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1 
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(15) QUANTUM MERUIT 
2 

3 

4 

Nominal Defendants. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

5 Plaintiff TINA DAM, individually and derivatively on behalf of MYTLD LIMITED and 

6 DOTMUSIC LIMITED, alleges against Defendants CONSTANTINE ROUSSOS, CGR 

7 COMMERCE LIMITED and DOES 1 through 200 (collectively "DEFENDANTS") and Nominal 

8 Defendants MYTLD LIMITED and DOTMUSIC LIMITED (collectively the "COMPANIES") as 

9 follows: 

10 

11 1. 

PARTIES 

Plaintiff TINA DAM ("DAM") is, and at all times relevant herein was, an individual 

12 residing in Los Angeles County, California, and is a 50% shareholder of MYTLD LIMITED, and 

13 holds a 7.5% equity interest in DOTMUSIC LIMITED. 

14 2. Defendant CONSTANTINE ROUSSOS ("ROUSSOS") is, and at all times relevant 

15 herein was, an individual residing in Los Angeles County, California, is the managing director of 

16 MYTLD LIMITED, and is the managing director and majority shareholder of DOTMUSIC 

17 LIMITED. ROUSSOS is also the managing director and controlling shareholder of CGR E-

18 COMMERCELIMITED. 

19 3. Defendant CGR E-COMMERCE LIMITED ("CGR") is, and at all times relevant 

20 herein was, a limited company organized under the laws of the Republic of Cyprus. 

21 4. Nominal Defendant MYTLD LIMITED ("MYTLD") is, and at all times relevant 

22 herein was, a limited company organized under the laws of the Republic of Cyprus. 

23 5. Nominal Defendant DOTMUSIC LIMITED ("DOTMUSIC") is, and at all times 

24 relevant herein was, a limited company organized under the laws of the Republic of Cyprus. 

25 6. The true names and capacities, whether individual, plural, corporate, partnership, 

26 association, or otherwise, of DOES 1 through 200, inclusive, are unknown to DAM who therefore 

27 sues said defendants by such fictitious names. The full extent of the facts linking such fictitiously 
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1 sued defendants is unknown to DAM. Each of the defendants designated herein as a DOE was, and 

2 is, negligent, or in some other actionable manner, responsible for the events and happenings 

3 hereinafter referred to, and thereby negligently, or in some other actionable manner, legally and 

4 proximately caused the hereinafter described injuries and damages to DAM. DAM will hereafter 

5 seek leave of the Court to amend this Complaint to show the DOE defendants' true names and 

6 capacities after the same have been ascertained. 

7 7. DEFENDANTS, including DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, were agents, servants, 

8 employees, co-conspirators, aiders and abettors, successors in interest, and/or joint venturers of their 

9 co-defendants, and were, as such, acting within the course, scope, and authority of said agency, 

10 employment and/or venture, and each and every such defendant, as aforesaid, when acting as a 

11 principal, was negligent in the selection of each and every other defendant as an agent, servant, 

12 employee, successor in interest, and/or joint venturer. Each of the defendants designated herein as 

13 DOE aided and abetted, conspired with, and/or took part in and participated with each Defendant in 

14 all matters referred to herein, and was in some manner responsible for the injuries and losses suffered 

15 by DAM. 

16 8. Defendants, including DOES 101 through 200 are individuals and companies who 

17 have come into possession of any rights, assets, title, ownership, assignment rights, equity rights or 

18 any other rights to the assets and property of MYTLD and/or DOTMUSIC which were transferred 

19 to them without DAM's approval and/or in derogation of DAM's rights. 

20 

21 9. 

VENUE AND JURISDICTION 

Venue is proper in Los Angeles County pursuant to California Code of Civil 

22 Procedure sections 395 and 410.10 because ROUSSOS is a California resident based in Los Angeles 

23 County, who entered into the underlying transactions in Los Angeles County, and who engaged in 

24 the conduct resulting in the damage to DAM in Los Angeles County. Furthermore, the MYTLD 

25 Agreement that is the subject of this dispute expressly provides for exclusive venue and jurisdiction 

26 in Los Angeles County, California. 

27 

28 

10. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this lawsuit because the amount 
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1 in controversy, exclusive of interest and costs, exceeds the $25,000 minimum jurisdictional limit of 

2 the Court. 

3 

4 

5 

6 11. 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

OVERVIEW OF THE DOMAIN NAME SYSTEM 

AND TOP LEVEL DOMAINS 

The letters at the end of a website address are known as its "Top Level Domain" or 

7 TLD. TLDs form part of the domain name system. The TLD typically identifies something about 

8 the associated domain or website, such as the geographical area where it originates, or its nature or 

9 purpose (e.g. AU for Australia, .EDU for educational, and .COM for commercial sites). For 

10 example, .ORG is the TLD for the domain name www.lacourt.org. Any TLD that does not represent 

11 a country or a territory is known as a generic TLD, or gTLD. Among the thousands of TLDs 

12 available today, .COM remains the most common TLD. All TLDs come with set guidelines, but the 

13 majority of TLDs are available to anyone who wants to register them. Such TLDs are known as 

14 open TLDs, referring to Top-Level Domain names open to the general public for registration. 

15 12. Open TLDs are to be distinguished from "Community TLDs", which are a regulated 

16 type of generic TLD made possible through ICANN's New gTLD Program (discussed below) that 

17 is intended for community groups that are interested in operating their own TLD registry. A 

18 "community" may include an economic sector, a cultural community, or a linguistic community, 

19 and registration of a domain name on a Community TLD is available only to members of the relevant 

20 community. 

21 13. Several organizations are responsible for managing most Top-Level Domains. The 

22 Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers ("ICANN") is a non-profit organization that 

23 delegates responsibility for the global coordination of domain names. It promotes competition and 

24 develops policy on the Internet's unique identifiers. Through its coordination role of the Internet's 

25 naming system, ICANN has an important impact on the expansion and evolution of the Internet. 

26 ICANN also plays a unique role in the infrastructure of the Internet. Through its contracts with 

27 registries (such as Verisign, the company that manages .COM and .NET, combined over 150 million 
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1 domain registrations) and registrars (companies that sell domain names to individuals and 

2 organizations), ICANN helps define how the domain name system functions and expands. 

