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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT, 15TH

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CASE NO.:  50-2012-CA-023358-XXXX-MB
DIVISION:  AG 

 

JAMES TODD WAGNER, SUPERCAR
ENGINEERING, INC., a Florida 
corporation, 
  Plaintiffs,
vs. 
 

WARREN MOSLER, MOSLER AUTO CARE
CENTER, INC. (“MACC”) a Florida corporation, 
d/b/a Mosler Automotive, 
 
  Defendants.
_________________________________________/ 
 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR SANCTIONS  
AGAINST  

DEFENDANTS AND DEFENDANTS’-COUNSEL 
BASED UPON 4-YEAR PATTERN OF DECEPTION TO THE COURT  

VIA 10 INSTANCES OF WRITTEN FILINGS AND VERBAL STATEMENTS
BOTH PRIOR TO AND DURING TRIAL 

 
 Plaintiffs James Todd Wagner (Hereinafter, “James Wagner”) and Supercar Engineering, Inc. 

(Hereinafter, “SEI”), file this “Motion For Sanctions Against Defendants and Defendants’ Counsel 

Based Upon 4 Year Pattern of Deception To The Court Via Ten (10) Instances of Written Filings and 

Verbal Statements Both Prior to, and During Trial” and state: 

 

INTRODUCTION 

After 11 years of spoliated evidence and numerous Motions to Dismiss, Motions for Summary 

Judgment and interlocutory appeal, James Wagner arrived at his well-earned Day in Court.  Deception 

both prior to, and during trial deprived him of a fair trial.  While there is a Motion for New Trial as to 

Counts 9 and 3 pending, this motion addresses the separate issue(s) of sanctionable conduct. 
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This motion will describe in summary fashion, and then in detail, 10 separate deceptions 

of the Court by both Defendants and Defendants-Counsel, and their related destruction of fairness in this 

case.  This motion is supported by a nearly 200 page Appendix which provides copies of exhibits, 

transcript excerpts and affidavit(s) which support the arguments herein. 

“Deceptions” is the correct descriptor of the conduct complained of, as (unlike Defendants’ 

argument in a motion seeking sanctions against Plaintiff’s counsel which is based upon questions sought 

to ascertain or clarify Defendants’ position), the deceptions complained of herein are not “small slips” or 

complaints about “questioning style.”  In each instance, the evidence reflects the intent to deceive was 

pre-meditated by either Defendants or their counsel, and when considered in some instances 

individually, and certainly as a whole, warrant a finding that the “Inequitable Conduct Doctrine” 

compels this Court to impose strong sanctions.  The evidence includes, but is not limited to, initiating 

and “anchoring” a line of argument to this Court during a pivotal pre-trial Daubert hearing with what 

James Wagner can only characterize as “an outright lie.”  Given the years of prior litigation that was 

presided over by a prior judge, the current Court could not have possibly known the repeated assertion 

was a lie.  This Court’s belief of said lie, and the related exclusion of James Wagner’s expert, permeated 

the related arguments (mid-trial) and injected inherent unfairness in the trial proceedings.  Said 

deception could not have done anything but biased the Court against Mr. Wagner’s claim as to Count 3 

(See, Deception #1).

Looking at the body of deceptions described herein, Defendants’ deceptions at times: 

A. Defy commons sense:  “There is no evidence that phone records ever existed, . . ”  (Mr. Weber, Pg 

34, Line 7-8, at 1/20/2023 hearing on Plaintiffs’ prior motion for sanctions and/or adverse inference 

instruction to jury) – discussed within deception #3 herein; and/or 
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B. Are made in such a skillful manner as to be persuasive:  Note the skillful use of ellipses to omit 

crucial information in filings (and presented to the court as “undisputed fact”) - discussed within 

deception #6 herein; and/or 

C. Are outright lies:  See, deception #1 herein related to falsifying that a prior “damages expert” had 

been excluded by a prior judge. 

 All the deceptions have been particularly destructive to James Wagner – given his small financial 

means in comparison to Defendants.  Moakley v. Smallwood, 826 So. 2d 221, at 224 (Fla. 2002)(citing, 

Rolax v. Atlantic Coast Line R.R. Co., for the proposition that an attorney’s fee award may be justified 

because of disparate means – so long as a party acts in bad faith, vexatiously, wantonly, or for 

oppressive reasons).  While it is axiomatic that the court may sanction parties, “. . . since 1920, this 

Court has recognized the inherent authority of trial courts to assess attorneys’ fees for the misconduct of 

an attorney in the course of litigation.” Id. at 224 (internal citations omitted).   

Mr. Wagner would be remiss if he did not remind the Court of the “disparate 

financial/bargaining power” that permeated this case: PL#101 email written by Mr. Mosler to James 

Wagner and his attorney, “Please advise him that if he doesn’t back off as of Monday, I’ll be directing 

both of my in house attorneys to go after him to the maximum degree…”.   The deceptions complained 

of herein served their purpose in that they either  dramatically drained Plaintiffs’ financial resources (and 

therefore, his ability to prepare for trial as he desired) by requiring weeks of work to debunk1 the lies; or 

those lies were accepted by the court as true, and therefore made the proceedings demonstrably and 

patently unfair to James Wagner.   

  

 
1 Such as Defendants “List of Undisputed Facts” within Defendants’ Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment   [D.E. 717] - 80% of which were either false, hotly disputed, or parsed journalist testimony 
and presented it in such a manner as to assert the opposite of the true testimony.  (See, Deception # 6 
herein) 
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The deceptions  within this case are at times factually complex, but for initial purposes, they are listed: 

 

LIST OF DECEPTIONS:

1. Lying to the Court (5 times) during a Daubert hearing about a fictitious “lost profits” expert. 

2. Defense-Counsel “reversing” Mr. Mosler’s trial testimony during the motion for directed verdict. 

3. Defendant-Mosler reversed his sworn testimony (and journalists’ testimony) about interviews.
a. Mosler continues to Spoliate his phone records to facilitate this deception of the jury. 
b. Asserting to the Court: “There is no evidence that phone records ever existed” -absurd 

4. Mosler reversed his 2016 depo-admission to trial-denial in 2023 trial on $350k Trade Libel. 

5. Presenting faulty Case Law (different class of Defendant) at MDV and pressuring a rapid ruling. 

6. Changing depositions of Journalists and presenting the deceptions as “UNDISPUTED FACTS”. 

7. Falsely recharacterizing a “Confidential Settlement Proposal” as a “Demand Letter” and suing.

8. Patently false string of “Statement of Facts” presented to the Appellate Court for Counterclaim.

9. Vigorously and repeatedly asserting that “no evidence” exists on Plaintiffs’ side; wildly untrue. 

10. Defied Court-Order for over 5 years; then Mosler grossly under-reported financial situation. 

a. Mr. Mosler planned to use this deception to minimize award for punitive damages. 

 

The above list illustrates an extensive PATTERN of deception that permeated nearly everything spoken 

or written by Defendants after Mr. Weber replaced Mr. Reinblatt as counsel for Defendants.  
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SUMMARY OF DECEPTIONS AND OUTCOMES:  VERBAL AND WRITTEN 

1. Verbal lie (repeated 5 times during hearing ) that Plaintiffs’ previous “Lost Profits” expert 

was excluded by the prior Judge, Judge Hafele. 

a. RESULT: Exclusion of Plaintiffs’ actual Lost Profits expert Cinnamin O’Shell: 

Plaintiffs were not given opportunity to debunk the verbal false statements prior to 

ruling.   

b. CLAIMING TRUTH: Mr. Weber emphatically exclaimed “I can find the docket 

number for you, Judge!” to assure the Court that he was telling the truth, after 

Plaintiff raised his hand in opposition to what Mr. Weber was asserting. 

c. DEFENDANTS TOOK ADVANTAGE: Convincing the Court that since Plaintiffs no 

longer had an expert, they could not provide sale projections (damages) to the Jury.  

Mr. Weber then made an improper objection at trial that Mr. Wagner was 

“speculating” when he was ready, willing and able to testify as to the very same 

methodology Mr. Weber had asserted was the proper methodology for damage 

projections.  The Court sustained the objection – while recognizing that business 

owners are qualified to testify in such matters – but presumably “buying” Mr. 

Weber’s unsupported argument that Mr. Wagner was merely speculating.  But See, 

Affidavit of James Wagner – Appendix “2:AA” at page 60 of separate 

Appendices filing. 

2. Verbal false statements to the Court during Motion for Directed Verdict which  

3. “reversed” what Mr. Weber’s own client, Mr. Mosler, had testified:

a. RESULT: Rapid exclusion of Count 3 from the Jury. 

b. PROFIT MOTIVE: “Taking” the Contract described in Count 3 was the objective of 

Warren Mosler’s 26-month campaign of defamation against James Wagner. 

c. EVIDENCE: There was no evidence supporting Mr. Weber’s assertion SEI had to 

pre-pay for vehicles that weren’t built and that MACC didn’t have the resources 

(employees) to build.  There were 77 segments of testimony and 64 Exhibits 

supporting Plaintiffs position (Appendices “2:A” to “2:P” and Appendix “2:BB”). 
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d. Steven Weber’s argument should not overcome the testimony of his own client: 

– 

22· · · · Q· · 

23· ·

24· · · · A· · 

25· · · · Q· · That's the Exclusive Distributorship of Mosler 

·1· ·Products in China and Thailand.· There was no 

·2· ·requirement that Mr. Wagner put up any deposit for that, 

·3· ·was there? 

·4· · · · A· · No.

