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February 4, 2025

REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA - MINISTRY OF JUSTICE
Ms. Yuliya Kovacheva, Deputy Minister of Justice
priemna@justice.government.bg
GIS@GOVERNMENT.BG

Re: OneCoin Ex. Ne 07-00-31 NOTICE OF LEGAL DEMAND

Dear Ms. Kovacheva:

On November 11, 2024, 1 conveyed to the Ministry of Justice, our concerns about the conduct
of the ongoing prosecution of the Ruja Ignatova/OneCoin case by the Bulgarian government,
the ongoing operation of the OneCoin criminal mafia in Bulgaria and the lack of a restitution
process for victims of the Ignatova OneCoin organized crime family.

Of particular note:

Bitcoins worth €29 Billion

| have provided information on the existence of 230,000 Bitcoins last in the possession of Ruja
Ignatova and another 66,000 Bitcoins last known in the possession of Ignatova crime family
associate and Swedish citizen, Pehr Karlsson, with a combined value of over €29 billion
derived from OneCoin operations between 2013-2017 when the price of Bitcoin was a fraction
of today’s prices.

Cryptocurrency with a Market Capitalization $11.54 trillion

In addition, there are 1,123,737 ONE (OES) accounts on the Polygon blockchain:

https://polygonscan.com/token/0xb85cfa8fe6801dd77a2004836727eb58c8e883a7

These coins represent conversions of OneCoin to ONE (OES) by the OneCoin mafia. The
nominal value of each ONE (OES) is €42 with a market capitalization of $11.54 trillion.

https://web3.bitget.com/en/swap/matic/0xB85cfa8fE6801dd77A2004836727EB58c8e883a7

The European Union Commission and Parliament were petitioned by OneCoin victims
beginning in 2019. Both pillars of the European Union eventually endorsed the establishment
of a compensation process for OneCoin victims under EU Council Directive 2004/80/EC of 29
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April 2004 as extended to victims of cryptocurrency crimes pursuant to EU Commission in EU
Parliament Petition No 0421/2020.

To date Bulgaria has taken no action on behalf of the victims of OneCoin to provide the
requested restitution process. Bulgaria has failed to secure victim assets. Bulgaria has permitted
the violent OneCoin mafia to continue it cryptocurrency operations unabated.

Therefore this letter provides notice that Bulgaria has thirty days to comply with the EU
Council Directive 2004/80/EC of 29 April 2004. If no action is forthcoming after 30 days,
OneCoin victims represented by this office will petition the European Commission to
commence infringement proceedings against Bulgaria. Victims will also seek damages against
Bulgaria for its failure to fulfill its obligations under EU law and seek reparations for the
damage caused including the loss of cryptocurrency assets.

Warmest regards,

Dr. Jonathan Levy
Attorney

Attachment November 2024 Correspondence
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November 11, 2024

REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA - MINISTRY OF JUSTICE
Ms. Yuliya Kovacheva, Deputy Minister of Justice
priemna@justice.government.bg
GIS@GOVERNMENT.BG

Re: OneCoin Ex. Ne 07-00-31
Dear Ms. Kovacheva:

The victims of OneCoin are extremely grateful to the Ministry and particularly Chief
Prosecutor Borislav B. Sarafov who has filed criminal charges against fugitive OneCoin
founder Ruja Ignatova in absentia.

On behalf of the OneCoin victims and whistleblowers I represent, | request the following
information and requests be conveyed to the Chief Prosecutor by the Ministry.

1. My clients request an expansion of the criminal case to include the investigation of three
additional parties, two Bulgarian individuals and one Swedish individual who continue to
deploy OneCoin assets in criminal activities intended to revictimize investors and ensnare
new victims.

2. A freeze of OneCoin assets in Bulgaria and the establishment of a compensation process
for OneCoin victims under EU Council Directive 2004/80/EC of 29 April 2004 as extended
to victims of cryptocurrency crimes pursuant to EU Commission in EU Parliament Petition
No 0421/2020.

3. Notice to the Chief Prosecutor of the recent judicial ruling in the United Arab Emirates
awarding nearly €50 million in victim assets to Ruja Ignatova.

I. Request for Expansion of Criminal Investigation

Referencing and incorporating our previous requests and exhibits in this matter and our initial
Petition to the Bulgarian Republic’s Ombudsman originating in December 2021, it is
requested that an investigation be instituted against OneCoin/OneLife/OneEcosystem
masterminds Georgi Dimitrov Georgiev, and Ventsislav Ivov Zlatkov. Bulgarian citizens
Georgiev and Zlatkov by their own public admissions hold themselves out be the successors
of Ruja Ignatova and OneCoin through their ongoing manipulation and monetization of
OneCoin intellectual property, digital assets and the OneCoin member ledger. Separately,
Swedish citizen, Pehr Karlsson, the former number four position holder in the OneCoin
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pyramid is continuing to utilize laundered OneCoin assets to perpetrate additional
cryptocurrency schemes within the EU including money laundering, fraud, and tax evasion.

Continuing Operations of OneCoin in Bulgaria

The Sofia based OneCoin criminal organization is currently operating under various names
such as One Network Systems, OneL.ife, OneEcosystem, OneForex, OneAcademy,
OneVita, OneVoyage, OneCharity and Dealshaker and has continued to deceive and
revictimize hundreds of thousands of OneCoin holders since 2019. As of March 2019, there
were at least 1.25 million OneCoin ledger accounts registered with the Sofia office of
OneCoin. We can provide this ledger upon request to the Ministry or Prosecutor. These
individuals were cynically targeted by Georgiev and Zlatkov in a continuation or
“deployment” scheme beginning in 2023. The transition scheme was called a “deployment”
in order to extort advance fees from over a million victims eager to recover their losses and to
cynically exploit a fear that unless the advance fee is paid their accounts will be irretrievably
cancelled.

The deployment scheme utilizes the Polygon Network (MATIC). The
OneL.ife/OneEcosystem network has deployed OneCoins from their ledger to the Polygon
Network platform. The victims are charged fees for this service, between €50-100 each. The
fees are then pocketed by Georgiev and Zlatkov according to whistleblowers A & B
represented by this office who will provide further information to the Ministry and Chief
Prosecutor upon request. A & B were senior members of the OneLife/OneEcosystem
Network until December 2023 when it became apparent to them that Georgiev and Zlatkov
were not interested in helping OneCoin cryptocurrency holders but simply enriching
themselves.

The entire OneCoin deployment process can be reviewed here on the Polygon Network
blockchain:

https://polygonscan.com/token/0xb85cfa8fe6801dd77a2004836727eb58¢c8e883a7

The following is confirmed by the Blockchain record above:

1,112,699 ONE (OES) wallets (accounts) as of November 8, 2024 have been transferred from
the 2019 OneCoin ledger since September 2023.

At a deployment cost of €50-100 per account, Georgiev and Zlatkov have taken in at least
€75 million though whistleblowers through A & B claim the actual amount is much more.
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According to whistleblowers A & B, former associates of Georgiev and Zlatkov, there was no
intention of ONE (OES) ever obtaining any value and that numerous material
misrepresentation were made to OneCoin victims including a false price of approximately
€42 per token.

Whistleblowers also report that Georgiev and Zlatkov made protection payments to Bulgarian
government officials so that they could continue to operate the OneCoin criminal
organization and create the fiction that OneCoin was operated from Vietnam and Switzerland
thus avoiding Bulgarian taxation.

250,000,000,000 ONE (OES) have been issued with a false price of approximately €42 each
creating the largest cryptocurrency on the Polygon Network by market capitalization. To
transfer tokens, OneCoin victims must purchase Polygon’s MATIC token in order to pay
“gas” or transfer fees. According to whistleblowers A & B, Georgiev and Zlatkov have
inflated the gas fees and have engaged in market manipulation and false conversions to set a
false price for the Polygon based ONE token of €42.

See https://oneecosystem.eu/first-historic-conversion-of-ones/

The US Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) has classified Polygon (MATIC) as an
unregistered security. At no time has Polygon warned the public that it is being utilized by the
Bulgarian run OneLife/OneEcosystem network to port OneCoins from their ledger to
Polygon. Companies offering unregistered securities must provide significant financial and
background information related to the company and the securities being offered including
disclosures of risk factors. And securities must avoid involvement with misrepresentations,
scams, and other fraudulent activities. Further as a decentralized platform that allowed
transfer of OneCoins to Polygon based tokens, Polygon may be subject to reporting
provisions of the Banking Secrecy Act and other US and EU anti-money laundering laws.
Polygon Labs and Polygon Foundation are the guiding minds of Polygon. Polygon receives
income when its token MATIC is purchased and sold.

The OneCoin Cryptocurrency wallets:

OneCoin has at least two known public wallets it uses to launder cryptocurrency and has used
these wallets for several years without fear of prosecution or seizure. According to
blockchain.com this single Bitcoin wallet has processed more than 15,000 transactions and

received 206 Bitcoins worth more than $12 million since its inception on July 14, 2021:

bclgyap59mO06vpj3p0y9ur93ekg65si6ud4ngs9ggamamixsk2t2yvmsg28fin
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Summary

206.05678089 BTC 206.05340889 BTC 41211018978 BTC
15,313
The USDT (Tether) Tron wallet TTQ978jA7u8HoQdUUWeG1N36kwqiTjmTdy seems to
have also processed millions of dollars since at least July 2021

TRONSCAN | TRON BlockChain Explorer | 37 [X 548 ) e 2

Some of the transactions are directed towards the Binance “hot wallet”
TV6MuMXfmLbBgPZvBHdwFsDnQeVfnmiuSi according to Tether’s legal department.
Binance will assist law enforcement if a request is made to them; unfortunately, Binance will
not respond to private parties or take action on its own account. Therefore it is urgent that the
Chief Prosecutor make this request for assistance. These are just two of possibly many
cryptocurrency wallets utilized by OneCoin since March 2019.

OneCoin operates openly and notoriously in Bulgaria and has also continued their pyramid
scheme; their newsletters detailing their recent promotional activities in Europe, Asia, and
Latin America are available at:

https://us9.campaign-archive.com/home/?u=cf9659fd672fe664d487e7elb&id=0ea86d46e7

Pehr Karlsson

Pehr Karlsson occupied the fourth position on the OneCoin pyramid and was a close associate
of Ruja Ignatova. Karlsson has not been prosecuted even though he has admitted he
possesses tens of thousands of Bitcoins derived from OneCoin. As a result Karlsson has been
unjustly enriched, evaded taxes and has laundered money.

For example, Karlsson utilized funds from OneCoin to establish Mingo, a cryptocurrency
connected to boxing champion Tyson Fury. According to the London Times investigation
(2019), Mingo is connected to the OneCoin criminal organization of Ruja Ignatova. Mingo
was financed originally by the Irish company Funlz Ltd, which directed OneCoin money to
an Irish bank account. Mingo denied in 2019 that Karlsson was anything other than a passive
investor. However, Karlsson is the main promoter and marketer of the Mingo coin and Tyson
Fury and Jan Emanuel NFTs.


https://tronscan.org/#/data/analytics/account/portrait?address=TTQ978jA7u8HoQdUUWeG1N36kwqiTjmTdy
https://us9.campaign-archive.com/home/?u=cf9659fd672fe664d487e7e1b&id=0ea86d46e7
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Il. Request for Mandatory Compensation of Victims and Freezing of Assets

The OneCoin and Ignatova assets located in Bulgaria are estimated to be worth €1-2 billion
Euros and must be sequestered to compensate victims of violent organized crime under EU
Council Directive 2004/80/EC of 29 April 2004 that requires: Victims be compensated
irrespective of their country of residence or the EU country in which the crime was
committed and that victims receive fair and appropriate compensation.

