was to purchase a software program that allowed us to
13|| investigate ownership of names at certain points in time. Mr.
14|| Nelson is here today; if there was any evidence needed that
15|/ shows that that name was owned by Ondova on the petition date
16|/ in 2009.

17 I'm going at little fast, Your Homor. But what I

18|/ think the Court needs to -- we need to jump into here is, you
19|| know, what these attorneys could have done instead of what

20|/ they did. They filed three appeals and a motion to stay.

21|| They could have immediately filed with this Court a motion to
22|| appear in accordance with your order; a motion to document

23|| their role in this case, that they represented Nova Point or
24|| Quantec. They would have given therefore -- they could have

25|| had a legitimate chance to present why they're Novo Point's

eScribers, LLC | (973) 406-2250
operations@escribers.net | www.escribers.net
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Gary N. Schepps

Texas State Bar No. 00791608
5400 LBJ Freeway, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75240

(214) 210-5940 - Telephone
(214) 347-4031 - Facsimile
Email: legal@schepps.net
Counsel for Petfinders, LLC

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION
Inre: § Case No. 09-34784-SGJ
§ (Chapter 11)
ONDOVA LIMITED COMPANY, 8
Debtor §

MOTION OF PETFINDERS, LLC FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL
TO THE HONORABLE BANKRUPTCY JUDGE:

NOW COMES Petfinders, LLC, (“Petfinders”) and respectfully moves this Honorable Court
to enter an order staying the authority granted to sell the Petfinders.com domain for $25,000.00
and staying the sale of the Petfinders.com domain, and in support shows:

[. OVERVIEW

The following issues are presented:

1. Procedural Background.
2. Relief Sought.

3. Basis for Granting Relief.

i. Novo Point LLC holds the chain of title to the domain name
“Petfinders.com”.

ii. The Ondova Chapter 11 Trustee, Sherman, conceded that Ondova
transferred ownership of its domain names to Macadamia LLC in December
2005.

iii. Sherman had the burden of proof to establish ownership in the asset he
sought to sell, and failed to meet that burden.

iv. The Bankruptcy Court was not authorized to determine the ownership of
Petfinders.com through a 11 U.S.C. §363 motion.

4. Likelihood of Success.

PETFINDERS MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL PAGE 1
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5. Irreparable injury to Petfinders, LLC.
6. No substantial harm to interested parties.

7. Conclusion.

II. ARGUMENT & AUTHORITIES

1. Procedural Background.

1.  On November 11, 2011 this Court entered its Order Granting Motion to sell
property under Section 363(b) [Doc 693 (Petfinders)] (the “Order”) which granted the Trustee

authority to sell the domain name “petfinders.com”.

2. Relief Sought.

2. Petfinders seeks a stay pending appeal before this court pursuant to Bankruptcy
Rule 8005. The criteria for a stay pursuant to Rule 8005 are well established. The Movant must
show: (1) likelihood of success on the merits, (2) irreparable injury if the stay is not granted,
(3) absence of substantial harm to the other parties from granting the stay and (4) service to the
public interest from granting the stay. Hunt v. Bankers Trust Co., 799 F. 2d 1060, 1067 (5™ Cir.
1986). With regard to the likelihood of success prong, a movant should only have to present a
substantial case on the merits. S.C. of Okaloosa, Inc., 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 57187 (W.D. La.

2006).

3. Basis for Granting Relief.

3. As this Motion is filed, Petfinders has not yet filed its statement of issues on
appeal. Without limiting the issue to be presented on appeal, there are substantial legal questions

presented, as follows—

PETFINDERS MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL PAGE 2
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a. There are no exigent circumstances requiring that the sale occur immediately and,
granting a stay may be necessary to allow for review by an Article III court as required by the
U.S. Constitution. There is authority holding that where a stay is not granted, an order
authorizing sale pursuant to Section 363 (b) may be non-appealable “unless such authorization
and such sale or lease were stayed pending appeal”. See 11 U.S.C. §363(m). Specifically,
“statutory mootness” attaches to an order pursuant to section 363(b) where “(1) the underlying
sale or lease was not stayed pending the appeal, and (2) the court, if reversing or modifying the
authorization to sell or lease, would be affecting the validity of such a sale or lease.” E.g., Krebs
Chrysler-Plymouth v. Valley Motors, 141 F.3d 490, 499 (3rd Cir. 1998).

b. Novo Point LLC owns the domain name “Petfinders.com”, as follows:

i. Novo Point LLC holds the chain of title to the domain name “Petfinders.com”.