    

e. Defendants had 11+ prior years to present evidence of the “Pre-Pay Defense”, but 

they did not  [because it had zero basis in fact/evidence/testimony].   

 

3. Verbal reversal of prior sworn-admissions of speaking to journalists into AT TRIAL denying 

or claiming no memory of speaking to journalists.  Mr. Weber buttressed his clients’ 

deceptions with his own false-statements to the Court that there was “no evidence” that the 

Spoliated evidence existed to prove Mr. Mosler was lying to the jury.  Mr. Weber was 

referring to phone records, which obviously existed, and other key evidence for which there 

was multiple witness accounts of its existence.

a. RESULT: Plaintiffs were refused an adverse inference for the jury to assume Warren 

Mosler made the phone calls to journalists.   

b. DEFENDANTS TOOK ADVANTAGE by testifying “I don’t recall the phone call” to the 

jury repeatedly (there were several journalist phone calls). 

4. Verbal testimony from Warren Mosler reversing his 2016 deposition testimony admitting 

that the journalist concluded Mr. Wagner was a con-artist from Mr. Mosler’s words; to at 

trial outright-denying speaking to the journalist, Matt Farah, linked with the defamation.   



 
 

 

a. RESULT:  The fact that Count 3 was excluded mid-trial suggests that the Court believed 

what Defendant-Mosler had falsely testified at trial. 

i. The profit-motivated defamation and trade libel drove away all potential 

buyers of the RaptorGTR (evidenced by RaptorGTR #001 not selling).  

Appendix 5:BB on page 131 of separate Appendices filing shows 5 Exhibits 

proving the profit motive behind Mr. Mosler’s defamation of James Wagner. 

ii. See Affidavit in support of this motion at Appendix 5:AAA on page 136 of 

Appendices which outlines and timelines the profit motive behind Mr. Mosler’s 

26-month-long campaign of defamation and trade libel. 

 

-12

3  Q. In the third line down in that article, it says, 

4  "Speaking with Jalopnik, Warren Mosler said, Wagner, quote, 

5  goes around claiming he has a distributorship agreement, 

6  but he's the distributor of nothing because we are not 

7  producing a car. He added, Wagner is a quote/unquote pest 

8  and wants nothing to do with him. 

9  Do you recall ever using those words? 

10 A. I don't recall the specific words but they -- I 

11 don't disagree with them. I don't deny them. It looks 

12 like the truth to me. 

  



 
 

c. To the journalist for Car & Driver,  Mr. Mosler makes similar statements about Mr. 

Wagner as stated to the Jalopnik journalist – specifically that Mr. Wagner’s company does 

not have a distributorship (it is now undisputed that at the time of speaking to Jalopnik 

Mr. Wagner’s company DID have an executed distributorship.   

d. DECEPTION:  A Motion for Directed Verdict, which is structured to only rely upon what 

was testified to at trial; yet Steven Weber made a statement of fact that Warren Mosler 

was only using hyperbole (exaggeration) about Mr. Wagner’s mental illness.   There was 

ZERO testimony nor evidence even hinting to this, and if there were such testimony – 

Plaintiffs would have cross-examined with extensive rebuttals to PROVE that Mr. 

Mosler intended to convey his statements as FACTS.

5. Verbal false statements to the Court during Motion for Directed Verdict, pushing 

inappropriate Case Law (against a Media re-publisher vs a defamation source).   

a. RESULT: RAPID exclusion of Count 9: Plaintiffs were not given an 

opportunity to debunk the inappropriate Case Law prior to ruling.

b. NOTE: Steven Weber knew the Case Law was inappropriate, as he had previously 

attempted a Motion for Summary Judgement based on the same case law.  In the prior 

attempt, Plaintiffs had opportunity to debunk the case-law in writing, thus the MSJ failed.

c. OPINION vs FACT: At trial, although Mr. Mosler remembered even minute details about 

nearly-everything; Mr. Mosler claimed full-amnesia about speaking to the journalists.  

Mr. Mosler NEVER TESTIFED that he was only exaggerating or speaking his 

opinions.  Further, the articles which directly quote Mr. Mosler never include Mr. Mosler 

qualifying his statements with “In my opinion, X/Y/Z”. 

i. Furthermore, there were no exhibits presented which suggested that Mosler was 

speaking “opinions.”    

ii. The journalists understood Mr. Mosler’s statements as factual, and published 

Mosler’s statements with grammar consistent with factual statements          (see 

Affidavit of English/Philosophy PhD candidate James Roe). 



 
 

d. TESTIMONY: See Appendices “5:A” to “5:P” for testimony supporting that Warren 

Mosler’s defamation was both Malicious, and executed with a Profit Motive.   This is on 

top of the statements being defamation per se. 

e. EXHIBITS: See Appendices “5:AA” to “5:BB” for exhibits that illustrate MALICE

(“AA”) and PROFIT MOTIVE (“BB”) for the defamation of Mr. Wagner.

f. AFFIDAVIT: Appendix “5:AAA” contains an affidavit that organizes trial testimony 

and exhibits into a concise timeline format in support of this Motion for Sanctions. 

g. JURY RIGHTS: The jury is entitled to pass judgement on each Count of the Complaint, 

unless there is no reasonably credible evidence to support Plaintiffs’ position.   In this 

case, it is the reverse – there was zero evidence to support Defendants’ 

desire to take Counts 3 and 9 away from the jury [thus deception was 

employed].   Deception delivered by Steven Weber both on the Case Law and the 

Non-Existent testimony led to the inappropriate removal of critical counts. 

6. Written false statements presented to the Court as “UNDISPUTED FACTS”.  Many of the 

“UNDISPUTED FACTS” were journalists’ deposition statements that Steven Weber parsed 

to reverse or alter the journalists’ intended meaning. 

a. RESULT: After weeks effort of debunking of these false-statements, Defendants’ Motion 

for Summary Judgement was denied.   

b. If Plaintiffs hadn’t spent weeks debunking the numerous written deceptions, Plaintiffs 

likely would have lost the MSJ.   If Plaintiffs hadn’t done this work: see “c” below: 

c. The numerous deceptions in the MSJ were so skillfully assembled in writing, that if a 

reader believed the Officer of the Court was communicating with integrity -  Defendants 

would have prevailed – via deception.   The defendants’ failure in this regard makes the 

conduct no less sanctionable. 
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7. Written counterclaim (7 years into prosecution of this lawsuit) upon the notion that James 

Wagner “should have” signed away his $100,000 deposit, SEI’s Intellectual Property, and 

SEI’s Exclusive Distributorships for $100 in consideration.    Central to the grossly-

frivolous Counterclaim was Mr. Weber falsely recharacterizing a “Confidential 

Settlement Proposal” as a “Demand Letter.”

a. This filing was something that Defendants’ prior counsel did not pursue; and is likely 

why prior counsel was replaced.  The Counterclaim was filed within 3 months of Steven 

Weber replacing prior counsel. 

b. The Counterclaim was the definition of frivolous lawsuit, that complained that James 

Wagner was obligated to signed over the below immensely valuable properties/rights for 

$100; and that because James Wagner didn’t sign over the below items he was guilty of 

tortious interference in an advantageous business relationship and liable for “millions.” 

In truth, James Wagner/SEI were in no way obligated to give up: 

i. Wagner’s $100,000 deposit 

ii. Wagner’s right to sue Mosler for defamation that had already occurred

iii. SEI’s Intellectual Property

iv. SEI’s Exclusive Distributorships 

v. SEI’s right to sue Mosler for trade libel that had already occurred

 

8. Written Counterclaim Appeal with false / obviously-disputed statements presented to the 

Appeals Court as “STATEMENT OF FACTS.”   

a. RESULT: After months effort of debunking these false-statements, Defendants’ Appeal 

was unsuccessful.  Again, the Defendants’ failure in this regard makes the conduct no 

less sanctionable. 
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b. GROSSLY FRIVOLOUS: Mr. Wagner was countersued for “millions” for not signing 

away his $100,000 deposit, Intellectual Property, and Exclusive Distributorships to 

Warren Mosler for the offer of $100 in consideration. 

9. Verbal false statements that “there is no evidence of _____”, which were patently false.  As 

an Officer of the Court, “arguments” cannot be patently-false-statements that Defendants 

hope to slip past the Judge.  If the Judge didn’t remember the below testimony from Mr. 

Wagner on-the-spot; Defendants would have instantly won (via deception). 

– 21

12· · · · · · · · 

13· · · · -- failed to provide 

14· · · · evidence · There is no

15· · · · evidence presented --

16· · · · · · · · 

17· · · · 

· · · · · 

· · · · ·  

· · · · 

21· · · · · · ·  

a. NOTE: In addition to the Court’s memory (above), there were government-issued 

documents and emails that also stated the vehicle passed emissions, yet Steven Weber 

emphatically claimed there was “no evidence”. 

b. Extensive array of Steven Weber deceptively claiming “no evidence” exists, is in 

Appendix “9”.  This appendix also includes proof that the evidence did exist. 
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10. While the Punitive Damages aspect of this case is not relevant at this time (because of the 

Directed Verdict Order as to count 9), Mr. Wagner is compelled to mention that since 

punitive damages were relevant to that point, he was forced to expend a large amount of time 

and money dealing with many misrepresentations as to Mr. Mosler’s net worth and financial 

disclosure:  After Mr. Mosler defied a Court Order2 to provide Punitive Damages discovery 

from 2017 until 2022.  Only when trial was imminent, did Mr. Mosler finally disclose 

information which Mr. Wagner asserts was both highly suspect, and materially incomplete – 

based upon Mr. Wagner’s personal knowledge of Mr. Mosler’s business – and then when Mr. 

