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Harrington Legal Alliance 
Attorneys at Law 

  

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE  

11th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR  

MIAMI DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 

PAOLO ALIATIS, individually,  

 

 Plaintiff,  

 

-vs-         Case No.:  

 

FABIAN BASABE, JR., individually,  

 

 Defendant.  

________________________________________/  

 

             COMPLAINT 

 

 Plaintiff, PAOLO ALIATIS, by and through the undersigned counsel, hereby files this 

Complaint against Defendant, FABIAN BASABE JR., for damages and in support thereof states:  

           Parties, Jurisdiction, and Venue 

1. This is an action for damages in excess of fifty-thousand-dollars ($50,000), 

exclusive of interest, costs, and attorney’s fees, and which is otherwise within the subject matter 

jurisdictions of this Court.  

2. Plaintiff, PAOLO ALIATIS (“Plaintiff”) is a natural person who resides in the 

United Kingdom.  

3. Defendant, FABIAN BASABE, JR. (“Defendant”) is a natural person who resides 

in Miami Dade County, Florida.  

4. Venue is proper in this court because the Defendant is a resident of Miami Dade 

County, Florida, and the events giving rise to the causes of action herein occurred in this county.  
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    GENERAL ALLEGATIONS  

5. On or before December 10th, 2020, Plaintiff entered into an agreement with 

Defendant for the import and sale of five (5) Classic Land Rover Defenders (collectively, the 

“Vehicles”)  

6. The agreement was established through verbal conversations and a certain written 

media, including text messaging and emails.  See Comp. Exhibit “A”  

7. The agreement delegated clear duties and compensation to each party.   

8. In general terms, Plaintiff was responsible for acquiring the Vehicles in the United 

Kingdom and exporting them to Defendant in Florida.   Defendant, in turn, was responsible for the 

import and sale of the Vehicles in the US market (the “Venture”).   

9. The parties contemplated the subject transaction to be the first in ongoing business 

between them. 

10. The parties agreed to split the profits evenly between them, with each party 

advancing the capital necessary to further the Venture within his particular jurisdiction and 

pursuant his role in the Venture. 

11. Accordingly, on February 9, 2021, Plaintiff, having acquired the Vehicles, caused 

the Vehicles to be shipped from the United Kingdom to Jacksonville, Florida.  

12. Plaintiff paid £62861.79 GBP, which was the equivalent of $87.377.80 USD at that 

time, for the acquisition and shipment of the Vehicles.  

13. On March 1, 2021, the Vehicles arrived at Jacksonville, Florida.  
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14. On the same day, Defendant made a payment of $4,623.13 for the release of the 

Vehicles.  

15. On March 16, 2021, Plaintiff provided Defendant with a written accounting of the 

Venture’s costs to date, along with title documentation needed to sell the Vehicles.  

16. That same month, Defendant caused the Vehicles to be exhibited at a car show in 

Bal Harbor.   

17. On April 9, 2021, Defendant reported to Plaintiff that the Vehicles has passed 

Department of Motor Vehicles inspections and were ready for resale. 

18. Thereafter, several months passed.  

19. On September 16, 2021, Defendant notified Plaintiff that, instead of selling the 

Vehicles as planned, he had not sold any of the Vehicles.  

20. On November 29, 2021, Plaintiff learned that Defendant remained in possession of 

three (3) of the Vehicles, which Defendant and his parents were using.   

21. Plaintiff further learned that Defendant had caused the other two (2) Vehicles to be 

transported to a location in California. 

22. On December 26th, 2021, distressed by the unexpected turn of events, Plaintiff 

traveled to Florida to meet with Defendant and assess the Venture.   

23. As for the three (3) vehicles still in Florida, Plaintiff became aware at that time of 

the following: 

a.  one of the vehicles was at a repair shop disassembled.  
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b. one of the vehicles was being stored in the street of Defendant’s parents property, 

and the same in poor condition because Defendant had caused the cab and two 

doors of the vehicle to be removed, leaving the interior exposed to the elements;  

c. one of the vehicles was in decent condition and being kept at the home of 

Defendant’s parent for the personal use of Defendant and his family members.  

