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Electronically Fited
B/28/2018 2:45 PM
Stevan b, Grierson

CLERE OF THE COUE g

ORDD

LAW OFFICES OF BYRON THOMAS
BYRON THOMAS

Mevada Bar Mo, 8906

3275 8, Jones Bivd. Ste. 104

Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

Phone: 702 747-3103

Facsimile; (702) 543-4855

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and SHAWN
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD OBI WAN

TRUST; WSOF GLOBAL LLC, a Wyoming CASE NO.: A-17-764118-C
limited liability company DEPT No.: 27
Plaintiffs,
ORDER ON MOTION TG

QUASH SERVICE OF PROCESS AND TO
DISMISS PURSUANT TO NEVADA
MMAWC, LLC db/a WORLD SERIES OFf RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 4(i)
FIGHTING a Nevada limited liability company;
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS INC. d/b/a
PROEESSIONAL  FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a
Delaware  corporation; BRUCE DEIFIK, an{ Hearing Date; May 23, 2018
individual; CARLOS SILVA, an individual; Hearing Time: 10:00 a.m.
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited lability
limited partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES [ through X, inclusive; and ROE
Corporations XX through XXX, inclusive,

V5.

Defendants.

This matter having come on for hearing on May 23, 2018 at 10:00 a.m., Byron E. Thomas,
Esq. appearing an behalf of Plaintiffs and Christian T. Spaulding, Esq. appearing on behalf of
Defendant Carlos Silva, the Court having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file, the wrgument of

Counsel, good cause appearing therefore, and for the reasons set forth by the Court on the record:

i
1
i
1t

Page 1 of 2
AA340

Casa Number; A-17-764118-C
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant Carlos Silva’s Motion to Quash Service of

Process and to Dismiss Pursuant to Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 4(i) is hereby DENIED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
Dated thisg) | Junc, 2018

Submitted by:
AAW OFFICES OF EYR[KBN HOMAS

By E. Thermas, Esq,
Nevada Bag No. 8906

3275 8. Jones Blvd. Ste. 104
Las Vegas, Nevada 29145
Phane: (702) 749-7561-4945
Attorney for Plainti)fs

Approved by:
DICKSON WRIGHT PLLC

F=NN

Michael N, Feder G N

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T. Spaulding

Nevada Bar No, 14277

Email; cspaulding@dickinson-wright.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada 8§9113.2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Attorneys for Defendant Carlos Silva

Nenesl all
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\ Professional Fighters League

ORDR

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T. Spaulding

Nevada Bar No, 14277

Email; cs;:aulding@dic-kinson-wﬁght,mm
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vepas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Sitva and
MMAX Ivestment Partrers, Inc. dba

Electronically Filed
11/19/2018 0:04 AM
Steven D. Grlarson

GLERE QF THE CQUEE

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WQOOD OBI WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
WOOD OBI WAN TRUST; WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintiffs,

V5.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a8 Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual; NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DQES I through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX,
inclusive,

Defendants.

CASE NO; A-17-764118-C
Dept, No.: 27

ORDER:

(1) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING
IN PART DEFENDANT MMAX
INVESTMENT  PARTNERS, INC.'S
MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF
PROCESS AND TO DISMISS PURSUANT
TO NRCP 4(i); and

(2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING

IN PART PLAINTIFFS®
COUNTERMOTION TO ENLARGE
TIME FOR SERVICE

Defendant MMAX. Investiment Pariners, Inc.’s (“Defendant™) Motion to Quash Service of
Process and to Dismiss Pursuant to NRCP 4(i) (the “Motion™) and Plaintiffs’ Opposition and

Countermotion to Enlarge Time for Service (“Countermotion™) carme before this Court on October

AA342

Case Number; A-17-764118-C
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17, 2018 with Christian T. Spaulding appearing on behalf of Defendant and Byron E. Thomas
appearing on behalf of Plaintiffs. The Court having considered Defendant’s Motion and Plaintiffs:
Countermotion; having heard argument of counsel; and good cause appearing, and for the reasons
set forth on the record HEREBY ORDERS:

I, Defendant’s Motion to Quash is GRANTED,
Defendants” Motion to Dismiss is DENIED without prejudice.
Defendant’s request for attorneys’ fees is DENIED.,
Plaintiffy" Countermotion is granted in that Plaintiffs have until November 7, 2018 to re-

4= L pra

serve Defendant,
DATED this (//‘ day of November 2018.

(itiginl AL
Distriet CourtJudge

Submitted by: Approved as to Form and Content:

Di KINS; ;N;WRIGH"Iii-

Michael N. Feder Qj Byron E. Thomas

Nevada Bar No. 7332 3275 8. Jones Bivd., Ste. 104
Christian T. Spaulding Las Vegas, NV 89146
Nevada Bar No. 14277 Byronthomaslaw(@gmail.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200 Attarney for Plaintifis

L.as Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 382-1661

Antorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and

MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba

Professional Fighters League

I
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Electronically Filed
11/119/2018 9:04 AM
Steven D, Grerson
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No, 7332

Email; mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T, Spaulding

Nevada Bar No. 14277

Email: cspaulding@dickinson-wright.com
l 8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

T Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9 DISTRICT COURT

10 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

11 ZION WOOD 0BI WAN TRUST and | CASE NO: A-17-764118-C
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION { Dept. No.: 27

g o
5§ 12/ wooD OBI WAN TRUST; WSOF
g GLOBAL, LLC, 2 Wyoming limited Hability
¥3 13
E company
E 14 ORDER:
E Plaintiffs, |
§ 8 s (1) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING
25 VS, IN PART DEFENDANT CARLOS
28 6 SILVA’S MOTION TO DISMISS
PURSUANT TO NEVADA RULE OF

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
171 FIGHTING, 2 Nevada limited Hability | CIVI: PROCEDURE 12(B)(5); AND
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
'* | PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL ( GRANTING INPART ARD DENVING
19 FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware COUNTERMOTION FOR LEAVE TO
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual; AMEND
20 | CARLOS SILVA, an individual; NANCY
21 AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LILP, Colorado limited
22 liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES 1 through X, inclusive; and
23 ROE Corporations XX through XXX,

inclusive,
24

o

Defendants.

Defendant Carlos Silva’s ("Defendant™) Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to Nevada Rule of
27 Civil Procedure 12(b)(5) (the “Motion™) and Plaintiffs' Opposition and Countermotion for Leave

28 || 1o Amend (“Countermotion™) came before this Court on October 17, 2018 with Christian T.
I

AA344
Caze Number: A«-17-784118-C
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13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
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22

24
25
26
27
28

Spaulding appearing on behalf of Defendant and Byron E. Thomas appearing on behalf of
Plaintifts, The Court having considered Defendant’s Motion and Plaintiffs’ Countermotion;
having heard argument of counsel; and good cause appearing, and for the reasons set forth on the
record, HEREDY ORDERS:
I, Defendant’s Motion is GRANTED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART as follows:
2, Plaintiffs’ claims for: (1) Breach of Contract — Settlernent Agreement; (2) Breach

of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing; (3) Declaratory Relief; and (4) Specific

Perforinance are dismissed with prejudice.
3. Plaintiffs’ claims for (1) Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic

Advantage; (2) Tortious Interference with Contract; and (3) Civil RICO are dismissed without
prejudice with leave to amend.

4, Defendant’s Motion is DENIED as to Plaintiffs’ remaining claims.

5. Flaintiffs’ Countermotion is GRANTED only to the extent Plaintiffs have thirty
(30) days after the Notice of Entry of this Order to file an amended complaint consistent with the

rulings above,
] -
DATED this % __ day of November 2018.

P Al
District Court’Judge

n
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h T‘
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Submitted by: Approved as to Form and Content:

%{INSON WRIGHT Pi:lé

Michael N. Feder Byron E. Thomas
Nevada Bar No. 7332 (& 3275 8. Jones Bivd,, Ste. 104

Christian T. Spaulding L.as Vegas, NV 89146
Nevada Bar No. 14277 Byronthomasiaw(@gmail.com

8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200 Attorney for Plaintiffs

Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 382-1661

Atrorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Tnvestment Pariners, nc. dba
Professional Fighters League

AA345
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T, Spaulding

Nevada Bar No, 14277

Email; cspaulding@dickinson-wright.com
§363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vepgas, Nevada §9113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Atlorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Fvestment Pariners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League

Electronlcally Filed
11AY2018 9:00 AM
Steven D, Grlerson

CLERE OF THE CDUE!

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
WOOoD OBI WAN TRUST; WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintiffs,

¥5.

MMAWC, LLC db/a WORLD SERIES OF

FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
Company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware

corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SBILVA, an individual: NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIF LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES | through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through 33X,
inclusive,

Defendants.

CASENO: A-17.764118-C
Dept. No.: 27

ORDER:

(1) GRANTING IN PART ANDDENYING
IN  PART DEFENDANT MMAX
INVESTMENT  PARTNERS, INC.’'S
MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF
PROCESS AND TO DISMISS PURSUANT

TO NRCP 4(i); and
(2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING

IN PART PLAINTEFFS’
COUNTERMOTION TO ENLARGE
TIME FOR SERVICE

Defendant MMAX Investment Partniers, Inc.’s (“Defendant™) Motion to Quash Service of
Process and to Dismiss Pursuant to NRCP 4(i) (the “Motion™) and Plaintiffs’ Opposition and

Countermotion to Enlarge Time for Service (“Countermotion™) came before this Court on Qctober

AA346

Casae Numbar: A-17-7647118-C
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17, 2018 with Christian T. Spaulding appearing on behalf of Defendant and Byron E. Thomas ‘

appearing on behalf of Plaintiffs. The Court having considered Detendant’s Motion and PlaintifTs’ [

Countermotion; having heard argument of counsel; and good cause appearing, and for the reasons |

set forlh on the record HERERY ORDERS:

t. Delendant’s Motion to Quash is GRANTED.

2. Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss is DENIED without prejudice,

3. Defendant’s request for attorneys’ fees is DENIED.

4. Plaintifls” Countermotion is granted in that Plaintiffs have until November 7, 2018 to re-

serve Defendant.

DATED this

Submitted by:

DICKINSONWRIGHT PLLC
Michael N. Fede;;g&cﬁ
Nevada Bar No. 7332

Christian T, Spaulding

Nevada Bar No. 14277

8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 382-10661

dtrarneys for Defendants Carlos Silver corel
MMAX vestment Partners, Ine. dber
Professional Fighters League

é_ day of November 2018,

3

|

fdetrieesi A £

District CourtJudge

Approved as to Form and Content:

Byron E. Thomas

3275 8. Jones Blvd,, Ste, 104
Las Vepas, NV 89146
Byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

AA347
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N, Feder

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T. Spaulding

Nevada Bar No, 14277

Email; cspaulding@dickinson-wright.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Defendanis Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Proféssional Fighters League

Electronically Flled
1119/2018 2:38 PM
Steven D, Grierson

CLERE OF THE GDUEE

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
WOOD OBI WAN TRUST, WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintifts,

Vs,

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, #a  Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual, NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES [ through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX,
inclusive,

Defendants.

CASE NO: A-17-764118-C
Dept. No.: 27

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER: (1)
GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN
PART DEFENDANT CARLOS SILVA’S
MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO
NEVADA RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

12¢(B)(5); and

(2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING
IN PART PLAINTIFFS’

COUNTERMOTION FOR LEAVE TO
AMEND

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order: (1) Granting in Part and Denying in Part

Defendant Carlos Silva’s Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 12(B}(5);

i
AA348

Caze Number: A-17-764118-C
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and (2) Granting in Part and Denying in Part Plaintifts” Countermotion for Leave to Amend was

entered by the Clerk of the Cowrt on November 19, 2018, a copy of which is aitached hereta,

DATED this 19" day of November, 2018,
MCKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder
Nevada Bar No. 733
Christian T. Spaulding
Nevada Bar No. 14277

8363 West Sunset Road. Suile 200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Defendamts Carlos Silva and
MMAX favestment Pariners, Ine. dba
Professional Fighters League

AA349
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned, an employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC, hereby certifies that on the 9™
day of November 2018, he caused a copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
(1} GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART DEFENDANT CARLOS SILVA’S
MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO NEVADA RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE
12(B)(5); AND (2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART PLAINTIFES'
COUNTERMOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND to be transmitted by electronic service in
accordance with Administrative Order 14.2, to all interested parties, through the Cowt's Odyssey
E-File & Serve system addressed to:

Maximiliano D. Couvillier 111
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
3271 E. Warm Spring Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada §9120

meouvillier@@kclawnv.com
Attorneyy for Defendants MMAWC, LLC,

Byran E. Thomas, I25q.

3273 5 Jones Blvd., Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 89146
Byronthomastaw@gmail.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Bruge Deifik and The Nancy dnd Bruwce Deifik

Foamily Partnership LLLP

YIMM% N

An employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC
Michael N, Feder
ail; dickinson-wright.com
Christian T. Spaulding B
Neveada Bar No. 14277
Email: cspﬂulding@diﬁkinsun-wﬁght.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200
Lns Vegas, Nevada £9113-2210
Tek: (702) $50-4400
Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Sitva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba

Professional Fighters League

Elactronlcally Filed
111912018 9:04 AM
Staven D. Grlerson

GLERE OF THE 0022!;
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DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
wWoOD OBl WAN TRUST; WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, 2 Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintiffs,
vs.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, en individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual; NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES 1 thwough X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through DI,
inclusive,

Defendants.

CASE NO:; A-17-764118-C
Dept. No.: 27

ORDER;:

(1) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING
IN PART DEFENDANT CARLOS
SILVA’'S MOTION TO DISMISS
PURSUANT TO NEVADA RULE OF
CIVIL PROCEDURE 12(B)(5); AND

(2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING
IN PART PLAINTIFFS’
COUNTERMOTION FOR LEAVE TO
AMEND

Defendant Carlos Silva’s (“Defendant”) Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to Nevada Rule of

Civil Procedure 32(b)(5) (the “Motion™) and Pleintiffs® Opposition and Countermotion for Leave

to Amend (“Countermotion”) came before this Court on Qctober 17, 2018 with Christian T.

Casa Mumbar A-17-764118-C
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Spaulding appearing on behalf of Defendant and Byron E. Thomas appearing on behalf of
Plaintiffs, The Court having considered Defendant’s Motion and Plaintiffs' Countermotion;
having heard argument of counsel; and good cause appearing, and for the reasons set forth on the

record, HEREBY QRDERS;
L Defendant's Motion is GRANTED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART as follows:

2 Plaintiffs’ claims for: (1} Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement; (2) Breach
of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing; (3) Declaratory Relief: and (4) Specific

Performance are dismissed with prejudice,
3 Plaintiffs’ claims for (1) Intentional Interference with Prospective Economie

Advantage; (2) Tortious Interference with Contract; and (3} Civil RICO are dismissed without
prejudice with leave to amend.

4, Defendant's Motion is DENIED as to Plaintiffs’ remaining claims,

5 Plaintiffs” Counterimotion is GRANTED only to the extent Plaintiffs have thirty
(30) days after the Notice of Entry of this Order to file an amended complaint consistent with the

rulings above,
DATED this 8 day of November 2018.

Nageen LAl (\F
District Covr#Judge

Submitted by: Approved a5 to Form and Content:

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLL

Michael N. Feder
Nevada Bar No. 7332
Christian T, Spauiding
MNevada Bar Mo. 14277
8363 Wast Sunset Road, Suite 200
Las Vepas, Nevada 892113-2210
Tel; (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 382-1661

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Sitva and

Investment Partners, Inc, dba
Professional Fighters League

Byron E. Thomas

3275 8. Jones Blvd,, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 89146
Byronthomaslaw(@gmail.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC
Michael N, Feder
Nevada Bar No. 7332
Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T, Spaulding
Nevada Bar No. 14277
Email; cspaulding@dickinson-wright,com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200
Lag Vegas, Nevada 8§9113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400
} Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OB! WAN TRUST and | CASE NO; A-17-764118-C
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION | Dept. No.: 27

WOOD OB!I WAN TRUST, WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming limited liability
compary

Plaintiffs, NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER: (1)
o GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN
- PART DEFENDANT MMAX

INVESTMENT  PARTNERS, INC.S
MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF

FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability

company; ~ MMAX  INVESTMENT .ﬁg‘?ﬁfg ﬁi)’”‘_'i TO DISMISS PURSUANT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL !

FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware

corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual; ﬁ;) GRANTII:ETN PART AI:E Agﬁﬁgg
CARLOS SILVA, an il‘ldiVidUﬁl; NANCY COUNTERMOTION TO ENLARGE TIME
AND  BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY FOR SERVICE

PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES I through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX,
inclusive,

Defendants.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order: (1) Granting in Part end Denying in Part
Defendant MMAX Investment Partners, Inc.’s Motion to Quash Service of Process and to Dismiss

1
AA353
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Pursuant to NRCP 4(i); and (2) Granting in Part and Denying in Part Plaintiffs’ Countermotion to

Enlarge Time {or Service was entered by the Clerk of the Court on November 19, 2018, a copy of

whicl is attached hereto.

DATED this 19" day of November, 2018.

L]

DHCKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

[ :_-:-’-—-‘--”
g==

Michacl N. Feder e D
Nevada Bar Ne, 7332
Christian 't Spaulding
Nevada Bar No, 14277

8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vepas, Nevada 89113-2210
Tel: (702) 550-4400
Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX hivvesiment Pariners, Ine dba

Prefessional Fighters League
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CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

The undersigned, an employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC, hereby certifies that on the 19
day of November, 2018, he caused a copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
(1) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART DEFENDANT MMAX
INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC.’S MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF PROCESS AND
TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO NRCP 4(i); AND (2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING
IN PART PLAINTIFFS’ COUNTERMOTION TO ENLARGE TIME FOR SERVICE 1o be
transmilted by electronic service in accordance with Administrative Order 14.2, to all interested
parties, through the Court’s Odyssey E-File & Serve system addressed to:

Maximifiano D, Couviltlier I i
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
3271 L. Warm Spring Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120
meouvillier@@kelawny.com

Antorneys for Defendunes MMAWC, LLC,

Bruce Deifik and The Nuncy And Bruce Deijfik
Family Partnership LLLP

Byron E. Thomas, Esq.
3275 8. Jones Blvd., Ste, 104
Las Vepas, NV 89146

Bvronthomaslaw@email.com

Attorney for Plaintiffs

An employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No, 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T, Spaulding

Nevada Bar No, 14277

Email: ¢spaulding@dickinson-wright.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Attarneys for Defendants Carlos Sttva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League

Eloctronically Fited
1114912018 9:08 AM
Bteven D. Grierson

CLER@ OF THE COUE&

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION wWQOD OBI WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
WOOD OBI WAN TRUST; WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a8 Wyoming limited liability

company
Plaintiffs,

Vs,

MMAWC, LLC d/t/a WORLD SERIES QF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited Iability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual: NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIF LLLP, Colorado Iimited
liability parimership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES 1 twough X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX,
inclisive,

Defendants.

