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After scouring the Internet for Cases involving the anti-SLAPP Motion by a Defendant for the 

purpose of dismissing the Complaint filed by the Plaintiff, it is clearly evident that, while there 

many Cases granting denial of the anti-SLAPP Motion listed, there are not any Cases which have 
anything to do with the subject matter of Petitioner's Complaint or come close to the instant Case 

about Petitioner's right to use the Respondent IMDB.COM, INC's IMDb.com i.e. Internet Movie Data 

Base EDIT System to list his feature film "Warrior". The information about the Petitioner BRUCE 
SINGMAN's feature film "Warrior" cannot be that which is protected by the First Amendment's 

"Freedom of Speech" i.e., the anti-SLAPP Law as such information is not protected by the First 
Amendment's "Freedom of Speech".

Nevertheless, so that Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN is not chastised as he was by the lower Courts 
for failing to provide a substantial TABLE OF AUTHORITIES in his Petitions, but more importantly so 

that Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN's Petition for Writ of Certiorari is granted by the Supreme Court of 
the United States, Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN is providing a Table of Authorities which demonstrate 

that an anti-SLAPP Motion can and will be denied when "Freedom of Speech" and "Rule of Order" are 
not involved.

are

The People ex rei Fire Insurance Exchange v. Anapol (Cal. App. Second Dist., Div. 3; 
December 6, 2012) (Case No. B233521).

Jeppson v. Ley, 2020 WL 486970 (Cal. App. CL Jan. 30, 2020) *3.
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BAHARIAN-MEHR v. Smith, 189 Cal. App. 4th 265 ( 2010) -

189 Cal. App. 4th 265 (2010)

117 Cal. Rptr. 3d 153
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Court of Appeals of California, Fourth District, Division Three.
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OPINION

Harter for Defendant and Appellant.

MOORE, J.ffl

This is a dispute between partners in an 

irregularities, plaintiff Akbar
adult entertainment business. After finding accounting 

., Baharian-Mehr sued the corporation which operated the business
and his partners E. Glenn Smith (Smith), Leroy Smith (Leroy) and Theron Smith (Theron) ™ Smith 

then filed a special motion to strike under Code of Civil Procedu 

statute.® (Subsequent statutory references
re section 425.16, the anti-SLAPP

court
was properly denied 

any protected activity on Smith's part, but from a 
the parties, and the mention of any protected activity was merely 

We therefore affirm the trial court's order denying the motion. We also affirm the
,500 attorney fee award against Smith and order Smith to pay Baharian-Mehr's attorney fees 

and costs on appeal.

t0 the c°de of Civil Procedure.) The trial 
denied the motion, and Smith appeals. As we discuss below, the motion 

because the complaint did not arise from

are

business dispute between
incidental.

FACTS

According to the complaint, in November 2001, Baharian-Mehr 
partnership contract to establish

and Leroy signed a general

Baharian-Mehr's 

e necessary work 
obtaining the necessary permits and licenses, in 

exc ange for 15 percent of ownership and profits. Leroy's responsibility was mostly to provide 

the funds needed to open the business, in return for 85 percent of the business and its profits 

Under the agreement, each party was a fiduciary of *269 the other, and Leroy was responsible 

or keeping accurate accounting records and making those available to Baharian-Mehr 

request. Profit accounting was to be completed monthly.

an adult entertainment business, 
responsibilities under the contract included finding a location and performing th 

at the site to open the business, as well as

at his

VI.



Shortly thereafter, an addendum to the partnership contract was executed, i
Leroy's brother, was permitted to enter the partnership and share in Leroy's ownership 

profits in exchange for funding.

A potential location was eventually found in Pico Rivera, and a lawsuit was thereafter filed in
federal district court to challenge Pico Rivera's zoning scheme. A preliminary injunction was 

granted,
2002.

under which Smith,

and

and the site underwent some renovations. A certificate of occupancy was issued in July

Duringthe renovations and pursuant to the partnership agreement, a corporation known as SGRL 

Investments, Inc. (SGRL), was formed to conduct the business. SGRL's shareholders were Smith 

and Leroy, as well as Theron, another family member. Each was named as a corporate officer. 
SGRL adopted the partnership agreement and addendum.

