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Konrad L. Trope (California SBN: 133214)

TROPE LAW GROUP, P.C.

5737 Kanan Rd., #585

Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Phone: (818) 575-7423

Email: ktrope@tropelawgroup.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs Bruder Releasing Inc., and

World Wrestling Organization,

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTICT OF CALIFORNIA, WESTERN DIVISION

BRUDER RELEASING INC., a
California Incorporation; and WORLD
WRESTLING ORGANIZATION,
headquartered in San Diego California.

Plaintiff,
VS.

GRUPO TELEVISA, S.A.B., a mass
media corporation head quartered in
Mexico City, Mexico;
TELEVISAUNIVISION, INC,, a
Mexican-American media company
incorporated in Delaware; PLUTO TV,
online streaming service owned and
operated by the Paramount Streaming
division of Paramount Global;
PARAMOUNT STREAMING, a
California Company and a division of
Paramount Global that oversees the
company’s video streaming technology;
PARAMOUNT GLOBAL, a mass
media and entertainment conglomerate
and a Delaware incorporation; and
DOES 1 through 10, Inclusive,

Defendants.

Case No: 5:24-cv-01133
[Before the Hon. 1

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES, AND

DECLARATORY RELIEF:

1. Direct Copyright Infringement, 17
U.S.C. 8§88 101, et seq.; .
Direct Copxérlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.; .
Direct Copyright Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88101, et seq.; .
Direct Copyright Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.; .
Direct Cop%rlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.; .
Direct Copyright Infringement 17
U.S.C. §§ 101, et seq.; .
Direct Cop\érlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.; .
Direct Copyright Infringement 17
U.S.C. 8§88 101, et seq.; .
Direct Cop%rlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.; .

. Direct Cop%rlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88101, et seq.; .

. Direct Cop\6rlght Infringement, 17
U.S.C. 88101, et seq.;

. Direct Cop\t/)rlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88101, et seq.; .

. Direct Cop%rlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88101, et seq.; .

. Direct Copyright Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.; .

. Direct Copyright Infringement 17
U.S.C. §§ 101, et seq.; .

. Direct Cop\érlght Infringement 17
U.S.C. 88101, et seq.;
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. Direct Copyright Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Copyright Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Copyright Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement, 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Copyright Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Copyright Infringement 17

U.S.C. §§ 101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement 17

U.S.C. §8 101, et seq.;

. Direct Co%right Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Direct Copyright Infringement 17

U.S.C. 88 101, et seq.;

. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of Contract;
. Breach of the Covenant of Good

Faith and Fair Dealing;

. Breach of the Covenant of Good

Faith and Fair Dealing;

. Breach of the Covenant of Good

Faith and Fair Dealing;

. Breach of the Covenant of Good

Faith and Fair Dealing;
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o4,
55.
56.
S7.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72,
73.
74,
75.
76.
77,
78.
79.
80.
81.

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Dealing;

Breach of the Covenant of Good
Faith and Fair Deal mcg

False Designation of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125(a);

False De3|g2nat|on of Origin, 15
U.S.C.811

False DeS|g2nat|on of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 811

False DeS|gZ atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False DeS|gZ atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False DeS|gZ atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False De3|gZ atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False DeS|g2 atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False De3|gZ atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False DeS|g2 atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False DeS|g2 atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False De3|gZ atlon of Origin, 15
U.S.C. 81125

False DeS|gnat|on of Origin, 15
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U.S.C. §1125(a);

82. False Desi
U.S.C. 811
83. False Desi
U.S.C. 811
84. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

85. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

86. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

87. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

88. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

89. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

90. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

91. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

92. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

93. False Desi
U.S.C. 811
94. False Desi
U.S.C. 811
95. False Desi

U.S.C. 81125

96. False Desi
U.S.C. 811
97. False Desi
U.S.C. 811
98. False Desi
U.S.C. 811

JURY DEMA
COMES NOW, Plaintiffs BRUDER RELEASING,

gznatlon of Origin, 15
gznatlon of Origin, 15
g2 atlon of Origin, 15
g2 atlon of Origin, 15
g2 atlon of Origin, 15
gz atlon of Origin, 15
g2 atlon of Origin, 15
g2 atlon of Origin, 15
gZ atlon of Origin, 15
g2 atlon of Origin, 15
g2 atlon of Origin, 15
gznatlon of Origin, 15
gznatlon of Origin, 15
gZ atlon of Origin, 15
gznatlon of Origin, 15
gznatlon of Origin, 15
gznatlon of Origin, 15

?Dan

INC. (“BRI”), a

California incorporation that operates as a production and releasing company;
WORLD WRESTLING ORGANIZATION, a California head quartered company

that focuses on bringing Lucha Libre (Mexican wrestling) beyond Mexico, by

producing and distributing content across multiple platforms to territories like

Mexico, Brazil,

and Latin-America presenting their complaint herein against

Defendants GRUPO TELEVIA, S.A.B., (“Televisa”), a mass media corporation

headquartered

in

Mexico

City,

Mexico;

TELEVISAUNIVISION,

(“TelevisaUnivision”), a Mexican-American media company incorporated in

Delaware and a California registered corporate agent; PLUTO TV, (“Pluto TV”), an

4
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online streaming service owned and operated by the Paramount Streaming division
of Paramount Global; PARAMOUNT STREAMING, (“Paramount Streaming”), a
California Company and a division of Paramount Global that oversees the company’s
video streaming technology; PARAMOUNT GLOBAL, (“Paramount Global”), a
mass media and entertainment conglomerate and a Delaware incorporation; and
allege as follows.

THE PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Bruder Releasing, Inc., is a California incorporation that
operates as a production and releasing company, (“BRI”).

2. Plaintiff World Wrestling Organization is head quartered in San Diego,
California and focuses on bringing Lucha Libre (Mexican wrestling) beyond Mexico,
by producing and distributing content across multiple platforms to territories like
Mexico, Brazil, and Latin-America, (“WWO?).

3. Defendant Grupo Televisa, S.A.B., is head quartered in Mexico City,
Mexico and is a mass media corporation, (“Televisa”).

4, Defendant TelevisaUnivision is a Mexican-American media company
incorporated in Delaware and a California registered corporate agent; and Televisa
owns a 45% stake of TelevisaUnivision, (“TelevisaUnivision”).

5. Defendant Pluto TV is an online streaming service owned and operated
by the Paramount Streaming division of Paramount Global, (“Pluto TV?”).

6. Defendant Paramount Streaming is a California Company and a division
of Paramount Global that oversees the company’s video streaming technology,
(“Paramount Streaming”).

7. Defendant Paramount Global is the parent company to Paramount
Streaming and its subsidiaries and is a Delaware incorporated mass media and
entertainment conglomerate, (“Paramount Global™).

8. Plaintiff BRI had a license agreement with Televisa and Plaintiff
delivered 30 World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”) shows to Televisa. This

5 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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license agreement began on November 1%, 2019, and terminated on October 31%,
2020. A true and correct copy of the distribution agreement is attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference as though set forth in full as Exhibit “1°.

9. Plaintiff BRI also has a license agreement with Televisa for programs
selected by Televisa upon availability notice created by BRI on a quarterly basis for
Televisa to select and distribute. The license period started on February 1%, 2020, and
terminated on January 31%, 2023. A true and correct copy of the distribution
agreement is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as though set forth
in full as Exhibit ‘2’.

10. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that the Defendants
Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global were aware,
authorized, approved, and conspired with other Defendants in the illegal conduct of
Defendants Televisa and Pluto TV alleged herein.

11.  The true names and capacities of the Defendants sued in this Complaint
as DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, whether individual, corporate, associate, or
otherwise, are presently unknown to Plaintiffs who therefore sue these Defendants
by such fictitious names. Plaintiffs will amend this Complaint to set forth the true
names and capacities of DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, when they have been
ascertained or at the time of trial herein. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon
allege that each of these such fictitiously named Defendants participated in some
manner in the events and occurrences referred to hereinafter and/or proximately
caused the damages complained of herein.