Wagner sought depositions to challenge same, Mr. Mosler’s company(ies) asserted 

“unavailability” – thus completing the “discovery stiff-arm.”

 

Given the confidential nature of Mr. Mosler’s finances, a “confidential hearing” may be 

needed to show the court the absurdity of the documents provided and offensiveness of the 

related claims – as well as the related cost needed to prepare to argue same at trial.

  

 
2  
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DETAILED ANALYSIS OF DECEPTIONS 1 – 10 

DECEPTION #1:   

Manner of conveyance: LIVE (During Daubert hearing) – as to whether or not Ms. Cinamin O’Shell 

could testify as to SEI’s lost profit damages. 

Analysis:  Stating to the Court that Plaintiffs had a previous “lost profits” expert who was excluded by 

the previous Judge, Judge Hafele.   Mr. Weber LED with this false statement of fact, and repeated the 

false statement 5 times to push the Court to believe him.  Mr. Weber finished his deceptive 

persuasion via emphatically shaking a sheaf of papers and exclaiming, “I can find the docket 

number for you, Judge!”

There was no previous “lost profits” expert, and Plaintiffs challenge Mr. Weber produce 

the docket number that he was referring to.  

A summary of the false-statements are below.  Appendix “1” contains full details of the 

statements of fact that Steven Weber delivered to the Court.   

Mr. Weber brazenly continued with the deception emphatically repeating the deception 

5 TIMES, to persuade the Court that he was telling the truth.   

Mr. Weber initiated his statements to the Court with this deception, 

indicating that the deception was pre-mediated. 

 

-25) 
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24· · · ·   

… 

-

 

 

25 3 - ) 

-  

 

 

no dispute

 · 
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11 - 16) 

15· · · ·   

16· · · ·  

13 - ) 
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DECEPTION #2:

Manner of conveyance: LIVE + WRITTEN (with no allowance for written response). 

Analysis:  Despite the testimony of Mr. Mosler (that he/MACC “fronted” the cost to build a car and that 

no payments were due until the car was manufactured (at which time the car would be “sold” and then 

“exported,”), Defense counsel “changed the contract terms” (and explanation given by his own client 

about how Defendants interpreted the same contract) by making the firm assertion to the court that

Plaintiffs had to pre-pay for vehicles before the vehicles were even built.   This is absurd and based 

on Mr. Weber’s own definition of the word “supply”; which is in opposition to testimony by 

Defendant-Mosler (See, Appendix, 2:N – wherein Mr. Mosler responds to a question about MACC 

supplying vehicles by equating “supply” with “produce”).    

 –  

22· · · · Q· · 

23· ·

24· · · · A· ·  

25· · · · Q· · That's the Exclusive Distributorship of Mosler 

·1· ·Products in China and Thailand.· There was no 

·2· ·requirement that Mr. Wagner put up any deposit for that, 

·3· ·was there? 

·4· · · · A· · No.

NOTE: In manufacturing jargon, a “deposit” is a partial pre-payment for a product that is of 

high cost3 that takes a long time to produce.   To further clarify this and other definitions of 

manufacturing jargon (likely unfamiliar to the Court), James Wagner is filing an affidavit (See, 

Appendix “2:AA”).  

 
3

contractually-required to 
build prior to December 31, 2011 were a physical , 

 

 



 
 

The above testimony is Defendant-Mosler stating definitively that not even a deposit is 

required before the RaptorGTRs are built.  Thus there is no basis for Mr. Weber to 

“FACTUALLY ASSERT” repeatedly that the contract required SEI to pre-pay for vehicles prior 

to the vehicles being built to completion and supplied to SEI. 

Plaintiffs were given 85 seconds per page to read the 32-page MDV then attempt to verbally 

respond to Mr. Webber’s motion which had zero basis in trial testimony4.

 The below testimony from Defendant-Mosler, President of Defendant-MACC, confirms 

that MACC had insufficient employees to build vehicles.   Warren Mosler had laid off 80% of 

MACC manufacturing staff immediately after Christmas 2010 with zero warning and zero 

severance:  See Affidavit in Appendix “2:AA” specifically on page 62.  

This lay-off action was just 6-weeks after Warren Mosler signed the Exclusive 

Distributorships in China and Thailand that contractually-required MACC to build 3 MACC 

vehicles for SEI in calendar year 2011. 

– 
15· · · · Q· · 
16· · · · A· ·  
17· · · · Q· · ·  

· · · · A· ·  
· · · · Q· ·  
· · · · A· ·  

21· · · · Q· · · --  
22· ·  
23· ·  
24· · · · A· · -- --  
25· · ·  
·1· ·  
·2· · · · · · ·  

·3· · no cars

 
4   ere 



 
 

Of the “four or five guys in the shop”, two were administrative who did not take part in actual 

assembly of the vehicles.   Each vehicle consumed approximately 6000 man-hours to produce; thus 

3 assembly-employees could produce only one vehicle per year.   The one vehicle MACC built in 

calendar year 2011 was the single 2012 Mosler RaptorGTR #001 that SEI purchased from MACC. 

It was deception for Steven Weber to factually assert to the Court that the only reason MACC 

didn’t build the contractually-required 3 vehicles was that SEI didn’t “pre-pay” for the vehicles.  

1) MACC could not physically build the vehicles to fulfill its obligations. 

2) MACC-President testified that no deposit was required prior to MACC building the vehicles. 

Defense Counsel maximized the time-pressure by not only being the only party able to provide a 

written document, but also by controlling the verbal argument by frequently interrupting Plaintiffs’ 

counsel’s rebuttals.  For this Count 3, Defendants got in 672 words of oral argument, wherein 

Plaintiffs were only allowed 390 words. 

The rapid ruling was in error because the Court was deceived.  Defense Counsel utilized time-

pressure and interruptions to disallow Plaintiffs ability debunk the deceptions and mis-statements.

KEY ELEMENTS OF STANDARD OF REVIEW IN DEFENDANTS’ MTN 

DIRECTED VERDICT

“The Court should not grant a motion for directed verdict when the evidence, viewed in 

the light most favorable to the non-moving party, shows that a jury could not 

reasonably differ about the existence of a material fact ….”   

The Court may grant MDV when all evidence and inferences support movants and “there 

is no evidence to rebut it”. 

The Court may grant MDV “Where evidence is not in conflict and there is no evidence 

adduced that could in law support a verdict for the nonmoving party.” 



 
 

NOTE:  Approximately 220 pages of this 250-page Motion for Sanctions contains evidence 

before the jury that Steven Weber forcefully [and falsely] claimed to the Court was “no 

evidence”.   The Court apparently believed Mr. Weber, as an Officer of the Court. 

During the Directed Verdict hearing wherein Plaintiffs were given 85 seconds per page to read / 

comprehend / prepare (Trial By Surprise), Steven Weber vigorously asserted SUBSTITUTE 

TESTIMONY.  Worse, Mr. Weber constantly interrupted Plaintiffs-Counsel’s desperate attempts to 

rebut the surprise “PRE-PAY THEORY” that had no basis in testimony nor record evidence. 

A proper Directed Verdict approach would have been to discredit all of the 50+ items of sworn 

testimony and written exhibits; because so long as ONLY ONE item of evidence remains the issue must 

remain with the jury.   

Defendants-Counsel had an impossible task given the volume of beneficial evidence before the 

jury, thus Steven Weber PASSIONATELY deceived the Court into believing a nonsense and fabricated 

“Pre-Pay Defense” (that had 0% basis in testimony nor exhibits).  Counsel-Fabricated-Testimony theory 

is that SEI was falsely required to: 

1. Pre-pay $329,000 x 2 = $658,000 for 2 vehicles that MACC had NO ABILITY to supply.
 

2. Pre-pay $658,000 for vehicles that Mosler stated he would not sell to SEI [if they existed]. 
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“PROVIDED”  is the operative term in this Paragraph-C.   Counsel’s Substitute-

Testimony was necessary for Defendants to overcome this key word.   MACC didn’t have the 

manpower nor will to supply the required 3 vehicles to SEI.  In fact, Warren Mosler informed Mr. 

Wagner that MACC was REFUSING TO SELL ANYTING to SEI…in email form (PL# 23) and 

testified to by MACC (Appendix 2:D on page 25 of Appendices).

Although there was extensive record evidence (see Appendices 2:A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, 

K, L, M, N, O); Steven Weber’s VIGOROUS statements that convinced the Court that the only reason 

MACC didn’t build the contractually-required 3 vehicles was that SEI didn’t pre-pay for non-existent 

vehicles that MACC didn’t even have employees to build….led to the instant-win for Defendants  When 

arguing Defendants’ (fraudulent) position, Defense counsel never once acknowledged, or distinguished 

the actual testimony (of his own client) which was contrary to his argument.

At the bare minimum, there was evidence in conflict; therefore the issue goes to the Jury. 

The jury found that Warren Mosler committed Trade Libel which cut the value of the 2012 

Mosler RaptorGTR in half (from $700,000 to $350,000).   This exact same trade libel had a monumental 

impact on SEI’s ability to sell the other 2 RaptorGTRs in 2011.   Defense-Counsel’s PASSION-speech 

and interruptions swamped out the sworn testimony and truth. 