(1) On December 30, 2005, Ondova Limited Company (“Ondova”) owned the domain
name and transferred it, along with all other domain names it owned not then in litigation, to
Macadamia Management, LLC (“Macadamia”). A copy of the transfer instrument is attached
hereto as Exhibit “A” and is incorporated herein for all purposes (“the Assignment”). Pursuant to
the terms and conditions of the Assignment, Ondova conveyed all right, title and interest which it
had in “All domain names owned by Assignor on December 29, 2005, as registrant, less those
domain names that are currently subject to active claims ...” The domain name Petfinders.com
was registered with Ondova Limited Company before December 29, 2005 and was not then
subject to any active claim against Ondova. Accordingly, the domain name was conveyed
pursuant to the Assignment from Ondova to Macadamia on December 30, 2005, and Ondova has
no ownership interest in this name.

(2)  Macadamia, a US Virgin Islands limited liability company, filed a Change of

Name Certificate with the Secretary of State's office of the US Virgin Islands on March 10,

PETFINDERS MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL PAGE 3
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2006, pursuant to which it changed its name to Blue Horizon Limited Liability Company (“Blue
Horizon”). A true and correct copy of the Virgin Islands Secretary of State's certificate accepting
the name change is attached as Exhibit “B” and is incorporated herein for all purposes. Novo
Point LLC is the successor in interest to all Blue Horizon domain names pursuant to the Mutual
Settlement and Release Agreement which was approved by the Bankruptcy Court on or about
July 28, 2010 and which became a final Order on or about August 28, 2010 (“the Settlement
Agreement”). Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, Ondova and the Trustee quitclaimed “any
interest in any and all domain names that were previously registered through Ondova, exclusive
of the Even Group Portfolio, the Odd Group Portfolio, and any domain name not registered
through or at Ondova as of February 22, 2010, pokerstar.com and servers.com and the Excluded
Disputed Domains.” As Ondova had previously assigned all of its right, title and interest in these
names, neither it nor the Trustee had any ownership interest to quitclaim in such names.
Accordingly, ownership was transferred to NovoPoint LLC by virtue of the quitclaim from Blue

Horizon as a part of the Global Settlement Agreement.

ii. The Ondova Chapter 11 Trustee, Sherman, conceded that Ondova transferred
ownership of its domain names to Macadamia LLC in December 2005.

(1) Sherman and Vogel met and agreed that Novo Point owned all the domain names held
by Ondova on the ‘disputed domains’ list other than ‘mondial.com’. See Exhibit “C”. Further,
this Honorable Court’s attention is directed to Sherman’s “Motion for Approval of Settlement
Agreement Pursuant to Rule 9019, Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure”. On Page 7 of that
motion, Sherman made the following representation to this Honorable Court: “[Tlhe Trustee is
releasing certain claims including a debt owed to the Estate pursuant to a Note dated December
31, 2005 in the original principal amount of $460,000 from Macadamia Management, LLC, the
current balance of which is approximately $600,000 ... The Estate is also waiving and

releasing certain avoidance action claims related, inter alia, to: (a) the transfer of a
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valuable portfolio of domain names from Ondova to Blue Horizon Limited Liability

Company, formerly known as Macadamia Management, LLC in December 2005”.

iii. Sherman had the burden of proof to establish ownership in the asset he sought to
sell, and failed to meet that burden.

