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

UNITED CORPORATION,
Plaintiff,

v.
Case No.: 2013-CV-152

WADDA CHARRIEZ, ACTION FOR DAMAGES
& RECOUPMENT

Defendant.
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

WADDA CHARRIEZ,
Counter-Claimant,

UNITED CORPORATION,
Defendant.

WADDA CHARRIEZ,

Th i rd-Party Plai ntiff,
v.

FATHI YUSUF,

Third-Party Defendant.

DEFENDANT WADDA CHARRIEZ'S FIRST
REQUESTS TO ADMIT TO PLAINTIFF UNITED CORPORATION

COMES NOW Defendant, Wadda Charriez, by counsel, propounds the following

Requests to Admit to be timely answered or deemed admitted pursuant to V.l. R. Civ. P.

36 on Plaintiff United Corporation. Defendant Charriez will propound additional

discovery when United Gorporation files an answer to Defendant Charriez's

Second Amended Counterclaim and Fathi Yusuf files an answer to Defendant

Charriez's First Amended Third Party Gomplaint.

v
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TERMS AND MEANINGS

The terms used in this Discovery have the following meaning:

As used herein, the term "document(s)" is used in its broadest sense to include,

by way of illustration only and not by way of limitation, all originals and non-identical

copies of any writing or any other tangible thing or data compilation in the custody,

possession or control of the Plaintiff - whether printed, typed, reproduced by any process,

written or produced by hand, including any graphic matter however produced or

reproduced, or produced by any other mechanical means and all data, either electronic,

magnetic, chemical, mechanical, or other form of data storage capable of being

transformed into written or oral matter, including, but not limited to, CD-ROMs, DVDs,

computer disks, Hard-drive computer storage mediums - including e-mails, letters,

affidavits, filings, engineering studies and/or tests, reports, agreements, communications,

correspondence, permits, accounting records, business records, contracts, letters of

agreements, telegrams. mailgrams, memoranda, summaries and/or records of personnel

or telephone conversations, diaries, calendars, forecasts, photographs, tape recordings,

facsimiles, models, statistical statements, graphs, charts, plans, drawings, service and/or

pump data, logs, minutes or records of meetings, minutes or records of conferences,

reports and/or summaries of interviews, reports, conversations, summaries of

investigations, opinions or reports of consultants, topographical or geological maps or

surveys, appraisals, records, reports or summaries of negotiations, drafts of any

document, revisions of drafts of any document, purchase orders, invoices, receipts,

original or preliminary notes, financial statements, accounting work papers, promissory

notes, film, microfilm, microfiche, punch cards, slides, pictures, videotapes, moving

pictures, computer programs, laboratory results, magnetic tapes or any other matter



Defendant Charriez's l"r Reguesfs to Admit to Ptaintiff lJnited Corporation
Page 3 of 11

which is capable of being read, heard or seen with or without mechanical or electronic

assistance.

The parties have consented, pursuant to V.l. R. Civ. P. 5(bX2XE), to electronic

seru¡ce of all documents in this action including discovery requests and

responses.

"Communication" means any correspondence, contact, discussion, exchange,

contract, or agreement between any two or more persons. Without limiting the foregoing,

"communication" includes all documents, as defined above, telephone conversations,

internet communications, e-mail, facsimile transmissions, voice mail, face{o-face

conversations, meetings, and conferences.

"United" or "United Corp" shall mean the plaintiff United Corporation.

"Charriez" shall mean the defendant Wadda Charriez.

REQUESTS TO ADMIT

RTA No. l: ADMIT or DENY that on January 8, 2013, Fathi Yusuf told Wadda Charriez

she was fired.

Response:

RTA No. 2: ADMIT or DENY that an hourly employee must be paid for all hours worked,

whether that work is conducted on or off the employer's premises.

Response:
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RTA No. 3: ADMIT or DENY that with Wally Hamed, representing his father, Mohammad

Hamed's, interest in the Hamed-Yusuf Partnership pursuant to a power of attorney, or

the Hamed-Yusuf Partnership, authorized the current lawsuit, United Corporation v

Wadda Charriez, Superior Court of the Virgin lslands, Division of St. Croix, No. 2013-CV-

152.

Response:

Requests 4-13 relate to Attached Exhibit 1:
The Order of the Court (Summary Judgment) dated November 17,2014.