Additional testimony samples, that the jury would have referenced to find for Plaintiffs (only one 

needs to be valid or in conflict in order to deny Defendants’ MDV):

- 5 · 
1· · · · Q· · · 

·2· ·
·3· ·
·4· · · · A· · ·
·5· · · · 

At the bare minimum, there was evidence in conflict; therefore the issue goes to the Jury. 
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 21 - 24  
21· · · · Q· · 
22· ·
23· · · · A· · · --  
24· · ·  

Trial 21 - 24
 1· · · · Q· · ·  

·2· · · You never declared Supercar 
·3· ·Engineering in breach of this agreement, did you? 
·4· · · · A· ·  
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DECEPTION #3a:  Mr. Weber verbally stating to the Court that he had “discovered” the 18,500+ 

pages of evidence that Warren Mosler had been Spoliating for over 5 years.   Mr. Weber made this false 

statement of fact in attempt to absolve Mr. Mosler of wrongdoing [hiding evidence].    

Mr. Weber’s written response to Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions for Spoliation of evidence filed 

on June 30, 2019 states on page 1; his argument - “The Motion should be denied because (1) Defendants 

properly produced documents after they became aware of them and have not acted in bad faith or 

disregard for the Court’s authority in doing so;” 

a. Mr. Weber’s written response to Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions for Spoliation of 

evidence filed on June 30, 2019 states on page 2; “In preparing for trial, the undersigned 

counsel received on June 9, 2019, emails from Mosler’s email account that appeared to 

be responsive to prior requests for production and that had not been produced…the 

undersigned worked with Defendants to locate additional emails of Mosler that might be 

responsive to discovery requests.” 

i. Mr. Mosler’s Court-Ordered 2nd deposition on the topic of evidence Spoliated for 

over 5 years indicates that Mr. Mosler’s in-house attorney, Ms. Quo is who 

produced the 18,500 pages of emails.   The timing of Ms. Quo’s “Discovery” 

(June 9, 2019) is just 17 days after Alan Simon divulged that he had given 

responsive documents to Defendants “Years Ago”.   Those documents were 

withheld from Plaintiffs; and only upon being busted for withholding did Warren 

Mosler then have someone assemble-send the documents which had been in Mr. 

Mosler’s email the entire time.

b. Effectively, Steven Weber made every effort to disguise the truth that Warren Mosler had 

the emails all along.  Mr. Mosler’s gameplan had been to withhold the evidence while 

filing numerous Motions to Dismiss and Motions for Summary Judgement.   Mr. Weber 

was not forthcoming to the Court, but instead chose to “shield” his wealthy client from 

implication of wrongdoing. 
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c. Steven Weber continued to deceptively “shield” Warren Mosler from implication of 

wrongdoing during the January 20, 2023 Hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion for Sanctions.   

Instead of stating the truth that Defendants produced documents 5-years-late; Mr. Weber 

stated that HE-HIMSELF produced the documents. 

Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions Hearing, STEVEN WEBER speaking pg 28 ln 6 – 7 

6· · · ·case, they produced many documents.· Be that as it · 

7· · · ·may, I produced these documents in 2019.· 

d. When asked to testify about who actually discovered the 18,500 pages of 
evidence and when, Steven Weber elected to claim attorney-client privilege. 

35 4 – – 

 

 

 

 

 

--  

 

11· · · · · ·   

12· · · ·  

13· · · ·Weber   

14· · · ·   

 

 

 

2· · · · · ·  

3· · · ·
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DECEPTION #3b: Steven Weber states definitively to the Court that there is “no evidence” to 
support the assertion that phone records existed.  This is a direct statement of “fact” to the Court that is 
blatantly untrue: everyone with a phone has phone bills / records.

34 7 –  

7· · · · · ·   no · 

evidence  

that they were  

withheld

 

  -5 

1 Q. Lew Lee told you that Lew Lee was sending in 

2 $100,000? 

3 A. Right. 

4 Q. And that was told to you by phone or by e-mail? 

5 A. By phone. 

– 2  

17 Article continues, "The agreement," and then a quote. 

18 "He goes around claiming he has a distributorship 

19 agreement. He's a distributor of nothing, because we're 

20 not producing a car, close quote. "Warren Mosler tells 

21 me," me being Mr. Hardigree, "in a phone call on Friday." 

22 And that Friday would have to be the Friday preceding 

23 November 21, 2011. 

24 Did you in fact have a phone call with Mr. Hardigree 

25 on the Friday preceding November 21, 2011?  

 1  A. I certainly can't deny that I did. I just don't 

 2 have specific recollection of the name. 
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– 6 

2 Q.· ·All right.· You recall though don’t you that 

3 Mr. Wagner requested your phone records for the  

4 relevant time periods so that we could ascertain when 5 you in 

fact spoke with Mr. Lee, correct? 

6 A.· ·Yeah, I’d forgotten about that.· Yeah. 

–  5  

2 Q.· ·Okay.· But you don’t recall giving anyone  

3 instruction to recover your phone records for use in 

4 this lawsuit, correct? 

a. A.· ·Correct. 
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DECEPTION #3c: Steven Weber states definitively to the Court that there is “no evidence” to 

support the assertion that MACC “Build Books” existed.  This is a direct statement of fact to the Court 

that is untrue and can be proven untrue. 

32  – 24

There is no

evidence   

there is no evidence

22· · · · · ·  

 

33  – 

  

  

 

 

25· · · ·no evidence

 

 

 

 



 
 

 FIRST PROOF OF DECEPTION in “Deception #3c”:  SPOLIATION HEARING THAT 
WAS APPROX. 2 YEARS PRIOR TO MR. WEBER’S STATEMENTS:

27 - 14 

 

--

14   

 

 

 SECOND PROOF OF DECEPTION in “Deception 3c”: WARREN MOSLER 2ND COURT-
ORDERED DEPOSITION ATTENDED BY MR. WEBER: 

– 

4  Q.· ·Do you remember any type of documentation that  

5 the people in the shop had to keep as far as checking  

6 off when, for example, when an engine was sent out to be      7 

worked on; and then brought back; and when the engine 

8 was installed in a chassis; and when new tires were put 

9 on that chassis; and when it went to paint; and when it      10 

went to the body shop; and when it had its glass put in;  

11 and all those types of things? 

12 A.· ·No. 

13 Q.· ·Do you remember any documentation required for  

14 that? 

15 A.· ·No, there -- there wasn’t. 

16 Q.· ·There was nothing like a list of things that  

17 had to be done in order to build a car? 



 
 

18 A.· ·Yeah, there might have been.· You know, the  

19 guys in the shop might have had their own lists of what 

20 they put in, but they -- they were -- that -- that’s the  

21 level it was done at.· It wasn’t passed down from the  

22 top down.· That was done from the bottom. 

23 Q.· ·So, each of the guys in the shop just kind of did  

24 whatever they wanted?· Because Jill Wagner, and I’m  

25 -- and I’m not trying to trick you, Jill Wagner  

1 testified about their being cells -- 

2 A.· ·Yeah. 

3 Q.· ·-- at one point within Mosler -- 

4 A.· ·Yeah. 

6 Q.· ·-- in order to make things more efficient. 

6 A.· ·Yeah.· I think Todd or somebody set that up. I wasn’t 

7  there at the time when they set that up. 

  



 
 

DECEPTION #4: For visualization purposes the following is the change in Warren Mosler’s 

sworn testimony (over the course of 7 years) in attempt to cover up the harm he intentionally did to Mr. 

Wagner’s life and career.    IMPORTANTLY, Warren Mosler has never attempted to 

have his damaging statements retracted, indicating Mr. Mosler wants Mr. Wagner to suffer. 
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DECEPTION #5: What Mr. Weber DOESN’T ASSERT is equally as deceptive as what he does 

assert.   Mr. Weber OMITS informing the Court of the key fact that his Case Law was for 

an entirely different class of Defendant:  a Media Outlet, a re-publisher of defamation.    

 Even though the Court repeatedly (numerous times) communicated that it didn’t believe the issue 

could be taken from the jury, Mr. Weber pushed and pushed asserting that the Case Law is 

appropriate – and inserts HIS OWN interpretation of the bounds of the Case Law (to only be the 

article itself).  

Steven Weber used the Trojan Horse of a Motion for Directed Verdict (‘MDV’) to 

inappropriately coerce the Court into hearing a Motion for Determination (based on ERRANT Case 

Law), AND encouraging the Court to not allow Plaintiffs any time to assemble a written 

response.  Mr. Weber also pushed the Court to go forward after Plaintiffs objections via asserting 

“Mr. Zappolo should be prepared”….even though no human could be prepared in such a short 

amount of time.  

a. Plaintiffs were given 45 minutes to read a 32-page MDV before the hearing began, and 

rulings on the 10 Counts came out very quickly on a MDV that the Court read very quickly. 
 

