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VERDICTS BY CATEGORY

BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

B 51,896,000 VERDICT

Minerity shareholder action - Wrongful takeover
of corpomate control - Improper rescission of stock
sale — Breach of fiduciary duty - Liguidation of
corporation.

Miami-Dade County, FL

This complex stockhelder litigation has bean
ongoing for approximately seven years. The
plaintiffs, o wine importing company, and its
president, brought suit against two other
sharehalders. The plaintiffs alleged that the

defendants impropedy to rescind a sale
of stock, ousted the plaintff the corporation,
wrongfully took over corporate contral, and

liguidated corporation assets.

The indhadual plamfif owned 45% of the outstanding
stock in he copondion and was s president One-of
the defendant shoshoiders owned 45%, ond he third
owned 10%. The shaehokder with the 1 0% owneshipin-
terest soid her stock; ieaving the péainfiff, and Emoining
shaehoider, 50/50 owners of he coponalion.

However, the piointiff aleged that the sefing sharehoider
mpiopedy atempted o rescind her sale, and the de-
Tendants {as pupodted moladhy stocknokdes) held a sa-
nies of meetings fo oust the plairtiff os president and
toke confrdl of the corpongtion. The cout detenmined,
wia summany fudgment, that the shock sole of ssue-wios
vaid, and thereiong, subsequent shaeholder and diec-
tors mesings puporing to oust the pesidant were
imwaid,

Evidence showed tha prior o the coparate takeoves;
the plaintiff hod enfered a contract to share oveheod
expenses with another import company. The plointif's
expert testfied that, but for the defendants’ actions, fhe
copotion would have made a signficant profit. The
plaintiff sought approsimately 53,000,000 in damoges,

The clointiff aso aleged, Ina separate octicn, ha the
defendans faled to poy o $110,000 Bank of America
ioon, iesuiing in a judgment against the compony, in
ciuding the ndividud plainfiff who had guararteed the
oan. Shordy befores fil, the plaintiff contends that the
defendanis ocquired the Bank of Amesca judgment,
and wsed i in an atternpt 1o execute on he coponde
piaintiffs frensury stock, and once again, fake contod of
the coporion. The indvidoal pointiff asserds that be:
wis foiced to fle for barkupicy to ovaid the
gomistment.

The funy found wrongful faking of coponate authordly and
breach of iducany duty ogoinst fne defendants. Total
damoges of 51,806,000 wes awoded, nciuding
£1,043,000 tofhe plointiff componation, and $833,000
(5548000 in bst wopes and commissions, and
265,000 in personal Bability for corporate debt) to the
indiviciual plointiiT. Post-ial mofions ae curentiy pend-
ingy. The-piaintiff sought a sioy of the defendonts’ at-
fempt 1o e the Bank of Amesca Judgment o execute
onine Dainiifs stock, bat the stoy was denied. The de-
rial of the siay will be appealed, accouding to ploirifs’
courssl,
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Attorney for plointiff corporation: Edvordo |, Rasco of
Rosenthal, Rosenthal, Rosco & Kaplan, LLC, in
Aventura, FL. Aftermey for plointiff os individual:
Jessica Geller of Geller Low ond Mediation in
Planfation, FL.

B DEFENDANT’S VERDICT

Civil Rights Action — Claimed use of excessive
police force — Plaintiff allegedly punched in face
and tasered after troffic stop — Contusions —
Dental injuries.

Withheld County, FL

The plaintiff, a pro se litigant, alleged under tha
Federal Civil Rights Act (42 USC Section 1983),
that two deputies employed by the Collier County
Sheriff's office, used excessive force in punching
him in the foce and tasering him after o routine
traffic stop. The defense maintained that the hwo
defendant officers used appropriate force, after it
appeared that the plaintiff was concealing drugs
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in his mouth. The plaintiff was a 50-year-old male
ot the time in gquestion. He claimed after he
was pulled over by the defendant officers for
allegedly failing to stop at o stop sign, one of
them grabbed his neck, and the sther punched
him in the face mpmedlg.om plaintiff testified
that he was then tasered for no legitimate reason.
The plaintiff claimed multiple contusions, and that
o teoth was knocked loose os a result of the
incident.

The defendants argued that the plointif woe mown fo
one of the defendant officers as a result of prior amests,
and when stopped, the piaintiff gppedred 1o be manip-
ukIfing something in his mouth, which he eiused tospi




