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THE UNDERSIGNED COMMISSIONER OF JUSTICE

HAVE THE HONOUR TO INFORM:

Mr. Peter D. Protopapas, a lawyer, of US nationality, domiciled at 2110 N Beitline Bivd, Columbia
SC 29204, United States of America, claiming to be receiver of Cape Infermediate Holdings Limited,

That suit has been filed against him for the reasons set out below before the MONTPELLIER CIVIL
COURT located place Pierre Flottes, 34040 Montpeltier, for this hearing to be held on December
1, 2025 at 9 am, courtroom Frédéric Bazille.

VERY IMPORTANT

Within 15 days of the date of this deed, you are required to instruct a lawyer to be represented before
this court. Failure to do so may resuit in a judgment being rendered against you based solely on the
information provided by your opponent.

In accordance with article 643 of the French Code of Civil Procedure, when the claim is brought before
a court based in mainland France, the time limits for appearance, appeal, opposition, third-party
opposition in the event provided for in article 588 paragraph 3, appeal for review and appeal to the
French Supreme Court are increased by two months for persons residing abroad.

You are reminded of the following provisions, taken from law no. 71-1130 of December 31, 1971 on
the reform of certain judicial and legal professions, which are applicable here:

Article 5: “Lawyers shall provide their services and may appear in court with no geographic restriction
before all courts and judicial or disciplinary bodies, subject to the conditions set out in Article 4. They
| may file proceedings in all the courts of justice within the jurisdiction of the Court of Appeal in which
they have established their professional residence and to the said Court of Appeal.

As an exception to paragraph two, lawyers may not file proceedings before a court other than that with
which their address for professional purposes has been registered in the context of procedures for the
seizure, division and sale at public auction of real estate assets or on the basis of legal aid or in cases
in which they are not responsible for the matter and also tasked with appearing in court®,

Article 5-1: "As an exception to Article 5-2, lawyers registered with the bar of one of the Courls of
Justice of Patis, Bobigny, Créteif or Nanlerre may file proceedings before each of these courts. They
may fife proceedings before the Court of Appeal of Paris when they have first filed proceedings before
the Courts of Justice of Paris, Bobigny or Créteil, or before the Court of Appeal of Versailles when they
have first filed procesdings before the Civil Court of Justice of Nanterre. The exception sef out in the
final paragraph of Article 6 is applicable fo stuich lawyers.”

You are alse reminded of the following articles of the French Code of Civil Procedure:
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-Article 841: “Where a period is expressed in days, the day of the service of deed, event, decision or
service of process marking the start point of this period is not taken info account. Where a period is
expressed in months or years, it will expire cn the day of the final month or year bearing the same date
as the day of the deed, eveni, decision or service of process marking the start point of the period. If
there is no identical date, the period expires on the last day of the month. If a period s expressed in
months and days, the months are counted first and then the days.

Article 642; "All periods expire on the final day at midnight. Any fixed period that wouid normalfy end
on a Saturday, a Sunday or a public hofiday or non-working day will be extended until the following
working day”,

Article 642-1: "The provisions of Articles 640 and 642 apply likewise to periods within which registration
and olher formalities of publication must be made".

Article 843: “Where the application is filed with a court in mainfand France, the periods for appearance,

lodging an appeal, lodging an objection, third party-proceedings provided for in atticle 586 (3}, appeal
for review or appeal to the French Supreme Court will be extended by: 1. One month for those residing
in Guadeloupe, French Guiana, Marlinique, Réunion, Mayotte, Saint-Barthélémy, Saint Martin, Saint:
Pierre and Miquelon, French Polynesia, Wallis and Futuna Islands, New Caledonia and the French
Southern and Antarctic Territories; 2. Two months for those residing abroad.”

"Art. 844 : "When the application is filed before a court based in Guadeloupe, French Guiana, |
Martinique, La Réunion, Mayolte, Saint-Barthélemy, Saint-Martin, Salpt-Pierre-et-Miquelon and the |
Wallis and Fuluna Islands, the time limits for appearing, appealing, opposition, third-party opposition
in the case provided for in article 586 paragraph 3, and application for review are increased by one
month for persons who do not reside in the terrtorial community within whose jurisdiction the court has

 its seat, and by two months for persons who reside abroad".

Lastly, it is hereby indicated, in application of Articie 752 of the French Code of Civil Procedure, that
the plaintiff does not consent to the proceedings taking place without a hearing, in application of Articte
L. 212-5-1 of the French Code of Judicial Organization.
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SUBJECT-MATTER OF THE CLAIM

Altrad Investment Authority ("AlA") and Mr. Mohed Altrad have been involved in proceedings
pending in South Carolina by Mr. Protopapas, claiming to act as receiver of Cape Intermediate
Holdings Limited {"CIHL"), a subsidiary of the Cape group acquired in 2017 by AlA.

AlA and Mr. Altrad have been implicated in these proceedings even though they have no connecticn
whatsoever with the disputed facts. Above all, Mr. Protopapas is acting on the basis of a court order
made under manifestly irregular conditions and in defiance of English iaw, which is exclusively
applicable to the autonomy of CIHL, a company established in England.

On November 22, 2024, the High Court of Justice of England and Wales (herelnafter the "High
Court”y ruled that the appointment of Mr. Peter Protopapas as CIHL's receiver was irregular
{"English Decision"). it therefore ordered him to:

- cease acting or claiming to act as CIML's receiver in England, South Carolina and worldwide,

cease and desist from pursuing any action to implead Mr. Altrad and AlA as third-party
defendants in the U.S. proceedings.

The English Decisicn is a decision recognized and enforceable in France, pursuant to the judgment
rendered by this court on April 8, 2025 (the "Exequatur Judgment"),

However, Mr. Protopapas is currently pursuing proceedings against Mr. Altrad and AlA in South
Caroling, despite the terms of the Injunction issued.

Mr. Protopapas' abusive pursuit of his actions against AIA and Mr. Altrad, and in particuiar the unfair
manoeuvrers perpetrated by the defendant throughout the proceedings, constitute a fault likely to
engage his tort liability.

Following a review of the facts and the various procedures involved in this dispute {1), Mr. Alirad
and AlA will demonstrate that Mr Protopapas should be ordered to pay compensation for the damage
they have suffered as a result of the defendant's actions in South Carolina (2).
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1. FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS

11 Presentation of the parties
1.1.1  The Altrad Group

The Altrad Group was founded in 1885 in Montpellier by Mr. Mohed Altrad, co-plaintiff herein.

Mr. Altrad is the majority stockholder and chairman of AlA, co-plaintiff, the parent company of the
Altrad Group, registered in Béziers since 2010 (Exhibit no. 1).!

A world leader in the provision of services to industry, the Altrad Group designs and deploys high
value-added solutions in the petrochemical, energy, power generation and construction sectors. By
2024, it had consolidated sales of over €5 billion and had more than 60,000 employees worldwide,
including at least 7,500 in France.

In September 2017, the Altrad Group acquired the Cape Group.

The Cape Group was formed in 1893 from the English company "The Cape Asbestos Company
Ltd", now known as Cape Intermediate Holdings Limited ("CIHL"). Its head office was located in
Appleton, Warrington, England (Exhibit no. 2)*, Over the course of its existence, CIHL has changed
its name several times, as follows:

- The Cape Asbestos Company Ltd (1883-1974)

~ Cape Industries Ltd (1974-1981)

- Cape Industries Plc (1981-1889)

- Cape Plc {1989-2011)

- Cape Intermediate Holding Plc (2011-2013})

- Cape [ntermediate Holdings Limited (since 2013).

Cape Plc is the current holding company of the Cape Group. It has been registered in Jersey since
2011 (Exhibit no. 3).5

Nowadays, the Cape Group is a major provider of services and equipment fo industry in the
petrochemical and energy sectors. Its main customers operate in the oil, nuclear and gas industries.

As part of its activities, the Cape Group distributed asbestos fibers untit the 1970s, notably through
a US subsidiary, North American Asbestos Corporation ("NAAC"), which was dissolved in 1978.

in the United States, and more particularly in South Carolina, plaintiffs brought actions against Cape
Group companies, claiming that Cape Pic / CIHL was liable for the activities of the former NAAC

subsidiary prior to 1978.

1.14.2 Mr. Protopapas

Mr. Peter Protopapas is an American lawyer practicing in South Carolina. He is particularly active in
asbestos litigation.

For several years now, in the context of legal proceedings initiated by asbestos victims, he has been
regularly appointed by a South Carolina judge, Ms. Jean Hoefer Toal ("Judge Toal"), as receiver of
the defendant companies.

' Exhibit no. 1: Incorporalion cerfificate of Altrad Investment Authority
¥ Exhibit no. 2: Certificate of regisiration of CIHL {with a translation for infosmation purposes only)
*  Exhibit no. 3: Certificate of registration of Cape Plc {wilh a transtation for information purposes only)
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By order dated March 16, 2023 (see §15 befow), Mr. Protopapas was appointed by Judge Toal as
recelver of "Cape Plc" (Exhibit no. 4).7

1.2 The contentious context: proceedings improperiy initiated in South Carolina by Mr.
Protopapas,

Mr. Protopapas was appointed as receiver of "Cape Plc" in a case brought in South Carolina in 2021

by the Park couple ({the "Park Case"). Granting himself full powers on the basis of the appointment

order (Exhibit no. 4)® | issued under manifestly irregular conditions, Mr. Protopapas involved

Mr. Altrad and AIA on behalf of Cape Pic (a subsidiary of the Altrad Group), in proceedings sepafate |
from the Patk Case, for asbestos exposure in the 1960s. Mr Altrad and AIA have thus been

‘improperly involved in proceedings abroad, even though they have no connection whatsoever with

the contentious facts,

1.21 Particularity of asbestos litigation in South Carolina

in South Carolina, a local practice in asbestos-related litigation is to reactivate companies that have
long been devoid of legal existence, by appointing a receiver.

In this state, all asbestos-related litigation is heard by Judge Toal. Mr. Protopapas is regularly
appointed by Judge Toal as receiver of these dissoived companies or other entities affiliated to these
companies, allegedly responsible for asbestos-related activities, in order to call in the relevant
insurance paolicies, realize the assets of these companies and, thus, compensate the plaintiffs.

Mr. Protopapas recovers a significant portion of the amounts awarded to the plaintiffs by the South
Carolina courts as success fees.

