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Respondents Gary Humphreys and Karen Humphreys move this Court for an order 

dismissing the appeal herein and for sanctions.  

The motion is made on the following grounds: 

1. Appellant is barred from bringing this appeal under the doctrines of Res 

Judicata, Collateral Estoppel and Law of the Case in that the issues raised by 

Appellant and the ultimate relief sought by him through this appeal, the 

reversal of the trial courts judgment, were the subject of the prior appeal 

filed by Appellant with this Court in Court of Appeal Case No. GO55057 

and in which this Court affirmed the trial court’s judgment.  

 

2. The questions presented in this appeal have become moot in that the the 

obligation to pay the judgment rendered in favor of the Respondents in the 

trial court and which judgment Appellant seeks to have overturned, was 

discharged in Appellant’s bankruptcy proceedings without any portion of the 

judgment having been satisfied prior to the discharge.  

The motion is based on the attached declaration of William Bissell, and the 

attached memorandum of points and authorities. 
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      MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

                        I. 

                            INTRODUCTION 

 This case, judgment in which has been final for nearly a decade, arose out of 

a home remodel project which began in April of 2012 in Newport Beach, California. 

The Respondents Gary Humphreys and Karen Humphreys (the Humphreys) were 

the husband and wife owners of the property to be remodeled and the Appellant 

Adam Bereki (Mr. Bereki) was the contractor, albeit unlicensed, with whom the 

Humphreys contracted to perform the work.  

 A dispute arose between the Humphreys and Mr. Bereki over the quality of 

the work performed by Mr. Bereki and other disturbing aspects of Mr. Bereki’s 

activities and performance on the project resulting in Mr. Bereki being terminated 

from the project. After the termination, Mr. Bereki’s corporation sued the 

Humphreys and a cross complaint was filed by the Humphreys. On motion of the 

Humphreys, which was unopposed, the first cause of action of their first amended 

cross-complaint for disgorgement under California Business & Professions Code 
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Section 7031(b), was ordered severed, to be tried separate from and prior to the 

remaining causes set forth in that pleading.  

 The trial on the severed first cause of action of the amended cross-complaint 

commenced on March 27, 2017 before Judge David Chaffee in Department C-20 of 

the Orange County Superior Court and concluded on March 28, 2017. At the 

conclusion of the presentation of evidence, the Trial Court found in favor of the 

Humphreys on both the complaint and the first cause of action of the first amended 

cross-complaint and entered judgment accordingly. 

 Mr. Bereki appealed the trial court’s judgement to the Court of Appeal, Fourth 

District, Division Three. As with this latest appeal, Mr. Bereki in his initial appeal 

argued that the trial court lacked jurisdiction over both him and the subject matter of 

the action and that he was denied due process protections guaranteed by the U.S. 

Constitution as Business & Professions Code §7031 (b) was a penal statute and was 

unconstitutional. 

 Oral argument was heard in the matter on October 16, 2018, before a panel 

comprised of the Honorable Justices O’Leary, Aronson and Goethals at which Mr. 

Bereki again asserted the trial court’s lack of jurisdiction and denial of due process. 

Following submission of the matter, the Appellate Court, with the concurrence of all 

three justices, affirmed the judgment of the trial court in its unpublished opinion 

dated October 31, 2018, awarding Respondent’s their costs on appeal.  
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The affirmation of the judgment by this Court was, however, merely the 

starting point in a long and continuing crusade waged by Mr. Bereki in virtually 

every available and unavailable jurisdiction against both the judgment and the 

participants in the system which allowed it.  

The actions taken by Mr. Bereki include: 

 Filing a petition for rehearing with this Court which was denied on May 

20, 2018; 

 Bringing a motion to vacate the judgment in the Orange County Superior 

Court which was denied on March 15, 2019;

 Filing a petition for review with the California Supreme Court which was 

denied on January 30, 2019; 

 Filing a petition for certiorari with the U.S. Supreme Court which was 

denied on October 7, 2019; 

 On October 28, 2019, Mr. Bereki filed a complaint in the United States 

District Court Central District of California seeking to have the judgment 

entered against him in the Superior Court action declared void. This action 

was dismissed on motion brought by the Humphreys.  

