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WARNER BROS. ENTERTAINMENT INC., ANDY WACHOWSKI, LARRY 
WACHOWSKI, THEA BLOOM, JOEL SILVER, TWENTIETH CENTURY FOX FILM 
CORPORATION, JAMES CAMERON and GALE ANNE HURD 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH 

SOPHIA STEWART, 

Plaintiff, 
vs. 

MICHAEL STOLLER, GARY BROWN, 
DEAN WEBB AND JONATHAN LUBELL; 

Defendants. 

Case No. 2:07-CV-552 DB-EJF 

NOTICE OF JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF 
THE ABOVE THIRD-PARTY 

JUDGMENT CREDITORS 

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on June 15,2006 the United States District Court for the 

Central District of California issued a Judgment against Sophia Stewart and in favor of judgment 

creditors Warner Bros. Entertainment Inc., Andy Wachowski, Larry Wachowski, Thea Bloom, 

Joel Silver, Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation, James Cameron and Gale Anne Hurd 

(collectively, the "Warner Bros. Creditors") in the amount of$305,235.62, plus interest thereon 

at the statutory rate as set forth in 28 U.S.C. Section 1961 (the "Judgment Against Stewart"). 
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The Judgment Against Stewart is a final Judgment and Stewart's time period within which to file 

an appeal expired before the Judgment Against Stewart was entered by the court. Attached 

hereto as Ex. "A" is a true and correct copy of the Judgment Against Stewart issued by the 

United States District Court for the Central District of California in favor of the Warner Bros. 

Creditors. 

On August 1, 2007, the Warner Bros. Creditors filed a Notice of Judgment and a 

Judgment Information Sheet, Case No. 076920122 FJ, in the Third Judicial District Court of 

Utah, Salt Lake County. Attached hereto as Ex. "B" is a true and correct copy of the Notice of 

Judgment and the J~dgment Information Statement filed with the Utah court. 

On August 28, 2007, the Warner Bros. Creditors recorded the Utah Judgment in the 

County Recorder's Office for Salt Lake County, Utah. Ex. "B" attached hereto reflects the 

August 28, 2007 recordation stamp in the office of Recorder, Salt Lake County, Utah. 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that any amount due and payable to Plaintiff 

Sophia Stewart in the above captioned case is or may become subject to a judgment or execution 

lien in favor of the Warner Bros. Creditors based on applicable California and Utah law. 

DATED this 15th day of September, 2014 

SNOW, CHRISTENSEN & MARTINEAU 

~ P. Matthew Cox 
Attorneys for Judgment Creditors 
WARNER BROS. ENTERTAINMENT INC., 
ANDY WACHOWSKI, LARRY WACHOWSKI, 
THEA BLOOM, JOEL SILVER, TWENTIETH 
CENTURY FOX FILM CORPORATION, JAMES 
CAMERON and GALE ANNE HURD 

2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY certify that on this 15th day of September, 2014 copies of NOTICE OF 

JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF THE ABOVE THIRD-PARTY JUDGMENT CREDITORS, 

which was filed electronically, were served upon all parties receiving notice 

via the Court's ECF System, including: 

Sophia Stewart 
P.O. Box 31725 
Las Vegas, NV 89173 

Gray Brown, Esq. 
The Law Offices of Gary Brown 
One South Fair Oaks A venue 
Suite 301 
Pasadena, CA 91105 
Email: garysbrown@ca.rr.com 

Kathleen M Liuzzi, Esq. 
Dunn & Dunn PC 
505 East 200 South, 2nd Floor 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 
Email: kliuzzi@dunndunn.com 
Attorney for Dean Browning Webb 

Jonathan Lubell, Esq. 
The Law Offices of Jonathan Lubell 
730 Fifth Avenue, 9th Floor 
New York, NY 10019 

Michael T. Stoller, Esq. 
Law Offices of Michael T. Stoller 
23945 Calabasas Road, Suite 104 
Calabasas, CA 91302 
Email: Michael.stoller@stollerlaw 
group.com 

(Via U.S. Mail) 

(viaECF) 

(via ECF) 

(viaECF) 

(via ECF) 

Is/ P. Matthew Cox 
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EXHIBIT A 
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CLERK, US. DISTRICT COURT 

JUN I A 2005 
(..) 
lU 

ENTERED 
CLERK. US. DISTRICT COUR 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
• JUN I 5 2005 
1 ~"""'="~--...J 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFO lA 
!;IV DEP TY 

SOPHIA STEWART, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

ANDY WACHOWSKI, et al., 

Defendants. 