The methods of Mr. Protopapas and Judge Toal have been criticized in the trade press:

*Armed with subpoena power and a conlingency-fee agreement awarding him a third
of whatever he recovers, Peter Profopapas has used the receiver power granted fo
him by Toal to take control of more than 20 dissolved companies and sue their former
insurers over old policies that he claims cover ashestos claims, scoring millions of
doflars as the feader of these zombies" (Exhibit no. 5).°

*Judge Toal has often referred to Protopapas as an arm of the court, although he is a
personal injury lawyer whom she has authorized to keep a third of any money he
recovers" (Exhibit no. 6).1°

"A South Carolina personai-injury aftorney with a court-ordered commission to keep a
third of whatever he recovers has placed tens of millions of dollars in Delaware
partnerships that he controls, out of sight of the public and even the judge who allowed
them to be established" (Exhibit no. 7).11

7 Exhibit no. 4: Order from March 16, 2023 of Judge Toal appointing Mr, Protopapas as receiver of Cape Plc / CIHL (with a
{ranslation for information purposes only)

® Exhibit no. 4: Order from March 16, 2023 of Jfudge Toal appointing Mr. Protopapas as receiver of Cape Ple / GIHL {with a
transiation for Information purposes only})

¥ Exhiblt no. 5 Legal Newsline, Zombies are on the loose /n a Carolina courtroom. Can anyone stop them?, September 23, 2024
{wilh a transtation for informatlon purposes only)

12 Exhibit no. 6: Legat Newsline, 'Sfammed the door in my face": Key cog in South Carolina's ashestos court nol at U.K. showdown,
Oclober 15, 2024 (with a translation for information purposes only}

1 Exhibit no. 7: Legal Newsline, Secrecy shrouds ashestos money in South Carofina, but insurer makes play for records, Oclober
23, 2024 (wilh a translation for information purposes only)
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1.2.2 The Park case

On June 4, 2021, Cape Plc and CIHL were sued as defendants before the Richland Cotnty Court
of Common Pleas in South Carolina by Ms. Isabella Park. The case was registered under number
2021-CP-40-02727 and heard by Judge Toal.

The summons were never served on Cape Plc and CIHL'™, who did not participate in the
proceedings.

In an email dated June 3, 2022 (Exhibit no. 8)'%, one of the parties’ Counsel advised the Richland
County Court that the Park Case was “fully resolved”. The exact nature of this resolution Is not
known. However, it has been established that from that date onwards, no further diligence was
carried out by the parties, no hearings were held and the Court never issued a decision on the merits
of the case.™

However, on March 16, 2023, an order issued by Judge Toal, at the request of counsel for Ms. Park's
rights-holders, appointed Mr. Protopapas as receiver of "Cape PLC", "as the successor in interest
to Cape Indusiries Ltd. (fi/a Cape Asbestos Company Ltd.) (...)" (Exhibit no. 4).1¢

The order of March 18, 2023 does not specify the entity concerned by the appointment of
Mr. Protopapas, and therefore seems to confuse (i) Cape Plc, the only entity of the group currently
referred to as "Cape Plc", and (i) CIML, formerly referred to as "Cape plc" from 1989 to 2011,

As per this order, extensive powers were conferred on Mr. Protopapas, including "the power and
authonity [to] fully administer all assets of Cape, accept service on behaif of Cape, engage counse!
on behalf of Cap and take any and all steps necessary to profect the interests of Cape whatever
they may be" (Exhibit no. 4, bold added).”

However, its scope was circumscribed to the Park Case, the proceeding registered under number
2021-CP-40-02727:

“this Court hereby appoints Peter Protopapas be and hereby is appointed Receiver in
this case pursuant to the South Carolina Law" (Exhibit no. 4, emphasis added).’®

Several irregularities appear to affect this one-pager order, which was issued without any adversarial
debate, just 10 days after the submit of the request to that effact.®

In_particutar, Judge Toal's appointment of a receiver to head Cape Plc / CIHL (companies
respectively established in Jersey and England under the laws of those States) appears to have
been justified on the grounds that:

- Cape Plc / CIHL would establish a "presence" in South Carolina through NAAC, a former
subsidiary of the Cape Group dissolved in 1878 (see §8 above).

2 Exhlbit no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (certified copy with swom
translation}, §42

" Exhibft no. 8: Email from counsel for one of the parties in the Park case, June 3, 2022 (with a transtation for Information purposes
only)

% Exhibit no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Weles, November 22, 2024 (cerified copy with sworn
translation}, § 43

® Exhiblt no, 4: Order from March 18, 2023 of Judge Teal appointing Mr. Protopapas as raceiver of Cape Pl 7 CIHL (with a
{ranslation for informatlon purposes only))

¥ Exhiblt no. 4: Order from March 16, 2023 of Judge Toal appointing Mr. Protopapas as receiver of Cape Pl / CIHL (with a
transtation for information purposes only))

"* Exhibit no. 4; Order from March 186, 2023 of Judge Toal appolnting Mr. Protopapas as recelver of Cape Plc / CIHL (wilh a
translation for information purposes only))

¥ Exhibit no. 24: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, Noverber 22, 2024 {cerlified copy with swormn
translalion), §48
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- Cape Plc / CIHL is said to have been dissolved. A provision of the South Carolina Code
allows a South Carolina court to appoint a receiver for a bankrupt company.?!

However :

- Neither Cape Plc nor CIHL has ever operated, directly or indirectly, in South Carolina or
elsewhere in the United States. The Cape Group has no establishment or assets in this
territory. This was confirmed by a final decision handed down by an English judge in 1988
{Adams v. Cape Industries Ple of July 27, 1989, see Exhibit no. 9)2*, which is the subject of
a request for enforcement pending before this court: in particular, the English Court of Appeal
recognized the autonomous legal personality of GIHL and the economic independence of its
former subsidiary NAAC, so that no presence of CIHL on American territory could be
established through NAAC.

- Cape Plc and CIHL are fully operational and in good standing, with governing bodies
appointed in accordance with their articles of association (Exhibit no. 2 and 3).%° They are
not subject to any insolvency proceedings, neither in South Carolina, nor in England , nor in
Jersey.

There have been no further procedural developments in the Park case since the order of March 186,
2023.

1.2.3 The Tibbs case

On April &, 2023, a new liability action was brought against "Cape Plc" by the Tibbs couple. CIHL
was not named as a defendant. This case is registered under number 2023-CP-40-01759 and is
also being heard by Judge Toal.

In this case as well, Cape Plc was never served with the originating document.

In this second case, separate from the Park case, Judge Toal has never issued an order appointing
Mr. Protopapas as receiver of "Cape PIc" or any other company in the Cape Group.

However, Mr. Protopapas has intervened in these proceedings in this capacity.

.On June 12, 2023, as per an agreement between Mr. and Mrs. Tibbs and Mr. Protopapas (claiming
to act on behalf of Cape Plc / CIHL), Mr. and Mrs. Tibbs withdrew their claim against Cape Ple.
Neither Cape Plc nor CHIL were able fo consult or intervene in the conclusion of this agreement,
which is said to contain a "suspension” clause of the limitation period under which Cape Pic / GiHL
would agree not to raise any plea relating to the limitation period in future litigation.?

In an email dated Aprit 8, 2024 fo the Richland County Court, the counsel of plaintiffs Tibbs confirmed
that the only defendant remaining in the proceedings was Asbestos Corp. Ltd.? (Exhibit
no. 10).%°

# Under Section 15-65-10 of the South Carcling Code of Laws: "A receiver may be appointed by a judge of the trial court, either in

or out of court: {..}(4) when & corporation has been dissolved, Is insofvent or in imminent danger of insolvency or has lost its

corporate rights, and, In simiiar cases, for property focaled in this State of foreign corparations.

Exhibit no. 9: Excerpls from the English Court of Appeal declsion Adams v. Cape Industries Plc of 27 July 1989 {with a translation

for Informalion purposes only); see also Exhibit ne. 21: Judgment of the High Gourt of Justice of England and Wales, November

22, 2024 (cerlified copy with sworn transtation), §§18 and followings.

= Exhibit no. 2: Certificate of Registration of GIHL {with a translation for mformation purposes only)

Exhibit no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (certifled copy with swom

translation), §52

A Canadlan company with no cennection to Cape Ple/ CIHL

2 Exhibit no. 10: Email from Counsel for the Tibbs plaintiffs to the Richland County Court, April 8, 2024 (with a translation for
information purposes only)
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The Richiand County Court of Common Pleas was therefore in principle removed from the main
action against Cape Pic.

However,.on June 30; 2023, AIA and Mr. Altrad were summoned as third-party defendants in the
Tibbs case by Mr. Protopapas, In his alleged capacily as receiver of "Cape Plc" (Exhibit no., 11)*1,
Under U.S. law, third-party practice implies that the principal defendant brings anciltary claims in the
context of a main proceeding, in order to obtain recognition of the liability of a third parly o the
proceeding.

Under the terms of the sumrmons dated June 30, 2023, Mr. Protopapas alleges that each of the third-
parly defendants is either a right-holder of "Cape Pl¢" and its subsidiaries and affiliates, or a
beneficiary and active participant in an alleged scheme set up by "Cape Pl¢" to evade its obligations
(Exhibit no. 11, § 119)% | Mr. Protopapas further alleges that the third-party defendants facilitated,
caused or directed "Cape Pic's" asbestos distribution scheme in the United States, or acted as right-
holder or beneficiaries of entities involved in that scheme (Exhibit no. 11 §§137-141)3,

The tone of the summons is particularly surprising:

“This lawsuit seeks to finally hold accountable three groups of Third-Parly Defendants
(including their predecessors in interest) who are responsible for the sale and use of
ashestos or asheslos-containing products throughout the United Stales, including in
South Carolina, and which caused or materially contributed to thousands of deaths
from mesothelioma or other asbestos-related disease, and billionis of doflars of past,
present, and calculable future damages. For decades, certain of these Third-FParty
Defendants created sham transactions to feign exits of the asbesios indusiry in the
United States, leaving sheils and an absence of insurance coverage to account for
their massive liahility exposure. And also for decades, they hid behind (or within)
byzantine colfectives of limited lability and other holding companies internationally,
avoliding responsibifity while continuing to reap the profits from the sales of asbestos
and asbestos-containing products throughout the United States, including in South
Carofina. In sum, these thrae groups of Third-Parly Defendants have wreaked havoc
in the United States, padded their already massive coffers with blood money on top of
blood money, and amused themselves with the supposed ingenuity of their scheme fo
avoid any responsibility. This lawsuit begins their reckoning.” (Exhibit no. 11, bold
added).®s

Mr. Protopapas therefore requests that the third-party defendants, including AlA and Mr. Altrad, be
declared liable for all the obligations of Cape Plc and CIHL, for alleged unjust enrichment and a
liability avoidance scheme in connsction with NAAC's distribution of asbestos fibers in the 1960s-
70s {Exhibit no. 11 §§125-130)% .

