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Dear Ms. Canter: 

 

I was overwhelmed with sadness to learn that the Florida Bar would entertain the obviously false and 

slanderous allegations made by Phillip Bleicher (“Mr. Bleicher”). In actuality, the defamatory 

“complaint” brought by Mr. Bleicher is the culmination of his failed attempt to blackmail and 

fraudulently extort three Florida attorneys, including myself. See Bleicher’s Blackmail attached as 

Exhibit A. Mr. Bleicher’s attempted blackmail included a copy of the instant complaint, a “press 

release” in which Mr. Bleicher makes libelous statements about me, and a hastily put together and 

facially dismissible proposed “malpractice” complaint. Id. These documents were accompanied with 

a letter, which unlawfully demanded $10,000 hush money in exchange for not filing the frivolous Bar 

complaint and “malpractice” lawsuit. Id. Mr. Bleicher made identical blackmail attempts against 

fellow Florida attorneys Ursula Jackson (“Ms. Jackson”) and Matthew Zukowsky (“Mr. 

Zukowsky”). Id. 

 

Mr. Bleicher’s real issue with me is that I did what I was ethically and legally required to do rather 

than the unethical and illegal actions he wanted me to take to assist in his ongoing crimes and fraud. 

Additionally, Mr. Bleicher is motived by revenge. After he refused to pay me $500 for my two 

months’ of work, I filed a charging lien on his case. See Charging Lien attached as Exhibit B. Before 

quickly dispatching with his ridiculous character assassination attempt, it is important that the Bar 

consider the background to this matter, which Mr. Bleicher conveniently omits from his perjurious 

statements. Before doing so, I address the disclosure of confidential information that I must make to 

clear my good name. 

 

I. Mr. Bleicher’s Actions Require or Allow Disclosure of Confidential Information 

 

Florida Rule of Professional Conduct 4-1.6 provides that “[a] lawyer shall not reveal information 

relating to representation of a client except as stated . . . .” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-1.6(a). However, “[a] 

lawyer shall reveal such information . . . necessary to prevent a client from committing a crime.” Id. 

at (b)(1) (emphasis added). Additionally, “[a] lawyer may reveal such information . . . necessary to 

establish a claim or defense on behalf of the lawyer in a controversy between the lawyer and client; 

to respond to allegations in any proceeding concerning the lawyer’s representation of the client; or 

to comply with the Rules of Professional Conduct.” Id. at (c)(2); (4); (5) (emphasis added).
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Alas, in addressing Mr. Bleicher’s outrageously slanderous filth, I have no choice but to dismantle 

his revenge fantasy with truth, logic, and the disclosure of his multitude of ongoing criminal 

activities. Considering he is swindling the IRS, committing perjury in Federal Court, and violating 

numerous State and Federal laws, it is quite odd Mr. Bleicher would want to make this a matter of 

public record. Nevertheless, the disclosures that follow are permissible under the above-cited rules. 

 

II. Open Letter to Governmental Agencies Concerning Mr. Bleicher’s Illegal Activities 

 

Before I vindicate myself, I must advise you of the character of the man who has levied these false 

claims against me. Mr. Bleicher is a snake oil peddling conman. In the words of one of his many 

outspoken critics, “Bleicher and his company are also well-known for frivolous lawsuits against 

detractors or, against those who amplify outside findings and facts, and using underhanded moves, 

abusing the law . . . .” See Gonzalez, Jagged Press attached as Exhibit C (emphasis added). Although 

his falsified tax returns fooled the IRS otherwise for several years, Mr. Bleicher makes a very 

comfortable living in the production and distribution of homosexual pornography through his 

various companies. 

 

Mr. Bleicher is the CEO of Flava Works, Inc. (“Flava Works”). Flava Works is a Florida and Illinois 

corporation, which produces homosexual pornography featuring African-American and Hispanic 

men. Flava Works produces a quarterly magazine, FlavaMen, which showcases its models and 

contains editorials from contributing writers. See FlavaMen attached as Exhibit D. Flava Works also 

operates several websites offering pornographic images and videos, including Cocodorm.com, 

PapiCock.com, ThugBoy.com, CocoBoyz.com, RawRods.com, MixItUpBoy.com, TopThugs.com, 

FlavaCams.com, and FlavaMen.com. Thugsforsex.com is Flava Work’s online dating portal for men 

of color. However, most of the controversy surrounding Flava Works has to do with Cocodorm, a 

live interactive residence where models are hired to live together in a dorm-like environment. 

 

A. Mr. Bleicher Intentionally Exposes Unwitting Performers to HIV and Exploits Minorities – or as 

the Chicago Department of Public Health calls it – Borderline “Illegal Servitude” 

 

Mr. Bleicher forbids performers from using condoms. He also does not believe in testing his 

performers for HIV or informing performers that co-performers are HIV positive before 

“performances.” In November 2005, the Chicago Department of Public Health (the “CDPH”) 

received reports of the transmission of HIV occurring in a resident of a Chicago apartment reported 

as a non-adherent carrier. The CDPH’s investigation revealed the interworking of Mr. Bleicher’s 

operations. See CDPH, Investigation of a Cluster of Syphilis and HIV Infections associated with an 

Internet Pornography Website attached as Exhibit E. 

 

As the CDPH found, Mr. Bleicher’s internet-based pornography business featured young Black and 

Latino men. See Ex. E. These men were employed as “models” and lived together at a residential 

apartment, which was referred to as a “dormitory.” Id. In exchange for room, board, and modest 

wages, the “models” allowed Mr. Bleicher to videotape and photograph them having sex with each 

other in the “dormitory.” Id. Mr. Bleicher’s website featured free previews, members only services, 

photos, live webcams, live video chat, streaming video, stories, and web logs. Id. The website also 

sold porno magazines, calendars, and DVDs. Id. Additionally the website broadcast live daily sex 

acts. Id. Mr. Bleicher also doubled as a pimp, using his “models” in a private male escort service. Id. 
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The CDPH identified nineteen “models” from Mr. Bleicher’s business. See Ex. E. All were African-

American. Id. Nine of the “models” (47%) had HIV. Id. Another nine of the “models” (47%) had 

syphilis. Id. Three of the “models” had both HIV and syphilis. Id. 

 

Unfortunately, the CDPH’s investigation was hampered by Mr. Bleicher’s interference. Id. He forbid 

employees and “models” from speaking with the CDPH. Id. He was also non-responsive to CDPH’s 

requests to work with them to jointly develop a corrective action plan. Id. This prompted the 

issuance of a Notice of City Inspection to assess Mr. Bleicher’s brothel for compliance with health, 

safety, business, and licensing codes. Id. Additional concern was raised over Mr. Bleicher’s 

apparent exploitation of his “models,” and the nature of their work. Id. The CDPH’s claimed that 

Mr. Bleicher’s company was practicing what bordered on “illegal servitude.” Id. “[P]rominent 

African-American leaders have also been critical of Bleicher, who is white, for what they call the 

exploitation of young black and Latino men.” See Ex. C. “Most of them are reportedly at-risk 

youths, runaways, homeless and easily manipulated.” Id. On April 20, 2006, the CDPH issued a 

cease and desist order prohibiting Flava Works from operating in Chicago. See Cease and Desist 

Order attached as Exhibit F. 

 

B. Mr. Bleicher’s Fraudulent Charity Stole more than $3 Million from Schools Nationwide 

 

In January 2006, the Illinois Attorney General filed a civil suit against Mr. Bleicher charging him 

with operating a fraudulent charity that bilked schools nationwide out of millions of dollars. See 

Fraudulent Charity Allegedly Collected More Than $3 Million; Used Proceeds to Make Purchases 

for International Travel and at a Liposuction Clinic attached as Exhibit G. Mr. Bleicher was the 

founder of the now-defunct charity, Student Leadership Network (the “Network”), which was 

promoted as offering conferences and leadership programs for student council members. Id. Through 

the Network, Mr. Bleicher contacted schools across the Country and persuaded some to sign up for 

the program. Id. 

 

Mr. Bleicher then sent fraudulent invoices to the schools and, in addition to cashing those checks, 

created forged copies of the checks to withdraw additional funds from the schools’ bank accounts. 

See Ex. G. Mr. Bleicher successfully cashed many of the checks before the schools and banks 

realized what happened. Id. Mr. Bleicher and his co-conspirators collected more than $3 million 

dollars for goods and services that they never delivered. Id. The civil suit against Mr. Bleicher was 

later dropped when officials decided to pursue Federal criminal charges instead. Id. 

 

C. Fun in the Sun: Mr. Bleicher Flees to Miami 

 

In May 2006, Mr. Bleicher fled to Miami to avoid the civil and criminal repercussions of the above-

referenced matters. Once in Miami, Mr. Bleicher resumed operations and launched a new 

homosexual brothel based out of a residential home. According to the Miami Herald, “CocoDorm 

offers its young, muscular males $1,200 a month along with free room and board while requiring 

they masturbate and have group sex in front of cameras.” See Miami Herald Articles attached as 

Exhibit H. The City began receiving complaints from the brothel’s neighboring residents, mostly 

families with young children. Id. In May 2007, the Miami Department of Code Enforcement visited 

the residence and imposed citations for: (1) illegal rooming house; (2) adult entertainment not 

permitted in C-1 zone property; (3) failure to maintain exterior of property; (4) failure to maintain lot 
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in safe, clean condition and prevent the accumulation of debris, trash or dense growth of grass; and 

(5) illegally operating a business in a residential zone. Id. (emphasis added). 

 

Miami eventually ruled that Flava Works was “illegally running an adult entertainment business out 

of a single-family home . . . and ordered that those operations cease.” See Ex. H. Not one to comply 

with the law voluntarily, Mr. Bleicher sued Miami in Federal Court and in an admittedly brilliant 

maneuver, reframed the argument as a First Amendment issue rather than the zoning issue it was. Id. 

Flava Works also argued that it was not running an adult-oriented business out of the house and that 

its “business transactions” did not “take place” in the residential neighborhood, but rather in “virtual 

space.” Id. 

 

In January 2009, the Southern District ruled in its favor, “[b]ecause the public offering by Flava 

Works, Inc. occurs via cocodorm.com in cyberspace, and not in a particular geographic location, the 

City of Miami zoning ordinance cannot be applied to the 503 residence.” However, in June 2010 the 

Eleventh Circuit reversed, holding that regardless of whether Flava Works was an adult 

entertainment establishment, it was a business operation, and Miami’s zoning ordinances forbid 

operating a business in a residential zone. Mr. Bleicher did not let this set back faze him. He 

continued to illegally operate Flava Works in Miami for several more years. According to Mr. 

Bleicher, Flava Works returned to Chicago in October 2014. If this is true, he is operating in 

violation of the CDPH’s cease and desist order still in effect. See Ex. F. 

 

D. Mr. Bleicher Manufactured Evidence in Federal Court 

 

Always itching to employ his forgery skills, Mr. Bleicher did so in, Flava Works, Inc. v. Momient, 

11-cv-06306 (Ill. N.D. 2011). There, the Northern District of Illinois determined that Mr. Bleicher 

forged the defendant’s signature on a contract in order to win a pending lawsuit. See Order attached 

as Exhibit I. Mr. Bleicher then had his attorney submit the forgery to the Court as evidence. Id. 

Referring to Mr. Bleicher’s conduct, the Court stated, “[w]hat we have, then, is the most egregious 

fraud on the court that this Court has encountered in its nearly 33 years on the bench.” Id. 

(emphasis added). “Fortunately courts are rarely called upon to consider fraud on-the-court 

conduct of the type engaged in by Flava.” Id. (emphasis added). “What, then, is the appropriate 

judicial response to such an egregious abuse of the judicial system by such a blatant fraud on the 

Court?” Id. The response was dismissal of Mr. Bleicher’s action. Id. 

 

E. Mr. Bleicher Evades State and Federal Income Taxes 

 

Mr. Bleicher does not believe in giving Uncle Sam his cut. Throughout the above-described 

incidents, Mr. Bleicher has evaded and continues to evade State and Federal income taxes. Through 

falsified tax returns, Mr. Bleicher has deprived both State and Federal governments out of millions in 

tax revenue. For example, in 2014 Flava Works generated in excess of $423,000 in income. See 

2014 Tax Return attached as Exhibit J. However, this income was conveniently offset by nearly 

$433,000 in expenses. Id. With gross income of about -$10,000, Flava Works did not pay any taxes 

for 2014. Id. According to its tax returns, Flava Works runs at or near a deficit every year yet 

somehow the company has managed to stay in business for over a decade. The IRS and State 

agencies eventually caught on. In April 2015, Mr. Bleicher entered into a settlement agreement with 

the IRS. He is currently on a payment plan with them for over $500,000 in unpaid back taxes. 
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However, it is clear the IRS is unaware of the full extent of Mr. Bleicher’s tax avoidance. 

 

Although Mr. Bleicher was advised numerous times, by prior attorneys and I, to simply pay the 

judgment described below, he steadfastly refused with no apparent legal justification. This was odd 

since the $30,000 judgment is pocket change to his company. See Ex. J. I now know that Mr. 

Bleicher cannot satisfy the judgment because he has and is continuing to commit tax fraud as well as 

other Federal and State crimes. Since Mr. Bleicher professes poverty to the outside world, if he paid 

a $30,000 (now $40,000) judgment, it could potentially alert governmental agencies, particularly the 

IRS, to take a closer look at Flava Works. Mr. Bleicher believes he cannot take that risk. He knows 

he would not fare well in Federal prison. 

 

F. Mr. Bleicher Fraudulently Concealed and Continues to Fraudulently Conceal Assets 

 

In order to avoid service in the declaratory action mentioned below, Mr. Bleicher administratively 

dissolved Flava Works in Florida in October 2015. Additionally, in order to avoid payment of the 

judgment discussed below, Illinois attorney Juneitha Shambee (“Ms. Shambee”) advised Mr. 

Bleicher to fraudulently conceal most of Flava Work’s assets by moving them into various shell 

corporations he also owns. Flava Works is only one of a dozen dummy corporations Mr. Bleicher 

uses to facilitate his crimes. These entities include, at least, Flavaworks, Flava Works Worldwide, 

Blactino Media, Tube Media Labs, and Lukebaby Productions. However, the difference is in name 

only, each including Flava Works is the alter ego of Mr. Bleicher. 

 

III. Flava Works, Inc. v. A4A Reseau, Inc. – a Procedural History 

 

I was the fourth Florida attorney, and fifth attorney overall, in less than two years to be involved in 

Mr. Bleicher’s lawsuit, Flava Works, Inc. v. A4A Reseau, Inc., No. 14-cv-23208 (Fla. S.D. 2014), 

which is currently pending in the Southern District of Florida (the “Lawsuit”). See Docket attached 

as Exhibit K (individual docket entries will be referred to by docket number). 

 

Ms. Jackson, the first Florida attorney Mr. Bleicher used in the Lawsuit, filed a one-count complaint 

for copyright infringement in February 2014. On January 16, 2015, the defendants, represented by 

John Bradley (“Mr. Bradley”) filed an answer. See Doc. No. 21. Four days after the answer was 

filed, Mr. Bleicher instructed Ms. Jackson to file a voluntary dismissal. See Doc. No. 22. Mr. 

Bleicher falsely stated to the Court that he fired Ms. Jackson the same day. See Doc. No. 36. 

However, I was told by Mr. Bleicher that Ms. Jackson “disappeared.” I believe this was likely after 

she encountered the same or similar issues with him as I did. 

 

Throughout the Lawsuit, Mr. Bleicher has been assisted in his fraudulent conduct by Ms. Shambee, 

who was recently admitted to the Florida Bar. On January 21, 2015, Ms. Shambee committed gross 

malpractice by using the identical complaint to initiate a new action based on the same claims 

against the same defendants in Illinois, Flava Works, Inc. v. A4A Reseau, Inc., 15-cv-00610 (Ill. 

N.D. 2015). See Complaints attached as Exhibit L. Ms. Shambee negligently or intentionally 

disregarded Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41, which provides “[i]f a plaintiff who previously 

dismissed an action in any court files an action based on or including the same claim against the 

same defendant, the court: (1) may order the plaintiff to pay all or part of the costs of that previous 

action; and (2) may stay the proceedings until the plaintiff has complied.” Fed. R. Civ. Pro. 41(d) 
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(emphasis added). This error was compounded by Ms. Shambee’s additional failure to review 

controlling case law in the Eleventh Circuit, which holds that attorney fees are recoverable as 

“costs” under Rule 41(d). Ms. Shambee’s actions cost Mr. Bleicher $30,000. See Doc. No. 36. It is 

Ms. Shambee’s negligence that Mr. Bleicher has attempted to pin on each of the Florida attorneys 

mentioned in this response and ultimately lead to his blackmail attempts and bar complaints. See Ex. 

A. 

 

Immediately, Mr. Bradley pounced on Ms. Shambee’s blunder and, pursuant to Rule 41(d), sought a 

stay of the newly filed Illinois action and recovery of his client’s costs, including attorney fees in the 

Lawsuit. See Doc. No. 24. Mr. Bradley also filed a declaratory judgment action in the Southern 

District, solely for the purpose of keeping the matter in Miami. See A4A Reseau, Inc. v. Flava Works, 

Inc., Phillip Bleicher, No. 15-cv-20245 (Fla. S.D. 2015). Mr. Bradley also appeared in the Illinois 

lawsuit and successfully had the action transferred to Miami. Upon transfer, the matter was assigned 

case number 15-cv-21592. Mr. Bleicher then attempted to file a pro se motion for an extension of 

time to respond to Mr. Bradley’s motion. See Doc. No. 25. On February 25, 2015, the Court struck 

Mr. Bleicher’s filing since corporations must be represented by counsel. See Doc. No. 26. The Court 

gave Mr. Bleicher until March 4 to find replacement counsel and to respond to Mr. Bradley’s 

motion. Id. 

 

Mr. Bleicher failed to comply with the Court’s order. See Doc. No. 27. Consequently, on March 5, 

2015, the Court granted Mr. Bradley’s motion as to the entitlement to attorney fees. See Doc. No. 28. 

The Court requested supporting material as to the amount to be awarded. Id. Mr. Bleicher’s second 

Florida attorney was Mr. Zukowsky. Mr. Zukowsky filed a motion for Ms. Shambee to appear pro 

hac vice on March 6. See Doc. No. 34. The motion was denied because, among other reasons, Ms. 

Shambee did not comply with the Local Rule requiring certification that she has studied the Court’s 

Local Rules. See Doc. No. 35. 

 

Ms. Shambee or Mr. Zukowsky filed a response opposing Mr. Bradley’s already granted motion for 

attorney fees, as well as, a motion to vacate the order itself. See Doc. No. 29; 33. The Court denied 

the motion to vacate stating: 

 

On March 5 . . . after the Court had entered its Order Granting Defendants’ Motion 

for Attorneys’ Fees, Plaintiff filed a Motion to Vacate that Order pursuant to Rule 

60(b) . . . . Rule 60(b) also contains a “catch−all” provision allowing reconsideration 

for “any other reason that justifies relief.” Plaintiff appears to invoke this “catch−all” 

provision, arguing that it should be entitled to relief because: (1) it “has attempted 

profusely to retain an attorney,” which it finally did on March 4, 2015, the day the 

Response was due; and (2) new counsel attempted to file a Response, but could not 

do so because he is not authorized to file through CM/ECF. The Court finds that 

Plaintiff has not satisfied the Rule 60(b) standard for relief from the Court’s Order. . 

. . Plaintiff had a full month between the date on which Defendants filed their Motion 

for Attorneys’ Fees . . . and the extended deadline to file a Response . . . to secure an 

attorney who could timely file a Response. Plaintiff’s alleged inability to secure an 

attorney within that period that could timely file a Response does not constitute an 

“extraordinary circumstances” entitling it to relief. 
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See Doc. No. 36 (emphasis added) (grammatical alternations made). Mr. Bradley then filed a motion 

seeking $43,566.75 in fees, to which Mr. Zukowsky filed a response. See Doc. No. 39; 44; 45. The 

Court determined that the reasonable amount of attorney fees was $28,060.57 and entered a 

judgment for that amount against Flava Works (the “Judgment”). See Doc. No. 46. 

