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THE WILLIAMS LAW GROUP 
Andrew Williams, Esq. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
9600 S. Dixie Hwy 
Suite 1311 
Miami, Florida 33156 
Telephone: (305) 916-1122 
CA Bar No. 310526 
Email:  Andrew@TheWilliamsLG.com  
Secondary Email: WilliamsLawFlorida@gmail.com 
 
Attorney for Plaintiff, Carl Watts 
 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
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CARL WATTS, an individual 
 
   Plaintiff,                          
  v. 
 
UNIVERSAL PICTURES, a 
Delaware limited liability company; 
BLUMHOUSE PRODUCTIONS, a 
Delaware limited liability company; 
JAMES WAN, an individual; AKELA 
COOPER, an individual; and DOES 1 
through 25, inclusive, 
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PARTIES 

1. At all times relevant herein, Plaintiff CARL WATTS (“Plaintiff” or “Mr. Watts”) 

was and is an individual residing in Los Angeles, California, and the sole creator of a 

wholly original film entitled “Paranormal Adoption” (the “Film”). 

2. Defendant Universal Pictures (“Universal”) is, and at all times relevant herein 

was a Delaware limited liability company with its primary place of business in Los 

Angeles, California. 

3. Defendant Blumhouse Productions (“Blumhouse”) is, and at all times relevant 

herein was a Delaware limited liability company with its primary place of business in Los 

Angeles, California. 

4. At all times herein relevant, Defendant James Wan (“Defendant Wan” or “Mr. 

Wan”) was and is an individual residing in Los Angeles, California. 

5. At all times herein relevant, Defendant Akela Cooper (“Defendant Cooper” or 

“Ms. Cooper”) was and is an individual residing in Los Angeles, California. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

6. This action arises under the Copyright Laws of the United States (Title 17 U.S.C. 

§101 et seq.) and the common law of the State of California. 

7. This Court has exclusive jurisdiction over this action under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 

and 1338 in that this action involves claims arising under an Act of Congress, the United 
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States Copyright Act, or the Act. To the extent that this action is based on related state 

claims, the Court has supplemental jurisdiction thereto under 28 U.S.C §1367.  

8. The full extent of the facts linking the fictitiously designated Defendants with the 

cause(s) of actions herein is unknown to the Plaintiff.  Further the true names and 

capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate, plural or partnership, or otherwise, of 

Defendants, DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, are unknown to the Plaintiff.  The Plaintiff 

therefore sues Defendants by such fictitious names.  The Plaintiff is informed and believes, 

and thereupon alleges, that each of the Defendants designated herein as a DOE is 

negligently, wantonly, recklessly, tortuously, intentionally and/or unlawfully responsible 

in some manner for the events and happenings hereinafter referred to, and negligently, 

wantonly, recklessly, tortuously, intentionally and/or unlawfully, proximately caused 

injuries and damages to the Plaintiff, as hereinafter alleged.  The Plaintiff will ask leave of 

this Court to amend this Complaint to show said Defendants’ names and capacities once 

the same have been ascertained. 

9. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391 and 1400 in that 

Defendants transact business in the county of Los Angeles, California, and a substantial 

part of the events giving rise to these claims occurred in Los Angeles County, California. 

FACTUAL STATEMENT 

A. Carl Watts Writes His Screenplay and Pitches It to Summit 
Entertainment/Lionsgate 

10. Plaintiff repeats, alleges and incorporates, by reference, paragraphs 1–9 as though 

fully set forth herein 
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11. Mr. Watts started his working life as an airline pilot after completing his 

bachelor's degree in business administration from the University of Illinois. During his 

interview process, Mr. Watts was put through physical, psychological, and aptitude testing 

along with all other applicants. While his creativity score would likely make it seem like 

Mr. Watts would be bored on the job, the rest of the results impressed the chief pilot enough 

to land him the position in which he stayed for thirty-six (36) years. His impressive flight 

history allowed Mr. Watts to gain high security clearance and allowed him to fly his 

favorite types of trips, military charters. 

12. Mr. Watts used his time off to pursue other avenues to satisfy his creative needs. 

He studied writing, acting, filmmaking, and standup comedy. He took these passions and 

combined them. He started his filmmaking journey creating comedy videos, and over time, 

that evolved into making feature films. 