CASENO: A-17-764118-C
Dept, No.: 27

ORDER:

(1) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING
IN PART DEFENDANT MMAX
INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC.'S
MOTION TO QUASH SERVICE OF
PROCESS AND TO DISMISS PURSUANT
TO NRCP 4(i); and

(2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING

IN PART PLAINTIFFS'
COUNTERMOTION TO ENLARGE
TIME FOR SERVICE

Defendant MMAX Investment Partners, Inc.'s (“Defendant™) Motion to Quash Service of

Process and to Dismiss Pursuant to NRCP 4(i) (the “Motion™) and Plaintiffs’ Opposition and

Countermotion to Entarge Time for Service (“Countermotion”) came before this Court on October

AA356
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17, 2018 with Christian T, Spaulding appearing on behalf of Defendant and Byron E. Thomas
appearing on behalf of Plaintiffs. The Court having considered Defendant's Motion and Plaintiffs’
Countermotion; having heard argument of counsel; and good cause appearing, and for the reasons
set forth on the record HEREBY ORDERS:

I. Defendant's Motion to Quash is GRANTED.

2. Defendants' Motion to Dismiss is DENIED without prejudice.

3. Defendant's request for attorneys’ fees is DENIED,

4. Plaintiffs’ Countermotion is granted in that Plaintiffs have until November 7, 2018 to re-

serve Defendant,
DATED this QS day of November 2018.

(eneg] AL

District CourfJudge

Submitted by: Approved as to Form and Content:

MCKINSOM.WRIGHT PLLC

Byron E. Thomas

Michael N. Feder
3275 8. Jones Blvd., Ste. 104

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Christian T, Spauiding Las Vegas, NV 89146
Nevada Bar No, 14277 Byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200 Attorney Jor Plaintiffs

Las Vepas, Nevada 89113-2210
Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 382-1661
Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Sitva and

MMAX Invesiment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League
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KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
Maximiliano D, Couvillier 111, Esqg.
Mevada Bar No. 7661

3271 E. Warm Springs Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada §9120

Ph. (702} 605-3440

Fax (702} 623-6367
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Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmaond

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and SHAWN | CASE NQ.: A-17-764118-C
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD GBI WAN | DISTRICT COURT DEPT: 27
TRUST: WSOF GLOBAL. LLC, a Wyoming
limited lability company, FINDHNGS OF FACT & CONCLUSHONS
OF LAW AND ORDER GRANTING
Plainuiffs, MOTION TO LIFT DEFAULT OF
v, KEITH REDMOND AND TO QUASH
FURPORTED SERVICE OF PROCESS
MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLID SERIES OF AND FOR ATTORNEYS® FEES
FIGHTING a Nevada limbted liability company;
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC. dba
PROFESSIONAL FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a
Detaware corporation; BRLUCE DEIFIK, an
individual; CARLOS SILVA, an individual;
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, a Colorado limited
Hability partnership: KEITH REDMOND. an
individual; DOES [ through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX, inclusive,

Diefendants,

i
I
J;
7
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The Court heard defendant Keith Redmond’s (“Redmond™} Motion Yo Lifi Default Of
Keith Redmond And To (uash Purported Service Of Process And For Attormeys’ Fees
(“Motion™} on December 13, 2018,  Maximiliano D. Couvillier l1], Esq. appearced on behalf of
Redmond. Byran Thomas, Esq. appeared on behalf of the Plaintiffs, Christian Spaulding, Esq.
appeared on behslf of defendants MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. and Carlos Silva, The Court
has considered the Motion, all related briefs and documents on file, and the arguiment of counsel,

For good cause appearing the Court GRANTS Redmond’s Motion for the following

reasons.

I Plaintiffs Zion Wood Obi Wan Trust, Shawn Wright as Trustee of Zion Wood
Obi Wan Trust, and WSOF Global, LLC {collectively “Plaintiffs™) filed their Complaint in the
above captioned action on November 3, 2017,

2. On November 6, 2018, Plaintiffs filed an Application For Default of Keith

Redmond (“Default Application™).
3 Plaintiffs” Default Application was based on the swom Affidavit of Service of

Antonio Campos (“Campos™) dated February 7, 2018 (*2/7/18 Affidavit™), which Plaintiffs also
filed scparately with the Court on November 6, 2018,

4, Plaintiffs’ counsel, Byron Thomas, Esq, (“Attomey Thomas™), did not inquire
with counsel for Redmond (and co-defendant MMAWC, LLC), Maximiliano D, Couvillier [1],
Esq. (“Attorney Couvillier™), prior to secking to default Redmond or filing the Default
Application, as required by Rule 3.5A of the Nevada Rules of Professional Responsibility
{(“NREC™).

5. Attorney Thomas also failed to inquire with counsel for the other co-defendants,
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. (“MMAX") and Carips Silva (Michae¢l Feder, Esq. and

Christian Spaulding, Esq.) prior to sesking to default Redmond or filing the Default Application,

as required by NRPC 3.5A.
6. Attorney Thomas knew or reasonably should have known that Attorney Couvillier

Page 2 0f 10
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was Redmiond's counsel at the time Plaintiffs sought 1o default Redmond and filed the Default
Application,

T The parties here have a long history of litigation arnong them and Plaintifis and
Attomey Thomas unquestionably knew of the relationship and representation between Attorney
Couvillier and Redmond,

8. Among other things, when the parties negotiated and jointly drafted the settlement
documents that are precisely at issue in this action (e.g., the “Settlement Agrecment”, “The
Fourth Amended MMAWC, LLC QOperating Agreememnt,” and “Amended Licensing
Agreement”), it was Plaintiffs and Atlorney Thomas on one side, and Redmond, Attorney
Couvillier and attorney Christopher Childs, Esq. (“Attomey Childs”) on the other, Furthermore,
last year, on April 7, 2017, Redmond alongside Attorney Couvillier participated adverse to
Attorney Thomas and his clients in 2 JAMS mediation regarding MMAWC, LLC.

9. Thomas knew that Attomey Childs also represented Redmond from time-to-time
in matters regarding MMAWC, LLC. Attorney Thomas, however, did not inquire with Attorney
Childs prior to seeking to default Redmond or filing the Default Application, as required by
NRPC 3.5A.

10.  Moreover, at the time Plainitiffs sought to default Redmond and filed the Defauit
Application, Thomas reasonably should have also inquired with Michael Feder, Esq. and
Christian Spaulding, Esq. as to whether they may be representing Redmond.,  Plaintiffs named
Redmond arising from his role as an officer in MMAX, which should have reasonably caused
Attorney Thomas to inquire with Messrs. Feder and Spaulding because Attorney Thomas knew
that Messrs, Feder and Spaulding represented co-defendant Carlos Silva, the other individual
which Plaintiffs also named as a defendant from his role as an officer in MMAX.

Il.  Attomey Thomas had a reasonable amount of time within which to comply with
NRPC 3.5A before seeking to default Redmond and filing the Default Application.

12. in his 2/7/18 Affidavit, Campos swears under oath that he personally served

Redmond with the Summons and Complaint at 6:00 p.m., on December 18, 2017, at Redmond®s

Page 3 of 10
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residence in Henderson, Nevada (“Henderson Residence”).

13.  Campos’ testimony and his 2/7/18 Affidavit are false.

14, Campos did not personally serve Redmond with the Summmons and Complaint on
December 18, 2017, or at any other time.

}5.  Redmond was not in Las Vegas, Henderson or anywhere in Nevada on December
18, 2017, and had been outside of Nevada since November 15, 2017.

16.  Redmeond was in Aurora, Colorado on December 18, 2017.

17, Redmond’s Henderson Residence is localed within a guard-gated community and
the security guard entry and exit logs between December 14, 2017 and December 19, 2017, do
not show that Campos went to Redmond’s Henderson Residence during that time period.

18.  The veracity of Campos’ swom testimony regarding service was previously
questioned in this action by defendants Carlos Silva (see Carloy Silva’s 4/20/18 Motion To

Quash Service of Process) and MMAX (MMAX investment Partners, Inc.’s 9/12/18 Motion To

(uash Service of Process).

19. Not only did Attorney Thomas fail to comply with NRPC 3.5A, but he also
ignored Attorney Couvillier's meet and confer efforts to try 10 resolve the matter without the
Court's intervention and the parties having to expend resources and incur attorneys” fees.

20.  On November 6, 2018, after receiving service of Plaintiffs” Default Application,
Attorney Couvillier immediately contacted Attorney Thomas on Redmond’s' behalf, advised
Attorney Thomas of his obligations under NRPC 3.5A and requested Attomey Thomas to
withdraw Plaintiffs’ Default Application.

21, Attorney Thomas, however, did not respond to  Attomey Couvillier's

communications.
22, On MNovember 6, 2018, the Court Clerk entered a default against Redmond

pursuant to Plaintiffs’ Default Application.

23.  On November 7, 2018, Attorney Couvillier followed up with Attomey Thomas

with a voice mail and email, explicitly raising the urgency of a response, requesting to confer

Page 4 of 10

AA362




KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
3272 £.warm Springs Rd. % Las Vegas, NV 89120
Ph, {702} £05-34450 e FAY: [T02) 625-6357

e RETawTTy. com

O\quc\q_ﬁhuuﬂ

NNMMMNNNMPH‘—‘M
® NS L AW N 2 S T o® S B RE DD

about the circumstances, and cautioning Attorney Thomas about unreasonably multiplying the

proceedings.
24.  Attorney Thomas, however, did not respond to Attorney Couvillier's November

7, 2018, communications.

25,  Attormney Thomas was unreasonable in failing to respond to Attorney Couvillier’s

comtmunications.
26.  On November 9, 2018, Redmond filed his Motion, which was scheduled for

hearing on December 13, 2018,

27.  On December 3, 2018, Attorney Thomas finally contacted Attorney Couvillier
about the matter, but it was only to request an extension to file Plaintiffs’ Opposition and
continvance of the December 13, 2018, hearing. Attorney Thomas, however, did not articulate
any tangible grounds to support such request and Redmond’s Motion was heard on December

13, 2018.!
28. On December 3, 2018, Plaintiffs’ filed an Opposition (“Opposition™) to

Redmond’s Motion.

29.  Plaintiffs’ Opposition was unreasonable, obviously frivelous, unnecessary or

unwarranted,
30.  Among other things, Plaintiffs’ unreasonably and frivolously defended Campos
and his 2/7/18 Affidavit when Campos admitted his 2/7/18 Affidavit was not accurate, and

Plaintiffs’ were aware of other issues and concemns regarding Campos’ service of process in this

action.
3t.  Plaintiffs’ 12/3/18 Opposition also included a December 3, 2018 Affidavit from

! On December 3, 2018, Attorney Thomas requested a continuance of the December 13, 2018, hearing,
representing to Attorney Couvillier that he bad an “Arbitration hearing that has 10 go.” When Attorney
Couviltier asked for more information about that purponted “Arbitration hearing,” Attormey Thomas then
said the Arbitration hearing was actually on December 12, 2018, but then claimed he purportedly had a
“ealendar call” on Decomber 13, 2018, thongh he did not identify the matter and department. In any
event, Attorney Couvillier agreed to continue the hearing o December {9 or 20, 2018 but Attomey
Thomas never responded, and the hearing proceeded on December 13, 2018,

Page 5 of 10)
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Campos (“12/3/18 Affidavit”), in which Campos not only admitted that his 2/7/18 Aifidavit was
false, but gave an unreasonable explanation.
32.  Specifically, Campos® 12/3/18 Affidavit states, in relevant part:

When I served the Complaint and Summons there was no gate
guard, In addition, the language that I used in my affidavit was also
inaccurate [sic]. 1 served an adult of suitable age at Mr. Redmond's
residence, which is allowed by law and constitutes service on Mr,
Redmond. However, | did not write her name down. So, | said |
had served Mr. Redmond because [ believed that he had been

served pursuant to the law....
33, Campos’ 12/3/18 Affidavit is unreasonable, falsc and a further fraud on the Court.

34. There has been a guard gate at the entrance to the community where Redmond’s

Henderson Residence is located for at least the 10 years that Redmond has resided there,

35, Funthermore, no one was at Redmond's residence on December 18, 2017, at or

around 6:00 p.m., and there were no documents left behind at Redmond’s residence on

December 18, 2017,
36.  Plaintiffs’ defense of Campos’ veracity and continuance to stand by him and his

inaccurate affirmations was unreasonable and frivolous,

37.  Campos engaged in what the Nevada Supreme Court previously coined as “sewer

service” in connection with bis purported service of the Summons and Complaint vpon

Redmond?.

38. By their actions and inactions, Plaintiffs and their counsel, Attomey Thomas,

unreasonably and vexatiously multiplied the proceedings.

3%.  Redmond has never been served with a Summons and copy of Plaintiffs

Complaint,

% “Sewer service” is “the practice of accepting summonses and complaints for service, failing to
serve them, then falsely swearing in court-filed affidavits that service had been made when it was
not.”  Principal Invesiments v. Harrison, 132 Nev. Adv. Op. 2, 366 P.3d 688, 690-91, cert.
denied sub nom. Principal Investments, Ine. v. Harrison, 137 8. Ct. 67, 196 L. Ed. 2d 34

{2016)(emphasis added).
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40. Al factual issues asserted by Redmond are true and correct and not disputed, or

are resolved in favor of Redmond.

41.  Service of the Summons and Complaint was not made upon a Redmond within

120 days after the filing of the Complaint.

42.  To the extent that any of the foregoing Findings of Fact may be construed as

Conclusions of Law, they will also be interpreted as Conclusions of Law.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I NRPC 3.5A provides:

When a lawyer knows or reasonably should know the identity of a
lawvyer representing an opposing party, he or she should not take
advantage of the lawyer by causing any default or dismissal to be
entered without first inquiring about the opposing lawyer’s

intention to proceed.
d

2. Attorney Thomas knew or reasonably should have known the identity of the
lawyer representing Redmond and he did not comply with NRCP 3.5A.

3. NRCP 55(c) provides that a court may set aside default for good cause.

4. As set forth here, there is good cause to set aside the default entered against
Redmond on or about November 6, 2018, and such default is hereby set aside.

5. The purported service of the Summons and Complaint upon Redmond on or about
December 18, 2017, is hereby quashed.

6. NRS 7.085 (1)(b) and (2) provide, in relevant part:

1. If acourt finds that an attorney has:

(b} Unreasonably and vexatiously extended a civil action or
proceeding before any court in this State, the court shall require the
attorney personally to pay the additional costs, expenses and
attorney’s fees reasonably incurred because of such conduct.

2. The court shall liberally construe the provisions of this section
in favor of awarding costs, expenses and attomey’s fees in all
appropriate situations. It is the intent of the Legislature that the
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court award costs, expenses and attorney’s fees pursuant to this
section and impose sanctions pursuant to Rule 11 of the Nevada
Rules of Civil Procedure in all appropriate situations to punish for
and deter frivolous or vexatious claims and defenses because such
claims and defenses overburden limited judicial resources, hinder
the timely resolution of meritorious claims and increase the costs
of engaging in business and providing ptofessional services to the

public.

7. EDCR 7.60(b) provides for similar sanctions to either counsel or parties:

(b} The court may, after notice and an opportunity to be heard,
impose upon an attorney or a party any and all sanctions which
may, under the facts of the case, be reasonable, including the
imposition of fines, costs or attorney’s fees when an attorney or 2

party without just cause:
(1} Presents to the court a motion or an opposition to a
motion which is obviously frivolous, unnecessary or unwarranted,

(3) So, multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase
costs unreasonably and vexatiously....
g The Court has inherent authority to administrate its own procedures and to
manage its own affaits, which includes incidental powers that are reasonable and necessary for,

among other things, the administration of justice and to protect the dignity and decency of its

proceedings.’

9. Pursuant to the Court’s inherent authority, the Court may, inter alia, issue

appropriate sanctions, orders or awards to prevent injustice and to preserve the integrity of the

judicial process.*
10, For his conduct stated herein, Antonio Campos is sanctioned $1,000.00 in favor

of, and payable to, Redmond,
1. Notice of eniry of this Order shall be provided to the State of Nevada Private

Investigators Licensing Board to apprise the Board of, infer alia, the sanctions imposed upon

Campos.

:See e.g.. Halversonv. Hardcastle, 123 Nev. 245, 261-62, 163 P.3d 428, 440-41 (2007).
yii
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2. Plaintiffs are provided a reasonable enlargement of time to effectvate service

§ upon Redmond.

3. Redmond is entitled to all his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs refated to the
filing and prosecution of his Mofion together with his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs

incurred in obtaining entry of this Order and subsequent order awarding Redmond specific sums

of reasonable fees and costs.  The aitorneys’ fees and costs awarded to Redmond are not as

sanction against Attorney Thomas, but will be borne equally, jointly and severally, by Plaintiffs

and Attorney Thomas,

14.  The Court further advises Attorney Thomas that if he is ever in a similar situation,

the Court will make a complaint to the State Bar of Nevada.

15.  To the extent that any of the foregoing Conclusions of Law may be construed as

Findings of Fact, they will also be interpreted as Findings of Fact.
ORDER
For the foregoing reasons and good cause appearing, it is Ordered that:
I. Redmond’s Mation is GRANTED,

IL. The Default entered against Redmond on or about November 6, 2018 is hereby

SET ASIDE
HI,  The putported service of the Summons and Complaint upon Redmond on or about

December 18, 2017, is hereby QUASHED,
V.  Antonio Campos shall pay to Redmond $1,000.00 on or before MW i,

201%;
¥

V. Plaintiffs have until (Magl_'] / , 2019, to effectuate service of the Summons

and Complaint upon Redmond; ¥ of K ddd [ﬁ”/’hf 71'(’/711?,

VI.  Redmond is entitled an award against Plaintiffs and Attorney Thomas, jointly and
severally, of his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with his Motion and obtaining

an entry of this Order and subsequent order awarding Redmond specific sums of reasonable fees

and costs; and
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VIl Redmond shall file with the Court an affidavit or declaration of counsel in support

of his reasonable attorneys” fees and costs by Japuary 4, 2019. Any opposition or response

musl be filed by Junuary 11, 2019. The Court will consider the matter on its January 22, 2019,

Chambers calendar.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Newiea] Al
W
District Court Judge

Dated: / / r/. / f ri

Respectiully Submitted By,
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

L A i, 7
Maxitiliano D. Couvillier KI
miconi Sive o kelav oy eand

Attorneys for Defendum Keith Redmond

ES Rar #7661

Approved As To Form And Content,

M&E?maumwm*—
Byron Thomas, Esq. (Bar 8906)

3275 8. Jones Bivd., Ste. 104

Las Vegas, NV 82146

B ponithoimsdon covaisilig

Attorney for Plainiiffs
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KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
Maximiliano I0. Couvillier ITI, Esq.
Wevada Bar No. 7661

3271 E. Warm Springs Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120

Ph. (702) 605-3440

Fax (702) 625-6367
meouvillier@kelawnv.com

Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmond

Electronlcafly Filed
1/116/2018 1.32 PM
Staven B, Griarson

CLERE OF THE CGUEE

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST and SHAWN
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD OBl WAN
TRUST; WSOF GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyorming
limited liability company,

Plaintiffs,
V.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a2 Nevada limited liability company;
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC. dba
PROFESSIONAL FIGHTERS LEAGUE, &
Delaware corporation; BRUCE DEIFIK, an
individual; CARLOS SILVA, an individual;
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK. FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LILP, a Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual, DOES I through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX, inclusive,

Defendants,

I
I
"
i

CASENQO.: A-17-764118-C
DISTRICT COURT DEPT: 27

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF FINDINGS OF
FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND
ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO LIFY
DEFAULT OF KEITH REDMOND AND
TO QUASH PURPORTED SERVICE OF
PROCESS AND FOR ATTORNEYS’
FEES
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Please take Notice that on January 16, 2019, the Court entered FINDINGS OF FACT &
CONCLUSTIONS OF LAW AND ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO LIFT DEFAULT
OF KEITH REDMOND AND TO QUASH PURPORTED SERVICE OF PROCESS AND
FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES. A copy is attached here as Exhibit 1.

