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- UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

'CASENO. 18-61 907-CIV-STRAUSS

PLATINUM PROPERTIES INVESTOR | Fu_éD BYy__ . DC.
NETWORK, INC.; THE HARTMAN '
MEDIA COMPANY, LLC; and JASON SEP - 1 2022
HARTMAN, | :
- ANGELA E. NUBLE
) CLERK U Us‘\: .DST- L%'D.
Plaintiffs, 8.0 OFFLE

V.

CHARLES SELLS; STEPHANIE
PUTICH; YOUNG CHUNG; THE PIP-
GROUP, LLC; BLINDSPOT DIGITAL,
LLC; ELENA CEBOTARI SELLS; and
JOHN DOES 1-8,

Defendants.

JURY VERDICT FORM
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We, the jury, find the following:

I. Service Mark Counterfeiting (Counts I-IT)

 The Court has ruled as a matter of law that Defendants SELLS, PUTICH, and PIP
committed service mark counterfeiting against Plaintiff HARTMAN MEDIA.
The Court has further ruled as. a matter of law that Defendants CHUNG and
BLINDSPOT are  liable for contrlbutory counterfeltmg against Plaintiff
HARTMAN MEDIA. :

QUESTIONNO. 1. Defendants SELLS, PUTICH, PIP, CHUNG and BLINDSPOT have
already been found liable for counterfeiting or contributory counterfeiting of two
trademarks. Therefore, Plaintiff HARTMAN MEDIA is entitled to statutory damages in an

amount you determine between $1,000 and $200,000 per mark if you believe Defendants’

conduct was not willful or between $1,000 and $2,000,000 per mark if you believe
Defendants’ conduct was willful. Which, if any, of Defendants’ counterfeiting was willful?

Y _SELLS

Y PUTICH

Y PIP
Y CHUNG

Y BLINDSPOT

QUESTION. NO. 2. What amount in statutory damages do you find would adequately

compensate HARTMAN MEDIA and deter wrongful conduct in the future?

$_3), OOO 006 per mark

OUESTION NO.3. Has Plaintiff HARTMAN MEDIA proven by a preponderance of the
evidence that LENA is contrlbutorlly liable for Service Mark Counterfeiting?

Y YES__NO

OUESTION NO.4. If ‘your answer to Question 3 was yeé, was LENA’s 'éounterfeiting"

willful?

Y YES__No
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II. - 4Féd’eral CVbersquatting ( Count V)d

The Court has - ruled as a matter of law that Defendant SELLS is hable for :

~ -violations of the federal Anticybersquatting Consumer Protect1on Act (ACPA)
- against Plaintiff HARTMAN MEDIA

- QUESTION NO. 5. Defendant SELLS has already ‘been: found liable for v1olat10ns of the
. ACPA, and therefore, Plaintiff HARTMAN MEDIA is. entltled to statutory damages in an
" . ‘amount you determine between. $1,000 and $100, 000 per domain name. What amount in

statutory damages for each domain name do you find would adequately compensate"_
: HARTMAN MEDIA and deter SELLS’ Wrongful conduct i in the future" : :

8 lOO “‘ R - per domaln name.
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III. Federal Unfair Competltloh, False Representatloh and False Designation of
Origin ( COllntS“VI) and Unfalr Competltlon under Florlda Common Law

gCounts XIY )

The Court has ruled as a matter of law that Defendants SELLS., PUTICH. and PIP
are liable for en,qagmg in Unfair Competition agamst Plaintiffs HARTMAN
MEDIA, PLATINUM PROPERTIES, and. HARTMAN. :

OUESTION NO.6. Defendants SELLS, PUTICH and PIP have already been found liable

for unfair competltlon What -amount of’ damages do you find the hable ‘Defendants
pr0x1mately caused to the Pla1nt1ff(s)"

3 | OOO ,0CO - Actual Damages

- "3 500 1 OC’G _ ) -~ Disgorgement of Profité as to Sells/PIP
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IV. Federal False Advertising (Count VII)

QUESTION NO. 7. Whiéh, if any, Defendants have Plaintiffs proven by a preponderance
of the evidence are liable for Federal False Advertising? Answer “Y” for Yes or “N” for No
as to each Defendant. If ﬂ_i_e answer is no as to all of the Defendants, skip to Question 9.