12.  Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that, at all times
herein mentioned, each of the Defendants (including inter alia, the fictitiously named
Defendants) were the agent, servant, employee or co-conspirator of each of the other
Defendants, and doing the things herein alleged, was acting in the scope of their, or
its actual, apparent or special authority as such agent, servant, employee or co-
conspirator, and with the permission or consent of each such co-Defendant.

6 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

13.  Plaintiffs brings this civil action pursuant to the Copyright Act of 1976,
as amended, 17 U.S.C 88 101, 501, et seq.; the Lanham Act as codified at 15 U.S.C.
8§ 1125, et seq.

14. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that Defendant
Televisa, while a Mexican company head quartered in Mexico, provides service
worldwide. In 2021, Televisa sold the company’s media and entertainment assets for
a 45% stake, to Univision Communications and formed a new company called
TelevisaUnivision. TelevisaUnivision is and was at all relevant times a corporation
formed under the laws of the State of Delaware with its principal place of business
in Florida. However, TelevisaUnivision is a California Registered Corporation.

15. Pluto TV is an online streaming service and a subsidiary of Paramount
Streaming and Paramount Global — incorporated in Delaware providing services
nationally and internationally. For purposes of this complaint, Plaintiffs are informed,
believe, and thereon allege that the infringing misconduct and acts took place in
California.

16. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that because
streaming occurs over the internet, inevitably, the streaming of 30 WWO titles for 19
months beyond the licensing agreement’s expiry took place within the borders of
California.

17.  The Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant
to the Copyright Act of the United States, 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 501 et seq. and pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 1338(a).

18.  Venue is properly laid in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 88 1391(b)
and 1400(a) because the Defendants reside, may be found, or transact business in this
District.

7 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT
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19.  This court also has supplemental jurisdiction over all other claims that
do not arise under a federal statute in that these supplemental claims are so related to
the claims in the action within such original jurisdiction of this court that they form
part of the same case or controversy under Article Il of the United States
Constitution pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367.

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

20.  Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that Espinoza
Peralta Armando Francisco (“Armando Espinosa”) is the copyright holder of the
World Wrestling Organization. A true and correct copy of the copyright certificate is
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as though set forth in full as
Exhibit ‘3°.

21. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that Armando
Espinosa is entitled to international copyright protections under the Berne
Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works (*Berne Convention”).
The Berne Convention requires all members to (1) have certain levels of copyright
protection, (2) protect the works made by citizens of other member countries, and (3)
allow owners from Berne Convention signatory nations to bring claims of copyright
infringement in United States courts. 17 U.S.C. 88101, et seq.; Liaigre v. California
Furniture Collection, 2022 WL 18278600, at *7 (C.D. Cal. Oct. 6, 2022). As the
United States of America and Mexico are members to the Berne Convention, they
are required to protect the copyright of works made by citizens of other member
countries. Berne Convention Implementation Act of 1988, Pub. L. No. 100-568, 102
Stat. 2853 (March 1, 1989).

22. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on or about
October 10™, 2019, BRI licensed WWO’s titles to Televisa to Pay Per View (“PPV”)
and Video on Demand (“VOD”) on Over the Top (“OTT”) broadcast television. A

8 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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true and correct copy of the distribution agreement is attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference as though set forth in full as Exhibit ‘4.

23. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on or about
October 16™, 2019, BRI and Televisa entered into a Distribution Agreement
(“Agreement”) for 30 wrestling shows (“30 WWO titles”) of the World Wrestling
Organization (“WWQ?”), with a length of 60 minutes each. For this Agreement, the
license period shall start on November 1%, 2019, and shall terminate on October 31*,
2020. Further, the distributor shall make payments to the Licensor’s Bank Account
on a quarterly basis in USD, corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See Exhibit
1.

24. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on or about
January 28", 2020, BRI and Televisa entered into a Distribution Agreement
(“Agreement”) for any programs BRI sends to Televisa on a quarterly basis in the
form of an availability notice list. Televisa is free to select those titles to be distributed
in terms of this Agreement. For this Agreement, the license period shall start on
February 1%, 2020, and shall terminate on January 31, 2023. Further, the distributor
shall make payments to the Licensor’s Bank Account on a quarterly basis in USD,
corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. Through this Agreement, the Distributor
Is entitled to distribute the Programs to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Grupo Televisa, (“Distribution Rights™). See Exhibit 2.

25. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on or about June
29, 2020, Mario Castro, Director of Sales Asia & Africa from Televisa asked Marc
Bruder, President of BRI if BRI would agree to include WWO on Pluto TV. Pluto
TV is an online streaming service and a subsidiary of Paramount Streaming and
Paramount Global — incorporated in Delaware providing services nationally and
internationally. BRI approved including WWO on Pluto TV. A true and correct copy
of the email communication is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference
as though set forth in full as Exhibit ‘5’.

9 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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26.  Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on or about April
2021, Televisa announced that they would sell the company’s media and
entertainment assets to Univision Communications. Televisa will own a 45% stake
of the company and the new company will be known as TelevisaUnivision. This
transaction was completed by January 31, 2022.

27. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that following the
Distribution Rights as set out in Exhibit 2, the distributor is now TelevisaUnivision
and Pluto TV as Grupo Televisa was originally entitled to distribute the Programs to
any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies that were a part of Televisa.

28.  Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that according to the
terms of Payment set out in both Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2, the Distributor (now
TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global) were to
make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account on a quarterly basis in USD,
corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. However, after revenue reports from the
Third Quarter in 2021 for the months of July, August, and September, BRI has not
received any more revenue reports. Email communications from March 2022 to
August 2022 show BRI consistently following up and requesting revenue reports
from Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, and Pluto TV who have passively failed to provide
any revenue reports or payment in the form of royalties. A true and correct copy of
the email communication is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as
though set forth in full as Exhibit “6’.

29. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that by not
performing on terms of payment agreed upon, there has been a breach of contract and
a breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing implied in the contract for
over 19 months. TelevisaUnivision has failed to provide BRI with any royalty
statements despite repeated requests as seen in Exhibit 6.

30. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that the licensing
agreement was terminated via email communication on August 18, 2022, from Yani

10 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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Qjito, Senior Manager — Content partnerships, at Pluto TV indicating to Marc Bruder,
President at BRI, that the programming team at Pluto TV has decided to “pass on
renewing.” The email stated that Pluto TV did not have any additional interest in
airing the content. A true and correct copy of the notice of copyright infringement is
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as though set forth in full as
Exhibit ‘7.

31. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that in an email dated
August 19, 2022, TelevisaUnivision claimed that all episodes of WWO were deleted
from their drive.

32. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on January 19",
2023, and August 21%, 2023, WWO notified BRI about WWO titles being available
to view on Pluto TV, a public platform. By continuing to display WWO titles after
the license agreement was terminated, Pluto TV, TelevisaUnivision, Paramount
Streaming, and Paramount Global have reaped additional profits and continue to
retain all income generated from their ongoing unauthorized distribution of WWO
titles. This results in a willful copyright infringement.

33. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that in or about Fall
of 2023, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global
were put on notice by phone and email regarding their infringement of these 30
WWO titles for a duration of at least 19 months beyond the authorized license
window. Plaintiffs repeatedly contacted TelevisaUnivision and Pluto TV regarding
the unlicensed and unauthorized distribution of WWO program contents which
received no response.

34. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on October 30",
2023, WWO sent out a final notice of copyright infringement to TelevisaUnivision
and Pluto TV. A true and correct copy of the notice of copyright infringement is
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as though set forth in full as
Exhibit ‘8’.

11 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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35. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on November
2023, there was a conference call held with representatives of TelevisaUnivision,
Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global. During this call, the
Defendants admitted their error but attempted to say it was inadvertent, which
Plaintiffs reject based on the fact that in August 2022, Pluto TV communicated the
termination of the License Agreement. See supra paragraph 30.