---------------------------------

! CASE NO. CV 03-2873 MMM (VBKx) 

) 
) 

~ 
) 
) 
) 

JUDGMENT FOR DEFENDANTS 

THIS CONSfiTUTES NOTICE OF ENTRY 
AS REQUIRED BY FRCP, RULE 77(d). 

The motion of Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation, James Cameron and Gale 

19 Anne Hurd (collectively, the "Terminator Defendants") for summary judgment and the motion 

20 of defendants Warner Bros. Entertainment, Inc., Andy Wachowski, Larry Wachowski, Joel 

21 Silver, and Thea Bloom (collectively, the "Matrix Defendants") for summary judgment came on 

22 regularly for hearing on June 13, 2005. The Court having considered the evidence presented by 

23 the parties, and having reviewed the briefs and heard the argument of counsel, 

24 

25 

26 

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED 

1. That plaintiff Sophia Stewart take nothing by way of her complaint against 

27 defendants Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation, James Cameron, Gale Anne Hurd, Warner 

28 
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28 

Bros. Entertaimnent, Inc., Andy Wachowski, Larry Wachowski, Joel Silver, and Thea Bloom; 
CJ 

2. That the action be, and it hereby is, dismissed; and LLJ 

3. That defendants recover their costs of suit herein. 

DATED: June 13, 2005 

2 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUR'Jf1Er.E~· 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA ''"' ·~· 9 VED 

JUL 2 6 2006 
CIVIL MIN1JTES ~ GENERALWYM:!f' 

I' \1 & iSAAC$ ll.P 

Case No; CV 03-02873 MMM (VBKx) Date · July 19, 2006 

Title Stcnvart v. Wachowski, et al. 

"' t ' 1 ' 1, 0 ~ ' 

Pre~ent: The Ho.norabl~ · MARGARET M. MORROW 

ANELHUERTA N/A 
Deputy Clerk Court Reporter 

SEND 

C.} 
UJ 

Attorneys Present for Plaintiffs: Attorneys Present for Defendants: 

N/A N/A 

Proceedings: Order Awarding Defendants Attorneys' Fees 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff Sophia Stewart filed this action on April 24, 2003, alleging that defendants Twentieth 
Century Fox Film Corporation) James Cameron and Gale Anne Hurd (collectively, the "Terminator 
Defendants") had willfully infringed her copyrighted literary works by making and distributing The 
Terminator ("Terminator 1 "), Terminator 2: Judgment Day ("Terminator 2 ")and Terminator 3: Rise 
of the Machines ("Terminator 3 "). Stewart also alleged that defendants Warner Bros. Entertainment, 
Inc., Andy Wachowski, Larry Wachowski, Joel Silver, and Thea Bloom (collectively, the ''Matrix 
Defendants") had willfully infringed her copyrighted literary works by making and distributing The 
Matrix ("Matrix 1"), The Matrix Reloaded ("Matrix 2"), and The Matrix Revolutions ("Matrix 3"). 
Stewa1t asserted claims for copyright lnfringement, declaratory relief, and violation of the Racketeer 
Influenced and Corrupt Organization Act ("'RICO"), 18 U .S,C. §§ 1961 et seq. 

On June 15. 2005, the court granted, inter alia, defendants' motions for summary judgment 
and· their motion to dismiss Stewart's RICO claims and entered judgment in defendants' favor. On 
June 28, 2005, defendants filed a motion for attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to 17 U .S.C. § 505. 
In an order issued March 29, 2006, the court found that defendants were entitled to fees, but that they 
had failed to meet their burden of showing that the amount of fees sought was reasonable. Noting 
that the Ninth Circuit had held that "[t]otal denial of fees because of poor documentation is •a 
stringent sanction, to be reserved for only the most severe of situations and a ro riately invoked 

'DOCKETED ON CM I 
JUL 2 4 2006 

J3.Y_ ___ ,_____ 00 7 
---·-·--······-
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only in very limited circumstances'" (Southerland v. lntemational Longshoremen's and 
Warehousemen's Union, Local8, 845 F.2d 796 (9th Cir. 1988) (quoting Jordan v. United States 
Department of Justice, 691 F.2d 514~ 518 (D.C. Cir. 1982)), the court directed defendants to fil~ 
supplemental pleading allocating their attorneys' time between Stewart's copyright and RICO claim~~ 
and offering evidence regarding the reasonableness of the attorneys' rates. The court also direct~4 
defendants to allocate the costs they had incurred between the RICO and copyright infringement 
plaims. On April 14, 2006, defendants filed the supplemental submissions requested by the court. 