The federal court litigation over Pico Rivera's zoning scheme continued. According to the 

complaint, the district court twice ruled that both the original and revised zoning plans 

unconstitutional. Eventually, SGRL and Pico Rivera entered into a consent decree, with Pico 

Rivera agreeing to drop its pending appeal and waive the application of certain standards in its 

current ordinance, and SGRL agreeing to close its business by September 1, 2009.

According to the complaint, Leroy managed the business from 2002 until September 2007, at 
which time he quit. During that period, Baharian-Mehr did not inspect the accounting records. 
After Leroy departed, Baharian-Mehr alleged that he was given access to only a portion of the 

accounting records, which were "a mess." He claimed to have found errors, including one for 
5100,000. Thereafter, Baharian-IVIehr sent a formal request to inspect the records, which he 
alleged were ignored.

were

Eventually, Baharian-Mehr inspected sbme of the records, and found what he believed to be 

mismanagement and wrongful expenditures of corporate funds. These included, in part: funds 

paid to a private investigator to watch former employees, who had sued SGRL for wage and hour 
violations; continued payment of his manager's salary to Leroy after he quit; thereafter hiring
Leroy's son Matthew as manager, who failed to deposit receipts in SGRL's corporate bank 

account; use of a corporate credit card and cash for nonbusiness expenses; failure to properly 

pay employees all wages and overtime due, resulting in litigation; hiring political consultants

VII.



unnecessarily *270 for Smith's personal gain; paying Smith's personal attorney; and directing 

SGRL's accounting records to incorrectly reflect capital investments as loans.

Between September 2007 and April 2008, Baharian-Mehr met with Smith on
to try to resolve some of these issues. In February 2009, Smith was elected as new president of 
SGRL and thereafter "had a

numerous occasions

complaint filed naming SGRL as plaintiff against defendant [Leroy], 
followed by a cross-complaint, all leading to the further depletion of SGRL monies for attorney 

fees and costs...."

In June 2009, Baharian-Mehr filed suit against SGRL, Leroy, Theron, and Smith. As pertinent here, 
his ciaims included of action for accounting, preliminary and permanent injunctions, 
breach of fiduciary duty, constructive fraud, constructive trust, and declaratory relief.

causes

Smith filed a special motion to strike the causes of action listed above,131 arguing that they 
from constitutionally protected activity. The court denied the motion, finding that "the gravamen 

of this case is a business dispute between owners and not activity protected by... the anti-SLAPP 

statute." The court also found that the motion to strike was frivolous, "in that there was no 

reasonable basis for the moving party to assert that... the gravamen of this case arose from 

[protected] activity . . .." The court therefore ordered Smith to pay $1,500 in attorney fees to 

Baharian-Mehr.

arose

il

DISCUSSION

Jurisdiction and Standard of Review

An order denying a special motion to strike is subject to immediate appeal. (§ 425.16, subd. 0)0).) 
We exercise independent judgment to determine whether the motion to strike should have been 

granted. (Flatley v. Mauro (2006) 39 Cal. 4th 299, 325-326 [46 Cal. Rptr. 3d 606,139 P.3d 2].)

Section 425.16

VIII.



{1} A SLAPP suit is "a meritless suit filed primarily to chill the defendant's exercise of First 

Amendment rights." (Wilcox v. Superior Court (1994) 27 Cai. App. 4th 809, 815, fn. 2 [33 Cal. 
Rptr. 2d 446], disapproved on other grounds in Equilon Enterprises v. Consumer Cause,

Inc. (2002) 29 Cal. 4th 53, *27168, fn. 5 [124 Cal. Rptr. 2d 507. 52 P.3d 6851.) In response to the 

threat such lawsuits posed to the important public policy of open and free participation in the 

democratic process, the Legislature adopted section 425.16: "A cause of action against a person 

arising from any act of that person in furtherance of the person's right of petition or free speech 

under the United States Constitution or the California Constitution in connection with a public 

issue shall be subject to a special motion to strike, unless the court determines that the plaintiff 
has established that there is a probability that the plaintiff will prevail on the claim." (§ 425.16, 
subd. (b)(1).) The purpose of the anti-SLAPP statute is to dismiss meritiess lawsuits designed to 

chili the defendant's free speech rights at the earliest stage of the case. (See Wilcox v. 
Superior Court, supra, 27 Cal.App.4th at p. 815, fn. 2.)