36. Plaintiffs are informed, believe, and thereon allege that on February 28",
2024, Paramount sent a tabular representation of revenue received after Televisa-
MTVNLA license agreement was terminated. The tabular representation begins on
the date of September 1%, 2022, and ends on October 1%, 2023. This shows that
Paramount displayed 30 titles of WWO on their streaming service — a place open to
the public for 19 months after the license expired. Willfully displaying 30 titles of
WWO after the license expired, is a willful violation of copyright. A true and correct
copy of the tabular representation of revenue received after the Televisa-MTVNLA
license agreement was terminated is attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference as though set forth in full as Exhibit “9’.

37. A copyright owner is required to prove infringement was committed
willfully. See 17 U.S.C 8504(c)(2). Once proved, a copyright owner may be awarded
statutory damages to a sum not more than $150,000. By continuing to stream the 30
WWO titles for 19 months, it is clear that the infringement committed was willful.

38. The Copyright Act does not require proof that the protected work was
actually viewed by anyone; and defines “publicly” to require that the display be “a
place open to the public.” 17 U.S.C. 8101. Any “publicly” accessible server is thus
encompassed by this definition. Bell v. Wilmott Storage Services, 12 F. 4th 1065,
1074 (9th Cir. 2021). Further, by continuing to keep the 30 WWO titles on its
websites and platforms there has been an infringement of the exclusive right of public
display that is fixed and embodied in a perceivable format on Pluto TV’s platforms.
See Hunley v. Instagram, 73 F.4th 1060, 1069 (9th Cir. 2023).

12 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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39. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon allege that the
Defendants’ acts of infringement are ongoing and continue to this day, including still
publicly displaying on the internet through Pluto TV platforms WWO titles 19

months after the license was terminated.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 1: WWO Destruccion Total #1]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

40. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

41. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

42. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

43.  After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

44.  All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to copying
and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C.
88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 205.
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45.  Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

46. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

47.  Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

48. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 1: WWO Destruccion Total #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

49. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8§505.

50. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 2: WWO Destruccion Total #2]

14 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
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(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

51. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

52.  Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

53. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

54.  After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

55.  All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

56. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

57. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming

services even after the license agreement had expired.
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58. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

59. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 2: WWO Destruccion Total #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

60. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

61. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 3: WWO Destruccion The Crash]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

62. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

63. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.
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64. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

65. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra { 27-28.

66. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 205.

67. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

68. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

69. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

70. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 3: WWO Destruccion The Crash, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
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statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

71. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

72. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 4: WWO Apocalipsis]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

73. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39 , inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

74.  Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

75. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

76.  After the third quarter in 2021, no royalty reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

77.  All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
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copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 205.

78.  Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

79. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

80. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

81. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 4: WWO Apocalipsis, was continuously, intentionally,
and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The statutory
damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an amount to be
proven at trial.

82. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

83. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully

compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
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1| at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to

2 || prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

3

4 FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF

5 [Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for

6 Title 5: WWO La Gran Revancha #1]

7 (Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

8 84. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1

9| through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.
10 85. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
11| valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO?”), with a
12|| copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
13|| of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.
14 86. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
15| WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
16| continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.
17 87.  After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
18|l made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
19| services. See supra  27-28.
20 88.  All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:
21 a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
22 copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
23 U.S.C. §8101, 106, and 205; and
24 b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
25 advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
26 WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. §§ 101, 106, 205.
27 89. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
28| a proximate result of their repeated infringements.
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90. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

91. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

92. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 5: WWO La Gran Revancha #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

93. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8§505.

94. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

I
I
I
I
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SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 6: WWO La Gran Revancha #2]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

95. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

96. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWOQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

97. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

98.  After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

99. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

100. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

101. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
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and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

102. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

103. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 6: WWO La Gran Revancha #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

104. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

105. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 7: WWO Total Domination #1]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. §8 101, 106, 504)

106. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

107. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWO™), with a
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copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

108. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

109. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

110. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

111. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

112. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

113. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

114. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
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Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 7: WWO Total Domination #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

115. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

116. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 8: WWO Total Domination #2]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

117. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

118. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

119. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

120. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra § 27-28.
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121. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. §8101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

122. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

123. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

124. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17
U.S.C. 8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits
lost.

125. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 80 WWO Total Domination #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

126. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.
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127. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 9: WWO La Cuenta Final]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

128. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

129. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

130. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

131. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

132. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
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WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

133. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

134. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

135. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

136. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 9: WWO La Cuenta Final, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

137. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

138. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.
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TENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 10: WWO Tijuana En Fuego]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

139. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

140. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

141. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

142. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

143. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

144. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

145. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
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and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

146. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

147. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
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148. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
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ELEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 11: WWO Misterio Mayhem]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)
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valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
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copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

152. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

153. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

154. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

155. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

156. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

157. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

158. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
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Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 11: WWO Misterio Mayhem, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

159. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

160. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWELFTH SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 12: WWO Tag Team Tournament]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

161. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

162. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

163. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

164. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra § 27-28.
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165. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. §8101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

166. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

167. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

168. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

169. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 12: WWO Tag Team Tournament, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

170. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

171. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
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compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

THIRTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 13: WWO Tijuana Nights #1]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

172. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

173. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

174. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

175. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

176. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.
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177. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

178. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

179. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

180. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 13: WWO Tijuana Nights #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

181. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

182. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.
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FOURTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 14: WWO Tijuana Nights #2]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

183. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

184. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

185. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

186. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

187. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

188. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

189. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
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and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

190. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

191. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 14: WWO Tijuana Nights #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

192. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

193. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

FIFTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 15: WWO Tijuana Nights #3]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. §8 101, 106, 504)

194. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

195. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO™), with a
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copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

196. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

197. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

198. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

199. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

200. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

201. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

202. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
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Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 15: WWO Tijuana Nights #3, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

203. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

204. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

SIXTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 16: WWO Tijuana Nights #4]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

205. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

206. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

207. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

208. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra § 27-28.
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209. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. §8101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

210. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

211. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

212. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

213. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 16: WWO Tijuana Nights #4, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

214. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

215. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
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compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

SEVENTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 17: WWO Tijuana Nights #5]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

216. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

217. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

218. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

219. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

220. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.
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221. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

222. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

223. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

224. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 17: WWO Tijuana Nights #5, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

225. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

226. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

EIGHTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 18: WWO Tijuana Nights #6]
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(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

227. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

228. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

229. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

230. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra § 27-28.

231. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

232. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

233. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming

services even after the license agreement had expired.
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234. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

235. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 18: WWO Tijuana Nights #6, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

236. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

237. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

NINETEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 19: WWO Tijuana Nights #7]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. §8 101, 106, 504)

238. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

239. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.
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240. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

241. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

242. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

243. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

244. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

245. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

246. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 19: WWO Tijuana Nights #7, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The

45 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 46 of 228 Page ID #:46

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

247. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

248. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 20: WWO Tijuana Nights #8]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

249. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

250. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

251. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

252. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra § 27-28.

253. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
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copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 205.

254. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

255. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

256. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

257. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 20: WWO Tijuana Nights #8, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

258. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

259. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully

compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
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at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants
Title 21: WWO Tijuana Nights #9]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

260. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

261. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

262. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

263. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

264. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

265. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.
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266. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

267. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

268. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 21: WWO Tijuana Nights #9, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

269. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

270. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 22: WWO Tijuana Nights #10]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. §8 101, 106, 504)

271. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.
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272. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWOQ”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

273. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

274. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra f 27-28.

275. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. §8101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

276. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

277. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

278. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.