Now that Bulgaria has brought criminal charges against Ignatova and by extension her
OneCoin empire, Bulgaria is required to assist victims to file claims for compensation and to
coordinate with other EU member states where criminal assets may be located such as
Sweden where the assets of Ignatova OneCoin partners, Sebastian Greenwood and Pehr
Carlsson are located as well as Germany which has already seized some Ignatova and
OneCoin assets. Ignatova associate, the fugitive Frank Schneider, has also stated Ignatova
and OneCoin assets are located in Luxemburg and Cyprus. Victims’ representative has
documentation that it would like to share with the administrative authority designated by the
Bulgarian government and prosecutor which will help locate the assets necessary to
compensate victims.

It is the position of the European Parliament (March 2024) and the European Commission
(October, 2020) that victims of cryptocurrency fraud may be compensated pursuant to
Council Directive 2004/80/EC. See the attached decision in EU Parliament Petition No
0421/2020 by Jonathan Levy (US) on the need to set up a crypto assets fund for crypto crime
victims which adopts in total the October 12, 2020 position statement of the European
Commission: “The 2004 Directive on compensation facilitates access to compensation for
victims of violent, intentional crimes that took place in other Member States but also in their
Member State of residence.”

The violent organized crime associated with OneCoin has been well documented by the
former US Department of Justice cooperating witness Konstantin Ignatov (brother of R.
Ignatova) who testified under oath that he was abducted, extorted and threatened with death
on at least two occasions by organized crime persons associated with OneCoin in Bulgaria
and Switzerland summarized as follows:

In early 2018 Konstantin started receiving death threats on his phone. In March
Ignatov claims he was kidnapped at gunpoint. In March 2018 when | wanted to go
back to my car after working. Somebody put a gun in my back and | was forced into
a minivan. Then | was taken out to the suburbs of Sofia where | got beaten up, a
finger of mine was broken, and a gun was pointed out me. And | was told if Ruja
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disappeared with the money, that these people would come back and kill me. And if
| go to the police, that they will cut a body part out of me.

Later in 2018 Konstantin Ignatov got a call from a person who identified himself as
a high-ranking member of the Hells Angels telling me | have to come to Zurich,
Switzerland, to answer him and his business partners’ questions. And if I don’t
come, he said that this will have a bad ending for me. So | went there, where | ended
up with them in a hotel room. Again, a gun was pointed at me. This time, it was
stuck into my mouth. And | was told that | have to make sure that every promise that
is made to them has to be fulfilled, and they told me that the money they invested
into the company is far more worth than my life.

Likewise, OneCoin personality Jennifer McAdam of the United Kingdom has repeatedly
claimed she was subject to death threats as has whistleblower Duncan Arthur.

There are also unsolved murders of four Bulgarian mafia associates including Krasimir
Kamenev in South Africa and the connection to the alleged murder of the former chief
homicide inspector of Sofia by Kamenev and the alleged disappearance of Ignatova. Phone
recordings of Ignatova obtained by the US Department of Justice and widely distributed
feature Ignatova referring to her connections with unnamed Russian organized crime figures
and there is the report of the Kuwaiti government to the Dubai Public Prosecutor that
Ignatova was involved with terrorism financing. Finally, there is the persistent open question
of whether R. Ignatova herself was either abducted or assassinated by the Bulgarian
organized crime boss, . Hristoforos Nikos Amanatidis, commonly known as Taki.

It is therefore certain that Bulgaria is the nexus of the OneCoin criminal activity.

I11. Award of $50 million to Ruja Ignatova in August 2024

On August 16, 2024 the Dubai Court of Cassation apparently awarded the contents of a
frozen account at Mashreq Bank worth about $50 million to Ruja Ignatova. An unofficial
English language translation is also attached along with the original in Arabic.

The $50 million was awarded to Ruja Ignatova and is collected on her behalf by her court
recognized proxy Mimoun Madani. Madani was contesting ownership of the bank account
with another former Ignatova associate Sheikh Saud bin Faisal bin Sultan Al Qassimi.
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The court recognized the attached Power of Attorney despite its questionable origins in the
Seychelles. Madani and Ignatova are represented by:

Al Aidarous Advocates & Legal Consultants

Dubai Office, Zalfa Building, Suite 102, Sh. Rashid Road
Garhoud, PO Box 33299

Dubai, UAE Tel: +971 4 2828 000

Fax : +971 4 2828 011

www.aidarous.com

legal@alialaidarous.com

The power of attorney was notarized by:

Bernard Georges

226 Eden Plaza,

Eden Island,

Victoria, Mahe, Seychelles
http://georgesattorneys.com/bernard-georges.html
+248 252 5115

bernard@georgesattorneys.com

Warmest regards,

Dr. Jonathan Levy
Attorney
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APPENDICES OF EXHIBITS

Identity documents of Georgiev and Zlatkov
Council Directive 2004/80/EC of 29 April 2004
EU Parliament Petition No 0421/2020

Karlsson Exhibits

Court of Cassation Order of August 16, 2024

Ruja Ignatova Power of Attorney
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COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 2004/80/EC

of 29 April 2004

relating to compensation to crime victims

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Com-
munity, and in particular Article 308 thereof,

Having regard to the proposal from the Commission (),

Having regard to the opinion of the European Parliament (%),

Having regard to the opinion of the European Economic and
Social Committee (%),

Whereas:

ey

[}
=

One of the objectives of the European Community is to
abolish, as between Member States, obstacles to the free
movement of persons and services.

The Court of Justice held in the Cowan (*) Case that,
when Community law guarantees to a natural person
the freedom to go to another Member State, the protec-
tion of that person from harm in the Member State in
question, on the same basis as that of nationals and
persons residing there, is a corollary of that freedom of
movement. Measures to facilitate compensation to
victims of crimes should form part of the realisation of
this objective.

At its meeting in Tampere on 15 and 16 October 1999,
the European Council called for the drawing-up of
minimum standards on the protection of the victims of
crime, in particular on crime victims’' access to justice
and their rights to compensation for damages, including
legal costs.

The Brussels European Council, meeting on 25 and 26
March 2004, in the Declaration on Combating
Terrorism, called for the adoption of this Directive
before 1 May 2004.

On 15 March 2001 the Council adopted Framework
Decision 2001/220/JHA on the standing of victims in
criminal proceedings. (°) This Decision, based on Title VI
of the Treaty on the European Union, allows crime
victims to claim compensation from the offender in the
course of criminal proceedings.

Crime victims in the European Union should be entitled
to fair and appropriate compensation for the injuries

0J C 45 E, 25.2.2003, p. 69.
Opinion delivered on 23 October 2003 (not yet published in the
Official Journal).
0] € 95, 23.4.2003, p. 40.
Case 186/87, European Court reports 1989, p. 195.
OJ L 82,22.3.2001, p. 1.

(10)

(1)

(12)

(13)

they have suffered, regardless of where in the European
Community the crime was committed

This Directive sets up a system of cooperation to facili-
tate access to compensation to victims of crimes in
cross-border situations, which should operate on the
basis of Member States’ schemes on compensation to
victims of violent intentional crime, committed in their
respective  territories. Therefore, a compensation
mechanism should be in place in all Member States.

Most Member States have already established such
compensation schemes, some of them in fulfilment of
their obligations under the European Convention of
24 November 1983 on the compensation of victims of
violent crimes.

Since the measures contained in this Directive are neces-
sary in order to attain objectives of the Community and
the Treaty provides for no powers other than those in
Article 308 thereof for the adoption of this Directive,
that Article should be applied.

Crime victims will often not be able to obtain compensa-
tion from the offender, since the offender may lack the
necessary means to satisfy a judgment on damages or
because the offender cannot be identified or prosecuted.

A system of cooperation between the authorities of the
Member States should be introduced to facilitate access
to compensation in cases where the crime was
committed in a Member State other than that of the
victim’s residence.

This system should ensure that crime victims could
always turn to an authority in their Member State of
residence and should ease any practical and linguistic
difficulties that occur in a cross-border situation.

The system should include the provisions necessary for
allowing the crime victim to find the information
needed to make the application and for allowing for effi-
cient cooperation between the authorities involved.

This Directive respects the fundamental rights and
observes the principles reaffirmed in particular by the
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union
as general principles of Community law.
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(15)  Since the objective of facilitating access to compensation
to victims of crimes of cross-border situations cannot be
sufficiently achieved by the Member States because of
the cross-border elements and can therefore, by reason
of the scale or effects of the action, be better achieved at
Community level, the Community may adopt measures,
in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity as set
out in Article 5 of the Treaty. In accordance with the
principle of proportionality, as set out in that Article,
this Directive does not go beyond what is necessary in
order to achieve that objective.

(16) The measures necessary for the implementation of the
Directive should be adopted in accordance with Council
Decision 1999/468/EC of 28 June 1999 laying down
the procedures for the exercise of implementing powers
conferred on the Commission ('),

HAS ADOPTED THIS DIRECTIVE:

CHAPTER 1

ACCESS TO COMPENSATION IN CROSS-BORDER SITUATIONS

Atrticle 1

Right to submit an application in the Member State of
residence

Member States shall ensure that where a violent intentional
crime has been committed in a Member State other than the
Member State where the applicant for compensation is habi-
tually resident, the applicant shall have the right to submit the
application to an authority or any other body in the latter
Member State.

Atticle 2
Responsibility for paying compensation
Compensation shall be paid by the competent authority of the
Member State on whose territory the crime was committed.
Article 3

Responsible authorities and administrative procedures

1. Member States shall establish or designate one or several
authorities or any other bodies, hereinafter referred to as
‘assisting authority or authorities’, to be responsible for
applying Article 1.

2. Member States shall establish or designate one or several
authorities or any other bodies to be responsible for deciding
upon applications for compensation, hereinafter referred to as
‘deciding authority or authorities’.

() OJL 184,17.7.1999, p. 23.

3. Member States shall endeavour to keep to a minimum the
administrative formalities required of an applicant for compen-
sation.

Article 4
Information to potential applicants

Member States shall ensure that potential applicants for
compensation have access to essential information on the
possibilities to apply for compensation, by any means Member
States deem appropriate.

Atticle 5
Assistance to the applicant

1. The assisting authority shall provide the applicant with
the information referred to in Article 4 and the required appli-
cation forms, on the basis of the manual drawn up in accord-
ance with Article 13(2).

2. The assisting authority shall, upon the request of the
applicant, provide him or her with general guidance and infor-
mation on how the application should be completed and what
supporting documentation may be required.