The statute provides that an "'act in furtherance of a person's right of petition or free speech .. 
. in connection with a public issue' includes: (1) any written or oral statement or writing made 

before a legislative, executive, or judicial proceeding, or any other official proceeding authorized 

by law; (2) any written or oral statement or writing made in connection with an issue under 
consideration or review by a legislative, executive, or judicial body, or any other official 
proceeding authorized by law; (3) any written or oral statement or writing made in a place open 

to the public or a public forum in connection with an issue of public interest; (4) or any other 
conduct in furtherance of the exercise of the constitutional right of petition or the constitutional
right of free Speech in connection with a public issue or an issue of public interest." (§ 425.16,

subd. (e).)

"Resolution of an anti-SLAPP motion ’requires the court to engage in a two-step process. First, 
the court decides whether the defendant has made a threshold showing that the challenged 

cause of action is one arising from protected activity. The moving defendant’s burden is to 

demonstrate that the act or acts of which the plaintiff complains were taken "in furtherance of 
the [defendant's right of petition or free speech under the United States or California 

Constitution in connection with a public issue," as defined in the statute. (§ 425.16, subd. (b)(1).) 
If the court finds such a showing has been made, it then determines whether the plaintiff has
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demonstrated a probability of prevailing 

v. LaMarche; supra, 31 CaUth at p. 733.)
the claim.' [Citation.]" (Jarrow Formulas, Inc.on

Conversely, if the defendant does not demonstrate this initial prong, the court should deny the 

anti-SLAPP motion and need not address the second step. (City of Riverside v. 
Stansbury (2007) 155 Cal. App. 4th 1582,1594 [66 Cal. Rptr.3d 862U "Only a cause of action that 
satisfies both prongs of the anti-SLAPP statuteEi.e., that arises from protected speech or
petitioning and *272 lacks even minimal meritBis a SLAPP, subject to being stricken under the 

statute." (Navellier v. Sletten (2002)29 Cal. 4th 82, 89 [124 Cal, Rptr. 2d 530. 52 P,3d 7031 
(Navellier).)

Protected Activity

(2) First we decide whether the challenged claims arise from acts in furtherance of the 

defendant s right of free speech or right of petition under one of the four categories set forth in 

section 425.16, subdivision (e). (Braun v. Chronicle Publishing Co. (1997) 52 Cal. App. 4th 1036, 
1043 [61 Cal. Rptr. 2d 58].) In doing so, we "examine the principal thrust or gravamen of a 

plaintiff's cause of action to determine whether the anti-SLAPP statute applies .. . ." (Ramona 

Unified School Dist. v. Tsiknas (2005) 135 Cal. App. 4th 510, 519-520 [37 Cal. Rptr. 3d 3811.1

We assess the principal thrust by identifying '[t]he allegedly wrongful and injury-producing 
conduct . . . that provides the foundation for the claim.' [Citation.]" (Hylton v. Frank E. 
Rogozienski, Inc. (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 1264, 1272 [99 Cal. Rptr. 3d 805].) We keep in mind
that "[i]n the anti-SLAPP context, the critical consideration is whether the cause of action is based 
on the defendant's protected free speech or
(Navellier, supra, 29 Cal.4th at p. 89.) If the mention of protected activity is "only incidental to a 

cause of action based essentially on nonprotected activity," then the anti-SLAPP statute does not 
apply. (Scott v. Metabolite Internal, Inc. (2004) 115 Cal. App. 4th 404,414 [9 Cal. Rptr. 3d 242D

petitioning activity. [Citations.]"