13. Mr. Watts completed writing the screenplay entitled Paranormal Adoption in 

2010 (the “Screenplay”). The story centers around a young girl who, after the devastating 

loss of both of her parents in a tragic accident, finds solace and comfort in a beloved doll. 

This seemingly innocent toy becomes the focal point of the young girl’s grief and 

emotional support. However, as the narrative unfolds, the doll’s presence takes on a sinister 

tone. Anyone who attempts to separate the girl from her doll meets a gruesome and 

untimely demise. The girl’s guardians grow wary of the girl’s connection with the doll and 

attempt to intervene, but the doll strikes back. 
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14. The story intertwines the elements of a psychological thriller with the 

supernatural horror genre. Paranormal Adoption explores the themes of loss, attachment, 

and the dark corners of the human psyche, creating a haunting story. At the end of both the 

Screenplay and the subsequent Film produced by the plaintiff’s screenplay (collectively 

the “IP”), the audience is left wondering if the doll’s reign of terror is over, or has it just 

begun. 

15. The Screenplay was registered with the US Copyright Office on April 30, 2025. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the registration for the 

Screenplay. 

16. With the primary objective of attracting the interest of a major studio or 

production company, Mr. Watts uploaded his Screenplay to InkTip.com in December of 

2010. 

17. InkTip.com is a platform designed to facilitate exposure for writers seeking 

consideration from industry professionals. 

18. In or about 2010, the Screenplay was downloaded once from InkTip.com, and its 

synopsis was viewed by two other production companies. InkTip.com also pitched the title 

to numerous producers in the company’s newsletter. 

19. Determined to find a home for the Screenplay, Mr. Watts subsequently submitted 

it to Joshua Cozine, Manager of Business Affairs at Summit Entertainment (“Summit”), on 

or around June 3, 2011. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the 
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Screenplay that was submitted to Summit Entertainment. A true and accurate copy of the 

submission letter is attached hereto as Exhibit C.  

20. On or about June 16, 2011, Mr. Cozine responded and informed Mr. Watts that 

Summit was considering the Screenplay. A true and accurate copy of the email is attached 

hereto as Exhibit D. 

21. The Screenplay was never actually rejected by Summit Entertainment. Instead, 

Summit was acquired by Lionsgate in January 2012. In or about March 19, 2012, Mr. 

Cozine emailed Mr. Watts about the project. A true and correct copy of said email is 

attached as Exhibit E. This email reflects that Mr. Cozine was employed by Lionsgate in 

or about January 2012, and even though Mr. Cozine recommended resubmitting the project 

to Lionsgate, upon information and belief, Summit was required to and did convey all open 

and existing projects, including projects being considered such as the Screenplay, to 

Lionsgate, at that time.  

22. There is a chain of events whereby there is a “reasonable possibility” that the 

credited writers of M3GAN, namely Mr. Wan and Ms. Cooper, had access to the 

Screenplay, including but not limited to the following:  

a. Mr. Cozine attended the University of Southern California from 2004 to 2006 

to earn his Master of Arts Degree in Film/Video/Cinema Studies. Notably, 

Akela Cooper, one of the credited writers of M3GAN, also attended the same 

program during the same time.  

Case 2:26-cv-00125     Document 1     Filed 01/06/26     Page 6 of 95   Page ID #:6



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

  
 
 

7 
COMPLAINT 

 

b. It is upon reasonable information and belief that Mr. Cozine and Ms. Cooper 

stayed in touch between 2006-2012, as friends and/or business associates after 

graduating University of Southern California (“USC”) together in this 

relatively small, elite class of future movers and shakers in the entertainment 

industry.  

c.  Upon information and belief, Mr. Cozine and Ms. Cooper both went on to 

work for Summit Entertainment and subsequently Lionsgate after graduating 

USC. In addition to the foregoing, James Wan, worked closely with Lionsgate 

on multiple projects both before and after the Screenplay was submitted to 

Summit Entertainment/Lionsgate in June 2011, including the following 

movies: (i) Saw (2004), (ii) Saw II (2005), (iii) Saw III (2006), (iv) Saw IV 

(2007), (v) Saw V (2008), (vi) Saw VI (2009), (vii) Saw 3D (2010), (viii) 

Spiral: From the Book of Saw (2021), and (ix) Saw X (2023).   

d. Finally, Mr. Wan and Ms. Cooper worked together on multiple projects, 

including, Malignant, which began development in July 2019 prior to the date 

that M3GAN commenced principal photography in August 2021.  

