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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

(Miami Division) 
Case No. 25-cv-23202-JB 

 
ZOHRA KHORASHI,  

Plaintiff, 
v. 
GADI BEER AND BETH GELLMAN BEER, 

Defendants. 
      / 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR  
SANCTIONS FOR MISREPRESENTATIONS TO THE COURT 

Defendants Gadi Beer and Beth Gellman Beer file their reply in support of their Motion 

for Sanctions for Misrepresentations to the Court (ECF No. 38). 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Plaintiff filed a motion for sanctions so dishonest that it was itself sanctionable. In opposing 

Defendants’ motion for sanctions based on this misconduct, Plaintiff’s counsel both threw his 

client under the bus and failed to provide an explanation for his misrepresentations to the Court 

that warrants avoidance of sanctions.  

Attorney Christopher Sharp claims that he and Attorney Randazza met and conferred 

shortly after Defendants filed their opposition to Plaintiff’s frivolous motion for sanctions (ECF 

No. 32) (the “Frivolous Motion”) regarding “whether the Lawfare Project’s Press Release about 

this case violated Local Rule 77.2 regarding extrajudicial statements by attorneys.” ECF No. 52 at 

¶ 5. This is a material misrepresentation.  The subject of Randazza’s meet-and-confer conversation 

was Defendants’ motion for sanctions, and there was no lack of clarity during the conversation. 

Declaration of Marc J. Randazza (“Randazza Dec.”), attached as Exhibit 1, at ¶¶ 4-5.1  

 
1 Indeed, there would have been no point in meeting and conferring about the Frivolous Motion, 
as Plaintiff failed to do so prior to filing it, in violation of Local Rule 7.1(a)(3). This clumsy attempt 
to transform Defendants’ compliance with this rule into a cure for Plaintiff’s violation of it is yet 
another attempt to mislead the Court. 
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During the meet and confer, Sharp seemed disoriented. Despite the call being scheduled as 

a meet and confer, Randazza having filed a notice of appearance in this case, and Defendants 

having filed an opposition to the Frivolous Motion, Sharp seemed very confused as to why 

Randazza did not want to be his lawyer. Id. at ¶¶ 7-8.  Randazza immediately disabused Sharp of 

this fantasy and discussed the legal and factual bases for sanctions. Id. at ¶¶ 9-10. Randazza told 

Sharp that Defendants were willing to negotiate over how severe the sanctions should be, but that 

merely withdrawing the Frivolous Motion would not be sufficient as Defendants had already had 

to expend funds responding to the Frivolous Motion. Id. at ¶ 11. Sharp represented to Randazza 

that he would be filing something “today or tomorrow at the latest” to correct the record regarding 

the Frivolous Motion. Id. at ¶ 12. Randazza said Sharp could have more time if he wanted, but 

Sharp said he did not need additional time. Id. Sharp said during the call that there would “never” 

be an agreement to monetary sanctions.  Id. at ¶ 13. Randazza did nothing to indicate such a 

corrective filing would obviate the need for a sanctions motion, and in fact clearly stated that even 

if the Frivolous Motion were withdrawn, his clients would still be seeking sanctions given the 

work already performed on identifying the misrepresentations. Id. at ¶ 14. Given Sharp’s claim 

that he would file something by Saturday and nothing having been filed over the weekend, 

Defendants proceeded to file the instant Motion on Monday. Id. at ¶¶ 15-16. Sharp’s claim of 

surprise at the filing of this Motion (ECF No. 52 at ¶ 10) lacks all credibility. The Court should 

grant Defendants’ Motion and impose sanctions on both Plaintiff and her counsel.3 

 
 

3 Sharp’s claims of good faith are not supportable. Sharp and Randazza had a second phone call 
on December 19, 2025 to try and work things out. Randazza Dec. at ¶ 17. Randazza and Sharp 
discussed the case in chief, with Randazza noting it was frivolous and that Plaintiff should 
withdraw it. Id. at ¶ 18. Sharp surprised Randazza by admitting that the purpose of filing it was to 
coerce defendants into providing evidence against Chartwell Law Offices, LLP (“Chartwell”), 
which Sharp said was his “real target.” Id. at ¶ 19. Sharp repeatedly stated that he was surprised 
Defendants didn’t just agree to testify against Chartwell. Id. at ¶ 20. Randazza mentioned that this 
sounded like an abuse of process and that it might not be to Sharp’s advantage to tell him that 
information. Id. at ¶ 21. They also discussed the issue of monetary sanctions, and again Sharp took 
the position that he would never pay sanctions. Id. at ¶¶ 22-23. Plaintiff’s entire suit was brought 
with an improper motive.  