  –  

· · · · · · · · --
· · · · very quickly

4 25 – 
25· · · · · · · · · 
·1· · · ·  
·2· · · · · --
·3· · · · · · · · is that for the 
·4· · · ·  

5 23 – 
23· · · · · · · · 
24· · · · --
25· · · · 
·1· · · · 
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·  Weber  - 
 5· · · · · · · · --  
·6· · · · · · 
·7· · · · · 
· · · · · will   
· · · · · · --

· · · · 

  6 17 -  
17· · · · · · · · 

· · · · 

 6 25 – 
25· · · · · · · · Do you have  
·1· · · ·  

 
 – 16 

14· · · · ·  
15· · · · 
16· · · ·  

 

  – 
 4· · · · · · · ·  
·5· · · · .· I want you to give me the
·6· · · · authority
·7· · · · that I can
· · · · · 
· · · · · · · ·

   – 
 2· · · · · · · ·  
·3· · · · 
·4· · · · · · · · "Commentary or 
·5· · · · opinion."·  
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i. Given the imposed time pressure,  the Court had to rely on the veracity 

and honesty of the Officers of the Court making verbal arguments and 

presenting Case Law. 

ii. Only Defendants were allowed to present Case Law. 

d. Fundamentally, Defendants wanted Plaintiffs with both of Plaintiffs arms tied behind his 

back.   As an Officer of the Court, Mr. Weber KNEW that only one side being allowed 

access to case law or prepare a written response was wrong.  As an Officer of the Court, 

Mr. Weber knew that his disguised Motion for Directed Verdict was being used as a 

Trojan Horse. 

e. There was a clear pre-meditation to the deception, and use of a Motion for Directed 

Verdict as a Trojan Horse to bury an untimely-brought “Motion for Determination”. 
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DECEPTION #6: Mt. Weber has filed Motions for Summary Judgement (mostly targeting 

Count 9 – Defamation against James Wagner.  Mr. Weber’s MSJ lists forty-five (45)  “Undisputed 

Facts”, thirty-four (34) of which are very-obviously disputed, yet Mr. Weber asserts them as being 

agreed-upon, undisputed by Plaintiffs.    

a. The assertions are stated as FACTUAL, yet they are deceptions to the Court:  if Plaintiffs 

had not spent weeks unwinding/debunking the deceptions (in writing) – Defendants 

would certainly have achieved their goal of eliminating Count 9 via deception. 

b. Mr. Weber went as far as to CUT OUT key parts of questions in depositions to 

manipulate the Court into believing the testified answer is the OPPOSITE of what the 

witness was truly conveying.    In Plaintiffs’ view, this is highly unethical and an 

intentional abuse of the legal system, wherein an Officer of the Court is taking definitive 

steps IN WRITING to twist plain facts into their reverse to prevail. 

c. It undoubtedly took extensive time and effort to so finely manipulate the 

deposition transcript instead of simply “cut-paste”; this indicates a pre-mediated 

deception by Defendants.

 

Appendix “6” contains the extensive and expensive filings that Plaintiffs had to make in 

order to combat Mr. Weber’s Unethical filings, which include what James Wagner has described 

as “perjury in writing”.  If Plaintiffs did not spend the time and money to refute these fraudulent 

filings, Defendants could have prevailed. 

The most unethical and egregious of the “UNDISPUTED FACTS” (listed shorthand as 

UDF#___) are below; taken as snips from Plaintiffs’ response to D.E. 717.   The italics are Mr. 

Weber’s filing, and the standard-font below is Plaintiff’s response. 
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DECEPTION #7:  Adding to the summary-description in this Motion, the Counterclaim was not 

only brought outside the statute of limitations, but it was also grossly-frivolous.  Key segments of 

Counterclaim are in Appendix “7”.   

The frivolousness of the Counterclaim is best illustrated via analogy: 

The analogy is a Mansion-owner (Mr. Mosler) wants to sell his mansion, but the potential buyer 

(Savvas) will only buy the mansion if the fishing-shack next door is included in the deal.  Mr. Mosler 

approaches the fishing-shack owner (Mr. Wagner), and offers him $100 for his waterfront shack.  Mr. 

Wagner counters with $200,000; and in response:  Mr. Mosler threatens [THREE SEPARATE 

TIMES] that Mr. Wagner will be sued into bankruptcy unless Mr. Wagner accepts $100 for all of his 

property.    

Mr. Wagner is quite intimidated as he knows that Mr. Mosler and Savvas are both quite wealthy 

(owners of private jets) and are capable of following-through on their threat.   Thus, Mr. Wagner 

grudgingly cuts the price in half to $100,000. 

Mr. Mosler is very angry at Mr. Wagner, and will only be satisfied if Mr. Wagner is left 

with nothing.   Thus, Mr. Mosler FOLLOWS-THROUGH ON HIS THREAT, and sues Mr. 

Wagner for not accepting the $100 offer.  Mr. Weber willingly filed this grossly-frivolous lawsuit 

in violation of his Bar Oath, and continued unabated even through interlocutory appeal.

As a reminder – this was a grossly-frivolous counterclaim that could only serve to drain 

Plaintiffs (Counter-Defendants) of financial resources.  The full array of falsehoods presented to the 

Appellate Court are in Appendix “7”.  Selected example of how Defendants deceived the Court is 

below:  Defendants statements are in italics; proof of falsehood/deception is in bold. 

  



 
 

Deception 7a:  From ‘Counter-Plaintiffs’ Reply to Affirmative Defenses on page 2: 

“The Counterclaim is based on the allegation that Plaintiffs request for return of the 

$100,000.00 non-refundable deposit was unlawful, improper and unjustified tortious interference.  The 

$100,000.000 non-refundable deposit was provided as part of Plaintiffs’ failed purchase attempt and 

was used to fund MACC’s continued operations until the closing of any sale, and Wagner and SEI 

maliciously tortiously interfered with Savvas Savopolous’ (‘Savvas’) exclusive opportunity to purchase 

MACC’s assets by improperly demanding return of the $100,000.00 non-refundable deposit, even though 

Wagner and SEI knew that they had no legal right to make any such demand for its return. 

NOTE:  The underlining above was included in Defendants’ filing. 

FIRST PROOF OF DECEPTION in “Deception 7a”: 

 Defendants factually state that the $100,000 deposit was “used to fund MACC’s continued 

operations until the closing of any sale”.    Defendant-Mosler withheld evidence for over 5 

years that would reveal the truth about what became of Wagner’s $100,000 deposit, and it 

was that it went into Mr. Mosler’s private jet….not the funding of MACC in any way. 

– 
11· · · ·Q.· ·So, you took $100,000 that was wired from Mr. 
12· ·Wagner -- 
13· · · ·A.· ·Right. 
14· · · ·Q.· ·-- and $400,000 from a line of credit and you 
15· ·put it into a company that owned a plane that you owned, 
16· ·correct? 
17· · · ·A.· ·Yes.

 Defendants’ objective in deceiving the Court was to make the Court believe that the 

$100,000 was consumed via Mr. Wagner’s request that the money be used to fund MACC’s 

ongoing operations in anticipation of Mr. Wagner’s purchase.   
 

 

 



 
 

SECOND PROOF OF DECEPTION in “Deception 7a”: 

Defendants factually state that “Wagner and SEI knew that they had no legal right to make 

any such demand for its return”.      That REVERSES what Warren Mosler had offered: that 

any deposit from Wagner would be refundable if Wagner did not close on the purchase and 

MACC assets were sold to someone else.  This was a very simple offer-and-acceptance; and 

THE JURY AGREED via awarding Wagner $150,000 in damages. 

 Key proof of the deception withheld by Mosler for over 5 years is that Warren Mosler made his 

Vice President of Global Operations aware of the agreement regarding the $100,000 deposit.  

This previously-withheld evidence became Plaintiffs Trial Exhibit #57: 

The facts are not on the side of Defendants; therefore Defendants chose the path of deception of 

the Trial-Court, Appellate-Court, and Jury.  Deception pervades every recent filing of Defendants. 

Additional deceptions associated with the Counterclaim are in Appendix “7”. 
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____________

Upon having the Counterclaim dismissed, Warren Mosler utilized even worse tactics (in writing): 

filing a brief that included numerous deceptive “STATEMENT OF CASE FACTS” which nearly went 

as far as to claim “Plaintiffs also contend that Defendants should prevail.”  (see DECEPTION #8) 
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DECEPTION #8: WRITTEN Counterclaim Appeal with false / obviously-disputed statements 

presented to the Appeals Court as “STATEMENT OF CASE FACTS”.  Defendants had a separate law 

firm assist Steven Weber in making this filing, but the it is clear the falsehoods were fed to the outside 

firm by Defendants and most likely their trial counsel.

 RESULT: After months effort of debunking these false-statements, Defendants’ 

Appeal was unsuccessful, but Plaintiffs lost roughly 2 years of time.   

 GROSSLY FRIVOLOUS: Mr. Wagner was countersued for “millions” for not signing 

away his $100,000 deposit, Intellectual Property, and Exclusive Distributorships to 

Warren Mosler for the offer of $100 in consideration. 

o Defendants go overboard to claim Wagner’s attempt to get his $100,000 

back from Mr. Mosler was “malicious” “improper” “tortious” 

“torpedo”.  Nothing could be further from the truth, and the Jury agreed. 

PROOFS OF DECEPTION OF APPELLATE COURT:  Defendants statements are in italics; 

proof of falsehood/deception is in bold. 

Deception 8a:  From Defendants’ ‘STATEMENT OF CASE FACTS’ in their Appellate 
brief 

Defendants factually state: “The purpose of the $100,000 non-refundable deposit was to 

cover MACC’s ongoing business expenses, such as payroll, during the negotiations for 

the sale of MACC (R:3284).” 

PROOF OF DECEPTION in Deception 8a: 

Warren Mosler deposition #2 (after production of spoliated evidence) pg 113 ln 11 – 16  
11· · · ·Q.· ·So, you took $100,000 that was wired from Mr. 
12· ·Wagner -- 
13· · · ·A.· ·Right.
14· · · ·Q.· ·-- and $400,000 from a line of credit and you 
15· ·put it into a company that owned a plane that you owned, 
16· ·correct? 
17· · · ·A.· ·Yes.
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 Within the production that Defendants Spoliated for over 5-years is proof that MACC was 

profitable during the time period associated with the lawsuit.  Zero need for funding. 

o DEF5784 is below: 

 

o MACC’s Projections for May 2010 through My 2011 show a $500k profit (DEF5786) 

o Defendant-Mosler had every opportunity to present “proof” of any losses or that the 

Wagner’s $100,000 deposit was “consumed”; but Defendants didn’t even approach the 

topic.   Obviously, Mr. Mosler didn’t approach the profit-loss topic, because there was a 

profit.
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o Ironically, a large part of the profit was from Warren Mosler’s 2011 

action to SECRETLY sold-off the 3 finished vehicles that Mr. Wagner’s 

$100,000 deposit was intended to purchase.   

