O 00 NN v i b W N -

no N N ™o [ ] [ ®] N (\®] N — — — S p—t — Pk o — —
o ~J (=)} wh S w N — < O oo ~3 (o W N RS [\ — [a»)

—

D

San Francisco Countv Superior Couit

JUN 2 2 2007

GORDON PARK-;;G, § lerk
By: SAJJARAV(N APRI A,oeputy-merk"

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

WINIFRED W. HUANG, an individual;
and GREGORY D. KOVACIC, an
individual,
Plaintiffs,

vs.
JAY ROTHSTEIN, an individual; and
CHINA VENTURE FILMS, LLC, a
California Limited Liability Company; and
DOES 1 through 100, inclusive,

. Defendants.

Case No. CGC 455390

{£808688D] JUDGMENT
(California Rule of Court 3.1800(a)(6))
Date: June 19, 2007

Time: 9:30 am.
Dept: 218

[PROPOSED] JUDGMENT
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The above-entitled action came on for default judgment proceedings on June 19, 2007,
before the Honorable Sue Kaplan, Judge Presiding in Department 218 of the San Francisco
Superior Court. Plaintiffs Winifred W. Huang ("Ms. Huang") and Gregory D. Kovacic
("Mr. Kovacic") were represented by John Walker of Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal LLP.

Defendants Jay Rothstein, an individual, and China Venture Films, LLC, a California
Limited Liability Company, were properly served with a copy of the summons and complaint as
set forth in the Court’s February 28, 2007 order. Each Defendant failed to answer the complaint
or appear and defend the action within the time allowed by law. The clerk entered Defendant
China Venture Films' default on November 22, 2006. The clerk entered Defendant Jay
Rothstein's default on Novembcr 30, 2006. |

The Defendants brought a motion for relief from default, which the Court denied on
February 28, 2007, Defendant Jay Rothstein brought a second motion for relief from default,
which the Court denied on April 2, 2007. Having defaulted, the Defendants made no appearance
z;t the default judgment proceedings.

Prior to the hearing, Plaintiffs submitted the documents required by California Rule of
Court 3.1800(a), including declarations from the Plaintiffs. The Court has reviewed and
considered those documents.

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDICATED, AND DECREED THAT

1. Ms. Huang shall have and recover compensatory damages agamst Defendants Jay

Rothstein and China Venture Films the sum of $99,970, plus $19,043.28 in prejudgment interest

_through June 19,2007. Ms, Huang shall have and recover per diem interest of $27.38 per day

from June 20, 2007, until the Judgment i§ entered. Defendants are jointly and severally liable
for these amounts.

9. Mr. Kovacic shall have and recover compensatory damages against Defendants Jay
Rothstein and China Venture Films the sum of $135,000, plus $23,519.28 in prejudgment
interest through June 19, 2007. Mr. Kovacic shall have and recover per diem interest of $36.98
per day from June 20, 2007, until the Judgment is entered. Defendants are jointly and severally

liable for these amounts.
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3. Ms. Huang shall have and recover attorneys' fees from Defendant Jay Rothstein in
the sum of $28,526.00. That sum shall bear post-judgment interest at the legal rate, currently
10% per annum, from the date of their award until paid. l '

4. Ms, Huang is awarded costs of $2,172.99. That sum shall bear post-judgment
interest at the legal rate, currently 10% per annum, from the date of their award until paid.
Defendants are jointly anEi severally liable for these amounts.

5. Mr. Kovacic is awarded costs of $2,172.99. That sum shall bear post-judgment
interest at the legal rate, currently 10% per annum, from the date of their award until paid.
Defendants are jointly and severally liable for these amounts.

6. The Court retains jurisdiction to make such further orders as are necessary or
proper to insure that the J udgment is effectively executed.

7. This Judgment shall be entered forthwith with notice of entry to the parties and to
the Court.

Dated: JuneZZ,2007

THE HONORABLE SUE KAPLAN
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
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