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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. The Court appointed the Receiver on March 7, 2017. Since his appointment, the Receiver has
secured WPM offices in Downtown Miami, Miami Gardens and Chicago.
2. The Receiver has also secured and preserved the cloud-based information systems containing
WPM’s e-mail, file storage, telephony, customer resource management, and accounting systems.
The Receiver has re-directed WPM’s website to a receivership website -www.WPMReceivership.com. WPM’s phone lines have all been redirected to the Receiver’s
toll-free hotline at -- 1-844-879-7694.
3. The Receiver has interviewed dozens of employees, vendors, outside professionals and
consumers. The Receiver has also reviewed tens of thousands of documents relating to the
Receivership Entities.
4. The Receiver opened a fiduciary account at Biscayne Bank in Miami, where he deposited
$345,521.79 received from WPM’s account at City National Bank. The Receiver’s current
account balance is $349,021.79.
5. Defendants’ financial disclosures, confirmed by review of profit & loss statements and interviews
with Mr. Cooper and others, indicates that WPM received $25,987,192 from customers for the
various products and services it sold.
6. The Receiver sent e-mails to approximately 1,500 consumers who may have purchased patents
and patent related services. The Receiver has received over 800 e-mails from consumers, the
majority of which are in response to the Receiver’s e-mails and relate to complaints about WPM.
7. The Receiver’s preliminary opinion is that WPM’s operations should remain closed, and that
WPM cannot be operated profitably, while also lawfully.
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THE RECEIVER’S FIRST INTERIM REPORT
Jonathan E. Perlman, Esq., the temporary receiver (“Receiver”) appointed by this Court
by Order dated March 7, 2017 (the “Order” or “TRO”) [ECF No. 11], files this First Interim
Report to describe his investigation to date and detail his progress toward completing the tasks
assigned by the Court, including identification of relevant assets.
I.

BACKGROUND
1.

On March 6, 2017, the U.S. Federal Trade Commission (“FTC”), commenced this

action by filing a complaint for permanent injunction and other relief (the “Complaint”) and a
motion for a temporary restraining order and other equitable relief alleging that Scott Cooper,
individually and as an owner and officer of World Patent Marketing, Inc. (“WPI”) and DESA
Industries, Inc. d/b/a World Patent Marketing (“DESA,” and collectively with WPI, “WPM” or
the “Receivership Entities” or “Corporate Defendants”) (together Mr. Cooper and the
Receivership Entities shall be referred to as the “Defendants”), violated and were likely to
violate Sections 5(a), of the FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. § 45(a). [ECF No. 1, “Compl.”].
2.

The FTC alleges that since approximately February 2014, Defendants have

operated an invention-promotion scam that has bilked thousands of consumers of millions of
dollars through deceptive and unfair sales practices. [ECF No. 1, Compl. at ¶ 12].
3.

Specifically, the FTC alleges that the Defendants’ false, deceptive or unfair

practices (the “Sales Practices”) include:
a. Defendants’ website features success stories of inventions that Defendants
have purportedly promoted successfully and with favorable inventor
testimonials, even though many of the featured inventors have not had
success. Id. at 14-15.
b. On initial calls, consumers describe their invention ideas to Defendants’
salespeople, who almost invariably tell consumers their ideas are great. The
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salesperson typically states that Defendants’ “Board” or “Team” needs to
approve ideas before moving forward.
c. Several days later, the salesperson calls the consumer back and congratulates
him/her because the “board” thinks the idea is great and has approved it to
move forward. The salesperson then tells the consumer that in order to
continue the process, consumers must spend up to $1,295 for a “Global
Invention Royalty Analysis” (“GIRA”) or similar report that will contain
research from purported expert graduates from top universities, who will
evaluate the patentability and marketability of consumers’ ideas. Id. at 20.
d. When consumers receive the GIRA or other similar report, the report
invariably concludes that consumers’ ideas are patentable and marketable. The
reports, which are usually around seventy pages, include, among other things,
a patent search, market demographics, and a study purportedly conducted by
graduates of top universities. Id. at 22.
e. A salesperson then calls the consumer to discuss the report, reiterating
representations on the previous call that if the consumer buys Defendants’
invention-promotion services, the consumer is likely to realize financial gain
by licensing their future patents, or through manufacturing their inventions. If
the report scores “consumers’” inventions, the salesperson describes it as a
good score and pitches various “packages” ranging from $7,995 to $64,995
for varying levels of patent protection and invention-promotion services. The
most expensive packages purport to include “global” patent protection, which
will make their patents valid in the U.S. and abroad. The invention-promotion
services offered also include: rendering drawings and 3D models of
inventions; creating brochures, internet video commercials, press releases, and
websites about inventions, exhibiting consumers’ inventions at trade shows
and “invention round tables;” and ongoing support from a personal licensing
agent. Id. at 23-24.
f. If the consumer agrees to purchase one of Defendants’ packages, he/she
would sign a contract with Defendants and make a second, and purportedly
final, payment to Defendants. In many cases, this contract also assures
consumers that: “The inventor will not be held responsible for additional
expenses incurred or assessed by World Patent Marketing, other than those
defined within the scope of this agreement.” Id. at 26.
g. Contrary to Defendants’ representations, virtually none of Defendants’
customers has made money, or even recouped his or her investments, through
Defendants' purported patenting and invention-promotion services.
Defendants have not actually secured third-party licensing or manufacturing
agreements for their customers, and their customers have not received income
from patent royalties or sales of products as a result of Defendants’ work on
their behalf. Id. at 27.
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h. Also contrary to Defendants’ representation, there is no such thing as a
“global patent.” Id. at 28.
i. After consumers pay Defendants for their patenting and promotion packages,
consumers are left to wait with little or no communication from Defendants.
When consumers attempt to contact Defendants, they are often unable to reach
the salespeople they have worked with or anyone in customer service who can
help them. Id. at 29.
j. Defendants fail, in almost every case, to provide many of the other promised
invention-promotion services, such as promoting consumers’ inventions at
trade shows and other events, and providing ongoing support from a
“licensing agent.” Most importantly, Defendants fail to secure the promised
third-party licensing and manufacturing agreements for consumers.
Defendants tell some consumers that they will need to pay tens of thousands,
or even hundreds of thousands of dollars more to actually commence
manufacturing. Id. at 31.
k. Defendants also generally failed to procure patents for consumers. Defendants
used offshore drafting services and contracted patent agents and attorneys to
file patent applications, those applications were of poor quality, and were
often not approved by the United States Patent and Trademark Office
(“PTO”). Requests for more information or corrections from the PTO on
Defendants’ customers’ patent applications often went unanswered and
eventually the PTO rejected the patent applications or considered the
applications abandoned. Id. at 32.
l. Defendants leave most customers with nothing. A very few received a patent
and some useless marketing materials; but none successfully entered into
third-party licensing or manufacturing agreements brokered by Defendants,
and none actually made money. Many customers ended up in debt, or lost
their life savings or inheritances. Id. at 33.
m. Defendants responded to consumers who threatened to complain about
Defendants’ business practices by threatening to file lawsuits for extortion and
defamation. Defendants and their lawyers have threatened consumers with
lawsuits and even criminal charges and imprisonment for making any kind of
complaint about Defendants. Id. at 35.
4.

The FTC asserts that Defendants’ business activities violate the FTC Act with

respect to their (i) misrepresentations in marketing materials; (ii) misrepresentations in making
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sales; (iii) wrongful post-sale conduct; and (iv) efforts to suppress consumer complaints. [Id. at
¶¶ 11-40].
5.

On March 8, 2017, this Court granted the FTC’s application for a temporary

restraining order with asset freeze against Defendants and entered an Order freezing assets
belonging to any of the Defendants. [ECF No. 11]. The Court set a Preliminary Injunction
hearing for March 14, 2014, later continued to April 6, 2017 at 9:30 a.m. [ECF No. 22].
6.

This Court also appointed Jonathan E. Perlman, a shareholder in the Genovese,

Joblove & Battista law firm, as temporary receiver, and directed him to assume full control of the
Corporate Defendants and their affiliates, subsidiaries, divisions, and sales operations. [ECF No.
11]. The Order further directs the Receiver to take custody and control of all assets and
documents of the Receivership Entities, take possession of and secure the business premises of
the Receivership Entities, conserve, hold and manage all assets of the Receivership Entities,
perform all acts necessary to preserve the value of those assets, prevent the inequitable
distribution of assets, protect the interests of consumers and creditors who have transacted
business with the Receivership Entities, continue to conduct the business of the Receivership
Entities if the Receiver deems it appropriate and it can be done profitably and lawfully, issue
subpoenas as necessary to obtain documents and records pertaining to the receivership and
conduct discovery on behalf of the receivership estate, open bank accounts for funds of the
Receivership Entities, appear on behalf of the Corporate Defendants in pending lawsuits against
them, maintain accurate records of all expenditures made as Receiver, cooperate with reasonable
requests for information or assistance from the FTC, and file reports with the Court. [TRO at §
XXIII].
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7.

The following is a summary of the Receiver’s efforts since his appointment. This

report contains preliminary assessments and findings, subject to change as the Receiver and his
professionals conduct discovery and continue to investigate and analyze the affairs of the
Receivership Entities.
II.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECEIVERSHIP ORDER
A. EXECUTION OF THE RECEIVERSHIP ORDER AND TAKEOVER OF
CORPORATE DEFENDANTS’ OFFICES ON MARCH 8, 2017
8.

Upon being appointed on March 7, 2017, the Receiver retained the Genovese

Joblove & Battista, P.A. (“GJB”) law firm, in which he is a shareholder, as legal counsel. GJB
agreed to provide a discount on its standard rates to the receivership estate in addition to waiving
certain usual and customary expenses. The Receiver utilized GJB’s information technology
staff, as needed, to secure control, preserve access to technology-based aspects of the
Receivership Entities’ business, as well as to coordinate with the FTC’s information technology
professionals to provide forensic computer services, including the extraction and forensic
imaging of data from computer hard drive servers and work stations located in the Receivership
Entities’ offices.
9.

The Receiver also retained the services of Soneet R. Kapila, CPA, CIRA, CFE,

CFF, and the accounting firm of KapilaMukamal, LLP, to provide the Receiver with forensic
accounting services and fiduciary support and tax compliance services.
10.

Prior to executing on the TRO, the Receiver coordinated with the FTC service of

the TRO and a FTC Asset Freeze letter upon all banks and third parties that were reasonably
anticipated to hold assets of the Defendants in order to prevent the dissipation of assets to foreign
jurisdictions. The FTC also served the TRO and asset freeze letters, in coordination with the
Receiver, to credit card merchant processors and other common targets.

5
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11.

Since his appointment on March 7, the Receiver and his counsel have familiarized

themselves with the business operations of the Corporate Defendants by, among other things,
interviewing WPM owner, CEO, Creative Director Scott Cooper; WPM Chief Operating Officer
Esti Prager (Mr. Cooper’s partner and mother of his youngest child); WPM Controller Diana
Caparotta; WPM Processing Manager and Head of Vendor Relations Christie Hoffman; WPM
Head of Chicago Office/Project Manager John C. Graham; WPM Director of Manufacturing and
Inventions Jerry Shapiro; WPM Division Manager Lionel Simmons and other WPM employees,
as well as WPM patent agents, vendors, suppliers, business partners and customers.

The

Receiver has also reviewed WPM’s documents and media and conducted due diligence into the
business and operational affairs of the Corporate Defendants.
i.
12.

The Receiver Secures the Offices of the Receivership Defendants
The FTC’s pre-suit investigation indicated that WPM had operated from offices

on Meridian Avenue in Miami Beach, Florida (the “Miami Beach Office”), as well as an office at
2940 North Lincoln Avenue, 2nd Floor, Chicago, Illinois 60657 (the “Chicago Office”). The
FTC’s investigation also indicated that WPM had recently vacated the Miami Beach office but
that Miami operations were continuing remotely. Accordingly, in consultation with the FTC, it
was decided to initially execute service of the TRO at WPM’s Chicago office.
13.

The Receiver retained Mitchell L. Marinello, a partner in the Novack Macey law

firm to act as local counsel in Chicago. The Receiver negotiated a reduced rate with Mr.
Marinello and has used his services on a limited basis to compliment the services provided by
GJB.
14.

On the morning of March 8, 2017, the Receiver, Mr. Marinello and Jesus M.

Suarez, Esq. of GJB accompanied by United States Postal Inspector Service (“USPIS”) Officers,

6

Case 1:17-cv-20848-DPG Document 46 Entered on FLSD Docket 04/05/2017 Page 9 of 42

FTC attorneys and investigators, and FTC’s technology contractors, went into the Chicago
Office listed above to effectuate service of the TRO.
15.

While interviewing WPM employees at the Chicago Office, the Receiver learned

that the Receivership Entities’ were completing construction of new corporate headquarters
located at 150 Southeast Second Avenue, Miami, FL 33131 (the “Miami Office”) scheduled to
open for business any day. The Receiver’s team led by Ms. Harmon immediately went to, and
secured, the new Miami Office. The Receiver later learned of a satellite office in Miami
Gardens, Florida (the “Miami Gardens Office”).
a. The Chicago Office
16.

As noted above, the Receiver’s team, along with Roberto Menjivar and James

Evans, Esq. of the Federal Trade Commission, secured the Chicago Office on March 8.
17.

Access was provided by Nezra McCarty, a low-level sales employee, who arrived

at about the same time as the Receiver, FTC and USPIS. Mr. McCarty advised the Receiver that
he reported to John C. Graham a/k/a Johnny Graham, who managed the Chicago Office. The
Receiver spoke to Mr. Graham on his cellular phone and asked him to immediately come into the
office and to instruct all other employees to come in as well, and Mr. Graham complied. The
Receiver proceeded to change the locks and secure the premises of the Chicago Office, and
instructed the technology contractors to secure the technology present within the premises and
disable outside network access.
18.

The Chicago Office is a sparsely furnished open floor plan on the second floor of

a three story building that contains a gym space on the street level and another office space on
the third floor. A composite exhibit containing pictures of the Chicago Office is annexed hereto
as Exhibit A.
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19.

Mr. Graham, age 23, explained to the Receiver that he was in charge of the office

and that it was a WPM sales office. Prior to opening the Chicago Office, Graham had worked at
WPM’s Miami Beach headquarters where he worked his way up from “Phase I” salesperson to
Project Manager.

Graham appeared to have a great deal of knowledge regarding WPM’s

operations. Mr. Graham commanded his sales force from a large desk positioned in front of the
sole picture window looking out toward the street. Mr. Graham decorated the office with what
he stated was his own art collection, a record player and vinyl library, large screen TV
surrounded by a couch, chairs and southwestern style rug.
20.

Mr. Graham’s roommate, Parker Matas, was his principal deputy. Matas also

previously worked out of WPM’s Miami Beach office, and was, according to Graham, hired by
Cooper “off the streets.”
21.

The Receiver conducted a lengthy interview of Mr. Graham, which was

foundational to the Receiver’s understanding of WPM’s operations and his investigation. From
the Chicago Office, the Receiver also interviewed Parker Matas (telephonically), Dylan
Stapleton, a “Phase I” sales employee, and Mr. McCarty, another Phase I salesperson and
resident of a halfway house awaiting release for what he described as entrepreneurship in the
Marijuana business.
22.

The office had about 10 stations, each with a computer and telephone, but only 4-

5 appeared occupied. All computers were reviewed and imaged as appropriate by the FTC’s IT
team.
23.

Graham indicated that the Chicago office at its peak had employed about 10

salespeople.
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24.

Graham demonstrated Google Drive, HubSpot, and Nextiva to the Receiver’s

25.

Graham explained the entire WPM sales process and evolution of that process

team.

from October 2014 when he joined WPM, through March 8, 2017. Graham further explained
that he developed sales scripts for his sales team.
26.

During his interview, Mr. Graham confirmed certain allegations of the FTC’s

Complaint, including that: salespeople were trained to tell prospective customers that their idea
must first be approved by a nonexistent “board” of experts at WPM. The salesperson would then
wait a few days before calling again to “congratulate” the customer, because the (non-existent)
board had approved the idea! When Graham started, he really believed there must be a review
team, and he only later learned this to be untrue. Graham stated that this practice continued
through March 2017.
27.

Graham further stated that salespeople were trained to tell prospective customers

that their idea was good in every situation, with the only exception being if the idea was so
preposterous that the customer very well may be law enforcement posing undercover.
28.

Graham also stated that with respect to the GIRA reports that provide an

evaluation of whether the customer’s idea is patentable, the worst report he had ever seen said
that the customer’s idea had a “fair” chance of being patentable and that the great majority listed
the chances of patent approval as better than that. He had never once seen a report stating that an
idea was not, or unlikely, patentable, even though the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office would
often object to WPM clients’ patent filings. Graham stated further that he believed these reports

9

Case 1:17-cv-20848-DPG Document 46 Entered on FLSD Docket 04/05/2017 Page 12 of 42

were “fraudulent,” and he had communicated this to Scott Cooper and Christie Hoffman, WPM’s
Processing Manager and Head of the Complaints Department.1
29.

Graham also stated with respect WPM documents suggesting that WPM promised

to regularly take the customer’s idea to trade shows as a way to obtain licensing deals, that WPM
was not doing this. As a result, Graham says that he warned his customers that this was not a
service they would receive notwithstanding what the documents said. Graham also discussed
WPM’s new pre-order business model and problems associated with it.
30.

The Chicago Office was leased by World Patent Marketing, Inc. (“WPI”). A copy

of the lease is annexed hereto as Exhibit B. The Chicago Office’s monthly rent was $3,834.78
plus utilities and taxes. WPI paid a deposit of $10,950.00. At the time of the Receiver’s
appointment, the Chicago Office was two months in arrears. The Receiver is attempting to
negotiate a resolution with the landlord of the Chicago Office. The Receiver has requested input
from Mr. Cooper regarding his desired disposition of the Chicago Office but has not received a
response. If the Receiver remains in place in this case, he intends to return the Chicago Office to
the landlord.
b. The Miami Office
31.

While interviewing employees and securing the Chicago Office, the Receiver

learned that WPM was about to open a new Miami headquarter office at 150 SE 2nd Avenue,
Suites 401 & 402, Miami, FL 33131 (Chase Bank Building).
32.

The Receiver instructed GJB partner Heather L. Harmon, to secure the Miami

Office. Ms. Harmon, assisted by GJB attorneys John Arrastia, Michael Friedman, and paralegal
1

Ms. Hoffman in her interview stated that WPM also sometimes referred to the department that
she headed as “Legal” or the “Legal Department” and she had demanded that Mr. Cooper cease
doing so, since she was not an attorney.
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Laise Lowachee, along with FTC attorneys Colleen Robbins and Jody Goodman and FTC
investigator Reeve Tyndall, and Miami police officers, immediately proceeded to that location.
A composite exhibit containing pictures of the Chicago Office is annexed hereto as Exhibit C.
33.

The Miami Office is comprised of two suites. It was close to completion at the

time it was secured by the Receiver’s team. The first suite is visible upon exiting the elevator.
The first suite was being prepared to house a reception area and executive offices. The second
suite was designed to be a call center with approximately 50 workstations.
34.

When the Receiver’s team arrived, a contractor was installing biometric security

keypads that led to what would have been the executive offices of Mr. Cooper and Ms. Prager on
the south side of Suite 401. Ms. Harmon instructed him to cease work and leave.
35.

The North side of the suite contained a single box labeled “Johnny Marketing”

that contained a computer and miscellaneous electronic equipment, along with other random
furniture and contractor tools. The Receiver is in the process of returning tools belonging to the
contractors.
36.

In the principal area of Suite 401, the Receiver’s professionals found a few tables,

furniture, artwork, copiers; approximately 40 CPU’s stacked on the floor, an empty server rack
and a variety of boxes. The boxes contained kitchen supplies, office supplies, binders, files and
boxes of “Safety Blades” (a product that Mr. Cooper identified as a WPM “success story”). The
files included call scripts and patient intake and medical forms for “Maxim Men’s Clinic.”
37.

On the south side of Suite 401 were offices for Mr. Cooper and Ms. Prager (COO

of WPM and Mr. Cooper’s partner). Ms. Prager’s office contained a desk, a couch, a coffee
table and a single CPU. Mr. Cooper’s office contained a gun safe large enough for long guns, a
smaller safe, two couches, a box containing personal items and office supplies and some artwork.
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Personal items found included an empty Rolex watch box and empty Piaget watch box. The
Receiver was ultimately provided with the code to the smaller safe, which contained €200, 600
Israeli Shekels and 2 empty ring boxes. Mr. Cooper did not remember the code to the large gun
safe, but advised the Receiver that it was empty. In addition, the hallway of the south side of the
suite contained many boxes containing miscellaneous electronic equipment, including dozens of
security cameras. There was also a box that contained a few random items that could have been
invention prototypes (i.e., “snowballs” underwear).
38.

In Suite 402, there were approximately 50 cubicle work stations that had CPUs,

monitors and phones. There was also some surplus equipment left by the company that installed
the cubicles. It appeared that two of the work stations had been used and papers were logged and
removed by the FTC’s technology contractors.
39.

The Miami Office was leased by Gallery Internet, LLC, not the current

Receivership Entities. A copy of the lease is annexed hereto as Exhibit D.

Gallery Internet,

LLC is owned by Renu Ventures LP (“Renu Ventures”). Mr. Cooper owns 96% of Renu
Ventures. The lease was executed in February 2017 (no exact date in lease).
40.

The Chase Bank Building is an office condominium, and the Miami Office is

leased directly from the unit owner. The landlord is DGD Group Corp., 1054 Fairfield Meadows
Drive, Weston, FL. The broker for the transaction was Eduardo Citcioglu, P.A. of Fortune
International Realty Brickell, Inc.
41.

Ms. Harmon interviewed Mr. Citcioglu on March 8, 2017. The lease term began

on March 1, 2017 for a 60-month term.
42.