 Mr. Bereki appealed the dismissal of his Federal Court action to the United 

States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit which on November 12, 2020 
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dismissed the appeal as frivolous and denied Mr. Bereki’s status to proceed 

in forma pauperis.  

 In September 2021 Mr. Bereki filed a petition for writ of habeas corpus 

with the United States Supreme Court which was returned to Mr. Bereki 

by the Court without action taken.  

 On May 28, 2025 Mr. Bereki apparently believing it was appropriate to 

start the whole process over again filed with the Orange County Superior 

Court his second motion to vacate the judgment entered in this matter. The 

motion was brought on what are essentially the same grounds as the motion 

filed in 2019, was opposed by the Humphreys, was heard in Department 

23 of the Orange County Superior court on June 26, 2025, and was 

properly denied.  

 In addition to the above Mr. Bereki has leveled an assortment of misguided 

and incendiary collateral attacks, allegations and charges with various governmental 

and law enforcement agencies and departments against the judges who have declined 

to rule in his favor.  
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                  II. 

                THE DOCTRINE OF  
           “THE LAW OF THE CASE”  

                      PRECLUDES CONSIDERATION OF THIS APPEAL 
 
 “The doctrine of ‘the law of the case’ requires that both trial and reviewing 

courts follow principals laid down upon a former appeal in the same case, whether 

those earlier pronouncements are right or wrong” Lindsey v. Meyer 125 Cal. App. 

3rd 536, 541 (1981). The validity of the judgment of the trial court entered in this 

matter was affirmed by this Court on appeal as set forth in the Court’s unpublished 

opinion filed on October 31, 2018. In its opinion this Court rejected Mr. Bereki’s 

argument that §7031 (b) of the Business and Professions Code was 

unconstitutional or penal in nature by stating in part at pages 8 & 9: 

 ” Bereki contends the disgorgement remedy is penal in nature and, 

therefore, a contractor defending against such a claim must be afforded all 

criminal rights and protections.  Not so.  Disgorgement is a civil consequence — 

“an equitable remedy” — for performing work without a required contractor’s 

license.  (S.E.C. v. Huffman (5th Cir. 1993) 996 F.2d 800, 802 (S.E.C.); see Walker 

v. Appellate Division of Superior Court (2017) 14 Cal.App.5th 651, 657 [§ 7031 

contemplates civil proceedings].)  The Legislature created a separate criminal 

penalty.  Specifically, section 7028 provides that acting or operating in the 
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capacity of a contractor without a required license is a criminal misdemeanor 

subject to jail time, or fines, and restitution.  (§ 7028, subds. (a)-(c), (h).) 

For similar reasons, Bereki’s attempt to characterize disgorgement as an 

award of unconstitutional punitive damages is unavailing.  As an equitable 

remedy, disgorgement is not punishment and, therefore, it does not implicate the 

excessive fines clause of the Eighth Amendment to the United States Constitution.  

(S.E.C., supra, 996 F.2d at p. 802; see U.S. v. Philip Morris USA (D.C. 2004) 310 

F.Supp.2d 58, 62-63.)  

While there are a few narrow exceptions to the Law of the Case doctrine, 

none apply here. Those recognized exceptions are: 

 (1) Substantially different evidence is presented in subsequent proceedings 

such that the prior determination involved materially different facts.  Nelson 

v.Tucker 48 Cal App. 5th 827, 837 (2020). There is no new evidence here. All 

“evidence” in Mr. Bereki’s possession now was in his possession or available to 

him at the time of trial  

(2) Intervening change in controlling law. Ryan v. Mike-Ron Corp. 259 

Cal.App.2d 91, 96 (1968.) The law on which the judgment was based, Business & 

Professions Code §7031 (b), remains good law unchanged from the time of the 

trial. 
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(3) A clearly erroneous decision resulting in manifest injustice. Moore v. 

Kaufman, 189 Cal. App. 4th 604, 617 (2010) “Under the doctrine of the law of the 

case, we ordinarily will not revisit an issue of law that was actually presented and 

determined in a prior appellate proceeding if the issue was necessary to the 

decision in the prior case. [citations omitted] (unless) there has been a manifest 

misapplication of existing principles resulting in substantial injustice…” 

 This Court’s own reasoned opinion reached in this matter in October of 

2018 discusses in detail the legal basis by which it found the trial court’s decision 

to be legally sound. There is no legal basis supporting the claim that this Court’s 

analysis was erroneous and as a consequence resulted in manifest injustice.  