Dated: January 16, 2019
Respectfully Submitted By,

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

Maximiliano D, Cowvillier Il
Maxirniliano D. Couvillier 111, Esq,, Bar #7661

meouvillier@kelawny.com
Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmond

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 certify that on January 16, 2019, I electrontcally filed the foregoing Notice with the

Court’s electronic filing and service system, which provides electronic service to the following

registered users:

Byron Thomas, Esq. (Bar 8906)
3275 8. Jones Blvd,, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 89146

Byronthomaslaw(@gmail.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Michael Feder, Esqg.

Christian Spaulding, Esq.
DickmsonN WRIGHT, PLLC
MFeder@dickinson-wright.com

CSpaulding@dickinson-wright.com
Attorneys for MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. and Carlos Silva

/s/ Maximiliano D. Couvillier III
An Employee of KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
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KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
Maximiliano D. Couvillier [11, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7661

3271 E. Warm Springs Rd.

a5 Vegas, Nevada 89120

Ph. (702) £05-3440

Fax (702) 625-6367

spgouy e helina coing

Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmand

Electronicaliy Filad
116/2019 117 FM
Steven D. Gricrzon

CLERE OF THE COUE |;

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OB WAN TRUST and SHAWN
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD OBI WAN
TRUST; WSOF GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming
{imited liability company,

Plaingiffs,
Y.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a Nevada Himited labiity company;
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS. INC. dba
PROFESSIONAL FIGHTERS LEAGUE. a
Delaware corporation; BRUCE DEIF{K, an
individual; CARLOS SILVA, an individual;
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP. a Colorado limited
ltability partnership, KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES [ through X, inclusive: and
RO Corporations XX through XXX, inclusive,

Delendants,

/"
I
1
W

CASE NGO, A-17-764118-C
DISTRICT COURT DEPT: 27

FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW AND ORDER GRANTING
MOTION TO LIFT DEFAULT OF
KEITH REDMOND AND TO QUASH
PURPORTED SERVICE OF PROCESS
AND FOR ATTORNEYS' FELS
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The Court heard defendant Keith Redmond’s (“Redmond™) Motion To Lift Default Of
Keith Redmond And To Quash Purported Service Of Process And For Attorneys’ Fees
(“Motion”) on Decemnber 13, 2018.  Maximiliano D. Couvillier 1, Esq. appeared on behalf of
Redmond. Byron Thomas, Esq. appeared on behalf of the Plaintiffs. Christian Spaulding, Esq.
appeared on behalf of defendants MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. and Carlos Silva. The Court
has considered the Motion, all related briefs and documents on file, and the argument of counsel.

For good cause appearing the Court GRANTS Redmond’s Motion for the following
reasons:

FINBINGS OF FACT
1 Plaintiffs Zion Wood Obi Wan Trust, Shawn Wright as Trustee of Zion Wood

Obi Wan Teust, and WSOF Global, LLC (collectively “Plaintiffs™) filed their Complaint in the
ahove captioned action on November 3, 2017.

2. On November 6, 2018, Plaintiffs filed an Application For Default of Keith

Redmond (“Default Application™).

3. Plaintiffs’ Default Application was based on the sworn Affidavit of Service of
Antonio Campos (“Campos™) dated February 7, 2018 (“2/7/18 Affidavit”), which Plaintiffs also
filed separately with the Court on November 6, 2018,

4, Plaintiffs’ counsel, Byron Thomas, Fsq. (“Attorney Thomas™), did not inquire
with counsel for Redmond (and co-defendant MMAWC, LLC), Maximiliano D. Couavillier I,
Esq. (“Attorney Couvillice”), prior to seeking to default Redmond or filing the Default
Application, as required by Rule 3.5A of the Nevada Rules of Professional Responsibility
(“NRPC").

5. Attorney Thomas also failed to inquire with counsel for the other co-defendants,
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. (“MMAX") and Carlos Silva (Michael Feder, Esqg. and
Christian Spaviding, Esq.) prior to seeking to default Redmond or filing the Default Application,

as required by NRFPC 3.3A,
6. Attorney Thomas knew or reasonably should have known that Attorney Couvillier
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was Redmond’s counsel at the time Plaintiffs sought to default Redmond and filed the Default
Application.

7. The parties here have a long history of litigation among them and Plaintiffs and
Attorney Thomas unquestionably knew of the relationship and representation between Attorney
Couvillier and Redmond.

8. Among other things, when the parties negotiated and jointly drafted the settlement
documents that are precisely at issue in this action (e.g., the “Settlement Apreement”, “The
Fourth Amended MMAWC, LLC Operating Agreement,” and “Amended Licensing
Agreement”™), it was Plaintiffs and Attorney Thomas on one side, and Redmond, Attorney
Couvillier and attorney Christopher Childs, Esq. (“Attorney Childs™) on the other. Furthermore,
last year, on April 7, 2017, Redinond alongside Attorney Couvillier participated adverse to
Attorney Thomas and his clients in a JAMS mediation regarding MMAWC, LLC.

9. Thomas knew that Attorney Childs also represented Redmond from time-to-time
in matters regarding MMAWC, LLC. Attorney Thomas, however, did not inquire with Attorney
Childs prior to seeking to default Redmond or filing the Default Application, as required by

NRPC 35A.
10.  Mateover, at the time Plaintiffs sought to default Redmond and filed the Default

Application, Thomas reasonably should have also inquired with Michacl Feder, Esq. and
Christian Spaulding, Esq. as to whether they may be representing Redmond.  Plaintiffs named
Redmond arising from his role as an officer in MMAX, which should have reasonably caused
Attorney Thomas to inquire with Messrs. Feder and Spaulding because Attomey Thomas knew
that Messrs. Feder and Spaulding represented co-defendant Carlos Siiva, the other individual
which Plaintiffs also named as a defendant from his role as an officer in MMAX.

11, Attormey Thomas had a reasonable amount of time within which to comply with
NRPC 3.5A before seeking to default Redmond and filing the Default Application.

12.  In his 2/7/18 Affidavit, Campos swears under oath that he personally served

Redmaond with the Summons and Complaint at 6:00 p.m., on December 18, 2017, at Redmond’s
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residence in Henderson, Nevada (“Henderson Residence”).

13.  Campos’ testimony and his 2/7/18 Affidavit are false.

14.  Campos did not personally serve Redmond with the Summons and Complaint on
December 18, 2017, or at any other time.

15, Redmond was not in Las Vegas, Henderson or anywhere in Nevada on December
18, 2017, and had been outside of Nevada since November 15, 2017,

16.  Redmond was in Aurora, Colorado on December 18, 2017,

I7.  Redmond’s Henderson Residence is located within a guard-gated community and
the security guard entry and exit logs between December 14, 2017 and December 19, 2017, do
not show that Campos went to Redmond’s Henderson Residence during that time period.

18.  The veracity of Campos’ swom testimony regarding service was previously
questioned in this action by defendants Carlos Silva (see Carlos Silva's 4/20/18 Motion To
Quash Service of Process) and MMAX (MMAX Imvestment Pariners, Inc.’s 9/12/18 Metion To
(uash Service of Process).

19.  Not only did Attorney Thomas fail to comply with NRPC 3.5A, but he also
ignmored Attorney Couvillier's meet and confer efforts to try to resclve the matter without the
Court’s intervention and the parties having to expend resources and incur attorneys’ fees,

20.  On November 6, 2018, after receiving service of Plaimiffs” Default Application,
Attorney Couvillier immediately contacted Attorney Thornas on Redmond’s’ behalf, advised
Attorney Thomas of his obligations under NRPC 3.5A and requested Attorney Thomas to

withdraw Plaintiffs’ Default Application.

21.  Attomey Thomas, however, did not respond to Attomey Couvillier’s

communications.

22.  On November 6, 2018, the Court Clerk entered a default against Redmond

pursuant to Plaintiffs’ Default Application.
23, On November 7, 2018, Attorney Couvillier followed up with Attomey Thomas

with a voice mail and email, explicitly raising the urgency of a response, requesting to confer
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about the circumstances, and cautioning Attorney Thomas about unreasonably multiplying the

proceedings.
24.  Attomey Thomas, however, did not respond to Attorney Couvillier's November

7, 2018, communications.

25.  Attorney Thomas was unreasonable in failing to respond to Attorney Couvillier's

cothmunications,
26.  On November 9, 2018, Redmond filed his Motion, which was scheduled for

hearing on Pecember 13, 2018,

27.  On December 3, 2018, Attorney Thomas finally contacted Attormey Couvillier
about the matter, but it was only to request an extension to file Plaintiffs’ Opposition and
continuance of the December 13, 2018, hearing. Attorney Thomas, however, did not articulate
any tangible grounds to support such request and Redmond’s Motion was heard on December

13, 2018.!
28. On Pecember 3, 2018, Plaintiffs’ filed an Opposition (“Cpposition™) to

Redmond’s Matian.

29.  Plaintiffs’ Opposition was unreasonable, obviously frivolous, unnecessary or

unwarranted.
30.  Among other things, Plaintiffs’ unreasonably and frivolously defended Campos
and his 2/7/18 Affidavit when Campos admitted his 2/7/18 Affidavit was not accurate, and

Plaintiffs’ were aware of other issues and concemns regarding Campos” service of process in this

action.
31, Plaintiffs’ 12/3/18 Opposition also included a December 3, 2018 Affidavit from

! On Brecember 3, 2018, Attomsy Thomas requested e continuance of the December 13, 2018, hearing,
representing to Attomney Couvillier that he bad an “Arbitration hearing that has to go.” When Attorney
Couvillier asked for more information about that purported “Arbitration hearing,” Attorney Thomas then
said the Arbitration hearing was actually on December 12, 2018, but then claimed he purpertedly had a
“calendar call” on December 13, 2018, though he did not identify the matter and depariment. In any
event, Attorngy Couvillier agreed to continue the hearing to December 19 or 20, 2018 but Attommey
Thornas never yesponded, and the hearing proceeded on December 13, 2018.
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Campos (“12/3/18 Affidavit"), in which Campos not only admitted that his 2/7/18 Affidavit was
false, but gave an unreasonable explanation,
32, Specifically, Campos’ 12/3/18 Affidavit states, in relevant part:

When I served the Complzint and Summons there was no gate
guard, In addition, the language that | used in my affidavit was also
inaccurate [sic]. ! served an adult of suitable age at Mr. Redmond's
residence, which is allowed by law and constitutes service on Mr,
Redmond. However, 1 did not write ber name down. So, I said |
had served Mr. Redmond because [ believed that he had been

served pursuant to the law.. ..

33, Campos’ 12/3/18 Affidavit is unreasonable, false and a further fraud on the Court.

34, There has been a guard gate at the entrance to the community where Redmond’s
Henderson Residence is located for at least the 10 years that Redmond has resided there.

35.  Furthermore, no one was at Redmond’s residence on December 18, 2017, at or

around 6:00 p.m., and there were no documents left behind at Redmond’s residence on

December 18, 2017.
36.  Plaintiffs’ defense of Campos’ veracity and continuance to stand by him and his

inaccurate affirmations was urnireasonable and frivolous.

37.  Campos engaged in what the Nevada Supreme Court previously coined as “sewer

service” in connection with his purported service of the Summons and Complaint upon

Redmond?.

38. By their actions and inactions, Plaintiffs and their counsel, Attorney Thomas,

unreasonably and vexatiously mubtiplied the proceedings.

39,  Redmond has never been served with a Summons and copy of Plaintiffs

Complatnt.

? “Sewer service” is “the practice of accepting summonses and complaints for service, failing to
serve them, then falsely swearing in court-filed affidavits that service had been made when it was
not.”  Principal Investments v. Harrison, 132 Nev. Adv. Op. 2, 366 P.3d 688, 690-91, ceri.
denied sub nom. Principal Investments, Inc. v, Harrison, 137 8. Ct. 67, 196 L. Ed. 2d 34

(2016){emphasis added).
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40,

All factual issues asserted by Redmond are true and correct and not disputed, or

are resolved in favor of Redmond.

41.

Service of the Summons and Complaint was not made upon a Redmond within

120 days after the filing of the Complaint.

42,

To the extent that any of the foregoing Findings of Fact may be construed as

Conclusions of Law, they will also be interpreted as Conclusions of Law,

I
2.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

NRPC 3.5A provides:

When a lawyer knows or reasonably should know the identity of a
lawyer representing an opposing party, he or she should not take
advantage of the lawyer by causing any default or dismissal to be
entered without first nquiring about the opposing lawyer's
intention to proceed.

Attorney Thomas knew or reasonably should have known the identity of the

tawyer representing Redmond and he did not comply with NRCP 3.5A.

3.
4.

NRCP 55(c} provides that a court may set aside default for good cause,

As set forth here, there is good cause to set aside the default entered against

Redmond on or about November 6, 2018, and such default is hereby sct aside.

5.

The purported service of the Summons and Complaint uponr Redmond on or about

December 18, 2017, is hereby quashed.

6.

NRS 7.085 (1)b) and (2) provide, in relevant part:
1. If a court finds that an attorney has:

{b) Unreasonably and vexatiously extended a civil action or
proceeding before any court in this State, the court shall require the
attorney personally to pay the additional costs, expenses and
attorney’s fees reasonably incurred because of such conduct.

2. The court shall liberally construe the provisions of this section
in favor of awarding costs, expenses and attomey’s fees in all
appropriate situations, It is the intent of the Legislanire that the
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court award costs, expenses and attorney’s fees pursuant to this
section and impose sanctions pursuant to Rule 11 of the Nevada
Rules of Civil Procedure in all appropriate situations to punish for
and deter frivolous or vexatious claims and defenses because such
claims and defenses overburden limited judicial resources, hinder
the timely resolution of meritorious claims and increase the costs
of engaging in business and providing professional services to the
public.

7. EDCR 7.60(b) provides for similar sanctions to either counsel or parties;

(b) The court may, after notice and an apportunity to be heard,
impose upon an attomey of a party any and all sanctions which
may, under the facts of the case, be reasonable, including the
imposition of fines, costs or attomey’s fees when an attomey or a

party without just cause:
(1) Presents to the court a motion or an opposition to a

motion which is obviously frivolous, unnecessary or pnwarranted.,
{3) So, multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase
costs unreasonably and vexatiously....
£ The Court has inherent suthority to administrate its own procedures and to
manage its own affairs, which includes incidental powers that are reasonable and nocessary for,

among other things, the administration of justice and to protect the dignity and decency of its

proceedings.’

9. Pursuant to the Court’s inherent authority, the Court may, imfer alia, issue

appropriate sanctions, orders or awards to prevent injustice and to preserve the integrity of the

judicial process.*
10. For his conduct stated herein, Antonio Campos is sanctioned $1,000.00 in favor

of, and payable to, Redmond.
11.  Notice of eniry of this Order shall be provided to the State of Nevada Private

Investigators Licensing Board to apprise the Board of, inter alia, the sanctions imposed upon

Campos.

iSee e.g., Halverson v. Hardcastle, 123 Nev, 245, 26162, 163 P.3d 428, 440-41 (2007),
X
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12, Plaintiffs are provided 2 reasonable enlargement of time to effectuate service
upon Redmond.

13.  Redmond is entitled to all his reasonable attomeys’ fees and costs related to the
filing and prosecution of his Motion together with his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs
incurred in obtaining entry of this Order and subsequent order awarding Redmond specific sums
of reasonable fees and costs, The artorneys’ fees and costs awarded to Redmond are not as

san¢tion against Attorney Thomas, but will be bome equally, jointly and severally, by Plaintiffs

and Attorney Thomas,

14.  The Court further advises Attomney Thomas that if he is ever in a similar situation,

the Court will make a complaint to the State Bar of Nevada.
15.  To the extent that any of the foregoing Conclusions of Law may be construed as
Findings of Fact, they will also be interpreted as Findings of Fact.
ORDER
For the foregoing reasons and good cause appearing, it is Ordered that:
L Redmond’s Mation is GRANTED;

IL The Default entered against Redmond on or about November 6, 2018 is hereby

SET ASIDE

if,  The purported service of the Summons and Complaint upon Redmond on or about

December 18, 2017, is hereby QUASHED;
IV.  Antonio Campos shall pay to Redmond $1,000.060 on or before Z&]M Vo,

2019; |
V.  Plaintiffs have until [MQ.MWL_M » 2019, 10 effectuate servii: of the Summons
and Complaint upon Redmond; ¥ 0 SECK dld [ fistef H Ne.

VI.  Redmond is entitled an award against Plaintiffs and Attorney Thomas, jointly and
severally, of his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with his Motion and obtaining

an entry of this Order and subsequent order awarding Redmond specific sums of reasonable fees

and costs; and

Page 9 of 10
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VIl.  Redmond shall file with the Court an affidavit or declaration of counsel in support

of his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs by January 4, 2019. Any opposition or response

must be filed by Januarey 11, 2019, The Court will consider the matter on its January 22, 2019,

Chambers calendar,

IT 580 ORDERED.

/ \/sg"(,f’? ol Al

i
District Court Judge &)

Draced: //f?/ f’?

Respectfully Submitted By,
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

s

4

A ,}'7;

o " : i )
Maxinfiliano D. Couvjtlier /ﬁu Bar #7661
i e e b sy nveon
Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmaond

Approved As To Form And Content,

D!Q 231 Q%ﬂ}_{:h .
Byron Thomas, Esq. (Bar §906)

3275 8. Jones Blvd., Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV §9146
[veopithomadalay, eCgmaii o
Atrorney for Plaintiffs
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Electronfcally Filed
2112019 2:48 PN
Steven D, Grierson

CLERK OF THE COLJ
ORDR R b B

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
Maximiliano D, Couvillier I11, Esq.
Nevada Bar No, 7661

3271 E. Warm Springs Rd,

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120

Ph. (702) 605-3440

Fax (702) 625-6367
mcouvillier@kclawny.com

Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmond
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST and SHAWN | CASENO.: A-17-764118-C
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD OBl WAN | DISTRICT COURT BEPT: 27

TRUST; WSOF GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming

limited liability company, ORDER & JUDGMENT AWARDING
DEFENDANT KEITH REDMOND HIS
Plaintiffs, REASONABLE ATTORNEYS’ FEES
v, AND COSTS

MMAWC, LLC d/b/2 WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a Nevada limited Lability company;
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC., dba
PROFESSIONAL FIGHTERS LEAGUE, 4
Delaware corporation; BRUCE DEIFIK, an
individual; CARLOS SILVA, an individual;
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK. FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, a Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES [ through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX, inclusive,

Defendants.

On January 16, 2019, the Court entered its FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW AND ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO LIFT DEFAULT OF KEITH REDMOND AND
TO QUASH PURPORTED SERVICE OF PROCESS AND FOR ATTORNEYS® FEES (“Ordet™)

in which it found, among other things, that defendant Keith Redmond (“Redmond”) should be

Page | of 2
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awarded his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with his Motion To Lift Dejbu'!r or
Keith Redmond And To Quash Purported Service Of Process And For Attorneys' Fees (“Motion™)
together with his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in obtaining entry of the Order and
subsequent order awarding Redmond specific sums of reasonable fees and costs,

The Court restates the findings and conclusions set forth in its Order establishing a basis
for awarding Redmond his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.