24. Given the newly discovered circumstances, on or about April 4, 2022, Plaintiff took 

action, at his own expense, to mitigate losses to the Venture. 

25. Specifically, Plaintiff caused personnel that work for him to take possession of the 

three (3) Vehicles in Florida in order to sell them, albeit at a loss.  

26. On April 30, 2022, Plaintiff requested that Defendant make arrangements for the 

return of the two (2) Vehicles in California. 

27. The same day, Plaintiff performed a business analysis and informed Defendant of 

the losses expected to result from Defendant’s actions and omissions.  

28. By May 11, 2022, the parties had agreed Plaintiff would take possession of the 

Vehicles and sell the same to recover as much of the initial investment as possible.  See Exhibit 

“B”  

29. Plaintiff was successful in selling the three (3) Florida Vehicles, though for much 

less than the originally projected sale price.  

30. Plaintiff then turned attention to the two (2) California Vehicles. 

31. On August 28, 2022, Plaintiff learned that the two (2) remaining Vehicles had been 

accruing storage fees of $200/month in California.  
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32. Defendant refused to assume his share of losses and instead informed Plaintiff that 

he intended to keep the two (2) California Vehicles to cover his investment in the Venture.  

33. Accordingly, Plaintiff was obliged to hire undersigned Counsel.  

34. On or about November 7, 2022, undersigned counsel sent a Notice of Imminent 

Litigation and Proposal for Settlement to Defendant.  

35. On or about November 9, 2022, Defendant provided undersigned counsel with a 

written response declining the proposed compromise. See Exhibit “C”  

 

36. On or about November 10, 2022, Defendant enlisted his father as a liaison between 

Plaintiff and himself.  

37. On November 27, 2022, Defendant’s father confirmed that Defendant would keep 

the California Vehicles to cover his investments and requested that Plaintiff drop his claims to 

avoid further losses. See Exhibit “E”  

38. The parties have since been unable to settle their differences, so this action ensues.  

39. All conditions precedent to filing this action have been satisfied.  

COUNT I: BAILEE NEGLIGENCE 

40. This is a cause for bailee negligence alleged in addition or alternative to other 

causes herein. 

41. The forgoing paragraphs 1-39 are incorporated as if fully set forth here. 

42. Defendant took possession of the Vehicles in connection with the Venture. 

43. As the party in custody and control of the Vehicles, Defendant had a duty of care 

to safeguard the same as would a reasonably prudent person under the circumstances. 
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44. Defendant failed to meet that standard as follows. 

Vehicle #1 

45. Defendant caused the cabin top and two doors of one of the Vehicles to be removed 

(“Vehicle #1”), thereby exposing the interior of the vehicle. 

46. Thereafter, Defendant simply parked the vehicle, uncovered, on the street and left 

it there for several months.  

47. Being thusly exposed to the Miami rain and sunlight, the interior of Vehicle #1 was 

substantially damaged, and the value of the vehicle was dramatically decreased. 

48. Defendant took said actions without requesting Plaintiff’s consent and without even 

notifying Plaintiff. 

49. Instead, Plaintiff was obliged to discover the same after traveling from the United 

Kingdom to Florida. 

50. Further, Defendant was unwilling to expend either time or money in repairing the 

damage to Vehicle #1. 

Vehicle #2 

51. Defendant delivered one of the other vehicles to a local repair shop (“Vehicle #2”). 

52. However, Defendant did not cause any repairs or improvements to be made to the 

vehicle. 

53. Rather, the repair shop scavenged certain parts from Vehicle #2 to be used on other 

vehicles that are not part of the Venture. 

54. Defendant did not share any benefits thusly garnered from Vehicle #2.   

55. In fact, Defendant failed to even inform Plaintiff that he had taken such action. 
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56. Instead, Plaintiff was obliged to discover the same after traveling from the United 

Kingdom to Florida. 

57. By the time Plaintiff arrived, Vehicle #2 had essentially been salvaged and used for 

parts.   