Smith s initial motion cherry-picked four allegations from the many in the complaint and argued 

that Baharian-Mehr had asserted that these activities caused him damage. These activities 

related to hiring attorneys and a private investigator in connection with wage and hour litigation, 
and the subsequent complaint that SGRL filed against Leroy. The rest of the many allegations 

claiming mismanagement and breach of fiduciary duty were ignored.
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In Wang v. Wal-Mart Real Estate Business Trust (2007) 153 Cal. App. 4th 790163 Cal. Rotr. 
3d_5ZU/ the court considered allegations of breach of contract and fraud in the context of an 

anti-SLAPP motion. The plaintiffs sold a portion of their land to defendant Wal-Mart, but contrary 

to the plaintiffs understanding of the deal, Wal-Mart did not relocate an access road that the 

plaintiffs needed to retain. Instead, Wal-Mart obtained a city resolution that vacated the road 

and replaced it with emergency access and an alley. The plaintiffs sued Wal-Mart, which filed an 

anti-SLAPP motion on the grounds *273 that the allegations in the complaint arose from 

protected petitioning activity, specifically, seeking and obtaining development permits. The 

appellate court overturned the trial court's ruling that the complaint arose from protected 

activity, holding that anti-SLAPP protections did not apply, and the protected activity was merely 

incidental or collateral to the unprotected activity alleged in the complaint (Id. at p. 802.) The 

"overall thrust" of the complaint challenged the manner in which Wal-Mart dealt with the 

plaintiffs, and the pursuit of governmental permits and approvals was collateral to those private 

dealings. {Id. at p. 809.)

(3) The allegations relating to legal proceedings in this case are similar. Baharian-Mehr's 

allegations relating to the hiring of attorneys and filing a lawsuit against Leroy do not constitute 

the overall thrust of the complaint, which relates to mismanagement and misuse of corporate 

funds. The payment of attorneys and hiring of a private investigator constitute only a few of many 

examples of such mismanagement. The list of specific alleged misuses of corporate funds, for 

example, constitutes almost two pages of the complaint. The gravamen of Baharian-Mehr's 

complaint is not that Smith's petitioning activity caused him harm, but that his wasteful and 

unnecessary spending on attorneys and investigators did. In this instance, the mention of 
protected activity is "only incidental" to a business dispute based on nonprotected activity. (Scott 

V. Metabolite Internat., Inc., supra, 115 Cal.App.4th at p. 414.) Thus, we find the court properly 

denied Smith's anti-SLAPP motion.

Sanctions Award

In its order denying Smith's motion, the trial court found that the motion to strike was frivolous, 
"in that there was no reasonable basis for [the] moving party to assert that... the gravamen of 
this case arose from [protected] activity...." Accordingly, the court ordered Smith to pay $1,500 

in attorney fees to Baharian-MehrJ4]
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Under section 425.16, subdivision (c)(1), "If the court finds that 
frivolous or is solely intended to

a special motion to strike is 
unnecessary delay, the court shall award costs and 

reasonable attorney's fees to a plaintiff prevailing on the motion, pursuant to Section 128 5 ■ 
Under subdivision (a) of section 128.5, "Every trial court may order a party, the party's attorney,

or 274 both to pay any reasonable expenses, including attorney's fees, incurred by another 
party as a result of bad-faith actions

cause

or tactics that are frivolous or solely intended to cause
unnecessary delay."

Baharian-Mehr argues that 
from a

should not review the attorney fee award except upon review 
final judgment. Section 425.16, subdivision (i), states: "An order granting or denying a 

special motion to strike shall be appealable under Section 904.1." Baharian-Mehr cites Doe v. 
Luster (2006) 145 Cal. App. 4th 139 f51 Cal. Rptr.

we

Ml03] (Doe), and argues that this provision 
does not encompass attorney fee awards on anti-SLAPP motions. In that case, the defendant's 

anti-SLAPP motion was denied, and the plaintiff subsequently filed a separate motion seeking 
attorney fees. The trial court declined to award attorney fees, finding that while unsuccessful 
the motion was not frivolous, and the plaintiff appealed. (Id. at pp. 142-143.) The appellate . 

dismissed the appeal, holding that the right to immediately appeal the court's decision to g
or deny an anti-SLAPP motion did not include the right to appeal an order that denied 
fees.151

court 
rant 

attorney

In dicta, the Doe court opined that prior cases which reviewed both the 

grant or denial of an attorney fee award should not have done
at p. 150.) While we agree with the holding in Doe that a separate attorney fee order should not 
be heard on interlocutory appeal, we must disagree with its dicta.