The monthly rent for the Miami Office was $9,891.00 plus sales tax. Gallery

Internet, LLC paid a deposit of $30,842.41. There was no tenant improvement allowance. Mr.
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Citcioglu advised Ms. Harmon that his commission was to be paid from the deposit. Ms.
Harmon instructed Mr. Citcioglu not to dissipate the deposit, and Mr. Citcioglu agreed.
43.

The next day, the Receiver’s team and the FTC continued to inventory materials

and image computers at the Miami Office. Ms. Harmon spoke to Glen Carter who installed the
cubicles in the space. Mr. Carter informed Ms. Harmon that he was due $7,000 for the job and
had not been paid.

Mr. Carter advised that he dealt exclusively with Ms. Prager, a fact

confirmed by messages between Ms. Prager and Mr. Carter that discussed coordination of the
installation.
44.

The Receiver, his team, and representatives of the FTC spent nearly three days

reviewing documents on the premises and securing all computers. The Receiver’s team also
interviewed employees and spoke to consumers who showed up at the Defendants’ offices to
complain about the Defendants and seek assistance. Since then, a member of the Receiver’s
team has accessed the premises on a regular basis to pick up mail and aid in the analysis of the
Receivership Entities’ assets.
c. The Receiver Assumes Control of the Miami Gardens Office
45.

Following his appointment, the Receiver also learned that WPM maintained a

satellite location in Miami Gardens, FL. On March 13, 2017, Ms. Harmon went to the location
at 99 NW 183rd Street, Suite 131, Miami Gardens, FL 33169. When Ms. Harmon arrived, the
door to the suite was unlocked and nobody was present. Ms. Harmon took photos and a video. A
composite exhibit of photographs of the Miami Gardens Office is annexed hereto as Exhibit E.
46.

The Miami Gardens Office was in poor condition, dirty and littered with trash.

The office consisted of approximately 10 cubicles, an office and a closet. Only two of the
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cubicles appeared to have been used. Mr. Cooper advised that WPM employee Robert Gonzalez
ran the Miami Gardens Office.
47.

The Miami Gardens Office looks directly upon and is across the street from

Tootsie’s Cabaret, a 74,000 sq. ft. strip club featuring “full nudity” and over “300 beautiful
entertainers.” The landlord advised Ms. Harmon that muscular young men were frequently
observed at the Miami Gardens Office, and that adjoining office suites not belonging to the
Receivership Entities had been raided by law enforcement.
48.

The Office also contained a table, a small refrigerator, two armchairs, a box

containing a CPU, another CPU under a cubicle and several folders and binders.
49.

Lastly, Ms. Harmon found in the Office a stack of 115 prescriptions wrapped in a

rubber band. The prescriptions were from the prescription pad of a Dr. Herbert Fichman at the
Maxim Men’s Clinic (for which promotional materials and patient intake forms were also found
at the Miami Office, supra), 7000 W. Camino Real, Suite 210, Boca Raton, FL 33433. The
prescriptions were primarily for testosterone and syringes to various persons, with listed ages
predominantly in their 20s to age 40.
50.

Ms. Harmon hand-delivered the landlord Dvir Derhy a copy of the TRO and

coordinated with him to change the locks. The landlord was allowed to keep a copy of the keys.
Ms. Harmon interviewed Mr. Derhy and his assistant Yvette Mendez. Ms. Mendez stated that
there were always handsome “well built” guys coming and going.
51.

Mr. Derhy provided Ms. Harmon with a copy of the lease. The lease was in the

name of Serisel Internet, LLC, a non-Receivership Entity. Serisel Internet, LLC is owned by
Renu Ventures, LP which is owned 96% by Defendant Mr. Cooper. The security deposit was
$4,066.00. It is unknown who paid the deposit. The monthly rent was $1,900 plus sales tax.
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The Lease term was 12-months and began on February 1, 2017. A copy of the lease for the
Miami Gardens Office is annexed as Exhibit F.
52.

Ms. Harmon removed two computers from the premises and delivered them to

Oscar Delatorre, a contractor of KapilaMukamal for forensic imaging. The FTC provided Mr.
Delatorre with a secure hard drive to send back to Washington. The computers are still in Mr.
Delatorre’s possession. Chain of custody forms were exchanged between Mr. Delatorre and Ms.
Harmon.
53.

The Receiver paid the March rent for the Miami Gardens Office ($1,900 plus

$133 in sales tax) and agreed that the Receiver could have possession of the space through April
13, 2017 without having to pay April rent.
B. WPM’S TECHNOLOGY, INTERNET APPLICATIONS, AND CUSTOMER
SERVICE MANAGEMENT SOFTWARE
54.

While interviewing employees of the Chicago office, the Receiver learned that the

Corporate Defendants were operating through a “cloud based” suite of applications, including
Google Suite, which allowed management, employees, and third-party vendors to operate WPM
from wherever they were located.
The Receiver worked with the FTC’s IT contractors to shut down outside access

55.

to the cloud based applications as quickly as possible. The IT contractors also created mirror
images of the hard drives and servers located with the Receivership Entities’ offices as
appropriate. In total, the Receiver is in possession of approximately 80 computers. Additionally,
the Receiver is in possession of mirror images of 13 computers.
i.
56.

HubSpot & Nextiva
Employees worked remotely by logging into a customer resource management

application known as HubSpot, which allowed employees access to customer sales records and
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account information. HubSpot was integrated into Nextiva, a Voice over Internet Protocol
(“VoIP”) software that allowed employees to communicate with customers and each other
through their home computers.
ii.
57.

Google Suite

WPM employees, including virtual employees like those provided by TGK, were

able to access email and customer files through a Google suite of internet based applications (“G
Suite”). WPM maintained virtually all of its documents and e-mail within the Google Suite of
back office services. All employees and independent contractors had e-mails with their
[FIRSTNAME]@worldpatentmarketing.com. All e-mail accounts were disabled on March 9,
2017 except for scott@worldpatentmarketing.com,2 who was a “super administrative” user that
provided access and control to the rest of the e-mail systems. Mr. Cooper was cooperative in
providing usernames and passwords for certain software and databases used in WPM’s
obligations, including Google, HubSpot, Galleryleads.com and Nextiva. The FTC changed the
master password and provided it to the Receiver.
58.

The FTC’s technical team imaged all documents and e-mails from the Google

Suite, into Google Vault, an e-discovery platform. The FTC made a full image of the contents of
WPM’s Google Mail users and Google Drive. The process of transferring information into the
Google Vault took approximately 2 weeks. The Receivership professionals received access to
the database on March 21, 2017. Ms. Harmon has been the primary reviewer of the documents
in the Google Vault. Ms. Harmon has reviewed all e-mails to Scott Cooper since the entry of the
TRO in order to determine if there were any emergency issues.

2

It appears that Mr. Cooper operates through a number of related internet domains that have not
been fully disclosed to the Receiver. The Receiver continues his investigation into potentially
related internet properties.
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iii.
59.

Website & Social Media

The Corporate Defendants had an extensive web presence and social media

presence. One principal website appears to be affiliated with the Corporate Defendants. The
first, http://www.worldpatentmarketing.com is registered to Scott Cooper.
60.

WPM also maintained many active social media accounts. On March 23, 2017,

Mr. Cooper provided the Receiver with social media passwords for Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn,
Manta, Soundcloud, Vimeo, Slideshare, Angie’s List, Pinterest and YouTube. The Receiver
changed these passwords and has control over all of these social media accounts.
61.

Several Twitter and Facebook posts were made after the entry of the TRO, but

Mr. Cooper informed the Receiver that these were pre-programmed and that he scheduled
messages to post at predetermined times and did not intentionally use social media accounts after
entry of the TRO. The Receiver now has control of the social media accounts and has not made
any postings or changes.
iv.
62.

WPM Accounting Software

Upon his appointment, the Receiver also took control of the Corporate

Defendants’ online accounting service (QuickBooks and XERO), credit card merchant accounts,
social media presence and access to the CRM systems. The Receiver made demand to the CRM
providers, QuickBooks (Intuit Corp.), Xero, ADP, and Paycom (current payroll provider), that all
records and data related to the Corporate Defendants are preserved.
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C. THE RECEIVER’S
COMPLAINTS
63.
and

WEBSITE,

1-800

HOTLINE,

AND

CUSTOMER

The Receiver has created a website (and www.WPMReceivership.com
www.worldpatentmarketingreceivership.com)

and

e-mail

address

(Info@WPMReceivership.com) to communicate with parties affected by the receivership and to
distribute pertinent court documents and communications. The Receiver has also forwarded the
worldpatentmarketing.com website to the Receivership’s website.
64.

The Receiver was able to locate a database within WPM’s Google Docs labeled

“p2PatentExports.csv” that listed 1,504 customers who had purchased “Phase 2” patent-related
services including provisional and non-provisional patent filings. The database contained only email addresses and certain information related to the patent and communications with the
inventor. In order to ensure that WPM customers who had purchased patent services knew not to
rely upon WPM to file for or ensure continued patent protection as WPM may have promised, on
March 23, 2017, the Receiver sent a letter explaining that the Receiver had ceased all operations
and that these customers should seek independent legal advice regarding the status of their
patents, especially if they have upcoming deadlines. A copy of the letter is annexed as Exhibit
G.
65.

Immediately upon sending the letter, the Receiver’s telephone hotline and

dedicated e-mail experienced extremely high activity. Since the e-mail blast, the Receiver has
received over 800 e-mails from consumers, the majority of which relate to a complaint about
WPM. The complaints vary in nature, but many contain allegations that once inventors had paid
for the expensive patent or marketing package, they never heard from their salesperson again and
could not get ahold of anyone at WPM. In addition, people complained about shoddy work.
Many consumers are looking for a refund and indicated that they had made complaints to the
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BBB and left bad reviews on rating sites as well. Seventy-eight of the complaints, randomly
selected, are annexed as Composite Exhibit H.3
66.

The Receiver also established a toll-free hotline (the “Receivership Hotline”) to

field calls from consumers and other parties affected by the Receivership. Since Thursday,
March 9, 2017, all calls to WPM have been routed to the Receivership Hotline. The Receiver
also directed Nextiva to forward all receivership telephone lines to the toll free hotline
maintained by the Receiver.
67.

The Receiver’s staff has answered the Receivership Hotline during business hours

and has endeavored to return all voicemails left on the Receivership Hotline after-hours. Since
the toll free number went live, the Receiver has fielded calls from approximately 500 different
customers. The majority of these customers also expressed complaints about WPM. Many of
the customers also sent an e-mail to the Receiver. The Receiver has maintained a log of
consumer calls received by members of his team since the activation of the Receivership Hotline.
A true and correct copy of the call log, updated through April, 4, 2017, is annexed hereto as
Exhibit I (note that during times of extremely high call volume, certain calls could not be
logged).4
68.

The Receiver’s team has interviewed most people that have called the

Receivership Hotline, collecting the caller’s contact information, the circumstances under which
they acquired services from WPM, the manner in which the product was advertised and sold to
them, whether any representations were made, the basis of their complaint, and whether they
previously attempted to resolve the complaint with WPM. Many callers reported becoming
3

Exhibit H will be provided to the Court and the Parties but will not be electronically filed due to
the nature of the information contained therein.
4
The Receiver has omitted the contact information for parties registered on the call log in order
to preserve their privacy and avoid dissemination in the public record.
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frustrated from making repeated calls to WPM that either went unanswered or were not
addressed.
69.

On March 23, 2017, the Receiver sent a letter to all patent agents and attorneys to

inform them that the Receiver had ceased all operations of WPM and would not be servicing
WPM clients with patent issues. A copy of the letter to patent agents/attorneys is annexed hereto
as Exhibit J.
D. INTERVIEWS WITH KEY WPM EMPLOYEES AND OTHERS
70.

The Receiver understands that Mr. Cooper operates WPM with Esther Prager, the

mother of his youngest child with whom he has a Ketubah (a Jewish marriage certificate), but
they are not married under civil law. Mr. Cooper identified himself as the CEO of the Corporate
Defendants and their Chief Creative Officer. Ms. Prager is listed as WPM’s Chief Operating
Officer (COO).

Though Ms. Prager, through her counsel Jonathan Etra, Esq., has been

cooperative, during her interview she asserted her Fifth Amendment privilege against
incrimination as to all questions regarding WPM and her role in it and was instructed by her
counsel not to answer such questions (though her counsel proffered responses on her behalf).
71.

Though Defendant Mr. Cooper cooperated by answering questions at his

interview, as discussed elsewhere in this Report, he has failed to provide numerous documents
required by the Receiver despite repeated requests.
72.

Upon service of the TRO, the Receiver made demand on all employees to cease

operations. The Receiver also instructed Mr. Cooper to cease both solicitation and acceptance of
any new client orders, pending the Receiver’s review and assessment of operations.
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73.

The Receiver’s team interviewed employees to gain an understanding of their job

functions and how WPM conducts business. Employees interviewed by the Receiver’s team
include:5
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.
74.

Scott Cooper, CEO and Chief Creative Officer
Esti Prager, Chief Operating Officer
Diana Caparotta, Comptroller
Christie Hoffman, Director of Vendor Management and Processing
Lionel Simmons, Division Manager – Miami Office
Jerry Shapiro, Director of Manufacturing and Inventions
John C. Graham, Head of Chicago Office and Project Manager
Parker Matas, Chicago Office Senior Sales Associate and Project Manager
John Brantley Barnes, Product Director
Nezra McCarty, Chicago Office Junior Sales Associate
Dylan Stapleton, Chicago Office Junior Sales Associate
Cheryl Morales, Receptionist, then promoted to Customer Service
Genesis Rodriguez, Receptionist/Office Manager
Dylan Jay Stapleton, Sales Representative
James T. Acerra, Marketing Associate
Sherry Velozo, Senior Project Manager
Laura Sountris, Project Marketing Manager

The Receiver’s team also interviewed the following people regarding the business

and financial affairs of WPM:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.

Bernard Egozi, Esq., counsel to WPM
Eric Creizman, Esq. , counsel to WPM
Nicolas Roe, Esq., counsel adverse to WPM
Erin Williams, Esq., counsel adverse to WPM
Garry Pollack, Esq., counsel adverse to WPM
Rachel Gilboy, patent agent
Mike Starkweather, patent agent
Mac Haines, patent agent
Loren Cook, Esq., counsel to WPM
Joseph LoPiccolo, Esq., counsel adverse to WPM
Jason Torchinsky, Esq., counsel to Congressman Brian Mast
David Allen, University Evaluations, Inc.
Pam Perry, Esq., appellate counsel to WPM

5

Pursuant to section 13(C) of the TRO, the Receiver catalogued pertinent information from these
employees, including their name, home address, social security number, job description,
company history, passwords or access codes, method of compensation, and all accrued and
unpaid commissions and compensation of each such employee or agent.
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n. Brett Lewis, Esq., counsel to WPM
o. Tim Keefe, owner of TGK
E. RECEIVER’S ACCOUNTS AND ASSET STATUS
75.

The Receiver took control of the corporate accounts at City National Bank and

Bank of America.

The Receiver opened a fiduciary account at Biscayne Bank, where he

deposited $345,521.79 received from WPM’s account at City National Bank. The Receiver is
still in the process of obtaining the monies frozen at Bank of America amounting to $4,541.43.
The Receiver’s current account balance is $349,021.79, subject to ongoing reconciliation and
imposition of bank charges for returned checks.
76.

The Receiver has identified and served with the TRO several payment processing

companies with which the Corporate Defendants have a relationship and requested information
pertaining to their respective relationships with the Receivership Entities. The Receiver has
received information from some of those companies, but is awaiting information from others.
Mr. Cooper has identified in his financial disclosures that payment processors hold deposits of
$112,000 belonging to WPM as of January 31, 2017. The Receiver has been unable to confirm
those reserves, as neither Mr. Cooper nor comptroller Ms. Caparotta have responded to the
Receiver’s written requests for each merchant account’s login information as required to
determine the actual amount of the reserves.
77.

Pursuant to the Financial Disclosures, Mr. Cooper disclosed that he has personal

credit card debt in the amount of $922,707.62. Mr. Cooper informed the Receiver that large
portions of the balances relate to Company expenses. For example, certain patent agents used
Mr. Cooper’s personal credit cards for USPTO filing fees.
78.

On or around March 8, 2017, Mr. Cooper changed his personal credit card

numbers to avoid recurring company charges from being charged to his personal cards. In
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reviewing post-TRO e-mail communications, dozens of services sent communications to Mr.
Cooper indicating that payments could not be processed. The Receiver has not paid these
recurring obligations as he is not currently operating the business, nor has he determined that any
of the services are necessary to preserve the assets of the Company.
79.

Esti Prager, WPM’s COO, had an additional American Express charge card in the

name of Renu Ventures, LP, which she used for WPM expenses. This credit card is not listed in
the personal financial disclosures of Mr. Cooper. It is unknown whether other credit cards exist
that employees used for WPM expenses.
80.

The Receiver has observed that WPM made regular payments to credit cards from

its bank accounts to pay balances on Mr. Cooper’s personal credit cards. The Receiver has
requested the credit card statements from Mr. Cooper’s counsel multiple times, both in writing
and by telephone, to determine if Mr. Cooper’s personal expenses were paid from WPM assets.
Mr. Cooper has not provided the Receiver with the statements. Therefore, as of the date of this
Report, the Receiver cannot report to the Court whether or not WPM assets were improperly
used to pay the personal expenses of Mr. Cooper or the personal expenses of any other person.
F. WPM AFFILIATED ENTITIES
81.

The Receiver has reviewed the bank statements provided by the FTC and notes

that money was regularly transferred back and forth between WPM, the EIS Family Trust, Elliot
Investment Ventures and Renu Ventures. Mr. Cooper’s Financial Disclosures indicate that these
are all related entities, which are in relevant part annexed hereto as Exhibit K. The Receiver
asked counsel for Mr. Cooper and WPM for additional financial information related to these
affiliated entities, but Mr. Cooper has not provided this additional information either. These
documents are required before the Receiver can determine whether these or other affiliates must
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be brought into the Receivership and whether transfers from WPM to affiliated entities or Mr.
Cooper constitute fraudulent transfers.
82.

Another troubling affiliated entity is The Cooper Idea Foundation. On June 9,

2016, the Cooper Idea Foundation obtained tax exempt status under Section 501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code. A copy of the letter is annexed hereto as Exhibit L.
83.

As WPM’s business evolved, Mr. Cooper indicated that the business model

shifted from patent acquisition to product development and marketing. Mr. Cooper indicated
that many of these customers had a 90%/10% split where the investor would keep 90% of
royalties associated with his or her invention (the “Royalty Agreements”). An example of a
Royalty Agreement and related emails are annexed hereto as Exhibit M.
84.

Pursuant to the Receiver’s review of the business records, each of these Royalty

Agreements is between The Cooper Idea Foundation and an inventor. There is no indication that
the 10% due to the Foundation under the Royalty Agreements would ever flow to the Company.
85.

Based on Mr. Cooper’s statements that the business model was changing into

licensing and product development, the Receiver finds it troubling that there are no contractual
relationships between inventors and the Company with respect to future royalties.
III.

CONSUMER LOSS
86.

Pursuant to the TRO, Mr. Cooper provided sworn Financial Disclosures dated

March 14, 2017, which the Receiver and his professionals have reviewed.
87.

Mr. Cooper’s Financial Disclosures show that WPM’s gross revenue was: (a)

$10,775,817 from November 1, 2014 through October 31, 2015; (b) $13,536,027 from
November 1, 2015 through October 31, 2016; and (c) $1,675,348 from November 1, 2016
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through January 31, 2017, for a total of $25,987,192.

A copy of the relevant Profit & Loss

Statements is annexed hereto as Composite Exhibit N.
88.

Of the approximately $26 million in gross revenue, the P&L Statements indicate

that Phase 2 sales (patent sales and marketing packages) generated: (a) $8,082,930 from
November 1, 2014 through October 31, 2015; (b) $9,063,616 from November 1, 2015 through
October 31, 2016; and (c) $374,600 from November 1, 2016 through January 31, 2017, for a
total of $17,521,146, or 67% of all gross revenue of the Company.
89.

The Profit & Loss Statements of the Company show that income related to

website and Amazon.com sales from 2014-2017 total $4,853.00, or 0.0018% of total gross
revenues.
90.

Mr. Cooper, consistent with WPM’s P&L Statements, stated during his interview

by the Receiver and his team that WPM had received approximately $26 million in revenue from
consumers since its inception 2014.
91.

The Receiver thereupon asked Mr. Cooper about a letter from Mr. Cooper and

WPM’s tax attorney and CPA, Stephanie Holbrook, sent on his and WPM’s behalf to the Better
Business Bureau in October 2016 attesting that WPM and related entities’ 2015 revenue alone
was $52,378,415. Mr. Cooper said he was well aware of the letter and that it was accurate.
92.

When the Receiver provided Cooper with a copy of the letter, annexed as Exhibit

O hereto, Cooper pointed to the letter’s reference to “and related entities” as why the letter was
accurate. When asked how this explains the discrepancy between $26 million in WPM revenues
from 2014-2017, with the representation of over $52 million in revenues in 2015, Cooper said it
was because revenues once received were then transferred amongst the “related” entities, and
each deposit in each account was counted even though it was the same funds being transferred to
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and from the related entities’ accounts. When the Receiver asked Cooper the identity of the
related entities that Ms. Holbrook reported to the BBB as part of WPM’s combined 2015
revenues, he stated Gallery Internet LLC. Mr. Cooper said that he would “have to get back to”
the Receiver on the other related entities.
93.

The Receiver has located within WPM’s records correspondence between the

BBB and Mr. Cooper regarding the Holbrook letter and WPM’s accreditation, which are
annexed as Composite Exhibit P hereto. On October 19, 2016, Michele Mason of the Southeast
Florida BBB wrote Mr. Cooper that after having met with BBB CEO Rod Davis, “due to the
extremely high revenue being reported for your company, BBB feels it is appropriate to request a
copy of the top page of your company’s most recently filed tax return.” Id.
94.