3. The assisting authority shall not make any assessment of
the application.

Atticle 6
Transmission of applications

1. The assisting authority shall transmit the application and
any supporting documentation as quickly as possible to the
deciding authority.

2. The assisting authority shall transmit the application
using the standard form referred to in Article 14.

3. The language of the application and any supporting docu-
mentation shall be determined in accordance with Article 11(1).

Atticle 7
Receipt of applications

Upon receipt of an application transmitted in accordance with
Atrticle 6, the deciding authority shall send the following infor-
mation as soon as possible to the assisting authority and to the
applicant:

(a) the contact person or the department responsible for hand-
ling the matter;

(b) an acknowledgement of receipt of the application;

(c) if possible, an indication of the approximate time by which
a decision on the application will be made.
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Atticle 8
Requests for supplementary information

The assisting authority shall if necessary provide general
guidance to the applicant in meeting any request for supple-
mentary information from the deciding authority.

It shall upon the request of the applicant subsequently transmit
it as soon as possible directly to the deciding authority,
enclosing, where appropriate, a list of any supporting docu-
mentation transmitted.

Article 9
Hearing of the applicant

1. If the deciding authority decides, in accordance with the
law of its Member State, to hear the applicant or any other
person such as a witness or an expert, it may contact the
assisting authority for the purpose of arranging for:

(a) the person(s) to be heard directly by the deciding authority,
in accordance with the law of its Member State, through
the use in particular of telephone- or video-conferencing;
or

(b) the person(s) to be heard by the assisting authority, in
accordance with the law of its Member State, which will
subsequently transmit a report of the hearing to the
deciding authority.

2. The direct hearing in accordance with paragraph 1(a)
may only take place in cooperation with the assisting authority
and on a voluntary basis without the possibility of coercive
measures being imposed by the deciding authority.

Article 10
Communication of the decision

The deciding authority shall send the decision on the applica-
tion for compensation, by using the standard form referred to
in Article 14, to the applicant and to the assisting authority, as
soon as possible, in accordance with national law, after the
decision has been taken.

Article 11
Other provisions

1. Information transmitted between the authorities pursuant
to Articles 6 to 10 shall be expressed in:

(a) the official languages or one of the languages of the
Member State of the authority to which the information is
sent, which corresponds to one of the languages of the
Community institutions; or

(b) another language of the Community institutions that that
Member State has indicated it can accept;

with the exception of:

(i) the full text of decisions taken by the deciding authority,
where the use of languages shall be governed by the law of
its Member State;

(ii) reports drawn up following a hearing in accordance with
Article 9(1)(b), where the use of languages shall be deter-
mined by the assisting authority, subject to the requirement
that it corresponds to one of the languages of the Com-
munity institutions.

2. Services rendered by the assisting authority in accordance
with Articles 1 to 10 shall not give rise to a claim for any reim-
bursement of charges or costs from the applicant or from the
deciding authority.

3. Application forms and any other documentation trans-
mitted in accordance with Articles 6 to 10 shall be exempted
from authentication or any equivalent formality.

CHAPTER 1I

NATIONAL SCHEMES ON COMPENSATION

Atrticle 12

1. The rules on access to compensation in cross-border
situations drawn up by this Directive shall operate on the basis
of Member States’ schemes on compensation to victims of
violent intentional crime committed in their respective terri-
tories.

2. All Member States shall ensure that their national rules
provide for the existence of a scheme on compensation to
victims of violent intentional crimes committed in their respec-
tive territories, which guarantees fair and appropriate compen-
sation to victims.

CHAPTER III

IMPLEMENTING PROVISIONS

Atrticle 13
Information to be sent to the Commission and the manual

1. Member States shall, no later than 1 July 2005, send to
the Commission details of:

(a) the list of authorities established or designated in accord-
ance with Articles 3(1) and 3(2), including, where appro-
priate, information on the special and territorial jurisdiction
of these authorities;

(b) the language(s) referred to in Article 11(1)(a) which the
authorities can accept for the purpose of applying Articles
6 to 10 and the official language or languages other than
its own which is or are acceptable to it for the transmission
of applications in accordance with Article 11(1)(b).



L 261/18

Official Journal of the European Union

6.8.2004

(c) the information established in accordance with Article 4;
(d) the application forms for compensation;

Member States shall inform the Commission of any subsequent
changes to this information.

2. The Commission shall, in cooperation with the Member
States establish and publish on the internet a manual
containing the information provided by the Member States
pursuant to paragraph 1. The Commission shall be responsible
for arranging the necessary translations of the manual.

Article 14

Standard form for transmission of applications and deci-
sions

Standard forms shall be established, at the latest by 31 October
2005, for the transmission of applications and decisions in
accordance with the procedure referred to in Article 15(2).

Article 15
Committee
1. The Commission shall be assisted by a Committee.

2. Where reference is made to this paragraph, Articles 3 and
7 of Decision 1999/468/EC shall apply.

3. The Committee shall adopt its Rules of Procedure.

Article 16
Central contact points

Member States shall appoint a central contact point for the
purposes of:

(a) assisting with the implementation of Article 13(2);

(b) furthering close cooperation and exchange of information
between the assisting and deciding authorities in the
Member States; and

(c) giving assistance and seeking solutions to any difficulties
that may occur in the application of Articles 1 to 10.

The contact points shall meet regularly.

Atticle 17
More favourable provisions

This Directive shall not prevent Member States, in so far as
such provisions are compatible with this Directive, from:

(a) introducing or maintaining more favourable provisions for
the benefit of victims of crime or any other persons
affected by crime;

(b) introducing or retaining provisions for the purpose of
compensating victims of crime committed outside their

territory, or any other person affected by such a crime,
subject to any conditions that Member States may specify
for that purpose.

Article 18
Implementation

1. Member States shall bring into force the laws, regulations
and administrative provisions necessary to comply with this
Directive by 1 January 2006 at the latest, with the exception of
Article 12(2), in which case the date of compliance shall be
1 July 2005. They shall forthwith inform the Commission
thereof.

2. Member States may provide that the measures necessary
to comply with this Directive shall apply only to applicants
whose injuries result from crimes committed after 30 June 2005.

3. When Member States adopt these measures, they shall
contain a reference to this Directive or be accompanied by
such a reference on the occasion of their official publication.
The methods of making such reference shall be laid down by
the Member States.

4. Member States shall communicate to the Commission the
text of the main provisions of domestic law, which they adopt
in the field governed by this Directive.

Article 19

Review

No later than by 1 January 2009, the Commission shall present
to the European Parliament, the Council and the European
Economic and Social Committee a report on the application of
this Directive.
Article 20
Entry into force

This Directive shall enter into force on the twentieth day
following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the
European Union.

Atrticle 21

Addressees

This Directive is addressed to the Member States.

Done at Luxembourg, 29 April 2004.

For the Council
The President
M. McDOWELL
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European Parliament

Chair

Committee on Petitions

Brussels,
YS/as [IPOL-COM-PETI D (2024)12046]

Mr Jonathan Levy
Bracken Road 51, Carlisle Offices

D18CV48 Dublin - Sandyford
IRLANDE

Subject: Petition No. 0421/2020

Dear Mr Levy,

| am pleased to inform you that the Committee on Petitions continued its examination of your
petition at its meeting of 19 March 2024, taking due account of the written information
provided by the European Commission.

For your information, | am enclosing a copy of the Commission’s considered opinion.

On the basis of this opinion, the Committee on Petitions has decided to conclude its
examination of your petition and thus to close your file.

Let me take this opportunity to thank you for exercising your right to petition.

Yours sincerely,

Dolors Montserrat
Chair
Committee on Petitions

Annex: Commission’s reply (CM\1215601EN)



European Parliament
2019-2024

Committee on Petitions

12.10.2020

NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject:  Petition No 0421/2020 by Jonathan Levy (US) on the need to set up a crypto
assets fund for crypto crime victims

1.  Summary of petition

The petitioner indicates that the victims of crypto crime are defrauded of thousands of millions
of euros annually. He points out that the European Parliament has already called for measures
to regulate crypto assets and observes that, to date, no crypto asset funding has been set aside
to compensate the victims of directly related criminal activities. The petitioner is therefore
seeking the introduction of a regulatory scheme to compensate victims. He is acting on behalf
of the victims of crypto crime (fraud, piracy and extortion) illegally targeting or making
criminal use of crypto assets. Victims have attempted to recoup their losses in different ways
such as legal proceedings in national courts, criminal complaints to national authorities, bank
transfers, credit card reversals and block chain tracking.

None of these remedies has been successful owing to the multi-jurisdictional nature of the
crypto-currency transaction.

Similarly, the petitioner notes that neither the Commission nor the European Ombudsman have
declared themselves competent in this matter. He urges the European Parliament to act directly
to help the victims of crypto-active crimes as part of its EU strategy for the creation of a genuine
single market for digital financial services.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 14 July 2020. Information requested from Commission under Rule
227(6).



3. Commission reply, received on 12 October 2020

On 24 September 2020, the Commission put forward a comprehensive proposal on crypto-
assets®. This proposal endeavours to provide legal certainty for crypto-assets, high levels of
consumer protection and market integrity within crypto-asset markets as well as ensuring
financial stability.

This new proposal will be complementary to the already implemented 5" Anti-Money
Laundering Directive? in helping to tackle these issues. Creating legal certainty for crypto-
assets may assist victims to seek redress through existing channels by removing the doubts
sometimes surrounding crypto-assets. Additionally, bringing transparency requirements to
issuers of crypto-assets will help mitigate the risks of fraud, while operational requirements for
key crypto-asset service providers is vital to limit the amount of hacks.

This proposal fully reflects updates in the international recommendations from the Financial
Action Task Force, and prepares the ground for more substantive changes to the EU money
laundering framework in 2021.

Fraud, theft (hacking) and extortion involving crypto-assets are criminal activities and matters
of criminal law, which should be pursued through national law enforcement agencies and
national channels. Certain specific compensation schemes exist at national level, for example
investor compensation schemes and, in some Member States, other financial services
compensation schemes, but these remain national, even if they tackle in part issues covering
multiple jurisdictions (consumers in many Member States are often compensated directly from
the first port of call - their bank - in matters of online fraud).

The examples mentioned by the petitioner (fraud, hacking, extortion) are not specific to crypto-
assets, and regardless of whether the loss incurred concerns crypto-assets, fiat money or other
value, investors or consumers have to seek redress through national law enforcement and
existing channels. The Commission does not have the competence to set up a compensation
fund for victims of financial crime. Furthermore, most losses suffered - through for example
fraudulent initial coin offerings (ICOs) or hacks of cryptocurrency exchanges - occur outside
of the EU.

In addition, the Commission would like to inform the Committee on Petitions that EU rules
exist on compensation for victims of violent, intentional crime. The 2004 Directive on
compensation? facilitates access to compensation for victims of violent, intentional crimes that
took place in other Member States but also in their Member State of residence*. Depending on
the circumstances of a particular case, it cannot be excluded that certain types of crime
involving crypto-assets (for instance extortion) may constitute violent, intentional crime that

1 COM(2020) 593 final.

2 Directive (EU) 2018/843 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2018 amending Directive
(EU) 2015/849 on the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes of money laundering or
terrorist financing, and amending Directives 2009/138/EC and 2013/36/EU (Text with EEA relevance), OJ L 156,
19.6.2018, p. 43-74.