After further reviewing, considering and eveluating: (a) the Court’s record; (b) the
DECLARATION OF MAXIMILIANO D. COUVILLIER Iif, ESQ, IN SUPPORT OF AWARD
OF REASONABLE ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS and supporting Exhibits thereto; (¢) the
factors set forth in Brunzell v. Golden Gote Nat. Bank, 85 Nev, 345, 349, 455 P.2d 31, 33 (1969);
(d) the Plaintiffs’ response/opposition; and (e) for good cause appearing,

It is ORDERED that Plaintiffs and their counsel, Byron Thomas, Esq., shall, jointly and

severally, pay to Redmond:
(1)  Redmond's reasonable atrorneys’ fees in the sumof § //, 06250 ; and

(2)  Redmond’s reasonable costs in the sum of § /[ 90.90

/\k{ 2ol A/ (‘F

Distriet Court Judge

Dated: /‘/5?&5//"7 &

It is SO ORDERED.

Respectiully submitted by
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

£/ Moximiliana D. Couvilligr III
Maximiliano D, Couvillier 111, Esq. (NSB 7661)

meouvillier@kelawnv.com
Attarneys for Defendant Keith Redmond
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KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
Maximiliano D, Couvillier ITl, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7661

3271 E. Warm Springs Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120

Ph. (702) 605-3440

Fax (702) 625-6367
meouvillier@kelawnv.com

Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmond

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOO0D OB1 WAN TRUST and SHAWN
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD OBl WAN
TRUST, WSOF GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming
Hmited liability company,

Plaintiffs,
v,

MMAWC, LLC &/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a Nevada limited }iability company;
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC. dba
PROFESSIONAL FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a
Delaware corporation; BRUCE DEIFIK, an
individual; CARLOS SILVA, an individual;
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, a Colorado limited
Hability parinership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES 1 through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX, inclusive,

Defendants.

i
W
/
"

Pape 1

Case Number: A-17-764118.C

Electronically Filec
21412019 8:22 AM
Steven D. Grierson

GLERE OF THE COUE!

CASE NO.: A-17-764118-C
DISTRICT COURT DEPT: 27

NOTICE QF ENTRY OF

ORDER & JUDGMENT
AWARDING DEFENDANT KEITH
REDMOND HIS REASONABLE
ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS

of2
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Please take Naotice that on February 1, 2019, the Court entered ORDER & JUDGMENT
AWARDING DEFENDANT KEITH REDMOND HIS REASONABLE ATTORNEYS’
FEES ANI} COSTS. A copy is attached here as Exhibit 1.

Dated: February 4, 2019

Respectfully Submitted By,
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

Maximiliano D, Couvillier I
Maximiliano D. Couvillier I, Esq., Bar #7661

meouvillier@kelawny.com
Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmond

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE,

I certify that on February 4, 2019, I electronically filed the foregoing Notice with the

Court’s electronic filing and scrvice system, which provides electronic service to the

tollowing registered users:

Byron Thomas, Esq. (Bar 8206)
3275 8. Jones Bivd,, Ste, 104
Las Vegas, NV 89146
Byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Michael Feder, Esq.

Christian Spaulding, Esq.

Dickmson WRIGHT, PLLC

MFeder@dickinson-wright.com
CSpaulding@dickinson-wright.com

Attorneys for MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. and Carlos Siiva

25/ Maximiliane D, Couvillier 111
An Employee of KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

Page 2 of 2
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Electronically Filed
2172019 2:48 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COU
ORDR Mﬁw

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
Maximiliano D. Couvillier 111, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7661

3271 E. Warm Springs Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120

Ph. (70%) 605-3440

Fax (702) 625-6367
meouvillier@kelawnv.com

Attorneys for Defendant Keith Redmond

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST and SHAWN | CASE NO.: A-17-764118-C
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD OBl WAN | DISTRICT COURT DEPT: 27
TRUST; WSOF GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming
limited liability company, ORDER & JUDGMENT AWARDING
DEFENDANT KEITH REDMOND HIS
Plaintiffs, REASONABLE ATTORNEYS' FEES

V. AND COSTS

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a Nevada limited liability company;
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC. dba
PROFESSIONAIL FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a
Delaware corporation; BRUCE DEIFIK, an
individual; CARLCS SILVA, an individual:
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, a Calorado fimited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES I through X, inelusive; and
ROE Corpomations XX through XXX, inclusive,

Defendants.

On January 16, 2019, the Court entered its FENDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW AND ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO LIFT DEFAULT OF KEITH REDMOND AND
TO QUASH PURPORTED SERVICE OF PROCESS AND FOR ATTORNEYS' FEES (“Order™)

in which it found, among other things, that defendant Keith Redmond (“Redmond”) should be

Pape 1 of 2
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awarded his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs in connection with his Motion To Lift Defau?r of
Keith Redmond And To Quash Purported Service Of Process And For Atiorneys* Fees (“Motion™)
together with his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in obtaining entry of the Order and
subsequent order awarding Redmond specific sums of reasonable fees and costs.

The Court restates the findings and conclusions set forth in its Order establishing a basis
for awarding Redmond his reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.

After further reviewing, considering and evaluating: (a) the Court's record; (b) the
DECLARATION OF MAXIMILIANO D. COUVILLIER 111, ESGQ. IN SUPPORT OF AWARD
OF REASONABLE ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS and supporting Exhibits thereto; {c) the
factors set forth in Brunzell v. Golden Gate Nat. Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 349, 455 P.2d 31, 33 (1969);
(d) the Plaintiffs” response/opposition; and (¢) for good cause appearing,

it is ORDERED that Plaintiffs and their counsel, Byron Thomas, Esq., shall, jointly and

severally, pay to Redmond:
(1)  Redmond’s reasonable attorneys® fees in the sum of § //, 042 -50 ;and

(2)  Redmond's reasonable costs in the sum of §__ / 0. 70

/\PZ,I’IM?‘?Z A/ H

District Court Judge

Drated: /‘/Q‘ff//cf @

It is 80 ORDERED,

Respectfully submitted by

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

25t Maximiliano 5 Couvillier IIT
Maximiliano D. Couvillier 111, Esq. (NSB 7661)

meouvillier@kelawnv.com

Attorneys Jor Defendant Keith Redmond
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No, 73132

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T. Spaulding

Nevada Bar No, 14277

Email: espaulding@dickinson-wright.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vepas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Sitva and
MMAX Investment Partners, inc. dba
Professional Fighters League

Efectronically Filed
21812019 1:44 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE COUQ‘E

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
WwOoOD OBI WAN TRUST, WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintiffs,

¥5.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD S8ERIES OF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, 2 Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual; NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES I through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX,
inclusive,

Defendants.

CASENO: A-17-764118-C
Dept. No.: 27

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND
DENYING IN PART DEFENDANT
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNER'S
MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO
NEVADA RULE OF CIVIL. PROCEDURE

12(B)(5)

Defendant MMAX Investment Pattners Inc.’s (*Defendant™) Motion to Dismiss Pursuant
to Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(5) (the “Motion”) came before this Court on December
27, 2018 with Christian T. Spaulding appearing on behalf of Defendant and Byron E. Thomas

AA3EY
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appearing on behalf of Plaintiffs. The Court having considered Defendant’s Motion and Plaintiffs’
Opposition thereto; having heard argument of counsel; and good cause appearing, and for the

reasons sct forth on the record, HEREBY ORDERS:
[ Defendant’s Motion is GRANTED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART ay {ollows:

2. Plaintifts’ claim for Civil RICO is disnmsscd with prejudice.
3. Defendant’s Motion is DENIED as to Plaintifts’ remaining claims.

DATED this __ {p day of February, 2019.
Nanegs L ANE

District Courf Judge

‘-'.;1:):

Submitted by: Approved as to Form and Cantent:

DICKINSORN WRIGHT PLLC

jithact N. Feder Byron E. Thomas

3275 8. Jones Blvd., Ste, 104
Las Vegas, NV 89146
Byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
Atrorney for Plaintiffy

Nevada Bar No, 7332

Christian T. Spaulding

Mevada Bar No. 14277

£363 West Sunsel Road, Suite 200

Las Vepas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 3821661

Attarneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc, dba
Professional Fighters League
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email; mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T. Spaulding

Nevada Bar No. 14277

Email: cspaulding@dickinson-wright.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Attorneys for Defendanis Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, fnc. dba
Professional Fighters League

Elaciranically Filed
21112019 10716 AM
Steven D. Grierson

GLERg OF THE COUEE

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY,NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
wOoODn OBl WAN TRUST;, WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, 2 Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintifts,

VS,

MMAWC, LILC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF

FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT.
PARTNERS [INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware

corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual, NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partmership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES I through X, inclusive; and
ROE Comporations XX through XXX,
inclusive,

Defendants,

CASENO: A-17-764118-C
Dept. No.: 27

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN
PART DEFENDANT MMAX
INVESTMENT PARTNER’S MOTION
TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO NEVADA
RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 12(B)(5)

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on the 8% day of February 2019, the Order Granting In Part
and Denying In Part Defendant MMAX Investment Partner’s Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to

AA391
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Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 12(B)(5) was entered by the Court. A copy of said Order is

attached hereto and by reference incorporated herein,

DATED this 11™ day of February 2019.

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

/3/ Michael N, Feder

Michael N. Feder

Mevada Bar No. 7332

Christian T, Spaulding

Nevada Bar No. 14277

8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200
I.as Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 382-1661

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partrers, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League
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The undersigned, an employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC, hereby certifies that on the 11*
day of February 2019, he caused a copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART DEFENDANT MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNER’S MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO NEVADA RULE OF CIVIL
PROCEDURE 12(B)(5) to be transmitted by electronic service in accordance with Administrative
QOrder 14.2, to all interested parties, through the Court’s Odyssey E-File & Serve system addressed

to:

Byron E. Thomas, Esq.

3275 &, Jones Blvd., Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 89146
byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
Attarney for Plaintiffs

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Maximiliano D. Couvillier Il

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

3271 E. Warmm Spring Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120
meouvillier@kelawny.com

Attorneys for Defendants MMAWC, LLC,

Bruce Deifik and The Nancy And Bruce Deifik
Family Partnership LLLP

5/ Max Erwin
An employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N, Feder

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T, Spaulding

Nevada Bar No. 14277

Email: cspaulding@dickinson-wright.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada §9113-2210

Tel; (702) 550-4404{)

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
wOOD OBI WAN TRUST; WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming lirnited liability
company

Plaintiffs,

V3.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
cotmpany; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individval; NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES [ through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX,

inclusive,

Defendants.

Defendant MMAX Investment Partners Inc.’s (“Defendant”) Motion to Dismiss Pursuant
to Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(5) (the “Motion™) came before this Court on December
27, 2018 with Christian T. Spaulding appearing on behalf of Defendant and Byron E. Thomas

Electronically Filed
21812019 1:44 PM
Steven . Grierson

CLERE OF THE C()UE!

CASE NO:; A-17-764118-C
Dept. No.: 27

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND
DENYING IN PART DEFENDANT
MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNER’S
MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO
NEVADA RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

12(B)(3)

AA394
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC
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appearing on behall of Plaintiffs. The Court having considered Delendant’s Motion and Plaintifts’®
Opposition thereto; having heard argument of counsel; and pood cause appearing, and for the

reasons set forth on the record, HEREBY ORDERS:
{ Defendant’s Motion is GRANTED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART as follows;

2, Plaintilts’ claim for Civil RICQ is dismissed with prejucice,
3. Defendant’s Motion is DENIED as to Plaintiffs’ remaining claims.
DATED this __ [ day of February, 2019.

N?.f’l(*.{, J /,_ Al ] ﬁ '

District Cowr{ Judge

&
|'-‘/‘| a

Submitted by: Approved as to Form and Content:

Byron E. Thomas

3273 8. Jones Bhvd., Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 82146
Byrenthomaslawgdgmail.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Vi¢hael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No, 7332

Christian T. Spaulding

MNevada Bar No. 14277

8363 West Sunsel Road, Suite 200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (702) 382-1661

Artarneys for Defendunts Carlos Silva and
MMAN Investment Partners, Ine. dbet
Professional Fighters League
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com
Christian T. Spanlding

Nevada Bar No. 14277

Email: e¢spaulding@dickinson-wright.com
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY,NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION
wWOoOD OBI WAN TRUST, WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintiffs,

Vs,

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a8 Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual; NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIE, FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES I through X, inclusive; and
ROE Comorations XX through XXX,
inclusive,

Defendants.

CASE NO: A-17-764118-C

Dept. No.: 27

DEFENDANT
PARTNERS,
COMPLAINT

Case Number; A-17-764118-C

Electronlcally Filed
IN12048 4:11 PM
Stavan I, Grierson

CLERK OF THE (‘:DUE?1
' =

MMAX INVESTMENT
INCS  ANSWER. TO
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Las Vegas, Meveda 39113-2710

Defendant MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. (“MMAX"), by and through its attorneys of
record, the law firm of Dickinson Wright PLLC, hereby answers Plaintiffs Zion Wood Obi Wan
Trust and Shawn Wright’s (“Plaintiffs”) Complaint as follows:

PARTIES!

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. I, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether SHAWN WRIGHT, as trustee of ZION WOOD OBI WANT TRUST,
is a Utah resident whose principal place of business is located in Clark County, Nevada, and
therefore denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 2, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether ZION WOOD OBI WANT TRUST, is a trust organized under the State
of Nevada, and therefore denies the same,

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 3, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether WSOF GLOBAL LLC is a limited liability company organized
pursuant to the laws of the state of Wyoming and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada,
and therefore denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 4, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether MMAWC, LLC., is a limited liability company organized pursuant to
the laws of the state of Nevada and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada, and therefore
denies the same,

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 5, MMAX admits that it is a corporation organized
pursuant to the laws of the state of Delaware and that it conducts business in Clark County, Nevada.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No, 6, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether BRUCE DEIFIK is an individual believed to reside in the State of
Colorado and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada, and therefore denies the same,

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 7, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LLLP, is

* In the Complaint, the paragraphs pertaining to the Parties do not contain nutnbers. As such, each paragraph is
addressed in order in this Answer and referred to as “Unnumbered Paragraph”.
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a limited liability company organized pursuant to the laws of the state of Colorado and conducting
business in Clark County, Nevada, and therefore denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 8, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether CARLOS SILVA i an individual residing in the State of Maryland

and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada, and therefore denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 9, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether KEITH REDMOND is an individual believed to reside in the state of
Nevada and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada, and therefore denies the same.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

1. MMAX Iacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 1,

2. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 2.

3. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the ellegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 3.

4. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form z belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 4.

5. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 5. By way of
further response, the written agreements referenced in parsgraph No. 5 are documents of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations incongistent therewith.

6. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 6. By way of
further response, the written agreements referenced in paragraph No. 6 are documents of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

7. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 7. By way of
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further response, the record in that case contains documents of independent legal significance and
MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

8 In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 8, the Settlement Agreement is a
document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith.

9. In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 9, the Settlement Apreement is a

document of independent legal sipnificance and MMAX denies any and alt allegations inconsistent

therewith.

10.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No, 10, the Settlement Agreement and
any attachment thereto are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any

and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

11.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 11, the Settlement Agreement is a

document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent

therewith.
12 MMAX admits that it operates as the Professional Fighters League, or PFL.

MMAX denies the remaining allegations in paragraph No. 12.

I3, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief a5 to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 13,

14, Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 14, the press releases are documents
of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

15.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 15 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the Settlement Agreement is a document of independent
legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

16.  MMAX admits only that Silva and Sefo are employed with MMAX., MMAX

denies the remaining allegations in paragraph No. 16.
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17.  The allegations contained in paragraph Ne. 17 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

18.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 18, the press releases are documents
of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

19. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 19.

20.  Denied. By way of further response, MMAX lacks knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 20.

21.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 21
are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. Ta the extent a response
is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

22,  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 22.

23.  Denied. By way of further response, the Setilement Agreement is a document of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

24.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 24
are lepal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response
is deemed reguired, the allegations are denied.

25.  In response to the allegations contained in paragraph No. 25, the Form D is a
document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith.

26.  In response to the allegations contained in paragraph No. 26, the Form D is a
document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith,

27. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore dentes the allegations contained in paragraph No. 27.
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28. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 28,

29.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 29 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form
a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph
No. 29.

30.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 30
are legal conchusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the ¢xtent a response
is deemed required, the allegations are denied. In addition, the documents referenced in paragraph
No. 30 are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and ali allegations
inconsistent therewith,

31.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 31
are legal conclusions and therefore no responge is required from MMAX. To the extent a response
is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

32. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 32,

33, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 33. By way of
further response, the press statements are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX
denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

34. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 34

35.  Inresponse to the allegations of parapraph No. 35, the Settlement Agreement and

Operating Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and

all allegations inconsistent therewith.
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36.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 36 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

37.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 37
are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response
is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

38.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 38
are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent 2 response
is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

39.  Denicd. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 39
are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response
is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

40.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 40
are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response
15 deemed required, the allegations are denied.

NYC EVENT

41.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No, 41, MMAX only admits that an
MMA event took place in New York City on December 31, 2016. As to the remaining allegations,
they are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX, To the extent a
response is deemed required, the allegations are denijed.

42, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 42. By way of
further response, the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance form i5 a documient of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

43, MMAX lacks knowledpe or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore dexﬁes the allegations contained in paragraph No. 43. By way of
further response, the New York State Diepartment of Taxatton and Finance form is a document of

independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

7
AA4Q2




DICKINSONFV RIGH T 1

g

8303 West Sunset Read, Snite 200

Las Vepas, Nevada £9113-2210

\DQG'--]O\UE-FLUJL\JH

DS B S - I L e
® N A LRGN S 3B s T e REDRE DB

44. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief ag to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denigs the allegations contained in paragraph No. 44, By way of
further response, the internal financial report is a document of independent legal significance and
MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

45, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 45. By way of
further response, the intemal financial report is a document of independent legal significance and
MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

46.  Denied. By way of further response, the remaining allegations are legal
conclusions and thercfore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is
deemed required, the allegations are denied.

47, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in parageaph No. 47.

LICENSING RIGHTS

48.  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 48. By way of
further response, the master license agreement is a document of independent legal significance and
MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

49, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 49. By way of
further response, the master icense agreement is a document of independent legal significance and
MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

50. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as {o the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 50. By way of
further response, the master license agreement and any assignment thereof are documents of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

51, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 51.
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52. MMAZX only admits that there was a prior litigation that resulted in the Setilement
Agreement, By way of further respouse, the pleadings in the prior litigation and the Settlement
Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all
allegations inconsistent therewith.

53.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 53, the Settlement Agreement and
the Master License Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX
denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

54.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 54, the Amended License
Apreement is 2 document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all
allegations inconsistent therewith,

55.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 55 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the Amended License Agreement and the Settletnent

Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all

allegations inconsistent therewith.

56, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

of the allepations, and therefore denies the allegations cnﬁtained in paragraph No. 56.

57. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 57,

58. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denics the allegations contained in paragraph No. 58,

59. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the sllegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 52.

60. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 60. By way of
further response, the referenced “naked” license agreement is a document of independent legal

significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith
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61.  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 61. By way of

further response, the referenced email is 2 document of independent legal significance and MMAX

denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

62.  'The allegations contained in paragraph No. 62 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are dented.

63. In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 63, MMAX only admits that
MMAX operates as the “Professional Fighters League.” As to the remaining allegations, MMAX
lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining
allegations, and therefore denies the remaining allegations contained in paragraph No. 63. By way
of further response, the referenced email is a document of independent legal significance and
MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith

64.  In response to the allegations of paragraph 64, the press releases and Settlement
Agreement are documnents of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all
allegations inconsistent therewith.

65. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 65.

66, Denied. By way of further response, the remaining allegations are legal
conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is
deemed required, the allegations are denied.

67. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a behief as to the truth
of the allepations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 67.

68. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 68,

69. ‘The allegations contained in paragraph No. 69 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
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are denied. By way of further response, the Settlement Agreement is a document of independent
legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

70.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 70 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent 2 response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

71.  In tesponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 71, the Amended License i5 a
document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith.

72.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 72 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are dented. By way of further response, the Settlement Agreement and Amended License
Apreement are documents of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all
allegations inconsistent therewith.

73.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 73, the email referenced is a
document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith.

74.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 74, the email referenced is a
document of independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No, 74 are legal
conclugions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is
deemed required, the allegations are denied.

75.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 75 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the email referenced is a document of independent legal
significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

76. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph Neo. 76. By way of

further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 76 are legal conclusions and therefore
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no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

77. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations related to Global's concerns, and therefore denies the allegations contained in
paragiaph No. 77. As to the remaining allegations, including that Global holds the licensing rights
for “Professional Fighters League,” these allegations are legal conclusions and therefore no
response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

DEIFIK, SILVA AND ABDELAZIZ

78, MMAX admits the allegations contained in paragraph No. 78.

79.  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denics the allegations contained in paragraph No. 79,

80. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 80,

8.  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief a5 to the tuth
of the allegations, snd therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 81,

82, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained it paragraph No. 82,

83. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 83,

84.  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 84,

85,  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in pavagraph No. 85.

86. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 86.
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87.  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations about what Zion inferred or what was brought to Deifik’s attention, and therefore
denies those allegations contained in paragraph No. 87. All remaining allegations are denied.

88. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 88.

89. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 89, Moreover,
the texts referenced in paragraph No. 89 are documents of independent legal sipnificance and
MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

90. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 90. By way of
further response, the alleged text messages referenced in paragraph No. 90 are docurnents of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all altegations inconsistent therewith.

91.  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 91, By way of
further response, the alleged text message referenced in paragraph No. 91 is a document of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

92. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 92. By way of
further response, the alleged text message referenced in paragraph No. 92 is a document of
independent legal significance and MMAX dentes any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

93. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 93. By way of
further response, the alleged text messages referenced in paragraph No. 93 are documents of
independent legal significance and MMAX denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

94,  MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 94.
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95. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a helief as to the fruth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 95.

96. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 96,

97. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 97,

98. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the trath
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 98,

99, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 99,

GLOBAL CHINA OPERATIONS

100. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 100,

101. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief a3 to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 101,

102, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form 2 belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 102,

103. MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 103,

104, MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief a3 to the truth
of the allegations, and therefore denies the allsgations contained in paragraph No. 104,

105. Denied By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No.
105 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent 2
response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

106. Dented. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No.

106 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX, To the extent a

response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.
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107. Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No.
107 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from MMAX., To the extent a

response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

CLAIMS FOR REEIEF

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of Coniract — Setflement Agreement
(As against Defendants MMAWC, Deifik, DFP, PFL and Silva; hereinafter the “Settlement
Defendants”)

108. In response to the allegations of paragraph Neo. 108, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

109.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ first clam are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required.  To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 109. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 109 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

110.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ first claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, snd therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 110. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 110 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

111. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ first claim are not asserfed against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as fo the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 111, By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 111 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from

MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.
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112, The allegations contained in Plaintiffs® first claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 112. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 112 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from

MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

I13.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs” first claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 113. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 113 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from

MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

114,  The aliegations contained in Plaintiffs’ first claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 114, By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 114 are legal conclusions and therefore no respouse is required from
MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

115. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ first claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or informnation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 115. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 115 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from

MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.
H

/i
"

i
16
AA411




DICKINSO h{ﬁ RIGHT e

8363 West Suzset Road, Suite 200
Las Vepas, Mevada 89FE3-2310

Moo 1 N W B e R e

N R T
mqmm&wwucw;:};ﬁ;;ﬁ:a

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
(As against all Defendants)

116.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 116, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein,

117.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 117 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX.

118.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 118 are legal conclusions and therefore
no respanse is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

119, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 119 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

120.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 120 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied,

121.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 121 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Declaratory Relief
(As against all Defendants)

122.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 122, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

123.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 123 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX, To the exient a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

124.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 124 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is decmned required, the allegations

are denied.
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125. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 125 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

126.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 126 are legal conclusions and
therefore no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the
allegations are denied.

127.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 127 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

128. ‘The allegations contained in paragraph No. 128 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the exient a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

129.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 129 are legal conclusions and therefore

1o response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

130. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 130 are Jegal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic Advantage
(As agaiast all Defendants)

131. In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 131, MMAX realleges and

incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

132.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 132 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

133.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 133 are legal conclusions and therefore

na response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
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134, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 134 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied,
135,  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 135 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

ate denied.

136, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 136 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
137, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 137 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are dented.

138. The allegations contained in paragraph Na. 138 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response ts deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Tortions Interference with Contract
(As against all Defendants)

139, In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 139, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein,
140. The allegations contained in paragraph No, 140 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX, To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied,

141.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 141 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
142.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 142 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
19
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143, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 143 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

144.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 144 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

145, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 145 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

146, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 146 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Alter Ego Claim
{As against MMAWC and Deifik Defendants)

147, In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 147, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

148.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs” sixth claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. 7To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 148. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 148 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
MMAZX. To the extent a response is deerned required, the allegations are denied.

149.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is requived. To the extent a response is deemed requived, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 149. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in parapgraph No. 149 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from

MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations ate denied.
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150. The zllegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 150, By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 150 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

151. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required.  To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 151. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 151 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

152.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 152. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 152 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

153,  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against MMAX
and therefore no response is required.  To the extent a response is deemed required, MMAX lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 153. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 153 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from

MMAX. To the extent a response is deermed required, the allegations are denied.
i
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SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of Fiduciary Duty
{As against Deifik, Silva and Redmond)

154. In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 154, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

155.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ seventh claim are not asserted against
MMAX and therefore no response is required.  To the extent a response is deemed required,
MMAYX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations,
and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 155. By way of further response,
the allegations contained in paragraph No. 155 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is
required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

156. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ seventh claim are not asserted against
MMAX snd therefore no response is required.  To the extent a response is deemed required,
MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allepations,
and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 156. By way of further response,
the allegations contained in paragraph No. 156 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is
required from MMAX, To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied,

157. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ seventh claim are not asserted against
MMAX and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required,
MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the trath of the allegations,
and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 157. By way of further response,
the allegations contained in paragraph No, 157 are legal conclusions and therefore nio response is
required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied,

158. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ seventh claim are not asserted apainst
MMAX and therefore no response is required.  To the extent a response is deemed required,
MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations,
and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 158. By way of further response,
the allegations contained in paragraph No. 158 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is

required from MMAX., To the extent a response is deemed required, the aflegations are denied.
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159. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ seventh claim are not asserted against
MMAX and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required,
MMAX lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations,
and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 159, By way of further response,
the allegations contained in paragraph No. 159 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is

required from MMAX. To the extent 4 response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Civil RICO
(As against all Defendants)

160. In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 160, MMAX realleges and

incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein,
161.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied,

162. Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent 2 response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
163,  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required, To the extent a response is decmed required, the allegations

are denied.
164. Plaintiffs’ ¢ighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

165. Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
166.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
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167.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Cowurt ag to MMAX
and therefore no response is required, To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

168. Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

169.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

170.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
171, Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Coutt as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
172,  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
173, Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therafore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
174,  Plaintiffs” eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to MMAX

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is decrned required, the allegations

are denied.
i
7
i
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NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Specific Performance
(As against all Defendants)

182.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 182, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.?

183, The ellegations contained in paragraph No. 183 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

184,  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 184 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

185, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 185 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

186. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 186 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

187. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 187 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX, To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied,

188. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 188 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
189. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 189 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
/

/a’

1 At this point in the Complaint, Plaintiffs’ paragraph numbers jump from 174 to 182, The numbers of this Answer
have been adjusted to reflect the same numbering,
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TENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Unjust Enrichment
(As to all Pefendants)

190. In response to the allepations of paragraph No. 190, MMAX realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

191. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 191 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

192. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 192 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent 2 responsc is decmed required, the aflegations
are denied.

193.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 193 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

194, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 194 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from MMAX. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

ATFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES
1.  Plaintiffs’ ¢claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiffs failed to state o
claim upon which relief can be granted.
2. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiffs have suffered no
damage in any amount, manner, or at all by reason of any alleged act by MMAX and the relief
prayed for in the Complaint therefore cannot be granted.

3. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because any damages suffered by

Plaintiffs were caused in whole or in part by the actions of others.

4. Plaintiffs' claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiffs failed to mitigate

damages, if any such damages exist.

5. Plaintiffs claims are barred in whole or in part because MMAX has not breached

any covenant of good faith and fair dealing allegedly owed to Plaintiffs.
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6. Plaintiffs claims are barred in whole or in part because MMAX is not a party to the
Seitlemment Agreement, as defined in the Complaint, or to any contract or agreement with Plaintiffs.
7. Plaintiffs claims are barred in whole or in part because MMAX has not interfered
with any prospective contractual relationship or existing contractual rclationships between

Plaintiffs and any third parties.

B.  Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because MMAX does not owe
Plaintiffs any duty, including any fiduciary duty.

9.  Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because MMAX has not been
unjustly enriched, nor has it accepted or retained any such benefits to the detriment of Plaintiffs,

10. Plaintiffs” claims are barred in whole or in part by the applicable statute of
limitation, under the doctrnes of laches, waiver and/or estoppel, or based upon privilege or
justification.

11. Pursuant to NRCF 11 all possible affirmative defenses may not have been alleged
herein insofar as sufficient facis were not available after reasonable inquiry and therefore MMAX

reserves the right to amend this Answer to allege additional affirmative defenses if subsequent

investigation warrants.
"
i
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, MMAX piays for judgment as follows:

1. Plaintiffs’ Complaint, and all claims asserted therein, be dismissed with prejudice

and that Plaintiffs take nothing thereby;

2. For its attomey’s fees and costs of suit; and

3. For such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and propet.

DATED this 11" day of March 2019.
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DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

(s/ Michael N. Feder

Michael N. Feder (NV Bar No. 7332)
Christian T. Spaulding (NV Bar No. 14277)
8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Nevada §9113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva

and MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned, an employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC, hereby certifies that on the 1 i
day of March 2019, he caused a copy of the foregoing DEFENDANT MMAX INVESTMENT

PARTNERS, INC.’S ANSWER TQ COMPLAINT to be transmitted by electronic service in

accordance with Administrative Order 14.2, to all interested parties, through the Court’s Odyssey

E-File & Serve system addressed to:

Byron E. Thomas, Esq.

3275 8. Jones Blvd., Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 89146
byronthomaslaw@gmail.com

Attorney for Plaintiffs

Maximiliano D. Couvillier Iil

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

3271 E. Warm Spring Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120
meouvillier@kelawnv.com

Attorneys for Defendants MMAWC, LLC,

Bruce Deifik and The Nancy And Bruce Deifik
Family Partnership LLLF

s/ Max Erwin
An employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC
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Electronically Filed
: 3/15/2019 11:50 AM

Staven D. Griarson
CLERK OF THE COU

ANS C%;“‘/S ﬂ&‘m

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC ‘ '

Michael N. Feder

Nevada Bar No. 7332

Email: mfeder@dickinson-wright.com .

Christian T, Spaulding

Nevada Bar No. 14277

Email: gspaulding{@dickinson-wright.com

8363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200

Luas Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (702) 550-4400

Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Defendants Carlos Silva and

MMAX fnvestment Partners, Inc. dba

Professional Fighters League

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST and | CASENQO: A-17-764118-C
SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION | Dept. No.. 27

WwWOoOD OBI WAN TRUST, WSOF
GLOBAL, LLC, a Wyoming limited Hability
company

Plaintiffs, DEFENDANT  CARLOS  SILVA’S

vs ANSWER TO COMPLAINT

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING, a Nevada limited liability
company, MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a Delaware
corporation, BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual: NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorade limited
liability partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES [ through X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX,
inclusive,

Defendants.

Defendant Carfos Silva (“Silva™), by and through his attorneys of record, the law firm of

Dickinson Wright PLLC, hereby answers Plaintiffs Zion Weood Obi Wan Trust and Shawn

Wright’s (“Plaintiffs”) Complaint as follows:
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PARTIES!

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 1, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether SHAWN WRIGHT, as trustee of ZION WOOD OBI WANT TRUST,
is a Utah resident whose principal place of business is located in Clark County, Nevada, and
therefore denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 2, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether ZION WOOD OBI WANT TRUST, is a trust organized under the State
of Nevada, and therefore denies the same,

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 3, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether WSOF GLOBAL LLC is a limited liability company organized
pursuant to the laws of the state of Wyoming and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada,
and therefore denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragtaph No. 4, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether MMAWC, LLC, is a limited liability company organized purseant to
the laws of the state of Nevada and conducting business in Clatk County, Nevada, and therefore
denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 5, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC.,, is a corporation organized
pursuant to the laws of the state of Delaware and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada,
and therefore denies the same.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 6, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to

form a belief as to whether BRUCE DEIFIK is an individual believed to reside in the State of

Colorado and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 7, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LLLP, is

a limited liahility company organized pursuant to the laws of the state of Colorado and conducting

U [n the Complaint, the paragraphs pertaining to the Partics do not contain numbers.  As such, each paragraph is
addressed in arder in this Answer snd referred to 28 “Unnumbered Paragraph”.
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business in Clark County, Nevada.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 8, Silva admits that he s an individual residing in the

State of Maryland and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada.

As to Unnumbered Paragraph No. 9, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to whether KEI'TH REDMOND is an individual believed to reside in the state of

Nevada and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

1. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 1.

2. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph Ne. 2.

3 Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief a5 to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 3.

4, Sitva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allepations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 4,

5. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 3. By way of
further response, the written agreements referenced in paragraph No. 5 are documents of
independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

6. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 6. By way of
further response, the written agreements rcferenced in paragraph No. 6 are documents of
independent legal significance and Silva denics any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

7. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 7. By way of

further response, the record in that case contains documents of independent legal significance and

Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.
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8. In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 8, the Settlement Agreement is a

document of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent

therawith,

9, In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 9, the Settlement Agreement is a

document of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent

therewith.
10.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 10, the Setilement Agreement and

any attachment thereto are documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and

all allegations inconsistent therewith.

11.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 11, the Settlement Agreement 15 2

document of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent

therewith.
12.  Silva lacks knowledge or information suffictent to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 12,

13.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the atlegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 13.

14,  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 14, the press releases are documents
of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

15.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 15 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the Settlement Agreement is a document of independent
legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

16.  Silva admits only that he and Sefo served as part of the management team of WSOF

and had roles with the Successor Company. Silva denies the remaining allegations in paragraph

No. 16.

17.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 17 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from Silva, To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.
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18.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 18, the press releases are documents
of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.
19.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 19.

20.  Denied. By way of further response, Silva lacks knowledge or information

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations

contained in paragraph No. 20.
21, Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 21

are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent 2 response

is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

22, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 22.

23, Denied. By way of further response, the Settlement Agreement i5 & document of

independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

24.  Denied. By way of further response, the allepations contained in paragraph No. 24
are legal conclusions and thercfore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response

is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

25.  In response to the allegations contained in paragraph No. 25, the Form D i5 a

document of independent legal sipnificance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent

therewith.

26.  In response to the allegations contained in paragraph No. 26, the Form D is a

document of independent legal significance and Silva denics any and all allegations inconsistent

therewith,
27, Bilva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the tuth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 27,
28. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 28,

29, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 29 are legal conclusions and therefore

5
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no response is required from Silva, To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a

belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph

No. 29.
30.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 30

are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva, To the exient a response
is deemed required, the allegations are denied. In addition, the documents referenced in paragraph

No. 30 are documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations

inconsistent therewith.

31.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 31

are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response

is deemed reguired, the allegations are denied.

32,  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to fornm a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 32.

33, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 33,

34.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 34

35, Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 35, the Settlement Agreernent and
Operating Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and

all allegations incounsistent therewith,

36,  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 36 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

37.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No, 37
are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response

is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

38 Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph Ne. 38

6
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are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva, To the extent a response

is deemed required, the allegations are denied,
39.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 39

are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva, To the extent & response

is deemed required, the allegations are denied,

40.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 40
are legal conclusions and therefore no response 15 requited from Silva. To the extent a response

i deemed required, the allegations are dented.

NYC EVENT

41.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 41, Silva only admits that an MMA
event took place in New York City on December 31, 2016, As to the remaining allegations, they
are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response

is deemed required, the allegations are dented.

42, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 42. By way of
further response, the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance forin is a document of
independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

43, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 43. By way of
further response, the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance form is a document of
independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

44, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 44. By way of
further response, the internal financial report is a decument of independent legal significance and
Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

45, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 45, Ry way of
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further response, the internal financial report is a document of independent legal significance and
Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.
46.  Denied. By way of further response, the remaining allegations are legal

conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.

47, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 47.
LICENSING RIGHTS

48, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to forrn a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 48. By way of
firrther response, the master license agreement is a document of independent legal significance and

Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

49.  Silva lacks knowiledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 49. By way of
further response, the master license agreement is a document of independent lepal significance and

Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

50.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the tnith of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 50. By way of
further response, the master license agreement and any assignment thereof are documents of
independent legal significence and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

51.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore desies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 51.

52.  Silva only admits that there was a prior litigation that resuited in the Settlement
Agreement, By way of further response, the pleadings in the prior litigation and the Settlement
Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all

allegations inconsistent therewith.

53.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 53, the Settlement Agreement and
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the Master License Apreement are documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies

any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

54.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 54, the Amended License
Agreement is a document of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations
inconsistent therewith,

55, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 55 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response 18 required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the Amended License Agreement and the Settlement
Agreement are documents of independent legal sipnificance and Silva denies any and all
allegations inconsistent therewith.

56.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the aliegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 56.

57.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 57.

58. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient fo form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 58.

59.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to forrm a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph Mo, 39,

60.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 60. By way of
further response, the referenced “naked” license agreement is a document of independent legal
significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith

61.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 61. By way of
further response, the referenced email is a document of independent legal significance and Silva
denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

62.  The allegations contained in paragraph No, 62 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

9
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are denied.
63.  Inresponse to the allepations of paragraph No. 63, Silva only admits that MMAX

operates as the “Professional Fighters League.” As to the remaining allegations, Silva lacks
knowledpe or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations,
and therefore denies the remaining allegations contained in paragraph No. 63. By way of further
response, the referenced email is a document of independent legal sipnificance and Silva denijes
any and all allegations inconsistent therewith

64.  In response to the allegations of paragraph 64, the press releases and Settlement
Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all

allegations inconsistent therewith,

65. Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained int paragraph No. 65,

66.  Silva lacks knowledge or information suffjcient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 66,

67.  Bilva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 67.

68.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the ailegations contained in paragraph No. 68.

69.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 69 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the Settlement Agreement is a document of independent
legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

70. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 70 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva, To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

71, In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 71, the Amended License is a
document of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent

therewith.

10
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72.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 72 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response 15 required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the Seftlement Agreement and Amended License
Agreement are documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all
allegations inconsistent therewith.

73.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 73, the email referenced i1s a
document of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith,

74.  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 74, the cmail referenced is a
document of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent
therewith. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 74 are legal
conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva, To the extent a response is deemed
required, the allegations are denied.

75.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 75 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied. By way of further response, the ermail referenced is a document of independent legal
significance and Silva denies any and all allegations tnconsistent therewith.