On October 23, Mr. Cooper wrote Ms. Mason: “I have copied the members of my

board… I assume you are insinuating that I fabricated the document from my CPA. …I told you
that I am subject to confidentiality clauses that go above and beyond a typical business…. Out of
curiosity, is the BBB prepared to indemnify me from any losses we may suffer as result of trying
to pressure me to violate an agreement I have with another party? You have already insinuated
that I fabricated one document. I can simply do the same thing to the new document that you are
requesting- so what is the purpose of the request? *** Desa Industries, Inc. does not operate any
other businesses or go by any other names other than World Patent Marketing. I have interests in
factories overseas and investments in real estate and other product development/technology
assets in the US and Israel. I am also the Director of The Cooper Idea Foundation.” Id.
95.

The Receiver has repeatedly asked Mr. Cooper’s counsel for additional

information, including related-entity bank statements, charge card statements, and a business
plan showing how WPM might be operated profitably and legitimately in the future. See
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Receiver’s March 22 Letter Requesting Documents and Information with transmittal e-mail,
March 28, and March 30 follow up e-mails, annexed as Composite Exhibit Q hereto. Mr.
Cooper has not provided any of the requested documents and information.
IV.

ASSESSMENT & STAY OF PENDING WPM LITIGATION MATTERS
96.

The Receiver has appeared in each of the following litigations to which the

Receivership Entities are a party, and where appropriate, has obtained a temporary stay of the
litigation.
a. Steven Harris, et al. v. Desa Industries, et al., Case No. 16-cv-9828 (SDNY): Pending
class action for violation of the American Investors Protection Act of 1999, 35 U.S.C.
§ 297 and other claims for business torts and misrepresentations.
b. Steven Harris, et al. v. Desa Industries, et al., Case No. 0653896/2016 (Supreme
Court, New York County): Pending class action for violation of the American
Investors Protection Act of 1999, 35 U.S.C. § 297 and other claims for business torts
and misrepresentations, including under New York and North Carolina consumer
protection laws.
c. Integrity Patent Group, LLC, et al., v. Scott Cooper, et al., No. 2017-003335-CA-01,
in the Eleventh Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County, Florida: Breach of contract by
vendor of World Patent Marketing.
d. Desa Industries, Inc. v. Jonathan Pujol, No. 2016-018955-CA-01, in the Eleventh
Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County: Breach of contract suit against employee.
e. Desa Industries, Inc. v. Peter Mercuro, et al., No. 2015-027017-CA-01, in the
Eleventh Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County: Breach of contract against former
employee.
f. Patent Services USA Inc. v. Desa Industries, et al., 2014-015748-CA-01, in the
Eleventh Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County: Lawsuit related to breach of contract
by employee who joined Desa Industries allegedly in breach of employment
agreement.
g. Desa Industries, Inc. d/b/a World Patent Marketing, et al. v. Patent Services USA,
Inc., etc., in the Third District Court of Appeals. Interlocutory Appeal of Judge
Hendon Order.
h. Desa Industries v. Juan Alejandro Rivero, No. 16-cv-05018 (SDNY): Lawsuit against
former employee Juan Rivero.
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i. Kingred Enterprise LLC v. World Patent Marketing, No. 2017-L-001703 (Circuit
Court – Cook County, Illinois): Litigation brought by vendor for unpaid leads.
V.

WPM’S OPERATIONS
A.

THE BUSINESS MODELS

97.

The Receiver understands that WPM operated under its first business model from

approximately June 2014 to October 2016 (the “First Business Model”). There were two primary
aspects to the First Business Model: (1) WPM would provide its customers with an initial
analysis of their idea, which was at first called a Global Invention Royalty Analysis (“GIRA”);
and (2) if after receiving the GIRA the customer elected to pursue a patent for their idea, they
could purchase a service called a “10 Point Patent Protection & Publicity Commitment”
(“PPPC”).
98.

The GIRA purported to offer a preliminary patent drawing, global patent search,

an analysis of the market demographics for the product/idea, and a “marketability study” of the
customer’s idea.
99.

To assist with preparation of the GIRA, WPM contracted with an India-based

technical company named Virtual Employee and later with TGK & Associates (“TGK”), a
customer service company based out of San Francisco, California, with an operations center in
the Philippines.
100.

The PPPC Brochure listed different types of patent applications WPM customers

could pursue (i.e., a utility patent versus a design patent). The Brochure listed other available
promotional services, including 3D models of the product, press releases regarding the product,
webpages for the product, and other marketing materials.
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101.

In September 2016, WPM ceased offering the PPPC services to new customers,

while continuing to assist its existing customers with their patent applications (the “Second
Business Model”). WPM offered its new customers two main services or products: (1) a Patent
Invention and Intelligence Report (“PIIR”), and (2) Smart Product Building (“SPB Services”).
102.

The Receiver understands that WPM outsourced the preparation of the PIIR and

SPB Services Reports to TGK.
103.

The SPB Services Reports were similar to those included in the PPPC, but

purported not to offer any patent application services.

It also purported to offer separate

packages for branding services, digital marketing, analysis of consumers interested in the
product/idea, e-commerce services, prototype building, and other services.
104.

From September 2016 through March 2017, WPM operated under the Second

Business Model.
105.

Mr. Cooper stated that he wanted to transition WPM to a company that largely

centered around its on-line “inventor store,” which would be used to feature and launch WPM
customer products (the “New Business Plan”).
106.

Mr. Cooper stated that the New Business Plan was similar to Indiegogo.com and

kickstarter.com, whereby WPM would assist its customers to develop their products, place the
products for order and pre-order on its website, and assist in marketing the products.
107.

The Receiver asked Mr. Cooper for a detailed business plan and projected

financials for the New Business Plan, but did not receive a response.
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B.

ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION REPORTS
GIRAs: are “COMPLETE FRAUD”

i.
108.

ShaVohn Curley and Fred McKinnon are brother and sister who each ordered a

GIRA for separate inventions. Upon receipt of their GIRA’s Ms. Curley grew concerned that her
GIRA contained the same cut and paste language as her brother’s, but they were for totally
different inventions. The “Unique Aspects” section of each GIRA was identical.
109.

On March 3, 2016, Ms. Curley reached out to her salesperson Johnny Graham

(who was also Head of the Chicago Office). Mr. Graham agreed it looked like a scam. He then
e-mailed Christie Hoffman (Vendor Relations/Processing Manager):
In this document are the EXACT same supposedly “Unique Aspects” that you
are now asking her to change to qualify for patent suitability which leads me to
believe that these are COMPLETE FRAUD. The very items that the patent
search claim are unique we are now being told are not. I’m not an attorney and
this is not MY client anymore once I sell the phase 2. Her brother Fred
Mckinnon’s GIRA just finished today and is wanting to pay for a utility
patent but how the hell do I sell him a patent now with this?? This needs to
be fixed first thing when you guys get in and I’m NOT reaching out to this client
because I’m NOT an attorney who can provide legal council [sic]. This is
insanity. Her message to me is quoted below…
A copy of Mr. Graham’s e-mail is annexed hereto as Exhibit R.
110.

In response, Ms. Hoffman said not to worry because the GIRA had a disclaimer

which states: “Based on our review if an objection of your patent application were to arise it may
be overcome or avoided with more detailed novelty disclosure and patent drafting strategy.” Id.
111.

Mr. Graham wrote back “That’s great I read the same thing. But when you read

the identical patents and their claims side by side (GIRA next to Claim Mapping) they read
differently by conveniently leaving out entire sentences. Plus, why would we say her chances of
being approved were “Good” if we actually needed a near entire overhaul of the product? Seems
sketchy that this document is sent to her after she pays for the patent…..” Id.
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112.

Ms. Hoffman replied: “…if she maps out some unique features against the prior

art listed in her GIRA as recommended she will increase her chances of obtaining the patent.
90% of these clients do no participate in writing their specs for the product they are trying to
patent and then when we get an objection from the USPTO that only allows two months to
respond to they complain.” Id.
113.

Mr. Graham replied: “That’s find [sic] and dandy but when the ‘Key Features’

are listed in the patent mapping document as ‘unique aspects’ (a novel feature) and ENTIRE
sentences are conveniently removed in the previous patents it’s compared to, only to be revealed
AFTER she pays phase 2. That would make it completely fraudulent. No getting around this
compare[d to] the previously filed patent claims side by side in her GIRA and her patent
mapping and you will see what I am talking about.” Id.
114.

Ms. Hoffman suggested that Mr. Graham speak with Mr. Cooper. She then states

“I’m done with this conversation.” Id.
115.

Mr. Graham then contacted Mr. Cooper about the fraudulent nature of WPM

GIRAs. Mr. Graham says that Cooper responded by calling him a “f--king idiot.” Mr. Graham
told the Receiver and his team that he continues to believe that the WPM GIRAs were
fraudulent.
ii.

116.

WPM’s Preparation of Provisional Patents for Filing by Customers as
“Free Service” in 2017

Although WPM and Mr. Cooper state that WPM was out of the patent sales

business since October 2016, the Receiver has located numerous e-mails within WPM’s records
showing that WPM and TGK have continued to prepare provisional patent applications for
customers.
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117.

Each e-mail states: “THIS IS A FREE SERVICE PROVIDED BY WORLD

PATENT MARKETING. WORLD PATENT MARKETING IS NOT A LAW FIRM AND
DOES NOT PROVIDE LEGAL ADVICE.” Several examples are annexed hereto as Composite
Exhibit S.
118.

The e-mail then instructs the customer to print and sign the provisional patent

application, pay the filing fee and mail it to the USPTO. WPM/TGK sent approximately 100 of
these e-mails between February 8, 2017 and March 9, 2017.
119.

The applications appear to be poorly done and contain rudimentary drawings, if

any. In fact, WPM/TGK prepared a Provisional Patent for an invention called “not telling”
where the description of the invention was “im not telling you.” A copy of the referenced patent
application is annexed as Exhibit T. It is unknown whether some or all of these customers paid
WPM for this or other services that WPM provided.
iii.
120.

PIIR Issues – Patent Valuations

PIIR’s were transmitted to customers via e-mails, with congratulatory language

and an estimated range of the value of their patents. The lowest patent valuation was $1.05
million and the range went as high as $4 million. Each PIIR contained a schedule of similar
patents and their “values.” It is unclear how these values were calculated and Christie Hoffman
stated that she had no idea how TGK came up with the value.
121.

Based upon comments made by Mr. Cooper and certain documents located in the

Google Drive, it appears that much of the information contained in the PIIR was available
through a database called “First Research”, a Hoover’s/D&B company.
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122.

The Receiver views the value range in the congratulatory PIIR delivery e-mails to

be a direct communication to consumers regarding the value of their patents and that such
language that the values were “excellent news” was a misrepresentation to consumers.
123.

Copies of certain congratulatory e-mails are annexed hereto as Composite Exhibit

U. The Receiver estimates that WPM sales staff sent approximately 100 of such e-mails from
the first date of January 2017 through March 8, 2017.
iv.
124.

WPM Owns and Has No Interests in Factories in China

Numerous consumers have reported that salespersons mentioned that the

Company had a manufacturing unit in China or referred to a “World Patent Marketing – China
Division.”
The Receiver’s review of the business records and e-mail communications do not

125.

reveal that there was a division located in China. Mr. Cooper confirmed this to the Receiver and
told him that WPM merely had contacts at factories in China that could manufacture various
products.
126.

The Receiver understands from Mr. Cooper that Safety Blade is the only

invention that was ever actually manufactured in China.
v.
127.

Work Outsourced to Virtual Employee and TGK
Mr. Cooper told the Receiver that the Company outsourced many aspects of

GIRA preparation to a company named Virtual Employee. Virtual Employee is based out of
India. Mr. Cooper indicated that he outsourced work overseas in order to lower costs.
128.

The Company also utilized the services of TGK Associates, a company based in

San Francisco with employees based in the Philippines. TGK Associates was critical to the
operations of the Company. Annexed hereto as Exhibit V is a TGK Task List from February
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2017. It appears that TGK prepared virtually all of the PIIR Reports and performed many other
detailed tasks.
129.

TGK Associates workers used a [FIRSTNAME]@worldpatentmarketing.com e-

mail address and regularly communicated directly with customers. In fact, certain TGK
employees were communicating with the Company’s customers through March 9, 2017, several
days after entry of the TRO. March 9, 2017 is when the FTC computer experts were able to
disable all of the Google Suite e-mail addresses.
Based on the Receiver’s review of the Company’s records, both Virtual Employee

130.

and TGK Associated (discussed below) utilized a service called “First Research” to obtain most
of the information contained in the GIRA/PIIR. First Research is a Dun & Bradstreet/Hoover’s
company that provides Industry Profiles largely based on NAICS (North American Industry
Classification System) and SIC (Standard Industrial Classification) Codes that relate closest to
the industry for the customer’s invention idea.
vi.
131.

Baylor University Marketability Study and The Ivy League Research Lab
The FTC’s allegations make reference to evaluations of the probable success of

WPM customer inventions authorized by a Baylor University Marketability Study (using Baylor
University logo), and subsequently by the Ivy League Research Lab reportedly consisting of
“researchers” “attending Harvard/MIT.” The Receiver’s counsel spoke to Professor David Allen,
head of University Evaluations, Inc. who stated that his evaluation study was not prepared by or
authorized by Baylor University. WPM Director of Vendor Management Christie Hoffman told
the Receiver’s counsel that WPM switched to using Rohit Goyal, then a graduate student at
Harvard University, because Mr. Goyal agreed to charge only $100 per evaluation. Mr. Goyal’s
bio, submitted by Scott Cooper’s counsel as Exhibit E to Scott Cooper’s Declaration, suggests
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that Mr. Goyal, the apparent singular researcher in the “Ivy League Research Lab” was not
attending MIT.
132.

The Receiver did not review any opinions in conjunction with invention

submissions from either University Evaluations or Mr. Goyal and therefore cannot opine as to
their content or veracity.
vii.
133.

The “Advisory” Board
WPM held itself as having a 12-member Invention Team Advisory Board (the

“Board”), all with impressive credentials whose existence was used by WPM to impress
customers and foster sales. An example of a “Certificate of Endorsement” featuring members of
the Board is annexed hereto as Exhibit W.
134.

In reviewing the Company’s records, the Receiver located certain agreements

with Board members for their service on the Advisory Board, along with a compensation
schedule and required tasks. The Receiver has also reviewed an accounting of amounts paid to
certain Board members. A sample Advisory Services Agreement is annexed hereto as Exhibit X.
A schedule of payments reflecting transfers to the Board members are annexed hereto as Exhibit
Y.
135.

Mr. Eric Creizman is listed as a member of the Advisory Board, and a

“legendary” attorney. Mr. Creizman told the Receiver that he had informed Mr. Cooper that he
did not want to be on the Board. Mr. Creizman also said that he performed no services as a
member of the Advisory Board and received no compensation as a board member.
136.

WPM also lists U.S. Representative Brian Mast as a member of the Advisory

Board. Congressman Mast, through counsel, has indicated that he performed no services for
WPM and has returned a $5,400 political donation received from Mr. Cooper.
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VI.

THE RECEIVER’S PRELIMINARY FINDINGS
137.

The Receiver’s preliminary opinion is that operations should remain closed, and

that it is unlikely that WPM can be operated profitably, while also lawfully.
138.

The reason for this conclusion is that even prior to being appointed, WPM was

admittedly not operating on a profitable basis. Mr. Cooper stated during his interview that WPM
suffered losses of approximately $423,000 since November 2016, when WPM ceased actively
selling patents due to the USPTO’s investigation into the unlawful nature of these activities and
shut down WPM’s in-house patent agent Ms. Mikhailova. Mr. Cooper stated that due to WPM
being insolvent, he had injected approximately $300,000 into WPM in February or March to
keep it running.
139.

Mr. Cooper proposed that WPM could become profitable again under a new

business model he had rolled out on March 7 or 8, precisely when the Receiver was appointed
and took over the business. The Receiver asked Mr. Cooper if the rollout announcement and
presentation to employees was accompanied by a PowerPoint or any type of written business
plan. Mr. Cooper said it was not. Rather, it was all in his head. When asked who the Receiver
might be able to employ to successfully run the business, Mr. Cooper indicated that he was the
only person who could do so successfully.
140.

The Receiver invited Mr. Cooper to prepare and submit a business plan making a

case on how WPM could be operated legitimately and profitably under the new start-up model
he envisioned, including how it would be capitalized. Despite the Receiver’s follow up requests,
Cooper has not submitted a plan.
141.

Additionally, it is undisputed, and Mr. Cooper agrees, that no WPM inventor has

ever realized a profit from their invention using WPM’s services. Nor has any customer, through
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WPM, sold a meaningful number of units or entered into a significant licensing agreement with a
third party to do so.
142.

Lastly, WPM prior to the TRO had been spending a significant amount of money

paying patent agents to clean up customer patent issues that WPM was responsible for as a result
of its prior patent selling business plan.
143.

Given the start-up nature of the new business model, the money-losing record of

WPM’s last business model, the lack of success of WPM’s customers and great deal of money
they have lost, Mr. Cooper’s failure to submit a business plan and method of capitalization, the
continuing expense of prior customer patent issues, the Receiver does not believe WPM can
operate profitably.
144.

The Receiver also finds it unlikely that WPM can operate lawfully, while

becoming profitable. Mr. Cooper and Mr. Graham both told the Receiver that WPM’s financial
success in 2015 and up to November 2016 was directly related to its sale of patent services,
which are extremely important in the eyes of customers, yet apparently cannot be provided
directly in a lawful manner.
145.

In addition to deceptive and unfair sales practices detailed by the FTC in its

papers, the Receiver’s investigation has confirmed that WPM continued deceptive sales acts
through March 2017, including falsely telling customers that their idea had been reviewed and
approved by a “board.” Given all of the above, the Receiver does not believe that WPM would
likely be successful if operated entirely lawfully.
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VII.

CONTINUING WORK
146.

The Receiver and his team continue to search for and secure assets of the

Receivership, as well as to identify any claims for recovery the Receiver may have against third
parties. If appropriate, the Receiver is prepared to liquidate all cash assets.
147.

The Receiver and his team will continue to log customer complaints, and address

such complaints as best as resources and inventory will allow.
148.

The Receiver and his team continue gathering relevant information on the income

and expenses of the Receivership Entities.
149.

The Receiver and his team continue to quantify the scope of the Sales Practices,

to determine the likely universe of claims and the amount of any such claims.
Date: April 5, 2017

Respectfully submitted,
s/

Jonathan E. Perlman
Jonathan E. Perlman, Esq.
Florida Bar No. 773328
jperlman@gjb-law.com
Receiver for the Corporate Defendants
-and-

s/

Heather L. Harmon
Heather L. Harmon, Esq.
Florida Bar No. 013192
HHarmon@GJB-Law.com
Jesus M. Suarez, Esq.
Florida Bar No. 60086
JSuarez@GJB-Law.com
GENOVESE JOBLOVE & BATTISTA, P.A.
Attorneys for Jonathan E. Perlman, Esq.,
Receiver for the Corporate Defendants
100 Southeast 2nd Street, 44th Floor
Miami, FL 33131
Tel: (305) 349-2300
Fax: (305) 349-2310
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY certify that on April 5, 2017, I electronically filed the foregoing document
with the Clerk of the Court using CM/ECF. I also certify that the foregoing document is being
served this day on all counsel of record or pro se parties identified on the attached Service List in
the manner specified, either via transmission of Notices of Electronic Filing generated by
CM/ECF or in some other authorized manner for those counsel or parties who are not authorized
to receive electronically Notices of Electronic Filing.

___s/ Jonathan E. Perlman
Jonathan E. Perlman
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SERVICE LIST
Federal Trade Commission v. World Patent Marketing, Inc., et al.
USDC, SD Fla., Case No. 17-cv-20848-GAYLES

Daniel L. Rashbaum, Esq.
Jeffrey E. Marcus, Esq.
Michael A. Pineiro, Esq.
Marcus Neiman & Rashbaum LLP
2 South Biscayne Boulevard
Suite 1750
Miami, Florida 33131
(305) 400-4260
drashbaum@mnrlawfirm.com
jmarcus@mnrlawfirm.com
mpineiro@mnrlawfirm.com

Colleen B. Robbins, Esq.
James Evans, Esq.
Jody Goodman, Esq.
Federal Trade Commission
600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Mailstop CC-8528
Washington, DC 20580
(202) 326-2548; crobbins@ftc.gov
(202) 326-2026; James.evans@ftc.gov
(202) 326-3096; jgoodman1@ftc.gov

Jonathan E. Perlman, Esq.
jperlman@gjb-law.com
Jesus M. Suarez, Esq.
jsuarez@gjb-law.com
Heather L. Harmon, Esq.
hharmon@gjb-law.com
Genovese Joblove & Battista, P.A.
Miami Tower, 44th Floor
100 Southeast 2nd Street
Miami, FL 33131
Telephone:
(305) 349-2300
Facsimile:
(305) 349-2310
Temporary Receiver for the Corporate Defendants and his Counsel
[10675-005 / 2702341 / 11]
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Jonathan E. Perlman, Receiver
Telephone: 1-844-879-7694
Email: info@worldpatentmarketingreceivership.com

VIA-E-MAIL
March 23, 2017

RE:

Federal Trade Commission v. World Patent Marketing Inc., et al.
Case No. 17-cv-2048-GAYLES, United States District Court (S.D. Fla.)