8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.
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279. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 22: WWO Tijuana Nights #10, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

280. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

281. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 23: WWO Tijuana Nights #11]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

282. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

283. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWO™), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

284. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,

continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.
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285. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

286. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

287. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

288. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

289. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

290. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 23: WWO Tijuana Nights #11, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an

amount to be proven at trial.
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291. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

292. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 24: WWO Tijuana Nights #12]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

293. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

294. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

295. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

296. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

297. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and
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b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 205.

298. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

299. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

300. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

301. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 24: WWO Tijuana Nights #12, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

302. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

303. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.
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TWENTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 25: WWO Tijuana Nights #13]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

304. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

305. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

306. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

307. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

308. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

309. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

310. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
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and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

311. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

312. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 25: WWO Tijuana Nights #13, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

313. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

314. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 26: WWO Tijuana Nights #14]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)
315. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.
316. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
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copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

317. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

318. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

319. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

320. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

321. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

322. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

323. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
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Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 26: WWO Tijuana Nights #14, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

324. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

325. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 27: WWO Tijuana Nights #15]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. §8 101, 106, 504)

326. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

327. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29, 2023. See Exhibit 3.

328. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

329. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.
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330. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

c. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. §8101, 106, and 205; and

d. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

331. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

332. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

333. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

334. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 27: WWO Tijuana Nights #15, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

335. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

336. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
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compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 28: WWO Tijuana Nights #16]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

337. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

338. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

339. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

340. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

341. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.
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342. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

343. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

344. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

345. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 28: WWO Tijuana Nights #16, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

346. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8505.

347. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

TWENTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 29: WWO Tijuana Nights #17]
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(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 504)

348. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

349. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQ?”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29, 2023. See Exhibit 3.

350. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

351. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

352. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

353. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

354. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming

services even after the license agreement had expired.
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355. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

356. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 29: WWO Tijuana Nights #17, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

357. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

358. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

THIRTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Direct Copyright Infringement Against all Defendants for
Title 30: WWO Tijuana Nights #18]
(Violations of 17 U.S.C. 88 101, 106, 504)

359. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

360. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of World Wrestling Organization (“WWQO”), with a
copyright registration number of 03-2023-112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date
of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.
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361. Defendant Pluto TV was allowed to publicly display the 30 titles of
WWO on its streaming service provided that the Distributor, Televisa and Pluto TV,
continued to provide BRI with 70% of the net receipts in USD on a quarterly basis.

362. After the third quarter in 2021, no revenue reports or payments were
made to BRI for the display of the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
services. See supra  27-28.

363. All the Defendants’ conduct described hereinabove constitutes:

a. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ contractual rights as to
copying and distribution of the 30 titles of WWO in violation of 17
U.S.C. 88101, 106, and 205; and

b. Tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ prospective economic
advantages related to the copying and distribution of the 30 titles of
WWO in violation of 17 U.S.C. 8§ 101, 106, 205.

364. Thus, Defendants have realized unjust profits, gains, and advantages as
a proximate result of their repeated infringements.

365. Televisa, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and Paramount Global have
deliberately and intentionally failed to communicate with BRI or pay revenue as per
the payment terms of the license distribution agreement. Further, they fraudulently
and intentionally continued to publicly display this title of WWO on streaming
services even after the license agreement had expired.

366. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from all the Defendants the amount of
actual damages sustained or incurred as a result of the infringement under 17 U.S.C.
8504, and such amount as shown by the appropriate evidence and profits lost.

367. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 17 U.S.C. § 504(c)(2) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 30: WWO Tijuana Nights #18, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
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statutory damages that should be awarded for this title are $2,850,000.00 or an
amount to be proven at trial.

368. Plaintiffs are also entitled to recover attorneys' fees and cost of suit
pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §505.

369. The Defendants’ conduct has caused, and, unless enjoined by the court,
will continue to cause, Plaintiffs repetitive and irreparable injury that cannot be fully
compensated or measured in monetary damages Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy
at law. Pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8502 Plaintiffs are also entitled to injunctive relief to
prohibit further infringement of Plaintiffs’ rights to the WWO title.

THIRTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #1]

370. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

371. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

372. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

373. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

374. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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375. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

376. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

377. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #2]

378. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

379. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

380. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

381. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

382. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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383. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

384. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

385. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #3]

386. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

387. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

388. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

389. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

390. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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391. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

392. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

393. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #4]

394. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

395. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

396. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

397. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

398. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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399. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

400. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

401. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #5]

402. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

403. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

404. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

405. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

406. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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407. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

408. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

409. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #6]

410. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

411. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

412. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

413. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

414. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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415. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

416. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

417. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #7]

418. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

419. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

420. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

421. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

422. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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423. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

424. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

425. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #8]

426. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

427. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

428. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

429. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

430. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.

72 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 73 of 228 Page ID #:73

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

431. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

432. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

433. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #9]

434. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

435. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

436. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

437. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

438. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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439. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

440. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

441. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #10]

442. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

443. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

444, Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

445. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

446. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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447. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

448. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

449. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #11]

450. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

451. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

452. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

453. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

454. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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455. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

456. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

457. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #12]

458. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

459. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

460. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

461. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

462. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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463. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

464. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

465. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #13]

466. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

467. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

468. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

469. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

470. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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471. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

472. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

473. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #14]

474. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

475. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

476. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

477. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

478. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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479. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

480. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

481. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #15]

482. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

483. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

484. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

485. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

486. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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487. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

488. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

489. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #16]

490. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

491. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

492. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

493. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

494. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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495. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

496. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

497. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #17]

498. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

499. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

500. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

501. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

502. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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503. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

504. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

505. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #18]

506. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

507. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

508. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

509. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

510. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra
27-29.
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511. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

512. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

513. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FORTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of Contract Against all Defendants for Month #19]

514. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

515. The BRI-Televisa fully executed license agreement for WWO
constitutes a valid written Distribution Agreement between the Licensor — BRI, and
the Distributor — Televisa.

516. Plaintiffs BRI and WWO have performed all obligations, conditions,
covenants, and promises required under the Distribution Agreement, except for those
matters where performance has been excused.

517. In the Distribution Agreement, Televisa has distribution rights to
distribute the WWO program titles to any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or companies
that are a part of Televisa.

518. One of the terms in the Distribution Agreement discusses Payments. The
Distributors (Televisa, TelevisaUnivision, Pluto TV, Paramount Streaming, and
Paramount Global) were required to make payments to the licensor’s Bank Account,
in USD, on a quarterly basis corresponding to 70% of the Net Receipts. See supra {
27-29.
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519. All the Defendants are Distributors and have failed to perform their
obligations under the Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a
breach of the Distribution Agreement.

520. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ breaches,
Plaintiffs are seeking compensatory damages for an amount to be proven at trial.

521. As a further direct, and proximate legal result of all of the Defendants'
conduct, Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit,
attorneys' fees, and related expenses in order to recover the benefits due to the

Plaintiffs under the Distribution Agreement, for an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #1]

522. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

523. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

524. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

525. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
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1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

526. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

527. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

528. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

529. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #2]

530. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

531. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
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entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

532. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

533. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

534. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

535. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

536. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

537. As adirect and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the

Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
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fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #3]

538. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

539. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

540. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

541. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

542. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is

imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
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their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

543. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra 1 27-29.

544. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

545. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #4]

546. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

547. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

548. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

88 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 89 of 228 Page ID #:89

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

549. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

550. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

551. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra 1 27-29.

552. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

553. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #5]
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554. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

555. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

556. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

557. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

558. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

559. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.
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560. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

561. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-FITH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #6]

562. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

563. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

564. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

565. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
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in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

566. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

567. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

568. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

569. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #7]

570. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

571. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
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the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

572. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

573. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

574. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

575. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra { 27-29.

576. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

577. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the
Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.
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FIFTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #8]

578. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

579. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

580. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

581. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

582. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).
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583. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra 1 27-29.

584. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

585. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #9]

586. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

587. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

588. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

589. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
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conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

590. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

591. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

592. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

593. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

FIFTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #10]
594. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1

through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.
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595. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

596. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

597. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

598. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

599. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra ] 27-29.

600. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.
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601. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #11]

602. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

603. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

604. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

605. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

606. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
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imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

607. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra 1 27-29.

608. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

609. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #12]

610. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

611. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code

of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.
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612. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

613. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

614. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

615. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

616. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

617. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the
Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

/
I
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SIXTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #13]

618. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

619. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

620. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

621. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

622. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

623. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
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well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

624. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

625. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #14]

626. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

627. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

628. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

629. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
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1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

630. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

631. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

632. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

633. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #15]

634. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

635. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
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entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

636. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

637. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

638. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

639. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

640. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

641. As adirect and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the

Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’

104 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 105 of 228 Page ID #:105

fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #16]

642. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

643. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

644. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

645. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

646. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is

imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
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their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

647. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra 1 27-29.

648. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

649. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #17]

650. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

651. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

652. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.
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653. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

654. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

655. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra 1 27-29.

656. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

657. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the
Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

/
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SIXTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #18]

658. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

659. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

660. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

661. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

662. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).
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663. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

664. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

665. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing
Against all Defendants for Month #19]

666. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

667. At all times herein mentioned, all the Defendants were lawfully
obligated to act fairly and in good faith towards the Plaintiffs, ensuring that the
Plaintiffs received the full extent of the payments to which they were, and are,
entitled. All the Defendants are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, including but not limited to the California Code
of Regulations and Fair Claims Practices Act.

668. All the Defendants have passively failed, and continue to refuse, to
exercise good faith and fair dealing with the Plaintiffs as set forth herein and have
unfairly refused to provide any revenue reports or payments in the form of royalties.

669. The covenant of good faith and fair dealing is implied as a supplement
to the express contractual covenants to prevent all the Defendants from engaging in
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conduct which would frustrate the Plaintiffs’ rights to the benefits of the Distribution
Agreement. McMillin Scripps N. P’ship v. Royal Ins. Co., 19 Cal. App. 4th 1215,
1222 (1993). An obligation is imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and
in good faith in discharging their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th 1142, 1150 (2001).

670. All the Defendants have an implied obligation of good faith and fair
dealing in every contract under California Law, meaning that an obligation is
imposed by law on all the Defendants to act fairly and in good faith in discharging
their contractual responsibilities. Vu v. Prudential Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 26 Cal. 4th
1142, 1150 (2001).

671. At all times herein mentioned, the Defendants passively failed to
conduct a reasonable investigation to provide the Plaintiffs with revenue reports as
well as royalty statements even after multiple requests, as seen in Exhibit 6. See
supra  27-29.

672. All the Defendants have failed to perform their obligations under the
Distribution Agreement. This failure to perform constitutes a breach of the covenant
of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Distribution Agreement.

673. As a direct and proximate result of all of the Defendants’ conduct, the
Plaintiffs have been obligated to spend or incur liability for costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and related expenses to recover the benefits due to the Plaintiffs under the

Distribution Agreement, in an amount to be proven at trial.

SIXTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 1: WWO Destruccion Total #1]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 8§ 1125(a))
674. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1

through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.
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675. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

676. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

677. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

678. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

679. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of
origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

680. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO

viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
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Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

681. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

682. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

683. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 1: WWO Destruccion Total #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

684. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of
Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.

/
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SEVENTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 2: WWO Destruccion Total #2]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. §8 1125(a))

685. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

686. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

687. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

688. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

689. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

690. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

691. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

692. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

693. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

694. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 2. WWO Destruccion Total #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

695. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.

114 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 115 of 228 Page ID #:115

SEVENTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 3: WWO The Crash]

(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

696. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

697. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

698. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

699. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

700. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

701. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

702. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

703. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

704. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

705. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 3: WWO The Crash, was continuously, intentionally,
and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The statutory
damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are $1,900,000.00
($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

706. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 4: WWO Apocalipsis]

(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

707. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

708. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

709. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

710. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

711. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

712. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

713. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

714. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

715. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

716. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 4: WWO Apocalipsis, was continuously, intentionally,
and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The statutory
damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are $1,900,000.00
($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

717. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 5: WWO La Gran Revancha #1]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

718. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

719. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

720. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

721. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

722. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

723. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

724. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

725. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

726. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

727. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 5: WWO La Gran Revancha #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

728. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 6: WWO La Gran Revancha #2]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

729. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

730. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

731. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

732. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

733.  Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

734. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

735. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

736. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

737. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

738. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 6: WWO La Gran Revancha #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

739. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 7: WWO Total Domination #1]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a))

740. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

741. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

742. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

743. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

744. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

745. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

746. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

747. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

748. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

749. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 7. WWO Total Domination #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

750. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 8: WWO Total Domination #2]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

751. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

752. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

753. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

754. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

755.  Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

756. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

757. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

758. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

759. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

760. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 8: WWO Total Domination #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

761. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 9: WWO La Cuenta Final]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

762. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

763. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

764. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

765. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

766. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

767. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

768. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

769. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

770. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

771. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 9: WWO La Cuenta Final, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

772. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 10: WWO Tijuana En Fuego]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

773. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

774. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

775. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

776. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

777. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

778. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

779. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

780. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

781. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

782. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 10: WWO Tijuana En Fuego, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

783. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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SEVENTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 11: WWO Misterio Mayhem]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

784. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

785. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

786. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

787. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

788. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

789. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

790. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

791. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

792. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

793. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 11: WWO Misterio Mayhem, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

794. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 12: WWO Tag Team Tournament]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

795. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

796. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

797. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

798. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

799. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

800. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

801. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

802. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

803. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

804. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 12: WWO Tag Team Tournament, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

805. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 13: WWO Tijuana Nights #1]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

806. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

807. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

808. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

809. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

810. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

811. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30

135 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 136 of 228 Page ID #:136

WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

812. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

813. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

814. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

815. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 13: WWO Tijuana Nights #1, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

816. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 14: WWO Tijuana Nights #2]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

817. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

818. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

819. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

820. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18™,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

821. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

822. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

823. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

824. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

825. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

826. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 14: WWO Tijuana Nights #2, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

827. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 15: WWO Tijuana Nights #3]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

828. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

829. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

830. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

831. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18™,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

832. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

833. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

834. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

835. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

836. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

837. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 15: WWO Tijuana Nights #3, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

838. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 16: WWO Tijuana Nights #4]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. §8 1125(a))

839. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

840. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

841. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

842. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18™,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

843. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

844. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

845. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

846. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

847. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

848. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 16: WWO Tijuana Nights #4, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

849. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 17: WWO Tijuana Nights #5]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

850. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

851. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

852. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

853. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

854. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

855. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

856. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

857. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

858. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

859. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 17: WWO Tijuana Nights #5, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

860. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 18: WWO Tijuana Nights #6]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. §8 1125(a))

861. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

862. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

863. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

864. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

865. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

866. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

867. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

868. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

869. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

870. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 18: WWO Tijuana Nights #6, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

871. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 19: WWO Tijuana Nights #7]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. §8 1125(a))

872. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

873. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

874. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

875. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18™,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

876. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

877. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

878. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

879. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

880. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

881. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 19: WWO Tijuana Nights #7, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

882. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 20: WWO Tijuana Nights #8]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. §8 1125(a))

883. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

884. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

885. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

886. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18™,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

887. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

888. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

889. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

890. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

891. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

892. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 20: WWO Tijuana Nights #8, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

893. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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EIGHTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 21: WWO Tijuana Nights #9]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

894. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

895. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

896. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

897. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18™,
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

898. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

899. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

900. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

901. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

902. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

903. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 21: WWO Tijuana Nights #9, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

904. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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NINETIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 22: WWO Tijuana Nights #10]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

905. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

906. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

907. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

908. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

909. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

910. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

911. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

912. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

913. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

914. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 22: WWO Tijuana Nights #10, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

915. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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NINETY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 23: WWO Tijuana Nights #11]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

916. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

917. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

918. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

919. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

920. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

921. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

922. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

923. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

924. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

925. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 23: WWO Tijuana Nights #11, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

926. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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NINETY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 24: WWO Tijuana Nights #12]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. §8 1125(a))

927. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

928. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

929. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

930. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

931. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

932. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

933. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

934. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

935. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

936. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 24: WWO Tijuana Nights #12, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

937. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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NINETY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 25: WWO Tijuana Nights #13]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

938. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

939. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

940. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

941. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

942. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

943. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

944. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

945. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

946. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

947. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 25: WWO Tijuana Nights #13, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

948. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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NINETY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 26: WWO Tijuana Nights #14]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

949. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

950. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

951. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

952. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

953. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

954. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30

161 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 162 of 228 Page ID #:162

WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

955. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

956. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

957. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

958. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 26: WWO Tijuana Nights #14, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

959. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.