motion itself and the 

so. (Doe, supra. 145 Cal.App.4th

In Moore v. Shaw (2004) 116 Cal. App. 4th 182 [10 Cal. Rptr. 3d 1541 (Moore), the defendants 

appealed the denial of their anti-SLAPP motion, and the plaintiff cross-appealed the denial 
request for attorney fees. (Id. at p. 186.) The appellate court affirmed the denial 
and reversed the trial court's decision i 
granted. The appeal of the attorney fee award

of his
of the motion

not to award fees, finding the request should have been

part and parcel of the appeal on the anti- 
SLAPP motion itself. Not only was the decision part of the same order, but evaluating the trial 
court's decision on the attorney fee motion required a thorough review of the merits of the 

motion. Addressing the merits'of the motion

was

at an early stage of the case while leaving the 
attorney fee issue for some date far in the future artificially separates two intertwined issues.
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Further, it potentially constitutes a waste of judicial resources, if, at that far later date, the only 

issue left to be decided is attorney fees on the long-ago anti-SLAPP motion.

*275 (4) We concur with the Doe court that "The fundamental purpose of statutory construction 

is 'to ascertain and effectuate legislative intent.1" (Doe, supra. 145 Cal.App.4th at p. 146.) But the 

language of a statute should not be given a literal meaning if such a reading would result in absurd 

consequences the Legislature never contemplated. (Catholic Mutual Relief Society v. Superior 
Court (2007) 42 Cal. 4th 358, 373 [64 Cal. Rptr. 3d 434,165 P.3d 154].) (5) In cases where, such 

as here, the issue of whether1 the anti-SLAPP motion should have been granted is properly before 

the appellate court, it would be absurd to defer the issue of attorney fees until a future date, 
resulting in the probable waste of judicial resources. When the first issue is properly raised, 
appellate jurisdiction over both issues under section 425.16, subdivision (i) is proper.

As to the merits of the attorney fee award itself. Smith's argument that the award constituted an 

abuse of discretion must fail. He argues that the trial court failed to make the proper factual 
findings in its order to justify a finding that his motion was frivolous. Smith, however, has waived 

this argument by failing to object to the order in the trial court. (Andrus v. Estrada (1995) 39 Cal. 
App. 4th 1030,1043 [46 Cal. Rptr. 2d 300].)

(6) Further, our review of the motion supports the trial court's decision, and we find no abuse of 
discretion in the attorney fee award. This is one of the weakest anti-SLAPP motions this court has 

reviewed in some time, which is not an inconsiderable achievement. The legal test for a frivolous 

motion is whether the "'motion is "totally and completely without merit" (§ 128.5, subd. (b)(2)), 
that is, "any reasonable attorney would agree such motion is totally devoid of merit." [Citation.]' 
[Citation.] (Moore, supra, 116 Cal,App.4th at p. 199.) (7) Given the continuous flow of 
unambiguous case law in the past decade, any reasonable attorney should be aware that a 

business dispute that simply mentions incidental protected activity is not subject to the anti- 
SLAPP statute. Additionally, Smith's motion in the trial court was particularly weak. A total of six 

pages, it simply quoted a few of the complaint's allegations out of context and asserted the 

compldint was subject to the anti-SLAPP statute in an entirely conclusory manner. Smith's motion
was indeed frivolous, and the trial court did not abuse its discretion by granting Baharian-Mehr's 

attorney fee request.

XIII.



(8) Baharian-Mehr also requests attorney fees on appeal. Such fees are recoverable under the 

statute. (Evans v. Unkow (1995) 38 Cal. App. 4th 1490, 1499 [45 Cal._____ Rptr. 2d 6241.) Although
Smith's briefing is an improvement over his original motion in the trial court, his legal arguments 

equally devoid of merit, and therefore, attorney fees are appropriate.are

*276111

DISPOSITION

The order is affirmed. Baharian-Mehr is entitled to his costs, including attorney fees, on appeal. 
The proper amount of fees and costs shall be determined by the trial

O'Leary, Acting P. J., and Ikola, J., concurred.

court.