Case 1:25-cv-23202-JB   Document 55   Entered on FLSD Docket 01/20/2026   Page 2 of 11



Case 1:25-cv-23202-JB   Document 55   Entered on FLSD Docket 01/20/2026   Page 3 of 11



Case 1:25-cv-23202-JB   Document 55   Entered on FLSD Docket 01/20/2026   Page 4 of 11



 

- 5 - 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

told Ms. Figueroa that she was a “stupid idiot” and that she 
should “go back to Puerto Rico.” In another incident, on June 
19, 1998, during an intermission of a deposition, Ms. Figueroa 
telephoned the office of Judge Edward J. Richardson and 
reached Pamela Walker, a judicial assistant. After Ms. Figueroa 
spoke to Ms. Walker, Martocci took the telephone and yelled 
the word “bitch.” Martocci admitted that because the phone was 
dead when he received it from Ms. Figueroa, he said “son of a 
bitch” as a frustrated response to missing the opportunity to 
speak to Ms. Walker. Martocci claims that he did not say these 
words to anyone in particular. The referee also found that 
throughout the Berger proceedings Martocci repeatedly told 
Ms. Figueroa that she did not know the law or the rules of 
procedure and that she needed to go back to school. 

Id. at *2-3. Additionally: 
[D]uring a recess to a hearing in the Berger proceedings, when 
Mr. Paton entered the courtroom, Martocci said “here comes 
the father of the nut case.” Mr. Paton responded by approaching 
respondent and saying, “If you have something to say to me, 
say it to my face, not in front of everyone here in the 
courtroom.” Thereafter, in open court and for all to see, 
Martocci closely approached Mr. Paton and threatened to beat 
him. Upon Ms. Figueroa’s attempt to intervene, Martocci told 
her to “go back to Puerto Rico.” This confrontation only ended 
when a bailiff entered the courtroom. 

Id. at *3-4. 

Defendants proffered the slightly exonerative explanation that they were the result of 

carless use of generative AI. Sharp rejected this charitable explanation, and instead claims that he 

was in such a rush to draft the Frivolous Motion that he “simply assumed” Plaintiff’s research was 

correct and he “mistakenly added the quotation marks.” ECF No. 52 at ¶ 23. It is vexing that Sharp 

cannot even commit to a position on why he lied to the Court, but his explanation does not help. 

According to him, he outsourced legal research to his client and did nothing to ascertain its 

accuracy4 before incorporating it wholesale into his motion. These case citations are not a small 

part of the Frivolous Motion; they make up the entirety of Plaintiff’s legal argument, as every other 

 
4 A particularly confusing claim from Sharp is that he was already familiar with the Norkin case. 
ECF No. 52 at ¶ 16. If that were so, Sharp should have had actual knowledge that the facts and 
holding of Norkin is not even close to what he claimed it was. 
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case Sharp cited only supports basic propositions and legal standards. Without these cases, the 

Frivolous Motion has no legal basis. And while Sharp attempts to minimize this misconduct by 

claiming that the alleged summaries misattributed as quotations are not “wholesale 

misrepresentations” of their holdings (id. at ¶ 23), he makes no attempt to explain how these 

“summaries” are accurate. They are not. Plaintiff’s misrepresentations go beyond the errant use of 

quotation marks.  They are wholesale misrepresentations.  These quotes are not even fair readings 

of the cases.  They are fabricated quotes that do not come close to aligning with the holdings.   

This leaves the non-existent case of Florida Bar v. Schwartz, 605 So. 2d 465 (Fla. 1992), 

which Sharp claims was the result of Plaintiff “initially identif[ying] a case called Florida Bar v. 

Schwartz that purported to involve the use of ethnic or religious slurs,” and that use of AI “appears 

to have resulted in a general summary of a case that appeared to be relevant to the issues at hand, 

but the AI summary transposed the actual case citation with the wrong Schwartz case.” ECF No. 

52 at ¶ 19. Sharp is lying to the Court to shirk responsibility. There are multiple Florida Bar v. 

Schwartz cases, but only two of them involve Rule of Professional Conduct 4-8.4. See Fla. Bar v. 