RTA No. 4: ADMIT or DENY that there was a telephonic conference with Judge Brady
in Hamed v. Yusuf, SX-12-CV-37O, "on October7,2014".

Response:

RTA No. 5: ADMIT or DENY that at a telephonic conference with Judge Brady in Hamed
v. Yusuf, SX-12-CV-370, on October 7,2014, ""Defendants' [Yusuf and United, stated
theirl agreement that the relationship between Plaintiff and Yusuf constituted a
partnership."

Response:

RTA No. 6: ADMIT or DENY that at a telephonic conference with Judge Brady in Hamed
v. Yusuf , SX-12-CV-370, on October 7 , 20, " the Court advised that based Defendants'
agreement that the relationship between Plaintiff and Yusuf constituted a partnership that
it would enter summary judgment as to the existence of a partnership."

Response:
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RTA No. 7: ADMIT or DENY that "based Defendants' agreement that the relationship
between Plaintiff and Yusuf constituted a partnership" at that October 7,2014 telephonic
conference, Judge Brady entered the Summary Judgment which stated, inter alia, " In his
Motion re Master, Defendant Yusuf conceded the existence of a partnership by operation
of law between himself and Plaintiff Hamed, and requested that this Court dissolve said
partnership."

Response:

RTA No. 8: ADMIT or DENY that "based Defendants' agreement that the relationship
between Plaintiff and Yusuf constituted a partnership" at that October 7,2014 telephonic
conference, Judge Brady entered the Summary Judgment which stated, inter alia, "ln
subsequent filings and in open court, Defendants have reiterated their concession as to
the existence of the partnership."

Response:

RTA No. 9: ADMIT or DENY that "based Defendants' agreement that the relationship
between Plaintiff and Yusuf constituted a partnership" at that October 7,2014 telephonic
conference, Judge Brady entered the Summary Judgment which stated, inter alia, " The
formal declaration of the existence of a partnership is a necessary prerequisite to the
dissolution and winding -up of the partnership, the process upon which the parties have
embarked. "

Response:

RTA No. 10: ADMIT or DENY that "based Defendants' agreement that the relationship
between Plaintiff and Yusuf constituted a partnership" at that October 7,2014 telephonic
conference, Judge Brady entered the Summary Judgment which stated, inter alia, "the
Court finds and declares that a partnership was formed in 1986 by the oral agreement
between Plaintiff and Defendant Yusuf for the ownership and operation of the three Plaza
Extra Stores, with each partner having aSOo/o ownership interest in all partnership assets
and profits, and 50% obligation as to all losses and liabilities."

Response:
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RTA No. l1 ADMIT or DENY that in his Motion re Master, Defendant Yusuf conceded
the existence of a partnership between Hamed and Yusuf for as to the operation of the
Plaza Extra Stores by operation of law between himself and Plaintiff Hamed, and
requested that this Court dissolve said partnership.

Response:

RTA No. l2: ADMIT or DENY that in subsequent in filings and in open court in Hamed
v. Yusuf, Defendants have reiterated their concession as to the existence of the
partnership between Hamed and Yusuf for as to the operation of the Plaza Extra Stores.

Response:

RTA No. l3: ADMIT or DENY that Yusuf made a formal declaration of the existence of
the Hamed-Yusuf Plaza Extra Stores partnership, and that Hamed and Yusuf have
embarked on the dissolution and winding-up of the partnership.

Response:

RTA No. 13: ADMIT or DENY that a partnership was formed in 1986 by the oral
agreement between Plaintiff and Defendant Yusuf for the ownership and operation of the
three Plaza Extra Stores, with each partner having a 5Oo/o ownership interest in all
partnership assets and profits, and 50% obligation as to all losses and liabilities.

Response:

RTA 14: ADMIT or DENY that Wadda Charriez was a witness in the TRO Hearing in
Hamed v. Yusuf in 2013.

Response:
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RTA 15: ADMIT or DENY that when Wadda Charriez testified as a witness in the TRO
Hearing in Hamed v. Yusuf in 2013, her testimony was hostile to Yusuf and United, and
that she was questioned as a hostile witness.