Dear Current or Former World Patent Marketing Customer:
On March 7, 2017, the United States Federal Trade Commission filed an enforcement
action against World Patent Marketing, Desa Industries (the “Companies”) and Scott J. Cooper.
The Federal Trade Commission alleges that Mr. Cooper used the Companies to engage in
fraudulent and deceptive trade practices which harm consumers.
That same day, United States District Judge Darrin P. Gayles (Southern District of
Florida) entered the enclosed Temporary Restraining Order (“TRO”). The TRO appoints me,
Jonathan Perlman, Receiver of World Patent Marketing and DESA Industries. My job, as Judge
Gayles ordered, is to assume full control of the Companies, including their assets and operations.
The TRO also requires me to conduct an investigation of the Companies’ business affairs and
report my findings to the Court.
Pursuant to the authority granted to me in Section XIII(D) of the TRO, I have
temporarily suspended all operations of the Companies, including product marketing, product
development, patent related services, coordination with and payments to patent agents and
attorneys and any other services related to obtaining, maintaining and/or the issuance of any type
of patent.
IF YOU HAVE AN UPCOMING PATENT RELATED DEADLINE, YOU WILL
NEED TO SEEK LEGAL ADVICE ON HOW TO PRESERVE YOUR RIGHTS.
NEITHER THE RECEIVER NOR HIS COUNSEL CAN PROVIDE LEGAL ADVICE
OR INFORMATION REGARDING THE STATUS OF YOUR PATENT. FURTHER,
THE RECEIVER IS UNABLE TO PROCESS OR PAY REFUNDS TO CUSTOMERS OF
THE COMPANIES AT THIS TIME.
YOU MAY OBTAIN INFORMATION
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REGARDING YOUR PATENT STATUS AT WWW.USPTO.GOV
CONTACTING YOUR PATENT AGENT OR ATTORNEY.

OR

BY

Updates on the Court case, including copies of Court pleadings and the TRO itself, can
be
found
on
the
World
Patent
Marketing
Receivership
website
at
www.worldpatentmarketingreceivership.com. On April 6, 2017, the Court is conducting a
hearing to determine whether to enter a preliminary injunction and continue the receivership.
The Court’s order with respect to the requested preliminary injunction will be posted on the
website as soon as possible thereafter.
If you have any questions, please contact my office at the number or e-mail provided
above.

Regards,

Jonathan E. Perlman, Esq.
Court Appointed Receiver
World Patent Marketing, Inc & Desa Industries, Inc.
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Customer Number

Type of Patent/Payment

1

$995 for report; $8995 for US Patent

2

Utility Patent $14,000

3

Utility Patent $12,490

4

Utility Patent $10,000

5

Utility Patent $10,995; $1000 Market
Analysis

6

Utility Patent/Global Patent $22,000

7

US Patent $28,000

8

Global and US Patent $20,000

9

Research $1995; US Utility Patent
$12,995

10

11

12
13

Notes/Complaints
Brenson D. Rudolph had the patent idea and contacted WPM; Side Swiper; WPM asked for
a video about product and Inventor provided to WPM; Once WPM received money the
communication slowed down; Rachel Gilboy let Inventor know about WPM; they would not
pay so she stopped working on the patent.Rachel Gilboy called the client on 3/14/17 and
advised that the inventor was being "screwed" by WMP. She checked the "BBB" to confirm
that WPM was "good."
Product Cartalk; Yves Cham and Janice Lee WPM Representatives; Wayne Harper attorney;
Inventor got a loan for $14,000; WPM created website but the Inventor did not approve until
revised
Pete Yribia WPM Representative and Rick Robles project manager; Inventor paid Sept. 2015
$995; April 2016 $2,200; June 2016 $1,500; October 2016 $1,500; March $5495.00; WPM
representative never returned calls and gave her the run around.
Jerry Shapiro and Lionel Simmons WPM Reps; WPM contacted inventor about his
Development stage; Waiting for Jerry Shapiro to send link to product but have not received
anything.
Sent WPM $9,000 and WPM told Inventor not to worry with the balance, that they would
take care of the remaining balance; Inventor received a collection letter 2 months ago for the
balance. She contacted WPM and they told her to disregard the letter; have not done
anything for her; sent Inventor some marketing material but was not anything for her to use;
about 2 months ago Marina Mikhailova (used to work for WPM, now patent agent for Bio
Medical patent group 501-352-2873); Marina told Inventor that WPM forged her name on
the patent application which made Inventor very suspicious; Super Frisbie Product;
Representatives Kathleen Tesori (kathleen@worldpatentmarketing.com); Robert Gonzalez;
and Keysi Sharapova.
Already has prototype of you product (Bottle Basher). $1000 for Ivy League Research; Phase
I Patent Protection; Phase II for Global Patent; Complained about being moving from
department to department; Dealt with Kathleen Tesori but could not get a hold of her; WPM
produced a logo, release, and drawings and launched release on Google
http://inventvillage.com/bottle-basher/; Kathleen led him to believe that she was marketing
his product to 100 companies (5 companies per month) but never got any results;
WPM told inventor that his patent was complete but he is not sure;
Inventor was working with WPM representatives Scott Cooper and Jerry Shapiro. He feels
that he was done wrong by this company and has recorded messages from both Scott & Jerry
how they wanted to get millions out of him to take product to market and become partners
with WPM. Inventor first dealt with Melina and Shankar then told Christine Hoffman that he
would like to work with an attorney he can connect with in February 2017. Next, Michael
Starkweather (Attorney) contacted inventor week of March 29, 2017 to take over his matter
but inventor went with another attorney. Starkweather told inventor that he got over 200
referrals for WPM. Inventor states "I will do anything to take down this company and get my
money back."
WPM never created a prototype and never returned correspondence with inventor; Sal
Peterson and Mack Haynes WPM Representatives; Inventor does not know if he has a patent
pending or not. Mack Haynes told inventor that WPM was working on his product and he
would get back to him but never did.

Worked with Kathleen Tesori - marketing consultant; initially spoke with John Alexander at
extn 275 in June, 2014; Patent “lawyer” Phillip Thomas Virga, 1525 Aviation Blvd., #105,
Redondo Beach, California [registration number – 36,710]; Spoke to Scott Cooper last
Utility Patent
summer about the invention and the progress; SC told Louis that it was “doing well” and that
Paid: $10,000.00
the next step was the institution of the marketing portfolio; ”Kathleen suggested utilizing
other routes to market invention, notwithstanding the money he had paid to have the product
marketed by WPM; Louis thought WPM was honest and really cared about the Inventors.
Inventor refused to pay an additional money ($5,000)to WPM unless she get a drawing that
up to par with the product was to look like; Inventor spoke with Nelson Santos WPM
Product manager, and he was very aggressive to inventor about getting her a new Patent
attorney and demanded payment for her. She refused again until she received a drawing.
Utility Patent $5,000.
Inventor threatened to sue WPM twice but did not. Once WPM received money they began
feeding inventor excused about her product. A representative from WPM called inventor to
find out if she was please with WPM and inventor told her not at all.
Patent was not rejected but objected because the rendering was blurred; has to resubmit;
Utility Patent Application $11,995; Patent
Attorney Phillip T. Virga contacted him to let him know that they no longer work with WPM;
$9995
Kathleen Tesori (Representative)
Inventor felt he always got the run around; Mack Hanes Patent attorney; Once WPM receive
Utility Patent $13,000
inventor's money no further action was processed for inventor;
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Customer Number

Type of Patent/Payment

14

15

Research $500.00

16

Utility Patent $12,995

17

European Union Patent Application:
$27,000 plus $1595 Product Analysis

18

$495.00

19

US Utility Patent $15,000

20

Research $1000; Utility Patent $12,995

21

Utility Patent $10,000

22

Connected with WPM and agreed to
GIRA research for $995.

23

Paid $8945 Patent and Marketing and
Royalties

24

Utility Patent $12,500

25

$995 for Research

26

Supreme Patent $31,500; Royalty Deal
$25,000

Notes/Complaints
Inventor has an existing patent but he did not invest any money in WPM because of what he
perceived to be "shady activity"; Inventor developed a Power Charger - Product and wanted
WPM to market and develop the product; WPM would not return the non-disclosure
agreement to Inventor so the Inventor signed another contract and WPM do not return that
one either; WPM gave Inventor the run around as to why they were not returning the
agreement so the Inventor decided not to move forward.
Nelson Santos WPM Rep.. Inventor paid for Patent Research but never received.
Musical Instrument Stand; Melina Roberts (WPM Representative); Inventor said WPM told
him he has Patent Pending Status; does not know if he has a patent or not; Once Inventor
paid for his package in full, he has not heard back from anyone at WPM via phone; he
received emails but has no information on his progress and he gets no response.
John Fetty called Inventor from Lead sheet; Sergio Seville took over and told her that her
idea was very promising; Persuaded Inventor to move forward with getting her a patent and
to market her product; Once they received her money, Seville got very aggressive with
Inventor when she tried to reach out to WPM about status; Next, Inventor received an email
that she was assigned to patent attorney Anthony Whittington who told Inventor that WPM
will not pay; therefore, he could not move forward with her patent. Next, attorney Shankar
Ghimire was assigned to her but did not move forward because he was owed money by
WPM. Inventor then sent correspondence to Christie Hoffman and Scott Cooper and
Hoffman responded that Inventor was now assigned to Mack Haynes to market her product
but again no correspondence until weeks later, then nothing. Inventor has been completely
ignored by WPM.
Board Game Patent; John Cummings Representative; Signed a contract and sent money for
patent research
Thomas Hayes (Patent Attorney); Yves Cham (WPM Rep); Yves was responsive to inventor
prior to receiving money but once he received money, inventor could not get a hold of
anyone. Thomas Hayes let inventor know that he stopped working on your file because of
non-payment. Inventor tried to contact WPM several times but could not get a hold of
anyone. Thomas Hayes told inventor that he assumed that he was refunded because he sent
his project back.
Sergio Seville and Janice Lee WPM representatives; Rachel Gilboy Patent Attorney; Inventor
spoke to USPO and his patent is about to be rejected because one document was not
submitted. He sent all needed documents to Rachel Gilboy but cannot get a response.
Inventor has been trying to get WPM on the phone for 6 months now; Rick Robles WPM
Representative but he never returned calls; Inventor did pursue her patent independently;
Susan Somersalo WPM attorney (currently being investigated by UPO office); Howie Ritz
contacted inventor to make sure Susan is doing the right thing to get patent approved.
Afterwards he paid them $16,000.00 in intervals within a month and a half. After paying
them $16,000.00 Mr. Dill has not received anything from them. Tried calling, etc. No
patent; no nothing.
Inventor already research done; WPM did nothing for her; Inventor found out that WPM lied
about the patent status because she contacted the USPO and they told her that she does not
have a patent pending.
Sergio Seville told Inventor that his idea was very good; Inventor told Seville that he did not
want to move forward because he discovered that their were similar products patented but
Seville persuaded Inventor to move forward with getting a patent and market his product;
Once WPM received his money Inventor cannot get questions answered from WPM; he was
pushed to different departments with a resolution; Canary PG Sensor (Product); Christie
Hoffman contact Inventors about name change due to trademark issues and Inventor changed
name to Bird Free Fume Sensor; received linked to blog and PR web and mock up rendering
of the product with no details; Inventor is frustrated and unhappy with the service WPM
provides because they give the customer many promises but nothing executed or delivered in
a timely manner. In a year and a half no has not even received a provisional patent.
John Cummings Representative; Contacted WPM for a Patent and to market product.
Research completed for Backpack for Equine grooming; the research was very generic so
Inventor was not impressed. No phone call were returned and the WPM
Tamber Stick - Redesign of the Tambourine; Merina worked on US Patent (Abandoned
October 2, 2016) ; Adrian working on European Patent but have not received payment of
$4750; will abandon patent by April 6, 2017. December 2015 signed royalty deal with Scott
Cooper for product (20% of net royalty, paid to Inventor every 3 months). Inventor never
received any money. Jerry Shapiro (Project manager) liaison between Inventor and Scott
Cooper. Spoke to Andrew (attorney) and he advised that the US Patent would be revised but
Inventor is not sure it was done. Inventor says lawyer does not want anything to do with
WPM. After Inventor paid the $25,000 for Royalty fee communication was very limited.
Last contact with Jerry Shapiro was last week.

Page 2 of 10

Case 1:17-cv-20848-DPG Document 46-8
on FLSD Docket 04/05/2017 Page 3 of 10
WorldEntered
Patent Marketing
Receiver's Call Log

Customer Number
27

28

29
30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38
39
40
41

Type of Patent/Payment

Notes/Complaints

Solomon Peterson WPM Agent; Brooke World, Integrity Patent Group 855-533-3437 (Patent
Attorney);
In his opinion as a business owner, "they are a fraud." He paid $9,000.00 for utility patent;
found out that they were using "Fiver." Total bait and switch. Tom worked with Rachel
Gilboy (patent administrator). "They tell you anything. A lot of the promises until they get
Provisional and utility - $9,000.00 (paid money then would never return calls. Rick Robles - project manager. Once he took the money
- nothing. Tom went to south beach office., taken back by the security and boiler room
in full)
environment. The minute they got that check it was OVER. At some point he got worn out
and "wrote it off." Working with Inventhelp now and it's "night and day." Also very fishy
was the board of directors listed - all of these prestigious people - for what?
Contacted WPM with the Inventor idea and wanted to know if it was marketable; Spoke with
Brantley Barnes on February 22, 2017 he said a good idea and he need to do a Markey
$500 Market Analysis
Analysis.
Melina Roberts Representative; Brooke Wold Patent Consultant; Does not know if he has a
Utility Patent $16,000
patent.
Inventor received letter from Inventa about the European Patent Application that they have
Global Patent and Buy in for Royalties not been paid; also received letter about Patent Corporation Treaty from Marina that she was
withdrawing because of non-pay; inventor paid $200,000 for Royalty buy in; $65,000 for the
$278,000
Patent; $1,000 for research;
WPM gave Inventor updates every couple of months but would never give him a direct
answer; Investor states that he received a letter from WPM that they wanted an additional
$50,000 to continue working with inventor; WPM said the expense for a prototype and for
PCT and US Patent $22,780
marketing; WPM did not provide any work for the initial $22,780; Rachel Gilboy is working
with inventor to continue his patent; Inventor is not sure if he even has a patent pending and
if a Global patent even exist.
Michael W. Starkweather (Attorney) told Inventor that he filed a Non Provisional Patent
application for him. Told Inventor that he would see offers immediately but that did not
Utility Patent: paid $10,000
happen; Challengeable Chess Invention
Scott Cooper, B. Barnes, Tamila Wilson WPM Agents; Anthony Marbito (attorney)
contacted inventor on 3/22/2017) to let him know that he no longer works with WPM and he
Utility Patent $15,000
can push his patent forward if inventor pays him $1,000 over a year. When it is all said and
done, inventor will pay attorney an additional $5,000.
Provisional Patent $4995.00

2014 contacted WPM to get a patent; Complete Phase I; Jerry Shapiro was suppose to get a
quote for her prototype but never did; Spoke with Janice Lee, Kathleen Tesori and Scott
Cooper about her progress of product but kept getting the run around; Received Provisional
Patent but have not received her non-provisional Patent Seldom receive answers to
Utility Patent $15,000
questions; WPM could not make her idea come to life (Rendering) in a timely manner
because they could not get the concept of her product correct. Finally received a 3D
rendering after way too much time. Inventor believes representative were totally inept. After
WPM received the Inventors money she could not get a fair communication track with them.
Inventor says that a great deal of information that was given to her by WPM was false; she
could not get a hold of anyone after she paid the fees; Inventor waited for almost a year for
Research $1095; Utility Patent $11,995; any progress; she still have not receive the apt. she paid for; Inventor never say any
Application Electronic Device $10,000 advertising that WPM claimed was done; WPM confirmed that inventor was patent pending
but she just found out that it was a lie because Rachel Gilboy told inventor that she was not
patent pending because she was denied.
Does not have a patent as yet; Attorney Shankar Ghimire was assigned to her to file nonprovisional application; Received info on March 16, 2017 from attorney that her nonprovisional has been filed and he is attaching her receipt; WPM promised to assist Inventor
$1200 for Analysis; $3000 for Patent to patent and market her product but she believes its all lies; got the run around from
Process; $1500 for Non-Provisional Patent department from department; Kathleen Terosi told her that she was sending 5 letter to
companies a month to market product; Cell Bracelet or Necklace Product; Yves Cham was
Marketing Director for her product but could never get in touch with him; Inventor told that
her patent was expiring; Inventor would like her money back
Sergio Seville & Sherri Velozo (WPM Representatives); Once WPM did the research
package paid in October 2016, WPM pushed inventor to purchase a patent package. After
$1595 for Research; $15,995 Patent
WPM received inventor's money in February 2017 for patent package (Licensing and
Branding), WPM never communicated with inventor again.
Paid for Patent research but never get results, company shut down before.
Patent Research $495.00
WPM was in the process of selling the inventor the next level for Design Patent for $2600
and $7,000 to $50,000 for marketing, development and distribution.
Jasper Fernandez, Yves Cham; Christie Hoffman (WPM Representative) and Brooke Wold
Utility Patent $10,000
WPM Patent Attorney); Has not received a return correspondence in 3 months
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Customer Number

42

43
44
45

46

47

48

49

50
51

52

53

54
55

Type of Patent/Payment

Notes/Complaints

Intercontinental Patent Application
Made a proto-type independently and sent to WPM; WPM then took Prototype and rebuilt a
$25,000; $1,200 for application; $8,000
prototype to market it. Purchased a Intercontinental Patent Application $49,995.00 (Inventor
for design; $25,000 for building the
paid $25,000 and WPM paid $25,000); Would like to get his prototype back and inventor
prototype;
found out that he does not have a patent because it was rejected and he needs to refile.
Research $995; Utility Patent $12,995 Already email contract and information. Mack Haynes Patent Attorney.
Sent info via email
International Patent $27,000
WPM employee purportedly named Laurence Standfield told inventor he would send him
$100,000 after his invention was approved. WPM moved the plan along with persuading
Research $1000; Utility Patent $5,000
inventor that he would make a lot money. Once inventor contracted with WPM, the company
never responded to inventor again.
Inventor shipped WPM Inventory of product 300 Units (15 Boxes) of Inventor product
Product Marketing Package $20,000 plus valued at $6,000 on March 17, 2017 (UPS tracking number 1Z950X320317969718).
Inventor contracted Product Launch commitment whereas WPM would pay royalties to
$1500 for market study.
Inventor at 25%. Invention "The Good Cushion", Inventor is a Chiropractor.
Sept. 10, 2016 paid $1295 for initial
research (GIRA); November 9, 2016 paid $16,500 strictly for patent marketing
services - name, logo, marketing, trade
shows

On November 28, 2016 was told to file provisional patent on her own. WPM then provided a
menu of services - they selected name, logo and marketing (trade shows, press release) and
inventor paid $16,500.00. As soon as they paid the $16,500.00 - *crickets*. They worked
with Ed Perez and then Janice Lee. Ms. Lee had no idea about anything that anyone was
supposed to do for them. Typos; incomplete sentences in the "marketing materials."
Rick Robles (WPM agents); $700 for research; $17,500 for patent agreement; Inventor got
Global and US Patent $18,500
the run around, he does not know if he has a patent or not;
Jerry Shapiro first worked with Mr. McArthur. Jerry was project mgr. First stage getting
GIRA done - with payment. Then WPM explains how Mr. McArthur could sell the rights to
his company. They told him that he would have to pay $11,000.00 to get the patent. He paid
utility patent. Invested about $5,745.00. in installments ($4,000.00 then $1,000.00) and would "owe" them another $6,000.00 if the
First payment was for GIRA. Second company were valid. He got the booklet with all of the paperwork and the analytics and he
payment was to get the patent actually thought things were "rolling." He was told that he would be making millions (Mr. McArthur
started - partial payment of $4,000.00 then even stated that he thought that was high). Misrepresentation - blog was supposed to be up by
a certain time and it never went up; press release was supposed to be completed by a certain
another payment of $1000
time but presser didn't happen timely and then when it did go out he thought it was "kind of
weak." He would never hear anything from them until he contacted them and then they
would reach out sporadically.
Yves Chum and Rock Robles (WPM Agent); Does not know if he has a patent
Utility/Business Patent $12,000
Sergio Seville wanted to sell him a package for approximately $65,000. Inventor got
$1200 Market Analysis;
suspicious that WPM was a scam.
Thomas Hayes (Patent Attorney); John Cummings (WPM Rep); Thomas Hayes let inventor
know that he stopped working on your file because of non-payment. When inventor
contracted with WPM, he was under the impression that WPM has internal patent agents and
$995 for GIRA; US Utility Patent $14,995 attorneys that would work on his matter. WPM would say "our team of attorneys or our team
of designers," which was misleading for inventor when he found out that that was not the
case. WPM seemed very professional up-front but after WPM received his money, there was
no communication.
First call received by Tyler was from Daniela Ortiz (project mgr.). Tyler and Daniela went
over his invention. They first spoke on a Friday then she called back on Monday. On
Monday, she suggested that he buy the GIRA (used the words "you are not a millionaire
yet "); 2 weeks passed and Tyler sent the GIRA money ($980). After GIRA, conversation
went to purchasing of tools for patenting invention. Quoted him $12k. Tyler didn't have it
on hand, offered a payment plan (used the words "we aren't the type of company to put you in
collection"); told that royalties would cover the remaining balance $10,000.00. But then Talia
Wilson sent invoice for $10,000.00 thus reneging on their promise. Always a blank space
between communication -- Tyler could never get a solid answer. The only time they would
Utility patent: paid $2,980.00
communicate would be when Tyler hit zero for the receptionist (Tyler would hear chickens
or something in background, suggesting that it was someone at home, not office. There was
also an apparent lack of knowledge of WPM's end. Tyler was transferred to Rachel Gilboy
for assistance in application for provisional patent. A lot of the drawings from the "design
team" were really "bogus" (in his words). Design team did not seem very sophisticated.
Beforehand, wen Tyler was shopping around for services another company told him that
World Patent Marketing had been flagged for fraud. This was sometime in the first quarter
of 2015.
Inventor claims that WPM offered her a free advertising deal and she would only pay
Paid $997
$997.00
Global Patent Application $34,995.00; Sent numerous emails about concerns about invention; No trade shows or Roundtables;
Kathleen Tesori (Representative)
paid total of $37,000
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56

57

58

59
60

Type of Patent/Payment

Told he didn’t have to put more money down but then told that his “patent” had expired.
Received a call from a former employer who stated that she left the company and had gone
private. Product: Unzip and Fix (household invention)
Chris Perez, Sergio Seville, and Janice Lee WPM Agents; Received correspondence in
February 2017 that inventor has a press release posted on PRWeb, Bill Flanigan was the
Product and Marketing $11,000
contact on release.
Working with Parker Mattis - an employee of World Patent Marketing. Received the GIRA
patent research - $695 (GIRA - 112 pages analysis. Ms. Newman contracted with WPM for patent services. She has given us access to
her email account containing the contract between herself and World Patent Marketing. She
"very detailed, very convincing.").
"Trying to send them $15,000.00 right was about to send $15,000.00 to WPM to move forward. Her patent is for a microchip to
install into glasses in order to locate missing glasses. There would be an app to locate the
now for patent and licensing."
missing glasses.
Will send information
Utility Patent $25,000
Shankar Ghimire Patent Attorney told inventor to wait for a year because her patent will take
Paid $4,500
a while. Pill Dispenser invention.
Approx. monies spent: $200 plus $900
plus $4,000 = $5,100.00

61

Research $1600; PCT /Utility Patent
$26,999

62

$1,595

63

Global Patent $32,000

64

$598 then $7,500.00 supposed to pay
another $7,500.00 by October. GIRA
covered under the $598.