 

Deception 8b: Excessive repetition of a contested feature of the case as a FACT.

 It is a form of deception to repeat a concept over and over and over again to subtlety 

make the reader believe that the statement is true.  It is HOTLY contested whether or not 

the $100,000 deposit was refundable or non-refundable.   Instead of describing the 

$100,000 deposit as “Deposit” or “$100,000 deposit”; Defendants write “$100,000 non-

refundable deposit” 6 times inside their “CASE FACTS”….indicating to the Court that it 

is a FACT that the $100,000 is non-refundable.   This is false, as the jury agreed. 

o The Appellate Court must rely on the veracity of the lawyers involved.  Thus, this 7-

times-repeated quasi-deception rises to the level of a full-blown Deception of the 

Appellate Court. 

o The fact that the attempted Deception proved ineffective at both the trial and 

appellate levels renders it no less sanctionable.
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The 6 repetitions of “$100,000 non-refundable deposit” in “STATEMENT OF FACTS”: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

4.

5.
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DECEPTION #9:  September 14, 2023: Repeatedly and emphatically stating to the Court during 

the Motion for New Trial Hearing that there was no evidence for [every issue Plaintiff brought up].   

This was Mr. Weber’s standard statement-of-fact answer; delivered by Mr. Weber as factual absolute.  

  

a. The 11-day trial contained 259 elements of Exhibit evidence, which the Jury evaluated 

and ruled on.  In every category that the jury was allowed to issue a verdict on, 

they made awards to Plaintiffs; clearly evidence existed.  

b. Plaintiffs contend that if the Jury were allowed to issue a verdict on Count 3 (Exclusive 

Distributorships in China and Thailand) and Count 9 (Defamation against James Todd 

Wagner from the statement of Warren Mosler “He’s Nothing.  He’s got some severe 

mental problems.  He goes around saying he has everything, but he has nothing.”), that 

the Jury would also rule in Plaintiffs favor. 

c. All of the issues interrelate, and illustrate a PATTERN of both Malice [justification] and 

Profit/Greed Motive for the numerous harmful ACTIONS including a 26-month-long 

campaign of both public [to journalists] and secretive [to business partners and 

potential employers] defamation.

 

d. A lengthy list of material-evidence (that does exist), which Mr. Weber stated repeatedly 

doesn’t exist is in Appendix “9” , Appendices “2:A” – “2:N” , Appendices “5:A – 

“5:P”. 

e. The 111 pages of testimony segments in Appendices 6 & 8 that contain 160 segments of 

testimony directly-relevant to Count 3 and Count 9.  Mr. Weber STRONGLY asserted 

that all this evidence is “no evidence”.    
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DECEPTION #10: Dramatic under-reporting of Warren Mosler’s net worth to diminish 

potential Punitive Damages award.

Given the confidentiality order that is in place, Plaintiffs merely call to the court’s 

attention that Mr. Mosler has woefully underreported his net worth, and failed to provide 

appropriate documentation that would prove same.  Therefore, Plaintiffs ask that if a 

rehearing/retrial is granted as to count 9 (for which punitive damages may be awarded), Plaintiffs 

be granted a hearing in order to compel proper financial disclosure(s) from either Mr. Mosler, 

and/or any of his numerous companies; and that Mr. Mosler be sanctioned for his conduct and 

the fees/costs necessary to “right” his deceptive reporting. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that Defendants and Defense-Counsel be sanctioned and 

ordered to pay reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred by Plaintiffs for having to deal with the 

above-referenced deceptions.  As for Deception related to Mr. Mosler’s worth, Plaintiff respectfully 

requests that before any rehearing/retrial as to count 9 (if granted), Plaintiffs be granted a hearing in 

order to compel proper financial disclosure(s) from either Mr. Mosler, and/or any of his numerous 

companies, and award appropriate fees/costs for having to deal with these issues.  Given the obvious 

economic disparity between Plaintiffs and Defendants, sanctions should be payable promptly. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 25th day of April, 2024, pursuant to Fla. R. Jud. Admin. 

2.516, a true copy of the foregoing document is being electronically filed and thereby e-served via Florida 

e-Portal on all counsel/parties affiliated with this case in the manner specified within the e-portal changes 

effective June 20, 2014.  (Note:  Alternate e-mail addresses on the e-portal will be “checked” for service, 

and anyone affiliated with this case but not registered on the e-portal will be served in the manner specified 

by the aforementioned Rule.)  Persons served:  Steven Weber, Esq., steve@weberlawpa.com; 

service@weberlawpa.com. 

ZAPPOLO LAW, P.A. 
Attorneys for WAGNER and SEI 



 
 

4360 Northlake Boulevard, Suite 101 
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410 
(561) 627-5000 (telephone) 
(561) 627-5600 (facsimile) 

       Scott@ZappoloLaw.com 
Colleen@ZappoloLaw.com 
filings@ZappoloLaw.com

          
By: __/s/Scott W. Zappolo 

SCOTT W. ZAPPOLO 
         Florida Bar No. 132438 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT, 15TH

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CASE NO.:  50-2012-CA-023358-XXXX-MB
DIVISION:  AG 

 

JAMES TODD WAGNER, SUPERCAR
ENGINEERING, INC., a Florida 
corporation, 
  Plaintiffs,
vs. 
 

WARREN MOSLER, MOSLER AUTO CARE
CENTER, INC. (“MACC”) a Florida corporation, 
d/b/a Mosler Automotive, 
 
  Defendants.
_________________________________________/ 
 
 

APPENDIX TO
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR SANCTIONS  

AGAINST  
DEFENDANTS AND DEFENDANTS-COUNSEL  

BASED UPON 4-YEAR PATTERN OF DECEPTION TO THE COURT  
VIA 10 INSTANCES OF WRITTEN FILINGS AND VERBAL STATEMENTS 

BOTH PRIOR TO AND DURING TRIAL 
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5……………..73-141 

6……………..142-187 

7……………..188-189 
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9……………..193-198 

10……………  
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Appendix “1”:

 

 

1) Mr. Weber is aware 

– : 

MR. WEBER: 

and 

  

2) Mr. 

 
 

Mr. Weber 
 

-stated the 
a - -the-  

 
 

– 8: 

BY MR. WEBER:
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BY MR. WEBER:
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3 – 16: 

BY MR. WEBER:

 

5) d Mr. ew the new Judge was vulnerable to 
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6) Mr. Weber Weber .  A 
Mr. 

. 

– 19

--

 

MR. WEBER:  

 

 
1. 

that Mr. Weber is 

2.
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#2   

             Appendix “2:A” -

Appendix “2:B” trade libel was also a breach.

Appendix “2 ”

Appendix “2:D” -

Appendix “2:E”

            Appendix “2:F”: “Terminate Todd” scheme 

            Appendix “2:G”: 

            Appendix “2 ”  

            Appendix “2 ”

            Appendix “2 ”  

            Appendix “2:K” . 

            Appendix “2 ”:

            Appendix “2:M”

            Appendix “2:N”:   

            Appendix “2:AA”

Appendix “2:BB”
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Appendix “2:A”: -

- pg – 

22 Q

23

24 referring to changes to the 

25 right?

 1 --

2 Q --

3 A· · - -- 

4 Q  

5 A· · --  
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Appendix “2:B”: 

 

 

 

– 18

7 Q  

8 --

9  

10 Q -- 

11

12

13  

14 ·  

15

16 --

17  

18

 
–

23 Q --  

24 Mr. Mosler told the

25 journalists during that same -- in that same 18-week   

 1 period?

2

3 a car. 

4 Q  



10 
 

5

6 Q --

7  

8  

9  

10 · . 

11 Q --  

12  

13 A· ·  
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12  MR. REINBLATT: Objection. 

13  BY MR. ZAPPOLO: 

14       A. That's what he, you know -- you can -- I guess,                

15  it doesn't mean, you know, what you just said is a true            

16  statement. He reached that conclusion after speaking to         

17  me. 

 

 

Second Proof of Warren Mosler Perjury

-

 

– 

18 Q Okay. And then when we flip forward, you 

19 actually had conversations with Mr. Mosler; correct? 

20 A Yes, I did have a conversation with 

21 Mr. Mosler -- one. 

22 Q Okay. And he said -- and he confirmed 

23 that the twin-turbo conversion to the Raptor GTR 

24 Mosler 900s will not pass emissions and is not 

25 certifiable for public sale; correct?  

1 A That -- yeah. I mean, again, I don't 

2 recall some of the more specific details of that 
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3 conversation, but if I wrote that, that's what he

4 told me at the time. My memory would have been very

5 fresh then, so I would say that if I said it, then I 

6 would stand by it now. 

Third Proof of Warren Mosler perjury

- 12 

9 Q --

10

11 A· · ·  

12  

Fourth Proof of Warren Mosler perjury -

- - -

. 

 

– 2  

17 Article continues, "The agreement," and then a quote. 

18 "He goes around claiming he has a distributorship 

19 agreement. He's a distributor of nothing, because we're 

20 not producing a car, close quote. "Warren Mosler tells 

21 me," me being Mr. Hardigree, "in a phone call on Friday." 
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22 And that Friday would have to be the Friday preceding 

23 November 21, 2011. 

24 Did you in fact have a phone call with Mr. Hardigree 

25 on the Friday preceding November 21, 2011?  