The hearing on the merits to rule on the third-party defendants’ liability was initially scheduled for the
week of February 3 to 7, 2025 (Exhibit no. 12)¥ | but was finally postponed to a later date which is
not yet known.

¥ Exhibit ne. 11; Third-party cialm of June 30, 2023 (with a translation for information purposes anly)

32 Exhiblt no, 11: Third-party clalm of June 30, 2023 {with a translation for information purposes only)

¥ Exhibit no. 44: Third-party claim of June 30, 2023 {with a translaticn for information purposes only)

¥ Exhibit no, 11: Third-party claim of June 30, 2023 (with a translation for Information purposes only)

¥ Exhibit no. 11: Third-party claim of June 30, 2023 {with a transtation for information purposes only)

¥ Exhiblt no. 12: Ordar from October 1, 2024 of Judge Toal sefting a procedural imetable {with a iransfatlon for information
purposes only)
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1.2.4 AIA's and Mr, Altrad's defenses in the U.S. proceedings
AlA and Mr. Altrad have taken significant steps to defend their interests in the Tibbs proceedings,

On September 1, 2023, they first filed a motion with Judge Toal seeking, notably, to (i) dismiss
Mr. Protopapas's claims on the grounds that there was no personal jurisdiction over them and (i) to
set aside the receivership over Cape Pic (Exhibit no. 13).%

On October 18, 2023, Mr. Protopapas filed submissions in opposition to the third-party defendants’
motions (Exhibit no. 14)%. In these submissions, he commented in particular on the entity named
in the receivership order ("Cape PIc", an entity created in 2010 in Jersey), claiming that this was a
simple naming error, the true enlity referred to actually being CIHL.

On December 6, 2023, under the terms of an order drafted in full by Mr. Protopapas*!, adopted
24 hours after submitting the draft without any modification by the court, Judge Toal dismissed all
the third-party defendants® motions {(Exhibit no. 15).#* In particular, it is stated that:

- The sole entity targeted by the receivership would be CIHL and not Cape Plc, this
confusion resulting from a simple naming error, so that the proceedings deeds were not
irregular.

- The receivership was justified by evidence of CIHL’s long-standing attempts to evade its
creditors by refusing to appear in court in the United States. It is added that the
appointment of a receiver in this case would reflect an ancient practice of equity and an
important legal principle aimed at correcting injustices, particutarly applicable to Cape
given its efforts "to defeat [its] creditors by an act or course of conduct which indicates
moral fraud — a conscious intent to defeal, delay, or hinder his creditors in the collection
of their debis."

- South Carolina courts would have jurisdiction over CIHL, given its relation with NAAC.

- The South Carolina courts would have jurisdiction over AIA and Mr. Alfrad, insofar as
the third-party defendants' writ of summons contained sufficient evidence to suggest
their participation in the scheme set up by CIHL to avoid fiability for damage caused by
asbestos products.

3 Exhihit no. 13: Mr. Altrad and AIA's Motion dated September 1, 2023 (with a transtation for information purposes only)

@ gxhibit no. 14: Opposition brief of Mr, Protopapas dated October 18, 2023 (wilh a translation for information purposes aniy)

4 Exhiblt no. 24: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of Engfand and Wafes, Movemnber 22, 2024 (certified copy with swom
transtation), §65

4 Exhibit no. 16; Judge Toal's Order of December 6, 2023 Denying Certain Thirdparty Defendanls’ Motions to Dissolve
Receivership and Third-Party Defendants' Motions to Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiclion (with a {ranstation for information

purpeses only)
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AlA and Mr, Altrad have appealed this order,

in the context of proceedings to bring third parties into the case, Mr. Protopapas submitted
Discovery, Examination and Witness requests to AlA and Mr. Altrad. These requests covered :

- questioning relating to property owned by AlA and Mr. Altrad, their insurance policies and
documents prepared for their defense, and

- discovery requests of an extremely large scope covering a period of 40 years,

Mr. Protopapas' objective was clearly to disrupt Mr. Altrad's and AlA's defense by fiocoding them with
excessive discovery requests. Mr. Altrad and AJA firmly opposed these requests *®

On April 3, 2024, Mr. Protopapas filed a motion seeking sanctions against AlA and Mr. Altrad, in light
of the latter's contestations to Discovery requests (Exhibit no. 17).47

On May 23, 2024, Judge Toal granted the request for sanctions and

- ordered AlA and Mr. Altrad to pay Mr. Protopapas' fees {more than $2 million),

- recognized the existence of an adverse inference. In other words, the decision on the merits
could be based solely on Mr. Protopapas' declarations and exhibits, without allowing an
adversarial debate, Judge Toal thus admitted a number of factual observations unfavorable
to AlA and Mr. Aitrad, as put forward by Mr. Protopapas and without any possibility for the
plaintiffs herein to contest their merlts;

"the Court draws lthe adverse inference that each of the Altrad Third-Parly
Defendants was at relevant limes the alter ego of Cape, requiring piercing of the
corporate veil. Likewise, each of the Altrad Third-Party Defendants is responsible
for or has benefifted unjustly from Cape's labilily-avoidance schems" (Exhibit
no. 18).%4

AlA and Mr. Altrad also appealed this order.

Howevar, the Court of Appeal ruled that AlA's and Mr. Alirad's appeals were inadmissible,
considering that the merits of Judge Toal's orders could not be examined independently of the
decision on the metits. Mr. Altrad and AIA appealed to the South Carclina Supreme Court. These
appeals were also rejected by the Supreme Court in its decision of June 26, 2025 (see §43 below).

1.3 The English decision on Mr. Protopapas' fack of authority and its recognition in
France '

Cape Plc and CIHL turned to their natural judge, the English court, fo have Mr. Protopapas' lack of
authority declared.

% In a lefter dated June 20, 2024, the Strategic [nformation and Economic Security Service (Service de finformation stralégigue et
de la sécuritd économiques, SISSE) confirmed to AlA thal the Discovery request documenis against them In South Carelina was
subject to Law no. 68-678 of July 26, 1968, known as the *Blocking Stalute”, prohibiting them from any spontaneous
communication without going through the Intematlonal mutual assistance channels applicable between France and the United
Siatles (Exhibit no. 18).

# Exhibit no. 17: Mr. Protopapas’ mation for sanctions against AlA and Mr. Alirad of April 3, 2024 (with a translatien for information
purposes oniy)

“ Exhibit no. 18: Judge Toal's order of May 23, 2024 Granting Motions for Sanctions and Adverse Inference (with a translation for
information purposes only), pp. 29 and following,
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1.3.1 Referral to the High Caurt by the true legal representatives of Cape Plc and CIHL

On Septermber 9, 2024 Cape Plc and CIHL, represented by their true legal representatives in office,
applied to the High Court to, notably, order that Mr. Protopapas (i) cease acting or claiming to act as
receiver of Cape Plic and CIHL and (ii) cease assuming the status of legal representative of CIHL,
not only in England and Wales but, more generally, throughout the world.

Mr. Protopapas has not filed any submissions or exhibits in these proceedings. On September 5,
2024, he had expressly indicated to the English counsel of Cape Plc and CHHL that he would not be
appearing (Exhibits no. 19 and 20).4°

The oral hearing took place during the week of November 11, 2024. Mr. Protopapas neither
appeared nor was represented.

1.3.2 The High Court's non-recognition of Mr. Protopapas’ appointment as CIHL's recelver
and the injunctlon to cease acting in the name and on behalf of CIHL,

in the English Decision handed down by Judge Mann, compased of the judgment of November 22,
2024 (Exhibit no. 21)*! and the order of the same day with the operative part (Exhibit no. 22)5', the
High Court ruled that :

- The American order of March 16, 2023 under which Mr. Protopapas was appointed as
receiver of CIHL “is not recognised and has no legal effect in England and Wales or
worldwide";

- Mr. Protopapas has “no power or authority to act on behalf of CIHL in England and Wales or
worldwids",

- The rights and duties of CiHL's directors are not affected by the appointment of Mr.
Protopapas as CIHL's receiver under Judge Toal's order of March 16, 2023,

- M. Protopapas has no power or authority to act on behalf of CIHL before the South Carolina
court in the Park and Tibbs cases and to issue or pursue third party claims, including in the
Tibbs case, against any of the third party defendants in those proceedings, "including (i}
Mohed Altrad, (i) Altrad Investment Authority SAS, (iii}) Aftrad UK Ltd, (iv) Cape UK Holdings
Newco Lid, (v} Cape Industriaf Services Group Lid, (vi) Cape Holdco Lid, (vii} Altrad Services
Ltd" (Exhibit no. 22},%

Accordingly, the High Court ordered Mr. Protopapas to !
- cease acting or claiming to act as CIHL's receiver in England, Wales and woridwide ;

- cease "appropriating, interfering with or usurping {in any way whatsoever) the lawful exercice
of the rights and duties of the directors of CIHL" in England, Wales and elsewhere;

- cease acting or claiming to act as CIHL's receiver in the Park and Tibbs cases in Engfand,
Wales and worldwide;

# Exhiblt no. 1%: Letter before action from Cape Plc and CIHL's Counsel o Mr. Protopapas dated Augus! 30, 2024 (with a
transiation for information purposes only)and Exhibit no. 20: Lelter from Cape Plc and CIHL's Counsel to Mr. Protopapas dated
August 30, 2024 (with a transtation for information purposes only)

' Exhibit no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, Novernber 22, 2024 (certified copy with swom
transtation}

¥ Exhibit no. 22: Order of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales daled Novembper 22, 2024 (cedifiad copy with swom
translation)

% Exhibit no, 22: Order of the High Court of Justice of Ergland and Wales of November 22, 2024 (certified copy with sworm
transiation), §§6-10
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- cease to pursue any action to prosecute Mr. Altrad and AlA as third-party defendants in the
Tibbs proceedings;

- cease “"purporting to act for CTHL in the claim brought in the South Carolina Court by a
summons dated 11 November 2024 and with claim number C/A NO. 2024-CP-40-06639 or
in any other legal proceedings issued against CIHL in the South Carolina Court or worldwide”
(Exhibit no, 22).%

Indeed, the High Court considered in its Judgment of November 22, 2024 that Mr. Protopapas'’s
actions qualified as abusive constituted a serious threat, justifying the issuance of such global

injunctions:
“the powars given lo the receiver are apparently very long-arm and would be capable
of being exercised worldwide, including this juridisction. He has not disavowed any
intention so to use them. They are oppressive and have already been used to the
disadvantage of CIHL." (Exhibit no. 21).°

It should be noted that the order of November 22, 2024 was issued in favor of CIHL only, since Mr.
Protopapas, as well as Judge Toal in her decision of December 8, 2023, recognized that Cape Plc
was not the target of the various actions initiated in South Carolina against "Cape Plc" (Exhibit

no. 21).%

Mr. Protopapas’ lack of authority and capacity to act in the name and on behalf of CIHL was
therefore judicially recognized by the High Court.