 

Mr. Bleicher than began a series of maneuvers with the sole purpose of eluding his court ordered 

obligation to pay the Judgment. Mr. Bleicher’s primary argument, which I later learned was patently 

false, was that his company was broke and no money was coming in due to the defendants’ alleged 

ongoing copyright infringement. First, Mr. Bleicher failed to complete a judgment debtor worksheet 

without legal justification. This forced Mr. Bradley to file a motion to compel, which the Court 

granted. See Doc. No. 51; 58. Mr. Bradley then sought discovery to aide collection on the Judgment. 

See Doc. No. 60; 61. Among other things, Mr. Bradley sought Flava Works bank statements, which 

would support of refute Mr. Bleicher’s claim of insolvency. Mr. Bleicher neither provided the 

discovery nor objected to it within the applicable time limits. This forced Mr. Bradley to file a 

motion to compel the discovery. See Doc. No. 60. 

 

Mr. Zukowsky subsequently withdrew. See Doc. No. 76; 77. Mr. Bleicher’s third Florida attorney 

was Joshua Sheskin (“Mr. Sheskin”). See Doc. No. 59. At Mr. Bleicher’s insistence, Mr. Sheskin 

filed another motion seeking to vacate the order granting attorney fees. See Doc. No. 63. Although 

the Court ordered Mr. Bleicher to complete the worksheet by July 9, he did not do so until 

September 2. See Doc. No. 71. Mr. Sheskin withdrew on October 8, 2015. See Doc. No. 78. 

Although I originally responded to his misleading Craigslist ad in July, I was not hired by Mr. 

Bleicher until October 9. See Doc. No. 79. At the time of my appearance, Mr. Bleicher had not paid 

the Judgment and Mr. Bradley’s discovery requests were still outstanding. The second motion to 

vacate the order awarding attorney fees was also pending. 

 

Mr. Bleicher is a pathological liar and quite good at it. Prior to entering my appearance, I 

participated in a conference call with Mr. Bleicher and Ms. Shambee. My sole mistake in this matter 

was taking their false explanation of the proceedings and finger pointing as the truth. Both feed me 

false stories that Mr. Bradley was a “bully” who “intimated” the prior attorneys into quitting out of 

frustration. Both claimed Ms. Jackson, Mr. Zukowsky, and Mr. Sheskin had committed malpractice. 

I know what you are thinking, “three lawyers in a row committed malpractice?” Yes, Mr. Bleicher is 

that convincing of a liar. Mr. Bleicher was insistent that I needed to immediately file a motion to 

substitute myself into the case and remove Mr. Sheskin. I later came to learn that Mr. Bleicher fired 

Mr. Sheskin to prevent him from turning over discovery, including Flava Works’ bank records, 

which Mr. Sheskin had received the day before. I also later came to learn that Mr. Bleicher never had 

any intention of complying with any of the Court’s orders. 

 

During my conversation with Mr. Bleicher and Ms. Shambee, they did not even seem cognizant of 

the need to provide discovery. Rather, their sole concern was having the Judgment overturned. 

However, I advised them that I could not argue the second motion to vacate in good faith because (1) 

the Court already denied an identical motion to do so (Doc. No. 33; 36); and (2) either no new 

grounds were being raised or the new grounds were irrelevant. I advised them the deadline to appeal 

the Judgment had already passed when they contacted me. However, I specifically asked why, if 

they believed the Judgment was incorrect and a motion to vacate had already been denied, had they 

not appealed to the Circuit Court. Neither provided an intelligible answer. 
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I also specifically asked them why the case was dismissed in Florida and then re-filed in Illinois the 

next day. Neither provided an intelligible answer. However, Ms. Shambee admitted that before 

refilling in Illinois, she failed to research the controlling case law in the Eleventh Circuit that 

subjected her client to the Judgment. Mr. Bleicher’s selling point to his attorneys is a 25% share of 

any judgment. I have since come to learn that Ms. Shambee’s motivation in dismissing and refilling 

the action in Chicago was to ensure herself a larger portion of the potential recovery by cutting out 

any Florida attorney. 

 

Moments after appearing in the case, Mr. Bradley peppered me with several strongly worded emails 

seeking agreement on a hearing date for his pending second motion to compel. On October 19, after 

we could not reach agreement, the Court held a telephonic conference for the sole purpose of 

scheduling a hearing on Mr. Bradley’s motion. See Doc. No. 81; 82. During the conference, the 

Court expressed great displeasure with Mr. Bleicher’s antics and set the matter for hearing on 

November 20. See Doc. No. 83. However, the Court specifically stated to me that if Mr. Bleicher did 

not provide the discovery thereby obviating the need for a hearing, the Court would enter additional 

sanctions against Flava Works and maybe even against me personally. 

 

Immediately following the phone conference, I informed Mr. Bleicher of the Court’s statements. 

Therefore, Mr. Bleicher had an entire month to provide the outstanding discovery, which again 

consisted of bank statements, tax returns, and internal corporate documents. Mr. Bleicher 

maintained throughout both Mr. Sheskin’s representation and mine that he was encountering great 

difficulty in obtaining the statements for his own bank accounts. This of course is strange since it is 

possible to obtain bank statements online in a matter of minutes. 

 

As the November 20 hearing approached, I become increasingly concerned over Mr. Bleicher’s 

“inability” to obtain copies of his own bank statements. However, in an epiphany, I thought of an 

obvious solution to his difficulties: subpoena the records. Therefore, I prepared subpoenas for each 

bank and the IRS and sent them off. See Subpoenas attached as Exhibit M. I thought Mr. Bleicher 

would be delighted by my ingenious approach. However, when he learned about the subpoenas, Mr. 

Bleicher was unusually outraged. I know now he had this reaction because of his ongoing tax 

evasion and fraudulent concealment of assets. 

 

In any event, my efforts were largely successful and most of the previously “unobtainable” bank 

records were obtained prior to the hearing. Shortly before the hearing date, Mr. Bleicher and Ms. 

Shambee insisted that I file a motion for protective order and that the bank records be heavily 

redacted and marked as “for attorney’s eyes only,” despite my advice that there were no grounds for 

doing so. As I told them, the discovery had been outstanding for months and the failure to timely 

object to the requests acts as a waiver of any non-privilege objections. In addition, the names of 

individuals on the bank statements were not “trade secrets.” 

 

On November 19, 2015, I filed a motion to withdraw for the ethical and legal reasons discussed 

below. See Doc. No. 91. The motion was denied by the Court. See Doc. No. 92. Thus, I was required 

to attend the hearing on November 20. The details of what transpired at the hearing are discussed 

below. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Court granted Mr. Bradley’s motion and awarded him 

an additional $10,000 in attorney fees. See Order attached as Ex. N. Mr. Bleicher was ordered to 

provide the outstanding discovery by November 30 and to pay the $10,000 by December 10. Id. 
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As we exited the courthouse, Mr. Bleicher thanked me and assured me that a check for my services 

had been placed in the mail. He further indicated that he alone would be obtaining the outstanding 

discovery. A few days after the hearing, Mr. Bleicher sent me an email asking if the order had been 

“entered” yet. As stated, the Court announced its ruling at the hearing. Although Mr. Bleicher was 

present at the hearing and took copious notes during it, including the deadlines, he professed 

confusion over the ruling and appeared angered that I had not immediately forwarded him the PDF 

version of the ruling announced orally at hearing. I apologized for not getting it to him but as I 

explained: (1) the Order was entered the day before Thanksgiving; (2) I came down with a cold on 

Thanksgiving and sat at the dinner table wrapped in a blanket; and (3) the PDF order did not differ in 

any way from the Court’s oral ruling, which he had taken notes on. 

 

Following the hearing, Mr. Bleicher failed to pay the $10,000 sanction. He also failed to timely 

provide the outstanding discovery. Meanwhile, I still had not received payment despite Mr. 

Bleicher’s claim that a check had been mailed. Finally, on December 15, after Mr. Bleicher failed to 

respond to my follow-up request for payment, I filed a charging lien. See Ex. B. This ended my 

involvement with this matter or so I thought until receiving Mr. Bleicher’s blackmail demands. See 

Ex. A. I was baffled to learn that Mr. Bleicher was not satisfied with my work. If I did not request 

the statements directly from the banks myself, the November 20 hearing would have been very 

different. In other words, but for my unilateral efforts to obtain and provide outstanding discovery, 

without Mr. Bleicher’s assistance and as I now know active resistance, a larger judgment would have 

been entered against Flava Works. 

 

Simultaneously with Mr. Bleicher’s extortion attempt, his co-conspirator Ms. Shambee requested my 

consent to removal from the notice list. After indicating that I would not, Ms. Shambee filed a 

motion to remove Ms. Jackson and myself from the docket. See Doc. No. 108. I filed a response in 

opposition. See Doc. No. 113. The Court granted the request to remove Ms. Jackson but denied the 

request to remove me from the docket. See Doc. No. 115. The baseless filings did not end there. Ms. 

Shambee filed a motion to reconsider the order denying her request to remove me from the docket. 

See Doc. No. 116. I again filed a response and the Court denied the motion. See Doc. No. 117; 121. 

 

IV. Mr. Bleicher’s Complaint is Part of a Failed Attempt, Conspired with Ms. Shambee, to 

Extort and Blackmail Three Florida Attorneys including Myself 

 

Finally, I will refute Mr. Bleicher’s inventive but false allegations against me. I note several of the 

“exhibits” referenced to in Mr. Bleicher’s complaint were not attached to the copy I received. 

 

A. I Never Failed to Communicate with Mr. Bleicher or his Co-Conspirator Ms. Shambee. 

Conversely, Mr. Bleicher’s Unbearable Oversight Impairs the Professional Judgment of the 

Attorney’s he Hires 

 

Florida Rule of Professional Conduct 4-1.4, provides “A lawyer shall keep a client reasonably 

informed about the status of a matter and promptly comply with reasonable requests for 

information.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-1.4(a). See also Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-1.13(a) (emphasis added) 

(“[a] lawyer employed or retained by an organization represents the organization acting through its 

duly authorized constituents.”). However, “[a] lawyer shall not permit a person who recommends, 

employs, or pays the lawyer to render legal services for another to direct or regulate the lawyer’s 
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professional judgment in rendering such legal services.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-5.4(d) (emphasis 

added). Initially I note that Mr. Bleicher’s extensive oversight of the attorneys he hires plainly 

violates Rule 4-5.4(d), which prohibits a non-attorney from impairing the independent professional 

judgment of an attorney. 

 

Either way, Mr. Bleicher falsely alleges that I did not communicate with him during the two months 

I represented his seedy business. However, he does not point to a single instance in which I failed to 

do so. He does not because his allegations are imaginary and contrary to reality. Mr. Bleicher or 

Ms. Shambee was included on every significant communication I sent in this matter. It is true that 

Mr. Bleicher was not included on selected communications with opposing counsel or the Court, this 

was done because I felt it would have been improper to do so on these specific communications. 

However, even where Mr. Bleicher was not directly included, Ms. Shambee was. Therefore, Mr. 

Bleicher’s claims that I failed to communicate with him are without merit. 

 

B. There was no Improper Judicial Communication, Mr. Bleicher either Misunderstands or, more 

likely, takes a Docket Entry out of Context 

 

Mr. Bleicher is referencing docket entry 89. However, he does so out of content. He also neglects to 

mention the procedures established in the Lawsuit, which state “[t]he Discovery Procedures . . . in 

this matter require that source materials for discovery hearings be delivered via handdelivery or 

through a document that is emailed to the [Magistrate’s] CM/ECF mailbox . . .” See Doc. No. 68 

(emphasis added). 

 

On October 23, in accordance with those discovery procedures, I emailed source material for the 

upcoming November 20 discovery hearing to the Magistrate’s email. Specifically, I sent copies of 

the subpoenas I propounded to rebut Mr. Bradley’s assertion that we were not even attempting to 

provide discovery. This prompted the following docket entry from the Court: 

 

On October 23 . . . Plaintiff’s counsel emailed the Chambers’ e-file inbox, copying 

all other counsel, stating that certain subpoenas had been issued (and attaching the 

subpoenas) that would obviate the need for a hearing. If, indeed, these subpoenas 

moot the need for a hearing . . . then opposing counsel . . . may cancel the hearing 

(and/or withdraw the pending discovery motion) with an official, on-the-record 

filing, or, if not satisfied fully, may file an amended notice of hearing that indicates 

certain issues (but not all) have been resolved. If Plaintiff’s counsel is merely 

providing additional source material for the hearing, then submission of these to the 

e-file inbox is fine. 

 

See Doc. No. 89 (emphasis added). Mr. Bleicher makes the ridiculously hilarious, and false, 

assertion that this “severely prejudiced us and made us look unprofessional.” Mr. Bleicher was 

“severely prejudiced” by Ms. Shambee’s malpractice and was made to look “unprofessional” by his 

own dilatory tactics and false testimony not by my submission of source material to the Magistrate in 

accordance with the discovery procedures in place. Therefore, Mr. Bleicher’s allegations regarding 

an “improper” communication with a judge are without merit. 

 

C. I did not Fail to Address “Other Litigation,” I advised Mr. Bleicher of his Options, he did not 
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Affirmatively Request any Action, and the Lawsuit was Stayed Until he Paid the Judgment, which 

he Cannot do Without Raising the IRS’s Suspicion 

 

Mr. Bleicher claims I did not take action based on his November 4, 2015 email, asserting new 

copyright infringements. In his email, Mr. Bleicher rants: 

 

Adam4Adam is up to it again. They are using more copyrighted images to promote 

and link to products which are not Flava Works. I want to get an injunction against 

them filed and also go after their web host Soft Layer. Now they are just fucking 

with us. In our face! 

 

Like all of Mr. Bleicher’s slanderous assertions, this allegation is false and contradicted by evidence. 

To begin with, Mr. Bleicher never asked me to take specific action regarding these alleged new 

infringements. Additionally, Mr. Bleicher does not state what hypothetical action I should have 

voluntarily done. Nevertheless, although I did not respond to this particularly delightful email, I did 

have a specific phone conversation with Mr. Bleicher about the matter and his options. In what 

turned out to be more free legal services that unjustly enriched this con artist, I told him that if his 

allegations were true, they could constitute a separate cause of action. I told Mr. Bleicher that meant 

he could file a separate lawsuit seeking recovery based on these alleged new copyright 

infringements. However, I told him that the defendants might seek a stay if he did file a new action. 

 

Alternatively, assuming any of Mr. Bleicher’s copyright allegations have factual merit, I told him it 

was possibly a continuation of pre-existing copyright violations. In which case, I advised Mr. 

Bleicher an injunction or temporary restraining order might be available in the existing actions. 

However, given the fact that the he voluntarily dismissed the Lawsuit filed in Florida, the re-filed 

action in Illinois was stayed until he paid the Judgment, and that his dilatory tactics were wearing 

thin with the Court, I advised Mr. Bleicher that it would likely better to seek a remedy in a separate 

action. Finally, Mr. Bleicher had yet to pay me for two months’ worth of work and has since balked 

at my “unreasonable” $500 invoice. What additional free legal work does Mr. Bleicher suggest I 

should have done for his porn empire? Mr. Bleicher’s “models” might be indentured servants 

exploited for his profit but at least they get modest wages. Therefore, Mr. Bleicher’s allegation that I 

failed to address “other litigation” is without merit. 

 

D. Mr. Bleicher Complains but does not Cite Anything “Erroneous” in my $500 Invoice, which he 

has Unreasonably and Spitefully Refused to Pay 

 

Mr. Bleicher claims that I had “concerns and reservations about attending a hearing in front of Judge 

Goodman.” Mr. Bleicher then states my “concern and reservation” was due to the fact that he never 

paid me. Although it is true Mr. Bleicher did not pay me, I never said, “why should I attend when I 

haven’t even been paid yet?” Rather, my “concerns and reservations” about attending the hearing 

were solely due to the fact that the Magistrate specifically stated during the October 19 telephonic 

conference that he would impose sanctions against both Mr. Bleicher and myself if we did not 

provide the outstanding discovery. Although Mr. Bleicher had yet to pay me for my two months’ 

worth of work, my concern, communicated to him on several occasions prior to the hearing was that 

I could not afford sanctions imposed against me and my reservation, also communicated to him on 

several occasions prior to the hearing was seeing additional sanctions imposed against him. 
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Mr. Bleicher calls for a forensic audit of my $500 invoice. He claims my one page invoice, 

requesting only $500 for two months of work, was “vague and riddled with numerous errors and 

untruths.” However, Mr. Bleicher does not point to a single error. I did attend the November 20 

hearing, which was necessitated by Mr. Bleicher’s continued obstinacy and intentional failure to 

comply with multiple court orders. Further, Mr. Bleicher faults me for not billing in fractional hourly 

increments. First, Mr. Bleicher never stated this was a requirement. Second, he was only paying $25 

an hour not $250. Flava Works had over $423,000 in income in 2014. See Ex. J. This begs the 

question, why would a company that generates nearly $500,000 a year actively seek young or 

recently admitted attorneys at $25 an hour, assuming unlike me they are actually paid, to protect its 

intellectual property and prosecute highly complex cases alleging copyright violations? Because Mr. 

Bleicher believes those attorneys are more easily manipulated and less likely to question his crimes. 

 

Mr. Bleicher alleges “[I] submitted a false statement . . . claiming [I] was owed $1,000.” 

Presumably, Mr. Bleicher is referring to my charging lien. See Ex. B. However, I did in fact perform 

at least $1,000 worth, probably more, of legal services for Mr. Bleicher. Mr. Bleicher was intimately 

involved in every aspect of the case during the entirety of my representation. He is fully aware of the 

work I did. Even if he was not, the work is documented. Admittedly, I did not keep extensive 

contemporaneous time records. In recognition of this, I was willing to reduce my fee by half as a 

compromise. That is why I only requested $500. Mr. Bleicher’s attempt to use my kindness against 

me is an excellent example of his unsavory and malicious character. However, after he stiffed me on 

$500, despite being in the top 1% of wage earners himself, I demanded payment in full. 

Consequently, to ensure payment I filed a charging lien seeking $1,000. See Ex. B. 

 

Mr. Bleicher commits further perjury by stating I “was asked to submit a detailed and corrected 

invoice.” Mr. Bleicher never made any such request. Interestingly, Mr. Bleicher submits my $500 

invoice as an exhibit to his slanderous complaint but does not include the alleged correspondence 

asking me to resubmit it. Mr. Bleicher’s actual response to receipt of my invoice is another example 

of his propensity to falsify the truth: “our accountant will take care of it.” 

 

Finally, Mr. Bleicher’s bait and switch Craigslist ad belies his frugal arguments. The ad states Flava 

Works would pay $25 an hour for ten to twenty hours per week. I worked two months for Mr. 

Bleicher’s pornographic slave-ring. According to his own ad, Mr. Bleicher would have expected to 

pay for 100 to 200 hours of work during that time. However, my $500 reduced invoice equates to 

only 20 hours of work, while my $1,000 actual invoice equals 40 hours. The truth of the matter is 

that Mr. Bleicher thought he could take advantage of me, as he does with his “models.” However, as 

this response demonstrates, Mr. Bleicher has seriously miscalculated the situation. Therefore, Mr. 

Bleicher’s allegations regarding my $500 invoice are without merit. 

 

E. I was Required or Allowed to Withdraw Representation Without Mr. Bleicher’s “Knowledge” or 

“Permission” for Half a Dozen Reasons, including his Use of My Services to Perpetrate a Crime or 

Fraud 

 

Mr. Bleicher states “unbeknownst to me and without permission,” I filed a motion to withdraw. This 

is the only true statement contained in Mr. Bleicher’s complaint. However, neither advance notice 

nor “permission” were required. Mr. Bleicher is not familiar with Florida Rule of Professional 

Conduct 4-1.16, which requires an attorney to “withdraw from the representation of a client if the 
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representation will result in violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct or law.” Fla. R. Pro. 