65

PCT and Mobile Apt. Patent $27,995

66

67

68

69

Notes/Complaints

$1000 Research; $4000 for Patent

John Cummings Representative and Solomon Peterson; Inventor was contacted by Jerry
Shapiro WPM Marketing and briefly in July to Scott Cooper; No phone call were returned
and the WPM representatives could not give any answers; All drawing provided by WPM
were unprofessional; Brooke World Patent attorney; Utility patent has been filed but the PCT
was not filed; Inventor admits that she ignored all waring signs because she wanted this to
work very badly; When taught that WPM was extremely friendly until inventor paid money;
John Cummings became extremely irate when inventor said "Am I being Scammed."
Promised a press release, and a webpage but inventor believes that they were not real.
Inventor paid for Patent search Phase I; Robert Gonzalez was senior team leader; Gonzalez
told Inventor that "product was good product and nothing in the field out there like your
product"; Inventor was ready to move forward;
Ed Perez and Janice Lee WPM Representatives; Inventor could not get a hold of anyone once
she gave them her money; 10/25/2016 $1,500 for research; 11/18/2016 she gave $30,000
(Smart Product Building Agreement);
Paid $7500 core services/branding; Re-negged/ bait/switch – initially offered $7500 and then
other $7500 due when making money. If you didn’t make any money wouldn’t have to pay
the $7500. Then that “expired” and they said you have to pay $7500 regardless. Otherwise
they initially seemed diligent; spoke with Jonathan Dunkle, blind call. Did the initial phone
call; Worked with Robert Gonzalez (project mgr.) and Sherry Velozo (project mgr.). When
inventor's husband asked for references from other successful client, Gonzalez got
defensive/aggressive. They believe that WPM are complete scam artists; received a receipt
for a provisional patent. Got the provisional patent herself so WPM could market the
product.
Michael W. Starkweather (Attorney) never contact inventor with updates. Inventor invested
over $36,000.00 (Canadian funds) with this company last Oct. 2016 , and to date have
received
Very little service from them. Staff over at WPM are: the Development Dept., Director Jay
Ward and legal contractor Mike Starkweather.

WPM wanted $15,000 for patent but Inventor paid a deposit $4000 and negotiated that once
Inventor started receiving royalties the remaining would be paid back; Shankar Ghimire
(Patent attorney) sent Inventor an email that the patent had to be updated and wanted
Inventor to pay money to update in October; Inventor told attorney to reach out to WPM
because that was not the deal; then the attorney told Inventor to reach out to the
Receivership; Scoot Cooper told Inventor that he was a pain in his ass because Inventor
wanted a schedule of work. Kathleen Tesori told Inventor "You will get it when you get it"
when he inquired about the progress of his website and promotions. When the Inventor
received his renderings (3 times) of his product, they were all wrong and not professional.
Inventor feels the WPM were very unprofessional and would never follow through on work.
$995 for the research and $12,995 for Patent; Wayne Harper patent Attorney;

Utility Patent $14,000
Paid $1870 for GIRA (this was "complete
crap" - it was just a bunch of data that
was thrown together in a fancy
envelope; then paid $27,000.00 for the
patent package including PR; infocommercials; data,; blogging; features in After the $27,000.00 was paid (outside of the patent attorneys) no one at WPM was able to
be found. 6-7 months of no contact whatsoever
tech magazines; promo
Research $1000; $12,000 for Patent
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73

74

75

76
77
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82
83
84
85
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Mack Hanes WPM Patent attorney; Ed Perez WPM Project Manager; Inventor sent videos
Paid $70,000 for Utility Patent/with China
and questionnaire about product; Once inventor sent the money it was a struggle to get them
and Europe add-ons.
on the phone and the WPM representative were very evasive.
Rick Robles and Kathleen Tesori (Project managers); the last 8 months could not get a hold
Utility Patent $19,500; $1000 Research of anyone; Inventor received a drawing of product and WPM got the product wrong each
time; Shape- a- boot inventors product
Never had a WPM representative directly assigned to Inventor; received correspondence
from Siena , Rosa Miranda, and Marina Mikhailova); does not know if he received a patent
or not; March 9, 2016 patent application was filed; Remote Tripping Device Product; WPM
Utility Patent $12,000
never delivered on any promises according to contract; Inventor believes that WPM sold his
information about his invention or used information to create an invention; Inventor saw his
invention in Kline catalog under a different name.
Dealt with Scott Cooper; Electronic Cellphone Charger; When inventor told WPM that he
did not have the money up-front they asked him if he has any assets he can sell such as
Utility Patent $8000
property or his car; Inventor eventually went on a payment plan to pay as the process moves
along; Inventor still owes approx. $1000.00
Worked with Yves Cham and Paul Silva; On March 8, 2017 Inventor struck a deal with
Intelligent Report in Feb $695; $12,495 WPM and Scott Cooper to pay deposit of $6,000 (opened credit card to pay $6,000); pay
remaining by end of the year; Inventors wanted to pay the remaining balance through his
for Design Patent Product Launch
royalties but WPM said he could not but it must be paid by the end of the year; Inventors
believed in Scott Cooper and WPM. The money has not a taken out of his account as yet.
completed patent process with the USPO paid $65 for the patent. No reference to
WPM on the patent. Contracted with
WPM to do the research (GIRA) , market Then she paid $8,000.00 for marketing services. After that WPM sent her a certification
type thing with the advisory board people on there and they did the press release. Supposed
product and pitch it to different
to be doing some NY invention exchange. Last correspondence was 3-4 weeks ago. Last
companies. GIRA stated royalties at
time she called, someone in India picked up.
$4.3mm. GIRA - $995.
Rick Robles WPM Representative; Inventor Patent Pending paperwork with no patent
Non-Provisional Patent $11,000
number associated; Inventor believes that he is in the marketing phase with WPM.
Jessica and Melina Roberts WPM Representatives; WPM would always call money but never
International Patent $25,000
gave information about product; WPM did not do any work for Inventor.
Johnny Graham WPM Representative; After Jan. 2017 inventor got no return
correspondence; Patent Attorney Andrew Morabito told inventor that he was terminating
Research $1200;
Utility
relationship with WPM because of non-payment; attorney sent inventor an email that he has
Patent $14,999
to pay him $1600.00 to continue working for him; Inventor told him that he wanted to meet
him in person to continue with him but Morabito would not meet with him.
Utility Patent $11,000 and Research
John Alexander Representative;
$1000
Inventor could not get any one on the phone to work on his patent and when WPM did send
him a design was very poor (an understatement) and unprofessional. Shankar Ghimire is the
attorney working with Inventor currently because the inventor paid him $1000 and inventor
Research and US and European
will pay him according to the work he is doing per hour. Inventor paid Shankar for a new
Utility Patent $12,000
design as well. WPM did none of the work that the inventor paid for. Inventor started
receiving correspondence from Cooper Foundation.
Received Provisional Patent for US Patent Commission on his own then contacted WPM;
Scott Cooper said he loved his patent product so he wanted to work with him for $50,000.
90% of royalties to Inventor and 10% to Cooper. Cooper told inventor that he would produce
product without him if inventor did not give Cooper $300,000. (15% of net profits to
Inventor and 85% to Cooper). Boxed consumer into a corner because told inventor that he
Utility/Design/
had to abide by because of exclusive licenses agreement. Smart Net (Original Product name)
PTC Patent $380,000
but Cooper changed the name to Janice Case. The final pivot was when Cooper told inventor
that he would only produce cell phone cases and did way with inventor idea. Inventor
received a call from Phil Virga, who told that his patent was rejected and the other two
patents were never applied for. NBC News 6 will run a story on March 29, 2017. Tony
Pippitone reporter 954-806-4209.
John alexander Representative;
Utility patent; Paid $10,700
Jerry Shapiro was project mgr. and Mack Haynes patent attorney; Mr. Hayes will not take
PCT Patent and US Patent $19,995;
inventor calls; Does have a patent pending.
Research $1,500
Inventor paid for research and WPM said his invention was good to go to move on to the
Research $1,200
next phase.
WPM wasted inventor time and money; Never received drawing, release, or anything related
Utility Patent $6000.00;
Research
to contract. WPM said that they would market his product to 5 companies a month, never
$1,200
done. Ed Gonzalez and Robert Gonzalez WPM Representatives.
WPM would not return inventor calls and passed her from one person to another; Shankar
Utility Patent $13,000
Ghimire told her about the TRO. Dealt with Melina Roberts the most.
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Pending Patent Status; Safety Glass lenses; Mark Levenda WPM Attorney; Very Aggressive
until received money from inventor then they would not return call; after WPM received idea
Design Patent $8999.00
they could not execute a rendering that was professional; their press release were written by a
third grader; All work was unprofessional.
$750 Research Oct. 2015;
$21,995 Rick Robles WPM Representative; Utility Patent Continuous Charging System; Inventor is
for PCT Patent Jan. 2016; $7,995 Nov extremely upset and is filing criminal charges. Oct. 8, 2015 Inventor filed for Provisional
patent through Legal Zoom and WPM contacted inventor from that lead.
2016 design drawings
WPM accepted a $14k investment from Inventor for my invention titled the "Gnarbuckle",
Utility Patent $12,000
and have been giving him a horrible run around for almost two years.
Came to Miami to Rick Robles Project Manager; WPM set inventor up with Mack Hayes
who developed the drawing for Patent Pending. Inventor has a pending patent but Hayes will
Utility Patent $11,995
not return phones calls now.
Inventor received confirmation on PCT; Marina Mikhailova WPM attorney did a poor job;
Shankar Ghimire current attorney that inventor is using; Inventor could not get a hold of
US Patent and PCT $18,000
anyone to help him; the rendering were not good and inventor never approved them.
Electrical components design does not require a patent; Rachel Gilboy attorney; WPM sent
$995 for Research; Utility Patent $15,000 you Inventor a correspondence about launch that states he "cannot disclose the information
being sent to Inventor to attorney or anyone working for WPM,"
Inventor is currently working with the Davis Group on his Patent. Inventor is very upset
Paid $855 or $1100
about his money.
$1,200 initial deposit; Intercontinental Steven Grayhouse then Yves; Contracted in March 2016 but has not received anything
Patent Application $39,995;
Paid correspondence related to the Patent; Led to believe that he was paying for a service but got
nothing in return; All they pushed was more money; the faster he paid the more he would get;
$34,200 still owe $7,000
Left several messages on Scott Cooper answering machine but never received a return call.
Richard Barnes and Lionel Simmons WPM Representatives; Inventor states WPM gave her
the run around, could not get someone to call her back; Inventor was in last phase
development; she had a press release and website that was terrible and did not represent her
product; Inventor received corresponded that your product should be ready to go May 2017;
Patent Attorney Rachel Gilboy; She told inventor that he filed provisional patent; Inventor's
Research $895; Patent $5500.00
provisional patent will last until January 23, 2018;
Initial payment - $999 with Paul Silva via Patrick Woodard is 82 years old. Janice Lee is the only person he has talked to since
wire for GIRA (66 pages). Then wired December. Only person to have picked up the phone in the last 3 months. He is a "poor guy"
and now he is "about to cry" because he cannot afford to lose this money. Already sent
World Patent Marketing $14,995.00.
Spent total $16,000 (paid by his partner $12,000.00 to the attorney. He has a partner named Randolph Thomas who is also invested
Randolph Thomas) - has a design patent. in the invention. Yves Cham and Paul Silva dealt with Patrick until they took his money.
Told his product was worth $13mm. Kept being told to "be patient." Advertised a general
Term 15 years. Filed July 9, 2015.
#USD764,023S Product is a garden hose working for them, a former Miss America and others (board of directors). "Why would they
even send that me?"
nozzle holder that attaches to things.
Melina Roberts Representative; He was told that his patent will be completed by March
Paid $27,000
2016;
Utility Patent $7,000

99

100

Utility Patent $16,000

101

Design Patent $8000.00

All of the launch materials have not been provided.
Jimmy Bouchreau WPM Rep.; Once WPM received inventor money, WPM would not
contact inventor; Mack Hayes told inventor that his patent was filed and is pending. Last
emailed received December 27, 2016; Never received marketing and product launch;
WPM service was terrible and unprofessional; Kevin McDaniel attorney (713-224-8080 x
201); Inventor is in Patent Pending Status;
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102

Utility Patent $13,000

Rachel Gilboy filed a patent for inventor but she have not received payment; Gilboy advised
inventor that she will wait until the court date to let him know if she is going to withdraw for
his application.

103
104
105

106

107

108

109
110

111

112

113

Research $1,200; $750 then Continental
Everything was going good until he received letter; Inventor receive a pending patent status.
Patent $18,775
Inventor is waiting for package to be complete and wanted a refund. WPM would not give
Marketing Package $5000.00
her a refund.
Her contact at WPM - Rachel (from Arizona); Desa - 888-926-8174 (left VM); follow up
with Scott Cooper; Cooper - 646-412-5985
Paid WPM $6,000 on 3/8/17; paid $695 He spoke with the following from WPM: Paul Silva. Already holds patent: hired WPM to
to do "an intelligence report" -- Phase I; market his product. Has had email correspondence; was impressed by the website. Seemed
like "important people" were involved in WPM. Visted BBB website. Email correspondce
Phase II - paid $6,000 for "product
with WPM "sounded very professional", "very nice". Ize Cham
launch".
Purchased late 2015 and process dragged on thru 2016. Dealt with Pat Dorn: sales agent.
George paid in response to false pressure re: D/L's; was told the patent process would take 18
Paid WPM $12,000: 3 payments
months to 2 years. (very pushy).
Worked with Paulo Silva and Yves Chan at WPM. Paid initial amount. Sent money for
marketing ($12,000.00) and was referred to a patent agent in November of 2016 - Shankar
Paid $1500 for the research; for patent
Ghimire who told you that he was owed money by WPM. Has worked with WPM since
work and marketing paid $12,995.00 for a
April, 2015 and still he has no patent. They told Jordan that it was "patent pending" however
utility patent
Jordan learned that you can't be patent pending until an application has been filed and no
such application was ever filed.
Chris Pulling patent attorney; told investor that they have a pending patent; Two of the
Research $1000; Utility Patent $8,995
Covenant (Product)
Research $700; PCT $14,995 (Only Paid
Mr. King and Janice Lee WPM Representatives; Never received anything
$5,000)
Edwin Wold patent attorney and Rick Robles WPM Rep.; Intergrate Patent Group were hired
from WPM to execute the inventor's patent; Inventor received his provisional patent but
US Utility Patent $13,000
WPM let it lapse (Expired on March 3); Inventor contacted WPM many times and got the
run around;
Jerry Shipiro and Sergio Seville; Merina was patent Attorney but told inventor that she was
Utility Patent $11,995; Research $995 not working on his product because WPM did not pay her then inventor was sent to attrney
Starkweather to work on his patent; WPM did no work that was legit
Research - GIRA: 9/26/14 $1,095; $9,000
(to "project mgr" Jay Ward) for patent "They were really good at stringing people along lemme tell ya." Sent her all kinds of paper
work to sign but never provided her with a patent (to her understanding), however she is not
services in order to apply for the
"worldwide" utility patent (for cast cover); certain because after they got the money they never responded to any calls or emails. They
would send "generic emails" stating things like "we know you are waiting for an answer" but
then another $13,000 payment on
then nothing.
November 24, 2014 for marketing.

114

Research $2000; Utility Patent $12,500

115

Research & Utility Patent $12,995

116

Utility Patent $11,000

117

Utility Patent $20,000

118

Research $1600; Utility Patent $16,000

119

Marketing Package $7345.00

120

Research $495.00
Utility Patent & Design &Trademark
$16,000

121
122

US Utility Patent $14,995; Research
$1,995

123

Research $495.00

Could not a hold of WPM; Luis Ponce WPM Project Dir.; Never got any services completed;
WPM never really did a research all analyis were fake; WPM was unresponsive from
beginning to end; Promised money back to inventor if they couldnot get him a patent; Jhonny
Graham was the biggest liar inventor ever encountered; Inventor found out that someone else
in Atlanta already had a similar product; When Inventor demanded a refund, Scott Copper
sent inventor an email with threating language. Filed a complaint at the BBB then Cooper
started to be nicer to inventor so he could push inventor into purchasing a Mobile Apt. WPM
caused inventor so much stress, he started a stress disorder.
Inventor believes he is in Patent Pending Status; Sold him the same pitch that 100 companies
are interested in his product and they would market his product to 5 companies a month.
Was orking with Melina and then his contract was transferred to Mark Starkwearther;
Kethleen Tesori and Jerry Shapiro would not return calls.
Michael Starkweather wants inventor ro pay him direct because WPM have not paid him;
Never gave inventor a receipt for the $16,000 but sh does have copy of bank draft.
Paid by Credit Card; Food Jiff Product, third party online service; John Cummings WPM
Representative; After WPM received inventor's money they would return his call.
Never Received research results.
Refunded Inventor $6000 because design and trademark in 2016; Patent Pending but was
rejected; Could not get a hold of anyone at WPM to help her revise her patent.
Andrew Moradito Assigned attorney that has not done anything for inventor because he was
not getting paid by WPM. Milena Roberts WPM Rep. would not return inventors calls.
Purchased a Research and advertising package under a President's Day Special for $495.00;
Started paying with $150 in Summer 2016 and $345 in February 2017; Inventor have not
received anything in return.
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129

130
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Robert Gonzalez WPM rep.; told inventor that your product was great and highly reted in
many areas and the Senior Advisor was extremely interested into her product; Once inventor
proceeded to next leveland paid for the patent, WPM told her that they stopped doing 3D
models of her invention the previous month and she believes that WPM provided fake
information and research numbers. Inventor could not her press release anywhere when she
Research $1195.00; Design Patent
research her product; inventor has to rewrite all written material provided to her and the
$8995.00
website was poorly done; the blog WPM did for her was very elementary and poorly done.
Inventor had to do all the work in reference to your design because WPM could not execute.
Antony Whitington sent her a email that he works with client that were not please with
WPM. Inventor does not know how he gor her information. Kathleen Tesori was her
Representative.
Paid $4500 to do the research; $4500 to file patent application; and $4500 for remaining
patent application paid on January 2017; Once WPM received all of inventors money they
Utility Patent $14,000
went silent.
Research $1,100; Utility Patent $12,995 Melina Roberts WPM Rep.; Mark Starkweather attorney;
Utility patent $14,000
Paid for research on March 2, 2017; Christopher King WPM representative; Inventor
contacted world patent marketing in Februaty and paid in March 2017; Never reseived result
Research $1295
and he is worried that WPM representative will take his idea.
TP to go name of invention; Parker Matis WPM rep.; Contracted with WPM on 9/22/16;
Research $1395; Paid $10,000 for Core
Invnetor found out that after the Research portion was completed and WPM gave the
Services and Branding paid installments
inventor the results letting her know her invention was great, inventor found out that there
10/14/2016; 11/28/201; 1/3/17; 2/9/2017
was already a product named the same and already on the shelves.
Mike Starkweather was attorney; November 22. 2016 inventor received an email stating he
Research $1500; Combo Patent $26,995; was patent pending; Inventor states that WPM was suppose to market his invention world
wide. WPM to inventor that his PCT was for 126 Countries worldwide; Inventor have not
received anything for what paid for with the exception of the Patent Pending status;
Robert Gonzalez and Kathleen Tesori WPM rep.; When inventor contacted the companies
that WPM claimed they contacted, none of them heard of his invention or knew about his
invention; when he reported this info back to Gonzalez, he told him to market himself
because WPM would just send an email with no follow up related to the product; Before
Research $1000; Global Patent (198
inventor sent WPM the money to start the patent process, WPM told inventor that his
Countries) $64,995
invention was worth upwards of $50 million and if he signed a licensing deal he could have
$250,000 in pocket right way. (Inventor has that recording); WPM did not deliver anything
they promised with the exception of a patent pending status and a website that was nothing to
help market his product.