Accordingly, for purposes of this case, the question of both the constitutionality 

and civil nature of the disgorgement remedy provided by §7031 (b) of the Business 

and Professions Code is settled and not subject to further review or appeal.   

 
 
                                                               III. 
          THE DOCTRINE OF 
                                                  RES JUDICATA 
                    PRECLUDES CONSIDERATION OF THIS APPEAL 
 
 "It is established that the doctrine of res judicata precludes parties or their 

privities from relitigating a cause of action that has been finally determined by a 

court of competent jurisdiction…” Acuna v. Regents of University of California, 

56 Cal. App. 4th 639, 648 (1997). 
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“…that the parties were fully heard, that the court supported its decision with a 

reasoned opinion, that the decision was subject to appeal or was in fact reviewed 

on appeal, are factors supporting the conclusion that the decision is final for the 

purpose of preclusion."  Sandoval v. Superior Court, 140 Cal. App. 3d 932, 936 

(1983). 

 Mr. Bereki has been fully heard and reheard on the issues he continues to 

raise and raises yet again here in this appeal. Although this Court has rendered a 

reasoned opinion explaining why Mr. Bereki’s position with respect to Business & 

Professions Code §7031 (b) is without merit, because Mr. Bereki happens to 

disagree with that opinion he somehow believes he can obstinately continue to 

relitigate this matter until he gets the result he wants. He cannot.     

IV. 
        THE DOCTRINE OF 
                                         COLLATERAL ESTOPPEL 
                   PRECLUDES CONSIDERATION OF THIS APPEAL 
 
 Much like res judicata, the doctrine of collateral estoppel precludes 

relitigating issues argued and decided. The difference between these two doctrines 

was explained by the California Supreme Court in Mycogen Corp. v. Monsanto 

Co., 28 Cal. 4th 888, 896, (2002) in which the Court stated "Res judicata" 

describes the preclusive effect of a final judgment on the merits. Res judicata, or 

claim preclusion, prevents relitigation of the same cause of action in a second suit 
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between the same parties or parties in privity with them. Collateral estoppel, or 

issue preclusion, "precludes relitigation of issues argued and decided in prior 

proceedings." 

  The elements for finding collateral estoppel were discussed in Lucido v. 

Superior Court, 51 Cal. 3d 335, 340 (1990) in which the Court stated: “Collateral 

estoppel precludes relitigation of issues argued and decided in prior proceedings. 

Traditionally, we have applied the doctrine only if several threshold requirements 

are fulfilled. First, the issue sought to be precluded from relitigation must be 

identical to that decided in a former proceeding. Second, this issue must have been 

actually litigated in the former proceeding. Third, it must have been necessarily 

decided in the former proceeding. Fourth, the decision in the former proceeding 

must be final and on the merits. Finally, the party against whom preclusion is 

sought must be the same as, or in privity with, the party to the former proceeding.” 

Each of these requirements are met here. 

1. Issues are the same in both proceedings. The core issues raised in both 

the appeal of the trial court’s judgment in 2017, and this appeal is the 

constitutionality of Business & Professions Code §7031 (b) and whether 

a judgment based on it is criminal or civil in nature.  
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2. Both of these issues were argued in the appeal of the trial court’s 

judgment and were addressed in this Court’s October 31, 2018 

unpublished opinion.  

3. The issues of both the constitutionality of Business & Professions Code 

§7031 (b) and the civil nature of an action brought under that section 

were addressed in this Court’s October 31, 2018, opinion. 

4. The decision of the trial court is final and, on the merits, having been 

affirmed on appeal and further review denied. 

5. The parties to this appeal are the same as those in the appeal decided by 

this Court in October 2018.   

 
             V. 

                     THE APPEAL SHOULD BE DISMISSED  
         AS THE MATTER IN CONTROVERSEY HAS BECOME MOOT 
 
 An appeal may be dismissed on grounds that the matter in controversy has 

become moot. As stated by the U. S. Supreme Court in Mills v. Green 159 U.S. 