 1  A. I certainly can't deny that I did. I just don't 

 2 have specific recollection of the name. 

– 5 

2 Q.· ·Okay.· But you don’t recall giving anyone  

3 instruction to recover your phone records for use in 

4 this lawsuit, correct? 

5 A.· ·Correct. 

- 25 

10    Q. Now Mosler says, "Wagner is claiming, claiming to 

12 be the official Mosler distributor despite their agreement 

13 being moot from lack of production." 

14 In fact -- well, did you say that to the author of 

15 Exhibit No. 29, Now Mr. Wagner is claiming to be the 

16 official Mosler distributor? 

17   A. I don't recall using -- saying it in that many 

18 words. In those words. 

19   Q. Did you ever tell this author of Exhibit No. 29 

20 that the agreement was moot for lack of production? 

21   A. You know, I might have said something along the 

22 lines of, you know, if I was -- if I had been questioned 

23 about the agreement, I would have said, well, there are no 

24 cars anyway, so what difference does it make. I could have 

25 said that. 
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1 16  pg 198 4 - 5 

4   Q. Well, you said it's moot.

5   A. The answer to that question is yes. 

 

1 16  pg 198  6 - 17  

6   Q. And that's what happened here; right? 

7   A. Being moot does not mean it was terminated. 

8 That's a different word. 

9   Q. Okay. 

10   A. I'm just saying it didn't matter. There were no 

11 cars, so why does it matter if he can distribute no cars or 

12 not for all practical purposes. 

13   Q. You think the ability to distribute future cars 

14 was worth something? 

15   A. I didn't say -- I didn't say it wasn't worth 

16 anything. I just said it was moot. It doesn't mean it's 

17 not worth something. 

 

1 16  pg 203  3 - 12  

3   Q. In the third line down in that article, it says, 

4 "Speaking with Jalopnik, Warren Mosler said, Wagner, quote, 

6 5 goes around claiming he has a distributorship agreement, 

7 but he's the distributor of nothing because we are not 

8 producing a car. He added, Wagner is a quote/unquote pest

9 and wants nothing to do with him. 

10 Do you recall ever using those words? 

11   A. I don't recall the specific words but they -- I 

12 don't disagree with them. I don't deny them. It looks 

13 like the truth to me. 
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Appendix “5:E”:     

 

 – 15

 6 Q

7

8  

9  

10  

11  

12  

13 Q· ·  

14 ·"You misquoted me.· I never called Mr. Wagner a pest"? 

15 · A· ·  

 

–

14 Q

15  

16

17

18  

19 Q did you ever have any exchange with 

20 Mr. Mosler about trying to correct what was out there

21 --

22 A· ·  

23 Q -- 

24  

25

1

2  
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3

4

5 --

6 --

7  

 

- – 23 

 4 Q

5

6

7  

8 .·  

9 -  

10  

11

12 Q --

13

14 Q

15  

16  

17 -- 

18 Q

19 --  

20  

21

22 .  

23 – 
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- – 17

 4 Q  

5

6

7

8  

9 A· · · 

10  

11

12  

13

14  

15 .

16

17 . 

 

 - 79 2 - 11

 2

3 ·raceresq  

4 . 

5 · Q· · And it says

6

7 ·it 

8

9 A· · · 

10 ·

11

NOTE  “racer-esq.” 
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Appendix “5:G”: Greed

 
- - 18

9 Q --  

10  

11

12 A· · 

13

14

15

16 .

17

18 . 

 

 - – 13 

 7 Q

8  

9  

10 .

11

12

13 just  – 

 

- 6 12–  

21 Q

22  

23  
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24

25

1  

2  

3  

4  

5  

6 binding upon the new owner. 

7

8 ·

9 ·

10

11 · 

12

 

- – 25

14 Q  

15  

16

17

18 -  

19

20

21

22

23 .  

24 .

25  
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- 9 25 – 

25 Q --  

1

2 A· · · 

3

 

- - 10 

 1 Q· · . 

2  

3 Mosler in exchange for any liability for what  

4 done." 

5  

6  

7  

8  

9  

10 A· ·  

 

- – 

15 Q --  

16

17  

18

19 --

20 -- --

21

22 ·  
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23 ·

24

25

1

2 .  

3

4

5 . 

6 Q  

7

 

- – 24

13 Q  

14  --

15 Q  

16 -- 

17 Q -- 

18 A· · 

19

20 ·  .  

21

22

23

24 –  
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- - 13

 2

3

4 · A· · · .

5 Q· · And it says "The appear to refer

6 to the original pimped

7 it

8  

9 A· · ·

10 .  

11

12  

13
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Appendix “5 :   

 

 

74 2 - 15

 2 Q  

3 -- 

4

5

6

7

8 · · Any pressure you

9 can put?" 

10 A· · 

11 Q

12 put any

13 pressure on James Todd Wagner to give up his rights? 

14 A· · · 

15  

 

74 2 - 15 

21 Q

22 put pressure on James

23 Todd Wagner --

24

25 Q --

1

2 A· · · 

3 Q  

4 -- 

5  
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– 
22

23 did Mr. Mosler 

24

25 A· ·  

1

2

3  

4 in-

 

 

9 – 

17 Q you had been dealing

18 ·with 

19 Alan Simon

20 Q· · . 

21

22 Q -- what you

23 characterized as a threat:  

24  

25 -  

1

2

3

4

5 A· · ·

6  

7  
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– 4 

23 Q

24

25

1

2  

3  

4 Q  

5 A· ·  

6

7 · 

8 . 

9 Q --  

10  

11  

12  

13 A· · · 

14  

 

 - 8 

 3  

4  

5

6  

7  

8  
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Appendix “5 :

. 

 

– 19

14 Q

15

16

17 Q That was an idea that Mr. Wagner came 

18 ·  

19 · A· ·

 

 2 1 - 4 

 1 Q· · 

2

3

4

 

 964 6 - 16 

 6 Q -- 

7  

8 · A  

9 ·

10   

11  

12

13  

14 -- 
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15 Q· · 

16 A· ·  

 

 

 -   – 

 6 .

7 --

8

9 --

10 · 

11

12

13

14 --

15

16

17 --

18  

19

20 · .

21  

22 --

23  

24 Q

25

Page 1325 

1 Q  

2  
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Appendix “5 : - cars 

“duct tape” Mr. Wagner’s mouth shut.  

 

712 25– 

25 Q

1

2

3 Q One of the ways to save weight was 

4  

5 A· ·  

6 Q  

7 A· ·  

8  -- 

9

 

 

714 20 - 25

20 Q  

21

22 leave the Mosler Auto Care Center -- 

23 · A· ·  

24 Q -- You personally?

25 A· · ·  

 

715 4 –  

 4 Q· · And at one point James Todd Wagner came to you

5 and told you -- 

6  
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7 Q· · --

8 · correct?

9

10 ·

11 Q  

12

13

14

15  

16 Q

17 --  

18 MR. WEBER:· 

19

20 Q --

21

22

23

24

25 Q  

1

2  

3 A· · 

 

–

25 · Q· ·  

1 anyone that James Wagner needed to have his mouth 

2 wrapped in duct tape?

3 A· ·  
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4

5 Q

6  

7 Q

8  

9

10  

11  

12 Q  

13

14  

15

16 Q  

17  

18 - --

19

20 Q --  

21 --

22 Mr. Wagner needs his mouth wrapped in

23 duct tape?

24 A· · 

 

 

- – 3 

17 Q

18  

19

20
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21 Q

22

23

24 Q  

25

1  

2 Q  

3  

4  

5 A· · · . 

6 Q  

7  

8 A· · 

9 Q

10

11 Q

12 A· ·   

13 Q

14  

15  

16

17   

18

19 · 

20

21  

22  

23
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- – 

21 Q

22

23

24

25

1 Q  

2  

3  

4  

5  

6  

7  

8  -- --  

9 --

10

11  

12

13  

14  

15

16  

 

 

 

  



111 
 

Appendix “5:K”:  

 

–  
22 Q

23

24

25

1 to pump it up

2  

3

4 -

5 . --

6 Q  

7 -- 

8 Q  

9  

10 .  

11  

12  

 

 

 – 25 

 6 Q  

7  

8

9 Q

10  

11 Q  
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12

13

14 ·

15

16 I know it was you."·  

17  

18  

19  

20  

21 Q  

22 · A· ·  

23  

24 Q  

25  

 

- pg - 23 

22  

23

24
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Appendix “5 :  
 

– 

21 Q

22

23

24

25 Q

1  

2  

3 Q  

4  

5 Q· · You might recall because you were laughing in 

6 front of the jury when you discussed it with your

7 . 

8 A· · 

9 Q

10

11

12 Q --

13

14 Q --

15 · A· · · 

 

6 16 – pg 2276 4 

16 Q  

17 --  

18  

19 misunderstandings --
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20

21 Q --

22

23 Q And help convey how amazing the Mosler chassis

24  

25 A· · 

1 Q

2

3

4

6 16 – pg 2276 4 

 5 Q   

6  

7

8  

9  

10  

11  

12  

13  

14  

15

16

17  

18

19

20
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Appendix “5:M”:  

 . 

 
–  

9 Q· · Were you aware of anyone ever advising

10 Mr. Mosler of the damage that was being done to you and

11 your ability to gain employment?

12

13 . 