Schwartz, 334 So 3d 298 (Fla. 2022); Fla. Bar v. Schwartz, 382 So 3d 600 (Fla. 2024). As 

explained in the Motion, neither of these cases contain the language quoted in the Frivolous 

Motion, nor do they address ethnicity or religion. Schwartz was not cited for a “general 

proposition”; rather, it is the only case cited in the Frivolous Motion supporting the proposition 

that statements offensive to one’s ethnicity or religion are sanctionable, the core of Plaintiff’s 

argument in that motion.5  

 

 
5 It is worth noting that there is no declaration from Plaintiff, the person who allegedly conducted 
the research leading to the sanctionable case citations, about how these misrepresentations 
occurred. All we have are statements from Sharp summarizing and characterizing communications 
with his client that are not before the Court (thus violating the best evidence rule) and inadmissibly 
speculating as to Plaintiff’s intentions and thought processes in providing faulty citations. The 
Court should take note of Sharp’s admission that Plaintiff’s own incompetence or deliberate 
misconduct led to her misrepresentations to the Court, but it should not credit Sharp’s guesswork 
that tries to minimize the severity of this misconduct. 
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2.2 Plaintiff Misrepresented the Ruling of this Court 

Defendants’ Motion also requests sanctions based on Plaintiff’s misrepresentations 

regarding the press release and this Court’s order on Defendants’ motion to dismiss. The 

Opposition does not address these issues at all.  Aside from vitriol, Plaintiff has provided nothing 

to show that the press release mischaracterized this Court’s ruling on the motion to dismiss, and 

instead has doubled down on her own mischaracterizations of the ruling.  

In what has become a consistent trend, Plaintiff misrepresents the cases she cites. She 

claims that the press release’s “misrepresentation” about the order being a win for free speech was 

“compound[ed]” because Defendants’ counsel “presented the allegations in the case and their 

opinions on the law as fact such that it seemed there was not dispute regarding Defendant’s conduct 

and liability.” ECF No. 48 at 5 (quoting Lott v. Estes, No. CV422-123, 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

112738, *19 (S.D. Ga. June 29, 2023)). The problem with citing Estes is that this case dealt with 

the plaintiff’s attorneys making statements to the media about the allegations in their client’s 

complaint, asserting that the plaintiff’s unproven allegations were in fact true; “Plaintiff’s and Mr. 

Bullman’s presentation of the allegations as fact, not the parties’ premature factual and credibility 

disputes, is the primary, problematic issue.” Id. at *20. Defendants’ counsel expressing opinions 

and accurately recounting the Court’s ruling are far afield of the statements in Estes.6 

 
6 Plaintiff’s citation to Thomas v. Tenneco Packaging Co., 293 F.3d 1306 (11th Cir. 2002), is also 
off base. The court there upheld a sanctions order based on multiple filings in court which were 
“pervaded with rude, demeaning remarks about opposing counsel’s physical traits and demeanor,” 
contained “attacks upon the fitness of opposing counsel as a member of the bar” and “statements 
that can only be construed as a thinly veiled physical threats,” and included “an overt racial slur.” 
Id. at 1321. The court found such statements were made in bad faith, and thus sanctionable, because 
the speaker was “deliberately provoking unnecessary personal animosity and conflict between 
opposing counsel ...” Id. at 1322. No remotely comparable statements can be found in the press 
release, not the least because the press release never said anything about Plaintiff’s counsel. And 
Plaintiff’s citation to Rhodes v. MacDonald, 670 F. Supp. 2d 1363 (M.D. Ga. 2009), again veers 
into the realm of deliberate misrepresentation. This was a case where notoriously racist attorney 
Orly Taitz used litigation as a vehicle for slandering President Barack Obama. The court there 
found that it was sanctionable for Taitz to constantly make personal attacks against numerous 
individuals, including the court itself, in court filings, such that Taitz was abusing the litigation 
privilege in an obviously frivolous case. Id. at 1378. It is bizarre to compare MacDonald with this 
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Plaintiff complains of Defendants not specifically identifying the cases of which they are 

aware in which CAIR sued members of the Jewish community for speech advocating against 

antisemitism. Plaintiff’s counsel are surely aware of these cases, but for the Court’s benefit, they 

are as follows: (1) Northwestern Graduate Workers for Palestine (GW4P) v. Northwestern 

University, No. 1:25-cv-12614 (N.D. Ill.); (2) Ubeid v. Chicago Jewish Alliance, No. 2025-L-

013008 (Cook Cty., Ill., Circuit Court); and (3) Sami Ghusein v. Chicago Jewish Alliance, No. 