Y sELLs
| _LfUTICH .
Y e
- _LCHUNG

Y BLINDSPOT

Y 1ena

"QUESTION NO. 8. If you find any Defendants are liable for Federal False Advertising,
what amount of money do you find should be awarded to the Plaintiff(s) as a result?

5| ;,;'"5001050"‘
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V. Racketeer Inﬂuenced and Corrupt Organlzatlon Act (Federal RICO)
(Count VIII) and Federal RICO Conspiracy ( Count IX) -

QUESTION NO. 9 - Which, if any, Defendants have Plamtlffs proven by a preponderance

of the evidence are hable for a v1olatlon of sectlon 1962(c)" If the answer is no as to all of
the Defendants, skip to Questlon 13. :

Y sews

o LPUTICH
LCHWG
LLENA |

’ [.If'fyou found :one or more Defendants liable on Question 9, answer‘the‘following']

QUESTION NO. 10. Which, if any, Defendants have Plamtlffs proven by a preponderance

of the ev1dence are liable for consplrlng to violate sectlon 1962(c) in v1olatlon of section
1962(d)‘7

Y puticH

OUESTION NO. 11. Was any Plaintiff 1nJured in-its/his business or property by reason of -

" the Federal RICO v1olatlon(s)"

L YES -

o OUESTION NO 12 What amount of money would compensate the Plaintiff(s) for the
- 1nJur1es each sustamed to 1ts/hls business or property . due to the Federal RICO v1olat10n(s)"

7‘$ %}O@@i 00O
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VI. Florida Civil Remedies for Criminal Practiees (Count X) and Florida Civil
. Remedies for Criminal Practices Conspiracy ( Connti'XI) :

If you found one or more Defendanta liable under Federal RICO or Federal RICO
Conspiracy you must at least find those Defendants additionally liable under
Florida RICO and Florida RICO Conspiracy.

QUESTION NO. 13. Which, if any, Defendants have Plaintiffs proven by a preponderance
of the evidence are liable for violating Florida RICO? '

Y SELLS

- Y PUTICH
Y CHUNG

Y _LENA

[If you found one or more Defendants liable on Question 13~ answer the following:]

. QUESTION NO. 14. ‘Which, if any, Defendants have Plaintiffs proven by a preponderance
" of the evidence are liable for consplrlng to violate Florida RICO?

Y PUTICH
Y CHUNG

Y LENA

QUESTION NO. 15. Was any Plaintiff lnjured by reason of Defendants’ Florlda RICO
v1olat10n(s)" A .

LYES . NO

QUESTION NO. 16. What amount of money would compensate‘ the. Plaintiff(s) for any
. injuries they sustained due to the Florida RICO violation(s)?

s 3. .000,000
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VIL.  Florida Statutory False Advertising ( Count X11)
QUESTION NO. 17. Which, if any, Defendants have Plaintiffs proven by a preponderance

of the evidence are liable for Florida Statutory False Advertising? If the answer is no as to
~all of the Defendants, skip to Question 19.

Y seus
Y puiicE
Y pIp

Y - CHUNG.

Y BLINDSPOT
V LENA

OUESTION NO. 18. What amount of money do you find should be awarded to the
Plalntlff(s)" -

s 4, '6007, CoO
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VIII. Florida Civil Consplracv (Count XTIT)

OUESTION NO. 19. Which, if any, Defendants have Plaintiffs proven by a preponderance
of the ev1dence are liable for Florida Civil Conspiracy? If the answer is no as to all of the
Defendants, skip to Questipn 21.

_LSELLS

N puticm

v prp

_Y caone

N BrpspoT

Y LENA

QUESTION NO. 20. What amount of money do you find should be awarded to the
Plaintiffs?

