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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
CORPUS CHRISTI DIVISION

Liana Davis,
Plaintiff,

V. Case No. 2:25-¢cv-220

Christopher Cooprider; Aid Access
GmbH; Rebecca Gomperts,

Defendants.

Plaintiff’s Motion To Require Production Of Communications And
Documents Related To The Unauthorized Access Of Ms. Davis’s iPhone

On May 28, 2026, plaintiff Liana Davis was deposed by Mr. Cooprider’s attor-
neys. During the deposition, Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys revealed that they and foren-
sics expert George Vasiliou had accessed and analyzed data and information on Ms.
Davis’s iPhone in violation of this Court’s order of May 14, 2026, which forbade Mr.
Vasiliou “to examine or search the data evidence until he is provided with either a
stipulation signed by both parties or an order of the Court.” ECF No. 66-1 ({9).
The Court’s order of May 14, 2026, also instructed Mr. Vasiliou to “secure and se-
curely hold the data evidence as a custodian for the duration of the case,” which pre-
cluded him from sharing data on Ms. Davis’s iPhone with Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys.
Id. (1 8).

On June 2, 2026, Ms. Davis filed an emergency motion to stop Mr. Vasiliou and
Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys from snooping through the contents of her iPhone. See
Motion for Protective Order, ECF No. 70. The Court held a hearing later that day

and told Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers that its order of May 14, 2026, was “clear” and that
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Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s legal team had violated the order by accessing the
contents of Ms. Davis’s iPhone.

Since the moment that Ms. Davis learned that that Mr. Vasiliou and Mr.
Cooprider’s legal team had accessed the contents of her iPhone in violation of this
Court’s order of May 14, 2026, her attorney has made repeated requests that they
turn over their communications and documents pertaining to their access of the con-
tents and data on Ms. Davis’s iPhone. Ms. Davis needs these communications and
documents so that she can determine the extent of their unauthorized access and seek
appropriate remedies from the Court.

But neither Mr. Vasiliou nor Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers will even acknowledge these
requests from Mr. Mitchell, let alone respond to them. They have maintained their
code of silence even after Mr. Mitchell warned that he would seek relief from the
Court if they did not produce the requested communications and documents. Ms.
Davis therefore respectfully asks the Court to order Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s
attorneys to produce all communications about Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices,
as well as all documents, data, content, analyses, reports, or records that they have
possessed or prepared that relate in any way to the information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone
or other devices. The Court should also order them to disclose to Mr. Mitchell all
material from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices that they have viewed, searched,

accessed, or obtained.

1. MR. VASILIOU AND Ms. KLEIN EXAMINE AND AccCESS DATA ON
Ms. DAviS’sS IPHONE IN VIOLATION OF THE COURT’S ORDER OF
MAy 14, 2026

Ms. Davis’s deposition was held on May 28, 2026, approximately two weeks after
she provided her iPhone to Mr. Vasiliou on May 12, 2026. Near the end of the dep-

osition, Ms. Klein produced a document labeled Exhibit 40 and showed it to Ms.
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Davis and Mr. Mitchell. A copy of Exhibit 40 has been filed under seal as ECF No.
72.

Exhibit 40 is a “forensic examination report” of Ms. Davis’s iPhone produced by
Mr. Vasiliou on May 16, 2026. Mr. Vasilioiu prepared and provided this report to Mr.
Cooprider’s legal team without notifying Ms. Davis’s counsel or the Court. The re-
port includes content from the Notes app on Ms. Davis’s iPhone, including verbatim
quotes of notes that Ms. Davis had written and kept on that app. But neither Mr.
Vasiliou nor Ms. Klein was permitted to examine or access these data from Ms. Davis’s
iPhone absent an order of the court or a stipulation of the parties. ECF No. 66-1,
99 8-9. Mr. Vasiliou’s preparation of this report, along with his decision to share the
contents of Ms. Davis’s iPhone with Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys while leaving the
Court and Ms. Davis’s counsel in the dark, was an egregious breach of the Court’s
order and invasion of Ms. Davis’s privacy. Mr. Vasiliou’s actions enabled Cooprider’s
lawyers to access nondiscoverable materials on Ms. Davis’s iPhone, as well as data for
which they had never served a discovery request. It may also have enabled Cooprider’s
attorneys to view privileged material and communications.

Ms. Klein asked many other questions during Ms. Davis’s deposition indicating
that she has accessed and reviewed other materials on Ms. Davis’s iPhone beyond the
data described in Exhibit 40. See pp. 13-16, infra. But neither Ms. Davis nor her
attorneys know the full extent to which Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys
have improperly accessed and obtained information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone, because

they are refusing to cooperate with Mr. Mitchell’s repeated inquiries into this matter.

I1. COOPRIDER’S LAWYERS REFUSE To REspPoND To MR. MITCHELL’S
REPEATED E-MAILS REQUESTING THAT THEY TURN OVER THE
COMMUNICATIONS AND DOCUMENTS SHOWING THE EXTENT OF
THEIR UNAUTHORIZED AcCESS To Ms. DAvis’s IPHONE

As soon as Ms. Davis’s deposition ended, Mr. Mitchell e-mailed Mr. Cooprider’s

attorneys at 5:25 p.M. central time and wrote:
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Counsel:

The Court’s order of May 14, 2026 (ECF No. 67) prohibits Mr. Vasil-
iou from providing or allowing you to access data extracted from Ms.
Davis’s devices absent a court order or stipulation of the parties.

It says that the provision of these devices “shall be . . . subject to the
process described in the proposed stipulation provided by Defendant
Cooprider, (D.E. 66-1).”

That proposed stipulation, which is incorporated into the Court’s order
of May 14, 2026, says: "Mr. Vasiliou . . . will secure and securely hold
the data evidence as a custodian for the duration of the case.”

It also says: “Mr. Vasiliou will not examine or search the data evidence
until he is provided with either a stipulation signed by both parties or
an order of the Court.”

No reasonable lawyer could believe that this order allows them to re-
quest or obtain a “forensic examination report” from Mr. Vasiliou that

Y0 €

includes verbatim copies of the entries on Ms. Davis’s “notes” app.

The document that you presented as Exhibit 40 at Ms. Davis’s deposi-
tion earlier today was obtained in violation of the Court’s order of May
14, 2026, and we will take immediate steps to remedy this situation.

We are making the following requests:

(1) Please immediately agree to treat any data or materials that you have
obtained from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices, as well as any data
or materials from Ms. Davis’s devices that Mr. Vasiliou has shared with
you, as “Highly Confidential —Attorneys’ Eyes Only” until the Court
resolves whether you lawfully obtained the notes that appear in Exhibit
40. Please also agree not to file any of these data or materials with the
Court unless the filing is under seal.

If you are unwilling to agree to this temporary measure, please let us
know immediately.

(2) Please let us know whether you have already shared any parts of the
notes in Exhibit 40, or any other data or materials on Ms. Davis’s iPh-
one or devices, with any person other than the attorneys in this case.
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(3) Please tell us the extent to which you have access to the content in
Ms. Davis’s “notes” app. Some of Ms. Davis’s notes contain privileged
information. Has Mr. Vasiliou sent you all of Ms. Davis’s notes or just
some of them? If not all of them, then why Mr. Vasilou did send you
only some of the notes and how were those notes chosen?

(4) Please explain to us, as part of the meet-and-confer process, how
you obtained the content in Exhibit 40 and how Mr. Vasiliou could
have prepared or sent you that document without violating the Court’s
order of May 14, 2026. If you think that we are misinterpreting the
Court’s order of May 14, 2026, please tell us and explain how you could
have lawfully obtained this information.

We intend to file a Rule 37 motion and ask the Court to prohibit you
from using or relying in any way on the content that appears in Exhibit
40 or any other content that you obtained from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or
other devices absent a court order or stipulation the parties. We may
seck additional remedies if needed. This e-mail is our attempt to satisfy
our meet-and-confer obligations under Rule 37.

Thank you for considering this.

Exhibit 1. Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys have never answered or responded to questions
(2) and (3) in Mr. Mitchell’s e-mail of May 28, 2026. They have never told Mr. Mitch-
ell whether they have shared Exhibit 40 or any other data or materials from Ms. Da-
vis’s iPhone or devices with individuals other than the attorneys in this case. And they
have never explained the extent to which they have accessed the content in Ms. Davis’s
“notes” app.