58. Defendant’s actions in this regard greatly reduced the value of the vehicle. 

59. Defendant refused to take responsibility for his actions and further declined take 

any measures to mitigate losses to the Venture. 

Vehicle #3 

60. As for the last Florida Vehicle, Defendant did not cause the same kind of egregious 

physical damage to the vehicle (“Vehicle #3”), as he had with the other two Florida vehicles. 

61. However, rather than selling the vehicle, Defendant converted Vehicle #3 to his 

own personal use and that of his family.   

62. In so doing, Defendant caused unnecessary mileage as well as wear and tear on the 

vehicle. 

63. Moreover, Defendant’s actions in this regard delayed the sale of the vehicle, which 

caused economic harm to the Venture. 

64. Defendant did not seek Plaintiff’s consent to use Vehicle #3 in this manner, nor did 

Defendant reveal to Plaintiff his personal use of the vehicle. 

65. Instead, Plaintiff was obliged to discover the same after traveling from the United 

Kingdom to Florida. 

66. Defendant’s conversion of Vehicle #3 in this fashion was unlawful and unethical.   
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67. Defendant’s misconduct in this regard caused the devaluation of the vehicle through 

the unauthorized use and the delay in sale. 

68. Defendant refused to compensate the Venture or Plaintiff for damages resulting 

from said misconduct. 

Vehicles #4 and #5 

69. Defendant caused two vehicles (respectively, “Vehicle #4” and “Vehicle #5” and, 

collectively, the “California Vehicles”) to be relocated to California without requesting Plaintiff’s 

consent or even providing notice to Plaintiff. 

70. Moreover, Defendant sent the California Vehicles to a location that has imposed 

storage fees. 

71. The vehicles are now far away, incurring storage fees, and in no way being prepared 

for sale. 

72. Defendant’s conduct in this regard has reduced the overall value of the Venture’s 

assets. 

73. With regard to all five (5) Vehicles, Defendant has behaved unreasonably. 

74. Defendant’s conduct as bailor caused economic harm to the Venture and, thereby, 

to Plaintiff. 

75. Defendant has failed to make Plaintiff whole for the losses incurred as a result of 

Defendant’s negligence and refuses now to do so. 

76. Defendant’s conduct constitutes a breach of the standard of reasonable or ordinary 

care. 
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77. Since Plaintiff, as bailor, delivered the Vehicles to Defendant, as bailee, in good, 

serviceable condition, and the same were damaged or otherwise devalued while in Defendant’s 

possession, there is a rebuttable presumption of negligence on the part of Defendant. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, PAOLO ALIATIS, seeks damages from Defendant, FABIAN 

BASABE, JR., along with the costs of this action and such further relief as this Court deems just 

and proper. 

COUNT II: NEGLIGENCE 

78. This is a cause for negligence alleged in addition or alternative to other causes 

herein. 

79. The forgoing paragraphs 1-39 are incorporated as if fully set forth here. 

80. The parties are joint venturers with regard to the Venture. 

81. The parties did not execute an express joint venture agreement but rather formed a 

joint venture agreement through a combination of verbal and electronic communications.  See 

Comp. Exhibit “A”  

82. In Florida, laws governing partnerships apply to joint venturers as well. 

83. As a joint venturer, Defendant owes Plaintiff a duty of care of a reasonably prudent 

business partner. 

84. Defendant failed to meet his duty of care; to wit.   

Vehicles #1 

85. Defendant caused the doors and cabin of Vehicle #1 to be removed, thereby 

exposing the interior of the vehicle. 
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86. Thereafter, Defendant simply parked the vehicle, uncovered, on the street and left  

exposed it there for several months. 

87. Being thusly subject to the Miami rain and sunlight, the interior of the vehicle was 

substantially damaged, and the value of the vehicle was dramatically decreased. 

88. Defendant took said actions without requesting Plaintiff’s consent and without even 

notifying Plaintiff. 

Vehicles #4 and #5 

89. Defendant caused both California Vehicles to be relocated to California without 

requesting Plaintiff’s consent or even providing notice to Plaintiff. 