D. DISCUSSION 

A. Amount Of Attorneys' Fees 

1. Legal Standard For Determining The Amount Of An Attorneys' Fees 
Award 

Once a party has established that it is entitled to an attorneys' fees award, "[i]t remains for the 
district court to determine what fee is 'reasonable.'" Hensley, 416 U.S. at 433 (quoting Nadeau v. 
Helgemoe) 581 F. 2d 275, 278-79 (1st Cir. 1978)). "The most useful strategic point for determining 
the amount of a reasonable fee is the number of hours reasonably expended on the litigation 
multiplied by a reasonable hourly rate." ld. This is known as the lodestar figure, and presumptively 
provides an accurate measure of reasonable attorneys' fees. See Harris v. Marhoefer. 24 F.3d 16, 
18 (9th Cir. 1994); Clark v. City of Los Angeles, 803 F.2d 987, 990 (9th Cir. 1986). A court may 
increase or decrease the lodestar amount in rare or exceptional cases. See Blum v. Stenson, 465 U.S. 
886, 989-901 (1984); Harris, 24 F.3d at 18; Clark, 803 F.2d at 990-91. 

A court using the lodestar approach in determining fees does not look directly to the multi
factor test developed in Johnson v. Georgia Highway Express, Inc., 488 F.2d 714, 717-19 (5th Cir. 
1974), and Kerr v. Screen Extras Guild, Inc., 526 F.2d 67, 69~70 (9th Cir. 1975).2 Rather, as a first 
step, it determines the lodestar amount, which subsumes consideration of Kerr/Johnson factors such 
as novelty and complexity of the issues·, the specific ski'il ~nd experience of counsel, the quality of 

1The court's order permitted Stewart to file a supplemental response, but she failed to do so. 

2Under the Johnson/Kerr test, the factors to consider in determining the amount of attorneys~ 
fees awarded include: "'(1) the time and labor required, (2) the novelty and difficulty of the questions 
involved, (3) the skill requisite to perform the legal service properly, (4) the preclusion of other 
employment by the attorney due to acceptance of the case, (5) the customary fee, (6) whether the fee 
is fixed or contingent, (7) time limitations imposed by the client or the circumstances, (8) the amount 
involved and the_ results obtained, (9} the experience, reputation, and ability of the attorneys, (10) the 
'undesirability' of the case, (11) the nature and length of the professional relationship with the client, 
and (12) awards in similar cases. •t Kerr. supra, 526 F.2d at 70; see also Johnson. supra, 488 F.2d 
at 717~19. 
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• 
representation and the results obtained. See Blum, 465 U.S. at 989-900; Clark, 803 P.2d at 990-91 
and n. 3; Cunningham v. County of Los Angeles, 879 F.2d 481, 484 (9th Cir. 1988).c~ 

UJ 

2. Reasonableness Of Counsels' Hourly Rate 
--~ c.:-.. , 
::c 
u 

In determining the reasonableness of an attorney's rate, the court must review the .. prevailing
1 

market rates in the relevant community." Blum, 465 U.S. at 895 & n. 11. The proper rate to utilize 
in computing fees is that which a lawyer of comparable skill, experience and reputation would 
command in the relevant community. Id. at 895 n. 11. "The burden is on the fee applicant to 
produce satisfactory evidence- in addition to the attorney's own affidavits- that the requested rates 
are in line with those prevailing in the community." ld.; Barjor: v. Dalton, 132 F.3d 496, 500 (9th 
Cir. 1997) (''the choice of a relevant community and the prevailing rate in that community are crucial 
to establishing the amount of attorney's fees granted"). 