651, 653 (1895)  "the duty of this court, as of every other judicial tribunal, is to 

decide actual controversies by a judgment which can be carried into effect, and not 

to give opinions upon moot questions or abstract propositions, or to declare 

principles or rules of law which cannot affect the matter in issue in the case before 

it. It necessarily follows that when, pending an appeal from the judgment of a 



16 
 

lower court, and without any fault of the defendant, an event occurs which renders 

it impossible for this court, if it should decide the case in favor of plaintiff, to grant 

him any effectual relief whatever, the court will not proceed to a formal judgment, 

but will dismiss the appeal…” 

 On December 8, 2022, Mr. Bereki filed a Chapter 7 voluntary petition with 

the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Central District of California. In his petition Mr. 

Bereki listed the Superior Court judgment, which is the subject of the present 

appeal as a liability. On March 3, 2023, by order of the Bankruptcy Court the 

obligation to pay created by the judgment was discharged rendering the judgment 

uncollectable by the Humphreys.  A case is moot when the decision of the 

reviewing court can have no practical impact or provide the parties effectual relief.  

Highland Springs Conference and Training Center v. City of Banning 42 Cal. App. 

5th 416, 430-431 (2019). Through this appeal, Mr. Bereki seeks to have the 

judgment for disgorgement entered by the trial court in 2017 set aside. However, 

despite the judgment, no disgorgement has occurred. No portion of the judgment 

has been satisfied by Mr. Bereki and with the order of discharge in his bankruptcy 

proceedings, he will never have to pay any portion of the judgment. In light of 

these circumstances, any decision by this Court as it pertains to the trial court 

judgment can have no practical impact or provide any effectual relief to any party 

and the appeal should be dismissed as moot.  
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VI. 
       SANCTIONS ARE WARRANTED AGAINST APPELLANT  
                             FOR BRINGING A FRIVOLOUS APPEAL 
 

 “When it appears to the reviewing court that the appeal was frivolous …it 

may add to the costs on appeal such damages as may be just.” California Code of 

Civil Procedure §907. “On motion of a party or on its own motion, a Court of 

Appeal may impose sanctions including the award or denial of costs under Rule 

8.278  on a party or attorney for: (1) Taking a frivolous appeal…” 

The test for determining whether an appeal is frivolous is an objective one 

which holds that an appeal is frivolous when any reasonable attorney would agree 

that the point is totally and completely without merit. In re Marriage of Flaherty 31 

Cal 3d 637, 649 (1982). A consideration relevant to determining whether an appeal 

is frivolous under the objective standard is whether any statute, rule, or published 

case directly considers the question. Doran v. Magan 76 Cal. App. 4th 1287, 1296 

(1999). As discussed above, there is no lack of published case authority for the 

proposition that a final judgment is just that, final and is no longer subject to 

appeal. Although Mr. Bereki has been advised repeatedly that this is the law and 

while he may not agree with the trial court’s judgement or the Appellate Court’s 

ruling on that judgment, the ruling stands. Despite this, Mr. Bereki over the last 
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several years has continued to bring utterly meritless and frivolous challenges to 

the judgment, wasting judicial resources and causing the Humphrey’s considerable 

expense in having to continually respond to his frivolous and meritless antics. 

It is apparent to the Humphrey’s and the evidence is inescapable at this 

juncture, that Mr. Bereki will not cease in his misguided crusade so long as doing 

so comes at no cost to him. It is therefore high time and appropriate to send a clear 

message to Mr. Bereki that continuing in this folly will be at his peril and expense 

by awarding Humphreys their costs on appeal and their attorney fees incurred in 

this matter.  

 
 For the reasons set forth above, Respondent’s respectfully request that the 

Appeal in this matter be dismissed and that Appellant be ordered to pay 

Respondents sanctions in the amount set forth in the accompanying declaration.  

 

 
 
 Respectfully Submitted 
 
 Date: September 9, 2025                          _______________________ 
                                                                            William Bissell, Attorney for  
           Respondents Gary Humphreys and 
           Karen Humphreys 
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Certificate of Compliance 

The undersigned certifies that the above Motion and supporting Memorandum of 
Points and Authorities contain 2,683 words which is in compliance with CRC 
8.204 (c) (1).  