76.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form & belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 76. By way of
further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 76 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
arc denied.

77.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations related to Global’s concerns, and therefore denies the allegations contained in
paragraph No. 77, As to the remaining allegations, including that Global holds the licensing rights
for “Professional Fighters Leapue,” these allegations are legal conclusions and therefore no

response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.

11
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DEIFIK, SILVA AND ABDELAZIZ

78.  Silva admits the allegations contained in paragraph No. 78.

79.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 79.

80.  Silva lacks mowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 80.

81.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 81.

82.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 82

83.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allogations, and therefore denies the allegations contamed in paragraph No. 83.

84.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the atlegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 84.

85.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denics the allegations contained in paragraph No, 85.

86.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 86.

87.  Silva lacks knowledge or information suificient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations about what Zion inferred or what was brought to Deifik’s attention, and therefore
denies those allegations contained in paragraph No. 87. All remaining allegations are denied.

88.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 88.

89, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 39, By way of
further response, to the cxtent the conversation was with Silva’s attorney, such discussions are
protected by the attorney client privilege. Moreover, the texts referenced in paragraph No. 89 are

documents of independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent

12
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therewith.

90.  Silva lacks imowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 90. By way of
further response, the alleged text messages referenced in paragraph No. 90 are documents of
independent legal signiﬁcancé and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

91.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 91. By way of
further response, the alleged text message referenced in paragraph No. 91 is a document of
independent legal significance and Silva denies any and ail allegations inconsistent therewith.

92,  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 92. By way of
further response, the alleged text message referenced in paragraph No. 92 is a document of
independent legal significance and Silva dentes any and all allegations inconsistent therewith.

93.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 93. By way of
further response, the alleged text messages referenced in paragraph No. 93 are documents of
independent legal significance and Silva denies any and all allegations inconsistent therewith,

94.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 54.

95.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 95.

96.  Silva denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 96.

07.  Silva denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 97.

98.  Silva denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 98.

99,  Silva denies the allegations contained in paragraph No, 99.

GLOBAL CHINA OPERATIONS
100.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 100,

13
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101, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 10].

102, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 102,

103, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 103.

104.  Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 104

105.  Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No.
105 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a

response 15 deemned required, the atlegations are denied.

106, Denied. By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No.
106 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a

response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

107.  Denied, By way of further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No,
107 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a

response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement
(As against Defendants MMAWC, Deifik, DFP, PFL and Silva; hercinafter the “Settlement
Pefendants™)

108. In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 108, Silva realleges and

incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein,

109, Plaintiffs’ first ¢laim for Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement was dismissed

by this Court as fo Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.

110, Plaintiffs’ first claim for Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement was dismissed

by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed

14
AA438




DICKINSON fﬁm{;bﬁn -
$363 West Swiset Road, Suite 200

Las Vegas, Mevadz 891 13-22E0

b= - - BN B - Y O T

B2 R B RN b3 R R po
m\smm-p.umhagz;:;;z;ﬁ:s

required, the allegations are denied.

111. Plaintiffs’ first claim for Breach of Contract — Settlement A greement was dismissed

by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response 1s required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.

112, Plaintiffs’ first claim for Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement was dismissed

by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.

113, Plaintiffs” first claim for Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement was dismissed
by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed
required, the allegations are denied.

114, Plaintiffs’ first claim for Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement was dismissed

by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.

115. Plaintiffs’ first claim for Breach of Contract — Settlement Agreement was dismissed
by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of the implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
(As against all Defendants)

116,  In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 116, Silva realleges and

incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

117. Plaintiffs’ second claim for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair
Dealing was dismissed by this Court as 1o Silva and therefore no response is required. To the

extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

118, Plaintiffs’ second claim for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair
Dealing was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the
extent a response i deemed required, the allegations are denied.

119. Plaintiffs’ second claim for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair

Dealing was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the
15
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extent a response is desmed required, the allegations are denied.

120.  Plaintiffs’ second claim for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair
Dealing was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the

extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

121, Plaintiffs’ second claim for Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair
DPealing was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefors no response is required. To the

extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Declaratory Relief
{As against all Defendants)

122, In response to the allegations of paragraph No. 122, Silva realleges and
incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

123, Plaintiffs’ third claim for Declaratory Relicf was dismissed by this Court as to Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

124, Plaintiffs’ third claim for Declaratory Relief was dismissed by this Court as to Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied,

[25.  Plaintiffs’ third ¢laim for Declaratory Relief was dismissed by this Court as to Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

126.  Plaintiffs’ third claim for Declaratory Relief was dismissed by this Court as to Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

127, Plaintiffs’ third claim for Declaratory Relief was dismissed 'by this Court as to Silva
and therefore no response iz required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

128. Plaintiffs’ third claim for Declaratory Relief was dismissed by this Court as to Silva

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

16
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are denied.

129.  Plaintiffs’ third claim for Declaratory Relief was dismissed by this Court as to Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

130.  Plaintiffs’ third claim for Declaratory Relief was dismissed by this Court as to Silva

and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied,

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic Advantage
(As against all Defendants)

131.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No, 131, Silva reallepes and incorporates
the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

132.  Plaintiffs’ fourth claim for Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic
Advantage was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required by Silva,

To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

133, Plaintiffs’ fourth ¢laim for Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic
Advantage was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the

extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denijed.

134,  Plaintiffs’ fourth claim for Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic
Advantape was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the

extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied,

135, Plaintiffs’ fourth claim for Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic
Advantage was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the

extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied,

136. Plaintiffs’ fourth claim for Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic
Advantage was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the
extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

137, Plantiffs’ fourth claimn for Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic

Advantage was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the
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extont a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

138, Plaintiffs’ fourth claim for Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic
Advantage was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the

extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Tortious Interfercnce with Contract
(As apainst all Defendants)

139.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 139, Silva realleges and incorporates

the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

140.  Plaintiffs’ fifth claim for Tortious Interference with Contract was dismissed by this
Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the cxtent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.
141, Plaintiffs’ fifth claitn for Tortious Interference with Contract was dismissed by this

Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.

142, Plaintiffs’ fifth claim for Tortious Interference with Coniract was dismissed by this

Court as to Silva and therefore no response 1s required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are dented.

143. Plaintiffs’ fifth claim for Tortious Interference with Contract was dismissed by this
Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed
required, the allegations are denied.

144,  Plaintiffs® fifth claim for Tortious Interference with Coniract was dismissed by this
Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed
required, the allegations are denied.

145, Plaintiffs’ fifth claim for Tortious Interference with Contract was dismissed by this

Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed

required, the allegations are denied.
146.  Plaintiffs’ fifth claim for Tortious Interference with Contract was dismigsed by this

Court as to Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent 2 response is deemed

18
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required, the allegations are denied.

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Alter Epo Claim
(As against MMAWC and Deifik Defendants)

147. Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 147, Silva realleges and incorporates
the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

148.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs® sixth claim are not asserted against Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deermed required, Silva lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 148. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 148 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

149, The allegations contained in Plaintiffs® sixth claim are not asserted against Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, Silva lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
demies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 149, By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 149 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

150. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, Silva lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allepations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 150. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 150 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

151.  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs® sixth claim are not asserled against Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, Silva lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 151, By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 151 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
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Stlva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

152, The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, Silva lacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denties the allegations contained in paragraph No. 152. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 152 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from
Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are denied.

153,  The allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ sixth claim are not asserted against Silva
and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, Silva Jacks
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore
denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 153. By way of further response, the allegations
contained in paragraph No. 153 are legal conclusions and therefore no response is required from

Silva. To the extent 4 response is desmed required, the allegations are denied.

SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of Fiduciary Duty
(As against Deifik, Silva and Redmond)

154, Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 154, Silva realleges and incorporates
the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.

155.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 155 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied..

156.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 156 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

157, Silva lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of
the allegations, and therefore denies the allegations contained in paragraph No. 157. By way of
further response, the allegations contained in paragraph No. 157 are legal conclusions and

therefore no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the

allegations are denied.
20
AA444




DICKINSGN{ REIGH T

8363 West Sunset Road, Saijte 200

Las Vegas, Mevada 59113-2218

e N« N P S e

Lor S o I B T C D R T X .
® N R BN S S 0 ®m a & @aREDRZ oz

158. The allegations contained in paragraph No. 158 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

159.  The allegations contained in paragraph No. 159 are legal conclusions and therefore

no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations

are denied.

EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIKF
Civil RICO
{As against all Defendants)

160. Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 160, Silva realleges and incorporates
the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.
161. Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as fo Silva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.

162,  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.
163.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismmissed by this Court as to Sitva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.
164. Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.

165, Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and
therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deerned required, the allegations are
denied.

166.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claitm for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.
21
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167.  Plaimtiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and
therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are
denied.

168. Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICQ was dismissed by this Court as to 8ilva and
therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations ate
denied,

169.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and
therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are
denied.

170, Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.

171.  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and
therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are
denied.

172, Plaintiffs’ cighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and
therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are
denied.

173.  Plaintiffs’ cighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.
174,  Plaintiffs’ eighth claim for Civil RICO was dismissed by this Court as to Silva and

therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations are

denied.
NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIYF

Specific Performance
{As against all Defendants)

182, Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 182, Silva realleges and incorporates

22
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the preceding paragraphs of this answer as if fully set forth herein.?

183,  Plaintiffs’ ninth claim for Specific Performance was dismissed by this Court as to
Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the

allegations are denied.

184, Plaintiffs” ninth claim for Specific Performance was dismissed by this Court as to
Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the
allegations are denied,

185.  Plaintiffs’ ninth claim for Specific Performance was dismissed by this Court as to
Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the
allegations are denied.

186. Plaintiffs’ ninth claim for Specific Performance was dismissed by this Court as to

Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the

allegations are denied,

187.  Plaintiffs’ ninth claim for Specific Performance was dismissed by this Court as to
Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the

allegations are denied.

188,  Plaintiffs’ ninth claim for Specific Performance was dismissed by this Court as to
Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the
allegations are denied.

189, Plaintiffs’ ninth claim for Specific Performance was dismissed by this Court as to
Silva and therefore no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed required, the

allegations are dented.

TENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Unjust Enrichment
(As to all Delendants)

190.  Inresponse to the allegations of paragraph No. 190, Silva realleges and incorporates

the preceding paragraphs of this answer ag if fully set forth herein.

* At this point in the Complaint, Plaintiffs’ paragraph numbers jump from 174 to 182, The numbets of this Answer
have been adjusted to reflect the same pumbearing.
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191, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 121 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

192, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 192 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

193, The allegations contained in paragraph No. 193 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

194.  The allegations contained in paragraph No, 194 are legal conclusions and therefore
no response is required from Silva. To the extent a response is deemed required, the allegations
are denied.

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

1. Plaintiffs’ claims ave barred in whole or in part because Plaintiffs failed to state a
claim upon which relief can be granted.

2. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiffs have suffered no
damage in any amount, manner, or at all by reason of any alleged act by Silva and the relief prayed
for in the Complaint therefore cannot be granted.

3. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because any damages suffered by
Plaintiffs were caused in whole or in part by the actions of others.

4.  Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because Plaintiffs failed to mitigate

damages, if any such damages exist.

5. Plaintiffs’ claimg are barred in whole or in part because Silva does not owe

Plaintiffs any fiduciary duty.
6.  To the extent Silva owed Plaintiffs any fiduciary duty, Silva did not breach or

violate any such duty.
7. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part because Silva has not been unjustly

enriched, nor has he accepted or retained any such benefits to the detriment of Plaintiffs.
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8. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by the applicable statute of

limitation or under the doctrines of laches, waiver and/or estoppel.

9. Pursuant to NRCP 11 all possible affirmative defenses may not have been alfeged

herein insofar as sufficient facts were not available after reasonable inquiry and therefore Silva

reserves the right to amend this Answer to allege additional affirmative defenses if subsequent

investigation warrants.

PRAYER FOR RELIEK

WHEREFORE, Silva prays for judgment as follows:

1. Plaintiffs’ Complaint, and all claims asserted therein, be dismiss and that

Plaintiffs take nothing thereby;

2. For his attorney’s fees and costs of suit; and

3. For such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

DATED this 15% day of March 2019.

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

s/ Michael N. Feder

Michael N, Feder

MNevada Bar No. 7332

Christian T. Spaulding

Nevada Bar No, 14277

£363 West Sunset Road, Suite 200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89113-2210

Tel: (707) 550-4400

Fax: (844) 670-6009

Attorneys for Deféendants Carlos Silva and
MMAX Investment Partners, Inc. dba
Professional Fighters League
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned, an employee of Dickinson Wright PLLC, hereby certifies that on the 15%
day of March 2019, he caused a copy of the foregoing DEFENDANT CARLOQS SILVA’S

ANSWER TO COMPLAINT to be transmitted by electronic service in accordance with
Administrative Order 14.2, to all interested parties, through the Court’s Odyssey E-File & Serve

system addressed to:

Maximiliano D. Couvillier TII
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
3271 E. Warm Spring Rd.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120
meouvillier@kelawny.com

Attorneys for Defendants MMAWC, LLC,
Bruce Deifik and The Nancy And Bruce DeifiR
Family Partnership LLLF

Byron E. Thomas, Bsq.

3275 5. Jones Blvd., Ste. 104
Las Vegas, NV 85146
byronthomaslaw@gmail com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

A5/ Max, Erwin
An employec of Dickinson Wright PLLC
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BYRON E, THOMAS, ESG.
Nevada Bar No. 8906

3275 8. -Tones Blvd. Ste, 104
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Phone: 702 747-3103
byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
Atterney for Plainhiffs

IST.
CLARK COLU

ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and
SHAWN WERIGHT as wustee of ZION
WOOD GBI WAN TRUST; WSOF
GLOBAL LLC, s Wyoming limited liability
company

Plaintiffs,

¥3,

MMAWLC, LLC dh/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a Neovads limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PAR RS INC., dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a  Delaware
corporation; BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual:
CARLOS SILYA, an individual; NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK. FAMILY
PARTNERSHIF LLLP, Colorado limited
liskili limited partuership;, KEITH
REDMOND, an individual; DOES 1 through
X, inclusive; and ROE Corporations XX
through XXX, inciusive,

Defendants.

i
/1
s
/Hf

11!
1
{1

0B [991v.]

Electronically Filed
SMTI2019 1:29 P
Staven D, Grierson

CLERg OF THE COUEE

I
YAD

Case No.: A«17-764118-C
Dept, No.: 27

STIPULATION TO VACATE BEARING
ON KEITH REDMOND'S MOTION FOR
A MORE DEFINITE STATEMENT AND
TO ALLOW PLAITNIFFS TO FILE A
MOQRE DEFINITE STATEMENT

Page 1 of 2
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COMES NOW defendant Keith Redmond (herealter referred 1o a5 "Redmond™) and

plaintiffs ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST and SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD

OBFWAN TRUST, WSOF GLOBAL LLC (hereinafter referred to as “Plaintiffs™) by and through
their respective anorneys of record enter into the following Stipulation regarding Redimond's
Motion Far 4 Move Definite Statement (“Motion™),

1 The parties agree 1o Vacaze the Aprif 24, 2019, hearing on the Motion; and

2. Plaintiffs shall have up to fifteen {15) calendar days from the date of entrv of
this Stipulation to tile 2 more definite starentent of their claims apainst Redmond.

Dated: April 22, 2019
LAW OFFICES OF B‘J’ ON THOMAS KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLE
a« | ! PN
o N
Bryan Thonias? Esg. TN a t
Nevada Bar No. 8506 a Bar No, ?ﬁ()l
3275 8. ITefies Bivd, Ste. 104 3771 E. Warm Springs Rd.
Las Vegas. Nevada 39144 Las Vegas, NV 89120
Phane [702) 604-3550

Phone:  {702)747-3103
Fagsimile; (702) 5434833 meonvillierimkelswny con
Ermail: byronthomasiaw@email.com

ORDER
1, The hearing ot Redmond’s Mation set for April 24, 2019, is vacated: and
2 Plaintiffs shali have up 10 lifteen (15) calendar days from the date of entry of

this Stipulation & Order to {ile and serve a more definite statement of their claims against

Redimond.
ITIS 5O ORDERED this 1;25 iy of April 2019

/\éfﬂ"/ff////;/[

DISTRICT COLRT JUDGE

FOREYD2Y | %}
v Page 2 of 2
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Electronically Filed
6/3/2019 10:34 PM
Steven D. Grlerson

CLERK OF THE COU
BYRON E. THOMAS, ESQ. C&Jmﬁ ,ﬁ ;'**“

Nevada Bar No. 8506

3275 8. Jones Blvd. Ste. 104
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Phone:  (702) 747-3103
byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

SHAWN WRIGHT as trustee of ZION Case No.: A-17-764118-C
WOOD OBl WAN TRUST; WSOF Dept. No.: 27

GLOBAL LLC, a Wyottiing limited liability
company

Plaintiffs,

V3.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/a WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a Nevada [limited liability
company; MMAX INVESTMENT
PARTNERS INC. dba PROFESSIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE, a  Delaware
corporation; BRUCE DEIFIK, an individual;
CARLOS SILVA, an individual; NANCY
AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP LLLP, Colorado limited
liahility  limited partnership; KEITH
REDMOND, an individual; DOES I through
X, inclusive; and ROE Corporations XX
through XXX, inclusive,

Defendants.

AMENDED COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs, SHAWN WRIGHT, trustee of ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST and WSOF

GLOBAL LLC (hereinafter “Plaintiffs” by and through his undersigned counsel of record, Law
Offices of Byron Thomas complaing and alleges against: MMAWC, LI.C d/b/a WORLD SERIES
OF FIGHTING (“WSO0F”), MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS INC dba PROFESSTIONAL
FIGHTERS LEAGUE (“PFL”), BRUCE DEIFIK (“DEIFIK”), CARLOS SILVA (“SILVA™),
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK EAMILY PARTNERSHIP LLLP (“DFP”), and KEITH

REDMOND (*REDMOND"} (collectively “Defendants”) as follows:

1081952v.1 '
P 1of21
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1. Plaintiff Zion Wood Obt Wan Trust (“Zion”) is 2 member of MMAWC, LLC d/b/a World Series

2. WSOF experienced several financial shortfalls during 2012 to 2015,

3. Zion had made extensive loans to WSOF to allow for the continued operation and management of

PARTIES
SHAWN WRIGHT, as trustee of ZION WOOD OBl WAN TRUST , is a Utah resident
whose principal place of business is located in Clark County, Nevada.
ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST, a trust erganized under the laws of the State of Nevada.
WSOF GLOBAL LLC, is a limited liability company organized pursuant to the laws of the
state of Wyoming and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada.

Defendant MMAWC, LLC,, is a limited liability company organized pursuant to the laws of

the state of Nevada and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada,

Defendant MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS INC., is a corporation organized pursuant to
the laws of the State of Delaware and conducting business in Clark County, Nevada.

Defendant BRUCE DEIFIK is an individual believed to reside in the State of Colorado and

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada,

Defendant NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LLLP, is a lirnited

liability company organized pursuant to the laws of the state of Colorado and conducting business in

Clark County, Nevada.
Defendant CARLOS SILVA is an individual believed to reside in the State of Maryland and

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada.

Defendant KEITH REDMONIS 18 an individual believed to reside in the State of Nevada and

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada,

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

of Fighting ("WSOF" or "MMAWC”), WSOF is a promoter of mixed martial arts events on

NBC Sports.