3 14. The commercialization of the Internet in the mid 1990s opened up the Internet for 

4 business and organizations. Eight gTLDs predated ICANN's creation: .COM, .EDU, .GOV, .INT, 

5 .MIL, .NET, .ORG and .ARPA. ICANN then carried out application rounds for new gTLDs in 2000 

6 (.AERO, .BIZ, .COOP, .INFO, .MUSEUM, .NAME, and .PRO); and in 2003 (.ASIA, .CAT, .JOBS, 

7 .MOBI, .TEL and .TRAVEL). Thus, by 2004, there were a total of22 TLDs in existence. 

8 

9 15. 

THE NEW GTLD PROGRAM 

In 2005, ICANN's Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) began a policy 

10 development process to consider the introduction of additional new gTLDs based on the results of 

11 the trial rounds conducted in 2000 and 2003. The two-year policy development process, which 

12 concluded in 2007, included detailed and lengthy consultations with the many constituencies of 

13 ICANN's global Internet community, including governments, civil society, business and intellectual 

14 property stakeholders, and technologists. 

15 16. In 2008, the ICANN Board adopted 19 specific GNSO policy recommendations for 

16 implementing new gTLDs, with certain allocation criteria and contractual conditions. After approval 

17 of the policy, ICANN undertook a gradual implementation process to address stakeholder concerns, 

18 such as the protection of intellectual property and community interests, consumer protection, and 

19 DNS stability. This work included public consultations, review, and input to multiple draft versions 

20 ofthe New gTLD Applicant Guidebook. 

21 17. ICANN sought to ensure that new gTLDs would be awarded in a fair and transparent 

22 process to organizations that can effectively manage them on behalf of Internet users. ICANN also 

23 sought to introduce Internationalized Domain Names (IDN) enabling new extensions in different 

24 scripts such as Arabic, Chinese, Greek, Hindu and more. ICANN designed the process so that any 

25 public or private organization from any part of the world could apply to create and operate a new 

26 gTLD, subject to the Applicant's ability to demonstrate the operational, technical and financial 

27 capability to run a registry and comply with additional specific requirements. 
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1 18. In June 2011 , the ICANN Board authorized the launch of their New gTLD Program, 

2 which is an initiative coordinated by ICANN to enable expansion of the domain name system and 

3 enhance innovation, competition and consumer choice. The application window opened on 

4 January 12, 2012. ICANN received 1,930 applications for new gTLDs. On December 17, 2012, 

5 ICANN held a prioritization draw to determine the order in which applications would be processed 

6 during Initial Evaluation and subsequent phases of the program. These applications were processed 

7 by ICANN staff, and evaluated by expert independent third-party evaluators, according to priority 

8 numbers. 

9 19. On March 22, 2013 , ICANN released the first set of Initial Evaluation results to 

10 applicants and the public. In October 2013, the first new gTLDs were delegated. In January of2014, 

11 the first new gTLDs became available for registration. Since then, more than 1,200 new gTLDs have 

12 been delegated covering all areas from clubs and hobbies to industry, science and technology, and 

13 geographic locations. 

14 

15 20. 

DAM AND ROUSSOS 

From in or around May 2003 to December 2010, DAM worked for ICANN in various 

16 capacities, primarily as the Chief gTLD Registry Liaison Officer, and as the Senior Director of 

17 Internationalized Domain Names (IDN). DAM's responsibilities were very broad-reaching across 

18 technical and policy matters, and included for example: developing the registry department from 

19 bottom up, documenting ICANN early business processes, staff hiring and training, management 

20 and implementation of ICANN policies from start to finish. 

21 21. Prior to working for ICANN, DAM was a Cofounder and Director for the European 

22 Domain Registry in Luxembourg, a company organized to bid for and manage the .EU TLD; a 

23 freelance consultant working for various companies in the domain industry, focusing primarily on 

24 TLD launches for registrars; and also worked for Ascio Technologies in Denmark, where she was 

25 responsible for end to end launch and operation of all the then new gTLDs, such as .BIZ, .NAME, 

26 and .INFO, along with product management for all existing TLDs, including .COM and .NET. 

27 

28 

22. DAM and ROUSSOS met at an ICANN meeting in Cairo, Egypt in November 2008. 
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1 They began discussing business opportunities associated with the nascent New gTLD Program and 

2 ways to capitalize on ROUSSOS' business plans, and DAM's expertise with respect to TLD 

3 development and DAM's industry contacts. 

4 23. DAM and ROUSSOS identified a group of 18 new gTLDs they believed could 

5 generate investor interest and become immensely valuable over time, and decided to focus their 

6 joint efforts on the new gTLD application process with respect to those TLDs. 

7 24. Of the 18 gTLDs they identified, .MUSIC was the crown jewel of the collection 

8 because, aside from the domain registrations, DAM and ROUSSOS planned to build an entire music 

9 ecosystem around .MUSIC which they hoped would lead to a complete restructuring of how music 

10 is managed online. 

11 25 . In or around December 2010, DAM quit her job at ICANN to partner with 

12 ROUSSOS on the .MUSIC initiative. Over the course of the next several years, DAM devoted an 

13 enormous amount of time, effort and resources to the .MUSIC initiative, including but not limited 

14 to drafting policy documents for .MUSIC and Music Community Member Organization 

15 participation in .MUSIC; overseeing the preparation of, reviewing, revising and finalizing the 

16 technical, community and policy portions of the DOTMUSIC new gTLD application for .MUSIC 

17 (the "DOTMUSIC Application") for submission to ICANN, which ultimately prevailed over all 

18 other .MUSIC applications; structuring and building reconsideration requests to ICANN through 

19 the Community Priority Evaluation ("CPE") and Documentary Information Disclosure Policy 

20 ("DIDP") processes; and communicating, negotiating and meeting with potential supporters, 

21 investors, service providers and ICANN in furtherance of the .MUSIC initiative, all of which 

22 included traveling on her own dime. 

23 26. DAM's expertise was key in ensuring that each of these documents aligned with 

24 ICANN requirements and DNS technical capabilities and requirements. DAM also played a key role 

25 in planning and managing the timeline for the preparation of these documents, and coordinating 

26 between the various entities involved to ensure their timely completion. 

27 

28 

27. In recognition of DAM's important contributions to the .MUSIC initiative and the 
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1 other new giLD projects they had planned, ROUSSOS and DAM decided to formalize their 

2 partnership in writing. 

3 

4 28. 