90. Moreover, Defendant sent the vehicles to a location that imposes storage fees. 

91. Defendant has made no arrangements for the California Vehicles to be sold or 

returned to Florida. 

92. As a result, the vehicles are now on the other side of the country incurring monthly 

storage fees with no plan in place to sell them. 

93. Defendant’s conduct in this regard has reduced the overall value of the California 

Vehicles and caused economic harm to the Venture. 

94. No ordinarily prudent person would have committed Defendant’s acts and 

omissions with regard to vehicles #1, #4 and #5. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, PAOLO ALIATIS, seeks damages from Defendant, FABIAN 

BASABE, JR., along with the costs of this action and such further relief as this Court deems just 

and proper. 
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COUNT IIII: BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY 

95. This is a cause for breach of fiduciary duty alleged in addition or alternative to other 

causes herein. 

96. The forgoing paragraphs 1-39 are incorporated as if fully set forth here. 

97. As a joint venturer, Defendant owes Plaintiff a duty of loyalty and duty of care 

pursuant F.S. §620.8404. 

98. Defendant failed to meet his fiduciary duty to Plaintiff; to wit. 

Vehicle #2 

99. Defendant delivered Vehicle #2 to a local repair shop. 

100. However, Defendant did not cause any repairs or improvements to be made to the 

vehicle. 

101. Rather, Defendant caused the repair shop to scavenge certain parts from Vehicle #2 

to be used on other vehicles that are not part of the Venture. 

102. The parts thusly taken from Vehicle #2 were property of the joint venture. 

103. Defendant did not share any benefits garnered by virtue of removing parts from the 

vehicle.   

104. Defendant took said action in secret, rather than informing Plaintiff and seeking 

consent. 

105. Plaintiff only discovered the unauthorized use of Venture property by coming out 

of pocket for travel from the United Kingdom to Florida. 

106. By the time Plaintiff arrived, the vehicle had essentially been salvaged and used for 

parts.   
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107. Defendant’s actions in this regard greatly reduced the value of the vehicle. 

Vehicle #3 

108. Defendant surreptitiously converted Vehicle #3 to his own personal use and that of 

his family.   

109. Defendant did not seek Plaintiff’s consent to use the vehicle in this manner, nor did 

Defendant reveal to Plaintiff his personal use of the vehicle. 

110. Plaintiff only discovered the unauthorized use of Venture property by coming out 

of pocket for travel from the United Kingdom to Florida. 

111. Defendant’s deception and self-interested actions in this regard Defendant caused 

unnecessary miles and wear and tear on the vehicle. 

112. Defendant’s deception and self-interested actions in this regard delayed the sale of 

the vehicle. 

113. Defendant’s conversion of Venture property in this fashion was unlawful and 

unethical.   

114. Defendant’s actions and omissions regarding Vehicles #2 and #3 constitute a breach 

of fiduciary duty. 

115. Defendant’s actions and omissions regarding Vehicles #2 and #3 caused economic 

loss to the Venture and to Plaintiff. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, PAOLO ALIATIS, seeks damages from Defendant, FABIAN 

BASABE, JR., along with the costs of this action and such further relief as this Court deems just 

and proper. 
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COUNT IV: BREACH OF COVENANT OF GOOD FAITH & FAIR DEALING 

116. This is a cause for breach of good faith and fair dealing, pursuant F.S. §620.8404(4) 

and common law, alleged in addition or alternative to other causes herein. 

117. The forgoing paragraphs 1-39 are incorporated as if fully set forth here. 

118. Defendant failed to meet his duty of good faith and fair dealing to Plaintiff, under 

both Florida common law and statutes governing Florida partnerships. 

Vehicle #2 

119. Defendant delivered Vehicle #2 to a local repair shop but not for the purpose of 

repairs or improvements. 

120. Rather, Defendant caused the repair shop to scavenge certain parts from Vehicle 

#2, property of the Venture, to be used on other vehicles that are not part of the Venture. 