1081992v.1 Page 2 of 2] AA454
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5. Zion’s control persons, Shawn Wright and Vince Hesser, had written agreements with WSOF for
6. Zion’s membership interest was 10.5% and WSOF executed agreements that it was non-dilutable.
7. Zion filed suit against WSOF, WSOF responded and filed counterclaims against Zion.

2. On or about February 19, 2016. The parties resolved their disputes putsuant to a settlement

5, As part of the Seitlement Agreement, Zion agreed to reduce its 10.5 % non-dilutable interest in

WSOF. DEFENDANTS refused to repay the loans.
4. Zion had arranged to allow WSOF personnel to sublet its cooperative office space when WSOF

was forcibly evicted from its office space for non-payment of rent in 2013, DEFENDANTS

refused to pay any rent after they moved in.

other contractual payments and worldwide licensing. DEFENDANTS refused to honor the terms

of those agreements as well,

DEFENDANTS refused to honor the terms and diluted Zion’s interest.

agreement (the “Settlement Agreement”). Pursuant to the Setilement Agreement the parties also
agreed to amend the WSOF Operating Agreement (the “Amended Operating Agreement”).

WSOF to “4.50% of the total outstanding ownership units in WNQF (and any of its current

or future subsidiaries, parents, successors or_assigns), which interest shall remain non-

dilurable...”

10, The Amended Operating Agreement was attached to the Settlement Agreement as an Exhibit and

fully incorporated into the Settlement Agreement.

11.In fact, Paragraph 5.5(b) of the QOperating Agreement specifically states: "“Notwithstanding
anything contained in this Agreement, the Members agree thal Zion's interest in the Company

shall be deemed non-dilutable (unless Zion agrees in writing that such interest may be diluted).

Accordingly, if at any time after the Effective Date additional Units of the Company are issued,

Units of the Company shall alse be issued to Zion so that Zien at all times holds four and one half

percent (4.5%) of the issued and owtstanding Units of the Company. Zion will have no obligation

to make any future capital calls. ™

12. Zion is informed and believes that DEIFIK subsequently created a new entity and put all of the

WSOF assets into the entity named MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS dba PROFESSIONAL

1081992v.1 Page 3 of 21
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13.

14.

13.

16.

17.
18.
19.
20,

21

22,

23,

1081992v.1 Page 4 of 21

FIGHTERS LEAGUE, or PFL (the “Successor Company’’).

Zion is informed and believes WSOF received a certain sum of money for the asset transfer but
still holds an interest in the Successor Company.

According to a press releases by DEFENDANTS, the Successor Company continued to put on
events and operate under the “World Series of Fighting” brand for several months, utilized the
same offices, employees, fighters, social media accounts, website, operating contracts, NBC
platform, etc., but then announced to change its name, but still continues its existing business to
promote MMA events on NBC Sports.

The Successor Company is a either “subsidiary, parent, successor, or assign” of WSOF as
contemplated in the Settlement Apreement.

Carlos Silva and Ray Sefo were the principal management team of WSOF, and Sefo will serve as
President of fighting operations for the Successor Cornpany, while Silva is the President of event
production and business operations {or the Successor Company. Keith Redmond was also a part
of the management of WSOF and was a director of Succesor Company

According to statements by DEFENDANTS, WSOF still exists today, and WSOF is apparently a
roughly 40% member of the Successor Company PFL.

DEFENDANTS claim in press releases that 60% of the company “was sold” for $15M
(amounting to $250,000 per 194}, but have produced no evidence of that to Zion.

Zion was also not provided the opportunity to participate in the sale of these interests,

DEFENDANTS refused to disclose to Zion who the other 60+% assignment of WSOF went to.
DEFENDANTS then stated to Plaintiffs that they do not own a 4.5% interest in the Successor
Company, and are therefore being diluted in breach of the Settlement Agreement.
DEIFIK had mentioned to Plaintiffs that he was still making capital calls, which supports the fact
that this was not a true arms-length sale, but an insider transaction intended to dilute and defraud
Plaintiffs of their ownership,
This appears to merely be another DEIFIK. orchestrated asset transfer by DEFENDANTS to

circumvent the Settlement Agreement and to deprive Plaintiffs of their rights and dilute their

ownership interests.
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Zion is entitled to 2 4.5% non-dilutable direct stake in the Successor Company.

Further, on January 20, 2017, DEFENDANTS then filed a Form D with the SEC stating they
were selling $25M of securities to 31 investors.

On October 5, 2017, DEFENDANTS then filed another Form D with the SEC stating they are
now selling 310M of preferred stock to 27 investors which is convertible into more cotnmon
shares.

DEFENDANTS refuse to produce the offering documents, and the financial projections to Zion
under these stock offerings.

Zion is under information and belief that DEIFIK has purchased some of those securities directly
diluting Zion’s interest,

In an effort to deceive and defraud Zion after attempting to dilute Zion, DEFENDANTS then
offered only $350,000 for Zion's non-dilutable interests while conducting these stock offerings,
DEFENDANTS know that Zion's interests would be valued at 2 minimum of $1,125,000 based
on their own internal documents and SEC filings (if true), and what is being “sold” to other
investors.

Zion is also concerned that DEFENDANTS are not being forthcoming to these purported
investors as to Zion’s non-dilutable position (and other licensing issues disclosed below), and
therefore could be deceiving the investment public and/or opening up the company for investment
fraud claims.
In addition, Zion doecs not have the final asset transfer agreements between WSOF and the
Successor Company and DEFENDANTS refuse to produce those documents as well.
Zion has been relying on press statements to glean details of the final deals.
Therefore, Zion also requested a review of the books and records of WSOF so as to ascertain

whether its interests had been protected.

Zion has the right to inspect the books and records in accordance with the Settlement Agreement

and Operating Agreement of WSOF,
DEFENDANTS have refused to allow Zion to inspect the books and records of WSOF in direct

contravention of NRS B6.241.
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Moreaver, without a direct stake in the Successor Company, this is clearly dilutive of the Zion's

interest.

The Successor Company knew or should have known about the Settlement Agreement and the
obligations that it would incur to protect Zion's interest.
The actions of WSOF, the Successor Company, and all DEFENDANTS constitite 2 breach of the
Settlement Agreoment and Zion has been damaged because of these breaches,
In addition, several other issues have been brought to Zion's attention that implicate
DEFENDANTS in schemes or artifice to defraud.

NYC EVENT
DEFENDANTS promoted an MMA event in New York City on December 31, 2016.
DEFENDANTS then filed a required New York State Department of Taxation and Finance form
to report 2ll income from the event.
DEFENDANTS reported $0 income from broadeasting rights to New York State,
DEFENDANTS then sent Zion an intemnal financial report for the event,
DEFENDANTS reported to Zion that they had $190,000 in broadcasting revenue from NBC for
the NYC event.
Zion is under the belief that DEFENDANTS are either manipulating the financial statements to
deceive Zion and the investment public.
DEFENDANTS continue to refuse to allow Zion an inspection of the books and records.

LICENSING RIGHTS

On or about October 15, 2012 Vince Hesser had entered into a master licensed agreement with

WEOF.

The Master License Agreement gave Mr. Hesser the exclusive right to license the WSOF brand

outside of the United States.
Subsequently, Vince Hesser assigned the Master License Apreement to WSOF GLOBAL

LIMITED and its successor WS5OF Global LLC (*GLOBAL™}.
DEFENDANTS previously attemipted to falsely deny the Master License Agreement existed and

attempted to tortuously interfere in the rights and business of GLOBAL.
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52. A dispute arose over the terms of the hcense agreement and parties instituted litigation. The

parties were able to reach a resolution of their disputes, and GLOBAL also became a party to the

Settlement Agreement.

53. As a part of the Settlement Apreement the parties amended the Master License Agreement.

The Settlement Agreement and Amended License Apreement read as follows:

Paragraph 2 of the Settlement Agreement: The I0/15/12 Hesser License shall be

reaffirmed and remain in full force and effect as of the date of this Agreement, as amended by
the execution of the Amendment to Consulting and Muaster Licensing Agreement in the form
attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit B, The license Is o material part of
settlement on behalf of Hesser and Wright and is not subject to any modification
cancellation, assignment, pledge, lien, or encumbrance by WSOF or any of its creditors
and shall survive any restructure, sole, recetvership or bankruptey of WSOF.

1081992y 1
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54, The Amended License Agreement paragraph 1 also states: “Jt]his Agreement shall
be binding upon and shall survive any successors of MMA, or its ownership, tradenames or
trademarks.”

55, Therefore, the Successor Company is obligated to comply with the terms and
conditions of the Amended License Apreement and the Settlement Agreement.

56. Over the following several months after settlement, GLOBAL executed
agreements for media content sharing rights from several MMA organizations from all over
the world on six continents based on the WSOF license branding.

57. GLOBAL s rights consist of over 100 international events per year, at a cost to
produce of tens of millions of dollars, which dwarf the mere 8-10 events per year organized
by DEFENDANTS.,

58, WSOF initially complied with the Settlement Agreement and as documented in
a phone conversation, DEIFIK told DEFENDANTS to let GLOBAL do what they want fo
and leave them alone.

59, GLOBAL attempted to keep WSOF informed of its upcoming events, but would
receive childish email responses from the chief officers of WSOF such as: “Hey idiot don't
send me your stupid emails again!!”, or phone calls threatening violence against GLOBAL
employees. These same officers continue to operate the PFL brand.

60. GLOBAL continued to operate its business unfettered under this “naked”
license arrangement which helped promote the overall brand name.
61, Upon disclosure by DEFENDANTS that an asset transfer was about to take
place, Zion’s principals received an email on December 16, 2016 from Chris Childs,
purported legal counsel for DEFENDANTS, representing and affirming that the apparent
Successor Company will be honoring the license

62. The Successor Company obviousty knew or should have known it was bound by

the Agreements.
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63. To then add insult to injury, after the asset transfer, DEFENDANTS changed the
name of the company from “World Series of Fighting” to “Professional Fighters League”
without any prior notice to its licensee GLOBAL, and reported such in a formal email to all
fighters from Mr. Ray Sefo.

654 DEFENDANTS publicly stated in press releases they have discontinued and
abandoned the license name (“World Series of Fighting™) agreed to in the Settlement
Agreement, and will now use the PFL name exclustvely.

65. At no point did the Successor Company notify GLOBAL about any changes in
name or changes in business operation.

66, For a period of time, the Successor Company appeared to continue to operate as

in the past, even after the name change to PFL.

67 In a documented phone conversation, DEIFIK spoke with Mr. Vince Hesser of
GLOBAL and stated that he didn’t make the decision, but Russ Ramsey, a PFL board
member, made the sole decision to change the company name which damaged GLOBAL.
DEIFIK further stated “Ramsey has a f***ing ego the size of Texas and Ramsey was a

moron for changing the name.”

58. Upon information and belief, and based on DEIFIK s past egregious behavior,

GLOBAL believes DEIFIK made the ultimate decigion to change the name to purposefully

damage GLOBAL.
69. DEFENDANTS then improperly removed GLOBAL’s required website Ik

from their homepage (and refused to comply with other terms) as required under the

Settlement Agreement.

70, DEFENDANTS actions were oppressive and made to directly damage
GLOBAL and jts business.
71, Further, the Amended License states GLOBAL's rights to the Licensed Marks

are defined as follows:

"Licensed Marks" means, without limitation, any and all trademarks, service marks, logos,
insignias, designs, and all other commercial symbols which MMA now uses or hereafter
adopts to identify the source and origin of its goods and services, including but not limited to,

1081992v.1 Page 9 of 21
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WSQF. World Series of Fighting, and any other marks owned or registered by MMA as
of the Effective Date or In the future, in the form and format and with the designs or logos

indicated by MMA from time to time,

72. GLOBAL has the right to use “Professional Fighters League™ (“PFL”) and its marks in
accordance with the Settlement Agreement and the Amended License Agreement.

73. An email was sent to SILVA (whom continued to act as an officer and/or director of both
WSOF and the Successor Company) on April 20, 2017 with my clients’ expectation that the

Agreement would be honored.

74, SILVA emailed back and denied the rights afforded my clients and has thus breached said
Settlement Agreement.

75, DEFENDANTS’ decision to disband the WSOF brand and refusal to honor the Settlement
Agreement and allow GLOBAL to license to the Successor Company Brand has caused
severe and significant damage to GLOBAL.

76. Several media agreements are in jeopardy due to the direct oppressive and harmnful actions of
DEFENDANTS, which would cost GLOBAL tens of millions of dollars to replace.

77. GLOBAL is also concerned that DEFENDANTS are not disclosing properly that GLOBAL
holds the licensing rights for “Professional Fighters Leaguc™ to unsuspecting investors being

lured in under their SEC filings.
DEIFIK, SILVA AND ABDELAZIEZ

78. Ali Abdelaziz (“ABDELAZIZ”) was employed at WSOF as Vice President of
Matchmaking,.

79. At some point in time, serious concerns arose as to the illegality of his employment as an
officer of the promotion, and concwrently as the matchmaker for the WSOF under Nevada
law.

20, Upon information and belief, ABDELAZIY was in the US illegally, which was why he was

never seen or could never go to any of the WSQOF Canada events. He would never be

1081992v.1 Page 10 of 21
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allowed back in the country through US customs.

31. Upon information and belief, ABDELAZIZ past was riddled with allegations of deceit,

fraud, misrepresentation, and connections to Islamic terrorism against U8 citizens.

82. ABDELAZIZ had tried to conceal his management of fighters by leaving the manager name
blank on internal fighter reports, and placing his management company (“Dominatice’)
under his wife’s name.

33, Upon information and belief, ABDELAZI?. lured many fighters away from their current
managers by offering them fights with higher purses at WSOF if (and only if) they signed
under his company Dominance so he could get the management fees on inflated purses at the
expense of the investors.

24, Upon information and belief ABDELAZIZ always attempted to match his fighters against far
inferior fighters, so his fighters would win a high majority of the time.

85. Upon information and belief, this insured heavy increasing payments to ABDELAZIZ
personally.

%6. Other employees stated ABDELAZIZ was alzo skimming money from certain sponsor
payments (Auto Shopper, etc.) where he would receive the funds personally and remit partial
funds to WSOF, and by accepting unreported gifts (such as a now car).

R7. Zion inferred his actions to be illegal under Nevada law, and upon finding these facts, Zion
brought all of these issues to DEIFIK and SILVA’s attention to remediate.

%8. DEIFIK agreed he would terminate ABDELAZIZ, but failed to do so for unknown reasons,
and instead started defarning Zion and its principals.

89. Internal employees at WSOF overheard conversations with SILVA and ABDELAZIZ on the
phone with their attorney, and began texting the conversation to GLOBAL employees.

90. SILVA being aware of all the above facts but nonetheless stated: “We need to do anything we

have to, to keep Ali in power because I rely on him so much”. He went on to discuss “how

1081992v.1 Page 11 of 21
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Ali transferred his management company fo his wife, but they aren 't sure if Nevada is a
community property state.”

91. SILVA then went on, “Bruce ("DEIFIK "), Barry and I are already addressing this Ali thing.
We recognize there are some things 1o tighten up.”

32, SILVA continued, “We need to discover it, dot the I's and cross the T''s before someone else

does LY

93, All of these were screen captured by text message. Zion was shocked by the conversation to
conceal the illegal behavior.
P4, Zion demanded DEIFIX do the right thing for company and its investors and remove
ABDELAZIZ immediately.
95. A dispute arose over the issues and parties instituted litigation. The parties were able to reach a
resolution of their disputes.
96. Unfortunately for the members of WSOF (including Zion), DEFIK. and SILVA continued to work
closely with ABDELAZIZ, which created more severe operating losses.
07. DEIFIK and SIL.VA continned to allow ABDELAZIZ to be matchmaker even afler settlement,
but enlisted Ray Sefo to publicly state falsely that he had always been the WSOF matchmaker.
98. Eventually, DEIFIK and SII.VA terminated ABDELAZIZ after they were forced to go
before the Nevada Athletic Commission over the issue.
99. DEIFIK and SILVA continued to use ABDELAZIZ throughout 2016 after termination and
have knowingly damaged the WSOF license brand by their actions, thereby causing further
irreparable damage to GLOBAL.

GLOBAL CHINA OPERATIONS
100. GLOBAL has MMA event content all over the world including from Philippines, Japan,
China, Australia, Malaysia, Italy, Spain, UK, Sweden, South Africa, and more.

101. GLOBAL had entered the China market and had its world press conference in the Great

1081992v.1 Paga 12 of 21
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People’s Hall in Tiananmen Square in Beijing, China. This was an extremely rare
accomplishment for a sports league, with several Chinese government officials in attendance,
and was also announced on CCTVS which zirs to over 1 billion people.

102.  GLOBAL was also working on a sporis partnership to bring MMA cornitent to several
cities in China with a State owned agency and sponsor partners.

103. GLOBAL had received an offer to invest over 100M rmb (about $16M USD) to further
the promotion of WSOF in China and to promote foreign fighters in their events alongside
Chinese fighters.

104.  Before the deal was consurnmated, DEFENDANTS then announced the name change to
“PFL” without notice to GLOBAL, and the discontinuance of WSOF.

105.  DEFENDANTS further unilaterally refused to allow GLOBAL its contractual rights to
use the PFL. name, and PFL has attempted to abandon its own contractua) obligations in
breach of the Settlement Agreement.

106. Due to DEFENDANTS oppressive actions, the partnership is now at risk of loss.

107. GLOBAL has been damaged by the malicious actions, tortious business interference,
and breach of contract by DEFENDANTS,

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of Contract - Settlement Agreement
{As against Defendants MMAWC, Deifik, DFP, PFL and Silva; hereinafier the “Seftlement
Defendants™)

108, Plaintiffs repeat, re-allege and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs of the
Complaint as though fully set-forth herein.

109. Plaintiffs entered into the Settlement Agreement with the Setilement Defendants.
110. The Settlement Defendants have breached the terms of the Settlernent Agreement, by
atternpting to dilute the terms of the settlement apgreement concerning the non-dilution of its

interest and transfer of the assets of MMAWC to another entity PFL.

1081992v.1 Page 13 of 21 AALES
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111. The Settlement Defendants breached the Settlement Agreement as to WSOF Global by

breaching the terms of Licensing Agreement and diluting all economic valie from the Licensing

Agreement.

112. The Settlement Defendants have asserted an apparent repudiation or abandonment of its duties
to perform pursuant to said agreement and have otherwise breached the terms of said agreement.
113. Therefore the Settlement Defendants have breached their contractual obligations, as stated
herein causing damage to Plaintiffs’ damages.

114. As a result of the breaches described herein, Plaintiffs have suffered damages in excess of
$10,000 and is entitled to an award as and for their damages incurred herein,

115. Tt has been necessary for Plaintiffs to retain the services of attorneys to prosecute this action and
therefore Plaintiffs are entitled to recover reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred in

accordance with the law, including, without limitation, as special damages.

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Ereach of the Implied Covenant of Good Fzith and Fair Dealing
(As against all Defendants)

116. The Plaintiffs repeat, re-allege and incorporate by reference all proceeding paragraphs of the
Complaint as though fuily set-forth herein.

117. Implied in every contract in Nevada is the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing,

118. The Defendants have breached the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing.

119. The Defendants have deprived Plaintiffs of the benefit of their bargain for the above outlined
reasons.

120. The Plaintiffs have been injured in an amount in excess of .$10,000 as a direct and proximate
cause of the actions of Defendants, Plaintiffs have performed all obligations due and owing under
the Licensing Agreement,

121, The Plaintiffs have been required to retain the services of an attorney to prosecute this action

and therefore, are entitled to an award of reasonable attorney's fees and costs incurred herein,
THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF

1081992v. |
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Declaratory Relief
(As against all Defendants)

122. The Plaintiffs repeat, re-allege and incorporate by reference all proceeding paragraphs of the

Complaint as though fully set-forth herein,

123. A justiciable controversy exists as Flaintiffs have asserted a claim of right as to the Property
Iisterest in the Settlement Agreement.