MYTLD CORPORATE DOCUMENTS 

The Certified Records of the Ministry of Commerce, Industry and Tourism, 

5 Department ofRegistrar of Companies and Official Receiver in, Nicosia, Republic of Cyprus, reflect 

6 that (1) G. ROUSSOS LEISURESPOTS LIMITED was incorporated as a limited liability company 

7 under the laws of the Republic of Cyprus on or about April 18, 1980; (2) G. ROUSSOS 

8 LESIURESPOTS LIMITED changed its name to MYTLD LIMITED by special resolution on or 

9 about October 20, 2011; (3) as of December 14, 2011, MYTLD LIMITED had a total of two 

10 shareholders, CGR and DAM, each with 250 ordinary shares; and (4) as of December 14, 2011, 

11 ROUSSOS was the Director, and Demetra Pavlou was the Secretary, ofMYTLD. True and correct 

12 copies of these documents are attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference 

13 as though set forth in full. 

14 THE APRIL 16, 2012 AGREEMENT BETWEEN CGR, MYTLD AND DAM 

15 29. On or about April 16, 2012, CGR, represented by ROUSSOS as its managing 

16 director, and MYTLD, represented by DAM as its managing director, and DAM individually, 

17 entered into a written agreement (the "MYTLD Agreement"). A true and correct copy of the 

18 MYTLD Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by this reference as 

19 though set forth in full. 

20 30. As set forth in the recitals of the MYTLD Agreement, CGR is the shareholder of 17 

21 companies registered in the Republic of Cyprus: DOTHOT LTD; DOTFASHION LTD; 

22 DOTHOME LTD; DOTSTORE LTD; DOTLA WYER LTD; DOTDOCTOR LTD; DOTAPP LTD; 

23 DOTMOVIE LTD; DOTFILM LTD; DOTONLINE LTD; DOTARTIST LTD; DOTSONG LTD; 

24 DOTTUNES LTD; DOTVIDEO LTD; and DOTBLOG LTD (collectively the" 17-TLD Portfolio"). 

25 CGR is also the shareholder of nominal defendant DOTMUSIC. 

26 31. Pursuant to section D1 of the MYTLD Agreement, CGR agreed that: "For a timely, 

27 fully-executed and submitted DOTMUSIC giLD application in relation to ICANN's new giLD 
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1 Program, MYTLD receives 15% ofthe share capital ofDOTMUSIC." 

2 32. Pursuant to Section D2 of the MYTLD Agreement, COR agreed that: "For timely, 

3 fully-executed and submitted applications for the entire 17-TLD Portfolio that is collectively 

4 acquired by investor(s) or any combination of 7 (seven) or more gTLDs related to the 17-TLD 

5 Portfolio that are collectively acquired by investor(s), MYTLD receives 15% of their shared 

6 capital." 

7 33. Pursuant to Section E1 of the MYTLD Agreement, MYTLD and DAM agreed that: 

8 "If individual Applicants choose to select MYTLD to write, fully execute and submit one single 

9 gTLD application relating to one of the companies in the 17-TLD Portfolio for the agreed-upon 

10 MYTLD service fee of$100,000 USD, then COR receives 75% of the fee until a cumulative balance 

11 of$291,000 is met and DAM receives 25% ofthe fee. Once the balance is met MYTLD will receive 

12 100% of the total fee. If any other fee agreement is made with client then COR receives 75% of the 

13 fee until a cumulative balance of $291,000 is met and DAM receives 25% of the fee. Once the 

14 balance is met MYTLD will receive 1 00% of the fee." 

15 34. Pursuant to Section E2 of the MYTLD Agreement, MYTLD and DAM agreed that: 

16 "If individual Applicants choose to select COR to sell them one single TAS Account that includes 

17 one of the newly-formed companies in the 17-TLD Portfolio for the agreed-upon fee of $50,000 

18 USD, then COR receives 90% of the fee until a cumulative balance of $291,000 is met and DAM 

19 receives 10% of the fee. Once the balance is met, MYTLD receives 100% of the total fee. If any 

20 other fee agreement is made with client then COR receives 90% of the fee until a cumulative balance 

21 of$291,000 is met and DAM receives 10% of the fee. Once the balance is met MYTLD will receive 

22 100% of the total fee." 

23 35. Pursuant to Section E3 of the MYTLD Agreement, MYTLD and DAM agreed that: 

24 "Both scenarios (1) and (2) and their corresponding fees mentioned in E will count towards the 

25 cumulative balance of $291,000 and will not be mutually exclusive." 

26 36. Pursuant to Section F of the MYTLD Agreement, the parties agreed that: "The 

27 Agreement shall be governed and construed in accordance with the laws of the United States" and 
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1 that "jurisdiction and venue for any matter arising out of or pertaining to this Agreement shall be 

2 proper only in court located in the state of California and the county of Los Angeles." 

3 

4 37. 

THE JULY 24, 2012 AGREEMENT BETWEEN CGR AND TUDORT 

On or about July 24, 2012, CGR entered into a written agreement with Tudor T & 

5 Credit Union Societe ("Tudor T") (the "DOTMUSIC Investor Agreement"), a true and correct copy 

6 of which is attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated herein by this reference as though set 

7 forth in full. As that agreement recites, CGR is the shareholder of DOTMUSIC. In relevant part, 

8 CGR agreed to sell 10% equity shares of DOTMUSIC to Tudor T for $5 million (i.e. estimated 

9 value of $50 million). The basis for this valuation is detailed in a July 26, 2012 letter from 

10 ROUSSOS to Tudor T projecting $50 million in Year 1 profits for DOTMUSIC (the "DOTMUSIC 

11 Projections Letter"), a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit D and 

12 incorporated herein by this reference as though set forth in full. 

13 38. The DOTMUSIC Investor Agreement (drafted by ROUSSOS) is separately notable 

14 because it also provides for payment of $400,000 to DAM as compensation/salary for one year of 

15 work on the DOTMUSIC, DOTSONG and DOTONLINE projects, thereby evidencing ROUSSOS' 

16 belief in the value of DAM's services and expertise. 

17 

18 39. 

THE DOTMUSIC APPLICATION 

DOTMUSIC submitted the timely, fully executed DOTMUSIC Application into the 

19 ICANN TLD Application System ("TAS") in May 2012, which received prioritization number 448 

20 (out of the 1930 new gTLD applications submitted into TAS). A true and correct copy of the 

21 DOTMUSIC Application is attached hereto as Exhibit E and incorporated herein by this reference 

22 as though set forth in full. 