2025-L-013031 (Cook Cty., Ill. Circuit Court). 

 In addition to these cases, as mentioned in the Opposition to the Frivolous Motion, both 

Texas and Florida have designated CAIR as supporters of Islamic terrorism. ECF No. 37 at 5. 

Plaintiff’s counsel may not like that CAIR is described as an antisemitic organization, but there is 

plenty of publicly available information permitting people like Defendants’ counsel to draw that 

conclusion. One can disagree with it, but one cannot disagree with the fact that governors of two 

states designated it as a sponsor of terrorism.7   

2.3 Plaintiff’s Haste Does Not Excuse Her or Her Counsel’s Misconduct 

For unexplained reasons, Sharp and attorney Omar Saleh apparently decided that their 

Frivolous Motion needed to be filed immediately upon learning of the Lawfare Project’s press 

release, with no transcript of the hearing on Defendants’ successful motion to dismiss, and with 

no time to review the cases cited in the motion. Id. at ¶¶ 11-12. 

What is remarkable about Plaintiff’s briefing is that there is no explanation whatsoever as 

to why the Frivolous Motion needed to be filed in such a rush. While Plaintiff requests that the 

Court order the removal of the press release and an injunction against any future statements—

 
case, since Defendants won their motion to dismiss and Defendants’ counsel did not file the press 
release with the Court or make any similar statements in court filings. 
7 Expressing an opinion that CAIR operates to promote antisemitism is protected. See Tillett v. 
BJ’s Wholesale Club, Inc., No. 3:09-cv-1095-J-34MCR, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 79443, *15-17 
(M.D. Fla. July 30, 2010) (finding that claim of plaintiff being “racist” due to displaying 
Confederate flag was protected opinion); Utex94 LLC v. Danta, No. 18-cv-80718-
MIDDLEBROOKS, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 248880, *11 (S.D. Fla. Nov. 6, 2018) (finding that 
accusation of plaintiff being “bigoted” was protected opinion). 
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requests that present a host of constitutional problems—there is neither argument nor evidence 

that the press release has caused or is likely to cause any harm to Plaintiff.8 At most, Plaintiff 

makes the baseless claim that the press release will prejudice a jury (assuming we ever get to that 

point), but since we are still in the pleading stage of this case, a jury will not be involved for several 

months, if not years, from now.9 Plaintiff’s counsel decided on their own that the Frivolous Motion 

needed to be filed overnight. 

3.0 CONCLUSION 

Plaintiff and her counsel prepared a frivolous motion and now seek leniency for what they 

call “mistakes” caused by carelessness, but their conduct instead appears to be an unrepentant, 

deliberate attempt to mislead the Court. The Court should not credit their thin and non-committal 

explanations for how these misrepresentations occurred. Indeed, this is not the first time Plaintiff 

hallucinated cases and misrepresented the authorities she cited. See ECF No. 38 at 8-9 (identifying 

Plaintiff’s misrepresentations about authorities cited in opposition to Defendants’ motion to 

dismiss).10 And courts have awarded sanctions well in excess of those sought here even against 

 
8 The only thing approaching such evidence is declaration testimony from Sharp that he has 
suffered “a negative impact on [his] professional reputation and standing in the South Florida legal 
community.” ECF No. 52 at ¶ 32. His evidence of this is inadmissible, as he provides one-sided 
characterizations of written communications he had with third parties without providing such 
communications. But even if it were admissible, the remedy for reputational harm is money 
damages after prevailing on a defamation claim (not that such a claim would have any merit), not 
monetary sanctions. 
9 In response to this point, Plaintiff cites Estes, which held that statements published online early 
in a case could still prejudice the jury later on. 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS at *20-21. Estes is an 
unpublished, out-of-state trial court decision, and it is not intuitive at all that a jury is likely to be 
improperly influenced by a years-old press release.  
10 As such misrepresentations are an observable pattern, sanctions in line with those imposed in 
Dubinin v. Papazian, No. 25-CV-23877-RAR, 2025 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 229362 (S.D. Fla. Nov. 21, 
2025), are appropriate. Plaintiff claims the circumstances here are closer to those in Ringer v. Bank 
of Am., N.A., No. 1:25-cv-3959-SEG-JSA, 2025 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 257566 (N.D. Ga. Dec. 4, 
2025), but a crucial distinction is that in Ringer, the court found mild sanctions were appropriate 
in part because “the errors were mostly immaterial to the issues raised in the Motion to Dismiss, 
and the citations were mostly legally accurate.” Id. at *2-3. As explained above, however, 
Plaintiff’s misrepresentations in the Frivolous Motion were central to her legal arguments, and 
even if taken as mere summaries of the cases instead of direct quotes, the Frivolous Motion badly 
mangled the holdings in those cases or did not account for critical distinctions. 
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pro se litigants for, in part, using fake citations and quotations due to AI use. See Minjie Zheng v. 