(1) Pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule of Procedure 363(p), the entity asserting an interest in
property has the burden of proof on the issue of the extent of such interest. Bankr.R.P. 363(p); 11
U.S.C. §101 (15) (“entity” includes the estate). However, the only ‘evidence’ offered by
Sherman was a third party’s hearsay report of “WHOIS” information. However, “WHOIS” Data
is Hearsay Contact Information, and not evidence of Title. A “WHOIS” database is a contact
directory that contains whatever information the registrant decides to publish to the public.
Accordingly, WHOIS information is hearsay contact information and is not ftitle. See
Register.com, Inc. v. Verio, Inc., 356 F.3d 393, 395 (2nd Cir. 2004). As the Second Circuit
explained in Register.com:

“[A]pplicants ... submit to the registrar contact information, including at a
minimum, the applicant’s name, postal address, telephone number, and electronic
mail address. The ICANN Agreement, referring to this registrant contact
information under the rubric “WHOIS information,” requires the registrar, under
terms discussed in greater detail below, to preserve it, update it daily, and provide
for free public access to it through the Internet as well as through an independent
access port, called port 43. See ICANN Agreement § ILF.1.”

(2) Notably, Ondova provided a ‘privacy protection service’, that is now commonly
available at other registrars, whereby Ondova listed itself in the public contact information
database to protect the privacy information of the registrant. Thus, EVERY name registered by
Ondova, by default, was listed in the WHOIS information database with Ondova’s contact

information, not the registrants’.
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iv. The Bankruptcy Court was not authorized to determine the ownership of
Petfinders.com through a 11 U.S.C. §363 motion.

(1) Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 7001(2) provides that a proceeding to

determine the Estate’s “interest in property” be an “adversary proceeding” and “governed by the

rules of this Part VII.” Fed.R.Bankr.P. 7001. However, a Section 363 motion to sell an asset of
the Estate is merely a “contested matter” governed by Rule 9014. Fed.R.Bankr.P. 9014.
Accordingly, a bankruptcy court is not authorized to determine ownership of an asset through a
motion under Section 363. E.g., In re Hearthside Baking Co., Inc., 397 BR 899, 902 (Bkrtcy. N.D.
1. 2008); In re Whitehall Jewelers Holdings, Inc., 2008 WL 2951974 *6 (Bankr.D.Del. 2008),
holding:

“The Court cannot determine whether the [property is] property of

the estate through a contested matter, such as a sale motion under

Section 363. Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 7001(2) requires

that an adversary proceeding be commenced to determine the
‘validity, priority or extent of [an] interest in property.””

(2) Thus, this Honorable Court erred in ordering the sale of Petfinders.com without first
establishing the Bankruptcy Estate’s interest, if any, in the asset in an adversary proceeding
pursuant to Rule 7001(2). Id. Notably, the public policy served by this rule is substantial— before
businesses outside of bankruptcy proceedings can be stripped of their assets, the bankruptcy
court must conduct a full adversarial proceeding including service of process on the interested
parties and the full disclosures required by Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(a). See Fed.R.Bankr.P. 9014(c)
(mandatory disclosure requirements of ‘adversary proceedings’ do not apply in ‘contested

matters’).
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4, Likelihood of Success.

4. As discussed above, Petfinders attached documentation to its Objection to Trustee’s
Motion for Authority To Sell Property of the Estate demonstrating its claim of ownership
preceding the Petition date by several years. Neither the Trustee nor any other party presented
the Court with any evidence of title addressing, let alone refuting, Petfinders’s superior claim of
title by virtue of the conveyance. Petfinders established that it has the superior claim. Moreover,
the Bankruptcy Court is without authority to determine ownership in a mere contested matter.
Rather, the Bankruptcy Court must hold a full adversary proceedings to determine issues of

ownership. Fed.R.Bankr.P. 7001; and e.g., In re Hearthside Baking, 397 BR at 902.