Cond. 4-1.16(a)(1). Rule 4-1.16 also permits an attorney to withdraw if: 

 

(1) the client persists in a course of action involving the lawyer’s services that the 

lawyer reasonably believes is criminal or fraudulent; (2) the client has used the 

lawyer’s services to perpetrate a crime or fraud; (3) a client insists upon pursuing an 

objective that the lawyer considers repugnant or imprudent; (4) the client fails 

substantially to fulfill an obligation to the lawyer regarding the lawyer’s services . . . 

; (5) the representation will result in an unreasonable financial burden on the lawyer 

or has been rendered unreasonably difficult by the client . . . . 

 

Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-1.16(b)(1–6) (emphasis added). However, “[w]hen ordered to do so by a 

tribunal, a lawyer shall continue representation.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-1.16(c). 

 

I was ethically required to withdraw because my continued representation would have resulted in 

violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct and the law. Additionally, I was permitted to 

withdraw for several reasons. First, Mr. Bleicher persisted in a course of action involving my 

services that I reasonably believed was criminal and fraudulent. Second, Mr. Bleicher used my 

services to perpetrate a crime and fraud. Third, Mr. Bleicher insisted on pursuing an objective that I 

considered imprudent. Fourth, Mr. Bleicher failed substantially to fulfill his obligations to me in 

regards to my services. Fifth, continued representation had been rendered unreasonably difficult by 

Mr. Bleicher and continued representation without pay would have caused me to suffer an 

unreasonable financial burden. Unfortunately, the Court denied my motion to withdraw. See Doc. 

No. 92. Consequently, I was still required to attend and did attend the November 20 hearing. 

 

Mr. Bleicher also takes issue with the substantive statements in my motion to withdraw. He actually 

claims my statement that he refused to follow my advice is false. He also claims I “offer[] (and 

cannot prove) no emails [sic] or phone communications where we refused to follow his advice . . . .” 

He also cites a lack of evidence to support my claim that “a conflict of interest” precluded further 

representation. However, at the time, I felt it would not have been proper to “offer” the above 

details. Once again, Mr. Bleicher attempts to use my kindness against me. Now however, I am more 

than happy to shed light on Mr. Bleicher’s criminal and unethical behavior. 

 

Mr. Bleicher asked me to take actions intended solely to disrupt the tribunal. See Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 

4-3.5(c) (“A lawyer shall not engage in conduct intended to disrupt a tribunal.”). Mr. Bleicher and 

Ms. Shambee asked me to engage in dilatory practices that would have brought “the administration 

of justice into disrepute” for “the purpose of frustrating an opposing party’s attempt to obtain 

rightful redress or repose.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-3.2 (emphasis added). As I explained to them, 

“[r]ealizing financial or other benefit from otherwise improper delay in litigation is not a legitimate 

interest of the client.” Id. (emphasis added). 

 

Rule 4-3.3 requires candor towards tribunals and proscribes attorneys from taking many of the 

actions Mr. Bleicher requested or expected me to do. These included, “mak[ing] a false statement of 

material fact or law to a tribunal,” “fail[ing] to disclose a material fact to a tribunal when disclosure 

is necessary to avoid assisting a criminal or fraudulent act by the client,” and “permit[ing] any 

witness . . . to offer testimony or other evidence that the lawyer knows to be false.” Fla. R. Pro. 
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Cond. 4-3.3(a)(1); (2); (4). Mr. Bleicher does not understand, “[a] lawyer may refuse to offer 

evidence that the lawyer reasonably believes is false.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-3.3(c). 

 

Mr. Bleicher asked me to take actions contrary to Rule 4-3.4, which requires attorneys to deal fairly 

with opposing counsel. To that end, “[a] lawyer shall not unlawfully obstruct another party’s access 

to evidence or otherwise unlawfully alter, destroy, or conceal a document or other material that the 

lawyer knows or reasonably should know is relevant to a pending . . . proceeding; nor counsel or 

assist another person to do any such act.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-3.4(a) (emphasis added). “A lawyer 

shall not fabricate evidence, counsel or assist a witness to testify falsely . . . .” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-

3.4(b) (emphasis added). “A lawyer shall not knowingly disobey an obligation under the rules of a 

tribunal . . . .” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-3.4(c) (emphasis added). “A lawyer shall not intentionally fail to 

comply with a legally proper discovery request by an opposing party.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-3.4(d) 

(emphasis added). 

 

Finally, Mr. Bleicher asked me to take actions contrary to Rule 4-4.1, which requires attorneys to be 

truthful in statements made to others. Consequently, a lawyer shall not knowingly “make a false 

statement of material fact or law to a third person” or “fail to disclose a material fact to a third 

person when disclosure is necessary to avoid assisting a criminal or fraudulent act by a client . . . .” 

Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-4.1(a); (b). Therefore, Mr. Bleicher’s assault on my motion to withdraw is 

without merit. 

 

F. The November 20, 2015 Hearing: Mr. Bleicher Commits Perjury with Reckless Abandon 

 

Mr. Bleicher states he “was requesting to review what [I] was going to discuss with Judge Goodman 

and to make sure he was prepared for the hearing.” The fact Mr. Bleicher admits he wanted to 

“review” my in-court oral arguments is in line with his obsessive oversight and interference with the 

professional opinion of the attorneys he hires. See Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-5.4(d). To begin with, 

contrary to Mr. Bleicher’s assertions, he attends most if not all hearings in his cases. In any event, 

since I did not want to be sanctioned and (at the time) I did not want Mr. Bleicher to be sanctioned, 

my main goal following the October 19 telephonic hearing was to obtain the outstanding discovery, 

provide it as required by court order, and in doing so avoid the November 20 hearing. 

 

Mr. Bleicher knew about the possibility of the November 20 hearing via correspondence from me on 

October 19. Mr. Bleicher stated to me during a conversation that he would personally attend the 

hearing if it went forward. I now know Mr. Bleicher never had any intention of providing discovery, 

so he knew since October 19 that the hearing would be taking place. Even assuming Mr. Bleicher 

bought a plane ticket “last minute,” he does not submit anything to support it, that decision was 

intentional. I have since come to learn that Mr. Bleicher lives an extravagant lifestyle and routinely 

spends thousands of dollars on a daily basis. In addition to being false, it is absurd that this wealthy 

individual, who stiffed me out of $500, was in any way damaged by purchasing a plane ticket to 

perjure himself in Federal Court. Finally, Mr. Bleicher intentionally filed the Lawsuit in Florida. Mr. 

Bleicher’s feigned outrage over being required to travel to Florida to prosecute a case he filed in 

Florida defies belief. 

 

Mr. Bleicher’s recitation of the November 20 hearing is pure fiction in its entirety. This includes the 

false and wildly implausible allegations regarding statements made by the Court and myself. At no 
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point did I say I was unfamiliar with the case. Rather, I recall saying something to effect that “I did 

not know what I was getting into.” As stated, the “what” I was referring to was a client that not only 

would refuse to follow my advice but also seek to use my services to perpetuate a crime and fraud. 

At no point was I “chastised” by the Magistrate, nor did he ever state my “actions border on 

malpractice.” I also urge you to obtain the transcript. 

 

Of the multitude of blatantly false, defamatory, and imaginary allegations spewed by this hateful 

man, Mr. Bleicher’s claim that I “was ill-prepared” for the hearing might bother me the most. 

Preparedness was not the problem; rather there was no valid legal reason for not providing the 

discovery, consisting largely of bank statements and internal company documents, which had been 

outstanding for several months by the date of the hearing. See Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-3.1 (“A lawyer 

shall not bring or defend a proceeding, or assert or controvert an issue therein, unless there is a basis 

for doing so that is not frivolous . . . .”) (emphasis added). Again, Mr. Bleicher was told this multiple 

times in advance of the hearing. 

 

Mr. Bleicher did do a lot of speaking at the hearing. However, he did so on his own volition and 

because he fancies himself an attorney. I believe hijacking the hearing was Mr. Bleicher’s intention 

all along. If I had known this in advance, I would have told him not to offer false testimony. Quite 

frankly, if I had known in advance that he intended to steal the microphone,“Kanye West” me, and 

perjure himself in open court, I would not have driven down to Miami and wasted half a day for a 

fraudulent shyster like Mr. Bleicher. I again note that the Court stated in advance that sanctions 

would be imposed against both Mr. Bleicher and I as counsel if it ruled in Mr. Bradley’s favor. At 

the conclusion of the hearing, the Court followed through and once again sanctioned Mr. Bleicher. 

See Doc. No. 94. Interestingly, the Court did not sanction me. Id. 

 

G. Mr. Bleicher has Confused My Certificates of Service with his Tax Returns but Unlike his 

Falsified Returns, my Certificates hold up to an Audit 

 

For someone who has cheated the IRS out of millions of dollars in taxes, tricked schools out of 

millions of dollars in funds, infected dozens of people with HIV, and fabricated evidence in Federal 

Court, Mr. Bleicher is surprisingly liberal with his use of the word “fraud” and referring to things as 

“false.” Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5(a)(1)(d) provides that “a written motion,” “must be served 

on every party.” Rule 5(b)(1) provides in turn, “[i]f a party is represented by an attorney, service 

under this rule must be made on the attorney unless the court orders service on the party.” Rule 

5(b)(2) states “[a] paper is served under this rule by . . . sending it by electronic means if the person 

consented in writing . . . .” Finally, anyone registered with a CM/ECF account must consent in 

writing to service by electronic transmission. 

 

First, the Court did not order service be made on Mr. Bleicher directly. Second, Mr. Bleicher has 

been repeatedly made aware by several courts in different states that a corporation must be 

represented by counsel. Third, Mr. Bradley represents the defendants. Fourth, Mr. Bradley is 

registered with a CM/ECF account thereby consenting to electronic service. Consequently, the only 

individual entitled to notice in the Lawsuit at the time of any of my filings was Mr. Bradley. 

Moreover, service was allowed, and made, by electronic means. Finally, even if we assumed Mr. 

Bleicher were correct, which the above conclusively demonstrates is not the case, he neither alleges 

nor has he suffered any prejudice by the alleged failure to serve him with copies of pleadings. 
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Therefore, Mr. Bleicher’s attack against the validity of my certificate of services is without merit. 

 

H. Mr. Bleicher Mistakenly Believes that a Prior Counsel’s Continued Inclusion on a Service List 

Triggers an “Obligation to Notify the Bar of Ethical Issues with Other Attorneys” 

 

Florida Rule of Professional Conduct 4-8.3 states, “[a] lawyer having knowledge that another lawyer 

has committed a violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct that raises a substantial question as 

to that lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer in other respects shall inform the 

appropriate professional authority.” Fla. R. Pro. Cond. 4-8.3(a). Contrary to Mr. Bleicher’s delusions 

otherwise, other than Ms. Shambee, no Florida attorney involved in the Lawsuit did anything to 

justify such action. 

 

For a man who habitually avoids his obligations and then blames others for the consequences that 

result, Mr. Bleicher is obsessed with the supposed “obligations” of others. Mr. Bleicher’s final 

perjurious allegation is that I failed my “obligation to notify the bar of ethical issues with other 

attorneys.” What is the supposed “ethical issues with other attorneys” Mr. Bleicher speaks of? Ms. 

Jackson’s “failure” to remove herself from the Lawsuit’s service list after being “fired.” In other 

words, Mr. Bleicher is upset that Ms. Jackson continued to receive electronic notifications regarding 

court filings after representation was terminated. Once again, Mr. Bleicher neither alleges nor has he 

suffered any prejudice by Ms. Jackson’s continued receipt of electronic service. However, more 

importantly, Ms. Jackson’s continued receipt of filings is not an ethical violation. Therefore, Mr. 

Bleicher’s allegations that I did not notify the Bar of “ethical issues” with other attorneys is without 

merit. 

 

In conclusion, it should be abundantly clear that Mr. Bleicher is either (1) lying under oath or (2) 

delusional. I respectfully submit that given his well-documented history of fraud, deceit, and 

deception, the former is the correct proposition. Like me, you are probably wondering why Mr. 

Bleicher is not currently in a Federal penitentiary. I hope that one of the agencies included in this 

correspondence can correct that. In full disclosure, since he forced me to do the necessary 

investigation and compile the facts and evidence needed to do so, once these slanderous allegations 

are dispatched with, I will be filing suit against Mr. Bleicher and Ms. Shambee. Regardless, please 

do not hesitate to contact me with other questions concerning this matter. Thank you for your 

attention. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

s/ Michael Gulisano 
 

Michael Gulisano, Esquire 

 

enc. 

 

cc: Flava Works, Inc. c/o Philip Bleicher, Juneitha Shambee 

 John Francis Bradley, Esquire 

 Ursula Jackson, Esquire 

 Matthew Zukowsky, Esquire 
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 Joshua Sheskin, Esquire 

 Chicago Department of Public Health (under separate cover) 

 Rahm Emanuel, Major of Chicago (under separate cover) 

 Miami Department of Code Enforcement (under separate cover) 

 Tomas Regalado, Major of Miami (under separate cover) 

 Federal Bureau of Investigations (under separate cover) 

 Internal Revenue Service (under separate cover) 

 D.L. Campbell, Revenue Officer, Internal Revenue Service (under separate cover) 

 United States Department of Justice (under separate cover) 

 Loretta Lynch, United States Attorney General (under separate cover) 

 Lisa Madigan, Illinois Attorney General (under separate cover) 

 Pamela Bondi, Florida Attorney General (under separate cover) 

 Jamie Alistair Gonzalez, JAGGED Press (under separate cover) 

 Miami Herald (under separate cover) 

 Chicago Sun-Times (under separate cover) 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

MIAMI DIVISION 
 

FLAVA WORKS, INC., 
 

Plaintiff, 
v. 
 
A4A RESEAU, INC. ET AL., 
 

Defendants. 
_________________________________________/ 

CASE NO.: 1:14-cv-23208-JAL 

 
NOTICE OF ATTORNEY’S CHARGING LIEN 

 
 The undersigned counsel hereby gives notice of the imposition of a charging lien against the 

fee, if any, received by Plaintiff, Flava Works, Inc. (the “Plaintiff”) and states as follows: 

1. The undersigned agreed to represent the Plaintiff on an hourly fee basis. 

2. As of the date of this notice, the undersigned has incurred fees of $1,000. 

3. As of the date of this notice, the Plaintiff has refused to pay the undersigned. 

4. “The charging lien is an equitable right to have costs and fees due an attorney for 

services in the suit secured to him in the judgment or recovery in that particular suit.” Naftzger v. 

Elam, 41 So. 3d 944, 946 (Fla. 2d DCA 2010) (quotation omitted). 

5. “A summary proceeding in the original action represents the preferred method of 

enforcing an attorney’s charging lien in Florida.” Santini v. Cleveland Clinic, 65 So. 3d 22, 35 (Fla. 

4th DCA 2011) (quotation omitted). 

6. Therefore, “notice of the charging lien must be filed or the lien pursued in the action 

before entry of a final judgment or dismissal of the case.” Naftzger, 41 So. 3d at 946. 

7. “So long as the notice of lien is filed before the case goes to final judgment or is 

dismissed, ‘The lien is chargeable against any person who, at the time notice of intent to claim a lien 
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is given, holds monies or property which become proceeds of a judgment to be entered in the 

future.’” Gordon C. Brydger, P.A. v. Wolfe, 847 So. 2d 1074, 1076 (Fla. 4th DCA 2003) (quotation 

omitted). 

8. Finally, this notice is also intended to inform defense counsel of the charging lien. If 

an opposing party who has notice of a charging lien settles with the party charged with the lien and 

the party charged subsequently fails to pay, the lien may be enforceable against the opposing party as 

well. Gaebe, Murphy, Mullen & Antonelli v. Bradt, 704 So. 2d 618, 619 (Fla. 4th DCA 1997). 

 WHEREFORE, the undersigned provides notice to all parties and their counsel that he is 

imposing a charging lien against the fee, if any, received by the Plaintiff for $1,000 or the quantum 

meruit value of his services rendered and any additional or alternative relief the Court deems just and 

proper. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served on December 15, 

2015 on all counsel of record either via transmission of Notices of Electronic Filing generated by 

CM/ECF or in some other authorized manner for those counsel or parties who are not authorized to 

receive electronically Notices of Electronic Filing and to all pro se parties, if any, via U.S. mail. 

 
Respectfully submitted by: 

 
______s/Michael Gulisano________ 
MICHAEL GULISANO, ESQUIRE 
Fla. Bar No. 87573 
5613 NW 117th Ave. 
Coral Springs, FL 33076 
561-271-1678 
gulisanomichael@gmail.com 
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October 30, 2014 by JAGGED PRESS

NEW YORK – Jamie Alistair Gonzalez (Jamie Alistair Napoléon-
Gonzalez V.), a Lifestyle Brand, and name in Fashion, Art, and
Creative Direction, also a Journalist and Academic, who is known to
family, close friends, and to Jehovah’s Witnesses* as simply, Jim
“Jimmy” Gonzalez, now seeks immediate legal protection from
harassment and “bullying.”

In 2010, Gonzalez met with empathy and anguish the sufferings of a
friend in need and was moved to show compassion by standing behind
Cody McCart as he made difficult choices in his life – for which
Gonzalez was sued by a third party, the owner of a porn company,
Philip Beicher.

Philip Bleicher and Flava Works, Inc. are not unknown to the
authorities and public officials, nor are Bleicher’s tactics. In 2006, The
Chicago Department of Public Health accused Bleicher and his
company of encouraging their actors to perform unsafe sex acts
helping spread STD’s. The Chicago Department of Public Health’s
report at the time also included reports that the company was
practicing what bordered on “illegal servitude.”

Christopher Brown, then Assistant Commissioner for
HIV/AIDS/STD programs at CDPH, said “health officials acted after
uncovering ‘credible’ evidence that models at FlavaWorks.com, which
also operated CocoBoyz Dorm Room online, were HIV-positive, were
engaging in unsafe sex practices and were spreading HIV, syphilis and
gonorrhea through contact with individuals outside the business.”

Brown said CDPH’s initial involvement came in late December 2005
after HIV service providers called CDPH to express “concerns that
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some of their clients could be seen on the website engaging in unsafe
sex.”

“We also became aware of cases of HIV linked to some of the
models,” Brown said.

Brown said the business owner had been “less than cooperative” with
city officials in efforts to stop the spread of HIV and other diseases
and get “CocoBoyz” models in for counseling, treatment and testing.

“Our main concern was the dorm,” Brown said. “Our goal is to
immediately look at the models, screen them and address their needs.”

“We had evidence and reports from what I would consider credible
sources that there was HIV and STDs among the models at CocoBoyz
dorm room, and unsafe sex could be viewed right there on the
website,” Brown said.

Equally distressing were, reports at the time, centering around the
conditions under which the young men worked. Most of them are
reportedly at-risk youths, runaways, homeless and easily manipulated.

The Chicago Department of Public Health report regarding Bleicher
and his company FlavaWorks, Inc., stated, “The on-site inspection was
met with resistance by a representative of the business owner, and city
officials were dismissed from the premises. Cease and desist orders
were immediately issued from the Department of Business Affairs for
licensing violations, and from CDPH until the business practices no
longer posed a threat to the health and safety of its workforce and to
the general public. CDPH officials arranged for a special clinic for all
employees of the business and other persons exposed to infection to
offer voluntary STD and HIV testing, medical evaluation, and
prophylactic treatment for possible infection. Despite this, the
employees of the dormitory did not attend the special clinic. The
business owner disbanded the dormitory on the next day after the
inspection; the owner and models were seen moving out of building,
and the website was temporarily shut down. As of May 2006, the
business was reported to have relocated to another state. CDPH
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officials contacted the health departments in other jurisdiction to
inform them of the identified cluster of syphilis and HIV infections.”

The CDPH also revealed then, “There are also allegations that the
business used unusual labor contracts with its models, which,
according to one source, “at least bordered on ‘illegal servitude.’””
Reports said, “The 30-day contracts allegedly required the models to
perform a certain number of sexual acts in exchange for a stipend. But,
when the models tried to collect the stipends, they were told they were
being charged for such things as food and bed linens, leaving them, in
some cases, in debt rather than collecting money. They were then
pressured to sign new contracts.”