162 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 163 of 228 Page ID #:163

NINETY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 27: WWO Tijuana Nights #15]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

960. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

961. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

962. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

963. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

964. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

965. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

966. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

967. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

968. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

969. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 27: WWO Tijuana Nights #15, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

970. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.

164 COMPLAINT FOR COPYRIGHT
INFRINGEMENT




Case 5:

© 0O N o ot A WO N B

N N NN N NN NN R R R B B B B B R
0 N o OO0 WN P O © 0 N O 0o W N P O

24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 165 of 228 Page ID #:165

NINETY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 28: WWO Tijuana Nights #16]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

971. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

972. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

973. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

974. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

975. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

976. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

977. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

978. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

979. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

980. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 28: WWO Tijuana Nights #16, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

981. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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NINETY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 29: WWO Tijuana Nights #17]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. 88 1125(a))

982. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

983. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

984. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

985. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

986. Without Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

987. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

988. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

989. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

990. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

991. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) as the conduct of all the Defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 29: WWO Tijuana Nights #17, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

992. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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NINETY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
[False Designation of Origin Against all Defendants for
Title 30: WWO Tijuana Nights #18]
(Violations of 15 U.S.C. §8 1125(a))

993. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate herein by reference Paragraphs 1
through 39, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

994. Armando Espinosa is and at all relevant times has been the owner of the
valid copyright to all titles of WWO, copyright registration number 03-2023-
112910551300-01, reflecting a filing date of November 29", 2023. See Exhibit 3.

995. WWO titles are live wrestling events produced and distributed across
multiple platforms in Mexico, Brazil, and Latin America. In these countries, WWO
titles are distinctive and well-known in the wrestling industry and among viewing
members of the public. Accordingly, the public will continue to associate and identify
the WWO titles currently being available on Pluto TV as the work product of WWO
owned by Armando Espinosa. Thus, the infringing and fraudulent acts of the
Defendants are continuing to take a steep financial toll with no revenue reports and
royalty payments being made. See supra § 27-29.

996. After terminating the Distribution Agreement via email on August 18",
2022, and sending a subsequent email confirming that all episodes of WWO were
deleted on August 19", 2022; any showcasing of WWO titles on Defendants’
platforms was and continues to be unauthorized, non-consensual, and a willful
infringement of copyright.

997. W.ithout Plaintiffs’ authorization or consent, Defendants have continued
to display various WWO titles, without limitation, on their publicly accessible online
video viewing platform — Pluto TV.

998. Publicly displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming
service after the termination of the license agreement constitutes false designation of

origin of goods and services. All the Defendants are falsely representing that the 30
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WWO titles displayed on Pluto TV are legally licensed and approved by Plaintiffs
and that the Defendants are in some way affiliated or connected with the Plaintiffs.

999. Such conduct of all the Defendants is likely to confuse, has actually
confused, has misled, is likely to mislead and deceive Plaintiffs’ viewers. WWO
viewers believe that the Defendants have been approved, authorized, or licensed by
Plaintiffs, which is untrue and a false designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §
1125(a).

1000. Defendants’ actions were done willfully, with full knowledge of falsity
of such designations of origin and false descriptions or representations, with the
express intent to cause confusion, and to mislead and deceive the WWO viewing
public.

1001. This case qualifies as “an exceptional case” within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. 81117(a) in that the Defendants’ actions have been malicious, fraudulent,
deliberate, willful, and taken in bad faith with full knowledge and in conscious
disregard of Plaintiff’s rights. As such, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover their
attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 81117(a).

1002. At Plaintiffs’ election, Plaintiffs are entitled to maximum statutory
damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 8 1117(d) as the conduct of all the defendants were
willful, intentional, deliberate, with malice, and in complete reckless disregard of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Here, Title 30: WWO Tijuana Nights #18, was continuously,
intentionally, and publicly displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. The
statutory damages that should be awarded for this title, over 19 months are
$1,900,000.00 ($100,000.00 x 19 months) or an amount to be proven at trial.

1003. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law. Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief because the Defendants’ conduct described herein above has caused,
and if not enjoined, will continue to cause irreparable damage to the rights of

Plaintiffs and to the business, reputation, and goodwill of Plaintiff WWO.
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PRAYER

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs prays for judgment against all the Defendants

herein as follows:

1.

2.

That the Court find that:

All the Defendants have over the course of 19 months repeatedly
infringed and thus violated the Copyright of the 30 WWO titles;

All the Defendants have breached the Distribution Agreement by
passively failing to provide any revenue reports or payment in the form
of royalties;

All the Defendants have breached an implied duty of good faith and fair
dealing by failing to perform their obligations as laid out in the
Distribution Agreement; and

All the Defendants have violated 15 U.S.C. 81125(a) by publicly
displaying the 30 titles of WWO on Pluto TV’s streaming service after
the termination of the license agreement thereby instituting false
designation of the origin of goods and services.

That the Court find that as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’

foregoing acts, Plaintiffs are entitled to the following damages:

a.

At Plaintiffs’ election, statutory damages of up to $150,000.00 for each
separate act of the infringement of the Copyright of the 30 WWO titles.
Since each month required a royalty statement, by contract, and each month,
Defendants ignored delivering any royalty statement, each month of
streaming each of the 30 WWO titles amounts to 30 infringements per
month. Thus, at 19 months x 30 WWO titles x $150,000.00 per
infringement, Plaintiffs seeks no less than $85,500,000.000 in statutory
damages for willful infringement pursuant to 17 U.S.C. 8§ 504(c);
Plaintiffs seek reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of the suit;

Plaintiffs seek compensatory damages and attorney fees for the 19
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breaches of contract for each month;

Plaintiffs seek damages and attorney fees for the 19 breaches of good faith
and fair dealing implied in every contract under California Law;

At Plaintiffs’ election, statutory damages of up to $100,000.00 for each
separate act of the Defendants’ willful, intentional, deliberate, with
malice, and in complete reckless disregard of Plaintiffs’ rights. Each of
the 30 WWO titles were continuously, intentionally, and publicly
displayed for 19 months after the license had expired. Thus, at 19
months x 30 WWO titles x $100,000.00 per infringement, Plaintiffs
seeks no less than $57,000,000.00 in statutory damages for false
designation of origin pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a).

Plaintiffs seek such other and further relief as this honorable court deems
just and appropriate.

That the Court enjoin Defendants, their agents, servants, employees,

attorneys, successors, assigns, subsidiaries, and all persons, firms, and corporations

acting in concert with them, from directly or indirectly infringing the copyrights in

the Film, including but not limited to continuing to distribute, copy, publicly

perform, market, advertise, promote, produce, sell, or offer for sale, in any medium,

the Film or any works derived or copied from the Film, and from participating or

assisting in any such activity whether or not it occurs in the United States.

That the Court grant such other, further relief as it deems just and proper.

DATED: 05/29/2024 TROPE LAW GROUP, P.C.