NOTES

[1] Because several family members with a shared surname are involved in this case, 
some of them by their first names. No disrespect is intended. (In 

Smith (1990) 225 Cal. App. 3d 469, 475-476, fn. 1 [274 Cal. Rptr. 911J.)

[2] "SLAPP is an acronym for ‘strategic lawsuit against public participation."1 (Jarrow Formulas, 
Inc. v. LaMarche (2003) 31 Cal. 4th 728. 732, fn. 1 \S Cal. Rptr. 3d 636. 74 P.3d 7371.)

[3] The complaint included three other causes of action, which were not subject to Smith's 
motion.

we refer to 

re Marriage of

[4] We presume this was indeed intended as an attorney fee award. In his opposition in the trial 
court, Baharian-Mehr specifically requested attorney fees of $2,400, pursuant to the statute. The 

court's tentative motion referred to "sanctions" and this language was apparently carried over 
into oral argument and the court's final order. Both parties refer to the order as one for 

fees in their briefs, and we treat it as such.

[5] The court noted that any attorney fee order exceeding $5,000 is immediately appealable, 

pursuant to section 904.1, subdivision (a)(12). (Doe, supra. 145 Cal.App.4th at p. 146.) Given that 
many (if not most) attorney fee awards on a fairly complex motion exceed this amount, 
jurisdiction to hear the attorney fee award will not be an issue in

attorney

most cases.
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i. PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

BRUCE SINGMAN petitions the Supreme Court of the United States for a Writ of Certiorari 
to review and override the Judgement of the Supreme Court of California.

II. OPINIONS BELOW

The Supreme Court of California of the Ninth Circuit most likely denied Petitioner BRUCE H 
SINGMAN's
could not find any cases related to the anti-SLAPP Law which had anything to do 

Case i.e., the placement of information about a movie listed with IMDb.com i.e., the Internet 
Movie Data Base and, while there are many Cases which relate to the anti-SLAPP Law and he 
could have filled up his TABLE OF AUTHORITIES with such Cases, Petitioner could not do so with 

any Cases which resemble or have any similarity at all to his own Case filed against Respondent 
IMDB.COM, INC and such cases would not have been of any assistance to the Justices of the 

Supreme Court of the United States.

Petition for Review simply because Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN searched for and

with his own

III. JURISDICTION

The Ninth Circuit Supreme Court of California denied Petitioner's Petition for Review on April 
13, 2022. This Petition is timely filed pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 13.1. This Court has 
Jurisdiction under U.S.C. 1254 (1).

IV. STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

This Case involves the failure of IMDb.com of Respondent IMDB.COM. INC., to respond as 
offered by IMDb.com to Petitioner BRUCE H. SINGMAN's request to correct and/or delete the 

wrongful and damaging information attached to the listing of Petitioner's feature film "Warrior", 
which wrongful and damaging information was a result of the theft of a file of the film "Warrior" 

without Petitioner's knowledge by wannabe film producer Tanya York from her friend David 
Shoshan, who had loaned Petitioner funds to complete the last four days of filming of "Warrior". 
In her desire to present herself to the public as a film producer Tanya York changed the name of 
"Warrior" to "Mexican Blow" in a feeble attempt to conceal her theft and posted a DVD of 
"Mexican Blow" for sale on Amazon.com as if she were the producer of the posted movie.

V. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Complaint filed in the subject Case consists of a cause of action brought by Petitioner 
SINGMAN against Respondent IMDB.COM, INC. resulting from Respondent IMDB.COM, 

INC. and IMDb.com's failure and refusal to make the changes and deletions for quite some time
BRUCE H.