3Council Directive 2004/80/EC of 29 April 2004 relating to compensation to crime victims, OJ L 261, 6.8.2004,
p. 15-18.

4 See recent judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union in case C-129/19, Presidenza del Consiglio
dei Ministri v BV, in particular points 55, 56.



may fall under the EU rules on compensation. It is up to the competent national authorities to
decide in individual cases.

Conclusion

The Commission suggests that the petitioners continue to pursue their respective cases through
national law enforcement agencies and seek compensation through existing channels or with
the legal persons responsible for their loss. EU rules on compensation may be applicable in
cases of intentional violent crime.
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OneCoin founder Dr Ruja Ignatova
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BUSINESS

Leading OneCoin backers linked to Irish
cryptocurrency MingoCoin

Brian Carey

Sunday November 24 2019, 12.01am GMT, The Sunday Times

Share Yy f ¢ Save ¥

Two senior members of the discredited OneCoin cryptocurrency
sales network are listed as shareholders of a fledgling Irish
cryptocurrency.

Peter Shaw and Pehr Karlsson are shareholders in Funlz, which
is seeking to develop MingoCoin, a cryptocurrency linked to a
new messaging aggregator app. Funlz founder Joe Arthur said
that the two men were “friends of a friend”, and he had never
met them.

Arthur said the individuals had no role or connection with

7/13/2023, 10:37 AM
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Funlz, aside from being minor and passive investors. He said he
was unaware of their involvement in OneCoin. Shaw and
Karlsson invested small sums in Funlz in 2016.

Last week a New York jury found Mark Scott, a US attorney,
guilty of conspiracy to launder the proceeds of what
investigators there called the OneCoin “Ponzi scheme”. It was
alleged Scott earned $50m (€45m) from his efforts in routing
$400m out of America. Some OneCoin proceeds passed through
company accounts with Bank of Ireland in Dublin. The bank has
provided information to the US authorities.

Investigators estimate that OneCoin could have raised as much
as $4bn internationally. Its founder Dr Ruja Ignatova, an ex-
McKinsey consultant, has not been seen publicly since 2017. Her
brother Konstantin Ignatov has pleaded guilty to charges of
money laundering and fraud. Scott and Konstantin Ignatov face
lengthy jail sentences.

OneCoin raised money from investors at large-scale sales events
across the world and recognised “leaders” based on how many
people they could recruit to invest. Karlsson was a top-ranked
“Crown Diamond” leader and Shaw, who lived in Co Kildare for
a period, was a “Blue Diamond” leader. Neither man is in any
way subject to the US proceedings.

Related articles
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Mingo's tale from the crypto faces an
unclear end

Mingo creators’ plan to link social apps with a digital currency
lives on, but for how long

Brian Carey

Sunday November 24 2019, 12.01am GMT, The Sunday Times

Share 4 f S

For three years Joe Arthur, a former metalwork teacher from Co
Westmeath, and his wife Deirdre, a hairdresser, lived the tech
dream. As the story goes, Deirdre Arthur came back to the
couple’s home in Mullingar from a Christmas shopping trip in
Dublin bemoaning the amount of time she spent tracking
messages across various sites and apps, from Facebook to
WhatsApp.

Joe, who once tried to sell coconut water onto Ryanair flights,
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was inspired. Not only would he devise an app to manage
messaging in one place, Mingo, he would use the technology to
distribute a cryptocurrency across the billions of users of
messaging apps around the world.

The idea garnered the apparent endorsement of One Direction
star Niall Horan, hypnotist Keith Barry and footballer Paul
Scholes, not to mention Irish tech royalty in Fran Rooney, the
former chief executive of Baltimore Technologies —who
reportedly became the Mingo chairman — and Enterprise
Ireland.

In March 2018, the Arthurs and Rooney attended Ireland Day at
the New York Stock Exchange, where they were pictured with
billionaire Denis O’Brien. A month later, the couple delivered
the keynote closing speech at the Dublin Tech Summit, where
they launched an initial coin offering (ICO), a cryptocurrency
version of a stock market listing, aimed at raising up to €30m.

Some 18 months on and the trajectory of Ireland’s
cryptocurrency start-up has tapered. The ICO was pulled and,
like the sector itself, Mingo has lost some of its lustre. Rooney is
no longer associated with the company. He was never a director.

While Mingo won a Competitive Feasibility Fund award from
Enterprise Ireland, it has not drawn down any money. Funlz, the
company that owns Mingo, is struck off, having failed to file its
annual return on time.

The celebrity shine also seems to have worn off. Scholes
downloaded an early version of the Mingo app in 2016 as both
he and the company supported an autism charity. Barry created
a Mingo-themed video featuring his mentalist abilities, which
the company expected to go viral — it has attracted a little more
than 2,500 views in four years.

Mullingar man Horan was to be the poster boy for Mingo. Once
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described as a shareholder and “strategic partner” in company
documents, the pop star was allegedly going to leverage his
almost 40m Twitter followers to help build Mingo’s profile. In a
white paper, a type of information memorandum, prepared in
2017, it was stated that Horan “will be focused on driving users
to MingoMessenger by tweeting about Mingo and offering his
followers exclusive content”.

However, a post on blog-hosting site Medium in August 2018
says that, following a “cryptocurrency scare”, some of Horan’s
advisers decided to “distance him” from the technology. The
singer still “liked the product”, blogged technologist Ken
Anderson, a US-based adviser to Mingo, “but could not endorse
any more due to the media”.

While Horan did not invest in Funlz, The Sunday Times has
established that two men listed as shareholders in the company
were champions of OneCoin, a cryptocurrency scheme.
OneCoin’s founder Dr Ruja Ignatova is currently the subject of a
serious fraud investigation in America.

Swede Pehr Karlsson and Briton Peter Shaw, who were active in
recruiting members to the OneCoin membership network,
invested in Funlz in March 2017. Neither Karlsson or Shaw are
accused of any wrongdoing at OneCoin, or implicated in the US
probe. Joe Arthur says that Karlsson and Shaw were “friends of
a friend”, and never had any involvement in Mingo beyond
being minor and passive investors. Arthur, who worked for a
number of companies in the UK before returning to Ireland to
teach, remains committed to the project. He said Funlz hopes to
finalise an agreement with a European investment house
shortly and is in the process of being restored to the Companies
Office register.

The business had a difficulty finalising its accounts as “no Irish
auditors has had to account for cryptocurrency in the past”, he
said. Arthur added that Mingo had raised “about €1m” so far
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from investors. A big chunk of that was spent on the

unsuccessful ICO.

In a blog last year, Anderson said there was a reason why

nobody had managed to crack a chat aggregator, because it is

“really hard”. Arthur is keeping that dream alive.
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Exhibit A-2

Legend Actual TD Account and Forex Account Relationship
[ Alleged SUA Proceeds
8 Source: GX-723-B; GX-730-A
Accounts shown on
GX-2626 and GX-2623 Linda Cohen William Horn Other Sources
$22.577.29 (0.21%) $6.062.60 (0.06%) $10.539.832.84 (99.73%)
TD Bank x7544
o\ SecurePoint 360
S “Dirty” Funds = 0.27%: Other Funds = 99.73%
w $2.287,642.67 to 35 U.S. beneficiaries
() $8.058,373.26 to Bannockburn Forex
3W Plane Asia Pacific Bridge Co, Ltd Alchemy Fund Alyx Cheeney Adean Word
Brad Byler Compass Global Markets Copilot Ventures Fund Ii  Creative Concept Center Dale Yoder
GCAP USA Greenbox , Inc J & J Resources Inc Jeff Litzenberger Joseph Perry
Mobile Cloud Jlt Nu World Title of Davie, LLC  Ole Elite Corp, Inc. Ole Resources LLC Os Pharma S.A. De C.V.
Return IMAD Rudy Title & Escrow, LLC Robert L Stewart Richard L Marks Ruth Laura Millar
Solarchy Sa De Cv  SecurePoint Corporation The Maristella Group Trade Solutions Group Valerie Bielmeier

| Bannockburn Forex
Erwin Pascua
Matthew Lopez
Purlio. LLC
Sandp Solutions Inc
Virchex, Inc.

Other Sources*
$15.798,358.53 (66.22%)

First Financial Bank (f’k/a/) Bannockburn Global FOREX
Customer Account No 2427847544
Funds from TD Bank=33.78%: Funds from Other Sources=66.22%

$23,856.731.79 to 13 non-U.S. beneficiaries

$8,058,373.26

CK Venture FZE

Funlz Ltd

Futurumnobiset Consulting AB

IMS GmbH

Emirates NBD Bank PJSC x8903

Bank of Ireland x5592

Skandinaviska Enskilda Banken x4189

Deutsche Bank x8901

IMS Pte
United Overseas Bank x6682

IMS International Marketing Services GmbH
Kreissparkasse Steinfurt x6108

International Marketing Services PT

DBS Bank x0017

JP Worldwide Consulting FZE
Emirates NBD Bank PJSC x5803

Merz and Renz GmbH and Co.KG
Sparkasse Pforzheim PJSC x9762

Turk Ekonomi Bank PLC
Talat Kursat x4968

LLOYDS TSB Bank PLC

x9274

Powszechna Kasa Oszczednosci Bank
Global Wire Limited x9423

Ceskoslovenska Obchodni Banka
Grafia Nova s r.o x8575

ase 1:17-cr-00630-ER  Document 345-3| Fildd 12/07/20 Pa

#Records for the Bannockburn 7544 Account (GX-730-A) appear to show $15.8 million more in deposits from the TD 7544 Account than the records for the TD 7544
Account indicate was sent to the Bannockburn 7544 Account (GX-723-B). Inresponse to a request by counsel for Mr. Scott, the Government was not able to provide any
additional records for these accounts to resolve this apparent discrepancy. (See Letters dated April 15, 2020 and April 23, 2020, attached Exhibit A-3.
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DUBAI COURTS SMART VERDICT GOVERNMENT OF DUBAI

In Appeals No. 884/2022/445, 1028/2022/445, and 1084/2022/445,
Commercial Appeal
//Qr Code is affixed// //Bar code is affixed//
In the Name of Allah, the Most Compassionate, the Most Merciful

In the name of His Highness Sheikh Mohammed bin Rashid Al
Maktoum, Governor of Dubai

Court of Cassation

In the public hearing held on Wednesday, August 21, 2024, at the
headquarters of the Court of Cassation in Dubai

Chaired by Judge Mahmoud Abdelhamid Circuit
Tantawi Chairman
With Mohamed El Sayed Mohamed Circuit
membership of Saleh Al-Nanaa’i member
Judge
Judge Tariq Yaqoub Al-Khayyat Circuit
member

First: In Appeal No. 884 of 2022, Commercial Appeal

Appellant: Dr. Ruja Ignatova
Appellee: Sheikh Saud bin Faisal bin Sultan bin Salem Al Qasimi
Appellee: OneCoin Ltd (formerly known as Prosper Ltd)



Appellee: Mashreq Bank Public Shareholding Company -
Management Office

Appellee: Caesar DeGracia Santos

Appellee: Marcela Yasmin Simmons

Second: In Appeal No. 1028 of 2022, Commercial Appeal

Appellant: Caesar DeGracia Santos
Appellant: Marcela Yasmin Simmons
Appellee: Sheikh Saud bin Faisal bin Sultan bin Salem Al Qasimi
Appellee: OneCoin Ltd (formerly known as Prosper Ltd)
Appellee: Dr. Ruja Ignatova
Appellee: Mashreq Bank Public Shareholding Company -
Management Office
Third: In Appeal No. 1084 of 2022, Commercial Appeal

Appellant: Dr. Ruja Ignatova

Appellee: Sheikh Saud bin Faisal bin Sultan bin Salem Al Qasimi

Appellee: OneCoin Ltd (formerly known as Prosper Ltd)

Appellee: Mashreq Bank Public Shareholding Company -
Management Office

Appellee: Caesar DeGracia Santos

Appellee: Marcela Yasmin Simmons

The Court issued the following judgment




Having reviewed the documents and hearing the summary reports
prepared and presented in the hearing by the assigned Judge, Mr.
Mohamed El Sayed Al-Nanaa'i, and the pleadings, and after deliberation:
Whereas, the appeals have met their formal requirements, and the facts of
the lawsuit, the parties'’ documents, and their defenses have been
addressed in the appealed judgment, as well as in the two judgments issued
by the Court of Appeal on 28/09/2021 and 28/06/2022, and the two
judgments issued by this Court on 08/12/2021 and 14/12/2022, to which
the Court refers, considering their reasons as supplementary to the
reasons for this judgment.