The Engiish Decision was also accompanied by a Penal Notice under which Mr. Protopapas and
any other person acting in breach of the order made by the English judge would be guilty of contempt
of court and liable to criminal sanctions, including imprisonment (Exhibit no. 23).57

The English Decision was served on Mr. Protopapas on November 22, 2024 (Exhibit no. 24)%. Itis
now enforceable and final.

Indeed, under English procedural law, the unsuccessful party has a period of 21 days from the date
of service of the decision on the parties to request leave lo appeal.

in this case, Mr. Protopapas had 21 days from the date of notification of the English Decision by
counse! of Cape Plc / CIHL to request leave to appeal, l.e. until Decamber 13, 2024,

As the deadline has now expired without any request for leave to appeal having been made by
Mr. Protopapas, the English Decision is no longer subject to appeal.

On March 31, 2025, the English judge also provisionatly ardered Mr. Protopapas to reimburse Cape
Plc / CIHL part of their legal costs, up to a total of £1,000,000. A decision is expected shortly on the

final amount of Mr Protopapas’ award.

5 Exhibit no, 22: Order of the High Counl of Justice of England and Wales of November 22, 2024 (certified copy with sworn

transiation), §§6-10
# Exhibit no. 24: Judgment of the High Court of Juslice of England and Wates, November 22, 2024 (certifled copy with sworn

translation), §134
% Exhibit no. 21; Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (ceitified copy with swom

transiation), §140 .
& Exhibit no. 23; Penat Notice from the Engiish judge (with a transiation for informalion purposes only)
8 Exhiblt no. 24; Service on Mr. Prolopapas of he Judgment and Order of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales dated

November 22, 2024 (with proof of receipt by post) (with a translation for information purposes only)
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1.3.3 Exequatur of the English decision in France

In order o protect themselves against the potentially very negative effects of a decision to be handed
down in South Carolina, in the context of proceedings abusively pursued against them by
Mr. Protopapas, Mr. Alirad and AlA were forced to initiate proceedings to have the English Decision
recognized as enforceable on French terdtory.

By order dated December 20, 2024 (Exhibit no. 25)5, Cape Plc, CIHL, AIA and Mr. Altrad were
authorized to summon WM. Protopapas on a fixed date for a hearing on February 11, 2025 before
the Montpetlier Civil Court, with a view to having the English Decision of November 22, 2024
declared enforceable in France.

Mr. Protopapas was personally served with the exequatur summons and the request for a fixed date
summons on Dacember 30, 2024 (Exhibit no. 26)®' . However, Mr. Protopapas did not wish to
appear in the proceedings:

“No fawyer has been appointed for Mr. Peter Protopapas, the summons having been
deliversd to his address on December 30, 2024, in accordance with the provisions and
formalities set out in the Hague Convention of November 15, 1865, on the service of
judicial and extrajudicial documents in the Member States" (Exhibit no. 27, p. 4).52

37.

The Exequatur Judgment was personally served on Mr. Protopapas on May 20, 2025 (Exhibit
no. 28).%

1.3.4 The consequences in South Carolina of the English and French proceedings

In view of the proceedings initiated against him across the Aflantic, Mr. Protopapas made several
attempts to intimidate and accelerate the course of the proceedings in South Carolina.

As socn as he was informed of Cape Plc's and CIHL's infention to apply to the English judge for
recognition of his lack of power as receiver, Mr. Protopapas threatened Cape. Pic's and ClHL's
counsel with direct legal action against them in South Carolina {Exhibits no. 19 and 20)% :

"Your letter solfcils me to violate South Carolina law and is akin to extortion.
Respectfully, | refuse to aflow vour tortious threats fo quide my fegal and ethical duties
imposed on me as a count-appointed receiver. As a result, [ am leff with no cholce but
lo sue your firm. Attached you will find a recently filed declaratory judgement action
against Winston & Strawn LLP. [ anticipate filing a Rule to Show Cause against your
firm requiring your firm to explain its conduct to the Receivership Court, A sensible
solufion to this issue is for you to withdraw the Letter and undertake to not seek any
relief in the English Courts or any other court than that seized of the jurisdiction in
South Carolina and | will withdraw the Complaint and Rule fo Show Cause" (Exhlbit

¥ Exhibit no. 25: Order of the Presiding Judge of the Montpelier Civil Court of December 20, 2024 authorizing the plaintifis 1o
summon Mr. Prolopapas on a fixed date.

§ ExhIbit no. 26: Service of draft summons for exequatur on Mr. Protopapas on December 30, 2024

= Exhibit no. 27: Exequatur Judgment of the Montpeler Civil Court of April 8, 2025

& Exhibit no. 27: Exequatur Judgment of the Monlpeliier Civil Court of Aprl 8, 2025

¢ Exhibit no. 28: Service of the Exequatur Judgment on Mr. Protapapas on May 20, 2026

% Exhibit no. 19: Letler before acfion from Caps Plc and GIHL's Counsel to Mr. Protopapas dated August 30, 2024 (with a
translation for Informallon purposes ordy) and Exhibit no. 20: Letter from Cape Plc and CfHL's Counsel to Mr. Protopapas dated
August 30, 2024 (with a translation for Information purposes only)
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no. 20, p. 5, emphasis added).®

Winston 8 Strawn withdrew from the case following this letter, and Cape Pic and CIHL had to instruct
new counsel as a matter of urgency.%”

Mr. Protopapas subsequently attempted to intimidate an expert ("Judge Wilkins"), commissicnad by
Cape Plc and CIHL in the English proceedings to give a legal opinion on issues of South Carolina
law. Judge Mann in the English Decision notes the following on this subject:

"On 5th November the receiver issued a subpoena for a deposition, and made
extensive demands for disclosure on the judge. That conduct looks intimidatory.
Whether or nof that is right, the judge thought it right to provide (apparently unbidden)
a short further “report” saying that he did not intend to express a view as lo whether
and to what extent the law in his report applied to any case anywhere in the word, and
that his involvement in such matters is now hereby "concluded”. When one reads the
report properly one can see that that is plainly the case - he did not trespass into the
area of saying how it should have been appliad in the present matlter. After he provided
that supplemental report the subpoena was withdrawn" (Exhibit no. 21).5

Mr. Protopapas also filed a motion before Judge Toal asking her to enjoin the "Altrad Defendants”
“to terminate their improper action pending before the High Court of Justice of England and Wales
seeking to enjoin the Receiver from performing his Court-ordered duties.” (the action in England was
initiated by Cape Plc and CIHL). However, Judge Toal refused to grant this request (Exhibit no.

21)_?0

On November 8,_2024, Mr. Protopapas filed a motion for summary judgment against AIA and Mr.
Altrad in the Tibbs third-party defendant proceedings, although the hearing was scheduled less than
three months later - on February 3, 2025 (Exhlbit no. 21)72 In the end, the trial on the merits was
suspended in view of the numerous constatations raised (quite rightly) by the third-party defendants.
The date of the adjournment of the oral hearing is not yet known.

On December 13,2024, notably in reaction to the English Decision and the notice of penalty attached
to it*, Mr. Protopapas filed an "Emergency Motion for Supersedeas of Execution and Temporary
Restraining Order” before the South Carolina Supreme Court {Exhibit no. 29).7

In it, Mr. Protopapas claims that the actions taken by Cape Plc / CIHL in the United Kingdom, on the
one hand, and the defenses raised by Mr. Altrad and AlA in South Caroling, on the other, with the
legitimate aim of asserting their rights, is equivalent to threats and harassment. Moreover, Mr.
Protopapas incorrectly presents the actions in the United Kingdom as having been initiated by AlA

and Mr. Altrad:

“In light of the egregious and emergent nalure of the actions by [Altrad] Petitioners and
their counsel, both in the US and UK, Peter D. Protopapas, in his capacity as the court-
appointed Receiver for Cape PLC, individually and as successor in interest to Cape

% Exhibit no. 20: Leiter from Cape Plc and CIHL's Counsel to Mr. Protopapas dated August 30, 2024 (with a translation for

Information pucposes only)

st Exhibif no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (certified copy with sworn
{ranslation}, §82

5 Exhibit no. 24; Judgment of the High Ceurt of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (cerfified copy with sworn

{ranslation), §83
™ gExhibit no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (cerified copy with sworn

translation), §84
2 Exhibit no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Juslice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (certified copy with sworn

franstation), §84
4 Tha confent of which Mr. Protopapas was reminded several times in letlers sent by Cape Ple / CIHL's English counsel, asking

him to cease his actions in breach of the English Decision,
™ Exhibit no, 29: Mr. Protopapas’ Emergency Motion for Suparsedeas and Temporary Restraining Order daled December 13, 2024
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Asbestos Company Lirnited, n/&/a Cape Intermediate Holdings Ltd. (the "Receiver’},
hereby moves this Court on an emergency basis to issue a supersedeas lo protect and
enforce the Courf's jurisdiclion and a temporary restraining order against Pefitioners
enjoining Petitioners, their officers, direcfors, representatives, counsel, and agents
from taking any action aftempting to prevent the Receiver from fulfilling his court-
appoinfed duties and participating in litigation in this Court and other courts in South
Carofina and the United States. (...)

The UK litigation, the resulting purported injunciion, and the submission of the
documents to this Court are irregular attempts to harass the Receiver in an effort to
collaterally aftack this state's judicial orders after nearly a year of failed successive
appeals and a failed removal to the South Carolina District Court. The Court should
grant this Molion in order to protect and enforce its jurisdiction and enjoin Pelitioners
from attempting to utilize the unilateral foreign injunction fo supersede and shut down
a legitimate stafs-court receivership” (Exhibit no, 29, pages 5 to 7)%.

In a mation dated January 9,:2025(Exhibit no. 30)77, in view of the exequatur proceedings initiated
in France, Mr. Protopapas asked the South Carolina Supreme Court to stay all procedural deadlines,
pending the courl's consideration of his emergency motion. Mr. Protopapas again claims in his
motion {hat he has been "threatened” by AlA and Mr. Altrad, and that the latter have fited criminal
proceedings against him, which is untrue:

"Due to the highly unusual circumstances and the ongoing use of criminal and civil
threals against the Receiver and his counsel, the Receiver is requesting a stay of all
deadlines while the Gourt considers the Emerdgericy Molion. (...)