' -s‘%,OOO; eete)
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IX. Common Law Invasion of Privacy (Count XXII) and Florida Statutory Invasion
of Privacy — Commercial Misappropriation of Likeness (Count XXIII)

QUESTION NO. 21. Which, if any, Defendants have Plaintiffs proven by a preponderance
of the evidence are liable for the unauthorized publication or use of HARTMAN’s name or
likeness? If the answer is no as to all of the Defendants, skip to the end and sign the verdict

form.
Y sELLs
_Y PUTICH
_Y rIp
_Y_CHUNG
_Y BLINDSPOT
Y LEna

QUESTION NO. 22. What amount of damages was proximately caused to Hartman as a
result of Defendant(s)’ acts?

$ 8,060,00@

SO SAY WE ALL.

SIGNED AND DATED at the United States Courthouse, Fort Lauderdale, Florida, this 8! day

of ngPember, 2052;2

Foreperson’s Signature

: 2
Foreperson’s Printed Name

10 '
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. 18-61907-CIV-SMITH/VALLE

PLATINUM PROPERTIES INVESTOR
NETWORK, INC.; THE HARTMAN
MEDIA COMPANY, LLC; and JASON
HARTMAN,

Plaintiffs,
V.
CHARLES SELLS; STEPHANIE
PUTICH; YOUNG CHUNG; THE PIP-
GROUP, LLC; BLINDSPOT DIGITAL,

LLC; ELENA CEBOTARI SELLS; and
JOHN DOES 1-8,

‘Defendants. |

VERDICT FORM
(Punitive Damages)

We, the jury, find the followmg
L UNFAIR COMPETITION UNDER FLORIDA COMMON LAW (COUNTS XIV)

The Court has ruled as a matter of law that Defendants SELLS, PUTICH., and PIP
are liable-for engaging in Unfair Competition against Plaintiffs HARTMAN
MEDIA, PLATINUM PROPERTIES, and HARTMAN.

QUESTION NO. 1. What amount of money should be assessed against the liable
‘Défendant(s) for punitive damages on this claim? :

CP $ 3;00@ \ OOO - against PIP
cP _$j; 000, 00O égajnst SELLS
$ EOC) 000 - against PUTICH

11 -
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IL FLORIDA CIVIL CONSPIRACY ( COUNT XITIT)

- QUESTION NO. 2. Which, if any, Defendant(s) do you find that Plaintiffs proved by clear
and convincing evidence were guilty of Florida Civil Conspiracy?

Y seLLs

Y ruricH
Y rrp
_LCHUNG
_Y BLINDSPOT
_L_LEﬁA

QUESTION NO. 3. What amount of money should be assessed ' against the liable
Defendant(s) for punitive damages on this claim?

| I OOC) ) OOO ' against PTP

$

s 2,.500,cc0 against SELLS

$ 500,0C0) . against PUTICH

$ 600, CCO - against BLINDSPOT
$ EOO,CUO - ﬁgainst'CHUNG |
$ SOO 2 oco . . against LENA

12
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I11. COMMON LAW INVASION OF PRIVACY (COUNT XXII) 'AND FLORIDA'
STATUTORY INVASION OF PRIVACY - COMMERCIAL MISAPPROPRIATION OF
LIKENESS (COUNT XXIII)

‘ OUESTION NO 4. . Whlch if any, Defendant(s) do- you find that, Plamtlff HARTMAN ’
proved by clear and convincing evidence were gullty of intentional misconduct or gross

neghgence in engaglng in the unauthorlzed publication or use of Plamtlff Hartman’s name
- or llkeness" s -

__LSELLS

" _LPUTICH
Y e |
Y BLINDSPOT

Y - LENA

OUESTIONNOS What amount of money should be assessed agamst the hable :':
Defendant(s) for punltlve damages on thls cla1m" . , _

L0000 i
$ 9 ‘50@ (’)@Of’- - : agaiﬁst SELLS
s ="SOO OOCD | - a’gaﬁn'sf‘»PUTICHA |
S 600 OOO _’ agamgf ELINDSPOT
8 GOC» 000 _against CHUNG
- s, ’500, oo 'j : agthstLEl\IA,"

E 13
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. SO SAY WE ALL‘

SIGNED AND DATED at the United States Courthouse, Fort Lauderdale, Florlda this Oi day

of Seplae 2022

Foreperson’s Signature

- Foreperson’s Printed Name

14