On May 29, 2026, Mr. Mitchell e-mailed Ms. Klein and requested that she turn
over all “requests” that she sent to Mr. Vasiliou for data, as well as any other “analysis”

that Mr. Vasiliou provided regarding the contents of Ms. Davis’s iPhone:

[P]lease send me a copy of the “request” that you sent to Mr. Vasiliou,
as well as any other requests that you have sent to him for data from my
client’s iPhone. Please also send us any other “analysis” that Mr. Vasil-
iou has provided to you regarding my client’s iPhone or other devices.
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Exhibit 2. Ms. Klein has never acknowledged or responded to these requests in Mr.
Mitchell’s e-mail. Neither has anyone else on Mr. Cooprider’s legal team who was cc’d
on the e-mail.

On May 29,2026, at 5:21 p.M. central time, Mr. Mitchell made a third effort to
obtain the requested communications and documents and e-mailed the following to

Mr. Cooprider’s legal team:

I have repeatedly asked you for answers to each the following questions.
Please provide “yes” or “no” answers to each by 9:00 p.Mm. central time
tonight so I can know whether I need to seek emergency relief from
the Court:

(1) Will you agree to treat any data or materials that Mr. Vasiliou has
extracted from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices as “Highly Confi-
dential —Attorneys’ Eyes Only” until the Court resolves whether you
lawfully obtained the notes that appear in Exhibit 40?

Yes / No

(2) Will you agree [not] to file with the Court any data or materials
that Mr. Vasiliou has extracted from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices
unless the filing is under seal until the Court resolves whether you law-
tully obtained the notes that appear in Exhibit 40?

Yes / No

(3) Have already shared any parts of the notes in Exhibit 40, or any
other data or materials that Mr. Vasiliou has extracted from Ms. Davis’s
iPhone or other devices, with any person other than the attorneys in
this case?

Yes / No

(4) Will you forward to us all of your communications with Mr. Vasiliou
about Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices, as well as all of the data,
reports or analysis that Mr. Vasiliou has provided to you regarding Ms.
Davis’s iPhone or other devices?
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Yes / No

(5) Will you agree to treat the deposition transcript and video as
“Highly Confidential —Attorneys’ Eyes Only” until the Court resolves
whether you lawfully obtained the notes that appear in Exhibit 40?

Yes / No
Exhibit 3. Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys have not responded to this e-mail, nor have they
answered the yes-or-no questions propounded in this e-mail. And they have not for-
warded the communications and documents that Mr. Mitchell (once again) requested

in question (4).
On June 2, 2026, at 6:28 r.M. central time, Mr. Mitchell sent an e-mail to Mr.
Vasiliou and Cooprider’s lawyers instructing them to preserve all communications and
documents relevant to the data that they improperly accessed from Ms. Davis’s iPh-

one:

Counsel:

I am instructing you to preserve all communications between you and
Mr. Vasiliou about Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices, as well as all
documents, data, content, analyses, reports, or records that you or Mr.
Vasiliou have possessed or prepared that relate in any way to the infor-
mation on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices.

We intend to uncover the full extent of the information that you ob-
tained from my client’s iPhone in violation of the Court’s order.

Please confirm that you will preserve these documents and communi-
cations, and please confirm that you have instructed Mr. Vasiliou to do
the same.

If you have already destroyed or spoliated any of the documents or
communications described in this e-mail, please let us know immedi-
ately.
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Exhibit 4. Neither Mr. Vasiliou nor Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers have acknowledged or
responded to Mr. Mitchell’s e-mail of June 2, 2026, even though Mr. Mitchell asked
them to confirm that they would preserve the relevant documents and communica-
tions.

On June 6, 2026, at 1:53 A.M. central time, Mr. Mitchell made his fourth request
for the communications and documents relevant to the data that Mr. Vasiliou and
Cooprider lawyers accessed and obtained from Ms. Davis’s iPhone. In an e-mail to

Cooprider’s legal team, he wrote:

George Vasiliou had no business looking at the material on Ms. Davis’s
phone and he violated the Court’s order by doing so. Neither you nor
he may do anything with the material that you uncovered from Ms.
Davis’s phone other than turn it over to me so that I can find out the
extent to which you have violated my client’s privacy and the Court’s
order of May 14, 2026.

I have previously instructed you and Mr. Vasiliou to turn over to me all
data that was accessed, obtained, or examined on Ms. Davis’s iPhone in
violation of the Court’s order, as well as all communications between
Mr. Vasiliou and the members of Cooprider’s legal team regarding Ms.
Davis’s iPhone.

If you do not produce these data and communications by close of busi-
ness on June 8, 2026, then I will seek a court order compelling you to
produce them.

Exhibit 5. Cooprider’s lawyers, true to form, again refused to acknowledge or respond
to this request.

After the deadline of June 8, 2026, came and went, Mr. Mitchell made a fifth
attempt to request the relevant communications and documents from Cooprider’s
attorneys in the hopes of avoiding the need to seek court involvement. In an e-mail

sent to Cooprider’s lawyers on June 11, 2026, at 5:52 r.M., Mr. Mitchell wrote:

Counsel:
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You have not responded to my e-mail of June 2, 2026. Please confirm
that you will preserve all of the documents and communications de-
scribed in the e-mail, and please confirm that you have instructed Mr.
Vasiliou to preserve them as well.

Please respond to this e-mail by 5:00 p.m. central time on Friday, June
12, 2026.

Exhibit 6. Cooprider’s lawyers have not acknowledged or responded to this e-mail.
Later that day, at 6:07 p.M. central time, Mr. Mitchell wrote to Mr. Vasiliou and

Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers:

Dear Counsel and Mr. Vasiliou:

Since I learned at Ms. Davis’s deposition of May 28, 2026, that you
accessed data on my client’s iPhone in violation of the Court’s order of
May 14, 2026, I have sent repeated e-mails instructing you to turn over
all communications between Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers
relating to Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices or any data on those
devices. I have also instructed you to produce all documents, data, con-
tent, analyses, reports, or records that you have possessed or prepared
that relate in any way to the information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other
devices.

I need these documents and communications to uncover and assess the
extent to which you have accessed data on my client’s iPhone in viola-
tion of the Court’s order, and to determine the remedies that we will
pursue.

You have not acknowledged or responded to any of these demands.
Please inform me by 5:00 p.m. central time on Friday, June 12, 2026,
whether you intend to produce the requested documents and commu-
nications. If you do not respond by that time, I will seek a court order
compelling you to produce these documents and communications.

Exhibit 7. Neither Mr. Vasiliou nor Cooprider’s lawyers have acknowledged or re-

sponded to this e-mail.
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III.

requests for the communications and documents showing the extent of his unauthor-

MR. VasiLioUu REFUSES To REsroND To MRrR. MiTcHELL’S E-
MAILS REQUESTING THE COMMUNICATIONS AND DOCUMENTS
SHOWING THE EXTENT OF H1is UNAUTHORIZED AcCcCESS To Ms.

DAvis’s IPHONE

George Vasiliou has similarly refused to acknowledge or respond to Mr. Mitchell’s

ized access to Ms. Davis’s iPhone.

promptly e-mailed Mr. Vasiliou. His first e-mail to Mr. Vasiliou was sent at 4:50 p.M.

As soon as Ms. Davis’s deposition ended, Mr. Mitchell returned to his hotel and

central time on May 28, 2026, and it reads as follows:

George:
Thank you for all of your work on my client’s devices.

I have a question about the attached forensic examination report. It
appears that you prepared and sent this report to Ms. Klein, and it con-
tains several verbatim excerpts from my client’s “Notes” app that you
extracted from her iPhone. Ms. Klein introduced this document as an
exhibit at my client’s deposition earlier today.

My understanding was that you would not be producing any of the data
from my client’s devices absent a court order or stipulation of the par-
ties, and that you would secure the data and serve as custodian of the
data until a court order or stipulation authorized disclosure of the data.

Perhaps I misunderstood the arrangement, but could you please explain
why you disclosed these notes to Ms. Klein? Is it your understanding
that I am also authorized to obtain some or all of the data that you
extracted from Mr. Cooprider’s devices? Both my client and I thought
that counsel would be unable to access the contents of any of these
devices absent a stipulation or order of the court. It is also not clear to
me why those particular notes were shared with Ms. Klein and not oth-
ers.