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
Plaintiffs hereby demand a trial by jury on all issues triable by a jury in the

above-entitled action.
DATED: 05/29/2024 TROPE LAW GROUP, P.C.

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
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EXHIBIT ‘1’
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EXHIBIT ¢2°
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EXHIBIT 3’
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10/10/19

Should you have any questions or require any additional information please do not hesitate 1o contact me.
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From: Pam - BRI

To: Konrad Trope

Cc: Katie Serviss; Marc - BRI

Subject: FW: PLUTO TV & TELEVISA: WWO /Mexico & Latam= Revenue Share
Date: Friday, December 15, 2023 1:01:30 PM

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny

BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811
pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention.

From: Marc Bruder <Bruder@brivideo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 8:17 AM

To: 'Castro Mario' <mcastro@televisa.com.mx>

Cc: 'de la Vega Galeano Luis Alberto' <lavegag@televisa.com.mx>; penny@brivideo.com; 'Kenny
Land' <Kennyl@brivideo.com>; Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>; Vincent Anelle
<vincent@brivideo.com>; Lorin Russell <lorin@brivideo.com>

Subject: RE: PLUTO TV & TELEVISA: WWO /Mexico & Latam= Revenue Share

YES brother!!!!
Go do it...make us
some pesos.

Stay well


mailto:pam@brivideo.com
mailto:ktrope@tropelawgroup.com
mailto:kserviss@tropelawgroup.com
mailto:bruder@brivideo.com
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Marc

Marc Bruder

President

BRI & CED

2020 Broadway

Santa Monica, CA. 90404
USA

T(310) 829-2222 Ext. 100
F(310) 829-0202

M(310) 749-2580
www.4BRI.net

“Where Content Is King”

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention

From: Castro Mario [mailto:mcastro@televisa.com.mx]

Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 5:18 PM

To: Marc Bruder

Cc: de la Vega Galeano Luis Alberto

Subject: PLUTO TV & TELEVISA: WWO /Mexico & Latam= Revenue Share

Dear Marg,
| hope you are doing well.
On my side I'm doing well.

I'd like to know if you’ll agree to include WWO in Pluto TV platform.

Pluto Tv:

It’s a platform with more than 50 VOD channels.
It’s service is FREE/ Add Supported

AVOD

Pluto Tv will have a Wrestling VOD Channel
Mexico & Latam

Revenue Share

Televisa 50% & Pluto TV 50%

Non Exclusive

Starting date: September 2020 Approximate

Looking forward to your comments.
Regards
Mario


file:////c/www.4BRI.net
mailto:mcastro@televisa.com.mx
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“Stay safe”
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From: Pam - BRI

To: Konrad Trope

Cc: Katie Serviss; Marc - BRI

Subject: FW: WWO

Date: Friday, December 15, 2023 12:44:06 PM

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny

BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811
pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention.

From: Marc Bruder <bruder@brivideo.com>

Sent: Monday, August 08, 2022 10:42 AM

To: mcastro@televisa.com.mx

Cc: Aviva Howard <Aviva@brivideo.com>; Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>;
jballeste@univision.net; Aguilar Vazquez Carlos Alberto <caaguilarv@televisa.com.mx>;
'asacasa@univision.net' <asacasa@univision.net>; yayala@univision.net; arovegno@univision.net;
rmazon@univision.net

Subject: RE: WWO

My brother Mario, and Televisa/Univision friends,

| hope you and your families are well.

Armando Espinosa JR (Warlock) called to let me know you spoke with him.

| understand that the report you will be sending will not be big but that is ok.

After speaking with The Warlock, we request that you extend the term and add the new shows that
WWO will be producing soon.

Let’s talk when you have time and stay well,

ALSO, www.4BRl.net has new Spanish Speaking programs for you...we are producing a great series of
Christmas movies and would like to talk to you about a strong partnership...the newest Release is
called...”La Segunda Esposa de Papa’ Noel” (Santa’s Second Wife...it is going to be great).

(Please note our address change below)

Marc
Marc Bruder
President
BRI & CED
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79585 Baya

La Quinta, CA. 92253
T(310) 829-2222
M(310) 749-2580
www.4BRI.net
Content Is King”

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention



Case 5:24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 214 of 228 Page ID #:214

From: Pam - BRI

To: Konrad Trope

Cc: Katie Serviss; Marc - BRI

Subject: FW: WWO - IN DEMAND Q1 2022 REPORTS- January - March 2022
Date: Friday, December 15, 2023 12:45:34 PM

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny

BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811
pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention.

From: Armando Espinosa <wwoluchalibre@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2022 9:33 AM

To: Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>

Subject: Re: WWO - IN DEMAND Q1 2022 REPORTS- January - March 2022

Ok thank you

On Thu, Jun 2, 2022 at 9:29 AM Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com> wrote:
Hi Armando,

Televisa say’s they are expecting report next week. I will send to you as
soon as [ receive it.

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny
CED/BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811

pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and
non-circumvention.
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From: Armando Espinosa <wwoluchalibre@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2022 1:10 PM

To: Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>

Subject: Re: WWO - IN DEMAND Q1 2022 REPORTS- January - March 2022

Perfect,
So now we wait for Televisa’s report?

On Wed, Jun 1, 2022 at 12:45 PM Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com> wrote:

Armando,
See highlighted below in my email. Trying to find the answers!

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny
CED/BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811

pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and
non-circumvention.

From: Armando Espinosa <wwoluchalibr mail.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2022 12:24 PM
To: Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>

Subject: Re: WWO - IN DEMAND Q1 2022 REPORTS- January - March 2022
Perfect, thank you.
Have you gotten a response from Roku?

On Wed, Jun 1, 2022 at 12:15 PM Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com> wrote:

Hi Armando,

Enclosed are the reports for In Demand Q1 2022.
A check will be going out in the mail today.

Please let us know if you have any questions.

Also, we are still working on the Roku investigation and will get back to
you with any information we can find out from Roku.
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Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny
CED/BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811

pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality
and non-circumvention.
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From: Pam - BRI

To: Konrad Trope

Cc: Katie Serviss; Marc - BRI

Subject: FW: WWO QUARTER 4 2021- IN DEMAND & TELEVISA QTR 3 2021
Date: Friday, December 15, 2023 12:48:30 PM

Attachments: Televisa Revenue - LATAM Report - Q3 2021 - (Per Clip).xlsx

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny

BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811
pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention.

From: Pamela Benny

Sent: Wednesday, March 02, 2022 1:13 PM

To: Marc Bruder <bruder@brivideo.com>; Armando Espinosa <wwoluchalibre@gmail.com>
Cc: Aviva Howard <Aviva@brivideo.com>

Subject: RE: WWO QUARTER 4 2021- IN DEMAND & TELEVISA QTR 3 2021

Hi Armando,

Enclosed is the one and only report we have received from Televisa. Quarter
3 2021.

[ will also include this payment, along with any other report I receive before
sending check to WWO.

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny

CED/BRI

Accounting Manager

Phone: 424-625-9811
rivi m

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention.
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From: Marc Bruder <pruder@brivideo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 02, 2022 1:07 PM

To: Armando Espinosa <wwoluchalibre@gmail.com>

Cc: Aviva Howard <Aviva@brivideo.com>; Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>
Subject: Re: WWO QUARTER 4 2021- IN DEMAND

Pam will get the reports and Mario is asking when ne shows are ready, so is iNDemand and VA
Media I’'m Australia and the new fast channels. Let us know when new shows are ready please

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 2, 2022, at 12:58 PM, Armando Espinosa <wwoluchalibre@gmail.com> wrote:

Perfect, also, per Mario Castro, you should be getting a report from Televisa (PlutoTV)
soon.

On Wed, Mar 2, 2022 at 10:49 AM Marc Bruder <bruder@brivideo.com> wrote:

Any new shows?

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 2, 2022, at 10:48 AM, Pamela Benny <pam rivi .com>
wrote:

Hi Armando,

I hope you are doing well.
Enclosed is the 4th
In Demand.