Internet Corp. for Assigned Names, No. 2:25-cv-04808-SPG-AJR, 2025 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 270990, 

*6-8, 19-20 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 23, 2025) (awarding $66,129.38 in sanctions). 

The Court should grant the instant Motion, order Plaintiff and attorneys Sharp and Saleh, 

jointly and severally, to pay all costs and attorneys’ fees incurred in connection with the Frivolous 

Motion and this Motion, and impose any other sanctions or discipline that the Court deems proper.  

While the original motion did not seek discipline, the Opposition is so void of candor and 

contrition, that as a matter of protecting the public, the attorneys should be referred for a 

disciplinary investigation. See Nuvola, LLC v. Wright, 2025 Minn. Dist. LEXIS 5940, *9-14 

(Hennepin Cty., Minn. Dist. Ct.) (imposing monetary sanctions for citing non-existent, AI-

generated cases and referring attorneys to Office of Lawyer’s Professional Responsibility).11 

Dated.  January 20, 2026.    Respectfully Submitted,  

/s/ Marc J. Randazza     
MARC J. RANDAZZA 
Florida Bar No. 625566 
Email: ecf@randazza.com 
RANDAZZA LEGAL GROUP, PLLC 
2 S Biscayne Blvd #2600 
Miami, FL 33131 
Phone: (888) 887-1776 
 
Attorneys for Defendants  

 
11 While Defendants will substantiate the specific amount of fees incurred in responding to the 
Frivolous Motion if this Motion is granted, the Court should note that the Wright court actually 
criticized the opposing party for not adequately bringing the fake citations to the court’s 
attention, as “[t]he Court should not be left as the last line of defense against citations to fictional 
cases in briefs filed with the court.” Id. at *15. As it may soon become sanctionable not to check 
for hallucinated cases and quotations, Defendants’ counsel had an obligation to closely check all 
of Plaintiff’s citations and to bring the misrepresentations to the Court’s attention.   

Case 1:25-cv-23202-JB   Document 55   Entered on FLSD Docket 01/20/2026   Page 10 of 11



 

- 11 - 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that on January 20, 2026, the foregoing was electronically filed with the 

Clerk of Court using the CM/ECF system, which will automatically send e-mail notification to 

all counsel of record.  

/s/ Marc J. Randazza   
Marc J. Randazza 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

(Miami Division) 
Case No. 25-cv-23202-JB 

 
ZOHRA KHORASHI,  
 

Plaintiff, 
v. 
 
GADI BEER AND BETH GELLMAN BEER, 

 
Defendants. 

      / 

DECLARATION OF MARC J. RANDAZZA 

 I, Marc J. Randazza, hereby declare:  

1. I am over 18 years of age and have never been convicted of a crime involving fraud 

or dishonesty. I have knowledge of the facts set forth herein, and if called as a witness, could and 

would testify competently thereto.  

2. I am Counsel for Defendants Gadi Beer and Beth Gellman Beer as well as for 

Kenneth Turkel, Esq. and Jaclyn S. Clark, Esq. for the limited purpose of representing them in 

connection with the Parties’ Motions for Sanctions. 

3. I submit this declaration in support of Defendants’ Reply in Support of Motion for 

Sanctions for Misrepresentation to the Court (the “Reply”).  

4. Attorney Christopher Sharp claims that he and I met and conferred shortly after 

Defendants filed their opposition to Plaintiff’s frivolous motion for sanctions (ECF No. 32) (the 

“Frivolous Motion”) regarding “whether the Lawfare Project’s Press Release about this case 

violated Local Rule 77.2 regarding extrajudicial statements by attorneys.” ECF No. 52 at ¶ 5.  

5. Attorney Sharp has made a material misrepresentation in this claim.  The subject of 

our meet and confer conversation was Defendants’ motion for sanctions.  There was no lack of 

clarity in that during our meet and confer.   
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6. During the meet and confer call, Sharp initially said that he was excited to speak to 

me, because he knew my reputation, and thought I was calling to solicit him to file a defamation 

case against Defendants and their lawyers in this case. I have no idea about how he could have 

come to that thought, as it is patently absurd.   