Bleicher and his company are also well-known for frivolous lawsuits
against detractors or, against those who amplify outside findings and
facts, and using underhanded moves, abusing the law, disregarding
without respect the precious time of the court, holding it in contempt.
For example, bloggers like Jasmyne Cannick, and possibly Bernard
Tarver, who also reported the event, were also sued years ago for even
reporting on The Chicago Department of Public Health’s 2006 report.

Cody Kyler, as McCart was also known, decided to move away from
being a live-in adult actor with Flava Works, Inc. to an independent
young adult, ending up on the streets of Chicago.

McCart sought help from The Center on Halsted’s Gay Youth
Center and the Youth Futures – The Law Project of the Chicago
Coalition for the Homeless, and later other professionals, to receive
assistance in his separation and difficult rehabilitation to a completely
different lifestyle to the one he had grown encumbered by, not
knowing the way out.

In a perplexing move, Flava Works, Inc. and its owner Phillip Bleicher
chose to sue Gonzalez claiming damages, a friend of McCart’s who
has spent a lifetime in Christian Ministry, a duly appointed ordained
minister who even served under a legal “vow of poverty and
obedience” for onwards of eight years, as a member of a religious
order whose requirements are conditioned upon high moral standards,
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placing principles of service, self-sacrifice, and helping those in need,
above all other things, as a way of life – sued by Bleicher for showing
compassion.

Spring, Summer and Fall of 2010 for Gonzalez showed a significant
dive for the worse in his already severely debilitating health
consequences from 9/11/2001 and The World Trade Center
Disaster, which include PTSD, anxiety, and an obvious sensitivity to
emotional distress. That trauma of 2010, the unrelenting harassment by
Bleicher, severely affected relationships, even with his dearest and
closest of friends, in fact, professional relationships, best friends,
partners – especially in Los Angeles, in Hollywood. He was/is now
himself a victim of harassment, intimidation, “bullying,” and unending
targeting from McCart’s former associates, more specifically, Bleicher
himself – who continues until today to attack Gonzalez because of his
loss of McCart.

“So, if $500,000 in damages is what Bleicher demands from a
critically disabled person, I wish him the best of luck.  Medications
alone for these rare physiological incurable autoimmune illnesses as a
result of toxic exposure are bad and expensive enough, then
considering that he and his methods of intimidation and harassment
have helped worsen those conditions, I am assuming he might be
happy to help pay for that medical care,” said Gonzalez. He continues,
“Four years of continued psychological and then even related physical
trauma as a result of that stress, of a disabled 9/11 victim and volunteer
rescuer, pursued by, Bleicher and associates – an almost certified
purveyor of an arrangement that was found to be, by The Chicago
Public Health Department, of extremely horrible conditions – from all
angles. And the CPHD described the operations as something that “at
least bordered on ‘illegal servitude,’” amongst other possible civil and
human rights violations.  And whose “operations” were a public health
threat that was so horrendous, with an accompanying long list of
disgraceful, dangerous, public harm and disregard for human dignity,
is outright “bullying,” a crime, intimidation, menacing, and simply,
deeply unethical bordering on malice.”
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The logical step, however, for Bleicher, would be to pursue
redemption of losses from the organizations that helped McCart, if he
feels wronged, or the legal firms that represent him, and stop
harassing, bullying, and causing emotional distress on a friend of
Cody’s who has had a lifetime of Christian service, who seeks to help
others, in goodness and loving kindness, even as those face great
turmoil, especially when they are freeing themselves from abusive
circumstances.  Every person should be free to avail themselves of our
First Amendment rights, Freedom of Religion, the accompanying
Clergyman-Communicant Privilege, Freedom of the Press, Freedom
of Speech, and the overbearing unabashed rights to privacy and to
self-determination found therein, along with many more.

Therefore, to obtain some relief, Gonzalez sought a “STALKING NO
CONTACT ORDER”  (an order of protection) against Bleicher, his
associates, and any of his representatives, as Bleicher’s claims are
legally baseless.  “Any Law Student, Law Scholar, Judge,
Constitutional Expert, Supreme Court Scholar, would readily admit or
recognize, and rightly should be aware of an often unknown fact to
any layman, that Jehovah’s Witnesses have gladly, painstakingly, and
persistently, taken almost all of the First Amendment challenges and
cases to the U.S. Supreme Court to defend and protect such
fundamental rights, winning a very impressive number of victories,
many several dozens, in majority decisions during trying times for this
nation, even choosing prison to protect those rights for all persons in
this land. Therefore setting legal precedence and protections for well
over half a century. And continue to do so in courts all over the world,
jamie.us.org sends you to some coverage of that work on their official
website JW.org. A body of law and ethics of which Bleicher is
seemingly dismissive,” said Gonzalez.

*Jehovah’s Witnesses, incidentally, share the same religious faith with
prodigious musician Prince, winners Venus and Serena Williams,
Michael Jackson‘s mother Catherine, and sister Rebbie, and as was
Mickey Spillane. President Eisenhower was raised in a family of
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Jehovah’s Witnesses, his mother remained one until her death, at
which time Eisenhower said of his mom, ‘the woman was a saint,’ she
believed in peace, not war. Eisenhower didn’t practice as he became
older, only being baptized until weeks after his inauguration as
President of the United States in 1953, in the Presbyterian faith.
Rapper The Notorious B.I.G., Naomi Campell, Janet Jackson, The
Wayans brothers, were all raised Jehovah’s Witness, but no longer
practice the religion. However, all of these persons, and many other
high profile individuals, who believe in serving others and helping
their fellow man through the arts or in any other way they can, do so,
publicly, or privately, with dedication and with a strong gift of talent,
unparalleled, and with tremendous brilliant strategic minds. For
example, in 2011, Rebbie Jackson embarked on the “Pick Up the
Phone Tour,“ which is dedicated to teens who have committed
suicide all over the U.S.

(World famous Model Coco Rocha, George Benson, Sly and the
Family Stone guitarist Larry Graham are all active Jehovah’s Witness
and Graham has been a great influence in the life of Prince.)

RELATED RELEASES:

Former Member of Religious Order – Now also a Brand and Journalist
– is Sued for Showing Christian Charity

Former Member of Religious Order – Now a Lifestyle Brand in
Creativity – is Sued for Showing Christian Charity

PRESS CONTACT: e. PRESS@HUMANRIGHTSPAO.ORG

p. (917) 965-5200; t. @HRPAORG; f.
facebook.com/humanrightspaorg
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Investigation of a Cluster of Syphilis  
and HIV Infections Associated  
with an Internet Pornography  

Site – Chicago, 2005-2006 

William Wong, MD 
Division of STD/HIV/AIDS 

 Chicago Department of Public Health 

City of Chicago 

Sentinel Events 

• In November 2005, Chicago Department of 
Public Health (CDPH) received first report of 
the possible transmission of HIV occurring in 
a resident of a North-side Chicago apartment 
reported as a non-adherent carrier. 
 

• In December 2005 to March 2006, CDPH 
disease control investigations link 2 HIV and 3 
syphilis cases in persons residing at the same 
address; a syphilis case-patient names 22 
sexual contacts as a part of an Internet 
Pornography Business 
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• Feature young Black and Latino men who have sex with 
men 
 

• Men employed as “models” and paid to have sex at local 
“dormitory” for room, board, money  
 

• Website features: free previews, members only services, 
photos, live webcams, live video chat, streaming video, 
stories, and web logs 

 

• Offered sale of popular magazines, calendars, DVDs 
 

• Scheduled sex acts broadcast live daily on Internet 
 

• Related to private male escort service  
 

Internet-based Pornography Business 

Objectives 

• To determine extent of outbreak 
 

• To identify additional opportunities  
for disease intervention 
 

• To prevent further transmission of syphilis 
and HIV in the city 
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Methods 

• Investigations were conducted by Disease 
Intervention Specialists (DIS) according to CDC 
STD Intervention Guidelines 
 

• Data obtained from: 
– Laboratory and provider surveillance reports 
– Disease intervention interview records 
– Medical chart review 

 

• Epidemiologic Visual Case Analysis and cluster 
analysis 

Results 
• Dense sexual and social network involving 

47 individuals with evidence of disease 
transmission 
 

• Identified 19 employees of an Internet 
pornography business 
 

– Median age: 23 years (range 19-35) 
– All were African-American MSM 

 

– 9 (47%) HIV cases 
– 9 (47%) syphilis cases 
– Including 3 co-infections with syphilis/HIV 
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               =  male 

               =  female 
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Prepared by staff of the STD/HIV Prevention and Control Services Section; Division of 
STD/HIV/AIDS, Chicago Department of Public Health; City of Chicago  2007 

Summary 

• Among 47 individuals in the network 
 
– 13 (28%) HIV cases 

• including 3 newly diagnosed HIV positive 
 

– 16 (34%) syphilis cases 
• 2 primary, 4 secondary, 10 early latent cases 

 

– 6 (13%) co-infections with syphilis/HIV 
 

– 3 (6%) gonorrhea cases 
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Limitations 

• Interview data relied on self-report 
 

• All contacts may not be named 
 

• All contacts were not interviewed 
 

• All contacts were not tested 

Health Department Interventions 

• Mounting STD/HIV case investigations, community 
provider reports of continuing HIV exposures associated 
with the business 
 

• Limited success intervening with clients and business 
owner; business owner made CDPH interactions 
forbidden among employees 
 

• Owner non-response to CDPH orders to  
– Contact the health department to arrange a meeting 
– Attend a scheduled meeting to develop corrective action plan 

 

• Prompts issuance of Notice of City Inspection to assess 
compliance with health, safety, business, and licensing 
codes 
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Source:   Chicago Free Press, Front Page 
 April 26, 2006 

Discussion 

• Evidence of disease transmission 
 

• Mandate to respond to community reports of 
disease transmission 
 

• Public Health responsibility to prevent and contain 
disease in the community 
 

• Communicable diseases can be prevented by 
intervening with known sources or sites of 
infection 
 

• Concern over exploitation of models, and nature of 
the work  
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Epilogue 

Miami orders porn house shut down   The Miami Herald 
(August 15, 2007)      

Porn House Illegal, City Rules     The Miami Herald
       

The Best Little Sex Dorm in Miami   
 (August 16, 2007)  

The House Next Door  
(May 9, 2007) 

(August 15, 2007) 

Acknowledgements 

Co-Authors 
 

   Gus Conda     Jason Sanford 
   Laurie L. Anderson   Antonio King 
   Patrick Price    Nilsa Irizarry 
   Daniel Pohl     Beau Gratzer, MPP 
   Gregory Huhn, MD MPH   Wendi Wright, MJ JD 
   Christopher Brown, MBA MPH 

Exhibit 1

Case: 1:26-cv-06287 Document #: 13-1 Filed: 08/07/26 Page 43 of 76 PageID #:335



City of Chicago 
Richard M. DaJey, Mayor 

Department of Public Health 

Terry Mason, M.D .. F.A.C.S. 
Commissioner 

333 South State Street 
Chicago, lllinois 60604 
(312) 747-9884 
{312) 747-9888 (24 hours) 

http://www.cityofchicago.org/hea!th 

SUll.l>ING CH ICAGO TOGETHER 

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSIONER OF HEALTH: 

Chapter 2-112 of the Municipal Code of the City of Chicago provides that: 
2-112-080. The commissioner of health shall have the power to exercise the 
general police power of the City of Chicago to correct, by whatever means are 
necessary, any health hazard that presents an immediate risk to the life or health 
of one or more citizens of the City of Chicago. 

2-112-170. The com.missioner of health may cause all persons reported to it as 
having or suspected of having a communicable disease to be examined, and may 
impose such restrictions upon, and exercise such supervision over such persons 
as shall be necessary to protect other persons ... 

2112-340. Any person who shall violate any rule, order, or sanitary regulation of 
the department of health or the board of health shall be fined not less than 
$100.00 nor more than $500.00 for each offense. 

Due to recent reports of HIV and syphilis among the workforce at Flava Works. 
Inc., the business is hereby ORDERED TO CEASE AND DESIST conducting 
the business of Flava Works Inc. within the city of Chicago until such time as 
the Chicago Department of Public Health can confirm that the business no 
longer poses a threat to the health and safety of its workforce and to the general 
public 

All Flava Works, Inc. employees or contractors known as "Coco Boyz" and all 
Flava Works, Inc., workforce members who have or may have had sexual 
contact with any Coco Boy are hereby ORDERED TO SUBMIT TO BE 
EXAMINED FOR COMMUNICABLE DISEASES, including HIV, syphilis, 
gonorrhea and chlamydia at 1:00 PM on Friday, April 21, 2006 at the Chicago 
Department of Public Health Lakeview Clinic, 2861 N. Clark Street, Chicago, 
Illinois 

If you do not follow this order, we will request the City of Chicago Corporation 
Counsel to file a petition for a court order in the circuit court of Cook County to 
close Flava Works, Inc. Pending the court's decision, violators will be subject to 
arrest and Flava Works, Inc., at 933 West Irving Park, Units C and Din Chicago 
must remain closed. In additio~ you will be subject to fines for each violation of 

d~ tr:::rlation, per day. 

Terry Mason,f.1.D., F.A.C.s. · 
Commissioner 

Date: 4 r io ( 0 b 
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For Immediate Release
Contact: Melissa Merz

312-814-3118
877-844-5461 (TTY)

January 10, 2006

MADIGAN: FRAUDULENT CHARITY ALLEGEDLY COLLECTED
MORE THAN $3 MILLION; USED PROCEEDS TO MAKE
PURCHASES FOR INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL AND AT A

LIPOSUCTION CLINIC

Chicago – Attorney General Lisa Madigan today announced that her office has
obtained a preliminary injunction to freeze the assets of an allegedly fraudulent
charitable organization and prevent its officers and directors from continuing to
allow the organization’s funds to be used for non-charitable purposes and
personal use.

Cook County Circuit Court Judge Anthony Young has issued preliminary
injunctions against the trustees of a now dissolved Chicago-based not-for-
profit corporation, Student Leadership Network (SLN). On December 29,
2005, Madigan’s office reached an agreement with defendant trustees Phillip
Bleicher, Elizabeth Bruen, and Julie Evans that froze all of SLN’s bank
accounts, enjoined them from soliciting on behalf of charity, and prohibited the
use of SLN funds to pay their attorneys’ fees. Today, Judge Young entered a
similar order against defendant trustees Kimberly Simmons Gray and Barbara
Morel as well as a Temporary Restraining Order against defendant trustees
Izell Robinson, Aaron Sumrall, and Brandon Bruner.

Madigan filed a lawsuit and a Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order,
Preliminary Injunction, and Appointment of a Receiver in Cook County Circuit
Court on Wednesday, December 21. The lawsuit charges the defendants with
violations of the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices
Act, the Illinois Solicitation for Charity Act and the Illinois Charitable Trust
Act.

Madigan’s lawsuit alleges the defendants, posing as a legitimate youth
leadership organization, solicited schools nationwide and collected more than
$3 million dollars for goods and services that they never delivered. Schools
that paid SLN’s invoices allegedly never received the promised goods and
services, including a student advisor kit, leadership magazine, student council
charter certificate, membership cards, nomination forms, directories, access to
an online magazine, discounts on conferences and unlimited support and

1 of 3

assistance.

Instead, Madigan’s lawsuits alleges, the defendants sent fraudulent invoices to
the schools and created cloned checks to withdraw additional funds from the
schools’ bank accounts. According to Madigan’s complaint, at least two of the
trustees withdrew funds from the organization’s bank accounts to pay for
international travel to Rio de Janeiro, and purchase items at department stores,
boutiques, a liposuction clinic, a movie theater and a custom wig store.

“We allege that SLN engaged in outright fraud in selling educational products
that never materialized,” Madigan said. “Money for our schools is scarce.
These con artists took limited resources to pay for products that have no
business being paid for by schools that think they are buying products that will
help children learn.”

According to financial documents filed by SLN with the Office of the Attorney
General’s Charitable Trusts Division, the allegedly bogus charity had gross
public revenue totaling $3,126,075 for fiscal years 2000-2003. SLN was a
registered not-for-profit corporation until it was dissolved this past summer.

Madigan’s lawsuit alleges the defendants solicited funds from schools in
Illinois and across the nation by sending fraudulent invoices to the schools’
front offices. The invoices allegedly misled schools because they contained
language such as “renewal,” “past due,” and “overdue” to create the
appearance that the schools had previously established business relationship
with the company. In addition, the invoices imitated the language and format
of invoices used by the National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP), a legitimate student leadership organization.

To increase their profits, the defendants allegedly forged unauthorized
imitations of the checks sent as payments by the schools and then deposited
both the original and cloned checks for payment. The cloned checks, which
allegedly bore the same check numbers as the original checks, would often be
made out for a greater dollar amount than the original check. Schools whose
checks were cloned paid twice for goods and services that SLN never intended
to provide, Madigan’s lawsuit alleges.

Madigan’s lawsuit asks the court to prohibit the defendants from soliciting on
behalf of charity and from further violating Illinois’ consumer protection and
charitable trust laws. The lawsuit seeks a civil penalty of $50,000 and
additional penalties of $2,000 per violation of the Solicitation Act and $50,000
for each violation of the Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices
Act or Charitable Trust Act found to have been committed with the intent to
defraud. Finally, Madigan’s lawsuit asks the court to order the defendants to
pay restitution to consumers.

Madigan’s office was assisted by investigators from the Chicago Board of
Education’s Office of the Inspector General. Bureau Chief Chaka Patterson and
Assistant Attorneys General Harpreet Khera, David Cole and Erin Alexander
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are handling the case for Madigan’s Special Litigation Bureau.

-30-

Return to January 2006 Press Releases
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MIAMI CODE ENFORCEMENT
PORN HOUSE ILLEGAL, CITY RULES
Miami Herald, The (FL) - August 15, 2007
Author/Byline: LAURA MORALES llmorales@MiamiHerald.com
Edition: Final
Section: Metro & State
Page: 1B

Abstract: A porn producer argued that male models performing sex acts for the Web in an Edge- water home don't represent an adult 
entertainment business. Code enforcers didn't buy it.
The residents of Northeast 27th Street in Edgewater may not have neighbors like Pretty Ricky, Jerzey Flyrt and Nick Da Kannon for much 
longer.

After 10 hours of listening to evidence and arguments, Miami's Code Enforcement Board ruled late Monday that Phillip Bleicher's Flava 
Works, an Internet porn production and distribution company, is illegally running an adult entertainment business out of a single-family 
home at 503 NE 27th St. -- zoned for residential use -- and ordered that those operations cease.

"I think the city has met its burden of showing a link between the house on 27th Street and the website," board member Oscar Rodriguez 
Fonts said before moving to deny a motion, made by Flava Works attorney James Benjamin, to dismiss citations posted by city code 
inspectors in May.

The website is CocoDorm.com, where visitors can, for a fee, watch live video streams from the Edgewater house, where chiseled young 
males are paid $1,200, plus room, board and meals, to live in the two-story home for a month and have sex with each other on schedule.

Monday's hearing was the third in the sex-house case. Assistant City Attorney Victoria Mendez argued that Bleicher also was running an 
illegal rooming house, but that violation was dismissed.

Benjamin argued that the house, leased by Flava Works from owner Angel Barrios, was not part of the adult entertainment operation. He 
cited a Tampa case where the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that VoyeurDorm.com, a female version of CocoDorm, was not guilty of 
similar violations.

He also argued that business transactions don't happen at the house and that all sales and distribution take place at Flava Works' office 
at 2610 N. Miami Ave.

"No member of the public came to the location to view, buy, trade or obtain any adult entertainment," Benjamin said.

But Mariano Loret de Mola, the city's director of code enforcement, testified that, on one occasion, he saw a man he recognized as "Dorm 
Dude" Breion, who is prominently featured on the website's main page, walk up to the Edgewater house and punch in a code to let 
himself in.

That, and the differences between Miami's and Tampa's laws, scuttled Benjamin's argument.

"Miami's adult entertainment ordinance encompasses Internet activity in a way the Tampa ordinance did not," Rodriguez Fonts said.

Benjamin said he intends to file an appeal within the next few days. "But we're not sure where we're going to file the appeal yet," he said. 
"We're not going to put our tail between our legs and go away. The activity is protected by the First Amendment."