The facts are summarized as follows: The Appellant in the first and third
appeals filed Lawsuit No. 724 of 2020 Commercial Plenary against the
tirst three Appellees in these appeals, requesting a judgment first to
establish its ownership of the entirety of the shares and interests in the
Second Appellee Company. Secondly, to annul the sale contract dated
28/02/2017, through which the last two Appellees sold their entire shares
in the Second Appellee Company to the First Appellee, or alternatively,
to declare its non-enforceability against the Appellant and wholly, as an
alternative, to declare it a sham transaction. Thirdly, to oblige the Third
Appellee not to disburse any funds from the accounts of the Second
Appellee Company to the First Appellee, particularly the value of the

manager’s cheque deposited in the attached file. Fourthly, to obligate the



Third Appellee to pay the Appellant the amount of AED
209,371,300.092, the value of the mentioned cheque, plus interest from
the date of filing the lawsuit until full payment.

In support of its claim, the Appellant stated that the Second Appellee is a
free zone company licensed by the Ras Al Khaimah Free Zone for
International Companies, as evidenced by the Certificate of Assumption
of Office issued on 01/11/2015, which confirms that the partners in the
sald company are the Fourth Appellee, owning 500 shares representing
half of the company’s shares, and the Last Appellee, owning 500 shares
representing the other half. According to the two notarized declarations
issued by the Last Two Appellees at the notary public in the Republic of
Panama, the Appellant is the owner of the mentioned company. During
2015, the bank balance of the said company at the Third Appellee bank
was AED 209,371,300.092. The bank later closed the account due to
suspicions of money laundering, issued a manager’s cheque (guaranteed
payment) in favor of the company, and reported the incident to the
Central Bank. A criminal report was also filed with the Public Prosecution
under No. 1 of 2016 for money laundering. The First Appellee claimed to
the Appellant that it could defend its interests and prove the legitimacy of
its funds against money laundering suspicions in return for a fee, and
drafted a power of attorney which it signed. It also requested that the

aforementioned two partners (the Last Two Appellees) grant it a general



power of attorney allowing it to intervene with the Central Bank and to
issue an order to unfreeze the Appellant's funds and the Second Appellee
Company’s assets. However, it exploited these powers of attorney to
execute a contract dated 28/02/2017, transferring the shares of the
Second Appellee Company between it and the two aforementioned
partners, whereby their entire shares in the company were transferred to
its name. Upon learning of this, the Appellant revoked the power of
attorney it had granted to the First Appellee. The latter then attempted to
cash the manager’s cheque issued by the Third Appellee bank in favor of
the Second Appellee Company, but the bank refused to cash the cheque
due to the order to freeze the company’s funds. It then filed Lawsuit No.
209 of 2019 Commercial Plenary against the Third Appellee bank to
compel it to pay the value of the cheque. The Court dismissed the lawsuit,
and on 07/07/2020, the Public Prosecution administratively dismissed
the money laundering report mentioned above due to the absence of any
suspicion of money laundering, relying on the expert report assigned to
the lawsuit.

Given that the Appellant is the true owner of the Second Appellee
Company, the Second Appellee is not entitled to the amount of the
aforementioned cheque, and therefore it filed the lawsuit seeking the
previously mentioned judgments. During the hearing of the lawsuit, the

Appellant requested the inclusion of the Last Two Appellees as new



parties in the lawsuit and amended its requests to first, seek a judgment
establishing the sham ownership of the shares of the Second Appellee
Company by the Last Two Appellees and affirming its ownership thereof.
Second, to annul the sale contract dated 28/02/2017, executed between
the Last Two Appellees and the First Appellee, under which the latter
acquired their entire shares in the Second Appellee Company, or
alternatively, to declare its non-enforceability against it and third, to
establish the Appellant’s ownership of the entirety of the shares and
interests in the Second Appellee Company. Fourth, to oblige the Third
Appellee to pay the Appellant the amount of AED 209,868,011.19, plus
legal interest at the rate of 9% from the date of filing the lawsuit until full
payment.

The Last Two Appellees requested to join the Appellant in its claims. The
Court appointed an expert, and after the expert submitted its report, it
issued a judgment on 26/05/2021 declaring the nullity of the share sale
contract, the amended articles of association, and the articles of
incorporation of One Coin Ltd., previously known as Prosper Ltd., dated
28/02/2017, affirming the Appellant’s ownership of all its shares and
interests, and rejecting all other claims. The First and Second Appellees
appealed this judgment under Appeal No. 1717 of 2021 Commercial, and
on 28/09/2021, the Court overturned the appealed judgment and ruled

again that the Dubai Courts lacked jurisdiction to hear the lawsuit. The



Appellant challenged this judgment under Cassation No. 1150 of 2021
Commercial, and on 08/12/2021, the Court of Cassation annulled the
challenged judgment and remanded the lawsuit to the Court of Appeal for
reconsideration. After hearing the lawsuit, the Court of Appeal, on
28/04/2022, referred the lawsuit to investigation to verify and refute what
was stated in the judgment's wording. After hearing the testimony of the
witnesses for the First Two Appellees, it issued a judgment on
28/06/2022 to cancel the appealed judgment and again reject the lawsuit.
The Appellant challenged this judgment under Cassation Nos. 884 and
1084 of 2022 Commercial, and the Last Two Appellees also challenged
the same judgment under Cassation No. 1028 of 2022 Commercial. On
14/12/2022, the Court ruled in the Cassations Nos. 884, 1084, and 1028
to annul the challenged judgment and before deciding on the subject of
Appeal No. 1717 of 2021 Commercial, appointed a committee of three
experts to perform the task outlined in wording of that judgment.

Whereas, the committee undertook its task and submitted its report,
concluding that if the validity of the sale contract dated 01/10/2015
attributed to the Fourth and Fifth Appellees or the acknowledgment
attributed to the Appellant (without a date) is proven, or if the testimony
of Mr. Wasfi Mohamed Abdel Karim 1s accepted, the Fourth and Fifth
Appellees sold the Second Appellee Company to the First Appellee in

exchange for 230,000 Bitcoins, with a trading value at that time amounting



to AED 198,260,000, delivered to them through the Appellant via four
flash drives previously received from the First Appellee. The First
Appellee then transferred ownership of the Second Appellee Company to
itself based on the powers of attorney issued by the Fourth and Fifth
Appellees as the former owners of the Second Appellee Company. The
amount deposited in the Second Appellee Company’s account at the
Third Appellee Bank, which the latter recently deposited in the Court’s
treasury, was AED 20,9806,801.19. Since the committee was not provided
with any documents showing the existence of any assets or liabilities of
the Second Appellee Company, the net value of the assets of the Second
Appellee Company (cash available in its bank account) corresponds to the
amount paid by the First Appellee in Bitcoins for its purchase on
01/10/2015. If the wvalidity of the sale contract dated 01/10/2015
attributed to the Fourth and Fifth Appellees and the acknowledgment
attributed to the Appellant (without a date) is disproven and the testimony
of Mr. Wasfi Mohamed Abdel Karim is not accepted, it appears that the
Appellant and the Fourth and Fifth Appellees executed a power of
attorney in favor of the First Appellee to act on their behalf regarding
commercial, professional, or industrial licenses, including sale or
mortgage, either for itself or others, etc. The First Appellee, exploiting
this power of attorney from the Fourth and Fifth Appellees, transterred

ownership of the Second Appellee Company to itself without permission



or approval from either the Appellant (as the true owner of the Second
Appellee Company) or the Fourth and Fifth Appellees (as the nominal
owners of the Second Appellee Company) for only AED 1,000, which is
not commensurate with the company's value and the amount available in
its account at the Third Appellee Bank, which the bank recently deposited
in the Court’s treasury, amounting to AED 209,898.19, in the absence of
any documents showing the existence of any liabilities of the Second
Appellee Company.

On 21/02/2024, the Coutt, before deciding on the defenses and the
subject matter, appointed the General Department of Criminal Evidence
and Forensic Science of Dubai Police to appoint one of its handwriting
experts as an expert in the lawsuit to examine the acknowledgment
document attributed to the Appellant and submitted as part of the First
Two Appellees’ documents — Document No. 1 to the First Instance Court
on 21/03/2021 — to compare the signature attributed to the Appellant on
this document with the signature on the power of attorney notarized by
the Notary Public in Dubai under No. 200534/1/2016 issued by the
Appellant to the First Appellee, and any official or unofficial documents
signed by it and recognized by the parties, to determine whether the
signature attributed to it on the mentioned acknowledgment is indeed its

signature.



The report from the Examination Section of the General Department of
Criminal Evidence and Forensic Science, dated 01/05/2024, stated that
the Appellant failed to appear for handwriting analysis.

Following the Court's summons for the appointed expert to attend the
hearing on 29/05/2024 to discuss the signature comparison as per the
preliminary judgment issued by this Court and previously mentioned, the
Court decided to continue the proceedings until 05/06/2024 for the
expert to carry out the task outlined in the preliminary judgment issued
on 21/02/2024 and to receive the report.

The report from the General Department of Criminal Evidence and
Forensic Science of Dubai Police, dated 11/06/2024, concluded that the
hand responsible for the signature on the acknowledgment under
examination, attributed to the Appellant, Dr. Ruja Ignatova, is not the
same as the hand responsible for the signatures on the comparison
samples attributed to her.