Defendants1 supplemental submission provides evidence regarding the hourly rates charged 
by Bruce Isaacs and David Boren. Isaacs states that his normal billing rate in 20Q.3 was $335 per 
hour, while David Boren's was $255 per hour.~ In 2004, Isaacs' rate increased to $380, while 
Boren's increased to $280. Isaacs notes, however, that pursuant to the firm's fee arrangement with 
Warner Brothers, all work he did for the company in 2003 was billed at a discounted rate of $265 per 
hour. This rate increased to $335 per hour by May 2004." Pursuant to the firm's fee arrangement 
with Fox, Isaacs' ·billing rate in 2003 was $265 an hour; it increased to $295 per hour for 2004. 
Boren's work for Fox was billed at a rate of $235 per hour in 2003, and $245 per hour thereafter.5 

As respects work done for James Cameron and Gail Anne Hurd, Isaacs' billing rate was $335 per 
hour (the same as the Warner Bros. discounted rate), while Boren's rate was $255 per hour.6 

Defendants proffer evidence that these rates are comparable to prevailing market rates for 
intellectual property attorneys in Los Angeles. 7 Stewart has not challenged the adequacy of 

3Supplemental Declaration of Bruce Isaacs ("Isaacs Decl. "), 1 2. Boren, \;Vho works under 
Isaacs, is a ninth~year associate. · 

4Isaacs Decl.. 1 8. 

5Isaacs DecL, , 9; Defs.' Supp. Mem., Exh. E (Billing Statements). 

6Isaacs Decl., , 10. 

7See, e.g., Defs.' Supp. Mem., Exh. A (Declaration of Charles Shepard), 114-5 (stating that 
as a partner practicing copyright law at Greenberg Glusker Fields Claman Machtinger & Kinsella 
LLP in Los Angeles, he billed $485 per hour in 2005, and $495 per hour in 2006. Shepard opines 
that a billing rate of $335 for partners is well below prevailing market rates, while $255 per hour for 
associates is normal and reasonable); Exh. C (The National Law Journal, "Finn-by~Firm Sampling 
of Billing Rates Nationwide)')i Exh. D (The 2003 Survey of Law Firm Economics). 
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. .. • 
defendants' showing, and the court find~ .. t~~t. t9~.~<?.~~y r~tes charged b~ Isaacs and Boren are 
reasonable. 5.1 

~~ 
~~ ... 

3. Reasonableness Of The Hours Charged ;.f 
~ .. ,) 

(•) 

"~ [T)he fee applicant bears the burden of documenting the appropriate hours expended in the 
litigation and must submit evidence in support of th[e] hours worked. The party opposing the fee 
application has the burden of rebuttal that requires submission of evidence to the district court 
challenging the accuracy and reasonableness of the hours charged or the facts asserted by the 
prevailing party in its submitted affidavits."' Gates v. Rowland, 39 F.3d 1439, 1449 (9th Cir. 1994) 
(quoting Gates v. Deukmejian, 987 F.2d 1392, 1397-98 (9th Cir. 1993)). Even where no rebuttal 
is presented, however, the court has an independent obligation to review the fee request. Gates, 987 
F.2d at 1401. Courts may reduce the number of hours compensated if the party seeking a fee award 
submits inadequate documentation. See Cunningham, 879 F.2d at 484 (citing Hensley, 461 U.S. at 
433). 

In its prior order regarding defendants' fee motion, the court found, and defendants conceded, 
that prevailing parties are not entitled to attorneys' fees under RICO. See Chang v. Chen, 95 F.3d 
27, 28 (9th Cir. 1996) ("Prevailing Defendants cannot recover attorneys' fees pursuant to section 
1964(c) of the RICO statute because they were prevailing defendants in this action. That provision 
only permits prevailing plaintiffs to recover fees. See 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c)," citing Religious 
Technology Ctr. v. Wallersheim, 796 F.2d 1076, 1082~83 (9th Cir.1986) (discussing the limited 
remedies conferred on private plaintiffs)). Given this fact, the court could not award fees based on 
defendants' submission because it was unclear what number of hours had been devoted exclusively 
to defense of Stewart's RICO claims. Defendants' supplemental pleading attaches statements that 
detail the hours expended defending the copyright and RICO claims. 