Mendez said the decision would not be enforced immediately.

"The city has no problem with giving them two weeks to get their business affairs in order," she said.

Caption: JOHN VANBEEKUM/MIAMI HERALD STAFF BEHIND CLOSED DOORS: Miami officials say an Internet porn company is 
illegally running an adult entertainment business at 503 NE 27th St.

Record: 343463
Copyright: Copyright (c) 2007 The Miami Herald

MIAMI: Miami fights to shutter house where online porn is filmed - Miami's yearlong quest to close 
down a house used by an adult website has prompted a federal court battle -- while the site continues 
to operate.
Miami Herald, The (FL) - August 14, 2008
Author/Byline: MICHAEL VASQUEZ, mrvasquez@MiamiHerald.com
Edition: D1
Page: A1

A stroll down Northeast 27th Street doesn't feel X-rated, but it's here -- along a quiet, bayfront residential street -- that Miami has declared 
war against Internet porn.

For about a year, Miami city leaders have tried to evict "Khali Kreme," "Sincere Luv" and the other "dorm dudes" of Cocodorm.com, a gay 
porn site that films out of a red-brick colonial-style house.

From the outside, nothing about the home's appearance suggests it's different from its neighbors. But inside, multiple webcams capture 
occupants' almost every move -- from household chores to regularly scheduled sexual encounters.

Miami's Code Enforcement Board last year declared the home an adult business, one operating illegally in a residential area. The city 
ordered it shut down.

Cocodorm responded by suing in federal court, alleging Miami violated the website's First Amendment rights. One expert says it's a 
lawsuit Cocodorm has a shot at winning, as case law is on the website's side.

Cocodorm argues its Edgewater home can't be called an adult business because, unlike a run-of-the-mill strip club, the public is not 
invited in. Those who want to see Cocodorm's "hottest and horniest" do so via the Internet, with a credit card.

Avoiding the adult-business label is key, because Miami's zoning code limits such establishments to industrial areas and requires they 
obtain city approval. Should the courts agree with Miami, the operation would likely be closed.

'NOT GOOD'

"What they are doing is not good for the neighborhood," laments Miami Code Enforcement Director Mariano Loret de Mola.

That conclusion is far from certain, and U.S. District Court Judge Marcia Cooke recently rejected a city effort to dismiss Cocodorm's suit.

Cocodorm's legal position rests on a 2001 federal appeals-court case involving Voyeurdorm.com, a similar website operating in Tampa.

Like Miami, Tampa tried to use its adult-business zoning laws to shut down a webcam-filled house, in this case occupied by women.

But the appeals court, ruling in the website's favor, found that Voyeurdorm's customers weren't gathering at the Tampa home -- or 
anywhere else in Tampa.

"As a practical matter, zoning restrictions are indelibly anchored in particular geographic locations," the court wrote. With Voyeurdorm, the 
court added, 'the public offering occurs over the Internet in 'virtual space.' "

Last year, Miami's legal staff persuaded the city's Code Enforcement Board to classify Cocodorm as an adult business -- despite the 
Tampa decision. Assistant City Attorney Victoria Méndez told the board that wording differences between the Miami and Tampa laws 
meant the situations weren't identical, and Miami's law was stronger.

Evans Anyanwu, a New Jersey Internet attorney who followed the Voyeurdorm case, isn't convinced. Anyanwu reviewed both Miami and 
Tampa's laws after speaking with a reporter.

"To me, it's the same exact case," he said. "The city of Miami has an uphill fight."

Miami's legal team declined to comment, but in court filings the city argues it has a right to determine appropriate locations for an 
enterprise it describes as "sex-for-money open to the world."

A jury trial is set for December, but Cocodorm's attorneys are hoping to settle matters sooner. The website plans to file legal arguments 
Thursday asking the judge to grant summary judgment in its favor.

Cocodorm offers its young, muscular males $1,200 a month -- along with free room and board -- while requiring they masturbate and 
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have group sex in front of the cameras.

Models enjoy complimentary groceries, cable TV and use of an X-Box 360, the website promises.

Those over 25 aren't welcome, but education is. "Models should have some smarts," the website says. "You should AT LEAST have a 
high school diploma or GED."

Mail-order DVD sales are handled not from the home, but at a warehouse space on North Miami Avenue -- further proof, Cocodorm said, 
that there's no "business" being run at the house.

Phillip Bleicher -- director of Flava Works, the company behind Cocodorm -- came to the door at that warehouse location but declined to 
speak with a reporter, referring questions to his attorneys.

The models at Cocodorm were also mum. "I don't do interviews. Sorry, babe," said one.

Attorney Jamie Benjamin, who represents Cocodorm, is confident Miami will have trouble proving webcams constitute a business.

"There is no adult entertainment there," he said. "Nobody goes to a brick-and-mortar place and buys something. There's no customers 
there."

Bleicher has had legal tangles in the past.

In 2006, Illinois Attorney General Lisa Madigan got a judge to freeze the assets of a Bleicher-affiliated Chicago charity, Student 
Leadership Network. The attorney general accused the charity of scamming more than $3 million from schools across the nation.

Instead of financing youth-leadership efforts, the charity allegedly spent its money at a liposuction clinic and a custom wig store and to 
pay for a trip to Rio de Janeiro. A criminal investigation is ongoing.

Benjamin said Bleicher was one of many members on the board, and that the allegations are just that. No charges have been filed, he 
said, "because there's nothing that was done that was improper, whatsoever."

UNDER SCRUTINY

A dorm-style porn website Bleicher ran in Chicago also came under scrutiny. The all-male, black and Latino site -- essentially the same 
business model as Cocodorm -- was shut down by the Chicago Department of Public Health after the agency uncovered high rates of 
sexually transmitted diseases among the "models."

Benjamin said the health issues have been mischaracterized.

"Everybody that was a prospective employee was tested," Benjamin said. "And yes, some came back positive, but the people who came 
back positive never worked there."

Christopher Brown, assistant commissioner at the Chicago health department, tells a different story. "They were active patients being 
seen for HIV, and then they could be seen on this website," he said. "So the doctors, I think, were concerned."

In Miami, the Cocodorm website tells those wishing to live at the house that they must bring health test results with them and that safe 
sex must be practiced at all times.

Cocodorm's neighbors along Northeast 27th Street voiced mixed opinions about whether the city should shut the house down.

Several said as long as Cocodorm's activities stay behind closed doors, it's not a problem, but one complained of dorm residents partying 
outside the house.

Meanwhile, only steps away from Cocodorm, where the street meets the bay, another dorm -- of a different kind -- is poised to open.

It's the Residencia Jesús Maestro, a male Catholic dorm. Acting Director Efrain Zabala said the dorm will house those pursuing the 
priesthood, but also local college students who have other careers in mind but want to live in a dorm that nurtures faith.

Daily personal prayer and annual spiritual exercises are a requirement, and "female companions" are off-limits in some parts of the 
building. "It offers a more wholesome environment," Zabala said.

What does Zabala think of his soon-to-be neighbor? "I'm not at liberty to speak about it," the church official said.

Provided By: The McClatchy Company
Index terms: local; front; state; Edgewater; Chicago Department of Public Health
Locations: Miami; Tampa; Chicago; Rio de Janeiro
Personal names: Mariano Loret; Marcia Cooke; Victoria Méndez; Phillip Bleicher; Jamie Benjamin; Lisa Madigan; Christopher Brown; Efrain Zabala
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION

FLAVA WORKS, INC., )
)

Plaintiff, )
)

v. ) No.  11 C 6306
)

LEE MOMIENT, )
)

Defendant. )

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

This pitched battle between two competing producers and

purveyors of truly hardcore pornographic materials began with the

filing of a Complaint by Flava Works, Inc. (“Flava”) charging

that defendant Lee Momient, Jr. (“Momient”) had infringed Flava’s

copyrights in its salacious materials  by reproducing them in1

Momient’s competing commercial websites.  After a good many

procedural skirmishes (for example, Flava’s filing of successive

versions of its Complaint in lieu of responding to Momient’s

motions to dismiss), Flava’s Third Amended Complaint (“TAC”)

generated an Answer coupled with no fewer than 21 purported

Affirmative Defenses plus a Counterclaim advanced by Momient.  2

As the Counterclaim would have it, Momient and not Flava owns the

  “Salacious” is used here with the meaning set out in the1

second--not the first--definition of that adjective in Webster’s
Third New International Dictionary.

  This Court has continued to decline Momient’s efforts to2

obtain pro bono representation through this Court’s trial bar. 
Nothing in his pleadings or general conduct in the litigation
reflects an inability on his part to handle the case on his
own--quite the contrary is true.

Case: 1:11-cv-06306 Document #: 97 Filed: 04/16/13 Page 1 of 8 PageID #:342

disputed pornographic materials, which Momient has registered

with the United States Copyright Office, so that Flava and not

Momient is the copyright infringer.3

That brings the matter to its present posture, in which this

Court issued a brief March 18, 2013 memorandum order that denied

Flava’s motion to dismiss Momient’s counterclaim--now his Amended

Counterclaim (“ACc”)--and ordered that his pleading be answered

instead.  That generated a March 28 response by Flava that for

the first time asserted that Momient had entered into a

Commission Work Agreement with Flava going back to 2005, in which

Momient had agreed to “work made for hire” terms as defined in

Section 101 of the Copyright Act of 1976.

That was indeed a surprising (and very late) development in

a lawsuit that was then 1-1/2 years old--after all, that

agreement and commitment would normally have been expected to be

referred to (and perhaps be added as an exhibit) in an initial

  This opinion will not address what may be characterized3

as moral issues, such as:

1.  Why should or does the United States Copyright
Office provide registration for, and thus confer enforcement
rights for the purveyors of, hard core pornography?

2.  Under the circumstances presented here, why should
federal courts not apply in pari delicto treatment (or as
Mercutio had it in Romeo & Juliet, “A plague o’ both your
houses!”) to refuse legal relief to both parties?

Discussion of such issues is eschewed here because this Court, as
it must, takes the law in those respects as the established
authorities have defined it.

2
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complaint charging copyright violation, for it could well be

dispositive in Flava’s favor on its own claim as well as

scotching any possible claim on Momient’s part.  Understandably

that then led to this Court’s immediate issuance of an April 1

memorandum order calling on Flava to submit copies of the

Commission Work Agreement plus “any additional documentary

evidence that is available to establish (or to negate) Flava’s

copyright violation claim or Momient’s copyright violation

Counterclaim.”

When that material was filed and Flava’s counsel came in

thereafter on a motion that aspects of it should be filed under

seal (as he had originally intended), Momient vehemently denied

in open court that he had entered into any claimed Commission

Work Agreement.  Instead Momient asserted that the purported

signature on that document was really his actual signature on a

quite different document--a printed form of Model Contract and

Release that had been entered into between the parties back in

2005.

According to Momient, his signature on that other document

had been lifted and fraudulently placed on a typewritten single-

spaced document captioned “Commission Work ‘Work for Hire’

Agreement.”   This Court looked at the two documents while the4

  That latter document was Ex. 1 to Flava’s most recent4

submission, while Momient identified the original (and assertedly
transposed) signature as appearing on page 4 of Flava’s Ex. 2.

3

Case: 1:11-cv-06306 Document #: 97 Filed: 04/16/13 Page 3 of 8 PageID #:344

parties were before it and orally rejected Momient’s contention,

pointing out that his bizarre (and quite illegible) form of

signature regularly ended with a long “tail” stretching out to

the right and that the tail on the Ex. 1 signature was virtually

a straight line, while the signature that this Court understood

Momient to be referring to in Ex. 2 ended with a prolonged tail

that was obviously curved.

Now Momient has noticed up for presentment on April 17 his

own motion to file a number of documents under seal--documents

that demonstrate beyond any possible dispute that Flava’s Ex. 1,

the purported Commission Work Agreement containing the detailed

“work for hire” provision as its paragraph 4, is indeed a skilled

forgery.  In that respect it turns out that this Court’s oral in-

court statement was simply mistaken, because it had been looking

at the wrong page in Ex. 2.  By way of explanation, when Momient

made his oral in-court accusation, this Court had Flava’s

submission before it, with all of the exhibits demarcated by

physical tabs protruding from the right-hand edge of pages in

that submission.  When Momient referred to the fourth page in

Ex. 2, this Court lifted the Ex. 2 tab and counted four pages

from there (none of the pages within the exhibit were numbered)

and looked at the signature on that page.  Momient’s current

filing has caused this Court to go back to the document, and it

found that the “Ex. 2” tab was not on a separate page, as is most

4
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often the case, but was actually affixed to the first page of the

exhibit.  Hence the “fourth page of Ex. 2,” to which Momient

referred, is actually the third page after the tab--and that page

contains a bona fide signature by Momient that has indisputably

been transposed onto a totally bogus document.5

What we have, then, is the most egregious fraud on the court

that this Court has encountered in its nearly 33 years on the

bench.  What, then, is the appropriate judicial response to such

an egregious abuse of the judicial system by such a blatant fraud

on the Court?

Despite (or perhaps because of) the gravity of the offense

involved, this Court does not write on a clean slate in that

regard.  Two decades ago the Supreme Court expounded on courts’

inherent power to impose sanctions for bad-faith conduct in

Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501 U.S. 32 (1991).  Here, for example,

are relevant excerpts from Chambers, id at 44, 44-45:

Of particular relevance here, the inherent power also
allows a federal court to vacate its own judgment upon
proof that a fraud has been perpetrated upon the court.
See Hazel–Atlas Glass Co. v. Hartford–Empire Co., 322
U.S. 238, 64 S.Ct. 997, 88 L.Ed. 1250 (1944); Universal
Oil Products Co. v. Root Refining Co., 328 U.S. 575,
580, 66 S.Ct. 1176, 1179, 90 L.Ed. 1447 (1946).  This
“historic power of equity to set aside fraudulently

  If any proof were needed beyond the extraordinarily5

detailed presentation in Momient’s proposed April 17 presentation
(and it is not), the genuine Model Contract and Release that
contains Momient’s actual signature was dated April 24, 2005,
while the phony Commission Work Agreement is backdated as well
(it bears a fictitious August 11, 2005 date).

5
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begotten judgments,” Hazel–Atlas, 322 U.S., at 245, 64
S.Ct., at 1001, is necessary to the integrity of the
courts, for “tampering with the administration of
justice in [this] manner...involves far more than an
injury to a single litigant.  It is a wrong against the
institutions set up to protect and safeguard the
public.”  Id., at 246, 64 S.Ct., at 1001. Moreover, a
court has the power to conduct an independent
investigation in order to determine whether it has been
the victim of fraud. Universal Oil, supra, 328 U.S., at
580, 66 S.Ct., at 1179.

*        *        *

Because of their very potency, inherent powers must be
exercised with restraint and discretion.  See Roadway
Express, supra, 447 U.S., at 764, 100 S.Ct., at 2463. 
A primary aspect of that discretion is the ability to
fashion an appropriate sanction for conduct which
abuses the judicial process.  As we recognized in
Roadway Express, outright dismissal of a lawsuit, which
we had upheld in Link, is a particularly severe
sanction, yet is within the court's discretion.

There is more, but it would unnecessarily and unduly lengthen

this opinion to enlarge on the potential imposition of sanctions

other than dismissal, on which this opinion will focus.6

Fortunately courts are rarely called upon to consider fraud-

on-the-court conduct of the type engaged in by Flava.  But

research has turned up an Eighth Circuit case, Pope v. Fed.

Express Corp., 974 F.2d 982 (8th Cir. 1992), that dealt with

highly comparable conduct (id. at 983):

Based on expert testimony and demonstrative evidence,

  Nor is anything said by the dissenting Justices in6

Chambers that detracts from its force in the excerpts quoted in
the text of this opinion.  Instead their disagreement focused on 
other aspects of the majority opinion regarding other potential
sanctions.

6
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the district court ruled that this note could not have
been handwritten by defendant Collins, and instead had
been manufactured as a cut and paste composite of other
documents.  The district court concluded that Pope lied
during her October 12, 1989, supplemental deposition
when she stated, under oath, that the original document
with the “handwritten” innuendo, had been left on her
desk, presumably by defendant Collins.  The district
court further ruled that Pope knew, before she produced
the document, that it was a manufactured document, and
that Pope produced the document with intent to mislead
the court.

And the Court of Appeals, id. at 984 went on to hold (citing

Chambers as authority):

Dismissal of Pope's lawsuit is a severe sanction, yet
under the circumstances we cannot find that such a
sanction constitutes an abuse of the district court's
discretion. The dismissal of Pope's suit was based on
the district court's finding that manufactured evidence
and perjured testimony had been introduced in an
attempt to enhance the case through fraudulent conduct.
When a litigant's conduct abuses the judicial process,
the Supreme Court has recognized dismissal of a lawsuit
to be a remedy within the inherent power of the court.
We affirm the district court's dismissal of Pope's
Title VII action.

In sum, then, this Court anticipates the dismissal of

Flava’s TAC and its action against Momient with prejudice.  But

although it is difficult to conceive any predicate for Flava’s

refutation of the skillfully-put-together presentation that

demonstrates its fraud, this Court will give Flava the

opportunity to do so.

Two related aspects of this litigation should also be

addressed briefly here.  One has to do with the possibility of

other sanctions on the plaintiff’s side of the “v.” sign, and the

7
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other has to do with the status of Momient’s ACc.

As for the first possibility, this Court anticipates that it

may receive input from the parties (although nonlawyer Momient

cannot of course recover attorney’s fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 11

or otherwise).  And although nothing that has taken place before

this Court suggests that Flava’s attorney Meanith Huon would have

played any role in the fraud discussed here, inquiry may perhaps

be directed to him both to confirm that and to provide

information as to the generation of the bogus document (in that

regard the question of attorney-client privilege need not bar

such inquiry for more than one reason, a matter that does not

require further elaboration at this point).

As for the other side of the “v.” sign, the dismissal of

Flava’s action through the exercise of inherent judicial power

does not necessarily assure the success of Momient’s ACc.  It

remains possible, as a matter or fact or law or both, that

Momient’s role in the development and production of the disputed

material while he was affiliated with Flava was indeed subject to

a “work for hire” limitation that precluded his ownership and

hence any valid copyright interest on his part.  That too remains

for future determination.