B. Mr. Watts Decides to Produce the Film and Release It Himself  

23. When the Screenplay was not purchased or optioned by Summit Entertainment 

or Lionsgate, Mr. Watts decided to finance and produce the Film and a trailer for the film 

himself (the “Trailer”). 
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24.  In or about July 5th, 2011, the Plaintiff cast and shot a film based upon the 

screenplay (“the Film”) in Los Angeles, California, over the course of at least 21 days of 

principal photography. The Film features Piper Watts, Marina Lyon, and William Morse. 

It is approximately one hour and twenty minutes in length. 

25. The Film was registered with the US Copyright Office on January 20, 2023.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of the registration for the Film. The 

date of first publication for the Film is listed as July 1, 2012 on the certificate of 

registration. 

26.  On July 3, 2012, Mr. Watts released the Film on iTunes, where it remained 

available for purchase until April 7, 2020. On the same day of the Film’s release on iTunes, 

Mr. Watts posted the trailer on YouTube to drive viewers to iTunes to watch the entire 

Film.  

27.  The succinct minute-long trailer distills the essence of the movie’s themes and 

plot and features all the actors who are featured in the full-length Film. Before the 

commencement of principal photography of the Infringing Film, the Film’s trailer amassed 

107,571 views. It is likely that people who viewed the Trailer make up all or practically all 

of the people who viewed the Film. Upon reasonable belief that it is likely that the people 

who viewed the Film, including the defendants herein, viewed the trailer for the Film first, 

where the trailer piqued their interest in watching the Film. In fact, Defendant Wan has 

touted himself as “a bit of a creepy doll aficionado.” In particular, Defendant Wan, who 

claims to be an “aficionado of creepy doll movies,” would be reasonably likely to be one 
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of the 107,571 people who watched the trailer and the approximately 5,000 people who 

watched the Film. The trailer and the Film were widely disseminated to the same audience 

that Mr. Wan claims to be a part of, namely fans of this genre. A true and accurate copy of 

an article by SlashFilm.com entitled “James Wan, A Man Of Good Taste, Thinks Of 

Himself As ‘A Bit Of A Creepy Doll Aficionado’” is attached here as Exhibit G.  

28.  On April 7, 2020, the Film was removed from iTunes and made available for 

free on YouTube where it reached a broader audience. A link to the Film is attached hereto: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6vUcwEv1u-s. 

29.  From April 7, 2020, until the commencement of principal photography for 

M3GAN (the “Infringing Film”) in August 2021, the Film accumulated 4,558 views on 

YouTube.com and more on iTunes. 

30. Moreover, as aforementioned, the Trailer for the Film garnered an impressive 

107,571 views between July 3, 2012, and the commencement of principal photography for 

M3GAN. 

31. In total, the Film and the trailer for the Film have garnered over 200,000 views. 

A true and accurate copy of the YouTube.com video analytics page for the Film is attached 

hereto as Exhibit H. 

32.  Since September 2023, when searching for horror doll films on YouTube, 

especially those produced by Jason Blum and James Wan, YouTube’s algorithm 

recommends similar films, including Paranormal Adoption and its trailer. A true and 
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accurate copy of a search on YouTube.com for “Paranormal doll films,” “paranormal 

activity films” and “scary doll films” is attached hereto as Exhibit I. 

33.  The YouTube algorithm catapulted views for the film following the release of 

M3GAN trailers and the Infringing Film in 2023. Notably, no other film had triggered such 

a spike in views, not even the 2019 release of Annabelle Comes Home written by Mr. Wan, 

another film that features a supernatural doll. 

C. The Infringing Film Bears an Uncanny Resemblance to Paranormal Adoption 

34.  M3GAN was released in theaters on January 6, 2023. It is a horror film produced 

by Universal, allegedly based on a story written by Akela Cooper and James Wan, directed 

by Gerard Johnstone, produced by Blumhouse Productions and Atomic Monster 

Productions, and distributed by Universal Pictures. 