14 Q  

15

16  

17   

18  

19  

20 Q  

21  

22 Q  

23  

24  

25  

1  

2  

3  

4  

5
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Appendix “5:N”:

– 16

 2 Q  

3

4

5 A· · $100.

6 Q what was being terminated there?

7 A· ·  

8  

9  

10 --  

11  

12 Q -- 

13  

14  

15  

16  

 

9 10 - 18 

10 Q

11 to give up intellectual property

12 A· ·  

13 Q And moral rights  

14 intellectual property rights trademarks  

15 · A· · ·  

16  

17

18



117 
 

9 25 – 

25 Q language that included a 

1 release.·

2

3 covenant not to sue the company

4  

5  

6  

7  

8  

9 Q  

10  

11 Q· · So for $100 -- 

12  

13 Q· · -- Mr. Savvas Savopoulos expected James Todd 

14 Wagner to give up all of his claims to everything in the 

15 world:·  

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24 Q

25

1 -- --

2
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3

4 Q

5  

6 A· · · 

7  

8 Q

9

10 Q· · 

11 -- 

12 A· · 

13 Q· · --  

14 distributorship -- 

15 A· ·   
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Appendix “5 :  

114 – pg 1116 6 

 2 …..

3

4

5 · --  

6 --

7 Q --

8

9 --

10  

11  

12

13 --  

14  

15

16  

17 --

18  

19  

20 Q  --  

21 ·  

22 the name "James" and you took Mosler Auto Care Center 

23  

24  

25 A· · -- 

1 Q  

2 --  

3 Q

4 A· · .

5 --  

6
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– 

20 Q· · Okay.· 

21

22 .

23

24

25

1 --

2 Q  

3 A· · · · 

4 · ·  

5

6  

7  

8

9 Q --

10 A· ·  

 

  

 

86 18 – 21

18 Q  

19 nothing.·  

20

21 A· · 

 

 

 



121 
 

88 2 – 17

 2 Q  

3

4 serious

5 mental problems" -- did that --

6  

7 · A· · · 

8  

9 --

10  

11  

12 --  

13

14  

15 Q· · 

16  

17 A· ·  

 

88 21 –  

21  

22 Q· · -the-

23  

24  

25 A· · .   

 1 Q  

2

3
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 (

– 25

10 Q

11 --

12  

13

14

15 Q

16 --

17 --  

18 . 

19 Q  

20  

21  

22  

23 --

24 Q  

25  

610 18 –  

18 Q  

19

20

21

22 A· · · -- 

23 ·

24  

25 Q  

1 · A· · 2012. 
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9 9 – 21 

9 Q

10

11 A· · · 

12 ·  

13 Q

14

15 Q

16  

17

18 Q· · Okay.· And what happened to your desire to

19 ·invest in the company?

20 A· · -- --  

21 ·  

600 23 – pg  

23 Q· · 
24  
25 ·MACC?
1 A· · 
2
3 Q
4  
5

– 25

 3 Q  

4 A· · .  

5
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pg - 23

 8 Q  

9  

10

11

12

13

14 .

15

16 Q

17  

18

19 .   

21

22 Q· · What types of cars did they sell?

23 A· · 

24

 

  

– 24
14 Q

15

16

17

18

19  

20  

21  

22  

23

24
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- – 

20 Q  

21

22

23 --

24  

25 --

1  

2

3

4 · .

5  and

6  

7 -- 

8 Q --

9 A· · -- . 

 
- 4  - 7 

 2 Q  

3  

4 A· · 

5 .

6

  7  
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- 5 8 - 21

 8 Q --  

9

10

11 I asked him to help me clear my and Warren

12

13  

14 Q  

15

16

17 A· · · 

18  

19

20 Q --

21 · A· ·  

- 9 18 – 23 

18

19  

20   

21 -- -- all these

22 believed  

23
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- – 16
 1 Q

2 ·  

3

4 A· · 

5 Q· · 

6

7

8

9 Q  

10  

11  

12 Q  

13

14 A· · 

15

16 ·   
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Appendix “5:P”

  

–  10  

2 Q.· ·All right.· You recall though don’t you that 

3 Mr. Wagner requested your phone records for the  

4 relevant time periods so that we could ascertain when  

5 you in fact spoke with Mr. Lee, correct? 

6 A.· ·Yeah, I’d forgotten about that.· Yeah.   

7    Q.· ·Okay.· Did you produce such records? 

8    A.· ·I don’t recall. 

9    Q.· ·You had access to your phone records, didn’t you? 

10   A.· ·I -- I wouldn’t know how to access phone records. 
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Appendix “5:AA”

 

55 – . 

 

– 

 

 – 

-

 

 – 

 

 

 – . 

 

 – for Mr. Wagner’s refusal to be complicit in INSURANCE FRAUD

-

  



130 
 

Appendix “5:BB”   

 – 

- -

 - -

 

. 

 

 – 

-

 

a. threatened that Mr. 

. 1207 5 –  

 

101 – 

 

 – 

 

needed to sell SEI’s Intellectual Property

 

a.  

illegally-   
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Appendix “5 ”    

 

 - -  

 

 

 – 

 

 - 

 

 - 

 

 - 

 

 

 – - “A brief interview with him  

 will assure you he’s truly mentally disturbed  
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 - ”

 - 

 

 - -

 

 - -  

 

 - -

 

 - 

   -  

 

– 

-  

 

- 

  

 

 -  
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 - 

 - -  

    

 

 - e  

 

 

 

-  

 

 

 -  

   

     

 - 

 

 - 

 

-
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 -   

and will make it virtually impossible for him to gain employment.”     

 

- - 

 - 

            

 

 - -  

    

     

        

    

.” 
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Appendix “ ”:

 

 

 

Warren Mosler’s best-  
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Appendix “ ”: -

 

-

1.
 

 
2. – 
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3.

 – 

- -

- -

-   

 

-

 

– 
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Appendix “ ”: 

   

–  
 6 "I just learned about the whole

·7· · · · 

8

9  

10

11

12  

13  

14 MR. WEBER:

15

16  

17 --  

18  

19

20  

21

22  

23  

24 -- 

25

1

2  

3  

4  

5 -- 

6  
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7 --

8 --

9  

10 MR. WEBER:

11

12

13

 

-  

– - – -21 

13 BY MR. ZAPPOLO: 

14 Q Thank you. And when you said in your 

15 November 15th post, "I just learned about the whole 

16 con yesterday," that was from a telephone conference 

17 with Warren Mosler; was it? 

18 MR. REINBLATT: Objection. 

1 I would say that the phone calls to Warren 

2 Mosler combined with the red flags we experienced 

3 when we had the car personally, led us to that 

4 conclusion. 

5 Q Okay. Well, who was the producer of "The 

6 Car Show" that convinced you that this was -- that 

7 James Wagner was running some sort of a con? 

8 A I don't recall. There were several. 

9 Q Okay. And their names were again, please? 
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10 A Well, the names I refer to as people who 

11 were on set at the runway earlier were Neil Mandt, 

12 M-a-n-d-t, who is the executive producer of the 

13 show, and David Houston, spelled like the city. And 

14 I don't -- again, they were the executive producers, 

15 but a television show has many producers. There are 

16 studio producers and field producers, and there are 

17 all different kinds of producers. So I don't -- I 

18 would not say with any type of confidence that it 

19 was Neil or David that said that, but it was 

20 somebody on the production team, and that's where my 

21 concerns came from. 

18 Q Yet Mr. Mosler made it clear to you that 

19 the Raptor GTR was not a Mosler product; correct? 

20 MR. REINBLATT: Objection. 

21 THE WITNESS: Yes, he did. 

– - – -21 

9 THE WITNESS: I would say that the conclusion, 

10 based on the paragraph that you're referring to 

11 which is my comment from November 15th at 6:10 p.m., 

12 is that correct? 

13 BY MR. ZAPPOLO: 

14 Q Yes. 

15 A I would say that my conclusions on that 

16 comment are based on somebody from our production 

17 team contacting Mr. Mosler and not myself. 

18 Q Okay. And then when we flip forward, you 

19 actually had conversations with Mr. Mosler; correct? 
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20 A Yes, I did have a conversation with

21 Mr. Mosler -- one. 

22 Q Okay. And he said -- and he confirmed

23 that the twin-turbo conversion to the Raptor GTR

24 Mosler 900s will not pass emissions and is not

25 certifiable for public sale; correct? 

1 A That -- yeah. I mean, again, I don't 

2 recall some of the more specific details of that 

3 conversation, but if I wrote that, that's what he 

4 told me at the time. My memory would have been very 

5 fresh then, so I would say that if I said it, then I 

6 would stand by it now. 

 

 

 2  
 

–  

22  as

23  

24  

25  

1 -- 

2  

3

 

–

  ”

: 
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- 12

9 Q --

10

11 A· · · 

12

- 17

4  Q. Well, we know that what Mr. Farrah says, and I 

5  just read, is not correct; right? 

6  A. You can come to that conclusion, but that's -- 

7  Q. Can you reach any other conclusion? 

8  A. It's not for me to speculate on what this guy 

9  said. If you have a problem with him, go talk to him. 

10 Q. Well, the problem is he reached that conclusion 

11 after speaking with you; correct? 

12 MR. REINBLATT: Objection. 

13 BY MR. ZAPPOLO: 

14 A. That's what he, you know -- you can -- I guess, 

15 it doesn't mean, you know, what you just said is a true 

16 statement. He reached that conclusion after speaking to 

17 me.

 –  

19 Q Page 52.  

20 you had 

21 reached the conclusion that Mr. Wagner was a con man? 

22 A· · . 
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23 Q

24

25 A· · 

1 --

2 Q --  

3 -

4

5

6 --  

7

8  

9  

10  

 – 20  
13 Q  
14
15  
16
17 Q
18
19
20
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 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 25th day of April, 2024, pursuant to Fla. R. Jud. 
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