121. Defendant did not share any benefits generated by removing parts from the vehicle.   

122. Defendant took said action in secret, rather than informing Plaintiff and seeking 

consent. 

123. Plaintiff only discovered such use of Venture property by traveling from the United 

Kingdom to Florida. 

124. By the time Plaintiff arrived, Vehicle #2 had essentially been salvaged and used for 

parts.   

125. Defendant’s actions were in direct contravention of the Venture business model of 

importing the Vehicles for sale in the Florida market. 
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Vehicle #3 

126. Defendant surreptitiously converted vehicle #3 to his own personal use and that of 

his family.   

127. Defendant did not seek Plaintiff’s consent to use the vehicle in this manner, nor did 

Defendant reveal to Plaintiff his personal use of the vehicle. 

128. Plaintiff only discovered the unauthorized use of Venture property by traveling 

from the United Kingdom to Florida. 

129. Defendant’s deception and self-interested actions in this regard caused unnecessary 

miles and wear and tear on the vehicle. 

130. Defendant’s deception and self-interested actions in this regard delayed the sale of 

the vehicle. 

131. Defendant’s conversion of Venture property in this fashion was unlawful and/or 

unethical.   

132. Defendant’s actions and omissions regarding Vehicles #2 and #3 constitute a 

violation of F.S. §620.8404(4) and the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing. 

133. Defendant’s actions and omissions regarding Vehicles #2 and #3 caused economic 

loss to the Venture and to Plaintiff. 

134. Accordingly, Defendant’s violation/breach has caused economic harm to Plaintiff. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, PAOLO ALIATIS, seeks damages from Defendant, FABIAN 

BASABE, JR., along with the costs of this action and such further relief as this Court deems just 

and proper. 
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Submitted by: 

       HARRINGTON  LEGAL ALLIANCE  

       311 Golf Road, Ste. 1000 

       West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

       T: (561) 253-6690 

       F: (561) 475-2140 

       Primary: service@myhlaw.com 

  

           By: __________________________ 

       Jeffrey Harrington 

       FBN: 55981 
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EXHIBIT “A”

Evidence of

JV Agreement:

15 January 2021

Evidence of Venture

by January 2021, an agreement 
has been constructed and the 
execution has started.

20 January 2021





20 January 2021

by 20th January 2021, the 
agreement has been confirmed.





17 February 2021

The execution has been

completed and vehicle

documents were handed

over to the Defendant.

16 March 2021

Venture financials are confirmed

Plaintiff provides financials formally 

Evidence of venture





16 March 2021

Plaintiff's role seize when 
defendant receives report on 
investments made by Plaintiff and a 
minimum target sales price has 
been agreed by both parties.





EXHIBIT “B”

Evidence of

Varied Agreement:

16 March 2021

Plaintiff and defendant agreement on plaintiff 
taking over the 3 vehicles in Florida first and then 
the California vehicles once the first 3 are sold.





EXHIBIT “C”
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November 7, 2022 
 

Via Email & Certified Mail 

Fabian Basabe  
9 Island Avenue  
Miami Beach, FL 33139 
 
159 NE 45th Street  
Miami Beach, FL 33137 
 
 RE: NOTICE OF IMMINENT LITIGATION & PROPOSAL FOR SETTLEMENT 
 
Mr. Basabe: 
 
Please be advised this firm represents Paolo Aliatis such that your future communications should be sent 
to my attention by the information below or at jeff@myhlaw.com, with copy to my assistant, Wendy 
Fundora, at wendy@myhlaw.com . 
 
To summarize, our client seeks recovery of losses sustained in connection with the joint venture (“JV”) 
you and he embarked upon in December 2020, which focused on the import and resale of the following 
vehicles (the “Venture”): 
 

Vehicle 1 - Green Land Rover 90 
Vehicle 2 - Red Land Rover 90 Soft Case 90 
Vehicle 3 - Green Pick-up Land Rover 90  
Vehicle 4 - Red Land Rover Pick Up 90 
Vehicle 5 - Grey Land Rover Hard Case 90 

 
Per the parties’ agreement (the “JV Agreement”), you and Mr. Aliatis were to split the profits from the 
Venture 50/50.  It is our position the Venture resulted in net losses as a direct result of fraudulent and/or 
negligent conduct on your part, as described herein. 
 