Thank you considering this, and my apologies if there was a misunder-
standing on my part about how the data would be shared with opposing
counsel post-extraction.
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Exhibit 8. Mr. Mitchell attached a copy of Exhibit 40 from Ms. Davis’s deposition to
the e-mail that he sent to Mr. Vasiliou. Mr. Vasiliou has not responded to Mr. Mitchell
e-mail of May 28, 2026.

On May 29, 2026, at 9:58 p.M. central time, Mr. Mitchell e-mailed Mr. Vasiliou
again and asked him to send copies of anything regarding Ms. Davis’s iPhone that he

has shared with Mr. Cooprider’s legal team:

Hi George:

I’'m following up on the e-mail below. Please answer because I have to
make sure that the sensitive and privileged data on my client’s iPhone
are protected. I have a responsibility to my client to ensure this.

Also, could you please forward to me all reports, searches, analyses, or
other documents regarding the data on my client’s phone that you have
provided to Ms. Klein or other members of Mr. Cooprider’s legal team?

Thank you for considering this. I hope you are enjoying your time in

Portugal.
Exhibit 9. Mr. Vasiliou has not responded to this e-mail either. But Mr. Vasiliou has
read and received Mr. Mitchell’s e-mails, even though he is refusing to respond to
them, because Mr. Vasiliou forwarded Mr. Mitchell’s e-mail of May 28, 2026, to Beth
Klein, which appears in an e-mail that Ms. Klein sent to Mr. Mitchell on May 30,
2026. See Exhibit 10.

On May 30, 2026, Mr. Mitchell e-mailed Mr. Vasiliou for a third time and wrote:

George:

You have not responded to the either of the e-mails that I sent to you
on May 28, 2026, and May 29, 2026. I know that you have read at
least the e-mail of May 28 because you forwarded it to Ms. Klein, and
Ms. Klein informed me of that in the e-mail that she sent to me this
morning.

I strongly recommend that you respond to these e-mails. As you can
see from my e-mail to Ms. Klein from earlier today, I believe that you
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and Ms. Klein violated Judge Morales’s order of May 14, 2026, by ac-
cessing and sharing the contents of my client’s iPhone. We will be seek-
ing relief from the Court to stop you from conducting searches of Ms.
Davis’s devices and providing data from her devices to Ms. Klein or
anyone else.

I will be including our correspondence as an exhibit to this soon-to-be-
filed motion. It will not look good if you are ignoring my e-mails and
leaving Ms. Davis and me in the dark about the extent to which you
have shared the contents of my client’s iPhone with the opposing law-
yers.

Please respond to the e-mails by 8:00 p.m. Portugal time on Sunday,
May 31, 2026. We will be filing our motion with the Court shortly
thereafter.

Exhibit 11. Mr. Vasiliou did not respond to Mr. Mitchell, despite the warning that
Mr. Mitchell intended to seek relief from the Court. Instead, Mr. Vasiliou forwarded
Mr. Mitchell’s e-mail of May 30, 2026, to Beth Klein, which Ms. Klein then forwarded
to Mr. Mitchell in an e-mail sent on May 31, 2026. See Exhibit 11.

On June 2, 2026, at 6:28 p.M. central time, Mr. Mitchell cc’d Mr. Vasiliou on the
duty-to-preserve e-mail that he sent to Cooprider’s attorneys. See Exhibit 4. Mr. Va-
siliou has not acknowledged or responded to this e-mail, even though the e-mail in-
structed him (as well as Cooprider’s lawyers) to preserve the relevant communications
and documents.

Mr. Mitchell also cc’d Mr. Vasiliou on his e-mail of June 11, 2026, which instructs
Cooprider’s attorneys (and Mr. Vasiliou) to turn over all communications relating to
Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices or any data on those devices, as well as all docu-
ments, data, content, analyses, reports, or records that they have possessed or prepared
that relate in any way to the information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices. See

Exhibit 7. Mr. Vasiliou has not acknowledged or responded to this e-mail either.
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ARGUMENT

The Court should order Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys to produce
all of their communications relating to Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices or any
data on those devices. It should also order them to produce all documents, data, con-
tent, analyses, reports, or records that they have possessed or prepared that relate in
any way to the information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices. The Court has
already found that Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s legal team violated its order of
May 14, 2026, by accessing and obtaining data and information on Ms. Davis’s iPh-
one. And the questions asked at Ms. Davis’s deposition indicate that Cooprider’s law-
yers accessed information on Ms. Davis’s phone that went far beyond the material
described in Exhibit 40. Ms. Davis is entitled to know the extent to which Mr.
Cooprider’s attorneys have accessed and viewed material on her iPhone and other

devices so that she can seek appropriate remedies from this Court.

1. Ms. KLEIN ASKeD NUMEROUS QUESTIONS AT Ms. DAvIS’S
DEPOSITION BASED ON INFORMATION THAT COOPRIDER’S
LAWYERS ILLEGALLY OBTAINED FROM MS. DAVIS’S IPHONE

There were numerous questions asked at Ms. Davis’s deposition showing that
Cooprider’s lawyers extensively accessed the contents of Ms. Davis’s iPhone in viola-
tion of this Court’s order. We are submitting the deposition transcript as a sealed
exhibit so the Court can see for itself the types of questions that were asked. Because
we are filing the deposition transcript under seal and will soon file a motion to seal
the transcript, we will describe those questions in very abstract terms and cite the

relevant page and line numbers.

o At 24:21-25:10, Ms. Klein asks about the dates and times on Ms.
Davis’s electronic devices.

e At 25:11-27:5, Ms. Klein asks extensive and leading questions
about the “notes” on Ms. Davis’s Notes app, including notes that
are not mentioned or quoted in Exhibit 40.
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At 27:3-28:10, Ms. Klein asks leading questions about Marshall
Bowling based on information taken from notes on Ms. Davis’s iPh-
one.

At 28:11-29:12; Ms. Klein asks additional questions about the
“notes” on Ms. Davis’s Notes app, including notes that are not men-
tioned or quoted in Exhibit 40.

At 28:11-29:12; Ms. Klein asks additional questions about the
“notes” on Ms. Davis’s Notes app, including notes that are not men-
tioned or quoted in Exhibit 40.

At 34:3-35:3, Ms. Klein asks leading questions about Ms. Davis’s
use of Al and communications with her half-sister Ami Amoroso.

At 35:24-36:20, Ms. Klein asks leading questions about Ms. Davis’s
efforts to track her menstrual cycle.

At 39:16-40:9, Ms. Klein asks questions about Marshall Bowling
based on information taken from Ms. Davis’s iPhone.

At 40:10-21, Ms. Klein asks a question about Ms. Davis’s google
searches.

At 41:10-15, Ms. Klein asks about a “note” on Ms. Davis’s Notes
app that is not mentioned or quoted in Exhibit 40.

At 41:16-42:4, Ms. Klein asks questions about Marshall Bowling
based on information taken from Ms. Davis’s iPhone.

At 46:7-48:6, Ms. Klein asks questions about Ms. Davis’s soon-to-
be-ex-husband based on information taken from some of the

“notes” on Ms. Davis’s Notes app that are not mentioned or quoted
in Exhibit 40.

At 55:15-56:25, Ms. Klein asks questions about Ms. Davis’s text
messages with her half-sister Ami Amoroso that explicitly
acknowledge that Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers have accessed and exam-
ined the text messages on the mirror image of Ms. Davis’s iPhone
prepared by George Vasiliou.

At 57:1-15, Ms. Klein asks questions indicating that she has been
snooping through the “contacts” on Ms. Davis’s iPhone.
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e At 59:9-13, Ms. Klein asks a leading question indicating that she
has accessed Ms. Davis’s iCloud account.

e At 64:11-65:11, Ms. Klein asks leading questions indicating that
she has accessed Ms. Davis’s text messages with her mother, Mary
Anna Ziarko.

e At 77:23-79:10, Ms. Klein asks leading questions indicating that
she has accessed Ms. Davis’s text messages with her soon-to-be-ex-
husband, Devin Paul Davis.

e At 84:5-6, Ms. Klein asks a leading question about a “note” on Ms.
Davis’s Notes app that is not mentioned or quoted in Exhibit 40.

o At 124:16-125:22, Ms. Klein asks leading questions indicating that
she has viewed communications and documents on Ms. Davis’s
iPhone or other devices that we did not produce in discovery.

e At203:21-204:21, Ms. Klein asks leading questions indicating that
she is familiar with Ms. Davis’s internet-search history, which we did
not produce in discovery.

e At 215:4-8, Ms. Klein asks a leading question about a communica-
tion between Ms. Davis and Yvonne Yakopovich that we did not
produce in discovery.

e At 230:4-231:14, Ms. Klein asks about a “note that has been -ex-
tracted from your cell phone” and later admits that “[t]his came
right oft your phone.”

o At 232:4-234:2, Ms. Klein appears to be asserting that she had a
right to review all of the notes on Ms. Davis’s iPhone.

o At 235:2-236:25, Ms. Klein claims that she has a right to demand
from George Vasiliou any material on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other
devices that is mentioned in the ESI discovery requests that Mr.
Cooprider’s lawyers served on May 13, 2026.