________________________________________
Milton I. Shadur
Senior United States District Judge

Date:  April 16, 2013

8
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A4A Reseau, Inc. represented by John Francis Bradley
Bradley Legal Group, P.A.
15 Northeast 13 Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301
954−523−6160
Fax: 523−6190
Email: jb@bradlegal.com
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant
A4A Network, Inc. represented by John Francis Bradley

(See above for address)
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant
Marc Parent represented by John Francis Bradley

(See above for address)
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Date Filed # Docket Text

08/29/2014 1 COMPLAINT against All Defendants. Filing fees $ 400.00 receipt number
113C−7034774, filed by Flava Works, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet, #
2 Exhibit Exhibit A−Plaintiff's Registered Copyrights, # 3 Exhibit Exhibit
B−Defendant's Registered Service Mark, # 4 Exhibit Exhibit C−Images, # 5
Exhibit Exhibit D−Plaintiff's Takedown Notices, # 6 Certification)(Jackson,
Ursula) (Entered: 08/29/2014)

08/29/2014 2 Judge Assignment to Judge Joan A. Lenard (vjk) (Entered: 09/02/2014)

08/29/2014 3 FORM AO 121 SENT TO DIRECTOR OF U.S. COPYRIGHT OFFICE (vjk)
(Entered: 09/02/2014)

10/06/2014 4 NOTICE of Filing Proposed Summons(es) by Flava Works, Inc. (Jackson, Ursula)
(Entered: 10/06/2014)

10/06/2014 5 NOTICE of Filing Proposed Summons(es) by Flava Works, Inc. (Jackson, Ursula)
(Entered: 10/06/2014)

10/06/2014 6 NOTICE of Filing Proposed Summons(es) by Flava Works, Inc. (Jackson, Ursula)
(Entered: 10/06/2014)

10/06/2014 7 Summons Issued as to A4A Reseau, Inc.. (cqs) (Entered: 10/06/2014)

10/06/2014 8 Summons Issued as to A4A Network, Inc.. (cqs) (Entered: 10/06/2014)

10/06/2014 9 NOTICE of Filing Proposed Summons(es) by Flava Works, Inc. (Jackson, Ursula)
(Entered: 10/06/2014)

10/06/2014 10 Summons Issued as to Marc Parent, (cqs) (Entered: 10/06/2014)

11/06/2014 11 Defendant's MOTION TO DISMISS 1 Complaint, FOR FAILURE TO STATE A
CLAIM , MOTION to Strike 1 Complaint, , MOTION for More Definite Statement
by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. Attorney John Francis
Bradley added to party A4A Network, Inc.(pty:dft), Attorney John Francis Bradley
added to party A4A Reseau, Inc.(pty:dft), Attorney John Francis Bradley added to
party Marc Parent(pty:dft). Responses due by 11/24/2014 (Bradley, John) (Entered:
11/06/2014)

11/19/2014 12 NOTICE of Compliance Rule 7.1 Disclosure by A4A Reseau, Inc., A4A Network,
Inc., Marc Parent (Bradley, John) (Entered: 11/19/2014)
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11/21/2014 13 Plaintiff's MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply by Flava
Works, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Jackson, Ursula) (Entered:
11/21/2014)

11/24/2014 14 ORDER GRANTING 13 Plaintiff's Motion for an Extension of Time in Which to
Respond to Motion to Dismiss, Failure to State a Claim and Motion for More
Definite Statement. Plaintiff shall have until and including January 2, 2014 to file a
response. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by
Judge Joan A. Lenard on 11/24/2014. (gie) (Entered: 11/24/2014)

12/31/2014 15 Motion For Extentention of Time to Respond re 13 Plaintiff's MOTION for
Extension of Time to File Response/Reply , 11 Defendant's MOTION TO
DISMISS 1 Complaint, FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM MOTION to Strike
1 Complaint, MOTION for More Definite Statement filed by Flava Works, Inc..
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Jackson, Ursula)Relief and text
Modified on 1/5/2015 (cqs). (Entered: 12/31/2014)

12/31/2014 16 Second MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply/Answer as to 14
Order on Motion for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply/Answer, 15
Response in Support of Motion, by Flava Works, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order)(Jackson, Ursula) (Entered: 12/31/2014)

01/05/2015 17 Clerks Notice to Filer re 15 Response in Support of Motion,. Wrong Event
Selected − Document is a Motion; ERROR − The Filer selected the wrong event.
A motion event must always be selected when filing a motion. The correction was
made by the Clerk. It is not necessary to refile this document. (cqs) (Entered:
01/05/2015)

01/05/2015 18 ORDER GRANTING 16 Plaintiff's Motion for Extension of Time in Which to
Respond to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, Failure to State a Claim, and Motion
for More Definite Statement. Plaintiff shall have until and including January 20,
2015 to file a Response. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its
entirety. Responses due by 1/20/2015 Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on
1/5/2015. (gie) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

01/05/2015 19 ORDER DENYING AS MOOT 15 Plaintiff's Motion for an Extension of Time in
Which to Respond to Motion to Dismiss, Failure to State a Claim and Motion for
More Definite Statement in light of the Court's 18 Order on Plaintiff's Second
Motion of the same title. (See D.E. 16 .) Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on
1/5/2015. (gie) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

01/16/2015 20 Defendants' ANSWER and Affirmative Defenses to Complaint by A4A Network,
Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. (Bradley, John) (Entered: 01/16/2015)

01/16/2015 21 ORDER REGARDING FORMATTING OF FILINGS. The body of all filings
shall be (1) double−spaced (with the exception of block quotations), and (2) printed
in 12−point or larger type in an easily−readable font. Consistent with Local Rule
5.1, footnotes may be single−spaced but must be at least 12−point font.
Furthermore, all filings are limited to forty−six (46) lines of footnoted material,
which is equal to one full page of single−spaced, 12−point font text. All page
limitations set forth by the Local Rules shall be observed. Non−compliant filings
may be stricken from the record. All filings shall certify that the filing complies
with the Local Rules and the Court's Orders. This entry constitutes the
ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on
1/16/2015. (gie) (Entered: 01/16/2015)

01/20/2015 22 NOTICE of Voluntary Dismissal Without Prejudice by Flava Works, Inc. (Jackson,
Ursula) (Entered: 01/20/2015)

01/21/2015 23 ORDER DISMISSING CASE WITHOUT PREJUDICE. On January 20, 2015,
Plaintiff filed a 22 Notice of Voluntary Dismissal Without Prejudice, wherein it
stated its intention to voluntarily dismiss this case without prejudice. Because
Defendants have filed an answer 20 in this case and because the 22 Notice of
Dismissal is not signed by all parties who have appeared, pursuant to Rule 41(a)(2)
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the "action may be dismissed at the
plaintiff's request only by court order." Accordingly, upon review of the 22 Notice,
and pursuant to Rule 41(a)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is
ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that: (1) this case is DISMISSED WITHOUT
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PREJUDICE; (2) all pending motions are DENIED AS MOOT; and (3) this case is
now CLOSED. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety.
Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 1/21/2015. (gie)

NOTICE: If there are sealed documents in this case, they may be unsealed
after 1 year or as directed by Court Order, unless they have been designated
to be permanently sealed. See Local Rule 5.4 and Administrative Order
2014−69. (Entered: 01/21/2015)

02/04/2015 24 MOTION for Attorney Fees ( Responses due by 2/23/2015), MOTION to Reopen
Case , MOTION to Set Aside 23 Order Dismissing Case,,,, 22 Notice of Voluntary
Dismissal by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. (Attachments: #
1 Exhibit, # 2 Exhibit)(Bradley, John). Added MOTION to Consolidate Cases on
2/4/2015 (cqs). (Entered: 02/04/2015)

02/24/2015 25 STRICKEN MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply/Answer as to
24 MOTION for Attorney Fees MOTION to Reopen Case MOTION to Set Aside
23 Order Dismissing Case,,,, 22 Notice of Voluntary Dismissal MOTION to
Consolidate Cases by Flava Works, Inc..(Pro Se) (cqs) Modified on 2/25/2015
Stricken per de# 26 (dj). (Entered: 02/24/2015)

02/25/2015 26 ORDER STRIKING 25 Motion for Extension of Time to Respond. On August 29,
2014, Plaintiff filed a one−count 1 Complaint alleging copyright infringement by
the three Defendants. On January 21, 2015, the Court entered an Order Dismissing
this case without prejudice pursuant to Plaintiff's 22 Notice of Voluntary Dismissal
Without Prejudice, filed January 20, 2015. (See D.E. 23.) Also on January 21,
2015, Plaintiff filed a virtually identical lawsuit against the same Defendants in the
United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois in Case No.
15−cv−00610. Also on January 21, 2015, A4A Reseau, Inc. and Marc Parent, who
are Defendants in the instant Action, filed a Complaint for Declaratory Relief
against Plaintiff Flava Works, Inc., and its principal, Phillip Bleicher. (See A4A
Reseau, Inc. v. Bleicher, Case No. 15−cv−20245−COOKE (S.D. Fla. Jan. 21,
2015). On February 4, 2015, Defendants filed a 24 Motion to Set Aside Dismissal,
to Reinstate Action, to Consolidate Actions, and to Award Attorneys' Fees. On
February 24, 2015, Plaintiffs' principal, Phillip Bleicher, filed the instant Motion
for Extension of Time to Respond, in which he states that Plaintiff relieved its
former counsel, Ursula Jackson, on January 20, 2015−−the same day it filed its
Motion for Voluntary Dismissal−−and has been unable to find replacement counsel
to respond to Defendants' Motion. Because a corporation can only act through
counsel, Palazzo v. Gulf Oil Corp., 764 F.2d 1381, 1385 (11th Cir. 1985), it is
ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiff's Motion for Enlargement of Time is
STRICKEN from the record.

It is FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiff shall have until and
including March 4, 2015 to hire counsel and respond to Defendants' Motion to Set
Aside Dismissal or SHOW CAUSE why the Court should not award Defendants
attorneys' fees pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(d)(1), which states:
"If a plaintiff who previously dismissed an action in any court files an action based
on or including the same claim against the same defendant, the court... may order
the plaintiff to pay all or part of the costs of that previous action[.]" This entry
constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A.
Lenard on 2/25/2015. (gie) (Entered: 02/25/2015)

03/04/2015 27 NOTICE by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent re 26 Order on
Motion for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply/Answer,,,,,,,,, of
Non−Compliance by Plaintiff with Endorsed Order and L.R. 3.8 S.D.F.L
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Exhibit 1) (Bradley, John) (Entered: 03/05/2015)

03/05/2015 28 ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART 24 Defendants'
Motion to Set Aside Dismissal, to Reinstate Action, to Consolidate Actions, and to
Award Attorneys' Fees ("Motion"). Defendants' 24 Motion is GRANTED solely to
the extent it requests attorney's fees pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
41(d), and DENIED to the extent it requests the Court to set aside dismissal,
reinstate this action, and to consolidate the cases. Defendants shall have until and
including March 16, 2015, to submit affidavits and supporting documentation to
support its attorneys' fees request. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER
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in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 3/5/2015. (gie) (Entered:
03/05/2015)

03/05/2015 34 MOTION to Appear Pro Hac Vice, Consent to Designation, and Request to
Electronically Receive Notices of Electronic Filing for Juneitha Shambee. Filing
Fee $ 75.00. Receipt # 96158. (ksa) (Entered: 03/06/2015)

03/06/2015 29 RESPONSE In Opposition To Motion To Set Aside, Reinstate Action and
Attorney fees with attached Notice of Deficiency. by Flava Works, Inc.. (cqs)
(Entered: 03/06/2015)

03/06/2015 30 NOTICE Of Filing by Flava Works, Inc. re 29 Response/Reply (Other) with
attached deficiency notice.. Attorney Matthew Howard Zukowsky added to party
Flava Works, Inc.(pty:pla). (cqs) (Entered: 03/06/2015)

03/06/2015 31 MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response by Flava Works, Inc.. (cqs)
(Entered: 03/06/2015)

03/06/2015 32 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew Howard Zukowsky on behalf of
Flava Works, Inc. (cqs) (Entered: 03/06/2015)

03/06/2015 33 MOTION to Vacate 28 Order on Motion for Attorney Fees, Order on Motion to
Reopen Case, Order on Motion to Set Aside, Order on Motion to Consolidate
Cases,,,,,,,, by Flava Works, Inc.. Responses due by 3/23/2015 (cqs) (Entered:
03/06/2015)

03/06/2015 35 ORDER DENYING without prejudice 34 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice,
Consent to Designation, and Request to Electronically Receive Notices of
Electronic Filing of Attorney Juneitha Shambee. Movant, Matthew H. Zukowsky,
is not authorized to file through CM/ECF and did not sign the Motion with an
original signature as required by the Local Rules and CM/ECF Administrative
Procedures. Additionally, Attorney Juneitha Shambee did not attach a Certification
that she has studied the Local Rules, as required by the Local Rules. Accordingly,
the Motion is DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE. Notice of Termination delivered
by US Mail to Juneitha Shambee. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER
in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 3/6/2015. (gie) (Entered:
03/06/2015)

03/06/2015 36 ORDER DENYING AS MOOT Plaintiff's 31 Motion for Extension of Time to
Respond, and DENYING Plaintiff's 33 Motion to Vacate the Order Grating
Defendant's Motion for Attorney's Fees. On January 20, 2015, Plaintiff filed a 22
Notice of Voluntary Dismissal Without Prejudice. The same day−−before the
Court had dismissed this case−−Plaintiff relieved its Florida counsel, Ursula
Jackson. (See D.E. 25 at para. 2.)

The next day−−January 21, 2015−−the Court entered an Order Dismissing this
Case Without Prejudice pursuant to Rule 41(a)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure. (D.E. 23.) The dismissal was entered pursuant to Rule 41(a)(2) because
Plaintiff had already filed an Answer to the Complaint. (See D.E. 20 .) Also on
January 21, 2015, Plaintiff re−filed its Action against Defendants in the Northern
District of Illinois in case number 15−cv−00610. Thus, on February 4, 2015,
Defendants filed a Motion in which they requested, inter alia, Attorneys' Fees
pursuant to Rule 41(d), which states: "If a plaintiff who previously dismissed an
action in any court files an action based on or including the same claim against the
same defendant, the court... may order the plaintiff to pay all or part of the costs of
that previous action[.]" On February 23, 2015, Plaintiff's owner and CEO, Phillip
Bleicher, filed a 25 Motion for Extension of Time to Respond to Defendant's
Motion, which the Court struck from the record on grounds that a corporation can
act only through counsel. (See D.E. 26 (citing Palazzo v. Gulf Oil Corp., 764 F.2d
1381, 1385 (11th Cir. 1985)). The Court granted Bleicher until March 4, 2015 to
hire new counsel and to respond to Defendants' Motion for Attorney's Fees or show
cause why the Court should not award Defendants attorneys' fees. (See id.) Due to
Plaintiff's failure to timely respond or show cause why the Court should not award
Defendants attorneys' fees, on March 5, 2015, the Court granted Plaintiff's Motion
for Attorneys' Fees (but denied the motion in all other respects). Plaintiffs' Motion
for Extension of Time to Respond is therefore DENIED AS MOOT.
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On March 5, 2015, after the Court had entered its Order Granting Defendants'
Motion for Attorneys' Fees, Plaintiff filed a 33 Motion to Vacate that Order
pursuant to Rule 60(b), which permits a Court to relieve a party from a Court Order
upon grounds including mistake, newly discovered evidence, and fraud. Rule 60(b)
also contains a "catch−all" provision allowing reconsideration for "any other
reason that justifies relief." Plaintiff appears to invoke this "catch−all" provision,
arguing that it should be entitled to relief because: (1) it "has attempted profusely
to retain an attorney," which it finally did on March 4, 2015, the day the Response
was due; and (2) new counsel attempted to file a Response, but could not do so
because he is not authorized to file through CM/ECF. The Court finds that Plaintiff
has not satisfied the Rule 60(b) standard for relief from the Court's Order. "Rule
60(b)(6) is an extraordinary remedy[.]" Ritter v. Smith, 811 F.2d 1398, 1400 (11th
Cir. 1987). Plaintiff had a full month between the date on which Defendants filed
their Motion for Attorneys' Fees, February 4, 2015, and the extended deadline to
file a Response, March 4, 2015, to secure an attorney who could timely file a
Response. Plaintiff's alleged inability to secure an attorney within that period that
could timely file a Response does not constitute an "extraordinary circumstances"
entitling it to relief. Plaintiffs' Motion to Vacate is therefore DENIED. This entry
constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety.

Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 3/6/2015. (gie) (Entered: 03/06/2015)

03/10/2015 37 NOTICE Of Filing Certification of Juneitha Shambee, Esq by Flava Works, Inc.
(cqs) (Entered: 03/10/2015)

03/10/2015 38 Clerk's Notice of Filing Deficiency Re: 37 Notice (Other) filed by Flava Works,
Inc.. Document(s) missing required signature(s) (Fed.R.Civ.P. 11(a)). (cqs)
(Entered: 03/10/2015)

03/16/2015 39 MOTION for Attorney Fees by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc
Parent. Responses due by 4/2/2015 (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Ex A − Bellavance
affidavit, # 2 Exhibit Ex B − Fattorosi Affidavit, # 3 Exhibit Ex C − Bradley
Affidavit, # 4 Exhibit Ex D − Weiss Affidavit)(Bradley, John) (Entered:
03/16/2015)

03/31/2015 40 NOTICE of Change of Address by Matthew Howard Zukowsky (Zukowsky,
Matthew) (Entered: 03/31/2015)

03/31/2015 41 NOTICE by Flava Works, Inc. PLAINTIFFS MOTION AND INCORPORATED
MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS MOTION TO
DETERMINE REASONABLENESS OF ATTORNEYS FEES AWARDED TO
DEFENDANTS (Zukowsky, Matthew) (Entered: 03/31/2015)

03/31/2015 42 STRICKEN MOTION for Leave to File PLAINTIFFS MOTION IN RESPONSE
TO DEFENDANTS MOTION TO DETERMINE REASONABLENESS OF
ATTORNEYS FEES AWARDED DEFENDANTS by Flava Works, Inc..
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit EXHIBIT A−DOCKET, # 2 Affidavit EXHIBIT
B−AFFIDAVIT, # 3 Exhibit EXHIBIT C−DEFENDANTS MOTION, # 4
Affidavit)(Zukowsky, Matthew) Modified on 4/1/2015 stricken per de 43 (dj).
(Entered: 03/31/2015)

03/31/2015 43 ORDER STRIKING without prejudice 42 Plaintiff's Motion for Leave to File
Plaintiff's Motion in Response to Defendant's Motion to Determine Reasonableness
of Attorneys' Fees ("Motion"). On January 16, 2015, the Court issued an Order
Regarding Formatting of Filings that, inter alia, requires the body of all filings to
be double−spaced. (See D.E. 21.) Plaintiff's Motion is not double−spaced.
Additionally, it is unclear why Plaintiff is filing a motion for permission to file a
motion in response to Defendant's Motion, when it could simply file a Response to
Defendant's Motion as a matter of right. See L.R. S.D. Fla. 7.1(c). In any event, it
is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiff's Motion for Leave to File
Plaintiff's Motion in Response to Defendant's Motion to Determine Reasonableness
of Attorneys' Fees is STRICKEN without prejudice for failure to comply with the
Court's January 16, 2015 Order. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in
its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 3/31/2015. (gie) (Entered:
03/31/2015)
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04/07/2015 44 NOTICE by Flava Works, Inc. PLAINTIFFS MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN
RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS MOTION TO DETERMINE REASONABLENESS
OF ATTORNEYS FEES AWARDED TO DEFENDANTS (Zukowsky, Matthew)
(Entered: 04/07/2015)

04/07/2015 45 RESPONSE/REPLY PLAINTIFFS MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN RESPONSE TO
DEFENDANTS MOTION TO DETERMINE REASONABLENESS OF
ATTORNEYS FEES AWARDED TO DEFENDANTS by Flava Works, Inc..
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit EXHIBIT A−DOCKET, # 2 Exhibit EXHIBIT
B−AFFIDAVIT, # 3 Exhibit EXHIBIT C−DEFENDANTS MOTION, # 4 Exhibit
EXHIBIT D−AFFIDAVIT)(Zukowsky, Matthew) (Entered: 04/07/2015)

04/07/2015 46 ORDER GRANTING 39 Defendants' Motion to Determine Reasonableness of
Attorney's Fees Awarded to Defendants. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on
4/7/2015. (gie) (Entered: 04/07/2015)

04/21/2015 47 (STRICKEN PER DE#49)NOTICE by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc. re 46
Order on Motion for Attorney Fees Execution (Bradley, John) Modified on
4/22/2015 (cqs). (Entered: 04/21/2015)

04/21/2015 48 Clerks Notice to Filer re 47 Notice (Other). Proposed Order Docketed as Main
Document; CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIRED − Filer must File a Notice of
Striking, then resubmit the proposed order as instructed in the CM/ECF
Administrative Procedures. Please see FLSD website for forms. (cqs) (Entered:
04/21/2015)

04/21/2015 49 NOTICE of Striking 48 Clerks Notice of Docket Correction and Instruction to Filer
− Attorney, 47 Notice (Other) filed by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc. by
A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent, A4A Network, Inc. (Bradley, John) (Entered:
04/21/2015)

06/10/2015 50 WRIT of Execution issued signed by DEPUTY CLERK (cqs) (Entered:
06/10/2015)

06/19/2015 51 MOTION to Compel Plaintiff/Judgment Debtor to Complete Form 1.977 (Fact
Information Sheet) by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent.
Responses due by 7/9/2015 (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit "A")(Bradley, John)
(Entered: 06/19/2015)