The billing statements reflect that Isaacs expended 348.6 hours defending Stewart's copyright 
infringement claim against the Warner Bros. defendants. 85.9 hours defending that claim against the 
Fox defendants, 41.2 hours defending the copyright claim against James Cameron, and 36.25 hours 
defending the claim against Gail Anne Hurd. Boren expended 372.6 hours defending Warner Bros. 
against allegations of copyright infringement, 134.1 hours defending the Fox defendants, 50.2 hours 
defending James Cameron, and 49.75 hours defending Gail Anne Hurd. Paralegals spent 
approximately . 7 hours defending the copyright infringement claim against the Warner Bros. 
defendants, 1 hour defending the copyright claim against the Fox defendants, 1.75 hours defending 
plaintiffs allegation of copyright infringement against James Cameron, and . 35 hours defending Gail 
Anne Hurd against those same allegations.8 Consequently, defense counsel spent a total of 1133.7 

8Defs.' Supp. Mem.t Exh. E (Billing Statements). The billing statements also reflect work 
done by an attorney named Robert Wyman. Because defendants offer no evidence regarding the 
reasonableness of Wyman•s billing rate. the court declines to award _fees for time expended by 
Wyman. · 
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• • 
hours defending Stewart's copyright infringement claim.9 

C':. 

Defendants assert that these charges were reasonably incurred given the nature of the litigatiorN~ 
as well as the complexity of the legal and factual issues posed. 10 The court has reviewed th€~ 
descriptions of the work performed. Based on this independent review, the court finds that the bi1i?: 
do not reflect duplicate fees charged to the parties represented - i.e., to Warner Bros., Fox, 
Cameron, and Hurd. Rather, the court finds that the majority of the hours expended by defendants' 
counsel were reasonable, with the following exceptions: 

The hours billed for preparation of motions to dismiss Stewart's state law claims and for 
summary judgment on those claim are not compensable under the Copyright Act. The bills reflect 
that an associate billing at $255 per hour expended 2.3 hours on a motion to dismiss Stewart's state 
unfair competition claim against the Warner Bros. defendants.u The court therefore reduces the 
lodestar calculation by $586.50. 

Additionally, the court notes that Isaacs spent approximately 15 hours, at a rate of $335 per 
hour, on Warner Bros.' behalf~ and .4 hours, at a rate of $295 per hour, on Fox's behalf, responding 
to press inquiries from CBS News, BET, the WB network, The Los Angeles Times, VIBE Magazine, 
Black Enterprise Magazine, NPR, and other media outlets. 12 Charging Stewart for time spent 
communicating with the press is unreasonable, Therefore, the court reduces the lodestar calculation 
by $5,143. 

The court also finds that, because defendants• initial motion for attorneys' fees was inadequate, 
Stewart should not be required to pay all of the fees generated by that effort. As a result, the court 

9By contrast, counsel and their paralegals billed a total of 164.75 hours for work related 
exclusively to the RICO claims. These fees were incurred primarily in c01mection with two motions 
to dismiss the RICO claims. Much of the remaining work done on the case was common to both the 
copyright infringement and RICO claims because the RICO claims were premised, in part, on 
allegations of criminal copyright infringement. • .. Attorney's fees need not be apportioned when 
incurred for representation of an issue common to both a cause of action for which fees are proper 
and one in which they are not allowed .... Diamond v. John Martin Co., 753 F.2d 1465, 1467 (9th 
Cir. 1985); see also Zuniga v. United Can Co •• 812 F.2d 443, 453 (9th Cir. 1987) (same), For these 
reasons, the court finds defendants' allocation reasonable. 

10Isaacs Decl., , 4 (indicating that the time billed to defendants was "reasonable and necessary 
given the scope and complexity of the legal and factual issues in dispute (six different movies at 
issue) 1 the amount in dispute (a sizable amount given potential disgorgement of profits issues) and 
the difficulties, complexities and significance of the litigation''). 

11Defs.' Supp. Mem., Exh. E (Billing Statements). 

12Defs.' Supp. Mem., Exh. E (Billing Statements). 
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• 
reduces the number of hours expended by half, and will award fees only for 37.73 hours of time 
expended preparing the attorneys' fees motion, i.e., half of 16.6 hours at $335 per hour and 28~J 
hours at $255 per hour for Warner Brothers; 5.35 hours at $295 per hour and 11.8 hours at $245 p~ 
hour for Fox; 1.5 hours at $335 per hour and 5.2 hours at $255 per hour for James Cameron; and', 
1.5 hours at $~35 per hour and 5.2 hours at $255 per hour for Gail Anne Hurd). ~;:., 

. ln toto 1 therefore, the court finds that the time reasonably expended defending Stewart's 
copyright claims is 1078.27 hours. 