The Venture 
 
On February 9, 2021, our client caused the five (5) vehicles (the “Vehicles”) to be shipped from the UK 
to Florida.  Acquisition and shipping of the Vehicles cost our client $71,155.60.  On March 1, 2021, the 
Vehicles arrived, and you took possession of the same, paying $4,623.13 for release of the cargo. 
 
Our client’s duties under the JV Agreement effectively ended on or about March 16, 2021, when he 
provided to you a written accounting of the Venture’s costs to date, along with title documentation 
needed to effectuate the improvement and sale of the Vehicles. 
 
By that time, you had already begun your role under the Venture, which included making – or causing 
to be made – certain cosmetic improvements to the Vehicles in order to obtain a sale price of not less 
than $25,000 per vehicle.   
 

mailto:jeff@myhlaw.com
mailto:wendy@myhlaw.com
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By April 9, 2021, you reported to our client that the Vehicles had passed DMV inspections and were 
ready for resale.  To this point, the Venture seemed to be proceeding in accordance with the parties’ 
expectations and agreement.  However, during the months that followed, there was little or no 
communication between the parties.   
 
On September 16, 2021, you informed Mr. Aliatis that, instead of selling the Vehicles as agreed, you 
were still in possession of all five (5) Vehicles.  Mr. Aliatis advised at that time that your conduct was 
not in accordance with the JV Agreement and further requested that you promptly conclude the JV by 
selling the Vehicles as agreed. 
 
Another two (2) months went by without any updates from you when, on November 29, 2021, Mr. 
Aliatis contacted you for an update.  At that time, you advised that three (3) of the Vehicles were still in 
your possession and that you had sent two (2) of the Vehicles to a dealership in California.   
 
After this conversation, Mr. Aliatis realized you were either mismanaging your end of the Venture, or 
actively sabotaging the same, so he traveled to Florida to assess the situation.  To his disappointment, 
Mr. Aliatis found two (2) of the Vehicles in front of your parents’ home, one of which had sustained 
significant damage due to having been left out in the elements without the cabin.1  As for the third 
Vehicle, it had been disassembled and was being stored at another location – what was left of it. 
 
At this point, there was nothing to be done but salvage as much of the Venture as possible.  Since you 
had proven ineffective in carrying out your role in the Venture, Mr. Aliatis agreed to get involved and 
mitigate loss to the extent possible.  A recap of the condition of the Vehicles at that time is as follows: 
 

11.1- Vehicle 1 - In the “before” picture the Vehicle has a winch, is completely painted, 
and fitted with all terrain tires.  The “after” picture show the winch had been removed, the 
tires had been replaced with much lower quality tires, and the paint had been removed.   
11.2- Vehicle 2 - In the same condition as when sent from the UK. 
11.3- Vehicle 3 - No cabin and missing the doors.  
11.4 - Vehicle 4 – unknown location in California  
11.5 - Vehicle 5 – unknown location in California 

 
Mr. Aliatis was successful in selling the three (3) Florida Vehicles as follows: 
 

Vehicle 1 - sold for an estimated price of $8,500.  
Vehicle 2 - sold for an estimated price of $22,000.  
Vehicle 3 - Sold for an estimated price of $16,000.  

 
On August 28, 2022, Mr. Aliatis turned his attention to the two (2) remaining Vehicles and learned for 
the first time that they had each been accruing storage fees of $200/month in California.  The last two 
(2) Vehicles are still pending a final resolution.    
 

 
 

 
1 Supposedly, you had determined make the Vehicle into a convertible. 
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Analysis 
 
Under Florida Statutes, Title XXXVI, joint venturers have certain duties to the venture as well as each 
other.  You have clearly breached those duties.  Whether your detrimental conduct was purposeful or 
simply negligent remains to be determined.  Either way, however, you are responsible for the Venture’s 
losses. 
 