The transcript indicates that Cooprider’s attorneys have accessed and reviewed far

more material than what appears in Exhibit 40. It appears that they have obtained and

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO REQUIRE PRODUCTION OF COMMUNICATIONS AND
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examined all of the notes on Ms. Davis’s Notes app. And it appears they have reviewed
the text messages and contacts on Ms. Davis’s iPhone. It is even possible that
Cooprider’s lawyers have obtained most or all of the material listed in the ESI discov-
ery requests that they served on May 13, 2026, as Ms. Klein asserts at the end of the
deposition that she had a right to order Mr. Vasiliou to produce all of those sought-
after materials, and she took a similar position before this Court at the hearing of June
2,2026.

Ms. Davis and the Court are entitled to know the extent to which Mr. Vasiliou
and Mr. Cooprider’s legal team accessed material on Ms. Davis’s iPhone and other
devices in violation of the Court’s order of May 14, 2026. The Court should order
George Vasiliou and each of Cooprider’s lawyers to immediately produce all of their
communications relating to Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices or any data on those
devices. It should also order them to produce all documents, data, content, analyses,
reports, or records that they have possessed or prepared that relate in any way to the

information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices.

II. THE COURT SHOULD ORDER COOPRIDER’S LAWYERS To PAYy THE
ATTORNEYS’ FEES INCURRED IN PREPARING AND ARGUING THIS
MoTiON

It is inexcusable that Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers have refused to
produce these communications and documents in response to Mr. Mitchell’s repeated
requests. They do not have an attorney-client relationship and there is no conceivable
claim of privilege that could apply. Yet they somehow think that they are entitled to
keep Ms. Davis and the Court in the dark about the extent of their unauthorized
access to Ms. Davis’s iPhone and other devices. The Court has already found that Mr.
Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys have violated its order by accessing material
from Ms. Davis’s iPhone. So they must candidly admit the extent of their violations

and allow Ms. Davis to seek appropriate remedies for their misconduct.

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO REQUIRE PRODUCTION OF COMMUNICATIONS AND
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It is even worse that Cooprider’s lawyers will not deign to acknowledge or re-
spond to the five separate e-mails that Mr. Mitchell sent requesting the relevant com-
munications and documents. See pp. 3-9, supra. No matter how much acrimony may
exist between the actual litigants, the attorneys who represent them are obligated to
maintain decorum and professionalism at all times. The Texas Lawyers’ Creed requires
attorneys to be “courteous, civil, and prompt in oral and written communications”
with opposing counsel. See Texas Lawyer’s Creed IIL1, available at
https: //perma.cc/7K95-FRJ5. Ignoring five separate e-mail requests for sought-after
communications and documents is not “courteous,” “civil,” or “prompt.” If
Cooprider’s lawyers have no intention of producing the requested communications
and documents, then they should have replied with an e-mail candidly explaining their
stance and citing authorities supporting their position. Giving the silent treatment to
opposing counsel is beneath the standards of professionalism required of licensed at-
torneys.

Ms. Davis should not have had to enlist the Court’s help to obtain these commu-
nications and documents from Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys. The Court
should order production of these sought-after materials and instruct Cooprider’s at-
torneys to pay the attorneys’ fees incurred in preparing and arguing this motion.

CONCLUSION

The Court should order Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s attorneys to produce
all of their communications relating to Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices or any
data on those devices. The Court should also order Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s
attorneys to disclose to Mr. Mitchell all material from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other
devices that they have viewed, searched, accessed, or obtained, and to produce all
documents, data, content, analyses, reports, or records that they have possessed or

prepared that relate in any way to the information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other
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devices. The Court should also order Cooprider’s attorneys to pay attorneys’ fees for

the time that Ms. Davis’s lawyers spent preparing and arguing this motion.

Respectfully submitted.

s/ Jonathan F. Mitchell
JONATHAN F. MITCHELL
Attorney-in-Charge
Texas Bar No. 24075463
S.D. Tex. Bar No. 1133287
Mitchell Law PLLC
111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400
Austin, Texas 78701
(512) 686-3940 (phone)
(512) 686-3941 (fax)
jonathan@mitchell.law

Dated: June 13, 2026 Counsel for Plaintiff
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on June 13,2026, I served this document through CM /ECF upon:

MikAL C. WATTS
Watts Law Firm LLP
811 Barton Springs #725
Austin, Texas 78704
(512) 479-0500 (phone)
(512) 479-0501 (fax)
mikal@wattsllp.com

BETH KLEIN

Beth Klein, P.C.

350 Market Street, Suite 310
Basalt, Colorado 81621
(303) 448-8884 (phone)
beth@bethklein.com

BARRY MOSCOWITZ
VICTORIA JIMENEZ

OLIVER HAMBY

Thompson Coe LLP

700 North Pearl Street, 25th Floor
Dallas, Texas 75201

(214) 871-8200 (phone)

(214) 871-8209 (fax)
bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com
vjimenez@thompsoncoe.com
ohamby@thompsoncoe.com

Counsel for Defendant Christopher Cooprider
s/ Jonathan F. Mitchell

JONATHAN F. MITCHELL
Counsel for Plaintiff
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law
Subject: meet and confer re: Exhibit 40 from Liana Davis's deposition
Date: May 28, 2026 at 3:25 PM
To: Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com, Moscowitz, Barry bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com
Cc: Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me
Bcc: John C. Sullivan john.sullivan@the-sl-lawfirm.com, Cliff Riley Cliff.Riley@slfirm.com

Counsel:

The Court’s order of May 14, 2026 (ECF No. 67) prohibits Mr. Vasiliou from providing or
allowing you to access data extracted from Ms. Davis’s devices absent a court order or
stipulation of the parties.

It says that the provision of these devices “shall be . . . subject to the process described in the
proposed stipulation provided by Defendant Cooprider, (D.E. 66-1).”

That proposed stipulation, which is incorporated into the Court’s order of May 14, 2026,
says: "Mr. Vasiliou . . . will secure and securely hold the data evidence as a custodian for the
duration of the case.”

It also says: “Mr. Vasiliou will not examine or search the data evidence until he is provided
with either a stipulation signed by both parties or an order of the Court.”

No reasonable lawyer could believe that this order allows them to request or obtain a
“forensic examination report” from Mr. Vasiliou that includes verbatim copies of the entries
on Ms. Davis’s “notes” app.

The document that you presented as Exhibit 40 at Ms. Davis’s deposition earlier today was
obtained in violation of the Court’s order of May 14, 2026, and we will take immediate steps
to remedy this situation.

We are making the following requests:

(1) Please immediately agree to treat any data or materials that you have obtained from Ms.
Davis’s iPhone or other devices, as well as any data or materials from Ms. Davis’s devices
that Mr. Vasiliou has shared with you, as “Highly Confidential—Attorneys” Eyes Only” until
the Court resolves whether you lawfully obtained the notes that appear in Exhibit 40. Please
also agree not to file any of these data or materials with the Court unless the filing is under
seal.

If you are unwilling to agree to this temporary measure, please let us know immediately.

(2) Please let us know whether you have already shared any parts of the notes in Exhibit 40,
or any other data or materials on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or devices, with any person other than
the attorneys in this case.

(3) Please tell us the extent to which you have access to the content in Ms. Davis’s “notes”
app. Some of Ms. Davis’s notes contain privileged information. Has Mr. Vasiliou sent you all
of Ms. Davis’s notes or just some of them? If not all of them, then why Mr. Vasilou did send
you only some of the notes and how were those notes chosen?

(4) Please explain to us, as part of the meet-and-confer process, how you obtained the
content in Exhibit 40 and how Mr. Vasiliou could have prepared or sent you that document
without violatine the Court’s order of Mav 14. 2026. If vou think that we are misinteroreting
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the Court’s order of Méy’14, 2026, plieaser tell us and exi)iéin how you could have lawlfuily 7
obtained this information.