4. The Final Lodestar Figure 

Multiplying the hourly rates of defendants' attorneys and paralegals by the number of hours 
·they reasonably spent representing each of the defendants, the court calculates a lodestar figure of 
$305,235.62 ($199,583.75 for the Warner Bros. defendants; $55,795.37 for the Fox defendants; 
$25,898.75 for James Cameron; and $23,957.75 for Gail Anne Hurd).13 

· 

B. Reimbursqble Costs 

In their motion, defendants also sought reimbursement of the litigation costs they incurred 
defending this action. See Pinkham v. Camexi Inc., 84 F .3d 292, 294-95 (8th Cir. 1996) (holding, 
in connection with an attorneys' fees award under § 505, that costs for long distance telephone, 

. facsimile transmission, messenger services and express mail "were reasonable out-of-pocket expenses 
of the kind normally charged to clients by attorneys, and thus [that they] should have been included 
as part of the reasonable attorneys' fees awarded.,); see also United Steelworkers.of America v. Phelps 
Dodge Corp., 896 F.2d 403, 407 (9th Cir. 1990) (holding in a case where fees were sought under 
42 U.S.C. § 1988, that "[o]ut-of-pocket litigation expenses are reimbursable as part of the attorneys' 
fee, distinct from the costs already awarded to plaintiffs under 28 U.S.C. § 1920"). Specifically, 
defendants sought reimbursement for deposition transcripts and reporter's fees, as well as 
disbursements for printing in the amount of $695.00. Because the clerk of court has already awarded 
these costs to defendants, 14 no further order is necessary. 

Ill. CONCLUSION 

Fo:r the foregoing reasons, the court awards defendants $305,235.62 in attorneys' fees. 

13The 'evidence indicate that the paralegals' time was billed at $120 per hour (Defs.' Supp. 
Mern., Exh. E), a rate the court finds reasonable. 

14See Defs.' Supp. Mem., Exh. F (Bill of Costs submitted to and approved by the clerk of the 
United States District Court for the Central District of California). 

CV·90 (12102) CIVIL MINUTES • GENERAL fnitials of Deputy Clerk 
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I, 

SOPHIA STEWART 

Plaintiff 
vs. 'J'" 

ANDY WACHOWSKI, LARRY WACHOWSKI, THEA 
BLOOM, JOEL SILVER, TWENTIETH CENTURY 
FOX FILM CORP., WARNER BROS. ENTERTAINME , 

"""f'NC: , JAMES CAMERON Defendant( ·) 
AND GALE ANN HURD s 

.~. . _, . 

Deputy Clerk 

NOTICE OF JUDGMENT 

CASE NO. Ojl,o q ~ 0 I ;;r'). Ef 

6Kanch'1 

., 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the judgment filed from United States Distric~ Court, 
Dis_t:rict of California jurisdiction has been filed in the 3~ JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

COURT OF UTAH nnder the provisions of the UTAH FOREIGN JUDGMENT ACT (UOA 
78~22a-l). Under this act, THIS JUDGMENT HAS THE SAME LEGAL FORCE AND ,, 
EFFECT AS A JUDGMENT RENDERED BY THE UTAH STATE COURT. 

Jull JO, 2007' 
Date. 

D~ 
Atty or Creditor Signature 

David Boren, Esq. 
~. NAME & ADDRESS OF JUDGMENT 

CREDITOR 
NAME & ADDRESS OF 
CREDITOR'S ATTY (if any) 

Andy Wachowski, Larry Wachowski, Thea 
Bloom, Joel Silver, Twentieth Century 
Fox Film Corp., Warner Bros. · · · 
Entertainment. Inc .• James Cameron 
and.Gale Ann Hurd. , 
g/o Bruce Isaacs and David Boren of 
Wyman & Isaacs LLP . 