In the hearing on 26/06/2024, the Appellant in Appeals No. 1 and No. 3
appeared with an attorney who requested the appeals be reserved for
judgment. The Appellees, the First and Second Parties, also appeared with
an attorney who requested: (1) the recording of the hearing on
29/05/2024 and the expert's statements regarding the forgery be
transcribed; (2) an objection to the comparison samples (Laura

Company’s Articles of Incorporation) submitted to the expert; (3) a stay



of the lawsuit pending the resolution of Lawsuit No. 8736 of 2023
(Criminal Appeal); (4) the Appellant (Dr. Ruja) in Appeal No. 884 of 2022
be summoned for questioning regarding the signature on the
acknowledgment and to obtain handwriting samples to verify the validity
of the opponent’s power of attorney; and (5) the appointment of a
tripartite committee from the Forensic Department to obtain handwriting
samples from Dr. Ruja.

Three defense memoranda were submitted, reiterating the forgery claim
based on the minutes of the hearing on 29/05/2024, which did not reflect
the testimony of Forensic Expert Hazem Hassan El Sayed regarding the
necessity of obtaining handwriting samples from the Appellant. The
expert indicated that without obtaining handwriting samples, the result
would be inconclusive. It was requested that the hearing be properly
transcribed and referred back to the Forensic Department for review by
a tripartite committee, with an emphasis on the Appellant’s presence for
handwriting samples, as the Forensic Report author, who testified on a
technical matter beyond the court’s purview, requested. The court, even
as the supreme expert, should not disregard this request. The disputed
comparison documents, which the Appellee did not agree upon, should
be excluded. Furthermore, a stay of the lawsuit was requested pending the
resolution of Criminal Appeal No. 8736 of 2023 (under investigation), in

which the forged power of attorney was seized and is under investigation.



Dr. Ruja should be summoned, even electronically, to verify the validity
of the power of attorney, especially since evidence of its forgery was
established through the notary public’s testimony and the letter from the
Seychelles Embassy. The Appellant should appear in person before the
court to clarify whether it authorized Maimon or not, given that its power
of attorney was proven to be forged. Additionally, it should be determined
whether the attorney who represented it at the trial court and in the appeal
stages was authorized. The Appellant also contested the validity of the
acknowledgments in Documents 2 and 3 in the file submitted at the trial
court, attached to the lawsuit statement as previously explained. The
points of forgery were outlined, and it was requested that the First
Appellee be compelled to present these documents to contest their
authenticity for the reasons stated. It was also requested that the German
and Seychelles embassies be contacted through the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and International Cooperation to ascertain whether the Plaintiff,
Dr. Ruja, is alive, as media reports indicate its death since 2017.

The legal attorney currently appearing on its behalf is using forged powers
of attorney. The challenge to the forgery of the power of attorney issued
to Mr. Maimon Madani, under which the current legal attorney was
authorized to represent Dr. Ruja, is supported by the evidence in our file.
The legal attorney is aware of this forgery, being involved in all the

incidents of forgery mentioned. It was requested that the legal attorney be



compelled to submit the original of Maimon Madani’s power of attorney,
under which it received the authority as an attorney, to contest its
authenticity. It was also requested that a copy of these documents be
referred to the Public Prosecution for investigation and to initiate a
criminal case for forgery and the use of a forged document, knowing it
was forged, concerning the forgery of Maimon Madani’s power of
attorney by Al-Aidaroos Law Firm. The forged power of attorney grants
the right to disbursement, receipt, settlements, and reconciliation, which
is highly dangerous and necessitates the intervention of the Public
Prosecution.

The following requests were made:

1. Dismissal of the lawsuit. 2. Non-recognition of the two
acknowledgments issued by Caesar and Marcela to Ruja against Sheikh
Saud, alleging that the evidence was fabricated by the parties involved. 3.
Acceptance of the testimonies of the two witnesses heard by the court. 4.
Non-admission of the lawsuit due to the invalidity of the legal
representation of the attorney representing the Plaintiff at both the trial
court and the appeal, given the established forgery of the power of
attorney. 5. Non-admission of the lawsuit as it was filed by a party without
standing, due to the lack of proof that it owns Resig Limited. 6. Non-
admission of the lawsuit, as the expert appointed confirmed that Ruja

never owned a single share in OneCoin Ltd.. 7. Non-admission of the



lawsuit as it was filed by a party without standing, given that the Plaintiff,
Ruja, acknowledged in an original acknowledgment submitted at the trial
court that it received its price, acknowledged Caesar and Marcela's
ownership of the company in question, and that it does not own it. It
committed to notifying the original owners to issue a power of attorney
to Sheikh Saud, the Appellant, for selling the company to itself or others,
and the sale contract was signed and completed. 8. Inadmissibility of the
lawsuit based on the res judicata effect of the final, irrevocable judgment
issued in Lawsuit No. 126 of 2021, Ras Al Khaimah. 9. Inadmissibility of
the lawsuit based on the res judicata effect of the final, irrevocable
judgment from the Fujairah Court—Ruja's domicile—in Lawsuit No. 2-7
of 2021, Civil Partial, dated 26/12/2021.

As a precautionary measure: Directing the supplementary oath to Ruja as
tfollows: After appearing before the court and being identified with official
identification issued from the records of the United Arab Emirates, "I
swear by Almighty Allah that I authorized Attorney Al-Aidaroos to
represent me in filing a lawsuit against Sheikh Saud, and that the power
of attorney issued to it is valid. I also swear that OneCoin Ltd. is owned
by Resig Limited, and that I have been the owner of Resig Limited since
its establishment until now, without ever relinquishing any share of it. I
turther swear that (Edward Enrique Harris Robinson and Elfa Marja

Bolivar De Rodriguez) are not the owners of Resig Limited, and that the



certificate extracted from the commercial registry of the Ras Al Khaimah
International Companies Center, issued on 29/06/2021 under No. [......],
indicating that they are the owners of the company is forged. They forged
the sale contract for that company from me to them, and the certificate
issued by the same center for the liquidation of the company on
16/05/2018 is forged. The amount they obtained based on the judgment
issued in Lawsuit No. 109 of 2022, Commercial Major, from the Emirate
of Dubai, which proves their ownership of Resig Limited, and their
receipt of the company's funds from Mashreq Bank amounting to AED
208,553,504.6 is forged because they were never the owners of the
company.

I swear that I never visited Sheikh Saud’s palace in the UAE in 2015 or at
any other time, nor did I ever meet Sheikh Saud. I did not receive 230,000
Bitcoins or any lesser or greater amount, nor did I receive four flash
memory devices, nor any other payment or sum from Sheikh Saud as the
price for OneCoin Ltd., whether personally or on behalf of Caesar
DeGracia Santos and Marcela Yasmin Simmons. OneCoin Ltd. is my
property, and I have never sold it to Sheikh Saud. It is not owned by
Caesar, Marcela, Edward Enrique, Elfa Marja, or any other owners. 1
swear that I did not sign any acknowledgment of such a sale to Sheikh
Saud, nor did I ever sell it to him. Sheikh Saud does not own the company,

and I never promised to bring powers of attorney for it from Caesar and



Marcela—alleged owners of the company—to transfer ownership to its
name, and I never issued any power of attorney authorizing it to sell the
company.

As a comprehensive precaution, and in case the court is not convinced
and if the evidence is insufficient to dismiss the appeal and the lawsuit,
and considering the blatant forgeries that are evident and which were
ignored by the court—especially the forgery of the powers of attorney—
and provided that the Appellant is required to appear in person before the
court at its location in Bur Dubai and be identified with official
identification issued from the records of the United Arab Emirates, the
decisive oath should be directed to it in the following wording: "I swear
by Almighty Allah that I authorized Attorney Al-Aidaroos to represent
me in filing a lawsuit against Sheikh Saud, and that the power of attorney
issued to it is valid. I further swear that OneCoin Ltd. is owned by Resig
Limited, and that I have been the owner of Resig Limited since its
establishment until now, without ever relinquishing any share of it. I also
swear that (Edward Enrique Harris Robinson and Elfa Marja Bolivar De
Rodriguez) are not the owners of Resig Limited, and that the certificate
extracted from the commercial registry of the Ras Al Khaimah
International Companies Center, issued on 29/06/2021 under No. [......],
indicating that they are the owners of the company is forged. They forged

the sale contract for that company from me to them, and the certificate



issued by the same center for the liquidation of the company on
16/05/2018 is forged. The amount they obtained based on the judgment
issued in Lawsuit No. 109 of 2022, Commercial Major, from the Emirate
of Dubai, which proves their ownership of Resig Limited, and their
receipt of the company's funds from Mashreq Bank amounting to AED
20,855,350.46 is forged because they were never the owners of the
company.

I swear that I never visited Sheikh Saud’s palace in the UAE in 2015 or at
any other time, nor did I ever meet Sheikh Saud. I did not receive 230,000
Bitcoins or any lesser or greater amount, nor did I receive four flash
memory devices, nor any other payment or sum from Sheikh Saud as the
price for OneCoin Ltd., whether personally or on behalf of Caesar
DeGracia Santos and Marcela Yasmin Simmons. OneCoin Ltd. is my
property, and I have never sold it to Sheikh Saud. It is not owned by
Caesar, Marcela, Edward Enrique, Elfa Marja, or any other owners. 1
swear that I did not sign any acknowledgment of such a sale to Sheikh
Saud, nor did I ever sell it to him. Sheikh Saud does not own the company,
and I never promised to bring powers of attorney for it from Caesar and
Marcela—alleged owners of the company—to transfer ownership to its
name, and I never issued any power of attorney authorizing it to sell the

company."



The court has decided to reserve the lawsuit for judgment. Regarding the
claims made by the first two Appellees—Appellants—challenging the
validity of the minutes of the heating dated 29/05/2024, on the grounds
that the testimony of the forensic expert, Hazem Hassan El Sayed, which
emphasized the necessity of having the Appellant provide handwriting
samples, was not recorded, and that without these samples, the
conclusions would be speculative, necessitating a proper review of the
minutes and referral back to a tripartite forensic committee with the
Appellant’s attendance for handwriting verification, while excluding the
disputed comparison documents provided by the Appellees—this is
unfounded.

This is because it is established in the jurisprudence of the Court of
Cassation that the assessment of the seriousness of the forgery claim, as
well as the determination of whether the forgery challenge is impactful in
the dispute, falls under the jurisdiction of the trial court without
interference from the Court of Cassation. This authority includes
understanding the facts of the lawsuit, assessing the evidence and
documents presented, and basing its judgment on sound reasons
grounded in the lawsuit file.

Furthermore, as established by the Court of Cassation, the trial court has
tull authority to ascertain and understand the facts of the lawsuit, to

examine and assess the evidence and documents presented properly, to



weigh them, and to prefer what it finds convincing and consistent with
what it deems to be the truth in the lawsuit. The court's discretion also
extends to evaluating the work of experts, considering it as one element
of proof, and the court has the unrestricted power to rely on it if it finds
it convincing and aligned with the truth of the lawsuit. The court is not
obligated to appoint a tripartite expert committee if it finds the existing
expert report sufficient and is not required to follow every aspect of the
parties' arguments as long as its reliance on the evidence supporting its
judgment implicitly addresses those arguments.