We will get a check out to you shortly for the balance

due of $614.50.

Quarter 2021 Revenue Report for

Please let us know if you have any questions.

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny
CED/BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811

am@brivideo.com
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NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and
laws of confidentiality and non-circumvention.
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From: Pam - BRI

To: Konrad Trope
Cc: Katie Serviss; Marc - BRI
Subject: FW: WWO for Pluto direct with BRI and more
Date: Friday, December 15, 2023 12:42:22 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image001.png

image005.png

image003.png

image004.png

image006.png

Best regards,
Pam

Pamela Benny

BRI

Accounting Manager
Phone: 424-625-9811
pam@brivideo.com

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of confidentiality and non-
circumvention.

From: Marc Bruder <bruder@brivideo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 8:40 AM

To: Ojito, Yanaice <Yanaice.Ojito@vimn.com>

Cc: mcastro@televisa.com.mx; Aviva Howard <Aviva@brivideo.com>; Pamela Benny
<pam@brivideo.com>; Figueredo, Florencia <Florencia.Figueredo@vimn.com>; Arias, Eduardo
<Eduardo.Arias@vimn.com>

Subject: Re: WWO for Pluto direct with BRI and more

What about other content we have for you in Spanish language at www.4BRl.net let’s talk soon

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 18, 2022, at 8:33 AM, Qjito, Yanaice <Yanaice.Qjito@vimn.com> wrote:

Hi Marc,

Being that the current volume of WWO hours is only 14, the programming team has
decided to pass on renewing.

In the even that there’s a significant volume increase we can continue conversations.
As for the avails sent a few weeks back, | do apologize in the delay in getting that
evaluation back to you.
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The team is working through a thick backlog of evaluations but | should be getting back
to you on that shortly.

Best,

Yani

YANI OJITO
SR. MANAGER — CONTENT PARTNERSHIPS

Mail: Yanaice.Ojito@vimn.com | Miami, FL.

From: Marc Bruder <bruder@brivideo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 11:30 PM

To: mcastro@televisa.com.mx; Qjito, Yanaice <Yanaice.Ojito@vimn.com>

Cc: Aviva Howard <Aviva@brivideo.com>; Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>;
Figueredo, Florencia <Elorencia.Figueredo@vimn.com>; Arias, Eduardo
<Eduardo.Arias@vimn.com>

Subject: RE: WWO for Pluto direct with BRI and more

External Email

Yanaice...do you need anything from BRI regarding WWQO?

Please send the licensing agreement at your earliest convenience.
Stay well,

Abrazo

Marc

Marc Bruder
President

BRI & CED
T(310) 829-2222
M(310) 749-2580
www.4BRI.net
Content Is King”

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of
confidentiality and non-circumvention

From: Castro Mario <mcastro@televisa.com.mx>
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 9:54 AM
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To: Marc Bruder <bruder@brivideo.com>; Qjito, Yanaice <Yanaice.Qjito@vimn.com>
Cc: Aviva Howard <Aviva@brivideo.com>; Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>;
Figueredo, Florencia <Florencia.Figueredo@vimn.com>; Arias, Eduardo
<Eduardo.Arias@vimn.com>

Subject: RE: WWO for Pluto direct with BRI and more

Dear Yani,

Le me introduce Marc Bruder from BRI based in la Quinta California.

As you’ll see on the following email Marc has the interest to continue the Business
relationship directly with Pluto TV.

I’d appreciate it to coordinate with him the next steps to keep the WWO and additional
episodes in Pluto TV.

Thanks all for your help and support.

Sincerely

Mario

From: Marc Bruder <bruder@brivideo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 12:46 PM

To: Castro Mario <mcastro@televisa.com.mx>
Cc: Aviva Howard <Aviva@brivideo.com>; Pamela Benny <pam@brivideo.com>
Subject: WWO for Pluto direct with BRI and more

![Remitente Externo]
El correo recibido proviene de una direccion externa a la organizacion, por favor verificar el

Thanks for the call brother...yes! We can go directly with Pluto and the WWO series...
also will introduce everything else in Spanish language at www.4BRl.net to Pluto...you
can share this email with your Pluto contact.

Be well Mario.

Marc

Marc Bruder

President

BRI & CED

79585 Baya

La Qu8inta, CA. 92253
T(310) 829-2222
M(310) 749-2580
www.4BRI.net
Content Is King”




Case 5:24-cv-01133-CBM-AS Document 1 Filed 05/29/24 Page 224 of 228 Page ID #:224

NON-DISCLOSURE & CONFIDENTIALITY ANNOUNCEMENT...
This correspondence shall serve in full force and effect the rules and laws of
confidentiality and non-circumvention
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October 30, 2023

Alejandro Sacasa (Televisa/Univision),
Douglas Welch (Televisa/Univision),
Yuri Ayala (Televisa/Univision),

Jorge Balleste (Televisa/Univision),
Mario Castro (Televisa/Univision),
Karina Etchison (Televisa/Univision),
Luis Alberto de la Vega Galeano (Televisa/Univision),
Yanaice Ojito (Viacom/PlutoTv),
Eduardo Arias (Viacom/PlutoTv),
Florencia Figueredo (Viacom/PlutoTv),
Marc Bruder (Bruder Releasing),
Aviva Howard (Bruder Releasing),
Pamela Benny (Bruder Releasing).

RE: FINAL NOTICE BEFORE LEGAL ACTION AGAINST ALL PARTIES

Our content distributor, Bruder Releasing, has repeatedly contacted you regarding the unlicensed
appropriation of our World Wrestling Organization program content. They have provided you with a copy
of the licensing agreement that was originally signed with Televisa for Latin America on November 25,
2019, but was subsequently cancelled by Televisa in August of 2022, as they stated PlutoTv had no
additional interest in airing the content. Also, according to Mario Castro in an email dated August 19, 2022,
he stated they had deleted the episodes off their drives.

On August 21, 2023, I notified Burder Releasing that PlutoTv was airing World Wrestling Organization
program content, to which they have no license to do so. Bruder Releasing has repeatedly attempted to
contact Televisa, PlutoTv, Claxson, with all eventually pointing out that Televisa is the one that provided
the program content to PlutoTv.

Due to your lack of professionalism in responding to Bruder Releasing in order to remedy the claims
brought on you, we have turned over all the information to our legal department and have instructed them
to commence both a lawsuit and audit against all parties here named above.

However, there is still time to avoid such a lawsuit and audit if you contact Bruder Releasing within the
next three (3) days. This will be your final opportunity to resolve the matter without the added expense of
court proceedings. All the charges regarding court orders and other legal proceedings or any other amount
related to this legal action shall also be paid by you in addition to all monies due to the World Wrestling
Organization.

Sincerely,

WORLD WRESTLING ORGANIZATION
1808 E 8™ STREET — NATIONAL CITY, CA. 91950
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EXHIBIT ‘9’
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Revenue received after Televisa-MTVNLA license agreement terminated

Row Labels |Sum of Partner Rev Share Usd |Costs (overages) |Payout

9/1/2022 S 30.16 S - S 30.16
10/1/2022 S 31.08 S 541 S 25.67
11/1/2022 S 62.51 S 541 § 57.10
12/1/2022 S 105.86 S 5.41 S 100.45
1/1/2023 S 29.13 S 1.04 $§ 28.10
2/1/2023 S 2733 S 1.04 S 26.29
3/1/2023 S 33.36 S$ 1.04 $§ 32.32
4/1/2023 S 240 S - S 2.40
5/1/2023 S 46.90 S - S 46.90
6/1/2023 S 89.26 § - S 89.26
7/1/2023 S 27.11 S - S 27.11
8/1/2023 S 18.20 $ - S 18.20
9/1/2023 S 60.65 S - S 60.65
10/1/2023 S 53.86 § - S 53.86
Grand Total $ 617.82 S 19.33 $ 598.49
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