23 40. Notably, the DOTMUSIC Application identifies ROUSSOS as the Managing 

24 Director, and DAM as the Chief Operating Officer, of DOTMUSIC. It identifies DOTMUSIC's 

25 website as < music.us > and lists DAM's contact email as tina@music.us. The DOTMUSIC 

26 Application also touts DOTMUSIC's distinction among other applicants as "the only Community 

27 member with advanced professional technical, policy, and operational TLD management experience 
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1 led by DNS veteran Tina Dam to meet DotMusic's primary role: to launch, operate and maintain 

2 trusted Music Community-based TLD." 

3 41. As set forth in paragraph 18(b) of the DOTMUSIC APPLICATION, .MUSIC is 

4 intended to benefit the registrants and Internet users by providing an immediately-identifiable 

5 exclusive domain for the Music Community to use as their online home. Registrants will have the 

6 opportunity to register their preferred domain under .MUSIC which might not be available today 

7 under .COM or other preferred TLDs. So, for instance, Lady Gaga may opt to register the domain 

8 LadyGaga.Music for her website to identify her as a musician rather than LadyGaga.Com. 

9 42. As reflected in the application, DOTMUSIC was designed by DAM and ROUSSOS 

10 to provide an exclusive, trusted, safe music-branded domain for the Music Community, which will 

11 enable the Community to project identification, accountability and transparency to Internet users 

12 under a unique, music-themed domain. Trust will be achieved via protection policies and associated 

13 compliance functions to increase legal music consumption and ensure monies flow to rightful 

14 owners, not pirates. Relevant, trusted content will enable search engines to rank .MUSIC domains 

15 higher in music-related searches than illegal sites. 

16 43. DOTMUSIC also is intended to address the needs for value-added services beyond 

17 .MUSIC domains by providing Premium Channels and a Song Registry to enable Community and 

18 Internet users to network, share information and engage in commerce in a trusted, secure ecosystem 

19 - a safe haven for legal music consumption and song licensing ensuring monies flow to the 

20 Community not unlicensed sites. Traditional search engine results pages are agnostic whether 

21 music-related domains are legal or not. Despite the fact that are less than 1000 legal music download 

22 stores on the web, the number of illegal sites significantly outnumber legal sites resulting in rampant, 

23 widespread music piracy and hundreds of thousands of monthly URL takedown requests. Piracy 

24 continues to adversely affect music sales and hurt the Community. When visiting .MUSIC sites, 

25 however, Internet users will be provided with immediate music identification and a level of 

26 confidence and trust not available today. 

27 

28 

44. Many legal music download stores do not offer songs directly through an open web 
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1 browser but require consumers to use their proprietary software to access and buy songs. Since there 

2 are only a few search engine-friendly legal music sites to compete with illegitimate sites, most 

3 music-related search rankings are dominated by unlicensed sites. Premium Channels will reduce 

4 exposure to pirated content to Internet users by serving secure and high quality relevant content to 

5 search engines to achieve top search engine results for a long tail of music-related keywords served 

6 by the differentiated, unique and niche Premium Channels incorporating local, national and regional 

7 searches. This type of search result ranking criteria is already implemented by search engines with 

8 existing TLDs (such as .DE for local content served to users in Germany). Search engines will 

9 modify their algorithms to accommodate relevant, high quality and unique content, especially if it 

10 can be used as a filter to counter copyright-infringing sites and provide better search results. 

11 45. On or about May 31, 2013, the DOTMUSIC Application passed ICANN's initial 

12 evaluation. 

13 46. Had the DOTMUSIC Application been the only application for .MUSIC, 

14 DOTMUSIC would have moved immediately into negotiations with ICANN for operating the 

15 .MUSIC TLD. However, Google, Amazon, Far Further, Radix, Donuts, MMX and Famous Four 

16 also submitted new gTLD applications for .MUSIC, thereby creating a contention set of .music 

17 applications. Thus, DOTMUSIC had no choice but to wait while each of these applications 

18 underwent ICANN review and/or the community priority evaluation ("CPE") process. CPE was put 

19 in place by ICANN to provide community focused applications a priority over other applications. 

20 A community application carries with it additional requirements and burdens but, on balance, also 

21 affords the applicantthe benefit of a prospect of winning a contention set without going through an 

22 auction and/or otherwise contending with competing applications .. DOTMUSIC is a community 

23 application. 

24 

25 47. 

ROUSSOS CHANGES THE DEAL 

Throughout 2014 and 2015, DAM and ROUSSOS continued their respective efforts 

26 to lobby support for the DOTMUSIC Application. Rather than moving the process to private auction 

27 (where it ultimately ended in March 2019) pursuant to DAM's suggestion, ROUSSOS insisted that 
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1 DOTMUSIC make vanous requests to ICANN to reconsider its decision that the presented 

2 community application did not score sufficient points to meet the CPE requirements, which was 

3 both expensive and time-consuming. 

4 48. Pursuant to ROUSSOS ' instructions, DAM restructured, reworked, rebuilt and 

5 finalized ROUSSOS' preliminary drafts ofCPE and DIDP reconsideration requests for submission 

6 to ICANN with respect to the DOTMUSIC Application. 

7 49. In or around mid-20 16, ROUSSOS began cutting DAM and others out of the process 

8 and tried to rewrite the parties' deal to reduce DAM's equity in DOTMUSIC based on his apparent 

9 belief that he deserved a bigger slice of the pie. ROUSSOS claimed, inter alia, that DAM's shares 

10 must be diminished to account for the increased value of DOTMUSIC. 

11 50. To that end, on or about June 8, 2016, ROUSSOS presented DAM with a written 

12 agreement signed by him as the managing director ofDOTMUSIC, which, in relevant part, provides 

13 that: "DOTMUSIC agrees to give DAM 5% undiluted equity in DOTMUSIC's Application in 

14 relation to domain name registrations (.MUSIC Application ID 1-1115-1411 0). The equity will also 

15 apply in the case of a private auction settlement in which DOTMUSIC does not prevail in winning 

16 the .MUSIC contention set [i.e. the other .music applicants] but receives settlement monies to 

17 withdraw its Application." The agreement also states that, "DOTMUSIC agrees to pay DAM 

18 $20,000 if (i) DOTMUSIC prevails in its contention set; or (ii) there is a private settlement to resolve 

19 the .MUSIC contention set; or (iii) there is an investment of over $1 million to DOTMUSIC by a 

20 third-party investor." A true and correct copy of the proposed agreement (which provides for 

21 California law) is attached hereto as Exhibit F and incorporated herein by this reference as though 

22 set forth in full . DAM refused to sign the agreement. 