1



until January 3,2021 and then reinstating the changes and deletions
of Counse, for IMDB.COM, INC. Attorney Moez Kaba upon his discovery of the changes and 

deletions three months later i.e., March 24, 2021. IMDb.com again refused Petitioner's 

to make the changes and deletions to correct the listing of Petitioner BRUCE H. 
adventure science fiction feature film "

made upon the instruction

request 
SINGMAN's action

Warrior" posted on Respondent's IMDB.COM INC's 
Internet Web Site IMDb.com providing for the listing of the title of the movie "as is" without the 

attachment of a date to the title of the movie in the heading of the listing unless the title of the 

movie is similar to titles of other movies listed and then the date of the release of the 
the public shall be listed alongside of the title of the movie in the heading of the listing. movie to

In the instant Case, Petitioner BRUCE H. SINGMAN had not yet released the movie "Warrior" 

to the public when he filed the subject Complaint and Respondent IMDB.COM, INC's IMDb.com 
had wrongfully attached to the listing of the title "Warrior" in the heading of the listing of the 

movie the year 2002 in parentheses. Such wrongful listing of (2002) alongside of the title 

Warrior" misled and misleads film distributors and licensees and buyers to believe that the 
rights to exhibit and sell the movie have been licensed and sold since the year 2002. Petitioner 
BRUCE H. SINGMAN brought the subject action to cause Respondent IMDB.COM, INC. to omit 
any date alongside of the title of the movie "Warrior" in IMDb.com or change the date of 2002 

attached to the title "Warrior" to the date 2020 in anticipation of the release of the movie to the 
public during the year 2020 if and when IMDb.com would make such date change and other 
correlative changes to correct the wrongful and damaging information as included in the Prayer 
of the subject Complaint and/or to allow for the recovery of the substantial monetary damages 

suffered by Petitioner. Petitioner BRUCE H. SINGMAN is suffering as a result of Respondent 
IMDB.COM, INC's failure and refusal to cause such date change and correlative changes and 
deletions as set forth in the Prayer of the Complaint as follows and this is after Petitioner and his
cast and crew spent a substantial a
as did the Executive Producer in Mexico.

mount of time and Petitioner a substantial amount of money

As a direct and proximate cause of Respondent IMDB.COM, INC.'s refusal to cause the changes 
and deletions sought by Petitioner BRUCE H. SINGMAN as herein alleged, Petitioner BRUCE H.
SINGMAN has been damaged in an amount of no less than Five Hundred Million Dollars 
($500,000,000).

The Judge of the Santa Monica Superior Court Department P, the Honorable ELAINE MANDEL 

wrongfully granted the anti-SLAPP Motion filed by counsel for the Respondent IMDB.COM
, INC.
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VI. REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

A, Reading analyses of the instant Case indicate that it is possible that the Circuit Court of
Appeals and the Supreme Court of California failed to rule in favor of the Plaintiff/Petitioner 
BRUCE H.
his position that the anti-SLAPP Motion did not apply as the subject matter of his Case did 

involve a matter of "Freedom of Speech" protecting the listing of the movies on Respondent 
IMDB.COM, INC/s IMDb.com. The Internet Movie Data Base i.e., IMDb.com run by the Defendant 
now Respondent IMDB.COM, INC. maintains a very extensive and comprehensive EDIT System 
applicable to all that is attached to the films listed at Respondent IMDB.COM, INC.'s IMDb.com 

i.e., Internet Movie Data Base so that the Producers of such films may file a request to have the 

wrongful and damaging information attached to their films deleted and/or corrected i.e., Edited 
from the movies listed at IMDb.com. As a result, it is patently clear that the wrongful and 

damaging information deleted and/or corrected is not protected by "Freedom of Speech" 
forth by Petitioner in the QUESTIONS PRESENTED and STATEMENT OF THE CASE Sections of this 

Petition and the Court must rule against the party filing the anti-SLAPP Motion which has been 
filed i.e., deny it

SINGMAN because he failed to cite for those Courts the litany of cases which support

not

as set

VII. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Petitioner BRUCE H. SINGMAN made arrangements with Darren Ramage, President of the 

Arizona based feature Film Distribution Company Acort International, to enter into a License 

Agreement with Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN for the worldwide distribution of his action- 
adventure science fiction feature film "Warrior" when Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN sent a file of 
"Warrior" to Mr. Ramage of Acort International upon request for the file for the screening of the 
film "Warrior". Darrin Ramage, the President of Acort International, who had been in the film 
distribution business at that time for twenty years, sent email to Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN 
stating: Bruce, your feature film "Warrior" is the highest quality production independent feature