Proposal for Settlement 
 
Since the parties agreed to a 50/50 split, your liability is limited to just our client’s expected profits.  
 

ASSETS 
Cash proceeds from vehicles sales   46,500 
California Vehicles Cost Value   28,462 

74,962 
LIABILITIES 
Mr Aliatis’ Investments    81,188.24 
Mr Basabe’ Investments    28,623.13 
Californian cars recovery provision   8,900.00 
Total Liabilites     118,711.37 
Total Loss  
TOTAL LOSSES    43,749.37 
Losses to each partner:    21,874.69 

 
Accordingly, Mr. Aliatis will agree to settle this matter for a payment of $21,874.69, along with turnover 
of the Vehicles in California, if and only if payment is made within fourteen (14) days of receipt of this 
letter. 
 
Failure to accept this one-time offer will result in the speedy filing of litigation in Miami-Dade.  At that 
time, this offer of settlement shall be deemed withdrawn and of no effect.  Moreover, Mr. Aliatis will 
seek the full amount of his damages, along with attorneys’ fees and costs for the litigation. 
 
Please be governed accordingly. 
 

Best regards, 
 
/s/ Jeff Harrington 

Jeffrey Harrington, Esq.    
 
 
Schedules Enclosed 
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SCHEDULE INDEX 
 

-       The agreement (Schedule 1) 

-       Import documentation (Schedule 2) 

-       Costs and documents for importation (Schedule 3) 

-       Florida exposition pictures (Schedule 4) 

-       Evidence against Mr Basabe’s claim  (Schedule 5) 

-       DMV inspection and offers (Schedule 6) 

-       Evidence of Mr Basabe’s claim (Schedule 7) 

-       Evidence of first confirmation of California shipment (Schedule 8) 

-       Evidence vehicle 3 outside Mr Basabe’s parent’s house (Schedule 9) 

-    Evidence (Schedule 10) 

-       Pictures of condition of vehicles on handover to Mr Aliatis (Schedule 11) 

-       Picture evidence of Californica vehicle’s storage fees (Schedule 12) 

-    Excel of Investments and costs attached in a separate document 
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Schedule 1 
1.1 Evidence of agreement  
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1.2 – Agreed target price of $25,000 including evidence of Mr. Basabe’s acceptance 
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1.3 – Evidence of 50/50 losses agreement within the Whatsapp chat. 

 
Schedule 2  
Import documents 
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Schedule 3  
Evidence of Mr Aliatis providing Mr Basabe costs and import documents. 
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Schedule 4  
Photographic evidence of the vehicles exhibited in Florida. 
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Schedule 5 

 
 
Schedule 6 
DMV inspection and offers proving vehicles in good condition before Mr Basabe continued mechanic 
and aesthetic work. 
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Schedule 7 
Evidence of Mr Basabe’s claim. 

 
 
Schedule 8 
First notice provided to Mr Aliatis informing him on the location of the vehicles, California. 
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Schedule 9  
Condition of Vehicle 3 when handed over to Mr Aliatis’ possession. 

 
 

Schedule 10  
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Schedule 11 
The image on the left shows the condition of the car when passed over to Mr Basabe’s responsibility.  
The image on the right shows the condition of the same vehicle once returned to Mr. Aliatis. 
 
11.1 Vehicle 1 – Green Land Rover 90 ‘Jeep version’  

 
11.2 Vehicle 2 – Red Land Rover 90 Soft ‘Jeep version’ 

 
 
11.3 Vehicle 3- Green Pick-up Land Rover 90  
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11.4 Vehicle 4 – Red Land Rover Pick up – in California  

 
11.5 Vehicle 5 – Grey Land Rover Hard case ‘Jeep version’ - in California  

 
 

Schedule 12  
 
Mr Aliatis gaining  knowledge of $2,400 a year for California vehicles paid for the storage of the vehicles. 

 

EXCEL IN A SEPARATE DOCUMENT  
 
     
 





EXHIBIT “D”