Date: September 9, 2025                                 __________________ 

                                                                         William Bissell 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
  IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

            IN AND FOR THE FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT 
  DIVISION THREE 

GARY HUNPHREYS et al., 
Plaintiffs and Respondents, 

vs.    

ADAM BEREKI
Defendant and Appellant 

Court of Appeal No. G065695 
Orange County Superior Court No. 30-2015-00805807)

I am employed in the County of Orange, California. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and 
not a party to the case. My business address is 23 Corporate Plaza Drive, Suite 150 Newport Beach CA 
92660.  

On September 10, 2025, I served by depositing in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, the 
MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL in this matter upon the following party: 

  Adam Bereki  
  3649 Metter St. 
   Las Vegas, NV 89129 

Appellant in Pro Per 

Executed on September 10, 2025, at Newport Beach, California 

_____________________ 
William Bissell 
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 I, William Bissell, declare that the matters set forth in this declaration are 

true of my own personal knowledge except for those matters asserted on 

information and belief and as to which I believe to be true.   

1. I am the attorney of record for Karen and Gary Humphreys, the Respondents  

in this appeal and have represented the Humphreys in this matter since being 

retained by them in August of 2013.  

     2. This case, judgment in which has been final for nearly a decade, arose out of 

a home remodel project which began in April of 2012 in Newport Beach, California. 

The Humphreys were the husband-and-wife owners of the property to be remodeled 

and the Appellant Adam Bereki (Mr. Bereki) was the contractor, albeit unlicensed, 

with whom the Humphreys contracted to perform the work.  

     3. A dispute arose between the Humphreys and Mr. Bereki over the quality of the 

work performed by Mr. Bereki and other disturbing aspects of Mr. Bereki’s activities 

and performance on the project resulting in Mr. Bereki being terminated from the 

project. After the termination, Mr. Bereki’s corporation sued the Humphreys and a 

cross-complaint was filed by the Humphreys.  

    4. On motion of the Humphreys, which was unopposed, the first cause of action 

of their first amended cross-complaint for disgorgement under California Business 
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& Professions Code Section 7031(b), was ordered severed, to be tried separate from 

and prior to the remaining causes set forth in that pleading.  

   5. The trial on the severed first cause of action of the amended cross-complaint 

began on March 27, 2017, before Judge David Chaffee in Department C-20 of the 

Orange County Superior Court and concluded on March 28, 2017.  

        6. At the conclusion of the presentation of evidence, the Trial Court found in 

favor of the Humphreys on both the complaint and the first cause of action of the 

first amended cross-complaint and entered judgment accordingly. A true and correct 

copy of the trial court judgment is attached as Exhibit “A” . 

      7. Mr. Bereki appealed the trial court’s judgement to the Court of Appeal, Fourth 

District, Division Three. In his appeal Mr. Berek argued that the trial court lacked 

jurisdiction over both him and the subject matter of the action and that he was denied 

due process protections guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution as Business & 

Professions Code §7031 (b) was a penal statute and was unconstitutional. 

    8.   Oral argument was heard in the matter on October 16, 2018 before a panel 

comprised of the Honorable Justices O’Leary, Aronson and Goethals at which Mr. 

Bereki again asserted the trial court’s lack of jurisdiction and denial of due process. 

Following submission of the matter, the Appellate Court, with the concurrence of all 

three justices, affirmed the judgment of the trial court in its unpublished opinion 

dated October 31, 2018, awarding Respondent’s their costs on appeal.  
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A true and correct copy of the Court’s opinion is attached as Exhibit “B”. 

   9.   Following the Court’s affirming the judgment of the trial court Mr. Bereki has 

waged a long and continuing crusade in virtually every available and unavailable 

jurisdiction against both the judgment and the participants in the system which 

allowed it.  

The actions taken by Mr. Bereki include: 

 Filing a petition for rehearing with this Court which was denied on May 

20, 2018. A true and correct copy of the Court’s order denying the petition 

is attached as Exhibit “C”.  