132

Design Patent $7,995 and Research $1000

133

Research $1000 (12/12/2015); Global
Patent $12,995

134

Design Patent $12,995

135

US Patent $13,000; Research $1,000

136

Research $1100; US Utility Patent
$12.995

Brantley Barnes, Marina, John Cummings, and Jay Ward WPM representatives; WPM did
research and told inventor that the idea was great; Promised inventor design, blog, trade
show; satistics of who views the blog and a website but when it was time for the Tradshow,
WPM told inventor no more tadeshows were taking place; Brantley Barnes threatened to
close acount unless you paid account in full but the inventor made an agreement with John
Cummings to pay in installments but Barnes put your account in collection for non-payment
so inventor paid in full (February 22, 2017). After the account was paid in full; inventor
could not get a hold of WPM.
WPM reach out to inventor from a contact sheet and inventor paid for research; In July of
2016 inventor paid for Utility Patent, he could not get a hold of anyone from WPM after that;
John Cummings WPM representative; inventor does not know if WPM did anything with his
information.

137
138

Jose Lugo (a WPM employee) sent Dave a friend request on Facebook. Dave told Lugo about
Just paid $22,000 for global patent (thinks
his invention and how he had gone through a different company (out of Pittsburgh) and had
he owes them $2/$3,000.00
gotten screwed.
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First spoke with Jay Ward (no longer with the Company). First filed for patent through
Littman law in Virginia several years before started working with WPM. Her fear was that it
Has not received a patent. Applied for
would come back as "prior art". She told them that her patent could up as "prior art" because
US/PCT utility patent. Initially you paid
of the work she had already done with Littman. Was told this is "even better" - and she
$295 for GIRA research - which stated
believed them. Were told that it was a "billion dollar business" (not in writing). This is what
that it would be very marketable (charts
induced her to pay $21,995.00 for WPM to do the patent work and marketing work. Told
and what not that are hard to follow).
consumer that patent agents were attorneys and that they would "fight to the bitter end to get
Invention is a dishwasher rack to wash
patent." The verbiage wound up being copied exactly from the original patent. She has no
expensive stemware without breakage.
patent and no work has been done. Marina (the former patent agent that WPM worked with)
initially worked with her and then someone named Mack Haynes was supposedly working on
her patent but then neither got paid and stoped working. Needed more money
WPM told inventor that the $695 covered the research and registering patent with Alington,
VA and Washington DC and once you got the patent it would cover worldwide. Sean Tolbert
Research $695;
and Brantley Barnes WPM Representative
Richard Barnes and Lionel Simmons WPM Representatives; Inventor states WPM gave him
Utility and Design Patent $22,000
the run around, could not get someone to call him back;
Sherry Velozo and Robert Gonzalez WPM Rep; Inventor is happy with WPM, no
Research $1100; US Utility Patent
Complaints. Velozo let inventor know that she was happy with his product because his
$12.995 but paid $6,000 and pay
product was good and she was excited about his invention and where it was headed.
remaining when get a licensing deal
John Cumming WPM Rep.; WPM has a sale and charged a discount rate for research report,
inventor have not received a report because WPM was placed under the TRO after he paid
Jay Dowd, Kadia, Jerry Shapiro, and Scott Cooper WPM Reps; Inventor invented a Shipping
Label; WPM ran a contest and Cooper invited him on his Yacht to discuss his idea; When
inventor reached out about the trip he got the runaround and never got the trip. Wanted
inventor to sign a contract for 99 years when a patent is good for 20 Years. Cooper told
inventor that if he did not like his contract he should rip it up and write a new one. Inventor
GIRA $1500; Global Utlity Patent
never got his prototype, Inventor knows that Jhonny Graham look on his linkedin account on
$64,995; Mobile Apt $19,995; Website
4/4/17. Scott Cooper asked inventor why he would not sign his contract and inventor told
Development $29,995; Trade Mark
him that his contract was BS; when inventor would not sign, Cooper did not want to work
Application $1495; Copyright application
with inventor and would not complete his work. Inventor believes that Cooper put Marina
$995; $119,000
Mikhailova on his contract because she was someone that was not capable of doing the work.
When inventor asked for a refund, Cooper told him "thats not it works in the real world."
Cooper used alot of intimidating tactic against inventor such as walking with Big Al (had a
gun on him), and always told inventor that Eric Krisman would rip anyone apart. Cooper was
a great BS artist.
Jhonny Graham WPM Representative; Inventor paid WPM over $50,000 back in October
GIRA $2100; Global Utlity Patent
2016 and, to the best of his knowledge, WPM have not filed his Multi-National Patent
$49,995
Application as of yet.
Research $495.00
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Jonathan E. Perlman, Receiver
Telephone: 1-844-879-7694
Email: info@worldpatentmarketingreceivership.com

VIA-E-MAIL
March 23, 2017

RE:

Federal Trade Commission v. World Patent Marketing Inc., et al.
Case No. 17-cv-2048-GAYLES, United States District Court (S.D. Fla.)

Dear Patent Agent or Attorney:
On March 7, 2017, the United States Federal Trade Commission filed an enforcement
action against World Patent Marketing, Desa Industries (the “Companies”) and Scott J. Cooper.
The Federal Trade Commission alleges that Mr. Cooper used the Companies to engage in
fraudulent and deceptive trade practices which harm consumers.
That same day, United States District Judge Darrin P. Gayles (Southern District of
Florida) entered the Temporary Restraining Order (“TRO”). The TRO appoints me, Jonathan
Perlman, Receiver of World Patent Marketing and DESA Industries. My job, as Judge Gayles
ordered, is to assume full control of the Companies, including their assets and operations. The
TRO also requires me to conduct an investigation of the Companies’ business affairs and report
my findings to the Court.
Pursuant to the authority granted me by Section XIII(D) of the TRO, I have temporarily
suspended all operations of the Companies, including but not limited to product marketing,
product development, patent related services, or payments to patent agents and attorneys or any
other services related to obtaining, maintaining or issuing of any type of patent.
IF YOU HAVE CLIENTS WITH UPCOMING PATENT RELATED DEADLINES,
IT IS UP TO YOU TO DETERMINE HOW BEST TO ADVISE THEM GIVEN YOUR
OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE OFFICE OF ENROLLMENT AND DISCIPLINE RULES
AND REGULATIONS. NEITHER THE RECEIVER NOR HIS COUNSEL CAN
PROVIDE LEGAL ADVICE REGARDING YOUR CLIENTS’ PATENTS. FURTHER,
THE RECEIVER CANNOT AT THIS TIME PAY PATENT PROCESSING OR FILING
FEES.
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Updates on the Court case, including copies of Court pleadings and the TRO itself, can
be
found
on
the
World
Patent
Marketing
Receivership
website
at
www.worldpatentmarketingreceivership.com. On April 6, 2017, the Court is conducting a
hearing to determine whether to enter a preliminary injunction and continue the receivership. The
Court’s order with respect to the requested preliminary injunction will be posted on the website
as soon as possible.
If you have any questions, please contact my office at the number or e-mail provided
above.

Regards,

Jonathan E. Perlman, Esq.
Court Appointed Receiver
World Patent Marketing, Inc & Desa Industries, Inc.
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Item 6
Employment Informaĕon/Employment Income
Company Name

Ownership

Income

Role

Elliot Investment Ventures LP
Renu Ventures LP
EIS Family Holdings LLC
Cooper Idea Foundaĕon
ABZ Quick Credit Auto LLC
ABZ Automoĕve Group LLC
Baĥery Shipping LLC
Bella Serena Properĕes LLC
Black Card Holdings LLC
Credit Ventures LLC
Deluxe Group & Associates LLC
Desa Educaĕon Products LLC
Desa Industries Inc.
Diamond Furniture & Credit Inc.
FM Financial Group LLC
Elisena Consulĕng LLC
Elisena Asset Management SA
EM Internet Services LLC
EM Resources LLC
ESI Management, LLC
Essex Capital Group LLC
Essex Funding LLC
Fast Money Collecĕons LLC
GA Innovaĕon Labs LLC
Gallery Homestore LLC
Gallery Internet LLC
Gulf Island Management Inc
IMAX Management Inc
Internet Risk LLC
Janus Case Collecĕons LLC
Ivory Partners LLC
King Debt Soluĕons LLC
Lana Resources LLC
Madison Operaĕons LLC
Marine Island Management Inc
Miramar Motel Management LLC
Monaco Internet LLC
Naĕve West Electronics
New York Inventor Exchange LLC
Ocean Auto Naĕon LLC
Old Merchants Online Ventures LP
OMM Management Company LLC
Print Glow Soluĕons LLC
SA Capital Corporaĕon
Serena Asset Management, LLC
Serisel Internet LLC
SL Insurance Company Inc
Smith Jones & Hamilton Inc
Time Travel Technologies LLC
Tribal Credit Line Corp
Trivia Candy LLC
World Patent Markeĕng Inc
WPM Licensing Partners Inc
WPM Safety Blade Inc

98.00%
96.00%
1.00%
n/a
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

See 69‐71
See 73‐75
See 77‐79
n/a
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Limited Partner
Limiĥed Partner
Limited Partner
Director
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Minority Shareholder
Minority Shareholder
Agent
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Minority Shareholder
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Shareholder
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Beneﬁcial Owner
Shareholder
Agent
Agent
Agent
Beneﬁcial Owner
Agent
Agent

Company

2016

2015

2014

2013

Elliot Investment Ventures Income
Elliot Investment Ventures Dividends
Elliot Investment Ventures Distribuĕons

unknown
unknown
unknown

(501,147.00)
920,242.00
671,848.00

($232,496.00)
$85.00
$1,245,245.00

$299,047.00
$0.00
$259,189.00

EIS Family Holdings LLC Income
EIS Family Holdings LLC Dividends

unknown
unknown

(46,912.00)
0.00

($222,243.00)
$16,960.00

($79,142.00)
$400.00

Income
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EIS Family Holdings LLC Distribuĕons

unknown

21,425.00

$1,026,900.00

$0.00

Renu Ventures LP Income
Renu Ventures LP Dividends
Renu Ventures LP Distribuĕons

unknown
unknown
unknown

551,598.00
2.00
2,960,269.00

$563,475.00
$9.00
$548,226.00

$1,049,393.00
$855,812.00
$1,703,914.00
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Income Statement
Desa Industries Inc.
1 November 2014 to 31 October 2015
31 Oct 15
Revenue
Early Pay Discount

26,998

Fees Income:Phase 1

2,458,961

Fees Income:Phase 2

8,082,930

Fees Income:Phase 3

203,495

Income from Websites:ShopWPM - Sales
Miscellaneous Income
Total Revenue

3,333
100
10,775,817

Less Cost of Sales
Juliet J'Adore Cogs:Inventory Decline

576

Shop-WPM-cogs:Drop Ship Service

410

Shop-WPM-cogs:Inventory Decline

464

Shop-WPM-cogs:Merchandise codes
Total Cost of Sales

5
1,455

Gross Profit

10,774,362

Operating Income / (Loss)

10,774,362

Other Income and Expense
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Bonuses
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Bonuses:Misc Bonuses
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Commissions
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Dept Head - C. Hoffman
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Training Expense
ACH Fees
Advertising Expense
Advisory Board Expense
Automobile Expense
Bad Debt Expense
Bank Service Charges

(389,504)
(15,125)
(2,109,133)
(54,469)
(273,194)
(14,717)
(3,344)
(8,125)
(36,735)
(390,604)
(2,983)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Bonuses

(18,452)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Commissions

(61,662)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Commissions:Branch Commission-JR

(35,360)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Training Expense

(41,224)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:AMCR Group

(76,818)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Automobile Expense

(10,371)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Computer & Internet Expense
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Gross Payroll

(2,711)
(14,017)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Health Insurance

(4,221)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Office Expense

(3,205)
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Income Statement

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Rent Expense
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Telephone Expense
Business Filings
Call Centers:David Aguirre
Call Centers:Outbounders
Computer and Internet Expenses
Consulting Fees
Credit Card Processing Fees

31 Oct 15
(28,641)
(1,987)
(1,048)
(16,920)
(68,774)
(110,166)
(1,297,873)
(77,395)

Credit Reports & Services

(7,366)

Design/Production Expense

(6,190)

Donation
Dues and Subscriptions
Equipment Lease Expense
Filing Fees
Insurance Expense
Insurance Expense:Automobile
Insurance Expense:Disability Insurance
Insurance Expense:General Liability Insurance
Insurance Expense:HEALTH
Insurance Expense:Worker's Compensation
Interest Expense
Marketing

(856)
(329)
(44,593)
(1,028)
(2,547)
(13,476)
(20)
(1,920)
(43,014)
(2,521)
(6,322)
(1,745,493)

Marketing:Bolt Web - Marketing

(19,269)

Marketing:Digital Marketing-1099

(12,848)

Marketing:Tan Ventures (IMS) - Marketing

(57,616)

Marketing:TDM - Marketing

(99,860)

Meals and Entertainment

(48,013)

Memberships & Fees

(12,996)

Miscellaneous Expense

(4,988)

Office Expense

(92,810)

Office Supplies

(21,757)

Parking

(10,394)

PayPal Processing Fee
Payroll Expenses:ADP Fees
Payroll Expenses:Employment verification
Payroll Expenses:FICA Expense
Payroll Expenses:FUI
Payroll Expenses:Gross Payroll
Payroll Expenses:Gross Payroll-Office Bonuses
Payroll Expenses:Net Payroll:Net Payroll- Direct Deposit
Payroll Expenses:Net Payroll:Net Payroll-Live Checks

(7,288)
(40)
(23)
(42,766)
(1,018)
(494,943)
(27,984)
25
2,873

Payroll Expenses:Other Payroll Exp.-Scott Cooper

84,467

Payroll Expenses:SUI-AR

(1,022)
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Income Statement

Payroll Expenses:SUI-FL
Payroll Expenses:SUI-NY
Payroll Service Fees
Petty Cash Expense
Phase 1:1099 - Harvard
Phase 1:Graphics
Phase 1:Marketing

31 Oct 15
(3,467)
(475)
(12,610)
120
(61,822)
(222)
(9,866)

Phase 1:Patent Search

(202,450)

Phase 1:TGK Assoc

(414,037)

Phase 1:University Research
Phase 2:Marketing

(16,050)
(1,905)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Phil Virga

(146,795)

Phase 2:TGK

(489,008)

Phase 2:US Patent Trademark Office

(188,935)

Phase 3:Prototyping
Phase 3:TGK

(41,450)
(422)

Postage and Delivery

(38,351)

Printing Expense

(32,067)

Professional Education:Professional Education Class

(9,080)

Professional Fees

(109,039)

Public Relations

(89,934)

Publications & Subscriptions

(1,117)

Publishing Expense

(1,549)

Recruiting Expense
Rent Expense
Rent Expense:Miami Beach
Repairs and Maintenance

(62,557)
(205,467)
(29,810)
(4,178)

Reputation Management Expense

(53,976)

Security Expense

(41,924)

ShopWPM
ShopWPM:Design Support
Subscription
Taxes:Del Franchise tax
Telephone Expense

(1,226)
(546)
(1,381)
(175)
(91,776)

Training Expense-Office

(3,276)

Transportation

(3,896)

Travel Expense

(15,551)

Travel/Fuel/Petty Cash
Utilities
Web Content Writer
Web Development
Total Other Income and Expense
Net Income / (Loss) before Tax

Income Statement | Desa Industries Inc. | 14 March 2017
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Net Income
Total Comprehensive Income
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Income Statement
Desa Industries Inc.
1 November 2015 to 31 October 2016
31 Oct 16
Revenue
Early Pay Discount

9,364

Fees Income:Phase 1

2,525,051

Fees Income:Phase 2

9,063,616

Fees Income:Phase 3

1,066,995

Fees Income:Phase 4

556,000

Fees Income:Phase 6

293,110

Income from Websites: Stripe Transfer
Income from Websites:ShopWPM - Sales
Interest
Miscellaneous Income
Uncategorized Income (49900)
Total Revenue
Less Cost of Sales
Janus Case:Computer & Internet Expense
Juliet J'Adore Cogs:Inventory Decline
Print Glow-Cogs

20,248
1,282
15
346
13,536,027

1,241
10,099
1,676

Print Glow-Cogs:Computer & Internet Expense

319

Print Glow-Cogs:Consulting

215

Print Glow-Cogs:Marketing

16

Print Glow-Cogs:Materials

1,729

Print Glow-Cogs:Office Expense

114

Print Glow-Cogs:Samples

240

Print Glow-Cogs:Web Design
Safety Blade-Cogs:Inventory Decline
Safety Blade-Cogs:Materials
Safety Blade-Cogs:Phase 2-L.O. of Jeff Herman
Safety Blade-Cogs:UPC Codes

12
2,750
20
525
5

Shop-WPM-cogs:Drop Ship Service

1,640

Shop-WPM-cogs:Inventory Decline

5,931

Sucker Rod-Cogs:Materials
Total Cost of Sales

180
26,711

Gross Profit

13,509,316

Operating Income / (Loss)

13,509,316

Other Income and Expense
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Bonuses
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Bonuses:Misc Bonuses
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Commissions

Income Statement | Desa Industries Inc. | 14 March 2017
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1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Dept Head - C. Hoffman
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Training Expense
ACH Fees
Advertising Expense

31 Oct 16
(55,521)
(379,868)
(18,272)
(1,627)

Advisory Board Expense

(51,875)

Automobile Expense

(88,922)

Bad Debt Expense

237,146

Bank Service Charges
Branch Manager Commission
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:1099-Agents:Bonuses
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:1099-Agents:Commissions
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:1099-Agents:Training Expense

(5,677)
(118,168)
(12,206)
(174,172)
(38,077)

BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Fees & Charges

(732)

BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Office Expense

(6,443)

BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Rent Expense

(47,663)

BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Travel Expense
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Utilities
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Bonuses
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Commissions

(590)
(2,385)
(43,242)
(260,454)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Commissions:Branch Commission-JR

(22,797)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:1099 Agents:Training Expense

(43,396)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:AMCR Group

(43,242)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Automobile Expense

(10,962)

BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Gen'l Liability Insur
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Gross Payroll
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Health Insurance
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Rent Expense
BRANCH-DADELAND OFFICE:Telephone Expense
Business Filings
Call Centers:Outbounders

(181)
(12,134)
(4,221)
(34,098)
(1,885)
(3,082)
(31,040)

Computer and Internet Expenses

(144,756)

Consulting

(137,777)

Consulting Fees
Corporate Tax
Credit Card Processing Fees
Credit Reports & Services
Customer Service
Customer Services & Support:Zendesk

8,650
(300)
(152,657)
(13,991)
(2,076)
(14,060)

Depreciation Expense

(8,849)

Design/Production Expense

(3,626)

Domain & Web Expenses
Donation
Dues and Subscriptions
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Entertainment
Equipment Lease Expense
Fees & Charges
Filing Fees
GIFT
Industrial Design
Insurance Expense
Insurance Expense:Automobile
Insurance Expense:Disability Insurance
Insurance Expense:General Liability Insurance
Insurance Expense:HEALTH
Insurance Expense:Product Insurance
Insurance Expense:Worker's Compensation

31 Oct 16
(375)
(64,400)
(583)
(2,289)
(3,300)
(13,950)
17
(21,356)
(29)
(1,725)
(40,977)
(2,665)
(2,241)

Interest Expense

(10,004)

IT Expense

(12,755)

Manufacturing Expense
Manufacturing Expense:Manufacturing--China
Marketing
Marketing:AdRoll
Marketing:Bolt Web - Marketing
Marketing:Digital Marketing
Marketing:Digital Marketing-1099
Marketing:Google/Bing

(198)
(13,137)
(146,725)
(6,781)
(146,544)
(4,975)
(31,621)
(1,056,926)

Marketing:HubSpot

(10,801)

Marketing:Lobo & Petrocine

(50,000)

Marketing:Public Relations-Pinta USA

(58,651)

Marketing:Social Media (FB TW LI PT)

(127,188)

Marketing:Tan Ventures (IMS) - Marketing

(497,380)

Marketing:TDM - Marketing

(501,397)

Marketing:Video Production

(38,205)

Meals and Entertainment

(32,173)

Memberships & Fees

(2,023)

Miscellaneous Expense

(16,734)

Office Expense

(36,519)

Office Supplies

(16,658)

Parking

(16,414)

PayPal Processing Fee
Payroll Expenses
Payroll Expenses:Employment verification
Payroll Expenses:FICA Expense
Payroll Expenses:FUI
Payroll Expenses:Gross Payroll
Payroll Expenses:Gross Payroll-Office Bonuses

Income Statement | Desa Industries Inc. | 14 March 2017
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1,504
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Income Statement

Payroll Expenses:Net Payroll:Net Payroll- Direct Deposit

31 Oct 16
(2,008)

Payroll Expenses:Net Payroll:Net Payroll-Live Checks

(8,627)

Payroll Expenses:Other Payroll Exp.-Scott Cooper

86,712

Payroll Expenses:SUI-AR

(845)

Payroll Expenses:SUI-FL

(5,267)

Payroll Expenses:SUI-NY

(182)

Payroll Service Fees

(21,196)

Phase 1:1099 - Harvard

(51,598)

Phase 1:Patent Search

(142,347)

Phase 1:TGK Assoc

(463,927)

Phase 2
Phase 2:Patent App/Search-Integrity Gr

(15)
(348,763)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Jeffrey Herman

(8,800)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Quick Chore Co

(4,050)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-RG Patent Cons

(234,105)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Thomas Hayes

(33,660)

Phase 2:Patent Agent-Mark A. Levenda
Phase 2:Patent Applications-Inventia

(35,500)
(188,166)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Andrew Morabito

(11,300)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Biomedical PG

(40,200)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Harper IP Law

(47,900)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Janelle Bailey

(5,500)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-John Osmanski

(6,250)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Mack Haynes

(33,550)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Phil Virga

(34,550)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Pilling Intell
Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Shankar Ghimire
Phase 2:Patent Atty-Mike Starkweather

(4,450)
(32,925)
(16,000)

Phase 2:TGK

(315,014)

Phase 2:US Patent Trademark Office

(272,489)

Phase 3:Prototyping

(75,353)

Phase 3:TGK

(38,356)

Postage and Delivery

(49,859)

Printing Expense

(83,848)