Given that, the expert appointed from the General Department of
Forensic Evidence to examine the signature attributed to the Appellant in
the first and last appeals on the acknowledgment in question has
performed the assigned task and submitted its report detailing the
procedures followed and the documents provided for comparison. The
teport concluded, on 11/06/2024, that the signature on this
acknowledgment is not the Appellant’s signature. The court is convinced
of this conclusion and accepts it. Therefore, the challenge raised by the
first two Appellees regarding the minutes of the hearing on 29/05/2024,
concerning the expert’s execution of the task of examining the
aforementioned acknowledgment, and alleging that these minutes did not
include the expert’s reference to the necessity of obtaining handwriting

samples from the Appellant to reach a definitive conclusion about the



authenticity of the examined signature—regardless of the validity of this
claim—has become irrelevant after the expert has completed the task and
submitted the report. Accordingly, the forgery challenge raised by the first
two Appellees regarding the mentioned hearing minutes is not impactful
in the dispute.

And whereas regarding the Appellants' insistence on requesting a stay of
the lawsuit pending the resolution of the criminal Lawsuit No. 8736 of
2023 (Appeal) [Felony under investigation] and summoning Ruja in
person, even if electronically, to verify the wvalidity of the power of
attorney and whether she appointed Maimon or not—especially in light
of the established forgery of his power of attorney—and whether she
appointed the attorney representing its before the lower court and during
all stages of litigation, as well as communicating with the embassies of
Germany and Seychelles through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
International Cooperation to inquire if the plaintiff Ruja is still alive, given
that it has been reported in the media that she died in 2017, and the legal
representative present is acting on the basis of forged powers of attorney.
Additionally, challenging the forgery of Mr. Maimon Madani’s power of
attorney, through which the current legal representative received the
status to act on behalf of Ruja, and compelling the legal representative to
present the original power of attorney of Maimon Madani, upon which

he was authorized, to contest it as a forgery. Furthermore, referring a copy



of these documents to the Public Prosecution for investigation and
initiating a criminal case for forgery and use of a forged document with
knowledge of its forgery, concerning the incidents of forging Maimon
Madani’s power of attorney for the Al-Aidaroos Law Firm, which is
particularly concerning due to the broad authority it grants for
disbursement, receipt, settlements, and reconciliations, and therefore
warrants the involvement of the Public Prosecution—this request is
unfounded.

This is because it is established in the jurisprudence of the Court of
Cassation that if the Court of Cassation, in its annulment judgment,
resolves a matter that was in dispute between the parties, the annulment
judgment carries the force of res judicata concerning that matter. Neither
the parties nor the referring court may contravene this authority or revisit
the issue, even with new legal or factual evidence. Moreover, it is
established in the Court of Cassation's jurisprudence that judgments that
have attained the force of res judicata are conclusive on the matters they
have resolved and no evidence contradicting this conclusiveness is
admissible. The parties are barred from disputing the issue that the prior
judgment resolved in a subsequent case, even with legal or factual
evidence that was not previously raised or was raised but not examined by
the judgment in the prior case, as long as the issue was the foundation of

the claims by either party in the current case.



The fact that the requests in the two cases differ or that the prior judgment
may have erred in law or misapplied it does not change this, as the force
of res judicata supersedes such errors and even overrides public policy
considerations.

Given this, and since the Court of Cassation, in its annulment judgment
issued on 14 December 2022 in appeals Nos. 884, 1028, and 1084 of 2022
(Commercial), previously ruled on the objection raised by the first two
Appellees (Appellants) regarding the invalidity of the legal representation
by the attorney Al-Aidaroos, who was representing the Appellant on the
basis that his power of attorney was derived from a forged power of
attorney (Ruja's power of attorney to Maimon) as acknowledged by the
notary on 20 July 2022, who issued it and confirmed the forgery in Dubai
courts through Appeal No. 2020/686 (Performance Order) before Dubai
courts with a final judgment on the power of attorney No. 2156 on the
same date before the same notary. The Dubai Court's judgment
established that Maimon Madani possessed forged powers of attorney
that he used for illicit purposes, rendering them void. The notary
acknowledged that he did not authenticate it, Ruja did not appear before
him, and he did not authenticate any power of attorney.

The request to seize the forged power of attorney and compel its
submission for examination by a specialized expert to inspect it in light of

the forgery evidence was rejected. This rejection implies the validity of the



power of attorney and confirms the procedural status of the attorney
conducting the proceedings. Therefore, this court is precluded from re-
examining this objection, and the Appellants cannot reassert this
objection after the annulment or rely on the defenses and requests
stemming from it, as previously stated. Therefore, their request to stay the
lawsuit pending the resolution of the criminal Lawsuit No. 8736 of 2023
(Felony Appeal) concerning the forgery of the aforementioned power of
attorney, or to question the Appellant in the first and last appeals
regarding its validity, lacks a legal basis.

And whereas concerning the objection raised by the Appellants regarding
the inadmissibility of considering the lawsuit due to res judicata, based on
the final and conclusive judgment issued in Lawsuit No. 126 of 2021/22
Ras Al Khaimah, which ruled on the validity of the sale contract dated
01/10/2015, by which the Defendants—first: Caesar DeGracia Santos,
and second: Marcela Yasmin Simmons—sold the company OneCoin Ltd.
(License No. 14082-12, issued by the Ras Al Khaimah Free Zone
Authority of the Government of Ras Al Khaimah) to Sheikh Saud, and
considering the previous ruling in the final and conclusive judgment
issued by the Fujaitah Court—Ruja’s domicile—in Lawsuit No. 702/2021
(Civil, Partial), final and conclusive judgment issued on 21 December
2026, which stated in its operative part: “For these reasons, the court ruled

in the presence of the defendant to confirm the signature of the



Appellee/Ruja Ignatova on the acknowledgment by which she admitted
recetving 230,000 bitcoins from the Appellant on four devices stored on
four USB flash drives”—this objection is unfounded.

This is because, as established in the jurisprudence of the Court of
Cassation, for a judgment to have the force of res judicata that prevents
the dispute from being re-litigated, there shall be unity of the subject
matter, cause, and parties in the present and previous cases. This unity is
determined by the trial court as long as its judgment is based on sound
reasoning. Moreover, as established in the jurisprudence of the Court of
Cassation, a judgment does not acquire the force of res judicata beyond
the subject matter it resolved or against non-parties to the lawsuit in which
it was issued.

Given that, and as evidenced in the records, the Appellant was not a party
to Lawsuit No. 136 of 2021 (Civil, Partial) Ras Al Khaimah. This case was
tiled by the First Appellee against the last two Appellees, requesting the
confirmation of their signatures on the company’s sale contract (OneCoin
Ltd.) in favor of the First Appellee. Furthermore, Lawsuit No. 702 of 2021
(Civil, Partial) Fujairah was filed by the First Appellee against the
Appellant, seeking a judgment to confirm its signature on the
acknowledgment of receipt of the sale price of the second Appellee
company. This indicates that the subject matter in these two cases differs

from that of the present case. Consequently, the judgments issued in each



of these cases—assuming they have become final-—do not have res
judicata effect against the Appellant. Therefore, the objection regarding
the inadmissibility of considering the lawsuit due to res judicata from the
aforementioned cases is unfounded.

Whereas regarding the request of the Appellants to direct a decisive oath
to the Appellee in the first and last appeals - the First Appellee - in the
tollowing form: I swear by Almighty Allah that I appointed Attorney Ali
Al-Aidaroos to represent me in filing a lawsuit against Sheikh Saud and
that the power of attorney issued to him is valid, and that OneCoin Ltd.
is a company owned by Risk Limited and that I have been the owner of
Risk Limited since its inception to the present and have never relinquished
any share of it, and that (Edward Enric Harris Robinson - and Elfa Marja
Bolivar De Rodriguez) are not owners of Risk Limited and that the
certificate extracted from the commercial register of Ras Al Khaimah
International Companies Center dated 29/06/2021 under number .......
indicating that they are the owners of the company is forged, and that they
tforged the sale contract of that company from me to them, and that the
certificate issued by the same center regarding the liquidation of the
company to them dated 16/05/2018 is forged, and that what Elfa and
Edward obtained from the judgment issued in Lawsuit No. 109 of 2022
Commercial Appeal from Dubai Emirate, which proves that they are the

owners of Risk Limited and that they liquidated Risk Limited and received



its funds as per the judgment mentioned at Mashreq Bank in the amount
of AED 20,855,350.46 is forged as they are not the owners of the
company at all, and I swear that I did not attend the palace of His
Highness Sheikh Saud in the UAE in 2015 or at any prior or subsequent
date and have not met His Highness Sheikh Saud at all, and I did not
receive from it 230,000 Bitcoins or more or less on four USB flash drives,
and did not receive any compensation or any amount of money from His
Highness Sheikh Saud as payment for OneCoin Ltd. either personally or
on behalf of Caesar DeGracia Santos and Marcela Yasmin Simmons, and
that OneCoin Ltd. is owned by me and I did not sell it to His Highness
Sheikh Saud, and it is not owned by Caesar and Marcela or (Edward
Enrique and Elfa Marja) or any other owners, and I swear that I did not
sign any acknowledgment to Sheikh Saud and did not sell it to him at all,
nor that he is the owner of the company, and I did not undertake to bring
powers of attorney from Caesar and Marcela - as they are the owners of
the company - authorizing the transfer of the company's ownership to his
name and I did not issue any power of attorney for him to sell the
company. Allah is my witness to what I say and that Caesar and Marcela
did not sell the company to His Highness Sheikh Saud. Therefore, it is
unacceptable, as it is established in the jurisprudence of the Court of
Cassation that the principle of res judicata is a matter related to public

policy and it is not permissible to direct a decisive oath in a matter contrary



to public policy, which means that it is prohibited for a party to direct a
decisive oath to its opponent if the purpose is to deny the presumption
derived from the judgment that has the force of res judicata.