06/19/2015 52 THIS CAUSE is before the Court on Defendants' Motion to Compel
Plaintiff/Judgment Debtor to Complete Fla. R. Civ. P. Form 1.977 − Fact
Information Sheet ("Motion"). Therein, Defendant' indicates that it conferred with
Plaintiff pursuant to Local Rule 7.1, and that Plaintiff objected to the relief
requested in the Motion. Accordingly, it is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that if
Plaintiff wishes to oppose Defendant's 51 Motion it shall file a Response on or
before June 26, 2015. The Response shall not exceed 5 double−spaced pages,
excluding signature block and certificates. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED
ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 6/19/2015. (gie)
(Entered: 06/19/2015)

06/23/2015 53 MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply/Answer Defendants
Motion to Compel Plaintiff/Judgment Debtor to Complete Fla. R. Civ. P. Form
1.977 by Flava Works, Inc.. (Zukowsky, Matthew) (Entered: 06/23/2015)

06/23/2015 54 ORDER GRANTING 53 Motion for Extension of Time to Respond. Plaintiff shall
have until and including July 6, 2015, to file a response to Defendant's Motion to
Compel Plaintiff/Judgment Debtor to Complete Fla. R. Civ. P. Form 1.977.
However, the Parties are reminded that Local Rule 7.1(a)(3) requires a pre−filing
conferral and a certificate attesting to the conferral (or explaining the efforts taken
to have one). Although the motion does not contain the required certificate of
conferral, the Court will nevertheless grant it. This entry constitutes the
ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Responses due by 7/6/2015 Signed by Judge
Joan A. Lenard on 6/23/2015. (gie) (Entered: 06/23/2015)

07/06/2015 55 NOTICE by Flava Works, Inc. PLAINTIFFS RESPONSE IN OPPOSTION TO
DEFENDANTS MOTION TO COMPEL PLAINTIFF/JUDGMENT DEBTOR TO
COMPLETE FLA. R. CIV. P. FORM 1.977 FACT INFORMATION SHEET
(Zukowsky, Matthew) (Entered: 07/06/2015)
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07/06/2015 56 RESPONSE in Opposition re 51 MOTION to Compel Plaintiff/Judgment Debtor
to Complete Form 1.977 (Fact Information Sheet) filed by Flava Works, Inc..
Replies due by 7/16/2015. (Zukowsky, Matthew) (Entered: 07/06/2015)

07/14/2015 57 REPLY to Response to Motion re 51 MOTION to Compel Plaintiff/Judgment
Debtor to Complete Form 1.977 (Fact Information Sheet) filed by A4A Network,
Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. (Bradley, John) (Entered: 07/14/2015)

07/20/2015 58 ORDER GRANTING 51 Defendant's Motion to Compel Plaintiff/Judgment Debtor
to Complete Fla. R. Civ. P. Form 1.977 −− Fact Information Sheet. Signed by
Judge Joan A. Lenard on 7/20/2015. (gie) (Entered: 07/20/2015)

07/24/2015 59 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Joshua Howard Sheskin on behalf of Flava
Works, Inc.. Attorney Joshua Howard Sheskin added to party Flava Works,
Inc.(pty:pla). (Sheskin, Joshua) (Entered: 07/24/2015)

07/24/2015 60 MOTION to Compel Discovery Response to Request for Production In Aid of
Execution by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. Responses due
by 8/10/2015 (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit "A" (Request to Produce))(Bradley, John)
(Entered: 07/24/2015)

07/24/2015 61 MOTION to Enforce Judgment Motion for Proceedings Supplementary by A4A
Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. Responses due by 8/10/2015
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit "A" (Judgment Lien Certificate), # 2 Exhibit "B"
(Recorded Order), # 3 Exhibit "C" (Articles of Dissolution), # 4 Exhibit "D"
(Affidavit of Phillip Bleicher), # 5 Exhibit "E" (Flava Works, Inc. in IL), # 6
Exhibit "F" (P. Bleicher's email), # 7 Exhibit "G" (Domains), # 8 Exhibit "H"
(Affidavit of John Bradley))(Bradley, John) (Entered: 07/24/2015)

07/27/2015 62 ORDER REFERRING to Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman 60 Motion to
Compel a Discovery Response to First Request for Production in Aid of Execution
and 61 Motion for Proceedings Supplementary. This entry constitutes the
ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on
7/27/2015. (gie) (Entered: 07/27/2015)

08/13/2015 63 RESPONSE in Opposition re 61 MOTION to Enforce Judgment Motion for
Proceedings Supplementary, 24 MOTION for Attorney Fees MOTION to Reopen
Case MOTION to Set Aside 23 Order Dismissing Case,,,, 22 Notice of Voluntary
Dismissal MOTION to Consolidate Cases, 39 MOTION for Attorney Fees , 60
MOTION to Compel Discovery Response to Request for Production In Aid of
Execution , 33 MOTION to Vacate 28 Order on Motion for Attorney Fees, Order
on Motion to Reopen Case, Order on Motion to Set Aside, Order on Motion to
Consolidate Cases,,,,,,,, Response and Rule 60 Motion filed by Flava Works, Inc..
Replies due by 8/24/2015. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Defendants Declaratory
Action &Current Action)(Sheskin, Joshua) (Entered: 08/13/2015)

08/13/2015 64 RESPONSE in Opposition re 61 MOTION to Enforce Judgment Motion for
Proceedings Supplementary, 60 MOTION to Compel Discovery Response to
Request for Production In Aid of Execution Motion in Opposition to Discovery
filed by Flava Works, Inc.. Replies due by 8/24/2015. (Sheskin, Joshua) (Entered:
08/13/2015)

08/24/2015 65 REPLY to Response to Motion re 60 MOTION to Compel Discovery Response to
Request for Production In Aid of Execution filed by A4A Network, Inc., A4A
Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit "A", # 2 Exhibit
"B")(Bradley, John) (Entered: 08/24/2015)

08/24/2015 66 REPLY to Response to Motion re 61 MOTION to Enforce Judgment Motion for
Proceedings Supplementary and 63 Motion In Opposition of Proceedings
Supplementary filed by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent.
(Bradley, John) (Entered: 08/24/2015)

08/28/2015 67 RESPONSE/REPLY to 63 Response in Opposition to Motion,,, Response in
Opposition to Motion for Reconsideration of the Award of Attorneys' Fees by A4A
Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent. (Bradley, John) (Entered:
08/28/2015)
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09/02/2015 68 ORDER re Discovery Procedures. From this point forward (excepting
already−filed motions), all discovery disputes shall follow the attached updated
discovery procedures order. Signed by Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman on
9/2/2015. (tr00) (Entered: 09/02/2015)

09/02/2015 69 SUPPLEMENT to 67 Response/Reply (Other), 63 Response in Opposition to
Motion,,, REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE by A4A Network, Inc., A4A
Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit "A" (Order Staying Case", # 2
Exhibit "B" (Endorsed Order Administratively Closing Case))(Bradley, John)
(Entered: 09/02/2015)

09/02/2015 70 NOTICE of Compliance PLAINTIFF'S NON−COMPLIANCE WITH S.D. FLA.
L.R. 7.1(a)(3) AND ORDER [DE−54] by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc.,
Marc Parent re 63 Response in Opposition to Motion,,, filed by Flava Works, Inc.
(Bradley, John) (Entered: 09/02/2015)

09/02/2015 71 NOTICE of Compliance With Order to Fill Out Form 1.977 by Flava Works, Inc.
re 58 Order on Motion to Compel (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Proof of Timely
Mailing, # 2 Exhibit Proof of Timely Mailing, # 3 Exhibit Attached Documents, #
4 Exhibit Attached Documents) (Sheskin, Joshua) (Entered: 09/02/2015)

09/04/2015 72 ORDER Referring Case for Discovery Matters to Magistrate Judge Jonathan
Goodman. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 09/04/15. (dp) (Entered:
09/04/2015)

09/04/2015 73 Request for Judicial Notice/SUPPLEMENT to 58 Order on Motion to Compel, 71
Notice of Compliance, REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE by A4A Network,
Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit "A" (Flava's letter
to Fifth Third Bank), # 2 Exhibit "B" (USPS tracking of letter to PNC Bank), # 3
Exhibit "C" (USPS tracking of letter to TD Bank), # 4 Exhibit "D" (USPS tracking
of letter to Fifth Third Bank))(Bradley, John)Event and Text Modified on 9/8/2015
(cqs). (Entered: 09/04/2015)

09/09/2015 74 NOTICE of Compliance /Request for Judicial Notice by Flava Works, Inc.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Exhibit B) (Sheskin, Joshua) (Entered:
09/09/2015)

09/09/2015 75 NOTICE of Filing Discovery: Suppliment to Notice of Complaince DE 71, and In
Opposition to DE 73 by Flava Works, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit Affidavit
of Paul Duval)(Sheskin, Joshua) (Entered: 09/09/2015)

10/02/2015 76 MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney by Matthew H. Zukowsky. by Flava Works,
Inc.. Responses due by 10/19/2015 (Attachments: # 1 Proposed Order)(Zukowsky,
Matthew) (Entered: 10/02/2015)

10/05/2015 77 ORDER GRANTING 76 Motion to Withdraw as Counsel for Plaintiff, Flava
Works, Inc. Attorney Matthew H. Zukowsky and his firm, Matthew H. Zukowky,
P.A. are hereby relieved of any further responsibility in this matter. This entry
constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A.
Lenard on 10/5/2015. (gie) (Entered: 10/05/2015)

10/08/2015 78 First MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney For Flava Works, Inc., by Joshua H.
Sheskin. by Flava Works, Inc.. Responses due by 10/26/2015 (Sheskin, Joshua)
(Entered: 10/08/2015)

10/09/2015 79 UNSTIPULATED Joint MOTION for Substitution of Counsel by Flava Works,
Inc.. Attorney Michael Gulisano added to party Flava Works, Inc.(pty:pla).
Responses due by 10/26/2015 (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed
Order)(Gulisano, Michael) (Entered: 10/09/2015)

10/09/2015 80 ORDER GRANTING 79 Joint Motion for Substitution of Plaintiff's Counsel.
Michael Gulisano is hereby substituted as counsel of record for Plaintiff, Flava
Works, Inc., in place of Joshua Howard Sheskin, Esquire, who is relieved of any
further responsibility in this matter. Attorney Sheskin's 78 Motion to Withdraw as
Counsel is therefore DENIED AS MOOT. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED
ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 10/9/2015. (gie)
(Entered: 10/09/2015)
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10/19/2015 81 ENDORSED ORDER setting Telephonic Scheduling Conference Re: Discovery
Matters for 10/19/2015 at 04:00 PM in the Miami Division before Magistrate Judge
Jonathan Goodman. This hearing is being held solely for the purpose of scheduling
a discovery hearing because of defense counsel's representation that his office has
contacted opposing counsel several times to confer about setting a discovery
hearing on specific dates, but has not received a direct response as to plaintiff's
counsel's availability. The hearing will not address the substance of the parties'
discovery disputes, only the issue of scheduling. The parties shall abide by the
following call−in procedure: (1) dial 1−888−684−8852; (2) enter Access Code
Number 8004594, followed by the # sign; and (3) enter Security Code Number
1213, followed by the # sign. No cellular telephone use is permitted. All counsel
shall have their calendars available so that the Court can pinpoint a specific hearing
date workable to all counsel and the Court. Signed by Magistrate Judge Jonathan
Goodman on 10/19/2015. (tr00) (Entered: 10/19/2015)

10/19/2015 82 Paperless Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Jonathan
Goodman: Telephone Conference held on 10/19/2015. (Digital 16:00:39.) (mso)
(Entered: 10/19/2015)

10/20/2015 83 NOTICE of Hearing by ATTORNEY: Discovery Hearing set for 11/20/2015 04:30
PM in Miami Division before Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman. (Bradley,
John) (Entered: 10/20/2015)

10/21/2015 84 (STRICKEN PER DE # 86)NOTICE by Flava Works, Inc. re 83 Notice of Hearing
by Attorney of filing Correspondence Regarding Hearing (Gulisano, Michael)Text
Modified on 10/21/2015 (cqs). (Entered: 10/21/2015)

10/21/2015 85 Clerks Notice to Filer re 84 Notice (Other). Document Not Captioned;
CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIRED − The Filer must File a Notice of Striking,
then refile the document with the proper caption pursuant to Local Rules. (cqs)
(Entered: 10/21/2015)

10/21/2015 86 NOTICE of Striking 84 Notice (Other) filed by Flava Works, Inc. by Flava Works,
Inc. (Gulisano, Michael) (Entered: 10/21/2015)

10/21/2015 87 (STRICKEN PER ORDER DE # 88)NOTICE by Flava Works, Inc. re 83 Notice of
Hearing by Attorney of Filing Correspondence Regarding Hearing (Attachments:
# 1 Exhibit) (Gulisano, Michael) Text Modified on 10/22/2015 (cqs). (Entered:
10/21/2015)

10/21/2015 88 ENDORSED ORDER STRIKING 87 Notice (Other) filed by Flava Works, Inc.
The Discovery Procedures [ECF No. 68 ] in this matter require that source
materials for discovery hearings be delivered via handdelivery or through a
document that is emailed to the CM/ECF mailbox (goodman@flsd.uscourts.gov),
not through filings on the docket. Signed by Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman
on 10/21/2015. (tr00) (Entered: 10/21/2015)

10/23/2015 89 ENDORSED ORDER re email from Plaintiff's counsel sent to the Court's e−file
inbox on October 23, 2015. On October 20, 2015, Defendant noticed a Discovery
Hearing to be held before the Undersigned on November 20, 2015. [ECF No. 83 ].
On October 21, 2015, Plaintiff filed a Notice of Filing [ECF No. 87 ] consisting of
correspondence between the parties concerning the issues in dispute for the
Discovery Hearing, which was stricken [ECF No. 88 ] by the Undersigned for
failure to comply with the Discovery Procedures Order, requiring source material
to be emailed to the Chambers' e−file inbox, not filed on the docket. On October
23, 3015, Plaintiff's counsel emailed the Chambers' e−file inbox, copying all other
counsel, stating that certain subpoenas had been issued (and attaching the
subpoenas) that would obviate the need for a hearing. If, indeed, these subpoenas
moot the need for a hearing, then Plaintiff's counsel should confer with opposing
counsel who set the hearing, and then opposing counsel, if satisfied, may cancel the
hearing (and/or withdraw the pending discovery motion) with an official,
on−the−record filing, or, if not satisfied fully, may file an amended notice of
hearing that indicates certain issues (but not all) have been resolved. If Plaintiff's
counsel is merely providing additional source material for the hearing, then
submission of these to the e−file inbox is fine. The Court will not, however, cancel
a hearing because one party states in an email to chambers that certain subpoenas
resolve the disputed discovery issues. Such an action must be done with an official
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filing on the record. Signed by Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman on
10/23/2015. (tr00) (Entered: 10/23/2015)

11/19/2015 90 NOTICE of Hearing by ATTORNEY: Discovery Hearing set for 11/20/2015 04:30
PM in Miami Division before Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman. Motion
Hearing set for 11/20/2015 04:30 PM in Miami Division before Magistrate Judge
Jonathan Goodman. (Bradley, John) (Entered: 11/19/2015)

11/19/2015 91 MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney by Michael Gulisano. by Flava Works, Inc..
Responses due by 12/7/2015 (Gulisano, Michael) (Entered: 11/19/2015)

11/20/2015 92 ORDER DENYING WITHOUT PREJUDICE 91 Motion to Withdraw as
Plaintiff's Counsel. As a corporate entity, Plaintiff Flava Works, Inc. is prohibited
from proceeding without counsel. See Palazzo v. Gulf Oil Corp., 764 F.2d 1381,
1385 (11th Cir. 1985). Because a corporation cannot appear pro se, but can only act
through agents, id., it is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiff's 91 Motion
to Withdraw as Plaintiff's Counsel is DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE. This
entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A.
Lenard on 11/20/2015. (gie) (Entered: 11/20/2015)

11/20/2015 93 Paperless Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Jonathan
Goodman: Discovery Hearing held on 11/20/2015. (Digital 16:05:14.) (mso)
(Entered: 11/20/2015)

11/23/2015 94 POST−DISCOVERY HEARING ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman on 11/23/2015. (tr00) (Entered: 11/23/2015)

11/24/2015 Set Deadlines Per DE#94. See Order For Details. Miscellaneous Deadline
11/30/2015. (cqs) (Entered: 11/24/2015)

12/11/2015 95 NOTICE by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent re 94 Order of
Non−Compliance (Bradley, John) (Entered: 12/11/2015)

12/11/2015 Attorney Juneitha Shambee representing Flava Works, Inc. (Plaintiff) Activated.
(Shambee, Juneitha) (Entered: 12/11/2015)

12/11/2015 96 (STRICKEN PER DE# 97)Plaintiff's MOTION for Extension of Time To Pay Rule
37 Fee by Flava Works, Inc.. Responses due by 12/31/2015 (Attachments: # 1 Text
of Proposed Order)(Shambee, Juneitha) Text Modified on 12/14/2015 (cqs).
(Entered: 12/11/2015)

12/14/2015 97 ENDORSED ORDER striking 96 Motion for Extension of Time for failure to
comply with Local Rule 7.1's requirement that counsel "make reasonable effort to
confer" before filing a motion. (emphasis added). Counsel's attempted conferral −−
sending a single email to opposing counsel on a Saturday afternoon and not
receiving a response within eight hours −− does not constitute a "reasonable
effort." Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 12/14/2015. (tr00) (Entered:
12/14/2015)

12/15/2015 98 ORDER DENYING 63 Motion for Reconsideration of the Award of Attorneys'
Fees. On January 21, 2015, the Court entered an Order Dismissing this Case
Without Prejudice pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(a)(2) upon
Plaintiff's Notice of Voluntary Dismissal. The same day, Plaintiff re−filed its
Action against Defendants in the Northern District of Illinois in case number
15−cv−00610. On April 7, 2015, the Court entered an Order granting Defendants
$28,060.57 in attorneys fees pursuant to Rule 41(d), which states: "If a plaintiff
who previously dismissed an action in any court files an action based on or
including the same claim against the same defendant, the court... may order the
plaintiff to pay all or part of the costs of that previous action[.]" Plaintiff now seeks
reconsideration under Rule 60(b) of the attorneys' fee award. (D.E. 63 .) Rule 60(b)
allows for reconsideration upon grounds including mistake, newly discovered
evidence, and fraud. Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b). Rule 60(b) also contains a "catch−all"
provision allowing reconsideration for "any other reason that justifies relief." Fed.
R. Civ. P. 60(b)(6). The Eleventh Circuit has stated that relief under Rule 60(b)(6)
"is an extraordinary remedy which may be invoked only upon a showing of
exceptional circumstances." Griffin v. Swim−Tech Corp., 722 F.2d 677, 680 (11th
Cir. 1984) (citing Ackermann v. United States, 340 U.S. 193, 202 (1950)). "The
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party seeking relief has the burden of showing that absent such relief, an 'extreme'
and 'unexpected' hardship will result." Id. (citing United States v. Swift &Co., 286
U.S. 106, 119 (1932)). Plaintiff has not established that he is entitled to relief from
the Court's April 7, 2015, Order. Plaintiffs' 63 Motion for Reconsideration of the
Award of Attorneys' Fees is DENIED. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED
ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on 12/15/2015. (gie)
(Entered: 12/15/2015)

12/15/2015 99 NOTICE by Flava Works, Inc. NOTICE OF ATTORNEYS CHARGING LIEN
(Gulisano, Michael) (Entered: 12/15/2015)

12/16/2015 100 MOTION to Alter Judgment by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc
Parent. Responses due by 1/4/2016 (Bradley, John) (Entered: 12/16/2015)

12/17/2015 101 Second MOTION for Extension of Time to Pay Rule 37 Fees by Flava Works, Inc..
Responses due by 1/4/2016 (Shambee, Juneitha) (Entered: 12/17/2015)

12/17/2015 102 ENDORSED ORDER denying Plaintiff's 101 Second Motion for Extension of
Time to Pay Rule 37 Fees because the Motion (1) is untimely, (2) does not offer
legal support for the requested enlargement, and (3) does not explain why Plaintiff
would be in a better position to pay the money on January 31, 2016. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman on 12/17/2015. (tr00) (Entered: 12/17/2015)