We intend to file a Rule 37 motion and ask the Court to prohibit you from using or relying in
any way on the content that appears in Exhibit 40 or any other content that you obtained
from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices absent a court order or stipulation the parties. We

may seek additional remedies if needed. This e-mail is our attempt to satisfy our meet-and-
confer obligations under Rule 37.

Thank you for considering this.

—TJonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance
on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call
(512) 686-3940 to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law &
Subject: Re: Liana Davis

Date: May 29, 2026 at 7:58 AM
To: Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com, Moscowitz, Barry bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com
Cc: Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me

Bcc: John C. Sullivan john.sullivan@the-sl-lawfirm.com, Cliff Riley cliff.riley @slfirm.com

Beth:

Thank you for explaining your position. I think this enough to satisfy our meet-and-confer
obligations under the rules. If you disagree and think we need to continue conferring, please
let me know. But I am satisfied that I understand your position and why you acted as you
did.

You are misrepresenting my client’s deposition testimony, but the transcript will speak for
itself.

I am asking you for the third time whether you will agree to treat the data that you obtained
from my client’s phone as “Highly Confidential—Attorneys” Eyes Only” until the Court
resolves our dispute. Please answer this question with a “yes” or a “no” so I can know
whether I need to seek emergency relief from the Court.

Also, please send me a copy of the “request” that you sent to Mr. Vasiliou, as well as any
other requests that you have sent to him for data from my client’s iPhone. Please also send us
any other “analysis” that Mr. Vasiliou has provided to you regarding my client’s iPhone or
other devices.

Finally, please promise that you will cc: me (and Tal) on all of your future correspondence
with Mr. Vasiliou about this case.

—TJonathan

On May 29, 2026, at 8:53 AM, Beth Klein <beth@bethklein.com> wrote:

Jonathan,

I am between planes in Houston, and I wanted to give you some
additional information. If you would please read Defendant’s motion
it requests in paragraph 8:

Plaintiff requests that DAVIS be ordered to immediately produce all
DEVICES and

access to her iCloud as defined in the ESI requests. Plaintiff further
requests that the

forensic expert be immediately permitted to conduct the ESI
searches on the limited data
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extracted from DAVIS’s iPhone and analyze the movement of
chunks of data.

The ESI was attached to the Motion. The Court granted the motion
and ordered that the forensic expert could immediately conduct the
ESI search on the limited data extracted from DAVIS”S IPhone and
analyze the movement of chunks of data. The Court says that the
purpose of allowing this is to deal with spoliation and merits
discovery. And the judge was right to order an immediate
investigation into spoliation; in this case it is grave. The expert was
ordered to immediately begin his work.

I requested as a priority an analysis whether ANY communications
existed on the IPhone between the individuals listed in the ESI request
served on you on May 13, 2026.

[ understand that the expert conducted a search with background
investigation reports that I provided on the witnesses with their
known phone numbers and found that the communications were
scrubbed. And with respect to Ami Amoroso, her contact was
reduced to the letter A. Your client, with your helpful interjections,
testified yesterday that when she began preparing her responses to
RFP 2 and 3 she saw communications on her phone from the listed
individuals. She determined that they were not relevant on her own.
And they are gone. Ms. Davis confirmed that communications
existed, and now there are nowhere. I asked her whether they were;
she had no answer. Previously she has sworn that these
communications were deleted before the litigation, but she saw them
when she was answering discovery.

I was provided two notes where Ms. Davis tracks her menstrual cycle.
If you look at the discovery, you will note that she lied in her
responses. [ will disclose the screen shots of the notes. Your client
has again been caught in falsifying discovery.

You have Exhibit 40 which does not contain any privileged
information, but it is damning because it contains the admissions of
Liana Davis to poison her husband and to frame my client. This entire
case is a fabrication.
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Now, we need to discuss Ms. Davis’s outrageous and intentional
failure to comply with the Order at issue. I told you she had two
phones and we needed both; especially the ones used on the night of
April 5. She hid her phone that she used to record that evening from
us and she testified that she has moved data from that phone “in her
drawer or closet.” This phone contained critical time stamped files of
the recordings that she manipulated - started and stopped manually-
on April 5, 2025. She has never produced that phone despite the
Court’s order.

I didn’t review any notes with attorney client information. I used May
2025 as a very conservative time frame to make sure that I didn’t
review anything. I told the expert that any such thing had to be
sequestered.

I hope this is helpful to your understanding. We are evaluating the
sanctions under Rule 11 (with a safe harbor 21 day period) and
sanctions for discovery abuses.

Thanks

Beth Klein

Phone 303-448-8884

beth@bethklein.com

Fax 720-307-2816

Documentary Website

350 Market Street, Suite 310 Basalt CO 81621

BETH () KLEIN
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From: Jonathan Mitchell <jonathan@mitchell.law>

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2026 4:19 AM

To: Beth Klein <beth@bethklein.com>; Mikal Watts <mikal@wattsllp.com>; Moscowitz,
Barry <bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com>

Cc: Talcott Franklin <tal@tfpc.me>

Subject: Re: Liana Davis

Beth:
| did not say that the material in Exhibit 40 is privileged.

The problem with Exhibit 40 is that it shows that you obtained access to the
“notes” on Ms. Davis’s iPhone in violation of the Court’s order of May 14, 2026,
which incorporates the proposed stipulation in ECF No. 66-1.

We did not produce those notes in discovery and you never served a discovery
request for them. Nor did you request those notes from any third party in any of
the subpoenas that you noticed in this case. Exhibit 40 shows that you obtained
them from Mr. Vasiliou.

Please immediately tell us whether you will agree to temporarily treat any data or
materials that you have obtained from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices, as
well as any data or materials from Ms. Davis’s devices that Mr. Vasiliou has
shared with you, as “Highly Confidential —Attorneys’ Eyes Only” until the Court
resolves whether you lawfully obtained these data and materials.

We have not shared or provided the link with others and will not do so until the
Court resolves this. Please let us know if you will agree to do the same.

—Jonathan

On May 29, 2026, at 4:07 AM, Beth Klein <beth@bethklein.com>
wrote:

I'm traveling today and have reached out to all counsel to
discuss your concerns. We will be formulating our response as
we are able to confer on our side.

Please specifically identity what you believe is privileged in
exhibit 40.m that was disclosed and proved. As a marked
exhibit prior to the depo.


mailto:beth@bethklein.com
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The "breathe" and "you don't deserve this" notes predate your
retention. The exhibits were distributed to you counsel the
reporter and videographer through the link. If you provided
the link to others, you should reach out to them.

I am writing this on my phone in a van and i apologize for any
typos and brevity. But I wanted you to know our status.

Beth Klein
Mobile response

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or
entity to whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain
information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt
from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information
contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call (512) 686-
3940 to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION
/ ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400
Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)
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(512) 686-3941 (fax)
jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance
on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call
(512) 686-3940 to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law
Subject: last chance

Date: May 29, 2026 at 3:21 PM
To: Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com, Moscowitz, Barry bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com,
Joshua Tolin joshua@veritasmilitarylaw.com, Jimenez, Victoria vjimenez@thompsoncoe.com, Hamby, Oliver
ohamby@thompsoncoe.com
Cc: Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me

Beth:

I have repeatedly asked you for answers to each the following questions. Please provide
“yes” or “no” answers to each by 9:00 p.m. central time tonight so I can know whether I need
to seek emergency relief from the Court:

(1) Will you agree to treat any data or materials that Mr. Vasiliou has extracted from Ms.
Davis'’s iPhone or other devices as “Highly Confidential—Attorneys” Eyes Only” until the
Court resolves whether you lawfully obtained the notes that appear in Exhibit 40?

Yes / No

(2) Will you agree to file with the Court any data or materials that Mr. Vasiliou has extracted
from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices unless the filing is under seal until the Court
resolves whether you lawfully obtained the notes that appear in Exhibit 40?

Yes / No

(3) Have already shared any parts of the notes in Exhibit 40, or any other data or materials
that Mr. Vasiliou has extracted from Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices, with any person
other than the attorneys in this case?

Yes / No

(4) Will you forward to us all of your communications with Mr. Vasiliou about Ms. Davis’s
iPhone or other devices, as well as all of the data, reports or analysis that Mr. Vasiliou has
provided to you regarding Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices?

Yes / No

(5) Will you agree to treat the deposition transcript and video as “Highly Confidential—
Attorneys’ Eyes Only” until the Court resolves whether you lawfully obtained the notes that
appear in Exhibit 40?