23 51. Thereafter, ROUSSOS began refusing to take DAM's calls. ROUSSOS stated that 

24 he could not trust DAM and did not want to work with DAM. ROUSSOS stated that he does 

25 everything and DAM does nothing. DAM (mostly through her lawyers) and ROUSSOS spent the 

26 next several months disputing these issues until December 2016, when ROUSSOS suggested that 

27 COR and DAM wind down MYTLD. But that did not happen because ROUSSOS advised DAM 
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1 that the MYTLD accounts did not have sufficient funds to cover general expenses, let alone pay out 

2 DAM. 

3 52. On or about March 14, 2019, ICANN denied DOTMUSIC's last request for 

4 reconsideration of the "community" portion of the DOTMUSIC Application, thereby foreclosing 

5 DOTMUSIC' s efforts to obtain priority and prevail automatically over the other .MUSIC applicants. 

6 53. In late March or early April2019, the other .MUSIC applicants began to withdraw 

7 their applications, leaving the DOTMUSIC Application as the only remaining application, which 

8 now bears a "prevailed" status in the ICANN TLD Application System. This was because, as DAM 

9 learned shortly thereafter, DOTMUSIC had finally prevailed in a private auction among the eight 

10 applicants for the .MUSIC TLD. 

11 54. On or about April17, 2019, DOTMUSIC issued a press release announcing that it 

12 had prevailed on its community application for .MUSIC, and had obtained the exclusive rights to 

13 .MUSIC. A true and correct copy of the release is attached as Exhibit G hereto and incorporated by 

14 reference. However, it appears that DOTMUSIC and each of the other former applicants entered 

15 into a Non-Disclosure Agreement ("NDA''), which prohibits them from disclosing any details 

16 regarding the private auction, including the amount for which .MUSIC sold. 

17 55. Against this backdrop, DAM reached out to ROUSSOS to request information 

18 regarding the auction and the status of .MUSIC as a 50% shareholder ofMYTLD and a 7.5% equity 

19 holder of DOTMUSIC. 

20 56. On or about March 20, 2019, ROUSSOS advised DAM that he "consider[s] 

21 [MYTLD] dissolved." According to ROUSSOS, "I have incurred yearly costs in terms of 

22 accounting, taxation and government incorporation renewal fees to maintain the status of the 

23 company. I have stopped paying the dues because the company is inactive and I have been incurring 

24 these fees on my own. I consider the company dissolved." 

25 57. Notably, at the time ROUSSOS wrote this email, DOTMUSIC's website 

26 (www.music.us) still listed DAM as its Chief Operating Officer. Immediately after this exchange, 

27 DAM is informed and believes that ROUSSOS caused changes to be made to the DOTMUSIC 
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1 website to remove DAM's profile, and also asked Google to delete the previous version of the 

2 website, while at the same time revamping the website to offer domain name registrations for the 

3 .MUSIC TLD pursuant to the same agreement contained in the DOTMUSIC Application 

4 coordinated and overseen by DAM and approved by ICANN. In other words, it appears that 

5 ROUSSOS used DAM's name, reputation, insight and efforts to further DOTMUSIC's objectives 

6 of obtaining .MUSIC, and then proceeded to delete DAM from the website as soon as DOTMUSIC 

7 had won the TLD in an attempt to avoid paying DAM her rightful share of the equity in 

8 DOTMUSIC. 

9 58. On or about April15, 2019, DAM wrote to ROUSSOS: "Constantine, if you want 

10 [MYTLD] to be dissolved then we need to take the value of the company and split it between us. 

11 Only then can it be closed down." 

12 59. ROUSSOS responded the same day, denying that MYTLD has any value, and 

13 suggesting that DAM owes ROUSSOS money for "keeping the company alive" and paying 

14 corporate maintenance fees, including accountant fees and taxes. As ROUSSOS stated: "I will let it 

15 go and dissolve. I do not see you contributing financially to maintain it nor am I interested in this 

16 company anymore because it costs to maintain and it was set up prior to 2012 to write applications 

17 for applicants, which has not been viable as a business since that date. It has been 7 years now and 

18 we have both moved on to other things." 

19 60. Of course, ROUSSOS' response ignores the years of work that DAM performed in 

20 furtherance of the .MUSIC initiative, including but not limited to her drafting of policy documents 

21 for .MUSIC; her work overseeing the preparation of, reviewing, revising and finalizing the 

22 technical, community and policy portions of the DOTMUSIC Application that has now prevailed; 

23 her restructuring, reworking and rebuilding of reconsideration requests to ICANN through the CPE 

24 and DIDP processes; her years of consulting services to DOTMUSIC; her years of communicating, 

25 negotiating and meeting with potential supporters, investors, service providers and ICANN in 

26 furtherance of the .MUSIC initiative; her years of traveling and attending meetings on her own dime; 

27 and her contribution of her name, reputation and personal relationships to the .MUSIC initiative. 
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1 DAM performed all this work in reliance upon her 50% ownership of MYTLD and her resulting 

2 7.5% equity interest in DOTMUSIC as set forth in the MYTLD Agreement, and ROUSSOS' 

3 promises of additional compensation as salary, which DAM never received. 

4 61. ROUSSOS' response also ignores the anticipated value of DOTMUSIC, in which 

5 DAM owns a 7.5% interest. As reflected in the DOTMUSIC Investor Agreement, attached as 

6 Exhibit C, and the DOTMUSIC Projections Letter, attached as Exhibit D, the parties always 

7 anticipated that .MUSIC had a value of at least $50+ million, which DAM is informed and believes 

8 is a conservative estimate, as ROUSSOS has himself conceded since at least 2016, when he 

9 repeatedly represented the dramatic increase in DOTMUSIC's value as a basis for attempting to 

10 unilaterally dilute DAM's equity interests in the Company. 