Response:

RTA 16: ADMIT or DENY that when Wadda Charriez testified as a witness in the TRO
Hearing in Hamed v. Yusuf in 2013, her testimony was that an attempt was made to
terminate her because of her willingness to testify,

Response:

RTA 17: ADMIT or DENY that WaddaCharriez's attempted termination by United in2013
was not successful.

Response:

RTA 18: ADMIT or DENY that Wadda Charriez's attempted termination in 2013 did not
result in her being separated from employment alPlaza Extra.

Response:

RTA 19: ADMIT or DENY that Wadda Charriez's attempted termination in 2013 did not
result in her being separated from employment aI Plaza Extra.

Response:

RTA 20: ADMIT or DENY that Wadda Charriez's attempted termination 2013 did not
result in her being separated from employment atPlaza Extra because of the intervention
of members of the Hamed family.

Response:
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RTA 20: ADMIT or DENY that Wadda Charriez's attempted termination 2013 did not
result in her being separated from employment atPlaza Extra because of the intervention
because Hamed was a 50% partner in the operation of the Plaza Extra Supermarkets.

Response:

Dated: March 6,2018
J Holt, Esq. (Bar No. 6)

offi
for Charriez

ces of Joel H. Holt
2132 Company Street,
Christiansted, Vl 00820
340-773-8709
holtvitôaol.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 6th day of March, 2018,1 served a copy of the foregoing
Request for lnterrogatories by email, as agreed by the parties, on:

Glenda Cameron, Esq.
Law Offices of K.G. Cameron
294 King Cross Street
Christiansted, Vl 00820
kg I enda@cameron lawvi. com
(340) 773-3444

Charlotte Perrell, Esq.
Dudley,Topper and Feuerzeig LLP
Law House
1000 Frederiksberg Gade
P.O. Box 756
St. Thomas, Vl 00804
cperrell@dtflaw.com
(340) 7154405

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH RU r(e)

This document complies with the page or word limitation set forth in e 6-1(e)
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EXHIBIT 1

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THÉ VIRGIN ISLÁF{DS

DIVISION OF ST. CROIX

MÕI{A.VMED HAMËI) by his äurhcrizcd ågenr
VfALEIID FlAlvlËD,

P laindfl?Countcrcl ain Dçfcï dsnt,

v

FÂTHI YUSUF and UNI'ITD OORFORT\TON,

Dcfendan ts/Côun&rcttimsfts

v.

WALEET} I.¡AMED, WAI{EED IIAÞÍED,
MUFEED HAMËD, HISH/\M HÂMED, and
PLESSEN ENTËRPRISES, f}IC.

CounterËlaim Þefbndånts.

CruIL NO. SX.T2-CV.3?O

AC'ITON fOR DI\MÂGES, ctc.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

ORIIER

TIIIS MATTER is before úe Court on Plaintiffs Møion foc ParJiql Sunrmrr¡'Judgm€nl,

filed Novernber 1 2, 2û17 ín tIrc Dismia Court of thc Virgin IslsÍds, prior to rcmsmd to this Coun;

fþfsndmts' Motion to Appoint a Mastcr for Judicial Supen'i*ion of Pañnership Wínding Up, or

in tlÊ altcrnsdve þ ¿q,ppo¡nt Rooeiver to Wind Up Parlncrship ('Motion ¡s Ms3tcr'), filed April

7, 2014; Flaintiffs Renewed Motion for Pa¡tial Summary Judgment as to the Exisrcnc€ of a

l'artncrship ("Plaintiffs Motion-), filcd May 9, 2014; f)cfcndants' Opposition, frlcd Junc 2, 2014;

Plaintiffs Rcply, filed Junc 10, 20¡4, and Plaintiff Mohammad ltramcd's Notioe of Addlion¡l

Faets Rcgarding his Motion for Summary .ludgment as to P¡fnership, frled Septenrbcr I t,2014.

This nratcrcame on for a tele¡lhonic s¡atus confercnceon October 7.2A14, at v,.hichtime flre Court

advised that based Dcfendrints' Agrccmcnt that the relationship bctrrcen PldntitTsnd Dcfcndant
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Yusuf çonstituted a partnership that it uould crtcr summary judgmcnt 0s to thc existencc of ¿

partncrship. As such, Plalntifls Motion wíll bc gråfltd fr¡r the rossoili that follow.