Yes / No

Jonathan F. Mitchell
Mitchell Law PLLC
111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400
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Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance
on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call
(512) 686-3940 to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law
Subject: notice of duty to preserve
Date: June 2, 2026 at 4:28 PM
To: Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com, George Vasiliou george.digitalfs@gmail.com, Mikal Watts mikal@wattslip.com, Moscowitz, Barry

bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com
Cc: Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me

Counsel:

I am instructing you to preserve all communications between you and Mr. Vasiliou about Ms.
Davis'’s iPhone or other devices, as well as all documents, data, content, analyses, reports, or
records that you or Mr. Vasiliou have possessed or prepared that relate in any way to the
information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices.

We intend to uncover the full extent of the information that you obtained from my client’s
iPhone in violation of the Court’s order.

Please confirm that you will preserve these documents and communications, and please
confirm that you have instructed Mr. Vasiliou to do the same.

If you have already destroyed or spoliated any of the documents or communications described
in this e-mail, please let us know immediately.

—Jonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not
the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the
contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call (512) 686-3940 to
let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law
Subject: Re: notice of duty to preserve [IMAN-TCLAW.FID2728850]
Date: June 5, 2026 at 11:53PM
To: Moscowitz, Barry BMoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com
Cc: Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com, Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me, Jimenez, Victoria
VJimenez@thompsoncoe.com, Hamby, Oliver OHamby @thompsoncoe.com

Barry:

There have never been any text messages and e-mails between me and Ms. Davis concerning withholding or destroying evidence. I can assure you that I am preserving all of my communications y
exist and never have existed.

Ms. Davis has never destroyed evidence, and you have no evidence showing otherwise. If you are hoping to “tone down the rhetoric,” as you say at the end of your e-mail, then stop defaming anc
accusations.

I prefer to conduct our discussions over e-mail rather than phone so there is a written record of everything that is communicated. I do not trust you or your co-counsel to truthfully relate the conte

If you believe that a phone conversation is necessary, then I am willing to speak by phone on the condition that you allow me to record the conversation and you provide written consent in advanc
to talk any time on Saturday or Sunday, so please propose some times that work for you.

With respect to the issues raised in your e-mail:

(1) I do not want to use any forensics expert who has a pre-existing relationship with any attorney on Cooprider’s legal team. The expert in Austin, Russell Chozick, was recommended by your sic
Cooprider’s team and that he will not communicate with any of Cooprider’s lawyers unless Ms. Davis’s attorneys and the Court are privy to those communications. I also want Mr. Chozick to be :

If Mr. Chozick is unwilling to agree to these conditions, then I will work on finding a new forensics expert to handle the data who has no previous connection to any attorney in this case, and who

(2) George Vasiliou had no business looking at the material on Ms. Davis’s phone and he violated the Court’s order by doing so. Neither you nor he may do anything with the material that you un
privacy and the Court’s order of May 14, 2026.

I have previously instructed you and Mr. Vasilou to turn over to me all data that was accessed, obtained, or examined on Ms. Davis’s iPhone in violation of the Court’s order, as well as all commur
If you do not produce these data and communications by close of business on June 8, 2026, then I will seek a court order compelling you to produce them.
(3) As I mentioned in (1), I am willing to use Mr. Chozick as the expert only if he agrees to the conditions described in that paragraph.

(4) Ms. Davis will turn over the second cell phone as soon as the expert is agreed upon and a court order is signed to protect the confidentiality of her data and prevent you or the forensics expert f
draft an initial proposal.

As far as I know, Ms. Davis has no other devices that need to be produced, but I will discuss with her this weekend to make sure.
(5) Let me know if you would like to draft an ESI protocol or if you prefer that I write the first draft. We will insist that the protocol put clear and explicit rules in place to prevent you or the forensi

I'm happy to discuss any of this further over e-mail or phone. If you want to talk by phone, please propose some times this weekend and provide written consent to my recording of the conversati

—Jonathan

On Jun 4, 2026, at 6:49 AM, Moscowitz, Barry <BMOSCO\VitZ(‘“thnmpSOnCOC.COm> wrote:
Sorry | have not had a chance to respond to your e-mail, but | have been tied up with other matters. | have dropped George Vasiliou from this e-mail because much of what | |

I would also remind you that you and your client should preserve all of your texts messages or e-mails with Ms. Davis concerning preserving, withholding, or destroying eviden
includes the now infamous second phone, which your client admitted to having and further admitted to not turning over despite a Court order to do so. You mentioned during t
preserving, withholding, or destroying evidence would be an understatement. In addition to the issues outlined related to Ms. Davis, we have seen additional indications of mit
positive chlamydia diagnosis.

| do have a few additional items to discuss with you and would prefer to do that over the phone. These issues include:

The process for having George Vasiliou transfer all of the data pertaining to his extraction to the other expert in Austin that was used and that Judge Morales referenced
The process for having George Vasiliou transfer all of his data concerning the potential child abuse that he discovered to Judge Morales so that Judge Morales can cons
Confirmation that the parties will be use the company in Austin referenced during our prior hearing and that Judge Morales suggested he would be comfortable using.

A date certain by which Ms. Davis must turn over all the applicable devices to the agreed upon expert. This of course includes the second phone as well as any other ag
phone/recording device.

An overall ESI protocol for all devices and the communication we need to send to Judge Morales by June 9.

Any other matters that may be relevant to the orderly process of this case, including your client’s admissions at her deposition related to medical causation.

| am available today at 12:30 CT to discuss all of the above and anything else you wish to discuss. If today does not work for you, | can be available tomorrow after 11:30 CT.
concerning the paths forward, especially those outlined by Judge Morales.

One last thing — | have included both Victoria Jimenez and Oliver Hamby from my office on this e-mail. Please include them on any communications related to this case.

Take care.
Barry Moscowitz « Partner
700 North Pearl Street, 25th Floor, Dallas, TX 75201
. 0: 214-871-8275 + m: 214-909-7236
<image001.png> bio + vCard - web

From: Jonathan Mitchell <jonathan@mitchell.law>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2026 6:28 PM

To: Beth Klein <beth@bethklein.com>; George Vasiliou <george.digitalfs @gmail.com>; Mikal Watts <mikal @wattsllp.com>; Moscowitz, Barry <BMoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com>
Cc: Talcott Franklin <tal@tfpc.me>

Subiject: notice of duty to preserve

Counsel:

| am instructing you to preserve all communications between you and Mr. Vasiliou about Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices, as well as all documents, data, content, analyses
Davis’s iPhone or other devices.
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We intend to uncover the full extent of the information that you obtained from my client’s iPhone in violation of the Court’s order.
Please confirm that you will preserve these documents and communications, and please confirm that you have instructed Mr. Vasiliou to do the same.

If you have already destroyed or spoliated any of the documents or communications described in this e-mail, please let us know immediately.

—Jonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law

papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information
any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have re:
Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY—-CLIENT COMMUNICATION / ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law

papers.ssrn.com/sol3/ cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:
This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is proprietary,
distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please delete it

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION / ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law
Subject: Re: notice of duty to preserve
Date: June 11, 2026 at 3:52PM
To: Moscowitz, Barry BMoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com, Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com,
Jimenez, Victoria VJimenez@thompsoncoe.com, Hamby, Oliver OHamby@thompsoncoe.com, Dupen, Craig
CDupen@thompsoncoe.com, George Vasiliou george.digitalfs@gmail.com

Cc: John C. Sullivan john.sullivan@the-sl-lawfirm.com, Cliff P. Riley cliff.riley @slfirm.com, Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me

Counsel:

You have not responded to my e-mail of June 2, 2026. Please confirm that you will preserve all
of the documents and communications described in the e-mail, and please confirm that you
have instructed Mr. Vasiliou to preserve them as well.

Please respond to this e-mail by 5:00 p.m. central time on Friday, June 12, 2026.

—TJonathan

On Jun 2, 2026, at 4:28 PM, Jonathan Mitchell <jonathan@mitchell.law> wrote:

Counsel:

I am instructing you to preserve all communications between you and Mr. Vasiliou about Ms.
Davis’s iPhone or other devices, as well as all documents, data, content, analyses, reports, or
records that you or Mr. Vasiliou have possessed or prepared that relate in any way to the
information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices.

We intend to uncover the full extent of the information that you obtained from my client’s
iPhone in violation of the Court’s order.