Petlitioners Mohed Allrad and Altrad Investment Authority S.A.S. (the "Altrad
Petitioners") continue-to threaten and are presently seeking to imprison, fine, and seize.
the asséls of anyone who purports to act on behalf of the cour-appointed Receiver,
including the attorneys for the court-appointed Receiver. (...} '

The joint Plaintiffs in the French action, Cape Fic, Cape intermediate Holdings Limited
(CIHL), Altrad Investment Authority (AlA), and Mr Mohed Affrad, are seeking fo
domeslicate the UK judgment against the Receiver in France as a matter of “urgency”
as well as additional relief' (Exhibit no. 30, page 3, emphasize added).”®

The motion to stay deadlines was rejected by the South Carclina Supreme Court in a decision dated
January 16, 2025 (Exhibit no. 31).7°

On dune:3; 2028, in reaction to the Exequatur Judgment served on him on May 20, 2025, Mr.
Protcpapas sought further sanctions against AlA and Mr. Altrad before the South Carolina Supreme

Court (Exhibit no. 32)%:

"Peter D. Protopapas, acting in his official capacity as the court-appointed Receiver for
Cape PLC, individually and as successor in interest fo Cape Asbestos Company
Limited, n/k/a Cape Intermediate Holdings Ltd. (the “Receiver’), continues fo be
attacked relentlessly by the Appellants and their counsel for fulfilfing his court-
appointed obligations [...]

 Exhibit no. 28: Mr. Protopapas’ Emergency Molion for Supersedeas and Temporary Restraining Order dated December 13, 2024
7 Exhibit no. 30: Mr. Prolopapas’ Motion to Stay Deadtines dated January 9, 2025

 gxhibit no. 30: Mr. Protopapas’ Motion to Stay Deadlines dated January 9, 2025, p. 3

7 Exhibit no. 31; Decision of the South Carglina Suprema Court dated January 18, 2025

% Exhibit no. 32: Mr. Profopapas’ Molion for Sanclions before the South Carolina Supreme Court, June 3, 2025
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Armed with orders from these foreign courts, the Appellants continue fo escalate their
threals against the Receiver and his counsel' (Exhibit no. 32, pp. 2-3).

“Accordingly, the Receiver respecifully requests that the Court issue an order
sanctioning Alfrad Investment Authority S.A.S. and Mohed Altrad for their defiance of
this Court in a manner that will end and deter this type of behavior and protect its couri-
appointed Receiver from the financial exposure that he has been burdened with
personally, and the threat of criminal prosecution, as a direct resulf of the Appellants
Altrad Owners' contemptuous behavior' (Exhibit no. 32, pp. 23-24).

In an order dated June 26, 2025 (Exhibit no, 33)%, the South Carolina Supreme Court partially
responded to the numerous appeals and motions brought before it by the various parties involved in
this case. On this occasion, it ruled on the powers of the receiver:

- The Supreme Court first referred to a decision handed down by its own court a few weeks
eatlier in a separate case, Welch v. Advance Aulto Parts, Inc. (Exhibit no. 34)% of May 21,
2025, in which Mr. Protopapas had also been appointed receiver. In the Welch decision, the
Supreme Court reiterated that the powers of the receiver are not unfimited in that (i) they are
limited to marshalling the assets expressly designated in the order placing the company
under receivership, and {ii} they do not in any way constitute authorization for the receiver to
‘enter the boardroom’ of a company and/or take control of its operations. (Exhibit no. 34,
page 30)

- Accordingly, in the Tibbs case, the Supreme Court reiterated that a receiver may only
exercise his functions on the basis of an order issued specifically in the context of the
case in which he is supposed to intervene, and that the receiver's powers must be limited
by the said order. The Supreme Court therefore instructed Judge Toal to ensure compliance
with these requirements in the Tibbs case.

As a resulf, Mr. Protopapas is currently pursuing proceedings on behalf of Cape Ple f CIHL
against Mr, Altrad and AJA, in South Carolina, in breach of {i) the terms of the injunction
issued by the Engiish judge, now enforceable in France, but also (it} a decision of the South
Carolina Supreme Court.

it is in this context that the present summons are issued.

8 Exhibit no. 33; Order of the South Carolina Suprame Court dated June 26, 2025
2 Exhibit no, 34: Decision of the South Carolina Supreme Court Walch v. Advance Aulo Parts, inc. dated May 21, 2025
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2. DISCUSSION

Mr. Altrad and AlA intend to argue in the present writ of summoens that Mr. Protopapas should be
held liable, so that the Plaintiffs can obtain compensation for the prejudice suffered as a result of the
proceedings abusively initiated and pursued against them by Mr. Protopapas in South Carolina (2.2).
They will also issue a claim for legal costs (2.3).

First, Mr. Altrad and AlA will demonstrate that the French courts have jurisdiction and that French
taw is applicable to the present dispute (2.1).

21 As apreliminary point: International jurisdiction and applicable law:

211 French courts have jurisdfction to ruie on the present dispute

Mr. Protopapas is an American citizen domiciled in the United States.

In the absence of an international convention applicable between France and the United States
concerning international jurisdiction, reference should be made to domestic provisions.

Article 14 of the French Civil Code states that: "4 foreigner, even one not residing in France, may
be summoned before the French courts for the performance of obfigations contracted by him in
France with a French citizen; he may be brought before the French courts for obligations
contracted by him in a foreign country with French citizens".

Mr. Altrad is a French citizen.

AlA's head office is located in Béziers, France.

51,

52,

21.2 French law is applicable to the dispute

In the absence of a contractua! relationship between Mr. Altrad, AlA and Mr. Protopapas, the action
brought in this case is a tort action.

Regutation (EC) no. 864/2007 on the law applicable to non-contractual obligations (the "Rome I
Regulation"} is appficable insofar as the French courts are seized of the dispute.

Article 4 of the Rome |l Regulation states that "the faw applicable to a non-contractual obligation
arising out of a tort/delict shall be the law of the country in which the damage occurs irrespective of
the country in which the event giving rise to the damage occurred and irrespective of the country or
countries in which the indirect consequences of that event occur”.

In this case, the damage suffered by Mr Altrad and AlA is located in France:

- the actions abusively pursued by Mr. Protopapas in South Cardlina involved a major
mobilization of interna! resources for AlA, whose head office and most of its assets are
iocated in France,

- this mobilization of resources had an impact on AlA's coramercial activity in France,

- the bank accounts from which the legal and other costs incurred by Mr. Altrad and AlA for
the South Carolina proceedings were drawn are held by French banks,
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- Mr. Altrad, domiciled in France, has suffered significant moral prejudice as a result of the
abusive proceedings brought against him personally, and threatening the image and future
of a corpany he founded and to which he has devoted his life,

- in view of Mr. Protopapas' pursuit of proceedings in South Carolina against Mr. Altrad and
AlA, in breach of the English Decision handed down on November 22, 2024, the Plaintiffs
have been forced to incur additional legal costs in France in order to obtain the exequatur of
the English Decision and thus protect themselves from the potentially very negative effects
of a sentencing decision to be handed down in South Caroling,

- Mr. Protopapas' pursuit of the proceedings in South Carolina is a direct breach of a French
court decision, namely the Exequatur Judgment of the English Decision.

@;;l

22  Mr. Protopapas must be held liable for pursuing manlfestly abusive proceedings.
against AIA and Mr. Altrad

Frenoh faw s thersfore applicable fo the presentdispute.

B4, Under article 1240 of the French Civil Code, "any act of man, which causes damage fo another,
obliges the person by whose fault it occurred fo repair it".

In the case at hand, Mr. Protopapas' abusive procedural behavior in South Carolina and his
persistent refusal to take into account the decisions of the English and French judges (2.2.1) have
caused significant prejudice to the Plaintiffs (2.2.2). Mr. Protopapas should therefore be ordered o
pay full compensation for these losses, on the basis of article 1240 of the French Civil Code.

2.21 Mr, Protopapas's abusive actions in South Carolina constitute a fault that gives rigse
to tort liability.

a) The basis of Mr. Protopapas’ actions is manifestly irregular

55. In this case, Mr. Protopapas is suing AlA and Mr. Altrad in the South Carolina courts, allegedly on
behalf of their subsidiary CIHL, under the terms of an order issued under manifestly irregular
conditions:

- The order of March 16, 2023 (Exhibit no. 4) was issued In the context of a case that had
apparently been "fully resolved” - in accordance with the e-mail sent to the court by counsel
for one of the parties on June 3, 2022 (Exhibit no. 8} - and which in fact has been inactive
since that date, without any dscision on the merits having been handed down.

- This order was issued without a hearing or adversarial debate, and only 10 days after the
filing of the motion requesting the appointment of Mr. Protopapas as recelver.

< This order was issued in disregard of (i) English law, which is exclusively applicable to the
autonomy of a company established in England, and (i) the exclusive jurisdiction of English
courts to appoint a receiver for a company established on its territory, as this court rightly
pointed out in its Exequatur Judgment:

“Cape Pic and CIHL are two English companies, the former registered in Jersey, a
British island, and the laiter in Appleton, Warrington, England.

To defend their infergsts in the dispute with Mr. Peter Profopapas, appointed in
South Carolina in the United Stales as receiver, in defiance of English law and
the applicable rules of jurisdiction, they have furned fo the English judge on the
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grounds that their principal place of business, their assets and their goveming
bodies are located in Engiand” (Exhibit no. 27, page 8, bold added).33

.inde_ed :

O

CIHL is a fully operational company and in good standing, with governing bodies
appointed in accordance with its articles of incorporation {(Exhiblt no. 2)%. It is not the
subject of any insolvency proceedings, naither in South Carolina nor in England. its
placement under receivership is therefore manifestly irregular under English law, which
is exclusively applicable to it, and which was not examined in deciding on the measure.

Judge Toal justified her jurisdiction on the grounds that Cape Plc/ CIHL had established
a "presence" in South Carolina through NAAC, a former subsidiary of the Cape Group
dissolved in 1978 (see §17 above). In other words, Cape Ple / CIHL would be the right-
nolder and alter ego of NAAC, and should therefore be considered as established in the
United States through NAAC. However, neither Cape Plc nor CIHL have ever carried
out any activities, directly or indirectly, in South Carolina or elsewhere in the United
States. The Cape Group has no establishment or assets in this territory.