In September of 2018, Mr. Ramage sent a License Agreement for the 
worldwide distribution of "Warrior" for theatrical exhibition, television network telecast, digital 
platform sales and DVD sales for home entertainment to Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN for his 

execution and return. Upon visiting the IMDb.com Web Site, Mr. Ramage discovered the 
wrongful information attached to the listing of "Warrior" including the (2002) alongside of the 

title "Warrior" in the heading of the listing of "Warrior" and told Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN that 
he would not execute the License Agreement because of the information he discovered, in 

particular the (2002) alongside of the title "Warrior" as the date connotes the date of release of 
a movie to the public and, even though "Warrior" had not yet been released to the public, Mr. 
Ramage was concerned that Licensees and buyers of the movie "Warrior" would see the date

film I have ever seen."
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The additional wrongful information, which is deceptive as the information 

"Warrior" to the public and must be connotes a release of
.. v , rl removed as the screenings of "Warrior" as a segment of the

ers o the film industry and are deemed by Respondent IMDB COM
to releases to the public. INC. to be exceptions

Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN recommenced his request of the Editors of IMDB.COM, INC/s 
.com or the deletion of the wrongful information beginning with the "(2002)" alongside of 

he title of his movie "Warrior" in the listing of "Warrior". As Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN 

failing in his quest to convince the Editors of IMDb.com that they should delete the 
damaging information illegally imposed on the listing of his movie " 

subject Complaint

was
wrongful and 

Warrior", Petitioner filed the 
against Respondent IMDB.COM, INC. for Declaratory Relief in May of 2020.

Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN continued his editing requests and on or about January 3, 2021, 
espondent IMDB.COM, INC.'s IMDb.com deleted the "(2002)" and all of the other wrongful and 

damaging information attached to the listing of "Warrior" including the listing of wannabe 

Producer of Tanya York as a distributor of "Warrior", who had stolen a file of " 
lender of funds for the completion of the production of "Warrior" and changed the title of 

rnor' to Mexican Blow" ,n a feeble attempt to conceal her theft and posted a video of the 

movie Warrior' encased in a container with the name "Mexican Blow" for sale on Amazon 

This information is available on the Web Site wwwripoffreport.

Warrior" from a

com.
com.

Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN shared such deletion of wrongful and damaging information with 
Mr. Ramage of Acort International and requested that he execute the License Agreement, but 

r amage was not amenable to such request and Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN continued to
suffer the substantial monetary loss created by the inability to acquire Distribution for his feature 
Tilm Warrior .

On or about March 24, 2021,. after the deletion of the subject wrongful and damaging
information ,n response to the continuous editing requests of Petitioner BRUCE SINGMAN for
such editing. Respondent IMDB.COM, INC.'s Attorney Moez Kaba instructed his client 
Respondent IMDB.COM, INC. to reinstate the subject deletions including the "(2002)" alongside 

of the title "Warrior" in the heading of the listing of "Warrior" on IMDb.com so that he could
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continue to generate fees for his law firm by prolonging the subject litigation 

Complaint filed by Petitioner for Declaratory Relief.

Pet‘tion*r BRUCE SINGMAN continued his nerve-racking search for a Film Distributor foi

"om ZrT UndI,the TUre °f haVing SUffered damag6S b6CaUSe °f ReSpondentINCS Wr°ngful COndurt in the amour,t of Five Hundred Million Dollars 
(S 00,000,000) or more based on the list of film revenue demonstrating the tremendous amount 
of money which can be generated by an entertaining film such as "Warrior", which continued
because of the instruction of Respondent's Attorney Moez Kabe to IMDB.COM, INC. to reinstate 
the subject deletions.

based on the

r his

Respectfully submitted,

RUCE H. SINGMAN, ESQ. Pfb Se

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

Pursuant to the rule 8.204(c) of the California Rules, I hereby certify that this Petition 

contams 6518 words. In making this certification, I have relied on the Word count of the 

computer used to prepare this Petition.

By

BRUCE SINGMAN, ESQ. Pro Se
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