124, Under N.R.S. § 30.010 et seq,, the Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act, any person interested
under a written conifract or other writings constituting a contract, or whose rights, status or other
legal relations are affected by a contract, may have determined any question of construction or
validity arising under the contract and obtain a declaration of rights, status or other legal relations
thereunder.

125. The Settlement Defendants have thus far failed to demonstrate that they intend to continue to
honor their obligations pursuant to the Settlement Agreement.

126. Accordingly, the controversy is belween persons whose interests are adverse,

127, Note Plaintiffs have legally protectable interests in the controversy, i.e., their rights or interest in
the property under Nevada law.

128. The issues involved in the controversy are ripe for judicial determination because there is a
substantial controversy, among parties having adverse legal interests, of sufficient immediacy and
reality to warrant the issuance of a declaratory judgment.

129. Plaintiffs therefore seek declaration(s) from this Court with respect to their interests in the
property as contemplated by the Settlement Agreement.
130, Plaintitfs have been required to retain the services of counsel to prosecute this matter and, as

such, are entitled to an award of their costs and reasonable attorneys' fees incurred herein.

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Intentional Interference with Prospective Economic Advantage
(As against all Defendants)

131. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every previous allegation contained herein as though set

forth fully herein at length,

132. A prospective contractual relationship exists or existed between Plaintiffs and numerous third

1081992v.1 Page 15 of 21 AALG7
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parties including promotion companies, fighters and managers.

133, Defendants knew of these prospective relationships.

134. Defendants intended to harm Plaintiffs by preventing the relationships.

135, The interference was improper and/or unlawiful,

136. Defendants had no privilege or justification.

137. Defendants’ conduct resulted in actual harm to Plaintiff.

138. Plaintiffs have been required to retain the services of an attorney to prosecute this action and are

entitled to an award of attorney's fees and costs incurred herein.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Tortions Interference with Contract
(As against all Defendants)

139. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every previous allegation contained herein as though set
forth fully heretn at length.

140. A contract existed between Plaintiffs and Defendants, as well as numerous third parties
including pmmutipn cornpanies, fighters and rnanagers.

141. MMAX knew of these contractual relationships.

142. The actions of MMAX, as outlined above, were intentional and intended to interfere with these

contractual relations.

143. The interference was improper and/or unlawful and actually interfered with Plaintiffs
contractual relationships.

144, MMAX had to privilege or justification.

145. Defendants’ conduct resulted in actual harm to Plaintiff.

146. Plaintiffs have been required to retain the services of an attomey to prosecute this action and are

entitled to an award of attorney's fees and costs incurred herein,
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SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Alter Ego Claim
{As against MMAWC and Deifik Defendants)

147, Plaintiffs repeats, re-allege, and incorporate by reference all proceedings paragraphs of the
Complaint as though fully set-forth herein.

148. There is a unity of interest between Defendant Deifik and Defendant Nancy and Bruce Deifik
Family Partnership LLLP to the extent that Mr. Deifik is inseparable from said Partership.

149, Since Deifik’s usurpation of control over MMAWC, there has existed, a unity of interest and
ownership such that any separateness between Defendant Deifik and Defendant Nancy and Bruce
Deifik Family Partnership LLLP and MMAWC has ceased to exist in that Deifik has completely
controlled, dominated, manipulated, managed and operated MMAWC since his vsurpation for his
own personal benefit.

150. Defendants Deifik and Nancy and Bruce Deifik Family Partnership LLLP and MMAWC are,

and at all times mentioned here were, a mere shell, instrumentality and conduit through which

Defendant Deifik carried his own activities in the corporate name, exercising such complete

control and dominance over the activities of MMAWC and the Partnership to such an extent that

any individuality or separateness of said parties does not, and at all relevant times did not, exist.

151. Adherence to the fiction of the separate existence of Defendants Deifik and Nancy and Bruce

Deifik Family Partoership LLLP and MMAWC as entities distinct and apart from Defendant

Deifik would permit an abuse of the corporate privilege and would promote and senction fraud,

injustice and an inequitable result in that Deifik has used MMAWC for the purpose of defrauding,

misleading and injuring Plamtiffs as set forth here.

152. The use of Defendants Nancy and Bruce Deifik Family Partnership LLLP and MMAWC by

Defendant Deifik for the purposes of defrauding, misle.ﬁding and injuring Counter-claimant is the

proximate cause of Plaintiffs’ damages as stated here.

133, The Court should enter a judgment and declaration picrcing the corporate veil of Bruce Deifik

Family Partnership LLLP and MMAWC as the alter ego of Deifik and MMAWC and personally

responsible for their actions complained of here.

/7
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SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Breach of Fiduciary Duty
(As against Deifik, Silva and Redmond)

154, Plaintiffs repeats, re-allege, and incorporate by reference all proceedings paragraphs of the
Complaint as though fully set-forth herein.

155.  As alleged above Defendant Deifik, Silva, and Redmond are managers, directors, officers
and/or control persons of MMAWC and/or PFL..

156,  As managers, directors, officers and/or control persons, Defendants Deifik, Silva, and
Redmond owed a fiduciary duty to Plaintiffs.

157. Plaintiffs alerted Defendants Deifik, Silva, Redmond, and other Defendants to the breaches
of the Settlement Agreement, and the existence of valid claims against the other Defendants.
Plaintiffs demanded that Defendants Deifik, Silva, and Redmond cause the board of directors they
dominated to take action. However, Defendants dominated the board of directors and prevented
MMAWC from taking actions in breach of their fiduciary duties.

138.  Defendants Deifik, Silva, and Redmond’s actions were the direct and proximate cause of
Plaintiffs’ injuries.

159.  Plaintiff has been required to retain the services of an attorney to prosecute this matter

and therefore, is entitled to an award of reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred herein.

EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Civil RICO
(As against all Defendants)

160.  Plaintiffs repeats, re-alleges and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs of the

Complaint as though fully set-forth herein.

161.  The conduct of Defendants as outlined above was a part of a fraudulent scheme designed
to defrand Plaintiffs of money and property.

162.  The conduct of Defendants constitutes a “crime related to racketeering,” the taking of
property from another under circumstance not amounting to robbery pursuant to NRS 207.360(9)
163.  The conduct of Defendants constitutes a “crime related to racketeering” natmely obtaining

possession of property valued at $250.00.

164, Defendants engaged in at least two crimes related to racketeering they have engaged in

1081992v 1
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racketeering activity as defined by NRS 207.390.

165.  The racketeering activity of Defendants constitutes as criminal syndicate or enterprise
pursuant to NRS 207.370 and NRS 207.380.

166,  Defendants participated in racketeering activity in violation of NRS 207.400.

167, Defendants with criminal intent, received proceeds derived from racketeering activity in
violation of NRS 207.400(1)(2).

168.  Defendants acquired and maintained interest and/or conirol of the enterprise in violation

of NRS 207.400(1)(b).

169.  Defendants were associated with the enterprise to participate both directly and indirectly

in the affairs of the enterprise through racketeering activity and or through the affairs of the
enterprise in violation of NRS 207.400(1)(c).

170.  Defendants intentionally organized, managed, directed, supervised, and or financed a
criminzl syndicate in violation of NRS 207.400(1)(d).

171, Defendants furnished assistance in the conduct of the affairs of the criminal syndicate

with the intent to promote or further the criminal objectives of the syndicate in violation of NRS
207.400(1)(£).

[72. Defendants actions as averred in this claim for relief were done either in conscious

disregard for the rights of others, or in reckless disregard of the consequences of their actions, and
were therefore done with either express or implied malice.

173, Defendants’ actions were the direct and proximate cause of Plaintiffs’ injuries.

174.  Plaintiffs have been required to retain the services of an attomey to prosecute this matter
and therefore, is entitled to an award of reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred herein,
NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Specific Performsance
{As against all Defendants)

182.  Plaintiffs repeat, re-allege and incorporate by reference all proceeding paragraphs of the

Complaint as though fully set-forth herein,

183. At the time Plaintiffs and Defendants entered into the settlement agreement and license
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agreement, the consideration Plaintiffs did proffer and perform under the agreements was adequate
and the agreement is just and reasonable as to Defendants.

184. Plaintiffs have demanded that Defendants full perform and oblige their duties under the

settiement and license agreements.

185. Defendants have refused and continue to refuse to perform as required by the terms of the

agreernents,

186.  Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law to enforce the provisions of the agreements other

than specific enforcement of the agreements.

187.  Plaintiff is entitled to specific performance of the terms, conditions, and provisions of the
agreements by court decree.

188.  Plaintiff is entitled to compensation incidental to a decree of specific performance,

189, Plaintiffs have been required to retain the services of an attomey to prosecute this matter and

therefore, is entitled to an award of reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incwrred herein

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Unjust Enrichiment
(As against all Defendants)

190.  Plaintiffs repeat, re-allege and incorporate by reference all proceeding paragraphs of the
Complaint as though fully set-forth herein.

191, These Defendants have knowingly obtained substantial benefits from their actions as
described above,

192. It would be unjust for the Defendants to accept and retain such benefits without
compensating Plaintiffs for the value of the benefits which they received.

193, As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' actions, it has become necessary for Plaintiffs
to retain the services of an aftorney to protect their rights and prosecute this Claim.

194,  Plaintiff reserves the right to amend this Complaint under the Nevada Rules of Civil
Procedure as further facts become kmown,
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against Defendants, and each of them,

as follows:

1081992v.1

For damages in an amount to be proven at the time of trial;

For prejudgment interest,

For punitive damages as may be applicable; without limitation, as special and/or
punitive damages incurred,;

For the costs of suit herein incurred, including Plaintiffs’ costs and attomeys” fees
herein, as allowed by law;

For an Order granting declaratory and equitable relief including a determination by
the Court that a valid and binding contract exits; that Plaintiffs perforthed in full;
that Defendants are obliged to perform or otherwise as the Court deems proper; and

For such other and further relief as the Court deems proper and prudent.

Dated this _3rd _ day of June, 2019.

LAW QFFICES OF BYRON THOMAS

/s/ Byront E. Thomas

BYRON E. THOMAS, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 8906

3275 8. Jones Bivd, Ste. 104
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Phone:  (702) 747-3103
Facsimile: (702) 543-4855
Byronthomaslaw@gmail.com
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Elactronically Filed
6/6/2019 8:30 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COLU

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

4 || Shawn Wright as trustee of Zion Wood Obi
5 (| Wan Trust, Plaintiff(s)
VS. CASENO: A-17-764118-C
6 DEPT. NO: XXVII
MMAWC LLC, Defendant(s)
7
&
9 COMMISSIONER’S BECISION ON REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION
10
11 HREQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FILED ON: May 17, 2019 -

12 ' EXEMPTION FILED BY: _ Plainatiffs OPPOSITION: Na

13
14
FINDINGS
15
16
7 Due to late filing of Request for Exemption, Plaintiff*s counsel to pay $150.00
1 [{sanction to the Clark County Law Library within 30 days of this Decision.
19 Plaintiffs’ counsel to pay all fees and costs of Arbitrator.
0
DECISION
21
22 Having reviewed the Request for Exemption, and all related pleadings, the Request

23 {| for Exemption is hereby GRANTED.

24 S [
DATED this of June, 2019.
25
2 ADR COMMISSIONER
27 |
ADR
COMMISSIONER
EIQHTH SroIciaL
DISTRICT COURT
AA4T4
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NOTICE

Pursuant to Nevada Arbitration Rule 5(ID), you are hereby notified you have five (§) days
from the date you are served with this document within which to file written objections
with the Clerk of Court and serve all parties. The Comunissioner’s Decision is deemed
served three (3) days after the Commissioner’s designee deposits a copy of the Decision in
the 1.5, Mail. Pursuant to NEFCR Rule 9(f)(2) an additional 3 days is not added to the
time if served electronically (via e-service).

A copy of the foregoing ADR Commissioner’s Decision was:
On CrUmf:. do , 2019, a copy of the foregoing Commissioner’s Decision

on Request for Exemption was electronically served, pursvant to NNE.F.C.R. Rule 9, to
all registered parties in the Eighth Judicial District Court Electronic Filing Program.

If indicated below, a capy of the foregoing Commissioner’s Decision on Request for
Exemption was also:

] Placed in the folder of counsel maintained in the Office of the Clerk of Count on
, 2019,

Mailed by United States Postal Service, Postage prepaid, to the proper parties listed
below at their last known address(es) on _¢ [{ e, 2 , 2019,

Clark County Law Library
309 8. Third St., #400
Las Vegas, NV 89155-7340

fs/  Lisa Kaba
ADR COMMISSIONER'S DESIGNEE
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KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

IFTEE Wann ignings Rd, & Las Viegas, Ny H9320

Ph.{702] BO5-3440 o FAX- {703 6256267

e belaweme com

8A0

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
Maximiliano £, Couvillier 1], lsq
Nevada Bar No. 7661

3271 L. Warm Springs Rd.

[.as Vegas, Nevada 89120

Ph. (707)60“: 3440

Fax (702) 625-6367

mgoavilliene keliay com

Attorneys for Defendunr Keith Redmond

ZION WOOD OBE WAN TRUST and SHAWN
WRIGHT as trustee of ZION WOOD ORI WAN
TRUST: WSOF GLOBAL. LLC. & Wyoming

limited Hability company,

Plaintiffs,
V.

MMAWC, LLC d/b/y WORLD SERIES OF
FIGHTING a Nevada limited liability company;

MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS. INC. dba
PROFESSIONAL FIGHTERS LEAGUE. &
Delaware corporation: BRUCE DEIFIK, an
individual; CARLOS SILVA, an individual:
NANCY AND BRUCE DEIFIK FAMILY
PARTNERSHIP [.LLP. a Colorado Himited
liabitity partnership; KEITH REDMOND, an
individual; DOES ihrough X, inclusive; and
ROE Corporations XX through XXX, inclusive.

[efendants.

i
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Electronically Filed
TH/2019 1:16 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE GOUQE

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO.: A-17-764118-C
DISTRICT COURT DEPT: 27

STIPULATION AND ORDER THE
PLAINTIFF’S PLEADING FILED ON
06/3/19 CAPTIONED AS “AMENDED
COMPLAINT” IS PLAINTIFF'S MORE
DEFINITE STATEMENT AS TO ITS
CLAIMS AGAINST DEFENDANT
KEITH REDMOND AND THE OTHER
DEFENDANTS DO NOT HAVE TO
RESPOND

Page | ol 3

AALTE

| o (ane-Numbarmic Ao H Bstss




KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC
32TLE. Warm Springs R iy Las Vegas, Nv 85120
Ph. [T02) 605-2440 46 Fan: [PO2} 625-6367

wwrw, kolawnv com
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Plaintiffs ZION WOOD OBI WAN TRUST; SHAWN WRIGHT; and WSOF GLOBAL,
LLC, and defendants MMAWC, LLC; MMAX INVESTMENT PARTNERS, INC.; BRUCE
DEIFIK; CARLOS SILVA: NANCY AND BRUCE DEIF IK FAMILY PARTNERSHIP LLLP;
and KEITH REDMOND stipulate and agree as follows:

On May 17, 2019, the Court entered a Stipulation To Vacate Hearing on Keith
Redmond's Motion for a More Definite Statement and to Allows Plaintiffs 10 File o More
Definite Statement (“5/14/19 Stipulation™). Among other things, the 5/14/19 Stipuvlation
provided for Plaintiffs to file a more definite statement of their claims against defendant Keith

Redmond (“Redmond”), stating;

2 Plaintiffs shall have up to fifieen (15) calendar days
from the date of entry of this Stipulation & Order to file and
serve a more definite statement of their claims against
Redmond.

Id. The 5/14/19 Stipulation did not provide for Plaintiffs to otherwise amend its complaint as to

its claims against the other defendants, Jd

On June 3, 2019, Plaintiffs filed a pleading captioned Amended Complaint (“6/3/19
Amended Complaint™) in response to the 5/14/19 Stipulation. To avoid any possible confusion,

the parties stipulate as follows:

(1) the 6/3/19 Amended Complaint is only a more definite statement of the Plaintiffs’

claims against defendant Redmond;

(2) the 6/3/19 Amended Complaint and amendments contained therein only concern the
Plaintiffs’ claims against defendant Redmond: and
1/
I
i
N
1
17
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AV E Wanm Sorings Ad. @ Las veEras, Wy 391
Ph. {301 605-3440 & rax (787} 535-6357

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, PLLC

v kelaweny, com

12

&

{3) the other defendants do not have 1o respond to the 6/3/19 Amended Complaint and the

orders on thelr respective motions (o dismiss and their answers and affirmative defenses fo the

priar complaint shall apply to the Amended Complaint,

Dated: lune {ﬁ_ 2019,

KENNEDY & COUVILLIER | DICKINSON Wi

16 o, ‘ WM]I!I‘]U DA
Nwadzi Bar No 8‘)06 25q), Nevada Bar No.
Ph: {702¥747-3103 MNevada Bar No. 7661
Dvrontiemaglaw pnmiloon | Ph; (702) 605-3440
Atiorneys For Plainsiffs Myl erkelinny com wrighLeon
Attarneys  for  Defendunis Anornevs  for
MMAWC, LLC: Bruce Deifike | Carloy Silva

Mbuvdorgdicking

Family  Partnership  LLLP:
and Keith Redmaond

td\\ er 111 | Michael Feder. [ ‘ﬂ.].“

Ph. (702) 550-4440

Nawcy  And  Bruce  Deifik | hvestment Pariners, Ine.

RIGHT

Vil

Defendents |
and  MMAX i

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Bistrict Court Judge ?-.b

Daed: _J=1e v 7:_ 1er %

Respectfully Submitied By,
KENNEDY & COUV] LLILR PLLC

Ma¥imiliano D, Mjﬂ@:n [isq.. Bar #7661

ncouvillicrakolav s com
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Dhroronitipopedase o

Aunarnevs For Plaintiffs

{3) the other detendants do nor bis e W respond o the 67319 Amended Complaint and the
erders on their respective mations wdisiniss and thelr wnswers and alfirmative delenses 1o the

prior complainn shall apply o the Amended Compluint

Ditted: Tung f%_ o,

TLAW OFFICKS OF BYRONTKENKEDY & COUNVILLIFR T CRINSON wiiaT

J(‘L)'”()l\"lf\f'{

% YIOW THRMEAS, 1 86 / Mkdid vidlier 111, ﬁ: Miclnu:i“iwdur.‘-ﬁq% o
FNevida Bar No. 89046 i sy, ‘

FNevidy Bar Na,
CNevda Dar No, 7001 CPh 02y AA0d440
it e Phe e 702 o3 3340 Lt e

LotegeLr v,
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e 20297473105
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Ccbrornevsqor Defendants s diornees for Dekendatts |
PVALHVC, LLC Brace Deifik: - Carlos Sitva and - MAHLY |
Ny dad Broee Deifik o hivestmem Partners, fioe, :
: Family  Partnership L1

et Redeh Resimensd

S e

[T 15 8O ORDERED.

Bistrier Court Judyy
Pated:

Respeettudly Subimitied By,
KENNEDY & COUVILLIER, MLLC

Mastmiliano 1. Couvillier B Esig. Bar #7661

ot hehesin e
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