Professional Education:Professional Education Class
Professional Education:Professional Materials

(2,512)
(425)

Professional Fees

(157,184)

Public Relations

(96,213)

Publications & Subscriptions
Publishing Expense
Recruiting Expense
Rent Expense:Miami Beach
Reputation Management Expense
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Security Expense
ShopWPM
ShopWPM:Online Merchandise
Support Services
Taxes:Miami Dade County Personal Prop
Telephone Expense
Training Expense-Office

31 Oct 16
(132,182)
35
410
(16,804)
(2,596)
(96,218)
(1,068)

Transportation

(1,472)

Travel Expense

(23,004)

Travel/Fuel/Petty Cash

(3,004)

Uncategorized Expenses

(10,900)

Utilities

(34,975)

Web Content Writer

(11,303)

Web Development

(109,398)

Total Other Income and Expense

(11,896,558)

Net Income / (Loss) before Tax

1,612,759

Net Income

1,612,759

Total Comprehensive Income

1,612,759
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Income Statement
Desa Industries Inc.
1 November 2016 to 31 January 2017
31 Jan 17
Revenue
Early Pay Discount

1,837

Fees Income:Phase 1

355,171

Fees Income:Phase 2

374,600

Fees Income:Phase 3

76,490

Fees Income:Phase 4

164,995

Fees Income:Phase 6

701,565

Income from Websites: Stripe Transfer

351

Income from Websites:Amazon

238

Interest
Miscellaneous Income
Total Revenue
Less Cost of Sales
Janus Case:Computer & Internet Expense

23
77
1,675,348

269

Janus Case:Marketing

145

Janus Case:UPC Labels

88

Juliet J'Adore Cogs:Inventory Decline

2,801

Print Glow-Cogs:Computer & Internet Expense

12

Print Glow-Cogs:Office Expense

20

Print Glow-Cogs:Samples

27

Safety Blade-Cogs:Inventory Decline

2,750

Shop-WPM-cogs:Inventory Decline

1,847

Trivia Candy:Marketing
Total Cost of Sales

10
7,969

Gross Profit

1,667,379

Operating Income / (Loss)

1,667,379

Other Income and Expense
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Bonuses
1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Commissions

(70,289)
(322,728)

1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Dept Head - C. Hoffman

(13,880)

1099 Agents-MIAMI BEACH:Training Expense

(35,109)

ACH Fees
Advisory Board Expense

(2,595)
(2,500)

Automobile Expense

(30,123)

Bank Service Charges

(1,383)

BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:1099-Agents:Bonuses
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:1099-Agents:Commissions
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:1099-Agents:Training Expense
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BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Fees & Charges
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Rent Expense
BRANCH-CHICAGO OFFICE:Utilities
Business Filings

31 Jan 17
(187)
(11,224)
(2,237)
(87)

Computer and Internet Expenses

(23,344)

Consulting

(29,527)

Credit Card Processing Fees

(33,527)

Customer Service

(2,673)

Depreciation Expense

(2,739)

Design/Production Expense
Equipment Lease Expense
Filing Fees

(20)
(17,099)
(9)

Industrial Design

(100)

Insurance Expense

(294)

Insurance Expense:Automobile
Insurance Expense:Disability Insurance
Insurance Expense:HEALTH
Insurance Expense:Worker's Compensation

(7,768)
8
(11,161)
(848)

Interest Expense

(5,318)

IT Expense

(1,974)

Marketing

(8,419)

Marketing Expense
Marketing: Reputation Management
Marketing:AdRoll
Marketing:Bolt Web - Marketing
Marketing:Digital Marketing
Marketing:Google/Bing
Marketing:HubSpot
Marketing:Social Media (FB TW LI PT)

(730)
(5,050)
(6,307)
(17,429)
(10)
(341,371)
(7,201)
(9,895)

Marketing:Tan Ventures (IMS) - Marketing

(87,607)

Marketing:TDM - Marketing

(34,295)

Marketing:Video Production

(16,352)

Meals and Entertainment
Memberships & Fees

(7,906)
(629)

Miscellaneous Expense

(3,570)

Office Expense

(6,115)

Office Supplies

(6,068)

Parking

(3,124)

PayPal Processing Fee
Payroll Expenses:Employment verification
Payroll Expenses:FICA Expense
Payroll Expenses:FUI
Payroll Expenses:Gross Payroll
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(869)
(83)
(12,263)
(687)
(160,941)
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Payroll Expenses:Gross Payroll-Office Bonuses
Payroll Expenses:Net Payroll:Net Payroll-Live Checks

31 Jan 17
(2,952)
800

Payroll Expenses:Other Payroll Exp.-Scott Cooper

21,666

Payroll Expenses:SUI-FL

(1,707)

Payroll Expenses:SUI-NY
Payroll Service Fees
Phase 1:Patent Search
Phase 1:TGK Assoc

(147)
(6,878)
(3,803)
(58,630)

Phase 2:Patent App/Search-Integrity Gr

(4,275)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Jeffrey Herman

(2,475)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-RG Patent Cons

(68,245)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Thomas Hayes

(4,330)

Phase 2:Patent Agent-Mark A. Levenda

(12,400)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Andrew Morabito

(20,600)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Janelle Bailey

(7,250)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-John Osmanski

(9,100)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Mack Haynes

(5,900)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Pilling Intell

(3,500)

Phase 2:Patent Attorney-Shankar Ghimire

(40,615)

Phase 2:Patent Atty-Mike Starkweather

(77,450)

Phase 2:TGK

(26,078)

Phase 2:US Patent Trademark Office

(95,194)

Phase 3:TGK

(12,303)

Postage and Delivery

(2,198)

Printing Expense

(741)

Professional Fees

(85,872)

Public Relations

(15,000)

Recruiting Expense
Rent Expense:Miami Beach
Reputation Management Expense
Support Services
Telephone Expense

(2,036)
(39,481)
(936)
(1,972)
(17,425)

Transportation

(133)

Travel Expense

(1,558)

Travel/Fuel/Petty Cash
Uncategorized Expenses
Utilities
Web Development
Total Other Income and Expense

(1,319)
(49,214)
(9,267)
(30,225)
(2,090,616)

Net Income / (Loss) before Tax

(423,236)

Net Income

(423,236)

Total Comprehensive Income

(423,236)
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On Thu, Sep 29, 2016 at 4:58 PM, Scott Cooper <sco!t@worldp;1!enlmarke!ing.com> wrote:
Michelle

Nice to meet you. Kathleen from the BBB in NY Indicated that you were my new contact at the BBB. I have spoken
With har many limes. We taka our reputation very seriously. I would lika to discuss the business category with you
when you have a moment. We are also looking for any advertising opportunities !het may be available in Florida.

You een see some more info on our company with this link:

https:1/wmldpatsntmarlœting.com/invenlløn-team

Scott J. Cooper
CEO and Crøaliva Dirsc1Dr
tooti@Wll~dpstentrnarke!íng.com

88B-926-11174 I Ext: 212
Direct 305-330-9199 \ Fax: ~
Wcxtd Patent Marketing
1880 Meridian Avønœ, Suita 800
Miarri Beach, FL 33138
i,tlps:llwDl'ldJ)lllentmarkellng.com

Join The Invention Revølullon

Jll,,. WORLD PATENT

'"""¡ MARKETING

Case 1:17-cv-20848-DPG Document 46-15 Entered on FLSD Docket 04/05/2017 Page 2 of 13

From: Michele Mason [mailto:mmason@bbbsettorg]

Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2016 5:16 PM
To: Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.com>
Cc: Rod Davis <rdavis@bbbsefLorg>
Subject: Re: World Patent Marketing

Thank you very much for your email, Mr. Cooper. I recognize that your company was Accredited by BBB in NY
previously, however, your company will need to go back through an Accreditation process with the change of your HQ
and handling of complaints being moved down to our BBB in Southeast Florida.

Case 1:17-cv-20848-DPG Document 46-15 Entered on FLSD Docket 04/05/2017 Page 3 of 13
4/3/2017

World Patent Marketing Mail - Re: Response

At this time, we are waiting for BBB in NY to transfer your company's complaints to us and then our staff will need to
conduct a review of them and let you know if we have any questions or concerns. From there we can gather additional
information,
Take care,
Michele

Michele Mason, Senior Vice President
Better Business Bureau Serving Southeast Florida and the Caribbean
4411 Beacon Circle Suite 4
West Palm Beach, FL 33407

p: 561-842-9278 x194
f: 561-845-7234
mmason@bbbsefl.org
bbb.org Start With Trust®

Friday, September 30: Our staff sees that NY BBB has transferred over several complaints and plans to begin their
review of the most recent complaints on file on Monday, October 3rd.
Monday, October 3: BBB NY reaches out to let our BBB know that some of the complaints dldn't transfer and they will
be sending those over. I ask our staff to suspend their plans to conduct their review until those are received. On this
day, 3 additional new complaints are filed with our BBB (meaning they are new complaints not transferred by BBB NY).
One of these was filed over the weekend, and 2 were filed on the 3rd.
Tuesday, October 4: Our review shows that we have received a total of 35 reportable complaints from BBB NY along
with 4 letters of negative experience, most of which need review because they've been filed in the past 12 months. This
is in addition to 4 brand new complaints that our BBB has received between October 1 and October 4 (when we had
started being responsible for intake of complaints regarding World Patent Marketing). Our staff begins to read through
some of the complaints as their schedule allows.
Wednesday, October 5: Our BBB sees that Hurricane Matthew has wobbled west and we are potentially in the direct
line of his path as a level 4 Hurricane. Our staff suspends their review to allow for our office to prepare for a potential hit
-- on both our physical office as well as our community. Our focus becomes preparing the local community for power
outages. major damage and the tips on hiring contractors and prepping our office for potential flooding or leaks.
We declare on the 5th that our office will be closed on both October 6th and 7th due to the hurricane forecast and ask
our staff not to report to worlk.
Monday, October 10: BBB's office is closed for the Columbus Day holiday and I depart on work related travel through
Wednesday October 12.
Tuesday, October 11: I ask our staff as they return and catch up from being out of the office for 3 business days to try
to resume their review of your company's complaints among their other work.
Thursday, October 13: I am back in the office and check and find that our staff is still conducting their review. They are
getting close to completing and indicate that they should have their final findings to me by Monday.
Friday, October 14: You submitted an email checking on the status of your company's review and noted that the
Chicago BBB is pointing their report to us as well. To explain: Chicago BBB had contacted our BBB after you had
inquired about accreditation with their BBB, as is required of them by national policy. A BBB cannot approve
accreditation without verifying that the headquarter location has a B rating or higher, and is free from a pattern of
complaints or any outstanding matters. We lnformec the Chicago BBB team that we were in the middle of our review and
would follow up with our findings once it was done. Based on their findings of corporate registration, we agreed that their
report should link to ours at this time.
Please note: I was out of the office this day (which my out of office message indicated), this time for a personal day to
visit my daughter out of state, however I didn't want to be non-responsive to you, so I sent you an email the morning of
the 14th making you aware that we were planning to have the results back early the following week, and in the meantime
we found that we do need additional information in order to issue a rating and move forward with our review. Here's that
email and I highlighted the anticipated response timeline that I shared at that time:
https ://mai I .googf e.com Im ai l/u/0/?ui = 2&i k= 9d7e7f021 a&vi ew= pt&q= bbb%20hol brook&qs=true&search= query &th= 157efb9531 a3ac 7b&s im I= 157f7f8be0a8eab4
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World Patent Marketing Mall- Re: Response

From: <mmason@bbbsefl.org>
Date: Fri, Oct 14, 2016 at 8:32 AM
Subject: Re: World Patent Marketing
To: Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.com>
Cc: Rod Davis <rdavis@bbbsefl.org>, Tas hana Baker <tbaker@bbbsefl.org>
Thank you for your email Mr Cooper. Given our recent office closures for Hurricane Matthew and the Columbus Day
holiday, our staff is Just now completing our review of the complaints that were transferred to us from BBB in New Yor.k,
as well as new ones that were just submitted, I believe we will be ready to follow up with you either Monday or
Tuesday of this coming week regarding that review.
ln the meantime, We need to obtain your annual revenue to be able to issue a current rating, which is also a component
of accreditation eligibility, Could you please send me a copy of the top page of your most recently filed tax retum so we
can certify your revenue figure?
While we are waiting for that information, we respectfully request that you refrain from reporting a rating or accreditation
on your company's website or elsewhere until we can determine what the rating is, as well as whether your company
continues to qualify for accreditation.
The information for your Chicago address is being pointed to us to help insure that prospective clients have access to
your current customer experience record from BBB. We look forward to receiving your mtotmsiion.
Warm regards,
Michele
Michele Mason
Senior Vice President
BBB serving Southeast Florida & the Caribbean
661-842-9278, ext 194
lt was this email string where you responded by attaching a letter from your tax attorney that shared the 2015 gross
revenue for World Patent Marketing, and I advised that BBB requests the letter be issued and signed by a licensed CPA.
You responded back that Ms, Holbrook serves as both your tax attorney and CPA. Since I was on travel and answering
from my cell phone, I didn't note that her letter had an electronic signature and didn't have access to our database to
note the variance in information provided on our electronic questionnaire. As mentioned above, BBB requires a hand
signed letter by a licensed CPA as part of our certification requirements when a company reports income exceeding $1
million, and typically a tax return when the income is as high as what was being reported for World Patent Marketing.
Monday, October 17: Our staff submits their findings to me following the review of the complaints. They report that
they found two types of patterns of complaints, utilizing the definition and procedure within national BBB policy, The
patterns primarily involve allegations that customers did not receive everything that was expected from their initial
contract with World Patent Marketing or dissatisfaction with the received services. Several also reported difficulty in
addressing issues with the business,
I did not want to submit these findings to your company until our CEO had an opportunity to review everything. This is
extremely important, because if BBB verifies a pattern or patterns of complaints in a company's file, we are
required under national policy to place the company's rating on "not rated" status for a period of 90 days while
we submit our findings to the business, seek input from them on steps that could be taken to help eliminate the
underlying cause of complaints, and then monitor to see if the complaint volume and issues improve,
That evening I received the following email from you:
From: Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.com>
Date: Mon, Oct 17, 2016 at 7: 13 PM
Sub¡ect: World Patent Marketing
To: mmason@bbbsefl.org
Hi Michelle

I hope you had a nice weekend. Is there anything else you would like me to provide?

https:/lm ai I .google.com lm ai l/u/0/?ui = 2&i k= 9d7e7f021 a&vi ew= pt&q= bbb% 20hol brook&qs=tr ue&search=query&th= 157efb9531 a3ac7b&s im I= 157f7f8be0a8eab4
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World Patent Marketing Mail - Re: Response

Scott J. Cooper
CEO and Creative Director
scott@wor!dpatentmarketíng.com
888-926-8174 I Ext: 212
Direct: 305-330-9199 I Fax: 305-503-5458

I didn't want to keep you waiting, so I responded that evening at 8:22pm (and notified you that our CEO may not be
in touch the next day}:
From: <mmason@bbbsefl,org>
Date: Mon, Oct 17, 2016 at 8:22 PM
Subject: Re: World Patent Marketing
To: Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.com>
Hi Mr Cooper,
Yes, we are going to need some additional information, and also have some concerns about potential patterns of
corn plaints. I am waiting for our CEO to review everything and then will be following up. We have a Board meeting
tomorrow so I'm not 100% sure he'll be able to get back with me tomorrow but will check and see if he can.
Take care,
Michele Mason
Senior Vice President
BBB serving Southeast Florida & the Caribbean
561-842-9278, ext 194

I found on October 18th that you had left me a message on October 17th at 8:26pm on my office phone,
apparently right after receipt of my email, asking me to call you. I had checked my email on my cell phone when I sent
that response, and was not at work.
Tuesday, October 18:
You reached out to me again this day for a follow-up:
On Tue, Oct 18, 2016 at 4:32 PM, Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.com> wrote:
Michelle

I just left you another message. Please give me a call on my cell at 646-431-9669 if you have a moment.

Thank you

Scott J. Cooper
CEO and Creative Director
scott@worldpatentmarketînfJ,com
flBB-926-81741 Ext: 212
Direct: 305-330-91991 Fax: 305-503-5458
World Patent Marketing
1680 Meridian Avenue, Suite 600
Miamí Beach, FL 33139

https ://worl dpate ntrnark of ng. com
Join The invention Revolution
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•• I provided a response at 7:44 pm stating:
From: Michele Mason [mailto:mmason@bbbsefl.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2016 7:44 PM
To: Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.oom>
Subject: Re: World Patent Marketing

Thank you for your email, Mr. Cooper. I'm sorry that I haven't been responsive, but as I had shared last night, we had a
Board meeting today and the preparation and meeting itself consumed most of our day. Our CEO, Rod Davis, plans to
get back with me tomorrow regarding your company and information we need, and one of us will follow back up as
quickly as possible.
Take care,

Michele Mason, Senior Vice President
Better Business Bureau Serving Southeast Florida and the Caribbean
4411 Beacon Circle Suite 4
West Palm Beach, FL 33407

p: 561-842-9278 x194
f: 561-845-7234
mmason@bbbsefl.org
bbb.orç Start With Trust®

October 19: Our CEO, Rod Davis, reviewed the information regarding possible patterns of complaints, and asked that I
request contracts and information about how your company is marketed, to allow us to have a better understanding of
concerns raised in the complaints before addressing the patterns with your company. We had also noted that the d/b/a
had only been filed in 2014 in Sunbiz and your company's website was also created in 2014, but the questionnaire that
you had submitted indicated a business start date in 2010, which is why we requested information about when the
operation began (and I followed up by asking for the start date for World Patent Marketing in a separate email). A
company's date for starting the transaction of business also has a significant impact on a company's rating, so this
information is very important to BBB as well.

Here's the email I show I sent to you on the 19th:

From: Michele Mason <mmason@bbbsefl.org>
Date: Wed, Oct 19, 2016 at 2:53 PM
Subject: Re: World Patent Marketing
To: Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.com>
Cc: Tas hana Baker <tbaker@bbbsefl.org>, Rod Davis <rdavis@bbbsefl.org>
Mr. Cooper,
I met with Rod regarding the information we currently have on file for Desa Industries Inc. d/b/a World Patent Marketing,
and he would like the following additional information:
• Documentation that would confirm your company's reported business start date. We are seeking copies of
business transactions that would have taken place prior to the company's incorporation date of 02/28/2014
• information to show how the company's services are marketed to prospective clients, such as online advertising,
print advertising, as well as television or radio advertising.
• A sample copy of your customer contract and licensing agreement
• Due to the extremely high revenue being reported for your company, BBB feels it is appropriate to request a copy
of the top page of your company's most recently filed tax return. We will be glad to submit a non-disclosure
agreement to address any concerns you may have about maintaining the privacy of this information. I am
unfortunately about to leave the office for an appointment, so I will send that to you first thing in the morning. All
https:/lm ai I .googl e.com lm ai l/u/0/?ui = 2&i k= 9d7e 7f021 aêvl ew= pt&q= bbb%20hol brook&qs= true&search=query&th= 157efb9531 a3ac7b&s im I= 157f7f8be0a8eab4
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we need from the top copy of the tax return is the gross revenue figure and to able to verify the Preparer, so all
other information can be blacked out if you prefer.
Once we have this information, Rod and I can complete our review and then adjust your company's report accordingly.
We'll also use the information for another review of complaint allegations. If a telephone call is warranted at that time,
we'll be glad to schedule one with you at that time.
Warm regards,
Michele

Michele Mason, Senior Vice President
Better Business Bureau Serving Southeast Florida and the Caribbean
4411 Beacon Circle Suite 4
West Palm Beach, FL 33407
p: 561,842-9278 x194
f: 561,845,7234
ln response, your company shared several more documents with BBB, which we very much appreciate.
Friday, October 21: Rod was in several meetings on Thursday, October 20, two of which were away from the office, so
it was Friday, October 21, before he could review everything that had been submitted in the meantime. As you can see
from the email at the bottom of this conversation that I had sent on Friday afternoon, I identified the additional
information Rod was seeking, including the tax return and a response regarding the use of a disparagement clause in
contracts.
I hope this helps provide a better explanation of the information that BBB has been seeking from you in order to allow us
to finalize our review, verify if we should be addressing patterns of your complaint (in line with national policy), and issue
the correct rating based on your responses.
We understand that you want to move forward as quickly as possible. We appreciate your cooperation and hope that
you understand how important it is for BBB to fully understand the business model and how each business complies
with the BBB Code of Business Practices before submitting a business to the board for approval. A detailed and
thorough evaluation protects the brand, our BBB Accredited Businesses and demonstrates to the public that the BBB
logo is earned.
I am waiting to find out from Rod whether he can move up the telephone meeting that he offered. He is in a meeting right
now so it will be later today before I can follow up. He is copied on this email. ln the meantime, I'll try to review the
additional information you shared to allow our BBB to report the appropriate business start date so that it is consistent
with policy.
Warm regards,
Michele

Michele Mason, Senior Vice President
Better Business Bureau Serving Southeast Florida and the Caribbean
4411 Beacon Circle Suite 4
West Palm Beach, FL 33407

p: 561-842,9278 x184
f· 561-845,7234
mmason@bbbsefl.org
bbb.org Start With Trust®
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On Sun, Oct 23, 2016 at 12:08 AM, Scott Cooper <scott@worldpaten!mari<eting.com> wrote:
Michelle

I have also copied the members of my board on this to keep everyone in the loop.

I thought you might find this article relevant.

http:! /blog. worldpatentmarketing. corn/ graph ene_rn i I Ita ry Jabs

I assume that you are Insinuating that I fabricated the document from my CPA. That's a little ridiculous and insulting
but you can just simply give Stephanie a call to verify that she did in fact write the letter. The firm's number is on the
website which I gave you. She ·,s obviously in a better position to know my exact figures.