5. Irreparable injury to Petfinders, LLC.

5. Because of the doctrine of “statutory mootness”, discussed above, the granting of a
stay may be necessary for Petfinders LLC to be heard on appeal. Accordingly, Petfinders’ very
right to appeal may be at risk unless stay is granted. Thus, stay is necessary to insure that the
decision of the Bankruptcy Court may be reviewed on appeal and corrected. Further, as
demonstrated in the attachments to Petfinders’s objections, Novo Point LLC (the ownership
rights in which have been assigned to Petfinders, LLC., with respect to the Petfinders.com
domain; see Exhibit “F”) has been the owner of the domain name “petfinders.com” since
December of 2005 by virtue of Ondova’s conveyance of all of its right, title and/or interest in any
and all domain names it purported to own to Macadamia Management, the predecessor in
interest to Petfinders. “Petfinders.com” is an extremely valuable domain name, and a primary
revenue stream for Novo Point LLC, generating over $80,000.00 per year in income. See Exhibit
“D”. Should the Trustee sell the domain name and it is later determined, as Petfinders alleges,

that Ondova is not in fact the true owner of the domain name, Petfinders may have no remedy
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for its loss as Petfinders, LLC can only be made completely whole only through the rightful

return of Novo Point LLCs rights to the domain name.

6. No substantial harm to interested parties.

6. For the same reasons as stated above, the attorneys and the Estate have no risk of
actual loss. Moreover,:

a. If the domain name is proven to be owned by Novo Point LLC, the Ondova Estate will
have suffered no loss as it did not have any ownership rights to start with. If, in the unlikely
event it is determined that the domain name is actually owned by the Trustee, no harm will have
occurred to the estate because the value of the domain name will not diminish or decrease, but
should remain constant or even increase in the coming weeks and months.

b. Similarly, there is no harm to the public interest. This is a narrow dispute among the
parties to this action. There is no public interest to this court’s decision whether to grant or deny
the requested stay. Further, there is a substantial disruptive effect to commerce in erroneously
dissolving companies not in bankruptcy by liquidating their assets and in allowing 3rd parties
assets to be stripped from them without a petition being filed, without service of process,
without an adversary hearing as required by the Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure, and

without allowing for substantive review of the decision by an Article III court.

7. Conclusion.

Wherefore, Petfinders prays that this Court grant its Motion for Stay Pending Appeal and

for such other and further relief to which it may show himself justly entitled.

PETFINDERS MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL PAGE 8

13-10696.22719


13-10696.22719


Case 3:09-cv-00988-L Document 949-2 Filed 05/25/12 Page 10 of 39 PagelD 57214

Case 09-34784-sgj11 Doc 719 Filed 12/05/11 Entered 12/05/11 10:59:45 Desc
Main Document  Page 9 of 9

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Gary N. Schepps

Gary N. Schepps

Texas State Bar No. 00791608
5400 LBJ Freeway, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75240

(214) 210-5940 - Telephone
(214) 347-4031 - Facsimile
Email: legal@schepps.net
Counsel for Petfinders, LLC

Certificate of Service

On this date I electronically served the foregoing document using the electronic case filing
system of the Bankruptcy Court, and served every party receiving service through the official
PACER system.

/s/ Gary N. Schepps

Certificate of Conference

To the extent practicable, before filing this motion, an attempt to confer with an attorney for the
affected parties was made to determine whether this motion was opposed. A request for
agreement was made to Ray Urbanik, and agreement could not be reached because said counsel
opposes the motion.

/s/ Gary N. Schepps
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ASSIBNMENT C
) yfda"‘iwf" Lh
THIS ASSIGNMENT (“Aﬁérgnment" is dated as of December 30, 2005 from ONDOVA
LIMITED COMPANY, a Gatiforfila - ("Assignor”), to MACADAMIA MANAGEMENT,
LLC, a U.8. Virgin islands lirnited llability company ("Assignee”).

1. Assignor hereby assigns to Assignee, and Assignes hereby accepts from
Asslgnor, all of the right, title, and interest that Assignor possesses and has the right to assign In
and to the assets listed on Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Assets”) In exchange for Assignee's
payment of $460,560, as evidenced by Assignee's Secured Promissory Note of even date

herewith.

2. Assignor will take such addltional steps necessary to register the Assets in
Assignee's name over a reasonably practicable fime perled and will take such additional
actions, and execute and 