Please confirm that you will preserve these documents and communications, and please
confirm that you have instructed Mr. Vasiliou to do the same.

If you have already destroyed or spoliated any of the documents or communications
described in this e-mail, please let us know immediately.

—Jonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on
the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call (512) 686-3940
to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law

papers.ssrn.com/sol3/ cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not
the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the
contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call (512) 686-3940 to
let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT



Case 2:25-cv-00220 Document 84-6  Filed 06/14/26 in TXSD Page 3 of 3



Case 2:25-cv-00220 Document 84-7  Filed 06/14/26 in TXSD Page 1 of 2

From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law
Subject: deadline to produce document and communications regarding your unauthorized access to data on Ms. Davis's iPhone
Date: June 11, 2026 at 4:07 PM
To: Moscowitz, Barry BMoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com, Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com,
Jimenez, Victoria VJimenez@thompsoncoe.com, Hamby, Oliver OHamby@thompsoncoe.com, Dupen, Craig
CDupen@thompsoncoe.com, George Vasiliou george.digitalfs @gmail.com
Cc: John C. Sullivan john.sullivan@the-sl-lawfirm.com, Cliff P. Riley cliff.riley @slfirm.com, Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me

Dear Counsel and Mr. Vasiliou:

Since I learned at Ms. Davis’s deposition of May 28, 2026, that you accessed data on my
client’s iPhone in violation of the Court’s order of May 14, 2026, I have sent repeated e-mails
instructing you to turn over all communications between Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s
lawyers relating to Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other devices or any data on those devices. I have
also instructed you to produce all documents, data, content, analyses, reports, or records that
you have possessed or prepared that relate in any way to the information on Ms. Davis’s
iPhone or other devices.

I need these documents and communications to uncover and assess the extent to which you
have accessed data on my client’s iPhone in violation of the Court’s order, and to determine
the remedies that we will pursue.

You have not acknowledged or responded to any of these demands. Please inform me by
5:00 p.m. central time on Friday, June 12, 2026 whether you intend to produce the requested
documents and communications. If you do not respond by that time, I will seek a court order
compelling you to produce these documents and communications.

—Jonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance
on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call
(512) 686-3940 to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law &
Subject: forensic examination report
Date: May 28, 2026 at 2:50 PM
To: George Vasiliou george.digitalfs@gmail.com

George:
Thank you for all of your work on my client’s devices.

I have a question about the attached forensic examination report. It appears that you prepared
and sent this report to Ms. Klein, and it contains several verbatim excerpts from my client’s
“Notes” app that you extracted from her iPhone. Ms. Klein introduced this document as an
exhibit at my client’s deposition earlier today.

My understanding was that you would not be producing any of the data from my client’s
devices absent a court order or stipulation of the parties, and that you would secure the data
and serve as custodian of the data until a court order or stipulation authorized disclosure of the
data.

Perhaps I misunderstood the arrangement, but could you please explain why you disclosed
these notes to Ms. Klein? Is it your understanding that I am also authorized to obtain some or
all of the data that you extracted from Mr. Cooprider’s devices? Both my client and I thought
that counsel would be unable to access the contents of any of these devices absent a stipulation
or order of the court. It is also not clear to me why those particular notes were shared with Ms.
Klein and not others.

Thank you considering this, and my apologies if there was a misunderstanding on my part
about how the data would be shared with opposing counsel post-extraction.

—TJonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not
the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the
contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call (512) 686-3940 to
let me know that you received it. Thank you.
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

Exhibit Davis (40)
.docx
1.2 MB
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law
Subject: Re: forensic examination report
Date: May 29, 2026 at 7:58 PM
To: George Vasiliou george.digitalfs@gmail.com

Hi George:

I'm following up on the e-mail below. Please answer because I have to make sure that the
sensitive and privileged data on my client’s iPhone are protected. I have a responsibility to
my client to ensure this.

Also, could you please forward to me all reports, searches, analyses, or other documents
regarding the data on my client’s phone that you have provided to Ms. Klein or other
members of Mr. Cooprider’s legal team?

Thank you for considering this. I hope you are enjoying your time in Portugal.

—TJonathan

On May 28, 2026, at 2:50PM, Jonathan Mitchell <jonathan@mitchell.law> wrote:

George:
Thank you for all of your work on my client’s devices.

I have a question about the attached forensic examination report. It appears that you
prepared and sent this report to Ms. Klein, and it contains several verbatim excerpts from
my client’s “Notes” app that you extracted from her iPhone. Ms. Klein introduced this
document as an exhibit at my client’s deposition earlier today.

My understanding was that you would not be producing any of the data from my client’s
devices absent a court order or stipulation of the parties, and that you would secure the
data and serve as custodian of the data until a court order or stipulation authorized
disclosure of the data.

Perhaps I misunderstood the arrangement, but could you please explain why you disclosed
these notes to Ms. Klein? Is it your understanding that I am also authorized to obtain some
or all of the data that you extracted from Mr. Cooprider’s devices? Both my client and I
thought that counsel would be unable to access the contents of any of these devices absent
a stipulation or order of the court. It is also not clear to me why those particular notes were
shared with Ms. Klein and not others.

Thank you considering this, and my apologies if there was a misunderstanding on my part
about how the data would be shared with opposing counsel post-extraction.

—Jonathan
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Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance
on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call
(512) 686-3940 to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

<Exhibit Davis (40).docx>

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance
on the contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call

(512) 686-3940 to let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com
Subject: ESI discovery
Date: May 30, 2026 at 7:58 AM
To: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com, Moscowitz, Barry bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com,
Joshua Tolin joshua@veritasmilitarylaw.com, George Vasiliou george.digitalfs@gmail.com

Jonathan,

I received a copy of the below email that you sent to George setting out your
incomplete understanding of the posture of ESI discovery.

As you know we tried to negotiate a protocol informally for the exchange of
devices and drafted several stipulations to make your client "comfortable" so
she would comply with the representations of counsel to turn over devices.

Unfortunately, with your complete support, Ms. Davis refused to allow you to
sign any stipulation and demanded a court order.

Given her refusal, I sought and received the ESI order which incorporates the
processes I provided in the stipulation. This is now the governing order of
the case.

The Defense has followed the ESI order and all provisions. You seem to
believe that the ESI is supposed to be held in limbo under some informal
agreement that is now superseded by court order. You told your client that
you were "double crossed." You accused me of engaging in "illegal" activities
and have personally threatened me. You told Ms. Davis that I had invaded
her privacy and looked all attorney client notes. You never told her about the
Order of the court or how the ESI process works.

There is also an Agreed Protective Order that controls all confidential
information. All data from the devices has been designated as confidential in
the stipulation incorporated into the court order.

Any copying or transfer of data must comply with the procedures in the
Agreed Protective Order that you signed. I understand that you have
demanded that George copy all of Cooprider's data and send it to a person
unknown to me. Comply with the Court Order and copy all counsel
communications and demands to all ESI experts. We may seek a protection
order because we believe you are feeding the NCIS and jeopardizing Mr.
Cooprider's constitutional rights. I am very concerned that you will not
comply with the protocols, orders, and rules.

You have no stipulation or order for any ESI search on Cooprider's devices.
During the deposition you told me that you intended to take the devices and
essentially do whatever you want as a goose gander move. You cannot.
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I will do formal expert disclosures of the documents I received. The data
analysis I received is that Ms. Davis scrubbed the key witness texts from the
one phone she produced.

I want to know what procedures you put in place beginning in May 2025 to
ensure that Ms. Davis didn't spoil evidence.

We will also ask the court to remove the confidentiality status from Exhibit
40.

Thank you

Beth Klein

George:
Thank you for all of your work on my client’s devices.

I have a question about the attached forensic examination report. It appears
that you prepared and sent this report to Ms. Klein, and it contains several
verbatim excerpts from my client’s “Notes” app that you extracted from her
iPhone. Ms. Klein introduced this document as an exhibit at my client’s
deposition earlier today.

My understanding was that you would not be producing any of the data from
my client’s devices absent a court order or stipulation of the parties, and that
you would secure the data and serve as custodian of the data until a court
order or stipulation authorized disclosure of the data.

Perhaps I misunderstood the arrangement, but could you please explain why
you disclosed these notes to Ms. Klein? Is it your understanding that I am
also authorized to obtain some or all of the data that you extracted from Mr.
Cooprider’s devices? Both my client and I thought that counsel would be
unable to access the contents of any of these devices absent a stipulation or
order of the court. It is also not clear to me why those particular notes were
shared with Ms. Klein and not others.

