
MOHAMMAD HAMED, by his
authorized agent WALEED HAMED,

PlaintifVCounterclaim Defendant,

vs.

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS
DIVISION OF ST. CROIX

)
FATHI YUSUF and UNITED CORPORATION,)

)
Defendants/Counterclaimants, )

vs.

WALEED HAMED, \ilAHEED HAMED,
MUFEED HAMED, HISHAM HAMED, and
PLESSEN ENTERPRISES, INC.,

Additional Counterclaim Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)

OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR RELEASE OF PI BOND

Defendants/counterclaimant Fathi Yusuf ("Yusuf') and United Corporation ("United")

(collectively, the "Defendants"), through their undersigned counsel, respectfully submit this

Opposition to the "Motion and Memorandum For Release of PI Bond" (the "Motion For

Release") f,rled by plaintiff/counterclaim defendant Mohammad Hamed ("Hamed,,).

Unfortunately, the Motion For Release represents yet another of Hamed's multiple efforts to

limit and now completely avoid any potential damages resulting from the preliminary

injunction that went into effect on April 25, 2013 and extended at the very least through

January 9,2015, the date this Court entered an Order Adopting "Final Wind Up plan', (the

"Plan"). For essentially the same reasons set forth in Defendants' Opposition to plaintiffs

Motion For A Reduction Of PI Bond filed on May 9, 2014 ("Defendants' Opposition"), this

Court should deny the Motion For Release.
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harmed Yusuf, at least with respect to one half of the salaries paid during the course of the

preliminary injunction.2

Assuming, without conceding, that the preliminary injunction expired effective January

9,2015, that injunction prevented the termination of the Hamed Sons for approximately 2I

months. According to this Court's own calculations set forth in the Order Re-Setting

Injunction Bond, the salaries paid to the Hamed Sons over that2l months period exceeded $2.4

million dollars. One half of that amount corresponds to the $1.2 million dollar bond currently

in place. Accordingly, the potential damage suffered by Yusuf in the form of unnecessary

salary expense alone justifies the continuation of the $1.2 million bond.

The preliminary injunction also prohibited Yusuf and United from taking unilateral

action with respect to the possession and occupancy of Plaza Extra-East. In his February 4,

2015 Opposition to Yusuf s January 29th Motion to Stay Part of the Liquidation Order Pending

Appeal, Hamed relied upon the Declaration of Waleed Hamed, attached as Exhibit 1, which

declared, among other things, that "[w]hen thePlaza West store was fully functional, without

the current management issues, it regularly made a profit of $250,000 a month (before income

taxes)." If Hamed argues that these profit margins should apply with respect to Plaza Extra-

Vy'est, the same would apply with even greater force with respect to Plaza Extra-East, the store

that has historically generated the most profits. Accordingly, based upon the evidence

presented by Hamed himself, United and Yusuf have been damaged over $5,000,000 by being
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DUDLE PPER, and X'EUERZEIG, LLP

1000 Frederiksberg Gade - P.O. Box 756
St. Thomas, VI 00804
Telephone: (340) 7 15-4405
Telefax: (340) 7 15-4400
E-mail : f¡hodges@dtfl aw.com

and

Nizar A. DeV/ood, Esq. (V.I. Bar No. 1177)
The DeV/ood Law Firm
2006 Eastem Suburbs, Suite 101

Christiansted, VI 00830
Telephone: (340) 773-3444
Telefax: (888) 398-8428
Email : info@,dewood-law. com

Attorneys for Fathi Yusuf and United Corporation

Respectfu lly submitted,

By:Dated: March 30,2015
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 30ú day of March, 20I5,I caused the foregoing Opposition
To Plaintiffs Motion For Release Of PI Bond to be served upon the following via e-mail:

Joel H. Holt, Esq. Carl Hartmann,III, Esq.
LAW OFFICES OF JOEL H. HOLT 5000 Estate Coakley Bay, #L-6
2132 Company Street Christiansted, VI 00820
Christiansted, V.I. 00820 Email: carl(4)carlhartmann.com
Email: holtvi@aol.com

Mark W. Eckard, Esq. Jeffrey B.C. Moorhead, Esq.
Eckard, P.C. C.R.T. Building
P.O. Box 24849 1132 King Street
Christiansted, VI 00824 Christiansted, VI00820
Email: markGàmarkeckarcl.com Email: jeffì:evmlaw(Pyahoo.com

The Honorable Edgar A. Ross
Email : edgaro ssj udsel¿?hotmail . coln