35.  The Infringing Film features Allison Williams, Violet McGraw, Ronny Chieng, 

and Amie Donald. The Infringing Film centers around a life-like, A.I.-powered doll named 

M3GAN, who is designed to be the perfect companion for children. 

36.  As the narrative unfolds, just as in Paranormal Adoption, the doll, M3GAN, 

develops increasingly hostile behavior towards anyone perceived as a threat to her human 

companion, a young girl. When the girl’s guardian discovers M3GAN’s dangerous 

tendencies, M3GAN attacks her. The Infringing Film ends with a scene suggesting that her 

violent rampage is likely to continue in the sequel. 

37.  The Infringing Film bears a striking resemblance to Plaintiff’s Screenplay and 

Film. The similarities are evident to the average viewer, with both Paranormal Adoption 
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and M3GAN containing a central plot revolving around a young girl and her overly 

protective killer doll. The characters, tone, and pacing of M3GAN copy those of 

Paranormal Adoption. 

38. Professor David Román, a tenured Professor in Comparative Literature at the 

University of Southern California, prepared an in depth analysis and comparison of the 

works at issue. His report is attached hereto as Exhibit J. A copy of Professor Román’s 

CV is attached hereto as Exhibit K. Professor Román’s opinion has been accepted on the 

issue of substantial similarity of literary works by multiple Courts in the Central District 

of California. 

39. In his initial expert report, Professor Román concluded that “[t]he architecture of 

both films…remains almost identical” and that “M3GAN seems to be copied from 

Paranormal Adoption in character, plot & structure, sequence of events, themes and even 

mood and tone.” 

40. M3GAN has enjoyed remarkable success, grossing over $181 million worldwide. 

M3GAN’s chilling narrative has resonated with audiences and critics alike. It won Best 

Horror at the 6th Hollywood Critics Association Midseason Film Awards and has been 

nominated for and won several other prestigious awards from various organizations. 

M3GAN’s success has paved the way for a highly anticipated sequel, M3GAN 2.0, set to 

be released in June 2025. 

D. Substantial Similarities Between the Film and the Infringing Film 
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41.  There are numerous similarities in genre, plot, sequence of events, pace, 

character traits, scenes, tone, and settings.  

42.  Both works are labeled paranormal, horror doll movies, sharing the same genre. 

43.  Plot 

a. Both narratives begin by following a young girl of approximately nine-years-

old (“the girl”) who is orphaned after losing both of her parents in a tragic 

accident. This leads to her being raised by new guardian(s). 

b. As a coping mechanism, the girl forms a deep emotional attachment to an 

unusual and unconventional doll. The doll is gradually integrated into the 

family unit, as it accompanies the family while they interact with each other. 

c. In both films, the girl is told by her guardian that she cannot bring the doll 

with her everywhere, requiring that the doll be set aside momentarily, against 

the girl’s wishes. 

d. The girl sees the doll as a real person, not a doll, and prefers its company to 

that of her guardian(s). 

e. When the guardian tries to reinforce the idea to the girl that the doll is not a 

real person, the girl refuses to believe it and defends the doll. 

f. The doll and the girls’ will can be influential on each other. This can be seen 

when the technology within the house is being controlled in Paranormal 

Adoption and when the lights flicker inside the house in M3gan. 
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g. The doll, acting as the girl’s “protector,” is aggressive and violent against 

those who interfere with the doll’s relationship with the girl, a core plot line 

plainly present in both Paranormal Adoption and M3GAN. 

h. Initially, the guardian supports the idea of the doll as a constant companion 

for the girl, explaining to those skeptical of the doll that it provides comfort 

to the girl. Later, the guardian realizes the doll is a bad influence and wants to 

separate the doll from the girl. 

i. At the girl’s new school, a boy torments her about the doll, and then is 

subsequently tricked into getting hit by a car. There are no other witnesses to 

the car accident besides the bully and the girl. This event marks one of the 

significant turning points in both works, showcasing the increasing 

aggressiveness and willingness to go to any extent, even murder, to protect 

the relationship between the doll and the girl. 

j. In both works, when someone tries to harm the doll, that causes them to be 

harmed instead. 

k. In both works, the same police officer responds to two of the crime scenes. 