11 62. Throughout April and May 2019, ROUSSOS and DAM exchanged emails, both 

12 directly, and through their lawyers, regarding DAM's interest in DOTMUSIC. During these 

13 exchanges, DAM made repeated requests as a minority shareholder in DOTMUSIC to ROUSSOS 

14 as DOTMUSIC's COO for (a) DOTMUSIC's organizational documents, including charter 

15 documents and bylaws; (b) any and all meeting minutes and board resolutions for the preceding 24 

16 months; (c) any and all documents related to DOTMUSIC's efforts to raise capital for the preceding 

17 24 months; and (d) any and all documents related to DOTMUSIC's effort to prevail as the now sole 

18 applicant for .MUSIC in the ICANN application process for new gTLDs. ROUSSOS refused these 

19 requests. 

20 

21 63. 

DEMAND ALLEGATIONS 

CGR and DAM are the sole owners ofMYTLD. ROUSSOS owns and controls CGR 

22 and is the sole managing director of MYTLD and DOTMUSIC. Under the control and domination 

23 of ROUSSOS, MYTLD and DOTMUSIC has failed and refused to provide corporate information, 

24 recognize DAM's ownership rights, and/or pay dividends to DAM in connection with the 

25 COMPANIES. It would be futile for DAM to make demand of the COMPANIES to take appropriate 

26 corrective action because there is no disinterested member of the board for either MYTLD or 

27 DOTMUSIC. ROUSSOS is the sole managing director and decision-maker for both COMPANIES. 
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1 Consequently, there is no disinterested member of the Board to consider such demand, and all of 

2 the members of the Board are corrupt members of the conspiracy whose goal is further ROUSSOS' 

3 plan to avoid the COMPANIES' obligations to DAM. Indeed, the COMPANIES have ignored the 

4 repeated written demands of DAM's lawyers in both April and May of this year to undertake 

5 remedial steps to correct malfeasance by ROUSSOS. 

6 64. It has long been the law in California that directors have a fiduciary relationship and 

7 a duty to act in the best interests of all shareholders, including minority shareholders. Remillard 

8 Brick Co. v. Remillard-Danhini (1952) 109 Cal.App.2d 405; Jones v. HF. Ahmanson & Co. (1969) 

9 1 Cal.3d 93. As the California Supreme Court has stated: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

The extensive reach of the duty of controlling shareholders and directors to the corporation 
and its other shareholders was described by the Court of Appeal in Remillard Brick ... , 
where, quoting from the opinion of the United States Supreme Court in Pepper v. Litton, 
308 U.S. 295 ... the court held: 'A director is a fiduciary ... Their powers are powers of 
trust. [Citation.]' ... 'He cannot by the intervention of a corporate entity violate the ancient 
precept against serving two masters . . . He cannot utilize his inside information and his 
strategic position for his own preferment . . . He cannot use his powers for his personal 
advantage and to the detriment of the stockholders and creditors no matter how absolute 
in terms that power may be and no matter how meticulous he is to satisfy technical 
requirements.' In Remillard, the Court of Appeal clearly indicated that the fiduciary 
obligations of the directors and shareholders are neither limited to specific statutory duties 
and avoidance of fraudulent practices nor are they owed solely to the corporation to the 
exclusion of other shareholders. 

18 Jones, 1 Cal.3d at pp. 108-109. 

19 65. Officers of a corporation similarly owe a fiduciary duty to the corporation. See e.g. 

20 Jones, 1 Cal.3d at 108-1 09; GAB Business Services, Inc. v. Lindsey & Newsom Claim Services 

21 (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 409,419, overruled on other grounds by Reeves v. Hanlon (2004) 33 Cal.4th 

22 1140, 1148 ("an officer who participates in management of the corporation, exercising some 

23 discretionary authority, is a fiduciary to the corporation as a matter of law"); Burt v. Irvine Co. 

24 (1965) 237 Cal.App.2d 828, 850 ("all corporate officers and directors owe the same fiduciary duty 

25 of good faith to the corporation and its stockholders"); Daniel Orifice Fitting Co. v. Whalen (1962) 

26 198 Cal.App.2d 791, 794 (an officer who participated in management held to necessarily owe 

27 fiduciary duty to company). 
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1 66. Here, ROUSSOS and CGR have a fiduciary duty to act in the best interests of the 

2 COMPANIES and their shareholders - treating their interests with the same care and attention as 

3 they would their own interests. ROUSSOS and CGR have an obligation to ensure that DAM and 

4 other shareholders receive the fruits of their equity. ROUSSOS and CGR have failed to live up to 

5 their fiduciary obligations by refusing to recognize DAM' s rights as a shareholder ofMYTLD and 

6 equity owner of DOTMUSIC. 

7 67. ROUSSOS and CGR owe the COMPANIES a duty of care and loyalty. The duty of 

8 care requires ROUSSOS and CGR to act in a prudent manner and in the best interests of MYTLD 

9 and DOTMUSIC, with all the information available to them. The duty ofloyalty requires ROUSSOS 

10 and CGR to put the interests of MYTLD and DOTMUSIC above their own personal pecuniary 

11 interests. ROUSSOS and CGR breached these duties by putting their own positions in MYTLD and 

12 DOTMUSIC and the benefits they obtained from MYTLD and DOTMUSIC above the best interests 

13 ofthe COMPANIES. Among other things, ROUSSOS and CGR attempted to force DAM and other 

14 shareholders to forego their equity in DOTMUSIC and dilute their shares without any legal basis 

15 for doing so. 

16 68. DAM is informed and believes that ROUSSOS and CGR have acted beyond the 

17 corporate powers of the COMPANIES and engaged in ultra vires acts by transferring COMPANY 

18 assets to third parties in derogation of DAM's existing ownership rights in such assets. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 69. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Breach of Fiduciary Duty 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of MYTLD 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

24 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

25 70. As the managing director ofMYTLD, and as the controlling member and managing 

26 director of CGR, which is a 50% shareholder in MYTLD, ROUSSOS owes certain fiduciary duties 

27 to MYTLD, including but not limited to, a duty of care, loyalty, and honesty; a duty against self-
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1 dealing; and a duty to act in good faith and in the best interests of MYTLD and in dealing with 

2 MYTLD's other shareholders and members, including DAM. 

3 71. ROUSSOS was and is required to use his abilities to control and manage MYTLD in 

4 a fair, just and equitable manner in order to ensure that MYTLD has complied with applicable laws 

5 and contractual obligations, to refrain from abusing his position of control, and not to favor his own 

6 interests at the expense of MYTLD and its shareholders. 