Thank you considering this, and my apologies if there was a

misunderstanding on my part about how the data would be shared with
opposing counsel post-extraction.

—Jonathan
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Beth Klein
Mobile response
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From: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law &
Subject: Ms. Davis's iPhone

Date: May 30, 2026 at 3:22PM
To: George Vasiliou george.digitalfs@gmail.com
Cc: Talcott Franklin tal@tfpc.me
Bcc: John C. Sullivan john.sullivan@the-sl-lawfirm.com, Cliff Riley cliff.riley @slfirm.com

George:

You have not responded to the either of the e-mails that I sent to you on May 28, 2026, and May
29, 2026. I know that you have read at least the e-mail of May 28 because you forwarded it to
Ms. Klein, and Ms. Klein informed me of that in the e-mail that she sent to me this morning.

I strongly recommend that you respond to these e-mails. As you can see from my e-mail to Ms.
Klein from earlier today, I believe that you and Ms. Klein violated Judge Morales’s order of
May 14, 2026, by accessing and sharing the contents of my client’s iPhone. We will be seeking
relief from the Court to stop you from conducting searches of Ms. Davis’s devices and
providing data from her devices to Ms. Klein or anyone else.

I will be including our correspondence as an exhibit to this soon-to-be-filed motion. It will not
look good if you are ignoring my e-mails and leaving Ms. Davis and me in the dark about the
extent to which you have shared the contents of my client’s iPhone with the opposing lawyers.
Please respond to the e-mails by 8:00 p.m. Portugal time on Sunday, May 31, 2026. We will be

filing our motion with the Court shortly thereafter.

—Jonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not
the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the
contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call (512) 686-3940 to
let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
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From: Beth Klein beth@bethklein.com &
Subject: Fw: Ms. Davis's iPhone
Date: May 31, 2026 at 5:35 AM
To: Jonathan Mitchell jonathan@mitchell.law, Mikal Watts mikal@wattsllp.com, Moscowitz, Barry bmoscowitz@thompsoncoe.com,
Joshua Tolin joshua@veritasmilitarylaw.com

From: Jonathan Mitchell <jonathan@mitchell.law>
Sent: Saturday, May 30, 2026 11:22:49 PM

To: George Vasiliou <george.digitalfs@gmail.com>
Cc: Talcott Franklin <tal@tfpc.me>

Subject: Ms. Davis's iPhone

George:

You have not responded to the either of the e-mails that I sent to you on May 28, 2026, and May
29, 2026. I know that you have read at least the e-mail of May 28 because you forwarded it to
Ms. Klein, and Ms. Klein informed me of that in the e-mail that she sent to me this morning.

I strongly recommend that you respond to these e-mails. As you can see from my e-mail to Ms.
Klein from earlier today, I believe that you and Ms. Klein violated Judge Morales’s order of
May 14, 2026, by accessing and sharing the contents of my client’s iPhone. We will be seeking
relief from the Court to stop you from conducting searches of Ms. Davis’s devices and
providing data from her devices to Ms. Klein or anyone else.

I will be including our correspondence as an exhibit to this soon-to-be-filed motion. It will not
look good if you are ignoring my e-mails and leaving Ms. Davis and me in the dark about the
extent to which you have shared the contents of my client’s iPhone with the opposing lawyers.
Please respond to the e-mails by 8:00 p.m. Portugal time on Sunday, May 31, 2026. We will be

filing our motion with the Court shortly thereafter.

—TJonathan

Jonathan F. Mitchell

Mitchell Law PLLC

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 400

Austin, Texas 78701

(512) 686-3940 (phone)

(512) 686-3941 (fax)

jonathan@mitchell.law
papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=791842

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to
whom it was sent as indicated above. This communication may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged, confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not
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the mtended recipient, any disclosure, cCopying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the
contents of the information contained in this electronic mail message is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please delete it immediately, and call (512) 686-3940 to
let me know that you received it. Thank you.

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL — ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION /
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

66 - Opposed &
EMERGENCY MOTIO...

67 - ORDER granting

[66] Motion for ... (]
65 KB
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
CORPUS CHRISTI DIVISION

Liana Davis,
Plaintiff,

V- Case No. 2:25-cv-00220

Christopher Cooprider; Aid Access
GmbH; Rebecca Gomperts,

Defendants.

DECLARATION OF JONATHAN F. MITCHELL
1. My name is Jonathan F. Mitchell. I am over the age of 18 and fully compe-

tent in all respects to make this declaration.

2. I have personal knowledge of the facts stated in this declaration, and all of
these facts are true and correct.

3. I represent plaintiff Liana Davis in this litigation, and I submit this declara-
tion in support of the plaintiff’s motion to require production of communications
and documents related to the unauthorized access of her iPhone

4.  The documents attached as Exhibits 1 through 12 to this motion are au-
thentic copies of e-mails that I sent or received between May 28, 2026, and June 11,
2026.

5. Many of the questions that Ms. Klein asked during Ms. Davis’s deposition
of May 28, 2026, were based on material that we did not produce in discovery. I am
certain, based on my review of the deposition transcript, that Mr. Vasiliou has pro-
vided data from my client’s iPhone to Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers that goes far beyond

the material described in Exhibit 40.

MITCHELL DECLARATION Page 1 of 2
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6. I must know the extent to which Mr. Vasiliou and Mr. Cooprider’s lawyers
have accessed material on my client’s iPhone and other devices so I can take the steps

necessary to protect my client’s privacy.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the facts

stated in this declaration are true and correct.

—-—\_;Vhﬂﬁm F lM'rH\eV

Dated: June 13, 2026 JONATHAN F. MITCHELL

MITCHELL DECLARATION Page 2 of 2
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Liana Davis,

V.

Christopher Cooprider; Aid Access
GmbH; Rebecca Gomperts,

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
CORPUS CHRISTI DIVISION

Plaintiff,

Case No. 2:25-cv-220

Defendants.

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF LIANA DAVIS’S MOTION TO REQUIRE
PropucTiION OF COMMUNICATIONS AND DOCUMENTS RELATED ToO

The Court GRANTS plaintift Liana Davis’s motion for relief and ORDERS as

follows:

THE UNAUTHORIZED AcCCESS OF HER IPHONE

1. George Vasiliou, Beth Klein, and all members of Mr. Cooprider’s

ORDER OF THE COURT

legal team are ORDERED to produce to attorney Jonathan F.
Mitchell all of their communications relating to: (a) Plaintift Liana
Davis’s iPhone; (b) Plaintift Liana Davis’s other devices; and /or (¢)
Any data, content, material, or information on Plaintift Liana Da-
vis’s iPhone or other devices.

George Vasiliou, Beth Klein, and all members of Mr. Cooprider’s
legal team are ORDERED to disclose to attorney Jonathan F.
Mitchell all data, content, material, or information on Ms. Davis’s
iPhone or other devices that they have viewed, searched, accessed,
or obtained since Ms. Davis produced her iPhone to Mr. Vasiliou
on May 12, 2026.

George Vasiliou, Beth Klein, and all members of Mr. Cooprider’s
legal team are ORDERED to disclose to attorney Jonathan F.
Mitchell whether and to what extent they have shared any data, con-
tent, material, or information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or other de-
vices with individuals or entities other than the attorneys in this case.

Page 1 of 2
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4. George Vasiliou, Beth Klein, and all members of Mr. Cooprider’s
legal team are ORDERED to produce to attorney Jonathan F.
Mitchell all documents, data, content, analyses, reports, or records
that they have possessed or prepared that relate in any way to the
data, content, material, or information on Ms. Davis’s iPhone or
other devices.

5. The terms “communication” and “communications” refer to any
method used to transmit or exchange information, concepts, or
ideas (whether verbal or nonverbal) including oral, written, typed,
or electronic transmittal of any type of information or data, by the
use of words, silence, numbers, symbols, images, or depictions, from
one person or entity to another person or entity.

6. The term “document” refers to the act of noting, recording, or pre-
serving any type of information, data, or communication, without
regard to the method used to note, record, or preserve such infor-
mation, data, or communication. The term includes any e-mail or
text message.

7. George Vasiliou, Beth Klein, and all members of Mr. Cooprider’s

legal team shall comply with the requirements of this order within
seven (7) days of the date on which this order is signed.

Dated:

DaviDp S. MORALES
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

ORDER OF THE COURT Page 2 of 2