During the second investigation, a detective informs the girl’s family that he 

is suspicious of the family’s proximity to two murders in a short time span. 

The detective implies that he is specifically wary of the guardian(s). This 

warning is given in both Paranormal Adoption and M3GAN. 

Case 2:26-cv-00125     Document 1     Filed 01/06/26     Page 13 of 95   Page ID #:13



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

  
 
 

14 
COMPLAINT 

 

l. After the guardian tries to separate the girl from her doll, the girl subsequently 

hurts the guardian. 

m. The climax of both films involves the guardian(s) attempting to sever the 

connection between the girl and the doll. 

n. However, the violence cannot be controlled in both Paranormal Adoption and 

M3GAN, making those around the girl and the doll grow fearful. 

o. Ultimately, Paranormal Adoption and M3GAN conclude with the doll killing 

several people, launching an assault on the family, and leaving a trail of chaos 

and destruction in its wake. 

p. At the end of both films, the audience is aware that these events are likely to 

be repeated. 

44.  Sequence of Events and Pace 

a. In addition to the foregoing (which includes substantial overlap in this 

category as well): 

b. The Film and M3GAN share a similar sequence of events and pace. 

c. Both films begin with a prologue that establishes that there is death, and that 

leads to a girl being raised by guardian(s). 

d. In both works, the audience is given background on what the guardian(s) are 

doing before they become guardians to the girl. 
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e. The guardian(s) did not anticipate that they would be adopting a daughter at 

the beginning of the film, but do so because of surrounding circumstances, 

such as the guardian(s) losing their family and the daughter losing her parents. 

f. Then, both films introduce a doll that provides support and companionship to 

the girl after the loss of her parents. 

g. Subsequently, both films portray the doll as being protective of the girl, 

whereby the doll eliminates emotional threats to the girl. 

h. The doll’s first serious violent encounter in both films occurs when the doll 

kills the school bully, via the same method, i.e. a car accident. 

i. The police question the family due to suspicious surrounding activity. 

j. During the second half of both films, the guardian of the girl grows concerned 

that the doll is dangerous and attempts to stop its actions by separating the girl 

from the doll. 

k. Thereafter, the doll retaliates against the guardian, and it becomes clearer that 

the guardian will not be able to stop the doll as it is more powerful than the 

guardian initially perceived. 

l. Both works conclude on a cliffhanger, indicating the situation has the 

potential to continue to happen. 

45.  Characters 

a. The girl is a recently orphaned, nine-year-old, coping with grief, who forms a 

strong bond with her doll. 

Case 2:26-cv-00125     Document 1     Filed 01/06/26     Page 15 of 95   Page ID #:15



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

  
 
 

16 
COMPLAINT 

 

b. The girl in both works places the feelings of the doll before those of her 

adopted guardian(s). 

c. The girl believes the doll is real in both works. 

d. The girl does not have many friends and is relatively isolated. 

e. The female guardian is young, inexperienced, and initially unsure how to care 

for the girl. 

f. The female guardian ignores the girl and can be selfish. 

g. The guardian is anxious about caring for the girl and is thus initially 

comfortable with and supportive of the doll’s presence, as it lessens some of 

the parenting responsibility and the need to comfort the girl. 

h. The female guardians in both works look similar: both are attractive, in their 

late 30s, with long brunette hair, a slender athletic body type, and strong facial 

features. 

i. Both films portray the guardian as distracted from parenting at times. 

j. The doll’s primary objective is to protect the girl. 

k. The doll protects the girl in cunning and manipulative ways, often leading 

others to be harmed, injured, or killed horrifically. 

l. The doll has the ability to speak, to mimic other people’s voices, and to 

interact with its environment. 

m. The doll possesses an unsettling appearance, characterized by its large, eerie 

eyes. 
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n. The doll can move its eyes and mouth. 

o. Both films have a school-bully character that antagonizes the girl and the doll, 

and is subsequently killed. 

p. Both films have police officers who investigate the crimes.  