12/21/2015 103 ENDORSED ORDER setting Telephonic Status Conference Re: Discovery Matters
for 12/22/2015 at 06:00 PM in the Miami Division before Magistrate Judge
Jonathan Goodman. This hearing is being held solely for the purpose of scheduling
a discovery hearing because of defense counsel's representation that his office has
contacted opposing counsel several times to confer about setting a discovery
hearing (related to Plaintiff's alleged non−compliance with a Post−Discovery
Hearing Order) on specific dates (that range from December through the end of
January), but Plaintiff's counsel purports to be unavailable for every single one. For
the hearing, Plaintiff's counsel shall have a precise list of every purported conflict
with the Court's available discovery hearing dates (specifically, the conflicts
alleged for 12/30/2015, 12/31/2015, 1/8/2016, 1/15/2016, 1/22/2016 and
1/29/2016). The hearing will not address the substance of the parties' discovery
dispute, only the issue of scheduling. The parties shall abide by the following
call−in procedure: (1) dial 1−888−684−8852; (2) enter Access Code Number
8004594, followed by the # sign; and (3) enter Security Code Number 1213,
followed by the # sign. No cellular telephone use is permitted. All counsel shall
have their calendars available so that the Court can pinpoint a specific hearing date
workable to all counsel and the Court. Signed by Magistrate Judge Jonathan
Goodman on 12/21/2015. (tr00) (Entered: 12/21/2015)

12/22/2015 104 Paperless Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Jonathan
Goodman: Telephonic Status Conference held on 12/22/2015. Juneitha Shambee
for the Plaintiff. John Francis Bradley for the Defendant. (Digital 18:02:32 −
18:13:36.) (wc) (Entered: 12/23/2015)

12/24/2015 105 NOTICE of Hearing by ATTORNEY: Discovery Hearing set for 2/5/2016 10:00
AM in Miami Division before Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman. (Bradley,
John) (Entered: 12/24/2015)

01/06/2016 106 ORDER DENYING 100 Defendants/Judgment Creditors' Motion to Amend
Judgment Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 59(e). Signed by Judge Joan A. Lenard on
1/6/2016. (gie) (Entered: 01/06/2016)

01/07/2016 107 Notification of Ninety Days Expiring by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc.,
Marc Parent re 61 MOTION to Enforce Judgment Motion for Proceedings
Supplementary filed by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent, 63
Response in Opposition to Motion,,, filed by Flava Works, Inc., 66 Reply to
Response to Motion, filed by A4A Network, Inc., A4A Reseau, Inc., Marc Parent
(Bradley, John) (Entered: 01/07/2016)

02/02/2016 108 MOTION to Strike or Remove Attorney of Record by Flava Works, Inc.. Responses
due by 2/19/2016 (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit)(Shambee, Juneitha) (Entered:
02/02/2016)
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02/04/2016 109 NOTICE of Hearing by ATTORNEY: Discovery Hearing set for 2/5/2016 10:00
AM in Miami Division before Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman. (Bradley,
John) (Entered: 02/04/2016)

02/05/2016 110 Paperless Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Jonathan
Goodman: Discovery Hearing held on 2/5/2016. (mso) (Entered: 02/05/2016)

02/08/2016 111 SECOND POST−DISCOVERY HEARING ORDER. Signed by Magistrate Judge
Jonathan Goodman on 2/8/2016. (tr00) (Entered: 02/08/2016)

02/08/2016 112 ORDER granting 61 Motion for Proceedings Supplementary. Signed by Magistrate
Judge Jonathan Goodman on 2/8/2016. (tr00) (Entered: 02/08/2016)

02/08/2016 Set Deadlines Per DE#111. Miscellaneous Deadline 2/12/2016. (cqs) (Entered:
02/08/2016)

02/09/2016 113 RESPONSE to Motion re 108 MOTION to Strike or Remove Attorney of Record
filed by Flava Works, Inc.. Replies due by 2/19/2016. (Gulisano, Michael)
(Entered: 02/09/2016)

02/13/2016 114 NOTICE by Flava Works, Inc. Notice of Service of Affidavit (Attachments: # 1
Affidavit) (Shambee, Juneitha) (Entered: 02/13/2016)

02/22/2016 115 ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART 108 Motion to
Remove Attorney. Plaintiff seeks to remove its former attorneys Ursula Jackson
and Michael Gulisano from the Notice List in this case. Ms. Jackson filed no
response to Plaintiff's Motion, and its request to remove her as attorney of record is
granted. Mr. Gulisano did file a Response 113 and wishes to remain on the Notice
List as he has an outstanding charging lien against Plaintiff. (See D.E. 99 .) Mr.
Gulisano alleges that Plaintiff has refused to pay him for $1,000 in services
rendered, refused Mr. Gulisano's offer to settle for $500, and instead "attempted to
blackmail [Mr. Gulisano] by threatening to make false and defamatory allegations
to the Florida Bar unless [Mr. Gulisano] paid the Plaintiff $7,500." (Resp. para. 9.)
Thus, Mr. Gulisano wishes to remain on the Notice List "in order to monitor the
docket and when appropriate enforce his lien." (Id. para. 10.) Plaintiff did not file a
reply. Accordingly, upon review of the Motion, Response, and the record, it is
ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiff's 108 Motion to Remove Attorney is
GRANTED with respect to Attorney Ursula Jackson, but DENIED with respect to
Attorney Michael Gulisano. The Clerk shall remove Attorney Ursula Jackson from
the Notice List, but shall not remove attorney Michael Gulisano from the Notice
List. This entry constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by
Judge Joan A. Lenard on 2/22/2016. (gie) (Entered: 02/22/2016)

02/22/2016 Attorney Ursula Christie Jackson terminated Per DE#115. (cqs) (Entered:
02/22/2016)

03/10/2016 116 MOTION for Reconsideration re 115 Order on Motion to Strike,,,,,, by Flava
Works, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit)(Shambee, Juneitha) (Entered:
03/10/2016)

03/11/2016 117 (STRICKEN PER DE # 122)RESPONSE in Opposition re 116 MOTION for
Reconsideration re 115 Order on Motion to Strike,,,,,, and Request for Sanctions
filed by Flava Works, Inc.. Replies due by 3/21/2016. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit
Black Mail, # 2 Exhibit Example of Bleicher's Forged Evidence, # 3 Exhibit
Example of Bleicher's Fraud)(Gulisano, Michael)Text Modified on 3/14/2016
(cqs). (Entered: 03/11/2016)

03/11/2016 118 (STRICKEN PER DE#122) MOTION for Sanctions (for image see DE#117.) by
Flava Works, Inc.. (cqs)Text Modified on 3/11/2016 (cqs).Text Modified on
3/14/2016 (cqs). (Entered: 03/11/2016)

03/11/2016 119 Clerks Notice to Filer re 117 Response in Opposition to Motion,. Two or More
Document Events Filed as One; ERROR − Only one event was selected by the
Filer but more than one event was applicable to the document filed. The docket
entry was corrected by the Clerk. It is not necessary to refile this document but in
the future, the Filer must select all applicable events. (cqs) (Entered: 03/11/2016)
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03/11/2016 120 MOTION to Amend/Correct 116 MOTION for Reconsideration re 115 Order on
Motion to Strike,,,,,, by Flava Works, Inc.. Responses due by 3/28/2016
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Amended Motion to Reconsider, # 2 Affidavit Phillip
Bleicher)(Shambee, Juneitha) (Entered: 03/11/2016)

03/11/2016 121 ORDER DENYING 116 Plaintiff's Motion to Reconsider this Court's Partial
Denial on Plaintiff's Motion to Strike Attorney, DENYING AS MOOT 120
Plaintiff's Motion for Leave to Amend, and REFERRING to Magistrate Judge
Jonathan Goodman Attorney Michael Gulisano's 117 Motion for Sanctions (see
D.E. 118). On February 22, 2016, the Court entered an Order which, inter alia,
denied Plaintiff's 108 Motion to Remove its former Attorney, Michael Gulisano,
from the Notice List in this case. (D.E. 115.) Mr. Gulisano stated in his 113
Response to that Motion that he had an outstanding charging lien against Plaintiff
and wished to remain on the Notice List "in order to monitor the docket and when
appropriate enforce his lien." Plaintiff did not file a Reply, and the Court denied its
request to remove Mr. Gulisano from the Notice List. (D.E. 115.) On March 10,
2016, Plaintiff filed the instant 116 Motion for Reconsideration on the grounds that
the Court's February 22, 2016 Order was based upon "a clear error of fact."
Plaintiff appears to argue that the Court erred by finding that Plaintiff in fact owed
Mr. Gulisano the money at issue in the charging lien. (D.E. 116 at 3.) However, the
Court made no such finding and therefore the Court's Order was not based upon a
clear error of fact. The Court also notes that instant Motion violates at least two of
the local rules. First, it violates Local Rule 5.1(a)(4) &(b), which requires
electronic filings to contain one−inch margins at the top, bottom, and each side.
S.D. Fla. L.R 5.1(a)(4) &(b). Second, it violates Local Rule 7.1(a)(3), which
requires a pre−filing conferral and a certificate attesting to the conferral (or
explaining the efforts taken to have one). S.D. Fla. L.R. 7.1(a)(3). In any event,
having considered the Motion, Response, and the record, the Court finds that
Plaintiff has not established that it is entitled to reconsideration under Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure 59 and/or 60. It is therefore ORDERED AND
ADJUDGED that Plaintiff's 116 Motion to Reconsider this Court's Partial Denial
on Plaintiff's Motion to Strike Attorney is DENIED.

On March 11, 2016, Plaintiff filed a 120 Motion for Leave to Amend its Motion for
Reconsideration to add the Rule 7.1(a)(3) conferral. That Motion is DENIED AS
MOOT.

Finally, it is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Mr. Gulisano's 117 Motion for
Sanctions is REFERRED to Magistrate Judge Jonathan Goodman. This entry
constitutes the ENDORSED ORDER in its entirety. Signed by Judge Joan A.
Lenard on 3/11/2016. (gie) (Entered: 03/11/2016)

03/11/2016 122 ENDORSED ORDER striking [117/ 118 Motion for Sanctions for failure to
comply with Local Rule 7.1's conferral requirement. Additionally, movant requests
sanctions partially on the basis of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11. However,
there is no indication that the "safe harbor" provision of Rule 11 has been satisfied.
See Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(c)(2) ("The motion must be served under Rule 5, but it must
not be filed or be presented to the court if the challenged paper, claim, defense,
contention, or denial is withdrawn or appropriately corrected within 21 days after
service or within another time the court sets."). Signed by Magistrate Judge
Jonathan Goodman on 3/11/2016. (tr00) (Entered: 03/11/2016)
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

 
Flava Works, Inc.,    ) 
      ) 
   Plaintiff,  ) Case No.   
      ) 
      ) 
 v.     )  COMPLAINT 
      ) 
A4A RÉSEAU INC.,    ) 
A4A NETWORK INC.,    ) 
MARC PARENT    )   
      ) JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
       ) 

Defendants.  ) 
 
 

COMPLAINT 
 
 Plaintiff, Flava Works, Inc. (hereinafter “Plaintiff” or “Flava”), and for its Complaint 

against the Defendants, A4A RESEAU, INC. and A4A NETWORK, INC., states as follows: 

 

NATURE OF THE ACTION 

1. This is an action for copyright infringement pursuant to the Copyright Act, 17 

U.S.C. § 101 et seq..    

2. Plaintiff brings this action to stop Defendants from copying, infringing, 

promoting, encouraging, enabling and/or facilitating the infringement of Plaintiff’s copyrights on 

the worldwide Internet.  

  

THE PARTIES 

Case: 1:15-cv-00610 Document #: 1 Filed: 01/21/15 Page 1 of 7 PageID #:1

 3. Plaintiff, Flava Works, Inc. (“Flava”), is a corporation incorporated under the 

laws of the State of Florida with its principal place of business at 833 SW 14th Ave, Miami, 

Florida 33135, and at 933 W. Irving Park Rd., Ste. C, Chicago, Illinois 60613. 

 4. On information and belief, Defendants, A4A RESEAU, INC. and A4A 

NETWORK, INC., are Canadian corporations that created, own or operate the website 

Adam4Adam.com. 

 5. On information and belief, Defendants infringed Flava's copyrighted images by 

making copies of Flava’s images and publishing the copyrighted images for advertisement 

purposes.   

    

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 6. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, § 1338 

and § 1367 and pursuant to the Copyright Act, 17 U.S.C. § 101 et seq. 

 7. On information and belief, Defendants actively targeted the Illinois market and 

consumers.       

8.  This Court has jurisdiction over Defendants, because Defendants are subject to 

personal jurisdiction in the State of Illinois under the Illinois Long Arm Statute. On information 

and belief, Defendants entered into an affiliate agreement with Flava. 

9. A website that is interactive and commercial in nature that promotes the company 

or that solicits users from other jurisdictions to engage in a business relationship engaged in an 

intentional and continuous business contact that subjects the website to personal jurisdiction of 

the federal courts in those jurisdictions.  Publications International, Ltd. v. Burke/Triolo, Inc., 

121 F. Supp. 2d 1178 (N.D. Illinois 2000).  On information and belief, Adam4Adam is an 
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interactive and commercial website that promotes Defendants’ products or services and allows 

users to join as a user of the website. 

 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

  10. Plaintiff is a corporation that produces adult entertainment in the form of DVDs,  

magazines, websites, pictures, streaming video and various other media. 

 11. Plaintiff distributes its adult entertainment through various distributors and 

licensees, as well as through its websites: www.FlavaMen.com, www.CocoDorm.com, 

www.CocoStore.com, www.PapiCock.com, and www.ThugBoy.com, among others.  

 12. Plaintiff has applied for and has registered various copyrights for its works. See 

attached Exhibit “A” for works with registered copyrights.    

 13. On information and belief, Defendants,A4A RESEAU, INC. and A4A 

NETWORK, INC., created, owns and operates the website Adam4Adam.com, which is an 

American online dating website designed for men to meet other men "for friendship, romance, or 

a hot hookup.  

 14. At all relevant times, on information and belief, Defendants made copies of 

Plaintiff’s copyrighted images and published the images for advertising purposes.   Exhibit “B”. 

 15. On information and belief, when a user clicks on the aforesaid advertisements, the 

users is redirected to another website, outside of Plaintiff’s website, who is the owner of the 

images used for the advertisements.  On information and belief, Defendants either own, operate, 

or control the website to which the user is redirected or the Defendants are paid by third parties 

for redirecting the web traffic. 
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 16. On information and belief, Defendants, generate advertising revenue from the 

traffic to its website.   On information and belief, at all relevant times, Defendants used Flava’s 

copyright materials on its site to generate increased traffic for Adam4Adam.com. 

 17. Plaintiff, Flava Works, Inc., has sent Defendants takedown notices pursuant to 17 

U.S.C. § 512 et seq., the Digital Millennium Copyright Act.  Exhibit “C”. 

 COUNT I  

(Direct Copyright Infringement as to Defendants– 17 U.S.C. § 501.) 

 1-17.  Plaintiff incorporates and re-alleges paragraphs 1-18 of this Complaint as 

paragraphs 1-17 of Count I. 

 18. Defendants' conduct interferes with Plaintiff’s exclusive right to reproduce, 

distribute and display the copyrighted works. 

 19. Defendants’ conduct constitutes copyright infringement that this Court may 

remedy under Sections 106 and 501 of the Copyright Act. 

  20.  Defendants' aforesaid activities constitute infringement of Plaintiff's 

copyrights. 

 21. As a result of the injury suffered by Plaintiff’s business from Defendants’ actions 

of direct copyright infringement, Plaintiff is entitled to recover actual and/or statutory damages, 

which shall be determined at trial, and costs of this action, including reasonable attorney’s fees, 

as well as injunctive relief to prevent future infringement. 

WHEREFORE Plaintiff, Flava Works, Inc. respectfully requests that this Honorable 

Court enter the following: 

1. A judgment in its favor of Plaintiff, Flava Works, Inc. and against the   

 Defendants. 
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2. For a temporary restraining order, preliminary injunction, and permanent 

 injunction against Defendants and their  aliases, agents, servants, 

 representatives, employees, attorneys, parents, subsidiaries, related companies, 

 partners, successors, predecessors, assigns, and all persons acting for, with, by, 

 through, or under Defendants and each of them during the pendency of this action 

 as preliminary injunction and permanently thereafter from: 

a. Restraining and enjoining Defendants from posting on any website(s) 

material that infringes Flava Works’ intellectual property, as well as from 

facilitating the posting on any website(s) by third parties infringing material 

and/or links which enable the easy access to Flava Works’ intellectual property 

that is located on third party websites; 

 b.  Restraining and enjoining Defendants from otherwise distributing,    

reproducing, using, copying, streaming, making available for download, or 

otherwise exploiting Flava Works’ intellectual property, including Plaintiff’s 

copyrighted works, trademarks, trade dress, or any other product or symbol                           

with the indicia of Plaintiff’s ownership, through use of their website(s) or 

otherwise;    

 c. Restraining and enjoining Defendants from doing any other act, through 

his website(s) or otherwise, which shall confuse, deceive, cause mistake, etc. 

among the relevant trade and general public as to the association, sponsorship 

and/or approval between Plaintiff and any website(s); 

  d. Restraining and enjoining Defendants from otherwise using, copying or  

  otherwise exploiting Plaintiff’s copyrights and copyrighted works; 
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 e. Restraining and enjoining Defendants from otherwise using, disclosing. 

 converting, appropriating. retaining. selling, transferring or copying any property 

 of Plaintiffs; 

 f. Restraining and enjoining Defendants from otherwise Using any of the 

 Plaintiff's marks attached hereto or any colorable imitation of any of the marks   

 in connection with the distribution of images and content at Defendants' website; 

 g. Restraining and enjoining Defendants from otherwise doing any other act 

 or thing likely to, or calculated to, induce the belief that Defendants or 

 Defendants' business is in any way affiliated, connected  associated with Plaintiff, 

 or Plaintiff's business; 

 h. Restraining and enjoining Defendants from otherwise unfairly 

 competing with plaintiffs in any manner. 

3. Requiring Defendants  to submit to the Court and to serve upon Plaintiff a report, 

 written under oath, setting forth in detail the manner and form in which Defendant 

 has complied with the terms of this injunction; 

4.  Requiring Defendants to cease operation of the website domain Adam4Adam.com 

 and to  transfer ownership of Adam4Adam.com immediately to Plaintiff; 

5. Disgorging Defendants of any profits they may have made as a result of his 

 infringement of Flava Works’ intellectual property; 

6. Awarding Plaintiff the actual damages sustained by Plaintiff as a result of 

 Defendants' infringement of Flava Works’ intellectual property, the amount of 

 which is to be determined at trial; 

Case: 1:15-cv-00610 Document #: 1 Filed: 01/21/15 Page 6 of 7 PageID #:6

Exhibit 1

Case: 1:26-cv-06287 Document #: 13-1 Filed: 08/07/26 Page 73 of 76 PageID #:365



7. Awarding Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damages, as deemed just and 

 proper by this Court, as a result of the willful misconduct on the part of the 

 Defendants; 

8. Awarding Plaintiff the costs of this action, together with reasonable attorney’s 

 fees; 

9.   Awarding Plaintiff enhanced statutory damages, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) 

 of the Copyright Act, for Defendants' willful infringement of Plaintiff’s 

 copyrighted works; 

 10. Requiring within ten (10) days after the entry of an order for either preliminary or 

  permanent injunction, Defendants be required to turn over any files bearing any of  

 Plaintiff’s trademarks; 

11. Ordering that the domain name Adam4Adam.com be transferred to Plaintiff. 

12.   Awarding any such other and further relief as this Court deems just, reasonable 

 and equitable. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
 

Plaintiff demands a trial by jury of all issues properly triable by jury in this action, 

pursuant to Rule 38 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

 

DATED:   January 21, 2015   Respectfully Submitted 
 
       s/ Juneitha Shambee, Esq. 
       Shambee Law Office, Ltd. 
       P.O. Box 91 
       Evanston, Illinois 60204-0091 
       (773) 741-3602 
       ARDC: 6308145 
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