This was so ruled by a final decision handed down by an English judge in 1989 {Exhibit
no. 9), which is the subject of a request for enforcement pending before this court: in
Adams v. Cape Industries Plc of July 27, 1988, the English Court of Appeal ruled, in the
context of an extremely well-reasoned decision (the oral hearings lasted 17 days) on
the jurisdiction of the American judge who had sentenced CIHL (formerly known as
Cape Industries Plc) because of the activities carried out by its former subsidiary NAAC.

Adams v. Cape deals in detail with the question of the control exercised by CIHL over
NAAC, and in particular the issue of the alter ego and autonomy of NAAC's legal entity.
The English Court of Appeal conciuded that NAAC was not CIHL's alfer ego, that there

was no need to lift NAAC's corporate veiland that, consequently, CIHL's presence in
the United States had hot been established, so that the American judge did got have
jurisdiction.

The appointment of Mr. Protopapas as CIHL's receiver is therefore in direct contradiction
with this decision, as the High Court pointed out in the English Decision:

“The defendant, as receiver, has been launching claims in the US purportedly
on behalf of CIHL which involve claims and assertions that are directly
contrary to the factual case successfully advanced by CIHL in Adams v
Cape." (Exhibit no. 21).

"The fundamental factual basis for appointing the receiver was the fact that
"Cape" was operating through NAAC and CPC in the US, without any
reference fo the detailed findings of the English couris" (Exhibit no, 21)88,

Thus, Judge Teal had no jurisdiction to take such decision, which fell within the
exclusive power of the English courts,

8 Exhibit no. 27: Exequatur Judgment of the Monipeltier Givil Coutt of Aprit 8, 2025

¥ Exhibit no. 2: CIHL Certificate of Registration (with a translation for Information purposes only)

¢ Exhibit no. 21: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 {(cerlified copy with sworn
{ranslatiory), §20

¥ Exhibit no. 24: Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22, 2024 (certified copy with sworn
franslation), §47
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56. Irrespective of the irregularity affecting the order of her appointment, Mr. Protopapas' action on
behalf of CIHL against AlA and Mr. Altrad in the Tibbs case is itself irregular:

- Mr. Protopapas acted on behalf of CIHL in the Tibbs case pursuant to an order
circumscribed to the Park case:

“this Court hereby appoints Peter Protopapas be and hereby is appointed Receiver
in this case pursuant to the South Carolina Law" (Exhibit no. 4, emphasis added).®

This irregularity was noted:

(i) In the Exequatur Judgment of April 8, 2025;
“Despite the absence of an order pronounced in this fast.case, and conseque
absence of-appointment of d recelver for Cape Plc or another company of th
Group, Mr. Peler Protopapas nevertheless intervened in these proceedings in this
capacily of receiver.”

(ii) By the Supreme Court of South Carolina in its order of June 26, 2025 (Exhibit
no. 33), in which it recalled that a receiver “is not to be authorized to conduct work
as to a case in which no receiver appointment order has been filed" (emphasize
added).®° :

- Theentity appointed in the order of March 18, 2023 is "Cape Plc", the group's current holding
compary established in Jersey in 2010. Mr. Protopapas later admitted that it was in fact CIHL
that was the target of the receivership order, without ever taking any steps to rectify this
fundamental irregularity.

Indeed, in his brief of October 18, 2023 in opposition to the motion filed by AlA and Mr. Altrad
to contest Judge Toal's jurisdiction (Exhibit no. 14), Mr. Protopapas presents this error as a
"simple naming error” with no prejudicial consequences. The question of which entity is
concerned by a measure of judicial administration and, more generally, by judicial
proceedings is, however, crucial, if only to ensure compliance with obligations to serve
procedural documents.

- Inthisrespect, the Tibbs plaintiffs’ document initiating proceedings refers exclusively to Cape
Plc. CIHL was never summoned, nor was it served with any procedural documents, so that
even supposing that Mr, Protopapas could act on behalf of CIHL, he could not do so on behalf
of a company which is not even a party to the proceedings in the Tibbs case.

- Thethird-party defendants' summons of June 30, 2023 (Exhibit no. 11) came after the Tibbs
case had (like the Park case) been settled on June 12, 2023 between the Tibbs plaintiffs and
Mr. Protopapas (on behalf of Cape Plc / CIHL) (Exhibit no. 10)2, Mr. Protopapas therefore
acted in a matter that had in principle been resolved.

This was also noted by the present court in its Exequatur Judgment.

"On June 12, 2023, under the terms of an agreement hetween the Tibbs couple
and Mr. Peter Protopapas, the Tibbs couple withdrew their case and action against
Cape Pic: the trial court in Richland County, South Carolina, USA, was thus refieved
of the main action against Cape Pic.

*3 Exhibit no. 4: Order from March 18, 2023 of Judge Toal appointing Mr. Protopapas as recelver of Cape Ple / CIHL (with a
translation for Informalion purposes only))

5 Exhiblt no. 33; Order of the South Carclina Supreme Court dated June 26, 2025, p.4

# Exhibit ne.10: Emall from Counsel 1or the Tibbs plaintiffs to the Richtand Counly Court, April 8, 2024 (with a translation for
information purposes only)
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Even so, on June 30, 2023, AlA and Mr. Mohed Altrad were summoned as "third-

party defendants” in the Tibbs case by Mr. Peter Protopapas, in his capacity as
receiver of Cape Pic" (Exhibit no. 27 page 5, emphasis added).”

58.

89,

80.

61.

b) Mr. Protopapas' conduct of the South Carolina proceedings is unfair and misleads the

American courts

In his actions against AIA and Mr. Altrad, Mr. Protopapas has been particularly disloyal, misieading
the U.8. court by presenting truncated facts and unfounded allegations, and by concealing elements
that should necessarily have baen brought to its attention.

First of all, it should be reminded that Mr. Protopapas’ mission in the context of his appointment as
CIHL's receiver was, in principle, to "take any and all steps necessary to protect the interests of
Cape whatever they may be" (Exhibit no. 4),%

However, Mr. Protopapas never acted in accordance with his mission.

In particular, the third-party defendants’ summons (Exhibit no. 11), purportedly on behalf of CIHL,
contains a number of allegations that are highly unfavorable to CIHL, equivalent to total admissions
of its liability for the disputed facts in the Tibbs case, and which are therefore manifestly contrary to
its interests. However, according to Mr. Protopapas' developed argument, admitting CIHL's liability
is tantamount to admitting the liability of AlA and Mr. Altrad. Mr. Protopapas' conduct in his role as
CiHL's receiver is therefore aimed solely at serving his interests in seeing the third-party defendants
condemned, and is therefore directly detrimental to AlA and Mr. Altrad. In particular:

- with regard to the allegations of unjust enrichment, Mr. Protopapas states that it would be
unfair for the third-party defendants to retain any benefit resylting from the liabillty of "Cape-
Plc", (Exhibit no, 11, §§ 125-130),

- with regard to the allegations of liability under the alter ego theory and the lifting of the
corporate veil, Mr. Protopapas argues that, in the interests of justice, the South Carolina
Court can exercise personal jurisdiction over the third-party defendants and impose liability-
on them for the acts of "Cape PIg", that the third-party defendants are liable for having
dominated, controlled, facilitated or benefited from the success of "Cape Plc's" asbestos
activities and its llablilily avoidance scheme (Exhibit no. 11, §§ 137 to 141).

The High Court also noted Mr. Protopapas' disloyal behavior in the English Decision:

"(c) He is a receiver one of whose functions is apparently to protect the interests of
CIHL over which he has been appointed. Yet he has demonsirated that he is not
fuffilling that obligation. and is indeed apparently doing the opposite. He has made
admissions in refation to asbestos claims. and advanced a posilive case. which are
positively damaging to the interests of CIHL." (Exhibit No. 21, §115).

.More generally, Mr. Protopapas is granting himself full powers on the basis of his designation order,
acting far beyond his mission in a case for which he was not designated, by summoning any foreign

% Exhibit no. 27; Exequatur Judgment of the MontpslBer Civil Court of April 8, 2025
# Exhibit no, 4: Order from March 18, 2023 of Judge Toal appointing Mr. Protopapas as receiver of Cape Plc / CHHL (with a
franslation for information purposes only))
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entity that has any connection with Cape Plc/ CIHL / NAAC {including AlA and Mr. Altrad). However,
the Supreme Court of South Carolina reminded in its Welch decision of May 21, 2025 (Exhibit no.
34, see §43 above) that the powers of the receiver are not unlimited in that they are limited to:

marshalling the assets expressly designated in the-order appointing the receiver.

In addition, Mr. Protopapas constantly makes false allegations against CIHL, AIA and Mr. Altrad,
without any supporting evidence. Yet, these allegalions were all admitted by Judge Toal:

- on the one hand, as per the order of December 6, 2023 (Exhibit no. 15)% rejecting Mr.
Altrad's and AlA's motion to raise the Tribunal's lack of jurisdiction and to cancel the judicial
administration measure, as the order was drafted in -full by Mr. Protopapas without any.

changes made by the court (see §26 above), and

- onthe other hand, in the order of May 23, 2024 (Exhibit no. 18)% granting Mr. Protopapas'
requests for sanctions following AlA's and Mr. Altrad's refusal to participate in the Discovery.

As & reminder, Mr. Protopapas' requests for the production of documents were excessively
important and covered a period of more than 40 years, the aim clearly being to disrupt
Mr. Altrad's and AlA's defense by drowning them in an unworkable Discovery (see §27
above).

In any case, it was legally impossible for Mr. Altrad and AIA to comply with these requests,
given that the Blocking Statute forbade them to communicate decuments or information
spontaneously, without going through the international channels of mutual assistance
applicable between France and the United States established by the Hague Convention of
March 18, 1970 on the Taking of Evidence Abroad in Civil or Commercial Matters. This was
expressly confirmed by the SISSE In a letter dated June 20, 2024 (Exhibit no. 16).%

Thus, as a result of the abusive Discovery initiated by Mr. Protopapas, which was materially
and legally impossible to comply with for Mr Altrad and AlA | the latter were condemned to a
measure of adverse inference under which Judge Toal admitted a total of 46 false allegations
made by Mr. Protopapas, without any possibility for AIA and Mr. Altrad to contest their merits
under the terms of an adversarial debate:

"As to the Affrad Third-Party Defendants {inclusive of both the "Aftrad Owners” and
“Altrad Sparrows"” groups), the Courf draws the adverse inference that each of the
Altrad Third-Party Defendants was af relevant times the alter ego of Cape, requiring
plercing of the corporate vell. Likewise, each of the Alfrad Third-Party Defendants
is responsible for or has benefitted unjustly from Cape’s liability-avoidance scheme.
in order to reach that inference, the following inferences are made against each of
the respective Affrad Third-Party Defendants:

Ihferences as to AlA.and Mohed Altrad

{..) 3. in 2022, Mohed Allrad was convicted of corruption offenses in France,
punished by the imposition of an 18-month suspended jaif term.