46.  Identical Scenes 

a. In both films, there is a scene in which the doll is seated at the dinner table 

with the young girl and her family. The scene highlights the doll’s integration 

into the family’s lives.  

b. In both films, there is a scene in which the doll is seated next to the young girl 

in the back seat of the car. The girl and the doll interact closely, and the scene 

hints at the doll’s increasing influence over the girl and potential overstepping 

of boundaries in her protective role. A true and accurate copy of a side-by-

side image of this is attached hereto as Exhibit L. 

c. In both films, there is a scene in which a mechanical saw is used on the doll 

while the doll is lying down. 

47.  Tone  

a. Grief and mourning the loss of family are initial tones present in both films. 

b. Both works use suspense to carry the plots. 

c. Shock is used in both films to emphasize the paranormal and horror aspects 

of the film. 

d. There are moments of lightness and comedy in both films, as well. 
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48.  Settings 

a. Both films utilize the home of the adopted guardian(s) as a primary location. 

The home is a modest, single-family home in a suburban town. 

b. There are also scenes in both films in a school setting.   

49.  The foregoing goes beyond the copying of ideas and constitutes the copying of 

expression, specifically the copying of the selection and arrangement of protectable and 

unprotectable elements in the Plaintiff’s work.  

CAUSE OF ACTION 

COPYRIGHT INFRINGEMENT 

50.  Plaintiff repeats, alleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1–49 as 

though fully set forth herein. 

51.  Plaintiff is the owner of all copyright rights in and to the original creative work, 

Paranormal Adoption, in all its advancing, original, unique, and protected permutations, 

and has never assigned, licensed, or otherwise transferred its copyright protection to any 

of the Defendants, nor to any third party. True and accurate copies of the copyright 

certificates of registration for the Film and the Screenplay are attached hereto as Exhibits 

A and F. 

52.  In January 2023, Universal distributed M3GAN to the public, crediting 

Defendants Cooper and Wan with story by credits and Defendant Cooper with screenplay 

by credit. 

Case 2:26-cv-00125     Document 1     Filed 01/06/26     Page 18 of 95   Page ID #:18



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

  
 
 

19 
COMPLAINT 

 

53.  As alleged hereinabove, the named Defendants have infringed upon Plaintiff’s 

copyright by copying wholly original elements from Plaintiff’s Screenplay and/or Film 

Paranormal Adoption, without permission, in M3GAN. 

54.  Plaintiff is informed, believes, and thereon alleges that the named Defendants 

intentionally broadcast, distributed, published, sold, conveyed, and otherwise exploited 

M3GAN without authorization, in violation of Plaintiff’s rights. 

55.  Plaintiff is informed, believes, and thereon alleges that the named Defendants 

have intentionally violated the Federal Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C. § 101 et seq., 

entitling Plaintiff to all damages and remedies provided by the Act. 

56.  Plaintiff is informed, believes, and thereon alleges that the named Defendants 

continue to infringe upon Plaintiff’s copyrights, causing Plaintiff irreparable injury and 

damage. Said infringement entitles Plaintiff to actual and statutory damages, injunctive, 

and other relief provided by the Copyright Act. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF:  

1. For a preliminary and permanent injunction enjoining Defendants from 

infringing the copyrights of Plaintiff in any manner; 

2. For actual damages and profits according to proof; 

3. That Defendants be required to pay to Plaintiff such damages as Plaintiff has 

sustained in consequence of Defendants' infringements of Plaintiff's copyright and to 

account for: 
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a. All gains, profits, and advantages derived by Defendants by his or her 

infringement of Plaintiff's copyright or such damages as the court shall deem 

proper within the provisions of the copyright statute, but no less than 

$5,000,000; 

b. That Defendants deliver up to be impounded during the pendency of this 

action all copies of said infringing work as in its possession or under its 

control and deliver up for destruction all infringing copies and all plates, 

molds, or other matter used to make infringing copies; 

4. For statutory damages, and costs with respect to M3GAN, any and all sequels, 

and any other derivative works; 

5. For a full and proper accounting of any and all monies earned by the Defendants; 

6. For costs of suit and interest; and, 

7. For such relief as is just and proper. 

DEMAND FOR A JURY TRIAL 

Pursuant to Rule 38(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiff demands a trial 

by jury on all questions of fact raised by this Complaint and on all other issues so triable. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: January 6, 2026      
THE WILLIAMS LAW GROUP 

 
                  /s Andrew Williams, Esq. 

BY: ANDREW WILLIAMS, ESQ. 
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