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' provided for in a settlement agreement between the parties baQnd prohibits respondents from

@'ne nonparty and or any entity conducting business between that entity or any of its affiliates in

~leave to eﬁa@nonparty entity as a party-respondent in this proceeding and to add its name to the
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By order to show cause, petitioner moves for an lﬁ%eclarmg that the restraining order

entering into or implementing any agreement with a nonparty or an)Q@iale or subsidiary of the
nonparty which undermines or reduces pctitioner’s ability to satisfy the j@gment by altering the
manner or form in which respondent Royale Etenia obtained or received earnings or distributions

from Rachel Roy Intellectual Property Company LLC; cxtending the existing restrainiﬁg order to

wh@z‘r?spondent Dash may have a direct or indirect interest, ownership or entitlement; granting

caption; grantin; ve to conduct discovery of respondents Roy, Royale Etenia, and the nonparty -
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entity to determine the business relationship which the nonparty entity a%‘éor anyone else

may have or is in the process of formulating with respect to Roy’s business, bran@%nd

trademafks, and the interest,. owncrship or entiticment which Dash may have either dl@&s or

indirectly in such business; and declaring that the §ett1e:ment agreément has been breachedﬁ?(?

Royal Etenia and/or Dash and that the installment payment provisions and settlement amount % o
| provisions therein are of no further force and effect, and that the amount of the judgment which ° O _
Dash is required to pay is $406,370, less any amount actually already paid by Royale Etenia to | O\/b

petitioner and that the re?{ainin g order and denial of the Dash motion to vacate thc judgment in

 the order survives the elimiél&n of the said installment payment and settlement amount
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provision. @
Upon the papers submitted by%%ﬁu/’pner, and after hearing the parties at oral argument

%

held on October 13, 2014, it is héreby
ORDERED, that petitioner’s motion is gra:@. fhe foliowing extent; it is further
| ADIJ UDCED AND DECLARED, that the sellle;ﬁﬁ%mcmenﬁorder dated August 14,
2013 has been breached by Roya[ Etenia and/or Dash, and thaé?:a installmént payment
provisions and settlement amount provisions therein are of no furthQ@ce and effect, and that

the amount of the judgment which Dash is required to pay is $406,370, l‘% $137,131.47, the

. amount actually alrcady paid by Royale Etenia to petitioner, for a total amount due of

QO $269,238.53; and it is [urther
@ @ ADJUDGED AND DECLARED, that the restraining order and denial of the Dash motion

tov \?'the judgment in the order survives the elimination of the said installment payment and
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settlement amount provision. _ _ &
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