4. Mohed Altrad has been convicted of a crime invoiving dishonesly or false
statement.

% Exhibit no, 15: Judge Toal's Order of December 6, 2023 Denying Cerain Thirdparty Defendants' Motions to Dissolve
Receivership and Third-Party Defendanis' Motions to Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction (with a translation for information
purposes only)

# Exhiblt no. 18: Judge Toal's arder of May 23, 2024 Granling Mollons for Sanctions and Adverse Inference (with a translation for
information purposes ondy)

9 Exhibit no. 16: Letler from SISSE to AlA dated June 20, 2024
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{...) Inferences as to Alliad-and Cape

{...) 12, AlA and Mohed Altrad were aware of Cape's asbestos-related ffabilities and
liability-avoidance scheme prior to the acquisition of Cape.

13. AlA and Mohed Allrad acquired Cape with the intent to continue Cape's liability-
avoidance scheme and refusal to respond to litigation in the United States.

(...) 18. AIA and Mohed Affrad are responsible for Cape's continued failure to
respond to litigation against Cape in the United States,

(...) Inferences as to All Allrad Third-Party Defendants

(...) 31. The Altrad Third-Party Defendants intentionally designed complexily into
their corporate relationships in order to obfuscate those relationships and
ownership interests while minimizing Cape's andfor their own Habilily risks,
including for asbeslos.

{...) 36. The Altrad Third-Party Defendants have done nothing to address Cape's
massive unpaid responsibifity for the death and ifiness caused by Cape's asbestos
products in South Carofina and elsewhere in the United States.

(...) 38. The Altrad Third-Party Defendants have destroyed corporate records and
publicly misrepresented the nature of Cape’s business and lability-avoidance
scheme in the United Stales.

General Inferences as to Aller Ego Liability

(...) 43. The Altrad Third-Party Defendants—with Cape—have acted with bad faith,
abuse, fraud, wrongdoing, or injustice resuffing from the blurring of legal distinctions
among the Altrad Third-Party Defendants, and that inequitable consequences and
fundamental unfaimess have been caused from such biurring of legal distinctions
and their activities and assertions of corporale separaleness, including in an
aftempt to shield fraud, evasion of existing obligations circumvention of stalules,
criminal conduct, and the like with respact to the Cape llability-avoidance scheme,
and that adherence lo the fiction of separate corporate Identities would defeat
Jjustice." (Exhibit no. 18).%

These findings are obviously all wrong.

More recently, in the motions filed by Mr. Protopapas before the South Carolina Supreme Court on
December 13, 2024 {Exhibit no. 29)*®, January 9, 2025 (Exhibit no. 30)'® and June 3, 2025
(Exhibit no. 32)*1, in reaction to the English Decision and the Exequatur Judgment (see §§40 to
42 above), Mr. Protopapas persists with his lies aimed at misleading the American court. He claims
that Mr. Altrad and AlA are threatening him, harassing him and seeking o have him "imprisoned",
even though the only action brought by Mr. Altrad and AIA in France was an application for
exequatur. Mr. Protopapas deliberately maintains the confusion surrounding the legal personality

% Exhibit no. 18: Judge Toal's order of May 23, 2024 Granting Motlons for Sanctions and Adverse Inference (with a translation for
Infermation purposes only), pp. 22 et seq.
8 Exhibit no. 29: Mr. Protopapas’ Emergency Motion for Supersedeas and Temporary Restraining Order dated December 13,
2024
19 Exhibit no. 30: Mr. Prolopapas’ Motion to Stay Deadiines dated January 9, 2025, p. 3
o1 Exhibit no. 32: Mr. Prolopapas’ Motion for Sanclions before lhe South Carolina Supreme Court, Jung 3, 2025
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and autonomy of the entities of the Cape group, presenting the actions taken by the latter in the
United Kingdom as emanating directly from AlA and Mr. Aitrad.

n_addition, Mr. Protopapas voluntarily refrained, in his numerous submissions, from informing
Judge Toal of the fundamental Adams v. Cape Industries Pic decision of July 27, 1989 (ses §55
above), even though the Common Law rules of procedure require him to do so.

The issue of CIHL's control of NAAC decided by the Court of Appeal in Adams v. Cape is at the
heart of the claims against Mr. Altrad and AlA in South Carolina.

Although Mr. Altrad and AlA have never carried out any activity in the asbestos industry, their liability
is sought on the basis of the alter ego theory and the lifting of the corporate veil. The (erroneous)
reasoning developed by Mr. Protopapas is twofold:

- firstly, it is aileged that CIHL took the decision to dissolve NAAC in 1978 and then became
its successor in interests. Following this logic, tort liability arising from NAAC's former
activities would fall to CIHL,

- secondly, it is alleged, infer alia, that Mr. Altrad and AlA are CIHLU's "alter egos" by virtue
of their capital contral, so that CIHL's alleged faults are imputable to them.

It was therefore essential in this case o bring to Judge Toal's altention the findings of the English
judge In Adams v. Cape, which Mr. Protepapas could not ignore, as the High Court rightly noted in
the English Decision:

"For present purposes it should be noled thal the three arguments advanced by the
claimant [in Adams v. Cape] (a) are all advanced, in various forms, by the receiver in
the South Carolina proceedings (and by others who have commenced proceedings,
presumably on the basis of the receiver's stance), and {(b) were all comprehensively
rejected by Scolt J and the Court of Appeal on the facts and as a matlter of law. While
Mr Protopapas must have known this for some time, if not from the outset of the
receivership, it is not apparent from the material available to the CIHL and Cape
Jersey that this vital material has ever been drawn fo the attention of Chief Justice
Toal" (Exhibit no, 21, §26)

“(f) The receiver's whole litigation approach on presence in South Carolina (which, as
{ understand i, underpins his appointment) seems fo ignore and indeed contradict the
careful findings -of two English courls. | accept that it might be said that the South
Carolina court is not necessarily hound by these findings, but they are at least
relevant and, as a person apparently charged with (inter alia) protecting the
Interests of CIHL, one would have thought he ought to be propounding that
decision, not setting it at naught.

(g} There is nothing to suggest that this decision was drawn to the attention of the South
Carolina_court. One would have thought it would be at feast refevant to its
determinations. { would not presume fo say whether it would have made any difference
to Chief Justice Toal's decisions. That is obviocusly a matter for her. But af the moment
the apparent failure (if that is what there was) to draw attention to it Is a matter
of serious concern' (Exhibit no. 21, §115, bold and underlining added).

Last but notieast; Mr. Protopapas displayed an aggressive and threatening attitude, engaging in
several attempts {o intimidate anyone taking a position that did not serve his interests {(see §§ 37
and following above). In particular :

- his threats against the court officers appeinted by Cape Plc and CiHL in the English
proceedings,

#5811746v2



- 27 -
- its altempls to intimidate AIA and Mr. Altrad from acting across the Atiantic,

- its repeated and abusive requests for sanctions, which present the actions of AlA and Mr.
Altrad in a truncated and misleading manner, with the scle aim of dissuading them from
legitimately asserting their rights in South Carolina.

The High Court also underlined the abusive attitude of Mr. Protopapas in the English Decision;

"(e} There Is nothing wrong with an office-holder acting with vigour to protect his office,
and in carrying out his functions, but his atfacks, or attempted attacks, on those who
would seek to stupport or assist a challenge to his position, to English eyes, overstep
the mark. | refer to the motion against solicitors/attorneys who wrote a perfectly justified
letter before action, his attempt (which failed) to get CIHL’s holding companies to stop
the present English action, and his steps taken against the CIHL's expert in this case.
It may be that those steps are all part of litigation tactics in US litigation, and I say
nothing about thal, but to English eyes (which are the eyes with which | view this
matter), they smack of a very aggressive approach, which is surprising. They give rise
to a justificable fear of unpredictability in future steps” (Exhibit no. 21, §115).

titu it likely to engag ability

c) Mr. Protopapas is acting against AIA and Mr. Altrad in South Carclina, in breach of the
English Decision, which is enforceable in France.

67. Last but not least, Mr. Protopapas is acting in direct breach of a court decision recognized and
enforceable in the French legal system,

In the English Decision, the High Court ordered Mr. Protopapas to
- cease acting or claiming to act as CIHL's receiver in England, South Carolina and worldwide;

- cease and desist from pursuing the action to involve Mr. Altrad and AlA as third-party
defendants in the Tibbs case (Exhibit no. 22).102

68, The present court granted the exequatur of the English Degision in its judgment of April 8, 2025
{Exhibit no. 27). The Exequatur Judgment was served on Mr. Protopapas on May 20, 2025 (Exhlbit
no. 28).1%

However, Mr. Protopapas continues to pursue his actions against AIA and Mr. Altrad in South
Carolina, in defiance of the decisions of the English and French judges.

2.2.2 Mr. Protopapas’s abusive actions in South Carolina against AIA and Mr. Altrad have
caused significant damage.

70, The abusive actions of Mr. Protopapas in the proceedings that have been ongoing in South Carolina
for almost two years now have caused significant damage to AIA and Mr. Altrad, which should be
fuily compensated.

%2 Exhibit no. 22: Order of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales of November 22, 2024 (cedtified copy with sworn
transtation}, §§6-10
19 Exhibit no. 28: Service of the Exequalur Judgment on Mr. Protopapas on May 20, 2026
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(i) Mr. Altrad and AlA have been sued in South Carolina for facts that they have nothing to do with,
as they have never been Involved In the asbestos industry and only acquired the Cape Group
in 2017. The proceedings against them, orchestrated by Mr. Protopapas under the irregular
conditions described above, have forced them to incur significant costs to defend their interests.

Mr. Protopapas should therefore be ordered to reimburse In full the legal fees and costs incurred
in the United States, Great Britain and France in connecticn to the actions wrongfully brought
and pursued by Mr Protopapas.

These costs, temporarily set as of 31 May 2025, amount to 7,612,062.32 Euros, according
to the report drawn up by AlA’s auditors, Ernst & Young Audit, in Exhibit no. 35,1%

in addition, the actions abusively pursued by Mr. Protopapas in South Carolina invoived a
significant mobifization of internal resources for AIA, which necessarily had a negative impact
on its commercial activity that can be estimated at 1,000,000 Eurcs.