Ry Arncnded Complaint tìled October 19, 2012, Plsintiffalleged that a partnership cxísted

betwecn Hamed and Yusuf puxuânt to the Unífotm Pertrrcrship Act adopted in the Virgin Isl¡r¡ds,

and brought this aaion pursuent to V.f . Coou A,NN. tit. 26, $ 75 secking, amorg otlrcr rhings, ht{y

of deel¡ratory judgmÉnf. rccognizing the Hamcd-Yusuf Panncrship. In his Motion rc M¡srer,

Defendant Yt¡suf conoeded the existence of aparûrership by opera{ion of law bctween hirnself snd

PlsintitrHffncrJ, and requestal thst fhÍs Court dìssolve saitl portneahip. Scc Motíonrc Mastcr, f7.

ln subsquent filings and in opeß üourq Defcndants h¡ve rcitcrald th¿ir conccssioft a¡ to thc

cxisteroe of thc partætship. Aecordingly, Plalntiff ¡cncw¡d his motioo for partinl firmrmry

judgmcnÇ seekiog the Cowt's cntry cfjudgmeût on Cot¡nt One of Plaintiffs Arncrdcd Ccmplaint

declaring th cxistence ofthc Hamd-Yusrf Fartncrship.

Defcod¿nß objoct to Plaintiffs MotioÍ on ths following grounds: l) Pursuant to t"A.Ci

56.1, Plaintiffs Motion l¿cks ¡ sc?ãratc statcrncnt of matcrial facts; 2) Flaintifl's ,A¡nended

Complaint docs not rÊquert dcclaratory rclicf based on thc Uniforrn Partnøship Ftcq and 3) thÊrc

is no rrccd to cntcr stunrnsry judgmcnt as Defendant Yusuf alrcady conceded thc cxistcnce of a

panncrship. Op¡rosition, at 2-{.

'Xhc Cou¡t is not persuadcd by Dcfcrrdants' erguments: Fi*t, Plaintiffs Motion bcfore the

Court is "nne\ryed." His original Motion for Pa¡tial Sr¡rnmary Judgmenl filcd in the Ðistricl Court,

i¡¡cludcd ân aocompûrying staternent <¡f undisputcd material faca. As such, Plaintiff in in

cornpliance with l.RCi 5ó.1. Sccond, Paragraphs 3ó and 37 of Flaintifls ¡lmcndcd Complaint

spwifìcally sccks dccluatory relicf ås to theexistsncc of a parûrcr*hip pursuant to the Uniform
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Parmership Act, as cod¡Iìed in thc V.l. Gode. Finally, conhary to [þfendants' a¡Eumcn| the

dcclaration by tlrc Coun of thc lcgal rclationship of úe partics, disputcd in thc pleadings but

undisputed in fbct, h,rings clarity to the record a¡rd confonns the law of thc cssc to the undispuæd

fects upon which the parties egfee. The furmal decla¡ation of the existcnoe of a partnership is a

nccess€ry prcrequisite to thc dissolution a¡d winding-up ofthe parrrership, the process upcn which

the partics h¿vc crnbarked. In light of thc forcgoing; ít is hereby

ORDERED thet Plsinf¡ffs Renewed Motion for Partiat Surnmary Judgrnent as tc fhe

ExistÊncc of a Pr¡tncrship is GRANTEII; and it is fi¡rrhu

ORDËRED th¿t thc CÕurl finds and dccla¡es thåt a parurership was formed in 1986 by thc

oral agreernellt bct\¡/èeî Plaintiffand Deftad¿nt Yusuffor tl* otrnrcrship end opcration of theth¡ee

Plaza €,xtr¡ Stores. with each paÍfler having a 5Øo ownershíp in¡erest in sll Þaffi€rship asscu and

profits, and 5tru6 obligation ¡s to sll losscs and liabilitiæ; ¡nd it is fruther

ORÐËRßD thåt Plaintiffmay propèrly mâ¡ntåin thls action ÈgåÍnr Defcndant YBr¡f fü

legal and cquitrblc rclicf ¡o cofurcc his rights undcr thc parties' parfncrship agrÉ'emcr¡t cnd the

tr Jniform Parrrcrship Act.

Datcd: ,Út ,'¿"*/ú 7, ?n' I
A. BRidnY

Judge of thc Supcrior Court

ATTßS1':

Ac{ing

By:

7

oltk Court