7 72. The wrongful conduct particularized herein was not due to an honest error in 

8 judgment, but rather to ROUSSOS' gross mismanagement, bad faith and/or reckless disregard of 

9 the rights and interests of MYTLD and its shareholders, and for acting without the reasonable and 

10 ordinary care that ROUSSOS and CGR owed MYTLD. 

11 73 . As a result of the foregoing, ROUSSOS and CGR have participated in harming 

12 MYTLD and have breached fiduciary duties owed to MYTLD. 

13 74. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

14 in, and substantially assisted ROUSSOS and CGR in the breach of their fiduciary duties. 

15 75 . By reason of the foregoing, MYTLD has sustained and will continue to sustain 

16 damages and injuries for which it has no adequate remedy at law. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 76. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Breach of Fiduciary Duty 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf ofDOTMUSIC 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

22 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

23 77. As the managing director of DOTMUSIC, and as the controlling member and 

24 managing director of CGR, which is a majority shareholder in DOTMUSIC, ROUSSOS owes 

25 certain fiduciary duties to DOTMUSIC, including but not limited to, a duty of care, loyalty, and 

26 honesty; a duty against self-dealing; and a duty to act in good faith and in the best interests of 

27 DOTMUSIC and in dealing with DOTMUSIC's other shareholders and members, including DAM. 
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1 78. ROUSSOS was and is required to use his abilities to control and manage 

2 DOTMUSIC in a fair, just and equitable manner in order to ensure that DOTMUSIC has complied 

3 with applicable laws and contractual obligations, to refrain from abusing his position of control, and 

4 not to favor his own interests at the expense of DOTMUSIC and its shareholders. 

5 79. The wrongful conduct particularized herein was not due to an honest error in 

6 judgment, but rather to ROUSSOS' gross mismanagement, bad faith and/or reckless disregard of 

7 the rights and interests of DOTMUSIC and its shareholders, and for acting without the reasonable 

8 and ordinary care that ROUSSOS and CGR owed DOTMUSIC. 

9 80. As a result of the foregoing, ROUSSOS and CGR have participated in harming 

10 DOTMUSIC and have breached fiduciary duties owed to DOTMUSIC. 

11 81. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

12 in, and substantially assisted ROUSSOS and CGR in the breach of their fiduciary duties. 

13 82. By reason of the foregoing, DOTMUSIC has sustained and will continue to sustain 

14 damages and injuries for which it has no adequate remedy at law. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 83. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

Abuse of Control 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of MYTLD 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

20 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

21 84. By virtue of their positions and financial holdings in MYTLD, DEFENDANTS 

22 exercised control over MYTLD and its operations, and owed duties as controlling persons to 

23 MYTLD not to use their positions of control within MYTLD for their own personal interests and 

24 contrary to the interest of MYTLD. 

25 85. DEFENDANTS' conduct amounts to an abuse of their control of MYTLD, m 

26 violation of their obligations to MYTLD. 

27 

28 

86. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

20 
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1 in, and substantially assisted the other DEFENDANTS in their abuse of control. 

2 87. As a result of DEFENDANTS' abuse of control, MYTLD has sustained and will 

3 continue to sustain damages and injuries for which it has no adequate remedy at law. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 88. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Abuse of Control 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of DOTMUSIC 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

9 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

10 89. By virtue of their positions and financial holdings in DOTMUSIC, DEFENDANTS 

11 exercised control over DOTMUSIC and its operations, and owed duties as controlling persons to 

12 DOTMUSIC not to use their positions of control within DOTMUSIC for their own personal interests 

13 and contrary to the interest of DOTMUSIC. 

14 90. DEFENDANTS ' conduct amounts to an abuse of their control of DOTMUSIC, in 

15 violation oftheir obligations to DOTMUSIC. 

16 91. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

17 in, and substantially assisted the other DEFENDANTS in their abuse of control. 

18 92. As a result of DEFENDANTS' abuse of control, DOTMUSIC has sustained and will 

19 continue to sustain damages and injuries for which it has no adequate remedy at law. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 93. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Corporate Waste 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of MYTLD 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

25 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

26 94. DEFENDANTS had a fiduciary duty to exercise good faith and diligence in the 

27 administration of MYTLD's affairs, and in the use and preservation of MYTLD's property and 
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1 assets; and the highest obligation of fair dealings with respect to MYTLD. 

2 95. DEFENDANTS wasted MYTLD's corporate assets by diverting them to improper 

3 corporate purposes instead of using them for their proper, intended purpose. 

4 96. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

5 in, and substantially assisted the other DEFENDANTS in their acts of corporate waste. 

6 97. MYTLD has suffered losses and will incur substantial costs as a result of 

7 DEFENDANTS' actions, including but not limited to investigation and legal defense costs. 

8 98. MYTLD has suffered and will continue to suffer damages as a result of 

9 DEFENDANTS' wrongful conduct, all in an amount to be determined according to proof at trial. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 99. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Corporate Waste 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of DOTMUSIC 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

15 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

16 100. DEFENDANTS had a fiduciary duty to exercise good faith and diligence in the 

17 administration ofDOTMUSIC's affairs, and in the use and preservation ofDOTMUSIC's property 

18 and assets; and the highest obligation of fair dealings with respect to DOTMUSIC. 

19 101. DEFENDANTS wasted DOTMUSIC's corporate assets by diverting them to 

20 improper corporate purposes instead of using them for their proper, intended purpose. 

21 102. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

22 in, and substantially assisted the other DEFENDANTS in their acts of corporate waste. 

23 103. DOTMUSIC has suffered losses and will incur substantial costs as a result of 

24 DEFENDANTS' actions, including but not limited to investigation and legal defense costs. 

25 104. DOTMUSIC has suffered and will continue to suffer damages as a result of 

26 DEFENDANTS' wrongful conduct, all in an amount to be determined according to proof at trial. 

27 Ill 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Unjust Enrichment 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of MYTLD 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

5 105. DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

6 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

7 106. DEFENDANTS derived compensation, fees and other benefits from MYTLD, and 

8 were otherwise unjustly enriched during the time in which the wrongful practices occurred, to the 

9 detriment ofMYTLD. DEFENDANTS profited by engaging in the wrongful conduct alleged above 

10 in the Complaint. DEFENDANTS also wrongfully converted funds belonging to MYTLD. 