7. The reasons for it being patently absurd are:   

a. I filed my notice of appearance in the case (ECF No. 36). At that point, I cannot 

imagine why Sharp might have thought I was also calling to be his lawyer.   

b. Then, my paralegal called his office to arrange the meet and confer. 

c. Then, I filed the opposition to the motion for sanctions. ECF No. 38.  

d. Then, we had our call.   

8. Despite the appointment being made clearly as a meet and confer on the issue of 

sanctions against the Plaintiff in this case, and me having filed a notice of appearance in this case, 

Sharp seemed very confused as to why I did not want to be his lawyer.   

9. I quickly disabused Sharp of this notion and notified him that Defendants planned 

to file a motion for sanctions against him and Plaintiff.   

10. I explained all of the reasons that we believed that sanctions were appropriate, 

including a misrepresentation of this court’s statements, as documented by the transcript, and the 

fact that most of his operative citations were false – and appeared to be AI generated.   

11. I told Sharp that Defendants were willing to negotiate over how severe the sanctions 

should be, but that merely withdrawing the Frivolous Motion would not be sufficient to resolve 

the dispute, because my clients had already had to expend funds responding to the motion.   

12. Sharp represented to me during the call that he would be filing something “today 

or tomorrow at the latest” to correct the record regarding the Frivolous Motion.  I explained that 

he could have more time if he wanted, but he assured me that he did not need it.   

13. Sharp said that there would “never” be an agreement to monetary sanctions.  

14. I did nothing to indicate such a filing would obviate the need for a sanctions motion, 

and in fact I clearly stated that even if the Frivolous Motion were withdrawn, my clients would 
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still be seeking sanctions given the expense they had to incur in figuring out it was based on 

material misrepresentations of fact and law and writing the opposition to it.   

15. Given Sharp’s claim that he would file something by Saturday, Defendants paused 

finalizing the instant Motion to wait and see what form that “something” would take.   

16. Saturday came and went, Sunday came and went.  Monday, still nothing, so we 

completed and filed the motion for sanctions.  Sharp’s claim of surprise at the filing of this Motion 

(ECF No. 52 at ¶ 10) lacks all credibility. 

17. I had a second phone call with Sharp on December 19, 2026.  This was an attempt 

to resolve the issues even though the motion had been filed.   

18. During this call, while I am not retained to defend the case in chief, Sharp and I 

engaged in a dialogue about it – in which I informed him of my thoughts – that the case itself was 

shockingly frivolous, and that I believed his best course of action would be to withdraw it.   

19. Sharp then surprised me by admitting that he had filed the suit for the purpose of 

making Defendants so uncomfortable that they would provide evidence against the Chartwell Law 

Offices, LLP (“Chartwell”), which was Sharp’s “real target.” He explained that he felt that 

Khorashi had been wrongfully discharged, and the Beers would have evidence that proved that, 

and he did not understand why they had not simply called him to offer up that evidence for him.   

20. During this call, Sharp repeatedly stated that he was surprised Defendants didn’t 

just agree to testify against Chartwell, and that he didn’t even want anything from Defendants 

other than evidence against Chartwell.  

21. I explained that this sounded like an abuse of process and that it might not be to his 

advantage to actually tell me this information.   

22. I attempted to resolve the pending motions during this call.  Sharp did say that he 

was “willing to make amends” for the problems in his motion for sanctions (ECF No. 38) by 

withdrawing the motion.  I explained that this was not “amends” – that when you do something 

wrong, simply stopping is not “making amends” but rather you have to take responsibility for the 

problem, and that would mean covering my clients’ expenses for this.   
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23. Attorney Sharp said something to the effect of “so it’s $20,000 or nothing?”  And 

I made it very clear that my clients would be open to negotiating what proper “amends” would be, 

but it was “more than zero dollars.”   

24. Attorney Sharp also made a suggestion (although I do not think he actually meant 

it) that perhaps I should report his conduct to the bar.  I believe he was being sarcastic.  I explained 

to him that while I did not think doing so would be inappropriate, that I preferred to not put that 

topic on the table, at all.   

25. I do, however, believe that the rank dishonesty in his opposition (ECF No. 51) may 

have placed me in a position that I am required to do so, and I am analyzing my obligations with 

respect to that issue.     

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

  
Dated: January 20, 2026.   By: /s/ Marc J. Randazza  

 Marc J. Randazza 
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