 Bringing a motion in the Orange County Superior Court to vacate the 

judgment. The motion was heard and denied on March 15, 2019 on the 

grounds that “The arguments presented on (the) motion were already 

raised and rejected and the appellate decision affirming the underlying 

judgment on the merits is now final…”. A true and correct copy of the 

minute order on the motion is attached as Exhibit “D”. 

 Filing a petition for review with the California Supreme Court, which was 

denied on January 30, 2019. A true and correct copy of the California 

Supreme Court’s denial of the petition for review is attached as Exhibit 

“E”. 
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 Filing a petition for certiorari with the U.S. Supreme Court which was 

denied on October 7, 2019. A true and correct copy of the denial of the 

petition is attached as Exhibit “F”. 

 On October 28, 2019 Mr. Bereki filed a complaint in the United States 

District Court Central District of California seeking to have the judgment 

entered against him in the Superior Court action declared void. This action 

was dismissed on motion brought by the Humphreys. A true and correct 

copy of the District Court’s Order dismissing Mr. Bereki’s complaint is 

attached as Exhibit “G”. 

 Mr. Bereki appealed the dismissal of his Federal Court action to the United 

States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit which on November 12, 2020 

dismissed the appeal as frivolous and denied Mr. Bereki’s status to proceed 

in forma pauperis. A true and correct copy of the U.S. Court of Appeals 

Order dismissing the Bereki appeal as frivolous is attached as Exhibit “H”. 

 In September 2021 Mr. Bereki filed a petition for writ of habeas corpus 

with the United States Supreme Court which was returned to Mr. Bereki 

by the Court without action taken. A true and correct copy of the 

transmittal from the Office of the Clerk of the U.S. Supreme Court 

returning the unaccepted petition for writ of habeas corpus is attached as 

Exhibit “I”. 
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 On May 28, 2025 Mr. Bereki apparently believing it was appropriate to 

start the whole process over again, filed with the Orange County Superior 

Court his second motion to vacate the judgment entered in this matter. The 

motion was brought on what are essentially the same grounds as the motion 

filed in 2019, was opposed by the Humphreys, heard in Department 23 of 

the Orange County Superior court on June 26, 2025 and was properly 

denied. It is on this denial that the pending appeal is based. 

10.  On December 8, 2022 Mr. Bereki filed a Chapter 7 voluntary petition with the 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Central District of California listing among other 

debts the judgment entered against him in Orange County Superior Court Case No. 

30-2015-00805807 and which judgment is the subject of this appeal.  On March 27, 

2023 the Bankruptcy Court issued its order granting the discharge of Mr. Bereki’s 

listed debts including the dept created by the judgment in Superior Court case No. 

30-2015-00805807. A true and correct copy of the Bankruptcy courts order of 

discharge is attached here to as Exhibit J. Prior to the order of discharge, no amount 

of the Superior Court judgment had been satisfied.  

11. In addition to the above actions Mr. Bereki has leveled an assortment of collateral 

attacks, allegations and charges with various governmental and law enforcement 

agencies and departments against the judges who have declined to rule in his favor. 
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12. I am duly licensed to practice law in the State of California and have actively

practiced law since December of 1980. In reviewing the various court records cited 

in support of this motion and in preparing this motion I have spent 18 hours. I 

anticipate spending an additional 2.5 hours appearing at the hearing on this motion 

for a total of 25.5 hours. My billing rate is $360.00 per hour for a total cost to the 

Humphreys in defending against this spurious and frivolous appeal $9,180.00.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 9th day of September 2025 at Newport 

Beach, California. 

 ___________________ 

William Bissel 
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PROOF OF SERVICE
  IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT
  DIVISION THREE

GARY HUNPHREYS et al.,
Plaintiffs and Respondents, 

vs.    

ADAM BEREKI
Defendant and Appellant 

Court of Appeal No. G065695 
Orange County Superior Court No. 30-2015-00805807)

I am employed in the County of Orange, California. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and 
not a party to the case. My business address is 23 Corporate Plaza Drive, Suite 150 Newport Beach CA 
92660. 

On September 10, 2025, I served by depositing in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, the 
DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL in this matter upon the 
following party:

  Adam Bereki 
  3649 Metter St.
   Las Vegas, NV 89129

Appellant in Pro Per

Executed on September 10, 2025, at Newport Beach, California

_____________________
William Bissell