I told you that I am subject to confidentiality clauses that go above and beyond a typical business. I am not going to
violate a covenant to satisfy this request. Out of curiosity, is the BBB prepared to indemnify me from any losses we
may suffer as result of trying to pressure me to violate an agreement I have with another party? You have already
insinuated that I fabricated one document. I can simply do the same thing to the new document that you are
recuestinp - so what is the purpose of the request?

Desa Industries, Inc. does not operate any other businesses or go by any other names other than World Patent
Marketing. I have interests in factories overseas and investments in real estate and other product development/
technology assets in the US and Israel. I am also the Director of The Cooper Idea Foundation.
https:/ I cooperideas. org/ ideas-i n nov at ion-invention-philanthropy I

My prior business was Old Merchants Mortgage Bankers based in Lake Success, NY. lt was in business for five
years. lt did $1 billion per year in mortgage originations and was ranked #46 in the country by American Banker
Magazine, had an A+ Rating Jrom the BBB in Long Island, and was one of the few to exit the industry with a clean
license. I am sure you would be able to verify that information from the BBB in Long Island NY.

Here are two links - one the BBB and the other from PRWEB.

http://www.bbb.org/new-york-city/business-reviews/mortgage-brokers/old-merchants-mortgage-bankers-in-lakesuccess-ny-76293/

http://www. prweb. com/releas es/2006/07 / prweb410266. him

ln addition, Desa Industries Inc dba World Patent Marketing has maintained an A or A+ rating with the New York BBB
and has responded timely to all consumer complaints for over two years.

You indicated to me that this review would take one or two days. Now you are asking me to wait another week for a
phone call. I have unscrupulous competitors that are spreading the word that we are on our way out of business and
that the Florida BBB made sure we lost our accreditation. You are well aware of how this makes our company look
and the damage that it causes. Another week could cost me several million dollars. This is causing concern among
my board members, employees and customers. Every day is very damaging to us.
https://mai l.google.com lm ai l/u/0/?ui = 2&í k = 9d7e 7f021 a&vi ew= pt&q= bbb% 20hol brook&qs =tr ue&search= query&th= 157efb9531 a3ac7b&si m I= 157f7f8be0a8eab4
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I don't understand why you would want to damage our reputation and not give me benefit of the doubt. I have
responded expeditiously to all of your requests. I don't think I have shown anything but a history of running honest
businesses, full compliance with the BBB and being a patriot. I don't see why you wouldn't give me the same A+
rating that I have always held - unless there is another motivation here.

Scott J. Cooper
CEO and Creative Director
scott@worldpatentmarketing.com
888-926-81741 Ext: 212
Direct: 305-330-91991 Fax: 305-503-5458
World Patent Marketing
1680 Meridian Avenue, Suite 600
Miami Beach. Fl 33139
rlttps:J/wor!dpatentmarKeting.com
Join The Invention Revolution
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Mr. Cooper,
I hope you can appreciate that our BBB strives to do a complete and diligent review on the businesses in our area,
especially those seeking accreditation that have extensive product or service lines that involve significant
investments by clients.
Rod and I have been reviewing your documents, website, etc. and he has some additional questions in several areas,
including how your services are marketed, the nuts and bolts of what a customer should expect to receive when
entering into a basic agreement, as well as the appearance of a disparagement clause in your contract. BBB cannot
https:/lm al I .googl e.com lm ai l/u/0/?ui = 2&i k= 9d7e 7f021 a&vi ew = pt&q= bbb%20hol brook&qs =tr ue&search= query &th= 157efb9531 a3ac 7b&s im I= 157t7f8beüa8eab4
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accredit a company that uses a disparagement clause, so that is of particular importance for discussion. We also
need information on all businesses that have operated under Des a Industries, Inc. prior to the formation of World
Patent Marketing.
ln addition, we have concerns after taking a closer look at the CPA letter that was shared by you. We noted that it
only contains an electronic signature and is addressed generically. Also, it is dated October 14th, and our records
show that on the same date we received an electronic questionnaire response from your company that contained a
revenue figure that varies by approximately 20% from the information in the CPA letter. Given the significant amount
of income being claimed, and significant variance in data being provided to BBB, we feel that we must ask again for
you to provide a copy of your company's filed tax return for certification.
As I shared before, you can blank out all of the information other than the gross revenue and Preparers name and
signature. We have been able to work with many large corporations to certify income through the use of our nondisclosure agreement, and they have not reported any issues from doing so. Rod suggested that I send you a copy of
the NOA we previously offered so you can review it and reconsider this request. Please find the copy attached.
Rod would also like to see if you are available to schedule a discussion by phone next Friday, October 28th. He
already has a meeting set for 11 :OOam so he could either schedule something for 1 O:Oüa.m. or we could set it for
2:00p.m.
Thank you,
Michele

Michele Mason, Senior Vice President
Better Business Bureau Serving Southeast Florida and the Caribbean
4411 Beacon Circle Suite 4
West Palm Beach, FL 33407
p: 561-842-9278 x194
f· 561-845-7234
mmason@bbbsefl.org
bbb.org Start With Trust®
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On Fri, Oct 21, 2016 at 1:23 PM, Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketíng.com> wrote:
Michelle

Good afternoon. Are we looking ok?

Scott J. Cooper
CEO and Creative Director

scott@wor!dpatentmarkøting,com
888-926-8174 I Ext: 212
Direct: 305-330-9199 I Fax: 305-503-5458
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Scott Cooper <scoll@worldpatentmarketing.com>

Re: Response
1 message
Michele Mason <mmason@bbbsefl.org>

Mon, Oct 24, 2016 at 2:34 PM

To: Scott Cooper <scott@worldpatentmarketing.com>
Cc: advisoryboard@worldpatentmarketing.com, Rod Davis <rdavis@bbbsefl.org>
Mr. Cooper,
Thank you very much for your follow-up email. I did not mean to insinuate that you provided a letter that isn't authentic.
However, BBB requires that a letter from a CPA that is being submitted to certify income is hand signed and on their
letterhead. so that we are consistent with all submissions, since this data plays an important role in the rating process.
We owe it to you and all businesses to apply a uniform and documented approach to revenue verification. We cannot
accept an electronic signature. Unfortunately I didn't notice Ms. Holbrook's signature was electronic until Friday, and as
you have indicated, you have been trying to get your company's rating restored as quickly as possible. We would have
had to go the route of asking Ms. Holbrook to physically sign a letter and send it to us, and us follow back up with her to
verify the authenticity in order to accept this form of certification. Therefore receiving a tax return is much quicker.
Additionally, I want to explain that when a company reports income of $1 million or higher to our BBB for their annual
gross receipts, it is our policy to ask for certification via a CPA letter or tax return. At the much higher levels of income,
we usually only accept certification trom tax documents. I was out of the office when we were corresponding about the
income, and therefore was unaware of the high level you had reported, or I would have only listed a tax return as your
option for certifying income.
Since we've advised you that we only need a copy of the top page of the most recently filed return, and all information
other than gross revenue and the name of the preparer can be blanked out, we find that we aren't asking for anything
different than what was provided initially in Ms. Holbrook's letter. There is no request for a breakdown of how the revenue
was derived.
As mentioned earlier, BBB ratings rely heavily on annual revenue to determine the volume of business that a company
conducts, and that's why we require certification at the higher levels. lt allows us to insure consistency in reporting
ratings and file information among companies in your industry, and allows us to provide potential clients with the most
accurate information possible.
I was trying to be as responsive as quickly as possible on Friday afternoon, and see that I should have spent more time
to explain the reasons for the additional requests. I'll attempt to do so here, which I think can best be done by sharing a
timeline of events beginning on September 29, 2016 for you and your Advisory Board to review.
I hope you'll keep in mind as you are reviewing this timeline that our BBB is responsible for an area that includes
200,000 companies. Our staff handles on average 4,000 complaints a month and 4,000 calls a month as well as nearly
1/2 million monthly visitors to our website. Given the large area we serve, our staff stays extremely busy handling the
volume of requests we receive while also developing reports and reviewing complaints for patterns. I personally interact
with hundreds of companies every month, and our CEO, Rod Davis, does as well.
Our team had already been working with several companies when the NY BBB suddenly notified us they were going to
transfer your company's file over to us. Given your history with the NY BBB as an Accredited Business, we were trying
to expedite things the best we could, but please understand that we take our responsibility seriously to fulfill timelines for
correspondence and work that we had already committed to prior to any knowledge that NY BBB would submit this
request for your company, World Patent Marketing.

ln addition, we take both our ratings and the information we share in our public reviews very seriously and strive to have
our information as complete and accurate when issuing ratings, etc. We know that many people rely on BBB Reviews
and ratings to make important decisions about how to spend their hard earned money and we owe it to them and the
companies we report on to insure we do our due diligence.
We also hope you can appreciate that we apply the same scrutiny to competitors in your industry and all businesses
since the BBB Logo becomes a shared symbol. Permitting businesses to obtain and use the logo without complete
vetting can damage not only our BBB, but also BBB Accredited Businesses.
https :/lm ai I .googl e.com lm ai l/u/0/?ui = 2&i k= 9d7e 7f021 a&vi ew= pt&q= bbb%20hol brook&qs=tr ue&search= query&th= 157efb9531 a3ac 7b&s im I= 157f7f8be0a8eab4
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Here's our timeline:
Thursday, September 29: BBB in NY indicates that they are going to transfer their complaints for World Patent
Marketing. You reached out to me that day to introduce yourself and at that time I let you know that we were waiting on
the transfer of complaints. Here's your email and my response - I apologize if your understanding from this message was
that we would be done in a day or two:
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Suarez, Jesus
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael Pineiro <mpineiro@mnrlawfirm.com>
Tuesday, April 04, 2017 2:15 PM
Suarez, Jesus
RE: FTC v. World Patent Marketing, Case No. 17-cv-20848-DPG

Jay,
Just tried you at your office. Do you have time to talk today? Let me know.

Michael A. Pineiro
Marcus Neiman & Rashbaum LLP
2 South Biscayne Boulevard
Suite 1750
Miami, Florida 33131
Telephone: 305-400-4268
mpineiro@mnrlawfirm.com
www.mnrlawfirm.com
This e-mail message is from Marcus Neiman & Rashbaum LLP, a law firm, and may contain legally privileged and/or confidential
information. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message
to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this e-mail message and any
attachments from your computer without retaining a copy.
IRS Circular 230 disclosure: Any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments or enclosures) was not
intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii)
promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed in this communication. (The foregoing
disclaimer has been affixed pursuant to U.S. Treasury regulations governing tax practitioners.)

From: Suarez, Jesus [mailto:jsuarez@gjb‐law.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 9:04 PM
To: Michael Pineiro <mpineiro@mnrlawfirm.com>
Cc: Harmon, Heather <HHarmon@gjb‐law.com>; Perlman, Jonathan <JPerlman@gjb‐law.com>
Subject: FW: FTC v. World Patent Marketing, Case No. 17‐cv‐20848‐DPG
Michael,
We are still waiting for a response to this correspondence. Please let us know if you will be providing a response. Thank
you.
Jesus
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Jesus M. Suarez
100 SE 2nd Street, 44th Floor
Miami, Florida 33131
Direct: (305) 913-6682
Main: (305) 349-2300
Fax: (305) 428-8831
Email: jsuarez@gjb-law.com
Website: www.gjb-law.com

Miami | Fort Lauderdale

From: Suarez, Jesus
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2017 1:12 PM
To: 'Michael Pineiro'
Cc: Harmon, Heather; Perlman, Jonathan; Serres, Ellen
Subject: FW: FTC v. World Patent Marketing, Case No. 17-cv-20848-DPG

Michael,
Please let us know when you expect to respond to our correspondence and provide the requested information. The
Receiver requested information, which Mr. Cooper must provide pursuant to the TRO, in order to complete his analysis
of the Receivership Entities’ business and financial affairs.
Thanks,
Jesus
Jesus M. Suarez
Genovese Joblove & Battista, P.A.
Direct 305.913.6682
jsuarez@gjb-law.com
From: Suarez, Jesus
Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2017 7:31 PM
To: 'Michael Pineiro'
Cc: Perlman, Jonathan; Harmon, Heather; Serres, Ellen
Subject: FTC v. World Patent Marketing, Case No. 17-cv-20848-DPG

Michael,
Please see attached correspondence.
Thanks,
Jesus
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Jesus M. Suarez
100 SE 2nd Street, Suite 4400
Miami, Florida 33131
Main 305.349.2300
Direct 305.913.6682
Fax 305.428.8831
JSuarez@GJB-law.com|www.GJB-law.com

Miami | Fort Lauderdale
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PROVISIONAL APPLICATION FOR PATENT COVER SHEET
This is a request for filing a PROVISIONAL APPLICATION FOR PATENT under 37 CFR 1.53(c).

INVENTOR(S)
Given Name

Family Name or Surname

Mechelle

Walters ,

Residence
Winston , Oregon

TITLE OF THE INVENTION (500 characters max):
no teling
CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS
Direct all correspondence to:
The address corresponding to Customer Number: _________________
OR
X Firm or Individual Name: Mechelle Walters
Address: 3280 Rice Creek rd
City: Winston
State: Oregon
Zip: 97496
Country: United States
Telephone: 5416707850
Email: 800017014@student.umpqua.edu

ENCLOSED APPLICATION PARTS (check all that apply)
Application Data Sheet. See 37 CFR 1.76
__Drawing(s) Number of Sheets

CD(s), Number of CDs
Other (specify):

Specification (e.g. description of the invention) Number of Pages
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METHOD OF PAYMENT OF THE FILING FEE AND APPLICATION SIZE FEE FOR THIS PROVISIONAL APPLICATION FOR
PATENT
__X__ Applicant claims small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27.

TOTAL FEE AMOUNT ($) $130

_____ A check or money order made payable to the Director of the United States Patent and Trademark Office is enclosed to cover
the filing fee and application size fee (if applicable)
_____
Payment by credit card. Form PTO-2038 is attached.
_____

The Director is hereby authorized to charge the filing fee and application size fee (if applicable) or credit any
overpayment to Deposit Account Number:
.
USE ONLY FOR FILING A PROVISIONAL APPLICATION FOR PATENT

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.51. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by
the USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.11 and 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 8
hours to complete, including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the
individual case. Any comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to
the Chief Information Officer, U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT
SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.
If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2.
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PROVISIONAL APPLICATION COVER SHEET
PTO/SB/16 (12-08) Approved for use through 06/30/2010. OMB 0651-0032
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control
number.

The invention was made by an agency of the United States Government or under a contract with an agency of the United States
Government.

X

No.

__ Yes, the name of the U.S. Government agency and the Government contract number are:

WARNING:
Petitioner/applicant is cautioned to avoid submitting personal information in documents filed in a patent application
that may contribute to identity theft. Personal information such as social security numbers, bank account numbers, or
credit card numbers (other than a check or credit card authorization form PTO-2038 submitted for payment purposes)
is never required by the USPTO to support a petition or an application. If this type of personal information is included
in documents submitted to the USPTO, petitioners/applicants should consider redacting such personal information
from the documents before submitting them to the USPTO. Petitioner/applicant is advised that the record of a patent
application is available to the public after publication of the application (unless a non-publication request in
compliance with 37 CFR 1.213(a) is made in the application) or issuance of a patent. Furthermore, the record from an
abandoned application may also be available to the public if the application is referenced in a published application or
an issued patent (see 37 CFR 1.14). Checks and credit card authorization forms PTO-2038 submitted for payment
purposes are not retained in the application file and therefore are not publicly available.

SIGNATURE

_____________

TYPED or PRINTED NAME Mechelle Walters
(if applicable)
TELEPHONE 5416707850

Date February 15, 2017

REGISTRATION NO. _________

Docket Number: _________________
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Privacy Act Statement
The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in connection with your
submission of the attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly, pursuant to the requirements of
the Act, please be advised that: (1) the general authority for the collection of this information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2)
furnishing of the information solicited is voluntary; and (3) the principal purpose for which the information is used by
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is to process and/or examine your submission related to a patent application or
patent. If you do not furnish the requested information, the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to
process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of proceedings or abandonment of the
application or expiration of the patent.
The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:
1.
The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the Freedom
of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from this system of records may be
disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether disclosure of these records is required by the Freedom
of Information Act.
2.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of
presenting evidence to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to opposing counsel in the
course of settlement negotiations.
3.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of Congress
submitting a request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the individual has requested
assistance from the Member with respect to the subject matter of the record.
4.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the Agency
having need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of information shall be required to comply
with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
5.
A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in this
system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the World Intellectual Property
Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
6.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal agency for
purposes of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C.
218(c)).
7.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator,
General Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as part of that agency's
responsibility to recommend improvements in records management practices and programs, under authority of 44
U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing inspection
of records for this purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such disclosure shall not be
used to make determinations about individuals.
8.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after either
publication of the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further,
a record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record was
filed in an application which became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which application
is referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an issued patent.
9.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, or
local law enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential violation of law or regulation.
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PROVISIONAL PATENT APPLICATION
Invention Type
This invention is an invention of the following type(s):
Other
Invention Title
The title of the invention is: no teling
Background
not sure - technology

Invention Summary
not telling you
Invention Description
not telling you

Other Uses or Applications for This Invention
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DEPARTMENT
MANAGEMENT

TASK
Oversees day‐to‐day operations of all Teams/Groups

STAFF
Jaypee Roque

Monitors PIIR Activity.
Proofreads PIIR Documents

Rosette Lontok

Manages and Maintains PIIR Google Drive
Checks new Phase1 Paid Leads and updates Client List Spreadsheet on Google Drive
Checks GIRA /PIIR Contract has been duly Signed by client
Generates Daily Past Due Report
Creates Daily Phase 1 Paid Lead List for PIIR (now)
Collates Client Files for easy review of Report Generator (new PIIR)
PIIR

First Research. Analyse client files and generate First Research Report for PIIR
Search (Patent/Prior Arts)

Rosette Lontok
Ces Fontanilla

PPT (Technology Dashboard)

InventBoost. Analyse client files, Add Jobs and Answer portal questionnaire (Popularity, Visual/Experiential Appeal, Logistics,
Longevity, Manufacturing Costs, Consumer Costs, Online Effectiveness and Geographic Segmentation)
PIIR Report. Collates to combine the Final PIIR Report
Sends PIIR to Manager via email as attachment, upload PIIR in Google Drive in Manager’s folder , notate in Galleryleads and include
Google Drive link for reference
Processes Special GIRA (old clients) escalated by Managers/Christie

Creates Hoovers Company List
Assigned task for Creating Hoover Letter Leads
Sends Authorization Letters
Manages Authorization Letters Calendar (Due Date Schedule)
Sends follow up email to clients for all unsigned Authorization Letters/Cooper Innovation
Kathleen La Morena
Sends email acknowledgement to clients for all signed documents received
Monitors Letters to Manufacturers Schedule (ensures that they are being sent on time)
LICENSING OUTREACH
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LICENSING OUTREACH

Responds to client email queries (i.e. Licensing Outreach, General Inquiries, clients requesting for callback or updates, address
change etc... )
Logo and Banner ‐ New orders/revision requests (Minimal)
Sends Daily Team End of Shift Report (i.e. Total Clients, Total Letters Created, New Letter Requests)
Creates Hoovers Company List
Updates the pending folder of sent Authorization Letters
Charm La Morena
Updates and Manages Hoovers master list tracker
Sends Authorization Letters
Manages Info@worldpatentmarketing.com email and forwards clients' emails to their respective Project Managers or department
Uploads files to client's account in Gallery Leads as requested by Project Managers
Live Chat Support; answers general inquiries and get contact details to be forwarded to their respective Project Managers
Live Chat Support on WPM Products. Janus Case, Sasquatch, Print Glow etc..

INFO TEAM

Processes payment requests as sent by Project Managers

Rona Edillor
Che Roque

Sends receipts for online payments and other payment methods (cash, check, bank wire as instructed by Diana)
Monitors PIIR agreements, One Time Payment Authorization Form (OTPAF), Smart Building Agreement received via email
(HELLOSIGN); these will then be uploaded to the respective client's files in Gallery Leads
Updates and tracks Phase 2 payments of Collections clients
Assist the PIIR team in locating agreements signed by the clients
Manages marketingninja@worldpatentmarketing.com (zendesk)
Creates bitly link for Marketing Portfolio
MARKETING NINJA

Uploads Signed Authorization Letters/Cooper Innovation

Chenney Achurra

Sends Letters to Manufacturers
Sends and Uploads Generic and/or customizes logos/banners
Listens and Evaluates Call Recordings and Reports issues to Project Managers
Sends Call Summary to Janice (Marketing), Christie (Processing)
Alfie Achurra

QUALITY ASSURANCE
Processes special requests from Project Managers to extract audio files
Coordinates with Gen Rodriguez on Agent List Update
Serves as a frontliner to receive calls from World Patent Marketing main number and address concerns when required
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RECEPTION

Answers general inquiry and filters escalation/transfer calls to requested party

Laurinda Cinco

Manages Reception Zendesk
Creates Marketing Portfolio
Sends follow up approval on logos and banners to be placed on Marketing Portfolio.
Sends Press Release links to client
Submits Press Release revision requests

MARKETING PORTFOLIO
(Development Team)

Sends Vocus Report to clients (30 days from PR publishing date)
Kristine Zerrudo
3D Drawings– revision and new orders ordered to the artist and sends them to clients.
Email – responds to clients requesting for an update regarding Marketing
Sends Invoices to New patent filed clients
Sends follow up invoice every 3 months from last invoice date
Invoice Report – sent every first Monday of the month
Revisions for Generic Logo & Banner Media Templates used for GIRA
Creates customized Logo & Banner (upon special request only)

IN‐HOUSE ARTIST
(Hours Approval Required)

Does InfoGraphics and Brochure Revisions
Creates Phase 3 & 4 and other Miscellaneous art work request ‐ PrintGlow, Janus Case, Etc.
Serves as an overflow when volume spikes on Letters to Manufacturers

Aiza King
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