AlA therefore requests that Mr. Protopapas is ordered to pay damages amounting to
8,612,062.32 Euros as compensation for his economic and financiai loss.

(i) The false and defamatory allegations made publicly by Mr. Protopapas in the South Carolina
proceedings are clearly detrimental to the image and reputation of AlA and Mr. Altrad.

Moreover, these accusations make AlA and Mr. Alfrad fear that other lawsuits will be filed
against them in South Cardlina or elsewhere, based on the erroneocus theses put forward by
Mr. Protopapas.

In this respect, Mr. Protopapas should he ordered to pay AlA and Mr. Altrad, jointly and
severally, damages of 10,000,000 Euros, as compensation for their loss of image and
reputation.

(iiiy Mr. Altrad has suffered significant moral damage as a result of abusive proceedings brought
against him personally, and threatening the image and future of a company he founded in 1985
and to which he has devoted most of his life.

The actions, and in particular the attempts at intimidation, of Mr. Protopapas, whose powers in
the South Carclina proceedings seem to know no bounds, are a source of uncertainty and
legitimate fears for Mr. Altrad as to the outcome of these actions.

The Altrad Group employs nearly 65,000 people worldwide, However, the lawsuits against AIA
in South Carolina might lead to extremely high fines, which would necessarily result in budget
cuts for the Group, and thus to possible redundancies.

Mr Altrad is particularly attached to his teams. The fears linked to the future conseguences of
Mr. Protopapas' abusive lawsuits against himself and his company have been a source of
anxiety and continuous and considerable stress for him, for almost two years now.

In addition, the allegations made by Mr. Protopapas at §62 of these summons constitule a
breach of the presumption of innocence.

Mr. Protopapas should therefore be ordered to pay Mr. Altrad damages amounting to
5,000,000 Euros, as compensation for his moral prejudice.

1% Exhibit no. 35: AfA auditors' report issued on 31 July 2025
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(iv) Finally, itis settied case law that a legal entity may also obtain compensation for moral prejudice,
which may be distinct from damage to image and reputation®®, This prejudice Is characterized
in particular by damage to the values that the company in question wishes to embody. 1%

In the case at hand, Mr Protopapas' abusive actions and his unfounded and false allegations
have the effect of portraying AlA in legal proceedings as a dishonest company actively involved
in fraudulent schemes designed to prevent victims of asbestos exposure, particularly those
affected in the course of their employment, from obtaining compensation.

However, the Altrad Group is making significant efforts to offer its teams the hest possible
working conditions and to treat thern with respect, honesty and consideration. The Altrad Group
website states:

“We accept our responsibilities, both as a group and as individuals, o prevent
situations that would jeopardize the heaith and safety of everyone in the
workplace. We treat psople with consideralion, regardless of their position. We
conduct our business in accordance with exemplary standards of transparency,
integrity and honesty. Our responsibility towards all our employees and our
working environment is particularly important to us” (Exhibit no, 36)1°

The Altrad Group is also particularly attached to the values of solidarity, courage and humility.

Mr. Protopapas' actions thus directly undermine the values embodied by the Altrad Group
worldwide.

Vir. Protopapas should therefore be ordered to pay AlA damages amounting to 5,000,000
Euros, as compensation for moral damage.

23 Claim for legal costs

In view of the circumstances of this case, it would be particularly unfair ic make the Plaintiffs bear
the legal costs of these proceedings.

In addition to the costs of legal representation, the Plaintiffs have incurred substantial transtation
expenses (into and from English}. The amount of Jegal costs incurred by the Plaintiffs is justified by
the invoices issued by AlA's and Mr Altrad's Counsel from March to May 2025, communicated at
Exhibit no. 37.

The Court is therefore asked to order Mr. Protopapas to pay compensation of 200,000 Euros under
article 700 of the French Code of Civil Procedure.

ek

1% See, in particular, Exhibit no, J-1: CA Paris, Sept. 3, 2010, no. 08/12822, eBay ¢/ Gueraln, Kenzo Parfums, Parfums Chhistian
Dior, Parfums Givenchy: "Considering that the respondenis are also well-founded in seeking compensation for their maral
prejudice distinet from image prejudice”,

03 Exhibit no. J-2: CA Paris, Sept. 3, 2010, no. 08/12821, eBay ¢/ Christlan Dior Couture

10 Exhibit no. 36 : Allrad Group website (htips:/iwww.altrad. com/frinos-valeurs.htmi)

"1 Exhibit no. 36 : Altrad Group website (https:/vww. altrad.com/frinos-vateurs.html)
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ON THESE GROUNDS

in view of article 1240 of the French Civil Code,

The Civil Court of Montpellier is asked to

-~ ORDER Mr. Peter D. Protopapas lo pay, by way of damages:

o to Alfrad Investment Authority, the amount of 8,612,062.32 Euros in compensation
for economic and financial loss,

o Altrad Investment Authority and Mr. Mohed Altrad, jointly and severally, the amount
of 10,000,000 Euros as compensation for undermining their image and reputation,

o to Mr. Mohed Altrad, the amount of 5,000,000 Euros in compensation for moral
damage,

o Altrad Investment Authority the amount of 5,000,000 Euros in compensation for
moral damage.

- REMIND that provisional execution is mandatory,

- ORDER Mr. Peter D. Protopapas o pay the costs of the proceedings, which will be paid to
Maitre Frédéric Dabiens, aftorney at law before the Montpellier Bar, in accordance with the
provisions of article 689 of the French Code of Civil Procedure;

- ORDER Mr. Peter D. Protopapas to pay Altrad Investment Autherity and Mr. Mohed Alirad,
Jointly and severatly, 50,000 Euros article 700 of the French Code of Civil Procedure.
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit mentioned under reference "Exhibit ho. X"

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhlbit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhihit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

#5811746v2

1i:

10:

11:

12

13:

14

15 :

16 :
17 :

Incorporation certificate of Alirad Investment Authority

Certificate of registration of CIHL {with a translation for information purposes
only)

Certificate of registration of Cape Plc {with a translation forinformation purposes
anly}

Order from March 18, 2023 of Judge Toal appointing Mr. Protopapas as receiver
of Cape Plc / CIHL (with a translation for information purposes only)

Legat Newsline, Zombies are on the foose in a Carolina courtroom. Can anyone
stop them?, September 23, 2024 (with a translation for information purposes
only)

Legal Newsline, 'Sfammed the door in my face’: Key cog in South Carolina's
asheslos court not at UK. showdown, October 16, 2024 (with a translation for
information purposes only)

Legal Newsline, Secrecy shrouds asbestos money in South Carolina, but
insurer makes play for records, Qctober 23, 2024 (with a translation for
information purposes only)

Email from counsel for one of the parties in the Park case, June 3, 2022 (with a
translation for information purposes only}

Excerpts from the English Court of Appeal decision Adams v. Cape Industries
Plc of 27 July 1989 (with a translation for information purposes only)

Email from Counsel for the Tibbs plaintiffs to the Richland County Court, April 8,
2024 {with a transfation for information purposes only)

Third-party claim of June 30, 2023 (with a translation for information purposes
only)

Order from October 1, 2024 of Judge Toal setting a procedural timetable (with
a transiation for information purposes only)

Mr. Altrad and AlA's Motion dated September 1, 2023 (with a translation for
information purposes only)

Opposition brief of Mr. Protopapas dated October 18, 2023 (with a translation
for information purposes only)

Judge Toal's Order of December 6, 2023 Denying Certain Thirdparty
Defendants' Motions to Dissolve Receivership and Third-Parly Defendants’
Motions to Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction (with a translation for
information purposes only)

Letter from SISSE dated June 20, 2024

Mr. Protopapas’ motion for sanctions against AIA and Mr. Altrad of April 3, 2024
(with a translation for information purposes only)
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Exhibit no. 18 : Judge Toal's order of May 23, 2024 Granting Motions for Sanctions and
Adverse Inference (with a translation for information purposes onty)

Exhibit no, 19 : Letter before action from Cape Plc and CIHL's Counse! to Mr. Protopapas dated
August 30, 2024 (with a translation for infformation purposes only)

Exhibitno. 20:  Letter from Cape Plc and ClHL's Counsel to Mr. Protopapas dated August 30,
2024 (with a translation for information purposes only)

Exhibitne. 21:  Judgment of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales, November 22,
2024 (certified copy with sworn transiation)

Exhibit no. 22 : Order of the High Court of Justice of England and Wales dated November 22,
2024 (certified copy with sworn translation)

Exhibit no. 23 : Penal Notice from the English judge {with a translation for information purposes
only}

Exhibit no. 24 : Service on Mr. Protopapas of the Judgment and Order of the High Court of
Justice of England and Wales dated November 22, 2024 {with praof of receipt
by post) {with a translation for information purposes only)

Exhibit no. 25 ; Order of the Presiding Judge of the Montpellier Civil Court of December 20,
2024 authorizing the plaintiffs to summon Mr. Protopapas on a fixed date,

Exhibit no. 26 : Service of draft summons for exequatur on Mr. Protopapas on December 30,
2024

Exhibit no. 27 : Exequatur Judgment of the Montpellier Civil Court of April 8, 2025
Exhibit no. 28 : Service of the Exequatur Judgment on Mr. Protopapas on May 20, 2025

Exhibit ho. 29 : Mr. Protopapas’ Emergency Mofion for Supersedeas and Temporary
Restraining Order dated December 13, 2024

Exhibit no. 30 : Mr. Protopapas’ Motion to Stay Deadlines dated January 9, 2025
Exhibit no. 31 : Decision of the South Carolina Supreme Court dated January 16, 2025

Exhibitno. 32: Mr. Protopapas’ Motion for Sanctions before the South Carolina Supreme Coutt,
June 3, 2025

Exhibit no. 33 Order of the South Carolina Supreme Court dated June 26, 2025

Exhibit no, 34 : Decision of the South Carolina Supreme Court Welch v. Advance Auto Parts,
In¢. dated May 21, 2025

Exhibitno.35:  AlA auditors' report issued on 31 July 2025

Exhibit no. 36 : Altrad Group website (https:/www.altrad.com/frinos-valeurs. html}

Exhibits mentioned under reference "Exhibit no. J-X":

Exhibit no. J-1: CA Paris, September 3, 2010, n° 0812822, eBay ¢/ Guerlain, Kenzo Parfums,
Parfums Christian Dior, Parfums Givenchy
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Exhibit no. J-2: CA Paris, September 3, 2010, no. 08/12821, eBay ¢/ Christian Dior Couture
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