11 107. DEFENDANTS' enrichment is directly and causally related to the detriment of 

12 MYTLD. 

13 108. DEFENDANTS accepted these benefits under such circumstances that it would be 

14 inequitable for them to be retained without payment. As alleged above, DEFENDANTS breached 

15 their fiduciary duties and/or abused their positions of control of MYTLD and therefore 

16 DEFENDANTS are not justified to retain the benefits conferred upon them. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Unjust Enrichment 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of DOTMUSIC 

against ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 1 through 100) 

21 109. DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

22 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

23 110. DEFENDANTS derived compensation, fees and other benefits from DOTMUSIC, 

24 and were otherwise unjustly enriched during the time in which the wrongful practices occurred, to 

25 the detriment of DOTMUSIC. DEFENDANTS profited by engaging in the wrongful conduct 

26 alleged above in the Complaint. DEFENDANTS also wrongfully converted funds belonging to 

27 DOTMUSIC. 
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1 111. DEFENDANTS' enrichment is directly and causally related to the detriment of 

2 DOTMUSIC. 

3 112. DEFENDANTS accepted these benefits under such circumstances that it would be 

4 inequitable for them to be retained without payment. As alleged above, DEFENDANTS breached 

5 their fiduciary duties and/or abused their positions of control of DOTMUSIC and therefore 

6 DEFENDANTS are not justified to retain the benefits conferred upon them. 

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Constructive Trust 

7 

8 

9 (By DAM derivatively on behalf of MYTLD against all DEFENDANTS) 

10 113. DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

11 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

12 114. By reason of DEFENDANTS' wrongful acts as alleged herein, DAM is entitled to 

13 an audit of all funds said DEFENDANTS have received, either directly or indirectly, by virtue of 

14 their wrongful acts, and for an order that DEFENDANTS, and each of them, hold any such funds 

15 as involuntary constructive trustees holding all such sums in their possession under a constructive 

16 trust for MYTLD's benefit. 

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Constructive Trust 

17 

18 

19 (By DAM derivatively on behalf of DOTMUSIC against all DEFENDANTS) 

20 115. DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

21 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

22 116. By reason of DEFENDANTS' wrongful acts as alleged herein, DAM is entitled to 

23 an audit of all funds said DEFENDANTS have received, either directly or indirectly, by virtue of 

24 their wrongful acts, and for an order that DEFENDANTS, and each of them, hold any such funds 

25 as involuntary constructive trustees holding all such sums in their possession under a constructive 

26 trust for DOTMUSIC' s benefit. 

27 Ill 
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1 

2 

3 

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Avoidance of Fraudulent Transfer- Civil Code §3439.04(a)(2) and §3439.05 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of MYTLD against all DEFENDANTS) 

4 117. DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

5 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

6 118. DAM is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that DEFENDANTS 

7 transferred MYTLD's assets and DAM's dividends to themselves, DOES 101 through 200, and/or 

8 DEFENDANTS' other ventures, which include DOTMUSIC, with actual intent to hinder, delay and 

9 defraud creditors of MYTLD, which creditors include DAM. 

10 119. DAM is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that DEFENDANTS 

11 transferred such assets without receiving a reasonably equivalent value in exchange for the transfer. 

12 120. DAM is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that the debt owed to DAM 

13 arose before and after the transfer of assets from MYTLD to ROUSSOS, CGR, DOTMUSIC and/or 

14 DOES 101 through 200. 

15 121. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

16 in, and substantially assisted, the other DEFENDANTS in this conduct. 

17 122. By reason ofthe foregoing conduct of DEFENDANTS and as a direct and proximate 

18 result thereof, DAM has been damaged in a presently unascertained amount in excess of the 

19 jurisdictional minimum of this Court, exclusive of fees and costs. DAM will seek leave to amend 

20 this Complaint to insert the exact amount of the damages herein or, alternatively, DAM will seek 

21 judgment in accordance with proof at the time of trial. 

22 123. By this cause of action, DAM seeks a Court order, ordering the transfer(s) from 

23 MYTLD to ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 101 through 200 to be set aside and voided to the extent 

24 necessary to satisfy DAM's claims. DAM also seeks a Court order enjoining ROUSSOS, CGR and 

25 DOES 101 through 200 from selling, encumbering, or disposing of the property, including 

26 MYTLD's assets and/or DAM's dividends. 

27 Ill 
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1 

2 

3 

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Avoidance of Fraudulent Transfer- Civil Code §3439.04(a)(2) and §3439.05 

(By DAM derivatively on behalf of DOTMUSIC against all DEFENDANTS) 

4 124. DAM repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in the preceding 

5 paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

6 125. DAM is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that DEFENDANTS 

7 transferred DOTMUSIC's assets and DAM's dividends to themselves and/or DOES 101 through 

8 200, with actual intent to hinder, delay and defraud creditors of DOTMUSIC, which creditors 

9 include DAM. 

10 126. DAM is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that DEFENDANTS 

11 transferred such assets without receiving a reasonably equivalent value in exchange for the transfer. 

12 127. DAM is informed and believes and based thereon alleges that the debt owed to DAM 

13 arose before and after the transfer of assets from DOTMUSIC to ROUSSOS, CGR and/or DOES 

14 101 through 200. 

15 128. DOES 1 through 100 knowingly aided, encouraged, cooperated and/or participated 

16 in, and substantially assisted, the other DEFENDANTS in this conduct. 

17 129. By reason of the foregoing conduct ofDEFENDANTS and as a direct and proximate 

18 result thereof, DAM has been damaged in a presently unascertained amount in excess of the 

19 jurisdictional minimum of this Court, exclusive of fees and costs. DAM will seek leave to amend 

20 this Complaint to insert the exact amount of the damages herein or, alternatively, DAM will seek 

21 judgment in accordance with proof at the time of trial. 

22 130. By this cause of action, DAM seeks a Court order, ordering the transfer(s) from 

23 DOTMUSIC to ROUSSOS, CGR and DOES 101 through 200 to be set aside and voided to the 

24 extent necessary to satisfy DAM's claims. DAM also seeks a Court order enjoining ROUSSOS, 

25 CGR and DOES 101 through 200 from selling, encumbering, or disposing of the property, including 

26 DOTMUSIC's assets and/or DAM's dividends. 

27 Ill 
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