It is established — according to the jurisprudence of the Court of Cassation
— that any party in any case, even for the first time before the Court of
Appeal, may direct a decisive oath to the other party, even if it contradicts
a written evidence issued by the party requesting the oath, provided that
the fact on which the oath is directed is relevant to the dispute and
decisive to all or part of it, and pertains to the person to whom the oath
is directed. The oath shall relate to what the latter has done ot claimed,
either affirmatively or negatively, and the requesting party shall not be
abusing the right to request it, and the fact should not be contrary to
public policy or morals, or involve a legally punishable crime. This implies
that while the decisive oath is a right of the parties and the judge shall
respond to the request if its conditions are met, and it is intended for the
party as a last resort when other means of proof are lacking, it shall pertain
to a fact in the lawsuit, and therefore it cannot be directed on a legal issue
as the determination of such a matter is within the exclusive purview of
the judge, not the parties. Furthermore, the assessment of the conditions
for accepting a request for a decisive oath is within the discretionary
power of the trial court, which cannot be reviewed by the Court of

Cassation as long as its decision is based on sound reasons supported by



evidence in the lawsuit. Given that, and as the Appellants requested the
direction of the decisive oath to the First Appellee regarding the
aforementioned facts, and it is established from the documents that the
annulment judgment issued by the Court of Cassation in Appeals No. 14,
1028, and 1084 Commercial on 14/12/2022 ruled to reject the argument
made by the Appellees concerning the validity of the power of attorney
of their representative in the lawsuit, which is a judgment having the force
of res judicata, therefore it is not permissible to direct a decisive oath to
the Appellee on a fact contradicting the authority of the aforementioned
judgment. Additionally, the other facts pertain to a legal issue, namely the
ownership of the company and the validity of the transaction, which is a
legal matter decided by the judge of the lawsuit. Therefore, it is not
permissible to direct a decisive oath regarding it, and the request of the
First Appellees to direct it to the Appellee is therefore lacking legal basis.
Regarding the remaining defenses presented by the Appellees and their
request to direct the supplementary oath in the previously mentioned
form to the First Appellee and the subject of the appeal, it is established,
according to Articles 924 and 948 of the Civil Transactions Law and the
jurisprudence of the Court of Cassation, that an power of attorney is a
contract by which the principal appoints another person in its place for a
permissible and known transaction. The original subject of the power of

attorney is a legal act performed by the agent on behalf of the principal,



and as long as the agent accepts to perform this act, the power of attorney
is implicitly inferred from this acceptance. The agent is obligated to
provide the principal with the necessary information about the execution
of the power of attorney and to render an account of it. Moreover, an
agent authorized to sell the principal's property without specifying the sale
price may sell it at a reasonable price. However, if the principal specifies
the sale price, the agent may not sell it for less without prior authorization
or subsequent ratification from the principal. If the agent sells it at a lower
price without such authorization and delivers it to the buyer, the principal
has the option to reclaim the sold property, ratify the sale, or hold the
agent liable for the deficiency.

It is also established in the jurisprudence of the Court of Cassation that a
private document that has not been issued by the party cannot be used as
evidence against it unless it expressly or implicitly acknowledges it.
Moreover, the opinion of the expert appointed in the lawsuit is considered
an element of evidence subject to the trial court's discretion, which is not
subject to review by the Court of Cassation if the court is convinced of
the adequacy of the research conducted and the soundness of the basis of
the report. Additionally, the characterization of the parties in the lawsuit
is within the trial court's discretion as it pertains to understanding the facts
of the lawsuit, as long as the court bases its judgment on reasonable

grounds. The court also has the authority to interpret contracts and



documents in the manner it deems best to achieve the intentions of the
contracting parties and the concerned parties, in order to determine the
nature of the relationship between the parties to the lawsuit. It is also
established that the trial court has full authority to ascertain and
understand the facts of the lawsuit, evaluate the evidence presented, and
prefer what it finds convincing. The court has the discretion to assess the
expert's work, as it is an element of evidence in the lawsuit and falls under
the court's absolute authority to accept it if the court is convinced and
tinds it consistent with what it perceives to be the truth in the lawsuit. The
trial court's evaluation of witness testimony in the lawsuit is subject to
what the court finds trustworthy, and it is not subject to review, as the
court may accept the testimony of one witness over another or may not
accept the testimony at all, as long as the court's judgment is based on
sound reasons sufficient to support it. The court is not required to address
every aspect of the party's defense or respond to every statement and
argument individually, as the court's establishment of the truth and the
provision of evidence for it serves as an implicit response, negating
everything else.

The Court of Cassation has consistently held that the supplementary oath
is directed by the court on its own initiative to any of the parties in the
lawsuit as an attempt to complete its conviction if the evidence presented

in the lawsuit is insufficient to form its belief. This means that the court



directs it to the party to complete its argument and supplement its
evidence with the oath so that the court may be guided by it in ruling on
the lawsuit. Therefore, it has no place in a case lacking evidence or in a
case with complete evidence, and it is not a right of the parties that the
court is obligated to grant. Instead, it is the court's right to direct it out of
a desire to seek the truth, and this is subject to the court's discretion
without being subject to review by the Court of Cassation. Given that,
and based on the documents and evidence of the lawsuit, as well as the
report of the expert committee appointed by this court, it is established
that the Second Appellee - the Second Appellant - was established in the
Free Zone for International Companies in Ras Al Khaimah on
08/05/2014 with 1,000 shares for a total amount of AED 1,000 for its
owner, Martin Rudolph Alexander, for the purpose of conducting any
business and activities according to the rules of the Free Zone for
International Companies in Ras Al Khaimah. The company’s name was
changed on 21/10/2014 to OneCoin Ltd., and on 12/04/2015, its
ownership was transferred to Resig Limited for an amount of AED 1,000,
and on 12/04/2015, its ownership was transferred to the Fourth and Fifth
Appellees, equally between them, for an amount of AED 1,000.

The Appellant was representing the company and had the right to manage
its bank accounts with the Third Appellee bank since its establishment. If

the Honorable Court confirms the validity of the sale contract dated



01/10/2015 attributed to the Fourth and Fifth Appellees, or the
acknowledgment attributed to the Appellant (without a date), or if the
court accepts the testimony of Mr. Wasfi Mohamed Abdel Karim, it is
evident to the Committee that on 01/10/2015, the Fourth and Fifth
Appellees sold the Second Appellee company to the First Appellee in
exchange for 230,000 Bitcoins, valued at AED 198,210,000 at that time,
which were delivered to them by the Appellant through four memory
sticks that the latter had previously received from the First Appellee. The
First Appellee then transferred the ownership of the Second Appellee
Company to himself based on powers of attorney issued to him by the
Fourth and Fifth Appellees, who were the previous owners of the Second
Appellee Company. The amount deposited in the account of the Second
Appellee Company with the Third Appellee bank, which was recently
deposited by the bank in the court treasury, amounted to AED
209,868,011.19. Since no documents were presented to the Expert
Committee indicating any assets or liabilities of the Second Appellee
Company, the net value of the company's cash assets available in its bank
account corresponds to the value of the Bitcoins paid by the First
Appellee in exchange for purchasing the company on 01/10/2015.

If it is proven that the sale contract dated 01/10/2015 attributed to the
Fourth and Fifth Appellees is not valid, or if the acknowledgment

attributed to the Appellant (without a date) is found to be invalid, and the



testimony of Mr. Wasfi Mohamed Abdel Karim is not accepted, it is clear
to the Expert Committee that the Second Appellee company was
established in the Free Zone for International Companies in Ras Al
Khaimah on 08/05/2014 with 1,000 shares for a total amount of AED
1,000 by its owner, Martin Rudolph Alexander, for the purpose of
conducting any business and activities according to the rules of the Free
Zone for International Companies in Ras Al Khaimah. The company’s
name was changed on 21/10/2014 to OneCoin Ltd., and on 12/04/2015,
its ownership was transferred to Resig Limited for an amount of AED
1,000. On the same date, 12/04/2015, the ownership of Resig Limited
was transferred to the Appellant, who, on the same day, as the true owner
of the Second Appellee company and with the right to manage its bank
accounts with the Third Appellee bank since its establishment, transferred
the ownership nominally to the Fourth and Fifth Appellees for AED
1,000 each. The Appellant and the Fourth and Fifth Appellees then issued
a power of attorney to the First Appellee to act on their behalf in disposing
of commercial, professional, or industrial licenses by transferring or
mortgaging them, whether to himself or others, etc. The First Appellee,
exploiting the power of attorney issued to him by the Fourth and Fifth
Appellees, transferred the ownership of the Second Appellee company to
himself without the consent or approval of either the Appellant, as the

true owner of the Second Appellee company, or the Fourth and Fifth



Appellees, as the nominal owners of the Second Appellee company, for
only AED 1,000. This amount does not correspond to the value of the
company and the amount deposited in its account with the Third Appellee
bank, which was recently deposited by the bank in the court treasury in
the amount of AED 209,868,011.19, especially since no documents were
presented indicating any liabilities owed by the Second Appellee
Company.

Given this, and since the last two Appellees—who are the Appellants in
the second appeal—intervened in the lawsuit in support of the plaintiff
and acknowledged its ownership of the Second Appellee company, it is
inferred from the Expert Committee's report submitted before this court
that after the ownership of this company was transferred to the Appellant
on 12/04/2015, she, on the same day, as the true owner of that company
and the person entitled to manage its bank accounts since its
establishment, transferred the ownership of that company nominally to
the last two Appellees. From this, the court concludes that she is the true
owner of that company, giving it the right to file the present lawsuit. The
statement by the Appellees that the Appellant was not the owner of Resig
Limited and that this company was liquidated does not change this
conclusion, as it has been proven that the latter company had transferred
the ownership of the Second Appellee Company to the Appellant in the

first and last appeals.



There 1s no benefit in the insistence of the first two Appellees on denying
the authenticity of the acknowledgments in documents 2 and 3 of the
evidence bundle submitted before the First Instance Court and attached
to the statement of claim and their request to compel the Appellant to
present them for contesting their forgery. This court has recognized the
intervention of the last two Appellees in support of the Appellant in its
lawsuit and their acknowledgment in the lawsuit of its ownership of the
Second Appellee Company. The court also dismisses the statements of
the First Appellee's witnesses, as they did not specity the details of the
agreement they claimed occurred between the Appellant and the First
Appellee regarding the alleged purchase of the Second Appellee company
from her, nor the value of this purchase and what was paid in exchange
for it. Notably, it was proven by the report of the General Department of
Forensic Evidence at Dubai Police that the signature attributed to the
Appellant on the acknowledgment, which includes its receipt of the sale
price of this company, is not its signature. Therefore, the statements of
the First Appellee's witnesses should be disregarded.

Therefore, the First Appellee’s action in transferring the ownership of the
Second Appellee company to himself based on the power of attorney
issued to him by the last two Appellees, and according to the second
scenario of the final conclusion of the Expert Committee's report

submitted before this court, which this court trusts and adopts in this



regard, was not at a fair price. It was below the value without the approval
of the Appellant—who is the true owner of this company as previously
explained—or its ratification of this sale, which entitles it’s to request the
retrieval of this company.

Whereas, based on the foregoing and the reasons provided in the primary
judgment concerning the subject of the lawsuit, which this court approves
and adopts insofar as they do not conflict with the reasons provided in
this judgment, it is necessary to uphold the ruling of the primary
judgment. There is no need to administer the supplementary oath, as the
court has found sufficient evidence within the lawsuit documents to form
its conviction to rule on the matter. Therefore, this request is unfounded.

For these reasons,
The appeal is dismissed, and the contested judgment is upheld. The First
Appellant is ordered to bear the costs and pay AED 1,000 as attorney fees,
with the security deposit being forfeited.
Signature
Judge/ Mahmoud Abdelhamid Tantawi
/ /Barcode is affixed//
Signature Signature
Judge/ Mohamed El Sayed Judge/ Tariq Yaqoub Al-Khayyat
Mohamed Saleh Al-Nanaa’i
/ /Barcode is affixed// / /Barcode is affixed//

The Panel mentioned at the beginning of this Judgment heard the
pleading, set the Lawsuit for adjudicating, and issued and signed the
judgment. The Panel pronounced the Judgment is formed according to
the minutes of the hearing.



*This Document is signed and approved electronically. You can verify it
by visiting Dubai Courts website (Our Public Electronic Services —
Inquires).
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