Bruce Isaacs. Esq. 
David Boren, Esq. 
WYMAN & !:>AAcS LLP 
8840 Wilshire Blyd .. 2nd Flog~ 
Beverly Rills. CA 90211 

8840 Wilshire Blvd. QERTIFIQATE OF SERVICE; BX MAILING 
2nd Floor, Bevc'.cly Rills. CA 90211 · 
STATE OF UTAH 
COUNTY OF 

-¥J-"-l=..loU.--~<J.LJU.6:::.;c.,~~W.J.J:::t--• being first duly sworn, upon oath states that he/she has 
the notice ofjudgment to the judgment debtor: 
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Attorney Name:._D~a~v~i:.::.d...;B~o~r~e~n ______ _ 
Attorney Bar Number:~l~8.::.:63~1~6:..._ ____ _ 
Attorney Address: 8840 Wilshire Blvd •• Second Floor 

Beverly Hills. CA _90211 
Attorney Phone Number: (310) 358-3221 

,. IIY-~W~l.¥!l~i'iJ'iYC~ 
In the District Court of the Third Judicial D · 

Salt Lake County 

SOPHIA STEWART 
Plaintiff 

vs. ' 
ANDY WACHOWSKI, LARRY WACHOWSKI, THEA 
BLOOM, JOEL SILVER, TWENTIETH CENTURY 
FOX fiLM CORP., WARNE~ ~ 
BROS ENTERTAlNMENT, INC.~eJ.endant (s) 
JAMES CbMERON AND GALE ANN HURD 

.. 
JUDGMENT INFORMATION 
STATEMENT 

Cas~ Number;.· t)::}(df] 2J2 \ ~t, ef 
Judge':. __________ _ 

(1) The~ [Defendant] in this action, as judgment creditor, provides the 
following information in compliance with Section 78~22~1.5. 

(2) The correct name of the judgment debtor is ~s~o~PR!!:I!:.!A!.....!:!.ST..!:.2E:!.!w!.!:!A~R~T--------

(3) The correct last known address of the judgment debtor is 9025 W. Desert Inn 
Road 1 Apt. 273, Las Vegas, NV 89117~6311 and P.o. Box 165153, Salt Lake Ci~y, 
Utah 84116. 

(4) The address at which the judgment debtor received service of process is~-
N/A 

(5) The judgment debtor is~a natural person [and] 
(a) the social security number of the judgment debtor is -..!tU-I.ink~n:.tllo!.:::wn:!!-.~---
(b) the date of birth ofthejudgment debtor is Unknown , and 
(c) the dri.Jer's license number of the judgment debtor is __::U:.::n:.::k::::.no:..:wn~----

(6) The name of the judgment creditor is Andl' Wachowski, Larry Wachowski, Thea ~loom. 
Joel Silver, Twentieth Century Fox.·Film Corp •• Warner Bros. Entertainment, Inc,, 

J,.;I,I!Ui!S C.B.Jileron in.d Gale Ann Hurd , 
(7) Tne actaress ot the judgment creditor 1S c/o Bruce Isaacs and David Boren of 

Wyman & Isaacs LLP 8840 Wilshire Blvd., Second Floor, Beverly Hills, CA 9~211 

(8) The amount of the judgment is $ _3_05-',_2_3_5 ._6_2.,.---___ _ 
,j 

(9) The judgment was entered on July 24, 2006 

llmUrl~liiTOONmllll~ll 
JD21604084 pagu: 

076920122 STEWART ,SOPHIA 

' 
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(10 (The judgment has not been stayed.] QOOUDjodt~oo:l~mm»:w~~~llXll~ 
~ .] 

.. 
(11) The judgment creditor has reviewed its own recqrds, the records of its "attorney 
and the records of the court in which the judgment was entered. Any information 
required by Section 78~22~1.5 but not provided in this statement is unkliown and 
unavailable. ' (bib ' 

[Attorney for] Judgment Creditor 
David Boren, ~sq. 

Party Name: Pleas&•· see below 

Party Address: c/o Bruce Isaacs and David Boren .of 
WYMAN & ISAACS LLP 

Party Name: 

8840 Wilshire Blvd., Second Floor 
Bevet1y nttta, cA geztl 

··, 

Defendants Andy Wachowski, Larry Wachowski, Thea Bloom, 
Joel Silver, Twentieth Century Fox Film Corp., Warner Bros. 
Entertainment, Inc., James ,Cameron and Gale Ann Hurd 

.,. 

' 

' 

·' 
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